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The Confessional Presbyterian

Reframing Presbyterian Worship:
A Ciritical Survey of the Worship Views of
John M. Frame and R. ]. Gore

By Frank J. Smith, Ph.D., D.D. and David C. Lachman, Ph.D.

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

One of the key reformational doctrines® determi-
nate of the health if not the being of a “Presbyterian”
Church is the aptly named Regulative Principle of
Worship.? This principle which was clearly champi-
oned from the beginning of the Scottish Reformation,
and central to English Puritanism,3 was refined and

1. “Tknow how difficult it is to persuade the world that God dis-
approves of all modes of worship not expressly sanctioned by his
word.” (John Calvin, “On the Necessity of Reforming the Church,’
Selected Works of John Calvin: Tracts and Letters, edited by Henry
Beveridge and Jules Bonnet. Edited and translated by Henry Bev-
eridge [Edinburgh: 1844; Rpt. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
1983] 1.128-129). “All wirschipping, honoring, or service inventit
by the braine of man in the religioun of God, without his own ex-
press commandment, is Idolatrie” (John Knox, “A Vindication of
the Doctrine that the Sacrifice of the Mass is Idolatry,” The Works of
John Knox, ed. David Laing [Edinburgh: Printed for the Bannatyne
Club, 1854; Rpt NY: AMS Press, 1966] 3.34).

2. While it may have been used earlier, the term Regulative Prin-
ciple of Worship apparently was coined from or at least popularized
by usage in the 1946 report of the OPC, “Report of the Committee
on Song in Worship Presented to the Thirteenth General Assembly,
on the Teaching of Our Standards Respecting the Songs That May
Be Sung in the Public Worship of God,” specifically section ‘A by
John Murray (Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Minutes of the General
Assembly [1946] 101-107). Research by Sherman Isbell supports
Murray authorship. See Endnote A.

3. The regulative principle of worship was the established doc-
trine of Scottish Presbyterianism, and of the English Puritans. See
Endnote B.

4. Presbyterianism the Truly Primitive and Apostolical Consti-
tution of the Church of Christ, “The Worship of the Presbyterian
Church” (Philadelphia: Presbyterian Board of Publication, 1835)
64-65.

5. Samuel Rutherford, The Divine Right of Church Government
and Excommunication (London, 1646) 96.

6. John B. Adger, “A Denial of Divine Right for Organs in Public
Worship,” Southern Presbyterian Review, 20.1 (January 1869) 85.

7. George Gillespie, A Dispute Against the English Popish Cer-
emonies, ed. Christopher Coldwell (Dallas: Naphtali Press, 1993)
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classically presented in the Westminster Standards,
from whence it has been an integral doctrine of Pres-
byterianism ever since.

The Westminster Assembly determined: “But the
acceptable way of worshipping the true God is insti-
tuted by Himself, and so limited by His own revealed
will, that He may not be worshipped according to
the imaginations and devices of men, or the sugges-
tions of Satan, under any visible representation, or
any other way not prescribed in the holy Scripture”
(Confession of Faith, 21.1). The Princeton professor,
Dr. Samuel Miller, gives a succin¢t statement of the
principle when he writes that since the Scriptures are
the “only infallible rule of faith and practice, no rite or
ceremony ought to have a place in the public worship
of God, which is not warranted in Scripture, either by
dire&t precept or example, or by good and sufficient
inference”4 A briefer statement still which sums up
the Presbyterian principle of worship, is that in the
worship of God, “Not to Command is to Forbid,”> or
“Whatever is not commanded is forbidden.” ¢

As this brief definition can lead to misunderstand-
ing, a necessarily corollary to this principle states that
there are some circumstances “concerning the worship
of God, and government of the Church, common to
human actions and societies which are to be ordered
by the light of nature and Christian prudence, accord-
ing to the general rules of the word, which are always
to be observed” (Confession of Faith, 1.6). Defining
these “circumstances,’ is part and parcel with the dis-
cussion of what authority the church has in ordering
the worship of God. As for the church’s power in this
regard, George Gillespie gives three conditions:”

