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The Lutheran Way?

From our point of view, the recent decade of union attempts of the Lutheran
church has more of woe than of weal in it. What was originally conceived
as a mighty army of bold confessors of the faith has turned into a timid
army of compromisers who seem to have forgotten that God's Word isg truth,
and eternally sure. Rather than negotiations to unity under God's Word,
church men now seem to think negotiation means to take mway the offense of
the Gospel to men of the world. After study of this pwexixx perggd it is
no wonder that our Synod does not take flying leaps into union discussions,
for these have become traps and mighty temptations to those whom the Lord's
yvet holds to His Word.

For a number of years, committees of the synods in the Synodical Conference,
including our own synod, had been medting with a committe of the Iowa Synod
{(later united with the Ohio, Buffalo Synods in the American Lutheran Church
(ALC)). in efforts to reach agreement in points of doctrine {(hurch and ministry)
e
that had from our beginnings separated the IToma Synod from us. The former Buffal

Synod also joined in the discussions. The doctrines in controvercy were chiefly

™
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these: conversion and election; Scriptures as the inerrent Word of God,
RWee)

Church and church fellowship, ministry, Antichrist, Chiliasnm, Sun%}, Open

Questions. As a result of these talks the Chicagc These was completed in 1928
Ml A VA

and was supposed to show that the Towa Synod was now agreed with us in these

ey
doctrines which had been in controvercy.

The Missouri Synod was the first Synod of the Synodical Conference, at
Chica&g in 1929, to consider the Chicago Theses. The Synod rejected the Theses

on the grounds that they failed to be an actual settlement of the 0ld doctrinal

controvercies with Toway nor
N

of the Iowa Synod. (Proceedings, Missouri Synod, 1929, pg. 110f.) (Appendix A4)

The Missouri Synod resolved not to deal any further with Iowa because that Synod

AN
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showed its unionistic spirit by negotiativg with other false Lutheran Synods. { W /

It was at this time that the Missourid Synod drew up its Brief Statement



to show whaet it wanted.in such a confession. How ironical that 0ld Missouril,

B

having rejected the Chicago Theses upon the grounds of inadequacy, should take

issue with us for finding inadequacy in the Common Confession many years letter.
-

She taught us a lesson then that we would find valggable years later.
At its convention in 1932, the Missouri Synod ac;epted the Brief Statement
formally. This statement had been drawn up by a commiites which was chaired by
¥. Peiper. This statement our Synod never adopted formally as our own but we
did warmly approve of it and use it én our own work. The 0ld Towa Synod
and later the American Lutheman Church never accepted the Brief Statement by
itself simply because they had never in fact changed their possition in their
doctrines
In 193% the newly formed American Lutheran Church extended an invitation to
Missouri and Wisconsin. The ALC as we remember was the result of a merger of the
Towa, Ohio, and Buffalo Synods. Its invitation reads tdf it desired to confer
"with those Synodicdal bodies with which we are not in fellowship, with the end
in view of establishing pulpit and altar fellowship." (Waverly Resolution). But
this invitation was sent, not only to the Syhods of the Synodical Confernece,

but also to the liberal ULC. The ALC was working both ends against the middle.

Our own synod replied that while we ‘indeed yearned for a true unity of heart

and mind of Lutherans in America, nevertﬂiééé1it,cou1d not enter into doctrinal
déscussions with the ULC or ALC until its openly unionistic and unorthodox
practises were in some Way repudiated. Ohherwise no honest attempt could he
possible in unity. It should be noted that the aim of our church in all such

!

talks is not to "negotiate" unity or "arrive" at unity implying compromise m bcjavs

Scriyptural truth; rather we attempt to uncove' our mutual unity as it exists in tle en,n

,,,,,

Divine Word until agreement can be reached. A1l this leads to is a blank page
of Scripture, indiffeﬁﬁce, and confusion. When a church believes it has the truth
" #

a . - n .
and that this truth is solidly founded on God's word, 1t has ng% business, nox
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Coamld it willinglvy enter into taks which will only serve to fritter away this éﬁr?h;



Missouri, however, was a disappointment to us, and perhaps significant for
the future devilopements., TFor igépite of the fact that Missourd had in 1929 very

clearly declared that negotiations with the Lowa Synod must stop until Towa
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cogggnto its senses and repudiated wkx unionistic practices in its negotiations;
and igééite of the fact that Iowa instead JOINED the ALC and was now even negotiating
with the ULC and ELC; nevertheless, Missouri now accepted the invitation of the
ALC and resumed doctrinal discussions with a unionistic church body that never
accepted the Brief Statement. In hind sight this action might be considered the
beginning of the end gf for our relation with Misssouf% But at that time few

Ay
could have forseen the events of the next decades, 4y became & blinded by
te half truthgof unionisme.

