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WHAT SHOULD HAVE HAPPENED AT SAGINAW IN 19597

INTRODUCTION
The subject of this paper centers on the Thirty-fifth
Convention of the Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wiscon-
sin and Other States which was held at Michigan Lutheran Sem-
inary, Saginaw, Michigan, on August 5th to the 12th, 1959.
To simplify matters this synodfs name will be shortened to
the Wisconsin Synod as it is called today. The big question
that this convention faced was, "Should we break fellowship
with the Missouri Synod or not?" This was a tough question
that caused problems and divisions in our synod that still
do exist today. Did that convention act properly in coming
to its decision, or should some other decision have been made?
Before really considering this question I would like to
look at two examples. In the first example we have aﬁ impen-
itant man in one of our churches who has been. admonished re-
peatedly. How soon should this man be excommunicated? Does
he have to be excommunicated at the first possible voters'

meeting, or would it be possible to walt until the nextrmeet-

ing? 1In the second example let us consider the hiétory of

k“ ,,Israe1,and Judah in the 0l1d Testament. How 10ng'did our hea-

venly Father put up with thelr sinfulness before He'broke of ¥
relations with them? When is the proper time to break ties
‘with a church body? Is it really always going to be possible
for us to be able to pinpoint an exact time? Scripture does

not give us an exact time. Therefore, it is our duty to study

the 'situation and do the best that we can to serve our God and



His kingdom.

I. QUESTIONS BEFQORE THE SYNOD

In dealing with this subject it is necessary for us to
look back at the history of the problem that developed between
the Wisconsin Synod and the Missouri Synod.

At the time of the Wisconsin Synod‘'s organization, it was
not confessionally strong. Missouri, on the other hand, start-
ed out stronger. Nelson (1980) says of the Wisconsin Synod:

The constitution for the new synod lacked a confession-
al paragraph. However, in 1ts provisions for ordina-
tion the ministerial candidates were pledged to the
confessions: "At the time of his ordination, each
candidate shall be pledged to the Augsburg Confession
and to the other confesgsions of the Evangelical Luth-
eran Church"(p. 184).
A confessional paragraph in the constitution would have shown
better confessionalism in the Wisconsin Synod, but, at least,
there was a confegssional requirement made of the Synod's
ministers before they could he ordained.

The Missouri Synod constitution started this synod off

with a strong confessional stand. Nelson (1980) records their

- confessional paragraph:

'Acceptance of Holy Scripture, both the 01d and the
New Testament, as the written Word of God and. ab the

only rule and norm of faith and life.

Acceptance of all the symbolical books of the Evangel-
ical Lutheran Chupch (these are the three Ecumenical
Symbols, the Unaltered Augsburg: Confession, the Apol-

ugv~»¢he~Smaleald~ArtlchSTW¢he—Large~andemall Gate
chism of Iuther, and the Formula of Concord) as the
pure and unadulterated explanation and presentatlon
of the Word of God (p. 180) L
It is obv1ous from this. statement that the Mlssourl Synod did
indeed start out with a good @oundatlon. |
In July of 1872 the Synodioai Conference was formed.

This was able to take place because theemissouri, Ohio, Nor-
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weglan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Illinoils synods found them-
selves in agreement. All of these synods did not remain in the
Conference. Ohio left already in 1881, because of doctrinal
reasons. But this Synodical Conference was a good confession-
al body. The Wisconsin Synod had strengthened her attachments
to the confessions. At this time the Missouri Synod was the
big synod in the Conference, and, because of that, she became
similar to a big brother to the Wisconsin Synod. This point,
of itself, will show us why there had been such a close rela-
tion between the synods, and why breaking with that big brother
synod was not the easiest thing to do.
It is correct to say that the Missouri Synod helped the

Wisconsin Synod in her stand for the truths of Scripture.
Men in our synod looked up to Missouri because of that fact.
Nelson (1980) records:

"Never,"” wrote a Wisconsin Synod editor about the Mis-

souri Synod, "has the pure doctrine of God's Word

been in uninterrupted control of one and the same

church body for so long a time." Preservation, rep-

etition, indoctrination of this truth,  and its defense

against all change was regarded as the church's pri-

mary task (p. 377).

