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The only way to correctly evaluate the controversy is
to briefly deal with the individual cases that led to the rift,
It was precipileis! by a series of events and not by only 2
single issue..

The Wetertown Inpidenty 19241925 TIm 1924, 27 boys

were found gullty of stealing,. Seven were expelled indefinitely
by the faculty.. Because of bad weather the parents weren't
properly notified before the expulsions.. Humors regarding

third degree methods of obtalning the confessions were also
spread,. Thus, lack of proper lines of communication: between
faculty and parents of suspended boys resulted in some parents
asking the college board to look into the matter, They hadn't

exercised thelr right in 17 years, but the suspensions could

be overridensg: by them, The faculty.was then asked to meet

with the board regarding the suspensions,

RBumors had spread during the Joint S8ynod Convention of
‘Qatober 1924 that ~the "highhanded" synod board was about Lo
give the faculty a2 raw deal.. A number of pastors in the ares
then attended one such meeting, These pastors eventually
became the Protes'tents, though they claimed thet many hardly,
knew each other at that time. They tried to defend the
faculty's actiom over against the board, but were often ruled
out of order, This made them highly incensed, Prof, Pleper
wag present at these meetings inMﬁgge official capacity and
repeatedly cut ofl themggstgyjﬁ_ﬁbj@ction%@ Thig action of

his was remembered by the Protesf®tanis and helped them to more



readily objectib anything he had to say on?la?t@r issues,
He seemed to be a blunt man,. that pade no boméé‘about the
power his offical capacity hsd,

Bt the truth of the matter 1is, was 1t right foxr them to
stick thelr noses into that business anyway? 0Our RBrof,.
Hoenecke, who was & pastor in the arggﬁ;sked by one of his
fellow pastors, who eventually bhecame a Protes'tant,. to
attend with him to check officialdom’s diatat@fal POWELHS,

Prof, Hoenecke salid that he was called to take care of his
congregetion, and that'’s where hls resgponsgibility lay. His
implication was, of coursgﬁgghat pastor should do the same and
mind his own business, This is a key to meny of the smallery
incidents that led to the eventual rift, 7The Protes'tants

were pokKing their noses into areas outside of their Jurlisdiction
and Jjust concern, All the ceses might not have blown up in
thﬁ proportions they did had they not bsen so interested in-
knocking down what they conslidered high~handed @fficaldOﬁs
actions, This is not to say ®officlaldom® was @111; Whlt@a
Their actlions, too, often left gomething to be deslired st
this time,

A8 8 result of the bwardﬁs meetings, the faculty’®
decision regarding the suspensions was cast sside and less
stern punishments were to he decided upon by the faculty,
This appalled the faculty which felt 1t%s descipline would
b
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nt reaction is recorded by



Paul Hensel,
" recall that the assembly wes frightened when the thing

happened, and someone remarked that this was the flrst
rift, that meant the ultimate bursting asunder of Synod,"®

1

Two members of the faculty, Prof. Karl Xoehler and Prof,
Herbert Parisius submitted thelr resignations, They told
their collegues that they would be willing to remain teaching
for no salary until the end of the year, The faculty agreed
and wasg gratefulégg the two men's offers, Bubt when menbers of
the board héard about it, they highly cbjected, They told the
two that they should immediately stop teaching., They also
asked the faculty where they got® the idea that they hed the right
to hire and fire personnel. 4 committee of the board Then
tried to deal with the two professors in the hope that they
might withdraw their resignations, Buti this was to no avall
because there was too nmuch animesity on both sides, especialy
between certzsin menbers of the board snd Prof, Kerl Koehler,
the son of J,P,Koehler, professor at the Seminary, This is
important to note at this time as the handling éi his son
might have been a factor later on that was not To be forgotten
by father J.FP.Koehler,

One can not condemn the Protesftant's wonderment at
this action, One can still ask the questlon, again, that
echoes Prof,Hoenecke’s feeling about the incident? was it
thelr business? They didn't feel it their plase“yéia though,

to Jjump into the middle of the action and start the frsacas,
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as is shown by Pastor M, &, 2imnerman's remarks,

wattho I did not then and do not even today agree with
the action of the faculty in suspending the guilty
students, yet the entire action of the board from the
very beginning of its dealing with the faculty until

the very end lacked true brotherliness and gave evidence
of the spirit that smacks of tyranny.. Altho I inwardly
condemmed the high~handed action of the board and admnired
those professors, who resigned their profegsorship rather:
than sacrifice their honest convictions, yet I registered
no protest, but with serious misglvings watched the fray
from the sidelines.®

