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The modern Landmark Baptist movement, as we know it today, began in
1851in Cotton Grove, Tennessee, when John Robinson Graves offered these
Cotton Grove Resolutions: .

“I*. Can Baptists, consistently with their principles or the Scriptures,
recognize those societies not organized according to the pattern of the
Jerusalem Church, but possessing different governments, different afficer,
a different class of members, different ordinances, doctrines and practices,
as churches of Christ?

“2". QOught they to be called gospel churches, or churches in a
religious sense?
“3, Can we consistently recognize the ministers of such irregular and
unseriptural bodies as gospel ministers? - b
“4 s it not virtually recognizing them as official ministers to invite
them into our pulpits, or by any other act that would or could be construed
into such a recognition? .
“5™ Can we consistently address as brethren ‘those professing
Chl‘istianity, who not only have not the doctrine of Chl'l'St and walk. not
according to His commandments, but are arrayed in direct and bitter
Opposition to them?” 5
These resolutions were published far and wide throughout'the Soqth, an
in 1854 James Madison Pendleton, an associate of Graves, published his essay
“An Old Landmark Reset.” The Landmark movement rapidly gained mfluence
Wwithin the Southern Baptist Convention, as a reaction to the laxity apd
CCumenical spirit that Baptists had fallen into, cooperating closely w]th
Pedobaptist churches and ministers.  (Pedobaptists are tho§c who baptize
infants ag opposed to the Baptist practice of believer’s immersion). e
The Landmark movement eventually gave rise to two great assocmtlo_ns
of Landmark churches, the American Baptist Association and the Baptist
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Independent Baptist movements that identify wit " on-Landmark - they
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. associates at that time, For instance, Dale Moody has stated, “Many oved by
Baptists, Unaware of the facts of Southern Baptist history and unm tions of
the plain teachings ew Testament, have followed the innova h such
Landmarkism whi ated into the South from the North throug that
Personalities o J.R. raves and JM. Pendleton.” James Tull says
Landrnarkism “embodied
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total scope, but also in separate details, a nl:ov]g:]el?sth :l,l,% American
ecclesiastical traditions which were fo’r"mulated y Eng
Baptists in the 17" and 18" Centuries. inciples were not

aptlls“hielgurpose of this booklet is to show that Landmmllznlz)r‘;n;fnd sracticed
an “innovation” in the mid 19* Century, but rather were urpose is to provide
by some (not all) Baptists in previous centuries. 11241}1,1 (I:V ;P;l ont i its pEoper
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among themselves as to what principles they uphold,
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is local in nature? There is evidence.that some 1 e::;; e o Dord.r?cht
Graves concejved of the Church in p“l‘relyb(;ieve in and confess a visible
Mennonite Confession of 1632 states that “We t:a ety
Church of God, consisting of those, who,.as le e o ol Wit Gh D
repented, and rightly believed; who are right y e Thp
n heavel;’ sy o Comm;l [tl:r)Landmark emphasis on this
insistence on proper baptism foreshadows the z;) i syl
issue, Suggesting that Christians who have not e.on ey
Partofthe Church. See also John Smyth’s confessi

Ch in and of
iz sion of sin an

rist is a company of the faithful, baptized after confes

faith,»




. . 4l-
Article 33 of the First London Confession of 1644 (Baptist) gives 2 10¢

church definition for the Church: “That Christ hath here on earth a spll"(tjufol
kingdom, which is the Church, which he hath purchased and redeeme isa
himself, as a peculjar inheritance: which Church, as it is visible to lll)s, the
company of visible Saints, called and separated from the warld, ); els
wqrd and Spirit of God, to the visible profession of the faith of the G"r pby
being baptized into that faith, and joined to the Lord, and each Othen’ e
mutual agreement, in the practical enjoyment of the ordinances, commd

by Christ their head and King.”

Article 7 of the Articles of Faith of the First Baptist Church
Rhode. Island, adopted in 1727, states: “A church is a company 0
Orga.m,zed_ for the observance of the ordinances and the promo
Ehrlst S kmgdom..Each church is independent and Self-go"er"ed thO.

raternal fellowship with other churches.” There is no hint of a Unl
Church to be seen here. ion of
KentuckyThe 180(‘)‘ Doctrinal Statement of the Green River Assocl-ailoir;
e t.stated, ‘We believe that the visible Church of .Chr.l Sh eac
othegr fadu;ln of farlthful persons, who have obtained fellowship wit ving
agree’d t':) d ave given themselves up to the Lord and one another, ha el.”
Th Send %P up a God_ly.discipline according to the rules of the GOS'PI,D e
Church o}tl‘ C;ee-k Association Confession of 1816 stated “That thie VISame
i s a;losttls a congregation of faithful persons. . . .” This S
LeRay Hogﬁe?: tby the Barren Creek Association in 1830. L
Submitted in 1966 45 5 go- e - S1UdY on the Antecedents of =
Seminary, js 5 valuable Octoral d1§sertat10n at Southwestern Baptist Theo ogﬁ ofs
among Baptists — tOSC:}‘ler? of information documenting Landmarkist e a
theBroadRiverAssoc- ¢ time of Graves, Hogue reports on the position
asked in 1875. ‘W alta tion of South Caroling: “The Broad RiverAssoclaﬂonl’
church Consists of 5 .2 Church? sajq iy reply: ‘We believe a GoSP®

0:lnmldeﬁni‘te Number of saints joined together by consents
Plete without 5 minister.”

S, a New England Baptist and church historian, stated.
tparticular churches, . .. Is any other visible
80spel, but 5 particular one? The church
18, is such an one as a brother can
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tell his grievance to, and whoever thought that could be to any other than
a particular community.” (Isaac Backus, “A Discourse Concerning the
Materials, the Manner of Building and Power of Organizing of the Church of
Christ,” 1773, pp. 17, 145)
J. Newton Brown, editor of the New Hampshire Confession of 1833,
Wrote these words prior to the beginning of the Landmark movement: “Christ
has. had, for 1800 years past, a visible church in earth - made up of the
entire body of particular churches formed under the general constitution of
the New Testament. .. The term ‘church’ is here used, it will be seen, not for
the whole body of the elect which is ever invisible on earth. ...” (Quoted by
Robert Ashcraft, “Landmarkism Revisited,” Mablevale, Arkansas, Ashcraft
Publications, 2003, pp. 116-117). Article 13 of the New Hampshire Confession
States, “That a visible Church of Christ is a congregation of baptized
believers, associated by covenant in the faith and fellowship of the Gospel.”
€r¢ is no hint whatsoever of a Universal Church in this confession that has
een very widely used by various groups of Baptists in America from 1833 to
the present date.