In 1938 a convention of the Missouri Synod received the first results of its

]

negotiations with the ¥American Lutheran Church and accepted a compromisé,’not
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to say ahkzesde, confession of faith by joining the Brief Statement with the
ALC Declaration. The upshoot was that the Brief Statement be viewed in the light

of the Declaration with the understanding that nothing was in conflict with the

¥innwzykakzx Minneapolis Theses of 1925 {formation of American Iutheran Conferench

Wi,
By this Declaration o#ee ALC insisted on suplimenting the Brief Statement
& SAA

which for some reason was not adequate from their point of view. They added

resolutiongon Holy Scrppture and Inspiration, Pred@stination and Conversion,

L g STy

Church, Mrans of Grace, =nd also insisted that certain other doctrines included

in the Brief Statement were not divisive of church fellowship, that no aggreement
9 sl
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is necessary to have scriptural fellowship with ALC: Here Antichrist, Conversion

£
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of the Jews, Resurrvection of Martyrs, Millenialism. Then ironically the

Resolution states, "with other points of doctrine presented tn the Brief Statemerh ».

we are consclous of bring in agreement." What a snow jobf Missouri was being

Meerxxx "forced" to fellowship on ALC's terms and not her own. But the most

oo bivioma

Fageant statement of ALC document is that there were non-divisive doctrines.

P
If a doctrine is dewived from Scripture alone, it is mandatory as God's Word.

fuw None of God's word is optional. It is contrary to Scripture, and it

contradicts directly rthe Missouri's oMwn resolutions of 1929 concerning
S &
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agreement on Scripture and open questions. When the Missouri Synod accepted the
Brief Statement and Declaration as a doctrinal basis for future church fellowship
between the Missouri Synod and ALC, point three of the Resolution rea d@wu”ln regard
to the points of non=fundamental docbrines memtioned in the Declaration...we endeawor

i
to establish FULL agresment.’ "Y Since the Synod did make reservations for futher

5

agreement which it reguired before fellows%@ could be established,; its dnitial reation
may have been too enthusiastic in accepting the Brief Statement and the Declaratim

as a JOINT document as a doctrinal basis for such fellowship. Many within Missouxl
protested this ambiguity (as in the g@pgfessional LutheraﬁQSo The Missouri

resolution also asked ths ALC to Yestablish on the part of the American Lutheran

Church doctrinal agreement with those Church bodies with which the ALC is in

f3llowship.” (The American Lutheran Cg nfersnce is referred to here) These
ey
church bodies also represented Synods with which the Missouri Synod had forﬁw~r1y

been engaged in controvegcya This requedt the ALC never really honered. Infact,

one of their leading men said that if Missouri was going to come in as a reformer

, . . . _ . 22
of doctrinal laxity and weak praciice, that they wanted nothing of Missouri. They

were very pleased with what they had. HMissourl also promised to subm&t the documents

£
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0 the Synods of the Synodical Conference for approval, which was how we become
officially involved. Wisconsin itself had wnot been invited to attend. Originally
thought to be an oversight or even postal delivery problems, there is msw sone
evidence for thinking that our mxxxexclusion was intentional by Dr. M. Resu
Why he would not want our little light there is hard to determine, perhaps it is the

the old "divide and conguor."

The ALC showed 1ts true colors on really basic disagrecements when in 1938 thy
resolved in convention: "We declare the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod
together with the Declaration of our commission, a sufficient doctrinal basis for

