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DEDICATION

T would like to cedicate this wrer to retired

o)

O]

the men vho :orked

rroifessor Corl

Tl L. - 1 LR H A
Their work is tough

nition, Toithful to God's word

snd tre CGornfessions when errorists hzve attem=ted to

: fad

migle=d them b trick use of words, faiulty losic, =nd

incorlete or slainted exegesis of the text. The Inter-

icnl Committee his Cone = fine jou in wresenting
i

our Conifessiorn Zazed on Goo's word. Iy hat goes of

to these hardworking, ciligent men.



when we go to church on Sunday zna sy the Loxd's
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2yer, we ~re nroclaiming fellowshiin. shen we sit

dovn =2t = me=l and nray, ve ore exhiniting Tellowship.

devotions, srut-in crlls, begirning 2and
closing 2 meetinsg with »nraver; all these exhipit =2
fellowghin or unity between the neo~le nresent znd our

Lord. It sournds so simnle, but preyer-iellowshi~ hoas
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been the subiect of deba

nrayer—-iellowshin be included in wulpit and 21t-r fel-

and nrever-iellowship? who can we rlzy with and who
should we nott Is the Bible cle=y on mrz
or is it 2 situxition in = gr-oy ore2 Ior ezch nerson o
Zecise for himselft when the theolozi~ns from ciiferent
church bodies come together, shovld ther begin the meet-
ing with prover because they are attewmpting to iron oub
doctrinal differences?
Lutheran bodies in Americ= have strugsgled with

these various auestions. This paver is meant to focus

(X}

and i1ts struegsle

on the Luther»n Church - kissouri Syno

J

\

with vrayer-fellowship. In the s»nan of forty years we

can detect 2 subtle, consistant change. rfirst, there is

T

total rejection of false doctrine. fhen a slip by =2 few



theologisns and snother sliv in other =reas of fellow-
ship. Then more slinping and finzlly sliding away

from the true, established doctrine based on the Bible.

There are m factors thaet come into uwlay in this sad

story. DBut because of gpace, we will deal with only
the major points =2nd attemnt to £ill in the progression
of the grealt sliding 2w:iy.

The main cast of characters 2re the Lutheran Church
liissouri Synod, the American Lutheran Church, the Wis—

e

congin Synod, and the following three men: Ur. Adolvnh
Brux, Dr. Theodore Grzebner, and Dr. Willism arndt.

From 1903 to the 1950's is the time of transition and
change. It is during this period that a2 comvlete about-
face came =2bout in the doctrine of prayer-iellowship.

It went from an exnression of T=ith, to joint Dfayer
with those who wish +to discuss doctrine, to those Chris—
tiang who do not disagree with fundament=l doctrines.

It is avgteady lowering of the standards and importance

of prayer-fellowship.

I. 1904, Detroit

Between the years 1903 to 1306, Iowa, Ohio, Buffalo,
and Missouri held free conferencés to discuss doctrinal
differences and =zgreement. At these meetings, the Ohio

and Iowa Synods encouraged the assembly to have an open—

ing prayer. The mén of. the Missouri Synod refused,
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stating it would be an ~ctive part of fellowship W
in sctuality did not exist between these groups. Both

'elt they were being degraded or czlled

h

Ohio =nd Iowa
Faleze bteschers if Kissouri would =ot pray with Them.
Yhereupon Missourli explained their doctrinzl wosition
on Traver-fellovship.

In 1304, Dr. jerhsard Zente, = proiessor 2t Concor—.

diz Seminary, presented a pzuer Tihy Cen't we EZstablish

ond Faintszin Common Frayer Services with Iown and Ohio

gy
SynodsT" Within the thirty »pages of this paner, he
explains very clenrly the doctrinzl differences between

the synods with Bible passages to back it uvup. In the
paver he stresses the point that Ohio =2nd Tows were not
considered heretics, but r=ther "weak Christians and

. .ol
needing our brotherly support.”

