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The Wisconsin 3ynod and its members have generally bheen
regarded as hard-headed congervatives, stubborn Germans, and,
oftenn, as peonle who simply turn a deafl ear to progress, renovation

and change. These charges are prevalent today and were also aired
in the iate thirties and eariy FTorties when the Wisconsin Synod
took its stand against the proposed unlon of the Missouril Svnod

and the Amer] Lutheran Church. It is not the purpose of this

paper to btotally disprove guch accusations: for the Wisconsin

irm and hard stand. However, one must realize
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Synod did take a
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hat this was necesgsary because of the Scriptural doctrines involved.,

This paper will instead show that these charges do not apply in

their fullest sense. That the terms mentio

sives of thesge hodies azg well
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Wisconsin Synod, to draw up a set

=t

articles of unicon called the Chicago Theses, The

]

sult was never reaslized when, as a of this document, the

Ohio, Towsa and merged by themselves to form

American Lutheran Church,., Two years later in 1932, the Missouri

Synod published its "Brief Statement of the

P

the Missouri Synod". It was hoped that this when presented to the

American Lutheran Church would in some way bring about doct

agreement and union. Bepresentatives of the American



Church held six meetings with their Missouri counterparts which

of the "Brie

effected both the Tormer bhody's -
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erican Lu roel Hepregentatlives®,

the theologlcal world came in June of 1938 when, at the Thirtv-

Saventh Re Comventlon of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod of
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Misgouri, Ohilo, and Other States, the Missourl Synod accepbed the

as "the docbtrinal hasis

ship was not
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and 1 held throughout the vears of
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rather 1t 18 a God-Tearing stand., But though, as we hove sald,
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ig characteristic of Wisconsin hetween

this opinion by Lehning
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to he gsen

spointed by

evaluate the two documents which had been proposed & for

eran Church. This
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no means did they vindicate the taken

overture toward these two bodies to
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in the 1940 volume of the Cuartalscrift,
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union endeavo the necessa: cautiong must be

T gy “ L “t o T o 3 14 PRI RV I S S T, 2 E .
sut let?s look and see” atititude. This 13 made
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have not wet passed judsement,

but have pointed to places

ssurance that the old fault




no longer linsers....ws are walting,
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s very evangelical and open-ninded statement for a U nig-headed”
Wigsconsin Synod man.
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Prior to this, but following both the standing commi
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Summary® and the American Lutheran Church Conventlon in Sandusky
Ohio, the Synod set Torth its position in what was named the
"Watertown Resoluticns®., This document served notice that there
existed no doctrinal basis for fellowship between the church bodies
in question. Consequentely, 1t also recommended suspension of
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negotiations between the bodies, While the atertown Resolutlons

eflected a hard-nosed Scriptural stand:; nevertheless, they also,
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by asking for suspension of negofiations rather than a termination,

an open-mindedness sprinkied with common sense, The
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snherent ides was to have the American Lutheran Church work at
doctrinal aberations by itself and then, 1f successful, resume
meeting with representatives of the Missourl Synod. The "Watertown

Resolutions® did not rule out the possibility of future union, bhut

merely asked that it be postphoned untll doctrinall
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However, the Missouri Synod continued its courtship. The
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e for Lutheran Unior is

"Statement by the Missouri Synod Committe
noteworthy here, In reply to the lsatest doctrinal communigue
the American Lutheran Church they stated that the latter had sa

recgarding their position on ob-
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isfactor_ily answered Iingulr:
jective justification and open questlons. AU

fellowship on the basis of ot

standings and also because of the objections of the other

in the Synodical Conference, the Wisconsin Synodfs evan-







strengthen the tileg of common faith that unites us"., This

tone of an evangelical bdbrother not that of =
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obastinate in

certainiy, 1t carn be shown that our Synod
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ot the princinles of Scripture is nothing to be ashamed of . The

Wisconsin Synod should be credited with "keeping its cool” during

crument
1938 resolutbs

Church.
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