Lwb v . : ; - i et
Church~fellowhhip.? "That...the afore mentioned doctrinal agreement is sufficlient...
and that we are firmly convinced that it 1s neither necessary nor possible to

agree in all non=fundamental doctrines. Nevertheless, we are willing to continue

to negotlates concerning the points termed in our Declaration as



'not dmukmkyx devisive of churach-fellowship,! and recognized as such {11122%2)

by the Missouri Synod's Resolution.'" We can see the "false" impression ALC

had or tried to make Missoiri think it had. Reu himself imbarassed many in
LAA -

Missouri when he declared that Missourl had now changed their possition
{somewhsre in the Confessional Lutheran). Rau was clearly exploiting the

momentary weakness in Missourd to lossen it from its strict narrownindedness
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by such tactics as he had been using agalnst Missouri for years. Even Missourifs

respect for scholarship he managed to us
& s

P

in his amary. In resolution L, the
ALC msaild: "We understand why the Missouri Sgnod is for the time being not
vet ready to draw this logical conclusion and immediately establish Church
fellowship with our church." ALC was ireating Missouri as a weak brother

who needed time to see the wisdom of ALC. Oh, what a ¥imxx mess Missouri had
gotten herg%ewf into.

In 1939, our Synod rejected these doctrinal theses and called upon the
Missouri Synod to suspend further negotiations with the ALC until that body had m
given up its unionistic positions (The American Lutheman Conference and relations
with ULC which ALC flattly declared that they would not give up). Our Synod
pointed out that for the sake of clarity and precision in meaning and Inizmx
‘implication, if zmm and when doctrinal discussions would contxinue that efforts
must bend toward Rgppéfzng a single confessional document that by theﬁ%s and =EAXkK

antitheses-~stating accepted doctrine and rejecting the corrolaty false doctrines
v

Our point that no real doctrinal unity existed was vividly underlined when

the Pittsburgh Agreement was arranged in 1940 between ALC and UIC. Missouri

knew that she was not in agreement with the ULC, and so could not see how

any real honest agreement could in reality exist between all theee bodies.
Somewhere, someone was not communicating what they where mik really thinking.

A sense of betrayal pervaded Missourd. Wisconsin would have fully been justifjed
in saying Y"I told you so0." But the kxzdzm real shame of this whole aﬁfg??’is

that Missouri learned nothing., The effect of the Pittsburgh, Minneapolis,

Sandusky Resolution and the Declaration was to leach all meaning out of the



Brief Statement. In 1941, though stunned by the ALC's games, Missouri refused
to withdraw the 1938 doctument, but did instruct its Union Committee to prepare
a single statement of Agreement. The ALC had again asserted that it was
meither necessary nor possible to agree in all nonﬁlﬁundamental doctrines,"
and that Prayer fellowship is wider than Church-fellowship. Desplte such clear
indications of confusion and denial, negotialions continuﬁd8° ATC also
laid plangs for joint work {("external' they said) with Missouri in the relief
of foreign missions dxmyiamed and in work among service men. The Union

MG -0y
Committee was encouraged to look closer at Church-=fellowship itself, but such dim
not happen.

In 1943 our Synod again appealed to the Missouri Synod to stop its negotiatios
with ALC, since the practice of the ALC showed that it was not sincere in its asseritio
of doctrinal oneness nor in its endeavors to bring about agreement or even discussions
with its sister Synods in the American Lutheran Conference {Augustana, Norwegian,
Danish, ect). The Missouri Hynod committee on Doctrinal Unity admitted that therw
was indeed a basic difference between the ALC stand on Unionism and the
Missourd Synod stand.

In 1944 the Missouri Synod published a single document which was to represent
a mutial statement. Although it was propared by a Joint committee of ALC and
M5 men, in 1946 the ALC rejscted it. This document was called the Doctrinal
Affirmation, It was in a large part an enlargement of the Brief Statement, but
far less c¢laar. That the ALC should rejesct it is no sﬁ%rise since ALC had always

. , . + +10
refused to accept the Brief Statement itself as adequat§1 . HNor had the AILC

changed its stand an any of thise thiungs over the years imépite of the
/
] 3o 5 31 A 4 T de 4 P . . . .
Declaration. Once one understands what AIC sees as its mission it is

easier to see a method in its madness. It had always seen as its mission
being the middle way between two extremes, the liberalism of the UL and the
narrow Confessionalism of the MS., Obviously the doctrinal stand of the ALC
could never be honestly identifyied with strict confessionalism, for not

only would she offend some of her own people, but then the liberalism of the ULC
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would be automatically excluded. Yet even after the Affirmation was a dead issue,
the MS s5ti1ll had not learned her lesson, but continued negotiations. Instead of
MS becoming more sure of its confessional stand, a growing number of its pastors
and teachers becawe increasingly uneasy with the former rigidity in religion and
: : . 12
proclaimation of the Gospel.

