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. : INTRGOUCTION s
T [ 7. ¥ v
Statement of Problem

The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod states its doc

position in the second article of its constitutions

The Synod, and every member of the Synod, accepts
without reservation: g g

» 1. The Scriptures of the Old and the New Testament
as the written Word of God and the only role
and norm of faith and of practice;

2. All the Symbolical Books of the Evangelical
Lutheran Church as a true and unadulterated R
statement and exposition of the d of God,
to wit: the three Ecumenical Cre (the
Apostles' Creed, the Nicene Creed, the

\, ; Athanasian Creed), the Unaltered Augsburg o

+ L Confessioh, the Apology of the Augsburg Con- ‘ £
fession, the Smalcald Articles, the Large :
Catechism of Luther, the Small catofhum of
Luther, and the Formula of Concordg )

This article has been a part of Missouri's constitution

8ince its inception. Theoretically, this article of_tht

Synod's constitution delineates Missouri's doctrinal stand

and determines who is &dmitted into Missouri's fellowship, .
Missouri's internal discipline, its relationbhip to other
church bodies, ahd is a factor in the Synod'h course of

action and its outlook toward issues of the day. 1In many

1Lutheran Church-~Misgsouri 5}50;!, Handbook of The
Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod (n.p., ition), p. 15.
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] ,'!.lmtn this conltitutionally—stated doctrinal position of
thn Synod doo- -xactly that,

S Thoro are examples, however, when more has been required

A4 thln tho Lutheran Confessions or examples of when particular
\mdlzlt‘ndinq. of Scripture have been insisted upon by wap( of
doctrinal ltlnd Missouri has at times retused to declate
f.llemlhip v:l.th other church bodies on the basis of cont'es- >

| sional commitment alone.? 1t has wanted agreement in practice

: as well as in doctrine.aﬂ‘ At one time Missouri said that even

noni-,fﬁundamdntul teachings such as the conversion of the Jews

2V1:. , the United Lutheran Church of America or, more
' recently, the Lutheran Church in America. Cf. the case of the
Minnesota Synod wanting to be recognized as an orthodox sister
synod and be permitted to join the Synodical Conference.
A | Missouri resolved not to take final action at the convention
" considering the matter until Missouri could carry out its his-
toric practice of recognizing other synods after an official
colloguy. This happened even though the Minnesota Synod presi-
dent addressed the convention about Minnesota's history and
doctrinal position, the Wisconsin Synod had already extended
' 'the hand of fellowship, and several Missouri pastors in the
‘Minnesota area spoke favorably about doctrinal discussion with
Minnesota Synod pastors (they admitted, however, not having
covered all points of doctrine yet). LCMS, Proceedings, 1872,
PP. 94-95 Cf. also Missouri's dealings with the Illinois
. Synod, LCMS, Proceedings, 1869, pp. 95-96:; 1872, pp. 95-96:
Eastern Diltrict 1870, pp. 69-70; Western District 1870,
pp. 84-85. Cf, also Missouri's attitude toward the General
Council, LCMS, Proceedings, 1869, p. 103; Western District,
1867 pp. 44-48, and toward Ohio, LCMS, Proceedings, 1869,
63.1!5 ‘Titles of the official minutes and proceedings of
Missouri Synod and its districts vary from convention to
tion. For the sake of brevity and uniformity, all ref-
j!.‘ nces to synodical and district proceedings will be cited
this footnofe., See the bibliography for full printed

“In addition to the numerous times the ph::ase "doctrine
Lce" _occurs, cf, the negotiations with the Finnish -
\nrc slowed from the Missouri point. of view because
h Synod's "divergent policy" of woman suffrage in
LCMS, Proceedings, 1926, pp. 141-142,

should be a matter of. augreemem:,‘I and asked another church

body for uniformity in terminology.s One can read addx‘"onny

of the Synod's presidents (with the exception of Oliver ‘Harm-)'
that talk about Missouri and only those ;,u!hii'anl in fellow-

ship with her as being the guardians of pure doctrine, and

some of Missouri's spokesmen have laid.ﬁthat "God is on our : L
side" when the other side was composed of Lutho::izri also sub- ‘ {12
sgribing to Scripture and the c0n:‘.quiona.6 Positive state- . i ‘
ments about and explicit recoqnition of the Christianity of

church bodjies not in fellowship with Missouri are hard to find I

in the official proceedings of the Synt:.\d.7 Missouri has had
controversies with other Lutheran bodies on church and minis- i ‘
try; election; conversion; Scripture; prayer, pai].pit, and

? g W

LcMs, Proceedings, 1938, pp. 231w233, , : ' ‘

Ibid., p. 232. : & |

6, Y% i
LCMS, Proceedings, 1908, p. 16; 1905, p. 14. X

7Most: references to other church bodies are negative, and U
usually in "Synodalrede' or essays. E.g., the Eastern Dis- |
trict, 1862, p. 21, attacks Grabau., The Eastern District, o
1865, p. 58, in one sentence condemns atheists, rationalists, 5
Romanists Methodists Baptists, Buffalo Synod, Pietist
unionist!, and those 1nd1££erent Cf, E. L. Lueker, "W
and the Free Lutheran conforence-," Concordia Theological i
Monthly, XV (August 1944), 529-563, “In 1914 Missouri directed
its districts to appoint committees to counteract activities i
of the Romanists. LCMS, Proceedings, 1914, pp. 54-55. 1t Jvas
typical to refer to the "so-called Lutheran General S - )
Der Lutheraner, 2V (November 30, 1847), 50-52; and i the
Lutheranism of both the General Synod and the General Ceuneil. = ©
E.g., Eastern District, 1870, p. 12; Central District, 1888,
pp. 46-47; LCMS, Proceedings, 1896, p. 130. A happy mopuon
is Missouri's attitude toward the Tennessee Bynod, LCMS, Pro-
ceedings, 1849, p. 100,

: o8
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J«ra u!w.l c!nqﬂ@‘uﬁonn to
uﬂ pouuona At on-

u.y dee m.nouu because
v at clmion. At anatho: time
Mmd he said that he had communed
. mh * lodge m&rn, treating them as

gs, 1857, pp. 329-350, At one point in
ns, ferdecker and Gruber were asked to give
or "no" answers to questions directed to them by
{ ’

» Pe 79.

. Proceedings, 1929, p. 126.

4 jchigan District, 1897, pp. 49-51. [0,] Fuerbringer,
den verbotenen Ehegraden," Boi?lutc zu dem 6. Jahrgang
ner" (December 21, 1849), pp. 3-87 Synodical Con-
pedings, 1878, pp. 5-53; Iowa District, 1882,

pastor can do in the serv

asked to up'hqm"un doctrinal
aynod,u lnd lwu'al times ehl
been voted as :cf‘].ocung the d
Although the phrase "the m-u
proceedings, one is more upt to fi
a Lutheran or synodical ci;ooloq'l_ln 6! a
citation of ‘a previous synodical tnor'uﬂ.en
proposed m‘morial or resolution,
The Synod hn p.riod!.cnny adopted m
more than do the contenionl. sm are ww byn
with other church bodies, some by the times m mdn
finds itself, Synod has variously adopteds R \
for congregations in dealing with "unlciontl!tﬁ and uﬁha |
Biblical theories" in local pubu.c lehoelly:” tolnlutm 6

13
14
15

LCMS, Proceedings, 1847, pp. 1820,
LCMS, Proceedings, 1848, pp. 51-52; 1944, p. 165,
LCMS, Proceedings, 1969, p. 91. Cf. infr Ea., P. “

.

1Lcus, proceedings, 1932, pp. 154-155; 1947, pp. 476,
515, 1053, pprmetoSeEL 7 1956, p. 546; 1959, p. 191. i

17.cms, peoceedings, 1941, pp. 161-162.




AR 2

~ people, created with body and soul;

6
:tlﬁt tim Bible is inspired and 1nsrrant718 that creation took

- place in six uy-,l‘-’ that Adam and Eve were real historical

20 that Christ rose from .

_ the dead glorified in His flesh (sarx):2' that man's soul does

2% vt':hat capital punighment is
]

23

. hot cease to exist after death;

in accord with the sarip‘tufel and the Lutheran COntesnilohsy

that "0ld Testament prophecies of the savior find their ful-

. fillment in Jesus Christ, the Son of God";Z24

 recorded in the Book of Jonah did occur, 425 .

that "the events

.~ Sometimes the Synod struggled with apparently non-

sl
doctrinal problems, but did so in terms of their doctrinal
| ramifications. At the start it seems that the members of the

{ 8
8ynod had little trouble, normally, praying with other Lutheran

- 180us, proceedings, 1962, pp. 104-105; 1967, pp. 92,
L T : :
19 oM, Proceedings, 1967, p. 95.

za;l:}_ ' Cf. the statement of the Synod's Commission on

¥ d.
Theology and Church Relations, "A Statement on Death, Resur-
rection, and Immortality," which included that the theory of

~ dichotomy is not the.only biblical way of speaking of man,

~ LCMS, Convention Workbook, 1969, pp. 506-510.

f Zlicms, Proceedings, 1967, p. 95.

‘zzz»b;d. Compare, however, "A Statement on Death, Resur-
rection, and Immortality." 3

-

' 23;0M8, Proceedings, 1967, p. 97.
 uems, Proceedings, 1965, p. 100.
TN :

L —

Christians. %® i A little | i
later it was acdceptable if there was no denial of the synod's ‘
&

doctrinal position involved.?® 1t took the Synod years to

Then for a while this was unionism,

determine clearly that Scouting can be ﬂccopuﬁlé.zg State

aid to church-related schols was at one time out 6!\&0’"""'

queation,ao then permitted as student aid--but the church
31 i

should not seek it,”" then acceptable in areas of social ser-

V1Ces,32 then acceptable for construction :I.oam-.‘-’3

Finally IR
the Synod resolved to study what changes might be r:aelcmy

zsviz., Walther and other Missouri men opened and closed
the Free Conferences of 1856-1859 attended ‘also chiefly by i
Ohio Synod men with prayer. Cf. Lueker, XV, 543, 553, 556
557; LCMS, Proceedings, 1962, p. 110, ' It was reported thaé i
three Pennsylvania Ministerium professors communed at Dr,
Sihler's church with his 'cordial consent" on May 20, 1866.
Theodore G, Tappert, "Intercommunion in 1868, " Concordia
Historical Instjitute Quarterly, XL (April 1967), o

27.

LCMS, Proceedings, 1881, pp. 30-3'1.‘ i

28.cMs, Proceedings, 1944, pp. 251-252.

29pia., p. 257. : i

% s
3°M1uour1'a earlier understanding of the "dogtrine of j :
the separation of church and state" also precluded participa-
tion in public school baccalaureate services and was one of =
the issues in the chaplaincy question.. Walther advocated e
state support for parochial schools. Cf. Carl S. Meyer, ﬁ:?ﬁ

Moving Frontiers (St. Louiss Concordia Publishing House, ‘o
PP. 3?2—555. During the 1930's the "Theological Observer" i

section of the Concordia Theological Monthly repeatedly made
negative comnerg:s regarding state aid., : g

31

LCMS, Proceedings, 1941, pp. 132-133,
32,cMs, proceedings, 1944, pp. 131-134.

L 2 a
331cMs, Proceedings, 1965, pp. 153-154. Cf. LCMS, Com-
vention Workbook, 1967, p. 147 : : e

D w0 ot



’ 'tt' this was a bibli
cﬁgnﬁry‘l eon-tthuimn.s Yat
to its "pouey" on state aid. ‘7

- .af- ehp New 'l‘nemnt concépt of minis-
nt Ml)lltlml on the militlry draft had
wu:h the puvnti.ou to reexamine the

w, 1969, p. 109.
note 30 above.

o 1947, p. 283; T, H[oyer], "Roman
Defeat of the Wisconsin 'Bus-

mmw&: XVIIT (April
-

M&!ﬂ'—' 1950, pp. 395-396,

W, 1947, p. 426. Cf., however, LCMS,
), 1953, p. 327. 1In 1965, p. 127, a proposed resolu-
pﬂ by the convention, but referred to the Com-

and Church Relations for further study and

UB m Cyu As of the Milwaukee convention (1971) the

not yet. ma!.ud.d its study of the question. LCMS,

orkbook, 1971, p. 32, Cf. Stephan A. Schmidt,
8 (River Forest, Ill.: Lutheran Education

In a mmbo: v: other
chanch. Alehuuqh u is d

Dancing and unions were denm,epﬂ by
e ,
sinful.?? 1nsurance was wraué;“

to insure it huu‘qu-.‘s The syhed n&

‘sinful. Now the Synod has 1
Fund., At another point in history it ceoli the S

40.cms, proceedings, 1944, p. 14.

o+ ! i
41pcMs, Proceedings, 1950, pp. 363-364; 1956, p.

42, oys, proceedings, 1896, p. 133.

43

Lcns, Proceedings, 1932, p. 106, Eastern Duttiuﬁf
1886, p. 40; -Michigan Dutnet, 1898, PP. 33-34,° %

4450, Arthur Suelflow, "The History of the Mis
During the Second Twenty-five Years of Its Existence 18
(unpublished Th.D. 'rh.-u, Concordia sammy. st. mﬁ
1946). i
45.cuMs, Proceedings, 1908, p. 1177 1925, p. 212; 1935,
p. 247, ? & A

46I.CMS Proceedin 8, 1869, P. 1051 cf, pp. 36-37; mﬂ
pp. 51«85, 'Cf. also Der Lutheraner, III (June 1, 1841), 107-
110. Beginning already with its second proceedings, the
Atlantic District treasurer's report listed as income interest
from the bank, Atlantic District, 1909, p. 44, il r,

/
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i qt;ncog‘7 Dhe role of women in the church also had its

;‘ evolution from nearly silent worshipers to parochial school
'Ediehcr- in tho lower elementary gradeu,48 to memberahig on
‘fldultiil of its theological leminaries,49 to advisory members

,k"f'," of committo.- by uppointment only,50 to voting membership in

conqrogattonl and on bourda and committees as long as the

‘scriptural principles that women neither hold the pastoral

cf!x:c.not exercise authority over men is not violated. - For

}‘ S, doctrinal reasons the Synod has avoided membership in most
'ctqani:ationl 1nv01v1ng several ditferent church groups,52
although later cooperation in externals w&a deemed accept-

53

able,”" cooperative endeavors in mission fiélda was

3 i ‘7Léns, Proceedings, 1969, p. 9l.

B L 481 oms, Proceedings, 1929, pp. 73-74. Cf., 1926, p. 77.

- : ‘9cax1 S. Meyer, Log Cabin to Luther Tower (st.. Louis:
S concordia Publilhing House, 1965), p. 204.

A 50;

Proceedingl; 1967, p. 89.
51Lcns Proceedings, 1969, p. 88.

52LCHB, Proceedings, 1850, p. 139 (Bibelgesellschaft);
Eastern District, 1910, p. 8 (Lay Mission moveménts); LCMS,
ngs, 1969, p. 94 (World Council of Churches and Na—
Council of Churches); 1953, pp. 557-563, 1962, pp. 144-
theran World Federation); 1959, pp. 8-9 (National | &
Council). There was also a queltion whether the ;
pﬁblilhth house should participate with a display in 9
'g fair. LCMS, Proceedings, 1893, p., 139;
1ct, 1892, P Al A

ik A

11

5 3
approved, 4 and an official committee of ‘the Synod recently

recommended Lutheran World Federation membﬁrlﬁip.ss

To preserve and promote its doctrinal position, the)Synod

has carefully watched what is published on its presses, pro-

56 '

viding for doctrinal censorship. It has promoted an\exten-

sive system of parochial education to make sure that a high
percentage of its members are taugﬁt the "true dOCtrino."57 w
At times it has permitted the publicafion of catechisms,

hymnals, anf liturgies only on direct authorization of the

Synod after\careful exami.n‘ation.s8

59

It has maintained a system
of colleges with its curriculum’® and appointment of pro-

6
fessors®® controlled by the Synod. 1t has passed judgment

54 !
LCMS, Proceedings, 1969, pp. 77-78; ef. p. 90.
5
5LCMS, Proceedings, 1969, p. 96.
56 i
LCMS, Proceedings, 1914 42; 1920 oty )4
o T8 135; To67 __p_.___9:2i: +» Pe ’ + P ’ 19291
57 i

Western District, 1870, pp. 73-84; Central Diittict,
1936, p. 75y LCMS, Prcceedinga 1847, p. 18.

58
LCMS, Proceedings, 1853, pp. 272-373; 1854, p. 285;
1896, pp. 112-113; 1926, pp. 160-161; 1929 335 1 4
o 237-258 PP ? 2 ,'p. 133; 1938,
59 il :
LCMS, Proceedings, 1908, p. 613, 1926, . 52~
1944, p. 70, B e g

s :
{ LCMS, Proceedings, 1874 . 57-60 9 . :
1947' b 427‘____._9_: . PP y 1929, p. 128;

o




ﬂu.nﬂ. The Mlﬁwical.'da'tt have

i

m m:m-. R
¢ ’l ___g _!g;_ doctrinal position can be seen most

IMMp 'm:h other church bodiel. Accordinqu, this

d_glrdm ch.,_‘doctrino f election; (3) Missouri's
e o L

gs, 1926, p. 170; 1965, pp. 94-95;
fals, 1959, p. 258,

Norvoqun lyﬂdd ami (5)

with the American :.utmra

l:l.qniﬂcane. !c: an undnruemm.uy

trinal polition. 'l‘ho coni:tﬂm'y:

the church began in the Saxon colon

of t:ho 8ynod. ¢ The conclul;.ont rm

trinal prerequisites for t.hon who w&ﬁﬁ.q

organizing of the H.tuou;-i syhod m&ﬂﬂdw imu !
troversy with the Buffalo Synod. The eonumiy rega

the doctrine of elcctmlvcd 1ﬂtotnl1 aa.-cspum
debate with other lynodl, and ruultcd in ln m‘nin ¢
realignment within the synodi.cal cqnnnncc. nu.-mrun
fellowship negotiations with the American mthozm chim
timately failed, nlthough' both Hillcuri lnd the m '\lh-
scribed to the same confessional basis. The aonuovoziy
betweer Missours and’ the WiNORELE NAA Ncnnngim synods end
in the breaking of a long-standing f.llcq-hip. 'rho fcm

negotiations with the American Lutheran Church, an throtm G

hand, did result in the establishment of foucvlh:l.pa el
During the investigation of these select momcntl 1n ch.* i
history of the Synod, it also became clear that one mﬂ: ais-

tinguish between %octtine and doctrine, Part of ehc Synud'l

" de facto doctrinal position consisted of an 1mpneu: under-

{
standing of what doctrine is. However, not all within the
/
L




14
: Bynéd, ~nor all with whom M:I.uour} negotia;ed, have operated
‘_‘ 7 v’d‘th.tho‘ same imp&it view of doctrine, - Accordingly, “each
chapter raises the question "What is doctrine?" at that
plrid.c'\ihx poinf, and this study's final chapter deals extlu-
sively with the Synod's 1mpiig:1t ope'ratinq view(s) of doctrine.

7 .

Resume of Conclusions

\ . /‘
/This writer's research has led to the conclusion that the

Missouri Synod has indeed operated with a de facto doctrinal
- position ‘which at times has: been morel inclusive and more
specific ﬁ_}_\fin.t'he Synod‘a‘ conntitutionally—séated doctrinal
2 bdlit:l.on. Miilourile doctrine of the church developed out of
Al e the slkon qoldny'i traumatic experiences. The theological
’ S iahdorltanding of the church which resulted was insisted upon
1‘n\n¢‘qoh1ationl leading to the formation of the Missouri Synod,
in'tho controversy with ifhe Buffalo Synod, and were an issue
a century later in negotiations between Missouri and the
[ ; 'Amnr‘iel‘n Ll;t.hex;an churc.h. Missouri's doctrine of election
was likewise the result of controversy. When a large majority
olt" the Synod came to an understanding of this article of
"-tﬁtt!, ’M-I was ihgﬁlbag upon as the true Lutheran and Scrip-
i tl ﬁbﬂiti'.en which all clergy within the Synod must accept.
~ In the 'm.t-vtwontifcth century these conclusions were also being
&M«l \.apon‘a"' the Synod's doctrinal position that a church

15

i -

This de facto position of the®Synod, its public doctrine,

has also included a specific view of the ma-t\ire of doctrine;

Although Missouri has repeatedly emphasized the centrality . *

of justification, Missouri has in practice traditionally

related doctrine to the authority of Scripture. Doctrine

has been viewed as thevteaching- of scripture arranged in i
logical or topical order and must be accepted because 'tl;l.l.
doctrines are taught in or derived from Scripture, ‘The Synod's

A Brief statement epitmnizéa that approach to doctrine,

Missouri's controversy with the Wisconsin and Norwegian

i
|
I
!
|
E
J
!
|
synods came at a time when voices were being raised within s i
the Synod questioning the Syrod's inhetitéd undorltandimj f
of doctrine and when the Synod was modifying sm§ of its views j
toward fellowship. The Wisconsin and Norwegian gynods ﬁain- f
tained that they were remaining with the doctrinal position :
Missouri once shared, Missouri's negotiations leading to }

fellowship with the American Lutheran Church operated on the { g
basis of a different understanding of the nature of do‘ctn.u. ] :

Here doctrine was specifically related to the Gospel and the

Common Confession does not attempt to solve chaoiogiqal dif-

ferénces as does,the Synod's A Brief Statement or as Missouri's

previous negotiations with the American Lutheran Church hld
attempted. 1In the last twenty years the question "What is
doctrine?" has been ;gq;led repeatedly either implicitly “»
explicitly, Many have argued for chA\ASynod'. traditional =

understanding of doctrine as indieuché\,in A_BL&W i
y Wt RPN

|
\




% . Synod concerned the issues of amu-cp
Saxons landed in this country w.wh l

" of church government headed by

ations, and cm;wirliél with other
t yoin’, W; different emphases

logical inquiry and debate. Once the colony tu‘iv“ at

latter theological understanding, it was, in their

forms of church gavernmont they were adlmnnt M eh-u :
understanding of the nature of the ehu-eh, the role ‘of &M‘
ministry, and the rights of baptised lnd'baiiﬁnd Ghr;
They insisted on this view in nogo't_xltion.i. J.oﬂ::.uﬁ'. to the
formation of the Missouri Synod, in controvtf,lj' with hh&' t
Buffalo Synod, and in polemics carried on in their period- i
icals against all who disagreed. They were nﬁg willing to |
compromise. They would not let church and ministry be duh-

sidered an open quebtion about which the Scriptures and the |




; 4 18

Lutheran Confessions have not definitely -pokén. They sup-

: A po?eedihhoir'po.ition'with references to the Scriptures and

) ~h“@.£énl duotationl from Luther and other Lutheran authorities.

"r : T?il'thobloqica1~underltanding of the Saxon immigrants

e gt M;.‘quzi not only became the substantive position of t;e

'l’} Syhod’qn church and ministry, but for a century Miséouti's .

: specific éhoological understanding was repeated in largely
the same way using the same terminology from one gene:@tion
td'iéothog; Only certain applications of the theology were

’é;tikriﬁt as the Synod in luccsediﬁg eras concerned themselves

about questions' of ovangolilta; colporteurs, Besucher, Reise-

gggggggg,vlhp military chaplainéy, the role of teachébs,'and
tho,pp‘lii&lity of joining interdenominational organiza;}ons
such as the Lutheran World Federation and the Lutheran Council
1n'th050n1t¢é States of America, The basic theoloqléal posi-
tion remained the same; thd‘apptoach was often identical, '

! __‘ _T?il chapter, accordingly, looks at the early develop-
a.nt 9? Hillouri'crgo-ttion on the theology of the church,

! ﬁtiacuéi'l understanding of the church is much more explicit

"lihin a%o the Lutheran Confessions and is, therefore, an

.;;tupuagfyﬁ..xamplq:ot.tho development, nature, and function

ﬂiiﬁeuzi'l public doctrine.

1. 2, z ,
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oOverview of the Critical Period in the / :
Development of Migsouri's ' R
Understanding of the Church | ¥ { c }

Wwhen Martin steph:j, religious leader of the Saxon fmql-

gration, landed in thi country, he did so as a Lutheran

bishop.1 At his own suggestion he had been asked by those

members of the clergy and representatives of the colony on |

board the same ship (Olbers) to be bishop of the colony whl@e

still enroute to New Orleans (January 14, '1839)., Three dag*
pefore arriving at St. Louis, those aboard the river boat %
(selma) with him again pledged their subjection to Bishop ;
Stephan (February 16, 1839). The:remainiqé clergy anq coloﬂy, ¥

v
leaders confirmed Stephan's”tnyestiture shortly after his

: ; : i
arrival in St. Louis, when documents were available for signa-

ture (February 26, 1839), Stephan continued to be the lqlei‘

i
religious and financial manager of the colony until he was
deposed and banished several months later (May 30, 1839). |
Stephan's ‘deposition and banishment, how;vei, were pri%

. v

marily based on moral and economic charges. Theology was

'

4

|

" il '
1The history surrounding the Saxon immigration, the Alten- |
burg debate, Walther and early Missouri's view of the church and !
ministry, and the Missouri-Buffalo controversy has been re< = i
searched severalstimes and well by previous writers., See | g
especially Walter O, Forster, Zion on the Mi wippl (BEs | OGS
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1953); Carl S. Mundinger,
Government in the Missouri Synod (St. Louis: cancoxdil‘rﬁb-l‘_v i
Tishing House, 1947); Karl H. Wyneken, "The Development of |
the Itinerant Ministries in The Lutheran Church--Missouri
synod with the Buffalo Synod up to 1866" (unpublished Maste
Thesis, Concordia Seminary, . Louis, 1945).




mw untu. ‘the tanwmq apﬂ.nq,
to stop pr«clung and the issue

1 15 md 20, 1841, was one of theolog;cal con-
1 as ‘.epnmc and legal ¢1££1cu1€1e-. c. P, W.
‘ M‘.ion in the utcnb? Debate, however, gave
7 a umumcn julutication and a basic. premue
to opcntc. This line of chought developed

tén ju't. a few years subsequent (September 7, 1844)

)r Walther's editorship, there is little indication that

)y within the group, much less a traumatic experience.

i}

Stephan as Lutheran Bishop

Word of God and the Luth

- ment was de facto.

remained standing as
on the ruins of the ;
in Germany, to whi
name of the Lord who
for the right way to
and its holy Confessi

It was Stephan, the document cont:

pastors had "loved and hondrgd as g

time occupied the po-ition of a bishop lnd w!m
copal functions among ua. wd This, the ddume

‘been especially true ss.nco the amigntion’ plans Wiﬂ t
materialize., "Now that you are about to It‘p an‘tﬁi m

America, it becomes urgently necessary that this inner, ta

choice receive external and public expression. ws

2ugtephan's’ Invucnu;e, " translated in roqtor. p. mf
Cf. Carl S. Meyer, editor, Movin ontiers (St. Louiss
Concordia Publishing House, 1963;, pp. 51-135

3Forster, pp. 288-289, i

41pia., p. 289.
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e : Similarly, the "Pledge’ of Subjection to Stephan," in
i wm.ph the subsériber gave Stephan absolute control 6f all
% ‘-mtﬁc:q spiritual and temporal (even to being expelled from
J e'ht ﬂoluny:by Stephan "without protest") gave no ot:rlaer\

v‘.' - theological Jnltificﬁtion than, that the episcopal method of
 church polity, ; X,

‘ v;l'ln Q‘ltlblilh‘d .according to the word of God, has

beeén used by the Apostolic Church, has been recog-

J nized by the true Church at all times, has heen
~  retained by the Lutheran Church of Sweden until

| this very day, and is in accord with_the Symboli- '
cal Writings of the Lutheran Church, .

o The “Canirmtio5 Of Stephan's Investiture" signed in
' St. Louis by those who had arrived ahead of Stephan, also
spoke in a.g facto vein, arguing that

) 3 .

5t ; we have come to the conviction that our own welfare
. ~ as well as the welfare of thé congregations that
have emigrated with us can be promoted only in
the manner of the early Christian z‘hurgh, with a

well-ordered episcopal .form of pol{ty.

4 ‘sworl.'l.“ months later, however, the "Sentence of Deposi-
gién‘mounced upon 'st;.ephan" charged him with "the eins of
f?nm.eltlén ‘and ;d.ultcry, committed repeatedly, and of

1 m:c(:lm m'.ladminutrauor.x of the property of others, also
}fuﬁliu‘lg'you hlV. become qixi.l,ty of false doctrine . . ."® The
. JW gives no'indication of what the false doctrine, was.

.dqc of Subjection to stéphan," translated in Forster,

,qh!l;::tion of Stephan's Investiture," translated in
p. 299,

position Prc d upon Stephan,"
, p. 418, - 2

e
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}

Laymen Present Alte{nutiw{é Views
/

7

In the few days between the confessions of several women ,
implicating Stephan and Walter's mission.to expose Stephan . v

in Perry County, a layman by the name of Carl E. Vehse

apparently raised the theological questions of hinfarchieal -

authority. The clergy, in control 'of the situation, d1a ot * ’
respond t-.hacl-.‘)gically.'9 Several months later Vehse pz;elcntud
his theological concerns in writing. i : | G B
According to the August 5, 1839 "sdtze" of Vehse, (1) .AJ.l‘
Christianp are priests by virtue of i:aptiqm un;l faith, 1In
the New Testament priests are not made, but born. tz) Thi.
office of priest belongs to all Christians. All have equal . o
power. All should teach God's wWord. The k_eys have been given ~.
to the entire congregation of all Christians. (3) The érie-tlyi L
office has beén given by God to the congregation.: They, the :
congregation,\ elect and call pastors who are thereby sent 1ln " 
behalf of, by the will and command of, asd th the fshe #alt
authority of the congregation. All possess the o.fﬂco. On;
does not have more power than the others. _Pastors are ser-
vants of\ the church., (4) It is a wall of the Papacy that a ;
special ipiritua& position.has been made by God, .(5)‘*1!:‘ 11'
an accursed thing to say that a prio-t"'in @ifferent from a

Christian, for such is said without God's Word ‘only on the
g ;

91bid., pp. 401-402,



All mo hymn and“
;to wuch The cn:l.y dut!ncv.mn-
-guah upmmt, shepherd., Even though

rmzw,qy-\u_d not respond theologically. A

9 letter of G. H. Loeber, E. G. W. Keyl,
‘0. H. Walther, and C, F. W. Walther to the
Mqt‘qltion maintained thalt the clergy does not
u not accept a conception of the church that is

A Ind plainly grounded in one of the pure, reliable

Dresden: Verlagsexpedition des
0). pp. 103-105, :

times before
from the same

cided to abandon the idea of a bi
meant at that ‘time is open to q\u

that uvu'al Mthl previoutly 1%

""469’

that Stephan's doctrine of the roue:.omm.p Qfl e.m el
and the congrcgntion was wronq and mle bc mrm.d ot ¢

Lutheran Confessions, Luther, other Luthnnn thooloquﬂ;
and early church fathers to support their position. whqgtf
protest maintained the following: TIn ruqngq to the rights

of the/congregation in religious and church matters in
A i‘” X
121144., pp. 43-103; Forster, pp. 463-469; Mundinger,
pp. 96-102, " i i .

