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Abstract 

The paper inveatigates in some detail the attempts at union 

between the Churches in England and Scotland from the union of the 

crowns in 1603 to the death of Charles I in 1649. The Introduction 

provides an out1ine of ecclesiastical affairs in England and Scotland 

from 1559 to 1603. Chapter one traces the successive steps used 

b~r James to bring the Church of Scotland into reasonable conformi ty 

with the Church of Eng1and both in churoh government and in worship. 

The second chapter considers Charles' ecclesiastica1 policy, the 

stages leading up to the introduction of the new Scottish Service 

Book, and the violent reaction fol1owing its use. The third chapter 

surveys the attempt of the Scottish Covenanters to establish a 

Presbyterian system of Church g01Ternment in Eng1and. The paper 

concludes by considering why these endeavours at church union 

ultimately failed. This study is primari1y ooncerned with the 

Church of Scotland. 
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Foreword 

It is the intention of this paper to investigate in some 

datail the attempts at union between the Churches in England 

and Scotland from the union of the crowns in 1603 to the death 

of Charles l in 1649 and, finally, to consider Why these 

endeavours at chur ch union ultimately failed. It should be 

noted that this study is primarily concerned with the Chur oh of 

Scotland and only related to events in England that influenced 

the life and work of the Scottish Church • 
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The Introduction 

Background fram 1659 te 1603. 

Some knowledge about the earlier and formative years ia neoesl!lary 

in order to understand better the significanoe of Anglo-Scottish eooles-

iastioal relations after the union of the orowns. This introduotory 

ohapt8r, therefore, provides an outline of eoolesiastical affairs in 

both England and Scotland beginning with the meeting of Elizabeth's 

First Parliament in 1559 and the establishment of the Reformed Churoh in 
1. 

Sootland in 1660. 

A. The Churoh of Sootland. 

(1) 1569 - 1573. 
At Perth on May llth, 1559, alter the return of 

John Knox and the outlawing of the Protestant preaohers by the Queen 

Regent, a riot broke out in the words of Knox "to abolish idolatr,y, the 

places and monuments thereof ••• to wit, the Grey and Blaok thieves, and 

Charterhouse monIes (a building of wondrous oost and greatness) ore so 
2. 

destroyed that the walls only did remain of all these great edifioations." 

With the destruction of the religious houses there began a series of oon-

fliots between the Queen Regent, who was aided by a small band of French 

troops, and the Reformers. The latter made little headway and, as a 

result, in July 1559, the ProteBtant Lords of the Congregation appealed 

to England for help. An English fleet eventually entered the Firth of 

1. There 1s sorne debate over the proper date for the establishment of 
the Refor.med Churoh. Sorne date it from the first General Assembly 
whioh met in 1560. others olaim there is no lega1 basis for the 
Reformed Churoh til1 1567. And as far as the Reformers were oon­
oerned the 7th Maroh, 1559, was the 'appointed Day' of the Scottish 
Reformation (Dunoan Shaw, The General Assemb1ies of the Chur oh of 
Sootland 1560 - 1600, (Edinburgh: St. Andrew Press, 1964), p. 14). 

2. W. C. Di okinson (e d. ), John Knox' s Hi sto ry 0 l' the Reformation in Sootland, 
(London: Nelson, 1949), Vol. 1, p. 163 (Hereafter referred to as 'Knox'). 
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Forth and with the death of the Queen Regent during hostilities com­

pelle d the withdrawal ot French troops (The Treaty of' Edinburgh, July 
3. 

6th, 1560). 

These evants led to the meeting in August 1560 of the 'Reformation 

Parliament' ~ioh accepted the Confession ot Faith and passed aots 

abolishing Papal jurisdiotion in Sootland and annuling all anti-

Protestant legislation. It should be noted, h01lSver, that the Book of 

Disoipline, the blueprint of the n8W Church, neTer beoame law. The 

'Reformation parliament' also failed to deal with ohuroh polit Y and 

endowœent as members ot the old hierarchywere still allo~d to oling 

to their livings and seats in Parliament. This meant, in effeot, as 

w. C. Diokinson pute it that "two ohurches existed side b,y side - one, 
4. 

silenoad andwell-endowed; the other activa and miserably poor." 

Nevertheless, the Retormers managed fairlywell to put their polioy 

into effeot and plaoed Protestant ministers into many towns, appointed 
5. 

Superintendents, and made use of those BiShops who turned Protestant. 

When Queen Mary came to Sootland in August 1561 the doubtfu1 

status of the Reforœd Church 1I8S not al tered as she refused to 

ratify the legis1ation that W8S passed by the 'Reformation Parliament' 

the year betore. However, the murder of Darnley and Mary's marriage 

to Bothwell shortly afterwards lost her all support and led to her 

deposition in Ju1y 1567. Her abdication and tlight into England 

3. For details about the Treaty see David Calderwood, The History of 
Kirk ot Scotland, (Edinburghs Wodrow Sooiety, 1845), Vo1.ll, pp 2-10. 

4. W.C. ~okinson, Sootland trom ear1iest times to 1603, (London: Nelson, 
1961), p. 351. 

5. Calderwood provides detai1s about these aotivities in vol. 11, ot his 
'History', see especially pp. 207 and 392. 
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brought to an end the questionable position of the Reforned Church, 

legislation passed in its favour wss ratified by Parliament, and the 

coronation oath of the infant Jarne s Vl commi tted him and his success-
6. 

ors to its maintenance. 

Another matter of importance, in those early years of the Scottish 

Reformation, wa,s the relations between the State and the General 

Assembly, the chief legislati va body of the Church of Sootland, which 

tirst met in 1560. Dr. Duncan Shaw belie'V8s that the vast majority 

within the Church did not think of the Chur ch existing over against 

the State; they considered, rather, the Church and State to be two 
7. 

t\.ttlctions of the one sooiety. The Reformed Chureh, in effect, 

deaired a real connection with the State, Thus it appealed to the 

1 godly magistrate' when hope of a • godly prince 1 Wl'lS frustrated by 

Queen Mary. It requested in 1564 that the Privy Council become an 
8. 

essential part of the General Assembly. And it reminded the Privy 

Council again in 1673 that the Assembly was oomposed ~ot only of the 

powers of the Ministrie, but also of the hai11 members of the Kirk 
9. 

profassing Chryst. n 

The state, howevar, did not respond. The reason was probab1y, 

as Dr. Shaw suggests, that it considered the General Assembly to be a 

purely 'ad hoc' group and that the responsibilities of such a group 

6. T. Thomson (ed.), The Acts of the Parliament of Scotland, (1814),Vol.3, 
pp 23-24 (Hereatter referred to as A.P.S.). 

7. Shaw, op. cit., p. 17. 
8. ~i11iam ~llace of carnall, and Andrew Ker of Fadownside, war sent to 

the Lords of Secrei t Counse 11, to r'equeist their honours to assist the 
Assemb1ie (Dac. 1664) ~th thair presence and counsell (The Book of the 
Universal Kirk, (Edinburghtl Eannatyne Club, 1839), p. 52 (hereafter 
referred to as B.U.K.)." 

9. Shaw, op. cit., p.62. 
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oould no. be talœn over by the state on the appointment of' a godly 
10. 

uagistrate or prince. It DB inevitable, theref'ore, that the Churoh 

fram 1567 began to ohange to a position over and against the state. 

In order to ease the increadng tension between the Chur oh and the 

S'tata an extraordinary General Assemb1y called a 'Convention' was held 
11. 

at Leith in Jaouary 15 72 to work out a oompromise. Onë of' th e most im-

portant artio1es passed at Leith permitted the crownto nominate bishops 
12. 

and arohbiahops with powers siDilar to superintendents. The Convention 

also set down important precedents that had far-reaching effects. For 

examp1e. wnen the Parliament of 1606 re-estab1ished Episcopacy it did 

so according to the terme of' the Leith Convention, and the Glasgow 

Assembly of 1610 made use of the bishop's e1eotion oath set forth by the 
13. 

8&JI8 Convention. It is quite clear, h01f8ver, that al though Regent Morton 

succeedad ~ the Leith Concordat in making the Churoh of Scotland emu-

lata to a oonsiderable extent the Anglioan pattern, as he looked for-

warel to union Wi th Eng1and, the General Assembly was still determined 
14. 

to aubject the bishops to its authortty. 

10. Ibid., p. 53. 
11. Those who believe in the anti-prelatio oharaoter of the Soottish Refo~­

ation have oalled the Convention a re-establishment of' Episcopaoy, while 
others like Prof. GOlTdon Donaldson, who balieves the Reformation in Scot­
land _s in a very real senfe a reaction in favour of an episcopate but 
freed froD the corruptions of Rome, considered the Convention to be essen­
tial1y a financial arrangement (Gordon Donaldson, Sootland, Church and 
Nation tbrough sixteen centuries, (London: S.C.M. Press, 1960), p. 59). 

12 •. For other art10iës p&ssed at the Convention, see Calderwood,op.cit.lll,p.170 l 

13. G. Campbell Wadsworth, The General Assemb1y of 1610, University of 
Ediriburgh, p. 16 (unpublished Ph.D. Thesis). 

14. Calderwood tells us in regard to the censure of bishops that in the 27th and 
28th General Assemblies whioh met on August 6th 1673 and March 6th 1574 that 
-James Paton, Bishop of Dunlcelden, was delated for receaving the name, and 
not exarcing the office of a bishop within his bounds"; that the Bishop of 
St.Andrews w&s given instruotions by the Assembly "to reforme the Collatioun 
given to Robert Dowglas, a simple readerlt

; and that the Bishop of Murray 
Dwas delated for fornication oommitted with Ladie Ardrosse, and ordeanned 
to purge himself' bafora the Assembly (Calderwood, op.oit. 111, pp.287-309).n 
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(2) 1574 - 1596. 
This seotion deals with the rise and triumph of rr8S-

byterianism and the King's answer to it. In 1574 Andrew Melville retumed 

from Geneva with views on relations between Churoh and state and on ohurch 
15. 

govermnent which created considerable strife and oontroversy. His vie_ 
lS. 

are set forth in the Seoond Book of Disoipline published in 167.8. On the 

question of dhuroh governuent he defended the parity of ministers and hence 

the illegality of Episcopacy. And Church courts, later knawn as Presbyter-
17. 

ies, were to take over the jurisdiotiûü pra.iously exercised by bishops. 

On relations betwesn Churoh and State he sa ... them both as distinct and 
18. 

separate or as what he called ttwo kingdollS'. This meant for one thing 

that only necolesiasticall personisn, that is, miniaters, dcctors of theol-

cgy, BUch as Jlelvi1le hase If , and those eIders ordained into ohuroh 
19. 

cffices for lite could nrepair to this Assemblie to ~itt.n It also meant 
20. 

that "ecclesiasticall personisn were not to become involved in civil affaira. 

15. Arohbishop SpottiBlWods oomments: "In the Churoh this year (1575) began 
the innovations to break forth that to this day have kept it in a oon­
tinual lmquietness (John Spottiswoode, HiataIT of the Church of Scotland, 
(Edinburghl Oliver and Boyd, 1851),. yS. , p. 200). ft 

16. For the complete text, Bee B. U.K., pp. 488 - 512. 
17. The Book of Discipline did not mention 'Preab;yteries t as such, but stated 

that Bishops were not to usurp the powera of Presbyters (BoU.K., p.425). 
18. In 1596, in Falkland Palace, Andrew Melville rather tactlessly but never­

the Iess accurately interpreted tnis doctrine before King James: -And 
thairfor, Sir, as divers tymes bafor, sa no. again, l DOn tell yaw, thair 
ia twa Kinga and te Kingdom8s in Scotland. Thair is Chryst Jesus the 
King, and his Kingdome the Kirk, whase subject King James the Sut ia, 
and of whase Kingdome nooht a King, nor a lord, nor a heid, bot a... m.emberl 
And they whoJ19 Chryst hss cal lit and cOIllDEmdit to watoh over his Kirk, 
and governe his spirituall KingdoIl.8, hes sutficient power of him, and 
authoritie sa to do, bathe togidder and aeveralie, the quhilk na Chriatian 
King nor Prinoe sould controll and discharge, bot fortifie and assiat, 
utherwayes nooht fathfull subjects nor m.embars of Chryst (James Melville, 
Autobiography and Diary, (Edinburgh: Wodrow Sooiety, 1842), p. 370).-

19. B.U.K., p. 500. 
20. For MelVille, however, suoh separation excluded the use of the pulpit 

whioh could be used to instruct the civil magistrats (B.U.K., p. 489). 
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Melville's influence predoDinated and by 1580 the Leith Convention 

had been undermined to Buch an extent that in the July meeting ot the 

General Assembly Episcopal g overnment was condemned, and in the tollowing 

year the Assembly presented a oomprehensive scheme tor the setting up ot 
21-

Presbyteries. Again, so influential had Melville' s party become that in 

1582 .. find that the kidnappiIJg ot the King by the Presbyterian Ruthven 

Raiders !let with the approval ot the General Assembly lilioh called it "the 

1ate aotione of the Reformatione ••• to deliver the Kirk ot Gad within 
22. 

this realme, and the true religion protessed within the lame." 

Shortly atter Jmœ s esoaped trom his oaptors" his answer to the rise 

ot Presbyterianism was the 'Black Acts' passed by Parliament in 1584. By 

the se acts the king was declared supreme over a11 pa rsons and all estates, 

the ancient jurisdiction of the Three Estates ratitied, the eoc1esiastioa1 

power of the bishops oontirmed and all ecolesiastioal assemb1ies required 
23. 

to receive royal licence to meet and adjoum. 

By 1586, however, after two years ot bitter oontroversy, a oonci1-

iation between Church and state was worked out which produoed a limi ted 
24. 

Episcopacy. The General Assembly, tor the MoSt part Presbyterian in sym-

pathy, reluctaDtly accepted the oompromise and then artf'ully forgot it as 

i t oontinued to enoourage the spread ot Presbyterianism throughout the 
25 

country, and, strange1yenough, without government interference. Then in 

21. Ibid., p. 453, pp. 480 - 487. 
22. Ibid., p. 5~4. 
23. A:P7S., .,' i', pp. 292 - 294. 
24. Ca1derwood, op.cit. 1V, pp. 491 - 493. 
25. The reason tor the state' s 1eniency towards the spread of Presbyterian­

ism at this time was probab1y due to the taot that the outoome ot the 
struggle betw&en Eng land and Spain was in 1586 still unoertain. James, 
theretore, in order to satisty Spain was reluctant to censure the re­
bellious catholio Ear1s, and to appease the presbyterians on this 
matter he permitted them considerable autonomy to carr,y out their 
ecc1esiastica1 changes. For a oomprehensive account of the politica1 
olimate at this time, see D.R. Will son, King James V1 and 1, (London: 
Cape, 1963), p. 81 ft. 
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1587. 1:0 the further dismay of the Episcopalians, the Act ot Annexat-

ion liaS passed mereby Parliament annaxed to the Crown most ot the 

Ecclesiastioal temporalities. The passing ot this Act ns later regretted 

by King' James who. as 1'I.e. Diokinson puts it. "umrittingly struck a 

severe blow at the episoopal system ~ich he was striT1ng to erect. • • 
26. 

Who now lIOuld want to be a bishop?" 

By 1592 the Presbfterians had sufticiently reasserted themselves 

to have an Aot passed by Parliamant establishing their own torm ot 

ohurch govermnent. But the triumph ot the Presbyterians tell somewhat 

short ot what tbey desired. For example, the oftice ot bishop liaS not 

abolished nor was there aooording to the ttwo kingdom' doctrine complete 

ecclesiastical independenoe so that the King or royal oommissioners had 

the right at each General Assembly to name the date and place ot the 

next meeting. And equally important and significant, as W.C.Diokinson 

explains, Itno provision 'W&S nade whereby a General Assembly could be 

called it the King or the royal commissioner, being present, did not 

name the date and plaoe ot the next meeting - a loophole of' whioh James 

took advant&ge in his oontinued struggle wi th the Kirk after his 
27. 

aocession to the English throne." 

We believe i t may be 'Y«>rth while to oonsider for a moment the 

opinion of the Presbyterians towards the young King who reacbed bis 

majority and began to exercise his kingly power during the years under 

discussion. James Helvine, the nephew ot Andrew: Melville, desoribes 

James as a well brought up Prinoe tutored as he was by George Buohanan, 

an international soholar and a man muoh admired by the Presbfterians, but 

26. Dickinson, op. cit., p. 357. 

27. Ibid., p. 358. 
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that it was a pity to see his ohildhood so miserably oorrupted, first, 

"with evill aod maist dangerus grundes and prinoipalles in government of 

Kirk and Comoun-weill," and seoondly, "to think the haill manner of 

Reformation of Religion to haUf bein done be a privie faotion, turbulen-

tlie and treasonablie." And among ofuers influenced by such as Arran who 

"put the opinion of absolut power in his Majestie's head," and Patriok 

Adamson, Bishop of st. Andrews, lItlo instruoted him, ", that a Christian 

King sould be the oheif gove mour of the Kirk, ana behovi t to have Bishops 
28. 

under him, to hald all in order.'" 

As far as Jarœs was conoerœd the years only inoreased bis hatred 

of the Presbyterians. The following extraot from the 'Basilikon Doron', 

vi tten by James probably in fue year 1598 for the benefi t of his son 

Prince Henry, reveals to us quite frankly his oontempt for the 
29. 

Presbyterians and his plans for the Churoh: 

The refonnation of religion in Sootland being made by a popular 
tumul t and rebellion ••• and IlOt praœeding from the Prince' s 
order (as it did in England), some of our fiery ministers got 
such a guiding of fue people at that time of confusion, as find­
ing the gust (taste) of govermaent neet, they began to fantasy 
to themselves a demooratio form of government ••• and after 
usurping the liberty of' the time of my long minor! ty, settle 
themselves With that bope to beoome 'tribuni plebis' ••• For 
preservative against their poison, entertain and advanoe the godly, 
learned and modest men of' the ministry, ~om (God be praised) 
there laoketh not a reasonable numberi and by their preferment to 
bishoprics and benef'ices (annulling that vile Act of Annexation, 
if' ys find it not done to your hand) ye shall not only banish their 
parity (Which l can not agree with a monarchy) but ye shall also 
re-establish the old institution of three estates in parliament, 
whioh oan no otherwise be done. 

There is little doubt that Jaœs was oonvinoed that his oontrol over the 

Churoh could only be aohieved by the overthrow of' Presbytery and the ra-

establishment of' Episcopaoy. 

28. Melville, op. cit., pp. 120-121 
29. W.C.Diokinson and Gordon Donaldson (eds.), Source Book of Soottish 

History, (London: Nelson, 1954), ". 111, pp. 50 - 51 
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Pelhaps, before olosing this seotion, we should note that from 

1573 the Roman Catholio oause in Sootland was more or less dead even 

though "the fear of a Catholio ravival was genuine enough among the 

Protestant population. Gordon Donaldson points out that the faotion 

called 'Roman Catholio' were those assooiatedwith the oause of Queen 

Mary and with the intrigues of oontinental powers, e speoially Spain. 

In other words, they did not represent the praotioe of Roman catholioism, 

but only lia oatholio linterest', politioally oonservative, allergio to 

the ethos of th e New Religion. • .a poli tioo-religious preferenoe 

1Ih.ioh oould not issue in regular saoramental praotioe owing to the 
30. 

great soarcity of priests. n Gordon Donaldson also refers us to 

-William Semple 1 s reports on Scotland in 1588 and 1610" in the English 

Historical Review, XLl, pp. 579 - 583, where the editors comment that 
31-at this t me "the term oatholio is used in a purely poli tica1 sense." 

(3) 1596 - 1603. 
These years mark the beginning of the prooess 

in the re-establishment of Episcopacy. It 'Was the Edinburgh 'riot' 

in Deoember 1596 that provided James with the opporttmity he liaS looking 

for to attack the Presbyterians. The underlying oauses of the 'riotl 

are ditfioul t to pinpoint. Calderv«> od believes tha t sorne of the 

Cubiculars or Courtiers of the royal household resenting the influence 

of the Octavians, 'Who managed the King and Queenls finances, tried to 
32. 

create an incident between them and the Churéli. And i t oannot he overlooked 

that trouble liaS a1so brewing between James and the Churoh over the 

30. Gordon Donaldson, Scotland: Jaaes V to James Vll, (Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd, 1965), p. 174. 
31. ~., p. 174. 
32. ca1derwood, op.oit. V, p. 510. 
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indulgenoe being shown to the exoommunicated Catholio Earls while cer-

tain Presbyterian ministers were under censure, especially David Blaok 
33. 

of st. Andrews. The iJlUllediate cause of the 'r1ot'. hO'W9ver, appeared 

to be James'·refusal 1x> acoept from the Presbyteriens a petition denounc-

ing his leniency towards the Catholios. When the King's refusaI was 

broadoast some of the Presbyteriens, aooording to Spottiswoode, "caused 

suoh a clamour and lifting up of hands, as none could hear what another 

spoke ••• some oried to arme •• others oried, 'The sword of the Lord 
34. 

and Gideon,n Spottiswoode admits, however, that no mischief 1I&S done 

although the disturbanoe required Sir Alexander Home, provost of 

Edinburgh, to oome to the street where with fair speeohes he enoouraged 
35. 

them to return to their homes. 

It w!)uld appear that the 'riot' was spontaneous, a minor affair, 

and that the Presbyterian ministers in no way enoouraged it. The King, 

however, seized upon the incident as an opportunity to attack his 

opponents. Thus, in a letter to the Aberdeen Presbyter,y, he speaks of the 

Itgreit sclaunder quhilk the ministeris of the towne has done to 
the religione be the steiring up of the last uproare of the 
pepIe in Edinburgh ••• their seditious preicheing ••• and ex­
horting of the Raskall of the towne to amour and their wryting 
to the Lord Hamiltoun and utheris of our nobilitie to mak ane 
plaine rebellione against us." 36. 

J8JœS aIse oaused Parliament to declare it an act of treason. Me anwh ile , 

hearing they were to be arrested, two of the Edinburgh ministers fled 

into E:q;land and the other two sought refuge in Fife. 

33. Spottiswoode mentions that Black lthad in one of his sermons cast forth 
divers speeches full of spite against the king, the queen, the lords 
of counoil and session, and amongst the rest called the queen of England 
an atheist, a woman of no religion (Spottiswoode, op. oit. Ill, p. 13):' 

34. Ibid., p. 29. 
35. Ibid., p. 29. 
36. S'ë'O'ttish Historr Sooiety, The Warrender Papers. (Edinburgh: T. & A. 

Constable, 1932, P $$. Il, p. 303. 



14. 

Wi th the Presbyterians now in disarray 'the moderate or episoopal 
37. 

party in 'the Churoh oame to the fore. This enabled Jarres to persuade 

the General Assembly in May 1597 to.appoint fOllrtee~ commissioners 

l'ho were to act as advisers to the King oonoerning the welfare of the 

Chur oh. And When in Deoember of the sarne year the Commission presented 

a petition that ministers should have a seat and vote in Parliament, 

James readily oonourred. David Calderwood, with oonsiderable justificat-

ion, attacked the Commission as nthe King' s led horse", and as na 1V8dge 

taiken out of the Kirk, to rent her with her owne forces# and the verie 
38. 

needle lilioh drew in the thread of bishops.tt 

The General Assemb17~ whioh met at Montrose in lraroh 1600, however~ 

wished to make it oleur to tœ King that it desired the representative 

of the Kirk in Parliament to be responsible to the Assembly, ohosen from 

a list drawn up by the Kirk~ discharge no episoopal f\motion and be:. f'aith'!'!' 
39. 

ful to his own partioular oongregation. The King' s anS'W9r in Ootoher was 

to ignore thEtse safeguards laid down by the Assembly, and he appointed 
40. 

on his own ministers to 'the vaoant sees of Ross, Aberdeen and cai thness. 

It should be noted, however, that these bishops exeroised no funotion in 

the lif'e and work of the Church, but even so we can see here yet another 

step towards the re-establishment of Episoopacy. 

37. The outlook first of the moderates then of the radioals is describëd by 
Spottiswoode in the debate over the trial of David Blaok: n'If by our 
strictness matters go to the warst, our weakness shall soon appear, and 
thereaf'ter shall the Church be no more feared or regarded; too great 
stiffness doth seldom succeed well~ and it is often seen, that they who 
will have all 'their nUs, do lose all in the end.' This was the 
reasoning of 'the ~se and more moderate sort. Others f'lattering them­
selves in their precisenss held, 'that the only way to prevail was to 
stand by their grounds; the oause was God' s which he lIOuld maintain; 
that worldly powers were not to be feared; and that God had in his 
hand the hearts ot princes to turn them wither he pleased (Spottiswoode, 
op cit. 111, p. l~,n 

38. Calderwood, op. cit. V, p. 644. 
39. Ibid., Vl, pp. 17 - 20. 
40. B.U.Ko, pp. 955 - 956. 
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By the turn of the century we must agrae that Jatœs' efforts to 

re-establish Episcopacy had been fairly successtul. What in 1600 
41-

Calderwood œ.lle d the nTrojan hors, the Episcopaoien had indeed been 

brought in. But it should be noted that in 1603, in spite of James' 

advancement of Episcopacy, the Church was still Presbyterian. The 1592 

Act establishing Presbyterianiamwas in effect. The system of Church 

courts - Kirk Session, Presbyter,y, Synod, General Assembly - was still 

intact. The pa rit y of ministers also remained. Another sevan years were 

to pass befora the process of Episcopal re-establishment would he comp1eted. 

B. The Churoh of England. 1559 - 1603. 

(1) The Elizabethan Settlement. 
What is known as 'the Elizabethan 

Settlement conai sted ot the Aot of Supremaoy and the Aot of Uniformi ty 

Whiohwere passed by Elizabeth's First Parliament which met January 23rd 
42. 

to May 8th, 1559. Tbere is little doubt about the ActsJfar-reaching 

importance as G.". Prothero OOIlDllents~ ItAll 1:hat follo-wed, for more than 

a oentury, 'fiS built on this foundation, for, Betting aside the revolut-

ionary epoch of the Long Parliament and the Commonwealth, there was no 

departure from 'the lines whioh Elizabeth had laid down until they were 
43. 

modified by the Act of Toleration (1689). ~ 

Arising out of the Elizabethan Settlement Cyril Garbett indicates 
44. 

tour ways in which the supremaoy ot the Crown oould be used. First, 

41. Calderwood, op. cit. Vl, p., 20. 
42. The text of both Acts is given in fUll by G.W.Prothero, Statutes and 

Const~tutional Documents, 1558 - 1625, (Oxford: University Press,1954). 
43. Ibid., p. xxx. 
44. Cyril Garbett, Churoh and State in England, (London: Hodder & stoughton, 

1950, pp. 60 - 63. 
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the Queen soœtimes acted herself in ecclesiastical affairs without any 

intermediary. Henry Vlll obtained from Parliamant an Act decreeing 

that a Proolamation made by the King should be obeyed and Elizabeth felt 

free to use the same method of Proolamation for the regulation of 

ecolesiastioal affairs. 

Seoondly. the Queen also exeroised her authority over the Church 

by means of the Court of High Commission or. as Prothero suggests. "we 
ought rather to ca11 i t. the group of oourts held by virtue of royal 

45. 
oommissions issued under the Aot of Supremacy." This Commission was 

expected to exeroise sorne of the eoolesiastical powers ~ioh belonged 

to the Crown suoh as to ensure that the ecolesiastical system. as set up 
46. and administered by the Church, liaS in proper 'WOrking order. T.M.Lindsay, 

however, believes that what was involved here was net a dispersal. of 

royal powers, but 1:hat Elizabeth through the COlJmlission 'WaS given even 

more ecclesiastioal ju~isd1ot10n than her father as here was a "provision 
47. 

which enabled her to be felt in every oorner of the land." 

Thirdly. the Queen used Parliament both to control the Church and 

proteot it. Parliamant was willing to support the Crown in its struggle 

Wi th Rome, but i t had not the same inolination to act against the 

Puri tans. The Crown, i~ fact, on several occasions, was forced to deter 
48. 

Parliament from supporting the Puritan cause. 

45. 
46. 

47. 

48. 

Prothero. op. cit. p. xl. 
W.H.Frere, The lish Church 
(London: Macmillan, 19 , p. 
T.M.Lindsay, A History of the 
1956), p. 394. 
prothero, op. cit. 221. 

in the Reigns of Elizabeth and James l, 
9. 

Refo rmation, (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 
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Fourthly, the Queen also exeroised her supremacy through the 

bishops.. For example, lIhen Parliament, as so often happened, failed to 
act against the Puritans, the Queen expected the Bishops to do so. Thua, 
in 1573, the Queen in a Proclamat ion against Nonoonform1sts urges 

"arohbishops and bishops. • .to put in exeoution the Aot for the unifo~ 
ity of Common Prayer and the administration ot the sacraments ••• with 

49. 
aIl diligence and severity." 

Yet another way, not mentioned by Garbett, whe reby the Queen exer-
cised her supremacy was through 'the running of the Convocation. This 
legislative assembly ot the Church had two provinces, one of canterbury 

and the other ot York. But it only met on receiving a summons trom the 
Queen, its canons only beoame valid on recei ving royal a ssent and even 
the subjects of discussion were diotated by the Crown. 

