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In 1915 to 1917 the midwesf Luthersns made a major effort
at‘Luﬁheran unity. This effort was carried but by the
Wisconsgin, Missouri, OChio, and Iowa Synods, The result
was the "St. Faul Thesis." It was e brief statement on
conversion and election. #11 four synods resuonded
favorably. {owever, the committees that represented the

four synods were urged to continue their work, Joined

~later by the Buffalo Synod, these committees met for

more than ten years. They produced pericdic statements
of proposed agreements which were examined by the various
synodical bodies and then turned back to committees for
further work. In 1928 the committee's work culminated in
the "Chicago Theses," a series of doctrinal statements

on which all committee members agreed, and which they
then submitted fo Vgigps bodies as a basis for the

declarstion of fellowship.

The Missouri Synod considered the Chicago Thesis at its
1929 convention. When the Intersynodical Committee
presented their report, it asked that the Theses be
considered sparately from the question of fellowship.

The theses are before Synod for adoption
or rejection. Ve congider the question
whether the theses can be zdoypted to be
distincet from the auestion whether we can
enter into fraternsl relations with the
synods with which we have been conferring.
The latter is at present emcluded by the
connections into which, sad to g1y, These
synods have entered and the freternal
relavions which they maintain with Lutherans
who are not faithful to the confesiions.
The theses are a matier by themselr nnd

A

Syned ought to teke action o vhew, &
(¥ [

1 Froceedings of Thirtv-rourth ve Uonvention,
Fv. futh Jynod of Miscourd, end Uther Ttates. .



 ;Th9 rea on churoh fellowshlp was m@ntloned was fhat the
1tuatlon had chang@d from when Lhe negotlatloni were
’*fflr t,b@gun.p The' Ohio, Towa, éand Buffélo Eynodﬁ had

;been negot ating with the‘Norwegiah Tutheran. Church of

fﬁmeraca. ;Itvwas clear tﬁat these three synods intended
‘J?to associate wnth Iuthcrans who v sre not faithful to

,the confes010ns.

In répiy;fo‘the'Inﬁeraynodical Committee Report the
'examlnlnw committee of the Missouri Synod presented its
'report'on the Chicago mheoes +to the 5Synod convention.

After careful examination of the revised
theses of August, 1928, your Committee finds
itself commelled to advise Synod to reject
these theses ssa possible basis for union
with the synodg of Chio, Iowa, and Buffalo,
since sll chapters and a number of
paragraphs are inadequate. At times they do
L not touch upon the point of controversy;

oo at times they are so phrased that both

b ’ parties can find in them their own

opiniony at times they incline more to the
position of our opponents than to our

OWn.

The revision made in &t.Faul has not
improved the theses. Although most of the
CPDulonS made bv your Committee touched

upon vital QOLnti, the grsat majority of
them were not considered. The chapter
which suffered the greatest change by
insertion of the declaration on "intuitu
fidei finaslis" is now less clear than it

was before. Much in the theses is not
sufficiently simple To be unl@retond by
1aynen - an unconditional necessit in
confessional theses,.

The chief criticisms of your Uoumitiee

are that in the ”Showt Fresentation," ete.,
and under "C'" the CPlpuJV al doctrine of the
universsl will of grace is not clesrly
separated from the dochrine of election

by groece. (ne gains the impression that
election is included in the uvniversal will
of prace and concerns persons only in 50

far as it decrees that those sghall enter
heaven who, according to the fore-knowled::

of God, already belisve. Ivery
nisses the clear stetement thet in Christ

nere one
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Jesug, God elected unto faith, unto sonship,
unto perseverance, and unto salvatbion certain
persons who are known to Him alone.
We must furthermore criticize the Lfact
that neither in the "Short Iresentation,"
etc., nor under "A" the distinction between
natural and malicious resistance was ruled
out. At the end of "B" one misses the
unqualified declaration that election is
not the application of the universal will of
grace to those who are saved, but something
entirely different frowm the universasl will
~of grace, to wit, a special act of (od,
consisting in the élection of certeain persons
unto faith, unto sonship, unto perseve rance,
and unto salvation. The attempt, in the
declaration concerning "intuitu-fidei finalis,™
to distinguish’ ¢learly between election’and
a so=called decision.of God to.receive into
heaven those who.bhelieve unto thelr“end has.failed.