13yense, Bp. 151-153.

141p1a., pp. 48-49.




relation to the clergy, the congregation has the right of
lphointm;nt, calling, installation, and dismissal of the
ﬁintltoty supervision, judgment and punishment of the minis-
ter and fellow ?ongrogationul members; supervision anQ Judg-
ment of déctginoy has the highest decision in all religious
and church matters and in all private dilﬁﬁtes relating to
the congregation; has authority to be on the council with
.oqull’rith as the clergy; is to use the office of the keys
in controversial and important cases, especially where it

concerns the bann; has the power to settle adiaphora and to

determine the entire lituréy and ceremonies and to establish

‘1 i _. i 'church\conogtﬁutionl. The rights of the cong}egation have

3| 24 . been given to them by God and are therefore holy and unim-
. p polehlbic, and the Lonqrcgacion is not to be prevailed upon

- : - to give them up an& transfer them to the clergy. The preser-

:3" ) ; ' vation of the universal spiritual priesthood persists as the

':T chief bulwark against falling again into papal pdwer. Con-

gregations, as congregations, have preference over the clergy.

There is no actual clergy class, the protest continued,
3 The onlg qroun§ of the cpurch 1s”the promise of Christ in
'Hltthpw ia,g"whqro two or tHree are gathered together in my
name, there am T }E the midst of them." The signs of the
. true cﬁ?rch age not only thh outward, pure Word and Sacrament,
‘but also ﬁho inward, the Holy Spirit, faith and love. The
ch&#eh ;._§Ound neither to place time, person or other out-

 ward things, but only to the confession of Christ and faith

J ; ‘26 /

%
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in Him. The true church is invisible. It is dangerous to !

judge people always according to doétringjgﬂd how thb}
please the teachers. Equally danqaroﬁixit is to raise too
high the clergy as a class. One falls thereby into servi-
tude, fear and hypocrisy. :

The protest maintained that the best church organization
is that of the first two centuries of the Christian chqtch;
where individual smaller and larger congregations exiltmq
1ndependént1y side by side, The dependence or lubordinlc*on
of the church, one under the other, is not apostolic or c! -
manded, The fellowship of the church consists in the s
doctrine, not in the same external head., An external unt?n
of congregations is not necessary. Councils of more thlni

= |
one congregation are not apostolic. i

The ecclesia repraesentativa (the church reprelontcdiin

its clergy) was rejected by the protest because it leads to B

callousness, laziness, uncertainty, apostasy, and denial.

Eventgqiy& it leads to the coersion of the papcy. . The gqg;.lxa

repraesentativa can also err, and it changes God's ordin e,
"tell it to the congregation" (Gemeinde). The holy Scriptures

.

and the symbolical books give clear instruction that lll}pll-
1]

tors should hdVe the same power, kel

!

1

Ordination, the protest continued, does not make a |

pastor, but only the regular call, Ordination is a co dable
ceremony, but not a necessity. "Faith comes by hearing" does

not apply only to pastors who have studied and are ordained,



80 ru 1md at, as chrua uﬁk
will know them." The ministry can not

Vehse ventured his private opinion that the

ation 1. ‘not God's work, but rather the work
a m of lies and doccpt:l.on. 15 ;
"GIII tluolog:lcu position of Vehse and his com-
ever adopted in its entirety by the clergy, it .

£

much that Walther and his colleagues later ‘de-
reoriented in contrast to more extreme thinking.
many in the colony such as Pastor Buerger and
pt‘.inm:.d the case as a moral 1nuo. Buerger,
M, wtctc in his memoirs: :

wvueunsm became ever more disturbed over the
s of our emigration; I recognized that it had
n premature, that, since the pure confession
still had legal standing in Saxony, we should have
‘remained and fought; that we, disdaining the crogs,
Mﬁ lightly forsaken our divinely committed offices,
at we had torn family ties asunder, and misled
' many souls into error and brought them into much
. misery. These"questions and doubts pressed more

e

£ hat my cdn‘
and distrustful tow
 Accordingly, Buerger

Doubt began to be :

legitimacy of our emigr

arose; What are we?

fully resign their of

here have a proper c

who have enticed us

toward tearing aaundd!.' f,

thildren forsook their

tes? Are we to be d -u

regation, and is the ﬁut 1
. midst, the Lutheran m-e.m. th

mininu‘ut?on of the Sacraments,

Similarly teacher Winter described the s

In all the treatises which mo wr tten
had just referred to treatises by !
Sproede, and Wege] that which was

and by no means to be rejected,

of a preacher of the Gospel, th

office, the ‘preaching of the divin
sacred Sacraments, and still other

too sorely overlooked,

sins which had crept in at the time of the m:qu‘
tion and on the whole Stephanistic e\ndmy i 1

Marbach, too (with whom Walther otucj.nlly ammu

Altenburg) presented the nulttor morally, accudtnq eq m-

dinger, who summarizes Marbnch'. pouti.m this way:

18yemoirs of Ernst tz Buerqger, translated by E, J,
Buerger, reprin “in Meyer, pp. 137-138, z i
171pid., p. 137. ¥ '

18umr. J. Frederick Ferdinand winter's Account of the

Stephanite Emigratiom," translated by Paul H, Burgdorf, re- |
printed in Meyer, p. 140,

¥
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They . . . had committed a grave sin; and there-
. fore 'they could not possibly be the properly con- o
. stituted authority to call a pastor. The entire (4
crowd, leaders and followers, were all under the \ i
same condemnation, There was only one thing to } |
do, and that was to right the great moral wrong f
‘they had been guilty of. This could be done only
by a solemn collective public confession on the '
- -part of the whole company, for all shared equally
s in the i;t, and a return’ to Germany, where they
} 3 hqlongog? : ¢ )

wal.th&, too, wrote that he "sustained emotional dis-
turbnnéu, doubts, and ‘1bnner struggles" abdut his association
# A
with Stephan and the emigration, which at one point He termed

ﬁn abominable ‘,undor!:nking."zo These doubts, however, led -

Walther to different conclusions than those arrived at by

21

et \
Marbach and others, which Walther presented publicly at

ot Altenburg.
. Walther's Approach to Church and Ministry

t .Alg.&nlt this specific background,”walcher came forward
.with_hil\vicv of the church, His "Altenburg Theses" contained
’.l!cm:iaily three basic prenPses and four specific applica-
tions to the lit;‘lation of the immigrants. Walther's basic

s wmn was that the ﬁrue,c.hurch is to be defined as believers

'_tl'lchﬂ.-}h, éall,.d by God, Since t;rue believers are known

3

 L%inaingek, p. 117. i

upetter to the Rev. Otto Herman Walther," dated May 4,
translated in Carl S. Meyer, Letters of C, F, W, Walther:

on (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969), pp. 32-39,

s PP, 40-52, -

J.

& And since God alone knows these true believers
5 L . ‘

31
only by God, the church is invidible; it is the spiritual

body of Christ. Secondly, Walthef argued that the name of .

true church also belongs to visible -ocigu.c'l clustered

4 » §
around Word and Sacrament, Hypocrites, however, are not G

really part of the church, 'fﬁir ly, the name of church also
belongs to those groups who have partially corrup't:csl the

faith, as long as they retain enough of the Word and Sacra-

ments whereby children of God may be born, Applying these !
premises to the colony, the following ‘abpncatvionl may be. v
paraphrased from the remainiﬁg theses: We, too, are the .
church and members of our group may be saved, Accordingly, el
we have church powers, namely, to establish the ministry,
administer the Sacraments, and exercise the office of the

keys. We are not to be dissolved, but reformed, We should

be judged primarily by the Scriptures and the Lutheran

Confessions,
In their entirety, these theses containihg the positi

of the Missouri Synod in mxce,-"’2 reads

Altenburg Theses Jf 5

I. The true Church, in the most perfect sense, is .| *
the totality of all true believers, who from y
_the beginning to the end of the world, from ‘
among all people and tongues, have been called
'and sanctified by the Spirit through the word,

221p44., p. 115. ;

el R



VIIT. The Mhoﬂcx C
cipally by the
confession to whi
themselves to hav
they prof l.z

.
Mtﬂh ‘the ¢l‘bﬂt¢hc :

m- certain sense the name
8 to such visible so-
united in the confessions of a
ﬁyﬁmnan are guilty of a

A

archical structure theologically. 1t m Iam

n not to state that they are faith-
ay that they are real Churches,
mum orgnn!.nuom.

| not improper eo apply the name Church to
erodo: Mﬁlcl, since that is in accord with

.m speech of the Word of God itself.

id it is not immaterial that this high name is
w«a to such societies, for from this follows:

(1) That members also of such societies may be
3 for outside the Church there is no
Inﬂtiﬂl-

if their anti-clerical spirit was excessive, l'll‘\
called attention to the spiritual puneho'd'a al
Laymen had led the way in documenting their puleun
extensive quotations from Lutheran nuthoriu.lt. vhj.ch

That the outward separtion of a heterodox
society from the orthodox Church is not
necessarily a separation from the universal

' Christian Church or a relapse into heathenism

and does not yet deprive that society of the | ; church., Walther emerged defending a mediating WQLCLM.. ~
nane Church. , | _ \ e ,

its necessary remedial action of breaking up tht dﬁw

returning to Germany in order once again to bc part of ei‘h

Mn,h«uddm.'ocuﬂu have church power; ;
even among them the treasures of the Church | 23

be validly dispensed, the ministry es- dited by Erwin L. Lueker (St. Louis doncor al
ﬁu-m the Sacraments validly adminis-' ok 19541 b ¢ .

F House, 1954), pg 21. On the Altenburg Debat
x:r::‘:.';‘y' of the kingdom of ' william Schmelder, "Walther at Altenburg,"

torical Institute Quarterly, XXIV (October ¥
and william Schmelder, "The Altenburg Debate" (unrablu
Master's Thesis, Concordu s-mnuy, St. Louis, 1960).

'

"Altenburg Debate and Theses,"
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.lnb;alu‘sbiné\tth existence of the true church among them in
; gﬁiﬁhf of the spiritual priesthood of all believers.
¢ Yet to be noted is the basic soteriological context in
which Walther presented his understanding of the church.
Oneo ,mimr-Q position was accepted by the colony, it ‘became
;;himvgly'dbcum;nctd with quotations from Lu;:heran authorities,
".‘.t.t \p;n co:;ltlntly repeated as the true doctrine. It was 1n-.
lﬁéud upon in negotiations leading to the formation of the
mll i 'lynod. It \m‘l staunchly defended against attacks '
ﬁy‘dipr
jeriticized view of the Methodists.

b I

abau, and held as the ideal in contrast to. the often-

et Walther's Soteriological Context

. ¥ % 4
® it One aspect of Walther's doctrine of the church that seems

i :Pftoﬂ to be taken for granted or overlooked is the basic
'Wutclmcni context in which he expressed his understanding
: lof the ehurch.“ The very first sentence of his Altenburg

b
Theses proceeds from that contexts
B The true Church, 'in the most perfect sense, is

the touub%a! all true believers, who from the

/.‘w?“—‘ A 3 1
5ne who has consistently pointed out this context is

L. Lueker. At ope point he writes: "wWalther en-;
8d to structure his doctrine of the church from the
Int of the doctrine of justification. . . . He
m‘w that the church is invisible because
hich e lishes a relationship between Christ and
., 48 invisible." Erwin L. Lueker, "Church and
n the Thought and Policies of Lutherans,in America,"
_Churg! d Ministry (unpublished research project
ia Seminary, St. Louis, 1967), V, 46,

35 ‘ i
. “ X %
beginning to the end of the world, from among o] i
all people and tongues, have been called ugg 2
sanctified by the Spirit through the word,

J

In the same way, early volumes of Der Lutheraner con- .
sistently define the church as the anen‘\‘bly of all beli ve_rl,zs
true disciples of Christ and children of God,Z2’ whtho/: i
often starts from the action of God in baptism and the ppera—
tion of the Holy Spirit in bringing people to faith, r Ithot o
than undue emphasis on the purity of faith of those wi are
part of thg church, 1In a series of articles responding to
the charge of a certain Mr.) Nollau thaty Der Lutheran held

an erring doctrine of the church, one article c‘uaiull‘}y

explained this soteriological contexts / Z ke
d -

God foresaw from eternity that man, whom He want
to create, would through sin fall into death and
eternal condemnation, From eternity, according
he decided *to gather out of this lost and con-
demned human race from every period of time an
eternal church, i.e., a chosen people. Althoug
these would be permitted temporarily to struggl A !
here, they would finally be united in heaven as !
a triumphant congregation for eternal salvation ey
In due time this eternal ‘and adorable decision
was splendidly put into effect. Out of unspeak-
able love, God's only begotten Son became a manj,
fulfilled the law for all men by His holy life,
propitiated all sins by His holy life, propitiated “‘
- all sins by His bitter suffering and death, an
brought righteousness, life and salvation to ¢
light by His resurrection. All this God has n : 7 S Ay
proclaimed to all the world, 1In rt it was pro- s
claimed by himself in person, in part it was ’
) 3 : »

25 utheran Cyclopedia, p. 21, . : B
26p0r Lutheranqr, I (September 23, 1844), 5; T (November
1844), 217 T (May 31, 1845), 82. ‘ o

271p1d., VI (September 4, 1849), 1; VI (Sept:
9. ’ e ;



‘%by the Holy §
Ol.y pirit
God from the power of
&nwfm royal priesthood;
people, It is the y
) ‘'who have become partakers
g ture, It is the holy family of -
M on earth perpetuated by God., It
n which God blends in among the mass
mt of this !orld by which more and
lu pu'nuud. AR

canem occurs in Walther's 1852 book, The Voice

in é,ho Question of Church and Ministry. Again

mcmch, m ehc proper sense of the term, is
the communion of -unz-, that is, the sum total
of all those who have been called by the Holy
X .lmﬂ'. through the Gospel from out of the lost

‘and condemned human race, who truly believe in
Christ, and who have been lancz'gified by this faith
and incorporated into Christ,

“"mt auf die neueste Vertho:l.diqung der Union,"

W '3 (August 9, 1845), 97.

e :

i 2‘¢ F. ". Wll.eh.r, Die Stimme unserer Kirche in der
ge v > nd_? translated in Walther and the

m., Dlummn, W, H. T. Dau, and Th,

(ﬂt. Louin Concordia Publishing House, 1938),
nlt.lttor this work will be referred to as Kirche

13-14; 1 (November 18, 1844

" In line with that cont
as a return to the old, p
ing the unchanging doctrine c
Walther in this sense did not
denomination, l}'pt as compr“!};ﬁg
pure teachings of the apo.toﬁe

30

ture.?® pBecause of that same sot

also repeatedly affirmed ehat\vhﬁ'q

where the Word is preached only lptmm
mixture of many human d?cgrian.sl

Missouri Documents Tts Doctrine
; , s

The thoblogical‘undmtandinq_ of thé church p:

defended by Walther at Altenburg became heavily doc

with quotations from Lutheran authorl.tibl. mn y :
lished his Kirche und Amt ten years after nuubnq w con-
sisted primarily of documonunon. One writer tabu auﬂ,; ‘the
quotations: 7 : i ; ‘

.. 1
There are one hundred thirty-three cxc!tl’n'-tr*n
Luther's writings, some running into several
pages;y sixty-five from John Gerhard ("the arch~ -
theologian and standard dogmaticiam of the p-ubd

of orthodoxy"--Concordia 10 a, p. 283)y
eighteen from Martin ckomn:lts i'!‘:% cmuz had\

3ie., Det Lutheraner, I (August 9, 1845), 97,
31V1z., Altenburg Theses, "i‘tl.l.l 111, IV, Vy Der
Lutheraner, I (Septéember 23 l844), 5 T (o::eob-r 19,! 1944),

), 22; VI (September 4, 1849), 17
VI (September 18, 1849), 103 Kirche und Amt, Thesis VIII.

.
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» .
© ~~ not come, Luther had not stood"); thirteen from
& Quenstedt ('"book-keeper of Lutheran orthodoxy";
| he was the nephew of Gerhard); twelve from Dann-

. hauer ("foremost Lutheran theologian of his age,
1603-1666"); nine from Calov ("the staunchest
champion of strict Lutheranism"); eight from
Balduin (member of the faculty at Wittenberg):
five each from Baier, J., B, Carpzov, and Huelse- \
mann, In:addition, twenty-seven other writers .,
are quoted -at length from one to four times éach.

S ISR

This documentation of theological position by appealing
to Lutheran luthsritiel was 8o extensgve that,opponepts of
gl ﬁ&pgpuxi\lomotimcl referred to waltﬁét and his followers as
'pr‘g?¥.;1n‘ti°h theologians, and thé/Buffalo synod once
‘ehnrgod that Hi%lour; made Luther a source of doctrine rather

| than scripture.?

It became standard procedure in the essays

| ! presented at Missouri's synodical (general) and district
conventions that the format consisted of theses and words

of .xﬁlana:ion,-scriptural citations, and quotations ("wit-

| nesses") from Lutheran fathers.>?

ha ¢

Missouri Repeats Its Doctrine

Another factor‘in'tho development of Missouri's theo-

lpqicli position is the constant repetition of doctrinal

ummdingor; P 123,
“ 3gueifiown, p. 73. i

% 3yienin twd years after his death, Walther was some-
times included among the Lutheran authorities quoted, Cf. |
Michigan District, g;ggccd%ngl, 1889, pp. 47 and 57; Eastern 2= 1
D ct ngs, s, PP. 11-12,' Titles of the 1
@8 and proceedings of the Missouri Synod and
vary from convention to convention, For the
evity and uniformity, all references to synodical
listrict proceedings will be cited as in this footnote.
iphy for full printed titles. : e

|
|
!
1
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concepts. Once a position was accepted as the true &oé-

35 36

trine, " its accepted formulation ‘was repeated, In the

doctrine of the church, for example, one ﬁouid normaily
expect a traditional Missouri presentation of the doétrino
to define the church as the total number of héiiever} in
Christ, to state that the church in the prope sgnleLil
invisible, This repetition of ceftain ideas and formula-
tions in regard to a doctrine is fetlectéd years laéek in
Eckhardt's Reallexikon, where he ﬁas able to cataloé synod-

ical documentation according to a rather concise and pre-

f
dictable outline: y X |

|
(1) The doctrine of the church. (2) Meaning of
the word church. (3) What is the church? (4) The
church is invisible, (5) Antitheses, (6) No
visible church is the only saving church. (7)
Also the Lutheran church is not, (8) Attribndel
of the church: One, holy, Christian church, |
(9) The church is a fellowship., (10) Names and
descriptions of the church, (11) Treasure and
benefits. (12) The glory of the church, (13)
There has always been a church, (14) The church

\
————

35One exception to this observation is the "doctrine"
of Schwagerehe which the Synod adopted at several conven-
tions and used in the exclusion of a pastor from the Synod
but ‘rarely occurs again in synodical literature, Cf. o*
supra, p. 4, note 11. 7 )

361n a May 18, 1876 letter to Rev.’'E. W. Kaehler re-
garding doctrinal discussion at a district convention,
Walther indicated how he thought a topic should be covered
and concluded; "To clothe the matter in [originality]
[conjecture; original not decipherable] would indeed be :
nice, but that requires a Luther, who has so experienced i
all doctrines and has mastered them so thoroughly that he

’

can allow his genius free play in treating each [doctrine]. =

An 4ttempt at originality is a disgusting thing.! Meyer,
Letterg of C. F. W, wWalther, p. 119. o ;

|
!

!




 se u-lxmtnati.on.
the visible church, (29)
aﬂvy with the orthodox church.
avoid the false church, (31) Com-
doctrine. (32) The task of the

ars after Eckhardt the third volume of Francis

Sequatik was published in 1920, .He -
3 Mui,nt of the church according to a similar
ﬂtﬂinq the church as consisting of wall ‘those,
W, /who believe in Christ." He stressed the
148y of the church and distinguished between the
a ehhréh»iﬁd local cohgroguion-.“
‘.ﬂ' mﬁl'l'1ﬂ3‘ cg. techism defined the church as "the
4 %W of believers in Christ; for all believers, and

1y believers, are members of this Church.. (The invisible

3y

lc)zhnrdt, letisches Reallexikon (St. Louis:
mulu Printing co., Ehﬂ, '1v,_7"'oo.

N ets poaper, Christian tics (St. Louis:
m&u- Publishing House, 1953), EE:nxﬁx , 397-435,

S

it is m, hol.y, md mr.'
tinguished from the invi

Well into. the Mh—tw,ntiwﬁ‘
doctrinal expositions of the
district essays, lynodiédl p‘*‘&ﬂ
Concordia i’uhl:l.shinq House) that

as outlined in the early history ot

e

L

Missouri ‘Convinces c&h‘pﬂ

Having arrived at a theological cunun\tt ﬁ

. Debate of 1841 regarding th. dactr;m of . t‘.li. é

same time a theologial basis tm emttﬁl ,‘ exist
the Lutheran congregations in Perry céunty lﬁdiht. mf%

39 short Explanation of Dr. Martin I
chism (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing Hous:
137. sSimilar in outline is A, L. Graebner, Out!
trina]. Theol (St, Louis: Concordia Publishi ‘
PP, ~-222, See also L. W. Spitz, "The Hol h:litilii{
Church," Abiding Word,(st. Louiss dcncoruu Publishing
1955), I, 2"6'7'-'55'78 : ]
L]

40014 synedta 1971.convention snecuthyed _continued use
of the terms "visible" and "invisible."
1971, p. 117. At least in part this observation reg
Missouri's ‘pubuc doctrine can be explained by recalling
that Missouri was convinced that the doctrine Missouri
taught was the biblical doctrine. As one non-Missouri
Lutheran has observed, "Missourians are possessed of an
exceptionally strong sense of being right." E. Theodore = .
Bachmann, "Missouri and its Relations to Obhot Lutherane: ;

Some Observations the pﬁ\g and Exercise of Conscience
Concordia Historical Inﬂ:t ut arterly, XLV (May 1972), 1*!‘

Z
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.lullcﬁ'.rimn were emphatic and apparently rather convincing

4 in th.u pou.eien. Early volumes of Dcr Luchcrar{or reveal

: np iwk of conﬂdcnca in Missouri's nowly—tound understanding

5 ﬂ d th. ehureh. m.uaun'l view is defended against attacks

i

%

i x ; 1
t trcu thon who diffor and explained to immigrants who are

now in a cuuntry of religious freedom and therefore have .

‘both the option and responsibility to exercise t:heir(‘chria-

tian freedom properly in regard to establishing congrega-
tfl, q&lling a pastor, and their relationship over against

y p“uecr.u‘ when pastors (Loehe men)43 not agsociated

. with the Mi ians responded favorably to the theology
{5 o

they read in Der Lutheraner and made overtures to the

Missourians ‘x'o‘gard:l.ng the establishment of fellowship or
. synodical u-oéneion, the Missourians insisted on their
: uudltltandu@ of the church, Walther wrote under date of

Quqult 21, 1845, to Pastor Ernst encouraging the formation

"‘Vil., a series ontitlod ‘"Antwort auf die neueste Ver-
.tuqunq der Union," Der Lutheranor, 1 (Mays31, 1845),"
ough I (August 9, 1 8-79, 82-84, 86-88, 95, 97-100.

42‘!‘1\. Brohm, "Von ordentlicher Berufung zum Predigtamt,"
} I (April 5, 1845), 61-63; I (April 19, 1845),

K. W. Loehe, a conservative Lutheran pastor in ’\
) Llsau, Germany, was instrumental in recruiting a
of thec ical students for the ministry in America

d 8 for missionary and educational projects
. The men he sent for the ministry here
: y in Indiana and Michigan, deliberately avoid-
thy cmndund the liberal eastern synods of this

=

43 "k e} s

.

of a new synod. In addit;ion to the synod benq founded on

the Word of God and the Scriptures, Walther's understanding
-7. A - ""' = A

of the church surfaced when he continued that the new synod

should Lol : ¥
4, . . . exist not so zach as a powerful court,
but rather as an adviséry body, to which a per-
plexed congregation may take recourse; it must
particularly abstain from all encroachments
upon the congregation's right to call; 5, That
the lay delegates, yes, everyone who belongs to
the Synod, be entitled io suffrage in - same
manner as the pastors,

In May 1846 three Loehe men journeyed st. Louis eé
discuss the organization of a new synod with the Missouri
men. One of these pastors, Friedrich Locﬁna*r; wrote a des-
criptigy"of the trip and meeting, including rhu pnthrlpj;

germane to the topics .// ; I
Those were precious and blessed days, ich 1 shall
not forget as long as I live, and for me they were
in more than one sense decisive for my.whole life.
We were welcomed in a most cordial and brotherly
manner in St., Louis by Pastors wWalther, Buenger,
Fuerbringer, and schiot:.:dock.r, who had be
expecting us. Our "instructions" were
first, and the unclear and doubtful poi.
ironed out orally or referred to Past
explanation. When I to-day look back
."instructions," I realize that the dou
Saxon brethren were justified, and I.
fully confess that, although we-

some less--were very unclear i ints
egpecially regarding the Church /and the
yea, had knesses in us, yet we received very
fine considération from these brethren, who did
not withdraw the hand of fellowship ause they
saw that we were honest and upright in our ;

440ucted in walter A. Baepler,
(St. Louiss; Concordia Publishing House, 194

-




s the only power wi
m, and if this power
the m:u end, nothing else will.
greater powers to the Presi-
{ m. present. The congrega-
‘1 rights in settling their own
«liy call their preachers, and they
, provided that the pastor proves
M preaches false doctrine or leads
. If the congregations dismiss
pa for other reasons, they cannot be
of Synod and must be jggarded as non-
~and as unorthodox, ¢

Missouri Loses a Benefactor

mw in eh- eu-ueuuon of the new synod in a letter

st o

sntod in Meyer, Moving Frontiers, p.‘r 147,

48guctea 4_{ Baepler, p. 94.

ally supplied nuqhuy -&I’
Synod than did the mnmz
became a serious pr'ohhn and

¢ Loehe and the Missouri Synod when

and two years later two r-p;-oueaum.'u 1

did the same. Although Loehe had financed a se

the Missouri Synod and hed contributed many of

Missouri insisted on its und.n'tandtnq of ‘?wv:

try, u n\fuling to consider it an open quoma s one ﬂ

of stopping the controversy. xv-ntuuly this unc omE

mising position of the Synod led to the formation of the

Towa Synod by several pastors supported by béohﬁ.‘.

Missouri's Controversy on Church and mhuety

With Buffalo o

Missouri also maintained its new undoneu(u.nq of

church and ministry in the t-c- of op.énuon trm the

475umas L. ‘Schant, "HLIhalE LosieSEE) en

ssouri S
cancggdia Historical ;nltumtg Quarterly, XLV (May 1172),
9= -] y |

Ibid,, XLV, 63-64, Cf. wm. Schaller,
Schaller, T 5 a
(July and
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Buffalo Synod. During the winter of 1840-1841, when the

. Missouri immigrants were in the midst of their internal

1

. strife regarding the nature of the chl\xych and its applica-

tion to their group, Pastor Grabau, later to become senior

il R, 3
ministerii of the Buffalo Synod at its organization in 1845,

4 ant a copy of his December 1, 1840 Hirtenbrief to the .

~ Missouri pastors, Part of the group that had immigrated

with Grabau hid moved on to Freistadt, wWisconsin, When

N \d\lbl' to secure a pastor, they elected their teacher Lueck

'£0 hold services and wrote to Grabau seeking his approval.

He :o‘lpondbd with his Hirtenbriéf, sending a copy to the

‘H.tl"‘ouh.'in-, apparently expecting their approva1.49 The

Missouri p“lﬁqu did not respond por se to the Hirtenbrief
!or‘ lwb:‘ll yilrl, 'but did send Grabau a_copy of their
"Mismouri .Bi-:.e Church Principles and Congregational Con-
stitution of 1839 and 1840."

A eu}pn‘!.son‘ of the two dwm?ntl shows great difference

' between Grabau and the Missourians ' regarding church and

ministry. Grabau's Hirtenbrief argues that no one should
pﬁucly administer the sacraments without a proper call.
llch . p!'op-r cln Gl.‘lblﬂ wrote, includes the following:

47

"~ vorsingen, vorlesen, Seelsorge helfen), He mul?: have ino‘ﬁ

ordained by the laying on of hands, There mgnt;huvo been
an examination in the presence of the cah&roéneﬁon before
ordination. Ordination is to be according to the form of
old church constitutions. Only then may the ordained person
be install as a pastor and shepherd of God. ;qptil such a
properly o:$1ed pastor is obtained, Grabau adv#-cd,rchildfon
should be baptised in cases of necessity b& th&ir !aﬁhor.
Faith should be strengthened only through the &ord Com~
munion should not be‘\celebrated, Marriages -hbuld bo post-—
poned. An elder or teacher should read printa¢ sermons in *
worship services, L

The "Missouri Basic Church Principles, " however, evi-
dence a differept perspective., According to tgzihﬂoeuant,
each congregation possesses all rights of ﬁho Ehurch.
Through ;aptium every Christian is a pri;-t and there 1!,1
accot&ingly, no special priestly class, Bvofy member of
the congregation, therefore, is capable of validly perform-
ing the function of the ministry, of pronchiné, blptiiinq,‘
udminilterinq Communion, and absolving, Since no qn. person
can arrogate to himself the spiritual rights 4! oacp indi-

|

vidual, God haqa established the holy office of the ministry

50te. a.1 Loeber, Der Hirt of des Herr Pll s :
Grabau zu Buffalo vom Jahre 18 Nebst den &

und mehreren lutherischen Pastoren von Missouri q!\nelud

testation gegen Geltendmachung hierarchischer tze
innerhalb der lutherigchen Kirche, (New York: H. Ludwig
and Co., 1849), pp. 11-20. ol B

Schriften. Der Oeffentlichenkeit ilibergeben als eine Pro-
a-\\n«iu- !

