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The Constitution of the Associate-Reformed Synod In America Considered, Disowned, and
Testified Against, As Inconsistent with the Reformation-Constitution of Britain and Ireland,
By authority Of the Reformed Presbytery in Scotland. 1787.

In article third the synod profess a regard for the religious denominations in Britain to which
they formerly belonged, a desire to correspond, and to concur with them in promoting true
religion. We would indeed fondly hope our brethren have not altogether forgotten the church
with which they once joined in sweet counsel in God’s house; but the committee have reason to
ask them, where the evidence of respect for the church, and a desire to correspond with her
appears, in the strange step they have taken to abandon her communion for the society of those
against whom they had formerly testified, without first obtaining from them a full renunciation
of their old errors. Our brethren now consider the church in Britain and Ireland as existing in
no other relation to them than one to which “they formerly belonged,” a fair confession, they
have cut the staff of bands asunder and broken the brotherhood between Judah and Israel. » As
to the desire of holding an amicable correspondence, and of concurring with her in any just
measure for promoting true religion, the question again recurs, where is the consistency of
doing this upon the principles of the synod? while they declare, in article 4th, their fixed
resolution never to suffer the religious controversies of the church here to be introduced into
their court, and also in the rules of this new synod subjoined to their articles, that they will
receive no minister coming from this church into their communion, but upon the express
condition of homologating this new constitution with this resolution pledged to them to adhere
to it: though on the same terms they might receive one coming from the papal or episcopalian
churches into the closest connection with them. » If the cause of the church in Britain and
Ireland is the cause of God and true religion, why did they forsake her communion? if it is not,
how will they justify their consciences in promoting with her the cause of error; and if they
cannot admit the ministers of the church in this country to officiate with them in the duties of
the ministry in America, how can they concur with them in their ministerial functions out of
America? this strange inconsistency can be explained upon no principle but this, that our
brethren imagine the terms of ecclesiastical communion in and out of America to be diverse;



but how very opposite is this to the holy scriptures, in which we are taught, there is but one
body, one hope, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, Eph. 4.4,5.

In article fourth, the synod declare their resolution “never to suffer to be introduced into
their church, the local controversies about the civil establishment of the presbyterian religion—
or any unnecessary disputes about the origin of civil dominion.” &c.—And “they esteem
themselves bound to detach their religious profession from all foreign connections.”—Here the
synod have dug a deep and gloomy grave for the burial of the whole of the civil reformation of
Britain and Ireland; never, at no future time, are the civil establishment of the presbyterian
religion, and the origin of civil dominion to be introduced as a subject of discussion into their
church. What more effectual measure could the most inveterate enemies of our reformation
interest adopt to check its progress, and sink its name into oblivion? after this barefaced
decretal with what shew of truth can the synod claim relation to the old reformers of these
islands? » While they declare their resolution, in the first article, to allow any of their
members the liberty of disputing in the face of their court the soundness of all the fundamental
doctrines of the Christian religion, they here shut the door forever against making mention of
our glorious civil reformation: But in doing so, they certainly have forgotten the reserve taken
to themselves for admitting unto a candid discussion, in some future time, those sections of the
confession of faith which treat of the origin of civil dominion, the qualifications and duties of
civil magistrates. To give a plausible coloring to this deed, the synod have called these subjects
“local controversies” and “unnecessary disputes”: For our part we are ignorant of any doctrines
in religion that can be considered local; the whole system of the Christian faith is committed as
a trust to all nations, tongues and kindreds to whom it is revealed. » It sometimes indeed
happens that a part of the catholick body of the church, living in a particular place of the world,
is providentially called out to defend a certain doctrine of the church’s faith impugned amongst
them, (as was the case of the church in these lands in relation to the civil establishment of the
presbyterian religion and the origin of civil dominion) but this by no means renders the doctrine
local—nay—the church resident in other places of the world, upon becoming acquainted
therewith, is bound to approve and honour the contending part in her maintenance of the truth,
as much as the more remote members of an extended empire are bound to applaud the patriotic
zeal of their fellow subjects, in repelling the invasion of the common enemy, that may have
been more immediately directed against that part of the country which they inhabit. »
Unnecessary disputes about religion ought ever to be avoided, but when the least iota of
precious truth suffers opposition, silence in the church is a most heinous evil.—The synod’s
resolution to detach their profession of religion from all foreign connections, contains in it the
very soul and spirit of independency, and tends to destroy that universal unity in faith, practice,
profession, and testimony which cements together before the world the one church of the
Living God, scattered through the various kingdoms of the world: It savors too much of the
spirit of the kingdoms of this world that claim internal sovereignty in law, counsel and
operation independent of each other; but since the spiritual kingdom of the Messiah is one, in



faith, in hope and baptism, &c. there can be no foundation in its peculiar constitution, for a part
thereof to avow a profession of religion detached from all other parts of the same kingdom
divided from each other by extensive tracts, and wide oceans, or living under distinct civil
governments. But how does this deed of synod comport with their readiness to concur with the
church here in promoting true religion; since their religious profession has no connexion with
that of our’s?