194, was also the year that the M5 abandoned its former possition against
Scouting because it thought it could keep out the Yopinic legis" of work righteousness
by having Church sponsored and dizected "'packs," but many have found that not to e
how Scouting operates. Here also the chaplaincy enters %w as an issue.

Increasingly din 1945 there were instances of joint prayer, and cooperation in
Hexternals" in social work. In 1945 the Statement of the LL opened some eyes to
the deterioration of the Synod leadership. This Statement and its aftermath
deserve more attention but not here in this paper. Though the Statement itself
was withdrawn as a basis of discussion, the sentiments it expressed were never
really repudiated or otherwise effectively neuteralized.

In 1946 the ALC rejected the Affirmations, as we have said. It also stated

e))

that "it dispaired of attaining Lutheran unity by way of additional doctrinal formulati

13
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and reformulations.! It instead decided to Yexplore the measure of agresment

toward the goal of ture unity," {note here a correspondence with the thoughts of

Dr. Fendt laterin the paper) and thereby sanctioned the new and Satanic device
g
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of Selsctive éellowship with pastors and parishes of other church bodies not in
fellowship. YResolved, that pastors and parishes of the ALC shall be free to have
pulpit, altar,; and pamayer fellowhhip with such pastors and parishes of other Lutheran
synods as agree in docirine and practice' determined locally. The ALC then iss%gw
its "Friendly Invitation", which was to contend for an "allowable and wholeasome
latitude of theological opinion on the basis of the teachings of the word of God.!
They further state that "no intervening discussions have revaa¥ed any fundamental

doctrinal differences...that forbids #ntry into pulpit and altar fellowship
with the Missouri Synod." It seems as 1f the Doctrinal Affirmation for all of its
weaknesses was really too adeguate for the ALC, since it made no allowance for thatb

wholssome latitude of mind which the ALC theonlogy seems to feel is the heart of

the Christian message. Also we begin ti see the working of that axiom "doctrin

div ides, service unites.
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It also suggested a Jolnt meeting with the Missouri Committee in order to
determine, "what practical steps can be taken to demonstrate in actions, 1ife and
practice The nmeasure of unity which now exists.? Here too we see AL("s
insidious strategy. Close extermal relations cannot but develop into closer and
closer relationship which tend to unify opinions. Talk together, work together,
drink together, pray together, think todether, believe together, worship
together, together. If we had not seen this happen with our own eves we
would not have thought this kind of deception possible.

Many in the Missouri Synod were also bewildered., The ALC insisted that
unity already existed, but would not accept the Affirmation which
Missouri thought combined the Br#2f Statement and Declaration in a way
acdeptable to the ALC., The Commission said in its Report14: "There are
chiefly three difficulties standing in the way of fellowship with the ALC
1) the i IIFTST lack of doctrinal unity. Although the members of the
Fellowship Committes told us that they were not aware of doctrinal differences
between our two bodies, ysl reports indicate the existence of differenceSese
2) The differance in convicgion regarding the degree of doctrinal unity required

for fellowship. 3) No action to bring about acceptance of docrinal statements

greed on by otherschurch bodies in the American Lutheran Conference." The
g "

vl
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Missouri Synod saw the Belective fellowhip for what it was, a ployfao

. . . . , 15 s . . : ,
promite unity with our Synod. "' But it mas a unity sought outside of the only
real, satisfying, scriptural way, agreement in doctrine. But yet, still missing
all that had happend and insisting good faith, they plunged into blind negotiatim
again. RBmx ALC!'s insistent and willful unionism dragged Missourd Further into
unfaithfulness. In 1949 the Wisconsin Synod felt constrained to address

souri Synod concerning the Lutheran men of America,

<‘J
o
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six questions to the
cooperation in Welfare Agencies, copperation with the National Lutheran

Council, the first BAd Boll conference in Burope, the booklet "Soouting

in the Lutheran Church," and the applicability of Romans 16:17 to all errorists,
Lutheran or not. Missouri made a weak attempt to defead her attations by

gvasion or out right denial of what we thought we




In any case, the result of the renewed negotiations at the invitation

of the ALC is the Common Confession of 195%8. In view of the evants

which for deceades preceded this document and the impasse which had developed,

R,

one wonders what happensd to make it possible, that the Churches now agreed.

