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The subject of fellowship and unionism ig & vast one. To date
many books, tracts, and conference papers have been written on
this subject as well asg on specific areasg of this general subject.
And thisg 1s good, for fellowship.is a subject which is of great

concern for all Christians. On the one gide, as Christians, we

. have to be cﬂrcful no* to d@ny feﬂlow th WL[h those who are in

'.1@grcomnmm WL[h’LS‘ nd .t i ,become se paratigﬁﬂ;u"ﬁuﬁ on the other

gide, we havw to- be CQuQT]y caut Lou"that We'ﬁon % beCOMG'gUil*T
of pr 91107nb fel]oWQhwp Wheﬁo it s houldm“ he praculcod thus

o

bocomwnﬂ gui y of unionlsmn ‘The ”m1ddle” Do%LiWonp l -T:may]be

‘permittec To CWTl L,*hatwﬁﬁs The po%wtlon Wo must 5b11ve for’

~and hold;top Ahd the onlv gylc “and rule we hdve o detemnlnet

"'L/

this proper pOSit%OA‘lf th BibTen‘ L oleerv‘seus dowa cortalﬁ‘
principlés in“the maiter of‘fellowship which if We are gdihg tQ
be His disciples we must abide by out of love for our Sﬂv1or -
and loyalty to His Word., “If ye continue in My Word, then aré ye’
My disciples indeed" (Jn 8,31). | o

In recent years the matter of fellowship 1%’one which hd%
received a great deal of attention. It hasg gtirred numerous
controversies - some of which ended sgadly in the compromise of
scriptural truth. And now though the raging contr@&ersiesyhave
subsided, a proper understanding of fellowéhip principles ag set”
down in Scripture is gtill a matter of ubtmost concern for ug as
pastors and future pastors. If we don't have a proper under-
sfanding of the principles set forth in God's Word, our Synod
too could well stray from the clear truth of God's Word,

A sad example of this straying is seen in the case of the

Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod. Whereas Missourli once held



-
with us the pure secriptural doctrine in regard to fellowship,
they have forgaken the precious fellowship we once knew and de-

parted from Scripbure's clear teachings on fellowship,

While the error in the Tutheran Church - Missouri synod first

raised its ugly head in the area of prayer fellowship and joint

prayer, it quickly Spread to other areas of fellowship and com-

Un 'L it b other

bhc\b (,<)K TU

It,iS my hOOQ'Lhat bJ FGVJPWL“ .thé;éhana,
he Tutheran: Churcm - N dSOufi Synod“iﬁ:fht mﬂlter o; prayer

‘feLTOwshlp I WL71 be be*ter awaﬁc of the tfdps Wn:cn Satan'layg

for the Chrig ian Church and WL71 be: led,,to a: bebtew undely

“dnd«ng of the pr:nc¢p1es wnvolved lﬂ prayer Fe]7OWShip of
felloWShlp in generaWV Also that T may be bTe to bette Wlthmtand
the Ttuacks of satan and guide the people Who WLl Soon bé ent TUS
to my care in understandlng.and praCbLCan the pr1n01p7e% L“”: |
volved in fellowship. -

In studying the evenfs which lead xGUMiSSouflvs cﬁahgé‘in hékﬁ:

doctrine of prayer fellowship we shall divide the histdry:intou,

five segments; 1) The Principles are Taid;, 2) The Principles are .~

Applied, ( a look at the early history of prayer fellowship);

3) The Principles are Chél&engedy ( a look at the early chaiw
lenges to the scriptural doctrine of prayer fellowship)s 4) The
Prlncwpﬁes are Subjected to Purther Ouostlonln ( a look at the
changing feelings within the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod)}
and 5) The Principles are Cagt Aside, ( a look at the new doc-

trinal position of the Tutheran Church - Missouri Synod.),

df
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While this by no means is an exhaustive study of the change in
prayer fellowship doctrine and practice within +he Missouri
synod, I hope this paper will provide an overview of the subject
and point out the main steps along the way with gspecial emphagis
on how each questioning of the Synod's policy was handled. For
the poor way in which the dissenters were dealt with would seem
to be a major factor Wﬁich lead ﬁo>MiSSOuri?svunféftUmé%éf%ﬁfﬁ% 
about in héf‘d@éfriﬁ@ of fellbwship; eSpecially prayef~féilbwghipa
) (s Ig‘
CThe Principles are TLaid

The foundation onwhich Missouri's former doctrinal position
regarding prayer fellowship was Ffounded was God's revealed Word,

And as long as she based her fellowship doctrine on the ptobégz
interpretation of the Scriptures she held to the bibliéal?fedbhi“gé,
applying to prayer,fellowshipn The claim "so far aS‘direcﬁ§ “ " ;
scripture teaching on prayer Tfellowship is concernedy~there;i§ ﬂ5
no passage so far as we know, that expressly prohibits prayér9 
fellowship with erring Christians whom Wermust 8till regard as

. C s L Ty
members of the universal Chrisgtian Church"* must not be over-

looked and passed off without so much as a second thoughfa%
While we readil& adnit that there is no Bible passage which gays
'Thou shalt not pray together with erring Chri%tiams,“y%he wéfﬁ;
ings and exhortations of the inspired writers do apply algo in
this situation. For though they do not in so many words say

"do not pray together with erring Christians' the general prin-
ciples which they set forth make it perfectly clear that joint

prayer with Christians who are persistent in their errors are




VAN
forbidden,

But not only did the apostles sound stern warnings againgﬁ
such a précti069 but also conducted themgelves accordiﬁﬁyo
They clearly showed that it is always the will of God for His
believers to display in worship and in prayer the fellowship
of faith that unites them until, and unless confession oilﬁhe,_
truth and:rejecﬁithCf_éyrér reqﬁi$é:them-%G‘Sebaraﬁe;‘Lﬁif %hété '
come any unto you9 and:bfiﬁg nQ§ thi8 dooﬁrine7 redei&;fhiminb%['
inté your hbuse, heithéf’bid himiGod apééds, for he‘%hatrgigdéth‘
him God speed j‘.s';p'amakéfi of his evil deeds" { 2 Jn LOLZ} e

These are not‘legaliStic rules which the apostles set édﬁhf
but evangelical principles.  They are 4o be‘applied in ﬁhefgbi?iﬁy"
of our Savior, Who’Would not break a bruised reed; nor‘quéhéh‘é 

smoking flax,

IT, The Principles are Practiced

These principles which the inspired writers recorded fof %hé
use of God's children were followed by the early Chrisfian” “
Church even after the last of the apostles had been called toi
eternal glory, Those who Sh@%d thémselves to Dbe contrafy to‘théllu
Gospel were excluded Ffrom the congregation and‘fellowship wag
not practiced with them, |

Werner Elert, a conservative Germah‘theologiany carried on -
exhaustive research regarding church fellowship as practiced by
Christians of the Ffirst centuries.

Concerning the schism which developed between Bishop Meletius

of Tycopolis and Peter of Alexandria, he relates that Epiphanius




says that the controversy came to a head in this that " the one

barty and the other prayed geparately, and likewlse each per-
plrely it 3 I

o)

1 7~

formed the other holy minigtrations for himself, " In other
words, they suspended prayer and sacrament Tellowship.,

Elert states in his book that no grounds or hasgis for varying
d@gﬁeeo dnd 019u1notlon 1n Church fellowshlp can be found 1n “the

A

praot1ce of the oar!v qu stia CIUWCh }”If in modern 1nter%y‘
confessional relatloms dw stinctions and de@weﬂé of Churoh’féT%bW;
ship are made,ung'bh I8 can in no wise be traced to the cu%tom

of the Farly C‘hu}"ch‘”3 Clear 1y the early Chfl%tlaﬂ” adeed J
the scriptural pr LHCLpleS in Lhe matter of church fellowghlps, {ﬁ

During the Reformaulon there wele many meetlngs and coiTOOUWQq

held among +the various reformers Who were not neoesgdrlly ﬂiW
perfect agreement in doctrine. Neverthelessy joint'WorShlp
services were held in which the participants joined in prd?éf*  iﬂf
with one another;f Perhapg the classic example is the Mdrburg’
Colloquy at which Tuther and Zwingli met in an attempt to’reachf
dgreement in the doctrine of the Tord's Suppér Services vere
conducted at which Jubher changed off with Zw1ngll and Bucer, H
But there was no joint celebration of the Sacrament. Now when
we view.this we have Lo remember that at that time there was no
‘Tutheran® or 'Reformed Church’ in the later sense of these
designations. Confessional lines were not yet conclusively
drawn in 1529,

The results of the Colloquy were Somewhat encouraging with the
Zwingliams subscribing to the first Tourteen of +the Marburg

Articles, However, they sti1l clung to their errors in the matter
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of the TLord's Supper. At the end of the Colloquy they were told
that unless they came to the hiblical teaching of the Tord's
supper they could not be regarded by the 'Tutherans'® as brethren
and members in Christ. Christian fellowship could not be practiced
with those who did not accept all the teachings of the Bible.
From this inqidegt»and numerous others it is evident that the
principieglwhicﬁfguided Euther{wére those which Scripture olééfly
sets for%huﬁ7u]ﬁ | e LR |
Despite Whéf'ébmé say, these same Scriptural principles nge
folibWed ine%he*formative years of the Missouri Synod and:the
Synodical COnferenCén‘ During the years 1856-1859, a numbér‘éf]

Free Conferences were called by Dr, Walther., Atthese conferences”

the sessions were opened with Jjoint prayer even thOUghythéfparm;

ticipants came Trom Synods which were not in fellowship.  But in

order to properly understand this, several factors have to be.

taken into consideration.