AUTHORITY TO BAPTIZE

: Landmark Baptists have been preoccupied with questiqns of which
Individuals anqg churches do, or do not, have the authority to baptize. They do
ot take the position that any religious society has the authority to a@mlnlstferths
Ordinance of baptism. Landmark churches will not accept “alien immersions
:Eat they regard as irregular or without the authority of a true church behind
cm.

This emphasis did not begin with J.R. Graves - it can be found as early as
the time of Roger Williams, founder of the Rhode Island colony who made a
Sho”'“VCd attempt to found a Baptist church in Providence in 1639. l.lmhz?rd
Seott, who was member of Williams® church, later stated, “Iwalked with him
In the Baptist’s way about 3 or 4 months, in which time he brake frqm the
lsloiiety, and declared that their baptism could not be right because it was

ot administered by an apostle.”
Isaac Backus, i)rll his “lI){istory of New England” (1777), p. 89, commented
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that scr o ion from-an Sl 5
hain-link succession a SUCCES 2 clear
e dgc%?:t:r::/cfu]d be needed to demonstrate Sﬁcthin the absence Oihurch,
ey re_ctt)r Iio er Williams erroneously Conuf“‘ded t ao’n the part Ofan)r,of some
nl(:t 'ex;Sf title %rom apostolic time to the 17 Cem:]gywas the forerunne churches
g amf 0 true baptism could be administered. d insist that only ‘ster the
b t(;r?dnb ' extreme Landmarkers today who wou times can admin! tion 10
lgetas afl dogument their succession from apOStOhCdee the documenta
E)racllixfances. No such Baptist church today can I;rt (i)tle.
prove that they have such an impeccable chath idea that not all cf -
Nevertheless, we see here the sesd .of t ;:] ordinance of baptism:
ministers are scripturally qualified to administer the .
; s
s far back as the early 17" Century. lish Baptis
: In 1843 J 8. Reynolds published a stud?' Ci);lrfsniftib le, that they
. 113 H S .
Century, in which he stated: T!1e concluS'lon las the act of an unmclOuld be
consider even immersion valid, when it w less, was, that there ¢ " by 8
administrator, The principle of acfion, doubt sesal’lthol‘iled o bap“iists f
no valid baptism unless the admmlstra.tor w{lndication of the Bapeceive
properly constituted church. Hence, el that all baptism, ¥ ina
London, published in 1615, the ground is taken, lid; because receive
either in the church of Rome or England, is invalid;

Crosby, vol- I i
.- i
false church anq from ANTICHRISTIAN MINISTERS d h‘

= ho derived
273. They refused to sanction the acts of any 3dm'_m5trato?bzpﬁsm. TEIS llj
authority from churches which perverted the ordma’l:cef’ d in Graves: 0
firm Baptist ground, and the position isimpregnable.” (Cite
Landmarkism, - What Is 2% p: 1 16)
¢, the records
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in 1707, show that Baptists
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In 1732, the question was asked, “Whether a p:;z::;rm\):hetheg
d himself, and presuming, in private, to b?pt'%eht fiot be;djudged
etended baptism be valid or not, or Wh‘fth_er it mig d o better-than
ty. Resolved, We judge such baptism as invalid, an
ad not been done.” . . ief in the
Admittedly, the Philadelphia Association, which ?ff}“nzgr::tliﬁes gave
Universa] Church, was not a Landmark Ereup. Th-e ASSOCI?I?;;H uery came from
Ron-Landmark answers to queries. For example. . 1765, -C,]lto communion
Smith’g Creek: “Whether it be proper to receive a. Rersono; e bl of
Who haq been baptized by immersion by a mmlSte_rYea if he had been
England, if no other objection could be made? A“s,‘,ve;' - if’any Landmark
aptized op 4 Profession of faith and repentance.” Fe n on the basis of
Churcheg today would accept anyone into s Corr-lmun;? wever, we still see
glican or Episcopalian baptism, even ifb}’ lmmeI‘SlOItl)- - " must
Cre the implication that baptism, to be valid, must be by imm

. . ich would
€ administere ¢ those old enough to make a profession of faith, whic
Clearly exclude infant baptism.

In 1788, the Philadel
Church of N

Unimmersed

phia Association responded to tt}c-F irstdBl'glpt;Snt
€W York concerning the validity of b?PtlSm adrrillms?:/e()id:}’
and unordained person, that such baptism was nu t.Elr;:d st e
Jirst, because a person that has not been Palf i he be also

disqua"ﬁed to administer baptism to others, and especially
Unordajpeq. : void the

“Second, Because to admit such baptism as.valld,l:\’o?tld n;?]l:]e tend to
Ordinapceg of Christ, throw contempt on his aut -Otrra}t,(’)r of it, neither
Confusjop. for if baptism be not necessary for an admll}ls gl i e
i urch communion. . . and if such be valid, t ° 1:5, and our
contrary to Acts 14:23, 1 Timothy 4:14, Titus 1:5,
Confession of Faith, Chapter 27 P t;

. o . es pas
ird, Of th’is Opi[r)lion we find were our ASSOC7T1101D7‘I‘|; ;l:l"d 1368.’
Who Put Negative on such baptisms in 1729, 1732, 1 ’
“Fourth

