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It is the Constitution and the distinctive Testimony of the Free Church of Scotland that concern us in this lecture, entitled “The Union and the Constitution”, for this is what was central to the struggles of the minority who came to be recognised as the legitimate inheritors of the Free Church of Scotland, in her name, privileges and property in the famous House of Lords decision of 1904. It was their contention that the union between the Free Church of Scotland and the United Presbyterian Church, on the basis proposed and carried out, could not and did not preserve the distinctive testimony of the Free Church of Scotland, and that the continuance of the Free Church of Scotland was vested in those who refused to enter the union.

But before looking at how the Union of 1900 impinged upon the Constitution of the Free Church, a word must be said on what that Constitution is comprised of first of all. As so often in the Church’s history, clarity arises out of controversy. 

Those who founded the Free Church of Scotland in 1843 held, as stated in the Claim of Right 1842 and in the Protest of 1843, that although separating from the Establishment they were still adhering to the Constitution of the Established Church, namely, 


1) The Westminster Confession of Faith as approved by the General Assembly of 1647;


2) The First and Second Books of Discipline; 


3) The whole Acts of the Church of Scotland prior to 1843.

At the time of the Cardross Case in 1860 - in which Mr. McMillan, the Free Church minister at Cardross, had taken the General Assembly to the Court of Session over his discipline by the Assembly - a Report to a specially-called meeting of the Commission of Assembly referred to documents produced by Mr. McMillan in Court as forming part of the Constitution of the Free Church of Scotland, namely,


1) The Claim of Right;


2) The Protest;


3) The Deed of Demission;


4) The Formula.

In their Report to the Assembly in 1864 the Union Committee specified the authoritative documents of the Free Church of Scotland within two categories, as follows:

1. Subordinate Standards binding upon the consciences of ministers and other office-bearers, namely,


1) The Formula appointed to be subscribed by probationers before licensing, and by all office-bearers at the time of admission, together with the Questions appointed to be put to the same at ordination and admission.


2) The Westminster Confession of Faith, as explained by the Acts of Assembly of 1647 and 1846.


3) The Claim of Right and Protest of 1843, with respect to their general principles, in accordance with the terms used in the Formula.

2. Documents adopted by the Church in former times and still illustrative of her position and principles, namely,


1) The First Book of Discipline.


2) The Second Book of Discipline.


3) Larger and Shorter Catechisms.


4) Documents bearing on Church Discipline, especially the Form of Process and the related Acts of Assembly 1853 and 1854. 

While all these documents mentioned above may be said to be constitutional documents, from this classification adopted by the Assembly of 1864 it can be seen that the documents in Group 1 above form the Constitution of the Free Church of Scotland, while those in Group 2 may be seen as the recognised exposition of the Constitution.

In the time available I will only be able to deal with the way the union impinged upon two elements integral to the Constitution of the Free Church - the Establishment Principle, and the Church’s relation to the Westminster Confession of Faith. But within these areas we may also see in passing that other elements, such as doctrinal change and the question of what powers belong to the General Assembly, also figured largely in the stirring times before and after the Union. 

1. THE UNION AND THE ESTABLISHMENT PRINCIPLE
The Establishment Principle has always held a prime place in Reformed Scottish theological conviction, as a glance at several contexts will show. 

We find stated in Propositions 95 and 96 of George Gillespie’s CXI Propositions, (a work designed to illustrate the principles of the Westminster Confession’s statement regarding the duties of the Civil Magistrate),

“Christian magistrates and princes embracing Christ and sincerely giving their names to Him, do not only serve him as men, but also use their office to his glory and the good of the Church; they defend, stand for, and take care to propagate the true faith and godliness; they afford places of habitation to the Church, and furnish necessary helps and supports, turn away injuries done to it, restrain false religion, and cherish, underprop, and defend the rights and liberties of the Church; so far are they from diminishing, changing or restraining those rights, for so the condition of the Church were in that respect worse, and the liberty thereof more cut short, under the Christian Magistrate than under the infidel or heathen. 



Wherefore seeing these nursing fathers, favourers and defenders can do nothing against the truth but for the truth, nor have any right against the gospel but for the gospel; and their power in respect of the Church whereof they bear the care, being not privative or destructive, but cumulative and auxiliary, thereby it is sufficiently clear that they ought to cherish, and, by their authority ought to establish the ecclesiastical discipline.

