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No complete study has yet been made of the great Apologist of
Scottish'Prebytepianism. Accounts of his life and works have
either been uncritical romance or apology mingled with deprecatioﬁ.
The Evéngelicals enthused, the Moderates sought to regard him as a
religious eccentric. He has been, and rightly, cemembeﬁfby his
Letters, and by some uncritical_praise of his, Lex Rex; his real
achievement in formulating the standards, defending the doctrines,

and moulding the spirit of his Church, hag been passed by. It is

- usual to concentrate on the statesmanship of Alexander lHenderscn at |

the time of the National Covenant, forgetting the patient work of
_ the men who made it a Hational act éf faith, and who later added
the solid flesh to the bones, which he so ably resuyrected and xnit
together. Rutherfurd'!s life is the histery of thetcomplete re-
‘~habilitation of the Scottish Church, a rehabilitation which the
Restoration could not desfroy. He was in & real sense the creator
of the South West party, which ,extremist though it was, did so much
by its resoluté resistance to preserve the traditions of the kirk.
He is the historical epitome of the Church's movemenﬁs towards

the establishment of Presbyterianism, the achievement of freedom

from State control, and the asscertion of a disciplinary juridiction;

upor o .
which even entrenched ex that of the civil power, as well as of his |

Ration's somewhat less conscious~ efforts to free herself from the
feudal fetters which stunted her expansion in social progrecs and
commercial enterprise. If his thought is involved, complex, und

sometimes seemingly contradictory, it is because the causes which

~he espoused were so confused in an inextricable tangle by the march

of events that no statesman of his age could solve the problem of
their / - -
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/their peaceful reconciliation. e 28

The close study of his life reveals ceriain important
leatures in the establishment of fhe Church of the Covenant not
hitherto emphasised. His-life as & mihister at Anwoth reflects
the policy of the Nobles, alienate@ by the Act of Revocation, to
use their patronage to procure an anti-Episcopal Church and Nation.
It shows that between the years of 1628 and 1638 a tremmdous work
was done in the Presbyterianising of Scotland. There Tollowed,
ten years later, thé'Engagement'.. A full study of the politics
of this pmbfoglio is made, because it is the feudal attempt to
subjugate the Kirk which they had placed in power, an attempt which
the Kirk led by Rutherfurd and by men who had been schooled for the
past six years in his religious and political doctrines resisted
successfully. Finally, the carrying out of some of his disci-
;plinary principles, beyond the point of practical wisdom, brought
on the fatél rupﬁure of the years of Protester and kesolutioner.

Feudalism was beset in turn, by Charles, by the Kirk and by

Cromwell; it changed its alliances and shaped its policies between |

1625 and 1660 as best it could, to preserve its own interests. In

e ———— T T
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1060 the Feudal interest achieved a dying triumph - for Charles, the!

Church, and Cromwell, all in different ways, but all the mors
effective for the different angles of their attack, had alrezdy
emaciated the power and prestige which the Union was yo déstroy for
ever, The Church was established in, and in a’sense by, the

death throes of Feudalism, hnd an attempt will be made to study her
fortunes in this relationship, especially since Xutherfurd was in
large meusufelﬁhe founder of the Bouth West 'democratic' party,

which was consistently antérFeudal, but only anti-lonurgchic, when
the /. " '
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/ the Feudal and Monarchic interest, became identified. The cones

. =plicated Resolutioner - Protester controversy will be seen in sone
of its aspects fo be the projectipn of the clash between feudalist
and anti-feudalist into the affairs of the Church. Similarly,
Glencairn's Lilliputian stampede is significant as a Feudal re-
7action to the Cromwellian regime.

Rutherfurd spent half of his active political life in Scotland
under this regime, and hated it. lie -was a f;rvent Scottish
Natiorlist. But Scotland owes more, ecclesiastiéally,and less
economicaliy,to Oliver Cromwell than has been generally held.

The suppression of the General Assembly was a bléssing in digguise,
for it prevented the staging of a bitter strife on a central
national arena. He gave the land peace to establish the Vest-
-minster 8tandards, but newly acquired. Even MNonk's pacifica-
-tion of the Eighlands was not without effect, for it enﬁbled the
Church to evangelise in districts hitﬁerto untouched. On the
other hand, the efficient taxation and the reformation of the
excise, though long needed fiscal reforms, further impoverished a
poor country, and made the Restoration to be welcomed with enthu-
-siasm. - They thus contributed to the momentarily popular support
for the reactionary party which in vindiéﬁive spite temporarily
overthrew the Presbyterian Kirk. The whole social_and economic
condition of Scotland between 1625 -1660 in no small way deter-
-mined the nature, the politics and the fate of her Kirk both then
and after, and in that setting the Kirk is here placed rather

: : Kilsyth )
than in the campaigns of ksssFsse, of Preston, and of Dunbar.

This does not minimise the power of & nution's fatth, «nd the
work of the men who created it and mude it a mighty torce.
used /
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/used the opportunities and conditions of their time,and sometimes

- misué€ed them. The SoLﬁmn'League and Covenant is generally
classed as ill-advised Scottish Presoyterian opportunism. . Perhaps

Bulb

it was. Bu

Lngland was intent on destroying the Laudian system, and was seeking

: _ evecl _
another which she could set—up. She was a free consenting party
evected.

to the machinery set—uap to establlsh Unlform1ty in the two Nations,

though many Englishmen wrongly interpreted their own creed &s
Presbyterian, beoaose théy were for the time being politiceally
anti—Eggqpaliqn. Scotland cheriohed her Presbyterianism because
'she had fought for it and won it; it was not only a ﬁational
faith, it was a symbol of national freedom; her zealous desire to
share it with her neighbour, if a mistake, was the outcome of
national exuberance in her new=found liberty.

The moral suasion by which Scotland souzght to have Presbyter-
-ianism adopted by her Southern neighbour is manifesteo in the
work of her ecclesiastical Commissioners at .the Westminster
Assembly. They dominated that Asseinbly, somectimes domineeredé it,
Their influence in_debate.Wao out of all proportion to their
number, for onl& Rutherfurd and Gillespie debated much. As for
us the standards of Government, Discipline and Viorship are con-
-cerned, Scottish argument and practice dicta ted nest of tueir
content, though there are some interesting oeviations from former
Scottish theory and prdCthe, due to strong Inoepenueut infliuence,

some of which were sponsored by | Rutherfurd. In one field

influenced . . .
hO\ever, the Scots wvere 1e¢vé—aaon1 the Scottish Conmissioners

brought home a more rigid theology from Viestminster thon that

hitherto prevailing in Scotland. ' Yet the trea

catment of nHr. Strang
at / . ;
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/ at the Asscmbly of 1639 shows that even before VWestminsier, cs

a counter to Arminianism, Scottish theology is assuning an ultra-
Calvinist shape. Rutherfurd was the prime leader in this theo-

-logical movement. He led the forces of supra-lapsarianism at

Westminster, and in Scotland on ‘his return, taught a supra-lapsariar

interpretation of the doctrinal standards. He deeply influenced
the theology'bf-his own, and later, generations in Scotland.
Preacher, propagandist, political theorist, schblar, theologzian
and apolgbst of Presbyterianism, he excelled in all these roles.
He was the mind of the Church in the Second Reformation. It has
been found possible to condemn the bbg&try, sneer at the enthusiasm
and ridiculé the achievement o1 the Mestminsier Divines, and the
‘Church they furnished with discipline’ and doctrine, and their very
apologists have made a half hearted defence. The bept defence is
to watch them.at work, -and scrutinise closely the building up of
the doctrineé.that shaped their creed and dietated their policy.
In no other writer of the period can this be done in fullness
except in the works of Samuel Kutherfurd. A close study of five
of his major works is, therefore, made in this thesis. He will be
condemned by many as an extremist, but a good part or his life wc
spent fighting other exfrémists, and to understand what a man is
fighting certainly explains, even if it does not condone, his
exXtremism. He is the greatest apologist and scholar of Sco%tish
Presbyterianism; he is possibly thé greatest preacher his Church
has possessed; he is éertainly amongst the first three of her

theologians. In short, he is the greatest divine of the Church of

Scotland.

s
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EARLY YEARS

Samuel Rutherfurd was born about the year 1600. ITisbst in the
parish of Crailing was almost certainly the place of his birgh. There
are two conflicting statements regarding his parentags. licWard, his
amanuensia.and student, says hs ﬁas a "gentlsﬁan by extracﬁion.f
Wodro# writes, " he was of poor but honest parentg."‘z The truta lies |
probably between these two. McWardls stated 1ntention'in the preface |
to Joshua Redevivus 1is to recall to ihe nobility and lairds the part
played by thelir fathers in the sstablishment of Covenanted religion,
in order that they may be persuaded to support the Covenanting cause. i
This'propagandist objective, coupled with the hero worsunip of a %
student for a teacher, and of a Covenanter for a martyr, not unnatural@?
causes him to claim Rutherfurd as a gentleman by extraction. Wodrow, |
on the other hand, the exalter of the;faithfulness and steadfastness
of the poor, the humble and tue oppfeased, under thae persscution of
an apost=te nobility, with a Scotsman's sentimental admiration for the
success of independent poverty, claiﬁé him, without' too much regard
for factyuas2abeling oﬂﬂ§33¥1 but honest parents. It 1s more than con-
jectural that he belonged to the class of 'bonnet lairds'.  Tusre
sesms good reason for belleving £hat his parents, even in a Scotland of

depreciated currency and bad economic conditions, due to ths loss of

French and Flemish trade, were, if not effluent, at least cowfortabdly
30
cilrcumstanced. : St aacatas

1 Preface, to Joshua Red INUS
fura/ 2. Life of .Sé.mf:{ Ruthev fuvd (,_TMm&sHuﬂt‘aj)l
\".df" ﬂc[el.thohﬂ Not&’ 1 \ 87/
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furd himself, desplte the poor stipend in Anwoth, his exile to absrdeen,
the expenses of his stay in London, never once refers to a personal
need of ready money. On the‘contrary,hs was able to afford two
Edinburgh doctors for his wife in Anwoth, his library even thsn was u
good one, and despite ths vicissitudes of hls fortune, nis will is not
that of a man in straitened clircumstances. On the whole it may be
gathered that, if he was not born with the proverbfal silver spoon in
his mouth, it wae at least one of good Scots pswter.

There is no avidence &8 to where Rutherfurd resceived his education.
His only reference to the place of his biEth suggests that it f;s lack=-
ing in cultural and religious faclilitles. Murray's infserencs that he
was schooled at 5edburgh seems feaslbls. From thers he went to Zdin-
burgh in the year 1617. The ultimate object of nis early studies at
ths University is uncertain. Law may have been his intsntion. His
works show a mind with a legal and casulstic bsnt. He 1s the one
Scottish thaolégian to venture into the realm of pure law, as divorced
from its ecclesiastical aspects. He himself says hils youth was not
by any means religlilous, but this 1s in nis characteristic strain of

rhetorical self depreciation. letter LXI, written in late July 1636,

i
|
a

|

states that for sixteen years he has desired to suffer for Chnrist. Thie |

would date a "conversion" or call about 162G or 1621 as hs was nearing
graduation (1621). From this time he bscame set oﬁ the oinistry and
his appointmént-to the Regentshlip of Humanity afforded him further
opportunity of study for it.

In 1623 he secured this chargs, although, in the sxamination, he

1 Letter 334 ‘
1. Life of Ruthevfuvel 5 .



had in the opinion of the Judges shown inferior Latinity to another
compsetitor. "The whole regents out of their particular knowledge of
Xr. Samuel Rutherfurd demonstrated to them his prse-eminent abllities
and virtuous diaﬁosition wherew%th the Judges declered him successor
to the regentship of Humanity." Principal Boyd's influencs, for
although deposed, he continued resident in Edinbufgh, may have helpsd

in Rutherfurd's election.

writsé Crawfard,"Mr. Samual Rutharfurd,'Proressor of Humanity having

glven some scandal in his marriage, was forced to demit his charge."

L
i

His tenure of office was brief. "In the end of this year (1625),

i

f

Rund these words centre the whole controversy of the'"Rutherfurd scandal.,

Many with fIaii for the dramatic rather than taste for the critical,
have held him guilty, while revering him.as a second Augustine. Yot
the only objective evidence that can be adduced 1s an accusation by
Principal Adamson which 1g never minuted as proved. In the Recoxrds
of the Town Councid of Edinburgh, February 3rd, 1626, appears "Foras-
meikle as 1t belng déeclared by the Principal of the College that MNr.
Samuel Rutherfurd, regent of Humanity has fallen inffornication with

Euphasme Hammiltoun and has committed ane great scandal in the College

and likewise has since dilvestit himself from his charge therein, there-

fore, electis and nominates.....to0 convene.....for depriving of the
said Regent gif any scandle shall happen to fall furth his person.”

Adamson, the accuser, was & member of the Court party, and anxious to

get rid of a colleague who;s;nce the advent of Boyd, had been increasing

ly outspoken in hls comments on the prevailing system. The accusation

1 Crawfurd, Hist. of Edin. Univ. 96-97
2 crawf urd " n i 1 X 11 ' 03 _4
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follows close on the conflict between Robt. Rankine, Regent of Pnilo-
sophy, and Rutherfurd over the precedence éf thelr respective chairs.1
Rankine was a 'die hard' Episcopalian and creature of Sir John Hay,
Clerk Register; that “siave to the Bishops and the Court."2 There
was thus motive for getting rid of him. Adamson probably made Ruther=-
furd's marriage without his knowledge and conaentf along with some

1ds rumours, the grounds of his charg;? The later practice of the
Presbyterians themselves in indicting the Bishoﬁs showed how easlly
such 1ll-founded charges could be made, used and acted upon. This
specific charge was never minuted as proven. The Town Council records
of March 29th, 1€96, cites the same commission of ihvestigation,
mgeting "for the f}ial and planting of the Regent in place of kLr.

Samuel Rutherfurd who has made demission of the same." There is no
reference to guilt, and no formal deprivation. Thos. Crawfurd is re-
ported to be "both meitt and qualified for the charge." Crawfurd in
his History himself adds, “according to the wonted bounty of the city
Mr. Samuel Ruiharfurd had an honest gratification at his demission.”
Such would hardly have been pald to one'notoriously 'scandalous’. A
falir interpretation of the evidence would be that Rutherfurd, vexed by
contention with his colleagues, and resentful of their intrigus, re-
Bigned in disgust. The subservient Town Council which had let Boyd
g0, were only too glad to have him gone on any pretext and salved their
consclence with an 'honest gratification' and the omission in the ‘

second minute of the charge they could not and did not substantiate.

1 Crayfurd, Hist. of Edin. Unlv. 103-4
2 Balfour's Annals, II, 193

%3, \ide Hdcﬁlbqnal Note P,BTG.
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Evidence of a more positive nature comes from Baillie. In 1637
writing én direct reply to a query of Spang concerning Rutherfﬁrd, he
says, "the man is godly and a pretty scholar.” He was then by no
means favourable to Rutherfurd's opinions, and had he known anything
'scandalous' he would have narrated 1t. There is no such mention.
Further, neither the Bishops, nor Maxwell his most violent antagonist,
nor any of hié opponents - and ue .ad aany in his;tempestuous political?
and polemical life =~ ever“nameshim scandalous, or fornicator. In
these days a contro%ersigli;; with a past seldom got off so ligntly.

The circle of Rutherfurd's Edinburgh friendships precludes the
idea that 1t was one in which-he would fall into such a sin, or waich
would tolerate a man avowedly scandalousj;- Bailllie Fleming of ieith,
Johu Mein, William Rigg of Atharﬁie,lBaii;}e of the city - a maﬁ who
"had the spirit of a maglstrate beyond many being & terror to all evil
doera."?- Boyd of Trochrigg, Lord Criaghall even then connected with
the Unlversity. It is even more improbable that he would have "dealt
with" them in the hortatory éven rebuking atylé of his later letters
to them, 1£ they had known him as a scandalous man, or that they would
have written to him in the respectful manner they did. Hurray in
Appendix B of his biography gives the registry of dbhe birth of Ruther-
furd's chilld, with Andrew Stsvenson as witness, dpril l4th, 1626, Con-
crete evidence of fault there could not be, for that obposer-of the
Perth Apt'icles, would have been no witness to a child dorn or concesived
in sin. References to his own sinful youth throughout his letters

may be discounted as rhestorical self depreciation, but letter LXI

| Livingstone "Characteristics". Select Biographies, Vol. 1
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already quoted as expressing his;desire "to suffer for Christ" from
1620 states a strange ambition for a fornicator. Finally there is the
bhrase in Letter CLXII in which he confesses his sinfulness "except for
opsen outbreaking.f ‘The charge brought against Rutherfurd was of the
same category as many.of those brought against the Bishops in 1638.
When he resigned in disgust, or despair, the object of getting-rid of
hizn was achleved, and the charge dfopped. The experience deepened that
curious introversion of his mind, which though 1t poured itself out to

others 1s often in reallty engaged in buklding an inward heaven for

itself; 1indeed he encourages such & practice in his hearers. He cculdi
1 ; .

write with feeling- in 1630 "Innocence and an upright cause is a good
advocate before God." |

What was the early speculative theological and ecclesiastical en-
vironment in which Rutherfurd lived? Fcunde&?int1582;theecollage of
Edinburgh had no long bradition. Whap.traditionsﬁthere were, Wwe€re€ only
mildly Prespyterian, certainly Erastian. Rollock, the first Friucipal
was a "man of good conversatiog, a powerful preacher, but simple in
matters of Church government." Charters (1600-1620) who followed was
of 1like nature. Sands was incapable (1620é1621); Boyd who imported
more revolutionary ideas lasted five months till James VI "outed" hia.
Adamson his successor taught orthodox Calvinism and kept his place in
1638 by siding with the Presbyterians to the disgust of his preéious
allies, Mitchel and Rankine.é It cannot be said this tradition was

"uncalvinistic". Calving had counselled submission to princes, had

1 Letter 12 - 2 Calderwood, Eist. of tae Cuurch,
. V. 732
3 Halles Memorials, pp. 36=37
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approved of the "superintendents” and had on more than one occasion

rebuked the French Protestants for taking the law into their own handa.

It was the Introduction of the specifically French -interpretation
of the Genevan doctrine and practice into the Scottish Church that had
caused the clash between Church and State. The author of the ﬁDe Jure
Regni" 1earnéd its doétrine in Paris from Protestant = and Catholic. é
In Paris Andrew Melville studied. His later teacﬁlné years were spent j
in Geneva but "La Géﬁéve protestante'n'y a pas eu impO{tﬁion de Gé%%ve

en France, il y a eu exportation de France en Suisse."~  From France

not Geneva, came the ‘platform' of Church government by courts, which

ne gave to the Scottish Church. "Les protestahts sont les plus anciens
Faguel, . !
rapublicans frangais," writes Henot. A more conservative historian

writes, "Sulvant nous lea_Reformé% nfont fait qu' introduire dans 1'ordre
polltique ce qui existait 6633 pour qu dans l'ordee ecclesiastique,
car,dé mgﬁe qu'ils avalent des consistoires, des colloques, ‘des synodds'
provinclaux, et des synodes natlonaux, ils ont eu des comseils provin-
claux QGBQSSSGmblées pro#inciales, des asaeﬁblegs de cercle et des
assenblees ggne}alea."a. From these the relation of democracy in

Church to democracy in state 1s patent. James saw 1it. He knew the
source from whiih 'Bresbyterianism' came = France; he knew it had for

the time being achleved a democratic énd phlitical.independenée which
made 1t a state within a state. He was, therefore, consistent in his
-own political theory of opposing it resolutely. Yet the recrudescence
of ultra~Calviniem at the end of his reign was materially, if indirectl;

helped by James himself. The exlle which he forced on the leaders of

1, Vienot. Histolre de la Réforme Francaise. I284-5, qu°t‘“3 Fa duel
2 Anquez. Histoire des Assemblées Politiques des Reformes de EPCHCG

4.,..._.
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the Presbyterian party was spent by many of them in France. To
France went many of their sympathisers, including Robert Boyd of

Trochrig. The France of Henry IV was abundant in free controversy

on religions matters.

The Paris controversies and pamphlets of De Moulin and Suarex and
other‘ptotagoniata of their respective causes, deg&oped the technique
and form of the later Scots and English ecclesiastical pamphlet. "Peu
a peu," writes Pannier, "se forme une sorte de tradition il y eut en
Sorbonne et dans les couvents ddune part, dans les acédamé%s protes-
ﬁahts d'autre part, une sorte de cours pratique d'apologé%ique aﬁ 1'on
apprenait; rei)ondre de telle mani;re z; telle que.a-tion.,* The quaint
titles of pamphlet and counter pamphlet, with reply "dwply" and "‘c.r:Lpl;;ﬁ'E
the dlscurshve system of question and answer, the prevalence of syllo-
gistic verbal form at the expense of clear thought, the use of "testi-
monies" all to become commonplace oOf Carolinian religious polemic, had
their origin in France. The Scots who regurned came back with the
arrows of controversy shaped and pointed, and their quivers full. Evan.
the Scots at home had their armoury refurbished, for the correspondence -
of Boyd and others shows a constant interbhange of thought on matters
ecclesiastical between the Scots in France and those &t home. The in=-.
fluencelof the French Protestanyﬁ/colleges of Montaubaﬂsgg£%§: Bedan
and Die on Scottish post-Reflormation thought has ket to be sufficlently

estimated. Even Leyden 1in the early seventeenth century with Du

&
Moulin, Du Jon and Daneau showed strong French influences.

s,ous HCI\ Yi _T_@Z‘

A . =
| Pannier. L'Eglise Réformee de Paris,n Page 230
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Rutherfurd's 1life as student and regent was spent in these latter
years of James wifh their_growing atmosphere of polemic. lThe very
act of controversy was encouraged as an academic exercise.-. When
criticising his later works for thelir too pdlemic form, it is to be
remembered he was mentally fashioned in the crucible of 1it. Though
eccleslestical subjects were forbldden in public, }t is impossible to
believe they were not discussed inprivate. Rutherfurd's work early
shows acquaintance with the controveréy of Suarez and 8u Moulin:
(Molineus). His polemic method is that imported from‘France, ais
iogic the logic of Ramus. His work shows that he, along with the
keenest of his contemporaries in Glasgow and Edinburgh, was thbroughly
acquanted with all the questions speculative scclesiastical and doc-
trinal, mooted in the French Protestant Colleges,}a Although the
Synod of Dort was to condemn Arminianism in 1619 it was not a "cause
célsbre” in Scotland till fifteen years latef.‘ The harder Calvinism
resultant from that controversy, emphasised by Dutch theology, thus
ceme to Scotland a decade later than this. It confirmed and hardened
rether than added to existing Calvinism, It destroyed a freer evan=-
gelical note which the Scots had not yet lost, and which 1is found in
Dickson, Blair, Livingstone, Rutherfurd, in their early years despite
their controversial reverberations. This note can be traced through
Robert Boyd of Trochrlig to the Huguenots of France.  These men effectec
the relgious revival in Ayrshire and theSouth West (1625-30), supported

the cause of private "meetings" in the subsequent assemblies and formed

the more evanpelical group in the Presbyterian party. They wers all

| Crawfurd, Hist. of Edin. Univ.
2 e.g. the Tilenus 'heresy', vide, Wodrow's Life-of Boyd, Appendices

-
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pupils or colleagues of Boyd. A study of the "Fasti" shows that all
of ~Boyd's students (1615=1623) were with-two or three exceptions firmly
Presbyterian, somse Qufvi;ed to be "outed" at the Restoration. of
these students the slight majority incline to "Protester" rather than
"Resolutioner", and perhaps naturally for Glasgow men, the largest
proportion settle in the South West. Boyd, himself a native of it,
was therefore an indirect factor in the-growth of;ﬁultra—Presbyterian-
ism" there. -

Rutherfurd was a student of Boyd's for the five months of his
Principalship. His appointmenﬁ to tha regentship was slightly sub-
sequent to Boyd's dismissal from office. But this only increased
his respect for him. Of Boyd Baillie writes "Si quando in se laxasset
(nam neque omnium hominum neque omnium horarum homo fuit) humanissinae ;
comitatis, et apud fﬁmiliares aliquando leporis erat, etia; festivi."1
Livingstone says that, "Although he was a man of sour like dispositionﬂa
and carriage I always found him so kind and familiar as made me wonder?{
"His learning was so great thet allhnls quotations from the Greek |
Fathers which were frequent and sometimes very long, he repeated by
heart, and never made useof3any note excepﬁ?én extraordinary long T
passage out of Carysostom. " None would have been more calculated to
appeal to the mind and spirit of Rutherfurd than the éustere, scholarly
yet kindly Boyd. He remained in Edinburgh two years after his demis-
sion of office and was, according to Row, very popular in the town,

probably in that very circle in which Rutherfuré noved. To Boyd

during, and probably even after his Principalship, Rutherfurd owed

. ‘ ) 154
! Boyd,-Preface. to Comm. on Ephes, 2 Livingstone, Autoblography,
3 Wodrow, Life of Boyd.
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nls introduction to the Protestant theology and controversy of France,
None in Scotland possessed £he former's knowledge of continentai
thought, gained by a decade and a nalf of teaching in Montaudan and
Saumé?. The soterliological views of Piscator and Tillenus, although
they post-dated those of Arminius, early attracted éttention in Scot-
land because of their French origin, the controversy of Du Mouli? with
the latter, and the report that Andrew Melville irmdlined to them.-
Tilenus held that only the sufferings of Chrisﬁ on the Cross were im-
puted for man's réghteousness. There were several variants of the
doctrins. Bayd in his commentary on Ephesians (791-796) upholds Du
Moulin, that all Christ's sufferings, 1ife and obedience are imputed.
It was his view which R&therfurd maintained in the Westminster Assembly
He inherited also his ezmtreme predestinarian and supra=-lapsarian
theology, in contra-distinction to the infra-lapsarian Melville. Boyd'e
sources were Augustine, Ambfose, Bern#rd, the Fathers, rather than the
Reformers. (In nhis commentary Auguapine is quoted 120, Bernard about
50, Ambrose about 50 #éags, Calving é::?i}ther onee.). To these sources
Rutheffurd with 1ittle more regard for the Refbrmers, followed nim.

On the demission of his Principalship in Glasgow, Boyd writes "I
am resolved more and more not to change, or alter myself any jot of
customjyceremony, or discipline, until the whole kirk of this kingdon
freely, willingly, uncompelledly, resolvedly and pea?ably receive and

embrace them with full contentment and approbation.....also to tell

and teach my hearers what is my Judgment therein with greater frecdon

1 Bofdrow. Life of Boyd. Correspondence of Boyd and Welsh.
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ind plainness than I ever did." - If he taught in such a spirit in
‘dinburgh there 1is fittle doubt concerniné the fountain of Rutherfurd's
inti-episcopal ‘anti-ceremonial” zeal. A certain timidity was to keep
Boyd during his 1ifetime from publish%Pg his views on Church and State
or from even expressing them fully, But in his posthumous Commentary
s Exposition of Ephesians 6, 1-10, is significant "Deinde leges
hunanas proprie ac directe conséiéntas humanas non obligare sed Deil
lagem duntaxatj;.....Immo quod hic innuit Apostolus, meminerint reges et
principes, se ﬁominoé tantum esse secundum carnem. Non autem Zccle-
goiae Capita Redores Judices in rebus conscientiam."-  Perhaps soms

of the whispered perplexities of Boyd find ultimate resonant utterance
in the briliiant political apothegms of the "Lex Rex."

Boyd was the "Father" of the more evengelical group of the Cove-
nanters, In this connection one may note that he was the encourager’
if not intigator of the "private conventicle! - a custom prevalent of
necessity amongst the French Protestants, resident in Catholic terribory’
but one which undercoppression might spring up in any land. He cer-
tainly fostered it in Scotland. As early as 1619 he was present with '
the veteran Robert Bruce at such & meeting in Monkland,2 and in 1024
Iwas before the Council for holding such meetings; Livingstone, Blaid
and others of his students carried the proctice to Ireland. Dickson
and Rutherfurd used 1t in Scotland, tq? latter defending it in a traa-
tise. All four supported it in the Agse&blies at which it was con-

demned, manifesting, like their Brincipal, fervent evangelism coexistin

i

-

Commentary on Ephesians 904-5 - 2 Calderwood IV. 354
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with their extreme Calvinism.

Two others of Rutherfurd's colleagues way De mentionea. In
Andrew Stevenson, regent of Humanity, and regent of Philosophy,'he
found a kindred spirit. To both alike the Perth Articles wers ana-

thema, Andrew Ramsay, regent of Divinity was of different sort. A

"moderate" Calvinist, a moderate also in ecclesiastical affairs, Ruther-

furd yet seems to have respected his learning, and retained snough
affection for him (Lo keep up a correspondence from Anwoth. Un more
than one occaslion Ramsay Informed him of affalrs in Edinburgh, and
managed some matters for him therse. He may have been endeavowring

to stand on both sides of the eccleslastical fence. Both parties
accused him of 1it, but Rutheffurd's friendship argued a measure of
sincerity in him. A temporisar was not then popular, and his tnpodpu-
larity soured him. Neither of these two Egge great enoggh intellec~-
tually to leﬁve any permanent impression 6n Rutherfurd's thought or

character.
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ANWOTH MINISTRY

The Act of Revocation

Samuel Rutherfurd's Galloway ministry is typical of the ways and
means8 by which Presbytérian principles and politics were spread in the
parishes of Scotland between 162;:ﬁ650, the years in which Scotland
became definitely Presbytéeiaﬁ thr&ughout. Thati? state may, @nd
must, impose religion on 1ts people was the dbgma of the Presbyterian
party from Knox to Rutherfurd, but they were painfully aware that such
an imposition did not &=m===fe==2, make the people religious. The
pages of Calderwood, the records of the early Assemblies are full of
"grievances" at ﬁhe ignorance, immorality, backsliding of the psople,
the lawlessness of the lairds, the lack of "guld and godly" men to
bring about a better state of affairs. The only remedy was eoncen-
trated evangelisation, and since for its protagonists Presbylerianism
was a form of ecclesliastical government with defined civil relation-
ships, evangelism concurred with propaganda. The grave fault of Zpils-,
copacy was not that it was an imposition - 80 was Presbyterianism, dnd
only.subsequentiy did each develop the theory of "jus diviaum" to !
Justify Eggir_own imposition by the civil power and damn the others -
but that as a-religidus sptem it made little effort to raise the spi-
ritual or 1ntellécuual level, or bettef the condition of the common
fol%:- It produced preachers and scholarq&:— Donne, Hooker, Cudwortin,
Taylor, Fuller, Tillotson and many more,- but the pastoral curate was
often a Parson Adams little above the level of hls flock. Yoears

later the satire of Swift, Fielding and Addison, and the advent of

Besley manifests Episcopacy's failure to heighten England's spiritual
life/ '
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1ife by a respected pastorate. Law Mathieson and Lord Tweedsmuir

the panegyriste of the early Scottish'Eplscopate, when dwellling on the
moderation of Spottiswoode, the scholarship of Forbes, the plety of

the Bishop of Argyil, omlt that whi%e the 1life of the Scot at this

time was "nasty, brutish and short"- these men did 1little to improveyit.
In 1636 Charles rebuked the Bishops for their remissness in planting
fchools in the parishes, which had been ordered by the Privy Council

in 1616 and enjoined by Parliament in 1633.- The reluctance of the
heritors to provide funds may be pleaded in their defence, but the
Presbyterian succeeded where they failed. Burnet's statement of the
Bishop of Argyll "that he causedjchurches and schools to be everywhere
founded" quoted by Law Mathieson- is not verified by the facts. (cf.
Fasti, Vol. IV). Whatever the Presbyterian party achieved, or faikﬂ
to achleve in the years between 1625 and 1660 .they endeavoured to raise
the mental, moral, spiritual and-social condition of the people. by
'plenting” the parishes with a paspor and a schoolmaster.

There was now & more plentiful supply of men ready for the ministrf
or in' it. ~Many of them came from the "people" (burghers or farmers.)
They had grown up in a Protestant and Calvinist generation and had been ’
trained in Scottish Universities. Perhaps they were therefore more
apt to know and appeal to the people than men like Bruce and Boyd, who,
& little overlearned, still retained some of the stiffness of the
selgneur under thé Geneva gown. The Presbyterian ministry was now be=
coming increasingly democratic in personnelﬁu A political 'Mistake" orf

Charles I was to them the opportunity of using the means and developing

! Buchan,Life of hontroae. 2 DPolitics and Relesion in Scot

Vol
3 lNackinnon. Soc&2l and Industrial History ‘of Sco%?an « Y13
4, Vide addtional hote, p- 878.

C
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the method of their eccleslastical propaganda.

The Act of Revocation destroyed the Episcopate which it was meant
to serve. So long as the Blshops and their ministers were content
to remain "tulchans", so long was Episcopacy safe. Charles's attempt
to erect sccleslabtical benefices into something of their fofmer well-
being ruined it. Menmuir's "Constant Platt" of 15961became substant
tially law in an act of James VI 1617, whereby a ﬁinimum of 500 merks
and a maximum of 800 merks stipén& ﬁas'made payable to the pastor fro;
the tdénds of evefy.parish. This left the dangerous matter of the
changed ownership of accleﬁiastical lands yet unsolved. It was the
one social economic and ecclesiastical problem which Charles solved
Jjustly, and, for his own cause, ruinously. In 1625 he 1ssued an
Act of Revocation, annulling all grants to the pfejudice of tue Crown,'
parthicularly the erection of Church lands before and after the Act of
Annexation of 1587. A subsequent proclamation in 1627 adduced as
reasons: the ﬁrovisionibf the ministry, education,‘the redress of
the gread disorder and incommodities arising from teinds. Anmongst
the latter was the fact that the secular holder of the ecclesiastical
benefice, the "titular of the teind" could hadld up the crops of the
lesser lalrd or tenant till teind was pald to hin. The titular ac-
quired thus a power over the lesser lairds and heritors which ue had
not before possessed. Charles offered a fair cémpensation, gloved
the Hiokles ‘to vetalni a1l sstates except the Bishops', and to hold
them from the Crown at a specified rental until these should be re-

1
deemed at fixed prices.. It was nxdx further made a pripciple that

! Ratification of Commission of Teinds of 1627. Acts of Plt. Chrl.I
1633 Cap. 15. Scots Statutes Revised 1424-1707 page S6
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every man should own his teinds. "To put that glorious work anent
tlio telnds to a full perfection thereof, His Majesty with the consent
of the Three Estétea by these pregent statults ordains and declares
That their sall be no teilnd scheaves or other telnds, personage or
vicarage, léd and drawn within the kingdom. Bot that each heritor
and lyfrenter of lands sall have ths leading and drawinglof thelr awn
toind the same being first trewlie and lawfully valued."- The value
at which the heritor was to buy the land from the titular was fixed
at nine years purchase.? 800 merks was the minimum stipend, there
wae no maxlmum. o '
Charles pleased none but hls Bishops. That some of the EZdinburgh _
ninisters and other Episcopal partisans began.to inviigh in tue pulpit |
egainst the noblemen who would not quit their teinds . @1d not help uis
CBUSe . Newer and more luxurious ways of living had depleted the
noble pocket, The titular's rental to the Crown was an a dded burden
to many already bankrupt or near it, nor did he wish to se2l the teinds.
and lose the relation of patron and client engendered between himsslf
and the lesser heritor by thelr secular ownership. The latter had
no love for an incrsased minmimum stipend and their gratitude to Charles
was not apparent, Moreover the lesser lairds were the most genuinely
Presbyterian part of the nation. From them, many of that party's
leaders, e.g. the Melvilles, Bruce, Boyd, Blalr; 1a£er 2alllis, Tralil,
Durham, arose.: The King foolishly left everything in doubt Dby the

last clause of the Act ratifying the Commission's findings in 16_.,.

1. Ibid. Cap. 17. Page 9?
2, Ivbid. Cap. $¢F. Page 97
3. Row. History of the Kirk.




3.

which runs, "And that his Majestle takes in his own gracious conside-
ratione what to doe thereanent in whole or in part as his liajestise

in his royall wisdom sall think most expedient and whatever his
Majestle sall doe now and hereafter thereanent sall be as valid and
effectual as 1f the same had been particularlie exprest in this
present Act.."_3 Charles' royal wisdom was[often to be quesﬁioned.

He found here, as later with the "Ship Money" - a law also just and
sound of 1tself - that to touch the pocket of £he landed proprietor
was to seek to rob a beehive of 1ts store.

From now all parties in the State, except the Bishops, verge
slowly to a coallition against Charles. The immediats effect was
that Presbyterian propaganda and preaching now enjoyed greater free-
dom and encouragement than at any time since 159C. The greater
nobles distrusting its democratic savour had never (with a few ex-
ceptions) warmly supported the Presbyterien faitn oﬁ its own merit.
-They had been content with the Episcopal or semi-episcopal establish-
ment of James VI, espscially as they abill enjoyed the ecclesiastical
rents and teinds. I'Their opposition © the Anglicanism of Charles
was largely due to the fact that it involved sooner-or later a redi-
vision of ecclesliastical plunder) they would vehemently oppose any
church except -one which they could starve." Now begins a scurrying
for "guid and godly" men to fill their parishes; and uproot all
things Eplscopal; men who like Rutherfurd would be unworldly enough

to be content with 300 merks stipend instepad of 800, The common

1 Acts of Parl. Carl. I. 1633, Capl. 15
2 Montrose. John Buchan) 65-6466,
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folk off the Midlands and Lowlands had hitherto been more anti-Romanist
than ultra-Presbyterian. From this time they were to be proselytised
Lnd evangelised as never before. The "Stewarton sickness" was to
infect many parishes in the land. ‘The former popular zeal against
1dols was to be redirected by Cﬁarleé's folly and Presbyterian policy.
against the "ceremonies".  Added to this evangelical fervour was the
inculcation of two great principles; the divine rightbf Presbytery,
and later still the almost as sacred institution of the Covenants.

At all this the nobility now connived, or secretiyyencouraged where
they 414 not openly help.

The placing of Rutherfurd in Anwoth in the middle of 1627 illus-
trates the ﬁew attitude and policy of the nobili?y towards‘the Pres-
byterian preacher. In a letter to Lady Kenmure-he spesaks of her
husband's "intended courses anent the establishing of a powerful minis-
try in this land." " The house of Kenmure (Lochinvar) was one which
had thriven on the Reformation. Sir John‘Gordon of Lochinvar had
charters of ecclesliastical lands in the bishopric of Galloway and the
Agb&cy of Tongeland.2 Although alive at the time of Rutherfurd's
induction he was a dying man and affairs had passed into the hands of
his son, the laird of Rusco in Anwoth, and future Viscount Kenmura.
Spottiswoode tells that the b}ahopric was almost ruined by alienations
and grangs for 1life pensions. The threatened reducting of the

eplscopal lands was a severe blow to the spendthrift Kenmure. Hoe was

at this time, and even later, a timeserver of Charles, and, had uls

1 IIL 2 Historical Account of the House of Kenmure
24 Spottiswoode. History of the Church of Scotland.
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svenues not been threatened, there would have been no "intendad

" nor a Rutherfurd at

ourses for establishing a powerful ministry,
nwoth., His policy isczevidenced by his trying to obtain John Living-
tone for the parish of Anwoth. - The latter, already noted as an
vangellcal preacher and staunch Presbyterian, had been evangelising

n the South West subsequent to the Stewarton "reviyel". In April

626 Kenmure offered to dis join Anwoth for him by August. .This

arish had been Joined to its neighbours by Cowper. "The bishops, to

urry favour of ﬁknoblemen and gentlemén, consented to these uniomSwWmw. & |
r. W.Cowper, Bishop of Galloway, dondescendit for pleasure of his )
riends and allles to unite kirks which before had been planted
everally.....He united the kirks of Kirkmabreck and Kirkdale with

be kirk of Anwoth, a kirk distant frém the other two.six miles of
ountaineus and hard way, the parishloners lylng distant in some pices
en miles from it."? Calderwood's statement shows Kenmure and his

‘ather at this time (1622) entirely heedless of the spiritual welfare !
)f their tenants and complacently sharing the spoil with the Bishop.

Of this Rutherfurd thought when he wrote to Lady Kenmure in 1633 to =
remind her husband 'of4the sins of his fgther's houss . " "He must

reckon with God for uls fahher's debt." This policy was now revarsed.
Fear of a walthy Eﬁiscopate'whetted the noble desire for a preponderane
of Presbyterian, but poorly pald, clergy in the Gordon country which

was all the Stewartry and the western third of the Shire. Anwoth

vas again erected a parish in the Autimn of '1626. Livingstone, howe wer )

1 Calderwood. Hist. of the Kirk VII, 3Cg3,
2 Letter XXX ‘ :
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reiuged the charge. "ERese—mot", he wrote, "a froat. deal better, that ’

worthy servant of God, lMr Samuel Rutherfurd" Kenmure since his

meeting Livingstone in Borgue, in I626, was looking for & man who vias
evangelist, Presbyterian and propsgandistjy he found one who more grea%
ly and more violently combined these gualities, who was to become =

greater power in the Gordon country than he himself. Rutherfurd

along with Lady Jane Campbell, whom Kenmure married in I628, was to
. # ,
keep the latter faithfully in these principles which he first adopted

for reasons of policy.

The means of Rutherfurd's introduction to Kenmure was John Xer,

minister of Prestonpans, cadet of the House of Roxburgh, Protester

of I6I7, opposer of the Perth Articles and for that confined to his

2
pairish in I624.
: I
Kirkcudbright, he writes, "We shall cause Me John Ker who conveyed

In'Letter,XLVII, when negotiating for a minister for

myself to Lochinvar to use means to seek a man if lMr Hugh fail us"
Bonar,'annotating'Lochinvar'as the place, misses the whole point of
the sentence.,. Lochinvar was the title of Xenmure,

Gordon of Lochinvar, as his father had been. As will be seen later,

4

Letter XLVII was written in I632, not in 1634 as placed in the collecsd’

tion so that Kenmure had not then received his title and was only

"Lochinvar".  John Ker of Prestonpans, from his Presbyterian prin-

ciples, his proximity to Edinburigh and this application for a'sound’

pastor, is obviously the person concerned. Andrew Ramsay may have

ha_d some slight share in the matter..

The ekact date ol Rutberfurd' induction to Anwoth is uncertain.

%. Liv1npst0ne, Autoblopraphy,(belect Biogra phieQ,LZS )

asti, I 388, New Ldibjon" ot
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It was probably early in the latter half of 1627. A petition of his
parishioners to the General Assembly of E638Igiving reasons why he
gnould not be removed sajs "Mr. Samuel has servit the cuir of 4nwoth
thege eleven years by gane.“?- Owing to frequent error in the placipg
of meny of the dates of his letters, that of Letter I, June 6th, 1627,
cannot be accepted as an accurate terminus & quo. . Wodrow says hé
entered without gilving any engagement to the Dbishop. The evidence of
McWard and Livingstone supports him. The latter writes "some few by
moyen suffered to enter the ministry without c&nformity." Rutherfurd's
views on ministerlal calling and election, which he believed should be
popular are as early stated as Lattefs LI and LII. Letter CL shows
bhat h;?counted Episcopal induction an intrusion and the people the
true electors. He was themfore unlikely himself to accept sucn induc-
tion. Kenmure's influence probably placed him without any engagement
given to Lamb.

The Field of Rutherfurd's Early Work.

The fleld of Rutherfurd's early labours and influence was to en- ‘
compass a good part of South West Scotland. The ultra-Presbyterianism '
of this district from Glasgow to Dumfries was to be a prominent Tactor
in the ecclesiastical politics of the next seventy years. Its exis-
tence cannot be explained at its inception by any native religious
temperament, but was the result of geographic political and economic
conditibns cofhiciding at the "moment Juste" in the Soutn Vest more so
than anywhere else, wlth an intensive Presbyterian and evangelical

'prOpaganda. The advent of Dickson, Blailr, Livingstone, Rutherfurd

1 Wodrow MSS., Vol. 42. 53
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others of Boyd's pupils who spent much of their eailier, maybettheir
er, certainly their most evangelical years in the South West, in-
ating Presbyterian doctrine, coftincided with the period subsequent
he Act of Revocation. . The "Stewarton sickness" occurred whéh the
.11ty were most deslrous of spreading the 1nfe§tion.

Certain subsidiary “"factors" may be noted in the growth of South
,ern Presbyterlianism which according to a petition ;% the inhabitants
alloway (vide infra) Samuel Rutherfurd 8id so much to foster and
1. In geographic position Galloway and Southern Ayrshire was remote
secluded, but not isolated. Early in the fifteenth century the |
ish Lollard hunted from his Lancastrian home by the zealous and
tic orthodoxy of Henry V, and later of his sons "Protectors", found
8ylum in th glens of walloway and the uplands of Southern Aprshire.
Solway crossing was an easy and quick escape. The Lollards of
> (1494), whatever their doctrines may or may not have beenjyevidence
tream of Reforming thought trickling into Scotland through the bare
loway hills. It is notable that those districts in which Lollardy
1ed strongest hold, became subsequently most aggressively Protestant; '
. South Western England which suffered most heavily under the Marian
secution, and which rising solidly for Nonmouth, suffered again the
oody Assize." .The track of land from Southern Ayrshire to the
st between Wigtown and Kirkcudbright, the Lollard "trail" surely,
ame in an ultra-Presbyterlan country, more than ultra-Presbyterian,

home of the-éameronian and the slaughter house of the dragoon.
dow preserves the fact that some of the lairds in that country like

don of Airds, ancestor of the Kenmures, were traditionally Lollard.

/
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The South West also formed an asylum for the later Scottish Re-
ormers. In the minority of Mary it was the only safe one. North
nd West he could hardly go for he spoke a strange tongue to the Gael.
orth-east he dare not go for Huntly waep Roman and orthodox. 50 Kyle
gain assumes its role as "a receptacle of the servants of God of old.u1
ishart was tou flee to Ayrshire and preach there. Knox followed in
he winter of 1556 and also in 1562, drawn no doubf?by pdlicy and
éntiment. The first to defy the Queen Regent, to meddle with their
reachers, was a band of Ayrshire lairds, direé; descendants of the
ollards of Kyle, headed by Chalmers of Gaitgart‘né a house still
taunchly Presbyterian in the days of Rutherfurd. The political
ituation aided the geographic in keeping a Reformlst tradition alive
n the South West. The histofy of Scotland from 1400-1550 is a
ordid story. No great soclilal of ewven political movemsnt can be seen
n it, but only a nobility obeying their own whim, in a search for
ower, or a grab for land, reckless of their own, their family's or
heir country's honour. Till the Reformation which at least gave
jome of the nobles a common cause for which to fight, even 1f it was
nly for a common ecclesiastical purse to loot, internal politics are
. vortex of fwuds, Jealousies and assassinations. The Scottish baron
a8 long as he w.ad riders at his back, recked little what he believed.
James V and Beaton when they stirred the fires of persecution only

proveBed a few sparks which vurned and died upon themselves.

None of”“the South-Western nobles distinguished ihemselves by thetrr

1 Knox, History of the Kirk
2 Letter, 187, 7 32 5
C&ldErWOod, Hlsfovy of the Kirk ,I, 345~
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zeal for orthodoxy, or for Stewart royalty. The relatlonship of the
Stewarts with them 1s more than interesting. The 0ld Douglas house,
Lords of Galloway, had perished by the treachery of James II. The
South Western nobles were responsible for the overthrow and assassina-
tion of James III. The "Assured Scots" (1542 ff.) were mostly of the
South West and too near English gold for loyalty:tg the Scottish
Crown, Holinshead quotes the Prior of Whithora:aslagent: incsdmenrcn
jealing whereby all the gentlemen of Nithsdals, Galloway and Annandalé
came over to Henry's pzau:"r.:,r.-l What religious views the greater nobles
such as Cassilis, Glencairn and Maxweli, had, wers inclined to the Re-
formed doctrines‘current in England. For the lesser, raiding not
religion, waaigig.preoccupation. The Wicliffite and later the Re~-
formed wheat flourished here and there in the South West because of
its concealment amongst so much armed thistle. Stewart orthodoxy
found few to sponsor it here, and there is 1little or no record of
religious persecution. What tantative support thelir self intersst
allowed, the nobles gave to ﬁhﬂ Reformed preacher. Maxwéll, Catnolic
though he was, moved in Parliament that the Bible be read in the
vernacular. The Douglases to oppose Beaton leant an ear, and Cassilis
and Glencairn both of them, to the Reformed doctrine, especially as
preached by Sir Ralph Sadleyr, who was as Lang says, very ready to
suborn to the glory of God. The lairds followed their owsrlords.
There were thus, certain pre-natal conditions which favoured the

~

birth and growth of Presbyterian Protestantism in the South West. Excep

1 Nicholson. Hist. of Galloway, V. 1. p. 475
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when a portion of the lairds seduced thereto by Maxwell supported ;
Mary at Langside, thelr policy is consistently Protestant. The visite
of Rough, Wishart, and Knox have wesn noted. In 1557 the Band in- _
cluded Glencalirn, Boyd, Ochiltree and Argyll, whosé arm stretchsd far E
down the West. In 1558 occurred the defiance of the Regent by !

Chalmers of Galtgirth, showing the lairds of South Ayrshire solidly
?rotestant.? The First Book of Discipline waszﬁgned by most of the
South Western peers and barons, Glencairn, Maxwell, Drumlanrig,
Lochinvar, Garllies, Bargany; the lesser lairds and barons of Galloway |
being again 12 preponderance amongst their kind in support of the Re-
formed faith. The Band of Ayr, 1562 (Glencairn, Loudon, Gaitgirth,
Dalrymple, Fergushill), shows united adhesion to the cause.j aang- '
sldeoonly temporarily detached Lochinvar. In 1574 came the first

hing that the opposition to Papacy would now in the South West transferi'
itself to opposition to Episcopacy. John Davidson tried for his

book "Dialogue of a Clerk and a Gourtierf withdrew to «usco in the
parish of Anwoth, a house of Lochinvar. Thquentlemen of the Vest
failed to get him pardoned and he was exiled. From then till the
Bishops' Wars with the exception of the Jounstone lMaxwell feud, the
South West rewmained politically quiset. James VI managed his nobles

as none’of his fathers before him had succeeded in doing and gained &
peace they had seldom enjoyed. The Regencies of loray and liorton

certainly assisted him in this, as did also the fact that most of the

0ld turbulédnt leaders were dead. The Church lands were safely in

Calderwood, VI. 344, Spottiswoode, 94.
Calderwood, VII. 126
valderwood, VII. 190
Calderwood, VIII. 212
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the hands of the nobility; of the Biahobric of Galloway Spottiswoode
writes, "1t was so dllapldated that it was scarcely remembered to
have been."

New houses like wordon of Lochinvar, Stewart of Garlies, iicClel=-
land of Kirkcudbrigﬁt, rose on the spoils, balancing the power of the
older feudal houses. The peace of the land, and the willingness of
the earlier bishops to be "tulchand" allowed James after 1590 to
carry out his ecclesliastical policy with 1little oppositioh from his
nobility, greater or lesser, Northern or Southern. Even in 1618 thsy.!
remained passive under the Perth Articlea. That they did no£ ﬁholly
assent to them appears in that haif of the Shire Commissloners in-
cluding those of the South West voted against them in the Parliament
of 1621. Then followed the upheaval of the Act of Revocation. The
Act waé 111 advised in the bad economic state of the country. The
English alliance closad.the Flemish Spanish and French markets to 1
Scotland, whilst England refused to open hers, There was no oﬁtlet
for the staple products of the country and clrculating cash was scarce
in all classes of producers. This made the redemptive clauses of
jhe Act especially bufdensome on titular and heritor. Crown employ=
ment so, much sought after was found to be not a revenue but an added
source of expensese. Many who held Crown offfe suffered heavily.
(Argyll later retired to his castle to avoid his creditors, and
Treguair was driven to soliclting in the street.) A few years after
the Act mé%ters were even worse. Spalding, no enemy of Charles,
writes on the value of the small currency of the realm, "all change

and tred was taken away throu want of current money becas thes slicht
turnouris/




b iy i i AR

33.

o 1

1
urnouris wis the only money passing through all Scotland.”- Gallowgy

suffered more than most parts of Scotland owing to a poor soil and
11fficult transport. Taxation also hit the South West hard according
,0 Baillie. "In all bygane times our West country hath been much opr
ressed 1n taxation. There lands are so high retoured that a forty
erk land with us wlll not oft pay so much as a twoﬁmerk land slsewhere
y which means 1t comes that some flve or six poor shires in the West,
8 Ayr, Galloway, Glydesgalg,Lennox and Renfrew will pay more taxation
han all Scotland besides."” There existed then, in the South West

. high taxation, a nobility, new and old allke, whose needs far outran
heir purses, even when enriched by the Chwh spoils, a clergy which
as to profit at their expense, a Blshopric which like others in the
ountry, had been richly re-endowed by James and Charles. The econnmic
otive behind thalnobles' Presbyterian ardour is apparent.

Amid all this, what of the common people of the district? Till
he Covenant, one heare iheir volce but little. The early anti-Romanig
loting, often for immediate 1loot, could hardly be called a religious
anifestation. Calderwood draws & gloomy picture of the state of
ommon religion in 1588. Complaints are received by the General
ssembly ?hat Papistry 1s spread all over the land. "An exceeding
reat grief to behold the true Word of God contemptuocusly desplised by
he great multitude, the Sacraments profaned, the discipline of the
irk set nothing by,.....for what part of the land 1s not a spait wih

he abusing of the blessed name of God, wilth swearing, lies, perjury,

Spalding, History, Vol. I. 235, 263
Balllie, Letters, I. 47,
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with mercats, gluttony, drunkenness, fighting, playing, dancing, with
rebelling against magistrates, with bloo&-taking, incest, fornication
and adultery?"? Records do not show the people of Galloway any better
in t hese respects than their neighbours. Livingstone calls them a |
poor ignorant people. Constant reference to them in his letters,
shows that Rutherfurd found the district in a low spiritual, moral and i
educational state. |
This then was the fleld in which Rutherfurd began his labour. It
had been traditionally Protestant, but the tradition was often limitdd
to the household of the laikd, where the Word had been preached by such
a chaplain, resident or ltinerary, as he could secure. Till the ac-
cesslon of James to the English Crown, the lairds lived in amity with
the Episcopal system, indifferent to the attainments of the ministry
or the evil of Episcopal non-residency. The subsequent intensificatim
of Jamea'é Episcopal policy, however, did awaken in some the desire
for a purer and more 'primitive' faith, fostered, as before noted, by
contact with French thought. Tn fairness, be it said, that from 16Q5 ;
not a few of the landowners began to press for better parish ministens,:
and the supply became better. The gap between mere anti-Romanism and
Presbyterianism in the people's fadth wae slowly filled. Finalily, by
the Act of Revocation the searth for 'guid and godly' pastors was in-
tensified. The whole of the people were aarried into ths movement Py
an intense propaganda culminating in the National Covenant, and ful-
minating forth in the Solemn lLeague and Covenant as militant Presbyte-

risnism. It was the work of Samuel Rutherfurd and men like him,

! Calderwood, History, IV, %@*652'6665dbr‘dgqc{‘
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which gave the people of Scotland, especially in the South West, to
the cause - the people, not an unruly city mob, for the peasant of

the South West remained firm in the day when an Edinburgh mob could
howl that pea&nt’

Yet=hism—s0 to the scaffold as a rebel to the lMerry konarch.

The Means of Evangelical and Predyterian Propaganda.

Before stwdying Rutherfurd's work in Galloway, one may consider
the equipment of the party to which he belonged fa; the task before
him. The great lack of the Hssbyterians in the 'Twenties' was a
chhesive directorate at the head of affairs. Boyd wmas a scholar and
somewhat of a recluse; Bruce was 0ld and feeble; Dickson had been
sllenced and any others were too widely dlspersed to hold convenlent
council. When in 1637-38 they achieved such a directorate, they be-
came politically irfeaistible. At present they were-a dispersed
command without a G.H.Q. The Episcopél party certainly possessed a
G.H.Q. in the Episcopate - in justice to Bpottiswoode, Sydserf, Max-
well, Forbes a Dbrilliant one intellectua;ly. But the clerical rank
and file were half-hearted, mercenary in support and of no high endow-
ment. The Presbyterians, on the other hand, possessed the material
of all revolutions - men of intelligence, conviction and zeal. In
their work of evangelical and ecclesiastical propaganda, such men were
a paramgunt necessity. Not a few of.them, as hag been seen, were
Boyd's gift to the cause. Their more democratic origin (though the
lairds wére 8t1ll worthily represented .among them) and their native
and Calvinist education has already been noted. Logically they
found it impossible to separate the Calvinist doctrine from Calvinist
discipline/
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iscipline and the Arminian and Episcopal attack on the former only
trengthened their assertion of the latter.
These men made full use of their forum - the pulpit, whether it
ag in church, chapel, house or heugh. For the prop2gandist purpose
he spoken discourse, exegétical or hortatory, even the extempore
rayer, were far more effective than a liturgy. Tge Episcopalian
ack of inspiring preachers, their moderate outlook, their half-hearted

bedience to the dictation of Laud and Charles, destroyed them in the

attle of the pulpits. The instructive exegesis of Scripture, matters i

f falth and morals, and, as the strife became keener, semi-political

nd even ‘'treasonable' ideas poured forth from tne Presbyterian pulpit.

radually throughout the Lowlands the people came to listen with avidity?f

0 thelr doctrine; the only compulsion was their own will to hear,for

xcammunicatory power then rested with the bishop and neither pastor

egslon nor presbytery enjoyed tueir later cosrcive powers. The sermon .{

f such masters of the pulpit as Dickson, Blair, Rutherfurd, Livingstone
how them expressing great doctrines in the simple word and homely
nalogy sulted to the minds of the hearer. Dickson objected to over-
laboration in sermons, bscause the "cook should bring no meat to the
able, but what the men are to eat" and to perade of learning "as if

ne cook ‘should bring up the spit and raxes to theltable, which are fit
o be kept in the kitchen to make ready the meah.” Livingstone's
nstrﬁctiona on the art of composing sermons might still be practised

ith profit by most ministers. The Scottish preachers of this age wmay

ack the wit of a Donne or the style of a Taylor, but they converted

Practical Works, 1845. Vol. I, XXX
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ore souls~which 1s the specific work of a sermon. While in their
pal theyjmay exubserate on occaslon, they naver rave in ths manner of
he later saints of the Covenant. Thelr sermons were as often exege-
ical and experbntial as thsological and polemic, though to neither of
he latter sort were they strangers. By their efforts the bulk of

he people of Scotland were won to Presbmyterianism before 1638 and

o

ot terrorised into it afterwnrds?gome historians aver.
A custom grew up whereby some of the ablest ministers would preach.
n other parishes at Communion season, or such times as markets when J
sople were wont to gather. Blair, Rutherfurd, Livingstone, Dickson
gem to have been in great demand. The flame of Presbyterianism wss
onstantly kept 1it at 1ts fiercest torches. After the Spewarton re-
ival the value of sich meetings impressed itself on the Presbyterlans
nd the practice established itself firmly. Tu
The unwillingness of the Bishops to &place"” young wmen of Prespy-
erian leanings gave rise to a great deallpf itinerant preaching.
lair was charged with 1t before the Council. Men 1like Livingstone
ind Gillespie, unable to find a charge, moved here and there, settling
‘or a 11ttls as chaplain under the protection of a Presbyterian baran
or laird, and supported by him, alienating his tenants from the Epis~-
copal causa. Thus instead of beling locallised where a resident bishop
1ight have controlled them, they were dlspersed and more easily spread
the infection. Since they moved quickly from Jjurisdiction to juris-
jiction it was difficult for a non-resident bishop to deal with the
natter. These men addrewsed themselves to groups of the "well affected
in each parlsh; organised and formed even more af them from the

leading/
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leading men in each, thus creatingilocal nuclei of Presbyterian thought

i |

and politics. ~ So important did such meetings become that Rutherfurd
wrote a treatise (now lost) on their use.

Nor were the‘Preabyterians unaware of theimportancé of "key posi-
tions", such as the kirk of the county town or that situated on a
nain "through fare."  The letters to Ruthefurd from what directing
body existed in Edinburgh asking him to get a souné!man planted in
Kirkcudbright is an instance of this, and a hundred similar little
intrigues were occupyling the attention of both sides. The years 1625-
1639 witnessed a ceaseless juggling for such positions. Horeover_ane
great necesslity of a party conflict the Presbyterians possessed a de-
finite programme or "platform". ‘They had evoived a native sy;tém af
doctrine and discipline from France and Geneva. They knew unanimously
what they wanted, and how they wanted it. The Bishops may have known
Charles' "wants" but most of them doubted the wisdom of them and were

at a loss to pracure the fulfillment of his wishes. They were thnenx-

selves also divided doctrinally on the Arminian question. One has

seen that the technique of the religious controversial pamphlet developed

in France. Episcopal control prevented the Presbyterians using the
press to a great extent in the early years of the controversy, but thne
work of Ruthafurd in his early years shows that written "papers' were
constantly circling surreptitiously. As Charles' power decreased,
pamphlets began to circulate more freely. Baillie in 1637 mentions
"the scandalous pamphlets that come daily new from England add oil to
tﬁ; flame." The Scots soon showed they ..eeded little incentivs to

the task of controversial pamphleteering.

1 Baillie, Vol. I. Page 23

1
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The Local "Propagandist."

Of the year of Rutherfurd's placing in Anwoth and taat subs?quent
there is 1ittle or no record. Bonar's dating of the letters is ex-
tremely faulty, e.g. Letter XLVIII dated December 1634 refsrs to the
late news of Lutzen which most obviously dates it ﬁecember 1632. Other
even more flagrant errors in dating exist, which have to'bencorrected.
There are only two letters.dagyed 1628 and the second (Letter III) by
1ts referencs to Parliament way be conslderably later. This evidence ;
or lack of it, together with a reference in Letter XX (1632) to nis
having left the parish only once in four years suggesté_that ne spent
the years '27, '28 and '29 mainly among his conﬁyegation in the work y 

as wds noted
of instruction. If xxx Livingatone’whe—knew—%he—ééﬂ%r&et called themnm
a "poor ignorant people! and in letter IV their pastor sees "exceeding
small fruit of my ministry." The sarly letters show a young man in }A
an uphill fight, a little wary 1in his work, but not weary of it.‘L |

To these early years belongs the drafting of the Catechisam pre-
served in M.S. fin the Edinburgh University Library and nublishediin
"Cautochisms of the Scottish Reformation," (Mituhell). In Letter CLXVI }I
he refers to '"that Catechism I taught you." A catechism was the first ;
necesslity of his task of instruction, and ivhis one shows some signscof
being a youtnful production. Wyllis of Borgue, a neighbouring parish Fl
(1641-1646) made an abbreviated copy of it. nutherfurd established
a2 local catechétical tradition and fhax neighbouring ministers probably
avalled themselves of "papers" of his catechism as being drawn up by
the ablest theologian of the district. Coples probably circulated in
the district long after he had left it, one of which VWyllie possessed

used/
I. ﬂdd'lt!'onéll Not&,P.Sﬂ-l.
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ed and abbreviated. The Catechism was prepared for parochial use.

contains much poﬁular analogy @apted to explaining doctrine to

nple hearers - "Quhat is the second work of Godis providence? He |
tteth all things that worketh and moveth to work, as the ridér spurr- ;'
g his horse, or the carpenter that mobeth hisvwaxe or saw, qunilk wmﬂdf
t move nor sut except he moved them." The Catechism and his first ‘
blished work "Exercitationes apologeticae pro Divi;a Gratia" show i
o young Rutherfurd more interested in doctrine that ecclesiastical i
lemic. Of this Rutherfurd the Archbishop Usher story might well

true, for they both agreed in the sound Calvinism of their doctrine.
e Inculcation of this doctrine, &kn its réagour but also in its grace

8 Rutherfurd's first and moet loved work, though circumstances and |
mperament were soon to make him the instigator of anti—Episcopalianismi%
d the propagandist of Presbyterian doctrine, throughout Galloway. |

The three letters dated 1629 contain little personal nistory, ex-

pt the illness of his wife. The Presbyterlan zealot 1s becomin%
re Qpparent. His growing familiarity with the house of Kenmure
de him a more out-spoken agiltator against the ceremonies. By Feb.
t he can write charging them, "that ye should not love thess dumb
sks of anti-Christian ceremonies." To Marion McNaught (lrs. Fulzer-
n) the wife of the Provost of'Kirkcudbright, his other correspondent
, this time, he writes in much the same strain, and informs her of
hn Maxwell, ﬁhe Bishop's court agent, who has procured a letter fronx

1e King, "to urge conformity to give communion at Christmas."  He

Sir John Gordon of Lochinvar and Lagy Gordon are referred to as
Lord and Lady Kenmure as they are thus later known, though the
peerage was not conferred till 1633
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wag thus early kept well informed of the ecclesiastical manoeuvring
of both parties.

The year 1630 further matured his thought and tendencies. The
long illness and death of Hswwife brought a deepening of spiritual
experience, whilst almost collaterally the growing antagonism of his
opponents roused him to more violent effort against them, and stiffeded:
his hatred of all things Episcopalian. About th; New Year of 1630 E

; |
he left the parlish, probably to go to Edinburgh. The business may '

have been his wife's illness, or he may have heard rumours of his i

citation to the Court of High Commission, which occurred in Xay. K o

there he may have had some share, along with Kenmure, in agitating |

and formulating the "grievances" presented by some}of the nobles and

burgesses, to a Convention of the Estates in July.- In lay he was

clted before the Court of High Commission but evaded the charge through: .

the influence of Lady Eenmure and Alexander Colville. He had by now

the ear of Gordon and his wife. Bail%ie speaking politically, says

_“All the South (depended) on Kenmure." His closeness to the Kennmure

counsels prompted this early attempt at removal by the other party.
Gradually the letters show him taking mors active interest in

the affairs of the Church at largs. He was now ecclesiastical ad-

viser in the councils of the "godly" party in Kirkcudbright, and its |

immediate surroundings, nondoubt owing to his known familiarity with

the Kenmures. He spared no effort to procure the election of a

worthy successor to Robert GEndinning, the aged minister of that burgh.

His letters to Marion McNaught are full of negotiations and suggestions ~

1 Row. Hist. of the Kirk. Year 1630, p 251, dlss Daillie I, 83,
2 Row. Life of Blair. 81 ff.
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Letters X and XII deal with an early attempt and refer to one "who
would gladly have thq Lord's call for transplantation, for he knows
21l God's plants set by his own hand thnive well."  "If the wrk be
of God, he can made a stepping-stone of the devil himsélf for setting
forward the work." The paséage points to Robert Blair, who has
harassed in Ireland and who visited Scotland in 1620 and 1631, In
1632 Blair mentiong a via%t to Rutherfurd and Mafién Mcﬁaﬁghﬁ both

>f whom he wished to see.- It 1s therefore feasible that they had

'dealt with" him as early as 1630 in the hope of getting him for
{irkcudbright. Lettsrs XI,KiI, and XIII show that their eccleslas-

tical leanings had fomented aoﬁe hostility against the Provost and !

118 wife involving the former in some litigations.

The Kirkcudbright affair was still engrossing his attention in
the beginning of 1631. So far efforts had proved unavailing and the
nly result of them clvic contention between Provost and bailfies. € 4
letter XVI is accurate, this was temporarily smoothed out by the
1iddle of the year. Rutherfurd himself counsellsd moderation. To
he Provost's wife he writes, "the way to overcome is Dby patience, ﬁor—?.?
tiving and pr&ying for your enemies.”" There was much in this strain
.t this time, suggesting he was working for a reconciliation in the
interests of the Kirk. Needless "bickerings" only destroyed the
zause .

He had also now becomerthe Stewartry correspondent with the Pre-
sbyterian party in Edinburgh, and was kept informed of Charles's latest

Innovations and any measures spiritual or temporal to counteract then.

| Row. Life of Blair. 96
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The information he received was passed on to the "well-zffected" with
whom he héld conclave iIn the houses of the lairds and others sﬁpporting
the cause.? His unpopularity in the Presbytery mentioned in this
letter was due to these "meetings" which ministers of different doc-
trines and politics naturally regarded as intruslons. chording to
his own witness, he was "most unkindly handled by Ehe Presbytery”,
though the only sound Presbyterian within it.2 The letter refers to
the "English Service", King James's Psalms, and the orgen, all to be
imposed upon the Church by warrant from the King, brought up by Sir
William Alexander. The Psalms were délivaréd to the Presbyterles for
the subsequent report to the diocesan assemblies. Rutherfurd,ts well
informed beforehand, doubtless made what opposition he could. ’A side
1ight on Ramsay's "double dealing" appears. He had elicited the news
from Alexander and passed 1t on to Rutherfurd to use as he might. He
certainly was the A.R. of this letter and it is hinted that he was
being sounded concerning a paatof for Kirkcudbright.

Later in this year it was mooted to bring Rutherfurd to Kirkcud-
bright. He counselled no haste in the matter, realising that once
there, his notoriety might cause the opposition to have him "outed"
nore quickly, whersas from the comparative obscurity of Anwoth he
could direct and intrigue more freely. Lamb some months later pro-
nised them a man to their own mind, but not Rutherfurd.

His mind became more and more deeply engrossed with the Araminian

controversy. A.R. informed him of %aud's treatment of the anti-
Airninian preachers and pamphletsers. Later he heard of Burton's

! Letter XV 2 Letter XV
3 Letter XV :




1
committal for such preaching. At this very tims John Maxwell was

preaching in Edinburgh the divine right of Episcopacy, contrary to the
doctrinal opinion and wishes of many of the Bishops themselves.2 It |
seemed to Rutherfurd that the nextstep would be the introduction of
Arminian dpqtrine'inﬁo the Scottish pulpit, a fea which was fulfilled
two years later. Letter XVIII shows him unusually despondent and
pessimistic, "I am fighting against a malicious éevil of whonm I can
gain 1little ground." The Wevil" was thse power of Episeppacy. Kenmure
was falling him; the last letter of the year contains velled hints
to his wife of Lord Kenmure's self-seeking, even apostacy. Those to
her in the next year reveal a coolness between them which he 1s trying
to overcome.

The year of 1632 was the most active year of his Anwoth ministry.
He tolled assidugously as &he dieseminator of political information,j
the instigator zf opposition to Episcopal policy, the "manager" of
burgh elsctions . He still worked in the Kirkcudbright affair and _
his papers on the evils of the time have become "notour" in the disrrict:
At the end of the year he went to Edinburgh partly to support Fullarton
In nis litigation, partly on some sult of huis ownsm and also to assist

in preparing rresbyterian affairs for the coning Parliament.®

1 Letter XVII 2 Row. Hist. of the Kirk, EX 354.
5 Letter XXXI 4 Letter XXXVI 5 Letter XLIX
§ To reconstruct his activities at this time, Bonar's dating of the

letters has to bs completely rearranged. Seven of those placed in :
1634 can bs dated iIn the winter of 1632-33. The most flagrant error
i1s the Letter XLVII which dated December 1634 refars to the latghews
of Lutzen which was of course Novembar i032. It & written fronm
Edinburgh where Rutherford must have been at thz time. Letter XXAVI
cites 2 recguest from Edinburgh that he get a well-affected commis-
sioner appointed from Kirkcudbright for "the" Parliament, This is
obviously early in 1633. Letter XLI refers to the forthcoming

visit of the King, to the call of Hugh McKail (vide Letter XLVIY,to
his xXxXx and the .rovost's "business which we have now in hand in




L!O ] . 45"

Some of the violence which was to mar not & little of his later
vork now becomes Jjust visible. He himself knew and regretted its
resence. "My mother hath borne me a man of contention."”.  As yet
t 1s 1little more than open and fealess crificism from a man who, in
. Presbytery minority of two or three makes himself the spokesman of
11s small party. His supposed rancorous oppositiqp was reported by
1s fellow beesbyters to Spottiswood who informed Dalglelish of Kirk-
abreck of 1t.2 Rutherfurd says he is now "odious to the Bishop of
t, Andrews," It is possible that the latter, unwilling to use strons
eamures, was trying to ease the situation in Kirkcudbright and dis-
rict, and somewhat still the tongue of the agitator by a quist hint
o him through Daggleish.

dinburgh." - all of which date 1t winter 1632-33. Letter XLIII dates '

t this time also. Cramond to which he is called, fell v=mcant in
632 and the compromise in the Kirkcudbright affairs suggests Laab,not
ydserf who succesded in 1634. Letter XLVI refers to the King's

oning, and wentioning the success of Fullarton's legal business, dates .
nat matter at the latest, early 1633, Letter XLVII is also about this !

ate. There had been & project to being Hibgh McKail to Kirkcudbright

ut Letter XLVII mentlons one from Bickson saying he is being placed in
rvine. As this was in the first hald of 1633 the project of bringing

im to the county burgh must be in the winter of '32-'33. RRurtner
utherfurd refers to Gordon as "Lochinvar", If the Letter had besn
ritten in 1634 he would have used "Kenmure." Letter XLIX is good
vidence of Kenmure's luke=-warmness to the cause when place nunting
efore the King's visit. In the matter of Rutherfurd and the Fullar-
ons' attempt to secure redress from the Episcopal party, 'Ky lady
21th she can do 1little, and it sulteth not her nor her husband well
0 speak in such an affair." "I told her my mind plainly."

Letters, LXXV, LXXX
' Letter XLVIII
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The dispute between the Provost of Kirkcudbright and soms of hnés
Baili@sn over the election of a minister thars, had re-opensd, and at
the end of the year was the cause of a process before tne Council.
Rutherfurd would seem t0 have been in Edinburgh to lend Fullarton his ‘
support and counssl but from Letter XLVI it is apparent he left before |
the case was finished. The latter succeeded in "escaping without ‘
discredit or damage." Letter XLIX refers to some‘suit in which i
Rutherfurd is personally involved. "In my business in Edinburgh I 1
have not sinned nor wronged my party - by his own confession and by
the confession of his friends [ have giyen of my goods for peace and
the saviﬁg of my Lord's truth from reproaches which is dearer to me i
than ail that I have." Had his butspoken beﬁaviour involved him in |
a claim for damages which us settled in Edinburgh turough the legal {'
agents of each party to avoid public scandal? Such seems the 1ikeliest3}}
conjecture. Other affairs also oocupied his attention. The return of | ?
the Bishops Jrom London at this time, and thelr secret conclaves were
gilving the Presbyterian party fause for anxisty. The depositions in F'
Ireland and the return of the ministers to Scotland especially to the
S8outh West was unaetﬁling. Kenmure was in Edinburgh placi-hunting
and Rutherfurd felt his presence needed to keep that nobleman "sound."

A new Parlliament House was being built, and 1t was rumoured the king !
would attend. IAll these fears and rumours had been strengthened by
a visit from Bla.ir1 who had Just returned from London and Charles. -5:

Thie vislt sent him off to Edinburgh perplexed by the fear that "the
2

King will not be resisted.” Although no other record exists of his

1 Life of Blair, 96. 2 Letter XLI
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esence in Edinburgh at this time than thess letters, his later

tters show his widespread acquaintance with that townls Presbyterian

.tlzens.
fore the Convention of Estates at which certaln grievences in rela-

on to kirk affairs were given/by some noblemen, barons and burgesses.

He had appeared in Edinburgh in the winter of 1625-30 jus

in

» may have had some share in setting affot the petitlion which James

.y, deposed minister of Dysart, subsequently handed to the Clerk

gister before Parliament adsembled.

rer, he was entrusted with the task of seeing that a suitable Parlia=-

On his return to Anwoth,more in the cofincils of his party than

yntary commissioner was appointed in Kirkcudbright. Willian Glen=-

inning, was appointed though Rugherfurd feared he lacked skill and

athority.

n 1633, for a year or so later he was imprisoned for resisting SydserfE |

There can be little doubt that he voted against Charles

ntrusion of a minister. Charles after this Parliament, granted

irkcudbright a new charter with a larg?r council, perhaps with the

18w of having 1t more easily "packed."

1

>
L

|

About this time, when they had falled 1n securing McKail, Kirkcud- | !

right again sought Rutherfurd as thelr pastor. Hés inclination to

ccept forced Lamb to the promise that they sthould have a man to theilr

ibd, but not Rutherfurd. Upon thls and the rising of Parliament,

ffalrs in Galloway proceeded more quietly, if not more smoothly till

{ ‘
he appointment of Sydserf to the bishopric in 1634 stirred all parties >

nto a flercer activity.

,ion from Edinburgh, he promulgated an unofficial fast amongst the well

Early in the year on ihstruction and inforza-

Nicholson.

Hist. of Galloway




ffected, the causes being the state of the Church at home and abroad; ?
'the lamentable and pitiful estate of a glorious church (in so short a
ime agdnst so many bonds) in doctrine, sacrament and diécipline." |
rminianism whosse adoption by Scottish eplspopacy he had feared, now |
ounded loudly in that pulpit. The scholarly Forbes was inceptor and -
receptor. Row writes that "Maxwell, Sydserf and lMitchell were never ?
“yelation to
eard to utter unsound heterodox doctrine except ;n1iéaamu$ﬁ=r <8 pre-
acy and ceremonies till Forbes came to Edinburgh."-  Rutherfurd's

ealings whth Arminianism passed from the Academic to the polemic. They 3

oundhliterary outlet in the "Exercitationes Apologeticae pro Divina ;;
ratia" of 1636, and practical outcome in his exile to “berdeen. EHe b1

as yet, however, far removed from the Rutherfurd whose name was by the

reatest -~ and most scurrillous-ef his opponents made tovgigg with the
civil sword"; and whose fame was later marred by incitement to oppres- |
ive use of 1t. At present he writes "when authority, king, court,
hurchman oppose the truth what other armour have we than Prayer and
aith."

In his affaire in Edinburgh Rutherfurd had found a strong ally in é
111ian Dalgleish, minlster of the neighbouring parish ofiﬁirkmab;eck. |

heir jJoint activities had caused their names to bs given/to the Court

f High Commission, a process which resulted in the deposition of Dal=-

leish in 1635. His colleague's fame reached even higher ears. In _
7 &
ecember 1634 Rutherfurd writes "By a strange providence some of ay

apers anent the corrguptions of the time are come into the XKing's handt __

Hist. of Kirk. 1634 ) p-372.
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Baillie's verslon 1s "the Reglster dealing to have Mr. ¥° Rollock
coad jutor to the blind biahOp of Galloway did put in the King's hands |
a treatise written by Rutherfurd upon conventicles &n'the'extent of
private men's 1liberty in ﬁublic praying and exponing of Scripture to i.
be an argument of that Bishop's negligenca.“il Sir John Hay, Clerk
Register, had probably through the Rutherfurd-Dalgleish affair, become i
possessed of some of the former's circulating papeis and was using
them as an argument as to Lamb's unfitnese for his charge, and the
necessity of appointing a coadjutor with hiun. Rutherfurd had written i
a paper on the uses of a group system of prayer meetings. Baillis §

in relating the "Conventicle" business of the 1640 Assembly states,

MR, Rutherfurd had in a treatise defended the lawfulness of these
meetings 1In greater numbers and for more purposes than yet we havs H
2 ‘

" " ' 4

heard practised." The words in greatsr numbers and %or more purposes

are significant. Rugherfurd practically established, used and encou-

raged the conventicle hablt in Galloway, though the homes of the well- |
affected and not as 1in more terrible days the heughs of the hills were ;
at present the habitat. He found, or fostered where he did not fing,

small circles of "well affected" in neighbouring parishes, visited

them, supplied them with information, and encouraged them in opposition;
Where the minister, like Dalgleish, was of his own party, the task was
easy. Where he was hostile, a local laird - almost invariably a

Gordon (vide Knockbrex, Carlton, Earlston, Knockgray) - was won over 25
, i

and his house made the centre of evangelical propaganda. The existencec

of so many of his own letters witness to the prevalence of this practice.

