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EDITORIAL NOTES

We have altered somewhat the contents of this issue of the Journal by
omitting the regular articles written by the professors to make room for other
articles which we consider worth publishing and making available to a wider
audience. Although both series will be continued in the next issue of the
Journal, Prof. Decker’s series on pastoral care and Prof. Hoeksema’s series on
the simplicity of God’s will and the free offer of the gospel do not appear in
this issue. Prof. Hanko has a very brief article which continues his discussion of
infant baptism.

We are pleased to present in this issue three different articles which we are
sure our readers will enjoy. Rev. Engelsma has appeared in the Journal on other
occasions, but has submitted a manuscript on the Reformed view of the Sab-
bath, The material of this essay was originally delivered as a speech. Because
Sabbath observance remains an important question in both Reformed and
Presbyterian circles, this essay should prove interesting. Rev. Lubbers has sub-
mitted a paper on the relation between the law and the gospel. This paper was
read a few months ago at a ministers’ conference in Classis West. We offer it
here for wider publication. Rev, Lubbers is a retired minister in the Protestant
Reformed Churches living in Jenison, Michigan. There is growing debate on the
place of the Old Testament law in the New Testament economy. We believe
this paper will contribute to a clearer understanding of the issues,

Finally, we are happy to have a paper from Rev. Chris Coleborn. He is a
minister of the Evangelical Presbyterian Church of Australia, a denomination in
Australia and Tasmania which is maintaining the pure light of the gospel in that
land. The paper we are publishing was originally written as an assignment in
Rev. Coleborn’s work of preparation for the ministry. Because of its length,
we are publishing the paper in two sections. Rev. Coleborn writes from a pro-
found knowledge of and a deep love for the Reformation in Scotland. We are
grateful that he has consented to the publication of this interesting work.

¥ k k% k Kk k k *

We have finished our re-publication of Turretin’s work in Dogmatics and
many copies have already been sent out to those who have back-ordered. In fact,
although we have not yet had opportunity to advertise our completion of this
project, additional orders have already come in. Since the run was small we have
already seen our supply of copies reduced by a significant amount. If any of our
readers are interested in obtaining a copy, it would be wise to write in as soon as
possible. The cost of a copy soft-covered and plastic-bound is $14.95. The cost
of a hard-cover copy is $24.95. This is our cost — in fact, barely our cost. But
the supply is limited, so write scon if you wish to have a copy. This is not a
complete translation of Turretin’s Dogmatics, but a reproduction of the Geiger
manuscript. It numbers in excess of 500 pages.

One last item. We have occasional requests for back issues of the Journal —
requests which we are sometimes unable to fill. If any of our readers have back
issues and are willing to part with them, we would be happy to hear from you.
Contact, if you will, any of the professors.



The Reformed Doctrine of Infant Baptism (7)

Prof. Herman Hanko

We have come near the end of our discussions of David Kingdon’s book,
“Children of Abraham,” and the Reformed doctrine of infant baptism which we
developed over against Kingdon’s position of believers’ baptism. We have shown
that, while Kingdon (and other Reformed Baptists with him) disavow any kind
of Dispensationalism, they nevertheless fall into this very error as they seek to
drive a wedge between the Old Dispensation and the New. We have shown that
if one has a proper view of Seripture and a proper conception of the unity of
Scripture, the truth of infant baptism is clearly written throughout the Bible.

What remains for us to do is tie up the loose ends, answer a few objections
which have been raised against the truth of infant baptism — which objections
are more of a peripheral sort, address ourselves to a few texts in Seripture which
we have not as yet treated, and in this way bring the discussion to a close.

TEMPORAL VS. ETERNAL BLESSINGS.

In his defense of believers’ baptism, Kingdon makes much of the fact that
the blessings which God gave to Israel under the Old Dispensation were temporal
blessings which were connected to the temporal and earthly land of Canaan. We
have had occasion to point out in other connections that Kingdon misunder-
stands the whole relation between both Dispensations and fails to recognize
that these “temporal and earthly” blessings were but pictures of heavenly and
spiritual realities which would be the inheritance of the Church when Christ
came. Calvin has an interesting paragraph on this very subject in his commentary
on I Corinthians 10:1. He writes:

Here, however, a more difficult question presents
itself. For it is certain, that the advantage of those gifts,
* which Paul makes mention of, was temporal (and earth-
ly). The cloud protected them from the heat of the sun,
showed them the way: these are outward advantages of
the present life. In like manner, their passage through
the sea was attended with this effect, that they got clear
off from Pharaoh’s cruelty, and escaped from imminent
hazard of death. The advantage of our baptism on the
other hand, is spiritual. Why then does Paul turn earthly
benefits into sacraments, and seek to find some spiritual
mystery in them? I answer, that it was not without



good reason that Paul sought in miracles of this nature
something more than the mere outward advantage of the
flesh. For, though God designed to promote his people’s
advantage in respect of the present life, what he had
mainly in view was, to declare and manifest himself to
be their God, and under that, eternal salvation is com-
prehended.

The cloud, in various instances, is called the
symbol of his presence. As, therefore, he declared by
means of it, that he was present with them, as his pe-
culiar and chosen people, there can be no doubt that, in
addition to an earthly advantage, they had in it, besides,
a token of spiritual life. Thus its use was twofold, as was
also that of the passage through the sea, for a way was
opened up for them through the midst of the sea, that
they might escape from the hand of Pharaoh; but to
what was this owing, but to the circumstance, that the
Lord, having taken them under his guardianship and pro-
tection, determined by every means to defend them?
Hence, they concluded for this, that they were the
objects of God’s care, and that he had their salvation in
charge. Hence, too, the Passover, which was instituted
to celebrate the remembrance of their deliverance, was
nevertheless, at the same time, a sacrament of Christ.
How so? Because God had, under a temporal benefit,
manifested himself as a Saviour. Any one that will
attentively consider these things, will find that there is
no absurdity in Paul’'s words. Nay more, he will per-
ceive both in the spiritual substance and in the visible
sign a most striking correspondence between the baptism
of the Jews, and ours. (Emphasis ours.)

It is clear from this that Calvin has a correct understanding of the Old
Testament types and shadows as they prefigured salvation. Calvin goes so far as
to say that Israel’s baptism in the cloud and in the sea has ‘“striking correspon-
dence,” it would extend also to the baptism of children and infants who were
with their parents in the passage through the Red Sea. The point here is, how-
ever, that no crucial difference can be established between temporal and eternal
blessings without separating entirely the Old Dispensation from the New and
falling into the error of Dispensationalism.

PURE VS. IMPURE CHURCH
This question of a pure vs, an impure church is always a vexing question in
the debates between Baptists and Reformed. Kingdon also addresses himself to
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this question on pp. 57-60 of his book. It is not entirely clear what the line of
Kingdon’s argument is on these passages, but the point he makes is clear enough
and it may be considered representative of the position taken by most Baptists.
Kingdon admits that the position which some Reformed take on this question is
“not as wide as is so often suggested from the Baptist position.”” But nevertheless
the difference is of sufficient importance to devote several pages to it.

Kingdon frankly admits that both the Reformed and Baptists do not
succeed in getting a perfect church here upon earth. Both those who hold to the
position of infant baptism and those who maintain believers’ baptism have to
admit that it is impossible to keep the Church completely free from hypocrites
and from unbelievers. However, the Reformed do not take seriously the com-
mand of the Scriptures to strive eamestly for such a pure church, while Baptists
do take this command seriously. “In respect of the doctrine of the church, the
New Testament interpretation of the covenant with Abraham (which Baptists
hold to, H.H.) commits us to a view of the church, which, while not perfection-
ist, takes with the utmost seriousness the New Testament concept of the church
as the true Israel of God.” To put it a little differently, Kingdon argues that the
proponents of infant baptism are content with a church in which are many un-
believers and hypocrites, while Baptists are not satisfied with this state of
affairs, but constantly strive to keep the church pure.

Baptists point out that it is inevitable that the Reformed should take this
position. Kingdon too insists that such a view is really implicit in the whole
concept of infant baptism. There are several reasons for this. 1) Those who be-
lieve in infant baptism, according to Kingdon, baptize “indiscriminately”;
i.e., they baptize infants without regard to repentance and faith. The result is
that many are baptized who are not true believers. But, because they are bap-
tized, they are permitted to remain in the Church. 2) Kingdon is really quite
persuaded that anyone who believes in infant baptism believes in presupposed
regeneration. In fact, it is not at all uncommon among Baptists to think of those
who believe in infant baptism as maintaining some form of baptismal regener-
ation. Because of these views, supposedly implicit in the view of infant baptism,
the Reformed are always content with permitting many unbelievers and hypo-
crites to remain in the Church. No matter what their life may be, the children of
believers are considered baptized, members of the church, perhaps (probably)
regenerated, and therefore, beyond the reach of discipline. They are in the
church by virtue of baptism, and it is no wonder then that Reformed have to
be satisfied with a church which is less than pure.

Now all of this argumentation we repudiate. We believe firmly, as Kingdon
does, that it is impossible to have a pure church here upon earth which is com-



posed only of the elect. We also agree that there have been times in the past,
especially when the Church has entered into periods of dead orthodoxy, when
the Church has been content to keep in the Church those who have no part in
the inheritance of salvation and who manifest themselves as wicked and as un-
believers. But let our position on this whole question be unmistakably clear.