He then cautbtions lowa
and Ohio, for in their theologicazl journals they had
c2lled Missouri "Calvinists, heretics, sectlonists,
wolves, and apostles of the devil?z because Missouri
had defended the doctrines of election, conversion,
the Church, =and fellowéL;p. Ohio =znd Iowa certainly
guickly took the offensinve 1in name~calling, yet felt
offended when Missouri stood up for piblical doétrine,
Bente continues Dy showing_thé different ploys

used by Ohio and Iowa To spread their fzlse doctrines

1. They will put you on the defensive and make you



trines "omen cuestions.’ 4, They will use wre-

clusion o tliis section, he =zoys they nre wutting soll
srotis 2nd scll sCYLoTUXL AN veﬂbwon.g

Aas the v=-er cort.nues, tceh for these woints,
for in the controversy over T Tellovshin, they

come um over =nd In 1904 the iissouri

Svnod stood firm, wroclnimed the truth, 2md refused
) 7

to wenlken, sliw, and £211 into

The 3Brux Canse could e=sily Dbe described as 2
comedy of errors. In terms of time, the case took
from 1924 to 1340 before it was settled. It was well
known, bveing brought before commitvtees, boards, and

finally the 1335 Synod Convention. 3Synod politics

and personal conflicts flavor the case. There are

renerl terms which con be understood irn

misunderstandings, =ccusations, counteratiacks, letters,

bad judgments, boards oversterrting thelr zauthority,

and very little Bible study. UOver the yeurs of the



controversy, Brux read =nd vresented Ris Daper numerous

-

times to many different groups in order to get = fair
arnraisal and decree.

4t thiis time the =zuthor wishes to inform
the rezder that the majority of the materizl
Brux csse comes directly from Srux.
ssouri 3ynod mublished very little of
its offici=l records in regara to Brux. The
author 21so commends Jr, & for his honesty.
Brux could hzve ensily edit or rinped outb
0L context 2 syno¢., However
Sriuy foithiully revroduced entire personzl
letters of Arnct, 3] “iczl decisgions, =znd
minutes of meetings which tresent the Synod's
side oi 3T

Dr. Adol-h A. Zrux vwos 2 missionary to the Hoham-—

medans in Indis. He was = bright, intelligent indi-

vidu=l who wns Tenacious over = point until proven
wrong. From his records one moy siy that he was well

orgznized -né thourcuzh. 4Alsc from his writings 2

get justice. Brux may have been a2 wonderful person,

but his doctrinzl position on »rayer-fellowshin was

WIong.

-
5
Ly

On April 22-25, 1924, Jr. Adolph 4. Brux reac
his paper "Christian Prayer and Unionism" at Krish-
nagiri for the North District Conference in India.

The paper presented was about sixty paées in length

end divided into two parts. Part I covers the exegesis

of 13 passzzes which deal with fellowship and prayer.



Part II = ~lies these mns:

w

zges to situations. This
paper nrodauced so much discussion that it was to be

nresented =t the conference again in July =2long with

snother marer written suvporting the 3ynod's position.
In his vpaver Zrux clzimed that the 3ynod's nosi-

tion on prover-fellowshin was false because they went

=t

Also Srux c=2limed that

Scrivture strved
the 3vnod's position was neither historiczl nor in

he Cornfessions. Srux stated the Synod's
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nosition and then comented:

A corefuv i'Lg oi the above summer-
izzation and of Bible pzssages auduced,
revezals the fact that our position on vrayer-
fellowshin is not based on stwteﬁents in
the Bible which expreszsly =nc uneguivocally
prohioit praver—fellowshin with Christians
who stand with us on the same Toundation,
Christ, . . « 39

wh=t Brux is s=ying here is th=t the Eible does not
nrohibit nroyer-Tfellowship with zany Christian who
agrees with us on the fundament:l doctrines concesrn-
ing Christ =nd ocur salvation. However, we zre not
2ble to pray with any f=2lse teachers, provhets, apos—
tztes, or errorists who deny Christ.

