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SUMMARY

This thesis examines the interplay of propagands, politics and religion as it relates to the
covenanting movement in early-modern Scotland. The transmission of ideslogy and the communication
of ideas from above t\o below by covenanting polemicists to shape public discourse and to stimulate
political action is the focus of this work. The use of propaganda a3 an élite mechanism for influencing
popular opinion is analysed with respect to the origins of the covenanting movement. Considerationis
given, then, to the initial, political tensions which occasioned dissent in the late- 1630s and led to the
formation of the radical, political movement. The evolution of the covenanters from a pressure group
to a provisional government to a, largely, disaffected faction to an underground, protest group between
1638 and 1689 had a significant impact on the methods relied on to for mulate and disseminate their
ideology. Thus, the mechanics of their considerable polemical efforts are analysed with respect to
their function, production, transmission and reception through their years of political ascendancy as
well as their years in the political wilderness. Equslly, attention is paid to the modes of thought that
underlay the propagandists’ message and the main themes promoted in it to galvinize popular opinion.
Whether appeals to the masses through polemical rhetoric acted as a stimulus for the creation of a
plebian, political consciousness in seventeenth-century Scotland is of prime concern throughout this

study.
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Quotations: All abbreviations in quotations taken from contemporary manuscript and print material
have been extended; however, punctuation and spelling has been rendered as they appeared in the
original literature.
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introduction

The covenanting movement attracted the sttention; ignited the interest; and, inflamed the
nassions of all ranks of Scottish seciety, whether as adherents or opponents, for a significant
proportion of the seventeenth century. The historical boundaries of the movement were marked by
the Mational Covenant of 1638 and the Revolution of 1688-89. During that time, the cause of the
covenant was a formidable presence in the political culture of early-modern Scotland. What began as
a5 conservative, reactionary backlash against the policies and ruling style pursued by Charles |
developed over the course of fifty years into a radical program for political, ecclesiastical and
constitutional change. The engine driving this extraordinary, revolutionary impulse was the covenant
ideal. Although the covenant ideal had enjoyed broad- based, theoretical support in Scotland prior to
the late- 1630s, attempts to implement it as a quiding principle of public policy in conjunction with
concerted efforts to popularise the concept were not launched until the outset of the Troubles’.
Between 1638 and 1689, Scottish political culture was tested and, ultimately, altered by the
successes and failures of the covenanters in promoting this vision with each succeeding decade
witnessing new challenges for the established order in church and state. Beginningin the late 1630s,
3 petitioning campaign simed at 8 redress of specific grievances was launched against the Caroline
administration which led to a revolution in church and state. In the 1640s, internal and external
threats to the political ascendency of 8 provisional, covenanting government precipitated outbreaks of
war while, during the 1650s, the movement's military and political inadequacies resulted in the
occupation of the country by a foreign, military presence. After the restoration of the monarchy, in
the 1660s and 1670s, frequent episodes of mass civil disobedience and armed resistance culminated in
two major rebellions. During the 1680s, the radical militancy of the Cameronians, a renegade faction
of covenanters, created political tensions that not only strained the resources of Charles Il's and James
¥ii's governments in handling political and religious dissent, but had serious repercussions for more

moderate presbyterians. Although the covenant ideal served as the ideological touchstone for

-
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covenanters for the duration of the movement, it was not a static model for revolutionary, political
action; rather, it was the product of successive years of resistance to what was considered autocratic
rule. The necessity to respond to particular developments in the arena of practical politics gave
expression to the covenant ideal ; thus, It did not spring to life fully formed but, instead, it was honed
to meet the changing, political exigencies of seventeenth~century political culture.

The revolutionary forces unleashed in this era were precipitated by a consensus of opinion
among the po]itic/aI nation, the radical presbyterian clergy and the Scottish people that the Caroline
administration had to be challenged to amend the direction and substance of its policies. Theu were,
initially, induced by the actions of a disgruntled, socio- political Elite whose collective decision to
question Charles I's policies and to petition against church reform, publicly, provided a stimulus for
radical change of the sislus guo Eh‘te co-ordination and organisation of the opposition led,
subsequently, to the effective supplanting of the monarchy as the functions of the institution and the
day to day gover nance of the country were transposed in a piece-meal fashion from the royal
administration to the covenanting régime by the early 1640s. If the revolutionary impulse had not
come from above, it is doubtful if the politicsl, ecclesiastical and constitutionsl changes that
transpired between 1637 and 1651 would have been achieved. Certainly, the subsequent failure of
the movement to win back power without the active support of the political nation in the latter half of
the seventeenth century suggests as much.

Like the Scottish Revolution, the covenanting movement itself owed its efficacy as a force in
Scottish political culture to the central involvement and complicity of the radical presbyterian clergy.
From the initial challenge to royal authority with the Prayer Book controversy and the subsequent
petitioning campaign of 1637-38 to the near realisation of the covenant idesl in the late 1640s when
the radical kirk party dominated politics, ministers played s central rdle in, alternatively, fomenting
civil disobedience and reinforci ng the objectives and ambitions of the provisional government as its
leading advocates. Moreover, after the majority of the political nation had abardoned the covenanting
cause by 1651, the vacuum in the covenanters' leadership was filled by radical, presbyterian

ministers. In the evolution of the covenanters from a pressure group in the petitioning campaign of
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1637-38 to a provisional government from 1638 until 1651 to a fragmented and, largely, disaffected
faction under the Cromwellian régime of the 1650s to an underground, protest group composed of
rival wings after the Restoration until the Revolution of 1668-9, ministers figured prominently.
During these four phases of the covenanting movement, the prime value of the radicsl, presbyterian
clergy was their collective ability - along with their lay counterparts - to influence mass opinion.
Through the dual mechanisms of printing and evangelising, the ministers as propagandists established
a high degree of contact between the dissident leadership and a large proportion of the Scottish people.
The existing network of the presbyterian church courts quaranteed such access from the late 1630s
until the Cromwellian Interlude. Thereafter, loose coalitions of ministers maintained this link
between the leaders and the rank and file of the covenanting movement with the communication of ideas
from above to below heavily dependent on them. As men of influence within their own parishes,
ministers’ views, attitudes and beliefs carried some weight while, as the spiritual and intellectual
quides for their congregants, their potential to influence popular opinion was palpable. Given their
access to one of the chief, public forums in the early-modern period, the pulpit, they were well-
placed to shape and mobilise public opinion in an effective manner. They functioned, too, as the agents
for change, in that, what they said to their assembled parishioners in sermons with its mixture of
religion, politics and propsganda was meant to be acted on. Equally, it was their facility for
generating religious enthusiasm as an instrument for the acceptance of radical politics at the popular
level that made them so vital to the perpetuation of the covenanting cause. Their work as
propagandists, therefore, proved invaluable in creating the ideclogical climate and foundations to
justify the political activities of the covenanters. Along with their lay counterparts, their dissident
voices provided such authenticity and currency for the movement that it enabled it to remain a
significant, political force for almost three generations of Scots.

 The third component in the dynamic equation which occasioned the Scottish Revolution, in
particular, and accounted for the longevity of the covenant ideal, in general, was the involvement of the
Scottish people. What is striking about the origins and development of the covenanting movement was

the position sccorded to the lower ranks of Scottish society as an essential partner for engineering
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political, ecclesiastical and constitutional change. ¥¥ith the unveiling of the National Covenant until
the Revolution of 1688-89, the inclusion of the masses as a necessary adjunct of the political process
was & deliberate ploy resorted to by the dissident leadership during both its political ascendancy and
its years in the political wilderness. Although the breadth and depth of populist support altered,
considerably, between 1638 and 1689 as the covenanting cause shifted from & national concern to a
fanatical, minority interest, attempts to appeal to the populace by the movement's leaders continued
unabated despite the diminishing returns of this strategy. This approach to dissent was noteworthy,
in that, it not only went beyond the traditional use of the mob as a mere scare tactic in times of
political instability, but it included the intrinsic assumption that the beliefs and opinions of ordinary
Scots were worth cultivating in an effort to achieve specific political ends. 1t was all the more
remarkable given the ideological constructs of early-modern society about the natursl order and social
stratification. As a multi-tiered, hierarchical society, seventeenth-century Scetland was imbued
with an ingrained sense of rank, order and status that informed all social, political and economic
relationships. Well-established customs and precedents for active, political involvement favoured
those born to rule with this monopolistic dominance of political culture readily acknowledged and
deferred to by the ruled. This common perception was augmented by the early-modern view of change
a8 & retrogressive and, potentially, threatening force for the natursl order. Men without the chief
source of power, landed wealth, were excluded from the political life of the nation not only because of
the dictates of social stratification but because of the commonplace presumption that without a vested
interest in the preservation of the sis?us guo they threatened its character and continuance. The
covenanters® deliberate attempts to shape public opinion and generate populist support through the use
of mass, domestic propaganda was, therefore, unusual if not unorthodox.

Why and how propaganda was relied on by the covenanting movement as a mechanism for
inﬂuehcing public discourse is the focus of this study. Through an examination of the petitiﬁm’ ng
campagn of 1637-38 along with an analysis of the process by which the National Covenant of 1638
was created and promoted, questions related to the genesis of the covenanting movement will be

explored. How a small but influential group of dissidents who were hostile to the religious,
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constitutional and political changes initiated by Charles |'s administration managed to propel a
campaign to redress their grievances into a national cause will therefore be established in Part |.
Cultivation of élite and popular backing by the dissident leadership through the use of propaganda will
be shown to have been a significant factor in the perpetuation of the covenanting cause between 1638
and 1689. How propaganda was for muiated and what function it served during the life of the
movement will therefore be addressed. The production of propaganda during the years of covenanting
rule will be compared and contrasted with the liabilities and constraints this process faced under
politically hostile régimes. An analysis is offered, too, of the communication of ideas and the
transmission of polemical material from above to below in order to establish the extent to which
covenanting propaganda was capable of penetrating public consciosness. Thus, Part Il of this work
explores the mechanics of covenanting propaganda. The ideological concerns of the covenanters and the
main themes of their polemical messages as conveyed in their propagands is the subject of Part {11.
Attention i3 paid to the implications of religious revivalism, covenantal theology, anticatholicism and
millenarianism for the covenanting rnovement concomitant with the manner in which these modes of
thought were exploited for polemical purposes by its spokesmen. Attitudes towards kingship,
authority and the right to resist as well as the nature of the rhetorical battie played out in the
seventeenth century between promoters of divine right theory and advocates of popular sovereignty
are also given close scrutiny. Whether the reliance on propaganda by the covenanters to shape public
epinion and stimulate political action resulted in a deqree of politicisation of the masses in early-

modern Scotland is of prime interest throughout this study.



Chapter |
The Petitioning Campaign, 1637-38

I

The petitioning campaign of 1637-38 was the single, most formative political experience
in the development of what became known as the covenanting movement. |n the after math of the
Prayer Book riots which occurred in Edinburgh on 23 July 1637, 2 small but influential group of
dissidents who were hostile to the religious, constitutional and political changes effected by the
Caroline government launched a highly organised and brilliantly executed propaganda campaign
which culminated in the National Covenant of February 1638. Their achievements, over the
course of seven months, were impressive insofar as they were able to engage a significant
proportion of the political nation and the general populace in their cause. Through s combination of
formal petitions, position papers, pamphlets, declarations, speeches and sermons, they were able
not only to raise questions about Caroline rule but to give expression and clarity to the grievances
and latent fears of the nation about it. This ability to convince others of the legitimacy of their
protests was matched by the organisational skills of the disaffected element. The meetings called in
support of the national petitions, attended in increasing numbers by men of influence, that evolved
into committees for each estate and, eventually, the Tables - as the executive committee of the
petitioners was known - provided a basic network for the dissemination of propaganda for the
political élite who were active in the protest. This organisational structure was reinforced by
broader, populist appeals to all ranks of Scottish society lafgelg through the evangelising efforts of
the radical presbyterian ministers. Thus, while the direction of the petitioning campaign came
largely from above, popular opinion played its part too in the concerted attempt to persuade the
administration of the pressing need to alter its policies inchurch and state. These efforts proved
so effective that between July of 1637 and February of 1638, a minority of protestors 1aid claim
to speak for the majority in Scotland. Those who directed the campaign can be said to have
engineered wide-spread dissent throughout the Lowlands to produce a backlash against both the
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policies and ruling style of Charles |. Indoing so, they not only provoked a major political crisis
for his administration but called into question its very existence.

Although studies of the petitioning campaign are still limited in number, they vary widely
in their treatment of the topic. In Peter Donald’s detailed analysis of “high politics’ during the
four, crucial years of 1637 to 1641 when a covenanting revolution in church and state was
initially brought about, discussion of the petitioning campaign is oriented to reflect his
preoccupation with events in Scotland as they impinge on the king, the court and politics in England.
Questions relating to the official response to the protest, in general, and the Caroline
administration’s efforts to comprehend and contain dissent, in particular, dominate this
inter pretation where they receive both rigorous scrutiny and thorough answers.! Yet, the
emphasis placed here on the political ramifications of the petitioning campaign as “troubles for the
king"2 means that, in the confrontation between the Caroline régime and the protestors, the king is
very much on the defensive while his opponents are depicted as the aggressors whose actions
constitute a destabilising force in Scottish politics. This is in marked contrast to the work of Allan
Macinnes on Caroline rule from 1625 to 1641 which focuses on the origins and early development
of the covenanting movement. |n & lucid account of the progress of events which distinguished the
campaign by the disaffected element, it is the proceedings of the opposition faction which receive
close attention. Historical problems related to the direction, momentum and organisation of the
protest are thus of critical importance to this analysis. The study, then, systematically traces the
political process by which a loose coalition of disgruntled heritors, burgesses and ministers - who,
for different reasons, harboured resentment against the administration - was transformed into a
highly organised political pressure group which, in turn, became the provisional government3 In
addition, within this perspective, Macinnes incorporates the view that it was fhe supplicants who

were under seige; thus, their activities are regarded as 8 concerted attempt to defend the religious,

. P.Donald, An Uncounselled King: Charles | and the Scottish troubles , 1637-1641 (Cambridge, 1990), 43-

A.l. Macinnes , Charles | and the Making_of the Covenanting Movement 1625-1641 (Edinburgh, 1991), 158-

1

66.

2. pid., 45.
3.

72.



constitutional, 1egal and political traditions of the nation. Therefore, unlike Donald, Macinnes
interprets the petitioning campaign as a defensive strategy for mulated to stave off radical change in
church and state; hence, responsibility for the ensuing political disorder is 1aid squarely on the
Caroline régime. But, in sttributing the weight of responsibility for political disorder, neither of
these analyses bear any resemblance to that of David Stevenson as laid out in his pioneering work on
the causes, evolution and impact of the Scottish Revolution from 1637 to 1644. Although the debt
owed to Stevenson's efforts to provide a comprehensive narration of the petitioning campaign is
apparent in each of these studies, both depart from his methodological approach of consciously
avoiding value judgements with respect to the legitimacy of the actions of either the king or his
critics 4

However, apart from these distinctions, much of the historiegraphy relating to the
petitioning campaign shares a number of common, underlying assumptions in its approach. There
is 8 general tendency to view the outbreak of dissent between July of 1637 and February of 1638
8s a mere prelude to the National Covenant. in searching for its roots then, historians such as
Maurice Lee in his study of the Caroline administration and the governance of Scotland in the twelve
years prior to the outbreak of the Revolution have concentrated on long-tefm, rather than short-
term, causes stretching back to the Refor mation-Rebellion, in general, and to the policies of James
¥1, in particular, with the result that the petitioning campaign itself receives short-shrift in their
analyses. Wedded to this premise is the adaptation of a teleological approach to the petitioning
campsign which narrowly defines the National Covenant as the natural outcome of the Edinburgh
Prayer Book riots. ¥ithin this paradigm then, the substance of the protest is seen to be
exemplified by these two instances of legal appeal and mob violence but how the 1atter relates to the
former remains largely unexplored. 5 Morover, underlying the thinking behind the literature

4 p. Stevenson, The Scottish Revolution 1637-1644 : The Triumph of the Covenanters (Newton Abbot,
1973), 56-82.

3 M. Lee, The Road to Revolution: Scotland and Charles |,1625-37 (Urbana, 1985). The standard general
histories also incorporate this limited approach to the petitioning campaign as in G. Donaldson, Scotland: James
¥-dJames YIi (Edinburgh 1978), 311-2 and R. Mitchison, Lordship to Patronage : Scotland 1603-1745 (London,
1983), 39-42.
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concerned, is the aphorism that actions speak louder than words; consequently, there is a proclivity
to focus on the events marking the petitioning campaign at the expense of its ideology. For Walter
Makey in his work centring on the Scottish church under covenanting rule, it is whether the
outbursts of popular discontent were premeditated; who might have orchestrated the riots; and,
what the command structure of the dissident leadership was and how it evolved which hold the key to
an understanding of the protest® {Indeed, this is the standard approach to the petitioning campaign
relied on to a greater or lesser degree in all of the aforementioned works.

This tendency towards homogeneity in the scholarship has meant that other historical
problems which are equally central to a deeper comprehension of the petitioning campsign remain
largely unexamined. Most critically, the prevailing adaptation of the methodological approach to
history as éiezement has rendered the zenislité which infused the petitioning campaign obscure
and largely uncharted. The heated and, at times, violent political discourse which raged throughout
much of Lowland Scotland at this time is thus subsumed to the process by which the public debate
took place. Nor, for that matter, has any systematic analysis been undertaken of what ideological
and rhetorical appeals were made by the disaffected 1eadership to encourage civil disobedience. And
little attempt has been meade in any studies to date to show how received beliefs could be manipulated
to persuade others to join the protest. Therefore, questions relating to the historical problems of
how and why the ideas and beliefs of a dissident faction came to be so readily sccepted and acceptable
for & significant proportion of both the political nation and the Scottish people need to be addressed
to supplement existing scholarship. Through an examination of the principal issues and their
background which initiated the public debate and the character of the protest as it developed, new
light can be shed en the significance of the petitioning campaign as the crucible of the covenanting

cause.

6 W._Makey, The Church of the Covenant 1637-1651 (Edinburgh, 1979), 16-25.
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To understand the nature of the issues which came to the fore in the petitioning campaign
along with their background, it is instructive briefly to observe what Charles's motivations and
aspirations were in attempting to remodel the church in Scotland. The king's plans for usheringin
8 new church policy and polity were ambitious and comprehensive with significant ramifications
for the prevailing ecclesiastical, political and constitutional erthodoxies. In terms of religion,
they were intended as 8 means of affecting deep, fundamental change in traditional belief and
established practice; thus, a comprehensive package of refor ms that included a new prayer book, 8
new psalms book and a new code of canons was proposed. Once each plank of this scheme was in
place, the theological , liturgical and administrative basis of the existing church would be
transformed. As for the political dimension, Caroline church policy was part of a concerted effort
to bolster royal suthority by creating a semblance of religious confor mity throughout the multiple
kingdom. Restructuring the established churches in Scotland and Ireland along the lines of the
English church served as a practical means of fostering closer interdependence among the three
nations. With respect to constitutional considerations, the means relied on to institute his
programme for church reform were in keeping with Charles's authoritarian approach to kingship
and the governance of Scotland. On the king's orders, the new blueprint for the church was
conceived and drafted by the Scottish bishops in consultation, particularly after 1633, with the
Archbishop of Canterbury, William Laud, and it was, in turn, authorised by royal fiat. Even
though it was customary for a general assembly and a parliament to ratify changes in ecclesiastical
policy, this process was bypassed in favour of what was, in essence, legitimisation by roysl
prerogative. That a major policy was revised snd instituted without a broad consensus within the
political nation; that it was formulated in part under the aegis of a foreign prelhte ; and, that it was
to be implemented without benefit of the general assembly’s approval or of parliamentary statute
was an expression of the royal will that was designed to undercut criticism, avoid controversy and
afford the least possible opportunity for dissent. No doubt, memories of his predecessor’s, James
¥1's, attempts to impose simibar liturgical innovations between 1614 and 1621 through recourse
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to managed general assemblies and parliament played some part in these decisions. While James
was successful in obtaining approval snd ratification from the two nationsl institutions
respectively for his church policy, the strength of opposition had been considerable and subsequent
efforts at conformity were largely frustrated. Mindful of this experience, Charles's methods for
introducing the proposed relitjious innovations were therefore intended to smooth the path for
ecclesiastical reform. Thus, from Charles’s perspective, the new policy for the church offered a
potential solution to & variety of problems.

It was against this backdrop that the issues featured in the petitioning campaign against church
reform were debated. For, regardless of what the king hoped to achieve, his new programme for the
church was greeted with widespread hostility. Much of the antagonism was a direct result of the
tensions created between the aspirations of the king for the church and those of his leading detractors,
the radical presbyterians. Certainly, this clash of /rival visions between what might be ter med
Canterburians and Calvinists defined the political dissent and popular disorder which marked the
petitioning campaign. However, there were also important elements in the public discourse reflecting
the political and constitutionsl grievances that had been simmering since Charles's succession which
were, in turn, aggravated by his style of kingship that also became significant features of the protest.

On the issue of religion, presbyterian opponents expressed concern that the Caroline scheme
would have an immediate impact on the traditional church service; wide implications for the future
direction of the church; and, a deleterious effect on the existing system of church government. For
instance, the liturgical innovations as outlined in the Baok of Common Freyer were attacked for the
changes they made to the style of worship.? fith the emphasis placed on ritusl and ceremony
including the use of "Mattins and evening songs, and canonicall services to be [per]formeis by the
Minister and deacon” and the prescription of the celebration of festivals and feast days, they were
roundlvu condemned as 'popish'® This view was expressed in the National Supplication of October

7. The fullest discussion of religious practices is G. Donaldson, The Making of the Scottish Prayer Book of
1637 (Edinburgh, 1954) and . McMillan, The Worship of the Scottish Reforrned Church (Glasgow, 1931).
8 Scottish Record Office, MS GD 18/3957[a), Clerk of Penicuik Muniments , The Scots Reasons against the
Service Book’.
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1637 when in reference to the Service Book the petitioners declared that it had "sawn the seeds of
diverse superstitions, idolatrie and false doctrines™? Moreover, since a structured, prescribed
religious service in conjunction with a predeter mined, formal religious calendar as modelled on the
protestant Church of England had connotations of catholicism for many Scottish presbyterians,
especially the more extreme ones, the protesters were quick to exploit this belief by claiming that the
Prayer Book contained “many gross and superstitious points maintained by the Romish Church
contrair to Gods word™.10 |n the supplication presented by the ministers from St. Andrews
presbytery to the privy council in August of 1637, the liturqy was said to "depairt farr from the
forms of worschip and reformation of this kirk™ with catholic accretions that "draw near to the Kirk of
Rome~.11 |n the Composite Supplication presented later that year in December, the Prayer Book 8s
well as the Book of Canons were denounced for containing "diverse superstitions and points of
Poperie™.12 Similarly, in an open letter of July 1637 to his parishioners in Anwoth, Samuel
Rutherford referred to it a3 the "New fatherless Service Book, full of gross heresesis, popish and
superstitious errors, without any warrant of Christ".13

As well, with the establishment of a set liturgy, the image and function of the clergy was
significantly redefined; hence, this aspect of it came in for sharp criticism. This was largely because
ministers were required to abandon their practice of eviempore preaching and prayer. This proved
controversial because it transformed the ministry into readers thereby downarading their importance
as preachers. As was arqued in the /n/ormatione 1or Kodlemen Counsellers given by Minislers, a

position paper drafted in August of 1637, It establischeth & reading minister; whoever can reid the

2 ‘Supplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in J. Leslie, A
Relation of proceedings Concerning the Affairs of the Kirk of Scotland from August 1637 to July 1638
(Edinburgh, 1830), 49-50. There is also a manuscript copy of the National Supplication in SR.O., MS GD
18/3957(b].

10 ‘gupplicatione of Auchterairder Presbitrie, 20 September 1637" in bid., 48.

11 ‘sypplicatione of the Ministers in St. Andrews Presbyterie, 23 August 1637" in bid., 45-6.

12 'Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 December 1637" in bid., 50-1. For a slightly different
version of the petition see : Historical Manuscript Commission, 9th Report Appendix (1885), Pt. I, No. 191,
253-4.

13 vLetter to parishioners from Samue] Rutherford dated Aberdeen, 13 July 1637 in Letters of Samuel
Rutherford: ¥ith a Sketch of his Life and Biographical Notices of his Correspondents, ed. A. A. Bonar
(Edinburgh, nd.), 440.
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Book may be 8 minister; and he who is best gifted must say no more nor he readeth, whether in prayer,
baptisme or communione”.14 This point was reitersted in stronger language in a manuscript copy of 8
pamphlet entitled 7 Scols Keasons ageinst the Service Book  Here, the “resding Minister” was seen
as a dangerous regression in church practice for,

therewith sll ignorance, & blyndnes upon the people for if an ignorant asse, canne but

raed this book and gett orders; he may solemnize mariage, minister the supper of the

Lorde; and sufficientlye discharge the function of Ministration, on the other side, the

ablest prescher that is, may use noe other worde in the time of the Comon prayer and
Ministra[ti]on of the Sacram[ent]s, then are proscribed in the booke. Soe wee shall

make an asse minister, and ablest minister an Asse.19
Given that the sermon was of fundamental importance to radical presbyterians because hearing the
Word offered salvation and redemption, 16 the prescribed change was characterised by them as “tending
to the overthrow of preaching™.!7

How the Caroline religious refor ms affected the clerical function in the communion service as
well a3 the implications it had for churchgoers occasioned dissent. That communicants were no longer
to sit around a communion table but were now expected to kneel before the minister to take the
sacrament was the subject of much criticism.'®  This was largely because the new form of worship
denied both the “corporate action of the participants” and the view of the Lord’s Supper "as s feast
rather than a sacrifice”.1? As well, this new requirement had a Tong history of opposition; indeed, it
had been one of the leading points of contention raised sbout the Five Articles of Perthin 161820
What is more, when receiving the bread and wine in the new communion service, there was to be an

implicit recognition of Christ's real presence. This was a fundamental doctrinal change for

14 “Informatione for Noblemen Counsellars given by Ministers, 23 August 1637" in Lestie, Relation of
proceedings, 46-7.

15 SR.O., MS GD 18/3957(a], ‘Scots Reasons against the Service Book.

16 An excellent discussion of the clergy’s role and the function of preaching for puritans- much of which is
applicable to the ministry in Scotland- is found in R.C. Richardson, Puritanism in north-west England: A
regional study_of the diocese of Chester to 1642 (Manchester, 1972), 23-73.

17 Letters of Samuel Rutherford, 444.

18 Ibid., 440; SRO., MS GD 18/3957(al, 'Scots Reasons against the Service Book'.

19 |.. Cowan, The Five Articles of Perth’ in Reformation and Reyolution, ed. D. Shaw (Edinburgh, 1967),
166.

20 pid., 160-77. See also: P.HR. Mackay, The Reception Given to the Five Articles of Perth' in Records of
the Scottish Church History Society, XIX, (1977).
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communicants in the church of Scotland who conventionally viewed the taking of the elements as purely
symbelic of Christ's real though spiritual presence. One pamphleteer claimed that this was an
indirect acknowledgement of transubstantiation since the "Minister must pray that God would so blesse
and sanctifye the elements of bread and wyne, that the maye bee unto us the waye, bodue and blood of
Christ in w[hilch word ther is coucheid transubstantiation™2! Therefore, if the Scottish clergy put
the new prayer book into practice, two fundamental changes would be evident. First, both the lsity
and ministry would witness an immediate alteration in the character and substance of religious
services and, second, the central function of the minister as preacher would disappear.