The majority of Anglican churohmen appeared quite oontent to accept 
the supremacy ot the Crown in ecclesiastical atfairs, and there were some, 
like Bishop Jewel, Who raised the doctrine ot the 'godly prince' to 

ridiculous heights. Norman Sykes illustrates well tt-ds radical side of 
Anglicanism. 'When he commente on Bishop Jewel' s apology of the Crown' s 
authon ty: 

To Queen Elizabeth 1 hersalf indeed Jewel applied the words ot the Prophet that "she i8 unto us a comfortable water in a dry place, as a refuge from the tempest, and as the shadow of a great rock in a _.J'Y land"; and he continued in hardIy Iess eulogistie vein: "The great blessing whioh God giveth te any people is a godly prinoe te rule over them. The greatest miBery that can fal1 upon a people is to have a godly prinoe taken trom them. For by a godly prinoe he doth so rule the people as if God himselt were with them in visible appearance (Works, • ".IV, p. 1153)." From such premisses it W8S a very moderate conolusion that nit is lawful for a godly prinoe to oommand biehops and priests; to make laws and orders for the churoh; to redresEI the abuses ot the sacraments; to allege the soriptures; to threaten 50. and punish bishops and priests, if they of tend (Works,. " .1,p.287)." 
49. Ibid., p. 208. 
50. Nôiiiian Sykes, 01d Priest and New Presbyter, (Cambridge: University Press, 1957), pp. 5 - 6. 
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When 1116 consider Buoh affirmations as these regarding the authori ty of a 
Christian ruler as wall as the matter of fact control the Crown exercised 
in ecclesiastical affairs~ we may agree with S.R. Gardiner that the 

oardinal principl.e of "the English Refonnation was the doctrine of Royal 51. 
Supremaoy. 

(2) Opposition iD the Elizabethan Settlement. 

The Elizabethan Settlement was threatened by the Roman 

Catholios~ including the forces of Catholio Spain, and by the Puritans. 
The catholic menace inside England. however. was never so great as 

imagined even though there 'WaS a genuine dread by the majority Protest-
52. ant population of Jesuit missionaries and Spanish con~piracies. 

The more serious opposition to the Elizabethan Settlement came 

trom the Puri tans ?ho were a group of Genevan orientated Protestants 

not separate from the Church of England_ but who trom within the Church 
desired to retorm it from the remnants ot popery. Their idea1s wsre 

quite similar to the Scottish Presbyterians. an abhorrence of Episoopacy 

and dissatisfaction with rigid ceremonial. They were also respected by 

tpe English publio who saw them as pious men genuinely seeking reforms. 

When in 1563 the Puritans presented their refor.ms to the lower 

house of the Convooation Assembly their proposals were rejected by just 
one vote. This tailure. however. did not hinder them from proceeding 

iüdependent1y ta put into effect in their own parishes the reforms they 

51. S.R. Gardiner. Hi star y of England. 1603 - 1642. (London: Longmans. 1895).7 ;'. p. 27. 
52. Ibid •• pp. 12 - 16. See also Prothero. op. cit. pp. xlvii - 1iii iiiië['" p. 83 ff. 
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53. 

believed were neoessary. The Cro'Wll' s answer to these irregularities 

oame in 1566 ~th the 'Advertisements' of Arohbishop Parker ~ioh were 

a series of rules for the purpose of oonstraining olergymen who refused 

to wear the proper vestments, but they also ra1sed the vexed question 

ot the Churoh's authority. :Many of the Puritan olergy resigned rather tl..a~ 

aubacribe and drew to themselves oonsiderable publio s,y.mpathy and support. 

Meanwhile, Parliament WBS reluotant to act against them and even some 
54. 

Min1sters ot the Crown went out of their way to protect them. 

Puritanism eventually led to Presbyterianisme The EDglish Book 

of Disoipline of 1574, which WBS republished in 1584, set forth, as 
55. 

did the Scottish Book, the Presbyterian ~stem of government. The 

Anglican W.H. Frete admits to Presbyterism being introduced by the 

Puritans into the Church of England, and he speaks about it wi th con-

siderable displeasure: 

The puritan clergy had been managing their parishes according 
to the provisions of the 'Book of Disoipline', to Which many 
of them had bound themselves by a formal aubsoription, and in 
defiance of the discipline of the Church of whioh theywere 
ministers. They had been taking their oommission from the 
presbyterian bodies and not from the bishops, except as a 
matter of legal form, and their directions from the 'classes' 
(presbyteries) and rival synods and not from convocation. 

53. Something or the Puritans' determination to set up their own form of 
chur oh government oome lb at may i s wall illustrated in the closing 
paragraph of their 'Admonition to parliament' (1572): "If this cannot 
be obtained, we Will, by God's graoe, address ourselves to defend his 
truth by suffering and willingly lay our heads to the block, and this 
shall he our peaoe, to have quiet conscienoes with our God, who we 
will abide for with all patience until he work our full deliverence." 
(Prothero, op. oit. p. 199). 

54. William Ceoil to Archbishop Whitgift in a letter dated July lst,1584, 
condemna the WBy Puritans had to subscribe to certain articles. 
(Prothero, op. cit. pp. 213 - 214). 

55. A summary ot the English Book of Discipline is given by Prothero, 
op. cit. pp. 247 -49. 
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They had used only suoh parts of the rites of the Churoh 
as they pleased, 1IOm 1Ï1at they pleased, preaohed as 
they p1eased. done 1Ï1at they pleased. and depraved everything 
w:i. th lib. ioh 1:hey were di sple ased; yet they still oontinued 
ta occupy the rooms and talce the revenues of the Churoh. 
while they J;!le dged themsel ves to seek to pervert i te 
government. 56. 

By 1588. ho_ver. the influenoe of tœ Puritans in the Church 

of England bagan ta wane. This oocurred after the threat of a 

-
catholic revival more or lesa vanished with the defeat of the Armada 

and the exeoution of Mar,y Queen of Scots which then enabled Elizabeth 

to pursue a more vigorous polioy against them. Aiso by the tum of 

the oentury the Episcopal Party had w:i.thin its ranks notable and 

respected divines like Rio~ard Hooker and Lancelot Andrewss who by 

their scholarly wri tings and upright lives created a fine impression 

in the minda of the people to rival that of the Puritans. Puri tan 

nonconformity survived. however. if not ta the same extent inside 

the established Churoh. to a oonsiderable degree in the House of 

Commons. 

Conclusion 

The oonflict batween Episoopacy fl.nd Presbytery in England and 

Sootland reveal some interesting parallels. In both oountries it 

Besme there was no easy viotory for either party. In Sootland 

there was good support for Episcopacy as tœre was in England for 

the Puritan-Presbyterian cause. By the union of the crowns. however, 

Episcopacy was solidly established in England while in Sootland 

the Presbyterian establishment was in decline. It would appear, 

56. W.H. Frere, op. cit., p. 281. 
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therefore_ that any plan for unifor.mity of religion betw8en the 

two kingdoms_ in the near future_ oould only mean the over­

throw of Presbytery in Scotland in favour of an Episcopal Church 

at least reasonably stmilar to that of the Church of England. 
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CHAPTER 1: JAMES l'S ATTEMPT TO REORGANIZE THE SCOTTISH CHURCH 

A. James' settlement of eoolesiastioal affaira in England 

In 1603 on his journey to London. James was presented with the 

Millenary Peti tien supported by the Puri tan minist8rs of the Church 
l 

of England desiring reform of some ceremonies and abuses in the churoh. 

One of the most notioeable features of the Petition was the ohange fram 

the militant demands to abo11sh Episcopaoy and introduce Presbyterian-

ism, as made by the Puri tans in the early part of Elizabeth' s reign. 

to aBking Janes "for certain definite alterations in the existing 
2. 

system." The bishops and the universities, however. saw in the 

petitioners, as they explained to the King. the same kind ot men as 

the rebellious Presbyterians in Scotland. 

The two factions I18t before the King at Hampton Court on July 

14th, 1604. Jans s as the Conference began deal t fairly 1I'i th the 

Puri tans and agreed wi th them in several points such as the neoessity 

tor a new version or the Bible and the need tor an eduoat8d and preaoh-

!Dg ministry. The Conferenoe ended, h01l9ver. in dismal defeat for the 

Puritanl who handled their case very badly. For example, their ohief 

spoke aman John Reynolds unwisely referred to the Bishop w:t th his 

Presbyters whioh brought an angry retort from James th~ that they 

1. The Petition requssted that in ohuroh servioes the s1gB of the oross 
at baptism md the interrogation of infants be taken away, the oap 
and surplioe not urged, those wishing to take oommunion to be exam­
ined, communion to be administ8red wi th a lermon, the Prayer Book 
oorreoted by removing priestly terms suoh as absolution. the ring 
no longer to be uled in marriage, the oaenonical scriptures only to 
be re!,d in the ohuroh, those advanoed into the ministry to be pro­
perly qualified, the abuse of clergymen holding several benefices 
at the same time to be removed, and that they be not required to 
subscribe to the whole of the prayer Book, but just to those artioles 
bearing on the King' B supremaoy (Prothero, op. cit. 414). 

2. Gardiner, op. oit., l, p. 148.' 
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CHAPTER 1: JAMES l'S ATTEMPT TO REORGANlZE THE SCOTTISH CHURCH 

A. James' settlenent of eoclesiastical affairs in England 

In 1603 on his journey to London, James was presented with the 

Millenary Petition supported by the Puritan ministers of the Church 
l 

of England desiring reform of soma ceremonies and abuses in the church. 

One of the most noticeable features of the Petition was the change fram 

the militant demands to abolish Episcopacy and introduce Presbyterian-

ism, as made by the puri tans in the early part of Elizabeth' s reign, 

to asking James ttfor certain definite alterations in the existing 
2. 

system. n The bishops and the uni versities, however, saw in the 

petitioners, as they explained to the King, the sarna kind of men as 

the rebelliou8 Presbyterians in Scotland. 

The two factions rœt before the King at Hampton Court on July 

14th, 1604. Jarœ s as the Conference began deal t fairly wi th fue 

Puri tans and agreed wi th them in several points such as the neoessity 

tor a new version or the Bible and the need for an educated and preach-

mg ministry. The Conference ended, however, in dismal defeat for the 

Puritans who handled their case very badly. For example, their ohief 

spoke aman John Reynolds unwisely referred to the Bishop w:i. th his 

Presbyters whioh brought an angry retort trom James th~ that they 

1. The Petition requested that in ohuroh servioes fue sign of the oross 
at baptism and the interrogation of infants be taken away, the cap 
and surplioe not urged, those wishing to take oommunion to be exam­
ined, communion to be administered with a sermon, the prayer Book 
oorreoted by removing priestly terms suah as absolution, the ring 
no longer to be used in marriage, the oWinonical scriptures only to 
be read in the ohurch, those advanced into the ministry to be pro­
perly qualified, the abuse of clergymen holding several benefices 
at the sarne time to be removed, and that they be not required to 
subscribe to the whole of the prayer Book, but just to those articles 
bearing on the King's supremacy (Prothero, op. cit. 414). 

2. Gardiner, op. cit., 1, p. 148. 
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aimed at a Soottish Presbytery which. he said agreedwith the Mon-
3. 

arohy as well as God and the Devil. Patriok Galloway in a letter 

trom London to 'the Edinbux'gh Presbytery reported that when the King 

asked the Puri tans vila t they desired to he retormed "i t was verie 
4. 

louslie answered, and ooldlié." S.R. Gardiner also oriticises their 

presentations: "Unless the Puritans have been misrepresented their 
5. interiority in breadth of view is conspicuous." In a letter to the 

Earl of Northampton, James himself writes oontemptuously of the 

Puritan representatives: 

They tle d me so from argument to argument wi thout even answer­ing me direotly, 'ut est eorum moris'. as l was foroed at 1ast to say unto them that if any ot them had been in a college dis­puting with their soholars" if any ot tbeir disoiples had anewered them in that sort, they would have tetched him up in plaoe of reply, and so should the rod have plied upon the poor boy's buttooks.6. 

The Conference, therefore, came to an end With James opposed ta the 

Puritans and determined to enforce uniformity. In July a proclamat-
7. ion enjoining oonformity to the Prayer Book was made and, later in the 

year, the Convocation passed new canons Whioh according ta Frere 
8. 

"turther tightened the screw of disoipline." 

S.R. Gardiner acouses James and the bishops with naking schism in 

the Churoh of England inevitable and oharges that they, not Parliament 
9. or the Puritans, were the true fathers of Protestant dissent. D.H.Willson 

makes a somewhat similar judgement that James' enforoement of oonform-

ity was unneoessary in that Puritanism in England in 1603 was mild in 
10. 

tone and laclœd the terooity of 'that in Sootland. In James' favour, 

however, it may be said that it would have been diffioult for him, oon-

sidering the temper of the age~to condone even a milder form of 
3. Willson, op. cit., p. 202. 8. Frere, op. Cit., P.314 4. Calderwood, op. cit. VI, p. 242. 
5. Gardiner, op. oit., l, p. 155 
6. Wil1son, op. cit., p. 208. 

9. Gardiner, o~. cit.,1,p.198. 
10. Wi11son, op. cit., p. 202. 

7. Prothero, op. cit. p. 421 
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Presbyterianism '9hioh the Puritan reforms seemed to advooate. 

James believed, as did Most of his oontemporaries, that only one 

Churoh system should be approved by the State as divisions in re-

ligion ~uld Mean national divisions as weIl. Thua, William ceoil, 

the Elizabethan statesman, expressed James' own feelings and that of 

the age lhen he wrote that "there is no enmi ty BO great as that for 

religion, and they that differ in the service of God oannot agree in 
lI. 

the service of their oountry." Franois Baoon,on the other hand, 

Who advooated religious toleration and spoke about returning to "one 
12. faith, one baptism; and not, one hierarohy, one disoipline" was a man 

before his time. This S.R. Gardiner, who quotes Baoon against James, 

seems to have forgotten. 

The main result of the Hampton Court Conferenoe was that "No 

Bishop, no King" became too oharter of James' regime. The Soottish 

Presbyterians were upset at suoh a conclusion to the Conferenoe and 

they sympathized with their Puritan brethren whose hopes along with 
13. 

their own had been severely dashed. James, wi th the futu~e shape of 

his ecolesiastical policy in England settled, was nowready to resume 

his plans for the re-establishment of Episoopaoy in Sootland. 
11. J. Hurstfield, "Chur oh and State: The task of the Cecils. il from Studies of Churoh History. (London: 1965), sr et. 11, p. 124. Riohard Hooker âlso felt the need for religiou8 uniformity within a nation ~en he wrote: "There is not any man a member of the Churoh of ~land, but the same man is also a member of the common­wealth; nor any man a member of the oammonwealth~ Whioh ia not also of the Church of England ('Of the Laws of Eoclesiastical Polity' viii, l, 2)." 
12. Gardiner, op. cit., l, p. 147. 
13. After the Hampton Court Conferenoe James Melville writing to the Pres­bytery in Edinburgh suggests Itthat they would, as Christian and bro­therlie compassioun craved, be greaved and tuiohed ~th sorrow, with manie godlie and learned brethrein in our nighbour oountrie, who, hav­ing expected a reformatioun, are disappointed and heavïlie grieved; and if no way could be found for helpe, that they would at the least helpe by their prayers to God, for their oomf'ort and releefe (Calderwood, op. oit. VI, p. 246 - 241." 
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B. The re-establishment of Episcopacy in Scotland. 

(1) The attack on the General Assembly and its ministers. 

By 1603 the first stage of Jmœ s' re-establishment of 

Episcopacy had been oompleted by the right of certain ministers ta vote in 

Parliament. After this precedent had been established there was What Gor-

don Donaldson describes as "something of a lull, while the church was laft 

ta digest the 'parliamentary bishops' and the waJDa prepared, by cir-
14. 

ownstances as much as by deliberate policy, for the King's next campaign." 

In Maroh 1605 James declared in a letter to the English nobleman, 

cranborne, that unless the English Privy Council advised him to the oon-
15. 

trary, he ..,uld never call another General Assembly as long as he lived. 

The King at this stage had apparently made up his mind to renew his 

attaok against the Presbyterian system qy striking at the General Assam-

blies. The first shot in the new campaign was fired in September 1604 when 

a proolamation sent from Hampton Court forbad extraordinary meetings of 
16. 

the Soottish clergy. Next, he prorogued the General Assembly called 

to meet in Aberdeen in July, 1604, to the same month the following year. 

Then in June 1605, he prorogued the Assembly indefinitely. 

By June, however, mally Presbyteries had already nominated Assembly 

Commissioners who, not hearing offioially that their commission had been 

cancelled, prooeeded to Aberdeen ta hold the Assembly. Thus nineteen 

ministers met to constitute an Assembly at Aberdeen on July 2nd, 1605. 

This was to be a significant Assembly for those co~cerned in it and for 

the Church at large as the oourse of events resulting from the Aberdeen 

14. Donaldson, op. cit., p. 202. 
15. Gardiner, gp. cit., l, p. 303 (Quoted from The King to Cranborne. Hat­

field MSS 188, fol. 90). 
16. The Register of the Privy Council of Sootland, (Edinburgh: H.M.General 

Register House, 1887), Vll, pp. 13 - 14 (hereafter referred to as R.P.C). 
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Assembly, as we shall see, gave James grounds, so he believed, to assail 

the le ading ministers of the Church. 

As soon as the minist9rs gathered the Laird of Lauriston del-

ivered to them a letter from the Privy Council, but as it was addressed 

"To the Brethren of the Ministry convened in their Assembly in Aberdeen" 

they constituted the Assembly before reoeiving it. The letter was then 

opened ~ich requested ~~em to disperse and not to appoint any new meet-
17. 

ing of the Assembly. To the tirst point the ministers agreed, but 

'they a sked Lauriston to name the date of the next Assembly. He refused 

whereupon they adjourned the Assembly te the first Thursday in September. 

Lauriston at this point declared them to be an illegal Assembly from the 

beginning and charged them, under pain of arrest, to dissolve the 

Assembly. William Scot of Cupar says this was needless as the 

m1n1sters had already resolved to discontinue in obedience to the Privy 
18. 

Councills letter. 

After the Assembly had been terminated the ministers, fearful 

cf reprisals as intimated by Lauriston, went to Thomas Mollesone, common 

clerk of Aberdeen, that he might attest to their obedience to dissolve 

the Assembly as they eaid "wi thin the space of ane quarter of one hour 

sinee, that they (the Privy Counoil) sould suf'fer ta, ir Assemblies to 
19. 

desert." The document was signed and authenticated by Mollesone and 
20. 

eight witnesses and then sent to the Privy Council. 

It is probable that the Pri vy Councll, if they had been left to 

themselves, would have let what happened at Aberdeen pass wi thout giving 

17. Ibid., P. 471. 
18. William Scot, Apologetical Narration of the state and Government of 

the Kirk of Scotlând, (Edinbûrgh: WOdrow sociëty, 1846), p. 135. 
19. John Forbes,Certaine Records Touohing the Estate of the Kirk, 

(Edinburgh: Wodrow Society, 1846), p. 393. 
20. R.P.C., Vll, lst series, p. 472. 
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it too muoh attention. The Laird of Lauriston, however, repeated the 

whole affai r 10 the King and deolared in addition, vilat James Melville 

oalls "ane false and deidly lien, that he had disoharged the ministers 

to meet on the day before the Assembly 'WaS consti tuted by open proclamation 
21. 

in the na rket cross of Aberdeen. The King on hearing from Lauriston 

aaw here a favourable opportunity to move againstthe ministers 

involved. Thus, in a letter to Seeretary Balmerino, dated July 19th, 

he saya he eannot overlook III:the haynousnea of their crymestt and instructs 

the Privy council to proceed against the miniaters and punish them 
22. 

"as trespassours in a very heieh degree." In order to please the king 
23. 

an aot was passed aoousing the ministers at Aberdeen of rebellion. 

First John Forbes, the Moderator of the Aberdeen Assembly, and 

John Welsh were arrested and transported to Blackness Caatle on Friday, 

July 27th. Another twelve ministers were imprisoned shortly afterwards. 

The imprisoned ministers issued an apology for their action in Aberdeen 

claiming that they had warrant of the Word of God and the laws of the 

country, and that they aoted eonstitutionally aoeording to the usual 

praetiee of the Chureh ainee the Reformation. They also issued a 

deolinature on the Privy Couneills judgement saying they would be 

Willing only to be tried by the General Assembly which they eonsidered 
24. 

as the only competent judge. 

Their appeal was ignored and the trial began in Linlithgow on Jan-

uary loth, 1606. Elaborate preparations were made by the Earl of Dunbar,the 

21. Melville, op. cit., p. 574. 
22. R.P.C. Vll, lst series, pp. 474 - 475. 
23. It should be noted perhaps that the Couneil deolared that the charge 

against the ministers had nothing to do with the le gal it y of General 
Assemblies, but i:hat Itthey had unla:wfullie made privie oonventiole 
(R.P.C., VIl, lat series, p. 431)." 

24. Caldent> od, op. cit. Vi, p. 347. 
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presiding judge, to procure a verdict of guilty. The jury, for example, 

conaisted of many of Dunbar' s friands and relations, and as thei:rial 

prooeeded he tampered w:i. th the jury and allowed 'the Pri vy Counoil them-
25. 

selves to assist in judging their own case. About ihe trial itsalf, 

S.R.Gardiner says 'that it "turned upon purely lega1 points as to the 

interpretation of words in certain articles of Par1iament, and upon 
26. 

'the extent to which the Act of 1584 wes replaced by the Aot of 1592." 

The ministers, on all aocounts, presented a good case. They 

argued wi th conviction that Lauriston was lying about the proclamation 

prohibiting the Assembly the day before it convened. Then John Forbes 

added the te11ing point that the Commdssioners appointed after the 

General Assembly of 1602 to handle, wi th the lting' s guidance, the affairs 

of the Churoh be1:ween Assemblies would lose their commission when the 

next General Assemb1y was conati tuted. In other wor ds, if the Aberdeen 

Assembly was lega1 then the Commissioners appointed by the previoua 

Assembly, who were for the most part the King' s men, 'WOu1d cease to 

hold office. As Forbes expre ssed i t wi th oonsiderable truthl 

nI sie we must haar 1ile punishment of the iniquitie of the 
Commissioners of tœ General Assemb1y, who 'through 'their 
naughtie devises and croolœd courses, in seeking to sub-
vert the li bartie and lawf'ul1 jurisdiotions of the King-
dome and Church of Chri st. • .are the authors and pro- 27. 
ourers of whatsoever vexation and trouble we have sustained. Il 

The jury was impressed by these arguments and began to doubt what the 

verdiot should be. The Privy Council, fearful of an unfavourable 

25. William Scott, op. cit., p. 152 
26. S.R. Gardiner, op. cit., l, p. 312. It is interesting to note the 

different interpretation of the 1592 ecc1esiastical settlement as 
expressed by Prgsbyterians and Episcopalians. For the Presbyterian 
position, see Calden.ood, op. cit. Vl, p. 307 and for the Episcopa1ian, 
see Ca1derwood, op. cit. VI, p. 427. 

27. John Forbes, op. cit., p. 483. 
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verdiot~ illegally interfered with the jury' s deliberations reminding them 
of their obedience and dut Y te the King in this matter and that if they 

did net oonviot the acoused their lives~ lands and goods would fall into 28. 
the King's hands. It is not surprising, therefore~ that a verdict of 

guilty was finally pronounced. and yet six of the jurors oleared the 

ministers ~~d cna juror in addition said he found them to be honest min-
29. 

isters~ faithful servants te Chri st and good subjeots. 

Seoretar,y Balme ri no immediately advised the King about the results 
of the trial, and he did not fail to mention how olose.the verdict had 30. 
been. The King's reply from Whithall~ dated January 22nd~ thanked the 
Council and instructed them, tirst, to prepare a pamphlet giving the 

histor,r of the events surrounding the Aberdeen Assembly te be ciroulated 

throughout Scotland, and, seoondly, to make arrangements for the trial of 
31. the eight remaining imprisoned ministers on the capital charge of treason. 

In regard te the second oommand the Council was appalled and reiterated 
to the King how difficult the late trial had been and advised him to 32. 
drop the matter. This James eventually agreed to do. In October six 
of the ministers sentenced at Linlithgow were banished for life and the 

33. 
others removed to remote parts of Scotland. Meanwhile~ by February 1606, 

speeches and ser.mons made in defence of the Aberdeen Assembly were 34. 
punishable by death. 

'What we May caU this act of terrorisation was quickly followed 

by another. This occurred when eight leading Presbyterian ohurchmen~ 
including Andrew and James Melville, were summoned by James to London 

where they arrived September 19th, 1606. They were interrogated by James 
whether the Aberdeen Assembly was lawful, if i t be lawful te pray 

publicly for persons oonvioted and whether a Christian King May convocate, 
28. Ibid., p. 488 
29. Scot, op. oit., p. 155 

32. Ibid., p. 485. 
33. CeIdeMl> od, op.cit.Vl,p.590. 30. R.P.C. VIl, series l, p. 480. 34. R.P.C. Vll, lat series, p.179~ 31. Ibid, p. 480. 
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35. 

prorogue and adjourn any eoolesiastioa1 assembly or meeting. The pres-

byterian ministers neither denied the validity of the Aberdeen Assembly 

nor condemned the imprisoned ministers. And in regard to the King' s 

prerogative in eoclesiastioal matters, they said this would have to be 
36. 

answered not by them but ~ a General Assembly. The Scottish ministers, 

however. went further than perhap s was prudent when in their interviews 

with James they began to censure the Episcopal ~stem. On one occasion 

Andrew Melville charged the Archbishop of Canterbury to his face with 

"all corruptiouns, vaniteis, and superstitiouns of their charge, and 

bearing doun of faithful preaohers, holding up of antiobristian 

heirarchie, and Popish ceremonies." Then striding to the Archbishop 
37. 

he shook bis lawn sleeves and called them "Romish rags." Andrew 

Melv.i.lle also while he was in London composed some Latin verses 
38. 

admonishing ihe Churoh of England. 

Andrew Melville was calléd before the English Privy Counci1 and 

charged by them for oomposing verses "tending to the soandal and dis-
39. 

hounour of the Church of Eng land." Not long afterwards Andrew Mel ville 

was sent to the Tower. He was released in 1611, and until his death in 

1622 he remained in exile as a Professor of Divinity at the University of 

Sedan. Jfllœ s Melville was sent to Newcastle and later to Berwick, but 

35. Calder~od, 0i. oit. vI, p. 480. 
36. Ibid., pp. 57 - 577. 
37. Ibid., p. 597. 
38. Melville, op. cit., p. 682 and 706. One of the verses translated reads: 

Saint Andro, Chrystis Appostle trew, 
Does signe the Scotismanes ritis; 

Saint George, Armenian Heresiaroh, 
The Inglischmanes delytis. 

Let Scotisman, thane, hauld fast the fai thl 
That ia holie APP~tolicke, 

Howbei t that Ingland keipes the oours 
That Papistis Apostaticke. 

39. Calderwood, op. cit. V1, p. 599 See a1so Spottigwoode, op.oit.l1l, p,183 
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40. 

was never allowed to re'blrn to Sootland. The other ministers were 

permitted to return home, but were put under probation. 

(2) The ScheIœ 1'0 r Constant MOderators. 

The King's manipulation of the General Assemblies by his prerogative 
of movi~ the date and plaoe of the next Iœeting, the t rial and banishment 
of the ministers of the Aberdeen Assembly and the removal from the Kirk 
of its leaders oreated what Gordon Dona1dson desoribes as na suitab1e 

atmosphere ••• for the King's next moV8s, designed to fit the bishops 

into ohuroh govermnent very muoh as they had been fitted in the oom-

promise of 1586, "IIhen bishops had been aoknowledged as permanent 
41. 

moderators of presbyteries and synods. n The first signifioant mave 

in that direotionwas ~ade through the Parliament wnioh was beld in 

Perth, Ju1y 1606. The prinoiple aots pasàed by Parliament af'f'eoting 

the Churoh oonoerned the Kingts supremaoy in ecolesiastica1 affairs, 

the restitution of the Estate of Bishops, the annulment of' the Act 

of An.nexation of 1587 and the revival of Ca1hedral Chapters. The 

Presbyterian reaotion 1mS strong. On Chapters and Bishops William 

Scot writes that they ~were damed by this Kirk of Sootland. • .yat the 

Estates in this Parliament ratified both, without so muoh as advising 
42. 

wi th the Kirk, or General Assemblies of the Kirk." 

Meannbile the King, although he detested the General Assembly, 

began to realise that to satisfy the Churoh of Sootland one would have 

40. JaIœ s Mel ville ',in 1607 on the death of' his wife obtained a lioence to return home for one month (calderwood, op. cit. VI, p. 668). 41. Donaldson, op. oit., p. 205 
42. Soot, op. oit., p. 164. 
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to be oalled to ratify his schemes tor re-establishing Episoopacy. 

Calderwood scottingly oomments: nSome show oî ABB~mb1y the y must have. n 

James understood, h01'l8ver, that he could not rely on the success of a 

regular Assembly so he oalled in the meantime in substitution a Cle rical 

Convention whioh oonvened in Linlithgow. December 1606. There met at 

Linlithgow 136 olergy, about 33 ot the nobility and the Privy Counoil. 

The olergy were all nominees of the King. each Presbytery being 
43. 

required to send the ministers as named in the King's letters. Spottiswoode 

gi'Ves the Convention the name ot a General Assembly intimating that 

was what the King aotually oalled. However, not unti l the meeting i tse lf 

liaS it constituted a General Assembly, and Calderwood claims it was only 
44. 

made so conditionally "if things framed to the King's contentment." 

Most importantly this Assembly gave its consent to constant moder-

ators in Presbytery. This proposaI, however, RS hedged with considerable 

oautions so that tew tel t the Presbyterian system was in danger. Tlms. 

the forms ot moderatorship were to be limited as tollows: they could do 

nothing ~thout the advice and consent ot their brethren, theywere subject 

to the trial and oensure ot provinoial assemblies and theywere to be 
45. 

chosen by the General Assembly. Then, to institute the scheme, a list 

was drawn up of aIl Presbyteries and a name inserted mo was to be the 
46. 

constant moderator of each presbytery. 

The King. however, was not satistied ~th such a mild success 

and it is likely that he al tared the Convention minutes to read that 
'47. 

there had been agreement to introduoe constant moderators of Synods as weIl. 