1 Baillie. Vol. I, 282, 2 Baillie. Vél. I, 253.
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They are addressed to one person, but obviously are to be read to a
few well-attuned ears. The early gathering of them into collections
shows they were sarnestly perused in these small circles he had
fostered. Tﬁe treatise, not now extant, was meant to justify the
existence of ¢onventicle groupe in each parish and pPOQag?te them as
useful nuclei of spiritual and ecclesiastical propaganda,-

In September 1634 Lord Kenmure died, Rutherfd}d being present
at his deatn. La%af he made um of his presence to publish in the
interests of the cause, "The Laét and Heavenly Speeches of Viscount
bKenmure{“ This practice-had-long been common in France and the mul-
titude of 'testimonies' which were to appear then and latsr wers a
proselytising practice imported from that country. Letter XXXIX re=
fers to his presence at the death bed. Depite Bonar's dating of the
Lettsrs, there 1s no evidence that he was in Edinburgh in 1634. The

YLast and Heavenly Speeches mention a visit to Dickson in Irvine.

s 2l S S ST, 5 b e i,

1 Part of the treatise is preserved in the sermon sntitled "Thne Deli-
verance of the Kirk of God" (Quaint Sermomns 163-174). No date for

this sermon 1ls glven but references show that the alllance witn
England was belng canvassed. Rutherfurd resurrects some of the
old treatise for a sermon which by defending private meetings, may

win the ear of the Indepsndents. He lays 1t down that a nmaster of

a2 household may expound Scripture to his own people and to others
who may be géathered in his house. He goes so far as to say,
"But for the private mpirit of interpretation of the Scripture

it 1s a thing that belongs not only to pastors but to all Cnristihn

(Quaint Sermons, 168). Contact with the English Sectariss
caused him to state the direct negative not so many years latsr.

’
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Throughout 1635 fear of Sydserf, or rather fear of Sydeerf's

d upon the Church, was Rutherfurd's preoccupsétion. Alexandér

don of Larlston had been fined for resisting an intrusion of Sydserf °?

was the "first in Galloway called out and questioneé for the nanme
1 .
Jesms.".

2

1
|
Rutherfurd's mind swayed at this time between passivs |
' i
istance in flight to America
3

and active resistence as much as

8ible within the law. 4ven yet he hesitates to counsel or use

. procuring {
iistence without 1limit. He anticipated Sydserf's cesreinsz the 1
1
1
{
i
!
]

. of
11 powers ve intrugiona minister in Kirkcudbright and counsslled the
lartond to seek advice as to how far they could legally resist.

was also by now in close touch with Dickson of Irvine, the doysn

Prabyteiianiam in the South West. In 1636 Sydserf caussd his in-

>tment at the Synod.

sagonable doctrine, preached in a sermon at Kirkcudbright.

The charge which Rutherfurd gives ii'that of % &
: i
<he ‘
) 1
zister of the Synod of Galloway dates only from 1664 so that no re=- |

rd of the indictment exlists. About this time he had a conference

th Sydserf himself. Baillie mentions "a pamphlet of his going {
hort our people, a.Relation of a conference of hie with Spdserf." {.
cording to Row there were several such interviews between them.

" they dealt with ceremonies they can only have strengthened their

‘tual cntagonism. Shortly afterwards he was summoned before the

urt of High Commission $hich Sydserf had established at Wigtomn,

1ere aceording to Murray he was deprived of ministerial of

v

fice &nd
. E
Lted further before the High Commission Court in Edinburg@,réé:rzab

ILetter LIX 2 Letter L
letter LII / 4 Letter LV

Baillie, I, 6. Row, Hist. of the Kirk,
Murray, Life of Rutherfurd, p. 87
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There are various accounts of the charges brought against him.
Letter XL he cites his newly printed book against Arminians, and
t lording the prelates.” Letter XLIII says, "The causs that
ened their hatrad was my book against the grminiana, whereof tﬁey
used me on those three days I appearsd before them." Baillie also |
tions his book for "taxing Cémaron, and nis most indiscreet railing i
1inst Jackson," and adds his preaching against the Perth Articlss %
3 pamphlets on conventicles, hlis relation of the conference with \
iseff, a8 reasons why "they were animat against him%; but he care- |
11y states that, "all thir things and some more did provoke them, l
t the alleadged cause of the censure was onl?igénformity.“ In
tter CLXI Rutherfurd mentions that "I was three days before the
urt of High C“ommission and charged with treason preached against owr
ng, (A minister being witness went well nigh to swear 1t)." Letter
XXXVII states, "my)oppoaing the canons was a special thing that in-
nsed Sydserf against me, 2lso I was Judiclally accused of my book .
ainst the Arminians and commanded by the Chancellor to acknowledge |
had done a fault in writing against Jackson, a wicked Arminian." f

A sllight discrepancy exists betwean.Baillie'a statement, that ths
ly alleged cause of censure was non-conformity, and Rutherfurd's own
atement that he was "judichlly accused of his book against the
minians." The former version may be more accurate. Calvinism had
)t been proscribed as heterodox; 1111 it was Rutherfurd could not be z
Judidafiy“ accused of 1it. Some of the prelates who tried him - surely
nose whom hetells us spoke for him, were still Calvinist, With re-

rd t0 his taxing Cameron, and indiscreet railing at Jackson, the

hreseology/
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hraseology of, the "Exercitations?, compared with the later Miltonic
1llingsgate, or even withtlis own more vikulent writing, is ?1most
onversationally polite. "Cameronis consequentia vana est”"- of Jack-
on's doctrine, "Blasphemon est fingere inter creatorem et creaturam
ligqyem similitudénem, ete." - these phrases, in the age of Bastwick i
rynne and Milton are no more-than academic platitude. The explanatioﬂ
f the matter is as follows:- The Bilshops were conyerts to a new doc-
rine and had the early zeal of such added to their love of prower. ’I‘I:Le.i
blest doctrinal opponent was now before them: because the men wers i, -
hurchmen, with the native Scots flair for dialectiec, the trial devolvai:;j
nto a theologlical debate, which obsecured all other charges. To the ||
ccused it might seem that his oppomiilon to Arminianiesm was the centraléL
udickl charge. The debate seeme to have been good-natired enough, |
xcept Bor Sydserf's virulence and the Chancellor's annoyance at Ruther-:z;
urd's declinature. Maxwell - who hardly deserved all the things
utherfurd later skkd of him - remarked that "he had not thought there
as 80 much learning in any Puritan." Some of the Bishops were even
‘avourably disposed to him. Besides 211 this Rutherfurd's "Exercitat
iones" was his first publication; he was prougd of it, and not averse
0 have 1t made famoue in such a "cause ce%ebre.“ He certeainly re-
joiced a 1little in being "accused" because of it. Yet whether or not
the Bishops were desirous of doing so, they could not sentence him
Judiciflly for anti-Arminian doctrine or polemic. The charge of treasmg
supported by onay one witness, fell through. Rugherfurd may have been

indiscreet in the pulpit, but his dislectic would easily argue him out

=

1 Exercitat. 357
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of such & charge, whilst also at this time, he never expressed himself
18 being anything but willing to obey the King's behests. The only
charge which could be legally established .against him was active non-
conformlity to Episcopacy and the ceremonies. On that charge, as
Balillie says, he was sentenced and, despite the influence of Lord Lomm |
;xiled to Aberdeen; but it was the other counts against him that
procured the heaviness of the sentence. Miniater; had besen deposed
for non-conformity; few were definitely and deflnedly exiled. To
have confined him to his parish would not have served the BishOps' |
ands; he would still have been & storm centre even there. He héd N
now become & power in the Gordon country of the South West - and even
beyond it - too dangerous to be ailowed to remain. Such was the real iﬁ
reason of his exile to Aberdeen. .
His achievement for his party in the South West is best summariaedl'
in the words of the paper written on the eve of hls translation to |
St. Andrews in 1639, entilled "Reasons why Mr.Samuel Rutherfurd should :%
not be translated from the place where he is." It is saild that "the i:
princdpal means whereby the bodie of the gentry thsir (at this time |
wanting & head) 1s united and stirred up, 1s some few ministers of whom
he is the principal."l- By 1639 he filled Kenmure's place in the dis~-
mentioned believed
trict, and Baillie Mas Quotad before, e=ss "All the South West depsnds
on Kenmure." It was the years of work in and from Anwoth aided a
1little by the literary fame of the Letters, which gave him that place. >
Although appointed by the wayward policy of Kenmure, inspired by the

Act of Revocation, Rutherfurd achleved a dominant influence over him,

largely/

1 Muw’ay , 156, hote quotmg' wﬁdyowlm_s_
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larggly through the latter's wife. It was Rutherfurd who in the
winter and spring of 1632-33 kept Kenmure on the right side, or rather
kept him from the wroﬁg one, and caused him to withdraw from the farlia-
ment in which, if he would not vote against the King, he could not

vote for him. Through Kenmure he reached all the lairds in the Gallo-
way parishes, some of them not at first keenly Presbyterian. By cir-
culation of papers, by ®isit and interview, by Communion sermons in
thelr-parishes, by the small circle or conventlcls of well-affected,

he drenched them so deep in Presbyterlan principles that the flood of
1660-85 failed to wash them out. The Aberdeen Letters show every
Galloway laird a personal acquaintance; the letters themselves are the
continuance of his policy 6f keeping at them. With the laird went the
tenant. An interesting light on Rﬁtherfurd's work, 1is given by the
slgning of the Kirkcudbright petition against the Service Book, Oct.-
Nov. 1637. This closely follows the "National Petition' except for
the necessary omission of the second paragraph. The Presbytery which
had frowned on Rutherfurd & few years previously,is now enthuaiastica]ly;i:
anti-Episcopal. In that petition is the éignature of every one of

his Galloway correspondente, and even of some of his Ayrshire onses,
notably Chalmers of Galtgirth, head of that ancieﬁt Protestant house,
Provost Fullarton, Knockgray,, Knockbrex, Earlston, Ardwell, Cassencarie

and other lairds, all sign.

Of Rutherfurd it may be sald that he prevailed by persistence.

v

His pastoral work showed him constantly praying, preaching, catechising
studying. Few in his parish, even to the lalrds could withstand hiwm.
Kenmure rested 111 when he fell foul of the persistent minister of

Anwoth. It was the persistency of this one man that d4id so much to
. create/
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create the ultra Presbyterian party of the South West. No laird was
too great, no cottar too mean to win to the cause, or to reprove for
backsliding. He casd$ many lines, and personally or by pamphlet or
eplstle he held every one of them. His sphere ranged from Ayr to
Anwoth and from Anwoth to Dumfries.

Bush 6' Biel

Little 18 knowm to us of the home 1life in the-haxse of Anwoth, and
that 1ittle is full of sorrow. The marriage with Euphemia Hamilton |
contracted in tkibulation,  ended ¥n sadness but there is 1ittle doubt éj
of the deep affectlon that lay between them all their short married %I
life. Taylor Innes in his biillisnt misconstruction of Rutherfurd's %;
character writes, "He was twice married; his mother lived with hinm |
for six years after his first wife's death; and his second wife is
sald by a competent witness to have been 'a wompm of such worth that
I never knew any among men exceed him nor any among women exceed her."
Yet of all these thepee women that inflefatigable pen reveals absolutely
nothing. He had nine children and his letters extend from three years ’
after the birth of the eldest to six years after the birth of the
yonngest. But we know more of the birds who built in the kirk of
Anwoth than of the bairns who played in the manse. Now all thies re-
veals a real defect and a serious incapacity. In his family and in
hisnparish, at least, 1t 1s plain that Rutherfurd did not givehimself

Y

in the facts, there is none in the inferences. As his wife lay dying

to understand those around him. There may be a superficlal trhth

he wrote "My wife's disease increaseth daily to her great torment and
‘pain night and day. She has not been in God's house since our

Communi on/
I Studes in Scottish History, 3.

\.
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Communion, nelther out of her bed. I have hired a man to Edinburgh

to Doctor Jeally and John Hamilton. I can hardly believe her disease
ordinary for her life i1s bitter to her; she sleeps none but cries as

a woman travailling in birth. I have been, many times since I saw you,
that I have besought?iha Lord to loose her out of body and take her to

her rest.” This letter to Marion McNaught is short, the letter of a

men who can write no more. Four years later he speaks of her as "the
delight of his eyes" and of the wound caused by her death as being

"not yet fully healed and cured." Nine years later he speaks of her | 3
in similar phrases. His early sermoné and the Letters speak often in
metaphor of the love of the young wife for her husband. Bveryghing ‘
including his care for her in trouble and thew worn state of fever to
which this reduced nim proves that a deep understanding and affection
existed between Rutherfurd and the young wife he lost in 1630,

If the name of his bairns is not on his lips ihe longing for them
1s eating his heart. No, we do not hear of the bairns in Anwoth bs-
cause 1t was a sllent house except for the criss of a woman sick unto
death. The children born of his first marriage all died young. There
were two or three all of whom diled very young. In Letter XXXV he
refers to the death of one of’them. He was hungry for a healthy cihi 1d
of his own;. his quick eye notad'every trait of a child, their faith,
thelr petulance, thelr desire to be comforted; over and over again
occur similes from child 1ife of an exquisite pathos, the 1littlzs cirosia
stretched out hands, the 1littls feet running about the house;a}%ha S

$nings he has missed in his own and seen in the homes of others, enter

his sermons with a note of heart achs. No friend lost a child but hs
wrote/
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ote in consolation; no friend possessed a chdld in whom he was not
\terssted. He wrote to Marion McNaught of her son's education, "I
irpose, wnen you are at home, to do the uttermost iﬁ my power to
31p him every way in grace and learning, and his brothers and all
our children."f Avovs all he was the resoluts supporter of every
nild's right to Baptism and this as much due to his love of chilldren
8 tovany theological conviction. In answer to the last accusation,
0 man who possessed ho gift of finderstanding his fellows could have
ossessed the love and affection which Rutherfurd won among all classes
f his parishloners, though he found his work an uphill takk. Per- |
ional sorrow, political enmity, parochial indifference sorely tr%ed a
orave spirit, yet he was only once tempted to desert to America. He
ruled his parish with a firm hand but they were loathg to let him go.
Livingstone tells us that "he used ordinarily to rise by three o'clock
in the morning; he spent all his tlme elither in prayer or reading or
writing, or in visiting families in private or in public employments
of his ministry or profeasion.“3 As a pastor he was utterly unsparing:
of himself. |
Some biographers have been inclined to dismiss the ﬁ%%ishOp
Ussher story as an effort of Prasbytérian hagiology. The sdory is
well known. A stranger came to the Bush o' Biel and was hospitably
recelved, Catechised along with the rest of the family at night,on
the Commandments, he answered the question as to their numbsr by saying

eleven, and when taken to task, added the words of Christ “"Another

3

1 Letter XLVI 2 .Letter L _, Lo
3 Memorable Characteristics, 32 in Selecl Biogwap 195)320.
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commandment give I unto you that ye love one another." In the
morning, as he was walking in the wood behind the manse, Ruthe rfurd
heard the stranger praying and he then revealed himself as the Irish
Primate. Thersafter he preached in the Kirk of Anwoth on ths
"Eleventh Commandment.” There is nothing improbable in the story
except maybe the fanciful touch of Ussher Delng catechised anonymously; '
He may have had business with Lamb, or he may hav; been making the 1
short sea crossing from Ireland on business to Nortuern England. The
main road along the coast of Wigtown bay runs through Anwoth and the
Archbishop may have been taken with the“qrge in passing,to hear this
Gallovidian Chrysostom. If the visit waghsubaequent to the Covenant
and the publication of the Exercitationes, the fame of the letter
writer and theologian ﬁay have drawn him thence.  Ussher had been
k;nd to Rutherfurd's friends, Blair and Livingstoge, in Ireland and
had reinstated botp,after the Bishop of Down had depri:fsozgfm. He
was to the Scots, "Dr, Ussher, called P{}mate of Armagh,ngne learned
but ane godly man although ane bishop."  ° Rutherfurd who agreed with
him theologligally could have had 1littls hesitation in letting him
preach in Anwoth - minus the surplice. The story, omitting some of
its embroidery, is poaaiﬁly quite true. The petition against his
removal from Anwoth signed by his leading members runs "thne kirk 1is
situate on the highway betwlxt England and Ireland where many and
divers¢ strangsrs of the thres Kingdoms regair and are hearsrs for th
nost part mf all the seasons of the year." The Primate heard,and

was heard in the smdll quiet kirk by the Solway?

Select Biographies;, _
1 ILife of Livingstone, 145 2 Murray, Life of Rutnerfurd, 350

5. The slory is relafed in full 1n Wedrows’s finafecta, UL, 132 - 133
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Rutherfurd had great gifts of natural observation. His sermons
ind letters teem with allusion, metaphor and simile from the country
ife, its homes, its agriculture, its craftsmanship. He had all his
ife a nostalgia for the sights and sounds and scents of Anwoth, es-
ecially Anwoth on a summsr evening. The misty isles of the Fleet,
he song of the thrush «nd the linnets, the sweet smell of‘the hawtaorn
0 typical of that valley, the scent of tbracken 1in the wet; these
ave hin peace after many a bitter day, these he carried with him all
118 11fe, a8 every man who has had quiet dwelling there forever must
arry them. |

The Exercitationes and ﬁany of his published sermons were ths H

i1
1y

hief work of these years. They will be considered eiBewhere. The

nly other Anwoth production estant 18 his Catdchisa. This manuscript y
atechlsm which 1s preaervéd in the University Library in Edinburgh 1
.8 from caligraphy, style and material, undoubtedly his. It 1is
orobably a copy of the catechism he used in Anwoth very slightly re-
rised. Its earliness 1s apparent. The gquestion. "To whom has God
ommitted the power of excommunication?" is thus answersd, "To the
juhole Eirk of the falthful gathered togidder in the name and authority
f Christ, the pastor in the name of the Kirk, pronouncing sentence, bor
rather, pronouncing the Kirk's sentence." As it stands this is prae-
tically Parker's doctrine of congregational exmmmunication, sith only

y declaratory power in the minister, which in tne "Peacable Plea" (4642)
e was streﬂuﬁously to deny. Atlthia time, through opposition to ‘

ipiscopacy, and contact with the Irish ministers, he inclines somewhat

towards/
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owvards 1t. The Catechism is much less an instructional statemsnt of
loctrine, (such as the Shorter Catechism is), much more & popular expo-
3ition for‘rural catechumens. The form of the question is more often
hat which includes the doctrine 1tself, and asks for the reasons and )
ruth of it in the answer, than asking for a statement of doctrinse. This
lethod is supported by the characteristic analogy, "Quhat learn you of |
his (God's providence)?" "They are unthankful tﬂat sinnes against

rod 1ﬁ his very armes, lik cursed children that strikes their mother's
'‘ace, even quhile as she has them in her arms." Few pages but have

ome quaint analoglcal gem., The whble tenoﬁr is that of patiend and
liligent-exposition of great religious truths. The common problems

f 1ife are answered. "But the wicked live long and become old, ths

odly die young?’ "As a great house full of copper or iron 1s not so

luch worth as & little portion of gold, so the few days of the godlie

8 better than the manie years of the wicked." The experience of
veryday l1life finds expressionm. "Is 1t lawful to suspect evil of our
eighbour and condemn him?"  "Yes it 1s; providing we have good ground
,0 do so, and break not charity." No catechism of the period is such

. human document, revedling so much the mind and soul of its writer,

'hs answers to the questions on Christ almost break into rhapsody. "What
.8 the third property of this King?" "Most glorious; for he that
*1deth on the clouds hes ane rainbow un his head, his face as the sunne
nd his one foot standeth on the sea and his bther on the earth at quhilk
.ime he standeth upon his own ground." Rutherfurd shows what 1s ap-
arent in no_other catechism, an attempt to understand the simple or
*hild mind and to inculcate religious truth in it by using pictorial

l1lustration/ .
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illustration which they can readily grasp. Like his hated opponents
?

the Jesults, he knew that the work of religious propaganda among the
young, could not begln too early and he wisely pald attention to its

form, How successful he was the subsequent Covenanting generation

was to éhow.
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THE PREACHER

The duty of hls ministerial office which Rutherfurd loved and
valued most was that of preaching the Word. It was the enforced
sllence in exile which made Aberdeen the prison house and caused him
to preach by letter. His love of preaching even led the Kirk to
sanction a mild form of pluralism. Rutherfurd was determined to have
10 more "dumb Sabbaths" and he resisted stoutly the effort to tramsport
him to the Chair of Divinity in St. Andfews.i To ovarcomqegis scruples

_ ; the Pyesbjl'evy acmitt
the Assembly appointed him to the Chair andALndue%eé him also as col-
league to his friend Blair now minister in the cityﬁz' They kept their
friendship even in the last bitter days of Protester and Resolutioner.

His contemporary fame as a preacher was great and survived his E
death for a century, enhanced doubtless by his posthumous glory as a
saint of the Covenant, a Westminster divine, and the writer of the im--
nortal Letteras. His Communion seasons in Anwoth brought hgag;;éﬂ—e¥
devotess to that gquliet glen. Some of them preserved the sermons in
writing and these were printed periodically throughout ths next century f
along with qthers which wer; blatant forgerilses. The authentic canon
of his sermons is comprised in the following list:-3'

"Fourteen Communion Sermons by the Rev. Samuel Rutherfurd (1876)
edited by the Rev. Andrew Bonar, D.D.

These were a reprint of an earlier edition by Bonar entitled "Twelve
Comnunion Sermons." All these sermons were reprinted from older edi-
tions, chiefly that printed by Stephen Young, Glasgow, 1302,

"Quaint Sermons of Samuel Rutherfurd hitherto unpublished" (1835)
This was an edition printed froﬁ an ancient transcription of some of

Rutherfurd's/ )

| Petevkin  [Qecords of the Kirk 189, L[ife of Blaiv 159 $ g

2, HCcorcl;hg to Muvr‘ay, lﬁg, qugl‘fug Kirk Sesston Rec;mds'ou [ .ch.,!639_
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Rutherfurd's sermons which fell into the hands of Mr. J.H.Thomson,
Free Church minister of Hight%gé. The note taker and transcriber was
& hearer and contemporary of Rutherfurd. This manuscript guarantees
the authenticity of the other Communion sermons for it contains them
also, only 1in more archaic spelling and Scottish idiom.

"The Trial and Triumph of Falth." London, 1645.
This was Rutherfurd's publication of a revised coi&ection of some of
his Anwoth and St. Andrews Sermons. )

LChriet Dying and Drawing Sinners to Himself." London, 1647
Thia was originally a series of sermens on John XII, 27-33-preached.on
at least repreached during his London years. | They are now collected
and made into a seth-homiletic treatise by the insertion of "sundry
Digressions for the times." The work contains some of hls best prose
but lacks something of the native freshness of the earlier sermons.

"A Sermon before the House of Commons." London, 1644

"A Sermon before the House of Lords.” London, 1645

"The Power and Prevalency of Faith and Prayer." was originally
one or two sermons on Matthesv IX, 27-31. It contains some of his
greatest preaching.

The influence of the pulpit in rural Scotland in the early seven-
teenth century 1s due to the fact that no such preaching had till then
been heard. The parish priest was often unable to preach, if he was
his sermon was a rambling and mgical excursus in hagiology not infre-
quently linterspersed with indecent analogy and coarse illustration. Of
preaching, &s understood by the Reformer, there had been none. The

expository preaching of Scripture came to the people with the force o7

the/
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the new and'original which are always potent forces in conversion.
Contemporary opinion and the "English merchantf story preserved
by Wodrow show that Rutherfurd, Dickson and Blair were considered the
great preachers of their time? To them history adds John Livingstone
as a great evangelicalkpreacher. * For better of worse they'shaped the
form of Scottish pulpit eloquence for many generations. Of the four,
Rutherfurd was the greatest and most versatils, th;ugh he lacked some-
what the practical note of Dickson and the more lucid and orderly
exposition of Blair and Livingsbne. Unfortunately no sermons of the
last two have been preserved for comparison. 4
Aristotle lays down in his "Rhetoric" that he who is to persuade
must study carefully the inter-relation of audience,style and subject.
More than the eloquent preacher of the English pulpit the Scot con- e
sidered this matter. It 1s becauss he had a rude and homely people to:l;
convert that the language of the Scottish pastor i1s often rude and ;:
homely. The object of their preaching was to save and instruct, not |
to titilate and thrill. It is notable that the Crusades revived
preaching in the middle ages. The crusade to win Scotland to a pure
faith as well as free 1t from the trammels of Episcppacy was the great
epiebbued incentive of all Scottish preaching. The crusader is always
a propagandist with a definite object, his syyde 1s always dictated by
its power 1in conveying the message, and converting to the cause. This
principle underlies all Ruhherfurd's writing. He has far more "stj1é&d
than are generally noted. Even in the "Letters" there are subtle
differences of style when he addresses people in different stations,

or subject to different experiences. This same principle underlies

ndJ |
1. Wodyow, Analecta il 4.
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and explains the so-called "dualisﬁ“ of his character noted by Mr.
Taylor Innes, for his mysticism 18 often more verbal than intellectual.i
Always the audience dlctates the style. In "Lex Rex" written for the
legal pundite of London, are passages remiﬁiscent only of Bacon himself
in weight and pithiness of gpothegm. In his polemic the language 1is
colourless and excepting always the Rutherfurprdian epigram, the language f
of the schools. Again his theological wrkitings on "grace" because of
his spiritual fervour show many passages worthy of Baxter at his best.
The Preface to the Trial and Triumph of Faith can strike the note of
sonorous meditation. "Christ for this cause especially left the bosom
of God and was clothed with flesh and our nature, that he might be a
mass, & sea, a boundless river of living and breathing grace swelling bi o
up to the higheat banks, not only of the habitable world, but the sides ﬂ
also of the heaven of heavens, to overwater men and angels.”  The §
prose cadence of this sentence, in flow, rise and fall, is exactly i
that of Sir Thomas Browne, and its beauty i1s undeniahle. In an early |
sermon he writes, "And indeed in my Jjudgement it is a speech borrowed
from a mother that has a bairn wlth a broken face, all bloody and all
bleared with tears, and it comes to her (and woes her heart to see him
s80) and she sits down and wipes the tears from his eyes, and lays her
hend softly on the wound and his head in her breast and dights away the
blood and lays her two arms about him, and there is no end of fair wogdb'
There are many such passages in the early sermons, which for union of |
the prophetic and homely poetic can only be rivalled by the master of
such language, Thomag Carlyle himself. Added to this, whatever literﬁ-.ﬂ
ary opinion concerning his 'Letter8 may be, they are unique of their

kind/
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Bind. To sum up, Rutherfurd considered the audience .to which he
preached or for which he wrote in relation to the message he had to
convey. He trlied to shape the clothes of the message accordingly.

In this he occasionally failed, betrayed Dby his ca#suiatic mind and
scholastlic tralinling; DbDut the wonder is, not that he wrote soc much
tgat was arid, but so mehléhat is cadenced English, or vivid postic
Scots prose. Compareguigbfhe rude syntax of the#previous generation
his writing shows a vast improvement in style.

A reliable conception of his preachiné.can e formed from the
extant volumes of his sermons. These show a definite development in
style. The earlier are freer, less ordered, but more inspired, more
vigorous, more fanciful than the later. The later are more doctrinal
dialectic and ordered, though his wonderful aptitude for pungent and
homely analogy still appears. The Galloway "Communion" sermons were
poathumously printed in chap-books, from notes taken by hearers. The

existence of such notes argues early fame as a preacher. Certain

hiatus in thought and inconsistencies in style are explaineq,by this

me thod of—publication. The more ordered form of the sermons preserved :

and collected into the treatise the "Trial and Tkiumph of Faith" is due
to tis own conecious revision, but some of these also were Anwoth ser-
mons. To Lady Kenmure he writes in the Preface "If some of these ser-
mons came once to your Honour's ears; and now to your eyes, it may be
with more English language, I having stald bossibly t11l the last

The "Christ

grapes were somewhat riper,
Dying" conteins the more ambitious oratory of a Westminster divinae.

Thef




The style of the sarly sermons is that of a man at pains to make

1imself understood to the ordinary hearer. The sentences are short

and simple as compared ko those of his polemic work, There is constant

188 of the short nortatory sentence, e.g. "Rouse up your souls;f "Be-
vare of that work," and of the rhetorical question inciting to self-
yxamination. Thess are devices more calculated t% appeal to & rural
than to a more sophisticated audience; there ars less of them in the
later sermons. Especially is the "popular" appeal apparent in his
haracteristlc use of mataphor, simile and analogy. These may on
ccaslon be extravagent, but they are always explanatory. To expound
» thought by conveying some familiar picturse to his hearers seems to
1ave come naturally to him as he preached. He loved the "fancF" (in
he Elizabethan senee) but he loved it not for 1ts own sake as the
Jacobean preacher often did, but for its power of illuminating the
1ind and moving the heart of the hsarer. Compare him to Donne, the
sreat English master of the fanciful analogy. The latter goes gloat-
Ingly from analogy to analogy, often ?uzzling his hezrsrs by explaining
analogy by an analogy more rescondite. Rutherfurd is simpls, expres=-
sive, homely, as in the analogy (already quoted) of the mother and the
pairn with the broken face, used to 1llustrate his thought of Christ
the Comforter. Though the analogy, as hers, may be worked out a
l1ttle in the manner of the Homeric simile, it always gives an emotional
fullness to the pictube and thought 1t has to convey. In his seraons
1t 18 naver a mere intellectbal Juggling with form.

|
i
|

i

1 vide Sermons XV, p. 6, Cambridge Plain Texts.
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If to the power of simple language and apt analogy he could have
added that of consecutive and selective thought, Rutherfurd would have
been the greatest of Scottish preachers. A certain thought may be
well expressed and the followlng thought as ably, yet thelr inter-con-
nection not obvious and their relation to the main "head" not clear.

A paspage may resemble more a series of obiter di;}a than the develop-
ing "head" of a wermon. He often falls, especially in the later
sermons, from the plane of devotional meditation to that of polemic
utterance, but as often rises from mere doctrine to brilliant rhapsody
on the person of Christ. In Dickson's sermons appears the "classic"
method of exposition, then ralsing of doctrine and refuting of objec-
tion, followed by use and application, which was afterwards propounded
in the "Directory for Public Worship." In Rutherfurd's sermons thers
18 a more minute exegesis, and all three are interwoven in one para-
graph on a single word of a text. Whilst the mstnod of ivhe former &Bs
admiradbly adapted to moral and doctrinal teaching, Rutherfurd's method
or lack of it, with the simpler sentence, the homely analogy, the
passionate rhapsody brought home to the commnn peopls those emotional
and devotional experiences which must exist in a religion centred on
the person of Chrilst.

The matter of his ’'sermons 1s formally the same as that of his
contemporarieF - expoaition of the word of God. nis areaking up &f a
text 1s often-almost ultra exposition for no phrase is too insignifi-
cant for a symbolic meaning. The heads developed from the text thus
treated ar; often 1little sermons or runapsodies of themselves. There

is in his sermons less polemic than might even reasonably be expected,
and/




and, except in "Christ Dying", hardly any scholastic treatment of
doctrine. Thafe is some outa?oken ckiticism of men and affairs - "I
see them fishing for baronles"-- But these are subordinated to his m
main purpose of commending the glory of the person and work of Christ
in his Kirk, to the experience of sinful men, and of impressing on
them the superlative power of the grace of God. There is hardly a
"head" in all his pﬁbliahed sermons in which these are not the "leit
motif" now sounding tremulous, now majestic, now caressing, now con-
demning, so that the normal content seems often incidental and secon-
dary. "Oh what a happiness for a soul to loss its excellency in His
transcendent glory. What a blessedness for the creature to cast his
1ittle all in Christ's matchfasscall-sufficiency.”

As we.come to consider Rutherfurd as the supra-lapsarian theolo- |
glan who gave all to God and little to man, the qQuestion arises, "How
did such doctrine affect his preaching?" Whilst pronouncing the
wrath of God agalnst the sinner he was no less strenuous than the most
devout Arminian in encouraging his hearers to moral effort, no less
gonforting than the most fervent universalist in preaching the embraclmg
Love of God. Everywhere he sought to make the doctrine of election
a source of comfort and not of doubting. When we read tune theology
we can turn back to these lines, "We err oftentimes in §ur applying
elther promlises or threatenings. You make a question of God's part,

'if Christ dled for you and loved you.' Make aye sure your own part
and take no fear of God's part. « If ye ask for whom Christ died I

answer, 'for all that lean to Him, be they whom they will'. Taks

| Communion Sermons, 198 2 Pref, to Trial and Triumph.
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'Ay' to you t11l Christ say I died not for you. A cord is cast down
in a hollow plt to draw up you and a hundred more nor you. If ye
dispute 'Is the cord cast down for me' I will tell you how ye shall
answer that doubt, grip and hold fast by it for your 1life and out of
question then i1t was cast down for you. If ye take the offer questionil.
not his good will; step in; Christ's good will will not ask to whom |
pertain ye».“-l |

Few if any Scotsmen 1n prose or verse have possessed such a i
wealth of imagery. He has the same power as Dunbar, Burne and Carlylegs
of inspired word palnting and if hia'pictures are not as graphic as |
thelrs they are perhaps much more vatied. He can even achieve his
effect with great economy of words. His bpest pictures are gilven in H'
a sentence. "Pride, lust, laziness and security are the meikle
water, the salints are the short legged horse and down they go."2 - a
Galloway nag floundering in a Solway tide. "Do not think to buy
God's khdness with tears. When the water goes out of tae bay wind
comes in." The man whom Taylor Innes acctises of no knowleage of
children is full of metaphors from children's play. "Be not like
bairns building Smndyf bourocks at a burnside when presently a speat
of waterﬁéomes an& spills all their sport or a shower chases them
from their play." These early sermons are full of the sights and
sounds and slighs of the Solway; the sudden spate, the salmon "flaugh-
tering":in Hhe nets , the treacherous tides, the glistening sands,
the climate - "If the traveller be going home the less matter he be

wet to the skin." The gardener, the farmer, the forester supply

1 Communion Sermons, 303 2 Quaint Sermons, 86
3 Quaint Sermons, 9? : 4 Communion Sermons, 234
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.m with rich abundance. His observant mind noted and stored every
t and practice that could enhance the “ﬁinged word." Wider contant
irther enriched his imagery and in the Christ Dying there are few
lelds of human learning and experience from which hs does not draw,
1alogliles from seafaring, and of course, being a St. &ndrews professor,
om golf - "He made his put guid" -, from mmlitary;affairs, from the
W, overflow with all the aptness of use of the earlier sermons, if
18y lack a 1little of their vivid colour. No Scottish preacher has
rer ®etter handled the emotional metaphor taken from the Jjoys and
>rrows.of human experlence and home 1life, for the thought benind the
lmlle prevents 1t from being merely Bentimegtal. There 1is little
3ed to say that he was as rich in pertinent Biblical allusion and
llustration as in any other. His very cholce of texts in many of
18 preserved sermons is for the figurativse. He shows a partiality
or texts capable of a symbolic Christological interpretation and he
as always qulte ready to symbollse as far as Protestant exegesis
ould allow him.

Rutherfurd like Luther, liked a sermon to have tseth. He could
ite with irony, flash with sarcasm, and even with dry humour; he
ever hesitated to preach "th the times" as well as to the individudal.
n his fondness HFf the symbolic, for the homely simile, for thse speech
f the people, in his lack of order in his admixture of simple intsr-
retation and fanciful analogy, 1h his forthrightness, in earnest
.ppeal kﬁit to the practical application, in hls passion for Christ he
8 likest of all Scottish - or English preachers - to the great father

f Reformed preaching, Martin Luther. As his people listened to his

70ice/
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volce they learned not only of the glory of Christ. As vivid picture

after picture was kindled in their minds, they must R3¥z a8lso have

seen with new eyes the glory of the common things &hd the commonplace

world round a&about them. He had not the orator's voice, he was too

uncontrolled in volice and thought for oratory, we are told that his

volce was high and shrill and when impassloned rose into a "kind of

skreich.” But he was the greatest Scottish preacher of the age, ‘

Binning, Durham, lLeighton, not excepted, perhaps the greatest of any

age of the Kirk. 3
Such was the preacher who filled the pulpit in Anwoth and drew |

hundreds to hils communions. He doubtless preached many sorts of %.

sermons, d octrinal, polemic, didactic, but his two great themes, Christhé

glory and Christ's grace prevailed throughout. Other men also, of i

both partles, were to lmitate his style and manner and develop it. )

Balllie writes in 1654 of Andrew Gray, "He has the new guyse of preach-

ing whieh Mr. Hew Binning and Mr. Robert Leighton began, confemning the !

ordinarle way of exponing and dividing a text, of ralsing doctrines

and uses, but.runs out in a discourse on some common head in a high

romancing unscriptural style, tickling the ear for the present and

moving the affections in some, but leaving as he confesses, little a

nought to the memory and understanding."  Of this style of preaching

which Baillle so disparagsd, that which appeals to the heart rather

than the head, Rutherfurd and not Binning the Protester or leighton

the prelate, 1s the father. His subgequent letters mapbe as much as

his sermbns gave 1t the bogus. With him it is more natural than

litarary/
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literary, for his maln purpose of moving the hearts of men to the
zlory of Christ subordinates all other considerations of homilétic
technique. In the hands of Binning and Leighton this method is more
consciomaly mannered, but yet of great deﬁotional power and beaugy;
vith lesser men 1t becomes sickly and effete, or riotous and indecent,
the source of such caricatﬁre as in "Scots Presbyterian Eloquence."

utherfurd's greatest work as a local propagandist is as a propagandist

»f the gospel, an ambassador for Christ.




THE LETTERS ’

Rutherfurd came‘}o AEerdeen in September 1636 and remained for
ver elghteen months}' Two hundred and twenty-letters which he wrote
rom there are preserved. From his own words it is obvious that he
rote many more. Little concerning his 1ife in exile can be gathered
rom themjh They are records of feelings not of facts, and have been
l1ternately lauded as the acme of expressed Christian experience, and
1lifled as rabid outpourings of religious eroticism.

Why were they written? The primary and basic phychological
eason 1s undoubtedly his thwarted homiletlc faculty. His religious
xperience haé to find expression, opportunity for which had been af=-
orded by the pulplt. This now denied him, he turned to the letter.
e often fefers to the ban on his preaching as his heaviest cross{l
econdly, there was the pastoral motive. The condition of the South
a8t was a grievoué burden to him.  He pours out letters that are
arning, anxlous, hortatory, castlgating the known sins of hhs flock,
indicating his doctrine, warning against Episcopal heresy. Thirdly
here was the propagandist motive. He did all he could as an exile
0 win the nobllity,to his cause, indirectly through wives and relatives
r by dlrect appeal. He constantly sought fresh correspondents &and
ndeavours by the witness of the exile to win the heart of the lLuodi-
2ean. There 1s a dlistinct literary motive. Despite his protests
16 was proud of his growing literary fame. The last hundred and fifty
letters have constant reference to the wultitude of his correspondents
and 01d friends, like Hugh McKail, are put off with a brief nots to
nake /

 \lide iddibional nole p-903,
i Uide addituonal note p.9o0&-




make room for the many. There 1s evidence of hurry in the more

frequent repetition of thought and phrase of the later letters.
Corresponding to these four motives four literary traditions

mingle in the letters. The evangelical homilist is always present in

them: many are homilles on the Christian life, based on his own ex-

periences, i1lluminated by passages of sound Scripture exposition. As

in sermon, so 1in letter, the presentation of theiélory of Christ is

the greatest theme. He 18 preaching by letter. Thé-pastoral motive ]

gives him the tradition of the pastoral epistle. The influence of

the Pauline eplstles 1s cleerly evident in the asalutations. His

letters to his parishioners are modelled on these and even reminiscent |

in cedence of II Corinthians. Paul was the obvious model for his

task, and there 1s distinct evidence, in form, thought and style, of

study of the Epistles for the work 1n hand. The letters are also

in 1line with a new literary and propagandist form, the "testimony."

In France the converts to the new faith wrote "testimonies"_, to the

strength of the faith which had converted them. These were publishéd :

by the Huguenots with & definite proselytising purposs. The Catholies

retobted by publishing testimonies of perverts from the Huguenotcparty.

These 1increased in literary scope to include death-&ed speeches, or

ény other materlal likely to serve & propagandist pufpoae. Ruther-

furd seems among the first to use this propagandist form in Scotland

by the anonymous phblication of the "Last and Heavenly Speeches of

Viscount Kenmure" (1649). In the "Killing Times" the number of

testimonies increased and later were collected in books, such as

"Naphthali" and the "Cloud of Witnesses."  They became & favoured

form/
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form of Presbyterian reading. McWard edited the letters in "Jushua
Redivivus" as a collective testimony with a propagandist purpose. The
indifidual lettere themselves are often little testlmonies. He deli-
berately sets out to wiltness. Much of his s0 called ego-centricity

is dus to this consclous intention and heightened by it. It is in-
separable from the form of a testlimony. He i1s a man witneéaing for
Christ in order that others may be brought to witness. ThemBe 1is
lastly a literary tradition. It méy be negligible, but the regent of
Humanity would know the Letters of Pliny and may have decided to becoms
a letter writer but with more inspired objective.

Round the style of the letters controversy has chiefly raged.
There is a fact worth noticing: even as a good deal of the "ego-cen-
tricity" is due to the fact that he i1s consciously "witnessing", so
nuch of the "indecency" is largely due not to aﬁy native delight in the
erotic but to the literary model -éha Canticles= which he follows. In
both cases the ego-centricity and eroticism are formal rather than in-
herent and natural in the man. He 18 much less a religious erotlc by
nature than Donne, for example. Erotic imagery was the fashion of
the age in poem, pamphlet and pulpit. Rutherfurd, perhaps in this
aven an unconsélious propagandist, sought to use the imagery of tue
earthly to win men to a higher love. He conslidered he nad precedent
in ths accepted interpretation of the "Song of Solomon."  Taylor
Innes's theory of a dual personality was probably dus to thne recently
published "Dr. Jekyl and Mr. Hyde." Rutherfurd was aniintensely re-

ligious man, but no mystical erotic. His use of testiumony and his

b

clothing it in the imagery of Canticles lends colour to the charge, but*;

as/ :
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as has been seen, these are literary conventions. There is no reason
to doubt his sincerity, for a man may be sincsere whether he write well
or 11l. He often writes well; passages glow with religious emotion,
destroy with scorn or strike with the homely metaphor or vivid epothagm'
of the sermons. His worst fault as a stylist is that Biblical lan- |
guage and cadence are not quite fused into his own native thought and
style, with the result that passages seem phrasical quotation or imi- |
tative reminiscence, e.g. "For this ca?se write I unto you that my |
sufferings may glorify my royal King."- "That ye should in any soxt
forbear the receiging of the Lord's Supper but after the form I deli- 3

.a
vered it unto you gccording to the example of Christ our Lord."  Such

passages can be found in every letter.

The Letters at Work

The motives behind Lhe Letters have been stated. These were not
all concurrent. Rutherfurd came only gradually to the role of Apostle
consolatory to & persecuted Church. The sixty Anwoth Letters were
spread over nine years and written &e the occasion directed. The early !
Aberdeen Letters were likewlse written to the need of the minuts.
Bonar's dating is again inaccurate, so his growth towards such & posi-
tion cannot be traced fully. Despite his protests that he did not
wish "to be much thoﬁght of", he yet tried to fill the above rols,
which the demand for his letters certalnly thrust upon him. It was
probably the furious out-put of his pen in March 1637 occasioned by
the imposition of the Service Books and ite reception, which strengthsned

his desire and intention to exhort and encourage and incite all whon

1 Letter LXXXIX ' 2 Letter CCLXIX
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his pen could reach. More than fifty of the Aberdeen Letters are of
this date. The route of these Letters was by sea to St. ' Andrews,
through Fife to Edinburgh, Edinburgh to Lanark (or Glasgow), Ayr and
the South West. Along this route he constantlf segks new corrss-

* pondents. -

In their relation to the exgernal affairs o% the Church the
Letters are more a by-product of them than an agent in them. They
did not stir the mighty to actlon; they are not propaganda in ths
sense that the Letters of Junius are propaganda. Their chief his-
toridal importance is that they made the fame of thelr writer, who
returned from Aberdeen to find his voice of incrsasing weight in ths
counsels of the Church. Value they had with lesser, bdbut more faith-
ful men than the Peers and kept them true to the causs they held. Row,
himself a correspondent of Rutherfurd, writes, "They did great good,
not only to those to whom they were written, but to others to whose
view in providence they came, so that sundry began to gather them to-
gether.....for in them are handled many necessary cases of consclence
«....8180 they speak much of the times and the bishops' tyrdmwny.....
also there are in them some ?rOphécies concerning the downfall ?f the
bishops fulfilled by proof." The letters were regarded as inspired.
A successful prophet could not but maite & successful propagandist.

The letters may be related shortly to concurrent events. The
earlier except for his brother's trial, refer liftla to actual occur-
rences. His zeal, even in Aberdeen brings threats of more remote

2
exile. He is in asclose touch as circumstances will allow %ith

! Row,.Hist. of Kirk, 397 2 Letter LXXI
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Dickson and the South West, which the failure of a New England expedi-
tion and the outing of the Irish ministers hed filled with Presbyterian
preachsrs. There is in the letters ceaselsss aglitation against thne 13
Service Book, Booknof Canons, and King James' Psalms which increases
towards March 1637. Eagter 1637 had been fixed for their imposition.
The great output of letters in March 1637 reflects the agitation agahst :
this by the Presbyteriaﬁ party. Henderson 8 letters1 of March 2T7th
which were "apples of gold unto me", wmay have conveyed the knowledge
that the imposition had been postponed. Now he speaks with a note
more daring and passionate than hitherto. "I have a fire within ae. i
I defy all the devils in hell and prelates in Scotland to cast water on E
it.."2 "But here in matters df consclence we must hold and draw with i?
kings and set ourselves in terms of opposition with the shields of the !
aarth."3 His mind is being forced by circumstances towards tane doc=- ,
trines of the Lex Rex. The agitation against Episcopacy is evan 1
stronger than apparent to a modern reader. i
His Christology and ecclesiology are interwoven. Carist's winning:
his bride can be reddily aquated with "felling the bishops and houghing
the ceremonies.” Oppoékion to the latter was a necessary part of
Christological experience which he believed all should shars. Thus
what is on the face a Christological thought.can have a secondaryy moee
polemic, even prOpagandiatameaning. "Faér not to back Christ for he
will conquer and overcome" can mefer both to Curist's power in the
soul, and to supﬁort of Presbyterian principles also. This instbusion

of the propagandlst in the experientlial theologlian was a common place

1 Letter CXV 2 Letter CXXVI
3 Letter XXXVII & Letter CXXI
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in the Letters.

Between March and September 1637 there 1s an even flow of letters

and a steady growth in llterary conaciouaness and purpose. These
commoh

like CLXXI show it has become £reguent for people to solicit him to |

write to thelr friends. There is much concerning practices but |

little concerning events, with regard to the lattgr he is more in the
position of informed than informer. High and low, righ and poor,
parishlioners and peer§ recelive letters whose predominant theme 1is

"Steadfast in the Presbyterian Falth, I, an exlle, witness to its

truth and ultimate triumph." Dating is difficult, but thers seems to |

be a thickening around the middle and end of June. The threatensd
imposition at Easter had not materialised, the bishops postponing it
to October, but Charles, in a Proclamation issued through the Privy
Council &n June 13th, enforeed the purchase and use of the Service
Books in strenuous terms. These summer letters (vide those to
Craighall) show a preoccupation with the ceremoniss, anghggat men were
turning to him for guldance in this matter. They are all nine (with
the exception of one to Lady Culross and the Craighall correspondence)
written to the South West_chiefly to Galloway.- He is delibsrately
strengthening opposition to the storm he knew was coming.

The storm broke with the riot in St. Giles on July 23rd. Thsre=-
after ensued the intrigues of proclamation and petition. The Councill
met on September 20th to give effect to a lattef of Charles re the
Service Books but were beset by a concourse of nobles, lairds and
ministers who presented no less than sixty -nine petitions against the
Service Books. Choosing thrse of these the Council promised to

communicate/

14
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communicate the answer to the petitioners Before October 17th. On
this date the three proclamations of Charles postponsd thé answer to
the petitioners and ordered them to leave Edinburgh, removed the law
courts to Linlithgow, and more definitely impossd the Service Books.
The reply was the "National Petition" drawn up by Balmerino, Loudon,
Dickson and Hedderson, coplies of which were sent to the countfy for

slgnature. -

This period 1s one of intense activity in the Letters. Letters %
CCXXIXRCCLXXIII are all dated September 1637, the bulk of them between ii
Setember 5th and 9th. This group 1s written to a more widely scattareé
audlence due in measure to the growth of hls correspondence, but also _E A
to the more national aspect which the whole matter now possessed for |
him. The mantle of national prophet sits on his shoulders as affairs
move to a crisis. "Scotland's withered tree shall blossom again."? |
"Christ's glory of triumphing in Scotland is yet in the bud and in the i}
birth, 5ut the birth cannot prove an abortion. He shall not fai% nor
be discouraged till He hath brought forth judgement unto vitory."

The prophecies mentioned by Row abound most in this gast group.
The writer 1ls aware that the hour 1s at hand. All his male corres- |
pondents are signatories of the "National Petition." The ?reservation% ;
of the Kirkcudbright Petitlion is interesting. On October 18th when B
the Petition was drawn up 1t was declded that some copies be made
"whereto far different presbyteries may put their hand for the present?i
Kirkcudbright Presbytery drew up thde petitlon on parchment and had it |

signed between October and November: It 1s exactly the sphere of

1 Letter CCLXXXI 2 Letter CCLIII
3 Rothes, Relation, p. 21 :
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iutherfurd'a influence, West Kirkcudbrightshire, which signs most
largely. .All the names of his correspondents are there, twenty from
Anwoth, fifty-seven from Kirkcudbright. It 1s slgned by Chalmers of
jaltgirth in Ayrshire. In CXXXVII (dated only "&berdeen 1637") Ruther-
furd, writing to Lady Gaibgirth, thanks her husband for "his care of

e in that he hath appeared in public for a prisoner of Christ.”" The
31gning of the Kirkcudbright petition may thus havé’been the occasion

)f some agitatibn for Rutherfurd's return, fostered by Chalmers.

etter CLXXXYII encourages the péople of Galloway to draw up a suppli- 13
ation on his behalf. No time couid be more fit than now. The |
3ignatories to the Kirk;udbright Petitionf are adequate testimony to .
118 work in the South West.

Few letters come from Aberdeen after September 1637. This is %
perhaps explained by the setting in of the winter season, but it may :
pe that he 1s girding his loins for the more active battle. He is
nore hopeful. "I am fully persuaded of Christ's victory in Scotland.L j
[he growling power of thﬁ'Iablea is reflected in his last letter to
Loudon which shows more the spirit of a winning cause. |

His last letter from Aberdeen is undoubtedly that of February 4th
that dated June 11th is obviously an errdr for January 11th. His own
reference to his exlle as lasting elghteen months dates his return tia
February 1638. The object which drew him South was the signing of

the National Covenant.

The Letters at Work = (2) The Correspondents

Rutherfurd's correspondents are varied enough. Peers, peasants,

! Letter CCLXXII
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lawyers, soldiers, minister, 1airdé, wives of the great, wives of the
humble. What 18 pertinent to the point of view from which these
letters are studied is that there are definite differences of approa&h
to them all. Despite his own fixed point of view, and introspectivs
mind he maBes an attempt (maybe not always successful) to enter into
the mood of the recipient; and despite Taylor Innees} assertion to the
contrary into their mind also. The Craighalllco;respondence, hiq
later conduct in the “GOntenticle" controversy shows that he made some
effort to underst;gg{gggigggiggiﬁ)an allen condition of mind and posi=-
tion in doctrine. Doubt, fear, sin-consciousness, grief, love, Joy
are all knewn to him. Through these emotlions he seeks to enter into
contact with the recipient, intent on the scriptural injunction to re-
Joice with them who rejoice, and weep with those who weep. This
method of galning a hearing may be opsn to criticism; but others have
played on these and on the unworthier emotions of men for far worse
purpose. There is no need to doubt that his sympathy was genuine.
Derogatory stress has been laid on his letters to womsen. Those to
Lady Kenmure and Marion McNaught were to people of importance likely

to influence their husbands.  Only sixty out of the two hundred and )
elghty Aberdeen letters are to fem&gina correSpondents; mostly to
wives of lairds likely to influence a husband or a son. At the
bottom of hls emotionallem and his literary mannerism is the cause of
Christ and his Kirk. He seeks to save the unbelleving husband by the
wife, perhaps morefﬁaspecially to stir him to ihe cause as avidence df'

that saving. But in his letters to thebpeers there is 1little that

! e.g. Lady Boyd, Lady'Mar, Lady Culross.
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could be called erotic or effeminate. Pungent and virile, they show
a stauncher man than the recipient often was.

Nor is he entirely lacking in tact. The Craighall coreespondence ]
shows how he feels his way to a closer knowledge of the mind and opi-
nions of his correspondent. The same appears in that withLoudon and
ady Boyd, to mention only two. There 1s always a measure of re-
étralnt in the first letters which deoreases as hegbacomas more con=- | .
versant with the political views of the recipient. In the later é ;
letters, personal knowledi® and the urgency of his cause make him :3
more outspoken. The letters to Cassilis and to Loudon are interesting

Those to the former are more restrained than thoss to the latter, be=- i i
iR B
cause of his known loyaltiy to the Crown. Even his first letter- to

Loudon is moderate enough. "I am not of the mind that tumults in | b
arms is the way to put Christ on his thhone, or that Christ will be |
served or the truth vindicated only with the arm of flesh and blood."
His figst letter to Cassilis &s even more moderats. The second
letter bo Loudon is more bold; it touches on the prerogative and goes
on, "suppose the bastard laws of men were against you, it is an honest
and generous error 1f you slip against a point or punctilio of stand-
ing policyy Dbut the corresponding letter to Cassilis omits any
mention of the prerogative. The last letter to Loudon is violently
denunciatory, even that to Cassilis shows increased vehemence. They
were both now committed to the cause of Presbyterianism. i
The Craighall correspondence best shows him at work. The letterts

are written in a judiclal manner, weighing the pros and cons of Church - -

1 Letter CXVI March 1637 2 Letter CCLVIII
3 Letter CCLXVIII
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and state, ceremony, and abolition thereof, temporal and eternal,
exactly, because they are wrltten to a jurist. The first letter is
an answer to Craighall who haq asked his opinion on the ceremonies and
refers to him a Mr. Laudian's views that they are things indifferent.
It is a guarded reply. Craighall was son of Sir Thomas Hope, Lord
Advocate and himself a Lofd of Sedsion. = Bir Thomas was a zealous
Puritan, friendly to the Covenanting cause, secretly sponsor © the
National Petition. But he and his son held Crown office, the father

had by nature of that office prosecuted Balmerino and also drafted the

13

Act of Revocatlon. There was thus enbugh to make extreme Presbyterians;_=

a 1little suspicious though unjustly so. Hence Rutherfurd's first
answer 1is .c_vgua.r'dead.-l The most he says is that ceremonies ars popish,
and Laudlan's arguments for thelr passive acceptance ®meak. Even for
an early letter this is mild; he fears a trap. "I desire not my
name take Journey and go a pilgrim to Cambridge for fear I come to the
ears of authority. I am aufficleﬁtly burnt already." More corres=-
pondence is interchanged. Letter CLXXIV is more outspoken and tren-
chant. "A marquis (Mamilton) or a king's word when ye stand before
His tribunal, is lighter than wind. Consider how many in this king=-
dom ye shall cause to fall or stumble if ye go with them." The pos-
tulate that the King's will justifies 1is resolutely refuted. His
next letter is curt and disappointed owing to rumours of Craighall's
pledge to the King to support the ceremonies. Letter CCXXVII 1is one

of the most dignifled he ever wrots, Unlike many of the others 1t

1 Letter LXXXVI




does not strive or cry aloud but has the calm reasoned note of earnest
pleadling, asking Cralghall at least to wait on victory if he will do
nothing to help it. His last letter to him is more formal suggesting
that Rutherfurd is still doubtful of the Judge's orthodoxy, but the
same reasoned, balanced note prevails.

From the close study of the letters, Rutherfurd is thus seen to
have adapted or sought to adapt himself to the miﬁd, mood, or position
of his correspondent. This is 1tself part of the &rb of the Propa-
gandist. His subsequent fame bespeaks his success.

The Letters at Work - (8) The Matter.

It is difflcult to classify the matter of the letters. One may
allow Row's 'cayses of conscience.....much of the times and bishop's
tyranny.....some prophecies.” The writings of men like Dickson, Blair
Livingd#one and Rutherfurd show that their religion was a deep personal |,
experience essentially Christocentric. Rutherfurd's letters are an
atéenpt to communicate such an experience to dthers. Harnack's view
i1s that such an experience 1is 1ipsa natura incommunicable. Yet at least
the letters are windows which reveal a man's soul to his fellowg, and
the glimpses they got were sufficient to encourage most, and convert
some. His analysis of his own capse led many to believe he could
analyse and prescribe a cure for theiré, so that he came into the roae
of spiritual ad¥iser to the more evangelical part of the Presbyterian
partyé as cases of consclence were closely allied to cases of polity
vide the Craighall letters, this was of no small advantage to the
propagandist. <

God and the Devil, Christ and sin, Prasbyter%anism and the |

ceremonies/
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ceremonies, were all correlated antitheses of good and evil. In exile

Rutherfurd himself drew up a "Directory" for dealing with cases of con~-

science. In Letter CLVII Fleming of Leith asking for a Christian

"Directory", he sends him "what he would have been at himself" but szys

it was not completed. Since then an old M.S. has comelto light. "A
Reflex upon a man's Mispent Life" By Samuel Rutherfurd.- It is an
enlarged version of the letter and is in three paf%s. (T)IBhallenges,
1.e. spiritual questionings of the soul: (2) Helps to & more exact
walking with God: (3) Supplementary. Some ways of benefitting. The
whole is a little tfeatiae in sound prestical theology and 1is poésibly

the Directory he essayed in Aberdeen. There is always of course, the

possibility of someone having redacted the Letter. The caligraphy Xxx

of the M.S. 18 uncertain.

Rutherfurd is always seeking the troubled heart. Even when he

does not know its state he hypothetically postulates its condition, and

answers its)as often in the letters to Lady Kenmure. Debarred from
polemic, he constantly finds the battle in his own soul, and as if that
were insufficlent, seeks 1t also in the souls of others, in his fervid
imagination outlining its attack, repulse, counter attack, d efeat and

victory. He could not cease from mental strife.

"Much to the times." In the Letters 1s 1little direct reference
to contemporary events - doubtless his carrier told much more than was

written - but much to contemporary practices. There is trenchant cu-

ticism of the Service Book and steady growth of the view that a King who

imposes it must be resisted, In four separate letters, with Anwoth

1 In the possession of J.D.Ogllvie, Midngavie.
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. a case in point, he upholds the view that the people alone have the
ght of electing a minister. Much of the substance of his treatises
n be found in germ in the letters. No one from peasant women to
leqﬁﬁ escapes the inculcation of the divine right of resistance to
remonies, and as feeling grows stronger, of resistance to any who im-
se them. In thls'aapect of the letters he is the open and avowed
opaganfiist. o

"Some prophecies.” To Rutherfurd there seemed an exact parallal
ytween his position ayd that of the seer of Patmos. He shows all
airough his homiletic af partiality for quotation from the Apocalypss=.
1¢ theme of the ultimate vindicatlon of the persecuted.rightieOus was
18 he often preached anfi firmly belleved. In the letters his denun-
latory passages are Johannine or Jeremalic in note, the formér predomi-
2ting in the latter letters as victory appears nearer. Fortunatsely
or the prestlge of 'the writer, Presbyterlianism did triuampn, and to
hose who had read them the prpphetic passages seemed little short of
nspired. "Some prophecies which the Lord caused his servant to utter
ow since fulfilled by proof and axperience."l' Such was Row's opinion
nd the opinion of many mors. It is unfortunate that the "prophecies"
f the letters helpsd to inspire the pseudo-pr;phetic preaching of the
ater Covenanters, so mercdlessly satirised by Scott in Ephnihm Macbriar

nd Habakkuk Mucklewralth. In the present case the vindicated prophet

rew great in the cotnself of his Church.

- Row. History of the Kivk, (Wedvow Sec.) 396397

-




THE TRIUMPH OF PRESBYTERIANISM.

The Covenants.

The period between 1633 and 1643 has been
traversed by the pen of so many historiens, that as far
as the development of the political situatioﬁ is 6oncerned,
little that is new and true can be found to say about it.
The distortions of some recent historians may be novelty;
they are not history. Two elements dominated and
decided the fate of the nation, a preaching Kirk and a
protesting and impoverished nobilify. Without the work
of the Presbyterian ministers such as Rutherfurd, Dickson,
Blair, Livingstone and many lesser men between 1625 and
1638, resistance to Charles might have been much less
religious and national, much more political and feudal,
especially if Charles had been able to supply the whole
land with ministers of the type of some of the Aberdeen
Doctors. Without the support of baron and laird the
"Presbyterian would have found his task in the country one
of almost unsurmountable difficulty. The landed classes
controlled the ministry of the church through their
patronage, and in the appointment of Rutherfurd and men
like him, we have seen them using it as a political wesapon
to break the power of the Bishops. Scotland swvung over

to the Presbyterian faith decisively and for all time
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between the Act of Revocation and the Covenant. The
establishment of Presbyterianism therefore, owed much to the
political needs of the feudal party but as a rg}igion it was
so preached and inculcated by an able and zealous clergy that
when the nobles sought later to temper its nature they failed,
and when later still they sought to abolish it they brought
vears of suffering and blood on Scotland, and ig the end

again failed. At the present moment they were paying the
piper - as little as possible of course - but after 1638

for twenty years the Kirk was to call the tune.

Lvery act of Charles subsequent to 1627 had driven
tﬁe two parties into closer alliance, He used all his
father's political artifice with none of his father's political
cunning. In Scotﬁish affairs James VI had shown much
practical wisdom and many good intentions. Charles was
quite prepared to treat the land of his birth as & wmeve .
province, and nationalist indignation as well as national
religion played a part in rousing all classes against him.

By an astute arrangement James had gained control of the
Lords of the Articles through an Act of 1609, The nobles
chose eight bishops, the bishops chose eight nobles and the
sixteen chose eight from the cormmissioners for barons and
burghs. Ag the Bishops were King's men and chose similar
minded peers the Lords of the Articles were subserviently
Royalist. This Committee drew up all the #cts of Parliament

and the Lstates merely met again at the end of session to




sanction the Bills which it presented. In 1633 on his
visit to Scotlend, Charles had all his ecclesiastical
legislation sanctioned by the Estates.. He mulcted Scotland
for a heavy grant - to be spent elsewhere - and further
raised religious hostility by procuring an #ct giving him
power to determine "the apparel of Kirkmen." The Lstates
sought to offer opposition but Charles overawed the assenbly
and was even accused by the Presbyterians of tampering with
the votes., He left after making a few new peers but few
new friends.

He proceeded politically from bad to worse.
The nobles who had opposed him in 1633 had drawn up a
"Supplication" justifying their course of action - a much
milder affair than some of the Bonds with which his
predecessors had been browbeaten. A copy found it™s way
out of Lord Balmerino's possession into the hands of
Archbishop Spottiswoode. Charles had Balmerino tried for
high treason - Charles acquired the habit of calling plain
speaking high treason - He was found guilty by eight votes
to seven, but opinion even amongst his own supporters forced
Charles to use the prerogative of mercy. He only succeeded
~in further acerbating feudal feeling. His next steps
were fatal to the existing ecclesiastical regime,

The Second Book of Discipline and the Book of
Common Order still held their place in the discipline and

worship of the Kirk, There was some dissatisfaction with

them as has been'seen, but this dissatisfaction was towards
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having them 'purified' not towards a more liturgical
supercession., The imposition of the new "Book of Canons'
in 1636 followed by the Service Book, without reference to
Agssembly or Parliasment raised the whole land in revolt. In
some sort of anticipation of this Charles set up the Court
of High Commission, only adding more and moregfuel to the
now fiercely smouldering fires of opposition. Professor

Hugh Watt has shown that the 'lupus in fabuld' of the

affair was Laud, and not the rather timorous and tentative

Scottish Bishops. In imposing the Service Book especially,

he was indulging in that political practice described by
Americans as flying a kite; this Prayer Book, more
medievalised than it%s English prototype, was a try out in
Scotland before imposition on England. (1) The attempt
failed in Scotland; that failure encouraged Parliamentary
opposition witﬁ:England, which aided by the Scottish
military exploits contrived the downfall both of Laud and
Charles. Two things particularly roused the Scottish
temper, the rendition to the King in the Book of Canons of
power to determine every detail of ecclesiastical law
discipline and wofship, and the 'Romanising' nature of the
Prayer Book, As the above writer has pointed out the
"Sacrament" had becomé the central ordinance of Scottish
religious life., Also, as has been seen, the paét decade
had witnessed the communion seasons as great well springs
of religious life and conversion through powerful evangelic

Note (1) Church Hist. Soc. Rec. Vol.,VII, III,
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preaching, To howl Mass in the 'lugs' of the hearers
on such an occasion was to them intolerable sacrilege.
A break was coming, would have come between Charles and
his people without this final insult - for insult it was,
flouting every class of his people, Kirk, Estates and
cormonalfty; the opinions, the wishes, the interests, the
feelings of none were consulted - but it migﬂt not have
been so final and decisive but for this mad gamble of
Laud, VWhatever else the Scotsman's religion was,it was
anti-Romishe:John Knox had inculcated in him once and for
all hatred of 'popish practises."”™ The Thirty Years Var
waé most bloodily before him and tales of Romish atrocities
lost nothing in the telling in an age when they ran from
ﬁouth to mouth. He could not be expected to discriminate,
as some of hisdescendants, between the nice distinctions
of medievalism and Romenism. He saw the apparent forcible
intrusion of practices which his fathers had cast out and he
Tose in arms ageinst it. Upon the populer hatred of
Romanism Kirk and nobility fastened, It can be sttributed
to opportunism; it was, then, honest opportunism for they
also hated with the same hate. The National Covenant was
truly a Covenant; the later Covenant was a bargain.
Petition after petition was addressed to the
Privy Council against the Liturgy.
Jenny Geddes flung her stoool in July 1637,

The Council temporarised by suspending the reading of the

—
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Prayer Book till the King's wishes were known. Charles

sent back word peremptorily ordering the estaﬁ%}shment of the
Liturgy. The nobles and lairds, twenty four of the former,
two to three hundred of the latter drew up,signed and
presented the "National Petition" to the Council demanding
the withdrawal of the Service Book and the removal of the
Bishops from the Council. In the number of lairds'
signatures we see how well the parish propagandist and
evangelist had done his work; that of Rutherfurd’the greatest
of them al;’has been noted in relation to this very petition.
Further rioting followed. The "Tables" were formed - four
representatives from each of the four orders, nobles, lairds,
burghers, and ministers. By them a /'Supplication" was again
drawn up and presented to the Council. Evasion and
equivocation failed that sorely harassed body, and they

again promised to lay the matter Liefore the King. Charles's
reply was an inane proclamation ordering the petitioners to
disperse. The Tables replied with the National Covenant,
ably drafted by Henderson, Hope, and VWarriston, based on the
"Negative Confession of faith" drawn up for James VI in 1581.
As a condemnation of Romish practices few could scruple to
sign it or the final oath of defence in support of the Crovm
and true religion. It was a truly national protest for since
the War of Independence all classes had never been so united

in a common purpose. There was,of course,some boycott and

compulsion in the signinggbut the other side - and their

i |



historians - could hardly complain of that when thqy%ecollected
Charles's conduct in the Parliaﬁent of 1633. Aberdeen waich
had enjoyed teachers and pastors of learning and character
alone remained recalcitrant, to be coerced into Covenanting

by the warrior who later looted her for abiding by the
Covenant. ~
| Bit by bit Charles was forced to give way. BSook

of Canons and Liturgy were withdrawn and a General Assembly
called which met in November 1638 with Henderson as

Moderator and Warriston as Clerk. The “ssembly disregarded
Hamilton's formal dissolution; Bishops, Canons, Liturgy,
Articles of Perth and Court of High Commission were all

swept away. Charles resorted to arms and the fiasco of the
"First Bishops' War" ending in the Pacification of Berwick
ensued. Tension for the moment eased and an #ssembly which
had Royal sanction was called. To make assurance doubly
sure it sanctioned all the acts of the preceding Assembly and
procured an Act in Council imposing the subscription of the
Covenant on the whole natién. Hamilton in the 1638 #4issembly
would give the King's imprimatur to nothing, Traquair the
present Commissioner was prepared to give it to everything,
while seeking at the same time to subvert, by all means in
his power, everything to which he assented. Hitherto

none of the nobles in the Covenanting party had been
outstanding as leaders. Their unity, rather than their

leadership had procured their ends. From 1639 onwards the
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Earl, subsequent Marquis, of Argyll began to dominate their

councils till their disruption into two parties at the
Engagement, Largely through his working Parliamentarg)as

well as Church;raform was extorted from Charles in the

‘next few years. (1)

In 1640 Charles again tried armed coercion, to be

ingloriously driven back from the borders of the Northern

Kingdom, The Scots occupied Newcastle'and stayed there for

a year, an unfortunate year for Charles. The Scots in the

North gained the abolition of Episcopacy and the legalisation

of their Covenant and its imposition. Their Commissioners

in England saw the fall of Laud, the doom of Strafford, the
abolition of Star-Chember, Court of High Commission and
Coﬁncil of the North; they returned to Scotland, having
established friendly contacts with the Engiish Parliament
whom the Scottish rising had so timeously helped in its

struggle for freedom, and having drawn from English pockets

the sum of £200,000 for army expenses.

When Charles made concessions they were fatally

too little and too late. It now seemed to him politic to

win back the nation he had flouted. ile had no wish to see

the alliance between the militant Scots and the recalcitrant

Parliament further strengthened. He came to Scotland

determined to piease. His autocratic temper was sorely

tried. Concession after concession was wrung from him,

Parliament was "democratised" into a free debating #Assenbly

(1) wvide infra p. $¢6—567

881
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and the appointment of Crown officials aﬁd the judges was
taken out of his hands and placed in theirs. He had succeeded
in detaching the discontented liontrose from the main body

of the Covenanting party. Montrose's party engaged in an
obscure plot to overthrow Argyll by kidnapping him, along
with Hamilton who had now entered into political collabqration
with Argyll. The plotters even purposed assqésination.

The 'Incident'_as it was called was ill timed. It showed

an utter lack of political capacity in the particiﬁants.
Charles protested with truth that he had no hand in the
business. lMontrose was under detention for his share in

the "Cumbernauld Bond" - an anti-Argyll version of the old
feudal practice - and his part in the whole affair is
obscure. Argyll was astute enough to maﬁage the affair,

and possibly to magnify it, so that his power and prestige,
on his return to Edinburgd from Kinneil House, whither he

and Hamilton had fled for 'safety' was greater than ever.
Much has been written about this affair. The truth seemns

to be that Argyll adroitly used an abortive and gauche
attempt of his opponents at the o0ld feudal snatch and grab
raid to make sound political capital for his party. The
capital was‘t:bdbk& when the news of the Irish Rebellion

and the Ulster Massacres broke upon Scotland. The Scottish
hatred fof Rome became a bloodthirsty fury directed against
Irish Papists. When Charles treated with these same Papists

he lost all hope of keeping Scotland either neutral or at

Lar
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his side. Meanwhile he hurriedly flung an earldom to
Leslie and Leven and a marquisate to Argyll and as hurriedly
left the Kingdom. When Charles left,Montrose and company
were 'let out." |

On August 22nd. 1642 Civil War broke out in
England. Both sides sought Scottish help. It was
superlatively valuable in the opening gambit. <lad Charles
received the Scottish help instead of Parliament he might
have won the war by decisive victories at its beginning.
Now, more than anything he had done to them by Bishops,
Ulster lay a bloody cloud between him and his people, as
the “Lex,Rei" reveals. Ulster more than Laud brought
Scotland in on the Parliament side. Argyll again used the
other side's mistakes. Scotland had beaten Charles twice.
Scotsmen could and did treat him rudely’but in the majority
of them there existed a natural and perverse resentment
against any other nation doing so to a man they still accounted
a Scotsman, Such a resentment played havoc with political
parties and theories after his execution. lloderate
Covenanters now supported the King. The Privy Council
by eleven votés to nine decided that the King's communication
and appeal to his people for help alone should be read and
published. Six weeks or so later the Cormission of
Agsembly and the Conservators of the Peace - a sort of
projection of thelTables with more legal senction - petitioned

the Council to publish the message of the English Parliament.

8m |}



The Council in spite of the "Cross Petition" against such
publication had to yield in the face of the strong opposition,
and not only publish Parliament's communication, but assert
that they had published Charles's merely for informatory
PUTrpPOSes. In Julylthe Karl of Antrim was caught with papers
revealing that Charles was dealing with the Irish rebels for
forces to invade both Scotland and Englend. “Even Mr, Lang
cannot explain away this fact thoﬁgh the perturbation it
aroused is equated ﬁith the "fearful joy children do (find)
in ghost stories." One wonders what sort of banshee his
seventeenth century ancestors found Colkitto's ruffiané.
Argyll revealed Charles's dealings and his cause was doomed
in Scotland, doomed all the more when Montrose led Irish
caterans to the sack, Only by his death did he win back
most of the Scottish swords for his son. As thé Liturgy
precipitated the National Covenant so the "Irish Cessation"
as it was called brought the Solemn League and Covenant

into being. The opening paragraph referring to "the
treacherous and bloody plots conspiracies attempts and
practices of the enemies of God against the true religion
and professors thereof In all places especially in these
three kingdoms" is ample evidence of the common fear that
cemented the union., Unity of religion, extirpetion of
Popery and Prelacy, preservation of Parliamentary privilege,
were the objects of the League to be effected by a military

alliance, The Scottish Church visualised a Presbyterian
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England and would have no less as the price of Scottish
aid. The English Commissioners kept their thoughts, very
closely, to themselves as under the pressure of political
necessity they signed for their Parliament this bargain
with the Convention of Estates and the General Assembly.
In the working out of the ecclesiastical clauges,we shall
follow Rutherfurd to Westminster, Meanwhile &é return to

him and to the internal affairs of the Kirk in these years (i

between the Covenant and the Contract. o

- 8o
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Rutherfurd and Church Affairs
1638=1643

Rutherfurd returned from Aberdeen in february 1638 whether before .5;
or after the signing of the Covenant is uncertain. - There is no con-
temporary record of his presence in Edinburgh during that event, nor
does he ever mention it in his 1§tters. Hedhe been thers the svent
would have surely found some emotional record in 4hem. He returned
with the combined prestige of a martye, prophet, theologlan, preachsr
and propagandist. His formdrly local reputation was now national.

The few letters of these years are slgnificant. That to the persescute
Church in Ireland and that to the parishioners of Kilmagolm, are very
much set pieces of writing by a man aware of his fame and position. To s
say this 1s not to question the sincerity of the sentiments expressed.
Parochial affalrs gave way to national and Anwoth saw less of the man
who formerly hardly left the district. His first public appearancs
was when, on the eve of the Hamiltons' arrival in Edinburgh in June
1638 with the King's Proclamation on the Covenant, he preachsd in the
College Hall to the Nobility, Commissioners and Townsfolk, and "falls
the fgurtaen bishops and houghs the Clenﬁemoniena."-1 He incurred with
Cant, Douglas, Livingsone and Blackyﬁall, tne displeasure of Hamilton
for preaching the extirpation of the prelates. Enforced silsncs had
engendered 1ncreaged vehemehce. . Warriston mentions uis sermon with-
out special note, but from now dates the acquaintance of the two,
which was to produce the "Lex Rex," but also to have baneful effect on

Rutherfurd in the days of the "Protester" controversy. The latter -

1 Balllie, I, 79 2 Johnstone of Warriston's Diary, I, 3069
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y have been among those who welcomed Hamilton on June 8th, and among
08¢ who supported Warriston as he read the Protest against the King's
oclamation on July 4th. He was not yet in the 1inner council of the 3
urch, posesibly because Henderson felt his vehemence a danger to nego-
atlon. He was employed as a propagandist. At the desire of the
tizens of Glasgow, he and Cant wers appointed to preach there and
ceive their subecription of the Covenant. i

From this time till December he resumed his parochial dutiss., In
cember, along with Dalgleish and McLelland, ministers, and Earlston j
i Knockbrex and W. Glendinning, elders, he was chosen by the Fresbytery’
mmissioner for the Assembly of 1638. At the Assembly the valldity I
the elders' commissions and of the commissions’'of those appointed
the votes of elders was questioned by Hamilton. Dr. Strang, Prin-
pal of Glasgow University, had a fortight previously pootested in his
ssbytery against the voting of elders in the election of commissioners
i had framed a protest, signed by six other ministers. This found
s way to Hamilton who used 1t to delay the recelving of commissions by._
couraging others to protest against the presence of "lay" elderé end
those elected by such. Baillie, Dickson,‘Henderaon and Rutherfurd
re appointed to confer ®ith Strang and hgva him resile from the prec-
st - which in a half-hearted way he did. - For the first time
therfurd was officlally employed in controversy for his causs, From
w, the duty of semi-official polemic for the Church was g radually
ven to him. Committees for the investigation of Ceremonies, for the

anting of Churches, anything which called for the propagandist rather

Baillie, I, 88 2 Bailllie, &, 99
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an the diplomat}).were imcomplete without him. He seldom drew up
formulatory "paper" but was fpequently called upon to criticise such.