There is no question about it that not all the children born of believing
parents are the elect of God and therefore are saved. We have discussed this
before, and need not go into detail on this matter here. But Scripture clearly
teaches that there are Esaus in the covenant and that not all those who are of
Israel are Israel. The lines of election and reprobation cut right through covenant
lines. Of that there is no question. No one who is Reformed and who truly
understands the doctrines of the covenant and of baptism will claim that all
the children of believers are saved.

In the second place, it has never been Reformed and is not our position
that we must *“‘presuppose” the regeneration of the children born of believers.
This is not Scriptural and surely we may not presuppose what we know for a
fact to be false.

Because these things are true, the Reformed have always recognized the
fact that carnal seed come into the Church not only from the outside as those
who “creep in unawares”; but carnal seed come into the Church because they
are born from believing parents.

It is also the position for those who are truly Reformed that one of the
marks of the true Church is Christian discipline. It is true that Christian discip-
line goes right along with the pure preaching of the Word and the proper ad-
ministration of the sacraments so that when the Word is not purely preached
from the pulpits of a Church and when the sacraments are corrupted, so is
Christian discipline corrupted and no longer properly exercised. But this indi-
cates a general decline in the entire spiritual life of the Church. Where the gos-
pel is preached and the sacraments administered according to the command of
Christ, there also Christian discipline is exercised. And the result is that those
who manifest themselves as wicked and unrepentant are cut off from the
Church, Those who will not walk in the ways of God’s covenant manifest them-
selves as haters of the covenant and enemies of God. They must be and are (if
the Church is faithful) cut off.

All this does not mean that it is the calling of the members of the Church
(or of the officebearers more particularly) to move through the congregation
constantly trying to pick out who are the elect and who are the reprobate.
There must be no spirit of suspicion and evil judging in the Church of Christ.
It is for that reason too that there must be practiced in the Church (and I am

6



sure Baptists do the same) what our fathers called het ordeel der liefde or, the
judgment of love. Le., we are called to judge those within the Church of Christ
as believers until they give evidence of being unbelievers. Without such a judg-
ment, life in the Church is impossible and the love which saints ought to show
to each other is sadly lost. So also do parents look upon their children because
they know and are convinced that God is pleased to save His Church from their
children. When, therefore, they bring forth their children they do so in the
confidence that children are indeed an heritage of the Lord and that blessed is
he whose quiver is full of them. They can sing, just as well as the Church of the
Old Testament

Joyful children, sons and daughters
Shall about thy table meet.
Olive plants in strength and beauty,
Full of hope and promise sweet.
(Psalm 128)

And when they give instruction to their children they do so knowing that
that instruction will be blessed because it is sanctified in the hearts of their
children by the power of the Spirit.

Indeed, Reformed Baptists have an insurmountable problem here. Because
they consider their children to be unregenerated and unconverted, the question
can very well be put to them: Why do you teach your children the ways of the
Lord? Baptists have given different answers to this question. Some Baptists
who are avowedly Arminian, simply say that they teach their children because
in this way their children are led to Christ. Such instruction will present them
with the demands of the gospel and in this way, it is hoped, the children will be
led to accept Christ, profess Him and thus be brought into the Church. Other
Baptists, however, claim to be Reformed. That is, they claim to believe in the
doctrines of grace — the five points of Calvinism. They cannot answer as the
Arminian does. And so if you ask them: Why do you teach your children the
ways of the Lord? their answer is that they hope that their children will re-
member some of the things which they have been taught while young so that,
should it please the Lord to save them and bring them to conversion, the things
they have been taught will come back to them and profit them after their con-
version. But this answer will not really do. The trouble is that it is not an answer
which properly takes into account the truth of total depravity. Total depravity,
after all, means that one who is totally depraved is not only completely devoid
of the grace of God, not only unable to do anything pleasing in God’s sight, but
such a one is actively opposed to the things of God. It is difficult to under-
stand how instruction in the home to one who is unconverted can really do any
good if that child is truly totally depraved.
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In the awareness of this difficulty, some Baptists have taken the position
that, prior to the work of regeneration there is, in the hearts of God’s elect, a
certain preparatory work of grace. This preparatory work of grace, apart from
regeneration, was sufficient, however, to make the instruction which parents
give their ‘‘unconverted children” some favorable soil in which to grow. But
there is nothing at all in Scripture to support such a view of preparatory grace.

How much better it is then to take the position which Scripture takes.
Baptism does not itself bestow regeneration or the life of Christ, but it is a sign
and a seal of that work of God whereby He gives to His elect a new heart, That
wonder which is signified and sealed in baptism also takes place in the hearts of
the elect children of the covenant. In all the instruction which these children
receive, parents (and teachers in the schools, and officebearers in the church)
may give such instruction in the confident assurance that God will make that
Word and that instruction effective,

THE BAPTISM OF ABRAHAM’S SERVANTS
Kingdon thinks he finds an effective argument against infant baptism in
the baptism of Abraham’s servants. He writes (p. 44):

We find another instance of the tendency to read
the New Testament into the Old in the way in which the
account of the institution of circumcision is handled in
Genesis 17. Where is there any hint in verses 10 to 14,
that any of the males in Abraham’s household, be they
his retainers or his slaves, or the sons of his concubines,
were required to make a personal confession of faith in
Abraham’s God before being circumcised? Where is there
any suggestion that a man born of Abraham’s seed might
disqualify his children from circumcision if he did not
exercise the faith of Abraham? If, on the other hand,
it is conceded that not all the males of Abraham’s house-
hold were asked for a confession of faith in Abraham’s
God, did Abraham, who was the only person of whose
circumcision it is explicitly said that it was the sign and
seal of his faith (Rom. 4:11), exercise faith on their be-
half as the head of the group and the one with whom
the covenant was made? If so, and this would be the
most natural interpretation of Genesis 17, it would
prove far too much for the Paedobaptists, since it would
mean that even now servants could be baptized by virtue
of the fact that the head of the household is a believer.

But this position is simply due again to a misunderstanding of the nature



of the Old Testament. It must be remembered that the household of Abraham
was the Church of the Old Dispensation. That household included all that were
in the house. Abraham was, it must not be forgotten, the prophet, priest, and
king in that day. The line of the covenant was continued with him. He was
responsible for the entire household over which God had set him. He was re-
sponsible also for the spiritual care and spiritual nurture of this household. And
when God gave the sign of circumcision as the sign of His covenant, that sign had
to be administered in the Church of that time by Abraham. All who belonged
to that Church had also to bear that sign, just as was later true in Israel and just
as is true in the Church in the New Dispensation when the sign has been changed
to that of baptism.

There is even evidence of the fact that among these servants of Abraham
there were true believers. This is clear from the history of the servant of Abra-
ham who was sent to Haran to fetch a wife for Isaac. But discipline was also
exercised in Abraham’s home. When Ishmael mocked Isaac, Abraham was
obligated to send Ishmael away. This is confirmed by Paul in Galatians 4: “But
as then he that was born after the flesh persecuted him that was born after the
Spirit, even so it is now. Nevertheless what saith the scripture? Cast out the
bondwoman and her son: for the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with
the son of the free woman” (vss. 29, 30).

There are a few more points which we must treat, but this will have to
wait for a future issue.



Remembering the Lord’s Day
Rev. David J. Engelsma

The Dutch have called Sunday, “God’s dike.” In the Netherlands, the dike
keeps back the threatening seas and, thus, preserves the Hollanders from watery
destruction. So, the Lord’s Day holds back the raging waves of materialism,
earthlimindedness, and pleasure-madness that threaten to engulf the Church and
the Christian.

There are leaks in the dike. There are leaks in the dike among Reformed
Christians, where once the Lord’s Day was honored and the Sabbath remem-
bered. It is necessary that we stop up these leaks; we certainly must not allow
these leaks to be enlarged, much less co-operate in tearing the dike down.

The matter of remembering the Lord’s Day is one of urgency, as the figure
of a dike and the angry waves indicates. First, remembering the Sabbath is one
of the Ten Commandments, indeed, a commandment that belongs to the first
table of the Law — not a minor matter, therefore.

Secondly, the day in question is the “Lord’s day” according to Revelation
1:10, i.e., the day that belongs to the risen, glorious Lord Jesus Christ. In
remembering, or forgetting it, we have to do with Jesus Christ Himself.

Thirdly, our remembering the Lord’s Day results, by the Lord’s grace, in
the greatest benefit for us: rest — the pricelessly precious benefit of rest. The
Sabbath was made for man (Mark 2:27). The good of man that God had in mind
is rest. Is there anything that we need more? Everywhere, there is unrest. There
is unrest in the church; there is unrest in the family; there is unrest in the soul
of the believer. Apart from every other consideration, it is sheer folly to for-
feit rest by forgetting, and even abandoning, the Lord’s Day.

The importance of the Church’s remembering the Lord’s Day was clearly
seen, and stated, by one of the fiercest enemies that the Christian religion ever
had, the Frenchman, Voltaire: “If you want to kill Christianity,” he said,
‘‘you must abolish Sunday” — advice that the French Revolution carried out.

