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The ministerial career of Rev. James Wright (c. 1803-1878) has been
covered in detail in two previous articles in this journal.1 The

purpose of this present note is to shed some further light on a matter
of considerable importance in Wright’s life: his fractious relationshipance in Wright’s life: his fractious relationshipance in W
with his fellohis fellohis f w dissident from Seceder reunion, Rev. Andrew Lambie
(c. 1800-1886). As outlined by MacWhirter, Wright and his colleague
failed tfailed tf o consolidate their “Continuing” ecclesiastical body, after
their refusal to enter the new Original Secession Synod in 1842. This
failurfailurf e centred around the departure of the Dundee group in 1849 from
their mini-denomination, and their disagreement over the Presbytery
minute recording this departure.2 In later lifeer lifeer lif (1867), Lambie alluded
pointedly to the necessity of precision in the keeping of the records of
Church courts.3

MacWhirter suggests that Lambie’s separation from Wright in
JanuarJanuary 1850 was “probably the outcome of a long gathering spirit of
disagreement on both sides”.4 MacWhirter was presumably thinking of
the events of the previous few years but, as we shall see in this note, the

1 Archibald MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”,
Scottish Reformation Society Historical Journal (SRSHJ), Vol. 4 (2014), pp. 275-340; N. Camp-
bell, “Rev. James Wright of Infirmary Street and Lauriston Street, Edinburgh”, SRSHJ,SRSHJ,SRSHJ
Vol. 5 (2015), pp. 145-209.
2 MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”, pp. 287-290.
3 “ToToT keep inviolate the channel of communication in the lawful agreement of words with
things, is part of the sacred trust committed to the Church”; see A. Lambie, The Bible; The
World’s Age; “Old Paths”; Divisive Courses (C. G. Sidey, Perth, 1867), p. 120 and f.n. 78.
4 MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”, p. 290.
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distrust between them dated back to the 1820s, and it is remarkable that
they ever formed a denomination together in the first place.

I. ANDREW LAMBIE’S RETRACTION OF 1872

From 1861 to 1874, Lambie was living in Bridgeton, Almondbank,
outside Perth, and ministering to his old congregation there. In 1867 he
published a 135-page collection of essays, already cited above, with the
title The Bible; The World’s Age; “Old Paths”; Divisive Courses. In one of the
essays, on “The Judicial Law”, he stated concerning the verse Romans
13:4 (“for he is the minister of God to thee for good”) that, with regard to
the people under him, the civil magistrate should be seeking “not
immediately their spiritual good, but immediately the secular good of
outward and common order”.5 In saying this, he was echoing the Original
Secession Testimony of 1827 – “the proper end of [civil government] is the
promotion of the public good, to the glory of God, by preserving outward
and common order” – which in turn was following the Declaration andDeclaration andDeclar
Defence of the Associate Presbytery’s Principles Anent the Present Civil GovernmentDefence of the Associate Presbytery’s Principles Anent the Present Civil GovernmentDef
of 1744 – “the public good of outward and common order in all
reasonable society, unto the glory of God, is the great and only end which
those invested with magistracy can propose in a sole respect unto that
office”.6 Thus Lambie’s position was the standard one adopted by the
Seceders in their ongoing dispute with the Reformed Presbyterians over
the precise relationship between the civil magistrate and the Kingdom
of Christ.7

In March 1871, however, Lambie and his congregation renewed
the Covenants,8 and this seems to have induced him to give more minute
examination to the Original Secession Testimony of 1827 than he had done
before. Although he had subscribed the Testimony at his licensing in 1828 
and his ordination in 1829, he now started to have doubts; and in 

5 The Bible; The World’s Age; “Old Paths”; Divisive Courses, pp. 27-35 (see p. 29).
6 A TesTesT timonytimonytimon to the Truths of Christ . . . Agreed to by the Associate Synod of Original Seceders, 18ththe Truths of Christ . . . Agreed to by the Associate Synod of Original Seceders, 18tht
May 1827 (Edinburgh, 1827), pp. 53-4; Answers by the Associate Presbytery to . . . the Rev. Mr.
Thomas Nairn . . . Together with a Declaration and Defence of the Associate Presbytery’s Principles
Anent theAnent theAnent t Present Civil Government (Edinburgh, 1744), p. 71. See also Adam Gib, The PresentThe PresentThe Pr
Truth: A Display of the Secession-TestimonyTruth: A Display of the Secession-TestimonyT (2 vols., Edinburgh, 1774), Vol. 1, pp. 311-3.
7 Behind this, of course, layse, layse, la the question of the lawfulness or otherwise of acknowledging
the Revolution Settlement of 1689-90.
8 MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”, p. 291.
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February 1872, he and
his elder, David Henry,
placed a lengthy and
rather strange advertise-
ment in a newspaper
announcing that they no
longer agreed with the
view on the civil magis-
trate expressed above.
Under the title of “The
Ends of Magistracy”, the
advertisement began as
follows:

The subscribers
consider it due to
the Secession Testi-
mony and to truth
to state that they do
not assent to the
follofollof wing proposi-
tion occurring in
the Associate Pres-
bytery’s Answers to
Mr NairMr NairMr N n, namely,y,y
“The public good
of outward and
common order in
all reasonable so-
ciety, unto the glory
of God, is the great
and only end which
those invested with
magistracy can pro-
pose in a sole respect unto that office:” which clearly means that
this is the only end in respect to men. Nor do they assent to the
proposition in the same paragraph, that “There ought not to be
any exercise thereof towards its end, but what can be argued for
and defended from natural principles.” They reckon these
propositions inconsistent with the Secession Testimony, and with
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Column in the North British Advertiser of
10th February 1872, in which appeared Lambie and

Henry’s advertisement.Henry’s advertisement.Henr



the paper in which they occur. [Signed] Andrew Lambie, Minister;
David Henry, elder, to Remnant of Original Seceders.9

The advertisement continues with an even longer paragraph,
signed only by Lambie, which apologises for, and argues against, his
statement in the 1867 essay quoted above. Proverbs 20:8 (“A king that
sitteth on the throne of judgment scattereth away all evil with his eyes”)
is advanced in support of the contention that the civil magistrate should
oppose “Erastianism, Ecclesiastical Supremacy and cruel Intolerance”;
and the advertisement brands as “cruel” the “simple toleration of high-
handed sinning in open contempt of the true God; as is legal toleration
of any error or sin whatsoever”.

At this stage Lambie was still ostensibly defending the 1827
Testimony, but soon afterwards he abandoned this position and published
a long list of errors and infelicities that he had found in it. Rather
surprisingly, he persuaded the Kirk Session of Almondbank to endorse
his list;10 and even more surprisingly he persuaded the group who had
left the ministry of James Wright in Edinburgh in December 1873 to
constitute their new congregation on the basis of the 1827 Testimony as
modified by his list.11

II. JAMES WRIGHT’S RESPONSE

WrWrW ight at first took no notice of Lambie’s advertised retraction (as far asight at first took no notice of Lambie’s advertised retraction (as far asight at f
we havhavha e seen), but this changed at the beginning of 1874 when Lambie
unexpectedly became pastor to those who had just left Wright’s ministry
at the end of the previous year. Wright’s notebook for that time contains
three entries on the subject.

The firThe firThe f st is a short note which simply states: “Mr. Lambie’s and
his elder’s Declaration against O.S. Testimony = Cameronianism. Wilson 

9 North British Advertiser, 10th February 1872. The advertisement’s attempt to drive a
wedge between the 1827 Testimony and the 1744 Answers to Nairn is puzzling because the
1827 Testimony cites the Answers to Nairn in support of its position. Another puzzle, of a
diffdiffdif erferf ent sort, is that David Henry is stated to be an elder, whereas MacWhirter says thathat David Henry is stated to be an elder, whereas MacWhirter says thathat Da
he was elected an elder on 12th July 1876; see “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to
Secession History”, p. 292.
10 MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”, p. 292.
11 ibid., p. 326. See also Appendix, containing Notes on the Testimony, 1827 (Edinburgh and
Perth, 1874), pp. 1-9.
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of Perth against ‘Plain Reasons’”.12 The work, Plain Reasons, was a
Cameronian publication which appeared in 1731 and was attributed to
Andrew Clarkson. William Wilson of Perth’s main work was his Defence
of Reformation-Principles, published in 1739, in reply to John Currie’s Essay
on Separation (1738). In the preface to his Defence, Wilson states that a great
part of Currie’s Essay “is laid against a book called Plain Reasons etc., a
book in which the Seceding Brethren have no manner of concern. As I
have not read it for several years bypast, so I am not to take any manner
of notice of what our author advances about it.”13 In his sequel, A
Continuation of the Defence, published in the year of his death (1741), Wilson
still makes no mention of Plain Reasons, and anything he may have
written in reply to it must have dated from the early or mid 1730s. We are
not aware of any such reply, however, and we are not sure what answer toaware of any such reply, however, and we are not sure what answer toa
Plain Reasons James WrJames WrJames W ight had in mind.