\
:
3
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disputes over points of doctrine accord-
éuuh discipline likewise belongs to the

n the two qrwp-.” Accordingly, Loeber, writing
ians, said that a few matters of the Hirten-
first be cleared up for complete unity of faith
The M, Locbor wrote, appears

3 " -
mm:m Kirchen-Grundsatze und die Parochial-
\ 9 und 1840," as translated by Karl Wyneken,
Bf C. l'. ll. Walther's Doctrine of the
Cl

administration of communi

as well as holy baptism,

seal, Ordination, Loeber

nor is ordination .ecctun.glﬁ an

of the essence of a proper call, é

scribe a certain order is a 9@&1

Similarly, rather than saying as does :
gregation is to be obedient to the m ;‘
against God's word, it should rather be that ti

owes obedience only when and so far as we o
oms.onco cannot be claimed, for munm, udlr wrote,

its symbols, church constitutions, and qmd-; Muﬂt
with us in His Word, Loeber wrote, by means eg the MM!
The sacraments, therefore, havo their power ¢ the word, 4k 5
not in the office of the ministry, With corr*ot words, ‘
Loeber added, the devil in the guise of a man could gtn *
a real ucramcnt The congregation has every right to L‘M
a proper call without the necessity of .holp from a el.‘l.'m :
man, It is valfd even if 'tl;ac coan.qatl.al makes a bad choice =
and chooses someone not very qualified, as. loné as they are

not acting separatistically. 93

53 ceber, pp. 20-36.
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‘bﬁo used the ploy of claiming that Buffalo did
ﬂ‘ﬁk proper emphasis on the spiritual priesthood. The

=
X

'lynod‘docl;nrod' that ordination was divinely com- .
and made a number of demands.
‘their "Basic Church Principles" of 1839-1840 and

The Missourians were

a higher regard for the office of the ministry rather {

» the congregation papistic powers. The Missourians w

on, and it is further divinely commanded that

is to bo:'pu'torm.d by pastors already in office.
Synod also complained that Missowri's critique
W had not been brotherly, but hypercritical.

e call, and Missouri should admit its guilt and take

. to correct several matters of ‘causuistry in which

uri was charged with sheep-stealing, receiving people

5

issues

)

{
of Buffalo's ptocqedingl.s
L ¢

pp. 110-113; LCMS, Proceedings, 1849, pp. 95-
21y 1851, pp. 169-170; 1852, p, 211; 1853,
P. 285; 1857, pp. 351-352; 1866, pp. 23-24,

—

: L I‘ e
C. F. W. Walther opencd‘ Missouri's 1850 car’vcnt.i.cn’ ﬁﬂt S
a synodical address that assailed ;uticnnn‘._npj ' ionilm,: y : ‘ F
syncretism, and the idea that the one i\oﬁ; church is visible, ]

an outward organization. He lamented that some teach that <

the ministry is transmitted through the po‘vtr o otdj.nt.t&m., i
that instead of the ministry being like a hounz“.hcr over
God's secrets, it is now considered as-a fivor+, lplc:tll :
| position before the priesthood of the laity. Now the ucﬁwf
of the Gospel have control by divine right allq' over ﬁhﬂfnqu‘_ i
which are neither commanded nor forbidden in God's Word,

They make the power of the Word and Sacrament depend on the

¢

office of the one who handles these mu;u of Grace, Accord- b
ingly, Walther said, tHe battle for or against is now

passed to us, THis does not deal with ad

a, discipline,
usages, ceremonies, and questions of cona;;tut’ﬂ.oul. It
céncorm doctrine which is not :I.r; our power ('.4 !orgtiu and
relax for the sake of l6Ve and’ peace. To pmht false doc-
trine in one's midst unprotested is to mfl uniot’a

chu:gh. This matter is one on which the f.ue:t:an coﬁ!‘ﬁt” i/

have clearly spoken and affects the entire c . acter of our

church for which the Reformation fought, Although the
point of contentdon is not'a fundamental article of the ;
Christian faith, waTEcher said, yet it stands !1!\ such close

connection with the basic articles of éut'ﬁ'mfxuuu tut,hj ¢

"l‘.

-




the colloquy weres: cmrch{.'
adiaphora, and ordination. m‘.';n;
each synod made a statement I :
the other synod as they now unde:

the thought that the time had come to mp
word in regard to the remnant of the Mfﬂio
by pum they ldoptod explanations (Er! ung) | & heretical person avoid, if he is once Md.
_agreed. This was followed by a discussion % Walther's Kirche und Amt !ol.lpnl the
ma colloquents explained their present | ; of the church and ministry prnunud'nnd.«ia‘ﬂ ed

’d,l m:ml statements of their synod, For [ burg Theses. Kirche und Amt doﬂ.pol-thﬁ chus

Buffalo men explained how they now understood ‘ truly believe in Ghrist. The church is invi

lievers are the real and sole holders of all

and powers which Christ has g.w-'n to the chure

church can also be applied ‘to visible grbups of '

gathered around word and sacrament. Althoug _";ouovorl are
w 2nd edition, 1853, pp. 247-261.

e iaicnisnlbid] | TS
of theologians in Germany considered church 50pas puffaloer Colloguim (St. Louis: Aug. Wiebusch u, &
an w question., This Walther and Missouri Sohn, 1866), p. 6. ‘ ) ¢ Ly )

y w and for a number of years attacked the 61
. 'hold ng it as such. Suelflow, pp. 199-2037 \ Suglflow, P. -zza_
{ ct, Egmgngn 1867, p. 133y LCMS, Proceedings 9 "
T ¥ ¥ g g ) 621cMs, Profbedings, 1869, p. 96.
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54 3
\ uo ‘ln !ound whu'.v.r the Word and sacrament exist in their

“linttlll, chtiltiann should !1oe and avoid fellowship
w.u:h heterodox churchés. The ministry is an office of ser-
v:.cc ‘established by God, distinct from the priestly oﬂ!ice
0! ln believers, u.u:h authority to pregch the Gospel and
ant.hu‘ the narmne-. The ministry is conferred by' Godlv
.Wmh}:h‘ eon.g':’gntion to administer the rights of the

spiritual uaen{oa on behalf of all. The ministry is the

A mmn office in |the church, from which all other church

eﬁ’lcoi stem, ob*dunco is due the ministry of preaching
"

\tllhn th. ptne her |16 ministering the word of GZ. The con-

ﬂn&ttm,‘ , is to f:articipato in exc mmunication and

Llght of judging doctrine along with the preachers.63

§

und Amt. Another example of Missouri's insis-
ine of church and ministry is shown in the
'l the Ohio Synod. Following an invitation
ynod, delegates of Ohio and Missouri met in
n 186 and adopted a stat t recognizing each
ox. (This appears in translation in Meyer,
8, pp. 263-264,) Since the Ohio Synod conven-
68 had discussed the doctrine of the ministry but
within 'Ohio were willing to accept that position with-
discussion at Ohio's next convention, Miss
on on the joint Ohio-Missouri statement of' 1868
Oohio's following convention (1870) when Ohio
ition on the ministry in agreement with Missouri.
m form of the adopted "Die sieben Thesen iliber
see dlungen der achtzehnten regelmassigen
N vang . ~Lut Synode von Ohio und
[, 1870 Columb 8: Schulze und Gassmann,
are translated in Richard C. wolf,
ty in Am ca [Philadelphiay !'orr.reu
- At Missouri's 1869 convention some
m cﬂ"lud disapproval of Ohio's go-slow ap-
du y convincing all of 8 pastors of the cor-
s, 1869, pp. 28-29, 93-95,)
!inn relations of the Missouri and Ohio
th,l ministry, Missouri (chiefly Walther and

Missouri has a more specific undarltlndihq of church and
ministry than the Lutheran Confoll‘ionl, dwol)ppod through its
s

traumatic search for justification of its cms.'prition and in

contr

stand

at Altenburg was accepted by the colony, it rﬁudly became

Craem
ing t

Walther and Craemer served as arbitrators in se

on the subject beginning in 1858, 1In 1862 the "m:::fw : i

called a special session of the synod at which Mtw
pregsentation which resulted in theses agree:

ties,

35

Conclusion

i

| .
oversy with other Lutherans., When the theological under- .

ing of the church presented by Walther and his associates

\

er) mediated a dispute within the komgu.nn Synod regard-
he ministry, which centered on lay preaching:
The problem was to reconcile the practical inferences
from the scriptural teaching of the universal priest-
hood with a strict interpretation of Article XIV of
the Augsburg Confession, How and when could a layman

each and teach God's Word? If no one should "pub-
}'zcly teach" unless "regularly called" (Article XiV),

at was meant by "public" teaching? Did it mean
merely in public or on behalf of the public, i.e.,
the congregation, the people of God? If laymen were
not "public! teachers in the latter sensge but had the g
right and quty to edify and admonish each other mutually, i
what was meant by "mutual edification"? Was not "pub= g
lic" teaching involved, and hence a violation of the .
Adgsburg Confession? Moreover, was "teaching" to be
extended to include public prayer by laymen? (E. Clifford
Nelson and Eugene L. Fevold, The Luthe: hur

Norwegian-Americans [Minneapolis: Augl%% mﬁ-ﬁu
House, 1§EDI, I 165¢

le to both

In his presentation, '
Walther suggested that the ministry was to be I‘h )
from three viewpoints: (1) as bel to the uni-
versal priesthood, (2) as being the K
the ministry in the congregation, and (3)
tioned by ‘hecessity which knows no law,
emergency ministry. The first two points were m- * 4
preted according to the traditional pal The MO
third, however, was nothing more than L
jultiticnuonpt lay preaching undergi.
tion from the Smalcald Articles., . . .
"emergency principle" . . . now a
soil with a Miuoun halo about it,
I, 168, )



 some of its position. Mis.

wnw rim m(ﬁ ara

j its specific view. T
m specific undrstanding of

: al et:lt-tu of the Missourians.
'standing of church and ministry
um1m;x. ‘Missouri not only éix-rud on
those who differed, but battled and casti-
~and having a f*uley cublcnpuon to the
! th. who were willing to pcrmit Missouri to have
. w muﬂ.ﬂd Missouri's view as saying more than
WCuionn and therefore as not binding on all
Muq emw.nc-d that its v1en was the true bib-
eran understanding, it vn repeated with vir-
dll. tw@ﬂdeion from one generation to the next.

-

is a church, LCMS,
193; and in what

gx_%_i_}u, 1953, pp. 374-415
Pp. 113-114.



CHAPTER III
5

Lt

, MISSOURT DEVELOPS ITS DOCTRINE OF ELECTION ’

Introduction X
|
controversy over election, at times involving, dij

tmu‘- lvil.:l. conversion, 'ob Jective and subjectiv
u.bn, is another example of the development, nature
at pibuc doctrine within the Missouri Synod, Prior
oal: of this eontrcvorty within Missouri and the

Mhunco, Missouri had not always treated this

eated it at all. Once Missouri had been publicly

|

utu was insisted upon as the only correct scrip-

w nd m!puionn Lutheran position, Those who felt
dﬁvﬂ had to leave the synodical fellowship. This resulted
i b  of put:or- from the Missouri Synod, a realignment ;
s within the Synodical Conference, a frequent topic
1 Akjy._-cnl;'ion,‘ and a divisive polemic between
41'&?‘!!:111 b-lng negotiated in the mid-twentieth
Wor, chordinqu, looks at the oloction contro-
lldu!‘i and the Synodical conforonce between

77 to 1882 as illustrative of the development, ¢
of ?H.p doctrine within the Vm.uouri Synod,
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Although both sides of the controversy found its

i
b

of eloction in the Lutheran Confessions u\dxv.ho t.\\:bmm g=
maticians, wWalther and his colleagues insisted on their m;.
of oloction as the only truly biblical nthu'-n "m-.?
whon/,Walther'l view was publicly labeled ufcuvinutw M& f
it became known that there was a caneravnrny within mm -
regarding two different views of election, ﬁalehot and, ‘the i
Synod ,insisted that there can be only:one b*bucll doctrine, e
Accepting this one view adopted by the Synd became a pre- i" ¥
requisite for synodical membership and fcll&nhip. moml'q«
public doctrine of election, accordingly, c§bk on the CPn- i
fessional role of identifying t:ho s;mod'l pé-:l.ti.en lnd mm&
the legal bounds of membership on this u‘tidl. of faith.,

f

¢

{ N
Historical Sketch of the Election Controversy
; o | :
The antecedents of the election con:i-qd‘nny within Mis-
souri stem in large part from a Northern District essay of -
the Missouri Synod. The 1868 and 1871 com{nuon- of that
district heard a discussion of twonty-tour &nnu on. m '
!

doctrine of good works with respect to the *ehri.ho d‘”,.
; e
will, election, and juluﬂcauon.l This essay was att

'}

lyorthern District, 1868, pp. 12-26; 1871, pp.
Titles of the @fficial minutes and pr gs of the
Synod and its districts vary from convention \io -
For the sake of brevity and uniformity, ,-u .
synodical and district proceedings will be
footnote. See the bibuography for full nt 1t




od M ynn !.qtu (o1 r. W,
m same district on the sub-

a uzscln and tracts nn-uod
8 between several pastors of
er, F. A. Schmidt, and others from
/ N
had bequn a series of essays for the
£ the Millourl Synod on the topic that "onl;r
’aif?t the Lutheran Church is God alone given
:euu:blo proof that only its doctrine is

77 convention of that district Walther was

t G! 8 outline which covered election. Walther
e

.,tnho and incorrect if it is taught that
‘:'ﬂtd# of God and t:hé ‘all-sufficient merits of
are a M ©of God's election, but that there is also
U S m&h motivated God to have elected us to eternal
";\ a. M'l former colleague and fellow polemicist,
dat, qudtuonod some of Walther's statements when

ern District, 1873, pp. 19-58.

g.tu.‘th\n' molflow, "Tl;le History of the Missouri Synod
Second 'rnnnty-ﬂvc Years of its Existence" (unpub-

A Mﬁ Th.D, thesis, Concordia Seminary, st,
|pe. 101-109. ’ nary, Louis, 1946),

‘ ‘m-cg:n District, 1873, p. 26.

\
.sﬂilt’rp‘bilttibt, 1877, p. 50.

claiming its reason for existence. ‘.I.‘Ml "

Missouri Synod, Schmidt wrotﬂ, wﬁich " ‘ ;

as carrying the banner of the Synodical Co

sented in the last years a doctrine of election ’

recognized as nothing less than Calvinistic erro M’rlﬁ

dicting both Scripture and Confession. . The itern Disf s

report of 1879, he continued, was an open declaration of w

and a breaking- of the previous agreement to de p:ivltd s

with the matter, Therefore, "in God's name it ,vill ‘be bal

open and decisive battle against thu new crmwcalvini

He reported that the current Missouri doc\:nn\.] of absolute

predestination was first clearly ptount-d‘ in the 1868 se Mcﬁ -

of the Northern Dilr;ict.a " :
Missouri responded immediately (upocully walther, | :

F. Pieper, and G. Stoeckhardt) with a number of articles

\
as to possible reasons why Schmidt began to differ with
walther at this time, see Carl S. Meyer, Cabin to
Tower (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, +» PP.
75; Suelflow, pp. 110-112.
7F A. Schmidt, "Vorwort," Altes und N.!!l, 1 (January
1880), 1-2.
8

Ibid., I, 2. &
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chiefly 1+‘Lohro und Wehre. Articles related to election

covered tﬂn history of Calvinism, crypto-Calvinism, pelagianism,
exegesis of key p&tiaqel, quotations from and explanations of

terminol used by Lutheran dogmaticians, and the Lutheran

Confessions, Missouri prided herself that during this time
(1880-18ﬁ ) when she was being pointedly attacked and publicly
labeled as Calvinist, Missouri's articles were only of an

'and doctrinal nature without personal polemics.

historica
' Not ;nly did schmidt of the Norwegian Synod attack
Hllth.r;; péiition as being Calvinistic; but there were pas-
tors uitﬂin Missouri who sided with Schmidt, thought too much
emphasis was £¢1ng put on the controversy, or were undecided
--‘é& th {cdrrgct position. Accordingly a number of special
mnocghga were held in addition to the regularly scheduled
dl-tzict!nnd synodical conventions that discussed the matter,
Chronol ‘LCllly the special meetings were: Juiy 1879: wal-
ther, Schmidt and others met following the Synodical Confer-
- ence meeting, in Columbus, Ohio;'® september 29-october 5,
18803 tﬁ. first general pastoral conference of all pastors
¢
,» Proceedings, 1581, p. 38.
8| cdicil Conference, Proceedings, 1882, p. 54.
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of Missouri met in-Chicaqo.ll

The theological faculties
and all synodical and district presidents of the Synodical, 7
Conference met in Milwaukee, January 5-9, 1881, for a colloquy
called by L. Larsen, president of the Synodical Contcrnnc..lz
And Missouri had a second general pastoral conference immedi-
ately following its May 1881 synodical convention in Fort
Wayne.13

The doctrinal discussion within Missouri resulted in the
adoption of thirteen theses on election prepared by walther,

The Synod adopted these theses al(itl official position and

11Verhandlungen der Allgemeinen Pastoralconferenz der
Synode von Missouri, Ohio u,a, Staaten uyﬁi die Lehre von der
Gnadenwahl (St. Louis: Druckerei des "Lutherischen Concordia-
Verlags," 1880). Hereafter this will be referred to as First
General Pastoral Conference,

lzw[alther], "Das Colloquium," Der Lutheraner, XXXVII
(January 15, 1881), 9-10. This article reported that there
are no printed minutes for the Columbus and Milwaukee meet-
ings where Schmidt was also present. Cf. p. 7 of work ted
in following footnote. Schmidt reported that the ten sessions
of the colloquy were opened with a devotion and closed with
the Lord's Prayer led by the chairman, except for the final
session on Monday afternoon which was closed with a silent
prayer at the suggestion of a member of the Missouri Synod,
This seems to be the beginning of Missouri's practice of not
praying with those with whom there is doctrinal dilagrc.-.ntJ

"Das Fakultdts-Colloquium zu Milwaukee," Altes und Neues, IT |
(January 1881), 26-28.

13

enwahl (St. Louis: Druckerei
Verlags," 1881). Hereafter this will be referred to as
General Pastoral Conference,

B g
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: hﬂ sit z.a !cu ship \m:h
m-mz as c-lv nist, and were
u d m ot ‘the Bynodieal Con=~

%
n, and Minnesota Synods protested
' as a dcloqato. from the Norwegian
st was ‘sustained; scmae{ln not permitted
6 Meating.2® The Ohio Symod withdrew from
Mu'meo because some of its delegates had

used Missouri of Calvinism and were in sym-

“«

~ Micus, proceedings, 1881, pp. 33-45.
51pta., p. as.

54 sk, “ﬂynod.lcn centoronco, Proceedingl 1882, pp. 6-28, 38,

; 171 bid:, pp. 8 83-84,

R bid., pp. 82-83.

IR 4

and more certain. The doctrinal cont

to the ABC's of revealed holy truth with

learner would begin, but election is fM&
may not be omitted or ov.rlooklﬂ.]"

‘Ptoudant: H. C. Schwann opened Missouri's nodical
tion the following year with the words ditem':ll! to st.
"My grace is
in weakness"
Missouri who has now been attacked, not by thg ol.d enemies,
but by those "who stood with us in the bond of iholy .hx'othﬂ“
hood, flesh of our flesh and bone of our bono.f" ‘They have :

fisgild
before all of Christendom as perverters of the eternal

pel.2® 1n the doctrine of election, Schwann continued,

|
have said only what God's Word and. the Confession of our
lgwestern District, 1880, pp. 12-13,

20I..CMS, Proceedings, 1881, p. 12,
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éhuréh'ilyl. We have taug§; nothing except what His Word

¥ rcv;lil. wWhere this Word is silent, we wait. "He knows

wth‘t we hate Cllvinilm." ‘Throuqhout the address there
hr;lth.l the confidence that Missouri is right and God is

ofi nillqutz'nvliéb.ZI )

‘ Btnallrly,\the presidential address at the Synod's next
convoﬁtion (1884) meeting in St. Louis' new seminary build-
ing, breathed a confident ,Lgh of relief. The last time we
‘.ik, P:‘iidont schwann said, an article of our Christian

~ faith had been attacked which the scriptures clearly re-
ViiiCd lné our Cénfcllionl clearly witnessed, an article
which threatened the ground of our salvation. Now the danger
is past, w; have peace. However, this is not a worldly
type peace--the enemy is oﬁiilAthete._ The dear, holy Scrip-
‘tures, in the csntrbvarly studied and more deeply opened,
have become ﬁighor, more splendid, sweeter to us. The Con-
fessions of our church have proved to be the good confession
of faith., We have shown ourselves against all human con-
sideration to stand only on the Word of scripture and for

this ua&d to become fools before the world, Our hearts are
4 ]

firm in the truth, Now we stand more united and stronger
. 22 )

than before.

.~ Apa,, pp. 22-16.
5 ‘w,.ngg' eedings, 1884, p. 14.

g5
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In short, although Missouri disliked controversy, was
deeply wounded th’t this was a strife botwl‘ﬁ brothers, and
was horrified thaé the Synod had been publicly labeled as
Calvinist, Missouri was willing to go through the controversy
for the honor of God and the vindication of the Lutheran Con-
fessions. Once the controversy had been started, Missouri
was willing to enter it because the article of faith being

debated also affected justi;ication, the ground of faith,
Missouri Relates Election to Justification

Throughout the controversy, walther consistently main-
tained a view of election in which man would in no way be a
cause of salvation. Wwhether the question of why some and not
others was explained in a way that some people actively con-
tributed to conversion, resisted less, or were elected in
view of foreseen future faith and perseverance in faith,
Walther rejected {hem all because to some extent they made
man a cause of election. There are only two causes of Q}.e-
tion, Walther argued many times, God's qtacn.and Christ's
merits.

Already at the Western District's 1877 convention which
Schmidt first questioned, wWalther treated election from the
topic sentence, that 4

it is false and incorrect if it is tauﬁhﬁ that

not only the mercy of God and the allsufficient

merits of Christ are a cause of God's election, ’

but that théte is also in us a cause which moti-
vated God to have elected us to eternal life.




: o ded Wt He would save no one outside of those
g

: ] L
in Christ, This is a general rule, Allwardt
-

‘to H.tl! in the Gospel. The elected persons are those
m ‘should believe, and the actual election is mediated {
w M.-mlnq. that is, God has known from eternity

~ which persons would believe and He has elected these persons
Md the others ordained to eternal life. These are elected
not because of faith, but because of Christ's will. The

. Gospel ‘is preached to all. God actually wants all to come
toitltth through it. He wants to be powerful through His
imd . However, God from eternity saw how it happened in
time, Many hardened their hearts. God cannot therefore

——

3 / ;
) 2 Western District, 1877, p. 50.

-

not lohdlsia.j He has elec
the foundation of the world,
through faith. Whoever has uu G
does not first make the Gospel eff
Stellhorn argued similarly that elec
sense is the same as subjective justification.
in the narrow sense, he said, "consists | '
judicially applies the designation of éh'\m& ‘
salvation to the individual." To Walther's Obj g
in this view election is superfluous, Stellhorn
it is no more superfluous than is -ubjo&.l.vt ju
in relation to objective justification in wal :
Both Allwardt and Stellhorn viewed election as zbumn
whereas Walther viewed faith as a fruit of .I.oét‘ on. 26
Walther prepared thirteen theses on o.l.octl.bn for the
Synod's 1881 convention the following year. Thoh :hcm *
“believe, teach and confess" that God earnestly wills eho
salvation of all,men. Christ redeemed all men, excepting no
one. Through the means of grace God earnestly c:pnl all men
to repentance, faith and salvation., No one po:ﬁh.l because

God was not willing that he be saved or was not offered the

.

24F1nt General Pastoral Conference, pp. 47-48,
" 251psa., pp. 49-50. *
26

Ibid., pp. 70-71.

o
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‘grace of severance, All who perish do so because of
'thiif own £2 1t, their unbelief and resistance of the Word
jlnl grace, The cause of this resistance of man is not God's
*foqunev%odqo or predestination, but man's perverted will,
‘cplk true believers who persevere in the faith are the electf
ne'olgcg person can become a(reprobate and perish, . Rather
than ltépnptinq to search out the secret decree of God, be-
lievers should endeavor to become sure of their election from
f'@dﬂ'l revealed will. Election does not consist of foreséen
- faith and is not merely God's universal will to redeem and
save man, The cause of election are God's grace and Christ's
n.tit, not anything good foreseen in man. Election is there-
fore a cause of salvation., The mystery of election should be
_;olqrvoa for God. Man lhoﬁld not attempt to harmonize what
lcdnl éont:gdictory to human reason. Yet, election is clearly
z.v;llod in God's Word and should accordingly be presented to
Christian people.?’
Wllﬁhof again explained that there are only two causes
ot'cioction, God's mercy and Christ's meriél. Persevering
faith cannot be added as a third cause., Man has nothing to

27y0Ms, Proceedings, 1881, pp. 33-35. Translations of

* these theses occur ing Carl S, Meyer, editor, Moving Fron-

] (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964), pp. 272-
273; Richard C. Wolf, Documents of Lutheran Unity in America
‘(Philadelphias Fortress Press, 1966), pp. 199-203; walter A,

er, 94§gg§urziot Grace (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
,» 1947), pp. ~206; Erwin L. Lueker, editor, Lutheran
ogg;. Louiss Concordia Publishing House, 1954),

" do with his salvation. Everything that belongs to the making

ey e
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of man's sglvation can be ascribed only and alone to divine
grace.28

walther similarly put election in the context of justi-~
fication at the start of the Sy;bd'! second general pastoral : G |
conference. After repeating his definition of election as

presented in the Formula of Concord, Walther went on to ' : i it

describe how one should handle the topic of election, Do

not simply preach of a secret decision of fa&ebtdination to
salvation, walther said, but first of all of universal qiaée,
universal forgiveness, and the universal call. Then one
should preach of conversion, justification, salvation, of
cross and finally of glory. When these themes are properly
treated the believer should be certain that God chose him,
Those who do not believe are themselves at fault--God used
every means and with His spirit earnestly worked on them. it
The fault is éheirs, not God's because He did not elect thﬁp.zg : 7 4
At one point Walther summarized the difference this ﬁly:
The opponents say that the love of God must first see if th‘
people will remain in faith to the end, and then decides who
will come to heaven. We, however, say that if I come to
heaven, I owe everything from beginning to end to God’l'
eternal decision. This pure grace they deny agd accuse us

281 cMs, ®roceedings, 1881, pp. 29, 37.

?95econd General Pastoral cenfex;nco, pp. 4-5,

.



et seln.tde'- t.hcoleqy to the
charged Schmidt with ho:.unq a

21'.0 v!.u. conversion, and ol.cction,

e
30;344., p. 15.
g 31;, addition to booklets and articles written by Walther
and referred to elsewhere in this chapter, see also the follow-
 “Streitet die Lehre, dass die wahl nicht intuitu fidei
1 r m, mit der Lehre von der Rechtfertigung allein
Glauben?, " h!.*g' und Wehre, XXVI (December 1880),
m, "Die 'Absolute estination," Lehre und Wehre,
m m& 0), 289-302; "Doqmonqolch ichtliches uber die
‘e vom Verhalt

niss dess Glaubens zur Gnadenwahl," Lehre
XXV1 (February-June 1880), 42-57, 65-73, 97-110

; 61-170y "“"ﬁ' von der Gnadenwahl in n;go und_Ant-
du'gneout. aus dem elften Artikel der Concordienformel
mnlch-luhh‘r en Kirche (St. Louis; Lutherischen
L Mlaql, 100 )f ﬁ;mchtung des Stellhorn'schen
ctats A slehrstreit (St, Louis:; Luther-
‘ischen Concc -l nql, 881)y Berichtigung der "Priifung"

| ﬁ_m_n_'q (8t. Louis: Lutherischen Concordia
erlags, 1881).

32 synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1882, pp. 14-15.

articles in e _und

opponents were not constructing M c
from scripturo.” The idea of election in

Missouri charged, cannot be found in Ser

d her opp ts of conltruétllq their
tion out of other doctrinal uuclo; (rath
their doctrine on Scripture): for l!unp).o,‘ Missouri :
the opponents with saying that election c

faith, for that does not correlate with th.{ doctrine df the
34 ol
|

scripture, Missouri contended, is to b‘h the sole source £

universal gracious will of God,

of doctrine., Theology is not to be dmloppd !roﬁ one or

several central doctrines. Theclogy is not a system, Every

article of faith must have its source in clear lertptm.”
1

Nor is doctrine to be based on the wuv.ng- of the

fathers rather than Scripture, Walther argued in his essay
. |

334i2., wlalther], "Die Synergistisch-pelagianische 4
Gnadenwahlslehre, " Lehre und Wehre, XXVII (Anqult: 1881), 353,

3‘1" Plieper], "Vorwort," Lehre un , XXVII (January
1881), 5-6. Cf. w[alther], "was soll ein st thun, wenn '
er findet, dasz i Lohron, die sich zu widersprechen .enunon.
beiderseits klar'%:\d deutlich in der Schrift gelehrt werden?," =
Lehre und Wehre, XXVI (September 1880), 257-270.

P[:Leper], XXVII, 5-6.

.
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. at the Synodical Conference's next convention following
uhudt'- -lulponuon. Matters of faith based on the

vuunq- of church fathers rather than Scripture contradict

| the authority of sobipkure. 36

i 'rm confessional position

when a controversy arises within a church body, walther’
- 1 : further wr&to, one is not to ask
Lot

-me. does' this or that 'father' of the Lutheran
s Church teach in his private writings?" for he also
‘ . may have fallen into error; on the contrary, we
\m-e ask: "What does the public CONFESSION of the
: an Chutch [sic] toach concerning the contro-
ey _verted point?