I direct my course straight to the dissecting of the true

limits, within which the church’s power of enacting
laws about things pertaining to the worship of God
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is bounded and confined, and which it may not over-
leap nor transgress. Three conditions I find necessar-
ily requisite in such a thing as the church has power
to prescribe by her laws: 1t It must be only a circum-
stance of divine worship; no substantial part of it; no
sacred significant and efficacious ceremony. For the
order and decency left to the definition of the church,
as concerning the particulars of it, comprehends no
2nd That which the
church may lawfully prescribe by her laws and ordi-

more but mere circumstances....

nances, as a thing left to her determination, must be
one of such things as were not determinable by Scrip-
ture because individua are infinita.... 374 If the church
prescribe anything lawfully, so that she prescribe no
more than she has power given her to prescribe, her
ordinances must be accompanied with some good
reason and warrant given for the satisfaction of tender
consciences.”

Also, in his letter to “All in the Reformed Churches,”
Gillespie defined circumstances this way: “..there is
nothing which any way pertains to the worship of
God left to the determination of human laws, beside
the mere circumstances, which neither have any holi-
ness in them, forasmuch as they have no other use and
praise in sacred than they have in civil things, nor yet
were particularly determinable in Scripture, because
they are infinite” (EPC, xli). James Henley Thornwell
gives a more detailed definition:®

Circumstances are those concomitants of an action
without which it either cannot be done at all, or can-
not be done with decency and decorum. Public wor-
ship, for example, requires public assemblies, and in
public assemblies people must appear in some cos-
tume and assume some posture.... Public assemblies,
moreover, cannot be held without fixing the time and
place of meeting: these are circumstances which the
church is at liberty to regulate. ... We must distinguish
between those circumstances which attend actions
as actions—that is, without which the actions can-
not be—and those circumstances which, though not
essential, are added as appendages. These last do not
fall within the jurisdiction of the church. She has no
right to appoint them. They are circumstances in the
sense that they do not belong to the substance of the
act. They are not circumstances in the sense that they
so surround it that they cannot be separated from it. A
liturgy is a circumstance of this kind. ... In public wor-
ship, indeed in all commanded external actions, there
are two elements—a fixed and a variable. The fixed
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element, involving the essence of the thing, is beyond
the discretion of the church. The variable, involving
only the circumstances of the action, its separable ac-
cidents, may be changed, modified or altered, accord-
ing to the exigencies of the case.

Gillespie’s third condition raises another principle
which relates to the church’s power regarding worship,
which is the doctrine of Christian Liberty or Liberty
of Conscience. The Westminster divines state at Con-
fession of Faith 20.2: “God alone is Lord of the con-
science, and hath left it free from the doctrines and
commandments of men, which are in any thing con-
trary to His Word; or beside it, if matters of faith or
worship”?

The language of the Confession at these several
points is reminiscent of both the writings of Gillespie,
and of his Westminster colleague, Samuel Rutherford.
In one of Rutherford’s works circulating in the Assem-
bly during the early part of the discussion on Christian
Liberty, and cited at the same time during debate on
the subject of Excommunication, he writes (Ruther-
ford, 109):1°

281-284. Hereafter EPC. “This large volume is the most elaborate
defense of the classic Puritan-Scottish Presbyterian view of the reg-
ulative principle, recently reprinted. Gillesbie was an influential
member of the Westminster Assembly” John M. Frame, Worship
in Spirit and Truth (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 1996) 157.
Hereatfter, Spirit and Truth.