Concerning Church history and the Confessions,
Brux makes this statement about the Synod's position:

Qur nosition on prayer—felloﬁship with
Christians of other denominations has, there-

fore, been arrived =zt by a process of logical
reasoning and deduction from the Scriptures



and the
bq sed on res

Tellovwskhin either in 3c¢ris
Contessional nritiias.

g5, md is 00t
n f prover—
ure or inm the

ortﬂy fact,

This ~ccounts fo
c the theory

Viz., Tt ool n flu
and Treoeiice 0 prouye
history of the Luthe
end also ol oux
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Drux ther shows ex. ples Zor Luther's life in which
Luther rrayed -t the Leizmzig debite with Zck irx 1513,
However, 2t thit time Luther wis woru.ng to reiorm

the Church —rd there wis o clenr brezk with the Roman

Brux then brin-s urn the wzrburg Colloouy of 15273

Laily
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=t different churches. How-

-

ever, brux did not kee~ in mind th=t neither = Luther-n

nor o Reformed Church existed 2t This time either. 2ls0,

both Luther —=nd Zwingli still e to the Rom=n

Church =nd both vere Trring to reform it, albeit by

=3

gifferent me-ns. 4t th-t time the problem of =z2lt-r,

nulpit, wrover, = & Churcrh fellowship did not exist.

.J

l—b

Farthermore, BHrux fsiled to eximine his czse f2r enough

in the areza of Luthesr., After the karburg Colloguy,

Luther never colled Zwingli o brother nor could Luther

.

worshin with Zwingli, but would rather only show pence

and charity tow-srds him.



Srux soes on Lo sy that the Missouri Synod i1s
[} o o

not pising their doctrine of fellowskiln on cle r-cut

prohibiticns from the Bible. iHe claims their coctrine
on fellowshin is bised on logical conclusions. IFrom

this woint on in Brux's parer, tiere is - common thrend

rurning throuvzh it, nwmely, 11 ve =re willing Tto cnll

regetic=l wrotvion of his ramer, 1t becomes
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evicent
exegesis, proadens Or NArrows definitions of wordis,
Q11

16 vseg his brsic theme to modily the me=ning of &

seemed to cause Srux 2 lot of Trouble.

The best way for the rezder to get = flavor ol
Brux's logic is to re=d it himself. Two exerptes will
be given Trom Brux's exegesis on HRomans 16:17 =and they
will cover the following nart of the passage: ”cbntrary
to the doctrine ve have learned =and avoid them," srux

feels that this passage deals solely with the Judahizers

snd sny doctrinsl matter similar to the Judzhizerts



nroblem. “. . . the doctirins which ye hzve learned

is

to th

that

the furdament~l doctrine of Christ =nd Justification.
Jith this background ther, he concludes that this

learned” may refer to =211 of tiose fund

The doctrine of I's onposed,
wag contrary to, Znd LeTn the sto~-
lic cdoctrine of the gr= © Fod in Christ

; Athout the wor ” vwhich

2ng had lezrned, : DALY -

divisions (dichostasi=zi) crezted on the
bagis of the doctrine of the Judzisers, =znd
the dece~tive means (skandzl-, trains) em—
nloyec by the Judszizers to establish their
doctrine, =re, together with the subversive
doctrine itself, declzred to be "contrary
to the doctrine which ; g 1 ;
Contrariwise, "the do 11

learned” receives 11Ls
and limitation tthU”b
2nd through the contr: Wi
doctrine referred %o in the
the limitztion to the doctri
cation by fzith without ufc
law. Assuredly, 'the doctr
1ifted out of this context
stand by itself and refer ,
Chrigtian doctrine whaltsosver, Tven if it
be granted th=t "the coctrine which ye have

5
s

t2l Christisn truths which were latsr incor-—
3orated jn the so—called Anostles! (reed —-—
2 view which vould bhe tuilte nossible in it
self Rnd in keemning with vkat we know of
anostolic Christisnity, thouzh it does not
apnezr to it so well into the context of
Rom. 16,17 —— fthe doctrinz' would have to

not be used in the 2ren of ron-fundamentsl
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be limited to the fundamentzal doctrines of
Christianity, =2nd couvld not be extended to
include all non-fundamental points of Chris-—
ti=n doctrine a2z well.