UE's #

f Accordingly, both general pastoral conferences of the Synod
s | ' based their discussion on Article XI of the Formula of Con-

Cord, pastors having been expected to bring the Book of Con-
38

. eord "in both languages." Articles in Lehre und Wehre ex-
il 'Nﬂﬂl the con!o--ionl.39 And Walther's thirteen theses on
election were adopted by the Synod as the doctrine of holy

Scripture and the Lutheran c<:!a'xfauion-.“0

o cal Conference, Proceedings, 1884, pp. 5-75,
especially pp. 28-30. .

37, . W. walther, The Controversy Concerning Predes-
" translated by Aug. Crull (st, Louis: Concordia

House, 1881), Ps S

’b mdt], "Zur Apologie des 11, Artikels der

Eolu'o und Wehre, XXVII (May, September
417 .

=N

75 - i
The position of the Lutheran fathers X y I

0

Since Walther's opp ts frequently qu ted Lutheran

dogmaticians as authority for speaking of -election in view : e
of faith, wWalther also dealt with this. Walther wrote in

January 1881 that although Missouri does not have many big

names to support its position, it does have thq‘\ ciear'wotd
of God and the clear Confessions, not to mention Luther a‘nd
Chemnitz. This is the first time Missouri has had to
battle the big :mmes, the great teachers of the church,
Walther wrote, ;nd referred to the doctrine of a‘um‘lay.‘l
Several months later Walther told his readers in Lehre
und Wehre that they should remember the context from which
those dogmaticians wrote who spoke of election in view of
faith. oOn the one hand, walther explained, they were

battling the Calvinist absolute predestination, and on the

other hand were fighting Huber, who taught an election of g
all people, heathen, Jews, Turks, and unbelievers. Not
everything in the private writings of our Luthu‘lanl theologians,
Walther reminded, is the doctrine of our Lutheran ?hurch. ,
Our authority is Scripture and the Confessions, not the

tradition of the fathers as in Rome, However, Walther con-. ‘

tinued, a number f Lutheran theologians used the expression g

4lylalther], "Dasg Colloquium," Der Lutheraner, XXXVII, ki
10, i ¥



carefully stated, however, that

old huehu-- of the church eauqm:

e orgxltinch-polagianilche Gnaden-
4 e, XXVII (July 1881), 289-291.

roceedings, 1882, pp. 65-66, 78.

neral Pastoral Conference,
. F. W. stellhorn, The
tination, translated and pub-
ditor, The Error of Modern
eption Development, and Refutation
o 1897), sepecially pp. 53-
der Missour
) : en eigenen Pubukuuonen darge-~
l. Steiger, 1883 )ey

storal Conference, pp. 88-89,

thing that contradicts t

own: publiénuwnl. *

Since the Synod wa
of election, two s

held, Many articl

6

8 lacking ccmplueo agreement on f
pecial general pastoral mumew‘
es on election were pnum in the

primary theological j@nu ‘!50 und m, and

district conventions studied the doctrine, Prior to

Synod's 1881 conve
of the Synod as su
the Lutheran conte
vention this resea
having been exclud
Lutheran cConfessio
things became diff
e il
46Synodical G

2 7The indices

Lutherahet for "8x
election,

ntion, one could not speak ot a poll Bﬂ
ch on election other than its treatme;
ssions. Also prior to the Synod's 1
rcher uncovered no oﬁdﬁm ef any p

adtrmthos;modforhinvmctm EM

ns taught regarding election. However

erent when the Synod adopted a specific
.M o

5 |
{
onference, Proc«d:.ngl, 1882, p. 26. i

for the first twelve volumu of
ample, do not list a single article on
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Vview of election as its public doctrine, No 1onge; was
l!ﬁkl'e!"i'ption to the Lutheran Confessions enough. One must

3 ,' also subscribe to the Synod's public position on election

7 as, ﬁhp Synod understood it,

Missouri's Adopted Position Becomes
A Prerequisite For Fellowship
'l‘ho-fitlt semi-official indication from Missouri that
| fellowship was involved in the election controversy, came
3 Qﬂ"th.. end ot' the ISynod's first general pastoral conference,
It was resolved there that those who have publicly slandered
o 'n'luqun no longer be viewed as brothers but as enemies,48
it ) This Ulll rcpegt;.ed and explained at the Synod's convention
the tol;lbﬁing yau'.' Whoever has accepted persevering faith
| a8 a third cause of election and has made this doctrine
4 aqniﬁlt. @'l Word and the Confessions his own and propagated
..": .-.' it in our congregations, e proceedings report, can no
‘ léng.‘r g0 hand in hand with us. We cannot permit someone
w.‘hin our fellowship who has publicly labeled us as Cal-
vinists. All the world knows that two different doctrines

. of election are in our midst. We nust say that this and only

! Ml is the doétrine of the /Synod, We' will not allow another
flirrs }
doctrine among us. Whoever will not agree with us on the
e ;
e zed doctrine can also not belong to us nor we to him,

-

‘HMES Qm. al Pastoral Conference, p. 115,

' €an no longer go together. We can no longer pray with 6{1.

79 i

] ¢ L
Synod cannot permit a dualism, Nor do we want unionism, eh‘h

proceedings continue. Although we cannot go the same way n‘tth -

our opponents, we do not damn them. we only say this, that we

- e 4
another., For you will pray for our conversion and we for ycﬂ:u.‘

!

AT
Such praying together is an abomination before God., If you |
are not able according to your conscience to believe what we |
believe, we cannot change that, for the gift of faith does n

stand within the power of man. But we can, want, and must cx—‘

piain to you that from now oh our ways go apart.‘.g

After officially adopting Walther's thirteen theses on i
elect;on as the position of the Synod, it was explained that K»{
whoever contradicts a doctrine which we consider SCriptural
and confessional and‘ explains it as a false doctrine is to
be brought under diﬁcipline. The president of the di;trict
is to deal with:him in the proper steps of <!J.||<:i.pli.no.$e Dis-
trict proceedings of succeeding years report 'that some pal\:gtl 24
did leave the Synod because of a different undorltand!‘.nq of i

election.sl ; ‘

— e

“LCMS, Proceedings, 1881, PpP. 29-30,

9hid, N ob, 43-43. ik weid hi nad discipline indi-
cated here to be carried out in the districts, the proceed-
ings explain that the group assembled in convention is not
the Missouri synoa, only a part of it. The Synod as such has
not spoken, which would be the case only if the collected
districts had dealt with this matter, }

5lrhe following districts reported that one or more
its clergy had left the Sgnod because of the election
Towa District,y1882, p. 13y Michigan District,




that although he could cof-

WHo erte Prom weakness, he could not
opinion 'Wy would work agaémtt each!
-'mon«_ resolved that the op‘pqncnu
.n fellow vo;‘korl, even though the con-
'/Le knew it did not have powers of church

/
{

rn District, 1882, p. 17; Illinois District, 1882,
arn District, 1883, p, 10. The Eastern Dis-
t Pastor H. Gratzel had been expelled over
sction: Eastern District, 1885, p, 42; and
ict supported the action of its president
H. A, Allwardt: wisconsin District,

) onference, pp. 51-56. oOn’
¥ n stors, two teachers, and four congre-
ﬂ;wmb from the North-west ndiana, Wisconsin,
is area to discuss election and the po
>d. They adopted "
election.

Oon ! @ Scriptures and of the Lutheran
ssions, Several Former Members of the Missouri Synod,
ated by R, C. H., Lenski and W. E. Tressel, as found in

. One mnmu parish pastor, A. D, Stecher, apparently

signed from the Missouri Synod as early as 1877 in Opposi-
1 to Walther l:: his view of election, Stecher published
al writings and poems critical of Walther (one referred

] ”ﬂsl::r as a pope) and Walther's view of election, some-

 Quarterly, XuIt (May 1969), 51-78,

ng the glndbnym Antibarbarus Logikus., Robert M,
s "The Life-and Times of Anton Daniel Stecher, German-
can, Lutheran Missionary," Concordia Histérical Institute

' tian,

argued that to sit in £
cretistic errors would be

-cpmmn.eg' However,

as 'our brother in Christ," an .
|
for “our" brother in Christ was

54 Those who argued that Schmidt at

with him were reminded what the Synodical Confere:

is not a free conference, but an association of &

the faith. S$Schmidt has refused to Wm questi
to him by this session of the Synodical m-rmv he

enemies, thus making it impossible to discuss the doctr

of election with him in a brotherly way.>>

53

Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1882, pp.: 20-21
1bid., |p. 38. : \ :

54

%51p1d., pp. 45, S4-56,
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Missouri's Position Remains Firm

Even a cursory scan of the Synod's history reveals 1ong- 
: lasting effects og the election contruversy within Misaeri
éﬁd a determination to remain firm on the Synod'slpubliélﬁoc—
trine. Election was occasionally touched upon in presidential
addresses or treatéd in doctrinal essays of district‘andﬁ

_synodical cqnvontionl.ss

57

It was the subject of several pub-

lications, A series of four free conferences on election

and conversion were held in the years 1903-1906.58 It was

the subject of.negotiations between the Missouri, Wisconsin,

59 Election played a part in Missouri's

Q

Ohio and Iowa Synods,

rejection of the Intersynodical Theses in 1929,6 part1%~be-

cause of Missouri's opposition to the understanding of

¢

i
SSLCNS, Proceedings, 1893, pp. 35-38; Central District,
1894, pp. 10-6d; %a-tetn District, 1894, p. 16; Michigan Dis-
trict, 1895, pp. 12-75; LCMS, Proceedings, 1902, p. 16: LCMS,

Proceedings, 1905, pp. 16, 20-21; Central District, 1906,
PP. 7-10; Eastern District, 1922, p. 8,

‘57t. Pieper, Grund-differenz in der Lehre von der Gnaden-
wahl (St. Louis; Qoncordia Publishing House, 1903); Fred
Kramer, "The Doctrine of Election, or Predestination," Abidin
gg%ﬂ, I (8t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1955), pp. 522-

7 C. M. Zorn, Bekehrung und Gnadenwahl. Zweiter Theil:

Ein; der amerikanisch-lutherischen Kirche in der Lehre
v __Bekehrung und Gnadenwahl (St, Louis: Concordia Pub-
E ng House, 19 - 1

58yeyer, Moving Frontiers, pp. 286-288,
5%.cms, Proceedings, 1920, pp. 83-84,
0rcMs, Proceedings, 1929, pp. 110-113,

1
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election in the Norwegian ogjoer.61 The Synéd'l A Brief

Statement, adopted in 1932, treated election extensively.®2
An agreement on election between Missouri and the United

Lutheran Church was once reported as the result of confer-
ences.®? The synod's concordia Theological Monthly period-

ically spoke of election, some of its articles indicating

that election was a topic of discussion in pastoral confer-
”

ences.64 When Missouri and the American Lutheran Church were
involved in‘fellowship negotiations, the "Doctrinal Affirma- .

tion" specifically rejected election in view of faith,ss and

Slipid., p. 112, Cf. ACrndt], 'Theologieal obmetvess
Are Synodical Conference Lutherans Separatists?," Concordia
Theological Monthly, I (December 1930), 940-943, Hereafter
this periodical will be referred to as CTM.

GZA Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the
Missouri Synod (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, n.d.,),
paragraphs 35-40, i

63

LCMS, ProEeedinga, 19385 P 227,

64F. Pieper, "Vorwort," CTM, I (January 1930), 2-15;
F. Pieper, "Thesen, die dem 'theologischen Schluszexamen'
dienen kOnnep' CTM, I (June 1930), 401-406; P. E. Kretzmann,
"Das Verhd&ltnis der gratia universalis zur Gnadenwahl, " CTM,
1V (September 1933), 676-682; P. E, Kretzmann, "Propositions
Concerning the Election of Grace," CTM, IV (September 1933),
682-684: E[ngelder], "Theological Observer: Let Us Get To-
gether on the Doctrines of Conversion and Election, " g;u, Vi
(July 1935), 539-543; Martin S. Sommer, "That Review of Pagtor
Goerss's Book in the 'Lutheran,'" CTM, IX (September 1938))
674-677; Alrndt], "Theological Observer: On the Doctrine of
Election," CTM, XI (February 1940), 134-135; Theodore Graebner,
"The Missouri Synod's Attitude Towards the Doctrine of Elec-
tion 'Intuitu Pidei,'" CTM, XV (September 1944), 616-621."

Doctrinal Affirmation of the Evangelical Luth




!Itumi'. che@l.on ednuavn-y
mw in rcgard to the sYnod'i

unaar-nndxng, even though ‘hyk It
the Confessions and the mg@in@
Differing theologies, thc‘syaea‘
°,b0‘ the Synod and people with opposing
1 { : as each would be praying for the

.

Since the Lutheran Confanionl did not n.a-ﬁ:ny
all but one point of view, the Synod adopted whlt £t

became ‘equally dopendcm: upon accepting this m&i;,cly
position as subscription to the Lutheran Confessions,

of fellowship, howwor, even when excluding pastors f

leading theologians of the Synod insisted that Synod, is not to be construed as excommunication,

lcal m.rltandinq of election be officially

Public doctrine in the Missouri Synod, therefore, &0
“ m Ponti.on ot the Synod. This was done by L

incipiently the theology publicly proclaimed in the syrgu*

conventions, periodicals, and publications, In ‘eimolgi

Wn Although d!.t!or!.nq views of 91""110“ vere considered controversy it is officially adopted as the Synod's pqiiuon.,

Ml:l.w of fellowship, however, the Synod clearly stated

Public doctrine within Missouri serves the same role i- do *

the Lutheran Confessions, that of " 1d.nt1£y1nq the Synod' e,
position. It algp serves the legal funquon of dcﬂ.nxm

. the boundaries of fellowship.
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CHAPTRR IV
MISSOURI NEGOTIATES WITH THE
AMERICAN LUTHERAN CHURCH

Introduction

When a church body operates de facto with an understanding
- of doctrine that is more inclusive than its formal co:xteusional
‘definition, that church body's operating definition must ‘be
iuf.orr«l lfrom 1t-l actual practice--for example, from its r:ala-
R ieH othier chucch Bodies, who is admitted into the
Synod (its internal discipline), and its doctrinal contro-
vor;ill. This chapter investigates the Synod's operating
definition of doctrine iitl public doctrine) by looking at
i.t. fellowship negotiations with another church body.
These negotiations with the American Lutheran Church®
.are npoe-ué.ly significant for an understanding of the doc-
;r:lll\nl position of Missouri for a number of reasons, Thesg
ncgceution-, beginning in 1935, specifically aimed for an
| official mutual declaration of church fellowship. Unlike
some doctrinal ﬁeqotiationl‘ in earlier Missouri history, the
’ Imamrm Confesssions were not at issue and in fact played
~ an extremely minor role in the negotiations. Some of

‘Missouri's words and actions in the course of negotiating

’mrwuz the American Lutheran Church will be referred
- and the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod as Missouri.

ke
87 . i
with the ALC were the occasion for a negative reaction ‘from“ »,
two synods with whom Missouri was already in tglldﬁlhlp,v S
causing Missouri to justify its position from two points of' J
view. i Missouri had to explain its position on the one Hand,j
to the ALC with whom it'was attempting to establish fouov- !
ship, and on the other hand to the wWisconsin and Norwegian 1
synods with whom Missouri was already in t’ellowlhip, but ‘whc
protested that the doctrinal basis agreed uponhby Missouri 3
and the ALC was inadequate for fellowship, | |
As will be seen in this chapter, Missouri began its
negotiations with the ALC with the understanding o!.' dootrind
implicit in A Brief Statement, and attempted to ul:e A grugf
Statement as the basis of fellowship. From this point of 1
view, doctrine is understood as the summary of Scriptural ?

teaching on subjects arranged in logical or topical order,

1

For each such doctrine there is only one correct, truly |
biblical understanding. Obedience to the authcri.ty of Scrip-
ture demands comp¥ete agreement on all such doctri.no. ‘sim:‘t
all doctrines are biblical teachings, there can be no fonup-
ship with those who differ on even what might be a rehuv‘*.y

minor point. All doctrines are Scriptural toa&#’amgl. To | |

§
i
deny any is to go against Scripture. Fellowship, tho:-_.atm}‘

depends on complete agreement in doctrine. I ‘\
At the outset Missouri endeavored to arrive at Ju-e-
kind of total agreement wu:h the ALC, Even ehough Mi

fathers had occasionally md very loqically said that

2 al




odica:

p in case these

‘l:b confer with o
‘m wmzly aaﬂu-m. el afAh It was his opinion that

am udope a doctPinal state- It is not a difference in

us from the United Li !
a difference in 'pnces.et, a.m.
anti-Christian secret

with non-Lutherans., . . .

He stated that the United Lutheran Church ir
faced in the Common Ci niion, . f come more conservative since its organiza

Yet, before the two church bodi
declare pulpit and altar fell
come to an agreement on these matter:

of vital importance to the life and ufu'ko!.' h i
Church, %

In regard to the Missouri Synod, ‘mv‘or,«, President
lvamenteda )

'
’

Will we ever come to an agreement with the Mi lm!. !
Synod? The Chicago Theses, which were adopted by
repre-entative- of the Missouri Synod the Wis onl&

Beginning of the Negotiations

Negotiations with the ALC began when President C. C. Hein

Lo R ‘ : TR A 4 . | g
of the ALC in his opening speech to the 1934 convention of | 2oeficial Minutes, Third Convention of the Ameérican

Lutheran Church held at wWaverly, Iowa, October 12- 8, %m
(Columbus: The Lutheran Book Concern, n.d. ), pp. 22-23,

wﬂm' Lutherans in his remarks. He did not favor immediate i 31»14., pPp. 24-25.

. body included the question of fellowship and merger among

| orqanic union as urged by some within his synod and quoted ‘ 4ipia,, p. 25

-£m an article in Missouri's Lutheran Witness that spoke of ! ¥rped,, p. 23,

1pia,
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Synod and the Synods of Buffalo, Iowa and Ohio,
after most thorough deliberations of more than a

91

“

with which we are not in fellowship with the end

in view of establishing pulpit and altar tolqu-

decade, were rejected by the Missouri Synod in ship on the basis of the Minneapolis theses,

1929, The committee advised to reject them "since
‘all chapters and a number of paragraphs are inade-
quate; at times they do not touch upon the points
of controversy; at times they are so phrased that
both parties can find in them their own opinion;
at times they incline more to the position of our
opponents than to our own. Your committee con-
siders it a hopeless undertaking to make these

/ theses unobjectionable from the view of pure doc-

' trine. It would be better to discard them as a
failure." The results of ten years of work were i
declared 'nil, Savannah, Georgia" and reminds the synod that con?reqation. are

Apparently the Missouri Synod was not oxbectdd to accept
the offer, for the adopted report nowhere mnntionll the Missouri
Synod, but in two separate paragraphs the convention roquo;txcd
President H612 "in person, to convey its gteeting4 to the

United Lutheran Church in America in convention a#lomhlod in

In the January, 1933, issue of the "Concordia
Theological Monthly" a series of dactrinal state- ;
ments is submitted upon whose adoption the pit and altar fellowship is off
- :ﬁocogninon of other Lutheran bodies on the part & icially established batwesn
& the Missouri Synod is made dependent., 1In con- the United Lutheran Church and the ,
clusion, the editor states: "A few other ques- 9 americam Lutheran Chizen
tione which will have to be discussed and settled l '
* according to the Word of God are those of the
celebration of Sunday, which cannot be said to be
divinely commanded, certain questions of marriage
and divorce, particularly the validity of rightful
b-g‘rothal, the value of John's baptism and a
number of other points, chiefly in the field of Missouri Synod in 1935 resolved
* Christian ethics," If these matters are essenti
to unity in the faith and if this type of unity
is to be the basis of a union with other Lutheran
bodies, there is no hope whatsoever for the 7
Lutherans of this country ever to get together.

not to practice fellowship with them "Until such time as pu1~ |

Responding to this invitation of the ALC ané one from

United Lutheran Church's 1934 convention in Savannah,

That we declare our willingness to confer with oth
er

Lutheran bodies on problems of Lutheran union with

a view towards effecting true unity on the basis q

the Word of God and the Lutheran Confessions . ©

..
Accordingly, the ALC convention adopted the report of a Missouri's president was asked to appoint "a standing committee

committee commending the president and calling for support of of five, to be known as the Committee on Lutheran Church

"every movement that endeavors to bring about Lutheran unity

_on the basis of the Scriptures and the Confessions."; They erid., P. 235,

v

further resolved that _ %1bid,

~ the Church authorize its President to appoint a | A * 1%ucms, proceedin S, 1935, p. 221.: Titles of the egg{x ! 5

committee to confer with those synodical bodies minutes and proceedings of the Missouri Synod vary from

| vention to convention. For the sake of brevity and uniformi
e ‘ | : all such references will be cited as in this gotnot.. . See
N the bihlioqraphg for full printed titles.

s, v, 28, -




The ALC representatives
s -
will aecopt this daéluut
oncei*ning our attitud
/émnt, as correct and
[listed above] are not
officially to declare itself
ment with the Hon. Synod of Miss
into pulpit- and altar- fellowship

£l | .
The ALC rapreuntauv?- also noted that it

do what we can to bring ahout the té« _
\ ¥
trinal statements by the bodies with which m now

5

‘v THs Fellowsh: P Revoliticns | church-fellowship [namely, the synods of M&Ghﬁ

Conference]. w16 Missouri's committee, uean&w,

to the 1938 convention of the Missouri Synod,
0 . 3

 on Lutheran Union informed the Synod that six

15

, LCMS, Reports and Memorials, 1938, P. 183, The ALC
m al Minutes, Fourth Convention of the American "Declaration" is printed on PP, -18 ‘ fhc
held in san Antonio, Texas, October 9-15, A 16

: The Lutheran Book Concern, n.d. Yoo, Pl 6-7. Ibid., p. 183,

: ‘ rpi4., p. 184,
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cénql.udod that in the fund‘amen.tal doctrines, although the
“'p‘l.\t.iicoloqy employed was sometimes not that which we uge,
wllfiél. « « » that these ltatemant\s contain the truth as
.xﬂ!‘.lll; in £he Scriptures and our Lutheran Confessional

w18

“ writings. This report examined the ALC request for

latitude on the non-fuhdamental doctrines noted, and con-

 Cluded that within the framework expressed in the "Declara-
tion," these doctrines were non-fundamental, they did not
endanger the anailogy of faith, and at various times within,
the hi'.‘ltory of the Synod iynodical fathers had called them
ﬁm—ﬁndlnhntal doctrines that need not be divisive of church
!ﬂllmhu;.lg The more pertinent parts of the resolution
rn;‘i ;

1. That we ralse our grateful hearts and voices to
the Triune God, thanking His mercy for the
gquidance of the Holy Spirit by which the points
of agreement have been reached and imploring
‘His further guidance toward’ the consummation
‘of the efforts to bring about church-fellowship
betw _the Mi ri Synod and the American
Lutheran Church, even though we believe that
under the most favorable circumstances much
time and effort may be required before any
union may be reached.

18.cMs, Proceedings, 1938, p. 231.
19, bid., pp. 229-233, An article in the Lutheran Witness
Lve years later reports that this "Declaration' had
tudied by the faculty of Concordia Seminary [St. Louis]
L T 7, 1937, which voted that the points therein were
ivisive of fellowship, '"Does the Missouri Synod Want

: tness, LXII (May 25, 1943), 177.

95
{

. That Synod declare that the g_ri_ef_%aw_o{_t_ of |
the Missouri Synod, together with e Declara-
tion of the representatives of the American
Lutheran Church and the provisions of this
entire report of Committee No. 16 now being
read and with Synod's actions thereupon, be
regarded as the doctrinal basis for future

church-fellowship [sic] between the Missouri
Synod and the American Lutheran Church,

That in regard to the points of non-fundamental '
doctrines mentioned in the Declaration of the
American Lutheran Church representatives
(Anti-christ, the conversion of the Jews, the
physical resurrection of the martyrs, the ful-
filment of the thousand years) we endeavor to
establish full agreement and that our Committee
on Lutheran Union be instructed to devise ways
and means of reaching this end,

That in regard to the propriety of speaking of
"the visible side of the Church" we ask our
Committee on Lutheran Union to work to this
end that uniform and Scripturally acceptable
terminology and teaching be attained,

That, since for true unity we need not only
this doctrinal agreement but also agreement in
practise ., . . where there is a divergence from
Biblical, confessional practise, strenuous
efforts must be made to correct such deviation,
We refer particularly to the attitude toward
the anti-christian lodge, anti-Scriptural ’
pulpit- and altar-Sallownhip, and all other
fc:tms of unionism, &

The resolution went on to point out that feliovlhiﬁ
further depénda on the approval of the other aynods of tho
Synodical Conference and if the ALC can establish "doctrinal
agreement" with those church bodies with which it is in

fellowship. Until such time that fellowship is announced * i),

20cMs, Préceedings, 1938, pp. 231-232,

-

e by
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b

d report, :ﬂ.uouti showed concern

essed in Scripture, The disagreement
Missouri and the ALC was jdltifgad\bj(
,ncbi.on between fundamental andnon- °

¢ ind by pointing out that disagreement

It is notmrehy that the book of
to thig 1938 convention contains no
ad ng or opposing fellowship with the
-“ ‘May 31, 38, the Lutheran Witness had in-
membership only t that at the convention the

en in controversy in the United States and re-
t with representatives of the American Lutheran
~cannot be said of the meetings that were

] %ﬁa 8 of the United Lutheran Church." Lutheran
1,

1938), 187,
arguing against a charge that the convention
m&lm an editorial fecllowing the convention took
int out that the and Memorials had been
1 pastors and lay , the convention "Review-
] spent almost a week on this matter and its
ion to the convention was unanimous, a mimeographed
tlu ‘Reviewing Committee's recommendations had been
iven to every delegate, this matter had been discussed in
three mum of the convention [the Procoedin s say four
sessi me' 1938, p. there had been
ﬂmzmuauy imitation of time on thou who had the
".:ho ?:ctop:al to dotox{ action until the next convention
re unanimously, the proposal to adopt had been
_unanimous, church fellowship has not yet been declared, fur-
m Cﬁlﬂlnm is presumed, and Synodical Conference members
1 have opportunity to agree or disagree. G[raebner],

"Doctrinal Basis for Union," Lutheran Witness, LVIT (J
' 6,
1938), 252-253, : e

doctrines. 1In the case of the doctr

also wanted "uniform ‘and Scriptur:

and teaching." 1In addition to th.i‘!

Missouri was also concerned about tmilq
practice, especially in regard to the lﬂg‘
unionilm.22 Moreover, the m a].nq M to ¢
agreement with those synods with which th.c M
fellowship, .

With the possible exception of the statement that

/!
ondlnm th-
of faith, all these point to a cuneapuon of aoemm

agrcamnt in the topics cited does n

as implied in A Brief Statement,> which v.u-oun was u-i.w 3
as its basic functipning fellowship document. The unmmm
assumption is that whenever Scripture -p.m on a eopic, e
which is the truth, on which everyone must .qr». Mé&h&ﬁﬁw’-

This full ugreemen\: must also lhov nu:l.t in wucuce. 'm

221his latter point, unionism, came to. il y issue n* ;
Miseouri attempted to justify its position to wx-aon-u and

and was also that point at which a different approach w aoe-»
trine surfaced w g:hin the Synod. .

23%50r an analysis of Missouri's A Brief Statement, see
infra, "Missouri's Controversy with Wisconsin," Pp. -143,
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that since it is the truth, it must be accepted by everyone
else with whom one has éel?.o‘w-hip, else one would be gquilty
of unionism, There is no mention here of Christ or respond-
. ing to God in humility with one's fellow man, Ingtead the
accent is on faith in the terms of intellectual acceptance
of ﬁlt.d truths, The distinction between fundamental and
ncn-tul.\duminf.al doctrine is similarly based on the relative
thec of intolloctually held truths, Matters that some
. within Missouri r.‘!lrrod to as belonging in the realm of
1 exegetical ptol;leml .or open queltionl“ and here spoken of

‘as doctrine, that is, teachings based on Scripture where

' there can be only one true understanding, Implicitly, the Synod

seems here to be most concerned about the authority of Scrip-
ture and a view of doctrine where interpretations of Scrip-
ture are either true or false, even in regard to matters of

the Synod's theology that are admittedly non-fundamental.

The ALC's Fellowship Resolution

with tMl implicit understanding of doctrine, and
apparently uliuning the same of the ALC, Missouri proceeded
Qmmrﬁ fellowship., The ALC, meeting‘'a few months later, also
% Wltd a fellowship resolution. As negotiations continued,
‘however, the wording of this fellowship resolution of the

99 -
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critical of the fellowship negotiations. As will be lion
later in the chapter, Missouri became concerned about this
resolution where the ALC stated that "it is neither neces-
sary nor possible to agree in all non-.tundnmcntul doctrines, "
that "the Brief Statement viewed in the light of our Declara- i
tion is not in c_ontradicf_:l.on to the M:Lnneupolilql'rheul," ‘and
that the ALC flatly stated that it was not ;d.lling to give
up membership in the American Lutheran Conference,

The text of the ALC resolution| read:

1. That we raise our grateful hearts and voices
to the Triune God, thanking His mercy for the
guidance of the Holy Spirit by which the
points of agreement have been reached,

That we declare the Brief Statement of the
Missouri Synod, together with the Declara- “
tion of our Commission, a sufficient doctrinal
basis for Church fellowship between the
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran
Church. » :

That, according to our conviction and the
resolution of the Synod of Missouri, passed

at its convention in St. Louis, the afore-
mentioned doctrinal agreement is the sufficient
doctrinal basis for Church-fellowship, and that
we are firmly convinced that it is neither
necessary nor possible to agree in all non-
fundamental doctrines., Nevertheless, we are
willing to continue the negotiations concerning
the points termed in our Declaration as "not
divisive of Church-fellowship," and cognized
as such by the Missouri Synod's resolutions, .
and instruct our Commission on Fellowship
accordingly.

