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The early 1900's saw a great reduction in the
number of Lutheran synods. Various Lutheran bodies
began to see that there was no real differences between
them. The result was the merger of several synoads into
a larger synod. In 1917 there was the merger of the
three Norwegian Lutheran bodies into the Evangelical
Lutheran Church, and the Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota,
and Nebraska Synods joined to form the Joint Synod of

Wisconsin and other states. 1In 1918 the General Synod,

the Un@ged Synod of the South and the General Council
merged and became the United Lutheran Church of America.
At the same time, the National Lutheran Council came into
being, which included every manr Lutheran body except
the members of the Synodical Conference. In 1923 the
Lutheran World Federation was founded which joined Luth-
eran churches all over the globe. |
This spirit of uniting with all the othér Lutheran
churches was a predominant force also among the members
of the Synodical Conference. In 1917 an Intersynodiéal
Committee was formed'by the synods of Buffalo, iéWa;v
Ohio, Missouri and Wisconsin. This committee was to -
work out an agreememt on doctrine which would become
the basis for church~feilowship. In 1925 the committee
~came up with some theses and in 1928 they perfected
these theses, which became known as the "Intersynodical
Theses" or "Chicago Theses", It was hoped that these
theses would form the basis for unity among these

five Lufheran church bodies.




It was this attempt at unity and the theses which

—

raesulted from their meeting that played an important
role in Missouri writing its first union document of
the 1930's, In 1929 the Missouri Synod officially
rejected the "Intersynodical Theses". The committee
of the Missouri Synod, which had helped to formulate
these theses, offerred this recommendation to the
Synod at their 1929 convention.

After careful examination of the revised theses
of Auqust, 1928, your Committee finds itself
compelled to advise Synod to reject these
theses as a possible basis for union with the
synods of Ohio, Towa, and Buffalo, since all
chapters and a number of paragraphs are inade-
quate. At times they do not touch upon the
point of controversy; at times they are so
phrased that both parties can find in them
heir own opinionj; at times they incline more
to tge position of our opponents than to our
own.

The other synods were stunned aL the outright
H\e,
refusal of Mlssourl to accept”® theses, espec1ally since

hey had helped to formulate them. Ohio gave this
criticism.

Weldeplore the refusal of the Missouri Synod
to adopt the Intersynodical Theses which mem-

bers of their own faculty at St. Louis had
helped to formulate and adopt.*

All was not lost, however, in the struggle for
unity among these bodies. At the same Cbnvehtion in
which Missouri rejected the "Chicago Theses" they also
affirmed their readness for future meetings for the E
sake of closer unity.

We rfurther recommend that Synod declare its
readiness to deal also in the future with the
synods concerned, provided the latest histori-
cal development, namely, the move toward a
closer union between the Ohio and Iowa synods,




on the one hand, and the nartv of the Nor-
wegian Ongioer, on the other, be taken up
first and adjusted according to the Word of
God. The President of Synod shall anpoint
a committee, whigh in this case shall lead
the discussions.

When Missouri rejected the "Chicago Theses" they
“ave reasons for doing so. It was mainly a negative
response. They noted that the theses were inadequate
and poorly phrased. So to balance their response, the
committee also strongly recommended that another com-
mittee be set up for the purpose of stating exactly
what the Missouril position was on these matters as

briefly as possible.

In any event we recommend that Synod elect
a committee which is to be instructed to
formulatégheses which, beginning with the
status controversial are to present the
doctrine of the Scriptures and of the Luth-
ern Confessions in the shortest, most simple
manndr. The committee is to present it's
report as soon as possible, if not in

the meetings of the wvarious district synods
during the next years, then at ieast at the
next Deligate Synod Convention.

The result was the FEEh ~dclrgd "Brief

Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the Missouri
Synod." > We could call this document "The
Missouri Synod Union Document of 1932", for this
document was Missouri Synod's statement of what

it considered the doctrinal basis for any union
which she would enter into. Wolf, in his book,
"Documents of Lutheran Unity in America", cor-
rectly states that Missouri Synod drew up this

statement as a prelude for future negotiations




concerning church Tellowship.

Ag the prelude to.any negotiations, the Synod
drew up an author#ative statement of the
doctrinal basis for any discussions of church
fellowship relations. All the primary
rmatters of Christian faith were treated with
snecial emphasis on election, conversion,

the doctrine of the church, & plenary verbal
inspiration of the Scriptures.,

Thomas Kuster, in his dissertation, also
looked upon "The Brief Statement' in +his Way .

®The resolution defeating "The Chicago

Theses" forever, contained an accompanying

recommendation. In the interest of pursuing =
Lutheran unity, in it's traditional way, i
the Synod suggested that a new set of Theses Lo
be drawn up, beginning with #he"Status

Controversial", to set forth the position

(The Pure Doctrine) of the Missouri Synod,

so that the basis on which it would join

other bodies would be clear.

This statement then is the first of the Union Documents

of the Missouri Synod in the 1930's.