43. Caldarv«>od, op.cit. VI, p. 603 (King's letter to the Presbytery of Dumfermlill 
44. Ibid., p. 609. 
45. IDrd., p. 618. 
46. Ibid., pp. 622 - 624. 
47. Whënthe minutes appeared their authenticity was ohallenged by several 

Synods. See Calderwood, op.cit. Vi, p. 624 and R.P.C., VII, lst series, 
p. 433 (footnote). 
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This 'W8.S put in definite f'om. when in June 1607 the Synod of' Fife was 

required to chooae the Archbishop of st. Andrews as constant moderator 
48. 

on the ground that it had been passed by the Linlithgow Assembly. There 

aro se strong oppos ition to the schema especially men i t became erident 

that constant moderators of' Synods was simply the re-introduction of' 
. 49. 

diocesan episcopacy. Nevertheless, this stage in the re-establishment 

of Episcopacy W8S virtually completed and generally accepted by 1609. 

(3). The Power of the Court of' High Commission. 

The King through the Pri vy Council, Parliament and his astute 

hand1ing of the General Assembly oontinued to strengthen the position of 

the bishops. In December 1607 the f'requently prorogued General Assembly 

(there had not been a genera11y reoognised Assembly since 1602) was 

again prorogued to be held in Dundee in July 1608, the reason being 

given that the King himself would then be present. Calderwoodls 

explanation of the delay was that the Episcopalians required more tjme 

to find sympathetic commissioners, and to prove bis charge he desoribes 

in oonsiderable detail the risit of BiShop Law to bis own Presbytery of' 

Peeb1es and how ~e procured the ohoice of' such oommissioners as pleased 
50. 

him to the next Assemblie." Before the Assembly met, a Conferenoe was 

he1d in Falkland, June 15th and 16th, in the hope of reoonoiling the 
51. 

two faotions, but it ended in f'ai1ure. 

The p1aoe being changed trom Dundee to Linlithgow the Assemb1y, 1Vith-

out the King being present, met 1ate in Ju1y. Bishop Law was e1ected Moderator. 

48. R.P.C., Vll, lst series, p. 380. 
49. Ca1derwood recounts many examp1es ot opposition to oonstant moderators 

(Ca1derwood, op.cit., V1, pp. 632, 644, 678 and 680). 
50. Ibid., p. 712 
51. i5'ëtai1s of 'the Conference are given in Calderwood, op.oit., V1,pp.716-734. 
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The Assembly, to avoid too muoh oontroversy, disoussed almost exolusively 

the problem of Roman Catholioism in Sootland. The oonfliot between 

Presbytery and Episcopacy was referred, because of laok of time, to a 
52. 

oommittee for a future report. Calderwood even admi ts that the Bishops in 
53. 

this Assembly ngott a great vantage." This Assembly may be considered 

to be the turning point amoni ma~ of the clergy who now w~re 'Willing 

to see the King's Episcopal policy tried. 

The next advance in favour of the bishops osme through the Parliament 

which met in Edinburgh in June 1609. In this Parl iament the aots in 

the preceding Assembly were ratified and a statute was made in regard 
54. 

to the apparel of churohmen which was to be approved by the King. The 

Presbyterians reacted bi tter1y to this aot saying that "the king might 

impose the surp1ice and the baboun, yea, he might impose hood and bel1s 
55. 

by this act, so slavishlywere they addioted to flatter and please him." 

The Presbyterians, a1though they oomplained steadily about the imposition 

of Episcopaoy, were getting progressively ~~aker. This is refleoted in 

William Soot' s letter to James MelVille, September 1609, in vbich he 

describes their sad oondition and aeks: "But what oan we doe? l 

beseeke you ••• lett us understand with this trustie bearer your minde 

particular, and Wherein we may be more steadable: for we have great 
56. 

need to be advised and spurred." 

52. The second Falkland Conference Which met in May 1609 took up this 
oommission, but nothing oonorete was done but to wri te down a11 
the differences between the two parties (Calderwood, op.cit. Vll, p.36). 

53. Ibid., Vl, p. 776. 
54. Spottiswoode, op. cit., 111, p. 205. 
55. Ca1derwood, op. cit. Vll, p. 41. 
56. Ibid., p. 48. 
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Wi'th the Presbyterii.ans in disarray the King pressed his advantage 

in favour of bishops one step further. In February 1610, Janss 

establisœ d t wo Courts of High Commission, oae for the province 

of St. Andrews and fue other for Glasgow. Each Court needed only 

a quorum of five, one requiring to be the respective Archbishop. 

The Court of High Connnission to everyone' s satisfaction fortified 

the discipline imposed by the local Kit.k Session on an offender, but, 

and 1his was damaging to the .Presbyterians, it could also deal with 

ministers ~o made public speeches against the established order of 

the Church, or against any of the conclusions of previous General 

Assemblies, or spoke in support of any who were banished or imprisoned 
57. 

by the State. The Court' s findings, however, were only relayed 

ta the Privy Counoil whioh directed the charges. Nevertheless, as 

the Presbyterians rightly realised to their dismay, the bishops were 

now arrœd with temporal power as well as spiritual. 

(4). The Glasgow Assembly, 'June 1610 

After the Parliament of 1609, the King urged the bishops to talce 

upon themselves the administration of the Church. They were, however, 

unwilling to make any change without the approval of the ministers, and in 

order to accomplish this an Assembly was appointed to be held in Glasgow 

on June 10th, 1610. Jaœs no doubt saw in this Assembly the final 

stage of at last bringing the ecclesiastical 8,Ystem of Scot land into 

line wi th ih e Church of England. 

57. Calderwood, op. cit. Vll, pp. 60 - 61. 
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The Glasgow Assembly met on Friday, June 8th" Archbishop~: 

Spottiswoode was eleoted Moderator. The Assembly consisted of 138 

ministers lilo in a11 fairness it must be said represented nearly every 
58. 

district in Scotland. On Saturday the ministers oonvened ât eight 

0' clock and, according to calderwood, "sett looking one to another 

till about ellevan" while the bishops and six ministers in private 
59. 

conference drew up the Assembly artioles. In the afternoon they 

were presented to the Assembly by the Moderator who told the delegates 
60. 

"they had past in privie conference, none excepting two contradicting." 

Just before the vote was taken, however, Dunbar, the King' s commissioner 

to the Assembly, produced a letter from James threatening to abolish 

the Presbyteries. This Calderwood rightly comments "was but a Skarcraw 

to putt them in feare R and thus aid the Episoopalians in the vote, and 

perhaps it did since the Assembly the sarne afternoon aooepted the 

articles. This meant that the step from Presbyterianism te consti-

tutional Episcopacy had now been taken. The acts of the General Assembly 
61. 

were later ratified by Parliarnent in 1612. 

Because of the importance of tb9 Glasgow Assembly i ts article s 
62. 

are outlined be10w with notes where a1terations were made by parliament. 

Article 1: The Aberdeen Assemb1y was condemned, general meetings of 

the chur ch were subject to royal prerogative, and the General Assemb1y 

was to meet every year. No mention of this latter point is made in 

the Act of Parliament. 

Article II: The bishops were to be constant moderators of Synods. 

58. The list of ministers and their districts is given in Calderwood,op.cit. 
VII, pp. 104 - 107. 

59. Ibid., p. 95. 
60. Ibid., p. 96. 
61. A:P7S., IV, pp. 469 - 470. 
62. The articles are given in Calderwood, op. cit. VII, pp. 99 - 103 and 

in Spottiswoode, III, pp. 206 - 207, and the a1terations are given in 
considerable detail in Wadsworth, op. cit. p. 112 ff. 



Article III: No sentence of excommunication or absolution was to be 

pronounced against or in favour of any person wit~out the knowledge 

and approval of the bishop of the diocese. 

Article IV: All presentations to a charge were to be directed by the 

bishop, but in order to p:lrfect the aot of ordination he was to be 

assisted by some of the ministers. Neither in Spottiswoode's History 

nor in the Act of Parliament, h01'/ever, do we find any referenoe to the 

minister's function in admitting a newminister. 

Artiole V: The bishop in association with local ministers was to 

deprive minis~ers if just cause is round. 

Article VI: This dealt with 'the oath of loyalty to the King. Parliament 

in 1612 added an oath of loyalty to the bishop as welle And another 

change was the replacement of the clause: Hals 'VVeill in things tempo ra 11 

as in conservatutioun and purgatione of religion" by "als weill in 

matters spiritual and ecclesiastical as in things temporall." Dr. 

Wadsworth comments on this al teration: "The assertion of the royal 
63. 

supremacy was thus given a sharper and more effective edge." 

Artiole VII: The visitation of every diocese ns to be done by the 
.-

bishop himself. 

Artiole VIII': The exeroise of dootrine was to be continued weeklie among 

the ministers. The term 'exeroise of doctrine' replaced the usual word 

'presbytery' to please the King. 

Article IX: This article stated: "The bishops sall be subject in aU 

things concerning ~eir lite, conversatioun, office, and benefice, to 

the oensure of the General Assemblie; and being found culpable, with his 

63. G.C.Wadsworth, op. cit., p. 115. 
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64. 

Majestie's advice and consent, to be deprived. n This important artiole 

was completely lett out by Spottiawoode in his History and by Parliament. 

Artiole X: The bishop elected was to be over torty and have ten years 

experienoe as a teaching minister. No reterenoe to this artiole appears 

ei ther in the Acts ot Parliament or Spottiswoode' s Historl. 

Article XI: None ot tœ ministry' in the pulpi t or in publio were to be 

permitted to speak against any ot the acts ot the Glasgow Assembly. 

(4) The Consecration ot the Scottish Bishops. 

The bishops trom 1600 were only the king's appointees; they 

had no spiritual authon ty. The Scottish bishops, theretore, lIOuld not 

be recognised by the Eng1ish churohmen as legitimate bishops as they 

lacked episcopa1 ordination. Thus until suoh time as theywere 

episoopally consecrated no union or meaningfu1 relationship between the 

two churches wou1d be possible. 

By 1610 no episcopally ordained bishop waB aliva in Scot1and, 

Thus, three Soottish bishops went to Westminster tor consecration in 

October 1610. Dr. Andrewes, the Bishop of Ely, raised the <pe stion 

whether they Rmust first be ordained presbyters, as having received no 
65. 

ordination trom a bishop." Archbishop Bancrott, however, maint9.J.ned 

";nat thereof there was no necessity, seeing where bishops could not be had, 

the ordination given by the presbyters must be esteemed lawt'ul; otherwise 

that i t mi ght be doubted it there were any lawful vooation in most of 

64. Cal derwood, op. cit. VII, p. 102. 

65. Spottiswoode, op. cit. III, p. 209. 
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66. 
the ref'onœd Churchea. n Bishop Andrewes agreed and the Scottish 

bishops were consecrated. It must Blso he said to the English 

divines' credit that neither tœ Archbishop of Canterbury nor of York 

took part in the consecration in order to avoid any suggestion that the 

Church of Scotland was in subjection to the Church of England. It ls 

interesting ta note that on the bishops' return ta Sootland, while 

they cansecrated the other bishops, they did not re-ordain ~ny men in 

presbyterian orders. 

66. Ibid., p. 209. 
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c. James' Liturgical Policy~ 1614 - 1618. 

(1) The New Liturgy. 

The Churoh of Scotland by the aots of the General Assembly of 

1610, the acta of Parliamant in 1612 and the ~onsecration of tœ Scottish 

bishops had been brought into reasonable conformity with the Church 

of England. And yet. the Episcopacy James established still fell 

short of an ideal Episcopacy. In Sootland the office of deacon was 

unknown, presbyterian orders still remained and above all the liturgy 

was bare of forms and ceremonies as practised in the English Church. 

James appeared satisfied, however, w.i. th the advances made in chureh 

government. but he now began to advanee liturgical ohanges. 

As early as 1601 proposals were made to alter the Book of Common 
67. 

Order. These suggestions, however, were rejected by the General 

Assembly and from that time up to 1614 nothing of substanoe was done. 

Then on Maroh 4th, 1614, the ministers were oommanded by proolamation 

at the market oross in Edinburgh to prepare the people for the Lord's 

Supper on Easter Day, April 24th. This was the start of James' 

liturgieal poliey. Calderwood admits reasonable suocess in that "the 
68. 

most part obeyed, but not all. R Then in 1615, James. probably enoouraged 

by the faet that he had been fairly successful the previous year, eommanded 
69. 

Easter to be celebrated for al1 times eoming. 

In 1615 a beginning was also made in regard to a new li turgy. 

Arohbishop Spottiswoode while in London in May, and e~lmost certainly 

in consultation with the King. mentions for the first time in a latter 

67. B.U.K.~ pp. 970 - 971. Since the 1560's the official service book 
of the Churoh of Sootland had been the Book of Common Order whioh 
al so contained the Psalm Book, that is, the Metrical P'salms. 

68. calderwood, op. cit. VII, p. 191. 
69. ~., p. 196. 
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the need of a new Book of Common Order: "There is lacking in our Church 

a form of divine service; and, Vihile every minister is left to the 

framing of public prayer by himself, both the people are neglected and 
70. 

their prayers often impertinent." 

The General Assembly on the Kingts summons met at Aberdeen in August 

1616. Most importantly the Assembly agreed that a new liturgy cr book 

of common prayer should he forned for the Churoh, a book of canons 

prepared using as its basis the past acts of the General Assemblies, 

a catechiam composed for family instruction and a simple Confession of 
71-

Fai th drawn up. 

A Confession of Faith prepared by John Hall and John Adamson in 

1612 was acoepted by the Assembly. A Committee, however, oonsisting 

of the Bishop of Galloway, Dr. Howie, George Hay and William Struthers, 
72. 

was appointed to revise it before printing. The cateohism was ready 
73. 

for printing by 1619. The task of drawing up a Book of Canons was given 

to Archbishop Law and William Struthers, but aooording to William 

Scot "the Book of Canons we doubt 199.s ever fulfilled by those to whom 
74. 

it was committed." The Bame. however, cannot be aaid for the Liturgioal 

Committee, consisting of Patrick Galloway, John Adamson, Peter Hewat 

and William Erskine. which began the work whioh reBulted in the making 
75. 

of three draft liturgies. 

The wark on the first draft liturgy began immediately after the 

Assembly and was probably oompleted by the later months of 1616. The 
70. G.W. Sprott, Soottish Liturgies of the Reign of James VI, (Edinburghand 

London: BlaCkwood, 1891), p. xvi. 
n.The l'Ork of th3 Assembly is described in CalderYl)od, op.oit. VII, p.225 ff 

and Spottiswoode, op. cit. III, p. 236 ff. 
72. The Confession is given in full in Calderwood, op. cit. VII, pp. 233 - 242. 
73. Sprott, ~. oit., p. xxxvii. 
74. Soott, op. oit., p. 245. 
75. The first and third drafts are printed in Sprott, op. oit., and the 

seoond draft in Soottish History Sooiety, Misoellany X. (Edinburgh: 
T. & A. Constable, 1965). p. 92 - 117. 
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liturgy bears the name of Peter Hewat Who was appointed convener of the 

Co~ttee. Hewat is knawn to have been a minister of moderate views. 

This draft, therefore, reflects the moderate or central party posi ti.on 

'Whioh advooated liturgioal reform, but still wished to preserve as a 

model the Book of Common Order. About this draft Gordon Donaldson 

writes: 'lIt was of a morning service, broadly on the Knoxian model, 

but With more distinotly liturgical character and with rubrics which 
76. 

were compulsory and not permissive." 

The seoond draft liturgy refers to sitting with the minister at 

Communion and thus must antedate the Five Articles of Perth Which were 

drawn up at the end of 1617. The date is therefore assigned to 1616 - 17. 

The final leaf bears the name of Bishop William Cowper of Galloway. 

Again, like the first draft, there were no radical innovations, although 

some revision had been made by another hand on the first three pages 
77. 

bringing it more into line wfth the English Prayer Book. 

The third draft of the liturgy is also associated with Bishop 

Cowper and is dated 1618 - 19. It was mu ch closer to the Engliah 

Prayer Book than the other two had been 'with orders for morning and 

evening prayers based on Mattins and Evensong. And yet, as Gordon 

Donaldson points out, Bishop Cowper and other Anglophile churchmen 

were by no means forgetful of Scottish tradition and the familiar 
78. 

'Knoxian' structure was not superceded. Arohbishop Spottiswoode took 

the third draft with him to London for final revision and obtained 

a license dated June 3rd 1619 for Gilbert Dick, an Edinburgh Bookseller, 

76. 

77. 
78. 

Gordon Donaldson, The Making of the Soottish Prayer Book of 1637, 
(Edinburgh: UniversitY Press, 1954), p. 32. 
S.H.S., Misoellany X. o~. cit., p. 90. 
Dona1dson. The Making 0 the Scottish Prayer Book of 1637, p. 36. 
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to print the œw liturgy in oonjunction with the new catechisme In the 

meantime, hovever, the King' S oiher poUoy involving the introduction 

of certain observances related to the Uturgy, known as the Five Articles 

of Perth, caused suoh trouble in the Church that it stopped the 

introch otion of the new li turgy and prevented any further li turgical 

revision until after James' death. 

(2) The Five Articles of Perth. 

The aots of the Aberdeen Assembly of 1616 ere sent to the King 

for his approval. The King' s anser was favoura ble exoept 1Ü. th regar d 

iD the motion on confirmation Which he called na mere hotch-potoh, and 
79. 

not so clear as was requisite." Jarne s aslœd, therefore" that this aot 

be reformed and besides he direoted Arohbishop Spottiswoode to insert 

oertain artiole s. Theae proposals by the King, later to become known 

as the Fi ve Article s of Perth, were: kneeling at Communion; the observance 

of the holy days of Christmas, Good Friday. Easter, Ascension and 

Whitsunday; private Baptism. private Communion and episoopal Confinnation. 

Spottiswoode. hovever. was reluctant to introduce these articles as they 

had never been approved by the Churoh. He suggested, therefore, that 

the attempt be made by James himself during his Scottish visit planned 
80. 

for the summer of 1617. 

In the meantime, in preparation for the King's visit, workman 

began to repair tœ Chapel Royal in Edinburgh whioh involved the 

setting of portraits of the apostles in the pews. These changes ere 

seen by both ministers and people as the setting up of images an d the 

79. Spottiswoode, op. cit. III, p. 236. 

80. ~., p. 237. 
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81. 

cry went out that "ere long tœy should have the mss." The King was 

eventually persuaded to discontinue these unpopular alterations, but, 

at the sane tinte, he inforœd the Scottish bishops that on his arrival 

ihey lDuld be instructed by the English divines in what had taken place 

in the Chap el Royal as wall as in other points. "God malœ us Vii se and 

fai thful, It the Bishop of Galloway wri tes to the minister of Stirling, 

"and lœepe us from their usurpation over us, which is evendtlie 
82. 

perceived." There is little doubt that the ministers and bishops 

were perturbed With the thought of the Kingls ooming visit which was 

being heral ded by such intimidation and so many unweloome innovations. 

By -the 16th of May ihe King was in Edinburgh, and, a s if te oonf'irm 

the Kirk's misgivings, the following day began the English service in 

the Chapel Royal. Next in the Pal ace of Holyrood on Whi tsunday the 

oommunion elements were served in the English manner. Here the 

bishops present all received oommunion kneeling exoept the Bishop of 

Galloway, but he also, says Calderwood, "continued not long in that 
83. 

mod._~ On the following Tuesday, June lOth, the King ordered ihe 

Pri..;y Council to warn SOIœ of the nobleme1present in the Chap el 

ROJal who did not oommunicate to prepare themsal 'Ve s to recei ve communion 
84. 

kneeling at the next Lordls Day. Then on June 13th the Diocesan Synod 

ot Lothian was asked to consent te the five article s prepared by the 

King, but they ~sely avoided the issue by saying they could not 
85. 

without the advice and consent of the General Assembly. 

81. Ibid., p. 239. 
82. Calderwood, op. cit. VII, p. 245. 
83. Ibid., p. 247. 
84. Ibid., p. 247. 
85. Ibid., p. 249. 
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The Churoh had now adequate cause f'or concern, but it was tœ 

Parliament called to meet in Edinburgh on June l1th that revealed the 

King' s f'irat broad move towards radical change. The article to he 

eDacted whioh troubled the Chur oh was: "That whatsoever oonclusion was 

taken by his majesty with advioe of' the archbishops and bishops (and 

a oompetent number of' the ministry) in matters of' external policy, the 
86. 

same should have the power and strength of' an ecclesiastical law. ft 

The ministers quiokly presented a protest to the King in ~ich they 

reminded htm of' the purity of' the Scottish oommunion, asked f'or the 

proteotion of' the General AasemblyWhioh they f'eared the artiole under 

discussion would have overthrown, and expresaed a dread that he intended 
81. 

oonf'ormity with the Churoh of' England. The prote st was rejeoted by 

James. The oontroversial artiole, however, was eventually wi thdrawn 

by the King mo justif'ied i ta removal by saying i t ",as na thing no way 

necesaary, the prerogative of' his orown bearing him to more than was 
88. 

declared by i t. " 

The King certainly was not daunted by this aetback, indeed he 

ignored it, and prooeeded to use what he believed was bis prerogative 

to make new ecclesiastical laws. He called, theref'ore, a clerical 

diet, composed of' the bishops and some ministers, to meet in St.Andrews 

on the lOth of' July. The purpose of' the diet was to establish James' 

f'i ve article s in the Church of' Scotlan d. 

James, ho~ver, was about to discover that rssentment to bis 

five articles ran deep, although the degree of' opposition varied with 

86. 

81. 
88. 

Spottiswoode, op. cit. III, p. 241. 
added to tœ 0 riginal draf't (R.P.C., 
Calderwood, op. cit. VII, p. 255. 
Spottiswoode, op. oit. III, p. 245. 

The phrase in braokets was later 
XI, lat series, p. 1). 
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the different artioles. For exwmple. the artiole on episoopal confirmation 

was generally accepted to be a matter of indifference. The sarna appears 

te he true oonoerning the artiole on the keeping of holy days. And yet. 

patriok Galloway pointed out that in the Churoh of Scotland the observance 

of holy days 'lCu1d be hard to embrace as they had heen free of them, 

keeping only the Lord' s Day. The Churoh of Scotland, moreover, he main-

tained, had navar baen negligent in observing the evants these holy days 

represent, its ministers preaohing nsufficientlie of Christ's nativite, 

passion. resurreotione, and ascessione, and coming of the Roly Spirit 
89. 

almost in aIl our sermons. Il He was also afraid that the setting up of 

holy days 'lCu1d 1ead to superstition and perhap s. we might say. to a 

form of sentimentalism such as we see exhibited today at Easter and 

Christmas. It is alao interesting to note that the arguments against 

the observance of holy days was in line with Knox' s admonition that the 
90. 

keeping of them was lIutterlie to be abolished from the realm." 

The other three artioles were more vehemently opposed. The artiole 

on private baptism radically interfered with the Churoh's sacramental 

theology. The practioe of the Reformera in the administration of baptism 

was that because the Word and Sacrwment balong inseparately together 

baptismmust be ministered in the ohuroh before the faoe of the oongregation. 
91. 

and where there i8 ol.ear instruction in the Word of God. Conoessions, 

however, were made on humanitarian grounds, where the ohild was seriously 

i11, to baptisms taking place outside the normal times of preaching. but 

89. lan Cowan,~The Five Articles of Perth~ D.Shaw (ed.), Reformation 
and Revolution. (Edinburgh: St.Andrew Press, 1967), p. 163. 

90. Knox, op. cit. p. 281. 
91. 'tffiUr'oh of Sootland Commission on Baptism, Bap tism in the Churoh of 

Seotland - An Historieal Survey to 1843, (Edinburgh: St.Andrews Press, 
1958), p. 16. 
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no exceptions were made that baptism must be acoompanied by a sermon 

and take place in church. These concessions, however, were not suffioient 

ta please the King who desired baptism in private homes. The article 

was also opposed beoause it oame into conflictwith the Church's teaohing 

that the la ck of baptism was not harmful to a child' s sa1 vation. Thua, 

according ta the BiShop of Galloway, to grant baptism in private homes 

to those vilo request i t was to confirm the dangerous opinion of the 
92. 

absolute necessity of baptisme !gain it is interesting to no-œ that 

every aspect of the opposition ta the article is found in the teaohing 
93. 

of "the Scottish Reformers. 

There was als 0 cons iderable an tagonism ta the article on pri vate 

communion. The oonjunction of Word and Sacrament, aa in baptism, and 

the emphasis on oommunion and oorporate participation rather than on 

sacrifice were behind the decision of the Reformers, and hence those 

who opposed the article, to forbid private communion. That i t went on, 

however, is clear from an act of the General Assembly of 1581 which 

deal s with the prohibi tion of ihe Lord' s Supper in the hOInes of the 

people. And just prior to 1617, there seems to have been severa1 

instances of private communion being distributed, one example being 

that of the Earl of Orkney 'Who before his execution received the Lord' a 
94. 

Supper on a date ~ichwas not set aaide for regular communion. The 

92. 
93. 

94. 

Cowan, 0t' cit., p. 162. 
The Firs Book of' Discipline declares: ItBaptism may be ministered 
whensoever tœ ward is preached; but 'Vge think: it more expedient, that 
it be ministered upon the Sunday, or upon the day of prayers, only 
after the sermon; partly 1D remove the gross error by the which many 
deceived think that children he damned if they die wi thout Baptiam; 
and partly to make t he people e. ssist the administration of that 
sacrament with greater reverence than they do (KnOx, op. cit., p. 313)." 
William McMillan, The Worship of the Scottish Reformed Church, 1560 -
1638. (London: James Clarke & Co., 1931), p. 210. -
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article, however, had the adverse effect of bringing this issue ouifnto 

the open. The assembly at st. Andrews in 1617 produced a compromise 

1tl ich stated that if a sick person had been confined to bed for a year, 

the minister of the p arish being requested should give communion to him 
95. 

in the presence of six elders and other witnesses. This compromise 

Janes rejected as he desired that private oommunion should be freely 

available. 

The greatest hostility was reserved for the article requiring 

kneeling at oommunion. In the Soottish chur ch i t was the custom to 

kneel at all prayers, and this was used as an argument by the advocates 

of 'the articles that if it was right to kneel, for example, at the 

prayer of conseoration Why not at the reception? George Gillespie in 

English Popish Ceremonies answers by saying that giving thanlœ to God 

was an "immediate worship of God", while kneeling at receiving the 
96. 

elements was Itidolatrytt. Another argument against the article was based 

on the scriptural desoription of the Last Supper. Patrick Galloway writes: 

l think as yet that the best forme of taking it is, as we do sitting; 
becaws, first, Christ our Lord did 80: he had a table, (Lulc.22.2l; 
and vers 14), sat dounwith the twelf to celebrat the supper; and 
Christis action sould be our institutione ••• Nixt, prayer and prayse 
going immediatly before the actioun, and follo~ng immediately after 
the actioun, with kneeling; it appearis most seemly that the aotioun 
itself sould be according to the custome used in auch actioun, and 
that is, to eate and drink sitting, and as oomnrunicants with our Lord, 
to rejoyce with him at his table.97 • 

This argument was also in accord w.i th the First Book of Disoipline which 
98. 

stated that "sitting at a table is most convenient to that holy aotion." 

The King, hovlever, refused to consider these strongly held convictions of 

the Church and was determined to enrorce kneeling at communion along with 

the other articles. 

95. Caldenuod, op. cit., VII, p. 285. 
96. Mcltlllan, op. cit., p. 166. 
97. Cowan, op. cit., p. 513. 
98. Knox, op. cit., II, p. 282. 
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It was in a strained atmosphere that the Clerical Diet met in 

st. Andrews to approve the articles and, after consultation, it informed 

the King that an answer to the articles was too large a responsibility 

without the consent of a General Assembly. The King, though displeased, 

yet agreed to an Assembly being called to meet in St. Andrews in November 

1617. The st. Andrews Assernbly, however, also refused to aocept the 

articles and made a motion to delay their endorsement to yet another 
99. 

General Assembly. In the meantirne, it sent a compromise statement to 

the King who replied by condemning the Assembly as a disgrace and re-

fused augmentation of stipends, passed at the previous Parliamant, to 

ministers who would not further the aoceptance of the articles. Then 

in a postscript in the King's own hand was wri+.ten: "Since your Scottish 

Chur ch hath so far contemned my clemency, they shall now find what it ia 
100. 

to draw the anger of a king upon them." 

The bishops, now fearful of the Kingts intentions, began in January 

1618 a campaign to pressure the miniaters and people into accepting 

the articles. B.Y the time the General Assembly met at Perth in August, 

the bishops felt that there was now sufficient conforrnity to have the 

articles passed. Arohbishop Spottiswoode assurned the position of 

Moderator of the Assembly without election. The King's latter was then 

read which included the ominous words: 

l'We were once fullie resolved, never in our time to have called 
anie moe Assemblies there, for ordering things concerning the 
policie of the churche, by reason of the disgrace offered unto 
us in that late meeting at st. Androes ••• we suffered our-
self to be intreatted by you our bishops for a new oonvocation. • 
hoping assuredlie, that ye will have sorne better regard of our 
desires." 101. 

99. Spottiswoode, op. cit., III, p. 248. 
100. Ibid., p. 249. 
101. Calderwood, op. cit., VII, p. 309. 
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Spottiswood after reading the King's 1etter protested that neither he 

nor the Church of England desired these innovations into the Chur ch of 

Scotland" but he was now convinoed that the King 'WOu1d be more glad 

to see the Assembly pass the articles than to possess all the gold 

of India. He "\hen warned the Assemb1y that if they refused the articles 

"the vho1e estate and order of our kirk 1I01d he overthrowne, soma 

ministers wold be banished, other some deprived of their stipend and 
102. 

office" and aU wold be brought under the wrathe of authoritie." 

After Spottiswoode' s address the sma11er Conference of tte Assembly 

convened at three in the afternoon where the King' s 1etter was again 

read and the article s pre sente d, but they _ere not voted on. The 

next day, however, at eight in the morning. the SaIne Conferenoe met 

aga in and this time voted in favour of the articls s. Then. the following 

day, the public Assembly voted accept&nce. In order to encourage 

aoceptance, according te Calderwood, the question put in the voting 

was ''Will ye oonsent to these articles or disobey the King", and in 

calling the names, Archbishop Spottiswoode cried out "Bave the king in 
103. 

your mind1 Remember of tœ king1 Looke to the king! li After this 
104. 

fashion the article s were endorsed by the Perth Assemb1y. 