That we understand why the Missouri Synod is
for the time being not yet ready to draw the
logical conclusion and immediately establish
church-fellowship with our church, We, however
expectgthat henceforth by both sides the erec-
tion of opposition altars shall be ’
avoided and that just coordination

work shall earnestly be sought, 1}




iship has been n!n-
the pastors
d o meet in smaller
‘ an both the doectrinal
ind the question of church

Two periodicals, The czucihle

27

utho: n, were launched to oppose

n of mslouri'- fellowship resolution with the ALC.

Mﬂﬂl Minutes, Fifth Convention of the American
an Church held in Sandusky, Ohio, October 14-20, 1938
us: The Lutheran Book Concern, n,d.), pp. 255- 256.

“wm by W. Oesch, printed in England, it began pub-
Lm with the Junuuy—robruary, 1939 issue, This was
rently not the first time Oesch had been critical of
4. The "Table of Contents" of the 1938 LCMS, Reports
1 __ undor unprinted memorials, lists:, "3, Criti-
t that ap ed in print during

last Ml (Putor W. M. Oesch)."
(

27’1‘!!1! began publication with the January 1940 issue
under the editorship of Paul H. Burgdorf.

periodical,
resolution,

(1938) convention,
vention which expressed the view

plete and do not cover svcry point in B‘Wmﬂy
contain no error, n <8

Likewise the Lutheran Witness printed in s{u.x the
burgh agreement between the ALC and th. United Luther:

statement is correct, that is, it contains nothing w»m
tradicts scripture, it is inadequate ause it must not
necessarily be interpreted to mean that the l’n:u:cd Lutheran
Church now holds a doctrine of inspiration like the aLc. Ml
they put it, the Pittsburgh Agreement does not contain an

)

"explicit, unequivecal declaration of thc vo:bal 1n.p:wl\‘-m|.

and of the inerrancy of Holy se il
v oly scripture in 41 "ig parts which o

5 1

—— | o

28, : )
heodore Graebner, "Lu!:horan Un. " Lutheran m !1
it tReveaies 29, 1938), 4 ion, " Lutheran § i

\
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the iztUQC10n dernantll."29 However, the Lutheran Witness
‘also ptintc'd an article quoting from an Ohio District con-
-vention of the ALC showing that the ALC has a view of in-
spiration just like Missouri's and.is therefore more cons
servative than the United Lutheran. chum:h.:"‘o
e ' A number of reports were carried by the Lutheran Witness
dui:ing this triennium (1938-1941) of local free conferences
involving mainly Missouri and ALC pastors. Many report? con-
tained a comment that there was agreement on the sub jecé dis-
cussed, which ;.‘anqed from sola gratia, sola fide, 1nerra;1cy,
unionism, and Scripture, to predestination,>!
Dunhg 1§40 the Lutheran wts:ness ran a series of eight

articles on Lutheran union written by the editors which they

iv.‘\'wntigcd at its)conclusion that they

have not voiced agreement with every phrase of the
1938 resolutions (they have taken exception to some
of the phrasing) and that they have not maintained
that there is agreement in the public doctrine of
the Missouri Synod and the A. L. C.,; on the contrary,
they have tried to establish the opposite. what
they maintain is that the reloiusions of June, 1938,
were adequate as voted by Synod, |

\

i

29,

3°G[r“bn.r], "Editorial: The Scriptures Inerrant,"

Lutheran Witness, LVIII (October 31, 1939), 371,

e itness, LVITT (April 4, 1939), 118; LIX (June
e ¢y LIX nuary 9, 1940), 10; LIX (February 20,
63y LIX (October 29, 1940), 370; LX (February 4, 1941),

iitness, LIX (December 10, 1940), 421,

3} ommittee on Lutheran Union, ""Concerning Lutheran Union, "
m%m‘ Witness, LVIII (April 18, 1939), 139-140, Cf. "Edi-
. tor. Opinion, " Lutheran Wit;neu, LVIII (April 18,  1939), 140,

-
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Looking more closely at this significant series of articles,
the first one, discussing what is meant by fellowship, wrotes

By church-fellowghip we mean an outward relation-
ship, something visible, tangible; something we
say and do in order to'testify to an agreement in
doctrine established between ourselves and others,
« « «+ This is done because we recognize these
bodies [members of the Synodical Confere e] as
in their public doctrine not only testif tngaso
the truth but rejecting all false teachings.

The article pointed out. that Missouri does not consider it

A ]
sufficient to agree only on the "great fundamental doctrines, "
and not require agreement on "other doctrines not directly'

connected with the way of salvation,"

We have testified from the beginning of our synodical
life to the present day and hour that we are not
permitted to distinguish between things in the Bible
that are to be believed and others that need not be
believed. We have always said and say today that
any one who denies even a fact so remote from the
doctrine of salvation as, let us say, the fact that
David slew Goliath or that Ruth was a Moabitess can-
not have fellowship with us, for the simple reason
that such a person denies what is plainly stated as
a fact in the Bible. ._. . There must be no tolera-
tion of error, be it an 1mport32t or in a less im-
portant teaching of the Bible, &

The article went on to uﬁy that church fellowship is not
the same as doctrinal unity. Church-fellowship is based on
doctrinal unity as its absolute condition, In" Missouri's

view, before fellowship two church bodies must "have the same

0 ) i1 ‘
33"Lutheran Union: A Discussion. 1I," Lutheran !;em*.
LIX (May 28, 1940), 186, . TR, -
34 } !
Ibid, P 4




insist on wwy bm unw
801 ] J : candul‘am of fellowship and
w were both mtpeuﬁny using inny othu. g
reality." W35 ihiee wib mub-
z#m succeeding two articles of
ALC writings to démonstrate that .
agree on open questions, chiliasm, a.:l.ec-
37 nspiration, justification, and

(3

on of the ALC "mluation" whether or not but is in the area of open qucltioqu or theological p

5 R | i
ered certain phraseology and exegetical inter- in which there is freedom to agree or disagree, because

sive of fellowship and answered in the nega-

uri's 1938 convention was discussed next in this | article significantly goes on to quote F. Pieper to d

strate that "the elearness of Scripture is in no wise

by accepting the existence of 'problems’ in W ﬁ.ﬂ,d
theological expoution n42

A theran Union: A Discussion. 1II," Lﬁthetan witness, |
m 11, 1940), 200. '/ ; I 5 SR | 3

37 9Lutheran Union: A Discussion. V," mgmm.%
‘ ‘"Lutheran Union: A Discussion. ITI," Lutheran Witness, | LIX (July 23, 1940), 261. \ 2 o
(,m (June S 10y, a0, ‘ j _ i

. 1bid
”"'MMnn Union: A Discussion, 1IV," Lutheran Witness, ; 41
(my 9, 1940), 239, " R T i "Lutheran Union: A Discussion, VI, k"
y LIX (August 6, 1940), 275. 3 "

421p54a,
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Aﬂ:ﬂt lpunk:l.nq of matterl of practice especially re-

“ the series cone].udcd by expressing the view that

-W be t.iolv.d -1.-hho question of prayer-fellowship (where
\i&l, editors disagreed with the ALC position), concerns sn
HM ldqulcy of the Pittsburgh Agreement reqardinq 1nsp1ra—

> *!_!.‘lon—. the touchy situation of opposition altars which have

' to which the official position adopted by the Missouri and

1 All this, the edx_%or- conclude, will take time and joint
3 4 ¥ ‘ e
‘um-m.“ ;
~

Other articles in the Lutheran Witness during this

in mﬁt,“ condemned unionism in the American Lutheran

LIX (August 20, 1940), 292.

(September 3, 1940), 306-307.
g:nde, "The Detroit Convention of tne American

m&lng ‘the lodge and unionism and other conditions that must
rM m ho:er- fellowship can be accomplished, such as approval
«d! the Mluenn Lutheran Conference and the Synodical Confer-

uwm fe J.m-m.p with tho ALC is still in the future, Left

M established over the years, and the question of the extent

/ ,.cm-mm- are actually the public doctrine of the body,

mm gave a favorable report of the ALC's 1940 convention

'&umran Unions A Discussion. VII,"‘ Lutheran Witness,

*“Lutheran Union: A Discussion. VIII," Lutheran Wit~

L mgg Witness, LIX (October 29, 1940),

107 AT ;
Conferenca,46 and reported that editors of church papu'q of |

the ALC and Missouri had met oy ;

to see what can be done on a scriptutal(hll:ll 80

that the negotiations that have proceeded thus -
. Growned'vith na cinsdmpytion of Sretonctetiovinge |||

between the two bodies. ’ b et
It was also reported that pastors of Miuour:l.'l Michigm Mi—
trict "have assumed the cost of sending &/r Theological
Monthly for a year to every pastor of the American Luthu'tn ', b
Church in that state."48

During the same peri (1938-1941), the Synod's most

pular technical Journal the Concordia Theological mm
made avauahle t:o its clergy a number of.reports on the n‘qo-
tiations between the two synods as they became avauq‘bl.m It
printed the "Reply" of the ALC commissioners after the con-
mittees of the two synods had met in September 1939 to tu.l'cu'@
written answers of the ALC commissioners to written qu.ltj.on; |

of the Missouri committeemen regarding the ALC's Sandusky :

486 raebner], "!Strategic Position' of the A . L. Confer-
ence," Lutheran Witness, LIX (November 2, 1940), 404-44!)5, e
47 i

E. W, Schramm, "Editors of the A; L. C. and Mi ssouri

5ynod Mnet-., " Lutheran Witness, LVII (February 21, 19303, 57.

G[rao’bner] "Inters: odical Discussion, " mmn i “
Witness, LX (Janu'ary Vs fl.eg‘rl Se &




1 ‘mM because apparently the ALC had *
an doctrine and practice at that con-
: Q‘ m::g tho American Lutherun Conferencu: to
al with tl;m: cf Missouri and the ALC so that
be !ﬁlf\mhip.sg Anofher article, however, quoted

Secretary of Missouri's Committee on
"'.t'fu Present Status of the Discussions of the
utu the American Lutheran Church," Concordia
0 X (December 1939), 928-936, Hereafter
be referred to as CTM.

n Graebner, "Need Not Be Divisive," CTM, XI
v 4
Formal Statement on Relations between the
the m.nou_rx synod, " CTM, XI (December 1940),
2 1

me], "The Am-neun r.ucheun Conference," CTM, XII
1.941), 62-63,

ALC was supported on the basis ¢
trine which was reflected in ﬁ!.i c

Missouri understood it did in fact ueuf..

and supporters within the Synod were opli'

implicit understanding of doctrine. They h undes

trine to mean a series of biblical truths, Those

Missouri who opposed fellowship claimed that there

this kind of doctrinal agrumnc, and those who -\ip‘

of doctrinal agreement,

0
-

|
|
|

53a(rndt], "A. L. C. Testimony with Respect to Verbal
Inspiration," CTM, XIT (April 1941), 304, . T
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Missouri Balks at Proceedings into ?ellowship

Y
'(N.ehaugh the otticial. periodicals of the Synod were
le favorable towards the 1938 union resolutions and
) m m—-qaing negotiations, 'by the time of the Synod's next
mnﬁm (1941) the issues did not seem to be nearly as
mlf' as they had seemed in 1938,

The Committee on Lutheran

areasi A

) . 4 First of all, instead of having been able in the
 past thres ‘years to deal with the five points mentioned in.
the ALC "Declafation" about which there still was a divergence
¥ (visible side of the Church, Anti-christ, beginning o‘f the

‘ﬂ'mi\m', rc-uztection of the martyrs, conversion of the

m) aiicnouon &t the three meetings of the Misaouri and
m ALC emltteos during the triennium centered on the ALC's
ﬂ.lmm.p resolution adopted at Sandusky in October 1938.
mumfi. was concerned that the Sandusky resolution had stated

’Gﬁﬁt_ "it is neither possible nor necessary to agree in all

54

‘ MGMntﬂ. doctrines . . Accordingly the ALC at

ts prove that in the interest of a cor-
lerstanding of the St. Louis Resolutions. of
necessary to include in our resolutions
like this: "We are firmly convinced .

/

111

that it is neither necessary nor possible to =
agree in all non<«fundamental doctrines." We £ s

declare that by gncluding this or a similar | A
statement, we did not want to cast any doubt | 4 ~
on the binding force of any biblical statement,
We concur with our commissioners and say, "To

sake we add: Not every traditional explanation of
a Scriptural statement is binding., The traditional
explanation  may not be the sense intended by the
Holy Ghost and therefore may make further 'eudy &
under His guidance necessary; and since
sightedness and sin may preclude the ing &l‘
universal acceptance of the divinely intended
sense, we thank God that it is not necessary for
the estab¥ishment of church-fellowship to aggga in
every explanation of a Scriptural statement,”~ &
Although the Missouri men stated that cvorythmg in tM.n
explanation of the ALC's Detroit ccnvention is trud,,

/ we regret that the convention felt it neccllary to
make an addition to its clear statement, "To be sure,
everything that Scriptures teach is God's Word and
therefore binding." The words added might create A AR S
the impression as though a clear-cut statement ack- y
nowledging the binding force of all Scripture- §
passages were a dangerous statement to make an
required some limiting, or restrictive, additi 4
We are all the more compelled to say this blcauhc e
the position that the traditional expianation of a
scripture-passage is not necessarily the right ong‘
has never been questioned in the Lutheran Churd}

similarly, Missouri questioned tho.daelﬁration i_\n the
sandusky resolution that the ALC would not give up its mem-
ot )

bership in the American Lutheran Conference. Missouri had

D7

already said”’ that fellowship also depends on the ALC's
7 A ke

g As quoted in LCMB, Proceedings, 1941, pp. 28'

561b1d. , p. 280.

57.cMs, Proceedings, 1938, p. 232.
Seceasinds,



"in enu 1ight b!" really | e
of all, that the ALC accer
treatment of the church, A
! ﬂlﬂl’tﬂ of thxﬁ miimuq and e : physical te-ui:xfncbtcn of martyrs
whq SEGRARA, Wb not indicite Revelations 20 ‘only with
bring about this occupying of the Declaration."®? secondly, it me

md. um went on to ..y, i . mentioned in the ALC "Declaration'

£ Bany of the leaders of the Ameri- ok ich
© not shar 8 ion LW
~making of aou;tmu?:::h error trine in A Brief Statement. For example,
: loyalty where the ]
Mﬂ? a:z cogmnod”.i: in one the doctrine of the Holy ser&m
po'.m-. some members of the Ameri- plemented in our Dec
do not as yet fully share our : human factor, and in
,~ ‘this situation does not neces- conversion those points have been
Lp impossible; but we hold it seemed essential to us,
b t that, if we are to have fellow- :

m there must be in our church-
the same attitude t d :
 of God'md and t;iaobid:o:coo\‘::ich trine" contained in A Brief Statement, but iﬂ;_' 8 not
t the same determination to achieve i . : o : <
Q.:h‘t the Scriptures teach. In view sarily agree in matters of exegesis, argumentation, or

silence of the American Lutheran ( ; YN
uﬁw. at m"h.‘poli.' the question ¥ terminology. For example, the ALC said that A

m there is not a fundamental differ- ‘
n the American Lutheran Church and &gur
u I:m meaning of confessional loyalty.

trine,"®! Dhe fear of the Missours ooshstNMEReH 8 ehu ,

0 N . -
Hisinh. p ; , . 5 p. 277.
As quoted in LCMS, Proceedings, 1941, p. 282, p. 281
59 v T " SRS
d., p. 284, ’ ' | :
som-”‘ s 2 pp. 281-282.
d. M -285. ! y
ibid., pp. 284-285 p. 282.
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itgnrd\vu 'thnt: 'l"-cmo may later abuse this statement so as
‘to I!.:m:lnnto the Brijef Statement as a part of the basis for
mumu agreement., "65
2. The second ma}or area of concern that Missouri ex-
wmoﬂ officially was a statement in the ALC "Declaration" *
ﬁlwz God ”mlol to jultify those who have come to ‘faith,"
; '!hi ALC cxplui'ncd that they were lurprued that this state-
me eould be so wrongly construed," Rather than speaking
uz a time interval between "the creation of faith and the
jm@iﬂy&ﬂg act of G.od," the statement intended not; on‘.'l.y to
S, ';ftd.m o‘bljo'jc.ti'v. .jultiﬂcacion, but also include subjective
-:lul@iﬂ.eltion, namely, "tile declarative nature of the indi-
; Vmal Justification in the moment of faith of which the
i W!l speak so otum."“ The Miuguri men responded
iy e.hcy wer'e >dilappointad that the ALC ciid not content

\3 WLm with the definition of objective justification
w te\m¢ mutually acceptable and would even bring up
the ‘&)jict of subjective justification, which had never been

troversy bet n the two qroups.67

I
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does A Brief Statement that the word of .the Gclpal and the

Sacraments are the means of grace, the ALC comi.uionon haa

preferred the terminology that the Word and the Sacraments Jaltth

are the means of grace.68 Regarding the effect of the t,brll::'rl- b ,l i

Supper which A Brief Statement says "is not other than the

communication and sealing of the forgiveness of sins," the
ALC felt that 'a possible physical effect of the m“:?;
Supper should not be denied."69 It alaé aoncorncd t

Missouri men that the ALC commissioners did not feel £hae S

all of the passages quoted in A Brief Statement regarding

unionism were m:oplit:able.70 These points, the Miclm.lx men

74 .
i (4

4. Missouri further questioned whether or not it really

said, '"require further discussion."

had doctrinal agreement with the ALC because the ALC in 1939
announced that it had come to an agreement with thé United

Lutheran Church on the doctrine of inspiration on the bmi'

of the Pittsburgh Agreement. How, Missouri uxod. cmml ﬁh‘
ALC really share Missouri's understanding of m-puat:ou n« k

still come to ah agreement with the United Lutheran chmh?'

)

681p1d., p. 278.

o 9rpia.
7O1pia,

ipia.
®

f\\é
-



' and with the r

. framing a single document
of the Missouri ;ynu re
o w-mz;wu. : Committee should continue negot

MMM 1,& 1"” m it d . them prepare one document "so c‘* ‘
; W' PERR !‘Bdm ? “?,“t_ " no misunderstanding in reﬂnn@? g,
At the same

B

4 Norwegian Synods, did not think there , words are to convey.
m t'll.mhip, 73 and they wanted stated that it does

ations discontinued,’d not mean to dispense with any
i : ' made in ous ms_mw .
; : it correctly expr
iri was canft.rnld.lbopt church practice : g e i orce
y ) clarification under the
cally in regdrd to lodges and unionism. wolgrbpijacit- g el
‘that there was little difference in prac- fined or amplified . . .

W79

8. 1n regard to the charge of rton i, | The resolution t‘rthet explained that it M' uld

‘that prayer-fellowship and church-fellowship - 1::‘:,‘,‘::2:‘,’1 bl :::““ :m g s 1)

T Not only did they feel prayer-fellowship :i;:::;{u:::,ig::h::;: ‘:“d{‘h':%:;;giu.g::&L
m’ church fellowship, but they also felt this £ “:“‘t’-"“"‘“‘y be denied . . . ey
gin npl di\'ilivv.. The Missouri men expressed the X
: ﬁh‘fl.diftltinco would cause "no end of friction 751—1’2" pp. 262-283,

) | 76Follaw1ng the convention an article in the
; [ ( witness reporteds '"The remarks made on the :105:'“
R " -279¢ : sentatives of our Union Committee were negative , as
QRSO ST p. 283, ‘ the future, definitely pessimistic," Graebner], "The
be Dd 279 . 4 Interests of Lutheranism," Lutheran Witne LX (July

{ | 5 Lutheran Witness,

285, ! . e j
ik e b 77 cMs, Proceedings, 1941, p. 302.

781pia.,

"91pia.
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tcal robn;rection of the martyrn and the tulfilmem:

jousand yhrl S

The othcr ayncds of the
ccmz'.ronct were also asked to send representativea

t{b&:‘» these untmgn.

i ¥ ‘ Y {

-

What is Doctrine? “

‘,‘pt‘.Qn’_ll before that doctrine is anything Serip-
‘ '8, whether related to salvation or not. 'As the
ons pu'oqr)ol'od howover, Missouri came to doubt
ﬁ!!lt the Anc started with that same approach to doctrine,
‘When F-'O
1 t ﬁho ALC di.d not necessarily consider every traditional

)ed into a true-false -1tuation, Missouri learned

11 mﬂ. m disturbed that in the ALC approach, fellow-
puu‘blq and desirable even without what Missouri

. !u:l.l doet.t!.nal agreement, adain pointing to a dif-
c lmdq.'lunding of doctrine. From its presupposi-
what an?ﬂ.m is, m.uouri feared that the ALC
mq q‘*nlc in a c:mublinq away of doctrine and the
r of G&'&pﬁuro. Accordingly, Missouri stuck to its
dn fbt Merme boinq anything écnpture teaches

‘cm XII (September 1941), 641-652,

£
|

and resolved to arrive at an unequivocal joint IEJ!';mﬁt

with the ALC to demonstrate doctrinal agreement on that basis.
From that perspective, therefore, Missouri periodicals
continued to lupbort fellowship but ALC interest lagged, be-

y |
cause it proceeded from a different premise,

Missouri Periodicals cang;(nue l »
to Support Fsllowph:l.

¢ ]
Discussion of the issues of fenmuhip contiwuod du:ing‘
this triennium (1941-1944) in the Synod's periodicals.  The

Concordia Theological Monthly carried major articl‘lol on two

points of the negotiations, An article on Romans 111226,
"All Israel shall be saved," concluded that B
We can confidently subscribe to the unsquivog:al'
position taken in our Synod's Brief staeemeng of :
1932: "There will be no general conversion 2
conversion en masse, of the Jewish nation,"®
Anot)\er article dealt with the phrase in the ALC "Dae].arutiou"t
"God purposes to justify those that have come to 'fa:l.th." ml‘g
article quotes £rom the Augsburg Confession, the ;Apology, 7
. |

Walther-Baier, and Stoeckhardt to demonstrate that this ex-
R

literature.," This expression does not lpoai: of

of time, but of logical loquencc.aa

8ly, Bartling, "'All Israel Shall msma,

82y, Arnd¥, "'God Purposes to Justify Thaie

Come to Faith, K CPM, XIV (November 1943), 787-791.




o :&m-_e.m-_mnmyonm

at its 1941 convdntion, the quo-tida wu
tion forbidding any’ implmnhation of*
{-g' ni.‘ btiy.z-!cncmnhlp until officially

February 1llu| reported that 120 local conterences
zé ‘have met; CTM, LXIII (February 1, 1944),

; [r ﬂ.l‘], ”ldibnx*l Review Efforts for Closer Lutheran
L , LX (October 14, 1941), 356-357.

tee for Doctrinal Unity, "Report of Committee for
Unity, " eran Witness, LXIT (May 11, 1943), 162~
. 'xuba-r A Report the Committee on Unity,"
Nitness, LXTT (May 11, 1943), 156,

The 1911 Resolutions on Lutheran Union," Lutheran
)m (May 12, 1942), 169, . e

4

whethar or not to begin ti
no indication Mh.r tl?
no!:.” Th‘, same sensitiv
nppunnd also in two article:
&tions by pa:btpn of other
such ot!en-o; which hurt ‘

than the faithful work of
it 88

Soon after -mphnumg that the nuu«!&
union with other Lutheran synods and "has |

a stand in favor of Lutheran unioﬂ,"’” the L

remaining obstacles of Lutheran union. As the editors

’

1
i
87G[raebner], "Editors Can Lose perspective, "
Witness, LXI (June 9, 1942), 199-200, )

|

883 raebner], "Things That Divide, "
LXIT (May 25, 1943), 1763 G[raebner], "c

These otfenus?," utheran Witness, LXTIT (uy
152-153,

G[raobnsr] "Inter-Synodical cmun!.c‘, )
Witness, LXIT (chombor a3, 1943) 384,

90"D°0l the Missouri Synod Want Union?,
Witness, LXII (May 25, 1943), b by b (4 ;

J
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ent ?’blenel,o- were: The American Lutheran Conference

adopted A Brief Statement and "Declaration" as its
L the fact, on the other hand, that. Missouri 's fellow *

s.ction-;’* and that union negotiations were slowed

e@h.r Lutherans muundautand Missouri's insistence

inal agr and non—puticipaf.:lon in

mmheic norlhip, even opening joint prayer among Lutherans,

A
Negotiations Lag

! A .
o

o ‘mn the Synod next met in convention, its Doctrinal

un ot the two synods begun work on the single document

94
'mnt cl}lod for at the previous convention. The

:Ld' ut em "Dﬂﬂ.u‘at:l.on" in connection with A Brief Statement,
the United Lutheran Church on the basis of the Pitts-

mmnt, either of which Missouri now felt was

&*O'Htﬂgch! of Lutheran Union," Lutheran Witness, LXII
1943), 225-226,

w s of Lutheran Union," Lutheran wu:ness, LXIT
1943), 259-260. .

of Lutheran Union," Lutheran Witness, LXII
273-274, !

93

-

=N

inadequate, 9

synods to participate in meetings further eomplgam:cd the
matter, 2° Happily the committee vas able to ropon that
during the triennium more than a hundred 1htor—+ynbd&¢Jl

meetings had been held on the local level in Vu}ioul parts

of the country.

discussing such tepics as the inerrancy og-s,aa‘!.pl:uro, pn:uy
of doctrine as g prerequisite/for fallcmi‘hip, anﬂ the htid
of Lutheran unity.
mittee on Doctrinal Unity to distribute the one ‘ﬂocumont‘ of
agreement to all pastors, teachers, and conqreglﬁl:ionl of thd
Synod as soon as possible so that 1't could be l!‘-l;di‘d in
advance and be considered for final action at th* Synod‘l
next convention in 194
This the Committee on Doctri.nal Unity did uﬁan it uﬂqu
its Doctrinal Affirmation to all pastors amd teadhcu of eh(
Synod., 1In response to criticism from within the ssyned and "
from the wuconss.n and Norwegian Synods, the comﬁbtu ﬂﬂ*
submitted "cla:ificationl,“ both to the synod and\ to tht '
Reactions from the ALC were largely aputhouc, lw_te-ﬂtm Red
of which even rejected the document. ;

91pid., p.

%:bid., p.
: 971b1u., P.

Ibi.d. ¢ Be

The refusal of the Wisconsin and Norwegian

123

Most of these reported tavorabﬂn mut:&m, ! ) ‘
, b
-

%7 The syhod therefore, uked{ the com-

798

An explanation of

229.
228,
230,
250,



| sutfi mw ellowship.
itted to stand side by

r ity . . . and sufficient doc-
between the two church bodies to
4 . [ % -~

=

reported the ALC lack of interest in the

n, ‘including an ALC convention re‘l_ol‘ution

i3

| year (1946), which said in part;

‘of effort in this direction [that, is,
to produce a generally accer.able
we
’

as the Doctrinal Affirmation
ining Lu an Unity way of
doctrinal formulations and) reformula-

) i
adoption of the Minneapolis Theses,
Declaration, the Brief ‘Statement
x on, the Pittsburgh Agreement, and
erture on Unity have demonstrated that the
‘obstatles to Lutheran Unity are not matters
trine as much as differences of background,
|, spirit, attitude, which can be resolved
n atmosphere of candor, mutual understanding
nd love; fore be it

s |

. 993ne committee on Doctrinal Unity, F. H. Brunn,

Secretary, "The Doctrinal Affirmation to be Abandoned,"
5 Y ness, LXV (November 5, 1946), 378,

100:p4q,

It was the opmi.oﬁ of
difﬁcultin 'cu.:'tcnuy' s
the ALC: (1) Lack of doctrinal
of opinion l‘l to the degree of do
fellowship; and (3) The ALC's :
Lutheran conference,l92 nour synelﬁj " %fn
“has insisted and still insists that fel na
based on unity in all doctrines clearly r‘"tﬁ.ﬂ in Hc
writ. 193 only because the ALC commission had nmn :)
spring shown an interest in coneinu’d mqmnum."
Missouri's committee able to recommend continued eff:

in the hope of eventually achieving the grace
of God, a single document that mi’.’q’;’%’. g
sion to a full and whole-hearted agreement between
the American Lutheran Church and our Synod in all |
doctrines, gf the Holy Scriptures and in Scriptural
px-actico.l * Y

As quoted in LCMS, Proceedings, 1947, pp. 495-4.:#.',- .
1bid., pf 497. )

A
1031404, e

101
102

lm'rhe invitation from the ALC for a meeting
Mar:l;;, 1947. The meeting was held May 9, 1947,
P. . i s

105:p14., p. 498,
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Binbt th. goctrinal Affirmation was in effect eliminated

B %y kh. M‘l mﬂl\: recent convention, Missouri need take no

! -m:lou dp it, the committee adviled it is to be "regretted,"
b M”wu'l eomut'.tu reported finally, that the "American

'ﬁu or
v ihﬂ.p in tho hcpc of. promoting unity with our Synod and with

unulad Lutheran chureh w106

Chux‘ch has adopted the principle of selective fellow-

! i S synod, t.hu'efore, resolved to continue "doctrinal

a-wtamnon" with the arc,07

instructing its committee "to

- make mzy ot!ort to arrive ultimately at one document‘ which

AL 1 ) sers.peuu;, c].ear, concise, and unequivocal . . Jwl08

B Tﬁc Synod's admission in the same resolution that "All
4 “ oztotti to un:n:e the contents of the Brief Statement and the

?g_‘ggg by means of the Doctrinal Affirmation have ad-

ﬂudly not been satisfactory, 109 Uag in place in view of
m ct that an examination of the Doctrinal Affirmation and
especially its "Clarifications" clearly support the ALC con-

i
‘ntu#x that the Doctrinal Affirmation

gLvOl preference everywhere to the Brief Statement
« « « « it canceled the position for which the

ican Lutheran Church stood in the Declaration;
ch]mrltion stood for a certain attitude given

()

il
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freedom under God and His Word . ., . important
statements of the Declaratipn were‘omitted in
framing the Affiﬂ\aucm which wotg_x}gardad as
safeguards . .