A reading of the confession would hardly give one a clear pciture, or even

S i

a clug, of the critical issupes which had been so hotly debated and which so often
/{jz/’“{z!"ﬂ h
had brought disappointment.” What became of the old doctrinal differences. We
A
ought to put the best construction on these things and say it is an honest attempt

at resolve differencesy Put hows by ignoring them, by writting something so
G ‘

Ywell" worded that every party can find its onn interpretation. Missouri's
men claim they did not chag%e thelr doctrine,; and their is no evidence that
AIC chapged its doctrine. Yet behold, a common confession. In the words
of one Synod evaluation, it "involves an untruth, and creates

an untruthful situation.”

Upon a cursory first reading the common confession seems to be a fine €onfession

iy

of faith. We would be pleased 1f our people could produce this type of
glowingly possitive statement of faith (since we spend so much of our time
AN

telling thewm what we are against I often wonder if they remember what

we are for), ) '<fg in connection with theﬁgériptural knowledge such a
statement calls for. But as fine as this confession may semm, it makes

this impression only WHEN CONSIDERED IN A VACCUME. It completely disregards
all historical situations and does not start with the point of contruvversy, the
very reason Missiouri had turned down the Chicago These, As 1t sald so well in
A CITY SET ON A HILL by Baberg: "In a time whsn Churches press for relevance to
the world and its lost millions, the common confession is arrogantly irrelevantj
As a statement of faith for even a relatively sheltered Seminary student it is
gquits acceptable, but as a statement of church mzk statesmen who ought to know
wkkkx what isdin the fir;‘and what isn't, avan agreement between churches which
had never been able to agree before, it is a dismal failure. When two nations

< }:?A“;'«ﬁa
find themselves in disagreement over boundaries one sxpects s resuliing agrecme
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to so clearly define that new boundry so that it can be ¢learly marked foot

by foot in order to forstall all futurs ;%siﬂiity of disaggreement. Neither would
pe foolish enough to think that by denying all bound&riesm;;d pretending that norwe
ever exdsted is going to maintain peace for long. Womewhere outtherd' will never

do. "Somewhere outthere™ is exactly where the Common Confession puts the

doctrinal problems of recent years. It is no sssolution, but an ignoring of
1

6 hem

something which&is not that important and ought not to d&vid% ALC had been
insisting this point df view all along. A church which takes its task sincerely
and earnestly of proclaiming the saving Word of God will never be content with
knowing that somewhere out there there is & Bible where somewhere there is
s . 104 : ' + ¢ ol D naires
a vague passage on that point, but don't bother about that nowuu/Indlfegance
(=
and confusion can be and has been the result of this aproasch.
When the Common Confession mitmk was submitted to a Convention of the
Missouri Synod, the Synod stated that "we can find in this document nothing that
contradicts the Scriptures' and it was “resolveé that we accept the common

confession as a statement of these doctrines @ (which are) in harmony with

o it

Scripture-“’é Again such a statement out of context of the situation is unoffending
and even a happy one. But considering the fact that it was the sesult of taéfs
with the ALC one would have sxpected a bit more concerned probing in eagerness

to see 1f the ALC had indicated any chagne in its stands, but not even a word
N ]

[

is breathd here. Does this show a shift in attitude, if hot indifference to
doctrainl matters, in view of the acknowledgment in 1947 of the "manifest lack of
doctrinal unity? which Missouri saw in relation to the ALC. Though it is aften

claimed that the Common Confession is not intended to be a formal document L0 sener

as a basis for fellowship, it was treated just this way by the individual Conventions

them. Missourl on its part resolved, "That if the AILC,

in convention assembled, accepts it, the CC shall be recognized ac a statement of

agresment on these doctrinas hetween us end the American Lutheran Church.""

Wot one word is said in the 1950 MS resolutions of the sharp docrtrinal differnecs
nor is it saild how the Uommon Confession shows agreement in these matters

. P . N . ; oy o
beyond that they "find mekhkwpxikzix in this document nothing that contrdicts the
A
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Scriptures.” This is ot confessionalism. Upon this stadd they could have
saved themselves some time and adopted the Creeds or the Augustanafi&iall they

wanted to do was state SOME scriptural truth. There is no relavence in this

confession.