for the words
Successors in
the chyrcp, 0

e e ﬁze’
» Because such administrator has no cOmm'Ssslt(::st::;[;heir
of the commission were addressed to th; agoare su’nch, whom
the ministry, to the end of the world, and t eisnistry'”
f Christ appoint to the whole work of the m
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s view in 1801, declaring, “We
The Broad River Association took a similar view Tiolf(())f the ordinan.cez,
believe that no minister has a right to the administra 2 regularly baptize
only such as have been called of God, as was Aaron, an osition of hands by
andyapproved of by the Church, and come under the imp
resbhytery.” . nce of Pe
e PThe )C,}eofgia Baptist Association ruled a‘%ami;g‘;;ceg;?y 4 years b
immersions in 1788, as described by I-.Iogue: In 3 \,zvith the troubleso o
organization, the Georgia Associatwh was .faceA Methodist preachernd
question of the validity of Pedobaptist immersion. ssion of the body.a ]
the name of James Hutchinson appeared at thl§ SZ o the fell0W5h'pen
related his experience of grace, asking to l?e recelve i, Having b; id
the church in that locality where the association washmdist preacher; he he
immersed on his profession of faith by another Metho brought before
not wish to be rebaptized. Thus his question Wﬂ: o
association. Could his baptism be accepted as vahd.‘th and his comple t
“Evidently impressed with his professnf)n‘of.fal the body ruled tha
renunciation of the Methodist doctrines and dlsc1plmef, the matter. [Jesset
his baptism was valid. But this was not the. end o tion taken and thﬂ
Mercer says that many were not well pleased with thl_? ac wentth Virgl""“
it led to strife and confusion. In a short while, Hutchinson was no Baptis
and commenced Preaching in a remote area V\./here there rived about 1{)
church. Experiencing agreatsuccess in his ministry, he b?{itocton Baptis
persons and gathered them into a church. }.3ut the hip because they
Association refused the church admission to their fellows P ia decision
considered Hutchinson’s Baptism invalid, the Georg,«uled invalid
notwithstanding. In addition, the baptism of his people _w‘?re tor. At this
because they hag not been baptized by a qualified administra =1 B i
point, Hutchinson submitted to rebaptism, and his people W reer’
i i ended. Me
exceptions followed his example. Thus the controversy

ist

o do-baptis

comment on the matter was: ‘So much for admitting a paedo-bap==
administration of the ordinance of baptism!’”

ark
Jesse Mercer, who has been described as a “p re-Lar:(lj)Hr]lhe
on this issue in 1811, in response to a reque;w) the
1ation. Hogue summarizes this letter: “In 1 ter, be
esolved ‘that the subject of the next circular letter,

dobaptist
after its

S
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OUr reasons for rejecting Methodist, or Paedobaptist baptism by
as Invalid,’ apq

. ercer was re
wnthl the order of the asso
Considereq ¢, be a most significant statement of Baptist views o
ore than 3¢ years later the Je
aptists i their discussion of gospel order. Anp examination
afforgg the clegy

est indication as tq why Graves felt Jjusti
er?‘er a8 an ‘Olq Landmarker,’

immersion,
quested to prepare the letter. Ip compliance

ciation, he produced what was evidently

n the matter,
tter was still being quoted by Georgia

fied as referring to

rches that haye

ackngyy Since t ¢ apostles and are no¢ In succession to them cannot be
Fdaineg ea:vbelingfln 80spel order. Thoge ministers who have been
Sidereg o iy :)r 0t the ministry by such churches as these, cannot be
have 0 right | rue s.er.vants of Christ or His church, ang they therefore
discipline okt 0 administer £, Him. “Those who have set aside the
the chyy., a,.e 89Spel, and have gjyey, law to an exercised dominion over
i and ’her : SUrpers over the Place and offjce of Christ, are against
thoge wh ) - ¢lore, may not pe accepted in theijy offices.’ Furthermore,
Canp inr;:t':.,ls °F contrary to th iy OWn faith or the faith of the gospel
Mposi¢ nso ¥ for God ang their administrations are ‘unwarrantable

at he Mercer then came to a precise
perfol.me ; reasons for the Baptist rejection of those Immersions
churches n cCobaptist Ministers. The fiyst reasonis that the Pedobaptist

herey, . N the line of succession from the apostolic church ang they
that ¢, o Partin the APostolic commissjgp, This constitutes 5 denial
Minjgtq ea(;‘t'St churcheg are true churches, Further, the Pedobaptist
Church R rived thej, authority ultimately, by ordination from the
lack d €or from self- .

ine g, o appointed individuals
Ministey of the rity for their ministrationg,

s and consequently they
€dobaptig¢ churcheg

A third reasop is that the
maintain ap unscriptural] authority
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over their churches and are not subject to the authority of gospel churches-
Lastly, they fail to administer in accordance with the pattern of the gospel:
In Mercer’s judgment, any one of these defects was sufficient reason for the
Baptists to hold the Pedobaptist administrations as invalid.”
James Whitsitt, a pioneer Baptist preacher in Tennessee W
184?, came to the same conclusion with regard to the validity of Pe
lf)aptlsm: “We object to receive the baptism of Pedobaptists because
it a dangerous innovation. We have no recollection that the histor
Baptists furnishes an example of the kind, and we are well assured ¢
common sense and piety of the Baptist [sic] were as strong 100 years
they are now. This question we have before us must be a new comt?rs_
hope it will not be very obtrusive. . . . We say again we think this is 2
dangerous innovation.” (Southern Baptist Review, September, 1859, p- K
) _I" 1845, Spencer Cone, pastor of the First Baptist Church of New o.r
Clty,.lssued a letter to fellow Baptist preachers stating, “In my opinion; vall
Paptlsm could only be administered by a duly authorized ministers - -
regular Baptist Churches of England and the United States’ had long held
the same sentiments. . . .

“The First Baptist Church in this city, of which I am pastor e
founded in 1745, and as the Bible has not changed, she still adheres t0 her
orlglpal .confes§ion of faith. The article on baptism closes thus: *
n'tl)thmg'ls a scriptural administration of baptism, but a total immersion
the sul?ject In water in the name of the Holy Trinity, by a man duly
ilzl;ho;;lzed to administer gospel ordinances. ¢ (Matthew 28:19-20, Acts 2:49—
b .tis e ZCtl_or.l of this church for 100 years has been to reject as invall

plism administered by an ‘unimmersed administrator.’”

ho died in
dobaptist
we think
y of the
hat the
ago, as

TERMS OF ADMI 'S
i) TTANCE TO THE LORD

Landmark Ba
prerequisite to partici
accepted for that pu

Ptti_St churches today take the position that baptism iS 2
bation in the Lord’s Supper, and that not all baptisms ar¢
TPOse - the candidate must be “rightly” and scripturally

10

baptized, They

IR ey toe 1 nothing new about that - many Baptists, prior to the time of

i ok that position.

have allo\fvrclzlctit ;grly,fthere are and always have been many Baptist churches that
Were alloweq to y orm of open or “mixed” communion, in which Pedobaptists
of the Welsh B PE}!’tlcipate in the Lord’s Supper. But J. Davis, in his “History
18 Century di?iptlstS, page 95, states that most Baptists in Wales in the early

