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VII. 

REPORT 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC QUESTIONS, RELIGION & MORALS 

 

Introduction 
In our report we provide an update on the matters which have occupied the Committee during the past year.  
The Committee is responsible for making known the Church’s view on topics of spiritual and moral 
concern, and especially for representing that view to the civil power.  We are accountable to the General 
Assembly and under an obligation to indicate what action we have taken on the various issues of the day.  
We trust that what we have to say will also be of interest and help to the people of our Church. 
 
We live in difficult times for the Lord’s people.  They resemble that period when the Babylonians invaded 
Judah and ultimately laid siege to Jerusalem.  Asaph foresaw this calamity in Psalm 74.  The situation was so 
severe that it caused him to lament: “O God, why hast thou cast us off for ever? why doth thine anger smoke 
against the sheep of thy pasture?” (v.1)  Judah’s foes knew what had made the nation strong – the religion of 
Jehovah – and it became the focus of their attack.  Their assault was fierce, and bold in the extreme.  “Thine 
enemies roar in the midst of thy congregations; they set up their ensigns for signs.” (v.4)  Nothing was sacred 
to these aggressors – not even the temple.  “But now they break down the carved work thereof at once with 
axes and hammers.” (v.6).  It was a determined attempt to blot out the Jews and the cause they represented.  
“They said in their hearts, Let us destroy them together” (v.8). 
 
The tragedy for us is that most of the threats to our nation come from within.  They are more subtle in their 
character than external menaces, and more gradual in their effect, but they are just as lethal in the long term.  
Even in our lifetime there have been profound changes in the structure, order and very fabric of our society.  
While there have been scientific and technological advances, morally and spiritually our culture has been in 
decline.  We see an increasing antagonism to biblical teaching throughout the public sphere, both in the 
great institutions of state and, most shamefully of all, within the visible Church.  Where Bible truth once 
reigned, the ‘ensigns’ of “superstition, unbelief, and carnal wisdom have endeavoured to usurp the place of 
Christ crucified” (C.H. Spurgeon).  The result is a flood of ungodliness which, like a tsunami, threatens to 
overwhelm everything standing in its path, and to sweep it all away. 
 
What can be done in such a situation?  Asaph’s response is instructive.  He reminded the Lord that Judah’s 
foes were in fact denigrating Judah’s God: “the enemy hath reproached...the foolish people have 
blasphemed thy name” (v.18).  Then he urged the Lord to preserve the nation in its peril, as a people He had 
chosen for Himself and made great pledges to: “Have respect unto the covenant” (v.20).  Finally he 
beseeched the Lord to act upon His promises and to reveal His power: “Arise, O God, plead thine own 
cause” (v.22).  These are effectual petitions, when made in faith: the enemies of the Lord’s people are the 
Lord’s enemies too, and He is able to frustrate their designs and turn them back.  Thus the Babylonians did 
not win in the end.  Instead of slaying the Jews they took many of them into captivity, but after seventy long 
years the Lord delivered them by the hand of Cyrus and they returned with great joy to Judah.  The temple 
was rebuilt after the exile, and was even more glorious than the first. 
 
Most of the matters covered in this year’s report have arisen in the political realm, but have a relevance to 
the Church.  We deal firstly with those which relate particularly to Scotland and then with those which 
concern the United Kingdom generally.  The devolution of powers means that separating the two categories 
is not always straightforward.  Finally we report on one matter of an ecclesiastical nature. 
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We hope that our report will demonstrate that, while the day is dark, the Lord has not forsaken us utterly as 
a nation.  He is still on the throne of heaven, governing the affairs of this world to bring about the fulfilment 
of His eternal purpose; He is still hearing the pleas of His people which are made to Him at the throne of 
grace.  Faithful churches and zealous Christians can and do have an influence for good. 
 
1.  SCOTLAND 
The Scottish Parliament received a number of new powers in March.  Over the past year it continued to 
consider several important items of proposed legislation which were introduced under its previous powers. 
 
i.  Devolution 
Following the General Election in May 2015, in which the Conservative Party won an overall majority and 
formed the new government at Westminster, a bill was introduced to the UK Parliament to implement the 
recommendations of the Smith Commission.  The Commission had been set up in the wake of the ‘No’ vote 
in the referendum on Scottish independence held on 18th September 2014, being tasked with producing 
recommendations as to what further powers should be devolved to strengthen the Scottish Parliament within 
the UK.  In their submission to the Commission, the Committee expressed the desire that “whatever further 
constitutional changes may take place as a result of the present discussions and future debate nothing should 
be done which would lead to a further weakening of the Christian character of the United Kingdom, 
whether considered as a whole or in terms of its constituent parts.” 
 
The publication of the Commission’s report on 27th November 2014 led to the introduction of the Scotland 
Bill at Westminster, which was passed on 23rd March; the Scottish Parliament had given its unanimous 
consent to the Bill on 16th March.  The Scotland Act makes the Parliament a permanent institution, with a 
referendum required to abolish it.  Amongst other things, the Parliament now enjoys: 
 

– power to legislate how the Parliament is elected, a two-thirds majority within the Parliament being  
necessary for any proposed change; 

– power to set income tax rates and bands on non-savings and non-dividend income; 
– control over a number of welfare and housing-related benefits; 
– control over the functions of the British Transport Police and Ofcom and the management of the 

Crown Estate as it relates to Scotland; 
– control over abortion laws. 

 
For Christians the final provision is the most significant.  There is clearly a logic to it, as responsibility for 
health and criminal justice matters already belonged to the Scottish Parliament.  It means that when new 
MSPs are sworn in following the Scottish Parliament election on 5th May, they will have the power in their 
hands to change the law on abortion in Scotland.  The question is, how are they likely to use it? 
 
It would be good to be able to say that the Parliament will move quickly to show its concern for the unborn 
children whose lives are being destroyed daily in hospitals and clinics throughout Scotland, and take steps to 
end this shameful practice.  The signs are not encouraging though.  The First Minister Nicola Sturgeon 
welcomed the move to devolve abortion law, but she has also said: “I have no intention, this Government has 
no intention, of legislating to change the current time limits for abortion.” (The general time limit is 24 weeks).  
The Conservative leader Ruth Davidson also believes that the abortion limit is set at about the right level.  The 
Labour Party’s spokeswoman, Jenny Marra, went further, expressing the fear that devolving abortion law 
“could undermine the right of women to make their own decisions”. 
 
Sadly these views represent the prevailing attitude.  Abortion is regarded as a liberty which women have, and 
as long as they exercise it within the law then it must be viewed as their ‘right’.  It is obvious that there will be 
no progress on this issue until we stop hiding behind this specious argument and face up to the reality of 
abortion – something we are very reluctant to do, given the solemn implications.  The Shorter Catechism 
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teaches us that the sixth commandment forbids the sin of “the taking away of our own life, or the life of our 
neighbour unjustly” (Q/A. 69), which must include the life of the unborn child.  Like every sin, abortion 
deserves “God’s wrath and curse, both in this life, and that which is to come” (Q/A. 84). 
 
The Bible does not allow us to be indifferent about this matter, for it says: “Open thy mouth for the dumb in 
the cause of all such as are appointed to destruction” (Prov. 31:8).  We believe that there are some in the 
Scottish Parliament who have a conscience on the issue of abortion and would at least want a lowering of 
the time limit.  That is not the ultimate answer of course: the deliberate ending of the life of a child in the 
womb is simply wrong and should be made illegal, whatever the stage of development.  We need to pray for 
a spirit of repentance in our nation, for this and all the other evils we are guilty of, and an accompanying 
revolution in the thinking of our politicians.  It may be that, unseen by us as yet, the Lord is opening up a 
way whereby one day Scotland’s silent holocaust will be brought to an end. 
 
As to the question of Scottish independence, those in favour of such a move appear to be proceeding 
cautiously for the most part.  The General Election did not provide the Scottish National Party with the 
balance of power and controlling influence at Westminster it might have hoped for.  The forthcoming 
Scottish Parliament election may well see an SNP administration returned, but perhaps with pressure from 
the public that they make use of the powers the Parliament now has, rather than continue to pursue more 
powers. 
 
We are thankful to the Lord that neither the Smith Commission nor the Scotland Bill made any proposals 
which would affect our Protestant monarchy in the UK or our Presbyterian church establishment in 
Scotland.  We must keep a watchful eye on developments at both Holyrood and Westminster, to ensure that 
those who wish to further secularise our country do not succeed, whether they go about this openly or 
covertly. 
 
ii. Same-Sex ‘Marriage’ 
In May last year it was brought to the Committee’s attention that, following the Marriage and Civil 
Partnership (Scotland) Act passed by the Scottish Parliament in February 2014, the nomination form which 
the Church has been required to complete for the approval of individuals as celebrants of religious 
marriages in Scotland has been changed, so as to include not only the celebrating of religious marriages but 
also the celebrating of so-called “belief marriages”.  This reflects the fact than the 2014 Act placed “belief” 
celebrants on the same footing as religious celebrants.  The explanatory notes on the Act make clear that 
one of the purposes of the inclusion of this new term was to allow marriages to be celebrated by humanists 
(who have been able to be temporarily authorised for specified marriages since 2005). 
 
Importantly however, the changes to the form do not appear to have been influenced by any of the 
provisions of the 2014 Act regarding same-sex ‘marriage’.  The form available to us applies only to the 
celebration of “opposite-sex marriages” and, in terms of the Act, there are to be separate registers for 
opposite-sex marriages and same-sex ‘marriages’ performed by the nominees of religious and “belief” 
bodies.  Therefore, although the introduction of the additional words into the form raises concerns, the 
Committee have been advised that our ministers can still celebrate marriages in Scotland within the terms of 
this Act without compromise of our principles.  The Committee are thankful to Mr Maurice Grant for his 
invaluable help in regard to this subject. 
 
The 2015 General Assembly of the Church of Scotland voted to permit congregations to call a minister in a 
same-sex civil partnership.  It also took the first step towards extending that provision to ministers in same-
sex ‘marriages’.  Presbyteries were then consulted under the Barrier Act.  Of the 45 presbyteries, 26 have 
now voted in favour of the move and 19 against.  In terms of the individual members of the presbyteries, 
1,207 (52.4%) have voted in favour and 1,096 (47.6%) against.  This is a somewhat narrower margin in 
favour than the consultation the previous year on allowing congregations to call a minister in a civil 
partnership, which found 31 presbyteries in favour of the move and 14 against, with 1,391 (54.7%) 

REPORTS TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF  



THE FREE CHURCH OF SCOTLAND (CONTINUING) 2016 41 

members of the presbyteries voting in favour and 1,153 (45.3%) against. 
 
The General Assembly this year will have the final say on the matter.  While there have been occasions 
when Assemblies have abandoned legislation which had been approved by a previous Assembly and a 
majority of presbyteries, it looks unlikely that such a thing will occur in this case, although we pray that it 
will.  If not, then the Church of Scotland, by putting into its own standing law something which is an 
abomination in God’s sight and clearly contrary to Scripture, will be alienating itself even further from the 
historic Christian faith and placing itself in danger of being rejected by the Lord.  That is what happens 
when a church is determined to follow the spirit of the age, rather than the Spirit of Christ. 
 
iii. Assisted Suicide 
The Assisted Suicide (Scotland) Bill was formally introduced into the Scottish Parliament on 13th 
November 2013 by the Independent MSP Margo MacDonald.  After her death it was taken over by the 
Green MSP Patrick Harvie and underwent consideration by the Health and Sport Committee.  The Bill  
aimed to make it lawful to assist a person to commit suicide in certain circumstances, namely, where a 
person has a terminal or life-shortening illness or a progressive condition which is terminal or life-
shortening, and wishes to end his or her life.  On 26th May last year, the day before the Parliament was due 
to vote on the Bill, the Committee sent the following letter to all MSPs: 

 
We write to ask you to attend the debate on the Assisted Suicide Bill which is due to take place in 
the Scottish Parliament on 27th May and to vote against the Bill.  Below are the main reasons for our 
request: 
 
1) The Bill is based on the mistaken idea that a person has a ‘right’ to end his or her own life. 
The sixth commandment of the moral law contained in the Bible states, “Thou shalt not 
kill” (Exodus 20:13). By this commandment we understand that God condemns both murder and self
-murder.  The Larger Catechism, a doctrinal standard of our Church and of other Presbyterian 
churches in Scotland, explains that among the sins forbidden in the sixth commandment are: “all 
taking away the life of ourselves, or of others, except in case of publick justice, lawful war, or 
necessary defence” (Q. 136). 
 
Our lives are in God’s hand to do as He pleases with them and not in our hand to do as we please 
with them.  It is therefore a sin either to take one’s own life (which is what those who seek and 
procure an assisted suicide will be doing if the proposal becomes law) or to help another person to 
take his or her own life (which is what the ‘licensed facilitators’, pharmacists, doctors, police, etc., 
will be doing if the proposal becomes law). 
 
There are choices we make in life which have can have a major impact upon our futures.  We come 
to decisions on such things as education, career and marriage.  Suicide cannot be regarded as just 
another one of these ‘life choices’.  There is nothing subjective about it for it is a final choice from 
which there is no going back. According to the Bible the implications for those who depart this 
world without forgiveness for their sins are enormous and indeed horrendous: “It is a fearful thing to 
fall into the hands of the living God” (Hebrews 10:31).  We do not believe that any of the situations 
in which people may find themselves, including those stated in the Bill, however difficult and 
distressing for themselves, their families and their friends, justify the deliberate ending of their lives.  
For anyone to attempt to make a definitive judgment on how long someone has to live or on the 
quality of someone’s life is to assume the place of God. 
 
2) The Bill is a further attack upon the sanctity of human life. 
It is regrettable that the Bill and its supporting documents do not contain any discussion of what 
constitutes the real worth of a person’s life.  We maintain that man’s true dignity lies in the fact that 
he is made in the image and likeness of God: each of us has a never-dying soul which means that 
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uniquely among the creatures we are capable of knowing and enjoying God and of finding our real 
fulfilment in this relationship. 
 
In recent decades laws have been passed or proposed in our country which allow the ending of life at 
both ends of the age range.  At one end we have the destruction of defenceless infants by abortion; at 
the other there is a clamour to allow euthanasia to be performed on the elderly and frail.  This Bill 
would permit the hastening of death for some individuals in the middle. Is this what is meant by a 
“compassionate” society?  Do we have any idea what sort of culture we are creating by abandoning 
the Christian foundations of our nation? 
 
Even if there was just the slightest possibility that ending one’s life or assisting someone in the 
ending of his or her life was going beyond what properly belongs to man then we would surely be 
wise to refrain from such actions.  Yet is it not plain to us all that there is far more than a possibility 
that such actions are wrong? 
 
In March the First Minister stated concerning the Bill: “I believe we should support people to live 
and I am therefore in favour of good quality palliative care.”  We are very thankful to the Lord for 
the advances in palliative care which have been made in modern times.  These developments mean 
that the suffering associated with conditions which may be beyond medical treatment can often be 
alleviated significantly.  We believe that in a truly benevolent society such care ought to be 
supported rather than suicide, whether assisted or otherwise. 
 
3) The Bill is a real danger to individuals who need the protection and affirmation of our society. 
The Bill requires that the person seeking assisted suicide must have a terminal or life-shortening 
illness, or a progressive condition which is either terminal or life-shortening.  Yet as the First 
Minister also said in March: “There also remains a major stumbling block to assisted suicide: How 
could you have sufficient safeguards?”  If this legislation is passed then our fear is that people with 
various debilitating conditions may begin to think that they are under pressure not to be a ‘burden’ 
on their loved ones or wider society.  They may feel that there is an obligation upon them to take the 
steps which have been sanctioned by parliament whereby their lives may be brought to a close – 
especially when there are people available who have official approval to assist them in this ‘duty’. 
 
According to the Larger Catechism another sin forbidden in the sixth commandment is “the 
neglecting or withdrawing the lawful and necessary means of preservation of life.”  While the duty 
of preserving life applies to us all it is especially relevant to those who work in the health 
professions.  We regard it as particularly sad and indeed perverse that medical practitioners, whose 
very calling is to sustain life, should be employed in helping to bring about the early demise of some 
of their fellow human beings. 
 
In addition we believe that those who are entrusted with the making of our laws should use their 
authority to protect and succour the weak and vulnerable in our society and not to facilitate the 
bringing of harm to them – in this case actual death. 
 
4) The Bill is in direct opposition to the Scottish Government’s own policy on suicide. 
Since 2003 the Scottish Government has been operating a suicide prevention strategy through NHS 
Scotland under the banner of ‘Choose Life’.  The website tells us: “Every life lost to suicide is a 
tragedy.  One suicide represents lost life, lost talent, lost creativity, a lost mother or father, brother, 
sister, son or daughter and a wound that does not easily heal in those who are left behind.”(http://
www.chooselife.net/Aboutsuicide/index.aspx)      
 
We could not agree more with this statement.  It is a message which is also contained in the Bible 
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where we read: “I call heaven and earth to record this day against you, that I have set before you life 
and death, blessing and cursing: therefore choose life, that both thou and thy seed may 
live.” (Deuteronomy 30:19)  However hopeless our condition may appear to be there is the promise 
of eternal life through faith in the Saviour who said: “I am come that they might have life, and that 
they might have it more abundantly” (John 10:10). 
 
The Bill is obviously in contradiction to this worthwhile strategy.  If it passed it would effectively 
mean that the state is saying that there is ‘good’ suicide as well as bad – the sort of confusion which 
always results when we try to be wiser than God. 
 
