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CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

This journal is dedicated to the fulfillment of the cultural mandate of Genesis
1:28 and 9:1—to subdue the earth to the glory of God. It is published by the
Chalcedon Foundation, an independent Christian educational organization (see
inside back cover). The perspective of the journal is that of orthodox Christian-
ity. It affirms the verbal, plenary inspiration of the original manuscripts (auto-
graphs) of the Bible and the full divinity and full humanity of Jesus Christ—two
natures in union (but without intermixture) in one person.

The editors are convinced that the Christian world is in need of a serious publi-
cation that bridges the gap between the newsletter-magazine and the scholarly
academic journal. The editors are committed to Christian scholarship, but the
journal is aimed at intelligent laymen, working pastors, and others who are
interested in the reconstruction of all spheres of human existence in terms of the
standards of the Old and New Testaments. It is not intended to be another outlet
for professors to professors, but rather a forum for serious discussion within
Christian circles.

The Marxists have been absolutely correct in their claim that theory must be
united with practice, and for this reason they have been successful in their
attempt to erode the foundations of the noncommunist world. The editors agree
with the Marxists on this point, but instead of seeing in revolution the means of
fusing theory and practice, we see the fusion in personal regeneration through
God’s grace in Jesus Christ and in the extension of God’s kingdom. Good princi-
ples should be followed by good practice; eliminate either, and the movement
falters. In the long run, it is the kingdom of God, not Marx’s “kingdom of free-
dom,” which shall reign triumphant. Christianity will emerge victorious, for only
in Christ and His revelation can men find both the principles of conduct and the
means of subduing the earth—the principles of Biblical law.

The Journal of Christian Reconstruction is published twice a year, summer and
winter. Each issue costs $4.00, and a full year costs $7.00. Subscription office and
editorial office: P.O. Box 158, Vallecito, CA 95251. Copyright by Chalcedon, 1980.
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EDITOR’S
INTRODUCTION

Gary North

Historians over the last half century have rediscovered the Puritan
movement. Puritan studies today is a recognized subsection of histori-
cal research, in a way that “Pilgrim studies” is not, or that “Quaker
studies” is not. The new-found respect paid to the Puritan movement is
a welcome antidote to the hostility of historians like Vernon L. Par-
rington, whose late-nineteenth-century brand of rationalism blinded
them to the importance and impact of Puritans in British and colonial
U.S. history.

A legitimate question is this: If the Puritans had such a great impact
on the English-speaking world, was this impact only coincidental with
their world-and-life view? In other words, was their historical impact
related in some meaningful way with their conception of what their
earthly responsibilities were? Was their impact in history something
essentially random, something which could not have been predicted by
someone familiar with their theology and their world-and-life view, or
was their impact predictable? Could someone looking at the sermons,
diaries, treatises, pamphlets, and other Puritan literature be able to say,
with confidence, that if there were enough of these people within a cul-
ture, then that culture would be influenced substantially in particular
ways? And would those ways be strictly internal and familial —reduced
local crime, perhaps, or fewer divorces—or would that impact be far
more broad culturally, such as improved scientific research, more
investment per capita, greater economic growth, more universities,
increased literacy, improved military tactics, better agriculture, more
charity, improved cleanliness, and so forth?

There are those within the modern or neo-Puritan movement who
would seem to prefer to believe that the enormous historical impact
Puritanism had on the English-speaking world was essentially random,
unpredictable, and unrelated to the Puritans’ vision of God, man, law,
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6 JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

society, and the future. They are willing to admit that Puritan theology
and personal ethics were beneficial for the communities in which Puri-
tans lived, because Puritans were such good neighbors. They didn’t get
drunk, have wild parties, beat their wives, declare bankruptcy, or work
as burglars. They were nice folks, though somewhat stern. They
preached about the God of the Bible, of course, and this is understood
by neo-Puritans as being very important, but primarily for its own
sake, not for the sake of social transformation. This is the “nice neigh-
bors” interpretation of Puritanism. {2}

The problem with the “nice neighbors” interpretation of Puritanism
is that it can provide no meaningful explanation of how Puritans
reshaped the English-speaking world, especially in the North Ameri-
can wilderness. Neo-Puritans are aware of Cromwell and the New
Model Army, and John Winthrop’s holy commonwealth idea, but they
are unwilling or unable to explain how such crucial historical move-
ments grew out of Puritan theology, with its “nice, but stern neighbor”
vision of the Christian’s earthly responsibilities. How did a theology of
“nice neighborism” lead to a movement which literally changed the
face of Western culture?

If we view Puritanism in terms of the “Puritanism of the sanctuary”
emphasis of the “reprinting neo-Puritans,” then Puritanism as a social
movement is simply unexplainable except in terms of “deviations” from
a hypothetical “properly restricted” world-and-life view that Puritans
unfortunately neglected to adopt. These supposed deviations from
Christian men’s legitimate and proper concerns—deviations like poli-
tics, economics, military strategy, scientific advance, jurisprudence—
“infected” early Puritanism so completely that Puritanism became
something far different from what any fair-minded observer could
have predicted if he had contented himself with listening to “truly rep-
resentative” Puritan sermons or reading them in inexpensive reprints.
The problem for “reprinting neo-Puritans” is to provide an explanation
for this widespread, almost universal “infection” Why did these “devia-
tions” take place? Why did “nice neighborism” become “Christian
reconstructionism” within the various Puritan movements of the sev-
enteenth century? Why, in fact, is it so difficult to find evidence of
Puritan “nice neighborism” that remained nothing more than “nice
neighborism” throughout the seventeenth century? Was there some-
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Editor’s Introduction 7

thing about Puritan theology, especially in the crucial areas of eschatol-
ogy and law, that led to “Christian reconstructionism,” and which
militated against any self-imposed limitation of the kingdom idea to
the realm of church, family, and (at most) local community? And if
there was something about Puritan theology and Puritanism’s world-
and-life view which was so easily “infected” with visions of a universal
kingdom of God, in time and on earth, was this “something” itself fun-
damentally deviant theologically—a grotesque error of interpretation
which was not really basic to “true” Puritanism, and which we can
eliminate from our neo-Puritan reconstruction of the Puritan heritage
without in any way destroying key aspects of that heritage? If the
“reprinting neo-Puritans” do not get these questions answered quickly,
comprehensively, and convincingly, then they will find that this unde-
fined, unexplained “something” reappears, and those who are today
reading the reprints are very likely to become “infected” with the old
Puritan vision of an advancing kingdom. They are likely to abandon
the “reprinting neo-Puritan” theology of “nice neighborism” and adopt
something more potent socially, politically, and economically. The
reprints, {3} despite their highly selective nature—the products of the
highly selective editors in charge of reprinting—are likely to produce
results startlingly different from those intended by the advocates of
theological “nice neighborism.”

New England Puritans built a society in the wilderness. They did so,
as well as they could, in terms of the Puritan heritage they brought
from England. They unquestionably were concerned about evangelism,
especially among their own children and servants who lived in their
households. They were concerned about their families, and about the
Bible’s requirements for the family. They were concerned about life and
death, sex and marriage, music and church polity, economics and poli-
tics. They were concerned, in short, with society, for they saw society as
the arena of conflict between two kingdoms—the kingdom of God and
the rebellious kingdom of Satan. They believed that the war between
the two kingdoms begins in the heart of each man, and extends out-
ward into every nook and cranny of society. Where men are, there is a
battlefield, they believed. They also believed that God is sovereign by
right in every one of these nooks and crannies, that He demands full
obedience, and that He expects His people to work, in time and on
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8 JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

earth, to see to it that the power of Satan is swept clean, from every
nook and from every cranny.

The heart of the Puritan movement was a concept of a “clean sweep.”
They were not perfectionists. They rejected the idea that sinful men
could, in fact, ever expect to accomplish a perfectly clean sweep of
Satan’s kingdom, any more than a sane woman ever expects to get her
home completely free of dust and dirt, especially where there is a fam-
ily growing up. But at the same time, they knew that God’s ideal is an
ethical clean sweep, and that it is the task of Christians to keep at those
brooms (or vacuum cleaners) daily, doing all they can to get the society
swept. The ideal of the clean sweep is a perpetual one, the Puritans
declared, which is why they were called Puritans. They wanted purity,
not just in the church, but in the kingdom—a kingdom that encom-
passed far more than the heart, the family, and the institutional church.

Today’s “reprinting neo-Puritans” are content to concentrate their
efforts on the heart, family, and institutional church. They think that
anything more than this is unbiblical, since it requires too many
brooms and too many sweepers. Today’s tiny band of hearty sweepers
have all they think they can handle with the nooks and crannies of
their homes and congregations. If they were assigned more than these
little tasks by God, they would simply have to admit defeat. After all,
they argue, enough is enough, and too much is, well, just too much.
They have enough to worry about without having to examine God’s
ideal for a godly society.

The trouble is, people from outside the sanctuary keep tracking in
the filth and dirt from the society at large. Our homes keep getting
dusty. The {4} corruption of the society at large does not recognize the
sanctity of the heart, home, and congregation. The muck gets tramped
in daily. Television, entertainment, books, the evening news, school
(especially government schooling), and every other corrupt institution
outside the narrow confines of the neo-Puritan cloister keep tracking
in the filth of Satan’s kingdom. While the “reprinting neo-Puritans”
may be able to rationalize the presence of filth all around them—it’s
neutral filth, perhaps, or inevitable filth, or even martyr-uplifting filth
which improves Christian character by teaching us what cleanliness is
by contrast—those of us who have taken seriously the Puritans’ call for
a clean sweep are not content to see our homes and churches and
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Editor’s Introduction 9

nation buried in the stuff. Predictably, when we issue a call to other
Christians to clean up this filth, root and branch (to coin a phrase), a
goodly number of embarrassed reprinters start publishing critical com-
ments about “taking on tasks that were never assigned to us,” or “con-
cerning ourselves with problems that are better left to God,” or “trying
to impose a standard of cleanliness that was limited to the Old Testa-
ment,” or arguing that, really, “there are no permanent standards of
cleanliness outside the institutional church,” or wailing about the
“shortage of brooms.” After all, if we overload ourselves by trying to
sweep clean some of the filth outside our little homes and tiny
churches, we will not have the strength or capital left to get the nooks
and crannies clean in our homes and churches. God, after all, no longer
promises to send us more sweepers (converts) and brooms (capital) in
response to our determined effort to sweep the streets and alleys, high-
ways, byways. He did in Old Testament times, perhaps, or at least He
said He would (knowing full well that nobody back then would try,
since the task is just simply impossible, and anyway Israel was a pretty
small nation), but He never promised such increases to His church, the
body of Christ, His bride. All He wants from His bride today is a nice
clean home and nice polished pews.

What we find, then, is that the majority of so-called “five-point” Cal-
vinists today have adopted a sixth point: limited sanctification. They say
they believe in definitive sanctification, renewal of the heart. God justi-
fies sinners objectively by imputation, and sanctifies them subjectively
by imparting righteousness to them, giving them new hearts which
should issue in new lives. This progressive sanctification is, however,
limited, because men’s assignments, as individuals, are limited to only a
few concerns. People are to work out their own salvations—salvations
that are theirs (Phil. 2:12)—with fear and trembling, but in order for
them not to be too fearful or too trembling, God has supposedly
announced that sanctification is limited to their hearts, homes, local
churches, and their own personal occupations. God’s definitive sancti-
fication of individuals is in practice limited, for the working out of this
sanctification is limited—limited in scope. God’s definitive sanctifica-
tion is perfect, but limited in scope, for {5} the zones of personal
responsibility of each Christian are limited in scope. We stop “sweep-
ing” at the door of the institutional church. We stop working out the
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10 JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

implications of our faith. But how can this be? If we are sanctified
definitively—renewed by God’s perfect grace—then how can we stop
growing, stop sweeping, stop working out the implications of our faith,
and still be alive and well on planet earth?

If we stop working out the principles of God’s kingdom, then one of
two things must be true. First, we have put a self-imposed limit on our
progressive sanctification—the outworking of our faith—and we are
therefore in sin, denying the comprehensive claims of God’s law on our
every thought and action. Second, we are perfectly justified in our defi-
nition of His perfect but limited sanctification, for that perfect sanctifi-
cation is limited in scope by God. We may have been definitively
sanctified by the impartation of Christ’s perfection, by His grace, into
our lives, but since that perfect sanctification does not involve extend-
ing His principles of life into every sphere of our existence, we are “off
the hook” God has deliberately limited the extent of definitive sanctifi-
cation. Christ died for our sins—sins being limited to heart, home, and
institutional church—and beyond these narrow spheres there is neither
sin nor good, neither right nor wrong, neither God’s kingdom nor
Satan’s kingdom, neither hot nor cold, neither light nor darkness.
Everything beyond heart, home, and congregation is therefore adia-
phora: things irrelevant to the faith. Definitive sanctification does not
extend to them, and therefore our personal efforts at progressive sanc-
tification (through God’s continuing grace, of course: Eph. 2:10) need
not extend to them. In short, Christ’s salvation is limited in scope. He
wants a clean sweep, but one limited in scope. Get those nooks and
crannies of the congregation all shiny, get that spiritual Lysol into your
heart, and keep the wedding bands free of tarnish, and you have done
your job, in time and on earth. Why, a man hardly has time to read a
book as fat as William Gurnall’s Christian in Complete Armor, let alone
apply it in his life, and as it is, the book limits itself to heart and hearth.
So busy was Gurnall in scrubbing down a few valves of his heart that he
neglected questions even of church polity, maintaining his comfortable
pulpit by signing the Act of Uniformity in 1662, while two thousand
Puritan ministers were ejected from their churches for refusing to sign.
The heart encompasses far more than full-time scrubbers of “spiritual
aortas only” dare to imagine. They may think they have everything
nicely scrubbed, only because they refuse to recognize that the heart of
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man covers the whole world, for man is responsible for covering the
whole world (Gen. 1:28). (And speaking of the Act of Uniformity, isn’t
it interesting that one “shining light” of the “reprinting neo-Puritan”
camp figuratively signs his own personal Act of Uniformity—ordina-
tion in the neo-orthodox Presbyterian Church of the U.S.—every year,
despite the fact that he owes {6} his income primarily to tithing mem-
bers of the conservative Presbyterian Church in America who support
the seminary which employs him, and despite the fact that he has jour-
neyed to churches within that neo-orthodox denomination to warn
them against allying themselves with the “schismatic” P.C.A., whose
members now support him? Gurnall’s spirit lives! Unfortunately.)

We see today a conflict between the “heart and hearth” Puritans and
the “root and branch” Puritans, between the “nice neighbor” Puritans
and the “Christian reconstruction” Puritans, between Puritanism of the
sanctuary and Puritanism of the kingdom. The “nice neighbor” Puri-
tans resent the implication that there might be more to biblical respon-
sibility than keeping your lawn mowed and not raping your neighbor’s
daughter. What bothers them is the thought that Christians should
work for political change that would lead to the passage of legislation
that would make it a capital crime to rape your neighbor’s daughter.
(The Social Gospel advocates, on the other hand, are more concerned
about passing a law seeing to it that everyone’s lawn is mowed, to be
enforced by the Environmental Protection Agency and the local zoning
commission.) And for those, like Jon Zens, who have become neo-
Anabaptists, the most appalling thought of all is that the civil govern-
ment might pass the death penalty for any crime at all by using the
name of Christ and God’s law. (What he thinks about capital punish-
ment in the name of neutral natural law, or undefined civil equity, is
not clear, but since his Baptist Reformation Review devotes at least one
article per issue to whipping the most recent issue of the Journal of
Christian Reconstruction, we can expect to be illuminated soon, assum-
ing the BRR does not go bankrupt, something the editors have threat-
ened [teased?] us with recently.)

Since some neo-Puritan critics of the Journal’s interpretation of Puri-
tanism have implied that we do not really have much respect for evan-
gelism and traditional preaching, we are publishing an article by Allen
C. Guelzo on Puritan sermons. Men of this century take it for granted
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that weekly sermons are always available. Not so in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. Sometimes as few as one out of twenty ministers
(priests) in a region actually preached, and then not very well. The ser-
mon was the single most important source of information about cur-
rent events in those years, so the British monarchy took special pains to
see to it that only the “right” sort of person entered a pulpit. Better an
empty pulpit than a Puritan one, the rulers concluded. People wanted
two- and three-hour sermons. They wanted spiritual meat. They were
willing to go to great expense and risk to get such sermons. The heart
of the Puritan movement, Guelzo concludes, was its commitment to
the preaching ministry. It took very special men to fill the Puritan pul-
pits, and he shows what sort of men they were, and what kind of ser-
mons they preached. {7}

What about Cromwell and the Protectorate? Jon Zens has criticized
Cromwell’s heritage in the name of neo-Anabaptism. David Chilton
provides a line-by-line consideration of the charges against Cromwell
made by Zens. Concludes Chilton: Cromwell was a man of action, a
man of principle, and a man trying to bring order into the chaos of reli-
gious and political life in mid-seventeenth-century England. Chilton
points out the weaknesses of the historical sources Mr. Zens has used
to make his case against Cromwell. He also presses Zens (and, by
implication, both of Mr. Zens’s cheering fans) to make clear his posi-
tion about what the civil government is to do, by what law-structure it
is to accomplish its goals, and the relationship between a legitimate
law-order and the revealed word of God. What are the criteria, in
short, for a legitimate law-order, and by contrast, for illegitimate law-
orders? Are these criteria biblical? If not, why not? If so, prove it.

We are reprinting Richard Flinn’s essay on the Puritan family.
Unquestionably, the family was a key institution for Puritans. What did
they think its tasks are? What kind of family did they advocate? How
did the family fit into the overall life of the Puritan holy common-
wealth? Flinn provides some preliminary answers.

Rita Mancha then asks, “What was the role of women in Puritan
thought?” She traces the Puritans’ outlook from Calvin to Jonathan
Edwards. Women are functionally subordinate, but not inferior ethi-
cally, in the writings of the Puritans. Some of them believed that
women’s minds are incapable of grappling with theology, unlike
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Calvin’s opinion, but there was no attempt to “lord it over” women, nor
to deny them their rights. But the central social goal of Puritanism of
the seventeenth century was order—ecclesiastical, social, political, and
familial—and order implies hierarchy. Women had a subordinate place
in church order and in the family. To deny this order, they believed, is
to threaten the very fabric of Christian society. (Her comments on Mrs.
Jonathan Edwards and “enthusiasm” are also revealing.)

Edmund S. Morgan shows the problems faced by Puritan magis-
trates when sex and marriage were separated. They were zealous in
defending the conjugal rights of married partners. They were not
prudes. They were realists. He shows that they faced grave problems
with large numbers of unmarried servants in their midst, as well as
immigrant men who had left their wives in England. They rarely
enforced the law against adultery with death, although it was on the
books as a capital crime. They did enforce the death penalty against
sexual perverts, however.

James B. Jordan reviews a classic book by Percy Scholes, The Puri-
tans and Music in England and New England (1969). The book shows
how musically inclined the Puritans were. The article provides a fine
antidote to the myth, proclaimed as recently as the summer of 1979 by
entertainer, {8} linguist, and actors’ union president Theodore Bikel,
that “This nation doesn’t support the arts as much as many poorer
nations do. Maybe that’s because this country derives its culture from
the Puritans, who not only did not have any art in their lives but who
were openly hostile to art” Bikel was complaining of the 75 percent
unemployment rate in his union, and instead of abolishing the union’s
prohibition on non-union performers selling their services at free-
market (non-union) wages, he called for more federal aid to the arts.
Who gets the blame for unemployment? Above-market union-scale
wages enforced by coercive government laws? Why no, the Puritans are
to blame! Bikel may understand a dozen foreign languages, but he sure
doesn’t understand Puritan history and market competition.

Gordon Geddes discusses the Puritan view of death and dying. He
shows that the Puritans removed some of the late-medieval views and
rituals concerning death and dying, going further than the sixteenth-
century Reformers did. In the medieval perspective, death was the cen-
tral event after conversion. “The resurrection, the last judgment, and
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the completion of the church were treated as appendages to these ear-
lier events occurring for each soul,” namely, the soul's meeting with
God in judgment immediately after death. The early New England
Puritans, because of their postmillennial views, saw the expansion of
the church and the enlargement of the kingdom as a process equally as
important as one’s face-to-face meeting with God after death. Only
when that optimistic eschatology was abandoned at the end of the sev-
enteenth century, did their focus of concern switch back to death. As
Geddes writes: “These early visions of New England were built on an
eschatology that focused on the final and communal triumph of Christ
over death and on the consummation of the fullness of life in the com-
pletion of the church in Christ. But by the end of the century the goal
of the city on the hill was abandoned. The world increasingly fell out-
side the realm of religious control, becoming either a weary place of
pilgrimage or a beneficent system run by natural laws for the good of
man. An individualized and spiritualized eschatology again predomi-
nated, and death became again the most important eschatological
boundary. Conversion, still conceived of as turning from death in sin
to life in Christ, became less a realized eschatological event and more a
necessary preparation for death”

This late-seventeenth-century parallel development of inward-look-
ing pietism and order-producing natural law was also important for
economic policy. My essay concludes a study of the changes in eco-
nomic thought within the New England Puritan movement, 1630-
1720. Pietists grew weary of trying to come up with economic recom-
mendations for the civil magistrates to enforce after the price control
mania of King Philip’s War, 1675-76. The preachers still criticized the
traditional economic evils, but they had fewer and fewer concrete sug-
gestions about how the civil government, or {9} even individual busi-
nessmen, might avoid these moral evils. Simultaneously, their
opposition to James II and his Governor, Sir Edmund Andros, led
them to shift the terms of the traditional “jeremiad” sermons. Instead
of blaming their economic troubles on the declining spiritual commit-
ment of the children and the non-attenders, they began to blame the
king’s army of bureaucrats, tax collectors, and customs officials. They
appealed for a return to the “good old days,” not in the name of the old
theology, but to the older conditions of free trade and lower taxes. Eco-
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nomic problems were explained increasingly in terms of market pro-
cesses and natural law, rather than in terms of personal exploitation
and God’s judgment on the colony for its spiritual decline. Thus, the
combination of pietism and secularism, of pessimism concerning the
applicability of the holy commonwealth principle and optimism con-
cerning the beneficial results of unencumbered free trade, produced a
new concept of economics. The old medievalism was abandoned. In its
place was substituted something far closer to Adam Smith’s “invisible
hand” The effort to impose medieval economic categories in the name
of biblical wisdom finally ceased, partially because the ministers grew
weary of trying to fit medieval economic categories onto the real world
of economic reality, and partially because of a growing awareness on
the part of the public that economic freedom brings benefits and eco-
nomic order, in contrast to the disorder and reduced income produced
by bureaucrats employed by the king. They threw out the medieval
bathwater and the postmillennial soap. They did not throw out the eco-
nomic baby, because it had already reached adolescence. It might not
smell very orthodox to the pastors, but it sure smelled a lot better than
James IT’s legion of customs collectors.