A Special Day
There is one, simple truth that is fundamental to Sabbath-observance —
the very foundation of the dike that is the Lord’s Day. If this truth is confessed
by the Church and if it lives in the hearts of the people of God, all will be well
as regards remembering the Lord’s Day. But if this truth is questioned or denied,
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we have not merely punched a hole in the dike, but we have demolished the
dike. The basic question is this: Does Jehovah God, in the Fourth Command-
ment of His Law, still today set apart one day of the week as a special day; and
does He still today, in the Fourth Commandment, require His people to re-
member this day by ceasing from their ordinary work and play, in order to
devote themselves to the worship of, fellowship with, and special service of the
Father of Jesus Christ?

The answer to this question is an emphatic, unequivocal ‘“Yes.” God still
sets aside one day in seven as a special day for us and requires us to observe this
day in a special way. In this sense, the day is holy, i.e., it is set apart from the
other days by God for the special service of Himself. In this sense, we hallow
the day, or keep it holy, i.e., we use it in the special way God wants us to use
it, thus consecrating it to God.

God sets the day apart and requires us to remember it in the Fourth
Commandment. Remembering the Lord’s Day is not a matter of Christian
liberty, i.e., something neither commanded nor forbidden by God. Rather, it
is law, the law of God, just as are the matters of having no other gods, honoring
our parents, and not stealing. It is the commandment of the Redeemer to His
saved people. It is a commandment that at once teaches us to know our sinful
nature more and more, so that we fly to Christ for righteousness, and directs
us in the way of pleasing our Deliverer and of living a happy life. It is a com-
mandment that the thankful believer gladly obeys, as a child willingly obeys
the father whom he loves.

This is fundamental! Deny this, and you pull the dike down; for if the
dike of the Lord’s Day is not grounded in the good, solid, divine will of God,
it cannot possibly withstand the pressures of worldliness and earthlimindedness
exerted against it.

Another view, steadily gaining ground in Reformed churches, is that the
Fourth Commandment was wholly ceremonial — *“‘Jewish” — and was, therefore,
so fulfilled by Christ that it no longer holds for the New Testament saint. The
observance of the first day of the week is merely a custom of the New Testa-
ment Church (albeit a good custom, it is usually admitted), based upon a de-
cision of the Church herself. Use of the first day of the week for public worship
is not due to any binding law of God, but to the free choice of the Church; she
could have chosen some other day of the week. The keeping of the first day is
strictly a matter of Christian liberty.

Confessional Proof

What proof is there, for the Reformed saint, that remembering the Lord’s
Day is the will of God?
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First, there is the decision of an important church assembly, the Synod of
Dordt. Unfortunately, it is not well known that among the other actions of this
great synod was the adoption of a doctrinal statement on the Sabbath. In his
Tractaat van den Sabbath (Treatise on the Sebbath), Abraham Kuyper informs
us that the formulation and adoption of this statement took place in about three
hours on May 17, 1619. Dordt’s position on the Sabbath was expressed in six
points:

1. In the Fourth Commandment of God's Law there
is a ceremonial and a moral element.
2. The rest on the seventh day after the creation, and

the strict observance of this day with which the Jewish
people were charged particularly, was ceremonial.

3. That a definite and appointed day has been set
aside to the service of God, and that [or this purpose as
much rest is required as is necessary for the service of
God and for hallowed coniemplation; this element is
moral.

4. The Sabbath of the Jew: having been set aside,
Christians are in duty bound to hallow the Day of the
Lord solemnly.

5. This day has always been kept in the early Church
since the time of the Apostles.

6. This day must be so consecrated unto the service
of God that upon il men rest from all servile labors,
except those required by charity and present necessities,
and likewise from all such recreations as prevent the
service of God.

Secondly, there is the teaching of the Heidelberg Catechism in Lord’s Day
38, Q. 103: “What doth God require in the Fourth Commandment? First, that
the ministry of the gospel and the schools be maintained; and that I, especially
on the sabbath, that is, on the day of rest, diligently frequent the church of God,
to hear his word, to use the sacraments, publicly to call upon the Lord, and
contribute to the relief of the poor, as becomes a christian. Secondly, that all
the days of my life I cease from my evil works, and yield myself to the Lord, to
work by his Holy Spirit in me: and thus begin in this life the eternal sabbath.”

The Catechism has a unique, beautiful slant on the Fourth Commandment.
It deliberately safeguards the Reformed believer against the error of a legalistic
observance of the Sabbath. Legalism identifies obedience to the Fourth Com-
mandment with mere exlernal behavior, especially the behavior of doing nothing
on the Sabbath. It stresses the scrupulous keeping of petty, man-made regulations,
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especially negative regulations. The Pharisees of Christ’s day, for example, for-
bade the picking of grain while travelling on the Sabbath, even though it was for
the satisfying of hunger (cf. Mark 2:23-28). Others thought it unlawful to eat an
egg that the hen had laid on the Sabbath. The purpose of legalism, in this ob-
servance of the Sabbath, is to earn righteousness. This was the error into which
the Jews of Jesus’ day had fallen and against which our Lord contended. This
was the error that was prevalent in the Roman Church at the time of the Refor-
mation and against which the Reformers, Luther and Calvin, reacted strongly in
some of their writings on a proper keeping of the Sabbath.

We must appreciate and maintain the viewpoint of the Catechism. But we
misunderstand and misrepresent the Catechism if we explain it to mean that in
the Reformed tradition the day is disregarded; all mention of observing a day
must be banned; and, therefore, our practice of Sunday-keeping is merely the
liberty of the New Testament Church.

On the contrary, this creed teaches that there is a day of the week set
apart from the other days; there is a special day. According to the Catechism,
there is a “day of rest,” a “sabbath,” distinguished from ‘“‘all the days of my
life.”” The reference, of course, is to Sunday. On this day, special behavior is
required of the child of God, namely, that he rests, which behavior consists
primarily of diligently frequenting the church of God. It is God Who sets this
day apart, and He does so in the Fourth Commandment — it is the Fourth
Commandment, after all, which the Catechism is here explaining.

We may sum up the teaching of the Heidelberg Catechism thus: the
Fourth Commandment still holds in the New Testament; it still sets one day
apart as a day in which believers are to rest in their God, under the Word of the
gospel. Because of this act of God, all days are not the same for Christians,
even though we cease from our evil works all the days of our life. Because of
this act of God, the Christian remembers and hallows a day. Our Lord’s Day —
Sunday — corresponds to the seventh day of the Old Testament; indeed, it is
the New Testament Sabbath Day.

Biblical Proof

This teaching of the creed is Biblical. For it is the doctrine of the Fourth
Commandment itself. The Fourth Commandment is part of the moral law of
God, and the moral law of God is perpetually valid. No more is this command-
ment done away with than is the commandment against taking God’s Name in
vain. Like the other nine, it was engraved in granite by the finger of God. If
it were the case that the Fourth Commandment was entirely ceremonial, we
would now have only nine commandments, not ten, and should speak of the
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“Ennealogue,” not of the Decalogue. The Fourth Commandment, perpetually
valid, requires that we remember a day to keep it holy and, in connection
with this, that we cease from our work.

The New Testament Scripture does not abolish the Fourth Command-
ment. Jesus did not abolish this commandment; nor did He have a lax view of
Sabbath-keeping, in comparison with the Pharisees. This is the notion that is
sometimes found in the Church, so that those who are careless about remem-
bering the Lord’s Day are regarded as good Christians, whereas those who are
careful about observing the Sabbath are suspected of Pharisaism. It is true that
the Pharisees charged our Lord with laxity regarding the Sabbath. They accused
Him of breaking the Sabbath (John 5:18). They said, “he keepeth not the
sabbath day” (John 9:16). But this charge was false.

What was Jesus’ teaching? What was the teaching of His behavior, first
of all? Where did the Sabbath Day find Him, and what did it find Him doing?
Was He in the field harvesting the crops? Was He taking scenic tours of the
Mediterranean? Was He in the stadium watching the Nazareth Bobcats play the
Capernaum Bears at some game of ball? Not at all, but He was always in the
synagogue preaching the Word; and He was always doing good to distressed
saints, healing them and destroying the power of the Devil.

What was the teaching of Jesus’ words concerning the Sabbath? Did He
ever admit that the Pharisee’s charge was true? Did He ever say, “I am come,
and, therefore, the Sabbath is no more”? Not at all, but He taught that remem-
bering the Sabbath does not consist of idleness; it rather consists of working.
He taught that this work must be the worship of God and the help of the needy
brother. He taught that the Sabbath was made for man, for man’s great good.
And He taught that He is the Lord of the Sabbath. Note well, Jesus does not call
Himself, “Destroyer of the Sabbath,” but “Lord of the Sabbath.”

