
Overview (–)

In Part One of this two-part series covering the years 
–, it was noted that of all of the doct rines 
maintained hist orically by the Calvinist ic branch of 
Christ endom, perhaps none has been subject  to as 
much controversy within that tradition as the regula-
tive principle of worship. Th is principle is most  simply 
defi ned this way: whatever is commanded by God for 
worship is required, and whatever is not commanded 
is forbidden. It is contrary to the view of worship em-
braced by Roman Catholicism, Lutheranism, and Angli-
canism, viz., that whatever is not forbidden in worship 
is allowed. Th e Calvinist ic branch of the Reformation 
maintained this st rict er view, which was refi ned dur-
ing the time of the Second Reformation and the as-
cendancy of Puritanism, and classically defi ned in the 
West minst er Confession of Faith Chapter :

Th e light of nature showeth that there is a God, who 
hath lordship and sovereignty over all, is good, and 
doth good unto all, and is therefore to be feared, loved, 
praised, called upon, trust ed in, and served, with all the 
heart, and with all the soul, and with all the might. But 
the acceptable way of worshipping the true God is in-
st ituted 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 suggest ions of 
Satan, under any visible representation, or any other 
way not prescribed in the Holy Scripture.

However, adherence to this foundational principle 
of Presbyterianism began to wane in the eighteenth 
century, and it largely lost  its hold in much of the Re-
formed community by the early nineteenth century. As 
was noted, the reasons for this development are many: 
the decline of Reformed piety and orthodoxy in general; 

a rising of secularism founded in pluralism; the infl u-
ence of the several revival movements toward an emo-
tionalist ic worship, and a breakdown in denominational 
dist inct ives; and an increasing rationalism leading to the 
diminution of the doct rine of sola scriptura. All of these 
trends pulled Presbyterianism in two somewhat disp a-
rate direct ions by the opening of the twentieth century: 
toward an evangelicalism that drank deeply from the 
well of maudlin Romanticism; and toward a high church 
liturgical persp ect ive which aped Anglicanism.

By the s liberalism had dest royed the Northern 
mainline church, and was in the process of dest roying 
her Southern sist er. However, the founding of the Or-
thodox Presbyterian Church by conservatives from the 
PCUSA led to an opportunity for a classic rest atement 
and setting forth of this Reformational principle gov-
erning the worship of God. Drawing upon the literature 
of Scottish and nineteenth century Southern Presbyte-
rianism, John Murray brought renewed if fl edgling in-
terest  in the regulative principle in the  paper on 
worship song. In the s and s there were a few 
individuals who called attention to and defended the 
principle, but it remained very much true in America 
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what Iain Murray st ated in  regarding his coun-
try: the “Puritan teaching on the regulative principle of 
Scripture is almost  as obsolete in England as the teach-
ing that the earth is fl at.” While st ill small, awareness of 
the principle would continue to grow, and in the s 
foundations for further interest  were laid, as well as for 
future opposition. Th is blossomed in the s through 
the work of some small publishers. Th e s opened 
with an hist oric conference on Psalmody which her-
alded a large increase throughout that decade in the 
literature. Some supported the principle clearly, some 
less so, others sought to redefi ne it, and a few sought 
an all-out assault.

VII. The New Millennium

With the growth of the Internet and interest  in and 
continued controversy over the regulative principle of 
worship, the product ion of literature greatly acceler-
ated over the fi rst  half of the fi rst  decade of the new 
millennium.

Terry Johnson

A minist er in the Presbyterian Church in America 
(PCA) who past ors the Independent Presbyterian 
Church in Savannah, Georgia, Terry Johnson has been 
a major player in the discussion regarding worship. In 
the fi rst  part of this article, we considered his writings 
up through . In the twenty-fi rst  century, he has 
continued to write as he develops his underst anding 
of proper worship.

In March , as part of the Truth for Life Series 
(sp onsored by First  Presbyterian Church, Jackson, 

Mississippi), Past or Johnson penned Reformed Wor-
ship: Worship that Is According to Scripture. He clearly 
wants to st eer a middle course between a “low” church 
approach which would “lack the sense of the glory and 
majest y of God that results from well-ordered God-cen-
tered worship,” and the “high” church approach which 
would “lack the sp ontaneous and personal ‘feel’ of Re-
formed worship with its free prayers and expository 
preaching.” He proposes the following “narrow” and 
“precise” quest ion for his readers: “What ought we to 
do in the public worship services of the Lord’s Day?”; 
and then proceeds to set aside several issues that might 
divert from a proper consideration of the matter at hand 
(pp. ff ).

First , he maintains that there must  be a dist inct ion 
between public and private behavior. Secondly, he dis-
tinguishes between public worship on the Lord’s Day 
and that which “may glorify God generally.” Th irdly, 
“the quest ion is not merely what may be permitted, or 
even what might one get away with and st ill be within 
the bounds of Scripture’s regulative requirements. Re-
formed worship may not be reduced to the regulative 
principle, particularly the regulative principle narrowly 
const ruct ed, any more than the Reformed faith can be 
reduced to ‘Five Points.’ Th e regulative principle, inter-
preted merely as list s of approved and disapproved ele-
ments, does not address (when underst ood narrowly) a 
fundamental ingredient of worship: reverence. It does 
not address decorum. It does not address words and 
act ions appropriate to a reverential approach to God. 
No, our quest ion is what ought to be done in public 
worship.” Fourthly, 

the quest ion is not what I personally want, or what my 
congregation wants, or what my generation wants, or, 
heaven forbid, what my fact ion wants. Th e quest ion is 
an “ought” quest ion, and we raise it not for our group 
but for the whole church together. What ought we to 
do in public worship? For about a generation now this 
quest ion has been answered idiosyncratically, with 
each minist er or “worship team” or church or group 
making its own decisions without regard for the com-
munion of the saints and unity of the broader church. 
Th is cannot continue to be acceptable for catholic and 
connect ional denominations. Th ere is, aft er all, only 
one baptism, not many (Eph :ff ). When baptisms or 
other forms of worship are multiplied, it becomes vir-
tually impossible for the church to remain unifi ed. If 
the church is not unifi ed in worship it is not unifi ed 
in any meaningful sense at all, whatever claims to the 
contrary might be made.

 . Iain H. Murray, “Scripture and ‘Th ings Indiff erent’ A central 
issue in Puritan controversy,” Diversity in Unity: Papers Read at the 
Puritan and Reformed Studies Conference, December  (London: 
Available from Th e Evangelical Magazine, ) .
 . Since last  year, several other works appropriate to discuss in ear-
lier periods have come to our attention. Some of these will be noted 
at appropriate places. Here we would simply note an article penned 
by Dr. Robert G. Rayburn which gives an overview of contemporary 
evangelical worship (“Evangelical Worship in Our Day,” Edmund 
P. Clowney, ed., Pract ical Th eology and the Minist ry of the Church, 
–: Essays in Honor of Dr. Edmund P. Clowney [Philipsburg, 
N.J.: Presbyterian and Reformed, ] –). Although there was 
concern that worship glorify God rather than being entertainment, 
there was no mention of the regulative principle, and no discussion 
of its dist inguishing features.
 . We realize that the twenty-fi rst  century (hence the new millen-
nium) did not technically begin until January , ; nevertheless, 
for ease of reference, we are including works from the year .
 . Terry L. Johnson, Reformed Worship: Worship that Is According 
to Scripture (Greenville, S.C.: Reformed Academic Press, ) –. 
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Further to this point, he rhetorically asks:

how will the conservative Presbyterian denominations 
keep from fragmenting into a thousand diff erent fac-
tions if today’s liturgical multi-culturalism is not re-
st rained? Th e current “best  thoughts” on missiology 
insist  on minist ry forms dist inct ive to the tast es and 
preferences of each subculture at home and abroad. 
Such minist ry includes the church’s public worship. So 
then, the young must  have their worship and the old 
theirs. Similarly the Hisp anics, the African-Americans, 
the Asians, and, presumably, the Rednecks, the Skate-
boarders, and the Surfers, etc.

Fift hly, “the quest ion we wish to answer is what ought 
we do in a worship service, not what may we do in other 
settings on other days.”

Johnson contends that both the heart of worship 
(its sp irit) and its content and form (its truth) are es-
sential. He writes:

Periodically the quest ion is raised, “Are you saying that 
God isn’t pleased with the worship of such and such 
group of very earnest , sincere, devout Christ ians?” 
Th e answer we give is that form is not irrelevant. God 
cares about the form and content of worship as well as 
its sp irit. One may be very sincere, and yet sincerely 
wrong, off ering to God worship in a form that He has 
not authorized. Th e extreme case of this is found in 
pagan worship, such as the worship of the prophets of 
Baal on Mount Carmel, who pract iced self-mutilation 
amidst  their ceremonial dance and frenzied cries ( 
Kgs :–). Were they earnest , sincere, devout? Ab-
solutely. Likewise the ancient Canaanites off ered their 
infants to Molech in human sacrifi ce. A more zealous 
expression of religious devotion can scarcely be imag-
ined. But the form was utterly unauthorized, uncom-
manded, and wrong.

Form matters. Jesus says worship must  be conduct ed 
with both the right attitude and the right form, with 
both sp irit and truth (–).

Th e Georgia past or next presents the regulative prin-
ciple of worship, viz., that “whatever is not enjoined by 
Scripture (whether by command, example, or by de-
duct ion from broader principles) is forbidden” (). He 
argues by using st andard Biblical texts: Genesis :– 
(Cain and Abel); Exodus : (the Second Command-
ment); Exodus  (the golden calf); Leviticus  (Nadab 
and Abihu); Deuteronomy : and : (warnings not 

to add to or take away from God’s commands);  Samuel 
: (the reject ion of Saul’s unprescribed worship); Jer-
emiah : and : (the reject ion of pagan rites “which 
I never commanded or sp oke of, nor did it ever enter My 
mind”); Mark :, et al. (Jesus’ reject ion of Pharisaical 
worship); John : (the reject ion of Samaritan worship); 
and Colossians : (the reject ion of will-worship). He 
also utilizes T. David Gordon’s work, which notes that 
reject ing the regulative principle of worship “would 
necessarily involve compromising central tenets of the 
Reformed faith;” examples of aff ect ed doct rine include 
the doct rines of God and man; the doct rine of sin; the 
doct rine of Scripture; the doct rine of the church; and 
the doct rine of divine sovereignty (ff ).

Professor David J. Engelsma

Th roughout the year  Th e Standard Bearer ran a 
four part series by Professor David Engelsma under the 
title, “Shall We Please God or (Certain Kinds of) Peo-
ple? or, Th e Regulative Principle of Worship?”  In the 
fi rst  two inst allments the professor lays out the basic 
principle, opening with the following salvo:

 . See also below under the header Greenville Presbyterian Th eo-
logical Seminary for a discussion of other writings of Terry Johnson 
on the topic. In addition, two other pieces of his on the doct rine of 
worship are worthy of note. Th e Past or’s Public Minist ry (Greenville, 
S.C.: Reformed Academic Press, ), the contents of which were 
originally delivered as the Den Dulk Lect ures at West minst er Th eo-
logical Seminary in California, contains helpful pract ical suggest ions 
for how a minist er should conduct  public worship. In Th e Case for 
Traditional Protest antism: Th e Solas of the Reformation (Edinburgh, 
UK, and Carlisle, Pa.: Banner of Truth Trust , ), he briefl y touches 
on the reform of worship. His major points are as follows: “the Word 
of God must  have the central place in worship;” “praise must  be biblical 
and congregational;” “the sacraments must  be rest ored to their Biblical 
simplicity;” and “the work of the Holy Spirit must  be given precedence 
over forms” (pp. ff ). Unless otherwise noted, all italicizations in 
quoted text are in the original. 
 . David J. Engelsma, “Shall We Please God or (Certain Kinds of) 
People? Or, Th e Regulative Principle of Worship,” Part , Th e Stan-
dard Bearer, . (April , ); Part , . (May , ); Part 
, . (May , ); Part , . (November , ). Th ese and 
other papers by Protest ant Reformed Churches in America (PRCA) 
minist ers were published as: David Engelsma, Barry Gritters and 
Charles Terpst ra, Reformed Worship (Grandville, Mich.: Reformed 
Free Publication Association, ). Th e volume contains the fol-
lowing: “Th e regulative principle of worship” (Englesma); “Th e basis 
of the regulative principle of worship” (Englesma); “Th e regulative 
principle of worship applied” (Englesma); “Th e regulative principle of 
worship and singing” (Englesma); “Contemporary worship pract ices” 
(Gritters); “A Reformed critique of contemporary worship” (Gritters); 
“Proper worship” (Gritters); “Th e act ive participation of believers” 
(Terpst ra); “A conscious involvement” (Terpst ra); “A serious prepa-
ration for worship” (Terpst ra).
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One of the most  powerful winds blowing through the 
Reformed and Presbyterian churches today is the hur-
ricane of “liturgical renewal,” or “progressive worship.” 
Th e service of public worship as the Reformed have con-
duct ed it for hundreds of years is summarily scrapped as 
“traditional” (“traditional” being uttered with scorn or 
with sorrow, as though describing a service that was ei-
ther foolish or useless). Th e traditional service is replaced 
with a service of bands and singing troops; banners; fi lms, 
skits, and drama; dialogues; dancing; and shallow, man-
centered, Arminian, but lively “gosp el songs.” 

Or the two kinds of services are placed back-to-back on 
a Sunday morning. Th e traditional service is at  a.m., 
the progressive service is at . Every member can in-
dulge his preference.

Th e assumption of those who sp end their waking hours 
planning the demolition of the traditional Reformed 
worship and concoct ing new and more appealing ac-
tivities of worship is that the church is free to shape the 
worship of God as she thinks best . And what is best  is 
whatever pleases the worshiping people.

Th is assumption is shared by most  of the “conservative” 
members of the churches where progressive worship is 
introduced. Th ey dislike the innovations intensely. Th ey 
complain. Th ey attend only the  a.m., traditional ser-
vice. But they tolerate the new worship.

How we worship is a matter of preference.

Our preference.

Th is assumption is shattered on the rock of the regula-
tive principle of worship. By the regulative principle of 
worship is meant that God Himself regulates, or rules, 
the public worship of Himself by His church. God reg-
ulates worship by clearly prescribing in His Word what 
this worship must  consist  of. God Himself tells us how 
to worship Him. Th is “how” refers to the inner, sp iritual 
disp osition of the worshipers: “in sp irit and in truth” 
(John :). It also refers to the elements of the service 
of worship: the preaching of the gosp el; the two sacra-
ments, rightly administ ered; prayers and congregational 
singing; and the off erings, esp ecially for the poor.

God does not leave the “how” of worship to the wisdom 
and whim of the worshiping people.

Professor Engelsma goes on in part one to express 
his dismay with the writings of Stevel Schlissel and 
John Frame.

It is discouraging then that reputedly conservative men 
in the Reformed and Presbyterian churches deny and 
even attack the regulative principle. Rev. Steve Schlis-
sel is busy doing this. He has written a series of articles 
entitled, “All I Really Need to Know about Worship … 
I don’t Learn from the Regulative Principle” (Messiah’s 
Mandate, ).

Although he pays lip service to the regulative principle, 
the Presbyterian theologian John Frame, professor at 
West minst er West  Seminary, in fact , empties it of any 
governing power over his worship services in south-
ern California and the worship services of anyone who 
heeds his inst ruct ion on worship. “It is virtually impos-
sible to prove that anything is divinely required sp ecifi -
cally for offi  cial services” (Worship in Spirit and Truth, 
P&R, , p. ).

Frame, supposedly a conservative at a reputedly con-
servative seminary, enthusiast ically promotes the con-
temporary, progressive worship that is dest roying the 
traditional Reformed worship regulated by God’s Word. 
Frame approves teaching in the services of public wor-
ship by people who are not elders; children’s church; 
drama as a legitimate form of preaching; teaching by 
means of dialogue; infant communion; worship services 
that are entirely given over to music, that is, services 
without any Bible reading or preaching; and liturgi-
cal dance.

Th is is to repudiate the regulative principle by gutting 
it and to subst itute for it as the rule for worship the 
fancies of Presbyterians in southern California and the 
tast es of worship leader John Frame. Showing which 
way the wind is blowing, the book comes highly rec-
ommended by four leading Presbyterian theologians 
at two leading, purportedly conservative Reformed 
seminaries.

In part two, Engelsma defends the regulative prin-
ciple as Biblical (from the second commandment), Con-
fessional (citing the Th ree Forms of Unity as well as 
the West minst er Confession), and traditionally Re-
formed (not just  Presbyterian: citing Zacharias Ursinus, 

 . Th e text of part one is online at http://www.prca.org/st andard_
bearer/volume/apr.html.
 . Th e text of part two is online at http://www.prca.org/st andard_
bearer/volume/may.html.
 . “Accepting and pract icing the regulative principle is con-
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Gijsbert Voetius, and John Calvin). Th e professor then 
concludes:

Th e regulative principle of worship is Reformed, confes-
sional, and biblical. We may and must  worship God only 
as He prescribes in His Word. Th is worship is accepted 
by Him. Traditional Reformed worship is scorned by 
the “worship leaders” and shunned by the worshiping 
multitudes today. But one thing may be said in its fa-
vor, and we are bold by the grace of God to say it: It 
pleases God.

Only this worship pleases God.

Progressive worship is praised to the skies today, and 
the people throng the courts of religious entertainment 
where act ors act , dialogist s dialogue, musicians make 
music, movie makers show movies, dancers dance, and 
the congregation sings mindless fundamentalist  ditties 
and rank Arminian heresies. But one thing must  be said 
against  it, and we are bold by the grace of God to say 
it: It disp leases God.

It is image worship.

In part three of the series, Professor Engelsma de-
scends to some particular disagreements he has with 
some holders of the regulative principle who he thinks 
take it too far and misapply it; for example, those who 
oppose all forms and formulas in worship (e.g., the 
Apost les Creed, Lord’s Prayer, etc.), observance of 
Christ mas, and inst rumental music in worship. On 
holy day observance the professor makes the follow-
ing comment:

Some Presbyterian advocates of the regulative principle 
vehemently denounce Reformed churches for observ-
ing Good Friday, East er, Ascension Day, Pentecost , and 
Christ mas with sp ecial worship services. Such obser-
vance is alleged to be violation of the regulative prin-
ciple. Th eir argument is that God has not commanded 
the church to worship on April  or December  in 
observance of Good Friday or Christ mas. In reality, 
they charge Article  of the Church Order of Dordt 
and thus the synod of Dordt and the entire Dutch Re-
formed tradition with image worship.

Th e charge rest s on a misunderst anding of the regula-
tive principle. Th e regulative principle prescribes the 
content of the public worship, not the time when the 
church worships. It is the fourth commandment that 

prescribes the time of public worship. And, although the 
fourth commandment insist s that the church worship 
on the Sabbath Day, it permits the church to worship 
also on other days. Th e Heidelberg Catechism explains 
the fourth commandment this way: “… that I, esp ecially 
on the Sabbath, that is, on the day of rest , diligently fre-
quent the church of God.” 

One may like Dordt’s rule in Article  [Engelsma also 
cites the Second Helvetic Confession], or one may 
dislike it, but observance of Christ mas and the other 
“Christ ian fest ivals” has absolutely nothing to do with 
the regulative principle whatever. What the regulative 
principle requires is this: If you have a service of worship 
to remember Jesus’ birth on December , this service 
must  consist  of the same elements as the worship on 
Sunday. Th e sp ecial Christ mas service must  consist  of 
preaching, praying, congregational singing, and giving 
of alms. It may not take the form of dramatic presenta-
tions of the manger scene, liturgical dance, inst ruct ion 
by means of banners, and the like.

I plead with our Presbyterian brothers and sist ers not to 
fi nd diff erences that divide where none exist .

Professor Engelsma is perhaps even a bit more 
pointed in his criticism of those opposed to the use 
of musical inst ruments in public worship, singling 
out the great Southern Presbyterian theologian John 
L. Girardeau for criticism for misst ating the regula-
tive principle:

Some zealots like to present the regulative principle as 
requiring biblical warrant for every detail of a worship 
service, but this is to mist ake the principle. Th e southern 
Presbyterian worthy John Girardeau was guilty of this 
error. His is the dubious honor of having authored what 
may be the most  violent assault upon inst rumental ac-
companiment of congregational singing ever launched. 
He called the accompaniment of congregational singing 
by an organ or piano “heresy in the sp here of worship.” 
But Girardeau brought inst rumental accompaniment 
under the condemnation of the regulative principle by 
misst ating the principle. He described the regulative 
principle this way: “Whatsoever in connect ion with the 

fessional for Reformed and Presbyterian churches and people. 
Reject ion of the regulative principle is attack upon the confes-
sions. For an offi  cebearer, this is transgression of his sacred vow 
to maintain and defend the confessions.” Engelsma, part two, ibid.
 . Th e text of part three is online at http://www.prca.org/st andard_
bearer/volume/may.html.
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public worship of the church, is not commanded by 
Christ  … in His Word, is forbidden” (Inst rumental Mu-
sic in Public Worship, , repr. New Covenant Publi-
cation Society, , p. ; emphasis added).

In fact , the church has liberty “in connect ion with public 
worship” to arrange a great many details of her worship: 
what time she meets; how oft en the Supper is adminis-
tered, and how; the order of worship; sitting or st anding 
for prayers and songs; form prayers in administ ering the 
sacraments and in exercising discipline; inst rumental 
accompaniment of the singing, and more.

Th ere are “circumst ances” attending worship, as well as 
the elements themselves, and one reduces the regulative 
principle to an unworkable principle, if not to absur-
dity, if he attempts to apply it to every detail of worship. 
Th e New Test ament church has liberty in Christ  to ar-
range the details of her worship, and this liberty is im-
portant. Th e Belgic Confession claims this liberty for 
the Reformed church. In the context of “the worship of 
God,” the Confession st ates that “it is useful and ben-
efi cial that those who are rulers of the church inst itute 
and est ablish certain ordinances among themselves for 
maintaining the body of the church” (Art. ).

We appreciate the professor’s sentiments expressed 
in the fi nal part of his article that the “purpose of look-
ing at these controversial matters is to plead that such 
diff erences in applying the regulative principle do not 
betray fundamental disagreement over the regulative 
principle itself. Th us, it is hoped, this examination of 
diff ering application of the regulative principle will 
make for peace among those who are truly one in ec-
clesiast ical subject ion to the second commandment.” 
However, unhappily, we must  point out that Professor 
Engelsma here misrepresents Girardeau’s position and 

compounds the problem unnecessarily in placing em-
phasis on the phrase “in connect ion with.” Th e point 
of diff erence is not that Engelsma underst ands the dis-
tinct ion between what is elemental and what is circum-
st antial in the worship of God, and that Girardeau does 
not. Th e nineteenth century theologian act ually goes 
into some detail on the nature of circumst antial mat-
ters and clearly underst ood the dist inct ion. Th e point 
of diff erence is over the nature of the use of musical 
inst ruments in worship. Girardeau simply did not be-
lieve this was a circumst antial matter. In the interest  
of peace, however, we shall simply direct  the reader to 
Girardeau’s work on the subject .

In the fi nal inst allment Professor Engelsma dis-
cusses the subject  of exclusive psalmody. He had pre-
viously introduced the subject  at the end of part three 
this way:

Th ere remains the quest ion, whether the regulative 
principle requires exclusive Psalmody. Does the regu-
lative principle demand that the Reformed church sing 
only the Psalms at church, or does it allow for the use 
of certain hymns? Th is is a controversial issue. Treat-
ment of the issue in the Protest ant Reformed Churches 
(PRC) has sometimes been ambiguous, leaving both 
members and those without in doubt, what precisely 
the st and of the PRC is.

Aft er explaining some hist ory and reasoning on the 
subject , the professor concludes on the quest ion of ex-
clusive psalmody in the PRCA: “In terms of the regula-
tive principle, which does, of course, govern our singing 
at church, the st and of the PRC is this: God requires 
the congregation to sing, and He requires the congre-
gation to sing His Word; the soundest  and safest  and 
perfect ly adequate policy is to sing His Word as found 
in the Psalms, which is, aft er all, the songbook that God 
has given us.”

PCA Mission to North America Committee

In Oct ober , the Presbyterian Church in America 
(PCA) Mission to North America (MNA) Committee 
received and approved “Guidelines for MNA Sponsored 
Church Planters: Principles and Pract ices of Worship,” 
a report intended to give guidance to its church plant-
ers. Th is document was, in some measure, the fruit of 
a more extensive discussion which had taken place in 
the s, when the MNA Committee, without Gen-
eral Assembly authorization, appointed a st udy com-
mittee on worship.

 . See Girardeau, Inst rumental Music in Public Worship, ff , 
and more particularly, his “Discretionary Power of the Church,” 
reprinted in Th e Blue Banner, .– (May–June ) at http://
www.thebluebanner.com.
 . Th e text of part four is online at http://www.prca.org/st andard_
bearer/volume/nov.html.
 . In , the General Assembly turned down an overture from 
East ern Carolina Presbytery which asked for a st udy of whether li-
turgical dance and drama were acceptable worship pract ices. Con-
tributing to the defeat of the overture was the fact  that the MNA 
Committee informed the Assembly that it had already appointed 
a task force on worship. Th e Committee was commended by the 
Assembly for “the caliber and balance of the task force assembled.” 
Close to forty people, including several women, representing a va-
riety of denominational backgrounds (including a liberal Methodist  
denomination), were on this task force. (Frank J. Smith, Th e Hist ory
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Th e Rev. Dr. James C. Bland, III, MNA Coordina-
tor, publicly thanked several churchmen for their work 
on the document, viz., Dr. Bryan Chapell, President, 
Covenant Th eological Seminary; John Frame, Profes-
sor of Th eology, Reformed Th eological Seminary, Or-
lando, Florida; Joseph “Skip” Ryan, Senior Past or, Park 
Cities Presbyterian Church, Dallas, Texas; Dr. L. Roy 
Taylor, Stated Clerk, Presbyterian Church in America, 
and Mr. Wade Williams, Direct or of Worship, Christ -
Church, Atlanta, Georgia. None of these men has been 
publicly identifi ed with what could be considered to be 
a traditional underst anding of the regulative principle 
of worship.

Th e document that was fi nally approved begins by 
list ing six “Key Principles of Public Worship Pract ices 
for MNA Church Planters,” consist ing most ly of quotes 
from the PCA’s Book of Church Order (BCO). Th e fi rst  of 
these principles, quoting from BCO –, st ates: “Since 
the Holy Scriptures are the only infallible rule of faith 
and pract ice, the principles of public worship must  be 
derived from the Bible, and from no other source.” Th e 
sixth of these principles does list  elements of worship, 
in a quotation from the BCO; but then concludes with 
the following st atement: “Exercise of every one of the 
elements in this list  is not intended to be compulsory in 
every service nor is this list  intended to be an exhaus-
tive summary of all that the Bible teaches is appropri-
ate for public worship. (cf. diff ering list s in WLC # 
and WCF .).” 

What is particularly noteworthy in this list  of prin-
ciples is that there was no appeal made to the more 
sp ecifi c Confessional Standards of the West minst er 
Assembly. Th e fi rst  principle does sp eak of being gov-
erned by Biblical considerations—but please note that 
the wording from the BCO does not precisely st ate 
the regulative principle of worship. Almost  anyone 
can agree that the principles of our worship should be 
Biblical. But the Presbyterian point is that each of the 
elements is prescribed, not simply the principles. (Th e 
fact  that John Frame could sign off  on the document 
should be a good clue that it is not a celebration of the 
Presbyterian faith.)

Th e document quotes from the PCA Statement of 
Identity—desp ite the fact  that the General Assembly 
in  had sp ecifi cally st ated that the denomination’s 
“st atement of identity” was its Const itution, not some-
thing conjured up by those outside of the courts of the 
church.

Th e paper argues that while the glorifi cation of God 
is the primary focus in worship, edifi cation and evan-
gelism are proper secondary and tertiary concerns. It 

also, while dist inguishing between worship in the “nar-
row sense” and in the “broad sense,” does ascribe the 
nomenclature of “worship” to both.

Th e paper avers that “our worship should be acces-
sible to the people to whom God calls us to minist er 
without yielding to improper cultural infl uences. Th e 
prudential judgment required for weighing such matters 
is given to the leadership of individual churches who 
are urged to weigh biblical mandates over personal or 
societal preferences. Knowing that we will be judged by 
our extremes, the law of love requires that churches not 
take advantage of their liberties in worship to the detri-
ment of the glory of God or the good of His people (both 
those present and those being called to Him).”

Th e document answers the quest ion, “What degree 
of variation should there be in our various churches’ 
worship pract ices?,” by saying:

We should not embrace worship or liturgical pract ices 
that exclude our praise of God, confession of our sin-
fulness, our dependence on His grace, and inst ruct ion 
motivated by love and gratitude….

We should embrace the diversity of proper expressions 
of biblical worship that indicate God is moving among 
every tribe and nation, language and people, and that 
indicate we are sensitive to the varying asp ect s of this 
mission that God gives to individual churches in the 
way that they exercise their worship liberties….

We have no right to impose a preferred st yle of wor-
ship on other bodies of believers. We are resp onsible to 

of the Presbyterian Church in America: Th e Silver Anniversary Edi-
tion [Lawrenceville, Ga.: Presbyterian Scholars Press, ] ). In 
, the General Assembly answered in the negative an overture 
from West minst er Presbytery, asking that this subcommittee be dis-
missed. However, the Assembly clarifi ed the situation by st ating that 
“the Worship Task Force … is not funct ioning as an Ad Hoc Study 
Committee on behalf of the General Assembly; and its report will 
not have the force of such a st udy committee; and, nonetheless, at its 
completion, the General Assembly will be informed, and the report 
will be made available upon request , at the expense of those request ing 
it” (Minutes of the Twenty-Second General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church in America [Atlanta, Ga.: Offi  ce of the Stated Clerk, ] ).
 . “Th e Presbyterian Church in America affi  rms that the only bind-
ing st atement identifying this denomination is the Const itution of 
the Church as defi ned in the Preface of the Book of Church Order, 
Sect ion III. All other st atements are simply individual st atements of 
opinions and are to carry no authority nor to be binding guides to 
pract ice within the churches, committees and courts of the church.” 
Minutes of the Twenty-Seventh General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church in America (Atlanta, Ga.: Offi  ce of the Stated Clerk, ) 
. For a discussion of the Statement of Identity, see Part One of 
this article, CPJ  () –.
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challenge all members of the body of Christ  to honor 
His priorities and glory in worship….

Th at last  paragraph references BCO –, which does 
not sp eak of st yle per se, but rather st ates that the Lord 
Jesus “has prescribed no fi xed forms for public worship 
but, in the interest  of life and power in worship, has 
given His Church a large measure of liberty in this mat-
ter.” However, the same Const itutional paragraph does 
in some measure sp eak of st yle, in that “reverence” and 
“the beauty of holiness” are held up as necessary, and 
adds: “From its beginning to its end a service of public 
worship should be charact erized by that simplicity which 
is an evidence of sincerity and by that beauty and dig-
nity which are a manifest ation of sincerity and by that 
beauty and dignity which are a manifest ation of holiness.” 
In other words, there is a preferred st yle of worship, in 
contrast  to what the MNA document maintains.

Th e MNA product ion concludes by quoting from 
a  book from the Christ ian Reformed Church 
of North America (CRCNA), Authentic Worship in a 
Changing Culture. Th e authors of that book wrote:

We concluded that it was not particularly helpful to 
talk about the non-negotiables of Reformed worship 
as though Reformed worship were something totally 
dist inct  from (and superior to) Christ ian worship and 
something that we must  feverishly defend and protect  
lest  it be forever lost . Rather, we concluded that it was 
more helpful and honest  to talk about Christ ian wor-
ship and then to acknowledge that, like every other 
worship tradition, the Reformed worship tradition has 
both received gift s from and given gift s to Christ ian 
worship and that what it has given has arisen from what 
it fi rst  received. In that sp irit we note some of the gift s 
to Christ ian worship that the Reformed tradition has 
made over the centuries and encourage the continued 
cultivation of these gift s.

Th e CRCNA book list s eight “gift s,” as follows: a 

redemptive-hist orical persp ect ive on worship; a fully 
Trinitarian emphasis in worship; an underst anding of 
preaching that is proclamation of the Word of God, and 
not merely lect ure or inst ruct ion; an emphasis on doc-
trinal (esp ecially catechetical) preaching; the Calvinist ic 
emphasis upon Christ ’s real presence in the sacraments; 
an emphasis upon the act s of worship “that arise out 
of a view of worship as true encounter with God;” an 
emphasis upon congregational singing as being at the 
heart of worship music; a “st rong appreciation of the 
Old Test ament in general and of psalm singing in par-
ticular as part of public worship.” Th e ast ute reader will 
note that there is not one word about the regulation of 
worship, and no notion that this doct rine would form 
the basis for Reformed worship.

Andrew Webb

Off ering a diff erent persp ect ive for PCA church plant-
ers is the Rev. Andrew James Webb, founding past or of 
Providence Presbyterian Mission, Fayetteville, North 
Carolina (Building Old School Churches; http://bible-
based.wordpress.com). In a  on-line essay, A Brief 
Guide to Presbyterian Worship, or, Why We Worship the 
Way We Do, Past or Webb clearly endorses the regula-
tive principle: “Th e Bible, which is the Word of God, is 
entirely suffi  cient for everything in our faith, life, and 
pract ice and we do not need to add anything of our own, 
nor should we. Th erefore our worship is to be ordered 
according to God’s inst ruct ions, and not according to 
our imaginations or traditions or in any way God has 
not prescribed for us.”

“Traditionalists” in the PCA

Past or Webb is one of a number of “traditionalist s” in 
the PCA, who are st riving, both through example and 
teaching, to turn their denomination away from “con-
temporary” (and non-regulated) worship. Among the 
major players in this eff ort are the Rev. David Hall, pas-
tor of Midway Presbyterian Church, Powder Springs, 
Georgia; and the Rev. Dr. Ligon Duncan, past or of the 
infl uential First  Presbyterian Church, Jackson, Missis-
sippi, who has helped to sp onsor annual conferences at 
Twin Lakes Conference Center, First  Church’s retreat 
facility, designed to fost er a traditional underst and-
ing of minist ry and worship. Other infl uences include 
Greenville Presbyterian Th eological Seminary. Th e vari-
ous works representing this persp ect ive in the PCA are 
noted in semi-chronological order throughout the rest  
of this survey.

 . Authentic Worship in a Changing Culture (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
CRC Publications, ).
 . Andrew James Webb, A Brief Guide to Presbyterian Wor-
ship, or, Why We Worship the Way We Do, found on-line at http:
//www.providencepca.com/essays/whyweworship.html. Th e es-
say does maintain that Christ ians are required to sing uninsp ired 
hymns and sp iritual songs (along with the Psalms), but off ers no ar-
gument for such; and also maintains that “public confession of our 
faith” and “the collect ion” are proper elements of worship. Another 
article written in  by Mr. Webb in opposition to the pract ice is 
Why Do Presbyterians Observe Holy Days? Available online at http:/
/www.providencepca.com/essays/holydays.html (November ).



Volume  () 

Th e Regulative Principle of Worship (–) Th e Confessional Presbyterian

WRS Journal

Th e WRS Journal is the theological journal of West ern 
Reformed Seminary, located in Tacoma, Washington, 
and associated with the Bible Presbyterian Church. In 
, the two issues of the WRS Journal were dedicated 
to the subject  of worship. 

In the lead article in the fi rst  issue, Dr. Kevin M. 
Backus wrote: 

When it comes to worship, we must  be seeker-sensi-
tive, but we must  be clear on who that Seeker is that we 
are trying to please. We have been created to worship 
him. In fact , all of our life is worship to God. Since the 
fall, God has been calling men to worship Him, calling 
His people out. We see that continuing on through the 
ends of Scripture. If we get that Target Audience right, 
then the rest  will fall in place. If we get that Target Au-
dience right then we can take [Rick] Warren’s advice 
and do the detailed demographic st udy—but that st udy 
will be called theology!

Th e Grand Island, New York, past or referred to the 
West minst er Confession of Faith Chapter  with regard 
to worship, and the West minst er Shorter Catechism Q/
A  on the second commandment, and also observed 
“that good theology will produce good worship. Defec-
tive theology will produce defect ive worship. Th e rela-
tionship between theology and worship is so vital that 
you cannot change one without the other. And if there 
is a change, a major sweeping change in our worship, is 
it possible that our theology is unchanged?”

In an article sp ecifi cally on the regulative principle, 
the Rev. E. Bennett Robinson noted the great impor-
tance of both worship and salvation, and argues for the 
regulative principle of worship, but with some modi-
fi cations.

“What is worship that is regulated by God? Th e most  
useful defi nition is one that will describe worship as 
obedience in a general sense. So then, for our purposes, 
worship is an act ivity in resp onse to God’s Lordship. Th is 
is a defi nition of worship in its broadest  and most  gen-
eral biblical sense.”

Having conceded that worship occurs in all of life, 
Mr. Robinson does maintain that not all worship is the 
same, and that the regulation of diff erent types of wor-
ship accordingly will diff er. However, he then confuses 
private worship as being synonymous with life in gen-
eral. Furthermore, he st ates that public worship “is built 
indisp ensably on the pract ice of private worship, and 
is part of the fruit and pract ice of that worship. Public 

worship, because it involves individuals, could be dia-
grammed as a subset of the larger set of general or pri-
vate worship.”

