
Dear brothers and sisters, dear friends in Christ, 

Thank you for the invitation to speak to you on the occasion of the 150 years jubilee of the 

Italian Baptists which is a great honor to me. I bring greetings from Baptists in Germany: 

especially from Christoph Stiba, the general secretary of the Union of Evangelical Free 

Churches in Germany, and from Volker Spangenberg, the rector of the Theological Seminary 

in Elstal. May God bless the Italian Baptist churches in the proclamation of the gospel, the 

celebration of the presence of Christ, and the fraternal fellowship with other believers. The 

close cooperation between the Italian Baptists and the Protestant sister denominations, the 

Waldensians and the Methodists, is exemplary for other European Baptists. I am grateful for 

your joint witness for the principles of sola gratia, solus Christus, sola scriptura, and sola fide. 

 My assignment is to give a short introduction to the “Origins of the Baptist 

Movements”, not in the sense of an encyclopedic summary that answers all possible questions 

by including a maximum of information but rather in a way that will make you even more 

curious for the more detailed lectures that will be delivered tomorrow by my British and 

Italian colleagues. My contribution consists of three section. 

 

Section 1: Baptists, Anabaptists and the search for Baptists roots 

Above me, you see the emblem of the Waldensian church with the motto “Lux lucet in 

tenebris”, “The light shines in the darkness”, a quotation from the gospel of John 1:5, “The 

light shines in the darkness, yet the darkness did not overcome it”. The story behind this 

motto is a tradition that was alive among the Waldensians of the Middle Ages and that 

became popular among Protestants throughout Europe in the age of the Reformation in the 

16
th

 century. According to this tradition, the ancient church preserved the doctrine of Christ 

and the apostles in its original purity for about three centuries. But when Constantine the 

Great made Christianity the state religion of the Roman Empire and the church was endowed 

with secular power and riches, she lost her original purity, her doctrine was poisoned and a 

long age of darkness began. Only secretly, a series of witnesses continued to uphold the light 

of the Gospel in its uncorrupted brightness, among which was Petrus Valdus and his fellow 

preachers. They went out to comfort the scattered and persecuted faithful of the old primitive 

apostolic faith to persevere in patience until the day when the light would overcome the 

darkness and illuminate the whole world. When the Reformation came, many believed that 

this expectation was eventually fulfilled. 

 I came across a Baptist version of this beautiful myth when I moved to Prague in 1997 

in order to pursue my doctoral studies at the International Baptist Theological Seminary. A 



Czech Baptist student told me that among the papers of her deceased grandfather there was a 

large manuscript on which he had worked many decades of his life, with the title “The History 

of the Baptists”. She told me that it contains the whole story of the Baptists, from the 

beginnings to the 1950ies, starting with John the Baptist. I asked her: “You mean starting with 

John Smyth the Se-Baptist who founded the first Baptist church in 1609?” But she told me: 

“No, the book really starts with John the Baptist baptizing Jesus in the Jordan, continuing 

with Jesus commanding his apostles to baptize the believers in the Great Commission 

Matthew 28, then with the apostolic churches up to Constantine, and then the long period of 

darkness in which only some witnesses of the truth like the Waldensians and the Bohemian 

Brethren remained faithful, until the rise of Balthasar Hubmaier and the Anabaptists of the 

16
th

 century, and the English Baptists of the 17
th

 century.” 

 Just a couple of weeks after this conversation, the big flood disaster of 1997 affected 

the house of the family of my fellow student, and the manuscript was destroyed. So I have 

never seen it and I can’t give you any details about how the author tried to prove the 

Waldensian origins of the Baptists. But we have many parallels for historiography that tried to 

construct prehistories, not only of the Baptists but of most Protestant denominations, that go 

back long before the Reformation: The Lutheran Matthias Flacius Illyricus in his “Catalogus 

testium veritatis” of 1555, the English Protestant John Foxe in his “Book of Martyrs” of 1563, 

the “Great Chronicle” of the Hutterite Anabaptists of 1581, the Dutch Mennonite Thieleman 

Jansz van Braght in his “Martyrs’ Mirror” of 1660, and the English Baptist Thomas Crosby in 

the preface to his “History of the English Baptists” of 1738 - all of them tried to produce 

evidence for spiritual continuities throughout the centuries that bridge the gap between the 

early church and their own denominations, with the Waldensians as a central piece of 

evidence. 