It is to be noted that the"Brief Statement"
put special emphasis on election, since this was
the doctrine for which they mainly critized +he

"Chicago Theses!"

The chief criticisms of yvour Committee are
that, in the "Short Presentation", etc, &
under "C" the Scriptural doctrine of the
universal will of grace is not clearly
separated from the doctrine of election by
grace. One gains the impression that election
is included in the universal will of grace

& concerns persons only in so far as it
decrees that those shall enter heaven who “
according to the foreknowledge of God,
already believe. Everywhere one misses the
clear statement that, in Christ Jesus, God
elected unto faith, unto sonship, unto por-
serverance, & unto salvationiccﬁntain persons
who are known to him alone., 9 ' '




Alsc notable is their lenqgthy statement concerning the

doctrine of the church, spiritual priesthood, pastoral
office, since in their rejecton of the "Chicago Theses"
they remarked,

In the article on the church, a clear con-
fession that the church, in the true sense of
the term, is invisible, was not ;made. The
language enables the opponents to retain
their old doftrine of a visible side of the
church --- In the statement regarding the
spiritual priesthood and the doctrine of the
ministry nothing is said of the doctrine of
conveyvance, neither is it clearly stated that
every local congregation is the supreme and
sole autherity in calling a minister, inde-
pendent of the clergy of the body to which

it belongs.

Many of the other articles in this statement are like-
wise a direct result of the grievances Missouri found
in the "Chicago Theses." They felt that they needed
to express themselves, therefore on these} points,
before any furtﬁer strides forward in unity could be
made. They wanted £o-%%§‘it known What their doctinal
position was on every doctrine that was in controversy.
They did not want to compromise any doctriné for the
sake of unity.

Missouri was expressing itself on the principle
of unity as she has always done. From ‘their beginnings,
.there had emerged Q%% urgent needs which have always
been complementary up to this time. The férst of these
needs was to establish and maintain pure doctrike. 7The
second was to seek and establish unity in the church.io

€

Whenever unity was atﬁhpted with any other church body,

the first principle of pure doctrine first had to be

e



attained by the other church body. So again we see¢
these two principles proceeding hand in hand in this
union document of 1932.

Dr. Maier of the Concordia Seminary also at this
time expressed the strong view of Missouri, that there
¢an be no true church fellowship where there is not
complete doctrinal aagreement. If the teachings of
the various churches do not agree one-hundred percent,

e
then there is no basis for any fellowship.

But complete and absolute agreement in all
articles of faith is imperative. A church

in which one group insistently and unreservedly
holds to the complete inspiration of the '
Scriptures with all the implications of that
doctrine, but in which another maintains

that the Bible may be regarded as an infalli-
ble norm and rule only so far as it is in-
spired; in which one group denies the visi-
blgﬁillenial presence of our Lord on the face
of “the earth, but in which another maintains
this belief; or in which one division regards
predestination as the pure and unconditional
gift of God's grace, while another division
insists that we are predestined to salvation
because God has foreseen our faith, --- in
such a church, with all its external union,
regardless of how well organized and coordi-
nated its joint efforts may be;ighere can be
no inner, spiritual unity. . .

And Dr. Maier continues to point ouﬁ?éestructiveness
of trying to uni%e opposing forces. |

Although Missouri made these strbnég immovable
statements concerning fellowship among Lutheran bodies,
they did not close the door to future unity. This
document was looked upon as a document with which to

base future church fellowship. Their desire was to
set upigommittees with other church bodies which they

recognized as not presently being one in doctrine and

Sk



practice with themn. There was always the hope that
doctrinal unity could be achieved with other Lutheran
bodies accordinag to the doctrinal beliefs of Missouri.
In other words, they hoped to first spell out what the
differences were between them and another church body,
and also then change the teachings of the other synod
to agree with their teaching.

At this time the Ohio, Buffalo, and Iowa Synods,
now merged as the American Lutheran Church, again ex-
tended the invitation to Missouri to reopen negofia—
tions leading toward church fellowship. At their
formation in 1930, they made this quite clear that they
wanted to seek doctrinal unity with other Lutheran .

bodies, especially Missouri.

We stand ready to reopen negotiations (with
Missouri Synod) looking toward better mutual
understanding. As regards any other Lutheran
Synods from whom we are still separated, we
express our readiness to negotiate with them
also on the basis of the Minneapolis Thesis,
and we sincerely hope and pray that such =
negotiations will ultimately result in uniting
the Lutheran forces in America. Resolved
that we take part in the organization of the
American Luther%Q Conference, and become a
member thereof.

The ALC was likewise strong on not entering into
a union with any other Lutherans who did not confess
as they did.