. “After e (I;OI allow such a I.Jra.ctlce:
time with gy a eath of John Williams, the [Wrexham] church was a long
.Were advocate pasto.r. They were laboring under two inconveniences: they
in Wales, ey S ofm.lxed communion, and there were but very few ministers
2t the “latey SZ"Ctloned that practice.” Davis states that this was the policy
10ng time befon of the reign of Queen Anne,” who died in 1714 - this was a

The Pr}?';he start of the Landmark movement by Graves.
Cohansie in 174(]).3‘?elphla Association dealt with this issue in a query from
0 forbears to h Wh?ther a pious person of the number of Pedo-Baptists,
°0mmuni0n with ave h'.s own children sprinkled, may be admitted in to our
Uch ap one, dj out being baptized? And doth not refusing admittance to
“ iver; toS:otver want of charity in a church so refusing? _

easons ano e, and pass.ed all in the negative. Nemine contradicente.
Jur Practice nexed. 1.1t is not for want of charity that we thus an.swer-
Judgmens oG OWws the contrary, for we baptize none but such as, in the
M the comms arity, have grace, being unbaptized, but it is because we t?nd,
Mission, that no unbaptized persons are to be admitted into

(™
Churep
Om . .
orinthia:]sulnzl?lns. Matthew 28:19-20, Mark 16:16. Compare Acts 2:41,

e ordinances as they

e ecauS ) . P
are dar: eitis the ’ n th
delive church’s duty to maintal " Corinthians 11:2,

. re : . .
Isaigp 8:20 1o usin Scripture: 2 Thessalonians 2:15,
“ b the
Procyy; 3; Because we cannot see it agreeable, in any resp ZCt;V{:;Zh is
Tequireq at unity, unfeigned love, and undis'tu!'bed peace, 1
Corinthi;nand ought to be in and among Christian com
}811:10_, Ephesians 4:3.” ) . <sue again in 1786,
tespongi. . -C Thiladelphia Association dealt with the 1SSt er could be
Onding ¢ . . . cking if the Lord’s SuPP
a Minjst 0 the church in Philadelphia asking 1 ctand regular
€red to Christians who were not yet organize

munities.

d into adistin
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church: vl 1
“First, That the Lord’s Supper ought not to be administer
persons who are not members of any church, though baptized. bers
“Second, That this ordinance should not be administered to mem :
of churches in a scattered situation, without the consent of one or m‘;r,e,
those churches; but permission being first obtained they may procee T'\Iine
The issue appears yet again in a query from the church-at Gr eatt:z "
Partners in 1791: “Does any person, merely by virtue of being bap ltivej
become a member of a particular visible church? Answered in the nega-on ?
2. Is any such person in a proper circumstance for church commun!
Answered in the negative.” «wwhile it
LeRoy Hogue, commenting on this query and response, says, 7, tory
is evident that baptism was not considered as being, of necessity, init/at 0
to church membership, even so, a person thus baptized and not entering mer.
the fellowship of a local church could not partake of the Lord’s S“P;’ il
Church membership, as well as scriptural baptism, was considere ‘0
prerequisite to the commission at the Lord’s Table. The churchesthe
Shaftsbury Association obviously tended toward a communion qf con
strictest order. . . . At this initial meeting, the [Bowdoinham] ASSOC‘”“;"e
also voted that it was not agreeable ‘to receive unbaptized persons att o
Lord’s Table or to hold fellowship with those who do make this thel
practice.” The Bowdoinham Association was organized in 1787, long befor®
the time of Graves and Pendleton.
Hogue goes on to say, “Valid baptism seems to have been an issue in fhe
1835 decision of the association to ‘recommend to the churches composing
this body to discountenance the practice of admitting to the communion 0
the church individuals [having been immersed] who belong to other
denomin.ations.’ The implication seems to have been that their baptism W45
not cons1.dered valid. Possibly, however, the rejection of these persons from
the Baptist communion tables was recommended simply because they lad“?d
membership in a Baptist church, If so, the action serves to indicate Stl'"
i‘;r:vﬁ:::f c‘:f" ch membership, particularly Baptist church member 5'(’]"‘5’
Sonoa aptism, was considered essential to participation in the Lor

The very first Baptist church planted in Illinois, constituted in 1796, was
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at New Desi
Pedobaptists
Jones infor
monthsa an

gn, Monroe County. Opposition to “mixed communion” with
Was expressed there, long before the time of I.R. Graves: “Elder
ms us that Badgley had an indisposition of body for several
- d during that time the New Design church changed a rule they
i mal?orY'OUSly adopted - that of working by a oneness - agreeing to Wf)rk by
amorjl tl}:y and to commune with the Methodists. This caused much distress
Oadnfi 'ém, and when Elder Badgley’s health returned he was called upon
e ieVinms-ter the Lord’s Supper to the said New Design church, but re.fused,
Commy g It to be contrary to the sentiments of the United Baptists to
saliy ni;)w:th other orders; in consequence of which he was taken. under
is v%: y 4 number of the members, but a majority sustained him. e
tingi S In the year 1800.” (“A Brief History of the Regular Baptists,
Pally of Southern Hlinois,” by Achilles Coffey, pp. 130-131)
“ijedIr; 1804 I§aac, Back11§ noted that some Baptist churchesl had ;.)rac:c.iced
Sprinklin Omunwn, " meaning that persons who had been “baptized” })y
ose Wh% ?}S infants were allowed to partake in the Lord’s $u.pper alopg with
gradually ad been immersed as believers. This compromising practice was
Apear }(; fopped: “Though the communing of all real saints to.gether,
Not he de to.be of greatimportance, yet many found by degrees ths,at it could
With anOne In that way, for they saw that if they came to the .Lord s Suppe:
they Wey Who Wwere only sprinkled in their infancy, it practically said tha
not, re baptized when they believed in their consciences that they wer;
Hisq "d practical lying is a great sin.” (“An Abridgment of the Churc
rly °f New England from 1662 to 1804,” page 192). . .
it js thn 1773 Backus wrote, “And though our opponents hold with ui’ot:];e
orq’ ¢ law of Christ, that all should be baptized before they cho'l:eall hoi
0urSe|s table, Yet many of them accuse us of rigidness, of unchurching pus
V¢S only because we will not meet such persons there, as we ¢
rieve ] i i “A Di Concerning the
ater; N our conscience to be baptized.” (“A Discourse, e TS
isrtli]:’ t]hf Manner of Building and Power of Organizing O
’ : 2) . .
tepyy. . RObert Semple, in “History of the Baptists of Virg!
oepilz)b].ls.hed by Church History Research and Arc?lzsessolcr;alt?()?g;l
05.81:[1011 to open communion in the Appomattox . O ptized person
A query respecting the propriety of admitting