Finally, we present Greg Bahnsen’s reply to the review essay written
by Meredith Kline. Those who had already begun the cheering from
the grandstand when Kline’s essay appeared in the Westminster Theo-
logical Journal will not be pleased by the results of the game: Bahnsen
40, Kline 2.! But at least it will provide another opportunity for Mr.
Zens to get in a few shots, since he went to the expense of reprinting
Kline’s piece in a recent issue of Baptist Reformation Review.

We want to be fair. We offer Dr. Kline the right to reply to Dr. Bahn-
sen’s piece. We did not make a verbal deal with Dr. Bahnsen, as the edi-
tor of the Westminster Theological Journal made with Dr. Kline, that no
one will be allowed to publish a rebuttal to his essay. (That “sweetheart
deal” worked to your benefit, because Dr. Bahnsen decided to publish
his essay here, since the WTJ had to decline the opportunity.)

1. For the benefit of our foreign readers, in American football you can get two
points in only one way: your opponent is caught behind his own goal line and is
“sacked” In other words, the points come because your team has a good defense, and
the other team’s offense couldn’t get going. Games are seldom won on the basis of good
defense. Your opponent won’t make that many mistakes.
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THE PURITAN
PREACHING MINISTRY
IN OLD AND NEW ENGLAND

Allen C. Guelzo

The Puritan preacher has not come down to the present generation as a
tigure cut for admiration or popularity or daring, and we have got most
of our mental pictures of the Puritan ministry from things like Stephen
Vincent Benet’s poem on Cotton Mather. Benet's Mather was “always
seeing witches, / Daylight, moonlight, / They buzzed about his head””
This particular Puritan minister, claims Benet, “didn’t die happy™:

When he walked in the streets
Men looked the other way?

Nathaniel Hawthorne, that Puritan-haunted novelist, gave us another
set of images: in “Young Goodman Brown,” the minister is a “gray
blasphemer” who secretly creeps off to unholy convocations;’ in The
Scarlet Letter, the Rev. Dimmesdale is “a being who felt himself quite
astray and at a loss in the pathway of human existence,” too weak and
ineffectual to own up to the gigantic hypocrisy which he is
perpetrating.* But the most potent set of images, one of the oldest, was
created in 1663 by Samuel Butler in his mock-epic Hudibras. There, the
Puritan preacher and soldier are combined to make an ogre who
pounds “the pulpit, drum ecclesiastic™:

He'd run in debt by Disputation,
And pay with Ratiocination ...

2. Stephen Vincent Benet, “Cotton Mather,” in Selected Works of Stephen Vincent
Benet, vol. 1 (New York: Farrar & Rhinehart, Inc., 1942), 396-97.

3. Nathaniel Hawthorne, “Young Goodman Brown,” in Hawthorne’s Short Stories,
ed. Newton Arvin (New York: Vintage Books, 1946), 179.

4. Nathaniel Hawthorne, The Scarlet Letter (New York: Houghton, Mifflin and Co.,
1893), 78.
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His ordinary Rate of Speech

In loftiness of sound was rich,

A Babylonish dialect,

Which learned pedants much affect.

These were the sort of men, if we believe Butler, who

Compound for Sins they are inclind to

By damning those they have no mind to.” {11}

To a certain extent, the Puritan ministers themselves in both
England and New England contributed not a little to those bad images.
John Howe, for instance, preached for three hours at a stretch, with
introductions so lengthy that one listener confessed that Howe was so
long laying the table that the people had lost their appetite for the meal.
On another occasion, the famous Richard Baxter preached a sermon so
full of points, sub-points, and what not that he actually succeeded in
getting all the way up to “sixty-fourthly...”® Putting together the images
of both fiction and fact, we almost come to the point of agreeing with
Butler that the Puritans were

More peevish, cross, and splenetick,

Than Dog distract, or Monkey sick.’

Almost—but not quite: because, alongside these images are others,
and they can be put into a brief composite by the reaction Thomas
Fuller received the day he preached for two hours, and, seeing he was
still only in the midst of his development, offered to stop and give his
hearers a chance to come back and hear the finish some other time. But
the people demanded he continue. “Wonder not,” an observer con-
cluded, “that hungry people crave more meat”® What we see here is
that, for feeding hungry flocks, for a right proclamation of the gospel,

5. Samuel Butler, Hudibras, First Part, canto 3, in The Oxford Book of Seventeenth
Century Verse, ed. H.J. C. Grierson and G. Bullough (New York: Oxford University Press,
1976), 588.

6. J. 1. Packer, “An Introduction to the Puritans,” Pensacola Theological Institute
Lecture, 1973.

7. Butler, 592.
8. Packer, “An Introduction to the Puritans.”
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and for serious, painstaking effort in preaching, there has scarcely ever
been a generation that excelled the Puritans, and that is an image
which has the power to outweigh all of the others. But equally weighty
is the image which the Puritan ministers had of themselves, for they
saw the minister as

the Ambassador of the most high king unto his people, to declare unto
them the whole counsel of God: Afterward rightly to divide the word
of God to the people, as the only food of their souls ... a Prophet to
speak in such sort that when the unbelievers and unlearned come in
before him, they may be rebuked and judged, and so the secrets of the
heart made manifest unto true repentance and faith ... and finally, a
skilful Shepherd to feed God his flock with the wholesome food of his
word.

This is a far cry from the picture of the stiff, flint-hearted Calvinist,
hammering away at his dreary, depressing obsession with total deprav-
ity and original sin. It is true that they preached these things, and we
may be thankful that they did so: but it is not true that either the
preachers or the hearers found these things in the least bit dull. Urian
Oakes, in a {12} sermon before Boston’s Ancient and Honorable Artil-
lery Company in 1672, painted the picture of the Christian constantly
engaged in unremitting war with a corrupt and depraved nature: not
only is he, Nehemiah-like, compelled to keep the sword in one hand
and the trowel in the other, but he is constantly forced to be using his
sword at the same time as he is trying to build himself up in grace. He
must, says Oakes, “actually use his Weapon whilst he is working; fight-
ing with one hand, and building or laboring with the other” But far
from depressing the Puritan, this spectacular combat exhilarated him:
the title of Oakes’s sermon was The Unconquerable, All-conquering, and
more-than-conquering Souldier. When Joshua Moody told his congre-
gation that Christians are like soldiers landed in an enemy country,
whose commander has burned their ships and bade them either eat up
their enemies or drink up the sea, the response he expected was some-
thing like the cheer which the Puritan troopers of the New Model
Army set up when they attacked the Spaniards. “It is impossible,” said

9. “AParte of a Register” (1593), in David D. Hall, The Faithful Shepherd: A History
of the New England Ministry in the Seventeenth Century (New York: W. W. Norton & Co.,
Norton Library, 1974), 2.
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Perry Miller, the great remembrancer of the New England Puritans, “to
conceive of a disillusioned Puritan; ... whatever he did, he did with zest
and gusto. In that sense we might say that though his life was full of
anguish of spirit, he nevertheless enjoyed it hugely. Existence for him
was completely dramatic, every minute charged with meaning”!°
And little wonder, when London Puritans like Richard Sibbes could

exhort their people,

Rather than God’s purpose shall fail, that a man should perish before

the time that God hath allotted him, the lion’s shall not devour, and

the fire shall not burn ... rather than a man shall miscarry when God

hath anything for him to do, God will work a miracle.... And this is a

wondrous ground of confidence, that we should carry ourselves above

all threatenings, and above all fears whatsoever.!!
Calvinists they were, yes; and they were strict and rigorously
disciplined, too. But to them, the disciplined life was a thing of beauty,
and eternal predestination an unspeakable comfort. And the preachers
of lessons like that—no matter what the other images may be—are
certainly worth listening to.

DR i i b

Having said that, I must now turn around and confess that the char-
acter of a Puritan is an almost impossible thing to define. In the
England of the 1500s and 1600s, when these Puritans flourished, the
meaning of the word ranged from abuse to praise, from an economic,
to a political, to a {13} religious conviction. There were “puritans”
within the Church of England and without it, and more still who
weren't completely sure where they were. Generally, we can safely say
that Puritans were Englishmen who were dissatisfied with the church,
some with its vestments, some with its doctrine, and a few who were
entertaining the potentially dangerous idea that the state church ought
to be done away with completely. About the only thing on which they

10. Perry Miller, “The Puritan Way of Life;” in The Puritans: A Sourcebook of Their
Writings, ed. Perry Miller and Thomas Johnson (New York: Harper Torch-books, 1963),
vol. 1, 60.

11. Richard Sibbes, “The Saint’s Safety in Evil Times” (London, 1637), in Works of
Richard Sibbes, ed. Alexander B. Grosart (London: Banner of Truth Trust, reprint, 1973),
vol. 1, 325.
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agreed, and which justified for them the application of the term “puri-
tan,” was that the church was not the Reformed church it ought to be.

There was another area of agreement amongst all these differing
groups, perhaps not quite so significant in the eyes of the social and
economic historians, but definitely large enough to qualify it as the
other chief earmark of the Puritan, and that was the value he would set
upon the role of the preacher of the gospel. “The dignity of the Minis-
ters function,” William Gouge declared, “is in spiritual respect so great,
as no calling in the world can be compared unto it” He unfolds his
viewpoint further: “I would not be understood to speake only of out-
ward respect, for our master is heavenly” The respect Gouge demands
“is diligently to attend unto our message, Willingly to follow our direc-
tions, to account our coming welcome, our feet beautiful, in heart to
esteem us as God’s angels, yea, as Christ himself” William Perkins, the
great dean of Puritanism, spoke of preachers as “Angels” and as
“Ambassadors sent from the high God.” “Every true minister” is “God’s
interpreter to the people and the peoples to God,” and Richard Sibbes
was bold enough to call ministers “Christ’s mouth”— “Christ is either
received or rejected in his Ministers.”!?

How did they come to exalt preaching to such a dizzy height—in
fact, to what almost sounds like a sacerdotal height? Certainly, they
shied away from attributing any priestly functions to the minister—
indeed, calling him “minister” and not “priest” was one way in which
they proclaimed just how little they had, or wanted to have, in common
with the Church of England. But they made the minister only a little
lower than the angels because preaching was generally the only way
that people heard the gospel. It is more difficult for us to appreciate, in
an age inundated by Bibles and translations, the great paucity of
printed material anywhere in England except the principal cities; and
consequently, all the more responsibility and importance were attached
to those who had read the Bible, owned copies of it, and—most pre-
cious of all—were fearless in preaching it. The emphasis, in light of the
scarcity of books and the even greater scarcity of those who could read

12. Gouge, Works, vol. 2, 258; Perkins, Works, vol. 3, 431; Sibbes, Bowels Opened
(London, 1639), 142-43; in Charles H. and Katharine George, The Protestant Mind of the
English Reformation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1961), 324-25.
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them, fell upon hearing the Word, as Hugh Latimer {14} had explained
at the very beginning of the English Reformation:
We cannot be saved without the hearing of the Word: it is a necessary
way to salvation. We cannot be saved without faith, and faith cometh
by hearing the Word.... [Therefore] there must be preachers if we look
to be saved'’

Thus, for the Puritans, was preaching actually a means of grace, and
the ministry assumed its importance chiefly from that fact. As the
Puritan annotators of the Geneva Bible put it, only by preaching could
men “increase their knowledge ... that at length they may obteine eter-
nal life” The preacher has the capacity to “open the gates of heaven
with the worde of God which [is] the righte keye” Where there is no
preaching ministry, “there is neither key, nor autoritie”; where there is
such a ministry, nothing must hinder the preaching of the gospel, nei-
ther by “promises where Gods honour and preaching of his trueth is
hindered,” nor by the ignorance of the preacher himself, who should
always “haue store of sondrie and ample instructions.'*

But another factor in the English situation also tended to elevate the
importance of the preaching minister, and that was the fact that, not
only was there a scarcity of Bibles and godly books to be read, but there
was a pronounced scarcity of men to proclaim the truths contained
therein. Not only, in the eyes of Perkins and Sibbes, was England bleed-
ing to death spiritually for want of knowledge, but the blood bank
appeared to have gone on vacation, leaving a pitifully inadequate hand-
ful of technicians to do the job. Doubtless, Perkins and Sibbes would
have made much of the preaching task under any circumstances. But
when the lack of preachers showed itself to be acute, they responded by
exalting even higher the position of the men who did preach.

That there was such an alarming lack of preachers in England in the
sixteenth century, and that the Puritans were not seeing ghosts for bed-
sheets is plainly apparent from the parish and diocesan records. In
Devon in 1561, only one in twelve of the clergy of the established

13. Latimer, in Philip Edgecumbe Hughes, Theology of the English Reformers (Grand
Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1965), 119.

14. The Geneva Bible, 1560 edition, notations on Titus 1:1; Matthew 16:19; Matthew
2:12; Matthew 13:52.

A Chalcedon Publication [www.chalcedon.edu] 3/30/07



The Puritan Preaching Ministry in Old and New England 23

church had been licensed to preach; only 58 out of 288 had even the
barest semblance of an education. In Cornwall, there were perhaps six
preachers for the whole county, and in Wiltshire only 20 out of 220 of
the clergy were preachers, and not even all of them were duly licensed.
Some excuse might be made for the West Country counties, but even
moving eastward, the picture got no better. The diocese of Worcester
could muster only one preacher from every four of its clergy; and in
Gloucester in 1562, only 54 out of 247 of the clergy preached. The
ratios were just as bad and even worse in the larger towns: the diocese
of Rochester, just outside London, could get {15} up only one preacher
in five clergymen; in the archdeaconry of Leicester, it was down to one
in eight; and in the archdeaconry of Coventry, it slipped to the abomi-
nable level of one in 22. In the archdeaconry of Canterbury itself, there
was available for a thousand communicants only one preacher in the
year 1569. Thirty years later, matters showed that they had not been
improved by the passage of time. Even in the avowedly Puritan county
of Norfolk, eight churches had no quarterly sermon, and 88 had no
monthly sermon; in Suffolk, 42 churches had neither monthly nor
quarterly sermons. As late as the 1630s, Bishop Wren, who himself had
scant interest in promoting Puritanism, confirmed that in the churches
of Norwich in Norfolk, there were only four Sunday morning sermons
to be heard.!”

But the problem was not merely that the pulpits were empty; far
from it—the figures cited above show that the church did not lack for
clerics. The pulpits were filled, indeed; but with the wrong types. In
1586, a group of Essex Puritans, angered at those “Dumme Doggs,
Unskilful sacrificing priestes, Destroyeing Drones, or rather Caterpil-
lars of the Word” who passed as ministers, indicted their local clergy as
a pack of incompetents, “some having bene Shoemakers, Barbers, Tail-
ers, even water-bearers, shepheards, and horse keepers” And in case
they should not be believed, the Essex men compiled a register of
prominent examples, and did not mince descriptions:

15. This startling list of figures is the product of the research of the indefatigable
Christopher Hill, in Society and Puritanism (New York: Schocken Books, 1972), 52-53.
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James Allen, vicar of Shopland; some time a serving man, unable to
preach, for he cannot render an accompt of his faith, neither in Latine
nor English, yet made a minister within these 3 or 4 yeeres.

Mr. Phippe, vicar of Barling, Sometime a sadler by occupation, con-
victed of whoredom, who kept a whore long time in his house, a man
far unable to preach.

Mr Mason, parson of Rawrey, had a childe by his maide, and is

vehemently suspected to have lived incontinentlie with others, and

was brought for the same before a Justice of peace.'®
As a result, John Milton lamented, “the hungry sheep look up and are
not fed” Josiah Nichols, Puritan rector of Eastwell in Kent, found on
investigation that only 40 in his parish of 400 communicants had any
knowledge “of Christ, what he was in his person: what in his office:
how sin came into the world: what punishment for sin: what becomes
of our bodies being rotten in the grave”!” Richard Baxter frequently
met those {16} “who know not whether Christ be God or man, and
wonder when I tell them the history of his birth and life and death, as if
they had never heard it before”'® What Englishmen did believe, as
William Perkins discovered, was a far cry from orthodox Christianity,
and so that there would be no mistake, he created a little syllabus of
errors that, he noted, seemed to be the sum and substance of English
religion:

That God is serued by the rehearsing of the ten commandements, the

Lords Prayer, and the Crede.

That it is the safest to doe in Religion as most doe.

That merry ballads and bookes, as Scoggin, Beuis of Southampton, &c.,

are good to driue away the time, and to remooue heart-qualmes. That

ye know all the Preacher can tell you.

That drinking and bezeling in the ale-house or tauerne, is good

tellowship, and shewes a good kinde nature, and maintaines neigh-

bourhood. Howsoever a man live, yet if he call upon God on his death
bed, and say Lord have mercy upon me, and so go away like a lamb, he

16. “Seconde Parte of a Register,” part 2, 211, 77, 157-62, in Edmund S. Morgan,
Visible Saints: The History of a Puritan Idea (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1963),
7-9.

17. Hill, 56.

18. Richard Baxter, Gildas Salvianus, or The Reformed Pastor, ed. William Brown
(London: Banner of Truth Trust, 1974), 196.
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is certainly saved.

A man may go to wizards, called wisemen, for counsel; because God
hath provided a salve for every sore.

If a man be no adulterer, no thief, nor murderer, and do no man harm,
he is a right honest man.’

It was bad enough that England should lack good preaching, and
worse still that she should be afflicted with such men, as one Puritan
pamphlet described, “wWhom no careful owner of cattle would make
overseer of his sheep’s bodies”?* But there was yet another threat lurk-
ing over the horizon that made the Puritan insistence on preaching all
the more urgent, and that was the Catholic Counter-Reformation. We
have taken a little too much for granted the success of the Reformation
in England in the sixteenth century, and because we are able to look
back on the accomplished fact, we blithely assume that its triumph was
always obvious and inevitable. But to Perkins, and Sibbes, and many
more who lived then, such a triumph was not by any means yet arrived,
nor were they sure it would. Catholicism had behind it all the weight of
tradition and general cultural inertia, not to mention the influence of
powerful and conservative landlords. From 1580 onwards, that influ-
ence was powerfully seconded by skilful and courageous Jesuit propa-
gandists, who, after only one year of steady infiltration across the
Channel, claimed between 10,000 and 20,000 converts and reclaimed
Anglicans.?! “It is a marvel,” groaned presbyterian Walter {17} Travers,
“how that there be everywhere so many with us both corrupt in doc-
trine and defiled in life and conversation. For how many Papists be
there now-a-days that even fifteen years after the reformation of reli-
gion occupy the place of ministers in the church.”** In 1641, the Parlia-
ment accused the “Jesuited Papists” of being one of the causes of the
Civil Wars, for hating the laws of the realm “as obstacles of that change
and subversion of religion which they so much long for”* As late as

19. Perkins, in Perry Miller, The New England Mind: The Seventeenth Century
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1939), 86; and Alan Simpson, Puritanism in
0ld and New England (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1955), 8.

20. In Hill, 52.

21. Arnold Oskar Meyer, England and the Catholic Church under Queen Elizabeth,
trans. J. R. McKee (New York: Barnes & Noble Inc., 1967), 60.

22. Travers, in George, 329.
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1663, John Bunyan still suspected the Anglican services of being
tainted with “the scraps and fragments of the devices of some popes,
some friars, and I know not what** With the ever-present possibility
of a Catholic resurgence, or a Catholic invasion (such as the Invincible
Armada), in their minds, the need for a national inoculation of preach-
ing became the decisive Puritan demand.

The value the Puritan set upon preaching, and the high desperation
of England’s future which largely caused that value, were probably
never better summed up than in a sermon preached before Queen Eliz-
abeth by the Cambridge divine—and notorious Puritan—Edward Der-
ing, on February 25th, 1570. Dering reminded the queen that a ruler’s
greatest duty was “to be careful for religion, to maintain the gospel, to
teach the people knowledge, and build his whole government with
faithfulness” That being the case, Dering pointed out that faithfulness,
knowledge, and care were conspicuous by their absence in the English
Church; and “of all miseries wherewith the church is grieved, none is
greater than this, that her ministers be ignorant and can say nothing”
On he went, piling up his case: “...what be many ministers of our time
and country, other than dumb dogs? ... and yet this is but one evil, and
if it were reformed, yet much were still amiss”

I would lead you first to your benefices. And behold, some are defiled
with impropriations, some with sequestrations, some loaded with
pensions, some robbed of their commodities.... Look after this upon
your patrons. And lo, some are selling their benefices, some farming
them, some keep them for their children, some give them to boys,
some to servingmen, a very few seek after learned pastors.... Look
upon your ministry, and there are some of one occupation, some of
another, some shake bucklers, some ruffians, some hawkers and hunt-
ers, some dicers and carders, some blind guides and cannot see, some
dumb dogs and will not bark. {18}

23. “The Grand Remonstrance” (1641), in The Puritan Revolution: A Documentary
History, ed. Stuart E. Prall (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Co. Inc., Anchor Books,
1968), 49, and Crown and Parliament in Tudor-Stuart England, ed. Paul L. Hughes and
R. E Fries (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1959), 212.