This conclusion is confirmed by another
rtant comsideration. If 'Mthe uoctrine

i ve have lesrned” be uncerstood =28

covering any 901nt of Clr-culzn aoctrine

vhaots OﬁVCW ~nd 1 IﬂWWue to the cen-

i nity, or to the

bxr“ALl”ﬁltv 211

“hc context (cre -
ws, serving the

celv1ng by ‘*zood

J) will need to he

er from us in any
tzoever, no matter

=0y sbtand on the

211 these terms

O O
o Rk b

M}m o

o T
how fine anu correcJ v
foundotion, Chrigt Himsell
e
1

of text 2nd context, z cr with the in-
junction to 'avoid,' wil =24 us to regard
them s no longer fellow-members of the body
of Christ . . " 12 (emphasis Brux)

Tn Zrux's own words we see that he understands

the Synod's 2s well =2s the Biblical underst=anding of

s

the nrincinles on fellowshi=n. But because =rux ioesn'y

-

want to telieve these clezr principles, he turns and
twists the definitions to be broazader or narrower in
scope then they should. Also from this guote one can
easily see his running line of thought concerning the

ides of being able to have fellowship with those grouus

who believe the fundasmentzl doctrine of Christ.

I:J

e Brux changes the scope on

.

the terms of admonition and zvoid. By changing the
:) ) -l

In yet z2nother exa

scope, he is able to limit or expand the arplications
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vell=kn

jugtifica-
3*ostlesy
’ erring

and

=nvone we c21l = Christizn. =e

wonigh = Christicn, but

Imus Brux never considers 2 Christian who 1s 2 nar-
gistent errorist
He continues to

on the next Tten

throu,

predict whet Part II, the applicstion, would be 1ik
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TIT, The =Zrux (zse: D

th=t way. At the

ze snlit

3
VLoD

g e Y g
vt The 3ynod

onference

-

to submit

b

+tion of the Scri-ture

=11 the missionayies
Doerger =nd Dr. Sommer. These 1w

1T of Zrux's oaver, but 4id not say

Pept I, the exegesis of Scrirpture.

ved the other missionaries by demand-

RTeY
WL Y

h=h

7 s

r. Sommer or Hev. Doerger urove from



Scriture, nerzely Iort I, that his anvlichtion was
wrong. Josrzer co ldn't sy snyithing becavse he

5. oommer wig stumoed

acreed with Bruyx on the

becauce he had not re=d the w2 er znd therefore re-

-1

o“er o instruction in this matvter. I ce~sed to be

5

It wrg 2t this time that Dr. Zruvx sitzrbted rwrivate
corresnondance with Dr. Arndt. The corresmondance on

cover 3 deczde., Arndt beczme. 2

t
A
3
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mojor person in the Zrux Case. From Hovember 17, 1931

urtil the matter w=s settled, irndt either renresented

discussing Srux, or ended up
peing accussd by Srux of Dbeing Fresident Plotenhaver's
hatchet man., The rezson Jr. 2rrndt narticiz=ted at 21l

in this case wos becnuze Arndt wing ..issouri Synod's

ield oi Unionism. He w2g =lso

s

i-h

g, nrofessor 2% Concordis Seminnry =and the editor o

(.

the Concordia Theologiczl donthly. Sefore zrux and

|
(WS

Arndt could finzlly get together 2nd discuss this paper,

torether to discuzz 1t os

a Flen=ry Bozard was cal

led
well as o few other matters



its rul
the comedy of

had

30 f=x
gul-tions, but th o
eYTOYE

orly four
he grouw
or. to tre FPoculty of Concordi~ Beminzry for an oninion.
fhe Faculty declined 2 oninion 2nd sent it on to the
Ho v for foreign Liszsions. Thet
meet vith two of his formsr wrofess
=1y, Dr. L. Fuerbringer =nd Jr. Theo. Graebner.
ceurrcd on February 13, 1332, It turned
Lringer never read
5 pages of
er

Inis meeting
into = mesg because Fuer:
ast=zted that he had rea
2side zs unworthy of
2
932

then 1laid it
2TV 207 1
to #Walther's

rointed
Tyinrn a

=nd" irzebner
=32y and
in zround februz
Brux. Arndt
tus 3:10-11.
gsecond btime.