In 1932, the Missouri Synod adopted a confession called

the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Positionvgf the Missour?i

‘Synod. This was an excellent confession. As long as the synod

-adhered to this, sheswould be in good shape. Since the Wiscon-

sin Synod broke with Missouri because of fellowship practises,

I would like to quote the Brief Statement's position on church

fellowship:

Since God ordained that His Word only, without the

admixture of human doctrine, be taught and believed
in the Christian Church, 1 Pet. 4,11; John 8,31.32;
1 Tim. 6,3.4, all Christians are required by God +to
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discriminate between orthodox and heterodox church-
bodies, Matt. 7,15, to have church-fellowship only
with orthodox church-bodies, and, in case they have
strayed into heterodox church-bodies, to leave them,
Rom. 16,17. We repudiate unionism, that is, church-
fellowship with the adherents of false doctrine, as
disobedience to Cod's command, as causing divisions

in the Church, Rom. 16,17; 2 John 9,10, and as involv-
ing the constant danger of losing the Word of God en-
tirely, 2 Tim. 2,17-21 (p. 14).

Tf the Missouri Synod had continued to adhere to this posi-
tion, Wisconsin would not have had to break with them, at
least not because of fellowshlp problems.

But a change did occur in Missouri. The Wisconsin Synod
grew stronger, while Missouri weakened. Nelson (1980) says:

During the thirty years between 1932 and 1962 the
Missouri Synod not only changed its name to "the Luth-
eran Church-Missouri Synod" (1947) but its attitude
toward other Lutherans. The change in attitude was
accompanied be a partial relaxing of Missouri's doc-
trinal rigidity. The Brief Statement (1932), which
had become its standard for measuring doctrinal ortho-
doxy and which had virtually been given confessional
status in 1959, was subjected to increasing criticism
by a number of theologians. The synodical convention
of 1962, though disciplining one of the "guilty" the-
ologians, recognized that it was unconstitutional to
bind pastors and professors to anything but the Scrip-
tures and the Lutheran confessions. (p. 528).

The attitude change that hit Missouri was a desire to get
closer to other Lutherans, Lutherans that formerly were con-

sidered heterodox.  Nelson (1980) says:

Meanwhile, the Synodical Conference was experiencing
difficulty because of the Missouri Synod's cautious
but growing openness to other Lutherans. As noted
earlier, World War II brought the Missouri Synod into

numerous contacts with the churches of the National
Lutheran Council. Though reluctant to enter into of-
ficial cooperation, which according to Missouri re-
quired complete doctrinal agreement, there were sev-
eral areas in which boards or agencies--not the synod
itself-~found it expedient to associate with others.
Some of these contacts evolved into formal and official
synodical relationships, such as Lutheran World Relief,
the Lutheran Service Commission, Lutheran Immigration



Service, and Lutheran Church Productions, Inc., the
latter being responsible for the highly successful
film Martin Luther (pp. 527-528).

Of course, there is nothing wrong with getting together with
other church bodies. For that matter,'it is something to be
strived for--just so long as there is doctrinal unity. After
all, unity helps in doing mission work, pastor and teacher
training, and other areas. It was not wrong for Missouri to
try to find unity with other church bodies. But it is wrong
to compromise the truths of Scripture in order to get that
unity. In 1935, the Uni{gﬁtgﬁgich in America (ULCA) and the
American Iutheran Chutch (ALC) extended an invitation to the
Missouri Synod to try to establish closer relations. Aaberg
(1968) tells us what Missourl resolved concerning that invi-
tations:
That we declare our willingness to confer with other
Lutheran bodies on problems of Lutheran union with a
view towards effecting true unity on the basis of the
Word of God and the Lutheran Confessions;... (p. 136)
As long as this policy‘is followed, negotiations with other
church bodies can be done properly.