24. John Bunyan, “I Will Pray With the Spirit” (1663), in The Works of John Bunyan,
ed. George Offor (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1977, reprint of 1875 edition),
624.
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But Dering reserved his bitterest blast for the queen herself, for “in the
meanwhile that all these whoredoms are committed, you at whose
hands God will require it, you sit still and are careless” “Let these
things alone,” Dering rumbled, “and God is a righteous God, he will
one day call you to your reckoning”*®

Shocking words to use on a queen—but that very realization
explains much of the ultimate frustration of so many Puritan efforts.
The head of the Church which the Puritans felt was in such sorry need
of reforming was the queen, and Elizabeth Tudor had no intention of
taking advice on church affairs from the Puritan party. And it was
exactly the high value which they set on preaching, ironically, that
ensured Elizabeth’s eternal enmity. Elizabeth was too wary to risk shar-
ing political power, so she never married; she was no more willing to
risk the intricate balance of religious power in England—not to men-
tion her own not-inconsiderable personal power—by giving over the
pulpits of the land to men who considered themselves commissioned
by a higher authority than herself. Remember that, in the absence of
other media of communication, sermons were for the average English-
man his only source of news—religious, social, and political. Therefore,
said Silver-Tongued Smith, “if the preacher say anything of our armies
beyond the sea, or council at home, or matters at court,” people were
eager to receive it.® To Elizabeth, this represented nothing less than a
potential source of criticism, opinion-making, and simple plain dis-
agreement. Even when a preacher’s words were not overtly political, or
even when they were not accepted outright, they still formed the basis
for discussion; such rivals Elizabeth would not tolerate. The Tudor
dynasty, perpetually short on cash and lacking the security of an obvi-
ous heir to the throne, had come more than once within a hair of col-
lapse, and Elizabeth declined the risk of what could be, at least, a
powerful pressure group, and which might become, at worst, a Protes-
tant fifth column in her kingdom. Did the Puritans want preachers
throughout the county? Let them be content with three or four. Did
they want to preach sermons? Let them, as James I commanded, preach

25. Edward Dering, “A Sermon Before the Queen’s Majesty;” in Leonard J. Trinterud,
Elizabethan Puritanism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1971), 150-60.

26. In Hill, 32.

A Chalcedon Publication [www.chalcedon.edu] 3/30/07



28 JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

only on the Creed or the Ten Commandments or the Lord’s Prayer, and
never on predestination or against Popery. And let them, as Charles I
ruled for good measure, preach on the divine right of kings once each
qu.arter.27

But that only heightened the Puritan desperation: they invented
lectureships, and farmed themselves out as private chaplains to sympa-
thetic noblemen. Those who held churches wore the surplice and
preached {19} correctly when the bishop paid a visit: the next week, the
surplice went back into the drawer and the preacher resumed his
exhortations. Given their close scriptural view of the ministry, the need
for preaching and for clearing out the deadwood, the defense of the
kingdom from Jesuitry, and the almost incomprehensible betrayal of
these aims—or so it strongly seemed—by the state and the bishops—is
it any wonder that Perkins and Sibbes and Gouge should have spoken
of the preacher in the exalted terms that they did?

LR R b i

Considering the situation, one might have expected the Puritans to
welcome all the aid they could get, and so open their ranks to any
would-be preachers who appeared to be friendly. Much to their credit,
this is exactly what they did not do. In fact, they were a consciously
exclusive brotherhood, and they laid down stiff qualifications for the
preaching ministry, and, although there was never quite a written code
in England for these men, it was probably all the more rigid for being
unspoken. One can, however, pick up bits and pieces of it from a num-
ber of ministerial manuals current in the period.

Certainly the most famous was Richard Baxter’s Gildas Salvianus, or
The Reformed Pastor, written in 1656 for a local ministers’ meeting
after Baxter had had some brushes with the highly anticlerical Quak-
ers. The first of the qualifications which Baxter laid down is that a min-
ister, or would-be minister, be converted, something which may seem
to us absurdly obvious, but which was by no means so obvious as Bax-
ter looked around him at many who called themselves ministers.
“None but converted men,” reasons Baxter, “do make God their chief
end ... others make the ministry but a trade to live by”

27. Ibid., 38.
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They choose it rather than another calling, because their parents did
destine them to it, or because it affordeth them a competent main-
tenance; because it is a life wherein they have more opportunity to
furnish their intellects with all kind of science; or because it is not toil-
some to the body, to those that have a mind to favour the flesh;
because it is accompanied with some reverence and respect from men,
and have others “receive the law at their mouth.”

“Were it not for these, or similar objects,” warns Baxter, “they would

soon give over” No unconverted man could bear the burden.?®

Furthermore, says Baxter, “how can you follow sinners, with com-
passion in your hearts and tears in your eyes, and beseech them in the
name of the Lord to stop their course, and return and live, and never
had so much compassion on your own soul, as to do this much for
yourselves?” Such preachers may sound as though they were made of
excellent stuff, and “cry down sin as loudly as others,” but Baxter is con-
vinced in {20} spite of this that, at best, the “unsanctified men” will by
their noise only make people think that “they do but talk to pass away
the hour, and because they must say something for their money, and
that all these are but words of course.”*’It is more possible that he will
wreck the lives of the sheep he should be guarding. “Do you think it a
likely thing, that he will fight against Satan with all his might, who is
himself a servant to Satan? Will he do any great harm to the kingdom
of the devil, who is himself a member and a subject of that kingdom?”
Beware, says Baxter, for he will be like “a traitorous commander, that
shooteth nothing against the enemy but powder”: he “may cause his
guns to make as great a sound or report as those that are loaded with
bullets; but he doth no hurt to the enemy.*

There was yet another qualification that was tacitly assumed, and
that was education. The Puritans had little time for visionaries (“enthu-
siasts,” they called them, and there was hardly a darker term of oppro-
brium in the Puritan vocabulary) or for those who surrendered
themselves to vague, ineffable impulses in the mistaken desire to have
the Spirit lead them into all truth. The Puritans, to be sure, definitely
believed that the Holy Spirit is the agent of conversion, and not some

28. Baxter, 80.
29. Ibid., 81-84.
30. Ibid., 82-84.
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autonomous “free will” of man—but once that was done, the Puritan
was obligated to learn as much as possible about almost everything.
They hated a faith that was inarticulate, and they hated even more a
faith that deliberately ignored science and philosophy to go sit in a cor-
ner in a grim pietistic introspection. “That God who is abstract wis-
dome,” one Puritan explained, “and delights that his rationall creatures
should search after it, and that his Ministers should study to propagate
it, will expect that you should be Foster-fathers of knowledge.”*!

Protestantism has historically had a very bad time—from the Ana-
baptists at Munster to the Jesus People—convincing itself that justifica-
tion by faith alone is not also a justification for ignorance, and that
faith would not make knowledge superfluous. The Puritans of New
England had a sour taste of this in the case of Mistress Anne Hutchin-
son in 1637, who accused most of the Massachusetts Bay ministry of
being under what she called “a covenant of works”; contrasted, of
course, with her position in what she proclaimed as a “covenant of
grace” She turned the terms of Puritan theology to suit herself and
used them as warrant for passing judgment on the clergy. Her authority
for doing so was revealed by one of her followers, who informed
Edward Johnson: “Come along with me.... I'll bring you to a Woman
that preaches better gospel than any of your black-coats that have been
at the Ninneversity.” Johnson’s friend added, “I had rather hear such a
one that speakes from the meer motion of the {21} spirit without any
study at all, than any of your learned Scholars, and admit that they may
speake by the help of the spirit, yet the other goes beyond them*? In
some circles, Mistress Anne’s reasoning and methods would be
applauded with devout ooh’s and aah’s; but as far as the Puritan Edward
Johnson was concerned, she was giving herself up, not to the spirit of
truth, but “the spirit of giddiness**

Richard Baxter, in another work in 1676, had argued, Mistress
Hutchinson to the contrary, that

31. Miller, New England Mind, 69.

32. Edward Johnson, Wonder-Working Providence of Sion’s Saviour in New England
(1653), ed. J. Franklin Jameson (New York: Barnes & Noble Inc., 1910), 127.

33. Ibid.
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We must use our best Reason in diligent Meditation, and Judgement,
to search the Works of God in Nature, to know which are the true
Canonical Scriptures, to discern true Copies, and Readings where the
Copies differ, to expound the Text, to Translate it truly, to discern the
Order of sacred Verities that are dispersed through all the Scriptures,
to gather them into Catechistnes, and Professions of Faith, discerning
things more necessary from the less needful....>
Baxter acknowledged that the enthusiasts had zeal, but he had scant
patience with zeal not according to knowledge, and he wryly hinted
that it was “laziness hath learned to allege the vanity of all our studies,
and how entirely the Spirit must qualify us for, and assist us in our
work; as if God had commanded the use of means, and then warranted
us to neglect them; as if it was his way to cause us to thrive in a course
of idleness, and to bring us to knowledge by dreams when we are
asleep, or take us up into heaven, and show us his counsels, while we
think of no such matter, but are idling away our time on earth”*
Baxter, however, was not encouraging a closet scholarship: what
godly men learned and studied they should pass on to others, and,
above all, they should strive to inculcate their congregations with the
same habits on as many levels as possible. Baxter urged ministers, as a
work of compassion no less, to buy books and catechisms for the poor
to study. Cotton Mather listed among his works of “doing good” the
distribution of “little books of piety.”
You may without great cost, be furnished with little books to suit all
occasions: books for the old and for the young; books for persons under
afflictions, or under desertions; books for persons under the power of
special vices; books for them that neglect household piety; books for the
sea-faring; books for the erroneous....° {22}
There was scarcely any place in the human mind that the Puritan
empire of intellect did not lay claim.
Not without reason, then, did the Puritans gird up the loins of their
minds and, in the words of Walter Travers, make the universities of

34. Richard Baxter, “The Judgement of Nonconformists” (1676), in Miller, New
England Mind, 72.

35. Baxter, The Reformed Pastor, 71.

36. Cotton Mather, Bonifacius: An Essay Upon the Good (1710), ed. David Levin
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1966), 77.
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England “the seed and fry of the holy ministry throughout the realm.
In the crucial period of 1565-1575, no less than 228 Puritans were in
residence at Cambridge, and of the eighty-one avowedly Puritan
preachers who later settled in Suffolk in the 1580s, almost fifty had
been in residence in just one Cambridge College, St. John’s. The Cam-
bridge faculty was also dominated by Puritans, such as the bold
Edward Dering, William Perkins, the Presbyterian apostle Thomas
Cartwright, and Lawrence Chaderton, who was a fellow of Christ Col-
lege from 1568 to 1576, preacher at St. Clement’s, Cambridge, for fifty
more years, and was still alive to see the advent of the Puritan Civil
Wars—Iled, ironically, by a former Cambridge man, Oliver Cromwell,
who had matriculated at Sidney Sussex College in 1616. Oxford also
bore the Puritan stamp, even though it never became the Puritan semi-
nary that Cambridge became: still, some 42 Puritans were in residence
there in 1565 to 1575, and it produced such notables as John Pym, John
Hampden, and John Owen.?’ Puritans in the New World lost none of
the zeal for university learning during their transatlantic voyage. In
fact, their first action after building houses, planting crops, and erect-
ing churches was to found Harvard College: “to advance Learning and
perpetuate it to Posterity; dreading to leave an illiterate Ministry to the
Churches, when our present Ministers shall lie in the Dust>® For this
reason does Richard Hofstadter, the historian of American intellectual-
ism—or, more properly, the lack of it—say, “The Puritan clergy came as
close to being an intellectual ruling class as America has ever had”*’
But a regenerated spirit and a master’s degree from the university
were still not in themselves a call to the ministry, however so much
they might be the indispensable preludes to such a call. That call
remained the third and great qualification of the Puritan minister, and
John Owen, in his 1643 treatise, The Duty of Pastors and People Distin-
guished, gives “three ways a man may receive, and be assured that he

37. These figures are derived from Patrick Collinson’s excellent chapter in The
Elizabethan Puritan Movement (London: Jonathan Cape, 1967), 122-30.

38. New Englands First Fruits (1643), in S. E. Morison, The Intellectual Life of
Colonial New England (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, Cornell Paperbacks, 1965),
31.

39. Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1970), 59.
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hath received this divine mission, or know that he is called of God to
the preaching of the word”—these, I think, we may take as normative
of Puritanism as a whole.*’ {23}

First, Owen believes that one may know and be assured of a call to
the ministry by special revelation. Not, he explains, by a “light prophet-
ical,” but by whether one’s doctrine conforms to that contained in God’s
special revelation, the Bible. To a lesser degree, it is accompanied by an
inner feeling of conviction, but because such is “but a transient impres-
sion, of itself not apt to give any such assurance, it may be questioned
from what other principle it doth proceed” Owen was much more
interested in what a man actually believed than in what he thought he
felt about what he believed. The only way Owen would admit the evi-
dence of feeling was that “a man pretending to extraordinary vocation
by immediate revelation (in respect of self-persuasion of the truth of
his call) must be as certain of it as he could be of a burning fire in his
bones”*!

Secondly, a man should give evidence of his call to others in the vari-
ous exercise of the appropriate spiritual gifts, a man’s gifts being not so
much what /e saw them as being, but what he gave evidence to others
of having. Thirdly, one may know that one is called to preach if placed
by God in such a situation that preaching becomes a virtual necessity.
Owen gives the example of a Christian, “cast, by shipwreck, or other-
wise upon the country of some barbarous people that never heard the
name of Christ” Since God had obviously placed him there, ought not
the Christian “to preach unto them? And if God give a blessing to his
endeavours, may he not become a pastor to the converted souls?”** A
perilous situation called forth preachers, and for a Christian to step
into such a place was, for Owen, obvious evidence that God meant to
use him as a preacher there—and so we have returned to the very rea-
son why Perkins and Sibbes, Baxter and Owen, exalted the preaching
office so highly in England. To live in England was to live in a perilous

40. John Owen, The Duty of Pastors and People Distinguished (1643), in The Works of
John Owen, ed. William H. Goold (London: Banner of Truth Trust, 1967, reprint of 1850-
53 edition), vol. 13, 29.

41. Ibid., 31.
42. Ibid., 38.
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situation, and so it called out for preachers, and in that calling out and
in that need, the preacher was not unlike the one-eyed man, king in the
country of the blind.

LR R b i

Once having passed muster, the preacher was then expected to
devote his life to being just that, and he should mind neither the man-
ner nor the hour. John Rogers was in the habit of “taking hold with
both hands at one time of the supporters of the Canopy over the Pulpit,
and roaring hideously, to represent the torments of the damned,
which, as one student noted (perhaps tongue-in-cheek) “had an awak-
ening force attending it” When Rogers was invited to preach at a wed-
ding, he promptly held forth in his customary manner, to such effect
that the marriage festivity “was turned into bitter mourning, so that all
the Ministers that were at the marriage {24} were employed in comfort-
ing, or advising, consciences awakened by that sermon.”**> But Rogers,
however colorful his gyrations may have been, is too much the stereo-
type Puritan killjoy, and Giles Firmin thought that “some expressions
and gestures he used would now seem indecent.” I suspect, nonethe-
less, that there are a good number of modern ministers who would be
overjoyed at provoking such a reaction—or any reaction—at their wed-
ding sermons.

Much more typical of the Puritan manner was John Dod, who dis-
approved of those who “labor still to keep men under terrors, and load
them with threatenings” He preferred “soft words and hard argu-
ments”** So did Richard Sibbes: “The ambassadors of so gentle a Sav-
iour should not be over-masterly, setting themselves up in the hearts of
people where Christ alone should sit as in his own temple”* If you
desire to preach with warmth and zeal, said Baxter, then “read some
rousing, awakening book” before going into the pulpit, “or meditate on
the weight of the subject on which you are to speak, and on the great

43. Giles Firmin, in Hall, Faithful Shepherd, 65.

44. John Dod, A Plaine and Familiar Exposition of the Ten Commandments (1612), in
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45. Richard Sibbes, The Bruised Reed and Smoking Flax, 1630, in Sibbes, Works, vol.
1, 53.
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necessity of your people’s souls, that you may go in the zeal of the Lord
into his house

The favorite Puritan adjectives for the preacher were learned, judi-
cious, and grave. Above all, they were to be grave: full of a high serious-
ness about the work they were doing. There is not one Puritan sermon
that I have read that contains what I would call a single joke. Indeed,
Baxter declared that “of all the preaching in the world (that speaks not
stark lies) I hate that preaching which tends to make hearers laugh, or
move their minds with tickling levity, and affect them as stage-plays
used to do, instead of affecting them with a holy reverence of the name
of God” We should, insisted Baxter, “as it were suppose we saw the
throne of God, and the millions of glorious angels attending him, that
we may be awed with his majesty when we draw near to him in holy
things”*’ It was the sermons of James Aliens and William Phipps that
were full, said the Essex Puritans, of “fond fables to make their hearers
laugh” That, the Puritans would have thought beneath themselves and
beneath their hearers.

They could, however, use dramatics of many types, as Thomas
Goodwin once related to John Howe (both of them well-renowned
preachers) concerning John Rogers. On one occasion in the 1620s,
Rogers bore down on his congregation for their neglect of the Bible:

[H]e personates God to the people, telling them, ‘Well, I have trusted
you so long with my Bible ... it lies in such and such houses all covered
with dust and cobwebs, you {25} care not to listen to it. Do you use my
Bible so? Well, you shall have my Bible no longer” And he takes up the
Bible from his cushion, and seemed as if he were going away with it
and carrying it from them; but immediately turns again and person-
ates the people to God, falls down on his knees, cries and pleads most
earnestly, ‘Lord, whatever thou dost to us, take not thy Bible from us;
kill our children, burn our houses, destroy our goods; only spare us
thy Bible, take not away thy Bible. And then he personates God again
to the people: ‘Say you so? Well, I will try you a while longer; and here
is my Bible for you. I will see how you use it, whether you will love it
more ... observe it more ... practice it more, and live more according to
it

46. Baxter, The Reformed Pastor, 62-63.
47. Ibid., 119-20.
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Such was the manner of one Puritan pastor, along with his roaring
sermons and wedding sermons, and the effect he produced in Thomas
Goodwin was that “when he got out [of Rogers’s church] ... [he] was
fain to hang a quarter of an hour on the neck of his horse weeping
before he had power to mount*®

It lies, finally, with John Bunyan to give the quintessinal portrait of
the Puritan manner, in The Pilgrim’s Progress, “a picture of a very grave
person hang up against the wall, and this was the fashion of it: it had
eyes lift up to Heaven, the best of books in its hand, the law of truth
was written on its lips, the world was behind its back; it stood as if it
pleaded with men, and a crown of gold did hang over its head.... This is
... the only man whom the Lord of the Place whither thou art going
hath authorized to be thy guide in all difficult places thou mayest meet
with in the way...”*’

% b % %

The Puritans not only expected a certain manner of the minister, but
they also expected a certain manner of preaching; not only were they set
upon what special effects were to be used, but they were also in com-
plete unity on how the script should be written, and that unity was
expressed over and over again in the insistence that the sermon should
be “plain” The “plain style” was, in fact, a trademark of the brother-
hood, and Richard Baxter was foremost in supplying a rationale for
“plainness”:

God commandeth us to be as plain as we can, that we may inform the
ignorant; and as convincing and serious as we are able, that we may
melt and change their hardened hearts.™
Increase Mather put it another way in the eulogium he wrote for his
father, Richard Mather, in 1670:
His way of preaching was plain, aiming to shoot his Arrows not over

{26} his peoples heads, but into their Hearts and Consciences.
Whence he studiously avoided obscure phrases, Exotick words, or

48. John Howe, in J. I. Packer, “Puritanism as a Movement of Revival,” unpublished
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unnecessary citation of Latin sentences.... The Lord gave him an excel-
lent faculty in making abstruse things plain, that in handling the deep-
est Mysteries he would accommodate himself to Vulgar Capacities,
that even the meanest might learn something.”*
And Increase’s son, Cotton, put it most succinctly in his eulogy for
John Eliot, the missionary to the Indians, whose “way of Preaching was
very plain; so that the very Lambs might wade into his Discourses on
those texts and themes, wherein Elephants might swim...”>?