Let 1t be a warning to our own American
Lutheran Church, to which God has entrusted
His truth as contained in the Scriptures
and set forth in the glorious confessions
of the Lutheran Reformation, never to
deveate from this truth, but to hold fast
our heritage. Let it be a warning to our
Church never to attempt to enter into come
promise with those who deny the truth, thus
relinguishing certain truths for the pur-
pose of gaining favor with the masses,




especially at the present day when the
enemies of Christ, within and without

the organized Church, have joined forces

to put an end to Christianity. The

danger of making concessions to those

who have a "different spirit" for the pur-
vose of self-protection, seems to be great-
er than ever before.

But at the same time, it needs to be noted that
Fo ok
the ALC,éﬁ%a$ a dim view of Missouri's demand that full
agqreement, even in non-fundamental doctrines, be reached.

In the January 1933, issue of the"Con-

cordia Theological Monthly," a series of

doctrinal statements is submitted upon

whose adoptilon the recoanition of other

Lutheran bodies on the part of the

Missouri Synod is made dependent. In

#m conclusion the editor states:"A few

other qguestions which will have to bhe

discussed and settled according to the

word of God are those of the celebration .
of Sunday...and a number of other points, S
chiefly in the field of Christian ethics.™ :
If these matters are essential to unity in

the faith and if this type of unity is to

be the basis of a upnion with other Lutheran

bodies, there is no hope whatscever for

the Lutherans of this country ever to get

together.1

ALC. took the first step in setting up a com-
mission for looking into church fellowship between
itself and Missouri. In their resolutions of‘the
Third Convention, -they stated,

BE IT RESOLVED that the Church authorize
its president to appoint a committee to
confer with those synodical bodies with
which we are not in fellowship,with the-
end in wview of establishing pulpit- and
altar-fellowships on the basis of the
Minneapolis Theses.15

That this resolution also included the Missouri Synod,




can be seen by the first part of the report of Com-
rittee 21 of the 1935 Misouri Convention.

Whereas, the American Lutheran Church has ad-
dressed a communication to our Synod, seeking
to establish "pulpit-and altar-fellowships",
and has appointed a ggmmltten to confer w1th
us to that end . . .

In this same report, Missouri resolves to confer with
the American Lutheran Church.
Resolved, 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 th§7Word of God
and the Lutheran Confessions.
Between 1935 and 1938 six meetings were held between
the committees of the two synods.

But with all this flourish for achieving unity,

the obstacles to be overcome were great, especially with

Missouri's insistence on complete doctrinal unity even
when it came to non-~fundamental doctrines.
The main hindrance was the American Lutheran Church's

involvement and participation in the American Lutheran

Conference. In September, 1930, the Concordia Theologi-
cal Monthly carried the complete "Minneapolis Theses"
of thgﬁmerican Lutheran Conference, and gave their

comments concerning them. While speaking favorably of

these theses in some points, it 001nts out weaknesses
of om1s51on, vagueness, and amb1gu1ty in others. Its.
main criticism, however, came in the doctrine of elec-
tion. While the statement on election in the "Minnea~-
polis Theses" could scripturally stand, it was question-

able whether it was taken scripturally because the




Norwegian Lutheran Church subscribed to these theses
and,at the same time, held to its own Opgjoer, which was
unscrintural concerning the doctrine of election.

An article in the Concordia Theological Monthly notices
this apparent discrepency.

Concerning the paragranh on Election the ques-
tion suggested itself to us whether it is not
to brief. While the statements made are
Scriptural and important, they are not speci-
fic enough to exclude, for instance, the error

Rion"BRA" tHBOqdgRRE b o, K d5creg, of  Rgdem-

connection a question arises with reference
to the Norwegian Lutheran Church in America.
This body stands committed to the Opgjoer,
which agitated men's minds a decade ago.
Will the Opgjoer continue to represent the
official position of the Norwegian Lutheran
Church when these theses have been adopted,
or will it be superceded by the declaration
we are considering? Does this agreement
imply that the two objectionable features

of the Ongjoer, namely, that, on the one
hand, it places the intuitu-fidei view of
Election on a par with the doctrine taught
by Article XI of the Formula of Concord,

and that on the other hand, it fails to be
specific enough in its rejection of syner-
dism, will be corrected? We, who were
among the critics of the Opgjoer regret
that these matters are not touched upone.

18

There were also other matters concerning the

American Lutheran Conference with which the Lutheran

Church~Missouri Synod was opposed. One was concerning

R IAY:

the #&ge spirit portrayed by the Scandinavians when
they accepted the section in the"Minneapolis'Aéree"v
ment dealing with unionism. In 1931 the Concordia
Theological Monthly, in an article entitled “What

is Unionism?",»reprinted the third paragraph of the
second article of the Minneapolis Agreement. They
then gave this insight.

Acceptation ex animo of the proposition just

quoted will place all these bodies solidly - .
upon the footing of Lutheran confessionalism,

PRSI |



If the rejection of "all unionism'"is meant
to reject all unionism and the principle of
Lutheran pulpits for Lutheran pastors onlvy,
etc., 1s accepted as it stands and without
the weakening clauses that were attached to
the Galesburg Rule, a greater Lutheran union
than anything hitherto hoped for by Lutheran
students of events might not be far in the

.F‘ (= " -."
o1 firgaaiBs nmehECERFfa5Ee the fSRndingsan

to a less, the Swedes to a greater extent --
have long ago permitted violations of the
rule and can?gt subscribe to it with clear
convictions.