For example, whereas the ALC had asked that "a possible

physical effect of the Lord's Supper should not be denied,

stated: 'Likewise the object of the Lord's Supper . . . is
none other than the purpose of the Gospel and Holy BaP-ﬁv‘

viz., the communication and sealing of the forgiveness

wll2

sins . Similarly, the amended affirmation rej

e

| e S e e Yl

on the identification of the papac).' as tl::e antichrist,
any physical resurrection of murtj(rs prior to Christ's
to jude, inserts A Brief Statement biblical support tor!the :
paragraph on unionisfn, and in three places 1nuert; a,pa*aqfaah

from A Brief Statement verbatim.us y

[ ” b

A New Effort--The Common Confession
In the span of time between M:l.nauri's 1941 and 19'17 :
conventions, voicea began to be raised within the Synod - ‘
1
questioned the Syhod's implicit operating dofiniuon utj ,’

trine. Different emphases in regard to doctrine mtaqod

‘.

1101p34,, p. 495.

LCMS, Proceedings, 1941, p. 278,
LCMS, Proceedings, 1947, p. 499.

i
&
111 ‘
e

112
113

nndé. pp. 499-500.



‘the ALC Fellowship Commission drafted "a
of faith," which was adopted by the joint

This document, known as’

on, received qualified endorsement at

m «onv-nuon (1950). Missouri resolved that

on be lcc-pt}d "as a statement of these

iuceo-ﬂang chapters dealing with the Missouri--
owc:ly and internal doctrinal developments

1.

accepts it, the 'Common
a statement of agreement
the American Lutheran cCh
resolved that since ‘
Not all phases of tho
tures are treated in the
« « » . additional sta
the same manner as the prese
.sion," may be submitted to fu

of our Synod ﬂ_“) the mucm
for adoption,

At this point, the Common Confession

topics: God, Man, Redemption, Election,

examination of its contents reveals ﬁhy/ el

is written more positively than

it states what "we believe and teach" m}.ﬁvﬁy .
chesea,ue does not guote from A Brief St m , omits
items that A Brief’statement includes in its discussion
the same topic, does not always refer to the same or 1
HSM., Pu 285, ; f e
1171p14., pp. 585-586. 1t should be noted here t

Missouri’s Committee on Doctrinal Unity had invited the
committees of the other Synodical Conference bodies to

ing which was held in January, 1948 to formulate an agree-
able policy for negotiations between Missouri and the M. !

The LCMS, Proceedings, 1950, p. 566, tersely ropoth
policy was adopted,"
-]
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|1 the Bible passages used in A Brief Statement, and geh-
y does not explain a topic in such a way that it is

that points of contention in previous discussions

0 ;
Tt will be remembered that Missouri had expressed dis-
B'!_‘!'fmton with the ALC position on a number of items:

emthe martyrs; fulfillment of the thousand years of Revela-
‘ﬂ;ﬁht 20y terminology z;oqarﬂing the doctrinf; of the church;
: igriymnne in practise regarding the lodge, fellowship, and
m&mmy the extent to which agreement in non-fundamental
a“ttimxl necessary or possible; terminology regarding

ve justification; the lack of A Brief Statement term-

ology on the topics of the means of grace and the effect

Lqr;dc Supper Qhether all passages of A Brief State-

ALC-~United Lutheran Church Pittsburgh Agreement):; and
her prayer fellowship is wider than church fellowship.

specifically these concerns that motivated Missouri

ept in one article, "The Last Things,"

Confesaion is printed in LCMS, Proceedings,
Cf. pp. 575-585 where critics of the

had memorialized the Synod to reject it

of these same reasons.

fession's treatment of the "Means of Grace" was in

131

I,
|
l

. ’ 2
to resolve that there needs to be a single document of !

agreement, not denying A Brief Statement,.but "more -hu,pl*

defined or amplified," “
Viewed from the perspective of ':Heu concerns, the tci}- i
lowing can be noted about .t:he Common_Confession. | The ¢ "
Confession covers the anti-christ, doctrine of the chtu:“eh, .
fellowship and unionism, objective jultiticgtion, m;nnlv otg
grace, and inspiration with positive treatments. However,
there are no antitheses in the treatment AoE ;heae topics, 'tht
two positions of Missouri and the ALC are not pralenﬁed ot‘!: 3
contrasted, and critics claimed that both sides could ﬂ.nd ;
their position in the documenﬁ. Only the topics of the c:ﬁi-
version of the Jews, a physical resurrection of the marh)f.ﬂl, a0
and a millennial fulfillment of the thousand years of gm}q'hu i
tions 20 are specifically called "an error , . . not ptoﬂ'"ﬁlqd .

4120

or foretold in the Holy Scriptures . n regard #o

Bible passages applicable to a treatment of unionis

Common Confession refers only to 2 John 9-10, omitting

Romans 16:17, 2 Timothy 2:17-21, and Matthew 7:15, all
which are used if A Brief Statement. Not covered in &ht[

Common Confession were the questions of the extent to \Ohi@h
agreement in non-fundamental doctrine is necessary or :

possible, %! a possible physical effect of the Lord's, Su

1201 0y, - Proceedings, 1953, p. 506,

121yn)ess the following paragraph from the G
respond to that concern: "We therefore recognize
® ; i



ilg of Part I was cnebuuterod as
which were omitted in Part 1,"}22
«w‘ru 1n "part 11" revenl its dif-

th mmtéh'! Mission, 'z.‘hn Chureh'l Resources,

xéu mum-, The Church and the Home, The
: sation, The Church and Bducation, The Church and
Tﬁg ﬁd cmweh and Church Fellowship (the longest b
e! "Pmt TI"), The Church and Anti-Christian
s, and ‘l‘hn Church and the World to Come,
to the areas of disagreement leading to the
ot the Common Confession, this Part IT again
th’ a general, way the topics of the doctrine of the
£ILIMIMP and unionism, the means of grace, and
wmm-u». Also covoroa in\plicitly was the question of

tures as God's inerrant Word, and this Word of God alone
establish articles of faith (cf. Smalcald Articles,
II, Art., IT). We pledge ourselves to teach all things
in the Holy Scriptures, and nothing but that which is
m us by God in the Holy Scriptures." 1Ibid., p. 503,

e - Broceedings, 1953, p. 507. 'Part Ii' is
Pﬁlﬁtﬁl on pp. » with an index following,

perhaps one d! the factor:
_ teaching ohhmuo- et

setting up dogma ean
from, the Word of Go
omitting any part of
divisions in the Church .
To overlook divergences
the teaching and life
tolerate false teaching
Scripture, andto be si. u m
nials of the Word of God 1i
the disruption of the unity

the tone of the Common Confession. Br 1

out a precise point of view, specifically 1 Mi;

false doctrine to be rejected, and urged Gﬁr&i@lqn’!

ate from adherents of false doctrine., The Common :

on the other hand, covered points of contention leading
formulation only implicitly or in a gcneru. way by treat
such topics with a positive statement of faith, avoiding
historic controversial terminology and antitheses. In d

of an emphasis on the ity of pting certain truths,

the Common Confession is a witness to "common insights a

emphases in our understanding and formulation of many Chris-

tian doctrines as held and taught in our chuxchoi.“lz"

g
Common Confession stresses Christ and 1nclull.an of fellow
Christians in love, rather than cxc:l.ulion of those who dlsﬂ

123:y44., p. s16.

124Foreword to pPart II, ibid,, pi 507,
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! important of all, ﬁho frame of reference in the Common

i ' ¢
is the Gospel, more so than the authority of

i ﬂ,‘,‘llmpﬁn every article of the Common Confession refers
: 'éﬁ e Go‘pll. fFhe artiale. on the Means of Grace says that
"?b?m ﬁolyw lzeiripturo constitute His Word to men, centering in
thﬁ‘ f!ﬁdl;hfion of Himself 4in the person and work of Jesus

M‘t‘ for our pal@ation." Again, "the chief content of the

w125

‘Holy tdr!.pt".urn is the Gospel. The article on the Church
e

and Church Fellowship confesses that "union with ‘Christ as

e N ! \
~ the Head also brings abbut the union of believers with one

: ’.b’e‘hh'{n local congregations and groups of congregations

throughout chn.at:ondom.“lzs This same article of the Common

. contains a paragraph sub-titled "Primacy of the

i 4 )
. Confessional loyalty [that is, the ecumenical

‘creeds and the Lutheran Confessions] is of
particular importance with reference to the
. witness of the Confessions to the central theme
® Scriptures, the Gospel. Agreement in the
1l is fundamental to church fellowship, for
ospel constitutes the center from which all
ngs of the Scriptures are to be viewed.
ely all the doctrines of the Holy Scriptures -
an organic connection with the central theme
Scriptures, which is the Gospel. A denial
ny teaching of the Scriptures involves a
ilation of, and departure from, the complete

. another. The uniting power of the Gospel becomes manifest ..
oy

i

f

J

Gospel, and it is. for this reason that a full
and common obedience to the Holy Scriptures is

an indispensable requisite for church fellowship.
It is impossible to recognize as equally valid
such confessions as are mutually contradictory.
The validity of a confession is established not
by the mere claim that it is in harmony with the
Scriptures, but by the fact that it is in actual
agreement with them and is a faithful restatement
of the Gospel as the central theme of the .
scriptures,l Y

135

The Situation Changes

Since this "Part II" of the Common c"untenlion was not

i
NI |
available to the Synod for study until only a few months big

By the time Missouri next met in convention (1956), however,

the question of the adequacy of the Common Confession,

pParts I and IT, yas no longer relevant due to the fact thl\:;

t

|

the ALC appeared likely to unite with other members of the | \
i

{

\.,

American Lutheran Conference in a new church body, and thorbf
1

fore could not serve as a functioning union documanf;. M&*ﬁ-
f !
ingly, although the Synod resolved that the Common

"be recognized as a statement in harmony with the Sacred l 1
. &

Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions," it hereafter shou

not be regarded "as a functioning basic document toward t

establishment of altar and pulpit fellowship with other churc

vodies . . 129 1 " s
1271p1a., pp. 516-517. i ]
128:p14., p. 528, W e
129

1

LCMS, Broceedings, 1956, pp. 504-505; cf. pp..



Mdoﬁ -utmntl nnd
versies, the Common Conf
oS MY ; Gospel without implying
.' one aspect of one of

‘s hl.ucty. By taking

covered,

]

tho era and during most of the rleqt‘ti.-
py.rneod with an implicit understandanq of
doctrine was viewed as a summary of Scrip-

Obedience to the authority of Scripture de-
;

a&ﬁmnt on'all such doctrines as a necessary
' to fellowship. Several attempts were made to
fellowship on that basis.'

though a checklist of doctrines accepted by
b ;
at 'Slp beginning and end of the era would no doubt
m&l ’ehon were different priorities. The Common

on, nkhaugh adopted too late to be a functioning

N l;‘qpcpunen a different approach to doctrine. The




CHAPTER V
L

MISSOURI 'S CONTROVERSY WITH WISCONSIN

o

Introduction

Previous ehlpt;tl have investigated Missouri's de facto
' doctrinal position as it was evidenced in internal doctrinal
leém.:twiy, controversy with other s‘y‘nodl, and negotiations
.-tim.nq for fellowship with another Lutheran synod (American
[ t‘}utho'rln ctim;ei:) that ultimately failed. These investiga-

l'_ tions concluded that Missouri's constitutionally stated .doc-
t—r_l.nll position, acceptance of Scripture as the written Word
| ef'-God, the three ecumenical creeds, and the Lutheran Confes-
| Iﬁ.onl, have not alorie determined Missouri's relati.onuh!.p with
I er. church, bodicl, who is admitted into the Synod, and the
iynod'l internal’ dilciplinq. Missouri has operated de facto

it
. on the bipu of a public doctrine more inclusive than its
- . 3

i cunt“utiénany stated doctrinal position.
3 ! f Mthcnqh Missouri has only rarely attempted an official

Miﬂ&ttm of doctrine or pub].ic doctrine, through the course

' her history one can at times infer what was the apparent
understanding of the concept of doctrine within

' And although it cannot likely be said at any one
lny_mch inferred definition of doctrine was accepted
,""‘" Bynod, there are times when the Synod seemed

niformly agreed on doctrine than at other periods of her

|
1
|
139 |

history. sometimes one can infer that a shift in the B'yned s

understanding of doctrine has taken place,

One way of getting an insight into Missouri's nppl!.'.nt'
operating definition of doctrine is by :I.ooking ac.-. her chux'ell

to church relationships during times of n.qotintl.enl or ccm-

troversy. The reasons Missouri gives for her position at

such times are indicative of an implicit undo;'.-t;anding “/ “-
trine. One such formative episode in the Bi';tory of the Synod
was the controversy between Missouri and the Wisconsin and 1
Norwegian synod-.1 Missouri's apparent understanding of Mt
is meant by doctrine shifted during this controversy. - » i
though a check-list of articles of faith accepted and tabght«
by the Synod at the beginning and end of the era would ‘
doubt be identical, there were shifts in priorities and appli-

cations. Some articles of faith received anreaning attention

§ ¢

and priority, while others were submerged, At the out

(about 1935) one observes a concept of doctrine as is ol

in the Synod's A Brief Stateément., By the time Wisconsin dof-
clared doctrinal,discussions with Missouri to be at ar
passe (1960), one observes the surfacing 91 a more Go
centered approach to doctrine. This shift was accompar

by controversy.

1A1though both the Wisconsin and Norwegian sy
the changes they observed within Missouri, most of
literature of the controversy has a Missouri versus
tone, and both the Wisconsin and Norwegian synods r.
same charges against Missouri. This chapter, the:
centers on the°uiuour1-wuconl1n literature,




; the ml mumi gave
lur pnfttm.

of the cuntrwuly

N I.rL and Missouri synod delegates met
sin's request to talk theology in the 19th

quﬁcn.ty discovered a unity of faith that belied
bl M attacks on each other,

2 Only one two-day

2 . District, 1867, p. 52, that refers to "Die
zw-- Wisconsin Synod and complains that
y subscribe to the Lutheran Confessions,
s contradicts their confession., The Northern
, PP. 28-29, indicates that the Wisconsin Synod
"of as unionistic. cf, J. P. Meyer, "Steps Taken
Compose the Differences between Wisconsin and
gal Monthly, XIX (June, August,
1%; ﬁﬁgg %2&-325 6’5-%84 There were also
iu mt r‘l.t:l.oni when, for example, the question of
general confession split a Missouri Synod congre-
of which subsequently joined the Wisconsin Synod.
_Mlct, 1858, pp. 22-24., Cf, also Carl S. Meyer,
y 8 (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
5. Titles of the official minutes

on to convention. For the sake of brevity and
, all references to district proceedings will be
as u this footnote, References to the proceedings of
€ lynod will be cited: LCMS, Proceedings, followed
d 'and page number ., Retox'oncn to the proceedings ,
BV, Lutheran Synodical Conference of North America and
. Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and other states
be cited similarly. See the bibliography for full printed
.’.

\

meeting (cueebct 21-22, 1¢bi§r _

discover "complete lqr“!‘lﬁw in |

and adopt a resolution dodil*ﬁﬂﬂ

This was followed a few nen'lsh lat

nqr-mne regarding joint use of

and just a few years :.later (1872)

Lutheran Synodical Conference of North

Wiscongin and Missouri became mh in
Although there were oecnionﬂ. theolo

bctnean the two synods between the time of '

ation of fellowship and the beginning of this con

the doctrinal position of the two synods was

by the 1932 A Brief Statement written by Missou

3LcmMs, Proceedings, 1869, pp. 28-29, B7-
Lutheraner, XXV (August 1, 1869), 181; and
XiV (October 1868), 318-319. An English tran:
theses from Lehre und Wehre appear in Wiscon:
ceedings, 1959, pp. 208-209. Doctrines di
meeting included church and ministry, ordinat
confessional subscription, millenium, and ant

‘cf. Carl S. Meyer, "The sw'uLda.en Conference--
of Lutheran Confessionalism," Synodical Conference,
1956, pp. 14-71. !

5?9: example, a difference on church and ministr

in a joint statement of the theological faculties of

synods in 1932, the "Thiensville Theses." Cf, iinfra,

ct. wisconsin synod, Procoodzngl, 1951, p- 120-139,

146-147; synodical Conference, Proceedings, 19 Vg .
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- This "A Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the
.~ Missouri ZSynod" is divided into nineteen topics covering major
: o 1 1 i

articles of faith and articles about which thére had been con-
m:'my' in Missouri hintory.7 scriptdrg]}. citations occur in

almquzy paragraph,® ana it is often specifically stated [

1 that the point made is the Scriptural teaching or doctrine,’

i\ ' am&m- the topic covered is called a "dcctrine,"lo some- |

‘o 5

‘times an "article of faith.'!l palse points of view are also
, called d'ocu':.ne-,u and rejection of specific unacceptable
points of view occur in the discussion of most topicsl? The

14 and some- |

| word doctrine occurs occasionally in the singular
i ;

i “times in) the plura1l® referring to the total body of Christian

. 71’op$.el treated are, in order: Of the Holy Scriptures,
God, Creation, Man and bf Sin, Redemption, Faith in Christ,
ggnv. rsion, Justification, Good Works, the Means of Grace,
: e Church, the Public Ministry, Church and State, the Elec-
* tion of Grace, Sunday, the Millennium, the Antichrist, Open
_ Questions, (the Symbols of the Lutheran Church,

' am, the treatment of one topic does not contain Scrip-
‘tural citations, that of the Symbols of the Lutheran Church,

el N atement of the Doctrinal Position of the
' -Missouri Syn St, Louis: CPH, n.d.), Paragraphs 1, 9, 12,
! BYG) L7 21, 35, 37, 3s, 39, 40, 42,
10:p4a., paragraphs 4, 18, 35..
: ﬂm., paragraphs 4, 15, 19. ‘

"ml: paragraphs 3, 5, 12, 13, 18, 19, 23, 28, 30, 36, 7 |

&}gg., paragraphs 3, 4, 5, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20, 23,
. . - 4 ¥

%7 paragraphs 29, 46‘, 47,
. paragraphs 2, 48,
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doctrine. Usually it is used in referenceé to a specific
scriptural teaching or a false teaching that is rajade-a.ls i

The net result of this A Brief Statement is a presenta-

tion of doctrine that‘conveyl a precisd point of view ;l‘ to
what is acceptable Scriptural teaching and ‘\vhai is :él;. - Al-
though admittedly much of Christian doctrine is not dov.tedf
and what is, is summarized, still the impression of a specific,
-precise, only-one-is-correct point of view perliltl.l-" e
Missouri knew what she taught and had a definite position
which she considered doctrine., Members were warned to acéopt‘,
that position only

without the admixture of human doctrine . ., .
to discriminate between orthodox and heterodox
church-bodies, Matt. 7, 15, to have church-
fellowship only with orthodox church-bodies,
and, in case they have strayed into 'hatex'ﬁox
church-bodies, to leave them, Rom. 16,17,

16(:1‘. notes "9 and 11 above,

Y7ce. A Briet Statement, paragraph 46: "Since the Chris-
tian Church cannot make aoctrines, but can and should simply
profess the doctrine revealed in Holy scripture, the doctrinal
decisions of the symbols are binding upon the conscience not
because our Church has made them nor because they are the 4
outcome of doctrinal controversies, but only because they are 2
the doctrinal decisions of Holy Scripture itself." ‘ i
lstbid., paragraph 28, :

.




. re simply what sczzkw. says arranged in
ﬂﬁ'ﬁr, it is now and forever true and
> legitimate Idulgramnt or dissent on Ehag
"Ql ﬂli concept of the clarity of Scripture,
on pt!cl.ﬂly what Scripture says. Accordingly,
:‘ln loctrine at any point threatens the authority

lnd involves "the constant danger of losing the

o erxu’-‘ of President Hein|of the ALC in
ntial address suggesting moves toward fellow-
rans not then in fellowship with the ALC. Two

are quoted in the chapter regarding nego-

mm supra, pp. 89-90., The "Theological
on of Missouri's cordia Theological Monthl
of direct attacks against Missouri during

ublished chiefly in ULCA, Augustana, and Lutheran
Journals (the latter two being memhou of the
rence). All three attacked Missouri's (exclusive)'
owship, and the ULCA also attacked Missouri's view
inspiration, All resented the idea that they must
issouri's terms or there could be no fellowahip.
mtmtly replied that the terms were not hers, but

the invitation of both and voted to canm,

the ULC even after preuminaty mlt.z?nql show

ment "on the fundamental doctrine of inspiration,"
defended its action by saying:

According to the Scriptural injunction I Pet, 3:118
("Be ready always to give an answer to ev man
that asketh you a reason of the hope that

you") and in the interest of Christian un:

all those who are agreed in the doctrin af mr
Lutheran faith, Synod declare itself willing and
ready to continue such conferences ough its
committee and on the basis 9& ser:lptm d the
Lutheran Confessions, . ., .

Wisconsin, however, responded that the anitulq body MI

v

the invitation can ‘be aecapted.22 While lulu‘mx‘!. Oithit

201\ Brief Statement, paragraph 28,

2licms, Proceedings, 1938, p., 233, -

221 sconsin Synod, Proceedings, 1935, pp. 107-109.
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d.rltbod the i ‘vitaei.‘on to be one to confer concerning

Wno 11.:‘ ora.j

lﬂ lfv she ﬂﬂd‘tltood 1L that way, Wisconsin apparently con-

to nttnin\unicy of faith, or at least acted

y dﬂ.tod 1: an 1nv1':ation to confer only regarding union and
" mﬁim~u;hwt concern for agreement in doctrine, 23
_. .‘m Missouri had rc/achcd an agreement with the ALC on
""Witl’at A Brief Statement and the ALC's "Declaration,"
'mmun found the latter to be inadequate because it did
r tqs. m t'h‘ t'.ruth clearly nor exclude error n controvertod
‘. dwtq“..“ M:or the ALC's action in the San ulky resblu-
X ﬁdﬂ reg: its agreement with Missouri and the Pitts-,
. m;:h Ag_tu_nint with the ULC, Wisconsin was convinced that
w‘:l doctrinal basis for fellowship between Missouri and the ALC
ai mﬁ‘oxi.-t and that
i) \ndl.r existing conditions further negotiations
Gk for establishing church fellowship would involve
~ ‘adenial of the truth and would cause confusjon

and disturbance. in the Church and ought Egerefore
to be suspended for the time being . . y

Invitation for Cooperation and
ical Monthly, VII (August 1936),
years later Wisconsin declined
American Luthe: Conference to send
ve to committee meetings on a common service,
consider uniformity 'in liturgical matters of
ince' when compared with uniformity in doctrine
" Wisconsin Synod, Proceedings, 1939, p. 82,

8in Synod, Proceedings, 1939, p, 59, Cf.
Conference, Proceedings, 1940, pp. 91-92,

«) P 61,
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Wisconsin's Position Regarding Millouri-—ALC |
Negotiations Hardens ; - }

{

Missouri, however, continued ‘negotuuonq: ucp,em’u.c}
in spite of Wisconsin's protest anﬁ.am:mpu 'b’y m.lconlin_a_ﬁ
several joint committee meetings £5 convince )/jinpu:l "of ﬁbl
correctness of our [Wisconsin Synod's] wate:f.q‘vn po-'leian.:'?p

Wisconsin's Committee on Union Matters reported to its synod

that it found no reason for Wisconsin to chande its 1939 posi-
| { :

tion, which it felt was vindicated by ALC actions since then.
The Wisconsin corﬁmittee arqued that wuco-nnn;I position vu
more in line with Scripture than was Missouri's, b'oaau-o :

1 Peter 3:15, used by Missouri, does not refer to doctrinal
discussions but to "the proper attitude of Christians in
times of persecutions," and that in this case Titus 3:10 and
Romans 16:17 were more applicable, Acc&rdingly wWisconsin ‘
warned Missouri that continued negoti.at.ionl with the ALC "will
‘cdeate the impression of ‘dickering' in con!.iltonal meuzo,"
responded to Missouri's 1nv1tac1on that w1lconl1n cannnt
participate with Missouri in such meetings with the ALC, nd
warned that the 'unity of the Synodical Conference ‘.m tp-

dangered by the action of Missouri,"

e



ng this complaint, however, also said that Wisconsin
M "declined the invitation to take part in the

<

Tipa,, pps 75-78.
2844 sconsin synod, Proceedings, 1943, pp. 64-65.

Iﬁ addeh to u.-
uonl. m-cmm also b
there had bommuumu-m i
cooperation \_uth‘uho Nati
prisoners of war, i:utici,pnﬁioh‘
Centers, Scouting, a Missouri p:
at an ALC digtrict convention,
prayer at intersynodical nmuqé, 1
and Missouri's communion aqnmueu:‘m
Council also bocm‘arou of d:l.llmi-li‘mz‘
and Missouri. According to m-mﬂn,
differences stemmed from mnlouri‘l mlioullﬂid
plified especially by its wxlungﬁua to ncqatm:g ‘
ac, 3t e
4 'l 5
29

synod.tcal Conference, Proceedings, 19“ P.
30 |

Ibid

315: E, Kowalke, "Unionism, tho Communion
Negotiating with Lodges, and Joint Prayer," syni
ence, Proceedings, 1954, pp. 102-11, {
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) souri's Analysis ot.wuconun'l Charges
Hl( and Her Replies, .

1
2 1”4 with the ALC--the "Dogtrinal Affirmation"

|

onh of Q'.ho reasons Missouri directed its committee on

gg g‘.ﬁp\nhip between Missouri and the ALC. The relglt ::f

_ this endeavor was the "Doctrinal Affirmation." When this

m&. also !;11 lhort,t;t Wisconsin expectations, Misso;ari

uuuemn met with committees of the other synods of the
.Mcucu Conference and agreed on changal in the "Doctrinal
: Af ion" which would "remove caulg for the objections

; éﬁ:;"” In effect ;hone proposed changes ruled out

ﬂe-tot t‘.h; ALC contribution as seen by a comparison with

bt M "Déclaration," and substituted A Brief Statement language
Kiﬁﬁ mlogy, o!ten vez‘l:sn(::tm.33

: ° wuook c! A Brief Statement pleased Wisconsin, although

This return to the theology

H.‘th.‘l.n Missouri of what Wisconsin viewed as acts of

i gnd‘i:h. question of scouting,>?

v
s

"her position and ‘listen to the explanation of others, without

151 ! ,
Through this point, Missouri and Wisconsin seem to have
operated with essentially the same understanding ot dbcu'lnm
The major difference that now appears is the attitude that
each synod had toward other Lutheran bodigl. Both were eon-"
vinced that they had the pure doctrine, but what about non-
Synodical Conference Lutherans? Should a synod with the pure
doctrine merely be an unmoving bastion of zrucﬁ' a.nd‘ purity i
holding its banner high for others to come to her if !:hey were
really interested in coa s unadul.:erac\d truth? o:- could a

synod with the true doctrine negotiate with otherl, -explain

endangering her pure biblical stance? How do the biblical

concepts of love, unity in Christ, and the cantralif;y of the

Gospel relate to pure doctrine? . 2 i
The very fact that controversy between Missouri and Wis-

consin began because Missouri was willing to negotiate with

the ALC is testimony to Miasouri's attitude on that point,
At the same time, voices were being raised within Mi!‘mn‘i B e
about what doctrine is and means. Forty-four ligﬂcxf-i of "a |
Statement" in 1945 publicly affirmed the centrality :df the b
Gospel, the application of "the law of love" EO Milldur.‘l.'l

relationships with other Lutheran bodies, and ‘their q.nvlﬁ% v
that "church fellowship is possible without comploto

in detana of doctrine and practice which have never




i 131&10:5." Missouri's
i I Rkl -
of doctrine was being questioned from .
maintain it m\t\qing applied from
& 1 {
o, the xic was largely apathetic to the “Doc-
" and its suggested revisions, and Miagours e
1 fw. 3 However, vﬁqn these negotiations

resulted in a new d of agr t, the

» Wisconsin objected strenuously.

‘with the ALC--the Common Confession
3 g
g from that point of view of doctrine where A

It is an exemplary statement of theological posi-

atlook, one can readily understand why the Commén

~ Confession was disappointing. Although the Common Confession
‘abounds with Scriptural references as does A Brief Statement

s Aﬂq—‘—-——r A . 3 ; ‘ \\

e VA ‘Statement, " reprinted in Concordia Historical Insti-
m_mku. XLIII (November 1970), 150-152,

o

o ‘h'mnuuon of pressures within Missouri regarring
w, Synod's understanding of doctrine is covered in Chapter
TIT, infra
S

, PP. 221-224,

Only one article in the

an antithesis,3” The word

There is a complete lack of an

one must boliwo what is ‘iﬂﬂ

really be a true Christian, ‘ Alth

are sometimes used, the end effe
trine is that one is here 'rcadih;g
not ar; absolute, aith%r—ox‘ statement

¥

to be true to the Scriptures,>2 Articles of

———

; 37Onl.y in Article XII, "The Last Things,"
thesis, where a mass conversion of the a«ﬂ'
resurrection of martyrs, and a millennial
as "error." All references to the nor
LCMs, &c_&d%xg!, 1953, pp. 500-525,

the Common Confession, Part I, ares God, ;
Election, Means of Grace, .mltificuhion_, Convers:
fication, The Church, The Ministry, The Lutheran
The Last Things. %

3Barticle XI, "The Lutheran Confessions, " &
every pastor and congregation in the Lutheran Church is
quired to "subscribe to and uphold the doctrines taught
these Confessions without any omission, deviation; or ri
tion." 1bid., p. 506. | Gl

3%1iz., the afticle on God uses & rather tradit
inition, but with a positive emphas
It is a witness to faith without
Redemption is similar to that of
that it puts more emphasis on what Jesu:
than on the-theological-philosophical definiti

The Common Confession treatment of Election is

concise, positive statement, twice using the word "assu:
Instead of a sterile 3rd person definition, this article
written from a 1st person point of view as people cho
God to be his heirs. So also the C confes y
on Sanctification replaces "Of Good Works" in A ef S
ment, where there is a personal witness to the motiv
the Christian life without antithesis or argument,
the Common Confession's treatment of the 'Means of Gr \C

i >
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M.r&l'puqouof A Brief Statement are here witnessed to in
»‘Q’Wu'uuu.‘ol On the key-point of fellowship, a positive
Wlil is given to a bepic treated only negatively in A
.'_._.41 : :

In rup'oxxh to criticism that the Common Confession
needed clarification and 'treatment of other doctrines and
) P ;

i &“‘ltlii. a d suppli tary d

t was written by the
'vf m\pmﬂ.-nc union committees, These two statements. were

~‘§'¢i‘{qﬁat.ﬂ- Common_ Confession, Parts T and IT, and were in-
| tended to form one doctrinal statement,42

\

Bl.‘gni!}.cn.m: for this survey of what was understood.by

',‘ doctrine, is the.fonow‘inq paragraph from the "Foreword .to
| Part II"; ,
_n' "l‘m entire Common Confession does not claim to be
. a complete review of the Christian faith and life,

2

0. . ) ¥
SN ‘°m topic of "Election" is covered in nine lines in the
[ ; es n, where A Brief Statement has three and a half

~ pages, onversion' covered in seven lines as compared to
S and a half pages. \The article on "Justification" is only
~ half as long. . '

n‘ﬂu c% Confession allows for cooperation with other,
7 COl 8 only those who refuse to be corrected by

» and speaks of moves toward fellowship as being

ty of God, when it says: '"Therefore we dare not

or or have altar and pulpit fellowship and unscrip-

tion with erring individuals, church bodies, or

' that refuse to be corrected by God's Word., We

_alert and susceptible to the Lord's leading to

nd maintain fellowship with those whom He has made

in the faith and to seek to win the erring and

g in the true faith. We are mindful of our

‘essory prayer that we, who are His brethren, may

| He and the Father are one." 1Ibid., pp. 505-506,
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but it manifests common insights and emphases {
in our understanding and formulation of many B
Christian doctrines as held and taught in our = |
churches. It constitutes a common and united |
~. devotion to the Word of God_as the taaeh:rllc of .| |
our churches in our times,43 & ‘

Here there is a moving away from an a\:tftudo !:l"mt doé‘r.ﬂn i
should be clearly and unequivocally defined and an um thit-
ment of the Secriptural teaching reduced to wri:ing‘ vhich‘ qu
true followg;'u of the bi.blj.cul'y

ge must pt. war!'d‘
instead, that this document witnesses to "common. 1hliqhtl‘Cnh .
emphases in our understanding and formulation, ., ., " .Tho_lh"‘.b‘
is here no exclusive claim, no statement of objective‘trutl‘h,

but a witness to personal faith,
In this light, Common Confession, Part IT, conl:l.iti dt o

i

statements "indicative of and normative for, Christian life

in our congregations and Synods."94 1t covers both dectrinal i
| |

and practical concerns,

In contrast to A Brief Statement, the Common conf.gg:_n.‘ 4
q ¢ ]
Part 11, is veby much Gospel-oriented in several ways: T

.