In a second note, Wright observes that Lambie’s “Declaration” was
“against the Testimony of Original Seceders”, and against “Mr. Lambie’s
Ordination Oath: Question 11 Formula”.14 He also asks, given that Mr.
Lambie “regrets publishing the opposite in 1867”, “what security” there
now is “against another change?”. He concludes by stating that Lambie
has “ipso factipso factipso f o, ceased to be an Original Seceder and cut himself offiginal Seceder and cut himself offiginal Seceder and cut himself of from
that body”.15

The most interesting note, however, is the third one which Wright
entitles “Former history of Mr. Lambie”. He then lists the following
items, which will be discussed in the next section:

I. In U.P. Synod as student of Divinity. II. His father’s and his own
conduct to Mr. M‘Derment, Auchinleck: church door locked at
first sacrament: new keys from Cumnock (Prof. Paxton). III.
I objected to his return before Ayr Presbytery at Kilwinning,
before I would take licence. IV. His conduct at Pitcairngreenbefore I would take licence. IV. His conduct at Pitcairngreenbef
before marriage at Perth Presbytery. V. Conduct about Mr. Beattie 

12 MS. Notebook, commences “General Notebook, Nov. 1857”.
13 W. Wilson, Defence of the Reformation-Principles of the Church of Scotland (Edinburgh, 1739),
p. xv.
14 Question 11 of the Formula asked: “Are you satisfied with, and do you purpose to
adhere unto, and maintain, the principles about the present Civil Government, which are
declared and maintained in the Associate Presbytery’s Answers to Mr. Nairn’s Reasons
of Dissent, with the Defence thereto subjoined?”, he Defence thereto subjoined?”, he Def Act for Rct for Rct f enewing Our Covenants . . . by the
Associate Synod of Original Seceders (Edinburgh, 1828), pp. 27-8.
15 MS. NoNoN tebook,ebook,ebook commences “General Ncommences “General Ncommences “Gener oal Noal N tebook, Nov. 1857”.
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appointed by Synod to preach at Almondbank – in bed all Sabbath
etc. VI. Conduct at sacrament about bread lifting without
consulting with his Session or Presbytery (few in his congregation
went to Lord’s Table). VII. His and John Angus’ [??] against
Magistrate’s power circa sacra: objections to my Action Discourse
on Ps. 72:17.

III. “FORMER HISTORY OF MR. LAMBIE”

Lambie was from the village of Auchinleck in Ayrshire. The Secession
congregation there dated back to the 1730s and had sided with the Anti-
Burghers at the Breach of 1747. The first minister, Robert Smith, had
been ordained in 1763, resigning through reasons of old-age in 1809,
and the second minister, Robert Crawford, was ordained in 1811 and
resigned in 1813. The third minister, Peter M‘Derment, had been
ordained in 1816. He refused, however, to participate in the union of
1820 between the New Light Burghers and Anti-Burghers (which
brought the United Secession Church into being), and in May 1821 he
took part in the formation of the conservative Synod of Protestors. This
led to a division in his congregation which, according to Robert Small,
was settled amicably with part remaining with M‘Derment in the church
building, and part holding separate services for a while and ultimately
joining the Cumnock United Secession congregation which met only a
mile away.16 Wright’s comment, however, shows that Lambie and his
father supported the United Secession party and introduced a sour note
by locking the church door against M‘Derment at the first communion
after the division.