The ALC and the Missouri Synod continued meeting, but

there were problems to be dealt with. In 1944, the Missouri

Synod-held--their.-convention..at.-Sa 31 naw. A'i‘ ‘i"h isimeeting. . there
were two resolutiongthat~olearlyféhowed'défélbpiﬁg,prOblems

concerning Wisconsin's relationship to Missouri. The first

of these problems concerned Missouri's staﬁd‘that there is a
difference between jJjoint prayer .and prayer fellowShip. ~Aaberg
states:

However, joint prayer at intersynodical conferences,
asking God for His guidance and blessing upon: the -
deliberations and discussions of His Word, does not
militate against the resolution of the Fort Wayne Con-
vention, provided such prayver does not imply denial



of truth or support of error. Local conditions will
determine the advisability of such prayer. .Above all,
the conscience of a brother must not be violated nor
offense be given (p. 157).
The resolution of the Fort Wayne Convention warned against
forcing the issue to join fellowship with the ALC by esta-
blishing any kind of outward fellowship, whether that be pray-
er, altar, or pulpit fellowship (Aaberg, 1968, p. 157). The
Saginaw Convention got around this point by making an impro-
per distinction between joint prayer and prayer fellowship.
The second problem was that Missouri decided that the Boy
Scouts weren't as bad as they thought--so the decision, as to
whether or not to allow séouting, was up to the individual
congregation. Of these two resolutions really the first was
the most detrimental, because it did allow fellowship with
church bodies without agreement, even though Missouri would
deny that this actually is fellowship.

At the next Missouri Convention it was stated that the
ALC's position was not that of Missouri. The Missouri Commit-
tee on Doctrinal Unity said:

Our Synod has insisted and still‘insists that fellow-
ship must be based on unity in all doctrines clearly

revealed in Holy Writ. If church bodies can do no
more than pledge that each group be loyal to its own

thing, nor are they Jjoined together in the same mind
and judgment.

The present situation forbids us to propose that altar
and pulpit fellowship be established with the American

It is amazing that after this report the Missouri Synod still

was involved in talks with the ALC. After all, there had been
about ten years of talks between the two bodies, and this com-
mittee reported that the ALC still held to its heterodox posi=-

tion. The Missourl Synod was definitely in trouble.



At the 1948 Synodical Conference meeting the Evangelical
Lutheran Synod (ELS) reported that problems were showing up
in the Missouri Synod churches, even though at the synod level
matters were being taken care of. The ELS reporteds:

Some in the Missouri Synod have by their actions anti-
cipated an agreement with the American Lutheran Church,
which does not exist. They have held unionistic ser-
vices, conducted joint prayer, have carried on joint
church work, and have united in other brotherly asso-
ciations with its members (Aaberg, 1968, p. 168).

Aaberg continues:

The ELS noted that the offenders had continued in good
standing in the Missouri Synod, and that some had even
been given greater responsiblilities, while those pro-
testing this state of affairs had been given little,
if any comfort (p. 168).

During the year 1949 the ALC Commissioners and Missouri's
ot
Doctrinal Unity Committee worked,a document to state their
common beliefs. This document was called the "Common Confes-
sion." It appears that Missouri was fairly pleased by this
document. At its 1950 Milwaukee Convention 1t resolved:
That if the American Lutheran Church, in convention
assembled, accepts it, the "Common Confession” shall
be recognized as a. statement of agreement on these
doctrines (emphasis mine) between us and the American
Tutheran Church (Aaberg, 1968, p. 172).
The '"Common Confession” simply did not deal with all doctrines.

It .just dealt with those. areas in which the two_synods agreed.

It is amazing that the resolutions of the Missouri Convention

said nothing of sharp doctrinal differences that separated the

o

two synods in the past. The positive treatment of the "Common
Confession" appears to show that these two synods really want-
ed to get together, and that doctrine might just have to be
sacrificed in order to do that. Aaberg interprets the Mis-

souri resolutions by saying:



That Missouri, on the basis of the fact that it found
nothing in the "Common Confession" which contradicted
the Scriptures, could declare that the document showed
that agreement had been reached in those doctrines
treated, shows an astounding indifference to doctrine.
Applying the same principle, one could as well say
that since there is nothing in the "Apostles' Creed"
which contradicts the Scriptures, one is 1in agreement
in the doctrines of which the creed speaks with all
the Christian churches which confess this creed (p.