Leaping ahead nearly 200 years to 1834, nine years before the Disruption, the General Assembly dealt with a reference from the Presbytery of Irvine, asking the Assembly for advice or decision regarding a certain Hugh Craig, an elder in the High Kirk in Kilmarnock. Craig, as a Bailie, had presided over a meeting in Kilmarnock which agreed to a Petition to the Government craving the separation of Church and State - known as the Voluntary position. The Assembly instructed the Presbytery to depose Craig instanter if he persisted in his Voluntary views, which is what happened. Not only does this case show that the Establishment Principle was obligatory on all office-bearers of the Church of Scotland but also the level of importance attached to it among the articles of her Constitution.

Coming now to the subject of our study today, the differences between the United Presbyterian Church and the Free Church were most acute in relation to the Establishment Principle. The Free Church was committed to the Establishment Principle, in which Church and State are seen as holding a mutual subordination and coordinate jurisdiction in the spheres of their respective duties. The United Free Church was Voluntary, the position that sees Church and State as entirely separate in their respective jurisdiction. 

The Free Church of 1843 had not separated from Establishment in principle, but from what Chalmers had referred to as “a vitiated Establishment.” The State had encroached upon the independence of the Church in spiritual matters to an intolerable extent. Now in 1900 the constitutional minority saw themselves as maintaining the Disruption view of Establishment, which itself had been the continuance of a principle of prime importance in the reformed Church of Scotland. It is thus no surprise to read of the tenacity with which the men of 1900 held to the Establishment Principle; the surprise would have been had they not done so. 

In 1863 the Committees on Union of each Church set out a “programme” containing the matters which had to be discussed. The first item in the programme, referred to as “the head of the programme” was the Establishment Principle, or as it was put, “the extent to which the two Churches agree on the province of the Civil Magistrate in relation to Religion, and the Christian Church.”
Although this programme was set out as “Articles of Agreement”, it can easily be seen, from reading the respective position of each Church, that there was actually much disagreement, and nowhere more obviously than on the Establishment Principle.

The position of the Free Church stated, 

“as an act of national homage to Christ, the Civil Magistrate ought, when necessary and expedient, to afford aid from the national resources to the cause of Christ, provided always that in doing so, while reserving full control over his own gift, he abstain from all authoritative interference in the internal government of the Church.”

The United Presbyterian Church’s position was,

“it is not competent to the Civil Magistrate to give legislative sanction to any creed, in the way of setting up a civil establishment of religion, nor is it within his province to provide for the expense of the ministrations of religion out of the national resources.”

The two positions are obviously at odds. Yet in 1867 the General Assembly took up a Report from the Union Committee and came to a Finding which contained the words, “as regards the First Head of the Programme, considered in itself, there appears to be no bar to the union contemplated.” This led to a Protest being laid on the table by Dr. James Begg, on the grounds that,

“1st, the resolution, as adopted, implies an abandonment and subversion of an admittedly constitutional principle of the Free Church of Scotland. 2nd, because the resolution as adopted is ultra vires of this Assembly.”

When Union was accomplished in 1900 the Establishment Principle found no place in the constitution of the United Free Church. 

It has been argued, and may be argued still, that the Establishment Principle ought not to have been given such a prominence in the thinking and practice of the founders of the Free Church of Scotland. But that was not the point at issue in 1900. The point was, and is, that the men of 1843 regarded the upholding of the Establishment Principle was one of the valid reasons for the separate existence of the Free Church.

In 1882, Dr. John Kennedy speaking on the matter of Establishment stated,

“What the peculiar constitution of a Church is may be discovered by ascertaining what makes her position distinctive as compared with that of other ecclesiastical bodies in the same locality. No Church has any right to a separate existence if there be no difference between her testimony and that of the others.”

That was still firmly the position of the minority at and after 1900. I may be allowed to say in passing that these words are also a powerful argument now against the existence of any other body claiming today the same constitution and testimony of the Free Church of Scotland. 

If we are convinced that we have not departed from our constitution in plan or practice, then we must surely regard those who repudiated our discipline, even though it be said to be for conscience sake, and left our fellowship claiming to take our constitution and testimony with them, as holding no rightful warrant whatever for their position. On the grounds they claim for their existence we cannot act in any way that gives credence or legitimacy to the body known as the Free Church of Scotland (continuing) without being unfaithful to our own testimony.