Th e writer also seems confused when it comes to dis-
tinguishing between “formal” worship and “informal” 
worship. Logically sp eaking, a time of assembly is either 
worship or it is not. If it is a time of worship, it cannot 
be considered to be “informal” in either sense of the 
word—i.e., either as a relaxed time, or as one in which 
there are no “forms” (since the “forms” are necessary 
asp ect s of each of the elements of worship).

Mr. Robinson asks four basic quest ions regarding 
worship: () “Is this idea of exclusive regulation taught? 
If so, how and where?” () “Are we to then receive the 
inst ruct ion from the Old Test ament in this regard?” () 
“Is the pract ice of the New Test ament to be prescrip-
tive when it is descriptive?” () “Is this a general rule 
to guide us in principles and elements or does it bind 
us to the utmost  detail?”

He answers the fi rst  two quest ions together, by af-
fi rming the validity of the regulative principle, and also 
by averring that inst ruct ion must  come from both the 
Old and the New Test aments. Regarding the third ques-
tion, he st ates that although not all of the pract ices in 
apost olic times are normative for today, nevertheless, 
Christ  and the apost les give us approved examples of 
how to worship. From their examples, the author com-
piles a list  of worship pract ices, which he says refl ect s 
simplicity (in contrast  to Roman Catholic worship) as 
well as the dialogical nature of worship (in which God 
sp eaks and man resp onds).

Regarding the fourth quest ion, Mr. Robinson quotes 
from the nineteenth century Scottish theologian, James 
Bannerman, as he properly dist inguishes between things 
that are elemental (in sacris—that is, “in worship as an 
element”) and those which are circumst antial (circa sa-
cra—that is, “circumst ances around worship”). On the 
basis of this dist inct ion, Mr. Robinson argues against  
liturgical dance and drama; but is willing to entertain 
the notion of the sp ontaneous clapping of hands.

He ends his article with a quotation from the sev-
enteenth century Puritan, John Owen, who wrote: 
“Th e principle that the church hath power to inst i-
tute any thing or ceremony belonging to the worship 
of God, either as to matter or manner, beyond the ob-
servance of such circumst ances as necessarily attend 

 . Kevin M. Backus, MYTH # : “We Must  Make Our Church 
Worship Meet Today’s Standards,” WRS Journal / (February ) 
–.
 . E. Bennett Robinson, “How Shall We Now Worship? Applying 
Th e Regulative Principle,” WRS Journal / (February ) –.
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such ordinances as Christ  Himself hath inst ituted, lies 
at the bottom of all the horrible superst ition and idola-
try, of all the confusion, blood, persecution, and wars, 
that have for so long a season sp read themselves over 
the face of the Christ ian world.”

In summary, one could say that Bennett Robinson’s 
piece represents the movement of many in the Bible 
Presbyterian Church, away from fundamentalism and 
towards a more Reformed underst anding of church life, 
including worship. However, the article at points lacks 
cogency and clarity.

One of the articles in the second issue of  is an 
abridged version of a chapter from Th e Reformation of 
Worship: Papers read at the 1989 West minst er Confer-
ence (London: Th e West minst er Conference, ), on 
the West minst er Direct ory of Public Worship. In it, 
the Rev. Dr. Alan Cliff ord, past or of Norwich Reformed 
Church in England, wrote:

I would like to conclude on this note of joy in true wor-
ship. Aft er all, the psalmist  declared ‘In your presence is 
fullness of joy; at your right hand are pleasures for ev-
ermore’ (Ps. : ). One wonders if this was always the 
dominant note during the seventeenth century. True, 

there were great theologians, mighty preachers, and oc-
casional revivals. But there were also—to use the subti-
tle of Richard Baxter’s Catholick Th eologie ()—the 
‘dogmatical word-warriors,’ whose bitter disp utings and 
ultra-orthodox contendings tended to drown the note 
of praise. Alas, the Puritans duplicated their confessions 
and their energies. It was a century which ended on the 
low notes of heresy, fragmentation, deadness, and secu-
larism. And all this desp ite the faithful though formal 
attempts of the Puritans to complete the English Ref-
ormation. Do we not feel burdened by these things to-
day? Do we not yearn for those seasons of revival and 
refreshment which would cure many—if not all—of 
our present ills? We dare not think that the mere ref-
ormation of worship will guarantee worship itself, any 
more than reformation itself automatically brings re-
vival. Th ere must  be an earnest  pleading with God and 
a humble dependence on the Holy Spirit.

Bob Burridge

Bob Burridge, past or of Grace Presbyterian Church 
(PCA), Pinellas Park, Florida, has written an on-line 
commentary on the West minst er Confession of Faith. 
In his treatment of Chapter  (“Worship and the Sab-
bath Day: Th e Regulative Principle”), he sets forth a 
st andard Reformed underst anding of the regulative 
principle of worship—the “prescriptive” rather than 
the “proscriptive” principle. He writes that “God has 
not left  us to derive this teaching [regarding worship] 
by our reason. He has made it clear in his word by di-
rect  precept and recorded example that there is off ense 
to God and danger to ourselves when we dare to imag-
ine what God would be pleased with beyond what he 
has revealed. Th erefore the regulative principle of wor-
ship is not only proscriptive, it is more precisely pre-
scriptive.”

Aft er dealing with various Biblical examples illus-
trating the regulative principle (the worship of Cain; 
Aaron’s golden calf; Nadab and Abihu; etc.), Past or Bur-
ridge then handles the quest ion of Christ ian liberty in 
worship. Once again, he represents the st andard Refor-
mation view: “It should be kept in mind … that while 
the outward forms of the Mosaic law are changed in 
Christ , the principles they represented are not elimi-
nated. Th ey are brought to a greater level of clarity and 
blessing. Th e overwhelming evidence of the New Tes-
tament shows us that God is st ill very concerned that 
we worship in acceptable ways, only in ways revealed 
to us by the one who is to be worshipped. Many refer-
ences in the New Test ament detail the elimination of 

 . For other BPC st atements regarding worship, see papers in the 
denomination’s online Reading Room under the heading: “Music in 
Worship” which contains articles from the Northwest  Presbytery on 
Exclusive Psalmody and the Regulative Principle of Worship. Th ese 
papers are as follows: a “Resp onse to the Petition from the Edmon-
ton Bible Presbyterian Church Concerning Church Music From the 
Northwest  Presbytery of the Bible Presbyterian Church” [this peti-
tion was received by the Presbytery on Oct ober , ]; a Paper 
in resp onse entitled simply “Exclusive Psalmody,” which reject s that 
position and argues as well for musical inst rumentation in worship 
and choirs; “Th e Music of the Church, a Paper by Past or Edward 
E. Crawford,” and “Th e Doct rine of the Trinity and the Use of it; A 
Sermon by Isaac Watts,” in react ion to some exclusive psalmodist s’ 
charge that Watt’s was anti-Trinitarian. See http://www.bpc.org/
reading_room/index.html
 . Alan C. Cliff ord, “Th e West minst er Direct ory Of Public Wor-
ship (),” WRS Journal / (August  ) –. NB. Th e offi  cial 
title of the West minst er document is “Th e Direct ory for the Public 
Worship of God.” In the same issue, pp. –, John A. Battle’s ar-
ticle on “Scriptural Singing In Th e Church” contains this quotation: 
“While Luther retained many worship pract ices from the Roman 
church, as long as they did not contradict  Scripture, Calvin upheld 
the regulative principle that only those pract ices commanded in 
Scripture should be allowed in the churches. He believed there 
should be no musical inst ruments used in worship, and had them 
removed from his churches. He also rest rict ed singing to the OT 
Psalms” (fn , p. ).
 . Bob Burridge, Survey Studies In Reformed Th eology A Syllabus 
of the Genevan Inst itute for Reformed Studies, “Unit : Nomology, 
Lesson a: Worship and the Sabbath (WCF ): Th e Regulative Prin-
ciple” (GIRS, ). http://www.girs.com/library/theology/syllabus/
nomindex.html.
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the priest hood, of the sacrifi ces, of the many holy days, 
of the dietary laws and other temporal regulations. But 
these passages never tell us that it has become accept-
able to introduce man made innovations. Only God 
may change and inst itute worship forms.”

Joseph C. Morecraft, III

In , the Rev. Dr. Joseph C. Morecraft , III, well-
known past or of Chalcedon Presbyterian Church in 
suburban Atlanta, put together a book entitled, How 
God Wants Us to Worship Him: An Exposition and De-
fense of the Regulative Principle of Worship. Much of 
the content of this volume consist s of extensive quo-
tations from both hist oric and contemporary authors 
(such as Brian Schwertley). One of the purposes of the 
book is to defend the pract ices of sp ecial music, inst ru-
mental music, and uninsp ired songs in public worship, 
while at the same time opposing religious holy days, li-
turgical dance and drama, and hand-clapping in public 
worship. Th e volume seems well-suited to serve po-
lemically on behalf of Dr. Morecraft ’s denomination, 
the Reformed Presbyterian Church in the United States 
(RPCUS).

New City Fellowship

While more and more information on the hist oric Pres-
byterian regulative principle of worship has appeared, 
there remains a great deal of misunderst anding about 
it. One of the more avant-garde PCA congregations is 
New City Fellowship, Chattanooga, Tennessee. Its un-
derst anding of the “Regulative Principal [sic] of Wor-
ship” is that 

all that we can do in worship must  be biblical. We be-
lieve that we are to be courageous to use all of ourselves 
in worship, so we follow the teachings of the Psalms 
to use our bodies in such things as clapping, raising 
our hands, shouting and dancing. Th e Psalms teach us 
to use inst ruments and to call on everything that has 
breath to praise the Lord. We don’t think that being 
truly Reformed means to only use a Northern Euro-
pean th century cerebral st yle and funct ional order 
to worship God. Our music is eclect ic and oft en unique 
since many of our songs have been written here. We 
use James Ward songs, Black Gosp el music, charis-
matic praise songs and traditional hymns. We value 
our Reformed heritage and see it as part of the treasure 
of the Kingdom of God. We use many diff erent song 
leaders, and emphasize piano, elect ric inst ruments and 

drums. We use praise teams, ensembles, and the choir 
at various times. We are concerned about the racial and 
cultural mix of all of our worship services. We pursue 
a building momentum of the worship and seek st rong 
Biblical preaching.

URCNA

Th e URCNA (United Reformed Churches in North 
America) is well represented as far as writings on the 
subject  of the regulative principle. Shorter works in-
clude “Principles of Reformed Worship,” Adopted Sep-
tember ,  by the Consist ory of the Escondido 
United Reformed Church, and a chapter on worship 
in What is the Reformed Faith, an audio lect ure series 
with workbook available at st art.URClearning.org. 
In addition, two prominent URCNA men associated 
with West minst er Seminary in California published 
works dealing with Reformed Worship in the time pe-
riod under review.

Michael Horton

A minist er in the United Reformed Churches in 
North America (URCNA), and an associate professor 
at West minst er Th eological Seminary in California, 
Michael Scott Horton serves as president of the Alli-
ance of Confessing Evangelicals, and editor of Modern 
Reformation magazine. He has been a major player in 
the Reformed world from a relatively early age. Now 
in his forties, he continues to be prolifi c in his writ-
ings and passionate in his advocacy of traditional Re-
formed doct rine.

In February , the curtain was drawn on his A 
Better Way: Rediscovering the Drama of Christ -Cen-
tered Worship. Th e author writes: “I am persuaded 

 . Joe Morecraft , III, How God Wants Us to Worship Him: An Ex-
position and Defense of the Regulative Principle of Worship (Cumming, 
Ga.: Triumphant Publications, ).
 . From the church’s web site (http://www.newcityfellowship.com/
music.htm). According to the Internet Archive the article’s earliest  
appearance was in December,  (http://www.archive.org/web/
web.php).
 . “Principles of Reformed Worship. Adopted September ,  
by the Consist ory of the Escondido United Reformed Church.” http:
//public.csusm.edu/guest s/rsclark/Principles.html.
 . “What is the Reformed Faith, Sect ion V, Chapter , Reformed 
Worship,” (Audio Lect ure) http://www.st art.urclearning.org/audio/
WITRF__.mp. Rev. Adam M. Kaloost ian, What is the Reformed 
Faith. Workbook (Ontario United Reformed Church Ontario, Calif., 
USA ).
 . Michael Horton, A Better Way: Rediscovering the Drama 
of Christ -Centered Worship (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Books,
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that one of the reasons why so many churches have 
gone to drama and other theatrical arts in worship is 
because the sermon and the larger liturgical setting have 
failed to provide the sense that something important 
and dramatic is happening here, now, as we gather be-
fore God. Divine and human act ion easily become ‘cho-
reographed’ by the culture when we do not sense that 
it is occurring at all. Th e clamor for ‘more excitement’ 
and ‘more drama’ can lead to two simplist ic solutions: 
a retrenchment or intellect ualism or adding our own 
dramatic gimmicks to God’s worship. Th e goal of this 
book, however, is to recover the sense of redemptive 
drama that we not only see illust rated in Scripture but 
that the Word and Spirit act ually bring into our com-
munal gathering” (–).

In a chapter entitled, “What Should Our Service Look 
Like?,” Dr. Horton writes that “God is jealous not only 
that no other object  be the focus of our worship but that 
our worship consist  in nothing more than or less than he 
has commanded, the charact er of our liturgy is of great 
importance. Since God is the direct or and playwright as 
well as the central act or, it is his skill and creativity and 
not ours that is normative for the service” ().

He goes on to affi  rm the dist inct ion between cir-
cumst antial matters (“the order of the various elements, 
what time we meet, whether we have communion every 
week, whether the minist er wears a robe”), and “clearly 
required elements that God has commanded for his 
worship.” He writes: “Unlike the ‘gods of the nations,’ 
the God of Abraham and Jesus does not leave the mat-
ter of how we approach him in our hands. While there 
may not always be a clear black-and-white answer to 
all our quest ions about which st yle to use in a given 
context, it should be fairly obvious that liturgical st yle 
is more than the window dressing of worship. In fact , 
it is that which brings into an embodied form all our 
beliefs about God, ourselves, redemption, and the chief 
end of human exist ence” (–).

Professor Horton appeals to the classic example of 
Nadab and Abihu, but does so in a unique way, viz., by 

suggest ing that they were guilty of “either a sub-biblical 
transcendence or a sub-biblical immanence.”

On one hand, they may have been looking for more 
transcendence—more ritual, another liturgical inno-
vation. On the other hand, they may have had a desire 
for more immanence—a form of worship that seemed 
to bring God down to their level. In any case, they were 
sincere. Th ey presumed to serve God in the way that 
they found “worshipful,” but they were unwilling to 
regard God’s commanded worship as suffi  cient. Th ey 
thought this was the sort of business about which God 
might not care very much, at least  as long as the wor-
shiper’s heart was in the right place. Th ey learned oth-
erwise—with tragic results, confi rmed by the anguish 
of their father, Aaron, who had himself accommodated 
to the people in fashioning the golden calf.

… God has already accommodated himself to our weak-
ness. He is not far from us, if we will but attend to the 
minist ry of the Word. Th erefore, we must  resist  “the 
sky’s the limit” when it comes to accommodation. Th e 
Bible must  be read, sung, and preached in the common 
language of the people, but when we introduce skits, 
musicals, and puppet shows on the basis of wanting 
to bring God down to the level of the people, they can 
only conclude that God has not already accommodated 
himself suffi  ciently through the minist ry of the Word. 
Th ere is accommodation and there is accommodation. 
When Moses confronted Aaron about the golden calf, 
Aaron replied, apparently even with the benefi t of mar-
keting surveys, “You know the people” (Exod. : 
NKJV) (–).

Dr. Horton properly dist inguished between an 
element (something that is “necessary”) and a cir-
cumst ance (something that is “up to the church’s dis-
cretion”). He then presents a list  of “Th e Elements.” 
His list  is as follows: Th e Invocation, God’s Greeting 
(Votum), Th e Reading of the Law, Th e Confession and 
Absolution, Th e Past oral Prayer, Th e Preached Word, 
Th e Minist ry of the Lord’s Supper, Th anksgiving and 
Off erings, and Th e Benedict ion (ff ).

From a Dutch Reformed persp ect ive, this list  may 
not seem novel; indeed, it pretty much follows a st an-
dard Continental-st yle pattern. However, it is somewhat 
novel from a Presbyterian persp ect ive, for several rea-
sons. First , notice that it dist inguishes among various 
prayers, depending upon where in the service they are 
found (Invocation, Past oral Prayer). By way of contrast , 
a Presbyterian would say that the element of worship, 

; paperback version, ). Michael Horton also mentions 
the regulative principle in the  online article Powerful Praise 
(“Powerful Praise,” Aust ralian Presbyterian [ April, ] http:
//www.ap.presbyterian.org.au/articles/april_.htm). Referring 
to the regulative principle, Horton says: “Act ually, it’s not legalis-
tic; it’s liberating. It says: ‘Look, you can’t impose your particu-
lar preferences on me.’ It frees a congregation from the countless 
aberrations that a past or could impose on it. It means the young 
people don’t have to be burdened with a lot of meaningless ritual 
and the older ones don’t have to feel like they’ve gone to a night-
club on Friday night. Th ere is a real wisdom in God’s limitation 
of His worship to the elements we fi nd prescribed in His Word.”
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which covers both inst ances, is “the praying of prayer.” 
Secondly, notice that Th e Reading of the Law is also 
st ipulated as a separate element of worship. Again, the 
Presbyterian view is that “the reading of the Word” is 
the element that would cover all inst ances of the read-
ing of Scripture. Th irdly, notice that there is no “reading 
of Scripture” in the list , other than “Th e Reading of the 
Law.” Fourthly, judging by the West minst er Standards, 
there is no place as such for Th e Confession and Abso-
lution. Fift hly, there is no receiving of off erings as an 
act  of worship in a Presbyterian service. Finally, notice 
that the singing of praise and the sacrament of bap-
tism are not list ed as elements. Dr. Horton does write 
of both pract ices as properly part of worship; however, 
he does not mention them at the point of his list ing 
“Th e Elements.”

Refl ect ing the title of this volume, what Professor 
Horton is particularly concerned to convey is not the 
regulation of worship, but its intrinsic excitement. He 
writes:

Th e important thing to see in all of this [renewed in-
terest  in worship] is that worship is the divine drama. 
In it, the drama of redemption that unfolds in biblical 
hist ory now unfolds as a play within a play before us 
in a particular place and our own time. In it, we join 
Abraham and Sarah at the table with their greater Son 
through whom all the nations of the earth are blessed. 
With circumcised hearts, we join the cloud of wit-
nesses who longed for Jesus’ coming and the sending 
of his Spirit. Not just  once but week aft er week, year 
aft er year, decade aft er decade, we are being reshaped 
by this counter-drama, as the plot of “this passing evil 
age” yields to “the age to come.”

Th ere should be a lot of freedom here, although eclect ic 
experimentation, whether in a “high church” or “low 
church” direct ion, must  be carefully checked. Th ere will 
be a liturgy at everybody’s church next Sunday. Th e 
quest ion is whether it will be a good one or bad one, 
deliberately conceived and underst ood or followed out 
of unrefl ect ive routine ().

Robert Godfrey

West minst er Th eological Seminary of California Pres-
ident and URCNA minist er Robert Godfrey’s earlier 
works on worship were noted in Part One of this sur-
vey. In  he published, An Unexpect ed Journey: 
Discovering Reformed Christ ianity. In what one re-
viewer has called a “Reformed Th eology Primer,” 

President Godfrey introduces the reader to the regu-
lative principle.

One of my early attract ions to Reformed Christ ian-
ity was the simplicity, seriousness, and Word-centered 
charact er of its worship. Th at early interest  in worship 
has st ayed with me throughout my life. I suppose that 
was inevitable in light of my st udies of the Reformation. 
Th e Reformation was not just  a reform of doct rine, but 
also a reform of Christ ian living and worship.

Medieval Christ ians’ experience of Christ ianity came 
primarily through worship and act s of piety. Th e rit-
ual and myst ery of the mass were the central focus of 
Christ ian life. So for many at the time of the Reforma-
tion, changes in worship were more immediately no-
ticeable and made more of an impact  on them than 
changes of doct rine.

… Luther regarded most  matters of worship as things 
indiff erent, that is, neither necessarily right nor wrong. 
Th erefore, worship could be changed, but did not have 
to be changed…. Th e result of Luther’s approach was 
that many churches continued to look like Roman 
Catholic churches with images, altars, and minist ers 
in vest ments.

John Calvin and the Reformed fathers at the time of the 
Reformation were more critical of the tradition of wor-
ship that had developed in the late ancient and medi-
eval church. Th ey too wanted to remove anything that 
was forbidden in the Bible. But they went further and 
taught that only what the Bible positively commanded 
should be done in worship.

Th is Reformed view of worship would later be called the 
regulative principle of worship. Th is principle declares 
that the Bible must  regulate or rule over our worship 
and that only what the Bible teaches either by declara-
tion or by example can be done in our worship. Th e 
Heidelberg Catechism st ates this principle clearly in 
Quest ion and Answer : “What does God require in 

 . Robert Godfrey, Pleasing God in Our Worship (Wheaton, Ill.: 
Crossway Books, ). W. Robert Godfrey, “Calvin and the Worship 
of God,” Th e Blue Banner, .– (November–December ) –
; rpt. in Th e Worship of God: Reformed Concepts of Biblical Worship 
(Fearn, Tain, Ross-shore, Scotland: Christ ian Focus Publications, and 
Taylors, S.C.: Greenville Presbyterian Th eological Seminary, ) 
–. Th is is available online at the seminary website.
 . W. Robert Godfrey, An Unexpect ed Journey: Discovering Re-
formed Christ ianity (Phillipsburg, N.J.: P&R Publishing, ).
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the second commandment? Th at we in no wise make 
any image of God, nor worship Him in any other way 
than He has commanded in His Word.”

Th e Reformed concern about worship arose from a 
great desire to avoid idolatry. As the early Reformed 
leaders read the Bible, they saw God’s passion for the 
purity of his worship. Th ey saw how frequently the Bi-
ble presented idolatry as a form of sp iritual adultery, 
in which God’s people abandoned their pure and ex-
clusive relationship with God for the gods and forms 
of worship of the nations. Th ey recognized that God in 
the summary of his law, the Ten Commandments, had 
devoted the fi rst  two commandments to the prohibi-
tion of idolatry: the fi rst  forbids the worship of false 
gods, and the second forbids worshipping the true God 
in a false way.

Th e second commandment in particular profoundly 
infl uenced Reformed thinking about worship. Th e 
judgment of God had fallen severely on Israel for wor-
shipping the golden calf, even though they had called 
it Jehovah. Aaron’s sons were dest royed for off ering 
st range fi re on the altar of God. Uzziah was cursed 
with leprosy for usurping the funct ions of the priest s 
in the temple. God took his worship seriously, and the 
Reformed concluded that they must  as well.

Th e Reformed seriousness about worship led to much 
more profound changes in worship than had occurred 
among the Lutherans. Th e Reformed reject ed the use 
of altars, images, and religious symbols in the decora-
tion of their churches. Th ey simplifi ed the ceremonies 
of worship and the attire of minist ers. Th ey eliminated 
all or almost  all the holy days of the church year and 
eliminated musical inst ruments from use in public wor-
ship. Reformed churches came to look very diff erent 
from medieval churches.

Not all Reformed churches in Europe applied the regula-
tive principle in the same way or were identical in their 
worship pract ices. For example, the Dutch Reformed 
kept a few hymns alongside their metrical psalms and 
continued to observe Christ mas, Good Friday, Eas-
ter, Ascension, and Pentecost —not as obligatory holy 
days, but as important occasions in redemptive hist ory. 

Scottish Presbyterians, on the other hand, sang only 
psalms and banished all elements of a liturgical calendar. 
When the Dutch Reform reintroduced musical inst ru-
ments to worship in the seventeenth century, they did 
not reject  the regulative principle, but rather applied it 
diff erently to the quest ion of inst ruments (–).

C. Matthew McMahon

C. Matthew McMahon has written “Strange Fire” () 
and “Th e Regulative Principle in Worship: A brief ar-
ticle” (). He begins the second article by quot-
ing the identically-worded West minst er Confession of 
Faith, Chapter , Sect ion , and the London Baptist  
Confession (), Chapter , Sect ion . He also notes 
that the dist inct ion upon which the regulative principle 
is premised, viz., that there is a profound diff erence be-
tween worship and the rest  of life, can seem st range and 
oppressive to people. Nevertheless, God ordains how 
His house is to be ordered.

Refl ect ing his ecclesiast ical roots, and perhaps ap-
pealing to Baptist  brethren, he argues the regulative 
principle from the London Confession. Th ere are, he 
writes, four Biblical reasons that serve as the basis for 
the regulative principle.

First , “It is the prerogative of God alone to deter-
mine the terms on which sinners may approach Him 
in worship.” He elaborates: “Should God decree that 
He will be worshipped only by those wearing white T-
shirts, He would have the right to do so. If God did de-
cree that every Christ ian should wear a white T-shirt to 
worship Him, I would imagine that all Christ ians, who 
truly love the Lord, will go out and buy a whole bunch 
of white T-shirts so that they never run out again. Th ey 
would come to church wearing the white T-shirt that 
God commanded they wear for worship. God is the one 
who commands worship of us. What arrogance for man 
to think that he has the least  business in determining 
how God will be worshipped!”

Secondly, “Th e introduct ion of extra Biblical prac-
tices into worship inevitably tends to nullify and under-
mine God’s appointed worship…. Human innovators 
pay lip service to the God appointed elements of wor-
ship and simultaneously, in the very act , nullify them. 
How st rikingly this illust rates the subtlety with which 
extra biblical pract ices have the tendency to disp lace 
the divine the appointed altars of biblical worship! Th is 
tendency is illust rated in evangelical churches today 
were mundane or silly announcements, sp ecial mu-
sic, test imony times, mime, puppet shows, liturgical 
dance and Christ ian movies either completely replace 

 . C. Matthew McMahon, a former Reformed Baptist , is an up 
and coming scholar who is now a minist er in the RPCGA. Mr. Mc-
Mahon’s works can be found on his web site, A Puritan’s Mind. http:
//www.apuritansmind.com/PuritanWorship/PuritanWorshipMainP
age.htm.
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or severely rest rict  the ordained parts of worship. Th ese 
or other traditions of men, for inst ance, oft en leave only 
 minutes for preaching.”

Th irdly, “if sinful men were to add any unappointed 
elements into worship, they would, by this act ion, be 
calling into quest ion the wisdom of Jesus Christ  and the 
complete suffi  ciency of the Scriptures alone.”

Fourthly, “Th e Puritans were very adamant to prove 
that the Bible explicitly condemns all worship that is 
not commanded by God.”

Th e article concludes:

Th e Puritans desired simple, biblical worship. Th ey reg-
ulated their worship by the Bible inst ead of their own 
“wills.” Th ey had no desire to off er st range fi re no mat-
ter how “exciting” the st range fi re would be to the sp ec-
tators. Th ey were not interest ed in putting on a show. 
When Elijah was on Mt. Carmel in  Kings , he asked 
the people if they were ready to follow God or Baal. 
When posed with the quest ion, the people were silent. 
When Elijah said he wanted to have a “contest ” with the 
priest s (a “show”), what did the people do? Th ey were 
all excited about it. “Yes! Let’s have a show!” And so 
they did. Th e “contemporary church” is the same today. 
Th ey want a show. Th ey want fi re to fall from heaven. 
Th ey want the sp ect acular, or at least  as entertaining as 
“church may be”. But God is disp leased. And if it were 
not for the grace of God, most  “churches” today would 
be consumed as Nadab and Abihu were.

May the God of worship open the eyes of the blind that 
they may see.

Reformed and Southern Baptists

Even the Southern Baptist s are rediscovering their roots 
with regard to the concept of the regulative principle and 
its name. In a book on the Cooperative Program of the 
Southern Baptist  Convention, Chad Brand and David 
E. Hankins write of the regulative principle, giving an 
hist orical overview that covers Presbyterian, Campbel-
lite, and Baptist  st rands of thought. Th ey conclude that 
Baptist s have generally held to the Regulative Principle, 
while they have “not always agreed as to the means of its 
employment or the extent and sp ecifi city of its applica-
tion” and have “not always agreed about interpretations 
of sp ecifi c texts that were relevant to its application. But 
they have generally agreed that Baptist  churches ought 
to follow the biblical pattern to the best  of their knowl-
edge and ability when it comes to the order, worship, 
polity, internal life, and mission of the church.” 

Samuel E. Waldron

Perhaps some infl uence in the increased awareness and 
adherence to the regulative principle in Baptist  circles 
may be due to Samuel Waldron’s  defense in his 
exposition of chapter twenty-two of the  Baptist  
Confession of Faith. Aft er noting the debate between 
and diff erence in the Puritan and Anglican views at the 
time of the West minst er Assembly, and making use of G. 
I. Williamson’s work on West minst er Confession chap-
ter , the author gives four biblical arguments for the 
principle. “First , it is the prerogative of God alone to 
determine the terms on which sinners may approach 
him in worship.” Here he cites Bannerman who “elo-
quently st ates this: ‘Th e fundamental principle that lies 
at the basis of the whole argument is this, that in regard 
to the ordinance of public worship it is the province of 
God, and not the province of man, to determine both 
the terms and the manner of such worship….’”

Second, the introduct ion of extra-biblical pract ices into 
worship inevitably tends to nullify and undermine God’s 
appointed worship (Matt. :, –;  Kings :–). 
Th is tendency is illust rated in evangelical churches to-
day where mundane or silly announcements, sp ecial 
music, test imony times and other such things oft en leave 
only twenty to thirty minutes for preaching.

Waldron uses John Owen to illust rate his third argu-
ment that “the wisdom of Christ  and the suffi  ciency of 
the Scriptures are called into quest ion by the addition 
of unappointed elements into worship. John Owen re-
marks: ‘Th ree things are usually pleaded in the just ifi ca-
tion of the observance of such rites and ceremonies in 
the worship of God: First , that they tend unto the fur-
therance of the devotion of the worshippers; secondly, 
that they render the worship itself comely and beauti-
ful; thirdly, that they are the preservers of order in the 
celebration thereof. And therefore on these accounts 
they may be inst ituted or appointed by some, and ob-
served by all.’ Reasoning such as Owen describes im-
pugns the wisdom of Christ .”

For his fourth argument, that “the Bible explicitly 
condemns all the worship that is not commanded by 

 . Chad Brand and David E. Hankins, One Sacred Eff ort: Th e Co-
operative Program of Southern Baptist s (Nashville, Tenn.: B&H Pub-
lishing Group, ) –.
 . Samuel E. Waldron, A Modern Exposition of the  Baptist  
Confession of Faith (Faverdale North, Darlington, England; Webst er, 
N.Y.: Evangelical Press, ; ) –. Th is confession is a 
revision of the West minst er Confession of Faith. 
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God,” Waldron addresses three classic passages, Deu-
teronomy :–, Colossians :, and Leviticus :
–. He then asks the quest ion and answers it:

With this ample biblical support, why are men so lenient 
in their worship? It is because the God of modern men 
is not a God to be feared. Of all that is not appointed by 
God in his worship, we must  hear Jesus saying, ‘Take 
these things hence!’ Th e child of God will not resp ond 
to the regulative principle as if it were an intolerable 
st rait-jacket! He will pray, rather, ‘O Lord, teach me to 
worship you acceptably.’

Waldron concludes by explaining the important qual-
ifi cation at chapter . where “the Confession provides 
an important clarifi cation of the regulative principle.”

When we say that what is not commanded is forbidden, 
we are sp eaking of the subst ance and parts of worship 
(see paras –), not its circumst ance. Th ere are certain 
minor circumst antial details that God has left  to be de-
termined by the light of nature, Christ ian prudence and 
general rules of Scripture.  Corinthians  contains 

two examples of such general rules which God demands 
that we apply to our sp ecifi c circumst ance. Th ey are the 
rules of edifi cation and order (vv. , ). God demands 
that these two rules be followed, but he has not given 
us a detailed list  of what they mean in every situation. 
Churches may diff er as to where the line is drawn be-
tween circumst ances and subst ance and parts. As long 
as each church holds seriously to the regulative principle, 
reasonable diff erences should not be made the source 
of division. We must  be charitable in such things, while 
clearly insist ing on the regulative principle.

Fred Malone

Dr. Fred Malone, formerly a minist er in the Presbyte-
rian Church in America and now a past or in the South-
ern Baptist  Convention, argues against  infant baptism 
based, at least  in part, on the regulative principle. In a 
 internet article on the web site of the Founders 
Movement (dedicated to helping Baptist s rediscover 
their Calvinist ic roots), he comments: “I am con-
vinced that the ‘good and necessary inference’ which 
est ablishes infant baptism, has opened the door to other 
diffi  culties within the Reformed and evangelical Chris-
tian world. Th eonomy, paedocommunion, and more 
recently, st ated applications of the regulative principle 
of worship which have in fact  transformed it into the 
old normative principle, are three such examples. Or 
could it be that infant baptism was always based upon 
the normative principle inst ead of the regulative? Th at 
is my conclusion. Perhaps we all, Presbyterians and 
Baptist s alike, need to recommit ourselves to the bibli-
cally based regulative principle of worship and follow 
it where it leads us.”

However, what Dr. Malone has refused to recog-
nize is that the use of inference (“good and neces-
sary consequence”) is a necessary component of any 
theological syst em. Furthermore, as C. Matthew Mc-
Mahon has pointed out in his review of Dr. Malone’s 
work, he does not consist ently follow his own st ated 
principles.

Other works by Baptist s include the following: De-
ver and Alexander’s Th e Deliberate Church: Building 
Your Minist ry on the Gosp el, which has a chapter on the 
regulative principle; Jerry Marcellino’s “Leading the 
Church in God-Centered Worship: Th e Past oral Role,” 
in Reforming Past oral Minist ry: Challenges for Minist ry 
in Post modern Times; A Position Paper Concerning the 
Regulative Principle of Worship A Report by the Th eol-
ogy Committee of the Association of Reformed Baptist  
Churches of America; a  interview with author 

 . Fred Malone, “Infant Baptism and the Regulative Prin-
ciple of Worship,” Th e Founders Journal  (Winter ) http://
www.founders.org/FJ/article_fr.html. See also Fred Malone, Th e 
Baptism of Disciples Alone: A Covenantal Argument for Credobaptism 
Versus Paedobaptism (Cape Coral, Fla.: Founders Press, ), in 
which he also attempts to appeal to the regulative principle in order 
to attack the doct rine of infant baptism. 
 . See C. Matthew McMahon, “Th e Reject ion of the Baptism of 
Disciples Alone,” http://www.apuritansmind.com/BookReviews/
Sourpuss/MaloneFredBaptismDisciplesAlone.htm.
 . Mark Dever and Paul Alexander, Th e Deliberate Church: Building 
Your Minist ry on the Gosp el (Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books, ).
 . “All believers would agree that the written Word of God is suf-
fi cient to regulate their public worship. However, what they fi nd in 
Scripture to just ify their pract ices is as varied as the countless facets 
of prisms on a chandelier. How can we fi nd the way ahead in this 
labyrinth? Let us begin by defi ning terms as the Reformers originally 
defi ned them when they sp oke in terms of the regulative principle 
and the normative principle. Th e latter taught that if Scripture does 
not forbid it, it is allowed. Th e former said, in essence, that the only 
proper way to worship God is as He has commanded, inst ruct ed, and 
prescribed in His Word.
Th ere is no problem with this defi nition of the regulative principle 
(esp ecially if you add ‘supported’ aft er ‘prescribed’). However, we 
must  realize that it is easier to st ate this principle than to apply it. 
Th is is where the debate rages—in its detailed application.” Jerry 
Marcellino, “Leading the Church in God-Centered Worship: Th e 
Past oral Role,” ed. John H. Armst rong, Reforming Past oral Minist ry: 
Challenges for Minist ry in Post modern Times (Wheaton, Ill.: Cross-
way Books, ) .
 . Th e Th eology Committee of the ARBCA: Rev. Don Lindblad 
– Chairman, Rev. Tom Lyon, Dr. Fred Malone, Rev. Fred Pugh, Dr. 
James Renihan, Dr. Mike Renihan, A Position Paper Concerning the
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and professor and Southern Baptist , Don Whitney; 
Aust in Lee Goggans’s “Holding to a regulative prin-
ciple in worship;” Ernest  C. Reisinger and Matthew 
Allen, Worship: Th e Regulative Principle and the Biblical 
Pract ice of Accommodation (Cape Coral, Fla.: Found-
ers Press, ); and Sam Waldron’s “Th e Regulative 
Principle of Worship: Th e Text of a Message Given in 
South Africa.”

R. J. Gore, Jr.

R. J. Gore, Jr., represents one of several scholars who 
desire to move from “simple” and “prescribed” worship, 
to a type of worship that is ecumenical in scope. In his 
 book on worship, Dr. Gore sketches his pilgrim-
age from enthusiast ic support to open reject ion of the 
Puritan regulative principle. One fi nds that his initial 
motivations for quest ioning the principle were experi-
ential.  Th ese experiences led him to quest ion what 
he believed; and, upon further st udy, he found the de-
fenses of Puritan worship lacking—in his est imation, lit-
tle more than sloganeering. In his words, “the exegesis of 
the key texts upon which the principle was based oft en 
appeared overst ated and unconvincing.” He also found 
it signifi cant that so few hold to the regulative principle 
of worship today, and concluded the minority should be 
humble enough to learn from the majority.