8. Cited from John L. Girardeau, D.D. LL.D., “The Discretion-
ary Power of the Church,” Sermons, ed. by Rev. George A. Black-
burn (Columbia, SC: The State Company, 1907. Rpt. in Life Work
and Sermons of John L. Girardeau, Sprinkle Publications, nd) 400-
401. See also, “Church Boards and Presbyterianism,” The Collected
Writings of James Henley Thornwell (Rpt. Edinburgh: The Banner
of Truth Trust, 1974) 246-247. On the nature of circumstances, see
also: The Works of John Owen, v. 15, “Discourse Concerning Litur-
gies,” ed. William H. Goold (Rpt. Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth
Trust, 1966).

9. Regarding the long incorrect text, “contrary to His Word, or
beside it, in matters of faith or worship,” Dr. S. W. Carruthers notes:
This double error is the most important in the whole Confession. It
has obscured a distinction of great significance ... The divines’ ar-
gument is this: men are free in all things directly contrary to God’s
word; but, in addition, if the question is one of faith or worship, they
are free in matters not stated in the word. The distinction between
matters civil and religious, and the great doctrine concerning things
indifferent in the ecclesiastical world, are completely obscured by
the change of a single letter and an alteration of punctuation.” S. W.
Carruthers, The Westminster Confession of Faith: Being an account of
the Preparation and Printing of its Seven Leading Editions, to which
is appended a critical text of the Confession with notes thereon (Man-
chester: R. Aikman & Son, [1937]) 127-128.

10. See the Minutes of the Assembly, 196-197. Alexander E
Mitchell and John Struthers, eds. Minutes of the Sessions of the
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In actions or Religious means of Worship, and actions
Morall, whatever is beside the Word of God, is against
the Word of God; I say in Religious means, for there
be means of Worship, or Circumstances Physicall,
not Morall, not Religious, as whether the Pulpit be of
$tone or of timber, the Bell of this or this Mettall, the
house of Worship stand thus or thus in Situation.

Our Formalists will have it in the power of rulers to
Command in the matter of Worship, that which is be-
side the Word of God, and so is negatively Lawfull,
though it be not Positively conform to Gods Word,
nor Commanded or warranted by practice; which I
grant is a witty way of Romes devising, to make entry
for Religious humane Ceremonies.

Gillespie wrote the following a decade before the
Assembly, which not only contains similar thoughts
as the Confessional statements, but relates as well to
the common usage, popularized later by men such as
James Bannerman and William Cunningham, respect-
ing the power of the civil magistrate circa sacra [about
religion] as opposed to in sacris [in religion] (EPC,
288,314, 316, 318):'!

The church is forbidden to add anything to the com-
mandments of God which he has given unto us, con-
cerning his worship and service (Deut. 4:2; 12:32;
Prov. 30:6); therefore she may not lawfully prescribe
anything in the works of divine worship, if it be not
a mere circumstance belonging to that kind of things
which were not determinable by Scripture.... These
praecognita [things foreseen] being now made good,
come we to $peak more particularly of the power of
princes to make laws and ordinances about things
which concern the worship of God.... But in all the
Scripture princes have neither a commendable ex-
ample, nor any other warrant, for the making of any
innovation in religion, or for the prescribing of sacred
significant ceremonies of men’s devising.... Now as

Westminster Assembly of Divines. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood
and Sons, 1874).

11. James Bannerman, The Church of Christ (Edinburgh : T&T
Clark, 1868. Rpt. Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth Trust, 1960; and
1974) 154-155. William Cunningham, “Church Power,” Discussions
on Church Principles (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1863) 230.

12. William Cunningham, “The Reformers and the Regulative
Principle,” in The Reformation of the Church: A collection of Re-
formed and Puritan documents on Church issues (Edinburgh: The
Banner of Truth Trust, 1965; Rpt. 1987) 38-39. This is an extract
from Cunningham’s The Reformers and the Theology of the Reforma-
tion (The Banner of Truth Trust, 1979 Rpt) 31-46.
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touching the other sort of things which we consider
in the worship of God, namely, things merely cir-
cumstantial, and such as have the very same use and
respect in civil which they have in sacred actions, we
hold that whensoever it happens to be the duty and
part of a prince to institute and enjoin any order or
policy in these circumstances of God’s worship, then
he may only enjoin such an order as may stand with
the observing and following of the rules of the word,
whereunto we are tied in the use and practice of things
which are in their general nature indifferent.