Suicide is never the answer to any plight we may find ourselves in and is likely to plunge us into a 
far more miserable eternity.  The way to true peace and lasting happiness is, as it always has been, 
through the gospel of God’s undeserved grace in the Lord Jesus Christ: “For God so loved the world, 
that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life” (John 3:16). 
 
For these and many other reasons we respectfully urge you to be present in the Parliament on 
Wednesday and to vote against the Bill. 

______ 
 
The Committee received replies from over twenty MSPs, most of whom indicated that they would be 
opposing the Bill, in what was a free vote.  For interest we give excerpts from the replies received from 
three MSPs representing three different parties: 
 

(SNP) “There are strong arguments put forward in favour of the legislation not least of which is to 
provide some respite and assistance to individuals who are facing very great challenges in their 
health due to degenerative conditions.  I have however not been able to accept these arguments given 
the strength of emphasis on the sanctity of human life.  This is a rare and precious gift that is given 
to us all and I believe there are no circumstances in which we should go down the route of creating 
conditions in which people can voluntarily decide to terminate their lives.” 
 
(Labour) “First of all can I assure you that, while I am not a person of faith, I share your view about 
assisted suicide.  I took a great deal of time when Margo Macdonald introduced the previous Bill in 
2008 to consider the merit and need for such a measure.  This proposal deals with some of the 
concerns raised about checks and safeguards and the duty placed on doctors, but, like you, I am not 
entirely convinced they have been fully resolved.  More importantly, it is the fundamental principle 
that I still disagree with, and as a result I do not support this Bill.” 
 
(Conservative) “I am concerned about many practical aspects of the Bill as proposed, and moreover 
am concerned about the principle that underpins the legislation that the best response that we as a 
society can have to those in a suffering situation is to assist them to kill themselves.  For these 
reasons I will be opposing the Bill at Stage One.” 

 
We were pleased that the Parliament voted against the Bill by 82 votes to 36 (there are 129 MSPs in total).  
The scale of the defeat ought to mean that it will be some time before this issue is raised in Parliament 
again. 
 
iv. Organ and Tissue Donation 
We reported last year that the Labour MSP Anne McTaggart had secured the right to introduce her Organ 
and Tissue Donation (Scotland) Bill to the Scottish Parliament.  The Bill proposed to amend the law on 
human transplantation, including by authorising, in certain circumstances, the posthumous removal of 
organs and tissues from adults who have not expressly given their consent.  A system of “presumed 
consent” would operate, such that individuals would have to “opt out” if they did not want their organs to 
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be used for transplantation.  The Committee contributed to the consultation on the proposed bill in October 
2014, expressing their opposition to its main proposal on the grounds that it effectively cedes ownership of 
the deceased’s remains to the state, could increase the distress of the relatives in their loss, and might be the 
first step towards a situation where the bodies of the departed will be regarded as commodities to be 
exploited for any number of reasons.  We urged that greater encouragement be given instead to living 
donations of the range of organs and tissues for which that option is possible. 
 
On 1st June 2015 the Bill was introduced to the Parliament under the new title of the Transplantation 
(Authorisation of Removal of Organs etc.) (Scotland) Bill.  On 9th February the Bill fell following the 
Stage 1 debate, with the Parliament voting by 65 to 48 to reject the Bill because of “serious concerns about 
the practical impact of the specific details in the Bill that relate to organ donation rates and transplants.”  
This being the reason for the Bill’s defeat, rather than an objection to the principle behind the Bill, it will 
not be surprising if the subject returns to the Parliament before too long. 
 
v. Named Persons 
The Committee’s report to the 2014 General Assembly referred to the passing by the Scottish Parliament of 
the Children and Young People (Scotland) Act.  Among other things, the Act requires certain public bodies 
in Scotland to provide ‘Named Persons’ for every child and young person in Scotland.  The General 
Assembly directed the Committee to look into the relationship between the new legislation and the Child 
Protection system already in place. 
 
Last year we reported that our investigations into the subject were not yet complete and that the legal 
challenge to the legislation was ongoing.  The General Assembly came to the following finding: “They 
permit the Committee to continue their work on this matter and instruct the Committee to submit a full 
report with recommendations to the 2016 General Assembly or to an earlier Commission of Assembly as 
appropriate.”  The Committee’s report on Named Persons now follows: 
 

The Named Person Scheme 
 
Introduction 
Our report originates from the following finding of the 2014 General Assembly: “The General Assembly 
direct the Committee on Public Questions, Religion & Morals to investigate the relationship of the Named 
Persons legislation and the implementation of the existing Child Protection system and report to the 
forthcoming General Assembly with recommendations for both the denomination and for Christian 
parents.” 
 
The Legislation Establishing the Scheme 
The Named Person scheme is part of the Children and Young People (Scotland) Act, which was introduced 
to the Scottish Parliament on 17th April 2013, passed on 19th February 2014 and became law on 27th 
March 2014.  This wide-ranging legislation includes some relatively innocuous measures, such as free 
school dinners for children in their early primary education, but also some contentious ones.  It has been 
characterised overall as a “culture shift” for Scotland’s children, in terms of how their needs are now to be 
made central to the way in which services are delivered. 
 
One aspect of the Act has proved particularly controversial.  As a consequence of the Act, from 1st April 
2015 twenty-four public bodies in Scotland became ‘corporate parents’.  These bodies are now required to 
provide a ‘Named Person’ for children from the moment of their birth until the age of eighteen, with a 
responsibility to look after their ‘wellbeing’, a concept which has been given definition.  The intention is 
that such persons will be a single point of contact for advice or anxiety about the particular children 
assigned to them.  The bodies include the more obvious, such as local authorities, the police, the NHS and 
the social services, and the less so, such as the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service, Scottish Sports Council 
and Bòrd na Gàidhlig.  Scottish Ministers may, through secondary legislation, modify this list. 
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A child’s Named Person will change as he or she gets older.  For a pre-school child, the Named Person is to 
be from the health board: from birth up until ten days old, the child’s Named Person will be the mother’s 
midwife, and then the child’s health visitor will take over.  For a child attending school, the Named Person 
is to be from the local authority: it will usually be the child’s headteacher at Primary School, and 
headteacher, depute head or guidance teacher at Secondary School; where the child attends a grant-aided or 
independent school the Named Person is to be from the ‘directing authority’ – typically the managers or the 
proprietor of the school concerned.  For a child in legal custody, the Named Person will be the Scottish 
Ministers, acting via the Scottish Prison Service. 
 
Children who are homeschooled will also have a Named Person provided by the local authority.  The draft 
statutory guidance for the relevant parts of the Act states: “When a home educated child reaches school age, 
the health board, as the outgoing Named Person service, must tell the local authority, as the incoming 
Named Person service, that the health board no longer has responsibility in relation to the individual child.  
In order to transfer responsibility for provision of the Named Person service, the health board will need to 
tell the local authority of residence the child’s name and address, who the child’s parents are and any 
relevant information about the child’s wellbeing.” (6.1.32)  It also states: “When a local authority becomes 
aware that a child of school age is being home educated, they will, as soon as practicable, need to tell the 
child and parents about the arrangements in place for contacting the child’s Named Person.  They should let 
the child and parents know that the service is available as an entitlement.  They should also tell them that 
any further engagement – beyond the local authority’s responsibility to ensure that suitable and efficient 
education is being provided – will only occur if the child or parent seeks advice or support, or if someone 
else raises concerns about the child’s wellbeing with the Named Person service.” (6.1.36) 
 
While the guidance is not specific, one of our ministers who serves within the area covered by the Highland 
Council and home-schools his children reports that the local primary school headmaster is the Named 
Person for his school-age children.  He and his wife have no formal contact with the Named Person and the 
Named Person does not know their children, although they have noticed that letters they receive from the 
health services are copied to him.  It appears that the school nurse may now have taken over as the Named 
Person, but the situation is not entirely clear.  The local health visitor acts as the Named Person for their 
preschool children.  It is important to note that the right of parents to home educate, and the right of parents 
to seek permission from their local authority to withdraw a child from school in order to home educate, are 
unchanged by the Act and unaffected by the introduction of the Named Person scheme. 
 
With regard to a young person who has left school but is under the age of eighteen, the guidance indicates 
that ordinarily the Named Person will continue to be provided by the same local authority, even if the young 
person is attending a further or higher education establishment away from home (6.1.14).  The authority 
will be able to decide which posts within their structure can most effectively carry out the Named Person 
functions in relation to these fifteen to seventeen-year-olds.  The following directions are given: “Given the 
potential needs of this group, the Named Person should be someone with the experience and knowledge to 
provide educational and personal support to children relevant to their age and the nature of their 
participation in post-school activity.  The Named Person should also be able to give advice and information 
to other practitioners.  They should be able to access and analyse relevant information from the child’s 
previous Named Person or Named Person service, and help children access local support networks if 
required.” (6.1.15)  And: “The Named Person arrangements for these children should be proportionate and 
informed by the child’s views.” (6.1.16)  Finally, if young people are over eighteen but still at school, then 
the Named Person scheme will continue to apply to them, until they leave school (7.1.1); the arrangements 
will “most likely” be a continuation of those that were in place before they reached eighteen (7.1.3). 
 
Given what we said earlier about the devolution of abortion law, it is notable that the legislation does not 
envisage a Named Person having any statutory role for unborn children.  This is despite the fact that in our 
modern society the period spent in the womb is when the ‘wellbeing’ of children may be under the greatest 
threat.  The guidance simply states: “As soon as reasonably practicable, but not later that at 28 weeks’ 
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gestation, the health board should identify who will be the baby’s prospective Named Person when they are 
born.” (p.87)  (It will normally be the health visitor or a family nurse.)  And: “At around 32 weeks’ 
gestation, but not later than 36 weeks’ gestation, all pregnant women should be offered contact with the 
prospective Named Person for their baby.” (p.88) 
 
Pilots for the scheme have been run in several places, including the Edinburgh, Fife, Angus and South 
Ayrshire council areas.  The most extensive and high profile one has been in the Highland Council area.  
The Scottish Government has been open about Named Persons being used across much of the country but at 
present they are not operating on a statutory basis: only if and when the full legislative scheme comes into 
force on 31st August will the Named Persons, who have attracted the designation ‘state guardians’, and 
even ‘state snoopers’, be able to exercise the full powers vested in them. 
 
The Background to the Scheme 
If Named Persons are to be responsible for assessing the wellbeing of children and young people, then it is 
obvious that there must be a standard by which the wellbeing of children and young people is to be 
measured.  What is the basis for the Named Person scheme?  The answer is found in a motion which was 
passed by the Scottish Parliament on 25th September 2013, following a debate on Named Persons: 
 

“That the Parliament reaffirms its ambition that Scotland should be the best place in the world for 
children and young people to grow up; considers that the protection of children from harm and the 
promotion of their wellbeing is of paramount importance; recognises the critical role in achieving 
that of the Getting It Right for Every Child approach, which has been successfully developed in 
Scotland ever since its inception during the first administration after devolution; understands that the 
named person has been developed and implemented as an essential element of that approach, as a 
means of making appropriate and proportionate support available to children and families in a 
coordinated and collaborative way, reducing bureaucracy and making the best use of public 
resources, and welcomes the opportunity provided by the Children and Young People (Scotland) Bill 
to secure the protection, nurture and support that children and their families need to flourish.” [italics 
ours] 

 
It is a fact that governing administrations in Scotland have been pursuing a distinctive approach towards 
children, termed “Getting It Right For Every Child”, or GIRFEC, for over ten years now.  This policy was 
formulated following a review of the Children’s Hearings System in 2004, conducted by the Labour-Liberal 
Democrat coalition then in power, which concluded that if outcomes are to be improved for vulnerable 
children then agencies need to intervene earlier and in a more integrated and proactive way, in response to 
identified needs and risks.  The Highland Council was the ‘pathfinder’ authority for GIRFEC, with a project 
beginning in 2006, and this was followed by the establishment of a GIRFEC programme in 2008.  The 
passing of the Children and Young People (Scotland) Act in 2014 enshrined the principles of GIRFEC into 
law.  GIRFEC is rooted in the idea of ‘children’s rights’, and especially in the framework known as the 
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.  This international agreement, which was ratified by 
the UK in 1991, lays down the ‘rights’ it is thought every child should have from birth to the age of 
eighteen.   
 
Earlier this year the government issued a short leaflet entitled Understanding wellbeing.  The leaflet states 
that “Wellbeing sits at the heart of the GIRFEC approach”, and that, “All services working with children 
and young people, and those who care for them, must play their part to promote, support and safeguard 
children and young people’s wellbeing.”  A so-called ‘National Practice Model’ has been drawn up using a 
series of diagrams called the ‘Wellbeing Wheel’, the ‘My World Triangle’ and the ‘Resilience Matrix’.  The 
‘Wellbeing Wheel’ is to be used to examine eight key aspects of every child’s life known as the 
‘SHANARRI’ indicators: this second acronym stands for “Safe, Healthy, Achieving, Nurtured, Active, 
Respected, Responsible, and Included”. 
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In November 2014 an Easy Read guide to GIRFEC was produced by ENABLE Scotland on behalf of the 
Health and Social Care Alliance Scotland, the latter body having been funded by the government to run a 
project to help parents, carers and children understand GIRFEC.  It stated: “Wellbeing is another word for 
how happy you are.”  The leaflet listed the sorts of things which contribute to the SHANARRI wellbeing 
indicators.  It informed parents that “people who work with your child” will check, among other things, that 
your child: 
 

– has a safe place to live 
– is protected from abuse 
– eats healthy food 
– gets enough exercise 
– is happy and feels good 
– goes to the doctor and dentist when they need to 
– learns new things 
– feels confident 
– gets praise when they do well 
– has someone to turn to when they are upset 
– has daily routines for eating, sleeping and personal care 
– does fun things with the family 
– does activities they like to do 
– can keep things private if they want 
– gets a say in things like how their room is decorated and what to watch on TV   
– knows about right and wrong 
– has the right level of responsibility for their age – they tidy their room or do the dishes 
– can be part of a group like Scouts, Brownies or a football group if they want to 
– is not left out 

 
The leaflet caused something of an outcry and was withdrawn from the Alliance website during the summer 
of 2015: nothing was put in its place.  There was no apology for the leaflet however, and one suspects that 
the content does indeed represent the way in which the government and many in the field would like Named 
Persons to operate. 
 
That this is indeed the case is confirmed by a document on the Scottish Government website. Entitled 
“Outcome signifiers – Descriptions of what a child’s well being might look like at various stages of their 
lives,” it contains a list of “issues that might be taken into account by practitioners when considering the 
well being of a child or young person.”  Each of the eight SHANARRI categories has its own signifiers, 
there being 308 in total.  There are some signifiers that are either very demanding, wholly subjective or 
simply impractical; there are others that are either very personal, morally questionable, or otherwise 
inappropriate.  Consider the following examples: 
 

SAFE 
The child or young person: 
• behaves in a sexually appropriate way for their age and stage of development. 
• has good strategies for minimising risks in social situations. 
• has a well-developed sense of self esteem and self respect. 
 
HEALTHY 
The child or young person: 
• is mostly satisfied with life, smiles and laughs a lot. 
• understands and is not unduly anxious about the physical changes taking place during puberty. 
• adopts safe practices and acts responsibly in age-appropriate sexually-active situations. 
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• has a positive and respectful approach to his or her own sexuality. 
• has a positive and respectful approach to other people’s sexuality. 
 
ACHIEVING 
The child or young person: 
• is a successful learner, confident individual, responsible citizen and effective contributor. 
• is generally optimistic and realistic about what he or she can achieve. 

 
NURTURED 
The child or young person: 
• lives in an environment which promotes their cognitive and emotional development through age-
appropriate stimuli. 
 
ACTIVE 
The child or young person: 
• is encouraged to be curious and to explore her or his environment. 
 
RESPECTED 
The child or young person: 
• feels that parents/carers and other family members respect their privacy and personal space. 
• feels that they are treated by parents/carers as individuals in their own right with their own needs, 
expectations and aspirations. 
 
RESPONSIBLE 
Depending upon age, maturity and any additional support needs, the school-aged child or adolescent: 
• participates in appropriate school and voluntary activities to develop responsibility, leadership, social 
networking and decision making skills. 
 
INCLUDED 
The child: 
• feels that the school has a positive view towards his or her faith. 
Within the community the child or young person: 
• feels listened to and taken seriously by friends and neighbours. 
• can access, if needed, a faith network in order to practice his or her faith. 

 
If the government has made some attempt to persuade Scottish parents of the merits of the Named Person 
scheme, then it has also sought to sell the ideas behind it directly to children.  A government executive 
agency, Education Scotland, hired the Hopscotch Theatre Company to put on a production entitled ‘Rights of 
the Child’ in Scottish primary schools.  The play toured parts of the country last Autumn, promoting the 
government’s philosophy to some 30,000 children.  As part of the package teachers received a 24-page 
teaching resource containing lesson plans, one of which suggested that parents are only one among several 
categories of people to whom the primary duty in looking after children belongs.  Pupils were taught two 
songs, designed to fix the government’s message in their minds.  There was: 
 

the SHANARRI Song 
 
Chorus – 
 Hello sunshine.  Hello blue sky 
 S-H-A-N-A-R-R-I 
 We’re safe and we’re healthy and achieving 
 We’re nurtured and we’re active every day 
 Respected you can see.  Responsible are we 
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 When everyone’s included we can be happy 
 Hello sunshine.  Hello blue sky 
 S-H-A-N-A-R-R-I 
 
Verse – 
 Let’s work together / Brighten up the weather 
 We can make a wonderful dream 
 Let’s hold a vigil / For every individual 
 To play their part in the greatest team 
 We can measure / Pride and pleasure 
 It’s the way we’re sure to win 
 Let’s not tarry / We can do Shanarri 
 Let’s put the joy in joining in 

 
(Surely propaganda of this sort is more akin to what we might expect from the education system in a 
country like North Korea, rather than in Scotland!  Parents expect their children to be taught things which 
will prepare them for adult life, not a mantra which promotes a controversial government policy.) 
 

