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The PCA (Presbyterian Church in America) isthis present writer's former
denomination. Before the 1982merger with the anticatabaptist RPCUS, the larger
PCA was a mixture of knowledgeable anticatabaptistic orthodox Calvinians,
caabaptistic Neo-Thornwelli ans, baptismally indifferent Quasi-1ndependents, and
assorted Crypto-Baptists openly tolerating if not covertly supporting the rebaptizing
overseas of both Catholics and Protestants by non-denominational submersionistic and
antipaidobaptistic missonary societies preying on PCA contributions.

In 1982 the anticatabaptist Reformed Presbyterian Church Evangelicd Synod merged
itself out of existenceinto the larger Presbyterian Church in America(PCA). This
considerable RPCES influx strengthened the anticatabaptists within the PCA -- even
though the quality of its eschatologicd and soteriologica contributions remains
guestionable.

Because this present writer was an anticatabaptistic orthodox Calvinian PCA Minister
of the Word and Saaaments right down until his 1981 appointment as Profesor of
Systematic Theology at the Queensland Presbyterian Theologicd Seminary of the
Presbyterian Church of Australia, heis gill particularly concerned about ongoing
eventsin hisold denomination inthe USA. But quite gart from this -- baptismal
developments within the influential American PCA from 1982onward, aso demand
that they be noted in a dissertation such as this.

Baptismal adviceto Western Carolina Presbytery at the 1982 PCA

At the 1982General Asembly of the PCA, some truly excdlent advicewas given on a
very vexing pradicd question. For the General Asssmbly had been asked by the
Western Carolina Presbytery: "May baptism properly be aiministered to individuals
who have been ‘christened' or baptized in infancy, when it had been apparent that
neither parent was a believer?'¢*

To this question, the response proposed at the 1982General Asembly, recorded inits
Minutes, rightly remonstrated: "No. Baptism is but once alministered to any person
(WCF 287). Baptism [isto be] with water, in the Name of the Triune God, by [the]
most significant manner possble." Westminster Confession of Faith 28.2,3,6.

The General Asembly then went on to supgy the following good 'Grounds for the
above alvice. Among other things, it rightly remarked:®**"The question of re-baptism
has been of concern to believers sncethe time of the Early Church, when believersfell
away from the faith during perseaution and later returned to the faith. Questions were
even raised concerning the validity of a baptism performed by a Minister who later fell
away from the faith.

"To the desire of individuals seeking re-baptism, the Church hes historicaly responded
that only one administration of baptism is appropriate. Historicdly, the Church has not
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re-baptized those who have fallen away; been excommunicaed; and subsequently have
sought re-admisson to the Church....

"Their former baptism was not invalidated by their later falling away, necesstating re-
baptism.... Neither can the baptism of their children be invalidated. |f one or both
parents professed faith in Jesus Christ and were membersin good standing within the
Visible Church, then the administration of baptism to their infant children was perfedly
appropriate -- as valid as their own

baptism. If they were not professng believers and were not members in good standing
within the Visible Church, then they would have no right to baptism for themselves or
their children....

"If however they were professng Members of the Visible Church at the time of the
administration of their children’s baptism, then the baptism was valid -- both for
themselves and for their children.... Subsequent events could not invalidate the
baptism so as to necesstate anew and subsequent baptism -- for themselves or their
children....

"In Acts chapter 19...it is clea from the context that the disciples referred to...were
not disciples of Jesus Christ. They were not professng Christians. They had not been
baptized in the Name of Jesus, but in John's baptism.

“These disciples wereill -informed dsciples of John the Baptist, people who did not
even know of the Holy Spirit. They clealy did not know the Gospel of Christ. For
the Apostle hasto explain it to them.

“Having heard now of Christ, they were indeed baptized. But it was not a second
Christian baptism. It was their first and only Christian baptism.... There ae no
Scriptural examples of people being baptized twice in the Name of Jesus.

"There is another passage which has beaing on thisisaue. In Acts chapter 8, we real
that Simon Magus professed faith in Christ and was baptized. Subsequently, Peter
uncovered Simon's true spiritual condition and warned him: Thy heat is not right in
the sight of God. Repent!" Simon was apparently affeded by this warning and
apparently repented, saying to Peter: 'Pray ye to the Lord for me, that none of these
things which ye have spoken come upon me!'

"Here, then, is an explicit case of the baptism of a man later discovered to be
unconverted. Peter's counsel to him is not: 'Y ou need to be re-baptized!" but rather:
'You nedl to repent!” What Simon Magus nealed, was not another external baptism -
- but...repentance, conversion....

"Baptism is but onceto be alministered to any one person (WCF 287). If a
professng believer desires to improve his baptism (as indeed al believers dould), the
means of improving it is not re-baptism but rather seeking with al our heat to live up
to the engagement to belong wholly to the Lord which our baptism signifies (seeL.C
167)."



Baptismal advice sought by Grace Preshytery at 1982 PCA

Notwithstanding the &ove excdlent advice given by the 1982General Asembly, there
was now to be more cdabaptistic baptismal disagreement in the PCA than ever before.
For Western Carolinas Presbytery had asked the 1982PCA General Assmbly for
advicenot just about the previously mentioned question, but also about two ather
baptismal questions (irrelevant to this present dissertation).

In addition, also GracePresbytery had asked the 1982PCA General Assembly for
advice dout four different baptismal problems. Threeof those problems are indeed
relevant to this present study.

Thus confronted with no lessthan seven beptismal questions, the 1982 General
Asembly now set up a speda Committeeto Study the Validity of Certain Baptisms.
The Committeewas mandated theredter to report bad to a subsequent General
Assmbly on all seven of the @ove questions.

The answer to one of these seven questions had aready been proposed to the 1982
General Assmbly itself (see dove).®*> Only threeof the other six questions -- the
first, second and third questions raised by GracePresbytery -- are relevant to our own
present dissertation.

Here is GracePresbytery's first question:®*® " Are the redpients of so-caled baptism by
areligious body which clamed the sacaments as a part of a processof justification (as
in the cae of Roman Catholic, Church of Christ, or Lutheran churches), proper
reapients of Christian beptism?”’

Here ae GracePresbytery's further questions:®*’ " Are those who were presented by
unbelieving parents for so-cdled infant baptism proper redpients of Christian baptism?
Are those baptized as adults or older children (it is understood that these persons
were not professng believers at the time they presented themselves for baptism)
proper reapients of Christian baptism?’

1983 secession from the PCA of the 1984 antirebaptist RPCUS

The PCA was $on fadng many new tensions, including some of a non-baptismal
nature. 1n 1983 there was a secesgon of confessonalists from the newly-enlarged
PCA. [In 1984 these secesgonists constituted themselves as the Reformed
Presbyterian Church in the United States (RPCUS) -- in 1990renamed the Reformed
Presbyterian Church in the Americas (RPCA).]

Prior to the secesson, itsleader -- Rev. Dr. Joseph C. Moreaaft Il -- noted the

caabaptist pradices of baptistic missonaries in South Americawho routinely
rebaptize d Ex-Romanists. Moreaéft rightly, and often, condemned this rebaptism
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of protestantized Ex-Romanists. He did so in many conversations with this present
writer.%#® |t is presumed that, on this point, the RPCUS-RPCA is gill confessonal --
and therefore officially anticatabaptist.

1983: the catabaptist controversy within the PCA 'Baptisms Committeé

We now return to the development ofa fresh baptismal controversy, from 1983
onward, within the '‘Committeeon the Validity of Certain Baptisms appointed by the
PCA at its 1982General Assmbly. Thistime, it concerned not only the validity of
infantly baptized children of unbelieving Protestants, but also (asin prior times) inter
alia the rebaptizability of presbyterianized Ex-Romish and other rituaists.

Our own involvement in this new controversy of our old denomination in the USA,
commenced in Decamber 1983 For it was then that Dr. John G. Thompson -- on the
Sesson of the PCA in Kingsport, Tennesse-- wrote to us for advice He and others
-- including Dr. C.W. Bogue and Dr. G.W. Knight 111 %*° -- had been appointed by the
1982PCA General Assmbly to serve on its previously mentioned Committeeon the
Validity of Certain Baptisms.

During 1983there was an interchange of opinions on the aove baptisma matters
between Drs. Thompson, Bogue and Knight.®*® Dr. Thompson®** soon drew attention
to the irregular yet valid and unrepeaable drcumcisings administered by Zipporah and
recaved by Josiah and Hezekiah. Exodus 4:24-26; Second Chronicles 28:1-2,27; 29:1-
2; 3233, 33:1-25; 24:1-2.

Pursuant to the Question by GracePresbytery, now submitted to the Committeg Dr.
Bogue had stressed the issue of Rome's hereticd view of justificaion.®® Dr. Knight
was concerned chiefly with the best methodology for the Committeeto follow
procedurally.®® In addition, Dr. Bogue®®* and Dr. Knight®* both seem to have
thought that Rome's formulations at Trent anent baptism and anent justification might
indeed be germane to the matter of the validity of baptisms subsequently administered
by Romanists.

On November 23rd 1983 Dr. Thompson wroteto Dr. Leein Australiato ask for his
opinion regarding the validity of baptisms administered spedficaly by the Roman
Catholic Church.®*® Here, in our own following treament of this controversy, we shall
be & $ort as possble.

Few new arguments for caabaptism were now being advanced in the American PCA --
beyond those dready dedt with by usin the pages above in connedion with previous
baptismal debates. By the latter, we mean: the debates in Europe, between Calvin on
the one hand and both the Anabaptists and Trent's Romanists on the other; the debates
in America, between Hodge and Thornwell; and the debates in Australia, between the
PCA and the PRC (and also the PCEA).



In his November 23rd 1983Letter to Lee (this present writer), Dr. Thompson
lamented that "the PCA continues to plunge towards an even lroader evangelicdism
than before.” He then raised the matter of the baptismal opinions of some within the
PCA General Assmbly’s Committeeon the Validity of Certain Baptisms.

Dr. Leeresponded to Dr. Thompson late in 1983with a persond letter.®” There he
states: "The PCA neals to be reminded that Rome is a Church in ruins, not a mosque
or asynagogue.... Anabaptists and Antinomians are more lethal than Classc
Romanists.”

Leds 1983 aticle on unrepeatability of circumcision and baptism

In Australia, Dr. Leethen wrote his article The Unrepeatability of Circumcision and
of Baptism as its Replacement.®®® Before the end of 1983 he sent it to Dr. Thompson
inthe U.SA.

InDr. Leé sarticle, he said -inter alia -- that "even the grea Baptist Rev. Dr.
Augustus Hopkins Strong rightly tells us in his Systematic Theology:®*°' In resped of
not being repeded, baptism is unlike the Lord" s Supper.... Rebaptism, in the cae of
unstable Christians, tends to bring reproach upon the ordinanceitself.” Cf. too:
Exodus 4:24-26; 20:5-6; Psalm 1056-10; Isaiah 59:20-21; Romans 11:16,25-29;
Ephesians 4:4-6; Hebrews 6:2-6.

"Both before and after the 1545Council of Trent, Calvin rightly opposed the
thoroughly anti-Scriptura 'h eresy’ of caabaptism. For catabaptism -- whether by
wildca anabaptistic immersionists, or by deranged caabaptists (alias paidorebaptistic
resprinklers of validly baptized Ex-Romanists or Ex-Lutherans or even Ex-
Presbyterians) -- was rightly reprehended.

"It was regarded by Calvin and by every single one of the Reformational and Post-
Reformational Calvinistic Confessions, as a slight against triune baptism.  Implicitly, it
was also to be regarded as an insult against the' Ontologicd’ Trinity and the Triune
God Himsalf -- aswell as being inimicd to all truly Biblicd eacumenicity.

"For thereisno such thing as' papal baptism' or 'b aptist baptism' or ' presbyterian
baptism' -- but only triune baptism administered by unworthy administrators. Such

" unworthies include the Pope, Billy Graham, the Moderator of the Presbyterian
Genera Asembly, and Martin Luther. Such also include dl other (saved or unsaved)
baptizers. They are dl unworthy [though indeed in varying degrees]. For every
human priest or sinful preadier is (to agreaer or lesser extent) -- shabby before asin-
hating God!

"Most Calvinists even in the United States (e.g. Hodge, Hoeksema, Boiceetc.) have to
this very day held firmly to the anti-catabaptist faith once and for all delivered to the
saints. All Classc Presbyterians ancient and modern -- in almost every other country
of the world except the United States -- have dways done so, and still do so.



"It isamatter for rejoicing that the recently republished Thornwell is again being read
for his undoubted excdlence in amost all fields except that of baptism. Yet it isan
awful tragedy indeed that his maverick caabaptism is again being promoted by those
who uncriticaly venerate even his baptismal aberrations. At this very point, they too
fall into the ancient and schismatic and grievous error of caabaptism....

"Praise God for the excelencies of Thornwell! But let him hang his hoary head in
shame for his $ocking anticovenantal and anti-Calvinistic statement (Collected
Writings 1V:348) that even the ®venantal sead are to be regarded as 'enemies of God'
until ‘they come to Him' -- and for his ocking departure (ib. 111 :283) from orthodox
historic Calvinism toward grea caabaptist error!

"The historic post-Trent Calvinistic position (of the modern Reformed Ecumenicd
Synod etc.), isrightly given in the 1562Belgic Confession article 34: "We believe that
every man who is eanestly desirousto obtain life éernal, ought to be baptized with
this [one and] only baptism, without ever repeding the same, sincewe canot be born
twice We detest the eror of the Anabaptists who are not content with the one only
baptism they have oncereceved and moreover condemn the baptism of the infants of
believers....

"How tragic that some modern Presbyterians have enormous problems recognizing
the validity of admittedly irregular Roman Catholic paidobaptist sprinkling, but
uncriticdly have no problems at all co-operating with even more irregular baptistic
immersionists who hate and detest the predous covenant theology which the ealy
Calvinists bled and ded to uphold. O mores, o tempora!

"The true visible Historic Christian Church of all the ages -- as distinct from hereticd
or schismatic seds -- has always reaognized the validity of triune baptism, even when
administered by various overly-rigoristic schismatic groups sich as sparatistic
Novatianists and Donatists.

“Similarly, today too, true Presbyterians $rould most certainly recognizethe irregular
but valid triune baptisms of overly-rigoristic schismatics -- such as those of asorted
fundamentali stic Baptists, of caabaptistic Thornwelli an paidobaptists, and also of
overly-ritualist trinitarian groups sich as Romanists and Episcopalians....

"For truly confessonal Presbyterians pay more than just lip serviceto the Westminster
Sandards. Solemnly do the latter dedare: ‘Neither doth the dficagy of a sacament
depend upon the piety or intention of him that doth administer it.... The sacament of
baptism is but onceto be alministered to any person’ [including the Romanist
previously baptized by a priest]. Westminster Confession 27:3 & 28:7 and Larger
Catechism 177.

"Furthermore, baptism is not to 'be dispensed by any but by a Minister of the Word
lawfully ordained' -- as distinct from a Ruling Elder, or a Plymouth Brethren layman,
or aModernistic Presbyterian Lady-Minister, or an unordained Baptist working



through some non-denominational missonary society. Westminster Confession 27:4
& 282 and Larger Catechism 176

However, even baptismsirregularly performed by the latter -- are valid. So too are
baptisms validly performed by male Romish priests -- and even by Pentecstalistic
homosexual TV Evangelists. Such should never be repeaed in more orthodox circles
later. SeeWestminster Confession 27:3 and 285 (citing Romans 2:28f & Exodus
4:24-26).

"Let usthen go forth and lead the millions of irregularly but validly baptized Romanists
of South Americato the Triune God of their baptism! Let us not, with Thornwell and
the whole gang of non-denominational rebaptizing missonary societies) antagonize
them -- and lose them for the Gospdl -- instead of winning them for the very Christ to
Whom their baptism points!"

Dr. Thompson circulates extractsfrom L eewithin the PCA’s Baptism
Committee

Soon after recaving®®®the @ove material from Leg on January 16th 1984Dr.
Thompson sent®* many of his own extrads therefrom to his fellow members on the
PCA Committeeon the Validity of Certain Baptisms. As Dr. Thompson wrote to Dr.
Leeon January 26th 1984 "I dedded that | was duty-bound to try once more, even if
inadequately, to convince the other members of the Baptism Committee (Catabaptistic)
that their views were (1) not Confessona or Biblicd and (2) [not] self-consistent. |
took the liberty to 'borrow’ fredy from the material you had previoudly sent me. |
have enclosed a copy of the padet | sent to ead member."

Dr. Thompson's above-mentioned "padket” he had mailed to the other members of the
Committeeon January 16th 1984 itself consisted of threeitems. These were: his
January 16th 1984 Letter to the Committee;®®* his Jnuary 1984 0Opus against
caabaptism;®®? and a cpy of the anticatabaptist Report adopted by the 1981 General
Synod of the RPCES™ shortly before it had merged itself out of existenceinto the
PCA in 1982

In his Bnuary 16th 1984 Letter to the Committee, Dr. Thompson -- who was raised in
Brazl -- helpfully dedares:®**"At one time | was most emphaticaly of the view that
Roman Catholic baptism was not only irregular, but invalid. This arose naturally from
my Braali an upbringing and its associated indoctrination by American-trained

Braali an pastors and teaders. Most of the missonariesin northeast Brazl were and
had been Southern Presbyterians [from the USA]....

"The point | would like to reiterate to the Committeeis preasely that of making the
distinction between validity and regularity (or, irregularity). Though other Reformed
confessons have made smilar statements, those of the WCF, espeaally 27:3 and 286-
7, are dea.... If the dted ill ustrations of Zipporah, of Josiah and Hezekiah, and
perhaps Simon Magus (see dtached copy of pg. 100 of the Minutes of the 10th G.A.
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[of the 1982PCA] for the information under 'grounds) have no weight in swaying
your opinion by the enlightening power of the Holy Spirit -- then | can say nothing
further. Asthe watchman onthewall, | will have discharged my responsihility to you,
and, by Minority Report, to the Assembly....

"My view with regard to the statement on justificaion, isthat it is not germane to the
issue & hand. The RC view on baptism was not changed by Trent, nor is justificaion
the only reason the Committeemajority would cite to justify its view that RC baptism
isinvalid. Therefore, this gatement is functionally irrelevant to the Committeés
work."