At that time in history a large number of Tutheran SynodSIWére 

united in the General synod, Fformed in 1820, The confessional

stand of this Synod was attrocious. In its constitution the .

Lutheran Confessions were not so much as even mentioned. . But theré

was also an ever increasingly large number of men in the General
Synod Who‘defended the Confessions, who wanted 4o stand on thev
Unaltered Augsburg Confession.,

In 1865, Dr, Walther in "Tehre und Wehre,"the theolégical
magazine of the Migsouri Synod, pfoposed a series of Free
Conferences, To be invited were those men who subscribed to the

Unaltered Augsburg Confession.
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‘ When Dr Wafther recelved encouragement for fhls under -

takfng, he proceeded Lo publish the follow1ng 1nv1tatfon

‘,,"The underslgned of the Tvangel:ca] Tutheran Church in the United

“f Confess1on to be ‘a true presentatlon of the teachlngs of the

States, with the conviction that the unity and the well-being
of our Lutheran Zzlon will be greabtly advanced through the free
expression of opjnions regarding the various interests of our
Church 1n thls land by brethren who are unlted in falth herea

with extend an 1nvltatlon to all membere of the. Evan ellcal Luthw

eran Church in the Uthed Staies who hold the Unaltered Augsburg

Word of Cod to meet W1th them ... in a free and brotherly cone'
ference concernlng the suatus and needs of the Church in Amerlca JL
Note well, the 1nv1tatlon ‘was based on a wholehearted accepa

tance of the Unaltered Augsburg Confess1onv' the 1nv1tatlon was
isgued ‘o 1nd1v1dua1s, not church bodies., Thus the fellowshlp o
expressed at these Free Conferences was not W1th the unionistic i
General Synod but W1th whoever Stepped forward with a pos%clve’
confession for the truth and agalnst the laxness of the General'
Synod. Therefore "81nce the Free Conferences con81sted of men -
who confessed unreserved acceptance of the Unaltered Augsburg ;

Confession, there wasg present a fundamental unity. Whatever’

errors one or the other may have held, was’a matter‘of weakness
and not of persistence;"To refuse joint prayer under such
circumstances would have been awviolation of‘the hrotherhood."5
| Missouri's Colloquies with.the Buffalo Synod}andJIowa Synod
are two more cases in point. After Grabau revealed hfs_true

colors and. left the Buffalo Synod Missouri in 1866 1nvited“
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the Buffalo Synod for a colloquy. The purpose of the colloquy

is described in the "Lutheraner" in this way: "with the gracious
help of God to arrive at unity of doctrine and peace and Christian

reconciliation” (Lutheraner, 1866, p. 28). Under such circums
stances they could hardly be considered as such who were set and
arduned in error, Thoy were men Whose doctrlnai p031tlon wa%’

%omewham uncer Loln’ buL who wwre looklng for'Lh@ 1 h@éﬂdy |

© 1o bow ﬁo the . Nord of God

When in 1866m1867 he General~ﬂouncii’ as.. fofmed as a Lerupo
for Tutherans who held to the Unaltered AUGSbHFﬁ Confessaon¥f°“

but failed to takewa:clear and decisive stand on the‘So Led”

Four Points (lodgery, pulpit fellowship, altar feliowshvp anuff
chiliaém)g the Towa Synod zmong others refused To JOlﬂD‘ Iﬂ'so
doing they showed a strict sense of confeéSionalism; Thu5 waen’
Towa and Missouri met for a colloquy, the questlon was mobp cﬁn
unity be attained?  Quite the opposite, can unity, threiucﬁﬂd
by error, be preserved? Since bhasic unity of oonf6881qn was
present betWeen Towa and,Missouri, opéning the ColidQuy“Wifh,
joint prayer was in plage. By no stretch of the imaginafion 
can this be congtrued as joint prayer with repreSenfativeS of
bodies who were persistently adhering to error.
When in 1872 the Synodical Conferenoe’wag formed, 1t Spoke' 
very clearly regarding thescriptural principles involved inm
fellowship. After Romans 16:;17 and Titus 3:10 were quoted, and
in a footnote six additional passages adduoedpythe following Statem
ment was made: "In these and similar passages of Holy Soriﬁture |

God expressly and earnestly commands us not to remain in church-
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brotherly fellowship with false teachers and heretical people,

much less to seek:their fellowship or to enter in upon fraternal

assoclations. On the contrary, we are earnestly and as a matter
Fom e o W e e oL W6

0L principle to flee from and avoid them.,

During the Election Controversy the Synodical ConTerence'’

not only stood firm in its scriptural teachings on election,

but also in the matter of fellowshiping with those who were not

"

in agreeement on this doctrine,

"Also we say openly and Honestly to everyone who teaches .
differently from us, even though he appeals-to the Confession
of the Lutheran Churchs ® We do not belong together and so

must go.our own separate ways. By that we do not say that

our cpponents are heretics, nor do we condemn Tthem, wo%

But this is what we say: We can no longer walk together,

We also cannot pray with one another any longer. For you . :
will pray for our and we for your: conversion. Bub such joint: ©
praying is an abomination in the sight of God,"! ‘ : o

The early 1900's saw the Missouri Synod holding free con-
Terences with the Ohio and Towa Synods. But Since Ohio was

adamant in its position regarding election {(Qhio left the Synodical

Conference in the Election Controversy) and Towa held to. its
unscriptural position regarding open questions, the members

of the Synodical Conference‘dbjected to joint prayer

meetings.

ical Conference and the Ohio, Towa, and Buffalo Ssynods to arrive

at agreement. ', TIn these meetings there was no joint prayer,

that is, until the last meetings, at which the participants
thought they had reached agreement. This was quite proper.
For many years the theologians spoke and wrate boldly in

def'ense of the scriptural principles involved in prayer fellowship,
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In 1895, District President Wegener read a lengthy exposition
on twelve theses about prayer to the Southern District ol the
Missouri Synod, He wrotey "People who join in prayer must be
of one mind, one’fai"t'hp one hope, for joint prayer is an expression
of a common faith, For that reason Christians cannot pray to-
gether»with the hgterodoxa”g

- When %he)gyhe)ﬁfoff%be7Synodiéal"§omferehbe»wereﬁériticiZGd
Tor not practicing joint' prayer at the free conferences in the
- early 1900%s referred to previously, Dr. Bente in"Lehre urid Wehre. ™

defended this practice.  He wrote:

"The prerequisite for prayer fellowship and church fellowship o
is unity of Ffaith., Cod has expressly forbidden us tO'practiCeﬁy
church gellowship with such with whom we are not united in the -
truth."” j . e S e

n a 1engthy‘ar%iéle in 1905,he Wrbteg,

"If anythingis clearly taught in. the Scriptures, not only =
indirectly, but directly, then it is just this that with such
who cannot be regarded as weak in understanding, but must be -
considered persisent errorists we are not permitted to practice
church and brother fellowship,"10 Clo ’

Quoting Romans 16:17 he stated,

"The Apostle speaks here of people in the Roman congregation

who came up with a doctrine that differed from the doctrine

they had heard from the Apostles, who clung to that doctrine,
and sought to gain adherents for it .... And what is the
command of the Apostle to all Christians in regard to-such false
teachers? Is it perhapss Practice pulpit Tfellowship, church
fellowship, altar fellowship with them, or at least conduct
liturgical prayer services with them? On the contrary, he’
says: "Avoid them,'"1l1 : ,

Regarding TT John 11, 12 he commenteds

"Clearly John here speaks of church fellowship and brotherly
igtereourse ( and so also of prayer fellowship and fellow- -
SLp in worship) with errorists .... He judges that Christiang -
who engage in such church and brother fellowship with false
teachers become partakers of their sinsg, Also this passage
requires and justifies the conduct of the Synodical Conference
at Detroit, Through a joint fraternal prayer service the
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Pynodical Conference would have defiled itself with the errors’
of its opponents, Tt would have confessed itself to their
errors, At least, it would thereby have declared to its
opbponents that their errors are not dangerous, are ingig-
nificant, a matter of indifference, and not especially
obstructive of the Chrigtian truth, 12

In 1919, Pastor Wa\Schoenfeld wrote a pamphlet which was lssued
by the Missouri synod Committee on the American Legion. In this

pamphlet, entitied "Promisgcuous Prayer, UnamericanmUnbiblioal,”

we read;

”Let,%he'Christian‘algolponder,deeply the adnonition of St ;
Paul in Rom, 16,17, JEI,beseechfyoupkbrethreny‘mark‘thoSeQwho
cause divisions and offenseg‘contrary to the dwctrine which ve
have learned, ang avoid them,? Ify as the Apostle here el
admonishes, Christ's disciples must avoid schismatics, ‘who .
by false teaching have disrupted Christ® g Church, how can' they
join them in prayer,n13 - ; A e