102. Ibid., p. 311 

103. ~., p. 332. 
104. Hereafter they were known as the Pive Articles of Perth and are 

given in full in Spottiswoode, op. cit. III, pp. 255 - 257 
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D. Reaotion 10 James' Liturgical Polioy, 1618 - 1625. 

It ie quite olear what the Churoh of Scotland feit about James' 

proposaIs from the strenuous opposition they engendered from the 

beginning. After the articles had been passed at Perth order was 

given to the parish ohurches to exhort obedienoe. The majority, however, 
still refUsed to oonform so that disturbances broke out especially 

in the Edinburgh ohurches Where the people, if their ministers obeyed 

the articles, withdrew in great number to other ministers they knew 
105. 

to be defying the law. The trouble, 'as might be expeoted. centered on 
knee1ing at communion whioh, besides being the most oontroversial article, 
was the Most difficult one to circumvant. 

In the meantime, With Easter approaching on the 'Eth of March 1619, 
106. the bishops warned the presbyteries to obey the articles. Then on 

March 14th the King commanded the Privy council to take communion 
107. 

knee1ing under pain of lOBS of office. Upon Easter day itse1f, however, 

the communicants were given the option to sit, stand or kneel as they 

pleased, but Many did not come, sorne received without kneeling and 

others who tneeled were seen to be weeping. Calderwood comments that 
108. "cold and graceless were the Communions, and few were the communicants." 

By June 1619 books were secretly being distributed condemning the 

articles and the Perth Assembly. 

A Conference between the bishops and ministers was held at St.Andrews 

in November 1619 in the hope of promoting greater harmony in the church. 

195. Spottiswoode, op. cit. III, p. 257. 
106. Cal derwood, op. cit. VII, p. 340. 
107. Ibid., p. 35r.---
108. ibid., p. 359. 
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The bishops told the dissenting ministers that they would be happy 

without the articles, but as the King wanted them, they could not 

tolerate their refusal any longer. Archbishop Spottiswoode then read 

to them the King' s letter whioh said in part: III doe oommand you ••• that 

ye depose all these that refuse to confonme (and) ••• if there be not 

a sufficient number remaining to fill their places, l will send you 
109. 

ministers out of England." The ministers, despite this threat, refused 

to confonn and nothing was accompli shed by the bishops through this 

Conference. Meanwhile, chur ch members were being fined for refusing 

to attend oommunion, and ministers were cited before the Diocesan 

Synods and Court of High Commission, but wi th li ttle effect. 

It is obvious that James misca1culated the atrength of the 

opposition to the Five Articles of Perth. Thus when they ~re to be 

ratified by Parliament in July 1621, the Marquis of Hamilton, the King's 

commissioner, promised if the Churoh of Scotland ~uld receive them. 

he had the King' s word that he would never burden them wi th any 
110. 

more ceremonies during his lifetime. Parliament ratified the articles, 

but here again the strength of the opposition can be seen by the vote 

of seventy-eight in favour to fifty-one against from a body which usually 

just rubber stamped the legislation placed before it. James, however, 

kept hie word as promised by Hamilton. 

The Chur oh of Scotland never in any meaningful way acoepted the 

articles, and by 1627 Spottigwoode tells us that kneeling at communion 
Ill. 

had been given up ~ere it had formerly been observed. And John Row 

109. Ibid., p. 397. 
110. Ibid., p. 496. 
111. William McMillan, op. cit., p. 182. 
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also writes that in the Easter communion of 1627 "there ware not 

above six or seven persons in all the toun that kneeled, Blao some 
112. 

of the ministers kneeled note Il There ia little doubt that James' 

apparent triumph was tantamolmt to a defeat as the trouble caused 

by the articles affected the movement for a new liturgy, the authority 

of the crown was weakened, and a great number of the people and many 

moderate rninisters beoame permanently diasatisfied with the episcopal 
ll3. 

system. 

112. John Row, The History of the Kirk of Scotland. (Edinburgh: Wodrow 
Society, 1842), p. 343. 

l':J. A typical reaction to the articles was that expressed by Robert 
Blair: ''}latters being thua carried (at the Perth Assembly), l 
had no doubt, nor ever doubted since, on what ~ide truth stood. 
Yea, then l perceived that Prelacy itself was the warst of all 
corrupt oeremonies and was then fixed in my judgement never to 
approve their way, it being dest~~~tive to the purity of the 
Gospel (Robert Blair, The Life of Robert Blair, (Edinburgh: 
Wodrow Society, 1848), p. 15)." 
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CHAPTER II: CHARLES l'S ATTEMPT TO REORGANIZE THE SCOTTISH CHURCH, 1625-1638 

A. Charles Ils Eec1esiastica1 Pe1icy. 

(1) In England. 
In Mareh 1625 King James l died. The Puri tans in Eng1and 

became apprehensive when within a week of the King's death Bishop Laud, 
an Arminian and strict supporter of the Church of Eng1and as estab1ished, 
was appointed by Charles to preach at the opening of Par1iament. Then, 
at the same time, Buckingham, the new King's chief adviser, received 

from Laud a 1ist Which c1assified the c1ergy as "On for Orthodox or 

Arminian and npn for Puritan. Meanwhile Bishop Williams, a Puritan 

sympathizer, after attending the funera1 of the 1ate King, was exc1uded 

from the Coronation Service. 

The Puritans must have also been concerned when Laud~ speaking in 

a ser.mon about early Hebrew worship, and no doubt with non-confor.miats in 

mind, to1d parliament (February 1626)~ 

God tied them to one p1aoe of 'WOrship, lest wandering here and there in strange places, they might faI1 into the service of strange gods. And mark it, God wou1d have but one temple ereoted, one a1tar, in one city, that the people might not fall asunder into different superstitions, and leave true religion 1east fol10wed. 1. 

The threat of imposed uniformi~ is clearly anticipated in Laud's 

exposition. And Parliament itself must have fe1t its authority cha1lenged 
When in the Sam8 ser.mon, Laud said: 

And surely it was a blessed figure, that God's house and the King's stand together at Jerusalem ••• that no manmight think himse1f turther from God by serving the King, nor further from the King by serving God. The King's power is God's ordinance, and the King's oommand must be God's glorYi and the honour of the subjeot is obedienoe to both. 2. 

It iB fairly ObviOUB that Laud and his supporters looked to the King 

to further their designs, and were claiming, therefore, that behind the 
1. William Laud, Works. (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1853), l, p. 78. 
2. Ibid., p. 79. 
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king lay the divine sanction. Rushworth mentions that afler the death 

of Buckingham in January lS 29, "The King seemed to take none to favour 

so much as Dr. Laud ••• afterwa"ds none became so intimate 1Ili. th his 
3. 

Majesty as the said. Bishop." Clearlythe high-church !8rty, with Laud 

as its le ader, was becoming strongly e stablished in the King' s favour. 

Laud' s ideal, according ta C. V. Wedgwood, was a ohuroh "rigidly 

and efficiently organised, its services reverently conducted according 

to a uniformritual, its hierarchy sagely established, and the whole 
4. 

population gathered together into one docile flock." And l'Ïlat Laud 

proposed for the church was readily endorsed by Charles. How Laud 

exercised his new fOl.Uld power to achieve the se things, we s'hall 

elaborate on briefly. 

First of all, those Whom the Puritans opposed Laud had promoted. 

For example, Richard Montague, a well known Arminian clergyman, 'V'Ïlo in 

one of his books excused the Church of Rome :trom apostaoy, was appointed 

Bishop of Chichester and this despite "the fact that the late Bishop 

of the sarre diocese had b,,;en one of his bitterest opponents. Laud 

8lso managed to have the Calvinist Arohbishop of canterbury suspended 

from his office for refusing to licence an Erastian sermon preached bf 
a Dr. Sibthorpe. Other bishops, including Laud, were then appointed 

5. 
to execute "the Archbishop's jurisdiction. 

Secondl y, Laud attacked the system of le cturers and pri vate chaplains 

l'ilo, although episcopally ordained, remained outside a bishopts control. 

3. John Rushworth, Historical Collections, (London: 1721),~, p. 637. 4. C.V. Wedgwood, The King's Peace, (Collins: Fontana Library, 1966), p.87 
5. Rushworth, op. cit. l, p. 431. 
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The conforming minister read the service after which the lecturer, who 

had been sitting in the vestry, entered the pulpit to preach the sermon. 

In this way the Puritan clergy esoaped the obligation of subscri bing to 

the whole Prayer Book and, at the same time, wi thout breaking a~ church 

law, freely expounded their Puritan creed. The leoturers were paid by 

Puritan lait y and aometines obtained a chaplaincy in a home of some 

person of rank wœre the chur ch exercised no jurisdiction. Laud was 

determined to bring them under episcopal control. Thus, early in 1629, 

he presented to the King a document titledConsiderations for the better 

settling of the Chur ch Government in which the bishops were to be advised 

that the King would be pleased ihat na special care be had over the 

Lecturers in every Diocese, which by reason of their pay are the People's 
6. 

Creatures, and blow the Bellows of their Sedition. ft And in order to 

decrease thei r po-wer the bishops were instructed that every le cturer 

~uld he required to read the Divine Service in his Surplice before tb:! 

sermon, that no one would be permitted ta preach unless he had a cure 

of souls, and that no nobleman would be allowed to have a private chaplain 
7. 

in his home. 

Thirdly, Laud be~ to promote 'What he calle d the "beauty of hol1ness" 

in "the worship service. At the time of his trial he wrote:" l evidently 

saw that the public neglect of God's service in the outward face of it. 

had almost cast a damp upon the true and inward worship of God; which, 

while we live in the body, need external helps, and all little enough 

6. Ibid., II, p. 7. 
7. It is obvious in a letter from Laud to Charles, January 1634, that 

progress was not being made as quickly as he wo'.tld have liked. He 
mentions that many lay supported lecturers were still preaching 

. . 

"without 80y relation to bishop or archbishop (Laud, op.cit. V, p. 321)." 
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8. 

to lœep it in any vigour. n The external and visible means used by Laud 
9. 

were the elaborate practices of the Medieval Church. This widened the 

gap between himself and the Puritans. 

Fourthly. Laud bel:i.eved that his liturgical policy must be 

1inked w.i. th tmiformi ty of practice. "I laboured nothing more, n hel 

said at his trial, "than '\:bat the externa1 public 1D rship to God 

must be preserved, and that with as muoh deoenoy and conformity as 

might 00; being still of opinion, that unit Y oannot long oontinue in 
10. 

the Church, where 'uniformity is shut out at the ohuroh door." That 

Lau d was dete:nnined to see his polioy of uniformity successfully oarrled 

out i s exemp1ified by the tragic oase of Alexander Leighton. This 

Soottish bom minister, the father of Arohbishop Leighton of Dunblane, 

wrote a book A Plea against Pre1aoy in ~ich he attacked the bishops 

cal,ling them 8lltid1rlstian, satanical. men of blood and enem:tes to God. 
11. 

He also described the Qœen as the "Daughter of Heth". He was arrested 

and taken before tb9 Court of the star ChamOOr on June 4th, 1630. His 

e. Ibid.,rv, p. 60. 
9. Just how elaborate and highly ceremonial Laud was inc1ined to be oan 

be seen from the following description of the Consecration of the Sac rame nt 
at the dedication of St. Katherine' s Churoh, LonOOn. January 16th, 1630: 
"As he approached the Communion Table he :made several lowly BoWings. and 
ooming up ta tb9 side of the Table where the Bread and Wine were covered, 
he bowed seven times, and then after the reading of many Prayera, he 
oame near the Bread. and gently lifted up the corner of the Napkin 
wherein the Bread was laid, and ~en he beheld the Bread he laid it do~ 
again, drew back a step or two, bowed three several times towards it, 
then he drew near again, and opened the Napkin, and bowed as before. 

Then he laid his band on the Cup, which was full of Wine with a 
cover upon it, which he let go again,~nt back, and bowed thrice towarda 
it, then he came near again. and lifting up the oover of the Cup looked 
into it, and seeing '\:he Wine he let fall the oover again, retired baok and 
bowed as before; then he received the Saorament (Rushworth,op.cit.!'p.77).1t 

10. Laud, op. cit. IV, p. 60. 
11. Rushworth, op. cit. II. p. 55. 
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sen-œnce, havrever, was appallingly severe. First, he fiS expelled from 

the ministzy and then he 1mS severely whipped, put in the pillory 

where he had one of his ears cut off, one side of his nose slit and 

one cheek branded Yi th a red hot iron wi th the 1etters s. S. s ignifying 

a stirrer up of sedition. One week later the sentence was repeated by 

cutting off the other ear, slitting the other side of the nase, and 

branding the other cheak. Rushworth criticises his "untempered zeal" 

that prompted him to write such a boolc. Neverthe1ess, he al so comments 

that "the severe punisbment of this unfortunate Gentleman many people 
12. 

pitied." Meanwhi1e other clergymen were being oensured and sorne 

exoommunicated, aB Laud inf'onœd the King, "for refusing to subscribe 
13. 

ta the article s establised by the canon of the Churoh. Il 

Perh8ps we should note here that al though Laud 'WaS determined ta 

estab1ish unifonnity wœrever Charles 'WaS King, he showed litt1e interest 

in the affaira of foreign churches. This can be seen in his languid 

. support of the scheme proposed by John Durie, a Scotti sh clergyman, to 

unite Ca1vinists and Lutherans. He was disinterested not because he 

be1ieved the Refonned Churches of Europe were i1legitimate churches, but 

rather that theywere outside his provi~ce as Archbishop of canterbury. 

As S .R. Gardiner puts i t. "Laud held i t ta be his business ta reduce 

the Church of Eng land ta order, not to medd1e wi th other chur che s. And 

he cou1d speak without irritation of Presbyterians beyond the sea sa long 
14. 

as the Presbyterians were not subjects of King Charles." 

12. Ibid., p. 58. 
13. Latir, op. cit. V, p. 318. 
14. Gardiner, op. cit., VII, p. 314. 



59. 

This raises tœ interesting question whether the Church of Scotland 

was regarded by Laud as a foreign church. It is clear that the Churoh 

of Scotland was equated with the foreign refonœd churches at the 
15. 

oonsecration of the Scottish bishops in 1610. Laud. however, did not 

hold this view. For example. in a letter to Bishop Hall in January 1639. 

he comments, "you do extremely well to distinguish the Scottish business 
16. 

from the state of foreign Chur ch es. " And i t i s reasonably clear that 

he viewed the Church of Scotland as a domestic church when at his trial 

he admits that his policy vas to remove any "inconsistence" between the 

two national churchee so that there might be one ecclesiastical 
17. 

government in one island, and under one monar.Qh. 

Finally, i t wae also F8 rt of Laud' s eccle siastical policy to rai se 

the position of clergymen in the affairs of tœ State. There is little 

doubt that Laud's atm was to make the clergy the equals of the nobles. 

Churchmen were accordingly promoted to positions of power in the 

government. Bishops became more active in the Privy Council and late in 

1635 an almost unprecedented step was taken 'When Bishop Juxon was nade 

Lord High Treasurer. Laud, elated, wrote in his diary: "No Churchman 

had it sinœ Henry 7. t!.me. l pray God b1esa him carry it so, that the 

Church May have honour, and the King and the State service and contentment 
18. 

by it." The nobles, in the meantime, were becoming increasing1y disturbed 

over the Churchts intrusion into the great affairs of the State. One 

nob1eman inf'ormed Wentv.orth (March 1636): ''We begin to live here in tœ 
19. 

Churoh triumphaiJ.t. tt And the Venetian ambassador, a t the aame time, 

15. Supra., p. J1. 
16. Laud, op. ci t., TI. p. 577. 
17. Ibid., III, p. 385. 
18. Ibid., p. 226. 
19. H.R.Trevor-Roper, Archbishop Laud, (London: MacMillan, 1940), p. ~ll. 
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reported that "the most conspicuous offices and the greatest authority 

in the Royal Council are falling by degrees into the hands 
20. 

of ecclesiastios. to the prejudice of the nobility and governing houses." 

There is little doubt that Laud believed the Church should be active in 

the affairs of State. and that he considered himself as much a politician 

as a churohman. Suoh then. in outline, was Charies Its ecclesiastical 

polioy in England. as direoted by Archbishop Laud. and which was in 

substanoe to spill over into his northern kingdom. 

20. Ibid •• p. 227. 
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Chari. es l' s Eccle siastioal polioy. 

(2) In Scotland. 
1fe may say 1hat Oharles, in line 1Ii. th bis ecclesiastical 

policy in Engla..nd l we.nted three things 1'or Scotland: tbB olergy enri ched, 

elevated, and the imposition of a liturgy with greater splendour. First 

01' all, 'W\9 shall consider Oharles' policy to promote the fiJl8llcial 

well-being of the Church. In a letter to the Privy COUDcil, Ju1y 1625, 
21. Oharles revoked a1l gifts 01' any kind granted by himselt and bis father. 

Then on October l2th the Act of Revocation, as it was now called, was 

passed through the Scottish Pri-vy Seal in a more extensive forme By 

this Act properties belonging to the old church now in lay bands were 
22. 

to be re-annexed to the Orown. 

This right 01' retrospective revocation claiœd by Charles, however, 

RS no novelty as it had been acknowledged by Parliament as belonging 

to his 1'ather who exercised i t in re1'erence to his mother Queen Mary, 

and she in turn used it in re1'erence to James V, and so byeach sovereign 
23. 

in series back to James III. Nevertheless, the Act cWsed great alarm. 

among the 18.1 downers e specially as there was much secrecy surrounding the 

initial proceedings. The King' s intentions, therefore, were subject to 

considerable rumour. A Royal Letter was accordingly sent fram ~tehall 

ordering Proclamation 1hroughout Scotland to explain the King's motives 

and views in the controversy. The letter was prefaced by a reference 

to the King' s "prince lie care 1'or the advanœment of religioun and 24. 
justice." The Proclamation, however, had little effect in quietening 

the fears 01' the lan downe rs. 

21. R.P.C., 2nd series, l, pp. 81 - 82. 
22. Gordon Donaldson makes the interesting oomment: IIThere were 1'ew issues on Which Oharles l agreed with Andrew Melville, but one was the claim of the re1'ormed church to aIl the old ecclesiastical revenues. (Scotland: James V - James VII, p. 296)." 
23. R.P.C., 2nd series, l, p. xlvii. 
24. Ibid., p. xlvii. -
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The Privy Council, in July 1626. announced that Charles was now 

willing to offer compensation to aIl wbo would voluntarily surrender 

their rights to land 'Which in any case, he claimed, should belong to the 
25. 

Church or Crown. 'When, however, no surrenders were recei ved, Char le s sent 

instructions, dated August 22nd, that the Court of Session was to take an 

naction of improbation and reduction" against aIl those Scottish subjects 
26. 

whom he meant to bring within the scope of the Act. This resulted in a 

new commission being appointed February 1627 to receive surrenders. 

The terms of ref'erence of the cor:unission, however, men finally worlœd out, 

were not so stringent as expected. The task of the commission was to 

alleviate the fears caused by the Act of Revocation, and to negotiate with 

those ~o possessed Crown or Church property that it might be kept by them 
27. 

upon reasonable conditions. By the end of September 1629 a compromise 

was finally agreed upon in Which the Church lands were to remain with 

their present owners but held by the King 'Who would exact a rentaI. 

Tithes or teinds for the Church were dealt with in a more complicated 

fashion. But as far as the Church was concerned Charles ensured that 

the same Commission set up in February 1627 would provide their ministers 

wi th an adequate s tipend. Shortly afterwards the minimum stipend was 
28. 

fixed at a reasonable 800 merks. 

The policy of Charles to restore to the Church its propert,y by the 

Act of Revocation produced tremendous resentment among the nobles. A 

letter from the Privy Council, November 1625, informed the King that 

the fear of Revocation "is generallie apprehendit their upoun be all 

25. Ibid., p. 352. 
26. ~ Scott~sh process called "an action of improbation" any private 

persan maintaining that pro pert y rightfully belonging to him was wrong­
fully held by another person could campel that person to corra to court 
and eitœr prove his "bitles or have them declared null (R.P.C. 2nd Series, 
l, p. 398). 

27. Ibid • ., p. 510. 
28. 'F'O'ra detailed account of the refonn of parish finances, see Y,f.Roland Foster, 

nA Constant Platt Achieved: Provision for the Ministry,1600 - 1638" in 
D. Shaw (ed.) Reformation and Revolution, p. 124 ff. 
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your goode subjectis and murmurit at, as nothing hes at only time heirtofore 

ooourrit whilk hes so far disquyeted the myndid of your goode subjectis 
29. 

and pessest them with apprehensionis and feares of oonsequenceis thairof." 

Although the oonclusion of these prooeedings was not so drastic as at 

first imagined, the nobles still remained apprehensive and dissatisfied. 

Sir James Balfour calle d "the Act "the ground-stone of aU the mischeiffe 
30. 

that followed after both to this linges Governiment and family." Such 

a statement is perhaps somewhat exaggerated as the main cause of Charles' 

troubles in Scotland. Nevertheless, there is little doubt that the Aot 

of Revooation helped to unite a great number of dissatisfied nobles 

with disoontented churchmen when the new Service Book was introduoed 

in 1637. 

The elevation of the olergy, the seoond measure in Charles' 

ecolesiastioal policy, arose concurrently with his finanoial polioy 

for the Chur ch. This also proved to be a oause of dissatisfaotion among 

his Scottish subjects. The number of bishops steadily increased in 

the Privy Council. By 1637 two archbishops and seven bishops were members 

of the Counoil and all of them, apart from the Bishop of the Isles, were 

deeply involved in the work of the Counoil as the attendanoe record 

reveals. Then in 1634 Archbishop Spottiswoode was made Chancellor, a 

position that had been held by a layman ainee the Reformation. 

The disoontent oaused by the advanoement of the bishops further 

inereased over the oomposition of the Commit tee of Articles. This eommittee 

had complete oontrol over the legislation to he introduoed to Parliament 

which generally did no more than rubber stamp the bills placed before it. 

29. R.P.C., 2nd series, l, p. 193. 
30. ~., p. 82. 
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The oomposi tion of the Commi ttee of Artiole s~ the refo re ~ was extremely 

important to the King~ and like his father belore him Charles employed 

the same unpopular eleotorial procedure where~ the bishops created by 

the Cro-wn elected the nobles known to be the King' s men~ and the nobles 

in turn e leoted the bishops, and prelate and noble together then 

elected the representatives of the small barons and freeholders and 

commissioners of burghs. Thus, through the bishops~ the Committee of 

Articles wes certain to be under Charles' control. 

The advancement of the bishops into temporal offices, however, not 
only irritated the nobles but alao the majority of chtn"chmen. For example, 

Robert Baillie~ a moderate churchman~ describes with considerable 

satisfaction the failure of several schemes to increase the alreaqy 

rising power of the bishops: 

The last year (1636) our Bishops guided all our estate, and became verie terrible to our whole couDtrie: they are nowa little lower. The first rubb they had was in the matter of the Abbaoie of Lindores. They had weill near gottin that through, as a firet preparative to have all the rest follow, that our Abbacies should have bean conferred on preachers,.that so many new Lords of Parliament Should have been erected for the Church. This all the Nobilitie did so band against, that the King's minde was drawn clear off the designe. The next rubb they gotte wes in the matter of the The saurer , fra Canterberrie had gottin the Bishop of London Thesaurer of Ingland. At the ward of Mortoun's demission, Rosse (Bishope of Ross) thought himself Bure of that office, and sa did we all; bot the Duke and the Marqueise, sett out by a n~ber of our Noblemen, did concurr to stirrup Traquair to make meins for that place, that he might, by his great partes, be a barr ta hinder the inundatlone of our impetuous Clergie, ~ich was like ta overflow all. 31. 

The third thing Charles desired for the Church of Scotland was a 

new liturgy. The liturgical revis ion abandoned by King James was therefore 

in 1629 revived by Charles. Bishop Maxwell on his visit to London in 

1629 discussed the new liturgywith Laud, and presented to him the draft 
31. Robert Baillie, Lettera and Journals, (Edinburgh: Lawrie & Co., 1841), l, pp. 6 - 7. 
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liturgy prepared in "the time of King James and which Maxwell claimed 

embodied substantially the views of the Scottish Church. Laud, however, 
32. was dissatisfied with the drart l~turgy; it was too bare for his liking. 

L~d persuaded the King not to accept it and told Maxwell that 

"if his Majesty 'WOuld have a Liturgy settled there, it were best to take 
33. 

the English Li turgy without any variation. Il But, according to Laud, 

the Soottish bishops, at the tine of the Royal Visit ta Sootland in 

1633, pressed to have ua Liturgy framed by themselves tt so t.llat the King 

at last agreed to the making; of a Scottish prayer Book and ttcommanded 

me to give the bishops of Sootland my best assistance in this way of 34. 
work. n In, the meantime the English Liturgy was to be used until the 

'new li turgy was ready. 

There is no doubt that Charles round in Laud a man of similar 

persuasion as himself, but unfortunately neither of them understood 

Scotland. Though Cha rIe s was born in Scotland at Dunfermline on 

November 19th 1600, he had been brought up in England and he knew no 

more th an Laud the 'stomach' of his Scottish subjects. The Royal 

visi t to Scotland in 1633 revealed both Charles and Laud' s 

imcomprehension of Scottish values. F9r example, at the coronation 

service of Charles at st. Giles, the Arohbishop of Glasgow ~o refused 

to wear a surplice was pushed aside by Laud wi th the words: "Are you a 
35. 

Church man and wants the Coat of your Order." Again when Laud was made 
a burgess of Perth, he refused to sweaTto defend the true Protestant 

Reformed Religion saying that nit is my part rather to exact for religion 

32. Sprott, op. cit., p. xlvi. 
33. Laud, op. oit. III, p. 428. 
34. Ibid., p. 428. 
35. Rushworth, op. cit. II, p. 182. 
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36. 

an oath, than you of me." Another unfortunate incident ocourred when 

Laud was in the church of nuQblane ~ich he praised as a goodlie church, 

whereupon someone standing by added that it was also a fine church 

before tœ Reformat ion. "What, fellow, ft Laud replied, "Deformation, 
37. 

not Reformation." 

Meanwhile the worship services in Scotland were being al ter8d 

by Charles and Laud to fit the English pattern. About these changes 

we have this critioal comment from the Presbyterian Row: 

On the Sabbath, June 23, the King oaIœ to the Great Kirk of Edinburgh 
to heare sermon ••• Mr. John Maxwell, minister of Edinburgh, but now 
made Bishop of Rosse, came doune from the Ki~g's loft, oaused the 
Reader remove from his plaoe, sett doune there two Inglish chaplains, 
clad with surplices, and they.wi th the help of other chaplains and 
Bishops there present, acted their Inglish service. That being 
ended, in came Mr. John Guthrie, Bishop of Moray, cl ad also with 
surplice, went up so to pulpit and taught a sermon. At thir things 
many marvelled, to see and heare such things opeulie avowed and done 
in this Kirk, wi thout any warrand or pratext, ei ther of law or 
reassone, or occasion offered to them to alter the settled ordour 
of the Reforued Kirk. 38. 

After Laud returned to England he l eft behind him unpleasant 

merories of himself personally and also Scottish fears for the future. 

Nonetheless, in October the sarne year, Charles gave Laud permission to 

correspond with the Dean of the Chapel Royal in Edinburgh in order to 
39. 

inform him what changes the King desired for this Service. Laud was 

al. BO to he kept inforne d by the Scottish bishops about the p raparation of 
40. 

the new Service Book. About Laud and Scotland at this time H.R.Trevor-

Roper writes: "Charles -had no independent ecclesiastical adviser for 

Scot1and; and in practice Lau d dictated the policy of the Scottish Church 
41. 

without any hesitation, as if it were part of the province of Canterbury." 

36. Raw, op. cit., pp. 368 - 369. 
37. Ibid., p. 3~9. 
38. Ibid., p. 363. 
39. Rushwarth, op. cit. II, p. 206. 
40. Laud, op. cit. III, p. 337. 
41. Trevor-Roper, op. cit., p. 339. 
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The truth of Trevor-Roperts comment is olearly seen in Laud's dealings with 

Bishop Ballanden in particular. Laud had him removed from Dunblane to Aberdeen 
42. 

beoause he omitted the use of the English liturgy. Ballanden, While in 

Aberdeen, was again criticised by Laud in a letter to Archbishop Spottiswoode 

for allowing a publio fast throughout his diocese on the Lord's day and he 

instructed the Scottish Archbishop that "if the Canons be not already 

printed, (as l presume they are not,) that you make a Canon purposely 

against this unworthy oustom, and see it printed with the rest; and that 

youwrite a short letter to the Bishop of Aberdeen, to let him understand 
43. 

how he hath overshot himself. 

While the new Service Book was nearing complet ion the ~ns and 

Constitutions Ecclesiasticall Gathered and put in form, for the Government 
44. 

of the Church of Scotland was published in 1636. The history of the 

Canons ~ may say began at the Glasgow Assembly of 1610 when Episcopacy 

was re-established. This was a form of government completely foreign 

to the Prexbyterian Second Book of Discipline. Thus in lô16 at the 

Aberdeen Assembly instructions were given for the preparation of a Book 
45. 

of Canons, but the work was never oarried out. 

The Canons when they came into the hands of the Scottish clergy were 

i11 reoeived. It was plain to see that they were a close copy of the 

Canons of the Church of England of 1604, and, equally distasteful, it was 

obvious that Archbishop Laud had a hand in their fonnation. John Row's 

indictment was typical and he objected for the following reasons: they had 

not been approved by a General Assembly, Holy Orders was raised almost to 

42. Laud, op. cit. VI, letters LXXIV, LXXX and CIII. 43. Ibid., p. 443. 
44. Thecanons are given in full in Laud, op.~it. V, pp. 583 - 606. 45. Supra., p. 60. 
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the status of a sacrazœnt. a new office of preaching Deacon was introduced" 
be 

transubstantiation was apparent in how the e1ements were to/hand1ed and 

in receiving them knee1ing. the practice of private baptism fostered 

"the popish opinion of the necessitie of baptism, n extemporary prayer was 

forbidden, and the baptismal font was to be near the entrance of the 

church so that nanon we sha11 come to the sprink1ing of ho1fe consecrated 
46. 

water upon everie intrant." Row was a1so critica1 of what -the Canons 

omi tted: "In aH the Canons not once mention of an Ru1eing E1der. ~ .no 

?lOrd of a Session ••• no word of' a Presbyterie ••• instead of a Provinciall 

free Synod, ys have twice a year a Bishop's court ••• and. 1ast1ie, the 
47. 