But, the Caroline prayer book was only one part of a complex package of ecclesiastical
reforms. In his recasting of the church, Charles had also approved the preparation of a revised psalms
book and a new book of canons. Of the two, the Kwk of Comons and Constitulions for the goverament of
ke kirk of 1636 was the more important for it provided much of the theoretical basis for this
reconstruction. Part of its significance lay in the fact that it eclipsed aspects of the church’s
conventional theology thereby legitimising the liturgical changes incorporated in the new prayer book.
Typically, critics denounced it for its advocation of practices which were regarded as "blasphemous
and superstitious22 The charge was applied in the National Supplication of October 1637 that it
too, like the prayer book, was “fostering abolisheid Superstitions”; that is, moving the church closer
to catholicism23  Further objections were raised to the administrative changes it ushered in which
sought to refashion church government by centralising authority and enhancing the power of bishops.
Allocating greater jurisdictional powers to the episcopate was particularly unacceptable to
presbyterian purists because they felt that, in the first ilnstance, there was no scriptural warrant for

the office of bishop in the church. In practical terms teo, as crown nominees through capitular

21 5R.0.,MS GD 18/3957(a), ‘Scots Reasons against the Service Book'.

22 Letters of Samuel Rutherford, 440.

23 *Supplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in Leslie,
Relation of Proceedings, 49-50. For contemporary arguments of the same point see: SR.O., MS GD
16/46/40, Airtie Muniments; L. Hughes, Reasons Why_the Service-Booke was Refused of the Church of
Scotland in Certain Grievances, or, The Popish Errors and Ungodlinesse of so much of the Service Book as

Antichristian. Plainly_laid open by_way_of Conference between 3 Countrey Gentleman and a Minister of Gods
Yord, (London, 1642), 51-7.
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election, the bishops were not directly accountable to the lower church courts and, when coupled with
the episcopate’s expanding autonomuy, it was claimed that the lower courts’ own influence in church
matters was diminished. The formulation and implementation of the new canons were singled out, for
example, as evidence of the increasing episcopal control of church discipline at the expense of the
other tiers of church government. Complaints were voiced that the bishops in drafting the canons had
effectively undercut opposition to church reform by making it an offence - punishable by
excommunication -for anyone to speak out against the code itself. If found guilty, the only recourse
gvailable for recalcitrants in these particular circumstances who wished to be reinstated as members
in good standing of the church was wholly dependent on episcopal approval. As was contended in the
National Supplication, if anyone declared that the new canons contained “any thing repugnant to the
scriptures, or ar corrupt superstitious or unlawfull in the service of worschip of God™, they could be
excommunicated by the diocesan bishop and “not restored, bot by the bishop of the place, or Archbishop
of the province, after his repentence and public revocatione of these his wicked errours™24 The
prospect of 8 more powerful episcopacy was perceived &s a real threat to church order and government
by radical presbyterians; thus, it was relied on to try to convince potential supporters of the inherent
dangers in Caroline ecclesiastical policy. As the position paper drawn up in August of 1637 to garner
the support of the nobility declared: "The Book Destroyeth all the order of kirk sessions, presbitries,
and assemblies, and putteth the censure of doctrine, admissione of ministers, and the whole
government of the kirk assemblies, in the hands of Prelats® 25 Furthermore, this perception was
reinforced for the administration’s critics by parallel changes that had been made to the court of high
commission under Charles |. As the highest ecclesiastical court, presided over by laymen and bishops
but not presbyters and elders, its jurisdictional authority was increased to accommodate the transition
under a new commission of 1634 when it received more discretionary authority for disciplining both

clergy and laymen.26 But, with its power to imprison and deprive nonconfor mists, the court of high

24 pid.

23 ‘;formatione for Noblemen Counsellars given by Ministers, 23 August 1637 in bbid., 46-7.

26 G.1R. McMahon, The Scottish Courts of High Commission, 1610-38" in RSCHS, XV, iii, (1965), 198. It
was given, for instance, the authority to prosecute pamphleteers.
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commission had long been regarded by radical presbyterians as the crown's enforcement agency for
conformity. Samuel Rutherford who had been summoned before the court for misconduct declared in
1630 that a major offensive was to be launched against nonconformists:

Yfe are in great fears of a great and fearfull trial to come upon the kirk of God; for -

these who would build their houses and nests upon the ashes of mourning Jerusslem,

have drawn our King upon hard and dangerous conclusions against such as are termed

Puritans, for the rooting them out. Our prelates ... assure us that, for such as will not
conform, there is nothing but imprisonment and deprivation ... All sorts of crying sins

without controlement abound in our land 27
Therefore, Charles I's religious policy proved highly contentious because in calling for a complete
restructuring of church policy and polity, it not only ran counter to radical presbyterian views but it
was said to threaten the balanced structure of the established church with its hybrid, Jacobean
for mulation of epicopacy-in-presbytery.

¥hile the details of the new ecclesiastical erder were important, their broader implications
for the future direction of the church were taken to be equally significant for, in effect, they signalled
a clear departure from the traditional, Calvinist base in doctrine and administration with their
promotion of Arminianism. [t is perhaps worth recalling that after the Reformation, the established
church adopted the Genevan model of church policy and polity. It was doctrinally Calvinistic inits
beliefs and practices and it relied on the presbyterian court system for its administration 28 This
theological basis remained intact until the Caroline reforms of the 1630s. Modifications, however,
had been made to the form of church government under James ¥l when bishops were reintroduced into
the hierarchy and gradually acquired increased suthority from 1606 to 1610, thereby assuming the
supreme jurisdiction of the general assembly.2? Supporters of a pure presbyterian church polity
acquiesced to the episcopal ascendency by remaining within the established church. Yet, their
presence created a certain tension, for they constituted a small but overtly critical faction. By the

late 1620s, these administrative divisions affecting the higher clergy, ministry and laity were

27 Letters of Samuel Rutherford, 52.

28 Detailed examination of the development of church policy and polity is provided by J. Kirk, The Politics of
the Best Reformed Churches: Scottish Achievements and English Aspirations in Church Government after the
Reformation’ in The Scottish Historical Review, LIX, (1980). See also: M. Lynch, ‘Scottish Calvinism, 1559~
1638" in International Calvinism, 1541-17135, ed. M. Prestwich (Oxford, 1985).

29 However, no general assembly met between 1618 and 1638.
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widened over theological disputes occasioned by the introduction of Arminian beliefs and practices in
the established church. It was through the writings of the Dutch theologian, Jacobus Arminius, that
this new system gained converts smong influential clergy and laity alike including the king.20 And as
a consequence of Charles's preference for Arminianism along with that of his influential churchmen
such as William Laud in England, it eventually became part of s key gover nment strategy to establish
religious uniformity in the multiple kingdom. Indeed, this policy gained momentum in 1633 when
Charles appointed Laud to the archbishopric of Canterbury and allowed him to oversee ecclesiastical
affairs not only in England but, effectively, in Scotland and Ireland as well.

For its detractors, Arminianism threatened the integrity and character of the church in two
distinct ways with opposition deriving from both its immediate impact as well as from its future
import. Arminian beliefs and practices as incorporated in the new religious policies were thought to
challenge the theological underpinnings of the established church. While the claim that a move
towards the acceptance of Arminianism sounded a death-knell for strict Calvinist predestination "may
have been exaggerated”, nonetheless, the promotion of Arminianism by some of the younger bishops
provided t; favourable climate of opinion in which it could gain official recognition since an influential
part of the church was receptive and sympathetic to such views3! Certainly, too, doctrines
emphasising ritusl and ceremony in religious services were novelties for communicants given that
such forms of worship had been judged “utterly to be abolished from this Realme” in the Firs? Book of
Discipline32  The hierarchical order in church government and discipline, as projected by the new
code of canons, ran up ageinst radical presbyterisn misgivings about episcopacy as expressed in the
Sevond Book of Discipline>3 Their promotion by the administration, then, was bound to be greeted

with suyspicion and scepticism. More fundamentally, however, they were particularly controversial

30 For a discussion of the development and changes in the church see: D.G. Mullan, Episcopacy_in Scotland:
The History_of an ldea, 1560-1638 (Edinburgh, 1986); ¥ R. Foster, The Church before the Covenants: The
Church of Scotland, 1596-1638 (Edinburgh, 1975); M.C. Kitshoff,'Aspects of Arminianism in Scotland’
(University of St. Andrews, M. Litt. Thesis, 1968).

3 Stevenson, Scottish Revolution, 44.
32 The First Book of Discipline, ed. J K. Cameron (Edinburgh, 1972), 89.

33, The Second Book of Discipline, ed. J. Kirk (Edinburgh, 1980), 222-7. Detailed discussion of this point is
provided in the Introduction, 74-84.
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because radical presbyterians saw them as a harbinger of the deconstruction of the Refor mation with
the trend towards Arminianism leading inexorably, in their eyes, to catholicism. Such thinking was
inline witﬁ the accepted standards for protestantism issued at the Synod of Dortin 1618 which had
“unequivocally reaffir med Calyinist orthodoxy and condemned Arminianism as heresy” 34 |t was
commonly assumed too, though wrongly, that Arminianism -as promoted by archbishop Laud - and
catholicism were essentially compatible; hence, they were readily equated. For contemporaries, this
was not too far-fetched for they shared a number of beliefs and practices including the doctrines of
universsl atonement, free will and the Real Presence in the Eucharist; sacraments such as private
baptism and private communion; concepts such as the Apostolic Succession of bishops; and, worship
practices emphasising church rites and ceremonies. That the similarity of Arminian and catholic
tenets was openly promoted by prominent Arminians themselves such as Richard Montague, l1ater
bishop of Chichester and Norwich, only fuelled Calvinist suppositions. In the celebrated English test
case against censorship which attracted attention in Scotland, 35 Montague's work, Aew Gay 1or & 01
bupse, reduced the fundamental, doctrinal differences between the Church of England and the catholic
church from forty-seven to eight. 36 For the average churchgoer in Scotland, such beliefs
contradicted everything their ministers had ever instilled in them through their sermons about the
reformed faith. Their application to Scotland was roundly condemned during the 16303 in pamphlets
by prominent presbyterian radicals such as Samuel Rutherford and George Gillespie s being at odds
with the traditional Calvinism that formed the basis of church policy and polity.37 Indeed, that is one
reason why, with the proposal for the introduction of the new prayer book, there was a general
reluctance to have the English service book applied to Scotland. ‘YYhen comparisons were made
between the books, critics always stressed that the English Reformation had been too indeterminate in

34, Macinnes, Charles | , 27. See also: G. D. Henderson, Religious Life in Seventeenth Century_Scotland
(Cambridge, 1937), 72-3; A. L. Drummond, The Kirk and the Continent (Edinburgh, 1956), 112-7.

35, For instance, there is a listing of a pamphlet published in Edinburgh in 1641 refuting Montague’s views in
H.C. Aldis, A List of Books Printed in Scotland before 1700: Including those Printed furth of the realm for
Scottish Booksellers. With Brief Notes on the Printers and Stationers (National Library of Scotland, 1970), No.

9g98.
36 C.Russell, The Crisis of Parliaments : English History_1509-1660 (Oxford, 1985), 213.

37 5. Rutherford, Exercitat Apologiae pro Divina Gratia (Amsterdam, 1637); G. Gillespie, A dispute against
the English- Popish ceremonies (Edinburgh, 1637).
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its incorporation of refor med doctrine, leaving the Church of England in & sort of theological limbo
between protestantism and catholicism. Typically it was argued that while the Scottish Prayer Book
was the "same but more subtillye polisheid wth some altera(ti]ons and addi[ti]ons” than its English
counterpart, its acceptance was regressive in moving the church doctrinally closer to catholicism.38
Thus, the Caroline church’s attempt to adopt an anglicised prayer book was unpopular because it not
only put at risk the church’s distinctive character but, more ominously for its opponents, it seemed to
presage a subversion of the Reformation.

Although these ecclesiastical and theological distinctions were of critical importance to the
ensuing debate which occurred during the protest, other issues came to the fore too highlighting the
political and constitutional ramifications of Charles's church reforms. This was, partly, because
of the king’s motivations in promoting change and, partly, because of his methods of managing it.

In the first instance, uniformity of worship practices in Scotland and England was regarded as a
means to alleviate some of the problems of absentee kingship. As the ruler of a multiple kingdom,
Charles regarded the anglicising of the kirk as a practical step towards consolidating his authority
over three, dissimilar nations by establishing a commonality of belief. In the case of Scotland, the
transposition of a version of the English church had distinct political advantages for Charles. Asa
practicing member of the Church of England himself, undoubtedly, he felt more comfortable with
English ceremonies than those of the kirk. Indeed, he had amply demonstrated his religious affinity
and conviction at his coronstion ceremony in1633 by choosing to structure the event in accordance
with a Church of England service complete with an altar, candles, a crucifix and bishops in
rochets 32 However, personsl preferences sside, the impetus for ecclesiastical reform was not, as
has been implied by Gordon Donaldson, merelq a royal whim born out of piety and a "rare
veneration for the clergy and especially for bishops”;40 rather, it was a political calculation to

extend the power of the crown.

38 5R.0.,MS GD 18/3957(a], Soots Reasons against the Service Book'.

39_ J. Morrill, The National Covenant in its British Context' in The Scottish National Covenant in its British
Context 1638-51, ed. J. Morrill (Edinburgh, 1990), 2-3.

40 ponaldson, James Y-James Y1l, 299.
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The political benefits of achieving conformity along these lines were both tangible and
durable. Given the early-modern view that religion was the "base and foundation of kingdomes and
the estates, and the strongest band to tye subjects unto their Prince in true unity”,4! conformity
was3 commonly identified with political stability. As well, the application of a Church of England
model of church government reaffirmed the central importance of episcopacy as the “order of the
church most consonant with monarchy” 42 Moreover, the enhanced rdle for episcopacy in the
administration of church discipline as set out in the new Book of Canons helped to ensure that royal
authority over the church would be consolidated in the hands of the king's placemen, the bishops.
Additionally, the formalised structure of a Church of England worship service leant itself to the
ready use of the church as a more efficient agent of social control. An ancillary benefit of the
revised Scottish Bk of Common Fréyer, based on its English counterpart with a predetermined
liturgy accompanied by a more stylised and ritualistic service, was that it could help to instill a
greater degree of deference and obedience for bath eci:lesihstical and civil order. As Peter Donald
has aptly put it, adherence to a nation-wide, predeter mined worship service “protected the people
from the vagaries of individual ministries and bred them in good faith*.43 By initiating the
process of eradicating differences in the three churches in the multiple kingdom and drawing them
in to closer association with one another- albeit to produce a church policy and polity
approximsting that of only one, the English church,- Charles hoped to cement his suthority. In
effect, then, the decision to restructure the Scottish church grew out of the same, innovative
impulse as earlier Jacobean plans for fostering closer political and economic interdependence

between Scotland and England. But, wheress James Y| had seen stronger political and economic

4 a Henderson, Arguments given in by_the Commissioners of Scotland unto the Lords of the Treaty
persuading Conformity_of Church government, as one principall meanes of a continued peace betweene the two

Nations ([n. p.] 1641), 2.

42 p_ponald, The Scottish National Covenant and British Politics' in Scottish National Covenant in its British
Context, 92.

43 pid.
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links as an effective way to counter the problems created by the regal union, 44 Charles viewed
closer ecclesiastical ties as the key to the solution.

However, it was this willingness to treat religion as mere policy which underlay one of the
chief sources of complaint articulated by the protestors; that is, that Caroline reforms of the church
were overtiy erastian. There can be little doubt about the veracity of this claim since the introduction
of the book of canons and the prayer book saw royal control over the church tighten. So much was
clear even in the methods used in their imposition. Charles introduced his new religious policyina
piecemeal fashion through royal decrees. Although he consulted extensively with the Scottish bishops,
he did not seek any of the standard endorsements of parliament or general assembly. By
circumventing the usual channels of consultation in the formation and approval of ecclesiastical
policies, Charles not only offended radical presbyterian sensibilities but he raised serious political
and constitutional issues. While royal interference in ecclesiastical matters was common, state
control over worship, administration and regulation of the church had never been so blatant. What is
more, this made a nonsense of presbyterian assertions that the church should be an independent and
self-regulating institution. From the late sixteenth century when the Calvinist model of church
government gained a foothold in Scotland, the ideal of full autonomy for the church had become more
sacrosanct for presbyterian purists. (ndeed, this had been one of the main principles underlying the
Melvillian reformers’ theory of the ‘two kingdoms' 45 Granted, political reslities such as the
universal ecknowledgement of the crown's supreme authority and the reintroduction of episcopacyin
1606 had amply demonstrated the falsity of that ideal; nonetheless, it remained a theoretical tenet of

critical importance.

44 The largely unsuccessful attempts to forge a political and economic union between Scotland and England
are dealt with in greater detail by B. Galloway, The Union of England and Scotland, 1603-1608
(Edinburgh,1986); BR. Galloway and B.P. Levack eds., The Jacobean Union (Edinburgh, SHS,1985); BP.
Lemk,mmmmmmmwmm (Oxford 1987); M. Lee,
Government by Pen: Scotland under James ¥iand | (Urbana, 1980), 34-47.

45 An examination of the relationship of the church to the state as it evolved and as it was articulated by
the reformers is provided by J. Kirk, Patterns of Reform (Edinbrgh, 1989), 232-79. See also: Dr.Kirk's
introductory remarks in Second Book of Discipline, 57-65.
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At its most basic, the radical presbyterian critique of erastianism rested on deeply
ingrained convictions expressed since the Refor mation- Rebellion that the crown had no special
jurisdiction in ecclesiastical matters other than defending and supporting the well-being of the
church and that the interests of church and state were incompatible; thus the latter had no right to
dictate to the former 46 According to the Sexond Booik of Discipline, all authority in the church
derived from God and Christ the Mediator was acknowledged as the “heid and onlie monarche in this
kirk” 47 Control over both church policy and polity was said to be put into the hands of the
ministry - understood to include doctors and elders as well as ministers - as members of the
church appointed by the Word:"This power ecclesiasticall is ane auctoritie grantit be God the Fader
throcht the Mediator Jesus Chryst unte his kirk gadderit, and having the ground in the word of God,
to be put in executioun be thame, unto quhom the spiritusll governament of the kirk be lauchfull
calling is t:ommittix".43 These assertions of ecclesiastical autonomy thus led radical presbyterians
to denounce any intrusions of the state into church matters on the grounds that it had no
jurisdiction to determine matters of conscience. Sir George Maxwell of Pollok, later a prominent
covenanting laird, spoke for many when he observed in a diary entry dating from the 1650s
that,“Sarah & Hagar would sooner dwell contendediie in ane house then conscience & policie can
duell under ane roofe; conscience is an ingenious piece & will still be speakeing, policie is a deep
plodding thing & will still be acteing its oun game".4% During the petitioning campaign, this
sentiment was voiced by the signators of the National Petition who dismissed the innovations in
religion as unacceptable because they “may tend to a great disquieting of these consciences™ 90 The
thought was echoed in a locsl petition sent at the same time by the town of Glasgow wherein it was

stated that, in regards to the Prayer Book, “our weak consciences will not suffer us to embrace and

46 pid.
47 pbid., 167.
48 pid., 164.

49 Strathclyde Regional Archives, MS T-PM 114/7, Records of the Maxwell family of Nether PoTlok,
subsequently the Stirling Maxwells, Diary of Sir George Maxwell of Pollok’.

30 ‘Petition from the noblemen barons ministers burgesses and comons® in Leslie, Relation of proceedings,
47. There is another copy in The Register of the Privy Council of Scotland, ed. P. Hume Brown, 2nd series (38
vols., 1905-33), VI, No. 289, 699.
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practice” it31  Moreover, the erastianism implicit in the Caroline church reforms was an
anathema to radical presbyterians because the slterations were said to require compulsory
compliance without comprehension. This was perhaps best expressed by the three ministers from
the presbytery of St. Andrew - Alexander Henderson, George Hamilton and James Bruce - who were
cited under letters of horning to appear before the privy council in August for their refussl to co-
operate with the royal edicts in purchasing the prayer book. Essentially, their defense was based
on the argument that they could not undertake to put the new liturgy into practice until they were
sufficiently familiar with the substance of the Prayer Book because “in maters of Gods worship we
are not band to blind obedience” 52

Such convictions not only provided & philosophical basis for opposing erastianism but they
implied certain attitudes and values that were antithetical to conventional notions of deference and
obedience owed to rulers by the ruled; thus, their articulation was bound to bring the whole
question of royal suthority into sharp focus during the protest. The dichotomy between natural
obedience owed to established authority and the dictates of conscience was repeatedly alluded to by
the petitioners with the ideological gap separating them viewed as irreconcilable. In the National
Supplication of October 1637, the dilemma this posed was plainly asserted: “we ar driven in such
straitts, as we must either by process of excommunication and horneing suffer the ruin of our
estates and fortouns, or else, by breach of our covenant with God, and forsaking the way of true
religion, fall under the wrath of God, which unto us is more grievous than death” 353 Two months
later, John Campbell, Lord Loudoun, stressed the same point. If the petitioners agreed te back
down on their demands under pressure from an administration which viewed their activities as
seditious, they would, he argued, "break the covenant with God establisched by the lawes of the land”
and, alternatively, if they chose to proceed with their protest, they would “fall under the danger of

51 Supplicatione of the Toune of Glasgow, 20 September 1637 in Leslie, Relation of Proceedings, 48.
52, 'gypplicatione of the Ministers in St. Andrews Presbyterie, 23 August 1637" in bid., 45-6.
33_ ‘Supplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in bbid., 49-



19

rebellione by charges of horneing and excommunicatione” 54 In & sense, it was the weight given to
individual conscience and the dismissal of "blind obedience’ which put the petitioners on a collision
course with Charles’s authon'tan'ﬁn style of kingship particularly given that it stemmed, in turn,
from his own belief in the divine right of monarchy.

The willingness of the protestors to confront established authority became a hallmark of
the petitioning campaign. Protracted assaults were launched against the royal administration when
questions were posed about the right of privy councillors to exercise their power. [nitially, it was
the issue of the legitimacy of the councillors’ authority to censure dissent which engaged the
attention of the opposition. This line of argument first appeared in some of the local petitions
submitted in September to the council itself. A case in point was the one presented by the town of
Stirlingin whicr_y the council’s decree of July 1637 ordering compulsory purchase of two copies of
the Prayer Book by clergymen “for the use of the perochine™ under threat of prosecution was
singled out a3 a dominant complsint. The elements of compulsion and punitive censure in the order
were decried as were its implications: “be virtew [where] of the ministers ar begun to be pressed
and the buik to be bocht and sua to draw nerat to be practised, [whleirby we his Majesties subjectis
ar reddie to be brocht in straites ther to conforme to the said forme of service and consent to sucha
dangerous innovatioun of religion, or ellis to be lyable to censures and punishmentis for nocht
consenting™. This was followed by the demand, then, that the order be revoked as 8 partial redress
of their grievances. 3% Similarly, a month later in the National Supplication, the administration’s
use of & proclamation to force the petitioners to disperse from Edinburgh and return to their
localities with recalcitrants being declared outlaws was denounced as 8 “peremptorie unlawfull
charge” 96 |n both instances, there was a measure of insubordination in the petitioners’ criticism

of the council for its handling of the process and & flagrant disregard for its rightful authority.

54 bid., 39.

N Extracts from the Records of the Royal Burgh of Stirling, 2 Vols. 1519-1666, 1667-1752 (Glasgow,
1887-9), 1, 177-8. '

56, ‘Supplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637 in Leslie,
Relation of proceedings, 49-50.
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A more fundamental challenge to established authority developed when the protestors
focused on the role of the bishops as privy councillors. ¥fhereas the methods used by all members
of council to curb dissent had been mooted as unlawful, their right to exercise power had not been
denied. 1In the case of the bishops on council, however, it was their eligibility to function as civil
officials for the duration of the petitioning campaign which was debated. The issue was first,
openly aired in the National Supplication when bishops were specifically identified as the
“contryvers and devysers” of the Prayer Book and Book of Canons and the demand was thus made that
they not be permitted “to sett any more as our judges™ 37 However, this was merely the public
affirmation of sentiments harboured privately by the protestors; indeed, such ideas had been
excised a month earlier from the final version of the National Petition because it made that petition
seem less radical and thus more acceptable to the administration>8 Near the end of the year, the
grievance was publicly voiced once more about the ability of bishops to perform their civic duties,
finding its fullest articulation in the Composite Supplication and, in its companion piece, the
declinator against the bishops. Both were presented to the council on 21 December. Here, the
episcopate’s close involvement in shaping and introducing new eccelesiastical policies was specified
as a major cause of discontent with the supplicants protesting,

against the Archbishops and Bishops of this kingdome, as the contryvers, mainteners

and urgers therof, and sgainst their sitting as our judges untill the cause be decydit,

earnestlie supplicating withall to be freed and delyvered from these and all other

novations of that kynd, against the laudable Jaws of this kingdome, 8s that of the High
Commission and other evills particularlie mentioned and generallie contained inour

forsaid Supplications and Complaint. 5%
The claim that bishops had no right to carry out their duties on council for the duration of the
protest arose, partly, from what was perceived as a conflict of interest and, partly, from the
numerical strength of the bishops on the council. The protestors believed that both conditions
meant that an equitable settlement of their grievances would prove difficult. The ongoing power
struggle between the king's 1ay and clerical advisors, the nobles and the bishops, for promotion and

ST Ibid.
38, Macinnes, Charles I, 162.
59, 'Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 Decmber 1637 in Leslie, Relation of proceedings , 50-1.



influence 60 made this demand more readily scceptable to the political nation engaged in the
petitioning campaign. Additionally, the call for the higher clergy's temporary removal from
council was accompanied by an injunction to the privy councillors to seek the king's approval that
only “judges competent, alsweill civill and ecclisiasticall™ be authorised to participate in the
“formall and finall determinatione of these our pressing grievances™®! Thus, a legal instrument,
the declinator, was issued to that effect. Moreover, this insistence that the bishops “should be
declynet from being Judges™ and not be allowed to take part in any assessment or discussion of the
petitions resurfaced in the notorial instrument issued by the leaders of the disaffected element at
Stirling and Edinburgh in February of 163862 Serious questions, then, were raised about the
competence, suitability and eligi bﬂitg of Caroline administrators to function effectively in this
political crisis. This development was all the more remarkable given that they had been entrusted
to oversee the affairs of state by virtue of royal appointment. Thus, these type of attacks on the
political credibility of privy councillors constituted what was, essentislly, an indirect assault on
the royal prerﬁgative. ,

Constitutional issues relating to the limitations of established authority and the right to
exercise power became prominent features of the petitioning campaign because of the protestors’
convictions too that the king had imposed religious innovations in an arbitrary manner. Charles’s
attempts to promote radical change in the church without consulting a general assembly or seeking
the ratification of parliament were denounced as an unprecedented use of the royal prerogative.
Some of the antagonism on this score belied the residual resentment of a political nation largely
denied any formal consultative function since Charies’s successionin 1625. Even the political

elite's attendance at the two conventions of 1625 and 1630 and the parliamentary session of

60, Makey, Church of the Covenant, 16-7.

€1 'Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dakeith, 21 Decmber 1637 in Lestie, Relation of proceedings, 50-1.
62 gR.0.,MSGD 26/10/14, Leven and Melville Muniments,‘Copy of the Instrument issued by nobility,
barons, burgesses and minsters taken at Stirling Castle, 20 February 1638°.