In an essay on Unionism, Dr, 7, Pieper said to the Oregon and .
Washington District. : . : :

"The Holy Scriptures very emphatically and in manifold way.s
teach that all fellowship with falge doctrine is forbidden

by God and is harmfyul to the Church,” on IT John 10,11 he.
saids * "God here forbids Unionism, religious fellowship with
those who are known to bhe Falge teachers. To pray with then,
or to partake of the Tord's Supper with them, would mean o 14
consent to, and ‘4o become ‘partakers of their evall workg, 'w

In 1937 Dr. William Arndt wrote an essay.on "Christian Prayer, ™
In it he states, L

"We are not going too Ffar when we saythat adherence to falge.
doctrine ig a barrier +to prayer fellowship is evident from

the ingistence with which Jesus hag commanded that we remain
faithful +to everything that He hag taught." That refusal

of joint prayer with errorists is not a loveless act, but
motivated by a deep concern for their Spiritual welfare, Dr,
Arndt showed in the following words, "Tn humility, with Ffear
and trembling, we must do our duty and boint Yo what isg wrong,
rebuking and reproving with ail patience, vl

But soon the time would come when +he principles would be

questioned,
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III. The Principles are Challenged

The first challenge came Trom Dr. Adolph A. Brux, a Missouri
Synod missionary in India. A graduate of Concordia Seminary,

St. Louis in 1917, he began his ministry as a faculty member at

the synodical preparavory high school and Junior college in

Milwaukee, During the sSumm er of 1918 , he studied Semitic l%nguage

,aﬂdlli%er? of Clleagon In 1919 he pur

-sued a_doctore

degree in 1923;733”* ch tbe sumnm ex courge of 1918 hc 00nm
sidered éntering tbe Forelgn mL Slon WOWK of the church bezng

especiElly inte re%ied in Workipc'amonﬂ the Mu511msc Hl% stud¢e%@V

made him omwnan Tj Quallfwed Tor thls WOTkg and in ?923 he wws*

commlgsloped for serV1ce 1n Indlq

On January 1 19&4 Dr Brux and h | S WlLG arrived in Pombqy;f”

together with two other m1581onarjes and their wives and three

Ssingle women Sent out by the Missouri Synod, Due to fhe\high
hotel rates and limited financial resourses, these miésionafieg

registered at a Protestant migsionary hospice which was estdbjlshed~ f

in order to accomodate incoming and outgoing Protestant m1881onm

aries in the port city.

It was customary for all guests to be invited to Scrwphure
reading and evening prayer following supper, Though his tWo
mlsS1onaryv001$Mgues found it convenient to take an affter dinner
Stroll, Brux and his wife, together with two of +the other women,

Tound 1t more flttlng to ﬂccept the invitation of the host and be

present for the evening devotion.

By participating in the evening prayers led by a Protestant
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Christian that o?ening Brux was raising the entire issgue of
internChrisﬁian relations., He took part on the basis of his
understanding of what the synodical version of Tuther's Small
Catechism stated under the subject of prayer fellowship, namely
that "all beiievers in Christ the children of omne Father and
Should, thereforegpray for and with each ot.hero“16 From the

g Bi—‘wj".: .

writ ng%‘of,vawlou %hébléﬁiangrih tﬁe 3 Urﬁ7 Synod AL’

Obv1ou% thai %héyif rpreibd th S Sfauomcnb‘io mean prﬂyow fel7OWm

Shlp with %he'sa{jtg‘%n be IHV!mlblO church dnd Wlbh’Vlsiale,u’

»Chﬁs%ianS‘who weme affw?laied W|ih the MlSSOhrl gynod

Brux, ‘howe ver eould fjnd no- bLbllCTl warrant For uch an."'

interpretation, So not oniy did he participate in this Séwvibe f1

lead by a Protestant of another denomwnﬂtlon, but defendeohiéja

actions among'hls new mlgslonary collsggues . ag they Lrave]ed viaﬂf”;
réil to their new stations, J ; ’
shortly after, the arrival of the BFUXQE‘lﬁ Vanlyambadlg
Nonth Arcot District, Madras Presidency, the 1n01deht was QlS% w i7
cussed at the meeting of the Missouri Synod m1551onar1es of thef7'
Northern (Ambur) District Conference held 1n V%nlyambadl
January 24-30, 1924, Tt sgon became apparenL that there Were’
dlfferjng opinions on the subject, Threfore Brux wa.s 1nv1ted’to
bresent a conference baper on the subject of Christian‘pfayérr
fellowship and unionism at the spring conference in Krlshndglrwm
Though time wag short and he was extremely busy settling ing
a new land and in new work, yet Brux devoted himself to a Lhorw
ough study of the matter and the Bible passages 1nvolved Hls
conclusions were very bo%d and controversial, for he dec]arod that

i

there was no sound biblical warrant Tor the current official
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practice of the Missour: Synod, which forbade praying with Christ-

ians who were not in organizational fellowship with the “ynodg”17
As could well be expeotedy his essay aroused a torrent of

conflicting opinion among his colleagues. Since the matter could

not be gettled, the conference requested Miss Jlonary Blaess +to

wrlte an essay on the same boch which would then together with

Brux's aper; CUSSed dG the hexi correreﬁoe L

WM%Wms“

Au o 1, 1024XK a8's. eea wasg reed as weli as wortlone of
g & 3/ L

Brux’'s and’ then rhe matier opened for dlecu 81009 Dnce aﬁaln

no agreement 'could be reaehed and it was deelded to dlecuse‘the
matter further ﬂh the next cohferenoe in Occober , Tn the me%nm“

time all members 6f the conTerenoe were %eked to reao and emudy

both. oapers amd %ubm t “bheir opinions to the- conference eeorer Y

who in turn WaS io 1nLorm Bruv Of the Smnen”

When the cohferenoe met agwln in October Blaese W1thdrew

his paper though he was retained as moderator of the dlSCUSStha‘

Still a third time the subject was not resolved but oarrled over

to the next meeting, February, 1925, At this meeting the dTSCLSSmeA

ion was concluded with the resolve that Dr, Brux submit a final
copy of his essay to the Board of Foreign Missions,

Since the paper was to be submitted With the opinions by
his fellOW'miSSionarie89 Brux again circulated nis paper askingw
for the missionaries +o reply. Only two complied. Dye to further
complications the paper was not sulmitted to the Board until

Brux was home on furlough in 1931,

Then ensued a fantagtic number of meetings with various
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officials wiﬁhin the Miésouri synod,

Rev, Boerger, a member of the Board, Ffirst discussed the
subject with Brux. The outcome of this meeting wasg that Boerger
agreed with Brux on his interpretation of the Scripture passages
involved,

In a meetlng with the 5t. Louis Board, when no progresg could
ibe‘mad@ on. the %ubgﬂc‘ 11>QUOSDIOHV‘LL wasg - res oived %haL,ProF
sommer and Rev Boerﬁe# COHSLLiube a commjitee to. dlscuaw'ihe

atter With‘Efuxu Weou g% held by bhese men regulbed 1ﬂ ns‘ﬁﬁV 
progress. v‘ B A |

Brux's paper Was then referved to the facuTiy of ConCOLdlﬂ
Semlnqry for an OplﬁlOﬂn The Jaculiy howeverykdeoanec Gofglve
an opinioen, st%iwng "that the dlSCU%Slon Would be too 1ehgthy andlﬁd%
that the Mission Board can settle this questLon 1t%e1f ”18 o

T might say at this pdnt, that thif wag an unfortuante_move'!f

on the part of the faculty, A,Sound‘réfutation ShouldThavehbééh fi

given by all these men and the matter could have been'fésdlvéd'[id
in a God-pleasing manner. Already one can see héw pooriy fﬁe‘*’
matter was being handled. Nevertheless, the medtings and?négofiam"
tions went on, | |

In February, 1932, Professérs Fuerbringer and Graebner,
under whom Brux had studied at the Seminary, met wiﬁh him. But
once again the results were entirely negative. |

Finally on May 16, 1932; the St. Touis Boand passed the
following resolution:

"Whereas, Missionary A. A. Brux 1o longer holds and confesses’

with us that Christians having the pure Word of God should not3‘

have prayer fellowship with sectarian Chrésténs, but on the
contrary holds Tnd declares that the prayer fellOWShlp is
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required of Lhom nof on?y in private, but also in pbublic,

€. £, In prayer meeulng :

Therefore, pe it nerewlth resolved with sincere regrets that

we cannot return him ag a missionary +to Indieg, 19

Thig rO%OlUblOH was then passed on to the Plenary Board of
LoreLgn MLSSlOﬂﬁ For approval at its meeting on June 14, 1932,
However, because various members of the Board had not Studied
Brux's paper, a vote on the resolutLon was posnponod