The Puritans were always considering the end for which they
preached, and it did not seem altogether likely that stuffed lectures and
sentimental rhetoric were either appropriate or successful as a means of
grace. Men were converted by being confronted with doctrine, not
lovely cadences. “Swelling words of humane wisdom,” John Cotton
warned, “make mens preaching seeme to Christ (as it were) a blubber-
lipt Ministry.” Far better to address men as Christ himself had, in “their
own in English as we say.... He lets fly poynt blanck>>®

The significance of the “plain style” can be best appreciated by con-
trast with the “metaphysical” style that typified Anglican preaching of
the day. The magnificent compositions of John Donne and Lancelot
Andrewes were the favored sermons of the court, and the free-flowing,
involved eloquence of their style established a norm that their followers
made into an institution. Thus, between the Puritan and the Anglican
yawned a chasm of form and style: the Anglican preached as an orator,
and his sermons read like Demosthenian orations, while the Puritans
pleaded with men as might a lawyer, so that the Puritan sermon resem-
bled nothing so much as a lawyer’s brief. Where the Anglican leaped
from point to point in free flights of rhetoric, ever-widening like some
intricate embroidery-work, the Puritan laid open his text, explained
the circumstances of it, extracted the important doctrines, and pro-
ceeded from deduction to deduction with no more of a transition than
a number.”*

51. Increase Mather, The Life and Death of that Reverend Man in God, Mr. Richard
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As examples: Lancelot Andrewes, whose work has only received its
reward in our own century, thanks to the critical essays of T.S. Eliot,
speaks of repentance in his Ash Wednesday sermon of 1619:

Repentance it selfe is nothing els, but redire ad principe, a kind of cir-
cling; to returne to Him by repentance, from whom, by sinne, we {27}
have turned away. And much after a circle is this text [Joel 2.12-13]:
beginns with the word turne, and returnes about the same word
againe.... Being thus turned to our hearts, we turne againe, and behold
the TPOY0G yeveoewg) (as Saint James termeth it) the wheele of our
nature, that it turneth apace, and turnes off dayly some, and them
younger than we; and that within a while, our turne will come, that
our breath must goe forth, and we turne againe to our dust.

And, when that is past, another of the Prophet, That Righteousness
shall turne againe to judgement: Mercie that nowsitts in the throne,
shall rise up and give place: Justice also shall have her turne. And, then
comes the last turne, Convertentur peccatores in infernum, the sinners
shall be turned into hell, and all the people that forget, in time, to
turne unto God.>

Now, Richard Sibbes speaks of repentance, from 1637:

It is a good thing to be affected with the least token of God’s dis-
pleasure, when we can gather by good evidence that God hath a quar-
rel against us. You see how sensible Christ was, and so it will be with
us if we get not into him betimes; we shall be sensible of sin one day
whether we will or no; conscience is not put in us for nought. You may
stupify and stifle the mouth of conscience with this or that trick now,
but it will not be so forever; it will discharge its office, and lay bitter
things to our charge, and stare in our faces, and drive us to despair one
day. Sin is another matter when it is revealed to conscience than we
take it, howsoever we go blockishly and stupidly on now. It is sweet in
the temptation and allurement, but it hath an ill farewell and sting. If
we could judge of sin as we shall do when it is past, especially when we
come to our reckoning at the hour of death, and at the day of judg-
ment, then we would be of another mind; then we would say that all

sinners, as the Scripture terms them, “are fools...”¢
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Where Andrewes cleverly constructs an intricate conceit on the word,
“turne,” Sibbes goes in directly for the conscience; where Andrewes
tosses off Latin and Greek for good measure, Sibbes brings his hearers
up straight with blunt, precise accusations. The oration and the lawyer’s
brief. Andrewes was obviously as orthodox as Sibbes in the matter of
repentance; but judge for yourself which was more likely to stimulate
repentance among the tailor, the baker, and the candlestick maker of
London.

The great teacher of the “plain style” was, as in so many things Puri-
tan, William Perkins, and especially as found in his The Art of Prophe-
sying. As Perry Miller suggests, Perkins had picked up the strands of
the new logic of the Huguenot dialectician Peter Ramus, whose schema
threw overboard the old rhetorical hierarchy of Aristotle that had
reigned in Europe ever since the end of the Crusades. Aristotelian
dogma viewed preaching as only one other species of rhetoric, and
commanded it to obey the {28} same structural laws as all the other
kinds. There was to be an exordium, functioning like a musical prelude,
beginning with whatever takes the orator’s fancy; a narration, as “some
survey of the actions that form the subject matter of the speech”;>’
arguments, to confirm one’s theme by appeals to reason or authority;
interrogation, using questions and such to rebut objections; and an epi-
logue, to review and “excite your hearers’ emotions.”*® Perkins, follow-
ing Ramus, realized that the sermon could not be chained to Aristotle’s
schema and still have the effectiveness he wanted for it. Ramistic logic,
to the joy of Perkins and the Ramistic disciples who followed him, ele-
vated the argument to the highest level, and since Ramus believed that
the “law of invention” would naturally dictate the appropriateness of
whatever would follow, one had only to give the text its argument and
let it take its head.

Perkins and the writers of preaching manuals among the Puritans
proceeded to strip the sermon of its Aristotelian encumbrances and fit
it to do the work of reformation. The exordium was lopped off as
unworthy of God’s people (godly people, they reasoned, needed no
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dainty enticements to get their attention for a sermon). The opening
paragraph contained an unvarnished statement of the preacher’s inten-
tions upon the text, along with a systematic dismemberment of the text
into its constituent portions. Jonathan Edwards’s celebrated Enfield
sermon, “Sinners In the Hands of An Angry God,” featured a text
(“Their foot shall slide in due time”—Deut. 32:35) broken into four ele-
ments concerning “those wicked Israelites™:

1. That they were always exposed to destruction;
2. It implies, that they were always exposed to sudden unexpected
destruction....

3. They are liable to fall of themselves....

4. The reason why they are not fallen alreadgr, and do not fall now, is

only that God’s appointed time is not come.’
These deductions were then recombined to form the “doctrine,” which,
in this case, was, “There is nothing that keeps wicked men at any
moment out of hell, but the mere pleasure of God...” Richard Bernard,
who rivaled the popularity of Perkins with his The Faithful Shepherd,
called this “doctrine” a “Theological Axiom, either consisting in the
express words of Scripture, or flowing from them by immediate
consequence.”®” {29} So, this first section was devoted to “opening.
explaining, and distilling the truths of the text into one proposition.

The second section, bypassing the Aristotelian narration, went

straight to the arguments, or (as they would have said), the “reasons” or
“uses” These “reasons” were designed to reinforce intellectual accep-
tance of the “doctrine” and were something of an apologetic in nature:
one might draw confirmation from experience, natural law, systematic
theology, and related Scripture. Edwards—to continue the illustra-
tion—supported his proposition with ten such “reasons:
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1. There is no want of power in God to cast wicked men into hell at
any moment....

2. They deserve to be cast into hell; ...

3. They are already under a sentence of condemnation to hell....

4. They are now the objects of that very same anger and wrath of
God, that is expressed in the torments of hell....

5. The devil stands ready to fall upon them, and seize them as his
own, at what moment God shall permit him....

6. There are in the souls of wicked men those hellish principles
reigning....

7. Itis no security to wicked men for one moment, that there are no
visible means of death at hand....

8. Natural men’s prudence and care ... do not secure them a
moment....

9. All wicked men’s pains and contrivance ... do not secure them from
hell one moment.

10. God has laid himself under no obligation, by any promise to keep
any natural man out of hell one moment.

Therefore, Edwards is able to say, “In short, they have no refuge,
nothing to take hold of; all that preserves them every moment is the
mere arbitrary will, and uncovenanted, unobliged forbearance of an
incensed God”

Thirdly, the Puritan ignored the interrogation and epilogue to create
a new section, the “applications” (often, confusingly, called “uses” when
the second section was called “reasons”), which contained sundry vivid
applications and exhortations on the “doctrine” that had been pro-
posed and defended. Here, the Puritan was free to lapse into rhetorical
flourish if he desired, and it is here that Edwards unleashed some of his
most famous images. Resorting almost completely to sensational com-
parison (there is as much Locke here as there is Ramus, as Miller has
shown in his biography of Edwards), Edwards lays his “doctrine” on
heavily by reminding the hearers of several things, that
1. There is the dreadful pit of the glowing flames of the wrath of God

... there is nothing between you and hell but the air; it is only the
power and mere pleasure of God that holds you up.... {30}

2. Your wickedness makes you as it were heavy as lead....

3. There are black clouds of God’s wrath now hanging directly over
your heads....
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4. The wrath of God is like great waters that are dammed for the
present....

5. The bow of God’s wrath is bent, and the arrow made ready on the
string....

6. The God that holds you over the pit of hell, much as one holds a
spider or some loathsome insect over the fire, abhors you, and is
dreadfully provoked....

Then, resorting to exhortation, he appeals to them to repent, based on

five considerations:

1. The misery you are exposed to....

2. The fierceness of his wrath that you are exposed to....

3. Itisan everlasting wrath....

4. You have an extraordinary opportunity, a day wherein Christ has
thrown the door of mercy wide open....

5. God seems now to be hastily gathering in his elect in all parts of the
land; and probably the greater part of adult persons that ever shall
be saved, will be brought in now in a little time....

Therefore, he says, let “every one fly out of Sodom...” And then he

ends. No epilogue; not even really a conclusion; but the shrieks of soul-

agony that resulted became so “amazing” that Edwards was forced to
pause.®!

It might drive the impact of the sermon in all the harder were we to
remember that Edwards preached “using no gestures, but looked
straight forward; Gideon Clark said ‘he looked on the bell rope until he
looked it off” and used in the pulpit, as notes, only a little booklet of
foolscap that he had sewn together himself for the purpose covered
with hardly more than his outline and text references”®* A manuscript
in the pulpit was considered inconsistent with the “plain style,” and a
preacher who wanted to have every word in perfect place had little
choice but to memorize the entire thing. Such memorization was
rare—New England sermons were timed by an hourglass in the pulpit,
and Edward Johnson recorded his great satisfaction with one of Tho-

mas Hooker’s sermons in which “the glasse was turned up twice”%

61. Perry Miller, Jonathan Edwards (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1973), 145.
62. Ibid., 51.
63. Johnson, Wonder-Working Providence, 135.
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Most Puritan ministers, therefore, compromised by doing as John
Dod, who found memorization too binding and “resolved afterwards
never to pen his sermon verbatim, but his usual manner was to write
only the Analysis of his Text, the proofs of Scripture for the Doctrines,
with the Reasons and Uses, and so leaving the rest to meditation in
which course {31} he never found defect”®* The result was Edwards’s
little foolscap books, or something like the preaching notes of Thomas
Hooker: “small pages (about five by seven inches), densely covered on
both sides with very small handwriting; the divisions of the sermon
clearly marked (doctrines, reasons, and uses); texts of Scripture cited
and often copied in full; and the contents of each division swiftly
detailed in a few complete sentences’®

This stark simplicity of design and delivery was lucid enough for
even the dimmest wits, yet thorough enough to satisfy the sharpest
critics. And one great redeeming feature was its easy applicability to
any occasion, something particularly needful amongst a people that
seemed to have no fill of sermons. New England Puritans had adver-
tised their interest in the hearing of sermons even before they touched
American soil by providing for three sermons daily on the voyage over:
John Cotton preached in the morning, Thomas Hooker in the after-
noon, and Samuel Stone in the evening.®® It was taken for granted that,
once established, the ministers would preach twice on Sundays (there
had originally been a provision for a separate “teacher” and “pastor” in
the churches of the New England Way, but it proved too expensive an
experiment, and the two tasks were eventually devolved back on one
man); but the clergy of New England went one better and also insti-
tuted a weekday lecture. The lecture differed from the Sunday meetings
only in that they dispensed with the metrical psalm-singing and cus-
tomary prayers, and were devoted exclusively to preaching. Strange as
it may seem to a generation in which sermons tend to be valued in
inverse proportion to their frequency, the lectures were an outstanding
success. In 1634, the civil authorities tried futilely to limit all the
church lectures to one certain day of the week, so that business would

64. Dod, in Jones, Salvation in New England, 17.
65. Ibid.
66. Ibid., 4.
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not be interrupted by the constant bustling around to sermons; they
had to content themselves with a resolution that the lectures be ended
early enough to get people home before dark.%” By Jonathan Edwards’s
day, the Boston First Church lecture had become something of a New
England affair, and a preacher who was invited to deliver the lecture
knew that he was being sized up by the clergy and the community, so
that he generally pulled himself together and gave the best he could
summon.

Sermons were also called for on other occasions. “Election” sermons
were preached on the spring day set aside for tabulating the votes for
governor and assistant. The assembled dignitaries and citizens were
usually crowded into the town’s largest meetinghouse, and the subject
would usually touch on the responsibility of the civil magistrate to do
{32} thus-and-such in support of the law, the clergy, and what not.*
“Artillery” sermons, such as the one Urian Oakes preached before Bos-
ton’s Ancient and Honourable Artillery Company, began in 1659 and
generally marked the musters of the militia and the election of offic-
ers.”® As New England slipped more and more rapidly from the spiritu-
ality of its founders, Fast and Thanksgiving Day sermons were
preached (nineteen in Massachusetts Bay in 1639 had swelled to fifty
by 1676), and the predominant theme of declension that these sermons
treated produced its own sermon type, the jeremiad. There were ser-
mons at weddings, at baptisms, and at victories and defeats—but not at
funerals, viewing funeral sermons as part of superstitious abuses. The
Puritan burial procedure was done “with some honest company of the
Church, without either singing or reading, yea, without all kind of cer-
emony heretofore used ... with such gravity and sobriety as those that
be present may seem to fear the judgments of God, and to hate sin,
which is the cause of death””! It was the only part of the Puritan life
which the preaching ministry did not touch.””

67. Morison, Intellectual Life, 167.
68. Miller, Jonathan Edwards, 3.
69. Morison, 175.

70. Boorstin, Americans, 13.

71. John Canne, in David Stannard, The Puritan Way of Death (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1977), 104.
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DR i i b

It is no exaggeration, and in fact a point of quiet pride, for Francis
Higginson, the first teacher of Massachusetts Ba)l, to say, “Thanks be to
God, we have here plenty of preaching..””> The Puritan mind
delighted in preaching. The Puritan minister was the one standing in
the gap, and the honor—as well as the responsibility—motivated all his
efforts to be the people’s bulwark against lukewarmness at home, uned-
ifying practice in the church, Jesuit intrigue from abroad, and hostility
from a suspicious and unsympathetic government—and later, a suspi-
cious and unsympathetic New World. Both their manner of living and
their style of preaching set them apart from their contemporaries, and
it made of them a godly example that even the simplest could see and
understand; and they knew it, and it motivated them all the more. But
perhaps their chiefest and greatest motivation, apart from their own
eternal reward, was the one summed up by John Flavel, and he says in
one paragraph more about the character of the Puritan ministry than
has been said in many books: {33}

Is it not worth all our labours and sufferings, to come with all those
souls we instrumentally begat to Christ: and all that we edified,
reduced, confirmed, and comforted in the way to heaven; and say,
Lord, here am I, and the children thou hast given me? To hear one spir-
itual child say, Lord, this is the minister, by whom I believed: Another,
this is he, by whom I was edified, established, and comforted. This is
the man that resolved my doubts, quickened my dying affections,
reduced my soul when wandering from the truth! O blessed by thy
name, that I ever saw his face, and heard his voice! What think we of
this, brethren?”*

Indeed, what think we of this?

72. Editor’s Note: According to Gordon Geddes, the funeral sermon was preached on
the Thursday or Sunday following burial, or even later, part of a regularly scheduled
church meeting. In the case of people about to be executed, they were preached to and
prayed for at the Thursday meeting, and then would be taken out and hanged. There
was no funeral sermon for them the following Sunday. There was never any preaching at
the burial service, as was the case with Anglicans.

73. Francis Higginson to his friends at Leicester, September 1629, in Letters from
New England: The Massachusetts Bay Colony, 1629-1638, ed. Everett Emerson
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1976), 38.

74. John Flavel, “The Character of a True Evangelical Pastor,” in The Works of John
Flavel (London: Banner of Truth Trust, 1968, reprint of 1820 edition), vol. 6, 579.
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CROMWELL AND His CRITICS

[A REPLY TO JON ZENS]
David H. Chilton

In the fall of 1978, Dr. Gary North issued a one-page leaflet advertising
the “Symposium on Puritanism and Law;” contained in volume 5, num-
ber 2 of the Journal of Christian Reconstruction. The thesis of the
advertisement, reproduced below, is that Puritanism must be seen as a
“package deal” Secular historians have long emphasized the “secular”
accomplishments of the Puritans, while disregarding and misunder-
standing Puritan theology. On the other hand, those whom Dr. North
calls “the reprinting neo-Puritans” have emphasized the theology of
the Puritans, but have divorced it from the Puritan vision of a godly
society. Thus, both groups have produced a distorted view of Puritan-
ism; neither one has sufficiently appreciated the relationship between
Puritan theology and Puritan life.

To be sure, the Puritan was deeply concerned with secret prayer,
inner piety, and methods of receiving the Lord’s Supper; but he was just
as concerned with national obedience. Until the Restoration, the idea
that the two could be legitimately separated was abhorrent in the
extreme. And while we would not agree with everything the Puritans
ever did, it is our position that to the extent that they were consistent to
their vision, the Puritan worldview was essentially Biblical. The Scrip-
tural injunction to love God with every aspect of our being is a com-
mand that has reference to both inner piety and cultural
transformation. Obedience to every word of God is enjoined upon
every man, with the whole man, in every area of life and thought. For a
man to claim to have faith, while rejecting God’s law in the home,
church, state, business, or any other sphere, has always been hypocrisy.

This was clearly seen by men such as Oliver Cromwell, a man who,
for all his faults, sought to cultivate true piety, internally and externally,
and desired total reformation, “in root and branch” Cromwell’s
achievements are fairly well known (and there is an excellent bio-
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graphical article by Judy Ishkanian in volume 6, number 1 of the Jour-
nal of Christian Reconstruction). On the other hand, William Gurnall,
who is unfavorably compared to Cromwell in Dr. North’s advertise-
ment, is almost entirely unknown. A brief note about him, before we
proceed any further, will be helpful in understanding the debate. {35}

William Gurnall (1616-1679) was the minister of the parish of
Lavenham before, during, and after Cromwell’s Protectorate. Although
he lived in one of the most important periods of history, he never took
a firm stand on an issue. The reader will search his massive tome, The
Christian in Complete Armour, in vain for the slightest reference to the
momentous events taking place as the book was being written (1655-
1662). Gurnall spent his early life in Lynn, “one of the chief towns of
the most thoroughly Protestant districts in England in the seventeenth
century”’”> From 1632 to 1639 he attended Emmanuel College at Cam-
bridge (which Queen Elizabeth once called “a Puritan foundation”),
and during his residence there he was exposed to the practical out-
workings of both Puritan theology and statist repression. For example,
while Gurnall was at Emmanuel, a Mr. Bernard was tried before Laud
for preaching against Romanism and died in prison; William Prynne,
John Bastwicke, and Henry Burton were pilloried and had their ears
cropped off (Prynne was also branded on his cheek); and in a famous
taxation case, a judge declared, “The King is the Law!” As J. C. Ryle
observed, “No one could be at Cambridge from 1632 to 1639, without
seeing and hearing things which would leave a mark on his memory
for life, and without coming across a stream of conflicting opinions
which he would remember to his dying day.” The pragmatic lesson, of
course, is that it is wise never to take sides; and that when one is forced
to do so, safety lies on the side of power.

Nor is there anything in Gurnall’s later history which gives the
impression of a man taking his place in the ranks of battle. There is no
record that he did anything for the Puritan cause whatsoever. In fact, it
is difficult to see exactly what it is about him that entitles him to the
name Puritan. Ryle described him as having “notoriously Puritan sen-

75. J. C. Ryle, “A Biographical Account of the Author, in William Gurnall, The
Christian In Complete Armour (London: Banner of Truth Trust, 1964), xvii.

76. Ibid., xxi.
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timents”;’” just what these were it is hard to imagine. He was, techni-

cally, Calvinistic in soteriology, but so were many in the Anglican
camp. Doctrines such as double predestination certainly were not a
Puritan monopoly.”® The real “hallmark of Puritanism,” as New has
stressed, was activism.”® “Anglicanism was a religion of aspiration, and
Puritanism of perspiration”®® And if there is one trait conspicuously
absent from Gurnall’s life, it was activism. Between his leaving Cam-
bridge in 1639 and becoming rector of Lavenham in 1644, nothing at
all is known of him. J. C. Ryle wrote:

It would be difficult to name five years of English history in which so
{36} many important events occurred, as between 1639 and 1644.
Within these five years the famous Long Parliament commenced its
sittings, the no less famous Westminster Assembly of divines was con-
vened, Lord Strafford was beheaded, Archbishop Laud committed to
prison, and the courts of High Commission and Star Chamber abol-
ished. Within these five years the civil war between the king and the
parliament actually broke out, the standard was raised at Nottingham,
the battles of Edgehill, Newbury, and Marston Moor were fought, and
Hampden, Pym and Lord Falkland were all laid in their graves. Last,
but not least, the “Solemn League and Covenant” was subscribed by
the adherents of the Parliament side, in which, among other things,
they pledged themselves to “endeavor the extirpation of popery and
prelacy, that is, church government by archbishops, bishops, their
chancellors and commissaries, deans and chapters, archdeacons, and
all other ecclesiastical officers depending on that hierarchy”

And what was Gurnall doing all these five years? We cannot tell.!

There is no evidence whatsoever to suggest that William Gurnall
ever stuck his neck out in the defense of the faith. True, if he followed
the advice in his book, he was busy fighting spiritual battles against his
lusts and temptations; but, as Martin Luther once said, “Where the bat-
tle rages, there the loyalty of the soldier is proved, and to be steady on

77. Ibid., xxxi.

78. John E H. New, Anglican and Puritan: The Basis of Their Opposition, 1558-1640
(Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 1964).