Given this pilgrimage, one is not too surprised to 

fi nd that Professor Gore’s  Ph.D. dissertation for 
West minst er Th eological Seminary in Philadelphia, 
was a critique of the Puritan underst anding of wor-
ship, entitled: “Th e Pursuit of Plainness: Rethinking the 

theory. Th e application of the principle in the context of modern 
evangelical life is developed, esp ecially how to implement the regu-
lative principle in congregations who do not yet fully underst and or 
embrace this biblical principle.” As previously noted in Part One of 
this survey, the late Ernie Reisinger wrote an earlier piece entitled, 
Th oughts on the Regulative Principle in a Reforming Situation (Cape 
Coral, Fla.: Christ ian Gosp el Foundation, ). E. Bennett Robinson 
critiques this earlier piece. “Th e regulative principle is not concerned 
with the details of worship’s circumst ances in the early church. It is 
concerned with est ablishing what parts of worship make the wor-
ship assembly what it is. Cunningham says, ‘It is a caricature of the 
regulative principle to paint it as eff ort to dict ate the vagaries of New 
Test ament worship as normative.’” Robinson then cites: “Cunning-
ham, p. . See Ernest  C. Reisinger, ‘Th oughts on Th e Regulative 
Principle in a Reforming Situation,’ p. , as an example of this mis-
underst anding.” Th is quotation is not from Cunningham (the term 
regulative principle was not in use) and must  be someone’s synop-
sis of his act ual comments on page  of “Th e Reformers and the 
Regulative Principle,” in Th e Reformation of the Church (Edinburgh: 
Th e Banner of Truth Trust , ; repr. ). E. Bennett Robinson, 
“How Shall We Now Worship? Applying the Regulative Principle,” 
WRS Journal (/, February ). Online at http://www.wrs.edu/
journals/volume_-.htm. However, Bennett has his own miscon-
ceptions of the regulative principle as noted earlier in this article.
 . Here Waldron writes more expansively on the principle, mak-
ing use of the same four biblical arguments noted above. Sam Wal-
dron, “Regulative Principle of Worship: Th e Text of a Message Given 
in South Africa.” http://www.atgeneva.com/regulativeprinciple.html 
[placed online circa July , ]. Th ere are also audio lect ures avail-
able by Waldron, Mark Chanski, and Jim Savast io. Sam Waldron, Th e 
Regulative Principle: . Hist ory & Th eology Parts; . Scriptural Sup-
port; . Necessary Clarifi cation; Th e Corporate Worship of the Church 
#–: Th e Regulative Principle: Prescribed Elements: Singing; Mark 
Chanski, Leviticus #: Strange Fire (), Leviticus #: Th e Regula-
tive Principle (); Jim Savast io, Th e Law of God Pt. : Th e Second 
Commandment (). Available at http://www.npbcwebsite.org/
html/audio_cassettes.html. Th e Chanski and Savast io messages are 
also at this writing available at sermonaudio.com.
 . Th e experiential infl uences he outlines include becoming in-
creasingly unable to underst and the diff erence between using “a vis-
ible, physical, and tangible symbol” such as a wooden cross, and the 
Bible’s literary use of that symbol; having been greatly uplift ed by 
means of a highly liturgical worship service at a presbytery meet-
ing, and not knowing how to reconcile that experience with what he 
professed to believe; and, as a U.S. Army National Guard chaplain 
since , having to just ify his unwillingness to participate in a ge-
neric Protest ant service—complete with altar set-up consist ing of a 
brass cross and candlest icks—st ipulated by the Army. R. J. Gore, Jr., 
Covenantal Worship: Reconsidering the Puritan Regulative Principle 
(Phillipsburg, N.J.: P&R Publishing, ) –.
 . While conceding that “the lack of adherents, in and of itself, 
does not negate the Puritan regulative principle of worship,” Profes-
sor Gore also suggest s not only that there should be an approach of 
humility by Presbyterians, but also a willingness to “learn from the 
church catholic.” Covenantal Worship, .

Regulative Principle of Worship A Report by the Th eology Commit-
tee of the Association of Reformed Baptist  Churches of America (For-
mally Approved by the General Assembly March , ). See http:
//.../arbca/pdf/Principle.PDF. In their conclusion the 
committee writes: “Our Confession [London Baptist  of ] is a Pu-
ritan document; therefore, the model for our churches is Puritan and 
not one of a number of competing contemporary ones. Diff erent mod-
els abound, but we reject  each of them as contrary to New Test ament 
policy and polity. We eschew the following models: Roman, Lutheran, 
Anglican, high church liturgical, Brethren, seeker-friendly, charis-
matic, evangelical, etc. Essential to this Puritan model is the regulative 
principle of worship. To deviate from the Confession at this point and 
to adhere to another would be to embrace a diff erent ethos, an altered 
emphasis, and most  probably additional elements. Th e regulative prin-
ciple of worship is a non-negotiable part of a Reformed Baptist  theol-
ogy and methodology. It is syst emic to the Confession, not subsidiary.”
 . Jeff  Robinson, “Whitney: Worship should be God-centered 
& biblical,” Baptist  Press,  November . Online at http://
www.baptist press.org/bpnews.asp ?ID=.
 . Past or Aust in Lee Goggans, Blue Pond Baptist  Church, 
Rome, Georgia, “Holding to a regulative principle in worship,” 
Atlanta (Georgia) Christ ian Index (November , ). http://
www.christ ianindex.org/.article.
 . According to the publishers: “Th is book mast erfully defi nes, 
explains, and defends the Reformed principle of worship—the reg-
ulative principle. Moreover, the principle is not left  in the realm of
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Regulative Principle of Worship.” It would appear that 
Dr. Gore moved in just  a matter of a couple of years 
from quest ioning the regulative principle to complet-
ing a doct oral dissertation reject ing it. Sadly, for one so 
st rongly moved to reject  a doct rine once held, the pa-
per does not present a convincing case for doing so. Th e 
work is seriously defect ive, as two noted scholars have 
pointed out. Dr. T. David Gordon has written that the 
seminary “committee should have never approved the 
dissertation, because the methodology was so seriously 
fl awed.” And according to Dr. David C. Lachman, the 
research was inadequate, Calvin was misunderst ood 
and misrepresented, and the author almost  completely 
failed “so much as to look into what the Puritans act u-
ally had to say on the subject .”

Th roughout the s, Professor Gore continued 
to develop his anti-Confessional ideas, and then 
summed up his thoughts in  with his book, Cov-
enantal Worship: Reconsidering the Puritan Regulative 
Principle, which is a revision of his earlier disserta-
tion. While the book was uncritically championed 
by some, critical reviews were penned by Dr. Gor-
don, and by this author in the  issue of Th e Con-
fessional Presbyterian.

Recently, Professor Gore replied to Dr. Gordon’s 
 review in the pages of the West minst er Th eological 

Journal. However, it remains the opinion of the  
reviewers of Gore’s work in this journal that a scholarly 
st udy of the Puritans involves fi rst  and foremost  reading 
what the Puritans had to say on the subject . Since Dr. 
Gore purports to be critiquing the Puritan view of wor-
ship, the fact  that he has apparently failed to read them 
on the subject  renders his work of no real value.

Timothy J. Keller

In , noted Presbyterian Church in America minis-
ter Timothy J. Keller contributed to a volume on wor-
ship, in which three diff erent Protest ant approaches 
were presented: “Anglican,” “free church,” and “Re-
formed.”

Dr. Keller past ors Redeemer Presbyterian Church in 
New York City. His chapter, “Reformed Worship in the 
Global City,” describes two broad competing schools of 
thought in the “worship wars,” viz., contemporary wor-
ship and hist oric worship. Th ere is also a third alterna-
tive, called “blended worship” (–).

Contemporary worship advocates “consult the Bible 
and contemporary culture;” while the advocates of his-
toric worship “consult the Bible and hist oric tradition.” 
But Dr. Keller proposes to consult “the Bible, the cul-
tural context of our community, and the hist oric tradi-
tion of our church.” He writes: “In summary, I believe 
the solution to the problem of the ‘worship wars’ is nei-
ther to reject  nor to enshrine hist oric tradition but to 
forge new forms of corporate worship that take seriously 
both our hist ories and contemporary realities, all within 
a framework of biblical theology” (–).

Dr. Keller posits that John Calvin and Ulrich Zwingli 
both held to the regulative principle, but that they gave 
birth to two diff erent traditions. Calvin’s persp ect ive led 
to the Continental Reformed tradition, while Zwingli’s led 
to the Puritan and “Free Church” worship (–).

In Past or Keller’s view, Calvin’s approach transcends 
the “overly simplist ic processes for arriving at … corpo-
rate worship forms” which charact erize the proponents 
of both contemporary worship and hist oric worship. 
According to the author, Calvin looked not only to the 
Bible as “the supreme authority and source for God-
honoring worship,” but also consulted patrist ic worship 
pract ices, and was sensitive to the needs of the people 
and their edifi cation. “Calvin refused to pit ‘the glory 
of God’ against  the ‘edifi cation’ of the participants. Th e 
basic elements of gathered worship are laid out by God 
in his Word, but our arrangement and utilization of 
them is st rongly controlled by what helps and touches 
those who come” (–).

 . R. J. Gore, Jr. “Th e Pursuit of Plainness: Rethinking the Regula-
tive Principle of Worship.” Ph.D. Dissertation, West minst er Th eologi-
cal Seminary, .
 . Personal Corresp ondence, Dr. T. David Gordon, Professor of 
Religion and Greek, Grove City College, to Frank J. Smith, Ph.D., 
D.D., February , .
 . See Dr. Lachman’s critique of this dissertation in “Reframing 
Presbyterian Worship,” Th e Confessional Presbyterian  () .
 . For example, see his review of Frank J. Smith and David C. 
Lachman, eds., Worship in the Presence of God: A collect ion of essays 
on the nature, elements, and hist oric views and pract ice of worship, in 
West minst er Th eological Journal  () –; “Reviewing the 
Puritan Regulative Principle of Worship,” Presbyterion . (), 
pp. –; and “Reviewing the Regulative Principle. Part II,” Presby-
terion . (), pp. –.
 . While a revision, the key defect s in the dissertation noted by 
Dr. Lachman, remain in the book. “Reframing Presbyterian Worship,” 
CPJ , .
 . Charles Dunahoo, “Book Review. Covenantal Worship: Recon-
sidering the Puritan Regulative Principle by R.J. Gore, Jr.,” Equip for 
Minist ry (May/June ). http://www.pcanet.org/CEP/Publications/
MayEFM.htm
 . T. David Gordon, “Review Article: Th e West minst er Assembly’s 
Unworkable and Unscriptural View of Worship,” WTJ  () 
–; “Reframing Presbyterian Worship,” –.
 . R. J. Gore, Jr., “Resp onse – Covenantal Worship: Reconsidering 
the Critics,” WTJ  () –.
 . D. A. Carson, ed., Worship by the Book (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Zondervan, ).
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Of course, who in the Puritan tradition would argue 
with this? Th ere is no reason to believe that a seven-
teenth-century Presbyterian would oppose utilizing the 
light of hist ory, or a concern for intelligibility, as ways 
of determining those “circumst ances” which, to quote 
West minst er Confession of Faith I., “are to be ordered 
by the light of nature and Christ ian prudence, accord-
ing to the general rules of the word, which are always 
to be observed.” In other words, Dr. Keller seems to be 
arguing against  a st raw man.

Dr. Keller suggest s that Calvin held a “balanced” 
view of worship, in that he did not regard it as being 
sharply dist inguished from the rest  of life. Utilizing the 
notion of “balance,” the New York past or also posits that 
“the ‘middle’ balanced view we are putting forth here 
means that there is no scriptural dist inct ion between 
‘formal’ and ‘offi  cial’ worship services and other gath-
ered meetings of the church.” What does this lack of 
dist inct ion mean pract ically? According to Dr. Keller, 
“You can become far too infl exible about what occurs 
within the worship service. For example, among many 
traditionalist s in my denomination, it is allowable for a 
woman to teach a Sunday school class or small group, 
but not to sp eak from the pulpit during corporate wor-
ship” (–).

With regard to the “core” of Calvin’s corporate wor-
ship, Past or Keller believes that it is to be found in the 
Calvinist ic conception of grace, with the concomitant 
idea that worship involved God’s movement to the peo-
ple, and not only the people’s movement to God. “God’s 
grace comes to us as a word to believe, rather than as 
a deed to be performed.” However, Calvin’s views led 
him not only to reject  medievalism (in which the “emo-
tional, ritual, myst ical, and sacramental asp ect s were 
completely dominant”), but also to avoid “completely 
non-sacramental, rational, nonmyst ical meetings of the 
Zwinglians (and to a great degree the Anabaptist s). It 
could be that he realized that there was a ‘worship-as-
performance’ error on the Protest ant side. Could not 
congregants fall into ‘performing the Word’ in order to 
get God to bless them?” (–).

Whatever may be said regarding the Zwinglian ap-
proach to worship, it is abundantly clear that the British 
Puritans and Presbyterians very clearly regarded Calvin 
as their sp iritual progenitor. Furthermore, the Puritans 
and Presbyterians followed Calvin, not Zwingli, with 
regard to music in worship. However, from reading Dr. 
Keller, one might be (subtly) led to think that traditional 
Puritan and Presbyterian worship knows nothing of the 
Calvinist ic sense of the transcendent.

Writing of “traits” of Reformed corporate worship, 

Dr. Keller st ates that there are three: its voice—simplic-
ity; its goal—transcendence; and its order—gosp el re-
enact ment (ff ).

With regard to simplicity, he writes that Calvin and 
the Reformers reject ed the “sp ect acle” of “pomp, cere-
mony, and sp ect acular architect ure and performances” 
which charact erized medieval worship. “Does God need 
a great performance before he will give us his favor? 
Th erefore, Calvin asked not for mediocrity but for a 
lack of ost entation—in ceremony, music, and archi-
tect ure” ().

With regard to transcendence, “Calvin believed that 
the goal of gathered worship was to bring people face 
to face with God. His aim was not that people would 
simply learn information about God, but that they 
would truly hear God sp eak and know his presence in 
the service.” Simplicity of worship coincides with tran-
scendence, fi rst  of all, by means of quality in worship; 
and, secondly, by means of a heart attitude of wonder, 
delight, and awe (–).

In terms of quality in worship, Dr. Keller writes that 
Calvin took a “middle way” between the Lutheran and 
Catholic approach on the one hand (with complex, pro-
fessional musical performance), and the Anabaptist  and 
Zwinglian approaches on the other (reject ing profes-
sionalism because of its “worldliness” and emotion-
alism, resp ect ively): “Because professional musicians 
could turn the congregants into an audience inst ead of 
a community, he [Calvin] chose not to use choirs or so-
loist s. But he by no means shared the view that artist ic 
excellence was elitist .”

Th is “third way” which Dr. Keller believes Calvin 
followed, allows him to write the following in a foot-
note:

Calvin’s service book () included a hymn—an in-
dication that he did not think it a sin to sing hymns. 

 . We refer the reader to the work by Jarman surveyed in Part 
One, page , who does not see such a serious bifurcation between 
Zwingli and Calvin. Jarman writes, “such evidence as we have pre-
sented suggest s st rongly that the origins of the regulative principle 
are to be sought in the continental theologians, particularly Zwingli 
and Calvin. We suggest  that they both consciously taught and prac-
tised the regulative principle, so that their churches at Zurich and 
Geneva, together with other churches on the continent that followed 
their example, provided an object -lesson in what could be achieved 
through its application to church life and pract ice.” Robert D. Jarman, 
B.A., “Th e Regulative Principle of Scripture: Th e Origin of a Cardi-
nal Doct rine in the Early Elizabethan Puritan Movement. A Th esis 
Submitted to the Faculty in partial fulfi llment of the requirements of 
the degree of Mast er of Arts with a Major in Church Hist ory and the 
Hist ory of Christ ian Th ought at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School. 
Deerfi eld, Illinois, June, ,” .
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However, as a “quality control,” he limited worship 
music to the singing of metrical psalms. He also 
avoided organs, most  inst ruments, and even elabo-
rate polyphony. As we saw above, these rest rict ions 
were not grounded in the same disdain of artist ic ex-
cellence that led the Anabaptist s to unaccompanied 
song. It was due to his concern for simplicity and intel-
ligibility. (As we have seen, musical quality is impor-
tant for transcendence.) Th erefore, while Anabaptist  
theology of art would preclude accompaniment and 
choirs per se from worship, Calvin’s theology does 
not. His “middle way” between the Anabaptist s and 
the Lutherans points the way for Reformed worship 
today to include the judicious use of accompaniment, 
ensembles, and solos—provided Calvin’s over-arching 
purposes of simplicity, transcendence, and edifi cation 
are honored ().

What in the world is our brother thinking? It is this 
type of sloppy “scholarship” that Calvin would have es-
chewed, and which also makes us evangelicals the butt 
of jokes in academia. Anyone with any clear knowledge 
of Calvin knows that his opposition to “sp ecial music” 
(such as choirs, inst rumentation, etc.) was based on Bib-
lical principle, particularly his view that in the New Tes-
tament, those Old Covenant ways of worship had been 
superseded. Furthermore, Calvin’s opposition was also 
based on the regulative principle of worship.

However, Dr. Keller is attempting to just ify his own 
worship pract ices by high-jacking Calvin and claim-
ing that the contemporary views are “Reformed.” Th is 
is exact ly what liberals, as in the mainline denomina-
tions, do all the time. It has long been amusing to this 
present author to read feminist s and other heterodox 
people, as they appropriate the term “Reformed” as a 
cloak for their st range views. In principle, this is pre-
cisely what this PCA clergyman is doing.

Dr. Keller also describes three “test s” of Reformed 
corporate worship: doxological evangelism, community 
building, and charact er for service (–). How-
ever, please note carefully that the regulative principle 
is not list ed as a “test ” of Reformed worship. Further-
more, it also was not list ed as one of the “traits” of Re-
formed worship.

Th e minimal attention to the regulative principle 

becomes underst andable when we consider that Dr. 
Keller’s concern is for worship that is Reformed and 
contemporary. He reject s “Reformed worship,” which 
does not interact  with contemporary realities; and “Con-
temporary worship,” which does not interact  with the 
Reformed tradition. Th e other two possibilities are “Re-
formed Contemporary worship” and “Contemporary 
Reformed worship,” the latter incorporating contem-
porary worship on a more Calvinist ic base than the 
former (–).

Dr. Keller concludes his treatment by noting that 
Redeemer Presbyterian Church deliberately uses non-
Christ ian musicians in the worship services. “Musical 
talent is the gift  of God, and to ask a musician to off er 
up that gift  in a service of worship is a good thing both 
for him or her and for us.” He concludes: 

I believe Calvin’s own approach to music provides 
guidance for an approach somewhere in the middle, 
between, on the one hand, the evangelical church that 
pays its minist ers but not its musicians, and, on the 
other hand, the mainline church that has non-Chris-
tians singing or playing as “just  another gig.” When we 
incorporate non-Christ ians into our services, we pray 
that the gathered worship itself will have an impact  on 
them. We model for them the diff erence between just  
performing and seeking to “catch the conscience” with 
our music. When we invite non-Christ ians to use their 
talents in corporate worship, we are simply calling them, 
along with every creature, to bring their “peculiar hon-
ors” and gift s to praise their Creator ().

As we noted above, this Manhattan minist er gives 
short shrift  to the regulative principle—a fact  which 
gives away what he regards as essential (and what he 
regards as not being essential) to corporate worship. 
Dr. Keller writes in an engaging fashion, and he cer-
tainly knows how to appeal to a broad audience—
whether a group of yuppies in New York, or his fellow 
minist ers in the PCA. However, what he has penned in 
this book turns a genuinely Calvinist ic and Reformed 
underst anding of worship on its head, and does so 
with enough of a façade of academic-sp eak to fool 
the undiscerning.

David C. Lachman

In January , Dr. David C. Lachman delivered a se-
ries of lect ures for a course on Scottish Presbyterianism 
at Puritan Reformed Th eological Seminary, the semi-
nary of the Heritage Reformed Congregations, located 

 . In conjunct ion with the classic sci-fi  series Star Trek, the term 
“technobabble” is used to describe impressive terminology, employed 
by charact ers on the show, which is act ually scientifi c gibberish; per-
haps we should coin a new term, “theobabble,” to describe the type 
of nonsense which churchmen utilize in their desp erate attempts to 
just ify innovations as having hist orical pedigree.
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in Grand Rapids, Michigan. His teaching touched upon 
a wide range of subject s, including worship.

Quoting from the venerable Scottish church hist o-
rian, David Hay Fleming, Dr. Lachman said that the 
one word by which the Scottish Reformation could 
be summed up is “thorough.” “Th e Scottish Reform-
ers wanted to be thoroughly Scriptural.” John Knox 
and others wanted to have “a church that refl ect ed the 
pure word of God.” Only the Reformed or Presbyte-
rian approach could claim of being “not a man-made 
tradition.”

“Th e matter of the true worship of God is a great 
emphasis in Scottish Presbyterianism,” according to 
Dr. Lachman, as he considered the Scots Confession 
of , the First  Book of Discipline, and the Second 
Book of Discipline. Th ese Scotsmen believed that “You 
cannot worship God in any way that He has not posi-
tively commanded.”

Th e Scots wanted to “abolish all honoring of God not 
contained in His word.” Th ey were “very serious” about 
being Biblical—for example, as in sitting around the ta-
ble for the Lord’s Supper (while also acknowledging that 
the manner of sitting was incidental). Th ey also empha-
sized the avoidance of superst ition and idolatry.

Th ere was “no contrast ” or “disp arity” between the 
Scots Confession and the West minst er Confession of 
Faith: a person who subscribed to one was expect ed 
to be able to subscribe to the other (Lachman, Lec-
ture ).

Th e inst ruct or also devoted one sect ion of the course 
to Worship, both making subst antial reference to Cal-
vin, Cunningham and Bannerman, and sp ending a good 
bit of time on George Gillesp ie’s great work against  the 
English-Popish Ceremonies. His purpose was to say 
that the Scottish Presbyterians sought to conform their 
worship to that which God has prescribed in His Word 
and to exclude all rites and ceremonies of human in-
vention. Th ey denied that the church has any power to 
introduce anything into the worship of God which God 
has not himself commanded. Th ey reject ed the ‘ceremo-
nies’ imposed by the Roman and Anglican churches, 
against  those who claimed such ceremonies were ) 
necessary to be followed in deference to the authority 
of the Church, ) expedient on the grounds that they 
had become the common pract ice of the Church, and 
) indiff erent in that they were neither inherently good 
nor evil. Th e Scottish Presbyterians held that such cer-
emonies were unlawful as they were not inst ituted by 
God and consequently, with Gilbert Rule, “hated cer-
emonies and holidays [holy days], and perhaps would 
have died rather than pract ise them.”

Jeffrey J. Meyers 

A past or in the Presbyterian Church in America in St. 
Louis, Missouri, Jeff rey J. Meyers has been involved in 
what he and others call “liturgical renewal.” In , 
his subst antial book ( pages), Th e Lord’s Service: Th e 
Grace of Covenant Renewal Worship, was published by 
Canon Press.

As the title implies, the book represents a continu-
ation of the James Jordan school of thought with re-
sp ect  to worship. However, this volume argues the case 
more subst antively and with greater academic care than 
other attempts.

Our focus here is on the treatment of the regulative 
principle, which occupies the eighteen pages of Chap-
ter . Past or Meyers st ates: “Controversy continues 
to swirl around the precise meaning and application 
of this principle, but I am convinced that the regula-
tive principle of worship simply means that the content 
and ritual of our Lord’s Day corporate worship must  be 
informed and regulated by the Word of God. Nothing 
should be added to the Church’s worship without bibli-
cal warrant.” He then quotes from the relevant sect ions 
of the West minst er Confession of Faith and Larger Cat-
echism (Meyers, ).

However, having professed allegiance to this Puritan 
principle, he then proceeds to attack what he says are 
“at least  four unworkable applications of the regulative 
principle of worship.” Th e fi rst  of these “unworkable 
applications” is that of “react ionary regulations.” In his 
est imation, the Reformed church has oft en opposed a 
variety of pract ices simply because they were associated 
with Roman Catholicism and/or Anglicanism. Among 
the items he discusses here are liturgical forms, and 
the observance of religious holy days. He writes:

 . David C. Lachman, CD (MP format), Course #a, Scot-
tish Presbyterianism (January, ), Puritan Reformed Th eological 
Seminary.
 . Gilbert Rule (c.–), Scottish Presbyterian minist er and 
Principal of Edinburgh University. 
 . James Walker, Th e Th eology and Th eologians of Scotland –
 (Edinburgh: John Knox Press, Reprinted, with additional notes, 
from the second revised edition of , ) . Walker references 
Rule’s Good Old Way (Gilbert Rule, Th e Good Old Way Defended 
against  the attempts of A.M. D.D. in his book called, An enquiry into 
the new opinions, (chiefl y) propogated by the Presbyterians of Scotland 
… [Edinburgh: Heirs and successors of Andrew Anderson, ]).
 . Jeff rey J. Meyers, Th e Lord’s Service: Th e Grace of Covenant Re-
newal Worship (Moscow, Idaho: Canon Press, ).
 . Meyers () “confuses elements and forms.” Rowland S. 
Ward, “Th e Direct ory for Public Worship Prepared by the As-
sembly of Divines at West minst er in the Year ,” West minst er 
Assembly : A Conference on the West minst er Standards,
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Consider the Church year calendar, for example. Roman 
Catholic, Episcopal, and Lutheran churches do it, so it 
must  be wrong. And where in the Bible are we com-
manded to have Advent, Christ mas, Lent, and East er? 
Confusion arises when st atements like the following 
are advanced against  the use of the Church year calen-
dar: “Our heritage is rightly susp icious of the creation 
of ceremonies and rituals not authorized in Scripture.” 
Th e problem with this is that technically the church 
year does not introduce new ceremonies or rituals; 
rather, it organizes and direct s our Scripture readings, 
prayers, hymns, and sermons according to the life of 
Christ  (Meyers, –).

But, of course, the introduct ion of such sp ecial “holy 
days” does est ablish a sort of ritual. Furthermore, the 
observance of such days inevitably leads to the obser-
vance of various ceremonies.

Th e second of these allegedly untenable applications 
Meyer’s raises

concerns a too narrowly defi ned principle. Th e regula-
tive principle is not well formulated when we say that 
only that which is commanded ought to be allowed in 
worship. Whatever is not commanded therefore is for-
bidden. Why should we need only explicit “commands”? 
Th is is completely unworkable, and in pract ice has never 
been followed. It makes for great rhetoric, but lousy bib-
lical and liturgical theology.

In his view, the proper principle is that “the Church 
must  have biblical warrant for the way she worships 
God; such warrant can be derived from biblical com-
mands, principles, or examples” (Meyers, ).

Th e diffi  culty with Past or Meyers’ st atement is that, 
in the fi rst  place, he has set up a st raw man, which no 
one holds; and secondly, that he apparently has mis-
underst ood the fact  that approved apost olic example 
forms a Biblical command.

Th e third “unworkable application” is that of applying 
the regulative principle “in a disp ensational, semi-Mar-
cionite way. In pract ice, then, the regulative principle 
means that we only look to the New Test ament for bib-
lical warrant. Only what the New Test ament expressly 
prescribes ought to be done. All that ceremony and 
ritual, that was Old Test ament worship.” He attacks the 
Puritans (such as John Owen), as well as more contem-
porary authors: “Frank J. Smith asserts ‘Romanism … 
retained much of the Old Test ament sacrifi cial syst em.’ 
What exact ly does this mean? How can Roman Catholi-
cism be said to have ‘retained’ Old Covenant sacrifi cial 
pract ices? Did the error of the Mass develop because the 
Church returned to the liturgical elements of the Old 
Test ament ceremonial syst em? Or did it develop as a 
result of the infl uence of alien philosophical (Arist ote-
lian) categories on biblical teaching? Does Frank Smith 
want to suggest  that the God-given sacrifi cial syst em 
was Romanist ? Are we to believe that the corruption 
of the medieval church came about because of the in-
fl uence of the Old Test ament on the church’s liturgy? 
Th is kind of argument is hist orically and theologically 
erroneous” (Meyers, –).

Th e St. Louis minist er proceeds to refer favorably to 
the work of Henning Graf Reventlow, published in  
by Fortress Press (a liberal Lutheran publishing house), 
whose scholarship showed that “English Protest ants, 
particularly the Puritans, disp layed a deep-seated hos-
tility to anything that smacked of material ceremony 
and ritual and that they read the Old Test ament with 
these colored lenses such that they tended to interpret 
Old Test ament religion as a kind of Catholicism before 
Rome. Furthermore, this moralist ic, anti-ceremonial 
bias fed right into (or possibly even ‘caused’) the ris-
ing humanist ic antipathy to revealed religion, particu-
larly that of the Old Test ament, leading to the rise of 
higher critical methodologies that deconst ruct  the fi rst  
four-fi ft hs of the Bible. At any rate,” Mr. Meyers writes, 
“Reventlow’s research on the anti-ritual ‘sp iritualism’ of 
the English post -Reformation theologians is extremely 
troubling. Th is work reveals something of the shortcom-
ings of our own anti-liturgical, sp iritualist ic heritage” 

West minst er Th eological Seminary, Philadelphia Pa., November 
–,  (Unpublished; MS dated February , ) – n. 
Dr. Ward’s lect ure has been published; see R. A. Muller & R. S. 
Ward, Scripture and Worship (Phillipsburg, Pa.: P & R, )  fn.
 . Ed. Regarding the ‘holy days’ of the ‘Christ ian calendar,’ a pri-
mary concern of the Presbyterian reformers was the imposition of 
their observance by both the church and the st ate, which was a viola-
tion of their Christ ian Liberty [See George Gillesp ie, A Disp ute Against  
the English Popish Ceremonies (Dallas, Tex.: Naphtali Press, ) 
..–; ..–. Hereaft er EPC.]. Th ey argued that observing 
a day as more holy than another without a prescription from God, 
was superst itious and even idolatrous. Th e observance of the church 
calendar as pract iced by the Roman church should be reject ed, to use 
the outline of George Gillesp ie’s argument, for three reasons. First , 
because they were observed superst itiously (EPC, ..–.–). 
Secondly, they were act ually idolatrous three times over. . Because 
“they are monuments of by-past  idolatry.” Such monuments which 
were notoriously abused to idolatry should be dest royed. Retaining 
these would become a continual st umbling block toward idolatry 
(EPC, ..–). . Because they are badges of present idolatry. 
“By communicating with idolaters in their rites and ceremonies, we 
ourselves become guilty of idolatry; even as Ahaz ( Kings :), 
was an idolater, eo ipso [for that very reason], that he took the pattern 
of an altar from idolators” (EPC, ., –). And . Because they 
are formally “idols themselves” (EPC, ..–).
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(). Mr. Meyers also cast igates st andard Reformed 
polemics for maintaining that “synagogue worship was 
‘simple’ and a-liturgical and therefore must  funct ion as a 
model for ‘simple’ New Test ament worship.” In his view, 
synagogue worship became “sacrifi cial worship without 
the animal sacrifi ces. Synagogue pract ice was modeled 
on the temple (e.g., prayers were described as ‘sacrifi ces,’ 
similar to the New Test ament and the synagogue itself 
was considered holy sp ace)” ().

Before proceeding to Mr. Meyers’ fourth example 
of “deformations” of the regulative principle, we must  
pause here to evaluate what he has written regarding his 
third example. We are aware that those who are carica-
tured as “TR” (“Truly Reformed”) are oft en viewed as 
harsh in judgments about others. We would at this point 
simply note, however, that perhaps it is the critics of 
such narrow-minded “TR’s” who need to examine their 
commitment to Christ ian charity. James Jordan penned 
an entire book, claiming that a Puritan approach to wor-
ship const ituted “Liturgical Nest orianism.” Now, it is 
one thing to be accused of the ancient heresy of Nest o-
rianism. But it is quite another thing altogether to be 
lumped in with Marcion, whose heretical views—such 
as denying insp iration to much of Scripture, and pos-
iting that the God of the Old Test ament is not the God 
of the New Test ament—put him well beyond the pale 
of Christ ianity. However, Jeff rey J. Meyers has clearly 
and unambiguously tarred the Puritan faith with the 
brush of Marcionism.

Yes, Roman Catholicism in point of fact  does im-
bibe of a sacrifi cial approach that is akin to that of the 
Old Test ament sacrifi cial syst em. It is not that the God-
given sacrifi cial syst em was intrinsically erroneous (or 
Romanist ); rather, the fact  is that Roman Catholicism 
represents the tendency of a works-religion to be overly 
concerned with elaborate ceremony. Further, it is also 
true that it is God who has abolished the sacrifi cial sys-
tem which He had est ablished for a particular time and 
purpose. To continue with those sacrifi ces is to deny the 
gosp el. Please note that we are not accusing Mr. Meyers 
of denying the gosp el; inst ead, we are merely pointing 
out that because of the coming of Christ , the sacrifi cial 
syst em, of necessity, has been abrogated. But Romanism, 
with its emphasis not only on the ceremonial but also 
on the (purported) re-sacrifi ce of Christ  in the Eucha-
rist , essentially continues the sacrifi cial syst em which 
was overthrown by the Messiah.

Th e fact  that “sacrifi cial” language is employed to 
describe worship pract ices apart from the temple does 
not negate this reality, that the sacrifi cial, ceremonial 
law has been fulfi lled by Jesus. Even Mr. Meyers has 

to acknowledge the change in administ ration, when 
he writes, somewhat paradoxically, that synagogue 
worship was “sacrifi cial worship without the animal 
sacrifi ces.”

Th e fourth “deformation” about which he writes re-
garding the regulative principle of worship is that of 
a “New Test ament-only approach” which “invariably 
ends up advocating an overly inward, rationalist ic ap-
proach to worship.” In this sect ion, he argues that the 
classic passage in John  regarding Jesus’ counsel to 
the Samaritan woman at the well of the necessity of 
worshipping God in sp irit and truth, does not imply “a 
warning against  all ‘outward’ and ‘external’ liturgical 
worship” (Meyers, –).

In resp onse, it would appear that Mr. Meyers has 
again const ruct ed a st raw man. We know of no one 
within the Reformed community who believes that 
there is no physicality involved in worship performed 
by people who have bodies.

Past or Meyers concludes this chapter by quoting fa-
vorably A. A. Hodge’s commentary on the West minst er 
Confession of Faith. Mr. Meyers reject s what he calls 
“an unworkable, overly st rict  formulation” (“whatever is 
not commanded is forbidden”); however, he then turns 
around and says that “God has prescribed for us in His 
Word how we may worship Him acceptably.” But, if God 
has “prescribed” how He is to be worshipped, then what 
is this other than a command? And if we are to worship 
according to that prescription, then what other con-
clusion can be drawn but that all other worship, being 
non-commanded, is forbidden? 

Greenville Presbyterian Theological Seminary 

In March of , Greenville Presbyterian Th eological 
Seminary (GPTS) sp onsored a conference on worship. 
Resulting from that conference was a book, which fea-
tured the addresses, including a formal debate on ex-
clusive psalmody.

 . Mr. Meyers’ views can also be accessed at his congregation’s 
web site: www.prpc-st l.org/minist ries_preach.html.
 . Th e Worship of God: Reformed Concepts of Biblical Worship 
(Fearn, Tain, Ross-shore, Scotland: Christ ian Focus Publications, 
and Taylors, S.C.: Greenville Presbyterian Th eological Seminary, 
). Th ere have been other conferences friendly to a more faithful 
adherence to the regulative principle, such as the Growing Reformed 
Churches Conferences for  and . Some of this material may 
be in print in other forms, but the audio of the lect ures is available 
from the library and bookst ore at West minst er Th eological Seminary 
in California. Growing Reformed Churches (): Worship in Spirit & 
in Truth, West minst er Th eological Seminary, Escondido, California, 
February –, . Plenary sessions: . Worship and the Bible (Dr.



 Volume  ()

Th e Confessional Presbyterian Articles

In the Preface, Dr. Joseph A. Pipa, Jr., st ates that 
“there is nothing more perilous to our salvation than 
a dist orted and perverse worship of God. Th e primary 
rudiments by which we are wont to train those whom 
we wish to win as disciples to Christ , are these; viz., 
not to frame any new worship of God for themselves 
at random, and aft er their own pleasure, but to know 
that the only legitimate worship is that which He him-
self approved from the beginning” ()

Terry L. Johnson

Terry Johnson, writing on the regulative principle, 
st ated that “the regulative principle includes both ‘form’ 
and ‘heart,’ both ‘truth’ and ‘sp irit.’ Th e regulative prin-
ciple is concerned with: () Content and form, or truth; 
and, () Heart and motive, or sp irit” ().