Tt s hou]d be poucd that 1n thb DQPLOd between Varlou 3. meet-
ings, Dr, qu WaS not idle, ﬂe Wroﬁe 1ermer after 1etter;ﬁd
Tthe varlouS Boarég Wth whlch he wag dedang deFendlng hls-poém'

ition as 1he or1ptural amd God-pleasing one,

On October 11, 1932, the Plenary Board of Forelgm,M1%31ons o

met again with Dr, BFUA preseni to dlSCUSS BTUA ] paper on~~‘

prayer fellbwshipu At this meet7ng the argument centered on’

exXegesis of Romans 16517-18, The Board defended the proper

interpretation of the assage over against Brux's interpretation
P b & g P

namely, that 4hig passage applies only to "antichrists, determfhedj;ﬂf

to undermlne and subvert Payl's doctrine of Justlflcatlon by‘faith;”zq

and the doctrine which Paul refers to must be "limited to the

fundamental doctrines of Chmstlanltyy and canﬁot be extended ﬁo ‘

include all non- fundamental points of Christian doctrine as welln”zi-
As a result of that meeting the folloWing, resolution wag

bassed by the Boara,

"Since Dr. Brux in his baper on "Prayer Pel]owshlp” has
departed from the accepted scriptural position of our Synod
With respect +o brayer with heterodox Chrigtians, as he
himself acknowledges, and since our long conthued efforts
to convince hin of the error of his position have been un-
availing, RESOLVED that we cannot return him +to the field in-
India if he doeg not recede from hig position within the time
stated in hig remarks as given in the minutes above,

RESOLVED furthermore tha+t we await the definite answer
of Dr, Brux referred to in the foregoing, and that if he
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continues to hold his present position, his connection with
our Board terminate 0ct, 31, 1932, and that his salary ceasge
Nov. 30, 1932,722
However, no conclusive action followed and the Board passed
the question onto a Fiduciary Committee., This committee wag
composed of +the following prominent Misgouri theologians, K,
Daib, Theo, Laetsch, and W, H, 7, Dau. It met for three days

in Chicago ih119'§; bU“’@oulc n@ T ch a unamimou% con01L5¢ona

The commltice d?d hoW“v@P Suggé bhaf a fr%terma dlSCUSSTOﬂ~
[ the points Jﬂ conuﬂovn% be COﬁulnued The commltuee reoommended
app01ntung %Wo pawson% To meei W1th Dr Brux for this purpogegli

one *to he a momber of the VL””lOn Board, the other 3 map Who WOqu

be agreeable +o Dr, BruA, *The Board did not aocepL the reﬂomﬂ€

mendation of the Fiduchry Comm ttee but adopted a roe 1tlon

which gaid in effer that it consldered such meetlnﬂs un@rom Slng;fg-

A positive move on’ the part of the Board,

Brux met w1ch Preﬁwdent Pfotenhauer and urged hwm to 1nbe

vene and rectify the injustices done to him, (If ihc preseniatlon gu

which Brux makes in his "Appeal® is factual, and there ig no
v pp

reason to doubt that it is, I would have o agree that the Way

Brux's case was handled was unfortunate in certain respectsaj
Nevertheless, Dr, Pfotenhaver properly refused %o intefveneu
And so Dr. Brux resolved to take his case 4o the Synod in
Convention in 1935,

In 1934, Brux issued his "Appeal®™ in which he gave a detailed
history of the case ang also defended his position. Also in
1934, Dr. Brux reworked and reigsued his controversial paper
"Christian Prayer Fellowship and Unionism."” The following six .

points summarize hig paper,
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L That the Brble paeeages of roup T (Mt 7, 15, Rm16 17, :
- IT'Cor 6,14y 11:13-15; .Gal 1,6-9: Phil 3,23 TT Thes 3,6-15
I Tim 6 3 5, II Tim 2,16-18; Titus 1,10- 16 Titus 3,10;

IT Peter 2 ,FF;  IT John 10~ 11) refer to such persons as
imay not be regarded ag Christians, or, as in the case of
II Thes 3, 6-15, clearly enjoin that Chrlstlan rellglous

fellOWShlp should be maintained. : »

" 2., That the Bible passages of group TT ( Mt 5,<23 ZM 10,32-33

“(Luke 12, 8-9); ‘Mt 18,15-17; 18,19; TLuke 9,26 (Mark 8 38)

Jn 8, 31-32; Acts 2,h2; “gal 5,9; Eph L, 1m6;. T Thes 5, 2 o

“oAmos a3y 3}mde nocfprove that prayer: owshl'””“ih “rrwetlane’* :
‘dlffergnn frio g i doctrlnespwh*

) ; Uphoi
1L the  claim rhmt,the Scriptur
tlﬂns of omher enomination

Sy
Eforbld prayer fellowshjp
fthus~fa11sﬁt ' ‘

vahd prdye% »
Ghrlst ag Redeemer not‘on adreement in ever ypar i

doctrine and. thereby make’ prayer. fellowshlp;an ac

versal Christian. Tellowship and a normalﬂexpre%S1o
E,ex1etlng brotherh” : '

of ‘ll"Chrlsulans i
church'"

{Sﬁ That praye ellowship_ W1th'Chrlstians of other: denominatios
‘becomes -Ampossible” only when" circumstances ’ carry nto’ ;‘eﬁa’t;
. such’ 1mpllcatlons asg will. necessarlly involve a v1olarlon’o

. The confe831onal p081tlon and con901ence and therebj g“
;offense.rff,a . B , 5

6. That Synod's negatlve pos1tlon breaks doWn in pr%ctlce
.+ because it. is felt. by many to violate the facts and jtruths’
" of the universal church, and that it shoulad, therefore,gk
... " be’ changed.to conform to what the Scrlpturee teach with reg-
. pect to the church, to prayer and to prayer fe11owsh1pe

A commlttee Was app01nted to meet1W1th Dr Brux at the

conventlon and the folloW1ng report Was unanlmously approved“

by sald commlttee.:,

"Your Commlttee, app01nted to gfudy the ‘appeal of Dr, Brux,
who served as M15$1onary to the Mohammedane in India durlng k
the years 1923- 1932, has had a number of meetings with Dr.
Brux and also with several nother brethren. who klndly offered
their services +to clear up this case of longstanding, one of :
the great issues involved being that of prayer fellowship, . =~ i .
We are happy to report that agreement hag been reached on the |, ., !
Tollowing statement with respect to prayer:.fellowship, which .
we consider satisfactory: ; T
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1. So far as direct Scripture teaching on prayer fellow-
ship ig concerned, there is no passage, so far ag we know,
that expressly prthth prayer fellowship with erring Christimns
whom we must still regard ag members of the universal Christian
i church.
; 2. There are, however, passages which prohibit compromise
[ of the truth, indifference to doctrine, unionism, and giving
of offense.
3, Hence every kind of prayer fellowship which involve
on of these obJectLonable features must be aveoided. Dr. Hrux
ates that this has always been hig doctrinal position.

8
Your Committee .also, dlscus5ed with Dr, Brux that Sectzon of’ )
his essay treating of the oéqrjuy of Sor;pture Chgotoothisy

Dr. Brux declared Lhat he in no manner que5u on the c?dw;pyﬂx“*A~
of ScwlpLUﬁoS and is in full agreement with our church”“
doctrinal po%¢t1on - PFurthermore, he states that: 18 the?
ig any passage in his esgay which anyone.is iﬂcWined to
1ntefpfeT ag being unscriptural, he is willing to Weconuuruct
such a statement or to withdraw it.entirely. o
As for the esgay in question, Dr. Brux states hat ho had
never considered the treatise as final, but rather- as at
contribution for the discussion of the issue. g
Therefore we ho]d that B?other Brux is elwglble for tho
ministry. K
Since Dra';fu; has Spent so many year% in very SpeCLdl
preparatzon for the. work as minister to the Mohammedans,
and since he has proven himself esgpecially qualified- to brlng
the gospel to Mohammedan peoples, we - recommend to Synod .
to instruct the board of Foreign Missions to Peznbtwt@ h|m in-
nis chosen work, : A -

- But when this report wa.s read to Dr, Pfotenhauer, he'immediaLiy/ L

recognized that it was easily open to misuderstanding éh@ couldf;

be misused to propound unscriptural teachings.. Therefore hélwf
agsked that it be reworded. Points one, two, and three Weré\f
rewritten asg follows:
"Scripbture very plainly pTohlblLS compromlse of the 1ruth
indifference to doctrine, unionism, and giving of offense
and therefore forbids every kind of prayer fellowship which
involves one of these objectionable features. - There are
in the domain of casuistry cases where the guestion whether
unionistic pg%yer fellowship ig involved cannot be answered
in advance. :
Also the paragraph regarding the clarity of Scripture was re-
worded to reads

"As to the clarity of Scripture, Dr. Brux declares that he in;
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no manner doubts the clarity of scripture and ig in full
agreement with our Church's doctrinal position, Furthermore,
he states that, if there 4g any passage in his essay which
anyone 1is inclined to interpret asg being unscriptural, he

is willing 4o reconstruct such a statement or withdraw it
entirely, "2

Finally the following paragraph was added to the resolution;

"We furthermore ecommend that +the pastoral conferenceg

throughout Synod earnestly and diligently study the Scripture

passages pertiﬁent‘to_the‘questipn‘of prayerufellpwshipn”27‘
This report wasffhémféd5p%éd byfthéGcbnvéntion;”'Ané Sozthé;Bruﬁli

_issue wag %o have bheen élogedgf,fﬁ;_f‘ e

But such Wasfnotwﬁhefcase;f;Bfux continued +to hold to his .

interpretation in +he matter foprayer~fellowship and in so

doing caused the Missours Synod a great'dealféf grief, e

The resolution of 1935 stating that Brux should be returned
To the work in India was never carried out, When an admission

of guilt was demanded of Brux before he could be issuedﬁqrﬁeW ééii_,‘w

to India, ne refuseq to accede to this demand and “the Qld aH;>_.
imogities were unleashed anew, Brux wrote numerous lethtera .

defending himself and .his unscriptural position and charged

various officialg of the Synod with erring in dismissing him;;
as a missionary, |

In 1938 Brux issued his "Reappeal +to Synod” in which he
detailed the most recent injustices accdrded him by Synod,
Again he defended his understanding of the Sbriptural prinoiplés
of prayer fellowship ang criticized the position Missouri ‘held.