You may be

study.
Dr. Arndt stenned
vorking with
ficzlly to Ti
warn him

=}
oA

and began
es and specifi
and then
vith him.
ig self-

TEerson once,
ao
sinful; he

: that, have nothing to
sure that such a man is warped and
condemned. Brux pointed to hi per saying that the
Bible context of the passnuge dictztes that this passage
;icd Brux then applied the
reject' may

refers to'Jewish gnosticism.
ay. "The injunction to

1oe bthig w

nagsag
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zccordingly not be =rtvlied to any person who mzy harren
to differ Tfrom us in some point or other ol doctrine,
sut must e restricted to such as hzve rejected 2.0mo-
. . 7 . - P R . . N
nition. (emphasis Zrux) Again Zrux is consistant

to hia feelings th=t ve m-y proy with =snyone we c2l1l

dwmental doc-

trines of the Bible.
2y 16, 1332, the 3t. Louls sozrd of Fuerbringer,
Greebner, and arnat sent % recommend:tion to the Fle-

contrary

wship. Thereiore,

invited to anm

so=rd on June 14 =2t Concordiz Col-

receive their decision. Agz2in orux

Zrux resvested on favor of the
N

e =msked the _oard,

Bozra before they

1

by show of hands, who =2mong them had rezd his maper,
Three out oI seventeen riised their hawunds. The bozrd
realized they co.ld not ~2ss judgment homnestly, so the
vote wre susuended until each member could rezd the
ess2y =snd 2 refut-tion could be written. Somekow this

1o -

1=3t noint of a written refutzation vi.s omltted Irom

the official minutes oi the meeting. Later on, it was

reve=led th:t the minutes vere chang

Prux meebtings by oificials under the direction of either



Arnat, Ffoterhzuer, or Brond, the chzirmin of the Zo=rd
for Foreign Lissions.,1/22

The next meeting of the Plern:ry Zo-=rd was called
onn Octob:r 4, 1332 =2t 3%, Louis. Jr. Brux resvested
= gterogzr~~hic revort of the meeting becsuse the min-

- h=d Leen zltered. The re-

rvezxt wrheg denied for tvwo rewsgons: 1. the cost; =nd

2. The 2Zeoard members wvould hzve Tto watceh what they
.19 - B . - c e

anid, The Zlen ry Dozrl Giscussed the Romans 10:17-1

the applic=tion, +ith rigor. =Zrux objected, claiming

-

that Faxt I1 didn't mzke gense unless rart I w-s thor-

¢}

oughly covered. The Ho rd rejected his nlea.
Un October 12, 1932, Dr. Zrux % .S recommendzd
not tc revturn to Indiz until he changed his views.

the Zo~rd termin-ted his income as mission—

(_’J
._J

sJec

-

of Wovember 30, 1332. =Zrux was angry =2nd even

~
3
G

n

more angry vhen he received the officizl minutes of
the Tlenary Board, which were again =ltered. Irux

4

then protested to the Board of Foreign lilssions znd
President Pfotenhzuer of the Synod. They both urheld

-
=

the decision of the Flenary 3oard. On December &, 1332

the Bozrd for Foreign lissions rublizhed this notice:



Ywe regret very much th=t it is incombent
notify our brethren in the Synod of sad
l-tion between Dr. Brux =nd us. Jr.

o

eligible for = ministerisl office in

his erring

becau. e of doctrinzl nosi

one of the biggest mistolkes the Doarc could

Zrux ls now

unon us 1o

the saddening re-

10t

our organizztion

L

They did not have the nower to declare this sgtatement,
but ornly the District president. This rule cin be
found on pasge 29 of the Synodilc

3rux now became 2 martyr.
about his cmze and wanter to kL oow more. Brux recelved
m=ny requests for his vaver and many nastors wrote to
Fresident Pfoterhazuver to re—-open his cnze. Flotenhaouer
tried to stay out of the maiter, but the v»ressure grew
13 more 2nd more pastors took uvur Srux's nosition. A&
committee wazs called, but  they the Boazrd ol
Foreign Missions should re-open the cise. That fonrd
refused.;i The only course now open to Brux was To
make an anrezl to the 1935 Synod Conventvlon.