 These pre-critical Protestant, Anabaptist, and Baptist historians were puzzled by an 

argument used by the Roman Catholics against all the Reformation churches that claimed to 

be based on sola scriptura, on the Holy Scripture alone. Roman Catholic controversial 

theology asked: If your faith is based only on the Bible, why did your churches originate only 

recently in spite of the fact that the Bible had been there all the time since the times first 

centuries? If you say that the sense of the Bible is clear, why did nobody understand it in the 

way you do until Luther came in 1517 or Menno Simons or John Calvin or the other inventors 

of your heresies? Thus, producing evidence for forerunners or “witnesses of the truth” became 

an important objective for all those denominations that claimed that their doctrines are based 



on the Bible alone. It was only in the second half of the 19
th

 century that Protestant 

historiography gave up this kind of successionist constructs. 

 

 Late 19
th

 and early 20
th

 century Baptist historians like William Whitley critically 

refuted such successionist constructions and refocused on the beginnings of the English 

Baptist movement in the strict sense that cannot be traced back before the early 17
th

 century. 

Of course, the successionist claim that the Waldensians were forerunner of the Baptists could 

in no way stand up to historical scrutiny. There may have been some cases in which adherents 

of the medieval Waldensians distrusted sacraments administered by Catholic priests including 

infant baptism, but this had little in common with the critique of infant baptism among the 

17
th

 century Baptists. More controversial than the refutation of the theory of the medieval 

Waldensians as forerunners of the Baptists turned out the question to what extent the origins 

of the English Baptist movements were influenced by the Anabaptists of the 16
th

 century, 

more exactly by the Dutch Mennonites.  

 It is obvious that there are many parallels between 17
th

 century Baptists and 16
th

 

century Anabaptists, so the question of  the relation between the Anabaptist-Mennonite 

tradition and the emerging English Baptist movements deserves special attention. It seems 

that this debate has often been, to some degree, influenced by the theological and even 

political preferences. Among the Southern Baptists in the United States, there is a special 

interest in the Anabaptist among those that stress the theological differences between the 

Baptists and the Calvinist tradition: they claim the Anabaptists as allies against aggressive 

forms of Neo-Calvinism. In Austria and some other Central and Eastern European countries, 

Baptists claim the Anabaptist heritage because they wish to connect themselves with the 

national histories of their countries – in the beginnings of the Italian Baptist movement, the 

Baptist preacher Vincenzo Bellondi did the same by publishing a book on the 16
th

 century 

Anabaptists in Venice under the title “I Battisti” of 1881. Other Baptists, especially those who 

were involved in the peace movement of the 1980ies, feel attracted by the traditions of 

Anabaptist piety, practical discipleship and peace witness. This makes them inclined to stress 

the significance of Anabaptist traditions for Baptist identity. 

 But how shall we evaluate the relation between Baptists and Anabaptists in strictly 

historical terms? In more than one book on Baptist history you can read that this question 

cannot be resolved in a satisfying way. Well, I am not a specialist for the early English 

Baptists, but I think that this is more vague than necessary. Quite probably, more precise 

results can be achieved by studying to which degree Early Baptist texts were dependent on 



Mennonite sources. This has been done thoroughly only for the writings of one exceptional 

figure, John Smyth. Smyth is something like a founding father of the Baptists, but probably he 

would not have agreed with this honor himself. Just a couple of months after having baptized 

himself and his small congregation of English exiles in Amsterdam 1609, Smyth regretted this 

bold step and became something like an English language Mennonite, completely accepting 

Mennonite doctrines, even though he died in 1612 before he was accepted to full membership 

to the Mennonite church. For Smyth, who had the almost obsessive habit to publish printed 

manifestos on every new theological insight to which he arrived on his spiritual journey from 

an orthodox Calvinist Puritan theologian to a full fledged Mennonite. In his case, we can 

observe the encounter between English Protestant theology and the Anabaptist tradition very 

precisely. 

 But we have no in depth studies on the Mennonite literary sources of other early 

English Baptist texts like Leonhard Busher’s and John Murton’s pamphlets on religious 

liberty. A preliminary reading makes it quite probable that they contain many arguments and 

motives that occur earlier in Anabaptism and that were easily available to the contemporary 

reader in Dutch Mennonite publications like Pieter Twisck’s encyclopedic volume on 

“Religious liberty” published in 1609. It is an important merit of the early English Baptists to 

have introduced the idea of absolute religious liberty to the English political discourses of the 

17
th

 century, but it seems that this was to a significant degree a transfer and modification of 

Mennonite arguments. 