172-173). |

It is obvious that there must have been areas in which the
two synods did not agree. But what was left, since the "Com-
mon Confession" spoke of God, Man, Redemption, Election, Means
of Grace, Justification, Conversion, Sanctification, The
Church, The Ministry, and The Last Things?

The 1951 ELS Conﬁention lists these errors in the "Common
Confession":

1) The document does not reject the false doctrine
which has been expressed in the American Lutheran
Church, that some parts of Scripture are not divine-
1y inspired.

2) The Common Confesgion does not definitely state that
God has declared all mankind to be righteous in
Christ.

3) The error of the American Iutheran Church, that some
people are converted to Christ while others are not,
because the converted offer only a natural resist-
ance, while others offer willful resistance--this
error is not rejected in the Common Confession.

L) The Common Confession does not reject the error
taught in the American Lutheran Church that God

elected. His people . to eternal life in view of their
foreseen faith. '

5) The Common Confession does not reject the error in
the American ILutheran Church, that the Means of Grace
belong to the essence of the Holy Christian Church.

6)—The—Common—Confession—does not-wholly-reject-such—————-
errors in the doctrine of the Last Things as the

American Lutheran Church is tolerating as, for ex-

ample, that the Papacy may not be the Anti-christ

until the last day; that an unusually large number

of Jews will be:converted to Christ in the future,

and that there will be some kind of millennial

reign of Christ (Amaberg, 1968, pp. 174-175).

The Wisconsin Synod rejected the "Common Confession" and

made this resolution in 1951:



That we inform the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod
that we not only find the Common Confession to be in-
adequate...but that we also hold that the adoption of
the Common Confession by the Lutheran Church--Missouri
Synod involves an untruth and creates a basically un-
truthful situation, since this action has been offi-
cially interpreted as a settlement of past differences
which are in fact not settled.

That we ask the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod to re-
pudiate its stand that the Common Confession is a set-
tlement of the doctrines treated by the two commlttees
(Aaberg, 1968, pp. 175-176).

Even within the Missouri Synod this confesslon caused
problems and dissentions. Because of this the Orthodox Luth-
eran Conference formed in 1951.

The 1952 Synodical Conference meeting found the "Common
Confession" to be an inadequate confession. But Missouri an-
nounced that a Part II was being worked on for the confession
to meet the objections to the first part. It was at this
meeting that the Wisconsin Synod representatives announced
their "protest" against the Missouri Synod. At its Milwaukee
Recessed Convention in October 1953, this protest was - approved
by Wisconsin, and the convention officially declaredy

That the Missouri Synod "...by reaffirming its accept-
ance of the Common Confession as a ’settlement of past
differences which in fact are not settled,® ...and by

its persistent adherence to its unionistic practices...

has brought about the present break in relations that
is now threatenlng the ex1sbence of the Synodlcal Con-~

fereresand—the continugtion-of-our-affitiation-with

the sister Synod"(Aaberg, 1968 p- 184)

The 1954 Synodlcal Conference meeblng was to discuss all

these problem&, especially dealing with the "Common Confession. "
But because of Missouri's dominant size no resolutions concern-:
ing this confession could be made , S0 the convention recessed.
At a recessed meeting the Synodical Conferehce resolved to ask

the Missourl Synod:"not to use the Common Confession as a func-

tioning union document, ‘without however, passing judgment pro
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or con on the doctrinal content of the Common Confession by

this convention" (Aaberg, 1968, p. 168), One item that may
have appeared as a good sign was that at this time the nego-
tiations between Missourl and the .ALC had stopped, at least
for a time, because of the ALC's steps to merge with other
church bodies. If we want to look for another positive point,
we can consider the fact that the Missouri Synod still held

to the Brief Statement, even though in effect the article on

Church fellowship was not being followed as it should.