Then there was: 
 
We’ve Got the Right 
 
Chorus – 
 I got the right, she got the right, he got the right, we got the right 
 We’re the children, we’ve got rights. Let the people know it. 
 We’re the children, we’ve got rights.  Let the children show it 
 Show it 
 Let the children show it. 
 
Verse 1   
 We’ve a right to our opinions 
 A right to have our say 
 We’ve a right to good nutrition 
 We’ve a right to play 
 We’ve a right to education 
 Right to go to school 
 We’ve a right to care and comfort 
 Rights are super cool 
 
Verse 2 
 We’ve the right to know our rights 
 Keep us safe from dangers 
 We’ve the right to have a name 
 Protecting us from strangers 
 We’ve the right to be included 
 Rights are so essential 
 We’ve the right to live our lives 
 Reaching our potential 

 
(Clearly, in this brave new world, one right that children do not have is to be taught proper English!) 
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The Named Person scheme is closely related to the existing child protection system.  In January 2015 Jackie  
Brock, Chief Executive Officer of Children in Scotland, the national agency for voluntary, statutory and 
professional organisations and individuals working with children and their families, said: “Having a 
primary point of contact available to all children is the formalisation of practice that already exists across 
the country.”  Likewise the acting Minister for Children and Young People at the time, Fiona McLeod, said 
of Named Persons: “They will build on the kind of supportive role that teachers, doctors, nurses and health 
visitors have long offered to children and parents.” 
 
No legal standard is required for allegations which may initiate child protection measures and possible 
intervention by the authorities.  However there is a legal standard which the authorities must meet before 
sharing information about a child without parental consent.  Presently that standard is when the child is  “at 
risk of significant harm”.  Disturbingly the Named Person scheme lowers that standard.  It is no longer a 
matter of a child’s safety: a Named Person can take action where there are concerns simply about a child’s 
wellbeing – something which makes it much easier for them to pass on confidential data.  The policy 
memorandum accompanying the Act states: “...the role of the Named Person is based on the idea that 
information on less critical concerns about a child’s wellbeing must be shared if a full picture of their 
wellbeing is to be put together and if action is to be taken to prevent these concerns developing into more 
serious issues.”  The government guidance on the Act states: “a series of low level indicators of wellbeing 
need (whether obviously related or not) taken together can amount to a child protection issue” (2.3.6). 
 
Some professionals are only too keen on intervention – and the earlier the better, it seems.  They view every 
child as a potential candidate for abuse or a potential social problem, and so want to take action to prevent 
such things happening.  The result is that the child’s behaviour is monitored, the parents’ attitudes are 
scrutinised and extensive details on both are shared – because of the mere possibility that the child is in 
danger of harm or will turn out to be a misfit of some kind.  The Named Person scheme means that 
intervention can now take place at the lowest level of concern on the part of professionals. 
 
The Concerns Regarding the Scheme 
Many concerns have arisen over the Named Person scheme, as the details of how it will operate and the 
implications of its operation have become clear.  The chief concerns which have been expressed are: 
 

• that the Named Person scheme is an unwarranted intrusion into family life, and means that parenting 
will now be subject to policing by the state; 
• that the Named Person’s assessment of a child’s “wellbeing” will be influenced by the personal bias of 
the Named Person; 
• that the Named Person will interact with the child in isolation from the child’s parents, promoting ideas 
and values which are contrary to the parents’ beliefs; 
• that sensitive personal data relating to individual children and their parents will be forwarded to and 
shared by Named Persons, without the knowledge or consent of the parents; 
• that the use of health visitors and teachers as Named Persons will harm the trust that parents generally 
have in such professionals and create tensions in the relationships they have with them; 
• that as there is no provision for parents to opt out of the Named Person scheme, it amounts to a system 
of state surveillance covering every child in Scotland and, by extension, every family. 
• that a failure to engage with their child’s Named Person could land parents in trouble with the 
authorities, with the social services being alerted to a ‘problem’ family; 
• that the Named Person scheme will actually fail in its purpose.  Because it applies universally, 
covering all of Scotland’s one million children and young people, it will utilise precious resources in 
monitoring the majority of children who are in loving families, when these resources ought to be 
concentrated on genuinely vulnerable children.  In many cases of parental abuse, the children are already 
known to social services and are under their scrutiny: the problem is with the effectiveness of that 
scrutiny.  It is not easy to see how the Named Person scheme will help this: the legislation setting it up 
never mentions vulnerable children, concentrating instead on the idea of wellbeing. 
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Even if it were assumed that the Named Person scheme is a good idea in principle, there are important 
practical considerations which also cause concern.  The weighty responsibilities of a Named Person will fall 
principally upon health visitors and teachers.  These are people who have great demands on their time: is it 
really right to require them in addition, with no extra pay, to make important decisions concerning a large 
number of children (headteachers could easily end up being the Named Person to several hundred pupils) – 
decisions which may have a lasting impact, not only on those children, but also on their parents?  Because 
of the pressure to make the scheme a ‘success’, and a desire not to be the individual who allowed a child to 
‘slip through the net’, it is also likely that Named Persons will feel that they ought to report even the most 
trivial matters to the social services.  This in turn will lead to more demands upon social workers, who will 
have to follow up families where no real need exists. 
 
We would all agree that the state has a right, and even a duty, to intervene when there is clear evidence that 
children are being physically harmed at home.  Family life and privacy cannot be sacrosanct then.  But the 
Named Person scheme is a blanket provision, designed to ensure that every child in the land enjoys a 
government-approved idea of “wellbeing”.  That might be fine if what was in mind was a material provision 
only, aimed at helping the poorest families in our society.  But, as we have seen, the government’s idea of 
“wellbeing” goes far beyond that, embracing subjective and subtle concepts such as ‘achievement’ and 
‘respect’.  Our fear is that the government is determined that all children in Scotland should be raised 
according to its own values.  We can use many terms to describe those values: they are humanist, secular, 
‘progressive’ and liberal – but they are not Christian. 
 
In the end the Named Person scheme is shaping up to be a threat to civil (and perhaps also to religious)  
liberty. 
 
The Opposition to the Scheme 
It is the case that many children’s charities, and other bodies concerned with the welfare of children, have 
indicated their general support for the Named Person scheme. Among them are: Aberlour, Action for 
Children, Barnardo’s Scotland, Children 1st, NSPCC, Royal College of Nursing, Scottish Secondary 
Teachers’ Association.  However there has also been vigorous opposition to the scheme.  When the Bill 
which set it up was voted on in Parliament, the Conservatives abstained; they were against the scheme, but 
did not want to oppose the other measures contained in the Bill.  At Stage 1 on 21st November 2013, when 
the general principles of the Bill were voted on, 104 MSPs voted in favour, while 14 MSPs (all 
Conservatives) abstained.  At Stage 3, the final vote, 103 MSPs voted in favour, while 15 MSPs (again all 
Conservatives) abstained (the Conservatives also attempted to amend the scheme by introducing an opt-out 
for parents, but this move was rejected by the government).  The Conservatives have continued their 
opposition and their leader Ruth Davidson has stated that a commitment to end the scheme will be in the 
party’s manifesto for the Scottish Parliament election on 5th May.  The Labour leader Kezia Dugdale has 
said that, despite her party having supported the legislation, a Labour government would “pause the process 
and ask the Children’s Commissioner to carry out a full review, so that the concerns of parents can be 
addressed.”  Various individuals, including academics, lawyers, social workers and teachers, have voiced 
their opposition to the scheme, and the press has become increasingly critical of it. 
 
A concerted effort to oppose the scheme has been made by a number of charitable and other bodies, both 
Christian and secular, which have come together under the banner of ‘No To Named Persons’ (NO2NP).  
They are: Big Brother Watch, CARE, Christian Institute, Family Education Trust, Manifesto Club, 
Schoolhouse, Scottish Parent Teacher Council, Tymes Trust.  NO2NP have highlighted how the sort of role 
envisaged for the Named Person can only diminish the authority of parents over their own children. 
 
As an example of this, in a document entitled Conduct of Relationships, Sexual Health and Parenthood 
Education in Schools, published by the Scottish Government in December 2014, we read in section 18: 
“Where a child or young person discloses that underage sexual activity has taken place, the nature of that 
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sexual activity and issues of capacity to consent, confidentiality and potential coercion should be considered 
very carefully; and whether the behaviour is indicative of a wider child protection concern. Staff should 
discuss any concerns they have with the young person and ensure they have access to confidential, young 
people friendly services, where appropriate.  If there is judged to be a risk to the child’s wellbeing, staff 
should inform the child’s Named Person.” [italics ours]  The government is instructing teachers to pass on 
sensitive information about children or young people to Named Persons, who will have the power to act on 
the basis of that information without parental knowledge or consent.  This is meant to be the procedure even 
when there is no suggestion of any parental neglect or abuse. 
 
NO2NP comments on this guidance as follows: “It beggars belief that a teacher with concerns about the 
wellbeing of a child – including underage sexual activity, which is a serious criminal offence – should be 
told by the government to pass on those concerns to the Named Person and not the child’s parents.  How 
can a professional with potentially hundreds of kids to keep an eye on be given priority over the people that 
care about children the most – their own parents?”  (It is instructive that parents are not mentioned once in 
the entire section on confidentiality in the document.) 
 
In March NO2NP highlighted the way in which Named Persons will question children to identify which of 
them are potentially ‘at risk’ at home.  Among the methods that will be introduced is a prompt card system 
developed by Angus Council.  The system prompts Named Persons to ask pupils a number of personal 
questions about their home lives, including details about their diets, where the families buy food and 
clothes, what the children’s bedrooms look like and whether or not their homes are “cosy”.  Older children 
are to be asked about their sexual health.  Signs of ‘risk’ include a child saying they do not miss their 
mother whilst staying elsewhere overnight.  The information gleaned will be stored on a computer database, 
and children who, based on the answers they have given, are deemed to be ‘at risk’, will be subject to future 
investigation.  Maggie Mellon, vice-chairman of the British Association of Social Workers and a former 
director of the charity Children 1st, commented on the tenor of these questions: “The examples given imply 
the nursery or school is a neutral place staffed by experts and the home is a hotbed of risk.”  If a Named 
Person has that sort of ‘mindset’, and asks a child ‘leading’ questions, then the results could be disastrous, 
as we have seen with cases such as the South Ronaldsay scandal in 1991, where parents were wrongly 
accused of the ritual sexual abuse of their own children. 
 
Critics have said that the information-gathering goes even further than the ‘ContactPoint’ system, a 
database which held information on all children under eighteen in England.  It was set up by the Labour 
government at Westminster following the abuse and death of eight-year-old Victoria Climbié in 2000, after 
a public enquiry had found that the various agencies involved in her care had failed to protect her.  
ContactPoint aimed to improve child protection by improving the way in which information about children 
was shared between services.  The database was piloted in 2003 and was intended to operate in 150 local 
authorities and be accessible to at least 330,000 users.  Concerns were expressed that the database was 
insecure and even illegal.  Following the General Election in 2010, the Conservative-Liberal Democrat 
government, which had pledged in their Coalition Agreement to reverse the erosion of civil liberties and roll 
back state intrusion, shut down the database. 
 
As opposition to the Named Person scheme has grown, particularly with regard to its universal nature, and 
with the Scottish Parliament election drawing near, the Scottish Government has gone on the defensive and 
made what looks like a concerted effort to deflect criticism of the scheme.  During an online interview with 
BBC Scotland’s Political Editor Brian Taylor, broadcast on 11th March, First Minister Nicola Sturgeon 
stated: “One of the things about the Named Person, and I take responsibility for this because I don’t know 
that it is well understood, it’s not compulsory.  It’s an entitlement, not an obligation.  If a parent doesn’t 
want to have anything to do with the Named Person scheme they don’t have to.  It’s an entitlement that 
families would have if they do have issues or concerns.  It’s not mandatory.”  Then at First Minister’s 
Questions in the Scottish Parliament on 23rd March, Sturgeon said: “children and parents are not legally 
obliged to use the Named Person service or take up any of the advice or help that is offered to them.” 
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The First Minister’s comments beg the question, If the Named Person is “not compulsory”, then what is the 
procedure for opting out?  The answer is, of course, that none exists.  A child or young person will have a 
Named Person, whether the parents like it or not.  Given that the Named Person is in most cases going to be 
a health visitor or teacher, if parents ‘opt out’ of engagement with the Named Person’s questions or advice 
concerning their child, then this may count against them in regard to their child’s health or education.  It 
might also be interpreted as evidence of something untoward, and could itself constitute a “risk 
indicator” (there are apparently 221 of these!), triggering a child protection investigation by the authorities 
and the child being placed on a “child’s plan”. 
 
In an article written on 31st March, Aileen Campbell, the Minister for Children and Young People, stated: 
“All a Named Person does is ensure that parents have a single point-of-contact if they need it – someone 
they can go to if they are worried about their child in any way and need advice, information, help or 
support.”  Yet the legislation goes much further than that: it explicitly grants powers to Named Persons to 
gather and share information on individuals where they consider it appropriate.  Aileen Campbell also 
stressed: “Nothing about the service will change child protection procedures already in place – police and or 
social work should still be contacted immediately if a child is believed to be at risk of significant harm.”  
Yet because the new scheme is likely to pull into the system a large number of families where children are 
not at risk of any harm, the very children who are at risk may get overlooked. 
 
In February one of our ministers received a reply from his local MSP, who is from the governing SNP, to a 
letter in which he had expressed his concerns about the Named Person scheme.  The reply began: “I would 
like to assure you that children and parents have no obligation to use this service or take up the advice or 
help offered.”  It went on: “The Act does NOT give the Named Person a monitoring role, and the Named 
Person does not replace or change the role of a parent or carer.  The status, rights, and responsibilities of 
parents to raise their children and provide for their wellbeing needs stay the same. Thus, the Named Person 
is merely a service to be provided, and it is entirely up to the family as to whether they choose to use this 
service.” 
 
The reply was forwarded to the Committee, and the Convener in turn forwarded it to NO2NP and the 
Christian Institute for their response, which provided a helpful critique.  In regard to the obligation to use 
the Named Person ‘service’, they stated that “It is beside the point to say that parents do not have to 
approach their Named Person.  You do not have to approach a police officer, but if one approaches you, you 
cannot refuse to engage with him.”  The Christian Institute had the following comments on the Named 
Person monitoring role: “The role of a Named Person is not limited to co-ordinating access to other 
services.  Rather, they are given functions including “advising”, “informing” and “discussing” at their own 
discretion.  Government guidance states that the Named Person has “responsibility for overall monitoring of 
the child’s wellbeing and outcomes”.  Finally, regarding the role of parents, the Christian Institute states: 
“There have been well documented reports of how pilot versions of the scheme have already been 
undermining the role of parents.  Christian parents James and Rhianwen McIntosh were informed that all 
their children’s confidential medical reports would be sent to their Named Person.  They were warned that if 
a medical appointment was missed, the Named Person would be notified.” 
 
The Legal Challenge to the Scheme 
Immediately after the Act had been passed the Christian Institute announced that it was going to seek a 
judicial review of the legislation.  In the end four registered charities (CARE, the Christian Institute, the 
Family Education Trust and Tymes Trust) and three individuals raised a joint petition in the Court of 
Session in Edinburgh, claiming that in passing the legislation MSPs had exceeded their power, in that the 
Act is incompatible with common law rights, the European Convention on Human Rights, and the Data 
Protection Act.  In particular the petition argued that the Named Person scheme, being of a universal nature, 
constitutes a disproportionate and unjustified interference with the right to a private and family life, and 
with freedom of thought, conscience and religion.  The legal challenge was dismissed in January 2015, with 
the judge Lord Pentland explaining that the case “fails on all points”. 
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An appeal against this decision was heard by a panel of three judges in the Inner House of the Court of 
Session in June 2015.  In September 2015 the appeal was dismissed, with Lord Carloway stating: “[The 
creation of a Named Person] has no effect whatsoever on the legal, moral or social relationships within the 
family.  The assertion to the contrary, without any supporting basis, has the appearance of hyperbole.”  A 
final appeal was heard in the Supreme Court in London by a panel of five judges on 8th & 9th March and 
their ruling is expected in June.  Understandably, until the Supreme Court has made its ruling, the Scottish 
Government will not comment on whether, in the event of the appeal being successful, the scheme will be 
modified or withdrawn altogether.  If the appeal fails then it is possible that the case may be pursued 
further, in the European Court of Human Rights. 
 
The Biblical Teaching challenged by the Scheme 
The Named Person scheme would appear to be inconsistent with biblical teaching in four areas: 
 
(1) The Relationship between the Family and the State 
The Named Person scheme is incompatible with the proper relationship between the family and the state.  
Scripture shows us that the family is not a sub-division of the state, but something quite separate.  The 
family was instituted by God prior to the state, having its own distinct authority and area of responsibility.  
It is wrong therefore to think that children belong in some sense to the state: they belong ultimately to God, 
especially covenant children, but are ‘loaned’ and entrusted by Him to their parents, who have the duty and 
privilege of raising them for the Lord (Psa. 78:5-8; 127:3).  The state should only intrude into the domain of 
the family in exceptional circumstances.  While the government insists on referring to the Named Person 
scheme as a ‘service’, we are not aware that parents generally have been requesting such a thing.  It is more 
likely that the demand for it has come from the same ‘experts’ whose permissive ideas on personal 
relationships have helped bring about the present sad situation where many families are dysfunctional and 
many children are in difficulty.  The solution to the problem is not a greater role for the state but a return to 
the Christian values which gave us strong and stable families in former generations. 
 