General1 Assemb1ie ia in effect abo1ished." 

We shou1d a1so teke note of the famous ttunder tœ curtain" Canon 

refsrred to by Laud in a le tter to the Bishop of ROSSt "1 am very glad 

your Canons are a1so in so good a readiness; and the true meaning of that 

one Canon remains still under the curtain. l hope you will teke care that 

it may be fu11y printed and passed with the reste Twill be of great 
48. 

use for the sett1ing of that Church." This refers to Canon number 

four in Chapter eight which prohibited the Church in anyof its courts 

to alter any rubric, article, canon, doctrinal or discip1inary, that 

came from the King. The Scottish Commissioners" at Laud's trial, were 

aWare of the Canon's intent and quite right1y charged the Archbishop with 
49. 

the Canon saying that it held the door open for more innovations. 

46. Row, op. cit., p. 393. 
47. Ibid., p. 395. 
48. Laud, op. cit. VI, p. 434. 
49. ~., III, p. 321. 
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In the meantime, the first edition of the English Book of Cormnon 

Prayer was published in Sootland in 1633 and in 1634 two other editions 

followed, as the English liturgy was to be the official worship servioe 

for the Scottish Churoh until the new Service Book appeared. By April 

1635 the Scottish bishops, through Bishop Maxw~ll, informed Laud that they 

had made good progress and hoped the work would go forward Wi th the 

Arohbishop' s assistanoe. The folloWing month the King approved the 

work of the Scottish bishops and recommended the Book for publication, 

but he inoluded in his aoceptance oertain oorreotions and instruotions 

which were to be added. It appears that 'second thoughts' were also 

ooming from Scotlen d from Bishop Wedderburn. Many of the manges he 
50. 

suggested, however, met with Laud's approval and were accepted. AlI 

these corrections and new considerations ou~tailed the printing, and even 

by the 20th of December 1636 when the Privy Council commanded i ts use 

by the Church it was not in its entire forme The complete Service Book 

did not come off the press until April or May 1637. 

The hostile reception the Service Book received end the labelling of 

i t as 'Laudian' according ta Gordon Donal dson was less than fair. He 

believes that a serious attempt was made to incorporate existing Scottish 

usages or preferences. "If the compilera are to be judged, Il he writes, 

they are to be judged not on the general resemblance of their book to the 

Bo~k of England - for in that they had no cho~ce; but on the changea which 
5I. 

they rrade, and on the further changes whioh they proposed." According to 

50. 

51. 

Laud writes to Wedderburn about these changes aaying that "as many of 
them as his Majesty approved, l have written into a Service Book of ours, 
and sent you the book with his Majesty's hand to it, to warrant aIl your 
alterations made therein (Laud, op. cit. VI, p. 456).'t 
Gordon Donaldson, Scottish Prayer Book of 1637, p. 60. 
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Donaldson, the first of the changes representing concessions to 

Scottish views was the substitution of the Authorised Version of the 

Bible. Although the King James' translation was not printed in 

Scotland until 1633, dissatisfaction had been expressed with the 

Genevan Bible as early as the General Assembly of 1601. And that 

radical Presbyterians such as George Gillespie and Johnstan of Wariston 

favoured the Authorised Version W)u1d suggest that the Church of 

Scotland was Willing to accept the new version. 

Another concession was the deletion of the Apocrypha from the 

Lectionary and the SUnda:r lessons. The use of the Apocrypha had been 

condemned by the Scottish Presbyterians as far back as 1584 and by the 

Scottish bishops in 1633. Twelve verses of the Apocrypha, however, were 

to ba retained for use on six saints' days, but as the Scottish Church 

was not at once expected to observe them, this meant that it evaded 

completely the use of the Apocryphal books. 

The elimination of the term "Priest" was also a concession ta the 

Scottish Church. Dislike of this term was of long standing. The 

Scottish Presbyterians objected to its use because it referred back 

to the old priesthoodof th~ lawwhichwas to deny the purpose of Christ's 

coming (Rom. 3:21-26; Heb. 10:5-18), and basides that the termwas too 

closely bound up with the ?opish Priesthood. Another change in terminology 

to conform to the Scottish usage was the printing of Ipaschl and IYule l 

as alternatives to 'Easterl and·IChristmas'. 

In the Preface an apology, which may he considered a concession, 

was made for followbg the English Service Book by including in the 

Liturgy "Festivals, and some other rites, not yet received nor observed 
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52. 

in our Church." The reason for their inclusion was that the Scottish 

Church might not offend the English Church by omitting them. 

In the Morning Prayer a concession was made by 8ubstituting 

for the QBenedicit~'~ whichwas condemned by the Pres~erians in 

their objection iD the Apocrypha~ by a psalm or scriptural verse. 

The provision~ too~ for the saying of theblessing at the conclusion 

of Morning Prayer refleoted a Scottish partiality for the BeneÎ1ction. 

In the celebration of Roly Communion. the prayer for the church 

retained the phrase of fue English Prayer Book - "militant here in 

earth" - but it was expanded by the inclusion of a petition for the 

"congregation which i8 here assemb1ed" and the blessing for the fai th-
53. 

ful departed bo~ of which were in line with Scottish tradition. Then 

by including an epiclesis in the eucharistie prayer of consecration~ 

a concession was made to Scottish opinion. For example~ one of the 

main Scottish complaints of John Knox' s 'The Forme of prayers' was 

the serious omission of the epiclesis. This invocation had been 

a part of the old Celtic rite~ and there are grounds for believing 
54. 

that its use never quite died out in Scotland. Caldel'W'ood~ writing 

about l620~ says that'i t had been the custom in Scotland for sixty 
55. 

years to 'bless' the bread and wine. And one of the complaints John Row 

made or the Roly Communion in the High Kirk of Edinburgh, in 1622~ was 

that in it there was "not one v.ord of Lord blesse the elements or 
56. 

action." 

52. Ibid.~ p. 102. 
53. Ibid., pp. 189 - 190. 
54. WITriam D. Maxwell~ An Outline of Christian Worship. (London: Oxford 

Universi~ Press~ 1958)~ p. 124. 
55. Ibid.~ p. 125. 
56. Row~ op. cit.~ p. 331. 
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Among the more notable features of the Service Book that were 

objectionaOle to Scottish 9Pinio~~rst of aIl, the Kalendar. The Church 

of Scotland had been for a long time opposed even to the observance of 

the Christian year let alone saints' days. The Scottish compilera, 

therefore, tried to persuade the King to mitigate the use of the full 

Prayer Book Kalendar, but theywere overruled. And to make matters 

worse the Prayer Book when published not only retained saints' days, but 

increased their number; the English Book had twenty-seven and the 

Scottish Book had twenty-nine. This was done, however, because of the 

insertion of aboQt a dozen Scottish names. But, as mentioned above, the 

use of the Kalendar was not at once to be obligatory. 

The rubrics as to the posture of worshippers also raised objections 

such as to standing at the Gloria Patri, the Creed and the reading of 

the Gospels. The objection to the last was based on the Pres~erian 

insistence that aIl Scripture was of equal value. Private Baptism was 

another aspect that did not please the Scots. 

The Iœin feature that the Scots found objectionable in the Service 

Book ~ itself was that it had been drawn up by Laud. Although 

Gordon Donrudson calls this the 'Laudian myth' and has given QS an 

impressive list of changes representing concessions to the Scottish point 

of view, a few of which have bean described above, Hugh Watt, on the 

other hand, believes the charge was perfectly justified.He saya that 
57. there was no attempt to meet genuine Scottish wishes. He seBS 

rather in the Scottish Prayer Book an attempt by Laud through Wedderburn 

to revise the English Liturgy in a ritualistic direction to get behind 

57. Hugh Watt, Recalling the Scottish Covenants, (London: Nelson & Sons, 1946), p. 53 ff. 



73. 

the Elizabethan Compromise back to mediaeval practice. How otherwise, 

he maintains, could Laud in his secret correspondence with Wentworth 

refer to the Scottish Service Book as the 'summum bonum'. The purpose, 

therefore, behind its introduction was the 'summum bonum l for England~ 

by the restoration of the priestly rites and ancient values, through 

that 'summum bonum' attained in Scotland. And it wes the wreckage of 

this great schema, according to Watt, that explains Laud l s bitter 

exasperation Wi. t~ ihe Scots: "It was not that by their determined 

obstinacy they had missed a good thing for themselves; they had ruined 

the golden dream for England v,hich it was his dearest ambition to 
58. 

achieve." 

We imagine ihat the truth lies someWhere between the two positions 

expressed by Go~don Dona1dson and Hugh Watt. But Whether or not the 

SeNice Book was 'Laudian', ihere is 1itt1e doubt that the Scottish 

nation as a Who1e resented its introduction. 

57. Hugh Watt, Reca11ing the Scottish Covenants, (London: Nelson & Sons, 
1946), p. 53 1'1'. 

58. Ibid., p. 58. 
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B. The RevoIt against the Service Book. 

The revoIt which led to the National Covenant and the famous Glasgow 

Assembly, andfrom these events to the Bishops' Wars and the Great 

Rebellion of the 1640' s began with the r eading of the new Service 

Book in st. Giles Cathedral on the 23rd of July, 1637. Johnston of 

Wariston describes the ou"tbreak: 

At the beginning thairof thair rayse sik a tumult, sik ane outcrying 
quhat be the peoples murmuring, mourning, rayling, stoolcasting, 
as the lyk was never sèien in Scotland; the bischop both after the 
foranoones sermon was almost stoned to deadj the dean was forced to 
caige himselth in the steeple; MT. James Fairly to leave of reading 
et al; Mr. H. Rollok not to beginnej and Mr. David Fletcher to stay till 
the people went out. This uproar WB! greater nor the 17th of December 
(1596), and in aIl historie wil be remarqued as the faire, plausible, 
and peacible wealcome the service book receaved in Scotland. 59. 

The first indication of trouble, however, occurred earlier in May 

when every minister under pain of arrest was commanded to buy two 

Service Books for use in his parish, and then it was, Baillie writes, 
60. 

"There began to be much talking of that business. 1I The Service Book 

we.s immediately condemned on two counts: the popish character of the 

Book, it going even beyond the English Service Book, and the ?Tay of 

imposing, i t, that is, without any rreeting of Church or Parliament. These 

compla ints, Bai 11ie informs us, Itdid sound from pul;?i ta, were carried 

from hand to hand in papers, were the table talk and open discourse of 
6I. 

high and low. fi Thus on the fateful day of the Service Book' s first 

reading it had already received an unfavourable reception. 

The day fo llowing the di sturbance, a procl amation was i s s œ d by 

the Privy Council condemning the riot and making the City magistrates 
62. 

responsible for any further outbreak. Then on July 28th the magistrates 

59. Scottish History Society, Johnston of Wariston's Diary, '(Edinburgh: T.& A. 
Constable, 1911), series l, 61, p. 265.) 

60. Baillie, op. cit. l, p. 16. 
61. Ibid., p. 17. 
62. 1r.P':"C., 2nd se rie s, VI, p. 484. 
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were charged wi th what was really an impossible task of securing the 
63. 

peaceful reading of the Service Book the following Sunday. By sa"turday 

it was obvious that no one could guarantee the peace if the Service Book 

was used the next day. The Archbishop of st. Andrews. therefore, in the 

nams of the bishops, wisely reported to the Privy Council that the use 

of the Service Book ~uld be suspended until the instigators of the riot 

were punished and in the meantime neither the old service nor the new 
64. 

'WOuld he used. 

On August 4th the Privy Council received instructions from Charles 

to use their best endeavours to punish the persans responsible for the 
65. 

riot and to proceed with the settling of the new Liturgy. As a result 

of the King's letter the Privy Council again asked the magistrates, on 

August 9th, to provide readers of the Service Book for the following Sunday 

and guarantee their protection. The magistrates ' reply was naturally 

a cautious one; they said that Itthey were content to secure clergie il1 

suche legall way as the lawes of the Kingdom in suche a caise will 
66. 

allow." This meant in effect they could not carry out the Council ' s 

wishes. And the Privy Council apparently, at this time, was unwilling 

to commit itself further. 

Also in August Alexander Henderson, recently outlawed by the 

Archbishop of st. Andrews for refusing the Service Book, emerged into 

the limelight from the obscurity of the country parish of Leuchars in 

Fife. He. along with two other ousted ministers, James Bruce and George 

Hamilton, presented to thePrivy Council a petition asking that the charge 

63. Ibid., p. 489. 
64. Johnston of Wari st on writes in his Diary: "Upon the 30 of July, Sunday, 

in Edr., thair was no service read at al, neyther old nor new, bot ane 
humble sermon without prayars, chapters, psalms (op.éit~.p. 267). 

65. R.P.C., 2nd series. VI, p. 509. 
66. Ibid. p. 513. 
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against them he suspended. Their petition contained rive reasons 

disputing the Service Book. The third. however. is the most significant 

as it pinpoints the most important issue: "The Kirk of Sootland 1s a 

free and Independent Kirk, and her own Pastora shou1d he most able 

to discern and direct What doth best beseem our measure of Refor.mation. 
67. and what may seem most for the goo d of the Peop le • Il Wha t Rende rson 

wa8 attacking was not so much the oomparative merita of ano1d and 

a new liturgy, but the high handed manner of the Service Book' 8 intro-

duction Which sttück at the spiritual autonomy of the Churoh of Scotland. 

Meanwhile. that the Pri vy Counoil was considerably shaken by the steadily 

increasing opposition ta the reading of the Service Book i8 seen by the 

interesting fact that they changed their attitude about its use; it was, 

the Council now said, really intended not for publio reading but on1y 68. 
for buying. 

During the month of Septem.ber the Pri vy Council reoei ved other 

petitions, one a General Petition. dated September 20th. from various 
69. parishes asking to be freed from the Service Book and all innovations, and 

another on September 26th from the magistrates not to be pressed with 70. 
imposing it, Both were delivered to the King Who replied on October 

l7th wi. th three Proclamations of his own: the first dissolved the meeting 

of the Council that dey which meant that no new petitions oould be 

de1ivered to it; the second moved the Council and Session from Edinburgh 

to Linlithgow; and tœ third (~ondemned the book Dispute against the 
71-Eng1ish-Popish Ceremonies written by George Gillespie. The people of 

67. Rushworth, op. cit. II, p. 513. 
68. R.P.C. 2nd series, VI, p. 694. 
69. Bai1lie, op. cit. p. 21. 
70. Row, op. cit., p. 485. 
71. Rushworth, op. cit. II, pp. 401 - 402. 
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Edinburgh vrere aatonished and enraged with the King's Proclamations 

and the next day a new disturbance broke out in Which the Bishop of 

Galloway was besieged in the Council House, the Lord Treasurer thrown 
72. 

down by the mob, and the Provost's house stoned. 

Shortly after this outbreak two other petitions were presented 

against the Service Book to the Privy Council, one in the name of 

aIl the "Men, Women, and Chilçœ-en, and Servants and Indwellers within 

the Burgh of Edinburghtt , and the other by the ''Noblemen, Gentry, Ministers, 
73. 

and Burgesses lt which in addition cornplained about the Book of Canons. The 

latter was known as the Second Supplication and was forwarded to Charles. 

By.November lst, as no reply had been received from the King, the petitioners 

moved against the Council and told it theywere determined to send up 

their own Cornmissioners to Court. ''What shall be the event, Il Baillie 

comments, 'ta-od knows; there was in our Land ever such an appearance of 

a stirri the whole people thinks Poperie at the doores; the scandalous 

pamphlets which come daily from England, adde oyl to this flame; no man 

May speak any thing in publick for the King's part, except he would 
74. 

have himself marked for a sacrifice to be killed one day." 

On Deoember 7th the King at last broke silence and replied to the 

Second Supplication. The nation, however, was far from satisfied with 

the answer. The King's reply, Row complaina, "delayes such ansvrers as 

might otherwiae have been expected; onlie declares he abhorra poperie, 

and will de fend the true religion, as it ia presently professed within 
75. 

this Kingdom:' On December 2lst, therefore, a third Supplication was 

given to the Council and the sarna day a deolinator was also givan againat 

72. Ibid., pp. 402 - 404. 
73. Ibid., pp. 405 - 408. 
74. Baillie, op. cit. I, p. 23. 
75. RoV'T, op. cit., p. 486. 
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the bishops sitting on the Council; as theywere the party complai~ed 

upon, it was stated, they should be removed "seeing no man can be both 
76. 

judge and partie." 

About the middle of February 1638 Traquair, the Lord Treasurer, 

after delivering the Third Supplication to the King, was back in 

Scotland bringing with him the King' s reply. It was to be of great 

moment for the Scottish nation. There was considerable feeling in 

Scotland that the King was receiving bad advice and that now with the 

true feelings of the Scottish people exposed in their Supplications 

Charles would surely relent from the imposition of the Service Book. 

The King's rep1y was in the form of a Proclamation which was read from 

the market cross of Stirling February 19th, 1638. Charles made it c1ear 

that he took upon himself full responsibility for the introduction of 

the Service Book and the Book of Canons. The Proclamation read in 

part: "In the framing whereof we took great care and pains, so as 

nothing past therein but what was seen and approved by us, before the 
77. 

sarne was eitl1er divulged or printed." He also defended the bishops and 

their plaœ on "the Pri vy Council, and a11 further supplications and 

meetings against the Service Book or Canons were to be discharged under 

pain of treason. 

The gravi°cy of the situation had now increased as it was no 

longer possible to excuse the King. The opposition, therefore, upon 

the pubtishing of the King's Proclamation, met it with another in which, 

76. Ibid., p. 488. 

77. Rushworth, op.'cit. II, p. 731. 
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article five, plainly contained the threat to oppose the King force-

fully if need be: 

Seeing by tœ legal and submis si va way of our former supplications, 
all those Who take tœze Innovations to heart, have bin kept calm, 
and carried themselves in a quiet manner in hopes of redress; We 
protest that if any Inconvenience shall fall out, which we pray the 
Lord to prevent, upon the pressing of any the foresaid Innovations 
or Evils, specially or generàLly contained in our former Supplicat­
ions and Complaints, and upon your Lordships refusaI, to take order 
thereanent, the sarne be not imputed unto us, who most humbly seek 
aU things to be reforrre d by an Order. 78. 

The next stage was the drawing up by the opposition of the National 

Covenant. 

78. Ibid., p. 733. 
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C. The National Covenant. 

The National Covenant was drawn up by Alexander Henderson and 

Archibald Johnston of Wariston between the 23rd and 28th of February 

1638. The Covenant began with the anti-papal Covenant of 1581, the 

second part was assigned to Johnston of Wariston to draw up a list 

of Acts of Parliament nas was against Pope rie and in favours of the 

true religione", and the third part was drawn up by Alexander Henderson 

who made additions to the Covenan t of 1581 \tas the corruptione s of 
79. 

this tyme necessar1ie requyred to be joyned." 

On Saturday, February 24th, and the fo1lowing Monday and Tuesday 

morning the noblemen Rothes, Loudoun and Balmerine met with Henderson 
80. 

and Wariston to ravise what they had done. Then on Tuesday afternoon, 
8l. 

Wari st on wri te s, Hwi th great fears we went to the mini ste rie • If They 

met first witL the Conunissioners of Presbyteries who after a discussion 

of aIl objections and several alterations approved the Covenant. 

The Commissioners then returned to the rest of the ministers, between 

200 to 300, and they, too, only one refusing, voted to accept the 
82. 

Covenant. 

The chief objections to the original draft focused first of all 

on the questionwhether or not Episcopacy shou1d be abjured. Many of 

79. John Earl of Rothes, Affairs of the Kirk of Scot1and, (Edinburgh: 
Bannantyne Club, 1830, p. 70. 

80. Ibid., pp. 71 - 72. 
81. Wariston, op. cit. p. 321. 
82. Wariston was overjoyed with the minister t s acceptance and w rote the sarœ 

day in hie Diary: "My heart did leape within for joie of this g1orious 
day quherwith our souls ,vald be revisched if they wer spiritua1y disposed. 
Blissed be the naime of the ete mal God that maid my eis to seie the Coven­
ant of the Lord reneued in this land; and far mor to haive mai d me, the . 
wickedest, vyldest, sinfullest, unworthiest, unaiblest, servant, to be 
ane instrument in his hand of so great, 80 gracious, 80 glorious a work as 
is this renovation of that national oath of the whole land with our 
eternal Lord the God of Glory"(Op. cit., pp. 321- 22). 
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the moderate ministers, although unhappywith the Soottish bishops. 

seriously questioned whether this fom of chur ch government in essence 

should he s 0 condemned. Secondly, the implied threat in the Covenant 

ta the King's authority disturbed quite a few. Ba il lie helieved. 

however, that the Covenant had been altered sufficiently to overoome 

both these objections. For example, in a latter to Dr. strang, Prinoipal 

of Glasgow University, Baillie writes: 

l doe not only believe tha"': there is no 'WOrd into it that makes 
against the King's full authority, so farr as either religion or 
reason can extend it, or agai~st the offioe of Bishops, or any 
power they have by any lawl'ull Assemblie or Parliament,; or that 
by this write we are oblidged to oppose any novation, or any thing 
at aIl ~ioh is not oontrare to God's ward: not only l believe this, 
but hes professed so much bafore the Whole meeting at Edinburgh. 
oft both in word and write, without the least appearanoe of 
contradiction of any to this houre. 83. 

But more serious than these considerations about Episoopaoy and the King's 

authority was,for the majority of Scotsmen. the threat of English 

domination. In the sarne letter, therefore, Baillie urges Dr. strang 

to subscribe to the Covenant beoause it had.above aIl arisen out of fear 

Uto have our religion lost, our throats cutted, our poor countrey made ane 

English province, to he disposed upon for ever hereafter at the will of 
84. 

a Bishope of Canterburie." 

On Wednesday, February 28th, the signing of the Covenant. that 

"gl orious marriage of the Kingdome wi th God", as Wariston called it, 

began in Greyfriars Churchyard. From early morning till eight at night 

the noblemen and barons aigned the Covenant. On Thursday the ministers 

subscribed, and on Friday the signing of the Covena~t by the people at 
85. 

large began. Also on the Friday it was decided that a copy of the 
86. 

Covenant should be sent to every shire for aubscription. 

83. Baillie, op. cit. p. 67. 
84. Ibid., p. 66. 
85. Wariston, op. cit. p. 323. 
86. Rothes, op. C1t., pp. 79 - 80. 
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The Covenant was generally enthusiaatically received throughout 

Scotland. The one major exception was Aberdeen. Alexander Henderson, 

David Dickson and Andrew Cant apparently had little success in encouraging 

the citizens of that city to subscribe. Baillie infonns us that the 

ministers Who went to Aberdeen were coldly welcomed, the churches locked 
87. 

against them and the keys kept by the Magistrate. The situation was quite 

different in Edinburgh where the Covenant was sworn to with almost 
88. 

hysterica~ zeal. 

The reasons for the Covenant's overall success no doubt lay, first 

of all, in it being framed Within the context of the Federal or Covenant 

Theology Which dominated Scottish theological thinking at the time. 

Federal Theology was based on the idea of two covenants between God and 

man - one of works and the other of grace. The Covenant of Grace worked 

out by Christ satisfied the justice of God, but still the redeemed had to 

appropriate God's offer by a second covenant which was described as 

"personally closing with Christlt or making a Ittransaction" or "bargaintt 

or "contract" between God and man. In other words, this second covenant 

was the condition that had to be worked out in order to beoome a partaker 

in the Covenant of Grace. As the Covenanter ~illiam Guthrie in The 

Christian' s Great Interest puts i t: "How shall l be sure that my heart 

doth accept God's offer and doth close with Christ Jesus? Go make a 

87. Baillie, op. cit. 1, p. 97. 
88. Wariston desoribes one such enthusiastic scene in his Diary: "Upon 

Sundy, 1 Apryle, l heard Mr. H. Rollo preatch ••• after sermon ••• he gart 
read al the Covenant over ••• thairafter he desyred the nobles, and all 
the people, stand up unto the Lord; and first desyred the noblemen, 
Montrois, Boyd, Loudin, Balmerino, to hold up thair hands and swear be 
the naime of the living God, and desyred al the people to hold up 
thairs in the lyk maner; at the quhilk instant of rysing up, and them 
of holding up thair hands, thair rayse sik a yellock, sik aboundance 
of tears, sik a heavenly harmony of si~hs and sobbes, universal1y 
through al the corners of the churche, as the lyk was never sein nor 
heard of." (op. cit. p. 331). 
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covenant expressly, and by word speak the thing unto God." The Hational 

Covenant and later the Soleron League and Covenant became closely 

identified wi th this kind of personal covenant made between the redeened 

and Christ. Thus to break these politico-religioue covenants for many 

was tantamount to conuni tting aposte..cy. 

Another reason for the National Covenant's success was that the 

idea of Covenant appea1ed ta the Scottish people ~o believed they w~re 

a chosen race comparable to Israel. To the Presbyterians in Ireland 

Samuel Rutherford writes: 

For the Lord ia rejoicing over us in thia land, as the brièegroom 
rejoiceth over the bride: and the Lord hath changed the name of 
Scot1and. They calI us now no more 'Forsaken' nor 'Desolate' but 
our land is called 1 Hephzibah' and 'Beulah' (Isa. 62:4). For 
the Lord delighteth in us, and this land is married to Himse1f.90 • 

And Wariston sees a parallel between Israel and Scotland .tthe only 
91. 

two swome nations to 'the Lord. If The idea of the Covenant as a sacred 

commission for the Scottish people and as an unbreakable bond between 

themselves and God, was the principle which was about to rouse and 

rally them as a nation. 

89. Church of Scotland Commission on Baptism, Baptism in the Chur ch of 
Scotland - An Histori cal Survey to 1843. Edinburgh: st • .A!ldrew' s 
Press, 1958), p. 16. 

90. Samuel Rutherford, Latters. (Edinbur~h: Oliphant, Anderson & Ferrier, 
1891), p. 570. 

91. Wariston, op. cit. p. 344. 
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D. The Glasgow Assembly. 

On May 16th, 1638, the Marquis of Hamilton received the King's 

instructions about the uproar in Scotland Which allowed only the one 

concession to suspend the Service Book. On the other hand, Hamilton 

was definitely to allow no petition against the Five Articles of Perth, 

the town of Edinburgh was to remain barred to the neeting of the 

Privy Council. and the Covenant was to be completely renounced by all 

its subscribers within six weeks or sooner. Otherwise, Charles threatened, 

"power shall come from England, and that myself will come in Person 

with them, being resolved to hazard my Life, rather than te suffer 
92. 

Authority te be contemned." As might be expected Hamilton made little 
93. 

headway with the Covenanters. The Marquis in fa ct did not read the 

King's Declaration against the Covenant as he believed this would only 

cause further hostility. He wrote accordingly to Charles saying he must 
94. 

either resolve to grant all their demands or send a royal army. 

Among the Covenanters' demands, in a supplication handed to 

Hamilton on June 8th, wa~ one for a free General Assembly and Parli~ent 
95. 

as the only means to redress their complaints. The King, however, was 

in no mood to agree as he informed Hamilton on J'lme 25th: "As coneerning 

the explanation, of' their Damnable Covenant (whether it he' with or 

wi. thout explanation); l have no power in Scotland, than as a Duke of' 
96. 

Veniee; which l vr.i 11 r~.ther die than suffer." The'explanation' concerned 

92. Row, op. cit., p. 492. 
93. For June l3th Wari ston note s in his Diary: "This day we trysted on al 

daywith the Connnissioner but could settle nothing (op. cit. p. 351)." 
94. Rushworth, op. cit. II, p. 752. 
95. Row, op. cit., p. 492. 
96. Rushworth, op. cit. II, p. 754. 
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the phrase in the Covenant: ~e promise ta swear that we shall stand. • 

to the mutual defence and assistance •••• against all sorts of persons 

Whatsoever. n The Covenanters mentioned by way of explanation that this 

clause was not aimed against the King's person or authority ~ioh in fact 
97. 

they did in all reverence acknowledge. But this ~ as we have seen. did 

not satisfy or convince Charles. 

On July 6th Hamilton left Scotland to give the King a full account 

of what was happening in his northern kingdom. Charles then gave 

Hamilton the following instructions: he was to persuade the . 
pr~vy Council to sign, as a counter to the National Covenant. the 

Confession of Faith ratified by Act of Parliament in 1567~ which became 

known as the King' s Covenant~ and if i t was well recei ved to put ital so 

to the people for their signing; next~ to have a General Assembly meet~ 

but not bafore November; to have bishops vote in the Assembly and if 
98. 

possible to have a bishop elected as Moderator. Hamilton returned to 

Scotland on August l3th and told the Covenanters that the King had agreed 

to a General Assembly and Parliament. The question now for the Covenanters 

VIaS when and where such an Assembly and Parliament would be held and 

they pressed Hamilton for precise dates. The Marquis craved twenty days 

to go to the King for an answer and accordingly left for London on the 

25th of August. In London he persuaded the King to grant an Assembly 

which he anticipated might be managed to their advantage and, if not, 

could be quickly dissolved. Thus~ in Edinburgh on September 2lst, 

Hamilton announced that an Assembly should Meat at Glasgow the 2lst of 
99. 

November~ and a Parliament should meet in Edinburgh the l5th of May next. 