"Gospel" occurs repeatedly whereas it is seldom used in Al
| ;

—— e .

43'1:13:!.0:1.

“Ibm., P. 508. Part II consists of the following
articles under the general heading "The Church in the
(1) The Church's Mission; (ii) The Church's Retaurcoui"?
The Church and Its Ministrationss (iv) The Church and.
Homey (v) The Church and Vocation; (vi) The Church
tions (vii) The Church and Government; (viii) The ¢
Church Fellowship; (ix) The Church and Anti-Christ.
izations; (x) The Church and the world To Come,




of the Scriptures involves a
rom, the complete Gospel . . .

-

W7

Hl m.-mun, the Common Confession was a compro-

luiphuru and historical doctrinal position of

Wilcontin wanted Missouri to repeal

A4 and return to the "clarity and decisive-

50

4942., 1bid., pp. 511, 515, 517-519.

5041 econsin Synod, Proceedings, 1951, pp. 128-135, 146;

tion, Conversion, Election
Church, Church Fellowship,

Synodical Conference, %
Synodical Conference conv " o
evening session on the Common Con
action until Part II had

cal Conference, Proeg_ag._ g%, 195
Synod, however, declar

in a number of points and issu

it and other points of contention
sin, Entitled "Continuing In His
issued by the Wisconsin Synod through
dents and sent to all pastors of

consent of its president,

Missouri responded to Wisconsin's
of the Common Confessi in its August
booklet to make clear Missouri's position
session of the Wisconsin Synod called for
year (1953) to consider matters pnmmhw ‘to the
Synod's relations with Missouri: A
Church--Missouri Synod, August 31,

A. H. Grumm, M. Franzmann, A. von Rohr Sau

Missouri also published the nine ess present.
Missouri at two meetings with Wisconsin tlpti!lﬂtm !
January and May, 1954; Another Fra Qr (I
The Lutheran Church--Missouri Syn
Theo. F. Nickel, O. E. Sohn, Martin onobncr L-mn:.
are unsigned],

Missouri also published an answer to ws.lcnnun'a
of tracts in a booklet designed to bring a number of Ar
acies in the Wisconsin tracts "to the attention of o
brethren." A Fraternal Reply (Pre ed upon the r
Synod's Praesidium and the District Presidents, 195 Yo
by Theodore F. Nickel, Arnold H. Grumm,

The issues between Missouri and Wisconsin also.
public and printed’ treatment in the following conven:
the Synodical Conference (1954), where essayists fr
synods dealt with points of contention.
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Wﬁo because certain specific terms were not used or

1 w«m arguments of past controversies were 'not.apecifi'cally
: e

ﬁﬂmﬂ. Missouri responded over and over that althngh
emu.n’ terms were not used, the language employed in the
M&g means the same thing, and that it is not
m;nxy lptclifi.cally/to list all the errors condemned.51

only in the area of church fellowship did missouri disagree
- ﬂ!}ﬁh‘.ﬁlcﬂllin'l doctrine.

"1In view of past controversies, Wisconsin argued that in
ard to objective justification, a clear statement is needed
God has already declared every sinner righteous in his
, and room should not be left for the idea that the ‘justi-
ion of a sinner is not complete until personal (subjective)
is supplied. Missouri responded by quoting the Common
lon to show that that concern has been covered and re-

d to cla Lutheran literature to show that the term
, forgiven of sins, is an exact synonym. A Fraternal
p. 4y her Fraternal Endeavor, pp. 9-10; A Fraternal

. 4=7; Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1954, pp, 24-

a‘
Similarly wisconsin said that a corvect presentation of
'‘sion must reject the distinction petween a natural and
ful resistance 'of man, and that the Common Confession does
exclude the idea of man preparing himself for conversion
ng from willful resistance, does pot refer to the
tual disability of natural man, and does not main-
ely receptive function of faith., Again Missouri
by quoting the Common Confession and by underlining
exclusive particles such as "without," "any," and
in its positive statements that exclude Wiscon-

%grceme% Word, p. 4; Another Fraternal En-
- A _Frat al chlz, pp. 7-10; Synodical Con-
,» 1954, pp, 25-28, 49-50,

eason, Wisconsin argued that a correct

of election must include that election is unto

of salvation, and is certain. ) Missouri again

) concerns are alreaay covared in the Common

31 thot different terminology is used, A Fraternal
An F; nal Endeavor, pp. 14-18; A Fra-

-19;y 8 ical Conference, Procgedings,

ispiration has not been an area of conflict
C and the Synodical Conference, in view of the

. Fraternal Endeavor, pp. 22-26,

-that the Common Confession does not treat this as sii

; { ™
g
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What is Doctrine? [ {

At this point, several observations can be mude}»abcmt

| -

1
f |
Missouri's understanding of doctrine as reflected in her re- ‘

action to Wisconsin's charges. Missouri e-uni:iallyzvimﬁ s b
doctrine as a summary of teachings of the Scriptures on lvnm-‘

ber of topics. Although there appears in the Common

Pittsburgh Agreement's interpretation by some individuals, Wis- &8
consin argued that for our times a confession should not yield
the term "verbal inspiration" and must clearly state|that all
Scripture is given by the Holy Ghost and that inerrancy is
claimed for each particular statement of Scripture,
replied that although the Common Confession at times reflects
ALC terminology, Wisconsin's concerns are covered by what is
said, However, the term "verbal inspiration" has been added
to Part II of the confession, thus demonstrating the meaning
and good faith of the ALC in the wording of Part I. ' Missouri
added, though, that a church body is not obligated to disavow- \
every statement of individuals in her midst. A Frati d
pp. 6-7; Another Fraternal Endeavor, pp. 18-22; A Fratern
Reply, pp. 11-15; Synodical Conference, 'Proceedings, |1
pp. 31-33, 50, |

i To Wisconsin's criticism of the doctrine of the church '
that the concept of church was "externalized" because it was
said that the commission to preach the Gospel is a "duty, "
Missouri quoted St. Paul's words that he was "commanded" to
preach and similar expressions from Luther., Missouri also
rejected Wisconsin's charge of a defect in that it is not
stated that the use of the means of grace constitutes the
marks of the church. A Fraternal word, pp. 7-8; Another

Regarding the Antichrist, wisconsin objected that room
was left in the Common Confession for a different future \
identification of the antichrist rather than the papacy and
therefore this was an historical judgment rather than a doc-
trine. Missouri responded that it looked for no othe
fillment of the antichrist as climactic. as the pap

historical judgment, but as one based on Scripture, | A

ternal wWord, pp. 9-10; Another ruurgu mogm.
A Fraternal Reply, p. 19; Synodica erence, P
1954, pp. §§~5§. g




e the ao-pul to the
mﬁ the same time, it is
‘operating understanding of
fication. Whereas Missouri had -
( agm:m: with the ALC in areas of
nental dwuinn and in one case asked for

m!ogy, Missouri now argued against
thtt agreement in doctrine be demon-
-;d eu'tun terminology and specified an‘ti-
em Ohi.te in H!.nouri approach to doctrine
mpﬂ-mnurod npproach of the Common c;nLtouion,
end result of muoun'l disagreement with Wis-
‘ w issue of church fellowship, and a different im-
; q of doctr.tnd begins to surface. However
v. Missouri at first discussed fellowship
m almost uclulivcly on the level of logical
xm accepted Scriptural premises with few refer-

also true of other issues in controversy be-
ri and Wisconsin, such as the military chaplaincy,
iations with lodges, and the Missouri--NLC
nt. The discussion of these issues is almost
d of any reference to the Gospel. So as not
mtmtey of this chapter more than necessary,
these topics appears in a supplement to this
tol owing Chapter VII. 2

_ Church fellowship,

" directed in answer to wi

of the unity of the Spirit i
practice, Church fellowship
Christian church, nor to that in

as members of that body. Church fe
a common profession, not the state of m
In this confession of "one ma, one

in perfect agreement with and cbedience t& the ¢

which Christ has issued to the members of His body.

who disturbs this peace of the church by a teaching o
tice not in agreement with the Word and will of Christ
be admonished in a spirit of meekness, I1f someone refu
be corrected by God's Word, Chrutun’ are to m.thar
him and to renounce religious folimhip with him,

80 would be unionism, that is, ehux'ah t-nmlup w:.t out.

trinal unity. 4 3 "

53, other Fraternal Endeavor, pp. 30-31.

341bia., pp. 31-32.




Mh misunderstanding.

actions as our negotiations with the ALC or our Bad Boll

T i R S T

imm. and cmrch bodin.ss

i m- tonw-hip principles ;pply to individuals, con-

Erx'or cannot be tolerated

L) thl unj\mc of error that one could possibly stand for.

 Every »oa.cu'ly revealed doctrine is God's doctfine
and must be accepted by us. . . . No one is per-
mitted to make a distinction between fundamental
and nonfundamental doctrines; no one is to be a

tmu—nuu.t. Every departure from any clearly

‘evealed doctrine of Scripture must be reproved
-m to the point of breaking off church féllowship.

56

"It does not, therefore, bear on

' noted that according to Acts 2:42 "prayer fellowship {1. in-

163

! . =3
Wisconsin of prayer fellowship and'joint prayer, Missouri

deed a part of church fellowship. w59

However, while pulpit
and altar fellowship are always church fellowship, fellowship
in prayer is not always an exercise of 91:0:}1 'follwdhipfo_

The reason altar fellowship is always an act of church tlll.qw-

ship is because the Lord's Suppér is always an oxcre!i’u of |
the public administration of the Office of the Keys given to !
the local congregation. Communion is always E)‘éougrcqaﬂ.ondjl *
activity, never the private affair of an individual éhﬁ.ludn
or private Christian gatherings. Since communion includes a

testimony to a unity of faith, divisions and heresies nl.e',}h

3 1
removed for a God—piaasing celebration of the ucrmne.“ "
The same is true of pulpit fellmhip, the onothco of

which is the mutual exchange of pulpits as an .xprolﬁon of

unity, of fellowship in doctrine, teaching and practice,

Whereas a pastor . may occasionally ptoach 1n a hotorouiax Méh,,
that cannot be reciprocated and permit. tho houtodeuqto oecw
my pulpit, It cannot be a mutual oxchango of pulpit)L, ﬂer-'f
pulpit fellowship,is always an expression of church to\l\

5% sconsin agreed with Missouri's principles of
ship as presented in the Common Confession except f
of definition of "unscriptural cooperation" and :
reference to the question of prayer tenmm&

80p1d., p. 39. - :

- 61l1pid., p. 40.

621p14d., p. 41.




When this issue was J
the Synodical coﬁfdzance, ;

o private activity of individual
& to tha ‘htt.r a»"l " joint i fellowship. Included by wm&gﬁ’u

in prayer outside the bonds of 7 voluntary participation in mixed

laureate utvicol,' union Reformation

benedictions at meef:ingﬂ of atﬁ.d_‘rl at
y and simply and only a devotional ' i leges and various group conferences.
V3 ; { times be unable to avoid unionistic joint

h them as individual Christians, {

(and this point is important) : N Western District, September 25,1 1945, This booklet
p in a hoecro:m ::u::g 1:h=°1‘3 passages usually quoted against joint prayer, the
y and stubbornly (thereby t {hez between prayer fellowship and joint prayer,
lves as unchristians), but ra Walther, a reference to the Brux case, and re
an knowledge and understanding. specific cases to conclude that the distinction
prayer and prayer fellowship must be upheld. n
stated that "In the practice of the Missouri Synod the
3 1 lute prohibition of prayer with anyone not sharing our or
s a lack of knowledge on their, part, : ‘ dox views in every respect is an innovation and hag no
ct of a happy or unhappy inconsistency. f lels either in the practice of our Church during its f
: years nor in the theology of Dr. Walther, Dr,.Pieper, th_h\u,
dogmaticians, the Lutheran Confessions, and Martin Luther,

s Theodore Graebner, Prayer Fellows (St. Louis: Concordi
. 42, This position of the Synod apparently ! ‘ Publishing House, n.d. [1945]), p. 31,

g as early as 1935 when the Synod resolved- in a The same conference that heard and asked for publication
f the Brux case "that the pastoral conferences Of Graebner's essay also concurred with the St, Louis Confer-
Synod earnestly and diligently study the Scripture ence in approving offthe participation of Dr, Caemmerer in a
.inent to the question of prayer fellowship. ‘ civic V-E Day program which also included Roman Catholic, B o
93, El AT l Presbyterian, and Jewish clergymen (Ibid., pp. 29, 31). SRUEY
i St. Louis seminary faculty issued a X A study requested by the Synod's 1956 convention oh the i
thing between joint prayer and prayer fellowship. A i theology of fellowship by the joint faculties and adopted by
elaborated on by the faculty in 1944, which arg\;e | them in 1958 and 1960 also distinguished between joint pra
although :::y:ﬁf;:i::-::sy:it?.h;::;:go:fcei; o::ﬂa; ::_ and prayer fellowship. Each case of joint prayer, this study
'y '

| advocated, must be evaluated according to "the situat h L
1 joint prayer of individuals is necessarily of i which such prayer is offered, the acter of the prayer it-
essional nature. Not all joint prayer commits a per- y self, its purpose, and its probable ect on those who unit
Wm::r mg;’.gﬁ!:rn{ng::b:::ia:r::e:pzﬁ15:\2 g::;s— “i‘ :he f'P' ‘{:‘-" Thi; 9‘;“"{1;1!:1!!1 Fchatspuhuc prayer a
ng civic unc ons can e us a {- 19 our

Church," Prayer at intersynodical conferences, in the ) ship presented by the constituent synods of t ical

of the uum;y ::cuéty, b:i.ong 12 the ;:::12; ference for study and discussion (St. Louiss Concordia Pub-

. ons e Concordia Seminary lishi H 960 . 4546, ; 9 g5
4 'opﬂi (st.yx.ouu. Concordia Seminary, n.d.) (mimeo- shing House, 1 c), PP -4

‘ Ty g 1

'~ Compare also a booklet by Theodore Graebner published at

Y \* ‘the request of the Visitors and Circuit Representatives of the
i ‘ L
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: c! congress, it is unioh;.am Wisconsin maintained if
: hn a choice or even if one has complete control of the
: ' Because prayer is a, confesaion, there cannot be
A ptt.yor if the, 1mpreuion is given that a difference of
M‘th and teaching does not matter very much., Joint prayer
sts unity. Prayer at meetings where two bodies not in
miwp‘ducuu doctrine is not consistent with the con-
ssional principle and Romans 16317.%

nunoun responded by defining religious dndont e as,
) -meh‘!o‘liMhtp without doctrinal unity," a definitién it

vm I!‘gh.d that is in line with both A Brief Statement and

m m Confession. The biblical directions to withdraw

irm wd nvom others refers to ongoing "causers of divisions

>
o

ll!ﬂ mlll, " people who refuse the words of our Lord Jesus
thalt.' 'l'h.tl‘ laces )not apply to those willing to submit to
VW. and Eltrive for unity in doctrine on the basis of

Only when one "refuses to accept the Word of God

«het all prayar at intersynodical conferences can be
').‘haro are contorancea

L »

n1 conruenee, Proceedingi\lsstl pp. 109-111,

4 167

where people who trust solely in the herits ot J
Jesus Christ and want to be guided by His Word |

alone come together for joint study of God's

Word, that by the means of this study the Holy 4
Ghost may lead them into all truth and help them 2
remove the differences that as a man-made barrier ]
separate them from the practice of unrestricted

church fellowship. By what stretch of imagination

can such prayer for the Spirit's help to achieve ¥
these ends (removal of error so we can have real .
church fellgwship) be called a practice of chu*'ch
t‘ellownhip?

'
Instead of condoning error, such érror 1a:h’elng deuL‘. with

as God wants it dealt witH, Such joint prayer is rJot reli-

gious unionism. "A prayer for help at this kind 04 confer-

ence is to the glory of God all the why."67 It is/in this

1ight£ that joint prayer between us and the ALC at inter- .
d : :
synodical meetings is to.be understood, Missouri céntended.

)

Neither 1 Corinthians 1:10 nor Matthew 18:19 apply f"ulﬂl by 2130
68 : |

Wisconsin, !
/ i !

{
The issue of church fellowship: cooperatién in exﬁlrnul
!
b {
Also flowing from the basic principles of ch

ch fellow-
ship, was the position of each synod on the issue that. came ﬁd
be known as "cooperation in externals." Whereas viucmuu
argued that there could be no churchly oooperauorl 111 lny my
ine lM

between two bodies unless they nrd agreed in doc

a L

671p4d., p. 93.

81pid., pB. 93-94,




‘ iiu R (Bl mme de that
”w‘r mcﬁ cooperation with church

Il mut have no mpncagion of unity of
l:d all thou mau;crl which have not

nncn of ehurchn and aahooh for example, with-

qing the doet:rs.nu of the other danom!.naticnﬂ as

“.‘l to arrange for extst\ding aid to the workers of
Lutheran hissions in heathen countries cut off from
home churches in Germany and Scandinavia and for the
ng and munf.cnana. of Lutheran Service Centers in camp
Wisconsin condemned these arrangements
ts 1941 convention., Theodore Graebner, "Cooperation in

" Ameriean Lutheran, XXV (January 1942), 7.

gif 7°'l‘m author explained that "this statement has an offi-
: ,Gm character because it was accepted and published by one
. of our Synodical districts, having passed the censorship of
- the faculty of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. It also passed
il censorship of the Synodical Conference, which met in sub-
Q nt ”It.." Ibid, \

g ‘;b;a., XXV, 8.

uluf work umd social wel:
fcllw-hd.p.-’,a :
This same careful di-tincﬁgonv ':

urged a thorough study of doctrine und m'

arrive at agreement, making a point that on

Lutheranism is not in fellowship with the nntém;f
Council., Although Dr. Behnken said that there ¢an|
be cooperation in externals, these must surely be

’

Even so, he went on to say,

We are growing skeptical about "co-op‘t'ltim m {
externals," because too many either confuse this
with the idea of ‘union or else interpret the i
establishment of co-ordinated efforts as heralds
of Lutheran union. . . . We regret very muc
that ., . . people are led to believe that, after .
all, loyalty to principles of God's il mere

fetish which may be disregarded when any gonay

Ibid. > =
3Theodore Graebner, "cooperation in lxtorn ll,"
Lutheran, XXV (February 1942) T

Tpne article containing the full. tekt SRE. o, W
Behnken's remarks was careful to note that he attended in :
response to an invitation from the NLC, John W, B.hnmn. i
"Statement Re Organization for 'Cooperation in N
Concordia Theological Monthly, XIV (April 1943), 288—291.

o

R
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arises, With us differentiation between co- ‘
el operation in externals and union based on ¥ |

agreement in doctr:lge and practice is a con-
scientious matter.

l
i 1 . 5 What is Doctrine? ]

h"ean be seen from this summary of the arguments on the J
g L.,m. o!.' fellowship, Missouri justified its position in print 1
 along the lines of its traditional undératandinq of doctrine. r
In practice this view of doctrine as an organization of bib-
 lical tua&htnql on selected topics tended to be discussed

|
The central issue seemed‘ im-

' (qu:l.':o apart from the Gospekl.
pl.i¢1t1y to be primarily atqueation of submission to biblical
Authbx’ity. .Both Wisconsin and Missouri were endeavoring to

demonstrate that t:he.Q were being consistently true to all the "
7 {ﬂ:u. For if someone did not agree with every aspect of k/:_i"_b-»

ical tnching, )there was disagreement in ‘doctrine and dis- %
& loyllty EO God's Wgrd With such there could not be fellow-
ship., It is ‘as if both Missouri.and Wisdonsin felt that the

Gospel nooqﬁ'to be piotecﬁed by a true intellectual under-

vlemﬁinq of it, which understanding necessarily included on

an ginou equal level every aspect and point of biblical
teaching as traditionally understood.

<

At the same time, however, the fact that the issue of

hip emerged as the point of controversy, and that

17 j;

specifically the debate ranged around f;he -ubté:aicl of br:y-;
ing and working with Christians of other denomination, potnt:m
to a growing Gospel—céntered concern apd understanding of
doctrine, eabecially in light o.f such expressions in the Q_M
Confession and later in a special synodically alopted potitl.en

on fellowship. From this point of view, it will be seen, 'Q:l'm

Gospel is viewed more as the dynamic of Christianity whi:ch
calls man to be in a faith relationship wi:héod and there-
fore in a special relationship with ever;( other@hrist’ianjh@
has responded in obedience and humility 1:.0 the call of the o
Gospel. The emphasis shifts to the dynamic, qr;cioul call of
God in Christ which unites believers, rather than on acceptance
of logical deductions from the Bible and 'separaf.ion' from all s :
who differ. ‘ o

New Missouri Document: "Theology of Fellowship'

In response' to a number of memorlals directed to the
Synod's 1956 convention in regard to fellwlhip* ptayex' follﬂw—
ship, and unioniam, the Synod resolved that the[joint theo-~ IR
logical faculties of the Synod sho‘ﬁ.d turnuh chprehenuw
studies on these matters and make them avaﬂ.a’blﬂ at: lca.t
one year prior to its next convention. h Alth h thii
study of the "Theology of Fellowship" was not' cdllplgtoﬂ mtg& f

time for action when the Synod next mct. in cohwkﬂ'.im

76.

J it !
LCMS, Proceedings, 1956, p. 550. ' \
. % T

&




ended by the resolution of
pradmaty, o revised "Theology
the Senean waxe (1968) coha
fm study and guidance" and com-
Sption at its following convention, S
4 by the Synod, this document leaves un-
y! aﬂ.gi.nal study of the ‘Scriptural &aa(aqes
ng on fellowship. This Part T of the
: mlup" arranges numerous passages according
outlines °
eated the fellowship

th God |
wj.t: man
B. Man destroys the fellowship
~ 1. the fall into sin
’ a. with God
b. with man
2. fallen man continually negates the fellowship

™ AEEY

 C. God has réstored the fellowship in Christ
1. as promised under the old covenant
2. as fulfilled in the new covenant

LTS, Brocesdings; 1962, pp. 110-111.
"®Lcws, Proceedings, 1965, p. 9.
| y il Y .

« 2R
In bestowing thi
the whole life of

A. 1In
B. In

(o8 guarding this £
* 1. by remaining s

the Gospel in
by applying the ¢
Law and the healing
by resolutely con
excluding all tha m”
destroy the fellowship’'

Each point of the sbove outline contains a tﬁm:e
ductory paragraph(s) showing the mftmuy of m?!
cited. The bulk of this Part I is the citation of
p'saasagel. What is especially signifi

———————

79"Theology of Fellowship" has been printed in con
with the Synod's Convention Workbook several time
bers in this study refer to the supplement to the Conve
Workbook, 1965, pp. 3-12., For a similar soteriologic
to the fellowship question avoiding the usual earlier
terminology prior to this study of the faculties requ
the Synod, see Martin H. Franzmann, "o Aspects of
of Christ and the Church," Conc dia Thﬁ}gfggli m%z,
XXIII (October 1952), 705-7203 'Fellowship in the New 1
ment, " Michigan District, Proceedings, 1952, pp. -
also F. E. Mayer, "The New Testament Concept - ]
Concordia Theological Monthly, XXIII (September 1952),

|
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l-centered and says nothing about the traditional under-
"nq of doctrine and the necessary submission to its
dlti}.l or be in opposition yéo t;.ha Bible. 1In fact,
itman'ot the autho;'ity of the Bible is superceded

h am. Fellowship in Christ "transcends every barrier
| 5 g ‘<

f

by God or set up by man and brings about the highest

Eﬁlﬂbh amcmg men, the unity in Christ Jesus (Gal. 3:28),"80

Other quotations from this part of the document similarly
ts Gospel-centered approach:

Christian's fellowship with God in Christ as well
his fellowship with other Christians is an ex-

- ceedingly great and precious possession (I John 3:13;
~ Eph. 4:1-6)., For this reason Satan constantly :
- strives to disrupt this fellowship by every means .

at his disposal. Therefore it is necessary for tgf
church to safeguard this fellowship in every way.®l °

mm the church does--

) 3 %%An;ng steadfastly [sic] under the power

- G Gospel in word and Sacrament ., . . since

- Christian fellowship can be nourished and sus- a2
5 ned dnl.y by the Gospel, which created it. . . .
e e e S A Y et

the corrective

measures [sic] of the
and t aling powers of the Gospel whenever
church is invaded by errors in teaching and
ng . . . by corruption of morals . . . and
hismatic and separatistic tenggtciea & % W
‘which impede Christian fellowship.

nent to Convention Workbook, 1965, p. 7.
b By 10,

i
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/
3.7 By resolutely confronting [sic], exposing, and
excluding all that threatens to vitiate and
destroy the fellowship . . . whether it be a

satanic intrusion from outside the nhaich or a
satanic perversion from within,

The implicit operating definition of doctrine here is

similar to one expressed in another synodically adopted state-
ment about the same time, where doctrine is directly related
to the Gospel: §
. Y ¢ #
Denominational fellowship calls for u ‘in under-
standing the Gospel, or mutual agreement in the doc-
trine and all its articles, All articles of faith

are integrally related to the Gospel and_articulate
the Gospel from different perspectives.

Following this treatment of the b;blié@l data, the Com-
mission on Theology and Church Relations replaced the 'or:.q'im'
Part IT with a section that dealt v:u':h the concept and prac-
tice of church fellowship as disclosed by church history.

This section concluded that the Synodical Conference split on

the issue of church fellowship because it became increasingly

impossible for all to agree on "the precise churchly practice

which would in a given situation conform to the confession."

The third part of the "Theology of Fellowship" as a ted -
» « f anncrt
by the Synod is an extensive re-working of the original

Ibid.

85.cMs, commission,on Theology and Church Rel
Review of the Question, 'Wwhat Is A Doctrine?, '*
Workbook, 1969, p. 501. ‘

'BGSupplsmom-. to Convention Workbook, 1965, p.

.

-]



,mm ptnydx may often bo very

_ Conclusion -

i deavoring to d’otermino a cause and effect rela-
i&.m of tha hi.lt:orical data ot this chapter
’m following. Milloutif'began this era with an im-

i &ng dd;!.niuon ot doctrine as implied in A Brief
where doctrine is viewed as a summary of biblical
none of which dare be contradicted without violating

't’!’ of Bcri.pturo. Thie understanding of doctrine

Synod, the ' nueugl- use of tl

nature of doctrine ‘emerged |
debated, especially on the sub
view, the Gospel is central ‘»lml‘ :
from which articles of faith shoul
sult of failure to teach the Gospel

not primarily the loss of the uuthﬁzé'l;tg of

loss of the Gospel itself,
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CHAPTER VI

MISSOURT ESTABLISHES FELLOWSHIP WLTH
' THE AMERICAN LUTHERAN CHURCH
TR

Introduction

Previous chapters have concluded that the Missouri Synod

'r" has not always operated in such a way that the doctrinal

basis of its constitution (Article II) adequately delineates

g ; the synod's de facto position. At times the Synod's words J
" lné actions in i'elationlhi_p with other church bodies and its
' internal discipline, for example, have indicated a view of
i
pam,u subscription to the Scriptures, the ecumenical creeds,
m& the Lutheran contenions.

Nor has this actual operating position of the Synod, its
;:,p.uh]ﬁie.d'qg.triﬁe, always been the same., The Synod has at
 various NN Sltsotely moditied 1t positich.

Cm. such axample of a modification is illustrated in

';IUMS'I negotiations with The American Lutheran Church

¢ Qﬂnc‘) Missouri had previously been engaged in fellowship

g’,qgion- with the old ALC, which was one of the synods
bl merger that fof;nod the new TALC. These negotiations
l {lt old ALC did not result in fellowship. As was seen
ly, in its negotiations with the ALC Missouri had
h a ‘view of doctrine as a aeries of biblical

-

doezrino that is different and more inclusive than the synod's

a " 178

teachings regarding which there must be complete agreement.