These lengthy citations and definitions are given
because the regulative principle of worship is often
misunderstood or mischaracterized when they are
ignored. For instance when the doctrine regarding
circumstances is ignored, one may see questions in
reaction to the regulative principle such as, “If you
believe in this regulative principle then why do you
use pews in public worship, since they are not men-
tioned in Scripture?” As William Cunningham writes,
just before alluding to Confession of Faith 1.6, “Those
who dislike this principle, from whatever reason, usu-
ally try to run us into difficulties by putting a very
stringent construction upon it, and thereby giving it
an appearance of absurdity....”'* Also, without any
reference to historical theology, or to the theologi-
cal milieu in which the language of the Westminster
Standards were drafted, the meaning of the divines
may be recast and the traditional/historical meaning
divorced from their foundational statements by some
postmodern deconstruction of their words. This leads
to statements like, Thold to the regulative principle of
the Westmingter Confession of Faith, but not to the
Puritan understanding of that principle.

Whether they fully understand them or not, it is
true that many do reject Presbyterian views of worship.
Dr. Cunningham writes of those “latitudinarians” who
simply find such a principle repugnant: “Of the views
generally held by the Reformers on the subject of the
organization of the Church, there are two which have
been always very offensive to men of a loose and lati-
tudinarian tendency—viz. the alleged unlawfulness of
introducing into the worship and government of the
Church anything which is not positively warranted by
Scripture, and the permanent binding obligation of a
particular form of Church government....” (Reform-
ers and the Regulative Principle, 38). There is also an
understandable rejection of Presbyterian principles by
those of an Anglican, Lutheran or similar persuasion,
who profess faith in a different rule of worship, “that
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the Church might warrantably introduce innovations
into its government and worship, which might seem
fitted to be useful, provided it could not be shown that
there was anything in Scripture which expressly pro-
hibited or discountenanced them...” (Reformers and
the Regulative Principle, 38). However, unhappily for
Presbyterianism, criticism and opposition to her rule
of worship has not been limited to those who sub-
scribe to different confessions of faith, and this impor-
tant doctrine has often come under fire from within
her own walls. Such is the case in this day.

In particular, over the last several decades, two
Presbyterian office holders have taken up the pen
against the regulative principle of worship and their
writings have received some currency and promi-
nence amongst those looking for champions to over-
throw this old cornerstone of Presbyterian orthodoxy.
These are Professor John M. Frame, and Dean R. J.
Gore. Though he claims to hold to “the basic idea of
the regulative principle,” the former rejects the actual
principle by redefining it away from what he believes
are “the complicated Puritan amplifications of it
while the latter challenges it directly and would “like
to simply drop the regulative principle from Presby-
terian theology” (Spirit and Truth, 157). Since this
doctrine is crucial to a healthy Presbyterianism, and
as the works of these disputants are actually quite defi-
cient to form any sufficient basis for questioning it, the
following article surveys their writings and notes the
key problems in their contentions with the regulative
principle of worship.

In the first section dealing with the writings of John
M. Frame, Dr. Frank J. Smith commences the survey
by noting some of the professor’s early comments on
worship from some seminary class notes from the
1970s. He then moves on to the professor’s published
views on worship, observing some key problems with
these, as well as noting and memorializing some of
the criticisms made by others at the time of their
publication. The second section begins with a rigor-
ous critique of R. J. Gore’s doctoral dissertation, “The
Pursuit of Plainness: Rethinking the Regulative Prin-
ciple of Worship,” written by Dr. David C. Lachman,
Dr. Smith’s co-editor of Worship in the Presence of God.
Dr. Lachman exposes serious deficiencies in this pa-
per, and concludes that it “completely fails to make a
credible case against the Regulative Principle of Wor-
ship” The survey concludes with a review of Dean
Gore’s published work, Covenantal Worship, which, as
the author, Dr. Smith, notes, retains many of the faults
of the dissertation from which it sprang.
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The Writings of John M. Frame Against
The Regulative Principle of Worship

By Frank ]. Smith, Ph.D., D. D.