3 committee for considering the Ceremonies of which he was ons was 8 e
ther forml?as affair, and ended in a paper of Baillie's being read

a report.: Rutherfurd was also appo%nted with others to deal with F
nes Affleck in re reputed Arminianism. |

In this Zssembly Ruthefurd admitted the only cau;e of his censure

haves been non-conformity. He cited the declinature of the Court i
High Commission's judicature, but did not here mention his opposition. |
Arminianism as a definite charge against him.3 He added he could .
t no copy of his sentence as Sy@gserf had 1llegélly got the clerk to ;smig
i what had not been part of his sentence, to wit, that he should \
srcise no ministerial functions in the King's dominions. He was
sared of any blame in the matter. Johnstone's comment on the affair .
dryly humorous: the court which sentenced was illegal "therefore
ought to be condignly censured for entering into ward." Reference
i also been made in the King's Proclamation, to some commissioners
hereof some were under the censure of this Church, some under the
nsure of the Church of Ireland for avowed teaching against munarchy."
@ reference was obviously to one of tEf unsubstantiated charges

ought against Rgtherfurd. Blair in ths Assgmbly refuted the charge
applied to nhim. Both had undoubtedly theoretically supported re-

stance to the King on religious grounds, Rutherfurd with no‘uncertain

ice, but they were not anti-monarchical. At this Assembly Commis-

Baillie, I, 148 2 Baillie, I, 173 —
Peterkin, 150 4 Peterkin, 14D, alse addibiona
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loners from the\college of Aberdeen apptied for Rutherfurd as Pro-
ygsor of Diviniiy. The matter was referred to a Committee. He w s
ot in the commission for investigating the charges agalnst the
| shops nor did he witness against Sydserf - indeed the latter's action
zainst Rutherfurd was not even made & count against that Bishop.

There 1s 1little record of his work in Galloway in 1639, either in
3tter of document. ,
Freudbeight—Preesbybery. The.whole countryside was engaged in fur- | |

Lshing resistance to Charles. Baillie relates the fear of invasion H

la Carlisle, so Rutherfurd 1s likely to have been extraorinarily busy. |
y was again Commissioner at the Assembly of 1639. A proclamation of émi%
1arles of February27th had stated many acts 6f the Assembly of 1638 |
> be -1llegal, e.g. the assumption of power over the.press. Thé an=-
ulling theeat of the Perﬁh Articles, which had been ratified by Parli&w: “
ent was also technically illegal and Charles so voiced the matter .
that the question was not whether the Service Book should be received

r not but whether he were King or not."1 The functiong of the pre=

ent Assembly was to clarify and ratify the acts of that of 1638 vy

assing them through an Assembly that had the Royal consent, so that

any of the Acts afe recapitulations of those of 1638, The atmosphere

a8 less tense; & dry Jest was not infrequent. Henderson answered
raquair's fulsome praise of him by saying he hoped "the Commissioner

as not contradicting his Majesty's Declaration which called him af;

oor ignorant-ﬂhéertibr" The record of the personmal of vaious

1 Peterkin, 210 2 Peterkin 242
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pmittees and sub-committees is lost; Rutherfurd douktless served
many of them. He was one of the committee for the trial of Dick-
1's transportation to Glasgow. Despite his own protests, after

inburgh and St. Andrews had both sui&sd for him at this Assembly,
the :

Q
e sald Mr. Samuel by far the greatest volcesof the Assembly, was

(ained
§;m£§ to go to St. Andrews to serve in the ministry and make such

shall &Ffovd 4
p in the College as God witi~gdve him ability for."- He was again

. to this work of examining heresy. With Baillie he dealt with
. Robert Hamilton of Lesmahagow who persisted in Arminianism and
2 :
2lined the Assembly. A penitent Mr. Hamilton, overcome by Ruther=-

b _
d's arguments,or:%ear of the Assembly, submitted and subscribed to

y canons of Dort, but was referred to his.Synod for further dealings,

» as laird Auldbar remarked,"It is not féur hours since he was con=-
~ted.,"

The removal to St. Andrews was a diplomatic one to widen the
1ere of his preaching, teachling and propaganiidst powers. He was
le a professor "that he might make many able ministers."  Howie the
incipal of New College, had beeﬁ-an Episcopalian but was relaxed and
sained though his two colleagues were dismissed. Rutherfurd was
.cod to keep tha’college steady in Presbyterian principles and to see
2t Howle kept them. He was also appointed colleague with Robert
1lr that he might have full exercise of his preaching faculty. The
lght of his new dutles precluded Rutherfurd from any great part in

3 course of events between Assemblies 1639 and 1640,

Peterkin, 254, 2 Peterkin, 261 163,
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The Assembly of Aberdeen of 1640 was itself a piece of propaganda.
a Preebyterian demonstration in a town hitherto the stronghold of
.ecoPecy. But the Presbyterians were not at one amongst themselves
] In the effort to reach unity Rutherfurd waelto exercise a modera-
n not generally credited to him. The+source of trouble was
ivate meetings." Baillle's version of the affalr is as follows.

y Scots in Ireland, being foreed to countenance theiLiturgy, absented

les:

’

E
ymselves from public worship. Their ministers being banished, "they

1 in that time and place’ of persecution comfort themselves with

ayer and reading and other exercises of religlon, sometimes Dby night
netimes by day;" "SBome of these people intended a voyage to New
srland and coﬁing into contacsé withlaome Brownists, the latter diad

ve divers towards their concelts." OEh€ES of these refugees, fleeing

1

1ism ||

Scotland, continued their practices there, but these were.overlooked;

pendent "

his anxlety to lagei anything suspsect as extraneous to Presbyterian-'

m, Balllle overlooks the fact that there was a definite Scots tra-
\
tion of "private meetings," which may be traced through Boyd and

uce to Huguenot practice. In the Catholic provinces Protestant

rship was legal only in private houses. Boyd seems to have fostered:

d encouraged the practice in Scotland. On June 24th, 1624, he was

mmoned before the council for keeping prieate meetings, and confined
his‘house. His pupils and colleagues are now sponsors of these
etings -‘?1air, Livingstone, Dickson, Rutherfurd. The firsttiwo

d been ministers in Ireland, and probably organised and suggested te
etlngs there. Rutherfurd, aslalready seen, adopted and encouraged

em, even golng the length of writihg a treatlise defending their

wfulness/

B»i lae I a8 64, '&.lSD Guthl‘y; ‘Memou,s ! Qnd Ed 77- 8L,
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wfulness "in greater numbers and for more purposes than yet we have
actised." This practice in Scotland and Ireland,was therefore due
) the exligenciles of the moment and situation, and the counsel and A
-actaﬂh of Boyd and his disciples, rather than to Brownist inter-
rence. Even the "novations" attridbuted to Leckie and his supporters
ch as objection to ecclesiastical use of the Lord's Prayer, are ex-
emes of Puritan doctrine rather than specifically Brownish or Inde=-
ndent. From the pages of Independent, Puritan and Presbyterian
ntroversy it will be seen that the term Brownlst was one of repréach
at all allke eschewed, but used loosely to damn any extreme of doc-
ine they were not prepared to accept. As used by them all it has ;
ttle relation to fact., There is no evidence of Independent doctrine dsm;
developed at Amsterdam and Leyden exercising any great influence at
is time in Scotland. Baillie used the term Brownist rather inaccu-
tely for English Puritanisi, some extreme tenets of which found a
te but speclally fostered blossom among the adherents of the "nova-
ons."  Had Rutherfurd or any of the others gone to New England, they
xht have become Indepemdents. His early doctrine of the Church, as
his Catechism, is not advanced Presbyterianism. There was aicertain
1ilarity to the Independents in their practice. But for him the
etings" were always an exigency extraordinary; the furthest it was
r advanced was that it might be a useful help to ths Churcn. No
lependent doctrine was ever formulated, but gear of such a doctrine
1wed muct trouble in the Church courts,

The inmediate disturbance arose over the Laird of Leckie's private e
ahip. At private mestings in his house he had made derogatory

arks/
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ke in his prayersst@m@hzihg the 1life and doctrine of Mr. Henry

is, his pastor. Guthrie and the maglstrates of Stirling sought
ppress the meetings. The matter was brought to the Assenbly of 1es!
but was hushed. Henderson, for the sake of order, expressed

1f against these meetings, whilst a paper given in by Lekkie

d that his tenets differed little from the Presbyterian. The

' expediént of making Guthrie preach in favour of family worship,
lalr against private meetings was tried. But as Blair was not
hant enough in the former, Guthgrie refused to sponsor the latter.
111 committese of which Henderson, Blair and Dickson were members,
"icially promulgated the finding that family worshlp was to be en- i
wged, but issued caveats that these were not to develop_into nsm-
1ised "mestings." Guthrie came to the 1640 Assemdly determined
3-0open the maestion. He used the Assembly's sitting at Abefdeen
anvag the North East in his favour, crushed the suggestion that tle
or should be left to Presbyteriss to deal with, and procseded witn
indictment of Leckie uttering "many thingﬁ:ggious if true." - A
oway commissioner declared "a number of uncouth passages concerning
Samuel Rutherfurd, Mr., John McQslland and Mr. John Livingstone."

he absence of Henderson the brethren ;ost themselves in a riot of
onalities. A committee 1argely to Guthrie's mind was drawn up,
igh Rutherfurd was on 1t. The latter behaved in a restrained

1er, contenting himself with upholding the Scripture grounds for
rate meetings. Baillie admits his proofs were unanswered, &and

rions the treajise Rutherfurd had written on prévate meetings and

lr uses., The latter was prepared to be conclliatory in the intersts

RSN ks T R T e oo qum nie
“
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the Church. Letter CCXC answers a query on the casuistic point
to whether private prayer during public worship is legitinate.
. closing sentence of the letter, "Whatever hath been by practice .esi
'ore I examined this custom I purpose no more to confound worships"
le 1t Befertho the matter in hand, also suggests that he 1s
.fing in liné with orthodox tenets and a volding Puritan extravagances
.ch he may formerly have pract;nad. Along with Blair he agreed
withdraw his opposition to an Act against private meetings, or at
8t to be silgnt wnile it passed. Baillie's draft Act was rejected
1 Guthrie's accepted. Two of 1its clauses,-that read prayers arse L
vful and that ministers only should expound Scripture, were accepted | i
nimously. The clause that family worship be limited to members dsmfi
one family was opposed but finally passed with the exception of
1isters' family worship to which all might resort. Rutherfurd al-
y8 abhorred schism, though he seldom showed himself as conciliatory
at this Assembly. But for the good senss of Dickson and himself,
serious split might have occurred. Guthrie was an opportunist, and
later events suowed, a time server. He used the fact of the
sembly being held in the North East to suit his own purposss, as
e South West, which upheld the mors evangelical principles, was not
largely represented.

When the Assembly met in St. Andrews in 1641 Presbyterianism was
litantly and ecclesiastically supreme, more able to set its house
- order without fear of internal dissension causing disaster. Durtg
e stirring events of 1640-41 Rutherfurd remained in St. Andrews, en-

ged in preaching, teaching and in the management of the College.

wie's/ .
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wie's mlsmanagement of the College rents compelled him to complain

the committes of the Estates. A commission, of whom Rigg of

hernie was one, investigated. Howie offered to resign. His demis-

on came before the Assembly in 1641, where he was more than fairly
eated and his stipend pald him for‘life.

The "novations" still penﬂexéd the Church. When. Baillie returned
om London he found Leckie and his supporters 1nten£:on the repeal of
e Act of the Aberdeen Assembdly anent private meetings, and on the
dictment of Guthrie.? Blair, Dickson and Rutherfurd were less
nciliatory than formerly, owlng to slanders concerning their'prge*
sing of private meetings. The Assembly was held at St. And%ews‘p
obably as a demonstration in that town, but for sasier conmunication
th the Estates was transferred to Edinburgh. Ramsay, the iformer
jerator, preached the opening sermon which Baillise deprecated as
ving the impression that the Kirk had fallen into a terrible schism.
ckson retaliated in the afternoon, by passionately defending the
ivate exercises of religious people, and hitting at the former con-
rmity of men like Ramsay. When the Assembly moved to Edinburgh
iderson was chosen as Moderator. To aetﬁle the question Argyll add
sgilis arranged a meeting between the Edinburgh ministers and Ruthem

~d, Dickson and Blair with Baillie as mediator. Rutherfurd's party

yms to have had the support of the Edinburgh citlzens and pressed for

> repaal of the Aberdeen Act or further explanation of it. It was
ally agreed todgnore that Act ard draft another. A draft Act of

ckson's was rejected but that of Henderson was approved by both

tesi

]

Baillie | 359 ff.
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‘tles. ITUB Act ultimately became law but was not fully promulgated

11 1647. '’ Blair p{fezldg& 'E" ;seriously © for peace and abstinence from

| such meetings as’in former times had beeﬂmg%bfitable, But now iesf

e tunexpedisnt, unlawfull and schismaticall."- T i
The evangelical party to which Rutherfurd belonged thus acted in

» best inyerests of the Church. The Pnovations" to whicﬁ their

ponents objected were trivial, e.g. omitting the Gléria, discoun=

nancing read prayers, and kneeling in the pulpit. They merely ?
ned at a worship freed from a&ll the trammels of liturgy. They had E

former years encouraged the private exposition of Scripture. ‘ n
ese '"'novations", however, were all common in the worship of the

angelical Scot of the South West, long before Independency ever

ised its head in Scotland. Rutheffurd had played no little'part

. establishing them. He now changed his stand-point - for a very
und reason. He had no desire, whilst syupathising with the Inde-
ndents, to follow the ultimate implications of thsir doctrine,which
icldental and accidental agreement in a few ultra-Puritan practices
sgested. The practices of the Irish refugees which in no small
agure started the controversy, had been Just those ultra-Puritan
ractices developed by Boyd's 'désciples in the South West, their
2etings the necessary outcoms of persecution. But contact ®ith some
1dependents added an alien note, of which Leckie's prayers witn de-
ogatory mention of Mr. Henry Guthrie, was an example. The "authority’
f the Presbyterian Clergy was of too recsnt acquisition to allow it

ightly to bs attacked. For this reason and also because huis

Baillie, I, 367
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esilastical views were becoming more raégid, Rutherfurd agreed to
suppression of the Meetings which he had himself used and encou=-

3d, With regard to the "novations" he was never convinced that >1e8 |

—
-

extreme Puritan view was wrong, and his assent to the oppositiodg
shows a spirlit of conciliation with which he is not generally
d1ted. | |
He concurred with Blair in the dictum which they éave to thelr E »
erents, that since there was now a settled and orderly ministry, the ©
duct of worshlp and time and place there-of could safely be left in ﬂ fi
ir hands. The Act passed by the Assembly was very much of a for- >
La, encouraging mutual edification, glossing over the matter of | i
.vate meetings which breed "Error, Heresie, Schism, Scandall, Self- rﬁsm%;
nceit."? . Both‘aidea could interpret a good deal of the Act as they
caged, and a further Act had toabe passed in 1647 anent secret wor- |
ip to clarify the whéle matter. In the présent Act, putting odioasi i
mes on the godly 1is especidlly forbidden - for the senslitive kr, 3 1”
thrie. An additional Act forbade all "novations" except those , K
proved by Aaaembly.3 ‘ ' | |
Rutherfurd was by now in the inner circle of the Church councils.
> 18 not a director of them like Henderson, nor was he yet, like
lckson, the leader of the more evangelical party, which was to split
o sadly on the "Acty of Clagses.." But ne was becoming the critic
n whose exegetlcal and éontroversial talent they depended for defence,%

he reviewer of any of the party's "papers," less hesitant in opinion

han Blair, less "crabbit and crochety" than Calderwood. His fame S

Peterkin, 294 _ 2 Peterkin, 472
,  Peterkin, 294 _
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8 for a year or so rivalled by Gillespie. Gillespie had the appeal
" youthful genius and a clearer utterance; but his scholastic back-
ound, great as it was, was not as colossal as his colleague's, and, e
ile his argument ‘may be less exhausting, it was also less exhaustive
an Rutherfurd's. To the latter was given the work to which he was
perlatively suited. He writes to Lady Boyd? concerning hls busi-
ss, golng throughfhe country on affairs of the Church. Teaching,
gaching, propaganda were his specific work. There is no record of
v particlipation in any of the political intrigues which preceded or
llowed Charles's visit in 1641. He was a partisan of Argyll but his
tters record his distubbance at the internal dissension in the land.

The Assembly which met én July 27th,.1642, on the eve of the Ciwil ésm
r, had been preceded by the Irish Massacres. . The zsal of the formerg
semblies in geposition had spread to the Synods and Presbyteries,
d the Assembly found 1tself having to correct many arbitrmary sen- |
nces. The earlier purlist doctrines of Rutherfurd had been carried
 eBtreme in Galloway. Ministers who came there from other parishes
re tried in the same way as expectants. Gilbert Power of Steneykirk
8 arbitrarily deposed for suspected non-canformity to the Covenant. |
. interpretation of the "novations" Act was craved, but the matter
s evaded by leaving 1% in the hands of the Presbytéries. In the
'falr of Affleck who was transported to St. Andrews, Rutherfurd and
air intervened and procured his translation to another charge, con-

ary to the former's own doctrine of the validity of popular electiecn.

1@ letters of Charles and Patlament were answered diplomatically by

Letters CCXLIX
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lerson. The Scots however were not now ecclesiastically defensive
aggressive. "For what hope can there be of Unity of Religion

ne Confesslon of Faith, one Form of Worship ?nd Catechiem, till a8 bl
‘e be one Form of Ecclesiastical Government."s The climax of <

irs made 1t necessary for the Church to have constant guldance.

s‘the Agsembly Commission which in subeéquent years was to have

power of a little legislature was appointed. "Th¢ Commission J
1 the General Assembly which before was of small use 1is likely to '

yme almost a constant judicatg and very profitable, but of so

1 & strain that to some it is terrible already."2 Of this Commis-]n

1 which sat from Assembly tq'Aésembly, Rutherfurd was one. The i
1 task lald upon it was to prepare drafts of a Confession, Catachismuﬁsm I
Directory of Public Worship and ¥in all ways further thms@reat
ctggwhnion gg this Island in Religion and Kirk Government." To

3 Commission Maitland reported on hls return from King and Parliament
ingland and conveyed the Parlaameﬁt's deaire‘pf having some nini-

rg "to asslst them in theilr synod against the 5th November or when

night be called." Raillie through Argyll procured the decision

t elders also should be sent as essential in a Presbyterian cause., !
ough the manoeuvering of the same peer Henderson, Douglas, Ruther-
i, Gillesple, Baillie, with Maitland, Cassilis, and Warriston as

ars were chosen.4 Ag if in preparation for his work in England

in the causs of.uniting the two Churches, Rutherfurd at this time
lished his first major .work in English "A Pe'aéfi;.ble and Temporate

{

s for Paul's Presbytery in Scotland."

Assembly Answer to English Parliament (Henderson) Peterkin, 325
Balllie E

Act of Aasemb y Creating Commission, Peterkin, 330

Bailllie, II, 55
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In June 1643 occurred a recrudescence of the Novations controversy
me Of the South Western ministers led by George Hutchison (after- -4
rds of the Tolbooth) persisted in condemning the pr&ctices‘of kneel=- e
g in the pulpit, repetition of the Lord's Pmayer and the Gloria
trl. Thelr obJections were drawn up in a treatise and protest.
tchison corresmded. with Rutherfufd on the matter, claiming his
prort probably from his former.practice. The matt;r was refefred '
the Commission of Assembly. Henderson, Douglas, Rutherfurd, Blair
llespie, Baillle formed a sub-committee of the matter. Rutherfurd i
air, Gillespie, with Warriston and Calderwood, "our pest penmen,"
omised to write answers to the objectors' papers. But this move ﬁsm;f
get the three men who had been so prominent in the South West to
swer the "papers" was not successful. At another meeting, previous
the Assembly, Rutherfurd and Gillespie went even further than the
Je ctors on the point of scandala, probably with raferancg-to those T
o had been conformist to Epliscopacy or nén-confgrmist to the Covenant.
oir attitude was stiffened by Guthrde's -their old opronent's - op-
sition to the Commiesion's declaration against the Cross Petition.
this point of scandal Rutherfurd and GilleSpie parted from their a1d "’
angelical allles Dickson and Blair. It is the germ of the contro-
rsy of the Resolutioﬂar and Protester. The:scrupulosity about ad-
tting recusants, already seen in the purists of the South West,(e.g
Power's deposition) was not unfayourably regarded by Rutherfurd,

whose early teaching it may have been due in no small measure.

The matter way hushed up in the 1643 Assembly bscause of ths

—

Baillie, II, 70 2 Baillie, II, 76
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sence of ' 5o
1glish delegates negotiating the Solemn League and Yovenant. Guthrie
laimed the re-imposition of the Aberdeeh Act wﬁich had been explicit
;ainst those private meetings but had not been promulgated. Henderw 188’
on maintained that ﬁubsaquent Acts made 1t unnecessary and left the '
atter to Peresbyterlies and Synods. Guthrie was kept guiet by being
uspect for hhs declinaturé to read the Commission's declaration against
he Cross Petition. The whole matter of meetings, rovations and
candal was evasively settled by the decision to draw up a Directory
Br fublic Worship and the appointment of a Committee thereto.~1 In
11 this as noted, the germ of the two later parties in the Church is A
een, one purist, the other politic, one carrying tﬁé doctrine of
candal and exclusion to a dangerous extreme, the other teumpering it nsm;
ith Christian charity, vhaylap, but also with woddly wisdom. Baillie
specially notes Rutherfurd's attitude. "I found many inclined,
specially Mr. Samuel, thouéh he professed 1t duty to answer satisfac-
orily all their arguments, for peace cause, to pass from the use of
he conclusion and bowing in the pulpit, especially 1f we agree with
:ngland."a' Policy and the necessity of .& united Church in Scotland
ade him a supporter of the anti-novation legislation but his sympathiet
ere largely with the purists of the other party. When the latter ap-
b»lied the doctrine.of scandal to the active golitics of the Church in
he Acts of the Classes, he inevitably came over to thsir side. Tha t
lct and the rupturs it caused was the proddct of the two parties al-

rgady forming in the Church.

Rutherfurd was now a leader in the Church councils and ons of E—

the Moderator's assessors. = Those formerly tainted with EZpiscopacy

1 Baillie II, 95. Peterkin, 349 2 Baillie, II, 94
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were lgnored in the Church counclls. In, A, Ramsay, J. Adamson,
and W. Colvin are''miskent" - probably suspected of Royalist tendencies i
On the other handd no trafficking with Independency was countenanced,
as shown by the Assembly Act on "Books of Separation" co?ing into
the country which are ordered to be gilven up and burned.-

The other Acts of this Assembly, the receptiqn of the English
Commissioners and the drafting of the Solemn Leagﬁe and Vovenant are
national history. Rutherfurd was on the Committee which met the
English Commissioners and on that respondble for drafting the Solemn
League and Covenant. As aﬂresult of these negoti%tions he moved

into the position of a national ambassador for Scottish Presbyterianisnﬁ

LY

1 Peterkin 346

B i o sl b S i e



.

THE PREPARATION FOR WESTHINSTER

Scottish Presbyterianism and English Independency before 1643

The need of carrying more than carnal warfare into England speedilj
became apparent to the Commissioners at Newcazstle in 1640, Cn October

15th a letter on this matter was addfassed to Baillieqasking that he
should come "with a number of your Canterburian's Self-Convictidntd-
gether with the warrands there-of, and all such paQers and proofs- as
may serve for the purpose.” On the 5th Noyember“it is proposed that

not only Mr. A. Henderson, but also Mr. R. Blair, Mr. George Gillaespie, '

and I should all three go to London; Mr. Robert Blair to satisfy the

minds of many in England who loves the way of New England better than

that of Presbyteries used in our Church; I for the convincing of that

prevalent faction against which I have written; Mr. Gillespie for the

1
crying down of the English Ceremonies for which he has written.". The

war of pen and propagandist was to supersede that of powder and shot. !

The above proposal 1tself shows a definite propagandist plan. Hender-

son was the leader, diplomat more than scholar, drafter of treaties. {

and of church laws, rather thancdclidlectician and theologlan, though not

mean in the latter capacities.  BElair, repufiedly favourable to evan-

gelical Puritans was likedy to win them over to a form of Presbyterian—i'

lsm. Baillie, the milder opponent of Episcopacy, was not so far from

the men of Ussher's stamp. Gillesple was the trenchant opponent of

the Ceremonles, and could be relied upon to confute &ll adversaries by

the brilliance of his dialectic. With the exception of Blair, for

whom Rutherfurd is substituted, this 1s later the personnel of the

Westminster Commissioners.

Rutherfurd fills the place of Blair because
‘ !

1 Baillie, I, 269

il SR L e




b

Zo,

since the publication of his "Peacable Plea" in 1642 he was the acknow-
ledged Scottish authority on the Independent Queétion.

The propagandist plan was assidubusly carried out. From 1640
treatises on the differan£ aspects of Church controvsrsy flowﬁféom the
pen of all these men. That each of them dealt with some special as-
pect shows co-ordination and purpose in all their propagandist labours.
Baillie's "Canterburian's Self-Conviction" had appeared in 1640. It

was a general accusation of Anglican Arminianism and "Popery." EHe

followed it in the next year with a "Parallel of the Liturgy and the
Mass Book" - a work on much the same lines. Thereaffef the Scots
found themselves more sultably placed for propaganda, with their Com- H
nissioners present in the City of London 1itself. Henderson published ﬂ
anonymously a small tract "The Unlawfulness and Danger of Limited Pre=-
lacy." It was a warning from Scots experience that concessions to
Charles and Prelacy would be as dangeroﬁs in England now as they had

been in Scotland in the time of James. Baillie backed 1t up by a more |
scholarly work on "The Unlawfulness of Limited Episcopacy.” That the |
true Church ideal should not lack presentation Henderson printed "The
Government and Order of the Church of Scotland." It was tactfully

done. In 1t he says "a description, not a demonstration of the Church i
of Scotland 1s intended, non Jus sed factum, their doing simply and not
the reason of their doing." It was gklear succinct summary of Church
practice in Scotland as based on the Books of Discipline. It obtruded
no divine right, though 1t claimed Scripture warrantry. It contained

no Scripture'prooﬂs or dlalectic reasonings, but was, as he states, &

clear descrip(ion of practice. To his henchmen was left the task of

vindicating/
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vindicating every thesis of it in their copious polemic. Gillespie

had made an early and daring fame with his "Dispute against the English

Popish Ceremonies" (1637). He refuted their necessity,the more ode-

rate doctrine of their expediency and the dle- hard doctrine of their
lawfulness with vigour, scholarshlp and conviction. His 1s the
fullest treatise on the subject. In London in 1641, in line with H

his colleague's work, he published an "Assertion of the Government of

the Church of Scotland." This dealt with two aspects of that Govern- H

ment - the ruling eldership and the Presbyterian system of courts ;?'
with full proofs, scriptural, scholastic and natural. This defence

was more directed against Episcopacy than Independency, as the former
was still the greater danger. As compared with the "Peacable Plea" I

there was much less quotation and refutation of the Independent

authors. _ Blair's pen was silent: he was appointed Commissioner for %

the sake of the Independent question, but nothing on that matter comes

from his pen. Baillie mentions him, however, as having ready a per-

tinent answer to Bishop Hall's Remonstrance. @?
The Scote Commissioners were in touch with the leading Independénti
"The English ministers éﬂ Holland who are for the New England way, are .
now he}a.'"-They are all on good terms with us.~'~As for Brownists and
SAparatiats of many kiﬁds, they mislike them as well as we.....Our

questions with them of the new way, we hope to get determined to our

mutual satisfaction if we were rid of Bishovs; and t1111then we have

agreed to speak nothing of anything where-in we differ."- The reason

of the sllence of the Scots on Indpendency was clear: the enemy was

1 Baillie, I, 311
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8till in the land. It explains also why, when Rutherfurd's contro-
versial did appear it took the form of a "Peacable Plea'. It contains
no personal abuse, no vindicative tone, little dealing with the work
and theories of contemporary Independents. It is a scholarly exami~-
nation of Independent thought from Barrow to Hooker. The tone is
more detached than 1ln any subsequent work.. It is as iﬁpartial as it
was possible for Rutherfurd to be and fairer to thg Independents than
any of theilr Episcopalian adversaries had been. |

Blair's silence on the Independent controversy was therefore dic-
tated by reasons of policy, ﬁaybe by a personal unwillingmass to take
up his pen on the matter. By 1642 circumstances had changed. Epis~-
copacy, the common enemy, had been broken, and the English Parliamsnt
w_pgs8 seeking a national Church in its place. In April 1641 the idea
of ecclesiastical unity between England and Scotland had been mooted,
though Henderson depfecated any hasty action. English Puritanism
was antli-prelatic rather than definitely Presbyterian or Independent.
None knew yet what form the new English Church might take. Hence the

need of an educational propaganda 1n‘England for Pfesbyterianism,and

a more defined controversial against the Independents thap, for example,”

that of Paget. Higherto the Independents had had the best of the
exchange. Barrow, Johnson, Alinsworth and Robinson had been able to
taunt the English Presbyterian with subservience to Episcopacy. The
Presbyterlians, even the Smectymnuans, had had snough to do defending
themselves against Episcopalian attack. No very adequate refutation
of the Independent doctrines existed. Some former Puritans, who nad

attempted it, had, like Jounson and Parker, been won over to Indepen-
dents/
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dent, or in the case of the latter, semi-Independent views, whilst tke |
enswers of Davenant and Paget are rambling and not too pertinent.

Almost the first scholarly and acute answer to their doctrine |
comes from Rutherfurd. It was written to be published in England ard |
for an English audience. This answer was the "Peacable Flea". In |
the preface he states that he 1s not defending his faith merely be-
cause it is national but because of its intrinsic-truth. The object

of his work is "so we might live to see.....England and Scotland comingﬂ
1 |

i

together weeping and asking the way to Zion."- It is a “peé@able“
plea, restrained, 1if argumentative, and free from personal and even
impersonal scurrility. It 1s an effort to win English Puritans to é
Presbyterian principles by pointing out the actual, exegetical and E?
historical falacies of Independency,rather than ah attempt to crush |

the Independent views in a controversial war. This was to coms 1ater.ﬁ

As he had been accused of holding these same views, Rutherfurd may 1;
' L

have felt 1t incumbent upon him to deny them by & publication such as ||

i
I3

this. Published in 1642, it probably occupied most of 1641 and is 1
entitled "A Peaé?ble and Temp&rate Plea for Paul's Presbyterie in {

- -

Scotland.....Wherein;the argaments on the contrary are friendly dis-
solved(etc." A complete study of the essentials of the Independent
doctrine, the Plea deals wlth thelir every aspect; the moderate views
of Robert Parker, the intra-congregational Presbyterianismcof'Francis
Jo;naon, the advanced views of Robtinson and Alnsworth and the exegesis

of the latter, collaterally asserting the Presbyterian docbiine. How

much the Presbyterian theory of Church membership was hammsred out on

1 Peacable Plea, To the Reader. p. 3
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on the anvil of controversy with the Independents, 1s clearly evident.

Rutherfurd here formulates his strictures on Independent thought by.a .1
criticism of Parker and a more destructive criticism of Barrow,and

Alpaworth. Before summarising the "Plea" one may briefly inter-relate
the tlought of these men.

The armoury from which the Independents drew a great part of their_ 
argument was the "De Riltela Eécleaiaatipa et Christl Hierarchica
Opposita" of Robert Parker, a Colleague of Jacob at Leyden. After a

dispute with Jacob he came to &mst?rdam and became an elder of the

English Presbyterian Church there.-. Paget accused Davenport and the

English Independents in Holland of misinterpreting his doctrines, es-

pecially regarding synods, as being more favourabls to the Independent

idea than in reality they were. He hinted that as this work was in E

Latin, their lack of scholarship might be the cause of the miaintarpre-é?

tation. The real position was that the Indepsndents, having by force !

of circumstances evoldéed & system of thelr own, were now, like &l !
other mstpeeeds’;, Lutheran or Calvinist, compelled to rationalise and

Justify 1t. Persecution separated them inﬁo small congregations and
deprived them of ordained paators,-as'the fate of Barrow, Greenwood and |

Penry deterred many sympathisers who were in orders from ministering

to them. They were therefore driven to elect and ordain pastors from

thein own numbers contrary to all accepted church practice, Roman,

Lutneran, or Calvinist. Hence came the need for an apologetic, justi-

fying such procedure on scriptural grounds, and for one which also

vindicated the pastoral authority of such men. Brown, the founder

1 Paget, Defence of Church Government. 105




Iddependency, had certainly advocated pure and Independent churches,
but does not emphaslise the right of the people to elect and he makes

the Independent pastor an autocrat in his small raln. There is 1little!|

emphasis on the pastor's responsildlity to the people."A pastor is a
person having office of God and message of God, for exhorting, moving
wspeclally, and gulding accordingly, fob the which he is tried to be

meet and thereto is duly chosen by the church ﬁhioﬁ_called him or '
1
received with dbedience ¥here he planteth & church."- The pastor did ||

11t

not have his powser from the people But from God. He differs from Ej

|
i1

Presbyterians in that the pastor was chosen from among the congregation?l
rather than from those undergoing training for the ministry. Ordina-

tion to him was by the elders of the congregation. How much circun- {i

stances dictated his theories is evident.

&

|

Barrow, the lawysr, with intensely democratic views, carried the %_
=l
!

whole position to extrems. He found a universal solvent for all

difficulties in his doctrine of the church as the body of pure beliewrs
To them were given all power and authority from Carist which they

could delegate, but to them all wers alike responsible pastor, elder

and individual member. In matters of faith, morals and discipline

they only colihd ma&e final decisions. The ddoption of tuis doctrine

among the earlier Independents caused much internal strife. Thae

abfence of an external doctrinal standard and of a higher authority

than the congregation made this inevitable. When the latter alone

interpreted the'Wbrﬁ’there were often two or three interpretations

and faction ensued; when it interpreted morals the results were often

1 A Book Which Showeth the Life and ‘Manners of All True Chri stians,
Section 53
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vorse, and a separation occurred in Amsterdam over the high heeled

shoes of the pastor's wife. The absence of a higher autnoritative

court made a brotherly conferehce of little use when passions were

aroused. Great as was Barrow's contribution to ecclesiastical thought,

it had its limitations; Francis Johnson's remedy lay in the doctrine

that the congregational power was sxhausted when they had elscted

elders and that thereafter Jjurisdiction vested in the latter, This

wag opposed by Almsworth. "

For the good estate of the Independent Churgch thereforé a sound

doctrine of pastoral authority was reguired. Such the Presbyterians H

claimed to possess in their system. But the English Presbyterians hed |

not yet got a working system and the pages of Paget, for example, show Ef

them much abler in criticism of thelr opponents than constructive of a

doctrine of their own. A reconciliation of Independent and Presbyte- |

rian theory was attempted by Robert Parker in his "De Politeia Eccle-

siastica.” The main thesés of Parker went back to the Conciliar ||

Movement and Gerson's doctrine that the keys of doctrine and authority
were given to the unlversal church and by it conferred on tue pastors.

His exegesis of the Petrine passage was that the keys were given to

Peter as a bellever. "Potestas Eccleslastica essentialiter ac pri-

mario infra ecclesia tanqual in subjecto proprio residet.": He goes

on to distinguish between ths power resident in the congregatidn and

-

its sxercise as vested In the eldershlp to which he gives certain

authority. At the eage time he pleads for the consociation of churches

in synods and classes. iound this matter hls interpreters wage war

1 Parker, "De Eccles. Polit." Bk. III, Ch. I
2 Ipbid. Bk. III, Ch. 22
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Davenport, the Independent, claims that these synods are for brothsrly
: 1

counsel and advice only;- nge% maintains that Parker entrusted far

more powsr to them than this, quoting from Parker - "Churches may

communicate together by letters: and although there be no authority

in one church above another , yet many churches Jjoin togetner, eithner
3
in a synod or by letters, have authority over one church offending."”

The question of the authority firstly of the pastor, secondly of tue

courts of the church was therefore pre=-eminent. There was a danger

that a seml~Presbyterian Independency or a Semi—lndependent Presby-
terianism like Parker's might become the religion of the English
Puritan, through a daﬁire to compromise with the independents. Hence
against Parker's work, Rutherfurd first directs his attack &n the

subject of the source and nature of eeclesiastical authority.

1 Davenpart, "Apologetical Reply", p. 242
2 'Paget, "Defence of Church Government" p. 98 ff.
3 Parker, "De. Eccles. Pdlit." Bk. III, Ch. 21, p. 324
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-The '"Peaeable Plea.”

Ministerial Authority.

The opening chapters of the "ﬁeaé?ble Plea," deal with the source
and nature of ministerial authority. At the outset Rutherfurd denies
that such authority 1mplieqéngipower of cataéoric and final interpre-
tation of Scripture in its omner. Noting the theolmgical_source of ﬂ
Farker's doctrine in the Parisian School, he denies that the "keys"
signifying authority in doctrine and morals were éiven to the Uni-

vérsal Church because glven to Peter as & believer. He maintainsd

the orthodox view that they were given to him as pastor for the Church :
To him the 1dea, developed by Best and Jacob from Barrow, that the
keysy belng given to the Universal Church 1ts members by election, :
confer their authority and powers on the pastor, 1s indefensible. Ths i
Independents' favourite stated capse of a congregation on a desert
igland, without a pastor, being forced to ordain one to valid office
and function, is no sound argument for the congrega?ional conferring
of pastoéal authority but only a dublious exception. The office
bearers of the Church have thelr power immediately from Christ by frse
glft; the most that the Church does 1is to mddlate the orderly desig-
nation of a man to office. This ecclesiastical power gilven to office
bearers 1s supreme, lincluding both power and exercise of the keys for
which they ars respondble to Christ alone. Rutherfurd interprets

the "ecclesia" of the "Tell the Ghurch"'paasages as referring to a
pastoral court and not to the congregationg and cmcludes that the view

"of the Church beling complete without pastoral power of ths keys, having

1 Peaciable Plea, 6
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these in 1itself, 1s unscriptural. Best's and Robinson's exegesis

of the passage in support of the latter view is dismissed. He demon-

strates fallacies in thelr argument.....If authority is given to all

believers then women may wield it; but the Independents themselves

opposed this: practice, proof and precept are all at variance

He points out the manifest 1mpossibility of all leaving their duties
to settle some minhitiae of church bsdness. Rather.casulstically he
argues from the distinction of the Visible and Invisible Church: it

is possible that a pastor may not be a bellever in his heart, therefore

to be a believer is no "material" condition of the pastorate. Thus

Peter did not receive the keys as a belliever. With greater patristic

learning than any of his opponents he proves the anclent dogma of the
church to have been that the elders alone have the keys of authority
and discipline.

his acquaintance with the latter not unlikely to Boyd, wno had such

unusual acquaintance with, and predéléction for his works.

The relationship of church and eldersnlip and the control which

one may exercise over the other 1is next examlned. That the church of

believers, sinceraly professing the faith and believing, 1s the only

first true Visible Church he would not g?insay. It is the body of

Christ and will infallibly be glorified. He admits that it is

superior 1n dignity, stabllity, causality to the Church ministerial

which is not infallibly gdorified. The Church of bslisvers is redsendd

- the pastor may not be - has the promises of Cuhrist for perpetuity -

| Peacable Plea, 32

Hs shows great acquaintance with Cyprian and Curysos=- ||

tom, attracted by the former's sense of the dignity of orders and owing k
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nicn the pastor has not...'The pastor 1s an end to 1ts salvation.

ut this does not mean, as Parker impiles, that the Church of bvelievers
g above the Church ministerial in juriddiction. The Independent
rgunent, drawn from the case of the Colossians and Archippﬁs, to prove
hat an individual congregation has jurisdiction over the pastor, is
afuted. From sundry passages, I Timophy III 4,5, V. 17, Romans XII. ,
, he provaes the superiority of elders to the peo;:lq.1 The minis-
erialvChurch is subordinate to the multitude of belisvers, even as
he means 1s to the end, but not inferior, even as Christ, the means
f saving the Church, is not 1hferior to it. Parker argues that

vhere there is more people there is morse grace; Rutherfurd counters

that ministerisl power, in officio, does not depend on grace or the

sacraments' efficacy would depend on the state of grace of huim whao
administered them. A minister is subjJect in some things to tike ruling
elders or his congregation, but they cannot deprive him because they:

cannot ordain hin. He disallows Parker's analogy of ths people's

ct

nomothetic power over 1ts ruler and his responsibllity to them, because
the pastor has not his power from the people but from Christ. &

pastor 18 not to be depossed for a few indiscretions.  Tuas congregation

LY

[ ]

can nevar give power tohpastor, even though all pastors were dead; that
power is alwggs Curist's. What consent therefore is dus by the psople
to ministérial acts? For Rutherfurd it is the tacit ceassent of thnose
present. A majority consent is hot nesded otherwisa the abssntes
could claim to diéobay. There is nothing Jjudicial in such consant

and the people's concurrence is taken for granted. His visw on this

| Pesacable Plea, 36 2 ©Peacable Plea, 46
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matter 1is quiﬁe rigid. He gave great civil power to the people in
“Lex Rex"; he is the staunchest of all §cottish theologians in sup-
pé}t of the psople's right to elect; he asserts, iIn this very book
the principle of the Barriler Act, but he gives no voice to them whas-
soever in dilsciplinary and doctrinal matters. Calvin, Bucer, Beza,
Junius all state that things ?hould be done in a measure "consentiente |
plsbe," even this he opposes.- "I ask whether of not that which ;
watchmen command from God's Word and authoritatively and judicially
in his name oﬁ@ht not to stand as an obliging Mandage and Canon even 11'
when the Bellevers gainsay?"

Capter V is an examination of Parker's theory, differentiating

between pastoral power and the exercise of it. Rutherfurd traces to
Gersom and the Parisian School the idea of the Church's delegating
the exercise of the power resident in her to certain men. Such doc- h
trine is faulty, for in Scripture pastors are ordained only by pastors it
not by the people. Election only puts a man in a state to recelive |
ordination.2 No mystical grace is communicated by the Church of be-
lisvers to the ministerial Church. Thase are in two different cate-
gories; the Church of bellevers 1s the mystical body of Christ, but
pastors ﬁay be reprobate. The latter can receive grace only dirsctly
from Chhist, acdording as they themselves are believers. "Ourselves
your servants" 2 Cor. IV 5, only proves the pastor the Churcuss

servant as the physician is the body's. By a very able reductio ad

absurdum he destroys a good many of Parker's tenets, though the latter

1 Pealable Plea; 49 2 Peacable Plea, 56
K
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himself would hiave eschewed much of thelr ultimate &mplicatlions. The
matter is summed up in the sixth chapter, where he denies that Christ
has‘}n any sense left the government of the Churcn in ths hands of ths
multitude of bellevers, elther directly or by making pastors raSponsiblq;
to them or by its delegating that power to the pastor. ﬁ
Presbyterian government is a wise combination of the monarchic, ﬁ
aristocratic and democratic principles. Government by ®he collective 7
body or coetus fidelium, is contrary to the word of God. Rutherfurd's
arguments are the scriptures for the office of slders, interpreted as
implying tnténtiénfoniChrist's part of instituting a ministerial Church.
That the heads of familias'alone should speak, as advocated by soms
Independents, he thinks a falsification of their own case, and the | w
creation of & representative Church which in other senses they deny.- ‘
The furthest he goes 1s to say that no grave decision, such as excoamau-
nication, should be taken without the peopls being aware of 1t. They
may be admitted in synod to speak in an orderly way, but thsy have no
power off firidical decision or the result would be anarchic. He voicea:
his distrust of this "popular" doctrine, as being too near the Anapaptiai
which "takes away all magistracy under the New Testament - all releticn '
of master and aerﬁant, upon the ground that we are all free men." This
ié an obvious canvass of the Parliamentarians. "I am far from thinking
?ﬁ& worthy brethren do allowaof this conclusion, but ths principles are

too sibb and near of blood."

The Nature of the Church.

He now proceeds to examine the nature of the Church, and the

1 Pea{%ble Plea, 6% 2 Peacable Plea, €9
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Independents' assertion that the only Church known in the New Testa-
ment was a congregation qf believers, voluntarily meeting in one place,é
maging & voluntary profession of faith without any system of Church _

¢ourts. A sound exegesis of the wide scope of the word Church known |
in Scripture 1is given.? He points oup that accofding}ghe Independentéi

assertlon, as above, everji famlly 1s a Ghuréhhkﬁhgf any man's profes- !

sion of faith should be false,he conslders that on thelr own definition
it makes their claim to be &a irue Church to be invalid. Against tlow

he maintains that the preaching of the Word and the administration of &
the Sacraments are notes of the Church even though held forth to un- ;
believers, for ﬁha mission of the Woré is to redeem. Further historic ?

proof of his case lles in the nature of the New TTestament Church . .P'

i

Jerusalem was one Church,yet had three thousand believers. All these
coulé not meet in one place or break bread in one place; There must

" have been several congregationsibut under one Jjurisdiction. This
shows forth a presbyterial or as the Independents mis=-call it, a "re=-
presentative” Church. He cites Ephesus, Antioch, Rome, Galatia as 4
further examples of this. The word "Church" never signifies just one
congregation, e.g. "Saul made havoc of the Church." He examines the
senses in which the Church Presbyterial is representative. It is not
a representative Church, in the sense which Robinson gives to the doc-
trine, namely that the Church rulers do no more than announce the
Judgement of the peopls. Nor 1s it representative in the sense that
the people glve to thesse rulers supreme power and promise to be tried

by them in all things. Rutherfurd lays down the principleg that

1 Peé@able Plea, 65
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presbyters are only to be obeyed 1f their commands be lawful and ¢on-
venient and if the matters enacted are first referred to the 8lderships
of p%rticular congregations.

In the eighth chapter the passage NMatthew XVIII 17-18 is expounded
with much greater learning than in Chapéér NOT Gillesbie;s YAssertion."
The Septuagint, the Greek and Latin Fathers, the Schoolmen, the Renais=-
sance Scholars, Calvin, contemporary theologians are all cited, The
Scots theologians rested a good deal of their argument for the divine
right of Presbytery on the words of Christ, "Tell the Church." Alto-
gether 1t may be sald that the Independents may have been right in in-
terpreting it as referring only to the éociety of bellievers, but the
conclusions they based on it wers g% rigfﬁijfntoleranffand more falla-
clous than their opponents'. Parker was a little dublious himself as
to whether the orthodox interpretation of the age had not a measure of
truth. He tried to compromise by saying the passages did in a sort
refer to the eldership. There is evidencefrom the quotations throun -
out that Rutherfurd had Parker before him as he wrote.

Church Membership. '

The question of membershlp now arises. His line of attack halts
at Parker and pushes at Almsworth. The former had too much respect
for the traditional Calvinist doctrine of the Visible and Invisible
Church to discredit 1t altogether. Ainsworth, an acute Biblical
scholar, was prepared to do so0 in order to vindicate his theory that
the only true Vieible Church is a company of visible saints, called
and separated from the world and voluntarily professing one faith. in
thie he 18 a direct disciple of Barrow, Rutherfurd opposss to
Ainsworth's/ '

i
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Ainsworth's his own doctrine of membership drawn from the orthodox
Calvinist dogma. All members of the Visible Church, he sadmits,

shdhld, de jure, be saints, but, de facto, whether you taks a wide
national, or narrow congregational view of the matter, they are very
often not: thelr profession may be false. Hence ?insworth’s doctrine i
rests on what he considers a fallacious assumption.- That the Visible
Church, as such, i1s composed of saints 1is impoasibfe. The sole cri-
terion of membership of the Visible Church is a profession of faith.
The sincerity éf thai profession determines whether a man is, before
God, a member though profession, sincere or insincere, 18 adequats,
proviﬁed his 1ife be not scandalous, for recognition de facto, as a
member of the Visible Church. With the more Christian view he insists
that men must not bé asked to prove to the Church that they have gracs,.
Who knowse where grace lies??3;,§s much grage may bs under many ashes as

a plece of gold among mountains of earth.” If the Word is to Ye

preached only to bellevers, then its converting power is limited. He

wlsely objects thaﬁ this doctrine of membership narrows the scope of tie |

Word to groups of select, when it should be given to all. Besides he
argues (and in this his New Testament exegesis is sound) the New Testa-
ment Church was a very heterogeneous mixture; all the Apostles required
as a condition of membershlp was a p#ofsssion of falith. Did not our

Lord accept Judas? Arguing ffomfﬁhe parable of the wedding garment,

he makes hearing of the Word a sufficient condition. "There is no more

required to make members of the Visible Chﬁfﬁﬁaas visible, but that thay
I
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be within the neﬁzhearers of the word." Turning back he insists that

the preaching of the Word is an sssential - to hiam the greatest essen-

tial of the Church -: even the excommunicate, who ars not to recsive
the Sacraments have the right to i1t. In passing he notes the argamsnt |

of Barrow and Ailnsworth that any gifted man may preach andurefutes it A

L

i
a8 Socinlan and unscriptural. A further deduction he makes from uls }
a

own argument, re the preaching of the Word: sinces1it is a nots of ths ré'

t

true Church the magistrate can compel men to adjoin themselves to a

church to hear the Word. With the civil powsr in Scotland now bshind }

him he could assert this categorically. In a later work "Survey of

the Survey," tircumstances forced nim to find some modification of this
view, though he never resiled wholly from its principls.
Separation.

b
L &
E
¥ |
¥
'
£
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Because of Royal coercion, the Independents had separated from ths 1l
English Church and stigmatlised the more moderate Puritans for not doing %i
80, ° This fact turns his mind to the antithesis of membership - Separ&;El
tion. The question as he puts it in the tenth chapter, is, "whether 1
or no 1t be lawful to separate from a true Church visible, for ths
corruption of tsachers. and the wickedness of pastors and professors,
where faith 1s begotten by the preaching of professed trut‘a.‘r He takes
a wider view than the Independents ever reached. We are only to se-
parate from all communion in which we may fall into sin, but not wadlly
ffom the Church or from the hearing of the Word and ths prayers and
praises of the Church. - The evidence 4f his latters shows that in
Absrdeen hs attegded an Epliscopalianised Church, though often un?dified
by its doctrine. Alnsworth argu:s that the Protsstants ssparated from ™

Rome /




e as a justification of his own Separation. Rome hersslf made the

paration, counters Rutherfurd, There was always a true Church, =ven

Rome, and a Body of men who within her held fast to the fundamentalﬁ
uths of Curistianity - witnsss the Waldenses. Rome herself has made
paration from thess truths. We have not ssparated from Rome 's bap=- .

sm or from the Apostles' Creed. Rome's heresies have,estrangsd nar

om the true Church. Collateral national Churches cannot bs said to °F
 separated from one another. Uf Rome he says that it is a Church, ©
yaching and professing and having something of the 1life and bsing of
true G‘nn.xr'c:‘n.‘l The Reformers' calling and orders from her ars valid
acause,within her, they swore to defend the truth of the true Church

hicn tasy did. Something extraordinary also there 18 in thslr callang

nd orders, but thsre is no nsed, like ainsworth, to justify'those as

larived from the peopls. : B

Now he attacks the extreme Independents, and Barrow's doctrins of

+

t
sgparation as expoundsed by Ailnsworth and Robinson. One must not, hs -

says, separate from a church for sins of fellow worshippers: Christ

counselled His disciples fo obsy the Pharisees. He counters, with

sound historical exegesls, the rather far fatched arguments of Robinson ke

from 014 Testament ritualistic practlicey for separation. The nearing -

of the Word by evil men along with good, in no way affects its appeal
2

to the latter. Again he pointe mumE to the heterogensous nature of ’

the New Testament Church. If wickedness c¢f people in a church pollute

the public worship, then 1t would be hardly possible to comzunicats whil

1
=de
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! |
with safety in any. It is unreasonable to expect the believer to se=-
perate onrtheogrounds of wickedness in a fellow worshipper for he

cannot know who is a hypocritse. Such a doctrine makes the valus of

the Word and Sacraments depend on our fellow worshlppers, which 1s ab-
surd.

z
To separate for the sins of a pastor falls into another extreme;:

it verges on the Romish doctrine of making the value of ths Sacraments

depend on him who administers them. He admits tHat an unsavoury pastor1

i
i

t
diminishes the appeal of the Word, but sven hearing of unsound doctrise {

should not cause separation. We can keep the sound and rejesct the un-~

sound. He ends the chapter by saying that even when we separate from

a Church overtunning the foundations of religion, as from Rome, "we are

with them."

Chapter eleven contains the usual war of Scripture quotation, exe=- !

gesis and refutation of arguments in the foregoling case. For the

L
|
to keep a deslre of gaining them, howbelt not a brotheriy fellowship !
!
'}.
i,
{
#
eschewing of infection from sinful men Rutherfurd shows it is sufficient|

A

to separate from them in £he Church. - "It is not God's means of es- i

N .
chewing infectlion to lowpe out of one true Church into another for one

fault." The infectlon of one never pollutes the worshlp and Sacraments;

for one nat guilty,or even the holiest Independent Church ne earnestly

points out, would not escape pollution. That it is not lawful to

communicate with the holliest Church in act of false worship he grants,‘i

but that every act of false worship makes a true @hurch to be a false

Caurch, or no Church is inadmissibls. This 1s a subtle sponsoring of

the cause of ‘the English Ppesbyterian who had remained in the Episcopal

- -

1 Peac:able Plea, 145
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esctablishment, even though 1its ﬁorship was tainted. These chapters .
are a plea for separation inside the Church, with a view to reformationi
es against complete schism, \
Baptism. |

After dealing with membership of the Church and separation from

|
| |
it, he turns to ths related question of the Sacrament of Baptism. Hs !
opposes 1its denial to children whose parents are not knom believers %
even while admitting that some of his own co-religionists support that |
pragtice. - All children within the visible Church are to be baptised,
he argues, from the Jewlsh practice of clircumcision, from the practice
of John the Baptist, and from the mercy of God Himself.1 He draws
on the Covenant theology.of God makes the Covenant of Grace with a

Caristian people so their children, even thougun born of wicked parents,f

enjoy the rights of that Covenant and people. (Fedsral holiness is

not personal holimess, but the 1dea of a peAOple set apart to Goé by
2

covenant. ) Who can say that God lays the fathers' iniquities upon

the children in spibitual and eternal punishments? If the parsnts'
state of grace alone entitles a child to baptism, who can tell which E
parents are in a state of grace? Membership of an individual church é
is not necessary for baptism, which is & privilege of the Church thdjcé
not of a particular Independent Church. None are to bs refused bap-
tism for thelr children who profess the faith and ars of Christian
communion. The doctrine that children of wicked people are not to be
baptised till they become of age 1s anabaptist. The free administra-

tion of thlis Sacrament is no profanation of it.

1 Peaé?ble FPlea, 165 2 Peaﬁ?ble FPlea, 170
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Church Courts and the Individual.

- |
In chapter thirteen Rutherfurd comes to the question of tns rela-

Hme

tionsauip of the individual congregation to the Church courts. Those |

of the Separation and others whom we love and reverence, deny that '
congregations are subject to synods, Presbyteriss and national asssemblis

holding that the latter can only gilve counsel and advice, but have no l
jurifdediction over a Church." This was in a measure Parker s visw, ¥

hsld by the mord modsrate Independents and by some English Presbyterians .

It was likely to be 8 $tumbling block to the thorough-going Presbyte-

rian dogma. Hence Rutherfurd's attack on it. He asserts the nature
and relationship of Presbyterlan and synodical power. The Presbytery 1
has equal power with the synod, intensive but not extensive. Tasre 1is ?
no Scripture case for a s}ngle congregation exercising supreme juris- :

f

diction. There 1s no instance in Scripture of ordination by & congre-
1

gation or even by a pastor and congregation. Apostolic practice was

ordination by a Presbytery of elders. He brings further arguments in

support of the Presbyterian system from the laws of nature and nscessity .

f
i
i
i

and from the dlscrepancles and absurdities which he bellsves occur in
the Separatlist practice. He reverts to tha principle that ths keys
are not glven to the congregation, therefore they have no juridical
authority. He deplores this doctrine as tending to tue removal of a
public ministry and the maging of it only’ad bene esse and not ad esse
simplicater'of the Church. He shows the anomaly of the theory of
congregational Jurisdiction which makes the congregation judge, Jjury

and accuser in one. Most of these arguments are silanilar to tnose in

! Peacable Plea, 189 2 Peacable Plea, 194
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the second part of Gillespie's "Assertion of Church Governmesnt."

Chapter fourteen 1s an exposition of Acts XV (ths Counciit of
Jerusalem) &8 the main scripture ground for the superior jurisdiction
of Church courﬁs. /ﬁé rejects the Independsnt view that it was mpeely
a confersnce and that its decreses, if they bound, bound onl& because
they were extraordinary and apoitoldbc, and not because they were
synodical and oecumenical, With regard to the composition of the
court, he allows that the Church may admit some learned and hbly men
who are neither pastors, doctors nor elders to be present and speak.
He agrees wilth Parker that the mater;al ground of commissioners at

assemblies 1s thelr gifts and &= holémessjand the formal ground the

Church calling and sending them. But the whole congrsgation has no

definitive volce in the councils. The next chapter gilves further
scriptural proofs of the lawfulness of synods and tuelr power to ex-

communicate evil churches. He 18 careful to state that evan witn

regard to the cs=nsures of national assemblies or synods, it is fres to

believers to reject what is contrary to God's Word. In the sixtsenth

chapter there 1s more scrippure refutation of the power of Independaent
congregations, especilally in the matter of excommunication, an aspact

of Church discipline which was to be dealt with morse fully in uis later

works. In all these questions he shows & wider and more oripinal

patristic lore than Gillespie. His studlies seem almost naturally to

hava followed those of Boyd, though he 1s more acquainted witu, or at

c

least cites more often from, the Reformed theologiams. On pags 257

occurs an opinion wilich shows that he has not even yet desertsd uils
tenets concerning private meetings. Cf private persons ns writas

"They/
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"they are to edify, rebuke and comfort one another, and this they zay

do, not one to one only, as soms say, but one to many. So the Scrip-

ture salth. ~ Prov. X, 21; Ephes. IV, 29. So saith Calvin, Bukkinger |

Beza, Davenant, Whittaker, etc." : ‘

Theseventaénth chapter deals with the ®cope of the pastor's power,f
utterly repudiating the Independent doctrine that a man 1s a pastor, '
only in, for, &nd of, a single indigidual church., Klection doss not &
make a pastor, it only apportions him a special charge. e do not, is
says, countenance that a man be ordained without charge, but tnat is i
not to say he 1s a pastor only to a single congregation; une 1s a

pastor of Christ for the whole Church.  Taoough his juridical powsr

lies with his elders, over a certaln congregation, he may prech to any.

His last chapters are in line with Gillespie's “"assertion" and

Henderson's "Government and Order." He desals with the practice and

principles of the Scottish Church. On "ruling elders," as Gillespie

has treated the subject fully in the "Assertion," he contents himself
with an exposition of I Tim. V, 17, and with outlining their office i
and power. The relation of the Church to the magistracy is briefly |
reviswed. =~ The King's power 1s hortatory, "coactive," "cumulative"

but not "privative." Church @nd State in their different spheres are

hoth ordained of God. He closes hls book with a synopsis of pressnt

ecclesiastic practice in the Church of Scotland, based largely on
Henderson. His final word is still in some measurs a defence of
private mestings. "Our Assembly also commandeth (the Gensral assembly ;
of 1641) godly conference at all occasional meetings, or as God's

providence/
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providence shall diapose,'aa the Word of God commandeih, neb, III, 13,

etc., providing none invade ths pastor's office to preach the Word, who

are not called thereunto by God and his Church." The pastor is not py

: private
Butharfurd'a'doctring here expressed excluded from nolding/mestings of

his own.

i
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Relation of English and Scottish Presbyterianism

The circumstances attending on the appointment of the Scots

Commissioners to the Westminster Assembly nesd be related only iniso
far as they affect the part they were delegated to play or ultimately
played in 1it. As has been noted, the Scots Commissioners treating
with Charles had arrived in London in 1640, with & definlte propagan-
dist plan, directed against both Epiacépacy and “Inde pendency. Oppo-
sition to the latter was dropped that common cause might be made with
its supporters agal nst Prelacy. Dr. Shaw inclines to the opinion
that the Scots imagined "there was a Presbyterian faction ready to
welcoae them,"‘but the passage from Baillie which he cites in support
of this on the contrary really sgows that the Scots realised that
theire was a work of conversion, Their actual 1llterary output at
that time 1s further evidence of this. As late as December 1543

Baillie could write "as ygt a Prasbptery to this people is conceived

to be a strange monster." Inopportune as some of the publications
of the Scots proved to be in the political sénse, it would be unfair
to call them premature. The propagandist has to pave the way, and
these early 1640-42 publications familiarised many of the English
Puritans with Scottish Presbyterlan 1ldeas and proselytised boms.
Henderson's pamphlet against limited Episcopacy was unfortunate be~
cause liﬁited Episcopacy was s8till regarded by a majority of the

English Parlliament as a modus vivendl in settling ecclesiastical
affairs.

Parliament's answer to the Scots' suggestions on conformity

1 Shaw, History of the English Church, 1640-6C, Vol. I, 128
2 Baillie, I, 303 3 Baillie, II, 117
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tncChurch Government was a polite rebuff. "This house &oth approve

of the affection of ﬁheir brethren of Scotland in their desire of a
conformlty of Churdh government between the two nations, and doth give
them thanks for it. And, as they have already taken into considera- .
tion the reformation of Church government, so they will proceed thereini
in due t%me as shall best conduce to the glory of God and peace of ths [
Church." This was embodled in the treaty ratified in August 1641, |
With the Scots, however, uniformity of religion became as much én idé;

fized as with Charles. In the General Assembly of 1641 as act was

pasged instigated by Henderson for drawing up "a Confession of Faith,

Catechism and Directory for all the parts of Public Worship and Plat-
form of Government, wherein pOBSib}¥ England and we might agree.”" In |
a letter to the English ministers, the matter of religious unity is
further advanced ~ "that there might be in both Kirks one Confession,

one Directory for‘Public Worship, ene Catechism and one Form of Kirk
Government."  Henderson vouches this opinion as that of the whole
Scottish Church - "We know not so much as one man more or less eminent |
among us of a different judgement.”" The entire work of the leaders
of the Scottish Church in the next six years was to endeavour to make
the hope expressed in this létter a permanent reality. Political
circumstances at first favoured them.

An English Parliament, inferior in military power to Charles, was
more tractable than a Parliament able auccessfullyrto impeach S%%fford,;

Instead of the supplicated, it was now the suppliant and drew up a

letter for presentation to the General Assembly of 1642 tendering a

| Peterkin, 296
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politic offer to reform religio? and pleading for a firm and stable
union between the two Kingdoms. Henderson, who drafted the reply, |
made it clear that the only possible condition of a%liance must emdody |
uniformity in falth, worship and church government. The Assembly's ;
letter had the approval of the Scottish Council and was communicated %
to the English Commons on 26th August. Their answer expressed willing4
ness "to cast out whatsoever is offensive to God aor displeasing to any |
neighbour Church," and to agree with the Scots in all substantial H!
points of doctrine. They stated their resolve to uproot Episcopacy
and their intention to hold a convacapion.oi godly divines to settle 1{

"such government as may be most agreeable to God's Holy Word." The

Asgembly's Commission appointed as Commissioners to negotiate with

were i
England in this matterathose who subsequently attended Westminster. i
The English Barliament delayed commitment till the summer of 1643
brought thelir military hopes to the nadir. Commissioners were dés-

patched to Scotland and the Solemn Leapue and Uovenant was negotiated

T T T

on 17th August of that year, There is no reason to attribute superior;f
astuteness to either side in the drafting of the Covenant. The Englisﬁ1
desired a civil league, the Scots a religious union: The Scots tech- §
nically achleved their object, but the instrument of their success was
necessarily of the nature of a formula. "According to the Word of

God and the example of the best reformed Churches" was as far as the

English State would promise reform. The Westminster Assembly added

a definition of prelacy which at least left a loophole of hops to tne

1 Peterkin, 324 2 Peterkin, 325
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"primitive" Eptscopalians. Henderson had enough experisnce of Eng-

liqﬁfaffairs to know that the above clause was & formula and a possiﬁlei

source of future trouble, but he hoped to achieve much through the

Westninster Assembly. He had postponed the drafting of the Catechism

and Directory for which he had been made responsible in 1641 until it |

- 1
might be posslible to draft them in common for both Kingdoms. The !

success or fallure of the Solemn League and Covenant, therefore, de- |
pended largely on the success or failure of the Scots' propagandist i_

activity at Westminster. Could they make England Presbyterian? They

very nearly did so, till between them and the goal of thelir success
came the stout, uncompromising figure of Dliver Cromwell. : 1

The Covenant gave the Scottish Commissioners who were now nominated,r.
by letter to thﬂvEnglish Parliament, the mission of Presbyterianising

England. To measure their success it is necessary to ask how far

England was Presbyterian before thsir advent.

Since the time of the
Treaty of Ripon the English Purltan had been more conversant with the

Scottlish form of Presbyterianism and many were increasingly favourabdle

to it. In 1641 several English ministem had written to the General

Assembly for guldance regarding the power vested in congregations and

had recelved an answer refuting congregational theory and asking them
"heartily to endeavour that there might be in botn Xirks one Confession |

one Directorq for Public Worship, one Catechism and oné form of Caurca

Government." The same lstter advocates the Scottish Presbyterian

system of Courss and is simple direct propaganda from thehen of

Henderson. The English ministers' answering letter shows how it was

1 Peterkin, 296
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1
recelved:-

"The desire of the most godly and considerable part among us is
that the Presbyterian ®Fovernment, which hath just and evident fonn-
dation both in the Word of God and religious reason, may be esta-
blished among us, and that according to your intimation we may
agree in one Confession of Faith, one Directory of Worsuip, one
Public Catechism and one Form of Government."

Despite this the Westminater Assembly was to show a decided difference
in the Scottish and English conceptions of Presbyterian principles.

The radical difference may be traged to the fact that English Presbyte-
rienism, such as it was, went back through Travers and Car twright, to

a more purely Genevan theory =- theory rather than model, for Elizabeth
and James gave l%ttle opportunity for establishipg it - whilst Scottish
Presbyterianism had been shaped more on the. model of the French Protes-
tant Church. The difference showed itself both in the spirit and the
letter of thelr relliglous conviction. Early in the Reformation, Calvn
had counselled the English Puritan to submit to certaln ceremonies, as
things indifferent, when imposed by the state. (Though Calvin desired
it otherwiese, the final appeal in Genevan Church affairs was to the
Signory: the Smaller Council determined the choice of Elders in the
Consistory.) Cartwright, the early protagonist of English Presbyte-
rienism, accepted the same early Calvinist standpoint and ultimately
deferred to the wishes of the State on matters religious, when he found
1t impossible to alter them. The majority of his followers adopted
his policy, and the English Presbyterian lived as far as he could in

conformity with the Church of England and avoided as far as possible

colebrations abhorrent to his principles. It is not often noticed

! Peterkin, 329
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that in the conflict betwéen the Scots and the Erastians the former Rad
already achieved much in winning over the English Peesbyterians, who
for sixty years, had submissively accepted Erastian principles, and
wvhom a threat ffom Parliament could still overawe. This policy had
made it impossible for the English Presbyterian to have any definite
"platform" of church government. Their vest writers could only ex-
pound trédditional Genevan theory, as in Paget's "Church-Government
Exercised in Presbyterial, Classical and Synodall Assemblies": their
most virulent could only be scurrilously anti-prelatic. Since the
First Book of Discipline and the heyday of Andrew Melville, the Scots
had had a definite "platform" of churéh govenment. It came from the
French system where it had to be won, as in Scotland, in the face of
State opposition. It combined more admirably than in Geneva the two
principles of popular rights and central control. There was in Scobs
Presbyterianism the physique and the Wiolence perhaps, of one who has

strgggled and developed by breaking the chamys of bondage English

Presbyterianism was softer stuff through having remained, though suléenly

in chains. Besides belng of a different spirit, what development there ﬂ

was in Ehglish Presbyterianism was different. It suffered unavoidably
from being forced to confine 1tself to theory, and that theory was the
interpretation of the Genwgan practice in the light of pcssible future
Eﬁglish needs. The Scots used a practical working system as a guilde
upon which with some differences, they modelled their own. English

Presbyterlanism failed in the beginning as a national faith, because it

was too submiseively Erastlan and theorétical, in the end because having

been/
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been severely uprooted b& Laud, it was hastily replanted and over-
fertilised by the Scots. It never had & chance of a healthy native
growth.

Paget's'“Defence of Church Government" is a typical exposition of
English Presbyterlianism and shows the redical differences between it
and the Scottish doctrine, which afterwards appeared at Westminster.
Little stress for example is placed on the work of Kirk sessions. A4s
& Juridical court it hardly existed for the English Presbyterian,

hence thelir opposition to the office of ruling elders. For them the

ternm "elder" referred by New Testament practice to the pastor, or, from,

more purely Calvinist doctrine, to those who advised and assisted him.
Thelir postulsted assemblies included no representation of elders. Per-
haps the word "classical" which they used, better applies to their
assemblies than "presbytery." Their presbytery was one which could
easily have merged into a councld of a primitive epliscopacy, or into

a convention of a federal congregationalism on Parker's model. Other
differences also appsared, though ;he matter of the eldership was the
greatest. It may be noted also that even as late as 1641 the English

Presbyterian claimed no absolute dévine right for his system - "Ve

|
1

i

1

|

I L

though we hold that Classes and Synods are most necessary and profitbbld

for the well-being of the Church, being also prescribed unto us by
divine ordinance, yet do we not hold that the essence and being of the

Church doth consist in this." TFrom this date (1641) active Scots

.propaganda in England begins.

It is thus difficult to estimate the growth or extent of Presby-
terianism in England before the Westminster Assembly. Shaw's view is

that/
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that the Presbyﬁerianism of Elizabeth's reigh and that of Charlss's

reign were two separate sporadic outbursts with no relation to each dther
the first was an academic movement, the second an ecclssiadical abortionr
UeCris tries to trace a consistent development in English Peesbyterian
thought, but this continuity seems to 1lle in what Shaw calls "the pers
manent element of English Puritanism" rather than in anyihing defiﬁitely 2
Presbyterian. Masson's view2 is that English Presbyterian principles
got lost amongst anti-Episcopal polemic and only when the Episcopacy
was removed were they resuscitated from their gravs. Tgere is an ele-

ment of truth in all thess. Puritanism was Suffering an academic
exile: no seat of learning but banned its tenets, no convention existed ﬁ
or dared to exist where they could exchange visws, exchangs of contro- E
versy through publication was extremely risky. This acadenmic and |
scholastic isolation of all but orthodox or conformed thinkers from hheirg.
fellows may have bred great varlilety of opinlion but it was a variety which ?:
had many unseemly blossoms. English Presbyterianism, as species, élaredi‘
in the variety which English Puritanism had in the genus. It was nega- |
tively unified only by its opposition to Episcopacy. The Smectymnuans é_
themselves differed in some points of their doctrine as 1s evidended by |
debates in the Westminster Assembly. Their brethzen differed even more,?
Burgess, Marshall,Calamy,Palmer,Herle, all are often found in opposition |
to each other. Every varliety of opinion from near Episcopacy to near
Independency exlsted: It was am amknown in quality and amorphous as a

child in the womb, and it was yet to be proved whether its delivéry by

| Shaw, Hist. of Eng. Church, I, pp. 5-6
2n Masson, Life of Milton, II, pp. 531
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the Scots was healthily the.best. Presbytery in its Scottish form

was indeed as yet a strange monster to this peopls. The 8cots had

not only to co-ordinate the English form of Presbyterianism witn

_their own, they had to assist in the co-ordination of all the variants

of the English doctrines. )
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- THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY. :

The historg of the legislation calling yhe Assembly is

&
extraordinarily complicated. Not only did the Scots seize the

opportunity of the Ascembly. for propaganda, they were indieectly
responsible for making it. It was resolved in debate in the Cormmons
on Ist September, I642, on the Declaration of 3rd Augﬁst from the .
General Assembly that Episcopacy should be abo%ished.z

'fThe government of the Church of England b& archbishops,
Bishops, their chancellors and commissaries, deans, deans and
chapters, archdeacons and other ecclesiastical officers hath been
found by 1ong experience to be a great impediment to the perfect E;
reformation and growth of religion, and very prejudicial to the stat{i
and government of this kingdom, and this House doth resolve that thel%
same sha;l be taken away,''

This resolutiog‘ﬁas amended by the Lords but was afterwards
cited in the Ordinaﬁce calling the Westminster Assembly, &as one
of the causes thereof. The Westminster Assembly legislation | i
océupied more then a year. _In February 1642, during the protracted
1eéislation on Church affairs, the Commons considered the feasibility
of having an advisory bbdy of divines called together, who were
fit to be employed for settling the affairs of the Church. The =%
matter dragged till April, when a Grand Committee of the House

reported on the matter and the Commons passed a resoclution

stating their intention of reform of the

I. Shaw.  Vol. I. IZ24-I27.
<.  Shaw. Vol. I. I20 quoting the Commors Jaurnal II.858.

ot Pl " e



/5K,

/ Church, and for "better effecting thereof speedily, to have

consultation with learned and godly divines.” From April

1642, the Commons were -engaged in preparing such a bill. No
fewer than five were drafted, read, a first and second time,

recommitted, rejected on differences between the Houses, or

lapsed on technical grounds. The fifth bill passed and was

embodied in the fourth proposition sent down to Charles, but

did not receive his assent. Finally the Assembly was summoned

by an Ordinance of 12th June, 1643. ‘The Commons adhered firmly

to the clause concerning agreement with the Church of Scotland
being retained. |

It is not possible or necessary to narrate here the
Parliament's earlier dealings with ecclesiastical reform and the

reaction to the Root and Branch Petition which split the House

in two. Eplscopacy and monarchic absclutism had become

identified and many believed the sole remedy lay in the abolition

of both. Events were to show that 1t was easler to eliminate

them, than to put a competent equivalent in their place. Any
idea of an ecclesiastical establishment over which it had no

control was utterly alien to Parliament intentions. The Assembly,

when finally summoned was given only advisory powers and was

strictly subject to Parllamentary control. ItS work was %to
gearch for 2 "modus vivendi" in the present chaos, which with
Parliamentary sanctlion might develop Into an Establishment
conditioned by the need of approximation to the Scottish model
in order to secure the military alliance with the Scots.

It has been noted how varied in conception Presdyterianism

in England was, even amongst i%¥5 own doctors. The Parliamant
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-/ which proposed in some meéasure to establish it had even less
idea of its inherent nature. Laud had fallen foul of sguire
and merchant by his intrusion into the private life of the
community in the interest of sounder morals, church.order, and
ecclesiastical uniformity. As G.M. Trevelyan writes " The
squire was thus accusﬁomed to admit no co-partner to his rule,
and had not yet formed with the parson the Ho}y Alllance against
Dissent, which ever since the Restoratlon has been the almost
certain factor in English politicse The village quarrel which
in ever=-fresh forms of class rivalry or personal pique has been
going on in every English hamlet since befora Domesday Book was
compiled, often assumed under Ld4yd the form of bad blood between
parson and squire; the landlord, constralined by fear of the
eccleslastical courts to dispemble his anger for years together
was heartily willing to vote for Mr. Pym's friend at the elesctlons
of 1640; and two years later it was lucky if he did not turn the
unhappy clergyman out of the vicarage and arm his own serving
men for the Parliament under the curious delusion that he had
adopted Presbyterian principlea".l There was a common hatred of
Episcopacy amongst most members of Parliament; there was even a
common desire for its abolition in 1ts present form; but love
of the 0ld order and of the Prayer Book trought men like Falkland
back to Charles. They had sought a compromise in some such
schemes for a primitive episcopacy as Archbishop Ussher's. The

rest were like Cromwell who remarked "I can tell you sirs what

1. England Under the Stuarts 176




/ I would not have, though I cannot what I would." Trevelyan
writes "If then it be remembered that comparatively few persons
were Erastian Presbyterian or Independent with any consistency,

it is safe to distinguish the main features of the three rival

schemes. They had indeed one common element, besides. a sternly

Frotestant faith and worship; all three proposed to introduce

democracy into the Church. The priest was to be gubjedt to

some. measure of election and control by the pégple. This charge
would require a high spiritual level throughout the country, and
a democracy of intellect such as the Fresbyterian system had

found or fostered in Scotland. Could English villagers

be ralsed to the same height? If not Furitanism would again

give pPlace to the old Church establishment,moreé compatible with-
squirearchy and more suited to a population whose mass lacked
L

intelligence and enthusiasm" This not unfairly sums up the

attitude of Parliament and people to religious reform.
FParliament, being Puritan - or professedly so for Cromwell had
something to say later about their Puritanism - had a desire to
see a holier nation; being Farliament it was equally determined

to control religious reform; being'English it was reluctant to

accept Scottish i{deology. All this will be seen at work through-

out its relations with the Assembly. Some sort of relisfious

astablishment 4t had to create or live in chaos. A Puritan

State Churchlwith lay Parliamentary commissioners in rlace of

Bishops, the Presbyterian model, or a practically'disestablished

on .
l. Erglisk under the Stuarts, 204.
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/ Congregationalism were the main competing systems. There

were numerous 1ntervar1dtiona, for at the moment, iIn England,

no one was very sure of anything in the matter of Church

government. The circumstance of the Solemn League and Covenant

dictated that the Scottish system should be the favoured
candidate, and the Scottish propagandist mission was made legal
by the Parliament of the land into which they came.

There exist a few histories of the Asae;bly all in their
way excellent, those of Hgtharington‘Mitchell;ﬁarfiald)and
Carruthers; even Dr Shaw's biased account has the merit of

patient investigation especially when anything detrimental

to the Scots can be discovered. In 3ne-has any speclal
attempt been ma&e to estimate the specific contridution of the
"Scottish Commissioners throughout the whole course of the
Assembly, in the FTbeaty Committee" in the Assembly itself, in

the press, and in the personal contacts they made. Here and

there it has been outlined. Dr. Shaw emphasises the importance

of their labours only to ridicule their 1ntranaigeancg.' When

it is sald that Scotland takes her ecclasiastical standards from
an English Assembly, discredited in its own country, it 1is

worth while discernling how much of these standards was in reality
of Scottish origin or framed in the Assembly through Scottlsh
influence. To attempt this 1s the leading motive of this

study, especially as the Scottish success was not inconsiderabdly
furthered by the argumentative skill and pror&azandist activity

of Rutherfu}d.himsalf. Consideration is given chiefly to the

formulation of the Westminster Standards, in which the Scots

took & leading part; the other incidental work of the Assembdly,
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/ 80 ably described by Dr. Carruthers,in his Everyday
Work of the Westminster Aaaemhly" is only touched upon as
events require.