22

163363 had seen any attempts at keeping the royal prerogative in check largely frustrated 64
Regardless of the origins, however, Charles’s abandonment of constitutional and 1egal conventions
became a pivotal issue in the debate over the legitimacy of the proposed changes. Much was made of
the arbitrary nature of the king's actions which defied tradition and the law. In the Nationsl
Petition, it was declared that the Book of Common Prayer was ;‘i ntroduced and urged in 8 wey this
kirk hath never bene acquainted with” and that it prescribed “manie verie materiall points
contrare to the Acts of our Nationall Assemblies, his Majesties laws of this Kingdome™65 In the
locsl petition sent in by the town of Stirling to coincide with it, the contention was reiterated that
the legality of the Prayer Book was suspect since it lacked both general assembly approval and the
imprimatur of a parliamentsry statute: the “authoritie [wh]airof hes hitherto been fund necessar
for establishing of materis of religioun and Godis worship™ 66
This willingness to challenge royal authority became more overt with the passage of time

with the target for criticism widening as the dissident leaders rescted to the political exigencies of
the protest campaign. But, it was brought into sharp focus when the disaffected faction had to
respond to official injunctions ordering them to either moderate their activities and demands or,
indeed, cancel their proceedings. Take the case of the protestors’ reaction to the roysl declaration
of 7 December 1637. At an informal meeting with representatives of the administration held two
days later, opposition spokesmen declared their dissatisfaction with what they considered to be the
king's inadequate response to their grievances. ‘When it was pointed out to them that Charles had
made concessions by removing the Prayer Book from public usage and promising that there would
-be no further attempts to alter church policy and polity, the commissioners dismissed the
proclamation a3 "neidles” as the king's’ "love of religion™ hed never been doubted. As for the

63 A parliament was also called in 1628 but it concluded no business.

64 Detailed analysis of this point is provided by A.l. Macinnes, The Origin and Organization of the
Covenanting Movement during the reign of Charles 1, 1625-41 ; with a particular reference to the west of
Scotland’, 2 vols., (University of Glasgow, Ph.D. thesis, 1987), I, 102-7; I, 38-103.

€5 Petition from the noblemen barons ministers burgesses and comons' in Lestie, Relation of proceedings,
47.

66  Extracts from the Records of the Royal Burgh of Stirling, 177.
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Prayer Book, they declared that it was "not enough to be superceidit, for then it might be introduced
againe; bot it was necessar to be removed by that same authoritie that brought itin”. Attention was
drawn to the fact that not all of their concerns had been addressed for the Book of Canons and the
high commission still remained in force. This attack on the royal prerogative prompted the
councillors present to caution the commissioners to temper their demands since "haveing to do with
a King, it was fitt he should presayive the order and tyme of doeing™. Moreover, they warned them
not to press such matters as it might be counter - productive with the result that Charles might
exercise his prerogative to strengthen the power of the bishops; or, in other words,"in stead of
censureing Bischops, they gott them sett up further™. 67 Given that the dissidents produced a
national petition less than a fortnight later which incorporated these same views, the officials’
advice to soften their critique of the régime went largely unheeded.

whether Charles had the right to exercise his suthority was a question that took on new
relevence, however, after the royal proclamation of 20 February 1638 was issued. While
position papers such as the Misterice! fnformetron had speculated earlier on the extent of the royal
prerogative and how it might be held in check 68 the petitioners were now forced to put such
theories into practise to defend their activities and preserve their political gains. Charles’s edict
was an unequivocal denunciation of the petitioning campaign as illegal and seditious: contrary to the
mai ntenance of good order, good government and royal suthority. Thus, it was said that those
involved in attending or sssisting the meetings as well as those who had a part in drafting the
petitions should “deserve and to be 1yable to his Majesties high censure, both in their persons and
fortuns, as having convenned themselves without sther his Majesties consent or auctoritie”.
Comprehensive orders were given, therefore, that future meetings would result in charges of
treason and that the noblemen and gentry - élong with the ministers and burgesses - engaged in the
protesi who were not members of the privy council or court of session return to their localities.

Further weight was added to these injunctions by making civil officials in the burghs obliged to

67 For all of the above see: Leslie, Relation of proceedings, 34-5.
68 Macinnes, Charles |, 171
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enforce them under the pain of treason. Despite the punitive nature of this decree, two concessions
were made by the king. [f all the petitioners abandoned the protests - that is, stopped holding
meetings and stopped producing petitions - what was, in effect, a royal pardon was proffered. This
was agpmpanied by an assurance that such drastic measures were not intended to outlaw the
constitutional practice of petitioning the privy council for legal redress of grievances. However,
this assurance was not without conditions. It was specified that future petitions would be
permissible as long as they respected the king's authority: “anie petitions that herrafter sall be
given in to his Majestie upon this or anie other subject his Majestie is 1ykewayes pleased to declair
that he will not shutt his eare therfrom, so [long] as nather the mater or forme be prejudiciall to
his Majesties regall auctoritie”. It became mandatory, too, for anyone wishing to appear before the
council in the future to obtain a format warrant from it prior to their attendance.69 With the
royal decree then, the petitioning campaign was outlawed thereby forcing the protestors to choose
directly between obedience to their king and adherence to their principles. Charles’s
proclamation, therefore, helped to transform the debate from one centring on the king's right to
determine church matters by royal fiat to one encompassing the question of royal authorityin
secular matters too.

The fine Tine between lawful petitioning and civil disobedience was virtually erased at this
time as well with the commissioners’ decision, after extensive consultation among themselves, to
carryon with their protest. 70 Having been appraised of the substance of the decree days before its
public unveiling, the dissident leaders were therefore able to respond in kind. When the
proclamation was publicly read, first at Stirling on 20 February and then in Edinburgh two days
later, at the market crosses respectively, the petitioners' followed suit with their own rival
declaration. 1na collective act of defiance of royal authority, they issued a notorial instrument
reiteréting their opposition to the Service Book and Canons and their demand that the bishops be
temporarily relieved of the civic duties for the duration of the protest. These statements were

69 RPCS, VI, 3-4.

70 Diary_of Sir_Archibald Johnston of Wariston,1632-1639, ed. G.M. Paul (Scottish History Society,
1911), 318.
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accompanied by the general lamentation that so far their grievances had not been redressed and
their former petitions had proven ineffectual .71 Determined to continue their protest in the very
same manner through meetings and petitions which the king had declared treasonable,
advertisements were dispatched throughout the country stressing the illegitimacy of the royal edict.
It was said in one that Charles’'s orders to halt their petitioning and cease holding meetings "in the
judgement of such as understand best the proclamaltio]nes and proceidings are made of noe legall
force to hinder the absolutlie necessitie [of] meetings of all interess in this comon caus” and
reference was made to the meetings of the Tables as “Lawfull consulta[tiolnes™. Protestors, thus,
were urged to come to Edinburgh to "mak or loyaltie and Law([full] proceidinges clair to them as wee
have done to all such whome wee have acquainted harewith”.72 ‘With these activities, the
petitioners amply demonstrated their willingness to openly challenge royal authority inorder to
pursue their political objectives.

However, such collective defiance and the political solidarity of those involved in the
petitioning campaign was only representative of the public face of dissent. In private, some of the
leading protestors were more concer ned about seeking an accomodation with the crown. Archibald
Johnston of Wariston who had spear headed the confrontation with the government was persuaded to
give copies of the Protestation to officials including the ear of Traquair, the earl of Roxburgh and Sir
Lewis Stewart on 23 February. As aconsequence, he was urged to moderate the protestors’ paper in
light of the king's proclamation “(wh]erby the king findeth his regal authoritie injured by the matter
and cariage of the supplications and offers [not] to schut his ears to new supplications [which] ar not
praejudicial in matter and manner to his regal authoritie™. The administrators warned, too, that the
dissidents should “clear thair intention, professe thair sorrou for the Kings taiking them so, and offer
to follou any way the king would praeseryve be himselth or his counsail”. This belief that the protest

had become far too radical, while not shared by Wariston, nonetheless found favour with some of the

71, sR.0.,MSGD 26/10/14, Copy of Instrument issued by nobility, barons, burgesses and ministers taken
at Stirling Castle, 20 February 1638°.

72 gR0.,Ms GD 22/3/791, Cunningham Graham Muniments, The Coppie of the Commone advertiessment
sent from the Commissioners and shirreffes of schyres unto all that ar weill affected into all pairts of the
kingdome from the meitting now at [Edinburgh]'.
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other commissioners. Ina series of meetings first with the "pryme foor noblemen” - the earls of
Rothes, Lindsay and Loudoun and lord Balmerino - followed by consultations with other members of the
nobility and gentry serving on the Tables, ¥ariston was forced to defend the Protestation and the
importance of continuing the protest. Amidst hested debate in which he “refuted from many
absurdities™, he arqued in favour of pursuing the tactic of challenging royal authority and sgainst the
adoption of a more moderate approach as suggested by the privy councillors. Even though his opinion
was eventually, according to Wariston, “universally applauded to and imbraced both be the nobilitie
and gentrie”, this consensus had been reached only after much discussion and dissension.?® The
radical implications of the latest declaration were viewed, then, as a necessary means to reach the
chief political objective of the disaffected element of curbing arbitrary rule. Such means were
regarded as justifiable by some of the leading protestors but, to others, they were seen 83 too
prejudicial to royal authority.

Contributing to the political discontent over the issue of kingship amidst charges of
arbitrary rule were the problems associated with absenteeism and the mixture of alienation and
anti-English prejudices this had engendered since 1603. This became a key issue for the
protestors since, 83 has been recognised, "Nationwide petitioning was co-ordinated by the
disaffected element opposed to the authoritarian absenteeism that had stamped the Personal Rule of
Charles |*.74 Thus, the petitioners' objections to Caroline religious innovations were infor med
with expressions of nationalist sentiment. As the somewhat muted calls for parliamentary
involvement in any reconstruction of the church made clear, the planned ecclesiastical changes
were resented because, in both substance and implementation, they hed been imported from
England. That this was an underlying concern was evident in the position paper dating from August
drafted for circulstion amongst the nobles wherein it was declared that the “Kirk is a free and
indepehdent Kirk, such as the Kingdom is a free and independent Kingdome, and our owne

73 Diary of Sir Archibald Johnston of Wariston, 318-9.

4 Al Macinnes, The Scottish Constitution, 1638-51 :The Rise and Fall of Oligarchic Centralism’ in Scottish
National Covenant in its British Context, 107.
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Parliament can best judge what forme of worship best beseemeth our measour of refor matione”. 79
Allusions to the church as a “free and independent kirk” reappeared in the formal petition of defence
presented to the privy council by the three ministers who had letters of horning issued against
them for failure to comply with the roysl decree to purchase the new service book. 76 Such appeals
belied the anxieties of the nation about Charles’s anglocentric kingship and his tendency to govern
Scotland as a mere province of England.

wWhat is observable, then, is that the issues dominating the petitioning campaign tended to
centre firmly on Caroline religious policy and the ramifications that it had for religious, political
and constitutional orthodoxies. Although their targets for criticism increased as the campaign
progressed from the new liturgy and Book of Canons to the high commission and the bishops’ with
respect to their right to perform their civic duties as privy councillors to questions about the royal
prerogative, the petitioners never lost sight of their chief goal of trying to persuade the
administration to rethink its proposed policy and to encourage it to cancel its programme of church
reform. Yet, in many instances, the issues raised by the opposition contained elements of
discontent which had less to do with the immediate protest than with the political management of
Scotland under the Caroline régime. Long-standing grievances, then, became entwined and, in
turn, reinforced the strands of complaint articulated during the petitioning campaign.
Nonetheless, there was a remarkable show of political discipline and a certain sense of internal
logic to the protest. There was, for instance, little mention of the economic factors which had
occasioned considerable disaffection over the preﬁom twelve years of Charles's rule and which had,
as a consequence, helped to create the general climate of discontent on which the petitioning
campaign thrived. indeed, the unpopular fiscal, moﬁetaru and economic reforms, most notably the
Revocation scheme, ?7 promoted by the government were never sired as major grievances by the

petitioners. Sympathy and tolerance for the dissidents, particulariy among members of the

75. “Informatione for Noblemen Counsellars given by Ministers, 23 August 1637" in Leslie, Relation of
proceedings, 46-7.

76, "Supplication of the Ministers in St. Andrews Presbyterie, 23 August 1637" in bbid., 45-6.

77 The importance of economic factors as precipitants for revolution is dealt with by Macinnes, Charles |,
49-127.
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political nation, may have been generated by elements of economic discontent, however, these were
not publicly exploited by the leaders of the protest to win adherents. Thus, the issues raised by the
disaffected element focused on the immediate religious, political and constitutional crisis as defined

by their opposition to Caroline ecclesiastical policy.

il

Although the basic issues highlighted during the petitioning campaign infused it with
purpose and meaning giving it its 7eison d#fre, the character of the protest as it evolved lent
further clarity, expression and shape to the protestors’ demands. ¥hat aspects of the dispute the
leaders of the disaffected element chose to emphasise for propaganda purposes to promote their
cause; evoke political approval; and discredit their opponents were critical to their ultimate
success. How their version of events was presented in that public debate concomitant with what
justifications were given for their actions were of equal importance in attaining political
credibility. Inaddition, their ability to tap into the commonly- held political assumptions and
resentments as well as the received beliefs of early-modern Scotland meant that support for dissent
could be generated among an ever -widening circle of the political élite and the general populace
alike as the campaign progressed. '

Given its inherently controversial nature, hostility to Careline church reforms may have
needed little encouragement from the propagandists; nonetheless, the articulation of grievances in
the petitions, tracts, position papers and advertisements issued during the protest was of
fundamental importance in maintaining the momentum of the protest. Contemporary observors
identified the propaganda effort launched by leading dissidents as the primary catalyst for the
growth and acceptance of organised dissent. Many were struck by the efficacy of the polemicists’
work. Robert Baillie noted that in response to the proclamation ordering that the new liturgy be
performed in the Edinburgh churches in July that the “whole body of the toune murmures and
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grudges all the week exceedingly; and who can marvell, discourses, declarationes, pamphiets, every
where against this course". 78 This heightened sense of political ferment was fuelled in part by the
“scandalous pamphlets which comes daily new from England™?2. Government officials were also
taken aback by the diversity, vehemence and geographical spread of dissent and they too attributed
it to the disaffected faction's success in stirring up opposition to the new liturgy. Even asesrlyas
August of 1637, privy councillors informed Charles that,

wee finde ourselves surprised for beyonde our expectation: why the clamors and feares

[which] yor Maties subiectes from diverse plarts]& corners of the Kingdome And that

even from those who otherwise have hertofore lived in obedience And conformitie to yor

Maties lawes ... And that we find it to be a8 matter of soe high 8 consequence in respect of
a generall grudge and murmurrs of all sorts of people; for urginge at the saids service

booke, a3 the like hath not bin heard att any tyme her to fore 80
Primacy was given, therefore, to the efficacy of propaganda as a factor in generating a groundswell for
collective opposition to the innovatory schemes.

Moreover, while councillors may have felt at a 1033 in explaining the vehemence and depth of
discontent, they were in no doubt about how the grievances became a national concern. In their view,
the greatest obstacle to the acceptance of the religious refor ms was the intransigence of the
nonconfor ming ministers, in general, and their ability to influence others, in particular. Active
recruitment for support of the petitioning campaign by dissident clergy at church services and ‘
conventicles, then, was regarded as especially dangerous by officials. The earl of Traquair, the lord
Treasurer, remarked in a letter to the king, that it was the “follies and too great forwardnes {1 will
give it no worse name) of some of the clergy”™ which had "bred many groundles and unnecessary feares
in the heartes of the peeple™ 81 As vocal critics of the religious innovations, the radical presbyterian
clergy were among the most effective political agitators because of their ability to exploit their

position for their own political ends. Indeed, their assiduous use of the pulpit as a forum for

78 The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, A.M. Principal of the University_of Glasgow MDCXXXVI! -
MDCLXII, 3 vols. (Bannatyne Club, 1841), 1, 17.

79 Bid, |, 23.

80, SR.O.,Ms GD 18/3957, "A copy of a letter from the councell of Scotland unto the King dated the 25 of
August Anno Dom 1637 [ Edinburgh]'.

81 ‘Draft of letter from the ear] of Traquer to Charles | dated [July 1637]" in HM.C. 9th Report App.,Ft. II,
No. 266, 258.
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denouncing Caroline religious policy proved invaluable, largely, because it was said that in relation to
the Scottish people, or, at least those in their congregations, that “The Ministers ... has command of
their mind".52 The upshot was that talk of opposition to the liturgy's use became a major
preoccupation of social discourse for all ranks of Scottish society: “Thir things did sound from pulpits,
were carried from hand to hand in papers were the table talk and open discourse of high and low" 83
Therefore, the character of the protest owed as much to the manufacturing of dissent through the use of
propaganda as it did to the political exigencies as they arose over the course of the petitioning
campaign.

How the leaders of the disaffected element justified opposition to 8 major policy initiative
by the government was a significant factor in broadening the appeal of the protest. To a great
extent, their cultivation of both élite and popular backing was predicated on their depiction of their
activities as legitimate and warranted; hence, one of the most striking features of the petitioning
campaign was its legalism. Certainly, conventional and legalistic mechanisms were relied on to
register dissent. It was standard practice for the political nation to seek a redress of its grievances
through petitioning. Thus, the presentation to council of the three major petitions of 1637 on 20
September, 15 October and 21 December - the National Petition, the National Supplication and the
Composite Supplication respectively - was in keeping with constitutional and political tradition.
The use of legal Brmwlae such the declinator against the bishops issued in December of that year
along with the notorial instrument produced in February of 1638 underscored this approach.
what is more, leading dissidents clothed their demands in the language of the law. One of the
foremost expressions of this proclivity is found in a position paper drafted in December of 1637
outlining the burgesses’ reasons for supporting the Composite Supplication. Entitled, 7Ae cleiring
of the durrowes and others [whvo/ heve subt the complaints aganest the preiat‘zlé 1or undermynaing of
refr;ﬂbm in e buiks of Cannones &nd Comtnone Fréyer, it was designed both to justify active
participation in the formal protest and to win more converts. Here, the ultimate goal of the

82 Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, 1, 23.
83 pid., 17.
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petitioning campaign was identified as an effort to attain “Justice according to the lawes of the
realme unto which Just complaint we have Joyned or selff”. Throughout the paper too, emphasis
was placed on the legitimacy of the protest; hence, the legal means used in petitioning and the
illegality of the administration’s imposition of religious reforms were reiterated 83 major themes.
Ecclesiastical reform was said to have been introduced “with out ordor of law"; consequently, the
petitioning campaign was “ane orderlie proceiding by law[full] complaintis aganest such
unlaw[full] commiss{ion]”. That petitioning was a legitimate part of the political process was
stressed, too, with the declaration contending that it was “one wrong done to or soverne to suspect
his mat[ jes]tie would be angrie w[ith] his subjectis for complesning on such as dothes wrong seing
we call to him selff and console onlie for justice in an humble maner™. It was the chief objective of
the campaign, then, to right the “injurees and wronges done to ws™; thus, striving for "Justice in sa
worthie acauss™ 84 Thus, the opposition's rhetoric was imbued with appeals to rights and justice.
Legal, constitutionsl and scriptural precedents were marshalled to lend legitimacy to the
protest. The selective citation of parliamentary statutes of 1567 and 1633 which had authorised
church polity and policy helped bolster the opposition's claim that Charles's program was contrary
to the 1aw 89 Reference to the liturgical changes as being against the “laudable laws of this
kingdome*, a3 was specified in the Composite Supplication, merely echoed the sentiments found in
the two earlier national petitions.86 It was contended, then, that the innovations were without
legal sanction because “all different forms (such as this is) are forbidden™ by law.87 [n addition,
a3 has been shown, the alterations planned for worship services and the administration of the
church were publicly condemned as constitutionally unacceptable because they were introduced

without warrant of parliamentary statute or general assembly approval. Privately, too,

84  gR.0., MsGD 45/1/50, Dathousie Muniments, Copy of Reasons given by the burgs and others who have
signed the supplication against the book of Canons and common prayer entitled ‘The cheiring of the burrowes
and others qu have subt ye complaints aganest ye prelatis for undermynding of religione in ye buiks of
Cannones and Commone Prayer™. .

83, *Supplicatione of the Ministers in St. Andrews Presbyterie, 23 August 1637 in Leslie, Relation of
proceedings, 45-6.

86 Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 December 1637" in bid., 50-1.

87 ‘formatione for Noblemen Counsellars given by Ministers, 23 August 1637" in bid., 46-7..
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commissioners representing the disaffected faction in infor mal meetings with officials upheld this
position. When asked at @ meeting in early December with the Treasurer, the earl of Traquair, and
the Privy Seal, the earl of Roxburghe, why the protest needed to continue, the commissioners
pointed out that the innovations in religion including the Book of Canons and high commission still
remained in force "yett were introduced without, yea contrair to all order of law appoynted in thes
kirk and countrey, for establisching ecclesiastick constitutione or lawfull judicatories™ 88 Local
petitions drafted in September to accompany the National Petition like that of the town of Glasgow
made the additional observation that, while other revisions had been made in church government
and policy since the Refor mation, these had been authorised in general assemblies and parliament;
hence, earlier changes had been recognised as legitimate 89 In the tract, 7Ae Seols Reasons apsinst
the Service Book, the government's methodology for imposing change was questioned because the
existing forms of worship -that is, those in place prior to the Caroline reforms - were not
“orderlye abolisched by a generall assemblye as faultye and erronious”. Thus, the process relied
on to usher in church reform was depicted as constitutionally defecti‘ve."0 Scriptural precedent
was added to reinforce these claims for legitimacy. In the petition drawn up by the elders of
Kirkoswald in October and given to Sir Alexander Kennedy of Culzean to present to the privy
council, the religious innovations were denounced because they were “sgainst the discipline
practise and religioun professed by ws and our predecessouries in theis kingdome according to the
canone of holie scripture and [whilch was ratified be actis of parliament & generall assemblies™ 21
Justification for a formal protest, therefore, was said to derive from convention, tradition and the
word of God.

Historical precedents were relied on, as well, to give further credence to this stance,

constituting an integral part of the propagands effort. Organised opposition to the Caroline reforms

88 mid., 34-5.

89, *Supplicatione of the Toune of Glasgow, 20 September 1637 in bid., 48
90 gRO.,MS GD 18/3957(al, Scots Reasons against the Service Book’.
91

SR.0., Ms GD 25/4/96 Bundle 15, Ailsa Muniments 1600-1699, ‘Commission from the Elders of
Klrkosvald io Sir Alex Kennedy of Cu'ﬂean to present a petition to the Privy Counci) anent canons latelie come
out and a book of comoun prayer set out and appointit to be the ontie forme of discipline and divine worschip in
the Kingdome".
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was necessary because the “forme of worschip and religione receaved at the Reformatione, and
universallie practised since” was under threat. 92 Mention was made that the petitioners’ actions
were legitimate because they were in accordance with the “laudable 1awes of this and other nations
in the lyke caice™.93 Impassioned pleas that the legacy of the Reformation was to be dismantled
under Charles | formed a significant component of the propaganda attack by the disaffected. So
much was evident in the formal address given by Thomas Cunningham, a nonconfor ming minister,
before the privy council on 21 December of 1637: the text of which was later circulated as part of
a handwritten tract. >4 Imbued with milleniarian and apocal yptic imeges, Cunningham's speech
alluded to the historic legacy given to Scotland by the sixteenth-century reformers and the
important role played by protestant nobles in bringing about the Reformation. To his mind, the
privy councillors thus had an obligation to see that this legacy was preserved for present and future
generations. Out of a sense of honour and duty 8s scions of their families, a3 Christians and as
royal advisers, the councillors, therefore, were urged to intercede with the king to cancel the
proposed church reforms:
that this was the way to honnour and happines, for fearing God, he would build them
houses that their auncestors had conveyed the truth unto them upon all hszards, and
nothing wold more become them then to transmitt it in puritie to their posteritie,
without mixture of humaine traditiones abjured in the Confession of Faith, and by the
oath and covenant of the whole land.
warning was given too that failure to do so would mark them as enemies of God and invoke divine
retribution, citing the curse of Meros and the fate of Esther to underline the gravity of the
protest 95 This rhetoric was taken one step further by Thomas Ramsay, another radical
presbyterian minister, who also spoke on behalf of the dissidents that day. He reminded the

councillors of the seriousness of the matter at hand and flattered them by stating that he had "been

92 *Supplicatione of the Ministers in St. Andrews Presbyterie, 23 August 1637 in Leslie, Relation of
proceedings, 45-6. The same point is reiterated in the National Petition. See: 'Petition from the noblemen
barons ministers burgesses and comons’ in bid., 47.

93 ‘Declaration by noblemen, barons, burgesses, ministers and commons craring that the prelates may not
be permitted to sit as judges in any decision on the petition as to the saids books' in HM.C. 9th Report App.,
Pt.l, No. 192, 254. Another copy is found in Leslie, Relation of proceedings, 51.

94 SRO.,Ms GD 16/46/25, Mr James Cunyanghame minr at cumnok his speich to ye counsell at daketh
the 21 decr 1637".

95, For all of the above see: Leslie, Relation of proceedings, 39.
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oftymes before them about papists, and never parted bot with great contentment”. Having
insinuated that it was clearly the issue of cathelicism which had prompted his sppesrance before
the council, his comment then became a backhanded compliment with the declaration that he
therefore expected at this time "much more being before them about Poperie itselfe, the seids of
whose superstitione and idolatrie wer thick sawen in the service-book, and its hierarchicall
tirrany in the Canons and High Commission”. Auqustine’s critique of Psalm 110 with its depiction
of three kinds of Antichrist - one “craftye”, one "cruel” and one "craftie and cruel” - was also used
by Ramsay to draw an analogy with the new liturgy and canons. [n addition, problems that had
occurred in England with respect to the English Service Book were duly noted; particularly, the
"great trouble it brought to the best and ablest ministers, and disturbance in that kingdome, though
established by law"™. Thus, he asked, “what may be expected upon a worse [ prayer book] without
law"?96

Such evocations of the Reformation legacy acted as a powerful catalyst for dissent.
Moreover, they proved particularly valuable because it became a commonplace of the dissident
critique that the announced church reforms were only the thin edge of the wedge presaging more
extensive innovations that would be implemented in the future. All three national petitions
declared as much beginning with the National Petition which expressed the hope that “some way may
be found wherby we may be delivered from the feare of this and all other innovation of this kind": a
sentiment that resonated further in the Composite Supplication when the petitioners asked to be
“freed and delyvered from these and all other novations of that kynd*.97 In the National
Supplication, the Book of Canons was said to be “opening a door for further innovations™:8 This
was combined with frequent expressions of the momentous nature of the protest, its gravity, and

uniqueness which one tract claimed was "na less [than] the overturning of religione to insnairing of

96 For all of the above see: bbid., 39-40.

97 *Petition from the noblemen barons ministers burgesses and comons' in bid., 47;

‘Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 December1637° in tbid., 50-1.