History undoubtedly will record that the most influ-
ential opponent of Presbyterian worship within con-
servative Presbyterianism in the twentieth century
was John McElphatrick Frame.

Born in 1939 in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, John
Frame graduated from Princeton University, received
his Bachelor of Divinity degree from Westminster
Theological Seminary (Philadelphia) in 1964, and
pursued doctoral studies at Yale University. He never
completed the dissertation at Yale, however, as in 1968
he was hired to teach at Westmingter Seminary. In
1980, Professor Frame moved to California to help
start Westminster’s branch campus in Escondido. Af-
ter two decades in California, he was called in 2000 to
be a professor at Reformed Theological Seminary in
Orlando, Florida. He was recently awarded the Doc-
tor of Divinity degree by Belhaven College.

Because of his stature as a seminary theology pro-
fessor, he has been able to develop and inculcate views
that are far out of the mainstream of classical Re-
formed thought. Among the most distinctive of his
views is the notion that “theology is application”—that
is, even the very formulation of theological rubrics
(categories) is somewhat arbitrary, and represents a
human endeavor, rather than, ideally, reflecting the
mind of God as revealed in Scripture.

Theology, of course, must be applied, or the result
is dead orthodoxy. But theology has always been re-
garded as the queen of the sciences, and, as such, as
objective in nature. But the professor’s reframing of
the theological enterprise recasts it in a subjectivistic
direction.

The implications of such are profound for theol-
ogy as a whole, and it is evident that his views have
profoundly affected the way in which he does theol-
ogy. Indeed, Dr. Frame has promulgated his peculiar

THE AUTHOR: Frank J. Smith is pastor of the Covenant Reformed
Presbyterian Church of Sheboygan, Wisconsin, and a contributing
editor to The Confessional Presbyterian. Dr. Smith and Dr. Lachman
co-edited the book Worship in the Presence of God: A Collection of
essays on the nature, elements, and historic views and practice of wor-
ship (Greenville, SC: Greenville Presbyterian Theological Seminary
Press, 1992).
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and Westminster Theological Seminary (Ph.D., 1988).
Dr. Gore served pastorates in the Bible Presbyterian
Church and the Presbyterian Church in America, and
as an U.S. Army chaplain, both at home and overseas.
In 1996, he was hired to teach systematic theology at
Erskine Theological Seminary, the denominational
school of the Associate Reformed Presbyterian
Church, located in Due West, South Carolina; and is
now the Dean at that institution.

DI1SSERTATION AT WESTMINSTER
THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

Dean Gore’s 1988 doctoral dissertation, “The Pursuit
of Plainness: Rethinking the Regulative Principle of
Worship,” was a critique of the Puritan understanding
of worship. Since his recent book is a “fairly signifi-
cant revision” of this paper (though a comparison of
the dissertation and the book reveals negligible differ-
ences in regard to the material considered below), and
since the earlier paper received high praise from some
quarters, we present this critical evaluation of it before
surveying Covenantal Worship.

A CriticaL REVIEW OF R. J. GORE’s
“PuURsUIT OF PLAINNESS” 27

By David C. Lachman, Ph.D.