As the Lord of the Sabbath, Jesus fulfills the Sabbath, creating the perfect
rest by His atoning death and resurrection. That the Sabbath is now fulfilled
Jesus shows by changing the Sabbath Day from the seventh day of the week to
the first day of the week. Not the Church, but the Lord Jesus set the first day
of the week apart as the day of rest for the New Testament people of God. The
Church has no authority to change the Sabbath Day or to require believers to
observe the first day of the week. The Church does not make laws; she only
proclaims the will of her sovereign Lord, as that will is revealed in Holy Serip-
ture. The Lord of the Sabbath Himself ordained the first day of the week as
the day of rest for the Church come of age. He did this by rising from the dead
on the first day (Luke 24:1); by meeling with His disciples on the first day,
prior to the Ascension (John 20:19; John 20:26); by coming back to the Church
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in the Holy Spirit on the first day (Pentecost was a Sunday); and by directing
the apostles and the apostolic Church to gather for worship on the first day
(Acts 20:7; I Cor. 16:1, 2).

Therefore, the Spirit of Jesus Christ calls the first day of the week, “the
Lord’s Day,” in Revelation 1:10: “I (John) was in the Spirit on the Lord’s
day. . .” This one, brief text is a mighty, a conclusive Word of God for the whole
Sabbath-question. All by itself, it utterly refutes the position of Seventh Day
Adventism regarding the day of rest and worship for the New Testament Church.
What is of greater importance to us is that it clearly teaches that one day of the
week, the day on which Jesus arose in glory, is a special day and must be
specially observed by those who love the risen Lord. Even though it is certainly
true that all the days of the week belong to Christ; nevertheless, it is also cer-
tainly true that one of them is “the Lord’s Day”’ in a unique sense.

The Church after the apostles saw this from the very beginning. Ignatius,
the most ancient church father, wrote: “Let every one that loveth Christ keep
holy the first day of the week, the Lord’s Day.”

How We Remember the Lord’s Day

Description of the day of rest as the Lord’s Day indicates how we are to
remember the day. We remember it by devoting it to the Lord Jesus. We remem-
ber it by worshipping, knowing, fellowshipping with, and enjoying the crucified
and risen Christ. We remember it as John did: by being in the Spirit; hearing
Jesus’ great Voice (the preaching of the gospel); and seeing Him (by faith)
walking amidst the candlesticks (in the Church).

Specifically, we are to observe the Sabbath by diligently attending the
worship services of Jesus’ Church. This, according to the Heidelberg Catechism,
is the first requirement of the Fourth Commandment. Remembering the Lord’s
Day is diligently attending church; wilful absence from church, or attendance
without diligence, is the grossest violation of the Fourth Commandment. The
Catechism is Biblical, here. On the first day of the week, the apostolic church
gathered for worship: to hear the Word; to break bread; to pray; and to lay
aside their gifts for the poor.

It should be evident that diligent church-attendance very really is obedi-
ence to the Fourth Commandment of the Law of God. As part of the first
table of the Law, the Fourth Commandment demands love for God by His
redeemed people — diligent church-attendance is worship, the praise of God in
desus Christ by a thankful people. The Fourth Commandment calls the saints
to rest — at church we rest by enjoying God’s wonderful work in Christ by
means of the Word and the Sacraments. The Fourth Commandment ends in
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Christ Jesus — in attending the church of God we seek fellowship with Christ
(Who is present there by His Spirit and Word), and we strive to honor Him.
Attending church is a genuine remembering of the Lord’s Day, if it is
diligent. First, it must be an act of faith; no unbeliever can possibly remember
the Lord’s Day, regardless of whether he comes to church. Secondly, it must
be faithful; believers are to gather every Sunday, as often as services are held.
Thirdly, it must be whole-hearted; our attendance is to be eager, joyful, lively.
Good church-attendance is characterized by the attitude expressed in the Psalter

based on Psalm 122:
With joy I heard my friends exclaim,
Come, let us in God's temple meet;
Within thy gates, O Zion blest,
Shall ever stand our willing feet.

This aspect of obedience to the Fourth Commandment is threatened
today. There are leaks in the dike. There are those who attend only infrequently,
missing entire Sundays or consistently missing one of the services every Sunday
(“oncers”). There is the growing practice of missing the worship services, now
and then, because they interfere with our pleasures, e.g., our vacation plans.
The Lord’s Day is completely forgotten. It is used for travelling or for sight-
seeing, just as though it did not belong to the risen Christ, but to ourselves.
The strange notion is found in the Church that the Fourth Commandment
may be broken occasionally. Men suppose that, if they remember the Lord’s
Day 51 weeks of the year, they are warranted in forgetting it one week. What
would these same people say if others would adopt this thinking in regard to
the commandment against stealing, or the commandment against murder?

“But the Lord’s Day gets in the way of my pleasure,” says the man deter-
mined to enjoy his weekend vacation. Yes, the Law of God has a way of doing
this. Throughout the Old Testament, the Sabbath-Commandment “interfered”
with Israel’s pleasures; and for this reason they broke it (cf. Isaiah 58:13 and
Amos 8:5). May we bend and twist the Law to suit our pleasure? Or are we to
plan our lives according to the Law and to find our pleasure in doing what it
says?

Our would-be vacationer persists, “But I work hard during the year, and
I need some rest.” To be sure, we need rest; and this needed rest is the rest of
the Lord’s house and the Lord’s Word.

Another threat to diligent church attendance is formalism in worship.
The minister preaches dutifully, droning on; and the people listen dutifully,
wondering all the while, “When will he ever be done.” How do we come to
church? The early Christians greeted each other with the words, “The Lord is
risen!”” We might say, “Lousy weather, isn’t it.”
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Not least of the dangers is this, that, at the church we attend, the Word of
God is not preached. Attending some church (‘“‘the church of your choice™)
is not necessarily obedience to the Fourth Commandment; attending some
church very faithfully is not necessarily obedience to the Fourth Command-
ment. For one concerned to remember the Lord’s Day, the all-important ques-
tion is: “What church do you diligently attend?” “Is it a church that honors
Jesus by proclaiming Him as the Lord; the eternal Son of God in the flesh, the
only and sovereign Savior from sin?” “Is it a church that gives the rest of God by
preaching justification by faith alone and salvation by grace alone?” “Is it a
church consecrated to the glory of God in teaching all of God’s commandments,
and upholding them by the exercise of discipline?”

Devotion of the Entire Day to the Lord

For the sake of this diligent church-attendance, we are to put aside the
ordinary work of the other six days of the week, as well as our play. This is the
Fourth Commandment: “Thou shalt not do any work” (Ex. 20:10). Already in
the Old Testament the purpose of ceasing from work was clearly pointed out:
“That thy manservant and thy maidservant may rest as well as thou” (Deut.
5:14). There is no value in not working in itself; but not working is necessary
for resting the rest of the Sabbath. When the Israelite worked on the Sabbath
(Numbers 15:32 ff.), the sin was not that he picked up some sticks, but that he
despised the spiritual rest of God, i.e., Christ and His salvation. He revealed
himself to be a worldly man. This deserved, and still does deserve, the death
penalty.

It is the same today. Working on the Lord’s Day is destructive of diligent
church-attendance. It is true that there are works of necessity that may be done!
desus taught that one may pull an ass out of the ditch. But, as someone has said,
if I have an ass that falls into the ditch every Sunday, I will either fill up the
ditch or sell the ass.

The homework of our children is included in this prohibition. Just as our
ordinary work is farming or factory work or some business or housework, the
ordinary work of the school children is homework; and God requires this work
to be set aside in the interest of other, better things.

If obedience to this prohibition of work means financial loss and economic
hardship, we should be perfectly willing to suffer such loss and hardship. Jesus
Christ is not much of a lord if His Day, and the worship He claims on His Day,
are forgotten on account of bread.

Similarly, spending Sunday afternoon watching the football Bears or
the baseball Cubs, apart from all other considerations, is destructive of the
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public worship of God that is required by the Fourth Commandment. Pleasure
is the great threat in our society. The world corrupts the Lord’s Day, so that
there is more deviltry on Sunday than on all the other days of the week com-
bined. This too is an old story. In his glorious call to proper Sabbath observance
in Isaiah 58:13, 14, the prophet begins by warning Israel against “doing thy
pleasure on my (Jehovah’s) holy day.” If we are going to use the Lord’s Day for
our play, we could better work — it is the lesser of the two evils. Augustine
said long ago, concerning remembering the Lord’s Day, “It is better to plow
than to dance.”

Ordinary work and play are forbidden because they are destructive of the
diligent church-attendance required by the Fourth Commandment. What one
does during the rest of the Day stands intimately related to the public worship
of the Lord’s Day. To throw oneself into his everyday work an hour or two after
the morning worship service is to cut off the lingering effect of the house of God
and to drown the hope of the world to come in the cares of this life. The man
who spends all of Sunday afternoon wrapped up in the ballgame cannot bring
the evening sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving to the house of the Lord. Very
likely, he will not attend the second service. The appalling drop in the atten-
dance at the second service is largely due to the use of Sunday for the people’s
personal pleasure — golf, picnics, visiting, watching television, or relaxing at
home with a novel. If he does hurry from the end of the ballgame to church, he
does not come with a heart filled with the wonderful works of God in Jesus and
with affections set on the things above, where Christ Jesus sits on the right
hand of God.

What Am I to Do?

The entire day is to be given over to worship; the whole day is to be de-
voted to the Lord Christ. This is the answer to the familiar question, “What are
we to do on Sunday?”