 Or take the anonymous tract “A very plain and well grounded treatise concerning 

baptism” first printed in 1618 and reprinted in 1648. This was the first treatise dealing 

exclusively with the doctrine of baptism that was published by the English Baptists, but it was 

just an English translation of a Dutch Mennonite booklet. And even Edward Barber’s “Small 

Treatise of Baptisme or Dipping” printed in 1641, often referred to as the first Baptist treatise 

that advocated baptism by immersion, actually contains no precise argument for the baptismal 

ritual of immersion instead of sprinkling but rather reads like a compilation of classical 

Mennonite-Anabaptist arguments against infant baptism, just with the word “baptism” 

replaced with “dipping” in most cases. 

 To sum up this first section: The origins of the Baptist movement lay clearly in the 

early 17
th

 century when dissenter groups within the Separatist wing of English Puritanism 

started to form churches that practiced believers’ baptism and to advocate religious liberty. 

The religious thought and practice of these people had its direct backgrounds in the religious 

debates and conflicts that moved and polarized English Protestants of their time. But the 



specific differences between the emerging Baptist movements and the rest of the English 

Puritan and Separatist spectrum were, to a significant degree, the results of transfer of selected 

Mennonite traditions to an English context. A more thorough analysis of early English Baptist 

texts and their possible Mennonite sources may quite likely lead to more precise insights into 

the channels of tradition that connect the Baptist movements with Anabaptism. 

 

Section 2: Plurality and Pursuits of Unity among 17
th

 century English Baptists  

One aspect that makes it difficult give a narrative account of the early history of the Baptists 

is their dynamic movement character without, or with quite weak institutional structures. 

Between 1609 and the 1640ies, in different places and not necessarily dependent on each 

other, local groups or churches emerged that we retrospectively call Baptists because their 

religious thought and practice displayed Baptist principles like believers’ baptism and the call 

for absolute religious liberty. Before 1640, these groups or churches were just a handful. But 

in the period of the English Civil War starting in 1642 and the years from 1649 to 1660 when 

England was a Republic or “Commonwealth”, there was a rapid growth of churches devoted 

to Baptist principles with a vivid interaction among each other and with an intensive 

publishing activity. 

 From the 1640ies on, one can identify two major camps within that spectrum, the 

General Baptists and the Particular Baptists. The dividing line between these two camps was a 

theological article that may seem rather subtle from a 21
st
 century perspective but that was 

crucial for religious identity in the context of 17
th

 century Protestantism. The General Baptists 

taught that Christ’s death on the cross freed all human beings from the punishment for the sin 

of Adam and that salvation was available to everybody who accepted the Gospel by faith. 

This position, contrary to the Calvinist mainstream theology of that time, had been already the 

position of the earliest Baptist groups in Amsterdam in 1609 and in London 1612, and it 

seems that they had come to this understanding of atonement as a result of their interaction 

with the Mennonites.  

 The Particular Baptists, on the other hand, insisted, in concordance with the 

mainstream of 17
th

 century Calvinist theology, that if salvation is available to all who accept 

the gospel by faith, the logical consequence is that salvation depends on a human decision. 

This contradicts the central Protestant principle of sola gratia, that God’s grace is the only 

cause of salvation. In order to safeguard the principle of sola gratia, mainstream Calvinism 

stressed the doctrine of limited atonement and particular election as standards of orthodoxy. 



This means that Christ’s death on the cross effected salvation only for the elect that had been 

predestined for salvation by God’s eternal decree. 

 One of the practical consequences on the disagreement between these two theologies 

of grace, election and atonement was that the Particular Baptists had less problems to accept 

Non-Baptists as true Christians than had the General Baptists. Based on the idea that only 

God knows those who are predestined to salvation, the Particular Baptists assumed that there 

are elect children of God well beyond the number of those that had been baptized by 

believers’ baptism. For the General Baptists, instead, Christians that were not baptized as 

believers could be only regarded as imperfect Christians that refused to be obedient to a clear 

command of Christ. Thus, we find the Particular Baptists at many occasions in close 

cooperation and coalitions with non-Baptist groups that shared the principles of orthodox 

Calvinism. The General Baptists were much less open to cooperation because they recognized 

only churches of baptized believers as true visible churches, and eventually they became 

rather isolated from other Protestants.  