[The dove-mentioned "statement on justification” apparently refersto the first
guestion from GracePresbytery passed on by the 1982General Asembly to the PCA
Committeeon the Validity of Certain Baptisms for study. GracePresbytery had
asked: "Are the redpients of so-caled baptism by a religious body which claimed the
saaaments as a part of a processof justification (asin the cae of Roman Catholic,
Church of Christ, or Lutheran churches), proper redpients of Christian baptism?'1°%°

Dr. Thompson's own 19840pus aganst catabaptism

Dr. Thompson's own 1984 Opus against catabaptism is full of wisdom. There, he
dedares:®*"In precaling Committeediscussons, the matter of Calvin's view on
[against] rebaptism and its relation to Trent and the RC church haes perhaps not been
viewed in proper historicd context....

First let me set forth afew thoughts on validity versus regularity of baptism.... | neel
not establish the sacamental identity between baptism and circumcision. In Exodus 4
we seeGod starting to kill Moses for his deliberate omisson of the drcumcising of his
seoond son.  To prevent the Lord from slaying Moses, his wife Zipporah (a
Midianitessherself) quickly administered the saaament. Thiswas highly irregular. Cf.
Genesis17:23& 214 etc. Yet it wasregarded by God as valid. For immediately, the
Lord's wrath was turned away.

"Please note that Calvin in his Commentary on Exodus 4:25 (post-Trent 1563
comments...'that the ceemony thus rashly performed, pleased God.... Althoughit
[the drcumcision] was improper..., it is...approved'.... If the unordained female
MidianitessZipporah's highly irregular circumcision of Moses son was valid -- how
much more so, felt Calvin, are the lessirregular baptisms performed by the ordained
male priests of the Church of Rome!"

Dr. Thompson rext cites Calvin's Ingtitutes 1V:16:9,20f . He then points out®®” that
Dr. Calvin hmself "was baptized only once in infancy; in the RC Church; and never
again. Hiswife Idelette, baptized...in an Anabaptist sed in Holland, was never
rebaptized by sprinkling -- after her conversion to the Reformed faith and then her
marriage to Calvin. Before someone cdls out 'pre-Trent behavior' -- let me @ntinue
with a[1559 quotation from the delightful Calvin:
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"Asin ancient times..., so in the present day [please note, a post-Trent day]..., we
deny not to the Papists those vestiges of a church which the Lord has allowed to
remain among them.... The covenant of the Lord continued there [among the impious
Isradites], and His faith could not be obliterated by their perfidy. Nor could
circumcision be so profaned by their impure hands as not till to be atrue sign and
saaament of His covenant....

"So, having deposited his covenant in Gaul, Italy, Germany, Spain and England, when
these auntries were oppressed by the tyranny of the [papal] antichrist, He, in order
that His covenant might remain inviolable, first preserved baptism there & an evidence
of the mvenant -- baptism which, conseaated by His lips, retains its power in spite of
human depravity.... Ingtitutes, again post-Trent, 1559edition, 1V:2:11)."

Dr. Thompson next®®® cites at length from Calvin's "post-Trent 1559edition of the
Institutes 1V:15:16-17" (g.v.). Then Dr. Thompson states:®®°"See #so, therefore,
Romans 6:1-4."

Dr. Thompson then goes on®’° to cite "another quotation from a post-Trent writing of
Calvin's, [his] Appendix to the Tract on the True Method of Reforming the Church.
'Asto the dnildren of Papists, the answer is easy [in answer to a question posed by one
of Calvin's opponents regarding validity].... Taking it for granted that they were
vaidly"™™* baptized, | agreewith m'....

Lee ¢ted in Dr. Thompson's anticatabaptistic Opus

+++

Continues Dr. Thompson: "F.N. Leés comment on this term ['validly],”" is as follows:
'By saying that the Romanists have been "validly baptized,” Calvin does not mean that
they should have been baptized, and till | essthat they would have been baptized if
they had been presented for baptism in atruly Reformed church rather than presented
to aRomish priest. Calvin only means that their Romish beptism, once alministered,
isvalid and urepedable & far as Calvin is concerned.

“Because that baptism, however irregular, was dill performed in the Name of the one
true Triune God. That this was exadly Calvin's view of the entire matter, is apparent
when consideration is given to the following deta....

"In his Letters to Socinus [the Unitarian -- F.N.L.],%"* Calvin wrote of the Romish
Church that ‘however much stained with many pollutions, baptism neverthelesskegos
its validity -- seang that it was neverthelessadministered with the intention of making
the dnildren of believers reapients of the sign of accgtance acording to the coommand
of Christ. Evenif only a cognizance of the divine institution remains, that baptism is
not to be pronounced invalid.... For it matters not to me whether he who performs
the baptism is a diabolicd man or even the devil .™

Here, continues Thompson,®”2"F.N.L." remarks that "'even if the devil were dleto
baptize, he would have to do so not in his own perfidious name but only in the fully
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trustworthy Name of God the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.... On the other
hand, Dr. Calvin hmself would not sanction nor perform the administration of
irregular baptisms.... Neither should we....

"The highly irregular circumcision performed by the woman Zipporah on her own
child was valid, and therefore unrepeaable (Exodus 4:25-26).... Highly irregular
baptisms performed today by so-caled women preaders $ould also be considered
valid and therefore unrepedable.

"'Nevertheless this litary example [in Exodus 4:25f] should never be adduced asa
ground for advocating the permisshili ty (as opposed to the validity) of baptisms
performed by woman preadiers in modernistic churches. Cf. Calvin's Institutes
IV:15:22. For, as Calvin wrote to the Ministers of Mompelgard: 'If the authoritiestry
to establish the pradice of baptism by women -- this must be resisted even unto
blood!"®” Unquote Rev. Prof. Dr. F.N. Lee

Dr. Thompson next refers’”* to Calvin's Letter to Farel -- anent the baptizability in the
Reformed Church of the infant children of unrepentant romanized Ex-Protestants, and
also about the excommunicatabili ty of such Members of the Reformed Church as
would encourage such baptisms. Calvin there advised Farel not to baptize the baby of
a Reformed Church woman who, upon the advice of her Reformed Church mother,
had gone and married a Romanist -- even though the grandmother herself (but not her
married daughter) was now willi ng to make the required baptismal promises. For
firstly, the grandmother was not the legal guardian of that grandchild; and secondly,
even if she was, she had not yet repented of her gross $n of encouraging her at that
time unpregnant daughter to marry the Romanist.

Dr. Thompson then finaly quotes®” from "F.N. Le€" that: "'modern catabaptists --
unbiblicaly rejeding the validity of post-Trent baptism in the R.C. Church -- neal to
understand that Trent did not change the R.C. doctrine of baptism.... Post-Trent
Calvin still accepted irregular R.C. baptism as fully valid.™

Dr. Bogue's January 20th 1984 catabaptist response to Dr. Thompson

When Dr. Thompson's above-mentioned "padket” was recaved by his other
CommitteeMembers, the caabaptist Chairman, Dr. Bogue, immediately sent Dr.
Thompson an informative reply on January 20th 1984 There, heis san°"® to respond:
"I have Nigel's Declaration inmy file.... | just heard from him recently. Sure wish he
were anong Ls....

"Very quickly, I make one response to your Opus. Why wont you (or Nigel) spek to
theisue? | agreewith most of what you say, except it al pre-supposes atrue
Church!  Exodus 4 is[= would be?] relevant, if Mr. and Mrs. Moses were not part of
the true Church.
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"Re: Institutes 1V:15:16-17. | agree[with Calvin that] ‘this confutes the eror of the
Donatists.' But the issue is not heretics within atrue diurch, but representatives of no
true church.

"Re: Leeon Catabaptists -- even if Trent did not change baptism (which | doubt), that
isnot theisaue. Theisaeis, whether Rome is a part of the true church, or is
apostate!

"Question 1. IsRome atrue durch, officially teating the Gospel of Jesus Christ? 2
Are the saaaments given to the dhurch alone? 3: Would you redly not approve
baptizing one who was baptized a JW. [Jehovah's withes§ or Mormon?

"We must distinguish clealy on these issues, or we get nowhere. | want to ask Nigel
thesamethingrel & 2. You bothimply 'yes to 1 or 'no' to 2.

"One other complaint. If you are going to persuade the Committeethat my assgnment
isirrelevant -- why didnt you do it before | spent all thistime on it?

[Here Dr. Bogue is apparently referring to the assgnment given hm anent the validity
of baptisms performed by those believing that baptism itself justifies.]®”

Rev. Dr. Carl Bogue then closes his letter with his charaderistic charity, gradousness
humility, and very good humour. He then tells Dr. Thompson - and, by implication,
all who agreewith the latter’s Classc Calvinistic position against catabaptism:®™®"|
must run, but will always consider you asa TR [a True Reformer or "Truly Reformed]
in spite of this-- i.e., you are anirregular TR, not an invalid one! In the Lamb, Carl."

Dr. Thompson's January 25th 1984 anticatabaptist responseto Dr. Boque

Onrecept of Dr. Bogue's Bnuary 20th 1984letter, Dr. Thompson replied to it on
January 25th.°”® He answers as follows®® to the threequestions Dr. Bogue had raised.
(Thefollowing is al taken from Dr. Thompson's Jnuary 26th 1984 Letter to Lee.)

Dr. Bogue's Question 1: Is Rome atrue dhurch, officialy teating the Gospel of Jesus
Christ? Here, Dr. Thompson answered: "No. Rome is apostate.... But that is not the
central issue in any event.”

Dr. Bogue's Question 2: Are the saaaments given to the church alone? Here, Dr.
Thompson answered: "Yes.... But taken together with Answer to Question 3." [Very
soon heredter, Dr. Thompson informed Dr. Lee 'Of course, | pointed out to him [Dr.
Bogue] that his Questions 1 & 2 were superfluous, in that | had arealy answered them
in the course of discussng the material in my ‘padket.’]

Dr. Bogue's Question 3: Would you redly not approve baptizing one who was

baptized a JW. [Jehovah's witnesd or Mormon? This, of course, is certainly not the
easiest query to digest! Nevertheless Dr. Thompson here gave an appropriate aswer.
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Responded Dr. Thompson: "A baptism may be valid, evenif irregular. Therefore we
must wrestle with what constitutes the essence (sine qua non) of baptism, and what
additional criteria [or rules] determineits regular and proper or due nature....

"Validity is established by these.... A) Performed with the purpose of complying with
and obeying the command of Christ (or of Jehovah God in the Old Testament,

comprehending the Second Person also). B) With water (not sand, leaves, imaginary
substance, etc.  C) In the Triune Name of the God, Jehovah Elohim: Father, Son and

Holy Spirit.

"Regularity is established by (at least) two additional criteria which, however, do not,
if absent, invalidate the saaament: @) by one duly authorized, an ordained Minister of
the Gospel of Christ; b) within the bounds of the professng Visible (Bogue: 'True)
Church of Christ.

"Examples...cited to Bogue to ill ustrate the fad that the [various last-mentioned]
items...are not determinative of validity but of regularity: 1, Zipporah; 2, circumcisions
by apostate priests of apostate Israd were not to be repeaed (how difficult!) when
revivals came (Josiah & Hezekiah); 3, baptisms by woman-preadiersin the gostate
PCUSA are valid, though highly improper and irregular...; [so too] 4, 'Roman Catholic'
baptism of Calvin, Anabaptist baptism of | delette, Campbelli te baptism, Arminian
baptism, UPUSA baptism, Cumberland Presbyterian Church baptism etc.

"In sum, the validity of baptism must be mnsidered separate from propriety or
regularity. Threecriteria...exist for validity.... There ae & least two criteria of
regularity.”

Dr. Thompson's January 26th 1984letter to Dr. Lee

The next day, January 26th 1984 Dr. Thompson wrote aletter to Dr. Leein Australia.
Together with the letter, he enclosed photocopies of: 1, the anticatabaptist Report
adopted by the 1981 General Synod of the RPCUS; 2, the anticatabaptist Answer
given at the 1982 General Asembly of the PCA to the Question from Western
Carolinas Presbytery; 3, Dr. Thompson's JBnuary 19th 1984 L etter to the Committee
on the Validity of Certain Baptisms; 4, Dr. Thompson's very own January 19th 1984
Opus against catabaptism; and 5, Dr. Bogue's Jnuary 20th 1984 Letter to Dr.
Thompson (responding to 1-4 above).®*

In his Letter to Lee of January 26th 1984 Dr. Thompson related the aove train of
events. Hethen added: "l recaved yesterday areply from Bogue. | likehim! See
attadched also, a wpy of hisletter [item 5 above]. In brief, | answered him as
follows."®? [Here Dr. Thompson related to Dr. Leethe mntents of the former's Letter
to Dr. Bogue January 25th 1984 as previous related in this dissertation.] %%

Dr. Thompson then made arequest to Dr. Lee  Urged the former:®4"What | need, if
you would have alditional comments, isa aitique [of Dr. Thompson's answersto Dr.
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Bogue], or more anmunition...which you may suggest....  Inthe meantime, | am
preparing the Draft of a Minority Report" -- to acammpany the Majority Report of the
Committeg for the General Assmbly of the PCA.

We dte onelast item in Dr. Thompson's Jnuary 26th 1984 L etter to Lee. Thisitem
will | ater be seen to have quite some relevance-- in the light of Rev. Dr. Bogue's
subsequent Letter to Lee of September 27th 1990together with its enclosures.

Prior to histrandation to Austraia & the end of 198Q Dr. Leehad himself been a
Member of Dr. Thompson's own presbytery (Westminster, Tennessee. Wrote Dr.
Thompson to Dr. Leeon January 26th 1984 "Our Presbytery's Overture to the [PCA
Genera] Assmbly, to concur in our dedaration of apostasy by the PCUSA, will not
be alopted, | predict -- probably by a 1/2 margin.”

Dr. LeésFebruary 11th 1984letter to Dr. Thompson

Dr. Thompson's Letter to Lee January 26th 1984 and the acompanying "padket”
reated Dr. Leein Australiaon February 11th 1984  On that very date, he
immediately despatched the requested information to Dr. Thompson -- by discussng
seriatim Dr. Bogue's Jnuary 20th 1984 Letter to Dr. J.G. Thompson.®&

Dr. Bogue had challenged Dr. Thompson:®& "Why don' you (or Nigel) spee to the
isue? | agreewith most of what you say, except it al presupposes atrue church!™
Dr. Leenow responded:®®” "Thompson-Leedo not presuppose any redly true curch.
Westminster Confession 25:5!"

[Comparetoo ealier in the Westminster Confession: "The Visible Church...isaso
caholick or universal.... This caholick church hath been sometimes more,
sometimes lessvisible.  And particular churches which are members thereof are more
or lesspure -- acarding as the doctrine of the gospel is taught and embraced,
ordinances administered, and publick worship performed more or lesspurely in them.

"The purest churches under heaven are subjed both to mixture and error.... The Pope
of Rome...isthat antichrist...that exalteth hmself inthe dhurch.... It belongeth to
synods...to determine controversies of faith..., which deaees and determinations, if
consonant to the Word of God, are to be recaved with reverence and submisson....
All synods or councils sncethe gostles times, whether general or particular, may err;
and many have ared!"]%®

Dr. Bogue had further told Dr. Thompson:®® "Exodus 4 is [= would be?] relevant, if
Mr. and Mrs. Moses were not part of the true Church.”  To this, Dr. Leenow
responded:*°"Mr. & Mrs. Moses (Exodus 4:20-26) were part of a (sabbath-
deseaating) Church” -- which was, however, a sabbath-deseaating Church as well as
a asabbath-deseaating Church. "Cf. Exodus 5:4-5 & 7:25& 16:4-28. So Exodus
4:24f, is germane.”

15



Rev. Dr. Carl Bogue had then, as regards the relevance of Exodus 4:24f, told Dr.
Thompson anent Calvin's Ingtitutes (1V:15:16-17):%°* "This 'confutes the eror of the
Donatists.'" But theisaueis not heretics within atrue church, but representatives of no
true church.”

To Dr. Bogue's first sentence @ove, Dr. Leenow responded:®*? "Bogue rightly says."
To Dr. Bogue's ond sentence dove, Dr. Leeresponded:®®?"Bogue wrongly says.”

Dr. Leethen continued:®%?"Here Carl [Bogue] forgets that Donatists were not heretics
within the 'true [visible] church," but...sedarians outside of the mainline ‘true [visible]
church.' Calvinin Institutes (1V:15:16-17) compares Donatists to the Catabaptists of
his own century. Cf. the later Catabaptist Thornwelli ans as to their Anabaptist
doctrine -- but not, asto their ecdesiasticd (or rather their denominational) location.

"If Calvin then condemned the Catabaptist's doctrine, then so should we Calvin-ists
now -- even if some modern Catabaptists are ill i nside the ‘true durch™ = the PCA?
Y et also "the 'true durch™ and "even the purest churches under heaven' -- are ill
'subjed both to mixture AND to error.' Westminster Confession 255 & 31:4.

"Catabaptism is error -- whether found in the Southern Baptist Convention, in the
'Presbyopian’ Church of America, or even in the 'Roming Cathartic' Church with the
latter's wretched doctrine and occasional pradice of ‘conditional (re)baptism' of 'Ex-
Protestant ex-heretics converted to Rome.

“Let us, however, not stoop to Rome's conditional-(re)baptizing level -- and till | ess
stoop to the level of the 'Snake River Baptists who regard as valid only their own
regular(?) immersions performed [spedficdly] in the rattler-infested Snake River of
|daho!"

Bogue next stated to Dr. Thompson:®®*"Re: Leeon caabaptists -- even if Trent did
not change baptism (which | doubt), that is not theissue. Theisaleis, whether Rome
isapart of the true church, or is apostate.”

LedsFebruary 11th 1984statementson 'thetrue curch'

To help clarify the situation anent the true church, Dr. Bogue had then asked Dr.
Thompson threequestions. "Question 1: Is Rome atrue dhurch, officially teading the
Gospel of Jesus Chrigt?'%%*

To this Leenow responded:®®*"Rome s not apure durch. It isavery impure
church. But it isnot amosgue or a synagogue of Satan. Calvin rightly says that
Romeisa curchin ruins -- yet with the vestiges of the durch.