The 1955 Wisconsin Synod Convention had its work cut out
for it. Many men of this synod felt that our dealings with
Missouri were going on too long. Some were wondering if we
also were guilty of unionism because we weren't breaking from
Missouri. Everyone knew that there were problems--that the
Missourl Synod was breaking up the Synodical Conference. But
the question was what should be done about it? From the Book

of Reports and Memorials for the Thirty-third Convention, in

the Report of the President we read this plea:

We implore the Holy Spirit to guide and direct us as
we try to decide in the face of all the reports wheth-
er the Lord would now have us apply His definite com-
mand "Avoid them!" or whéther we still have an unpaid
debt of love to those whose fellowship we have cher-

i ished o _many. . years (Do L) e
The problem with Missouri was evident. = The real issue before

the Wisconsin Synod from this time on was deciding how our

synod would best serve the Lord in His efforts to lead souls
into His kingdom--by bréaking with Missouril, or by using all
opportunities in love to try to straighten out the problems.
This convention, by a vote of about two to one, voted to take

a wait and see attitude, to see what Missouri would do at her



11

1956 convention.

The 1956 Missouri Convention did some encouraging things.
It dropped the "Common Confession" as a document to be used
to try to establish doctrinal unity. The convention also re-

solved:

That we reject any and every interpretation of docu-
ments approved by Synod which would be in disagree-
ment with the Holy Scriptures, the Lutheran Confes-
sions, and the Brief Statement (Aaberg, 1968, p. 203).

Another resolution concerning intersynodical relations stated:

That we gratefully acknowledge every fraternal expres-
sion of concern and guidance in matters of doctrine

and practice which has come to ug in meekness and love
from our brethren in the Synodical Conference, and

make every effort to avoid that which is wrong and to
become nore firmly entrenched in that which is right;...
(Aaberg, 1968, p. 203)

One more resolution stated that Missouri could not join the
Lutheran World Federation because that would be unionism.
These resolutions seemed to appéar that Missouri was taking

a turn for the better. In August of 1956, the Wisconsin Synod
held a recessed convention. The Standing Committee on Matters
of Church Union had sent men to the Missouril bonvention° They

saw these positive signs and reported that the committee:

Carried out its assignment and presented its report
to the Districts of Synod and to this convention, and

“Tgroftheconviction—that our-Synod-ought notto
close the door to further-.discussions at this time,
but, while prayerfully awaiting the outcome of added
efforts at attaining unity, hold the judgment of our
Saginaw resolutions in abeyance (Wisconsin Lutheran

Quarterly, Vol. 53, 1956, p. 297).

At this point it appeared that the Wisconsin Synod could help
Missouri better by staying in a protesting fellowship with
them. It would be good to note at this time that the ELS had
broken fellowship with Missouri in 1955. However, this was

not done in a spirit of malice, but of love, hoping to regain
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the stumbling synod. The fact that they broke fellowship did
not mean that there was no further communication between these
two synods, Perhaps, the ELS had better leverage with Missouril
now because of that fact.

This whole problem was not a problem that could be solved
easily. One big problem involved was that of communicatibna
Questions always had to wait until the next convention of the
other church body to be solved. Missouri held her conventions
every third year, Wisconsin every other year. Then when
there were conventions on the same year, Missouri's conven-
tion was held after Wisconsin"s, so things just kept getting
delayed,‘and really it was hard to always get the entire pic-
ture. What we will want to remember is that in looking back
we can see things much more clearly and also we can see the
results. This truly was a harq time for our brothers.

Should we break with Missouri or not? That again was
the question in 1957 at the Wisconsin Convention at New Ulm,
Minnesota. The Standing Committee in Matters of Church Union
reported: |

While we saw a hopeful sign in the excellent state-
ment of Scriptural principles of church fellowship on

which the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod in 1956 de-
clined membership in the Tutheran World Federation,

this hope has been dimmed by the fact that on an of-
ficial basis the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod has
since the 1956 convention in St. Paul involved itself
in just such "cooperative programs in actual church

work;—evgvi—jointreducational-endeavorsy —of-which

it said in its resolution that they would involve it
"in a union in spiritual matters with groups not in

doc?rinal agreement with us'"(WLQ, Vol. 54, 1957, p.