 Since the 1640ies, the split between the General Baptists and the Particular Baptists 

became so insurmountable that only in 1891 churches from both Baptist traditions felt ready 

to unite and to form the Baptist Union of Great Britain. The price for this merger was that the 

Baptist Union of Great Britain abstained from making a shared confession of faith obligatory 

for the member churches, and until today it is one of the few Protestant denominational bodies 

that has no confession of faith. 

 Besides the two major camps divided by their understandings of grace, election and 

atonement, there were other disputes and divisions on several questions of doctrine and 

practice among the Early Baptists. There were Baptist churches which thought that laying up 

of hands after baptism is a necessary part of Biblical baptism and thus had problems with new 

members coming from churches in which no laying up of hands was practiced. Another issue 

was communion. Most Baptist churches admitted only baptized members to communion, but 

there were others that admitted persons which had not received believers’ baptism to the 

Lord’s table or even to full membership. And there was a significant fraction among the 

orthodox Calvinist Baptists that thought Sunday is a non-Biblical human institution and that 

Christians should observe the Saturday Sabbath as the day of rest and of gathering for 

worship. 

 Given this plurality, one may wonder whether it is justified to speak of the early 

Baptists as one coherent phenomenon. In mid 17
th

 century reality, there were probably few 

indications for the fact that the spiritual descendants of the General Baptists and the Particular 



Baptists would, three and a half centuries later, unite into one Baptist Union. On the other 

side, all the early Baptist groups were jointly engaged in a conflict with those who advocated 

a state religion. These were the representatives of the Anglican Church, and during the 

English Revolution the Presbyterians who tried to establish a Calvinist state church. In the 

eyes of their Anglican and Presbyterian opponents, all the various Baptist groups threatened 

the sacred foundations of social order by making religion a matter of individual persuasion, 

and their disunity among each other was perceived as evidence that they were the ruin of the 

Christian religion. Thomas Edwards, a quite well informed mid 17
th

 century Presbyterian 

opponent of the Baptists, described them as a chaotic pandemonium of destructive sect, as the 

gangrene or cancer of Christian society.   

 Given this plurality, the question in which way unity among the various local Baptist 

churches could be expressed became a crucial question. From the beginnings, Baptists had 

strictly opposed hierarchic, episcopal models of church government as well as the Calvinistic 

idea of church government based on regional or national synods that make decisions binding 

for all local churches. According to early Baptist confessions of faith, every congregation of 

believers gathered in the name of the Lord, even if they are only few in number, has the 

authority to form a church and to administer the ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s supper, 

to elect ministers and other church offices, to exercise church discipline and to make decisions 

on questions of doctrine and practice. The key text on which this ecclesiology was based was 

Matthew 18 with the promise of Christ: “For where two or three gather in my name, there I 

am with them.” The objection that this radical congregationalist principle is would lead to 

complete disunity and is incompatible with those statements of the New Testament that speak 

of the universal church as one body with Christ as the head was answered in the Particular 

Baptist Confession of 1644 as follows: “And although the particular congregations be distinct 

and severall bodies, every one a compact and knit city in itself, yet they all are to walk by one 

and the same rule, and by all means convenient to have the counsell and help one another in 

all needfull affairs of the church, as members of one body in the common faith under Christ 

their onely head.”   

 From the 1640ies on, both among Particular Baptists and among General Baptists 

much effort was invested in developing new, non-hierarchic models of visible church unity by 

forming associations and meeting for conferences, united by covenants and confessions of 

faith. The Particular Baptists formed a number of regional associations, the General Baptists 

even developed national structures and an office of apostolic messengers that were entrusted 

with the communication among the local churches. The preserved protocol books of these 



early associations are impressive documents for the pursuit of a non-hierarchical, non-

coercive expression of church unity and for early democratic forms of being church together.  

 In the 1670ies, the leading theologian of the General Baptists, Thomas Grantham, 

went one step further and published the suggestion that all churches practicing believers’ 

baptism, in spite of their doctrinal differences, should meet on a regular basis for yearly 

conferences to pursue unity, and he even hoped that one day representatives of all the 

different Christian denomination come together for a free discussion of their doctrinal 

differences. These hopes, just as similar utopian reform plans of other contemporary thinkers, 

would remain unfulfilled. 