nia « (1810,
reported on
Virginia in
sto
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communion was introduced at this session. The question was answered by
a large majority that none but persons baptized upon a profession of faith
were proper communicants. The subject of open communion has been more
agitated among the Baptists in this part of Virginia than in any other;
arising, as was supposed, from the high opinion which they entertained of
the piety of some other Christian sects in the adjacent parts. Some
respectable Baptists were induced from this consideration to think favorably
of a mixed communion. It was certainly a very erroneous mode of forn?mg
an opinion. If open communion be wrong in itself, it cannot be made rlgh:
by the practice of men, however exemplary they may be in other respects.
(p. 274)

The question of restrictions on participation in the Lord’s Supper came up
again in 1821, as described by Hogue: “Baptists and close communion, as well
as the doctrine of the church, continued to be the basic issues of
disagreement between the Baptists and Pedobaptists. This is indicated by
the numerous articles on these subjects appearing in the American Baptist
Magazine. In an article by ‘Simplicitas’ entitled ‘Address to the Baptists on
Communion,’ published in the July, 1821, issue, the writer sets forth the
fundamental reasons for the Baptist practice on communion. He insists on
‘particular communion’ because this was the practice of the apostolic
churches. Speaking of baptism, he decries the tendency on the part of some,
in the interests of harmony and a ‘general communion,’ to treat baptism as
a matter of indifference. He points out that to receive Pedobaptists to
communion is practically to recognize their christening as valid baptism.
Throughout the article the emphasis is placed upon the obligation of the
believer to have his doctrines and practice on the positive commands of
Christ and on nothing else. Pleas for charity, fellowship, and union are not
sufficient cause to set aside the commands of the Lord.”

In 1818 the Broad River Association dealt with the issue of whether or not
to receive new members who had been immersed by Methodist preachers, a5
described by Leroy Hogue: “Accordingly, 1818, William King wrote o0 the
subject, ‘On a Baptist church receiving members into fellowship, who Wer®
baptized by immersion in Methodist Societies.” King took the ground ‘that
as _certam priests anciently failed to show their genealogy among the lawful
priests, and were rejected; in like manner should all administrators of the
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Ordinance
of bapti : .
According ¢, aptism be rejected, who fail to show their own baptism

regular Jine f::;lgt‘;lspel, by a minister who has himself been baptized in a
only a clear et € Apostles down to the present day.’ Here, then, is not
Possible assertiif,cm;n of non-Baptist immersion but also the strongest
: . Again iolthe necessity of a baptismal succession from the
iMmersion e In 1829, the association affirmed that, in its judgment,
ot valiq, inistered by an administrator of another denomination was
“In 18

Broag River330t(:‘e .Safldy C'reek Association took the same position as the

l.easant Grove z In Its rejection of non-Baptist immersion, advising the
With the Spirit thurch by a unanimous vote that it would be inconsistent
fe"()Ws ip imme:f the gospel for a Baptist church to receive into the
' again, Thsed members of other denominations without baptizing
Dal‘tlcular interes:- grounds on which this rejection was based are of

e :

le\ley are tl‘uecaannnd()t admit the validity of their baptisms without admitting
SWselves, for pr S(Clrlptural gospel churches - if we do this we unchurch

e“Omination, . 00 never set up or authorized but one Christian

“‘Th . )
:ll:e apOstoliec E}?ptlSt is the only denomination that can claim descent from
At fleg i, UFCl.les, through the true persecuted and witnessing church,
“ atot the wilderness for 1260 years. ...

of the clear e Baptist have descended from the true church is susceptible
()rdi“anceSest Proof. This is not true of any other denomination. . - -
Obaptist ‘annot be validly administered by both Baptists and
" re S- God is not the author of but one of them, consequently, we
rep"diatinc €IVe members upon baptism administered by therm without
ogugethe ordinances administered by ourselves.”” e

Eaptists 80¢s on to cite the prohibition by the Charleston AsSO

a

and Pedobapti x s together: “In 1802, t.he
aptists sharing the Lord’s Suppel:i fot commune With

to an acknowledge of the

hich

ter the order v
hto al efore deemed
ssociation

:;:f)c'ati()n declared that Baptists cou
Validity ls-ts because to do so would be equivalent
Chrig ofinfant baptism and the power of a churc ey
to e ;25 established in his churches. The practice wzsRiVer A

'Nconsistent with gospel order. In 1804 the Broa
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advised that a church member who communes with Pedobaptists ought not,
by the rule of Scripture, be held in fellowship. The Bethel Association, on
4 separate occasions from 1797 to 1822, expressed itself as being in
opposition to the practice of open or mixed communion and in 1802 declared
that there were no grounds ‘under present existing circumstances’ on which
Baptists might fellowship with Pedobaptists at the Lord’s Table, as
desirable an object as that might be.”
Hogue cites the position of the Georgia Baptist Association, organized in

1784: “The 5% article says that ‘none but regular baptized church members

have a right to communion at the Lord’s table.’ This signifies that church

membership (particularly Baptist church membership), as well as baptism,

was considered by the Georgia Baptists to be prerequisite to a proper

participation in the Lord’s Supper. The 6 article states that it is the duty

of every ‘heaven-born soul’ to become a member of the visible church and

to be ‘legally baptized’ so that he may properly partake of the Lord’s

Supper at every ‘legal opportunity.’”