"Calvin's own language here is quite unexcelable:**°'In the present day, we deny not
to the Papists those vestiges of a Church which the Lord has allowed to remain among
them.... He.. preserved baptism there...[s0] that there should be other remains also to
prevent the Church from utterly perishing....
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"'He did not suffer [the papal] antichrist to subvert His Church from its foundation...,
but was pleased that amid the devastation, the edifice should remain -- though helf in
ruins. Therefore, while we ae unwilli ng smply to concede the name of Church to the
Papists, we do not deny that there ae curches among them....

"'Daniel and Paul foretold that antichrist would sit in the temple of God. Daniel 9:27;
Seoond Thessalonians 2:4..... By pladng his ®& in the temple of God, it isintimated
that his kingdom would not be such as to destroy the Name ather of Christ or of His
Church. Hence, then, it is obvious that we do not at all deny that churches remain
under his tyranny; churches, however, which by saailegious impiety he has
profaned....; churches where Christ lies half-buried...and the worship of God almost
abolished....

"' cdl them churches, inasmuch as the Lord there wondrously preserves sme remains
of His people...and inasmuch as some symbols of the Church still remain.. . whose
efficagy neither the aaft of the devil nor human depravity can destroy.... On the other
hand...., | say that the whole body [of Romanism], as well as every single assembly,
want the form of a legitimate Church.™

So then, acording to both Calvin and the Westminster Confession (25:6), Rome is
indeed a church. It isnot a pure church, but afalse durch, a church defiled by the
papal antichrist -- a dhurchinruins. However, it is not a non-church -- and certain not
a synagogue of Satan.

Dr. Bogue's Question 2 to Dr. Thompson was.*®” " Are the saaaments given to the
church alone?' To this Dr. Leeresponded:**®"Y es. But Chrigtian 'seds which are not
‘pure’ churches (like the PCA is'pure'?) -- tout varying degrees of error.

"Such include the erors of: 'baptismally regenerationistic' worse-than-Rome 'Church
of Christ' Campbelli tes; baptismally consubstantiationistic Lutherans; baptismally sed-
denying Zwinglians (infeding the old RPCES and even the PCA); triple-immersing
Pentecostalists; once-only-dunking Baptists; etc....  All of these administer somewhat
irregular yet till valid baptisms (which should never be repeaed).”

Are those baptized by Dr. Leevalidly baptized -- inasmuch as Leehimself has only(!)
the triune baptism which he recaved in the Church of Rome?

Were the cdabaptist 1984 dliberations of the PCA General Assembly’s Committeeon
the Validity of Certain Baptisms valid -- because 'defiled’ by the presence of the
anticatabaptist Dr. Thompson?

Was Calvin's own infant invalidly baptized -- becaise the baptizer Calvin was

(acmrding to catabaptists) himself never baptized, and because he was an inveterate
opponent of the caabaptism of the 1984PCA Majority Report?
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Lee oncluded on this point: "If Dr. Bogue and Co. areright -- were | a bogeyman or
a Romish apostolic successonist, | would challenge the validity of their own baptism.
Because of a baptismal irregularity somewhere dong the way, in the long line of their
ancestors!"°%

Dr. Bogue's Question 3 to Dr. Thompson was:**° "Would you redly not approve
baptizing one who was baptized a JW. [Jehovah's witnesg or Mormon?'  To this,
Leeresponded to Dr. Thompson:""Tell Carl [Dr. Bogue] unitarian/arian Jehovah's
witnesses are only immersed without the audible formula of Matthew 28:19.
Therefore they were never baptized.... Even if they were trinitarians -- a silent
immersion is [still] not a baptism.

"Mormons are ati-trinitarian polytheists. AsVan Tilian presuppositionalists and
Ontologicd Trinitarians, we can only adknowledge & valid those baptized in the Name
of the Ontologicd Trinity (compare Westminster Confession 2:1-3 & 10:4).

With horrendous humor, Dr. Leethen concluded: "According to Holy Scripture and
the judgment of charity, we ourselves must regard as valid also the baptism of (very
irregular) Anti-Van Tilian evidentialists like Bogue and Gerstner and Sproul.  Or
should we instead be demanding the (re?)baptism of such incorrigibly-misguided
apologeticists?

"Y our 'Rebaptismal Committee insists/advises/permits the rebaptism of those dready
baptized by ordained male priests of the Romish communion -- and also by assorted
‘priests of Campbellite, High-Anglican or even Lutheran persuasion? Wbuld your
Committeethen disadvise or prohibit the rebaptism of someone dready baptized by an
unordained Plymouth Brethren layman -- or by ordained lady 'Reverends in the
UPUSA [or even in the Evangelicd Presbyterian Church of Americg?' If so, why?
If not, why not?

Dr. Thompson's 1984 anticatabaptist Draft Minority Report

On recept of the &ove material from Lee Dr. Thompson finalized his anticatabaptist
Draft Minority Report. He sent a awpy to Dr. Leein Australia, who receved it on
February 22nd 1984

Together with the Draft Minority Report, Dr. Thompson made one last request’®* to
Dr. Lee "Our Committeewill med soon (telephone mnference cdl), so | need to get
your ‘imprimatur’ or critique, sincel used (heavily) the material you sent me....
Thanks for al the helpful material you sent.”

In his Draft Minority Report -- after a short 'Introduction’ -- Dr. Thompson aso gives
a'Brief Historicd Comment." There, he pointed out’® that “almost without exception,
all Reformed churches have held Roman Catholic baptism to be valid.

“Sincethe time of Thornwell, [much of] American Presbyterianism has largely tended
to regard Roman Catholic baptism asinvalid. Prior to that time, however, most of
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American Presbyterian was in harmony with other Reformed and Presbyterian bodies
inthis matter.” In"1981the General Synod of the Reformed Presbyterian Church
Evangelicd Synod endorsed the validity of Roman Catholic baptism. Inthis, the
Synod concurred with the vigorous dissent by Charles Hodge to the dedsion of the
1845Assembly of the Presbyterian Church [USA] to dedare Roman Catholic baptism
invalid.

"This definitive dissent, Validity of Romish Baptism, appeasin Hodge's Church
Polity. Church history shows [and only since then that much of] American
Presbyterianism [is] to be out of step with other Reformed and Presbyterian churches
in this matter."

Dr. Thompson next deds:”® with "Confessonal and Biblica Considerations (Validity
versus Regularity or Propriety)™; with the "Sign versus the Thing Signified”; and with
"Consideration of Principles llustrated in Exodus 4:24-26." Under the latter, Dr.
Thompson cites from Calvin's Commentary on Exodus and from his Institutes -- to

ill ustrate the difference between an irregular yet valid administration of the sacament,
and an invalid and unsuccessul attempt to baptize

Dr. Thompson's next sedion, "The Council of Trent and the Question of Apostasy by
the Church of Rome," readies the heat of the matter. It highlights the difference
between his own Minority Report and the other report -- the Majority Report -- soon
to be submitted by the Committee

Explains Dr. Thompson:"®*"It has been argued by some that Calvin and other
Reformers were viewing a Roman Catholic Church not yet ‘officially' or ‘formally'
apostatized, and therefore muld countenancetheir baptism as valid though highly
irregular. By extension then, they argue that until the Council of Trent, the Church of
Rome was not apostate.... This[so they reason] is the same agument used by those
today who refuse to reagnize the blatant and flagrant departure from the faith by
churches auch asthe PCUSA.

"The Council of Trent met several times over a period of yeas, beginning in 1545

[Y et] the bulk of the Council's work was completed well before 1559-- the date of the
edition of Calvin's Ingtitutes quoted herein. Calvin and the Reformers were fully
aware of the departure from the faith by the Roman Catholic Church. Their scathing
condemnation of heresies and perversions are well documented. They certainly did
not await the outcome of the Council of Trent before pronouncing the judgment of
God upon that Church's apostasy.

"It is clea that they recognized, even as we should also, that Trent did not establish or
congtitute the gostasy of the Church of Rome. It smply codified and documented
that apostasy from which the Reformers had previously removed themselves.
Furthermore, the Council of Trent did not change the Roman Catholic doctrine of
baptism from what it was before the Tridentine Council convened.”
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After then again quoting from Calvin's Institutes (IV:2:11), Dr. Thompson ends this
sedion with his own summary statement: "The priests and the people of Israd turned
from serving the Lord, unto idolatry and wantonness-- so that the Lord removed
Himself fromthem.... But God istrue unto His own oath, and His covenanted
faithfulnessis everlagting. Ezekiel 16:60ff.""%

The next sedion of the Draft Minority Report deds with "God's Faithfulnessand the
Question of the Worthy Administrator.” Here, Calvin's Institutes (1V:15:16-17) is
again cited.”®®

Dr. John G. Thompson then comments: "To say that Calvin regarded Roman Catholic
baptism (or certain other baptisms) as valid, is not to say that he thought that such
baptisms ould have been administered or that they were proper [alias regular]
baptisms. But it was his view that, once alministered, the baptism was valid and
unrepedable -- even if highly irregular.”

Dr. Thompson then shows that "The Church Determines the Validity or Propriety of
Baptisms." He then proceadsto list the "Criteria of Validity and Criteria of
Regularity.” Hereit is own that, to be valid, baptisms must be alministered: in the
Name of the Trinity; with water; and to those who or whose immediate parents profess
faithin Christ. For avalid baptism also to be regular, it should be alministered but
once ad for all; by alawfully ordained Minister of the Gospel within a body beaing
the marks of Christ's Church; and in the mode of sprinkling or pouring.”’

In his next sedion on "The Burden of Investigating Previous Baptisms,” Dr.
Thompson discusses the weighty and sometimes difficult duty of evaluating the validity
of previoudy administered puported baptisms. Here, he quotes from the Baptismal
Report adopted by the General Synod of the RPCES in 1981

He dtes. "In those defedive baptisms where the Gospel is detached from the ceemony
-- if it was administered to one of God's eled...thereis gill something of meaning in
that ceremony. All humans present may have been unregenerate, but God was also
present and by His saaament was reminding Himself (Genesis 9:16) of His promise....
God's covenant faithfulnessrather than one's ladk of faith is what...provide[s]
that...the caemony has true meaning.""®®

Finally, in its few closing "Recommendations,” Dr. Thompson's Draft Minority Report
lists the previously-mentioned criteria of baptismal validity and regularity.”® Inlight
thereof, the relevant Questions from GracePresbytery and from Western Carolinas
Presbytery are then answered as follows:

Asto the question of whether the ‘justificatory baptisms of Rome, of the Church of
Christ, or of Lutherans ould be recognized -- "baptism isto be regarded as valid if
the criteria for validity were satisfied, regardlessof the intent or understanding of the
administrator or administering church. Asto whether baptism may properly be
administered to individuals who have been ‘christened' or baptized in infancy, when it
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had subsequently become goparent that neither parent was a believer -- "if it can be
established that the parents were professng believers [meaning that they professed to
be believers] at the time of the baptism of the cild, the baptism or 'christening' isto be
regarded as valid.""*°

Dr. Leés on reply to the February 1984Draft Minority Report

To help strengthen the ove Draft Minority Report as requested’** by Dr. Thompson,
Dr. Leesoon expressed his overall approval. However, asto his Dlicited "critique,”
Dr. Lee 4so observed it is not quite so (as aleged in the Draft Minority Report) that
"church history shows American Presbyterianism to be out of step with other
Reformed and Presbyterian churches in this matter" of desiring to (re)baptize Ex-
Romanists.”*?

It isfar rather the case that not American Presbyterianism but only Thornwell and his
caabaptist asciates were, as regards baptism, totally out of step with amost al Non-
American Presbyteriansin all places and at all times. Indeed, they still are. Nay
more. The Thornwellians were and are dso out of step -- baptismally -- with most
American Presbyterians, too!

Certainly, all of the American catabaptists were and are out of step with the entirety of
American Presbyterianism before 1845 They were and are dso out of step even with
most of the American 'Reformed’ Churches (and with pradicdly all Presbyterians and
also al other Calvinists elsewhere throughout the world) -- since the beginning of the
twentieth and right through to the very edge of the twenty-first century.

On the second question from GracePresbytery, Professor Dr. Leeobserved that the
enquiry had been very uncleally and ambiguously formulated. |sthe question:
whether infants of professng unbelievers siould themselves be baptized while infants?
Alternatively, is the question: whether those rightly baptized in infancy asthe dildren
of parents who then claimed to be believers, should after themselves becoming Christ-
professng adults be (re)baptized if their parents have recently admitted their own
unbelief? Or is the question: whether those quite wrongly baptized in infancy asthe
children of parents who at that time admitted their own unbelief, should themselves be
(re)baptized when adults? In all threeof these different cases, the right answer is: no!

Onthethird guestion from GracePresbytery, Dr. Lee @ain observed that this enquiry
had been unclealy and ambiguously formulated. |sthe question: whether older
children or adults should be baptized without first being asked personally to profess
their faithin Christ? Then, the answer is. no!  Isthe question: whether older
children or adults who did not professtheir faith before being baptized, should later be
(re)baptized but only after personal professon of faith? Then the aswer is: no
(re)baptism, though professon of faithisnow inorder.  Or is the question: whether
older children or adults who were themselves unbelievers when baptized, should ever
be rebaptized? Then the answer is: never!  Throughout, however, all these baptizees
should be urged to ‘improve their baptism."”  Westminster Larger Catechism 167.

21



Surely the general principleisvery clea! Baptism should occur only after professon
of aleged faith by the baptizeeor his’her parents.  Professon of faith is not
necessrily possesson of faith. For God alone knows man's heat. Even a‘faithless
baptism may never be repeaed. For once baptized, always baptized -- and never to
be rebaptized. Ephesians 4:4-6 & Hebrews 6:2-6. Yet all baptisms require life-long
improvement.” Romans 6:1-13.

In the important sedion of the Draft Minority Report on "The Council of Trent and
the Question of Apostasy by the Church of Rome,""*® Dr. Leeobserved that Rome's
clea apostasy was by no meansterminal. Nor was Rome's apostasy as dire & that of
Old Testament Israd (espedaly in the time of Christ). Nor was Rome's apostasy as
bad as that of the Anabaptists at the time of the Reformation -- thus Luther, Zwingli,
Calvin and Knox.

Nor, also ac®rding to the renowned modern American Presbyterian Rev. Prof. Dr.
John Gerstner.”**  For Rome's apostasy anything nealy as bad as that of the United
Presbyterian Church USA, at the time of Gerstner's own exodus from that body in
1990

Dr. Leésfurther responsein May 1984to the Draft Minority Report

Dr. Leemade afurther (unsolicited) response to the Draft Minority Report. On May
23rd 1984 Dr. Leewrote to Dr. Thompson to prove that Calvin did not regard Rome
as 0 apodstate that her baptisms sould be labelled invalid -- and to show that the
Decrees of Trent should not now modify our assessment of the validity of 'Romish

baptisms.’

Dr. Leethere pointed out’** that Calvin even approved some of the Tridentine
teadings anent baptism. He dso showed that Calvin certainly agreed with Trent as
to what constitutes a valid baptism.

He dso cited the 11th canon of Trent's 7th Sesson (on the saaamentsin general),
anent the intention of the baptizer at baptisms. He showed how Calvin responded
that even "if some Epicurean, grinning at the whole performance, were to administer
the Supper to me acording to the cmmand of Christ..., | would not doubt that the
bread and the aup held forth by his hand are pledges to me of the body and blood of
Chrigt."

Dr. Leethen cited the 12th canon of Trent's 7th Sesson (on the saaaments), on the
validity of baptisms given by priests when in a state of mortal sin. He showed how
Calvin replied to this: "AMEN!"

Calvin's response to Trent's next canon (13) on the saaaments, was. "The genuinerite
of baptism is smple.... But under how many, and how various and discordant
additions has this smplicity been buried? ... All the godly complain...that in baptism,
more is made of the [oily] chrism, the taper, the salt, the spittle in fine -- than the
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washing with water in which the whole perfedion of baptism consistsl”  Yet Calvin's
view here ato the validity of 'Romish baptism' is nonetheless claimed Leg utterly
irreconcil able with the Thornwelli an catabaptism which would invalidate it.

Dr. Leenext cited the 3rd canon of Trent's 7th Sesson (on beptism), claiming that “the
Roman Church...is the mother and mistressof all Churches.” He showed how Calvin
here responded "that the whole doctrine of baptism as taught by them is partly
mutilated, partly vicious' -- namely inits superadded parts. It istherefore valid and
effediveinits other and original parts -- which were still unerased.

Prof. Dr. Leefurther cited the 4th canon of Trent's 7th Sesson (on baptism), anent the
validity of baptisms administered by heretics. He showed how Calvin here responded
that "what the Minister intends to do, is of little consequenceto us." For "it
suffice...to have been baptized in the Name of the Father and the Son and the Holy
Spirit, whatever may have been the ignorance or impiety of those who administered
baptism to us."

Dr. Francis Nigel Leethen cited the 11th through the 13th canons of Trent's 7th
Sesson -- on the unrepeaability of baptism. Thundered Trent: "Whosoever shall say
that true and duy conferred baptism isto be repeaed to him who has denied the faith
of Christ among [Moslem] infidels -- after he turns to repentance -- let him be
anathema!” Profesor Dr. Leethen showed how Calvin here responded: "I not
unwilli ngly subscribe!™

Explained Lee "In Calvin's 1547 (post-Tridentine!} Appendix to the Tract on the True
Method of Reforming the Church, Calvin wrote that ‘the dnildren of Papists...are
validly baptized.... They ceae not to be the dildren of saints -- though it be
necessary to go farther bad for their origin. God does not stop at the first degree but
diffuses the promise of life to athousand generations....

"Perhaps most significant of al are Calvin's remarks in the 1551 Dedication of his
Commentaries on the First and Second Epistle of Peter -- to Edward the Sixth, the
King of England.” Dr. Leethen here ated Calvin's words that "the Roman antichrist”
alias "the pope himself is sid to have summoned...that recent rabble & Trent.... Itis
easy to show how preposterous and perverted isthe administration of the saaaments
under the papagy.... The saaaments are aulterated....