Brux saig,

"On the basis of the doctrinal statement in +the Report ang
1ts evident ang nhecessary implications the position:of +the
Synod may therefore be stateq thus: Prayer fellowship with
erring Christians whom we must gtill regard ag fellow-members
of the universal Christian church ig as such not prohibited
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in the Scriptures, but ig, on the contrary, taken for granted
and encouraged as the normal and proper exercise of Christian
fellowship, as the Catechienm also states it to be in the words.
‘Because all believers are in Christ the children of one FPather,
and should,therefore, pray for and with each other.' How-

ever, since the Scripbures forbid compromise of the truth,
indifference to doctrine, unionism, and giving of offense,

any act of prayer Tellowship involving one of these ohjection-
able features im on that ground prohibited; and since the
possibility of the involvement of such an objectionable

feature may always be present, casges of prayer fellowship

with erring Christians whom we must still regard as fellow-
members ofthé‘univergal Christian church are cases of. casulstry .=
The decision as to whether in.a given casge, prayer fellowship :
is permissible or 1ot permissible is by the scriptures left

to the . consciences of the individual Christians and hence.
is left there by Synod also. Synod therefore makes no. . .-
attempt, nor will it tolerate any attempt to legislate with .
regard to ‘the frequency or infrequency of the involvement

of the objectionable features referred to,"<8 i g

This of ‘course would be in keeping with his interpretation, =

But Brux continues

"Yet Dr, Brand, the Board of Poreign Migsions, &and Dr, .
Pfotenhaver insist on taking a view of this statement that = i
involves its complete overthrow and would substitute for it .

an unscriptural and legalistic position, namely that prayer-
fellowship with Christians no+ affiliated with the Synodical
Conference ig presumnptively prohibited. In'their“opinion;_ S B
difference in doctrine - non-fundamental, of ‘coursge;, ., i g A
and membership in a body not affiliated with the Synodical .
Conference constitute a positive bar to prayer fellowship —
on the assumption that prayer fellowship with such intitself >
involves a compromise of the truth, indifference to ‘doctrine), PR
unionism, and giving of offense, " T

It is good to see that though there was dissention and preSéure

within the Missouri Synod to surrender the scriptural principléS h51
of prayer fellowship, under the able leadership of Dr. Pfoten-
hauver she withstood these attacks of satan, |

At the Synodical Convention in 1938, Brux reappealed his,caée;

"Since the Board of FPoreign Missions and its General Sec-
retary have failed to carry out both the resolution adopted
by Synod at Cleveland in 1935 with respect to my casge and
promises made by the Board's representatives in committee
and have thereby violated the settlement achieved by Synod,
I respectfully reappeal my case +to Synod, " 30



w2

Synod upheld the agreement of 1935 but the Board of Foreign
Missions madé no move to return Brux to India, The exhausting
clash finally ended in 1940 when Brux left the synod to devote
himself to private scholarly research,

Though officially the Missouri Synod had by God's grace
withstood this attack of satan, the seeds of dissention had heen

sown., The lack Qf,quick; firm-action‘agaihst:the‘teachimgS”wk
- propounded by Brux would take ity toll Soon enough. For Brux i .=
had gained many,adhéréntShﬁQ"his interprétation of the principles

of prayer fellowship, However, for the time being they remained”

gilent.

But alfeadyrduringffhé Brux issue ahothef”ﬁqtentiélly“dan

gerous situation confronted the Missouri Synod, aitrick of gatan

o

which ultimately lead fo the downfall of the Missouri Synod

During the Cleveland Convention of 1935 at which”ﬁﬁe'unégfﬁpﬁ

tural principles of Dr;/Adolph Brux were being debafé&pvtbg*

Church seeking to establish pulpit and altar fellowship;With,ﬁhe
To this Missouri responded with the foliowing regolution:

WWHEREAS, our Synod has always recognized the duty and . .
desirability of 'the conservation and promotion of the unity . o
of the true Taith (Eph 4:3-6; T Cor 1:10) " and a united defense e
‘against schism and sectarianism; and : I

WHEREAS , God-pleasing, scriptural external union and: coop-
eration is bhaged upon internal unity, oneness in faith,
confession, doctrine, and practice; therefore be it :

CRESOIVED, Thattwe declarfe our willingness “to confer with
other Lutheran hodies on problems of Tutheran union with a-
view towards effecting true unity on the basis of the Word
of God and the Tutheran Confessions,

RESOLVED, That a standing committee of five, to be known as
the Committee on Lutheran Church Union, be a§pointed by the
Chair to conduct these conferences |, . o3

E}

The Committee on Tutheran Church Union consisted of Drs,

Wm, Arndt, Theo, Engelder, C. P, Brommer, and Pastors K, Kretg-

mann and F, H, Brunn.



-2 3

At the 1938 Convontlon of the Missouri Synod in St, Louis
the committee reported that it had held gix meetings with the
representatives of the A, T,, C. Their discussions were baged
on the doctrinal position of the Missour: synod as presgented in
the ‘Brief Statement*

A few comments regardlng LheéBrief Statement are in ordcr

The so c 110d ?PLG %ca \meqt was ccepied 1n 193? aq a deiiﬁlLlOn ”7*W‘

he MLSSOUWl Synod on the que%tlons thﬂt had heen under;dwsm;~
CUSSlon W1th the very synods Whlch now constitute the AmeiLoan"
_Luthewan Churoh IL was Lhe work of Dr, Frang Pleper and Drn,‘“
“Theo, Engeldery two outsv%ndlng bheologlans of" thai dﬂy in: fhei‘
Misédﬁri Synod Because of “its soundness and clarlty th¢5 newf;
conf9381on.met with 1nstanu acceptance by the ochcr SJnods o"f 

“the Synodical Conferenceuf

But at the 19138 conﬁentibn the committee had to announce

that the A, T, C, dld not unqualifiedly accept thekBrlef Statemem*“  
It is no wonder since this fine document Set forth the ucrlpburaﬂ ‘
teachings in several mattersﬁwhlch the synods consiltutlnﬂ the »
A. L. C. disagreed, | | i

Therefore the A.L.C, summarized their own convictions in’af
lengthy "Declaration," This "Declaration” was then presehted to
the Missouri Synod, - |

The reviewing committee, known as Committee 16, reportédkto~
the Synod that it found "first of all an agreement in the doc-
trinal statements concerning teachings disputed in the past br
8till in debate in some sections of the Lutherah Church in Am-

erica, notably in +the doctrine of iHSpirationy predestination’

and conversion, sSunday, and the office of the public administration
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of the means of grace;”32 The committee furthermore reported that
"in some non-fundamental points concerning the doctrine of the last
things the Declaration of the American Lutheran Church repre-
sentatives agks toléranoe for certain teachings and interpretations
which have been rejected in our c'i;t’cles.,’”33 The committee also
referred to the fact that the Declaration spoke of "a visible

. < (J o N
side of the Church;”ggf,_‘

: Then”ins%eadﬁbfurefectiﬁﬁ'this”%éolara%EOQﬁof the A, T, C,
. : £J g .8 ‘ B !

and showing an uncompromising attitude toward the clear doctrines
of the Scriptures, the committee made the following recommendations
among others which then in turn were adopted by Synod.

"That Synod declare that The "‘Brief Statement of the Missouri
Synod together with the Declaration of. the representatives -
of the American Tutheran Church . o« be regarded ag the o
doctrinal basis for future fellowship between the Missouri-.
Synod and American Tutheran Church, o I
That in regard to the points of nonfundamental doctrines
mentioned in the Declaration of <the American Lutheran Church
representatives (Antichrist, the conversgion of the Jews, - '
the physical resurrection of the martyrs, the fulfillment
of" the thousand years), we endeavor to establish full agree- .
ment and that our Committee on Tutheran Union be instructed
to devise ways and means of reaching this end. . e o
That in regard to +the propriety of speaking of the ‘visible
side of the Church' we ask our Committee on Lutheran Union .
to work to this end that uniform and Scripturally acceptable
terminology and teaching be attained, ‘ _
That since for true unity we need not only this doctrinal®
tggreement, but also agreement in practice, we state with

our synodical fathers that according to the Scriptures

and the Lutheran confesgional writings, Christian. practice.
must harmonize with Christian doctrine and that, where

there is a divergence from Biblical, confessional practice,
strenuous efforts must be made to correct such deviation. .