In article fifth the synod lay down their sentiments about discipline, in the branches of
deposition and excommunication. They speak of a distinction betwixt the deposition of a
minister, and a dissolution of his connexion with their church. Query, What is the real
difference the synod would state betwixt a formal deposition, and a final dissolution of the
union betwixt them and a brother, upon offences given by him? The synod confine the grounds

of deposition to notorious violations
of the law of God, in practice, and
such errors in principle, as unhinge
the Christian profession. But may not
a violent opposition to any of the
Christian doctrines and duties,
engaged to by a minister at his
ordination, accompanied with a
contemptuous refusal to submit to his
brethren over him in the Lord, be
sustained as relevant grounds for
inflicting upon him the censure of
deposition from the office of the holy
ministry, received by him on such a
footing? and is not a judicial
dissolution of the connexion betwixt
the synod and a private member of
the church; or in other words, a
solemn judicial withholding of the
seals of the covenant from him, or
her, as unworthy to partake thereof,
an excommunication of the person
from the privileges of the Christian
church? If there is a difference, we
would be glad to know from our
brethren in what it consists.

Q. 1. What choice in the conduct of the Associate

Reformed brethren appears to the Scottish Presbytery
as inconsistent with the profession of respect to the
church to which they formerly belonged?

Q. 2. In the tension and conflict which exist between the

Reformed Presbytery and the Associate Reformed
Synod, is it the rigidness and tenacity of Reformed
Presbyterians that presents the only obstacle to
brotherly fellowship?

. 3. Does the Reformed Presbytery in Scotland view

Terms of Communion as something which might vary
from one nation to another, or as what ought to have
consistency in all nations?

. 4. Which previous article of the Synod brings the

fourth article into such a light as expresses a great
disrespect for the importance of the civil-reformation
principles of previous reformers?

. 5. What error, in its essence, does the Scottish

Presbytery find in the American Synod's “resolution
to detach their profession of religion from all foreign
connections”?

. 6. What offense of a minister does the Scottish

Presbytery describe as warranting deposition, which
does not appear to be accounted for by the Synod’s
fourth article in speaking of errors which “unhinge the
Christian profession”?

In article sixth the synod hold out their terms of fixed communion to the world, and declare
that these “shall be soundness in the faith, as defined in the above mentioned confession of




faith, catechisms,” &c. Communion with the church, is either Christian or official: as no
limitation is put upon communion, we are allowed to extend it to both kinds. The reader is
advised that the above mentioned are the terms of fixed communion: fixed communion seems
to be opposed to what the synod, in the following article, design by the name of occasional
communion: as no distinction is offered of this last kind of communion, the reader is left at an
uncertainty what idea to affix thereto. Do our brethren by occasional communion understand
communion for once, or returning communion after long intervals? In what laws or precedents
of scripture have they found room for this division of communion? » A distinction of this kind
is found no where, but in the latitudinarian opinions of men. Search the whole scriptures, and
you will find no traces of this, either in the Jewish or Christian church: they never extended
private or official communion to any, but those with whom they meant to continue it, provided
the receivers persevered to act conformable to the dictates of their holy religion. How absurd
would it be in the church to bestow official communion upon a person, by investing him with
the sacred office of the ministry, under a declaration, that, upon his installment therein, he was
to be no longer of their communion: is it not equally preposterous to admit unto the enjoyment
of the privilege of the seals of the covenant of grace, a person, over whom the church has no
jurisdiction? » The synod have established distinct terms of admission to each of these two
kinds of communion; those, who wish to enjoy their fixed communion, must be sound in the
faith, as above defined; but we would ask our brethren, how can a person’s acknowledgment of
the soundness of the faith, as expressed in the confession, be stated as a term of communion, in
a consistency with the synod’s laying open all the doctrines of that confession to objections?
nay, how can it be said there is any faith at all in a church, whose doctrines are liable to
disputation? The synod have set aside some articles of the confession of faith for future
discussion, but, they have not said, if an acknowledged adherence to the articles excepted out
of the confession would be reckoned by them unsoundness in the faith, and to exclude the
adherent from communion with their church.