79. Ibid., 85.
80. Ibid., 104.
81. Ryle, xxil.
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all the battlefield besides, is mere flight and disgrace if he flinches at
that point”

To some readers this may seem to be drawing unjustified conclu-
sions from the simple lack of historical evidence about Gurnall’s activi-
ties, but I don’t think so. My contention is backed up by one striking
fact which none can deny: Gurnall’s acceptance of the Act of Unifor-
mity. In 1662, after the Restoration of Charles II, the Act required every
minister to publicly assent to everything in the newly revised Book of
Common Prayer (deliberately drawn up in phrases guaranteed to
offend any Puritan), and to renounce the Solemn League and Cove-
nant. On the appointed day, August 24, two thousand pastors were
forced out of their pulpits for refusing to submit. In Ryle’s words,
“many of these two thousand were the best, the ablest, and the holiest
ministers of the day”®* For many of them, this courageous stand led to
arrests, imprisonment, loss of livelihood, and even death. One of those
who suffered was William Gurnall's own father-in-law. Yet Gurnall
submitted to the Act, and it should be noted that the Puritans them-
selves did not consider Gurnall to be one of them. An attack on him
was published in 1665, the full title of which is:

Covenant Renouncers Desperate Apostates, opened in two letters,
written by a Christian friend to Mr. W. Gurnall, of Lavenham in Suf-
folk, which may indefinitely serve as an admonition to all such Pres-
byterian ministers or others, who have forced their conscience, not
only to leap over, but to renounce their solemn covenant obligation to
endeavor a {37} reformation according to God’s word, and the extir-
pation of all prelatical superstitions, and contrary thereunto conform
to those superstitious vanities against which they had so solemnly
sworn. Printed in Anti-turncoat Street, and sold at the sign of Truth’s
Delight, right opposite to Backsliding Alley.%*

Gurnall was perhaps irritated by such hostility, but he had the com-
fort of knowing that, unlike his ejected brethren, he still retained his
parish; and Lavenham provided a wealthy living. In contrast to other
mystics, Gurnall does not seem to have been unusually distressed by
the pleasures of Vanity Fair.

82. Ibid., xxxii.
83. Ibid.
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The foregoing remarks are not intended to discredit everything Gur-
nall said. His weighty (1200 page) volume is packed with witty and
pithy remarks, and, in a narrow sense, it is doctrinally orthodox. I have
myself often quoted Gurnall in sermons; he had an unusual gift for
turning a happy phrase. What I take issue with is Gurnall’s perspective,
that the “Christian warfare” can be reduced to a wholly internal strug-
gle. Gurnall retreated from a battle in which his comrades were dying
in order to meditate on transcendent verities, and the thrust of his
book is an encouragement to others to do the same. Lest it be thought
that we are kicking dead dogs, let the reader be reminded that our con-
cern is very much with the present: Gurnall’s spiritual heirs are falling
into the same ditch with their blind leader. At this moment, the United
States government is at war with Christianity, attempting to close
Christian schools and silence Christian pastors—and the “neo-Puri-
tans” are wondering what the fuss is all about. Gary North’s statement,
at any rate, should be viewed in its proper light: we want more of
Cromwell (without affixing the Chalcedon imprimatur to everything
he did), and less of William Gurnall.

Dr. Northss little essay seems to have touched a nerve among Gurnal-
lian retreatists (see “A Neo-Puritan Critic Replies,” in the Journal of
Christian Reconstruction 6, 1:175-76). The most serious response to
date, however, is by John Zens in the Spring 1979 issue of Baptist Refor-
mation Review. Below, we will reprint Dr. North’s advertisement, fol-
lowed by Mr. Zens’s complete article (in successive portions) and my
answers. To avoid confusion, Mr. Zens’s statements will appear in a dif-
ferent font.

SYMPOSIUM ON PURITANISM AND LAW
THE JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

Gary North

The Puritans have only recently been rediscovered, first by secular
historians, and then by contemporary Christians. The secular histori-
ans, led {38} by Perry Miller (a professor of English literature) and Wil-
liam Haller (another English professor) in the 1930s, and by numerous
British and American historians—some of whom are Marxists—since
the 1950s, have focused especially on Puritan contributions in litera-
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ture, philosophy, government, and social policy. The rediscovery of the
Puritans by modern Christians came later, generally since the 1960s,
especially through the influence of numerous reprintings of selected
(and selective) Puritan sermons. These inexpensive reprints, accompa-
nied by modern histories dealing with Puritan theology, piety, and
ecclesiology, have opened up several aspects of the world of the Puri-
tans to those who are their theological heirs. These reprints have gen-
erally been helpful.

One problem which must be acknowledged is the seeming inability
of the two groups most responsible for the Puritan revival to under-
stand each other. Indeed, it is almost as if the two groups were com-
pletely unaware of each other’s existence. The secular historians have
only an incomplete grasp of the nuances and meaning of Puritan theol-
ogy, precisely because they do not understand Protestant theology or
the Bible. On the other hand, the major promoters of Puritan reprints
are self-consciously pietistic in their perspective. They deliberately
concern themselves only with questions of Puritan piety, worship, and
evangelism. They shy away from any consideration of the reasons for
the Puritans’ enormous impact on Anglo-American history, the ques-
tion which most interests the secular historians. As Rushdoony once
wrote, the secularists are interested in history, but not in God, and the
modern Christians are interested in God, but not in history. If you
compare, for example, Antonia Fraser’s masterful biography of Crom-
well, which surveys the impact he had on English society, with the
devotional biographies produced by the reprint-oriented neo-Puritans,
you will immediately understand the nature of the gap. The interests of
the two camps are very different. The secularists search the documents
of Puritanism in order to find aspects of their thought that led to their
vision of a kingdom of God on earth, which was later transformed
(secularized) by others into a concern for the kingdom of man. (This is
why few historians are interested in the Pilgrims, as distinguished from
the New England Puritans; the Pilgrims had less of this vision.) The
“reprinting neo-Puritans” have read carefully selected Puritan sermons
and have found few traces of their vision of the kingdom of God on
earth—a kingdom of Christian law, Christian economics, Christian
politics. These researchers have concerned themselves only with an
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internalized Puritan kingdom, a Puritan “kingdom of the heart” New
England Puritanism confounds them, understandably.

The Puritan movement, taken as a whole—not just selectively sifted
sermons—was concerned with the ideal of a Holy Commonwealth, a
City on a Hill that would, they hoped, shine before ungodly men and
lead to their {39} regeneration and the reconstruction of the whole
world in terms of Jesus Christ. The secularist historians see that this
was the essence of the Puritan movement, but they deny that such a
rigidly theological vision was or is workable. The “reprinting neo-Puri-
tans” agree with the secularists on this point. They too believe that the
Holy Commonwealth ideal is unworkable, in time and on earth (before
Christ’s second coming). They also tend to argue that no comprehen-
sive, kingdom-oriented vision of Christian reconstruction can ever be
valid, and therefore they have consciously, systematically attempted to
ignore the obvious, namely, that the Puritan movement, especially the
outlook of the New England Puritans, was based on the Holy Com-
monwealth ideal. They content themselves with reprinting what some
Puritan preachers wrote concerning predestination, church worship,
and internal self-examination, while generally ignoring what tens of
thousands of Puritan soldiers, merchants, scientists, judges, politicians,
lawyers, and (yes) preachers did to lay the foundations of Western sci-
ence, technology, constitutionalism, business management, and mili-
tary strategy. The “reprinting neo-Puritans” have contented themselves
with the “Puritanism of the sanctuary,” systematically ignoring or de-
emphasizing the “Puritanism of social transformation” that secular his-
torians have documented so thoroughly.

The “reprinting neo-Puritans” for the most part do not think that it
is valid to call for the total reconstruction of society in terms of Christ’s
saving grace and the enforcement of biblical law, and neither do the
secularists. The “reprinting neo-Puritans” do not think that Christ’s
people are called to such a task, nor are Christians morally responsible
before God to work toward such transformation, and neither do the
secularists. The “reprinting neo-Puritans” do not believe that the Bible
sets forth standards of righteousness for every sphere of life that can
serve as guidelines for Christian reconstruction, and neither do the
secularists.
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The problem, then, with the revival of interest in Puritanism is that it
has been led by “reprinting neo-Puritans” and the secularists. The
“reprinting neo-Puritans” want to shave the Holy Commonwealth out
of the Puritan heritage, while the secularists want to shave the Puritan
heritage out of the Holy Commonwealth ideal. The “reprinting neo-
Puritans” want to see the spread of Puritanism’s theological roots, but
without the social fruits; the secularists want to see the spread of the
social fruits, but without Puritanism’s theological roots. Both groups
are bound to be disappointed in the future. To put it in a vernacular,
Puritanism is a package deal.

The Journal of Christian Reconstruction is devoting two®* issues to a
consideration of the neglected Christian reconstruction ideal of Puri-
tanism and its effects in history. The first issue, “Puritanism and Law;’
surveys {40} the commitment to biblical law of the New England Puri-
tans and some of the English reformers and Puritans. (We are not set-
ting up an historical stick-man—that every Puritan was a consistent
theonomist—so that the “reprinting neo-Puritans” can knock him
down with still more of their highly selective reprints.) The second
issue, scheduled for publication next summer, deals with “Puritanism
and Society” What we will demonstrate is that the secularists are cor-
rect in their conclusion that the culture-transforming power of Puri-
tanism was directly related to their theology. We are arguing that their
theology, which ought to be our theology, is still capable of that same
culture-transforming influence, which both the secularists and the
“reprinting neo-Puritans” are so anxious to deny.

If we believed in graffiti on public buildings, which we don’t, we
would like to see this one plastered over every public building in the
world:

CROMWELL LIVES!

The secularists respect his accomplishments, power, and cultural
impact, but despise his theology. The “reprinting neo-Puritans” like
parts of his theology, but not the parts that led directly to his
accomplishments, power, and cultural impact, which they tend to
regard as a kind of embarrassment. The Journal is committed to the

»

84. Three, as it turned out: “Puritanism and Law;” “Puritanism and Progress,” and
“Puritanism and Society”

A Chalcedon Publication [www.chalcedon.edu] 3/30/07



54 JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

proposition that we need a whole lot more of Cromwell, and a whole
lot less of Gurnall.

“MORE OF CROMWELL, LESS OF GURNALL”?

Jon Zens

Dr. North’s general overview of the contemporary revival of interest in
Puritans is, | believe, insightful and accurate. | cannot agree with the
conclusions he sets forth, but he does raise some crucial issues that few
have seriously faced, and, therefore, deserve our further consideration.

“Reprinting Neo-Puritans”

First, Dr. North has in view mainly the Banner of Truth Trust when he
refers to the “reprinting neo-Puritans.” The “reprinting neo-Puritans”
have sought to make available many Puritan classics at a price Christians
can afford. They have tried to select material from the Puritans that
reflects their pastoral concerns to defend the gospel and apply it to the
hearts of men. However, as Dr. North points out, these modern reprints
are indeed selective, and | believe that as a result of this one-sided
presentation of Puritanism a major problem has surfaced. The problem
is this: the contemporary pastors, young men aspiring to the ministry,
and people in the pews who are reading these reprints are generally
ignorant of a dominating theme in Puritanism, which Dr. North refers to
as “the ideal of a Holy Common-wealth,” {41} or a “national church.”
William Haller summarized this theme as follows:

The object of the Puritan reformers was the reorganization of English
society in the form of a church governed according to presbyterian
principles. Until they were summoned by Parliament to the Westminster
Assembly, they were granted no opportunity to put their ideas into effect,
but they were allowed within limits to preach to the people and to publish
books. They were very far from approving in principle the tolerance by
which they profited. Their ideal was uniformity based upon the will of a
godly people and maintained with the support of a godly civil state. They
would have had the state set up presbyterianism first and trust the
preachers to render the people godly afterwards. (The Rise of Puritanism
[1938; New York, 19571, 171)

Thus, modern Christians reading these reprints are usually unaware that
there was in fact a dominant political force in Puritanism, which, as Dr.
North rightly observes, grew out of their conception of the Gospel. To
be honest, therefore, with Puritanism as a whole, we must either
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acknowledge that this “Holy Commonwealth” ideal is indeed a valid
outworking of the power of the gospel, or we must reject it as inimical to
the truth of the gospel. Dr. North would agree with the former position,
while | have argued elsewhere that the latter position is Biblically
accurate (cf. “What Can We Learn From Reformation History?,” BRR,
Autumn, 1978, 1-13). In all fairness, it must be noted that lain Murray,
editor of the Banner of Truth Magazine, has had many kind things to say
about some church-state situations (cf. “Spiritual Characteristics of the
First American Settlement,” Sword and Trowel, July/August, 1977, et al.).

It must be stated at the outset that Chalcedon has never espoused the
idea of a “national church” This is an important point, for Mr. Zens
refers to the concept constantly throughout his essay. The term does
not occur in Dr. North’s ad, nor does it ever receive favorable mention
in the writings of any Chalcedon scholar. We have repeatedly stated our
belief in the separation of church and state. We do believe in “the ideal
of a Holy Commonwealth,” but such a concept is vastly different from
that of a “national church” A “national church” means one of two
things: (1) a nation ruled by ecclesiastical officers; or (2) a church ruled
by civil officers. We reject both of these options as manifestly unbibli-
cal.

But though church and state must be functionally separate, religion
and state can never be separated. Man is created in the image of God,
and every aspect of his life is inescapably defined in terms of his rela-
tionship to God. Therefore, the state is always religious. “He that is not
with me is against me,” Jesus said. Every man, and every human institu-
tion, is either Christian or non-Christian. Every law of man is either
grounded on God’s law, or it is not. No man, in any area of life, is neu-
tral with respect {42} to God and His word. All men are required by
God’s law to be Christian, at every point of their existence and activity.
If the state is not Christian, it is Antichrist, and no amount of scholastic
weaseling can successfully obscure this fact. In a chapter entitled, “Sep-
aration of Church and State,” Greg Bahnsen says:

The objection that the civil magistrate’s enforcement of God’s law
would be a violation of the separation of church and state is
unfounded. Church and state are separated as to their functions in

both Testaments of God’s word; thus the law which was valid in the
Older Testament cannot be invalidated in the New Testament on the
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basis of church/ state separation.... The church and state, though sepa-
rate from one another, are united under the authority of God.®

Did the Puritans believe in a “national church”? John Owen, Oliver
Cromwell’s chaplain, certainly believed that the state must be Chris-
tian, as he argued strenuously before Parliament.®® But he just as stren-
uously argued against a “national church”® what Owen and the
Puritans wanted was a commonwealth in which every man, and every
thing, high and low, was constituted “HOLINESS UNTO THE LORD”
(Zech. 14:20).

William Haller’s statement that “they would have had the state set up
presbyterianism first and trust the preachers to render the people godly
afterwards” is totally without foundation, and Haller understandably
offers no documentation for it. In fact, Zens’s overly selective quotation
distorts the meaning of Haller’s assertion. A fuller quotation follows:

They would have had the state set up presbyterianism first and trust
the preachers to render the people godly afterwards. As it was, the
condition actually imposed upon them by the policy of the govern-
ment was that they begin by trying to convert the people and trust in
God to bring about presbyterian reform in his own time. The immedi-
ate result was that in the hope of establishing ultimately their cher-
ished scheme of uniformity, they spent two generations preaching a
doctrine and a way of life which promoted active individual religious
experience and expression, promoted it much faster than means could
be found to control or direct it.3®

In other words, Haller is theorizing about what the Puritans “would
have” done if they had had the chance, but goes on to state what their
actual program was. This is, to say the least, a rather precarious
method of doing history, especially when supporting evidence is lack-
ing. To allege that the Puritans were primarily interested in the state is
an easy slur {43} to make, but it is groundless. The Puritans simply
viewed God’s word as law over every area of life—civil, ecclesiastical,
and personal—and desired total reformation in terms of Scripture.

85. Greg Bahnsen, Theonomy in Christian Ethics (Nutley, NJ: Craig Press, 1977), 432.
86. John Owen, Works (London: Banner of Truth Trust, 1965-68), vol. 8, 245-471.
87. Ibid., vol. 8, 163ff.; vol. 14, 517ff.

88. William Haller, The Rise of Puritanism (University of Pennsylvania, 1972), 173.
The pagination in my copy varies slightly from the original edition.

A Chalcedon Publication [www.chalcedon.edu] 3/30/07



Cromwell and His Critics 57

Nor is Chalcedon primarily interested in the reformation of the state.
Certainly, we work for the application of Scripture in every area,
including politics; but it is always with the recognition that, as R. J.
Rushdoony has written, “The key to social renewal is individual regen-
eration,® and that “true reform begins with the submission of our
own lives, homes, and callings to God’s Law-word. The world is then
recaptured step by step as men institute true reform in their realms>*°
Indeed, “the purpose of regeneration is that man reconstruct all things
in conformity to God’s order.®!

Zens is correct in pointing out that the issue centers on our differing
views regarding the nature of the gospel and salvation. The Gurnallian
view of salvation is internalistic and individualistic. Man’s purpose is
seen solely in terms of conversion, and the salvation of the soul is seen
as the end of the road. Salvation, in this view, consists of man’s deliver-
ance from his environment. The Reformation concept, on the other
hand, is that God saves men totally, in their environment. The entirety
of life is restored, and (in James B. Jordan’s phrase) “the torn fabric of
life is made whole again” Conversion, therefore, is clearly important as
the foundational event in a manss life, his starting-point; but we must
not stop there. In restoring His image to man by regeneration (Eph.
4:23-24; Col. 3:10), God restores him to his original purpose, that of
godly dominion over creation (Gen. 1:26-28). If such a purpose is
“inimical” to our gospel, then we are preaching a false gospel. During
Hezekiah’s reform, “the hand of God was to give them one heart to do
the commandment of the king and of the princes, by the word of the
Lord” (2 Chron. 30:12). A biblical worldview sees no necessary contra-
diction between working for godly laws and rulers, and working for a
godly people. Both are needed. We pray for God’s hand to bring vital
godliness into the root of society at every level. To hope and work for
anything less is a confession of unbelief, a denial that Jesus is Lord.

Secondly, we must acknowledge that the Chalcedon movement,

headed by Dr. R. J. Rushdoony, is, on the surface, being more historically

89. R.J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, NJ: Craig Press, 1973),
122.

90. Ibid., 627.
91. Ibid., 777.
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honest with Puritanism than the “reprinting neo-Puritans.” The
Chalcedon movement is committed not only to the theology of the
Puritans, but also to the theocracy they envisioned. However, in the
light of Dr. North's statements, it appears that this movement is seizing
on the political implications of {44} Puritanism, but shying away from
Puritan piety. While the Puritans tried to emphasize the gospel in their
political endeavors (albeit unsuccessfully, for church-state endeavors
are opposed to the gospel), the Chalcedon movement seems to allow
concern for political dominion to crowd out a proper Biblical
perspective of Christ's kingdom (cf. my review of Dr. Rushdoony’s God'’s
Plan for Victory in BRR, Autumn 1977, 56-58).

In the words of the Oxford English Dictionary, to be pious is to be
“careful of the duties owed by created beings to God; characterized by
or showing reverence and obedience to God; faithful to religious duties
and observances; devout, godly, religious” True piety, therefore, is god-
liness—and godliness must govern all activities, including political
activities. Or does a man enter a neutral zone when he steps into polit-
ical office? May a ruler steal from his citizens, for “political” purposes,
and still be regarded as a pious man? Not as long as 1 Samuel 8 is in our
Bibles. The Puritans rightly saw that piety locked in a prayer closet is
merely a hypocritical sham: “He who prays as he ought,” said Owen,
“will endeavor to live as he prays”® Piety is a recognition of God as
Creator, and a submission to all “the duties owed by created beings to
God”; and as John Barret pointed out, “He that said what we should Be,
to Him it certainly belongeth to say what we should do.”*> Jesus Christ
claimed that all authority in heaven and in earth is His, and to affirm
His lordship over the state is simply to acknowledge His dominion over
a part of the whole. To deny His lordship is unbiblical, and thus impi-
ous.

The Chalcedon position, however, seems to Zens to go beyond even
the excesses of Puritanism, allowing “concern for political dominion to
crowd out a proper Biblical perspective of Christ’s kingdom.” If this be
true, then of course Chalcedon is seriously in error; but before leaping
to conclusions, let us first ask: what is a proper Biblical perspective of

92. Owen, vol. 7, 295.

93. Cited in Ernest E Kevan, The Grace of Law: A Study of Puritan Theology (Grand
Rapids, MI: Guardian Press, 1976), 48.
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Christ’s kingdom? Mr. Zens does not tell us. He simply asserts that we
are violating it. We shall be forced, therefore, to go to the Bible.

It is our position that the truly Biblical perspective regarding Christ’s
kingdom necessarily involves a concern for political dominion. If this
is so, then such a concern cannot possibly “crowd out” the Biblical per-
spective; it merely applies it. In Acts 4:12, Peter declared: “Neither is
there salvation in any other; for there is none other name under heaven
given among men whereby we must be saved” What, you may ask,
does that have to do with politics? And as far as most “neo-Puritan”
preaching goes nowadays, the answer is: absolutely nothing. But to
those in the first century who were listening to Peter, it was over-
whelming in its political {45} implications. The statement is, quite
baldly, a declaration of war against the Roman Empire. For at the
moment of Peter’s declaration, the emperor was being hailed every-
where as the divine saviour of the world, “whose only work,” in Antony’s
phrase, “was to save where anyone needed to be saved”®* Ethelbert
Stauffer has written of the messianic inscriptions on the emperor’s
coins:

The symbolic meaning is clear: a new day is dawning for the world.
The divine saviour-king, born in the historical order ordained by the
state, has come to power on land and sea, and inaugurates the cosmic
era of salvation. Salvation is to be found in none other save Augustus,
and there is no other name given to men in which they can be saved.
This is the climax of the Advent proclamation of the Roman empire.”