Before proceeding to the first large issue which called
for the active .intervention of the Scots, namely the debates
on Churoh Government some sort of outline of the state of {
parties and of affairs at the opening of the Assembly is needful. i
The rel#tionship with Parliagment calksforlséﬁe attention. The
Assembly was an "Erastian" Assembly, called by Parliament for
purposes which 1t laid down. Yet whilst it was the creation
of Parliament it was not altogether - in the bad sense of the
word - its 'cfeature', and came to open conflict with the House
on atlleast two occasions. In the end its achievements werse
nullified, not so much by Parlimentary control as by Crormmwell's
control of the Parliament. The Ordinance summoning the
Assembly outlined its purpose and scope &= thus, " to confer and
treat among themselves of such matters and things touching and
concerning the Liturgy , Discipline, and Government of the
Church of England, or the vindicating and clearing of the
doctrine of the same from all false aspersions and misconstruct-
ions, as shall be proposed unto them by both or either of the
said Houses of Parliament, and no other.“IiTha last three
words were added to prevent the Scots bringing in matter out-
with the Parliamentary interests and desires. The Ordinance
closed with the words "Provided always, That this Ordinance
or anything therein contained shall not give unto the persons

aforesaid, ob any of them, nor shall they in this Assembly

Ocdinance of 2 June Beveridge fAppendix | 4s 149,
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/ assume to reverse any jurisdiction power or authority
eccleslastical whitaoever, or any other power than is herein
particularly expressed”. Little wonder that Robert Bailllie
lately came from that place where Assemblies had defied Kings
wrote "This 1s no proper Assembly but a meeting called by
Parliament to advise them in what things they are asked.”
Control was strict. No foreign correspondence, even with the
Scottish General Assembly could be entafad upon wdthout the
conaént and visa of Parliamént; no Assembly production could
be printed without its consent; even the appointment of the
scribes? agmanuensis was in its hands. The subsequent refusal
to accept the thirtieth and thirty first chapters of the
Confession of Falth showed hbw completely Erastian Parliament
was. Yot despite all this the Assembly enjoyed in its debates
a great deal of freedom, under the 1nf1uence of the Scots it

became increasingly outspoken and thera were occasions when

neither the 1earn1ng of Selden could ovarame, nor the truculence

of Rudyard brow-beat them into declsions which they believed
contrary to divine revelation. The questions at stake, the
government, worship and doctrine of the Church were large

enough to allow of ample and free debate. When the Covenant

was referred to the Assembly free debate ensued and the case of

Dr. Burgess'opposition as narrated by Dr. Carruthers refhﬂﬁs
credit on all parties concerned, the House, the Assembly and
Burgess. When, as in the matters of ordination and of
suspension from the Sacrament, the Assembly believed the

Church's authority over 1ts clerical or lay members to be

/59,
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7 challenged,-they opposed the Houses, as will be seen later.
Clarendon spoke contemptuously of the members of Assembly,
though five of them afterwards became‘bishopa under his own
regime. Baxter wrote that"the divines there congregated were
men of eminent learning and godliness, ministerial ability
and fidqlity; and being not worthy to be one of them myself I
may the more freely speak that truth-which I“know even in the
face of malice and envy, that so far as I am able to judge by
the information of all history «....... the Cnhnristian world
since the days of the Apostles had never a Synod of more
excellent divines" 1In a note in the Journal of the Presbyterian
Historical Society of England (May 1943) Dr. Carruthers has
pointed out that 68 of the members were under 45, 59 above 1t;
only 7 were over 65. There were 126 University men of whom
34 were Bachelors of Divinity and 23 Doctors of Divinity, 52
had held fellowships. There were Latinists in Arrowsmith and
Robert Harris, Hebraists in Coleman Light—foot and Gataker;
John Harris was a professor of Greek. Thirty had published
books. There were famous preachers such as Palmer,Marshall
and Goodwin, theologians of continental repute such as Twiscse
and Rutherfurd, even a brilliant mathematiclan in Wallis
~afterwards Savillian Pfofassor of Geometry at Oxford. Their
ecclesiastical opinions were as varied as their scholastic
attainments. It was no Assembly " of elderly and pious divines
whose knowledge was not only predominantly but almost exclusively
biblical and who were not perhaps of much account in the world"

into which "the Scots came. It was the best England could

et el s e o 4 g o et W et e e e
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produce, perhaps only Ussher was wanting to make 1ﬁ‘the very
best. Bailllle, Gilllesple and Rutherfurd ranked_aa.highly as
any present in the realm of scholarship. As far as sdholastic
learning and output was concerned Rutherfurd may well be placed
. Tiwisse excep Fed
as greatest of them all, His work in the next few years showed
his scholarahip to be colossal. It was not an Asaembly at all
likely to accept Sco%tish Ebesbyterian 1deas unless backed by
cogent reasoning and sound'scholarship.

The general alignment of the parties in the Assembly needs
some conslideration.  The smallest und noisiest body was the
Independents and of them Nye madé the most noise, Goodwin was
one of the best preachers of the timd? Bridge was a reputable
scholar; Burroughs was the party pacifier; Sinmpson was an
ordinary coﬁpetent pas tor with a falr preadhing reputation.
These were the five leading "Dissenting Brethern" , Baillie also
includes in their number Joseph Caryl, William Carter, John |
Philips and Peter Sterry, these latter were not so thorough-
going in opposition to the Presdbyterian system and with concess;
1ona granted to their scruples would have lived peaceably under
it. Thé scholarly Anthony Burgess and William Giroeniill o
only to have glven occaslonal aﬁpport to Indepondent tTensis
and to ﬁave had no rooted objections to the estublishment of a
Presbyterian Church. The fiva Dissenting Brethern hud all been
exiles in Holland - Bridge and Simpson had caused a di

& QiVLi&Eion

in the Church in which they'miniqterad Jointly. With Parliamont's

- oo

acceslon to power they returned to England. They and thelir

associates wore of a somewhat different stamp from the c.rl:

IJ See Additional Note, p.9t10,
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/ Independents. The ablest of them shoﬁed no scruples in
accepting 1iv1hgs from the State, Nye the parish of Kimbolton,
Goodwin later the Presidency of Magdalen College. They were

at least prepared to accept state aid in setting up a congre-
gational system, if such could be done, and were prepared to
give to the magistracy Eertain coercive powers over recalcitrant
churches. For this the politics of Nye, and 1n legaer me asure
of Goodwin, were responsible fﬁéithe Independents as & party
cannot be labelled 'Erastian' in the sense that Lightfoot and
Coleman were Erastian; the Scots themselves were joyously
prepared to use the secular arm; when wielded in their support.
But the five had strayed from the primitive principles.of _
Brown whom they repudlated, even from those of Ainsworth and
Johnson. Thelr congregational principle was apparently a
half-way house between Brown and Johnson. They regarded the
individual church as governed by its eldership, composed of
pastor, teacher, and ruling elders, usually three of the latter,
to whom chief executive power *as given subject to certain
control by the congregation. This idea of a congregational
presbytery, as will be-seen, came to Influence the Fresbyterian
idea of a kirk session. The fife only allowed the association
of churches for muatual counsel and help, but they claimed, with
some justike, that there was less difference between them and
the strict Presbyterians than there was amongst many of the
Presbyterians themselves, and far less difference than existed
formerly batweén Presbyterian and Episcopalian. Despite this

claim the Independents were the great obstructionists in the
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Assembly's work'and the debates reveal that obstacles, often
in minutiae of exegesis, are invented by Nys and Goodwin,
sometimes out of pique, aoﬁetimes out of an exuberant delight
in their own obstructionlist tactics. Theyw.ere--_the English
proto-type of the political Independent of New England.

The 'Erastian' members of the Assembly were Coleman and
Lightfoot, both outstanding Hebrew scholars< They were drawn
to their particular views by their 0ld Testament study of the
Jewish Church and State. In such debates as elicited the
defence of their tenets they had the support of the lay members
notably Selden. Their temporary alliance with the Independents
has been rather magnified to the detriment of ths‘latter.h of

the rest of the English members of Assembly little more need

be written; the chaotic state of English Presbyterian
| thought has been noted.  Members 1like Reynolds and Wallis

never lost theirllovﬁ for the old establishment and its
liturgy, others like Marshall were close to the Scots, soms
like Calamy had a feeling for a form of Presbyterlanism more
suited to the English geniws. They differed much among
thnméelvaa, but as a body possessed a quality lacking in the
other parties, a sincere openness of mind in approaching the

problem of Church government and the solution to be applied to

" 1t, and with the others they shared the cormon hatred for an

autocratic Epiﬁcopacy.
Lastly there were the Scottish Commissioners some of whom
arrived in September 1643; Alexander Henderson, Samuel

Rutherfd4rd, Robert Baillle, George Gillesple, as clerical,
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/ Sir Archibald Johnstone and Lord Maltland. - afterwards
Lauderdale - as lay Commissioners. Other lay Commissioners,
Argyll, Loudon, Balmerino took up duty at later dates and'

on occasion spoke in the. Assembly. On their entry into

 English affairs these Scots were in a politically strong

position. Technically, as will be seen they manoéuvered
themselves into one as étrong in thé Westminster Assembly.
They rafuaéd to sit as members of Assemdbly, which would only
give them a few votes and would make no difference in
Assembly decisions. They insisted on being dealt with as
Commissioners of a Natlonal Church demanding the appointment
of a liaison committee from the Assembly to meet and treat
with them on all matters concerning government worship etc.
After debate in Parliament the request was granted on 17th

Oct, 1643. Baillie claimed that this, the "Grand Committee"

' dilotated Assembly pollcy,. The Scots had thus both a voice

in initiating the Assembly's ecqleaiastical legislatlion, and
a vato on it when referredlback Eo‘this comittee. They had
full freedom of speech in the Assembly which was used incess-
antly and by none more =e thagiﬁgtherfgrd himself.

Apart from their effective intervention in debate the
_poaition of the Scottish Commlssioners enabled them, 1f not
to impose thelr will, at least Yto impress their desires on
the Assembly, and to expedite 1ts business. . It must bs
borne in mind that the Scots were Gommissioners not to the
Assembly but to the English Parliament, that they were in
England to effect the fulfillment of the clauses of the
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/ Covenant, especially those anaht religious uhifdrmity.
Such a purpose madé the attendance of the.Scott%sh divines
at Assembly debates supremély important, but they entered
the Assembly by 1nvitation; Gillespie and Rutherfurd became
two of 1ts most renowpedldabaters, leaving the fileld of
politicﬁl manoeuvre to 3enderson and Baillie; The political

aspect, however, and the foftune of war often dominatsd

"Assembly debate. Owing to the need of Scottiah military help

events favoured their Commissioners during 1643-44. The
Grand Committee was composed of the Scots, the English
Parliamentary'Treaty Commissioners and nine of the Assenbly
divines. A request from this Committee was equivalent to a
demand fhat debate on a stated subject be forthwith started,
When the Scots found the Assembly slow and lagging, as for
instance 1nlthe matter of the Directory of ¥orship, they

agitated with success in the Committee to have it put pressure

on the Assembly to begin the werk in question. They alsd

sought to hasten decisions of Assembly through the Committee
and on to the House, and as time went on, and aslneed-arose,
they used the tactics of putiting pressure on the Committee by
agitation in tﬂe Assembly, also on occasion with success.
This central contro;,.which they had few séruples in using,
was an irritant to the Independents, so that they made an
effort to break it, An important point in the cbmposition of
the Grand Committee was the exact position of the Scots.

Were they merely individual: members of it or were they a
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/ corporate and'integral'part without which it could not
function? They themselves malntained the latter view. On
September 15 1644 Cromwell procured an order that the Grand

Committee revise '"the differences in opinion of the members

of Assembly in point of Church Government". - The results of

' this order will be seen later. Marshall, tsualiy an ally of

the Scots, at a meeting of the Committee Procured the erection

of a ‘sub committee of seven to give effect to the order. There

_were_two Independent but no Scottish members upon it. One

suspects Marshall of seeking to follow Oliver's rising star.

The Independent members of this sub-committee now tried to

have 1ts reports on Ghurch Government taken stralght to the

House. The final revision which the Scots had enjoyed was
thus to be taken out of their hands.and themselves treated as

mere single units of the -larger Grand Committee. They hit

back vigorouslx-and in the latter Committee had i1t moved and

carried "That no réport should be made of any conclusion of
the committee till first it came to the Assembly and from them
after examination, should be transmitted to the House of
Commons "

Thus the Scots insisted.on, and 11l all their original
representativés had gone home, largely succeeded in retaining
thelr character as national Commissioners with power to put
forward and to revise any ecclesiastical formulations. The
skilfull use of thelr positlon and thé debating powers of
Rutherfurd and Gillespie in the Assembly went a long way to

the shaping of the Westminster Standards in such a fashilon

as made them acceptable to their own General Assembly. Thore
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/ were only fouf Scottish divines at Weatminstér; but 1t

was the ecclesiastical plan of the whole Scottish Church

which they put f;bward; this was always behind them. They
yielded hero‘aﬁd'ﬁhere, but in government and worship 1£
-was Scottish procedure and practice, not the Independent,

which gained the day in the Assembly, although because of

the political situation after Naseby much that they
formulated was never put into practice in éngland. The

gimple proof of this 1s, that, asallowance being made for the
common Puritan element in both countries, no Scottish Assembly EI
of the age would, or could have adopted standards to any

extent alien to the prevalent life and government of the
National Church. This 1s not to say there was not some
Indepehdsnt influence On the Scots. There was, as will be

seen, for a strong opposition must always influence the %
legislation and even the legislators on-the other side. Thils
influence was both difect.hnd indirect, it worked both by
bermeatlon and reaction. 1

The Assembly met to advise Parliament regarding the

rehabilitation of the Church of England, subsequent to the
Solemn League and Covenant, to formuléte in thiat rehabilitation
standardsof government doctrino”and worship which would bring

it into closer uniformity with the sister Church of Scotland.
The procedure of the Assembly, which met after the firsi

.few months in the Jerusalem Chamber at Westminster had its
virtues and its faults. It was divided into three committeos

which discussed the work in hand, sometimes different points

of 1t, sometimes the same, and referred all their reports
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/ ‘back to the Assembly. At times the divines were

dragged back.qyer ground which they had already covered

by the belated‘roport of some committee. All this, while it
engendered exh@uativa eﬁamination caused Iinterminable delsay
in formulation, and the Independents used this fault in the
procedure. for q1ligent and efféctive obstruction. The

Assembly was presided over by a Proluéutor, Dr. Twisse of

- Newbury an eminent theologian and Supralapsarian; he was

assisted by two assessors, Dr. Cornelius Burgess and ¥r.

“Herbert Palmer. On the death of Twisse, .Herle became

Pbolqcutor, and on the death of Palmer, Gouge became

assessor. Two scribes were appointed to set down all the .
proceedings. Members had to take an oath not to maintain
anything except what they believed in sincer&ty and truth.-
No resolution was to be given on any question upon that day
on which it was proposed. The Commons sought to add a

clause forbldding long speeches; it was dropped, and indeed,
it 1s difficult to see how it could have been enforced -
especially on Mr. Goodwih and Mr. Nye. All statements were
to be proved from Scripture; dissent was allowed, but reasons
had to be appended and handed in t;?issembly whiimight pass
the dissent to Parliameﬁt; decisiona were agreed on by
majority vote, read to the Assemdly and forwarded to
Parliament with any dissents and their reasons annexed to the
main decisions. The Scbts found long speeches and the over-
working of the dissent concesslon the great impediments to a
spsedy settlemenp. Efforts made to lengthen sittings and

fine members for non attendance met with little success. Thg
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/ business was‘ﬁranaactod by twenty sr thirty able divines;
the rest attended vbted and surreptitiously read the news-
sheets during the long speeches. All sorts and conditions
of men'warﬁ present, the business~like in Burgess, the _
intransigeant in Nye;-the prolix in Goodwin, the peacemaker
in Burroughs, the mystic in Sterry, the diplomagt in Marshall.
Some.of the worthy memberg,_liko others in a similar position,
felt that affairs moved so slowly that they would be far
better employed at home in their own parishes. Their payment
was irregular, but not more so than Parliamentary payments
in that age and better indeed than most.
The Assemb}y met on July lst 1643. The proceedings
of the first months dealt with the reform of the Thirty Nine
Articles and with the liturgical reform of the Church of
England. September 1643 brought about the consideration
of the Solemn League and Govanaﬁt. Nearer agreement with the
Church of Scotland mentioned in the Ordinance and implied in
the Covenant became a matter of deepest political concern.
Fon Thursday 12th October 1643, we being at that very instant
busy on the 1l6th Artiéle of the Thirty Nine Articles of the
Church of Eﬁgland ....;... there came an order from both
Houses of Parliament enjoining our speedy %aking in hand the
discipline and liturgy of the Church" © The arrival of the
Scottish Commissioners in Séptember 1643 and their insistence
with the English Parliamentary Committee that matters of

Church government should be settled speeded Parliament's

I. Lightfoot's Journal 17.
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-/ and the Assembly's progress therein.
Rutherfurd himself made his appearance in the Assemdbly
on 20th November 1643. He was in all likelihood hastened
to attend by word from London of the Church Government debate
and the Independent opposition. Henderson was a diplomat and
a Church atatéaman, but not outstanding ﬁs a dlalecticlan
and Gillespile who was with him may have felt the strain of
constant attendance at.the Assembly debates. Another debating
controversialist was a necessity to the Scots. This will be
noticed when it is seen, that in practically all the debates
on Church government, whilst both Gillespile and Rutherfdrd
may not be present, one of them always is. The position of
Rutherfard and Gillespie, the two controversialists, is note-
- worthy They formed a pair to balance with Henderson and
Baillie. The two first belonged to the extreme Presbyterian.
party which afterwards became Protester; the two latter to
the more politic party which became Resolutioner. As regard=-
ing Puritanic practice, as already seen, Rutherfurd and
Gilléspie were in closer sympathy with the Independents. In
In Letter CCC1lX, the former writes, " The best of the people
are of the Independent way." Yet in the Assemdly on the
matter of Presbyterian discipline, they were less accommodating
than even Henderson. They were more ready in debate, more
scholastically learned, more dialectically subtle than he.
with a greater fund of learning, they had a greater fund of
argument, though it might not always be relevant, but they
lacked his cool judgement. Their battlefleld was the floor

of the Assembly, his the Treaty or accommodation Commlttises.
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/ After Rutherford arrived, Henderson could more freely
devote himself to these, and though often enough in attendance
intervened thereafter, only in debates on major points.

His intervent%on too was characteristic, generally 1t was
assertion rather than afgument, history rather than exegesis,

progmatic statement of practice rather than the reason for it,

vide Lightfoot's Journal, page €0. v

"Then Mr. Henderson spake concerning the business of
ruling-elders that, however it be somewhat strange in England,
yet that i1t hath been in the reformed churches, even bafore
Geneva, and that 1t hath besen prosperous to the Church of
Scotland.” Page fifty three of Lightfoot's Journal gives an
even more illustrative example.

" Mr Henderson agaln desired, that we would be wary lest
we glve offence and prejudice to other churches. He also,
after some further debates about this, spoke again, that
we would not in metaphysical and abstract notions consider of !
these things, but go to work to determine what offices we think
fit to be in the church, without more ado."
His touchstone iIn all matters was whether or not they were
agreeable to the practice of the Church of Scotland, and his
argument seldom strayed far from that. Rutherfurd and Gillespis;

while seeking the same end, would have had the Assembly assent,

not only to Scottish practice,'but to every theory of and

reason for 1t, as they interpreted it. The matter before the
Assembly on the arrival of the Scots was that of Church

Government, which was to occupy it for nearly two-yaars.
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THE DEBATES ON CHURCH GOVERNWMENT .

Under pressure from the Scots, Parliament finally emitted
the ordinance of 12th October, 1643, which feferred to the
Westminster divines the task of drawing up "such a Discifline
and Government.as may be most agreeable to God's Holy Word and
most apt to procure and preserve the peacqbf the Church at hoﬁe
and nearer agreement with the Church of Scotland. "On the 17th
October, the debate proper began. It was moved by Seaman, (and
decided against the Independents) to begin with the nature and
work of Church Officers rather than with " whether there were
a rule for government to be had in the Scriptures”. % The
Assemdbly, divided into its three commlttees each considered
this question; On October 19th, the second and third committeses

raported.on the officers of the Church as held forth by Scripturs,
~the report of the third committee including the preface of the

subsequeﬁt "Propositions"., Debate as to the numbsr and
nomenclature of these officers in Scripture went on till the
27th October, when the first committee reported on the sarme
matter. Debate on this report began on November 2nd, with ﬁhe
office of pastor. Lightfoot minutes no interference by the
Scots in this debate, but Baillie mentions " a paper given

in by our dbrethern before we came ........ According to it,
the Assembly did debate and agree anent the duty of ?astors."2

A minor controversy arose as to whether reading the Scriptures

1. Lightfoot, 20.
2 Bailliﬁ, 11, 110,
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/ publicly, belonged to the Pastor's office. Marshall held
that the reading of the Word in public was not an ecclesiastical
office and the Smectymnuans along with him, inclined to the

view that expounding must accompany it, to make it so. Palmer
hﬁld that 1t did belong. The 'near' Episcopalians! thought that
pastor and reader might be two offices. There was great
individuality of opinion. Lightfoot says, " 1t was much desired
to delay for fear of some inconwveniences that might follow". 1
The inconveniences, doubtless, were disagreement with the Scots?
paper on thé matter, In his chapter on the pastor!s duty in
the "Peaaable'Plea.“ Rutherford says, " We acknowledge no
reading pastors, but only pastors gifited who are able to cut

the Word aright." € The chapter is an exposition of the pastor's
duty as set forth in Henderson's Government and Order" of 1641,
The paper mentioned'by Balllie embodied Henderson's and
Rutherfyurd!s doctrine and revealed that readers in Scotland

had fallen into disrepute. Hence the Assembly's fear of incon-
venience. It was finally ordere@, that the public reading of
Scripﬁure belongs to ihe pastor's office. The Scots' wishes
'were fulfilled in this and in a subsequent extension of the
proposition to include probatioﬁers. The other duties of the
pastor!s officq;;hmitting to the Sacraments, catechising,

visiting the sick, were resolved with little debate; they were

1l. Lightfoot, 39
2+ Peacable Plea, 314.

!
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/ common Purltan doctrine and conformed closely to the
Scottish pradtice.

A belated report of the second committee on the unity in
substance of the pastor's and teacher's office (voted by it on
October 23rd, and presented on November 8th) occupied the .
Assembly till November l4th. By then the Scottish Commissioners
had decided that the settling of Church Govéfnmgnt was too
protracted. To expedite tt, Rutherfurd and Balllie were urged
to come speedily. Méanwhile, the Scots gavé in to the Grand
Committee of Pérliament apd Assemb}y a paper embodying certain
propositions for speedy establishment. They hinted that this
me ticulous searching of Secripture, wﬁile good in 1ts way, was
lengthy and redundant: to their mind 1t had all bsen ably done
before by earlier reforming theologians. They postulated four
permanent officers in the Church, -pastors, teachers (doctors) ,
ruling elders, and deacons, church government by the first three
of these, and a fourfold system of church courts, -church session,
presbytery, synod and natlonal assembly. Marshall reported from
the Grand Committee to the <Assembly on this paper, saying tnat

the former had not debated 1t at all, but referred it entirely

- to them. In the light of this report, the Assembly debated the

difference between pastor and doctor which had already been
dealt with by the second committee. The debate lasted till
November, 21st, and was the occasion of thé first recorded
participation of the Scots.

The Independents held that pastor and doctor were two

" distinct offices in substance. The majority of the Assembly
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g opposed them. The English Puritan (viz, Calamy) was of the
opinion thdf a man could be in orders without a charge and that
such a man of brilliant parts might, as Fellow in a college,

be a doctor thers, but this was a disbinction in gifts not in
office. Henderson's view, as expressed in the "Government and
Order" followed closely the "Second Book of Discipline". The
docﬁor was of use in universities and colleges. and differs in
namé and function from the pastor. The"Secohd Book of
Disciplipe“ made the doctor an elder ex officio, with power to
assist in kirk government and assemblies, though he might not
administer the Sacramehta unless especially called thereto.
Henderson in the "Government and Order" only made it expedient
that he have elder's powers-~,"of which some use to be chosen
to be eldéra of particular churches and Commissioners to the
National Assembly".’ Rutherfurd in the "Peacable Plea",
deducing from his own case, stated:~ "Doctors, if they aim at
the minlatfy, prophesy in our presbyterial mestings". -

Thus while the Scots approximated to the Independent view, they
did not completely distinguish the offices. In practice, as in
Rutherfurd; own case, the two offices were united and the
doctor's office, or 'regentship', was a sﬁepping stone towards
the miniatry.. Henderson thought thils debate idle; his opinion,
when asked, was, "they should not in metaphysical and abstract
notlons consider of these things, but go to work to determine
what offices we think fit to be in the Church". Even then, the

Engliéh Presbjﬁerians, who still retained some marks of their

l. Government and Order, Pe28.
2. Peacable Plea, 319.
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/ old church, especially the academic ones, would not move
from their standpoint th#t the doctor was merely a pastor,
gifted for feaching. The Independents, with Goodwin as their
protagonist, having in their exile In Holland established the
twofold office of pastor and doctor in the church, firmly up-
held the distincfion of these. Henderson moved that a
committee of accommodation be appointed, but the following day,
perhaps because of 1ts fallure to achieve agreement, tendered
some propositions of hia'ﬁwn. These distinguished the name
of pastor and doctor, admitted their usefulness to a congrega-
tion, but not their necessity, and established them for the
bene esse of schools and colleges. Though supported by Calamy,
these were talked out by the Assembly. Next day, six neutral
propositions of the accommodation committee were passed. These
noted that diffareﬁt gifts were in different ministers but
they might also be combined in one, thgt, if there were more
than one minister in a congregation, helwho'excelled in
exposition might bs called a doctor, that the doctor 1is of
excellent use 1h universities and colleges. The final
"Propositions" (collected in Novr., 1644) show that Henderson's
first proposlition that, "the Scripture doth hold out the name
and title of a teacher as well as of a pastor" was accepted.
They also add," who also is a minister of the Word as well as
the pastor and hath power of administration of the Sacraments".
This was more than Goodwin had ever clalmed for the doctor's
office aﬁd.ﬁas added to satisfy the English Presbyterian
position, in which an ordained man,without charge, could hold

the office of dqctor. The remaining propositions cohcerning
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/  the docﬁor satisfig{the Independent standpoint, for they
alloﬁidocﬁora in individual congregations, whether or not
they held Pffice as preaching pastors: both.m@ﬁtexiat in the i
same congregation. .Thé doctor's use in schools and colleges
was speclally stated. Altogether the propositions gave ample |
scopp-for Scottish, English and Independent tﬂ;ory.and practice.i
It is obvious that the Scottish doctrine was the half-~way house
in which both parties found. an ultimate formula of agreement.
"The next point'whereﬁn yot we - stick is Ruling Elders.”"
It was, perhaps, anticipﬁtionAof this debate that hastened
Rutherfurd's arrival. Though not as powerful a debater as
Gillespie, he had greater linguistic and exegetical knowledge
and a greater storehouse of patristic, scholastic and |
reformed learning. If the Assembly demanded hair-splitting
exegeslis and massed Scriptural, patristic and doctrinal proof,
as Henderson was sorrowfully finding they were, Rutherfurd was
the one Scotsman to give it. That Henderson never interfered
in debate, till the question of doctors arose, showed that in
a metaphysical abmosphere he was a fish out of water, a
statesman, albeit an ecclesiastical one, amongst spaculative
exegetes. ‘ | ‘ '
Thg debate on ruling elders saw Rutherfurd enter into
the fleld of Assembly controversy. As if in answer to the
purpose for which he was brought, he set forth a lengthy
exegeticgl argumen% in favour of the proposition. " that
' besldes tﬂese presbyters that rule well, and labour in the

word and doctrine, there be other presbyters who especlally
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/ apply themselves to ruling, though they labour not in the

‘word and doctrine." This debate was, as reported by Lightfoot,

the most exégetical of all the debates on Church Government or
indeed of any. It seemed as if the Scots had decided to meet

the Assembly with its own weapons and the latter rose manfully

to the occasion. They turned their heaviest batteries against

their most formidable opponents. A minor man is left to have
his say. Selden, Gattaker, Temple, Goodwin, Nye, Marshall,
Calamy called forth the best of their powers, when they had

.occasion to differ from them.

Henderson opehed the debate:for the Scots by pointing out
thaﬁ ruling elders exlisted in many reformed churches and had
been found "very prosperous to the Cﬁurch of Scotland". (There
18 no doubt that the ruling elder in Scotland had become a
fixed officé in the Church in no amali measure bscause such
office gave lords and lairds an influence in the councils of
the Church). The Assembly.demanded a fuller proof and
Rutherfurd expounded the Fresbyterlan interpretation of 1 Tim.
Val7, "ol ket )\65 Tif’o.sG‘T:)TES e kAL O10C K (% qas not referring
to one man and two wofks, hut to two distinct offices. 'then
Vires quoted the Greek Fathers as not concéiving the text to
mean two offices, Rutherfurd answered that Chrysostom, though
he had not held a ruling elder from this place,”" yet doth he
hold a distinct office, viz. a deacon that doth not preach'.

Robert Boyd had not' taught Chrysostom In valn. Gattaker and

the moderate FPresbyterlans who wére nearest 'primitive' episco-

pacy, opposed the institutlon of this office. While willing to

be under the law, in an established church, they distrusted the
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/ intrusion of those they believed to- be léy into spiritual
affairs. That the Independents also supported this office,
did not lessen their distrust.

;;historical error has been pérpétuated by a typographical
one in Laing's edition of Balllie's Letters. In that edition
ocecurs, "Suqdrylof_the ablest were against the institution of
any such officer by divine right, such as Dr. Smith, Dr. Temple,
Ir. Gattaker, 'r. Price, Mr. Hall and many more, beside the
Independents, who truly spake much and exceeding well. The
most of the symod was in our opinion.and reasoned bravely for
1t.ﬁl But Lightfoot shows that the Independents argued ably for
the ruling elder, as one.would expect from their tenets. The
"apologetical Narration" mentions ruling elders, "with us not lay,
but ecclesiastical persoﬁs separated to that serviege”, showing
that they were strongly in favour of their institution.

Laing's period should ba placed after. the word 'more!, when the
quotation would read, “Béside the Independents who .truly spake
much and exceeding well, the most of the synod was in our
opinion and reasoned bravely for it." Shaw, Vol. 1. 1861, reading
loosely, asserts,.ﬂThe Independents supﬁorted by Smith, Gattaker
and Temple argued strongly against the divine institution of the
ruling elder". Hetherington has made the same error in modified
' form. IShaw also quotes Baillle's statement that the .ssemdbly
voted, "nemine contradicente, that besides ministers of the
word, there is other ecclesiastic governors to join with the
minisﬁers/of the word in the goverrnment of the Church; that such

are afreeable ﬁhto and warranted by the word of God, especiually
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/ the 12th Rom.IB; Cor.l2, 28; that in the Jewish church the
elders of_the people did joln in eccleslastic government with
the Friests and Levites according to 2nd. Chron. 19,8." His
comment.on this is that it is not borne out by Lightfoot's
Journal (Vol. l. 163 of Shaw). Unfortunately for‘Shaw, -
Lightfoot himself finally moved the proposition quoted by
Baillle and says it "was very well liked of eeeecess and voted
nemine contradicente" as also was its scripéural proof.
(Lightfoot's Journal p.79-80.)

The Independents were closer to the Scots at this time
than at any other. Baillie (as yet) and Rutherfurd both write
graciously of their abilities. But the opposition against
ruling elders was strong. Goodwin,Bridges, Seaman, and
Marshall supborted Rutherfurd in his exegesis. Gattaker, Vines
and Dr. Smith opposed him. On the 27th November, the matter
was referred to committee, where the same debate spun round
1nterminab1y.' On the 30th, Henderson intervened characteristi-
cally, pointing out the necessity of rulers to oversee the
manners of the people. Rutherfurd again took up the debate on
the passage in Timothy and was followed by Lightfoot who maln-
tained Chrysostom's exegesis of it. On December 1lst, this
pasaaga was walved and lst Cor. x11, 28, put forward as a proof.
The debate revolved as to whether ARy r”bé'L_)‘ amd kuﬁ-‘—'f”’qfﬁfs
referred to office as well as gift. Gilllespie argued pro,
Temple contra. When remitted to committee, both sides still
?ejectéd accommodation as the matter of an officer of the

church was too important to be stated in a mere forrla.

ST A I g e
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/‘ Elders were either scripturally warranted or they were not.
Acceptance of them on prudehtial‘grounds urged by Goodwin,

Nye and even by Henderson himself, had not the approval either
of Marshall on one side, or of Vines on the other. Neither
were Rutherfurd and Gillespie keen on establishing the elder's
office on such grounds except with Scripture warranty.
Gillespié later returned to the debate with 1 Tim.,V, 17.
Finally a committee was formed to draw up h;w far they agreed
and the matter sqttled more or less by the proposition being
voted eeeeeo "It is agreeable and warranted by £he word of God
.that gsome others beside the ministers of the word or church

- governers should join with ministers in the government of the
.chnrch".l. Romans, X11, 7 & 8, 1lst. Cor., X11, 28, were adduced

as proofs. Rutherfurd was not successful in ges4tting 1 Tim.V,17

passed, but it was not rejected. The Assembly next considered

elders in the Jewlish Church as a proof for ruling elders. The
question as to the nature of the elders in the Sanhedrin glong
with the prilests and scribes, whether they were ecclesiastical
or civil officers and what cases they trled all came under
discussion. Glllespie, whose treatisé "The Assertion of Church
Government" had used this as proof for the eldership, was the
chief Scottish protagonist, though Rutherfurd intervened once
to contradict a parallelhof Lightfoot. Finally Lightfoot's
proposition, "that in the Church of the Jews there were elders
of the poeple, Jjoined to the priests and Levites in the

goverﬁment of the Church" was carried. It was subsequently

l. Lightfoot, ,‘?60
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/ prefixed to the major proposition of "Other Church
Gt:mrernora“..:L Rutherfurd and Gillespie would have liked
eldership as in the Scottish Church established divino jure,
but there 1s little doubt that Henderson stayed their vehemence.
He knew that the question of the subordination of Church courts
in the Presbyterlan system was to follow and foresaw the folly
of alienating the moderate English Presbyteriagns, whose support
he would require against the Independents.

The final proposition on "Other Church Governors" which
was sent up to Scotland was "Aa'there were in the Jewish Church
Elders of the ﬁeople joined with the Priests and Levites in the
Government of the Church ( as appeareth 2 Chron. 18,8,9,10.)

So Christ who has instituted a Government and Governors
Eccleslastical in the Church hath furnished some in his Church
beside the Ministers of the Word with gifts for Government and
with commission to executs the same when called thereunto;

who are to join with the Minlster in the Government of the

Chureh (Rom. 12, 7. 8. 1 Cor. 12, 28) which Officers Reformed

Churches commonly call Elders". The English Fresbyterlens'

objection to elders rested in his conception of orders. They

-were loath to admit into office any 'lay' element. To many of

them elders as in the Independent churches and in the Scottish

Church seemed laymen who had not undergone proper training for

ecclesiastical office. Nys, for the Independents, Rutherfurd

works
and Gillespie for the Scots, in thelr oontroveraialkand in the

l. Propositions concerning Church Government, p.€.
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/ Assembly maintained that there was no such thing as a 'lay!
elder. Thé.English Presbyterians view of ordination was more -
sacramental than that of the other two parties; to ordain had
still something of divine mystery in the function; for the
Scots it was an orderly setting apart to office. Yet when
Rutherfurd, and especilsally Giliespie are clalmed as upholders
of the 'presbyter! theory of the eldership care must be taken
not to press their views further than they themselves would
have taken them and to remember they were in a measure dictated |

by the needs of politics and controversy. At the present

moment they were trying to win the Independents and were glad
to find themael%es at one with them over the nomenclature of
the office of 'other church governors'!, so they readily
subscribed to Nye's dicta "there is no such thing as lay
elders'. The Second Book of Discipline stated "The Eldership
is a spiritual function, as is the Ministry"., but no particular 1
argument for 'lay! or 'preaby%er' theory can be founded én
this statement. The distinction between 'lay' and 'clergy!
was less hard and fast amongst the Scots and Independents than
amongst the Engliah btrethren. The need of maintaining the
office of elder forced the Scots to a higher theory than in
practice they followed; they claimed a ruling eldership'divino
jure'yet'tho administration of the Sacraments was retained to
the minister as also the authoritative preaching of the Word,
For this of course they claimed the Scriptual warrant of the
Timothy passage, but they in effect made the elder of lesser

rank and ordination. The two conflicting theorles will always
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/  be disputed but it should be remembered that the West-

minster statements on the doctrine were historically condition-

ed, indﬁed very much so. Later evidanca shows that the Scots

won over not a few of their former'opponents for in the
WDirectbry of Church Government" of 1647 'other church Governors'
were more specifically referred to as Elders. After most of the
Scots had left the Assembly the debate arose on the "Erastian |
Questions” of the House of Commons. It was proposed that " the
government which 1s divino juﬁész that which 1s by preaching
and ruling elders in presbyteries and synods bj way of subord-
ination and appeal." The defenders of the'proposition include
Gouge, Burgess, lMarshall, Delamy, Calamy, Young, Ashe and
others, many of whom had at first resolutely opposed the office
of ruling oldor.l With regard to the whole matter the fact

was that the English Bresbytarian was averse to laymen in

church office. The opposition had to prove, either that

elders were no laymen, or that laymen could hold church office.
The latter thesis was abhorrent to the majority and could

névar have been acceﬁted, so the debates centred on the first

with its proof texts . Though some of the latter were not

~accepted it has been made apparent that by 1647 the Assembly

had come round to the acceptance of the office of ruling elder
a8 part of the 'esse! of the Church. |
Tho'prbposition éoncorning Deacons caused little debate.
Rutherfurd's contribution was a speeéh on their perpetuity.
On December 22nd, he took the Covenant before the Assembly,

l. Mitchell, History of Assembly, 191.




/ which, now that its work on Church officers was concluded,

aimlessly turned back to consider the character of the Apostles. |

Thereafter from January 2nd to February 2nd, it was occupiled
with the debate on ordination (vide infra p.-l&Q)}

On 19th January, the first committee reported (1) that
Seripture holdeth out a preébytery in a church (2) that a
presbytery consisteth of ministers of the word and such other

public officers as have been already voted to have a share in

the government of the church. On 25th January the Scots gave

in a paper containing propositions with proofs concerning their
Church govﬁrnmant. This was an expansion of that given in on
November 14th, 1643, or rather an expansion of its fourth ‘
heading, " that assemblies are fourfold". The November paper
of Henderson had contained no proofs. Tnis was loaded with

them, and is unmistakably the work of Rutherfurd and Gillesrie,
containing all the arguments for eldership and presbytery. At

book to each of the Assembly, "

the same time, the Scots gave a
: 1

'?ouching their own government". It was prebebly-Henderson's
'Refor'mcl_tlbn of Cf\urc'{g Government 1n Scotland
Government—andOrder

« All this was preparation for the

forthcoming debate on "Presbytaryh; It was becoming increasing-
1y obvious that certain poiﬁts concerning Ordination could not
be settled until the major business of Presbytery was resolved.
On February 5th, the cruciél debate began with the Proposi-
tion, "The Scripture holdeth forth that many congregations may
be under one Presbyterial government", This wés the lengthiest

debate of the Assembly and is reported in full in Gillesplo's

. . . to
l. Lightfoot, p.l19. f d‘so &c{ofitlond-( 'h.ote F.l-ﬁ‘a.




/ notes. Goodwin's opening speech seems to have set the

tone of this debatﬁ, as Rutherfurd's had done in that concern-
ing ruling e;ders. This time the debate was syllogistic and
highly polemic, rather than exegetical. Toxts were hurled

from side to'_side, rather than investigated for their truth.
The metaphysical discussion, which wearled Henderson, became
ultra-me taphysical. Nor did Henderson fo;low it. The task
was left to Gillesple assisted by Rutherfurd. The former's
notes are a masterpilece .of their kind, showing an Intensely
‘acute mind. He can memorise the whole argument of an oppronont,
however fine drawn, and, refuting point by point, trenchantly
vindicate his own cause, as in his momorable attacl on Seldsn.
‘Rutherfurd's mind was as acute, though inthis debate he 4did not
speak at such length. Throughout it, he was at work on his
"Due Right of Presbyteries". Every minute point raised in the
Assembly was stored in his mind for refutation therein. The
close Inter-relationship of these two will bs seen in the
examination of "The Due Right", where the heavy artillery of
the Fathers, Séhoolmeﬁ and Reformers 1s turned on point aftor
point of his opponents! argument. In debate, GLlllespio may
have been the more rapid marksman, but Rutherfurd had £ho
fuller quiver. The later works of Gillespie viz. "iaron's
Rod Blossoming" .as comparod“%g?his earlier " Assartlon of

Church Government" show his learning and arguwnent groeatly

enriched by contact with Rutherfurd. The lattor, hwever, hud

.......
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a liking for the Parthian shot, for sslizing an 4555n$r5u-f
for his own case and putting it iIn incontrovertible syilorict

form, as in the famous Assdmbly where Lord Seaforth " woul:
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/ have Mr. Samuel trouble us with his logic syllogismss =a
was to trouble the Indepéndonts In the same manner.

The arguments'of the debate need not be largely discussed
here, as they will be dealt with in the "Due Right". The
Indepandenfs' négati&eé to the propoéition were considercd ﬁp
to the 21st February, when they were voted out. They arzusd
from their own cénception'of a church, tha? a Presbyterial
church made ministers and elders, to bs mi%istars and elders,
not of one, but of every church in the presdbytery, which was
an anomaly. They aéserted that the right of excommunicaticn

resided in the congrsgation; as it did not reside in tho

v

E%esbytery it gcould not be used as aﬁhrgumant for church courts
They supported theilr view from the case of the Corinthian
fornicator (1 Cor.V) and from the "Dic Ecclesiae" passare
(Matt. XV111.17). These the Assembly refuted with the
traditional argument of Pr@sbyterianism_Gil;esp;e led the
attack, prompted by the little man, whd sat supplylng matorial
for him to weave skilfully in forceful grgument. YWhen ¢he
" side 1ssﬁe of Excommunication was raised, Rutherfurd spo¥s morg

frequently, showing the fatal iInsistance on supreme ministerlal

- o

i

control of that censure which was later to split the Fresbyiens

L

(&

an cause in Scotland ltself.

'3

From 22nd February to 13th March, Secripturs proofsz o
many congregations under one presdytery were examined. Thov
are those originally put forward in "The Assortion of Chur:
Covernment" and the “Pea#?blo Plea". The authors of thoso

works were their ablest exponents and wers supported oy

lMarshall, Vines, Seaman, Herle and Cattaker. The & T

T. RBadlie L. p.252.




/ Presbytery was mostly left ta.thase men and Marshall,
leader, was an ardent supporter of the Scots. On February 22nd,
it was voted that the bellevers mentioned in Acts, 1, 15, etc.
belonged as members to the Church of Jerusalem, on the 23rd;
that they were more than could ordinarlly meet in one place in
exercise of worship and of government, on the 28th, that many
apostles and other préachers In the Church of qerusalom import
that there were many congregations, on the 5th Narch, that ths
olders of that Churbh are mentioned in Acts X1 and XV, on the
7th, that the apostles did the ordinary acts of presbyters as
presbyters in the Church of Jerusalem, and that this shall be
brought to prove the presbyterian government at Jerusalem. On
March 13th, by the cumuiation of these, it was voted "that ta3
instance of the Church of Jerusalem shall bs brought to provu
that many several congregatlons may be under one presbyterian
government". ! These arguments, together with minor votss on
detalled aspects of the proofs rdpresant much of Rutherfurd's
and Gillespietl's collated thought. The argument, sspeclally’
Rutherfurd's, developed by him in debate with Goodwin, 1s that
the apostles acted, not as apnstles, but as presbyters iIn

of

the Council of Jerusalem. The accuracy their exogosis may nov

be questionedjiyet in this, as iIn many other instances, tl

co

exogosis of the Scots was accepted after due deliberation b:

o WEl:l
Uy wills
o

Assombly.

But the debate was not brought thus far without soirs o

‘\v."\.-‘ n O
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lastlcal manoouvgring. An unofficlal attempt of the Scots al

l.Lichtfoot, 174-214, and Gillesple's Notes of Westminste
Assemdbly, 30-42,
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/ accommodation between themselves, the English Presbyterians,
and the Independents was brought to hought by Nye's attack,

in the Assembly on February 26th, on Presbdbytery as inconsistent

with the civil state. As the Assembly was fllled that day with

members of the Houses, Nye'!s attack was dictated by reasons cf
policy. On Friday, 8th March, an accommodation committes of
four Presbyterians, four Independents and the four Scottish
Commissioners was appointed. Marshall gave to this cormmitteo

a summary of the work of the unofficlal conference before

mentioned. Vines, the following day, gave in the English

Presbyterians' terms of accommodation which were practically an

assertion of Presbyterian government. Following this, the

Independents gave in their terms, closely in accord with their
"Apologetic Narration". These admitted Presbytery in a
prudentlal and advisory way, but asserted non~communion with an
errant church as the highest form of censure  a Procbytory

could impose. Five propositions were agresd to In this

il
committee and submitted to the Assambdly on March 19th.

They were, however, walved as the debate on Ordination was in

progress.

On April, 1l0th, a review of the votes on Presbytery was

presented by a committee appointed thersto.

The "propositions

collected determined its Scriptural Institution, composition

- 2 " -~
11XQ0ness

o1

and eccleslastical power. A minor debate on the "f:

-~

congregations" developed, but as a point of governmonit 4t 3

10 WS

decided to be a thing infifferent. Proposals to includs

+ Yo oy
ooaad

le Gillespie, 37-41,
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/ propositions on Presbytery with those on Ordination sent up to
Parliament were rejected as the Scots preferred to have the

propositions complete before their presentation. All this

time Rutherfurd is daily enlarging his "great book against

the Independents", which was to come out in May, 1644,

The Assembly next proceeded to a matterllargaly dealt

At the

with in the "Due Right"~the power of congregations.
beginning of the debate, "Mr Rutherfurd still urged that we

might keep clear in this that we should no

t infringe the power
1 P

of particular congregations". -~ He was, of the Scots, the

most ready to recognise the congregational rights in the
Presbyterian system. -Balllie mentions a paper given in to the
Grand Committee at this time" wherein we asserted a congrega-

tional eldership for governing the private affairs of the

; 2
congregation from the 18th of Matthew ", Rutherfurd was

certainly the inspirer, if not the author of this paper, which
embroiled the Scottish Commissioners with the dle-hard
Proabyteriané at home. Nye was on certain occasions to quots
from the "Peaﬁ%blo Plea", attempting to show that Rutherfurd

: . 3
went,on some matters, almost as far as his own party.

The
division of congregations by the bounds of dwellings, the
Plurality of elders in the congregation, that no single

congregation, which may conveniently join together in an

association, may assume unto itself all and sole powor of

ordingtion, were all voted. The Scots intervened chiefly in

L Lightfoot, 200 .
2. Baillia, 11l 182,
3. Gillespie, 60.
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/ the 'plurality of elders! vote, as certain of the Assembly

conceived one ruling elder sufficient in the Church. Rutherfurd

l 3
and Gillesple spoke so insistently that the point was carried.

1t appeared in the "Propositions" as, "For Officers in a single

Congregation, there ought to be one at least, both to labour in

the Word and Doctrine and to Rule, Prov. 29, 18 1 Tim. 5. 17.

Hebe 134 T It is also raduisite that there shoud be others

to join in Government 1, Cor. 12,28.. and likewise it is

requisite that there be others to take special care for the

relief of the poor, Acts. 6, 2. 3. The number of each of which

1s to be proportioned according to the condition of the
Congregation" Further on in the Prdépositions under " Of Classical

Assemblies" the elder's name and place therein, and in their own

congregation is made clear " That there were many Elders over

these many Congregations, as one Flock appeareth, Acts 20, 17.25.

28,30, 36, 37" The other propositions were debated mostly

by the English Presbyterians aﬁd, in the last, which practically

deprived the Independents of the congregational right of ordina-
tion, the Scots hardly intervened, knowing that their cause hoere

was safe, and not wishing to offend the Independents more than
consisted with the establishing of it: it was more critical %o
have ruling elders concedsd by a majority of English Fresbyter-
lans, who were safe enough as regards the establishment of

Bresbytarial ordination. It was the more specifically confregua-

tional elements of Presbyterianism, such as the power of rulin’

elders, (dearest to Rutherfurd of all the Scots), that the Scots

l. Lightfoot, 261.




/ found 1t hardest to persuade the Eﬁglish Presbyterians to
accept.

From now until August, the Assembly was employed chiefly
with tho:"Directory for Public Worship". In August, Warriston
cams down from Scotland wlth letters from the General Assembly
to hasten Church Uniformity on the lines of the "Solern League
and Covenant". The Scots handed in to the Crand Committee a
paper by Henderson on the evils of dolaﬁ. The Grand Committes,
by way of answer, suggested that the commlttee for the Summary
(or.Prasbytery and Church Government) hasten their report and
that the Assembly return to the matter of Church Government.

The order of debate on the remaining prorositions occas-
ioned some discussion. The English Presbyterians, through
Vines and Herle, wished to begin with the power of congrega-
tions and to work upwards therefrom, whereas the Scots wished
the fourfold assemblies of the Church resolved upon, for the
politic reason that by so doing they would be able to prescnt
a scheme of government to the King at Uxbridge.l The Scots!
wishes were uitimately carried and the Assembly proceeded to

.debate. "It is lawful and agreeable to the word of God that

the Church be governed by several sorts of assemblies." Tlc
Independents quibbled over the word "church"; but it was sgreeg
that the word was not used "to bring in any design but only

to bring in the dehate", The proposition was passed on
September 6th., That on Synods was passed on the 17th Serptr.,
the succeeding proposition "Synods aré made up of pastors,

teachers, and other church governors" occupled the aAssemtly

l. Gillesple « 65.
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/ for some time and was finally passed as "pastors, teachers,
and other Church governors, as also other 1ldoneus persons

where 1t ahail be deemed convenilent, are members of these
assemblies which are called Synodical when they are called
thereto". The clause concerning idoneus persons was a Sop

to the Independent Cerberus. "That Synodical assemblies may

be of several sorts, as provincial, national and oecumpnical"”
was passed with very little %abate. Tﬁe suhéﬁdination of
assemblies and the right of appeal through them though 1t was
the crux of the whole difforopce between Presbyterlan and
Independent, was passed after four days debate. - "it is lawful
and agfceable to the wofd of God that there be subordination

of congregational, classicsal, provin&ial; and natlongl assemblles
for the government of the Church." Only in th§ last question
did Rutherfurd speak at any length. On October 8th and 9th

it was voted that "the said assemblises have power to convent
before them those in their bounds, and that they have somo
rower in church cenauros.l When these propositions were
finally passed the Scots had succeeded In their chief task of
having the Fresbyterlan system, adopted by the Assembly. Only
details such as numbers o:‘commissionors, etc. remained to s
filled in. The speed ﬁith which the last propositions were
passed was due to the political situation. The defeat of Essex
which balanced the victory of Marston Moor made Scottish
military help more necessary than ever and the Scottich

Commissioners had thus a strong political hold over the .ssembly.

Baillie also mentions that they had "sundry means of hast

f N
i1

1. Gillespie, 87 and 88.
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/ agitation with our private friends."l The Independents

also trustqd to their political dealings with Cromwell to

secure for themselves Immunity from any FPresbyterlan legislation
passed by Parliaﬁont on the advice of the Assembly. On 15th
Septembbr Cromwell had procured an order from the House to

refer to the Grand Committee the matter of accommodation, or
toleration of the Independents. This was Eroduced in

Assembly on the 16th September. The Grand Committee met on the
20th and appointed a sub-Committee of English Presbyterians

and Independents to give effect to the Order. The sub-Committee
reported back on the 1llth Octobér but was Instructed to bring

a complete report on the 15th. When finally the Grand Committee
" met, the whole question was shelved, on the grounds that it was
not in order to discuss objectlions against a proposed rule of
Church government till such had been completed by Assem‘oly'and'
Houses of Farllament. The proceedings of this sub-committeo
were therefore suspended. This attempt to undermine Scottish
rights in the Gran§ Committee has boén noted.

- On 8th November, Dr Burgesi presented to the House the
propositions on Presbytery, the Independents dissenting to the
third proposition. Warriston'!s speech of 2nd December, asiting
that the Assembly complete the work on Church Government for
prosentation to the Scottish General Assembly in January
spesded affairs, and all the votes on Church Government were
collected and presented to the Houses on 11 th Decemboer. Thoe

Independonts objected to. three - Ephesus as an Instance of

1. Baillie, 11. 228.




/ Presbytery, subordination of assemblies, that which denied
poﬁer of ordination to a single congregation. The Scottish
Commiasioners{Rutherfurd and Gillespie especlally were kept
busy assisting in the answers to these objectlons and the
matter passed into a pamphlet warfare which dled the death of
exhaustion.l Throughout December and January {(1644-45) the
Propositions were debated by the Houses and dn the main passed
by them. They were approved as a basis of Uniformity by the
Sc;ttish General 4gsembly of February 1645, and were embodied
in principle in some of the proposals put forward by Parliament
during negotiations with Charles at Uxbtridge. Fallure of

these left Parliament "to establish its church system by its
own act and authority". Throughout the summer of 1645 it was
busy debating in Committee the Directory for Public Worship,
and the practical effecting of the Propositions.  Regarding the
latter a sub-commlttee of tha House was appointed to confer with
the Divines and the Scottish Commissioners and also to call in
adviée from the city ministers. In the actual erection of the
Presbyteries the Scots played 1little part. The only two
ecclesiastical Gommissionera in London from January to Aprill,

1645 were Rutherfurd and Henderson, and the former was chiefly

occuplied in the Excommunication debate and in penning his work
on that subject. Believing that the erection of'P%esbyteries
was as good as accomplished, the Scots were now keensest that

there should be;comprehensive Directory of Church Government

publiehed, to which the Church of Scotland, and the Presbyterian

l. Vide "The Reasons Presented by the Dissenting Brethren....

together with the Answers of the Assembly"etc.London
1648.



/ Church of England when established could both subscribe.
This was the gist of a paper given by the Scots to the Grand
Committee and read in Assembly on 1l4th April, 1€45, during
the ﬂebate on the congregational aspect of Church Government.
The Assembly delayed giving effect to their urgency‘for a
fortnight being employed with the question of Church membership,
and the debate on the gathering of Churchssr On Mgy 6th a
commlttee was approinted to methodise all tﬂ; votes concerning
Church government.and to collect them into a Draft to be
presented to Parliament. After sundry interruptions the Draft
was finallf completed on 3rd July, passed the Assembly on the
4th and was presented to the House on the 7th. The Draft
incorporated and expanded the Propositions of December 1644.

The Propositions on Fresbyterlan jurisdiction added to 1t will
be considered later (vide infra). The subsequent history of the
Drﬁft in the English Farliament, till it was erbodied in the
"Form of Government" of 1648 need not be considered here.‘ It
was brought down to Scotland by Baillie and Gillespile and laid
before Assemdly in 1647. Both 1t and the Prqpositions of 1644

“«

were printed together that they might be examined by the
Presbyteries. It was remitted toiCommittae in 1648 and agaln
in 1649. The records of the 1650 Assembly are lost, but there
is no account of the Directory of Government having passed the
Assembly. Mitchell in his history of the Westminster Assamblyl
claims that the Directory was Henderson's speclal work, a fact

not borne out by the records of the Westmlnster Assembly nor by

T. Mitchell. History of Westminster Assembly. 259-263.
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/ internal evidence. The Directory was explicitly the work
of the Commlttee appointed by Assembly on 6th May, and was

based on their preceding votes. The only difference addition-

ally favourable to Scots doctrine was that the name of elders

is more explicitly used. The nature of the Directory is that
of a revision. The earlier Propositions e.g. those on Church

officers and on Presbytery are more succinctly stated. There is

on the other hand considerable addition concerning the congrega-
1
tional element in the Church . The constitution‘membership,

purity of the Church are all dealt with. OSeparation 1s declared

unlawful as als® is the gathering of congregations from

Presbyterian churches on the plea that their government 1is

unlawful. The whole Directory shows that it has passed

through the a}émkic of the controversy concerning separation
and congregational integrity. The statement that Henderson
culled the material's of the Directory ﬁ1n part at least from
his treaﬁise on the Government and Ordén of the Church of
Scotland,;ﬁn part from the discipline of the French and Dutch

Protestant Churches," has no relation to the facts of its

composition. Mltchell cites no proof for this exceedingly

general statement. If any Scotsman's Influence is seen in the

later propositions of the Directory one would be tempted to
claim that of Rutherfurd who was at this time busily employsd

In the whole controversy and whose books were in the hands of

every member of the Assembly.

1. A Directory for Church Government. (Edin. 1647) p.€°
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THE DEBATE ON ORDINATION.

A subsidlary but important debate emerged during the
larger debate on Presbytery, that on Ordination. A prelimin-
ary debate on Fhis in which Rutherfurd took some part arose
in the discussion on the Apostles' powers. The Apostles!
power of ord%nation and their power to appoint evangelists
to ordaln, as also that to ofder worship gnd:sattle controver -
sies, was finally passéd by January 8th. The Independents
had opposed these votes fearing that the matter had been raised
for “prejudiceland far ends", 1.0. to predetermine the sols
right of thelPresbytery to ordain. Seeing a loophole in the
decision that theIApostles' power was extraordinary and ceased,
they did not press the matter. Gillesple too, entered a caveat
against the using of Acts XIV 23 as a proof for ordination
since the word*@;forovgh/ was for him a.proof for the peoples'.
right in election and had been construed "ordaining" only by
Eplscopal translators. The Scots were careful not to have any

anbiguity concerning the difference between election and-

ordination.

Doctor Temple's report on January 9th commenced the debsate
_proper gr'Ordination. "That preaching Presbytors only, are to
ordain" was the mind of most of the Assembly. This the

Independents stoutly resisted. Rejecting any inner or even

ecclesiastical meaning in the act, they gave in their finding
"that as far as particlipation of the elders in the work
18 concerned, ordination is simply the solemnisation of tho

- .
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/ officers' outward call and (2) there 1s no proof that in the

Act of Ordination there is a derivation from the elders! as

1
such, of such power as gives formal belng to a church Officer."

be
On the 26th January Parliament sought them to hasten the matter

as many vacant churches needed pastors. The doctrinal part of

Ordination was laid aside whilst the Assembly dealt with the
practical problem. It decided "that in extraordinary cases,

and until a settled order can be had extraordfhary means may be

employed". The second proposlition of the committee who reported

concerning this, gave power to ordain Jure fraternitatis to

certain ministers of the city. Thls caused hot debate. The

Independents feared it as the thin end of a Presbyterian wedge
and the propos;tion was dropped on February 2nd. till the larger
question of Presbytery should be settled. On March 18th 1644,

the Assembly having passed their propositions on Presbylery

again took up Ordination. Dr. Temple further reported from the

third committee. The lawful calling of the minister as

requisite to ordination was easily passed. Trouble arose on the

proposition "That none may be ordained to that office without

designation to some particular place." Those Presbyterians in

whom some trace of Episcopal tenets still lingered,|opposed it
strongly. Calamy, the Smectymnuan, argued against 1t. It was
undoubtedly inserted by Scottlish influence and Marshall who was
in closest touch with the Scots and had lately been to Scotland,
was 1ts chiéf English supporter. Calamy, who had himself been

ordained long before he had accepted a charge, argued against the

o)

l. Lightfoot. 115.
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/ proposition on the ground that it would invalidate the

orders of many godly men and held out for the older Englisnh

practice. The Independents, as far as they took any part in

the debate, were for the proposition that ordination must be

with designation to place. Rutherfurd was very careful to

distingulsh between election and ordination, that the Scots

might not seem to uphold the Indepsendent doctrine which made

both in essence the same. Finally it was voted, "that it is

agreeable to the Word of God and very expedient that such as:

are to be ordalned ministers be desligned to some particular

church or other ministerial charge." The Scottish Presbyterian

view had thus largely prevalled, though ordination without

designation is not definitely forbidden. The relation of

congregation to the ordinand was then debated in the proposi-

tion, "that those who ordain him are to recommend him to the

congregation and have thelr consent, unless they can show just

causd of exception against him." Various opinions emerged,

some giving more, some less powser to the Presbytery in electing

a minister. Rutherfurd is himself the most congregational

of the Presbyterians, stating that "The Scriptures constantly

give the choice of a pastor to the paéple.' The act of electing

1s In the people and the regulating and correcting of their

Emcﬂy where the right of e lectorg

cholce is in the Presbytery." Phe—dichi—of olaction a9 ta

wds vested , W& s,
wha#e—#es#ed-m;a, howaver glossed over and a proposition, very
much of a formula}drawn up.=-~-"No man shall be ordained a

minister for a particular congregation if they can show just

cause of exception against him." (The essence of this formula
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/ was to be put forward as a 'via medla' in the patronage

disputes of a much later date). The final propositions concern-

Ing ordination as an act of Presbytery were voted with little
debate on March 22nd and 25th 1644 . All of these were drawn up
by a committee and presented to the Assembly on April 3rd.
After debate on these, the Assembly at the instance of Lord
Warwick, turned to consider a Directory for Ordination and

appointed a commit tee along with the Scottish Commissioners to

draw it up. This was done by 19th April, when the Directory and

the doctrinal propositions, including that concerning "extraor-

dinary cases", were voted to be sent up to the Houses. These

propositlions were taken down to Scotland, along with those
concerning Church Government, and presented to the General

Assembly of February 1645. They were printed for the considera-

tion of Presbyteries but not ordered to be practised. The

London Commissioners were ordered to conclude Uniformity on

their basis, as soon as ratified by the English Parliament.

They were never so ratified. The House of Commons whittled

dowvn the doctrinal part of Ordination to an Ordinance dealing

with "extraordinary cases" and added a preface of their own

to the Directory. Through the efforts of the Scpts, the issembly

achieved the insertion of certain alterations in the Ordinancs,

which was re-issued in September 1645, as valid for one year

end again in August 1646, as valld for three. In 14848, it was

incérporated in the Ordinance for Church Government, which had
no limitation.

The alterations which were procured plainly showed Scottish

s
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/ influence. In the preface of the Ordinance reference was
made to the Bishopl"havlng more ascyibed unto him, and. by him
assumed than was meet". To Rutherfurd this seemed to imply
that something was meet, and the inveterate foe of allﬂ?ishops
attacked torSuch effect, that the preface altered bftﬁssembly
and thereafter by the House ran "unto him ascribed and by hinm
assumed as in other things, so In the matter of ordination,
that was not meet". (Episcopal ordination,.howeverg was not to
be disclaimed by any who had Beceived it;) The definition that
ordination as " an outward solemn setting apart of persons fof
the office of the ministry in the Church is an ordinance of
Christ" was also inserted in the preamble through Scottish

pressure. The candlidate for ordination had to take the

Covenant. The charge to the people was expanded by the Assembly

to read "to exhort and chgrga the people in the name of God
willingly to receive and acknowledge him aa-a minister of Christ,
and to maintaln encourage énd assist him in all parts of his
office, and to obey and submit to him as having rule over them
in the Lord". But the Lords, if prepared to "love and honour",
were not prepared to 'obey! so the last clause was struck out.
Though the Scots were not satisfied with thils Ordinance,
they had achieved not g Titties They had gained for the people
a certain, 1f limited voice, in the election of the pastor, for
the Directory provided for-objections to 1life and doctrine.
They had had the principle of Presbyterian Ordination admitted.
The form of Ordination also was much closer to Scottish use
than to previous Episcopal or contemporary Independent practice.

Ld .
Wik i ifl
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/ The Propositions of 1645 hﬁd been ratified by the General
Assembly as a basis for a "Uniformity betwixt the Kirks" provided
that the English Parliament adopted them. As has been seen
Parllament debated énd ratified the propositions séverally, but
the ultimate success of the Army destroygd all hope of a treaty
of Uniformity or of the establishment of a Presbyterian Church

of England. The "Directory for Church Government and Ordination
of Ministers" of 1647 never became law in the Church of Scotland;
Calderwoo&% opposition in the first instance, and the chaotic
disturbances of the succeeding years prevented its passage
through the Assembly. But most of the content of these formula-
tories has ﬁassed into the 1life and.practice of the Scottish
Church. Practices not adopted,such as a representative composi=-
tion of the provinclal symod - are still be'wortﬁa:iggé consider-
ation. The importance of Westminster for Scotland was that it
crystalllised Scottish thought on the Scottish Presbyterian

system and doctrines. The reading of any passage in the Proposi-
tions together with the relevant passage In the Directory shows
how much the one was the child of the other, dressed in a more
orderly garment, a little more warmly clad, with a 1ittle extra
Scottiéh homespun in the texture of the apparelZ. The briefost
look even at the earlierpropositionsshows how much the Scots

have gained; the Heédship of Christ in the visible Church - as
against the Erastlan and in a certaln sense the Independent;

the establishment of the eldership as an office, eventually by
name -~ as aéainst the bglk of the English Presbyterians; the

ostablishment=~of a Presbytery with juridical powefs ~ as against the
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/ Independents; the plurality of elders in a éongregation -
as agalnst English Presbyterlans; the establishment of elders
as equal members of assemblies - as against original English
Fresbyterianism; the establishment of Kirk sessions, called
congregational assemblies « more or less unknown to the English
Presbyterian. All this was made legal in the Ordinance of
August 1648 published as "The Form of ChurcheGovernment to be
used in.the Church of England and Ireland", though few of its
proposed twelve Presbyteries were ever erected to carry out the
terms of the Ordinance. With few if any exceptions the Scots
had embodied in the Directory all the cardinal elements of
Scottish Presbyterianism.

But they in turn were influenced by the Independent .

oppogition. They were made more conscious of the congregational
elament in church l1life. More emphasis was laid on the Kirk

session as a court; this congregational assembly was the Vpresby-

tery!'! of Independents of Johnson's school. The Kirk-ssssions

place as a court of the Church had been somewhat ambiguous.
The First Book of Discipline makes no mention of them by name.
_Tﬁe Second Book of Discipline states "The first kind and sort
of aﬁsembiiea although fhey be within particular Congregaction,
yet they exercise the power suthority and jurisdiction of the
Kirk with mutual consent, and thereafter bear sometime the
name of the Kilrk," and adds “When.we speak of the Elders of
the particular Congregations we mean not that every particular
Pariah-kirk‘can 6r may have thelr own particular Elderships,
specimdly in Ldnqurd ; but we think three four, more or fewer

particular kirks may have one Eldership common to them all to
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/ Judge their Ecclesiastical causes". The Act of 1592 reads
"Anent particular Kirks 1f they be lawfully ruled by sufficient
Ministers and Sessions they have power and jurisdiction in
their own Congregation in matters Ecclesiastical". There is a
conditional element and undartainty of definition inlééch of
these statements and nothing to prevent Caldefwood; deduction
that the Kirk-session was but a sub-committeeof the Presbytery.
Henderson in his “Government Qﬁd Order”refers to thf%fgg the
"church session particular eldership or consiafory;“ entrusts
to it the administratiqn of local affairs and punishment of
1mmobality in certain degrees and permits of the deacons being
in attendance; but this like a good part of the Government and
Order was an 1deal aimed at father than a fact of universal
practice as yet. Westminster gave sanction and dignity to the
elders' office. A whole theology was established behind it.
The inquisitorial and disciplinary powers of the eldership,
thowgh also claimed by the Scoﬁs, had been the rigorous .
characteristic of the Independent churches in Holland and New
England. Contact with Independent Fhritanism as much as the
Kirk's accession to power wagkgause‘of the increasing agenda
of discipline cases in Kirk sessions. The Kirk session became
a separate, if subordinate court; Puritan Conéregationalism-
added strength to its establishment in disciplinary power. The
same contact confirmed the Scots in their disli%es of patronuge.
Rutherfurd came to regard the free eélection by the people as
the only trﬁe way of placing a minister and afterwards so

. worked™as to have the procedure of free election made luw.
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/ English Presbyteriunism, though they made some concessions
to it,linfluenced the Scots but 1little; formulas generally
allowed each to keep thelr own practice, and the Scots had
come more to give thén to get new standards.

There is one trace perhaps largely accidental of
English Parliamentary influence on Scottish practice. It has
"been noted 1n the Ordination questlon,certain concesslons
were wrung from Parliament through Scottish pressure. Dr.
liitchell has noted that the procedure of the Parliamentary
Ordinance rather than that of thg Assembly Propositions has
passed into Scottish use.. In the Propositions and the
subsequent Directory the presiding minister demands of the
congregation before ordination if they are willing "to receive
and acknowledge him as the Minister of Christ and to obey and
submit to him as having rule over them in the Lord". This
conveyed to the peoprle the oprortunity to reject the minister,
and at one and the same time gave the minister apiritual
jurisdiction over them when accepted; both of which were
distasteful to tho Lords. Thus In the Ordlnance the acceptance
and promise were taken to hbe implicit iIn the call, and after
the minister elect has been ordained the request to the congre-~
gation was for all due honour and support. Though the
Directory was nearer the Knoxian Form of Admission of Winlsters
.thia practice of the Ordinance had prevalled in the Church of
Scotland. The doctrinal part of the Directory, the trilals of
the candid#te, the opportunity for exception to 1life and

doctrne before the Freshytery, the profession of Christian

1. Mitchell, History of Assembly, 294.
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/ faith and pledge to Reformed doctrine, ordination by

the laying on of hands. ( neutralised in the Ordinancé by

the omission of 'by') all of which the Scots strove for and
gained in the orlginal Propositions, although never to find a
place in the English Church nor to be established by the legal
sanction of the Directory in Scotland, in the course of time
passed into law and practice in the latter counbvy. The
closeness of the Directory for Ordination t; Henderson's
Government and Order, in form tather than in phnasedlogy,

may have led Mitchell to ascribe the whole of the Directory
for Church Government to him. The Scots had taken their ideas
of Church government to England and received them back in
.order. The Directory for Ordination follows Scottish practice
but it is a more orderly statement than anything in the Books
of Discipline, Knéx'a Liturgy or Henderson's Government and
Order. Scottlsh ddqtrihe, desplte the occasional need for an
accomodating formula, galrned at Westminster precision of

statement in the prescription of form and practice.
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THE DUE RIGHT OF PRESBYTERIES.

Baillie's letter to Scotland of Jan. 1lst 1644 mentions
that "Mre. Ruthqrfurd's other large work agalinst the Independents
is on the press and will do goodf“ On March 22nd he writes
"r. Samiel e.eeee is very necessary to be here, especially
because of his book which he is dally enlarging and it will not
come off the press yet for some short time." ' Later, referring
to the General Assembly of July 1644 he says-“M;. Samuel's great
book aga;pat‘the Independents will be but theh coming out and it
were very:Expedient he should be away at tﬁis time.“2 The Scots
expected some "affronting reply" to his work. It therefore
appears that his book was put to the press, stopped and an a&dition
put to it, stopped and further additions inserted. There is
further internal evidence of this in the treatise itself (vide
Infra). It was published probably in the beginning of August
1644, | B

On his coming to London, Rutherfurd had evidently been given
the task of composing a further work against Indspendency, this
time agalinst the forms and thepry which had been more specifically
developed in New England. This was also intended as befitting
the importance of the ogcasion to be a fuller more scholarly, and
elahorafa refutation of thelr tenets. He approaches the controver-
sy from a different angle, instead of a “Pbaé?ble and Temporate
Plea" it 1s "The Due Right of Presbyteries™, though he adds as a
sub-title, Or "A Peacable Plga for the Government of the Church

of Scotlard." Though still unmoved by any personal rancour, thls

1. Baillie 1l. 156.
2. Baillle 11. 161.
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/ treatise 1s more assertive and'prov&cative than ites prodo-
cessor. The works to which he.is replying also show the altered
field of attuck. The moderate and scholarly work of Parker 1s
less dealt with than Hooker's "Way of the Ghﬁrch of Chris%t in
New England,"l and Robinson's "Justificatlon of Separation". A
good deal of the treatise 1s spent In discussing the answers of

the New Englarnd Churches to questions which after they had re-

- fused to send delegates there, the Assembly had sent out to them.
Rutherfurd had been trought to England.to assist in the formula-
tion of standards which would unité all three kingdoms, so his

pen is dlrected chiefly against tﬁose features of Independency
which would cause dongregational or national schism. The chief
theme of the ﬂfbaé%ble Plea” had been pastoral authority, i1ts
source  nature, and relationship to the Church. But Presbyterian
and Independent were now even more at variance over each otheﬁ%
pastoral power. The chlef theme of the "Due Right" is the
institution and conatitﬁfion of ﬁhq Church, the foily of separa-
tion from it, and the‘negessity of a systematic government

within 1t. These‘had been treated in the "Peaé@ble Plea" mostly

iIn relation to the "Power of the keys'"s Now the latter question

16 obly Heubed am pst of & Larger Gueshion wilck ©h had pltlnabes
ly engendered; the institutlon and constitution of the visible
Catholic Church, Rutherfurd possessed the widest knowledge and
the deepest learning of all the Scottish Commissioners&so to him
belonged the task-of a comprehensive propaganda and controversy

agalnst Independency in all 1ts forms. Unfor tunately the orderly

composstion of his treatlise suffered by having material inserted
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here and there as the debates in the assembly progressed. Pages

144 - 174 are such an insertion. They are added to what was

orlginally a small section on officers and elders in the Church,
answering some thesis of "The Way of the Church of Christ in

New Englandﬁ. Entitled "a more special consideration of Ruling
Elders, Deacons and Widows they are his answer to the Independert
and other arguments on these questions which occupled the assembly
in Novemhuer apd December 1643. Much of it waS;&n expansion of his
speech on 1 Tim. V. 17 . made on November 23rd. It was probtably
iﬁserted when the book was put to the press at the end of December
18643, Pages 289 = 48% is a simllar addition. The matter of this
Insertion is a summary exposition and argument of the proposiftions
voted in fhe Assembly during February and March 1644. This is
supported by Baillie's statement of March 22nd concerning
Rutherfurd's "daily -enlarging" of his book. That page "498" (48%)
goes back to 185 ghows how mechanical some of the addition was,
with 1ittle attempt to weave it Into the main course of thought.
The actual treatise comprises pages 1 - 140, 241 - 288, 185

(in reality 485) to the end. The "Due Right" is Rutherfurd's
greatest work in the sense that 1t comprises all his thought on
the Presbyterian system, and is composed by a mind sharpened
rather than fired by the debates in the Assembly. Hls later
books, "The Divine Right of Church Government", "The Dispute
against pretended Libverty of.Conscience" "The Survey of the
Survey" are all expansions of matter already well if not bottor

handled in the Due Right. TFor purposes of clarification the

main work is here divided iInto nine sections In the account
Towm

glven of 1its %eaching I. Church Government.ll Church ¥embership.
T 484 s m reality 498, T This com p/:'-fses three papers, vick inl=

243 246 , 24€-




/ 111, o'rding'tion and election, 1V. The Purit:,r- of the Church,
Ve The privileges of Churqh Members, V1. Separation, V1l. Baptism
and the Preaching of the Word. V1ll. Church Censures, 1X. The
Power of the Maglstrate: Toleration and Patronage. A study of
these sections will show how closelﬁ tﬁe work followed the
Assembly debates. Rutherfurd is revéaled as the most learned
though not exactly the most lucld expositor ofr Scottish Fresby-
terian doctrine. All who came after drew largely on this work
in defence of their tenets. He dld so himself, for hls later
workg though learned expansions are echoes of the Due Right”dying
out finally in the Survey of the Survafjan embittered academic
disputing on matters which have lost interest in Cromw®iliam
England. This chaptaf endeavours to give as full and succinct
an account of the Due Rights, as Rutherfurd; method permits,
because despite the faults of his method style and argument it is
the'complete compendiﬁm of Scottish Presbyterlan apologetic in
the seventeenth century. The numbers inserted in the account
are page numbers for reference.
1l.

The "Due‘Right“ begins as controversial against the "Wav
of the Church of Christ in Hew England" whose doctrines Thomas
Hooker developed from Francis Robinson. Rutherfurd begins by
attack on the basic principle that the Church in the New Testa-
ment instituted by Christ, to which he has given the "keys", the
Seals of tﬁe Covenant, the.officers and censures of the Church,
the administration of public worship, etc., 1s a coetus fidelium,
a company of bélievéra meeting In one place every Lordfs Day for

g

-
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edification, that is, to the localised congregation.

the administration.of the Holy ordinancesof God to public

For him the
most that can be sald of such a boedy 1s that 1t is the matter of

the Churche. As a Church 1t lacks Institution for 1t lacks those

who can administer the Sacraments or perform pastoral actions.

It has no power to create such men,since ordination is not by
God's word given to the coetus fidelium. The only power officers
appointed by such a body have, is a cerﬁain power of order, such
as of a president in a meeting, they could not possess any power
of government and discipline over Ehﬁ people. The Church is not
complete without governing officers, and to these governing

officers the "keys" are given. There follows an exposition of
which refutes the view :

the Petrine passage :efukimg that the "keys" are given to believers,

as an argument that the local congregation has all power within

itself. “With great learning, greater than that of the "Psacuble
Rutherfurd :

Plea", Ba,pours out patristic argument on the subject, quoting -

obviously from the original éoﬁrces (p.12). He maintains that
Watthew XV11l, 16~17 willl not bear the interpretation of the |
ecclesia as_allocal Church;and all antiquity, the Schoolmsn

and the Reformers are brought to destroy such a construing of it.

In his second chapter he élearly distinguishes secular and

ecclesiastical government. Secular power of government he admits

vests in the people who convey-il by election, but ecclesiasticsl
power 18 supernatural from Christ and cannot be conveyed by them.
To put ecclesiastical power in the hands of

officers by election

‘only is the intrusion of a civil way into a supernatural bYody.

The impossibility 6f all the people meeting
‘ .

-

for all occasions of

w
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/ Church government and the inadvisibility of their so doing
1s demonstrated, as is that of making them judge Jjury, and
witness in an ecclesliastical cause. Though he excludes none
from hearing a cause tried yet the presence of the peopls thereat
is not necessary: The independents' argﬁment that supreme
juridical power vested in the people, from the case of Archippus
in the new Testamont,'is rejected. A Carried to extreme he points
out, this doctrine would mean that every man, wo;an and child
could usurp all Church functions. He refutes Robinson, who
argues that according to the Presbyterian view, if there are no
officers there is no forgiveness, by showing that Church officers
are only one means whereby God-caving grace is made known (31).
In the third chapter the presence o;kﬁhe people at and in
Church censures 1s further dealt with. iﬁ;}entera on the rather
speculative difference between questions.of law and questions
of fact. IIh a question of law'tha people méy Judge, thatis,
they may decide whether some matter or doctrine is according to
the law of God. 'People under eldership are not mere instruments
moved only by superilors, because they are moral agents. They are
to give all diligence that they be not accessory to unjust

sentences less they partake of other mens! sins.' But in

question of fact the case 1s different, e.g. as to wvhether or not

a person is gullty. In this case the people carnot know all the

facts and it seems that they are to consent to the sentence of
the court, for 'the Lord seeth what confusion and tyranny should
follow if one might be both judex, actor, and testls, the judge,
the accusor,-and the witness' (46). Sound enough as some of

]
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/ these dicta are his own later history in the years
succeeding 1650 showed that when questlons of law and of fact
hecame Inextricably mixed the light of his thought was insuffi-
clent to illumine a pathway to their reconciliation.