As a general rule, no-one is more suited to looking after children than their own parents.  Unless they are 
infringing the criminal law they should be left alone to get on with this demanding job.  Yet, if the Named 
Person scheme comes into full effect, parents will effectively be placed in a situation where they are 
competing with the state for the primary responsibility for their children.  It is significant that the Act 
setting up the scheme begins with a section on children’s rights, which includes the following: “The 
Scottish Ministers must promote public awareness and understanding (including appropriate awareness and 
understanding among children) of the rights of children.” (Part 1/1/3)  Notably, parental rights are not 
mentioned in the Act. 
 
(2) The Relationship between Parents and their Children 
The Named Person scheme is also inconsistent with the proper relationship between parents and their 
children.  The Bible speaks of a “natural affection” which belongs within the family circle (2 Tim. 3:3).  
Parents have a unique love for their own children (Psa. 103:13; Prov. 3:12; Isa. 49:15); it generates a similar 
love in return, and also trust and respect.  In such an environment, especially a Christian one, children will 
tend to obey their parents, as the Lord requires of them – something which is conducive to their welfare 
(Eph. 6:1-3).  The Named Person scheme gives selected adults considerable influence over children and 
young people with whom they have no natural tie or loving bond.  A wide range of powers is available to 
them.  The Act states that where the Named Person “considers it to be appropriate in order to promote, 
support or safeguard the wellbeing of the child or young person”, he or she has the function of: “(i) 
advising, informing or supporting the child or young person, or a parent of the child or young person, (ii) 
helping the child or young person, or a parent of the child or young person, to access a service or support, or 
(iii) discussing, or raising, a matter about the child or young person with a service provider or relevant 
authority.” (Part 4/19/5/a/i-iii)  We note with some concern that the child and parent are apparently to be 
dealt with separately, not together. 
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Is there not a danger in granting Named Persons such access to children and such powers in relation to 
them?  What guarantees are there that they will not use them for the wrong purposes?  The Named Person 
scheme has certainly not got off to a good start.  In January, Dayna Dickson-Boath, one of the first people 
to be appointed as a Named Person, was struck off the teaching register by the General Teaching Council 
for Scotland and given a lifetime ban, following a conviction in August 2015 for sharing online her sexual 
fantasies about children while working as a support teacher in Moray.  Sadly it is sometimes the case that 
those who have a malicious intent towards minors will seek positions which will allow them legal access to 
children and young people.   
 
(3) The Nurture of Children 
The Named Person scheme appears to be another move by government in a concerted campaign to take 
control of child-rearing.  In Scripture parents are charged with the responsibility of bringing up their 
children, not the state (Gen. 18:19; Prov. 1:8; Eph. 6:4).  While parents may delegate aspects of that nurture 
to other individuals (who ought to be of the same moral and spiritual outlook), they cannot transfer their 
responsibility.  We note that the scheme is being introduced at the same time as the amount of ‘free’ 
childcare offered to parents is being increased, the result being that more and more mothers are going out to 
work, instead of being “keepers at home”, to “guide the house” (Tit. 2:5; 1 Tim. 5:14). 
 
Named Persons, with their power to gather confidential information about parents and their children, 
represent a real threat to any parents who do not bring up their children in the ‘proper’ way, as the state 
views it.  Worryingly, parents are unlikely to have any means of knowing what personal information has 
been stored and circulated regarding them and their children by the Named Persons responsible for their 
children.  The government guidance for the Act, in its section on ‘information sharing’, states: “The Named 
Person will seek the views of the child and, as appropriate, the parents, about what information should and 
should not be shared.  Throughout this engagement the Named Person should make it clear that whilst the 
views of the child and parents are valued and must be taken into account, their consent is not being sought, 
and the Named Person may, where appropriate, share information without consent, when it is required to 
promote, support or safeguard a child’s wellbeing.” (10.2.14) [italics ours] 
 
We know only too well that conservative ideas and values, especially when held by Christians, are not 
popular with the governments in our land.  We live in a day when a belief in creation and opposition to 
homosexuality are regarded as ‘unacceptable’, and when supporting ‘traditional’ marriage and being ‘pro-
life’ are seen as ‘extreme’ positions.  There is no saying what might be deemed beyond the pale in the 
future.  It ought not to be the role of the authorities in any democratic country – and especially not in our 
own, with its long history of religious and civil liberties – to spy on the population in general, perhaps 
taking particular note of parents who hold views at variance with those which now prevail generally in 
society.  The more the state insists on determining the ‘correct’ way for people to think and act, the more it 
will be tempted to make a note of those who do not conform.  The likelihood is that Christian parents who 
are determined to practise their faith in a consistent manner will find themselves under suspicion by an 
increasingly secular state. 
 
(4) The Wellbeing of Children 
The Named Person scheme means that the state will now determine what is best for children in Scotland, 
rather than their parents.  In the Word of God parents are commanded to raise their children in the ways of 
the Lord (Deut. 6:4-7; Prov. 22:6).  Wellbeing is seen in terms of the soul as well as the body: both have 
needs which must be met, but the needs of the soul have first importance (Matt. 4:4; Mark 8:36,37).  Sadly, 
yet not surprisingly, the Act views wellbeing entirely in earthly terms.  It also defines wellbeing very 
broadly.  According to the Act, a “child’s plan” is deemed necessary if “the responsible authority in relation  
to a child considers that the child has a wellbeing need”, and that need cannot be met fully by any action 
other than a “targeted intervention” by a relevant authority.  A child is deemed to have a wellbeing need if 
“the child’s wellbeing is being, or is at risk of being, adversely affected by any matter.” (Part 5/33/1-4) 
[italics ours] 
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Christian parents desire the wellbeing of their children, but their view of what constitutes wellbeing  differs 
radically from the prevailing ideology, which emphasises ‘rights’, ‘tolerance’ and ‘diversity’, rather than 
scriptural truth and righteousness.  For instance, with a view to the wellbeing of their children, Christian 
parents will no doubt share with them the biblical view of sex and warn them against such things as 
homosexuality and pre-marital sex.  However, because the Act gives the Named Person the function of 
“helping the child or young person...to access a service or support” (Part 4/19/5/a/ii), it is all too likely that 
they will be involved, in certain situations, in providing young people with access to contraception, abortion 
and other facilities against the wishes of their parents.  The Named Person scheme may well turn out to be a 
threat to our sincerely held religious and moral beliefs. 
 
Conclusions 
After our survey of the Named Person scheme, these are our main conclusions: 
 
1) The Named Person scheme, whatever good intentions there may be behind it, bears all the hallmarks of 
the ‘big’ government, ‘nanny’ state, concept of political power which has grown up in our country – 
something that Christians should instinctively be wary of.  The scheme reflects the tendency of our day to 
treat young children as adults (by insisting on giving them ‘rights’), and adults as young children (by taking 
away their real rights).  Even then the state refuses to ‘let go’ of children when they have for all practical 
purposes become adults.  In Scotland, while the law defines the ‘age of majority’ to be when a person 
attains the age of eighteen, almost all the privileges and responsibilities associated with adulthood are 
enjoyed earlier than that. According to the Scottish Government website, at sixteen a person can get a full-
time job, vote in a Scottish Parliament election, and get married without parental consent; at seventeen a 
person can additionally drive a car and pilot an aeroplane.  Yet they must still have a Named Person to 
check their ‘wellbeing’ for them, even though they may already be parents of children themselves!  The sort 
of philosophy underlying the scheme means that logically it ought perhaps to continue beyond eighteen, and 
go all the way to the end of natural life.  We should perhaps be thankful for the following concession in the 
statutory guidance: “The Named Person service does not require to be made available for a child who is a 
member of any of the regular forces.  The requirement for a Child’s Plan does not apply to a child who is a 
member of the regular forces.”(!) 
 
2) It is quite misleading to portray the Named Person scheme as simply a ‘service’ or an ‘entitlement’.  It is 
far more than a ‘point of contact’ for information, advice or other help.  With the GIRFEC principles at its 
centre, it is actually a huge data-mining exercise from which there is no opt out for parents or children.  The 
use of the SHANARRI indicators and their associated ‘outcome signifiers’ enables the Named Persons 
collectively to assemble a raft of information on every Scottish family, with the danger of it becoming 
available, either lawfully or accidentally, to those who would use it for harmful purposes. 
 
3) The most alarming aspect of the Named Person Scheme is how it lowers the child protection threshold.  
The scheme shifts the category of what is being monitored from welfare to wellbeing.  The distinction is 
acknowledged in the government guidance: “In terms of Scottish Government policy on children and 
families, welfare and wellbeing are different, in that wellbeing is a broader, more holistic concept.” (2.3.5)  
The scheme also downgrades the level of concern from at risk, to having a need, greatly increasing the 
possibility of intervention, even where parents are sincerely making decisions and choices in the best 
interests of their children. 
 
4) Leaving Scotland will not necessarily take families beyond the reach of the Named Person scheme!  The 
guidance does indeed state, “When a local authority, or directing authority, believes a child has taken up 
ordinary residence outside Scotland when they leave school, the Named Person provisions and duties no 
longer apply,” but it goes on: “However, the local authority or directing authority must review all 
information the child’s Named Person holds and consider whether there is anything to suggest that the 
child’s wellbeing might be compromised if the information was not shared with an appropriate authority 
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outside Scotland.” (6.1.23) 
 
Our Recommendations 
Our fervent hope and prayer is that the legal appeal against the Named Person legislation will yet be 
successful; that would be by far the best outcome, as far as we are able to see things.  Nevertheless we make 
the following recommendations for the Church and for Christian parents: 
 
1) We recommend that the Church, through its Public Questions, Religion & Morals Committee, keep a 
watching brief on the operation of the Named Person scheme and collate relevant information which 
individuals and families within the Church may be prepared to provide from their knowledge and 
experience of the working of the scheme, as also of the existing Child Protection system; 
 
2) We recommend that Christian parents, and Christians generally, familiarise themselves as best they can 
with the principles behind the Named Person scheme, the way in which it is designed to function, and the 
dangers which it may pose to our privacy, family life, and other customary liberties; 
 
3) We recommend that Christian parents whose children attend state schools, or grant-aided or independent 
schools, encourage their children to be circumspect in their behaviour in their place of education and 
discreet in what they divulge to teachers about their personal or home lives; 
 
4) We recommend that Christian parents who are sending their children to state schools, or grant-aided or 
independent schools, consider the option of homeschooling them, given that the monitoring of their children 
by Named Persons is likely to be minimal in that setting, or of sending them to Christian schools, where the 
Named Persons will presumably be sympathetic to their beliefs and values; 
 
5) We recommend that Christians who work as midwives, health visitors and teachers, or in other capacities 
where they may be required by their employer to act as a Named Person, give serious consideration as to 
whether they can in all good conscience fulfil this role. 
 
Resources 
Children and Young People (Scotland) Act 2014. Available at: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2014/8/contents 
Scottish Government website: http://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/Young-People/gettingitright/named-person 
No to Named Persons website: http://no2np.org 
Maggie Mellon, The ‘Named Person’ debate: The case against. Available at: 
https://www.celcis.org/files/8314/4922/7369/2015_Vol_14_3_Mellon_Against_named_person.pdf 
Stuart Waiton, Third Way Parenting and the Creation of the “Named Person” in Scotland: The End of 
Family Privacy and Autonomy? Available at: 
https://repository.abertay.ac.uk/jspui/bitstream/handle/10373/2304/
Waiton_ThirdWayParenting_published_2016.pdf?sequence=4 
 
2. UNITED KINGDOM 
We turn now to matters which concern the United Kingdom generally, beginning with issues which 
featured in last year’s report and then proceeding to issues which have emerged during the past year. 
 
i. Human Fertilisation and Embryology 
The Human Fertilisation and Embryology (Mitochondrial Donation) Regulations were passed by the UK 
Parliament on 24th February 2015.  They apply throughout the UK and enable two particular techniques to 
be used under licence as part of in vitro fertilisation (IVF) treatment.  The techniques aim to prevent the 
transmission of faulty mitochondria, important components of most cells, from mother to child – something 
which can lead to genetic disease.  The faulty mitochondria in egg cells or embryos are replaced with 
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healthy mitochondria from a donor egg.  This transfer of genetic material results in so-called ‘three-parent 
babies’.  Also, because the manipulation is done in ‘germline’ cells (i.e. those that are used to pass on genes 
from generation to generation), the change is forever, meaning that if the embryos are transplanted and 
survive, their edits will be passed on to their offspring.  The dangers are evident.  In addition to the 
unethical nature of the whole process, what may begin ostensibly as a remedy for life-threatening 
conditions will no doubt soon be extended to conditions which might be regarded more as ‘quality of life’ 
issues, including physical appearance.  An article on editing the human genome in a recent issue of Time 
magazine includes this solemn warning from Dr Calum MacKellar, director of research at the Scottish 
Council on Human Bioethics: “Whenever you do gene editing, you create a different person.  What you are 
saying, in a way, is that certain people should not exist, and that other people should exist.  When you start 
to go down that road, you hit the eugenics field.” 
 
The Regulations came into force on 29th October 2015.  We are pleased to report that preliminary papers 
for a legal challenge to the Regulations were accepted prior to this date by both the European Commission 
and the European Parliament, a development which could potentially lead to the UK being taken to the 
European Court of Justice on the matter.  It is likely to be some months yet before a decision is made on 
what will be done with the submissions. 
 
ii. Gender Abortion 
In our 2015 report we referred to an attempt by the Conservative MP Fiona Bruce, who is an Evangelical 
Alliance council member, to outlaw sex-selective abortion (sometimes referred to as ‘gender’ abortion), by 
bringing in an amendment to the Serious Crime Bill.  Her amendment would have clarified the meaning of 
the 1967 Abortion Act, which was passed in a day when it was not possible medically to identify the sex of 
an unborn child.  On 23rd February last year the House of Commons voted to reject the amendment, 
supporting instead a separate amendment to review the extent of sex-selective abortion in England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland.  The Health Minister took the line that gender abortion was already illegal in the UK. 
 
Mrs Bruce’s amendment came after an investigation into gender abortion by undercover reporters from the 
Daily Telegraph, which was published in February 2012.  The newspaper had received information that 
such abortion was becoming increasingly common among some immigrant communities in the UK, being 
practised for cultural, social and even economic reasons.  At one private clinic, a woman who was eight 
weeks pregnant and claimed to be expecting a baby girl told Dr Prabha Sivaraman: “That’s not really 
appropriate for us right now, we were hoping for a boy.”  She was accompanied by a female reporter, who 
secretly filmed the consultation.  The doctor was recorded saying to the woman: “I don’t ask questions.  If 
you want a termination, you want a termination.”  A colleague, Dr Palaniappan Rajmohan, who was called 
to arrange the termination said: “That’s not fair. It’s like female infanticide, isn’t it?”  He then agreed to 
offer the abortion, documenting in records that it was because the girl was “too young for pregnancy”.  No 
abortion was carried out, but the revelations prompted a public and political outcry.   
 
A lengthy police investigation followed and the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) considered criminal 
charges against the two doctors.  Yet in September 2013, while acknowledging that there was sufficient 
evidence to provide a realistic prospect of conviction, the CPS decided that it would not be in the public 
interest to bring a prosecution.  This failure led Aisling Hubert, a member of the anti-abortion campaign 
group Abort67, to launch a rare private action in November 2014, backed by the Christian Legal Centre, 
based on video evidence which was in the public domain.  The cases reached the Crown Court, and 
summonses were issued against both doctors.  However the CPS refused to release further video material in 
its possession and in March 2015 informed lawyers representing Miss Hubert that it would take over and 
drop the cases, blocking the private prosecutions.  Dr Rajmohan subsequently had his registration 
suspended for three months by the General Medical Council. 
 
In December 2015 Miss Hubert brought a High Court challenge against the Director of Public Prosecutions.  
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Her lawyers argued in court that the decision of the CPS was driven, not by objective consideration of the 
case, but by political and ideological reasons and amounted to an over-reach of its powers.  Miss Hubert 
stated herself: “We have seen the establishment stand silent in the face of the abortion industry, hoping that 
the horrors will be swept under the carpet and the problems go away.  But justice demands that something is 
done and that people are held to account for their actions.  The law can only protect if it is enforced.  The 
failure of the DPP to prosecute gives the impression that we have abortion on demand, for whatever reason.  
Every baby is precious in God’s sight and we must speak up to protect them and challenge the culture of 
death.”  Sadly the High Court refused her application for Judicial Review but Miss Hubert said that it was 
essential to continue the fight and indicated that the ruling will be appealed. 
 