"We disown the number seven, which they have presumptuously adopted. We prove
that the Mass..isadisgracdul denial of the saaificeof Christ." Unquote Calvin.
Nowhere, however, does Calvin in this 1551 Dedication ever impugn the validity of
baptism in the Romish Church -- even in this post-Tridentine phase of Rome's

apostasy.

Dr. Lee oncluded: "If the PCA repudates post-Tridentine baptism in Romanism, the
PCA colleds the anathema not only of Rome/Trent but also of John Calvin. For
Calvin at these points sys ' AMEN!" to Trent and to Trent's anathema. Indeed, to
Trent's doctrine ayainst re-baptizing moslemized baptizees after their later de-
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moslemizaion and ‘re-christianization’ -- Calvin hmself dedares: ' | not unwilli ngly
subscribe.' "

Leethen terminated his letter by asking Dr. Thompson: "Let me know whether the
PCA colledsits Calvin-Trent anathema at the General Assambly!”  Dr. Thompson
then finalized his Minority Report, and his catabaptist colleagues on the Committeedid
the same with their Majority Report (on the validity of certain baptisms) to the General
Assembly of the PCA.

The Majority Report of the PCA's Baptisnm Committee

Having himself lived in the yahoo Baptistocratic aulture of Americd s Dixie, Profesor
Dr. Lee ould well understand the presaures against Calvinism from within the largely
caabaptistic (and chiefly Southern) PCA.

How its 1984 Baptisn Committeemust have sensed the' wisdom' of its conforming to
Thornwell' s popular yet partisan departure from the Classc Calvinian doctrine of
Biblicd Baptism! Yet it isindeed immeasurably sad when professng Presbyterians
prefer the idiosyncratic immersionisms of Anabaptism -- to the scriptural sprinklings
even of Romanizers.

Predictably, the Committeewas divided. Bogue and othersregarded ' Roman Catholic
baptisn' asno baptismat all. To them, the later purported baptizings by Catabaptists
of Ex-Romanists -- are not re-baptisms but only the very first valid baptisms ever
receved by the latter. Thus, from this catabaptist viewpoint -- Luther, Zwingli, Calvin
and every other Protestant Reformer all went to their graves unbaptized. Thisisthe

" Neo-Thornwellian' v iewpoint which was enshrined in thgjority Report.

Spedfic ar orsof the Majority Report (Appendix 0 in the 1984General Aseembly’'s
Minutes pp. 405), include the following.

First, it rejeds the view of Calvin, where it denies that John the Baptist’s baptisms
truly constituted Christian Baptism. Were this caabaptistic view of Acts 19 corred, it
would of course follow that neither Jesus nor His Apostles themselves ever receved
Chrigtian Baptism. John4:1f. However, the Westminster Confession (28:21' & 28:2
& 285") and the Larger Catechism (63°& 165 & 177) very clealy teades that
Johannine Baptism indedd is Christian Baptism.

Semnd, the Majority Report errsin claiming that except for the RPCES, American
Presbyterian Churches have held baptisms performed in the Church of Rome to be
invalid. It suppressesthe fad that all American Presbyterian Churches before 1845
some since, and all American Reformed Churches, have dways held to the validity of
‘Romish’ baptism -- as too has the Church of all agesin general and al of the
Protestant Reformers and their Confessons of Faith in particular.
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Third, the Majority Report refleds a santed misrepresentation of the baptismal views
of Calvin and of the Westminster Standards. It ignores the total baptismal teading of
Holy Scripture and the interpretation of the latter by every theologian of note before
the 1845 catabaptist Thornwell.

And fourth, in condemning ‘Romish’ baptism (sic), it refuses to addressthe validity of
other sacamentalistic or semi-saaamentalistic bodies such as the Lutherans and the
Campbellites. Indeed, it barely mentions polytheistic Mormons and Unitarians (such
as Fhovah witnesses), and makes no attempt to analyze their non-baptismal water rites
in contradistinction to the trinitarian baptisms of Presbyterians, Romanists, L utherans,
and Campbellites.

The Majority Report, in this present writer' s opinion, abysmally failed to uphold the
unrepedable baptismal teading of the Westminster Confession 287 and the
Westminster Larger Catechism Q. 177 -- asrigorously required by strict
subscriptionism.  Far more serious yet, at this particular point -- and againin Dr. Leé s
opinion -- isthe Majority Report' s clea disregard for the PCA' s Supreme Standard:
the infallible Word of God. Exodus 4:24-26; Acts 8:12-23; Romans 6:3-13;

Ephesians 4:4-6; Hebrews 6:1-6.

Predictably, the Baptism Committee gproved the Majority Report as its own report to

the General Assmbly of the PCA. Thereupon Dr. Thompson procealed to forward
also his Minority Report.

The baptismal (in)action of the 1984-87 PCA General Assemblies on the Report

In the 1984 Minutes of the PCA General Aseembly (Journal page 116), “the Assembly
voted that both the mgjority report and the minority report on the validity of certain
baptisms be recaved as information and be made available to the loca churches for
their consideration as they seek to determine the validity for certain baptism.” In other
words, congregationalisticdly different strokes for different folks. “The vote was 346
to 251... A motion to dismissthe Committeewith thanks was lost; the moderator
dedared the Committeeto be wmntinued. The Assembly paused to give praise to God
with the singing of ‘Our God, Our Help in Ages Past’” - conveniently forgetting that
all ages past till Thornwell regarded all triune baptisms as valid.

In the 1985Minutes of the PCA General Assembly (page 107): “The Assembly
adopted a procedural motion to postpone until the Fifteenth General Asseembly all
reports of ad interim committees except the one on the General Assembly.”  Nothing
definitive seems to have been dedded even at the 1986Assembly. But then, inthe
1987Minutes (page 162), a“‘minority’ view -- not recommending any firm position be
taken on theisaue -- prevailed. Hence apparently, you may either accept the baptism
of Rome & valid; or (re)baptize-- adedsion that is Arminian and ‘freewill -istic’ to its
very core.
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Spedficdly (15-74), the following ‘dedsions’ were taken (after more than four yeas
of amost fruitless‘ deliberation’): “Ad Interim Committee on Baptism. The
Assmbly returned to the report of the Committee... The Minority Report’s
recommendations [ ??7?sic] were adopted as the substitute motion and then adopted....
1. That the Assembly receve both the Committee and the Minority Reports,
commending them to the dtention of its churches and lower courts as information.
Adopted. 2. That the Assambly leare dedsions in these matters to be made, on a cae
by case basis, by the lower courts, subjed to normal review and control or judicial
proceses. Adopted. 3. That the Assmbly discharge the Committeewith thanks.
Adopted.”

So after being docketed for several yeas, both the Majority Report and the Minority

Report were finally brought to the 15th General Assambly of the PCA in June 1987.
There, the deasion taken was undefinitive.

The 1987 aftermath of the undecisive 1987 PCA General Assembly

A public report”® on News of the 15th General Assembly (PCA) appeaed in print -- in
Journey Magazine. There, acwrding to Rev. James Jbnes, Pastor of the Prince of
PeacePCA (Snellville, Ga.) -- in the Degp South -- the final report of the "Committee
on Baptism was finally heard and dedded.”

According to eye-witnessRev. James Jbnes, "the Majority Report, that Roman
Catholic baptism is not true Christian baptism, and that persons who have been
baptized in Roman Catholic dhurches sould be baptized (or rebaptized, depending on
your view), was not adopted. Instead, the Minority Report, which presents the
position of John Calvin and Charles Hodge, that Roman Catholic baptism qualifies as
valid baptism, though technicdly improper, wasreceved. But it was also
recommended that both Reports be used by Sessons to determine their pradices.”

One should conclude from this report that the General Assembly, although perhaps
favouring the Minority Report, dedded to "recave" both but to' adopt' n either -- in
view of both reports being "recommended"” for use "by Sesgons to determine their
pradices." Thus, against the Apostle Paul' ®resbyterianismin Acts 16.5 -- where
General Asembly dedsions have binding power -- in the PCA, maverick
Congregationalism (or at the very least ‘ Presbygationalism’) rides again!

The Chairman of the PCA' s Committeeon Baptism, Ohio' s Catabaptist, Rev. Dr. Carl
Bogue of Faith Presbyterian Church of Akron -- not in the Deg South but in the

" Steep North' -- would, regrettingly, agreewith our previous entence. He would
agreethat the General Assembly did in fad receve both the Majority Report and the
Minority Report. He would further agreethat the General Assembly should have
dedded the issue one way or the other -- and that it should then have direded the
congregations as to what to do. He would also agreethat the General Assmbly did
not do this. Indeed, he would finally agreethat the General Assembly ' dedsion' is
undefinitive.
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For Dr. Bogue himself soon wrote to Journey Magazine:"*’ "The ation was: 'That the
Assembly receive both the Committee and the Minority Reports, commending them to
the atention of its churches and lower courts as information' (emphasis mine)."

Dr. Bogue goes on, with perhaps a little justificaion, to add that the previous Journey
Magazine report on the 1987 General Assembly was [unintentionally!] "mislealing,
because it suggests a preference on the part of the Assembly for recognizing Roman
Catholic baptism as valid Biblicd baptism.”" That, however, is amatter of opinion -
coming from one who alleges that Assembly did not adopt his own Majority Report!

Rather judgmentally, perhaps inacairately, and probably subjedivisticdly, Dr. Bogue
then adds: "It was the minority's conviction that the Assembly would not affirm the
validity of Roman Catholic baptism, coupled with the knowledge of the PCA's pradice
of sweegping controversy under the rug, that led the minority to change its origina
recommendation of reagnizing Roman Cathlic baptism as valid to a substitute ‘that
the Assmbly receve both...reports.’” Therationale was. ‘A half aloaf is better than
no loaf."

Finally, clealy reveding his own caabaptism, Rev. Chairman Bogue @mncluded: "l am
personaly disappointed that the Assembly refused yet again to take aposition asto the
mind of the church on thisisaue, which isimportant in the pradice of our churches. |
am even more disturbed that your readers might wrongly think the PCA took a
position which in fad she would be unwilli ng to take."

What should have been decided at the 1987 PCA General Assembly

“...the mind of the church”! Y et should we not rather seek the mind of Christ -- than
“the mind of the dhurch”?  For the mind of an uninformed church is smply the
ecdesiocratic opinion of amindlessmagjority. How very different, however, were the
theocratic procealings at the first General Assembly of the Christian Church!

There, regarding a matter "of no small dissension,” commissoners were sent "unto the
apostles and elders about this question.” Acts 15:2. There, representatives of the
congregations in Syria, in Cilicia, in Galatia, in Phenicia, in Samaria and in Judeg all
gathered together in Jerusalem. Acts 14:21to 154, and Acts15.41to 16:7. There,
"the goostles and elders came together for to consider the matter.” Acts15.6. There,
Paul and Barnabas and Peter and James and others al gave their informed opinions.
Acts 15:2-13.  And there, above dl, God's infalli ble Sacred Scriptureswere
consulted about the matter. Acts 15:15f.

"Then pleased it the gostlesand elders.” Acts15:22. Then, "the gostles and elders
wrote" to the Christians "in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia" Acts15:23. For the
General Aseembly had discerned what "seemed good to the Holy Ghost." Acts
15:28. So, "Judas and Silas’ (Acts 15:32) and "Paul also and Barnabas® (Acts 15:35)
then "went through Syria and Cili cia, confirming the dhurches.” Acts15:41. They
"went through the dties, and delivered for to keep the decreesthat had been ordained
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by the gostles and elders which were & Jerusalem. And so were the churches
established in the faith, and increased in number daily.” Acts 16:4-5.

The Majority Report brethren would no doubt agreewith the @ove. Yet they should
also admit that they clealy failed to caabapticizethe PCA at its 1987 General
Assmbly.

Hopefully, baptismal orthodoxy will ultimately yet prevail in that denomination -- in
spite of the unadopted yet receved Majority Report wrongly alleging the invalidity of
'Romish baptism."  For the @rred but unadopted Minority Report was also receved.
Indeed, both reports were then ordered transmitted to the Presbyteries and the
Sessons, ‘commending them to the dtention of its churches and lower courts as
information.™

Leds21st Decanber 1987letter to the aitor of Journey (Rev. Richard Knodel)

On reaing Dr. Bogue's above Letter to the Editor in Journey Magazine, Dr. Leefrom
Australiaimmediately himself wrote aLetter to the Editor -- on Deceamber 21st 1987.
Inthat letter, Leeindicated® that Dr. Bogue "is well aware of Calvin's condemnation
(in Institutes 1V:15:16-19 cf. 1V:2:11f) anent the 'absurdities of the 'Catabaptists who
deny that we ae duly baptized, becaise we were baptized in the papacy by wicked
men and idolaters. Hencethey furioudly insist on Anabaptism' -- alias the rebaptism of
Ex-Romanist Protestants like Luther and Calvin....

"Catabaptists within the 'Presbyterian Church in America have previously postulated
that Calvin wrote his 1536 | nstitutes before the 1545 Romish Council of Trent -- and
that Calvin would not have maintained his anticatabaptism theredter. Significantly,
however, his anticatabaptism is ill found in hislast and definitive elition of the
Institutes (of 1559.

"Indeed, evenin his 1547 'post-Trent' tredises -- such as his Antidote to the Seventh
Session of the Council of Trent and his True Method of Giving Peace to Christendom
and his Appendix to the True Method of Reforming the Church -- Calvin stoutly
maintains his attacks against the heterodox Catabaptists.”

Dr. Leethen further quoted, to the same dfed, from Calvin's ¢atement to the
unitarian heretic Socinus that "it matters not...whether he who performs the [triune]
baptism is a diabolicd man or even the devil."™° He quoted from Calvin's 6th
September 1554 |etter, to show that Calvin apparently preferred the administration of
infant baptism even in the @rrupt Romish Church -- to its non-administration among
the infants of Anabaptists.”® He dso quoted’?! from Calvin's 1559 French
Confession that "some traceof the Church is left in the papagy.... The virtue and
substance of baptism remain” there, so that "those baptized in it do not need a second

baptism.”

Dr. Leefurther cited from Calvin's 1563statement (on behalf of the Pastors and
Profesors of Geneva) to the National Synod of the French Reformed Church that
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"popish baptism is grounded upon the institution of Christ -- because the priests,
perverse asthey are and utterly corrupt, are yet the ordinary Ministers of that Church
in which they tyrannicaly demean themselves." "%

He dso cited from Calvin's last work, his 1564 Commentary on Ezekiel (16:20-21).
There, the dying Ex-Romish Reformer claimed that "our baptism does not need
renewal -- becaise, although the devil has long reigned in the papacy, yet he wuld not
altogether extinguish God'sgrace Nay, a Church is among them!"

Leethen further cited from the dedarations about Romish priests made by the French
Reformed Synod of 1581 "Since aithority to baptize belongs to them acrding to
the order of the Romish Church, baptism administered by them is not to be repeaed.”
He dso cited the 1618 Synod of Dordt dedsion forbidding the baptizing of Ex-
Romish Protestants formerly baptized in Romanism -- where "the form and substance
of the rite have been retained." "

Concluded Lee "I can well understand the presaures on Dr. Bogue -- as Chairman of
the PCA's Baptism Committee-- to conform to Thornwell's popular yet partisan
departure from the Classc Calvinian doctrine of Biblica Baptism.... Y et more serious,
isthe lapse of Dr. Bogue and his PCA Majority Report brethren from the maintenance
of the Westminster Confession of Faith 287 and the Westminster Larger Catechism
177-- which 'strict Confessonalism' rigorously requires. Indeed, far more serious gill -
- istheir disregard, at this particular point, of the PCA's Supreme Standard: the
infallible Word of God. See Exodus 4:24-26; Romans 6:3-16; Ephesians 4:4-6;
Hebrews 6:1-6.

"One wonders about Dr. Bogue's views regarding the validity of baptisms performed in
the Episcopal Church, the Anglican Orthodox Church, the Seventh-day Adventist
Church, the Aseemblies of God, the 'Minister-less Plymouth Brethren Groups -- or
even in the bigger [and often more 'apostate’] Presbyterian denominations. It would
be cdastrophic indeed if the PCA were yet, officially: to espouse cdabaptism; to
embracethe rebaptistic heresies of the [Montanists and] the Novatianists and the
Donatists; and finally to 'excommunicae' itself very ‘culticdly' from Confessonalism
and Calvinism....

"Circumcision -- once aminister (by whomsoever) -- was unrepeaable. Sotoois
Christian baptism -- which Puritan Presbyterians professreplaces it!"

After many months, Dr. Leés above-mentioned Deceamber 21st 1987 Letter to the
Editor of Journey Magazine had still not been published there (or even
adknowledged). So, in September 1990 Leesent a mpy thereof (together with a
cover letter) straight to hisfriend Dr. Carl Bogue -- together with Dr. Leés other 1990
article Calvinism versus Catabaptism.
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Dr. Leés 1990 aticle Calvinism versus Catabaptism

In that paper Calvinism versus Catabaptism, Dr. Nigel Lee ontrasted the two
different baptismal positions of Calvinism and Catabaptism. There, he actises™
Catabaptism of falsely teading "that Roman Catholicism is a totally pagan religion and
not even afalse part of the Christian Church at all. For Catabaptism regards all eged
baptisms, although indeed performed in the Name of the Triune God, as being no
baptism at all -- whenever performed by or under the diredion of Rome.

"Accordingly, Catabaptists regards Romanists as unbeaptized pagans -- so that all
converts from Romanism are regarded as gill needing baptism. Needlessto say,
Catabaptism is not principally Protestant at all. Principally, Catabaptism is edarian --
and preponderantly Anti-Romish.  Per contra, however, Mark 9:38-42 and Acts
13:14-49 etc.

"Catabaptism rightly opposes Romanism. Wrongly, however, it also opposes
consistent Calvinism. Some inconsistent Catabaptists have preserved infant baptism,
and adually cdl themselves not just Calvinists but sometimes even Presbyterians. The
more mnsistent Catabaptists, however, have ébandoned even that. Many of them
then end upcadling themselves 'Calvinist Baptists -- a grosscontradiction in terms.