God intends that we be active; work is required. Doing nothing is not
obedience to the Fourth Commandment, e.g., “sacking out’ all day. Jesus
showed this in John 5. He healed the lame man on the Sabbath and, when the
Pharisees objected, said, “My Father worketh hitherto and I work™ (vs. 17).
The notion that one kept the Sabbath by doing nothing was part of the legalism
of the Pharisees.

The work to be done, however, is spiritual exercises — private, personal
worship of God. There is public worship, but there is also private worship. We
should pray. We should read, not the Sunday newspaper, but Holy Scripture,
as well as books and magazines that explain Scripture. Just as our day witnesses
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a sad lack in private prayer-communion with God, so also is there a serious
falling off of pood, solid theological reading and study on the part of all
Christians. Earthlimindedness comes in now on the floodtide. The Lord’s Day is
God’s dike! The Synod of Dordt spoke of “hallowed contemplation” as an
appropriate activity on Sunday. “Hallowed contemplation” — even the words
are strange to us today. We are so busy; our minds are so full of this world; we
are so averse to an hour of quiet and solitude. Sunday is a day for thinking holy
thoughts — thoughts of my sin; thoughts of my redemption; thoughts of my
privileged position and calling; thoughts of the beauty of the Church; thoughts
of Christ; thoughts of the glory of God.

Permissible, requisite work on the Lord’s Day includes “works of charity,”
i.e., good works of love for our neighbor, especially our fellow saints. The
Heidelberg Catechism mentions contributing to the relief of the poor, or alms-
giving, as an important aspect of church-attendance. There are other ways to
help the needy. Jesus healed them. We can call on old folks languishing at home
ot in institutions. We can visit, or have over, the lonely saints. We can comfort
the distressed. The Church is full of needy, if we only open our eyes,

On Sunday evenings, delightful Christian fellowship can be enjoyed —
and practised, as a duty. Then, we do not discuss our daily jobs, all the restaur-
ants we have gone to, the pennant race, or the many faults of the other members
of the congregation; but we speak together about the Lord Christ. Isaiah 58
expressly warns us against “speaking thine own words.”

On the Lord’s Day, there should be family worship. There is public wor-
ship. There is private worship. There is also family worship. The Fourth Com-
mandment is a family commandment. It is addressed by God to the head of the
home, the husband and father: *...in it (the Sabbath Day) thou shalt not do
any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter. . .” The father is responsible for
the obedience of his house. He is to rest, with the family. Historically, the Lord’s
Day has been a bulwark for the family among Reformed and Presbyterian
people. ’

Let there be family worship, especially in view of the threats to family
life today. The family should discuss the sermon. (This is not the same as tearing
the sermon to pieces or criticizing the preacher.) The family should read and
study the Bible together. Parents should teach the children their catechism. How
I love to hear a child say at the catechism class, “My Dad (or Mother) told me
the story.” The family should sing together.

There is so much to do on Sunday that the day is too short. “How long
is the Lord’s Day?”’ some have asked. Give the Lord a full day; it is the Lord’s
Day, not the Lord’s hour. Really, this is an ominous question. It sounds
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suspiciously like the question of the Jews in Amos 8:5: “When will the new
moon be gone, that we may sell corn? and the sabbath, that we may set forth
wheat?” Nobody talks like this about his vacation: “Oh, when will it be over?”
Such questions about the Lord’s Day indicate a leak in the dike in my own
soul — worldliness is pouring in. The man who remembers the Lord’s Day, the
man who tastes something of the rest of Christ talks differently: *“‘Oh, when
will the eternal Sabbath Day dawn?”’

Still, our obedience to the Fourth Commandment is, at best, imperfect.
We do not have perfect faith in Christ our Rest; we do not come to church with
that zeal for God’s glory and with that thankfulness for His work in Jesus that
we ought to have; we often hear the Word coldly — yes, and we preachers
often preach it so; our use of the Sacraments and our prayers are often habitual;
our thoughts are profane; our conversations are worldly; when all is said and
done, on a Sunday evening, the most that can be said of our Sabbath observance
is that we did nothing. The Fourth Commandment teaches us our misery, so
that we fly to Christ for righteousness.

But the Lord Who justifies also sanctifies, so that we do have a beginning
of obedience to the Fourth Commandment. This beginning, although small, is
a victorious beginning. We do rest in Christ by faith on the Lord’s Day. This
then becomes the power by which we live and work the other six days of the
week, ceasing from our evil works and yielding ourselves to the Lord to work
by His Spirit in us, Thus, we begin in this life the eternal Sabbath.

Ours is a joyful Sabbath keeping. The Lord’s Day is not a dreary day. It
is not true of us what Thomas Babington Macaulay acidly (and unjustly) said
of the Puritans and their Sabbath observance: ‘““The Puritans opposed bear-
baiting on Sunday, not because it gave pain to the bears, but because it gave
pleasure to the people.”

Rather, our experience is that expressed by the hymn:

“Day of all the week the best,
Emblem of eternal rest.”

Our experience is that promised by the prophet long ago, in Isaiah 58:
13, 14:

If thou turn away thy foot from the sabbath, from
doing thy pleasure on my holy day; and call the sabbath
a delight, the holy of the LORD, honourable; and shalt
honour him, not doing thine own ways, nor finding
thine own pleasure, Then shalt thou delight thyself in
the LORD; and I will cause thee to ride upon the high
places of the earth, and feed thee with the heritage of
Jacob thy father: for the mouth of the LORD hath
spoken it,
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The Second Reformation in Scotland
Rev. Chris Coleborn

INTRODUCTION

The Second Reformation in Scotland was a national movement of reform
that reached its zenith during the period 1638-1649. Previously, a national
movement of reform in the Church of Scotland had occurred, primarily under
the leadership of John Knox. At that time, certain Biblical principles and con-
cepts had been laid down as a guide to the Church.! However, even before
Knox’s death, there had commenced a civil movement to overthrow these
principles. The conflict between a civil party and the Reformed Church, and an
attempt to solve it Biblically, produced what is termed the Second Reformation.
It was a popular national movement not only for further clarification and
solidification of principles of faith and practice for the Church, but also for
reform of the political and civil sphere. Biblical principles were applied to
regulate both the ecclesiastical and civil government of Scotland. An under-
standing of these further developments is essential to appreciate the distinctive
character of British, and, in particular, Scottish Reformed faith and practice.

The Second Reformation, as with the First Reformation in Scotland, was
encompassing of the total spectrum of Scotland’s social existence, so that Christ
Jesus, the Mediator between Almighty God and mankind, was seen to rule over
all of life.

If it can be said that the First Reformation was primarily concerned with
the Prophetical and Priestly offices, prerogatives of the Mediator Christ Jesus,
the Second was primarily concerned with Christ’s Mediatorial Kingly office and
right to rule, not only in the Church, but over kings and parliaments as well.

The Second Reformation dealt with authority in the state and its rela-
tionship to the Church and people’s authority. Authority was not primarily seen
as in the Church or in the king, or even in the people, but in Christ Jesus as
revealed in His Word.

The Second Reformation was preceded by conflict, suffering, and debate,
yet it pleased the Lord of the nations so to endow His Sovereign Spirit upon
Scotland at that time, that not only were gifted men provided for the times, but
also a heart of spiritual life and regeneration was so put into the majority of Scot-
land’s people, that great and momentous principles and decisions were arrived at,
and principles were formulated and courses of action taken which even the
Reformed Churches of the Continent and England had not arrived at. In the
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realm of Christ’s Mediatorial Kingly office, application was made to the civil
government and its relationship to Christ, so that the Church of Scotland further
developed beyond any of the other Reformed Churches, the practical relation-
ship of the civil government to Christ’s authoritative Word.

The climax of the Second Reformation could be said to be the partici-
pation in the formulation of, and acceptance by the Church of Scotland, of the
Westminster standards, While the Church and Nation of Scotland have never
again obtained that Biblical consistency of faith and life obtained and blessed
of God in the Second Reformation, nevertheless God in His Providence has
allowed the Westminster standards to stand as a testimony to the truths and
standards of that most remarkable time.

At the commencement of our essay we believe we must state our pre-
suppositions. It is our understanding that the events leading up to and including
that period of Scotland’s history which we call the Second Reformation, (as
with all history) cannot be explained and rationalized away in purely human-
istic/naturalistic terms. In this instance (as in many others), we see the super-
natural and divine. The history of Scotland at this time remains an enigma to
those who would try to understand it along purely humanistic/naturalistic lines.

Our conclusion is that, while the human element is certainly seen, be-
cause of the place of honour and glory given in the Second (as in the First)
Reformation to Almighty God in the Mediator, the spiritual life which flour-
ished at that time, the supreme place given to the Word of God, and the extra-
ordinary talents and developments of the time, we are driven to believe it was
no other than the real work of the Spirit of the Living God. Only when we
realistically take this into account is the enigma of the history of Scotland at
this time solved.

In this essay we shall seek to:

1. Indicate the similarities between the Reformation in Scotland
and those in England and the Continent.

2.  Show how the political situation in Scotland led to the enunci-
ation of the principle of the independence of the Church from the State,
in contrast to the domination of the Church by the State in Europe
generally.