In various articles they also revealed some of the
unionism which was being practiced by members of the
American Lutheran Conference. In 1934, C.T.M. cited
a newspaper article revealing just this fact. They
added this comment.

We have frequently called attention to such

gross unionistic practices of pastors of the

DoE¥8TE8FEEREF BN GRERSE SR ARCEEE e Rnd 8f

of the American Lutheran Conference. Up to
this time we have not heard of any discipline

- or criticism of such practises, and we are
obliged to believe that they are becoming a
fixed BOlicy in the American Lutheran Confer-
ence.? '

Another faise doctrine found taught by a mémber of
the American Lutheran Conference was chiliasm. The -
guilty member was again the Augsustana Synod. "It
was with regret that we read an érticle in the.Lutherén

Companion (Augustana Synod),...which plainiy:teaches
21 '

chiliastic doctrine." Then they quote some of the
statements from this article to prove they téughtvchilm
lasm.

But the errors which Missouri found were not only

amondg the-other members of the American Lutheran Con-

ference. There Were also things which bothered Missouri




about the confession and prectice of the American Luth-
eran Church itself. Aside from the fact that the A.L.C.
was pnracticing church fellowshilp with the other members
of the American Lutheran Conference, they confessionally
held a pretty loose interpretation of the rule of pul-

pit fellowship. The official organ of the A.L.C., the
-pﬂ //c‘lﬁ"’;é?

"Lutheran Standard", was noted as having thejquestion
and answer on pulpit fellowships:

Ts cooficiation on any occasion whatsoever in-
cluded in the prohibition of pulpit-fellowship
with any churches outside of the American Luth-
eran Conference? )

The American Lutheran Church is an advisory,
and not a legislative body. If you keep this
in mind, it will help you to answer this and
like questions. Pulpit-fellowship with error-
-ists is wrong because it compromises the

truth and encourages error. Now, just how

far can one of our pastors go in appearing on
the same platform at a high-school baccalau-
reate service, at a community memorial service
in a hall, on the cemetery, or even in a church
before he is guilty of compromising his Luth-
eran faith and encouraging what we believe to
be an error? Can we expect all to be abso-
lutely agreed on each individual case? Can ,
we expect all to be inclined to be too liber-
al and others too conservative. And all that
we can expect of the American Lutheran Church
is that it will exercise a brotherly super-
vision over its pastors and congregations

also in respect to this matter." Under

this interpretation of the rule the prohi-
bition of pulpit fellowship with errorists

no longer prohibits.

-Another doctrine which needed to be checked out
fully by Missouré was the doctrine of election. It
was noted earlier that the Norwegian Lutheran Church
held to false views concerning election. A.L.C. had
also previously held erroneous views about election,

especialiy the Ohio Synod, which was one of the three




synods which formed the A.L.C. Back in 1872, the
Ohio Synod had joined with the Missouri, Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Illioneis, and Norwegian synods, to form

the Synodical Conference. But in 1882, they withdrew
pecause they did not agree with Missouri and the others

on the doctrine of election.
There was one final major hindrance in these yesars

of meetings from 1935 to 1938, This was the attempts
by the U,L.C.A. to effect unity with the A.L.C.

Missouri had also been invited by the United Lutheran

Church sf America to come to meetings in order to

bring about church unity. However, after a few meet-
ings Missouri realized that union here was next to
impossible. The main reason was the difference in the
doctrine of inspiration.

Whereas, in these discussions the theologians
declare themselves in full harmony with the
presentation of the doctrine of conversion
and predestination contained in the Brief
Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the
Missouri Synod, but were not able to come
to an agreement with our committee on the
fundamental doctrine of inspiration . . .

23

The American Lutheran Church had not yet made any
sign that there was any hope of unity with the Lutheran
Church of America. They also voiced their opinion
that the L.C.A. held to serious féléekdoctrines,‘espe—

Y e S, : : ‘
cially in regard to the doctrine of inspiration and

inerrancy. : !

Against the U.L.C.A., the Conferences "Minnea-
polis Theses" bore witness that on the issues
of inspiration of Scriptures, the Lutheran
Confessions, fellowship with other churches,
and .attitude toward secret religious ﬁgcieties,
the U,L.C.A. was seriously deficient.




Nzvertheless, they also at times showed a leaning to-
ward unity with the U.L.C.A., inspite of their differ-

ences. The editor of the Lutheran Companion had a

very streng feeling toward unity.