We salute Miss Hubert’s efforts in pursuing this important matter.  The perverse failure to prosecute, along 
with recent scandals involving Planned Parenthood in the USA, are a reminder of the true nature of what 
has become a sizeable ‘industry’ in the western world.  As well as being shameful in itself, the abortion 
trade is ridden with corrupt practices which are often driven by a desire for commercial gain.  Like David 
with Goliath, we must stand up to this evil giant and fight against it with our God-given weapons until it has 
been defeated. 
 
iii. Assisted Dying 
A Private Members’ Bill sponsored by Rob Marris (Labour), which would have legalised assisted suicide in 
England and Wales, was debated at Westminster on 11th September.  On 10th September the Committee e-
mailed to all MPs a letter similar to the one sent to MSPs the previous May, as follows: 
 

As you are aware the Assisted Dying (No. 2) Bill sponsored by Rob Marris MP is due to be debated 
in the House of Commons tomorrow (Friday 11th September).  We write to ask you to attend the 
debate and to vote against the Bill. Below are the main reasons why we make this request: 
 
1) The Bill is based on the mistaken idea that a person has a ‘right’ to end his or her own life. 
The declared purpose of the Bill is “to enable competent adults who are terminally ill to choose to be 
provided with medically supervised assistance to end their own life.” However the sixth 
commandment of the moral law contained in the Bible states, “Thou shalt not kill” (Exodus 20:13).  
By this we understand that God condemns not only murder but also self-murder. The Larger 
Catechism, a doctrinal standard of our Church, explains that among the sins forbidden in the sixth 
commandment are: “all taking away the life of ourselves, or of others, except in case of publick 
justice, lawful war, or necessary defence” (Q. 136). 
 
Our lives are in God’s hand to do as He pleases with them and not in our hand to do as we please 
with them.  It is a sin either to take one’s own life (which is what those who procure an assisted 
suicide will be doing if the Bill becomes law) or to help another person to take his or her own life 
(which is what medical practitioners, witnesses, judges and health professionals will be doing if the 
Bill becomes law). 
 
Suicide, whether assisted or unassisted, cannot be regarded as just another ‘life choice’.  It is a final 
choice, from which there is no going back.  The implications for those who depart this world without 
forgiveness for their sins are enormous and indeed horrendous: “It is a fearful thing to fall into the 
hands of the living God” (Hebrews 10:31).  No situation in which people may be found, however 
difficult and distressing for themselves and their families, justifies the deliberate ending of their 
lives. 
 
2) The Bill is yet another attack upon the sanctity of human life. 
In recent decades laws have been passed or proposed which allow the ending of life at both ends of 
the age range.  At one end we have the destruction of defenceless infants by abortion; at the other 
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end there is a desire to allow euthanasia to be performed on the elderly and frail.  This Bill would 
permit the hastening of death for yet more individuals.  We do not believe that these things have a 
place in a compassionate society. 
 
Even if there was just the slightest possibility that ending one’s life or assisting someone in the 
ending of his or her life was going beyond what properly belongs to man then we would surely be 
wise to refrain from such actions.  Yet who can deny that there is far more than a possibility that 
such actions are wrong? 
 
It is instructive that neither the Bill nor its Explanatory Notes make any reference to what constitutes 
the real worth of a person’s life.  We submit that man’s true dignity lies in the fact that he is made in 
the image and likeness of God: each of us has a never-dying soul which means that uniquely among 
the creatures we are capable of knowing and enjoying God and of finding our fulfilment in such a 
relationship. 
 
3) The Bill is a danger to individuals who need our protection and affirmation. 
It is explained that the Bill “provides for a person who is terminally ill and has six months or less to 
live to seek and lawfully be provided with assistance to end their own life.”  For anyone to attempt to 
make a definitive judgment on how long someone has to live is to assume the place of God: we all 
know of cases where such medical diagnoses have been proved wrong. 
 
If the Bill is passed then we fear that people with debilitating conditions may feel under pressure not 
to be a ‘burden’ to their loved ones or to wider society.  They may begin to think that they have an 
obligation to avail themselves of what is now a lawful way of bringing their lives to a close –
 especially when there are people available who are approved to assist them in this new ‘duty’. 
 
It is particularly perverse to us that medical practitioners and health professionals, whose very 
calling is to sustain life, should be employed in helping to bring about the early demise of some of 
their fellow human beings.  We also believe that those who are entrusted with the making of our 
laws should use their authority to protect and succour the weak and vulnerable in our society and not 
to facilitate the bringing of harm to them – in this case actual death.  We note that disability groups 
are opposed to a change in the law. 
 
We are very thankful to the Lord for the recent advances which have been made in palliative care in 
our country.  These developments mean that the suffering associated with conditions which may be 
beyond medical treatment can often be alleviated significantly.  We believe that a truly benevolent 
society would support palliative care for all who need it, rather than offer the option of assisted 
suicide. 
 
4) The Bill runs counter to government strategy. 
In his foreword to the recent government report entitled ‘Preventing suicide in England: Two years 
on’, which was published in February, the Rt Hon Norman Lamb MP, then Minister for Care 
Services, said: “Every person lost to suicide is a tragedy, for their loved ones, their colleagues, and 
society as a whole.... Suicide is not inevitable for people in crisis – good care can make the vital 
difference for people who are suicidal.  Three areas have this vision already and are doing incredible 
things to improve and importantly save lives.  I want every part of the country to be just as 
ambitious.” 
 
The Bill contradicts this worthwhile aim.  If it is passed the state would be saying effectively that 
there is ‘good’ suicide as well as bad suicide – the sort of confusion which results when we try to be 
wiser than God. There would soon be calls to extend the law, even to people who have simply “had 
enough of life”. 
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5) The Bill would would have an impact on other parts of the United Kingdom. 
We recognise that the Bill would legalise assisted suicide in England and Wales only.  However that 
does not mean that the Bill would have no impact on other parts of the United Kingdom.  In May the 
Scottish Parliament rejected the Assisted Suicide Bill which had originally been brought forward by 
the late Margo MacDonald MSP.  It did so by the decisive margin of 82 votes to 36, for which we 
are thankful, although a previous attempt by the same MSP in 2010 was defeated by the even wider 
margin of 85 votes to 16. 
 
Our concern is that if the present Bill becomes law it would give encouragement to those who would 
like to raise the matter yet again in the Scottish Parliament.  We believe that this would be a most 
unwelcome development. 
 
6) The Bill is a sad commentary on the state of our society. 
When one considers all the worthy objects which might have been taken up in a Private Members’ 
Bill, for the help of the truly needy in our society, it is tragic that the opportunity is being used 
instead to promote assisted suicide.  This is the sort of culture we are creating by abandoning our 
Christian foundations. 
 
Suicide is never the answer to any plight we may find ourselves in and is likely to plunge us into a 
far more miserable eternity.  The way to true peace and lasting happiness is, as it always has been, 
through the gospel of God’s saving grace in the Lord Jesus Christ: “For God so loved the world, that 
he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life” (John 3:16). 
 
For these and other reasons we respectfully urge you to be present in the Parliament on Friday and to 
vote against the Bill. 

 
Replies were received from ten MPs, including a phone call from one.  For interest we give excerpts from 
the replies received from three MPs from three different parties: 
 

(Labour) “I sympathise deeply with people caught in the terrible position such as locked in 
syndrome and I vividly remember the campaign bravely fought by Tony Nicklinson and his family. 
However, I have met with and heard from disability charities, people who work in the care sector, 
and many constituents who have expressed deep concerns about assisted dying, the sanctity of life 
and how the Bill could affect people’s attitude towards the elderly or disabled.  I decided in the end 
to vote against the Bill because of fears raised over how it could be open to abuse, and so I erred on 
the side of caution, but I respect the sincere and reasonable views on the other side of the debate.” 
 
(SNP) “I have received a high volume of correspondence from constituents regarding this Bill and I 
fully appreciate the strength of feeling on both sides of the debate.  I do appreciate that many people 
have experienced seeing a loved one suffer and I have given this issue much thought, as I am sure 
you have.  This Bill does not apply to Scotland and I am sure you are aware that this issue was 
considered by the Scottish Parliament earlier this year and was voted against.  Therefore, in regards 
to the 2nd reading of this Bill at Westminster, held on Friday 11 September, I did not vote on this 
matter.” 
 
(Ulster Unionist Party) “We as legislators, in the House of Commons, have the duty to formulate the 
right course of action in a whole range of areas, for the benefit of the United Kingdom and this 
includes voting on Rob Marris MP’s Assisted Dying Bill.  This is a hugely difficult issue, and I think 
it is important to hear both sides of the argument. The debate, and vote, requires a great deal of 
sensitivity and compassion.  For me personally, I voted against the Assisted Dying Bill on 11th 
September.” 
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We are pleased to say that the Bill was rejected by 330 votes to 118.  The margin of defeat was actually 
greater than on the last occasion that the House of Commons debated the subject, which was in 1997.  Then 
a Private Members’ Bill on Doctor Assisted Dying presented by Joe Ashton (Labour) was defeated by 234 
votes to 89.  As in Scotland, a result of this sort ought to mean that this subject does not come before 
Parliament again for some considerable time. 
 
iv. Sunday Trading Laws 
After the General Election last May the new Conservative Government, despite the matter not having been 
mentioned in the party’s manifesto, included provisions in the Cities and Local Government Devolution 
Bill to liberalise Sunday trading laws in England & Wales, by allowing local authorities and elected mayors 
to extend trading hours for large stores beyond the present six hour limit.  Although these provisions would 
not have applied to Scotland, where there has never been any formal legislation governing Sunday trading, 
it is likely that if they were put into effect then UK-wide companies with outlets in Scotland would make 
use of the change to place further pressure on their employees in Scotland to work on the Sabbath.  
Therefore on 22nd October, when a vote was imminent, the Committee wrote to all MPs expressing their 
objection to this move.  In early November the Government, facing a probable defeat from a combination of 
some of its own MPs and those from other parties, withdrew the provisions. 
 
The Government then made amendments to the Enterprise Bill to achieve what it had failed to do with the 
previous Bill.  On 22nd February we sent to all MPs a letter similar to the previous one: 
 

We write to raise an issue which may be voted on at some point during the passage of the Enterprise 
Bill, which is due to begin its Report Stage in the House of Commons very soon. 
 
The issue which concerns us is the Government’s planned amendments to the Bill concerning 
Sunday trading hours.  These amendments, which mirror the plans in the Cities and Local 
Government Devolution Bill which were dropped last November, would give local councils or 
elected mayors the power to extend Sunday trading hours within their area.  These amendments are 
being proposed despite an assurance having been given prior to the general election that the 
Conservative Party had “no current plans to relax the Sunday trading laws.” 
 
Below we indicate briefly the main reasons why we oppose such amendments: 
1) While these amendments would apply only to England and Wales we are of the view that if they 
are put into effect then UK-wide companies with outlets in Scotland will make use of the change to 
place further pressure on their employees in Scotland to work on Sundays, despite this being against 
the wishes of many of them.  If shops open for longer hours on Sundays then this would affect not 
only retail staff but also people who work in such areas as security, cleaning, distribution and 
transport. 
 
2) We note that the amendments do not include giving local councils or elected mayors the power to 
restrict Sunday trading hours for their area if they wish to do so – something we would expect if this 
was truly an exercise in devolution and democracy.  Our fear is that these plans are just another step 
in the creeping secularisation of our nation, the effect of which is to divorce our society from the 
biblical moral values which shaped it and to lead us further and further into the emptiness and 
hopelessness of a crass materialism.  It is shameful that the Government, which ought to be 
upholding and defending our Christian heritage, is instead busy undermining it. 
 
3) The most important reason of all for opposing these amendments is that Sunday, which in the 
Bible is called the Lord’s day or Sabbath, is not a day for commercial activities but a day for rest and 
worship.  The fourth commandment says: “Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy.” (Exodus 
20:8)  The changes in view would make it even more difficult for the people affected to attend 
church and spend time with their families.  Buying and selling should be strictly confined to the six 
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days of the week which God gave us for such things: to pursue these things on the Sabbath is to 
desecrate what God has made holy and to incur His displeasure. 
 
For these and other reasons we ask you to attend the debates on the Bill and to vote against any 
amendments which would have the effect of further extending Sunday trading hours. 

______ 
 

Replies were received from six MPs.  Below are excerpts from the replies received from three MPs from 
three different parties: 
 

(Conservative) “Thanks.  I am one of the 20 or so Tories who have made it clear we will oppose the 
bill unless the amendment is removed.  If Labour and SNP support us we can defeat this proposal 
which was not contained in our manifesto and upsets the difficult compromise we hammered out 
over 20 years ago.  As a Member then, I was part of that debate and understand the importance of 
Keep Sunday Special which would at a stroke be destroyed if this amendment to the Bill is allowed 
to stand.” 
 
(Labour) “The Government’s decision to bring forward these changes at short notice and at this late 
stage of the Enterprise Bill’s passage through Parliament has taken me by surprise.  My Shadow 
Frontbench colleagues will now scrutinise the Government's amendment to the Bill in Committee 
and will continue to support small businesses, shop-workers and their families in support of the 
current arrangements.” 
 
(SNP) “On 10 November the SNP Westminster Group announced that we were planning to vote 
against the Government’s measures.  As a result the UK Government dropped their plans, pending 
‘further consultation with opposition parties’.  If the government was to reintroduce such measures 
we would look again at the potential impact on Scottish workers and act accordingly.” 

 
Voting on the crucial amendment took place on 9th March and the Government was defeated by 317 votes 
to 286.  The SNP opposed the amendment and 27 Conservatives rebelled.  We praise the Lord for this 
outcome, and for His gracious intervention to preserve what remains in our midst of the public observance 
and benefits of the Sabbath, which was “made for man” (Mark 2:27).  It is wrong that there should be any 
trading on the Sabbath and we long for the day when the state will once again be a guardian of our day of 
rest, “shutting the gates” against buying and selling on the Sabbath (Neh. 13:19-22), rather than trying to 
open them further to it. 
 
v. Letter to Her Majesty the Queen 
At their meeting on 6th October 2015 the Committee had before them a proposal that they write to Her 
Majesty the Queen, who on 9th September had become Britain’s longest serving monarch.  The suggestion 
was that the letter of greeting should also emphasise the importance we attach as a Church to our Christian 
heritage.  The Committee agreed to bring a report to the Commission of Assembly due to meet that evening, 
containing the text of the proposed letter with the recommendation that it be sent to the Queen from the 
Commission.  The Commission received and adopted the report.  The letter sent was as follows: 
 

To the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty, 
 
As Moderator of the General Assembly of the Free Church of Scotland (Continuing) I have been 
instructed by our Commission of Assembly to convey to your Majesty our greetings and good 
wishes now that you have become Britain’s longest-reigning monarch. 
 
We are thankful to the Lord that He has spared you for so many years and has upheld you in the 
duties of your high office.  We trust that you and His Royal Highness Prince Philip, your devoted 
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companion throughout your reign, will continue to enjoy the God-given mercies of health and 
strength.  
 
On the day when the duration of your reign exceeded that of Queen Victoria, you remarked that “a 
long life can pass by many milestones”.  There have been momentous developments in our nation, 
and in the Commonwealth and other countries, since your Majesty first ascended the throne.  These 
things remind us that there is nothing fixed about this world and that we are pilgrims passing through 
it. 
 
The milestones of change, and the personal milestone you have now reached, are reasons for us to 
pause and reflect upon our nation’s history and destiny.  We will be forever grateful to God that in 
the sixteenth century He was pleased to bless our land, as He did other parts of Europe, with a 
revival of true religion.  The Reformation, and the establishment of Protestant Christianity which 
resulted from it, are vital to our customary liberties and foundational to our existence as a United 
Kingdom.   
 
We are bound to say that, while we appreciate the earthly comforts which have come with increasing 
prosperity in recent times, there have been developments of another sort which cause us grave 
concern.  Our society has been erecting milestones of moral change which transgress the boundaries 
for man’s conduct which have been laid out by the Lord in His Word.  We have done this despite the 
Holy Scriptures saying, “Remove not the ancient landmark, which thy fathers have set.” (Proverbs 
22:28) 
 
During your Majesty’s reign we have seen Parliament outlaw capital punishment for the crime of 
murder, yet legalise abortion, homosexuality and now same-sex ‘marriage’.  False religion has 
advanced within our borders, with the growth of Islam and the resurgence of Romanism.  As belief 
in the living and true God has declined so regard for His law has diminished and respect for 
authority in general has begun to disappear.  Yet God’s moral law is timeless and the Most High is 
reigning still: “The Lord hath prepared his throne in the heavens; and his kingdom ruleth over 
all” (Psalm 103:19). 
 
We believe that if we remain on our present course then the future for our nation is bleak.  We 
cannot overturn divine revelation in Scripture, which declares that “Righteousness exalteth a nation: 
but sin is a reproach to any people.” (Proverbs 14:34)  If our departure from God is not reversed then 
the Scriptures  have this solemn warning for us: “For the nation and kingdom that will not serve thee 
shall perish; yea, those nations shall be utterly wasted.” (Isaiah 60:12)   
 
It is imperative that our nation returns to the Bible and to the gospel of our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ.  The remedy for our sins, both personal and national, is to be found in the precious Redeemer 
who died for the guilty.  As a people we need to repent toward God and look for His mercy.  We 
pray and long for the day when our civil laws will once again reflect the laws of God.   
 
We believe that your Majesty has a personal as well as a constitutional interest in these important 
matters.  We respectfully urge you to make full use of your position for the spiritual good of our 
nation in dark days.  We implore you to do whatever is appropriate to help safeguard the freedom of 
the Church to preach the gospel openly and of Christians to practise their faith in public as well as 
private.   
 