3.  Show that the Scottish Reformers of the Second Reformation
went further in emphasizing that the Lord Jesus Christ was King of kings
and Lord of lords, and therefore the nation, in its own sphere, should be
subject to Him.

4, Make reference to, and take illustrations from, the Covenants
and Scottish history in general.
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We shall examine the matter of the Second Reformation in Scotland under

the following headings:

L Similarities Between the First Scottish Reformation and the English and
Continental Reformation.

II. The Political and Ecclesiastical Background to the Second Reformation
in Scotland.

III. The Advancement of Christ Jesus’ Universal Kingship and Authority in
the Second Reformation.

I. SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE FIRST SCOTTISH REFOR-
MATION AND THE ENGLISH AND CONTINENTAL
REFORMATION.

There were many similarities between the original Reformed Churches of
the Continent and those of England and Scotland. An examination of the
writings of the Reformers and their Confessional Standards shows a unity in
their teaching on such subjects as the authority of the Word of God, total
depravity, justification through the work of Christ Jesus only, the utter necessity
of the work of the Holy Spirit to bring sinners to Christ and to work saving
faith in their hearts. In short, we could say that the initial work of Reformation
in Europe generally concentrated attention upon what we would call the Proph-
etical and Priestly Mediatorial work of Christ; that is, the work of Christ in
revealing to us by His Spirit and Word the whole will of God in all things con-
cerning salvation and edification, and by offering up of Himself a sacrifice to be
a reconciliation for the sins of His people, and in making continual intercession
for them.2

It is quite noticeable that we find the primary emphasis of the early
Reformed Confessions to be upon the subject of Christ’s Prophetical and Priestly
work. The Lutheran’s Augsburg Confession, for example, with the exception of
one article on the duty of obedience we owe to the civil magistrate, and some
articles on such subjects as the sacraments, etc., is primarily concerned to teach
of these things immediately connected to Christ’s Prophetical and Priestly
offices and work. Even such a thing as marriage is primarily viewed in connec-
tion with those offices and work. The same could be said of the remainder of
the Lutheran Symbols as well as of the Anglican Symbols (which have much in
common with the Lutherans, except that they are more general in the compass
of the subjects they touch on).3

The earlier writings of the Reformed Churches (Calvinists), also show this
tendency to emphasize the doctrines and implications for life which are more
immediately connected to the Prophetical and Priestly work of Christ, as an
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examination of such Symbols as the First and Second Helvetic Confession,
the First Scots Confession, the Belgic Confession, etc., will show.4

While we make the point that the earlier Evangelical Lutheran and Re-
formed Churches emphasized the Mediatorial offices and work of Christ as a
Prophet and Priest, this is not to say that Christ’s Kingly work and the impli-
cation of it were unrecognized. For all the Reformers recognized that in the
matter of authority and rule, all of life is subject to Christ Jesus as Lord.® It
is necessary for us to realize this point to appreciate the thinking and principles
the Reformers of the Second Reformation in Scotland built upon.

To illustrate the fact that Christ’s authority and office of Kingship was
recognized and seen as applicable for all of life, we would note the following.
The Reformers saw Christ’s Kingly Ordinances and rules laid down in Scripture.
Thus the Scriptures were the words of King Jesus, our Sovereign God speaking.
His voice and authority were not merely limited to ecclesiastical matters, but to
life in its totality.

Wylie, the noted historian, writing of the Reformer Zwingli, and describing
how Zurich in its civil and ecclesiastical life was reformed, writes:

The point in which Zwingli is greatest and in which he
is second to none among the Reformers, is this, even
his profound deference to the Word of God. ... When
he came to the Bible, he came to it as a REVELATION
FROM GOD, in the full consciousness of all that such an
admission implies, and prepared to follow it out to all
its practical consequences. He accepted the Bible as a
First Authority, and infallible rule. . . .6

Luther, who was behind the other initial Reformers in the application of
the truths of Christ’s Kingly Office and Lordship, nevertheless practically saw
how all of life must be subject to Christ. Christ’s Lordship was practically seen,
for example, when Luther teaches us that study and the intellect of man in
natural things is to be brought under Christ the Mediator. Luther writes:

It is perilous to wish to investigate and apprehend the
naked divinity by human reason without Christ, the
Mediator,. ... There has been given to us the Word
incarnate, that is placed in the manger and hung on the
wood of the Cross. This Word is the Wisdom and Son of
the Father, and He has declared unto us what is the
will of the Father toward us. He that leaves this Son, to
follow his own thoughts and speculations, is over-
whelmed. . . .7
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So it is that we can observe Calvin also maintaining the fact that civil
rulers, and not only the Church, should be subject to the Lordship of Christ,
that is, the authority of the Word as it is applicable to them. Calvin writes that
the laws of a government are absurd which disregard the rights of God, and con-
sult only man’s ideas. Calvin lists specific passages of Scripture he sees as relevant
to the work of the nation’s rulers and laws.

It has been suggested by some that the Reformers were occupied in
drawing up only ecclesiastical documents, and that in fact the Symbols of the
Reformed Churches are applicable only to the Church.? While it may be granted
that the earlier documents were primarily written in connection with the Media-
torial work of Christ in His Prophetical and Priestly offices, yet it is a gross
simplification to suggest that either the Reformers or the Symbols were and are
occupied only with matters of “faith” and not life also. Note, for example, the
chapters in almost all symbols dealing with the civil magistrate and marriage.
Note also the exposition of the ten commandments in so many catechisms
where our duty to the state, home, and in commerce, etc. are clearly and ex-
plicitly taught, if not implicitly in principle form. The Reformers only dared to
address themselves so absolutely to these areas of life out of the Biblical con-
viction that the Lord is Sovereign King over all of life in all of its forms and
expressions.

Besides this, the Reformers show us their conviction of the authority of
the Word and of Christ’s Lordship, His Mediatorial dominion over the civil
realm, as well as ecclesiastical, from their writings. They wrote upon the magis-
trate, arts, education, commerce, etc. We will give just a few quotes (out of
many), from Luther, Calvin, and Knox to illustrate our point. We have specif-
ically chosen their quotes on the subject of the civil magistrate because the civil
power represented (at least in their day) authority, and “secular” life generally.
As we have noted already, the Reformers, all as one, saw the Authority of the
Word as the basis of their faith (and as expressed in their respective symbols),
as addressed not only to matters of ‘“faith” but to the civil magistrates as well.

Luther, commenting on Psalm 82, writes of secular rulers who have for-
gotten God, and on whom their present existence and governing power depends:

(God) has a word to say in this wickedness: “You know
well that you are gods and have power; that you have
learned and grasped very quickly. But when will you
learn from whom you have it? What becomes of Me?
What becomes of My commandments which I have given
you? It is not your command, but I, I, I have said that
you are gods, It is My commandment and My word that
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makes and ordains you gods and keeps you gods, and it
is not your word or wisdom or might, You are gods
made by My word, as all creatures are made, and you are
not self-made gods or born gods, as I am, If I had not
commanded it, no one of you would have been a god.
Mine are all power, rulership, property, honour, lands,
and peoples, and all that belongs to them. I have given
them to you; you have not acquired them or won them.
But what fine thanks do you give Me for them? You
rejelc(t); Me and My Word, and regard Me as no god at
all,

Calvin, commenting on Isaiah 49:23 shows us his conviction that Christ’s
Kingly power and dominion extended to the area of the civil magistrate and
society generally. He writes:

Hence it ought to be observed that something remark-
able is here demanded from princes, besides an ordinary
profession of faith; for the Lord has bestowed on them
authority and power to defend the Church and to pro-
mote the glory of God. This is indeed the duty of all;
but kings, in proportion as their power is greater, ought
to devote themselves to it more earnestly, and to labour
in it more diligently. ... Undoubtedly, while kings be-
stow careful attention on these things, they at the same
time supply the pastors and ministers of the Word with
all that is necessary for food and maintenance, provide
for the poor and guard for the Church against the dis-
grace of pauperisin; erect schools, and appoint salaries
for the teachers and board for the students; build poor-
houses and hospitals, and make every other arrangement
that belongs to the protection and defence of the
Church. . . .11

Knox, in a debate with Mary, queen of Scotland for a time, taught how
there was an authority higher than kings and queens, and that they and their
subjects should be subject to it. Knox is reported as saying in his debate with
the queen:

Madam, as right religion took neither original strength
nor authority from worldly princes, but from the eternal
God alone, so are not subjects bound to frame their re-
ligion according to the appetite of their princes.1
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In these exchanges between Knox and Queen Mary, Knox rejected all
absolutism, except that of God’s Holy Word, and such subordinate authority as
is clearly sanctioned by the Word.13

Thus it is that we conclude that the Reformers and the Churches of the
Reformation saw in the Word of God, which reveals the Mediator, an absolute
authority for faith and life. While the earlier symbols of the Reformers and their
teaching were not so much occupied with the application of Christ’s Mediatorial
dominion over all of life, yet it was commonly acknowledged by them. It was
on this profound principle that the Second Reformation was built.