In article seventh the synod declare their willingness to hold occasional communion with
churches of other denominations. This behoves to be done either by admitting them to the
privilege of receiving from the synod the seals of the covenant, and liberty to officiate in
conjunction with their office bearers; or, by their receiving the same things from other
denominations. The authority, under which they would patronize this practice, is the following
expression of the confession of faith: “to extend communion to all who in every place call upon
the name of the Lord Jesus,” these words are taken out of the scriptures, and as explained in
them, and understood by the compilers of the confession, they mean these only who call upon,
and worship the Lord Jesus, after the manner he has appointed to be done in his own divine
institutions and ordinances; and not those who profess to call upon, and worship the Lord Jesus
in a way not established by him in his word. » All Christian sectaries profess to call upon and
worship the Lord Jesus; popish, episcopalians, arminians, do so; but we are commanded to go
to the law and testimony, for if any speak not according to these things, it is because there is no



light in them. [Isa. 8.20.] The synod’s application of the expression to support the cause of
promiscuous communion, on certain occasions, is a gross perversion of its genuine meaning.

There is nothing in the practice of our
Q. 7. When the American Synod presents its terms of

reformers to vindicate their sense of ) i ; i

. communion, with reference to the Confession of Faith
it. The solemn league and covenant, as a means of determining “soundness in the faith,”
in which our reformers league and what distinction do they appear to make which raises
bind themselves together, or state the questions for the Scottish Presbytery?

terms of communion with them by | Q. 8. When it comes to admitting persons to the seals of
the covenant of grace, what awkward and disagree-
able circumstance is involved in the latitudinarian
principles or sectarian policy embraced by the A.R.

others, is such, as may easily
convince any person, that the synod’s

interpretation of this passage is Synod?

fallacious. The kind of communion |Q. 9. When the A.R. Synod misuse the Confession of

pled for by the synod here, shifts the Faith in order to justify their occasional communion

ground of church fellowship from an with “other denominations,” what else are they
misusing?

agreemenj[ 1.n the faith and practice of Q. 10. What shift in the ground of church fellowship,
true religion to the supposed common with other Christian sects of the time, does
goodness of persons, a most the Reformed Presbytery in Scotland identify as
dangerous maxim in the communion coming to expression in the provisions of the A.R.

of the church. Synod?

In the eight and last article the synod make another boast of having detached their principles
from local peculiarities; a striking indication of their conceited fondness for this new modeled
profession of their own, by which they would bury in everlasting oblivion all that the good
hand of God upon his people enabled them to do for his cause and interest, in former ages, and
different countries from their own, as inclusive of both the principles of religion on which they
proceeded, and the application thereof to particular objects, as presented in the course of
providence.

In this article they also point out the mode to be observed by persons in making application
for admission to fixed communion with them; and enjoin it upon bodies of people belonging to
other denominations of presbyterians, who cannot be seasonably provided in gospel ordinances
by the judicatory under whose inspection they are, that, previous to their being admitted into
communion with the synod, they shall inform the judicatory over them, of the reasons of their
intended application, and use all due means to obtain the concurrence of that judicatory. To us
this appears to be a very strange plan of forming church connections; in as much as it implies
that these bodies of people, supposed to make application to the synod, are still of the same
principles with those of the church to which they formerly belonged, as different from the
principles of the synod, but finding it difficult for the time being to receive a full supply of
gospel ordinances, have thought proper to apply to the synod for that purpose. » If these
supposed bodies of people shall be found so loose as to seek admission into communion with a
church whose principles they cannot adopt, a church professing to bear a pointed testimony



against the errors which prevail in their country, should be so strict as not to open the gates of
their church fellowship to admit them; nor is there any weight in the destitute state of these
bodies of people, to warrant a church to deviate from the plain path of duty to extend relief to
them; But this charitable decision of synod exhibits in a moving light their wide latitudinarian
scheme of communion. » If these bodies of people had seen the evil of their former principles,
and the soundness of those of the synod, they might well state before the judicatory, from
which they withdrew, their errors, as just grounds of a separation, but, in this case, there is no
necessity for them to endeavour to procure the concurrence of the judicatory in their intended
application to another court; nay, it would be absurd and inconsistent in them once to attempt it,
and while the synod oblige them to do so, as it recognizes the lawfulness of the authority of the
judicatory over them, so it has a
manifest tendency to destroy what is

Q. 11. In the eighth article of the A.R. Synod, what does
the Synod expect may lead various bodies of people

the only justifiable ~ground of to apply to them for the administration of Gospel

forsaking the communion of a church, Ordinances?
viz. defection from the faith and | Q. 12. What inconsistency is finally mentioned in the
ordinances of Christ. The synod A.R. Synod’s direction to those applying for

ordinances, that they should seek to obtain the
concurrence of the judicatory they presently stand in
relation to?

would do well to recollect the words
of the prophet, Open ye the gates that
the righteous nation which keepeth
the truth may enter in. Isa. 26.2.

Discussion Questions With Answers:

Q. 1. What choice in the conduct of the Associate Reformed brethren appears to the Scottish Presbytery
as inconsistent with the profession of respect to the church to which they formerly belonged?