As might be sxpected in the confused annals of Church unionism the lie of the
"common Confession' became evident in short order as it happened before. Just
as the 1938 agreement on the basis of the Brief Stateéent and Declaration was
shown to be without foundation by the ALC's adoption of the Pittsburgh Agreement
with the ULCA in 1940, =z@d just so the aggeement of 1950 on the basis of the
Common Confession was shown to be less than genuwine by the AILC!'s adoption of
the "united Testimony on Faith and Life" with the other members of the
American Iutheran Conference in 1952. This Testimony was in disagreement with
Missouri's possition and the officals of Missouri knew it. One becomes =m
more than suspicious when doctrinal agreement seems to be so unstable that
one day you have 1t and the next you don't. Where is that old Zion on ths
Mississippl. On dsre never put trust in wmen's ability for then we stumble; only
God can keep us standing.

The putting aside of the Common Confession in 1959 leaves one with a strange
feeling. If it had truly tesolved differences and the ALC also acknowledge it,
why could it not be used in the formation of a new AILC. It was relegated as
"a significanct historical statement which may like other documents of a similar
nature, serve our church for purposes of discussion and :‘Lnstrcu‘cio;ﬂ‘“?8
The president of the ALC declared that differences Y"bemainipgg to be ironed out!
for the final merger of the AXEHE American Lutheran Conference bodies "have nothig
to do with doctrine and practice." Also the president of the ALC declared to the
1954 convention of his church that there is Vcomplete agreecmenty between the
Common Confession and the United Testimony, the doctrinal basis of the new church,

whikdss, Bh the other hand, officers of the Missouri Sgnod publically expressed

grave concern regarding the adequacy of the United Testimony and raised questions

. . . I . . .1
concerning the consistency between the Hnited Testimony and the Cowmmon Confession ?
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Bbviously the Synod recognized, even if only tacitly, that there were troubling

what the ALC actually believed. Inspite of the assurances of the ALC officals
of substanciil agresment bwtween the CC and the United Testimony, ths Common
(N
Confession was withdrawn as a union doq&gmenta If anything can shake the
e

confidence of a church and the sincerity with which confessions are made it is
this type of double cross. Mementarilly the gegeat rejoicing and snthusiasn
disappeared, but not for long. Even thouﬁzit was here obvious that someons
was being lied to, ALC always came back for more. The road to Lutheran
unity should not go through the land of the two=taced.

Another unhappy rdelation is that of Dr. Fendt of the ALC, a member of the

. Lo . , , (20 oo .
joint subcomittee which drafted the CC, who declared 7~ that the Common EGonfesshm

sets forth "the doctrine taught by both synods" and that "the underlying sewatien
motivation in drafting the CC was to give sxpression to existing doctrinal unitym

rather than to xgkizxuzr rehearsing past dottrinal disagreements or to seek compromises

-7
e vres

or conversions among the negotiators."g‘”To question such omissions {ed3msus of
extluded belie¥s) many indicate a pychological rather than theological attitude
and may call for psychiatric analysis rather than theological reflection...to
seek to determine the rightness or wrongness of former contentions in doctrinal
controvercy was not the takk of the committees, nor is that its task of the

Sond
synods today"™ (p. 774) If this %e the attitude of the ALC and X LOC=MS
commissioners, then the CC is misrepresented as a resolving of former issums
between the churches, for i1t is only a statement of public teaching which both
sides reguard as scriptural and neither side could deny. It also shows how
the doctrinal basis of acceptable fellowship had shrunk in Missouri. By acceptimg
the CC Missouri virtually agreed to ALC's fellowship standards.

Our synod was very accurafe when it said that the CC involved an untruth and
created an untruthful situation. The ALC's denial that it had changed its possiﬁ@naz
by its approval of the CC and the Unitied Tgstimony, and rejection of the
Brief Statement and the ambiguous Affirmations is very telling against Missouri

with 1t accepted the CC as adequate; and then denialdl any change in its own thinki

12
=
€]
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Certain points of controvercy were not even vaguely discussed, as Sunday and
Creation days. This evading, ambigqﬁougy redusal to speak clearly
§ A
pro or con is NOT the way to Lutheran unity. For the Lutheran way the
Scriptures and Confession point our the only proper way to settle
E
doctrinal differences: "For the preservation of pure doctrine and for thorough,

permanent, godly units in the church it is necéssary, khak not only that

the pure, wholssome doctrine be rightly presented, but also that the apz

opponesnts which teach otherwise be reproved. I Timothy 2 (@ Tim. 3:36)

Titus 1%9 (Triglot p» 8553
My hopes in this papsr have been to get an overview of the dialogue between
. Ky 3 . ] 5 ;’ . » 0 k) . L3 .
Missouri and the ALC to see in what way our Synods criticism was Jjustified concerning
the CC that it “nvolved an untruth and cresated an untruthful situation’'(whosver

coinaed this phrase should be commended, it is a beauty). Perhaps I have really

@roved nothing except that it is awefully hard to make people siick to thelir agresenis.