We assure your Majesty of our loyalty to your throne and pray that divine blessing may rest upon 
you. 
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In the Name of Jesus Christ, who is Lord of lords and King of kings, 
 
Rev. Kenneth Macdonald 
Moderator of General Assembly, Free Church of Scotland (Continuing) 

______ 
The letter has yet to be acknowledged. 
 
vi. Letter to First Minister of Northern Ireland 
On 11th January Arlene Foster of the Democratic Unionist Party was installed as the new First Minister of 
Northern Ireland.  Mrs Foster being someone who has made plain her support for Christian values, the 
Committee wrote to her on 8th February to encourage her to continue upholding them in her new office: 
 

We write as a Presbyterian Church with congregations throughout Scotland and one in Northern 
Ireland.  We wish to commend you as the new First Minister of Northern Ireland for the public 
affirmation you have made of Christian values, in particular your support for true marriage and your 
opposition to abortion. 
 
In December you were quoted as stating, on behalf of your party, that “we very firmly believe that 
marriage is an institution between a man and a woman and that should remain the same.”  As a 
Church we agree with your definition.  When God gave marriage to mankind at the beginning of 
creation it was a voluntary union of one man and one woman for life (Genesis 2:22-24).  This truth 
was restated by the Lord Jesus Christ (Matthew 19:4-6). 
 
The plea for ‘equal’ marriage, however loudly it may be made, is misplaced and ought to be resisted.  
As marriage is a divine institution it is not in the power of any government to redefine it in order to 
please a certain section of society.  We trust that, despite the current legal challenge to the 
prohibition on same-sex ‘marriage’ in the Province, you and those members of the Northern Ireland 
Assembly who share your convictions will continue to stand firm for real marriage. 
 
In January you were reported as saying: “I would not want abortion to be as freely available here as 
it is in England and don’t support the extension of the 1967 Act.”  As a Church we are against the 
deliberate ending of unborn human life altogether.  On the basis of the Bible we believe that human 
life begins at conception and that in the sixth commandment, “Thou shalt not kill” (Exodus 20:13), 
the One who gives life warns us against the taking away of human life unjustly, especially the life of 
the weak and vulnerable. 
 
Those in authority have a God-given duty to speak up on behalf of those who cannot speak for 
themselves (Proverbs 31:8).  Every individual, being made by God after His own image, has great 
worth, and abortion should have no place in any truly civilised society.  We trust that you will 
continue to defend infant life in the womb. 
 
As a Christian nation since the Reformation our laws have been based on the Bible.  We long that in 
all parts of the United Kingdom there would be a return to the timeless values of what our Queen 
promised to maintain in her Coronation Oath, namely “the Protestant Reformed religion established 
by law”. 
 
We assure you that as a Church we pray regularly for the Lord’s blessing upon those in government 
throughout the UK, “that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty” (1 
Timothy 2:1,2). 

______ 
 
The Committee received a brief reply from the First Minister, expressing appreciation of our words of 
encouragement and prayers. 
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vii. Relations with the Vatican 
Last year we reported that the Committee’s progress in assembling material for a document covering 
Britain’s political relations with the Vatican and the inherent dangers, the hope being that the finished 
document will accompany a letter to the Prime Minister on the subject and perhaps be made available more 
widely.  While considerable work has been done over the past year, the voluminous nature of the material 
and the Committee’s other priorities have meant that the document has not yet been completed. 
 
viii. Referendum on Membership of the European Union 
A referendum on the UK’s membership of the European Union (EU) was promised in the Conservative 
Party’s manifesto at the General Election held on 7th May 2015.  When they formed the Government the 
Conservatives initiated the necessary legislation, the European Union Referendum Bill being introduced to 
the House of Commons on 27th May.  At the second reading on 9th June only the SNP MPs voted against 
the Bill.  The House of Lords approved the Bill on 14th December and it received the Royal Assent on 17th 
December.  A separate act was passed by the Gibraltar Parliament to allow the referendum to take place in 
Gibraltar, a British Overseas Territory which is part of the European Union and is represented in the 
European Parliament as part of the South West England constituency.  All British, Irish and Commonwealth 
citizens over the age of eighteen who are resident in the UK or Gibraltar will be able to vote in the 
referendum, as will British citizens who live abroad but have appeared on the UK electoral register during 
the past fifteen years. 
 
After the legislation had been passed the Prime Minister held a series of one-to-one talks with the leaders of 
the other twenty-seven EU countries concerning the terms of the UK’s membership of the EU; this was 
followed by a meeting of the European Council, the EU’s supreme political body, on 18th & 19th February, 
at which a deal was negotiated giving the UK “special status” in the EU.  It included restrictions on welfare 
payments for EU migrants, protection for financial services in the City of London and a recognition that the 
euro is not the currency of the EU.  There was also an exemption for the UK from the EU’s declared aim of 
continuing to create an “ever closer union”, but precisely what that phrase means and whether the whole 
deal is actually legally binding has been disputed.  The following day the Prime Minister announced that the 
referendum would be held on 23rd June.  The question which will appear on the ballot paper is: 
 

Should the United Kingdom remain a member of the European Union or leave the European Union? 
 
Voters are to select one of two possible responses: 
 

Remain a member of the European Union 
Leave the European Union 

 
We believe that this is a very important issue and one which should not be neglected by the church.  As 
with the question of Scottish independence which we dealt with in our report two years ago, while the 
question of whether the UK should remain in or leave the EU may appear to many to be an entirely political 
one, it does in fact have a strong religious dimension to it.  Our intention is to provide some background 
information on the EU and then to focus on the spiritual side of the subject.    
 
The PQRM Report to the 1994 General Assembly 
It is of interest that the PQRM Committee, and therefore the General Assembly, has considered the subject 
of the European Union on a previous occasion.  In 1994 the Committee included in its Assembly report a 
section entitled ‘The European Union’.  The following justification was given for its inclusion: 
 

“Much of the debate about Europe is fuelled by irrational fears and claims on both sides of the 
debate.  From the Christian perspective it is never right to argue from prejudice or ignorance.  If 
nothing else this report hopes to be of help to Christians in the Free Church of Scotland in thinking 
through this important issue.  In particular this report is concerned to consider moral and religious 
questions in the light of recent developments such as the 1986 Single European Act, which 
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introduced the Single Market and increased political co-operation, and the Maastricht Treaty, which 
has laid the basis for greater European union.” 
 

We are in agreement with that general assessment and the declared aim.  In the paragraphs which follow 
there are several intriguing passages.  The EU’s Common Agricultural Policy appeared to have some 
support from the Committee: “If agricultural subsidies were to be dropped then most British farmers would 
find it impossible to survive.  The resultant damage to the economy and the environment would be 
catastrophic.  It is doubtful whether the crofting community could survive without EU subsidy.  Perhaps 
reform of the CAP is the best option.”  The idea of a single currency [out of which the euro emerged] also 
found approval: “The aim of European Monetary Union is to provide an honest currency which holds its 
value.  This can only be a laudable aim.”  Finally the Committee appeared to have an ambivalent attitude 
towards the ceding of sovereignty to the EU: “although we accept the nation state as a Biblical concept it is 
not the only model of government.  Romans 13 was written in the context of city states and the Roman 
Empire!”   
 
In the light of subsequent historical developments, the above statements are seen to be incautious and to 
lack something in regard to wisdom.  More importantly, we believe that these statements are – to some 
degree at least – in conflict with scriptural principles.  However the most naïve statements in the section 
come in a sub-section on Religion, which begins with the following paragraphs: 
 

“As already indicated, a number of evangelical Christians are concerned about the role of the Roman 
Catholic Church in the European Union.  They are fearful that the Roman Church’s political 
ambitions mean that it is wanting to take over the community, and that the freedom of Evangelicals 
to preach the Gospel will be greatly hindered. 
 
Although we acknowledge the papacy’s political ambitions, we believe there is no evidence for 
viewing the EC as a Vatican plot aimed at domination of Europe.  The Treaty of Rome had nothing 
to do with the Vatican, and the European Union has certainly not helped any tyrannical ambitions 
that the Vatican may have.  The European Union guarantees freedom of religion.  In 1984 the old 
Catholic privileges were withdrawn from Italy.  In 1991 the withdrawal of State subsidies to the 
Catholic Church in Spain occurred.  All over Europe the Catholic Church is in decline.  However, 
this is not a cause for rejoicing, as it is not being replaced by Biblical Christianity.  Islam and secular 
humanism are by far the greater threats to the Gospel at the present moment.  In some respects the 
Catholic Church is an ally of Biblical moral standards.  Whether it is abortion, or the increasing 
power of the homosexual lobby – the Catholic Church has a far clearer and more Biblical stance than 
some so-called Protestant Churches.” 

 
The whole section concluded: 
 

“The Free Church of Scotland should not hold the view that the European Union is intrinsically evil.  
We recognise the fears that many have, although many of these fears are based on ignorance or 
political considerations, rather than Biblical ones.  It may well be that the British state as we know it 
is under threat (something which many will regret), but to equate liberty of the Gospel with defence 
of the British state as some appear to do is an unwarranted, unbiblical and indeed alarming 
conclusion to draw.  Whatever the future may hold we believe that the Church should seize every 
opportunity to proclaim the Gospel, and to be salt and light in Europe.” 

 
How our own view differs from the opinion reflected in these statements will be evident as we proceed.  
There is one further point of interest in the 1994 report.  A paragraph in the Proposed Deliverance stated: 
 

“The General Assembly express concern about the lack of democracy in the running of the European 
Community.  They urge all Christians to pray for those in authority in the Community so that we 
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may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness.” 
 

The paragraph was the subject of an amendment at the Assembly, that it be deleted and replaced by the 
following: 
 

“The General Assembly urge all Christians to pray for those in authority in the European Union, that 
they might have a concern for righteousness and acknowledge the Lordship of Jesus Christ in their 
governing, so that we may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness.” 

 
The thinking behind this proposed amendment is indicated in a report on the Assembly which was carried 
in the Monthly Record: 
 

“Another proposal was made by John W Keddie.  The Committee expressed concern at the lack of 
democracy in the European Union.  He thought that it would be better to refer to the need for 
righteousness rather than democracy.  The Deliverance was stated negatively and imprecisely.  We 
can’t assert a divine right of democracy.  One thing we can assert is the worship of Jesus Christ; we 
should make an affirmation along these lines.  Our concern for government is not so much the form 
of it but the nature of it.  It is righteousness, not democracy that exalts a nation.” 

 
On a vote the amendment was defeated and the Proposed Deliverance was carried by a majority and became 
the Finding.  The then editor of the Monthly Record, Rev. Ronald Christie, commented: “The Assembly 
unfortunately preferred democracy to righteousness.”  We agree with that assessment. 
 
The Origins and Aims of the European Union 
The origins of the European Union go back to the period following the Second World War.  A desire was 
expressed for European integration by peaceable means, to curb the sort of nationalism which twice that 
century had led to devastating conflict on the continent.  In particular it was felt that the historic tensions 
between France and Germany needed to be dealt with.  The Hague Congress in 1948 brought together 
delegates from across Europe to discuss co-operation, and a call was made for a political, economic and 
monetary Union of Europe. 
 
The first significant move in this direction came in April 1951, with the signing of the Treaty of Paris, 
leading to the creation in 1952 of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).  Six nations were 
involved: Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and West Germany.  The UK refused to 
join on the grounds of national sovereignty, and because doing so would mean sacrificing relations with the 
USA and the Commonwealth.  The ECSC was not merely an economic venture.  It was declared to be “a 
first step in the federation of Europe,” and had as one of its aims the encouraging of world peace.  The 
ECSC was run by four institutions: a High Authority composed of independent appointees, a Common 
Assembly composed of national parliamentarians, a Special Council composed of national ministers, and a 
Court of Justice.  These bodies were the blueprint for the institutions of today’s EU. 
 
The EU acknowledges eleven men as its ‘founding fathers’ – two each from France, Germany, Italy and the 
Netherlands, and one each from Belgium, Luxembourg and the UK.  Chief among them is Robert Schuman 
(1886-1963), a Christian Democrat politician who was Prime Minister of France for two brief periods and 
has been given the title of ‘Father of Europe’.  In 1949, when Foreign Minister of France, Schuman stated 
in a speech in Strasbourg: “Our century, that has witnessed the catastrophes resulting in the unending clash 
of nationalities and nationalisms, must attempt and succeed in reconciling nations in a supranational 
association.”  The Schuman Declaration, a document proposing European integration and stating the 
principles of ‘supranational democracy’, was issued in the name of the French government on 9th May 
1950 (in 2008 the European Parliament recognised 9th May as ‘Europe Day’).  A devout Roman Catholic, 
Schuman was a knight of the Order of Pius IX; proceedings for his beatification have been underway since 
1990. 
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Three of the other ‘founding fathers’ were closely associated with Schuman and shared his Roman Catholic 
faith in varying degrees: Jean Monnet (1888-1979), a French economist and diplomat and an advocate of 
the gradual development of European unity, drafted the text of the Schuman Declaration; Konrad Adenauer 
(1876-1967), a Christian Democrat politician and Chancellor of West Germany from 1949-63, gave his 
agreement to the Declaration; Alcide de Gasperi (1881-1954), an Italian statesman and founder of the 
Christian Democrat party in that country, strongly supported the Declaration (proceedings for his 
beatification began in 1993). 
 
The Briton claimed by the EU as one of its founding fathers is Winston Churchill (1874-1965).  In a speech 
given at the University of Zurich in September 1946, when he was leader of the Opposition, Churchill 
declared: “We must build a kind of United States of Europe.”  The background to his speech was the plight 
of Europe after the War, and Churchill’s remedy – one that “would in a few years make all Europe, or the 
greater part of it, as free and as happy as Switzerland is today” -– was to “re-create the European Family”.  
He envisaged France and Germany taking the lead, with Britain, its Commonwealth, America, and (he 
hoped) Soviet Russia, being “the friends and sponsors of the new Europe”. 
 
There is no doubt that Churchill was an advocate of European integration and of a new structure for Europe, 
but it is less clear that he wanted the UK to be part of that new structure.  In 1930, when an opposition MP, 
he wrote a lengthy piece for an American newspaper which bore the actual title ‘The United States of 
Europe’.  In the article he set out his basic view on the subject: “We are bound to further every honest and 
practical step which the nations of Europe may make to reduce the barriers which divide them and to 
nourish their common interests and their common welfare.  We rejoice at every diminution of the internal 
tariffs and the martial armaments of Europe.  We see nothing but good and hope in a richer, freer, more 
contented European community.  But we have our own dream and our own task.  We are with Europe, but 
not of it.  We are linked, but not compromised.  We are interested and associated, but not absorbed.” 
 
When the Treaty of Paris was signed Churchill was still leader of the Opposition.  By October 1951 he had 
become Prime Minister for the second time and the following month he wrote a note for his Cabinet which 
included the statement: “I never thought that Britain or the British Commonwealth should, either 
individually or collectively, become an integral part of a European federation, and have never given the 
slightest support to the idea.”  By the time the UK was actively pursuing entry into the EEC Harold 
Macmillan was Prime Minister and Churchill had largely retired from public life. 
 
The History of the European Union 
The EU of today has come about by a series of treaties, each one of which has come into effect through 
ratification by the individual member states.  In 1957 the six countries of the European Coal and Steel 
Community signed the Treaty of Rome, creating the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1958 and 
establishing a customs union.  This is what was known as the ‘Common Market’.  The six countries also 
signed another pact creating the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom), a vehicle for co-
operation in developing nuclear energy.  In 1967 the Merger Treaty created a single set of institutions for 
these three Communities, uniting them as the European Community (EC). 
 
In 1973 the EC was enlarged to include Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom, and in 1981 Greece 
became a member of the EC.  In 1985 the Schengen Treaty paved the way for the creation of open borders, 
doing away with passport controls between most member states and some non-member states.  The aim was  
to allow, not only the free movement of people, but also ultimately of goods, services and capital.  In 1986 
the Single European Act was signed, with the object of creating a Single Market within the EC through the 
harmonisation of the relevant laws in the various member states.  Portugal and Spain became members of 
the EC that year, and in 1990, after the fall of the Eastern Bloc, the former East Germany became part of the 
EC following German reunification. 
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In 1992 the signing of the Maastricht Treaty led to the creation of the European Union, and later the euro.  
The Maastricht Treaty arose from the desire of many member states to extend the reach of the European 
Community to foreign policy, and to move towards military and judicial cooperation.  The EU was 
inaugurated on 1st November 1993, incorporating the European Communities and introducing European 
citizenship.  In 1995 Austria, Finland and Sweden joined the EU.  In 1997 the Treaty of Amsterdam was 
signed, in which member states agreed to hand over powers to the EU Parliament in areas such as 
immigration law and foreign and security policy.  Monetary union was established in 1999 and came into 
effect in 2002, with the euro replacing national currencies as the legal tender in twelve out of the fifteen 
member states (the eurozone now covers nineteen out of the twenty-eight member countries).  In 2004 the 
EU saw its greatest enlargement yet when Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia joined.  In 2007 Romania and Bulgaria became members 
of the EU. 
 
On 1st December 2009 the Lisbon Treaty entered into force and reformed many aspects of the EU.  In 
particular, it changed the legal structure of the EU, creating a single legal entity with a legal personality.  It 
also created a permanent President of the European Council, and strengthened the position of the High 
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy.  Interestingly the Lisbon Treaty 
contains a clause providing for a member state to leave the EU.  (Greenland, which became part of the EC 
in 1973 when Denmark became a member state, left the EEC in 1985, having gained home rule in 1979 and 
having held a consultative referendum on EEC membership in 1982: it remains a constituent country of 
Denmark.)  In 2013 Croatia became the twenty-eighth EU member state, bringing its estimated total 
population to over 500 million.  There are fifty countries on the continent of Europe altogether (three of 
them extend into Asia), with a total population of nearly 740 million.  Five further countries are recognised 
candidates for membership of the EU, namely Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey.  
Turkey has nearly 80 million inhabitants, whose living standard is generally far below those of the EU 
countries, and given that citizens of EU countries have the right to live and work within other EU countries, 
the prospect of its joining the EU has caused concern. 
 