98 ‘Supplication against the Service-book, with a complainte upon the Bischops® in bbid., 49-50.
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all the subjectis in the matter of the saull & bodie & gudes”. 32 Similarly, in the national petitions
including the Composite Supplication, there were calls for all to consider “how deep this matter
drawes, and how important the consequences therof may be, fair sbove any thing that doth or may
concerne us in this present 1yff*.100 what is more, acceptance of the polemical exaggeration that
the Caroline refor ms made moves towards a reconversion to catholicism possible, if not likely, gave
dissident leaders the opportunity to conjure up the spectre of catholicism in the most 1urid tones.
A case in point was the petition handed in to the council by ministers cited for their refussl to
purchase the prayer book. After equating the new liturgy with catholicism, all of the standard,
inflammatory rhetoric came to the fore, 1eading to the conclusion that,"for her heresies in
doctrine, superstitione and idolatrie in worschip, tyranie in government, and wickednes everie
way, is 83 Antichristian now as when we came out of her~.101 By doing so, not only did the
petitioners tap into the received beliefs of protestant determinism but they readily appealed to the
visceral, anticatholicsm which was so deeply embedded in early-meodern Scotland

Taken together, the benefit of this propaganda stance was that the disaffected element was
able to portray itself as the champion of the established order. Remarking on the “progress of the
whole cause”, lord Loudoun - whose formal presentation to the council in December preceded that of
Cunningham's and Ramsay's - defined the petitioners’ motives as altruistic, in that, they acted to
defend religion and the 1aws of Scotland "on which dependeth the weilfsir of church and
commoneweal”.102 This was in keeping with the declarations of loyalty found in the national
petitions which were always careful to stress that the political nation was motivated to formally

protest out of a sense of “dutie to God, our king and native countrey”.'03 |t was reinforced by

99, SR.0.,Ms GD 45/1 /50, The cleiring of the burrowes and others ga have subt ye complaints against ye
prelatis for undermynding of religione in ye buik of Cannones and commone prayer’.

100 Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 December 1637" in Leslie, Relation of proceedings, S0-1.
101 ‘gupplicatione of the Ministers in St. Andrews Presbyterie, 23 August 1637" in bbid., 45-6.

102 pid,, 38.

103 ‘Supplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in bbid.,
49-50.
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constant assurances that the petitioners were “good, Loyall and faithfull subjectis™.104 To bolster
this image, accusations were levelled against any who spoke out against the petitioning campaign as
in the Composite Supplication when complaint was made of clergymen who had demounced those
involved as rebels. These ministers were pilloried for "privatlie in their speaches and publiclie
in their sermons, traduced and sclandered our legall proceidings and humble Supplications with the
odious and intollerable imputatione of rebellione and conspiracie against suthoritie, and have
laboured to informe ws his Majesteis good subjects with the names of rebells and seditious
bankrupts™.105 Moreover, suchcritics were branded as disloyal to their king, their country and
their kirk. ¥arnings were issued to those who refused to subscribe the petitions that their

‘ reluctance might be taken, first, as pro-catholic and, second, a3 a readiness to doubt the sincerity
of the king's own anticatholic position as expressed in his declaration of 7 December 1637. If they
remained uncommitted, then, they would "interteane themeselfes and foster in the hairts of others
w[ith] suspitionnes of his majlesty’s} mynd contrare to the express declara[tio]ne in the
proclamaltic]ne”. Thus, those who take “ane contrair course to the supplicants and subscryveris”
were told to “take heid least they be found followeris of ane factioun for interteaning of
superstitiones of poperie and unlawll practise contrar to the religioun professed in the kingdom and
establisched by Laudible Lawes and the kingis express prociama[tio]ne”.106 (Qne consequence of
the propagands effort, then, was that those who opposed royal policy were cast in an heroic mould
while those who upheld it were depicted as villains of the piece.

Even though intimidation played its part in coercing the uncommitted of all ranks to join

the protest, the most concerted propaganda attack devised by the dissidents against their opponents
focused on the higher clergy. Indeed, the full burden of responsiblity for initiating, drafting and

implementing the Caroline religious reforms was laid squarely on the bishops. As the “contryvers

104 5RO., Ms GD 45/1/50, The clering of the burrowes and others qa have subt ye complaints against ye
prelatis for undermynding of retligione in ye buik of Cannones and commone prayer’.
105 Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 December 1637" in Leslie, Relation of proceedings, S0-1.

106 For all of the above see: SR.0., Ms GD 45/1/50, The clering of the burrowes and others qa have subt
ye complaints aganest ye prelatis for undermynding of religione in ye buiks of Cannones and commone prayer”.




37

and devysers”107 of the Bovk of Common Frayer and the Book of Conons snd Lonstitutions for the
government of the Lirk, they were condemned for their high church bias and their erastianism.
Their authority over the production of the innovations; the implementation of future church
reform; and, the regulation of church discipline was harshly criticised. Questions about their
accountability to the lower church courts and, equally, their increasing monopolisation of power in
the kirk were raised. Radical presbyterian ministers like John Adamson in their sermons
deplored the lack of accountability that bishops operated under,“calling it papal, antichristian,
tyrannical for any bishops to does anything in Gods matters without consent of the whol
Churche”.108 This litany of grievances was first, formally, mooted in the National Supplication.
It was used to build a case for asserting - in the time- honoured fashion!0? - that the bishops were
‘evil councillors’ who had given bad council; deceived the king as to the full import of the policy;
and, promoted subversion by division. The assertion thus was made that Charles was,

heighlie wronged by the said Prelatts, who have so far abused their credit with so good

a king as thus to ensnare his subject, perill our kirk, undermyne religione in doctrine,
sacraments, and discipline, move discontent betwixt the king and his subjects and

discord betwixt subject and subject, contrair to severall scts of Parliament.110
The purpose of this propaganda assault was not only to discredit the bishops and their church
reforms, in the short-term, but to ensure that they became politically isolated, in the long-term.
As the slleged architects of the political ferment affecting fhe nation, they were depicted as a
divisive force in both church and state and denounced as “Scismaticks who bringe in and practise
Noveltyes in a church with out the warrant and approbaltilon of the Church™.111 The nation was
sgid to be divided between "all estates on the one hand & the of prelates on the uther”; thus,as a
rationale for joining the protest, it was posited that "it have bein both sin ane shame if aither we

107 'gupplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in Leslie,
Relation of proceedings , 49-50.
108 piary of Sir Archibald Johnston of Wariston, 306.

109 R.Mason, The Aristocracy, Episcopacy, and the Revolution of 1638" in Covenant, Charter and Party,
ed. T. Brotherstone (Aberdeen, 1989), 17-9.

110 'supplicatione against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in Leslie,
Relation of proceedings, 49-50.

11, sRO., MSGD 18/3957[a], 'Scots Reasons against the Service Book'.
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sould have beine newtrialls in the contraversie or had taken it wlith] the guiltie prelatis”.112
Even after the royal decree of 20 February 1638 in which the king took full responsibility for the
changes in worship and kirk government therby undercutting the protestor's version of events, 113
the convenient fiction of the bishops as ‘evil councillors’ was sustained with advertisements
continuing to rail against the “comon adversares the prelates™. 114 The disaffected leadership's
reluctance to abandon this strategy was one clear indication of its immense propaganda value. It
was indicative, too, of how cynical é’ ploy it was to serve up the bishops as a sacrificial lamb
against which all of the latent resentments and anger of the political nation about Caroline rule
could be vented with relative impunity.

What is striking about the character of the petitioning campaign, then, i3 that the leaders of
the disaffected element through their assiduous use of propaganda projected an image of themselves
and their cause which was antithetical to their activities as protestors. in the petitions and
dissident literature, organised opposition to Caroline church policy was always portrayed as
conservative, altruistic and legitimate. [t was as the self-styled protectors of the church and its
legacy from the Reformation-Rebellion and as the guardians of political and constitutional tradition
that the case for dissent was made before the political nation and the Scottish people alike. This
atavistic impulse was infor med by a strong sense of protestant determinism which played on
entrenched fears about a Counter - Reformation. Involvement in the petitioning campaign, thus,
was depicted not only as a8 necessary expedient to curb arbitrary rule but as a civic duty warranted

by legal, constitutional, Biblical and historical precedents. Yet, this dissident version of events

112 gRO., Ms GD 45/1/50, The clering of the burrowes and others qa have subt ye complaints aganest ye
prelatis for undermynding of religione in ye buiks of Cannones and commone prayer'.

113 | the proclamation, Charles declared that the introduction of the Book of Common Prayer grew out of
his "care of mainteaning the trew religion, already profest and for beating down of all superstition”. His
involvement in the composition of the new Prayer Book is cited - “in the forming quhairof his Majestie tooke
great cares and panes” - thereby disposing of the petitioners’ claim that the king did not know of its contents
for otherwise he would never have authorised its use because of its catholic and Anglican accretions
emphasising ritual and ceremony in the church service. Indeed, this stance is repeated to emphasise Charles’
involvement and appreciation of the religious changes:“so that nothing wes past therin but what wes seene and
approven be his Majestie before the same wes ather divulged or printed™. See:RPCS, Vi, 3-4.

114, SRO., Ms GD 45/1/49,"A copie of ye tymous advertisment sent frome the commissionars & cheife
‘men of Shyres to all yt are weill affected in all partes of ye kingdome from ye meiting now att Edr'.
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failed to take into account the simple fact that all of their efforts constituted an attack on the
established order in church and state. The radical presbyterian faction's casting of themselves as
the rightful arbitrators of ecclesiastical pdlicg was an infringement of the royal prerogative;a
usurpation of the monarch’s duty as defender of the faith; and, an expropriation of the king's
function as chief lawmaker. It may have became a commaonplace of the polemicists that adherents of
the protest acted out of loyalty to Charles and a patriotic urge to preserve the kirk and the kingdom;
but, as voeciferous critics of crown policy in an age which equated such expressions with sedition,
this view was highly questionable. Moreover, while members of the political nation involved in
the protest exercised their constituional right to petition the crown for a redress of grievances
receiving official encouragement to do so during the campaign until the process was denied by the
roysl proclamation of February 1638, the collective nature of the protest itself was suspect
because it merely skirted the treason laws. Repeated violations of episcopal, council and royal
edicts to comply with the law, initislly, by putting the new prayer book into practise and callinga
halt to the civil unrest which had accompanied the liturgy's introduction and, latterly, by
cancelling the meetings and the presentation of supplications to the council showed a flagrant
disregard for established authority. Inaddition, the opposition factions' dismissal of those willing
to speak out in favour of royal policy and those attempting to uphold the royal prerogative as
disloyal subjects, while conventional, nonetheless defied logic. However, despite the contradictions
between words and actions, the dissident leadership managed to transform their grievances into
national concerns thereby gaining political acceptance and credibility for their cause because the
character of the protest as it evolved concomitant with the issues that were raised spoke directly to

the 1atent political resentments, frustrations and suspicions of the Scots about Caroline rule.



Chapter 11

The National Covenant

I

When the petitioners under the authorisation of the Tables issued a notorial instrument at
Stirling on 20 February 1638, repeating the provocative gesture two days later at Edinburgh, to
register their dissent; validate their protest; and, confirm their commitment to civil disobedience as a
defiant response to coincide with the royal proclamation outlawing the petitioning campaign, they
Tamented the fact that their grievances had not as yet been satisfactorily redressed and that their
supplications had so far proven ineffectual.! This was a telling admission on the part of the
disaffected leadership of the failure of their protest in obtaining satisfactory redress of their
grievances from the king. Granted, seven months of collective, for mal protest had seen their numbers
swell and their geographical representation spread to encompass a significant proportion of the upper
and middle ranks of Scottish society; that is, men of influence such as heritors, burgesses and
ministers. One measure of this growth was reflected in the increasing numbers willing, publicly, to
declare their support for the three national petitions of 20 September, 18 October and 21 December
1637 - the National Petition, the National Supplication and the Composite Supplication respectively.
Although the figures for those actively involved in the petitioning campaign are incomplete,2 sixty-
eight petitions were presented to the privy council in September on behalf of the towns, parishes and
presbyteries protesting against innovations in the church representing the support of 20 nobles which
constituted thirty per cent of the nobility; 80 to 100 clergymen which was equivalent to nearly ten per
cent of the ministry; and, additionally, an indeter minate number of gentry and burgesses described as

1. . Scottish Record Office, MS GD26/10/14,15, Leven and Melville Muniments, ‘Copy of lnstrument issued by
nobility, barons, burgesses and ministers taken at Stirling Castle, 20 February 1638' and ‘instrument of
Protest dated Edinburgh, February 22, 1638".

2 an figures are drawn from those given by A.l. Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting
Movement 1625-1641 (Edinburgh, 1991), 161, 164, D. Stevenson, The Scottish Revolution 1637-1644 : The
Triumph of the Covenanters (Newton Abbot, 1973), 66, 73; W. Makey , The Church of the Covenant 1637-
1651 (Edinburgh, 1979), 19-20; and, J. Morrill, The National Covenant in its British Context’ in The Scottish
National Covenant in its British Context, ed. J. Morrill (Edinburgh, 1990), 14.
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a “considerable number of gentry” a3 well as a “generous leavening of burgesses” 3 For the most part,
these local petitions originated from the western Lowlands and Fife and they were drafted by ministers
with the endorsement of the landed interest of the parish ranging from members of the gentry to fevers
to tenant farmers who were exercising their function as heritors and elders.4 A month lster, there
were over two hundred parishes involved in the campaign through subscription to the National
Supplication with 482 men of weight signing the petition; that is, 30 nobles, 281 gentry, 48
burgesses and 123 ministers. Once the leaders of the disaffected element had constructed a8 more
formsl organisation for their protest with the creation of the Tables in November, there was a nation-
wide network of dissidents with 6 representatives of the nobles; 2 members of the gentry elected from
each shire; one representative from each burgh; and, one minister from each presbytery serving as
commissioners in Edinburgh whose function was to co-ordinate and sanction any negotiations with the
Caroline administrationS Moreover, mass demonstrations, particularly those of 23 Julyand 17
October 1637, in which figures of authority including privy councillors were barracked and
physically asiulted by the mob in Edinburgh attested to the campaign’s broader appeal in general.
Rank and file support for the petitioners was assiduously cultivated, however, on a country-wide
basis, primarily, through the evangelising work of the radical presbyterian ministers. Such
propagands efforts became more formalised when leading nonconformists were dispatched by the
leaders of the petitioning campaign, beginning in October, throughout the Lowlands and, later, to the
Highlands. In their sermons and speeches at churches and conventicles, these ministers helped to
promote and broaden the appeal of the protest thereby reinforcing the political élite’s petitioning
campaign &

Yet, what i3 observable is that for all of the success of the disaffected element in gaining
adherents, the issues on which leading dissidents had staked their opposition to Caroline policies and
governi’nq practices remained largely unresolved by February of 1638 754 175 the king. Although

Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement, 161.
bbid., 162; Makey , Church of the Covenant, 20. There are 47 local petitions that are extant.

bid., 162, 166.
b, 163.
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the highly contentious issue of the compulsery use of the new liturgy had been defused, somewhat, by
the administration’s decision in August of 1637 not to enforce the law despite the king's initially
voiced objections, the royal warrant authorising the prayer book had not been withdrawn as requested.
Opposition demands for the suspension of the code of canons, the abolition of the high commission and
the temporary removal of the bishops from the privy council, also, had not been met. |n addition,
insofar 8s the protestors were concerned, the questions raised during the petitioning campaign about
the extent of the royal prerogative and the arbitrary nature of Caroline rule remained unanswered.
Seven months of intensive lobbying, then, had seen the protestors augment their numerical strength
and regional appeal, but it had failed to realise their chief objectives. Even these organisational gains
threatened to be for naught with the issuance of Charles's decree of February outlawing the petitioning
campaign. Thus, in lamenting their inability to acquire adequate redress of their grievances, the |
leaders of the dissaffected element made a tacit admission of their own failure to persuade the kingto
rethink his plans for the church.

What is clear, then, is that by mid-Februaryof 1638, the élite’s campaign against Caroline
religious policy had reached a political impasse. Not only had the king censured their activities but he
had given notice that any continuation of the protest would be regarded as treason. It become
increasingly evident, too, that the administration was more interested in breaking the collective unity
of the petitioners than in redressing their grievences.? With negotiations having reached an appsrent
stalemate, some of the leading protestors including Archibald Johnston of Wariston and John Leslie,
the earl of Rothes, called for a major re-evaluation of the opposition’s campaign. After extensive
consultation among the hundreds of members of the three estates and the clergy gathered in Edinburgh,
it was agreed that the only effective way to break the political deadlock was to revitalise the protest by
adopting a more ambitious approsch.8 At a meeting of the nobles, gentry, burgesses and ministers,
the decision thus was made to broaden support for their cause by “reneuing that same Covenant

subscribed be our ancestours, with such additions as the corruptiones of this tyme necessarilie

74 Lestie, A Relation of Proceedings Concerning the Affairs of the Kirk of Scotland from August 1637 to
July_1638 (Edinburgh, 1830}, 69.

8. bid., 69-70.
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requyred to be joyned, and such Acts of Parliament as was against Poperie and in favour of the true
religione™.? Rather than continue formally to petition, pri marily, on behalf of the élite, this involved
an unprecedented departure from the accepted norms of public protest: a direct, formal canvass of the
Scottish people for a loyalty oath based on the Negative Confession of 1581 - initially known as the
Confession of Faith or, alternatively, the Nobles' Covenant- which quickly acquired the name of the
National Covenant.

1

Studies of the National Covenant share some common approaches and perspectives in their
assessment of the text and its significance; however, 8 range of opinion exists as to its implications.
The historiographicsl problem of whether it was a conservative or a revol utionary document is central
to these analyses. In part, this distinction is not 50 much a matter of interpretation as it is of
methodological approach. When the text of the National Covenant is analysed in isolation from its
origins, implications and impect, it is concluded that it was “essentially & constitutional, and not a
revolutionary document™.10 As evidence of its conservative nature and format, emphasis is given to
its inclusion of both the Confession of Faith of 1581 and the lists of statute law and mention is made of
what is seen a3 the moderate tone of the final section of the National Covenant, the general band.!!
But, when the document itself is set within the context of Caroline rule, it is regarded in a wholly
different light. This is, largely, because there is & shift in the methodological approach from an
anal ysis of the text to the historiographical problem of the motivations and aspirstions of the
petitioners in crafting it. This change in perspective is related, as well, to attempts to explore the
wider question of how contemporaries reacted to the National Covenant. As David Stevenson - who

incorpbrates both appresches in his study of the early years of covenanting rule - contends, the

2. bid., 70. )
10 A Source Book of Scottish History , ed. ¥.C. Dickinson, G. Donaldson and 1.A. Milne (Edinburgh, 1961), iii,
104.

t Stevenson, Scottish Revolution, 85.
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“details of the contents of the national covenant are of little more relevance to the enthusiasm with
which it was greeted than the contents of the prayer book are to the bitter opposition to it. Just as the
prayer book was a symbol of all that was disliked in the king's policies, so the national covenant
became symbolic of united opposition to religious and other innovations™.12  Thus, a clear distinction
is made between the contents and tone of the National Covenant and its purpose and impact.

. What is more, this dual approach to an historical assessment of the National Covenant has led
historians to try to account for its conservative nature in juxtaposition with its subsequent
radicalising impact on Scottish politics. This has resulted in a general agreement that the document
itself should not be taken at face value. lan Cowan in his work of the post-Restoration covenanting
movement maintains that the National Covenant was “deliberately cautious™!3 while David Stevenson
in a monograph on the origins, development and impact of the movement argues that it "needed to be
vague if it was to unite the nation as far as possible behind the agitation against the king™.14 This
intimation of a hidden agenda on the part of leading dissidents finds favour, too, in James Kirk's survey
of the relationship between religion and politics in early-modern Scotland in which he characterises
the National Covenant &s “cleverly contrived ... [and] superficially conservative in tone™.19 More
cautious verdicts are offered by Walter Mskey and John Ht;rrill. While the former argues that it was
“ambiguous in some respects, but the general drift was conservative™,16 the latter concludes that the
National Covenant was “at once a very precise and an infuriatingly imprecise document. Although
tedious, it is easy to understand; but it is horrifically difficult to interpret™.'? Thus, even though
there is a consensus among scholars that a distinction must be made between the document's rhetoric

and its implications, there are shades of opinion as to what impressions are to be made of the text.

12 pid., 86.
13 |.B. Cowan, The Scottich Covenanters 1660-1688 (London, 1976), 21.
14 D. Stevenson, The Covenanters: The National Covenant and Scotland (Edinburgh, 1988), 41-2.

15, J.Kirk, Reformation and Revolution, Kirk and Crown 1560-1690" in Scotland Revisited, ed. J. Wormald
(London, 1991), 84.

16 Makey, Church of the Covenants, 27.
17, Morrill, "The National Covenant in its British Context’, 11.




In addition, most recent studies of the National Covenant adhere to the vie:w that its
significance lies in its symbalic value as an articulation of Scottish resentment of Caroline rule. ¥.G.
Kiernan in an article dealing largely with the covenanting movement in the late-seventeenth century
sees the National Covenant “as & pledge to protect kirk and creed against Charles I's interference™18
while John Morrill offers the more specific observation that it is a “critique of a system of
government™.1® Similarly,in his work on freemasonary, masons and early masonic lodges, David
Stevenson refers in passing to the National Covenant as a “symbol of resistance to the religious and
other policies of Charles 1" 20 Often allied to this assessment, too, is the argument that the National
Covenant may be interpreted as an early expression of Scottish nationalist sentiment because of the
perceived difficulties of absentee rule. Moreover, the strong links between Scottish protestantism
and national independence forged in the Reformation-Rebellion which helped to shape national identity
are said to have been compromised by Jacobean and Caroline government policies, particularly after
1603.21 For some like Peter Donald, in an examination of the influence of the National Covenant on
British politics from 1638 to 1640, there is only tentative acceptance of this analysis and a
preference for stressing that, in its conception, the National Covenant contains the seeds of a national
cause. As Donald puts it, the “parties who embraced the idea of a Covenant stood therefore to a national
cause against an absentee King".22 Others, however, like Kiernan exhibit no such inhibitions about
emphasisng that it had a “vigorously nationalist flavour23 But, this interpretation finds its most
definitive expression in the work of Allan Macinnes. In his detailed study of Caroline rule and the
origins and development of the Scottish Revolution from 1625 to 1641, he makes the case that the
National Covenant should be regarded as & “a nationalist manifesto asserting the independence of a

18 ¥. G. Kiernan, The Covenanters: A Problem of Creed and Class’ in History_from Below Studies in Popular
Protest and Popular Ideology_in Honour of George Rudé, ed. F. Krantz (Montreal, 1985), 97.

19 Morrill, The National Covenant in its British Context’, 13.

20 p. Stevenson, The Origins of Freemasonry: Scotland's Century_1590-1710 (Cambridge, 1988), 72.
21 Stevenson, Covenanters, 2-5.

22 p.Donald, ‘The Scottish National Covenant and British Politics, 1638-1640 in The Scottish National

Covenant in lts British Context, 93.
23 Kiernan, The Covenanters: A Problem of Creed and Class’, 97 .
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sovereign people under God" 24 Therefore, while the bulk of historiographical opinion on the National
Covenant supports the view of it as a product of discontent with Charles |'s gover nance of Scotland
coupled with the disaffection engendered by absentee kingship, only part of it shows a willingness to
make the unequivocal claim that it belies a nascent Scottish nationslism.

it is important to note, too, that the distinction made by historians as to whether the National
Covenant should be taken as an atavistic or a radical political impulse is also, in part, a reflection of
their interpretation of the precipitants that led to the outbreak of revolt concomitant with their
assessment of the subsequent outcome of the covenanting revolution. Stressing that the political
grievances of the nobility weigh heavily in shaping the protest against Caroline church innovations and
the future direction of the covenanting régime, Walter Makey argues that tradition and innovation co-
exist in the National Covenant; characterising it as “at once a call to rebellion and an appesl to the
past” .25 Although readily ascribing to this conventional view of the nobles as a prime force in
affecting revolt, Allan Macinnes adopts a broader perspective on the ca;Jses of revolt and its
ramifications by giving equal consideration to its political, constitutional, religious and economic
basis and impact. This allows him to add a fresher dimension to the debate by stating that there is an
implicit revol utionary element in the Scottish people’s collective opposition to Caroline rule.26
Elsewhere, too, in an article on the covenanting régime’s attempts to restructure central and local
government, he asserts that the National Covenant was a “revolutionary entreprise binding the
Scottish people together to justify and consolidste the revolt against absentee monarchy™27 Yet, when
the relevance of the National Covenant as a constitutional device is taken into account, a different
perspective is brought to bear on the document’s import. James Kirk makes the point that the
Hational Covenant was “designed as & religious band (or bond of union) - justifiably so since the King
in 1634 had construed legitimate petitioning as treasonable” and he concludes that it “spelt out to

24 Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement, 173.
23 Makey, Church of the Covenants, 27.
26 Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement, 173, 176 -7.

27 A.l. Macinnes, The Scottish Constitution, 1638-5: The Rise and Fall of Oligarchic Centralism’ in The
Scottish National Covenant in its British Context, 108.
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Charles as well ae; to everyone else, that the King was bound by, and could not override, the
fundamental 1aws of the realm”. The significance of the National Covenant is, therefore, said to lie in
the fact that this “appeal to the constitutional rights of general assemblies and parliaments in
determining and approving appropriate policies in church and state was wholly incompatible with the
exalted conception of the powers of the crown and divine-right monarchy which Charles
wholeheartedly espoused” 28 This accords with the views of Allan Macinnes, as expressed in his
survey of the town of Glasgow's response to the Scottish Revolution, that the National Covenant wss a
“nationalist as well as a deceptively radical manifesto ... intent on imposing fundamental limitations on
monarchical power™22 What seems clear, then, is that present-day interpretations of the National
. Covenant share a common problem with those current in the seventeenth century; that is, as Gordon
Donaldson has aptly put it, it is “all things to all men=.30

However, for all the comprehensiveness of this scholarly work, there are, nonetheless, some
gaps remaining in our understanding of the National Covenant. It may well be the case that its
historical reputation as a mythic totem of Scottish culture3! favours interpretations that }end to
attribute a higher, more noble purpose to it than it deserves with the result that less attention is
focused on it as an early- modern solution to a specific political controversy. That it was forged in the
heat of 8 political and constitutional crisis is reflected in the process adopted for its drafting; its
contents; and its purpose. Perhaps, too, in its latter -day acceptance as a shibboleth of Scottish
presbyterianism which since the early-modern period has, in turn, helped to define national identity,
the National Covenant has bred a familiarity so that it is simply taken for granted. Certainly, it is
conventional to offer a textual analysis of the Nationsl Covenant in terms of its having three parts; yet,
closer examination reveals that it actually comprises five, distinct sections. As well, systematic
analysis of the text itself underlines how well it articulated the grievances and concerns about

Charles's kingship in 8 manner which may, as has been shown, seem “vague” or "ambiguous™ in the

28 Kirk,Reformation and Revolution, Kirk and Crown’, 84.

29 AL Macinnes , Covenanting Revolution and Municipal Enterprise’ In Scotland Revyisited, 97.
30 G. Donaldson, Scotland :James Y-James YII (Edinburgh, 1978), 315.

31

. A useful discussion of the covenanters’ religious, political and social legacy is provided by Stevenson,
Covenanters, 70-84.
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present day but which was resdily comprehensible to contemporaries. Thus, while assessments of the
National Covenant tend to stress that it was "deliberately cautious”, this judgement must be tempered
with a clearer understanding of the document's evolution, contents, objectives and reception.