Most of the paragravnhs under "D" are inadequate.
They do not remove, but keep silence about,

the o0ld differnces. We nowhere find a

clegr statement of the fact that the doctrines
of the Church, the Kinistry, dunday, Chiliasm,
and Antichrist are not open questions, but

clear and ws ll—dcflned doctrines of the
Serivtures and our Confessicns. - In the

article on the Church a clear confession

that the Church, in the true sense of the

term, is invisible, was not meade. The

language enables the opponents to retain

their old doctrine of a visible side of

the Churchs - In the statement regarding

the spiritual priesthocd and the doctrine

of the ministry nothing is said of the

doctrine of conveyance (Uebertrasungslehre);
neither is it clearly stated that evary

local conrrfgatLor iz the supreme and sole
authority in celling a minister, independent of
the clergy of the body to which it belongs.

The peragraphs concerning fntichrist do

not touch the o0ld nositicn cf the ornponente.

The doctrine of Sunday is not presented; nor

ig there a staltement to the effect that

the false doctrine cennot be tolersted

beside the true doctrine. The arme

thing is true of Ohiliasm, It i
Seriptural doectrine, VD08
raised to any one's holding 1t as a personal
cplﬂlon.
Your Committes considers
undertsloing Tﬂ male Tthese thegen uuu,b e
icnablc fTOw the - T ‘ovurwn@

It would be ¢

failure. tu i
a mather of wisdo s :Lr1zr)1}3
conforences. by entering into a closer

snodicol




relationship with the adherents of the

Horwegian "Opgjoer", the opnonents have ,
glven evidence that they do not hold our

position in the doctines of conversion and
election. In view of this action further
conferences would te useless and only

create the impression as if we were endeavoring

to come to an understanding, which is not the case.

It ought now also to be aprarent that

the manner of conducting these conferences,
to wit, the exclusion of all historical
matters, is wrong. As & result the
opponents hardly understand each other.

It is amazing that the Intersynodical Committee found
nothing wrong with the theses and vet the Examining
Committee éaid they -should bhe rejected becsuse of unac- -
ceptable statements The question is asked, ."Why the
differance between the two committees?"

One possible answer was given by the
Fresident of the Chio uynod in his report
to the convention. In quoting one of

the former Norwegisn presidents, he
questioned the attitude of the professors.
Could there have been a conflict or

a difference of position doctrinally.
between the men on the two different
faculties? There appears to be a fault
with this thesis. Irof. Theodore Engelder
was a member of both committees. He was
on the ILxamining Committee in 1926 when
they reported to the convention that

a number of changes would be necessary
before the theses could be acceptable.

A% this time there was no minority

report presented so that it can be assumed
that lrof., Engelder was in agreement with
the committee report. In 1929 he was

- a member of the Intersynodic:l Committee,
b Its report to the convention seewms to

5 show an acceptance of the theszes.and

again there was no mincrity report.

Agodn 1L must be assumed that Frof Ingelder
accented the revort and agreesd with it.

That Lnjs theses might hold sore truth is
very poscible, buL it does not seer to
have been the basic Torce which 7

brought about the rejection of the thene:

Froceedings of Thirty-Tourth Regular Conventi
- Ive Tuth Synod of Missouvri, Chio, and Uiher !
Bunzely C.F., "The Chicago Theseg, 1964 p. 707
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Could the Intersynodical Committee have been wrong?

In this case the Examining Committee

would have been corrsct and synod would
have made the right decision on the basis
of “eripture and the Tutheran Corfessions.
However this would mean thai some of the
best theologians in synod had made a great
expor for such men as Theodore Graebner,
William 4Arndt, Theodore Ingelder, and
George Mezger had apparently lined up

in favor of accepbting the theses. &

If the Intersynodical Committee had made doctrinal
errors; it surely would have shown up in the
convention hearing or Synodical Conferences during

the twenties. Ihe Lutheran ¥itness would later

say that "The Chicago Theses" were doctrinally correct

on many of the doctrinal areas of which the Examining

Committee had objected.

It has also been suggested that highér officials in
the Missouri Jynod were against the Theses. FProf.
William Arndt's appointment of i'rof. George lMezger
as Missouri's representative in Germany and a member
of the faculty at the Seminary in Germany did‘not
3it well with those who were in favor of the Theses.
The Intersynodical Committee was deprived of his
presense when it could have been very influential.
The éppointment of Fastor Theodore Henssen to the
committee did not help the couce ¢f the theses., He
was part of a compromise that finally brcught about
its demise. And it even secms Fresident Pfotenhever

the Theses according to a letter by J.W.

¥

Mueller.