In 1822, Lambie entered the United Secession Divinity Hall,17 but
on 3rd December 1827 he joined the Original Secession Church (to
which Wright already belonged) which had come into existence in May
of that year through the union of the Synod of Protestors with those from
an earlier Anti-Burgher split. At his appearance before the Original
Secession Ayr Presbytery, Lambie stated “that his former conduct in 

16 R. Small, History of the Congregations of the United Presbyterian Church from 1733 to 1900
(2 vols., Edinburgh, 1904), Vol. 2, pp. 325-6.
17 D. Scott, Annals and Statistics of the Original Secession Church (Edinburgh, 1886), p. 562.
Wright’s reference to Lambie’s being a “U.P.” student is an anachronism because theWright’s reference to Lambie’s being a “U.P.” student is an anachronism because theW
United Presbyterian Church was not formed until 1847 when the United Secession
Church amalgamated with the Relief Church.
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leaving our communion had not proceeded from conviction that our
principles were wrong, but from inattention to the question, and that
his offering himself for communion with us was the result of much
consideration and conviction, and a desire to appear for the Reformation
cause as witnessed for by us”.18 Wright’s note above shows that sometime
between 3rd December 1827 and his own licensing on 9th June 1828,
Wright put in a formal objection to the Presbytery regarding their
receiving of Lambie. Thus from the very beginning Wright had had
doubts about the soundness of Lambie’s principles. Wright himself had
become a Divinity student with the Synod of Protestors in 1824.

Lambie was two or three years older than Wright, and he was
licensed on 11th March 1828 and ordained to the Pitcairngreen charge
outside Perth on 29th April 1829. Wright was ordained to the Coupar
Angus charge, about fifteen miles away, on 3rd February 1830. Of
Lambie’s marriage, to which Wright refers, we know nothing; but there
was at least one daughter, who was teaching with her father in
Almondbank in the 1860s.19 Equally, we know nothing about why Mr.
Beattie – presumably James Beattie of Balmullo in Fife20 – should have
been appointed to preach in Almondbank. Possibly it was on account of
the financial difficulties that the Almondbank congregation are said to
have faced in September 1838.21

Wright’s reference to the lifting of the bread at the Lord’s Supper
is of interest because of its connection with the “Lifter Controversy” of
the 1780s. This was very much an Ayrshire controversy in its origin with
David Smyton of Kilmaurs being a “Lifter” and James Robertson of
Kilmarnock a “non-Lifter”.22 Robert Smith of Auchinleck was probably
also a “non-Lifter”, in practice if not in principle.23 The lifting of the
bread before the prayer to set it apart for a holy use at communion was

18 Scott, Annals and StAnnals and StAnnals and S atistics of the Original Secession Church, p. 125.
19 MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”, p. 291.
Lambie had a son-in-law, Charles Martin, who was librarian at Edinburgh University,
ibid., pp. 312-3.
20 James Beattie (1796-1887) had preached at Lambie’s ordination. He was Original
Secession minister of Balmullo in Fife, joining the Free Church with most of his
congregation in 1852. He is best known for his History of the Church of Scotland during
the Commonwealth (1842). See Scott, Annals and Statistics of the Original Secession Church, pp.
261, 416.
21 Scott, Annals and Statistics of the Original Secession Church,Annals and Statistics of the Original Secession Church,Annals and S p. 416.
22 Hugh Watt, “DaHugh Watt, “DaHugh W vid Smatt, “David Smatt, “Da yton and the Lifters”, Records of tecords of tecor he Scods of the Scods of t ttish Church History Society,
Vol. 13 (1957), pp. 38-63 (see p. 43).  
23 ibid., p. 44.
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common among the Anti-Burghers, according to Hugh Watt, but it
does not seem to have been the practice at Pitcairngreen. Lambie
decided to change this, probably for the Pitcairngreen communion in
the spring of 1849, and he asked Wright, who was due to assist him,
to employ that mode of administration. Wright, however, refused, and
eventually declined to assist at the communion; and this was one of
the factors that contributed to their separation. Wright says that few
members of the congregation went to the Lord’s Table at that commu-
nion, but Lambie maintained that it was at most one or two that did not
come forward for tokens.24

The controversy between Lambie and Wright ramified, and at a
subsequent communion in Edinburgh, probably also in 1849, “Mr.
Wright, in the action sermon, used language such as that the writer
[Lambie] in fencing the table considered it his duty, in stating a point of
our profession, to do so in terms somewhat at variance with his”.25 This
sermon may have been the “Action Discourse on Ps. 72:17” to which
Wright refers in his note. John Angus was one of Wright’s elders who left
him in 1873 and joined Lambie, only to leave Lambie again in 1879.26