Tennessee Baptists came to the same conclusion, rejecting mixed
communion with Pedobaptists, as recorded by Hogue: “The Holston
Association considered the question of the McPheter’s Bend church in 1803:
‘Shall all unessentials in religion be made terms of communion in the church
or shall nothing be made a term of communion in the church but essentials
in religion?’ The answer of the association evidently went right to the heart

of the problem that had prompted the query: ‘We think it is not accordin
to Gospel direction to commune with any who have not been re ularlg
baptized by immersion on profession of their faith.” The Tel?n :
Association responded to a similar query in 1806 by saying: ‘We thinkessee
have a right to commune with us but those of our own fait.h and ord ﬂ?’l’le

Clearly, opposition to open communion did not begi ‘z; th
Landmarkers. James Tull says, “Open communion was | . ©
the Baptists in America from the beginnings of thej 3'_'gely repudlate(! by
Landmarkism came u : eir history. By the (ime
3 pon the scene, Baptists in Ameri Imost

universally close communicants.” (“The it UHEEIR. Jiy o7

ndmark Movement in America: An

Historical and Theological iaa] .
1975, p. 12) gical Appraisal, Baptist History and Heritage, January,

PULPIT AF FILIATION

Pulpit Coe )
Preachers tI()) Sii;f;l:?;lon is tt.le.practlce of allowing non-Baptistic (Pedobaptist)
andmark churcheg Oe pulpit In, and preach to, Baptist congregations. Many
f the Statement of o this practice, and it is forbidden in Article 3, Section
soci;tion of America ninciples of Cooperation of the Baptist Missionary
he Americ 5t o
st:::le)“;_ent of his d:lc]tﬁiz?:eﬁ:;:cmnon re.:quires eaf:h missionary to give “a
afﬁl‘e lever, the body of Chri concerning §a|vat|on by grace, security of
5 iation, and ecy tChrist, alien immersion, the Lord’s Supper, pulpit
vil] declare themSell:en-lsm.” T_hf? implication here is that ABA missionaries
the - VR Graves, in 1?'8 ltr)l opposition to pulpit affiliation.
: ue Protest J-I\;I. Pelnsdlook Ol{i Land'markism: What Is It?” page 176, cites
affigio ever been the und ates would be larger by a mllll.Ol'.l todfay
lation between th erstanding that there could be no ministerial
ande ex?hange of pul ?tl: and Pedob.aptists. How strange is such affiliation!
i t l.s impreSSionphasmlal(;es the impression that these are small matters,
persrw.se ave copied th ed many to become Pedobaptists, who would
Ona| immersion. <7y ¢ example of Christ, who said, concerning His
Biiens tis freely 5 dm’itt dlus it becometh us to fulfill all righteousness.”
to t(}:lt‘l ed Pulpit affili t'e that many Baptists prior to the rise of Landmarki-sm
1S ¢ on pra 1ation - the Landmark movement began partly as a .reactlon
this prg ctice. HO\vever, there were those among the Baptists who
hert: Ctht:: prior to the time of Graves and Pendleton.
®tWeen the p emple, in his “History of the Baptists of Virginia,” stated that
800d ypge, tr esbyterians, Methodists and Baptists of the Blue Ridge area, “a
OPinjgp, i tsh anding subsists, insomuch that a considerable party were of
Meth()distm.e .ASSOCiation that they ought to invite the Prefsbyteri.an an.d
SociaﬁOnsm'SterS to sit with them [New River Baptist As.soc1at10n] in thtel;'
Mgthy inVesta's counsellors, but not to vote. This subject ""d;';f'e':vas
SSure v igation, and finally was decided against inviting. lSd o
confusiOn.a very prudent determination - first, because lt.mlght tinthan
Tomote igr.and secondly, because it would probably rather mtfr:url;ourse
iendship. Seeing, in most cases, as it respects the 1Nt
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between man and man, too much familiarity often ends in strife.” (Page 350)
We see here that some Virginia Baptists were willing to accept Pedobaptist
ministers as valid clergymen, but that others objected to such recognition.

James Tull states that pulpit affiliation was practiced “infrequently”
among Baptists in the colonial period: “In the South during the colonial and
early national period there were instances of pulpit affiliation, however
infrequent. Widespread practice of pulpit affiliation did not occur until
Baptists gained legal freedom, social parity, and public respect. This trend
was developing when Graves took residence in the Southwest.

«“Historical information does not indicate how widespread such pulpit
affiliation was practiced. Graves conceded that such ‘union meetings’ were
frequent during the period. . . . The Landmark appeal to the Southern
Baptist community in particular was to ‘come back to the old stand points,’
‘to occupy the ground consecrated by the blood of our martyred fathers,and
dare to be consistent.’. . . This appeal to the conscience of the Baptist people
would hardly have received a sympathetic hearing it if had not incorporated
many of the doctrinal positions which Baptists had long occupied.” (“High
Church Baptists in the South,” pp. 13, 57, 62) In other words, Graves’ stand
against pulpit affiliation was not something new, but it was a call to return to

previous Baptist policies.
J.R. Graves stated that “It is a fact that the oldest and most

successful Baptist ministers, as the venerable James Whitsitt, and George
Young, deceased, and Joseph H. Borum, now living, for 40 years a pastor
in West Tennessee, never affiliated with Pedobaptists or Campbellites, and
they testify that affiliation is a new practice, and the forerunner of open

communion.”
Graves, in the introduction of his book on “Old Landmarkism,”