From this legalistic excursus, pertinent enough in its
refutation of the congregation as a heterogeneous court, he
returns to.the further consideration of the New Testament Church
and to the denial in the "Way of the Church" of any national or
provincisal Churéh therein. Rutherfurd maintains that if he
proves communion in government between Churches, he proves them
one Church (53). He cites thalfamiliar instances of Jerusalem,
Galatla, and Ephesus as provincialIChunches. He admits in
passing, the more limited sense of the word "church" as applied

to one congregation. A National Church he says need not meet

altogether, they are a Church if united in one ministerial

governmont, "There ought to be a fellowship of Church communion
amongst all the visible churches on earth". By Christ's institu-
tion there 1s one universal Catholic Church, (Eph.lV.4.) From
this, whether or not they exlst de facto, there should be
Oacumenic and general councils to foster this communion; for as
well as 1ts 1hner bond of the spirit, Church communion should
have 1ts outward manifestations etso (59). The national Church
of the Jews is discussed, how 1t agrees with, how 1t differs
from the Christlan 1ldeal of a national Church. With some

sophlstry, he selects the arguments which most sult his case,

and explains away any which appear to overturn it. From this he

is enticed into a dlscourse on excommnication in the Jewish
~ .

-
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/ Church as an argument for ecclesiastical censures, and deals
with the matter of 'separation' rather prematurely. He admits
that the power of excommunication may vest iIn a little body on

a remote isle, but much more so in the greater body of all

visible churches. Ezmcommunication in one €hurch in order to

avold contaglon is excommunication in all. From 1t as An_ordin-

ance protective in function he adduces the clesdr need of a

provincial church.

1. ' '

The next subject of consideration is the actual membership

of the Church. "All who would be saved must be added to the

Church," so states the "Way of the Church". There is a necessity

says Rutherfurd of joining ourselves to a visible Church as a
means of salvation, elither by a formal or raiional profession
of faith. But such a necessity is not. categofical. " If some

die without the Church having falth in Christ, and w;nt oppor tun=-
ity to confess Him before men, as repenting in tha hour of death,

their salvation is sure and they are within the“&lsibla Church"fkﬂ
But au?h a church is not a small local body of saints, and the
1dea that saivation necessarlly depended on belonging to it, as
the "Way of the Church" asserts, is refuted from all the Fathsrd<
and Reformers. (ﬁ;}explodea the faulty exegesis of "without are

dogs" (Rev. XX11l) and of 1. Cor. V. What formal act makes-a

member? (83) Consideration passes to a manuscript treatise which

he possesses dealing with the idea of a Church Covenant constitu-
ting membership, even as constituting the Church. He deals now

with the actual practice of the New England Churches. Their
N : . :

-
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/ way of forming a Church is outlined - A number of
Christians with a gifted elder meet together till a sufficient
" company of them are well satisfied in the spiritual good one
of another. They acquaint the Christiam magistrate of their
purpose of enteriﬁg into Church fellowship and convene on a
certaln day. One in the name df the rest propounds the covenant
which asks for a pﬁblic declaration of their’conversion and a
public profession of their falth. All give&a vocal covenant-
ing to walk in that falth and pfomise not to leave the said
Church without the consent thereof. Further New England dicta
are that a Church of infidels must be donverted bafore any-
thing be done for them; Baptism makes none members of the

visible Church; a Church fallen cannot. be accepted until all

within 1t renew their covenant. Some of the Theory, much of

the usefulness of all thié, Rutherfurd concedes. Fe differenti-
ates tﬁe Covenant of Grace between God and sinners wg}h such a
Church covenant as this. He agrees to a Covernant betweern men
and God in Baptism and in the Lord's Supper, "virtually and
implicitlj ranewed:' He admits also an expllclt and vocal

- covenant in the peoples!' assent to a new pastor and in a man's
profassionldf falth when he assumes membership of the Church.
"hat he most strenuously refutes 1s that this "covenanting" as
expounded by the New Englanders, definitely constitutes a
Churche. To make such a covenant so binding that one cannot
leave the Church without the consent of 1ts other members is
to tie "where God hath not tied". The question as Rutherfurd

sees it then, is not whether there 1s a tacit and a virtual
~

SETEAL L T e
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/ covenant when persons become members of the congregation (88)

nor whether such a covenant. may be lawfully sworn -~ he thlnks

1t may,excepting the condition not to remove without consent -

but whether such a covenant, by divine and apostqlic warrent, is

the lawful, necessary and apostolic institution and form of a

visible Church. He asserts strongly that 1t is not. To make a
man no member of a Church unless he takes such an oath is unscript-
ural, therefore, such cannot be a necessity to Church institution.
In the New Testament admission was by profession of belief and
Baptism which is the‘aeal of our entry into the Church. The N
Covenant of Grace to which all Christian men attest 1s a suffici-
ent and comprehénsive covenant concerning their duties. The most
that can be sald for the Independent's Church Covenant 15 that 1t
strengthens the weaker man faithfully to ﬁérform the obllgations
of the Covenant of Grace and of the Gospel. The New Englanders
admit the British Churches may be true Churches, because "there
is a real, iImplicit and substantial coming together.and a sub=-
stantial professing of falth and agreement, which may preserve
the essence of ‘the Church in Engiand and other places, though
there be not so express and formal covenanting as need wa:e." To
this Rutherfurd'feplias th&t the New‘Englanders refuse to admlt
those driven from England by Prelacy till they swear their Church
Covenant,which 1s a practical denlal of their belonging to a trus
Church (99).- There follows further exagesisﬁ;?“the 0ld Testament
showing that the Independenfs‘ Covenant 1s not there embodied as
either a formal or a material cause of the Church. Baptism and

profession of faith is what makes a man a member of the Visidls

Church\ The idea of a Covenant doing so comes perilously near

L
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/ Anabaptism, for it ma%tes none members of a true Church but
those who take 1t, and children cannot do so. It does not avoid
the qﬁestion to say, as some of thé Independents do, that Baptlsm
is a sign of our relation to the invisible Church; it i1s a sign
and seal of the visible Church.

Independent objections to the tmposition of a national
Confesslon of Falth are considered and the usefnlnéss'of such a
practice maintalned.  As oath to true religion is a specisl remedy
against backsliding. "A platform as it is conceived in such a style,
method, characters and words 1is a human ordinance, but we swear
to no platform in that consideration; but a ﬁlatform according to
the truth contained in it in which sense only it is sworn unto . " (137)
Confessions are therefore, to be belleved in so far as they are
agreeable to God's Word and lay upon ué an obligation secondary
only.  "Yet are they not so loose as we may leap from point of
falth and make the doctrine of faith an'arena.gladiat?ria: Here
he announces a principle in the practice of which he waé In later
years by no means perfect. PFerhaps like Knox in some matters he
adﬁitted the principle, but was convinced that no other intrepre-
tation than his was the truth of God.

(Harétthe first insertion of gaterial from debates in tho
Westminster Assembly occurse. |
lll.l

He now returns to some of his arguments to lead up to
Ordination. The Church of believers may be a mystical Church, it
is the matter of a church, it not a governing Churchbfor thoe

"power of the kéys" is not resident in it. Robinson's scriptural

\




219.
/ sarguments, formerly refuted in the "Peacable Plea", and now
restated in his "Justification of Separation", regarding this
are refuﬁed - the fact that the Church of believers may exist
before the O0fficers in time, does not mean that they have suprere
power over the latter . The awearingtof Covenant gives the people
no right to appoint and ordain officers; Ordination is now dis=-
cussed. Rutherfurd admits that though a man sins in accepting
ordination from a prelate yet the ordination is+“lawful, even as
Romish Baptlsm is 1awfﬁ1, because Prelacy though different in nabturse
from the officep.of a true pastor, 1s yet consistent in some subjects
with 1t, Dealing wlth the other extreme, congregational ordination,
- he says, that, though election by the people may make a man a
minister, in some cases, yot 1t is not the essentlial cause of a
called pastor. It 1s, he conslders, only an exception dictatéd by
extreme necessity. Ordinarily the established order and calling &f
pastors, is by succession of pastors to pastors and elders to elders.
It 1s given by scripture to pastors only, to ordain. Rutherfurd

examines the claim of the Church of bellievers to ordain pastors as

put forward in the "Way of the Church". The Apostles ordained

pastors, and pastors, not the peopla,succeeded them in that act.
By ordination a man is made a pastor of the Church Unilversal though
not a Universal Pastor. He concedes that election by the people

and some other thing may supply the want of ordination only in an

exigency of necessity. Election ia now considered. The pesople
have Yod's right to chose, He supports this from scripture and the
early Fathers. (201). The calling by the people doth not make a man
a pastor. But the Independents ask,from whence then had the Reformers

their c%}ling to a baatoral chargeg Rutherfurd answers that,

-
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/ though the calling of the Reformers was not extraordinary in
the sense 1in which ths Arostles were calleqpyet In view of the
exceeding evlil of the times, there was something extraordinary and

of God iIn it. Tuther's oath to preach the Gospel did oblige him as

a pastor; thus his calling according to the substance of his office-

1s valid. His oath to preach the Roman faith,exacted from hiﬂi

was unlawful and did not oblige him. "His giltes being extraordin-
ary his spigit herolc and supernaturally courageous and so
extraordinary, his faith in his doctrine great, that he should be
Llessed with succeés in his ministry, extruordinary,.his calling

on these considerations may well be called extraordlnary though not
immediate or ﬂpostolic.'z%%ieover, he states, there has alw;ys
boen a true V¥isible Church to give such men their calling. There
have been orthodox teachers throughout all ages, o there must

have been.orthadox people who believed them., There has thus been a
pure Chureh Visivle (and ﬁbotestant) since the Apostles' time.
There was the church of the Waldenses. In his historical arguments
he draws largely from the "Altare Damascenumﬁg of Davld Calderwood.
The calling of the Reformers: was from the true visidble Church

that wus always iﬁside the corrupt Roman one. Eesides this there
wvas something valld in calling from.the Roman Church, which asks
men to preach God's truth. If we admit, as Robinson does also,
that Rome's baptism 1s valid there must be something valid in

the calling of our pastors. Irom gll this the calling of the
Reformers 1is proved lawful and valid and thus the calling of the
pastors of the Presbyterian Church is valld also.

1V.
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Hé considers next the 'purity! of members in a Church.(24f)
¥e ridicules the Independent idea that there must be no less
than seven members, but agrees with them th#t a congregation ought
not to have an unwleldy number. He objects to trial of the grace
of the member before he is admitted, because grace is a note of
the Invisible Ghureh and the Church Visible cannot judge of it.
He cannot see how the Independent congregation can judge the inner
1ife of a man though he certalnly admits its right to exclude the
scandalous, According to the "Way of the Church" the members of
the visible church are "visible saints’, sons andldaughters of
the Lord God, temples of His Holy Spirit". He proceeds to discuse
the relation of such members to the Visible and Invisible Church.
The Invisible Church is the only perfect Church with whom the
Govénant of Grace is made. If members of the Visible Church aﬁe
really chosen saints, as the Independents maintain, then the
Visivie and.lﬁvisible Church is one and the same. This is
impossible?for no visiblé Chufch 1s free from the possibility
of error.. The ChurchﬁVisible, as visible , has no right to the
seals of the COVBU&D?’but only as far as the people wilthin it are
God's pardoned and sanctified people. "4 visible profession of the
Truth and Doctrine of godliness, is that which essentlally
constituteth a visible church.ahd every member of the'Visibie
Quurch..+...%e again do teach that the scandalously wicked are to
be cast out of the Church by excommunication, and these of
approved piety are undoubtedly members of the Visivle Church so
these of the middle sort are to be acknowledged members of the
Church though the Church have not a positlve certainty of ths

\
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/ Judgement o; harity, that they are regeneratsd, so they bs
a aptised, —----- (o be free of gi’oss scandals oo i3

known . " 1ng agalnst the exclusivaness of the Indeﬁandanf
Pr’o‘fcssﬂ thal:' l’hgy be W!Hlng’ hearars of the Doctrine of the Gospe (:-“5‘)
he maintains that if Church members are not to be Church members
till they are converted and visible saints, then the function

of pastor and of preaching is practically worthless.(254) This
exclusiveness approaches perilously near the Roman doctrine of

Extra Ecclasia nulla salus, The Fathers acknOﬂledged that there

“were good and bad in their Churches. Our Lord had Judas among the

disciples. Moreover the new Englanders insist that those admitied
must be saints not only by professlon but in sincerity and truth;
yet, de facto, they are bound to admit some who are not so, for
their judgement must err and their Church's institution becomes
faulty. The scriptural arguments in the Way of. the Church on

thié point, are now considered, -~ especiallg that which seeks to
make the Jewlish Church typical of a pure Cﬁurch of salnts. Robin-
son's sbripturea on thls are also refuted. The authoritative
rreaching of the Word is a note of the Visible Church, and the
true hearing of this i1s a note of the communion of its members.
The excommunicato are not to be cut off from the hearing of the
word, and thus even thﬁy are in some sense members of the Visi-
ble Church, 'though they be debarred from the "seuls". (274) The
anomaly of the Independents practlsing, excommunication in a
theoretically pure Church is demonstrated. In closing the chapter
Rutherfurd gives a 1little treatise on the history of excomrnunlica-
tion, with great wealth of patristic and Reformed lore. (282~
288) He takes up the argument as to whether or not discipline

_ heotes
1s a note of the Church. Heo wdmits that it may be considered

bein
not nﬂfessary to the esag of the Church Visible as such, bdbut it

L4
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: well being
/ is absolutely necessary to its hame—sese. His conclusion
1s that it 1s a necessary note and inseparable from a Visible
church, wholegzand entire, and not lame and imperfect (289)

The next seriles of interpolations now occur and will be

considered later.(152 ~ Page)
| .

Page 185 (&) returns to gonsidér the admission of members
and their priv&legea, as dealt with in the fourth chapter of the
"Tay of the Church". Rutherfurd holds that no teliever of pro-.
foessed plety can be denisd the sealq of the Covenant because he
is not a member of a particular Vleiblelchnrch. Profession of
belief 1s sufficient for him to recelve the seals., He seeks to
safeguard any human abuse of the latter by distinguishing be tween
the "voluntas_bena?laciti" and the "voluntas signi" of Cod. By
the "voluntas beneplaciti" the seals in reality belong only to

: efficacious

the Invisible €hurch and are effectatious only to the elect and
saved. But as the church is also a visible body, there is accord-~
ing to the "voluntas signi" or the approving will of God, an
orderly giviné of thé seals to all professing the falth. The
Church may lawfully glve the seals to those to whom the Covenant
of Grace does not belong by God's decree of election. The
Church may add to the Ghurch Visibls those whom God adds not to
the church Invisible, and cast out of the ¢hurch Visible those
whom God may include in the Lhurch Invisible. Thus Rutherfurd
accounts for human errancy. From these premises, he provcs’that
the Sacraments are not to be d?nied to a professing believer. a4

minlster iIn one church may not exclude a member from another
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/ from the Sacrament (without cause) just because he is not a
meriber of his own church; for "the Yisible Church 1s not one
parish but all professing the falth of Christ". 01d Testament
arguments from Jewish practice are exploded. (190) Rutherfu?d
attacks the actual practice of excluding members from old
England because they are under "public scandal and rebroach".
"It is an offence that they come to us, as megmbers of no particu~
lar church visible (for they leave that relatiohship when they
leave their habitﬁtion)." So runs a New England manuscript in
hls possession. But says he, "this i1s to be wondered at, theif
offence is due to suffering for pure religion and in that Church
(of England) many of you had your Baptism, your conversion, your
calling to the ministry." How can it be an offence not to be
members of an Independent church iIn England when no such may be
had there? The manuscript also adds that it is "a pudlic offence
that they have worshipped God according to the prece®ts of Man™,
Yei;is his answer, and tﬁis 1s to be repented of, but "submitting
to an anti-Christian government doth not make ministers no
ministers, so as they ﬁ@st recelive ordination to the ministry
anew. PYebter's fall took not away his Apostle-ship. 6193"'94')

Sundry other papers from New England are dealt.with. On the
question of baptising children, he writes that hé sees no need
for a parent to be a member of a parbticular congregetion before
his child may be baptlised, for Baptism is a seal of our entry
into the Visible Church. The relatlonship of pastor to church
is now considered. Fe rejects the Independent doctrine thut the

call limits the office, and that a pastor 1s only pastor to one
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/ congregation. 1In the flrst place this is unaﬁoatolic and
would destroy all ﬁissionary endsavour, éacondly5when the
individual chﬁrch, for no fault of his own rejects the pastor,
on this theory both noﬁen and esse of a pastor would be taken
from him, 'By calling and ordination a man is made a pastor,

By election he is restricted ordinarily to be pastor of his

flock, A pastor is a pastor of the Catholic Church, but not

a catholic pastor of the Catholic Church as . were the Apostles.
Another question which he deals with more fully later, 1is

"whether or no children are Lo be received into that Visible

_Church." This too, is linked up with his present considsration

of membership, for although they were baptlised the Church of
Néw England refused to admit the emigrants to their congregation

because it was contrary to their belief that children were

received into the Visible Church by Buptism. Rutherfurd enters

on the nature of\thé Sacraments, refuting the Roman doctrine
that.they worXed ox opere operato (which the Independents also
strenuously opposed), but pointing out that they cume near the
Socinlan view that these were but naked signs, by denying Baptism

to be a seal of entry into the Visible Church. This he asserts

strongly 1t 1s, besides also actively working by exhlbiting the
grace of God. ‘

Vi.

uncfelf

Separation is now considered (220) and dealt with i1 three

headings, (1) With what Church retaining the doctrine of

fundamentals we are to remain, (2) "hether our separation fron

Ll

Rome be not warrantable, (3) Vhether we may lawfully seParats

from true Churches for the sins of these Churches. (His 3

céngl-

B P Mk
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/ ~-deration of the first i1s interesting in view of his later
harsher interpretation of the doctrine of fundaméntals.)
He reduces métters of falth to three, (1) Fundamental points,
(2)_Supra fundamentalia, super_-structures on fundamentals, (3)
Circa funé?&ntalia, things ‘about matters of faith. He rejects
Praeter fundamentalia, tﬁings indifferent as nat coming within
any category of a body of divinity. ®Ignorance of fundamentals™
cond;ﬁngéh as does lgnorance of supra_fundamestals built on them’.
| Belief in thes; is necessary to salvation. Things about the
fouqdation, circa fﬁndamentalia, are all things revealgd in the
work of God As all histories, miracles,  and chronology, "Things
concerning Orion" "that Paul left his cloak at Troas." We are
commanded to learn this knowledse but it 1s not necessary to
salvation. "Many are in glory (I doubt not) who lived in the
visible church andxﬁ§:§:Y§E;§”Samson killed a lion." (222)
Regarding the points¢ fundamgntal,knowledge of them is necessary
to salvation and to keep communion with a true Church, Ve have
to separate from a'Church altering or subverting the foundutions.
God's Word not the Church, (as Rome holds) is the guide in
fundamentals. But even iIn this matter of fungﬁentals a man may
lack falth In one or more, and yet be saved. Evidence of Xnow=-
ledge of fundamenﬁaia 1s something that needs careful considera-
tlon. "There i1s a consclence simply doubting of fundamental

points, this may be a hablt of sound Luith, (2) a scrupulous

lig ht
conscionce which from bi:e ﬁ grounds 1s brangled sboul some
often
fundamental polntg, and this(isJﬁn sound believers vho rnmay and do
115

believe, but with 4 scruple."”" Only the pertinucious unbeliever

is irrexocably damned. Noreover lh fundamental points themselves
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/ there are lesser and greater, and these are to be believed

necessitate prascepti because Cod commands them, but happily

non necessitate medil. Our own belileving 1s various In

fashion, some believing more intensely, some with more !

knowledge
“than others. "It is possible many be in glory who beligve not.
(226
explicitly but only in the disposition of the n;nd" (Some of

this socems sirange from the disputer against all Toleration).
Though krowledge of fundamentuls is necaSSafy‘to sulvation

1t cannot be easily defined what measure of knowledge of
fungyentals and what detorminate number of fundamentals dotlh
constitute a true Visible Church and a sound belilever.
Rutherfurd's concluslon 1s that they are all saved who bellieve
all the fundamentals materially, though they cannot distincily

xnow them under the reduplication of fundamentals nor define

what are fundamentals snd what not, If_a church retaln

the fundamentals yet 1f those within .her are forced to believe
as truth, somethling everting the foundatlon of falth they are
i

Yo separate from her. Hence comes our sepuaratlion from Rome,

Agalnst Robinson he malntalns that separatlon from a true

Church "where the word of God orthodox 1is preacheu and the

n(231)
Sacraments duly administored," we think unlawful. The formwer's

textT "ve ye'not unequally yoked with unbelievers f hardly
RN 3
~supports hls cas¢ as 1t 1s as good an argument for saparation

only from the idolatry of the mass. etc.

Fi"om this Rutherfurd turns to the guestion of sepuration

as put forward by Roblinson. Wo are not to communicate at Llhe

same tuable as evil peraons]says the latter: but the formoer

denies that by doing so he has any share in their evilness

\
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/ The Lord's table 1s as near to the Communion of salnts as
any possession that the salnts on earth have, and this say

the Indepeﬁdants mustlnot be polluted. .Rutherfurd argues that
all who are baptised have é right to communion with Christ,

in remission-of sins and regeneration sealed -in Baptlsm, and in
one common Saviour and common falth preached in the Gospel.

This Communion cannot be declared unlawful znd this fellowship

n

'Y

a lying sign" simply becauss all baptised, hearing one
Gospel, and making an avowed profession;are not knowp to e
regenerated. He shows justly that the Apostolic Church, such
as the Church of Corinthbwas not a body of saints in the

sense in which the Independents interpret the word. lMNMoreover
In separating from the ungodly in a church, separatlion he
states is also made from the righteous who remain. The remedy
lies in the exclusion of the ungodly from the Lord's table.
Texts of Robinson for separatlion are refuted. If a man ﬂg ’
not converted but not scandalous, 1t 1s contrary to the word
pf God to excommunicate him, or to separate from the Church
whichldoes not do so. Even if the Church does not cast out
the scandalous person we are not to separate from it any mors -
than the Godly forsook the church of the Jews wherain thers
were many such, He maintalns that the true Church called

and chosen from the world is the Invisible Church, not the
Visibvle Church as the Independenté hold. Their whole error
lies in failure to recognise the difference betwsen these two.
Rutherfurd concludes that one may, in an impure Churchk, separate

within it from those impure and hold no communication with

them 1 tut not from the best part in i, nor from hearing the
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/ Word. "There is no just cause to leave a less clean
church (i1f it be a true Church) to go to a purer and cleaner,
though one who is & member of no church has liberty at
election to join fhat church which he concelves purest and
cleanest." The duty of members 1s to stay within and purify
such a churche. From an adulterate church like Rome, one may
and must separate. _
Vil.
From discussion of this he returns to consider, in ]
reference to the "Way of the Church" the question of Baptigg?i)
In this treatise the Baptism of children of unbelleving parents
had been denied.. Even an excommunicate man may have a seéd of
_faith in him, says Rutherfurd, and for thié reason his child
is to be baptised. The child'!'s right to Baptism comes through
the father's right, but it cannot be taken away by the father's
sin as the Independents maintain. He gquestions if the father's
falth is the essential ground of the child's right, because
as Beza holds no man 1s saved by anofher man's falth, nor can
the parents! faith be imputed to the child. Children are
Ibaptisod'because they are born in the Christian falth which
was that of thelr forefathers , so that even those of Papists
and excommunicate Protestants, which are born within our
visibISIChurch are baptised, 4if their forefathers® falth was
" sound. The nearest parents are the conveyers and propugators
of a federal holinoss to their rposterity. As a Jew, though
evlil, vorn¢ In the Jewish nation had a rlght to its privilieges,

so much more a Christian child born in a Christian nation has a

right to the privileges of the Christilan Churéh. Yoreover ths
f
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/ children of unbelieving parents might be elect. 4re they to
be denied Baptlsm? God extends his mercy to a thousand
fenerations of thom‘that love Him, and keep his commandments
(Exod.XX).J_Thia he interprets as an argument for the federal
holiness of the chlild. Godfathers are for him only a civil
use e.g. as witnesses.

The next part of the "Vay of the Church" to be considersd
1s that dealing with Church censures, but as - has already
dealt with the people's power in these, he passes on to the\
Independent doctrine concerning the preaching of the ?o;gfé 1s
the preaching of the Word the ordinary means of converting souls,
and in this work 1s it efficacious because froached by pastor
.as pastor or because preached by one gifted to do so?™* The
Independents appear to give a negative answer to both these
questions., Rutherfurd upholds the pastofal preaching of the
Word as the ordinary and only efficacious means of conversion.
Despite his obvious error here, one would agree with much that
he says concerning the preaching of the Word as an ordinary
means of conversion, while ag;eeing with the Independents that
all gifted men, who wiéh to do so;_sincerolybshould preach, and
may do so-powerfully. Even here certain of Rutherfurd's strict-
ures might be applied as wise caveats. He deals with some of the
answers given by the Churches of New England to the questidns
sent out from the Westminster Asgsembly. In one of these, the
New Englanders had stated against preaching as an ordinary means
of converslon, that conversion did not always follow it, and

that when it did, was not in virtue of the pastor'!s office

but.in virtue of the blessing of God. This he opposes by
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/ saying that he does not hold office ex natura to have

influence and he admits the blessing of God 1s needed. DBut

the New Englandnfs; he maintailns, gonfuse the ordinary

preaching with efficacious preaching; for the latter both past-
oral preaching and the blessing of God is needed (268). The
instrumentality of pfivata'Christians in conversion may be
admitted, but to preach the scriptures demands an official
sending and calling. An anomaly arlses through the nature of

the Indepondont Church itself, for if all its members are saints,
then the sole work of the pastor 1s to confirm, not convert;

yot conversion is the definite mission of a pastor. The doctrine

that gifted men may preach without official calling is Sociniar
and heretical, and he accumulates all the argumentsof the
Reformers against this., He 1s prepared to admit that iIn an

unconstituted Church, a gifted man may preach, but not in a

Church constituted. Public preaching 1s the ordinary means

of saving those who belleve, Pastors are called of God to ma's

members of the V¥isible Church members of the invisible also.

by
The pastor has hls formal calling &f the laying on of hands,

his inward calling from God himself. Gifted men may admonish

privately. He turns to deal with Robinson's arguments on tlis

subject as they are put forth in the "Peoples! Plea for the

Exercise of Prophesying," and vindicates his own theses against

him, -~ the gift i1s not calling e.g. a man may be gifted for the

kingship, but not called to it; by thls argument women might

Praach. Gifted men have no authoritative power from the Tord

to bind and loose. Robinson'!s arguments to prove that preaching

in tho_Old Testament and in the New Tastament was often by
i
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/ t'laymen! are refuted.(not always correctly, viz. 280-284),
As between the two opponents the cogency of scriptural arguments
is fairly evenly'balanced.

| Vill.

Again Rutherfurd turns back to the "Way of the Church" to
consider the manner of the Church censures in New England. The
New Englanders deny that they carry any matter either by an over- |
ruling power of the Presbylery or by the conseht of the majorlity,
"but by general and joint consent of all the members of the
Church and we are of one accord as the Church of Christ should
be", Any not assenting through ignorance, "we labour to bring
to our mind by sound information.
we take away his vote from him", &&n answer to all this,
Ruthgrfuggigiat unity 1s to be much desired. But in the‘firgt
place we carry nothing in a synod because it is by the majority
of voices, but because the thing itself 1s agresable to the .
Word of God. In practice the Independent theory of unity 1n
the consent_of the congregation has been the source of further
sepération,- "for if twent%jgg)not agree with twenty, they.
separate into two Churches." Good men like Paul and Barnubas may
BLE0eE ARd & BYHOA LE ¥he oRLY LaWPul way of HEAlihE theM
difference. God has given to pastors as overssers a supsriority
wnereby they are bj office and government ahove the peopls.

This power is limited and conditional; they may declare only the
will of Christ and must conform in all,thoif doings to his Word.
Whilg the Church of New England appears to acknowlsdge a

Presbytery whose work 1t is to teach and ruls, and whom the

peopls ought to obey, and to condemn all merely Popular govern-

i

If any by pride do not assent,
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/ -ment, yet Rutherfurd maintains that in principle they give
the power of the "keys" to the people, and so invalidate the
real power of Presbytery. People may elect, but not ordain
elders, in a constitufed church. No congregation can ex-
caommunicate elders, The power of the elder is far greater
‘ than that given to them by the New Englanders, of merely con-
vening the people. The authoritative power of teaching, which
the Independents allow to pastors rust be aupéontcd by an
authorltative power of government, 1f it is to be officacious.
That the elders have only a directive power in censures, i.e..
that they only direct the congregation to the sentence they
Qro to pronounce, Rutherfurd resoiutely opposss. The power
given to the elders in the "Way of the Church" to dissolve and
separate from an unruly congregation, is an anomaly in a church
which claims that the power of the keys resides only in the
believers. (5’ffﬂ) |
The Inter-communion of Christian Churches is his next theme.

The "Way of the Church" had stated that members of sister
Churches giving no offence were admitted to Communion.
Rutherfurd asks why then, if they agree to commnion in the
Lord's supper, will they not have it in Baptism, Discipline
and Synods, This 1s too narrow an idesa of Church comnunioﬁ,
Iif they admilt §nly members of a sister church, not under
offanda,‘for there are many godly members in churches under
offence, He charges them with a very loose use of the word
tcommuniont!, Theilr fcommunion' cannot be that of the Church
Invisible, for the indapendonts denied such a doctrine. In

Practice they hold little visible communion with other churches.

!
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/ Thét.the New Englanders allow to communlon those with recom-
rmending letters, is roally'a tacit admission, contrary to their
theory that the believer has a pra-cxistcﬁt right to comrmunion

as 4 member of the visible Church. In relation to thils, he
considers thgg;f#?ority of synods, Jjure divino, to compel churches
to obedlence. If one sort of synod is proved lawful by Scripture,
he holds that all others, Ssssions, Presbyterles, and:General
Assombly are lawful., Disclaiming the doctrine bhat synods are
Infallible, he maintains their authority is 1imited only by the
concordance of their decisions with the Word of God. He states
their divine instltutlion, and the reasons of moment for them, e.g.
that no man should be judge In his own case, Appeals through
vaxious Church courts are a natural procedure and, drawing much

. from Calderwood, he quotes historlcal evlidence for this. If

there i1s a communion of God's gifts to the Church, there should
be, he argues, a commnion of authority for dispensing theme. The
Independent doctrine that synods are merely advisory is Socinian.
Three ideas of inter~communion between churches are discussed.

The independonts claim that the only sentence which can be pro-
nounced against an offending church is that of non-communion or
the withdrawing from communion with it. This, he maintains, 1s

in reality né sentence, for it leaves tho.offending‘church still
in 1ts sins; nelther has such a sentence any juridical authority.
Cynods must exlist for the excommunilication of an offending Church.
In their i1dea of expanding the church, the Indepondenté have too
exclusive a doctrine. When a church becomos too large, a portion
comes out as bees out of a hive, and forms another church. But

in this case no provision 1s made for converting the heathen and

b &R
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/ the new church 1s formed only of those already converted.

He (352 f€)
63?3) The magistrates! power over the church is now dealt with.
He removes invidious suggestions that presbyterlal government
1s subversive of magisterlal power and his dicta on this
subject are as follows:- TForce of the_sword 1s not God's
way of planting the Gospel in a heathén nation, nevertheless a
Christian Prince who conguers such may compei It to abstain
from any scandalous false worship, which dishonours Christ,
glving opportunity to pastors to preach the Word. In a nation
which has emtraced the Chrlstlan  Falth, the magistraﬁe may
~compel men to profess the truth. He can compel them to
external acts of worshlp, though he Cannqt compel their wills
or mind. He may command them to use the means of religion,
though he cannot force a religlon itself.
this,

Arguments agalinst

as a compulsion to hypocrisy, he counters by sajing

that men are compglled to many another thing of less immedlate
good, which if left to.thair heart; they would not do. The
Christian magistrate may command acts of divine worshlp under
bain of civil punishment and punish when these commands are
transgressed. He asserts strongly the magistf&ﬁe‘s power of
the sword to punish heresy as against the arminian and Secinian
doctrine that heretics should not be punished by civil penaltf.
Reformed opinlion 1s that seduclng heretlcs are to be put to
death. -

%) The Appendix entitled, "A further consideration of com-

relling or‘tolerating those of contrary religlons and sects Iin

_ (3¢t §7)
the Church" occupies the last hundred pages of this work, It

{
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/ was doubtless 1nspired by the policy of the Iﬁhépendents
In appealing from Assembly to Parliament, which took final
Issue In their "Apologetlc Narration" of February 1644.
Rutherfurd does not mention this work by name, but ho is at
least conversant with soﬁa roﬁgh drafts of it and many of his

arguments are anticipatory of its main thesis. (The "Apologétic

Narration was, of course, published before the "Due Right"

but much of this Appendix was wrltten contgmporaneouéfﬁith 1%..)

The question of compulsion and toleration brings Rutherfurd

back to that of fundamentals and non-fundamentals. He asserts
that certain of the latter are to be held with the same
coertalnty as the former because they are according to the

osd of fof, Mo el Ty disinie e teelrle Melany),
1v1lity of Scripture., Presbyterian government, though not a
fundamental df salvation, 1s to be held as of divine right.

The Inde?endenta hold.along with the Socinia§jthat thess non-
fundamentals should not be held with the same certalnty, for
a new light ﬁay e given upon them. (In the "aprologetic
Narration" they had determined, not to make c:':rpresant judgement
and practice a binding law unto ourselves for the fubture...-..
eessesewhich principle we wish wers esnacted as the riost sucred

" law of all others in the midst of all other laws and cunors

- ecclesiastical in Christlan states and churches throughout ihe
world.") This doctrine, Rutherfuird eschews as suk
the constltution snd institution of the Church of Christ.

A fluctuating consclience is No good Intergreter of Lhe Vord

of God w‘ni_éh is sufi‘ic.‘x.e‘ntiy claar of
aympathy for the erring consclence whiich believes

JT Hanbury f Histovical Memovials W 224,

T T —
* 3 - .
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/ sincersely. His considered opinion is, "arminians,
Socinlane and anabaptists imaglne that their conscience is
the nearest rule of théir actlons which is most false'.
uoting a sentence which suggdsts he has besen studylng some
draft of thé "gpologetical Narration", tour present Judgewment
is neﬁer'a bindirng law to.us for the time to come'!, he points
out the fallacy that-it_could ever e a law_such.as the
Independents would make it. Our judgement 1s régula regulata
and not regula regulans,. Conscience; as consclence, is no
more Pope to us than the dlctates of tﬁe Blshop of LKome. His
main argument against toleration of the erring consclence is
that a small error may breed a great schism in the Church.

. Turther consiaeration 1s given to the uagistrate s
relation to the Ghurch. The Christlan liagistrate, as a
Ghristian, and not as a Maglstlrate is a member of the Church.
There 1s no such MNaglstrate as one having powerlto make lavis
both civil and eccleslastical. The llaglstrate has civil
power over men to compel them to thelr dutlies. Fe 1s not
debarred from the overslght and tare of eccleslastical affalrs
he 1s the "minister of God to thee for good" and is to ses
that the Word 1s preached, the Sacraments purely administered
etc., The intrinsic end of his office iIs thus higher than
the propagation of the material good of his peopls, for he is
to sse that thelir apiritual good also 1s cared for. Such
flagrant spirltual faults as open idolatry, a king imay funish
wilthout consulting the Church. - Thils, however, glves nim no
nomothetic po;er to make laws within the Churche Kingly

power 1s subordinate to Church power, btut thils suvordiration
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e i; mutual, Church power 1s subordinate to kingly rovier,
both are In their kind and sphere supreme. (He states,
'TI mean kingly power as ﬁingly conjoined with the collateral
power of Parliament'.) He developes thils thesis, showing
how the King as a Christian is subordinate to the Churche---
even in a wrongful act of kingship~---and how the Christian
and Church officers as men, are subtordinate to the King. The
Magistrate determines, not what matters of falth are to be
believed, but what heresies.or'infringemenfs of creed are to
be visited with civll penalty and the nature of that gonalty.
Agaln drawihg from Calderwood, he gives instances where’ kings
refused to encroach on doctrinal affairs in Church conferences. .
Fe states, howe?er, that no ecclesigstical synod can meddlé
wilth the femporal_affairs of men, nor forbid erroneous doctrire,
scandals etc., under pain of bodily punishment.

What 1s the King to do in a case of Schism? In an eqﬁal
rupture nothing exXtraordinary is tb be attempted, if ordirnary
ways can be had. The King may command the sincerest part to
convene 1n_a synod and do thelir duty. In the case of the
prevalling of the corrupt part, the King may act extraordin-
arily, and nullify unjust canons. This 1s in reality part
of hils t'cymulative! power, by which he preserves the righis
of the Church, and not an exercilse of 'privative! power (il.e.
the depriving of the Church of certain rights), of which he
has none within the Church. The King 1s no%t the kingly head
of. the Cﬁurch, nor can he make laws for it. Fp can glve
efféct to 1ts laws by a civlil sanction. He 1s not even co-

equal 1ﬁ matters eccleslastical with other church officers,
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/ %ecauae the coactive power of the King and the spiritual
power of the Church differ completely. He denles Hooker's
doctrine in the "Eccleslastical Polity" that pastors rule

the Church as it 1s an invisible body, by preaching the Word
within it, and also his doctrine that, as the Church is a
visible politic body, 1ts government 1s cormitted to the King.
Tolhim (Rutherfurd) this would give the power of deposing

from office to the King; but only they who ordain may depose,
and ordinatlion as an ecclesiastical function is not vested in
the monarch. Hooker had malntained that the King, vecause

he had power of granting honours in his kingdom, might deprive
a blshop of office, but not of his holy orders; Rutherfurd
admits of no distinction bvetween offlice and orders. He de=~
clares that the King has no power 1in eccleslastical place

"any more than he can take away maintainance allotted by
public authority unto hospitals, schools, doctors and pas£ors".'
In fhis-he is the radical pupil of Knox. "God hath here a

sort of propriety of houses and goods as men have". The

King's sole fower over offlice and place is to prevent a neretic
holding office or preaching in a sacred place. FHe may punish
untq death a pastor for a Jjust cause, but he has no power to
deprive him of his pastorate ecclesiastically. Some think

the King ﬁay‘convocate synods but churchmen have this power

if the Kiné be averse. The magistrate gs careful of the
spiritual welfafe of his people has power to convene a synod,
even as he has powerlto cause the Gospels to be rurely
preached, and also to send men to it. This powér is positive

not negative. "For the Church of herself hath from Christ,
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/ her Head and Lord, power of convening, without the Xing,
boside his knowledge, or against his will, if he be averse."

- The doctrine that the Church may depose a soverelgn, is
refuted. The whole of this part of his worﬁ shows a dependence
for argument on the historical cltatlons of Calderwood's
"iltare Damascenum".J-It is obvious that his mind is turning
to speculate on the nature of kingly power itself. With
the encouragement and help of Warriston, hé:waa not long after
this to pudlish the "Lex Rex".

After the Appendix, the question of patronage 1s dealt
withe It had been brought up in the "Way of the Church",

Such a power (of patronage) is only a branch of the Magistrate':
" and 15‘:f=umu1at1ve to protect, not privative. * e )patron may
not fofestali fhe freoe slection of thé people by tylng them
and thelr free suffrages to a determinate man. If a man has
'given goods to the Church, 1t entitles him to no interfering

hpower in it. Charitf should ask no reward. If a heritor
has created a church, it was but his duty. "Christ 38 only
Lord and proprietor and just titular of all rents dptteé for

- the maintainance of the ministry, and under Chrisf when the
piace vaketh, the rents recurr to the Church as the proper
proprietor under Christ."' The patron can give no right Eo
any person to be presenﬁed and ordained, for no man can g£livs
to another that title and right which he hath not in himssl?f,
(463)

The Insertions. /

S

4 E :Due Rxghf 413,416, 417, Calderwood, Altare Damascenurs
29,20, 36 <k '
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THE INSERTIONS,

The first insertion to the original work was made in

December and January 1643/44. It is mentioned by Baillie
(vide supra p ?03.) and occuples pages 144 - 178 of %ﬁe worke.
"A More Special Consideration of Ruling Elders, Deacons and
Widows"™" 1s 1ts title. It was almost certainly originally a
paper passed round amongst members of assembly as a canvasmng
of support for the Scottish doctrine of Ruling Elda‘s?‘ It 1s a |
"write up" of Rutharfurd's opening speech on this matter in
the Assembly itself. Some of the phraaeology 1s identical |

with that speach as reported by Lichtfoot. It consists of an | |
‘ elaborate plece of exegesis on l.T;m.v.ééEa. The insertion
of this text amongst the proofs of the proposition on Ruling
Elders_would;have meant the compieta acceptance of the |
Scottish doctrine. For them, this was tha cardinal and vital
text, Rutherfurd's paper is concerned with the vindication
of the text as holdiﬁg'forth two, offices as agalnst two
functions of one office. Appeal is made to Chrysostom in
support, though the latter 1nterpreted the text as applying
to deacons nnggeldéra. The  téen: objectlons against the
text in supégfk of the elders office need not be entered on
here. They were trought forwa¥d in the Assembly itself, and
answered by elther Rutherfurd or Glllesple. Desrite their
effbrts;lhowever, fhe-text was not accepted. The rart con=-
cerning deacons 1s largsly concerned with the Independent
view that the magistrgtes now care for the poor, (viz. The

Poor Law of Elizabethi) and that the deacon's office should

—

1. pors. i Lightfoot 63,
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/. %o’ggaseéfin the Church. Rutherfurd maintains that the
deacon is $o administer the charity of the Chuveh ut ke has
no -preaching or ruling power.

After noting his agreément with Chapter 10 of the "Way
of the Church"” in the matter of purity of worship, Rufherfurd
goes back to the "Communion of the visible Catholic Church.”
This.isla aynthesié of his own views, and an answer to con-
Arary opinlors put forward in the Westminster Assembly. It
comprfaes sixty-five pages. Next follows "A Paé%rn of a
.Juridical Synod," an exposition of the council ét Jerusalem
“comprising sixty-nine pages. Lastly there 1is "The Doctrine
of the Presbyterlal Churches of Jerusalem, Corinth, Ephesus
and Antioch ‘vindicated" (60 pages). The similar size of these
chapters, the nature of their subject, the more narrative
"style of their construction, the freguent reférance to tour
bre thernt! show that they were all the typical Rutherfurdian.
papér.circulated round privately to canvas votes in the
"Presbytery" debate which lasted throughout February and
March 1644. The "paper" is now expanded and insenfad in

_ the major work. All this inserted materlal verifies Balllie's
stgtement in his lettaf of 26th Ma@ch that Rutherfurd was
dally enlarging his book in the press. (vide supra 138) It
deals with all the questions arlsing in the Assembly from
January to March, 1644, and %E;;'Rutherfurd‘s contribution to
Ithe;e cruclal debates which are so falthfully recorded by
Gillespie. Gillesple debated daily; Baillile Intrigued;
Rutherfurd pamphle teered and circularised; Fenderson over-

saw everything and co-ordinated their efforts. Such is tho
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/ Pplcture one visualises of these crucial months,

ol
"Of Communion of the Visible Catholic Church.".

This 1s a recapitulation and synthesis in a more narrative
style of all hils previous thought on the subject; The orthodox
Protsstant doctrine of the Church visible is stateds To the
Church's minister Christ has primarilly and principally commltted
the power of the keys., He gave this ministerial powsr to the
universal guidés of'The Catholic Church, the Apostles, as they .
did represent the Presbytery of the Catholic Church ( not as
representing an individual conéregation). Power ministerial is
given to a congfegation,_say the Independents, as they are a
flock off:;deemed. According to the Word of God, says Rutharfurd,
power of-disciplinp and-ﬁhe exercise of the Word and Seals as
vested in pastors 1s sufficlent to make one vislble Catholic
Church. When Christ gave gifts to the whole Church Catholic, he
£ ave them to particular congregatlions only as parts of the whols.
The relationship of these parts to the whole rests in thelr bvelng
under a common Jurisdiction. Rutherfurd gives'the relationship
of Church’Presbytery, Synod and National.Assembly; ﬁ}l are frartis
of the Ghérch Catholic, Purthermore, excommunication if it is to
be valld or useful, means ekcommunication, not only from a
particular congregation, but from the whole Catholic Church.
Hence power to excommunicate liss, not in the congregation, but
in tpe ordained ministers of the Catholic Church.

Some objectlons which the Independents had brought forward

in Assembly, are answered. (It 1s noteworthy that he mentions

1. Due Rightv, 289 - 354
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/ none of the Assembly Independents by name), They had argued
that the impossibility of holding a universal Presbytery or
couhcil-of the Catholic Church militated against the doétrine,

" that there could be such a body as a Catholic Visible Church.
But, reason%j Rutherfurd, because the wickedness of men prevents
a general Council.of national Ghurches this does not invalidate
elther the lawfulness of such, or the estate of the Catholic
Church Visible. The Variety of a matter determines the councill
by which it shall be tried. Things of local, of neighbourly,

of provincial, of national importance are all dealt with in their
corresponding courts. As also what concerns'onéﬁ'is a.matter'of
impbrtance tolall, and what concerns the majority may be of im-
portance to one congregﬁtion, association in Presbytery 1s vital
end necoessary. Quad tangit omneﬁbab qmnibus  suo moreatracﬁlri
debet. . Chriét has given power to hils ministerlisl church to desal
in separate case and manner with all thess matters. There is

no need for a Presbytery to derlve its power, say of excomrmnica-
tion, back to a presbytery of the whole Catholic- Church. A

fur ther objaction'had been that if the Presbyterians denied
power of excommunication to the iIndividusal congregatlons bacause
they were only part of a church, then they could not claim it
thamsélves, because they were only part of a provincial Church;
nor could the prdvincial church claim it for 1t was only part

of a national church; a national church could not claim it for 1%
was only p&rt of the Cathollc Church; a Catholic Synod was
obviously iﬁpossible, therefore, the whole Presbyltoerlan claim

breaks down. (This was obviously some of Goodwin's sophisﬁry in
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/ the objections which the Independents Xept on ralsing during

the three weeks of February 1644, untll they were ultimately

voted out). In answer Rutherfurd shows how for the good of a

single congregatlon an association of contiguous churches in
Presbytery, with disciplinary power, 1s necessary and scriptural.

He next proceeds to the consicderation of the passage which

occupled the assembly from 16th February to.2lst February, MNatth.
XV1ll 17-18. Tha Independent objections to this passage as

implying a ministerial and governmental church, their interpre-
tatlon of it as the body of bellevers, are refuted on much the

gsame grounds as in the "Peaéhble Plea™, but this time with more _
" direct relation to the arguments of Bridgey, Goodwin and Nye !
(he avolds referring to them by name). The false syllogism that 1f}'
a man is a classlcal elder or pastor In Presbytery over twenty .
congregations, then he must bear the same relation to each of
thess congregations,is exposed wes—abeunrd., The relation of the
Presbyter (1) to his own Church, (2) in collegio, is defined.

The Elder acting in Presbytery and acting in his own congregation
does not exercise two offices, bul performs two acts of the sarme
office. In all ordinary acts of spiritual jurisdictlion the ruling
alder only performs in the church whereof he 1s an elder. The
powers of a congregation, of a Presbytgry, of & provinclal synod
and of a national Church, do not diffar in form and essence but in
extent. The way of "brotherly consociation" of churches for
‘mutual advice and help is as likely to be.full of difficulties

as the way of Presbytery. The over-ruling power of Fresbytery

does hot nullify the power of the congregatlon, any more thun a

man who 1s out-voted in a congregatlion has hils individual power
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/ therein taken away by a majority vote against him. The
Presbytérian system of church courts 1s scriptural, and from all
sobial'and legal analogy, essentlal to the vene esse of the
church. Sundry other sylloglstic arguments of the Independents
against Presbytery, malnly cast in the reductio.ad absurdum form |
are answered, e.g. "a Pastor-iszi:paétor 033; in relation_to his '
own church, therefore he cannot do pastoral acts either of order
or jurisdiction in a Presbytery "(346) This 1;ads Rutherfurd to
show the relation of pastor to his own congregation, to other
congregations and to the FPresbytery; he has juridlical power with
his elders, and pastoral power in his own congregation. Because f |
he 1s pastor of the Church Universal, he may preach and administer
the Sacramenfs on occasion in other churches, or if he 1s
missionary, he may preach at iarge the Gospel of Christ., He has ? 3
" power of jurlsdiction in thé courts of the church whereof he 1is a |
member. ' f

This 1little "paper?‘loat in the middle of the "Due Right" is
perhaps the clearest and most sudcinct statement of Presbyterlan
doctrine that Rutherfurd ever wrote. It is argumentatlive, for he
never ceased to argue, but less sylloglstic than usual and sing-~
ularly calm in tone. There is in it some measure of "sweet
reasonableness,ﬂ 1ittle expected in a polemicist of the seventesn-
th century. Even yet there 1s 1i1ttle acerblty 1qﬂhis work,

' I

"4 Paé@rn of a Juridical Synod." ™
A .

The Thesis of thils is that in the Cguncil at Jerusalem

(Acts XV) the Apostles did not act through an inspired Spirit

and by Apostolic authority, tut only as elders, doctors and

tegchers in ordinary way in council assemblies, so that they
T Due Right, 355 -425.
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/ might show forth .a pa@ﬁrn of a Juridical synod for the

.church in all future time. The Independents maintained that

the Apostles acted with extraordinary and Apostolic power .and

thus the’Synod could not be claimed as a pronf for the institution
of Church courts.- Rutherfufd's arguments are of course, the |
Fresbyterian arguments of his age - Paul, an’@ Apostle, subnitted

a mattef to the Council which he coﬁld have determined himself

by his own Apostolic power; he accepted deleéation from ths

Church of antioch to it. He must therefore, have meant to show
forth a paﬂ?rn of how affairs eccles;astical should be ordered.
The Apostles acting in the Synod proceeded by way of counsel, not
by Apostolic enunciation. Iﬂny ordinary members of the Church of
Jerusalem who were present, were present de facto and not de jure;;
they had no power in the council which had not only doctrinal
power but 4 juridicai also. He states with regard to Synods

and provincial councils that they rather command churches and
Présbyteriashto exercise and use their power of jurisdiction, andi
see that they so use it, than exercise the use of it themselves.
(They of course, have power to do so). The Apogtles were actuated
by an infallible Sp{rit in setﬁing up the Council but not by an
apostolic Spirit. Independent arguments against these theses are
now answered. He points out that Church power is not derived,
elther by ascent from power suppoéedly regident in a congregation,
delegated to ropresentatives in superior courts, or from power of
an oecumenicé.l council issued down through various courts to ths
people. It is resident intrinsically in every part of the church

and flows from Christ. He denies that a Synod only declares in

a doctrinal way what is scandalous or that this Counc®l did tuls
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/ and no more. The last pages of the Paper furnish abundant
argunent’s that the Jerusalem council was jurldical as well us
doctrinal and not merely a brotherly meeting for counsel about
the bhurcﬁ's wellbelng.

The paper also has an intimate association with the events
of February and March 1644. On page 406 he remarks that his
argument has been "close mistaken." The argune r't rafarreﬁ to
ocecurs bn pace 360 to 363, forbty pages ewrlier in the paper ( it
dealé with the immediate inspiration of the apostles). In the
pafer 1t861f there 1is a dlstinct hlatus in thought. On pace 383
from considering the more exe@aticﬁl aspect of hls argument he
turns to the speculative consideratlon of intrinsic church power.

It 1s just possible thut the first portion pages 255 - 285 may

have comprised a paPer supplying argument For the PresbLyterlan cuse

in act V. This was debated on Narch 12th and 15th, and his fapser

muy”have circuluted before these dates. argunents in 1%t were reo-
futed by the Independents in the Assembly und on March 15th
Ruitnerfurd himself entered 1nto the debute, with argwments much
siﬁilar Lo those of his paper. Pages 3835 . may have been added
to refute hils refuters. The whole passage under dlscussion weas

successfully passed on the 13th lMarch.

The Doctrine of the Presbyterial Churches of Jerusalem, Corinin,
Ephesus, and antioch. 1 ‘ .

48 has beon seen, the devate from 22nd Felruary Lo Warch Sth
centred round the instance of the church al Jerusalem as u rroofl
of the institution of Presbyterlan church 1in the Mew Testument,.

The argunents used by the Presbyterians in Lhe debate afs here

I Due 121-8'11‘.‘, 426 - 484.(498)

o ———



/ recupituiuted, those of their opponents all refutsd. IU is
rroved impOSsible for the multitide ﬁf teliesvers to have met iIn
one church. There was a multitude of teachors in Jerusalem. ~-
Christlans of diverse languages In Jerusalem could not all be onse
congregation ~ tut they were all one.church because they had
nmeetings of elders in collegio and the Apostles acted as elders
in the Presbytery. Similar arguments are aﬁduged frbm other new
Testament Churches. Thls paper also huas an addandum in the form
of anlunswer to Mather's "answer to Eerle" on the matter of the
Synodical propositions of the Churches of New England. (476-484)
It deals with the people's power 1ﬁ the Synod and thelr right of
excommnication. As the question of excommunication was bogirning
to tulk largely in the assembly 's debates, this addendum may have
been a separate little paper of Rutherfurd i1n support of Herle
included amongst the others, and printed here for wu;t of a bolter
rlace t§ put 1t. It gives no arguments which he has not already
put forward.,

The matter of all'these "papers" 1s also embodled 1n tﬁg
issembly's inswers to the "keasons of the Dissenting Bre thern”,
Rutherfurd'é 'papers! were his answers to the sundry preparatory

"papers" which they constantly circulated.

—_—

'L Vide &dcﬂhbn&l note;p-gis.
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THE DIRECTORY FOR THE FUBLIC WORSHIF OF GOD.

From May, 1644, when the preliminary Excommunication
debate was suspended, until October, two things kept
Ruthﬂrfurd Incessantly employed: the formulation of the
Directory for Public Worship and the composition of "Lex Rex".
The ecclesiastical 'béte noire of the Scottish Presbyterians
was the "Service Book". It was pressure friom their Cormmission=-
ers which caused Parliament in their October iﬁjunction to
" the Assembly to empower it to "treat concerning a Directory
for Public Worship." A further Order of 17th Octr., gave the
Grand Committee too, power to treat concerning such a
Directory. The latter appointed a sub-committee of five to
meet with the Scﬁttish Commissioners to prepare the Directory.
Others of the Grand Committee who wished to attend might do so.
This sub-committee was to report to the Grand Committee which
in turn was. to report to the Assembly.l It is noteworthy
that the drafting of the Directory is given to the Grand
Committee originally,. and not to any of the Assembly's three
committees. Balllie gives no reason for this, nor do any of
the historians of the Assembly remark upon it. It éeoms
strunge that the prbpositions concerning Church Government
were left to the Assomblj to formulate as they desired, whilst
the drafting of the Directory for Public Worship was given to
the control at least, of a Committee which had a strong percen-
tage of laymen. The Sub-committee, which performed the actual

work, was, of course, clerical~--Marshall, Palmsr, Goodwin,

l. Lightfoot, 117.
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/  Young, Herle and the Scots. The Directory was not any
more specifically an instrument of allliance, as embodied in

- the Covenant than the Form of Government; to all appearance

it would seem secondary to the latter. But it was made to
pass £hrough the Grand Committee before going to Assembly, a
process to which none of the propositions on Church Government
were to be subjected. (This procedure ﬁas laid aside on 3rd
April, when the drafting of the Directory‘was transferred by
the Parliament to the Aéaembly 1tself}l. The Scots may have
been calculating, correctly or inﬁorrectly, on a greater anti-
1iturgical'feeling in the House than in the Assembly. To them
too many of-the latter's members seemed diffident in parting
with the Book of Common Prayer (with the exception of the
Independents) and later objected to the harsh treatment 1tl
received in the Preface to the Directo?y; It represented much
that was best in English Protestant tradition. By manosuvering
so: that the Directory was given to the Grand Committee, the.
Scots hoped for 1ts more speedy formulating, argulng that the
propositions given in by it to the Assembly would meet with
less opposition, and the hated Liturgy be more speedily
abolished.

In this hope of speed, they were in the first few months
disappointed. The sub-committee proceeded 1little more expedi-
tiously in this than the Assembly in the debate on Church
Government. The Scots had counted on the anti-liturgical

fervour of the'Indapendents and had hoped to avoid an early

l. Lightfoot, 239. )
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/  rupture over governmental points by turning the attention
of the 1at£er to a common Directory for Worship. But the
Independents proved as contentious in this as in other matters,
and showed no great love for a Directory dréwn up preponderant-~
ly at Scottish instigation. Though contentious, however, they
in tﬁe end became at least conclliatory in the iInterests of the
Church. Little record exists of the work oq}this sub-committes;
only a few references in Balllie's Letters and two pages of
‘notes in Gillespie. But the speed with which the items of the
Directory were given in, in June 1644, shows that 1ts work

was the basls of the matter preéented. The first meetings of

the sub-commlttee dealt with ordering the work of the Sabbath,
* the Scots entering a cavegt against the lengthy reading and
exposition of Sceripture before.the sermon. Goodwin, who
considered himself slighted in some way, caused trouble at the
beginning by objecting to all Directories and particularly to
the order of the'directory for public worship on the Sabbath.
To remedy matters, the Scots invited him to dinner and "spent
an afternoon with him very sweetly“.2 As he took an active
part in the later work of the sub=-committee, the dinner was
probably good. Early in Fobruary, fhe Scots had allocated to
them the "matter of all the prayers of the Sabbath Day". ¥hen
this was finally given in, Balllie states that it was "well

3
taken by all the committee". Next they were assigned the

l. Baillie, 1l1l. 117.
2, Bailllie, 1ll. 123.
3« Baillle, 1ll. 140.




/ directory for the Sacraments. To Marshall was apportioned
the diractory for.Preaching, to Palmer that for Catechising,
to Young Reading of Scripture and Singing of Psalms, to Goodwin
and Herle Fasting and Thanksgiving. The Scots gathered even

more of the work into their hands., "Mr. Marshall's part

against Preaching, Mr. Palmer's anent Catechlising though the
one was the best preacher and the other the best catechiser in
England, yet we in no ways 1ike it, so their papers ;re passed
into our hands to frame them according to our mind". The
Scots' draft of a directory for the administration of the
Sacraments, espacially-tﬁat of the Lord's Supper, encountered
even in the sub-committee considerable opposition. The

Scottish practice of the communicants sitting at one table was

discountenanced. They had also Inserted a clause wvhereby the

minister was allowad to exhort the communicants while they were

in the act of partaking. Dr. Smith told a story of "a Scotsman

- which had in a Church here used exhortations at giving the-

elements but some consclentious people thought it troudvled
and distracted their minds'. This may have been a hit at

Rutherfurd. It was his practice and that of hils colleagues in
the evangelical revival in the South West and 1t was undcubtedly

he who had such a clause inserted. The fitness of those who

partook was also considered, but the debate on Church Govern=-
ment drew the members of the sub-committee away from their

labours on the Directory.

l. Gillesple, 101 & 102.




/ On the 3rd April 1644, The Lords requested the Assembuly
to hasten the Directory and the <ssembly aprolnted the twelve

divines of the Grand Commlttee to be a commlttee of Assembly

for the work of the Directory. At the same time they urged

the sub-committee to hasten 1ts work. As any of the twelve

divines of the Grand Committee had always been at liberty

1

to attend and assist the sub-committee, there was little

confusion or alteration of personel in the rew committoe.
On 21st May, Rutherfurd moved for the speeding of the

Directory and was supported by Marshall. A report was ordsrad

for Friday 24th, and was duly given 1n by the chairman of the

Assembly's committee for the Directory on that day, "largely
concerning the Lord's Day, Prayer and Preaching". Lightfoot
was absent, so no full statement of the debate occurs. "The

business about the Sabbath and the Directory for Prayer was
o

passed"”. It is evident from the Directory itself and from

reference in Balllie's Letters to the work of the sub-committee,

that the Assembly's committee presented what was largely the

work of the latter. That work had been carried out chiefly

by the Scots. One may claim the Directory to be the most

specificdlly Scottish productlon of the assembly, though in

some Instances concessions were made to English practice. The

general order of divine service, as embodied in the directoriss,

concerning"Assembling of the Congregation", "Fublic Reading of
Holy Scriptures"”, "Public Prayer before Sermon", “Prayér after

Sermon" follows with minor differences that in Henderson's

l. Bailllile, 11, 117
2. Lightfoot, 277
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v d Government and Order", which was based on Knox's Liturgy.

The only difference between English and Scottish practice was
only , that

that English used sa%y one prayer, before sermon which Included

one befove, one
confession, thanksgiving and petition. The Scots used two axmd
After — 'N

kep+ the intercessory prayer for Church, King, people and

came aftev .
congregation &3 gfbe» the sermon. An adjustment was made
by the insertion of the following:~"We judge this to be a
convenient order in fhe ordinary pﬁblic.prayer; yet so as the
minister may defer (as in prddence he shall think meet) some
part of these-petitions t11ll after his sermon, or offer up to
God some of the thanksgivings hereafter appointed in his prayer
before the sermon". Thanksgivings according to the English
practice are 1nserted.after the sermon. Regarding probationers
‘reading the Word and preaching, and in the insertion of a
caveat against diffuse, discuréory reading of Scripture, The
Scots had their wishes carried, in the first case through the
argument of Rutherfurd.l It was noted that the matter of the
prayers was given to the Scots to draw up. Aé they stand in
the Directory, they are more than an outline and less than a
liturgy. In them are some indications of the pen of Rutherfurd.
Perhaps 'the first draft of them was written by him as the most
gifted of the Scots In devotional writing. After revision by
his colleagues, they were further revised by the sub-commlttes

and by the Assembly's committee. In the Assembly 1tself, they

were passed with 1little debate. Many incidental phrases, the

1e Lightfpot, 283.
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/ expression of a deep aenée of national gullt, the coricern
for the conversion of the Jews, point to Rutherfurdfd hand.

The directory on Preaching of the Word occupied most of the
time between June fourth and eighteenth. In the sub-committee
its drafting had been.given to Marshall, but as his effort did
not satisfy the Scots entirely, was given to them for revision. é
Vhoever was responsible for 1t, produced one of the finest things -
ever written on the subject. It 1s sucecinct, clear and eminently '
sound. It is appllicable to preaching in any age,-possidbly the
most timeless and permanent plece of writing in the Directory. l
The Assembly's alterations in it were negligible; any that were
made emphasised the need of clarity in preaching the gospel
message . M?isely framing all his doctrine, exhortations and '
especially his reproofs, in such a manner as may be most likely
to prevail; showing all due respect to each man's person and
place and not mixing his own passion or bitterness" :- =o runs
the Directory. 1Its tone suggests that a good deal of the evangel-
ical experience of Rutherfurd and Gillespile passgd into it during
the sub-committee stage; Rutherfurd indeed had passionately
insisted on having such a directory inserted.

The production of the directory for the Sacraments agaln
opened the dlspute which had vexed the sub-committee. The
Scottish origin of this directory is obvious. The order of
administration of the Lord's Supper closely follows that in the
"Government and Order" and even preserves some of 1ts phraseology.
The diérepute of the Frayer Book left the English Presbyterians

without any model upon which to base this directory and
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'/ Henderson's original draft was gladly accepted. Certain
of the'Scottish practices in it, they were not prepared to
accept, and the most acrimonious debate in the whole Directory
ensued, Rutherfurd heatedly defending the Scottish standpoint.
The maln source of'disagreemant was the position of the
communicants at the table. As to whether they should kneel or
sit, Rutherfurd strongly advocated sitting, as most convenient
and based on historical practice, but in thisdwas prepared to
accéptka formula. The radical difference lay in thé position
at the table itself. Scottish practice (vide " Government and
Order", the "Peaéﬁ?la Plea") "Altare Damascenumvand“Book of
Common Order"™ was that the communicants came forward from their
.pews to the table at which the mlnister presided and thers
partook; ariggiggg;#e company followed them until the whole
congregation was served. This manner of celebrating was laid
down in the "First Book of Discipline" as 'convenilent'! but
custom made the Scots assign to it almost divine institution.
Dr. Burgesﬂ alone advocated the Scottish procedure, backed by
Rutherftfrd. On 21lst June, the latter insisted on tﬁe commini -
cants sltting'about the table' and objected to the insertion
of a qualifying "where 1t may with convenience be". The_
clause was referred to committee, was agaln debated from 24th
to 28th June and on July was recomﬁitted. At last, Rutherfurd,
- whille insisting that the Scots held this matter to be a thing
mos% necessary, "yet for peace and conformity's sake" desired
that it might be recommended only. Xlthough thls was opposed
by the‘Independenta and by Herle, it was voted by the dAssembly

1
on July 3rd. Next day, the Assembly considered the practice

1. Lightfoot, 292.
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/ of the communicants coming to the table in companies (interest-
Ing as showing the Scottlsh source of this directory?. On July
end, Marshall had reported from the cdmmittee, "as the communicants
are to exerclse their falth, so is the paétor, by some chort
sentences, by intervals, to stir up thelr affections thereunto.
iAfter all have received the cup, they rise and new ones corc to
thelr place and, in the time of their removal seme psalms to be
sung, as psalm 22, 103." This is practically verbatim from the
"Government and Order" (24). The matter of companiés was now
brought up as a concommltant of sitting at the table. English
opinion was agalnst the Scottish practice, bubt for the time being
the fervour of Rutherfurd prevalled, and the Assembly voted, "it is
lawful that the congregation come 1n several companies to the
table." (This clause was ruled out of the final version of this
directory.) Two other minof l1tems wers ralsed. The pasﬁor's
exhorting the people whille thoy partook had been a cause of dlsu-~
greement In the sub-~committee and was now aired in tha assembly.
"The First Book Of Discipline™ instructed the pastor to exhort the
People or read some sultable passage of Scripture whilst they
partook. Rutherfurd and Henderson argued for the practice whilst
the Independents and Herle opposed, Herle holding that the
minister's speaking detracted from the spiritual good of the act
of receiving. Nye thought that in this matter spesch could not
help degvotion, .Rﬁtherfurd Inslsted from lMatthew X1V, 2%, that
Christ spoke while the Disciples were partaking. The A§se$b1y
ultimately decided  that every one should da in this business as he

thought vest. It was next debated, regarding the Ureaking of
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/ bread, as to whether the com&unicants should distribute it
to one. another. Rutherfurd pleaded for this form ILuke XX11, 17.
This was granted, though no clause concerning 1t was thought
necessary in the directonry.

“hy were the Scots éo uncompromising in the detalls of this
directory? TFor one thing, they'were.under pressure from homs to
make no more concessions. The paper which they had given in on
congregational eldership has been noted as alsob the fact thsat

1
Rutherfurd was probably its inspiration. Balllle wrltes,

"Ir« Do Calderwood, in his letter to us, has censured us
grievously for so doing; showing us that our Books of Discipiine
admits of no Presbytery or eldershlp but oneg that we putl ourselves
in hazard to be forced to givé excommunication, and so entire
government,to congregations, which 1s a great step to.Independency.
¥r, Henderson acknowledgedé this and we are in a peck of troubles l
with 1t." | e )

The Commlssioners were therefors determined to make fewer
concessions, IRutharfurd, it resp&naibla for the censured papsr,
may have felt 1t Incumbent. upon him to defend most vigorously all
Scottish fractice. Moreéver, the Scots had only two Sacraments ==
an inheritance common with the English Protestants- and secondary
only to ths Qreaching of the Word. as the visible sign of unity,
1t seemed to them &1l - important that Loth nations should be
uniform In celebration, even iIn the smallest detall. Xnowing the

loose practlice of the Independents, they wero determined Lo leave

48 little as possible to Individual discrimination. They cerbtalnly

prevailed, for this directory 1s based largely on the Scottish usafe;

1.
Baili1e, 11, 182.
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' “/ even the consecration prayer owes much to that in Knox's Book
of Common Order.
The Directory for Baptism caused less debate. It also was
formulated in sub-commitiee by the Scots, from their own practice.

1
Baillie writes,

"We have carried with much greatler ease than we expected, the
publicness of Baptism. The abuse was great gver all this land.
In the greatest parlsh in London scarce one chfid iﬁ a yaur was
brought to the Church for Buaptlsm. Also we have carried the
rarents' presenting of his chlld and not thelr midwilives as was

. their universal custom, " _ .

Oprosition to magking publid Baptism the law of the Church came
oniy from Palmer and Lightfoot, through thelr natural love of any
lona—stanﬁing English usage which they could claim was not cere-~
monial. A discussion on the lawfulness or convenlency of dipping
addéd nothing to the matter of thils directory which rassed the
Assembly on August 8th. On October 9th and 10th, however, tho
Scots had further additions inserted. The font was moved from
a 'superstitious' position ( i.s. the Church door). They insisted,
too, that a profession Sf Faith was to b; procured from the fabther
at the baptism of the child. This was contrary to English practice, |
tut"the Scots did urge 1t mightily because of the use of it In 4ll
reformed chuﬁches“.e It was finally voted that the parents should
make profession at the buptism of his child, tut this profossion
was narrowed dovn to a short series of quoestion und answer. .o

Interosting difference of opinion arose herc among the Scots them-

1. Baillie, 1ll. 204.
2. Lightfoot, 315.
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/ -selves. Balllle writing later of this directory says,

"As fogtgiangea in our Church, I had laboured with ry
colleagues to have eschewed them allland found HP.IHGHdePspn
- not much from my mind; But: others were passionate for theu -und
at last carfied, first lr. Henderaﬁn and then me to their mind.
The Belief in baptism was never said In England and thsy would
not undergo that yoke. TWhen they urged, we could not deny, but
the saying 5y many was a fruitless and mere formality and to
others a needless welght; and the saying of the Commands was no
less nscegssary. Ve got the Assembly to ejuivaient interroga-
torieg}much against the mind of the Independents and we wera
assured to have the Creed a part of the Catechism."

From Glllespio's notes it would appear that Rutherfurd
supported the Independent view. "Mr Rutherfurd said, " It is
not seemly to catechise Christian parents at such a time." "
Henderson contradicted; he desired that "The Assembly may be
loath to depart from the form of all the Reformed Churches who
use interrogatorles and profession of falth in baptism."g
Gillespie 'swithered! but came round to Rutherfurd's point of
vliew and as Balllle seems to infer they prevailed on Henderson

to modify hils demunds. The interrogatories were eventually

scored out and the phrase "requiring his solemn promise for
. the performunce of his duty" inserted in the Baptismal Directory.
Dr. Mitchell has led evidence from the Journals of the Houses of

Commons and the House of Lords respsectively to show that it was

l. Baillie, 1l1. 258.
2. Gillespie, 89. 90.




/ al Scottlsh ihnsbigatlon thubt Lhis chenige was rude, «

Lthougch
1t 1s not mentioned specifically in the act of assembly aprroving
l 3

the Directory. It was sanciloned -Loth Ly aAssembly and Puarlia-
ment. His conjecture is that the Seots got rid of these vague
questions "in order that lhey might bYe at liberty to retain the
practice sanctioned by their own Book of Comron Order and various
acts of assembLly of axaobing a4 fuller professaion of falth at that
time. 4Actually the Scots got rid of them to ﬁ;event trouble at
home. 'Novatlonist! and tantl-novatlionist! were likely to dispute
this matter hotly and a church treating for uniformity could 111
afTord Lo reveal an ecclesiastical discord. So the Church's
leaders had this formmla, to which both Scottish parties could
sgree and use ancient or more modern practice, inserted in the
Directory at the more remote Westminster, where it was less likely
to embroll the eccleslastical warrlors in the Scottish arena.

The doctrinal part of thls directory is very Rutherfurdiuan. 4is
mich emphuasls 1is plﬁced on the childs right as 6n the puarents
duty. The children are "Christians and federally noly ovefore
Baptism and thsrefore are Lhioy Baptised.’

-On aungust 17th, the directory for Public Thunksgiving passad
with 1lttvle debate. Alfter sundry alteratlons, notubly that which
addod, "as in the Church of Scobtland” to the clause concerning
sitting at the Lord's Table, the Difectory was practically com-
ploted. = commlbtee was appointed on August Z0th to draw 1t ut
in final‘form.. The Assembly committee drafted the preflace, which
was dobuted In lale Octoler and early‘November,'1644. its

violent attuck on the Book of Cormon Prayer shows & Scotllsh origii.

le Hilabtory of Westminster Assembly 215-222
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/ Baving suffered so.much from the imposition of such a book,
the Scots weré determined to procure a strong denunciation of it.
If Neal's statement 1s correct, several of the Independents were
on the committee which drew up the preface?r The Assembly may
have added them to the committee for the Directory, in order that
differences of opinion between them and the Scots might be there
thrashed out and propos{tiong formulated which would pass the
Assembly with 1little débate. With Marshall, Ehe Smectymﬁhn as
convener, the Scots as members, and the sfrong admixture of
Indspendents, who were as bitterly anti-liturgical as the Scots,
1t is nht ﬁo be wondered at that the committee produced such a
harsh and stringent criticism of the Prayer Book. Some differences
there were regarding the intent of the Directory, as expressed in
the preface. Baillie feared that one party would turn it into a
'tetraight Liturgy' and that the other, the Independents,"woulqﬂ
make it so 1loose and free that itshould serve for 1ittle use"}l'
But the concluding paragraph was finallylworded g0 that its actual
nature as a 'directory' was made cleaf. It-Was presented to
Tarliament on November Elst;.1644, and passed the Houses with
slight alterations, the chief being the removal of the larfer
'clauée concerning those wholwere to come to Communion and tlse
substitution of"the ignorant and scandalous are not fit to
receive the Lord's Suppe;; from the same directory they removed
the words; "as in the Church of Scotland”.
Supplementary'directories on the Sabbath, larriucs, Buriail,

Visitation of the Sick, The Esalms, Holy Days, and Tlaces wera

debated in dAssembly, ordered and sent up to Tarliament during

v

Dacember, These supblementafy directories seem to have been ¢ivd
T Neal (1937Ed.) I, 275. U Baddlie 11, 242
.I --‘_.\—...—‘- ) '] 3 ’ . , "__‘. S 3 I —
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/ bto the ordinary commlttees of Assembly, for on Yovember 21lst,

Dr. Stanton feported from the second committee on a Dircctory

for Marriage. Rutherfurd spoke lengthily in the ensuing debate,
ﬂopposing any sacramental vigw, and even denylng that 1t was part'
of the worship of God. He admltted that there was SDmetﬁing
religious iIn 1it, affirmed-that marriage 'formally and essentially’
consisted in the consent of the parties and pointed out that the
Directory dealt, not with marriage but with the qolemnisdtion of 1%,
and that therefore the Church should preovide a directory for the
Instruction of those entering on this new conditlion and glve the
blessing of God to it. The direétory as passed certalnly shows
strong modifications from fha former Eplscopalian vlew of marriace
and the celebration thereof, to the Scottish view of 1t as a clvil
contract, solemnised by the Church because it entails many religious
duties._ It 1s noteworthy that it is the one question on which the
Scots joined hands with the small Erastian Group; Lightfoot and
Rutherfurd are found battling together in défence of marriage as .
formally a ¢lvil contract. The Erastian, however, did so from his
respact for common law, the Scot from his oppositlion to anything
approachlng the sacramental viéw of the Roman Church.

The directory for Burial next claimed the attention of the
Assembly. If thq”Scots had had their way,.little dirsctory would
have beenlneededfﬂ Rutherfurd started off the debate by saylng,
There 1s no more reason for any part of worship Eo be at the golng
of a person out of the world than at his birth" f Scottish uSaga.

deprecated anything resembling prayers for the dead. They oprosed

L Ba/le , Ly Afra:
g Lightfoot 338.




/ also the practice of funeral sermons. A formula had to bte
obtained by which the English would be free to continue this
practice, and the Scots:Evoid it. "Here wQS the difficulty, how
to keep funerall sermons in England for fear of danger by alter-
ation, and yet to g;ve content to Scotland, that are averse from '
them. -- At last we fixed on this, =-- "That the people should take
up thoughts and conferences concerning death, mortality etc.,

and the minister, if he be present, shall put th;m in mind of that
duty. (Lightfoot had the penultimate 'that! changed to ‘their‘j.

The mind of the Assembly was that these words give liberty for
funeral sermons. And thus have we done the directory for burial"
It may be remembered that Knox had preached a funeral sermon for
Moray and that the Book of Common Order was oracular in thls matter
"The minister 1f he be'ﬁ-resent and required, goeth to the church

If it be not far off, and maketh some comfortable exhortation to

the people concerning death and resurrection'. The debate on the
directory for Holy Places revealed the extreme Puritan in
Rutherfurd, who deniled any special sanctity to the place of worship:-
"Wo designation of any plage to public worship doth make that
worship more acceptable"., All the Puritans agreed in this--Scots,
Independents, and Presbybterians alike, only those who still had
respect for older English forms, such as Palmer and Herle; made any
protest against the asserti@n of such a principle, which, caﬁried
to extreme, stabled Cromwell's horses In the House of Cod. The

other minor directorles caused llttle debate and need not he dwaelt

1. Light}oot, 3405 &,‘sgl B&\Hle) \\) 24‘5)24‘7o
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In the forilulation of thls Directory, the Most

Scottish product of the Assembly, Rutherfurd, of all the Scois

plays the Most idportunt part. Constantly in attendance, he

argues , expounds, debates, cajoles here and condelins there,

until he soces each'proposition voted, as clasely in accordance

with Scotlish practice, as Indeperdent obstinacy or English

traditionalis?m will allow.