"It isindeed true that most Catabaptists much admire the principles of Calvinism
outside the aeaof baptism. It isalso true that many Catabaptists would cal
themselves Calvinists, and indeed do believe in most of the principles of Calvinism. For
the latter, consistent Calvinists are most grateful. Y et Catabaptists cannot ever become
consistent Calvinists -- unlessand wuntil they have éandoned their Catabaptism.

"Absurdly, Catabaptists believe that Calvin was an inconsistent Calvin-ist -- inthe aea
of baptism! Yet the truth isthat it isthe Catabaptists who -- at best! -- are only
inconsistent Sub-Calvinists. At the time of the Protestant Reformation, the
Catabaptists did not consider Calvin to be sufficiently Anti-Romish. John Calvin, in
turn, considered the Catabaptists to be Sub-Protestant -- because unhiblica and
sedarian, asregards their views on holy baptism.

"Thus, on the matter of baptism, the Catabaptists are quite irreconcil able with that
gredest of all Calvinists -- the 1547 John Calvin hmself. Catabaptism is also quite
irreconcilable with those greaest of al Calvinistic documents -- the doctrinal standards
of the 1647 renowned Westminster Asembly."

Rev. Dr. Leethen shows that the Counter-Reformation's Council of Trent finished
setting forth the Romish doctrine of baptism at her Seventh Sesson in 1547, Calvin
then responded in his Antidote to Trent, in which he fully upheld the essential validity
and unrepeaabili ty of 'Romish baptism' -- in spite of all its errors.”®

After next quoting from Calvin's Ingtitutes to the same dfed, Dr. Nigel Leeshows'?®

that also the Westminster Standards themselves uphold the same doctrine. He then
goes on to demonstrate that sincere Catabaptists have no right to admit Christians like
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Calvin (who were baptized by Rome in infancy but never rebaptized), to the Lord's
Table. For Catabaptists consider those like Calvin to be unbeptized Christians. And
unbeptized Christians (says Dr. Le€ may not be admitted to the Holy Supper.
Exodus 12:48; Luke 2:21-41f & 22:1-20; Colossans 2:11f.

AsLee eplains.”?”"Our Westminster Standards rightly recognizeit to be a'grea sin'
when those professng the faith but who are still ‘ignorant’ -- are 'admitted’ to the
Lord'stable & 'the Lord's supper.’ For they altogether rightly recognize that
'ignorant...persons...unworthy of the Lord's table...cannot...be almitted thereto."”?®

"Even in resped of recdcitrant communicants -- Westminster rightly reaognizes that
'the officers of the church are to proceal by admonition...from the Lord's supper for a
season.’  As grict subscriptionists to the Westminster Standards -- we should do
likewise.

"Our Westminster Standar ds rightly reaognize’?® that no uncircumcised person was
allowed to ea the Pasver [Exodus 12:48]. They rightly recognizethat at Calvary,
circumcision was replaced by baptism, and the Passover by the Lord's supper.”®® They
rightly recognizethat the bread and the wine should be given only 'to the
communicants.'”*

"Our Westminster Standards rightly recognize that such must first have been baptized -
- and that a Christian Pastor needs to 'catechize them '(Hebrews 5:12)7%2 prior to their
first communicating. For they rightly reagnizethat no unbaptized or uncaecized
person should ever be almitted to the Lord'stable. As drict subscriptioniststo the
Westminster Standards -- we should do likewise.

"Our Westminster Standards rightly reaognize’*® that ‘the ignorant...are not fit to
recave the saacament of the Lord's Supper.' The Minister ‘isin the Name of
Christ...to warn all such as are ignorant...that they presume not to come to that holy
table... As grict subscriptionists to the Westminster Standards -- we too should do
likewise.

"For our Westminster Standards qute rightly reaognizethat if baptism within the
Roman Catholic Church were not a valid baptism -- it would then be a'grea sin'to
admit Christians converted from Romanism to the Lord's Supper, before they first got
themselves baptized. Thiswould then mean that neither the anti-caabaptist
Presbyterian Dr. John Calvin himself nor any other anti-caabaptist Protestant Christian
could without "grea sin" be welcomed at the Lord's Supper -- by a caabaptist Pastor
or Sesson.

"For catabaptist Pastors and Sessons must necessarily deam the Presbyterian Dr.
Calvin and other anti-caabaptist Protestant Christians, to be un-baptized. To be
consistent, they must deem Calvin and his Calvinian Calvinists -- through their 'negled'’
of 'this ordinance -- to be guilty of a'gred sin' of omisson,”®* or at the very least to be
ignorant anent the holy saaament.

31



"To be consistent, Catabaptists must further regard Calvin and his Calvinian Calvinists
as being ignorant on these points.  Consequently, they should bar them from the
Lord's table in Catabaptist Congregations -- until the Calvinists get (re-)baptized.

“Thisis because, asthe Westminster Confession of Faith rightly teades us, 'such as
are found to be ignorant or scandalous, notwithstanding their professon of the faith
and desire to come to the Lord's Supper, may and ought to be kept from that
saaament..., until they receve instruction and manifest their reformation.'”®

"For the 'ignorant’ Calvin and his Calvinian Calvinists would then obvioudly first need
to aaquire 'ability' -- before being able to communicate.”®  Indeed, they could only do
this -- by themselves, catabaptisticaly, either requesting or being required to submit to
-- re-baptism!  However, strict subscription to the Westminster Standards cannot
acommodate Catabaptism -- within atruly confessonal alias a consistently
Presbyterian Church.”

Dr. Carl Bogque's 1990L etter to Dr. Lee and enclosures

Dr. Carl Bogue responded to the @ove on September 27th 199Q His response
consisted of a Letter to Dr. Lee of that date. He dso enclosed his own article Dr.
John Gerstner Withdraws from the Presbyterian Church (USA), which had appeaed
in the Chrigtian Observer on June 8th 199Q Here, we first ded with Dr. Bogue's
letter.

In his September 1990Letter to Dr. Lee, Dr. Bogue -- courteous and full of good
humour as ever -- responded:”®’ "Simply get General Leewriting against you! Why
pick on poor little ole me.... Besides, if you would end your vacaion in the land of sun
and fun, you could persuade the [PCA] General Aseembly to do what isright. Come
home -- we missyou!

"Y ou may be interested to know (or you may not), that in Dr. John Gerstner's
concluding that the PCUSA is apostate, he does consistently view their baptism and
ordination asinvalid....

"We often spe&k of you and what your presencewould do in this battle or that conflict.
We do need some ale warriors.... Though you would relegate me to a sed for
believing that Rome is not a part of the true durch, perhaps you will at least not
disown me dtogether -- sincewe did depose...[one] who came to espouse
paedocommunion....

"One question about your paper [Calvinism versus Catabaptism]. | am not sure
what you mean by the phrase” that Catabaptism is the false teading that the Roman
Catholic Church is atotally pagan religion and is "'not even afalse part of the Christian
Church." Isafalse part of the Christian Church a church or anon-church? Are
Mormons, JWs [Jehovah witnesss], etc., afalse part of the Christian Church in the
sameway? |s Mormon baptism therefore valid?'
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In Carl’s acaompanying article Dr. John Gerstner Withdraws from the Presbyterian
Church (USA),”* Dr. Bogue wrote of his old Seminary Professor: "After fifty years of
distinguished servicein the Presbyterian Church (USA) and her predecessors, Dr. John
H. Gerstner had no choice  For over two decales he labored tirelesdy to kegp what
he viewed to be asick church [PCUSA] from dying. Now, with deg personal
sadness he was convinced it fell to him to pronounce dead a once grea church.
Dedaring his conviction that the denomination is apostate, Gerstner' s only choicewas
to unilaterally withdraw from fellowship.

"Earlier inthe yea Dr. Gerstner began the processof affili ating with the Presbyterian
Churchin America On May 5, Gerstner was examined by the [PCA] Presbytery of
the Ascension.... At the same time, Gerstner did brand the [UPUSA] group far more
corrupt than Rome was at the time of the Reformation....

"If the dmost unanimous conclusion of the Reformersthat ' the Roman Catholic
Church was not merely an impure curch but no true durch at al...was afair and
sound judgment,’ says Gerstner, then ' my appraisal of the PCUSA today is an
understatement. The Roman Catholic non-church was millennial [= golden-aged?]
in comparison with the PCUSA today.'

"Gerstner consistently acknowledged that while the Presbyterian Church in America
[PCA] had not officially made any such judgment about the group [the PCUSA], it
was his personal conviction that, as with Rome, so with the Presbyterian Church
(USA) [PCUSA] -- their sacaments and ordination would henceforth be invalid.”

Dr. LeésOctober 1990L etter to Dr. Bogue

Hopefully with the same curtesy and humour with which Dr. Carl Bogue had just
written to him, Leereplied*°to his friend on October 10th 199Q "Beloved brother

' Catabaptist Carl!"  Lovely to know I' m missed, evenin Ohio! News of Gerstner is
eledrifying. But surely he' snot jumping out of the PCUSA fire into the PCA frypan,
with Bogue now the [almost] sole* token ethnic’ Calvinist?

"Asthe PCA careensdownhill ..., I trust you will not ask meto' rebaptizeé you [here] in
Ausse.... | agreewith Gerstner that the PCUSA is more goostate than pre-
reformational Rome. But I fail to seehow that ' papal pronouncement’pso facto

'h enceforth' invalidates PCUSA baptisms -- unlessthey have dandoned the trinitarian
formula, of course!

“Too, the godly Gerstner is surely mistaken in cdling the late-mediaeval Western
Church of Christ ' the Roman Catholic non-church.!  What Reformers ever so stated?
Certainly not Luther, Zwingli, Calvin or Knox! They stated Rome is not atrue

church; isindeal afalse durch; but never that Romeisa'n on-church.' ”
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Again, there is no question of Dr. Lee &er wanting to "relegate” Dr. Bogue "to a sed
for believing that Rome is not a part of the true church.” Dr. Bogueistragicdly
wrong in apparently thinking that Dr. Leehere disagrees with hm. Dr. Leedoes not.

Certainly "Rome is not a part of the true durch.” Rome isahuge part of the false
church. Yet even afase curchisnot a synagogue or a mosgue (which do not
baptize). Instead, Romeisafase part of the Christian Church (which indeed
baptizes). So Romeisan irregular but avalid pert of the Christian Church Visble.
And Rome's baptisms are irregular yet valid baptisms of the Christian Church Visible,
rightly administered in the Name of the one true Triune God.

"Congrats on your excommunicaing the paedocommunionist.... But when are you
consistently going to excommunicate dso the cdabaptistic Pastor?  We may not
follow the Confesson ONLY when it suits us!

"Re: your question. Romeisnot just ‘afalse dhurch' but also 'afalse dwrch” ‘ecclesia
falsa' SeeBelgic Confession 29; Scots Confession 16f; Westminster Confession of
Faith 25. Sheisnot 'sunagoga apostata’ -- though Unitarians [and Jehovah
witnesses| and Mormonsare.  Read Romans 3:1-4, friend, and apply it to the
caabaptist isauel

"Regardsto the family. When are you coming here & Visiting Professor? How
about it? ‘General. Lee’

“Encl.: Rowland S. Ward: Baptismin Scripture and History, Melbourne 199Q pp. 68
69, on Knox's anticatabaptism and the invalidity of the non-triune 'baptisms of Jehovah
witnesses & Mormons etc.”

Further to satisfy Dr. Bogue and those like him, we next need briefly but definitively to
look at the water-rites of the Mormons, the Unitarians, the Jehovah's witnesses, the
Seventh-day Adventists, and the Campbelli tes. Throughout, we now cite only from
their own official documents.

Theinvalidity of M ormon water-rites

Acoording to the testimony of the Mormon leader Joseph Smith hmself, it seems he
believed that he himself saw two separate godsin 182Q Smith writes. "l saw two
Personages whose brightnessand dory defy al description, standing above me in the
air. One of them spake unto me, cdling me by name, and said pointing to the other --
Thisis My Beloved Son. Hear Him!""*° As LeGrand Richards, a high-ranking modern
Leader in the Mormon Council of the Twelve Apostles, alleges. "God the Eternal
Father and his Son Jesus Christ appeaed to Joseph Smith." "+

Now these Mormon gods (unlike the one and only Triune God of Holy Scripture), are

stated to have bodies and body parts. Indeed, LeGrand Richards insists™? that "the
gred sin of the ages has been the worship of false gods...'which neither see nor hear
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nor eat nor smell' (Deuteronomy 4:28).... Could the gods made by the hands of man
-- taught and worshiped by the dristian churches of the world at the time Joseph
Smith recaved his glorious vision -- see or hear or eat or smell?"

For, continues Richards, asto "the strange gods of christendom, afew quotations will
indicate the genera beliefs in christendom during the ealy history of The Church of
Jesus Chrigt of Latter-day Saints. The God of the Catholic Church was described as
follows: 'Question: What is God? Answer: God is a Spirit.™

LeGrand Richards continues. "Let us examine the description of the God of the
Presbyterian Church: 'There is but one living and true God --Who is infinite in being
and perfedion, amost pure spirit, invisible, without body, parts or passons
[Westminster Confession of Faith 2:1]....

These descriptions of the 'Spirit-ual’ God of the Catholic Church and of the
Presbyterian Church, explains Richards, "are but typicd examples of the gods
worshiped by christian churches during the nineteenth century. Here ae the gods that
Mosestold Israd they would encounter, as they were scatered among the nations --
gods ‘which neither see or hear or eat or smell." How could a god without body, parts
or passons -- be expeded either to seg hea, ed, or smell?

Very clealy, to pagan Mormonism, the Spirit-ual God of Romanism isidenticd to the
Spirit-ual God of Presbyterianism. Again very clealy, the God of Romanism and of
Presbyterianism is rejeded by Mormons -- because polytheistic Mormonism does not
regard the Triune God as the god(s) of Mormonism. Espedally isthis e, after
Joseph Smith is alleged” to have discovered (in 1823 the golden plates containing
the Book of Mormon.  For, six yeas later, Smith and his co-religionist Oliver
Cowdery submersed one another’** -- with 'Mormon baptism.'

Remarks the modern Mormon Lealer LeGrand Richards;”* "'Let usrefer again to
Joseph Smith's own story, in which he informs us that while he and Oliver Cowdery
were engaged in trandating the Book of Mormon, they went into the woods to inquire
of the Lord respeding baptism for the remisson of sins, which they found mentioned
in the trandation of the plates.... A messenger from heaven descended in a doud of
light, laid his hands upon their heads, conferred upon them the priesthood of Aaron,
and then commanded them to go and be baptized.

"He gave diredions that Joseph should baptize Oliver and that afterwards Oliver
should baptize Joseph.”  Shades of the first American Baptists Roger Willi ams and
Ezekiel Hollymanin 1639 (See dovein our chapter VIII, at its notes 168 through
175) [of Dr. Leésfull S.T.D. thesig].

Continues the Mormon Richards: "This messenger [to Smith and Cowdery] said that
his name was bhn, the same that is caled John the Baptist in the New Testament --
and that he ad¢ed under the diredion of [the gostles] Peter, James and John.... These
two young men baptized ead other by immersion, for the remisson of their sins, on
May 15, 1829-- presumably in the Susquehanna River."
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M ormon water-rites'invalid' (continued)

In April 183Q Smith hmself dedared:"*®"No one can be receved into the [Mormon]
church of Christ, unlesshe has arrived unto the yeas of aceuntability before God, and
is cgpable of repentance.  Baptism isto be alministered in the following manner, unto
all those who repent.

"The person who is cdled of God and has authority from Jesus Christ to baptize, shall
go down into the water with the person who has presented himself or herself for
baptism, and shall say, cdling him or her by name: 'Having been commissoned of Jesus
Christ, | baptize you in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.
Amen." Then shal heimmerse him or her in the water, and come forth again out of
the water."

The dove comma dter the word "Father” and the alditional comma dter the word
"Son" and before the words "and of the Holy Ghost" -- are very important. For they
show that, unlike the ‘commaless™’ trinitarian formulain all extant manuscripts of the
Greek New Testament at the locus classicus Matthew 28:19 -- the Mormon "baptism’
is not trinitarian but polytheitic.

Moreover, unlike the Triune God of Scripture Who is not corpored but Who is Spirit
(John 4:24), the Mormon gods which Mormons misleadingly cal 'Father' and 'Son' --
are not Spirit. Instead, the Mormons sy these two gods of theirs: are @rpored; are
separate from one another; and are both also separate from the third god Mormons
misleadingly cal 'Holy Ghost." Indedd, this latter separate and different Mormon god
which they cdl 'Holy Ghost' -- is aso stated by Mormonism to be quite different
qualitatively to the other two Mormon gods which they misleadingly cdl 'Father' and
'Son." For this Mormon god cdled 'Holy Ghost' by the Mormons, they say is
incorpored.

Thus, Joseph Smith himself tells us: "The Father has a body of flesh and bones as
tangible & man's; the Son aso; but the Holy Ghost has not a body of flesh and bones,
but is a personage of Spirit."™*® As Mormons regard having flesh and bones as the very
esence of paramount godhood -- it is clea that the Holy Spirit could only achieve
paramount godhood if and when hefit were to aqquire flesh and bones.

Joseph Smith also testifies about a'vision' of Jesus Christ he dleges he and (the Ex-
Campbellite Mormon) Sidney Rigdon hed receved in 1832 According to Smith, "we
saw him even on the right hand of God. And we head the voice beaing record, that
he is the only begotten of the Father -- that by him, and through him, and of him, the
worlds are and were aeded, and the inhabitants thereof are begotten sons and
daughters unto God.""*°

On this, Mormon Leader LeGrand Richards’ remarks: "Note how this parallels

Joseph Smith'sfirst vision and the testimony of the Father at Jesus baptism. The
Father spoke of his Son -- two separate and distinct persons.... The Saviour..., his
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Father, and the Holy Ghogt, are threedistinct personages.... Their onenessreferred to
in the scripturesis only[!] onenessof purpose and desire....

"The Holy Ghost isamale personage.... The Holy Ghost in his irit body[!] has his
assgnment of responsibili ty as the third member of the Godhead.... The Holy Ghost
is the medium through whom God and his Son Jesus Christ communicate with men.”