The House of Lords decision in 1904 provided the final decisive proof of the fact that the Establishment Principle had been an integral part of the Free Church constitution and that, therefore, the union of 1900 could not have carried the testimony of the Free Church entire into the new body, despite the pleas to that effect from those who maintained that this was possible.

With reference to the Establishment Principle, Lord Robertson in 1904 said that at the time of the Disruption itself there had been in Scotland another two dissenting Churches, which later came together to form the United Presbyterian Church, whose doctrine, worship, discipline and government were identical to the Free Church, yet the Free Church did not consider she could unite with either of these. The reason was that both these bodies were openly Voluntary. He said,

“the founders of the Free Church deemed the difference between themselves and the Voluntaries so vital that the duty of Christian unity must give way to the more imperious duty of Christian fidelity to truth.”

If the public profession of a Church were simply the sum total of the views of individual members it could indeed be said that it had been possible to enter the union carrying past convictions intact. But, as Stewart and Kennedy-Cameron state,

“the testimony of a Church is the expression of her corporate belief through the medium of her authoritative Standards.”

The United Free Church was a new Church with a new Constitution. On the matter of its relation to the Establishment Principle alone, it was not the Church of the Disruption.

It might be thought by some that the Voluntary position is more in keeping with the spiritual independence of the Church. After all if there be a complete separation of Church and State does this not make State interference in the Church’s spiritual affairs much less likely? Does the Voluntary position not even secure spiritual independence for the Church?

The Disruption Fathers never thought so, nor did the Constitutionalists. Whatever they might have said on the relation of Voluntaryism to Spiritual Independence, they would certainly have insisted that Voluntaryism robs the State of something vital. Not only is Voluntaryism no guarantee of the Church’s independence, it is on the other hand a guarantee of the State’s creedlessness. Voluntaryism is not the Church securing spiritual independence; it is the Church engaged in spiritual abdication. That is how we must see it, if we are true to the part the Establishment Principle has in our heritage and Constitution. Voluntaryism causes a haemorrhage of the Christian religion from the veins of State.

Speaking in 1901, Donald Maclean, the youngest of the Constitutionalists in 1900, said,

“One of the best answers to those who maintain that the Free Church had no such distinguishing principle [as the Establishment Principle] is the fact that the recent Union has been universally acknowledged as a triumph of Voluntaryism, and the practical application of Voluntaryism is to be the policy of the United Church. What is Voluntaryism? It is that which denies the State the liberty and privilege of doing homage to the King of kings; it denies to the State the right to an avowal of the Christian religion...if this Voluntary Principle is correct, then the 300 years of Presbyterianism have been a colossal mistake. Knox, Rutherford and Melville reared a glorious superstructure on an unscriptural foundation, and Scotland’s manhood was nourished by a Church whose existence was in violation of the Scriptures!”

To these men and their Presbyterian predecessors in Scotland Voluntaryism almost inevitably led to national atheism. It confused the State with “the world”, forgetting that civil government is an ordinance from God. It robs Christ of glory, ascribing to him only half of his Headship. He is Head of the Church; but he is Head over all things to the Church. He is King of the Nations as well as King of Sion. That is why the Establishment Principle was of such importance to the minority in 1900, and why it must continue to be of equal importance to the Free Church of today. 

1. THE UNION AND THE WESTMINSTER CONFESSION OF FAITH
The relation of the Union to the Confession of Faith can be seen as involving both the content of the Confession, and then the Church’s connection to the Confession. The moves to alter the terms of subscription - the connection - to the Confession were undoubtedly motivated by doctrinal interests - the content - as well as having political ends. No reasonable mind can say that the changes were to do with a need to clarify the Confession’s teaching or to deal with unbiblical elements in it. The drive for union and the desire to accommodate the Higher Critical view of Scripture were the ruling considerations. 

In 1879 the United Presbyterian Church passed a Declaratory Act which practically embraced many of the major points of Arminianism as well as the formal acceptance of the Voluntary Principle. This groundbreaking Act led the way for the Free Church to do the same just a little more than a decade later. 

Driven by these doctrinal and political motives just mentioned, Rainy, skilled ecclesiastic as he was, and his supporters well knew that some modification of the Westminster Standards was now required for union to take place between the Free Church and the United Presbyterian Church. Despite strenuous resistance from some Presbyteries when the proposed Declaratory Act was sent down to them under the Barrier Act from the Assembly of 1891, a large majority had approved of it. The Assembly passed the Declaratory Act in 1892 by 346 votes to 195.