97. Raw~ op. cit., p. 492. 
98. Rushworth, op. ci t. II, pp. 763 - 764. 
99. Ibid •• p. 770 (in error printed p. 762). 
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Hamilton also announced that the Confession of Faith of 1567 

(The King's covenant), already signed by the Privy Council~ should 

now be publicly signed. Robert Baillie adroits to the astuteness of 

Hamil ton' s plan 0 f using the new Covenant to divide the opposition 

and eliminate the National Covenant: !tHe hoped to have gotten the 

King's Covenant universally subscrybed, and ratified hereafter in the 

Assemblie; so that the other, which had been subscrybed by us before, 

might be quietly, wi thout any infWiiOUS condemning of i t, suppressed and 
100. 

buried." Henderson and l'I'ariston drew up a Protestation against the 

King's Covenant Which Wariston read from the market cross in Edinburgh 

on saturday September 21st. And to Wariston's great relief, as he 

describes in his Diary, "so did the common people (protest), crying, 

'God saive the King; bot awaye with bischops, thes traitora to God 
. 101. 

and man, or any uther convenant bot our auin.' If Henderson also condemned 

it by saying that nwe ought not to multiply solemn oaths and covenants 

upon our part and thus to play with oaths, as children do with their 
102. 

toys, without necessity." The King's Covenant was labelled by the 

Covenanters the anti-Covenant and it actually enjoyed very little 

success so that by the time the Assembly met it was a meaningless 

issue. 

The Assembly convened at Glasgow the 21st of November, 1638. There 

is little doubt that the composition of the Assembly was planned by the 

Covenanters to further their own advantage. For example, they arranged 

100. Baillie, op. cit. I, p. 119. 

101. Wariston, op. cit. p. 392. 

102. R.Orr, Alexanger.Henderson (London: Hodder and stoughton, 1919), p. 163. 
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to have lay supporters of the Covenant present as Commissioners. This 

was contrary 1:0 the Book of Discipline v.1J.ich stated that "ecclesiasticall 

personis" only such as ministers, doctors of theology and e1ders ordained 

into church offices for life could be Assemb1y delegates. These lay 

"elders" were quite properly challenged by the Marquis of Hamilton, the 
103. 

King's High Commissioner to the Assembly, but he was overruled. The 

lay "elders" consi sted of seventeen peers. nine knigh"ts, twenty-five 

lairds, and forty-seven burgh representatives, thus giving the Covenanters 

an overwhe1ming advantage in the Assembly. The ministers numbered one 

hundred and forty-two. 

The bishops were absent. In part this was due to their fear of 

travelling in Scotland,'and in part to the Covenanters' action some 

weeks earlier in presenting a bill of complaint to the Presbytery of 
104. 

Edinburgh agabst the Scottish bishops. The Presbytery then referred 

the complaint to the upcoming Assemb1y and until such time as the 

bishops were cleared they could not legally be part of the Assembly. 

It is undoubtedly true that the Covenanters were determined to pack 

the Assembly, but it is also true, we believe, considering the strong 

anti-episcopa1 sentiment throughout th~ country, that the Assembly was 

representative of the feelings of the majority of the Scottish people. 

The Assembly opened quietly with a worship service conducted by 

John Bell who as the oldest minister was also elected interim Moderator 

until another was chosen. After the service Hamilton read his Commission 

from the King which was listened to without comment. The Assemb1y had not 

103. Baillie, op. cit. I, pp. 134 - 135. 

104. Row, op. cit., p. 502. 
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long convened the following day, however, before both parties were 

in confliet. It began when the Assembly urged the choiee of Moderator 

to whioh Hamilton objected until the commissions were discussed. Baillie 

regarded this as a pIpy by Hamilton 

"to turne the Assemblie upside down, to put us in a labyrinth 
inextricable; for, before the constitution of the Synod, the 
Commissioner should have so drawn in the deepest questions, 
sueh as the power of EIders, the state of Ministers censured 
by Bishops, and many moe, which himself alone behooved to 
determine, no Assemblie being constitute for the discussion 
of any question." 105. 

He was, therefore, overruled, But then he pressed that before a Moderator 

be chosen a paper in his possession, in the nàme of the bishops, be read. 

The Assembly was angered With this further delay and began to shout 
106. 

"no reading, no reading." Hamilton was again overruled, and the 

Assembly proceeded to elect a Moderator and Clerk. Their choiee fell 

almost automatically on Alexander Henderson and Johnston of Wariston 

respectively. 

On Friday, November 23rd, Henderson reeommended that for the 

full constitution of the Assembly the commissions would now have to 

be examined. Hamilton, however, urged that first the paper of yesterday 

denied until the election of a Moderator be immediately read~ He was 

overruled on the ground that nothing could be read to the Assembly until 

it was fully eonstituted as an Assembly by the approval of the Commissianers. 

Hamilton strangly protested ta the Moderator that these papers contained 

information for the opening of the eyes of those who were to be appointed 

Commissianers. Henderson, however, sharply eut off further debate by 

replying that \tif in that paper there were any light ta open their eyes, 

105. Baillie, op. cit. I. p. 130. 
106. Ibid., p. 126. 
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they should short1ie professe their repentance of their error in not 
107. 

reading i t when i t was required. Il 

Hamilton again found himself at a disadvantage ~en, during the 

sarne session, Wariston declared that the Books of the old Registera 

of the Assemblies from 1560 to 1590 had come into his possession. The se 

Registers brought ta the Assembly's attention the condemnation of 

Episcopacy pronounced ~ their church fathers a generation or so 

earlier. And that they contained important guide lines for the 

Covenanters' attack on Episcopacy is revaaled by Baillie's cOnL~ent: 

nGod has brought them out, and sett them up now at the doore of our 

Church, to be the rule, after Scripture, of this Assemblie and all 
108. 

other their proceedings." 

On Wednesday, November 28th, when the examinatLon of the Commissioners 

was almost completed and the Registers produoed by Wariston had been 

accepted as authentic, Henderson asked the Assembly if they considered 

themselves the judges of the bishops. At this point Hamilton, knowing 

how the vote "M)uld run against the bish,,"""l, rose to proteste First, 

he condemned the presence of 1ay elders I~O never were Elders before, 

al1 or most or most part of them being chosen since the Indiction of 

the Assembly. sorne of them the very day before the Election of their 

C~ssioners, which demonstrates plainly that they were chosen on1y 
109. 

to serve their Associates turn at this Assembly.1t Secondly, he reminded 
the Assemb1y of their oath of allegiance ta the King. Thirdly, he 

assured the Assembly that the King would certainly protect the Scottish 

bishops: "How can his Majesty deny unto them, being his subjects, the 
110. benefit of his Laws, in declining a11 those to be their Judges. 1t Finally, 

107. Ibid., p. 130. 
108. ïbid., p. 139. 
109. Rushworth, op. cit. II, p. 850. 
110. Ibid., pe 851. 
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in tb.e King' s narœ, he dissol ved the Assembly and warned them not 

to proceed any further under pain of tl'eason. While he was 1eaving 

both Henderson and Rothes answered him saying that "they were sorry 

he le ft them, but their consciences bore them witness, they bad 

hitherto done nothing amiss, and ther~fore would not desert the 
111. 1 

Work of God. ft The fo11owing day, November 29th, Hamilton posted a 
112. 

Proclamation for dissolving the Assembly. But the sarne day a 

Prote st of tœ General Assembly was read in reply at the market cross 
113. 

of Glasgow. Thus, despite Hamilton's dissolution, the Assembly 

continued to site 

The Assemblywent on to annul the six previous episcopal dominated 

Assemblies beginning with the one held at Linlithgow in 1606. It also 

condemned the Service Book, Canons, Five Articles of Perth and the 
, 

Court of High Commission, deposed the bishops, and d.eclared Episcopacy 

to have been abjured by the Confession of Faith and to be removed 
114. 

out of the Church of Scotland. This latter act was the one which 

caused most concern among the moderate ministers like Robert Baillie 

who, believing with the rest that it was necessary to remove Episcopacy 

!tout of our Churche for ever lt
, nevertheless could not in conscience agree 

115. 
to see Episcopacy abjured as if it was 'twicked and unlawful in itself. 1t 

Alexander Henderson sympathized with Baillie's position, but 

still his advice was to accept the severe condemnation of Episcopacy 
116. 

because "the tyme strai ted us, we might not enter in reasoning. n 

111. Ibid., p. 953. 
112. Ibid., pp. 854 - 857. 
113. Ibid., pp. 857 - 862. 
114. Acts of the General Assembly of the Church of Scot1and, 1638 - 1842. 

(Edinburgh: Edinburgh Printing and Publishing Co., 1843), pp. 5 - 18. 
(Hereafter referred to as A.G.A.) 

115. Baillie, op. cit. l, p. 157. 
116. Ibid., p. 157. 
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Henderson also argued that the Assembly must at aU costs avoid any 

serious division. Thus, according to Baillie, when the time came for 

the debate on Episcopaèy "fearing above all evils, to be the occasion 

of any division, which was our certain wrack ••• 1, wi th all the rest, 
117. 

was as dumb as a fish." Wariston, however, entertained no such doubts, 

and was elsted about the vote against Episcopacy: ItQuhen 1 was reading 

the roll and heard no word bot 'Abjured and Removed,' l was struken 

with admiration, and yet my thoughts faile to aprehend that great and 

wonderful work of God, and yet my ears sounde ever with thes words 
118. 

(Abjured and Removed) Abjured and Removed." 

The acts of the Glasgow Assemb1y produced an open breach 

between the Covenanters and the King. Both sides appeared willing 

to take to arms. They had in fact been preparing themse1ves for suoh 

an eventuality. War was now inevitable. 

117. ~., p. 158. 

118. Wariston, op. oit. p. 403. 
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CHAPTER III: THE COVENANTERS' ATTEIvIPT TO REORGANIZE THE ENGLISH CHURCH 

A. The triumph of Presbyteriani~. 

(1) The First Bishops' War. 
On December l8th, 1638, the Scottish 

Privy Council issued a Royal Procl~ation annulling aIl acts passed 
1. 

by the Glasgow Assembly. Then shortly afterwards on January 29th, 1639, 

there came a letter infonning the Council that i t was the King' s intention 

to be at York around Easter to be near to Scotland for, the ominous 
2. 

wOj:~ds ran, !!accomodating our affai res in a faire rnaner." No one 

doubted that Charles was coming north with power to oppose the Covenanters 

and that this in effect meant civil war. The Covenanters, hovaver, 

had anticipated that force was likel~r before they could settle their 

quarrel with Charles and had been effectively preparing themselves. 

Of great benefit to their army was the recruitment of Scots who had 

been serving as rnercenar:i.e s in Europe. The Most notable veteran was 

Alexander Leslie, a General in the army of Gustavus Adolphus, who 

brought the knowledge and experience of a professional soldier to the 

defence of the Covenant, and who in May, 1639, was given command of the 

Scottish anny. 

The campaign against the Scots adopted by Charles was ~o be fourfold: 

the King was to cross the border wi th the main army; Vlentworth was to 

send forces from Ireland to Dumbarton in the Firth of Clyde; Antrim 

with Irish troops was to invade Kintyre in the south-west; and Hamilton 

was to carry a force of 5000 men to Aberdeen in +ne north to support 

the Episcopalian Huntly. But in the Jllidst of these preparations the 

Covenanters had already taken action which nullified the King's plan. 

1. R.P.C., 2nd series, VII, p. 95ff 

2. Ibid., p. 106. 
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By the time Charles arrived in York on March 3Oth~ the Covenanters 

had in the preceding month taken the oastles of Edinburgh, Dumbarton~ 
3. 

Douglas and Dalkeith and fortified the port of Leith. Also by Maroh 30th 

the danger from the north had been overoome by Montrose who on that 
4. 

sarne day entered the city of Aberdeen unopposed. Huntly, on hearing 

of Montrose's advanoe, had disbanded his small Royalist foroe which 

never received the reinforoements promised by Hamilton. Meanwhile 

Argyle was in Kintyre waiting to repel Antrim's invasion whioh 

never took place. 

The King~ despite these setbaoks,left York on May 22nd and Iœrcœd 

at the head of his army towards Berwick. Contingents of the two armies 

encountered each other, for the tirst and only tirœ during "the war, 

near Kelso~ but the English force, oonsiderably outnumbered~ retreated 

without giving fight. This failure of Charles' army in the field 

oombinedwith hie lack of success elsewhere in Scotland~ his financial 

problems and a general lack of enthusiasm in hie army for the oause 

it was called upon to defend (the maintenance of bishops) created 
5. 

great discouragement in the royal camp. It was while the King' s army 

was in this frame of mind that the Earl of· Dunfermline on January 6th, 

1640, brought a Petition to the King from the Covenanters as an initial 

step towards sorne kind of settlement. Charlss had actually no alternative 

but to begin negotiations which finally led on June 18th ta the signing 

of the trea~J known as the Pacification of Berwick. The terms agreed 

upon amounted to a surrender of Charles' clairns to control religion in 

Scotland. He was to call a General Assembly in August to meet in 

3. Baillie, op. cit. l, pp. 195 - 197. 
4. Aberdeen shortlyafterwards fell to Royalist troops under Aboyne, 

Huntly's son. Montrose, however J re-occupied Aberdeen on May 25th. 
5. Rushworth, op. cit. III, p. 936. 
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Edinburgh, at whioh he promised te he present, and the Soottish Parliament 

was to meet later the sarne month to ratify the acts passed by the sarna 

General Assembly. Meanwhile the forces of both ::..nnies were to be 
6. 

disbanded. However, although the immediate crisis had passed with 

the signing of the Berwick agreement, the prospect of renewed hostilities 

remained threatening so that the Scottish army was not oompletely disbanded: 

Leslie's experienced officers were still kept in pay and the drilling 
7. 

of shire lenes oontinue d. 

Charles, the Covenanters quickly realised, was not going to give 

way so easily. First, after the peace terms had been settled, Baillie 

tells us, Argyle and several other Scottish nobles went over to the 

King's camp where theywere coldly weloomed, and when Loudoun asked 

for clarification of the Treaty and how Charles intended to keep 
8. 

his promises, the King's replywas threatening. Next, according to 

a Royal Prociamation made by the Privy Council at the end of June, the 

General Assembly was to meet on August 12th, but what troubled the 

Covenanters was that bishops and archbishops were included in the 
9. 

summons although the Chur ch of Scotland had abolished Episcopacy. 

And of further concern to the Covenanters was the use of the l'JO rd 
10. 

'pretendsd' by Charles when referring to the late Glasgow Assembly. 

That it was the King' s intention ta restore Episcopacy as soon as 

possible is made abundantly clear in a letter Charles wrotG on August 

6th iD -the Archbishop of st. Andrew: ''We may give way for the present 

ta that which will be prejudicial both to the ohurch and our own Government, 
Il. 

yet we shall not leave thinking in time to remedy both." 

6. Ibid., p. 945. 
7. S.H.S., Papers relating to the Army of Solemn League and Covenant, 

(Edinburgh: T.&A. Constable, 1917), 2nd series, l, p. xii. 
8. Baillie, op. cit. l, p. 221. 
9. R.p.a., 2nd series, VII, p. 122. 
10.Ibid., p. 123. 
Il.~orth, op. cit., III, p. 952. 
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On August l2th, the General Assembly opened in ~dinburgh. Charles 

wes not present, having abandoned his promise to attend beoause of the 

Covenanters' hostility to bishops. The Assembly, however, unmoved by 

the King's ill-will, proceeded to confirm aIl the acts of the Glasgow 

Assembly abolishing Episcopacy in Sootland. Then, in addition, it 

resolved that an Act in Council be passed ordering subscription to the 

National Covenan t by all the people, and to be prefixed to the Covenant 

was a declaration that the Five Artioles of Perth and the government of 

the Kirk by archbishops and bishops he acknowledged as unlawful within 
12. 

the Church of. Scotland~. 

The King, prediotably, was not prepared to submit to these Soottish 

demands and determined once again to resort to arms. On the advice of 

Wentv.orth who had reoently come to England in September, 1639, Charles 

called the English Parliament :to_m~et at Westminster in order to obtain 

money to be used against the Scots. Charles accused Scotland before 

the English Parliament of re-creating the 'Auld Alliance' with France 
13. 

so as ta hurt England. The Short Parliament, however, as it was called, 

was more interested :\.n domestic grievances, such as ship-money and 

parliamentary privil:iges, and although i t was willing to grant fi'1.ancial 

help ta the King it was on condition that he come to terms with Parliament 
14. 

over their complaints. This Charles refused ta do. Parliament was 

therefore dissolved on May 5th, 1640, and Charles began on his own 

to make preparations for his seoond invasion of Scotland. 

12. Ibid., pp. 963 - 964. 
13. !Ord., p. 1117. Charles' criticism of Scotland was based on a letter, 

intercepted by the King, wri tten by Loudoun to the French in which the 
word 'King' was used in such a way that it might be interpreted that the 
Covenanters acknowledged the King of France over Charles. Loudoun, 
probably in all sincerity, denied the charge. The Soots, in fact, had 
li ttle regard for the French at this time: "The friendship of the French," 
Baillie writes from London in 1643, "was never much worth to us, and now 
we regard it as little as ever (Baillie, op.~. 2, p.105).1t 

14. Rushworth, op. cit. III, p. 1143. 
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(2) Seoond Bishopst War. 
On August 20th, 1640, the King laft London for 

York where he arrived just three days 1ater. But on the sarne August 20th 

the Soottish army crossed the Tweed and, whi1e the Roya1ists were trying 
15. 

with great diffiou1ty ta raiae Yorkshire 1evies, defeated the King's 

army defending Newoast1e at Newburn on August 28th. The Eng1ish army 

retreated to Durham 1eaving Newoast1e open to the Soots who ocoupied the 
16. 

town on August 30th. The mi1itary successes of the Scots, Charles' 

mounting financia1 difficulties, and the fai1ure of the Eng1ish as a whole 

to rally against the Scottish invasion, Charles having waited all through 

the month of September for this to happen; 1ed at 1as~ to the King agreeing 
17. 

to negotiations whioh began on October 2nd at Ripon in Yorkshire. 

The disoussions produced little until October 16th ~en articles 

were agreed on ta maintain at Eng1ish expense the Soottish army, the 
18. 

burden for payment ta begin with fal1ing on the northern shires. Then, 

in order ta reach a final sett1ement, the King was asked by the Scots to 

petition Par1iament to compensata them for the great loss they had 
19. 

sustained. The importance of this stipulation was that the English 

Parliament, as yet not sitting, he called to complete the peace terms. On 

October 21st both parties agreed ta the negotiations being transferred to 
20. 

London. Charles, in the meantime, under great financia1 strain to maintain 

the Scottish army of occupation, was compelled ta summon the 'Long 

Parliament' on November 3rd, 1640. In London the Treaty of Ripon was not 

15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 
20. 

The King was told by the Northern Hobility that they could not persuade 
an ar.my to march without first receiving fourteen days pay (Rushworth, 
op. cit. III, p. 1231.). 
Rushworth, op. cit. III, p. 1238. 
Ibid., p. 1286. 
After these arrangements had been made, Alexander Henderson is reported to 
have informed the Eng1ish that they had the best of the bargain, as it was 
"more b1essed to give than receive (Gardiner, op. cit., IX, p. 214).n 
Rushworth, op. cit. III. p. 1298. 
~., pp. 1303 - 04. 
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concluded until August 5th, 1641. On that date the English Parliament, 

Which had weloomed the Soottish Commissioners as alliee and friends, 

finally agreed to the Scottish demands for peace vmich included an amount 

of &300~OOO for arrears due to their army and as a pledge to guarantee 

its disbanding and removal out of England. The King was also required to 

approve the Acte of the 1639 and 1640 Scottish Parlirunents which had 
21. ' 

ratified the Covenanting policy. 

Meanwhile, there had arisen in Scotland a moderate party of some 

standing led by Montrose. He protested the direction of Scottish affairs 

by a few, which meant Argyle, and he also wanted greater assurance, while 

still supporting the National Covenant, that the crown be loyally main-

tained. The gist of his position wae that "the King' s prerogati va and 

the subject's privilege are so far from incompatibility that the one can 
22. 

never stand '\mless supported by the other. ft As a result of these 

views, Montrose signed, in August 1640, along with seventeen other Soottish 

peers, what wae called the Cumbernauld Bond. In the early summer of 1641 

he wrote to the King to counsel moderation. Unfortunately for Montrose 

the King's reply was intercepted and on June llth he was imprisoned. 

Charles, on the oonclusion of the Treaty of Ripon, journeyed to 

Edinburgh in August to see ratified the Acts passed against Episcopacy 

by the two past Scottish Parliaments. He hoped no doubt to raiae 

support for his cause by encouraging the moderates, such as he now knew 

existed, but in this regard he made little or no headway. He was, in 

fact, obliged to appoint such radical Covenanters as Loudoun to the 

Chancellorship and Argyle to the Treasury as its chief con~isBioner. 

He also knighted Wariston, created General Leslie the Earl of Leven and 

21. Rushworth, ~. cit. IV, pp. 366 - 367. 
22. Memorials of Montrose and His Times. (Edinburgh: Maitland Club, 1850) II,p.5C 
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appo1nted Alexander Henderson to the deanery of the Chapel Royal in 

Edinburgh. The only constructive thing ~ may say that Charles did to 

advance his cause was to secure the release of Montrose. When Charles 

left Edinburgh the Covenanters had won a complete victory over the King. 

They had also in d01ng this set forces loose in England Which eventually 

led to Charles' downfall. 



99. 

B. The Quest for Uniformity along Presbyterian lines. 

(1) The Soleron League and Covenant. 
With his troubles in Scotland somewhat 

abated, Charles now turned his attention to the rising confrontation 

between himself and the English Parlia.nent. By August '22nd, 1642, however, 

Charles falt compelled to raise his standard at Nottingham, and civil War 

broke out between parliament and the King. From the start of the Civil 

War it was of great moment to both parties to consider what sida Scotland 

would support, and each entered into correspondence with the Scottish 

Privy Council. 

When the King left Edinburgh in August, 1641, the Presbyterian 

sattlement after three years of struggle Beemed at last secure. To 

begin with, therefore, Scotland was desirous to remain neutral and the 

Privy Council, in their replies to King and Parliament, tried to bring 
23. 

about a reconciliation. It would appear, however, that the Privy 

Council sided more with Parliament than it did with Charles who, on one 

occasion, was advised by them to return to his Parliament as it was 
24. • 

his best and most impartial counsel. Charle s angrily rep~ed that he 

did not wish thern to meddle so far as to judge the differences between 

himself and Parliament, but as the King's subjects to keep in touch with 
25. 

the real state of affairs, and in another letter from Charles one part 

reads: I~ did not requyre of yow that yee would sit as judges upon the 
26. 

affairs of another Kingdome.'t Parliament, on the other hand, did not 

adopt so high handed a manner and simply thanked the Privy Council for 
27. 

their wise advice. Parliament was playing its hand much better than 

Charles. 

23. Rushworth, °E· cit. IV, p. 498. 
24. R.P.C., 2nd series, VII, p. 250. 
25. Ibid. , p. 256. 
26. Ibid., p. 256. 
27. Ibid., p. 258. 
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We may say. howaver. that the deoisive event that led ta Sootland's 

entry into the Civil War on the sid.e of parliament occurred on the eve 

of the conflict when the General Assembly. whioh met at St.Andrews in 

July and August 1642. passed a petition to the Privy Counoil desiring 

its conourrence Rin thair remonstrance ta the Parliament of England 

towards the setling of unitie in religion and uniformi ty of churoh 
28. 

government in his Majesties three Kingdoms." The Council approved the 

petition and on August 18th sent it to the English Parliament which one 

month later Wholeheartedly endorsed the desire for religious uniformity 
29. 

by the General Assembly and Privy Council. 

The Scots believed that Parliament's answer was more than politic, 

but sincere and in line w:i. th, the thinking of most Englishmen. The grounds 

for their optimism probably began when Alexander Henderson, Robert Baillie, 

George Gillespie and Robert Blair were in London, during the working 
30. 

out of the Treaty of P.ipon, as ohaplains to the Soottish Commissioners. 

In London theywere feted as 'saviours of England. They heard eve~~ere 
31-

Episcopacy condemned and their own Covenant approved. They were also 

told that a petition signed qy 15,000 subscribers had been delivered 

to the Commons for t~e removing of Episcopacy, the Service Book and other 
32. 

ecclesiastical scandaIs. Crowds also flocked ta hear them preach and hung on 

their words. "In my last tour (of preaching)," Baillie writes, "on the 

3rd verse of the l26th Psalm. 'The Lord hes done great things for us,' l spent 

much of ane hour i~ an historik narration. • .of aIl that God had done 

for us, fra the maids commotion in the Cathedrall of Edinburgh ta that present 
33. 

day: manie tears of compassion and joy did fall from the eyes of the English. n 

28. Ibid. , p. 314:. 
29. Ibid., pp. 317 - 318. 
30. Baillie, op. cit. l, p. 269. 
31. Ibid., p. 273. 
32. ï'DièT. , p. 280. 
33. !'b't'!t., p. 295. 
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These expressions of support followed the Scots on their return to 

Scotland. The General Assemhly, for example, Which met in St.Andrews in 

July 1642, received a letter from ministers in Englandwhich in part 

read: "the desire of the most god~y and oonsiderable part amongst us is, 

that the Presbyterian government, which hath just and evident foundation 

both in -the Word of God and Religious reason" may be estab1ished amongst 
34. 

us." The Eng1ish Parliarnent al so wrote to the same Assembly expressing 

their desire to settle ecclesiastical matters in England in a manner that 

would be most agreeable to God' s Word, and out of whi ch might resul t a 
35. 

stable union between the two Kingdoms. There is little doubt that the 

scots, from their London exparience and the letters of goodwill theywere 

receiving from England" genuinely believed that their desire for religious 

uniformity wes also shared by the English themselves. Theymay, however, 

as suggested by Professor Hugh Watt, have erred in forgetting that London 

wes not aIl England, and the divines they met there were not a typical 
36. 

sample of the English clergy. 

The petition regarding religious uniformity was also sent to 

the King Whose reply was much less enthusiastic than that of Parliarnent. 

He advised them that Parliarnent was as likely to accept a Presbyterian 

system as they an Episcopalian" and he went no further towards recognition 

of their petition than to say he would consider reform in religion neccording 
37. 

to the lmown laws of this Kingdom. 1I The missionary zeel of the Covenanters, 

however, would not be shaken and they instructed the Privy Council, in 

January 1643, with impressing on the King the supreme necessity of 

34. A.G.A., p. 66. 
35. Ibid., p. 66. 
36. Watt" op. cit., p. 65. 
37. R.P.C., 2nd series, VII, p. 332. 
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38. 

establishing un if 0 rmit Y in religion in thethree Kingdoms. In March 1643, 

the King replied to the Commissioners of the Church of Scotland that they 

were rnistaken in thinking that England desired to overthrow Episcopacy 
39. 

in favour of Presbytery. Loudoun and Henderson thereupon hastened to 

visit Charles in Oxford and advised him that he risked Scottish inter-
40. 

vention on the si de of Parliarnent unless he agreed to uni ty in religion. 

But in a Declaration to the Scottish people in May 1643, Char le s rœ.de 

it abundantly clear, so that the Scots could no longer escape his meaning, 
41-

that he rejected their plan for chur ch reforme Quite soon afterwards 

offers of aid were made by the Scots to Parliwnent. and on Ju1y 18th 

the two Houses resolved to send Commissioners into Scot,land to negotiate 

a treaty of assistance. On August 7th the English Commissioners arrived. 

The English wuld have preferred a civil league, but the Scots 

insisted on a religious bond which .~en drawn up was ca11ed the Solemn 

League and Covenant. The heart of the Covenant isperhaps best expressed 

in the first clause which stated that both Par liaments would endeavour to preservE 

the Reformed Religion in the Church ot Scotland and reforrn religion in 

England and Ireland "in Doctrine, Worship. Discipline and Government, 

according to the Word of God, and the example of the best Reforrned 
42. 

Chur che s. " This phrase no doubt meant for the Scots conformi ty ta thei r 

own Pr~sbyt9rian system. AnothGr important clause declared that the King's 

person and authority was to be preserved which may sound a little inconsistent 

as they were about to take up ar.ms against hirn. This apparently contradic-

tory statement, however, is made somewhat clearer by the qualification that 

38. Ibid., p. 378 
39. ~rth, op. cit. V. p. 461 
40. Donaldson, Scotland: James V to James VII, p. 331-
41. Ru shworth, op. cit. V, p. 463. 
42. Ibid., p. 478. 
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to be loyal to the King meant first lthaving baf'ore. our Eyea the Glory 

of God, and the Advancement of the Kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jésus 
43. 

Christ." In other words, acoording to the Scots, the crown rights of 

the Redeemer alone could guarantee "the Honour and Happiness of the King's 
44. 

Majesty." It was not treasonable, therefore, to oppose Charles; they 

simply desired to bring him out of spiritual darkness into light for 

his own good and benefit. 

The 'league t or 'civil l part in contraat to the 'biblical' or 

'covenant t part is ~xpressed in the final clause Where it stated that 

each party will "aasist and defend all these that enter this League and 
45. 

Covenant." The Covenant closes wi th a oonfession of sin which states 

that they had not endeavoured to receive Christ into their hearts, nor 

walked worthy of hL~ in their lives. Each subscriber waa, therefore, 

called upon to amend his lire, and "each one to go before another in 
46. 

the example of a real Reformation." 

On August 17th the first text of the Soleron League and Covenant 

was passed by the General Assembly and later the same day by the 

Convention of Estatos as a basis of an alliance between Scotland and 

the English Parliament. Baillie tells us that when it came bafore the 

General Assembly "i t was receaved with the greateat applause that ever 
47. 

l sawany thing." The English aocepted it, with a f'ew minor alterations, 

on September 25th, and then in November the military aspects of the 
48. 

alliance were agreed upon. 