After the deah of Joseph Smith in 1844 the leadership of the Mormons was taken
over by the 180177 Brigham Young.”™* According to Mormon Lealer Legrand
Richards,”? Brigham Y oung said that during the (yet-future) millennium "we will have
revelations to know our forefathers clea bad to Father Adam and Mother Eve." "3

According to Brigham Y oung himself:">*"When the virgin Mary conceived the dild
Jesus, the Father had begotten hm in hisown likeness He was NOT begotten by the
Holy Ghost. And who wasthe Father? He wasthe first of the human family....
Jesus, our elder brother, was begotten in the flesh by the same charader that wasin the
garden of Eden, and who is our Father in Heaven."

Acoording to AnnElizaYoung, in her book Wife Number Nineteen,”*® Brigham Y oung
taught that "Jesus Christ was a polygamist; Mary and Martha, the sisters of Lazaus,
were his plural wives.... The bridal feast of Cana...was on the occasion of one of his
own marriages.”

The Mormons ran into many difficulties espedally when trying to refine their
pneumatology. Thus bseph F. Smith, their sixth President, in 1902 dfferentiated
between the operations: of the Spirit of God; the Spirit of Christ; and the Holy Spirit.
Said President J.F. Smith:"® "We often say the Spirit of God, when we mean the Holy
Ghost. We likewise say the Holy Ghost, when we mean the Spirit of God.

“The Holy Ghost is a personage in the Godhead, and is not that which lighteth every
man that cometh into the world. It isthe Spirit of God which proceeds through Christ
to the world, that enlightens every man that comes into the world." And Mormon
Leader Legrand Richards himself added”” in 1976 that the dleged ancient Hebrew
leader in the Book of Mormon caled "Nephi saw the Spirit of God rest upon a man
whom we understand to be Columbus® -- the ill ustrious Roman Catholic navigator!

M ormon water-rites'invalid' (resumed)

The bizarre misunderstanding by the Mormons of the teadings of Trinitarian
Christians, is clealy manifested in the anonymous but official 1973Mormon
publication What the Mormons Think of Christ. There, we read”® about Jesus that "to
accet him as the Son of God one must first believe in his Father as God and must
believe that the Father is a personal being in whose image man is creded -- knowledge
that is not widely had among christians.”
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Trinitarian Christians are next subjeded to severe catigation. "When God is
believed to be impersonal[ 7], uncreded[!], incorpored][!], incomprehensible]!],
unknown[ 7], unknowable[ 7], a mysticd threein-one spirit[?] that fill s immensity -- it is
not possble to accept him asthe literal Father of our Lord.""**

In this official Mormon publication, we dso encounter the Mormons own confused
polytheism: "Under the diredion of the Father, Christ was and is the Creé&or of this
eath and al thingsthat areinit.... Christ isthe Firstborn. Obviously, he did not have
this distinction as pertaining to his birth into mortality. For many milli ons preceded
him in kirth upon this eath.

“But it must not be forgotten...that all men lived in a pre-existent estate before they
were born into thisworld. All were born in pre-existence & the spirit-children of the
Father. Christ was the Firstborn Spirit-Child, and from that day forward he has had,
in all things, the preaminence....

"From the days of Adam, Christ has appeaed to chosen prophets.... Salvationisin
Christ. Heisthe Firstborn Spirit-Child of God the Eternal Father. Heisthe Credor
of al things from the beginning.... Heisthe Son of God, literally, adually, as men
are the sons of mortal parents."’°

Here, Mormonism seams to be daiming exadly what some Mohammadans quite
wrongly acase Trinitarians of teading. For the daim here seamsto be that a
corpored god (cdled 'the Eternal Father’) needed to have and did so have sexual
intercourse with the young woman Mary (until then avirgin) -- in order to be aleto
reproduce ason who would then have aredly human body.

Our concern about the Mormon understanding of the Holy Trinity, and Christian
baptism in His Name, increases further -- when we read the modern Mormon Elder
John Morgan's official booklet The Plan of Salvation. There, John Morgan states:”®*
"In presenting the principles of pre-existence, the first principles of the gospel, and
baptism for the dead..., let us then...seewhat the teadings of the Grea Credor are.

"Speaking to Job, one of the most ancient writers of the Bible, he says...: 'Where was
thou when | laid the foundations of the eath...when the morning stars sang together
and all the sons of God shouted for joy? Job 38:2-7. Job certainly must have been
somewhere, when the ‘foundations of the eath were laid'....

"There was doubtlessmore meaning to the words ‘when all the sons of God shouted
for joy'.... Luke, in giving the genedogy of the human family, gives the necessary
information on the subjed [of the ancestors of Jesus] ‘which was the son of Enos,
which was the son of Seth, which was the son of Adam, which was the son of God'
[Luke 3:39]....

"Paul, in hiswriting to the Hebrews [12:9], says: 'Furthermore we have had fathers of

our flesh.... Shall we not much rather be in subjedion unto the Father of spirits, and
live? ... Anunembodied spirit is one that has not yet taken upon itself abody. An
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embodied spirit is one dwelling in the flesh.... Isit so difficult to comprehend our own
pre-existence, when that of Jesusis  plainly taught?'

Hence the still -upheld Articles of Faith of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints -- as formulated by the Mormon pionea Joseph Smith -- are themselves
unacceptable from their very outset. For the very first article dedares: 'We believe in
God, the Eternal Father, and in His Son Jesus Christ, and in the Holy Ghost.'”®2

The ommmes in thisfirst 'Article of Faith' certainly suggest at least tritheism; possbly
quadritheism (the worship of four different gods); and, by implication, also even a till -
expanding pantheon of polytheistic gods at various levels of development.

For it does not expressfaith in the one and only true Triune God. Inded, it does not

even as®rt the esential deity and divine pre-existencefrom all eternity past of either
the Son or the Spirit.

M ormon water-rites'invalid' (concluded)

Nor isthisjust our own assessment. 1n 1962 Mormon President Hugh B. Brown,
Counselor in the First Presidency -- at the invitation of Rev. Prof. Dr. John Gerstner --
said in an addressto the students at the Presbyterian Theologicd Seminary in
Pittsburgh:"®®"In our 'Articles of Faith' we state our believe in God the Eternal Father,
and in His Son Jesus Christ, and in the Holy Ghost.... But we believe they are separate
and distinct entities. Thisisthe first distinguishing and, to some, disturbing doctrine
of the [Mormon] Church....

"The threemembers of the Godheal are separate individuals [or gods] -- physicdly
distinct from one another.... Both the Father and the Son are persons aswe ae
personal, and are in perfedion what we aein embryo. Ead of them posssss a
tangible body...attended by transcendent glory; nevertheless a body of flesh and
bones.... We believe...in the dernal nature of man.... Intelligenceis eternal.... Man
has a god-like status.”

Thus, Mormons themselves sy that the god they cdl their 'Father’ is a god of flesh and
bones. Their separate second god -- the idol that Mormons cdl the 'Son' -- was not a
true god (with flesh and bones) until its alleged conception or birth; nor was it
authoritatively exalted as their god until its assumed bodily resurredion. Their separate
third god they cal 'Holy Spirit' sill has no flesh and bones; and henceit is not (yet) the
same kind of god as the first god Mormons cal their 'Father' and as the second god or
idol they cdl 'Son.'

Pre-existent Mormons, still unconceived, are not yet gods. Y et they too are believed
to begin to become gods, at their Mormon 'baptism."  Indeed, they are believed to
become more and more divine -- as they theredter advance up the deificatory ladder of
Mormonism.
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Very clealy, none of the Mormon gods -- past, present and future -- is the one and
only true Triune God of the Christian Bible. Nor is'Mormon beptism' into the names
of those false gods -- Christian baptism into the Name of the Father and the Son and
the Holy Spirit!

For Mormons are polytheists. It istrue that they have indeed included in the formula
for their own submersionistic water-rites, some of the ‘trinitarian’ words found in
Matthew 28:19. Y et Mormon 'baptism”®*is no more aChristian baptism’® -- than
were the 'baptisms for the dead' from which the gostle Paul distantiated himself and
which the Mormons themselves have imitated with their own neaopseudobaptisms
(First Corinthians 15:29f).

Unlike Romanists, Mormons quite wrongly do not regard their threefalse gods --
which they cdl 'the Father' and ‘the Son' and 'the Holy Spirit' -- as three Persons within
one and the same dernal God. Mormons do not allege that their threegods are
distinct Persons within the one and only Triune God. Instead, the Mormons
blasphemously attribute these threeblessed Names to their own threefalse gods or
idols (which are dso quite separate from one another).

The Mormon god cdled ‘the Father’ is not the éernal God the Father mentioned in the
Bible. The Mormon god cdled ‘the Son’ is not the @ernal God the Son mentioned in
the Bible. The Mormon god cdled ‘the Holy Spirit’ is not the éernal God the Holy
Spirit of the Holy Bible.

For these threeMormon gods are dl different gods -- very different even to and from
one another. None of them are the "one God" Jehovah Elohim of Deuteronomy 6:4 -
- nor the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit of Matthew 28.19. So, then,
Mormon ‘baptism’ is not the “one baptism” of Ephesians 4:5.

Theinvalidity of Unitarian water-rites

The matter of the (in)validity of 'unitarian baptism' israther easier to asess Becaise
Unitarians deny that Christ is God, it follows that the god they cdl their ‘father' and
claim to worship, isnot at al the unchanging Eternal Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.
For the Father of our Lord Christ must always have had an Eternall y-Begotten Son --
predsely in order to be the Eternal Father of that Eternal Son. John17:5. And both
the Eternal Father and the Eternal Son have dways had the Eternal Spirit -- asthe
Personal Bond eternally linking Them to One Another. Hebrews 9:14.

Only of Spirit-indwelt Trinitariansis it true -- that "you have an anointing [compare
baptism] from the Holy One, and you know all things.... Whosoever denies the Son,
the same does not have the Father.... He that does not have the Son of God, does not
havelife." First John2:20-23& 5:12.

Only incipient (but not full-blown) Unitarians even bother officially to use the Biblica
baptismal formula at all. There, our above aguments against the validity of '"Mormon
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baptism' again obtain -- mutatis mutandis. However, once established irreversibly,
fully-developed Unitarianism invariably abandons first the Biblicd baptismal formula
and later even the water-rite itself.

The Rev. Dr. Gerrit Verkuyl was the National Field Representative for Leadership
Training -- of the Presbyterian Board of Christian Education. Inthat cgpadty, he
wrote in hisimportant book Reclaim Those Unitarian Wastes:"*® "L adius and Faustus
Socinus, uncle and nephew, were the moving spirits for Unitarianism.... The aticles
of their creed are: Christ was [only] a man, and the Holy Spirit an impersonal
influence.... The Churchisavoluntary society...; her saaaments commemorative."

However, in point of fad, "Matthew and Luke relate the baptism episode [of Jesus] in
full agreement.... The Holy Spirit came upon Jesus.... The Father testified to His
Sonship.... So distinct are the threePersondlities of the Godhead pictured there, that -
- were it not for other sources of information -- we might be led into the heresy of
tritheism.”  Such other sources of information as the triune Numbers 6:24-27 and
Deuteronomy 6:4-5 and Matthew 28:19, however, condemn tritheism too and clealy
imply only trinitarianism.

"Jesus was an out-and-out Trinitarian.... The final grea command of our Lord to
baptizein the Name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit is found in the
choicest ancient manuscripts, Codex Snaiticusincluded.... Liberaistic religion caries
in its bosom the germ of deah.... The moment it becomes 'libera’ it begins to degrade
into amere philosophy.” Unquote Verkuyl.

It was unitarianizing American Congregationalism which poisoned Charles Taze
Rus<ll, who later founded the Watchtower Society (as the immediate forerunner of
the 'New World Society' of the modern so-cdled "Jehovah's witnesses').  According
to Russll:"®" "The doctrine of the Trinity...isatool of Satan.... It isbased upna
superstitious fea inculcated by the Roman clergy, and later also by the Protestant
clergy, under the thred that whoever denies the Trinity istaking a straight road to
eternal torture.”

The Jehovah witnesses 1943'New World Society' book The Truth Shall Make You
Free alleges’® quite brazenly that "the trinity of gods...appeas as ateading of pagan
religions...long before its adoption by the religionists of so-cdled 'Christendom.™
Their 1958 pulication From Paradise Lost to Paradise Regained, shows how to
repudate the Christian Trinity -- namely, by submitting to the different ‘baptism’ of the
"Jehovah's witnesses."

It explains.”®® "By being dipped right down under the water and by being raised up
again, you show that you are dying to your former course of life.... God is pleased to
have...al people who want to receve his blessngs, to dedicae their lives to him and to
be baptized."

Deliberately depersonalizing the Holy Spirit by referring to Him with small | etters (as if
an it'), the text continues: "What does it mean to be baptized 'in the name of the Father
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and of the Son and of the holy spirit'? It means that you accept the heavenly Father
asthe supreme God who is to be worshiped and obeyed.”

Now this grea god they cdl "Father" (and "Jehovah"), is believed by Jehovah's
witnesses to be anteceadent to and way above and dfferent from their other and lesser
creaed god that they cdl the "Son" of that Father Jehovah. "To be baptized,"
continues the Jehovah's witnesses book Paradise Lost, "means that you accept Christ
Jesus as Ehovah's Son [but do not accept Him as khovah Himself].... And it means
that you believe that the holy spirit isthe invisible [and impersonal] adive force by
which the heavenly Father carried out hiswill" -- not, from everlasting and unto for
ever, the Eterna Person of the Eternal Holy Spirit through Whom the Eternal Father
and the Eternal Son ad trinitarianly.

For the Jehovah witnesses' s “Father” they cdl “Jehovah” was a‘Non-Father’ before
Genesis 1:1 and changed into “the Father” only when he dlegedly ‘creaed his Son --
yet Malachi 3:6 states. “1 am Jehovah; | do not change.” Their “Son” isa aedure,
and not the Bible's “Son” Who is Himself “God” and also “the God” (John1:1 &
20:28). Their “spirit” is neither God nor personal, and is not the Bible's eternal Holy
Spirit Whom they vex (Isaiah 63:10f & Hebrews 9:14). Their “Jehovah” is not the
true Jehovah-Jesus of Scripture -- not God at al, but anidol they have made.

The unitarianizing Jehovah's witnesses, as Neo-Ariomaniacs, find themselvesin the
middle phase of unitarianizing devolution. They still cling to an iniatory water-rite (by
submersion only). Yet their water-rite is slent -- not utili zing the formula of Matthew
2819 AsGeorge Madckinney remarksin his Theology of the Jénovah's Witnesses:"”°
"No speda formulais said at the time of the ad¢ua immersion.”

Neallessto say -- all such water-rites, totally ignoring the blessed Name of the one
true Triune God -- cannot possbly be viewed as Christian baptisms at all. Indeed, to
asociate the very vocd trinitarian sprinklings at Roman Catholic baptisms with the
neaopseudobaptismal water-rites of polytheistic Mormons, or with the silent
submersions of unitarizing Jehovah witnesses -- cdlously suppresses the truth of the
totality of Holy Scripture and insults the Holy Spirit asits Author.

The validity of irr eqular (justificatory?) 'S.D.A. baptisms

Some dso have problems reaognizing the validity of (semi-justificatory?) Seventh-day
Adventist baptisms. Today, the Adventists are dealy trinitarian. 1n the nineteenth
century, certain aspeds of their deology was initialy susped.

S.D.A.'sfounder Ellen G. White herself seems reasonably orthodox on the Trinity, and

the official 1957S.D.A. publication Seventh-day Adventists Answer Questions on
Doctrine clealy professes faith in the Triune God.””* Yet it also admits that of "the
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founding fathers of the Seventh-day Adventist Church over a cetury ago...some were
Trinitarian" while "others were Arian."""2

Thus, the noted Adventist Elder J.H. Waggoner wrote abook (published by the

S.D.A. Publishing Asociation) in 1877. Even that book’ s very title gpparently denies
not the dernity but indeed the personality of the Holy Ghost -- The Spirit of God:

Itg[!] Offices and Manifestations.””® Too, one encounters smilar concerns about the
trinitology of the grea S.D.A. commentator on both Daniel and Revelation, the
famous Elder Uriah Smith.

Today, however, there should be no doubt at al asto the trinitarian orthodoxy of
Seventh-day Adventists. Thus, in their official 1988book Seventh-day Adventists
Believe, it isclealy stated:””* " The Bible reveds that the Holy Spirit is a person, not an
impersonal force... The Holy Spirit has persondity.... The Holy Spirit is considered
equal with the Father and the Son in the baptismal formula (Matthew 28:19).... From
eternity, God the Holy Spirit lived within the Godheal.... The Father, Son and Spirit
are gually self-existent.... The Holy Spirit' sintimate involvement in credion is e in
His presence d credion (Genesis 1:2). Life' sorigin and maintenance depends on His
operation.”

Spedficdly on baptism, it is then further stated:””> " Christ made it clea that He
required baptism of those who wished to become apart of His church.... They were
to be baptized in the name of the triune God.... Peter explained that we ae saved by
baptism, as Noah and his family were saved through water [First Peter 3:20f]. Of
course God, not the flood waters, saved Noah. By analogy, it isthe blood of Christ,
not the water of baptism, that removes sn from the believer....

"While baptism is vitally linked to salvation, it does not guaranteesalvation. ' Fromthe
beginning SDA" s, in common with their Protestant heritage, have rejeded any view of
baptism as an opus operatum, that is, as an ad that, in and of itself, imparts grace ad
effeds slvation.' ® Thus, very “charaderistic of the unity the Spirit bringsin God' s
church, isthe pradiceof ' one baptism' (Ephesians 4:5).”

Yet, indired conflict with the last sentence, it then anticlimadicaly adds:””” "At times,
individuals who have experienced baptism by immersion fed convicted that they
should be rebaptized.... Scripture says nothing [? Hebrews 6:1-6!] that would deny
rebaptism to individuals who have broken their covenant with God through grievous
sin or apostasy and then experience reconversion and desire arenewal of their
covenant."’"®

Thelast ' rebaptistic' paragraph is, of course, both hereticd and schismatic. But so too
are the smilar views of both (conditionally-rebaptistic) Romanists and (neo-
caabaptist) Thornwellians in general.