While many objections were hurled at this piece of legislation, the Constitutionalists opposed it on two grounds. 

Firstly, they regarded the terms of the Act as contradicting the very nature and purpose of a Declaratory Act in that it was indistinct, even ambiguous. A Declaratory Act, as its name suggests, is a measure designed to clarify any passage in the Church’s Standards deemed to require it; it is an explanatory document. It is for the purpose of clearing up uncertainties; the 1892 Act created uncertainties! For a document purporting to set out the faith of the Church the Declaratory Act is ominously vague, capable of being used indeed to accommodate unscriptural views. In addition the passages dealing with the love of God, foreordination and the depravity of fallen human nature are slanted in a decidedly Arminian direction, and in any case no one had actually objected to the terms in which the Confession stated these or any other doctrines.

While the Constitutionalists argued that the Free Church Declaratory Act of 1892 was part of a “package”, being accompanied by the Questions and Formula, and that the Declaratory Act was inoperative until changes to the Questions and Formula had been adopted, the Union brought the Act into operation. In the United Church the two Declaratory Acts were given a place in the preamble to the new Questions and Formula. Now the relation of the Church to the Confession had been completely changed.

Previously, as indeed in the Free Church of today, the questions put to those subscribing the Church’s Standards, includes, “Do you sincerely own and believe the whole doctrine of the Confession of Faith, approven by the General Assemblies of this Church...etc.”  In the United Free Church that was replaced by “Do you sincerely own and believe the doctrine of this Church, set forth in the Confession of faith...etc.” 

The “whole doctrine contained in the Confession of Faith” has been replaced by “the doctrine of this Church.” Only to the extent that the Church itself, or more precisely the majority of the General Assembly, determine what is acceptable in the Confession of Faith, were office-bearers in the united body bound to the Confession. This was a radical change from the Disruption Church and from the Constitutionalists who fought to maintain that Standard. 

The same change can be seen in the new Formula adopted by the United Church. The Formula is the connecting “bridge” that ties the office-bearers of the Church to the Confession. It is important for us to realise that the extent of obligation involved in signing the Formula depends on the nature of the Formula itself. 

The Free Church Formula begins “I _____ do hereby declare that I do sincerely own and believe the whole doctrine contained in the Confession of Faith...etc.”, while the Formula of the United Church began, “I _____ do hereby declare that in the strength of the grace that is in Christ Jesus our Lord, I will constantly maintain and defend the doctrine, worship and government of this Church...etc.” There no mention at all in the latter of any formal Standard whatsoever. There is actually no confession of belief at all on the part of the subscriber, merely a promise to “maintain and defend the doctrine, worship and government of this Church.”  And, as we shall see later, that doctrine is determined by the will of the Church through its Assembly. In the words of Stewart and Kennedy-Cameron,

“It is at the best a harmless assertion of goodwill, couched in language of unimpeachable propriety, towards a system of belief which is undefined...it is plain that the new Church is a Church with a new creed. What that creed exactly is may be difficult to discover. One thing at least is evident: - it is not the creed of the Free Church.”
One is reminded of the tenet dear to the sceptics of ancient times, who held that the only thing one can be sure of is that one can be sure of nothing!

In the House of Lords decision, the Lord Chancellor said that he could not see that a union of religious belief had taken place, but rather a union of religious organisations without any real agreement on questions of constitutional or doctrinal importance. It was a union, he said, by people of divergent beliefs who apparently thought they could get rid of their differences by agreeing to say nothing about them, and such a union really amounted to a Church without a religion. Its formularies were designed not to be a Confession of Faith, but rather a concealment of such parts of the faith as were an impediment to the Union.

Nothing could show more plainly that the quarrel of Rainy, Robertson-Smith and others was not so much with the Confession but with the Bible. It is indeed a long road theologically from Knox to Wellhausen, from St. Giles to the Waverley Market.

Secondly, the Constitutionalists objected that the Declaratory Act placed almost absolute power in the hands of the General Assembly in matters of belief, installing the Assembly itself as the supreme authority on these matters. The offending paragraph IV of the Act reads,

“That while diversity of opinion is recognised in this Church on such points in the Confession as do not enter into the substance of the Reformed Faith therein set forth, the Church retains full authority to determine, in nay case which may arise, what points fall within this description...”