The Ruediger Incident: 1925-1926° Prof, Ruediger of the

Seminary had been aacqgge@ of making propagands in the Watertown
Ease, of bheing & buﬁymﬁééy in other men's affairs, and of
ggéatimg confusion, The Protes'tants claimed that they did
%ot see the justice of these serlous accusation§, yet Prof,
Ruediger felt coumpelled to gilve a confession of sins, He did
admit that he introduced controversial material into his
clags lectures and agitated against Synod, It was printed
and sent to every minister in the 8yncd. The Protes'tants
asked them&elves, why? Had Ruediger sinned againsgt every
minister in Synééé Pastor Zimmermen remarked when he recelved
his letter:.
“T could only see in the publication of Ruedigexr's
confession, in which he lays bare his soul, a selfl-
justifying spirit of his opponents, Surely, Our Savior
has not taught us to deal thus with =2 confessing soul,® ¥
Note well in Zimmermen' s last sentence the underlying
feeling that shows itselfl later in further incident§ that

officialdon lacked the gospel forgiving approach te things,

but rather operated from a law platform, This became more



svident in Beitz's paper that was supported by the Protés'tants
and could maybe explain thelr acceptance of Beitz's heresy -
repentance lies at the foot of the cross and not in the law.
Prof., Ruediger's continued presence at the Seminary
became unbearable, and he was suspended., M. Ziunmermen's
remarks are agaln called upon;as his view seeus to be the
opinion felt by those Pasgtors about to be Protes'tants,
It should be noted that they still showed restraint at this
time, though highly iZitated,
heain L did not register a protest, but remained silent
and like all others in syncd tried to excuse my silence
before my God with the conscience-anesthetic:: 1I'm not
well enough informed. Again the authority of the boards
and officials was established, In the Watertown case as
also in the Ruediger case the guestion was not: How
much Christian love and consideration can we show?
How lenient, how merciful can we be? But, how far can we
exert our power, our authority? ind mark well the incon-
gistency: The sinning students, although suspended, were
reinstated; and the sinnin§ Brother Ruediger, although,
‘tpenitent, swasrsuspended, "t 7
It's too bad Pastor Zimmermean and the other Protesitants
didn't stick with their "Consience-anesthetic”, that they
weren't well enough informed, It appears that Ruedigergs
suspension might have been uncalled for, It is true, though,
that dissension en & faculty can wreck untold haVQ@jesp@cially
if the views are shared by some of the students, who then
would lean toward certain professors and create further
disruptions, But I will agree with Zimmerman and say that

leniency certainly was not the watchword at that time nor in

the up-coming incidents, He does, though, unjustly. judge
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peoples’ hearts by making the statement that the action was
just a show of power and authority.

We can see from these two incldents, Watertown and Prof.
ﬁugdigersgg that there were men who were, somellmes not always
silently, seething and were, bto be sure, progressively bullding
in their animosity towards officialdon in any form - be 1t the
Watertown College board, or the Seminary board or the West
Wisconsin District or the top synod officials themselves,

The Fort Atkinson Incidents 1926-1927. Two young lady

teachers, Miss Gerda Koch and Miss mlizabetlr Reuter, of

at, Paul's School, Fort Atkinson critisized the pastor and

the congregation openly and in such an oubspoken manner that

they were disciplined by the church council and not permitted

to teach any longer at the sehool, Most of the girl's objections
seem to have teen adiaphora and the girls were highly legalistic
(bobbed hair a sin)s The sins they sccussed 8t, Paul's of also
was an indiciment against other congregations in the distriet,

Tt isn't necessary to relate all bthelr ging to establish

guilt, Their guilt was admnitted even by most of the Protesitants
with the exception of Pastor 0. Hensel, who had agreed to make
them part of his faculty in Marshfield, and Prof, Ruediger,

who was still on the Seminary faculty at that time, But the
point to note here ig, that the group, not yet clearly identifiable
or called the Protes'tants, was primarily concerned with the

manner in which the case wWas conducted by a synod committee,



and whether the officials had done the proper thing in publlshing
the suspension of these two teachers, Leigh D, Jordahl records
the Protes'tant side and feeling at that time,

"Both women were Wisconsin Synod products, totally
educated within its system and had taught exclusively

in Synod schools, The Synod which produced these women
must be in some sense responsible for what happened,
(That is an uncalled for and unjustifiable Judgement.