As H. B. Swete commented on Revelation 7:10, the cry of the
redeemed multitude, Salvation to our God ... and unto the Lamb, “is
equivalent to attributing to Both the title of Soter (Saviour), so freely
given by the loyal or pliant cities of Asia to the Emperors, but belong-
ing in Christian eyes only to God and to His Christ”*®

Thus, the declaration of the early church that Jesus is Saviour had
immediate ramifications in the political sphere. This is not to say that
the message of the gospel is primarily political. The message of the gos-

94. Ethelbert Stauffer, Christ and the Caesars (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1955), 52.

95. Ibid., 88.

96. H. B. Swete, Commentary on Revelation (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel Publications,
1977), 101.
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pel and the kingdom of Christ is universal, and for this reason it com-
prehends nations as well as individuals. Christianity’s conflict with
Rome originated from the fact that there were “two Empires, two social
organizations, designed to embrace the whole world,” warring with one
another.”” Our Lord’s Great Commission was not a mandate for bare
proclamation alone, but for the discipleship of the nations (Matt. 28:19),
and the purpose of the mandate is not the erection of a national
church, but the establishment of national obedience, that the nations
should “observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you” (Matt.
28:20).

It was just this fearless declaration of Christ as Lord and Saviour
which brought the early church into conflict with the authorities. The
charge brought by the prosecution in one first-century trial was:
“These all do contrary to the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is
another king, Jesus” (Acts 17:7). A short time after this incident, the
Apostle Paul unequivocally stated the Christian doctrine of the state.
Every ruler, he said, is a “minister of God” (Rom. 13:4), responsible
before God to protect the righteous and “to execute wrath upon him
that doeth evil” Again, Paul makes bold the claim that at Christ’s
ascension He was installed as supreme {46} Lord, above all rulers (Eph.
1:20-22). All men, rulers included, are obligated to acknowledge
Christ’s lordship. This is what His kingship means. If our concept of
Christ’s kingdom involves anything less than this, we are allotting to
Him a very tiny kingdom indeed, and one with which any Roman
emperor would have been happy to coexist. If Mr. Zens’s “proper Bibli-
cal perspective of Christ's kingdom” had only been preached in the
early church, how many martyrs would have been spared flame and
sword! But Chalcedon believes that the apostles and martyrs were cor-
rect in their estimate of Christs kingdom, and that Mr. Zens’s
retreatism is improper and unbiblical; moreover, it is treasonous to the
cause of Christ’s kingdom.

The Goals of the Chalcedon Movement

Thirdly, we need to keep clearly in mind the stated goals of the
Chalcedon movement. They desire to conquer society with God’s law,

97. Westcott, cited in Swete, Ixxxi.
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and see the establishment of modern-day church-states. They exult in
such theocratic attempts as Calvin's Geneva, Cromwell’s England, and
the Puritan’s experiment in New England (cf. Rushdoony, God’s Plan, 15;
The Institutes of Biblical Law, 782-793; Greg Bahnsen, Theonomy in
Christian Ethics, 549-569). The unfolding of the nature of Christ’s
kingdom in the New Testament, however, stands opposed to such
“Christian Reconstruction” efforts, and church history is strewn with the
wreckage of Constantinian sacralism (cf. Herman Ridderbos, The Coming
of the Kingdom, 18-60; Leonard Verduin, The Reformers and Their
Stepchildren, 21-62).

It is in light of the clearly-stated goals of the Chalcedon movement that
we must evaluate Dr. North's feeling that he could wish for “Cromwell
Lives!” to be “plastered over every public building in the world.” Anyone
who currently finds himself assenting to this desire needs to carefully
and soberly consider the history surrounding Cromwell, and then ask
himself if he is really prepared to live in a society patterned after
Cromwell’s Protectorate.

As previously noted, we abhor the idea of a “church-state” What we
do long for is the establishment of Christian states governed by Biblical
law. To the extent that any past “theocracies” have conformed to Scrip-
ture, we do “exult” in them. Where these communities have departed
from God’s law, however, we feel no necessity to defend them.”® And
this is perhaps as good a place as any to point out that Puritanism
should not be considered as a “package deal” where it was inconsistent
to the principle {47} of Biblical absolutism. The implications of the
Puritans’ theology are of a piece with their theology itself, and to sepa-
rate the two is unjustifiable. But when the Puritans fell into strictly
pagan notions of a “just price,” for instance, they were guilty of a failure
to apply their own theology. It must be remembered that when Mr.
Zens opposes the Puritan “package,” he is opposing the whole package:
not the social fruit only, but the theological root. For, he says, “the
unfolding of the nature of Christ’s kingdom in the New Testament ...
stands opposed to such ‘Christian Reconstruction’ efforts,” thereby
proposing a differing theological model. But even this is mere verbiage;
we are not told what, in Zens’s view, the nature of Christ’s kingdom is.

98. See, e.g., Gary North, “Medieval Economics in Puritan New England, 1630-
1660, Journal of Christian Reconstruction 5, no. 2.
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This is not argument, it is rhetoric. James B. Jordan has cited similar
statements, such as the assertion that a theocratic ideal fails to do jus-
tice to the “flow of redemptive history”: “This contention, however, is
not an argument, but only the form of an argument. It is necessary for
the opponent to come forth with texts which demonstrate that the ‘flow
of redemptive history’ has removed from operation God’s own expla-
nation of His moral law”®® In like manner, if Zens wishes to have his
“arguments” taken seriously, he will have to first tell us what he is talk-
ing about, and then display a Biblical basis for it.

Some of Cromwell’s History

For those interested, the more detailed historical accounts of Daniel
Neal (The History of the Puritans [London, 1882], vol. lll, 318-359, 406-
468; vol. IV, 1-189) and J. B. Marsden (The History of the Later Puritans
[London, 1852], 141-409, especially 289-328) should be consulted.
Here, only certain pertinent observations will be outlined. First, on the
surface, Cromwell was interested in religious freedom. He was much
more liberal in this regard than the Presbyterian Puritans (Marsden,
376). However, the irony is that in spite of his expressed desire for some
toleration in matters of religion, Cromwell was most oppressive in many
of his policies and actions. Thus, Cromwell felt justified in killing others
who had in the past molested Protestants. “Protestants, wherever they
were oppressed found in” Cromwell, says George P. Fisher, “a defender
whose arm was long enough to smite their assailants” (The Reformation
[New York, 1893], 441). “Cromwell,” says Marsden, “and his army
regarded themselves as instruments in God’s hands to avenge the
Protestant blood which had been shed like water on every side. The
atrocities of the Popish massacre and of the Ten Years rebellion, cried
aloud for vengeance” (329).

At the beginning of Cromwell’s Protectorate, {48}

the Parliament of 1653 professed to legislate as Christian statesmen for a
Christian community. They punished irreligion as an offence against the
state. The respect they showed for uneasy consciences they showed only
at the pillory and the whipping post. Whatever were their motives,
religious liberty, in connection with this subject, never crossed their
minds. (Marsden, 374)

99. James B. Jordan, “Calvinism and ‘The Judicial Law of Moses, ” the Journal of
Christian Reconstruction 5, no. 2:20.
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And even in Cromwell’s better moments, his conception of religious
toleration could never be extended to include Catholics or
Episcopalians (Neal, IV, 69). Thus, during the Protectorate, all citizens
suspected of Romish sympathies were subjected to an “oath of
abjuration,” which said in part, “I, , do abjure and renounce the
Pope’s supremacy and authority over the Catholic church in general,
and myself in particular.”

Upon refusal of this oath, the Protector and his successors might, by
process in the exchequer, seize upon two-thirds of their estates both real
and personal, for the use of the public. (Neal, IV, 146)

Cromwell was committed to the proposition that Catholics or
Episcopalians could not be good citizens. His commitment to a “national
church” would always hinder the implications of religious tolerance
from being realized.

It is noteworthy that the two works on which Mr. Zens is most
dependent for his allegations are (as we shall see) riddled with error.
Many statements which are not downright fabrications are quite mis-
leading. The cautious reader will do well to refer to the much more reli-
able works by Fraser, Hill, and Paul (cited below).

To state that Cromwell “felt justified in killing” those who had
molested Protestants is a dangerous oversimplification. It is true that he
led an expedition against the Irish Catholic rebels, but this was not
simply a “religious war.” Irish Catholicism was, in Hill’s words, “a politi-
cal religion in a sense in which Catholicism in England had ceased to
be political”;'% Cromwell’s move was a police action to preserve the
peace of the Commonwealth. “Yet in England he was prepared in fact
to tolerate Catholics and Episcopalians: Roman Catholic historians
agree that their co-religionists were better off during the Protectorate
than they had ever been under James or Charles I}°! Cromwell was far
more interested in peace and order than in the enforcement of religious
uniformity. The “oath of abjuration” cited by Zens was passed over
Cromwell’s objections, and he never enforced it.'%>

100. Christopher Hill, God’s Englishman: Oliver Cromwell and the English Revolution
(New York: Harper & Row, 1972), 121.

101. Ibid. See also Antonia Fraser, Cromwell: The Lord Protector (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1974), 488ff.

102. Fraser, 628.
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As for the punishments for the irreligious, we should remember that
not everything the Puritans did was true to their avowed principle of
sola {49} Scriptura. Scripture never mandates punishments for “uneasy
consciences’; stocks and pillories are cruel and humiliating measures
never countenanced by God’s law; and whipping is nowhere encoun-
tered in the law as a suitable method of dealing with heretics. Chalce-
don’s goals have to do not with repeating Puritan errors, but with
establishing Biblical law. Where Puritanism fell short of this, it may and
should be criticized. The errors of Puritanism serve as a warning to
those who would stand on their shoulders, and it is our duty to be con-
sistent to their Biblical principles, rather than to their unbiblical aber-
rations. To the extent that they were faithful to Biblical law, we rejoice.
But Puritanism itself is not the ideal, except insofar as it is an historical
example of a people who achieved remarkable consistency in the appli-
cation of Scriptural standards. The ideal is universal obedience to the
law of the Lord.

A Bold Seizure

On June 4, 1647, “by the advice and direction of lieutenant-general
Cromwell,” the agitators came to Holmby-house, where King Charles |
was staying, and carried him away to the army at Newmarket (Neal, Ill,
335). They took this action because “whoever had him in their power
must be masters of the peace, and make their own terms” (Neal, lll, 336).
This bold action, of course, was not well received by Parliament or the
populace in general.

The King of England Executed

In December, 1648, the first rumblings about bringing King Charles to
trial were heard. In January, 1649, the House of Commons “passed three
memorable votes, which like a chain-shot swept away the King, the
Lords, the law and liberties, the fundamental government and property
of this nation at one blow.”

1. That the people are, under God, the original of all just power.

2. That the Commons of England in Parliament assembled, being
chosen and representing the people, have the supreme power of the
nation.
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3. That whatsoever is enacted or declared for law by the House of
Commons assembled in Parliament has the force of law (Marsden, 289-
290).

Then followed an ordinance for the trial of Charles Stuart, King of
England for high treason.

The Lords refused to have any share in these violent proceedings.... And
even among the Republicans there was one illustrious man, Algernon
Sidney ... who sternly opposed the measure.... “No one will stir,” said
Cromwell, in answer to his remonstrances. “I tell you {50} we will cut his
head off with the crown upon it.” “I cannot prevent you,” answered
Sidney, “but | certainly will have nothing to do with this affair.” (Marsden,
290)

On January 27, the court condemned Charles “to be put to death by the
severing of his head from his body,” to take place on January 30, 1649.

No support for this dastardly action could be found in any quarters
among the political or spiritual leaders in England (Marsden, 296-303).

(John) Owen alone, of all the Puritan clergy, had the daring to applaud the
proceedings of the army. On the 31st of December (1648) he preached
two sermons before the House of Commons, expressed his admiration of
the conduct of the army, and censured those members of the house who
... voluntarily absented themselves.... On the day after the King's death,
Owen preached before the Parliament. He published his sermon, with the
title “Righteous zeal encouraged by divine protection” ... his language was
guarded, and he carefully abstained from expressing approbation of the
deed which covered the land with mourning. The strongest passage is
that in which he says, “when kings command unrighteous things, and the
people suit them with willing compliance, none doubts but that the
destruction of both is just and righteous.” (Marsden, 302-320)

The ambassadors from Holland sought earnestly to stop Charles’
execution. They were able to speak with Cromwell and others, but their
pleas fell on deaf ears (Marsden, 316).

On the morning of January 30, 1649, King Charles was brought to the
scaffold, where he uttered his final words, “and kneeling down he
submitted himself to an executioner masked with crape, who at one
stroke severed his head from his body” (Marsden, 318).

Marsden makes these astute observations:

Cromwell is generally regarded as the chief promoter of the king’s death.
This he himself denied; but it was part of his character to put forward
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other men to announce his own measures in the first instance, leaving
him at liberty either to fall behind and disengage himself, or to spread all
sail and take the lead, as the breeze of public opinion might be favorable
or adverse. It will not readily be supposed that the house of commons
undertook so daring an exploit without instructions from its masters, the
army, or that the army embarked in it without their generals, or their
generals without Cromwell. Once begun, none urged the matter forward
more eagerly, no man was more impatient to bring it to a fatal close. (306)
While the Presbyterian Puritans are technically cleared of involvement
in Charles’ death (Marsden, 300), it must nevertheless be observed that
they were committed to enforcing uniformity of religion in England.
Therefore, as Bishop Warburton remarked, “those who were capable of
punishing Arians with death, were capable of doing any wickedness for
the cause of God” (quoted by Neal, Ill, 464). We must learn from this that
past {51} “national churches” have always fostered various atrocities in
the name of Christ. We have no reason to expect anything but a
repetition of such atrocities if the contemporary “Christian
Reconstruction” goals are ever achieved.

Again we are presented with falsehoods masquerading as history.
Cromwell did not order the seizure of the king, and he learned about it
only after it had been done.!®® “Those who regard Oliver as the con-
triver of the whole scheme adopt a naive conspiracy theory of history ...
and underestimate the strength and self-confidence of the rank-and-
file organization of the New Model Army’!** Indeed, at this time,
“Cromwell believed that a restoration of monarchy was essential to the
stability of property and the social order.... He threw himself into nego-
tiations (with the king) with such enthusiasm that his cousin and
friend Oliver St. John had to warn him that he was doing the King’s
business too fast”!%> But Charles’s deceit and duplicity made negotia-
tions increasingly difficult, and talks finally broke down completely,
after repeated attempts by Cromwell to work out a compromise.

On November 6, 1648,'% the Army’s Council of Officers called for
Charles’s execution. Cromwell had nothing to do with this (he wasn't

103. Ibid., 193ff. Incidentally, it took place on June 3, not June 4. But why quibble?
104. Hill, 90.

105. Ibid., 92.

106. Not December.
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even present at the meeting), and until late in December he was still
trying to save the kings life.'%” “Yet once trial and execution had been
decided on, Cromwell threw himself into it with the vigour he always
showed when his mind was made up’!?® It is perhaps Cromwell’s chief
offense that he does not present us with the picture of the “born-again”
politique, simpering and flaccid; when indecisiveness is a virtue, the
man of action is feared, hated, and slandered.

Public sympathy would seem to have been against the king’s execu-
tion, but it is quite inaccurate (and betrays Marsden’s sloppy rewriting
of history) to suggest that John Owen was the only Puritan clergyman
in support of the action. He was joined by such outstanding preachers
as Stephen Marshall, Joseph Caryl, Hugh Peter, and Thomas Brooks, to
name a few.!” But the fundamental issue cannot in any case be judged
by consensus. Is any man, even a king, above law? The Biblical writers
didn’t think so, and neither {52} did the Puritans. This king had waged
war against his own people, and claimed to be the supreme power
beyond the law. Lucy Hutchinson, wife of one of the regicides, later
wrote of the attitude of those who judged the king:

It was upon the consciences of many of them, that if they did not exe-
cute justice upon him, God would require at their hands all the blood
and desolation which should ensue by their suffering him to escape,
when God had brought him into their hands.!'°

“Cruel necessity; perhaps; but necessity nevertheless. And the same
may be said of those other incidents in history which Mr. Zens likes to
call “atrocities.” Certainly, many atrocious acts have been committed in
the name of Christ, but in order to determine the question precisely, we
need a definition of the word atrocity. Is it an atrocity to execute some-
one, after trial and due process, who is guilty of what the Bible calls a
capital crime? If God has commanded capital punishment, any protest
against it is sin. The rejection of God’s law constitutes a claim to be a

107. Hill, 102-3; Fraser, 268ff.; Robert S. Paul, The Lord Protector: Religion and
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higher god. To call godly lawkeeping an “atrocity,” therefore, is slander;
and to allow crime to go unpunished—that is an atrocity. Zens’s whole
appeal at this point is an emotional attempt to cloud the issue. Not once
does he deal with the Biblical basis (or lack thereof) for the king’s exe-
cution. Could not the same charges of “atrocity” have been brought
against Moses? (And it is doubtful whether he ever had the mob on his
side.) The basic issue is that of obedience to the whole of Biblical law, of
which capital punishment is certainly a part.

The goals of Christian Reconstruction have to do with the establish-
ment of Biblical principles throughout all of life. Capital punishment
for capital crimes is one aspect of Biblical law that we may ignore only
at our peril. But Chalcedon does not have a “capital punishment plat-
form” as such; we simply stand for the whole of God’s law. My stomach
may be just as queasy at the thought of execution as the next manss, but
gastrointestinal problems are not the issue: God’s word is. If we would
rather serve Baal, then by all means let us do so at once, and abandon
Scripture entirely. But if we claim to serve the God of the Bible, we had
better get serious about obeying Him. As one Puritan put it, “The least
truth is Christ’s and not ours, and therefore we are not to take liberty to
affirm or deny at our pleasures”’!!!

If Mr. Zens really wants to prove that any particular historical inci-
dent was an atrocity, he has only to demonstrate that it was in violation
of Biblical law. This he has not attempted to do, and yet such an argu-
ment would be the only one a Christian may accept. In Numbers 16,
Korah {53} led a rebellion against Moses just after a man had been exe-
cuted, and his argument contained the implication that there would be
further “atrocities”; “Thou hast brought us up out of a land that floweth
with milk and honey, to kill us in the wilderness ..” (v. 13). Zens’s cavil
is similar to Korah’s: both are essentially humanistic. The basic issue
must always center on obedience vs. disobedience to the law of the
Lord. The false premise in Zenss charge is his faulty standard of
humanism. Until he is ready to tangle with us on the basis of Scriptural
authority, his arguments are devoid of any validity.

Further Atrocities Committed

111. Richard Sibbes, Works (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trust, 1973), vol. 1, 76.
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Once embarked in crime, the regicidal party afforded no exception to the
universal law: one sin provoked another. Once stained with blood, their
hands with less reluctance were defiled with it again. On the 9th of March
the scaffold was once more erected in the Palace Yard, and three of the
greatest royalists were beheaded—the Duke of Hamilton, the Earl of
Holland, and Lord Capel; and the scaffold never witnessed nobler
specimens of Christian heroism.... The execution of Charles has had many
apologists; the slaughter of these noblemen has had few or none.
(Marsden, 322, 326)

(Cromwell’s) aim was to establish a commonwealth based upon the
Bible.... By what right, except the right of the sword, were they attempting
to impose their impracticable commonwealth upon a reluctant people?
With what sincerity could they profess to be acting on the nation’s behalf
when its voice was sternly repressed by frequent executions and swarms
of soldiery? (Marsden, 336)

Napoleon justified his crimes by the doctrines of fatalism; Cromwell
sheltered his ambition beneath the veil of impulses supposed to be
divine. The contrivances are similar.... Before he set out, Cromwell spent a
full hour with Ludlow in expounding the hundred-and-tenth Psalm,
believing, or affecting to believe, that he himself was the hero of its
triumphs. His campaign in Scotland was to be the fulfillment of prophecy,
and the enemies of the Lord were to be subdued before him. The battle of
Dunbar followed soon after; it was fought on the 3rd of September, 1650.
The Scotch were beaten, and Cromwell was again victorious. Fanaticism
had never yet appeared upon so wide a stage, or played her partin a
scene so dreadful. On the field of Dunbar Puritan fought with Puritan; the
Independent plunged his steel into the Presbyterian; men by thousands
threw away their lives and slaughtered one another to prove that the
Solemn League was superseded by the Engagement.... So, with solemn
words upon their lips and rising from the attitude of prayer, they fell upon
the work of slaughter. Cromwell, having spent a long time in prayer,
presented himself with joy upon his face to his chief captains. The Lord, he
said, had answered his petitions: in God’s name he promised them victory.
He gave as the word for the English army, The Lord of hosts. The sign was
welcomed through the camp with a dreadful enthusiasm. (Marsden, 342,
343) {54}

The next year an event occurred which increased the exasperation of the
Presbyterians and Independents against each other. This was the trial and
execution of Love, the Presbyterian minister.... He was charged with a
criminal correspondence with the young king (Charles Il), and condemned
to death upon the scaffold as a traitor. Love had been a sufferer for
conscience sake through his whole life.... He was attended upon the
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scaffold on Tower-hill by (Thomas) Manton, (Edward) Calamy, and other
eminent Presbyterians.... He then kneeled down and prayed aloud, and
rising up embraced the ministers and friends around him, and calmly laid
his head upon the block. He died before he was forty years of age; and the
example of his courage and his piety produced a deep impression. Dr.
Manton announced his intention of preaching a funeral sermon: the
soldiers threatened to be present and to shoot him through the head in
his pulpit. (Marsden, 346-48; cf. Neal, IV, 39-46)

Their sin had found them out. One crime had produced another; and at
every step they were entangled in the consequences of their great
transgression. They (Cromwell’s army) were an isolated band of men with
whom the nation had nothing in common; and their power was but a
shadow, for they were still creatures of the army. Hitherto the religious
Puritans had clung to them in spite of all their faults....