represented himself to be the first man in Tennessee to lead the charge against
pulpit affiliation, but also insisted that he was only arguing for a return to
previous Baptist doctrine and practice: “I was the first man in Tennessee, and
the first editor on this continent, who publicly advocated the policy of
strictly and consistently Mwww
all true Baptists, in all ages. have professed to believe. . . . In 1846 pulpit
affiliations, union .met.at_ings, receiving the immersions of .P.edobaptists and
Campbellites, and inviting Pedobaptists, as ‘evangelical ministers,” to seats
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Inour g g .
with feisgilcztl(t)il:)s and conventions, even the Southern Baptist, had become,
the word “becgm ns, general throiughout the South.” We should emphasize
originally practicez b glese. practlces,‘ including pulpit affiliation, were not
. The seeds of d aPt}Sts on a wide scale, but were a recent innovation.
before the time Of Opposition to pulpit affiliation in Tennessee go back way
considereq eligib(;e ?raves. Even Baptist preachers in Tennessee were not
authorized by, 2B O preach unless they were in good standing with, and
Mman coylg bé est aptist church. Hogue comments on this policy, saying, “No
€ gospel, qua“:e:]ned as an orderly and properly authorized minister of
chure ad p] 1ed to preach and to administer the ordinances, unless a
license or Ol‘(i)i ace.d Some_d§gree of sanction upon his ministry, either by
church in 1781;at|0n: This is illustrated by the action of the Sinking Creek
COming ip the naStatmg that "it is the mind of this Church that any man
hurch is not me_ofa Baptist and not bringing a good authority from his
?hUrch coerll)ermltted to preach in this Church.’ It was this principle of
Ustifiabler for tha;led the Holston Association to say in 1813 that it is ‘not
Preach i, their ac yrch or membfars of a church to invite a preacher to
Years Jagey. themeetmg house who is excommunicated. In a similar case 18
illiam Réno ‘.Same “SS.OCla.tlm! had stated in their minutes that a certain
Persists ip will 5 prea?hlng in disorder being excommunicated, which if he
!acked chiirli necess]tate us to advertise him.” As an excommunicate, he
Indicatigp, th taUthor'fY for his preaching. These instances furnish a clear
Could pe d(ma, preaching was considered an official act of the church and
churcp, It he In an Orderly manner only through the permissio:! ofa-goszpel
Undery; as been pointed out earlier that this was the basic principle
yL"g_the Landmark doctrine of non-pulpit affiliation.”
authomy(:)gfma“y’ if even a Baptist could not fill a Baptist pulpit Withgut F:e
Valid by a Baptist church, then preachers of Pedobaptist groups, notl "_lt‘: g
P t}? ISlm or church authority, would not be welcome 1 Baptist P‘: rl:;n{ed
all COmel 8403’ : Congre.:gati(?nal Clergyman OfNorWId'l’ conn}fztsl(};llilmself as
true clep plained that Baptists did not recognize Pedobaptists suct bt oo
ag memﬁymen: “Treat us as new converts! Then they do n‘:)co ol
chureh ers of the church of Christ! Our c.hl.ll‘CheS they rec gsters of thie
es of the Lord Jesus Christ! Our ministry are no mini == = j,
urch of our Lord Jesus! Our ordinances are not ordinances of the
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church - but all is usurpation presumption, and unhallowed handling of
most holy things.”

It is evident that J.R. Graves, starting about the year 1851, took a strong
stand against pulpit affiliation, in contrast to the weak stand that Southern
Baptists had taken prior to that time. But the seeds of opposition to this practice
had already been planted, which explains why many Baptists were so ready to
follow Graves when he raised the standard of opposition to it, calling for
Baptists do their own preaching, ordaining and baptizing

BAPTIST SUCCESSION

All Landmark Baptists hold to a form of Baptist Succession or Baptist
Perpetuity, meaning that true Baptist or Baptistic churches have always existed
on earth since the time of Christ until now. There are many shades of opinion
on this issue. Many Landmarkers are content to affirm that true churches, with
beliefs similar to ours, have always existed and have passed on the torch of the
true faith through the centuries, in ways that we cannot always trace or
document because the original records have been lost.

Then there are those who have taken this concept 10 extremes, freely
claiming various oddball or heretical groups from past ages as having held to
modern Baptist principles, in the face of all evidence to the contrary. Some
have claimed to be heirs to a link-chain succession of churches from John the
Baptist until now, and have put forth bogus, undocumented chains of title.
Some have gone even farther, stating that the only way to plant a scriptural
church is by vote of a mother church which can trace its perpetuity back to the
First Century. Inreality, no Baptist church today can document such perpetuity,

so if we accept such extreme teaching, that would mean that Roger Williams
was right all along in the 17® Century, when he said that true churches could no
longer be planted in this age.

For the purposes of this study, I wish only to point out that there were
many Baptists who believed, prior to the time of J R. Graves, in some form of
Baptist Succession. Like Landmarkers today, they disagreed as to the exact
manner in which Baptist principles were perpetuated through the Dark Ages, but
they believed that their Baptistic forebears existed long before the “politically
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orrect” date of 1641 which is now

aplist churches came into existen commonly given as the time when the first

The ice.

Baptists” Was’;ﬁili‘??y, a Baptist historian whose “History of the English

claim sy wade edin 1738, taught Baptist Succession. “In discussingthe

English Bttt pri ltl_lo.der.n day historians, that John Smith was thegﬁrst

accept such 5 i cticing immersion for baptism, [Crosby] flatly refuses t
ry. In following the debate on the matter of ablllthorif\f i::

baptis
. m, he refers ‘ 4
a'.‘c'e“tWaldenSes to ‘the foreign Anabaptists, who descended from the

. in Fra
rft""f‘"s well over 100 nce or Germany.’ Thus we have a most respected
t0gnizing Buyitists ag years before Landmarkism was ever heard of.
Urope whe believed tsh eing the descendants of groups on the continent oi"
e "}‘-ader ti Efig. beot elpselves to be of ancient heritage. . . . In a note to
e:iptISts’ or Anabapt?sltnnmg of his history he indicates clearly that the
st?nce When he sa S ‘as they were then often called, were of age-long
, 0N Whom thzz,w igositl;‘eretical persons of the denomination of
... e magistrate fell so heavil
The'h and so exposed to the vi eavily, are yet upon
attlregiF or Baptist Hist ory :' ;;)ewl ;);' T;;)from age to age.”” (I.K. Cross,
. nia Bapti o5 et ]
Publisheq hi plist preacher John Leland, at a time before the year 1790,

IS sentim .
i‘;s(t)al(;lent is i ents on Baptist origins and perpetuity: “The New
. Order

ntrod ; :
imeg ; of baptizi:gc_egx:ihttl:‘e history of a famous Baptist preacher and
reproger ¢ Four Evangelists 8 1;"r?rl_lnner of Jesus, is called a Baptist 15
preachztes the Baptists with .noje:: l?gn(;raflce or ill W.l", that so often
¢ cal spoken of in the N y? Is it not c.ertam that the first
fo alled 5 new sect ew Testament was a Baptist? Why should they
R Unders of 5 ’ whe'_l they can name their founders antecedent to the
ulfil) q) ri ty other society. Did not Jesus submit to John’s baptism, to
are so, ., , . ghteousness? Was not Jesus, therefore, a Baptist? These things
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Baptistz l;ave h“m‘_m testimony to prove that a number of reformers were
Calleg 2Aand, particularly, John Wickliff, the great reformer in England,
Leland =»y Wway of eminence, the Morning Star.” (“Writings of the Elder John