At the 1935 Synod Convention, Brux was not accused
or repremanded on his paper, but r=ther beczuse he
brousht charges against some synod officials. The
Conventinn did this because the Zozrd of Torelgn is-

siong and the other committees who had

ceper had agreed with his exegesis,

reviewed Brux's

but not with his

~]



ap-licxtion =né nrzciice., They were trapted between
2, rock znd & hard rloce, The Synod Committee recom-

mended th2t Brux return to Incia 2s 2 missionzry.

But the wvorst geciglon v=zg that they

q

peranitted the tement to stund =nd thus
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- for joint rr-yer

one 0i those ooisctionzl fez-

if it dicn't gzo =
tures mertioned. Ixn 7lwin EZrglish, it left it up to

the individusl's owrn COnNSCLlence.

IV, The A.L.C.: BSlicing Into Synod

The Americon Luther=n Chxuch or A.L.C. was one

upon the chinge in the His-

fellowshin. iThe 1.L.C. was formed in 1330. =among 1ts

[@F]

Duifalo 3yn These

memcers were

grouns may sounc Tamilisr Lo thls subj ct, From the

& Loy

time Berte worked with this groun to 1330, the three

had not changed in their doctrinal stznce. This rralses

el

Q

n
{



may have ween overcritical. S0 the Miszsouri

srote o Goctrinzl stotement czlled, "4 prief strte-
ment.' Jery suscinctly it nresented wissouri's rejec—
tion of the "Chicugo faese.’ Sreclsl emnhi—sgls wWoas
nlinced on conversion =nd election.

Another reason given for this atteznnt 2t unity

cnvention of the ilissouri Synod in Ulevelznd.

and seCUmr

Wb@reas, God—plvbuln“ seriptural
exbternal union and co-operﬁtior 1s b=sed
upon intern2l unity, oneness in f=ith, 3

confession, doctrine, zand practice.

(‘
=

m

The Hissouri Synod was simply following the purpose
listed in their constitution, =ag this wag one of their
very rezsonsg for their existence. .

4t this 1935 Convention, the 3ynod setun a stand-

ing committee to hzndle the intersynodical discussions



The grour w=s czlled "the Committee on Lutherszn Church

Union." One of the members z-wointed to this committee

wWos O, AYTIGT. At this same conventlion Arndt was also

busy working with Dr. srux. The 1335 Convention was

truly one of the voints on fellowship as two

2resg vwere brought up: osrux =né negotiations with the
4.5.0,

Betveen the verrs 1335 te 1233, the Union Commit-
7

tee met =ix times with the 4.L.C. group. Gre~t strices
were nnd many Giifer

meeting Wzs prayer.
close 211 of the meetings with pr=yer since the two

groups were working together towszrds doctrinal unity.

2

The 4.L.0. men felt that if Hissouri didn't nray with

0

them f=2lse teachers.

\

is one c=n see, this wss the szme nloy they used back

in 1903. The author w:is not zbl. to find out how these

meetings were settled. It vasn't until 1941 that the
. 5 24
firat Missouri man joined in joint prayer with the A.L.C.
Another event should have orpenned the eyes of the

fiissouri 3vnod. The A.L.C, =nd the U.L.C.4. were having

meetings discussing rossible fellowship between the
PR . . had |
yvears of 133% =and 1335, kissouriYygliven uLp on the pos-

sibility of fellowship with the L.C.a. yezars before
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becatze of the gre-t differences in uvoctrine. fhe

0f the L.C.%i. wis tha

unizue 8t ndd

vith mnyone who c-lled them=selves

C
-
.
LN
[
.

