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Let me submit to you my understanding of how a scruple is handled by the one that requests it and how the body esteems it and handles it.  The setting for a scruple is the occasion for someone taking the ordination vow.  That person requests from the presbytery that he be allowed to take the vow with the scruple he has and now informs the presbytery about the scruple.  Why does he request the scruple?  Because he wants to take the vow with a good conscience, and the scruple is that which does not allow him to accept the confession (at least at that point).  The presbytery grants him the scruple so that he is now able to take the vow with a good conscience.

The whole situation concerning a scruple is the taking of the vow with a good and clear conscience.  Hence its function must be restricted to that arena. Thus it is not an amendment of the church’s confessional documents with reference to the person or the congregation he serves, nor with respect to the presbytery or the denomination.

Whether he can teach or speak about his scruple depends not upon the one asking for the scruple but upon the decisions of the presbytery.  The presbytery may ask him not to speak about the matter further now that his conscience is clear with God with respect to the presbytery and the confessional documents that was the reason for the scruple.  The presbytery may ask him not to speak about the matter with members of his church.   It may ask him not to practice the scruple or seek to have the church change its confessional documents.  It may give him permission to speak about the matter but always in the context of saying that the position of the denomination is that stated in its confessional documents and not his scruple.   But in the case of any of the decisions of the presbytery, the confessional position of the church stays what it was before he submitted his scruple.  The presbytery has allowed that scruple for him in taking his vow, but has not changed the documents and their statement on the matter at all.  

A concrete example of the expressing of scruples and granting of them is seen in the action in which the General Synod of the Presbyterian Church in colonial America adopted the Westminster Confession of Faith and Catechisms as its doctrinal standards.   Their statement of the action speaks of the ministers “after proposing all the Scruples yt [that] any of them had to make against any Articles and Expressions “ in the Confession and Catechisms, “have unanimously agreed in the solution of those Scruples, and in declaring the sd. Confession and Catechisms to be the Confession of their faith, excepting only some Clauses in ye 20 and 23. Chapters, concerning which Clauses, the Synod do unanimously declare, yt [that] they do not receive those Articles in any sense as to suppose . . . “. (Minutes of the Presbyterian Church in America, 1760-1788, edited by Guy S. Klett [Philadelphia: Presbyterian Historical Society, 1976], p. 104).  This action of the General Synod is said to be about the “Scruples” but it might even be said to be about “exceptions” (“excepting only some Clauses”) that they “unanimously” do not receive and also declare these not to be part of the confessional documents which they do receive.  The Confession was finally amended by the Synod of 1788 to remove these scrupled clauses (which were set out in 1729 as being those with which the Synod took exception) in chapters 29 and 23 and also a portion of chapter 31.

Several observations may be noted from this action in 1729.  First, the entire confessional standards were considered in coming to the scruples (“against any Articles and Expressions” in the Confession and Catechisms).  To consider the doctrines that were in view they considered all sections of the confessional documents.  Second, they unanimously granted the scruples and exceptions, considering those clauses as not accepted by the Synod and not part of the confessional documents that they accepted.  Third, even though they did not use the phrase, animus imponentis, they nevertheless gave this sense of the meaning and binding (or not) significance of certain sections of the documents that was being adopted.  They unanimously agreed that certain sections were not binding on the Synod and its ministers.           
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