We refer particularly to the attitude toward the antichristian
lodge, anti--Scriptural pulpit and altar fellowship, and

all other forms of unioniem,"3

In the meantime it wag urged by the Missouri Synod that
"fhe pastors of both church bodies are encouraged to meet in

smaller circles wherever and as often as possible in order to
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'5?Ocﬁober; 1938 adopuea %he
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discuss both the doctrinal basis for union and the question of

5, o
o) - E

. 6 . . q s . , .
church practice, " The advisability of thig sSuggestion  isg

questionable to say the least, For it would surely raise the . ‘
issue of prayer fellowship which at thisg point was completely e

out of place between the two synods

The hopos of reachwn agreement on the disputbed points

fgL ;‘%andusky convonuwon ‘

wﬂ p01n1397‘

"1. That it ie newchef p05m1b]e nof necessary To agree yn atl
non-fundamental doctrines, - ‘ B

2. That the American Tutheran Church will HOT gjve up
~membership in the Amewwcﬂn Lutheran Conference, - .

3. The phrase Tin the lightiof,? occurring in” the Denbenoeﬁ
"We: believe that: ihe b%lel Statement viewed in the ]Lght OL
our Declara iion ig not 1n contradwotlon to” the Mlnneapo
Theses, '"37 c

Thus the A,1L,C, began ﬁo show her true colors 1nsofar as

they were in no way 1ncllned to sublmit to the clear teaching$‘fluv

of God's Word, Vegotlailons should have been broken off here

~but they were not and Missouri continued on a down hill Slldeu

More and more things happened which made it obvious that 1he:f
doctrinal differences bhetween Missouri ﬂnd the A,L.C, »were much’

greater than originally thought., With reference to the'Brief_

Statement the A. T. C, showed its real attitude when its com-
missioners stated that ' their assertion of agreément with théjjl
Brief Statement did not imply endorsement in every case of thé
exegetical or other lines of argumentétion and the feeling bf
obligation to use the same phraseologya”38 It soon became ob-
vious that in the area of prayer fellowship it wag more than a
simple matter of phraseology,

While Missouri's sister synods (Wis. Synod and the Norwegian
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Synod) urged her +to break off negotiations, no such action wag
taken,
On the contrary, in her 1941 convention, the Missouri Synod

resolved,

"That we express our willingness +o continue our efforts

toward bringing about true unity in +the Lutheran Church in

this country bhoth in doctrine and practice, but that we are
determineq to-do- go only on the basis of the Worg of .God ang

the Lutheran Oomfessiomsgcga Alsd;'@hat we continue our ER.
‘negotiationg;wiﬁhfthe American Tutheran Church in an effort « = .
to establiSh,doctrinal,uni%yu”39 L o o
On a more*posi%ive‘note*ﬁhe;MiSSouri Synod affirmed that there.

could be no distinguishing¢between fundamental ang hon-fundamentay .

doctrines when working toward fellowship and tha+t while-negotiationsf}

were going on in an attempt to unite the Missour: Synod'aﬁd A0
"1t be understood that ho,pulpitw,“altarm, or prayer;feilbwship‘
has been established betwéeh us and the American Lutherén Churéh§ ff

and until such fellowship has been’officially declared by'%he

questioned again,

IV, The Principles are Subjected to Further Questioning,
By itself the resolution regarding pulpit, altar, and prayer

fellowship sounds fine. From alj outward appearances it upholds

“the scriptural principles of fellowship., But when the meaning

behind saig resolution is revealed, compromise to the Au‘La C

E)

and more importantlyy compromise of God's Word is evident. As

18 stateg in,Memorial'615 in the 1944 Proceedings of the Missouri
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Synod, this feéblu%ioh is ihterbretéd as not applying to the offer-
ing of a prayer when intersynodical conferences would meet,
(This practice had been’ going on for some time in the meetings
held between the Missouri Synod and the AT,CL)
In its action on this memorial and Memorial 61l which also

‘,ca]led for‘a clarification ﬂnd sLamp of dpproval for such action

‘”the R "SON

o

Lhe 1J0W1hg repoz

, : Lbe po%l; onitakcn ai4fho B, Wayn@ Conventlong’f
- page 303 panaqwaph 11, *that in’ the, meantwmc itibe understood
that no pul bwuyYalhar or ‘prayer felloWSh!p hﬁ& been egtab. .
_lished between us and the American Tutheran: burohnf,dnd until
such feliowmhwp has been OIfLCsaljy declared §y the Synods '
“concerned, no acﬁion ig“to Dbe taken by any of our pastor
or COﬂgrepﬂtlons Wthﬂ 1gnores the fact FJdG We awe not yv'
unlied ,,,,, f
Howeever, JOlﬂL pvayer at ;ntersynodlcai conierence :
“asking God for His guidance and blessing upon the delib Pafloqm
and discussions of His Word, does not militate against +
esolution of the Ft, Wayne Convention, provided. snch prayar
do@s not 1mpTM denial of truth or bupport of error. Local .~
conditions will .determine the advig ability of Such prayér

Above all, the con801ence of a brother must not be violate
nor offense be glven ”Pi , E i

Already at this*time’Missourifintimated’that'théfe“ié”a"

difference bétween prayer fellowghlp and praylng Logeuhen referred

to as 'joint prayer, Here it isg suggested that a lefoant
principle may govern. For while prayer fellowshlp” uogether Wlth

pulpit and altar fellowshlpy is

said not to be permltted bec uq

"we are not yet united,"” in the cage of joint prdyer Jt 19 perm

missible at conferences 1nvolv1ng members of synodo whlch are no(

unlted completely. in dochlheq The other comdwm10n S'fhat ch;s
brayer asks God Ffor Hig guidance and bleSSLng upon Lhe delibératiéngﬁ

and discussions‘of His Word,

The backround for these resolutions as reporﬁed by oifec1ﬂl

representatlves of the Missouri Synod is ths "The,commlttee
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which had. been meeting with a committee of the A.L,C,, had found
1tself so fully in doctrinal agreement with the A.7,.C, commissioners

that they rfelt constrained to pray with them, and now wanted

' . 42 Ce
Synodical sanction for their course of action.® This is a

rather sagqg commentary on the gtate of affairs which existed
already at thig time within the Missour: Synod.,

The nextjgreat_blowvﬁofthe‘Seriptural teachings on prayer

 fellwahi§f¢éﬁe;in”19@5 in the "Statement of the Byov This too

the new spirit toward which Missouri leaned. This is quite

evident in ‘the following quotations from the "Statementn”  '
"We affirm our conviction that ‘sound exegetical'procedureﬁﬁ,f
is the basis Tor sound Lutheran theology, ' BRI LA R
-We therefore deplore the fact that Romans 16:17-18 © ¢ b
has been applied to all Christians who differ from us in .
certain points of doctrine, It is our conviction, = . -
based on sound exegetical ang hermeneutical principles,
that this text does not apply to the present situation i -
in the Lutheran Church of Ameri ca, : R o g
-We furthermore deplore the misuse of T Thes. 5,22 in the

translation "avoigd every appearance of evil." This text
should bhe used only in 1ts true meaning,"avoid evil in
every form,"

ETGHT

pray together to +the Triune God in the name of Jesus Christ - .
if the purpose for which they meet ang pray is right‘accordiﬁg~:
to the Word of God. This obviously includes meetings of - s
groups called for the purpose of discussing doctrinal differences);
~We therefore deplore +the tendency to decide the question
of prayer fellowship on any other basis beyond the clear
words of Scripture,

NINE
We believe that the term "unionismv Should be applied only to
acts in which a clear and unmistakable denial of scriptural
truth or approval of error is involved,
-We therefore deplore the tendency to apply this non- :
biblical term +to any and every contact between Christians
of different denominations,

ELEVEN , '
We affirm our conviction that in keeping with the historic
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'Luthefanvtradition'and in‘harmoﬁy with the Synodical resolution
adopted in 1938 regarding Church Tellowship, such Tellowship

18 possible without complete agreement in details of doctrine
and practice whichhave never been considered divisive in the

Among those Who signrd +the "Stebement" were Drs., Wm Arngt and
| o , Theo, Graebner, bo?h of Whom formerly hag unflinchingly taught
. and defended +the scriptural teachings in ‘the matter of fellowship,
E Wheﬁ“%hefédéﬁﬁghﬁ%W£ééﬁﬁbli§héa éﬂd’sén% fo;eve%yibdéfgr?inv_
=

the Missouri Synod it met with varfying“réspOhsesgfwThosé whose |

o
4

»positidhkifﬁrepreSénted:éould nbt'pfaise it highly-enoughgjkbthérs

who still held;fq what God's Word clearly teacheSRWQfégééddéned

and upsetfby“itav,

The official action that the wissgups

the "Statement of the 44n ip 54q i947jcohventidnlis?aiygﬁ Elﬂgl?{iw?d

Shamefyul, Instead or SbUndly”condemning ity.it,Waé"ﬁqpéf

sSwept under the rug, Ih‘feépohée to a Membrial:WhiCh Wéslsu

mitted by those men;who met with the:signers‘qf,fhe’“Staﬁgmémt‘
Whichycalled‘for a repudiation of the‘ﬁStatément,” théfSynﬁdwpﬁs$éd;;

this resolution;