I suppose Jordahl would say that the fact that there are
good Synod educated teachers means that they did it
despite the Synod, &re we to say then that Jesus was
responsible for Judas' going bad? He expresses the
Protes'tants' view that showed thelr animosity against
officialdom), Nor had the women been dealt with sensitively
and a concern to help them, (Mt., 18 had been abused,
they claimed,) The Synod officials and the Fort Atkinson
Pastor, it was claimed, had been preoccupled with forcing
a retraction out of them, Furthermore, J.P.Koehler's
opinion expressed later was that the charges against the
women by the local pastor had been on the same level as
the charges against him., At the meeting of the West
Wisconsin District in June, 1926, the women were suspended
from synodical membership, A number of pastors concerned
about the way in which the entire issue had been handled
wrote what became known as the Beaver Dam Protest,
Fifteen men signed this protest, many of whom had also
attended the Watertown Transcript Meeting, The men
declared that ‘our position regasrding the entire Fort
Atkinson case is this, that we regard it as only one

one part of a larger guestion,' (Prof. E.Kiesling states
in History of West Wisconsin District thaet the larger
question can be summed up in one word- "officialdom® 5}9
The West Wisconsin District empowered its officials to
deal conclusively with the signers,®

This was pushed in part by Porf. August Pieper,

.. Who would from this time on take an unusually

prominent part Iin the controversy, He had advised
conciliation and mutual understanding in the Watertown

case, but his patience had worn thin, and his attitude
toward the "Protesler”, as he called them, became aggressive,
They ,charged that the pser he read at this convention:

"God s Judgment of Wrath', set the mood for whet they



considered the unjust action of the District, They also
appropriated the Same he had given them, translating it
"Protesttants™,

"When the first two Protes’tants were suspended 1t was
stated specifically thet this was because they sbtubbornly
naintained their protest against the synodical conclusion
of the case,”

The Beitz Paper and Gutachten; 1926-1927 The rift

might heve been healed and the ste¥m blown over had it not
been for a conference paper written by Pastor Willlam Beitz,

1t wes titled "God's lessage to Us in Galations:  The Just Shalll

Live by Faithﬁgr It was first read at the Wisconsin River

v, 1lley confereﬁée at Schofield in September, 1926, and a

gecond time at the mixed conference at Busk in October.

The Protes'tants halled this paper as a statement of thelr
dissatisfaction with officisldom, Those not in the Protes’tant
group on the other hand thought 1t was slanderous and contained
false doectrine, 1t had been widely distributed by the time 1t
was read a third time the next spring at the conference in
Marshfield in the presence of District offliclials, Because

the entire situation was & volitile one, Pres, Thurow announced
that he didn't wént to pass judgment on it until he ha%%he
Semipary faculty deliver a critique of 1it,

Three members of the faculty, 4.Pieper, J.Meyer and
W,Henkelpprepared a Gutachten or critigue of the Beltz paper,
Ag it turned out, Prof, Pleper wss highly involved with the
entire lssue and thus it bacame mostly his paper, though it

was signed by all his collegues including J.XKoehler, Koehler



told the faculty not to release the paper untll he had first
talked to Beitz. e felt that he might mean something different
than what his paper conveyed., The Gutachten was released
without Koehler's knowledge and Beitz nad it in his possesslorn
when he went to talk to him, After Koehler talked to Beitz

he wégﬁed to send a letter to all the pastors in synod telling
them that he wanted his slgnature smoved from the Gutachten,

But he was reprimended by nis collegues and told not to do 80,
He stated that he had a different conception from hig collegues
as to what Beitz actually wanted to say. This endeared Koehler

to the Protes'tants while aiie@ting him against the other

N

side, especially his own collegues,

Briefly the contents of the Gubtachten &é&n be pointed
out by giving the summary that the writers of the Gubachten
give in conclusion to their pepers:

1,%That he twists & Justification text into a preaching
of sanctificatiocn, as & result of which he mixes and
intermingles justification and sanctification throughout
his essay and perverts the way unto 1life,

2, That on the basis of his erroneious conception of the
Epistle to the calatisns, he condemns the majority of
hearers and teachers among us &s people living in the
desd works of the Law snd that he describes the Lutherean
Church, the Synodical Conference, and especially our
synod as ripe for the judgment of tpd, because of thelr
legsllsm,