AN
T 3

Bunzel, C.%W., "The Chicago Theses, 1904, p /7
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In'thevendiprébably‘noﬁe‘of‘these are the overriding
reéson fbr‘MiéSQUri‘Synod's rejections. The

problem has to be in the difference among theﬂﬁwo
committees of the Missouri Synod.,

The Intersynodical Committee representatives
met with the men of the other syhods. they
had the opportunity to discuss doctrinal
positions of both the men and the synods
involved in the negotiations. Thus they
were acquainted with the present, as of

the 1920's, position held by the other synods
concerning both doctrine and practice.

The representatives could arrive at a

mutual understanding of what was meant

by the terms and wording that they used.

The Intorsynodical Committee worked from

the present situation, not from what was
believed a decade or generation before.

But the Examining Committee did not

have this privilege of divect contact

with the other synods. HNMissocuri's

Committee were always the wmiddle men
between synod snd the other synods.

Thus the mutual understanding probably
never developed as it did with the
committee members. The Examining Committee
would therefore view the theses frow the
point of what they helieved the other
synods believed. If this was the case,

as this writer believes it to have been,

it then would have been a situation where
honest doctrinally-scund theologians could
present a set of theses to the Synod's
convention in good faith, and yet have
another group of honest doctrinally-sound
theologiang advise rejection of the s me
theses. Their error would then be &
misunderstanding of the situation - a
viewing of the present from the E
For suvrort of this view, the roader
need only recsll that the 1929 Oonvention
of the WMissouri “vnod asked that a cim=
mittee be chosen Lo draw uyp a briefl
statenent of the Seripturel doctrinen
taking into consideration all the

historical data. 5

ant.

Fissouri was the key factor in the rejection of the

_

"Chigaso Theses." The Buffnlo Synod s:id they could

J1

- f : 11 R . 11 i N Y T
Punzel, C.T., "The Chicago Thesesn', OGB4, 7940
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accept the Theses. The - Towa Synod was not Loo enthusiastic
over it because ij%he gection on Seripture  was too
strongly worded. The Ohio Synod dragged its feet
& .
waiting for an English translaiion, The N, T, 5. C. of Towa
.contributed a little influence on Missouri Uynod's decision.
to reject the Theses when they sent - Protest HMeworial
# 403 to the Missouri Convention floor.
The Northeast Special Conference of Ilowa
sent in a protest (Memcrial 403%) apainst
the Intersynodical Theses as inadequatbe
in meny details and therefore unserviceable
for purposes of union and reqguested Synod
to reject the theses and to desist from
further conferences. 6 '
Finally, Wisconsin'Synod's reaction was basically one of

acceptance at first. At the 1929 Convention Wisconsin

Synod passed two resolves on the "Chicage Theses."

1. That Wisconsin was resdy to deel with
other synods in further discussions and
2. that conferences study the document
produced so that The results of a ten-
vear effort in which Wisconsin had
participated might be of benefit to

many and not just to a.few. 7

A represcentative in the "'Chicago Theses" by the name of

John lMeyer best summoned up the Wisconsin response

to the Theseg in a rerly to Fenssen's attack on the

Theses.

The undersigned, as stated before, shares
the resp naibility for the formulaion

of the Chicago Theseg, and 1t iz not

a wleassnt thing to admit that they
unsatisfactory, or worse. Dut on
them after eight yesrs since the la
meetinz has lapsed, I am forced in Ul
interest of the truth to expnress ow
agreement wit veraict of
“ev. Hanassen ("Ambigvous and hezy...

T Iweocendings of Yhirty-Fourth Hesuler Corvenhtion
v

Wisconsin @ eocceeding, 1229, wo06-07
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it is possible to read into their wording
‘either the doctrinal conception of the
Synodicsl Conference or the oprosing
“conception of the the ALC. And just for
that reason they were and still are
unacceptable to the synods of the
Synodical Conference.") The subject
matter of these theses having heen
thoroughly discussed in several meetings
~of the committee and the Tceripture truths
having been established in the discussions,
the representatives of the Synodical
Conference found these very truths
expressed in the proposed theses. In
the light of the satisfactory oral
~discussions they seemed to be plain
statements of the truth and entirely
universal. To an outsider, who did
not take part in the discussions,
however, the ambiguities that never- .
theless crept into the phraseology
are naturally nore easy to detect. &

The fejeCtion of the "Chicago Theses" was sad indeed. In
a sense the rejection marked the beginning of the end for
this Synodical Conference. Never again in its history
would the Synodiczl Conference be engsged in such a viable
effort to enlarge its renks in a God-pleasing agreement.
Tuture efforts by the Missouri sSynod for ITutheran unity
didn't represent the conservative and the doctrinal
position of the “Synodical Conference. Bventually the

Synodical Conference was dissolved.

[}
[&]

Wiscongin Theonlogical Tuarterly
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