The Institutions and Powers of the European Union 
The European Union is made up of seven key institutions, each having its own carefully-defined function: 
i. European Council 
 
The European Council was established as an informal summit in 1975 and became a formal institution in 
2009.  It is based in Brussels and consists of a President, the President of the European Commission (see 
under iv) and either the head of state or head of government of each member state, making thirty 
individuals in total.  The President is elected by the members of the Council and is appointed to the position 
for two-and-a-half years.  The European Council has no legislative power but sets the EU’s policies, 
especially in foreign affairs, and negotiates changes to its treaties.  Its decisions are generally arrived at by 
consensus. 
 
ii. Council of the European Union 
The Council of the European Union is based in Brussels and represents one half of the EU’s legislature, or 
law-making body, although it cannot itself initiate legislation.  Dating back to 1967, its role is to coordinate 
the EU’s economic and social policy and to conclude its international agreements.  The Council is 
sometimes referred to as the Council of Ministers, being made up of one government minister appointed by 
each member state, the actual individuals present at any meeting changing according to which of ten 
separate policy areas (the three major ones are General Affairs, Foreign Affairs, and Economic and 
Financial Affairs), is under consideration.  Most of its decisions are made by qualified majority voting, 
some by simple majority, and those on foreign policy generally by unanimity.  The Presidency of the 
Council is not held by a single person but by the governments of the member states in rotation, changing 
every six months. 
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iii. European Parliament 
The European Parliament is based in Strasbourg but also meets in Brussels; in addition there are 
administrative offices in Luxembourg.  It is the second half of the EU’s legislature, yet, like the other half, 
it cannot propose legislation but only amend or reject it.  The Parliament began in 1952 as a consultative 
assembly, comprised of appointed parliamentarians from the six member states.  The first direct elections 
took place in 1979, and it remains the only EU institution thus elected.  The Parliament presently has 751 
members, or MEPs, the number of seats allotted to each country corresponding roughly to the size of its 
population.  The UK currently has 73 seats, or just under 9.7% of the total (Scotland’s share is six, or 0.8% 
of the total).  Elections take place every five years, with the member countries using different proportional 
representation systems.  A national of one EU country can vote and stand as a candidate in EU elections in 
another EU country, if resident there.  MEPs are elected on a national basis but sit in EU-wide political 
groups rather than in national groups.  The MEPs elect the President of the Parliament, whose term lasts for 
two-and-a-half years and whose main function is to preside over debates. 
 
iv. European Commission 
The European Commission dates back to 1967 and is based in Brussels.  It might more accurately be called 
the ‘European Government’.  It is the ‘executive’ arm of the EU, proposing and drafting its legislation and 
running its operations, being responsible also for drawing up its budget.  The Commission operates as a 
cabinet government but the commissioners are appointed rather than elected, being comprised of one 
individual proposed by the government of each member state.  Commissioners must swear an oath at the 
European Court of Justice, as follows: 
 

I solemnly undertake: 
 
• to respect the Treaties and the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union in the fulfilment 
of all my duties; 
 
• to be completely independent in carrying out my responsibilities, in the general interest of the Union 
 
• in the performance of my tasks, neither to seek nor to take instructions from any Government or from 
any other institution, body, office or entity; 
 
• to refrain from any action incompatible with my duties or the performance of my tasks. 
 
I formally note the undertaking of each Member State to respect this principle and not to seek to 
influence Members of the Commission in the performance of their tasks. 

 
I further undertake to respect, both during and after my term of office, the obligation arising therefrom, 
and in particular the duty to behave with integrity and discretion as regards the acceptance, after I have 
ceased to hold office, of certain appointments or benefits. 

 
It is clear from this oath that the commissioners are meant to represent the interests of the EU, rather than 
those of their own country.  The European Council proposes one of these commissioners to the European 
Parliament for appointment as President of the Commission, with a term of five years.  The Commission 
has a civil service, with a staff of 34,000. 
 
v. European Court of Justice 
The European Court of Justice was established in 1952 and is based in Luxembourg.  The Court has the 
function of ensuring that EU law is observed, in terms of the way in which the EU treaties and the 
provisions of EU institutions are interpreted and applied across the member states, and its rulings on treaty 
obligations can result in fines.  It comprises one judge nominated by each member state, the nomination 
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being subject to ratification by all the other member states.  The judges elect one of their number as 
President of the Court, serving a term of three years.  Most cases are dealt with by small panels of three or 
five judges and the Court receives hundreds of cases annually.  The Court does not hear appeals against the 
decisions of national courts.  It is not to be confused with the European Court of Human Rights based in 
Strasbourg, the jurisdiction of which is recognised by all forty-seven member states of the Council of 
Europe. 
 
vi. European Central Bank 
The European Central Bank was established in 1998 and is based in Frankfurt.  It administers the monetary 
policy of the eurozone, and is required to maintain price stability within the eurozone.  The capital stock of 
the bank is owned by the central banks of the member states.  The President of the Bank is appointed by the 
European Council, in practice by the representatives of those countries which have adopted the euro, and 
serves an eight-year term. 
 
vii. European Court of Auditors 
The European Court of Auditors was created in 1975 and is based in Luxembourg.  It has one member from 
each state, who together elect one of their number as President of the Court for a three-year term.  Despite 
its name, the Court has no judicial function, its main role being to oversee the implementation of the EU 
budget. 
 
Given the way in which it is structured, and the authority it possesses, how may the EU be described, in 
political terms?  It began as an association of nation states, developed into a confederation and has now 
added many of the aspects of a federation.  Decisions by its Commission, Parliament and Court are made at 
a level above the national governments; other decisions are made between the national governments.  For 
this reason it may be regarded as one of a kind and might be classified as a union of nation states.  This may 
be contrasted with the UK, which is a union of nations, and the USA, which is a union of states.  Whereas 
the UK and USA both have a head of state, the EU does not.  What it does have is sovereignty over 
significant aspects of the affairs of all the nation states of which it is composed. 
 
The United Kingdom’s Relations with the European Union 
The UK’s attempts to join the EEC in 1963 and 1967 were vetoed by France under President Charles de 
Gaulle, a situation which changed with his resignation in 1969.  In 1972, with the Conservative Party led by 
Edward Heath in power, the UK agreed to an accession treaty with the EEC states and the three other 
countries which were applying for membership at the time.  The European Communities Act was passed by 
Parliament later that year and on 1st January 1973 the UK became a member of the EEC.   
 
During the 1970 General Election campaign Heath said that further European integration would not happen 
“except with the full-hearted consent of the Parliaments and peoples of the new member countries.”  During 
1972 one of the three other applicant countries, Norway, held a consultative referendum on entry to the 
EEC, and voters rejected membership.  There was no referendum in the UK prior to entry, despite an 
attempt by a Conservative backbencher to amend the European Communities Bill to that effect.  In their 
manifesto for the February 1974 General Election, the Labour Party under Harold Wilson promised a 
renegotiation of the UK’s terms of membership; this would be followed by a consultative referendum on 
continued membership under the new terms.  Labour won with a very narrow majority, a situation which 
led to another election in October 1974, with Wilson remaining as Labour’s leader.  The Labour manifesto 
this time promised a binding referendum on staying or leaving and the party won a clear majority. 
 
The Referendum Act 1975 legislated for a UK-wide referendum with the following question: 
 

Do you think that the United Kingdom should remain part of the European Community (the Common 
Market)? 
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Voters had to select one of two possible responses: 
 

Yes or No 
 
Voting took place on 5th June 1975, with 67.2% voting ‘Yes’ and 32.8% voting ‘No’.  The overall turnout 
was 65%.  Scotland and Northern Ireland were less supportive of staying in the European Community than 
England and Wales.  The UK was divided into 68 voting areas and just two of these voted to leave the 
Common Market: Shetland, where the vote was 56.3% in favour of leaving, and the Western Isles, where it 
was 70.5% in favour of leaving.    
 
The years since the Common Market referendum have seen significant shifts in the attitude of the public 
towards the UK’s membership.  Areas which voted most strongly in favour of membership now tend to be 
the most strongly opposed to it, and vice versa.  The position adopted by some of the political parties has 
changed radically too. 
 
In 1975 the ‘Yes’ campaign, which went under the name ‘Britain in Europe’, had official support from the 
Conservatives (although a tenth of its MPs took the opposite position), the Liberals, and the Social Democratic 
and Labour Party (an Irish nationalist party).  Two-thirds of Wilson’s cabinet favoured continued membership 
but Labour MPs were evenly split: at a special conference nearly two-thirds of the party, including the trades 
unions, voted against continued membership; the outcome was that the party did not campaign on either side.  
The ‘No’ campaign, or ‘National Referendum Campaign’, was supported by the Scottish National Party 
(SNP), Plaid Cymru (Welsh nationalists) and most of the Ulster Unionists. 
 
In the early 1990s the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty caused considerable problems for the 
Conservative government of John Major.  Unlike in some other member countries, there was no referendum 
in the UK to approve the changes brought in by the Treaty.  A group of Conservative backbenchers who 
opposed ratification, known as the Maastricht Rebels, repeatedly voted against the government during the 
parliamentary consideration of the Treaty, and since then the Conservative Party has become increasingly 
‘eurosceptic’. 
 
Now in 2016, forty-three years after the Common Market referendum, the Conservative and Labour parties 
have virtually exchanged places in their stance on the EU.  Labour, currently the main opposition party, is 
officially backing the ‘Remain’ option in the June referendum, with a handful of its MPs on the other side.  
In the governing Conservative party, a large majority of Prime Minister David Cameron’s cabinet supports 
continued membership, with Conservative MPs evenly split and most party members against continued 
membership; the party is officially neutral on the issue.  The SNP and Plaid Cymru are now in favour of the 
UK remaining in the EU, a position also supported by the Liberal Democrats.  The ‘Leave’ option, 
sometimes referred to as ‘Brexit’ (meaning British exit from the European Union), is officially supported by 
the Democratic Unionist Party, the largest unionist party in Northern Ireland, and by the United Kingdom 
Independence Party, which was founded in 1993 for the express purpose of campaigning for the UK’s 
withdrawal from the EU.  In terms of the campaigning organisations, ‘Britain Stronger in Europe’ has been 
designated by the Electoral Commission as the official campaign in favour of remaining in the EU, while 
‘Vote Leave’ occupies the same place on the other side; ‘Leave.EU’ and ‘Grassroots Out’ are two further 
non-party organisations campaigning for withdrawal. 
 
There has been some ecclesiastical comment on the referendum.  Two days after the date of the vote was 
announced the Church of Scotland declared its position.  Rev. Angus Morrison, the Moderator of the 
General Assembly, stated: “While each individual will reflect and come to their own decision with 
integrity, the Church of Scotland takes the position that in this time of enormous international challenge, it 
is better for us as a country to remain within the EU.”  The Church of Scotland has a policy on the EU 
which goes back twenty years, as the following deliverance approved at the 2014 General Assembly 
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indicates: “Note and reaffirm the deliverances agreed by the General Assembly of 1996 which give thanks 
for the work of the European Union in promoting peace, security and reconciliation amongst European 
nations, note that Scotland has been part of the European Union since 1973 and believe that Scotland should 
continue to be a member; affirm that, whether as an independent nation state or as a part of the United 
Kingdom it is better for Scotland, Britain and Europe for the United Kingdom to remain in the EU.”  (It 
should be made clear that Scotland is not a member of the EU, and neither is England, Wales or Northern 
Ireland (or Gibraltar): it is the United Kingdom that has membership of the EU.)  More recently two 
prominent church leaders south of the border have commented on the referendum.  In March the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, Justin Welby, said that there is no “correct Christian view” on the referendum.  
In April Cardinal Vincent Nichols, leader of the Roman Catholic Church in England and Wales, said that 
the “Catholic stance towards an effort such as the EU is largely supportive”. 
 
The official campaign period for the referendum began on 15th April.  When the polls close at 10.00pm on 
23rd June, counting will begin at 382 centres around the UK; Scotland will have 32 of these, corresponding 
to local councils, as in the referendum on Scottish independence.  Local results will be declared as the 
counts are completed, before being collated at twelve regional centres, the one for Scotland being in 
Glasgow.  The overall result will be announced in Manchester, and a simple majority of votes throughout 
the UK will decide the matter, rather than which voting option has the support of the majority of voting 
areas.  If the vote is in favour of leaving the EU, the UK Parliament would need to pass certain legislation 
to effect withdrawal, beginning with the repeal of the 1972 European Communities Act.  In theory MPs 
could refuse to do this, but that is highly unlikely. 
 
The European Union and Biblical Principles 
As with the rival campaigns in the referendum on Scottish independence, the two sides in the EU 
referendum have been concentrating largely on economic arguments, with claims and counterclaims 
regarding living standards, employment, markets and trade agreements.  Many of the assertions are highly 
speculative and incapable of any proof.  There has been some mention also of more tangible things such as 
workers’ rights and immigration, and some discussion of issues such as security, democracy and 
sovereignty.  There is plenty of information and opinion on these matters for those who desire it and care to 
seek it.  Yet we believe that there are higher things to consider.  We believe that we must weigh the EU in 
the balance of the Bible, for it is the measure of everything.  Specifically we must weigh it in terms of what 
the Bible has to say regarding the duty which nations owe to God.  We believe that this concern lay behind 
the failed amendment at the 1994 Assembly, although in our view the amendment did not go nearly far 
enough.  There are three principles which are of relevance here: 
 
(1) Nations are called to serve and glorify God.  This principle goes right back to creation.  God 
commanded our first parents: “Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it: and have 
dominion...” (Gen. 1:28).  The command is for our race in general – whether as individuals, families or 
nations.  The sense is that man is to fill the earth, and, as God’s representative, build godly societies that 
glorify Him in all their activities: for this reason the command is sometimes known as the ‘cultural 
mandate’.  The mandate remains after the fall, but now it depends for its fulfilment upon the redemption 
that is in Christ Jesus. 
 
As the Old Testament unfolds we see the development of the individual nations, with the chosen nation of 
Israel alone serving God, by His grace.  Each nation has been allotted its time and its place, as Moses said 
in his song: “When the most High divided to the nations their inheritance, when he separated the sons of 
Adam, he set the bounds of the people according to the number of the children of Israel.” (Deut. 32:8)  Paul 
says the same thing in the New Testament: “And hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on 
all the face of the earth, and hath determined the times before appointed, and the bounds of their 
habitation” (Acts 17:26).  Why has God done this?  Paul continues: “That they should seek the 
Lord...” (v.27).  Since the fall the cultural mandate is connected to the cross and to the gospel which Christ 
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has commissioned His church to preach to the nations (Matt. 28:18-20). 
 
Apart from grace, sinful man always resists the revealed will of God, and refuses to serve Him.  This was 
seen before the Flood, and also after it.  Having judged wicked humanity, the Lord reissued His original 
mandate to Noah and his descendants, saying, “Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth.” (Gen. 
9:1)  Yet within three generations Nimrod and his associates were doing the very opposite, settling in 
Shinar and beginning to build a great city and a massive tower.  They were uniting in their ungodliness, 
seeking to make a name for themselves rather than carry out God’s mandate to fill the earth.  The Lord 
punished this rebellion, confounding the universal language of mankind and causing the people to scatter 
(Gen. 11:1-9).  This was perhaps the beginning of the individual nations.  The tower of Babel is a warning 
against all efforts to create godless empires – those which exalt man rather than the Lord – and against 
having any part in them.  God said to Eli, “them that honour me I will honour, and they that despise me 
shall be lightly esteemed” (1 Sam. 2:30), and we believe the same truth applies to nations.  God judges them 
over time according to the honour they give to Him – something especially true for nations which have 
enjoyed the light of Scripture.  “For the nation and kingdom that will not serve thee shall perish; yea, those 
nations shall be utterly wasted” (Isa. 60:12). 
 
The general pattern in Scripture and history for the government of nations is the nation state.  Sometimes 
nation states have entered into unions, or been absorbed into empires.  However we believe it is wrong to 
imply, as in the 1994 PQRM report, that because Christians were found under the Roman Empire, that 
Christians in the UK ought to be content with the EU.  The Jewish nation was part of the Roman Empire by 
military conquest and subjugation: unlike us, its government and its people had no say in the matter.  The 
problem with the Roman Empire was not so much its form of government but its whole foundation, which 
was pagan.  A thing may exist by divine permission, without having divine approval.   
 
The EU certainly has many of the trappings of a state, and some indeed of an empire.  It has (or soon will 
have) all of the following: presidents (one for each of the seven institutions), a parliament, civil service, 
currency, army, police force, court, bank, tax (EU VAT), anthem and flag.  It also has a top-level domain on 
the Internet – something generally reserved for a sovereign state.  But what foundation is it built on?  Is it a 
godly one? 
 