"WHEREAS , "A Statement" ag Such no longer is a basms for
discusgion dccording to the "Agreement" reported'by‘themr
President; ang : - e ,];7;~rf{;‘gg
WHEREAS, The issues raiseq by ”A.Statement"-and.by mémoriéls_f
referring to » Statement" gre being submitteq for“study ‘to+
pastors ang congregations on the basis of pmat

by direction C

WHEREAS, It is imperative that we continue on the foundation

In reality, the bPropositions it get forth were not dealt Wifh at
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allnr Thié was a big mistake oh the Synod's part. Such action
only paved +the way to further error,
Despite the 1944 resolutiong regarding joint prayer which would
certainly seem <o he in opposition to the "Brief statement” ang
‘in 'esponse to questions raised by the "Statement of the Ly »

the Synod at itsii947‘convention reaffirmed itg loyalty to the

Holy Séfipfures:""‘Zuiherangﬂonfeséionsg and-thef”Br‘wis‘va%emenﬁg?_;

The joint prayer is8ue was by . no means settled aﬁfﬁhGQIQM%“anﬂm

“vention and it waéia“fﬁpic of lively debate ag welljat ﬁh@ i947

Convention in Chicago, "

The fact that there was -dissention and dijvi'sion'asfweill“as

concern foyﬁretaihing the pure truths df3GQd"s‘Word iSJréfla@tgdi J

by one memorial in,particular“submifféd’to the anventiaﬁ'fotfi
action, Thé‘memofial~spoke uhflinchingly,against ﬁheAnéwtﬁéabhihgé'~ff
regarding felloWShip Which"were‘being propoundédfin the.Sthdg‘

6Q”Conoerning Romans 16;17..18, We believe, confess, and teach
that Rm 1641718, dccording to the clear statement of the .
inspired writer, must be applied o every persistent‘aberra
from the truth of Holy Writ in any degree, shape, or form, -
and that it ig therefore applicable not only to nonzChriSfians“_,
and non-Lutherans, put also to such asg may bear +the Lutheran'j”
name, but continue o cling to any king of false teaohingu&“f;;uci,
We believe that +the Word 'doctrine' in +this text includes tne 7
entire body of doctrine as taught by +the inspireq prophets
and apostles and that the verh ‘avoid’ demands a Torm. of
Separation tantimount to a rejection of error and a refusgal
to be identified with rersistent errorists by brayer, altar,
and pulpit fellowship, o : ‘ Lo

e therefore reject ang condemn the teaching that "thig

text does not apply to +h present situation in the Lutheran
Church of America,' We likewise reject and condemn the
restriction of thig passage to troublemakerg in the Church o
or in the individual congregation, We Turthermore reject
the notion that a "different approach’® or a "different :
exegesis'® of +thig passage will eliminate its clear teaching ag
& proof text against even the most subtle forms of unionism
and that two O0pposing kinds of exegesls are here bermissible,
Since Tevery exegesis of a Scripture rassage broducing a
Talse doctrine, or . explaining away, or Nullifying a Scriptural

tion'
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doctrine is péténtially'diviSive”of church fellowship., '

8.0n Prayer Fellowship. We believe, confess, and teach that
confession is a necessary concomitant of prayer and that
therefore common, or joint, public prayer in groups that are
not doctrinally united and may even have resorted to prublic
recriminations, is contrary to clear gcriptural prohibitions.

We therefore reject and condemn the teaching that ‘any two

or more Christians may pray- together in the name of Jesus
Christ if the purpose for which they meet and pray is right
according to the Word of God® (?), since the statement, as
it reads, would permit public Jjoint prayers with heterodox
Christians.. We likewise reject and condemn the assgertion

cMthat confession of faith to others and-.acknowledgement of
;hheirfagﬁeemen%¢wif%ﬁugﬂia'ﬁerrran}essential and:inherent
part, an unavoidable concomitant of prayer,? since this

S Bweeping statement militates against both the precept.and =
the;example'of‘ﬂo*' Writ;7?5“;v o T R R SR

-+ The action the Convention took on this memorial was very much.’
- in keeping with!itsfreceht°§aéﬁ‘performénces on these matters,
Instead of affirming the statements made in this memorial |

'_(QQoted“above) anéorréb%aﬁd'sdripfuralﬁfthéfCémventioﬁ:Simply;ﬂﬂ

+ 9aid that points sixand eight of Memorial 607 are covered by the

.“resolufions‘bnﬁprayer felloWéhip {WhiChfpefmittedvjbint‘pxayer1 
Cat intérsynbdiéaltcohferences) ahd“seiectiveffeiidehipiéfd?%unaﬁéiyJ

‘selective felldWéhip was soundly condemned by théSMissbufijsyﬁdqy}g

though favored by the A.1.C.). .

Another memorial which resolved '::f ',Q‘ fc  k: 'AHE_[;fgﬁ v

"That Synod declare that the phrase "provided that such:prayer
does not imply denial of truth and support of error’ bhe R
interpreted to mean that those with whom we thus publicly: -
pray are in statu confessionis, i.e., have repudiated all

false doctrine and have declared their perfect agreement ;
with us in all doctrines of Holy Scripture, their determination
to defend such agreement over against the church body to

which they belong, and their readiness eventually to sever
Ttheir connﬁotion with such body if their testimony isg
rejectedg"+6 ? : : '

and a memorial which'étated

"We deplore;theffact that Romans 16;17-18 hag Sbmetimes
been wrongly applied to our contacts with erring Christians.
This passage nevertheless contains a principle which excludes




complicity with all ang every kind of error.

None of the passages usually quoted against opening
meetings with joint brayer, for instance, with the represent-
atives of the American %utherdn Church, forbid all such
brayers. These passages should not be applied in the same
way to erring Christians as we applythem to reprobates,
anti-Christian errorlstug enemies of Christ,

J01nL prayer i8 a confession of agreement on the doctrine
of Christ's atonememt, but ig not necess fqu a confesslion
of Tﬁreement on all details of doctrine, "H7

were answcoed s1mp1y by reafflrmwng Lhe j@’#uresolupions_on_,

praye : ]. W hl[ ;
A r pOS1ulve note: Whleh came out of thJs Conventjon in' 19“/
was MlSSOUWL S regeotlon of selectlve fellowshlp bet@een Luthera@,“ 
- COngregatlons who found themselves 1n %greement |
| Now to go pack in hlstory for a moment ai the 1941 ConvenﬁLOH §;;
Lt was determlned thaL one document should- be composed as a.
foundateon foT fellowshlp between the A,T.. C and MlSSOuri Synod
In 1950 Lhau documeni flnally appeared Under the title of the

”Common Confess1ong

gscrutinization the new

When subgeeued to earerl

Confosslon Would have +to be characterized ag swdly wantlngﬂ

]

Tt simply did not maintain the high level of +the "Brief Stateﬁenf;7gg}

- This feeling wasg Charaeteristic of the feelings held by many
pastors in the Missouri Synod and +that this was true is ewldent ‘ ‘f}
by the many memorials submitted to Synod requesting that the |
"Common Confession" not be accepted, One memorlal number 6073,
is worth quoting since it points out the objectionable feﬂLures
of the "Common Confession's" article on Church Fellowship.
"T'he "Common Confesslon” reads: 'We dare not condone error
or have altar or pulpit fellowship and unsﬁiptupal cooperation
with erring individuals, church bodles or church groups that -

refuse to be corrected by God's Word,
Note, first of all, that the "Common Confession" does not




numerous memorials calling for a repudiation of the "Statement *
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include prayer fellowship in the forbidden church fellowship.

This is in conform1ty with Paragraph 8 of "A Statement” of

which the chairman of our committee on Doctrinal Unity is a

gsigner. ‘"We affirm our conviction that any two or more Christians
‘may  pray together to the Triune God in the name of Jesus

Christ if the purpose for Wthh they meet and pray is right

according to the Word of CGod,

Note, in the second place, that 'altar and puLplt Tellow-
ship' are not to be practiced only with such erring individuals,
church bodies, or church groups ‘that refu e to be corrected,’
Which errotlet does not say that he sincerely believes that
he ig tea chlng according to God's Word? And which errorist

J ‘8o bhasge te,declarﬁ thﬂt he Jb‘QOE W1Jl_ng to*be nowa
“WeeteéO ffe.“ ' i
Scrlpture, on’t he other hand eommdnds us . to mﬂwk Wnd,

avoid thoge who persist in causing divisions and offenses .
~contrary to Apestolic. dOCLFLHOy Rn 16317, Our "Brief it dtem°~
ment” therefore confesses: . 'we repudldte unionism, that:

church fellowship with the adherents of false dOCLTineekH
as disobedience to God's’ command as ca ue7nﬁ leWSJo?-%
Church, Rm 16317, Tl ol

The "Commen Copfeselon” does not confes% the eerjpturﬂ

doctrine of church fellowship,"#

at the 1950 Conventiong The follow1ng 1s a part of thﬂt Tesolutlon
nDDWHEREAS We find in this document nothing that COntradwetSt[
the SCrlptuTeS, ... therefore be it RESOLVED, That we: accept

the "Common Confession" as a Statement of these doetrjne% Q,,.

harmony with Scriptures , . . n”u9

Also it is interesting to note that yet in 1950 thereverefitv

of the 44" and disciplinary action against such as held te{theft‘t”

teachings presented in the ”Statement;” Howeverp‘unfortunateiy
President Behnken failed to take decisive action againstythe men,tu
who did hold to and teach these doctrines, a factor which con-
tributed directly to Missouri's departure from the clear teaehings.
of God's Word, |
Despite the fact that the Missouri synod adopted the "Common.