 To sum up this second section: Baptists have been a pluralistic movement from the 

beginnings on. This pluralism had its background in differing theological traditions as well as 

in the principle of the spiritual and administrative self-responsibility of each single local 

church. But at as early as the 1640ies, most Baptists came to the conviction that forming 

associations – today we would say: unions – is a necessary balance to the congregational 

principle, not only as a practical platform of cooperation but also as an expression of the unity 

of the church. 

 

Third section: Cases of emerging Baptist churches 

After the preceding section, it is needless to say that there is not one Baptist mother church 

from which all other Baptist churches derived in a linear way. Quite probably, there were 

several spontaneous and quite independent Baptist origins, in some cases inspired by personal 

contacts, in others by texts. Many of these churches would join Baptist associations in the 

course of the 17
th

 century or developed other forms of fraternal cooperation with other 

Baptists. Other local churches of the Baptist type remained independent, or developed in their 

histories different orientations in doctrine and practice – in other words, they changed their 

denominational identity. And of course, a Baptist church is not a building or an institution but 

a community of conviction, a fragile fellowship that ceases to exist if it fails to attract new 

members. 

 The famous textbook story of the first formation of a Baptist church is of course John 

Smyth’s congregation in Amsterdam that introduced believers’ baptism in 1609. In 

commemoration of this event, the European Baptist Federation celebrated a 400 years jubilee 

conference in Amsterdam in 2009. John Smyth had received his theological training in 

Cambridge and was ordained as an Anglican priest in 1594. His theological orientation was 

Puritan, which meant that he hoped for a more thoroughly Protestant, Calvinist development 



of the Anglican state church that in structure and worship still preserved many Catholic 

features in spite of its reformed doctrine. When the hopes for more thorough reforms of the 

Church of England were disappointed by the conservative religious politics of king James I, 

the Puritan movement came into a deep crisis. Smyth drew the consequences and joined an 

illegal underground congregation in the town of Gainsborough near Lincoln that put the ideal 

of a church purified from the remnants of Catholicism into practice. In order to escape the 

imminent threat of persecution, Smyth and the other leaders of the Gainsborough Separatist 

church decided to go with their congregation into exile to the more tolerant Dutch Republic in 

1608. Part of the flock found refuge in Amsterdam and was entrusted to Smyth as their pastor. 

 During the year following the arrival in Amsterdam, Smyth underwent an increasingly 

radical theological development that brought him to the conviction that he must somehow get 

rid of the infant baptism that he had received in the Church of England. One starting point of 

his reasoning was the apocalyptic idea that the pope is the Antichrist and that the Church of 

Rome is the harlot of Babylon described in the Revelation of John. If this is the case, and 

most Protestants of that time would believe so, what else is the Church of England than the 

daughter of that harlot. The English episcopal hierarchy, the idea of apostolic succession, the 

use of prescribed liturgies, these were all channels through which Antichrist kept the Church 

of England in permanent bondage. But even the Puritans and the Separatists were linked with 

Antichrist because they had received infant baptism from an Anglican priest and thus been 

marked with the seal of false Christianity.  

 In his anxiety and zeal to cut of all bonds that still connected him with the power of 

Antichrist and to eradicate all non-biblical practices and traditions, Smyth came to a number 

of conclusions that may sound, if one fades out the apocalyptic context, amazingly modern: 

Religion should be free from any form of coercion, there cannot be Christian state but the 

state must be neutral in matters of religion, gathered Christians can freely form a church 

without any authorization by any human or ecclesial power, the church must not strive for 

secular power, worship needs no prescribed forms, and baptism should be received on the 

basis of personal conviction. 

 Some of these points were quite close to Anabaptist-Mennonite positions, but as an 

ardent Evangelical theologian Smyth had a deep aversion against some Mennonite doctrines 

that were incompatible with Protestant dogmatics. Seeing that there is no true church that he 

and his flock could join with clear conscience, in 1609 they declared their infant baptism for 

invalid, and Smyth baptized himself and then his followers and they constituted themselves as 

a new church. The problem is, obviously, that there is no example for a self-baptism in the 



New Testament. Just a couple of months after his self-baptism, Smyth regretted his bold 

action and in 1610 came to the conclusion that he and his flock should repentantly submit to 

the authority of the Mennonite elders, accept Mennonite doctrines and merge with the 

Mennonites. The English congregation was admitted to the Mennonite church only five years 

later in 1615, and Symth himself died in the state of a candidate for membership in 1612. 