There may be a clue in the EU Parliament building in Strasbourg.  Some maintain that this structure, an 
unusual 60 metre tower completed in 1999 and left deliberately unfinished on one side, was designed to 
resemble the unfinished Tower of Babel, after the famous painting by Pieter Bruegel.  If so, does it not 
amount to a hint that the whole EU project amounts to a defiance of God?  The thought of many is that the 
EU can re-unite the nations – but only God can do that.  Only the gospel of Christ can end the divisions in 
our race which God willed as a punishment for man’s sinful pride, and bring about a new humanity.  Others 
have suggested that the building was modelled on the ruins of the Colosseum in Rome, where many 
Christians were martyred during the early New Testament centuries for refusing to honour the Roman gods.  
If so, it would suggest that the EU represents the resurgence of the Roman Empire, with all that is implied 
in such a thing.  Whatever the truth is on this, the EU certainly does not have a godly basis, being secular in 
its outlook.  When the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe was signed in 2004, a proposal from a 
group of member states, mainly Roman Catholic, to incorporate an explicit reference to Europe’s Christian 
heritage in the constitution was rejected.  Instead, the preamble to the Treaty began simply: “Drawing 
inspiration from the cultural, religious and humanist inheritance of Europe...”.  In the event the document 
was abandoned when the French and Dutch voted against the treaty in national referendums – although 
many of the treaty’s provisions, including the preamble quoted from above, were later included in the 
Lisbon Treaty of 2007, which is effectively the constitution of the EU.  The official position therefore is 
that the EU does not acknowledge God. 
 
(2) Nations should base their laws on God’s law.  How are nations to honour God?  The Bible says that 



 76  [2016 

their rulers must be “just”, and that they should be ruling “in the fear of God” (2 Sam. 23:3).  They ought to 
“Kiss the Son” (Psa. 2:12), the Lord Jesus Christ, who is the Lawgiver for the nations, and submit willingly 
to divine authority.  A nation’s laws ought to be consistent with the moral law revealed in the Bible.  This 
principle obviously applied to the nation of Israel under the Old Testament (Exod. 20:1-17), but it also 
applies to nations under the New Testament, for the moral law is the only standard of righteousness and 
obedience which God will ever approve. 
 
The laws of the EU consist chiefly of regulations, which come into force in the member states in their 
entirety, and directives, which bind member states to goals they must pursue by passing their own laws.  EU 
law is therefore supreme over national law.  As far back as 1964, the European Court of Justice ruled that 
EEC member states had transferred their sovereign rights to the EEC, and thus member states have in a real 
sense lost control of their own laws.  The supremacy of EU law means that member states cannot ignore it 
or set it aside without finding themselves brought to book. 
 
What of the character of EU law?  Is it righteous?  The EU’s law surely cannot be better than its foundation, 
and so we find.  The Lisbon Treaty states: “The Union is founded on the values of respect for human dignity, 
freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons 
belonging to minorities.  These values are common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-
discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men prevail.” (I-2)  The 
meaning of ‘non-discrimination’ here is ambiguous, but a later section states: “In defining and implementing 
its policies and activities, the Union shall aim to combat discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, 
religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation.” (II-10)  Thus the EU’s member states, in framing their 
laws and pursuing their policies, are expected to ensure ‘non-discrimination’ with regard to religion and sexual 
orientation, which effectively means that they can make no judgment on what is true or false, or right or 
wrong, concerning these things.  That is not a Biblical position.  It is a position which is only possible in a 
pluralistic society – one where there is another source of legal authority beside the Word of God.  
Consequently EU law does not reflect God’s law. 
 
(3) Nations that honour God should not unite with nations that do not honour Him.  The Lord forbad Israel 
from entering into any bond with the heathen nations in Canaan, whom they were rather to root out: “Thou 
shalt make no covenant with them, nor with their gods.  They shall not dwell in thy land, lest they make 
thee sin against me: for if thou serve their gods, it will surely be a snare unto thee.” (Exod. 23:32)  Adam 
Clarke explains the command thus: “had the Israelites contracted any alliance with them, either sacred or 
civil, they would have enticed them into their idolatries, to which the Jews were at all times most unhappily 
prone.”  The principle which applies today is that a nation which is Christian, in the biblical sense of the 
term, ought not to make covenants with nations that are not truly Christian.  What then is the religious make
-up of the EU? 
 
Figures indicate that 72% of the EU’s population identifies as ‘Christian’, 48% being Roman Catholic, 12% 
Protestant, 8% Eastern Orthodox and 4% other Christians.  Although the EU is officially secular, Roman 
Catholic laymen were instrumental in its formation, as we have seen, and a strong Roman Catholic influence 
remains to the present day.  It is exercised chiefly through the ‘Christian Democrat’ parties which appeared at 
the end of the Second World War and are based on Roman Catholic social teaching regarding the role of the 
state.  In 1976 the Christian Democrat parties in the EU founded the European People’s Party (EPP), which 
since 1999 has been the largest and most influential group in the European Parliament, currently having 215 
out of 751 MEPs.  It is by far the largest representation of any party among the members of the two most 
powerful EU institutions – the European Commission and the European Council: their current presidents (Jean
-Claude Juncker and Donald Tusk) are members of the EPP and are Roman Catholics.  The only country in the 
EU where there is no EPP member party is the UK. 
 
According to the witness of Scripture, our Confession of Faith and history, the Roman Catholic Church is 
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not truly Christian.  Neither can we accept any state as truly Christian in which Rome has a leading role.  
The Church of Rome is a counterfeit of true Christianity, and is and always will be the most dangerous 
threat to the cause of Christ.  Rome would undoubtedly like to weaken the Protestant countries of Europe, 
especially our own.  Because the EU erodes national sovereignty, and because it has a significant Roman 
Catholic component, it is a useful means to achieve that end by stealth.  As part of her overall strategy 
Rome engages in dialogue with other churches and religions, but it is always on her own terms.  It is 
notable that the EU also has a very ecumenical, ‘multi-faith’ outlook.  Since 1988 a number of ‘spiritual 
leaders’ have addressed the European Parliament: Pope John Paul II (who was interrupted by Ian Paisley 
MEP, holding up a poster declaring the Pope to be the Antichrist); the Dalai Lama (twice); the Orthodox 
Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople (twice); the Grand Mufti of Syria; the Chief Rabbi of the UK; and 
Pope Francis, the first (openly) Jesuit pope.  We are not aware that any Protestant leader has ever been 
invited to speak to the Parliament, and certainly not any evangelical.  With such evidence before us we have 
to say that the EU does not honour the Lord. 
 
Observations and Conclusions 
Our observations and conclusions on the United Kingdom’s membership of the European Union are: 
 
(1) We do not believe that a political union between nations is necessarily wrong.  It depends upon the 
foundation and purpose of the union, and whether it will help or hinder the nations concerned from serving 
God as they ought.  The Union of 1707 was a union between Christian nations which rested on an avowedly 
Christian basis.  The treaty which led to it preserved for all time in Scotland the distinct religious identity for 
which safeguards had been rightly sought.  By contrast the EU is a union which is secular in character and is 
constantly evolving, with new treaties being signed which change the terms of the union for the member 
countries.  The EU has not yet reached its final form, and so the ‘Remain’ option in the referendum cannot 
rightly be regarded as a maintaining of the status quo.  The direction of travel is surely clear enough. 
 
(2) We believe that because of our Christian basis there is an obvious incompatibility between the UK and 
the EU.  In terms of its constitution the UK is a country which honours the Lord.  Christianity is the 
established religion and our head of state promises, to the utmost of his or her power, to “maintain the Laws 
of God and the true profession of the Gospel”, and to “maintain in the United Kingdom the Protestant 
Reformed Religion established by law”.  After the coronation oath has been taken, a Bible is presented to 
the new Sovereign, with the words: “Here is Wisdom; This is the royal Law; These are the lively Oracles of 
God.”  By contrast the EU does not officially acknowledge the Bible, the Trinity, or the Lord Jesus Christ, 
and this is reflected in its various laws and policies.  Because of its avowed secularism, the influence of 
Romanism within its ranks, and the sovereignty it exercises over its constituent states, the EU is a danger to 
a Protestant Christian nation and the UK should therefore cease to be a member of it. 
 
(3) We believe that membership of the EU has contributed to the rapid degeneration in the UK’s religious 
and moral health and strength.  The decline was underway prior to our entry into the EC, but it has been 
exacerbated by our involvement in a secular union, which has taken us further away from our Christian 
foundations as a nation.  Having set aside the law of God in our thinking, and belonging to a body which 
dictates so much of our practice, the laws passed by our parliaments in recent generations have not been 
righteous or pleasing to the Lord.  In addition, the principle of free movement of people within the EU is 
contributing to a situation where an increasing proportion of our nation’s population is out of sympathy 
with our Protestant Christian heritage, a situation which could worsen if Turkey with its overwhelmingly 
Muslim population is granted membership – something our government sadly supports. 
 
(4) We believe that there will be little ultimate benefit in the UK withdrawing from the EU unless it is 
followed by national repentance and a reassertion of our identity as a Protestant nation.  The UK has a 
wonderful Christian heritage: the problem is that we have departed from it and begun to despise it.  We 
need to return to it as a nation – before it is too late. 
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3. OTHER MATTERS 
There is one matter of an ecclesiastical nature which we include in our report. 
 
i. Days of Humiliation and Prayer 
In August 2014 the Committee received a communication from the Presbytery of the Outer Hebrides 
concerning the Day of Humiliation and Prayer.  Since 2009 this Day has been proposed by the Committee 
and appointed by the General Assembly, to be observed by congregations on the first Saturday in December 
or the closest convenient date.  The Presbytery desired that “the Committee would give consideration as to 
whether what over recent years has become an annual event should not more properly be appointed only 
‘When some great and notable judgments are either inflicted upon a people, or apparently imminent, or by 
some extraordinary provocations notoriously deserved; as also when some special blessing is to be sought 
and obtained’ (Directory for the Publick Worship of God – ‘Concerning Publick Solemn Fasting’).”  In 
response to the Presbytery’s request the Committee asked Rev. Raymond Kemp to examine the historical 
side of this question. 
 
At their meeting on 1st March the Committee had before them Mr Kemp’s final report.  Having conducted 
a review into the incidence of Days of Humiliation and Prayer in Scotland, Mr Kemp had come to the view 
that historical precedent did not justify or support the holding of such events on an annual basis.  From 1689 
(the first year for which Acts of Assembly are available) to 1842, it appears that Days of Humiliation and 
Prayer were held Church-wide on just sixteen occasions at key moments in the Church’s history.  An 
assessment of the subsequent period, as it relates to the Free Church, was hampered by the difficulty of 
accessing the relevant information.  His full conclusions were: 
 

1) The Church has considered that Fast Days are necessary in adverse circumstances of a very 
significant kind; 
2) The Church has often called such Days by Acts of the Assembly, but it is unclear whether or not the 
Church at that time was as structured as it presently is; 
3) Fast Days may have been infrequent during certain periods in church history either because of a 
reluctance to call such days as all commerce would cease, or because of lukewarm spirituality; 
4) It appears, based upon incomplete data, that post-Disruption, Fast Days (or Days of Prayer and 
Humiliation) were not appointed by Act of Assembly, but may have been appointed as a result of 
Overture from lower judicatories; 
5) There is nothing, as yet, to suggest that such days were on an annual basis, until 2009; 
6) It would appear that spiritual lukewarmness has not, in the past, been a reason to call Days of Prayer 
and Humiliation, nor would it appear that ordinary degradation in society was considered as an impetus; 
7) Any view taken by the PQRM Committee, and subsequently by the General Assembly, to move to 
infrequency of such days would not prevent or inhibit the lesser Courts appointing Days of Prayer and 
Humiliation within the bounds. 

 
In the light of Mr Kemp’s report, the Committee resolved to recommend to the General Assembly that the 
Church should hold Days of Humiliation and Prayer only as a result of an Overture to the General 
Assembly or as a consequence of an Overture from the floor of the General Assembly; this recommendation 
forms part of the Proposed Deliverance.  The Committee are very grateful to Mr Kemp for the excellent 
research he has done on this matter. 

______ 
 

The matters which have occupied the bulk of our report this year are not particularly edifying or 
encouraging ones.  Sadly there are many other topics of the same sort which we could have taken up, such 
as transsexualism, ‘genderfluidity’, Islamic extremism, ‘British values’ and the marginalisation of 
Christians in public life.  If we were to dwell upon these issues, and what they reveal about our nation, we 
could be very discouraged.  We believe we have shown however that the Lord is still among us, and has not 
wholly departed from us, as we surely deserve. 
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In conclusion we return to Psalm 74.  As he contemplated the tragedy that was to come upon Judah, Asaph 
was able to declare: “For God is my King of old, working salvation in the midst of the earth” (v.12).  It is a 
reminder that, even in the most difficult situations, the Lord defends and delivers His own, and continues to 
gather His church. 
 

DAVID BLUNT, Convener 
GLENN FRASER, Vice-convener 

 
PROPOSED DELIVERANCE 

 
1. The General Assembly receive and adopt the Report of the Public Questions, Religion & Morals 

Committee and thank the Committee, especially the Convener, Vice-convener and Clerk; 

2. The General Assembly commend the work of the Committee to our people.  They encourage 
congregations and individuals to inform the Committee of local matters of particular spiritual and 
moral concern that might be helped by being more widely known and by being addressed by the 
Committee; 

3. The General Assembly note that as a result of the Scotland Act 2016 abortion law is now devolved 
to Scotland.  They urge the people of our Church, and Christians in general, to pray that the Lord 
would work powerfully in our nation, and within our parliaments, to bring about the repeal of the 
shameful 1967 Abortion Act in every part of the United Kingdom where it applies; 

4. The General Assembly give thanks to God that despite recent legislative changes in Scotland 
permitting the celebration of homosexual unions, our ministers are still able to perform marriages 
without compromise of biblical principle.  They grieve over the fact that the established Church in 
Scotland is following the lead of the world in its attitude towards these unnatural unions, and giving 
its approval to ministers who are involved in such gross sin.  They pray that the Lord in His mercy 
would preserve His institution of marriage among us, and halt the sad departure from scriptural 
teaching in church and state; 

5. The General Assembly give thanks to God that in the past year both the Scottish Parliament and the 
UK Parliament have decisively rejected separate attempts to legalise the assisting of suicide.  They 
pray that the Lord will restrain our political representatives from making any further attempts to 
legalise such a misguided and sinful practice; 

6. The General Assembly note that, because of practical concerns, the recent attempt in the Scottish 
Parliament to change the system of human organ and tissue donation from one of declared consent to 
one of presumed consent was unsuccessful.  They encourage the Committee to continue to reflect on 
this complex subject, and the biblical principles involved, given the likelihood of it returning to 
Parliament at some stage; 

7.1 The General Assembly welcome the Committee’s report on the Named Person scheme.  They 
instruct the Publications Committee to place the report on the Church website and to give it 
appropriate publicity.  They continue to pray that the legal challenge to the scheme will be 
successful; that the scheme will ultimately be withdrawn, and that the whole Getting It Right For 
Every Child (GIRFEC) approach, together with the ethos and practice behind it, will be 
reconsidered;  

7.2 The General Assembly direct the Public Questions, Religion & Morals Committee to keep a 
watching brief on the operation of the Named Person scheme and to collate relevant information 
which individuals and families within the Church may be prepared to provide from their knowledge 
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and experience of the working of the scheme, as also of the existing Child Protection system; 

7.3 The General Assembly encourage Christian parents, and Christians generally, to familiarise 
themselves as best they can with the principles behind the Named Person scheme; the way in which 
it is designed to function, and the dangers which it may pose to our privacy, family life, and other 
customary liberties;  

7.4 The General Assembly advise Christian parents whose children attend state schools, or grant-aided 
or independent schools, to encourage their children to be circumspect in their behaviour in their 
place of education and discreet in what they divulge to teachers about their personal or home lives;  

7.5 The General Assembly encourage Christian parents who are sending their children to state schools, 
or grant-aided or independent schools, to consider the option of home-schooling them, given that the 
monitoring of their children by a Named Person is likely to be minimal in that setting, or of sending 
them to Christian schools, where the Named Person will presumably be sympathetic to their beliefs 
and values; 

7.6 The General Assembly encourage Christians who work as midwives, health visitors and teachers, or 
in other capacities where they may be required by their employer to act as a Named Person, to give 
serious consideration as to whether they can in all good conscience fulfil this role; 

8. The General Assembly give thanks to God for the witness of Christians in parliament and elsewhere 
in the public arena.  They pray for Christians who are endeavouring to uphold biblical teaching on 
the sanctity of human life from the moment of conception to the end of natural existence, that they 
will know the blessing of the Lord upon their efforts.  They pray also for the various Christian 
organisations in our land which are campaigning on important religious and moral issues and 
providing legal support for Christians who fall foul of the law for expressing their faith; 

9. The General Assembly give thanks to God that moves by the government to further liberalise the 
legislation on Sunday trading in England and Wales were defeated in the UK Parliament.  They pray 
that in His kind providence the Lord will prevent any further such moves and that He would graciously 
lead us to repentance as a nation for the way we have been desecrating the Sabbath throughout the UK, 
and restore to us a love for His holy day; 

10. The General Assembly encourage the Committee to persevere with their research into Britain’s 
political relations with the Vatican and pray that they will be enabled to fulfil their aim of producing 
a document that will demonstrate to our government the danger of having any links with the so-
called Holy See; 

11. The General Assembly thank the Committee for their consideration of the forthcoming referendum 
on the UK’s membership of the European Union.  They instruct the Publications Committee to place 
the text on the Church website and to give it appropriate publicity.  They pray that the Lord, who is 
sovereign over all things, would be pleased to deliver the UK from membership of this ungodly 
union, and to restore to us godly laws; 

12. The General Assembly note the conclusions arrived at by the Committee following their 
investigations into Days of Humiliation and Prayer, and accept the Committee’s recommendation 
that the Church should hold Days of Humiliation and Prayer only as a result of an Overture to the 
General Assembly or as a consequence of an Overture from the floor of the General Assembly.  
They encourage our congregations and people to pray without ceasing that the Lord would have 
mercy upon our nation in its present religious and moral state, and that He would heal our land. 
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