“p PP. 79, 89-90)
RobinSO(;C]?SlaStical Researches,” published in 1792 by l?ngliSh Ba
» 1s generally regarded as teaching and upholding Baptist pe

ptist Robert
rpetuity.
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On page 311, Robinson quotes Limborch as saying, “To say honestly what I
think, of all the modern sects of Christians, the Dutch Baptists most
resemble both the Albigenses and the Waldenses, but particularly t.he
latter.” Robinson adds, “A striking likeness undoubtedly thereis; for, beside
denying the doctrines and ceremonies of the church of Rome in common
with all Protestants, [the Waldenses] held some articles peculiar t0 the
Dutch Baptists.”
In 1811, Georgia Baptist Jesse Mercer clearly took the position that
Baptist churches were in a succession from the Apostles, and that Pedobaptist
churches were not: “All churches and ministers who originated since the
apostles, and not successively to them, are not in gospel order, and,
therefore, can not be acknowledged as such. . . .
“Our reasons, therefore, for rejecting baptism by immersion, when
administered by Pedobaptist ministers, are- X
“That they are connected with ‘churches’ clearly out of the apostolic
succession; and, therefore, clearly out of the apostolic commission. . - -
“But it should be said that the apostolic succession can not be
ascertained, and then it is proper to act without it; we say that the loss of the
succession can never prove it futile, nor justify any one out of it. The
Pedobaptists, by their own histories, admit they are not of it; but we do not,
and shall think ourselves entitled to the claim until the reverse be clearly
shown.” ,
In 1826, William Jones published his “History of the Christian Church.’
A review of this book in the Western Baptist Review, January, 1849, stated:
“The main question at issue between our historians is, whether the
Waldenses were Pedo-Baptists or Baptists. The editors of Peyran and
Perrin affirm that they baptized infants: this Mr. Jones denies, and
maintains that they were Baptists.” "
In 1835, R.B.C. Howell made this statement of belief in Baptist
Succession: “Those who are now called Baptists, have been in different ag€S
of the Church, called by various names. Let it be observed, however, that
... from the days of John the Baptist until now, they have ever maintained
the same doctrinal and practical tenets by which they are still distinguished-
They were first called Christians at Antioch, afterwards Donatists, then
Cathari, then Waldenses, Albigenses, Mennonites, Petrobrussians,
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18?;"1‘)‘.’"_‘/2;1’5, Anabaptists, and finally Baptists.” (The Baptist, I. No. 5, May,
de“OminationT.J - Bowen, in 1846, .wrote that “the origin of the Baptist
Christ ang His.;.x. can not be found in any age of the world since the days of
Ome; we were POstl?s._. .. [Protestants] have come out from the church of
Yet adhere ¢, neverin it. They have corrected many Roman abuses - they
Unseriptyrq) formany other abuses, such as ecclesiastical legislation,
infant -ty ms of church government, affusion instead of baptism,
een free » (c Org‘, ‘Etc. - but frorp these errors Fhe Baptists have ever more
46, pp'. 45-46)lgm of the Baptists,” The Baptist, III, No. 3, September 12,

David Bep

Il)ubliShed i 18 edict, in his “General History of the Baptist Denomination,”

27‘128, hess 3:“1pheld a Baptist Successionist position. For instance, on pp.
called, Were cys, We find that the Waldenses, by whatever name the?/ were
einoyg Crimeon:ta"ﬂ)_’s fo.r the space of many centuries, charged \.wth the
8ave for 59 4  of denying infant baptism, and that the reasons which they
em Verbat~0mg’ as taken from the mouths of their enemies, were .many of
Zive, Hay Im, and all of them in substance, just such as the Baptists now
Waldense € not then the Baptists good reasons for believing that the
E $ Were generally of their sentiments?” -
a SuCcesr;%hS-h Baptist minister G.H. Orchard, author of “History of Baptists,
¢ Bane onist work, first stated in 1823 his belief that “from the days of John
.. tepr Ist, until now, I believed our denomination had had an eX'StenCtel;é
Subject ost? me years’ reading, and making extracts from authors, l(;ninto
Chronglge; my investigation, I resolved on throwing my 'l':?tt‘:)"r‘a T
One Ibglcal order, to exhibit the feature of a connected hlst Rz.binson
QOnje’ct ¢came fully satisfied; and established the proof ol:'w uafﬁciency pir
Cript ured, that the English Baptists3 conten(!mg for t e ian e
ik ure, and for Christian liberty to judge of its meanmg,t S 1o tha
» In authentic documents, to the first Nonconformis sl e
cop[:Stles: .+ . ‘The Baptists may be co.nsidered has ,:heos(i;‘e:; e
h fm_"llty which has stood since the times of t et ‘l::es of the gospel
Fistian society which has preserved pure the dOCPRE L oo iowing
Fough all ages.” This statement we consider to be Prot"e”
Pages, where authors are quoted, supporting these facts.
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Enough has been presented here to show that the doctrine of Baptist
perpetuity or succession from the time of the Apostles was not a new invention
by Graves and his fellow Landmarkers. Such convictions were held by many
Baptists prior to the time of Graves.

CONCLUSION: LANDMARK PRINCIPLES WERE
NOT INVENTED BY GRAVES

The foregoing documentation shows that the doctrinal structure of
Landmarkism was not originated by J.R. Graves and his contemporaries. Graves
helped to codify and popularize beliefs that had already been held and taught by
Baptists for centuries, and followed those beliefs to their logical conclusions.
But he did not concoct Landmarkism out of thin air. This, in my opinion, helps
to give more credibility to the principles of Landmarkism.

It is not my intention to give the impression that any of the individuals or
associations quoted in this booklet were consistent followers of all the beliefs
of Landmarkism. It would be difficult to come up with a generally agreed-upon
definition of the “consistent principles” of Landmarkism, since Landmarkers
disagreed among themselves as to the essential tenets of Landmarkism back in
the 1850s, and they still do today.

My opinion is that the Landmark principles are still relevant and worthy
of our consideration today, as a helpful guide for churches seeking to maintain
scriptural purity and to avoid the pitfalls of ecumenicalism. However, it is not
my desire that any of us should hold to Landmark principles in a spirit of pride
or divisiveness, or that we should separate from or contend with Landmark or
non-Landmark brethren who do not agree with us on all the fine points of
theology.

The two leading figures of Landmarkism, Graves and Pendleton,
disagreed with each other on a number of weighty issues, such as the Universal
Church, closed communion and slavery, and yet they worked together. We to0

ought to be able to work together and fellowship with one another in a spirit of
charity.