Dr. Leishilan's account of - or abttuck on =~ the-Directgpy
)
for the Tubllc Worship of God holds forth Uwo Buin thesPs;

1. It falled to find any real accepPtance in Scotland and England,

in England because 1t bore too Much of a Scottish 1upress to
satisfy elther Independent or Episcopalian, In Scotland bscause
it conLained %oo Many concesslons to English opinion, whilch

concessions were either albrogated by the :Assefbly or by eeueral

neglect in favour of older usage. 2. The promulgation of the

Directory was part of a process which went on even afltar the

Restoration, a process by which through Independent influence,

chﬁefly in the Protester party, the worship of the Church was

T
stripped of all beauty. The first_half of his first statelent

is undoubtedly true. The Directory was too Scottish for English

minds. But with regard to the other half:- Was it too IEngllish
for the Scots? Was 1t also, as his second thesls implies the

vehicle of an evil Indeypendent leaven whilch was to sour the

Church of the future? His staterlents are not altogether well

founded. TFor exanple the prevalency of private baptism after

[WLS)
Protas&érs Who,were, according to- him the Eujovity, or at least

ﬂ0u¢nunt party at the Qevolution. Rutharh ur Q. b0 leading
_L The Westminster Directory”, ecl. Thomas LE'”‘"‘*“:—?’J’- igor, =X
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/ frotéatcr divine was the most resolute opponent of private
baptism, which was far more due to Episcopalian than Independent
influence. If the Protestors had baptised in private 1t was
because of persscution in the Killing Times. There is also a
measure of contradiction in the two statememts, for by one the
Scots arerepresented as antipathelic to the Directory, by the other
they are accused of Cgrrying its principles to extreme conclusions.
The Book of Common Order and the Directory have each their
merits and demeritss The former had by 1645 lost its position I
in the Church, As Dr. Alnslie writes "It will be a mistake Of
the imagination to picturé to one self the Church of Scotland
as having in use up to 1645 a much loved service-book, which 5
everybody was familiar with and depended upon for the exercise
of Fublic Worship, and that then another book of quite a different.
kind was brought 1n'apd was foolishly allowed to displace the
former one. Such was not the case with the Book of Common Order
and the Directarmy respectively”l. The Directory was not the
alien supplanteg/it was the native successor of the Book of
Common Order, for the Directory, as-is seen by the amount of
drafting that the Scots got inﬁo their own hands, was in many
ways thg most Scottish production of the Assembly. Modifications
of Scottish practice are tempered fairly evenly to left and right.
Admittedly the Independents influenced Scpttish‘ecclesiastical
thought. The agitation for the abolitlon of the three 'nocent’

ceremonies, - the ministers private devotion in the pulpit, the

- E‘wl o =
Ly Flis z}insli'ef. Records of Church Hist.Soc. Vol. V1ll. Part 1.
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/ usé of the Lord's Prayer in public worship, the use of the
Gloria Patri at the end of the psalm - were due to ultrag-puritan -
or if Dr. Leishman will have it, Independent influeqce. But the
Scots met the Independent more than half way in Anti-liturgical
fervour. The fury at Lauds Liturgy had not cooled down and they
were prepared resolutely to disown anything which to their still
heated minds, seemed maaninglessiy ritualistip or repetitive.
The baleful giffs of Independency were the hyéterical outpourings
and prophesyings which came to marlthe preaching of the Word,
and thé 'purging! practice which wrecked the Church, rather than
any process of 11turgic§l impoverishment resulting from the
establishment of the Directory.

The Directory was largely a Scottish production owing most
to Henderson's Government and Order and through it much to the
Book of Common Order. A comparison with the English Liturgy and
with the Book of Common Order, shows which of the two was its
spiritual pfedecassor. When it was sanctioned by the General
Aﬂaembly the 0l1d Scottish communion practices, of sitting at the
table, of a short'uxhortation by the minister duriﬁg the partaking,
and of the singing of a psalm as dthera sat down, were enjoined
to be kept. As the Directory was a directo:?)not a 1iturgy}this
was quite in keeping with its purpose. The only 'nocent' ceremony
discharged was the ministers 'bowing in the pulpit' which
"though a lawful custom in the Kirk be hereafter lald aside for
satisfaction of the desires of the Reverend Divines in the Synod
of England and for uniform;ty with that Kirk so much a desire to
us". It was in 1645 the only legal concqssion made to Independent

Puritanism though subsequent Assembliaslahiaﬁdethe Lords Frayer
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1 \ide sddilional note p.918.
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THE DEBATES ON CHURCH JURISDICTION AND EX$QOMVUNICATION.

The question which occasioned most debate and engendered
the hottest strife in the Assembly was that concerning the power
wielded by the Fresbyterian synods. Out of it arose the matters
of Church censures excommunication and of appeal from the final
ecclesiastical court to Barliument. No questions kept Rutherfurd .
and Gillesple so engaged in dispute as these. As' they were closely
woven into the texture'of Presbyterian ecclesiastical doctrine, a
good deal of preliminary debate upon them occurred,
' On the 8th January, 1644, the second committee reported
"Pastora.and teachers have power to inquire and judge ﬁho are fit
to be admitted to ﬁhe Sacraments or kept from them, as also who
are to be excommunicated or absolved from that censure." Opposed.
by Independents and Erastians this proposition was remitted back
to committee, Dr. Stanton again reported on.January 19th, "that
there is a power of censure and absolfing from the -censures of the
Church." He outlined the committee's grounds of future investiga-
‘tion as (1) what the Church is that is-to exercise censures (2)
what kind of censures these are (3) by whom and in what manner
they are to be exXercised. The committee was authorised by the
Assembly io proceed on thesé 1inea.1' The whole matter cropped up

as a side issue in the debate on the prorosition, "That many

particular congregations may be under one Fresbyterial government."

This debate or rather the part of it employed in countering the
Independent arguments against the proposition, (6th to 21st Feby.,
1644), is an epitome of the whole question of Church jurisdiction

1. Lightfoot, 115

ey,
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/ as it.wgs subsequently agitated in the Assembly. It began
with Goodwin objecting.to the scriptural grounds'for the pro-
position ahd'switched over‘to debate on the intrinsic power of a
congregation as opposed to that of a Presbytery. The Scots
maintﬁined that there were juridical acts which a Presbytery
along could do, such as to ex:gommuhicate, the Independents that
such an act could not be done by a Presbytery but only by the
" congregation. Congregational power in Church censures was de- !
bated hotly. Warriston, Gillespie, and Rutherfurd argued strongly ;3
agaiﬁst it. Warriston pointed out that the words "coram populo"

did not tie all the people even to be present at excommunication,
any more than in Scots law execution which was "coram populo"
bound the people to be présent. The Independents sought to prove
that full Jjudicatory power vested in the congfegation and that

.there was no necessary ground for its being juridically under a

Fresbytery. The Scots controverted every proof they brought

1
forward. Even Waryiston entered into exegetical battle. After
debating 1 Cor. V, the Assembly allowed Bridgeg to bring in his
arguments from Matthew xV1u;17-1a, proving a congregational

Church from "Tell the Church". He was of course resolutely

opposed. Selden took up the lines to prove that Christ meant

here a Sanhedrin which had the mixed nature of a civil and
ecclesiastical court, hence excommnication needed civil sanction.

On the following day Gillespie answered him in the speech that

asser Elow
is now historical. It was the eellsberstien of his and
com bihed :

Rutherfurd's arguments. Composed the night before, 1t was given

and‘entrusted to Gillesple as having the best debating styls.

l, Lightfoot, 152.
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/ Havin'g on this side issue touched all the main points

of debate on Church jurisdiction;between Presbyterian, Erastian
and Indepeﬁdent, and settled none, the Assembly proceeded to
vote on the simple proposition from which they arose and to
leave.them for later consideration. The debate is interesting
as showing Rutherfurd's increasingly close connection with
Warriston. . ) | ' | - |
Among other propositions presented by Stanton on 3rd }arch,

was one that "No single congregation may ordinarily take to it-

w

self all and sole power Iin elections, ordinations and censures,
or in forensically'determining controversies of faith, cases of I
‘conscience, and things indifferent". As debated and passed on ;
loth'May, it stated, ™NO single congregation which may convenient-
1y join together in an association may take unto itself all and
sole power of ordination". * The proofs of this were debated
on 15th May and 16th May, Rutherfurd being the Scottish spbkesman
on this occasion.2 The narrow margin by which the proposition
was voted (27-19) shows that in this matter many of the Fresby-
terians inclined to Indﬁpandent-views. Baillie writes,

"The 1éad1ng men in the Assembly are much at this time
divided about the questions - in hand of_the power of congregations
and synods. Some of them would give nothing to congregations)
denying peremptorily all example ¢, precept, or reason for a
congregational eldership} ©thers,and many more, are wilfull to

give to congregational eldership all and entire power of ordina-

tion and excommnication and all. Had not God sent lr. Henderson,

1. Lightfoot, 262.
2. Lightfoot, 266.
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/ MNr. Rutherfurd, and Mr. Gillespie among them, I see not
that ever they could have agreed to any settled government.“1

As before mentioned, The Scots had endeavoured to makse
someé concession to this congregational element in the Fresbyter-
jan party, an element to which Rutherfurd in many things (such
as right of election) was not unfavourably disposed provided the
jurisdiction of Fresbytery was upheld. The Sgots were hard

pressed to educate the English Présbyterian in a system which

maintained equally the right of the congregation and the right

of the Pﬁesbytery, without confusing the issues. The English

' Euritan tended to go wholeheartedly to an Independent or ex-

¢lusively Presbyterial extreme. "Some of them would give nothing
to congregations denying peremptorily etc." (vide supra). It
says much for the propagandist activity of the Scots that in a
year's time the English Presbyterians had a much dlearer idea of
the system they sponsored and-the Independents were left to
fight their battle in the Assembly aided only by the few
Erastians in it. The publication of the "Due Right" at this
time and the circulation of.253253323511tt13 "papers" btrought
the English Presbyterlian to a closer acquaintance with the
details .in theory and in practice of a system which had formerly
been only speculative and ideal.

The matter of the Presbytery's power of jurisddction was
also being discussed in the accommodation committee appointed on

8th March, 1644, The nearest agreement they reached was, that

in the case of a scandalous church the elders of several churches

1. Baillie 11 177
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/ could acquaint their own churches and withdraw from
communion with it. Baillie gives the only extant account
of its proceedings.
' "We have met soms three or four times already and have agreed
on five or six propositions, hopihg by God's grace to agrese
in more. They (the Independents) yield that a Presbytery, even
as we take 1t is an ordinance of God which hath power and
authority from Christ to call the ministers and elders or any
- in thelir bounds before them to account for any bffence in life
or dﬁctrine, to try and exﬁmine the cauée, to admonish and
rebuke, and if they be obstinatée to declare them as ethnicks and
publicans, and give them over to the punishment of the magis-
trates; also doctrinally to declare the mind of God in all
questions of religion'with.such authority as obliges to
receive théir just sentences; that they will be members of
such fixed Presbyteries, keep the meeting, preach as it comes
their turn, join in the discipline after doctrine. Thus far

[alg]

we have {onenwithout prejudice to the proceedings of the
1

As Sembl Y. M

The Ordination debate put a stop to these procéedings for
Ithe time being. A report of Coleman from the first committee
on the acts of Presbytery, including ordination, censures, etc.
was read on the 21st March. No debate upon it is recorded.
The Assembly on 25th April (1644) appointed a cormittee
to draw up a summary of the whole proposition on church

government. To this cormittee it was clear that while the

1. Baillle, 11. - 147, dlso additional. note.
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/ nature of Church officers, a good many of their powers,
the Presbyteria&ﬂrsystem of Church courts were all now settled,
the juridical ahd disciplinary powers resident in officers and
in courts had yet to be determined. The Independents were
prepared to yield grudgingly an "advisory" power to Church
courts and a "declaratory" power of censure to officers.
FPurther they would not go. All the precadiné deﬁates had come
to nothing because of the Assembly's desire to avoid an irre-
vocable rupture. TUrged to a greatér speed by the House, the
Assembly committee for the summary of Church government pre-
sented these draft. propositions for debate - Officers of 1
particular congregations have power (1) authoritatively to
‘call before them scandalous or suspected persons (2) to admonish
and rebuke authoritatively(3) to keep from Sacraments authorita-
tively (4) to excommunicate. In connection with these the
Assembly voted on 2lst Mayl"éuthoritative suspension from the
Lord's table of a person not yet cast out of the Church is
- agreeable to the Scripture." Lightfoot maintained the Erastian
argument that none who came should be suspended from the Lord's
supper. Goodwin argued that suspension was not by the minister
alone. Rutherfurd spoke largely on the scriptural proofs for
the propbaition which occupied the next two days.l Debate on
the Directory for Public Worship intervened and all matters
concerning ecclesiastical jurisdiction remained in abeyance
t111 August.
On the 20th August, along with other recommendétions con-
cerning the Directory and the Confession, Palmer suggested to

the Assembly that 1t finish Government and then turn to

-

1. uightfoot, o0 - 273.
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/ Excommunication.

From Baillie it appears that the arrival of Warriston from
Scotland, and pressure from the Scots, procured this iInjunction
from the Grand Committee. On 4th September, the final votes on
Church Government were passed by the Assembly. (vide supra).
Having settled thea manner of governmenf, it now passed to the
question, which had perplexed them in so many s;de issues = the
exercise of it - churdh jurisdiction. On 4th October, Dr. Temple
'reported f?om.the third committes, =- "The Assemblies mentioned
have powerl(l) to convent and call before them any pérson within
their boundsl(z) To hear and determiﬁe such causes and differences
as come orderly before them (3) That all these assemblies have
some power of censures.“2 With Gillespie's addition, "whom the
ecclesiastical business before them doth concern" the first of
these propositions was voted on the same day; The second was
-voted on the 7th October. On the 8th, the third was debated and
voted. A motion that 'excommunication' be added to the proposi-
tion was deferred at Gillespile's suggestion that it needed fuller
consideration. As the Independents how relied more on intrigue
inlthe House, than on obstruction in the Assembly, these all
caused little debate. Rutherfurd was at this time engaged in
seeing "Léx Rex" through the press, and so the charge of seeing
them through the Assembly devolved principally on Gillespie.

The right of Church assemblies to juridical.power established,
the'Aésembly proceeded to determine its natufe. On 14th Octobsr,

1t began the debate on Echmmunication; From the first, Erastian

l. Lightfoot, 305.
2- Gillespie, “87.
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/ opprosition to Church jurisdiction was manifest. No sooner

was the proposition, "there i1s such a church censure as

excommunication” tabled than Coleman argued, "If there be such

a church censure as excommunication, then the Scripture holds
out two distinct governments in a state; but the Scripture

doth not hold this out". The Assembly argued in return that

Excommunication was not derogatory to civil government.

On 15th October, occurred an interésting debate defining

- the nature of the Grand Committes. The Independents maintained

it was one committee and implied that it had a good deal of

control in ordering debate in'thé Assembly; In short, they |
woulq haye made it a practical eXample of the semi~Erastian
principle of the "mixed court" determining ecclesiastical
affairs, on the lines of Selden's interpretation of éhe'Jewish
Sanhedrin. The Assembdly held the view that it was two committ-
ees, acting jointly under one chairman and that it (the
Assembly) need only report progress" to the committee of the
Lords and Commons that are Jjolined with the Committee of
Assembly to treat with the Scots Commiséioners". It was willing
to accept recompendations from the Cormittes but it was open to

its members to determine in what order they should treat of any
X ' -

of ther;ln )

On October 16th, the debate returned to 1 Cor. V. as a

proof for Excommunicatlion and to the 'traditio Satanl' as

embodying it. As some of the assembly objected to the latter,

the passage in toto was passed as.a proof. Rutherfurd supported

l. Gillespie, 92.




/ é&ery clause of the proofs. "Let him be to thee a heathen
and a publican" in spite of some scrupling by the more moderate,
was next passed as Q_proof. The proofs of the "an sit" of
Excommnication now decided, the Assembly took into consideration
the "ubi sit". On 24th October, the second committee reported
that this lay in the Presbytery -- "A presbytery over more |
congregations than one hath power as of ordination so of excom~-
munication.“l Marshall wished the Assembly to‘%egin by consider-
ing whether the congregation had this power or not and so to
work upwards. Palmer thought that it should first decide upon
the 'ubl sit' of the lower category, suspension.frOm the tord's
Table. The Scots supported him that they might postpone violent
difference with the Independents as long as possible.' "Ruling
officers of a pérticular congregation have power to suspend
authoritatively from the Lord's Table a person not yet cast out
of the Church" was voted to be debated and argument from
Rutherfurd and Gillespie prevalled in having it passed.

November and December 1644‘were occupied in presenting the
Fropositions on Church Government, clearing up the details of
the Directory for Public Worship and answering the Independentsz
Reasons for Dissent from the Propositions concerning Church
Government. On 23rd December, the Assembly promised the Housés
that somethiﬁg about eicommunication would be considered and
_sent up spesdily. On the 27th, 1t appointed a committee to take
into conslderation the report concerning Excommunication, -
whose report is not clear. Shaw thinks it was probably that of

Temple of October 4th but no record of its being debated exists,

l. Gillespie, .95, 96,
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/ The Scots now endeavoured, as in the case of former
directories, to have the basic material penned by themselves.
In anticipation, they had prepared a Directory for Church

Censures and Excommnication. Writing on 26th December,
; 1 . )
Baillie says,

"We have drawn up a directory for church censures and

excommnication; wherein we keep the practice.of our Church

but decline speculative questions. This we hope will please

- r

all who are not Independents; yégpl think even they needed
not differ with us here; but it yet appears they will to
separation and are not so' careful to accommodate as conscience

would command peaé%ble men to beo."

Concerning this, he later tells us,
drawn

broushd it up by way of a practical directory so calmly that

Mir, Henderson has

the
we trust to get it past the Assembly next week, without ruch

debates, The men whom most we fegred profess their satisfaction

2

with that draft.". ®arshall presented this directory to the

Assembly on December 30th, Gillespie says he and others
revised 1t.5 This revision was probably by the committes
appointed on the 27th,— ffarshall, Seaman, Herle, Palmer and
Vinese Dr Temple, possibly annoyed at the sub-committee's
neglect of his own report, moved that the Directory be re-
mitted back to committee, but this was waived and the folldw-
ing day the Assembly debated the Scots' Directory for Excom-

munication.

This was read on the 31lst December and the first portion

l. Baillle, 11, 248.

2. Baillie, 11, 250.
3. Gillespie, 97.
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/ which dealt with "the order of receiving penitents®

(later chunged to "the order of such proceeding with offenders
who manifest repentance before excommunication™)

with 1ittle debate.

passed
The second parasraph, "the order of

proceeding to Excommunication” caused more discussion. The
most disﬁuted point was that excommunication could be more

sunmarily proceeded with in an atrocious case of sin. °The

Independents craved a definition of an atrocious sin. UNye
denied that anyone could be proceeded against till he had
refused to hear the Church and showed himself obstinate.
Rutherfurd argued for summary procedure in certain cases ffom
1l Cor, V == Paul had ordered the Corintrians to deliver the

fornicator to Satan, not for an obstinate attitude to the

Church, but for the deed that he had done. Palmer supported

Independents against summery procedure. Gillespie moved

that, "without the usuudl degrees" be changed to "proceed more

surmarily and shortly". It was finally changed to "with more

expedition™ and thus voted. The sentence runs "‘here the

offence is so heinous that it cries to Heaven for vengeance,

wasteth the conscience, and 1s generally scandalous, the

2
censures of the Church may proceed with more expedition'.

The Assembly made a memorandum that they would determine what

'atrocious sins' were to be taken into account. 1t next

debated who were to excommunicate. As drawn up by the Scots,
the proposition with regard to this had run somewhat to the

effect that after judgement by the‘classical presbytery, it

may declare a man to be excommunicate "which shall be done by

1. Gilliespie, 99 g .
2 Directory for Church Government (Edin. 186¥7) p. 18,

w



/ the ministers and elders of the congregation whereof
he 1is a member with the consent of the congregation, in this

or the l1ike manner. (The method of dealing with the offender
fo6llows., )

The Independents objected to this mentioning of the

minister with the elders as implying that if he were not

present excommunication would be invalid. Some of the English

Preosbyterians, who still disliked the officé'of ruling elder,
objected to the mention of elders as the office was not

explicitlylheld forth by name in the Directory for Church

Government. As the paragraph stands in the Directory,

(published Edinburgh, 1647) the word ‘'eldership' is used to

1nciuds minister and elders in a formula. The i1dea of the

peopie's consent in eXcommunication was disliked by some others R

among the English Presbyterians, as coming too near the Inde-

poendent doctrine that the people had a juridical right iIn the

‘sentence. Vines explained this 1dea, in a sense very close

to Rutherfurd's, as a mere tacit consent in the promulgation

of the sentence. The clause was let stand and each took his

own interpretation from it. In drafting this Directory,

Henderson certalinly intended to concede some voice to the

people in the matter of excommunication. In this, he 1s at

one with Calvin, and Beza, who placed in it a 'consentlente

1
plebe!, which Rutherfurd, in the "Peacible Plea" denisd. It

18 difficult to reconcile the stress he laid upon patient'

dealing in excommnication in the "Government and Order" with

le ' Poucable Plea, 49.
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/ that now laid on summary procedure. It may be that he con-
sidered evils and scandals more prevalent, but, in all probab-
1lity, hehWaa pressed to a harsher dogma by Rutherfurd and
Giilespis. Rﬁtherfurd himself was changing. In the "Peacable
Plea", he had pleaded for great meekness and "longanimity" with
an offender, even if obstinate; opposing Nye in this debate,

he refused these even to one not obstinate. gontact with many
f'scandals' and with the.harsher, if brilliant mind of Gillespis,
whom he so often partners in debate, 1s hardening even further
his own rigorous doctrines. On January 3rd, Baillie and | |
Gillespie left for the General assembly in Scotland and Rutherfurd |
and Henderson were left to see this Directory through the |
Assembly. ‘ | .

On January 7th, the debate became more heated, when the
Assémbiy came to consider the 'ubi sit'! of excommunicatiom.
Marshail in-a speech outlined three variants of this -- "Some
hold 1t (excommunication) only ih the congregational presbytery
(Independents) ; (2) others thinklthat both the congregation and
greatef assemblies may do iﬁ (Scottish Pfesbyterians% and bhei~
supporters) (3) others, it may be, think that particular congre-

gations may not do it (English Presbyterians nearest 'primitive!
1

Episcopacy)". There were shades of opinion in all these parties, .

even among the Scots. Marshall justified his procedurse in taking
up and presenting the Scots' Directory as it had been shown to
the Independents before the debate and seemed to him to contain

a sound ground for accommodation. Henderson asked for a confer-

le Mitchell, Minutes of Westminster Assembly, 30.




/ .-ence'with.the Independents, 1if that would settle matters
smoothly, but Goodwin questioned if it would do any good.
Rutherfurd agreeﬁ with Goodwin because, he said, "Many learned
writers ha\g’e written a:ccurately as to what is the primum subject-
um pbtestatis Jurisdictioni’s anddﬁi&ﬁSEQQNEettled.this controv-
‘ersy." He maintained that the sentence in the Directory already
quoted which named the classical presbytery, sldership and
people as sharing in excommunicatiqn was ample in scope, without
any further doctrinal argument. The wording, he argued, contained
nothing that condemned o1 ther side, that which vested juridical
power in the presbytery or that which vested it in the congrega-
tion. . This paragraph was, ho&ever, given to a committee for
accommodation. On January 9th, the Assemhly'débated upon the
excommnicate€r~ coming to the preaching of the Word. Scottish
practice had always admitted him to it. Coleman argued that,

if a man were admitted to the hearing of the Word, he should

alsd be admitted to the Sacraments as they too had a power in
moving the heart of a sinne;. In this he was practically alone.
Many wished excommunication to be ab ormnibus sacris. Next day,
the debate diverged into whether, if a man is admitted to the
preaching of the Word, he has also part in the public prayer of
the Church. The argument was probably that in admitting him

to one, he wﬁs, ipso fucto, admitted to the other, and so, in
some sense, to cOmmunioﬁ with the faithful. Rutherfurd caéuist-
ically-held that any part the excommunicﬁte took iIn public prayer

was of none effect, All this and the consideration of causes

ls  Ibid, Bi.



-

&K .
/ for which any person was to be eXxcormmunicated was remitted
to a separate committee. The committee which was considering -

excommunication by the eldership had five new members and the

Scottish Commissioners added to it. The remainder of the

- Directory was recommitted to them. On January 15th, Rutherfurd

and Nye had a passage at arms over the minister'!s pronouncing
sentence, Nﬁe stating that it was one of the least ministerial
acts and that the whole validity 6f the sent;nce lay in the
suffrage of the people. The 16th saw Marshall again reporting
from the enlarged Directory committee and having some data
recommitted., The following day, absolution from excormunication
was debated. The tendered form was to the effect that, 'whers,
1f nothing be alleged against him (the excommnicate) he may

be brought before the classical presbytery, which being also
satisfied with his humiliation and trial of his repentance, he is
to be absolved from the sentence of Excormunication by the
particular eldership and before the congregation where the
offenée is given." Rutherfurd and Henderson assented to this,
provided the words 'upon Examination! were added after satisfied.
This éounds 1ike Rutherfurd's insertion. More typically
Henderson's are two other offered insertions, "all who have

power and interest to be satisfied therewith" and " if, after
: T

‘excommunication, the signs of his repentance appsar”. The first

of these would have made the people's consent in excommunication g -

little more explicit. '""hat sins were worthy of excommnication,

'was next debated. The paragraphs on this were ordered much as

thoy stand in the Directory. Errors of judgement about points

1, Minutes of Westminster Assembly, 39-40.




" ss,

/ wherein godly men may differ and sins of infirmity "common
to the children of God" are not deemed worthy of excommunication.
Sins»publicLy "scandalbus must be visited with this penalty.
Two paperalon the matter of sins worthy of excommunication
occupied the Assembly's attention -- that of Marshall from the
cormittee of accoﬁmodation and that of Henderson and Rutherfurd.
The latter was more rigorous and gave the limit of thé Scots!
concessions, Hendersﬁn stated that if thle a;commodation
committee's paper were put into effect in the Directory, the
Church would have no means of suppressing any error. A last
dispute thereon broke out between'Nye and Rutherfurd. The former
méintained that excommunication was iﬁ reality only for impqnit-
Q;Oe and the sentence would only be valid in heavens if the sinner
showed no penitehce. Rutherfurd maintained that the Church
excommunicated chiefly for thelaiﬁ, as it was far too difficult to
: and heart. 1 .

know the mindnof the offender. The meaning of the minutes is
difficult, but he appears to state that the Church must proceed to
excommnication when sufficiently cohvinced of the sin of the
offender, not after having investigated his repentence or other-
wise. |

The Scots did not come to Westminster with a comple tely
ready made dogma of exXcormunication, for they had been living
under bishops in whom this power-was vested, and the First Book of

Discipline and the Book of Common Order were vagué, even slightly,

Erastian, on some points of the doctrine; the Second Book of

1. Ibid. 45.

i,
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/ Discipline, without any dogmatic, gmpowered the Fresbytery
to eEcommunicate. The First Book of Discipline was full of
reproof for the evlil administration of the law of the land.
"Because this accursed papistry hath brought in such confusion
into the world that neither was virtue rightly praised, neither
yet ?ice sévarely punished, the Kirk of God is compelled to
draw the Sword which of God she hath received." The power

of the spiritual sword, as far as the majog-offences of murder,
adultery, and civil crimes were concerned, was in the hands of

the Superintendent, who eventually gave to the neighbouring

ministers power of promulgatioh of sentence, though he himself

with the advice of his assessors passed the actual sentence.
The reference to the ministers was "so many as shall be thought
lawful for the publication of that sentence". But the guilty
person was allowed to appeal to the Magistracy; "Then.may the

sentence of excommnication be suspended till the magistrate be

required totry that cause" (Book of Common Order). If the
magistrate failed in his duty the church éas to proceed. Ais
the preamble to be read to the people stated " The civil sword
is in the hand of God's Magistrate who notwithstanding often
winks at such crimes" and the indictment of the unfortunate
offender who had escaped the civil sword included the charge
that he had " besides his crime corrupted the judges, the
revengers of the blood." On the other hand the trial and
acquittﬁl of the accused freed him from the sentence of
excommunication though not from discipline. It would seen

that a lesser power of excommunication for apostasy to Kome and

for grievous moral delinquency was granted, either to Suparin-

W
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/ -téndent or to a convened assembly of ministers and elders,
the latter appearing to be more a special court called for the
purpose than the specific FPresbytery. When in Melville's
hands the Presbyterian system became more developed, the power
of excommunication was pladed in the hands of the "common
'Assembly",bthe meeting of ministers and elders which afterwards
became the Presbytery. "It hath power to excommunicate the

obstinate" (Second Book of Discipline)‘Butithe Knoxian doctrine

with its implied validity of certain magisterial rights must

AL

have been considered as being through the Book of Common Order,
etill in practical effect. Noteworthy in the Knoxian standards

was the patient dealing with the offehder, even for heinous

offence which Henderson had stressed in his Government and

.Order and which Rutherfurd and Gillespie so ruthlessly discarded;
There was also a respect for the judgements of the civil power

in eriminal affairs, even when the Kirk'pplieved them faulty,
for he whom the law acquitted the Chufzyf;;rn but not condemn.‘
The new harsh dogma was to prevail in tﬂg bitter years of
Protesﬁor and Resolutioner,

This new dogma of summary procedure and ecclesiastical
exclusivism was the child of the afe. The Independents might
'repudiate 1t when applied in the ?resbytérian principle, as in
Assembly they did. But it had long been a practice in their
individual congregations and was to continue so in Yew Englsnd.
ihe form may'have been different, but members were cast out of
their churches whén they 'impeyfitently“ persisted in what

geem nowadays minor details of behaviour, as well as when they

fell into mortal sin and erroneous doctrine. Then they guve



O p—,

TP —

/ this power to the people they brought in the deadly

sin of the'pointing of the finger, and encouraged a self

righteous social ostracising of the offender. The older

‘Scottish doctrine had something of the Catholic tradition

in it. It was senfence of ecclesiastical outlawfry. But
its object‘Was to reclaim the sinner and summar;/procedure
was less 1likely to reclaim him than patient dealing.
Rutherfurd and Gillesp&e in constructing tﬂeir doctrine were

both influenced by, andreacting to,Independent thought, .In

effect the dogma was an attempt at practical apologetic.

Théy wished their own Church to be - at least visibly -~ a

pure Church to avoid Puritan reproach so they grasped at the
idealof 'casting out! and of doing it speedily for the good
of the church as much as for the good-of the sinner. Being

Presbyterians they enlarged the scope of this process, yet by
of

~denying popular assent, deprived the hideous act even the merit

of having been dictated by public opinio%;, As they would have
applied it and as their followers did, it was self righteous
arbitrary and cruel, IKnox too hﬁd the idea of a pure church,
but his directions are more concerned with the power of
punishment and discipline to regain the sinner. He was con-
cerned with crime, the Westminstar Directory with ‘Efror"

The Independent virus has entered the Fresbyterian blood stream
even when ité doctors think they are drawing it out. 1lr.

James Guthrie!the ardent.disé1p19~of Butherfurd and Gillespis
wrote a ﬁamphlet entitled the "Causes of God's Wrath." The

title sums up the doctrine.Excommunication passes from being

a sentence of punishment with reclamatory intention, to beings a
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/  purgafive instrument for the good of the church, finally

to being an insurance policy of a party deeming themselves

the godly, to assure present profit and future bliss. Its
users suffered, as Laud suffered, because laymen -could ill
abide thebecclesiaétical punishment or pilloryiﬁg of their
moral or political offences.

| On February 3rd, the Directory for Excommunication was

read and sent back to the Houses. On the ;th, the Independents
gave In their dissent to its being sent up and complained that,
.though drafted supposedly as an accormodation, the Directory
was far from being such, This was untrue.. The Scots had made
not a few concaséions. They hgd modified their insistence on
summary excommunication. A4s to who executed the sentence, they
allowed the word "eldership" to be substituted for "minister
and elders”, leaving ample room for Independent doctrine. The
ciauseé concerning admlission to preaching were omitted.‘ The
paragraph dealing with the act of excommunication mentions
'classical presbytery, eldership and congregation' but leaves
it an open question és to whom the power of it belongs. In .
the act of ébsolution, the presbytery is not mentioned. For
Rutherfurd, at least, if not for Hendsrson, these wers great
concessions. His doctrine here 111uminateé ruch of his later
eccleciastical politics. The main doctrine to which he und
Hender son both subscribéd waﬁ that excommunication was a
disciplinary censure for the good of the soul. The 'ubi =it!
of it had not rmuch troubled the earlier Reformers, nor does

Henderson in the "Government and Order " speculate much concern-

ing “it. Now for Rutherfurd it comes to be much mors a



e i il AL B i e A i L s L Amdtad- oot el P P

2?@!

/ jﬁridical sentence of Fresbytery, promulgated by the mihister.
Such a dogma was the inevitablé development of his early

denial of any actual popular consent 1ﬂ excommunicegtion. When

he accepted also the principle of summary procedure, he gave. a
highly arbitrary instrument into the Presbytery's hands. Bad
enough aprlied ecclesiastically, this principle was disastrous
when applied by analogy to civil affairs. The Act of the Classes
was exactly the legal adoption of a bad ecclgsiastical principls,
which there 1s not much doubt Warriston, who drafted 1t, got

from Gillespie and Rutherfurd. The Act also is an arbitrary and
summary exclusion by a Court (in thls case Parliament or the
Committee of Estates) from privileges, without due considération
of the fault punished., It was a grievous doctrine Rutherfurd came
to form in the years 1645-46, for it became one of the chief
causes which rent and destroyed the unity of the Church of
Scotland subsequent to the Engagement.

‘The Assembly now began to consider further aspects of the
jurisdiction of Church courts, in order‘that these might be
embodied in the final Directory for Church Government.
of "Appreals" was mooted and debated from February 10th - 17th.
The original proposition suffered little alteration desplte the

debate. . as printed in the Directory it runs, "It is lawful
| and agreeable to the ™ord of God, that there be a subordination
of Congregational, Classical, Provincial and National Assembliss
for the Government of the Church, that so apreals may be made

1
from the inferior to the superior respectively". Rutherfurd

1. Dirsctory for Church Government, (Edin. 1647.) p.l4.

The nature ' |

AV
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/ attacked this proposition when given in by'Stapton on

the graunds of 1its vagueness.- It 1limited the trial of a case
to the congregatiﬁnal court unless that case were transmitted
by appeal to a higher. But there were cases, e.g. heresy,
which were of great import to a province or a nation. Were
these to remain untried, if not dealt with by the inferior court
and carried, by appeal, to a higher? Care must be tak¥en not to
1limit the bringing of cases befofe:a compefgnt court., The
meaning and intention of "appeal" must not be narrowed to takiqg
a judged case from a lower to a higher court. (Aalthough no
qualifying clause was inserted'in this proposition, Rutherfurd's
argumenés so far prevailed that this matter was clarified in the
proposition on the power of Classical Assemblies, voted some
time in March or April, 1645. "It belongeth to Classical
Assemblies to take cognizance of causes omitted or neglected in
particular tongregations and to receive appeals from them.")
Sundry arguments against ‘'appeals' ensued. Bridge® held that a
case was not to be carried up by the appellant but by the judges,
if they found it too difficult. This -construed the Iresbytery
as merely an advisory body, and was rejected by the Assembly.
On the following days, 'appeals' were defended, from the law

of nature and from the subordinatioﬁ of Church c&urts already
proved. Rutherfurd, speaking of an Independent publicatio-,
sorrowed that, ""hen I read through that tfeatise of the Keys
of the Kingdom of Heavén, I thought it easy to lﬁboup for a

unjversal pacification”,., Herle conceivsd "it is 2 purt of our

— whd




/ unhiuppiness when we are upon disputation, we fall accormo-
dating and when accommodating then disputing." After February
18th, nb\fecord of the debaﬁe on  Appeals exlsts, but the propos-
ition-already cited passed into the Directory for Church Govern=-
ment, Vineé, on 3rd March, refers to it as ordered,

Rutherfurd again opens the debate for the Scots on "The
Power of Synods". As far as can be gathered from the minutes,l
some negative clause as to what Synods might not impose or édmmand, 4
was put forward, but on opposition by him and others, it was |
walved, It does not occur in the Directory, which simply states,
"These Assemblies have Ecclesiastical power and authority to
Jjudge and determine controversies of faith and cases of conscience
according to the Wbrd".2 , |

The report on the Power of Classical Assemblies was given
in on Mgrch 18th., Its first proposition, which in the Directory
deals mainly with the advisory powers of Presbytery in cases of .
conscience and doctrine easily satisfied all parties, fhe rest
was recommitted,

On 27th March, discussion on the power of the congregation
began. Nye gave in a paper, which covered all the old ground
of debate and Rutherfurd, who was always ready to pounce on XNys
whenever he presented argument ot report, charged him with the
folly of creating new debates. .Nye intended obstruction. The
Assembly countered, by asking the Independents to bring in their

'platform!' of government concerning particular congregfations.

It continued, undisturbed, with the debate. Baillie states that

1. Minutes of YWestminster Assembly, ©&4-66,
2. Directory of Church Government, p. 13.
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/ this was a manoesuvre to keep the Independents quiet and
that it succeeded as they were busy for seven weeks prepar;ng
their answer which the aAssembly after all did not purpose to
dabate:i\\The Independents knew this as well as Mr. Baillie and
were quiet because, knowing opposition in the dssembly to be
useless, they were trying by political maﬁoeuvring to achieve
what they could not gain by debate. |

On April 9th, Gillespie and Baillie reﬁhrned from Scotland
‘with the General Assembly's approval of the Directory for Tublic
. Worship. The next fortnight was spent in debate on 'particular
congregations', There 1s little record of Rutherfurd speaking.
Gillesple took over, to give him a well-earned rest. Yet it is
clearly Rutherfurd's doctrine of church unity and of separation,
Iaa expounded in the "Due Right", which finds expression in this
directory "of particular congregations”, How closely-this
directory follows his principles may be seen from the following
quotation from it:= : |

"If any person or persons in the congregation do not answer
his or their profession, but by open sin and wickedness cross
and deny it; or if there be a want of some officérs or a sinful
neglect of officers in the due execution of discipline; yet this
doth not make that congregation cease to be a Church; but .
requires that there be a supply of officers_which are wanﬁing;
~and a careful endeavour for the reformation of the offending
person or persons, and of negligent officers by just causes

according to the nature of the causse.

Comminion and membership in congregations thus constituted,

l. Baillie, 11, 266,
2. Directory for Church Government, P.7.
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/ notwithstanding the forementioned defects is not unlawful.

And to refuse or renounce membership and Church-communion, or to |

separate from Church-cOmmunion with congregations thus con-
stituted, as unlawful to be joined with, in regard of their
constitution, is not warranted by the Word of God.

Separd;ion from a Church thus constituted, where the
Governmenf is lawful, upon an opinion that it is unlawful,
and that therefore all the godly are also bound to separate
.from all éucﬁ Churches so constituted and governed, and to join
themselves to another Church of another Constitution and

Government is not warranted by the Word of God, but contrary
-‘— .
to 1t." 7

‘Gathering of Churches by the Independents from Presbyterian

Churches on the ground that the latter's government is unlgwful,
was explicitly forbidden in this directory. The complete
Directory for Church Government as has already been noted,

was sent up on 7th July. -

Meanwhile the Directory for Excormunication hud come before
the Houses. According to Shaw, it had been presented to them
in the fdrm‘of two paperg, by Dr. Burgesg =-- "The Humble A4dvice
of the Assembly of Divines now by Ordinuance of Parlisament
sitting at Westminster, concerning Excomrmnication” and "The
Humble Advice of the sald Assembly concerning a Directory for

1
admonition, excommnication and absolution.”

Owing to the
failure of negotiations at Uxbridge, these never rassed more
than the committee stage of the Houses. On Narch Sth, a

cormittee appointed for "Keeping the Sacraments pure' reported.

l. Shaw, History of English Church, p. 257.
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ift Their report soems to have been sent up to the Commons on

the 6th. On 10th March, an Qrdinance was read a first and
second t%m@ ~= "for the election and establishing of elders in
every con-gregation”., It was given to a committee of both
Househ, with a recommendation to consider specially the keeping
from the Sacrament of.the Lord's Supper of ignorant and scanda-
lous persons. On the 21st, the Commons debated the Ordinance
and referred it to the Assembly to express ﬁgrticulars of that
ignorance and scandal for which 1t considered persons ought to be
suspended.l Regarding this, a committee of issembly reported

to it oﬁ 24th March. The Commons decided (March 24th-27th) "that
there are ‘persons so ignorant and scandalous that they shall not
be admitted to the Sacrament of the ﬁord's Supper" and that a
person not having a competent measure of understanding concerning
God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, should not be admitted.
Particulars of the exclusory sins went to and fro between
Parliament and phe Assembly, till, on the 17th April, the House
adopted a fairly full list, including drunkards, swearers,
blasphemers, such as have not a competent measure of understanding
concerning the state of man by creation, redemption by Jesus
Christ etc. The Cormons added that examination and judgement of
such persons as should not be admitted for these scandals was to’
be.in the power of the eldership of every congregation. _ They,
however, appointed a highly Erastian committee to draft the
Ordinance giving afféct to this. Legislation passed in May fave

the eldership power to suépend for any scandal, "as is passed by

l. Minutes of Viestminster Assembly, 71.



/ = the vote 4f this House". A suspended person was en_abled
to appeal through the succession of Church courts to Parligment.
Writing |on 25th April, Balllie regrets this clause in the

ﬁrdinancefxbut states that the Scots were prepared to counsel

acceptance of the ordinance for the time being till the ecclesias

_ 1
-tical courts were fully erected. e are hopeful to make

them (Parliament) declare they mean no other thing by their
appeals from the National Assembly to a Parliament than a com=-

plaint of an injurious proceeding; which we¥never @id deny. "
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All the summer, a sub-committee of Parliuament, a committee
of the Assembly and:-the Assembly itself déalt exhaustively with
this matter, with occasional assistance from the Scots. During
these heated discussions, Coleman preached his famous Erastian
sermon on July 30th. Fiﬁally in the first weeks o? august,
there came the three petitions from the Assembly to the Houses
in which its mombers declared plainly their claim jurg divino
to suspend from the Sacrament any such aé they should judge to
be scandalous or ignorant. .They asserted that in this matter
the state had no power.

"For albeit there may be amongst learned and pious men
difference of judgement touching the particular kind and form
of ecclesiastical polity, and some particular parts and officers
thereunto belonging, yet In this one point there is a general

conéent, that as Christ hath ordained a government and

l. .Baillie, 11, 267.
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/ eovernors in His Church, In His name, and according to
His will to order the samo, so one special and principal
branch of that government is to seclude from ecclesiastical

communion such as shal} publicly scandalise and offend the

Church of God, that thereby being ashamed and humbled, they may

be brought to repentance and glorify God in the day of visitation!
' g
So runs the petition of August &th. It asserts the bond
of the Solemn League and Covenant as obligiﬁg them to uphold

this doctrine. The second petition was more exXplanatory and

~argumentative, pointing out that the Church was using no arbitrary

power and that this hower had already been granted to the Church
in other nations. '

"Only we crave leave to entreat you to consider that other
Christian states which are jealous of the encroachment of an
arbitrary power and very tender of their own just libertises,

have granted the full exercise of the power of censurefupto the

e
elderships of their Churches."

Baillie expresses the mind of the'Scots.on the whoéle situation,
"Ever since the Directory came out we have been pressing

for a power to hold all ignoraht and scandalous persons from the

table ; with nuch ado this was granted; but so as we be-hovad to

set down the points of knowledge the want wheréof should make one

ienorant,: upon this we agreed. But for the scandalous, when:

we had long essayed, we could not muke such an enumeration, but

always we'found more of the like nature which could not be ex-

rressaed; therefore we required to havelpower to exclude all

1. FPetition of Assembly,4th Aug,1645, from ﬁjtchall,ﬁjst.of“"est
Ass., 293-4,

2. Potition of Assembly, 8th ivg. 1645, from ibid. 299.
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/  scandalous as well as some. The general they would not
grant as including .an arbitrary and unlimited power. Our
a@vice was that they would go on to set up their Presbyteries
and Synods with so much power as they could get-and after they
were onz

e settled,then they might strive to obtain their full

due power.' But the Synod (the Assembly) was in another mind;

~and after divers falr papers at last they framed a4 most

zealous, clear and peremptory‘one wherein *they held out plainly
the Church's divine right to keep off from the Sacrament all e
who are scandalous; and if they cannot obtain the free

exercise of that power which Christ hath given them, they will
lay down their cﬁarges, and rather chooseﬁall afflictions than

l}l
to sin by prorhaning the Holy table.

Before 1640, the English Presbyterians were stigmatised

by the Independents as submissive and Erastian. ' Now the

position has altered. The Independents seek Farliamentary
support; the Pfssbyterians have bgéome truculently anti-
Erastian, even procaediné further than their Scottish educators
in assertion of the jus divinum of Fresbytery. It is not even
the politic advice of Henderson and Baillie that they are
prepared to embrace, but the miiitant doctrines of "The Divine
Right of Church Government" and of "Aaron's Rod Blossoming."
The Subsequent Parliamentary debates on excommunication,
its means, method and material Cauéeslnaed not be followed here,
These lasted from August 1645 to March 1646, During most of

the time, the Assembly was busy forrulating the Confession of

l. Baillie, 11, 307.
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/  TFaith, but were in constant negotiation with Farliament
concerning Excommunication. Sometimes on the verge of
concession, Parliament would change and revoke their decision,
In October they issued an ordinance and immediately recalled
it. The City of London presented, through its aldermen, a
petition drgwn up by its nﬁnispers in suprort of the Assembly's
démands. Parliament lost its temper and returned a sharp:
answer. The Scots all this time, as farbas they could,
encouraged the ﬁesembly to insist on their demands. 1In January,?
the City again petitioned. The policy of the importunate
wiéow'took some effect, for the House passed a series of.
Rgsolutions, éxtending the list of excommunicable offences and
appointing civil Commissioners to try such in every province,
before notifying the offender t§ the eldership. The Resolu=-
fions dismayed Scots, City and Assembly-alike. A final Or-
dinance passed both Houses by 14th Murch, "for keeping of
scandalous persons from the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper,
the enabling of congregations'for the choice of elders and
supplying of defects in former ordinances, and directibns

of Parliament concerning Church government. Baillie thus

1 &
describes the Ordinance.

"They have passed an Ordinance, not only for appeal from

_tha General “ssembly to the Parliament, for two ruling elders,

for one minister in every Chqrch meeting, for no censure
except in such particular offences as they have enumsrated;

but also, which vexses us most, and against which we have been

l. Baillle, 11, 3E7.
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/ labouring this month bygone, 4 Court of civil Commissioners
in every county, to Iwhom the congregational elderships must
bring all cases not enumerated, to be reported by them, with
their Jjudgment, to the Parliament or their committée..iececcese
This'troubl%s us all exceedingly, . the whole Assembly and
ministrf over the kingdom, The body of the City is much
grieved with 1t, but how to help it we cannot toll."

The atmosphere was all the more tense ﬁecause in the
Assembly itself the divines were debating the chapter in the
Confession on the Autonomy of the Church, "That Jesus Christ,
as King and Head of the Church has appointed an ecclesiastical
government in His Church in the huand of Church Officers,
distinet from civil government“. Coleman, sick unto death as he
was, was waging lonely warfare for Erastian principles against
the combined forces of Rutherfurd, Gillespie and many of the En-
glish Fresbyterians.

The Assembly's retort to the Ordinance was a Fetition,
chiefly agginst its approintment of Commissioners to judge of
scandals. The Petition asks, " that tg:fgigershiPSSolely may
be sufficiently enabled to keep back such as are notoriously
scéndalous from the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper" and affirms
that it expressly belongs to the elders "™y divine right and
by the will and appointment of Jesus Christ and that by the

help of superior Assemblies, alllinconvgﬁiences feared fron
1
maladministration are prevented.," Parliament voted the

Tetition a breach of privilege. sent deputies to acqualint the

Assembly with their decision, and gave in to it certain queries

l. NMitchell, Hist. of Westminster Assembly, 305.
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/ regarding the jus divinum of Church government. These

latter concerned the divine right of the Presbyterian system =----

-congregatijnal eldership, Presbytery, synod, national Assembly,

and appeals' to these or through them. The divines immediately
proceedad to answer them;. Their consideration really completed
the debate on the question of the Autonomy of the Church, which
had languished since Coleman's death. The actual propositions
stating it weére passed on 7th July, embodie&lin chapter XXX of the

Confession, but never sanctioned by Parliament. The Commons,

however, modified their Ordinance by removing their Commissioners

so that the Assembly became more normal in atmosphere. The
queries, though answered by the Assembly, were never embodied in
any formal document. They found expression in the "Jus Divinum
Regiminis Ecclesiastici", composed by the ministers of London.

~ No more detalled account of the Erastian controversy need be
given at present than is necessary for the outlining of
Rutherfurd's part in it. On 7th July, the Assembly passed the
Paragraphs asserting the Autonomy of £hé Church, and the right
of administering discipline, in no small measure encouraged
thereto by the eloquence of Rutherfurd, Gillesple and VWarriston.
In theory and in practice, however, many of its members admitted
qualifications in the complete severance between Church and Etate.
Though they were at one in assorting the headship of Christ, there
were many divergences as to how far the state could intervene in
affairs ecclesiastical, and how much' the Church should suffer it
to do. Even .the Scots showed some differences. Gillespie and

Rutherfurd are the most diehard of the unti-Erustians; Henderson

is a little more moderate; Baillie, as 1a_tef events showed, was

i
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i the moét complaisant of the four. Again a certain
section of the London ministers were more anti-Erustian than
the Presbyterians of the country. It is a mistake to think
that the I%dependentslheld much of the Erasflan standpoint. The
debate on Chapter XXX of the Confession shows that they too had
differences of opihion. Nye was nearest to the Erastians, but
in many ways the alliance of the Independents with the Erastians
was like that of the Fharisees and Sadduceé;; a cormon enemy
was the only bond. The Independents voted in favour of the
separateness of ecclesiastical from civil government as expressed
in the first proposition of Chapter XXX of the Confession,
Liehtfoot onlys voting against.l . Other propositions in favour

of Church censures, formed in answer to Parliament's queries as to
2

- what was ¢6f divine right, found Independent support. One may

say that Coleman was the most whole-hearted Erastian, and that
Lightfoot only a less violent supporter. Gillespise and
Rutherfurd are the absolute anti-Erastians, Between thése
antagonists were many varisties of opinion, though political
circumstances forced their possessors to take one side dr the
other. The Independents, in the fingl vote, on the severance of
the two jurisdictions, had to step over and vote, not with

ILightfoot, but with the Scottish Commiaéionersﬁ“'

1. 1itchell, linutes of West. Ass., 252.

2. 1Ibid, 255-256.
3, Vid e d.clald::omil hole P.921.
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LEX REX,
I.
"Lex Rex" was published anonymously in London in 1644, "By
Authority." Rupherfurd‘s authorship never seems to have been
questioned,and whether or not he wrote itpg, Ih I66I he would have

been hanged fop it. Row, in his"Life of. Blair" gives an account

of its production. He tells us that when Rutherfurd had written a

part of "Lex Rex", he submitted it to Blair for criticism.

Blair dissuaded him from publishing it on the ground that such a sub -

jeet was fit only for Jurisconsults and lawyers. He accepted

Blair's advice for a time. "But shortly thereafter, being at London

one of our Commissioners to the Assembly of Divines, Lord
Wariston, did again yoke him to that work and (agivas thought)
did not only assisﬁnﬁut did wholly complete and finish that work,
anno. 1645",

An interesting fact is to be gathered from Row's statement.
As Maéwell{s book, "Sacro-sancta Regum Majestas™, to which "Lex
Rex" wias a'reply, was publiéhed éfter Rutherfurd came to London,
it follows that some of Rutherfurd's work must have been written
before it appeared, with some different objective. Internal
evidence supports this conjecture. Ruestions 28-37 deal with
the "Lawfulness of Defensive Wars" and with the practigval case of
the Scots teking up arms against Charles. The writers contro-
verted in this portion are Ferne, Arnisaeus and Barclay. There
are only two ret'erences to Maxwell. The first of these &ppears
half way through Chapter 29, and comprises from the middle of it
to the end; -

the next occurs in Chepter 33 from the middle to the
£. R&W, " Lire of Blair® P. 3685,
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/ end. The argument of these insertions (for they are obviously

appended loosely to earlier materials) is supplementary to the
preceding thought of these chapters. In this portion (Question
28-37) Barclay and his partyare referred to as "“"Royalists" -
_Royalists say, Royalists aver &——-+ In other parts of the "Lex
Rex" the reference is to the "Popish Prelate" and his assertions
~are interwoven, interspereed and refuted throughout. It therefore
appears thét Ratherfurd, before going to Englaﬁﬁ and on the
occasion of the Covenant, had taken up his pen in justification of te
| the Scots waging Fo"defensive war" This teeatise is embodied in
the portion of "Lex Rex" specified. He probably laid aside this
work, acting on Blair's counsel. The coldssal learning shown in
the whole treatise could also hardly have been acquired in the few
months bétween the publication of Maxwell's treatise and that of
"Lex Rex.'" The date of the nucleus on "Defensive Viars" is f@iher
fixed by two things. The whole ten clpters or it resound with
fury at the "bloody Irish." It is obviously written after Argyll's
publication of the Earl of Antrim's'papers which had revealed
Charles's secret dealings with the Irish (late May, 1643). Even
direct reference to this occurs. - "The King hath now made a
cessation with the bloody Irish." ® All references to the Cessation
deal with proposed landings of Irish which suggests that the
treatise was written while negotiations were going on. The whole
pamphlet was in support of Argyll's policy, and is further dated
by the fact that it begins by defending him indirectly against

1 "Lex Rex" 1065. The citations throughout are from the
1843 edition.

-
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/ the charge of wishing to depose Charles. Montrose at this time
was becoming loud in sach éharges. - The facts therefore point to
the summer of.1643 for the penning of the tractatgén "Defensive Viars
It was probably written during the negotiation of the "Solemn League
and Covenant," but perhaps before it was signed; at least the
reference to treaties with England given in its last Chapter makes
no mention of the "Solemn League;" The purpose of the pampllet was
to strengthen the desire in the people for a defensive alliance
with the English Parliament against Charles. (As these chapters
of "Lex ﬁex" form a separate entity it is: proposed to deal with them
as such and entitle this nucleus "befensive wars.") In the
"Defengive Wars" Rutherfurd deals with an immediate practical issue.
He has to justify on defensive grounds what may militarily be an
offensive war. He finds it difficult to distinguish between the
defensive and the offensive war, so finally concludes that as far
as the Scots were concerned their intention is defensive, though
their military action may be offensive. To such an action many
were lukewarm and not a few were hostile. 1 To convert the
tormer and confute the latter was the object of the pamphlet?“
II
It is an incendiary pliece of fireworks,s?&rk“ng with fury,
smouldering and

-filled with a _venomous antipathy towards the "bloody Irish and
barbarous cut-throats," ridiculing with a savage irony Charles's
prerogative, his promises and his prudence. Small wonder it is

that his son sought the author's head. Fear of an Irish invasion

1, Robt., Baillie's Letters, II, 102.
2, Vide Addiho“dlrmfe,p.Qﬁﬂ.
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/ (many of his friends had suffered crﬁelly in the Ulster Rising)
weighed cogently with Rutherfurd as a reason for resistance to
Charles and an alliance with England. Charles' treating with the
Irish is subjected to constant vituperation; "No second Ulster
here" is the burden of his outcry. The tragic fate of Montrose's
Irish troops showed that his countrymen shared Rutherfurd's opinion ﬂ
of them; The King's prerogative is an accursed thing. "The man
who isaking may command an idolatrous and superstitious worship,
send an army of cut-throats against them because they refuse that
worship?QQmay imprison, deprive, confine, cut the ears and slit the
and wrife

noses, and burn the faces of those who speak and preachhthe truth
of God}-nthe man I say in these acts is a terror to good works -
an encouragement to evil." 1 The King's promises are ironically
: metaphysically eubtle '
mocked. "He hath aﬁpiercing faith in miracles, who believeth that’
armed Papists shall defend the religion of Protestants." 2 ngggkungs
coming with armed men into the House of Commons to demand the five
members is very symbolical.:.-—His coming to Hull with an army saith
not he had no errand there, but to ask what it was in the clock.'rs
Of the Rpyal prudence-and wisdom Rutherfurd has little appreciation.
Charles is "a Kiné overawed by bloody Papists" and "forced to com-
-mand an. unjust ﬁar." 4

The preacher in Rutherfurd regérded the war primarily as a

crusade though he spends nine of ten chapters vindicating it &s a

def'ensive war. Strangely enough he dismisses as unworthy one of

1l ."Lex Rex" 145 . 2 "Lex Rex" 165.
3 "Lex Rex" 165 A4 "Lex Rex" 140.
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/ the strongest practical arguments for his case, namely, that

Charles having conquered Englend would undoubtedly furn on

Scotland, and should be resisted now. His chief argument is this.
It is my Christian duty to help my neighbour when he is fallen

into sore straits through misfortune or through his own sins.

Most certainly I am to help if I am asked, even if I am not asked,
nay even if he refuseg my help; for he says, "if a neighbour

nation be jealous of our help and in a hostile way should oppose us -Be
/e;} helping .(which, blessed be the Lord, the honourable houses of |
the Parliament of Fngland hath not doné??‘though malignant spirits
tempted them to such a coufse) what, in that case, we should owe

to the efflicted members of Christ's body, is a case may be
determined easily." 1 It is the argument of a Crusader. For

him the answer was Crusade and invade. The war was doubly blessed,
for England being rescued not only from tyranny, but also from the
damnation of Episcopacy, would be brought to the salvation of the
Presbyterian faith.

He insists, however, that the war being waged is a defensive

war since both Scots and English are resisting a King, who, if not

a tyrant, haa certainly committed acts of tyranny; With the
exception of those dealing with the immediate issue, all the
arguments legal, moral and Scriptural which Rutherfurd uses in
"Defensive Wars“ are those which had already been used and abused

in the controversial pamphlets of the Rishops' War. The best
summary of these is John Corbet's "Uhgirding of the Scottish

Armour"?'which is an answer to "the Information for Defensive

-1 "Lex Rex" 188. S
3, Uide aclditional hote, p-o25.
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/ Arms" drawn up by the Covenanters in 1639, and embodies it in

a word-for-word reply. Rutherfurd's work is a more impassioned,

but also more scholarly, treatment of all this former apologetic

for defence.

Briefly he deems Charles may be resisted in the present case
because he has acted as a tyrant, impelled thereto by bal advice.

Iie has broken his coronation oath to defend the Irotestant religion

and govern peaceably in its interests. Ilie hes acted unconstitu-
-tionally in raising an ammy and declaring war without consent of

Porliament. In this the Scot is at one with the Engliéh Common

lawyeyr in the interpretation of their repeclive constitulions

But there is an interesting difference. Rutherfurd would not have

admitted Ship-~lioney as a cause for armed resistance. He writes,

"I woula ot) think it fit easily to resist the King's unjust

exactors ol customs or tribute ..... It is better to yield in a

matter of goods than to come to afms, for of sinless evils we may
choose the least." 1 _ This may be typical, for Scotland had no
John Ball, Jack Cade or Wat Tyler.

Hie more general juristic argument for defensive war is as

follows. Danger to & people's life and religion is alone

considered ground for reéistance. Charles by his actions Lad put

both in jeopardy. Self defence is a natural law which a people

must obey. (It will be seen later that he mekes a great use of

the distinctions of Aquinas - or rather of his pupils - "Lex

Naturalis", the law of nature; "Jus gentium", the law of nations;

1l "Lex Rex" 1l4l.
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/ "Jus positivum" or "civile", positive law, or the law of a Kingdon,
in expogg?ing his theories. Here also he uses them. The right
of resistance as already shown 1is defended because Charles has
broken some of the positive laws of his Kingdom.) Of self defence
he writes, "It were a mighty defect in Providence to man if dogs
by nature may defend themselves against wolves, bulls against
lions - if man, in the absence of the lawful magistrates, may not
defend himself against unjust violence." 1 The Christian action te

under danger to life and religion should be to try supplication

next to essay flight, finally to resist to the death. Scotland

had tried the first; thg second was impossible; the third only

was left. Withal in the case of suaden.inroad, the third only may

be possible; "If the King send an Irish rebel to cast me over the

bridge and drown me in a water, I am to do nothing - but nature and
the law of self defence warranteth me to horse him first over thgfk%%

and then consult how to defend my self at my own leisure." 2

Rutherfurd was not without humour. e sees also a Breach of the

Law of nations (Jus Gentium) in the Irish Treaty. In the "De Jure

Belli et Pacis'" Grotins had allowed resistance to & monarch who sold

his Kingdom. The Irish Treaty was such an action on the part of

Charles, and he points out that even royalist protagonists like

Barclay, Ferne and Arnisaeus allow resistance in this case.

With regard to the civil or positive laws of a Kingdom it is

stated that the people may resist either King or Parliament in

acts which are contrary to these, presumably in acts against the
1l "Lex Rex" 163.
2

"Lex Rex" 165.
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/ life and liberty of a people or detrimental to the principles
of Common Law. "Obedience is relative to a precept, and it is
menservice to obey a law not because it be good and just, but

upon thié formal motive, because it is the will of a mortal man
W oYe
L] l

to command it. Thus, in war, "the subjects must lookﬂto the

causes of the war m==2 than the authority of the King." 2. This

is the plea of the conscientious 6bjector, yet Rutherfurd's party
in the Act of Classes had little sympathy for those who looked to
the cause of the war rather than the authority of the Kirk.
The moral and Scriptural arguments of his case are those
which were handled mercilessly by both sides in the pamphleteering
of' the Bishopsg War, indeed those which are still torn end tor-
-tured by thé pacifist and his opponent. To Rutherfurd there is
no virtue in suffering 'per se', Self flagellation is by no
means the essence of sainthood. Ausolute submission to evil men
was commanded to Christ alone. "God hath not said to me in any
moral law, 'be thou killed, tortured, beheaded,' but only 'be
thou patient, if God deliver thee to wicked men's hands, to suffer
these things'" S Resistance must be of'fered to those who work
evil, for evil is not God's will, Flight is only a negative
form of resistance. VWar is evil, but participation in a
righteous war is not a sin.
Neither passive resistance nor violent resistance is
incompatible with Scriptural teaching, but as he denies that man

is ever commended to suffer needlessly, he throws all the weight

l. "Lex Rex" 15
2 "Lex Rgx“ iég

"Lex Rex" 141
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/ of his argument and exegesis against the doctrine of passive
resistance as the sole Christian weapon against tyranny. David

and équl, Elijah and Ahab, Jeremiah as a non-resistier, Uzziah gnd
the priests all the Scripture arguments for either side which
had appeared in the pamphlets of the Bishop's Var are examined,
used or discarded with an exegesis which 1is often just and pene-

-trating, but sometimes casulstic. Here, and this 1s sirange in

a Seventeenth Century Divine, Rutherfurd does not depend chiefly .
on Scripture arguments, or at least argument 1rom Scripture

practice. He writes, "Practice in Scripture is a narrow rule

of faith." 1 Jeremiah's counsels had little to do wiih the

present case. His exegesis in the political is nuch freer than

in the ecclesiastical tractaté.

Corbet, in his "Ungiirding of the Scottish Armour," head
claimed that the Covenanters could only depend on 0ld Testament
argument, not on the New Teslament. VWWithout dealing with

matters still controversial, it may be said that Rutherfurd

sattacks pacifism based on a narrowed New Testament ethic as
violently as he supports the right of resistance iromn Cld and

New alike. He holas with the Calvinist of his age that Christ's

non-resistance was a special case, and that the general import
of His teaching in this matter is aimed at forbidding revenge

for injury and insult, not at preventing resistance to evil and

e
LD

evildoers. So also he interprets the teaching of Paul an

—
-

The obedience to rulers commanded in Romans xiii h

1l "Lex Ekex" 179.
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/ onlyto those who are a terror to evil doers, and Charles was a

terror to the good. The pacifist and non-resister shut their

eyes to the present evil case. He cannot see why "Protestants

dh
ink@;ngl should remain in their houses unarmed

while the Papists and Irish come to them armed, and cut their
throats, and spoil and plunder at will," 1 any more than the
majority of men in 1940cpghiaeé why the German; should do the
same. Non-resistance seemed the surest way ;f encouraging
tyranny, forging bondage, and intehsifying evil.

Dealing with the Fathers who support nin-resistance,
Rutherfurd's main retort is that they are men and tallible
(Tertu}ian was & heretic) He balances their authority with that
- of the reformed teachers - Calvin, Beza and Buchanan - who
support his cause. He is hardly accurate in this, and notice-
-ably gives no verbal citations, for early reformed tradition
had leant to passive resistance, even in Calvin, though he
qualifies obedience to the King by "as far as God's law will
pezm_it. &

In the "Defensive Wars" Rutherfurd shows himself a zealous
partisan of Argyll. He is & Scotusman and a scholsr, but a
Scotsman before he is a scholar, for his burning love of liberty
makes him twist arguments to suit his case that a scholarly
reason could hardly approve. Sometimes he is himself aware
of it; sometimes, as in dealing with Jeremiah and the Fathers,

his case simply breaks down. Strictures on Monarchy appear in

1l "Lex Rex" 1568.

L
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/ Major, Boece and Buchanan, but these are largely academic. No
Scotsman, with perhaps the exceﬁtion of Knox, had, till the time
the hQefensive Wars'" was penned, been 80 fervent in defence of
liberty or so virulently outspoken in criticism of a reigning

monarch. "To me, obedience passive,is a chimera, a dream, and

'repugnantia in adjecto.' " 1

IIT "

When Rutherfurd arrived in England he found himself in the

midst of the controversy centring round the doctrine of the

Divine Right of Kings. Pamphleteer, poet and Prelate were all
embroiled. The pens of Prynne, Milton and Rochester were &=l

equally acid. In such a controversy the author of the "Defensive
Vars'" needed little iﬁstigation from Wa%&ston or anyone else 1o
join. His pen must'have itched. The publication in 1644 of
the.“Sacro sancta Reéum Majestas" of John Maxwell, Bishop ot
Ross, was what made it scratch, more literally screech, for
Maxwell was a bishop, &an “apostaté,” a Royalist, and being these
- worst of all a Scotsman. Maxwell's work is a vindicative
reiteration of all the monarchist tenets and a pungent attack on
the Covenanters. It is a catalogue of the argument of all the
writers on Divine Right, showing a certain ability of thought

as well as of vituperation. It may have been felt that a
scotsman was needed to answer a Scotsman, and Wariston "yoked"
_Rutherfurd to the work, if indeed he needed any yoking.

There is no reasonable ground for supposing that Wariston

1 u
Lex Rex" 155,
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/ actually finished the work. It is all in Rutherfurd's style

and an obvious answer to Maxwell in which his first work on
"Defensive Wars" is embedded 'in totd with little effort to link

it up with what comes before or after, Chapter 43 has a multitude

of references to Scottish acts of Parliament. These are all

from Sir John Skéne‘s "Acts of Parliament" published in 1597.-

-

Wariston would have this with him in London bound up with subse-

-quent printed Acts of Parliament (from which there are also

citations). Some of the quoted Acts, mostlyéf James V, and the

minority of James VI, give somd authority for the limitation of

others would take a very strained inter-
-pretation to support any such meaning.

the royal prerogative;

Wariston was not above
a very far-fetched interpretation of the law when it suited his

ends, but Rutherfurd's scholastic training allowed him to turn

the most seeming inconsistency to suit his case. Whether the

interpretation ot the Acts is Rutherfurd's or Variston's is not

evident. One may choose between the Jesuitical lawyer and a

hair-splitting Divine. The close connection between the two 1is

apparent. It
n~

is likeliest that Skene's “Acts of Parliament"
e
was“Wag@aton's possession.

With the actual writing he had
little to do.

"Lex Rex" may have been an instrument of policy as well as
of' propaganda. It was penned and published at the time of the-

negotiations between Charles and the Parliament et Oxford and

Uxbridge in 1644 and 1645; which clearly showed the influence

(AR
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/ of the Scottish Presbyterians. The Proposals demanded a

-~

reformation of religion according to the Covenant, a prescription

of the King's supporters, the nomination by Parliament to all

places of\igpgytance‘in army and navy. These were largely

" drawn up by Wariston, who obtained the consent of the Scottish
Parliament to them, and when finally presented to Charles in
1645 (January) at Uxbridge, were rendered more severe by deman-
~ding the King's taking of the Covenant and assent to the new

ate

Directory of Public Worship. "Lex Rex" is a justification in:

political theory of all these demands and impositions.

When the final demands were made on Charles, Waﬁiston was in
Scotland attending the Parliament and Assembly 6f January, 1645,
Left behind to negotiate for the Scots.were Lauderdale, Loudon
and Henderson. Argyll and Wag;ston may have suspected the
'politique' in Lauderdale and the temporiser in Loudon and been
determined to let Charles know the real political tempef of the
Scottish nation or -of the Covenanting party in it. Charles is
reputed to have read "Lex Rex". If he did, it is not to be
marvelled at that he broke off negotiations with the party which.
sponsored it. Were these negotiations ever meant to succeed?
The Scots-might‘have'supported Charles if he had abandoned

Episcopacy, but "Cromwell in allowing and even aiding them to

influence the character of the terms was well aware that their

ecclesiastical policy put an insuperable bar in the way of

peace." 1 Now the King was made aware oif a greater bar., If

1 Cambridge, Mod. Hist., Vol. IV 327.
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/ "Lex Rex" voiced the feelings of the Scottish people all his

princely prerogatives and privileges were to be utterly denied

and dissolved. Did Argyll, who now largely controlled the

destinies of the ScottisH State, wish, any more than Cromwell,

that the negotiations should succeed? He was loath to relin-

-quish the power he had obtained, and a Scotland which supported

Charles would be one ruled by a& Hamilton or a Montrose. Was

"Lex Rex'" published to show that temporising o; even yielding

on the ecclesiastical question alone was an insufficient con-

-dition of Scottish support? ' The time of a peace negotiation

wes hardly thé.time to publish an anti-monarchist treatise.
The close connection between Argy;l‘s policy &and the

"Tefensive Wars" has been seen. He sponsored a democratic

policy for ends as yet unfathomed. ‘Rutherfurd was a democrat

sincerely and from no personal end. The date of Montrose's

letter on "Sovereign Power" is uncertain, but the apostrophe

at the end is significant.

"And you great men - if any such be among you so
blinded with ambition - who aim so high as the Crown - And
thou, seditious preacher, who studies to put the sovereignty
in thg people's hands for thy own ambitious ends - as being
able, by tﬁy wicked eloguence and hypocrisy, to infuse into
them what thou pleasest - know this, that this people is
more incapable of sbvereignty than any other known.

Thou
art abused like a pedant by the nimble witted nobleman." 1

1 Buchan,"Montrose“, P 4o6.




/ Rutherfurd was of all the Scottish clergy the most

notorious for reputedly anti;monarchiat tenets. Montrose
certain%y had him in view in this passage, and it is guite
conceivable that he had at least heard of the original treatise
mentioned by Row.  He believed that the Clergy were preaching
democracy for their own ends and that Argyll was behind it.

One wonders if Argyll subsidised the publication of "Lex Rex"

or was the cause of s0o many copies being in the hands of the
ministers at the General Assembly of 1645. Guthry:> writes that
every member of the Assembly "had in his hand that book lately

e _Sktuffed with posibions tha€ ia tone

published by Mr Samuel Rutherfurd which was so idolised that ok
of peace and ovdev wWould have peen judded Adamnable trepsons, V

whereas. Buchanan's Treatise was looked upon as an oracle, this
wevenow N
coming forth, it wes slighted as not anti-monarchical enough and
Rutherfurd's "Lex Rex" only thought authentic." 1 The sincerity
of the reformer has unfortunately been often made to serve the
ends.ofrthe politician. The publication of "Lex Rex" may have
been an influencing factor, if a minor oné, in Charles' decision
to break off the negotiations and follow_the path whic@led him
to the scaffold.

The treatise was reissued in 15648 under a differen% title,
"The Rre-eminence of the Electiovéf Kings." The sheets asre the
samé as the edition of 1644; only the title is changed. This
reissqe was during the negotiations with Charles at the time of

the Engagement. The intention may have been to make clear to

Charles the conditions on which he could have the undivided

1 Guthrie "lemoirs" 174‘.8 ed oy 77

-
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/ support of the Scottish nation. It was again reissued in

1657 as a "Treatise of Civil Polity." This time Cromwell, not

Charles, was the arbitrary tyrant. The "Humble Petition and

Advice" of 1657 embodied a newscheme of government. The

"Treatise of Civil Polity" was put forth in relation to it to

show\that'the same political maxims held good for Protector and
Monarch alike.I

The literary cause of "Lex Rex" was the 'Sacro-sancta Regum

Majesteas.' Along with Wedderburn, Maxwell was the most inveterate

>
Episcopalian in the Bishop$z party. In 1631 he had preached a

sermon on the 'jus divinum' of Episcopacy which was repudiated

even by the Bishops themselves. In the liturgical changes

sponsored by Charles and Laud he was leading negotiator and in

some respects instigator. Arminian as he was he hed an

absolutely determinist and fundamentalist doctrine of divine

right as applied to Episcopacy and the Kingship. He expounded

the latter in the 'Sacro-sancta' in 1644 and the former in the

"Burden of Issachar," 1646. Exile gave acerbity to his pen;

it may be kind to attribute an unwholesome sycophantic note to

his poverty or to the rashion of the age. His first work is

more or less an expansion of the doctrine of the Divine Right

of Kings put forth by James VI in the "True Law of Free
Monarchies" with more intellectual sincerity and pertinence,

for James was a Calvinist and could find in a fundamentalist
interpretation of Scripture some so0lld grounds for his doctrine.

"Tex Rex" was the answer to Maxwell and suffers from this fact.
1, \ide behbgraphy,|3,946.
3 Vide Hddit{oh&f hofe o 928.




- 819,
/ Vihole passages are a word for word refutation, and construction

and thought thus lack sometimes coherence. But deeper thinking

and a fiercer faith shine everywhere despite prolixity, casuistry
and scholasticism..

v
The s urces of Rutherfurd‘e political doctrine will be

examined 'caiamo currente' as they appear in his work, A word
may be added here regarding hié Scottish predecessors in this

field. What approximated to a democratic tradition did exist

in scholastic and reformed thought in Scotland. Boece, Major,
* Lindsay, Knox,Buchananand Rutherfurd manirest a clear line of

continuity. The Kingship established by Bruce was "a limited

monafchy based on the will of the feudal community and conditioned
in ils exercise by the concurrence and consent of the community.“l
Thie theory 1s implicit in the works of all these men and had

indeed become almost a commonplace of scholastic political theory
as aeveloped by Aquinas, Aeglidius Romanus, and late byCusanus,

Gerson, Williem of Occam and Marsiglio of Padua. In Boece,

this theory is imposed on the fanciful history of prehistoric

Scotland., Parlismentary speeches are inserted verbatim, and&maUy

fictitious instances of_the deposition and Parliamentary control
of the Xonarchy abound. The Celtic Monarchy, however, was
elective. Major is a liberal historian in & truer sense of
the word. “"The staunch champion of Mediaeval constitutiohalism"
Mackinnon calls him.. Dicta illustrating this occur everywhere

1l Mackinnon, "Constiutional Hist. of Scotland,' 190.

.,
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"It pertains to the Three Estates in any matter
of extreme difficulty to deal with doubtful matters affecting the

/!

/ in his work.

Kingdom and on occasion for good and sufficient reason to depart

from the common law." 1 The Three Estates alone have power of
emergency taxation. "The power of the King depends on the whole
people and they may depose him for worthlessness and elect

another." <

His distrust of the populace is still mediaeval and
aristocratic. "It is from the people, and most of all from the

chief men and nobility who act for the common people, that Kings

have their institution." © This is feudal constitutionalism,

and in fact the Estates, when not the register of the will of a

strong King 1like James I or IV, was often the tool of a noble
faction.

Yet Major writes: '"There is absolutely no true

nobility, but virtue and the evidence of virtue, that which is

commonly called nobility is naught but a windy thing of human

devising." 4 All this was capable of further development, as

developed it was by his pupils, Knox and Buchanan.

The "satiric rage" of Sir David Lindsay is a thing apart in

=

@

sense from political theory, but his hatred of injustice, his

sympathy with the poor and his unsparing castigation of social

evil make him the most truly democratic of all, neither Knox

nor Rutherfurd excepted. John the Common-Veal may feel his

satire, but he has his entire sympathy.

Knox and Buchanan were pupils of Major. The same political

bias appears in their histories as in his, but it was Buchanan
1l John Major "Hist. of Greater Britain, S.H.S." 243.

2 John Major,"Hist. of Greater Britain, S.H.S." 214.
3. John Major,"Hist. of Greater Br%gain, S.H.%.“ 215.
4 John Major,"Hist. of Greater Britaln, S.H.S." 46.
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/ who 1rirst elaborated it in‘a work of political theory, the 'De
Jure Regni apud Scotos'. Buchanan's theory of the Brigin of the
State is a scholastic blend of Aristatle and Aquinas. Men
have the instinct to association implanted by nature or rather by

God. Self interest as a contributory cause is admitted (& more
’ typical renaissance thought), but by itself it might rather
dissolve than kecep social unity. The medicingl element essential
to_a state's continuous existence is justice which is to be
mainteined by laws rather than by kings. The king is the
servant_of the law whose creator is the. people acting through a
council of representatives chosen from all classes. The body
of judges and not the king is the interpreter of the law. The
duty of the latter is to set an example of virtuous living. The

tyrant is characterised and castigated mercilessly and resistance

andtyrannicide are both commended. Buchanan uses many of the

arguments against passive resistance already noted in the

paven

"Difensive Wars." His exposition of Romans xiii is identiesl
[=)

witir Rutherfurd's. The theory engendered by Cusanus and
Marsiglio that the relation between the king and the people is of
the nature of a contract is established. The people grant the
hereditary exercise of power only on the condition that justice
is done and the law administered. If the king breeks this
condition, the people may depose him. But here Buchanan stops.
'ho exactly are to depose the King? Who shell judge him? Vh

what

must be done if many subjects aid him in a bad cause? These are
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/ all left unanswered - and these were realities Rutherfurd had

to face. Buchanan himself admits that much of which he writes

is speculation. The "De Jure" is a Ciceronian essay in good, if

pedantic Latin, but while the hand is that of the Renaissance

scholar, the voice 1s that of a mediaeval schoolman. There is no

thought or mention of the individual rights of the people.

Nevertheless, by his sturdy assertion of the democratic principle
in Government, even if he fails to show how it could be made a

‘working principle, Buchanan is the political ancestor of

Rutherfurd.  He dedicated his work to James VI, "not only as a

monitor, but also as an importunate and even impudent dun———m—

“that it may guideyou beyond the rocks of flattery and not only

give you advice, but also keep you in the road you are so happily

entered, and in case of any deviation, replace you in the line of

your duty." 1 But his pupil answered with"fheTrue Law of Free

Monarchies! whose child was the "Sacro-sancta." The issue of

the "De Jure Regni" was the "Lex Rex", but between them intervene

Suarez, Vasquez, Hooker, Bodin, Grotius, and a host of Reformation

and Renaissance political thinkers. -

\'s

"Tex" and "Rex" are for Rutherfurd the servant of the State,

even as the State was the servant of the people. To understand

all his political thesesit is important to imow what he conceives

to be the origin and more especially the ernd of the Stete.

He begins his work by discussing the origin of the State.

1l 'Dedication to De Jure," 1843 Edition.