Actually this is the story of a group of English exiles that become Mennonites, and just for a 

short period of time we can designate them, retrospectively, as Baptists – in fact, in 1609, they 

held views that anticipated the doctrinal core principles that became typical for the Baptist 

movements. 

 The significance of the Amsterdam events for the rise of the Baptist movement in 

England lays in the fact that a small fraction of Smyth’s congregation disapproved of his 

move towards the Mennonites. The leader of this fraction was Thomas Helwys, a lawyer from 

a gentry background. For Helwys, Smyth’s submission under the authority of the Mennonite 

elders was a step back towards the false doctrine of succession. If the principle of succession 

is in fact an instrument by which Antichrist exercises his power, then a church must not 

submit to any human authority. Helwys also refused to accept the Mennonite pacifist doctrine 

that a Christian cannot take part in politics. If politics and the secular power are religiously 

neutral, then there is no reason why a Christian should not take part in it. 

 But no less than Smyth, Helwys was convinced to live in the last and decisive stage of 

history. He and his followers returned to their home country because they felt called to fulfill 

a prophetic mission to the king of England, to reveal to the king the Mystery of Iniquity that 

was mentioned in Paul’s second letter to the Thessalonians, 2:7. In his famous pamphlet The 

Mystery of Iniquity, dedicated to king James I in 1612, Helwys develops an apocalyptic 

vision according to which religious liberty is the key for overcoming the rule of evil in the 

world and for paving the way for the second coming of Christ. England could become God’s 

instrument in the conclusion of the history of salvation. “For men’s religion to God is between 

God and themselves. The king shall not answer for it. Neither may the king be judge between 

God and man. Let them be heretics, Turks, Jews, or whatsoever, it appertains not to the 

earthly power to punish them in the least measure.” This tract, and several other tracts on 

religious liberty published by English Baptists in the following years, introduced the postulate 

of absolute religious liberty to English political culture, a topic that became key for English 

and American political culture in the subsequent centuries.  

 Helwys and his followers founded a clandestine Baptist congregation in a suburb of 

London, and other small congregations in other places of England followed. This small 



network of believers seems to have been seminal for the rise of the General Baptist movement 

in the 1640ies. In the 1630ies, Baptist ideas even reached the New England Colonies in North 

America. Under the influence of Baptist tracts on religious liberty, the theologian and 

politician Roger Williams founded in 1636 the settlement of Providence in Rhode Island as a 

first practical application of the idea of a secular state consequently neutral in matters of 

religion, and in 1639 the first Baptist church on American soil was founded there. During the 

same years, a number of orthodox Calvinist Separatist churches in London started to adopt 

Baptist principles and thus gave rise to the Particular Baptist movement. 

 To sum up this third and last section and to conclude my contribution: What makes the 

stories of Baptist origins remarkable for 21
st
 century Baptists, and probably also for Christians 

from other denomination, is how these English believers of the 17
th

 century came to a set of 

insights that seem intriguingly relevant for being church today:  

• the principle of religious liberty,  

• the church as a space of equality and liberty,  

• the principle of non-authoritarian decision making in the church,  

• the critical attitude towards formalistic rituals and human traditions,  

• the confidence that the Bible is the sufficient and sole authority for Christian doctrine 

and practice,  

• the perception of Christian faith not as a matter of personal conviction.  

Even though the ties of tradition that connect 21
st
 century Baptists with the first Baptist 

origins are often rather indirect and have not the form of an institutional continuity, with the 

exception of a handful ancient congregations in Britain and the U.S., these insights still 

belong to the principles that constitute Baptist identity.  

 But we must be aware of the fact that much of the theological reasoning by which the 

Early Baptists arrived at these principles rests on presuppositions that are not ours any more, 

that belong to a far remote past. If somebody today affirms religious liberty, or rejects infant 

baptism, based on the argument that the pope is the Antichrist, one must call that offending, 

foolish and biblically ungrounded. On the other hand, if somebody affirms Baptist principles 

just because they fit so well to general 21
st
 century attitudes to life, that’s not much better. 

“Prove all things; hold fast that which is good”, says the apostle, and I am confident that 

gathered in conversation, critically reflecting, and with the Bible open, Baptists of today can 

discover a lot of good in the Baptist tradition. 

 

Thank you for your attention 