43. Ibid., p. 478. 
44. YDrCr., p. 478. 
45. Ibid., p. 479. 
46. Ibid., p. 479. 
47. Baillie, op. cit. II, p. 90. 
48. Rushworth, op. cit. V, p. 475. 
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(2)The Westminster Assemb1y. 
On June 12th# 1643. two months before the 

Soleron League and Covenant was drawn up, the English Parliament appointed 

an Assembly of one hundred and twenty divines and thirty 1ayrnen to 

consult for the regulating of the government and liturgy of the Church 

of En~land, and that the reform be according to the Word of God, and be 
49. 

in nearer agreement with the Church of Scotland and other reformed churches. 

The Assemb1y met at westminster, in King Henry VIrls Chapel, July 1st,1643. 

The Scots were invited to send representatives, and on August 19th the 

General Assembly gave commission to five ministerij,Alexander Henderson, 

Robert Douglas, Samuel Rutherford, Robert Bai11ie and George Gillespie, 

and three ruling eIders, the Earl of Cassil,is# Lord Mai t1and and Johnston 

of Wariston "to repair unto the Assembly of Divines and others of the 

Church of England ••• for the setling of the so much desired union of 

the who1e church in one forme of church government, one Confession of 
50. 

Faith, one oommon Catechism, and one Direotory for the Worship of God." 

The Scottish Cornmissioners arrived in the middle of August to find 

the Assembly involved in the revision of the Thirty-nine Artioles, a 

task which it never oompleted. The English Parliament interrupted this 

disoussion# when it had got no further than the sixteenth article# requir-

ing the Assembly to begin work on the subjects of Church Governrnent and 

the Directory of Worship. These instructions by Parliament are indicative 

of its contvol over the Assembly which had its members norninated, Chairman 

appointed# procedure set# work proposed and results revised by the 
51. 

same body. The means of Par1iamentary control was through a special 

49. Ibid.# p. 337. 
50. A:G7A.# p. 88. 
51. Rushworth, op. cit.# V, p. 338. 
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committee~ known as the Grand Committee~ which was made up of represen-
52. 

tatives from both Houses~ oertain Clergy and the Scottish Commissioners. 

The Soots may have disliked suoh governmenta1 direction~ but as members 

of the above oommittee it did give them the opportunity to examine 

cri tically the whole work of the Assemb1y. 

The Soottish COI!1missioners were permitted to sit in the Assemb1y 

itself vd. th the privilege "upon ocoasion to give their advice in points 
53. 

debated. 1t They also served in the three Assembly Committees which 

prepared the proposaIs J'or discussion~ and sometimes they were the sole 

persons appointed to a task~ such as the drawing up of a Directory for 
54. 

bath sacrements. ''We are prettie bussie~ n Baillie writes home with 

some justification. as '~e sitt dai1y from nyne till near one; and after-

noone til1 night we are usua11ie in committees. Saturday~ our only 

free da y, is to prepare for Sunday ••• Judge what time we have for letters, 
55. 

and wri tting of pamph1etts, and many other business. " The Scots were 

deep1y invo1ved in the duties re1ated to their commission, and, as we 

sha11 see, they were to impress up0n the work of the Assemb1y a distinctive 

Scottish stamp. 

The majority of the Assemb1y probably favoured the settlement of a 

presbyterian form of government, but Eng1ish presbyterianism wes not 

estab1ished on Slch firm ground as its counterpart in Scot1and. William 

Campbell calls it an E'JIlorphous 'Presbyterianism', as much an anti-pre1atic 
56. 

reaction as anything else. The Scots, therefore, had the monumental 

task to mou1d this vague1y Presbyterian group into accepting their 

idea1 model. But this undertaking -was further complicated by the oppo si tion 

of·two strong parties in the Assemb1y: the Erastians and the Independents. 
52~ Bai11ie, op. cit. II, p. 110. 
53~ Ibid.~ p. 110~ 
54. Ibid., p. 140. 
55. Ibid., p. 244. 
56. WiIIinm M. Campbe11~ The Triumph of Presbyterianism, (Edinburgh: 

st. Andrews Press, 1958), p. 103. 
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The Erastian controversy began in the Assemblywith the debate about 

the Pastor' s power to judge who was to be admitted or excluded from 
57. 

the Lord's Table, and who was to be excommunicated. Selden, a lay 

representative and political lawyer, asserted that there waB no such 

censure as excommunication in Bcripture and that it needed, therefore, 
58. 

the consent of the civil power. Those Who Bupported this position in the 

Assembly were few in number, but as they had the backing of ParI iament 

they were in fact a powerful minority. George Gillespie, for the 

Pres~rteri.ans, argued the contrary position declaring that it was the 

prerogative of the Church alone to exercise such a disciplinary function. 

In the c~urse of the dabate the word 'Erastian' was introduced by 

.Gillespie after one Erastus, a 16th century Swiss-Garman theologian. 

who denied the Chur ch had the right to use the disoipline of excommunication. 

As used by Gillespie, however, the term had a wider meaning to denote 

the doctrine of the supremacy of the state in aIl eoclesiastical affairs. 

The matter of excommunication, therefore, became the centre around which 

the broader controversy of spiritual freedom versus state control 

revolved. 

Gillespie's arguments prevailed in the Assembly ~ich then petitioned 

Parliament in August 1645, to accept the divine right of the Church 

alone to excommunicate. Parliament was incensed with this unexpected 

turn of events and promptly rejected the recommendation, and publi~ly 

rebuked the Assembly with breach of privilege. NeverthelesB, the Assambly 

refused to be browbeaten on this matter as can be seen when it passed, 

again with Scottish prompting, chapter thirty of the Confession of Faith 

57. Baillie, op. cit. II, p. 129. 
58. Ibid., p. 129. 
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whioh stated: "The Lord Jesus, as king and head of his ohurch, hath 

therein appointed a government in the hand of church-officers, distinct 
59 • 

.t'rom the civil magistrate. lI And it was also the dut Y of these chur ch-

officers,#according to the Confession, to discipline offenders by admonition, 
60. 

suspension from the sacrament of the Lordls Supper and by excommunication. 

Parl:iament condenmed, as expected, this chapter along wi th chapter thirty-

-one on Synods and Councils. We may say, however, that the strong anti-

Erastian stand. of the Assembly "WaS a triumph for the Scots who were the 

1eading proponents in +be debate. 

The other controversy whioh threatened the effectiveness of the 

Assembly for the Scots was the matter of IToleration l or the complete 

re1igious freedom of the individual which was supported ~ those known as 

the Independents. These men were for the mast part Calvinist in theology 

which ta begin with endeared them to the Scots who called them "friends 
61. 

and gracious menu and ttmost able men, and of great credit. 1l But, to 

the horror of the Soots, they rejected, in favour of congregationalism, 

every hierarchioa1 system of church government inoluding Presbytery which .. 
62. 

as Bai1lie tells us, they oonsidered as sorne kind of lIstrange monster". 

The Independents also championed, in opposition to the Scots, the right 

of every individual to interpret the Bible for himself without regard to 

eoclesiastica1 authority. The oonsequence of these prinoip1es, the Scots 

readi1y understood, would resu1t in a multiplioity of sects. There would 

be no authoritarian chur ch court or courts to control the schisms or ta 

59. John MacPherson, The Westminster Confession of Faith, (Edinburgh: T. & T. 
Clark, 1958), p. 158. 

60. Ibid., pp. 160 - 161. 
61. Rutherford, op. oit., p. 618. Bail1ie, op. cit. II, p. 117. 
62. Baillie, op. cit. II, p. 117. 
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63. 

defend the fundamentals of the Christian faith. 

The Independents in pursuit of their polioy of 'Toleration' harassed 

th.e Scots and their Presbyterian allies. draWing them into long debates, 
64. 

practioally over every matter raised in the Assembly. They spoke out 

against the Soottish usage of a Psalter and the singing of paraphrases; 

they at one point reasoned against the use of aIl Directories whioh 

Baillie rightly interpreted as an attempt to turn the Assembly upside 
65. 

down as this was one of its primary tasks; they objeoted to the Soottish 

custom of the minister kneeling in the pulpit; they rejected the Scottish 

mode of receiving communion around a table, and here the Scots, touched 

on something they consider crucial, were quick to react by condemning 
66. the Independent celebration of the sacrament as very irreverent. It was, 

however, over the question of ordi~ation, whether it be performed by 

the local congregation or by a higher court of the churoh, that finally 

brought matters to a head betwgen them. Ordination was indeed an important 

issue because, if the Scottish position was accepted, it meant there was 

an ecclesiastical body or court above the local congregation. Thus it 
63. The Scottish position on the matter of the right of the individual to interpret the Bible may be best expressed in the words of John Calvin who in the Preface to the 'Institutes' writes: "Although Scripture contains a per­fect doctrine, to which one cao add nothing, since in i t our Lord has meant to display the infinite treasures of his Wisdom, yet a person who has not much practice in it has good reasan for sorne guidance and direction, to know what he ought to look for in it, in order not to wander hither and thither, but ta hold a sure path, that he may always be pressing toward the end to which the Roly Spirit calls him. Perhaps the dut Y of those who have received from God fuller light than oth~rs is to help simple folk at this point, and as it were to lend them a hand, in order to guide and help them to find the sum of what God meant to teach us in his Word (John T. McNeill (ed.), Calvin: Institutes of the Christian Religion, (Philadelphia: West­I!'.inster Press, 1960), l, p.6) .It 
64. Robert Baillie explains the delaying tactics of the Independents as follows: "These men hes retarded the Aasemblie long twelve moneths. This is the fruit of their disservic9, to obtaine really ane Act of Parliment for their tolleration, before we have gotten anything for Presbytrie either in Assemblie or Parliament (Baillie, op. cit, II, p. 230)." 65. Ibid., p. 123. 
66. Ibid., p. 148. 
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was while debating this question that the Scots began to speak of an open 

schism wi th the Independents, and that they feared from now on they muId 
67. 

have to deal with them as openenemies. The Assembly once again, however~ 

as in the Erastian debate, sided with the Scots, and passed the proposaIs 

on ordination to their satisfaction. 

It was now clear to the Scottish Commissioners that they could 

oount on support from the Assembly, but, as far as Parliament was 

concerned, they realised, its favour would be conditional, not on 

arguments and debates, but on the success of their ar.my. The importance 

of miU tary victories in influencing Parliement was plainly evident when, 

shortly after the Scots occupied Newcastle, a delay they had been experiencing 

in the Assembly was quickly overcome by letters to both Houses from 
68. 

their triumphant countrymen in the north. Again in May, 1645, ~en 

progress was slow, Baillie vn-ites: "If the Lord will be p1eased to 

uphold our armie, l be1ieve we shall close aIl Church-affairs shortly 
69. 

according to our mind, and easily call in the wantonness of the Sectaries. 1t 

But, unfortunate1y for the Scots, militar,y defeats rather than victories 

were forthcoming. Thus we may imagine their despair ovar the series 

of bril1iant royalist victories in Scotland won by Montrose. As Baillie 

puts it: "Our spirits are deeplie wounded within us, and broken, by what 
70. 

we hear from tyme ta tyme from dear Scotland. ft Montrose, hovlever, was 

eventually defeated et Phil1iphaugh on Sept. 13th, 1645, but not before, 

to the great humiliation of the Scots, a considerable part of their army 

had ta be recal1ed to Scot1and. These military setbacks inevitably hindered 

67. Ibid. , p. 168. 
68. Ibid. , p. 242. 
69. Ibid. , p. 270. 
70. Ibid., p. 304. 
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their function in the Assembly and reduced their influence with Parliament. 

The work of the Assembly, however, moved slow1y to completion, 

and for the most part to the satisfaction of the Scots.~ They saw the 

four points of uniformi ty to which they were commi tted, one form of 

church government, one Confession of Faith, one common Catechism and 

One Directory of Worship comp1eted in the Assembly and, apart from 

the important point of church government, accepted with few alterations 

by Parliament. The Directory of Worship was approved by Parliament on 

January 3rd, 1645, and by the General Assembly of the Church of Scot1and 
71. 

one month later on February 3rd. The purpose of the Directory, as exp1ained 

in the Preface, was not for the sake of nove1ty or to disparage the first 

Reformers, but "that we may in some measure answer the gracious pro-

vidence of God, which at this time ca11eth upon us further reformation. • • 

and withal give some public testimony of our endeavours for uniformity 

in Divine Worship, which we have promised in our Solemn League and 72. 
Covenant." The Scottish Commissioners, however, did not find everything 

73. 
in the new Directory to their liking, and they wisely cautioned the 

General Assemb1y that if "uniformitie in eve~hing is not obtained in 
74. 

the beginning, let it not seem strange. 1t The Directory as a who1e, however, 
was cast in a Scottish mou1d. 
71. A.G.A., pp. 115 - 116. 
72. Thomas Leishman, The Westminster Directory, (Edinburght William Blackwood & Sons, 1901), p. 13. 
73. Thomas Leishman mentions a fewof the liturgica1 changes accepted by the Scottish Church: "Arter.- Westminster, our c1ergy laid aside the Common Prayers and Scripture of the reader's service ••• Now they began their pulpit dut Y by giving out of the psa1m which in earlier days had marked the close of the reader's service ••• Other distinctive usages, on Which the o1der Scottish churchmen set much value, had to be sacrificed to the prejudices of the extremer Puritans and their sympathizers in Scotland. Some of these were omitted by tacit concurrence, as the saying of the Apostles' Creed by sponsors, and the singing of the ascription of ~lory to the Roly Trinit y at the end of psa1ms. The Scottish Assemb1y open1y required that the minister's private devotions in the pu1pit, before beginning service, shou1d be discontinued, as a concession to the 

Engli sh (Thoma s Le i shman, cp ft cj t Il p. xviii). n 74. A.G.A., p. 112. 
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Next~ the Confession of Faith was laid before Parliament on November 

20th, 1646. It did not receive overall approval. Chapter thirty on 

'Church Censures' and chapter thirty-one on 'Synods and Councils', as 

mentioned earlier~ were condemned~ and objections were r~ised against 

certain expressions in chapter tNenty-four on 'Y~rriage and Divorce'; 

otherwise it was found acceptable. The reception of the Confession 

in Scotland was complete and unanimous. When the General Assembly 

met in Edinburgh in August 1647, the Confession was found by the 

Assemb1y nto be most agreeable to the Word of God~ and in nothing contrary 

to the received doctrine, worship, discipline, and govermnent of this 75. 
Kirk." 

The third in the four point plan for uniformi ty was the Catechisme 

This was accepted wholeheartedly by the General Assembly which met in 

July 1648. The Larger Catechism was received without amendment and 

described in auch favourable tenns as lia rich treasure for increasing 
76. 

knowledge among the people of God." The Shorter Catechism was also 

weIl received, but, excellent as the Assembly believed it to be, it was 

thought to be too long~ and too hard for the common people and children. 
The Assembly arranged, therefore, to have it revised in order to shorten 

77. 
it and make it clearer. 

75. Ibid., p. 158. 

76. Ibid., p. 168. 

77. Bai1lie, op. cit. III, p. 59. 
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The Westminster form of church presbyterial government, the fourtn 

point in the quest for uniformity~ was approved by the General Assembly 

on February lOth, l645~ but, to the great disappointment of the Scots, 

the English Parliament consistently refused to accept it. Parliament, 

by March 1646, went as far to propose a Presbytery, accorèing to 

Robert Blair, "in a way of their own, Which indeed was not Presbyterian 78. 
government." The 'way of their own' was to have a General Assembly 

. subordinate to Parliament, and a set of civil courts in e~ery shire 
79. to whioh the congregational eldership would be subject. The City of 

London, in the meantime, acting independently from both Houses, set 

up a Presbytery aocording to the Westminster model, but this example 

made no difference to the attitude of Parliament. As late as January 

16~, Baillie mentions that the model of chur ch government approved by 
80. 

the Assembly "yet sticks in the hands of the Houses." Parliament com-· 

promised, but never accepted the Assembly's recommendation for the 

settling of Presbyterianisme Parliament's reticence on this matter, we 

suggest, was due mainly to the military situation: the suocess of 

Cromwell' s New Model Army inoreased the influence of the Independents, 

and this combined with the disastrous defeats of the covenanters by 

Montrose drastically if not permanently crippled the Presbyterian 
8l. 

position in England. 

------~~--~~-------------------------------------------------------------
78. à.G.A. p. 121. 
79. Baillie, op. oit. II, p. 357. 
80. Ibid, III, p. 1. 
81. After the Covenanters once again had been defeated by Montrose, this time at Alford, in Aberdeenshire, July 2nd, 1645, and the Scottish army in England remained inert watching the critioal developments in Scotland, Baillie explains the consequences in London: "As yet our armie here hes done nothing: if its credit be not relieved with some successfull action quickly, the clamors of this people will arise against it. Cromwellts extraordinar suocess, makes that partie here triumph (Baillie, op. cit. II, pp. 302 - 303)." 
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If the Scots were not completely successful in their dealings 

with Parliament, the srune cannot be said about the Westminster Âssembly 

where theywere triumphant. Their influence was out of aIl proportion 

to their numbers, they succeeded in convincing the Assembly to 

accept, almost unconditionally, Scottish standards in worship, theology 

and church government. 
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C. The Engagement. 

AlthoU[;h"fue Scots were well satisfied with"fue w::>rk of the West-

minster Assembly, their hope of ecclesiastical uniformity was being 

dashed by the rise of the Independents who, because of' the succes:s of the 

new Model Ar.my under Oliver Cromwell, were with increasing regu1arity 

controlling Eng1ish politics. The Scots felt betrayed by Parliament 

which, by Maroh 1646, began to quarrel openly with the Scottish Cornrnissioners 
82. 

in London. Equally unsatisfa.ctor~r to the Scots was the length of the war 

Which by the beginning of 1646 still seemed interminable. Meanwhile, the 

Scottish army was i11 paid, its needs inadequately furnished, and Scotland's 
83. 

obligation to Eng1and had je~Qrdi~d her secu.ri ty at home from Montrose. 

Vfuile the alliance was thus under considerable strain, the King, 

through the machinations of the French diplomat Jean De Montereul~ 

delivered himself up to the Scottish Army at Newark~ near Newcastle, in 
84. 

May 1646. Charles received a slim vlelcome from the Scots; he was not 

honoured by the local mayors as was the custom, nor was he given too much 
85. 

Îreedom. Nevertheless, the Scots be1ieved that the King in their hands 

was of great advanta;;e to them: "i t makes them (the Independents) madd," 
86. 

Baillie writes, "but all good people are very joyi'ul of' it. 1t The joyof 

the Scots can be explained because they had been led to believe that the 

King would agree to the est~blisbJment of' presbyterianism in the three 
87. 

Kingdoms. Charles was not long in Newcastle, therefore, bef'ore both national 

Parliaments asked him to swear to and siEn the Solemn League and Covenant, 
82. Robert Blair, ~. ci t., p. 181. 
83. Army of the Soleron League and Covenant, op. cit., p. xviii. 
84. The reason for the Fronch interest in Scotland was, as explained by 

Montereul, that a victorious Scotland could be later used by France as 
a power to oppose England. See S.R.S., Correspondence of' Jean De Montereul, 
(Edinburgh: T. & A. Constable, 1898 - 99), lst series, 29, l, p. 17. 

85. Ibid., p. 194 - 195. 
86. BaIï1ie, op. cit. II, p. 370. 
87. Montereu1, 0.12. cit., l, p. xx. 
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abolish Episcopacy, and that the reform of religion according to the 
88. 

above Covenant be settled by act of Parliament. Charles, however. 

evaded a direct answer. According to Chancellor Loudo:m he "had not 

given a present assent to the Propositions, yet he had not in his 
89. 

answer refused them." The Soots correctly interpreted the King' s 

hedged reply as a refusaI. Several notable Scottish divines, including 

Alexander Henderson Whom Charles favoured most of aIl, tried to reason 
90. 

with the King, but he kept insisting that he could not abolish Bishops. 

The Scots, however, were just as resolute to do nothing for the King unless 

he agreed to establish Presbyterianism in England. 

Meanwhile, as the Soots continued to press Charles iD change his mind, 

a transaction between Scotland and the English Parliament was being worked 

out regarding the removal of the Scottish army out of England, and another 
91. 

about the disposaI of the King' s person. The Scots believed they were 

faced with the alternative either to take Charles back to Scotland or 

deliver him to the English Parliament. Baillie expresses weIl their 

predicamentt "The King' s madness hes oonfounded us aU: we are in a 
92. 

woefull evill taking; we know not What do doe, nor 'What to say.1t And 

in enother letter, the sane day, he writes: ItThe King' s answer has 

88. Rushworth, o~. cit. VI. p. 309 - 317. 
89. Ibid., p. 33 • 
90. :Ao'ëOrding to Montereul the arguments brought forward by CharI es why he could 

not abandon the bishops were that "he had been brought up in that opinion; 
that during the first three centuries ••• there were always bishops; that 
in the reformation of the English Church, it was very wise to retain what 
was good of the Romish Church and reject what was bad; that besides, on 
his accession to the throne he had sworn to maintain them; and that in 
short. he decided not to abandon them (Montereul, op. cit. I" p. 213)." 

91. Montereul said that the sur render of the King gave the English a nhorror 
of the Scots for Whom they had formerly only a hatred. . They began to shaw 
it ••• by their caUing them nothing but Jews, people who had sold their 
King and their honour (Montereul, I, p. 445)." C.V.Wedgwood" however, 
points out that this reaction unfortunately was misplaced: the transact­
ions, one finanoial regarding the Army, the other about the disposal of 
the King, were quite separate (C.V.Wedgwood, The King's War, p.563. 
London: Collins, Fontana Library, 1966.). 

92. Baillie, op. cit. II, p. 385. 
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'broken our hearts: we see nothing but a sea of new and more horrible 
93. . 

oonfusions. n The Scot s at l ast reasoned against ta king Charle s 

home with them fearing, as they said, that once the King was in 

Scotlan d he may in a short time raise auch forces as to turn the three 
94. 

Kingdoms into a field of blood. Therefore~ after the differences were 

settled with Parliament about the amount they were to receive for the arrears 

due their army~ they evacuated Ne'!'1castl-:; on January 30th, 1647 ~ leaving 

Charle s a prisoner in the hands of the English Parliament. In February 

the King was brou~ht by Parliament to Holmby in Northamptonshire. Bellievre~ 

the Fren ch Ambassador, was perhap s right about CharI es when he cornmanted: 

ItPresbyterianism is the only thing that could save hint, i t is the only 
95. 

one that he cannot be induced to grant." 

The Scots must have quickly questioned the wisdom of handing Charles 

over to the English. First, Parliament seemGd as far away as ever 

from settling Presbyterianism as it came more and more under the influence 

of the Independents and the Army. For example, on June 14th, 1647, 

Sir Thomas Fairfax in the name of the army under his command demanded 
98. 

that Parliament be purged of delinquents. Then~ two days later, 
97. 

eleven members were impeached on orders from the army. But perhap s 

the Scots greatest fear, now that the King was out of their hands, 

was that he might make an agreement with the Independents. In order 

to forestall such a possibility the Scots entered into secret ta1ka 

with Charles which led to the Engagement, a treaty concluded on December 

26th, 1647, between the Scottish Commissioners, Lauderdale, Lanark and 

Loudoun, and the King. 

93. Ibid., p. 386. 
94. RüSi1worth, op. cit., l, p. 334. 
95. Montereul, op. cit., l, p. 364 
96. Rushworth, op. cit. VI, p. 564. 
97. Ibid. , p. 570. 
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By "the Engagement tœ King promised that "sa soon as he can with 

freedom. honour and safety be present in a free Parliament" he would 

confirm the Soleron League and Covenant by Aot of Parliament in both 
98. 

Kingdoms. The proVision was included, however, that those who were un-

-willing would not be obliged to subscribe. The King also promised ta 

establish Presbyterianism for three years, but his own household were not 

to be hindered from using the old form of Divine Service. In the meantime, 

the Westminster Assembly was to continue for three more years, with twenty 

of the King's nominees added to it along with those sent fro!J1 the Church of 

Scotland. after which the King and the two Houses of Parliament would 

determine how the church government he established. On this basis the Scots 

agreedj~end an army into England to ai d Charle s. 

The cOllsequences of the Engagement were considerable. First. it 

hastened the"outbreak of the Second Civil War. Secondly, it split 

Scotland into two irreconcilable camps. "Scotland, n Gordon Donaldson 

wri te s, "wa s a country di vided as i t had hardly been s ince Pinkie, a 
99. 

hundred years before. 1l A majority in the Scottish Estates were in 

favour of the Engagement; the General Assembly of the Church of Sootland 
100. 

strongly disapproved. The position of the clergy was simply that the 

King should not be restored to the exercise of his power until he signed 
101. 

the Solenu1 League and Covenant, and this meant in turn that no alliance 

of any kind should be entered into with those who serve the policy of 
102. 

the King. The Scottish Parliament, however, according to the tenns of 

the Engagement, proceeded to rais9 an anny to invade England. The clergy 

98. S.R. Gardiner, Constitutional Documents of the Puritan Revolution, 1625 -
1660. (Oxford: clarendon Press, 1906), p. 341. 

99. Gordon Donaldson, Scotland: James V to James VII, p. 337. 
100.A.G.A., p. 166. 
101.Rushworth, op. cit., VII, p. 1032. 
102.Montereul, op. cit., II, p. 433. 



118. 

did all in their power to delay recruitment: they preached against its 

raising and appointed fast daya !tin order to pray to God that he may 
103. 

give other intenaions ta the ministers of this S'tate. 1l The General 

Assembly also declared that not one of their order would accompany 104. 
the army. Perhaps we should note~ however~ that the c1ergy's opposition 

to the Engagement did not mean support of the Independents whom they 

dec1ared wou1d be punished by God~ but without requiring he1p from 105. 
man. 

The Scottish army~ inadequately prepared and lacking in discipline~ 

was defeated by Cromwell near Preston on April 19th, 1648. This defeat 

provided the opportunity for the radical Covenanters to gain power and 

Argyle and Loudoun, the latter of whom had re1inquished his association with 
the Engagers, set up a new government with which Cromwell, when he arrived 

in Edinburgh on October 4th, formed a somewhat ~tural alliance, the 

Engagers being now more obnoxious than the Independents. The new 

government moved quickly against the supporters of the Engagement by 

passing the Act of Classes on January 23rd, 1649. This Act divided the 

Engagers into three categories: the prominent Engagers who accompanied 

the army into England and supported Montrose' s rebellion; lesser Engagers 

who had been censured as royalists; and those who had shown sympathy with 

the Engagement or at least had not protested against it. Those of the 

first class were displaced from public office for life; the second for 

ten years; and the third for five years. And readmission to public 
106. 

office was to be preceded by examination by the Church. 

103. Montereul, op. cit. II, p. 518. 
104: Ibid., p. 531. 
105. Ibid., p. 386. 
106. A:P7S., VI, p~ 2, pp.143 - 147. 
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There was~ however, a prospect of national unit Y inunediately after 

the King's execution. The Scots had strongly objected to Charles' trial 

and pressed the English Parliament to make no decision about his fate 
107. 

without their participation. All of Scotland, i:herefore, l'las genuinely 

shocked a t the news of Charles' death and speedily ra11ieà to support 

the new King, Charl es II. However, the stimulus to union caused by 

the King's execution quickly dissipated when the rigid Covenanters 

systematically carried out a purge of aIl Engagers from the Scottish 

army. Wariston helped to silence criticism of this policy by giving 

examples from the Old Testament of Jehosophat, Asah and Amasiah, and by 

ar~uing that if they repented of their vows against the Engagement God 
108. 

would turn against them. 

Th~ defeat of the Scottish Army by Cromwell at Dunbar, September 

3rd, 1650, did not, however, mellow the attitude of the radical Covenanters 

who complained that the purging of the Engagers from the Army had 

been too lax. They further maintained that the main reason for their 

disast .. ous defeat was due to the new King' s lack of sinceri ty in the Treaty 

of Breda, wherein he agreed to sibn the Solemn League and Covenant, and his 

keeping company with Scottish and En~lish Malignants and Engagers and 

"these things were looked upon as hie provocations before the Lord, 

107. Rushworth, op. cit. VII, p. 1399. 
108. S.R.S., Johnston of Wariston's Dia~r, 1650 - 1654. (Edinburgh: T. & A. 

Constable, 1919), Znd series, 18, p. Il. -- Sir George Radcliffe, writing 
from the Hague on 28th August, s aid, Itthe ministers have lately purged 
their army of 5000 profane persans, and Loudoun went about the camp to 
tell them it was the cause of God, and not to be maintained by wicked 
men; such they account aIl Cavaliers, Montrosians, and snch as engaged 
wi th Hamilton, that is to say, their best soldiers. 1I And according to 
Sir Edward Walker, Itthe Commi ttee commanded away a11 Mal ignants and 
Engagera, and so lessened the army of three or 4000 of the best men, and 
displaced all officers suspecte d, concluding then they had an army of 
saints, and that they could not be beaten (.!~., p. xv:ï).1t 
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threatening no lesse than the destruction of us and our King." But, 

as Preston had he1ped the radica 15, the Engagers now became day by 

day the more influential party after Dunbar, and by June 1651, they 

were strong enough to have the Act of Classes rescinded. This rupture 

caused by the Engagement destroyed what hope remained for the Scots to 

estab1ish Presbyterianism in England. The split survived virtually 

unhea1ed until the Revolution of 1688, but even then a few Presbyterians 

remained loyal to the Covenanting idea1s of the 1640's such as the 

Cameronians who continued as a separate church unti1 near the beginning 

of thi s century. 

109. Scottish History Society, General Assembly Commission Records, 1650 -
1652. (Edinburgh: T. & A. Constable J 1909), lst series, 58, p. 97. 
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Conclusion. 