[3W]
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/ Like Aristotle, Aquinas, and his more immediate predecessor,

the Spanish Jesuit Sua?ez, Rutherfurd finds the origin of

humen society and the State in the social instinet of man

implanted in his heart by God. Man, as Aquinas says, is "animsal

sociale et politicum." Other factors contribute to the founding

—

of the State such as the uniting of famiiies for mutual defence,

and he follows the hisfbric approach of Bodﬁn in seeing in the
family a primitive sort of State and in their uniting for causes

. the State's
of material well-being the beginning of +== formation. Unlike

Bodin,dﬂowever, he draws democratic, not autocratic, conclusions

from the family theory. In this primitive society men are born

free and equal nor, as he is to show later, despite altering

forms of political government, do they ever lose this innate
freédom and equality.

Unfortunately, they are also born sinful. Rutherfurd, the

Calvinist, had no illusions about man in a state of nature. To

check evil and preserve peace in the constiluted socilety,
Government is necessary, and God must have put the power of

accomplishing this end in man's nature. The natural man may

not readily submit to government, may even rebeyagainst it, buat

there 1s a moral part in him which desires it. Calvin had

stated that in his fallen state man had still a residue of

intelligence and judgment left; short of achieving salvation,.

he conceded a good deal of scopeto the human reason.
Rutherfurd holds that this reasoning part in man is that which

both submits to and begets forms of government. Government




the 'jus gentium,'

e g

Ity .

/ 'per se' he believes to be from God Himself; forms of

Government are from the people a product of human reason and of

These two concepts, natural law ('lex

naturalis') and the law of nations ('jus gentium') occur again

and again in the "Lex Rex", and as they are conceived as playing
a supremely important part in the origin and formation of the

State, they must be examined.

Greek philosophy conceived of law as the iﬁpersonal con-.

-clusion of human reason. Late Roman jurisprudené&“tended more

and more to make it an expression of will. Aquinas asought to

combine the rational and the volitional in his concept of law.
The idea of God made hi@htress the volitional, rather thean the

rational, and 'lex naturalis' is conceived of as part of the

eternal law of God, a direct emanation of Divine will. From

this natural law, all human law develops, and is only law in so

far as it coheres with it. On the whole, Schoolmen and early

keformers adopt his standpoint. But the Renaissance lawyer saw

differntly and again law is viewed as a product of reason. The

Schoolman held that the ‘'jus gentium', the common ideas of right

in all nations, was part of the 'lex naturalis.' To Grotius,

and men of his stamp, the graduay@rowth of common rights whicha

was the 'jus gentium' by trial and error produced and built up

the 'jus naturalis.' Thus a rational and empirical explanation

was given to the 'lex naturalis! which Schooiman and Reformer

believed to be the product of Divine volition. The influence

of Aquinas was strong in the Church, Roman Catholic and

L



(S\)
bS]
o

/ Protestant alike, and the'theologian was now faced with a

position he would not surrender, but with arguments he could
hardly refute. Suarez and the Spanish Jesuits developed a
theory by which they made 'lex naturalis' the product of Divine

volition and the 'jus gentium' the prpduct of human reason.
This was a position with which Calvinist theology found no

disagreement, and it was adopted by many of the Reformers,

Rutherfurd among them. His philosophical legai theory is pure

Suarez.

Natural law as being part of the eternal law of God is the

Mg 4
highest form of law, and even the 'jus gentium,' authoritative

as it may be, is valid only in so far as it is in concordance

with natursl law, It is sometimes difficuit to find what

Rutherfurd includes in natural law for he gives no clear

!

cefinition of it, and announces it merely as a great principle

whose authority and working ail will understand and obey. The

right of self-detence, the power of Government, the movement
of heavenly bodies, the Decalogue as embodying 'salus populi

suprema lex' are all part of the law of nature.

Thus 'lex
naturalis’

sometimes approaches to a working principal of life,

sometimes to a politico-ethical concept, sometimes, as when hsz

is forced to admit the subordination of the weak to the strong

and the foolish to the wise, it appears as an axiomatic physical
condition. The unifying factor is that these are all emanations

of the Divine will in the physical and ethical sphere of human
activity.
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/ From this it will be seen that his construction of natural

law is a somewhat selective affair. Naturel law is inviolate.

To establish a course of action as Jjustified by it is finsal.

Many things are therefore blatantly placed in this category that

they may be so estgblished. He allows a graded validity within

the sphere of natural law. For instance

that the weak 1is subject to the strong is of less véaue than the

law of self preservation. "Nature's law in extremity for self

preservation hath rather a prerogative royal above all laws of

nations and all civil laws." + Calvin had said very little

concerning the rights and claims of individual men, perhaps X
because, theolOgiéally, for him they had none. Rutherfurd lifts
the preservations of the life and 1iberty,'nbt only of the people,

but of the individual into the supreme place in the law of nature.
Owing to the discursive and apologetic nature of his work,

the difference between 'lex naturalis' and 'jus gentium' is not

always manitest. He holds Suarez' view of what the 'jus gentium'

is, a body of law and practiice emerging from the national lite of
the peoples whose authenticity is tested by its consoqpénce with
natural law. It .is of great, though secondary importance. For
instance, Government by kings is in the 'jus gentium' class and

so mutable. The royalists sought to make it a 'lex nzturalis',
Finally the specific civil laws or the common law of a kingdom
come in to the old scholastic category of 'jus positivum' or
'civile', and were at the will of Parliaments and people to change.

This threefold conception of law is embodied in the working of the

pam e P

1l "Lex Rex" 67.

the axiomatic principle =
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/ civilised state. "Lex naturalis" is immutable and inviolable.

One comes to see that natural law means for Rutherfurd the Divine

right of the preservation of the individual. A 'jus gentium'

may be mutable, but oniy after grave consideration and if proved

discordant with natural law. Positive laws may be changed by

those who made them. The whole rights of King and people are

brought to ﬁie touchstone of these }jegal conceptions. As 8

tribute to this. theology, he does state that God is working in

all these forms of law, willing all through men, formulation and
change alike. As a predestinarian he had to do so, bﬁt it is

the external imposition of the theologian on the political
philosopher.

The idea of the end of the state is best summed up in the
author's own words requiring that "all law, policy, magistrates
and power be referred to the people's good as the end and to
their quiet and peaceable life in godliness and honesty." 1
In this same passage he emphatically refutes the doctrine that
the state (here as embodied in the King) is an end in itself;

a doctrine already stated by Machiavelli to be #ke best formu-

-lated by Hobbes and to be most practised by the totalitarian

states of the twentieth century. Aristotle, Agquinas and Suarez

alike saw the end of the state .as being to make men good - though
virtue had perhaps a different ethical content for Aristotle

than for the Christian theologian. St. Thomas believed that

this goodness was best achieved in “the unity that is called

1 "Lex Rex" 119.

R



/ peace." In "Lex Rex" the end of the Christian State is

/
surely nobly set forth as “the people's good in a quiet and

peaceable life of godliness and honesty." Riches and power are

dismisaef as of minor importance. All these conceptions of the

origin, cohesive principles and end of a state determine his
attitude t0 the form of Govermnment periaining in it and especiclly
10 the theory of monérchy put forward by James V#King of Scots,
for Maxwell is an echo of that monarch. i

In 1598 (the &ear of the "True Law") James had establishea his
power in Scotlana by the application or his shrewd native intel-

-ligence. The Scottish Parliament had done little hitherto to

win either the respect of King or people, but a Scottish Parliament

allied to a Presbytexran ministry might become a decided nuisance

to the Monarch. He saw in England the close connection between

civil and religious agitation. Scotland might catech the in-

-fection. James was a Calvinist and a Predestinarian. The age
accepted Scripture proofs and predestinarian principle as ultimate
criteria of truth, so James sought to establish absolute monarchy
on grounds which the Presbyterians themselves regarded as valid
and thus to destroy them witn their own weapons of warfare. When
one wonders at fundamentalist and predestinarian views of
munarchy flowing from the pen of Arminian clergy, it may be
remembered that they got them from a Calvinist Xing.
VI
One mey first of all examine the Divine institution of

Monarchic government claimed by James and Maxwell and then notice
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« / Rutherfurd's refutation and counter-theory. First come the

Scripture arguments. Kings in Holy Writ are directly appointed

by God. "By Me Kings reign" (proverbs viii. 15);

"Ye are God's"
(Psalm Xkxxxii. 6);

"The Powers that be are ordained of God"
(Rom, xiii.); “"This is the law of the King&hp shall reign over
you" (I Sam. viii.2)-(where Mishpat is translated "Law" and not

"menner" as in the A.V.)- are all adduced as proofs. The

anointing of Saul and DaVid is used as a symboi and type of God's

immediate creation of the monarch, even the Kingship of Nebuchad-

-nezzar over the Jews 1s pressed into service to i1llustrate the

divine right of absolute Kingship. This too is inherent in the

law of nature, the chief argument being that the King's power

in the state is identical with the father's in the family. His

right also may be hased on conguest. The subjection of the

weak to the strong is a natural law, and a King who retains his
conquests (as James's predecessor had presumably done) has

obviously God's approving will behind him. Men are born Kings

because as in the case of David's line God ties the Kingship to

a family.

This was more that the Divine right of Kings; it

was the Divine right of the Stuarts. Wthen Maxwell added to

this that the sovereign partook of a ray of divine majesty, he

seemed to present a semi-deification of that race. Finally

he says, "God makes Kings by a special and eminent act of

Providence."

Rutherfurd admitted a divine origin for monarchy, but denied

that it conveyed any right to absolute rule. He disposes of
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/ his adversaries' Scriptural arguments more or less satisfac-—
-torily. For instance, regarding "by Me Kings reign,'" he points
out that all men, not Kings alone, perform their actions by the
grace of God. The other "Proof! may show the divine origin of
Kingship and the divine control of Xingship, but confer no
absolute right. He héa as little difficulty in proving the
Jewish Monarchg&o be elective as his opponents in proving it a
divine autocracy. Here, in dealing with Scripiuré incident, he
shows the same freedom as in the "Defensive Wars." “The
anointing of Saul cannot be a leading rule to the making of Kings
to the world's end." 1 In Deut: Xvii he himself found sound
Scriptural éround for the limiting of royal power by law and
election.

The claim to Divine right througi natural law is denied
be_cause he refuses to put fatherly power in the family and
Kingly power in the state in the same cétegory. The first is by
natural law, but the second is mediated by 'jus gentium.' On
Divine right, established through conquest, upheld by God's
approval, he is more reserved, for he has to face a historic
fact in Scripture and else where. He falls back on the hidden
will of God. Conquest, especially just conquest- '"a stronger
king, for pregnant national reasons, may lawfully subdue and

reign over an innocent posterity" 2- may give some title to the

crowvn, But no conqueror can claim that he is an instrument of

Providence, that he may be is knowqbnly in the hidden will of

1l "Lex Rex' 191.
2 "Lex Rex" 48,

o)
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/ God, and indeed he is to be resisted for man can only act on

the revealed will of God which by natural law ordains that they

resist tyranny in the interest of self-preservation. “Bloody

conguerors have no extraordinary revelation from Heaven -

how often has history seen them claim it. If conquest there

must be, the victor must impose no undue hardships or violent

conditions. Title by conguest is of human and not Divine

'origin. )

If title by conquest is valid, title by birth cannot be,
and vice versa, for if an alien prince conquers a hereditary

King, you have two anomalous claims based on a presumably Divine

natural law. . There is no Divine Covenant tying the crown to

a race as in the time of David. 2 The '"ray of Divine majesty"

is met chiefly by ridicule.

Rutherfurd's criticism is not all negative for he announces

A\
his own clear convictions of the origin and rights of Kingship

and they are high ones. No less than the_rdyalist he believes

kings are of God. Since government is by Divine institution,

K;ngs are of Divine institution as indeed autocracy or democracy

/S
-are of Divine institution, but established by’ 'jus gentium' not

le¥naturalis.' These forms are medited throgh the willdf =

people who choose who shall rule. The institution of the office

is by God; the application of the man to the office is by the

people. He labours to avoid the charge of Jesuit doctrine as in

Bellarmine and Suarez that Xings are a human institution having

only God's '"naked approbation' and brings his Calvinism to the

1 "Lex Rexv 48,
2 "Lex Rex" 48,
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/ rescue. Over all is the Providence of God, but "Providence

worketh by means." God certainly predestines the office and the

man to the office, but he determines the wills of the people

that by their free suffrages they choose such and such a man for

it. It is thus plain that in human relationships and concerns

the will of the people is a cardinal factor, limitating any

absolute right of the King, for if Divine origin confers Divine

right, they have as much nay more of it. His is the Jesuit

theory of Bellamine, Suarez anda Vasquez Calvinised by a Scotch

Presbyterian., On one side is the voluntary will of the people;

on the other is the. "supervenient institution of God."
With regard to the actual instrument of election, Rutherfurd
places it in the hands of the Three Estates to avoid the charge

of giving'power to the unruly hydra-headed populace, but as will

be seen, he would place far more power in the democratic than in

the aristocratic component of the Estates. "What other cdlling o

God hath a race, family of a person to the crown but only the

election of the Estates." 1 He has no predilection for here-

-ditary succession or against it, provided it is recognised that

the Estates settle it. Conditions determine the case. "In a

kingdom to be constituted, election is better; in a constituted

kingdom, birth seemeth less evil. In respect of liberty,

d =
election is morve convenient; in respect oﬂfgg;;;ﬂ;;;kggigﬁﬁz

birth is safer and the nearest way to the well." = Rutherfurd's

principles are the same as those which inspired the Whig formu-
-lators of the Revolution Settlement and its implicit, if not

1 "Lex Rex" 8.
2 "Lex Rex" 46.
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/ explicit doctrine of an elective crown. In this, and in other

ways, such &s insistence on the freedom of judges from the power

of the crown, he points directly to Locke.

VII

The limitation of the absolute power of the monarch was a

natural corollary to the qualified theory of divine origin put

forward in the "Lex Rex". This limited power was implicit in

the contract relation between the sovereign and the people who

elected him. This contract theory holds supreme place in the

political thought of the late 1l6th and the 17th centuries. It
had its ofigin in the doctrines of Cusanus and Marsiglio that all
human law had its validity in the consent of the people, hence

also the authority and power of the King conceived as legislator

depended on that consent. "All politic society is based on the

consent of men; writes Rutherfurd. The monarchomachs of France

and Holland further developed the theory that the people in
electing a King, hereditary or otherwise, gave to him a ceatain

pqwer only on condition that he ruled in their interest in things

civil and religious. When he ceased to do so, the contract

lapsed and the people could resume the power. James VI saw the

danger of such a theory and set his own Calvinistic doctrine
agéinst it, but other royalists sought to use the.theory itself.

Hooker and Maxwell maintain that the people made a supreme and

final rendition of power into the sovereign's hands. They

cannot reassume it. Even Suerez, whom Rutherfurd follows closely

is inclined to make the renditon almost final.
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/ It is the doctrine of the monarchomachs, especislly that

of the 'Vindiciae contra tyrannos' that Rutherfurd adoptsy To

the idea of contract between king and people for the peaceable

government ot the latter, federal theology added that of a

covenant before God, Duplessis-Mornay (or whoever wrote it)

elaborated this in the 'Vindiciae.' There were in reality

two contracts: that with the king and people co-contractors to
maintain the worship of God, and that between king and people,

where the king pledged himself to rule justly and the people to

obey him. The great text, of course, which Rutherfurd takes

- almost a chapter to expound, is " Jeholda made a covenant

between the Lord and the King and the people that they should

be the Lord's people, between the king also and the people."

e
(II Kings x%ég). This theory of contract remained purely

governmental in the hands of the late 1loth and early 17th

century 'politiques.'  Dunning shows that though it supposedly

placed the power in the hands of the people, by concéiving of

the governing class as their representatives, it was often

decidedly reactionary. 1 The governmental contract merged into

the social contract, developed so differently by Hobbes and
Locke. Hobbes maintained that each man agreed with his fellow

to give up all right of governing himself to another provided

his fellow did the same. The surrender was final. Locke

maintained that the only right given up was that of the

individual to punish by natural righﬁjoffenses,against himself
or the community.

1 Dunning, "History of Political Theories" Vo.II,77.
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/ Rutherfurd in many ways comes very near to Locke. The

theologian in him could not resist the covenant idea, but it may
be said that the coronation oath of a Christian King is a

Covenant., It was because Charles broke this oath and Covenant

that he was to be resisted, since it is a valid legal principle
that when a contract is broken by one party, the other is

released from its ties. The idea of a contract in the "“"Lex

Rex" goes far beyond thinking of the people as a vague body

represented through a governing class. Rutherfurd opposed the

veto of an Upper House in legislation (going far beyond Locke

in this), and maintains the right of the people to depose members

of Parliament. He is concerned with the rights of the individual

in the community. After all the danger of having one's throat

cut by an Irishman was an individual problem. The signing of

the numerous Petitions which preceded it and of the National
Covenant itself is an attempt, if a somewhat formal one, to

announce the rights of the individual in the ordering of the

State. The English Common lawyer talked of the rights of

Englishmen, but would have been satisfied with the rights of his

class. Justice, said Rutherfurd, should be as cheap to the

poor as a draught of water. He was concerned with the rights

of men. The weak spot in his argument is that he does not make

clear how the people are to enforce their consenting power on a
recalcitrant king or Parliament, if it is disregarded. Wihat
sanction they are to apply is never made clear, and it would

appear in some cases that armed rebellion is the only remedy.
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/ From dicta here and there one gathers that the sanction is
ebolition of an Upper House and control of the county and

burgess representatives by those who elect them. He avoids

too flagrant a criticism of the aristocracy for his party

.

depended on their favour. His doctrine is best summed up in

his own words, "All politic power is based on the consent of man."
The King's power is "but a birth right of the people, borrowed
from them, they may let it out for their good, and resume it

when a man is drunk with it." 1 He was a man of the people,

who felt as they felt, hoped as they hoped, sorrowed as they

sorrowed. It was impossible for him to understand the people

as a vague aggregate or a theoretical repository of power.
The King's power, therefore, is not absolute but fiduciary,

limited by natural law, by the law of nations and by the positive

laws of the State. All these latter are retferrea to the end or

the Stuate already mentioned - namely, the people's good in a

gquiet and pmceful life of godliness and honestiy. From this it

follows that 'salus populi suprema lex', that the safety and

vielfare of the people must be the intent and purpose of all civil
law. Thus the content of the law itself and not the authority

of the lawgiver is whgt gives validity. "No law is good because

the will of a King makes it so. 2 Like Buchanan, he asserts
that all law must have the authoritative influence of the people

L'1'|E fovmey seems 6 Fhink (lhe dcEual pve -

behind its promulgation, but whereas the people sufficient,
Muléf&&ion and facd consent of. n

Rutherfurd stresses the content of the law in concurrence with

the consent of the people. Laws, therefore,

1 "Lex Rex" 123.
2 "YLex Rex" 138.

"ought not to be
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/ made so obscure as an ordinary wit cannot see their connection

>
’

3
with fundamental truths of policy." o Not only should law be

in®lligible, but justice should be cheap. As passionately as

Lindsay satirised the absence, so passionately he demands the
existence of these two things - simpler law and surer justice.
Many of his legal citations on the-limi;ing of Kingly power are
from Acts some times (as Parl.II, James I, 45) motived by a

strong king himself demanding justice for the poor man and

providing him with an advocate. The sophistry of the English

Common lawyer would often have "scunnered" Rutherfurd. Because

of the demands of a true justice, he opposes all acts of

prerogative in the king. The only allowance of prerogative

to a King is the power to dispense with the letter of the law
in a case where such a law may have been broken by a citizen
to accomplish an act of security fof.State or people. Pardon
of culpable offenders is ruled out as a dangerous principle.
Other rights, such as coinage and the raising of an army in an
‘emergency, he concedes in so far as they tend to the civil
security. Reminiscent of Melville are the words, "Better the
King weep for the childish trifle of a prerogative tha;tggpery
be erected and three Kingdoms be destroyed." ®

Rutherfurd insists time and time again.on the freeing of the

judges from the power of the King. He himself had suffered

from a judicatory controlled by the sovereign.
€

owe their authority to the King, but, like him,

The judges, he
ho
maintains, do p&

1 M“Lex Rex" 1lo7.
2 "Lex Rex" 195.
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-/ derived it from the people for whom they judge. He cites laws

‘He demands the abolition of the hereditary jurisdiction and

of Scotland whereby the King is prohibited from interfering in

acts of judgment and any letter of interference made null and

void. (Act 47, Parl. II, James VI, 1581: "“a minority" Act.)

sheriffdoms, some of which existed in Scotland to an even lafer
date. The interpretation of the law is to be-in the hands of

the judges - .No King canfﬁiiéi a just law, not even Omnipotence.'l
In seeking to free the juridical facult; from the appointment and
control of the Xing, Rutherfurd is at one with the Revolution
Whig. His advice to the judge was the text of Leviticus, "Thou

shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor honour the person

of the mighty, but in righteousness shalt thou judge" (Lev.xix.15)2

VALL

When the writer of.the introductionto the 1843 edition of
"Lex Rex" remarks that some of its ideas may be thought too
democratical for modern times, he perhaps hadothe Parliamentary
ideas of "Lex Rex" in view. Rutherfurd visgalises a much more
democratic institution than existed in his day. A Convention
of three estates with an equal right in all affairs of State is
the ideal. This body should be elective. He does not see why
an Upper House should exercise a veto or why nobles should have
special privileges. "I see not what privilegeﬁ nobles have above

commons 1n a court of parliament by God's law, but as they are

1 "“Lex Rex" 133.

=

¢ "LexX Rexv 133,
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/ judges, all are equally judges, and all make up oﬁe congre-
-gation of God's." 1  "That our nobles are born lords of
parliaement, and judges by blood, is a positive law," 2 i.e., a
law which may be changed. He Jjust shrinks from saying must be
cﬁanged. In Letter CCCIX, at this time, he writes, "The House
of Peers are rotten men." The convention he visualises has
power to choose its officials and executives who are responsible
to it. . The King may convene Parliament as lts highest admini-
—strative offiger, but Parliament possesses this right in itself.
No Parliamentary Acts are irrevocable, but may be amended and
repealed by subsequent Parliaments. To Parliament the King is
absolutely responsible; to the people, the Parliament. The
weakness here is that he does not quite separate the legislative
from the executive and Judicial'functions. It must be remembered
that many of these existed side by side in the Scottish Par-
-liament and that the Court of Session was only & hundred years
old. |

The cry, outcry, or war-cry of the English Parliamentarian
was Life, Liberty and Propérty. Life and Liberty were as dear
to Rutherfurd as to them. Resistance when these were in danger
was a Divine duty. Property was not so sacred. It has been
seen that he refused to counsel -armed resistance to unjust
taxation. If the English Common lawyer had succeeded in
establishing the inviolable rightlof property, especially for

his class, he would have beén-content to'surrender a good deal

1l "Lex Rex" 34,
2 "Tex Rex 94,




é of his religious liberty. It was otherwise with the Scot.

He admits a certain state contfol of property. In a staté of
emergency a man may be obliged "to give all he hath for the good
of the CQmmonweﬁlth and so for the good of the King in as far as
he is head and father of the Comménwealth." + The sanctity of
private property is vindicated strongly enough. In a way,
Royalist was as keen in this matter as Parlia@entarian, an@ even
Bodin finds the absoluteness of a King limited by it. In "Lex
Rex" private ownership seems to be half way between the law of
nafure and a law of nations, and only to bé entrenched upon in a
state of grave emergency. The King had no absolute mastery over
the private property of his subjects. His power is fiduciary. -
He rules to preserve: their interest in that property. They may
from it pay just taxes, but not his bad debts (i.e., expenses
incurred without consent of Parliament or money put to a bad use).
"I dare not prasrﬁhl our King's debtzjge paid; I have scarce
faith so to do." 2 Nevertheless, charitative subsidies méy
lawfully be paid to Charles though their imposition is little
better than princely begging. In monetary agd fiscal affairs,
Rutherfurd only sought reform through legislation and passive
resistance, not by arms. In putting life and liberty before
property he was nobler minded than many of the politicians of
his own time or since.

In Rutherfurd's eyes, absolute monarchy is indeed a chimera

and, if the monster does take concrete shape, it is to be dealt
with as monsters are, and is to be destroyed. Like monarchomach

1 "Lex Rex" 67.
2. "Lex Rex" 233,
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/ and Jesuit, he holds that & private man may kill a tyrant and,
Justifying this, says that tyranyy is never obscure long. One

tyrannous act does not make a King a tyrant, but the King is to
be resisted in such acts and, if he persists in them, is to be
deposed by Parliament and people. Rutherfurd's partiality is
for a limited monarchy. Yet different nations may have different '
forms of government which are all equally sound, for neither
fewness nor greatness of numbers make a goverﬁment good, only 1its
effectiveness in procuring the safety and well—beiné of a people.
The discussion as to whether monarchy, aristocracy or democracy,
or one of the many biends of all is best he finds a "dark way." i
To me it is probable that the monarchy ‘'de jure', that is,

lawful and limited monarchy, is best even now, in a kingdom,
under the fall of sin, if other circumstances be considerea."

He found in it a wise combination of the monarchic, aristocratic
and democratic principles. .In one passage, with some humour,

he cites the things which 1limit a king - he may not marry whom
he pleaseth, he may not eat what meats he-pleaseth, nor is it in
his power to be buried where he pleaseth. The King's duty is
to guide the State and set an example of graciods mqrals. He

' IF
is the most eminent servant of the State.

IX

These are the doctrines of "Lex Rex". They are not system-

-matically developed, but they are there. His thought suffers

from the literary mechanism which proceeds by assertion and

1 "Lex Rex" 190.
2 "Lex Rex" 113.
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/ refutation, refutation and counter-assertion, by question and

ansver, by syllogism and 'reductio ad absurdum.' He is not
Alfoge they
exzIrery an original thinker; much of what he says has been said

before, perhaps better, but not more fearlessly nor more sincerely
His doctrine of resistance, his theory of contract and consent, :
his justification of tyrannicide had all their place in scholastic
teaching. But by Rutherfurd's time these have become practical
issues and are accordingly all the more passionately stated. He
is more sincérely concerned for the welfare of the people than
English Puritan or Revolution Whig. His vision is truer than the
former's in seeing that  extraordinary taxation may be a dire
necessity and is not to be resisted merely because it is heavy,
and his democracy is greéater than the latter's for he had small
use for a House of Lords. His doctrine of an elective crown,

of a limited monarchy, and of = Jjudicatory freed from royal
control are those of the Revolution. His faults lie not so

much in his doctrines as in the way he seeks to prove them
especially in a too mechanical use of ‘lex naturalis' and 'jus
gentium' and of scholastic methods of argument. There is little
in his pages, with the exception of justified tyrannicide that
has not become embodied in the modern constitution. If the

roots of "Lex Rex" are_in the somewhat arid field of late
Mediseval Scholasticism, the hranches reach out to the Revolutioh,
eveh to the years of Chartist Reform and the practical fruits of
its doctrine are still enjoyed by men.

Rutherfurd may be the child of late Mediaval thought, of

; ..‘.‘.\_.__._.'. Sl —— PRI B e o e e e
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/ Major of Knox and of Buchanan, but he immeasur¢ably further
advanced in the democratic ideal. This is due to three things.
First, the doctfines in question had become practical issues.
Second, Calvinism which democratised the clergy had ultimately
the same effect on the lay professors of that creed; though
Calvin may have counselled ponfresistance to princes, the
countries which adopted his peculiar blend of theology became
stoutest in resistance to them and most democratic in their
constitutions. The last factor was the immense amount of
politicél thinking done betwéen the time 6f Buchanan and
Rutherfurd. - Rutherfurd's sources are éggg;;é;. Aristotle and
Ulpian, Aquinas and Aegidius Romanus, Gerson, Marsiglio and
Cusanus, Hotman, Althusius, and Grotius, Swrez, Vasquez and
Bellarmine, Bodin, ‘Barclay and Ferne, James VI and Maxwell - Greex
Philosopher, Roman:jurist, Medievel échoolman, Conciliar advocate,
Spanish Jesuit, Dutch jurist, English pamphleteer, French royalist
are all made to contribute to the argument, or refuted in their
doctrine. There 1s little reference to the Reformed theologian.’
As their witness differed from his, Rutherfurd%,as he could not
abuse, "miskens" it, as Mr Baillie would say. His doctrine of
tyrennicide is more Bellarmine than Beza; his doctrine of
contract more Duplessis-=Mornay than Calvin, but his love f the
people is more Rutherfurd then anybody else. All the colossal

learning shown bears evidence of first hand study of the works

in question.

The style of the work is very unequal. Mueh of it is dull,
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/ dreary and scholastic, even pedantic, but suddenly in the

midst of the dullest passage an amazing epigram which puts the
whole case in a nutshell blazes out, "Conguest without consent is
but royal robbery." 1 "Power to do ill, without resistance, is

not security." 2 wJustice should be at as easy a rate to the poof

as a draught of water." 3. One wishes that he had indulged in

the apothegm more often. His illustrations are often homely and
not withouta dry Scotch humour. When he comés to speak of
freedom, of the threat to Scotlan@, of the tyranny of the Xing,
his pen blazes. He startled his contemporaries and perhaps not
80 much by his doctfine as by hia-personal attack on Charles.
He shows a vivid power of biting irony, dry sarcasm and open
savage scorn all at Charles's expense, He startles by his
fearlessness. He compares Charles to a furious Nero; he
suggests he 1s a bloody monster; he subtly mocks the Stuart
fondness for talking about "Our Royal wisdom." There be more
foolish kings in the world than wise, and kirgs misled by
idolatrous queens - Ahab ruined himself and his posterity and
his kingdom.™ 4 Charles is compared to Nero and Ahadb, and
called "this man Charles"; his wife is stigmatised as Jezebel.
The son had "Lex Rex" burned by the heangmen, end the author was
designed for the same hands only esceping cty death.

His doctrines were never put into practice in Scotland, for
the Scottish Parliament hardly survived his death f£ifty years.

Nor in Rutherturd's own time did they find acceptance. Cromwell

-

1l "Lex Rex" 176 2 "Lex Rex" 179
3 "Lex kexv g3 4 "Lex pexv 122




/ came to power five years after the publication of'Lex Rex".

Wariston, who "“yoked" him to the task, became a servant of the
.Protector, forswearing by that act the principles he had
sponsored. Argyll when in power wégfggb%actious as any other
noble. Rutherfurd in his o0ld age drew away from these two men
whom he had loved much because, amongst other things, they had
drawn away from the ideals they had encouraged him to set out in
"Lex Rex". He was before his time. Scotland was not ready for
the changes his doctrine would have brought; The fiasco of the
"drunken Parliament" followed hisg death. Many of his contem-
-poréries, eyen-of his friends, thought of him only as an unruly
extremist. They did not see how great the principles under-
-lying his monarchoﬁachy were. If to love liberty, and. to hate
injustice, is to be an extremist his nation for centuries has

been a nation of extremists.
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THE DIVINE RIGHT OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT
AND EXCOMMUNICATION.

Introduction: The Polemics of Rutherfurd and Gillesvie.

"Aaron's Rod Blossoming", "The Divine Right of Church Government
Excommunication'", "The Coleman-Gillespie Disputations", "Jus Divinum
Regiminis Ecclesiastici'", were all prodgcts of the "Erastian" |
contfoversy; As far as ®me Assembly and Parliament are concerned,

- the controversy was & blind alley, for Parliament conceded nothing
of its final right of decision in affairs ecclesiastical. But the
strife exerted a strong influence odRutherfurd's mind. Alike for
good and ill, it quickened his hatred of secular control in
ecclesiastical affairs. On the one hand, on his return to Scotlandg,
he agitated for and procured the abolition of secular patronage; on
the other, he became increasingly intolerant in his assertion of
ecclesiastical rights and privileges. One notes the crescendo in
intolerance even in the titlempages of his books; the first is a
"Peaceable Plea";' the second is a “Due Right" and the third is a
"Divine Right".

The Erastian question proper centred round Excommunication.
This aspect of it became firmly focussed in the mind of Rutherfurd
and Gillespie. They came t0 look on excommunication as an
ecclesiastical sword, forged for offence against the threat of the
civil, - It became the counter-.ffensive weapon of anti-Engager
against Engagerf worse still, it became the infliction of =a
spiritual penalty for what was in many cases oniy a civil offence.
There is little ddubt that the plenitude of suspensions and excon-

-munications in the years following the Engagement is due to the
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/ the unhappy Predominance. which a rigorous doctrine of excom—qjﬂ
-nunication gained in the minds of three men - Gillespie,
Rutherfurd and Warriston. The fruit of the Westminster debates on
excommunication was presented to the General Assembly of 1647 in
fhe CXI Propositions, concerning the Ministry and Government of the
Church. These were penned by Gillespie, assisted by his colleagues.
Eight of these Propositions wereembodied in the Act of Assembly,
authorising their printing for the consideration of the Universities
and of the Presbyteries. This synopsis of anti-Erastian principlea-
was eagérly seized upon by many of the clergy and bore a bitter
- fruit in the Resolutioner-Protester controversy.

Writing in July 1646, Baillie states, "Mr Rutherfurd, Mr
Gillespie and your friend, are all on the press again for the
defence of our Church and truth of God against divers errors."
Immediately ﬁreceding, he refers to "Mr Gillespie's large and
learned treatise." "Aafon's Rod" was probably published in the
Autumn of 1646, the "Divine Right" possibly preceding it a little.
In his preface to the latter, Rutherfurd says, "Others can, and I
hope will, add riper&ﬁﬁwﬂVersions to Erastus." - These two works,
on the same subject, published almost simultaneously, give an
admirable insight intuv the different minds and metﬂods of the two
colleagues so0 much at one bn points of doctrine. Gillespie's
work is undeniably fhe most lucid and orderly. He uses thé

historical method of dealing with his subject. The First Book of

"Aaron's Rod" deals with Jewish Church government and examines the

case which the Eréstians made for themselves from it. The Second

B - . A -
o0k treats of the growth, causes and precepts of Erastianism and
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/ and of the power aniprivilege of the magistrate in things and

causes ecclesiastical. The Third Book concerns Excommunication,
considers Matt.XVIII, the question of Judas receiving the Lord's
Supper, the Sacrament as a confirmatory, not as a converting
ordinance, and the Church's solé right to exclude. He states his
polemic methpd in his preface. Of his opponents, he says, "I have
not declined them but sought them out where their strength was
greatest, their arguments were hardest and théir exceptions most
probable." Gillespie seeks to select and destry the chief corner
stones of the Erastian edifice and so bring about the collapse of
their whole argument. Rutherfurd's metho& is different, more
ditfuse, discursive, scholastic. His literary output at
Westminster was thrice that of Gillespie. He was continually in
residence in London,  and ho:e even than the former ig demand for
penning the 'papers' m==% which the Scots circulatedZ&he Assembly.
He more easily’iggizgg to this demand than his colleague, because
he had an even more fertile, more original and more retentive mind,
end Gillespie was not meanly giftedlwith these qualities. The
latter's'mﬁanner:of study wasiintensive‘. | With great learning,
great powers of application and concentration, he would bend his mind
to a given thesis and prbduce an ordered and brilliant exposition.
His "Popish Ceremonies", "Assertion of Church Government" and now
YAaron's Rod" all show such a mind at work. His posthumous
"Treatise of Miscellany Questions" is the 'left-overs', the
material which he could not fit into the scheme of his larger
works. With Rutherfurd, there could have been nﬁ "liscellany

Questions" for most of hls books are 'miscellanies' of questions.

Every aspect of ‘& case that occurred to his mind, for refutation

»
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/ refutation, exposition or proof went into the work in hand.

His method is ‘extensive'. What Gillespie gained by study,
Rutherfurd assimilated as he read.  But the case with which he
assimilated was often fatal to order, in his writing. Gillespie
was the best debater, because he had the more selective mind.
Rutherfurd's four hundrea pages of.anti~Erastian controversial
(the "Divine Right" contains other méterial besgides this) is cast
in quite a different mould from his colleague's work. It is a
series of twenty-two "Questions", and,.though these are contained ir
elghteen chapters, the question is the real unit. Within the main
question, a multitude of subordinate ones are raised, some textusal,
some exegetical, some syllogistic, some historical; their variety
knows no end. and his wider learning only makes the number more
bewildering. "Erastus his learning", "Beza his antagonist, " are
quoted, presented, re-presented and expounded. Every argument
used by Gillespie is produced by Rutherfurd --- and many more =--
for there is in his work, less history and more argument. Perhaps
they agreed as to the respeétive form of their attackj Rutherfurd
is more speculative and dﬁctrinal, Gillespie more historical and
practical, though both show ample talent in the field of thﬁi?
colleague.. Glillespie bombed the key positions of his opponents;
Rgzgérfurd bespattered the serried masscs with his shrapnel. It
is the fate ofwarfare that bombs sometime miss and that shrapnel
falls spent, but in their age and time few were reckoned more

.powverful in the use of the weapons they employed..
The'"Divine Right" falls into four main sections. In the

first, Richard Hooker, the Anglican, is his main preoccupation,




/ preoccupation; in the second, Erastus, in the third, Prynne, the
Parliaementary Presbyterian. In the fourth section "The Dispute

Touching Scandal' he turns on his own coqntrymen the Aberdeen
Doctors. The three first divisions correspond roughly to a
treatment of Erastianism 1in its intellectual, its ecclesiastical
and its political aspect and for convenience sake are here headed:
Rutherfurd énd Hooker, Rutherfurd and Erastus, Rutherfurd and
?rynne. |

Rutherfurd and Hooker.

L
When, in 1642, the Scots were directing their propaganda

towards the South, George Gillespie wrote his "Dispute against the
English Popish Ceremonies", a pungent attack,ith memories of Laud
sharpening the pen of thehauthor, and the most orderly, if most
virulent, Scottish treatise on this question in which Gillespie

was undoubtedly his Church's greatest apologist. In it the
imposition of ceremonies as things necessary in religious worship
was repudiated as restricting the liberty of the Christian, since

no such imposition could be made by naked will and authority
without reasons being given to satisfy the conscience. The more
subtle argument that such ceremonies, if not definitely commanded,
were nevertheless expedient to the 'bene esse' of the Church met the
same uncompromising rejection. To the Scot they were but a
preparation for greater Romish evils, they hindred edification and
a clear knowledge of God, they had occasioned terror and cruelty,
perverted the minds of the weak and disturbed the peace of the
Church; the ceremonies were unlawful and idolatrous and Gillespie's

scriptural and historic arguments against them were, as such, cogent
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/ cogent as any, even Hooker's, in their defence. In his eighth
chapter he denied that their lawfulness could be based on any
warrant or ordinance of the magistrateand took up briefly and in
outline the doctrine of Church government expanded in the "Divine
Right" and to a certain extent in his own "“Aaron's Rod Blossoming",.
His conclusion dealt with Hooker's thesis that ceremonies were
things "indifferent" and might be worthily used for a good purpose,
opposing to it the Kirk's cla;m thut these were not tnings indir-
-ferentlbecﬁuée she had abjured and repudiated them.

No one can seriously and favourably compare Gillespie's prose

style with Hooker's. . But a man, though meek and reasonable, may

not always be right whilst another, though violent and tactless, may

not always be wrong. For the logic of it Gillespie proved as gbly
that the Scots were righ£ in throwing out the ceremonies, as Hooker
that the Anglicans.were Pight in keeping then. Bach regarded the
other's as an imperfect Church.  Years earlier from an untroubled
study Huoker could write “I‘see that certain reformed Churches, the
Scottish especially and French, have not that which best agreeth
with Sacred Scripture, I mean the government which is by Bishops....
which to remedy is for the one altogether too late and too soon for
the other." Neither Laud in the first instance, nor Henderson
afterwards thought it "too late" to attempt to reform their
neighbour. The Scots had now assisted in the overthrow of the
Aglicanism so beloved by Richard Hooker and the only Scottish divine

who could compare with him in scholarship, Rutherfurd5faur years

later followed up the work of his junior colleague in an attempt to

destroy the apologetic for forms, and especially for a Prayer Book

e
&
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/Book still acceptable and dear to many Englishmen. His learning
was as great, but his style and lanéuage fall far below that of his
great opponent - not that, as we know, Rutherfurd could not write
great prose, but controversy was for him a technical science in
which beauties of style, if he ever thought of them, gave way to the
piling up of serrfed minutiaeof refutation. Untroubled by his
fame he attacked the man of whom Clement VIII had said "There is no
learning that this man hath not searched into; nothing £oo hard for
his understanding. This man indeed deserves the name of an author,
his books will g_et feverence by age, for there is in them such
seeds of eternity that if the rest-be like thisi_they shall last
till the last fire shall consume all learning."l'

Richard Hooker much more than Erastus was the father of English .
'Erastianism' in its intellectual aspect, and neither Hooker nor
Erastus Eg;e needed to instruct the Common Lawyers in their special
brand of that creed. Later in this work Rutherfurd attacked
Erastus, but on the purely Erastian question, that of Excommunication

The question of complete State control of Church affairs was never

in all its aspects considered by Erastu%7and when Rutherfurd came
to consider such a doctrine it was with Prynne, Presbyterian martyr,
but Erastian common lawyer,that he fought. Meantime the intellec-
~tual and philosophical .arguments of'Hooker for the Erastian
brinciple as applied to the imposition of ceremonies claimed his
first attention.

Although the 'Erastian' eighth Book of Hooker's "Of the Laws
of Fecclesiastical Polity" had not yet been printed, Hooker had amply
revealed his standpoint in his Preface. The philosophical idea of

I Cam bwdg’e H;sfmf:{ of Ehg’lush Ltfe\fdfure’ Vol 14, . 415 ,quotfug walton,
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/ of the govereignty of natural law educed in his first Book gave
Common Lawyers such as Selden an intellectual argument for
Parliamentary control of the Church. Hooker's work had been
occasioned by the Puritan controversies over the 'ceremonies' in
the time of Elizabeth. The Scots had lately freed themselves from
these trammels, but found that the English divin@étill loved
Hooker and many were dissenting from the hard words spoken of the
bPrayer Book in the Directory for Public Worship: Hooker was the
Harch-enemy of all that Rutherfurd prized; ‘Be had elevated Reason
to the status of Revelation; he had pled in powerful and stately
prose for the retention of the ceremonies; he had made the law
of nature as important, if a not more important, guide in moral
conduct as Holy Scripture; he maintained that Scripture laid
down only the necessities of doctrige and practice and dictated no
infallible and perfect platform of Church government; above all,
he held Bishops to be a necessity. He was the truefather of
'Seldenism' for the eighth Book,though yet unpublished,made Church
and State one body, and the King its Head, whilst stating fhat the
monarchic power was limited by law. "The axioms of our regal
Government are these"Lex facit regem', rex nihil potest nisi gquod
juri potest." So in effect Parliament became controlling head of
the English Church as monarchic power waned,as was seen in the
Parliamentary defeat of the Church's attempt in 1925, to alter the
Prayer Book. In 1644 Hooker, though long dead, spoke through his

disciples; his piety had won respect; his Erastianism appealed to

the Parliamentarian, his defence of English forms to the more con-

=-servative members of the Assembly. He was English and apparently
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/ apparently éirenic, Rutherfurd was Scottish and manifestly angry.
The great root difference lgy in their theology. For Hooker God .
was Law, and the acts of his Will emaenated from his Law. For
Rutherfurd God was Will, and his Laws were acts of his Will. The

conception of God as Law educed the doctrine of a'progressive

revelation in nature and in Scripture. ‘The conception of God as

an
Will established creation, creatare, and Church, by s—ss==ssssica=—<T

immutable angfgcrupulously detailed decrees. from the distapce of
three centures it can be seen that Hooker though reasonable is not
always right, Rutherfurd though rigid is not always wrong.. The
latter at least showed that Hooker's appeal to Reason as an ultimate
authority in religious matters was neither so finalﬁpso imperative,
nor so reasonable as at first sight appeared. He placed it even
lower than the Roman Catholic appeal to tradition whilst maintaining

his own standard of the Inerrant Word.

II
A more complete refutation of every thesis contained in "Of the

Laws of Ecclesiatical Polity" could hagﬁly be found than the opening
statement of the "Divine Right". "Christ Jesus hath so far set
down and stablished é perfect Platform of Church Government in all
morals, not only both for the inward but also for the outward and

external Government of His House, that He hath left no Libefty or
Latitude to Magistrates or Churcﬁ% whatsoever to chmse and settle

such. an orderly Form of Church Government or Discipline as is most

suitable to their particular Civil Government, Laws, Manners and

T
Customs, so this Form be not repugnant to the Word of God." Tiiis

was a frontal attack on the English politico-ecclesiastical citacdel.

1. Divine ?zéght,[,'
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He began by detailing the different circumstances of worship,
moral, natural (e.g. place of worship) and mixed. Altars, festivals
etc., regarded by his opponents as natural concommitants, he
regarded as unestablished by Scripture proof. In the mixed
category (vestments, etc.) he maintained that some of these circum-
-stances of worship - e.g. the surplice - might acquire a supersti-
-tias and spurious value "for the inconveniency of the circumstance
does often vitiate the worship." For the rest, in such things as
were purely natural, and where Christ had given no actual rule, the
Church could only give directive instruction. He disclaimed_any
intention "to tie where Christ has not tied", but his opponent(tos
could sincerely register the same disclaimer. For Rutherfurd;the
ceremonies were gilt fetters on a free man's worship, fbr Hooker)
the Puritan imprisoned the spiritual imagination in a bare cell.
The former hacked ceremonies, altars, surplices, festivals, organs
and liturgies out of the Christian fabric as ynscriptural and in-
-supportable,. Had these been things indifferent, they would have

been prescribed and permitted by Scripture as alterable, but to
admit that they were indifferent was the road to religious anarchy.
Hooker conceived the charge "Feed my Sheep" as a wide command to

evangelise and govern; Rutherfurd, supporting it wif other texts,
inferpreted it as an exact divine prescription of the sheepfold in
shape and substance, of the character of the shepherd, and of the
pasture and diet of the sheep. ~The noxious morsels of the English
Poplsh cemmonies were categorically éxcluded from the diet.

I As Hooker thus classified the ceremonies as things indifrferent,
his subsequent followers, lay and cleric, readily acceded the

right of imposing them to the State. Selden and others further
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./ further secularised Hooker's doctrine by emphasising and
maintaining the doctrine that Christ's Kingdom was mystical and that
He neither held,lnor entrusted to pastors any rule over the external
policy of the Church, which rule lay in the hands of the civil
magistrate. Rutherfurd asserted the principégs of Knox and Melville

smust doverw '

that ¥Christ en3od tThe politic external body of His Church perfectly
by Laws of His own spiritual policy."j' Christ wgs the Head of the
external visible Chgrch as of the invisible mystical Church. He
turned, as did e%ery Calvinist, to the "Keys" passage, so often used
by Him, to manifest that Christ had instituted a definite Church
government of which He was Head; to which He had entrusted the
power of discipline. This power of self government under Christ
and the exercise of discipline wés no more alterabie'than any 6ther
part of the divine plan of the Church. To Hooker, it seemed that
many circumstances of Church policy and worship were so infinitesimal

in importance when compared with the Moral Law or with the great

Christian dogmas that they could be readily altered to suit the needs
of the age and people; Rutherfurd adnitted their lesser importance
but abated no whit in stating their absoluteimmutability.  Perhaps

/ I Jeacons ,Syrods &nel
because of a scoff of Hookepﬁﬂ at "Pastors:jﬁlders, Boetors—and

i o ws
Deaoor ", he announced "the office of ruling elders is as fixed as

one of the ten commandments The elements of Church policy were not

only immutable, they were perfectly outlined,' detailed and defined

in Holy Virit; all practices outside the VWord, Crossing, Kneeling,
Bowing, were damnable and indeed blasphemous. Regarding the
necessity of Bishops, the democrat in him prompted the sentence "As

<4l . :
there are other forms of government, besiddmonarchy, there is no

I Divine R]E’]‘{; 13
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/ no need for the existence of a prelatical monarch." Hooker

made a right distinction in distinguishing between the ethical
values of the 0ld and New Testament and in estimating the compara-
-tive validity of their injunctions. His opponent stated that as
God had dictated word by word to Moses and David the ceremonies and
practiées of the 0ld Testament, so in the New Dispensation, He
also had ordained the practices which were warrantable; any others
not found therein were wathless and odious to Him. God, said
Hooker, had in the 0ld Testament given injunction in detail

because of the primitive nature of the people, but in the New
Testament Christ had enounced great érincip;es, and also laws

based on them, which were changeable according to need under the .
guidance of human reason.

At this point Rutherfurd again entered that conflict with so
many face;s - the Arminian, thelAnti-Toleration and many others -
the war beteen Reason and Revelation. "The natural reason knoweth
not what is positively morally good unless God's Word teach us."
For him Reason was not the judge of.God's Word; the Word was the
creator of a true reason. Hooker, exercising the faculty of
reason on the injunctions and commands of Holy Wriyélaimed that
many of them were 'occasional', being dictated for the immediate
need of the time, and therefore alterable. Admitting that all
Scripture was in this sense 'occasional', the Scot retorted that the
doctrine of the Resurrection was ‘occasioned' by man's fall. Vas
it therefore alterable? He took Hooker further than he would have

taken himself in the overplayed rhetorical reductio ad absurdum

and as often marred his own case by distorting his opponent's. But



/ But at least the belief that Christ had made an exaci provision

for his Church, was no more ill balanced than an overweening faith
in the power of human reason. Prynne in his "Vindication of

Four Serious Questions" took up the "occasional" theory of the
divine ordering of the Church, holding with Hooker that Scripture
merely laid down certain large principles and pointing out that
there was no uniform Church government in the Apostles' time.
Rutherfurd admitted the historicity of divine injunctions, but
denied that this implied their mutability. "Points of government
did grow by succession of time'"; but "Fundamentals were by
succession delivered to the Church and yet arghgat to-be alteraﬁkﬁL
Apparent contradictions in the divine ordering of the Church he
would not admit, and readily explained away. Within the New
Testament Christ had dicfated a perfect and pure system of Church
government and worship which would admit of no change by diminution
or by addition. Ceremonies were idle fripperies, liturgies
seducingépirits, the keason which engendered them irfected, evil and
sinful.

His doctrine of Scripture lay behind all Rutherfurd's

ecclesiastical thought. It seemed to him impossible that God
would only reveal an outline plan of a Churchf to be filled in by
the corrupted reason or will of man. '"Moses and Canonic writers
are not Law givers under God, but Organs of God in writing,and

: : >
mere Reporters of the Law of God." He recognised no variations
in the authority and validity of the canonic Books, no twofold

division between that which was divinely inspired and that which was

fact and history, no supremacy of one writer above another. *I

know no Authority of the one above the otuer, {ﬁdeea in vritln« cna
Luwnf) Qrc’!\t 41 dnd M&Vdm & imc{ b? 1 sy dve
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/ and relating to the Church, the Will of God and the Scripturesy
Canonic writers are agents inspired wilh the Holy Spirit immeﬁ}ately
breathing on them in Prophecying and in writing Scripture.“L His
escape from a too literal interpretation of the 0ld Testament was
the usual practice of the age, the classification of many of the
laws and much of the anecdote as "Typical" and the foreshadowing
of things to come. Much could be squeezed in?o, or squeezed out
of a "Type" to suit an immediate argument. Denier of Reason as
an arbiter of authority in religious matters, he had a super-acute
‘rationalising faculty, expert in every trzpk of logic which would
make the texﬁghsupport an already'ﬁreconceived idea. Pure
exegesls and sheer adaptafion exist side by side, but, whethef he
pressed the text or expounded it, he had kgézzé doubt in his own
mind that he was accurately interpreting an infallible Word whose
writers "were but Organs, the mouth pen and Amsnuenses; God as it

immedately = 2.

wereﬂdgting and leading their hand at the pen."

The dictates of common sense suggested to Hooker that it was
unwise, even derogatory to the VWord of God to-search it for
guidance in trifles in this proces?éf rationalising disciplines
and dogmas already formed, whereas Rutherfurd believed that

guidance could be sought and found therein for the meanest thing.

Common sense and reason were authoritative guides only in the
extra-moral acts of life, He did not exclude reason from the inner

wligious life, but such reason was to be led by the Spirit of God,

though his opponents declared that this was a reason circumscribed
by an interpretation of Scripture_narrowed by formal dogmas.

Hooqu's further argument that the ceremonies appealed to and

sprdng from a natural instinct in man was no commendation to =a
T . Divine ng‘\t O s 2. |pid . 66.
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/ an ultra-Calvinist. "Nothing can be evil that God approveth

end He approveth much more than he doth command,and the precepts of

the Law of Nature may be otherwise knownthgn by Scripture, then the

bare mandate of Scripture is not the only rule of_good and evil in

the actions of moral men. [it is false that Scripture only doth

direct us.dﬂ So wrote Hooker and the answer to him ran “"The Word of

God, which is contained in the Scriptures of the 014 and New

Testaments is the only rule to direct us how we ﬁéy glorify and enjoy'

Him, " Rutherfurd sensed eaiher—then—eereetyerd. that the humanism

of Hooker could be a disruptive power. It was the spiritual |

encestor of Deism though the pious Hooker would héve abhorred the

latter creed. To oppose 1t Rutherfurd, Scot and Qalvinist,

asgerted the authority of the_inerrant Word. All Law was of the

Will of God. The "“Law of Reasonlin Morals" was nothing but the

"Moral Law and Will of God fully contained and revealed in the

Scriptures and therefore not to be divided from them, through which

a great part of th?s Law was printed in the reasonable soul of man."
So throughout the ﬁwo hundred pagés which he calls introduction ',

this interwoven dispute was waged; between.cexmony and purity,

between the authority of Reason and the authority of a canalised

Revelation, between the concept of God as Law and the concept of

God as Will, between Prelatist and Presbyterian. \inenever

Rutherfurd could hurl the charée of "Romish" he avidly seized the

opportunity. Hooker's plga that certain things though unnecessary

to salvation were of so ‘great dignity as to have acceptance with

God was for him merely a subtle restatement of the Roman doctrine

of supererogation.  He suspected Hooker of Roman traditionalism,

I Dwine R'él‘t , 16. 2, Divine nghi—, 14,




/ traditionalism, all the more so because of his felicitous

language. When opposing the authority of the written Word to the
Church's tradition he made one of the few happy epigrams of the

work = and it was not quite original - "I see the light of the

I~

candle because of the light itself'not because of the candlestick."
All this comprised his "Introduction"; Chapters One and Two
were merely a recapltulation of all its érguments g@peatedly re-
-iterated till t;;‘reader is weary. The ceremonies themselves
were a little mﬁre specifically attacked. By a metonymic argument
'he made their imposition identical with addition to Holy Scripture
which brought upon the perpetrator the curse of God. Hooker had
suggested “that actions leave a moredéep and strong impression
than the Word." Nothing could have been more outrageous to
Puritan thought. Rutherfurd's standpoint was "?he‘gurplice is a
Doctrine of lies not because what it teacheth is & lie, for what it
teacheth is Scripture, that they who bear the vessels of the Lord
'Eﬂ:gggly, but it is a Dpctrine of lies because it representeth
pastoral holiness by human institutiong without 'all warrant of the
Word of God."2 The evil was not in the intention but in the
attempt to supersede or complement the Word by unauthorised actions
and intrusions. "flho truly converted from Popery, who inwardly
humbled in soaibdoth not abhor ceremonies by the instinct of the

.3
new birth.ﬁz Incidental to a controversy &already noted he rejected

kneeling in the act of receiving as savourhgof adoration of the
elements, and pleaded for sitting around the communion table as the

‘only true way of celebrating the Lord's Supper, but conceded that

"table sitting igfiot so necessary as that the want thereof doth

”

annihilate the Sacrament and mcke it to be no Sacrament at a1, B

L Divine E‘éht,?& 2. Ibid, 130, 3. Tbid ., 13t 4 [hit, 2ee.
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/ In the end he reverted to the practical issue which the Scots

had already settled. Can the King impose the ceremonies by law?
Wie obey laws he said, nt because of the authority behind them, but
because of the authority and weightiness of the matter in them.
Human law he held to be derivative from divine law = though the
relation might not always be clear -~ therefore the weightiest
human laws were those most closely related to the divine. Cere-

~-monies were, for him, contrary to divine law;:so no king coulad
impose them, no people could give power to a State to impose them,
no obedience to a King or State could make them acceptable or

right. He made a strong case against one tyrannous imposition,
bqt the civil and religious affairs of the time werefso entangled
that his claim could also, and later in Scotland did amount to
making the Kirk interpreter of many of the laws. of the land as to
whether or not they were right and valid.

"Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity" was a masterpiece of
prose incomparable with the prolix repetitive 'Divine Right'. But

Hooker's position of 'reasonable' subservience to the State in the

long run did nothing to deepen his Church's spiritual life, nor did

it make that Church any more tolerant than her Scottish neighbour.
Claims based on thelr apparent reasonableness can be as intolerant

as any based on an inerrant Word if the mind and will of the

claimant is inflexible. Rutherfurd was right in his claim that no |

State could impose a hated worship on his nation. He believed
there was only one true worship and saw no wrong in it beinz im- |
-posed on another nation. That was his political error and led to
his thesis on toleration, or rather, against it. Ee manifestcd
the faults of a.rigid and indedd éelf—willed, dogma=-conditioned

interpretation of Scripture, but he exposed also in the might;

;u;{'
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/ mighty Hooker the fallacy of humanism, the overweenig trust in

human reason, and its ability to produce an ordered world in Church

and State.

Rutherfurd and Erastus.
' I

Pages 220-502 of the "Divine Right" gre a critical study of
Erastus's Treatise on Excommunication and especially of his
"Confirmation" of the Treatise, which latter is translated by
Rutherfurd and anaiysed word by word. This section, written during
the Excommunication debates, was an effort to silence Coleman whom
death was soon to silence. An acquaintance with Erasﬁus's work

. had led Coleman, in a sermon before the House of Commons on 30th
July 1645, to make certain untoward animadversions on Presbyterian
doctrines, Most~outrageous.to the Scots were: his counsel to
Parliament to "Establish as few things Jure Divino as can well be";
his disclaimer of any separaté Church jurisdiction and of the divine
institution of the eldership; "I could never see how two co-
ordinate governments exempt from superiority and inferiority can be
in one state,and in Scripture no such thing is found that I know of"
"I see not an institution nor any one act of government in the
whole Bible perforped how it can be evinced that a ruling Elder is
an instituted office"; Ilastly, his rejection of Excommunication as
a Church censure. The place I Cor. 5 takes not hold on my con-
-science for excommunication and I édmire that Matt.18 should upon

any, yet these two are common places on which is erected the
chiefest acts of ruling.” This was a patent attempt to hand over
the Scriptural defences of the Assembly to the Parliament and

occasioned the bitter pamphlet warfare between Coleman and Glllespic

I Hopes Deferred and Dashed, p.24.
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/Gillespie which grewthe more bitter with each examination or re-

~examination by the one of the other's answering pamphlet. As
Erastus was the source of Coleman's doctrine, Erastus was singled
- out for scholastic attack.

Erastus has suffered some rather ill deserved reproach. He
was no 'Erastian' in the sense in which Hobbes, the advocate of
supreme control of all religion by the State without regard to the
individual conscience, was an Erastian. His theories in this
direction were even less advanced than were Hooker's. His actual
thesis aﬁd its confirmation did not go far beyond the immediate
point at issue, excommunication, and even here he was more con-
-cerned with the 'an sit' than the 'ubi sit'. Only in a few
passages,and there MOstly by. implicatibn, did he touch on the wider
dogmas that have taken his name. It must be borne in mind that he
visualised an ideal Christian state ruled by the 'godly prince’
and he specifically denied authority in religious affairs to the
ungodly magistrate. Frederick III of the Palatine was his proto-
type. Erastus was no Lutheran, but.Zwinglian in doctrine. Vhen
a Lutheran elector came to the throne, and through the doctrine
‘cutus regio eius religio', overthrew the Reformed faith in the
Palatinate, Erastus resigned his professorship in Heidelberg,
though he had little cause to love the left wing of the Reformed
party who had excommunicated him for two years. He wrote "as in
managing secular affairs the magistrate may not transgress the
bounds of equity, justice and honour laid down in the laws of the

State; o0 much less in disposing of and arranging religious

S

matters and those which relate to the worship of God, is it ner

-mitted him to depart in any particular from what God has

a
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/ has prescribed in his Word. This Word he should follow &as nhis
rule in all things without departing from it at any time in the

smallest particular." 1

Erastus hated excommunicétion for two reasons. It had been of
0ld a political weapon of the Pope's, he feared it might become
such a weapon in the Palatine; similarly now Parliament feared it
might be thus employed by Presbyterian éhurchmen in England. Again
the disciplinary intentions and ecclesiefical machinery of the
Reformed Churches were making, and were to make thé  application
of this censure widespread and common. In 'Nihil Respondes'
Gillespie boasted "I dare say divers thousands have been kept off
from the Sacrament in Scotland.as unworthy to be.admitted. Where I
myself have exercised my Ministry there have been some hundreds
kept off, partly for ignorance, and partly for scandal." 8 The
laymgn in Erastus rebelled at this practice as ineffective and
often dictated by local and personal motives. He repudiated the
greater excommunication which cut a man off from the hearing of the
Word, the Sacraments of the Church, the society of his fellows and
all.civil privilege, claiming that Christ had given no man the
right so to use his fellow. (In Scotland, as noted, the excommuni-
-cate whs not debarred from hearing the Word or from certain
ordinary and necessary civil privileges.) lie was against all
debarring from the Sacraments because of serious offence,which he
sought to prove unscriptural. The origin of his thesis was a
practical issue, the attempt or Frederick to establish disciplinary

Church courts throughout the Palatinate to elevate its people to

the moral standard of the Genevans; 1in his dislike of his

I Cconfirmatio III c.i.
2 Nihil Respondes, 20
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/ his sovereign's action he was "anti-Erastian" rather than
"Erastian." Like most Reformers lhie had no objection to the magis-
-trate establishing 'true' religion but questioned his power to
introduce or maintain a false one.

Yet theorising on magisterial power occupied very little of
Erastus's "Thesis" for the establishment of true religion by the
magistrate and a judicial control of it by him were natural con-
-comitants in the 16th century. It was the r;lationship of the
church offiéial, and the local church official, with their people,
which primarily concerned him. It seemed to him that the disci-
-plinary courts would be less careful in judgement, more likely to
descend to peétty spite and vindictive sentence thaﬁ the civil, so
he would have all power for punishment of any sin or morél offence
taken from them and given to the magistrate, to whom he held this
power propérly belonged. But he had to rationalise his doctrine
to defend it, and it was the arguments he propounded in its defence
that made his name anathema in all the Calvinist‘Churches, for
these were capable of wider implicafiops than he foresaw. It was
because.these arguments were hore expanded in the Confirmatio and
the implications more patent that Rutherfurd took up the latter
work of Erastus so fully. '

k=

This section of the Divine Right was hurriedly composed and
compares unfavourably with the more orderly treatment of Erastian-
-ism in'"Aaron's Rod." In that work we are told the reason of this
haste. dillespie after stating th&t Erastianism, almost slain

has now suddenly revived, goes on "Yea, lir Coleman was the man
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/ man, who (to that purpose) first appeared publicly; First by

& sermon to the Parliament; Next by debating the Controversy with
myself in writing; . and lastly, by engaging in a public debate in
the Reverend Assembly of Divines against this Proposition: Jesus
Christ as Kiﬂg and Head of His Church hath aﬁpointed a Government
in the Church in the hands of Church Officers distinct from the
Givil Government " " But the Lord was pleased to remove him by
death before he could do what he intended to_d; in this and other
particulars. One of his intentions was to translate and publish
in English the Book of Erastus ggainst Excommunication. But
though God's mercy before the'poiéon was ready there was one
Antidote ready, I mean Mr Rutherfurd, his answer to Erastus."

. This three hundred pales of anti-Erastian material was a deliberate
attempt of the Scots to forestall Coleman's publication of Erastus,
hence Rutherfurd's verbatim translation of all the mein passages of
the Confirmatio, his embodiment of them in the text and his

seriatim refutation of them.

The date of composition of the Divine Right lies therefore in
the autumn and winter of 16456. Gillespie was busy with his public
pamphleteering so Rutherfurd entered hurriedly on the task of.
undermining the enemy's main defences, the works of Erastus which
death prevented Coleman from publishing. In these days the

baleful word Erastianism bécame current as the label for another

anti-Presbyterian heresy. In the Divine Right, written late in

. only spovadically
1645 the word brastian is Rapdly—ever used; once in the Preface

(written last), never at all that I have noticed in the two

" . much tmoye
nhundred pages on Hooker; 'Erastus his Argunent' is ACOmuA0N  Exy

i e e

) than e lsich
in the next three hundred pages, bﬂ%—ﬁse~a§-“3rast1anicm" Rever
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/-ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%&ﬁéﬁﬁnthe eye. Not even when he deals with Prynne and

the specific doctrine of civil supremacy over certain ecclesias-
-tical principles does Rutherfurd call Prynne Erastian or his
doctrines Erastian. His reference to Erastianism in the Preface
can be interpreted as applyiné to the more accurate sense - civil
control of Church discipline. Gillespie and Balllie made the
word a term of infamy and reproach among the Scots. Gillespie
especially wrote up the history, pointed out tﬁé ultimate
implications of the doctrine and added the ostracisw of heresy.
The word passed into common use between the summer of 1645 and
that of 1646 because of the Assembly's differenée with Parliament
over the matter of' Church Censures. Originally.Erastians were
those who opposed Church censures, they found themselves naturally
backed by the civil power so the word was enlarged to describe
those who upheld civil control of all religious affairs. But it
was the fortuitous connection of the Excommunication gquestion
with Parliamentary claims that applied the term Erastianism to the
doctrine of State control of religious'lifejf It became a word of
wide megning, of vague meaning and, even at the outsei, of.
' debatable meaning. A persecuted Scots Episcopalian, existing
miserably on the quays at Rotterdam, viewing the Church of Scotland
with the rigaour of Argyll's State behind her, miéht wonder who was

I

an Erastian.

Yet the Scots could not, even had they so wished, leave the
Erastian apologetic unattacked. Erastu? had limited ecivil control
to "things agreeable to the VWord" and had denied the necessity of

the Church's obedience to a pagan magistrate. But in giving the

correction and punishment of moral affairs to the magistrate on

ad
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/ on Scriptural grounds, ﬁe made it quite possible for the magistrate
to claim control of doctrine and worship on the same grounds. The
latter claim the English Parliesment was then not slow to make, and,
as the recent Church of England history shows, is still very loath
to relinquish. The object of Gillespie's "Aaron's Rod Blossoming"
vas to show the'evii road the d;sciples of Erastus would inevitably
follow. With a strange fairness to Erastus - strange,that is, in
Gillesple - he admitted that his followers hei& views he had never
propounded, and he even pointed out the concessions to ecclesiasti-
-cal control which Erastus had made, but he did this to belabour the .
more soundly the Bylish Erastians.  Ruthefurd contented himself witf
a critical examination of Erastus's arguments as embodied in his
Confirmatio and with a refutation of Prynne. Gillespiebwork is an
exhaustive and virulent attaék on the whole doctrine lately develo-
-ped and known as Erastianism. To him the Free Churches of the
last century owe the word, which rather uncriticl itself in origin,
they applied somewhat indiscriminately to all their opponents.
A word may be said on this partner of the Divine Eight. It was |
written in three Books.: The first dealt with.Erastus‘s 0ld
Testament arguments against Excommunication and opposed to his-
concept of a homogeneous and integral Jewish Church and State an
; interpretatioﬁ of Jewish history which made these two bodies
separate both in function and judicatory. He was,needless to say,
more successful in proving Excommunication than disproving the close
knit relationship of Jewish Church and State. The second Book

gave an account of the rise and growth of Erastianism and debsated

the Headship of the Church and the power of the Civil llagistrate.
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/ The lest Book set forth all the New Testament arguments in

favour of Excommunication. Gillespie was more orderly and lucid
than Rutherfurd, but less learned, less accurate, less thorough.
Despite Rutherfurd's rambling controversial - exegetical method, he
managed to cover most of tﬁé doctrine educed or implied by Erastus,
and here he has not learned, as in bittqrness of spirit he later
did, to hurl the term Erastian savagely at an opponent; Prynne,

arch~Erastian as he became, he still calls learned and godly.

II3

The Theses of Erastus (An Examination of that most grave Questia
Whether Excommunication or the Debarring from the Sacraments of
Professing Christians because of their Sins be a Divine Ordinance
or a Human Invention) and the Confirmation of thé Theses were
published six years after the death of Erastus. They were pub-
-lished in London under a printer's pseudonym ¢»n herden in 1589 and
Beza suspected Whitgift of instigating the publication at this
critical moment in the disctplinarian controversy. Beza published
his Refutation in 1590 - he had already in his lifetime written
Erastus a private Jjudgement of the Theses. Rutherfurd made great
use of Beza in his examination of the Confirmatio and whole passeages
are mere verbal translatibns of his:animadversions. Not much of

his contribution was original,but he certainly did the spade work

which gave Gillespie the material for his later treatise.

He began with a claim parallel to that of the State; as the
State had a twofold function of directing menfo good and punishing

the evildoer, so also had the Church, namely, in the preaching of

the Word and the administration of discipline. The latter function
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/ function was not vested in a merely internal persuasive power

over the conscience, but in definite acts of Church control. of
thesg the Church's public rebuking of the offender was one of the

., most efficacious. The nature and justification of Church cen-
-sures - as all Calvinists held - was explicitly set forth in
Matthew 18,'15—18. The crescendo of procedure based on the text
was:- first,private rebuke; next,if the offencer proved obstinate,
Church rebuke; and,if obduracy persisted, exéommunication. This
was the orthodox Genevan doctrine of Calvin, Xnox and Beza. The
chief props of this doctrine as enumerated'were: the word
'ecclesia', which he admitted could bear a secular meaning, but
here in the text referred to a spiritual office of the Church; the
case of the incestuous person ( I Cor. 5.) and his delivery to
Sgtan; the casting out of the lepers and the unclean from the
camp; the exclusion of the morally guilty from the Passover - the
last being 'typical' examples from the 0ld Testament illustrating
the moral and perpetual truth that the rulees of the Church are to
have charge of holy things and see that none profane them.

Erastus's argument against thg whole procedure was based on

the sincere belief that in this act man was abrogating to himself
the power of God, and that in excluding anyone from the sacraments

~ the Church inferred that they were- excluded "in foro interno Dei',
In practice the inference was only too common. Rutherfurd sought
to make it clear that Excommunication did not aeprive ?an of

Excomuu m.g,bfh
Heaven or separate him from the invisible body of Christ. " hath

=%

_in it neither Election hor Reprobation, Regenerstion or non-
fov ls object”

kegeneration|, I Vhen it came to ean esgﬁtological explanatiocn he

I Divine Right, 264.




[ FETEPEFETIUPESREEE U S —— LY USSP D I i

___372:“"
/ he found himself in difficulties, his view being that while God

registers in Heaven the sentence of the Church He may wih the

excormunicate to salvation; yet while the possibility is allowed

there was no great emphasis put on the probability of such an

occurrence. By excommunication a man is deprived of the "second

acts of the life of God" as a discipline, and he went as far as to

say "This external cutting off is retified in heaven and Christ

hath ratifiqg it by a real internal suspension<of the influence of
I

his Spirit.“# Though the excommunication hope of salvation is not

ruined it is greatly impaired because he is cut off from the

"nov 1s the
His assertion Hheet "2e man &

efficacious acts of the Spirit.
aed delivered to Satan morally to be hardened but judicially and
withal medicinally to be softened that his spirit may be saved“l
expressed the intention of the discipline, but the subsequent
career of the roaring Middleton and others who experiencedthis

cathartic ordeal throws grave doubt on the efficacy, psychology,

and wisdom of the process as a means of salvation.
Erastus already doubted and spent a deal of exegetical
ingenuity in upsetting the case for its defence. All the 'typical"

'arguments from the Old Testament, eclusion for ceremonial un-

-cleanness, etc., were denied,and -he produced an adequate ad hoc

selection of Scripture sentences in support of his own theses. Ie

did overturn not a few of the 0ld Testament types for Excommunica-

-tion and the strongest counter Rutherfurd could offer was

Ezekiel 44 "no stranger nor the uncircumcised in heart shall enter
my sanctuary" claiming that a man's deeds were a fairly sound index
of the state of his soul and that the Church could judge him by
them. But if his opponents indulged their ingenuity in this

0la Testament "typification" Erastus let his own run riot in

T Duwine {Z_t}fht. 262 2. lbid , 267.

New

- []
% 3 ' Cd e



373,

/ New Testament exposition. The doctrine of discipline was based

on Mth.18, 15.ff. He correctly enough maintained that it
referred to private quarrels, but outdid discretion in interpreting
"Let him be to thee a heathen and a publican" as meaning "Take the
case to the Roman Jjudge." The Lord was counselling his followers
to séftle disputes peaceably between each other if possible,
otherwise to take them before the local rulers of the Church.

"Let him be to thee a heathen and publican" advises the complete
breaking off of relations between offender and offended if no
settlement can be found. Exclusion from the synagogue was the
punishment for serious moral offence and the whole passage may
illustrate early Jewish Christian practice as based on some of the
Master's words. Erastus attempts to disprove the existence of
Excommunication in the New Testament Church were ill founded,
because some form of it diad exisi. IThe cases were too strong
against him, and his interpretation of the "dellvery to Satan" as
a "miraculous killing' only exposed him to the ridicule of the
critics.

In all this weary warfare and painstaking translation of the
Confirmatio and of Beza's reply no new light, and seldom an
epigrammatic thought, sparkled from his tired pen. Purging -
of Churches,'of Parliament, of Nations - was in the air, the

sovereign Puritan panacea; so Rutherfurd statd the second mnciple

of Excommunication placing it higher than the first. "God's aim

and brought to repentance ....... But also God hath a higher eim

to the end that the whole lump of Christ's body be not leavened
and infected with the contagion of one man." Disciplinary action
T Divine Qiékb, 339 .
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/action was not a private affair; it concerned the spiritual

health of the Christian society and so must be directed by the
Chfistian Church. Here was the radical disagreement with Erastus
for according to the latter such action, if necessary, and if it was
to be effected without favour and brejudice, could only be perfor-
-med by the civil magistrate. Rutherfurd,seeking to show that
discipline was not purely surgical but that it had in it some
therapeutic element,pointed out that the Scots did not exclude the
excommunicate .from the preaching of the Word since this was a
converting ordinance. He was excluded from the Sacraments because

these were confirming ordinances and, as excommunicate, a man was

not in a state of taith.

The argument now shifted from the ‘'an sit' to the ‘'ubi sit' of
Excommunication. This impinged upon the larger doctrine now
specified as Erastian, although England had known Erastianism long
before it heard of Erastus. Rutherfurd held that Excommunication
was only by Church courts, and he now said very little about the
people's right in it. Erastus allowed of presbyteries only for
consultative purposes. He favoured if need were, a mixed court
.of ministers.and state officials for the trial and punishment of
moral offenders - anathema to the Scots becausé such a scheme was
sponsored by the English Parliament in the discipline question and '
in the allied question of the appointment of ministers. In
support of the 'miged' court it was Erastus who now turned to the
0ld Testament and to the Jewish Sanhedrin which dezalt with both

civil and religious affairs so inextricably interwoven in Jewish

national life. His conception of the Sanhedrin as & mixed court

dealing with mixed affairs was more accurate than that of nis
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/ his subsequent antagonists. Following Beza Rutherfurd tried,
not very successfully, to show that there were two Sanhedrins in the

Jewish State, and all his argument sought to emphasise the dualism
of Church and State and establish it by Scriptural proof.

It followed that as there was Scripture for the divine estab-
~-lishment of the State so there must be a defined ecclesiastical
_ doctrine of, and attitude to the State. Rutherfurd sought it in
posing a query which was a direct attack on the éccepted English
ideology. "Whether the Magistfate, by virtue of his office as a
Magistrate, hath supreme power to Govern the Church and immedisately
as a little Monarch under Christ'agove Pastors, teachers, and the
Church of God,‘to judge and determine what is true Doctrine, what
Heresy, to censure and remove from Church Communion, the Seals and
Church offices, all scandalous persons, and that if Pastors or
Doctors or the Church teach or dispense censures, they do it not
with gny immediate subjection to Christ but in the Name and
Authority of the Magistrate, having power from the lLlagistrate as
his servants and delegates." - In the framing of this the minor
Erastian question of discipline is seen passing into the major issué
of the relation of Church and State, and of Christ's Headship of
his Church, which became dominant in Assembly debates as relations
with Parliament becéme more strained. The wide power, claimed in
the query for the Magistrate, Rutherfurd gave entirely to Church
courts, and assemblies without any subordination to him whatever.
The Church was not subordinate to the State, not even an imperiunm
in imper;o, rather imperimnﬁjUXt& ‘imperium, and the New Testament .

Church, especially as manifested in the Pauline epistles was held
I Divine Right 504.
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/ held forth as witnessing the authority of a spiritusl juris-

-diction of Church officers. Whilst the pastor as a man was

subordinate to the magistrate, the magistrate as a Christian man

was subordinate to the pastor and "There is a divine injunction to

rebuke even kings." The Scottish Reformed argument of NMelville

was reiterated in many a sentence asserting that the power of the

magistrate is cumulative not privative; he might indeed cause the .

Church to do her duty if negligent, but he must enforce cbedience
to the sentences of the Church - not question them.

Church and State each.saw,as they have always seen, the danger
of unlimited power in the.other; each could only counter by
asserting an unlimited power in their own sphere. But wheat was
their own sphere? There lay the root of the whole trouble for a

man's morals, his politics and his soul refuse to be departmenta-

-lised in a desiccated form of life. Excommunication had been

Jnade & political weapon by the Roman Catholic Church. It was to
be made one by the Scottish Church. Erastiusn and the later
English parliamentary Erastians were right in detesting and fearing
such & use. The only other alternative for cleaning up national
moral laxity was the coercive power of the State. But to
surrender to this power was for the Church equivalent to surren-

-dering all, so the Scots vehemently and viciously attacked Zrastus

long dead, and all his works and followers.

Rutherfurd and Prynne.

As in Hooker he had attacked intellectual, in Erastus ecclesiac

-tical, now in Prynne he attacked political FErastianism.

Al

eminent marty®, a popular hero, & Presbyterian lawyer - he hod

(99
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/ had lately trounced Burton the Independent, his fellow martyr }L.
Prfnne needed delicate handling. Rutherfurd could not uncersfand
one who was &a Presbyterian and an Erastian, in fact he had to
suspect him of.A;@inianism to believe it, but in his closing
chapters he &igﬁégiﬁﬁ without any personal abuse, esx Prynne's
"Vindication of Four Serious Questions' which hsd dealt harshly
with Presbyterian claims for free and separate Church judicatories,
and set forth clearly what the magistrate mighfland might not do.
Prynne as a lawyer had become bitterly anti-clerical during the
Excommunication and Church Autonomy debates, but he was in the way
of being Pafliament's barking dog, and if his ears were short his
tongue was sharp. |

"y wondered much when I fead.thazkordé of thq:iiiéggggfggg““m\

::Eg;fﬁg?fﬁ;(Prynne,‘that God who bestoweth no Ordinances op man in
vain must intend in istituting ;ﬁe Supper that visible morél un-
-regenerate Christians may be converted thereby as well as real
Saintsb%onfirmedt" This, to Rutherfurd, savoured of universal
salvaéion. He had in his youth hated Arminiaenism because it was
Srastian - though the word had not gained currency, the Bishops
practised the creed - now he hated Erastianism all the more be-
-cause it was Arminian in tendency. He argued that to sdmit

freely tothe Sacraments implied that men could be saved promiscuous-

-ly and this parliamentary ?nd civil control of admission, placead

in the hands of perhaps unregenerate men, was little removed from

free admission. 2. .