N

Perhaps also an indepth doctr%gﬁl study of all the documents would and should
be a vital part of this paper, as it was I have used the various Syncdical

critiquas of them and on the whole have been satis

The Missouri Synods rebuttals and denials and svasions seemed more to frustrate

an understanding of the situation than dbring enlightenment and understanding.

Needless to say, and not nessessarily duve to factors entirsely out of my coantrol,

A
v

there is not longer time not space to deal with this issufesa



Appendizg A

Fxtract from the Report of the Examining Committee for Intersynodical These (Chicago)

givin at Springfield in 1929,
HAfter careful examination...your Committee finds 1tself compslled to advice

Synod to reject these these as a possible basis for union with the Synods of
Ohio, Iowa and Buffalo, since all chapters and a number of paragrapns are

inadequate. AL times they do not touch upon the point of controvercy, at times

they are 8o vhrased that both parties can find in them thelr own opinion; at times

them incline more to the possition of our opponents than to our ovn. {underlining

mine IK).
Uhe Chief criticisms of your Committe are that in the short presentation,

ete under "C" the Scriptural doctrine of the universal will of grace 1s not

ok

clearly separated from the doctrine of election by grace. One gains the

iw

b

impression that election is included in the universal will of grace and converns

persons only in so far as it decrees that those shall enter heaven, who, accordirg

to the forknowledge of God, already believe. EveryWhere one pigses the clear

fh)

statement that in Christ Jesus, God slected unto faith, unto sonship, unto
nreseyerance, and unto salvation certain persons who are known to him alone.
We pust furthermore critiize th&l fact that neither in the "Short

Presentation” nor under YA" the distinction bhetween natural and malicious

YMost of the paragraphs under "D ares inadeguate, they do not remove, but kee

silence about, the 0ld diffsrances. We nowhere find a clear statement of the fack

=3
jny
Ja¥]

o

the docirines of the Church, ths ministry, Sunday, Chiliasm, and Antichrist
are not open questions but elear and wﬁl@%/dafihed doctrines of the

Scriptures and our Confessions. In the article on the Church a clear confession

of the Churc in the gg?e sense of the term, is invisible, was not made. The
languages zr¥Iyxx permittes the opponents to retain thelr old doctrine of a visible

side of the church.

Your commitites considers it a hopeless undertaking to make these Lnﬂse unobjectlor

Poxx from the view of pure doctrine. It would be better to discard them as a

failure. It now seems to your commitltes a matter of wisdom to dfsist from

intersynodical conferences. It ought now also to be apparent the the manner of

o

conducting these conferences, to wit, the exclusion of all hisofrical matters

is wrong. As a result the oppod ents hardly understand each other
Rk R R
(English version) : b) because the omission of all historical data im working out

the theses was evidently not conductive to a full understaning on the part

of the colloguents, we nmust begin with the status controversiace.




Avpendix B Contrast the preceeding report and the Chicago
these with this report of the Review Committee of our study of the Common Confesson
N%uumuwi Report of Wisconsin Synod Review Committe of the CC  (New Ulm, 31st Conw/
I. B« In our examination of this material we found nothing contrary to Scripture
28 far as the expression of Scripiure doctrine is concerned.

IT. On the other hand, your Committee feels compelled both by a love for the Gospd
and a conscientious regard for the several sister synods of the Synodical Confersnce
to make The following observations.

A. We recopnize unreservedly the right, yea, the duty, of any synod within
the Synodical Conference to exercise thorough supsrvision over the doctrine and @
practise of a sister synod, and to call the respective synod's attentlon to what

.

Leveed to be a violation of Scripiural principles Suech mutual

T

disciple, 1f properly exercised, is basis for the continued welfare of the Synodical
conferences.