A. Outlina of events after 1649. 

After Cromwell's victories at Dunbar and Worchesterl Sootland 

settled into the iron grip of the Lord Protector Who proceeded to 

divest the Soottish Church of much of its authority. Most importantly, 

the General Assembly was abolished in 1653. cromwell, however, did 

not interfere with the internaI workings of the Scottish Church such 

as the Kirk Session and Presbytery so that the Church continued to 

flourish. raIt was the Lord's wonderful condescension and kindness to 

his own in Scot1andl tt Robert Blair writes l Itthat, while they were under 

the feet of usurpersl the Lord sweetened the bitterness of their 

bondage l by blessing the labours of his faithful servants in the 
1. 

ministry. ra 

The Church of Scotland, however,' remained discontented with 

Cromwellts rule. The desire for national independence and dislike 

of cromwell's religious toleration were the two main factors that kept 

the Church and Nation complaining. And it was these things that 

contributed finally to Scotland willingly submi tting to the re-turn of 

Charles II in 1660. They were, however, unknown to themselves, 

welcoming back absolute and arrogant monarchy. It was not long, therefore, 

before conflict broke out once more between Episcopacy, through Which 

Charles hoped to silence and control the Churchl and Presbytery. The 

struggle was essentially the continuation of the old conflict between 

Andrew Melville and James VI and l, and Alexander Henderson and Charles I. 

1. Robert Blair, op. cit., p. 323. 
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A11 the elemants of the past struggle were present and played their 

part. 

The conf1ict was fina11y reso1ved in favour of the Presbyterians 

on the accession to the British throne of William and Mary. Then in 

1690 by the Revolution Sett1ement Presbyterianismwas re-estab1ishad. 

It was after this date that Episcopacy ceased to be a party within 

the Church of Scot1and and became a distinctive and nonconformist 

denomination. Meanwhi1e, Presbytery in Scotland, despite its many 

schisms and disruptions throughout the 18th and 19th centuries, 

remained the dominant ecclesiastical s,ystem as it has to the present 

day. 
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B. Why the attempts at chur ch union ultimately failed. 

As we have seen in the period covered by this paper there were 

serious attempts at church union, first, by James l and Charles l to 

impose an episcopal ~stem on the Scottish Churoh to bring it into line 

wi"th the Church of England, and then by the Covenan tars in the 1640' s 

to establish Presbyterianism in England. We use, however, the term 

Itunion" wi th some reservation because the attempts to bring the two 

ehurehes together variedin degree from simply promoting a reasonable 

similarity between them te establishing outright organic union. 

James l's efforts towards a closer union of thetwo national 

churches were intended, we believe, to go no further than seeking what 

we might call a federal union. That is to say, there would exist 

between the two churches a high degree of co-operation and agreement 

on ~at would be considered·essentials while each would retain its 

national identi~ and autonomy regarding' peripheral differences. James' 

aim was to change the Scottish Church sufficiently so that such a 

meaningful relationship with the Church of England would be possible. 

And to this end, we must admit, he had a reasonable kind of success 

which was climaxed when the Scottish bishops in 1610 journeyed to London 

to receive the laying on of hands in the correct manner according to 

the English usage. 

This act of consecration, however, in no way compromised the Church 

of Scotland which was considered by the officiating Anglican clergy as 
2. 

a foreign and independent church. The Archbishops of Canterbury and 

York, therefore, refrained from taking part in the ceremony in case 

2. Supra., p. 38. 
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their participation should imply that the Chur ch of Scotland was under 

the authorj.ty of either of their sees. This precaution was necessary 

to satisfy Scottish scrUples and we believe that James was also content 

or at least wise enough always to consider the Scottish Church as 

separate from the Church of England. 

The promotion of union between the two national churches begun by 

James and towards the end of his reign left dangling;~ because of the 

furore over the Five Articles of Perth, was taken up again by Charle s I. 

We believe that Charles was much more concerned about the welfare of 

the Scottish Church than was his father. Jame.s used the episcopate 

as a tool to control the Church of Scotland While Charles, not unaware 

that the Royal Supremacy could be better maintained by this kind of 

ecclesiastical S,Ystem, believed over and above this that episcopaoy 

was beneficial and essential to the life and work of the Church itself, 

and he genuinely desired ta see the Scottish Kirk, through the episoopacy, 

be the Churoh in aIl its fullnessas it was in England. Charles, in 

other words, to a far greater extent than James, wanted all the features 

of the English Church to be visible in Scotland as weIl. We would 

hesitate ta say, hown.ver, that Charles, any more than his father before 

him, thought it wise or proper for the Church of Scotland to lose its 

national identity. 

The sarne, hawever, cannot be said about Archbishop Laud. He did 

not believe as his predecessor in office did in 1610 that the Church of 
3. 

Scot land was a foreign and independent Church. He instructed the Arch-

bishop of st. Andrews how to go about his business and was instrumental in 

having; the Bishop of Dunblane removed from his diocese to Aberdeen for 

3. Supra., p.59. 
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refusing to use the Eng1ish Liturgy. He a1so through the same Archbishop 

ca11ed for changes ta be made in the Scottish canons of 1636. Hugh Watt 

quotes a modern Scottish Episcopal historian who said about the introduction 

of these same canons that the Scottish Church "was no more consu1ted 

than an African tribe wou1d be today by a body of foreign missionaries 
4. 

engaged in their conversion." 

Laud a1so p1ayed a 1eading ro1e in the formation 0 f the new 

Scottish Service Book. It is true~ however, as Gordon Dona1dson points 

out in cha11enging the criticism that the Service Book was 'Laudian'~ 

that certain concessions were made in order to satisfy Scottish opinion, 

but, apart from the omission of the Apocrypha,. it is difficu1t to view 

any of them as major accommodations to the Scottish point of view and we 

would serious1y question whether some cou1d be thought of as concessions 

at aIl. For examp1e, the introduction of the King James Bible can hard1y 

be considered a concession to Scottish opinion, as Dona1dson c1aims, since 

it Was a1ready being extensive1y used in Eng1and. It 'is a1so difficu1t 

to regard an apo1ogy for introducing Eng1ish usages into the Scottish 

Church, mentioned in the Preface of the Service Book, as a concession, as 

Donaldson does, especially when the purpose was to Goothe Eng1ish feelings. 

Archbishop Laud was made a member of the Scottish Privy Counci1 

and i t i s unlikely ihat he found this appointment inappropriate. And yet, 

it is hard to imagine a Scottish churchman being given a simi1ar appointment 

to the Eng1ish Privy Counci1. We might say that for Laud the union of 

the crowns meant that the Scottish Chur ch was now a domestic Church, and 

thus subject to canterbury. It seems to us, therefore, that changes in the 

4. r{a tt, op. ci t ., p. 6. 
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Soottish Churoh promotad by Charlas were for Laud just a preluda to a 

unilateral organic union or, we might say, take over by the Church of 

England. 

The kind of union with the Church of Eng1and contemplated by 

the Scottish Covenanters ,~s quite similar to the federa1 type union 

attempted by King James. The Church of England was expected to be 

organized so as to bring it into nearer union with ~~e Presbyterian 

system as established in Sootland by 1638 and in line with the best 

of the Reformed churches abroad. Both churches wera to share one 

order of church government, one Directory of Worship, one Catechism 

and one Confession of Faith, but their national identities were to 

remain. 

A11 these attempts at union achieved a measure of suocess, but 

u1timate1y they ended in fai1ure. The Scottish undertaking to establish 

Presbyterianism in Eng1and we may say triumphed in an intangible way as 

far as the oono1usions of the Westminster Assembly were ooncerned, and 

succeeded to a small extent practica11y when the City of London adopted 

the Westminster formula for Presbyterian ohurch government. In the 

end, hcwfever, their efforts et union fai1ed just as decisively as did 

Charles' and Laud' s endeavours in Scotland after the introduotion of the 

Service Book in 1637. 

The only real success was that achieved by King James. His policy 

was to make headway step by step and although he was unscrupu10us in 

his methods in that ministers ware imprisoned and banished, promises 

made and broken, it was a weIl managed scheme so that a goodly number 

were persuaded to accept each successive stage in the procass. And 
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besides this many of the old forms were retained such a s the Kirk 

Session and Presbytery, and worship up to 1614 was left untouched. 

But What he acoomplished by 1610, when the Glasgow Assembly aooepted 

episoopaoy, began to crumble in the Iater part of his reign and 

finally oollapsed altogether in the hands of his suocessor. 

Now we would like to suggest a few reasons why these endeavours 

at ohurch union ultimately failed. Let us begin by oonsidering James' 

and Charles' attempt to bring the Church of Sootland into closer 

union with the Churoh of England. It seems to us that one of the 

prime reasons for their failure in the long run to establish 

episcopacy in Scotland was that, unlike Presbyterianism, it ran 

contrary to the traditional oonoept of the monarchy in Scottish 

sooiety. We can begin to understand something of the Scottish attitude 

ta the orown by looking at the famous Deolaration of Arbroath Whioh 

?ms drawn up and signed on April 6th, 1320, six years after the Battle 

of Bannockburn. This was the Scottish Declaration of Independence. 

Scotland for centuries before had been a free land, but by 1320 it had 

just gone through an aIl out English assault on its independence. 

It i6 interesting to note that the Deolaration, whioh was addressed 

to the Pope, was not drawn up in the name of the King but by "the oommuni ty 

of Seo tland Il who, in spi te of the ir love for Bruce, made i t plain, and 

in his presenoe, that if need be they would depose him in order to 

maintain their nation's freedom. The most dramatic part of the 

Declaration reads: 
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To him we are bound ••• and to hiIn as the saviour of our people 
and the guardian of our liberty, are we unanimously determined 
to adhere; but if he should desist from what he has begun, and 
should show an inclination to subject us or our Kingdom to the 
King of England ••• then we declare that we will use our utmost 
effort to expel him from the throne, as our enemy and the subverter 
of his own and of our right, and we will choose another King to 
rule over us, who will be able to defend us; for as long as a 
hundred Scotsmen are left alive, we will never be subject to the 
dominion of England. It is not for glory, riches or honour that 
we fight, but for that liberty which no good man Will oonsent to 
lose but with his life. 5. 

Two hundred years later George Buchanan said much the same, 

declaring that kings had been chosen originally by the people and 

were continued in office through their wi 11, that kings oould not 

override the law, and that those who broke it could justly be called 

to account and in the last resort put to death. John Knox also 

defended the civil and religious rights of the people against absolute 

monarchy as can he seen in the following interview wi th Mary Queen 

of Scots: 

'What have ys to do,' said she, 'with my marriage? Or what are 
ys within this Commonwealth?' 'A subject born within the same,' 
said he, 'Madam. And albeit l neither be Earl, Lord, nor Baron 
within i t, yet has God made me (how abject that ever 1 be in your 
eyes), a profitable member within the same.' 6. 

T. M. Lindsay is perhap s not far off the mark when he says modern 
7. 

democracy came into being in that answer. 

Andrew Melville, by his do ctrine of the 'Two Kingdoms', al so 

tried to limit the power of the monarch by the exclusion of the king 

as king in ecclesiastical affairs. Samuel Rutherford in Lex rex (The 

Law and the King), ~ich was published in 1644, again challenged the 

absolute power of the monarchy, declaring that the Lord and the people 

5. Quoted in Nigel Tranter, liA Letter from Scotland" in The Scots Magazine, 
(January, 1970) p~ 365. 

6. Knox, op. cit., II, p. 83. 
7. Lindsay, op. cit., II, p. 304. 
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gave the crown covenant-wise, that is, on condition that the king 

rule according to God's law, but should he break the covenant he 

would no longer be considered a lawful king. In suoh a ease 

the people "are presumed to have no King ••• and ••• to have the power 
8. 

in themselves, as if they had not appointed any King at all." Throughout 
Lex rex Rutherford sought historical evidenoe for his views by referring 

to Scottish law, confessions of faith, the heritage of the Refonned 

Churoh end to such writers as John Major and George Buohanan. There 

is little doubt Rutherford believed that he was making no radical 

departure in his work fromwell established national tradition. 

English tradition in regard to the authori~ of the crown, on 

the other hand, was notably different from that of Scotland. The 

crown in England was absolute. The Reformation in England came not 

from 'below' as in Scotland, where in fact it was a revolution in 

defiance of the crown, but from 'above' and its cardinal principle 

was the Royal Supremacy. About the. posi tion of the crown in the 

English Reformation, Gregory Dix writes: 

Men died - publicly and in horrible ways - for not conforming to every fresh ohange of the royal oonscienoe. It was made treason to speak against the Royal Supremaoy, even in private conversation; and spies and 'agents provooat~rsl were employed in men's houses to delate them. • .All preaching was forbidden, exoept to those olergy speoially lioensed by the arohbishop, and he saw to it that they were aIl propagandists for the Supremacy. It was the nearest approach to the 'regime' of the Gestapo that England has ever enjoyed. 9. 

And in England it was the business of the ohurch to build up a strong 

and effective Royal Supremacy. Cranmer, for example, was faithful 
8. Quoted in J.F. Maclear, "Samuel Rutherford: The Law and the King" in George L. Hunt (ed.), Calvinism and the Political Order, (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1965), p. 76. 
9. Gregory Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy, (Westminster: Dacre Press, 1943), p. 680. 
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throughout his oareer to the idea of the clergy as the king's ministers 

of religion to his subjects, as his judges were the king's ministers of 
10. 

justice to t hem. 

Such a concept of the monarohy was intoierable ta the Scots. Thus 

the ecclesiastical system that bolstered the Royal Supremacy, namely 

the episoopate, was equally out of place in Soottish sooiet,y. It is 

true that a moderate episoopacy introduced by King James 

enjoyed for a time a kind of success but, beoause of its association 

with royal absolutism in a oountry that was much more egalitarian 

than England, we believe i t really had very little chanoe from the 

beginning. There is much to be said for W. Law Mathieson's diotum that 

"episoopaoy in Sootland (from 1560) has never been more than a govermnent 
Il. 

superimposed for political purposes on a Preabyterian Church." 

Another important factor for James' and Charles' failure in the 

long run ta brlng Scotland into closer union wi th the Church of England 

was that they underestimated the strength of Scottish nationalism and 

its close ties with the concept of a National Church. The Scottish 

Church had always been involved in the struggle for independence. The 

time honoured name, IEcclesia Scoticana t , or Church of Scotland first 

appears about 1174 as a result of a dispute between the Scottish Church 

and the Archbishop of York who claimed to be their ecclesiastical 

superior. The expression became official when Pope Celestine III in 

1192 declared'Ecclesia Scoticana t to owe obedience ta the Apostolic 
12. 

See of Rome ''whose special daughter she is, none intervening." This gave 

10. Ibid., p. 680. 
Il. Quoted in Stewart Machie, Episcopacy in the Post-Reformation Scottish 

Church, (Edinburgh: Saint Andrew Press, The porch Library, n.d.), p.18. 
12. Quoted in R. stuart Louden, The True Face of the Kirk. (London: 

Oxford University Press, 196'"3"),'*'-p. 1. 
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What the Scots desired, that ia, independence of an English Archbishop. 

Then during the Scottj.sh War of Independence, the Chur ch of Scotland again 

revea1ed its nationalimn when it declared itself in support of Bruoe 

in spite of his excommunication by Rome. And it is interesting to 

note that the Arbroath Declaration of Independence was drawn·up by 

a churchman - Bernard de Linton, Abbot of Arbroath. 

The Church of Scotland as a force for national unity and independence 

was not altered at the Reformation, and if anything its influence in 

this regard was increased as it became an outlet for public opinion. 

A.F. Pol1ardmakes an interesting comparison between the English 

Parliament and the Chur ch of Sootland at this time seeing them both 

as the peoples' platform. ltThe Reformation in Scotland, U ha writas, 

nis the triumph of the Church; and the Chur ch is vast1y stronger after 

than before the change, because it made itself the mouthpiece of the 
13. 

nation, and fulfilled a function abandoned by the Parliament. u And 

John Burleigh makes much the sarna observation when he says that the 

sermons from Scottish pulpits could be just as important as Acts of 
14. 

Parliament. 

It was inevitable, therefore, that any changes in the ecclssiastical 

system would produce national repercussions. Thus when innovations were 

being introduced to br~ng the Church of Scotland into line with the 

Chur ch in England conflict on a national scale was virtually una~oidable. 

The Scot, acoording to Gordon Donaldson, often feel~~ and with sorne 

justification, that England, although she lost the war at Bannockburn, 
12. A.F. Pollard, Factors in Modern Histor,y, (New York: G.F.Putman' s Sons, 

1907), p. 191. . 
13. John Bur1eigh J The Scottish Reformation and the idea of a National 

Church, (Edinburgh: Church of Scot1and Publications, 1960), p. 13~ 
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has been altogether more succes~ful in winning the peace, ~d that 

al~ough she failed to conquer Scotl~d in a military sense s~e subverts 

Scottish nationali ty in the cultural and economic sphere and would 
IS' 

willingly do the sarne in the ecclesiastical. And episcopacy, unfortunately 

for its advocates in Scotland, had the label of being peculiarly 

English and ~s distrusted as an instrument for putting an end to the 

independence of the Scottish Church. This charge May have been subject 

" to exaggeration, but in the main the criticism was justified. For example, 

Alexander Henderson' s chief complaint about the new Service Book had to 

do not so much with its contents, but with the fact that the Church of 

Scotland as a free and inde pendent ohurch had been completely ignored 

when it was introduced. In this he was right. The fear of anglicising 

the Scottish Churoh through the episcopacy was fatal to the latter's 

reception in Scotland. 

It has to be taken into consideration, however, that there was 

some support in Scotland for the mild form of episcopacy introduced 

~ King Jwnes. And yet, we doubt its roots went very deep, especially 

Vihen we remember that even a moderate and probably typical minister 

li~ Robert Baillie by 1638 at the Glasgow Assembly, although he approved 
15. Donaldson, Scotland: Church and Nation through Sixteen Centuries, p. 114. 
16. An interesting example of anglicising of the Kirk of Scotland was the 

introduction of the English word Church as an alternative for -the old 
native word Kirk. The difference between the two nouns became with Many a 
symbol of the difference between the two ecclesiastical systems. Note, 
for exemple, Calderwood's Histo~ of the Kirk of Scotland and Spottiswoode's 
History of the Church of Scotlan. Drummond of Hawthornden, who adopted an 
attitude of a plague on both of your houses, wrote the follo~ng metrical 
epigram on the issue: 

The Scottish Kirk the English Church do name; 
The English ëEürch the Scots a KirK do call: 

Kirk not Churcht Churoh and not Kirk t 0 shame t 
Your kappa turn chi, or perish a~R.P.C., lst series, VIII. P. xvii). 
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of episcopacy as a legitimate system of chur ch government, did not 

hesitate to say it had no place whatsoever in the Church of Scotland. 

A practical implication for today arising out of Scottish 

Nationalism, ~ich ia still a vital force, is that it is unlikely that 

any church will be able to claim the allegiance of the majori~ of 

Scotsmen unless it can claim to be in some sense the 'national churchl • 

And the Episcopal Church in Scotlend especially will find it difficult, 

as it has in the past, to win the loyalty of most Scotsmen as long as it 

designates itself as part of the 'Anglican Communion'. 

A ihird factor that contributed to the failure of James and 

Charles to establish a lasting episcopacy in Seotland W8S the 

innovations they made in worship. This aroused serious opposition in 

every quarter of the ehurch sinee, unlike alterations in chur ch 

government, changes in worship directly arfected everyone. The controversy 

in James' reign was oentered round the Five Articles of Perth. In 

reference to these articles Thomas Leishman makes this pertinent 

comment: 

To the ordinary Scotsman of that day it was of seconda~r moment 
~o presided at synods and ordinations in the cathedral town, whioh 
he sel dom entered, or that the bishop rode up the High Street 
among the Estates of Scotland when the parliament met, or was in 
some vague way associated with the lawyers in registering the Lairdls 
will. To himself the Church was what it had always been. The Kirk 
Session and Presbytery met and did their old duties in the old way; 
the worship and the doctrine were the sarne that he had known from 
childhood. But his composure was disturbed when he was told that 
orders had coma from London that he must kneel like an Englishman 
beside the holy table, instead of sitting there as Christ's guest. 17. 

17. Quoted in Wad~orth, op. cit., p. 136. 
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Episcopacy~ of course~ was seriously undermined because of these 

unwelcome innovations in vorship. nI perceived that Prelacy i tself 

was the vorst of all corrupt ceremonies" was the verdict of one contem-18. 
porary minister. James in the lust years of his reign, however~ did net 

enforce the Five Articles and at bis death they were pretty weIL ignored 

throughout the church. Charles~ on the other hand~ neglected to profit 

by his father's experience and proceeded to instigate further changes 

in worship which eventually led ta the explosion of 1637 and one year 

later ta the oomplete overthrow of episcopacy. 

One of the lessons that we may learn from these attempts to alter 

the traditional pattern of worship of the Church of Scotland 13 that 

worship is perhaps the most sensitive part of a Churchts life as it 

affects everyone and~ as a result l any scherne to change the liturgy re-

quires great caution and prudence. This may be good advice to a minister 

going into a new church where the Order of Service is not necessarily 

fixed and in a wider s~here to communions which are today seeking 

organic union. 

The three factors given above help to illustrate to a certain 

extent our fourth and final reason why James' and Charles' attempt to 

reorganize the Scottish Church eventually failed, namelYI that both 

sovereigns were insensitive to the character of Scottish society. For 

James~ however~ this did not mean that he was unaware of Scottish 

aspirations and characteristics; he understood the 'stomach' of his 

Scottish subjects, but he disregarded their traditions in order to promote 

18. Robert Blair~ op. cit., p. 15. 
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the r~al prerogative in Church and Stata. Clearly, however, towards 

the end of his reign his judgeman t of Scottish opinion began to wane 

as i8 demonstrated by his inept handling of the Five Articles of Perth 

controversy. 

This deterioration in his understanding of Scotland, ~ich affected 

his plans for the Scottish Church, wes due no doubt to his long 

abeence from his northern kingdom. He promised his Scottish subjects 

in 1603, before leaving for England, that he would visi t them every 

three years. He returned, however, on just one occasion fourteen years 

later in 1617. Besides this the English'Court provided an altogether 

different atmosphere from what he had experienced in Scotland. In 

England he wes no longer liable to be insulted by Presbyterian ministers 

or liable to the noblemen's 'coup' as when he wes kidnapped by the 

Ruthven Raiders. But this did mean to the disadvantage of both 

nations that there wes now no check, as there had been in Scotland, to royal 

absolutisme As Ian Henderson put it with considerable truth: 

In their (the Scottish ministers) public and private lecturing 
of the monarch they could be rude, tactless and diplomatically 
inepte They could also sometimes be right and they could always 
act as a brake on royal megalomania. 19. 

Thus James after the union of crowns was surrounded by flattering 

noblemen and bishops and this, combined ~~th his absence fram Scotland, 

was probably responsible for many of his mistakes in the later part 

of his reign. 

Charles, though born in Scotls:nd, had been raised in Engls:nd and 

we doubt that he ever really understood his Scottish subjects. He never 
"i. 

19. Ian Henderson, Power Without Glo~. (London: Hutchinson & Co., 1967). 
p. 67. 
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possessed any of his father's wisdom in handling Scottish affairs, but 

he was a better man than his father in that for him more than the 

royal prerogative was involved in the changes he sought for Scotland. 

During the Bishops' Wars, therefore, there was for Charles a real 

sense of betrayal by the Scottish people Whose welfare he had genuinely 

trie d ta promote. We believe the Scots sensed something of his 

sincerity and therefore were inclined to blame his advisers. And in 

this regard theywere to sorne extent right especially when we 

remember that Charles' chief mentor on Scottish ecclesiastical 

matters was Archbishop Laud and the only Scottish peers who were really 

close to Charles were men Who, like Hamilton and Lennox, were anglioised, 

or who, like Roxburgh and Ancram, were oourtiers, not likely to tell their 

King unpleasant truths. 

Charles also had a sense of integrity that What he believed in 

should not he open to compromise. And in this he resembled the 

Covenanters themselves. Alexander Henderson, the greatest arohitect of 

the Covenant, recognised in Charles a faith, mistaken no doubt, but as 

earnest as his own. The King's integrity confronted him with a problem 

he could not solve. Their cause to establish Presbytery at the expense 

of Episcopacy was righteous, but the King, a righteous man, would not 

accept it. Charles ie, therefore, no doubt to be admired as a man of 

principle. However, the consequences of such principles separated him 

all the more from his Scottish subjects. It is said that the early 

Christiane suffered on the whole more under the truly religious Roman 

emperors such as Marcus Aurelius because he and other emperors °like him 
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took their religion seriously. It was not unlike that in regard to 

Charles and the Scots. 

We turn now ta consider sorne of the reasons why the Scots failed 

to establish Presbyterianislll in England. No doubt the obvious reason 

that oome s to mind is Cromwell' s ul timate victory over the King" 

Parliament and the Scots. Nevertheless, other factors, perhaps a little 

less evident, were also invol ved an d these we will look at. First of 

all, the Scots miscalcu1ated the degree of enthusiasm in England for 

their type of Church government. Practically and as a matter of fact 

only the City of London accepted Presbyterianisme However, the English 

Parliament, after initially encouraging the Scots, eventually turned 

it aside as did the rest of England. The Scots' error was that they 

forgot that the citiz~ns and the English divines the y met in London in 

1641, who were who1eheartedly in support of Presbyterianism, did not 

speak for the whole nation. 

The second reason for the Scots lack of success was their fai1ure 

ta convince Parliament ta adopt the Westminster formula for the 

settling of Presbyterianisme Parliament's rebuff was due mainly to 

the rise of the Independents and the shortoomings of the Scottish 

arroy. The English Parliament was for the most part Erastian as can 

be se en by its criticism and censure of the anti-Erastian conclusions 

of the Westminster Assembly, and by the kind of Presbyterian system 

it suggested which was an arrangement of church courts subjected to State 
20. 

control and which for the Scots was no Presbyterian system at aIl. 

20. Supra., p. 112. 
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Parlirunent, however, could no doubt have been persuaded to accept 

Presbyteriani~ to the satisfaction of the Soots if, as Baillie 

rightly understood, the Scottish army could gain the upper hand in the 

Civil War. It waa, however, the Independents, Who detested the 

Presbyterians, that carried the daymilitarily while the Scottish ar.my 

came to grief at the hands of Montrose at home and~ in the meantime, 

remained impotent in England. Thus it was the Independents, rather 

than the Scots, who by the summer of 1647 had gained control of 

Parliament. 

While there is little doubt that Parliament resented the pressure 

of the Independents, it was nevertheless the strength of the Independents 

that reinforced Parliament's Erastian position against the Scots. 

Referring to the Independents A.C. Pollard said that ntheir main concern 

was to uphold the supremacy of the state over the Church, whether the 

Church was Catholic~ or Protestant~ Anglican or Presbyterian. They 
2l. 

were Erastians~ pure and simple. n The Scots by 1647 cou1d wi th 

considerable justification have said parodying Milton's words, that 

Parliament and the Independents together was Absolute Monarchy writ 
22. 

large. Wi th bath Houses, therefore, coming more and more under the 

influence of the Independents, the Scottish hopes of Parliament settling 

a Presbyterian system were virtually eliminated. 

The third factor thut put an end ta the Scottish attempt to 

establish Presbyterianiem in England was the division amongst themselves 

brought about by the Engagement. Since this treaty has been dealt with fairly 

21. Pollard~ op. cit., p. 197. 

22. !'ti.lton's Maxim was that unew presbyter ie but old priest writ large." 
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extensively in Chapter III, it is sufficient to say here that it caused 

a split in the ranks of the Covenanters, "our woeful rupture", as one 

contemporary put it, which divided their nation as it had never been 

split sinee Pi~ about a hundred years earlier. It was the death blow 

to the Scottish dream of establishing Presbyterianism in England. 

Before closing this section WB would like to comment on what has 

struok us in pr ~ticular about this study. Muce of the Church's troubles 

in aIl these attempts at churoh union revolved to a great extent around 

relations between Church and state. The conflicts and wars of the Reformation 

if anything consolidated the view of the nation as a politico-ecclesiastical 

system. And this was true of the Reformation in Scotland as elsewhere. 

The Scottish reformers desired a real connection with the state. The 

Scottish Confession of Faith (1560), for example, stated, as well 

as members of the church being ordained to proclaim the Word of Gad, 

politice.l rulers were also ordained as ministers of God for the administration 
23. 

of the political order. Andrew Melville, who introduced Presbyterianism 

into Scotland, no doubt supported this part of the Confession but, on the 

other hand, he parted company from the first reformers when the sarne 

Confession maintained that the State should also undertake the reformation 
24. 

of the church. Melville's attitude was that neeessa~ changes in the 

eeelesiastical order must be made with spiritual force and not with 

political. In other words, it is not the concern of the state to 

reform the church. Thus the Presbyterians opposed every attempt to impose 

church union from above or by political means. Similarily when the 

Presbyterians soubht to establish their own ecclesiastical system in En~land, 

23. Knox, op. cit., p. 271. 
24. Ibid., p. 271. 
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they looked to Parliament ta preserve the church's freedom. It was, 

therefore, unacceptable to the Scots when Parliament proposed a Presbyterian 

system of their own consisting of a series of church courts all of which 

would be controlled by the government. 

Our study of the various attempts at churoh union has impressed us 

as having brought ta the forefront the principle of the State allowing 

oomplete religious freedom to the church. Perhapa today for those within 

the Reformed Church tradition th! a i8 obvious, but i t was not completely 

obvious to Knox"r \~s it aIl that commonplace in the yeara covered by 

this stu~. The strug~le for the church's spiritual independence in fact 

continued in Scotland down the years resulting in a series of secessionS 

and separations until finally in 1929 the vast majority of the Presbyteriens 

reunited within the established Church of Scotland. The uniting Presbyter­

ian Churches of Scotland, however, made it clear, as hadMelville three 

centuries earlier, that spiritual freedom belonged to them as their inherent 

possession. The state, in other words, did not give the church the right 

to exeroise spiritual fraedom, the civil authority was simply asked to 

ackil0wlaàge thia ract which in 1929 it did. 

It saems ta us that one of the lassons we may learn from our stu~ 

for today ia that any ecumenical discussions between the Churoh of Sootland 

and the Church of England would profit from settling to begin wi th the 

princip'le of the chur ch , s inherent ri~ht for oomplete religious liberty. 

The ultimate failure of the efforts to bring the two national churches closer 

together in the first half of the l7th centurymight thereby be averted. 
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