291},

The Committee resolved that we should suspend fellowship with
Missouri, until the controversies are corrected; but that Qis~

cussions should continue to try to reach that end. This actien
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was not to be taken as an excommunication of the Miésouri Synod.
Rather it was to try to show that synod the severity of the
problem, and that steps must be taken to correct the situa-
tion. The WLQ records for us:
This floor committee report proposing a suspension
of fellowship relations with the Lutheran Church--
Missouri Synod was voted down after about eight hours
of debate. The official vote showed 77 delegates
voting against, and 61 for the adoption of the re-
port, with eight delegates abstaining from voting
(vol. 54, 1957, p. 292).
This vote did not show that most Wisconsin men thought that
Missouri was okay. Instead, it showed that a larger amount
of men thought that we could serve the Lord better in correct-
ing the situation by dealing with the problem as one supposed-
1y united body than as two separate synods. It is obvious
that the sides for breaking fellowship and for remaining in
a protesting fellowship were nearing equal strengths. The
conflict within our own synod was multiplying.
The next meeting of importance is the Synodical Confer-
ence meeting of August 5-8, 1958. It appears from going over

the Proceedings of this convention that the men gathered at

Lakewood, Ohio, knew of the problem, and did want to do some-~

thing about it. Yet, from this record it appears that nothing
- really happened to change thelpicture,'

During the two yearsﬂbefbretthe Saginaw Convention, Presi-

dent Naumann and eight members of the Standing Committee at-
tended six meetings with the union ¢Qmmitteeslof the synods of
the Synodical Conference. At fhé Jéhuary ahd Apri1 meetings
in 1959, the subject of Church Fellowship wés taken up. The -

Standing Committee gives us this report of those meetings:

On the whole most of the points of our presentation
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were not onlv permitted to stand when they were indi-
viduallv discussed and elucldated but they -were even
highlv commended as Scripturally sound and well ex-
pressed. Still at the end of the discussion the Mis-
souri Swvnod representatives were not ready to acknowl-
edge the Scriptural correctness of the basic point of
our Wisconsin Svnod presentation. The basic point is
this that all joint expressions and demonstrations of
a common Christian faith--call them Church Fellowship
or bv anyv other term--are essentially one, that they
involve a unit concept, and that they are therefore
all governed by one set of principles, namely on the
one hand by the consideration of our debt of love
toward the weak brother, and on the other hand by the
Lord*'s clear injunction, also flowing out of love, to
avoid persistent adherents of false doctrine and prac-
tice (Book of Reports and Memorials, 1959, pp. 71-72).

As had been the case in the past there were positive sides to
this meeting, but there also were the negatives sides.. It 1s
reallv no wonder that the question, "What should we do?" did

not have an easy answer.

IT. THE DECISION

In the previouﬁsection much space was used to present the
history of the problem. The purpose of that was to show that
a decision in this matter would have to be very complex. When
we consider the close history that the two s&nods experienced
for so long, a break would not:be easy.

Also, in Missouri itself, the situation was not that clear.

~THrarrecent Senior-Dogmatics-class—at—the -Wisconsin-Tutheran
‘Seminary, Professor Becker related his own feelings as one

who. belonged to the MissouriASvnbd at that time. He said that

he was readv to leave the synod, but he asked one question at
'Missouri's San Francisco-Cohvehtinﬂ,Lwhicﬁ&wasiﬁeldrJﬁﬁé*l?m
27, 1959. He asked whether or not the synod still said that

its pastors had to ablde by the Brief Statement. The answer

he received was ves. With that answer he decided to remaih



15

in the Missouri Synod, even though he still felt uncomfortable.

Let us remember that the Brief Statement had an excellent sec-

tion on Church Fellowship. This answer by that convention
would seem to offer some hope. If only Missouri's actual prac-

tice would Ffollow the Brief Statement. (Note: Professor Beck-

er also related to the class that two vears later Missourl said
that it was unconétitutional to hold its pastors to more than
the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions. Because of that
we see that the strong section on Church Fellowship that the

Brief Statement included was no longer binding on the pastors.)

Before Wisconsin's 1959 convention, President Naumann re-
ceived a letter from President Behnken of Missouri. In this
letter he stated that there was basic agreement in the areas
of pulpit and altar fellowship, but that there were some prob-
lems concerning praver fellowship. Concerning this point he
wrote:

We therefore plead for continued patient discussion
and deliberation on the points of difference. We have
been asked by our Convention "to continue to face all
the issues confronting the members of the Synodical

Conference, and, by God's grace, help resolve them"
(Proceedings, 1959, p. 176).