When we stop to consider that the 'new federa-
tion will devote its energies toward elimina-
tion of overlapping of work of the various
bodies which will compose it, treating the
problem of the churches as a whole . . .!'
there is one Lutheran body which, in our
opinion, should be a part of this American
Lutheran Conference, namely, the United Luth-
eran Church in America . . . If we cannot as
yvet expect the Synodical Conference to join
in a larger Lutheran confederation, we can
prevent that there shall be_three instead of

two large Lutheran groups.§5

If Missouri were to hold true to the course it
had always taken of unity, and again expressed in the
"Brief Statement', any hope of a future church fellow-

ship between itself and the American Lutheran Church

looked empty. The A.L.C, would have to make gquite a
few changes in their doctrine and especially in their
practice. The A.L.C. was making itself clear £h&fit
would not give'up menbership in the Americaﬁ Lutheran?
Conference. Therefore its practice of the doctfinévof*
church fellowship would never égree’with'Missogri'sm

traditional view of church fellcwship. _If,the;AiL.C. o

was not going to change in éliVOf‘ifsﬁfQiSe:viéws,
tﬁen the only other course for possible union, was
a change on the part of Missouri. Missouri would have
to take a different stance on the doctrine of church
fellowship than they had previously taken. |

Siﬁée Missouri had held to jtheir present stance
sin;e their beginning, and had again strO@ﬂybgsserted

itself on their traditional@#iew of church fellowship




in 1932 in their "Brief Statement", change did not seem
iikely, at least not For guite a while. However there

were some subversive trends and feelings coming to the

“prefront in Missouri in the 1930's which would change

Ethe situation guite soon.
The most prominent of these trends can be seen in

a group of men who were devoting themselves to bring
about change in the Missouri Synod. They wanted to
effect whatever changes were necessary to put Missouril
into the public eye and eventually to make the Missouri
Synod a very prominent synod. While this goal is not
that bad of goal, it did not always keep, or at times
even favor, Missouri's strong doctrinal stand. This
was especially true when their doctrinal stand stood
in the way making Missouri favorable to the public.

The leader of this group was Paul Lindemann.
Already back in 1914, Lindemann sensed that reform
was needed, especially in the area of changing from
German to English. Kuster gives this account of
the beginning of their group.

As early as 1914, Lindemann, together with

a number of Eastern pastors andlaymen of the

synod, had foreseen the time scon coming when

German immigretion would no longer supply the

synod all the growth it desired. At that

time it would have to begin work in earnest

with the general American populace among

which the synod was either unknown or,

because of faint knowledge of,its position,
misunderstood and disparages. ‘

The emphasis on German was only one area which Lindemann
wanted to bring about change. There were also other

areas. , R O




Other church bodies had become very well-
known through the influence of popular per-
sonalities, Lindemann noted; but Missouri's
conservative stance, especially its insis-
tence on separation of church and state, its
stand against unionism (i.e., joint activity
in matters of faith with those with whom

one is not in fellowship), its preoccupation
with the tremendous task of gathering in the
massive German immigrations, and its wide- @ -
spread use of the German language, especially
during and after the World War, all tended to
keeon the synod out of the favorable public
eve. The time was coming, these men felt,
when the synod would have to make efforts to
present a mgre favorable image to the Ameri-
can public.

To accomplish this purpose,'Lindemann founded the
American Lutheran Publicity Bureau. He stated that its

purpose was "to acquaint the general public with the

history, doctrines, principles, and practice of the
Lutheran Church."28 In 1917-1918, for the purpose of
further carrying out his goals, Lindemann started the

publication of the American Lutheran. This magazine

was an unofficial magazine of the Missouri Synod and
gave as its purpose "to deal with the practical side

of church work, as a kind of Lutheran technical maga-

zine; refraining from doctrinal or devotional discus-
sions and concentrating - on practical methods of local

church expansion."29

Kuster further remarks on the purpose of the Ameri-

can Lutheran Publicity Bureau and of the American Luth-

gran magazine. He notes that by starting a special
unofficial organization within the synod for the purpose
of promoting their reform, they implied that such re-
form coqu not be expected to originate from officia1

sources., "The synod would not change itself but would

have to be changed." And by placing their emphasis on




practical, rather than doctrinal matters, they further
irmplied that this reform of the Missouri Synod would
not be made entirely on doctrinal grounds.3

In the early vears of the American Lutheran, Linde-

mann and its other writers never came out with explicit
criticisms, but by 1934, shortly after the "Brief
Statement" was adopted by the Missouri Synod, the Amer-

ican Lutheran - gtarted preparing to make its criticisms

more explicit. Lindemann again was the one who worked
out a plan for doing this. The plan was entitled "Plan
for the American Lutheran -- covering the issues from
October 1934 to May or June 1935 (for the information
of the board of directors, not for publication)."31
The stated purpose of the "Plan" was to address itself
to three areas, namely, "1) the existence of serious
problems, 2) the reason for these problems, 3) the
32

possible solution of these problems."