Past or Johnson adopts the same paradigm as that of 
Dr. T. David Gordon, viz., of elements, forms, and cir-
cumst ances. He writes:

Th e Reformed tradition generally, and Th e West minst er 
Standards sp ecifi cally, dist inguish between elements 
(which are Scripturally determined and unchanging), 
forms (the contents of the elements, regarding which 
there is considerable freedom), and circumst ances, 
which are governed by broader considerations. For 
example, the element of prayer may be expressed 
through a written or extemporaneous form. Th e ele-
ment of preaching may be textual or topical in form. 
Th e element of Scripture reading may be expressed in 
various forms: a few verses or a chapter or more, from 
Genesis or Revelation, or from anywhere in between. In 

each case the form is the content and st ruct ure through 
which the element is expressed ().

In resp onse, let us note that it simply is not true that 
the West minst er divines posited “forms” as some third 
category. Although it is true that the Larger and Shorter 
Catechisms sp eak of “that form of prayer” taught by 
Christ  to His disciples (the Lord’s Prayer), it is surely 
signifi cant that the West minst er Assembly used the term 
“form” only in that very limited way to sp eak of the pat-
tern of prayer (WLC  says: “Th e whole word of God 
is of use to direct  us in the duty of prayer, but the sp ecial 
rule of direct ion is that form of prayer which our Sav-
iour Christ  taught his disciples, commonly called Th e 
Lord’s Prayer;” WLC  says: “Th e Lord’s prayer is not 
only for direct ion, as a pattern, according to which we 
are to make others prayers; but may also be used as a 
prayer….” [emphasis added]). Past or Johnson quotes T. 
David Gordon, that “form” as a category “appears to be 
less well-known” than the categories of “element” and 
“circumst ance.” Perhaps the reason why the term “form” 
is relatively unknown in the literature, is because it isn’t 
a separate category in the way that has been proposed. 
Furthermore, this paragraph demonst rates a confusion 
between an element of worship, and the particular in-
st ance of implementing that element. No one would 
maintain that, because the canonical books const itute 
the content for the reading of the Word, therefore the 
entire corpus of Scripture would have to be read every 
time the Word is read. And yet, that is the implication 
of the st atement that “forms” are “the contents of the 
elements.”

Further confusion is evident in his next paragraph, 
when he takes exception to the views of John Frame. Th e 
Savannah past or writes: “Are there any rest rict ions on 
forms? Indeed there are and must  be, lest  the integrity 
of the element be undermined. Forms are not limitless. 
Th e basic principle is this: A form must  be consist ent 
with the nature of the element. One may not ‘dance the 
sermon,’ primarily because a sermon by nature is sp o-
ken communication. Dance is not a form of preaching, 
but a new element, the argument of its proponents not-
withst anding” ().

Terry Johnson surely is correct  that dancing would 
be a new element of worship, but it is not because it 
is a “form” in the sense in which he is using the term. 
When he and Dr. Gordon use the term “form,” they are 
referring to the particular words (the content). When 
John Frame uses the term “form,” he is referring to the 
manner in which the element comes to expression, such 
as through the art of preaching, or the art of dancing. 

W. Robert Godfrey); . Worship: where and what to do (Dr. Leonard 
Payton); . Th e regulative principle of the church (Past or Samuel Wal-
dron). Worship in hist orical persp ect ive: . Th e elements of worship 
(Dr. W. Robert Godfrey); . Worship in the Old and New Test aments 
(Dr. Iain Duguid); . Transcendence and reverence in worship (Pas-
tor Ken Jones); . Emotion vs. Emotionalism in worship (Past or Earl 
Blackburn); . Worship in American Presbyterianism (Past or Jim Gar-
retson). Worship in theological persp ect ive: . Centrality of the word 
in worship (Past or Samuel Waldron); . Musical inst ruments in wor-
ship (Dr. Leonard Payton); . Confession and absolution in worship 
(Dr. Kim Riddlebarger); . Th e text of hymns (Past or Chris Beamer); 
. High church vs. low church (Dr. Hywel Jones). Worship in past oral 
persp ect ive: . Seeker sensitive worship (Dr. Michael Horton); . Sing-
ing psalms and hymns (Past or Lee Irons); . Sacraments in worship 
(Dr. R. Scott Clark); . Children in worship (Past or Ron Scheuers); . 
Th e hymn controversy (Dr. Darryl Hart). Growing Reformed Churches 
(): Spiritual Worship, A Reformed Persp ect ive on Worship; Re-
discovering the Drama of God-Centered Worship, Bethel United Re-
formed Church, Jenison, Indiana, November –, . Speakers: 
Dr. W. Robert Godfrey, Dr. Michael Horton, and Rev. Terry Johnson.
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Past or Johnson has fallen vict im to confusion because of 
the two diff erent ways in which the term “form” is used 
in contemporary parlance with resp ect  to worship.

In the penultimate paragraph of his chapter, he 
writes:

It should be clear by this point that the real battleground 
today is not over elements but forms. Only a small mi-
nority of Reformed churches believe that dance and 
drama are legitimate elements of worship, and an even 
smaller minority will ever implement their use. Even 
the newest  of New School theologians continue to af-
fi rm the regulative principle. Th e real debate is whether 
contemporary forms are adequate for the expression of 
the Reformed faith. Can contemporary buckets carry 
Calvinist ic water? Can an informal, casual setting and 
tone, pop/rock music, minimal prayer and Bible read-
ings, and needs based topical preaching produce a new 
generation of Puritans, Huguenots, and Covenanters—
that is, brave, uncompromising souls who will shape 
civilizations? Th ose churches that abandon traditional 
forms for contemporary alternatives are unlikely to ex-
perience that depth of sanct ifying grace, since it is in 
our Sunday public services that Reformed convict ions 
receive their widest  dissemination…. Only the hist ori-
cally Reformed worship can do the job. Only Presbyte-
rian buckets can carry Presbyterian water (f).

We certainly agree that “only Presbyterian buckets 
can carry Presbyterian water.” However, note once again 
that he has confused the notion of content (which he 
has said is what “forms” are all about) with that of the 
manner in which that content is expressed. Th at con-
fusion weakens his critique, and undermines what he 
and most  others at the Greenville Seminary conference 
are willing to tolerate or even promote, viz., the singing 
of uninsp ired hymns (since the “form,” defi ned as the 
content of an element, is, according to these church-
men, fl exible). 

To summarize our critique, the way that both John-
son and Gordon, on the one hand, and Frame, on the 
other hand, use the term “form” is unknown in his-
toric Reformed theology. Both camps have picked up 
on this term and packed it with their own meaning for 
their own polemical purposes, and in so doing both 
miss the mark.

Morton H. Smith

Th e fi rst  Stated Clerk of the Presbyterian Church in 
America (PCA), Dr. Morton H. Smith helped found two 

seminaries: Reformed Th eological Seminary in Jack-
son, Mississippi, and Greenville Presbyterian Th eo-
logical Seminary. In a signifi cant chapter, this Virginia 
native details “Th e Hist ory of Worship in Presbyterian 
Churches” (–).

Dr. Smith notes that “the American Presbyterian 
church moved away from its hist orical positions on in-
st rumental music, as well as choirs without the benefi t 
of careful, theological scrutiny” (). Other deviations 
from hist oric pract ice which he mentions include the 
increasing observance of religious holy days.

In the s, worship services in the Southern Pres-
byterian Church (PCUS) became bizarre. Dr. Smith 
quotes at length from Dr. G. Aiken Taylor, then Edi-
tor of the Presbyterian Journal, in his st aunch opposi-
tion to the experimental worship that was carried on 
at Montreat, North Carolina, under denominational 
ausp ices.

However, even though these bizarre worship prac-
tices (coupled with an open denial of the gosp el) com-
pelled ecclesiast ical separation (leading to the formation 
of the PCA in ), some of the same deviant prac-
tices have been witnessed in the “separated” Presby-
terian denominations. Dr. Smith writes that because 
of “a reframing of Presbyterian principles, the PCA is 
marked by a looseness of principle and st rikingly broad 
diversity of pract ice in public worship. He then quotes 
another Dr. Smith, who “has observed that ‘in prac-
tice, the PCA is not committed to uniformity in public 
worship’” ().

In his conclusion, Morton Smith off ers the follow-
ing observation:

Perhaps the most  serious challenges to the regula-
tive principle of worship are those being put forward 
within conservative Presbyterian circles today. Th ose 
who hold to the hist oric position regarding the regu-
lative principle of worship ought to accept the chal-
lenge and carefully re-examine the Biblical teaching 
on this subject  to determine whether the hist oric in-
terpretation is the true view. If, on the one hand, the 
hist oric interpretation cannot be defended from Scrip-
ture, then we should advocate adjust ments to the Stan-
dards to make them more Biblical. If, on the other 
hand, the hist oric interpretation is the proper Biblical 
position, then it is incumbent upon us to answer the 
challenges and to insist  that the Church return to her 
Standards (f).

 . Th e reference is to Frank J. Smith, Th e Hist ory of the Presbyte-
rian Church in America, .
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Joseph A. Pipa, Jr.

A PCA minist er, and the President of Greenville Sem-
inary, Joseph A. Pipa, Jr., wrote a lengthy chapter on 
“Reformed Liturgy” (–). Th e author attempts 
in this chapter to defend the notion of using formal 
liturgy for churches committed to the regulative prin-
ciple of worship.

To do so, President Pipa employs the same nomen-
clature as have David Gordon and Terry Johnson, viz., 
that of three categories of “elements,” “forms,” and 
“circumst ances.” However, he expands the defi nition 
somewhat: “Forms consist  of the precise content of an 
element, the liturgical st ruct ure of the elements, and the 
post ures used in the act s of worship (e.g., which song 
or Psalm to be sung, whether to use common prayer or 
free prayer, how to st ruct ure our worship, and which 
post ures to adopt)” ().

Cliff  Blair

Cliff  Blair, past or of an Orthodox Presbyterian con-
gregation in Charlotte, North Carolina, off ered a piece 
in opposition to the use of choirs in public worship. 
Th e author connect s the appeal to Levitical choirs as 
necessarily “partaking of a sacerdotal theology that is 
completely at odds with the priest hood of all believers 
taught in the New Test ament.” He adds: “Church hist ory 
has shown that choirs have been advanced at just  those 
times when sacerdotal theology was waxing (in the me-
dieval period and in connect ion with the Anglo Catho-
lic movement of the nineteenth century).” He concludes 
that “no place remains for choirs in worship indepen-
dent of God’s people united in Christ ” ().

Peter J. Leithart

Presbyterian Church in America minist er Peter J. Lei-
thart is a senior fellow of theology and literature at 
New St. Andrews College, Moscow, Idaho. He has long 
been an advocate of paedo-communion, and has long 

imbibed of the exegetical fancies that have charact er-
ized the writings of James Jordan. In , Dr. Leithart 
wrote From Silence to Song: Th e Davidic Liturgical Revo-
lution, a book which continues in the same vein.

Th e author sp ecifi cally reject s the Reformed regula-
tive principle of worship. “In the hands of at least  some 
writers,” he writes, “the regulative principle is, in prac-
tice, hermeneutically wooden and theologically Mar-
cionite. It is wooden because an explicit ‘command’ is 
required for every act  of worship, and it is Marcionite 
because it ignores the abundant Old Test ament liturgi-
cal inst ruct ion in favor of exegeting a few passages of 
the New.” In a footnote, he explains: “Marcion was the 
early church heretic who believed that the god of the 
New Test ament was a diff erent deity from the god of 
the Old. I am using ‘Marcionite’ in this context to de-
scribe a syst em of theology (in this case, liturgical the-
ology) that sharply separates between the Old and the 
New” (Leithart, –). 

Dr. Leithart summarizes his thesis this way:

Refuting the Marcionite assumption must  be left  for 
another time, but the woodenness of “regulativism” is 
direct ly addressed by the passages st udied in this book. 
As I will argue below, David’s reorganization of worship 
at the tabernacle in Jerusalem was based on Mosaic cer-
emonial law, yet it was an expansive and creative appli-
cation of the law, without ceasing to be an application. 
David’s liturgical revolution thus provides a canonical 
illust ration of how the law was applied to liturgical mat-
ters. By examining these portions of Scripture, further-
more, we can see that the church’s “sacrifi ce of praise” 
grew out of an application of Levitical law. By showing 
the subtlety of the law’s relation to Davidic worship, this 
st udy off ers some hints about the scriptural regulation 
of worship in general and shows the relevance of Le-
vitical liturgics to Christ ian worship ().

According to Dr. Leithart, David’s approach, inst ead 
of a “regulation-by-explicit-command,” was “regula-
tion-by-analogy.” Applying this principle would lead 
the church today to place both candles and a tablecloth 
on the communion table (desp ite the absence of any 
such command), since such adornments “are consist ent 
with the analogy—the scriptural analogy—between the 
Lord’s Supper and a wedding feast ” (–).

However, as Presbyterians (such as seventeenth cen-
tury theologian George Gillesp ie) have noted, the types 
of worship pract ices being urged by Dr. Leithart do go 
beyond Scriptural teaching, and act ually impugn the 
integrity of the Bible by suggest ing that the Word of 

 . “Th e Few on behalf of the Many: An Examination of Choirs in 
the Light of Scripture, Church Hist ory, and Pract ical Th eology,” ibid., 
–. Other chapters in the volume include W. Robert Godfrey, 
“Th e Psalms and Contemporary Worship” (–); Brian Schw-
ertley, “Th e Biblical Case for Exclusive Psalmody” (–); and 
Benjamin Shaw, “Th e Biblical Case for Hymnody” (–). Th e 
volume also contains Dr. Godfrey’s “Calvin and the Worship of God” 
(–), which is a version of the piece already noted in this article 
as well as in Part One. 
 . Peter J. Leithart, From Silence to Song: Th e Davidic Liturgical 
Revolution (Moscow, Idaho: Canon Press, ).
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God is not suffi  cient for our worship. Furthermore, 
there really is no st opping point once such a scheme is 
put into pract ice; and there are no adequate safeguards 
to prevent the kinds of abuses to which a Romanizing 
tendency has subject ed the church.

RPCNA

In , the Synod of the Reformed Presbyterian 
Church of North America (RPCNA) approved a st udy 
on worship which had been previously commissioned 
in resp onse to queries from one of that denomination’s 
minist ers who was quest ioning the hist oric st ance of his 
church. Th e report concluded that the regulative prin-
ciple of worship, taught in the West minst er Standards 
and in the RPCNA Test imony, “is an essential part of 
Scripture’s doct rine of worship;” and adduced many 
of the st andard arguments in favor: “the need to pre-
serve the purity of the gosp el, God’s holiness and man’s 
creatureliness, the second commandment, the need to 
guard the liberty of conscience of the Christ ian wor-
shiper together with the limited delegated authority of 
the Church on earth, and the unity of the Church ex-
pressed in her worship.”

What makes this st udy somewhat unique is that it 
grounds the principle in a Biblical-theological under-
st anding of the covenant.

Th e fundamental issue concerning the public worship 
of God, then, is the nature of the assembly of the saints 
before God, for what reason it comes together, and what 
is required of it. Th e assembled congregation of the New 
Test ament Church, like the assembled congregation of 
Israel, is God’s people met together in His presence at 
an appointed time to review and renew their part in 
God’s covenant with them, and to celebrate His gra-
cious benefi ts toward them. In its worship the assem-
bly of the saints expresses its faith and its loyalty to the 
God of the Covenant (–).

Th e st udy employs Jordanesque language—that of 
“covenant renewal”—in order to paint the background 
for the regulative principle. Regarding the New Cov-
enant assembly, the committee wrote:

Weekly the saints rehearse and confi rm their covenant 
commitment to be the Lord’s. Th e hist oric public wor-
ship of the Church in its solemn assemblies moves gen-
erally through the parts of a covenant ceremony. Th e 
parties to the covenant know themselves and each other 
to be called by God to meet and worship Him. At their 

baptism, the saints remember how the covenant was 
est ablished between them and God through Christ . 
Th ey review the requirements of the covenant, they 
are reminded that blessings and curses are attached to 
the covenant, and they reaffi  rm their part in the cov-
enant by a pledge. Th e Lord’s Supper is a covenant re-
minder: “Th is cup is the new covenant in my blood” 
( Cor. :).

Th ere is a corresp ondence between the elements of 
worship as defi ned by West minst er and the parts of a 
covenant ceremony. For example, the parties to the cov-
enant communicate in the reading of Scripture and in 
prayer. Th e saints are reminded of God’s past  dealings 
with them in hearing the Bible read and explained. In 
particular, God’s people are reminded how Christ  by 
His death redeemed them from death and gave them 
life. Th rough the reading of the law and in the preach-
ing of the Word, the saints are exhorted to live loyally 
to God. In singing psalms, the Church praises its God 
and inst ruct s itself at the same time. In the Lord’s Sup-
per, the Church has a memorial sign of Christ ’s salva-
tion, the experience of its present communion with God 
in Christ , and a reminder that it awaits the return of 
its King. Th e benedict ion expresses the blessings of the 
covenant, while the warnings against  unbelief (Heb. :
) and the exercise of church discipline in its gather-
ings remind the Church of the curses attached (see  
Cor. :–; :).

Th e authors gave a “Summary of a Biblical Th eology 
of Worship,” as follows:

God commanded His people under both the Old Cov-
enant and the New Covenant to assemble before Him. 
Th ere is some discontinuity in the nature of these as-
semblies, since Christ  has now fulfi lled the shadows of 
the earthly temple, the sacrifi ces, and the priest hood. 
Th ere is also continuity in these assemblies because they 
are times for pledging loyalty to the God of the cove-
nants and for being equipped by Him to persevere in 
the terms of the covenant. Th ere is likewise continuity 
in the provision of sacrifi ce to atone for the sins of the 
worshipers; but whether before or aft er Christ ’s coming, 
true effi  cacy of sacrifi ce is found only in Christ ’s blood. 
Continuity can be found also in the covenant renewal 
of the assembly’s worship in which Scripture is read 
and explained, prayers off ered, psalms sung, and the 

 . Committee on the Study of the Doct rine of Worship, Th e Wor-
ship of the Church: A Reformed Th eology of Worship (Pittsburgh, Pa.: 
Crown and Covenant, ) –.
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covenant signs observed. Th e West minst er st andards’ 
underst anding of the public worship of the Church as 
being fundamentally covenantal is correct  ().

John W. Keddie

In , this Scottish accountant and hist orian turned 
gosp el minist er penned a booklet advocating exclusive 
psalmody. Nine years later, the second edition appeared 
in print.

As might be anticipated in such a work, there is 
appeal to the regulative principle of worship. Chap-
ter  (pp. –), “Th e Regulative Principle,” begins 
this way: “All Christ ian churches are regulated in one 
way or another. It might be expect ed that all churches 
would at least  claim to be regulated by the Scriptures. 
In many inst ances, however, churches have devi-
ated from the Scriptures as their rule of doct rine and 
pract ice.” Past or Keddie notes that the higher critical 
movement had a deleterious eff ect  upon the authority 
of Scripture, including its regulative nature. He writes: 
“A church’s regulative principle in Christ ian faith and 
life by and large will be determined by a combination 
of the following fact ors: (a) the perceived authority of 
the Bible; (b) the acceptance of the suffi  ciency of Scrip-
ture; and (c) the application of a sound biblical method 
of interpretation.” 

He points out the defi ciencies of the Lutheran/
Anglican approach to worship as a “broad principle”: 
“Th is do-what-is-not-forbidden approach really st ates 
that what the church says, either as a denomination, or 
for that matter as a local congregation, goes. It is hard 
to see how this does not amount to the imposition of 
commandments of men (see Matt. :, ; Mark :–; 
Col. :–).” Among the passages adduced in sup-
port of the principle (“To go beyond the revealed will 
of God was found to be perilous”), besides the cust om-
ary ones, are Ezekiel :–; Malachi :–; and Rev-
elation –. 

Th is Scotsman addresses two points raised by sup-
porters of non-canonical songs “that are felt to qualify 
the more rigorous application of the regulative prin-
ciple.” Th e fi rst  of these, the analogy with prayer and 
preaching, he answers by noting not only that each of 

the elements is dist inct  from all others, but also that 
there is a diff erence between those elements which are 
“free” and those which are “fi xed” in their content. Th e 
second object ion is that of the alleged demands of the 
expansion of revelation. He answers this object ion by ar-
guing that it is “presumptuous to imply” from the giving 
of the Spirit at Pentecost  “that there is thus a competence 
given to the Church to add non-canonical materials 
for congregational song. Th ere was new revelation, of 
course, inscripturated in the New Test ament, though, 
signifi cantly, no separate manual of praise.”

Warren Peel

Writing in  in the Reformed Th eological Journal, 
published by Reformed Th eological College (the inst i-
tution of the Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland), 
Warren Peel took aim at the views of John Frame. Pas-
tor Peel adopts the same approach as that of Michael 
Bushell with regard to the blurring of sharp dist inc-
tion between elements and circumst ances of worship. 
Nevertheless, the Irish minist er also correct ly critiques 
Frame’s position, particularly his lack of clarity as to 
how the Bible applies diff erently between sp ecifi c wor-
ship and life in general. Towards the end of the article, 
Past or Peel writes:

NT worship then, is both sp ecial and to be sp ecially 
regulated, just  as it was in the OT. It might be ob-
ject ed, however, that the NT does not give regulations 
for worship in the manner that God gave them to Mo-
ses in the OT. A number of points can be made in re-
sp onses to this:

(i) Th e second Commandment clearly and permanently 
forbids the worshipping of God in any way apart from 
divine prescription. Th is Commandment is as much in 
force in the NT as it was in the OT.

(ii) We must  interpret Scripture by deducing good and 
necessary consequence as well as from explicit com-
mands (WCF I.). Whatever is rightly implied from 
Scripture’s st atements is itself true and equally the word 
of God. Frame himself accepts this principle (‘I am not 
enough to deny that normative content can be derived 
that way. Indeed this is the way all theology proceeds.’) 
So the fact  that regulations for worship are not as ex-
plicit in the NT as in the OT in itself proves nothing. 
‘Consist ent apost olic example can be as binding as the 
words sp oken to Moses by angels.’

 . John W. Keddie, Sing the Lord’s Song: Biblical Psalms in Worship 
(Th e Knox Press, ; nd edition Pittsburgh, Pa.: Crown & Covenant 
Publications, ). John Keddie wrote previously on the regulative 
principle in . John W. Keddie, “Whatsoever I have Commanded 
You,” Th e Gosp el Magazine (November–December ) –.
 . Warren Peel, “Framing the Regulative Principle,” Reformed 
Th eological Journal Vol.  (November ) –.
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(iii) Deuteronomy :, far from being revoked, is in 
eff ect  reiterated by Jesus in Matthew .–. Paul 
sp eaks st rongly against  ‘self-imposed worship’ in Co-
lossians .—a term that makes no sense unless there 
is such a thing as ‘God-imposed worship’ identifi able 
in Scripture.

(iv) We should expect  that there would be much less 
about regulations for worship in the NT, not because 
God wants us to invent elements ourselves, but because 
the reality, Christ , and the outpouring of the Spirit have 
come, the shadows are over and worship now consist s 
more of the inward and less of the outward.

(v) Th ere is nonetheless quite an amount of clear precept 
and example in the NT—for the reading and preaching 
of the word, for prayer, for singing God’s praise, and for 
the sacraments.

(vi) We might note also John .. Th is text is oft en 
used to prove a relaxing of the regulative principle in 
the NT, but the major change anticipated here by Jesus 
is geographical. He is teaching that a time is coming 
when the issue of location will irrelevant. D.A. Carson 
says, ‘Implicitly, this announces the obsolescence of the 
temple. Worship will be as geographically extensive as 
the Spirit, as God himself who is sp irit.’ Th is does not 
mean a laxer attitude on God’s part to how his worship 
is to be conduct ed. Quite the reverse is implied by the 
phrase ‘in truth.’

Larry Sibley 

A lect urer in pract ical theology at West minst er Th eo-
logical Seminary (Philadelphia), Larry Sibley has writ-
ten a brief book that approaches the subject  of worship 
via induct ive st udy of various Bible passages. However, 
there is no presentation of the regulative principle, or 
any interact ion with any of the classical passages that 
support this doct rine. Th is, of course, fi ts well with the 
contemporary attitude oft en manifest  at West minst er 
Seminary with regard to the regulative principle.

Malcolm H. Watts &
David Silversides

In a  work, Malcolm H. Watts, past or of Emmanuel 
Church in Salisbury, England, resp onded to Iain Mur-
ray’s Th e Psalter—Th e Only Hymnal? In making the 
case for exclusive psalmody, Past or Watts alludes to the 
regulative principle (“God is only to be worshipped in 

the ways prescribed in Scripture”), and the suffi  ciency 
of Scripture. 

Th is booklet was preceded by a  work, co-au-
thored with David Silversides (a Reformed Presbyte-
rian minist er in Loughbrickland, Northern Ireland), 
Th e Worship of God. Th is booklet consist s of three pa-
pers that were read at the Salisbury Conference in Oc-
tober .

In “Th e Importance of Purity of Worship,” Past or 
Watts st ates: “A st udy of the vocabulary of worship 
(‘a bowing down’ and ‘service’) will enable us to dis-
cover its true nature. It is an approach to almighty God, 

 . Ibid., . Th e quotation at the end of point (ii) is from Chris-
topher Bennett, “Worship Among the Purtians—Th e Regulative 
Principle,” in Spiritual Worship (Th e  West minst er Conference 
Papers) .
 . Larry Sibley, Worship: Discovering What Scripture Says (Colo-
rado Springs, Colo.: Shaw Books, ).
 . Other reviews critical of this work by Murray were: Rev. H. M. 
Cartwright, “Psalms or Hymns in Public Worship,” Th e Free Pres-
byterian Magazine (March ); Rpt. in Th e Blue Banner, . 
(January–March, ) –; Roy Mohon, “Iain H. Murray Th e 
Psalter – the Only Hymnal? A Review and Resp onse” (© ) http:
//www.truthzone.co.uk/WHCpsalmsIHM.htm; John W. Keddie, “A 
Review of the Pamphlet Th e Psalter – Th e Only Hymnal? by Iain 
H Murray, Banner of Truth Trust ” (circa Oct ober , ) http:/
/www.reformed.com/pub/psalter.htm; Matthew Winzer, “Singing Th e 
Lord’s Song In A Strange Land. A Review of Iain Murray’s Th e Psalter, 
Th e Only Hymnal?” (Credo Quarterly, March )). Murray briefl y 
covers the controversy over the introduct ion of hymns in Horatius 
Bonar’s church in the late th century in his well received work, A 
Scottish Christ ian Heritage (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, ), but 
other than a footnoted reference to the work above he does not cover 
the arguments pro or contra. He does note the rough handling some 
gave Bonar who wrote against  his “ardent attempts to prove that the 
Reformers of Scotland used human hymns in the public worship of 
God,” to use the words of David Hay Fleming, who, while he wrote 
a defi nitive reply to Bonar, is not mentioned by Murray (David Hay 
Fleming, “Th e Hymnology of the Reformation,” Original Secession 
Magazine (January-June and September ; Rpt, in An Anthol-
ogy of Presbyterian & Reformed Literature volume  [Dallas, Tex.: 
Naphtali Press, ] ). Also in this later work, in a chapter on 
John Knox, there is a brief reference to the regulative principle in an 
attempt to demonst rate that Knox was a fresh innovator in circum-
st antial matters of worship and church order, citing the examples of 
frequency of the Lord’s Supper, the offi  ces of Superintendent and 
Reader and weekly exercises, where those not ordained might ex-
hort to the edifi cation of the church (-). According to Murray, 
Knox “did not believe that what was later to be called the ‘regulative 
principle of Scripture’ has so determined everything in the church 
that we have one permanent blueprint that covers everything,” and 
in the areas noted legitimately adapted “plans and organization to 
the circumst ances of the hour” (). 
 . Malcolm H. Watts, God’s Hymnbook for the Christ ian Church: 
A Resp onse to Iain Murray’s Th e Psalter—Th e Only Hymnal? (N.p.: 
Th e James Begg Society, ) .
 . Malcolm H. Watts and David Silversides, Th e Worship of God 
(Edinburgh: Marpet Press, ).
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acknowledging his transcendent excellence and our utter 
unworthiness, in order to give him the honour and devo-
tion he so obviously deserves (Heb. :–;  Pet :; 
Rev :,)” (). Writing of the Standard of Pure Wor-
ship, the Salisbury minist er quotes from John Calvin’s 
 tract , ‘Th e Necessity of Reforming the Church’: 
“God disapproves of all modes of worship not expressly 
sanct ioned by His Word;” and goes on to note that “the 
Calvinist ic Reformers and the English Puritans … held 
that the Church was entirely bound by the Word of God 
in matters pertaining to worship and so was rest rict ed 
either to what was enjoined by insp ired inst itution or 
to what was sanct ioned by approved scriptural exam-
ple” (). He argues for this view from the st andard 
texts and considerations, but also adduces Hebrews :
,: “It is unthinkable to believe that Christ  was some-
how less profi cient or that his direct ions failed to cover 
all asp ect s of worship. We must  surely conclude from 
the apost le’s st atement that, like Moses before him, 
Christ  has delivered the whole will of God concerning 
the whole of the Church’s worship, thus supplying us 
with detailed and precise teaching on every single or-
dinance” (). Malcolm Watts answers the contention 
that the attention to detail in worship was confi ned to 
the Old Test ament: “God never repealed his law con-
cerning worship. If Christ ians possess a greater liberty, 
it is not that the st andard has been changed: it is rather 
that there is now welcome freedom from the multiplic-
ity of minute regulations and cumbersome rituals (Gal 
:,; :)” ().

Seven reasons are given as to why pure worship is 
important: “it involves the divine glory;” “the Church, 
as a society, belongs to the Lord;” “divinely inst ituted 
ordinances excel in beauty and glory;” “as appointed by 
God, it is evidently acceptable and pleasing to him;” “it 
is Satan’s great aim to deny God his honour by corrupt-
ing the biblical ordinances;” “it is an eff ect ive means to 
make God known to the world;” “only what God has ap-
pointed can be a means of grace to his people” (ff ).

David Silversides gives a persp ect ive on “Th e 
West minst er Direct ory of Public Worship.” Th e work 
of the West minst er Assembly, according to participants 
Samuel Rutherford and George Gillesp ie, in revising 
the Psalter, was in order to provide uniformity in Scot-
land and England, and eventually Ireland. Past or Sil-
versides avers:

Th ere is an awesome scriptural chast eness in the Direc-
tory for Public Worship. Th e compilers st uck close to 

Scripture and to the ordinances of Scripture because 
they knew that it was through these ordinances that 
God is glorifi ed and the people of God are edifi ed. Our 
emotion in resp onse to the truth in these ordinances 
is that godly emotion of which Scripture sp eaks in so 
many places (, ).

With resp ect  to uniformity of worship, the Irish min-
ist er writes: “Can we really say, in our contemporary 
evangelical churches, the immense variety in worship 
is a wonderfully rich diversity? A better way of describ-
ing it would be a deplorable shambles. It is indicative of 
our failure even to attempt to bring our worship under 
the authority of God’s written Word” ().

In dealing with the regulative principle of worship 
as such, David Silversides observes: “Th e parts or ele-
ments of worship are given in the Confession of Faith: 
the Direct ory seeks to apply this teaching and set it in 
the proper context. Each individual part receives sepa-
rate attention. Th ey do not assume that what is true of 
one part must  therefore be true of others.” He dist in-
guishes between “the public worship of God and the 
living of life to his glory;” and he also appeals to “the 
limited nature of church authority” as requiring the 
regulative principle. He argues that according to the 
West minst er Direct ory, “biblical warrant is either un-
abrogated Old Test ament warrant or est ablished New 
Test ament warrant” (ff ).

Having laid out the principal of worship as enun-
ciated in the West minst er Direct ory, this churchman 
from Ulst er answers the quest ion, “How Should Our 
Churches Worship Today” (–)? He deals partic-
ularly with the issue of musical inst rumentation (op-
posing it), and the content of worship song (endorsing 
exclusive psalmody). In addressing the matter of utiliz-
ing various “gift s” or talents in worship, he writes: “Th e 
West minst er Assembly along with the Scottish Church 
used poetic gift s to provide us with a good and accu-
rate rendering of the Psalms. Th is was a legitimate use 
of poetic gift . Isaac Watts did not use his poetic gift  cor-
rect ly when he tried to replace the Biblical Psalter with 
his own compositions” ().

Brian M. Schwertley

Trained at the Th eological Seminary of the Reformed 
Episcopal Church in Philadelphia, the Rev. Brian M. 
Schwertley has long reject ed the Anglican (and other 
non-Reformed) approaches to worship, and has long 
embraced a Presbyterian underst anding. His book, Sola 
Scriptura and Th e Regulative Principle of Worship, lays 

 . Brian M. Schwertley, Sola Scriptura and Th e Regulative Principle 
of Worship (Southfi eld, Mich.: Reformed Witness, n.d.).
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out the traditional Calvinist ic persp ect ive on the regu-
lative principle. 

As implied by the book’s title, Past or Schwertley sees 
the doct rine of sola Scriptura as being foundational for 
the regulative principle, and the latter as being a nec-
essary corollary to the former. Asp ect s of the doct rine 
of “only the Scriptures” include the Authority of Scrip-
ture, the Suffi  ciency and Perfect ion of Scripture, and 
the Completeness and Finality of Scripture. (Schwert-
ley, Sola Scriptura, –).

Aft er noting the Jewish and Romanist  reject ion of 
sola Scriptura, the author takes on “Protest ant Incon-
sist encies.” Th ese include the views of Episcopalianism, 
Lutheranism, Evangelicalism, and Reformed Declen-
sion (–; –).

Regarding “Reformed Declension,” Past or Schwert-
ley writes that “conservatives” in purportedly conser-
vative Reformed denominations attempt to st em the 
tide of “contemporary” worship by arguing that wor-
ship must  be “dignifi ed, majest ic, and reverent.” How-
ever, in his eyes, one must  cure not only the symptoms, 
but the root causes, of the present decline in Reformed 
worship: “As long as Reformed denominations reject  or 
redefi ne the regulative principle, rendering it virtually 
useless, all eff orts at serious reformation in worship will 
be seriously defeated. Without a st rict  interpretation of 
the regulative principle, the debate over worship shift s 
from an exegetical discussion of what is warranted by 
Scripture to primarily a debate over human preferences” 
(Sola Scriptura, ).

Th e next sect ion of the book deals with seven con-
temporary object ions to the regulative principle, viz., 
Th e “False Underst anding of Ethics and Adiaphora” 
Argument, Th e “All of Life Is Worship” Argument, the 
“Regulative Principle Only Applies to the Temple” Ar-
gument, Th e “Circumst ances of Worship” Argument, 
Th e “Jesus Accepted and Participated in Human Tra-
ditions” Argument, Th e “Feast  of Purim” Argument, 
and Th e “Misrepresentation of the Regulative Princi-
ple” Argument.

With regard to the fi rst  argument in opposition, 
the author contends: “If opponents of the regulative 
principle want to use Deuteronomy : as a proof text 
against  the Reformed underst anding of a st rict ly regu-
lated worship, they need to demonst rate that worship 
ordinances belong to the sp here of life that is adiaphora. 
Are the parts or elements of worship that are delineated 
in Scripture in the same category as riding a bike, or 
wearing blue pants inst ead of grey pants, or planting 
beefst eak tomatoes inst ead of early girl tomatoes? Th e 
answer is: obviously not” ().

Regarding the second object ion, the author st ates 
that “the idea that all of life is worship and therefore no 
dist inct ion exist s between public worship and act ivities 
like mowing the lawn is absurd.” He argues against  this 
proposition on several bases: () the fact  that Scrip-
ture is fi lled with inst ances of congregational meetings 
for worship; () that “Christ  the king and head of the 
church has appointed public offi  cers with sp ecial pub-
lic funct ions that require a sp ecial public use;” () that 
“when the apost le Paul discusses the conduct  of believ-
ers during public worship, he sets forth regulations that 
presuppose a sharp dist inct ion between public worship 
and all of life” (such as prohibitions on women sp eaking 
in church services); () “the term for church (ekklesia) 
oft en denotes a society of professing Christ ians who 
const itute a local church that meets together for public 
worship in a particular location;” () “the Bible teaches 
that there is a sp ecial presence of God in public wor-
ship” (–).

In opposition to the notion that the regulative prin-
ciple applies only to the temple, Past or Schwertley ad-
vances several counter-arguments. First , the classic text 
of Deuteronomy :, even though given in a context 
of dealing primarily with the tabernacle, applies (at least  
by inference) “to worship pract ices throughout the land 
of Israel.” Secondly, passages (such as Deuteronomy :) 
that are virtually identical to this verse “apply not only to 
the tabernacle/temple but to all of life.” And with regard 
to the regulation of life, worship is a “prescribed mat-
ter of law” and does not belong to a class of adiaphora. 
Th irdly, one must  not ignore the fact  that the tabernacle/
temple worship included not only ceremonial worship, 
but also non-ceremonial ordinances. “Th erefore, it is 
overtly simplist ic and exegetically unsound to argue that 
the regulative principle was annulled with the ceremo-
nial order. If the regulative principle applied to the tem-
ple worship, then it also regulated the non-ceremonial 
worship that occurred there.” Fourthly, numerous pas-
sages (such as Matthew :–; Colossians :–; and 
John :–) “apply the regulative principle outside the 
sp here of tabernacle/temple worship.” In dealing with 

 . See also Brian M. Schwertley, Th e Regulative Principle of Worship 
and Christ mas (Haslett, Mich.: Covenanted Reformation Press, ), 
in which many of the arguments regarding the regulative principle 
are repeated and applied with resp ect  to religious holy days. Other 
articles on worship published online by Brian Schwertley include: Are 
Liturgies Authorized by Scripture? Paedocommunion: A Biblical Exami-
nation; Are Pict ures of Christ  Unbiblical? A Brief Critique of Steven M. 
Schlissel’s Articles Against  the Regulative Principle of Worship; Musical 
Inst ruments in the Public Worship of God; Exclusive Psalmody: A Bib-
lical Defense; Th e Teaching of Jesus on Worship; and Head Coverings 
in Public Worship.
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the Matthew text (and its parallel in Mark ), the au-
thor argues that the attempts to reject  the application 
of those passages to worship are the same ones which 
Romanist s have used in their reject ion of the Reformed 
Protest ant position (–).