In the context of the petitioning campaign, what became known as the National Covenant was
largely a piece of political brinksmanship born of accommodation and politicsl expediency. The
format of the final version presented for public subscription on 28 February 1638 and circulated
throughout the country beginning in March was predicated, above all, on the need to balance the
aspirations of & minority of more radical activists representing the political élite against moderate,
majority opinion. For those members of the élite gathered in Edinburgh, then, the National Covenant
was by necessity a compromise shaped by an immediate political crisis. Initially, the task of drawing
up a preliminary draft of the band fell to Archibald Johnston of Wariston, an Edinburgh lawyer, and
Alexander Henderson, a Fife minister. Both were radical presbyterians who had taken a keen interest
in the controversy created by the imposition of the Caroline church reforms with Henderson playing a
leading rdle from the inception of the petitioning campaign. Although ostensibly a co-operative
venture, the final draft of the Covenant contained more of the hallmarks of the lawyer than the divine.
Granted, the brief given to them by the disaffected leadership, the fifth Table, had exact instructions as
to the content of the proposed document, specifying that it was to include the Negative Confession, also
known as the King's Confession; laws both confirming the reformed religion and denouncing
catholicism; and, 8 general band. But this format may well have been arrived at because of Johnston's
insistence at earlier meetings since the final version incor porated elements of specific documentation
that he had been considering for slmest six months. The Negative Confession of 1581 which, according
to his diary entries, engaged his attention as early as September of 1637 when he discussed it with
his wife and other members of his household as part of the family's religious instruction, found its
way into the National Covenant as the first section.32 He records further that he had collated the acts

of parliament against catholicism and in favour of the reformed religion, which made up the second and

32 Diary_of Archibald Johnston of Wariston,1632-1639, ed. G.M. Paul (Scottish History Society, 1911, i,
269.
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third parts of it, two months later in November 33 Thus, the only original contribution that
Henderson may possibly have made relates to the last two sections of the National Covenant: the civil
loyalty oath and the genersl band. Whether these may be taken as 8 reflection of Henderson's thinking
rather than Johnston's is difficult to determine however since, unlike Johnston, Henderson did not
commit his thoughts and actions to a diary which is extant.

But this question of the authorship which has so plagued some historians is not particularly
relevant, given that the original draft version of the National Covenant prepared by Johnston and
Henderson was subject to such close scrutiny by members of the disaffected élite. |n addition to
adhering to the guidelines for the document first issued by the Tables, a working copy of it fashioned by
Johnston and Henderson underwent further modifications at the hands of other prominent dissidents.
For six days - beginning on Friday, 23 February until the following Wednesday, 28 February 1638 -
the band was vetted at private and public meetings attended by the executive members of the Tables and
members of the nobility, gentry and ministry as individuals as well as in their capacity as
commissioners for their localities 34 Although the particulars of the debates are unknown, two of the
most contentious points raised during these forums related to the authority of bishops and the Five
Articles of Perth. [t seems likely, as well, given the issues addressed by the petitioning campaign as
well a3 the character of the protest a3 it had evolved and in light of the personal commitment to radical
presbyterianism on the part of Johnston and Henderson, that the working version of the Nationsl
Covenant crafted by these two men, initially, had been more condemnatory in its references to
episcopacy and liturgical change than the final version might suggest. Certainly, only after heated
discussions which resulted in some revisions was s compromise reached satisfying all of the objections

raised to the document in its original form.35 A case in point was at 8 meeting held on February 26

33 pid., 275

34 p. Stevenson, The National Covenant: a list of known copies’ in Records of the Scottish Church History.
Society, XX, 1i (1988), 299.

35, This account of the proceedings is based on the contemporary observations of Archibald Johnston of
Yariston and John Leslie, the earl of Rothes, two leading disidents. Johnston's central part in drafting the
document ; obtaining approval from the other leading protestors for it; and, altering it accordingly makes his
diary entries especially valuable. Thus, all of the following quotations are taken from it. For a full account of
the proceedings see: Diary of Archibald Johnston, i, 320-3. A brief description of the signing of the Covenant
is also found in Leslie, Relation of Proceedings, 69-70.
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where there was an “appearance of great opposition amongst the ministrie and barons, and from the
great grandies of lawers {w]herwith som was dasched”; causing Johnston to remark that "my fearful
conjecture was increased; yet my desyre and resolution for the Band was by the sam opposition
augmented”. As a consequence, this clash of views required an unspecified alteration in the wording of
the National Covenant. During the next day, in a series of meetings involving the nobles, the
commissioners of the presbyteries and the ministers, an especially contentious point of dispute still
existed among the barons and gentry, probably, centring on a clause relating to episcopacy. Such
opposition had apparently been foreseen by Johnston for he worried, prior to the encounter, about
"som rub from the gentlemen” and the clause’s possible reception by the privy council; or, as he put
it, “som stop from the staitsmen and bischops™. Yhen the draft copy was presented to the nobility,
though, only minor changes were implemented involving “two words [that] wer chainged”. Two
further alterations were requested at a8 meeting attended by an estimated two to three hundred
ministers on 27 February held at the Tailors' Hall in Edinburgh. Here, debate was sparked by the
issue of whether the oath which had been taken by all entrants to the clergy to respect the Five Articles
and episcopal government prevented ministers from supporting the National Covenant. It had been the
potential divisiveness of these issues which had made Johnston anticipate this meeting with some
trepidation and "with great fears”™. Apparently though, after prolo'nged discussion, just one minister
dissented from the majority opinion that it offered no such impediment “becaus of his oath to the
bishop to practise perpetusly”. On the following morning of 28 February, the commissioners of the
barons approved the text despite some quaints and after “long reasoning upon the Perth Articles™;
however, only the laird of Ethie actually registered a negative vote. During the course of these
consultations, too, the for mat of the document was revised when the compilation of parliamentary
statutes that had been originally cited in full was abbreviated into lists of titles on the advice given to
Johnston on 24 February by lords Rothes, Loudoun and Balmerino. Thus, only after & process of
measured debate mmrrpdating 8 wide variety of views was an amended version of the National
Covenant written by Johnston and Henderson made acceptable to moderate opinion. The practicalities
involved in creating a petition by committee, then, helped to ensure that the final version of the
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National Covenant would be a compromise solution to try to end the political impasse reached in the
petitioning campaign.

Political expediency, also, played a significant part in determining not only the tone and
content of the National Covenant but the way in which it was presented to the Scottish people. The main
motivation behind the drafting of the Covenant was the conscious need to broaden the appesl of the
protest so as to force the Caroline administration to deal constructively with the petitioners’
grievances rather than ban their activities. For Archibald Johnston, the document's real value, then,
was that it would offer a show of collective resistance, or, as he put it, "al sould be linked together™
with the residual hope that this defensive act would promote, in the short-term, "this churches
welfaire, the standing of our religion, laues, liberties , and commonwealth, our stricter union with
him [God] and amongst our selves, the greater opposition to idolatrie and al uther innovations™ and, in
the long-term, “the instruction of posteritie and my awin salvation through Chryst Jesus™36 The
predominance of political objectives here account, too, for the decision to solicit a more broadly-based
and more participatory subscription than had been attempted with the earlier petitions. Although the
three national petitions of 1637 had been issuved in the name of the “noblemen, barons, ministers,
burgesses and commons™,37 the majority of the "commons" actively involved in the protest had been
landowners ranging from magnates to 1sirds to feuers drawn from the upper and middling ranks who s
community leaders, whether as heritors or elders in the church, endorsed the petitioning campaign.38
The active part which they played in dissent helped to establish that it was the general distaste of the
community for Caroline religious reforms which validated the protest. But, with the National
Covenant, there was additionally the explicit acknowledgement of the importance of the sctive

participstion of the lower ranks as individuals who were required to adhere to a national petition.

36 pid., 319.

37 'Petition from the noblemen barons ministers burgesses and cornons’ in Lestie, Relation of Proceedings,
47; "Supplication against the Service-book, with a complainte upon Bischops, 18 October 1637" in bid., 49-
S0; ‘Bill of the Supplicants given in at Dalkeith, 21 December 1637 in lbid., SO-1 and Historical Manuscript
Commsission, 9th Report Appendix (18835), Pt. Ii, No. 191, 253-4.

38 Makey , Church of the Covenant, 20; Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement,
162.
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In extending the parameters of the protest to include non-landholders, not only would the
leading dissidents demonstrate the continuing viability of their campaign and its universal appeal but
they would show, too, that its political legitimacy remained intact despite the royal fiat sutlawing it.
Obtaining the largest possible number of signatures helped, as well, to insulate those signators from
prosecution; offering a measure of assurance that they would not be charged with sedition because of
their numerical strength. Additionally, it had the propaganda value of identifying the protestas a
collective act of passive civil disobedience on the part of the Scottish people rather than on the part of
a dissaffected faction. {ndeed, these had been over-riding concerns in the decision to frame s new
petition; for as John Leslie, the earl of Rothes, declared, it was designed to show that “they wer not
gathered mutinously by one or & few men, bot by God and a good cause” 3% For these reasons, stress
was laid on the very public nature of the exercise of introducing the new petition. It was unveiled for
subscription by the élite st public venues, first, at Greyfriars kirk in Edinburgh on 28 February
where the dissident nobles and barons signed it and, second, st Tailors’ Hall on 1 March where
members of the ministry affixed their names to it: an act repeated later that same day by the
commissioners of the burghs. The next day, subscriptions began to be openly solicited in all regions
of the country among all social ranks of Scottish society. This was in accordance with the directives
issued by the Tables authorising the reproduction and distribution of the document to every shire and
distinct judicstory in Scotland where it was to be endorsed by the heritors within esch jurisdiction and
to every parish where it was to be signed either personally or through a notary by all males who were
church communicants.40 Subscription and support at parish churches was obtained in accordance
with the same general procedures that were followed for many years to come. When the National
Covenant was subscribed in July of 1642 at Bracadale in Skye for the first time, the proceedings
mirrored those carried out across the nation: "The elders and parochiners haveing conveened and after

inquisition finding that they had not subscribit the Covenant, neither that it was presented unto them,

33_ Lestie, Relation of Proceedings, 70.

40, Stevenson, The National Covenant: a list of known copies’, 253. Stevenson suggests, however, that it is
improbable that all parishes and jurisdictions ever received or subscribed their own, separate copy. See also:

Leslie, Relation of Proceedings, 79-80.
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We did openly read the samine and breefly exponed the speciall heads therein contained. After which
being done they did both subscryve so many as could write, and the rest testified their willingness to
stand be it by their holding up of their hands™ 41 Thus, attention was paid not only to reading but to
explaining what were considered the pertinent points of the National Covenant to potential adherents of
all ranks. Furthermore, while it soon acquired the name of the National Covenant, it was initially
referred to as the new Confession of Faith thereby lending it a universsl appeal as a religious
undertaking. ¥¥hatis apparent, then, is that, in its formulation, the National Covenant was above all
part of a deliberately calculated propsganda exercise by the leading dissidents, making it a carefully

crafted manifesto of res/politrk:

.

The most striking feature of the National Covenant itself was that it was a, somewhat, unlikely
document to ever have achieved mass appesl. In its style, content and 1anguage, it was distinguished
more by a cerebral legalism than by any visceral appeals to popular sentiment. Theoretically, it was
to be sworn to by all heritors and 81l church-going, communicants; yet, its complex syntax and its
sheer length - running to almost 4,300 words- probably prevented the majority of Scots from having
a good grasp of its finer points. What would have been perfectly comprehensible to all though was the
three-fold purpose of the exercise. Subscription meant that one had signed, firstly, a loyalty cath
affirming commitment to Calvinist doctrine and presbyterian polity; secondly, a national petition
calling for a halt to the government’s promotion of Arminianism; and, thirdly, & declaration of intent
to modify Charles’s style of rule. As a consequence of the petitioning campaign, these demands had
become common knowledge over the course of the previous seven months. Nowhere was the National
Covenant's basic intent made more explicit though than in its five main sections: that is, the Negative
Confession of 1581 ; the compendium of anticatholic legislation; the list of laws for mally constituting
the established church; the civil loyalty oath; and, the general band. All were designed to emphasise

41 Minutes of the Synod of Argyll 1639-1651, ed. D.C. MacTavish (SH.S., 1943), 44-5.
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the protestors’ objections to the dismantling of Calvinist doctrines in the church; the further
promotion of episcopacy at the expense of presbyterianism; and, the arbitrary nature of Charles's
kingship.

Certainly, if we examine the text of the National Covenant, it is apparent that potential
supporters were made aware that a threat to traditional worship practices necessitated a band 42 So
much is evident with the inclusion of the Negative Confession, a “confessione of the true Christian
faith”, which constituted the first section. This was simply 8 pledge affirming the subscriber’s
commitment to protestantism. Originally, when James ¥ and his chief political advisers signed itin
1581, it had been issued to allay worries about the Jacobean administration’s alleged affinity for
catholicism - rumours that had gained credibility by the political ascendency of Esmé Stewart, the
duke of Lennox,- which, it was feared, would result in a Counter-Reformation.43 Its chief purpose
then had been to “maintain the said true religion, and the King's Majesty according to the confession
aforesaid and acts of parliament™. Thus, the Negative Confession was subscribed by the king, his
household and the privy council and then ratified by the general assembly with a "general band for the
maintenance of religion and the king's person”™. Also, the band was signed by noblemen, barons,
18irds, burgesses, ministers and commons. Reference in the National Covenant to an oath taken almost
sixty years earlier by the king's father was not as obscure as it might seem since it could be exploited
to political advantage. It imbued the document with an element of legitimacy by establishing its
signators as emulators of a royal tradition; thus, it provided the historical, legal and moral
justification for the national petition. Given, too, that the National Covenant was heralded initially as
a new Confession of Faith, the inclusion of the Negative Confession lent a sscred and universal
respectability to it as a religious undertaking. Its historic importance as a band of faith, also,
flattered adherents as the church's vanguard, occupying the high moral ground. Moreover, by citing

the Netjative Confession, opponents of Caroline religious policy drew attention to parallel

42 For the discussion which follows, all quotations from the Negative Confession and the National Covenant
are taken from the versions of the documents provided in G. Donaldson, Scottish Historical Documents
(Edinburgh, 1974),150-3; 194-201.

43 G.Donaldson, The Scottish Reformation (Cambridge, 1960), 208-9.
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circumstances in an earlier age that had resulted in similiar action. Both external and internal
threats to the established church prompted a backlashin 1581 as they didin 1638, requiring 8

formal reaffirmation of protestantism. ¥here the circumstances differed, though, was in the source
of the threat with Arminianism replacing the hegemony of catholicism. For this reason, the
singularity of the church policy and polity was emphasised in the Negative Confession. Its support for
the nation's brand of protestantism was thus defined as that “receaved, beleved and defended by manie
and sindrie notable kyrkis and realames, but chiefly by the kyrk of Scotland™. In a sense, then, the
Negative Confession provided a convenient short-hand for contemporaries, sllowing the opposition to
express its dissatifaction about recent changes in the church without specific reference to existing,
government policies. This was a purely political expedient enabling protestors to maintain a veneer
of legality while skirting the treason laws. 44 What is more, with a blanket condemnation of “all
contrarie religion and doctrine, but cheifly all kynd of papistrie in generall”, the renewal of the
Negative Confession hit a responsive, populist chord by playing on the deeply ingrained anticatholicism
so prevalent in early-modern Scottish society. It had a broader significance, too, due to the
association in the public mind of Charles’s church policy with the deconstruction of the Reformation.
when catholic ritusl, ceremony and doctrine were enumerated and condemned in the Negative
Confession, the Arminian-inspired church reforms promoted under the stewardship of the
Canterburian bishops overseen, after 1633, by archbishop Laud were tarred with the same brush.
Thus, by inference, the Negative Confession encapsulated all of the radical presbyterians’ criticisms of
the Caroline church.

The second section of the National Covenant was a selective compendium of 1aws passed by
parliament since the Refor mation- Rebellion against catholicism. Here, acts condemning catholic
worship practices and beliefs and those denying papal authority and jurisdiction were referred to by
title. Italso encompassed some of the penal 1aws enforcing civil penalties against practicing catholics
as “common enemies to all Christian government”; as “rebellers and gainstanders of our soveraign

Lords Authority™; and, as “Idolators™. This view of catholics as constituting a political and religious

44 gtevenson, Scottish Reyolution, 86.
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threat reflected early-modern, protestant assumptions. Inaners when religion was a badge of civil
loyalty and a bench-mark of political dependibility, political orthodoxy associated protestant interests
with the viability of the nation-state; thus, catholicism was equated with subversion. Although an
undercurrent had existed since the Reformation-Rebellion, popular hostility towards catholicismin
the seventeenth century was triggered by the outbreak of the Thirty Years’ War in 1618 and it
intensified, after 1625, because of Charles |'s marriage to Henrietta Maria, a French Catholic.4% In
addition, concern about increased catholic influence at court had resulted in parlismentary demands
for more rigorous implementation of the penal statutes in the early years of Charles's rule; most
notably st the convention of 1625.46 This reflected the general expectation articulated by one
commentator that a government crackdown on recusancy was necessary to confirm the administration’s
political orthodoxy. 47 Both the political nation and the Scottish people, then, sought tangible proof of
the Caroline administration’s willingness to suppress catholicism. Therefore, the anticatholic laws in
the MNational Covenant served as a timely reminder of popular apprehensions about Charles and his
immediate circle, the court.

Juxtaposed with these negative expressions of populist sentiment was a litany of positive
belief outlining the “perfect Religion™; thus, the third section of the National Covenant contained a list
of the pro- protestant statutes “conceaved for maintenance of Gods true and Christian Religion™. Fhr
the protestors, these laws embodied the clearest expression of 81l that they were fighting for as
signators to the national petition. ‘When the sixteenth-century laws were read out to them prefaced by
the statement that “there is none other Face of Kirk, nor other Face of Religion, then was presently at
that time, by the Favour of God established within this Realme™, they understood that it was the church
of Andrew Melville that was referred to when presbyterianism had been in the ascendancy, the
“presbyterian high-water years48 of 1585 to 1596. If any missed this reference to the pre-

43 C.Hibbard, Charles | and the Popish Plot (Chapel Hill, 1983), 92-4.
46, The Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland, ed. T. Thomson and C. Innes (12 vols., 1814-75), v, 184, 179-
80.
47 geottish Record Office, MS GD112/39/556, Breadalbane Muniments, ‘Letter from T.Rae to C. Campbeﬂ
dated 17 November 1634".
43. K M. Brown,'In Search of the Godly Magistrate in Reformation Scotland’ in Journal of Ecclesiastical

ory, Yol. 40, No. 4, (1989), 567.
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episcopal church as the ideal, they had further opportunities to qrasp the point in subsequent passages
of the Covenant. There was, for instanﬁe, adirect call for official confirmation of the legal basis of
presbyterian polity. Demands for the protection of the “liberty & freedom” of the “true Church of
God” were unequivocal in specifying the presbyterian court system as embodying the quintessential
church polity with the ideal form of church government being defined a3 that which consisted of the
“"National Synodal Assemblies, Presbyteries, Sessions ... as that purity of Religion and liberty of the
Church was used, professed, exercised, preached and confessed according to the reformation of Religion
in this Realm”. While there was no abrogation of episcopal church government and no forthright
denunciation of episcopacy,4? it was nonetheless conspicuous that there was no mention of bishops
either in this definition of the church’s hierarchy for only the ideslised presbyterian model was
projected as the criterion for the “true church™. Furthermore, to legitimise this stance, the 1592
act of parliament - act 114 parliament 12 - was cited four times here: the statute which did not
establish but nonetheless gave formal recognition to the presbyterian system of church government.
As Arthur Williamson points out, this act “appeared more frequently than any other in the text of the
coverant”. Its prominence in the National Covenant coupled with the Negative Confession prompts him
to conclude then that the National Covenant “unmistakably constitutes an assertion of
presbyterianism™, prudently adding the proviso, however, that “it asserts that discipline withina
framework with which it had been historicelly incompatible™ 30 Thus, appeals were made to 8
supposedly golden age of presbyterianism which existed more in the historical imagination than in the
historical past. Moreover, through a highly selective citation of legsl precedents, the compendium of
legislation outlining the development of the established church left out any references to the office of
bishop and episcopacy for it "did not extend beyond the era of the first presbyterian experiment during
the 1590s; a calculated omission of a1l subsequent legislation in favour of episcopacy™S1 ¥rhat was

omitted from the compendium of statutes was, therefore, as significant as what was included in giving

49 D. 6. Mullan, Episcopacy_in Scotland : The History_of an ldea, 1560-163 (Edinburgh,1986), 179-83.

30 AH. Villiamson, Scottish National Consciousness in the age of James ¥|: The Apocalypse, the Union and
the Shaping of Scotland’s Public Culture (Edinburgh, 1979), 142. This act is mistakenly cited by Williamson as
act 114 parliament 112.

51, Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movemant, 173.
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an indication of the ideal for church polity promoted by the dissidents. Thus, with the list of laws
defining the doctrine, discipline and worship of the church, adherents pledged themselves to a dual
commitment. Ingeneral, they were to oppose any measure that might threaten protestantism. More
specifically, they were to work towards the reconstruction of the late sixteenth-century model of
Scottish presbyterianism: a church based on a Calvinist visibn of church government shorn of the
subsequent seventeenth-century addition of bishops.

What might be overlooked &s innocuous lists of Jacobean statutes were, in effect, a political
minefield of condemnation for the spirit and direction of Caroline religious policy. Certainly, the two,
separate lists of acts served a number of purposes in terms of legitimising the protest against recent
church reforms. Simply the emphasis on legality - a marked feature of the petitioning campaign -
was3 sustained by their inclusion. Moreover, by listing parliamentary statutes instead of church
ordinances, the constitutional and legal basis for the protest rather than the religious justification
were given prominence. Even though this acknowledgement of erastianism conflicted with radical
presbyterian beliefs,nonetheless, it had the compelling political advantage of providing a convenient
framework for the claim that the changes in the church infringed the spirit if not the letter of the law
thereby implying that the Caroline administration and not the protestors had scted illegally.
Additionally, in the National Covenant, criticism of the gover nment was based as much on perception as
reality; thus, when mention was made, in the lists of legal precedents of the circulation of “erronious
doctrine” and “erronious bookes and writtes” with the demand that the "homebringers of them™ should
be punished, the reference wasnot exclusively directed to catholic literature. Indeed, there was also
the inference, here, that Arminian literature has been allowed to spread through the authorities’
indifference. That is why civil officials were reminded of their duty to suppress any contraventions
of established kirk practices. Therefore, the lists of parliamentary acts gave signatoﬁes of the
National Covenant the distinct impression that not only the existing system of church policy was under
threat but the radical presbyterian ideal of the Scottish church, as the model of international
Calvinism in doctrine and government, would be further diluted if Caroline church reforms were

allowed to proceed.
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The fourth part of the National Covenant, ostensibly, contained a conventional statement of
civil loyalty to the crown; but, it was accompanied by three clauses drawing attention to existing,
political conditions affecting the relstionship between ruler and ruled that made it distinctly
unorthodox. Firstly, it was prefaced by a statement suggesting the equality of the authority of crown
" and parliament which read:"all lieges are bound to maintaine the King's Majesty’s Roysl Person and
Authority, the Authority of Parliaments, without the which neither any lawes or 1awful judicatories
can be established”. This would have struck contemporaries as a radical, constitutional assertion
since, traditionally, parliament had functioned in a subordinate capacity as only an instrument for
royal policy with the king, rather than parliament, regarded as the chief lawmaker. Its inclusion,
then, spoke to the immediate political situation for it would have been taken &s an oblique reference to
Charles's tendency to govern without a parliamentary consensus, in genersl, and his reliance on royal
decrees for the implementation of ecclesiastical policy, in particular. Secondly, to reinforce this
point, the civil loyslty oath was made concomitant with veiled assertions of parliamentary sovereignty
tinged with Scottish nationalism when reference was made to the findings of a Jacobean commission
which had examined the possibilities of a formal, political union between Scotland and England in
1604. Here, the commission's conclusions were reiterated to underline the dangers of conformity
with England for national autonomy; thus, if the common laws of Scotland,

be innovated or prejudged, the commission ... declares such confusion would ensue,

as this Realme could be no more a free Monarchy because by the fundementall

lawes, ancient privileges, offices and liberties of this Kingdome not onely the

Princely Authority of his Majesty’s Royal discent hath been these many ages

mwaintained, but also the peoples security of their Lands, livings, rights, offices,

liberties, and dignities preserved.

By citing this bi-1ateral committee's warning that a stricter union with England would prove
prejudicial to Scotland, supporters of the Covenant expressed concern for what they saw as the
increasingly arbitrary nature of Caroline rule in which the common laws as grounded in statute had
been modified; overturned; and over-ruled by royal fiat. This was exemplified in the popular mind by
royal efforts to recast the Scottish church to conform with the church of England. There was the

suggestion too, a3 Allan Macinnes observes, that with this particular citation “innovations prejudicial

to parliamentary sovereignty were deplored™, leading him to conclude that, “constitutional tradition
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masked a revolutionary determination: sovereignty was to be vested in the king-in-parliament at the
expense of the royal prerogative™ 52 Thirdly, the statement of allegiance was coupled with a a specific
clause reminding Charles that his coronation oath included a pledge to defend the “true religion™. That
the king's commitment to protestantism should have been questioned reflected popular assumptions
that Caroline ecclesiastical policy was reactionary. In the context of the petitioning campaign, it acted
83 a stinging rebuke to the royal proclamation of December 1637 which had contained an unequivocs!
statement of Charles's affinity for protestantism Thus, taken together, the three clauses summed up
the broader issues involved in the protest against the religious innovations. Not only their substance
but their method of intreduction and their intent were viewed as symptomatic of Charles’s autocratic,
intrusive style of governing which had often subjugated Scottish needs to English imperatives. Thus,
the civil loyalty osth as expressed in the National Covenant encapsulated all of the protestors’
apprehensions about Charles’s ability to provide good government for Scotland.

This willingness to question Charles’s style of kingship was evident, too, in the fifth
component of the National Covenant containing the general band. Recent changes in worship practice
were condemned a3 constituting "dangers in the nation to religion, the king's honour and the public
peace”; thus, demands were made for their suspension coupled with calls for the temporary removal of
bishops - referred to as “kirk-men” - from civic office until such grievances had been adequately
addressed. While both of these particular demands had figured prominently in the petitioning
campaign, they were accompanied by a new condition in the National Covenant that the “corruptions of
the publicke Government of the Kirk, or civil places and power of Kirk-men” be withheld “till they be
tryed & allowed in free assemblies and in Parliaments™. This was a bold assertion for the dissidents to
make; coming perilously close to an outright denial of the royal prerogative. Indemanding
parliaments and general assemblies to settle the controversy, there was the intimation that the royal
decrees relied on by Charles to impose liturgical changes had been insufficient to establish the law;
thus, the king's traditional right to formulate government policy was questioned. Calls for

parliaments and general assemblies to supplant the suthority of the bishops as privy councillors,

52 bid, 174.
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albeit temporarily, for the ratification and approval of ecclesiastical policy implied an infringement
of the king's recognised power to select and appoint his advisers and administrators to implement the
royal will. Furthermore, the demand that a parliament and general assembly had to be held as a
necessary condition of a settlement prejudiced the crown's accepted authority to convene these national
forums when and if it saw fit.