What fell into the substance of the Reformed Faith was now a matter for the Assembly to determine; a majority of the General Assembly in any particular year would provide the final standard by which orthodoxy is to be judged. 

Declaratory Act legislation, properly used, cannot bring in new legislation or amend existing legislation. But the 1892 Act was undoubtedly a means to introduce doctrinal changes. This was not only unconstitutional but dishonest. Not only was a new doctrinal position introduced, but it was done under the pretence that the old one was still intact! It was a case of a majority in the Assembly resolving to change the relation of their Church to the Confession, when no charge of it being unscriptural in any point had been levelled against it.

The majority Free Church entered the Union declaring that,

“the various matters of agreement between the Churches with a view to union are accepted and enacted without prejudice to the inherent liberty of the United Church, as a Church of Christ, to determine and regulate its own Constitution and laws as duty may require, in dependence on the grace of God, and under the guidance of his word.”
That turns the focus upon the grand themes of Spiritual Independence and ecclesiastical liberties. But the liberty of any Church is never to be equated with the will of the General Assembly. The General Assembly surely possesses a supreme authority; it is the Supreme Court of the Church. But its authority is in an administrative capacity; it has a legislative, judicial and executive power. But not even the Supreme Court of the Church, even when by an overwhelming majority, can rightly change the Church’s Constitution against the wishes of a minority, unless the terms of the Constitution itself have this facility built into it.

Stewart and Kennedy-Cameron state,

“the Free Church is a Church with a distinctive Constitution. There are written documents which set forth the truths she exists to maintain. This Constitution is really the charter of her liberties. It protects from the coercion of innovating majorities the rights of all who abide by the Church’s distinctive testimony, whether they are many or few. From the decisions of the General Assembly there is always the safeguard of an appeal to the Constitution. Those who abandon the truths which enter into the Constitution have already left the Church. They have, at the same time, disinherited themselves. The Church is represented by those who stand true to the original principles. To them also belongs the administration of the Church’s patrimony.”

Again in passing, I feel I must refer to what the Free Church (Continuing) claims has given legitimacy to its existence as the representative of the historic Free Church, and that is just this very thing - an appeal from the Assembly to the Constitution. But we have no evidence, that I have seen, put forth by them to demonstrate that the Constitution of the Free Church has been changed, sidelined, or disregarded in any of our actions. An action “for conscience sake” is not necessarily, and certainly not in this case, the same as an upholding of the Constitution. There is safeguard in an appeal to the Constitution, but only when a majority have altered the Constitution or departed from it in practice. 

The fact is, by the actions of refusing to accept what was subscribed to in the Formula, namely “submit to the discipline” etc. of the Church, and by then creating a body confessedly on the same basis as the Free Church they have themselves “abandoned the truths which enter into the Constitution.” And on the analogy of 1900 “those who abandon the truths which enter into the Constitution have already left the Church. They have, at the same time, disinherited themselves. The Church is represented by those who stand true to the original principles. To them also belongs the administration of the Church’s patrimony.” The Constitution needs no protection from the conscience of the contumacious nor from the actions of the schismatic. But being true to the Constitution will give protection to an individual conscience and to the Church’s unity.

The 1900 Assembly’s actions in finalising the Union, instead of guarding the liberty of the Church, actually diminished it. Whenever the rights of a minority who remain true to the Constitution are set aside by a majority in the Assembly taking action that nowhere is provided for in the Constitution, liberty has been replaced by tyranny. And that is what happened when “the doctrine of this Church” came to be placed over and above “the whole doctrine contained in the Confession of Faith.” The events following the Union clearly show the tyranny that is admitted into the Church’s practice by such an arrangement. The minority must be disinherited, deprived of all their rights and privileges, and even swept out of existence. This is not in fact much removed from the arrogance of papal authority.

In addition to the use of the Declaratory Act being an unconstitutional action, so also was the use made of the Barrier Act. Such legislation as is competent to the Assembly is safeguarded by the provisions of the Barrier Act. This Act was passed by the Assembly in 1697. This, along with two previous Barrier Acts in 1639 and 1641, was to protect the Church from the introduction of “innovations”, as the title of the 1697 Act shows - an Act “for preventing of innovations.” The Act of 1697 states that before passing any Acts which are to be “binding rules and constitutions to the Church”, they must firstly come before the Assembly by way of Overture and if these are passed the proposed Act(s) must then be sent down to all Presbyteries of the Church for their consideration and report.