With regard to the fourth argument used to oppose 
the regulative principle, Past or Schwertley excoriates 
contemporary Presbyterians for their “clever side-st ep-
ping or back-door evasion of the regulative principle.” 
He writes that the attempt “to broaden the defi nition 
of the circumst ances of worship, or to blur the dist inc-
tion between worship elements and circumst ances, or 
to merge dist inct  elements into broad categories, is 
unscriptural and anti-Confessional. One must  never 
treat the elements of worship as abst ract ions that can 
be molded to fi t one’s own preconceptions of what is 
permissible in worship. Th e proper biblical interpre-
tive procedure lets the Bible tell us what the dist inct  
elements of worship are and lets Scripture delineate 
the rules for each element. Although it is true that the 
elements of singing praise, preaching or teaching and 
prayer can have certain asp ect s in common … the idea 
that these dist inct  elements can be collapsed into one 
category (e.g., teaching) or that the sp ecifi c rules given 
by Scripture for one element can be applied to the other 
parts of worship completely breaks down when one ex-
amines the sp ecifi c rules and context that the Bible gives 
to each separate ordinance” (–).

With regard to the allegation that Jesus accepted and 
participated in human traditions, Past or Schwertley ad-
dresses several arguments. One of them is that of Jesus’ 
use of wine at the Passover meal.

Is the use of wine a violation of the regulative principle? 
No, for the Passover was a meal, and the drinking of a 
beverage is an ordinary, necessary circumst ance of eat-
ing (esp ecially if one is eating roast ed lamb, unyeast ed 
bread and bitter herbs). During the feast  of unleavened 
bread the Israelites were commanded to eat unleavened 
bread for seven days (Ex. :ff ). Yet nothing is men-
tioned whatsoever of any beverages to be drunk. Obvi-
ously God was not requiring the Jews to die of thirst  in 
the hot Egyptian climate. Th e fact  that Christ  and the 
disciples drank wine with (or aft er) their meal was not 
signifi cant at all until Jesus made it a gosp el ordinance 
in the Lord’s supper.

Th e author also argues that the suggest ion that Jesus 
reject ed the regulative principle is based on sp eculation 
and arguments from silence; and that one should not 
reject  the analogy of Scripture, nor should he violate 

the basic hermeneutical principle that obscure passages 
should be interpreted in light of clear passages, not vice 
versa (–).

Regarding the sixth object ion, viz., the feast  of Purim, 
Mr. Schwertley argues that its observance came about 
not because of a private determination, but “because of 
a unique hist orical event in Israel’s salvation hist ory” 
and because it was “decreed by the civil magist rate (the 
prime minist er, Mordecai, and the queen, Est her). Reli-
gious leaders had nothing to do with it. Moreover, “the 
notion that Purim proves that men are permitted to 
make up holy days whenever they desire cannot be true, 
for if it were, Scripture would contain a blatant con-
tradict ion”—not only passages that inst ruct  that God’s 
people are not to add to God’s authorized worship, but 
also  Kings :, where Jeroboam is condemned for 
setting up his own feast  day (–).

Finally, Past or Schwertley deals with those who 
would try to circumvent the regulative principle by giv-
ing it “a false defi nition that is scripturally and ratio-
nally indefensible.” For example, one of the caricatures 
of the regulative principle is that the st atement, “if it is 
not commanded, it is forbidden,” means that only di-
rect  command may be utilized, rather than direct  com-
mand, good and necessary consequence, and approved 
example. Th e author quotes from numerous Reformed 
sources to demonst rate that good and necessary infer-
ence also carries the force of Scripture (–).

In summation, the author urges that anyone who 
mocks the regulative principle “should be intellect ually 
honest  and join an Episcopal church.” He lays out what 
he calls “insurmountable theological, exegetical, logical 
and ethical problems that are intrinsic” to all non-Re-
formed views of worship. Among these problems are 
the following: () adding to divinely-authorized worship 
“contradict s the express teaching of Scripture;” () it “is 
also a denial of the suffi  ciency and perfect ion of God’s 
word;” () such theories “do not properly take into ac-
count God’s nature and charact er … and man’s sinful 
nature;” () men cannot “impose human innovations 
in public worship without violating their congregants’ 
Christ ian liberty” (ff ). 

Th e volume also contains two appendices. Th e fi rst  
one consist s of extensive quotes from John Calvin, in 
order to demonst rate his adherence to the regulative 
principle (–). Th e second one is entitled “Th e 
Neo-Presbyterian Challenge to Confessional Presby-
terian Orthodoxy: A Biblical Analysis of John Frame’s 
Worship in Spirit and in Truth” (–).
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D. G. Hart and John R. Muether 

In April , D. G. Hart and John R. Muether pub-
lished With Reverence and Awe: Returning to the Basics 
of Reformed Worship. Th e book unabashedly advo-
cates a traditional approach to worship. Th e authors 
write that, for the Reformed Church (in contrast  to 
the Lutheran), “sola Scriptura means the reformation 
of doct rine, polity, and worship. All three are essential 
to the minist ry of the church. Consequently, in apply-
ing the regulative principle to worship, the Reformed 
permitted only what God expressly prescribed in the 
Bible, believing that Scripture forbids in the church cor-
porately identifi ed whatever God does not command 
explicitly or by good and necessary consequence. In 
contrast  to the normative principle, the silence of Scrip-
ture regarding a sp ecifi c pract ice in worship, such as 
lighting candles or disp laying banners, is just  as much 
a prohibition as a direct  condemnation of such a prac-
tice” ().

Th e Hart-Muether contribution to the debate notes 
that the regulative principle was not invented by the 
Puritans, but rather enjoys a broad Reformed pedigree, 
including in the Continental Calvinist ic churches. Th e 
authors quote from the Heidelberg Catechism, the Bel-
gic Confession, and the writings of John Calvin, to dem-
onst rate their point (–).

Messrs. Hart and Muether also argue for the regula-
tive principle based on Reformed doct rine as a whole, 
such as God’s zeal for His own worship, man’s total de-
pravity, and a proper conception of Christ ian liberty 
(–).

Th e authors contend that the regulative principle, 
along with the dialogical principle (that worship is in 
the form of a dialog between God and man), teach “not 
only what is permissible in worship, but also what is 
wise in worship. Th e Bible tells us that we must  worship 
God with fear and sobriety in an orderly way. We do 
not merely meet God in prayer, Word, song, and sac-
raments, but we do so in a reverent fashion. So accept-
able worship is a dialogue with God that disp lays awe 
and godly fear in an appropriate pattern of elements. It 
is not enough to have the Word of God preached by a 
properly ordained minist er. To conduct  these elements 
with fl ippancy or carelessness is to off er worship that 
is as disp leasing to God as worship that had improper 
elements such as tongues and making the sign of the 
cross, or dance or drama” ().

Th e book argues that the very detail-oriented wor-
ship of Leviticus must  inform our worship today. Even 
though “the whole ceremonial law in Leviticus is 

obsolete for the Christ ian,” it is also true that “Leviticus 
provides the theological categories for underst anding 
Christ ’s priest hood and for our worship through him. 
Th e same God who est ablished the sacrifi cial syst em for 
Israel sent his own son as a sacrifi ce in the fullness of 
time. Consequently, the principles of worship revealed 
in Leviticus are st ill inst ruct ive for underst anding the 
manner in which Christ ians approach God in public 
worship” (–).

As a matter of fact , the casual approach to worship 
taken by many contemporary Christ ians parallels the 
views of Marcion, a second century heretic.

Although the early church condemned him, Mar-
cion could be the patron saint of many contemporary 
Christ ians because all too oft en we come to worship 
thinking like Marcion. Yes, God was st rict  in the Old 
Test ament; Leviticus tells us that. But he became loving 
in the New Test ament, or so it seems. New Test ament 
worship is no longer formal or st rict  or highly regu-
lated. Th e church needs to become informal, sp ontane-
ous, and user friendly—words that hardly fi t the image 
of Leviticus ().

Th e authors add several pages later:

In the end, reverent worship cultivates the sense that 
worshipers may off end God and will if they fail to come 
to him in the ways he has prescribed. Worship should 
be charact erized by godly fear and humility. It is done 
not lightly but with care and diligence. It is the natu-
ral resp onse of creatures in the presence of the holy 
and sovereign God. And it is worship that conforms to 
God’s Word … ().

But how does the regulative principle work itself out 
in pract ice? Th e authors set forth “three categories for 
delineating the parts of a worship service: elements, 
circumst ances, and forms. Th ey pertain to the what, 
when, and how of worship. Th at we sing in worship 
is est ablished because song is an element of worship. 
How oft en we sing in worship is a circumst ance to be 
determined by the session’s prudential judgment. What 

 . D. G. Hart and John R. Muether, With Reverence and Awe: Re-
turning to the Basics of Reformed Worship (Phillipsburg, N.J.: P&R 
Publishing, ). A brief discussion of the regulative principle ap-
peared in a chapter on the worship of the OPC in an earlier work: D. 
G. Hart and John Muether, Fighting the Good Fight: A Brief Hist ory of 
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church (Philadelphia, Pa.: Th e Committee 
for Education and the Committee for the Hist orian of the Orthodox 
Presbyterian Church, ) –.
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we sing in worship—whether psalms or hymns—is a 
form of worship. Th e same may be said of the other 
elements” ().

Th is three-fold categorization is one which T. David 
Gordon embraces; however, these authors seem to go 
beyond Dr. Gordon’s persp ect ive by urging that rather 
than avoiding forms, “we need to determine what the 
correct  forms are” (). Th ey further argue that there 
is a necessary connect ion between theology and wor-
ship: “For Reformed churches to retain the theology 
that has been the genius of Calvinism, they must  also 
maintain forms of worship that have hist orically made 
Reformed worship so obvious to sp ot” ().

Towards the end of the book, in dealing with “Dis-
cernment in Worship,” the authors draw parallels 
between the liberals whom J. Gresham Machen con-
fronted in the s and s, and liturgical innova-
tors today.

Of course, we are not claiming that worship innovators 
are inevitably liberal in the old-fashioned sense. But in 
Reformed circles, when it comes to the meaning of the 
Reformed creeds and catechisms in their teaching on 
worship, we do fi nd a similar kind of evasiveness about 
the hist oric meaning of these confessional st atements 
that govern Presbyterian and Reformed church life. 
Th e point is that people will sometimes employ bibli-
cal and confessional language, wrongly underst ood, to 
baptize innovations. Th e implication is that Christ ians 
should not merely take other believers at their word but 
also look at their deeds. And one of the telltale signs 
of whether a person, congregation, or denomination 
is Reformed is worship. For faith cannot be divorced 
from pract ice (–).

In their est imation, theology undergirds worship. 
Th erefore, “Our only st andard for worship is what 
is revealed in Scripture, not our emotions, or what 
church-growth experts recommend. God’s Word is at 
the heart of Reformed worship, and it is the best  way 
to be discerning about the way we gather to honor and 
give thanks to God” (–).

Th e book concludes with these words:

Worship … is the most  fundamental asp ect  of the Chris-
tian life. To worship God is to engage in the highest  
calling of our creation as God’s servants and image 
bearers. To worship acceptably, we must  worship with 
discernment. And we must  have courage. For it is not 
enough to sp ot false worship. We must  be able to call 
it that when we see it.

In the end, Reformed theology is only as good, only as 
compelling, and only as binding, as Reformed worship. 
And that is what the fuss is all about ().

D. G. Hart

In April, , D. G. Hart published Recovering Mother 
Kirk: Th e Case for Liturgy in the Reformed Tradition. 
Academic Dean and Professor of Church Hist ory at 
West minst er Th eological Seminary in California, what 
Dr. Hart means by “liturgy” carries a broader connota-
tion than simply the use of fi xed phrases and sentences 
in public worship.

He explains: “By liturgicalism I mean an underst and-
ing of Calvinism that is fi rmly rooted in the minist ry 
of the church in her gathering for worship. Liturgical-
ism is not simply concerned with the content or order 
of worship services; it involves the life of the visible 
church through her offi  cers, ordinances, and public 
worship” ().

Dean Hart’s defi nition comes in a context of intro-
duct ory comments, in which he notes that Reformed 
people have tended to divide along three lines: doct rinal 
precision, cultural outlook, and religious zeal. But, he 
contends that this “typology,” as accurate as it may be 
for defi ning the contemporary Reformed world, has a 
glaring omission: “If worship was so important to Cal-
vin and the Reformed wing of the Reformation, why 
are contemporary expressions of the Reformed tradition 
not known for their interest  in worship? In other words, 
why aren’t there at least  four groups of Reformed—the 
doct rinalist s, the culturalist s, the pietist s, and the litur-
gicalist s?” (–).

Dr. Hart believes that the real divide in American 
Protest antism is not between liberals and evangelicals. 
Rather, since the s, 

the real divide, not just  in American Protest antism but 
in American Christ ianity, has been between formalist s 
and antiformalist s, that is, liturgicalist s and pietist s. Th e 
popularity of revivalism combined with cultural fact ors 
in the United States that favor individualist ic expres-
sions of Christ ianity have made Protest ant litugicalism 

 . D. G. Hart, Recovering Mother Kirk: Th e Case for Liturgy in the 
Reformed Tradition (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, ). 
Dr. Hart also engaged Professor John Frame in an email debate on 
the Warfi eld forum between February  to March , . Th is is 
available as Th e Regulative Principle: Scripture, Tradition, and Cul-
ture: A Debate Featuring Dr. D. G. Hart and Professor John M. Frame 
(Glenside, Pa: West minst er Seminary Bookst ore, n.d.). Th e text is 
available online at http://www.frame-poythress.org//frame_articles/
HartDebate.htm.
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scarce. But a high view of the church and the minist ry 
of Word and sacrament was a subst antial part of his-
toric Protest antism prior to the middle of the nineteenth 
century. What is more … high-church Calvinism may 
prove a welcome antidote to some of the coarseness and 
sentimentality that have prompted some evangelicals 
to look to Canterbury, Rome, or Const antinople for 
relief. If anything, this book’s aim is to show that Ge-
neva should be another option for Protest ants seeking 
a corporate and liturgical expression of their faith. Just  
as important is the point that the Reformed tradition’s 
underst anding of the church, offi  ce and ordination, 
worship, and the sacraments is closer formally to other 
confessional traditions, such as Lutheran and Anglican, 
than it is to evangelicalism…. Th e Reformed tradition’s 
regard for the church and minist ry is so high that some 
of its exponents have maintained, in the words of the 
West minst er Confession of Faith, that outside the vis-
ible church “there is no ordinary possibility of salva-
tion” (xxv.) [–].

Speaking of the worship wars, it is contended by 
Professor Hart:

Most  of the fronts in this battle st em from a miscon-
ception of worship’s purpose and the church’s minist ry. 
For doct rinalist s, worship is a time to teach; for cul-
turalist s, it is a time to exhort toward harder work; for 
pietist s, it is a time to emote. But if worship is a time 
during which weary pilgrims feed on the Word incar-
nate through preaching and the sacraments and during 
which they resp ond in prayers of praise, thanksgiving, 
confession, and petition, then the centrality of worship 
and the work of past ors to the life of believers becomes 
apparent ().

Given his burden and concerns, it is not surprising 
that Professor Hart embraces the regulative principle 
of worship. He does not draw a signifi cant dist inct ion 
between the Puritans and Calvin, but writes that both 
held to “the regulative principle, one of the hallmarks 
of the Reformed tradition.” He defi nes the principle 
as “the idea that whatever is done in public worship 
must  fi nd explicit warrant in Scripture. If the Bible does 
not require something, then it may not be done even if 
the thing proposed is not inherently sinful.” He later 
writes, in connect ion with pointing out that Reformed 
worship is “Spirit-fi lled” (since it is fi lled with the Word 
of God), that the Reformed faith “has insist ed that wor-
ship conform to the teaching of Scripture…. Because the 
Bible ordains prayer, preaching, the singing of praise, 

the reading of Scripture, and the administ ration of the 
sacraments, the Reformed believe that these elements 
must  be part of worship. Th e quest ion is not whether 
the Bible permits a certain pract ice such as dance or 
drama in worship. Inst ead, the regulative principle re-
quires a direct  charge from the Bible” (). He adds: 
“Christ ian worship is not true only when Christ ians are 
moved. Rather, Christ ian worship is true when it con-
forms to Scripture, whether worshipers experience it or 
not. When the church gathers for the reading of Scrip-
ture with ‘godly fear,’ the sound preaching of the Word, 
prayer ‘with thanksgiving,’ the singing of praise ‘with 
grace in the heart,’ and the administ ration and ‘worthy 
receiving’ of the sacraments, then and only then is wor-
ship Spirit-fi lled (WCF, XXI.v.iii)” ().

In a chapter entitled, “Th e Irony of American Pres-
byterian Worship,” Dr. Hart explores the reasons why 
many so-called “conservative” Presbyterians are litur-
gical innovators, and why many “liberal” Presbyterians 
are traditionalist s with resp ect  to worship. In doing so, 
he compares and contrast s the works of Hughes Oliph-
ant Old, a minist er in the Presbyterian Church (USA), 
and John M. Frame, a minist er initially in the Ortho-
dox Presbyterian Church and now in the Presbyterian 
Church in America.

Th e diff erences between the two books st and out based 
on a cursory glance at the table of contents. Old orga-
nizes his book around the traditional elements of Re-
formed worship, devoting separate chapters to baptism, 
the Sabbath, praise, the Word, prayer, and the Lord’s 
Supper. Frame, however, approaches the matter in-
duct ively, gearing his argument toward sp ecifi c issues 
in contemporary debates…. In the “liberal” PCUSA, if 
Old’s book is any indication, the traditional elements 
and rites of hist oric Reformed liturgy are fi rmly in 
place. But in the “conservative” PCA, using Frame as 
a guide, the conventional pieces of Reformed worship 
are in fl ux (–).

Professor Hart attributes this curious reversal of 
roles to American Presbyterian hist ory, going back to 

 . As noted in Part One of this article, the Rev. Dr. Rowland S. 
Ward has criticism for Dr. Hart and others regarding a citation from 
Charles Baird indicating that Calvin believed in the “necessity” of set 
forms for public worship. See Th e Confessional Presbyterian  () 
; R. A. Muller & R. S. Ward, Scripture and Worship (Phillipsburg, 
Pa.: P & R, ) .
 . Recovering Mother Kirk, , . See also page : “Calvin 
and the Puritans had good biblical and theological reasons for in-
sist ing that everything in worship have an explicit warrant from 
Scripture.”
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the revivalism of the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies. Revivalist ic piety, with its emphasis upon (of-
ten emotional and dramatic) conversion experiences, 
undid the traditional Reformed high-church persp ec-
tive (–).

In the twentieth century, this “Presbyterian predica-
ment” centers around evangelism and the debate over 
Biblical inerrancy. Th e pragmatic evangelist ic thrust  
that trumps all other considerations, made conserva-
tive American Presbyterians susceptible to John Frame’s 
approach, which is that of ensuring the “intelligibility” 
of worship to visitors (–). Regarding the nature 
of the Bible, Dr. Hart suggest s that “conservative Pres-
byterians congenitally regard tradition with susp icion 
because it appears to put human wisdom on a par with 
the Bible. In contrast , mainline Presbyterians, perhaps 
because they st ress the humanity of Scripture, are more 
comfortable with the work that humans do in the ser-
vice of God” (–).

Th e professor concludes that, in a Wesleyan cul-
ture and Pentecost al age, “American Presbyterians are 
faced with a dilemma. To make worship accessible to 
persons for whom informality is as common as the air 
they breathe is to gut Reformed worship of its reverence, 
dignity, and simplicity. But to do just ice to the rigor of 
Calvinist  worship is to burn fi re that may please God 
but certainly smells foul to residents of the United States. 
American Presbyterians have tried to dodge that di-
lemma for almost  two centuries, and the consequences 
have not [been] propitious for the propriety, uniformity, 
and dignity that Calvin believed should charact erize 
Reformed worship” (–).

Boice Festschrift

In , a fest schrift  appeared in memory of Dr. James 
Montgomery Boice, late past or of Tenth Presbyterian 
Church in Philadelphia. Several of the articles bear 
direct ly on the regulative principle of worship.

J. Ligon Duncan

Th e fi rst  two articles were penned by Dr. J. Ligon Dun-
can III, senior past or of First  Presbyterian Church, 
Jackson, Mississippi. In “Does God Care How We Wor-
ship?”, Dr. Duncan properly notes that the Reformers 
dist inguished between life in general and worship in 

particular. Because of God’s “full attention” to the mat-
ter of worship, 

we are to exercise a sp ecial kind of care when it comes to 
this act ivity—a care dist inct  from that which we employ 
anywhere else in the Christ ian life. He told us what to do 
and how to do it, in such a way that the prime asp ect s 
of worship are a matter of following divine direct ion; 
and thus the decisions that remain to be made by us—
thinking in accordance with the general principles of 
Scripture and sanct ifi ed common sense, in the absence 
of positive scriptural warrant—are relatively minor. It 
is not diffi  cult to fi nd this axiom being articulated, in 
various ways, from the earliest  days of the Reformed 
tradition to our own time—and in all the representative 
branches of the Reformed community ().

Past or Duncan argues his point by referring to Cal-
vin, Continental Reformed st andards, Baptist  st andards, 
and the Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order (a Con-
gregationalist  version of the West minst er Confession), 
as well as Anglican David Peterson and Hughes Old 
(–).

Th e author addresses whether the regulative prin-
ciple is “outmoded,” and asserts that “the main reason 
why many evangelicals have a hard time embracing 
the regulative principle of worship is that they do 
not believe that God tells us (or tells us much about) 
how to worship corporately in his word.” In his view, 
evangelicals 

do not generally believe that church government is es-
tablished positively in the word; they oft en do not see 
the local church as essential to the fulfi llment of the 
Great Commission or to the task of Christ ian disciple-
ship; they are susp icious of order as rest rict ive of free-
dom; and they generally juxtapose the priest hood of 
believers and local church autonomy over against  the 
didact ic authority of est ablished church norms, confes-
sional theology, and the test imony of the communion 
sanct orum through the ages (under Scripture)….

… [W]hen we recall from our st udy of Christ ian eth-
ics that every ethical act ion has a st andard (a norm), 
dynamic (that which enables or empowers someone 
to do the act ion contemplated in the norm), motiva-
tion (that which impels someone to do the act ion), and 
goal (the fi nal object [s] or purpose[s] of the act ion), 
we may say that evangelicals emphasize the dynamic 
of Christ ian worship (the grace of the Holy Spirit) and 
its motivation (gratitude for grace, a passion for God), 

 . Philip Graham Ryken, Derek W. H. Th omas, and J. Ligon Dun-
can III, eds., Give Praise to God: A Vision for Reforming Worship: Cel-
ebrating the Legacy of James Montgomery Boice (Phillipsburg, N.J.: 
P&R Publishing, ).
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but de-emphasize the st andard (the Bible) and goal (the 
prime telos of glorifying and enjoying God).

Evangelicals do think that worship matters, but they also 
oft en view worship as a means to some other end than 
that of the glorifi cation and enjoyment of God: some 
view worship as evangelism (thus misunderst anding 
the goal); some think that a person’s heart, intentions, 
motives, and sincerity are the only things important 
in how we worship (thus downplaying the Bible’s st an-
dards, principles, and rules for worship); and some view 
the emotional product  of the worship experience as the 
prime fact or in “good” worship (thus overst ressing the 
subject ive and oft en unwittingly imposing particular 
cultural opinions about emotional expression on all 
worshipers). Evangelicals believe these things about 
worship, but they do not think there are many biblical 
principles about how to worship or what we are to do 
and not to do in worship (f).

Evangelicals properly reject  high-church traditions 
(Roman Catholicism, East ern Orthodoxy, and Anglo-
Catholicism) with their “attempt to reimpose and reap-
ply a christ ological version of the priest ly ceremonialism 
of old-covenant worship or draw on the liturgical sym-
bolism of Revelation (itself based on the worship prac-
tices of the old covenant) as normative for the church 
militant of the new covenant.” However, evangelicals 

tend to think that there are few if any abiding principles 
to be gained for Christ ian worship from the Old Test a-
ment, or they think the New Test ament emphases on 
the heart, the act ivity of the Holy Spirit, and worship-
in-all-of-life disp lace these Old Test ament principles, or 
they think that the New Test ament has corresp ondingly 
little or nothing to say about the how of corporate wor-
ship, and some even think that the category of corporate 
worship disappears altogether in the new-covenant ex-
pression of the economy of God. But these assumptions 
are as wrong in one direct ion as high-church approaches 
are in the other. And, not surprisingly, these assump-
tions help an evangelicalism enveloped in a culture of 
individualism, relativism, and situationalism remain, in 
its approach to the gathered worship of God’s people, 
st rong on the individual, weak on the corporate; st rong 
on the subject ive, weak on the object ive; st rong on the 
heart, weak on the principles ().

Ligon Duncan next argues that both the Old Test a-
ment and the New Test ament teach that God “does in-
deed very much care about how we worship.” He cites 

the account of Cain and Abel, the st ory of the Exodus, 
the fi rst  and second commandments, the st ory of the 
golden calf, Jesus’ reject ion of Pharisaic worship, Je-
sus’ words to the woman at the well, Paul’s reject ion of 
the Colossian heresy, and Paul’s direct ives for Corinth 
(ff ). 

Regarding the Exodus, he writes:

[T]he highlighting of the sp ecifi c act ivity of corporate 
worship in Moses’ language and teaching about worship 
in the era of pretabernacle worship in Exodus (i.e., in 
his diff erentiation of the two types of worship [gathered 
praise and life service], in his description of the sp ecifi c 
content of that gathered worship, in his interest  in the 
initial location of that gathered worship [the mountain 
that God had shown], in the inclusion of the st ipulations 
on corporate worship in the moral law, in his heavily 
emphasized accounts of the subsequent abuse of cor-
porate worship in the rebellion of the golden calf, and 
more) teaches us to be circumsp ect  in our approach to 
corporate worship ().

Regarding the fi rst  two words of the Decalogue, he 
quotes a Jewish commentator, Nahum Sarna (“Th e 
forms of worship are now regulated”), and Neil Post -
man (“Th e God of the Jews was to exist  in the Word 
and through the Word, an unprecedented conception 
requiring the highest  order of abst ract  thinking. Ico-
nography thus became blasp hemy so that a new kind of 
God could enter a culture”). In Duncan’s words, Israel’s 
worship “was to be aniconic—without images and visi-
ble representation of deity—because the how of worship 
contributes signifi cant components to our conception 
of God” (–).

Even the divine threats against  deviation from God’s 
Word illuminate God’s seriousness about worship. “Be-
tray God by idolatry, which is sp iritual adultery, and he 
will deal with you like a red-eyed, jilted sp ouse” (f).

Th e golden calf incident illust rates that “how we wor-
ship is very important to God.” Duncan list s the follow-
ing applications from the passage: “() impatience with 
God’s timing is an enemy of faith; () we cannot choose 
our own mediator; () we cannot pict ure the true God 
as we wish or will; () we cannot worship the true God 
and something else; () we cannot worship the true God 
except in the way he commands; and () false worship 
leads to false living and immorality” ().

Regarding Jesus’ rebuke of the Pharisees in Mat-
thew  and Mark , this Mississippi past or alleges 
that Jesus 
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does not critique the Pharisees for being too tied to 
old-fashioned pract ices, caring about what the Torah 
says too much, or being too nitpicky about God’s law. 
He charges them with ignoring God’s law and attack-
ing God’s law by adding to it! … [Jesus’ critique] has 
defi nite application to “all-of-life worship,” but also to 
corporate worship ().

With regard to Jesus’ words to the Samaritan woman 
at the well (John :–), Dr. Duncan points out three 
(of numerous) essential principles of corporate worship: 
“Jesus indicates a redemptive hist orical shift  regarding 
the place of worship;” “Jesus st resses that worship is 
resp onse to revelation and thus must  be according to 
revelation;” “Jesus reemphasizes the importance of wor-
ship in the new-covenant era” (–).

Paul’s main points in Colossians :– are that “the 
worship is not God-commanded but human-originated” 
and “the worship does not do just ice to the person and 
exaltation of Christ  or our union with him.” He adds: 
“Worshiping according to our ideas, however sincere, 
is an act  of self-worship and sp ecifi cally the worship of 
our own wills and wants” ().

Ligon Duncan also fi nds the regulative principle in 
Paul’s inst ruct ions in I Corinthians . Furthermore, 
in contrast  to those who parody Reformed worship as 
being overly-cerebral, the classic text on charismatic 
worship contains a st rong emphasis upon the cognitive, 
as well as “form and order (silence, subject ion, propri-
ety).” Th e good doct or inst ruct s his pupils: “Th e idea 
that order, or a concern for it, is inimical to the work 
of the Spirit and our resp onse to it is dashed against  the 
rocks by this new-covenant passage. Th e suggest ion that 
applying the rule and order of Scripture will somehow 
quench the Spirit in corporate worship looks fairly lu-
dicrous in light of this passage. Because God the Spirit 
who wrote the Lord’s command is the same Spirit who 
enables true worship, there can be no ultimate confl ict  
between form and freedom, between the rules of Scrip-
ture and the heartfelt expression of praise, between the 
precepts of worship and unfettered engagement with 
God.” Moreover, Paul’s commands were to be applied 
universally—that is, “in all churches, and not simply 
for Corinth” (–).

Th e author concludes this chapter by writing: “No 
matter what semantic designation is given in the New 
Test ament for the general act ivity of the gathered people 
of God when it is engaged in reading, praying, preach-
ing, and singing the word, it is clear that this const itutes 
corporate worship and that such a thing does exist  even 
and esp ecially in the new covenant. Only our modern 

tendencies toward individualism and reticence about 
dist inct ions blind us to this fact ” ().

In the next chapter, “Foundations for Biblically 
Direct ed Worship,” Dr. Duncan fi rst  posits “founda-
tional realities.” Th e regulative principle of worship is 
grounded not only in sp ecifi c texts but also “on a set of 
even broader biblical theological realities: the doct rine 
of God, the Creator-creature dist inct ion, the idea of 
revelation, the unchanging charact er of the moral law, 
the nature of faith, the doct rine of carefulness, the de-
rivative nature of the church’s authority, the doct rine 
of Christ ian freedom, the true nature of biblical piety, 
and the reality of the fallen human nature’s tendency to 
idolatry” (). He also adds a sect ion on the test imony 
of church hist ory, including these points: “Simple but 
powerful biblical worship always charact erizes the wor-
ship of the church in its best  ages…. Th ere is every evi-
dence in both biblical and post biblical church hist ory 
that declension in corporate worship is tied to declen-
sion in religion” ().

Th e chapter continues with a discussion of several 
asp ect s of worship: that, what, whom, when, where, 
why, and how (ff ). Regarding the that, “Worship is 
the one thing he [God] ‘seeks’ (John :).” “What cor-
porate worship is matters to God too. It is not evange-
lism, nor is it even mutually edifying fellowship. It is a 
family meeting with God, it is the covenant community 
engaging with God, gathering with his people to seek 
the face of God, to glorify and enjoy him, to hear his 
word, to revel in the glory of union and communion 
with him, to resp ond to his word, to render praise back 
to him, to give unto him the glory due his name.” “Th e 
whom of worship is, of course, central to true worship 
(John :, )…. We aim to worship the God of the 
Bible, God as he reveals himself, for we cannot worship 
him as we ought unless we know him as he is—and we 
cannot know him as he is except insofar as he has re-
vealed himself to us in his word.” “Th e when of corpo-
rate worship remains important in the new-covenant 
era.” Of course, today, it is the Lord’s Day. Regarding 
the where, “Th e place of new-covenant worship is no 
longer inextricably tied to a geographical location and a 
physical st ruct ure but to a gathered people. Th is is why 
in the old Scottish tradition, as the people gathered to 
enter a church building, it would be said that ‘the kirk 
goes in’ rather than, as we oft en say, ‘we are going to 
church.’ Th e new covenant locus of the sp ecial pres-
ence of God with the church militant is in the gathered 
body, wherever it might be—whether the catacombs 
or a st orefront or beautiful colonial church building.” 
In addition to glorifying and enjoying God, the why of 
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worship has many answers: “because God said to wor-
ship, because God created us to worship, because God 
saved us to worship, because it is our natural duty as 
creatures and joyful duty as Christ ians to worship, be-
cause our worship is a resp onse of gratitude for saving 
grace, because those with new hearts long to hear his 
word and express their devotion, because God wants 
to bless us with himself, because God has chosen us for 
his own inheritance and seeks to commune with us in 
his ordinances, and more.” Th e how revolves around the 
second commandment, but also is a key concept in the 
New Test ament. Ligon Duncan writes:

Th e Reformed tradition has not been concerned with 
forms and circumst ances so much for their own sake as 
much as for the sake of the elements and subst ance of 
worship and for the sake of the object  and aim of wor-
ship. Th e Reformers also underst ood two things oft en 
lost  on moderns. First , they underst ood that the liturgy, 
media, inst ruments, and vehicles of worship are never 
neutral, and so exceeding care must  be given to the “law 
of unintended consequences.” Oft en the medium over-
whelms and changes the message. Second, they knew 
that the how of worship exist s for the what, whom, and 
why of worship. Th e purpose of the elements and forms 
and circumst ances of corporate worship is to assure that 
you are act ually doing worship as defi ned by the God of 
Scripture, that you are worshiping the God of Scripture, 
and that your aim in worshiping him is the aim set forth 
in Scripture. So the Reformers care about the how of wor-
ship not because they thought liturgy was myst ical or sac-
ramental, but precisely so that the liturgy could get out 
of the way of the gathered church’s communion with the 
living God. Its funct ion was not to draw attention to itself 
but to aid the soul’s communion with God in the gathered 
company of the saints by serving to convey the word of 
God to and from God, from and to his people.

Th e author also notes that the Reformers, in contrast  
to the interest s of “modern evangelical worship theo-
rist s,” did not accommodate to the culture of their day. 
Th e Protest ants “were against  culture-derived worship 
and were more concerned to implement principles of 
Scripture in their sp ecifi c cultures (and even to emu-
late the best  of the Bible-insp ired cultures of Scripture) 
than they were to reclaim current cultural forms for 
Christ ian use.”

Dr. Duncan next addresses the form and content of 
worship. “Th e regulative principle of worship helps as-
sure that our corporate worship is Bible-fi lled and Bible-
direct ed, that the subst ance and st ruct ure are biblical, 

that the content and order are biblical…. Reformed cor-
porate worship is by the book in two ways: both its mar-
row and means are supplied by the book” ().

He then sums up the Reformed agenda for worship, 
by saying that it is simple, biblical, transferable, fl exible, 
and reverent. Regarding the simplicity of worship, he 
takes to task those who would “‘liturgicalize’ Reformed 
and evangelical corporate worship,” in a return of “Li-
turgical Romanticism”. Regarding the biblical nature of 
worship, he notes that hist oric Protest ant worship did 
not derive from “north European culture,” but from 
Scripture. In terms of the transferable nature of wor-
ship, he argues that hist oric Protest ant worship “is more 
culturally transp ortable for the work of missions than 
the more elaborate high-church forms or the more elec-
tronic and entertainment-oriented forms of contempo-
rary worship;” and he illust rates his point with diverse 
examples from Peru to Philadelphia to London to Ma-
lawi to Melbourne. Regarding its fl exibility, “Reformed 
worship does not produce a cookie-cutter pattern. Fol-
lowing the West minst er Direct ory for Public Worship’s 
guidelines does not eliminate diversity or diff erent cul-
tural expressions in the forms and circumst ances of cor-
porate worship.” And regarding the reverent nature of 
worship, he rhetorically asks, “If worship is meeting 
with God, how could it be otherwise?” (ff ).

He concludes the chapter this way: “Th is then is our 
corporate worship manifest o, our call for the doxolog-
ical reformation of the church: sola scriptura and soli 
deo gloria” ().

Th ere is much in Ligon Duncan’s writings on wor-
ship which we appreciate. However, even though he 
does dist inguish between life in general and worship 
in particular, he is willing to denominate the former as 
“worship”. In our est imation, this introduces confusion 
into the terminology. Also, although there is a sense 
of continuity among churches which “read the Bible, 
preach the Bible, sing the Bible, and pray the Bible,” and 
although it is certainly true that the regulative principle 
of worship transcends culture (such as Anglo-American 
culture); nevertheless, it is hard to see how worship pat-
terns as diverse as those off ered in an Anglican church, 
a Free Church of Scotland congregation, and a Baptist  
church (which features contemporary musical forms) 
can all be charact erized as being faithful to the regula-
tive principle. Th at, it seems to us, is a st retch.