Additionally, such demands were tantamount to an implicit indictment of Charles's rule. No
genersl assembly had met after his succession; the l1ast being held seven years earlier under James ¥i.
In the same vein, the call for parliamentary sanction of government policies was a reaction to the
almost total absence of parliament since 1625. Prior to the parliament held in 1633, Charles had
convened only one parliament in September of 1628 which had sat for one day producing no legislation
and he had held one convention in October and November of 1625 during which twenty-six acts were
passed. 33 That the national forums of parliament and general assembly should be offered as part of
the solution to breaking the political deadlock between the king and the petitioners merely underlined
the king's attempts to govern without a brosd, political consensus. Moreover, the stipulation that
such bodies be “free” would have been taken by signatories as a reference to Charles’s heavy- handed
manipulation of the parliament of 1633 with the inference that “constitutional redress should not be
subject to the censorious royal management evident in the coronation pariiament of 163334 Thus,
in specifying that 8 “free” parliament and a “free” genersl assembly mest as a condition of settlement,
the dissidents offered a radical, constitutional alternative to slleviate the ongoing, political crisis. As
James Kirk rightly suggests, these were “"two radical and far-resching reforms which, if granted,
would turn the government of Scotland on its head: the right to hold “free’ parliaments and ‘free’
general assemblies of the church, unfettered by royal manipulation” 5% hen accompanied by a call
for the restoration of the "purity and liberty of the Gospel, &3 it was stablished and professed before
the foresaid Novations®, the general band therefore had as its twin objectives the overturning of the

church innovations and the modification of the Caroline style of government.

S3. aps, v, 184, 179-80.

54, Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movemant, 175.
39, Kirk, Reformation and Revolution, Kirk and Crown’, 84.



62

Having established the scope of their intentions, adherents were then required to make three,
separate pledges in the general band, binding themselves to defend the “true religion”; the crown's
suthority; and, one another in the cause. ¥hile each seems self-explanatory, this appears 1ess so
when the pledge to uphold protestantism along with the other two pledges to support the king and to
offer mutual assistance among the banders are considered within the context of the petitioning
campaign; insofar as they relate to one another; and, with respect to early- modern belief systems.
First of all, the pledge to uphold the church embodied a defensive rather than an offensive commitment
because it was a negative expression which belied resistance. It was an oath not simply to provide
protection for the church but to protect the church against "all these contrary errours and
corruptions”™- in other words, against the innovations introduced by Charles |. Given that the
“foresaid true religion”, as has been demonstrated above, had already been defined in the body of the
text of the National Covenant as implying the presbyterian ideal, defence of the church in the general
band suggested a commitment to Calvinist doctrine and prebyterian polity.

Second, the acknowledgement of monarchical authority was no less oblique. It was couched in
such a way that defence of the crown was inextricably linked to both the defence of the church and to
the defence of civil liberties and the law: or, as it is put in the National Covenant,

we declare before God and Men, That we have no intention or desire to attempt any

thing that may turne to the dishonour of God, or to the diminuation of the Kings

greatness and authority: But on the contrary, we promise and sweare, that we

shall, to the utter most of our power, with our meanes and lives, stand to the

defence of our dread Soveraigne, the Kings Majesty, his Person, and Authority, in

the defence and preservation of the foresaid true Religion, Liberties and Lawes of

the Kingdom.

Two points are worth noting here. On the one hand, it is the first part of this pledge to defend both the
church and the crown when the self-styled champions of the two institutions seemed to be pursuing
rival visions that is often dismissed as contradictory and disingenuous by historians 96 Yet, this
interpretation - while right in stressing the political cynicism underlying the confrontation with the

crowningeneral - loses some of its force when such expressions are considered within the context of

seventeenth-century thinking. As George Rudé in his seminal work on popular movements in

6 Cowan, Scottish Covenanters, 24-5; Donaldson, James Y-James ¥li, 315.
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medieval and early-modern Europe, Rorth America and Latin America observes, this "medley of
loyalties” involving simultaneously an expression of opposition to royal policy and a declaration of
loyalty to the king was a common feature of early-modern, popular revolts especially against
absolutist régimes. 37 What is more, in the National Covenant, defence of the church and the crown
were regarded as inseparable because religion and kingship were considered to be inextricably linked
and interdependent through their divine origins and function: the “true worship of God and the Kings
authority, being so straitly joined, as that they had the same Friends, and common enemies, and did
stand and fall together™. This belief was a reflection of the contemporary concept of sovereignty with
the king, firstly, as the embodi ment of the natural order and, secondly, as a godly magistrate, who was
expected to fulfill his destiny as God's vicegerent on earth by performing his obligations as the
defender of the faith.58 Authorisation of the king's rdle in preserving and promoting the church had
been established, too, in the Scots Confession of Faith of 1560 which specified that the civil magistrate
was to play his partin the "conservétion" as well a3 the “purgation™ of religion9° Proper fulfilment
of the godly magistrate's duty, then, clearly militated against any conflict of interest. Moreover,in
what features essentially as an escape clause as articulated in the National Covenant's first component,
the Negative Confession, allegiance to the monarchy was stated to be only conditional since it was
predicated on the king's unequivocal support of the church because "we perceave that the quietnes and
stabilitie of our religion and kirk doth depend upon the savetie and geod behaviour of the kyngis
majestie”. Few signators of the National Covenant would have believed that Charles was incapable of
this stipulation as it was considered integral to good kingship. Thus, swearing to defend the king and
the church was the expression of an idesl and Charles, as a godly magistrate, had a divine obligation to
fulfill it by his subsequent actions.

37 G.Rudé, ideology_and Popular Protest (London, 1980), 32.

S8 For a discussion of the godly magistrate and its significance in early modern Scotland see: KM. Brown,
‘In Search of the Godly Magistrate in Reformation Scotland’, 553-81; JM. Yormald, "Princes™ and the regions
in the Scottish Reformation’ in Church, Politics and Society : Scotland 1408-1929, ed. N. MacDougall
(Edinburgh, 1983), 65-84; M. Lynch, Calvinism in Scotland, 1559-1638" in International Calyinism, ed. M.
Prestwich (Oxford, 1985), 241-7.

39. "The Confession of Faith Professit and Belevit be the Protestantis ¥ithin the Realme of Scotland’ in The
Works of John Knox, ed. D. Laing (6 vols., Edinburgh, 1846-64), ii, 118.
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On the other hand, with respect to the second part of this pledge, when adherents offered their
support for “our dread Sovreign King's Majesty, his Person and Authority”, it was equally conditional
on the constitutional imperative of protecting the “Liberties and Lawes of the Kingdom™. Again,
contemporary expectations of kingship made the duality of this pledge possible: as chief lawmaker, the
king was required not only to provide good 1aws but to implement them in a just and fair manner for
the common good. Above all, good kingship entailed concern not for self-interest but the national
interest as Charles’s father and predecessor, James ¥1, had readily acknowledged. Evenin his tract
offering a definitive statement of divine right theory, 7he 7rew Law of Free Monsrchies , written to
define the “"trew grounds of the mutuall duetie, and allegeance betwixt a free and absolute Monarche and
his people”, James outlined the criteria for good kingship in these same terms: “a good king will not
onely delight to rule his subiects by the lawe, but euen conforme himselfe in his owne actions
thereunto, alwaies keeping that ground, that the health of the common-wealth be his cheife lawe™ 60
Thus, the recognition of the necessity to uphold the crown's power as embodied in both the office and
the person of the monarch in the protection of the nation’s civil liberties and the law was a reflection
of early-modern assumptions about the nature of kingship. Its applicability to the immediate
political crisis was clear: it was, according {o the general thrust of the dissidents’ critique, the “health
of the common-wealth” that was at stake. Therefore, both parts of the pledge found their way into the
general band because they acted 83 8 reminder and a rebuke to Charles for, what the petitioners
considered, his arbitrary style of kingship as exemplified by his programme for church reform as
well a3 his handling of dissent against it.

Finally, the pledge of mutual defence and assistance was equally full of nuances. In the first
instance, it too was a product of the immediate political crisis. Those swearing to sdhere to the
National Covenant took an oath to support one another to maintain the "true Religion™ and the king’s
authori‘tu. Thus, subscribers were responsible for the "mutual defence and assistance every one of us

of another in the same cause of maintaining the true Religion and his Majesty’s Authority, with our

60 The Trew Law of Free Monarchies’ in The Political Works of James |, ed. C.H. Mcllwain (Cambridge,
Mass., 1918), 54, 63.
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best counsel, our bodies, meanes, and whole power, against all sorts of people whatsoever”. This
declaration of future intent was grounded firmly on past experience. |t was a defiant response to the
royal proclamation of February 1638 which had outlawed the petitioning campaign as treason.
Moreover, allegations of sedition which had punctuated the disaffected element’s political maneouvres
since Julyof 1637 and had been fully endorsed by the royal decree were dismissed as malicious and
unwarranted: "neither do we fear the foul aspersions of rebetlion, combination, or what else our
sdversaries from their craft and malice would put upon us, seeing what we do is so well warranted, and
ariseth from an unfeined desire to maintaine the true worship of God, the Majesty of our King, and
peace of the Kingdome, for the commone happinesse of our selves and the posterity™. The
sdministration’s sttempts, throughout the petitioning campaign, to divide and weaken the protestors
obviously served as a strong inducement for this pledge of corporate responsibility for, it was
declared: “that we shall neither directly nor indirectly suffer ourselves to be divided or withdrawn by
whatsoever suggestion, sllurement, or terrour from this blessed & loyall Conjunction”.

Consequently, ih the event of any future challenge or threat to their solidarity in the cause,
subscribers were obligated to take decisive action: “if any dangerous & divisive motion be made to us
by Word or Writ, We, and every one of us, shall either represse it, or, if need be shall incontinent
make the same known, that it may be timeously obvisted”. 1n addition, the cumulative effect of the
petitioners’ willingness to defy established authority combined with their indirect and direct attacks
on the roysl prerogative, as expressed in previous petitions and echoed in the National Covenant itself,
made adherence to a band for mutual support 81l the more vital to the success of the protest. Swearing
to defend one another in pursuit of common objectives, therefore, met a number of political,
psuchological and propaganda objectives.

However, in featuring collective, political action as a necessary obligation of the subscribers
to the National Covenant, the pledge of mutusl defence and assistance acted, on another level, as an
vitimatum to the authorities that what had been a relatively peaceful protest so far could escalate into
active civil disobedience and civil unrest. The prospect of disorder was implicit in the declaration

that,
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So that whatsoever shsll be done to the least of us for that cause, shall be taken as

done to us all in general, and to every one of us in particular. And that we shall

neither directly nor indirectly suffer ourselves to be divided or withdrawn by

whatsocever suggestion, sllurement, or terrour from this blessed & loyall

Conjunction, nor shall cast any let or impediment, that may stay or hinder any

such resolution as by common consent shall be found to conduce for so good ends.

But on the contrary, shall by all lawful meanes labour to further and promove the

same.

Although this statement offered 8 measure of sssurance that the protest would remain within the
boundaries of the law, its powerful rhetoric coupled with its tone of self-righteous deter mination
served &3 an open challenge to government suthority and its capability of censuring dissent. In
practical terms, too, such veiled threats of organised civil disobedience on a large-scale made the
prospect of passive resistance even less likely. Thus, the oath of mutual defence and assistance was
quintessentially a product of its time defining the obligations, duties and responsibilities of the
petitioners in the event that their protest continued to be stymied. In this sense, it was the
embodiment of a programme for civic corporatism for the dissidents.

The band for mutual defence and assistance was, 8lso, a call to corporate, political action that
resonated with deeper socio- political, historical and religious significance for its sdherents. As such,
it offered the additional propaganda value a3 an appeal to tradition thereby lending further legitimacy
to the process of subscribing the band. Certainly, the use of a formal contract binding its signatories
to & specified obligation in pursuit of common objectives had a long history in Scotland, falling well
within the bounds of accepted political and religious orthodoxy 6! When faced with a political
stalemate, the protestors thus turned to s familiar remedy of issuing a band of mutusl support to both
clarify and publicly acknowledge their intentions. This impulse was part of the early-modern
convention of political banding. As has been demonstrated by Jenny Yormald in her study of bonds of
manrent, some political bonds which were written between the mid-fifteenth and late sixteenth

centuries contain features such as the signatories’ “mutual commitment to a specified political end”

61 For an analysis and discussion of the tradition of collective banding both religious and political see:
Stevencon, Covenanters, 28-34.
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which make them comparable to the National Covenant 62 A case in point is the extant band of 1582
which was issued in response to a perceived threat to protestantism. Signed by forty-five men of
influence including five earls, it obligated them mutually to support the maintenance of the “true
religion ... until remedy and reformation be provided™. Similarly, in the wake of the ear] of Moray's
murder and the burning of Donibristle in 1592, a band was subscribed by 161 mostly northeastern
heritors as well as the king and prominent courtiers like the duke of Lennox. Essentially, this
constituted the creation of a counter -alliance which was formed to uphold protestantism against the
“suthors of the treasonable conspiracies;” in this instance, the catholic earl of Huntly and his
supporters. From 1599, in response to rumours that Sir Robert Cecil was promoting the interests of
the Spanish Infanta 63 a bond is extant which supports James ¥1°s claim to the English throne after the
death of Elizabeth which was signed by as many &s forty-one individuals including the duke of Lennox
and ten Scottish earls 4 These pre~ 1600 political bands, then, tend to be all of a type with common
aspirations and objectives. According to Wormald, they were “quite consciously short-term
agreements” involving a significant number of individuals that emphasised the “val ue of the formal
personal alliance™. Often they grew out of comparable political circumstances since many were
drafted during royal minorities or in "times of political stress and crisis”. Since the motivations of
those involved in political banding was similar, the tone and content of the bands thus bear a marked
resemblance:

they were, therefore, expressed in the same sort of language, or indeed language

which gave an even stronger impression of a deeply felt adherence to the strength

of the ties of friendship and because they were made in political circumstances, of a

conscious attempt to show that those who made them were imbued with political

responsibility and desire to serve the state. Thus, it was standard practice to

refer, sometimes at length, to the troubled and parlous state of the commonwealth,
riddled with unrest and disorder which the makers of the band would combat; and in

62 .M. Brown, Bonds of Manrent in Scotland before 1603’ (University of Glasgow, Ph.D. thesis, 1974),
esp. 334-43; 552-8. This analysis of the significance of political and religious bands in general has been
expanded on in Brown's subsequent book. See: J. Wormald, Lords and Men in Scotland (Edinburgh, 1985).

63 G.R. Elton, England under the Tudors (London, 1974), 471; J. Brown, ‘Scottish Politics 1567-1625" in
The Reign of James V1 and |, ed. A. G. R. Smith (London, 1977), 37. Elon points out here that it was the earl
of Essex’s belief that lord Cecil was behind this move which prompted him to begin to plot with James so as to
ensure a Stuart succession in exchange for his own political rehabilitation back to the centre of power. That
these circumstances resulted in this political bond is confirmed by Brown (Wormald).

64 Brown,Bonds of Manrent in Scotland before 1603’, 552-8.
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the second half of the sixteenth century there was added the intention to act as
Christian subjects, to follow the law of God as well as of man, and to maintain the

true - that is, reformed - religion 63
In terms of their rhetoric and political motivation, then, these earlier more limited political contracts
served as precedents for the National Covenant. Therefore, the band for mutual defence and assistance
was part of 8 well- established political convention.

Equally central to the formulation of the National Covenant, in general, al{d the band for
mutual defence and assistance, in particular, was the separate tradition of religious banding. Spurred
on by the Calvinistic belief that a covenant was 8 mark of true faith conjoined with the politicisation of
religion with the Reformation-Rebellion, men of influence showed a predilection for religious bands in
Scotland beginning in the late sixteenth century. While categorising these bands as covenants may be a
moot point 66 nonetheless, it is conventional to do so. Their renewal was a well -established ritual
with no less than thirty-one, extant documents of this type dating from this period. The earliest
known is the Duns Covenant of 1556 which was an anticatholic bond drafted on John Knox's return
from exile on the continent and signed by five protestant lords. 67 Generally speaking, these were
caths taken by a handful of nobles and heritors such as that issued by the First Band of the Lords of the
Congregation in 1557 in response to the pro-French policy of the queen regent, Mary of Guise, and
subscribed by the earls of Argyll, Glencairn, Morton, Lord Lorne and John Erskine of Dun. In purpose
and rhetoric, this particular band foreshadowed the National Covenant, in that, fear of foreign
domination in the face of a threat to the church prompted this public declaration. Taking the for mat of
& “common bond™ upheld by “the Lords and Barons professing Jesus Christ”, it contained 8 denunciation
of catholicism and 8 pledge to maintain the reformed religion “aganis Ssthan and all wicked power that
dois intend tyrannye or troubill aganis the forsaid Congregationne™ and it imposed the further

obligation on its adherents to "apply our whole power, substance and our very lives to maintain, set

63 bid., 334-43.

65 For instance, David Stevenson points out that it is "anachronistic and misleading™ to speak of these
religious bands as covenants because the“concept of a covenanted relationship with God was not present”.
Stevenson, Covenanters, 29.

67 J. Lumsden, The Covenants of Scotland (Paisley, 1914),1; F. N. McCoy , Robert Baillie and the Second
Scots Reformation (Berkley,1974), 49-50.
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forward and establish the most blessed word of God".68 Two years later, the Lords of Congregation
signed another, similar bond declaring that they acted for "God's cause”™. InApril of 1560, the
“contract and band” made at Edinburgh signed by seven nobles and forty-two others resulting in the
removal of French troops from Scotland with English military aid cited the "reformation of religion
according to God's Word™ as its chief motivation.6? More unusually, mass subscription was solicited
to a religious contract in March of 1596 at the general assembly which, estensibly, was said to be due
to the “defections” of the ministry; however, it was, in fact, a product of the Jacobean government's
attempts to emasculate presbyterianism which coincided with a resurgence of public apprehension
about catholic conspiracies. This covenant in which the edherents reaffirmed their faith and their
calling 83 ministers was characterised as a renewal of the Covenant of Mercy and Grace with God and
referred to as a ‘leaque’ with God. It was publicly witnessed by a show of hands of about 400
ministers attending the assembly and, then, sanctioned through aural, public declarations by members
of kirk synods, presbyteries and parishes both clerical and 1ay as the “new Covenant™ in various parts
of the country. Although five years later, James ¥| at a meeting of the generat assembly formally
pledged his support for the reformed faith - in what was referred to as a mutual covenant between the
king and the ministers - and, in doing so0, inspired those present to reaffirm this covenant and to issue
orders for its renewal throughout Scotland,70 this particular band marked the end of two generations
of public religious banding by men of influence until the appearance, al most four decades later, of the
National Covenant.

The religio- political conditions which gave rise to the practise of religious banding and its
subsequent demise at the beginning of the seventeenth ceﬁturg help to explain, in part, why this form
of public protest lapsed onl‘u to be revived in 1638 with the National Covenant. With the important

68, Donaldson, Scottish Documents,116-7; Donaldson, Scottish Reformation, 136; Lynch, Calvinism in
Scotland’, 226; 1. B. Cowan, The Scottish Reformation : Church and Society_in sixteenth- century_Scotland
(London, 1982), 111 ; G. Donaldson, All the Queen's Men : Power and politics in Mary Stewart's Scotland
(London, 1983), 27. -

69 . Wormald, Court, Kirk,, and Community_; Scotland 1470-1625 (London, 1981), 117; G. D. Henderson
ed., The Burning Bush : Studies in Scottish Church History (Edinburgh, 1957), 61.

70 Stevenson, The Covenanters, 32-3; Wormald, Court, Kirk, and Community, 117; Henderson, The Burning.
Bush, 61.
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exception of the last case which proves the rule, these covenants grew out of the unique religio-
political circumstances of the late-sixteenth century when the complementary strengths of political
influence backed by military might and reformed ideology combined to make the successful
partnership between the protestant nobility and the reformed clergy in bringing about a reformation
in Scotland. It was by “harnessing lordship to Protestantism™ and by the “fusing of patriotic and
religious idesls™ that John Knox and the vanguard of the reformed clergy had helped to set the stage for
the nobility who “made the Reformation happen®.7! What is notable for our purposes, however, is
that the “new Covenant™ of 1596 did not, despite the king's subsequent gesture of support, enjoy the
same level of aristocratic sponsorship as its predecessors. This was largely because the interests of
the reformed clerqy along with their political militancy after 1585 in pursuing a presbyterian
programme for the church had, by that time, diverged from those of the nobles so that they were no
longer so compatible. Keith Brown in an article which explores the validity of the aristocratic
commitment to the reformed faith between the 1ate 1550s and the early 1590s finds that "it went
beyond the merely formal submission to the established religion of the state or the conformity found in
the rituals of births, marriages and deaths™.72 But, he arques, a concatenation of political, religious,
economic, social and intellectual trends occurred in the late-sixteenth century which eroded the ties
between the protestant nobility and the ministry so that, by the 1590s, they no longer shared a
common outlook for the church. This was also "part of the wider reaction against half a century of
instability, war, feuding and religious upheaval which began with James ¥'s death in 1542 and did not
really come to an end until 1594, The result was that “much of the enthusiasm for the politicised
religion, which was so evident among many who made the Reformation itself, did not transmit itself to
their sons™; consequently he draws the wider conclusion that,

During the later 1590s there was 8 distinct move towards political and religious

_ conservatism, which took its lead from the king but which had the widespread
backing of a nobility shaken by their own factionalism and feuding, by economic
disaster and by an apparentiy uncontrolled ministry who publicly berated their

behaviour and their values. Not surprisingly, the nobility swung towards 8 much
more conservative outlook; and their approval of the more absolutist rhetoric of

", Brown,'In Search of the Godly Magistrate in Reformation Scotland®, 553.
2 pid., 579.
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the king, their heightened awareness of the need for law and order, the pushing up
of rents and the replacement of the presbyterian church government with an

Erastian episcopacy all reflected that conservatism.?3
The decline of the presbyterian wing's influence in the church, therefore, coincided with the issuance
of the "new Covenant” of 1596 which, unlike earlier religious bands, lacked an aristocratic
imprimstur when it was first unveiled at the general assembly. Thus, the demise of public religious
banding at the turn of the century was a consequence of the waning of noble enthusiasm for the
“politicised religion”.
There sre indications, too, that militant protestantism led from above gave way to 8 new strain

of radical protestantism driven from below after the 1580s; thus, the revival of banding in 1638
with the band for mutusl defence and assistance in the Nationsl Covenant may have been attributable to
the influence of privy kirks and conventicling. Beginning in the 1580s, especially in some of the
burghs, the domination of the protestant régime by burgh cligarcharies began to be challenged by,
what Michael Lynch has ter med, the “nouveaux Calvinists™ representative of the “populist streak” of
the reformed church who in comparison to the first, generation of protestant enthusiasts were of
lower social origin and drawn from the middling and lower ranks of Scottish society.7® Lynch
contends that the social and political divisions between the “wealthier, elitist elders and the nouveaux
Calvinists”, helped to exq_perbate the ideological tensions that arose in the 1590s about the direction
of the church under the Melvillians; the questions of church discipline and gover nment with respect to
presbyterian and episcopal models; and, gave further impetus to the debate about the relationship
between church and state. Such conflict helped to promote a lay radicalism deter mined to achieve
grester voice in the church. When set against the entrenched interests and attitudes of the more
conservative establishment, this resulted in increasingly acrimonious debate with the town councils
and kirk sessions, aided and abetted by radical presbyterian mi nisters.?>

| Alienation of the radical laity was given its greatest impetus, however, by the increasing
erastianism of Jacobean church policy after 1603. Lay militancy of the 15805 and 1590s was

3. pid.
74 Lynch, ‘Calvinism in Scotland’, 240.
75, bid., 240-1.
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transmuted into radical presbyterian nonconformity of the 1620s by the increasing royal
interference in the church brought.about by the crown's determination to curb the threat to its
authority posed by presbyterianism. The reintroduction of episcopacy between 1606 and 1610 and
the attempts to impose liturgical changes with the Five Articles of Perthin 1618 provided part of the
solution to effecting a measure of royal control over the church. These changes in ecclesiastical policy
and polity were anathema to Calvinist sensibilities, however, because of their high-church
implications for doctrine, worship, discipline and government.?® Thus, in reaction, by the 1620s a
significant number of communicants refused to worship in their local, parish churches, preferring
instead to practise their religious devotion at private prayer meetings conducted by like- minded
ministers. Pockets of support for conventicling were concentrated in areas of the Lowlands including
Lothian, Fife, Ayrshire and Lanarkshire. By the1630s, localised nonconformity had expanded into a
loosely organised, regional phenomenon in the Lowlands through the establishment of a network of
preaching circuits for radical presbyterian ministers.??7 Conventicling fervour for nonconformity
was further augmented by the arrival of Ulster - based Scottish ministers after 1634. Having left
Ulster in protest against the introduction of the Caroline programme of reform for the Church of
Ireland signalled by the issuance of a new code of canons, these presbyterians radicals infused new
blood into the ranks of the conventicling ministry, especially in the south west, and helped to stiffen
the resolve of nonconfor mists to boycott the church.7® Jacobean church policy, then, acted as &
catalyst for nonconformity but it was given momentum by further Caroline innovations.

The conventicling movement which this trend fostered had wide implications. As a populist
rejection of the established church, it threatened the 1argely monolithic ediface of refor med religion as
it had evolved in Scotland since the Refor mation- Rebellion. It has been suggested, for instance, that
lay participation in private prayer meetings belied a “new-style urban Calvinist, fuelled by inner

conviction verging on antinomianism as much as by political animus, [and it] endangered the broad

76 G. Donaldson, The Scottish Church 1567-1625" in The Reign of James Yl and |, 51-6.
77 D. Stevenson, Conventicles in the Kirk, 1619-37" in RSCHS, XVIIl (1972-74), 99-114.

8 Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement, 156-7. More detailed discussion of
Caroline ecclesiastical policy in Ireland is provided by H. Kearney, Strafford in lreland 1633-41: A Study in
Absolutism (Cambridge, 1989), 104-29,
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Calvinist consensus which marked the Reformed Church since the late 1570's. Scripture or
individual conscience was brought into play against what was seen as an increasingly corrupt, Erastian
church=.7® Moreover, in separating themselves from the established church, conventiclers formed
the basis of an alternative, communal religious forum. This provided nonconformity with a grass-
roots coalition from which to 1aunch a concerted protest campaign against Caroline innovations.80 |t
meant, too, that they could practise & less diluted strain of Calvinism then was offered by their parish
ministers. Nonconformity for the small minority who engaged in conventicling thus acquired a
fundamentalist, evangelical, revivalist outlook characterised by personal asceticism with a devotion to
simplicity in worship. ¥hen sllied to their uncompromising Calvinism and their practical
application of precepts such as the equality of believers; the literal interpretation of Scripture; and,
advocacy of preaching the Word as & means to salvation and redemption, the conventiclers as puritans
thus embodied a radical alternative to the established church 8! Above all, for our purposes, it was
the contribution of conventiclers to the revival of religious banding that is noteworthy. The reformed
belief in the covenant as & mark of true faith found expression among conventiclers who actively
indulged in and promoted "communal banding in covenants as the alternative religious standard to
liturgical innovations™ 82 The traditional practise of religious banding was thus kept alive by the
convenﬁcling\\movemnt, making it current in the 1630s. Therefore, the band for mutual defence and
assistance in the National Covenant reflected this changing but never wholly abandoned legacy.

Even though the general band contained in the National Covenant shares some important traits
with these earlier religious and political bonds, most notably the commitment to the reformed religion

and & sense of political obligation in the face of & threat to the sisfus guo respectively, nonetheless, it

73 Lynch, Calvinism in Scotland’, 241.
80 Macinnes, les | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement, 157.