Although the American Lutheran didn't accomplish

the far-reaching goals it had anticipated because of
the lack of whole-hearted support, it did échieve three
important effects among the smalllbut influential group
it did manage to penetrate. |

The first effect it had was creatinghé rhetorical
situation where cne didn't exist previously.” Lindemann
L&um@eded in reising for rather wide discussion matters
| which had never been widely discussed before. He had
placed in the reaim of contingency matters which had
previouéfy been beyond dispute,”

The second effect which it has was thaﬁ it”tended“ :

to shake any total confidence that may have been felt




for the synod's officials, and through them, for the
synod's entire position.'" Simply by calling for the
Far-reacning reforms which he did, he most likely raised
doubt in the minds of some '"regarding the unassailabi-
lity of the synod"s tradition-oriented position".
Especially was this true in regard to Missouri's
doctrinal position and its feeling that it had the mono-
poly on the truth. That general belief was now being
challenged.

The third effect of this "Plan'" was that it "advo-
cated a shift in the criteria by which synodical acti-
vity of any kind was to be judged." The criteria pre-
viously had been "if a particular course were sanctioned
by some element of doctrine, no other criterion, such
as public opinion or synodical 'image' would matter."
Lindemann, on the éther hand, while being careful not
to attack the doctrinal standard, very strongly suggested

hat pragmatical standards be raised above the tradi=’
tional doctrinal standards.33

So Paul Lindemann and the others who belonged to

his bureau and helped publish the American Lutheran

turned out to be quite influential in this period be-

tween the two union documents of the 1930'5. Before
1938 they didn't effect any major change. Neither can
we say that it was their intent to undermine the doc-
trinal position of the Missouri Synod. They just did
not like:to see the practical mattérs, especially the
image of éhe synod, suffer because of a traditional
doctrinal stand.

From a braader viewpoiﬁt, the synod under =




went no major change until 1938, but it was the subver-
sive trends whilch made the change in 1938 possible.
These men had injected a feeling that what Missouri

had always traditionally held to was not necessarily
the best thing for Missouri, This was especially true
in regard to the fellowship stand of Missouri. The
inrluence of these men helped to set the stage for
1928 and also later for 1944.

There were also other events leading toward a
changing attitude on the part of Missouri in its
gellowship principles. 1In 1935, Missouri decided that
-there was né reason for staying out of the army and
navy chaplaincy programs. In its Synodical Convention
of this year, it noted the following:

. . - Whereas, Thus the acceptante of a com-
mission in the United States Chaplain's Corps
is in no wise contrary to Scripture, the
Lutheran Confessions, and the Constitution of
Synod and wviolates no article of faith nor
synodical principal . . .3 and

Whereas, The very object of Synod . . . are
best and most advantageously accomplished in
this large missionfield by having such of our
clergy as are aspecially fitted for this type
of work represented in the United States Cha-
plains' Corps; therefore be it

Resolved, that . . . be authorized to . . .

3) officially commission such pasors as qualify
for this important soul-saving service in the
Army and Navy of. the United Staggs of America,
both in times of peace and war. ‘

In 1939 and 1941 the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran
Synod came up with a different conclusion regarding
involvement in chaplaincy.
2. We believe that to appoint or call ordained
pastors as commissioned chaplains in accor-
dance :with the rules and regulations of the

government, which include renumeration by the
government for their services, as well as the




commissioned, is not in harmony Sisd "Scrip-~
ture, because the fundamental principal of
the separation of Church and state is there-~
by violated; and

3. Although we have been most definitely
assured by such who have been, and are now
in the service that it is possible for such
commissioned chaplains to practice sound
doctrine and confessional Lutheranism, we

fear after a thorough study.of AR.605-30
™ 2270-5 and AR 6055 thatyl% w1§l gecomé

a practical %@possibility for them once in
the service. (1938)

final choice by the government ofci e man sSo

The commissioning of Army and Navy chaplains

by our Synod would conflict with Scriptural 37, )

principles and established Lutheran practices (144/)
This report to the Synod in 1941 went on to list three

areas of conflict. the first was that the chaplaincy
commissioning was a direct violation of the divine call.
The second was a violation of the separation of church
and state. And the third conflict was given as "the
spirit of doctrinal indiffeFentism pervades the reqgula-
tions of the War Department pertaining to the office
of chaplaincy and fosters unionism'". T

Who was right or wrong in regard to the Scriptural
ganctity of chaplaincy is not the point of this paper.
But the last point made by the Wisconsin Synod seems
to have been a very valid one, for chaplaincy was often
looked upon as a ministry which crossed over aenomina—
tional lines. An article in the Milwaukee Journal in
1944 brings this out. It is entitled "Great Unity of
Purpose Seen Among Chaplains at Front." ‘

Out here, religion does not follow established

patterns. Ministers, priests and rabbis

preach from the same altars. There is a great

unity of purpose. Watever differences there

may be at home, the churcggs nust maintain
the spirit of this unity.
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So whether or not Missouri had scriptural grounds for
entering the chaplaincy program, its involvement added
to the influence of having change for the benefit of
unity among the churches. Unionism was given an

entrance into the solid Missouri Synod stand aqghst
unionism. In its official union document of 1932,

the "Brief Statement", Missouri let it be known that
there could be no union without complete deoctrinal
unity. Chaplaincy was another big influence away from
that stand.