Derek W. H. Th omas

In the fest schrift  for James M. Boice, Derek W. H. 
Th omas resp onds to recent criticism of the regulative 
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principle. He defi nes the regulative principle this way: 
“Nothing must  be required as essential to public wor-
ship except that which is commanded by the word of 
God” ().

He laments that culture aff ect s “our manner and st yle 
of worship more drast ically than we give credit.” With 
reference to Marva Dawn and David Wells, he writes 
“that culture aff ect s us in deep and serious ways and we 
had better wake up to it or fi nd ourselves at culture’s 
mercy.” He adds that “what makes worship diff erent is 
that its cultural ethos is determined by scriptural com-
mands and principles rather than by personal or col-
lect ive tast es or mores” ().

Dr. Th omas applauds Jim Boice’s concern for a cou-
ple of things regarding worship: “on the one hand, a 
commitment to Scripture and its right to govern and 
oversee everything that we do, particularly the way that 
we worship God corporately, and, on the other hand, 
a resp ect  for Calvinist ic and Reformed tradition that 
confronts the arrogance of modernity and its dist ast e 
for the past .” In discussing these concerns, Professor 
Th omas st ates that the regulative principle is signifi -
cant for two reasons. Th e fi rst  is that of liberty of con-
science: the regulative principle “alone can defend true 
Christ ian liberty in worship. Th e church’s tendency to 
tyranny needs to be const antly guarded against .” Th e 
second issue is “the fallen propensity to idolatry;” and 
here he quoted Calvin’s famous aphorism of the human 
mind being “a perpetual fact ory of idols.”

Th is native Welshman addresses several contempo-
rary arguments against  the regulative principle. First , 
there is the criticism that the Puritan position goes 
beyond Calvin’s views. However, while making some 
valid points, Derek Th omas somewhat misst ates the 
case. Certainly it is a truism that “Adherence to the reg-
ulative principle … does not bring about uniformity of 
worship pract ice—it did not in the seventeenth century 
any more than it does today.” But, that is not to say that 
a consist ent underst anding of the regulative principle 
should not bring about uniformity of worship pract ice 
(on anything other than circumst antial matters). He 
goes on to say that this lack of uniformity “explains why 
the West minst er divines compiled a direct ory of wor-
ship, rather than a manual. Finally approved by parlia-
ment in , the Direct ory for Public Worship was 
intended to produce a more uniform pattern in wor-
ship, but no more than that. It was never intended to 
legislate the order of worship in the way that, say, the 

 Book of Common Prayer did for the Anglican 
communion” (ff ). However, we would resp ect fully 
resp ond by noting that this is to confuse elements and 
order of service. It is true that West minst er allowed for 
great fl exibility regarding the precise order of worship; 
it is not true that West minst er envisioned incorporat-
ing into that order any additional elements (i.e., ele-
ments beyond what the divines agreed that Scripture 
had prescribed).

Another contemporary object ion is that the regu-
lative principle represents legalism of the worst  sort. 
Here, the professor notes that “if we are not at liberty 
to corporately worship God in ways other than that 
which he has revealed, we are heading for tyranny and 
bondage, for then we are the mercy of someone’s per-
sonal tast e or new discovered insight. But Scripture in-
sist s it is to be a matter of the will of God rather than 
our own will (Col. :). Indeed, for Calvin as well as 
the West minst er divines, it is an issue of the role of 
conscience.” Aft er bolst ering his argument by refer-
ence to the nineteenth century scholar and theologian 
William Cunningham, Derek Th omas writes: “I recall 
being publicly scolded in a worship service in England 
for not participating in the required hand signals. Prot-
est ants may exercise a tyranny as fi erce as Rome in the 
name of sp irit-fi lled liberty! Only the regulative princi-
ple can maintain true Christ ian freedom. Th e regulative 
principle is not legalism for the simple reason that it is 
never legalism to obey what God has commanded out 
of a desire to please him and in resp onse to the grace 
that he has shown” (–).

A further criticism which Dr. Th omas addresses is 
that off ered by John Frame, which is referred to as “I 
believe in the regulative principle, I just  underst and it 
diff erently.” Th e heart of Professor Frame’s position is 
“that ‘the regulative principle for worship is the same as 
the regulative principle for life’”. Derek Th omas demon-
st rates that there is a necessary dist inct ion to be made: 
“Is there an act ivity that Christ ians are to perform 
worshipfully in ‘all of life’ that would be wholly inap-
propriate in public worship? [Edmund] Clowney cites 
marital union. It is wholly appropriate within the pri-
vacy of the home but wholly inappropriate in a church 
service!” (ff ).

A fourth criticism has been off ered by Steve Schlis-
sel of New York City (–). One of Schlissel’s argu-
ments is that “advocates of the regulative principle 
cannot agree with each other.” However, Dr. Th omas 
rebuts that argument by contending that a diff erence 
of the “form of worship” among churches that all pro-
fess allegiance to the regulative principle, is “liberating 

 . Derek W. H. Th omas, “Th e Regulative Principle: Resp onding 
to Recent Criticism,” in Ryken, et al., Give Praise to God, –.
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and exciting. It provides breadth within a basic confor-
mity.” However, in resp onse to Derek Th omas, let it be 
noted that if a consist ent application of the regulative 
principle implies a cappella exclusive psalmody, then 
the very “breadth” which he celebrates will represent, 
in some cases, an imposition on liberty of conscience. 
Th e second signifi cant argument by Schlissel is that 
of synagogue worship: “Put simply, Jesus worshiped 
in the synagogue and according to its liturgy, but no-
where does the Bible legislate for the exist ence or use 
of the synagogue.” In resp onse, Dr. Th omas observes 
that the synagogue service did not contain “an ele-
ment of worship that was not warranted by the Old 
Test ament”. He continues: “Th e fact  is that synagogue 
worship was remarkably predict able, containing a call 
to worship, a cycle of prayers, the singing of psalms, 
the recitation of portions of Scripture (the Shema in 
particular), reading of Scripture, and something that 
we would now call preaching or exposition, followed 
by a blessing. It all sounds very similar to a traditional 
worship service!”

Th e fi nal object ion to the regulative principle is that 
“consist ency will make us all either exclusive psalm sing-
ers or Reformed Baptist s!” (f). Th e author declines 
to address the baptism issue, and, concentrating only 
on the musical one, writes: “Th e case needs, then, to be 
est ablished and maintained that the regulative principle 
is an argument based on what is warranted by God in 
Scripture as a whole, and not merely in the New Test a-
ment church. In this inst ance, as regards the use of mu-
sical inst ruments and choral accompaniment, temple 
pract ice provides all the warrant that is needed.”

But what could our brother from Wales be think-
ing? While it is true that our worship is informed by 
all of Scripture, this does not mean that there is no dif-
ferentiation between what theologians have referred 
to as moral elements (i.e., elements of worship that 
are universal in all places and times) and ceremonial 
ones (i.e., those that are bound up with the ceremo-
nial law). While our ascertaining what is meant by the 
regulative principle is basically induct ive in approach, 
that does not imply that our Scriptural gleanings are 
a mindless enterprise, unable to dist inguish between 
pract ices that are perpetually binding and pract ices 
which were intended only for the Jewish nation under 
a Levitical priest hood.

Dr. Th omas concludes his essay by writing that apart 
from the regulative principle, “we are at the mercy of 
tyranny and folly” ().

Donald S. Whitney

A professor at Midwest ern Baptist  Th eological Semi-
nary, Donald S. Whitney wrote in the Boice fest schrift  
on “Private Worship.” His clear adherence to the reg-
ulative principle is another example of the resurgence 
of the doct rine, including among Baptist s. In conjunc-
tion with the particular topic of his essay, he writes that 
“all the biblical elements of public worship that can be 
legitimately pract iced in isolation from other believers 
const itute the elements of private worship. And while 
these elements may take somewhat diff erent forms 
(for inst ance, one person might pray aloud in private 
worship, another silently), these elements are few and 
simple. Th is simplicity is not surprising since God has 
believing children of a wide variety of ages, intellect ual 
capacities, and educational levels. So in the private wor-
ship of God, the basic elements are intake of the word 
of God, prayer, and worshipful song” (f).

Nick R. Needham

In his chapter, “Worship Th rough the Ages,” Nick Need-
ham writes: 

Th e dist inct ively Reformed persp ect ive on worship 
was pioneered by Zwingli, but it was really Bucer and 
Calvin who gave it its doct rinal shape…. [Calvin’s] ap-
proach to the form of worship in Strasbourg and Ge-
neva was similar to, yet diff erent from, that of Zwingli 
in Zurich. Calvin too believed that nothing should be 
done in Christ ian worship unless the New Test ament 
authorized it (the regulative principle). So he followed 
Zwingli in reject ing most  of the ritual of medieval Cath-
olic worship—images, candles, priest ly robes, and so 
on. However, Calvin and Bucer were rather more posi-
tive than Zwingli in seeking a const ruct ive reformation 
of worship, based not only on the teaching of Scrip-
ture, but also on the worship pract ices of the patrist ic 
era. It was not exact ly “patrist ic fundamentalism,” but 
Reformed worship in the sixteenth century did engage 
in a profound dialogue with the early church and fos-
tered a genuine reprist ination of patrist ic forms, albeit 
always beneath the ultimate critical norm of Scripture 
().

Hughes Oliphant Old

Hughes Oliphant Old, well-known scholar in the area of 
 . Donald S. Whitney, “Private Worship,” in Ryken, et al., Give 
Praise to God, –.
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worship, contributes for this volume a chapter entitled 
“Calvin’s Th eology of Worship.” He considers Calvin’s 
views primarily from the persp ect ive of his treatment 
of the fi rst  table of God’s Law.

Calvin underst ood that “with the coming of Christ  
the external ceremonies of the law abolished.” However, 
“as Calvin underst ands it, ‘the public worship that God 
once prescribed is st ill in force’” ().

Under Professor Old’s consideration of the Second 
Commandment, he writes: “For Calvin, the worship 
that is according to Scripture is not conceived of in a 
literalist ic way.” Calvin and the other High Rhenish Re-
formers acknowledged that there are matters “that are 
‘indiff erent’ in the public worship of the church.” Th is 
principle was esp ecially true with regard to Calvin’s use 
of “prayer forms”: “Th ese prayer forms were not written 
out word for word from Scripture, but they were nev-
ertheless according to Scripture” (f).

According to Dr. Old,

For Calvin, it was important that Christ ian worship be 
more than a mere human work. He underst ood that 
when our celebrations of worship are performed ac-
cording to God’s command, in obedience to his com-
mand, then they are divine works. When our worship 
is made alive by his Spirit working in our hearts, then 
our worship is the work of God’s Spirit. Such worship is 
truly sp iritual worship. For Calvin, sp iritual worship is 
above all worship that is in obedience to God’s revealed 
will: “And then he makes us conform to his lawful wor-
ship, that is, a sp iritual worship est ablished by himself.” 
In his commentary on John, Calvin says that worship 
in sp irit and truth “is a matter of the sp irit, because it is 
nothing other than an inner faith which expresses itself 
in prayer; it is purity of conscience and the renouncing 
of ourselves to the end of dedicating ourselves to the 
obedient service of God ().

Calvin followed Lact antius in his opposition to su-
perst itious worship: “superst itious worship is the per-
forming of rites invented by human beings in honor of 
gods that were invented by human beings. Superst ition 
according to Lact antius is human-made religion.” Ac-
cordingly, “Th e Christ ian is not to use works of art as 
an aid to worship because, in the fi rst  place, God has 

not given this to use as a form of worship. God has not 
asked us to serve him by making images and then ven-
erating these images. It is not a service because it has 
not been asked of us” ().

Boice Festschrift  Overview 

Th ere is much that is helpful and edifying in this im-
portant volume. On the other hand, its weaknesses 
in underst anding show through at numerous points, 
and therefore it should be used with a measure of 
caution. 

Rick Postma

Representing the Free Reformed Churches of North 
America, is Rick Post ma, whose June  article in 
the denominational magazine, the Messenger, affi  rmed 
the regulative principle of worship. Entitled “Worship 
Wars,” the article begins by saying “the Bible is full” of 
“worship wars”:

Th e fi rst  one involved Cain and Abel, leading to the 
fi rst  murder in the hist ory of the world. Aaron pre-
sided over one that involved a golden calf that the 
people insist ed on worshipping in a similar fashion 
to the pagans around them. Th e quest ion asked by 
the Samaritan woman of Jesus (John ), to judge be-
tween the competing Jewish and Samaritan worship 
claims, represents st ill another worship war. Today, 
aft er skirmishes of varying durations, many churches 
have traded in a simple, reverent and Bible-centered 
liturgy—preaching, congregational singing, prayer 
and off erings of thanksgiving—for a worship format 
conforming as closely as possible to contemporary 
culture—talk-show format, preaching to felt needs, 
drama, entertainment provided in a soft -rock format 
to passive audiences.

Mr. Post ma observes: “While innovations in wor-
ship are oft en made with the best  of intentions, church 
hist ory has shown again and again that there are seri-
ous consequences to placing man’s ideas above God’s 
Word.”

Joseph F. “Skip” Ryan

Well-known PCA minist er “Skip” Ryan has recently 
penned his underst anding of worship, in the thin vol-
ume, Worship: Beholding the Beauty of the Lord. 
A perusal of the index reveals that there are three 

 . Lact antius (c. –c. ) was an early syst ematician of Chris-
tian theology.
 . Rick Post ma, “Worship Wars,” Messenger (June ). Online 
at http://www.frcna.org/Messenger/Archive.asp ?Issue=.
 . Joseph “Skip” Ryan, Worship: Beholding the Beauty of the Lord 
(Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books, ).
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references to “football,” but none to the “regulative 
principle of worship.”

Th ere is a brief discussion of the dist inct ion between 
“elements” and “circumst ances” of worship (–), 
which is more or less accurate. On the other hand, Dr. 
Ryan’s discussion of the classic passage in John  regard-
ing worshipping in sp irit and in truth seems to miss the 
point. He argues that worship in sp irit is sp eaking of 
worship from the heart; he writes: “To worship God in 
sp irit is to worship in the sincerity and earnest ness of 
our hearts. Th at is what God is concerned about. He is 
not concerned about the exterior forms. He is concerned 
about the reality of genuine worship in our hearts. So 
to worship God in sp irit is to genuinely worship, not to 
play with it or to play at it or to go through the motions 
or just  to st and up, sit down, lean to the left , lean to the 
right” (). With resp ect  to worship in truth, Past or 
Ryan does st ate that “true worship will always be wor-
ship that is st ruct ured by, oriented around, defi ned by, 
and originating from the Scriptures. We don’t worship 
the Book, but the Book brings us the One whom we 
worship in truth” ().

However, the author never fl eshes out what is meant 
by having worship st ruct ured by and defi ned by the 
Scriptures. Perhaps this is not surprising, given not only 
his Episcopalian upbringing, but also the Anglican litur-
gical persp ect ive he has brought to the churches where 
he has past ored.

Although there are helpful reminders in this book 
about the necessity of personal piety in worship, such 
reminders can be found more deeply and more elo-
quently expressed in numerous other places, includ-
ing the Puritans. Overall, the book is disappointing. 
For one thing, it fails to demonst rate how the regulative 
principle provides the context heart-felt worship that is 
genuinely pleasing to God. For another, the writing st yle 
is more like a st ream of consciousness with scattered 
thoughts, rather than a well-ordered treatise.

Douglas F. Kelly

In a signifi cant book on the West minst er Confession 
of Faith published originally in , Professor Doug-
las F. Kelly presents his views on the Puritan regulative 
principle.

Professor Kelly sees a continuity between the fi rst  Re-
formers (such as Calvin) and the Puritans of the later 
sixteenth century and seventeenth century (including 
those who produced the West minst er Standards). Th at 
continuity is expressed in terms of the suffi  ciency of 
Scripture (f).

On the other hand, Dr. Kelly suggest s that the Pu-
ritans went beyond Calvin, and he uses the writings 
of Hughes Oliphant Old and J. I. Packer (who in turn 
referred to Horton Davies’ classic Th e Worship of the 
English Puritans). In his est imation, the phrase, “what-
ever is not commanded or warranted by Scripture is 
forbidden,” which encapsulates the Puritan view, “goes 
beyond John Calvin” ().

Professor Kelly paints the pict ure of the environment 
in which Puritans operated, and he observes that the 
Puritans “were so concerned with worship because 
they were so concerned with God. Puritanism bud-
ded during a revival movement, an outpouring of the 
Holy Spirit, which gave them an immediate sense of 
the nearness, the holiness, the beauty and grace of the 
Triune God…. Everything less than God was second-
ary to knowing and serving Him aright. Worship was 
fi rst ; even the most  legitimate concerns were second. 
If worship then was of such supreme signifi cance, what 
could matter more than to do it in a way that would 
please God?” ().

Th e North Carolinian points out that the regulative 
principle is set forth in two places in the West minst er 
Confession, viz., Chapter . and Chapter . (re-
garding Christ ian liberty and liberty of conscience). 
However, following William Cunningham, he con-
tends that WCF . “const itutes an ‘obvious modifi ca-
tion’ of the regulative principle. Cunningham saw this 
modifi cation to be a necessary one, since ‘Th e princi-
ple must  be interpreted and explained in the exercise 
of common sense.’” Th is “modifi cation” has to do with 
two issues. Th e fi rst  is that the elements may be deter-
mined not only by direct  Scripture evidence, but also 
by logical deduct ion based upon “good and necessary 
consequence”. Th e other is that there are “circumst ances 
concerning the worship of God, and government of the 
church, common to human act ions and societies, which 
are to be ordered by the light of nature and Christ ian 
prudence, according to the general rules of the word, 
which are always to be observed” (–).

Even though there are diffi  culties associated with 
discerning the diff erence between the elemental and 
the circumst antial, nevertheless, the Puritan regulative 
principle is Scriptural. However, Dr. Kelly rues the fact  
that, given the amount of material written on the sub-
ject , there is “a lack of careful discussion and a paucity 
of illust rations to help us dist inguish the two. One has 

 . Douglas F. Kelly, “Th e Puritan Regulative Principle and Contem-
porary Worship,” J. Ligon Duncan, III, General Ed., Th e West minst er 
Confession into the st  Century  (; rpt. Fearn, Ross-shire, Scot-
land: Christ ian Focus Publications, ) –.
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the impression that many who assert this dist inct ion, 
fl y from it as quickly as possible.” He believes that John 
Frame has off ered an “intriguing suggest ion,” viz., that 
there are “essentially two diff erent st rains of worship 
in Scripture bearing on worship, and that one of these 
fi rmly and plainly indicates the traditional underst and-
ing of the Puritans that what is not commanded in wor-
ship is forbidden as ‘will-worship’ (Col. :f.). Th ese 
passages require explicit and sp ecifi c divine warrant for 
worship, such as Exodus :, where God commands 
Moses to const ruct  the tabernacle ‘according to the pat-
tern shown thee on the mount.’” However, Frame also 
contends that with regard to the “holy convocations,” 
there is no detailed “Direct ory of Worship,” thus im-
plying that the appropriate worship in that context is 
simply the general principles of Scripture applied to 
various situations (–).

However, as we have seen, the danger in John Frame’s 
position is that it allows for general principles to be ex-
pressed in a variety of ways, thus rendering meaning-
less the regulative principle itself. Although Professor 
Kelly opposes liturgical dance, drama, and incense, nev-
ertheless, his opposition to such pract ices is based on 
personal opinion rather than the law of God. For ex-
ample, he writes, “it seems to me that the introduct ion 
of incense into Reformed congregational worship is an-
other ‘theatrical trifl e;’ a turning back to shadows, aft er 
the full-bodied reality has come in the one whose ‘rich 
wounds, yet visible above in beauty glorifi ed’ make all 
the off erings of our worship acceptable. As I contem-
plate the eclipse of serious expository preaching and 
regular administ ration of the sacraments by ‘theatrical 
trifl es’ of dramatic presentations and incense, I cannot 
think of a better pract ical argument for the continuing 
relevance of the scriptural regulative principle in con-
temporary worship” (–).

But, the regulative principle, although it is eminently 
pract ical, does not derive its force from its pract ical-
ity, but from the kingship of Christ  over His church. 
Th e “it seems to me” is far from the certainty of a “thus 
says the Lord.” 

Th is confusion in Dr. Kelly’s presentation is seen in 
the fact  that he is uncertain as to whether the regulative 
principle addresses the quest ion of religious holy days, 
and in the way in which he mishandles the issues of the 

content of worship song and musical inst rumentation. 
He attacks the position of John Lafayette Girardeau (that 
of non-inst rumentation) as employing “a basically dis-
pensational argument to cut out inst ruments from New 
Test ament worship.” He writes that Girardeau “says that 
inst ruments were connect ed with temple worship, and, 
that now since the temple has passed away and been re-
placed by Christ , inst ruments, which were an accompa-
niment of that older order of worship have also passed 
away. I do not think there is that much clear-cut dis-
continuity between Old and New Test aments for one 
matter, and secondly, what do we make of the promi-
nent use of inst ruments in the heavenly worship in the 
New Test ament book of Revelation? If the church above 
uses inst ruments, why is it wrong for the church below 
to do so?” (–). But, could it not be argued that Dr. 
Kelly, based upon his own defi nition, has employed a 
disp ensational hermeneutic in reject ing the burning of 
incense? We see therefore the inconsist ency of his ad-
herence to the Puritan regulative principle, to which he 
professes allegiance.

Nick Needham

Nick Needham, a British Baptist  minist er, wrote a 
lengthy chapter for the book for the same volume just  
noted. Th e burden of the chapter was sp ecifi cally that of 
the West minst er Assembly’s view of worship, and par-
ticularly with resp ect  to the quest ion of the content of 
worship song and musical inst rumentation.

Summary of “Westminster and Worship”

He begins by remarking that the regulative principle of 
worship is “the Reformed and West minst erian equiva-
lent of the grammatico-hist orical principle in the fi eld 
of biblical hermeneutics: an overarching meta-concept 
without which nothing else can be comprehended—the 
key that unlocks West minst er’s liturgical door” ().

Past or Needham says that although the “wider defi -
nition,” that all of life is worship, can be just ifi ed, “the 
narrower, more sp ecifi c sense of the term is equally de-
fensible;” and he appeals to Richard Baxter in making 
the dist inct ion between the narrower and the broader 
(). Focusing particularly on the regulative principle, 
the author says that “by ‘the acceptable way of worship-
ping the true God,’ the Confession probably has par-
ticularly in mind a syst em of corporate worship; and this 
the light of nature certainly does not reveal.” Indeed, the 
“how of worship and the social dimension of worship are 
left  determined by general revelation” ().

 . Nick Needham, “West minst er and Worship: Psalms, Hymns? 
and Musical Inst ruments?”, in J. Ligon Duncan, ed., Th e West minst er 
Confession into the st  Century: Essays in Remembrance of the th 
Anniversary of the West minst er Assembly  (; rpt. Mentor Print 
of Christ ian Focus Publications: Fearn, Ross-Shire, Scotland, ) 
–.
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According to Needham, the fi ve “ingredients” nor-
mally are these fi ve: prayer; the public reading of Scrip-
ture; preaching; the singing of psalms; and the Lord’s 
supper. “Any church that accepts the meta-concept of 
the regulative principle, as the West minst er divines un-
derst ood it, will pract ise a form of worship habitually 
marked by these fi ve ingredients, and only these—ex-
cept on the sp ecial occasions that require also the sac-
rament of baptism” (f).

Th e West minst er divines fought on two fronts. First , 
they opposed Rome’s claim that God authorized “all 
kinds of ceremonies of worship which were admittedly 
not found in Scripture.” Secondly, they were in oppo-
sition to the Roman Catholic, Lutheran, and Anglican 
view “that the Church could itself inst itute forms and 
rites of worship, as long as these forms and rites were not 
positively forbidden in Scripture.” Yet today, the Roman-
Lutheran-Anglican persp ect ive is “widesp read,” “even 
among congregations within the Reformed tradition”—
apparently not due to “any self-conscious theological 
repudiation of the regulative principle,” but inst ead “the 
product  of a broadly man-centered attitude or mind-set 
concerning worship. Th e quest ion which most  evangeli-
cals tend to ask of worship pract ices is, ‘Do I fi nd this 
helpful? Is this meaningful to me? Does this make me 
feel closer to God?’ Th e quest ion, ‘Is this how God ac-
tually wants to be worshipped?’ is rarely raised” (ff ). 
Nevertheless, that is the way that the West minst er As-
sembly const rued the issue, as is evident in the Shorter 
Catechism as well as the Larger Catechism ().

Needham makes quick work of the canard that the 
Confession of Faith is inconsist ent through its use of 
“circumst ances” of worship. “A ‘circumst ance’ of wor-
ship is not a const ituent act  of worship;” in point of fact , 
“there are certain things which attach to all kinds of hu-
man act ions and societies, whether secular or sacred in 
funct ion, and without which those act ions or societies 
would either not be possible at all, or not be capable 
of execution in the most  eff ect ive way.” He elaborates 
upon the West minst er Confession Chapter I.: “With 
reference to the const ituent act s of worship, whatever 
is not authorized is forbidden; but with reference to the 
circumst ances of worship, whatever is not forbidden is 
lawful (if it is wise and edifying)” (f, ).

He refers to Richard Baxter’s list  of circumst ances, 
which includes these matters: 

Th e particular text or topic a preacher should choose 
for any given sermon; the particular method and st yle 
of handling that text or topic; the time of the meeting 
on the Lord’s Day, and the time of any religious meeting 

other than on the Lord’s Day; the place of meeting; the 
particular sins we should publicly confess, and bless-
ings we should seek or give thanks for; the particular 
passages of Scripture we should read out; the particu-
lar psalms we should sing; the particular translation of 
Scripture we should use; whether the preacher should 
use notes; whether the public prayers should be writ-
ten out; the particular furnishings of a meeting place 
for worship, e.g. pulpits, tables, cushions; gest ure and 
post ure in preaching, public reading, and list ening; 
the clothes we wear when we come to worship; and 
the particular things we use to assist  our natural facili-
ties when engaged in the divinely commanded act s of 
worship, e.g. “tunes, musical inst ruments, sp ect acles, 
hourglasses” ().

He applies the notion of circumst ance to the pres-
ent century: 

Th e advance of technology since Baxter’s time has added 
a number of other circumst ances of worship which he 
did not sp ecify, e.g., elect ric lighting, central heating, 
microphones, and overhead project ors. Th e use of these 
in the place or act ivity of worship is not sanct ioned by 
Scripture. But none of these things is an act  of worship. 
We should use them, not with a view to “sp icing up” 
our worship or making it more avant garde, but merely 
to facilitate our act s of worship—to remove obst acles 
which might hinder the free and ready carrying out of 
those act s of worship which are sanct ioned by Scripture. 
Our aim and intention must  always be to regulate the 
circumst ances of our worship by “the light of nature and 
Christ ian prudence, according to the general rules of the 
word, which are always to be observed” ().

He elucidates the matter this way: “the [regulative] 
principle is rigid and infl exible, and does rule out cre-
ativity (sanct ifi ed or otherwise), as far as the ingredients 
of our worship are concerned; but it equally allows us 
a measure of Christ ian liberty in the exact  way that we 
mix or combine those ingredients. Form and freedom 
are both provided for. No one need fear that adopting 
the regulative principle will infallibly beget an untouch-
able, st erile sameness in a church’s pattern of worship” 
().

Th e chapter lays out the theological rationale for the 
regulative principle with these three points: God’s sover-
eignty; the believer’s “desire to please the Beloved” (“To-
day’s hedonist ic creed of ‘Please yourself ’ cannot apply 
in Christ ian worship.”); and God’s Word as the necessary 
basis “if worship is to be an act  of faith” (f).
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In dealing with explicit Scripture texts, Needham as-
serts that “[a] more comprehensive st atement of the reg-
ulative principle could hardly be imagined” than what 
is found in Deuteronomy :–. Numbers :– 
is also adduced as an example of the “contrast  between 
divine authority and human imagination” in a way that 
is “vividly expressed”. Th e author properly notes that 
the New International Version “obscures” the thrust  
of Leviticus :– “by translating the phrase ‘which 
God had not commanded them’ as ‘contrary to God’s 
command.’” Other Scriptures to which he makes ap-
peal are I Kings :– and Jeremiah : (cf. :; 
:), which teach that false worship is condemned 
“not so much because it positively contract ed God’s 
revealed will, but because it was of merely human ori-
gin.” New Test ament evidence comes from Mark :– 
(or Matthew :–) and Colossians :–. Regard-
ing the latter, Needham quotes from Matthew Poole’s 
classic commentary on the meaning of “will-worship” 
(–).

Needham writes:

Th e great scriptural truth which lies behind the regu-
lative principle in Christ ian worship is the Kingship of 
Christ . Th e New Test ament Church is a theocratic, or 
(perhaps we should say), a Christ ocratic community. We 
are ruled by Christ  our King in our doct rine, worship 
and organization, and have no right to add to, or take 
from, His royal Word in any of these areas ().

Needham then goes on to consider the teaching 
of the West minst er Confession of Faith with regard 
to music.

We begin with the following important assumption: in 
the light of the Confession’s full-blooded commitment 
to the regulative principle, we must  take it for granted 
that the act s of worship the Confession explicitly autho-
rizes are the only act s for which it fi nds scriptural just i-
fi cation. It would be a more than mildly weird st ate of 
aff airs for a confession of faith to esp ouse the regulative 
principle with great force and precision, then to st ate 
that what its framers believed to be the biblically au-
thorized act s of worship—and yet for there to be other 
act s of worship, on which the Confession is completely 
silent, but which its framers believed to be equally di-
vinely authorized. Such a position would be incoherent 

to the point of unreason. Th e only logical assumption we 
can make is that what West minst er act ually sets down 
as the act s of worship authorized by God in Scripture 
are the only act s the West minst er divines believed were 
thus authorized (f).

However, that clear st atement does not mean that 
Needham adheres to what is known today as “exclu-
sive psalmody”. In his est imation, “Reformed writ-
ers in the th century were quite capable of using 
the word ‘psalm’ to denote simply a religious song, 
whether found in the psalter, another part of the Bible, 
or composed by uninsp ired men.” In his view, the fact  
that the West minst er divines did not sp ecify “David’s 
psalms” means that “it is therefore wholly possible and 
legitimate to interpret the unqualifi ed word ‘psalms’ in 
[West minst er Confession] . either as David’s psalms, 
or as religious songs in general” ().

Needham proceeds to give an overview of various 
views among theologians and the Reformed churches of 
France, Germany, the Netherlands, England, and Scot-
land. (ff ) In his view, the position of West minst er 
“was not exclusive psalmody. At its narrowest , it was 
the ‘all the songs of Scripture’ position; at its broadest , 
it took in newly written songs too” ().

He subsequently argues that according to the Con-
fession of Faith, “It is lawful to sing any sp iritually edi-
fying material (including, e.g., the Apost le’s Creed and 
extra-scriptural hymns)” (). He supports his view by 
contending that the content of worship song is in “the 
category of circumst ance” (), and also that “singing 
to God is simply one mode of addressing God; i.e., it is 
a mode of prayer” ().

With regard to musical inst rumentation, Needham 
st ates that 

what the West minst er divines act ually set down in the 
Confession as the act s of worship authorized by God 
in Scripture, were the only act s they believed were thus 
authorized; and they did not set down the playing of 
musical inst ruments as an act  of worship authorized 
by God in Scripture for His New Test ament Church. 
Th e Confession is deafeningly silent on the issue. So 
are all the other West minst er documents. Clearly the 
West minst er divines did not believe in the validity of 
inst rumental worship.

He goes on to note that on May , , the Eng-
lish Parliament voted to dest roy all ecclesiast ical or-
gans ().

However, Needham also writes that a dist inct ion 

 . Regarding this contention, we must  ask that if singing is simply 
another way of praying, then how does this fi t with the Confession’s 
list ing of “the singing of psalms with grace in the heart” as a particular 
element of worship?
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can be made between inst rumental worship and in-
st rumental accompaniment, and that, as accompani-
ment, musical inst ruments might be just ifi ed as a matter 
of circumst ance. However, such use would have to be 
“minimal,” and any congregation that employed musi-
cal accompaniment must  always ask whether or not the 
inst rument is “necessary” in order “to sing in time and 
in tune” (f). He warns of the “insidious” nature of 
inst rumentation, and writes that “if the process of cor-
ruption has begun, radical surgery may be necessary to 
arrest  the inst rumental gangrene, even to the good, old-
fashioned Zwinglian and Calvinist  lengths or abolish-
ing the use of the inst ruments altogether (if not blowing 
them to pieces with dynamite)” ().

Flaws in “Westminster and Worship”

In summary, the author has carefully weighed the 
seventeenth century sources in order to explain the 
regulative principle of worship as esp oused in chapter 
., of the West minst er Confession of Faith. However, 
it is regrettable that he does not appeal to any of the 
West minst er divines themselves, esp ecially considering 
the fact  that two of the Scottish commissioners—Sam-
uel Rutherford and George Gillesp ie—wrote extensive 
treatments of the subject . It is particularly in the area 
of “circumst ances of worship” that problems begin to 
emerge in his analysis. He commits the mist ake of sup-
posing “human act ions and societies” refers both to 
worship and government, whereas it is clear from the 
writings of the day that worship was considered an ac-
tion while government related to societies. Hence a cir-
cumst ance of worship is that which pertains solely to 
the carrying out of any act ion, i.e., the time and place 
must  be ordered so as to enable the act ion of worship to 
be performed. Nevertheless, the author extends the idea 
of circumst ances so as to go beyond things essential to 
the carrying out of an act ion, and to include also things 
which may make the act ion of worship better—an ar-
gument which was employed by Puritan antagonist s to 
defend the power of the church to est ablish what they 
called insignifi cant rites.

In his treatment of the singing of psalms much of the 
author’s paper is concerned with showing that seven-
teenth century writers used the word “psalms” to refer 
to compositions other than the Old Test ament book of 
Psalms. On this basis he concludes that the West minst er 
Confession of Faith, chapter ., does not limit the 
singing of praises to insp ired psalmody. Needham 
makes one reference to the writing of a West minst er 
divine, John Lightfoot, but it improperly represents 

him as off ering a personal interpretation when he was 
only st ating the opinion of others. Th ere is no reference 
given to the work of the West minst er Assembly in the 
particular fi eld of preparing a book of psalms for use 
in congregational worship, nor is there any attempt to 
draw signifi cant information from the hist orical records 
which have come down to us. Also absent is any inter-
act ion with those writings of the West minst er divines 
where they explicitly teach an exclusive psalmody posi-
tion. Moreover, he was obliged to show how the phrase 
“singing of psalms” was underst ood in the seventeenth 
century since that is the precise wording the Confession 
uses. Inst ead he confi nes his research to the singular 
use of the word “psalms.” Th is enables him to avoid an-
swering the quest ion which is problematic to his thesis, 
namely, why do the writers of the day inevitably refer to 
the Old Test ament book of psalms where they defend 
“singing of psalms” as a part of Christ ian worship?

Th e author attempts to provide a rationale for the use 
of musical inst ruments as a circumst ance of worship. It 
is in this sect ion of his paper that he st rays farthest  from 
the fi eld. To a man the Puritans were against  the use of 
musical inst ruments, and considered them a popish in-
vention to be reject ed. Nevertheless, he provides what 
he thinks are plausible reasons for considering musical 
inst ruments a mere circumst ance and therefore consis-
tent with Puritan thought. If Mr. Needham had more 
carefully defi ned “circumst ances of worship” when out-
lining the regulative principle of worship, he could not 
have defended the use of inst ruments on the basis that 
they assist  congregational worship; for he would have 
seen that the Puritans reject ed the imposition of even 
insignifi cant rites where there was no warrant for such 
rites from the Word of God.

Covenant Theological Seminary

Th e offi  cial seminary of the Presbyterian Church in 
 . Th e authors thank the Rev. Matthew Winzer for the following 
analysis of Mr. Needham’s work. Given the importance of the subject s 
treated in Mr. Needham’s paper, and the need for a proper analysis of 
the hist orical material, the editors of Th e Confessional Presbyterian 
hope to provide a lengthy critique by Mr. Winzer in a subsequent is-
sue of the journal (D.V.). For now we trust  this synopsis suffi  ces, and 
we also direct  the reader to an appendix to this survey (page ), 
regarding how best  to settle the intent of the West minst er Assembly at 
Confession of Faith ., regarding the phrase “singing of psalms.”
 . George Gillesp ie, A Disp ute Against  the English Popish Ceremo-
nies (; Dallas, Tex.: Naphtali Press, ) and Samuel Ruther-
ford, Th e Divine Right of Church-Government and Excommunication: 
or A peaceable disp ute for the perfect ion of the holy Scripture in point 
of ceremonies and church-government; … (London : John Field for 
Christ opher Meredith []).
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America (PCA), Covenant Th eological Seminary, has 
over the past  couple of years conduct ed conferences 
on worship. In , the conference was the Sacrifi ce 
of Praise Worship Conference; in , the title was 
Worthy is the Lamb.