This is a plea for patience. It also seems to indicate a de-

gire to straighten the matfer out.

The Report of Floor Committee No. 2 on Church Union (Pro-

Qﬁggéﬁggﬁngggwmppmwlg&mlgijmreflects the desire _of President
Behnken's letter to continue to work at correcting the pfoblem,
The Committee reported that Missouri was receptive to our test-
imony, that there was agreement in the "Statement on Scripture"
and the "Statement on the Antichrist," that some disciplinary

action was being taken against some errorists in the Missouri
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Synod, and that the Joint Union Committees were discussing
matters on Church Fellowship. It therefore resolved to keep
working at seeking doctrinal unitv. The Committee also noted
that there was the problem of offense, and resolved to testify
strongly against the offenses that still existed in the Mis-
souri Synod. A special resolution was made because of the
offense caused by Scouting. These resolutions and the Com-
mittees entire report was adopted by the‘Convention.

The decision of this Convention was not to break fellow-
ship with Missouri at this time. However, our fellowship with
Missouri would remain a protesting fellowship. Many disagreed
with this, and said that we should break with our sister synod.
Was Wisconsin wrong in not breaking fellowship 'at this time?
In considering this I would like to refer +o the Senior Dog-
matic Notes which say:

How long communion with an erring church, but strug-
gling for the truth, may be kept up is a question of
Christian wisdom and brotherly love (p. 161).
I am convinced that, in studying”therrecord,;the action our
synod. tbok at this convention was taken out of brotherly love
for Missouri. I don't;think:thatVthere was anyone who be-

lieved that Missouri's fellowship practices were correct, but

all must have hoped and prayed that these practices would be

f¢orrected. These men‘must hgyef§e¢n7thinkihg Qf,RomahS 16%17;

Ut they aiqn‘f”fﬁrgét”GaIEfiaﬁs%6?1m2:
Brothers, if someone is caught in a sin, you who are
spiritual should restore him gently. -But watch your-
self, or you also may be tempted. Carry each other's
burdens, and in this way you will fulfill the law of
Christ. ‘ ‘

Brotherly love influenced the Saginaw Convention +to come to -

its decision, but, at the same time, this convention must have
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realized that our synod needed to watch out, or it also would

be tempted.

IIia HOW THIS DECISION RELATED TO EARLIER AND SUBSEQUENT
DECISIONS
At Saginaw our synod moved closer to breaking with Mis-

souri, even though the Proceedings don't directly say so0.

In 1961 the break took place. Up to the 1961, everyone seems
to have been sorting out the problem. Some saw that we would
nave to break with Missouri sooner than others. 1In my opinion
it might have been better for Wisconsin to break with Missouri
sooner than it did. But it most certainly was not wrong for
Wisconsin to continue in fellowship as long as it did. We
will want to note that our synod recognized Missouri's prob-
lem and was dealing with it. Our synod never acted ;s if all
things were "fine and dandy" in Missourl.

In 1961 Wisconsin broke fellowship with Missouri. Yet,
our synod did not totally break with Missouri until 1963, when
we left the Synodical Conference. 1In doing this we were still
acting out of love for the erring synod by trying to impress

upon Missouri ‘the’seriousnedss oflits error.

~“PerhapsT%thewc&osewreia%ionshipriSGOnsinmhadmhadwwithWW«

H"Missouri meant that we stayed in fellowship as long as we did.

 "After all,1Mié$6uri‘was~thére4for us, when Wisconsin was the

,»y weaker brother. Tf Wisconsin had not been in fellowship with

-Missouri before thé*whole‘problem{of'unionism‘showed up, it
is certain that our synod would not have entered into fellow-
ship with Missouri, unless the problem cleared up.

Tn Wisconsin's relationship with Missourl we can see a
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definite progression. It began with true fellowship. Then
problems developed which led to a protesting felloWship, and
then, finally, to a break in fellowship. Throughbut this pro-
cess Wisconsin did not want to have to break with Missouri.
Our synod wanted the "Prodigal Son" to return. It was love
for the souls of the Missourl Synod's congregations that led
us to remain in fellowship, and it was that same love that

finally led us to break with them.