4id ot vwont doctrinsl discussions, btut only organlzi-

tionsl meetings concerning externzls =g well =23 sweclal
ioint church services. Jr. Arnot maxesnote of this in

the "Theolozical Utserver’ column he wrote, esnecizlly

A.L.C. =nt the U.u.C.i., and the Lorweglnan Lutheranz.
¥any of these editorizls shamed i-=souri for their

strict doctrinal positicon., One exawcrle of this appears
: ~ P, ‘ o ST o 25
in the Corcordiz Theoloziczl dWonthly of iovemuer 1334.

Dr. Arnit -lso reprcduced =~ =rticle from the Luther:an,

t
July 13, 1334 entitled "Is wissouri's Alcofmess Justi-

Tiable?" It ridiculed KMissouri for tezching its reople
not to go to just zny Luther=an Chruch vwhen in =2n ares
where there was no kissouri Synod Church., furthermore,
the Missouri 3ynod pastors were labeled as "hisghly
legzlistic.” The article concluded th+t such loyality
is foolish z2nd not vpractical.

VT

The most significant infiltration of the 1.L.C.

into the Missouri 3ynod, however, cune fter the 1935



Convention =t 3t. Louls. One of the recommendations

e

of Committee 16 (the Committee on Lutheran Church Union)

-

reads 2gs iollows:

d. "Until Church fellowship has been
officially established, the pastors of
both Church bodies are encourzged o
meet in smaller circles wherever and as
often as nossible in order to aiscuss
both the docitrinal basis for union =and
the nuestions of Church vnractice. 2b

The Convention adonted this wnrovision. Ihe Luther:n

were held between the yez2rs of 1338 %o 1340, The two
main towics of discussion were prayer-fellowshiy and
election. &4t these meetings the grass roots of the
Synod were being filled with doucsts zand rethinking

on these two zreas. Un election, the Kigsourli men

stood firm, but prazyer-fellowship took =2 beating. The

regults vwere seen zafter 1941 when Wissouri started

joint »nrayer.

V. Arndt and Graebner: Slin, Sliding Away

That decree of the 1938 Convention set in motion
the meeting of many grass rootrelemeﬁts; One of those
grass root elements was the editors of both the Synod's
magazines. Both the ilissouri and the A.L.C. editors
came together at the Atlantic Hotel in Chicago on
Pebruary 8, 1939. DBoth groups were happy and cordial.

in the news zrticle that teld about this historical
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occasion, there were two interesting statements.

He (Dr. . ted out that
our bhurch—ﬁ“ﬂers rehicles of
informztion but r exerclsing

leadership and :tlbucrcy looks
to our Church-uar nish lezdershin
in the direcivion .le:@1n" vNnion. 2%

(emphazis mine)..
srndt knew exmcetly the power that the two 3ynod magr-
zines h~d on its peorle. The pastors were influenced

bv the C.T.ii. because it wos written by the faculty

members of the Seminary. <fhe Lutherzn witness was

dizscussion of some of the

es in the way of effecting Church-
Fehlp wis mtlkeu by Tthe utmost
frenkness and frienc lvness, and construc—-
tive editorizl policies on matters adirectly
and indirectly related to the unlon move- .
ment were =greed upon, 24 (emphssis mine )

(93]

Semi-annual conferences were schaduled for this groun

to meet sgain. low both Synods could kKeen a close

watch on each other's editorizls. From this voint on,

-

a nmarked aifference znppez2rs in the reporting of both

Srndt and Graebner in their publications.

In the August 8, 1339 issuve of IThe Lutheran

-

Witness, Graebner describes for the people what Church-
fellowship is znd lays down the reguirements for such,
Graebner paints a very nice vpicture of the fellowship

between the A.L.C. znd Hissouri Synods.



0f such 2 rel-tion ouxr Synod c
the American Lul v Church have red
that so I soctrinzl position is

= have b:s e e~
onstocles, they
ihlished fellow-

concerned, th e obsts CWx
noved, Xei: by moving the
hove not simults g
ship rel=tions.