Confession,” despite the fact it had declared its position on
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joint prayerralféddy“inﬁing; maﬁy'of its pastors and congre-

gations pleaded with Synod, via memorials sent to the Synod for

consideration at itg convention, to reconsider its position

and reaffirm +the “rie o solid seriptural stance she once held.,
The 19)0 Conventlom wes no exception. Memorials 61,642,

and 6“3 oallec Lor Synod o dec]afe in convention "that There

prayewaCllOWSh'p

huL 1n3b@8d "he 1ssue‘@5Ldo,bJ‘resolv1nﬂ ”that th15_Queu‘¢on ’

be held «n abeJanopvunrll tﬂe Lfedtl je on “Pfayer F0170w5h1D

has been puoiished

The 1953 Gonventlon oontrlbuted no help towafd holdwnq 'hé

3

sorwptural pos1tlon 1n the matter of prayer PelTOWShL

51mle passed uhe folloWJng reso1utlon oondonlng Jolnt praJer ”ﬂ

”WHFREAS Such pf%yer at 1ntersynodlcdi meetlngs docs nor )
pretend bhab ‘doctrinal’ unity exists where it does not ex Jg*f
nor intimate that doctrinal differences are unlmporfﬂnt _
but rather. melores God, from whom true: unwty in .the Splrj*
nust oomep Tfor Hig bleSSLng% in order <that: unity: may he.
achieved in those things where it is lacking; be it mherefor
ESOLVED, +that Synod declare that it does not congider J01nt,,
Pfayer at intersynodical meetlnﬂs unionistic and sinful, B
‘provided such prayer does not imply denl&l oF truth orla,f‘
Support of error' (1947 ProoeodlngS) e

The 1956 Gonventlon was no better. than Lhe 1053 Convention
had been. InSLead Qf Laklng the bull by the horns and deﬂlwng .

with the matter in a Codmplea81ng manner in: aocordanoe wwth the

sorlpuural prlnolplegy the matter was Ts31ghed to the facultles'

of The theo1oglcal semwn%rles for %Ludyy W1th The request that they

submit a report far enough in advance of the 1959 Conventlon‘f
so that it could be Sorutlnlzed and studied,

Missouri was now engaged in a life and deaﬁmstruggle for the
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truth and things didn't look good for the truth. All signs
indicated that Migsouri had départed from the truth and was doing

the best she could to defend her new position. What followed in

the next few years made this even more obvious.
V., The Principles are Casgt Aside

,,The new Hiudy on fe]?ow th wa s noi ready yet in 1959, and

8o mhevmemo

T@ forced io walm un"jl tae 196Q
~,bonvonb10nuf*»«ﬂ iC1eveland Convenilon'”mhe Theology

Qf,Fellowship“-{pr1nted ln 962 Reports ﬂnd Memorwan, LG Wﬁ)

“Was prcsented In 1ﬁs flrsﬁ drafc Lheudocumeni COﬂSLSted of

;two partsg ﬁhe flr t pﬁrt con31stlng “o¢ a Siudy of The pdssageui
;tholved 1n ihe blbllcal docirlne of fellowshlp, and ihe Second
fpart an prllcatlon of the pr1nc1ples set forth by theae naasages;

and he ‘matter of sepavatlonn

Howéver the 1962 Convent1on was not entlrely happy Wlthvpartf
two of the document statlng that it was open to mlsunderstamdln<T 9 
and cr1t1c1sm and therefore asked that it be restudled and '
rewritten. A new #ommission was establlshed,,the CommlﬁSlon-ohw 
Theology and Church Relations, and it wa.s thénitﬁe féspohsibiiﬁty&**

of this commission to replace or redraft "The Theology of PelTow«‘,f A“

ship." All memorlals requestng regectlon and repudjatlon of ihjs

document were also referred to this new comm1%51ong

It is interesting to note that in the’1962 reSolutiQn'to
replace or redraft "The Theology of Féllowship” thefqlaim'is
made that almost since its inceptioh Missoufi had practiced joihf -
prayer in meetings with other Synods (cf. parb H2 of thq paper} |

However, the resolutlon and its formulators faljed to recogn:ze‘  ,”



original. Part two Wes entitled;s "The Concept and Practice of

heChvrch;w
"a pari of the Gn?
.iWo of %he 0W1g1nal doowment
,Regardlnﬂ the‘Practlce of. PGllOWSths -

, fesolv1nﬂ ha1 “’The Theology of bellow hip be vecelved for

dadoptlon dt the ne?t Conventlon,u;n”5)
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the conditions umder which thig was done in Missouri's early
history,

In 1965, the new version of "I'he Theology of Fellowship®
was presented to the Convention in Detroit. The new version

consisted of three parts. The first part was the same asg the

’ﬁtlaﬁ Chuwehu Parm,chfee, une redrafte

fent Lled d Spoclflc Quoetlons?d

&

The Conventwon took pOS1t1ve actlon on Lhe new Verelon
Study and guldanee,;jg ; %nd be recomnended to Lhe Synod for

In 1967 k”The Theology of Fellowehlp” regarded by tﬂe Mluso

Synod as‘”a Sound pwesentatlon of the baS1s' blbllcal LhooToeieaT
historical, and practlcal principles of Cbnstldn fellowehlb ”?‘,7
wasg adopted f |

This then was the Ffinal Step'inkMissourfS turn ffom her  yT  £
original, Scriptural teaChlng regardlng prayer feTloW“hlp
For the teachingsset Torth 1n.”The Theology o¢ Pellowshvp“~vh

can hardly be called scriptural, . ' d‘ k }“diff S

A brief look at some statements.contéined in this documenta;g;,efiw'
will suffice to show this,

"Our Synod should underetdnd tbat in- the cas e of doctrwnal
diSCUSSlonS carried on with a view to ach1ev1ng doctrlnaj
unity, Christians not only may but should joint in ervent
brayer that God would guide and bless the dlSCUSSlonu, !
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‘oontroverJ'whloh&raged W1th1n Mlssourl for
‘years was

.lﬁcriptureu‘7

trusting in Phrl t's promise Mt 18, 19: "Again, I say untoe you,
that if two of you shall agree on earth ag touching anything
that they shall agk, it shall “be done for them of My Father
which is in heaven,®

The opening prayer on such an occasion should he suited to
the specific situation. T[ all parties meet in an ahnOSpner
of‘mutual confidence there will be no probiom, In a tensge or
an uncertain situation it may be suggested that the conference
use the great hymns and iiiUP@loaL prayers of the church...."55

Whjle a great deal more evidence could de adduced which would

131%0 ShOW ihn”true ehaﬂﬂOb@ 'b; ﬂhlS

,erpretau¢ons

Whach awe so vmry muﬁh PomlnL”Cent

”308),,uhe paragrdphs quOLed ﬂbove 5how What 1h@ end re ui:

more than thty

::nanely,t

‘Unfdrtunéfely;’uhe move toward 11beralnsm Wlfhlﬂ the”M.“,f“”

Synod did nd%lend herea' Soon JOlmt prayers at ClVlC OCCSblOﬁ“'

became oommonplace Today even the 1nsplrailon and authentlcwtyi

of the Scrlptureq themselves are belng questloned

It is only natural that when one v1ews 80 dramwtlo a- ohange FT

as oooured W1uh1n the MlSSOuTl Synod he agk’ hlmself - whys
what wasg the cause? It's very dwffloult to- p01nt to any one thingﬁi

as the cause. But the one thing uhat strlhe me the most Was Gh@

way the entire matterjwas handledu Whénever sharp oondemnatlon
and'diSCipline against such false teaoh1nvs as were bewnﬁ promi‘
pounded within the Missouri Synod was ca?led~foryvit‘wasllaokiﬂngf'b'x
Things were simply swept under the rug, or i 1gnored in hopes Lhey

would go away, Instead they only oonflnued to collect and band -
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tegether and pick up momentum until it was too late. The history
of the turn about presented in this paper clearly shows this was
the case,

In 1961¥the Wisconsin Synod found it necessary, after years
of patient admonition, to sever fellowship bonds with the Missouri

JSynod ‘ Shortly thereafter the Synodlcal Conference waLg dlgbnnded

All wefe upfo funate evenik io be Surea

May uhLS unfortunate LnCldehﬁ 1ﬂ %ae hlstory of ou“

former
Slster synod Serva asra warnlng o us that we ever hoie‘

the prec1ousg pure teaohlng% of God's Word
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