The purpose of the Barrier Act is preventative not permissive. It is to keep out innovations not to admit them. It adds no authority or power to that possessed by the Assembly, but rather regulates the power the Assembly already has. The Barrier Act could not and cannot be used as a means to touch the Constitution of the Church, or to modify the content of, or connection with, the Confession of Faith. 

So why did the Constitutionalist minority stay in the Free Church right up to and through the Union? After all, in the aftermath of the Union itself and especially in relation to the litigation of these years, these men were roundly accused of inconsistency for having stayed in the fellowship of the Church although they had protested against the Declaratory Act and its adoption as contrary to the Constitution.

The reason was that these men understood that the Declaratory Act by itself could not become fully operative. The Declaratory Act was the first in a series of measures planned by the majority. The changes to the Questions and Formula, although by that stage proposed, were still not legislation, and formed a “package” together with the Declaratory Act. In the practice of the Church in 1892 the Formula was still the same as were the Questions put at ordination. The minority had many problems with the Act itself, as indeed with proposed changes to the Questions and Formula; but they had no problem with remaining in the Church while the Act was not fully operative.

Even when a further Declaratory Act was passed in 1894, an Act that was designed to the 1892 Act more into the practice of the Church, the minority remained in the Church. The 1984 Act was not more than an Assembly resolution so it did not carry the legislative power belonging to an Act passed by the Assembly under the provisions of the Barrier Act. As long as the old Formula was being signed and the old Questions still asked, with no reference at all in either to the Declaratory Act, subscription to the Church’s Standards was the same as it had been prior to the Act being passed. It was dishonest of a man to sign the Formula and answer the Questions while at the same time holding a secret reservation which he might know was expressed in the terms of the Declaratory Act. But it was no dishonesty to have protested against the Act and still remain in a Church where subscription to the Standards had not effectively changed.

When in the changes to the Questions and the Formula were finally adopted making the Declaratory Act operative the Constitutionalists defended their stance by insisting that the majority were no longer in continuity with the Disruption Free Church of 1843 but had in fact formed a new Church with a new Constitution, an opinion fully vindicated in the House of Lords pronouncement.

It is surely also the case that, in keeping with their theological forebears in the classic reformed Scottish theological tradition, the men of 1900 in standing for the Constitution against innovation valued the unity of the Church. They believed that Protest and Dissent provided the facility to separate within the Church from what was an offence rather than separate from the Church because of it. Sadly in recent times we have seen those who boast of following in the line of classic Reformed theology falling at this hurdle.

The mind of the Constitutionalists may be seen from the words of Sir Henry Moncrieff, quoted by Dr. John Kennedy in a pamphlet around 1870,

“of one thing be assured, that of your ministers, elders, deacons and people not a few are resolved not to forsake the banner of the Free Church, and are resolved too not to separate from you till you have parted from them, by being actually incorporated with those whose fellowship you have preferred. They will adhere to you as long as they can, and if there be a disruption, the act shall be yours, and all Christendom shall know that it is.”

The Lord has seen fit to give to the Free Church of Scotland a distinctive testimony, and it is a testimony that still warrants our separate existence as a denomination. We, like the Constitutionalists of 1900, are not against a union of Churches, we are pro-union, provided that testimony we hold, including the Establishment Principle, Spiritual Independence, and the whole doctrine contained in the Confession, is preserved. But we realise that our distinctive testimony and the events in our history of defending and maintaining it, have led to us being greatly isolated among the Churches of the land.

But loyalty to the word of God, a missionary spirit in which preaching the free offer of the gospel is prominent, a zeal for souls and for the young to be spiritually nourished, and a biblical scholarship coupled to warm evangelical experience are still the interests which motivate us, for they are the interests of truth. And as long as these interests remain we intend to keep our denominational colours flying at the head of our mast.

Archibald McNeilage, the man who seconded the Motion against Union in the General Assembly of 30th October 1900, wrote in The Monthly Record the following year,

“The visible Church is Christ’s Kingdom on earth, and it has a duty to the whole framework of Society, whether it be the individual, the family, or the nation. The duty of the Church is to learn the truth, to hold fast the truth, and to declare the truth as she has seen it and as it has been revealed to her in the word. The form in which she expresses the truth so apprehended and understood becomes the Testimony of the Church.”

In 1900 the faithful minority were convinced that Scotland needed that testimony. Scotland in 2000 needs it no less.
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