A. Tt does not evidence respect for the church, that these brethren have abandoned her communion
to enjoy society with those against whom they formerly testified, without obtaining a
renunciation of old errors from their new brethren.

Q. 2. In the tension and conflict which exist between the Reformed Presbytery and the Associate
Reformed Synod, is it the rigidness and tenacity of Reformed Presbyterians that presents the only
obstacle to brotherly fellowship?

A. No. The Associate Reformed Synod stated a requirement of adherence to their new constitution
as the condition on which they would receive former brethren into their communion. [An
example of change toward modern ecclesiology, where agreement in regulation has priority
over agreement in doctrine.]

Q. 3. Does the Reformed Presbytery in Scotland view Terms of Communion as something which might
vary from one nation to another, or as what ought to have consistency in all nations?

A. Though the words may vary, the effective requirements ought to be the same in all nations
because there is “but one body, one hope, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, Eph. 4. 4,5.”



Q. 4. Which previous article of the Synod brings the fourth article into such a light as expresses a great
disrespect for the importance of the civil-reformation principles of previous reformers?

A. The first article, because it allowed matters of doctrinal discussion with a broadness, but here in
the fourth article all discussion of the civil establishment of the presbyterian religion is
effectively barred by the resolution to never suffer the controversy “to be introduced into their
church.”

Q. 5. What error, in its essence, does the Scottish Presbytery find in the American Synod's “resolution
to detach their profession of religion from all foreign connections”?

A. Their resolution “contains in it the very soul and spirit of independency, and tends to destroy that
universal unity in faith, practice, profession, and testimony which” cements together the
Christian Church.

Q. 6. What offense of a minister does the Scottish Presbytery describe as warranting deposition, which
does not appear to be accounted for by the Synod’s fourth article in speaking of errors which
“unhinge the Christian profession”?

A. They regard deposition as due in cases of “a violent opposition to any of the Christian doctrines
and duties, engaged to by a minister at his ordination, accompanied with a contemptuous refusal
to submit to his brethren over him in the Lord.”

Q. 7. When the American Synod presents its terms of communion, with reference to the Confession of
Faith as a means of determining “soundness in the faith,” what distinction do they appear to make
which raises questions for the Scottish Presbytery?

A. They refer to the terms of communion as being the “terms of fixed communion,” which seems to
be opposed to an undefined “occasional communion.” In this, the Reformed Presbytery’s
concern would also be the concern of the Associate Presbyterians from whom many of the A.R.
Synod ministers had separated.

Q. 8. When it comes to admitting persons to the seals of the covenant of grace, what awkward and
disagreeable circumstance is involved in the latitudinarian principles or sectarian policy embraced
by the A.R. Synod?

A. They commit themselves to admitting people to the seals of the covenant of grace “over whom
the church has no jurisdiction,” (either directly or by way of related ecclesiastical courts. Recall
Article 3, Paragraph 12 from the “Articles or Directions for Keeping the Greater Uniformity in
the Church of Scotland” from the General Assembly, 1645, included with our studies on the
Westminster Directory for Public Worship.)

Q. 9. When the A.R. Synod misuse the Confession of Faith in order to justify their occasional
communion with “other denominations,” what else are they misusing?

A. They misuse WCF 26.3, as if the Westminster Assembly regarded no church censures as worthy
to be enforced. More significantly, they misuse use the Holy Scripture, 1 Cor. 1.2, which
references unity within the body of Christ, but says nothing about how the Church ought to
make Biblical unity to integrate with schismatic separations.



Q. 10. What shift in the ground of church fellowship, common with other Christian sects of the time,

does the Reformed Presbytery in Scotland identify as coming to expression in the provisions of the
A.R. Synod?

A. They have “the ground of church fellowship from an agreement in the faith and practice of true

religion to the supposed goodness of persons, a most dangerous maxim in the communion of the
church.”

Q. 11. In the eighth article of the A.R. Synod, what does the Synod expect may lead various bodies of
people to apply to them for the administration of Gospel Ordinances?

A. Not a change in principles in favor of the A.R. Synod itself, but merely their lack of a full supply

of gospel ordinances from the church judicatories under whose inspection they choose to be for
the time.

Q. 12. What inconsistency is finally mentioned in the A.R. Synod’s direction to those applying for
ordinances, that they should seek to obtain the concurrence of the judicatory they presently stand in
relation to?

A. The A.R. Synod appears to recognize the lawfulness of the authority of these judicatories, over
such people, which would serve to destroy the only justifiable grounds they can have when
forsaking this fellowship. This may not apply to other latitudinarian bodies, but it would apply
to Reformed Presbyterians, Associate Presbyterians, and others.