Within the churches of the Continent and England that were reforming,
there were differences. The Lutherans parted from the Reformed over several
matters. Apart from the Reformed taking a different stance from the Lutherans
on such things as the Lord’s Supper, the Regulative principle, etc., there was
this additional important difference. In Scotland and amongst the Reformed
Churches of the Continent, particularly Geneva, there was a further clarification
of the relationship of the civil ruler to the Church. It could generally be stated
that the Lutheran and Anglican episcopal Churches were Erastian, and so more
or less governed by the State. 4

Yet the question also needs to be asked at this stage, where the difference
lay between the First Scottish Reformation, the Reformed Churches of the
Continent, and the Second Reformation in Scotland?

It is our premise that the difference lay in the further formulation of the
relationship of Christ Jesus and His authoritative Word to that of the civil govern-
ment. The source and role of authority was the problem dealt with. It is sug-
gested that the following points especially coloured the further development and
formulation of the relationship of Christ Jesus and His authority to that of the
civil and ecclesiastical realms.

1.  Great attachment to the truth that Almighty God has revealed Him-
self and His will for faith and life through the Mediator of the Covenant, Christ
desus. It was not only a dogma, but a personal belief; Christ Jesus was seen as
OUR King — the King of kings with whom we are bound in an everlasting
Covenant of Grace. Nor was it just a theological and experimental truth, but it
was seen to have ramifications for the nation’s total civil life too.

2. A strong conviction that the Church had the obligation laid upon her
to make known what absolutes God had to say about civil rulers and their
authority, limits, and duties, as well as what God had to say to the Church.

3.  The belief that the doctrine of God’s Word, and the knowledge that
His Covenant brought of Christ Jesus with His liberty, justice, true life, and His
supreme authority to demand these things in all of life, belonged to the common
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people to possess and enjoy as much as to the aristocracy or scholars in their
various institutions.
We shall return to these points further on in the essay.

II. THE POLITICAL AND ECCLESIASTICAL BACKGROUND

TO THE SECOND REFORMATION IN SCOTLAND.

A Reformation is a re-structuring of something. It is a re-forming of
something already in existence.

To appreciate what it was that was re-formed or structured in the Second
Reformation, it is necessary to consider the existing state of affairs in Scotland.
It is necessary to consider the background and the events which led up to those
events and principles which we term the Second Reformation in Scotland; to
trace the degeneration of the First and the rise of the Second.

The Second Reformation was not so different from the First. It merely
was the taking up of the same principles of the First Reformation and further
applying and building upon them. The First Reformation swept as a miracle
across Scotland, and great and profound changes were wrought. However, the
First Reformation was challenged and began to be undone, in God’s providence,
by the death of its leader, Knox, and an unsympathetic regent. After reaching a
high-water mark, the ground won in the First Reformation again began to be
lost to corruption, despotism, and self-interest. Liberty, righteousness, and those
blessings which flow from true faith in, and service to, Christ the Mediator, be-
gan to be crowded out.

Under the Reformer Knox, the Church had been brought back to the true
preaching of the Word, the right administration of the sacraments, and the
Biblical use of discipline. The Church, by God’s grace and mercy, had been
rescued from gross error and moral darkness. Under the First Reformation the
light of the glorious gospel of Christ Jesus had returned, but the task of securing
the true Church’s existence, both within the ecclesiastical realm itself and in the
nation as a whole, had not been fully accomplished at the time of John Knox’s
departure from this world. For example, in a time of autocratic rule, the
Church’s relationship to the State had not been worked out, nor had the Church
been fully able to bring in Scriptural rules for its own administration as she
would wish. Because of the shortage of suitable ministers, temporary “super-
intendents’’ over more than one congregation were appointed instead of regular
courts of Session and Presbytery.15 Both these unresolved matters were to cause
much trouble for the covenant people of God in Scotland.

The civil government and powers of Scotland, while generally supporting
the First Reformation under Knox and for a period at that time sympathetic
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to the coming of Christ’s authority and Word, yet still remained essentially an
autocratic and feudalistic state. There had certainly been changes in Scotland
during the First Reformation, but they had been essentially ecclesiastical. The
people had indeed been taught wherein authority properly lies, and how, with-
out the bowing of the knee to Christ and His authority, there could be no real
freedom, love, justice and that life which is fully abundant, not only for time
but for eternity.16 Still, the State itself lay enthralled in chains which constantly
made it liable to despotism and an instrument for avaricious men.

Because the government of Scotland at the time of the First Reformation
claimed that absolute authority was inherent to the state, we find that, after it
helped the Church of Scotland to throw off the thraldom of the Roman Church
and its despotism and despotic claims over all lands (their civil government as
well as their churches), the Scottish civil authority turned upon the Reformed
Church of Scotland, and began to gnaw away at its Biblical principles and
liberties recently won.l'7

By 1560, the First Reformation was accomplished when the Scottish
parliament, under the guidance of Knox, declared the Reformed faith to be the
national religion. The publication and civil approval of the Scot’s Confession,
the First Book of Discipline, and the first General Assembly of the Reformed
Church of Scotland all took place in that year.18 However, after the abdication
of Queen Mary Stuart, and the proclamation of her infant son as King James VI
of Scotland in 1567, the land was governed by regents. There were several up
until 1572 when the powerful Earl of Morton became regent. It was under his
regency that the unjust corrosion of the Church’s rights and liberties began in
earnest and continued under the reign of James and his son, Charles L. In the
year Morton came to the regency, Knox died.19

The year 1572 saw some of the more powerful civil leaders, among them
Morton, beginning openly to seek to impose their will upon the Reformed
Church. We can conclude they had no other motive in mind than to have access
to the old un-reformed Church estates and revenues, 20

It should be remembered that prelatic officers continued to exist in 1572
despite the fact that they were not recognized as part of the National Church.
Under the civil arrangements of the First Reformation, it was decreed that the
remaining popish prelates be allowed to retain two-thirds of the revenues of the
larger benefices during their lifetime. When several of the larger and wealthier
benefices became vacant, the plea of the Reformed Church that their incomes
be given to the support of education and the furtherance of the Church’s work,
fell on the deaf ears of the regent and powerful nobles. These men, instead, set
up others in the prelatic offices so that they could obtain the revenue from the
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benefices. They could not by law take them completely over. Instead they made
themselves patrons of the prelatic charges and appointed men on condition that
they gain the greater part of the revenue.?!

Moreover, in an effort to make this act of covetousness legal, the regent,
the earl of Mar, early in 1572 convened the superintendents and certain minis-
ters at Leth. This convention unlawfully assumed to itself the powers of a
General Assembly, and delegated several of its members to meet with the Privy
Council to resolve the above developments. Thus six of the Privy Council and
six ministers made a decision to allow prelatic officers, with the proviso that
they be subject to the General Assembly.22 Knox, who was soon to part from
this world into the hands of a faithful Creator, opposed this developmeni:.23

These so-called bishops were popularly styled tuichan bishops.24 They
were in the end only a convenience for the avaricious nobles to obtain the livings
of the old Church revenues, which were quite considerable.2%

However, not only was this intrusion into and innovation of “bishops”
upon the Church an evil in that it fed avarice, it also became a bane to the
Church in four other ways. It set the stage, firstly, for the claim of the civil
sphere over the affairs of the Church. 26 Secondly, it commenced the problem
of appointed clergy, of patronage.27 Thirdly, it took away in principle the
absolute rights of local congregations to approve the election of their own
pasi:ozs.28 In the fourth place, the “bishops,” because of their poor moral
qualifications, became a source of corruption and trouble in the Church it-
self.29

As we shall have cause to note later, these ramifications of having ap-
pointed bishops began to draw the Reformed Church into the same mire of civil
control and manipulations as that into which the Reformed Church of England
had sunk. Under the Stuart kings, the attempt was made to bludgeon the Church
of Scotland under the same control and manipulation and thus cause the Church
of Scotland to lose one of the most distinctive differences in comparison to the
Church of England.30

We see the growth of these despotic principles over the divine and civil
rights of the Reformed Church when the regent Morton, frustrated because of
opposition from the Church over the introduction of the Tulchan bishops and
their constant neglect of proper pastoral responsibilities, declared such opposi-
tion to be seditious, and threatened the Church with the loss of her liberty if
such opposition continued.3!

Under the regency of Morton, the Church of Scotland at first seemed un-
able to counter this violation upon its rights. Knox was dead, and none was
able, at first, sufficiently to take his place as a fearless and cohesive leader. 32
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Besides, it was under Morton that a victory was won over the nobles who still
supported the queen; and he alone, it seemed, was capable of contending with
the party of Queen Mary.33 Still, while there was a lack of leadership and some
compromise on the part of some Presbyterians, opposition to the intrusions
continued.34

Until the Second Reformation there was a series of struggles between the
Court and the Church over the divine liberties and rights of Christ Jesus to be
the head and ruler of His Church.3% Itisa period of ebb and flow. At times the
flow is strong in its movement towards a purer and more decided Presbyterian-
ism, such as under Melville’s leadership. At other times, especially after James VI
of Scotland became also James I of England, the ebb away from Scriptural
forms of Church government and worship flowed stronger.36

We should also note here that this continuing battle was the background
for the Scriptural formulation of the civil ruler’s sphere and of where authority
lay for both Church and State. The formulation of the civil ruler’s limits of
authority and sphere grew out of the study of Scripture in times of conflict, so
that one outcome of the Second Reformation was to delineate both the
Church’s and the State’s rights and spheres, and their relationship to one another.