C'l‘

l_J
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C‘{' ( D

to e done in this
but that in =11

be nnllovwed d1g the
contena Tor the f
the Lutherzn Church. ™

ye=wI, GrLnepner ron an
weonle hizc 2bout the Church-

1er cnlmed the neonle'fs fears

with words that made the problems loock insignificeant

or like mossibly just = misuncerstanding. in Ecrake

this is the guestion raised concerning the position

O
=
ct
ks
=

Towz =nd Chio (4.L.C.) on Ubjective Justification.

O
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i
(@]
jS8]
(Y]
T
5

]

ORe
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i
ot 8
1o 0
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@
=
<l

can e eﬂ311j shovmn
the Ohio 2nd Iowa =
2g2reed with our own,
ouy hymnzal verse one
Lov, @ theologisn of e Onlo anod). z

fhat kind of proof is that? The Brief Statement is

just that, very brief! It is so general that many

intervretztions can stand. In the Brief Statement

there is no rejection of the old Ohio and Iowa errors
concerning justificztion. Using & hymn verse 1s 2l1s0

very weak evidence. Graebner uses the same method



concerning instiration.
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of the Zrux caze, Once he started changing his views,

ositions, for he hzd been their
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tescher. Thisz caousesd confusion.

Groebner wis vVery mwuch in = s
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He vwos 2 seminary professor, 2 rezpectsd b

uvtheran .itness for many years.

e 2lso vons considered = very important person. How-

ever, Graebnsr wag = conservative at hezrt. 3Because

Cu

he w2s the editor of 2 major 3ynodiczl waver, he ha
to write wh=t the 3ynod oificizlsgs told him to write.
This is often forsotten. One of his former students
felt Graebner was vushed into the liber=l camp by his
conservative zssociztes. The situsticon was a sad one

much like ¥Xoeshler and the FProtestants.

N
N



especlally since he uwezlt with the

- ' : . ' . — - .. el wm P LR J
nrivete jolnt prover isg -lloved.  Aan exmmwls ol this
woule e vhen the rel=tive come over for 2 Thanksgiving

Clwreh, thzt is =2 »roclzmebion of

clazsified as traver-fellowsrip rot

b

VI. Greagse that helped the gliding 2way

The feeling of the times does play an important
role in the way veopnle act. In 1335 Dr. irndt noticed

this and wrote a very brief article in the Concordin

Theologiczl Monthly. DBetwesn the ye=rs 1306 to 1934

there were eleven mergers of different Frotest-nt

grouns. Arndt's comment =t the end of the =zrticle is




"Phe world evicerntly has become union-

cezire Lo have bigness rother than the truth.”
In the late 1330's come the grent depression.
Feowle had little ond shared much.,  Jhey worked
gether., 111 some of the neorle n2d to =zhare wns their
kininess, their f2ith, their hard work, =nd =2 1ittle

fool, Then world oy 1L at-rted =0l the country k=i

fonT s gaendt

O
o
,_,

hord with the goverrmert. The times zromoted unionlsm,

the orux Cose 20d esta-

choloincey program with the nevy 2nd arny.

wor, vhier the Hissouri 3Iynod reovle chme hore, doctiri-
nal diiferences were blurred bec=use they saw these

peorle could say that they »rayed with many other
Luther=anzs and 2 Missouri Syrnod pastor lead the whole
thing.

Ainother irfluence of the 1940's wag that the

3

United 3t-tes ponulation became more mable., Peonle
moved to citiss for jobs. The times were good and

pezce wes in the world. The peonle went to church,



licer=ls 1iv the sisconzin

switched, he pecame =2 wrofeszor -t Concorilza Seminary

ant ~lzo heczme one oF of 2 committee that
worlked with the wisconsin 3ynoc. He wos one of the

authors of the pamnhlet czlled "4 Froaternal word.”

Conclusion

The coctrine of praver-fellovwsghin in the wissovri

Synod has changed from the time of Gerhardt Zente. The
Synod which stood firm sgainst error, slippsd =2ncg olid

blamed for this slide. It was the combinsation of the

feelinzs of the times, key men bending under prescure
the noorly handled and well publicized Irux Case, =and,

most of =211, the three big decisions a2t the 1935 3Syned

Convention.
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