3, That his teaching of respentance 1s fanatical and
intinowian, beclouding the way to peace and everliasting
13fe for Christians and non~-Christians,

ly, That he fanatically condenns the teaching methods
cultivated among us, particularly the Catechism instructlon;
dogmatics, and homilebics, as leading to spilritual

death and recommends fanatical teaching methods of hils
QW



A Binally, the author of this essay must be given corrective
instruction not only concerning insuferable hersseles,
but nust also be admonished concerning his horrible
Judgment of hearts and the ghastly public slander of his
brethren in office and the teacherd. Concerning both of
these duties, we entreat those especially called thereunto,
to act with unstinted love,but with uncompromising earnest-
ness according to the directives laild down in the Word of
God, so that peace among the brethren and unity of
doctrine be restored,” 7
If one were to read Beiltz's document and then the Gutachten
following it, he would come to the conclusion that Beitz was
to be Tfully condemned, Belte's paper was in & biting and non-
evangelical tone, The Gutachten used strong language, too,

but not in the highiandbmighty slanderous tone of Belitz's

i

paper, It p@intedlout nis fallacies quite well,

But obviously the Protes’tants didn’t think so. They
didn't think the paper presented any new doctrine, but rather
they looked upon it as a call to repemtaﬁcgg by the Synod of
past dictatorial sctions, The other side lggked upon it as
heresy and the Gutachten as & confessional document, The
Protes'tants claim that at the West Wisconsin Digtrict convention
in Novenber, 1927, Beltz was given very léttle time to explain
his paper,. ¥ost of iﬁ?r&%ﬁfvﬁiﬁ gggﬁ? in reading and vreiterating
the Gutachten, Pieper ridiculed Beitzlon the Beitz paper to
stop the spread of this hersey before it was publicly known to
“ the congregetlions comcernggﬁgh@ digsenslon within synod and
;kBaitz”s eriticisms, The Protes'tgnts rightly felt there was
not enough time taken 1ﬁ letting al1ll the volters go through

point by point each of the papers and let Beltz explain

i0



exactly what he meant., The issue was brought to a quick wote,
Jordahl explains the events:

"In & single motion the body accepted the Gutachtern and
vand declared the Beltz paper asg heresy., All those who
subscribed to the Beitz paper were to be regarded as:
“those who have, separated themselves from us’, It

should be p@t@dﬂtﬁ@ double motion meant that in accepting
the Gutachten, even its objective doctrine, not resally

a point of controversy sgince there is no evidence of

any genulne doetrinal controversy in the entire Issue,,
one wag automatically condemning Beitz,. This is sig-
nifieant in:view of the fact that some of the suspended
Protegitents never were happy with the wording of the
Beitz papery but defended it over against the Gutachten;
also, im mogt gases, as a timely and necessary repentance,
preachment,

The synod looks bleck when the foregoing are looked at,
but the Broteétqnts diqregard:tbe fact thaet Beltz refused to
change a szngle wor@ of his paper, Also & conmittee of twelve
was appolnted to deal with each Protes'tent and if possible
to put off their severing fellowship with the synod. Each
Protesttant was to presgent his objecbions in writing,

Their answere was the "Elroy Declasratlon® signed by thirteen
pastors and sixteen laymen.,. They refused to appear bsfore
any committee either of The syned or District bscause, as
Prof. Kilesling summerizes 1t,

w1, It would do no good and be merely a waste of time,

2. The committee had the pertinent informaition or could
gaslly get i, |

3. The District atitg Beaver: Dam and Wetertbwn conventlions
had been gullty of "unheard of godlessness”,
4, They would stand completely on the Beitz paper over
against the synod,

5, They would only deal with the synod 1f the resolutions
of Beaver Dam and Watertown would be rescinded, all

cases open as new ceses and Synod would show a new attitude,

which might give hope of profitable dealings.,® *°



That declaration practically made the rift impossible to be
healed,

Prof, Klesling gives good proof of his opinion of the
whole matter:.