But the King's death, the war against the Scotch, and the execution of
Love, were the three successive crimes which snapped the connection
with a violent wrench, and turned reverence and admiration into scorn.
The political leaders of the Puritans found themselves all at once deserted.
(Marsden, 349)

Public Opinion Suppressed Under Cromwell’s Army

The government, after Charles’ death, was a mere usurpation. The House
of Commons appointed a Council of State, consisting of forty members,
with whose assistance it resolved to undertake the supreme control. The
Council, as indeed the Parliament itself, was under the dictation of the
army. How carefully the expression of public opinion was suppressed we
may learn from the fact, that not only were those members excluded from
the House who disapproved of the King's death, but even those who
subscribed a declaration that they approved of the proceedings against
the King, and engaged to be true to the commonwealth, underwent a
rigorous sifting, and many of them were excluded. (Marsden, 332-33)

Cromwell Instituted “Triers”

Cromwell set up a Board of “triers” for the examination and approval of
candidates for benefices, and without the certificate of this Board,
composed mostly of Independent divines, no person could take an
ecclesiastical office.... the Puritans, when they found themselves in
possession of power, interdicted the use of the Prayer-book in private
houses as well as in churches, and imitated, but too successfully, the
persecuting spirit of their opponents. (Fisher, 439) {55}

The Political Environment in which Puritanism Flourished Temporarily
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During the commonwealth and the Protectorate of Cromwell Puritanism
enjoyed its triumph. For the first time in its changeful history it was left
without an adversary. (Marsden, 311)

Cromwell Justified Violence in the Name of God

The young king (Charles II), having been first crowned in Scotland, made a
rash attempt to invade England and recover his southern throne.
Cromwell defeated him at Worcester on the 3rd of September, 1652. The
contest was severe, and the carnage dreadful. The king, after many
romantic adventures, escaped to France in a fishing boat.... Cromwell
returned in triumph to London.... An act was passed for making the 3rd of
September a thanksgiving day forever, and a fast was ordered in these
terms: “to seek God for improvement of His great mercies, and for doing
things most to His glory and the good of the Commonwealth.” Then the
work of vengeance was immediately renewed, and the very next day the
most illustrious of the prisoners were ordered to be tried on the charge of
high treason. The Earl of Derby was beheaded within a month at Bolton.
(Marsden, 353-55)

Cromwell’s Protectorate Brought Heavy Taxation Upon the People

As the public discontent increased, the personal reputation of the leaders
of the Commonwealth suffered in proportion. They were everywhere
charged with selfishness and rapacity, and the murmurs of the nation
were fomented by a tax of ninety thousand pounds a month, which had
been imposed by a vote of the House of Commons in April, 1649, for the
maintenance of the forces.... The taxation was enormous. At no period of
the war had the King's army cost more than half the sum now levied; and
that of Parliament had not exceeded two-thirds of it. (Marsden, 351-52; cf.
Neal, IV, 120-21)

Cromwell’s Regime, Taken as a Whole, was Dictatorial

The records of despotism afford neither interest nor variety. Cromwell and
his officers were absolute, more absolute than any of the Tudors, and
there followed four years of silence (after 1654).... In 1656 he called
together another Parliament and his former difficulties at once
confronted him. Again he had recourse to his stale expedient. He
excluded all whom he disliked, and the list included every member who
had the least claim to be considered a man of honour or a patriot. The
excluded members published an impassioned protest. This man, they
said, hath assumed an absolute sovereignty as if he came down from the
throne of God: by force of arms he has invaded the fundamental right and
liberty of England; his armed men have prevented the free meeting and
sitting of the intended Parliament.... This act doth change the state of the
people from freedom to slavery, and whosoever hath advised or assisted

A Chalcedon Publication [www.chalcedon.edu] 3/30/07



JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN RECONSTRUCTION

the Lord Protector is a capital enemy to the Commonwealth and guilty of
high treason.... But the Protector could not {56} recede, nor would his
position allow him to remain inactive. (Marsden, 393-94)

Marsden’s and Neal’s Concluding Thoughts About Cromwell

But with all these good qualities it is certain, the Protector was a strong
enthusiast, and did not take up his religion upon rational or solid
principles, which led him into sundry mistakes, not supported by reason
or Scripture. One of his favorite principles was a particular faith; that is, if
anything was strongly impressed upon his mind in prayer, he
apprehended it came immediately from God, and was a rule of action; but
if there were no impressions, but a flatness in his devotions, it was a
denial. Upon this maxim he is said to have suffered the late king to be put
to death, in an arbitrary and illegal manner.—Another maxim was, that “in
extraordinary cases something extraordinary, or beyond the common
rules of justice, may be done; that the moral laws, which are binding in
ordinary cases, may then be dispensed with; and that private justice must
give way to public necessity.” Which was the Protector’s governing
principle in all his unwarranted stretches of power. A third principle by
which the Protector was misled was his determining the goodness of a
cause by the success. An appeal to the sword was with him an appeal to
God; and as victory inclined, God owned or disencountenanced the
cause.—It is impossible that a man’s conduct could be just or consistent,
while it was directed by such mistaken principles.... Ambition and thirst of
glory might sometimes lead the Protector aside, for he imagined himself
to be a second Phineas, raised up by Providence to be the scourge of
idolatry and superstition, and in climbing to the pinnacle of supreme
power, did not always keep within the bounds of law and equity. (Neal, IV,
186-87)

His court during the last few years of his life equaled, if it did not surpass,
even the regal state of the magnificent Elizabeth. But his own conscience
was probably his chief tormentor.... His share in the war, in the King's
death, in the execution of so many Royalists and in the subversion of real
liberty, must have been often in his thoughts. Necessity was the only plea,
yet where was the necessity? His own judgment forced him to correct the
decisions of the Council Chamber by the Word of God. How could he
justify his subversion of Republic which he had sworn to guard? Was he
conscious of no guilty ambition in his attempt to wear the crown? He had
been the hero and the leader of a great cause; he had drawn his sword for
justice, for religion, and for God. Had he not betrayed his country? Had he
not disgraced the cause of religion? Had he not forsaken God? ...
Cromwell’s last words were collected with even more than usual care, and
published to the world by one of his attendants.... (Said Cromwell), “The
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Lord hath filled me with as much assurance of His pardon and His love as
my soul can hold. | am a conqueror and more than conqueror through
Christ who strengtheneth me.” Deeper penitence and less rapture would
have been more in season at the close of such a life as his. He offered up a
fervent prayer for the nation; of which it has been said, and not without
some justice, that it is the invocation of {57} a mediator rather than the
meek petition of a sinner. On the whole, Cromwell’s deathbed does not
greatly exalt his reputation as a religious man. It is antinomianism under
thin disquise. The tone of his mind and the current of his thoughts led him
to gather comfort, not so much from a humble assurance of the Saviour’s
love and the Spirit's presence, as of the safety of those for whose salvation
God had covenanted. (Marsden, 398-401)

The right to establish a Biblical commonwealth comes, obviously,
from the Bible itself. The ruler is commanded to be a minister of God.
As Romans 13 clearly states, this includes the power of the sword in
administering the wrath of God. If the state is obedient to Biblical law,
it is acting for the good of the people—whether they think so or not. As
Moses observed, “What nation is there so great, that hath statutes and
judgments so righteous as all this law, which I set before you this day?”
(Deut. 4:8). In other words, Biblical law is flawlessly righteous: its stat-
utes and judgments cannot possibly be improved upon. Many in Israel
disagreed with this estimation, of course, just as many in Cromwell’s
England did. But, as stated above, consensus is not the final standard of
truth. The point is that Cromwell and the Puritans sincerely attempted
to carry out the dictates of Scripture, and it is in light of Scripture alone
that they may be judged. The executions of men such as Hamilton,
Holland, and Capel occurred not simply because they were Royalists at
heart, but because they had led an armed invasion against England. It is
characteristic of Gurnallism to rise above such trifles as war, but Crom-
well, for all his warts, was a Biblical realist. Although it is certainly pos-
sible for both sides in a war to be wrong, both cannot be right; and only
a pole-sitting mystic could seriously entertain the idea that the differ-
ences between an aggressor and a defender can be politely smoothed
over.

Marsden again resorts to myth in his statements about Cromwell’s
discussion of Psalm 110. The “hero of its triumphs,” of course, is none
other than Jesus Christ, as the New Testament writers consistently
affirm (e.g., Matt. 22:41-45; Heb. 5:5-6). Thus, if Oliver Crowell really
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regarded this passage as a prophecy of himself, he was clearly a blas-
phemous egomaniac. What did Cromwell really believe? He cited the
third verse (“Thy people shall be willing in the day of thy power”). The
present occasion, he went on, is manifestly “a day of the power of
Christ, when Christ is extending His rule in the world. Cromwell, a
postmillennialist, genuinely believed that Christs kingdom would
encompass the earth, and that the victories of Puritanism were signs of
progress toward that goal. Therefore, he urged his hearers, as the peo-
ple of God, to acknowledge their calling and volunteer themselves in
the service of Christ.''? He did not {58} claim to be the “hero” of the
Psalm, nor did he claim that his era in particular was the day of Christ’s
power. Whatever one may think of Cromwell’s exegesis or eschatology,
there is surely a better way to express disagreement than by propagat-
ing falsehoods. And although the statement comes from Marsden,
Zens does bear some culpability for making use of such a serious
remark without checking its truthfulness. What clearer example could
there be of the need to return to the ethical demands of the Bible?
“Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbor,” even if he has
been dead for over 300 years.

To those of us who are theological heirs of both Scottish Covenanters
and English Puritans, it is indeed a disheartening experience to read of
their plunging steel into one another; but, again, our personal feelings
are not the issue. Sad as it may be, the Scots were in the wrong. They
blindly pursued Royalism without due consideration for the demands
of Scripture. True, they did force the irreligious young Charles Stuart to
sign the Covenant as the condition of their allegiance, but as Alexander
Smellie wrote, “It is not a transaction on which we can look back with
joy or pride. Seldom in history has there been a more conspicuous
example of ‘faith unfaithful! Both the prince and the leaders of the
Covenant were, in this case, unpardonably in the wrong”!!® J. D. Dou-
glas correctly observes:

The first Charles had preferred to die rather than sign the Covenant,
on which condition the Scottish army would have come to his aid in
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England. No trace of any such fervent religious feeling characterized
his son. He was prepared to swallow the Covenant at a gulp, to give
himself the chance of possessing a crown which he had never worn.!!

One of the Scottish commissioners, Alexander Jaffray, later admit-

ted:

We did sinfully both entangle and engage the nation and ourselves,
and that poor young prince ... ; making him sign and swear a cove-
nant, which we knew, from clear and demonstrable reasons, that he
hated in his heart. Yet, finding that upon these terms only, he could be
admitted to rule over us (all other means having then failed him) he
sinfully complied with what we most sinfully pressed upon him:—

where, I must confess, to my apprehension, our sin was more than
his. 11

Walter Smith, another Covenanter, made this assessment:

Both church and state have agreed to proclaim and bring home and
set up this man Charles II, who is now both an idol and a tyrant, to
rule over a Christian people in covenant with God, while by many evi-
dences he was known to be a heart-enemy to God and godliness, and,
in all his oaths and declarations, a mocking hypocrite.''® {59}

In the face of the knowledge that what they were doing was wrong,
the Scottish Covenanters heedlessly marched into an alliance with a
godless ruler instead of joining their Calvinistic brethren in England.
When Charles Stuart fully came to power in 1660, he rewarded their
sinful generosity by initiating a vicious, 28-year persecution of Scottish
Protestants. The earl of Lauderdale congratulated him: “Never was
King soe absolute as you are in poor old Scotland!”

Thus, while the Scots were busily discarding their religious liberty,
the Puritans were defending theirs, and fighting for their very lives. I
would not for a moment hesitate to put cold steel or hot lead into the
heart of an attacker, regardless of his alleged religious beliefs; and if
there are any Calvinists who are frightened by such a statement, let me
assure them that they are quite safe so long as they refrain from attack-
ing me. The concept of self-defense is Biblical, and is not difficult to
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understand. Cromwell’s Puritans simply acted in terms of it. One wise
Royalist swore that “he would rather have a troop of horse descend
upon him than one lone Puritan convinced he was right”!!® It is a
sound policy, and the Covenanters paid dearly for ignoring it.

Several examples to demonstrate Cromwell’s “dictatorial regime” are
cited by Zens: the execution of Christopher Love, the suppression of
public opinion, the institution of a board of “triers,” and heavy taxation.
As to Love’s death, we must remember that he was guilty of attempting
the overthrow of the Commonwealth and the restoration of Charles
Stuart. Whatever we may think of his personal religion, he still was
joining forces with a real dictator against a government that was trying
to be explicitly Christian. He was executed not for his private opinions,
but for his treasonous acts. Certainly, there were problems in the Pro-
tectorate; but as Loves fellow Presbyterian Robert Baillie wrote, “All
who are wise think that our evils would grow yet more if Cromwell
were removed.”!!® Whatever suppression of public opinion there was
occurred because of the need to stabilize a new government against
those who attempted to undermine it—a claim, indeed, made by
ungodly and totalitarian governments as well as by the godly. But the
only basis for judgment can be the Bible itself. Cromwell was not popu-
lar, but as Paul notes, “Much of the evidence of unpopularity ... is also
evidence that the threat which Cromwell professed to fear was real: the
Lord Protector believed he stood between the nation and civil war, and
he had good grounds for this view.”!?° Paul writes further:

He had to rule, or else be prepared to see the religious freedom that he
{60} prized above all other earthly benefits disappear either into the
prison of uniformity or into a madhouse of anarchy. It was the major
tragedy of his rule that in defending one liberty he seemed to threaten

all the rest, that in standing as the champion of freedom he often
appeared as the epitome of tyranny.

Nevertheless we must ask ourselves whether at that time religious lib-
erty could have been won in any other way.'?!

118. Cited in New, 85.
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Cromwell’s government did institute unjustifiable taxation in some
cases, as well as a “board of triers” (although this latter was motivated
by political rather than strictly ecclesiastical considerations). But on
what basis may we say these policies were wrong? Apart from the
restraints imposed by Biblical law, a ruler may do as he pleases. We may
not like what he does, but we cannot judge him without an infallible
standard for determining what a ruler may or may not do. By rejecting
the law as the standard of measurement, Jon Zens has nullified his own
criticism of Cromwell, for the Lord Protector could easily retort that he
is “free from the law” And it is just my commitment to Biblical law
which enables me to acknowledge Cromwell's wrongdoing at this
point. Yet it must be noted also that Cromwell did not invent these pol-
icies. He had inherited many ideas about lawful government from his
culture, and the fact that he failed to abandon some of them should not
blind us to the fact that he did achieve a great deal in establishing a
nation and reforming its judicial structure on Biblical grounds.

We may dismiss Marsden’s concluding comments about Cromwell’s
“guilty conscience” as unsupportable speculation, but the quotation
from Neal regarding Cromwell’s views of the moral law should receive
some attention. Neal gives the distinct impression that the statement,
“moral laws ... may ... be dispensed with,” came from Cromwell’s lips. It
did not. It is found in Bishop Burnets History of His Own Time, in
which he quotes an enemy of Cromwell, giving his own interpretation
of Cromwell's motives.!?> There is no reason whatsoever to suppose
that it is a faithful representation. In contrast to such slander, R. S. Paul
summarizes Oliver’s position:

Whereas his conception of duty might lead him to act dictatorily, it
could never lead him to act amorally, much less contrary to Biblical
morality as he understood it: Cromwell might misinterpret the Bibli-
cal standards, he might be guilty of false exegesis, but he could never
deliberately mishandle Scr'gture, for he had placed himself under the
judgment of its revelation.'*?

Oliver Cromwell was a real man, with moral as well as physical

blemishes. As with any man of action, there is much about him that we
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can {61} criticize (and we can do so without resorting to fabrication).
He was, nonetheless, a fearless man of God who led his nation in the
light of the law, retaining his power though rejecting the crown, seek-
ing favors from none but the Most High. He is a disturbing, disquieting
tigure for those who prefer the security of flight and defeat to the risks
of battle and victory. Cromwell’s religion provided no easy escapes, no
cozy retreats. In contrast to Gurnall, who wallowed in the luxury
afforded by his conformity, who never lifted a finger to serve Christ
where such service might cost anything, Oliver Cromwell saw the bat-
tle for what it was, counted the cost, and ventured forth in the Lord’s
army. The Gurnalls of this age, terrified by Canaan’s giants, are capable
of nothing more than sniping at those who conquer in the Lord’s name.
History will be made and written by the Cromwells of the age, while
the cowards retreat to the safety of the footnotes.

Let us have more of Cromwell, much more; let us have less of Gur-
nall and his reprinters; and let the dead bury their dead for once,
instead of trying to resurrect him.

| have not selected negative material just to paint a dreary picture of
Cromwell. Rather, | have tried to present historical realities for us to face
in the light of the unqualified enthusiasm Dr. North displayed by
wishing in his heart to have “Cromwell Lives!” plastered on public
buildings. Since the Chalcedon movement finds its roots in past
“national church” situations, we must honestly ask ourselves if we would
wish in our sober moments to be citizens of such territories where the
“rule of Christ” was desired. In light of the trail of blood that one finds in
past “Holy Commonwealths,” do we really want “More of Cromwell"?

“National Churches” Distract From The Gospel

As | have read about what transpired during the years of Puritan
ascendancy (1643-1649), one thing that distresses me is how the
“national church” issue constantly distracted men from the gospel. The
efforts necessary to maintain a “Holy Commonwealth” kept many men
from the basics of the gospel. We have warrant from Scripture to believe
that when men swallow camels and strain at gnats, they lose sight of the
weightier matters of the law (Matt. 23:23-24). | fear that future history
will reveal that those caught up in Dr. North’s misguided enthusiasm
were deflected from the gospel by their idealistic “Christian
Reconstruction” efforts.
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It is true that national churches distract from the gospel. But as
noted above, the Chalcedon movement does not find its historical
roots in such situations, nor is it working for a national church now.
Scripture does demand a Holy Commonwealth; and gospel preaching,
according to Christs {62} mandate, requires national obedience to
Christ’s commands. How can the desire for the fulfillment of the Great
Commission possibly distract anyone from the gospel? The Holy Com-
monwealth cannot distract us from anything but a false gospel of irrel-
evant pietism.

Interestingly, Mr. Zens cites Matthew 23:23 for support. The NASV
reads: “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you tithe
mint and dill and cummin, and have neglected the weightier provisions
of the law: justice and mercy and faithfulness; but these are the things
you should have done without neglecting the others” I have yet to read
a Chalcedon publication about tithing dill seeds. We do have, for those
who are interested, an abundance of material about “justice and mercy
and faithfulness,” however. That phrase, in fact, would make a fitting
subtitle to R. J. Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical Law. The very things
we are arguing for are “the weightier matters of the law.” As the text
states, justice is an important aspect of Biblical law. If we do away with
the law, as Mr. Zens wishes, we do away with justice. We also destroy
mercy and faithfulness by forsaking the law. The purpose of Christian
reconstruction is to restore Biblical law as the foundation of society
and culture, and it is only through such efforts that justice and mercy
will return to our land. But since Zens wants no part of such an effort,
his appeal to Matthew 23 seems insincere. To my understanding, he
wants to discard the law entirely, weightier matters and all. Still, if he
wishes to point out any camels we are swallowing, we will be happy to
spit them out. But for one who rejects Biblical law to make the charge,
it may be a case of the ham calling the bacon unclean.

Moreover, this text demonstrates the unity between piety and law-
keeping. Jesus is rebuking the scribes and Pharisees for what Zens and
the “reprinting neo-Puritans” are guilty of: a shallow pietism that
ignores the fundamentals of Biblical law.

Must We Accept Puritanism As A “Package Deal"?
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Overall, the Chalcedon movement is probably doing more justice to the
Puritans than either the secularists or the “reprinting neo-Puritans.”
They are attempting to see Puritanism as a “package deal,” as Dr. North
suggests. However, we ought to be very sceptical about “package
deals,” for history clearly shows that no “Christian” movement or system
has been perfect. We must test all movements and systems by the
infallible Scriptures, and we are taught in the New Testament that true
believers are equipped to judge and discern whether or not men and
movements are “of God” (Heb. 5:14; 1 John 2:19-20, 27; 4:1-6; 5:4, 18-
21). Those who swallow “package deals” hook, line, and sinker will be
spiritually “ripped off.” Some have mistakenly assumed that to be truly
Calvinistic, you had to embrace {63} the entire “system,” which included
infant baptism and Sabbath-keeping (cf. Neal, Ill, 420-421; IV, 144).

But, it seems to me, Puritanism in reality is a mixed bag. That which Dr.
North sees as the genius of Puritanism—the culture-transforming
outworkings of their theology—is actually the very element we must
separate from in the interests of gospel purity. The Puritans were
committed to the Five Points of Dortian theology. But they went beyond
Dort in their elaborations of “covenant theology” (cf. Perry Miller, “The
Marrow of Puritan Divinity,” Errand Into the Wilderness [1935; Harper and
Row, 1956], 48-98), and in their reintroduction of a Sabbath which
smacked more of Judaistic legalism than of the gospel (cf. Douglas
Campbell, The Puritan in Holland, England and America [New York, 1893],
156-160). The Puritans, of course, continued the theocratic tradition in
which the Synod of Dort was couched. Thus, it is absolutely necessary to
be selective in what we identify with in Puritanism.