B.  Speaking specifically of the criticism dand subssquent rejection of the
Common Confession by the Wisc. Synod, your Committes regrets to state that, in it

opinion, the method employed in this critisism goss beyond the reguirements of

Scryture, and is, therefors to that extent unscripbtural, and out of harmony with

ri‘
[9]
h
,
!

truly evangelical procedure. It is one thing to cite clear Scriptur eXTS
support of the charge of false doctrine. It is gulte another thing to base chargs
of so0 serious a nature on personal opinilon.
1. Proceedings.p.129, critisism of Artical VI of the €ommon Confession, your
Committee believes that Art. VI clearly states all the essentials of the

dectrine of Justification, to wit, its universality, the nonergism of

<

#iivine garace, the redempition through the means of grace, ths creation of &
faith by the Holy Spirit as the weans of appropriation of God's decrees

of Justification, we therefere, hold that ths criticsim that "this truth

is dmpaired" and that "this formulation admite of false answers, etc,!

unwarrented.

fude

2+ It will not be necessary to ftake up in detadin the critiscisms of each

of the Common Confession. The critisism does not cite false doctrine, but

cperates with fears and misgivings on the basis of what might be read into

@]

the statements of the Common Confesslon. If the possibliliy of
misconstruction were nade the mix criterion of acceptadblility, then

we should have to repudiate the three Ecumenical creeds as well as all of ar

Ana uo vou san see the attitude has changed in these matiers.



1)

2)

3)

L)

Appendix C A basic critizism of

the CC from the

BLS Report, 1951p. 5L=55

Some parts of the Bible are not divinely inspired, John 10:35. HMany who

hold this view in the ALC can also accept the CC's Ycontent and Fitting word.”

Justification of all mankind is openly denied in AIC,

state that God has declared all mankind to be

Some people are converted to Christ while athers are

offer only a nautral resistence, while others offer
not rejected by the CC.amdxzxTrymrrxi®fxx

CC dees not rejsct the error tuahght,in ALC that God

> hagl Wy

eternal life in view of thelr foreseen faith.

ALC wrongly teaches that the means of Grace belong t

also: Last things

Pancy

Conversion of Jews

Millendialism

the CC does not definately
AP A ot
righteous in Christ.

not, because the converted

willful resistence is

elected His people to



fndnotes:
1) Proceedings...Wisconsin Synod, 1935, p. 64 f.
2) Wolf, Documents o f Lutheran Unity in America, p. 394 = 396,
#) Wolf, Documents, p. 399.
£) J. Behnken, This I Recall, p. 169.
6) Wolf, Documents, LOO f.
7) Wolf, Documents, p. 402-403
R) Proceedings...Wisc., 1941, pe 7hff.
9) Porx ProceedingsS...1943, p. 64TT.
10) Confessional Lutheran, May 1947, p. 55f.
11) Quart., Jan. 1947, p. 64F., April 1947, v. 132f, July 1947p. 2067,

12) Quart., Jan 1947, p. ?0f. Confessional Lutheman, Dec. 194k

13) Proceedings...Wisc., 1947, ps 1007,
14) Reports and MEm,. 1947, p. 3381,
15) MS = Reports, 1947, p. 382.

16) Proceedings...LC=-MS, 1950, p. 585.

17) Proceedings...LC=MS, 1950, p. 586

18) Procecdings...LC=MS, 1959, p. L492.

T9) Proceedings...LC=MS%, 1959, p. 498, 502.
20) CTM, 1950, p. 773

21) Lutheran Outlook, Aug. 1953, p. 2)0,
. Q/ﬁv’ff

S

v
P ) ey . b I
7 ;{/} f’p—zmnﬂ /\ G5 orim it , (o prmmpanis - ,Iir & ¢ L

BIRLIOGRAPHY::

Theodore Aaberg, A City Set on a Hill. ELS, 1968,

John Behnken. This I Recall. Concordia, St. Louis. 1966. Relatively Honest)

arl 8. Meyver. Moving Frontiers. Concordia. St. Louis. 1964. (Interesting

Q2

.

ohn Tietjen. Which Wav to ILutheran Unity. Concordia. St. Louis. 1966 (Revikaling)

n
Richard Wolf, Documents of Lutheran Unity in America. Fortress. Philadelphia. 1966.
{Infornative)

Pamphket File: A Fraternal Word, Documents pertaining to WS Memorial=-1952. Another
Fraternal ¥z Endevor.

Vertical File: Various interesting letters and reports
P £ i

2ynod Proceedings