IV. SOME REFLECTIONS

Lambie’s public actions seem to havhavha e been marked, sadly, by a frequent
lack of prudence and judgment. From his locking of the church door in
1821, to his refusal to join the union of 1842, to his attempts to enforce
the practice of “lifting” at his communion in 1actice of “lifting” at his communion in 1actice of “lif 849, to his separation
from Wrom Wrom W ight over the veracity of a Presbytery minute in 1850, to his
publication of his Reasons for separfor separf ating from Wright, which consistedom Wright, which consistedom W
of a host of relative trivialities, to the sale of his church to meet debts in
1853,27 to his public retraction of 1872, to his imposing of his views on
the 1827 Testimony on  his new Edinburgh congregation in 1874, only for
them to become unhappy with these views in 1876,28 to his violent

24 A. Lambie, Address to the Associate Congregation of Original Seceders at Pitcairngreen showing
the Reasons for his Withdrawment from Communion with the Rev. James Wright, Edinburghthe Reasons for his Withdrawment from Communion with the Rev. James Wright, Edinburght (Perth,
1851), p. 12.
25 ibid., p. 19.
26 MacWhirter, “The Last Anti-Burghers: A Footnote to Secession History”, p. 308.
27 ibid., p. 290. 
28 ibid., p. 306.
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opposition to the holding of congregational meetings for discussion of
financial matters29 – all the way through there is a vein of rashness and
folly. MacWhirter does not give the details, but Lambie’s final split in
1879 was because one of his elders (probably his son-in-law) had been
libelled by two members of the congregation for maintaining that a
statement in the First Book of Discipline may have been “a slip”.30 This was
held to be contrary to the elder’s ordination vows. The Kirk Session
received the libel, and found it relevant and the libelled party worthy of
censure. Lambie, as Moderator, refused to pronounce the sentence; and
at the next meeting he declared that he could no longer act as
Moderator, upon which he withdrew, soon afterwards publishing an
account of his reasons.31 By this time he was about eighty years of age,
and this was his third ecclesiastical separation in thirty-seven years.

The Appendix which Lambie imposed on his new Edinburgh
congregation in 1874 reads, in many places, more like a list of proposed
amendments to a draft document than like something suitable for the
solemnity of public covenanting. For example:

We would leave out the first sentence of the Illustrations of
Proposition third, and the word “Accordingly” that follows it, as
seeming to be at variance with the doctrine just stated. For the
same reason, in the second sentence of the Illustration of
Proposition fourth, we would use the words “shown that”, instead
of the words “stated in what sense”; and would leave out the words
“although under a different consideration”; and instead of “that
object” would say “these objects”.32

After nine pages criticising the Testimony, there are then three or
more pages justifying Lambie’s 1850 separation from Wright, as if this
were a matter of abiding importance for the whole Church.33 It is surpris-
ing that the people who had left Wright were prepared to submit to this
in 1874, and not surprising that they had become uneasy about it by 1876.

29 ibid., p. 306.
30 The statement from the First Book of Discipline seems to have been that the Deacons
were to distribute the money “as by the ministers and kirk shall be appointed”; see J. K.
Cameron (ed.), The First Book of Discipline (Edinburgh, 1972), p. 178. The libellers and
others in the congregation were arguing that the reference to the “kirk” justified their
congregational meetings to discuss financial matters.
31 See A. Lambie, Letter to Remnant of Original Seceders (Edinburgh, 1879), pp. 5-8. 
32 Appendix, containing Notes on the Testimony, 1827, p. 6.
33 ibid., p. 9ff.
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Lambie must have had considerable powers of persuasion, but it is
a pity that he ever became involved in all these lesser issues which
entangled and blighted so much of his ministry. David Scott, who
presumably knew him personally, described him as “guileless and
unobtrusive”,34 but there seems also to have been a reluctance on his
part to submit to the decisions of Church courts or to respect the
opinions of others. His Reasons for separating from Wright in 1850 show
that they had mutual misunderstandings on almost every subject they
touched, and it is a wonder that they ever formed “The Associate
Presbytery of Original Seceders” or that it lasted as long as it did. The
lessons to be learned from Lambie’s unusual ministerial career would
seem to be those of Christian forbearance; of not allowing lesser matters
to jeopardise the work of the Gospel; and of submitting to Church courts
and awaiting the events of Providence, rather than precipitately taking
matters into one’s own hands by way of separation.

34 Scott, Annals and Statistics of the Original Secession Church, p. 563.
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