King or Parliament, it mattered not which, had no voice

N
i

Church censures. "So many make the King head of the Church

. ])I\.fu\e Rl‘g"\‘t., 525,&
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/ (and the like must be said of the little heads of inferior
magistrates as of the great head)." That a magisirate was =&
Ghristiah gave him no added power, only added responsibility and, if
worthy, greater grace to discharge his duties which he now enumera-

-ted. The magistrate must procure Preachers and Church officers to

dispense the Wor§;8acraments and Discipline, but the Church is the
sole judge of their sincere and efficacious administration; he must
see the pastor is paid, but not aeprive him of ﬂis wages; he must
punish preachers of false doctrine, but the Church decides ﬁhat is
false doctrine; he cannot compel a man to a faith, only as a
Christian man iP a special position exhort them to it. This

apparent leniency was circumvented in his “Toleration" arguments.

"His care is that there be a divine worship that is materially and

externally right and consonant to the rule of the Vord."“ But he
himself has no converting office. ,ﬂe is not only bksie to permit,
obliged -

butﬁto procure the preaching'of the VWord, to convene synods and to

add his sanction to the necessary and lawful constitutions of the

-

Church in such matters as‘Epe admission of the worthy and deposition

of the unworthy ministerf: From this it appears. that Rutherfurd

(=9

did not regard the summoning of a Church court by a monarch or by a
Parliamentafy body as an Eraétian act. In this .way the Viestminster
Assembly was not to him Erastian, for it was summoned by Parliement
for the good of the Church, but any Parliamentary control of its

ultimate formulations immediately incurred the stigma. A Minister
[ L

guilty of treason or maladministration must incur civil penalty, but

bfgause these were faults of the man, not faults of the pastor's
office.

He enumerated certain vetoes on clerical intervention in civ:il
affairs. All intrusion into civil councils was forbicden as wus

T Divine Right, 552,
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/was membership of them; the kirk of the Covenant had withdrawn

from the Scottish Estates, but, as against this, the Assembly at

this time was politically as strong as the Estates. It was mostly

matters of economic concern such as regulation of export and import,

the fixing of the rate of exchange, etc., which he cited as outwith

the ecclesiastical sphere. Despite this, but to her.credit, the

Scottish Church was to petition Parliament for the relief of de-
-pressed areas in Argyll and elsewhere, and a fdct that has been

overlooked was the most alive of any Church of the age to her social

duties. He allowed that, if the King or Estates made oppressive

economic laws, pastors and Assemblies might petition against them,

but he was against armed rebellion on this ground, though in Lex Rex

he supported it for religious and national causes. As a matter of

fact, he never decided in what manner popular resistance to oppres-
-give législation was to be made effective. From now till the _
defeat at Worcester, the Church through Assembly petition backed by

a skilfully manipulated pulpit propaganda, was often able to delay,

frustrate, or initiate and further the decislions of the Scotiish

Parliament. Rutherfurd also gave the Commanding Officer's ordering

of battle as another place where there must be no ministerial inter-

—ference; if one apology for the Dunbar defeat is true it would

have been well for his Chuwrch had they remembered his counsel. Thus
though his expressed doctrine was the non-intrusion of the pastor
into purely civil affairs, the practice in Scotland hardly corres-

-ponded, for there were few affalrs that were purely civil - even

the land question with its problem of teinds had ecclesiasticel

roots - and the growth of the Church's power tempted men to usc t:

vy -
La.dd w

power beyond its legitimate province. The ideal Rutherfurd aimecd
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/ aimed at was a state of harmonious balance, the magistrate

encouraging the pastor in ‘his duty and warning him in any dere-
-liction of it, the pastor enjoying the same relationship to the
magis%rate. As this was based on.the interpretation by each of
the other's duty - & fact which he overlooked, or dismissed by
saying that their repective duties were clear in the Word - this
very theory of balance was itself a seed and a sword of strife and
in the heyday, hectic and brief, of George Gillespie's reign in the
Church mutual epeduragement was often displaced by vituperative
abuse. Rutherfurd's final statement-ran."Hence I am not afraid to
assert a reciprocation of subordinations between the Church and the
magistrate and a sort of collaterality and ihdependent supremacy

in their own kind common to both, for every soul, pastors and others
are subject to the magistrate as ﬁhe higher power in all civil
things, and all members of the commonwealtih being members of the
Church in soul-matters are subject to the Church and Pastors in
thelr authoritative dispensing of the Word, Sacraments and Church
Censures: Nor are any magistrates or'others who hsve souls ex-

-cepted." I phus ne opposed to Prynne the doctrine developed

by the Scots which, apparently an established concord, was to
become, through circumstances, fertile in every form of discordc.
Though he had now said all that could be said, he persisted in
a few extra chapters to produce more argument which added little.
The denial of Coleman's claim that the magistrate holds power from
Christ the Mediator was followed by the affirmation that the magi-
-strate was not bound by decree of synod or Assembly, unless these

were according to the wWord of God, but this was granted - iu theory-

10 every individual. The Presbyterian admitted Synods could err,
I Divine Right, 560.
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/ err, but Presbyterian synods were remarkably intolerant of those

who questioned their judgements as being other than according to the
Word of God, and in practice could become as authoritarian as the
Church of Rome. On the matter of appeals, which arose from the

Assembly debates on the hierarchy of Church courts he stated the
Scottish Presbyterian standpoint; there was no appeal from the
sgntence of the Church court to the magistrate,but a complaint
against injurious procedure was allowed, upon which the magistrate
could order a retrial but not overrule the Church's decision. He
had no sgruple in using modern Roman Catholic writers in his support
referrirg to that "excellent and learned lawyer Ferd. Vasquez" who
stated "thst Christ has established his Church for spiritual ends eic
the megistrates are not ﬁia officers." He closed by showing that

Bullinger Walter and Musculus who leaned towards Erastus, were

mistaken in so doing, and after all were not so Erastian as they

seemed to Dbe.

The Dispute Touching Scandal.
The end of the Divine Right went back to the beginning.

This
tractate is & retrospective account of Scotlend's dealings with her
own Erastians and ceremonialists, that scholarly and attractive body
of men known as the Abelrdeen Doctors, the spiritual children of
Patrick Forbes. In 1638, before they were in successive years
finally outed for their Episcopalian and Erastian tendencies -
convinced Arminians, with the exception of Villiamiorbes none could
be held to be - a Commission comprised o Jenderson, Dickson, and Cant
had beén sent North to procure the signatures oi' the ministers and

cltizens of' Aberdcen and district, to the National Covenant.

vere, as Baillie says 'but coldly welcomed.' Demands were sent
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/ sent from the Doctors -to the Commissioners, the said Doctors
according to Baillie-“hoping.by disputés and janglings to make
their journey fruitless." ©Pamphlet and pulpit warfare ensued in
which Answers, RepliegfiDuplies sRa—2pinliss crossed between the
disputing Divyfps, the pamphlets reaching as far south-as the
English court. Someone perhaps now resurrected the Deménds and
Duplies of' théIDoctors to twit the Scots with their own Erastianism '
and expose them, through the works oi their own countrymen, as
destroyers of form and beauty.l' This is suggested iﬁ the context.
But the tractate bears the mark of being salvage of an earlier
pamphlet, if only because of some séontaneity in p&ssages. Refer-
-ence 1is made to the authors disputings with Dr. Baron during his
. exile - in which both subsequently claimed the victory - and the
tractate was at least based on‘notea of that dispute, on some
critical data on John Forbes's Irenicum and on material auggested
by the Duplies, etc. The object lesson for Englishmen menifested
how Scotland dealt with.even the meekesﬁ and mildest form of
Episcopal and ZErastian heresy. The inclusion of the tractate may
have been an afterthought, with the dual purpose of serving as
apologetié for the Directory of Public Worship, now by law estab-
=-lished to superééde the Prayer Book, and of manifesting, since
negotiations open and secret. with the beaten Charles were now in

f'ull swing, the inflexible Scottish policy that no concession to

BN
w3

Espiscopalianism, however small, would find any accommodatin

tolerance.

The introduction to the tractate was an attack on the motif of

John orbes's Irenicun. Forbes had held that "things indifferen

7 BA.IIHIQ,L-’ 97. % Lettews) XXX (X , CXVI, ~ CKLIV,
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/ indifferent," i.e., acts of worship not specially commanded

and set forth in Scripture, if commanded by the Sovereign must be
performed and that obedience gave an added merit to their perior-

-mance; moreover, an indifferent act if performed to the Glory of

God became worthy, religious and meritorious. The truth in the

latter argument was balanced by as weighty a consideration put
forward in Rutherfurd's counter, that the ceremonies were specious

trappings frought with grave danger to the spirltual life of the

Church. If Forbes seems the more reasonable and the ceremonies

he pleaded for felatively innocuous, one has but to read Canon
Reven's strictures on the glorification of, or specialisation in

tinsel in the present Church of England,I to realise that Ruther-

~-furd's caveats, bitter though they be = and no more bitter some-

-times than the Canon's - are still valid criticism of the dangers

of ceremonial.  Rutherfurd acidly commented that these trappings

could only "in the vain intention of the doer be referred to God's

Glory", and that a man must learn from Scripture how with his life

~and faith to glorify God. Viith his early wvigour he breaks out

"All our Ceremonies in their use, crossing, kneeling, wearing of
the Surplice, have no intrinsical goodness, no internal moral
equity of Order, Decency and aptness to Edify, Wherefore it is

necessary they should be done; the doing of them in lFalith, and

for God's glory may be obtained as well by none kneeling, none

crossing, none Surplice. This is no smell dssii to the credit of
Perthh Assembly; for they saw no goodness in the Articles but that

vhich as well might have been obtained without them. Eence

I Canon Raven, The Good News of the Gospel.

2. Divine Righl | 653
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/ Hence eicept the goodness of pleasing King James they had no more
reason ror the Ceremonies than to make an Act that all lMinisters

shall go to the Foot Ball, the third day of May." I  wIn things

indifferent the very mslice adherxing to the practice of them,
howbeit it adhere not inseparably to them maiketh the practice

damnable." 2 He stated the position developed in the tractate

that neither the King's command nor the doers intention could make

these things lawful, practicable or expedient; their crime wsas

that they led the weaker Christian astray and so were the cause of

“"Scandal," As Prof. G.D. Henderson points out, Rutherturd held

that "Erroneous opinions in points not fundamental and in super-
-structures.being professed and instilled in the ears and simple
records of others tend to the subversion of fundamentals, &as having
connexion by just consequent with fundamentals and do scandalise and

bring on doubtings about the foundation and so bring 8

demnation."

In this tractate more stress is laid on the inigquity of Scandal

then on the lack of Scripture for the practices, the emphasis sug-

-gesting that the Scots feared a half-way compromise in England
which would endanger the Church now established‘in their own land.
The main argument of the "Dispute touching Scandal and
Christian Liberty" stated, "“The practice of things indifférent end
not necessary is then unlawful when from thence ariseth the scandal,

or occasion of the ruin of our brother." '~ A Scandal was fully

defined as "a word or action, or the omission of both, inordinately
spoken or done, whence we know or ought to know, the fall of weak

wilful or both is occasioned to those who are within or without the

¥ " 3 i .

Church. Thus for example, "Silence in Preechers when God's metiert
I Divine Right, 654 ' '
2 Ibid, o6bH ot BT A A

b C.D. llendeyson, Religious Life in 17th, Cent.
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/ matters go wrong is scandaluus."” It was as scandalous to lead

astray the wilful - prelates and Aberdonians - as t0 lead astray
the weak - presumably English Presbyterians. Rutherfurd refused to
concede to the Doctors that the ceremonies, product of the hated
Perth Articles, were innocent in form and in intention, replying
with the Knoxian metaphor, that even if sﬁe were innocent in
intention, yet no honest woman ever bed&zened herself with mere-
~-tricious apparel, and the ceremonies were the trappings of the
Roman harlot.- _

In justifying the imposition of the ceremonies the Doctors had
claimed that the scandal was needlessly takeh, as they were things
indfferent, and at any rate, as they were imposed by authority, the
virtue of obedience to authority outweighed the remote consideration
of any possible scandal. This Erastianism (not here labelled as
such) pleaded in the Duplies and Q&%?¥§;;7'angered Rutherfurd and
‘Forbes's plea for a proper exposition of the ceremonies that they
might be understood was ridiculed in the retort that preachers
needed all their time to exponnd the Gospel. With regard to
obedience to superiors, palliating or obviating, any scandal the
answer came in Rutherfurd's usual syllogistic ;;Pm. No man could
obey a superior if he incited him to crime; tne practice of the
ceremonies was a way to spiritual death for the wesker brother; he
who commended such pract;bes was guilty orf spiritual murder and
therefdre could.not, and must not be obeyed. "Rulers have no right
to seek absolute obedience, but only in the Lord, not against
charity?’

He now proceeded to deal with the 'malicious taking of

ecandal' which was the Doctors' efforts at vilifying Presbyterian
7

l :DI'SPULtQ- (_Ou(l\tug SC&hcdd,l' v , __\,
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" Presbyterian theory and practice. If you hate Rome so much,. said

hey, why not be utterly Puritan?

Why use Church bells?
1 gown?

Yhy use
Vlhy use these very Churches which Rome dedicated to the

saints you malign? In . using all these are you yourselves not’

giving Scandal to the weaker brethren? The defence was quite

practical. Crucifixes, images,

altars, mass cloths were instruments

of idolatry used in worship oériginating from the will of man; they

had to be abolished, because even if not worshipped, that danger was
latent in their use. But a Church was a physical necessity in a

cold climate, a bell a necessity for summoning the people, a gown

was a seemly apparel, The Puritan view that-there was nothing sacro-

—saﬁ? in the edifice of a Church was upheld. Dedication of a Church

to a Saint was idle, useless and of no effect; as it conferred no

magical sanctity, so it stained with no gecial pollution; it was
worthless, therefore, there was no reason why purged of unseemly

gee-gaws such a Church could not be used is the serviae of God.

Purgiws of Romish trappings it must be, and he bddly a

efencs
Knox's Iconoclasm.

: 'hot
To hold any other view than this washa refusal

to scandalise, but a ¢ivtnd in to a stupid overscrupulousnessy-which
was to Judalse,

~

The imposition of the Directory for Public Worship, now by law

esteblished in both Kingdoms occasioned some thodghts in its defence

and a.brief comparison with the Prayer Book. Some words and phrase
be-

in the Directory miahtﬂunnecessary in thamselves as words but the

scheme of worship and observance laid down therein was absolutely

necessary and scriptural. The Prayr Book commanded devotions that

were unnecessary and alien to the Word in words that were Romish

embellishments and snares of the devil. Such is the Dispute
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/ Dispute touching Scandal. It is not a full treatment of the 7

subject, only on the aspect of scandal given by concessions to

Episcopaltan worship and ceremonial. On the whole subject the best

work is James Durham's "Treatise Concerning Scandal" written when the

Author was heartbroken by the divisions which rent his Church and

posthumously published in 1658. It was, despite faults due to the

age and the belief of the Author in the dQSCiplinary necessity of

excommunication, a wise consideration of the Ghriqﬁian Ddty of having

a conscience void of offence toward God and man. The nature and

ways of scandal and their cure, private scandal, the public scandal

of immoral life, scandalous errors and doctrines, and above all

scandalous divisions in the Church were all investigated, diagnosed

and therapeutically treated. The Rutherfurd of the Letters could

hardly have written better.

R L e i pmlth i
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RUTHERFURD AND THE TOLERATION CONTROVERSY.

It has been claimed by historians such as Dr. Shaw that

Presbyterianism lost the day in England because men s hearts were
with the old order and the Prayer Book, and that a slow passive

resentment at Presbyterianism increasingly grew in the ordinary
Englishman with every action of the Scots, so that, at the

Restoration, they turned with gladness to the old Anglican order. :

This is only a half truth, barely a half truth. Certainly, if

the Presbyterians had allowed the Prayer Book to be retained in
England, as earlier, if Laud had kept the same book out of

Scotland, the ecclesiastical state of each country might have

borne a different aspect. The Prayer Book was dear to many

Englishmen, but how dear and to how many is difficult to ascer-

-tain, for not even every Royalist was a Hyde or a Falkland.

The more potent foe of Presbyterianism - and of Episcopacy -

was the spirit of individualism, and of eccentric individualism,
working even more in religious, than in political affairs, wheré

vested interest of land and trade still kept undue aberrations

curbed and circumscribed. All the more so this spirit found

expression in the multifarious sects, creeds, fantasies and

fanaticisms of the age. How numerous or how eccentric these

were 1s difficult to judge, so distortéd and exploited were they

. by Presbyterian propaganda. Some deviations from orthodox

Calvinism were slight; many of the hated Anabaptists were

Calvinist in all but the Baptist principle: others like the

maunderings of the poor half wit - or humorist in bad taste -
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/ who said that "the Earl of Essex made him, Sir William Waller
Waraick
redeemed him and the Earl of Manehester sanctified him" mani-

-fested a diseased brain rather than a distorted theology. All

were treated with a grim. and humourless severity. Petitions to

Parliament against heresy and even individual heretics were sent
up from the Assembly. It became part of the Presbyterian
policy to set forth every ludicrous, revolting or contentious

eccentricity which came to light as an argument against Indepen-

-dency and the chaos to which it woud lead.

Allowing for exaggeration, misrepresentations and invective,
the years of the Civil War and the Protectorate saw & huge

increase in the number of sects, decorous and otherwise which

- infuriated the orthodox and enlivened local politicsin town and

country. Edwards in his "Antapologia" to the Apologetical

Narration of the Independents writes of “swarms end troops of

Independents." : Baxter 1 speaks of Independency, Anabaptistry,

Antinomianism and Arminianism, and combinations and permutetions
of them all as being rife in Cromwell's army. From the
"Gangraena" of Thomas Edwards and the "Disuasive from the Errors

of the Time'" of Robert Baillie & catalogue of every known = snd

unknown = heresy, great or small, existing between 1600 and 15630
could be made. Chief amongst these were the Baptists, called

Anabaptist to damn them with the reproach of Lunster. There

were by 1646 fifty-four Baptist churches, seven in London, and

the rapid growth of this sect may have been responsible for much

of the obscene vituperation they endured. -~ The 0ld Brownists

" were the extreme Independents with out and out toleration claims.

L Autobiography, 1696. 505.

s i i
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/ Antinomianism was by now a personal creed rather than a

religious sect, but anyone, anything and everything, that was

anti-Calvinist and could not be otherwise classified was labelled

Ahtinomiaxl by Edwards. The Familists' peculiarities are

difficult to discover, but under the heading secems to come the
quietists, pantheists, mystics, or pseudo mystics, of the time.

Millenaries and Chiliasts, decent and extravagant had their
plece. The Seekers were blind to the glory of éresbyterianism,
Episcopacy, and Independency and still sought the true Church.
Divorcers like John Milton, anti-sabbatarians like poor John

Trask, Soulsleepers, Arians, Sociniéns, Anti-trihitarians, made

up the number. In the Gangraena is a collection of 176 errors,

heresies and blasphemies. The author simply collectied and
adumbrated every heresy ancient and modern which he knew, and

atiributed fhem to the sects in England. The more violent a.

heresy the more useful was 1t as propaganda. Arianism,

Socinianism, and their depend@nt dogmas a&re all included, as

are Arminianism, Amyraldism, and every other anathema to the

Calvinist. The thoughts of religious genius. the ironies of an

opponent taken seriousLy, the dreams of the mystic, the haverings

of the village idiot are all jumbled together as alike heretical

and damnable. Edwards has no sense of proportion, and conse-

-quently none of humour. "A fluent rancorous indefatigable

inquisitorial and on the whole nasty kind of Christian" - the

words are Prof. Masson's 1. it is & pity that some of the Scots

followed in his literary footsteps.
1

The latter were honestly

"Life of Milton" III 142.



/ revolted by the stupidity, indecency and sheer wildness of
mental deficienéy which brought forth queer fruit in many of the

sects and an ordered, established, and disciplinary Presbyterian

Church was their panacea.

As the number of sects and opinions grew, so the demand for

toleration increased. Some were prepared enough to asccept

toleration for themselves and deny it to others, for example the

moderate Independents, in self defence, were ohly moderate

Tolerationists. The more extreme and extravagant the opinion,

&8 a rule, the more acute was the demand for unlimited Toleration.

On the whole the sects, differing'in all else, were united in
their demand for Toleration and were Independent in that they
-were self supporting and desirous of a self controlled existence.
The Presbyterians had thﬁs a faclle case for making Independency

the root of all evil, though the real Independents had nothing in

common with the religious fantastics. Toleration of religious

difference was an sbomination to Presbyterian, Romanist and

Anglican because it was destructive of the keystones in their

respective ecclesiastic structure, the infallible Vord, the

inerrant Church or the omnipotent State. Each Church had

vigorous arguments against the practice, often very similar in

nature and content, and Rutherfurd will be found citing, with

commendation, Jesuit lawyersy to support his case. In all these

Churches, only in the Anglican among the Cambridge Platonists; was

an approach to a limited idea of Touleration mede.
Few supported absolute Toleration for there were extravagan-

-cies which neither Church nor State nor sectary could
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/ countenance. The more moderate of the last were willing

to make scapegoats of the extremists to'testify tu their own

righteousness and win toleration sna a certain amount or

establishment tor themselves. The Independents howled as loud

as any for Paul Besffs blood. The truest sponsors of Toleration

were the Baptists, its happiest exponent Roger Williams, founder .

of Rhode Island Colony with its laws of universal suffrage and

liberty of conscience. While in England Williams published

the "Bloody Tenent of Persecution for Cause of Conscience
discussed in a Conference between Truth and Peace," wisely
enough after his negotiations with Parliament for the status of
his Colony had been completed, for he advocated the absolute
toleration of all sect, error or atheism and the complete
disestablishment of religion, even maintaining that neither.

error nor heresy need debar aman from holding high office in the

state. His Independent brethren in England and New England '

shuddered in his company and were glad when he removed the

reproach from them by becoming a Baptist. Henry Burton, the l

\ i
Independent martyr,and John Gpodwin, the Colossus of Coleman

Street, were practicallj absolute Tolerationists. They fell

short of Williams in holding that Congregational Churches had

power to deal with error in their midst, even to excommunication,

and they asllowed the State to encourage ministers in the con-
~-futation and elimination of heresy, barring always the
application of any physical, legel, or social sanctions.

Whilst disliking a Natimeal Church, they tolerated it.

T
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/ The most dangerous to the Scots was the limited Toleration
claimed by Nye and the Dissenting Brethren. - The claims of
vVilliams were equally repellent to Church and State, those of
Burton and Goodwin hardly less so, for any concessions they made

were so patently sprats to catch Leviathan that there was little
likelihood of that monster swallowing them. But the Brethren !
plausibly asked for toleration of congregational practices by the
established Church - presumed to be Presbyterian - and relief of
the more godly of the sects from persecution and-boyéott. They
excluded from such relief Episcopalians, Antinomians, Arians, and
gll holders of glaring heresies. - It is difficult to discern

whet was their ultimate ecclesiastical policy and object. Often

at Westminster, their attitude seems purely and simply 'dog in

the manger', and Nye, the opportunist, tied his party so tightly

to Cromwell'g chariot wheels that their policy became identical
with the Army's. They might have welcomed_an established
Independenéy such as existed in New England, where the Government
éranted great powers of discipline and wide privileges to the

local CGongregational Churches, although not endowing them. As
Nye had no scruples in accepting revenues from Kimbolton his
policy-may have visualised.New England Congregationalism plus
endowment. ~ It may be said here that Wew England Congregationalism
was no more tolerant than Scottish Presbyterianism. - To secure

the toleration at which they aimed, the Independents in 1844 had

to widen their claims to gain Army support although they still

anathematised flagrant heresy. The establishment of




/ Presbyterianism with freedom of worship for all decent men who
differ was implied in the "Heads of the Proposal" of August, 1647,
but in October the Agreement of the People first claimed

"absolute freedom in the matter of Religion and the ways of God's
Worship" then grudgingly conceded that the State might set up
"some public way of instructing the Nation so it be not compulsive'
The rake's progress of Independency, which the Scots had feareaq,

was almost accomplished; 1t was fulfilled and crowned in the

Cromwellian regime. Meanwhile, the aim and polipy of the Scots

and their Presbyterian allies was, as described by Professor

Masson,"to tie Toleration round the.neck of the Independents, 1

stuff the two étruggling monsters into one sack and siﬂk them in

the bottom of the sea." 1

Was this policy sound? The same historian writes "They (the

' Scots) stood stoutly to the necessary identity of Presbyterisnism
and absolute anti-toleration and so Presbyterianism missed the |
most magnificent opportunity she has had in her history."
Perhaps! but if the Scots were 'dour'the Independents were
'*thrawn',

A little less truculence, .a 1little more compromise

when they were at the zenith of their power might have won the
Independents to live peaceabiy with the Presbyterian regime.

As passions died they would havé merged with the larger body.
If both parties had made some comprﬁmise on the Prayer Book and

accepted the moderate Episcopalian into felbwship the Church of

England might have been far greater in number, wider in outlooXk,

1 "“Life of Milton" Vol.III, 119.
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/happier in relation to her neighbours than her story reveals.

On the other hand the reforming spirit and evangelistic zeal

bexotten in the Free Churches of that nation would have suffered

great loss. As it was, Nye would certainly have taken offered

compromise as a sign of weakness, and the Scots had no guarantee

that the Inde_pendents, once satisfied, would remain satisfied.
In town and country they waged a persistent guerilla warfare and
so the Scots decided to fight it out with thei; opponents on the
complete_Anti¥Toleration platform mercilessly attabking 'pre-
~-tended liberty of conscience' scorning few opportunities to
smirch.and befoul the Independent nest and its brood.

There is again evidence of a Scottish propsgandist plan,
-Balllie and Rutherfurd being now its agents. Their productions
in relation to this controversy were:= Baillie's “Dié?asive

from the Errors of the Time" (1645) and his "Anabaptism, the

true Fountain of Independency, Antinomy, Brownism and‘Familism“
(1647), Rutherfurd's “Survey of the Spiritual Antichrist" (1648),

and his "Free Disputation against Pretended Liberty of Conscience"
(1649).l The first of Rutherfurd's works was given in to the

printer before he left London in November 1647 and published

early in 1o48;

the last was a summary of the experience of the
\

Scottish Viestminster Commissioners between 1644-47, Baillie's
"Dissuasive" was partly a popular counterpart of Rutherfurd's and
Gillespie's works on Independency. Erudite and learned himself,

he had a more rlﬁent pen than his colleagues and, like Nr

5o . .-
1 There i& .4 pamphlet of George Gillespie“Wholesome Severity
reconc%léd with Christian Liberty or the True Kkesolution of a
resent controversy concerning Liberty of GCon 1 PO
ngéﬁgﬁ lgigz,“lbéo, a rathergcursory survey ggiiggeBigégﬁnﬂea
Theomachia, Faces About" 1644, an answer to Goodwin's

e a e
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/ Edwards, a 'penchant' for collecting gossip, so his work was
more akin to the Antapologia. of the latter, and he was not

above piagiarism of some of its matter. Baillie's arguments

were historical and pragmatic, or apparently so. He demon-
-strated that Independency had a bad spiritual ancestry and

was begetting a worse progeny; outlining the rise and progress

of Brownism at home, in Holland and in New England, he inserted
for illustration all the stock scandals connected with its more
fantastic elements. Though not as soarrilous as Edwards, he

obviously enjoyed the narration of a scandal whilst protesting
that he told it reluctantly.

But the Five Dissenting Brethren were able to witstand the
onslaught and though the Presbyterians had ousted John Goodwin
from Coleman Street, they could not silence his pen. The
sins of Brownism tied as a millstone round tlle neck of Inde-

-pendency had not sufficed to sink the monster, so a heavier

hed to be found. Of course, the indefatigable Mr Thomas

Edwards found it. The Baptist faith had gained ground. Why
it ves sekcted for so bitter attack is difficult nowadays to

understand, for many, if not most, of the Baptists were

Calvinist in all but the doctrine of paedo-baptism. Helwisse,

the founder of the first Baptist Church in London indeed was an

Arminian; German Anabaptistry was in some ways a nasty

ancestor; the doctirine of complete immersion - enemies said
naked immersion - led to some gross stories of qucer practices,

i1l founded and probably rare; but,in fact, the English

Baptists leapt into ill repute, till the queer Quakers came 10




/ take their place, because they were a very convenient whip

with which to scourge the Independent. Ostracised by Lutheran

and Calvinist they were of course Independents in their concep-
-tion of Church Government, and Edwards could scream at the

increase in Baptists as the evil fruit of Independency and

Toleration. He did this in his "Gangraena or a Catalogue and

Discovery of many of the Errors, Heresies, Blasphemies and

pernicious Practices of the Sectaries of this Time vented and

acted in England in the last Four Years" (1645-46). It was

enlarged in a later edifion. Great play was made with stories

of the Baptism of naked women. He sent out for and invited

such stories; some as to how, why and where Independent and

Baptist pastors got their money were dirty insinuations, or
wilful misinterpretations of the principle of voluntaryism;

,others relate the acts of the mentally deranged, or the relig-

-iously eccentric, or merely practices not conforming to

Presbyterianism. Baillie unfortunately followed }Mr Edwards in

his "Anabaptism the True Fountain of Independency." The

title was a plain statement of the Presbyterian policy of

collecting millstones. He was more lucid and scholarly and

selective than Edwards; the method and the intent to procure
repressive action through slanderous vilification was the same.

Much of the matter comes from Edwards, cleansed somewhat, but

there was a rather ill-concealed glee at being able to hint at
gross obscenities.

The Independent monster still refused to drown, rather

S
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¥ swam the more steadily with the current of military favour.

By 1647 the sects calling themselves Independents had multiplied;
the measures of Toleration claimed by the Army in its negotiations
with Charles, now in its power, encouraged bold statement of

belief - or disbelief - in pulpit and pamphlet. Rutherfurd had

been left alone in 1647 to fight a rearguard action. He took

up his pen reluctantly to write "A Survey of the Spiritual

Antichrist, opening the Secrets of Familism and Antinomianism."
This from the Scottish side was the final drag net, every obscure

heresy that had escaped notice could be crushed into these two

categories. Mysticism,anti-trinitarian heresy, pantheism, were

charged against the Antinomians and the reproach of David George

and Caspar Schwenkfeld laid upon them. Every hidden and sus-

~-pected lewdness and monstrosity were popularly attributed to
“"ramilism". Who and what the Familists were is difficult to
ascertain, even fromlthia reputed work on the subject; mystics
such as Peter Sterry were included in their number, as also was

John Saltmarsh, no mystic, but a Cromwellian pamphleteer dabbling
in mysticism.

When Toleration became Army dogma, Independency with its

variations and aberrations was safe from pblitician and pam-

-phleteer. As the shadows lengthened in the unhappy years of

the Engagement, Ruthertfurd saw the &apparently fatal disease of

Toleration destroying orderly religious life in England and

threatening Scotland herself. Late in 1647, Zdwards the

irrepressible had published "The Casting Down of the Last
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/ Stronghold of Satan or A Treatise against Toleration and

Pretended Liberty of Conscience." In 1649 - written throughout

1648 - Rutherfurd published "A Free Disputation against Pretended

‘Liberty of Conscience." as the Scottish contribution. A study

of this work.will shqw the whole E%esbyterian doctrine that lay
behind'the bitter pamphleteering attack on the Independents, for

it would be a mistake to suppose this attack only a pblitical

manoeuvre in a bid for power. But before doing so a brief note

on the "Survey of the Spiritual Antichrist" may be permitted.

“"A Survey of the Spiritusl Antichrist.™

The preface to the 'Survey' was Rutherfurd's closest

approach to the politicai pamphlet, and it was much too savage

to be successful propaganda. Sometimes Rutherfurd's intellectual

interest in & doctrine so absorbed his energy that it is
difficult to judge the measure or intensity of his dislike, Even
with Erastus he was all argument and little invective, but here,

what he felt wus as much in his words as what he thought; in the

preface only, for the pamphlet was alien to his nature, if not

to his genius, and the "Survey" developed into a historical and

theological treatise. . The title told its. story. WA Survey of

the Spiritual Antichrist. Opening the Secrets of IFamilism

and Antinomianism in the Anti-Christian Docirine of dJohn

Saltmarsh and William Dell, the present Preachers of the Army

now in England .....l. In which 1s revealed the rise and spring

of Antinomians, IFamilists, Libertines,

Schwenkfeldians,
Enthuslasts, etc,n

The preface was entitled " brotherly and
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/ free Epistle to the patrons and friends of pretended Liberty
of Conscience."

It was much more free than brotherly, written
by a patriotic Scotsman who never changed his principles, and who

all his 1life would have no truck with Cromwell. Anger at the
Independents' betrayal of the Covenant, consternation at their

adnerence to the cause of Toleration, bitterness at their deceit -
and the success of it - £ill theée pages. Once he is moved to
say "We might have believed the words of Xing Charles,who told us

. { .
they minded not religion in that war."” The Epistle shows a

certain power of sarcastic vituperation in an argumentative form,

for even his vituperation took the form of a syllogism.

It is
valuable as showing his state of mind after four years at

Westminster.

He announced it as undeniable that thousands had been
seduced to Familism, Antinomianism and other fantastic personal
beliefs, without anything being done to curb these heresies,
fundamental blasphemies and foul inventions of men, "although

privileges of state if in a <feather violated must be judged

bloody and inexpiable."

As a Scot, he deemed he had suffered
silently long enough.

"But sure it is not Christian, but Asses'
patience to open the bosom and heart to lodge Familists,

Antinomians, Arminians, and Arians, and what not under the

notion of the godly party, and to send to hell others sometimes

judged the godly party because of two innocent and harmless

relations of Scottish and Presbyterial." He had seen that
English objections to Presbyterianism were as much because it

I Supuey' (P\”efa.ﬂe} 9.
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/ was Scottish as because it was Presbyterian. Henry Burton,
trading on his martyrdom had been trouncing the Scots in the
foulest of terms and attacging the General Assembly as

destructive, both of individual freedom and Parliamentary

government.' The same Mr Burtoq}cried Rutherfurd,who now sees

our General Assembly as a Papal throne and we ourselves worse

than Egypt or Babylonbhad not so long ago welcomed the Scots

as the "Kingdom of Judah helping the ten tribés, their brethren,
against the taskmaéters of Egypt and spoilers of Babylon."

Why was all the Independents' gall kept for the Presbyterian
only? Apostrophising the saints of the sunrise, Cartwright,

Sybbes, Ames, Knox, ?elsh and Bruce, his pen leapt in fury -

"If these who are asleep in the Lord were now living, they
would deny you and your Independency, and Separation, your
Schisms, Athiestical and Epicurean tenets of toleration of all
Sects, Religions, false ways, your Antinomians, Familists,
Socinians, Arminians, Arians, Antitrintarisns, Antiscrip-
~-turians, Seekers, Anabaptists; all of which I cannot but
judge to be yours bedhuse you are Bo‘far from writing against
against
them or denying them, that in your books to write them is to

persecute the saints of the most High." Bitterly he analysed

the course of affairs and the continuous ousting of Pres-

-byterians from place and power. With sarcasm, he askea ®

"But if Anti-toleration may go pari passu, equal foot and

pace with Antinomianism, Arminianism, and Socinianism, sand

such like heresies and false ways as consistent with godliness
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/ and Saintship, why should Presbyterians be blotted out of the

XKalendar of saints?" and with irony he went on "Ought ye not

also to restore them with the spirit of meekness? to oppress,
imprison, fine and confine thém, to decourt them out of places,

judicatures, offices, societies, 1s no persecution" and with

truth he continued "You are more debtors to them for your lives,

freeholds, estates, victories, free-sitting Parliaments, peace,
plenty, freedom from grievous taskmasters of Egypt, ceremonies,
will worship, and other toys than to any sects in England.

Your Antinomians, Familists, Socinians, Antiscripturists.....
when both Kingdoms were in the post way toward Babylon, were as
men buried, and in the congregation of the dead and as still as
salt." It is denied that Scotland sought to force Presbyterian-
-ism on England by the sword and maintained that the Covenant
alone was the implement to bring her to a good estate, to which
Covenant the Independents swore with deliberate and calculated
deceit, for their present policy of permitting the welter and
chaos of heresy could not be named reforming the Church
"according to the Word of God and the best Reformed Churches."
Rutherfurd's wrath was the more kindled because Burton
stole his thunder against the General Assembly from "Issacharl's
Burden" and anti-Presbyterian tirade of his old foe John HMaxwell,

Bishop of Ross, and he felt bound in a few pages to defend the

Assembly's powers and define its relation to the state, all

matter with which he hecl dealt time and again. With some

cogency he argued that the Independent principle was much more




[ —— A NI L ST

%o3
/ subversive of the civil government than the Presbyterian
was presumed to be - as Cromwell discovered in his experimental

'Barebones' Parliament - "For there be no Christian Magistrates

at all to them, but such as are members of their Congregational

Church, that is such as they conceive to be regenerated; and

had they a world at their'own will, the#t not the twentieth man
of this present Parliamént, nor Judgeg, nor Justice of the Peace,

could be chosen Magistrates, if the congregatibns of England

T
were all of the Independent stamp."™ The contemporary history

of New England illustrated the difficulties which even a well

disposed local government experienced in dealing with the

Independent. One passage in the Epistle accused the Indepen-

-dents of working worse havoc on Presbyterians than Papists

or Prelatists. What sort of State was it "when vile and

naughty men because‘they side with sectaries such as blaspheme
God, deny the deity of the Holy Ghost, not only go free, but

5
Familists, Antinomians, Libertines who join in these blasphemies,

Arminians, and Socinians, the old Courtiers and darlings of the

late Prelates, and popish affected, Seekers, Anabaptists,

Separatists, and Independents of another stamp than these in

New England, Covenant breakers and the like, are not only

connived at against the Covenant, but sit in Parliement &and are

&dvenced to highest places in the State and Army?"z' They add
insult to injury. "When we are worsted, ruined, dispeopled,

we are not only forsaken by those whose safety, peace, religion
and happiness we minded with loss of our own lives, yet divers

of the Sectaries profess they had rather fight against the Scols

1 Suu’veyl ,P‘fff‘u'e,é’ . 2 Survey, Preface b6,
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/ as against Turks."
" The Survey fell into two parts, "The Descent of Antinomians

and Femilists" and "A modest Survey of the Secrets of Antino-

-mianism," The "Descent" is an account of the wilder and less

orthodox growths of the Reformation Libertines, AntinOmians and

Anabaptists and a linking up of the oddities and orgies of the

present time with these. Its first part was collection rather

than history:) being a rather indiscriminate conglomeration of
the doings and doctrines of Muncer, Becold, Hoffmann, George

and their‘disciplésg. W&en he turned to their-modern counterparts
'we have argument rather than narrétion, for he became speedily
engrossed in refuting even the minutiae'of their speculations.

Much of this will appear in the subsequent account of his

theology. The Familists who so aroused his ire were undoubtedly

the people who becume Quakers. They appear to have held | ]

doctrines of the insufficiency of Scripture and the need of the
Inner Light, a somewhat Dodetist view of the Incarnation, idesas _
of universal grace and salvatlon, also a crude belief 1n sal- -
-vation by a mystical union between cfeature and creator,

betweenhan and Christ, which was not infrequently tinged with

hysteria. Against the vagafies of a subjectivised inspirational

and intuitional religion he made a strong defence of the use and
place of science and languages in the elucidation of Scripture.

There are no salacious accounts or gross hints at abscenities

in his work. This man, accused of prurient indelicecy in his

letters, consciously or unconsciously avoided the manner and

method of Mr Edwards. A few current rumours such as Mrs
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/ Hutchinson's deliverance of thirty monsters were inscrted,

but it is obvious that unlike the two others he had no interest

 in matter of this sort. The chief victim of his pen was John

Saltmarsh, Chaplain to the Army, who in some pamphlets specially

"Sparkles of Glory" had sought to popularise these early English

practitioners of what Professor W.P. Paterson:calls the "“School

of the Spirit." Saltmarsh was a journalistic populariser in

the garb of a cleric. Earlier he had written a pamphlet

popularising what one might call the creed of Mr WordlyWiseman =

not a bad appellation for himself. A nobler spirit like Peter

Sterry was here lashed in his company.

——

Part Two, "A Modest Survey of the Secrets of Antinomianism

was almost entirely a theological treatise on justification by

faith with regard to the work of sanctification and as such will

be dealt with elsewhere. Independency, Toleration, the doctrine

of the Inner Light, were new and alien conceptions which were to

enhance national and religious life and free the spirit; their

coming was attended by some immediate dangers; they laid hold

on the religious genius and on decent men, they also violently

possessed the abnormal and subnormal mentality in curious ways,

as new ideas always do. Rutherfurd saw the dangers and

abnormalities in an age that seemed to him to cry aloud for =

religious discipline. The man, who in "Lex Rex" pleaded for the

liberty of the people and vindicated their rights was now =a

thwarted\Presbyterian idealist, a disappointed ecclesics

i
[ o
svical

solitician, not least a proud and angry Scotsman so in much

e bbbt i . ek L it e i b
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/bitterness the author of "Lex kex" wrotle

"A Pree Disputation
against Pretended Liberty oi Conscience.™

"A Free Disputation against Pretended Liberty
ot' Conscience."

The Psychological Argument.

Edward's "Casting Down of the Last Stronghold"had been

mainly a fluent 0ld Testament justification of religious suppres-

-sion. Rutherfurd included this in his argumént, but he sougnt

to go much deeper, and his first objections to 'Liberty of Con-

-science' are based on the nature and work of the conscience

¢2l
itself. * Calvin's definition (iii Ch.19. &  1&) had been "¥or as

mean when they apprehend the knowledge of things by the mind and
*

intellect are said to know, and hence arises the term knowledge

or science, so when they have a sense of the divine Justice added

as a witness which allows them not to conceal their sins but

drags them forward as culprité to the bar of God, that sense is

called conscience." But Rutherfurd obviously disliked any

definition suggestive, however slightly, Of a separcte inner

(1]

and intuitive power. 4Conscience is & power of the practicel

understanding aécording to which the man is obliged to give

judgment of himself, that is of his state and condition «nd all

of his actlions, fhclinationa, thoughts and words, It is first
an

understanding power, not an act, or an actual judgement.
is

5 7
not a distinct faculty from the understanding, but the unaer-

-standing as it giveth judgement in court of the man's state and

all his ways" 1 He re-shaped the Calvinist dogma to prevent

‘Free Disputation, 10.

2. Institutes Nol u, 444 (545.E4.) .

Hob,
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/ it bearing even a remote connection with that of the "Inner
Light."

—

1
"Some are extremely devoted to conscience as conscience"

-
but "a conscience void of knowledge is void of goodness;"

'Conscience is the power to know in order to obey." His
doctrine is practical not mystical; he perceived the close

connection between conscience and habit and how in the course

of time, the natural law, the mosaic law and the principles of

the Gospels had been wrought into the fabric of conscience. In
short conscience was hisforically conditioned knowledge, per-

-meating the habits and influencing the judgements of men; a

divine gift, though often impaired by novelty, fancy and heresy.

He valued it highly and wrote "The most curious piece in the

Tt 1s likesE & chip and a beam of God., Tﬁaug[\
soul is that lamp of Divinity, the conscience it smelleth more
it be not pavt of the imfinike majesty, A

of God than the heavens, the sun, the stars, and all the

“ 3.
zlorious things on earth.”
e

But its power was based solely on
apprehension of the yevealed will of God." "Conscience 1is
ruled by Scriptuire but it is not Scripture."

It was a regula
regulata not a regula regulans.

He expanded somewhat the

Calvinist conception of its work, for he ascribed to it, over
and above its immediate censorship, the power of moral stimulus

and also of instigation to therapeutic reflection and intro-
-spection, which he called 'reflect acts.' 1In the theological
implication, rather apart from the main argument to eschew any

selfsatisfaction he wrote "Moral honesty alone can no more
. heavern. i 4
inherit the Kingdom of &s& than flesh and blood."

"A posses-
-sion of a good conscience did not of itself give assurance of
1. Free Dl’spuf:atfm, TR
2. Ibid. &,
3, lbid. I8,
4. Ibid. 1b.
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/ salvation. To make the conscience fundamentally good,

Christ's act of atonement had to take place and full assurance -

of salvation could only be found in the hidden decrees of election’

and reprobation and in some immediate testimony of the Spirit.
Rutherfurd therefore made conscience, as regulated by the
Wiord of God, the intellectual censdr of the sanctified life. A
"tender consclence'" was one quick to re-act to te impact with sin
in violent self-condemnation. A ‘'tender conscience' in this
" sense he utterly denied the sectarians possessed. Theirs was
one which said " 'We cannot come up to the rule' when the truth

is they will not."' Their 'conscience' was to him only an excuse

for the boycott, restriction and ultimate destruction of the

Presbyterian system which his conscience approved. He believed

that the Word was on his side and the conscience of his oppoﬁents
tainted and evil, in dire need of drastic remedial treatment.
Since conscience was not a mystic iﬁtuitive sense, not an 'Inner
Light' but part of the faculty of knowledge and intellectual
perception, it could be acted upon by external forces purged by
forthright correction, cured by continued discipline and
informed by proper inculcation of-the Word. One might call this
his psychological reason for religious coercion.

The Chief Agents of Coercion. (1) Synods.

There were various agents in the cathartic and instructional

process, teachers, preachers, synods and states, but here he was

less concerned with the influence of the pastor than with the

power of the Syunod to declare the truth to the conscience and the




./ power of phe State to make it, professedly, conform. The
doctrine of the 'Inner Light' was religious individualism in
revolt against this conjoined power and the more the latter was
asserted the more the former developed and intensified its
opposition to external authority. Conscience and the Holy Spirit
together forming it, the 'Inner Light' emerged as a counterpoise

dual .
to the/authority of Synod and Holy Virit.

Dort ‘and Westminster had created in Arminian and Independent
a rebellious antipathy to synods and they both held sSomewhat
similar anti-synodal views. The Independents' cup of iniquity
was not only full but brimming over, for Rutherfurd made but

little distinction in the sinfulness of being an Arminian, and of

incidentally agreeing witn one. Inflexibly he held that by

teaching and by censure men must learn the Way and Vord oi God,
and he saw nothing discreditable in a synod's compulsion of men

to mérality, uniformity and outward profession of an established
faith. To the charge that this course of action bred hypocgpsy
he retorted, that as his conscience was now truly informed the
sin lay with the culprit,not with the synod. The trouble was
that so many 'ways' were being drawn out of the 'Word of Life'
each claiming to be alone true, or at the very least, the truest.
The Calvinist quietly passed over the doctrine of the priesthood
of all believers because the Arminian applied it to that of the
sufficiency 0? Scripture to form the Goctrine of the right of
individual interpretation of Scripture. - Again Arminien end

Sectarian met in common ground. Against them their opponents

stormed at the false interpreation of Scripture by deceitful and
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v ignorant men, and maintained the necessity of pastors and

synods publicly and authoritatively declaring the truth. But
what was the Truth? Could even synods o1 godly Presbyterians

aeiine and declare it? To their enemies the Presbyterian doctrine
was an assertion of synodal infallibility and a demand for implicit
faith and obedience; Rome in & Geneva gown. Rutherfurd,like all
his'contemporaries, met but did not completely answer the in-
-dictment. He admitted that synods might err, ‘but denied the
implication that they often did. Fallible men could yet declare
infallible truth. Moreover, the synod was composed of men called
by the Spirit,and its composition thus reduced the possible chance
of error to the absolute minimum that original sin would permit.

It was,therefore, the supremely authoritative human organ for
declaring the meaning of the Word. ~ But the question of an evenly
divided Synod he left largely untouched, the dogme being that the
Spirit would guide the synod to the right decision; if so, then
either the Spirit or Rutherfurd erred in the Protestation assembly.
His doctrine was thus stated in his own words "What Synods deter-
-mine being the G of God is intrinsically infallible and can
never become fallible though fallible and sinful men that are
obnoxious to error and mistakes do hold it forth ministeriglly to

others ...... But the truth is we are to believe :Rruths
determined by Synods to be infallible and never ageain liable to
transaction or discussion, because they &are and were in themselves,
and without any Synodical determination, infallible, but not for

this formal medium because so saiih the Synod, bui beczuse so
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/ saith the Lord." In short it was an apology that the VWord of
God and the dicta of the synod were dfferent, and a demand that

they be treated as identical. He was indeed thinking more of the

imposition of Confessions and Covenants rather than the settling
of ecclesiastical detail. As the devil could gquote Scripture

and the Arminian torture it, there seemed little point in a

synod imposing only a vague subscription to scripture truth.

The need for Confessions rose out of the ignorénce of the

people. He was here facing an exiSting condition which made

this a catechetical age. The salient doctrines of Christian

truth must be made clear in everyday language. He too wes as

'modern' as those who clamour for a new statement of the Church's

faith. Every man must be able to give a reason for theé- hope

that was in him; the synods duty was to see thét every man did -

and that they ajl gave the same reasons. Synods could demand
implicit obedience from those within their fold, and a national
synod, from those within the nation; the latter had power to
demonstrate the error of its ways to a faulty neighbour Church

although it exercised no authority over it. There is always

the safeguarqf”The imposing of Synods is conditional,not

absoluté::for after Synods impose, if believers after trying and
due examininglshall find that truly and really the dccrees are
beside, or contrary to the word of truth, the imposing neithef
is just imposing, nor any imposing at all. For neither Prophet,
. nor Apostle, nor Angel from heaven, nor Church can lay commands

upon men imposing or binding under pain of censures to that

which is unsound and felse or unjust or wicked;

and if people
I Free Disputition, 36.
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/ shall f£ind their decrees truly to be so after trial they have

p 6

power to reject them." There is no reason to doubt the sin-

-cerity of this belief, but it was becoming more a safeguard
against the accusation of infallibility than against the practice
of it. Rutherfurd's very statement quoted above made the
individual in some measure an interpreter of the Vord. T0 :
make sure that the layman made no mistake and that no error
crept in. the Calvinists proceeded from the creation of Con-

-fessions to the microscopic categorising of doctirine in the

classification ot various degrees of fundamentals. Divergence

or departure from these formed the basis of aciion for synod and

State, as will be seen, but we may turn for the present to the

other agent in coercion. '

The Chief Agents in Coercion (2) The Megistrate. |
Although in former works Rutherfurd had referred to the |

magistrate as the "nurse-father" of the Church, he had not laid |
much emphasis on his protective power, for in the Erastian ’
controvegy he was too busy limiting magisterial conirol. Now
he is found insisting that the plain duty of the Church was to
inform the magistrate of cases of heresy and error,and cause
him to take action against them. The Arminians- minus Laud and
Charles - were calling this Erastianism pure and simple, and in

measure it was, though they, of all people, should have remem-

-bered that the sauce for the goose wes sauce for the gander.
Erastian. the rhetorical weapon inverted by the Scots was

being taken up to beat themselves; 1t was becoming the

1 Free Dis ,ou{'&bb_h i)
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/ favourite ecclesiastical bludgeon with which a religious

minority would belabour the party in power, yet few religious

bodies, minority or majority; in the seventeenth century, before

_or after, refused ailiance with the State when it served their
interests.

Rutherfurd's defence oflmagistrial coercion of conscientious
but
objectors seemns Jesuitical,?it is not dissimilar to the modern

State's attitude to conscientious objectors of another sort
although penalties are now less severe. The magistrate was not
coercing a man's faith or punishing the secret opinions of his

mind any more than a Church could do these things, for the inward
state of the soul was knownonly to God. But he must create and
preserve an atmosphere in which true religion could flourish.

He must,therefore,by manifold Scriptural injunction, root out all
blasphemy, heresy and false worship, these open manifestations

of an evil mindend a perverted will,'and establish external
orthodoxy. He was as it were the sterilising agent ensuring that
the seed will fall on cleansed soil. "The magistrate does not

command religious acts as service to God, but rather forbids their

: L
contraries as disservice to Christian societies.™ This was his
extreme way of putting the case.

He believed the structure of
Christian society was endangered by the outrageous beliefs ana

behavior of some of the sects, and it is unfair to see him only

as the intolerant die-hard of established Presbyterianism. Sin
was not merely & private sickness of the mind outwith magisterial
control, it could be an infectious public cancer needing the

I. ‘Free Dléput&tion -'52. m;wga'n.
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/ knife, and of all sins heresy was the most deadly. Vhen the

Arminian in John Goodwin argued that error was caused by lack of
grace and that no magistrate could punish for thet lack, he re-
-torted that the magistrate was not doing so, but was punishing

open heresy. Pagans and Jews were to be converted by the word,

not by the sword, but all sects, major or minor, all those who
~ had known the Light, however dimly, must be cpmpelled to
profess the'rruth. And thus again was raised the question of

- the standard by which the I}uth or orthodoxy was to be judged and

upon which disciplinary action was_to be taken.

The Basis of Action.

The test of orthodoXy was not the profession of some vague

Ecumenical formula. He wrote disparagingly of conferences with

the Lutherans and had no sympathy with the efforts of fDury and

Comenius to unite Protestant Christendom in this way. "One

General Confession of faith without a particular sense conteining
the true and orthodox meaning of the Word is not sufficient. I

humbly concelve all such General Confessions as must be a coat to

cover two contrary faiths, is but a daubing of the matter with

untempered mortar ..... I cannot but abominate truth and

L
falsehood patched up in one Confession of Faith." . In the

say
attempt to rectify, one could hardly/clarify the subject, by

giving his Chgrch a microscopic eye for truth and error he took
up and elucidated the doctrine of the fundamentals. This he
had already done in the 'Due Right of Presbyteries' when
deciding what amount of error in a Church justified separation

‘T Free Disputation, ¢6-67. .




/ from her. The categories were: fundamentals, the cardinal

points of the Christian faith, such as those contained in the

Apostles Creed, the doctrine of the T}inity and of the Atonement,

without kxnowledge of and belief in which no man could be saved;
supra fundementalia, doctrines based upon these first and also

necessary to salvation; circa-fundamentalia, all things revealed

in Scripture which we are commanded to know; prafer fundamentalia

o

he dismissed as outside the body of divinity. Now the nomencle-

-ture has somewhat changed; the fundamentals and supra-funda-

-mentals are recorded, but the third category was termed non-

fundamentals., What were they? Obviously from the context

they are such things as particulars of church government which he
desired

Heda& to be scripturally imposed to effect uniformity. Non-

fundamental did not mean non-scriptusal. Into 'non-fundamentals'
a good few lesser supra-fundamentals and all his circa fundamentals

could be pressed. He has descended from the theologicsl to the

descriptive and political, or at least ecclesiastical division.

Non-fundamentals are those tenets great and small outside

I /'/W
soteriologi%.Calvinis doctrine which Rutherfurd held to be

necessary to the bene esse, if not indeed to the esse of the

Church. His orthodoxy, like many another's was becoming less

. and less theological, more and more ecclesiastical. In the Due

Right, in the cause of unity, he had sanctioned the remaining
in a Church which erred only in some of the circa-fundsmentsals,
now in the interests of Uniformity he would stamp out every open

divergence of a minority from orthodox Presbyterianism.
in Non-Iundamentals obstinately held are punishable." L

I: Free Dl'sioutation ) 6,..

"Errors
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/ It went without saying that error in fundamentals called

down the direst penalties of Church and State. To his credit

he made 1t quite clear here, as in the "Due Right", that a complete

knowledge of these was not absolutely necessary to salvation. For

one thing this would have been too like an approasch to salvation
by merit, for another he perceived truly that Divine grace wsas

© greater than his categories. Therefore, with the gying thief

before him, he wrote,"A saving disposition to believe all truths

revealed, though the man be ignorant of many, may consist with the

state of saving grace." But perfection in the knowledge of

fundamental and non-fundamental alike was the ideal goal,and error

was
in either vwexe alike though not similarly, punisheble; errors in

the latter, however, if obstinately persisted in because as

griegious as major heresy, might indeed lead to it, and were

accordingly to be dealt with severdy. Whnilst it was possible
that a man in a state of ygrace might err in non-fundamentals he

could not accept this as & plea for a toleration which would only

seduce others to the same error. Non-fundamentals were part of

the revealed will of God and to err in them was 10 asperse the

amplitude and clarity of Scripture. In short, to be a Presby-

-terian was not essentially necessary to salvation, but not to

be a Presbyterian was to oppose the revealed will of God.

"por if we give God the lie in non-fundamentals and turn non-

fundamentals into controversies and conjectures and think we
must believe fundamentals, one or two fixedly and peremptorily ,

end lead a good life and so we are saved but not otherwise, but as

thgse
touching non-fundamentals we may believehwith a reserve and a

. Free Disputation 859 .
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/ demur and may believe them for a day or an hour and deny them
tomorrow, and again be carried about with a new wind of dodrine

and believe %peﬁ the third day and deny them the fourth day, and
believe them the fifth day and deny them thé sixth day, and so

make a whirligig of our faith, as the Independents in their
makes this & pvmmP!e lo beleve  (hese mgs
Apolo

8Y,,80 we leave room for a new light to cast abpard again'at

the blowing of the wind of a new fancy, but faith it neither is

L y
nor can be called."

-

What then was to be tolerated? Very little, although the

magistrate was not to punish every individual hasty word for so

sbciety would be disrupted. It would sometimes appear that the

fundamentals were being made the test of Scrigure ana not

Scripture that of the fundamentals. "Por diverse expositions of

one and the same text as that 'wg look for?a New Heavens and & liew
Earth' when neither of the expositions so far as is revealed to
the godly and learned, who in this life do but know and prophesy
in part do neither hurt the foundation nor cross any clear truth
that is non-fundamental, we think the opinions of hotﬁ may be
tolerated even though the one of them be in itself an error, and
that upon the ground that Church and Magistrate both are to

-tolerate not to punish these infirmities against both tables

that are the necessary results of sin original common to all men."
The exegetical scholar-was given a little latitude, the specu-

~lative theologian next to none. Ancient errors such as Origen's

doctrine of purgatory snd Augustine's condemning of all infants
dying without ﬁapﬁism'he dismissed, rather gladly, as far awsy

3.
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things, f'or he had a great luve for ancient scholers. There was

1:‘ Free bl.spuhitlbn 77
3. Ibid os.
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/ to be no toleration for anything or anyone who split the
Church. "Schism and the actual gathering or churches out or

churches cunnot be tolerated." Even thoﬁgh the schismetics may

be of the true invisible Church "Such opinions and practices as
make an evident schism in a Church, and set up two distintt'
Churches of different forms of Govermment, and preteﬁding to
different iﬁstitutions of Christ, of which one must by the nature
of their principles labour the destruction of tht other, cannot
be tolerated, for each pretending their fellow Churches to be

of man and so of the devil, though they should both make‘saé one
true inﬁisibie Church agreeing in all fundamentals and many other
truths yet sure the whole. should be & kingdom divided against

2
itself,and this destroyeth peace and unity."

The_qustification of Action.

The mainspring of the action against schismatics lay of

course in the closing words of the last paragraph; all such

action was intended to preserve the peace and unity of the Church.

But there was more behind Rutherfurd's justification than mere

L
uniformity for uqﬁormity's sake. Uniformity certainly appeared

to him to be divinely enjoineq?but peace and unity were conditions
necessary for the spiritual education of a people finding their

feet in the new religious world of the Reformation. Instruction

of the people, as well as the apologetic moﬁive, lay behind the

ﬂprmation of the doctrine of thé'fundamentals, though the hair-
splitting analysis t9 which he especially, ana his fellows,were
pr?ne,must have of'ten confusea rather than confirmed,

T. Free bi'slauf&bon, 98,
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/ 'Pretended Liberty of Conscience' was a lodestone upon which

everything he sought to achieve woud have been wrecked.

but infected gift of God, conscience could only work effectively

when regulated by Scripture, which in its plenitude had supplied
the fundamentals and non-fundamentals of the religious life.

Divergence from these latter could not be justified under any

plea of conscience. "The dictment of conscience doth neither

bind potentially nor actually, but as a mere reporter , a messen-
-ger and an official relater of the will and mind of God to us,

; i
and all the obliging power is from the Word." Over a hundred

pages drove the Scriptural nails,great and small, pointed and

pointless, into the battered coffin of Toleration. Page

followed page of 0ld Testament proofs for the punishment of the

errant by the magistrate. Little distinction was made between

criminal and moral delinguencies and theological error. -

“€lassification of heretics and sectaries as spiritual murderers

was not & mere metonymy, and he regarded those who flirted with

dangerous opinions as at least spiritual adultercrs. The stern

Judges, the godly kings, the crusading prophets supplied bounti-

~-ful proofs, and in the New Testament, in St. Paul, St. Peter

and St. John, he found ample hatred for heresy, and some ground

for its punishment. It was of course the method of selective

argument, A text apt to the case was appliedg Those contrary

weve
brought forward by an opponent sxe rejected or explained awvay.

e could take an 0ld Testament text and hold it as perpetusal,
and in the next paragraph discard another as being for Jews only.

But this was the common method of the time.

1. Fvee Disputalion , 134,
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/ faith, one baptism" was sadly n@rrowed as the motto of his
banner,

The Action (1) At Home.

The methods to be employed by the magistrate in cleansing

the land were those which he himself had experienced and

endured. Schismatic and heretic were to be silenced in the

pulpit. None were to have liberty to preach according to the

dictates of an'"Inner Light" or of "Conscience“, or - with an

unkind scoff at a fine soul like Peter Sterry - "according to

the ravings of his fancy." The publication of fundamental and

non-fundamental error must be forbidden. Much has been made of

Scottisp&inisterial bloodthirstiness by historians like Lord

Tweedsmuir and Andrew Lang. According to Scripture and to

statute, death was the penalty for heresy and blasphemy.

There are sayings in Rutherfurd and his contemporaries suffi_
~ciently sanguinary to delight the heart and f£ill the pen of

any gloating anti-clerical historian, but the basis of such

history will be rhetoric not feact. Rutherfurd wrote"As a

despairing dog Servetus died" and with no nicety did he concesal

the fact that he believed he deserved death, but turn a few

pages and we read that though seducers in the 0ld Testament
Magistrdtes warranfed
were punished by death “we are not ektdiged by Scripture to
r
kill every ignorant blinded Papist with the sword." Burning

he abhorred.. Even though Scripture enjoined the death penalty

it is quite clear that he recoiled from it and he used such

passages as proofs and justification for the magistrate taking

punitive action not as incitation to a pogrom. But the fact

1 Fv’t’.e I)-lspul-&.l'l’on! 183,
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/ that such passages were used by him and others like him gave a
specious pretext of truth to the statement that the Scottish

clergy of the Covenant age were a bloodthirsty gang.
the truth?

What is
Scotland has suffered much at the hasnds of her

Jacobite historians, and those they have misled. To illustrate

Scottish intolerance, Dr. Trevelyan - no Jacobite - in his
English Social History cites the case of the lad of eighteen

hanged in 1697 for denying the authority of Scripture. It was

an’ isolated case =~ and nowhere in his Social History does the
same author make mention of Barrow, Greenwood, Penry and other

Independents imprisoned, mentally tortured, and hanged in

Shakespesre's England. In reality far fewer crimes were by

statute punished by death in Scotland than in England. There

may have been less refinement, but there was less social inhuman-

-ity and cruelty in seventeenth and eighteenth century Scotland

than in England. What is her fecord of religious persecution?

Not a handful died for being Roman Catholics. Exile, as will

be seen from Spalding's 'Memorials' was the general fate of a

convicted Romanist. Later:- the fate of Montrose and his sbettors

will be considered. They died for treason. The Philiphaugh
executions were due to racial hate &nd following on the Ulster
rising and to prevalent ideas of the punishment of war criminals.
Torture,heading and hanging for religious convictions - the
apologists of course call them political convictions - re-entered

Scotland under the ﬁpiscopal regime through gentlemen who were

agents and lackeys of the English Court. The Scottish Pres-

-byterian Church was severe in discipline, but her hands have

e et et
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/ 3ess blood upon them than any national church in this island,
or perhaps anywhere else,and in the subsequent centuries she diad

more to combat inhumenity and improve the social lot of the
people than any sister church. Her attitude to witchcraft is
held against her; in the balan;e she is to be found no worse,
no better than her neighbour.

‘It is easy to magnify the hyperboles of the pulpit into
howls for blood. Fines, incarceration, banishment were the
usual rigours of Scottish ecclesiastical persecution. King
James used them on Melville and Bruce, the Covenanters used them
on the Bishops, none suffered death. But in seeking to extend
these penalties to even minute deviation from Presbyterian
conceived orthodoxy, the pundits of anti-Toleration gave their
church a. legacy that helped to invoke the Killing Times, and in
the end begat division within the national €hurch. Who hed
most blood guilt in seventeenth century Scotland? It may be put
thus. The Act of Classes was a Kirk inspired attempt to punish
desertion from Covenanting orthodoxy and to preserve by purge
national unity. It embodied the policj of Anti-Toleration.
Little blood was shed by it, but much hardship inflicted.
Middleton was not made a martyr, but in sackcloth and ashes, on

the stool of repentance, he was made a butt. The “Killing

Times" was the gentleman's revenge.

The Action (23} Abroad.

The prime question of the moment was the relationship of a

nation possessing the "true Church" towards a neighbouring State

which did not. Rutherfurd laid it down emphatically that the




23
deliberate intention to convert another nation ‘'vig et armés“w

could never be a just 'cafsus belli'. Heathen and idolatrous

nations were an offence to God, but they must be converted by

the preaching of the Word. not by the power of the sword. '"The

nations that worship God in an idolatrous way though they do the
greatest injury to God yet in regard theyb‘ﬁing other nations as

independent or us as we are on them, and do it not in order to

the destruction of our peace, liberty and 1ives‘we have not ‘'jus'

over them nor authority to make war on them." (&9) He

practically denied that God under the present dispensation gave

"the command to any nation to subdue and convert another. ' "They

cannot make the mnetien not receiving of the true religion the

ground of war; for we read not of any such cause of war in

Scripture."

But if an idolatrous nation has forced a war on a nation

possessing the true religion, and itself been conquered, the

problem wore a different aspect. ¢ The worthy nation has

engaged in a just war because on her part it was defensive -

an argument of "Lex Rex" - and she was entitled with certain

the
main duty of the conqueror lay in the education of the children,

reservations to impose the true faith on the conquered;

and he suggested the taking of them from their parents to do so
although aware that it was a breach of a natural law.

One may
note here his attitude to Jews.

They were to be denied civil

rights and freedom of public worship; having been God's chosen

people they were not to be persecuted but instructcd.g'

And now havinggcleared the roadway of his aréument, and his
L; ijee ‘:Dl.Spu(.—é.tion) 300, .
2 . Jbid 301,

7, [hid, 316,
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/ conscience, from any possible detraction, he arrived in full

strength at his goal, namely, What must be done with a neighbour
nation that has known the Truth and forsaken it, that has entered

into a Covenant to establish the faith and broken it, that would
now 'shed our blood and invade our peace and liberties'?
'Rutherfurd had no hesitation in invoking a declaration of war,

the supreme repressive act of the civil power, upon such a

people.

swear with our lives and goods to defend one another, we may

cause them to stand to the Oath of God they were under." Since

he wrote the preface to the Spiritual AntiChrist the Apmy's
Proposals had enlarged the demand for and scope of Toleration,

and his philippic was now correspondingly more bitter. "We did

not take the first steps in the matter of the Covenant, nor did

we plead for absolute uniformity though we sought to alwxat it,#

s0 he argued and went on, = "ihe Congregatlonal men were not

drawn, but they came to another Kingdom with fair words to draw

Presbyterians in a Covenant and said and swore to endeavour

uniformity, and yet practise thia/day multiformity of Religion
and have put to the soll the blood of many gallant men in
Scotland,(éﬁTEﬂggyfhey may buy with their lives cursed Liberty of

i .
Conscience.," Liars! deceivers! hypocrites! No word was

strong enough to denounce, and he hurled the supreme insult—-

"I would have believed Erastus if he had sworn to endeavour

3
the preservatignﬁ of it better than your oath."  Cowards! "You

durst not give the first battle to h;% Bishops. Scotland gave

it to them when your Grandees were low as shrubs and as feared as

,1_ Frae DISPuL'Af:on 250
2 Tbld 259
5 Thd,26t,

"If they join with us in one Religious¢00venant, and we
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/ harts." The Scotch idiom breaks out in his anger. All his

argument cumulated in the assertion of the right to impose-or

re-impose the Covenant on England. True religion and the-

rooting out of the whole foul brood of Independency demanded it.

The decent Independenﬁs must often have felt like & hen who has

hatched a brood of crows being pecked to death both by her brood

and her neighbours. The sacredness of Treaty obligations

demanded that the oath breaker should be held to his bargain.

More than a Parliamentary Treaty, the Covenant was an instrument

forged by two Kingdoms for their souls' salvation, many in
England still wished its conditions fully implemented, still held

the true faith as he saw 1t, so upon Scotland lay the sacred duty

of relieving the oppressed. Legally, passion and religion

apart, the war envisaged was & just defensive war, for Rutherfurd

had no illaaions about Cromwell's °

nobles had not themselves in their Engagement with Charles

blundered into the morass of the Toleration controversy they

would have had a united Scotland behind themn.

At page 279 the book comes to an end with the word FINIS;

at 281 it begins anew with Chapter 23. Fresh material has been
: \

sent down to the printer, but nothing new is added to the
\--

argument. What followed was a series of afterthoughts and

animadversions on John Goodwin's "Hagiomastrix", Williams's

"Bloody Tenent" and Jeremy Taylor's "Liberty of Prophnesying"

with freguent reference to Augustine's attitude to :

nerctices,.

Though he loathed Goodwin's arguments, he must have had some

liking for the man, for he called him "undeniably the learnedest

[ Free ;D:'s,pufdf'fon, 264,
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/ and most godly ﬁan o' that way." Controversy éeldom blindea
Rutherturd to morai uprightness.

It must be admitted that noise and blood fill many of the
pages of the PFree Disputation, and that much of its argument was
self-destructive, and by no means praiseworthy. But many of
the charges based on the Kirk's sponsorship of the arguments
here set forth are gquite ridiculous. This work was written
after the bloodiness of Montrose's Ennus mirabilis' for which it

.has pleased many writers to make the Kirik larzely responsible.
At least two things are forgﬁtten; with regard to the execution
of leaders, it was an old feudal custom; "Stone dead hath no
‘fellow" had for céhturies'been the maxim of the Scottish baron
cealing with an Opponent,and;the*men taken were engaged in
armed treason; also mass murder in the north was'the comnmon
indulgence of the'clénsmen. In regard to both Lowland baron and
Highland-chief the cause they espoused was often incidental to
the grabbing of land by one and the looting and cruelties prac-
-tised by the other. "It is a blot on the scutcheon that the
Church approved some bloody doings, but the approval followed
the Ulster ri%ing and the experience of lMontrose,and we are now
in a position to understand how thg story of atrocity and the
visual evidence of human c:gelty can work on the feelings of a
people. Montrose and his Irish were hated in the Lowlandﬁﬂnnd
the Church was echoing the popular as well as the 01d Testament
voice in her demand for retributive justice. This harsh spirit

thus begotten persisted and coloured all the subsequent anti-

Toleration works of the Scots, for the XKirk's counsellinyg of

- e —
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/ repressive action was prompted by the ever present fear of the

furthér ravage and rapine which religious division might czuse in
the land. To us_it seems they sought the wrong cure but it was
the only cure known to ninety-nine per cent of the religious
doctors of the age. Despite all this, there was only one
execution for doctrinal heresy, and that a stupid blunder in &
later age. Rather was blood the dye of feudul politics, ine
Kirk in Scotland could not escape being involved in them, and
largesh splashes stained her robe; she expiated her faults when
the last mad r§uda1 orgy struck her bleeding, but not lifeless,
to the ground.L

Dr. Walker claims that in their prosecution of & rigorous
anti-schismatic, anti-toleration policy, the Scots were most E '
possessed by the ideal of a united visible Catholic Church. Such
an ideal they posseéséd, but a passion for unity has not been the
distinguishing characteristic of Scottish history and far more
than unity for unity's sake lay behind their policy. These men
had a great passion for truth, infinitelpatience in the micros-
-copic search for it, and all the obstiﬁacy of opinionated
Scotsmen in believing tﬁat they alone possessed it. It was their
avowed life purpose firmly to ;stéblish the truth in doctrine and
discipline as they knew it to be revealed categorically in Holy
Scripture. The doctrine of a united and uniform Church was part
of revealed truth, and so imperative; this inspired their
resolute defence of the Covenant and their ruthless dealing with
theological vagaries. Amidst bad grammar, surly invective and

wearisome argument Rutherfurd attained to a certain dignity

[ Scottish T‘neofogy Al Theofoggaﬁmsj osfE.




/ whenever he came to write of the Word. "Let the Printer be

fallible, the translation fallible, the grammar fallible, the man
that readeth the word or publisheth it fallible, yet this hin-
-dreth not that the truth itself contained in the written Vord of
God is infallible .c.ecese Though there be errors of numbers,
genedlogies, etc., of writing in the Scripture as written or
printed, yet we hold Providence wétcheth so over it that in the
body of articles of faith and necessary truths.ﬁe are certain
with the certainty of faith it is the same very Word of God,
having the same speclal operations of enlightening the eyes,
converting the soul, making wise the simple, full of Divinity,
life, majesty, power, simplicity, whdom{ certainty which the
Prophets of old and the Writinge of the Evangelistsénd Apostles

I
had." ' None could call this argument ill founded , few in that

age could doubt its force.

Although Rutherfurd will always be classed as an Anti-
Erastian,in the "Due Right" he had stated that the magistirate had
a directly spiritual end, which statement he qualified somewhat
in the "Divine Right" when face to fece with the Erastian
Parliament. The Free Disputation was in some respects a return
to his first position, for the!suppression of heresy and the
pteservation of the truth were directly religious ends. Viith
the best wi.Lll in the world to defend him, ‘it must be admitted
that an Independent suffering at the hands of a Presbyterian
magistrate what seemed an intolerable interference with his
religious practice could not help but call the Presbyterian anz

- Erastian. These two worksywere the 'De Haeresibus' of _the b
“The Spiritusl Anticheist“and the " Prefended Liberly

1. Free Dispat&h’on,- 363 4 366,
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/ Scottish Church. They had & great influence on the policy
Rutherfurd's

of his contemporaries and his successors. Schism became one of

the deadly sins. The prevalence of the phrase "“Church of

Scotland" in the separated bodies of the National Church reveals

. how those who went out sought to make it clear that they were the

true Church of Scotland, or at the very least the truest &and

purest part of it. It is easy to write harshly when reading the

bitter utterances of these intolerant men, and ea%y to see that
the finer word was Jeremy Teylor's when he wrote "He wha perse-
-cutes as heretic arms the world against himself" though the

Anglican in power paid little heed to the Liberty of Prophesying.
On the other hand, Froude has written "You cannot tolerate i@ 1~ |

what: will not tolerate you."' The Scottish Anti-Toleration

Policy was a measure of selfdefence, albelt a mistzken and | ;

violent one, and in that the principles of "Lex Rex" and the "Free i
Disputation" Jjoined hands.

Apart from ultimate ecclesiastical dimster did the Anti-

Toleration agitation bring its protagonists any immediate tangible

revard for their lsbours. The immediate outcome maskes a foot-

note with which to conclude this unfortunate chapter of ecclesias-

..i .
-tical politics. The labours of the propagandists had throughout

1647-48 the full support of the General Assembly and its commis-

-sion. In 1647 a letter was sent by the Assembly to the Divines

at Westminster to refresh them by "a testimony to the truth of

Jesus Christ against the many heresies and errors of the time."

It was largely posted throughout the London Churches,and a few

weeks 1ater_Rutherfurd wrote that the truly.godly in that city
7 J.A.Froude, Shorlt Studies on:Great Subjects-(’s’o')omc"
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/ “conceive Christ calleth them to give some public testimony

for the truth against these detestable ways." 1  On November 26th

the commission sent up a further letter to the Divines, which was

twice read; Parliament demanded the letter but remained silent

on hearing it. A similar letter had been sent to the London
ministers and the outcome of the concentrated Anti-Toleration
attack came the day after the Westminster Assembly received the
letter, December 1l4th; . Chiesly, its bearer, was cordially

thanked, and the London ministers drew up "A testimony to the

truth of Jesus Christ and to Our Solemn League and Covenant, as

also against the heresies and blasphemies of these times, and the

Toleration of them." The phraseology is reminiscent of

Rutherfurd's letter to Scotland of the 19th October, and suggests
that in the intervening six weeks he head been acting as 'agent

provocateur' amongst the English Presbyterians. Fifty-two

London Ministers signed the 'Testimony' including thirteen
members of the Assembly, who for obvious political reasons made

it clear that they signed not as members of Assembly but

Many English provinces took

thivtean
similar action. There are extant at least fLouvriees—eimizer

Eleven )
Thirteen of them are in the library of Mr J.D.

ministers of the city of London.

testimonies.

Ogilvie, Barloch, Milngavie. The following is the list with

number of signatures in brackets: March 3rd, 10648, Lancashire

(84); March 1llth, Northampton (©9); March 16th, Warwick (433;

March 28th, Gloucester (85); May 3rd, Essex (132); lMay 1l4th
Cheshive

Anotirer—Tonden—Atvteatebion (59);

Shropshire (57); June 6th,

1l Ass. Com. Rec. 1l. 326.
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/ June 26th, Wiltsk (82);

June 27th, Devon (73);
stafford (38);

July 1l4th,
Augt; 9th, Somerset (69);-

Norfolk, testlmony

~also exists. Inteting to note is the large number of

signatures from Ess one of the Eastern Counties, the stronghold

of Independency. oucester's said "They have all set up their

resolutions with Ga¢hat it is better to die martyrs than

mongymls.“ Theree, therefore, extant eight hundred and

twenty-three siéna‘és to the policy of Anti-Toleration, There

must have been at Bt a thousand. Among them are those of

men like Dr. Wallisfterwards Saville Professor of Geometry at

Oxford. The Scotere not alone in wishing the’ Independents

rooted up and out; heir Tes‘t.imony was the bitter document of

la'f'-f.f‘ years the w( of Rutherfurd, and I think "'arriston, the
Solemn
Assembly Commissimm testimony against Toleration.
It was the bitter 1 of the trumpet preceding the Free Dis-

-putation, the Act Classes, and the temporary ruin of the
1 ]
Scottish Church.

_r-il_ Vide adcllb}l nobtes pe an,and 936 .
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