We must pass over most of the early portion of “Pur-
suit of Plainness” for want of space. Suffice it to say,
much of Gore’s first hundred pages is a pedestrian
rendition of the history of the church in the 16th cen-
tury, neither worth including in a dissertation (be-
yond perhaps a page or two) nor worthy of a critique,
though he does not really appear to be overly familiar
with the subject. His section on the frequency of the
Lord’s Supper largely represents Calvin correctly and
the Puritan practice as well, but he seems to have no
understanding of the reasons why the Puritans did not
implement the goals of the early Reformers, nor of the
Westminster Assembly’s desire that it be celebrated fre-
quently. His treatment of the Westminster Assembly is
poor and demonstrates a basic unfamiliarity with both
the period and the divines, as well as their writings.
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Calvin and the Regulative Principle

This brings us to Gore’s handling of Calvin and the
regulative principle which deserves some detailed
criticism. Without offering any contemporary evi-
dence, Gore assumes that “the Puritans understood
themselves to be faithful conveyors of the great re-
former’s thought...” (“Pursuit,” 138) and, in that con-
text, seeks to determine the faithfulness of the Puritan
regulative principle to John Calvin’s formulation of
the doctrine. After some pages of extraneous material,
he begins by correctly characterizing Calvin as saying
that “we would be unable to worship God purely un-
less God told us how we should properly worship and
serve him;” God, Calvin says, despises our own inten-
tion in worship and “considers it detestable” Further,
“God is pleased with our obedience to his commands”
and again, quoting Calvin: “we are to follow in all
simplicity what he has ordained by his Word, with-
out adding anything to it at all” Worship acceptable
to God can not be the product of human invention
(“Pursuit,” 149-150).

When, after another twenty pages, Gore returns to
the point at issue, citing the Institutes (IV, x, 22), he
claims that, when Calvin says that no ceremony is ac-
ceptable if it is imposed as if it were a law of God, “This
does not mean that the Church is unable to speak to
the circumstances of the day. Indeed [Gore says Calvin
says] it is permissible to prescribe certain activity as
long as three conditions are met: (1) it must be framed
according to love (for the sake of the weak) (2) it must
not be viewed as an addition to God’s law, and (3) it
must be intended for a particular need at a particular

THE AuTHOR: David C. Lachman, Houghton College (B.A.), the
University of Pennsylvania (M.A.), Westminster Theological Semi-
nary (B.D. and Th.M.), and the University of St. Andrews [Scotland]
(Ph.D.). Dr. Lachman is an antiquarian theological bookseller and
has lectured in church history at Westminster Theological Seminary,
Philadelphia. He served as one of the general editors of A Dictionary
of Scottish Church History & Theology (T&T Clark and IVP, 1993),
to which he also contributed many articles. Amongst other work,
he has contributed articles to the New Dictionary of National Biog-
raphy (Oxford, 2004) and introductions to George Gillespie’s Aar-
on’s Rod Blossoming (Sprinkle, 1985), James Durham’s Commentary
on Revelation (Old Paths, 2000), and Durham’s Treatise Concerning
Scandal (Naphtali Press, 1990). As already noted, he co-edited with
Frank J. Smith, Worship in the Presence of God (GPTS, 1992). Dr.
Lachman’s Ph.D. dissertation, The Marrow Controversy 1718 - 1723
An Historical and Theological Analysis, is considered the definitive
work on that subject (Rutherford House and Paternoster, 1988).

27. R.J. Gore, “The Pursuit of Plainness: Rethinking the Regula-
tive Principle of Worship” Ph.D. Dissertation, Westminster Theo-
logical Seminary, 1988. Hereafter “Pursuit”
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time in the life of the Church” (“Pursuit,” 170-171).
But in this section of the Institutes Calvin says no such
thing. Rather he is saying that out of love no offence
should be given to weak brethren, illustrating this by
saying that such practices as eating meat on Friday
and laboring on ‘holy days) indifferent in themselves,
should be avoided until the weak grow stronger in the
faith. Calvin neither says nor implies that the church
has authority to prescribe any activity whatever.