IV. PERSONAL INTEREST IN THE MATTER

I became interested in this topic because the events
surrounding the 1959 Saginaw Convention led to my grandfather
Pastor Otto J. Eckert's removal from his pastorate at St.
Paul's, Saginaw. Because this took place almost twenty-five
vears ago, I don't want to dig up old problems. Therefore,

I will treat the matter briefly.

Pastor Eckert was one who recognized the problem we faced
wilith Missourl rather early. Becaﬁse of that fact he was quite
active in encouraging the break with Missouri. In his congre-
gation there was a conflict between my grandfather and the

other pastor who was not ready to break with Missouri in 1959.

~wThiSwoausedwmanymim$epnai%pﬁob$emsminm$hGWCOngE&ga$ion LE
Wisconsin had(brokenfwith;Missourigin 1959, Pastor Eckert

probably would have stayed at his congregation. But he had

stated his case against Missouri so strongly that there was

a definite rift between thé pastbrs. St. Paul's was just get-
ting into a buildiﬁg program that was quite an undertaking.
There were members who thought that the conflict between the

two pastors would hurt this effort, so they tried to encourage

Pastor Eckert to stop stating his case against Missouri, to
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help out the building effort. Pastor Eckert held to his stand
that Wisconsin should break with Missouri. At thaf time Pas-
tor Eckert wanted +to:remain at St. Paul's in the Wisconsin
Synod, waiting for the next convention to break fellowship
with Missouri. But St. Paul's needed a uﬂified front in its
building project and opposing pastors didn*t f£it that need,
so, in November of 1959, the congregation removed him from
his position as its pastor. Thereafter, his district presi-
dent reported that he was no longer part of the Wisconsin Syn-
od. Actually, he was never officially removed from the synod.
After his removal from St. Paul's, a number of members,
who were faithful to Pastor Eckert, left St. Paul's and called
Pastor Eckert te be their pastor. This congregation ended
up joining the Church of the Iutheran Confesgion, Even though
his congregation was not and is not in fellowship with the
Wisconsin Svnod, I know that he preached the pure Gospel, and
that thréugh his preaching, the Holy Spirit ccntinued‘to work.
It's a shame that he didn't rejoin Wisconsin-after our synod
broke with Missouri, but it appears he did not want to go
through the tfoubles that that could cause. Ny grandfather

probably would have finished his ministry in the Wisconsin

Synod if some parts of history were just a little different.

But I'm sure he recalled Paul's words to the-Romans (8:28):

"And we know that in all things God works for the good of
those who love him, who have been called according to his
purpose." He knew that God was at work heré, ahd he probably
also remembered Acts 14:22: “We must go tﬁrbugh many hard-
ships to enter the kingdom of God." This problem was my

grandfather's "thorn in the flesh" to endure in his ministry.



20

CONCLUSION

This paper has helped to open my eyes to what happened
because of the Wisconsin Synod's problems with Missouril.
There still are bad feelings that exist because of this. At
the present time 1t seems that a solution to problems between
the CLC and Wisconsin is a long way off, but it is smmething
to work for, because in that synod there are souls who will
be saved. But before a reconciliation can take place, the
CLC will have to recognize that it is not easy to point out
one particular time to break féllowship with an erring church
bodyv. When the proper time is is not clearly set, It does
mean that much tiﬁe needs to be spent in prayer for God's
direction, and Ghristién love needs to be remembered in these
matters. Looking back on history now, it appears as if we
should have broken with Missourl in 1959, or even sooner.
But we can see the whole picture in retrospect. Let us remem-
ber that, in 1959, motivated by Christian love, the Wisconsin
Synod remained in protesting fellowship with ‘Missouri. This
conflict strengthéﬁed the Wisconsin Synod so that now it is
a strong confessional, Scriptural church body. God help us

to remain strong in the truth.
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Final Comment: This paper may not have come up with informa-
tion that is new to the professor, but it was a 1eaxn1ng exX~
perience for the student to find out more of what actuall sur-

rounded the events of 1959.