"When the Synod in 1961 asked the Western Wisconsin
District of its own free will and accord to reconsider:
the suspensions, it not only reconsidered but removed
them for the following reasons: The resolutions were
vlouded over with uncertainties; their scope was im doubt;:
the resolutions were not unenimous; interpretations

put on the resolutions were unclear and ¥arious., A4ll
tnese reasons existed at the time of the suspensions,
Looking beck with the gift of hindsight, one is tempted to
say that they should never haves been issued, Undoubtedly
there was a tendency to overresct in the heat of the
controversy. This is nolt to argue, however, that the
dissidents were ousted by a monstrous misuse of power.,

An unfortunate expression attributed to Prof, Pleper,
shape up or be shipped out, was widely quoted to bolster
such a view., In reality, the members of the third party
had themselves assumed a defiant, dissmissive stance long
before there was any threat of suspensions. They had
also made no secret of their conviction that Synod was
under the Judgment of God and in a state of obduracy,” 1z

L agree that passion and anger instead of logic and
Christian love were lacking by both sides, but I do believe
the Protesftants were rightly suspended, Maybe they shouldn't
have been suspended as guickly as they were, but they were
rightly suspended because there was heresy in Beitz's paper,
Those men had time to look over Beitz's paper and discover
the false doctrine in the midst of their own views of Jjudging
others as not being up to par in many areas,

Thelr false doctrine is shown by the Beitz paper and
Paul Hensel's "Wauwatosa Theology, Which is it?*, This paper

was a reply to the Gutachten and a defense of Beltz's paper,



I will show the heresy bothszhad in only one instance, There
are many other sections, but this one exemple will suffice
to show their common heresy concerning repentance,

Hensel's paper brings out a point in their favor that
can't be overlooked., The judging of hearts, overstress of
degmatics, too much law and not enough gospel and some others
were points brought forth previously by Frof, Pleper himself
in antessay he resad on the synod fdoor in 1919 and in wvarious
Quartalschrift asrticles that he wrote, Beitz merely echoed
much of what Pleper had said, The place where Beitz, Hensel,
and the Protes'tants went too far on was Pleper®s peint
that there had to be gospel motivation., They interpreted that
as meaning that the law should be dropped in trying to make
people repent., It's not hard to see that Pieper could be
misinterpreted but he does make thé clear distinction between
law and gospel, whereas Beltz and Hensel don't, Pieper stated
in the wuartalschrift, Oct. 1910, p., 284, as is quoted by
Hensel:

faplways, slways 1s their preaching of repentance oriented

in the Gospel, Thelr preaching of repentance 1s reproof

and at the =mame time the coaxing call of the cluck, Law
and Gospel conjoint, ‘'Retuln thou.backsliding Isreal,
etc, . Only acknowledge thine Inlguity,? ete, Jeremiah

3:12,173. ‘Hepent and believe the Gospel,? 'Hepent for

the kingdom of heaven 1s at hand,! is the corresponding

nessage of the New Testament., Never and nowhere dare we
forget that 1t is the Gospel, preached upon the preparatory
tov o She misglon of the Law, which achleves a

wd e don o
change of heart," +J

Hensel says that Beltz wishes bo say the very sawme thing:



This is why he entitles his paper, "Wauwatosa Theology,

Whith is 1t?",, He thouzht Beitz sald the same as Pleper did,
and now Plepér said Beltz was wrong, Hensel asks then,

which way is it supposed to be? What is the approach ggﬁ
repentance then? Isn't one to point out the errors of people

and ask then to report? Pleper did it and it was right. Beitz

did the same and wes wrong. Which iz it? Beitz wrote what he
felt was the same as what Pleper wrote:

"It 1s that mercy,. that love behind the law, that Christ,
not the commandments apart from that mercy, that ecaused
the Pentecost sudience to be pricked in their hgartg
saying: ‘'Men and brethren what must we do?tw 14

But in checking Acts 2 especially verses 34-38 it is the law
that pricks their hearts not the gospel, Peter told his asudience
that they killed the son of God that David prophesied of in
his Psalms, It's true Peter speaks of Christ, but he points the
law at them when he tells them "Jesus, whp vown have crucirfied.,®
The apostle makes a clear distinction be;%;en law and gospel
that Beltz and Hensel do not, The law is necessary for Trepent-
ance and this Beitz and Hensel discard, Note Hdensel's words:

"What Frofi, Pleper expredded above in the Quartalschrift
is what we mean and what we gay., The proper preachment
of repentance rebukes and coaxes at the same, time, Only
© Lowe:ocen, coax,«Therefore everyrpreathménthofthe Law
and of repentance ils at the same time an expression of
lovse, (False, The Law condemns and shows us that the
consequence of sin is hell, God wants to send the sinner
to hell, Psalm5:4 "Thou art not a2 God that hath pleasure
in wickedness,” The rest of the paragraph shows more
clearly his error,) We simply have to do with paradoxes,
Logical differentiation and sharp sequencing does not
make for clarity, PFailth brings clarity., Falth brings
logic, too..., Because of our manis for making & formal
distinction bebtween the twq Law and Gospel, and cutiting