We cannot separate “the culture-transforming outworkings of their
theology” from the Puritans’ theology itself, because both aspects are
Biblical, and form a unit. Jesus certainly did not separate the
characteristics praised in the Beatitudes from the duty to obey every jot
and tittle of Old Testament law. Furthermore, as we saw earlier, the
state is always religious, for or against Christ. We have a Christian
responsibility in every area of life. The question is, do “the interests of
gospel purity” affect our lives? Does Christ’s lordship make a difference
for the Christian ruler, lawyer, legislator, or judge? Or is the lordship of
Christ limited to the world of the prayer closet? The truth is that God
has commanded both the gospel and the law, the theology and its cul-
tural outworkings. To obey selectively is to deify ourselves, and to
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make our word higher than God’s. Thomas Manton observed that “to

single out what pleaseth us is to make ourselves gods™:'**

Those that dispense with any commandment voluntarily and will-
ingly, have never yet learned the way of true obedience to God.... The
authority of the law is lost if men pick and choose as they please....
They that do not obey all, will not long obey any.!*

Our Lord commanded us to be salt, affecting and transforming our
culture. He commanded us to be lights to the world around us—shin-
ing not simply in distinction to the surrounding darkness, but in order
to shed light, to lighten the world around us. Our theology is not to be
hid under the bushel of pietism, but to transform the culture. And men
are to see our good works in order that they may be led to glorify God
(i.e., be {64} converted). A “gospel purity” which does not seek to
transform culture is no gospel at all. Zens’s “pure gospel” is in reality a
message stripped of all meaning and relevance to the world and life.

Modern Readers Fearful To Question The “Puritan Tradition”

As | pointed out earlier, a very serious problem has arisen as a result of
the Calvinistic book market being flooded with selected Puritan works.
When brethren become immersed in Puritan thought, they consciously
or unconsciously find themselves defending the Puritan “system,” and
rejecting anything that questions that “system.” This simply ought not
to be the case, for most modern readers of the Puritans are not aware of
the sociopolitical context in which that system arose and hence are
premature in their defenses. But, further, as Dr. North points out, the
“system” turns out to entail a lot more than the “reprinting neo-
Puritans” are putting before the public. While | believe that some
definite benefit has accrued as a result of the revival of Puritan literature,
it has also, unfortunately, contributed to the complication of matters by
(1) elevating this era of church history as virtually sacrosanct; (2)
perpetrating incorrect interpretations of Scripture (i.e., Gal. 3:24; cf. my
“Study of the Development of Law in the History of Redemption,” BRR,
Winter, 1978, 36-37); and (3) fixing in the minds of contemporaries
certain modes of thinking crystallized in the Puritan era which, | believe,

124. Thomas Manton, Works (Worthington, PA: Maranatha Publications, n.d.), vol. 6,
12.

125. Ibid., 56-57.
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are not patently Biblical (such as their doctrines of the “Covenant of
Works/Covenant of Grace,” and the Sabbath).

Legalism in Puritanism

The more | read about life in the Puritan era, the more | am driven to the
conclusion that it was consistently marked by a tendency toward
legalism. By “legalism,” | mean the imposition of things as “law,” which
go far beyond the explicit or inferential statements of Scripture. And
here | have in view matters which pervaded Puritanism such as: (1) the
imposition of strict Sabbath keeping (i.e., that it was sinful to ring more
bells than one in summoning people to church on the “Sabbath”); (2)
the imposition of infant baptism as a godly and necessary ordinance (cf.
Neal, lll, 420-21); the imposition of Christianity as the state religion upon
all citizens; and the imposition of Old Covenant laws as still binding for
the “Christian” state. | do not think it is exaggerating or overstating the
case to assert that these unscriptural impositions structured and
dominated the Puritan society. It is not surprising, therefore, that Walter
Chantry sees the contemporary Chalcedon movement as a new form of
legalism, for it unapologetically identifies with the “package deal”
offered in Puritanism (review of Rushdoony’s God’s Plan, Banner of Truth,
April, 1978, 23-24). {65}

There was a tendency toward legalism among some Puritans, in the
sense defined by Zens (although they did not hold to legalism in the
sense of justification by works). There are also legalistic elements
among us: we all have a sinful tendency to legislate where God has not
spoken. But the basic attempt in Puritanism, as in the Chalcedon
movement, was to be founded on Biblical law alone. They made mis-
takes, and I am sure we err also. Where we are wrong in applying the
principles of Biblical law, we stand in need of correction. But to argue
against the basic system of law itself is to argue against God, the Author
of the law.

But that Puritan society was dominated by legalism remains to be
proved. Mr. Zens calls the impositions of the Sabbath, infant baptism,
national religion, and lawkeeping “unscriptural,” but he does not offer
more than the bare assertion of it. If it can be demonstrated that any of
these does “go far beyond the explicit or inferential statements of Scrip-
ture,” then we must abandon it. Scripture does not, of course, forbid
ringing more than one bell on Sunday, and I was not aware that it was a
primary tenet of Puritanism,; if it was, they were simply wrong. Note:
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they were not wrong to enforce Biblical demands. They were wrong in
enforcing the teachings of men rather than the commands of God, as
Jesus said of the Pharisees (Matt. 15:1-9). In fact, a basic concern of the
Chalcedon staft has been to reject the imposition of humanistic princi-
ples in the place of Biblical laws. But so far Mr. Zens has given no
Scriptural evidence that the commands of the Old Testament are not
binding on us today.
The Subtle, But Destructive Nature of Legalism

It is imperative to see the subtly destructive nature of legalism. For
instance, the Puritans were Biblical in placing moderate smoking and
drinking in the realm of Christian liberty, yet, sadly, they fell into
legalism by imposing a “national church” and “Sabbath-keeping” upon
the people. Contemporary Baptists, on the other hand, see the evils of
“national churches,” but fall into legalism by imposing rules about
smoking and drinking. The crucial point to be gleaned from all of this is
that any form of legalism will always cause the insights of a movement
to be dimmed, and even eventually snuffed out. Look at what happened
after the Puritan movement was literally stained by the blood of its
victims:

The victory (at Dunbar) no doubt was great, but greater still was the
disaster. Puritanism received at the battle of Dunbar a wound that never
healed. After this its professions of religion were no longer believed....
High churchmen of the school of Laud confirmed themselves with fresh
arguments in the conclusion that Puritan religion was grimace and folly, a
plausible exterior covering a bad heart. The men who had overthrown the
church and beheaded the king were equally ready, it appeared, to devour
each other.... They (the Scotch) had prayed fervently; but so too had
Cromwell and his officers. Each were {66} certain that their prayers were
heard, when it was clear that one party, if not both, lay under a vile
delusion—a delusion to which thousands of innocent men were
sacrificed.... Was there, then, no certainty and no benefit in prayer? Was
there no overruling Providence? It was certain that unbelief, and even
atheism, soon afterwards appeared amongst the Puritans. (Marsden, 344-
46)
Those involved in the current “Reformed” movement must be very
careful not to repeat the pattern of history, and fall into old or new
forms of legalism, which will ultimately deprive the movement of true
joy and spirituality which freedom in Christ brings (Gal. 5:1, 13, 22).
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Yes, there is certainty and benefit in prayer, and there is an overrul-
ing Providence. That is exactly why Cromwell won—his prayers were
answered! As we have seen, the Scots sinfully followed a godless leader,
desiring, as Israel of old, a king instead of godly rule. They rejected
God’s kingship, and hypocritically prayed for His blessing. They would
have done well to heed the words of Solomon: “He that turneth away
his ear from hearing the law, even his prayer shall be abomination”
(Prov. 28:9). As for the reasons why Puritanism descended into unbe-
lief, the subject may be pursued elsewhere.'?® But it would seem to be
stretching a point to suggest that their unbelief had its origin in the vic-
tory at Dunbar.

I must agree with Mr. Zens that legalism deprives us of “true joy and
spirituality” But he really means that the laws of the Bible stand against
joy and spirituality. How can this be? The Old Testament law com-
mands joy: “Ye shall rejoice before the Lord your God” (Deut. 12:12).
God, apparently, did not share in the apprehension that His laws could
somehow deprive men of joy, except insofar as they sinfully rejected it.
In fact, the Bible actually goes so far as to say (Psalm 1) that the man
who meditates in the law day and night will be happy! To state, there-
fore, that the law produces unhappiness, is a rather significant admis-
sion on Mr. Zens’s part.

Does the law of God militate against “spirituality”? The Apostle Paul
did not think so: “For we know that the law is spiritual” (Rom. 7:14). It
is authored by the Spirit, and cannot conflict with spirituality. True,
God’s law is against the joys of disobedience. The law is also against a
lawless, Platonic “spirituality” which denies God’s lordship over cre-
ation. Truly Biblical joy is a product of no longer being in rebellion
against our Creator. Happiness is impossible apart from obedience to
Biblical law.

The Danger of Substituting Thematic Generalities for Exegetical
Realities

The Chalcedon movement begins with a thematic generality—the
“dominion of Christ"—and ends up in a form of legalism—the Christian

126. See Gary North, “From Medieval Economics to Indecisive Pietism,” Journal of
Christian Reconstruction 6, no. 1:156ff.
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is {67} bound to the minutae of the Old Covenant law. In light of such
passages as Col. 1:20, we must recognize the cosmic dimensions of
Christ's work. However, the universal dominion of Christ takes on a
specific form in this age—a form which the Chalcedon movement must
deny.

1. John 17:2—This text teaches us that indeed our Lord’s dominion is
absolute and universal—"You have given Him power over all flesh.” But
it also teaches us that His universal authority has a specific and
delimited purpose in this age which is soteric in nature—"in order that
He should give eternal life to as many as You have given Him.” Thus, the
universal dominion of Christ in this age is related to His sovereign
bestowal of spiritual blessings (cf. Eph. 1:3), not to subduing culture. Eph.
1:22 reflects this same perspective: “And (God) has put all things under
His feet, and gave Him to be the Head over all things with reference to
the church.” It is clear that Christ’s purpose for this “present evil age” is
to build His church through gospel proclamation (the sphere of special
grace), not to conquer culture (the sphere of general, or common grace)
with the Mosaic code. Thus, to isolate the general theme of Christ’s
universal dominion, and employ it as a foundation for various “Christian
Reconstruction” efforts is a very dangerous tactic.

It is tempting for men who have been in contexts where God was little,
weak, and at the mercy of man’s “free-will,” to become enamored with
Chalcedon’s plea for the realization of Christ’s dominion in the totality of
life. It all sounds very appealing because, on the surface, it gives all the
glory to Christ. But upon closer exegetical examination the implications
of the “dominion of Christ” which the Chalcedon movement is
pandering as necessary “truth” will be found to be opposed to the
gospel and kingdom of Christ. Dr. North's bold cry for “More of
Cromwell” unequivocally indicates he wishes the “dominion of Christ”
to be realized in a nation. Are you prepared to have your head severed
from your body in the “Holy Commonwealth” Dr. North envisions? Are
you prepared to be involved in executions that might take place in
setting up the “dominion of Christ” in a country?

It is most unusual for Chalcedon to be accused of “substituting the-
matic generalities for exegetical realities” Up to now, our opponents
have accused us of such things as “proof-texting” and being “Biblicis-
tic” Moreover, Mr. Zens must be commended for bringing Scripture
into the discussion, as this is a rare tactic among those who write
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against us. By the time we are finished, however, the reasons for its rar-
ity may become clear.

It is certain that a major aspect of Christ’s worldwide dominion is the
bestowal of salvation upon the elect (John 17:2). But is this the only
purpose? According to Colossians 1:8, He rules “that in all things He
might have the preeminence”; in Philippians 2:10-11, He rules in order
{68} that “at the name of Jesus every knee should bow ... and that every
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord” And “He must reign,
till He hath put all enemies under His feet” (1 Cor. 15:25).

We do not conceive of the dominion of Christ as separate from the
evangelization of the world. But Biblical evangelism is more than soul-
saving: Christ commanded us to disciple the nations. Evangelism does
not consist only in telling men how to be justified. Evangelism must
also teach all men to observe everything our Lord has commanded us
(Matt. 28:20). And He has commanded us to observe every jot and tit-
tle of the Old Testament law (Matt. 5:17-20).

Zens cites Ephesians 1:3, intending to demonstrate that Christ is
concerned with dispensing “spiritual blessings” rather than subduing
culture. But it is a mistake to assume that “spiritual” means “nonphysi-
cal” This is to derive our theology from the Apostle Plato. The word
blessing means “a bestowal of goods” Spiritual means “of the Holy
Spirit,” and Paul is speaking of blessings that come from the Holy Spirit.
The very context of this verse speaks of Christ’s total government, of
His administration of all things, “both which are in heaven, and which
are on earth” (Eph. 1:10), and tells us that in Christ they are our inher-
itance (v. 11). The meek shall inherit the earth, among other things.
Should not Christians therefore subdue culture? What else could Jesus
have meant by describing us as the salt of the earth, the light of the
world? Christianity is not a subculture: we are to seek dominion,
worldwide conversion, and universal obedience to Jesus Christ. When
our culture, high and low, is immersed in depravity, perversion, and
lawlessness, shouldn't we subdue it? Should a man, for example,
attempt to “subdue” his wife’s rapist? Or is it more Christian to stand by
and do nothing (except, perhaps, to witness to him of the “soteric
nature” of Christs dominion)? I am afraid that it is just this kind of
fearful, unbelieving flight into a pagan “spirituality” which has caused
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the decline of our culture. The salt has lost its savor, and now our theo-
logians are actually defending the “savorless nature” of salt.

Ephesians 1:22, of all texts, certainly does not reflect Zens’s perspec-
tive. Zens is trying to force it to say that Christ is Lord over only things
that pertain to the church. Rather narrow “dominion,” don’t you think?
Let’s examine the text:

The God of our Lord Jesus Christ ... raised Him from the dead, and set
Him at His own right hand in the heavenly places, far above all princi-
pality, and power, and might, and dominion, and every name that is
named, not only in this world, but also in that which is to come: and
hath put all things under His feet, and gave Him to be head over all
things to the church. (Eph. 1:20-22; emphasis added)

“Principality and power” are words used not only of demonic powers
(although they are certainly included here); they also describe human
{69} rulers and officials (Luke 12:11-12; Col. 1:16; Tit. 3:1; Rom. 13:1-
3). The passage is clearly teaching that Christ has been installed as uni-
versal King over all governments, for the sake of His people, the
church. In other words, God works all things together for good to those
who love Him and are the called according to His purpose (Rom. 8:28).
What Chalcedon is saying, therefore, is that all men, magistrates
included, are responsible to Jesus Christ as His vassals. They are com-
manded to submit to Him (Ps. 2). If they do not submit, they will be
crushed, for the sake of Christ’s church.

Mr. Zens is right. This kind of exegesis is “very dangerous™: it is just
what Satan and his minions fear the most. But if Satan can keep God’s
people duped by the Platonic “exegesis” of Mr. Zens and others, his
dominions will remain quite secure. The “spirituality” of retreatism has
never hurt anyone, least of all the devil.

But, we are told, Chalcedon’s program is “opposed to the gospel and
kingdom of Christ” (I'm still waiting for proof of this assertion.) We
have stated repeatedly that we believe in evangelism. We do, however,
oppose false gospels. Are we opposed to the kingdom of Christ? No,
but we are opposed to the “kingdom” of Jon Zens and others who
oppose the lordship of Christ and the authority of God’s law.

Mr. Zens mentions executions again. Yes, we do believe in capital
punishment for what God calls capital crimes. Zens implies that there
is something wrong with this, and apparently feels that he has a higher
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moral standard than God; but such an attitude is dangerous. He even
seems afraid that he and his followers may come up for execution
themselves once the Holy Commonwealth is set up. But, for all those
who are concerned about this, St. Paul offers some advice:

Rulers are not a terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou then
not be afraid of the power? Do that which is good, and thou shalt have
praise of the same: for he is the minister of God to thee for good. But if
thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in
vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon
him that doeth evil.

2. The New Testament Data As A Whole

If a true believer was to read through the New Testament several times,
and then read the Chalcedon materials outlining directives for
“Christian Reconstruction,” he would not find any parallels between the
two. The idea that Christians should direct their energies to “political
action” with the goal of “making the state again a Christian state, and its
actions conform with the law of God” (Rushdoony, God’s Plan, 30) is
foreign to the duties of the Christian life spelled out in the New
Testament.

This, then, brings us to the central hermeneutical issue: is it valid to
impose as legally binding upon believers and magistrates the minutae of
the {70} Old Covenant law? Since the Chalcedon movement cannot
justify its “culture-transforming” efforts exegetically from the New
Testament, they must, as have all previous sacralists, draw from the
literature of the Old Covenant theocracy (cf. Geerhardus Vos, The
Covenant in Reformed Theology [1893], trans. by S. Voorvinde and W.
VanGemeren, 2).

Mr. Zens draws an unbiblical distinction between the Old and New
Testaments. It is true that Christianity is not only, or primarily, politi-
cal. But we are commanded to obey God’s law in every area of life. This
includes politics. The New Testament states that the civil magistrate is a
minister of God: that is, he is responsible to administer the word of
God in his area of authority. The ruler is not a free agent. Furthermore,
he is to punish “evildoers” What is an evildoer? Is the ruler free to
decide that question for himself? To answer in the affirmative is to
regard Romans 13 as a blank check for statist absolutism: the ruler may
decide that all Jews, for example, are “evildoers.” Hitler thus was only
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doing his job. And we may say the same about the pharaoh and King
Herod when they ordered the murder of infants. But this is not, of
course, what Romans 13 is defending. How, then, is a ruler to decide
what an “evildoer” is? And, having decided that, how can he be sure of
the appropriate penalty for each particular crime? (Is hanging a proper
punishment for theft? Should a rapist be forced to sit in a corner for a
week?) Since the ruler is God’s minister, it naturally follows that he
must seek to discover God’s standards for the exercise of his ministry.
And this brings us back to Jesus’s statement in Matthew 23:23: Justice is
defined by the Old Testament law. The principles for governing a state
are simply not spelled out in the New Testament. This is because God
assumed that His people would read the other four-fifths of His Book.

If we demand that something must be repeated in the New Testa-
ment for it to have validity, we are first of all setting ourselves up as
judges of Scripture. And if a law is not valid unless it can be found in
the New Testament, should we regard sexual relations between men
and animals as an example of the glorious liberty of the New Cove-
nant? Is it now permitted to trip a blind man, simply because the New
Testament does not repeat such a prohibition? Is it now a mark of sanc-
tification and freedom from legalism to gouge a poor man by charging
him interest on a loan? “No, no,” you protest, “all those things are still
wrong” How do you know? If we discard the Old Testament laws as
legalistic, we have no basis for justice, no means of recognizing it, and
no principles with which to apply it. Jesus and the apostles assumed the
abiding validity of the law in exhaustive detail, and the whole of the
New Testament is written in terms of that assumption. To divide the
two Testaments in the manner of Zens is to divide Christ from Himself.
{71}

| suggest that this approach leads to two fatal errors:

1. The emphasis on the Old Covenant literature as a corpus of binding
law causes men to be distracted from the obvious fact that the New
Covenant documents view these inspired books as Christ-centered, not
as law-centered (cf. “Study in the Development of Law,” BRR, Winter,
1978, 20-23). This accounts for the possibility of men being diverted
from the gospel by focusing so much attention on the details of the Old
Testament law and their alleged application in today’s societies.
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Here again is an unbiblical distinction between Christ and the law.
But He said that His mission was to fulfill the law, to confirm its valid-
ity (Matt. 5:17-20). Continually throughout His ministry, Christ
upheld the enduring authority of the law against all who would detract
from it (cf. Matt. 15). Does attention to the details of Old Covenant law
truly divert men from the gospel? Not according to our Lord. In Luke
19:8-9, Christ pronounced Zacchaeus to be saved after Zacchaeus
announced his willingness to obey a detail of Old Covenant law (four-
fold restitution). He did not seem to be worried that Zacchaeus might
be drawn away from being Christ-centered through preoccupation
with the law. In fact, if we say we know Him but do not keep His com-
mandments, we are liars (1 John 2:3-4). Sin is defined in the New Tes-
tament as transgression of the law (1 John 3:4). Finally, in rejecting
those who falsely claim to be His, Jesus will say, “I never knew you”—
they were not Christ-centered; “Depart from me, you who commit
lawlessness”—they were not law-centered (Matt. 7:23). The division
between Christ and the law is not countenanced by Scripture.

2. The emphasis on the Old Covenant as yet binding on all Christians
and all nations leads to a legalism which falls under the “anathema”
found in Gal. 1:8-9. Paul's reasoning is clear: if you isolate anything
which had legal force in the Old Covenant—even something which is
nothing, such as circumcision (Gal. 5:6) —and impose it as binding upon
the Christian conscience, you have “fallen from grace,” and “become a
debtor to do the whole law” (Gal. 5:3-4). We must identify “law” with the
New Covenant which is, in this age, of legal force, not with the Old
Covenant which has passed away (cf. “Development of Law,” 34)
Listening to the words of Christ and His apostles will keep us from
coming under bondage to nonbinding laws and rules.

The legalism rebuked in Galatians was twofold: (1) the requirement
of obedience to the law as a condition of justification—i.e., salvation by
works; (2) the specific requirement of obedience to ceremonial rites
which had come to their typological completion in the mediatorial
work of Jesus Christ, and were therefore no longer binding in that form
(although {72} we still observe their meaning by believing in Jesus
Christ). The Galatian legalists were clearly heretics.

But antinomianism is a her