Calvin Misrepresented

Worse, Gore goes on to summarize Calvins point by
saying: “Where these conditions are met, it is pos-
sible to introduce a practice, a rite, or a ceremony,
or to abstain from one of these as long as there is no
imposition or coercion of the conscience” (“Pursuit,”
171). Calvin not only does not say this in IV, x, 22,
but rather just the opposite! He argues that in matters
indifferent, “superstition aside”, the strong should not
offend the consciences of the weak unnecessarily. But
against the Romanists he specifies that this is “no con-
trived addition to God’s law but a genuine and simple
accommodation to the times and customs for which it
was intended” Gore completely misrepresents Calvin
in this, inventing out of whole cloth a characterization
of Calvin by which he can then assert that the Puritans
have departed from Calvins teaching on the matter.
Again, Gore asserts that Calvin says in IV, x, 30
that “God has not given an exact, detailed prescrip-
tion of every aspect of worship” and that the church
must therefore “rely on ‘general rules’ or broader pre-
cepts from which specific applications must be made”
(“Pursuit;” 173). Calvin, however, says exactly the op-
posite: “..the Lord has in his sacred oracles faithfully
embraced and clearly expressed both the whole sum
of true righteousness, and all aspects of the worship of
his majesty, and whatever was necessary to salvation;
therefore, in these the Master alone is to be heard”
What Calvin does say (and what Gore confuses with
“aspects of worship”) is that “because he [God] did not
will in outward discipline and ceremonies to prescribe
in detail what we ought to do (because he foresaw that
this depended upon the state of the times, and he did
not deem one form suitable for all ages), here we must
take refuge in those general rules which he has given,
that whatever the necessity of the church will require
for order and decorum should be tested against these”
The example he gives is that of “kneeling when solemn
prayers are being said”; he is not speaking of “aspects”
of worship, whether of divine command (prayer) or
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of human invention (liturgical dance), but only of the
outward details of the aspects. In regard to “aspects’,
he clearly asserts that only those of divine command
are permissible; those of human invention are offen-
sive to God.

Thus when Gore says that “sensitivity [for Calvin]
must be exercised in the development of new prac-
tices or the abolition of old practices,” Gore implies
Calvin is speaking of aspects of worship when Calvin
is only $peaking of outward detail. He concludes by
claiming that Calvin (in IV, x, 32) gives “three gen-
eral rules for the observance of ceremonies: (1) the
rules and observance should be kept to a minimum,
(2) there should be no superstition where ceremonies
are observed, and no contention where they are not,
and (3) rites and ceremonies should always be contex-
tualized, to the time, place, and needs of the Church.”
But he fails to notice that in the preceding section (31)
Calvin makes it plain that the ‘ceremonies’” he has in
mind are such matters as “a woman [who] needs such
haste to help a neighbor that she cannot stop to cover
her head” and that “it is better to bury a dead man in
due time than, where a shroud is lacking, or where
there are no pallbearers to carry him, to wait until the
unburied corpse decays” So when he concludes that
“some of the adiaphora that Calvin would admit into
the Church are not simply circumstances of worship,
but at times are indeed substantial parts or elements
of worship,” it is based on nothing at all in Calvin; it is
entirely Gore’s own opinion foisted on Calvin.

The Puritan Regulative Principle

In his chapter entitled “Critical Analysis of the Puri-
tan Regulative Principle,” Gore acknowledges that “the
Puritans considered themselves to be biblical in their
theology and in their exegesis,” but asserts that though
their “errors were relatively minor” they were handi-
capped by “certain peculiarities and limitations of the
period” and, also, were pressured into “increasingly
radical positions” by the Established Church. This,
Gore claims, resulted in an extremism which involves
an “absence of balance” in respect to the form they
gave the regulative principle (“Pursuit,” 215-216).

The first section of his ‘Analysis’ begins by asserting
that the Puritans had a “tendency towards rationalism,”
a position which “argues for the necessary primacy of
reason and intelle¢t in the pursuit of truth” This he
attempts to prove by a variety of quotations from
modern, secondary literature, most by authors nei-
ther sympathetic to or familiar with Puritan thought,
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