14



allitissues with which they have grown together, and

placing them neatly in order- because of this mania we

were aboul to proclalim two Gods, the God of Sinsl and

the God of Golgatha, Rather we came near painting God

as two-~faced, Godlgad one face, It has been manifested

in Christ Jesusg, " - :

The proper distinction between law and Gospel is mind
bending at times, God hates the sinner, God loves the slnner.
Hensel is right that both are a paradox but both have to stend,
Both sre reconciled in the cross of Christ. The law is a
neceseglty to bring one to repentance,

There will be no attempt made to show his mixing Justifica=-
tion and sanctification, Pleper charged that Belitz was Jjudging
people's hearts by making the charge that mosgt of the members
of synod were not bellevers because of thelr sinful activities
in their life, BRBesitz defended himselfl by saying that he was
not saying all were unbelievers, and he was not judging hearts,

in Bhis manyen
Sinceghe interpreted his statementsTend

N

1 perhaps this charge of

the Gﬁtachten could be dropped. But no interpretion of Beitz's
heresy on repentance by himself in later articles of Falth-Life
or by Hensel's @aper,acqgited him,

Pleper made 1t hard égr the Protes‘tants to see the heresy
as he pointed it out because of Beltz's echoling Pleper'’s
former writings on meny points and his outbursts of anger and
power, 4 Protes'tant must have asked himself, how can Pleper
condemn the man when he himself said the saméwghing about the
spiritual laxness and deadness in our synod?

o P . | ~
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developed, P, Hensel said that he and so many of the students
at the Seminary grew weary of the continuocus law preaching

et the Seminary snd at the churches in Weuwatosa, May-be

those pastors around there were heavy on the law, too, becauss
they knew the Seninary stressed 1t., Anyway, Hensel, Beltz,

and the rest of the Praﬁeétamts might have justly seen the
error in this, But in wanting to hear the sweet bresze of the
gospel and wanting tob preach that which they seldom heard,

they might have thereby unknowingly gone too far and decided to
rid themselves of law in preaching repentance, (1t is ironic,
though,. that Bﬁitgfsp Hﬁnse;?§,iand the rest of the Protes'tant
writers in Faitthif@ issues in wanting synod to repent only
preached the law and not the gospel.,} But this last paragraph
ig conjecture o my part rather than factusl evidence,

None of this is Q@ﬁ to excuse them, though, J. Heyer
wrote a very evangelical review of Beltz's paper in the
Quartslschrift in English in Vol. 25, 1925, pp. 135:ff, that
should not have irritated the Protedtants as did the tone of
the Gutachten, It was to be distributed free of charge to
those churches that reqguested light on the sublect as the
coples tp the Gubtechten ran out, It was written so. 80 a
laymanhéggld wnderstand it. In there he clearly points outb
the heresgy., BDesides, these men shauld have been continuing
to study the Lutheran Confessions and thelr Bibles to discern
between truth and untruth,. That was thelr Jjob, From the

Elroy Declaration they make 1t clear that they supported

16



Peitz's heresy., Heresy is what draws lines between personal
likes and dislikes, Sure, synod might have bungled an awful
lot in not deciding the cases and incidents rightly or wes
too qulck in their Jjudgments and suspensions, But the synod
wasn't preaching false doctrine,

Avoidable or unawoidable? If the synod had been slower
in those days and less power happy, and both could have quietly
sat down and clear mindedly discussed the heresy in Beltz's
paper, the rift might not have been with so many, been 0 deep
and not lasted so long., The guick actions by boph sides
end the Protes'tants hatred of synod officialdon might have
regsulted in the Protes'tants not being able to discern between
the good and evil, But this by no means excuses them, They
were supporting heregy and the synod has the God-given respon-
sibility to get rid of the cancer before it spreads, If it
mesng that there are some that are going to protest this
sction and disagree because they don't consider 1t heresy,
then it's not synod's feult, The oppesition is in the wrong
and accountable to God, Where one side holds to heresy and
refuses to conform to ggripturesg the controversy then becomes

unavpidable, .
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