The third major influence attacking Missouri's
traditional stand on fellowship came about in the form
of the Brux case. Adolph Brux was a Missouri Synod
missionary among the Mohammedans in India. In his
field of work, he crossed lines with other missionaries
of different denominations. Working with them, he
became convinced that they were as much Christian as
he was. Aithough their denominational backrounds were
different, he felt that there was no just reason why
he .should not pray with these fellow missionaries.

To defend his views, Brux wrote a paper on prayer
felléwshipvin which he challanged the traditional
Missouri Synod interpretation of Rbﬁans 16:17. This
challange is often seen as the first‘explicit internal
challange by anyone to Missouri's stand on unionism.

The first challange came in the form of an

exegesis of Romans 16:17 by Dr. Adolph Brux,

a scholar who was attached to the Missouri

Synod mission in Madras State, India. This

exegesis was written by Brux to defend his
own action in engaging in prayer-fellowship

é
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with missionaries of other denominations. Dr.
rux's conclusions were, that the traditional
. Missouri interpretation of Romans 16:17 was
wrondg, and the the Synod's all-encompassing
apnljcatlon O§9 the text to other churches
was in error.

The matter came to a head in 1935 when on Furlough,
o

Brux came to the United Sgates and presented his case
£5 fhée Svnod. Those who were given the charge of look-
ing into Brux's argumentation and presenting a recom-
mendation to‘Synod at its convention were not able to
refute Brux's arquments. They likewise began to wonder
if you could make praver fellowship equal church fellow-
ship as Missouri had always done.

Since 1905 (Bente) synodical position was ' .

that prayer fellowship equal church fellow- .

ship; all texts forbidding unionism forbid

prayer with Christians outside the Synodical

Conference. The test case, Brux. Like the

Indian Conference, the For=ign Mission Beard,

the faculty committee (Fuerbringer and my-

self), the Cleveland floor committee was

unable to make prayer fellowship egual church

fellowship and the resolut% n resulted which

defing.Wunionistic prayer &8 recommended

Brux for return to India. This was zocom—

plete.reversal of the 1905 p051tlon.

But even though the committee that was working with
Brux had not refuted him, in fact they had acknowledged
~ that hlS argument held weight, they nevertheless did
not‘repOLt this to Synod,’ Instead they reported only

part of the facts, stre531ng Dr. Brux s retractlon of

his false doctrine charge against the Missouri Synod.'

Dr. Brux states that he withdraws his appea
and expresses his regret for the publlcatlon
of any subjective judgments. - He withdraws
the charge of false doctrine against Synod.
As for the essay Prayer-Fellowship, he states
that he had never considered the treatise as
final, but merely as a cqutribution to Lhe
dJSLuSoJOH of the issue.”
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any passages which are proven to be unscriptural.

As to the clarity of Scripture . . . Dr. Brux
declares that he in no manner doubts the
clarity of Scripture and is in full agreement
with our Church's doctrinal position. Fur-
thermore, he states that, if there is any
passage in his essay which any one is inclined
to interpret as being unscriptural, he is wil-
ling to reconstrugE such a statement or with-
draw it entirely.

3

And they also mention a part of his paper which talks
about unionistic prayer in a perfectly legitemate way.

Scripture very plainly prohibits compromise
of the truth, indifference to doctrine, union-
ism, and giving of offense and therefore for-
bids every kind of prayer-fellowship which
involves one of these objectionable features.
~—- There are in the domain of casuistry cases
where the question whether unionistic prayer-
fellowsh}g is involved cannot be answered in
advance. -

It ‘/‘?f' 4.'/7U ”/{E

Theycommittee did not say, however, that they were

unanimously agreed with all of Dr. Bru®s essay, even .

though he never meant it to be final. They never
pointed out that they agreed with Dr. Brux's interpre-

tation of Romans 16:17 and other passages, which con-
tradicted the traditional interpretation of the Missouri
Synod. So in effect they left the questioh of whether

prayer fellowship was equal to church fellowship or

not, wide open.

But with us the refusal of Synod to place on
record in 1935 the unanimous opinion of the
committee that Brux was right and his critics
had been wrong in their use of certain textsa,
continues to plaqwﬁ us whenever the question
is made an issue. T PR

These are three of the events whichulaid the ground-

work for change in Missouri's position on fellowship as.




xpressed in their "Brief Statement". There were pro-
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bably many other contributing factors. Bauer in his

article, "To Recall', sums up the different influences
quite well.