Th ere was much in both conferences that could be 
considered faithful. On the other hand, there was lit-
tle to no discussion of the regulative principle of wor-
ship as such—a dist inct  contrast  to the way in which 
Greenville Presbyterian Th eological Seminary consid-
ered the subject .

Perhaps emblematic of the approach taken is Presi-
dent Bryan Chapell’s  address, “Worship as Gosp el 
Re-Presentation”. Dr. Chapell acknowledged that “not 
everything is up for grabs” with resp ect  to worship; how-
ever, contextualization and a concern for missions must  
infl uence how we pract ice worship.

Much of the fi rst  half of his presentation was given 
over to an hist orical overview of worship across the 
centuries. In his view, what is most  signifi cant is not 
the diff erences among various traditions, but their 
commonalities. Th ese “grand fl ows” and “unifying 
features” are manifest  throughout church hist ory be-
cause they represent Biblical themes, such as that of 
God appearing, giving inst ruct ion, and evoking a cov-
enantal resp onse.

According to Bryan Chapell, worship is “the re-pre-
sentation of the gosp el in the presence of God and His 
people for His glory and their good.”

He also contends that there is wisdom found in the 
fact  that the New Test ament does not contain an ex-
plicit account of a church service: this enables us not 
to be caught up in time-bound orders of service, but to 
concentrate on “transcendent gosp el principles.” In his 
view, “Th e service should be gosp el in form.” Th e or-
der should be determined not by tradition, but by that 
which “serves presenting the gosp el.”

Th is gosp el-driven approach applies not only to the 
order of service, but to the pract ices of worship: “As 
long as its gosp el purpose is fulfi lled, each asp ect  of the 
service may be expressed through a variety of worship 

components.” For example, the “need to confess” (or 
“corporate confession”) can be expressed through pas-
toral prayer, private prayer of the people, unison prayer, 
resp onsive reading of Scripture, a corporate hymn of 
confession, a musical solo, a choral piece, or sentence 
prayers by congregants, among other pract ices. Wor-
ship, according to the President of the PCA’s offi  cial 
seminary, is “st ifl ed” when it is limited in certain fi xed 
components.

Aft er st ating that the list s of elements of wor-
ship in the West minst er Confession of Faith and the 
West minst er Larger Catechism are diff erent, he suggest s 
that this implies that the West minst er divines intended 
the list (s) to be suggest ive rather than exhaust ive. He 
st ated that if he were ever called again to a past orate, 
he would consider “test imony” as an element. He also 
suggest ed that “fellowship” could be expressed in nu-
merous ways, such as passing the peace, shaking hands, 
and talking; fellowship, he said, could be considered an 
element within the worship, as an expression of God’s 
goodness among His people.

Towards the end of his sp eech, Dr. Chapell celebrated 
“creativity” and “novelty of expression” on behalf of the 
gosp el. He concluded by saying that “hist ory and Scrip-
ture refl ect  much freedom regarding the use of worship 
components that express the asp ect s of this liturgy. Th e 
precedents of Scripture and hist ory should guide us to 
maintain the asp ect s of our liturgy with a form that re-
presents the gosp el and re-enforces our mission for the 
glory of God and the good of His people.” We have a 
“wonderful freedom available to us” and “a dear mes-
sage entrust ed to us.”

By way of brief resp onse, we would fi rst  of all note 
that the Confession of Faith and the Larger Catechism, 
technically, are addressing diff erent issues, and also 
were created for diff erent purposes, which may be at 
least  part of the reason why the “list s” are diff erent. 
Neither did the Divines consider their various pro-
duct ions independent of one another, but part of a 
set of documents called for by a covenant solemnly 
sworn. Secondly, Bryan Chapell’s address clearly indi-
cates a reject ion of the regulative principle of worship, 
which mandates dist inct  worship pract ices (“parts” or 
“elements”), rather than a fl uidity of various worship 
components.

Sean Michael Lucas

One of the up and coming scholars in the Presbyterian 
Church in America (PCA) is Sean Lucas. In his brief 
tenure at Covenant Th eological Seminary in St. Louis, 

 . MP recordings from these conferences may be found online 
at www.covenantseminary.edu.
 . In a Th .M. paper written for Covenant Seminary (“Regulative 
or Relative? Th e Regulative Principle in Southern Presbyterianism,” 
 April ), George Robertson asserts: “Th e Southerners like the 
Puritans had a godly philosophy of worship but probably an imprac-
tical st andard” (). Besides reaching an erroneous conclusion, this 
paper is not very tightly argued. Its persp ect ive fi ts nicely with these 
later conferences at the St. Louis inst itution, even though approaching 
matters from a diff erent angle; at least  Past or Robertson mentioned 
the regulative principle.
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he has already become Vice President for Academ-
ics, as well as being an Assist ant Professor of Church 
Hist ory.

While some have viewed Covenant Seminary as be-
ing at least  slightly to the left  in the PCA sp ect rum with 
resp ect  to worship, Dr. Lucas proves that his views lean 
in a more conservative direct ion. Aft er quoting from 
the West minst er Confession and Larger Catechism, and 
referring to seventeenth century Puritan Jeremiah Bur-
roughs and his sermons on “gosp el worship,” the pro-
fessor summarizes his persp ect ive this way:

Th e regulative principle of worship claims that God 
has inst ituted “the acceptable way” of worship, that 
God has limited worship by his own revealed will, 
and that human beings are not to worship in any way 
not prescribed in Scripture. Th e popular way of put-
ting this is that Christ ians are to worship God only as 
he has commanded, and whatever God has not com-
manded for worship in Scripture is forbidden. In re-
cent days, this underst anding has been challenged by 
some who desire to redefi ne the regulative principle to 
claim that Scripture norms every act ivity of life, or who 
believe that the West minst er Confession goes beyond 
the principles of other Reformers, becoming legalist ic 
as it est ablishes the supremacy of Scripture in matters 
of faith and worship. Still, it is the case that Presbyte-
rians hist orically have claimed that God’s Word serves 
to regulate our worship in such a way that our worship 
is based on what is revealed in Scripture. If we deviate 
from the scriptural pattern, we worship in a way that 
is unacceptable to God.

On the other hand, Dr. Lucas is not consist ent with 
regard to the element of the singing of praise:

Music, as represented in the asp ect s of singing hymns, 
psalms, and sp iritual songs, is one element that is not 
absolutely necessary to corporate worship in the same 
way that the prayers or the reading and preaching of the 
Scriptures are. Th at is why Presbyterians confess that 
the means of grace are reading and preaching Scripture, 
receiving the sacrament, and making prayers; singing 
psalms and hymns has typically been seen as a way of 
praying, not as a discrete element of worship in itself. 
Th erefore, quest ions about and arguments over musi-
cal expression and st yle st and in a subservient position 
to the broader principles of worship that we have been 
examining here. And that is why I believe that the con-
tention with which I st arted this chapter is true: gos-
pel-driven, biblical, and Reformed worship transcends 

st yle; it can be expressed in a variety of local churches 
through a variety of valid expressions.

John Price

In Old Light on New Worship, this Reformed Baptist  
past or addresses the quest ion of musical inst rumenta-
tion in public worship. He notes at the beginning of 
the book that his purpose is not to argue for the regu-
lative principle, but rather to apply it to the inst rumen-
tation issue.

In Chapter I, he notes that “it is oft en assumed, even 
by those who hold to the regulative principle, that mu-
sical inst ruments somehow fall outside of the realm of 
God’s authority. While God regulates every other ele-
ment of His worship, somehow musical inst ruments are 
not recognized as coming under His regulation. Musical 
inst ruments are believed to be neither commanded nor 
forbidden, and, therefore, they are considered matters 
of indiff erence and liberty” ().

By way of contrast , he writes: “Th ere is no record in 
Scripture of a musical inst rument ever being used in 
public worship without an explicit divine command.” 
His plan was to est ablish these three theological prin-
ciples: “() Th e Old Test ament worship in all of its out-
ward ceremonies and rituals has been abolished; () 
We must  look to Christ  and His apost les alone for the 
worship of the church; and () With no command, ex-
ample, or any indication whatsoever from the Lord Je-
sus that He desires musical inst ruments in His church, 
we have no warrant for their use” ().

Aft er dealing extensively with the Biblical data re-
garding inst rumentation, and the hist ory of musical 
inst ruments, Past or Price in Chapter IV handles ar-
guments in favor of inst rumentation; the fi rst  such 
argument is that of alleging the inst rumentation is a 
“circumst ance” of worship.

In rebutting this argument, the minist er from Roch-
est er, New York, off ers the following. First , that notion 
of appealing to “the category of ‘circumst ances of wor-
ship’ contradict s the convict ions and the intentions of 
its authors.” Secondly, that view “violates the limitations 
of the Word of God concerning such circumst ances;” 
circumst ances, Biblically-sp eaking, are a manifest ation 
of the church’s discretionary power in order to maintain 

 . Sean Michael Lucas, On Being Presbyterian: Our Beliefs, Prac-
tices, and Stories (Phillipsburg, N.J.: P&R Publishing, ); the quo-
tations are from pp.  and .
 . John Price, Old Light on New Worship: Musical Inst ruments and 
the Worship of God, A Th eological, Hist orical and Psychological Study 
(Avinger, Tex.: Simpson Publishing, ).
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decency and order, and no one can argue that “the use 
of musical inst ruments falls into this category.” Th irdly, 
a circumst ance “must  be something that does not di-
rect ly aff ect  the commanded elements of worship…. Th e 
Lord Jesus has commanded singing with the voice in His 
church, and for the church to make any additions to this 
element, such as the use of musical inst ruments, is to 
push her authority beyond the boundary given to her.” 
Fourthly, a circumst ance “must  be something necessary 
(or essential) to the performance of the commanded 
element of worship. In other words, the circumst ance 
must  be of such a nature that if it is not carried out the 
element of worship cannot be performed.” However, this 
is clearly not the case regarding inst ruments: “Singing 
and playing musical inst ruments are two separate ac-
tions that can exist  independent of each other. Musical 
inst ruments are not necessary or essential to the act  of 
singing and therefore do not fall within the category of 
‘circumst ances.’” Fift hly, a circumst ance “must  be lim-
ited to those things undetermined by the Word of God.” 
Given the fact  that musical inst ruments were part of 
the ceremonial worship of the Old Test ament (which 
has now been abolished in the New Test ament through 
the coming of the Messiah), “musical inst ruments are 
under God’s authority;” and apart from further Scrip-
tural evidence, “we have no right to remove them from 
His authority by calling them ‘circumst ances’ so that we 
may do as we please.” Sixthly, asserting that inst ruments 
are circumst antial “violates the limitations of the Con-
fession [of Faith] itself,” since such inst ruments are not 
“common to human act ions and societies.” Seventhly, 
many major theologians, who have acknowledged the 
reality of circumst ances, have been opposed to the no-
tion that musical inst ruments can be just ifi ed on the 
basis on this category (–).

In Chapter VII (“Conclusion”), John Price argues 
that the matter of inst rumentation “is nothing less 
than a matter of sola scriptura…. Th e principle of sola 
scriptura demands that once God has made His mind 
known on any subject  in the Scripture, we have no right 
to think otherwise apart from further evidence from 
those Scriptures. Once the truth has been est ablished 
that He has placed musical inst ruments under His con-
trol, without further light from the Scripture we have 
no right to alter this persp ect ive” (f).

He pleads for a re-affi  rmation of the regulative prin-
ciple. At the same time, it “must  be used with Christ ian 
prudence, wisdom, and toleration. While we must  hold 

fi rmly to it, we must  also underst and that legitimate dif-
ferences will exist  among churches with resp ect  to its 
sp ecifi c application. Men who hold equally to this prin-
ciple will diff er in the arrangement or implementation 
of the details and legitimate circumst ances of worship. 
When such diff erences exist , we must  avoid the arro-
gance which believes that those who diff er in circum-
st ances are violating the regulative principle” ().

He continues: “While we should allow for diff erences 
in the circumst ances of worship, we cannot see how the 
use of musical inst ruments is among them. If the Word 
of God alone is our guide in this matter, we cannot es-
cape the conclusion that musical inst ruments in Chris-
tian worship are a violation of the regulative principle. 
To bring them into the church is to transgress the au-
thority of Christ  in His worship” (f).

Michael P.V. Barrett

Michael P.V. Barrett is a President of Geneva Reformed 
Seminary and Associate Minist er at Faith Free Presbyte-
rian Church in Greenville, South Carolina, a congrega-
tion of the Free Presbyterian Church of North America 
(FPCNA). (Th e FPCNA is the North American affi  liate 
of Ian Paisley’s Free Presbyterian Church of Ireland.) 
In , he penned Th e Beauty of Holiness: A Guide to 
Biblical Worship.

As described on the back cover, Dr. Barrett is “con-
vinced that the Bible does est ablish clear guidelines for 
both what we are to believe (issues of faith) and what 
we are to pract ice (issues of obedience) and that this 
direct ion includes matters of worship. If there is any 
overriding biblical truth that must  circumscribe every 
worship pract ice, it is that worship is all about God and 
not about us.” Th is book is designed to be “a guide to 
what the Bible says about the object , manner, and the 
heart of worship. We must  never shy away from what 
the Bible says regardless of how out of sync with culture 
it seems to be. God’s Word not culture—whether mod-
ern or medieval—defi nes the way of worship.”

While st ating that extremes exist  in both the reg-
ulative principle and the normative principle camps, 
Dr. Barrett professes his adherence to the teaching of 
the West minst er Confession of Faith, Chapter : and 
Chapter :. With regard to the detailed divine pre-
scription under the Mosaic administ ration, he writes: 
“Together the details underscore the important truth 
that God orders the way of worship, and man cannot 
and must  not alter that way. His inst ruct ions to make 
the Tabernacle so long and no longer, so wide and no 
wider, with this material and no other warn that He is 

 . Michael P.V. Barrett, Th e Beauty of Holiness: A Guide to Biblical 
Worship (Greenville, S.C. and Belfast , Northern Ireland: Ambassador 
International, ).
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concerned and takes notice of every facet and dynamic 
of worship. It is important not only that we worship the 
right God but that we worship the right God in the right 
way. Th e Tabernacle st ood as const ant visible witness 
that worship was God’s way or no way. Or to use our 
theological jargon, the details of the Tabernacle illust rate 
the regulative principle of worship” (–, f ).

The ARP Directory for Public Worship

Th e Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (ARP) 
has been engaging in a re-writing of its Direct ory for 
Public Worship. A draft  version of this Direct ory has 
been post ed on the offi  cial denominational website 
(www.arpsynod.org).

Th e Preamble of this new proposed Direct ory st ates 
that “the keyst one of the  Direct ory, as well as our 
documents over the past  two hundred years, has been 
an endeavor to operate upon the foundational basis of 
Scripture alone (Sola Scriptura) for guiding and shaping 
our public worship. Th e Holy Scriptures are the Word 
of God, revealed to us for our faith and pract ice and 
leading us to the glory of the Triune God. Once again, 
Th e Direct ory of Public Worship holds the principle of 
Scripture alone as foundational.”

Chapter I, “Th e Call to Worship,” properly dist in-
guishes between life in general (which is to be lived for 
the glory of God), and worship in particular (“It is also 
necessary that a due proportion of time be set apart for 
off ering to God that worship which He has commanded 
all people to give. Such worship is to be given individ-
ually, in families, and in corporate gatherings of pub-
lic worship.”). However, in Chapter III, “Th e Nature of 
Worship,” the document st ates that worship can be con-
ceived broadly (including all of life) or narrowly. 

Chapter II, “Th e Rule of Worship,” quotes from the 
West minst er Confession of Faith (“the acceptable way 
of worshipping the true God is inst ituted 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 suggest ions of Satan, under 
any visible representation, or any other way not pre-
scribed in the Holy Scripture.”); and it dist inguishes 
between the “parts (elements) to be included in the 
worship of God” (which “are either expressly set down 
in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence 
may be derived from Scripture”) and the circumst ances 
(which “have not been fi xed by a defi nite rule in the 
Holy Scriptures, such as the form or order of wor-
ship which is to be followed, the time or place for the 
gathering of God’s people, or the music to be used in 

singing Psalms, hymns and sp iritual songs. In such 
matters or circumst ances, the church must  be guided 
by the light of nature and Christ ian prudence, accord-
ing to the general rules of the Word, which are always 
to be observed.”). 

Th is proposed Direct ory is considerably better than 
that which was adopted three decades ago. However, 
even though it is chockfull of Scripture references, it is 
doubtful that several of the pract ices of worship which 
are advocated (such as unison and resp onsive reading 
of Scripture; inst rumental music; taking up off erings; 
and recitation of creeds) can be just ifi ed by the proff ered 
prooft exts. Furthermore, one of the footnotes, which 
contends that the list ing of elements of worship in the 
West minst er Confession of Faith was not intended by 
the West minst er Assembly to be exhaust ive, may open 
the door down the road for any number of other prac-
tices of worship.

Daniel R. Hyde

A minist er in the United Reformed Churches of North 
America (URCNA), Daniel R. Hyde has written a book-
let intended to introduce visitors to a worship service 
in a Reformed congregation. Th is California past or 
does proclaim allegiance to the regulative principle 
of worship:

Finally, and most  importantly, we are not to worship 
God “in any other way than He has commanded in His 
Word” (Heidelberg Catechism, Q&A ). Th e particu-
lar things in the service of God are clearly commanded 
to us by God Himself, set forth in biblical examples, 
or deduced by solid principles of interpretation from 
the insp ired Word of God. In this way “we may serve 
God acceptably with reverence and godly fear” (Heb 
:). We call this the “Regulative Principle.” We see 
this taught in the Ten Commandments, for example, 
where the LORD, the one true God, commands his 
people to worship him alone (fi rst  Commandment) 
and that they are to do this in the way he says (second 
Commandment).

Th e Scriptures abound with God suffi  ciently explain-
ing to his people how he serves us and how he desires 
and deserves us to serve him. Th e acceptable elements 
of the service of the Triune God are elements of his ser-

 . DRAFT: “Th e Direct ory Of Public Worship Of Th e Associate 
Reformed Presbyterian Church Presented to the nd General Synod 
of the Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church.” File Date: June , 
 [Accessed April , ].
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vice to us in the Word and Sacraments and our service 
to him in Prayer (Act s : cf. Heidelberg Catechism, 
Q&A ).

However, Past or Hyde does not demonst rate how 
resp onsive readings of Scripture, taking up off erings, 
recitation of creeds, or singing songs authorized by the 
church fi t with the regulative principle. Moreover, like 
many in the Dutch Reformed tradition, the elements are 
oft en considered in terms of their particular funct ion 
and place in a worship service, rather than abst ract ly. 
For example, he list s “Prayer of Confession,” “Prayer for 
Illumination,” “Prayer of Humble Access,” “Eucharist ic 
Prayer,” and “Prayer of Th anksgiving,” with the impli-
cation that each of these is a dist inct  “element” (f). 
However, from the Presbyterian persp ect ive, the “ele-
ment” is that of “prayer,” with the underst anding that 
there might be a wide variety of prayers (invocation, 
past oral, consecration of the elements of communion, 
thanksgiving, etc.) which fi t the category of “prayer”. 
Th is is a subtle dist inct ion, but one which might help 
to explain one of the ways in which the Dutch and the 
British approaches to the regulative principle diff er.

Daniel F. N. Ritchie

First -time author Daniel F. N. Ritchie is st udying at the 
Queen’s University of Belfast  for a degree in Hist ory 
and Politics. A member of the Reformed Presbyterian 
Church of Ireland, he, in Th e Regulative Principle of 
Worship: Explained and Applied, defends the wor-
ship views and pract ice of his denomination.

Mr. Ritchie notes that “Th e West minst er Confession 
leaves no room open for the Church to invent and en-
force the observation of religious ceremonies which are 
not set down in Scripture….. Th e West minst er Divine’s 
view of worship was simply the outworking of their 
doct rine that the Holy Scripture is the infallible and 
complete rule of faith and pract ice.” He concludes that 
“for something to be a regulative principle of worship, 
according to our Confession, it either must  be explic-
itly commanded in Scripture or by approved hist orical 
examples in the Bible (such as synagogue attendance 
by Christ  and the Apost les) or by good and necessary 
consequence be inferred from many passages of Scrip-
ture (such as infant baptism and Sunday Sabbath ob-
servance)” ().

In the chapter entitled “Th e Biblical Basis for the Reg-
ulative Principle of Worship,” the author argues fi rst  by 
means of an overview of the Biblical theology of wor-
ship; here he appeals to the nature of sp ecial revelation 
and divine sovereignty. Next, he presents the evidence 
from sp ecifi c texts—Exodus :–; Leviticus :–; 
:–; Numbers :; Deuteronomy :; :–; 
 Samuel :–;  Chronicles :–;  Chronicles 
:–; Isaiah :; Jeremiah :–; Matthew 
:–; :–; :–; John :–; Colossians :
– (–).

Th e next chapter answers object ions to the regula-
tive principle. Th e fi rst  object ion he handles is the no-
tion that “All of life is worship;” he writes:

If all of life was worship then how could the elders call 
a congregation to worship? Why would there be one 
day a week set apart for worship if God is to be wor-
shipped equally everyday? If all of life is worship then 
unbelievers should be allowed to come to the Lord’s 
Supper, since it would be no diff erent from eating an 
ordinary meal! Th e fact  that non-Christ ians are for-
bidden from coming to the Lord’s Table ( Cor. :) 
shows us that it is a part of something dist inct  from 
ordinary life. According to this logic, Baptism would 
be no diff erent from washing your forehead, preaching 
from making a sp eech, reading the Bible would be the 
same as reading a novel, congregational singing would 
be indist inct  from singing nursery rhymes, and prayer 
would be no more sacred than chatting to your mate 
on the telephone. In the light of such nonsensical rea-
soning, we can only deduce that the worship of God is 
separate from other asp ect s of our lives.

Th e other items handled are “John Frame’s re-defi ni-
tion of the Regulative Principle;” “Jesus accepted Hu-
man Traditions;” “Misrepresentation of the Regulative 
Principle;” and “Th e Regulative Principle only applies 
to Public Worship” (–).

In the chapter on circumst ances of worship, Mr. 
Ritchie contends that the matter of women wearing head 
coverings is a cultural rather than a universal consider-
ation. He quotes from John Calvin, the Geneva Bible, 
Francis Turretin, Samuel Rutherford, and George Gil-
lesp ie in support of his view; and also argues that “if the 
West minst er Divines believed that head coverings were 
a regulative principle of worship their failure to include 
it in the West minst er Standards was a serious mist ake. 
Th e only conclusion left  to us is that they did not consider 
the issue of head coverings to be a principle of worship, 
but inst ead a mere circumst ance” (–).

 . Daniel R. Hyde, What to Expect  in Reformed Worship: A Visitor’s 
Guide (Eugene, Ore.: Wipf & Stock Publishers, ) .
 . Daniel F. N. Ritchie, Th e Regulative Principle of Worship: Ex-
plained and Applied (N.p. [Longwood, Fla.]: Xulon Press, ).
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Besides the chapters already noted, Mr. Ritchie deals 
with the following: “Worship is to be given to God 
alone;” “Image Worship;” “Biblical Prayer;” “Reading, 
Preaching and Hearing of the Word;” “Exclusive Psalm-
ody;” “Inst rumental Music;” “Th e Sacraments;” “Th e 
Subject s of Baptism;” “Th e Mode of Baptism;” “Th e 
Lord’s Supper;” and “Th e Christ ian Sabbath.”

Th ere is much in this book that is commendable, 
and we would applaud this fi rst  eff ort by a university 
st udent. However, desp ite its length ( pages total), it 
does at points lack a certain gravitas. Also, it is curious 
that he refers to each principle of worship as being “a 
regulative principle of worship,” rather than using the 
term (“regulative principle of worship”) to refer to all 
of the principles of worship as a whole.

Douglas W. Comin

Douglas W. Comin’s Worship: From Genesis to Revela-
tion: A Vindication of the Regulative Principle as the 
Unifying Standard of Corporate Worship in both the Old 
and New Test aments, Proved by a Survey of the Canoni-
cal Scriptures (Lulu.com: Douglas W. Comin, ) is 
the result of a series of sermons preached while he was 
past or of Triangle Reformed Presbyterian Church, the 
Covenanter congregation in Durham, North Carolina. 
With over  pages, this volume demonst rates, from 
every book of the Bible, the truth of the regulative prin-
ciple. Commenting on  and  John, he writes that the 
Judaizing heresy “wasn’t simply a matter of their having 
a diff erent ‘worship st yle.’ Maintaining the old external 
forms of worship was a pract ical denial of the suffi  ciency 
of Christ ’s accomplished redemption, and thus a denial 
of the Gosp el.” He adds, “It is no diff erent when the Ro-
man Catholic Church seeks to re-create those old ex-
ternal forms, thus leading worshippers to believe that 
they are pleasing God through their works. Th is is one 
of the reasons the West minst er Assembly identifi ed the 
Pope as ‘that Antichrist ’” (-). Th is book will help 
to move the discussion of the regulative principle be-
yond a few prooft exts, to all of Scripture.

“Regulative Principle” Going Mainstream?

Th e moniker “regulative principle of worship” has re-
ceived increasing use within the conservative Presby-
terian and Reformed community since it was used by 
John Murray in the  OPC report on worship song. 
It is now common amongst  conservative Presbyteri-
ans, Reformed folk and Reformed Baptist  communi-
ties. Certainly, works dealing with Puritan hist ory and 

their principle of worship have come out under evan-
gelical and liberal hands and presses since  which 
describe the principle accurately, but these generally 
and perhaps underst andably did not employ the newer 
phraseology. An exception is Hughes Oliphant Old 
who did use the phrase in his  book, but only in a 
comment buried in the bibliography, placing the ori-
gin of the principle with the Anabaptist s. Happily, 
more recent publications indicate that the term is get-
ting mainst reamed and may become more commonly 
employed across a broader sp ect rum of scholarship.

Evangelicals no doubt are becoming more familiar 
with the phrase, even if only to dismiss it. Th e moniker 
appears in a collect ion of papers originally presented 
at the Forty-Sixth Annual Midwest  Regional Meeting 
of the Evangelical Th eological Society host ed by Grace 
Th eological Seminary in March , on the topic of 
“Th e Worshiping Church: Th eology and Expressions of 
Worship for the Twenty-First  Century Christ ian.” It 
appears as well in a work published in  on clergy 

 . Of course, there are many contemporary liberal writings on wor-
ship which seem totally ignorant of the concept or the term. A recent 
example is a book by David A. Miller, Contemporary Worship in the 
Reformed Tradition: Pract ical Approaches for Congregations (Pittsburg, 
Pa.: Vital Faith Resources, ). Although the author makes refer-
ence to sola scriptura as a doct rine that “anchors our worship, not 
to changing human traditions, but the biblical pattern for worship,” 
and also writes that the PC(USA)’s Direct ory for Worship “uses the 
phrase ‘Reformed worship’ to describe the theology that should regu-
late worship in Presbyterian churches” (p. ), it is obvious that he 
doesn’t have a clue as to what that means. On the other hand, another 
PC(USA) minist er, Robert P. Glick, at least  knows enough to attack 
the principle. In his recent book With All Th y Mind: Worship Th at 
Honors the Way God Made Us (Herndon, Va.: Th e Alban Inst itute, 
), he chides the traditional Calvinist ic approach as being too 
“left -brained,” and writes that “there is something in Zwingli’s think-
ing that runs counter to Scripture and even smacks of dualism” (p. 
). Professor Glick’s persp icacity in being aware of the regulative 
principle may be due to the fact  that he is a colleague of R. J. Gore at 
Erskine Th eological Seminary, the offi  cial seminary of the Associate 
Reformed Presbyterian Church. 
 . Th e following comment surely could have used some further 
elaboration if only to underst and what Old believed was meant by 
the phrase: “John Oecolampadius, Antwort auff  Balthasar Huobmei-
ers büchlein wider de Predicanten gesp räch zuo Basel von dem Kinder-
tauff . Basel: Andreas Cratander, . Th e three works list ed here 
on baptism make clear that the so-called ‘regulative principle’ is not 
Reformed in origin but rather Anabaptist .” Old, Worship: Reformed 
According to Scripture (; ) . 
 . Th omas F. Atchison, “Developing a Pract ice of Worship that 
Unites,” in Authentic Worship: Scripture’s Voice, Applying Its Truth, 
ed. Herbert W. Bateman (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Kregel Academic & 
Professional, ) –. Th e author dismisses the principle as 
unworkable. “It is doubtful, however, that the regulative principle can 
sust ain the weight of the myriad of worship issues without collaps-
ing into its own subject ivity (of interpretation) or becoming unduly
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and politics, in which the PCA it seems cannot escape 
its connect ion to the principle. Under the sect ion “Poli-
tics of Evangelical Protest ant Clergy,” Brent F. Nelson 
and Beverly A. Gaddy describe the worship of the Pres-
byterian Church in America:

Th e past  twenty years have seen remarkable church 
growth that has, in some ways, further exacerbated 
fact ional tension. Worship pract ice in the PCA has be-
come very diverse with the evangelical wing adopting a 
range of “worship st yles” from the radically contempo-
rary, to the “blended” (contemporary and traditional), 
to the highly liturgical. Traditionalist s decry the erosion 

of Reformed worship and call for renewed adherence to 
the “regulative principle” (whatever is not commanded 
in Scripture is forbidden) while also developing a va-
riety of st yles that range from the aust ere (psalm sing-
ing; no inst ruments), to the traditional Presbyterian 
(hymns and creeds), to the Baptist ic (three hymns and 
a sermon).

Th e principle in a broader context is unhappily con-
nect ed to slavery in some works. Commenting on a 
chapter on Benjamin M. Palmer, “the ‘founding father’ 
of the Southern Presbyterian church,” Stephen R. Haynes 
writes in his Noah’s Curse: Th e Biblical Just ifi cation of 
American Slavery: “As Mark Noll has noted, the sp irit 
of biblical interpretation that dominated nineteenth-
century America was ‘a hermeneutic compounded of 
reformed theological inst inct s and commonsense liter-
alism.’” Th e author elaborates in a footnote:

Noll notes three principles that were const itutive of the 
Reformed approach to scripture so prevalent in Ameri-
can before : scriptura sola (the Bible as a unique 
authority), the “regulative principle” (the requirement 
to do what the Bible commands and not do those things 
about which the Bible is silent), and the “Th ird Use of 
the Law” (the view that the moral teaching of Scrip-
ture provided a blueprint for life). Mark A. Noll, “Th e 
Bible and Slavery,” in Religion and the American Civil 
War, ed. Randall N. Miller, Harry S. Stout, and Charles 
Reagan Wilson (New York: Oxford University Press, 
), –.

One also fi nds the phrase used in the Oxford Uni-
versity Press title, Word and Supplement: Speech Act s, 
Biblical Texts, and the Suffi  ciency of Scripture, by Tim-
othy Ward. Cambridge has issued Th e Cambridge 
Companion to Reformation Th eology, which contains 
articles by David F. Wright and Carl R. Trueman who 
both employ the phrase. St. Martin’s press has is-
sued a work that uses the term, and Eerdmans has 
published a title in the Emory University Studies in 
Law and Religion series that makes use of the phrase 
as well.

Other Works for this Period

As we race now to bring this survey to an end, we 
mention briefl y the following works: Mrs. Junell Tay-
lor, Senior Warden for Providence Reformed Episcopal 
Church, Weatherford, Texas, “Th e Regulative Principle 
of Worship and Basic Defi nitions” (). Brother 

legalist ic.” Th is comment is ‘backed up’ with references to Edmund 
P. Clowney’s “Presbyterian Worship,” in Worship: Adoration and Ac-
tion, and Frame’s, Worship in Spirit and Truth.
 . Brent F. Nelson and Beverly A. Gaddy, “Presbyterian Church 
in America,” in Pulpit and Politics: Clergy in American Politics at the 
Advent of the Millennium, ed. Corwin E. Smidt (Waco, Tex.: Baylor 
University Press, ) .
 . Stephen R. Haynes, Noah’s Curse: Th e Biblical Just ifi cation of 
American Slavery (Oxford, U.K.: Oxford University Press, ) 
–.
 . Timothy Ward, Word and Supplement: Speech Act s, Biblical 
Texts, and the Suffi  ciency of Scripture (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, ) .
 . “Th is notion which came to be known as the ‘regulative prin-
ciple’ of worship, was to be the foundation of much of later Puritan 
thinking concerning Anglican reform….” Carl R. Trueman, “Th e 
Th eology of the English Reformers,” Th e Cambridge Companion to 
Reformation Th eology: Cambridge Companions to Religion, ed. David 
Bagchi and David C. Steinmetz (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, ) . “Knox enunciated more than once what in later 
Scottish church hist ory would be known as the ‘regulative principle.’” 
David F. Wright, “Th e Scottish Reformation: theology and theolo-
gians,” Th e Cambridge Companion, .
 . John MaCleod, Dynast y: Th e Stuarts: – (New York: 
Saint Martin’s Press, ) .
 . “Th e school [of thought], represented by Puritans, Presbyteri-
ans, Congregationalist s and Baptist s, concluded that what was not 
explicitly commanded (what was not “lawful”) was forbidden in the 
worship of God. Following, therefore, what is termed the regulative 
principle of worship, their worship service did not in any way refl ect  
the medieval mass.” David A. Weir, Early New England: A Covenanted 
Society, Emory University Studies in Law and Religion (Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., ) . Dr. Weir is an 
elder in the Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America.
 . Mrs. Junell Taylor publicly professes her adherence to the 
regulative principle of worship on her congregation’s web site. Mrs. 
Taylor writes in a paper (copyright © ): “What I believe is the 
fundamental purpose of the regulative principle is to keep pract ices 
out of the church which could possibly disp lease God. Most  of the 
reformers produced this idea because of the Roman Catholic idola-
tries, ceremonies, and false pract ices, which pict ure the extreme of 
what man can put together from his own imagination if scriptural 
warrant is ignored. Compared to the gross pract ices of the Catholic 
Church, it may seem a tiny little detail to go off  slightly into man’s 
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John (nom de plume), “God’s Cure for Liturgical Chaos: 
Th e Bible’s Hymnal” (c.); and “What is Worship?” 
(c.). A blog maintained by Joshua Hicks called 
“Reformers and Puritans (and a geek)” has featured 
discussion on the regulative principle. Rice and 
Huff st utler’s Reformed Worship has some hist orical 
notices of Puritanism but shows little underst anding 
of the regulative principle as might be expect ed. 
A work overlooked in Part One from  is Stan 
Hall’s “West minst er Direct ory and Reform of Wor-
ship,” which mentions the regulative principle very 
briefl y via a citation from Iain Murray’s  paper 
on the direct ory. Sam Waldron and L. Roy Taylor 
brandish their conceptions of the principle in support 
of their resp ect ive views of church polity against  each 
other and against  Episcopalian Peter Toon, and Paige 
Patterson’ single elder view, in Who Runs Th e Church? 
Four Views of Church Government. PCA Minist er 
Jeff  Pennington has a brief  position paper online, 
“Why I Believe in the Regulative Principle of Wor-
ship.” Th e Rev. Anthony Dallison has a four part 
sermon series, “How Should We Worship God?” on-
line at sermonaudio.com. And fi nally, as Lee Iron’s 
lect ure on “Singing Psalms and Hymns” was men-
tioned previously in a note on the Growing Reformed 
Churches conference for , we note this author’s 
debate with him on that subject  that took place in the 
year .

Overview: –

In the fi rst  half a dozen years or so of the new millen-
nium, the topic of worship has continued to be of tre-
mendous interest  and the literature has multiplied at a 
fast er rate than in previous periods, no doubt mainly 
due to the Internet. Perhaps the most  signifi cant pub-
lished writings that advocate a traditional approach are 
the academic and hist orical evaluations off ered by D. G. 
Hart and Robert Godfrey; and the more popularized ap-
proach off ered by Malcolm Watts and Daniel Ritchie.

Within the conservative Presbyterian world, the 
“mainst ream” position, increasingly, has been either 
to reject  the regulative principle, or to interpret it in 
a manner that makes it barely recognizable. On the 
other hand, some scholars have continued to maintain 
the doct rine; but, for the most  part, they are not in the 
larger (conservative) denominations, or have been mar-
ginalized within them.

Of particular signifi cance is the fact  that the regu-
lative principle of worship has, as it were, entered the 
“popular culture” of Christ endom (as witnessed by a 

variety of web sites which have taken up and have even 
embraced the doct rine). At the same time, the larger 
denominations seem, at an “offi  cial” level, to be going in 
an opposite direct ion. Do these confl ict ing trends per-
haps portend that in the future, assuming a large-scale 
reformation and re-discovery of Puritanism, the larger 
“conservative” churches will be left  behind?

VIII. Observations

As this lengthy survey comes to an end, several obser-
vations may be made.

() Th ere was a general rediscovery of Reformed 
beliefs, st arting in the s and s; and out of this 
renaissance (if we may use that term in this context) of 
Calvinism, has come a renewed interest  in Reformed 
worship.

() Th e regulative principle of worship is essential to a 
Reformed or Presbyterian underst anding of worship.