81 A 'survey of seventeenth century Scottish Calvinism and pastoral theology is provided by G. Marshall,
Presbyteries and Profits ; Calvinism and the development of capitalism, 1560-1707 (Oxford, 1980}, 65-109.
Detailed analysis of puritan thought is provided by P. Miller, The New England Mind: The Seventeenth Century,
(Boston, 1963); M. Waltzer, The Revolution of the Saints: A Study_of the Origins of Radical Politics
(Cambridge, Mass.,1965) and D. Yillen, *“Communion of Saints™: Spiritual Reciprocity and the Godly
Community in Early Modern England® in Albion, 27, |, (1995), 19-41.

82 Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement, 157. For a fuller discussion of the
significance of the covenant see: Chapter Vi: Evangelicalism and Federal Theology.
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was markedly different. Apart from content and format which were much more substantial, the
crucial differences between the National Covenant and its antecedents lay in the more ambitious scope
of its intentions; the unprecedented numbers of its subscribers; and, the broader, social base of its
subscriptions. Whereas most earlier manifestations of banding tended to be produced to call attention
to a political incident in an effort to provide short-term relief, the National Covenant constituted an
indictment of the political system brought on by Charles’s management of Scottish affairs. Moreover,
the precursors of the National Covenant, with the exception of the “new Covenant™ of 1596, solicited
endorsement from a limited number of men of influence ranging from a handful to a few dozen to
seversl hundred. By contrast, the National Covenant commanded national support with “in all
probability hundreds of copies” being drafted for circulation even in the few weeks sfter its inception
in February of 163885 That its subscription was a major undertaking encompassing a significant
proportion of Scots drawn from all regions of the country is hinted at in the surviving copies. David
Stevenson has found seventy-six extant copies of the National Covenant which were producedina
variety of formats; that is, on both parchment and paper; in handwritten and printed versions for
signing; and, in the form of tracts for reading. Any estimation of the actual numbers willing to affix
their signatures to the petition is problematic because the majority of copies have disappeared: lost or
destroued by the natural processes of time and human neglect and, most importantly, by human
calculation when possession of it after the Restoration became a treasonable offence. However, the
scale of the exercise can, at least, be glimpsed at by the number of names attached to the extant copies,
running to at least sixteen and a half thousand individuals 84 Yhen this rough estimation is added to
the, potentially, thousands more who signed copies that have subsequently disappeared concomitant
with the many thousands of all ages who swore to uphold it by a show of hands when it was read out at
worship services by ministers, periodically, for many years thereafter, the scale of active

partici pation in taking the National Covenant belies a remarkable feat of national organisation.

83, Stevenson, The National Covenant: a list of known copies’, 259.

84 hid., 264-99. Stevenson's provision of the number of signatures on each of the extant copies when
known along with his estimates of total numbers of names provide the raw material for this figure. It also
takes into account the duplication of signatures by leading dissidents who affixed their names to multiple
copies for distribution throughout the country puwr sncowraay by sutres.
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Furthermore, except for the “new Covenant™ of 1596, earlier bands whether religious or political

- were issued by the socio- political élite to signal their own political actions; to justify them; and, to
act personally on these intentions accordingly. By contrast, the National Covenant, was for mulated by
disaffected members of the socio- political élite as a means of signalling and justifying their own
radicalism but also as a propaganda weapon to generate mass civil disobedience. Taken together, these
are critical distinctions, making the National Covenant not a personal but rather an emphatically
public alliance forged in the name of the common good. Therefore, while it is true to say that its
underlying dynamic was shaped by the traditions of political and religious banding, the National
Covenant was politically precocious in going well beyond the standard convention. ¥hen allied to the
sense of mission underlying the caths in the general band and the recurring linkage between religious
freedom and “civill liberties™ throughout the National Covenant, the general band can be said,
therefore, to have all of the ingredients of a dangerous recipe for rebellion.

In summation, the National Covenant was a manifesto of res/po/ifik It was the culmination of
seven months of intense political lobbying by a disaffected element of the socio- political élite whose
formal protest campaign against Caroline ecclesiastical policy and its means of implementation was
buoyed by popular discontent at the changes in the church. In this sense, then, the National Covenant
was quintessentially the product of 8 power struggle between the petitioners and the Caroline
administration focussing on the satisfactory redress of grievances. With the issuance of the three
national petitions of 1637 along with the National Covenant, the petitioners demanded alterations in
the direction of Charles's church policy concomitant with modifications in his style of kingship which
the king and his government refused to countenance. ldeological considerations had, of course, fuelled
this confrontation and they had been used to justify opposition but it was the political impasse in
attempts to resch a settlement of the protest that actually necessitated the National Covenant. That it
was the child fathered by & particular, political crisis was evident in its formulation under the
auspices of the executive of a provisional government, the fifth Table; in its rhetoric and tone as a
document of political expediency; and, in its content as an abridgement of the ongoing protest.

Granted, allusions to, what was regarded as, the arbitrary nature of Caroline rule since 1625 and to
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the problems of absentee kingship since 1603 featured in the National Covenant, but their inclusion
was predicated largely on the need to lend credence and substance to the dissidents’ dissatisfaction with
how their grievances and demands were handled by the administration during the petitioning campaign.
Thus, even though It is commonly assessed as 8 manifesto for the revolution to come, this teleological
approach to the National Covenant has obscured its real significance as a declaration summarising,

documenting and justifying much of what had already occurred.

Y.

Apart from its immediate significance in the context of the petitioning campaign, however, the
National Covenant had profound ramifications for it acted as a catalyst for dissent and gave rise to a
mass protest movement whose sustaining presence impinged heavily on seventeenth-century Scottish
politics, religion and the state. Over the course of the next fifty years, adherence to the National
Covenant sparked a revolutionsry impulse that ignited periodic waves of political, ecclesiastical and
constitutional disorder. Between 1638 and 1689; Scotland was convulsed by a revolution in church
and state; four outbreaks of internecine warfare; two major wars with England; two populist
rebellions; and, almost three decades of mass civil disobedience. In many ways, then, the covenanting
movement was a central and enduring force which defined and gave shape to this seminal period of
early-modern Scottish history. Its endurance was remarkable, in that, as a coalition of dissidents
drawn, at times, from all social ranks, it adapted and, subsequently, was altered by the political
exigencies of each subsequent era. The movement's evolution through four major phases resulted in
its transformation from a pressure group in the petitioning campaign of 1637-38 into a provisional
government - effectively seizing the reigns of power from 1638 and maintaining that position until
1651 but at the cost of the movement's unity - into fragmented and, 1argely, disaffected factions under
the Cromwellian régime of 1651 to 1659 and, then, into an underground protest movement composed

of rival wings after the Restoration until the Revolution of 1688-89. Thus, over almost three
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generations, the covenanting movement took on different riles as a dissident political group; however,
it showed remarkable resilience as & dunamic, radical force.

Its longevity as a force in Scottish politics was attributable, in no small measure, to the
unflegging efforts of its staunchest polemicists, the core of whom were radical presbyterian
ministers,who managed to keep the cause of the covenant alive through the vicissitudes of seventeenth-
century, political culture. Although the movement's authority and ability to galvanise dissent rose
and fell in accordance with the changed political circumstances, its propaganda remained as a constant
touchstone for its supporters. Propaganda, both written and oral, functioned at different times as an
essential instrument of dissent in attempts to mobilise public opinion; gain adherents; strengthen the
resolve of supporters; discredit opponents; and, influence government policy. Above all, however,
through the dissemination of infor mation and the communication of ideas, the propagandists sought to
justify political actions which, often, were subversive and in counterpoint to traditional beliefs and
the established order. Therefore, with the National Covenant as the culmination of the petitioning
campsign, there was the genesis of a mass movement that only confir med what would undoubtedly have
been the worst nightmares of James ¥I in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries about the
political militancy of redical presbyterianism and its implications for the established order in church
and state. But, this begs the questions of how this was achieved under such widely variant political
conditions and what mechanisms were relied on to propagate the covenanting movement’s dissenting

Yiews?
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apter {11

The Function of Covenanting Propananda

L

Socisl scientists interested in analysing mass propaganda commonly define it as an attempt by
an élite to manufacture consent at the popular level in order to justify its own activities and to
discredit those of its opponents.! This standard definition of propaganda was first articulated by
Walter Lippmann in a seminal work on the interplay of public policy and mass debate 2 Although with
respect to terminology, Lippmann ascribes the impetus for propaganda to a "decision- making élite”, 3
it is generslly recognised that the concept of ‘élite’ as defined here can be taken to refer to any group of
like-minded individuals who, as spokesmen for a cause or a partisan viewpoint, sctively attempt to
exert influence on a broad-scale in order to persuade others of the validity of their stance. Such
activity may involve the use of one, some or all of the four main for ms of propaganda; that is, aural,
literary, visual or symbol propaganda. Thus, depending on the historical problem under study, an
‘glite’ may denote an institutional élite; an ideological élite; a political élite; a cultural élite;or, a
socio-economic élite. This approach finds one of its fullest expressions in a contemporary critique of
American foreign policy by the eminent American social scientists and intellectuals, Noam Chomsky
and Edward Herman, in which political and cultural élites are shown through an identity of interests to
work towards common objectives in shaping and supporting American activities abroad in the late
twentieth century by influencing public opinion.® But, the derivation of the word, ‘propaganda’, itself
is actually the source for this view of propagands as an élite mechanism to affect mass debate. It

originated with the catholic church committee set up in 1622 by Pope Gregory XV - the Swrre

LI} Ell, Propaganda: The Formation of Men's Attitudes, trans. K. Kellen and J. Lerner (New York, 1973);
H. Lasswell, Propaganda’ in Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences ( New York, 1933); E. Bernays, Propaganda

The ldea Invaders (New York, 1963).
2. . Lippmann, Public Opinion (London, 1921).

z .

<. Ibd., 31.

4. ES.Herman and N. Chomsky , Manufacturing Consent : The Political Economy_of the Mass Media (New York,
1988).
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Longregatio Chrisiiano Momiar Fropegends, or , as it was alternatively known, the Secrg Longregstio &
Fropogsnds £ige - a3 a regqulatory agency to monitor and co-ordinate the pastoral work and liturgical
writings of catholic priests as part of the church’s offensive against protestantism. While it was not
the first, institutional body to engage in propaganda activities, nonetheless, it was the first to bear the
appellation as such> As an integral part of the Counter - Refor mation, the Sacre Congregatio de
Fropagsnds Fice had a wide brief with responsibility for promoting the faith in the new world and for
reviving it in Europe at the popular level through proselytising and pamphleteering. Thus, the
institutional élite of the catholic church hierarchy from the pope to the cardinals to the bishops to the
parish priest to members of certain church orders - particularly the Jesuits - were given the
evangelisng mission to cultivate and strengthen lay support on a broad scale with the two-fold
objective of, internally, attempting to protect the church and, externally, trying to destroy the
reformed religion.

The development of mass propaganda with its cultivation of public opinion and its stimulation
of mass debate by elements of an élite - more specifically, in this case, a combination of institutional,
ideological , political and cultural élites - anxious to establish their polemical vision formed an
integral part of the rivalry between the traditional and the reformed religions in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. Moreover, the relationship between mass propaganda and the Reformation was
a symbiotic one given that the competing evangelisms of catholic and protestant gave rise to the
production of mass propaganda on an unprecedented scale. Whereas from the Classical period to the
Renaissance, printed works had been designed for polemical purposes including Herodotus' Aersign
Wwirs, Plato's Repubdlic; Cicero's Orétories, Machiavelli's T2 Frince and Thomas More's 7/he Mistory
of Krchera Hf they were targeted for a more exclusive audience with the primary intention of
influencing élite thinking and activities. © But, the political exigencies of the Refor mation concomitant
with the evolution of major cultural and intellectual sea-changes including the spread of humanism;

increased interest in education among the gentry; the printing revolution; and, the gradual rise in

J. Qualter, Propaganda and Psychological Warfare, 3.
€. Gordon, The Idea Invaders, 17-9.
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general levels of literacy helped to give stimulus to the development of mass propaganda throughout
Europe during the sixteenth century. From the 1520s, literary propaganda in the form of tracts,
pamphlets, broadsheets and books was produced by leading protestants who were in the vanguard of the
reformed movement to reach a wider spectrum of European society ranging from the nobility to the
gentry to merchants, artisans and craftsmen to small landholders, tenant farmers and the peasantry
when elements of the established élites in both church and state proved intractable to their programme
of ecclesiastical reform. Among the most successful polemicists in this regard was John Foxe in
England whose work, #cis snd Monuments, - or the Book of Mertyrs, as it wes more commonly known
- appeared in English in 1563 and thereafter exerted an enduring influence as an accessible history of
protestant martyrology that was valued by the protestant establishment for its propaganda potential.
With its interpretation of the Reformation &s an apocalyptic strugqgle; its narrative accounts of the
Marian martyrs; and, its linking of nationalism with religion, the work struck a responsive chord in
the popular imagination: an appeal which was immeasurably enhanced by its inclusion, in the 1570
edition, of 1500 woodcuts depicting these themes. Its popularity as a gloss on the protestant version of
history, however, was equally attributable to its wide-spread dissemination and availsbility; for, the
English, protestant establishment’s calculated promotion of the Sood of Mertyrs as propaganda
resulted in its purchase by all cathedrals and most parish churches in England where it was often
placed on prominent display alongside the Bible in churches.?

It was in response to this type of success by the protestant reformers in their efforts to
inculcate the people wiih reformed thinking that the catholic church made the decisionin 1622 to
cultivate popular support by utilising largely aural and literary propaganda in a more systematic
manner. The establishment of the Sacre Longregstio de Fropsgends Fide , then, marked s departure
for the catholic church as an institution, in that, previous efforts to maintain the support of 1ayfolk
had been only piecemeal and haphazard; dependent, as they were, on individual initiatives. Although
prior to 1622, priests throughout Europe had warned their parishioners against the heretical beliefs

of the protestant reformers, their attempts to under mine the reformed faith lacked direction and co-

7. R.0' Day,_The Debate on the English Reformation (London, 1988),16-30.
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ordination from the Yatican. Moreover, while there were scattered and isolated incidents of
mobilising public opinion in some regions through the distribution of books, tracts and hand-bills
considered "good and Catholic™ 8 the use of literary propagands was generaliy the preserve of
protestants in the mass debate on the Reformation up until the crestion of the Secre Longregsiio &
Fropogands Fide 2 As such, the concept of mass propaganda on a large-scale was itself a product of
the Reformation and the Counter - Refor mation struggle for control of the souls and minds of the general
populace.

The view of propaganda as an élite mechanism for influencing public opinion underlies the
recent work of a number of historians specialising in the analysis of propaganda and its impact on
early-modern politics, religion and culture.!0 To a considerable extent, such a methodology is a
natural outcome of the material surveyed. Since any sustained, 1arge-scale propaganda campaign
launched at this time was a consequence of momentous change - whether real, perceived or projected -
often involving a challenge to the fundamental, societal institutions of church or state, a large
proportion of the propaganda studies to date tend to cluster around major historical water-sheds and
events involving revolutionary upheaval or the potential for political and civil disorder. Ingeneral,
too, the political exigencies of high politics concommitant with a clash between competing factions,
most typically of an institutional or ideological élite for power and influence, acted as precipitants for
orchestrated propaganda campaigns whose main objective was to cultivate public opinion and harness
it to the cause which they espoused. This impingement of the concerns of high politics on the public
consciousness through a war of words was but one, non-martial strategy employed by opposing
elements of the élite to extend their projected vision of managing institutional change and, ultimately,

of winning control ; of imposing ideologies; and, of preventing rivals from attaining dominance in

8 R Whiting, The Blind Devotion of the People : Popular Religion and the English Reformation (Cambridge,
1989), 188-9.

9. 0 Day, English Reformation, 27.

10 T.Harris, London Crowds in the reign of Charles II: Propaganda and politics from the Restoration until the
exclusion crisis (Cambridge, 1987); T. Watt, Cheap Print and Popular Piety,1550-1640 (Cambridge, 1991);
Whiting, The Blind Devotion of the People, esp. ¢ch. 10 and 11 ; D. Hoerder , Crowd Action in Revolutionary
Massachusetts, 1765-1780 (New York, 1977); J. Brewer, Party_ldeology_and Popular Politics at the
Accession of George Ill (Cambridge, 1976); J.A. Downie, Robert Harley_and the Press: Propaganda and Public
Opinion in the Age of Swift and Defoe (Cambridge, 1979).
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churchor state. Controversies which, in the first instance, actively engaged only the institutional or
ideological élite who constituted a small, minority of their respective societies thus became the
concern of 8 more socially, geographically and culturally diverse segment of the general populace
through a deliberate attempt to manipulate public opinion. Such efforts to bring about attitudinal
changes involving the transmission of ideas from above to below and the crestion of mass debate are
therefore a crucial part of any understanding of how propaganda was formulated and how it was
disseminated in the early-modern period.

Most recent, historiographical studies of propaganda are shaped, to a certain degree, not only
by considerations of the propagandists or their objectives but aiso by the audience for whom the
propaganda was intended. This approach marks a shift in the historiegraphy of the subject. Whereas
monographs centring on propaganda have been concerned, traditionally, with the propagandists’
message by analysing the motivations of the writers along with the style and content of their polemical
material, ! this methodology has been increasingly supplemented by questions related to the reception
of propaganda in major surveys. How the politicsl, religious and cultural preoccupations and
concerns of an élite were communicated to the public-at-large; the relationship between high and low
culture; and, the replacement - or, indeed, the accommodation - of traditional beliefs and accepted
values with less orthodox modes of thought are the central, historiographical problems which dominate
these more recent works. Indeed, a broad spectrum of anslysis exists ranging from monographs which
focus on the production, dissemination and impact of visual and aural propaganda aimed primarily st
the popular level to those which attempt to examine more diverse types of polemical material
including literary propaganda produced for both mass and élite consumption. One of the main criteria
used in this differentiation is the question of literacy, although there are exceptions depending on the

nature of propaganda materisl under review. For those monographs which focus exclusively on

11 See, for instance: J. Klits, Printed Propaganda under Louis XI¥ (Princeton,1976); 0.¥. Furley, The ¥hig
Exclusionists : Pamphlet Literature in the Exclusion Campaign' in Cambridge Historical Journal, 13 (1957), 19-
36; M. Steele,"Anti-Jacobite Propaganda, 1701-1715" in The Scottish Historical Review, LX, (1981), 140-
59, H. Erskine Hill, Literature and the Jacobite Cause: Was there a Rhetoric of Jacobitism’ in deology_and
Conspiracy_: Aspects of Jacobitism 1689-1759, ed. E. Cruikshanks (Edinburgh,1982), 49-69.
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symbol and visual propagands, for example, such a distinction is of little relevance.'2 However, a
number of studies concentrating on mass propaganda in pre-literate, oral cultures tend to rely on
visual propaganda such as prints, woodcuts and caricatures; and, aural propagands including plays,
rituals and sermons to determine how attitudes, beliefs and values were transmitted from above to
below. These “mediate influences”, as Robert Whiting has termed them, offer a means of assessing the
nature, extent and influence of propagandists’ efforts “in the battle for men's minds".13 Whiting's
work on the reception of the Reformation in Devon and Cornwall up to 1570 at the popular level deals,
in part, with an examination of aural propaganda including plays, pageants and sermons and visual
propaganda as expressed in religious art including wall-paintings, church carvings and glass.
Although he concludes that “immediate Influences”, that is, personal relationships, were of greater
significance in accounting for the continuing strength of catholicism at the popular level in
southwestern England, recognition is given to the important rdle played by propaganda in, on the one
hand, inculcating traditionslist, catholic thinking in the populace and, on the other hand, in making the
polemical work of the godly preachers in their promulgation of protestant thought more widely
accepted over the long-term.!4 Similarly, Robert Scribner’s detailed examination of woodcuts and
prints fashioned in Germany primarily during the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries allows
him to reconstruct the changing religious beliefs, values and attitudes of the German people in
response to the Reformation.19

But, the criteria used by Whiting and Scribner in defining mass propaganda as essentially
visual and aural, while adequate for their particular frames of reference, is less appropriste for other
historiographical problems related to early-modern propaganda produced after 1550. This is,'

largely, because the movement from a culture of orality to a culture of print in much of western

12 See, for instance: R. Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth: Elizabethan Portraiture and Pageantry (London,
1977); MD. George, English Political Caricature to 1792: A Study of Opinion and Propaganda (Oxford, 1959);
H.M. Atherton, Political Prints in the Age of Hogarth: A study of the Ideological Representation of Politics
(Oxford, 1974); M. Wynn-Jones, A Cartoon History_of the Monarchy (London, 1978).

13 whiting, Blind Devotion of the People, 188.

14 1bid., esp. ch. 10 and 1.

19 rRwv. Scribner, For the Sake of the Simple Folk : Popular Propaganda for the German Reformation
(Cambridge, 1981).
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Europe meant that there was a deeper penetration of print into populsr culture.'® Tessa Watts’
assessment of popular, religious belief relies on literary propaganda as expressed in cheap printed
wares such as broadside ballads and chapbooks as well as visual propagands as depicted in religious
images found in domestic wall painting, painted cloths and woodcuts to examine the extent of the
changes in popular culture brought about by the Reformation in England between 1550 and 1640.17
This methodological approach of utilising visual, aural and literary propaganda to deter mine
how the concerns of high politics and culture impinge on popular attitudes and to what extent they
modify public opinion is taken a step further by other early-modern scholars whose work
concentrates on the importance of propagands for activating popular, political involvement. Tim
Harris's work, on the interplay between propaganda and politics during the Restoration in London to
establish the political assumptions of the populace and how those were acted on, offers a fresh
perspective on the dynamics of crowd politics and mass debate.1® Moreover, his more comprehensive
analysis of the political propaganda produced by both Whigs and Tories during the ExclusionCrisisisa
valuable supplement not only to existing scholarship on the same theme!® but to a broader
understanding of how seventeenth-century political culture operated and the “extent to which the
issues of ‘high politics’ were debated in the public arena, permeating all levels of London society”.
This leads him to conclude, rightly, that the inclusion of the masses as active participants in matters
of state was much more common than is usually recognised 20 [ndeed, Harris's resesrch bresks new

ground in mapping out the importance of propaganda a3 an élite mechanism for the politicisation of the

people.

16 p. Collinson, The birthpangs of Protestant England. Religious and Cultural change in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries (London, 1988), 93; T. Harris, The problem of “popular political culture” in
seventeenth-century London' in History of European ldeas, 10, (1989), 43-58; N. Zemon Davis, Printing and
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and J. Miller , Popery_and Politics in England (Cambridge, 1973).

20 Harris, London Crowds in the Reign of Charles Il, 218.
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Therefore, studies of propaganda constitute a hybrid field which has attracted the interest,
among others, of social critics, political scientists, sociologists and historians. The cross-
fertiliisation of methodologies employed by the academic disciplines represented which are, in turn,
incorporated into the historiography has resulted in a number of stimulating and thought-provoking
studies. Of particular interest, is the approach utilised by histerians to assess the nature of
propagands in the early-modern period and how it was relied on by elements of the élite to elicit mass
support for major political and cultural developments. Inclusion of the general populace in matters of
what is conventionally viewed as ‘high politics' invariably occurred in periods of political uncertainty
and instability when rival factions of the élite competed to make their particular, polemical vision
paramount. Deliberate efforts to manipulate popular opinion were an integral part of an élite's
campaign to recoenstruct or, conversely, preserve institutions to reflect their political, religious and
cultural concerns. Given these determinants, the study of propaganda has much to offer scholars
interested in exploring how contemporaries reacted and coped with the cataclysmic changes which
beset early-modern Europe. Propaganda can be relied on for the reconstruction of the early-modern
beliefs and attitudes held by the general populace, for their own sake, to determine how traditionsl
assumptions were modified to accommodate political, religious and social change which was initiated
from above. It can also be used by historians to help determine the nature of popular politics and how
propaganda was utilised by an élite to influence the thought and action of the general populace,
resulting in the politicisation of the people. Critical assessments of propaganda, therefore, have
proved invaluable for historians interested in early- modern political culture; the transmission of
ideas from above to below; and, the relationship between contemporary political thought and political

action.

il.
Much of the methodology employed by these scholars would prove fruitful for an investigation
of the development, function and impact of covenanting propagands. Yet, despite the wealth of material
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available to analyse the historical problem, it has sttracted only limited attention from early-modern,
Scottish historians. Although major works on aspects of the covenanting movement are punctuated by
occasional references to the most well-known examples of literary propagands and recognition is given
to the importance of controversial, paper disputes involving covenanting propagandists and their
opponents which occurred between 1638 and 1689, such references are usually made in an effort to
delineate the political narrative2! As well, when the subject of propaganda itself is explored in any
detail in political surveys, it tends to be examined in terms of its content and impact with little
consideration given to its farmulation and dissemination or, indeed, its reception by the Scottish
people. Peter Donald's study of Charles I's administration and its handling of the "Scottish troubles”
from 1637 to 1641 contains periodic discussion of the “battie by words 22 that was engaged in by the
covenanters and the royalists. Thus, as a means of extending the narrative on high politics, Donald
makes mention of some pamphlet literature produced on the eve of the first Bishops® War in 1639; as
critiques of the "English prayer book and other church practices in which Scot and English could
share”; in relation to the popish plot in 1639; on the question of the episcopacy; and, to discredit
Archbishop Laud. 23 But, in keeping with the main themes of this book, emphasis is given almost
exclusively to literary propaganda “for outside readership”; that is, polemical literature of particular
relevence for Anglo-Scottish relations.24 Of central importance, then, are questions about which
royalist and covenanting tracts, papers and newsletters were directed to England; what Scottish papers
Englishmen collected; how the English political nation reacted to covenanting propaganda; and, how that

21, gee, for instance : D. Stevenson The Scottish Revolution 1637-1644 : The Triumph of the Covenanters
(Newton Abbot, 1973); D. Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-revolution in Scotland 1644~1651 (London,
1977); A.l. Macinnes, Charles | and the Making of the Covenanting Movement 1625-1641 (Edinburgh, 1991);
¥ L. Mathieson, Politics and Religion,A Study_in Scottish History_from the Reformation to the Revolution, 2
vols. (Glasgow, 1902); | B. Cowan, The Scottish Covenanters 1660-1688 (London, 1976); E.J. Cowan,
Montrose For Covenant and King (London, 1977); W. Makey , The Church of the Covenants : Revolution and
Social Change in Scotland (Edinburgh, 1979); JK. Hewison, The Covenanters: A History of the Church of
Scotland from the Reformation to the Revolution, 2 vols. (Glasgow, 1908); J. Buckroyd, Church and State in
Scotland 1660-1681 (Edinburgh, 1980).

22 p_Donald, An Uncounselled King; Charles | and the Scottish troubles, 1637-1641 (Cambridge, 1991),
131, 226.

23 pid., 130-3; 175; 187-8; 226; 280; 230.
24 1bid., 186.