Nevertheless the schismatic heresy of Seventh-day Adventism on this particular point
-- does not invalidate their baptisms. Nor could the Adventist Elder Waggoner' s denial

43



of not the dernity but indeed of the personality of the Holy Spirit, invalidate ay
baptisms that either he or his followers administered .

Thevalidity of irr eqular (justificatory?) 'Campbeéllite baptisms

Some have had problems in reaognizing the validity of Campbelli te baptisms. Certainly
the pionea Campbellite (Alexander Campbell himself) clealy denied not the deity but
indeeal the dernity of the Son of God. Seebelow at our note 782 To Alexander
Campbell, asto his siccessors -- though professng to believe in the Triune God --
their far greaer emphasisis hereticaly and schismaticaly on their own submersings,
rather than on the blessed saving Name of the one true Triune God.

Thus, O.B. Stockford of the 'Disciples of Christ’ writes hundreds of pages on
submersionism in his Baptismin Relation to Spiritual Life -- without ever explaining
the significance of the Name of the Triune God Himself in baptism.””® C.R. Nichol of
the 'Chrigtian Church' fill s many pages on the requirements of baptism’® -- without
once e/en mentioning the Trinity. And Silas F. Shaw of the 'Church of Christ' issues a
"Whole Life Policy” of the Insurance Company of the Soul.”®* This, he explainsin a
businesdike way, "can be acceted” by "President God" and "Vice-President Christ”
and "Seaetary & Treasurer Holy Spirit" solely and "only on the terms’ of being
"buried...into the water" and "saved by water" -- even as "baptism doth also now save
us."

We ourselves believe that the éove Campbellite baptisms are dl valid and
unrepedable -- in spite of their hereticd, irregular, and sometimes even basphemous
trappings. Indeed, we have little to add to Dabney's final assessment of these
Campbelli te baptisms -- whose asEssment we now state.

In Dabney's 1880essay The System of Alexander Campbell,”®? he states that

"Campbell -- while ill ustrating his contempt for the leaning and opinion of the church
by the repudation of the terms ‘consubstantial,’ ‘eternal generation,' ‘processon," and
even in one place..of the word 'Trinity' -- yet proposes to be orthodox as to the proper
divinity of the threepersons.... The daraderistic of his trinitarian theory is that, while
he almits an eternal personal relation between the Father and the Son, he deniesthat it
isone of eternal generation. The seand Person, ac@rding to him, is Son only as
incarnate. His previous name should be only that of 'Word'....

"In refutation of thiserror, it is sufficient to refer here to the general argument for the
eternal generation of the Son -- in the smple fad that Scripture should have dosen
this pair of words, the Father and the Son, to expressthe relation between two persons
of the alorable Trinity. There must have been areason for the doice of these terms;
there must be something corresponding to the well-known meaning of this pair of
names -- else dernal truth had not employed them.... That meaning must be
compatible with God's immateriality and eternity....

"In the baptismal formula [of Matthew 28:19]...the name Son is © used in immediate
connedion with the name Father.... It isimpossble to avoid the conclusion that the
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oneisreciprocal to the other. The Sonis evidently Son in a sense answerable to that
in which the Father is Father....

“If the paternity is 9mething charaderistic and permanent -- so isthefiliation. If the
Father is eternally Father -- the Son must be gernaly Son....

"With Campbell's theory of the goplication of redemption, is closely conneded his
doctrine [also] touching the dfed of baptism.... Heisan immersionist of the straitest
sed.... Hedeniesinfant baptism -- with violence But thereis nothing in his
treament of these points not aready familiar in our controversy with other
immersionists..., except upon one particular.... Asto the design and effed of baptism,
the Campbellite theory is substantially the opus operatum one....

"It should however be said, in justice, that like the Romanists, they make baptism only
the formal cause of remisson, and tead that the meritorious cause is Christ's saaifice
They claim, with much clamor, that the Reformed divines...and espedally the
Westminster and the Thirty-Nine Articles tead their doctrine.... But we deny that
water baptism is the essential term of salvation.... In the words of Turretin [affirming
the valid unrepeaabili ty of 'Romish baptism’, non privatio sed contemptus damnat
['not the ladk but the contempt (of Christian holy baptism) condemns]....

"We may say of this doctrine as of all forms of saaamental grace-- it is the prompting
of that tendency to formalism and to a sensuous religion which exhibits itself in popery
and paganism.... It is'another gospel." It isa conception utterly heterogeneous with
the nature of the Bible system. It converts the work of God's Spirit through the truth
into a system of religious jugdery.

“The other striking peauliarities of Campbellites,” concludes Dr. Dabrey, “are the
permisson of lay-baptism and lay-administration of the supper; the thoroughly
independent church government; and the weekly repetition of the supper. They insist
much on these. But they are not the germinant points of the system, and we passthem
over. Our [Southern Presbyterian] church has committed itself definitely to a policy of
non-recognition as to the Campbellite societies. Our grounds may be found stated in
the Minutes of the General Assembly, 1871"

With all of the @ove remarks, Dabney never once agued that either 'Campbellite' or
'Romish’ baptism is invalid and that presbyterianized Ex-Campbellites and Ex-
Romanists need rebaptizing. To the contrary. Inthe @ove paragraphs, Dr. Dabney
approvingly cites the baptismal views of Turretin -- who strongly affirmed the validity
and unrepeaabili ty of 'Romish baptism.”83

Dabney witnessed the 1871 General Assembly of his Southern Presbyterian Church
repudate the validity of 'Campbellite baptism." He dso lived to seethe General
Asembly of 1882-- and again that of 1884-- ‘re-validate' the baptism of the
Campbellites.”® Without protest, Dabney himseif lived on -- and did not dietill 1898
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Conclusion: 'oncetriundy baptized, always baptized!

Our conclusion then, must surely be: once baptized, aways baptized. Once branded
as God's sved sheq or little lamb in His own Triune Name -- by grace ad through
faith, we unlosably and therefore unrepeaably thenceforth bear His Name forever!
Revelation 7:2f; 14:1f; 22:4f.

Last yea [1989, in aHouston (Texas) Christian Focus Publicaion, the well-known
John Tallach of the ach-conservative FreePresbyterian Church of Scotland had rightly
warned’® that "the [ Westminster] Confession does not say that the Roman Catholic
Churchis Antichrist. It isnot Roman Catholicism but its Pope who is Antichrist.

Continues Talladh: "We must distinguish between, on the one hand, the body of people
within the R.C. Church who professthe Christian faith -- and, on the other, the papal
and hierarchicd system which has 0 largely perverted the people belonging to that
Church -- and subverted them for its own ends.... If we refuse to distinguish between
the Papacy and the R.C. Church, we put ourselves in the position where we canot
apply Second Thessalonians 2:3-4 to the Pope in the way that the Confession does.

In that passage, the man of sin appeas 'in the temple of God."  Surely the temple
points to the Church of God! | Corinthians 3:16; Ephesians 2:21-22."

Rev. Talad could also have added (and we hereby do) that we should distinguish on
the one hand between the Papal Church -- and on the other hand the true Christians
within it who would be true to their Christian baptism.  Unlesswe so distinguish, we
have little hope of winning true Christians within the Roman Catholic Church for
Protestantism.  Indeed, many Baptists and Catabaptists only antagonizetrue
Christians imprisoned in the deformed Church -- in their strugge to see ad to follow
the Sun of righteousnessthrough the gloomy twili ght of Romanism.

We dose. Most of the "Calvinists' inthe U.S.A. today [199Q are within either the
Christian Reformed Church (alias the CRC) or the Reformed Church of America(alias
the RCA). Both of them tenadously hold to the validity of baptisms performed in the
Roman Catholic Church.

Most Calvinists within the U.S. National Association of Presbyterian and Reformed
Churches (NAPARC), are members of the CRC.  Asdrealy seen, even Hoeksema's
Protestant Reformed Church (PRC) holds the orthodox anticatabaptist Calvinian view.
So too does ames Montgomery Boice of the Presbyterian Church in America (PCA).

The Protestant Reformation was and is not an Anabaptist Revolution. What Christians
within Romanism need, is an urgent invitation from the Reformed Church -- for them
to trust the God of their baptism completely. Theredter, as God's own people -- let
them then, like Luther and Calvin of old, renounce the papal apostasy and come out
from Babylon! Revelation 18:2-4.
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Summary: Calvinism accepts'Romish' baptism and rejeds catabaptism

We have been looking at Calvinism on the validity of triune baptisms even when
administered in the Roman Catholic Church. Significantly, not just every Lutheran
leader but also every Reformed theologian affirmed the unrepeaabili ty of 'Romish
baptism." Thus: Ulrich Zwingli, Martin Bucer, Henry Bullinger, John Calvin,
Theodore Bezg John Knox, Guido De Bres, Peter Datheen, Francis unius, and many
others.

Calvin wrote his Ingtitutes -- to prove that the Reformers were not Anabaptists. He
approved of the antirebaptism taught by the Romish Council of Trent. He opposed
Rome's rituaistic additions to baptism, and her ex opere operato theory. Yet he
asrted the validity of al triune baptisms, even when administered by heretics (such as
Anabaptists and Romanists). For he insisted that Rome, impure and dil apidated
indeed, was gill part of the Christian Church -- even in spite of her being oppressed for
many centuries by the papal antichrist. Hence, he dedsively rejeded the Catabaptists
rebaptizing of al converted Ex-Romanists previously "baptized in the papacy.”
Ingtitutes IV:15:16. And he enjoined Knox to do the same.

Knox did so. Hetoo regarded not the Romanists but the Anabaptists as "the enemies
most to be feaed.” Indeed, he and his Scottish associates clealy dedared that "we
damn the eror of the Anabaptists." While indeed condemning Rome &s ‘the false
Kirk'in the First Scots Confession, in the First Book of Discipline the Knoxians
provided for the utili zation of rehabilitated Ex-Romish former priests -- as 'Precentors
and 'Realers in the Reformed Church of Scotland!

In the fifteen-sixties, the Belgic Confession in Holland and the Heidelberg Catechism
in Germany and the Second Helvetic Confession in Switzerland were dl
anticaabaptist. By 1576 Romanists and Protestants had universally agreed to
recognize one another's baptisms.  The Second Book of Discipline of 1578and the
Second Scots Confession of 1580are officially anticatabaptist. So too are the
dedsions of: the 1581 Dutch Synod of Middelburg and the French Reformed Church;
the 1615Irish Articles; the 1618 Synod of Dordt; and the 1643 Westminster
Sandards.

Of the British Westminster divines, George Gill espie and Samuel Rutherford are
known to have been officially anticatabaptist. So too were Cocceaus and Wendelinin
Germany; Turretin and Pictet in Switzerland; and Marckius, Riisen, Mastricht and De
Moor in Holland. The British Puritans bhn Owen, David Dickson and Matthew
Henry -- and Jonathan Edwards in America-- all seemto have been so. Inded, there
is no traceof any caabaptism at all among American Calvinists -- until the fateful 1845
Genera Asembly of the dedining PCUSA.

There, under the influence of 'Grea Awakening' theology on the one hand and ever-
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increasing snipings from Baptists on the other, even the grea Thornwell capitulated to
caabaptism -- and for atime dragged also the General Asembly of the PCUSA with
him. Asserting that even tiny covenant children should be regarded as "baptized
unbelievers' and "enemies of God" (Colleded Writings 1V:348), he @andoned the
doctrine of the Westminster Assembly's Diredory that God's covenant children "are
Christians and federally holy before baptism.”

Thornwell aso relinquished the teading of the Westminster Confesson (28:7) that
"baptism is but onceto be alminister to any person” (cf. too the Larger Catechism
167). Also, hisview that some Romish misrepresentations of God are worse than
those of "modern Hindoos" (C.W. I11:373) betrays bigotry.

Charles Hodge and others goutly resisted Thornwell's baptismal imbalance.  So too
did Drs. W.G.T. Shedd and A.A. Hodge. Indedd, by 1875 the Northern PCUSA had
all but repudated the cdabaptism of 1845 After the deah of Thornwell in 1862
even in the Southern PCUS, Dabney (d. 1898 did not endorse the deceaed
Thornwell's catabaptism. By 1882 the PCUS had reversed itself on the (in)validity of
Campbellite baptism.  Indeed, in the twentieth century, it de facto returned to Calvin's
view on the validity of Romish baptism.

Anticaabaptist Reformed theologians snce Thornwell's time onward, include:
Heinrich Heppe in Germany; the Dutchmen Gravemeijer, Kuyper, Bavinck, and
Berkouwer; the Free Church of Scotland's Willi am Cunningham and 'Rabhi* Duncan,
the FreePresbyterian Church of Scotland's Cameron, Madntyre, Beaon, Madarlane,
Maaueen and Madean; the American Calvinists Warfield, Berkhof, Mclintire,
Buswell, Hoeksema, and Boice Heyns (and all other Reformed theologians absolutely)
in South Africa and the Reformed Ecumenicd Synod worldwide.

"Down under” in Australia the miniscule Presbyterian Reformed Church went officialy
caabaptist -- and 'invalidated' even Methodist baptism' after secaling from the
mainline Presbyterian Church of Australiain 1967. The (Fre@ Presbyterian Church of
Eastern Australia gparently averted an attempt to catabapticizeit in 1982 By 199Q
it seemed well on the way badk toward redfirming Calvin's anticatabaptism.  All other
Australian Reformed denominations are solidly anticatabaptist.

In the United States, the 1981 Reformed Presbyterian Church Evangelicd Synod re-
affirmed the validity of 'Romish baptism." In 1982 the Presbyterian Churchin
Americawas advised not to repea infant baptismsin later life (even where both
parents concerned are subsequently seen to have been unbelievers at the time of the
infant baptisms of their children).

In 1983 the RPCUS secealed from the PCA -- and immediately upheld the dea
anticaabaptism of the Westminster Sandards. Indeed, in 1987, even the PCA
Genera Asembly itself receved without approval both an Anti-Calvinian caabaptist
Report and a Calvinistic anticatabaptist Report on the validity of baptism when
administered by Rome -- thus noting the dea anticatabaptism of Calvin and his
colleagues.
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In 1989 a FreePresbyterian publicaion from Houston urged the upholding of Dr.
John Calvin's anticatabaptist recognition of Romish baptisms.  And in 199Q the
RPCUS -- dias the Reformed Presbyterian Church in the Americas -- moved outward
into the Old World (seebelow), in order to re-establish worldwide the theologicd
views of John Calvin.

Postscript: baptism in the future'Church of the Triune God'

Dr. Leehad written® to Dr. J.G. Thompson in Decamber 1983that Ultraprotestant
Catabaptists needed to revise their theory, and True Protestants their strategy, as
regards their commitment to the Grea Commisgon -- asaso Dr. J.C. Moreaaft 11l
was then saying. Dr. Lee Dr. Moreaaft and Dr. Thompson were then all threestill in
the denomination known as the 'Presbyterian Church in Americd (PCA). So Dr. Lee
applied his remarks to Dr. Thompson about Dr. Moreaaft -- with referenceto the
PCA's pradice of funding baptistic and/or catabaptistic missonary organizations with
presbyterian money.

Thus, Dr. Lee deged to Dr. Thompson that Dr. Moreaaft "would enjoy this letter;
espedally itsreferencesto LAM [Latin American Misgons] and WIM [West Indies
Missong].... On vacaion together, he [Dr. Moreaaft] and | [Dr. Led often spoke of
the anti-evangelistic idiocy of going forth to caabaptize onverts from Roman
Catholicism....

"At PCA General Assmblies, we were dways ganding against those adions of the
MTW [the PCA's 'Misgon to the World' Committeq -- wherever it collaborated with
non-denominational [if not anti-denominational] immersionistic missons which would
‘transubstantiate’ converted Latin American Ex-Romanistsinto de facto Baptists.” To
the mntrary, however, "we should rather have been out stirring upthe South
American Romanists to serve the trinitarian God Whose Name they aready bea in
baptism -- as'Monseigneur' Moreaaft so strenuoudly tried to do, on histrip to Chile

and Paraguay."

Dr. Thompson is gill i n the Presbyterian Church in Americg Dr. Leeis now in the
Presbyterian Church of Australia; and Dr. Moreaaft is now in the Reformed
Presbyterian Church in the United States. With the expansion of that latter
denomination’s outread into Canada on the one hand, and into the Caribbean and
Central America and South Americaon the other -- the name was changed in the
middle of 1990to: Reformed Presbyterian Church in the Americas. Sincethen, the
denomination hes further expanded into England, and will probably soon yet further
expand even into South Africa

For The Covenant sworn and subscribed by the 1871 Synod of the Reformed
Presbyterian Church in North America®’ clealy states’ "that, believing the Church to
be one -- and...moreover, that schism and sedarianism are sinful in themselves and
inimicd to true religion, and trusting that divisions sall cease and the people of God
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beame one caholic Church over all the eath -- we will pray and labor for the visble
onenessof the Church of God in our own land and throughout the world....

"Rejoicing that the enthroned Mediator is not only King in Zion but King over all the
eath, and reaognizing the obligation to His command to go into all the world and
pread the gospel to every credure and to tead al nations, baptizing them in the
Name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; and resting with faith in the
promise of His perpetual presence & the pledge of success-- we hereby dedicae
ourselvesto the grea work of making known God's light and salvation among the
nations.""®

Significantly, in arecent letter (November 13th 1990 to Dr. Leeg hisfriend Dr.
Moreaaft (now of the 'Reformed Presbyterian Church in the Americas) wrote &
follows:”*°"A couple of months ago, we ordained a man from Y orkshire (England).
So we will have to change our name again. Perhaps the 'Intergaladic RP Church'
should do thetrick. Our church in Spokane (Washington) -- the Sovereign GraceRP
Church -- threeyeas ago was the Cary Memorial Baptist Church. Our RP churchin
Managua [Nicaragua], threeyeas ago was the First United Methodist Church. People
are 'riper' for Calvinism and Presbyterianism than ever before. Praise God!"

Yes, praise God indeed. It istruly encouraging to seeBaptists and Methodists, from
Nicaragua to Canada -- and from the New World bad to the Old -- now beaming
Presbyterians (and, indeed, 'Reformed' Presbyterians at that). Y et the only way of
bringing them together permanently -- is through the "one baptism” of Christ's Grea
Commisson. Matthew 28:19 cf. Ephesians 4:4-6.