With the return of the learned Melville in 1574, and the recognition by the
General Assembly of his office as a doctor, we find a natural successor to Knox
and a leader to unite the Church in its resolve to withstand the encroachment
on its liberty.3”

At the time of Melville’s return, the Assembly was concerned with answer-
ing three questions Scripturally. The first related to whether bishops were
superior to other ministers. The second related to the invasions on the property
of the Church. The third related to the encroachments made on her authority.
All were traceable to the troubles brought about by the imposition of the
Tulchan bishops upon the Church.38 Especially these questions were discussed
at the Assembly in 1575, at which Melville was present.3

The Assembly of the Church of Scotland in 1576 gave an answer con-
cerning the office of bishop. By seeking to resolve this issue the Church was
“clearing” the way for a more definite rebuttal, on Scriptural grounds, of the
civili government’s needless and unlawful interference.3® The answer the
Assembly gave was, “that the name of bishop is common to all who are ap-
pointed to take charge of a particular flock, in preaching the Word, administer-
ing the sacraments, and exercising discipline with the consent of their elders;
and that this is their chief function according to the Word of God.”” At this
same Assembly a large commission was appointed to draw up a complete and
systematic work on the polity and jurisdiction of the Church, which was to
become known as the Second Book of Discr'pline.4°
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The regent Morton sought to overbear the Church, and resorted to the
claim of the right of rulers to rule over the Church. The regent at this time, and
on one occasion, threatened the lives of some of the Church’s pastors. Melville,
who was present, replied:

Tush, Sir, threaten your courtiers after that manner.
It is the same to me whether I rot in the air or in the
ground. The earth is the Lord’s. My country is wherever
goodness is. . . . I have been ready to give my life where
it would not have been half so well expended, at the
pleasure of my God. I have lived out of your country
two years as well as in it. Let God be glorified; it will
not be in your power to hang or exile His truth,41

Though Morton may have been indignant at such a remark, he did not dare
to put his threat into action, for his power and influence were on the wane.
His administration had been so severe, accompanied with so much of an avari-
cious spirit that at last it had become intolerable to a large portion of the king-
dom, including many of the most influential of the nobility. He thus resigned in
March, 1578, and the boy King James, age twelve, assumed the reins of govern-
ment under the strong influence of several court favourites. In April, 1578, the
General Assembly met and the Second Book of Discipline was finally approved.
It meant the bishops were brought completely under the Assembly, and were to
be seen as ordinary pastom.42

The Church of Scotland had reached one of its high points, but only to
enter soon into a period of further heightened conflict which would end with
the Second Reformation.

As noted earlier, the conflict with James and then with Charles, was
similar to the ebb and flow of the tide of the sea. At times Presbyterianism, and
all its implications for freedom and its recognition of the true seat of authority,
seemed to thrive. At other times it ebbed, and the despotism of James and then
of Charles, aided and abetted by self-interested men, and the few Erastian
inclined episcopalian ministers of Scotland, threatened to overwhelm the Re-
formed Church of Scotland which the Lord in His Providence had been pleased
to call into existence. They were times of intense lobbying and of debate. The
Head of the Church, Who gives to it its Pastors,43 was pleased to raise up most
remarkable men of both godliness, talent, and learning, who were able, in
Christ’s name, and according to His Word, to stand against the onslaught of
this despotism.

We have up to this point sought to show the reasons behind the battle
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and conflict, that is, the claim by the government to be absolute in its authority.
This claim was expressed by seeking to impose episcopacy upon the Church of
Scotland. The monarchs James and Charles came to the conviction that epis-
copacy would best serve their doctrine of despotism,44 and thus sought to
suppress Presbyterianism which, being Puritan, demanded all claims concerning
authority to be submitted to the authority of Christ Jesus as Prophet, Priest, and
King. We should greatly misunderstand the Reformed Church of Scotland and
its principles and what the Second Reformation was about if we were to think it
was merely a quibble over Church government. No, the matter ultimately came
down to the most holy and profound truth, that there is no authority but of
Almighty God, and He rules through the Mediator Christ Jesus and His Word. 45
Christ is King over His Church and Christ is King over the nations. This was
the heartfelt and vital principle involved.

We briefly treat the rulers and times of James and Charles. We do not
dwell at length upon them, for the issues are now clear. All that now need con-
cern us are the solutions and truths which were arrived at by the Covenant
people of God when faced with the issues. We deal with these solutions and
stated principles of the Covenanters in our next chapter.

James was one who had imbibed a despotic spirit. While it is true he had
the renowned George Buchanan as his tutor, yet he also had the ill example of
his mother, the influence of his French connections, the regent Morton, and
especially two advisers at court. These latter two were Esme Stewart, the king’s
cousin, and a Captain James Stewart. Esme was raised by James to the Duke-
dom of Lennox, and James was created Earl of Armn.46

James was not stable in his attitudes or policies, at least not up until the
time of his enthronement as king of England in 1603. We cannot but conclude
that James pursued this method of almost feverently supporting at times Pres-
byterianism, and then of doing all in his power to destroy it, because he desired
to retain a despotic rule. He chose in the end episcopacy because it best suited
his purposes politically.‘l'7

The vacillation of James can be seen in the following examples. On one
hand, in 1581 the king supported what is variously called The First National
Covenant, Craig’s Confession and the King’s Confession. This Covenant, signed
by the king and the greater part of the nobility and gentry throughout the
kingdom, sought to guard the nation against the encroachment of the Church of
Rome and its teachings.48 On the other hand, James supported and allowed
Lennox to appoint a Tulchan bishop to the so-called see of Glasgow. This was a
gross violation of the Church’s laws, and the Church remonstrated. A com-
mittee was thus appointed under the moderatorship of Melville, to present a
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remonstrance to the king over the matter. Arran, who was present at the court,
cried out after the remonstrance was submitted, “Who dare subscribe these
treasonable articles?” ‘“We dare,” replied Melville, and advancing to the table,
he took the pen from the clerk and subscribed. Once again, only the fearlessness
of the Presbyterians and their love of God and His truth prevented the court
from overthrowing their principles.49

A second example of James’ vacillation is found in the acts of Parliament
in what are called The Black Acts of 1584. These acts ordained, under James,
that it was treason to decline the judgment of his majesty or of the privy coun-
cil, or to impugn or seek the diminution of the power and authority of the
estates of parliament. Besides, all subjects were prohibited from convening any
assembly without command of his majesty. Also it was ordained that the king
might grant commissions to bishops to put in order all ecclesiastical matters in
their sees! It is quite clear that the purpose of the act was a blatant attempt to
overthrow Presbytery. Over twenty ministers, including Melville, were forced
to flee for their lives.>?

Yet when James saw that Arran’s arrogance and tyranny threatened him;
when he saw the failure of the Spanish invasion of England, and the promise of
the popish lords of Northern Scotland that if Philip II of Spain would make
another attempt at invasion they would lay Scotland at his feet and then help
subjugate England, he turned again to Presbyterianism. He could see his king-
dom slipping from his grasp otherwise.5!

Again, on one hand James could appoint a man of Robert Bruce’s charac-
ter as an extraordinary member of the privy council and a member of a pro-
visional government to rule while he was absent in Norway for his marriage to
the princess of Denmark. Moreover, on his return in 1590, James could say that
“he praised God that he was born in such a time as in the time of the light of
the Gospel, and in such a place as to be king in such a Kirk, the sincerest Kirk
in the world.” He then pledged to the General Assembly his life and crown to
maintain this Church, 52

Yet, on the other hand, on trumped up charges, James exiled from Edin-
bergh their first and finest pastor, Robert Bruce!53 Besides, James, incapable it
seems of being long of one mind, welcomed back to Scotland the popish lords
who only so lately sought all of Scotland’s downfall. The Church, on learning
this and seeing her danger as well that of the whole country, sent a deputation
led by James Melville, a gracious and more naturally mild man than his famous
uncle, Andrew Melville, to counsel the king to reconsider his actions. King
James, upon seeing them, had barely allowed James Melville to commence
speaking when he violently interrupted James Melville and overawed him by
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denouncing the deputation and their associates as seditious stirrers up of the
people. At this, Andrew Melville stepped forward, and taking king James by the
sleeve, uttered those memorable words, which in so many ways express the
spirit and truth of the Second Reformation. Melville addressed the king as God’s
silly vassal (that is, lowly servant), and proceeded to remonstrate with him. We
record the full speech as it is handed down to us, because we believe it gives so
much the spirit and principles of the Reformed Church of Scotland.

Sir, we will always humbly reverence your majesty in
public; but since we have this occasion to be with your
majesty in private, and since you are brought in extreme
danger both of your life and crown, and along with you
the country and Church of God are like to go to wreck,
for not telling you the truth and giving you faithful
counsel, we must discharge our duty, or else be traitors
both to Christ and you. Therefore, Sir, as divers