37

propaganda impinged on English policy.25 Similarly, Caraline Hibbard's extensive survey af
anticatholicism and court catholicism as major factors in the outbreak of the English Civil Wars
examines important aspects of covenanting propaganda, particularly literature concerning the ‘popish
plot’, insofar as it relates to high politics and the politicel climate in England primarily from 1637 to
164226

In more specialist monographs desling with the writings, sermons and speeches produced by
the ideological élite of the covensnting movement, the approach and methodology employed allows for an
analysis of the material not so much for its propaganda value but for the light it sheds on seventeenth-
century political thought and theology. Studies concentrating on the political philosophy of the early
covenanting movement tend to focus on the questions related to the origin and development of theories
legitimising civil disobedience against absolutist régimes. Ingeneral, these works fall into two
categories: those which stress religious motivation and those which give prominence to more
secularised influences. On the one hand, 8 summary of the competing political theologies and doctrinal
clashes between the ‘Aberdeen Doctors’ - the group composed of three academics and three ministers
from Aberdeen who all held the degree of Doctor of Divinity - and the covenanters which were
articulated in a series of published papers in 1638 is provided by David Stewart.27 From s broader
perspective, J.B. Torrance's work calls attention to the biblical and historical importance of the
theological concept of a covenant for the evolution of the social contract theory of government as
espoused by leading covenanting ideologues in justifying the right to resist Caroline rule.28 This

analysis owes much to earlier studies of the covenanting movement by G.D. Henderson and Sidney

23, pid., 176-7; 186-9; 223; 229-30; 287.

26 C.Hibbard, Charles | and the Popish Plot (Chapel Hill, 1983), esp. ch. 5-7.

27 p.Stewart, The "Aberdeen Doctors™ and the Covenanters® in Records of the Scottish Church History
Society , XXll-pt.i (1984), 35-44.

28 JB. Torrance , The Covenant Concept in Scottish Theology and Politics and its Legacy® in Scottish Journal
of Theology, XXXI¥ (1981), 225-43; JB. Torrance,'Covenant or Contract? A Study of the Theological
Background of Worship in Seventeenth Century Scotland’ in Scot.J.T., XXIl, i (1970), 51-76.
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Burrell. 2% Of the two, Burrell offers a more thought- provoking and thorough trestment of the
origins of the covenant concept to demonstrate, convincingly, its potential and later use by the
covenanters for generating a revolutionary dynamic in seventeenth-century Scotland. Similarly, the
significance of Federal Theology in providing a religio- political i mpetus for rebellion is delineated
further with some useful discussion in David Stevenson's brief survey of the covenanting movement 30
More extensive background for an appreciation of the development of Federal Theology itself, however,
is provided by Gordon Marshall. His analyses of seventeenth-century, pastorsl theslogy while
primarily designed to illustrate the applicability of Weber's thesis on the relationship between the
protestant ethic and the rise of capitalism to early-modern Scotland, contsins a lucid discussion qf
neo-Calvinist teaching and the doétrine of the covenants a3 expressed in the work of Robert Rollock,
¥illiam Cowper, David Dickson, John Abernathy, ¥illiam Struther and James Durham.3! In s more
recent study, the origins of Federal Theology; its acceptance and advocation by Scottish intellectusls;
and, its significance in providing the political morality articulated by covenanting propsgandists to
justify civil disobedience is analysed in some depth 32

On the other hand, Ted Cowan'’s discussion of the intellectual and political influences which
mar ked early covenanting political thought on popular sovreignty 1sys greater stress on more seculsr
influences; in particular, the importance of the early seventeenth-century, polemical work of Johann
Althaus which was inspired by the Dutch Revolt. It is his contention that Althaus's £olitics Methodice
Ligests not only provided the ideological basis for justifying resistance to absolutist monarchy, but

also the rhetorical methodolgy for covenanting literature since it was “employed in pamphlet after

22 60D. Henderson, The kdea of the Covenant in Scotland’ in The Burning Bush : Studies in Scottish Church
History, ed. G.D. Henderson (Edinburgh, 1957) and 'The Covenanters' in Religious Life in Seventeenth Century,
Scotland (Cambridge, 1937); S.A. Burrell,'The Covenant ldea as a Revolutionary Symbol in Scotland, 1596~
1637" in Church History , XXVl (1958), 342-4 and ‘The Apocalyptic Vision of the Early covenanters™ in SHR,
XL (1964), 1-24.

30, D. Stevenson, The Covenanters: The National Covenant and Scotland (Edinburgh, 1988), 20-44.
31 6. Marshall, Presbyteries and Profits, Calvinism and the Development of Capitalism in Scotland, 1560~
1707 (Oxford, 1960), 65-112.

32 M. Steele, The “Politick Christian" :The Theological Background to the National Covenant’ in The Scottish
National Covenant in its British Context, ed. J. Morrill (Edinburgh, 1990).
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covenanting pamphlet”33 Like the Dutch Revolt, the French religious wars of the sixteenth century
has been pinpointed as an event which generated trestises by political thinkers, especially the
‘monomachs’, that were, in turn, relied on by covenanting polemicists as important sources for the
development of political theories for resistance. David Stevenson's article on the ‘Letter on Sovreign
Power' - which he ascribes here to Lord Napier- while largely concerned with royalist concepts of
sovereignty and political obligation, makes mention of the use of Jean Bodin's work, 74e six bookes of
ite commonwesle, by covenanting theorists, most notably, Archibald Johnston of ¥Wariston and Samuel
Rutherford, in their advccatioﬁ of popular soverzignty.34 As Stevenson points out, Bodin's ideas on
sovreignty as expressed in the Six booles veré the model for subsequent early- modern political
theorists including ideological opponents like Althaus, Wariston and Rutherford since they were
refashioned to arque the case for the right to fesist acivil power 35 Two, short studies by both I.M.
Smart and Hector Macpherson also explore the political ideology espoused by prominent
covenanters 36 Thus, the writings of covenanting polemicists have been relied on by early-modern
historians to explore, primarily, seventeenth-century theology and political theory.

Covenanting literary and aural propaganda, also, has proved fruitful for those historians
interested in questions related to the development of national identity and political consciousness.
Arthur Williamson, whose work concentrates largely on the development in the late sixteenth and
early seventeenth-century of Scottish, intellectual concepts of nationhood as a response to increasing
anglicisation, argues that the contemporary perception of the Scots as the new Israelites, the chosen
people in covenant with God, a3 articulated by the ideological élite of the covenanters in their letters,
tracts and sermons, constituted 8 major intellectusl departure from earlier thinking and was merely

derivative of English expressions of national identity. Indeed, he reaches the conclusion that the

3B fa Cowan, The Making of the National Covenant' in Scottish National Covenant in its British Context, 78.
34 p. Stevenson, The “Letter on sovreign power ™ and the influence of Jean Bodin on Political Thought in
Scotland’ in SHR, LXI, (1982), 25-43.

35, Bid., 34-5.

36 | M. Smart, The political ideas of the Scottish Covenanters, 1638-88" in History_of Political Thought, i
(1980), 167-93 and H. Macpherson, The Political ideals of the Covenanters, 1660-88" in RSCHS, |, iv (1962),
224-32.
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absence of any notions of the centrality of the apocalypse in the for mation of national identityin
Marian and Jacobean Scotland meant that “an apoclayptic impulse could not form a central part of
Scottish politics™ in the seventeenth-century37 A critique of this view of the Scots as a covenanted
nation and their belief in themselves as the Succey sors to the legacy of the Biblical Israelites is
provided by Williamson in & subsequent monograph to place it in its broader, historical context of the
Judeo-Christian tradition8 While this aspect of Williamson's work focuses, primarily, on the
ramifications of covenanting ideology for high political culture, a different approach is taken by Y. G.
Kiernan to examine questions related to the impact of covenanting thought on popular, political
culture. Citing the pamphlets produced by Alexander Shields and Sir James Stewart, Kiernan argues
that there was a concerted attempt by the ideological élite of the covenanting movement after the
Restoration to break down feudalistic notions of deference and obedience held by the peasantryand to
instill a sense of class consciousness.3? Thus, covenanting literature has served to elucidate
historical problems of political culture from above and below.

Treatment of the polemical materisl generated by the covenanting movement from a
bibliographical perspective has also been undertaken by scholars. James Ogilvie's provision of
bibliographical lists of printed works produced by the Aberdeen Doctors in 1638 in opposition to the
signing of the National Covenant; in response to the Glasgow Assembly of 1638; during the
Westminster Assembly in 1641 ; and, those generated in the1650s by the Resolutioner-Protestor
debate are helpful guides for an examination of propaganda.#0 In addition, W. J. Couper's standard

37 A Yilliamson, Scottish National Consciousness in the age of James ¥YI: The Apocalypse, the Union and the
shaping of Scotland's Public Culture (Edinburgh, 1979), 143. See also: AH. Williamson,'Scotland, Anti-Christ
and the Invention of Great Britain® in New Perspectives on the Politics and Culture of Early Modern Scotland,
ed. J. Dwyer, R.A. Mason and A. Murdoch (Edinburgh, 1981).

38 AH. Williamson, The Jewish Dimension of the Scottish Apocalypse : Climate, Covenant and World
Renewal’, in Menasseh Ben Israel and His World, ed. Y. Kaplan, H. Mechoulan and R H. Popkin (New York,
1989), 7-30.

39 ve. Kiernan, The Covenanters: A Problem of Creed and Class’ in History_from Below : Studies in Popular
Protest and Popular Ideology_in Honour of George Rudé, ed. F. Krantz (Montreal, 1985).

40 JD. Ogilvie, The Aberdeen Doctors and the National Covenant' in Papers of the Edinburgh Bibliographical
Society, X1 (1919-20), 73-86;"A Bibliography of the Glasgow Assembly, 1638" in Records of the Glasgow
Bibliogr aphical Society (1923}, 1-12; ‘Church and Union in 1641~ in RSCHS, |, iii, 143-160; and,"A
Bibliography of the Resolutioner-Protestor Controversy ,1650-1659" in Papers of the Edinburgh
Bibliographical Society ,1926-1930 (1930), 57-86.
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reference guide of bibliographical information on the periodical press*! has been amended and
supplemented by contributions from David Stevenson and Julia Buckroyd on early Scottish
newspapers. Stevenson identifies dne 1atormelion of the publict Froceedings of the Kingdom of
Scollend, snd thetr Armies. In pursusnce of 1hrs mast necessr snd pious Engedgement for Keligion,
Xing end Kirgdome , which was published in Edinburgh in 1648 by the covenanting régime, as the
earliest, known example of a Scottish newspaper 42 As he points out, it was largely the product of the
factionalism which had esccurred in the ranks of the covenanting lesdership over the issue of the
Engagement which saw moderate covenanters and royalists close ranks through a for mal agreement to
seek an accommodation with Charles | and to provide the king with military aid against the English
parliamentarians. While the Engagement won favour among the majority of the civil and lay
covenanting leadership, it was largely rejected by the church establishment which wes under the
control of the more radical covenanters. The newspaper was, therefore, published by the Engagers in
an effort to promote their political decision; to generate support for the civil administration and its
army; and, to compensate for the 1oss of the pulpit s an instrument of propaganda 43 Similarly,
Julia Buckroyd's account of the pro-royalist, Restoration newspaper, Mercurius Csledontus , fills in
some of the historical and bibliographical gaps left by Cowper 44 Although only twelve issues of the
paper were released between 31 December 1660 and 28 March 1661 before it was suppressed,
nonetheless, Buckroyd's analysis of its nature and content, especially as anti-covenanting propaganda,
and her discussion of Thomas Sydserf as the editor offers some valuable insights into the character of

the Restoration régime 49 |n addition, useful bibliographical material and infor med comment on the

41w .J. Couper, The Edinburgh Periodical Press, 2 vols. (Stirling, 1908).

42 Couper suggests that the first newspaper edited and published in Scotland by Scots was Mercurius
Caledonius. Ibid., 1, 58-63, 178-83.

43 p. Stevenson, ‘Scotland's First Newspaper, 1648" in The Bibliotheck, 10 (1981).

44 Couper , Edinburgh Periodical Press, i, 178-83.

43. M. Buckroyd, Mercurius Caledonius and its immediate successors,1661" in SHR, LIV (1975),11-21.
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seventeenth-century Scottish printing industry is provided in the works of R.H. Carnie and David
Stevenson respectively 46

Covenanting works have served, too, 8s a subject for literary criticism; however, more recent
endeavpurs underline how much is left to be achieved in this field. Ronald Jack's assessement of the
- thematic changes in Sir William Mure's poetry as a reflection of his “ultra-Protestant position” and
his covenanting sympathies gives some insight into the contemporary attitudes to the religic- political
debate which occasioned the Scottish Revolution and the significance of religious enthusiasm as a major
precipitant of civil disobedience; thus, it stands as a model of what might be attempted by other
literary critics and, indeed, historians.47 Certainly, Ted Cowan's survey of sixteenth and
seventeenth-century ballads and folk tradition makes only passing reference to covenanting ballads as
part of & “"polemical tradition™ and to Zachary Boyd, a prominent covenanting minister, as “one of
Scotland's most prolific folk poets” but neither observation is pursued in any depth 48 David Reid's
article on seventeenth-century Scottish literature is even more dismissive of the voluminous writing
generated by the covenanting cause, in that, he barely acknowledges its existence. 42 Elsewhere,ina
collection of extracts of seventeenth-century prose which were chosen mainly for their literary value
and style to illustrate the “development of urbane and reasoned discourse” 30 covenanting ideologues
including Archibsld Johnston of Wariston, Samuel Rutherford and Alexander Peden are represented by
extracts from their diary, letters and sermons respectively; however, covenanting pamphlet
literature gets short-shrift by Reid. Although, sccording to its sub-title, the book ostensibly relates
to tensions between church and state in the seventeenth century, no examples of covenanting tracts are

found in this volume. Having dismissed the printed papers in his introduction as “utilitarian®,

46 RH. Carnie,'Scottish printers and booksellers, 1668-1775: a study of source material’ in Bibliotheck, IV
(1966), 213-27 and D. Stevenson,'A revolutionary regime and the Press: the Scottish Covenanters and their
printers, 1638-51" in The Library, 6th ser. V11, No. 4 (1985), 315-37. .

47 RD.S. Jack,'Sir Yiliam Mure and the Covenant’ in RSCHS, XVII, i (1969), 1.

48 E.J. Cowan, Calvinism and the Survival of Folk* in The People’s Past, ed. E.J. Cowan (Edinburgh, 1980),
52,53.

49 p. Reid, Prose after Knox' in The History_of Scottish Literature, Yol. |. Origins to 1660, ed. RD.S. Jack
(Aberdeen, 1988), 183-97.

50 p.Reid ed .,.The Party Coloured Mind : Selected Prose relating to the conflict between Church and State in
Seventeenth Century_Scotland (Edinburgh, 1982), 7.
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“dreary” and “intellectuslly impotent™, Reid then makes the editorial decision to utilise a portion of
Gilbert Burnet's Mesorrs to summarise the “high Presbyterian line on sovereignty and the right of
insurrection” 31

While covenanting writing as literature has not been particularly well-served by scholars to
date, royalist and anti-covenanting prose, poetry and ballads have undergone more rigorous analyses
for their literary and historical significance. Royalist theories of monarchy and sovereignty have
been explored in some detail through examinations of the work of the seventeenth-century Scottish
poet and man of letters, ¥illiam Drummond of Hawthornden.92 lan Rae’s contribution on this subject
18 especially noteworthy. His study of Drummond’s political pamphlets, which were addressed to
Charles 1, fully delineates the contemporary belief in a cosmology of an ordered and hierarchical
universe which dictated that sovereign power and obedience to monarchs rested s much on moral
obligations as it did on divine right 53 Moreover, his subsequent monograph on Drummond's
historical writing - especially his meticulously researched analysis of 74 Mislory of ike Five Jemes
which he terms "pro-nﬁnarchic propaganda”- contains insightful commentary not only on
Drummond's approach, influences and methodology s a political historian but on Drummeond’s view of
the established order and good kingship.94 Anti-covenanting sentiment as expressed in the folk
tradition is a subject which has also attracted the attention of scholars. In asurvey of Scottish Gaelic
vernacular poetry and folksongs, Allan Macinnes argues that the covenanting revolution in church and
state of the 1640s had a significant impact on the traditional form, purpose and thematic concerns of
the genres, with "political propaganda and social comment” supplanting "artistic standards™ so that

“their function was to disseminate topical information and to for mulate public opinion rather than to

—

31, id., 8, 13.

52 T.).Rae , The political attitudes of William Drummond of Hawthornden’ in The Scottish Tradition: Essays in
Honour of Ronald Gordon Cant, ed. G.¥.S. Barrow (Edinburgh, 1974); T.l. Rae, The historical writing of
Drummond of Hawthornden' in SHR, LIV { 1975), 22-62; M. Smart, ‘Monarchy and Toleration in Drummond of
Hawthornden in Scotia, ¥, (1980), 44-50. Aspects of Drummond’s political attitudes are mentioned by R.
Mason, The Aristocracy, Episcopacy, and the Revolution of 1639° in Covenant, Charter and Party,ed. T.
Brotherstone (Aberdeen,1989) and R H. Macdonald," A disputed maxim of state in “Forth Feasting” (1619)" in
The Journal of the History of ideas, XxXX1l, (1971}, 295-8.

93, pid., 132-45.
94 Rae, The historical writing of Drummond of Hawthornden’, 54.
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preserve classical metres” 53 Such studies help to elucidate the close relationship between early-
modern politics and literature 96 enhancing our comprehension of political culture in the seventeenth
century.

¥hat is clear, then, from this survey of more recent secondary literature, is that while
aspects of covenanting political propaganda have received some attention from historians, no
systematic analyses of the historical problem has been undertaken to date. The methodological
approaches employed by a substantisl number of earty-modern, Scottish specialists to the large
reservoir of research material produced by the covenanters has served to illuminate our
understanding of high politics, political theory, theology and literature, but less light has been shed on
it as propaganda; that is, as an élite mechanism for influencing mass debate. MNor, for that matter, has
any brosd survey been attempted of the propagands of the covenanting movement in its entirety from
1638 to 1689. Rather, anslyses have been confined to particular episodes arnd events: singular
occurrences which offer only & snapshot look at the movement and its use of propaganda- with all of
the limitations that this metaphor implies - with no sense of its evolutionary changes or continuity
over the five decades of the political movement’s existence. Moreover, little is known about the
mechanics of the propaganda; that is, its function, formulation, transmission and dissemination.
Questions related to why the ideological ¢lite attempted to influence mass opinion and what function
they believed their propaganda output served need to be addressed. With respect to litersry
propaganda, the nature and extent of the material; its formulation and production; and, its
transmission and distribution are subjects which require further elucidation. Such considerations
also must be viewed against a backdrop of the political successes and failures of the movement; the
contrasting conditions which shaped its propaganda output according to its years in power as opposed to
its years as a dissident voice in the political wilderness. Perhaps, most critically, the fundamental

issue of reception must be undertaken to deter mine what audience the propaganda - whether literary,

S5 Al Macinnes, 'Scottish Gaeldom,1638-1651 : The Vernacular Response to the Covenanting Dynamic’ in
New Perspectives, 76.

S6_ A thought-provoking and rigorous discussion of the relationship between politics and culture in England is
provided by K. Sharpe, Criticism and Compliment : The politics of literature in the England of Charles |
(Cambridge, 1990).
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aural or visual - was actually aimed at and to what extent propagandists were successful in the
dissemination of their ideas. Therefore, a systematic analysis of the function of covenanting political
propaganda followed by, in subsequent chapters, an examination of its formulation, transmission and
reception, offers a fresh perspective on how the covenanting movement managed to maintain s political

presence, impinging on Scottish polit{'cal culture for over fifty years.

ni.

Between 1638 and 1689, the ideological élite of the covenanting movement produced a -
substantial body of polemical material in a variety of formats with the ultimate aim of influencing
Scottish politics through the cultivation of public opinion and the stimulation of mass debate. The
literary propaganda that the covenanters created for mass, domestic consumption, which is still
extant, amounts to thousands of written papers in the form of pamphlets, declarations, position
papers, broadsheets, circulating letters, newssheets, advertisements, newsletters and poems. Partof
this literature is comprised of printed works while part of it exists as handwritten copies of
covenanting polemical material. This corpus of literary propaganda was matched by an outpouring of
sural propaganda which was presented to contemporaries in speeches and sermons delivered at a
diverse number of public gatherings; most commonly, at worship services, market crosses, the sites
of executions, churchyards, funerals, inns, taverns and, as well, during the Restoration period, at
coffechouses. Moreover, the ideas, beliefs and attitudes expressed in both the literary and aural
propaganda were further reinforced through the covenanting polemicists’ use of visual propaganda
which encapsulated in ritual some of the underlying concepts to be propagated on a mass scale.
Reliance on public oaths with their ritualistic ceremonies for cultivating popular support and
expresisi ng both individual and communal, political commitment - as occurred, for instance, with the
National Coverant of 1638, the Solemn League and Covenant of 1643, the Hamilton Declaration of
1679, the Rutherglen Declaration of 1679, the Sanquhar Declaration of 1680, the Lanark Declaration
of 1682, the Apologetical Declarstion of 1684 and the Sanquhar Declaration of 1685 - served as
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important instruments of propaganda. Indeed, these oaths along with the use of public fast days called
in support of the cause constituted the principsf types of visual propaganda used by the movement.
Through an assiduous application of these three, principal modes of propsgands, a concerted attempt
was made by the ideological élite to inculcate a wide spectrum of Scottish society in the political beliefs
and values of the covenanting cause.

The concept of mass propaganda as an instrument for cultivating public opinion was viewed
with a certain degree of ambivalence and distaste, especially by the socio- political élite, 1argely
because it was antithetical to the feudalistic nature of early-modern Scotland. In a highly stratified,
hierarchical society in which obedience and deference to rank was deeply ingrained and the duties of
ruler and ruled were, theoretically, immutable and divinely fixed, the notion of the inclusion of the
masses in "high politics’ even in a peripheral manner ran contrary to the natural order. Political
rhetoric aimed-at cultivating mass opinion was regarded, too, as reprehensible because of the common
assumption that it might incite social and political disorder. Moreover, given the early-modern belief
that any manifestations of political dissent contained the seeds of subversion, propaganda informed by
contemporary, political commentary was judged unacceptable for its implicit criticism of the s#afus
guo. Yet, regardless of its negative connotations, mass propagands was utilised, widely, by both
covenanters and anticovenanters throughout the life of the movement because it was deemed politically
expedient, serving the primary function of maximizing support among the people and marginalizing
that of the ideological opposition. Covenanting propagands aimed at porfrauinq Charles | as a catholic
sympathiser, for instance, was dencunced by the king himself in 1642 as an attempt to “infuse ane
apprehension in the breasts of our Scottish subjects of a danger can be no otherwise expressed than
under such a generall notion able reallie to make it appeare other in intentioun or fact™. It was due to
its potency in this regard that Charles, on this occasion, demanded that the provisional government
pubh‘sh his 1atest declaration along with "our letters to you in answer therof” to help redress the
balance. Inaddition, he believed that the wide dissemination of this royalist, propaganda would
ultimatety, dilute the impact of the original, covenanting propaganda effort against him. [f the
litersture was sent “through all the severall parishes of our kingdom of Scotland™, it was his view that
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“our subjects there will perceave the subtle wayes which is used to corrupt their fidelities and
alledgeances, which otherwayes being at so great a distance they cannot possiblie be informed of" 37
Similarly, when the king defended his government’s pre-revolution policies by giving repeated
assurances that there had been no intention of altering anything established in church and state, he
made the point of remarking that such statements were necessary to counter covenanting propaganda to
the contrary. As he declared in letters to the town councils of Edinburgh and Aberdeen in 1643, he
felt obliged to write to them “knowing what industrie is used { by scattering seditious pamphlets and
employing privat agents and instruments to give bad impressions of ws and our proceidings, and under
pretence of a danger to religion and government) to corrupt their [the people’s] fidelitie and affection,
and to ingadge them in ane unjust quarrell against ws their King"58

Contemporary ambivalence towards the use of populist appesls meant that the work of
propagandists tended to be portrayed as either honourable or scurrilous depending on the political
affiliation of the observor. As we shall see, propaganda was touted as an important didactic tool which
justified political action and infor med the people as a counterweight to ‘false newes’ by the like-
minded while that produced by opponents was invariably dismissed as incendiary and irresponsible
rhetoric meant only to mislead and “stir up the people’ thereby disrupting the established order. What
is observable, as well, is that both covenanters and anticovenanters were all too eager to denounce
their opponents’ reliance on propagands as a means of discrediting them. A pamphiet distributed by
the English administrationin 1650 to coincide with the arrival of the invasionary forces under Oliver
Cromwell was condemned by the committee of estates as a blatant attempt "to steal away the hearts of
the People from their necessary duties” and to "delude” them.3? |n the same vein, Andrew Cant, a
prominent radical and covenanting minister, in a pamphlet entitled 4 Letter 7rom lhe Frotesiors, vith

an Answer Thereunts, 1rom én dsserter of the Authority of the twy late Genersl Assemblies, &1 Duncer

ST, The Register of the Privy_Council of Scotland, ed. P. Hume Brown, 2nd series (38 vols., 1905-33), VI,
372-3.

38, Extracts from the Records of the Burgh of Edinburch, ed. M.Wood (Edinburgh, 1931-67), Vol. 1642-55,
28-9; Extracts from the Council Register of the Burgh of Aberdeen 1625-1747, ed. J. Stuart (Edinburgh,
1871-2), 7-8.

99 an Answere from the Committee of Estates,Yo a Printed Paper directed to the people of Scotland, and
signed in name of L.G. Cromwel, and his Officers (Edinburgh, 1650), 1-6.
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&nd Edinburgs, which was issued in 1653 as part of the ongoing Protestor - Resolutioner controversy,
accused the more moderate Resolutioners of launching 8 public defamation campaign against the
Protestors. He claimed that the Resolutioners had read pronouncements against them from the
pulpits;“spread Declarations at home™; and, sent "Printed Informations abroad into England” which, in
turn, had the effect of “grievously traduceing your Brethren as Seperatists, as enemies to the work of
Reformation, and promoters of their designes who invade this Land”. He made the further accusation
that the "Malignant Party attempted to stir up the people against them” through 8 co-ordinated
campaiqn against the Protestors involving the use of the pulpits; the dissemination of letters to the
presbyteries; and, the issuance of a printed letter “to Noblemen and Gentlemen™ 60 Thus, for all of
the socio-political implications of mass propaganda which made it objectionable, it functioned,
nonetheless, as a necessary instrument of political discourse.

The exploitation of popular sentiment was a common feature of the propaganda generated by the
covenanting movement and its detractors. As a propaganda device, it was often relied on to relly wide- '
spread support when the political stability of the country was under threst. In 1639, for instance,
prior to the outbreak of the first Bishops’ War, newssheets such as A copre of on averiisement 1o &
friend appeared which urged the king and his supporters not to seek a military solution - a “violent
cours”- to the ongoing political crisis by contending that “this countrie & people will defend to the
uttermost™ and invoking a warning agsinst “Statesmen” who worked against the best interests of the
people and tried to divide them through bribery®! Broadsheets were dispatched to every parish with
one calling for "all that loves the good of this cause™ to attend the general musters in preparation for
the war and declaring that “They that sall be found wanting now ar enemies to this cause and thair
countrey ... Bot let none stay at home when straingeirs are hyred for three shillinges a weik to make us

all slaves They ar not worthie to be friemen that will stay at home & neglect ther countrey™ 62

Appeafs to populism played their part, too, in cultivating a broad consensus for government policy

60 A.Cant, A Letter from the Protestors, with an Answer Thereunto, from an Asserter of the Authority of
the two late General Assemblies, at Dundee and Edinburgh ([Edinburgh], 1653), 7-8.

€1 Scottish Record Office, Ms GD 45/1 /61, Dathousie Muniments,"A copie of an advertisement to a friend’
[1639].
62 gRO.,MsGD 124/10/376, Mar and Kellie Muniments.








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