Hence, even an "Intergaladic RP Church” will not, permanently, suffice. For even all
the galaxies everywhere, are only creaed credures. And the heats of men asthe
very images of God remain restless-- until they come to rest in their uncreaed
Credor!

The Christian Church is supra-caholic; supra-galadic; supra-protestant; and even
supra-lapsarian. For her members have been chosen by the Triune God Himself prior
to Adam's fall and even before the foundation of the world -- from all eternity, and
unto al everlastingness They have been baptized, through His ministers, by Him
Himself -- baptized unrepedably with the "one baptism™ into His Own Name of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. Matthew 28:19; Ephesians 4:4-6; Hebrews 6:1-6. They are
nourished by their grea Creaor-Redeaner-Consummator -- Himself. For they are
indeead the very bride of the one and only true Triune God.

Probably during the millennium -- and certainly as the Completed Church on the New
Earth still yet-to-come -- she will be the Church of Jehovah-Jesus Himself: "My
Church." Matthew 16:18. Thisis neither the Roman Catholic Church (RCC) nor the
Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) -- but the Church of Jehovah Elohim, alias the
Church of the Triune God (CTG). That Church is indeal intergaladic, international, 't-
u-l-i-p-p”** -- and, above dl, ontologicaly trinitarian.”
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So, in the words of the Westminster Confession of Faith (28:1-2), "baptism isa
saaament of the New Testament ordained by Jesus Christ not only for the solemn
admisson of the party baptized into the Visible Church, but also to be unto him asign
and sed of the covenant of grace..and of hisgiving up uto God through Jesus Christ
to walk in newnessof life -- which saaament is by Christ's own appointment to be
continued in His Church until the end of theworld.... The party isto be baptized in
the Name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost."

For King Jesus commands His officers:""%*"Kegp on going into all theworld! Keep
on preading the Gospel to every credure! Keeg on turning all nationsinto My
disciplest He who, having believed, is baptized -- shall be saved! But he who keeps
on ot believing, shall be damned!

"Keg on baptizing -- into the Name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost! And then, kegp on teading them to continue observing all things whatsoever
| have ever commanded” -- to "My Church." For Christ's Church is the Triune God's
Church -- the "Church of the Living God," the "Church of the firstborn written in
heaven,” the "Church of God" the "Judge of all." Revelation 3:12f; 7:2f; 14:1f; 22:4f.

Church of the Triune God! With thisthen in view, our prayer here and now, at
baptisms and at all times, should always be that of Matthew 6:9f (cf. 28:19f). "Our
Father in heaven! Hallowed be Your Name!  May Y our Kingdom ke on coming --
here and now on eath, asit arealy isin heaven! For the Kingdom and the power and
theglory are Yours! For ever! Amen!"

Asthe Westminster Larger Catechism (191) here explains. "In the second
petition... Thy kingdom come'...we pray that the kingdom of sin and Satan may be
destroyed, the Gospel propagated throughout the world, the Jews cdled, the fulnessof
the Gentiles brought in; the dhurch, furnished with al gospel-officers and ordinances
[such as baptism|, purged from corruption.”

Thuswe pray "that the ordinances of Christ [such as baptism] may be purely dispensed
and made dfedual to the mnverting of those that are yet in their sins, and the
confirming...and building upof these that are dreadly converted.” Thusindeed we
also pray "that Christ would rule in our heats here, and hasten the time of His sscond
coming, and...exercise the Kingdom of His power in al the world!"
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changed by Trent, nar is justification the only reason the Committeemajority would citeto
justify its view that RC baptismisinvalid. Therefore, this datement is functionally irrdlevant
to the Committeés work..... Asto waitingfor [Dr.] Boguein arder to dosomething with the
justification statement, it will probably na be tantamount to waiting for a finger to put in the
dike, but as the Committeewishes..... Havingsaid na all | could say, but morethan | had
justificationto say, I'll quit!" Seealso Grace Presbytery's first question (all eging that
Campbelli tes and L utherans and Romanists all hdd justificatory views anent their baptism):
given at our n. 665 above.

678 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1982 p. 2 last para.

679 J.G. Thompson: Letter to Dr. C.W. Bogue, Jan. 25th 1984 (referred to in para. 3 of J.G.
Thompsori's Letter to Lee Jan. 26th 1984).....

680 J,G. Thompson's Letter to Lee Jan. 26th 1984 pp. 1-4.  *®'lb.p. 1 para. 2.  *¥lb. p. 1
paras. 2-3.

683 Seeour text above at itsn. 680.  °®* Thompson: Letter to Lee Jan. 26th 1984 pp. 1 & 4.

®85F.N. Lee Letter to Dr. Thompson, "Feb. 11th 1984anti-Orwell, A.D."
686 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 4.
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%87 ee Letter to Thompson Feb. 11th 1984 p. 1 para. 2. ®®®West. Conf. 25:2,4-6 & 3313~
4,

%89 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 5.
9 |_ee Letter to Thompson, Feb. 11th 1984 p. 1 para. 3.
%91 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 5.
%92 |_ee Letter to Thompson, Feb. 11th 1984 p. 1 para. 4.

%93 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 6.

694 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 7.

%% Lee Letter to Thompson, Feb. 11th 1984 p. 1 para. 5. *°Ingt. IV:2:11-12.
%97 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 8.

%% |_ee Letter to Thompson, Feb. 11th 1984 p. 1 para. 6.

%99 Bogue: Letter to Thompson, Jan. 20th 1984 p. 1 para. 9.

"0 ee Letter to Thompson, Feb. 11th 1984 p. 1 para. 7.

01 J,G. Thompson: Communication to Lee, undated (received Feb. 22nd 1984).

792 3,G. Thompson: Draft Minority Report [against rebaptism] to the PCA General Assmbly,
Feb.1984 p. 1 paras. 1-2.

b p.1lpara 3top. 2 para 5. lb.p.2 para 6top. 3para 1.  "®lb. p. 3 paras. 2-
3.

Clb.p.3 pastpara. top. 4 para. 1.  “'lb. p. 4 paras. 3-11.  "*®lb. p. 4 para. 12top. 5
para. 4.

99 Seeour text above at itsn. 707.  "*° Draft Minority Report p. 5 last para. to p. 6 para. 5.
1Seeour text at n. 701above.  "*?Seeour text at n. 702 "** Seeour text at nn. 704705,

14 SeeC.W. Bogue: Dr. John Gerstner Withdraws from the Presbyterian Church (USA). In
Christian Observer, Manassas Va., June 8th 199Q, p. 20. There, according to Bogue: "After
50 years of distinguished service in the Presbyterian Church (USA) and her predecessor, Dr.
JohnH. Gerstner...was convinced it fell to him to pronaunce dead a once great church.
Declaring Hs conviction that the denominationis apostate, Gerstner's only chaice was to
unilaterally withdraw from fellowship. On May 5[199(Q, Gerstner was examined by the
[PCA] Presbytery of the Ascension. At the same time Gerstner did brand the group
[apparently meaning the PCUSA] far more corrupt than Rome was at the time of the
Reformation.  Says Gerstner...: 'The Roman Cathdic nonchurch was mill ennial, in
comparison with the PCUSA today!"

"SE.N. Lee Letter to Dr. Thompson, Mar. 23rd 1984
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716 3. Jones: News of the 15th General Assmbly (PCA). In Journey Magazine, Lynchburg Va.,
July-Aug. 1987, p. 6.

"7C.W. Bogue: Letter to the Editor of JourneyMagazine, Lynchburg Va., Nov.-Dec. 1987,
p. 19

"8 N. Lee Letter to the Editor of JourneyMagazine, Lynchburg Va., Dec. 21st 1987
19 Corp. Ref. XI11:308& 486.

203, Calvin: Letter to a Gentleman d Provence (whose child had ded before having received
baptism), in ed. Bonret's Sal. Works of Calvin, VI, pp. 71f: "You could nd, without offending
God and yaur neighbours, have brought up your child without having it baptized. Not that
thase who present their children to be poll uted with popish superstitions are to be held
excusable, otherwise than that they cannd rgect the visible sign d the Christian religion
without at the same time marking their contempt for God. But your intention was quite
different.... You weredesirous to take refuge...in the bosom of the Christian church...,
conveying the child soonafter its birth, alongwith its mother, in order to haveit baptized
according to the ordinance of God.... Now God has been pleased to deprive you of that
blessng.... Your child has been deprived o baptism....  On yaur part there has been no
contempt of the sacrament. It brings no prejudice to the salvation d your child that it died
before you had leisure or the means to have it baptized."

"2LArt. 28, *2Quick's Synodcon, 1:48.  "**Hodge Ch. Pol. p. 204n. +.
"24E.N. Leés Calvinism versus Catabagism, Jesus Lives, Brisbane, 199Q pp. 1f.

25 SeeCourril of Trent, Sess VII, canors IX-XI1 Of the Sacraments in General, and canors
Il & 1V and XI-XIII Of Baptism, and Calvin's Antidote thereto (in his Tracts & Treat. Il pp.
177-82).

26 |nst. 1V:2:11-12 & 1V:15:16-18; West. Conf. 227; 23:4; 24:3-6; 25:2-6; 27:1-3; 28:2-7;
29:2,5; West. Larg. Cat. 165 167& 177, West. Dired. Pub. Worsh.: Of Bapt., paragraph 12
(prayer after baptism); West. Form of Presb. Ch. Gov.: Rules for Examinations, 10f.

2" F.N. Lee Calvinism versus Catabaptism, Jesus Lives, Brisbane, 199Q pp. 6f.  "*® West.
Conf. 29:8.
21p, 1:1-2.  |b. 7:5-6.  "*'West. Larg. Cat. 169

32\\est. Ass Form of Presb. Church Gov't: Pastors mnap.

33 West. Assembly's 'Diredory for the Publick Worship of God': Of the Celebration d the
Comnunion, paragraphs 2 & 5.

3\West. Conf. 285.  "**West. Larg. Cat. 173 "*°1b. 177. "*’Bogue: Letter to Leg
9/27/199Q pp. 1f.

38 C.W. Bogue: Dr. John Gerstner Withdraws from the Presbyterian Church (USA). In
Christian Observer, Manassas Va., June 8th 199Q p. 20.

"9F.N. Lee Letter to Dr. Bogue, Oct. 10th 199Q On Ward's correct assesament of the
invalidity of the 'baptism' of Mormons and Jehovah's withesses, seeour text at n. 642 above.

"0 eGrandRichards: op. cit., p. 9. ™ Ib.p.6.  “Ib. p. 11f.

55



743 See J. Smith's Doctrine and Covenants (1:17f & 2:1f), The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, Salt Lake City, 1971 pp. 2-4); J.K. van Baden's The Chaos of the Cullts,
Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1962 p. 190

"4 Doct. & Cov. 131 comp. 20:37f,73f & 27:7f. " Op. cit. pp. 94f.  "“®Doct. & Cov.
20:71f.

47 Poreuthentes oun matheeteusate panta ta ethnee, baptizontes autous eis to Onoma tou
Patros kai tou Huiou kai tou Hagiou Pneumatos, didaskontes autous teerein panta hosa
eneteilameen humin.  Thus Matt. 28:19. The Greek passage between the commas $ow
above after the word ethnee (namely the passage bapti zontes autous eis to Onoma tou Patros
kai tou Huiou kai tou Hagiou Pneumatos), is absolutely identical in all extant manuscripts:
except that the manuscripts B and D have baptisantes instead o the Majority Text's
baptizontes as shown. This, however, has no bearing whatsoever upon "the Name of the
Father and d the Sonand d the Holy Spirit."

8Doct. & Cov. 13022 749 Doct. & Cov. 76:19-24.  750) Op. cit. pp. 19, 115& 119

51 Thus (ed.) Douglas: op. cit. pp. 910& 1066  "*?Op. cit. p. 322
53 J.A. Widtsoe. comp.: The Discourses of Brigham Young, p. 116.

54B. Young Journal of Discourses, 1:50.

55 A E. Young Wife Number Nineteen, ch. 35. Cited by Van Baden: op. cit. pp. 224.
76 J.F. Smith: Gospel Doctrine, Deseret Books, Salt Lake City, 1973 pp. 66-68.

57 Op. cit. p. 127. Seetoa: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints' Book of Mormon
(I Nephi 2:16f; 10:17f; 11:1f; 18:22f), Salt Lake City, ed. 1961, pp. 4, 17, 40.

58 Anont What the Mormons Think of Christ, Deseret Press Salt Lake City, 1973 p. 10.  ™°
|dem.

70 |, pp. 19, 35f, 39 & 44,

613, Morgan: The Plan of Salvation, Deseret news Press Salt Lake City, n.d., pp. 2-7. "2
Op. cit. p. 35.

53 H.B. Brown: Mormonism, Deseret News Press Salt Lake City, 1963 pp. iii, 1, 12-13, 28
30& 47.

54 0On Mormon "baptism," cf. above our ch. | at itsn. 32, andin this present ch. IX at itsnn.
402& 642

85 Seeour n. 747 above.

%6 SeeG. Verkuyl: Reclaim Those Unitarian Wastes!, Zondervan, Grand Rapids, 1935 pp. 1,
16f, 31, 37, 49, 110(esp. pp. 37 & 110as quoted).

57 C.T. Rus=l: Sudiesin the Scriptures, International Bible Students Assoc., BrooKyn N.Y.
(1899, rep. 1912& 1924 V, p. 64. Seetoo Mackinney's op. cit. pp. 20f.
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%8 Anont The Truth Shdl Make You Free Watchtower, Brooklyn N.Y., 1943 p. 29.
%9 Anon From Paradise Lost to Paradise Regained, Watchtower, Brookyn N.Y., 1958 p.
247.

7 Mackinney: op. cit. p. 87, cf. R. Pike's Jehovah's Witnesses, Philosophical Library, New
York, 1954 p. 114

" Seventh-day Adventists: Questions on Doctrine (prepared by a Representative Group of
Seventh-day Adventist Leaders, Bible Teachers, and Editors), Review & Herald Pub. Assoc.,
Washington D.C., 1959 pp. 3,10f, 22, 645,

2|p, p. 29.

73 J.H. Waggorer: The Srit of God -- Itg[!] Offices and Manifestations, Steam Pressof the
Seventh-Day Adventist Publishing Association, Battle Creek, Mi., 1877, pp. 7-11f.

7 Seventh-day Adventists: Seventh-day Adventists Beli eve(prepared by the Ministerial
Asxciation d the General Conference of S.D.A.), Review & Herald Pub. Assoc., Washington
D.C., 1988 pp. i, ii, vi & 5961

b, p. 18% & n. 4.
]7 6 Seventh-day Adventist Church: Baptism, Art. in SDA Encydopedia, rev. ed., p. 128
b, p. 183anditsnn. 4 & 6.

"8 Seventh-day Adventist Church: Seventh-day Adventist Church Manud, pp. 51 & 162 E.G.
White: Evangelism, p. 375

" Stockford, O.B.: Baptismin Relationto Spritual Life, Calgary, Alberta, 1938 pp. 3 & 17-
236 (esp. pp. 67-69).

"8 Nichd, C.R.: Nichdl's Pocket Bible Encydopedia, ACC Bookstore, Abilene Tx., 1949 pp.
1,2, 27-40& 225

81 Shaw, S.F.: The Eterna Life Insurance Compary of the Sou, 4500Nebraska Ave.,
Nashville Tenn., 1951 pp 1-3 & 9.

82 Disc. Evang & Theol. | pp. 314, 330f, 341f & 449, Dabney here also cites from A.
Campbedl's Christian System, pp. 124-25.

83 Seeabove at our nn. 304, 8 Seeour text above at nn. 505-10.  "®°Op. cit. pp. 9f.

"8 Cited in F.N. Leés Letter to Dr. J.G. Thompson of Kingsport Tenn., Dec. 3rd 1983

87 At Pittsburgh on21st May 1871 Seech. 25:2 of its Dedaration andTestimony
repubished asis, in the 1881 Reformation Principles Exhibited by the Reformed Presbyterian

Church in the United Sates of America, Christian Stateman, Philadelphia, 1881, pp. flyleaf
and 147-48 and 222

88 At its points 4 & 5 (seein aur next n.).
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89 See The Reformation Pulpit, Toowong Brisbane, Australia, Vol. lll No. iii,
Nov./December 199Q pp. 11 & 13.
790 3.C. Morecraft Ill ; Letter to Dr. F.N. Lee, Nov. 13th 199Q

91 The well-known theological acronym 't-u-l-i-p' summarizes the so-call ed 'five points' of
Calvinism (alias consistent Biblical Christianity). It stands for: total depravity; uncondtional
dection; limited (or effective) atonement; irresistible grace; and perseverance of [God in] the
saints. To 't-u-l-i-p' somewould add an extra'p' (thus: 't-u-l-i-p-p"). But what should that
addtional 'p' then stand for, without fragmenting Biblical Christians against one anather?
Shauld it stand for: 'paidabaptism’ (thus excluding antipaidabaptists like Bunyan, Gill and
Spurgeon); 'preterism'’ (this excluding Hstoricists like David Brown, Fairbairn, and F.N. Leé);
‘postmill enniali sm' (thus excluding amill enniali sts like Kuyper, Van Ruler, and Van Til);
‘paidocommunionism’ (thus excluding antipaedocommunionists like Calvin, the Westminster
divines, and Morecraft); or 'presuppositionalism’ (thus excluding the propositionalists like
Bogue, Clark, Gerstner, Hodge, and Sproul)? The very addition d the etra'p' is divisive.
It is best omitted, while leaving these matters here mentioned for resolution by the God-of-the-
future Who has promised to lead His Church onthe right way in which she should and finally
will go.

92 By the Reformed term 'Ontological Trinity' (an expresson longantedating Van Til), is
meant the orthodox viewpoint that there is indeed both a personal distinction and a divine unity
amongthe Father and the Son and the Spirit from all eternity past and unto all eternity future
asto Their very Essence, quite apart from the way in which They reveal Themsdves to man
(as a merdy 'econamic trinity").

93 Mt. 16:18; 28:19; Mk. 16:15f; Rom. 16:16; | Cor. 1:1 & 12:13; Eph. 4:4-6; | Tim. 3:15;
Heb. 12:23.
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