There was the matter of Christian rellowship
(altar, pbulpit, prayer). This had come to

be a maior concern to many pastors and layman
especially with regard to foreign missions
and to certain aspects of practice on the
home front. The Brux case had raised serious
doubts about the evangelical practice in
foreign fields. At home, there were some new
problems created by our men in the armed ser-
vices and the chaplaincies established hy
Synod to serve them. There were all the cam-
pus churches attending to the spiritual needs
of increasing numbers of Lutheran students of
all synods. 1In general there was the increasing
social mobility of American society. Like
others, Lutherans were on the move from place
to place and from church to church. Synodical
lines were becoming more and more indistinct
and, to many, insignificant. Was it still
possible in pﬁgctice to draw hard and fast
lines? . . . ~

The result of all these infiuenées was a turn-
about in Missouri's position when they put out their
"Union Resolutions" in 1938. Prior to Missouri's
§ynodical convention in 1938, the representatives
of the American Lutheran Churchy who had been meeting
with the representatives of the Missouri Synod, put
out a document which summarized their views concern-
ing the doctrine%ﬁ&issouri felt were the'contrpversial
doctrines between the two synods and which were taken(
up in their "Brief Statement™. This document of the
A.L.C. was entitled "Declaration of the Representatives
of the American Lutheran Churchﬁ,

Basfcally this de&claration covered the doctrines

of the "Brief Statements'in three categories.46 The .




Tirst cateqgory consisted of doctrines in which the
A.L.C. was conscious of beina in agreement with Miss-

ouri. These doctrines were not discussed in detail in

e

“he "Declaration'.

The second abuping contained doctrines which they
felt were correctly stated in the "Brief Statement",
but which they also felt needed to be supplemented.
These doctrines were "Scripture and Inspiration",

"Universal Plan of Salvation'", Predestination and

Conversion'", "The Church", and "The Office of the Public

Administration of the Medns of Gracéed. So far the
"Declaration'was a fairly good document. It stayed
within the bounds of Missouril traditional doctrinal
stand. However, even in this part some did find some
weaknesses in phraseology and interpretation.47

The third part of the "Declaration™ was the part

~

which certainly would have cut off any hopes for future
church-fellowship, if Missouri still stood on the same

ground on which it stood when 1t formulated the

union statement of 1932. In this third part the "Decla-

ration&fisted four areas in which the A.L.C. could not
totally agree with the "Brief Statement". These areas
were the doctrines concerning the Antichrist, the
conversion of the'Jews, the resurrection of the martyrs,
and the doctrine of the 1000 vears.?® Tn this third
area the "Declaratidn did not say that Missouri's
position was wrong. Rather it asked Ehat_Missouri be
tolerantJof the views of the A.L.C., views which had

been traditionally rejected by the Missouri Synod.-




At the convention at St. Louis, Missouri, in 1938, E
t+e Missouri Synod voted to accept the "Brief State-

mant" and the "Declaratior! of the ALL.C. as the doctri-

nal basis for future church fellowship.

2. That Synod declare that the Brief State-
ment of the Missouri Synod, together with the
Doclaration of the representatives of the
American Lutheran Church and the Provisions
of this entire report of Committee No. 16 now
being read and with Synod's action thereupon,
be recarded as the doctrinal basis for future
chuirch~fellowship between the Misz@uri Synod
and the American Lutheran Church.

This together with the remaining comments of their re-
port became known as the "Union Resolutions" of 1938.

Tt is true that Missouri did not, as of yet,
establish church-fellowship with the A.L.C. They listed
some important qualifications which first needed to be
met before any church-fellowship could take place. But
even though they made these important qualifications,
the fact still remains that they considered the '"Declara-
tion", with which they were not in total doctrinal
agreement, to be part of the doctrinal basis for future
church-fellowship.

‘The committee declared -~- and was supported

by others from the floor in its declaration --

that adoption of the report would not be

identical with establishing fraternal rela-

tions, the report merely pronouncing acceptance

of the report of the Committee on Church Union

as a settlement of the doctrinal controversies

. . . not only as a basis for further nego-

tiations, but as a sufficien%oand adecuate
basis for future fellowship.” (underlining my own)

Kuster makds the following comment concerning this:

According to its "Declaration,” it was in
agreement with all the doctrines of the
"Brief Statement," with the exception of the
"non-fundamental' doctrines; with these it




cad only that Missouri recognige that dif-
nces +there would not be disruptive of
“hireh fellowshiip. It did not seem muenh Lo
And vet, Missouri, hy acceding to this
request, would in effect be denying its for-
mer corporate conviction regarding the com-
pleteness of its doctrinal system. Such a

denial, as noted above, would have a profound 51

o
o~
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efiect on the svnod's fellowship principles . . .

When lookinag at the difference in Missouri's two
union documents of the 1930's, vyou can't help but
notice the change in their stand. The "Brief State-
nent" was the last official statement which bore out
the stand they had taken on church-fellowship ever
since their beginnings. The "Union Resolutions"
issued in a new era for the Missouri Synod. The con-
cent of complete doctrinal agreement‘in both werd and
practice, before there can be any doctrinal basis for
church unity has left the picture.  And with that
concept out of the way, the door was opened for a very
real fellowship between Missouri and the A.L.C. and

even with the L.C.A.
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