() Th e regulative principle includes, of necessity, the 
notion of “elements” and “circumst ances.” Doing away 

imagination in worship in only a few doubtful inst ances. Would this 
be wrong? I believe Scripture sets forth a resounding ‘yes’.” http://
users.ev.net/~providencechurch/regulative_principle.htm.
 . Th e website for enigmatic “Brother John” appears to be gone. 
Visit these links to view the papers: http://web.archive.org/web/
/http://www.geocities.com/reformedpresbyterian/
worship.htm and http://web.archive.org/web//
members.aol.com/Dbix7/canon.html.
 . http://www.reformersandpuritans.com////the-right-
way-to-worship-god-/.
 . Howard L. Rice and James C. Huff st utler, Reformed Worship 
(Louisville, Ky.: Geneva Press, ).
 . Stan Hall, “Th e West minst er Direct ory and Reform of Worship,” 
Calvin Studies. VIII: Presented at Th e Colloquium on Calvin Studies, 
held January –, , at Davidson College and the Davidson Col-
lege Presbyterian Church, Davidson, North Carolina, ed. John H. Leith 
(n.p., [?]). Iain H. Murray, “Th e Direct ory for the Public Worship 
of God” in To glorify and enjoy God: a commemoration of the th an-
niversary of the West minst er Assembly, edited by John L. Carson and 
David W. Hall (Edinburgh: Th e Banner of Truth Trust , ).
 . Dr. Peter Toon, Dr. L. Roy Taylor, Dr. Paige Patterson, and Sam 
E. Waldron, Who Runs Th e Church? Four Views of Church Govern-
ment, ed. Steven B. Cowan and Stanley N. Gundry (Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Zondervan, ).
 . Jeff  Pennington, “Why I Believe in the Regulative Principle of 
Worship” (). http://www.lakeside-church.org/Pos_Papers/pos_
regulative_worship.htm.
 . Anthony Dallison, “How Should We Worship God?”. . 
Th e Principles of Biblical Worship. . Worshipping in Spirit. . 
Our Duty of Th anksgiving. . Trembling at God’s Word. http://
www.sermonaudio.com/source_detail.asp ?sourceid=wpcus.
 . “Exclusive Psalmody Debate: Lee Irons and Frank Smith.” 
Warfi eld List , March th – April th, . Privately Compiled 
and Edited . Th is is available in the fi les sect ion of the Warfi eld 
list , http://groups.yahoo.com/group/bbwarfi eld/fi les/.
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with the traditional underst anding of these, does away 
with the principle, as hist orically underst ood. Further-
more, there is no legitimate place for a third category, 
such as “expressions,” which may be used as a backdoor 
method for just ifying various worship pract ices.

() Most  everyone in the conservative Presbyterian 
and Reformed world today professes to believe the reg-
ulative principle of worship; however, there is not uni-
formity as to what is meant by the term, which has led 
to much confusion.

() Furthermore, part of the confusion is that all kinds 
of things are being just ifi ed in the name of the principle—
things such as liturgical dance—that would have been re-
garded as bizarre by the Reformers who helped develop 
the doct rine of the regulative principle of worship.

() Regarding the doct rine itself, there are some who 
deny it (e.g., Steve Schlissel), others who modify it (Jef-
frey Meyers, Peter Leithart), others who redefi ne it or 
explain it away (John Frame, Vern Poythress, Richard 
Pratt), and others who eff ect ively neglect  it (Timothy 
Keller, Bryan Chapell); while st ill others who apply it 
inconsist ently (Joseph Morecraft , Greenville Presbyte-
rian Th eological Seminary).

() Hist oriographically, it is the worship innovators, 
who have an ax to grind, who tend to drive a wedge be-
tween Calvin and the Puritans. In this matter, the ten-
dency is to follow liberal scholarship, which has great 
antipathy to the Post -Reformation developments of the 
seventeenth century. Conservative scholarship would 
say that the Puritans did not repudiate Calvin, but ap-
preciated and built upon his insights and theological 
foundation.

() Th e regulative principle of worship depends 
upon holding to syst ematic theology, not just  Bibli-
cal theology. Th is is esp ecially seen in the writings of 
Steve Schlissel, but it can also be discerned by consid-
ering that West minst er Th eological Seminary, which 
has had a heavy emphasis upon “redemptive hist ory” 
to the detriment of syst ematics, has been weak, to say 
the least , on the doct rine.

() It is also noteworthy that those who reject  the 
regulative principle tend to be heterodox in other ways 
(such as with regard to just ifi cation). Th is is not a one-
to-one corresp ondence; plus, some might cite Nor-
man Shepherd as a counter-example. However, even 
with Professor Shepherd, it is interest ing to note that 
the manner in which he formulated the doct rine—by 

not making a signifi cant dist inct ion between the way 
in which worship is regulated and the way in which life 
in general is regulated—is not sound.

() Th e worship wars, including those regarding the 
regulative principle of worship, tend to be fought with 
resp ect  to music. Although the principle concerns 
matters other than music, the debate over music con-
tinues to be among the most  emotional, and the area 
upon which the discussion oft en focuses.

IX. Questions

Various quest ions, perhaps beyond the scope of this 
present article, suggest  themselves.

() How does one’s hermeneutics aff ect  one’s view?
() How does one’s predisp osition to a theological 

persp ect ive within Reformed theology (doct rinal, cul-
tural, pietist ) aff ect  one’s view?

() How does love relate to the regulative principle 
of worship? Should it not be true that those who ad-
here most  st rongly to the principle should be known 
for their piety and their compassion and their hosp i-
tality? If that is the case, in what ways can this reality 
be manifest ed?

() We cannot all be experts at everything; however, 
in conjunct ion with the concept of “body life,” why can 
we not learn from each other in the areas where our 
brethren are expert? In other words, how can those who 
do not have a mature underst anding of Biblical wor-
ship, be encouraged to learn from their brethren who 
have st udied the matter extensively and have come to 
the correct  doct rine? 

() Refl ect ing D. G. Hart’s insights regarding Ameri-
can Presbyterian hist ory, in what manner can American 
Presbyterianism overcome its “dilemma” and embrace 
fully a principled approach to worship?

() In what way(s) will the mutual interact ion be-
tween American and global Christ ianity aff ect  the uni-
versal church’s view of worship? Or, to make the point 
a bit diff erently, as Christ ianity becomes less “West ern-
ized,” how can we who hold to the traditional under-
st anding of worship assist  the rest  of the world to mature 
into the same underst anding? And, in that process, are 
there ways in which we in the West  can learn—even 
with regard to worship—from our brothers and sist ers 
whose theological acumen may not be as developed?

X. Conclusion

Th ere has been an increased interest  in Puritan worship 
over the past  two decades; and all kinds of discussion 

 . John Frame devotes a signifi cant portion of his book, Worship in 
Spirit and Truth, to the quest ions of exclusive psalmody and musical 
inst rumentation; –. See also R. J. Gore, Covenantal Worship, 
– n.
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over the internet. At the same time, other (competing) 
views have come to expression: high church liturgy 
(sometimes in the form of “Reformed Catholicity”), 
covenant renewal, New Life approach, contemporary 
worship, “informed principle of worship,” and “cove-
nantal worship.”

Various “Presbyterian” denominations, even “conser-
vative” and “evangelical” ones, have refused to take the 
regulative principle of worship seriously; and, far from 
enforcing this doct rine, tend to drive out (whether for-
mally or otherwise) those who seek to uphold it. Th ose 
denominations, we would suggest , will not in the long 
run experience God’s blessing.

As in the time of the Protest ant Reformation, the 
church today has tremendous opportunities to com-
municate rapidly. What the printing press was to the 
sixteenth century, the Internet is at the beginning of 
the twenty-fi rst  century. As information sp reads more 
quickly, the truth regarding the regulative principle of 
worship will also sp read, and, in God’s providence, be 
maintained.

Th e church today faces tumultuous times—new ethi-
cal issues, times of war, persecution, proselytizing by 
Roman Catholicism, doct rinal decline, even a Mus-
lim threat. But, the church in the Reformation faced 
the same kinds of issues. And it was out of that tur-
moil that there was a reawakened, apost olic, perhaps 
we could say prophet-like, vision of what it meant to 
worship God.

For those whose breast s beat in harmony with a mil-
lennial hope of a Golden Age for the church, it may not 
be too whimsical to believe that someday, not only will 
the fl uff  which passes for worship be swept aside, but 
also the worship off ered by Christ ’s Bride will be self-
consciously in accord with her Lord’s commands. But 
the expect ation that the traditional Presbyterian advo-
cacy of regulated worship will eventually triumph, will 
only be realized when men’s hearts are changed. It will 
only become a reality when the gosp el itself triumphs, 
in a day when the knowledge of the glory of the Lord 
covers the earth as the waters cover the sea.

Appendix: The Meaning of “Psalms” in the 
Context of the Westminster Standards.

To many it is perhaps surprising that so much ink is sp ent 
on disp uting what the West minst er Assembly meant at 
Confession of Faith chapter . by the phrase “singing 
of psalms.” Th ere is a long hist ory of changing doct rinal 
st andards when some Churches have determined they 

have scriptural warrant to expand the corpus of sung 
praise in the worship of God to include uninsp ired 
hymns, and so if there has been a misunderst and-
ing, it has certainly been a long st anding one. On the 
other hand, there has been perhaps some overst ating of 
the case by the opponents of uninsp ired hymnody in 
public worship in portraying the Confession as teaching 
exclusive psalmody. It most  certainly authorizes only the 
singing of psalms in public worship if the conclusion of 
this paper st ands, but it is going beyond and against  the 
known information to conclude the Divines did so be-
cause of an exclusive psalmody principle that developed 
through the “worship wars” of the succeeding centuries 
aft er West minst er. Th at it is clear that some of the Divines 
did not hold to exclusive psalmody as we know it, may 
explain why some have sought to go to sources external 
to the product ions of the Assembly to seek a broadened 
interpretation of “singing of psalms.” 

If one turns to the Oxford English Dict ionary, the 
term “psalm” has a general and a sp ecifi c use. In general, 
the term refers to “any sacred song that is or may be sung 
in religious worship; a hymn: esp . in biblical use.” Spe-
cifi cally the term “psalm” means “any one of the sacred 
songs or hymns of the ancient Hebrews which together 
form the book of Psalms; a version or paraphrase of any 
of these, esp . as sung (or read) in public or private wor-
ship.” As already noted it certainly seems to have been 
the case that churches over the years have underst ood 
the term in its sp ecifi c sense when they changed their 
doct rinal st andards accordingly. However, as they may 
have been mist aken, asserting a defi nition is not going 
to be persuasive. 

Recent controversies hopefully demonst rate the pit-
falls of going to individual writings of the West minst er 
Divines or simply contemporary writings, and impos-
ing intent or meaning on their product ions. However, 
there is a reasonable and fairly persuasive approach that 
clearly identifi es what the Divines meant by “psalm” at 
WCF . which does not get one tangled up in go-
ing to sources external to their work or tripped up in 
anachronist ic claims that they were an Assembly of ex-
clusive psalmodist s.

Th e case can be made that as an assembly the 
West minst er Divines authorized the singing of only 
 . See the review of Nick Needham’s work on page  of this is-
sue of Th e Confessional Presbterian.
 . Th e Calvinist  Baptist s () changed their Confession to read: 
“teaching and admonishing one another in psalms, hymns, and sp iri-
tual songs,” the PCUSA () authorized uninsp ired hymns via their 
revised Direct ory for the Public Worship of God, and the ARP () 
approved the validity of singing evangelical hymns and subsequently 
added a note to the Confession refl ect ing that in . 
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the  psalms in public worship for the three king-
doms over which their deliberations were intended to 
cover. Th ere is nothing in this position that confl ict s 
with Nick Needham’s conclusion: “Th e only logical 
assumption we can make is that what West minst er 
act ually sets down as the act s of worship authorized 
by God in Scripture are the only act s the West minst er 
divines believed were thus authorized.” Th e ‘wor-
ship wars’ over the content of worship song had not 
begun, and the doubtful quest ion of what else might 
have been included was simply not addressed. Th at 

does not mean the Divines were prescient in using the 
term loosely and generally to “cover” future contro-
versies. No; they were very precise. Th ey simply au-
thorized that upon which they could all agree upon 
was a biblical pract ice. Th is pract ice was singing the 
 Psalms of David, which can be illust rated by look-
ing solely at the work and offi  cial documents of the 
West minst er Assembly itself.

Psalm vs. psalm

Before proceeding, it may be useful to address the quest ion 
of whether the usage of a capital or small “p” has any bear-
ing on the intent of the Divines. Brian Schwertley writes 
regarding the term “psalm” at ., that some

like to point out the fact  that the word psalm is not 
capitalized, as if this proves the word is used in some 
vague, generic sense. Th e problem with this argument 
is the simple fact  that the authors [of] the West minst er 
Standards only capitalized the word Psalms when it was 
used as a title of the whole book.

Daniel F. N. Ritchie, following Schwertley, argues 
as follows:

It is clearly evident that when the West minst er Divines 
referred to the title of the book of Psalms they used 
capitalisation. However, when they referred to an indi-
vidual psalm or to a psalter (psalm book) they did not 
use capitalisation. So the fact  that the word ‘psalm’ is 
not sp elt with a capital in the West minst er Confession 
does not prove that it referred to any other songs out-
side the book of Psalms.

In this writer’s opinion, making an argument one way 
or the other is not determinative of anything. Th e fact  
of the matter is that editions of the Standards vary in 
their usage. In the fi rst  edition with Scripture proofs, in 
Confession of Faith ., the term is capitalized, which 
would undercut those who would use lower case us-
age to argue for the general sense of “psalm.” In the 
manuscript of the Direct ory for Worship presented to 
the House of Lords, it is not clear that there is any dis-
tinct ion in the case where the word “psalm” is used in 
the sect ion on “Singing of Psalms,” and in one of 
the earliest  published editions the word is capitalized 
in every inst ance, all which obviates the unneeded at-
tempt to answer the fi rst  claim. On top of this, as 
demonst rated elsewhere, the printers were usually the 
ones to determine usage as to the accidentals of the text 

 . Nick Needham, “West minst er and Worship: Psalms, Hymns? and 
Musical Inst ruments?”, in J. Ligon Duncan, ed., Th e West minst er Confes-
sion into the st  Century: Essays in Remembrance of the th Anniver-
sary of the West minst er Assembly (; rpt. Mentor Print of Christ ian 
Focus Publications: Fearn, Ross-Shire, Scotland, ) .f.
 . Brian Schwertley, Sola Scriptura And the Regulative Principle of 
Worship: Appendix B. Th e Neo-Presbyterian Challenge to Confessional 
Presbyterian Orthodoxy: A Biblical Analysis of John Frame’s Worship 
in Spirit and in Truth. Th is is online at http://www.reformed.com/
pub/sola_b.htm. Mr. Schwertley apparently is direct ing this barb at 
Stephen Pribble who writes: “Th e West minst er Confession of Faith, 
in enumerating the ‘parts of the ordinary religious worship of God,’ 
list s ‘singing of psalms with grace in the heart’ (:). It is notewor-
thy that the term ‘psalms’ is used in its general sense of ‘any sacred 
song … sung in religious worship’ (Oxford English Dict ionary); the 
Confession does not sp ecify ‘singing of Psalms’ or ‘singing of the 
Psalms.’” In a footnote he elaborates: “Exclusive Psalmodist s make a 
good case that the West minst er divines’ own pract ice was exclusive 
Psalmody. But even granting this, it remains true that the fi nal word-
ing they adopted was ‘singing of psalms’ not ‘singing of Psalms’ or 
‘singing of the Psalms.’ Given their tendency to over-capitalize (e.g., 
Atheism, Baptism, Godhead, Idolatry, Holy Scripture, King, Media-
tor, Original Sin, Priest , Prophet, Supreme Judge, Surety, Trinity, Vir-
gin Mary, etc.), it makes their choice of the small letter p in ‘psalms’ 
all the more signifi cant. Presbyterians are not bound by the divines’ 
pract ice but by the wording of the Confession.” Stephen Pribble, “Th e 
Regulative Principle and Singing in Worship,” online at http://www.all-
of-grace.org/pub/pribble/hymnsing.html. As demonst rated, there is 
no solid basis for this argument, and the same applies to the missing 
“the” which usage also occurs in the Direct ory’s sect ion “Of Singing 
of Psalms.”
 . F. N. Daniel Ritchie, Th e Regulative Principle of Worship: Ex-
plained and Applied (Longwood, Fla.: Xulon Press, ) –.
 . MS draft  of a Direct ory for fast ing and thanksgiving and Of 
Singing of Psalms. Chad Van Dixhoorn does not note the latter as 
included in the MS, but it follows the direct ory for thanksgiving at 
the end of the draft , which is the House of Lord’s copy (MP  Jan 
/). Chad B. Van Dixhoorn, “Chronological Bibliography of the 
manuscript and published papers of the West minst er Assembly,” in 
“Reforming the Reformation: Th eological debate at the West minst er 
Assembly, –,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Cambridge, 
, item , .. Dr. Van Dixhoorn notes that the main papers of 
the House of Lords are housed at the House of Lords Record Offi  ce, 
and the West minst er related documents are in Hist orical Manuscripts 
Reports –, fi led by date, which is not necessarily the correct  date 
of writing (.).
 . See the editions of the Confession of Faith and the Direct ory
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such as capitalization. Th e tendency at the time was 
also to overuse capitalization, all of which was rather 
uniformly st ripped out for the fi rst  time in the E. Rob-
ertson edition of . Th us the controversy over 
big “P” versus little “p” doesn’t really resolve anything 
as far as the meaning of the word “psalm” at Confes-
sion of Faith ..

“Psalm” in the Context of the Westminster Standards

Th e Assembly’s meaning of the term psalm has to be 
underst ood in the context of the development of their 
various product ions and underst anding the guiding 
principle laid out in the Solemn League and Covenant 
that the subscribers would “endeavour to bring the 
Churches of God in the three kingdoms to the nearest  
conjunct ion and uniformity in religion, Confession of 
Faith, Form of Church Government, Direct ory for Wor-
ship and Catechising; that we, and our post erity aft er 
us, may, as brethren, live in faith and love, and the Lord 
may delight to dwell in the midst  of us.” Th e Assembly 
had an outline for their work.

Th e Directory for Worship

Th e fi rst  document the Assembly produced was the 
Direct ory for the Publick Worship of God, which st ates: 
“It is the duty of Christ ians to praise God publickly, by 
singing of psalms together in the congregation, and also 
privately in the family. In singing of psalms, the voice 
is to be tunably and gravely ordered; but the chief care 
must  be to sing with underst anding, and with grace in 
the heart, making melody unto the Lord. Th at the whole 
congregation may join herein, every one that can read 
is to have a psalm book….”

Th e Direct ory was completed late in  and ap-
proved in January . Th ose sect ions dealing with 
public worship included: 

Of Publick Reading of the Holy Scriptures.
Of Preaching of the Word.
Of the Sacrament of Baptism.
Of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.
Of Publick Solemn Fast ing.
Of the Observation of Days of Publick Th anksgiving.
Of Singing of Psalms.

Th e Psalter

Regarding “Of Singing of Psalms,” the idea to pub-
lish an approved Psalter for public worship, was fi rst  

proposed in late , a year prior to the completion 
of the Direct ory. 

“Th e fi rst  thing done this morning was, that Sir Ben-
jamin Rudyard brought an order from the House of 
Commons, wherein they require our advice, whether 
Mr. Rous’s Psalms may not be sung in churches; and this 
being debated, it was at last  referred to the three Com-
mittees, to take every one fi ft y Psalms.”

In the Direct ory the concern is expressed that “every 
one that can read” should have a psalm book, which at 
that point would have referred to the intended produc-
tion by the Assembly. One of the guiding principles was 
that the new paraphrase envisioned be faithful to the 
original language; another, was that it would contain 
nothing but the  Psalms.

Prior to this time in Scotland, the pract ice had been 
exclusive or nearly exclusive psalm singing in public 
worship. Earlier Psalters did include what were called 
“conclusions,” and some “other Scripture songs,” and 
doxologies; but these were various introduct ions by 
the printers and were not authorized by the Scottish 
Kirk itself. Th e case presented over a century ago by the 
Scottish antiquary David Hay Fleming, is st ill sound, 
that it is very doubtful the other Scripture songs were 
used in public worship in Scotland. On the other 
hand, the “conclusions,” and the Gloria Patria, neither 

for Worship in West minst er Standards: Limited Anniversary Edition. 
CD version (Audubon, N.J.: Old Paths Publications, ).
 . Chris Coldwell, “Examining the Work of S. W. Carruthers: Jus-
tifying a Critical Approach to the Text of the West minst er Standards 
and Correct ing the th Century Lineage of the Traditional Text,” Th e 
Confessional Presbyterian  ().
 . Th e Confession of Faith, etc. (Edinburgh: E. Robertson, ). 
Prior th century editions capitalize “Psalms” at .. Th is is the 
case in the important editions by Dunlop () and Lumisden and 
Robertson (; ; ). Th e Reformed Presbyterian edition of 
 (the rival to Dunlop’s collect ion of Scottish st andards) and later 
reprints retained the capitalization of Psalms as well (Th e Confessions 
of Faith, Catechisms, etc. [Edinburgh: Lumisden and Robertson, ; 
]; Th e Confessions, etc. [Glasgow: John Bryce, , ]).
 . Lightfoot’s Journal, November ,  cited in Th e Letters and 
Journals of Robert Baillie, A.M., ed. David Laing, Esq. (Edinburgh: 
Printed for Robert Ogle, [-]) .–.
 . David Hay Fleming, “Th e Hymnology of the Reformation,” 
Original Secession Magazine (January-June and September ). 
Th is was reprinted in An Anthology of Presbyterian & Reformed 
Literature  () –. How exact ly to underst and the fact  
that the Scottish General Assembly approved a project  to render 
the “other Scripture songs” into meter at the same time they were 
working to improve the West minst er Assembly’s Psalter, which they 
would eventually adopt in , is fraught with diffi  culties, since the 
original minutes are no longer extant. It clearly was not as serious 
a project  as the Psalter and it may be doubted if the original inten-
tion was that it be for public worship, particularly since they had not 
been used before that time as demonst rated by Hay Fleming. Some
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of which had any more offi  cial basis apparently than 
the other songs, probably slowly became cust omary to 
sing in worship from the time prelacy grew in Scotland 
until the  Reformation (Hay Fleming, Anthology, 
.). Th e singing of the doxology and another cust om 
of the minist er bowing in the pulpit were abolished as 
lacking Scripture warrant, the latter offi  cially, the other 
left  as Gillesp ie notes “to let desuetude abolish it” (An-
thology, .).

Th e “conclusions” were apparently commonly sung 
by both Scottish Presbyterian and English Independent 

alike. Desp ite that, Baillie st ates that they were aban-
doned because the “Popish and Prelact ical party did 
so much dote” on the pract ice. However, Hay Fleming, 
citing Livingst one, suggest s that there may have been 
a more common object ion to the “conclusions” among 
the Scottish populace (Anthology, .). Whatever the 
reason, the result is that it was agreed to drop them in 
the new Psalter.

Th e Confession of Faith

Th e latter part of The Confession of Faith, including 
chapter , was completed in December , and it 
was approved in Scotland on August  , . Not sur-
prisingly, the parts of worship that they articulate cor-
resp ond to the sect ions of the Direct ory. Th e ordinary 
parts of worship are: 

“Th e Reading of Scriptures with godly fear”
“the sound preaching, and conscionable hearing of the word”
“singing of psalms with grace in the heart”
“due administ ration and worthy receiving of the sacra-
 ments inst ituted by Christ ”

And the extraordinary are:

Religious oaths and vows
Solemn fast ings and thanksgivings

Th is is the disp uted passage where some wish to 
broaden the meaning of the term psalm beyond a ref-
erence to st rict ly the  Psalms of David. However, 
keeping in mind the work of the Assembly as a whole, 
and in the context of the goal of uniformity of worship 
as laid out by the Solemn League & Covenant, there is 
no reason to force another meaning upon the phrase 
“singing of psalms” in one document as opposed to the 
other. It is very clear the Direct ory is sp eaking of a Psalm 
book, the Psalter the Divines produced contained only 
the  Psalms, and the parts of worship noted in the 
Confession match those articulated in the direct ory. 
Th us the natural reading and reference in the full con-
text of the Assembly’s work is to the singing of the  
psalms of David as that which was authorized for the 
public worship of God in the three kingdoms.

Again, it has to be kept in mind that the work of the 
Assembly was a package deal outlined by the Solemn 
League & Covenant, and each product ion is not some 
disp arate separate product ion to be interpreted without 
context. Further to illust rate this contention, the linkage 
of the Direct ory to the Psalter of just  the  Psalms, and 

have used this fact  to argue that the Kirk was open to expanding its 
corpus of song, but that this particular project  failed because of the 
poor merit of the end result (William Annan, Letters on Psalmody: A 
Review of the Leading Arguments for the Exclusive Use of the Book of 
Psalms [Philadelphia, Pa.: W.S. & A. Martien, ] ). If it was the 
desire of the Scottish Kirk to do so, it was st ill with the underst and-
ing the material had to be insp ired Scripture. Th ere is no hint in any 
extant material by the Assembly of Divines that they ever discussed 
whether the other songs in Scripture were to be sung in worship. 
Th is ‘other Scripture song’ project  needs to be interpreted fi rst  in the 
context of the Scottish Kirk, before attempting to make it interpre-
tive of the Assembly’s intent. Indeed, it is possible the project  failed 
precisely because it did not square with the vision of uniformity laid 
out by the Solemn League & Covenant. Andrew Edgar writes in Old 
Church Life in Scotland: Lect ures on Kirk-session and Presbytery Re-
cords, ([London: Alexander Gardner, ] ): “Possibly Mr. Boyd’s 
labours were not found very satisfact ory, for his Scripture rhymes 
have not the melody of Milton’s muse; but whether his labours were 
satisfact ory or not, the deference thought due to the English Presby-
terians in , and the rise soon aft er of engrossing troubles in the 
kingdom, were suffi  cient to account for the temporary abandonment 
of the project  compilation. Aft er the great bubble of uniformity with 
England in doct rine, worship, and Church government, had burst , and 
the Church of Scotland was at the Revolution est ablished anew on her 
old separate national Presbyterian basis, the attention of the General 
Assembly was again direct ed to the subject  of Scriptural songs, as a 
supplement to the metrical version of the Psalms.”
 . Th e case of the Gloria Patria is interest ing. Gillesp ie cites it in 
his Notes, and presents Calderwood as defending the singing of it 
because Ambrose and Hilarius, desp ite their st rict  reject ion of singing 
any songs composed by men, did sing the Gloria Patria (Anthology, 
.). Gillesp ie’s reply was to correct  the reading, by noting the canon 
cited act ually imported that the two did not sing it. Th is would seem 
to imply that underlying the agreement to let the pract ice lapse was 
the fact  that it was not insp ired, and since bowing in the pulpit was 
reject ed as lacking scriptural warrant, perhaps an additional assump-
tion might be made regarding uninsp ired hymnody? Baillie, as keenly 
as he defended the “conclusions,” did so as Scripture paraphrases 
(Anthology, ., ). And Hay Fleming notes: “In conclusion, it 
is worthy of remark that Baillie, Burnet, and Edwards, in pleading 
for the doxology, maintain that it is founded on Scripture. And, fur-
ther, that Baillie, in his conference with those yeoman who refused 
to sing it, says, ‘We have it but once almost  in one sp iritual song, for 
every portion of the Psalm, which is right divided is a full sp iritual 
hymn to us.’ And this may be taken as an indication of what that ar-
dent champion of the doxology underst ood by the words Psalms, and 
hymns, and sp iritual songs” (Anthology, .).
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both to the Confession, in conformity to the endeavor 
for uniformity in religion, is confi rmed by the Scottish 
commissioners to the West minst er Assembly.

Gillesp ie said the following in his sp eech at 
the August   meeting of the Scottish General 
Assembly:

For the next Head of our Commission, ye know the 
Direct ory for Worship is settled long ago by the Par-
liaments of both Kingdoms. I confess it is not yet ob-
served by all there so as it ought, yet it is observed by 
many, to the great good of that land. We shall only add 
to that head, the matter of the Psalms; all grant that 
there is a necessitie of the change of the old Paraphrase. 
Th is new Paraphrase was done by a Gentleman verie 
able for the purpose, but aft erward it was revised by a 
Committee of the Assembly of Divines, accordingly to 
the original, and was approven by the whole Assembly 
(Cited in Baillie, .).

Baillie in his sp eech before the Assembly on August  
, , remarks:

I was glad to be a carrier of a Confession of Faith; also 
of a Psalter, which to my knowledge had cost  the As-
sembly some considerable paines, and is like to be one 
necessary part of the three Kingdoms uniformitie” 
(Baillie, .).

And fi nally, in a paper by the Scottish Commission-
ers to the West minst er Assembly to the Grand Commit-
tee in London, December , , and subsequently 
presented by Baillie to the Commission of the General 
Assembly in January , it is written:

Wherfor in pursuance of the ends of the Covenant, in 
discharge of that trust  which is committed to us, as lyk-
wise that some of our number who ar now to returne 
into Scotland may be able to give farther accompt to 
the Parliament of that kingdome, and to the Commis-
sioners of the Generall Assembly at Edinburgh (both 
being now assembled), we have taken this occasion 
(without the least  presuming to prescribe any wayes 
or to impose conditions) to renew our most  earnest  
desires to the Honourable Houses of Parliament, and 
to the reverend Assembly of Divines for their part, that 
all possible care may be taken, and greater diligence 
used, to expedite the begun Reformation and Vnifor-
mity, to supply and make up those parts that ar yet 
wanting, and to put on and make eff ect uall what is al-
ready agreed upon. More particularly we do desire that 

some eff ect uall course may be provided by Ordinance 
of Parliament for the taking of the Solemn League and 
Covenant, by all persons, as well as in all places of this 
kingdome, and some considerable penalty or punish-
ment (such as the honourable Houses in their wisdome 
shall think fi tt) may be appointed for such as refuse to 
take it (much more for such as reproach it or sp eak 
against  it), and that by authority of both Houses of 
the Parliament of England, the Covenant, Confession 
of Faith, Direct ory of Worship, Forme of Government 
and Catechisms may be setled in Irland as well as in 
England, according to the fi rst  article of the Solemn 
League and Covenant. Wee also desire that the Cate-
chisme (now before the Assembly of Divines) may be 
perfect ed so soon as is possible: that the Confession of 
Faith may be est ablished by authoritie of Parliament 
and immediately theraft er sent into Scotland (as the 
Direct ory of Worship wes), to be agreed unto by that 
Church and kingdome, it being the cheefest  part of that 
Vniformity in Religion, which both kingdoms st and 
bound by Covenant to endevour: that course may be 
taken for the better observing the Direct ory of Wor-
ship, which is, in many places of this kingdome, either 
wholly or in diverse materiall points neglect ed. And 
becaus the singing of psalmes in Churches is a part of 
the publike worship of God, We desire that the Para-
phrase of the Psalmes in meter, as it is now examined, 
correct ed, and approved by the Assembly of Divines 
here, and by the Commissioners of the Gen. Assembly 
in Scotland, may be lykwise authorized and est ablished 
by Ordinance of Parliament.”

Th at the fulfi llment of the need to provide for the
Continued on Page .

 . See Th e Records of the Commissions of the General Assemblies 
of the Church of Scotland Holden in Edinburgh in the Years  and 
. Edited from the Original Manuscript by Alexander F. Mitchell, 
D.D., LL.D. and James Christ ie, D.D. with an Introduct ion by the for-
mer (Edinburgh: Printed at the University Press by T. and A. Con-
st able for the Scottish Hist ory Society, ) –. See also Baillie, 
., where the last  portion about the Psalter is cited. It has already 
been noted that capitalization is not a sound guide to meaning, but 
interest ingly Mitchell as cited above does not capitalize “psalm” in 
both occurrences, while Laing does so in his transcription given in 
Baillie’s Letters and Journal. Laing, who also edited Knox’s Works 
and other such material from manuscript, obtained the MS Records 
for his work in preparing Baillie’s journals for publication, and pos-
sessed them for nearly fi ft y years, until Mitchell arranged to obtain 
them for his work, which he did shortly aft er Laing’s death. Both men, 
working from the manuscript of the Commissions’ Records sought to 
reproduce the text accurately as for sp elling and capitalization, which 
indicates perhaps that there may be diffi  culty determining if in this 
case the “p” is capital or lower case in both inst ances.
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In Continuation Th e Confessional Presbyterian

Fourth, the st udents are required to memorize the Shorter 
Catechism. Ideally they go through the catechism three times in 
the four year curriculum. (Students from Continental Reformed 
denominations may subst itute the Heidelberg Catechism.)

Fift h, we encourage exegetical/doct rinal preaching. Our 
st udents are encouraged to relate the truth of the text they are 
preaching to the doct rines of the West minst er Standards.

We live in a day with amazing resources. We need to pray 
that God will raise up godly men and that our seminaries will 
labor to provide the churches with an academic, confessional, 
and pract ical program for minist erial training. Why should 
we settle for less? Why should the people in the pew settle 
for less when our forefathers who lived in a less educated age 
with fewer resources had a minist ry so superior? But as long 
as the church settles for less, as long as the church settles for 
mediocre preaching, as long as the church settles for men that 
cannot carry on a logical conversation, she will have a poorly 
educated minist ry. On the other hand, if the church is guilty 
of wanting her ears tickled and not wanting doct rine taught 
and sin exposed, she is going to get a minist ry that will meet 
her expect ations.  ■

Th e Regulative Principle of Worship: Sixty Years in 
Reformed Literature Part Two (–), Continued 
from Page .
“singing of psalmes” is found in the approval of the Assem-
bly’s “Paraphrase of the Psalmes,” which had been purged of 
nothing else, seems to confi rm the sp ecifi c use of the term 
“psalm” rather than a more general use to mean any sp iritual 
song. Verifying the plain sense of the Divines from within 
the context of their work and the documents they produced 
is a suffi  ciently reasonable and conclusive approach to con-
fi rm their meaning, and avoids bean-counting opinions from 
outside their work to guess at what they “might” have meant 
by “psalm” in Confession of Faith .. ■

In Translatiōne: John Brown of Wamphray Singing of Psalms, 
Hymns and Spiritual Songs in the Public Worship of God, Con-
tinued from Page .
each church would not be dest itute of the ability to produce 
these songs, since in such public exercise the forerunning 
churches must  take fi rst  place. Christ  surely has granted all 
necessary gift s to the church. Th is gift , however, is very rare, 
and not common either to the churches or its members.

() If Psalms and hymns so composed and written must  
be utilized, either the hymns must  be examined or proved 
before they are act ually introduced for public use, or not. If 
not, is it not likely that the church would end up with some 
erroneous, absurd songs and the like? If they were examined 
and approved beforehand, with regard to both subst ance and 
form, isn’t it also likely that sometimes the occasion would 

be lost  for which the song was esp ecially prepared before it 
had a chance of being introduced for use? And so, too oft en 
in public gatherings, either there would be at times no sacred 
songs, or, composed ahead of time, or insuffi  cient use would 
be made with regard to the current occasion.

() It is certain that the Psalms and hymns in Scripture were 
dict ated by the infallible Spirit. No one will deny that those 
hymns are superior which were composed by the infallible 
Spirit than those composed by private individuals, regard-
less of how gift ed they may be. Who is going to believe that 
it was God’s will to replace his divine songs left  to us with 
purely human ones?

() If this sort of thing happens, it turns out as it did in 
the papal psalters, as Martyr witnesses concerning  Cor. :
, “Indeed, let the church not be led by its own insp iration, 
nor let ignorant past ors in their own judgment and prudence 
subst itute bronze for gold, in place of the Psalms and sp iritual 
songs which they celebrate as praise to God. Th ese traditions 
are most  frequently absurd, mere fables, and ridiculous.” So 
also Nicephorus witnesses in Book , chapter , Athanasius 
and Photius in Th e Epitome of Philost argius’ Hist ory, Book , 
sect ion , that Arius and his followers changed certain among 
the received hymns, and composed new songs, including for 
sailors, millers, and travelers, so that he might furtively lead 
people to his own impiety.

() Th e ancients sang the Davidic Psalter, as August ine 
witnesses, Book , chapter , Confessions; Th eodoretus, 
Hist ories, Book , chapter , claims that Flavinius and 
Diodorus handed down the Davidic hymns to be sung.  Au-
gust ine, Epist le , chapter , boast s that the divine songs 
of the prophets be sung solemnly in the church. He discusses 
the problem of the Donatist s who abandoned the hymns of 
David and sang songs composed our of their own imagina-
tion. Th e Council of Laodicia, canon , forbid the sp eaking 
of private psalms in the church.

() How great an evil has arisen from this license in the 
Roman church has already been suffi  ciently noted.

() Th e apost le prescribes for us the subst ance of the songs 
in Eph : and Col :, for Psalms, Hymns and Spiritual Songs 
are themselves titles of the Psalms of David and others.…

(To be Continued)
Translated by N. E. Barry Hofstetter, Th .M. ■ 

 . Th is argument is a bit obscure, but Brown appears to be 
making a reference to the pract ice in the ancient church, implying 
that the pract ice would have not only been clearly inst ituted by 
Christ , but would date back to antiquity.

 . Brown here appears to have risen to the level of prophet, 
considering some of the musical proclivities of the contemporary 
worship genre.

. [Ed. Th is appears to be chapter  in Nicene And Post -
Nicene Fathers of the Christ ian Church, Second Series, Vol. , ed. 
Philip Schaff  (; Rpt. Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, n.d.).]