Disagreement at any point was viewed as jeopardizing the

|

§
authority of Scripture and indicating doctuna‘l diugreemen{:.‘ L2
|
{

Where there was doctrinal disagreement, there could not he ’
fellowship. j

As the Missouri--ALC negotiations continued along thol*l

lines, attempting tfb achieve that kind of doctrinal unity, . ,”
i
questioning voices were raised within Missouri about the |

validity of that implicit understanding of doctrine. At the
same time, Missouri was forced to rechinic its position in

response to criticism from two synods with whom Missouri w: ’I
already in fellowship, who charged that Missouri was ioavu}'q* :
its former doctrinal position and becoming unionistic. Ul .1-
mately the Wisconsin and Norwegian synods terminated their
fellowship with Missouri, and negotiations with th\e ALC failed -

to result in fellowship, f {

i

|

During the course of this era, a ditt;rent implicit view
of doctrine surfaced. As evidenced in the Common Conf
adopted (1956) too late to be a fun’c!:ioning document for
Missouri--ALC fellowship, doctrine came to be related to gm
Gospel more so than the authority of Scripture. 'rhe"

Confession wit t in the Gospel and did

d to agr
attempt to resolve previous diiaqrcomont- on a‘numb.rmt g
matters of biblical interpretation, v:horou Missouri w
prev-iously attempted to settle past disagreements v&ty or ¢
cisely worded statements which both’l:l.dql must accept
biblical teachimg.




next convention, whic
ing" where "no definite

jw‘ ﬂu&u in ehc mcco,o
m&aﬁ:u&m-. 'rheu negoti-

amw ‘and finding agreement there, ‘ ported that two meetings had been held wi
wieh thil cmphaul to arra.va at -absolute & 3 of TALC which discussed the eopict; "Total
Sola Gratia in the Lutheran Confessions, "

in the Lutheran Confessions."> Future

i st i
official minutes and proceedings of the Missouri
districts vary from convention to convention.
brevity and uniformity, all references to the

the general synod will be cited as in this footn
ences to district proceedings will supply the name
trict, the year, and page number., See the bibliogr
full printed titles, ]

2"I..CMS Reports and Memorials, 1962, P, 146,

3The Missouri and TALC representatives had met
| the question of fellowship as early as January 17, 19
cloas ehs e Amacican Lheran chusch vl me i Corzent Scscseriove seove e i MRt O U
Imlleél Lutheran Church and the United Evangelical ‘ :‘;:iggdfg:et::gig;:iai'u:::;;nag:“:g;lt:::gx.md C
Wu m\uch Missouri resolved that the initial convention ‘ Il\ggﬂalllt; foszrﬁ;;::,d :1::::-?:“ “:"";i".(i"‘if (F .z‘% .
aﬂ the new The American Lutheran Church (TALC) be extended ‘ E;ev'::oa; o;?::::g:r{t?ga.lgggiggtﬁzg :t“:ox:unz‘::z“m '
_ﬂh. ‘invitltton "to meet for the purpose of seeking a God-pleasing g:‘,;:?gf“ga:,b‘?,ﬁfsﬁgﬂrf‘_‘fﬂé ;::k:lg::nf:ilmupao'p;dﬁ

g P ing G 1," Luth Witness, LXXXITI (February 18
j dﬁl&y and fellowship . . ."* Only one joint meeting of the roclaiming Gospe Lutheran Witness, B ( t{?’-‘“ y il

unit 1964), 17.

|
f
| ¢
{

\ lLems, proceedings, 1959, pp. 196-197. Titles of the

|




ﬂﬁ& TALC continue, praying that "they may be brought to a

~ discussions “for the purpose of fostering unity in doctrine
N \
and practice. ue

The Synod's commission reported to the next convention

Workbook, 1965, p. 34,

explained the choice of topics this way:

and' Lutheran faith, namely, grace alone;

Mdﬂ the formal wxnciplo, Scripture alone; and

since the objoeuvu was church fellowship, they
 doctrine of the church as this is confessed in
Concord. " .

k, 1965, p. 37.
4 .
, 1965, pp. 105-106.

mllll.on. u3 | Accordingly, the Synod resolved that meetings

. successful conclusion," and encouraged local inter-synodical

:f‘é’lq York, 1967) that four meetings had been held with repre-
‘sentatives of TALC since the Synod last met, which "thoroughly

A document dis-
gsouri during 1967-1968 with an introduction

a common study first of the material principle

LCMS, Toward Fellowship (n.p., [1967-

~

f ~
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The fourth meeting examired "the practical impli-

church,
cations of our doctrinal consensus" and drafted "a joint
declaration calling on the several churches to ccT‘nudu':tho.
establishment of pulpit and altar fclléw-hi.p. n? ;racad with

this joint declaration of doctrinal consensus, t’n ccnvlntibu

floor committee presented a resolution asking thb Bynod'

president to declare ‘fellowship with TALC after fl‘ALc acted
favorably on the joint declaration. After "considerable

-l ¥
discussion," the resolution was recommitted, - After further

defeating an amendment from the floor that thai# be "further
) . |
study of issues not yet resolved," the Synod adpopted the

committee's revised resolutiong |
That the Synod recognize that the Scriptural and
confessional basis for altar and pulpit !dllowlhl.p .
between The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod and The
American Lutheran Church exists, that the Synod
proceed to take the necessary steps toward full L
realization of altar and pulpit fellowship with
The American Lutheran Church , . . and be it further

Resolved, That the Synod urge all its repl-nontatim ‘ LLEY.
and officials to work earnestly and sincerely toward

a unified evangelical position and practice in areas

of church life where disturbing diversities still

exist, particularly in reference to unchristian and
anti-Christian societies . . . and be it further ‘

Resolved, That the Synod direct its officials to =
make arrungemem:a for promoting the widest possible
mutual recognition of the doctrinal consensus and

its implications for church fellowship q the
entire membership of the Synod v & nnd’ it further

§ Q
LCMs Convention worm 1967, p. 46.°
the first three meetings were publ.uhld and d
the. synods and are printed in ibid.,
Statement and Declaration" is likewi
pp. 421-422,



4 m ptwmaam mnteua:.a,
al and district aucu.uon-

_study and discussion has produced
. that we agree in the preaching of
in conformity with the pure under-
M it" and in the administration of the
ding to the divine wWord." Our
led us to the conviction that we are
ion of true Lutherans who are committed
y aa:.lptu:cfolnd who subscribe to the
sions.

$ kxocsedings, 1967, p. 103.
*LoKs, Convention Workbook, 1969, p. 1.

.'\ ng‘, p. 94,

Synod did. Basing its reso L

burg Confession that

It is sufficient for t-.ua true
church that the Gospel be pr
with a pure understanding of
be administered in accordance

the Synod resolved

with joy and praise to God the synnd
formally declare itself to be in alt.
fellowship with The American Lm'.htttm %

Analysis of the Basis of ma&#a:tons

The basis of negotiations with The American Lut

but also accounts for the fact that' noqouatiohl mum.y
ended in fellowship.

WUipia,
12 0ms, Proceedings, 1969, p, 97.
“d3rpia., p. 98,
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'H‘lll. reader will recall from a previous chapter that in
'1n'g with the old ALC, Missouri had endeuvo'red'to' achieve
Lgﬁ!ﬂplli. uniformity, not only in everything Missouri con-
Hm.ﬂ doeﬁrtnc, but also in some matters of theological
n, ebttlin exegetical 1nterpretntions, and even on

References to the Gospel or justificacion

Radically different from this was the approach used in
negotiations with TALC.

Instead of assuming that one must
LM!‘A with the status of controversy of all previous un-

 settled m!.rGHCQJ Pbetween the two synods and their histori-

1
cal ane“tcn, tho negotiations officially centered on and

~ confined thuuc.lvn to that one thing which makes both

“Luﬁhbrln‘"--lnbleription to the Lutheran Confessions. As

Y memnzomn of TALC and Missouri put it in the preface
i

ﬁnu- tLrIt two ltudy documents,

m :oprountauve- of these church bodies were
’ agreed that the necessary consensus in Lutheran
. teaching and practice should find expression in
; ' a series of study documents on central themes of
Lutheran theology. The aim of these documents is
to explicate the content of the Lutheran Confes-
‘sions themselves; they are not to be,ynderstood
as new or supplementary confessions.

ince ‘the Lutheran Reformation was a rediscovery of the Gospel,

ﬁlg_dmnt, "What Commitment to the 'Sola Gratia' of

' ‘ g -~

"meadinq of the grace of God mnnittltld in Jesus 'chrtle md
proclaimed by the apostles in the power of the Holy Spirit, "1’5
Likewise, the second document, "The Luthetan Confessions nnq,

'sola Scriptura, '" operates from the perspective that the i
Lutheran Church not only confesses gg_i_u_ Gratia "as the 'chief
article, ' but she also views all of ‘chx‘ilhtian theology frﬁ'n il
this perspective." This also includes the Lutheran w.wvo;t v
Scripture: '"Only from the perspective of Sola Gratia can one
properly speak of Sola scrigt:ura in the sense of the muhotm

Symbols. 16 £

Since "the very first specifically Lutheran contatﬁeﬁ, 3
the Augsburg Confession, sought to effect a racohcnuuon' :
between Luther and Rome, the joint commissioners felt that
"the Augsburg Confession . . . sets forth the principles .tl;ul
are ;:o guide us 1n reestablishing and maintaining cho unity

17 *

‘of the church," Accordingly, the third document, "The Doc-

trine of the Church in the Lutheran Confessions," operated

from the perspective of Article VIT of the Augsburg canfung?,

and concluded that

Where Lutheran bodies have discovered or have been
genuine consensus in the preaching the Gospel
"in conformity with a pure under ng of it"
and in the administration of the sacraments "Ln
raccordance with the divine word," not on -
may but should enter into pulpit: aﬁd{ altar: !Ollm

Ibid., p. 409,
Ibid., p. 415,

1bid., p. 419,

‘h,:

=




The church guards this f&ﬁzhh i
under the power of the Golpt:. in ‘
by "applyinq the corrective measure:
healing powers of the Gospel when

by errors. . L

. In sketching church fellowship in

church, Article VII of the Augsburg
with this definitiong

The doctrine of the Gospel is not here ﬁo ﬂ
understood as one doctrine among » Or as
a bare recital of John 3:.4, but lﬂiu‘ as a
doctring composed of a number of

faith,?

trina an& evangelium as synonyms . . }. 29 Accordingly it

concluded; 1
|
i
.

: LCMs, "Theology of Fellowship, j
Map& et fcnouhip, this document noted that the [ 1967, p. 368. f

241p14., p. 369,

Studying the s<:r1p— | ‘ 23

ol . 25
o | | &ei Pe
I, b 22, : - SEERG

o ”m&' ‘ ‘ | 261114,
. 2lge,, viz., ipid., pp. 417-415. :

L % . Il ¥

- 2210u8, Proceedings, 1967, p. 1.




|

i
iy

i
|
yia

i
|

\

190

Though the subject of pulpit and altar
fellowship is not discussed expressis’
i ﬁ‘g in the Lutheran Confessions, these
~ confessions themselves became the effective
limite for pulpit and altar fellowship for
* Lutherans, Those who subscribed to them
. were automatically in gglpit and altar fellow-
%' * ,ship with one another.
9) r

‘Evaluating the Missouri Synod and Synodical Conference

‘principle that church practice also be a criterion for church
I v \
§ ﬂ&_uéwih:.p,- the documents concludes that "at times they de-

f

ol ,
' manded for church fellowship more with respect to churchly

 practice than is warranted by the Scripture or the Lutheran
; Confessions." Specifically reference was made to theses

( accepted by the ‘synodical Conference that "a temporary call"
e g

b ‘ml lack of zeal "to start orthodox parochial schools" were

contradictions of the confessions.>!

| R, 7
: ) Likewise, an examination of Scriptural passages tra-

& ﬁh&u@ly used by the Synod to forbid fellowship with other

" 3 'i&“’hs‘h.ltani considered to be in error, concluded that some

| passages have been used in a way which "have gone beyond the
! ! .

| clear words of the text . . ."? The church will use these

~ passages properly, the document summarizes,
L el

‘ when she is taught by them to avoid men who either

by false teaching of separatistic, schismatic,

! activities attack the Gospel and the

~of Christians., She will be misusing these * !

‘passages if she uses them to hinder the church's

ongoing attempts to heal the hisms 4n the i

churchi.and to fostss the unit lot the 8pirit in . ~

the bond of peace. -

Although the document advises fthat the principle be re-~
tained that Scriptural practice ‘is important for church fellow-
ship, because it can constitute a demonstrable denial of the

Gospel, it also warns that "chrutﬁano ought not apply this

principle legalistically or employ doubtful logic and

labored conclusions to prove that a certain practice is .

against the c;ospel.":'M . : ',.

This same "Gospel'-centered approach is also seen in a =
number of memorials directed to thé Synod asking for altar
and pulpit fellowship with TALC, m4ny of which refer speci- !

fically to Article VII of the Auglﬂu.rg c0nteuionl..35

331144, :
: 34Ib1d., p. 390. This same "Gospel'-centered approach is | |
also apparent in other CTCR study documents of this period
as "A Lutheran Stance Toward Contemporary Biblical studies," :
LCMS, Convention Workbook, 1967, pp. 393-396; and "The Witness
of Jesus and Old Testament Authorship," ibid., pp. 397-402. Wl

35.cMs, convention workbook, 1967, pp. 87, 89, 9l LCMS,
Convention Workbook, 1969, pp. 100, 101, 104, 105, 106, 107.
It is of some significance, also, that the Synod's 1971 con- /
vention resolved to engage in fellowship discussions with the
Wisconsin Synod "on the basis of the Scriptures and the g
eran Confessions," LCMS, Proceed s,1971, p. 1367
resolution favoring discussion ' the Script and the
Lutheran Confessions with those Lutheran churches with whe
we are not in fellowship in order to seek agreement in
and practice leading to a declaration of altar and pul]
lowship," ibid., p. 1393 and declined an overture a:
fellowship negotiations to be a study of Martin Ch
Two Natures in Christ by resolving that the Synod ha
the Lutheran Confessions of 1580 "to be a sufficient
approaching the matter of fell A
-

cf. LCMS, Convenption Workbo®k, PP« lﬂ-iﬂi

|




to the aznog'm

| Twice during this period a

sws from the office of the Synod's
hip with TALC. Dr. Oliver R. Harms
rding Missouri--TALC fellowship that

of %@2 [sic] with
%m urch, ou?"%rinqi-
dealings with other Lutheran:
“have the same approach to the
If we mst)o agreement here, we can '

r matters, b

i'cbotfod that fellowship discussions had begun
because "all our discussions are to be con-
: QIQ_IM.\ This is the true Lutheran approach, "
t agreement had been made "at the outset that

’

above., It should be remembered that
had sub-divided itself into two periodi-
Ness continuing in magazine form appear-
Llth fea and discussion type articles, and the
8--Reporter appearing bi-weekly in newspaper
ng on news articles,

i -7"lfmodnéx'-am," Lutheran witness, LXXXITI (June 23, 1964 3L

Following the Synod
uui a confessional basis
the editors of the Luther
ship, but certainly not with the
tﬁirty years previously. Other t
to the three joint essays, the ;
tiations with the old ALC, no effort was r
doctrinal unity in Missouri's "tz"|
The first major article prome

to the doctrinal cons experi

of the two synods which the churet

th practical ma

and that differences in dealing w
y

example, the lodge) mdy "represent only an alterna

rather than a "denial of the Goup!l.';ag

Three district presidents of TALG contributed

articles promoting fellowship. One hopod for fell
Missouri because we "share a commPn Gospel and a con

trust in the inspired Word of God, which brings us God's

.,,40

d [
grace in Christ , . Another said,

!
- o
38usynodalgram, * Lutherdn witness, LXXXIV (January 5,
1965), 12. : : e
39

"Altar and Pulpit Fellowship," Lutheran Witness,
LXXXVII (February 1968), 18-19, | .

. ¢

-

4°Gordon S. Huffman, "Why I jﬂope for Fellowship with N&
Missouri Synod," Lutheran Witness, LXXXVII (May 1968), EQ-'IS. |
I k ¥ ,

) x

-
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We stand on common ground., We preach the same
.Gospel. We hold to the same doctrines. we
‘subscribe to the same confessions. To be sep-
~arated from each other in the year of our Lord
1968 is, in my opini a sin against each other
~and against our r.cm:°Ei

ml'd um.& fellowship on the basis of the practical con-
Qﬂtﬁ of ntvlng small rural parishes. 42 )

e Aside from occasional printed letters to the editor re-
thﬁ Q:ho "traditional" approach to tellownhip by bringing
ﬁb tﬂi writings of various individuals within TALC contairing

i
-'L t WM: diffcfunt than that traditional within Missouri, Aa
3 el“ Mﬂ.'_l featured arguments against tellovshjip only
!.n one tvo-put diulogue article, The first part of this.

) I‘ttg.clﬂ opposed fellowship because of concerns regarding the

i ‘Wﬁftlﬁion and inerrancy of Scripture, the binding" nature -of
”elh &uti;.tm_eonte-lions, lodge practice, open communion prac-

\inaonim, gelective fellowship, and the relationship of

wf.tr.h th. l‘.m:hdran Church in m'nerica.“ The second ‘part

I (October 1968), 11. )

»,mm an Witness, LXXVIT (September 1968), 23.
=

leric E. Schumann, "Concerns About Steps Toward
p with the ALC," Lutheran Witness, LXXXVII (November

—————— -

' X ‘ -

195 | / | :

stated in its official document!.';‘ When this is Qéno, the

article states after referring to'qavernl.lueh att#lcial ‘doeu-'-

ments, "we find them in agreement with Scrl.pe;:rl."‘s :

A final major article in the Lutheran ﬂ,\_mouiprtur eo' “{

the Synod's Denver (1969) convention where tsilowntlnip was de- .
clared, compared Missouri and TALC statements r.qai"d@.nq

lodges and concluded that although each has the same position i

toward lodges, their practice differs. Howevsr;', _ei:m article i e |
stressed the same position of the two lynptﬁ and did not say '.“
or imply that the practice of one ‘wasv riq!ﬂ: and th‘é other
wrong.46 ‘)

The Synod's Concordia 'rheo1g_‘1ca1 Monthly did not refer
often to the fellowship question. 70ne editorial subtly pro- .

moted fellowship by arquing that the Missouri 1dea§ of a

heterodox body has '"undergone siqnifican‘t moditica:’:ivn lnd
tightening up" since Walther and the Altenburg Debate: "It
has changed from a simple recogniéién of t!u puhuj!: confession
to a rather stringent and inclusive demand for orthodox ﬁ.ich:"
ing and prm:tj.ce.""7 54 ST "
: @
45zagar C. Rakow, "Why We Should Take Steps Toward rcual-
ship," Lutheran witneaa, LXXXVIT (November 1968), 5-5.

46Philip Lochhaas, "Religious Lodges: 'rht!iJ for H-l-
cussion," Lutheran Witness, LXXXVITT (u‘bmu'y 1969),

474ervert T. Mayer, "nditoridh 'The nu:.

Concordia Theological Monthly, XXXIX (October 1
esp. p. SBOF




: ﬂqnwyohl in the pyned agreed to this method
aﬁmm unanmp with TALC. i

agreement in the serse that Missouri had tra-
Yy approached agreement.

.\mmb,erof

A number of memorials in-

ucc-r- of 1nlp1rauon, interpretation (for axample,

ml.ution and authorlhlp), and relationlhip of

and Word of God,49

|

1
148 149,
167, 168,

182, 185,

151

169,
187,

Many of the same memorials and

134, 135,
154, 155,
170, 111,

189,

B el “M. od 0. ru.rbrinqcr, "Editorial;
~ diction?
by ) 65

136,
156,
12,

Workbook, 1967, pp. 88-89,

'What's Your Pre-

%ﬂga Theological Monthly, XXXIX (November

LCMS,
969, pp. 111-1147 114-117; 142-125;
30, 131,

137, 138,
158,
178,

140,
159, 160,

174, 175,

176,

hnd wﬁin
wise in the az‘ of pra
Peucetons! uid Srdoniuit

Smaller numbers of memor.

’

specifically and adequately with &k
face in our day and time . . ".,S?

the Synod's use of Article VII of

its resolution on fellowship at th

% Quite a few memorials r

55

tion.

as a standard of doctrine,

501,0Ms, convention Horkbook, 1967, pp.
Convention kbook, 1969, pp. 110~ 111 LXL 0
T1§7‘T3§7‘nggiii? 124-125; 125, 126, 128, 129,
137, 139, 143, 144, 145, 146, 148, '51, 154, i
158, 159, 160, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 159, 170.
174, 175, 178, 179,’ 182, 186, 157.‘

51x..CMs, Convention go__x:m, b
Convention Workbook, 1969, pp.
126, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134,
140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147,
154, 157, 158, 159, 160, 164; 167, GB,
173, 174, 178,*X76, 177, %78; 179 180,

52.cMs, convention Workbook, 1967, pp. 88-89. LCMS,
vention W kbook, 1969, pp. 111-114, 123-124; 129, 131
134,713, 140, "142, 144 145, 148, 149, 153, 156, 157
165, 166, 167, 168, 172, 173, 179, 181, 183, 186, 188. -

531cMs, convention wWorkbook, 1969 bp. 110-111. ct.
pp. 123- 1241 125, 148, |

41bia., pp. 186, 188,

55

LCMSy Convention Workbook, 1967, pp. 88-89. LCMS %
Convention %xkbook 1969, pp. 109, 111-114; 114-117; 124-
125; 130, 144, 146, 150, 152, 160, 168, 169, 170, 176, 179,

180, 182, 185, 189,

)
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. ,ﬁmnﬁ between the two synods on the doctrines of con-

f Wili.en,“'Jultificauoh,s.’ synergism, =8 church,s9 Lord's

it luppdt Ll sunday ; nnd ori.ginal Qin.sz There were memorials
me called for "fall -agreement of doctrinal truth, n63 and

ﬁhl lbi'.elmnt of doctrinal controversies dating as far back
'll. 19175‘ or even to the predestinarian com:x_:ove::ay.65 f
. Thils same traditional approach to doctrinal agreement and
"%hpr,izbct'obponing fellowship with TALC is FEELasted 1% an
‘edsay qzinn,a«: two district conventions of the Synod in

‘ '1-968.55.“ s.lyi.ng that fellowship based only on Article }III of
the .mgiburg.coﬁfeuion is "simplistic," the essay argu.es )

! blﬂe@hﬁ.. article of the Auqsburq tonfession "was never meant

56&3!48, Convention Workbook, 1969, pp. 131; 137, 148,
" b‘».‘ 160, Bt e e

eI 1pta., b. 137.
e ”nud., Pp. 164, 167, 168, 172.
 5%1bia., pp. 137, 174.

p. 137.

p. 137.

pp. 159, 186. w1 +
p. 140. CEf. pp. 150, 159, 187.

st

p. 188. " .

ﬁgmm:. and North Dakota. Robert D, Preus, "Fellow-
Concerns, " Missouri District, 1968, pp. 27-43. Cf. the
"Fellowship Roconndered " a similar essay pre-

District pastoral Conference, April 13-
and distributed by Mt. Hope Lutheran
}wnq.

to be any kind of formula for reunion of disunited or
separated churches or synods," What the essay advocat'n, is :
that

The tnderstanding of the Missouri Synod has been
that the agreement concerning the doctrine of the
Gospel spoken of in the Augsburg Confession is
complete doctrinal agreement, qu,emenc in all the
articles of the Christian faith.

From this basis that there must be "full ,ug‘reement in

Christian doctrine," and noting that the -three joint ollayl :
"tell us nothing about the actual teaching in the American ﬁ
Lutheran Church but whose aim was simply to 'explicate the .:"’
content of the Lutheran Confession, '" the essay maintained

that "we of the Missouri Synod must know what the theology

of the American Lutheran Church really L, 108

5

A sketch of the background of TALC concluded that

Missouri has had no negotiations with three of the synods

-l

"which now make up a majority of the present American Lutheran

69

2y U
Church," Therefore the essay supplies "what is the actual

practice and doctrine of £he_ ALC [sig‘] on certain crucial ;"' 1
issi.\es."70 Mentioned first is the pﬁoblem of lodge practice,
where it was maintainéd that although TALC has some "fine
| by »
statements" about lodges, "The American Lutheran Church has
. ,\ ‘ ) |
; [y N

M:Lssx)uri District, Proceggingl, 1968, Dy 11. {

B'[bid., Pe 28, °

®%pbid., p. 33. CEf. pp. 28-31.
701pid., p. 30,
-]



hich are taken to task for
? 'mﬁ?, the essay said that

mum had never been resolved and that
mugim is" allowod and taught (uhich 1

is still bung accused of Calvinism in its doc-
sion .. ."73 Finally, the essay spends some
dtm that '

and uieiaul doctrine concerning Scrip-

now ly taught within the American

n Church, a doctrine which makes it utterly

{u for us of the Missouri Synod to have
and make common cav:e with the American

h in church at this time,’®

Dur'd3
bp. 33-36.
p. 36,

garding the muh‘tmey;
ture, which views, h u
the Sunday School level d ‘m :
Therefore, the essay .qdpa
Statement that such fellowship ;
niable case of what our synod has a e
unionism . . .“76 : 4
Several unofficial p\abueltioitl' '
the Synod also oppoéed fcll.anhip Mha!
grounds., The Confessional Lutheran op'pd 3
ship with TALC on the basis of the ehzu “M.ut' nﬁé .
In addition f.é almost weekly opposition to unwn‘&in
Christian News printed a special s«-nqc uuuw .op

78

fellowship with TALC. Several issues of a !m-.pn

entitled Balance were circulated v!.!:h!.n the Synod to ¢

fellowship. ®

7S1pid., pp. 36-39,

761p4d., p. 3.

77

Cf. Confesgional Luthogan, XXVIII (February 1968),
21- 22y XXVIII (March 1968 26-28,

chrutun News, IT (March 3, l969).

7%4ited by Ewald J. Otto, the papor carried a
of articles written by faculty mombern the synod'o Upul
field seminary.
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' Fellowship with TALC Reconsidered

ol

~g !‘olloning the Syﬂ/od'l decision ‘to declare pulpit und
ik Mb? fellowship with TALC, many who favored the Synod's
tradit ional approach to fellowship began to press for a

vfwgﬂﬁn‘tit‘m of the question at the Synod's next conven-

| tion, This move wae given added impetus hy the decision of
! mc ce its 1970 convention pcrmitting the ordination of
m;x to the pastoral ministry, which also caused the Synod's o

upnune-uvn on the Interchurch Commission on ‘Fellowship
V:‘mn. tc the Synod that TALC be asked to reconsider

B |
| ~su m&on.“ In addition to the same argumentation direcf:]ed [

; tvum tn:l.owlmp for the Synod's 1969 convention catalogued

f"bia"‘ mgge than 125 memorials directed to this 1971 convén-
7}1 of the Synod included TALC's decision to ordain women as -
j‘r ’ 8on to tt‘conl\idorvfell‘ow-hip.el Another new periodical
nypur-d within the Synod prior to its 1971 convention, also
mounq.,nu-mu-arnc fellowship: Affirm.52

,: Mt!t considering the options available to rescind

%m, @vgnegon Workbook, 1971, p. 147.

lzm.. pp. 150-183, ; ‘ , ‘

began publication with its March 1973 issue, A
Mﬂﬂ. ine,, "a qroup of conservatives con- :
ogical and related developments in The
'.Ictu'i Synod." Affirm, I (March 197%), 2
are written by faculty members of ,the
1 :lemnu-y,
|

)

B SN
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with TALC, or "go full-steam ahas U8l implementing" fellow-
ship, and taking special note of the fact-that "l.riml m i
differences in the doctrine of the authoriey of acriptura
still exist," especially regarding the ordinagion of Wﬂn,

the Synod resolved to continue télloﬂship with TALC, but

with several reservations:: That the Bynod "register its . T
strong regrei" over TALC's decision tp ordain v&au.n, that g
the Synod ask TALC "to give serious reconsideration to this g
action," that TALC be reqﬁe;ted "not to ﬁplement further its .
resolution to ordain women," and that "because of doctrinal :
concerns still remaining," new implementation of fvollowlhﬁ.p’

]
be deferred.83

Conclusion

Fellowship negotiations with TALC succeeded where they
had failed with the old ALC. ,Although sociological, clgl.eurt‘ﬂ,
and other factors may have played a part, the different doc-

-

trainal approach of the negotiations was an important fuetot?‘

Wwhereas Missouri had previously attempted to utabu-h.fonﬂ\v-
ship by arriving at exact word for word aqte-mene on um!at— ;
standings of articles of faith and matterl of biblical Lm:%-:.
pretation, these neqociation! ccncezn.d themselves with bx\-
ploring together the meaning of the
in the Lutheran Confessions. Missou
W
LCMS, Proceedings, 1971, Pp. \135—1;7.

83

(-}



mw was amnm viewed as bMali.eal
mgun or topim order, ° mngrument

“d;wuc lack of agreement in doctrine and

0
s:.g.w-h_ip. A

souri--TALC negotiations, Missouri shifted

cit position held by Missouri during the

&‘%}Oﬂl to a view of doctrine in which

» Gospel is mtﬁaient tor fellowship, for

1 that unites man with God and man with man.

" specific doctrinal co,nclus:l;dn
members of the Syncd ‘and othe
in fellownhip, but an 1mpne1
of doctrine also has existed,
understanding of what doctrin
have been slowed when Miss

body (American Lutheran Ch

view of the nature of doctring.l

Synod) was repeatedly critici

h) opouted wa.ta mwﬁf
Another Pm:m benly

sed in m.nm*r

for holding a “falsge theorz&dt open que:

A

1sugra, pPp. 111-
2

C. F. W. Walther, r
Theory of Open Quastxons,“ translated by
Guebert, LCMS, Precee

appeared serially in
Theol 2ological Monthly
Eastetn District

reﬁzrts, memorials, minutes Qnd droooodin..
Synod and its districts vary from convent
For the sake of brevity and *

district proceedings

§

112,

"The Fal-c Ar

din 8 971,
Lehre
' Not

1867

will be

30-31,

erences to the reports and memorials

some years) and proceedings

|

b,

227+244,
X1V and

n District,

niformity, a
cited as in

(Cony
¢f the gancra

%
v

Titles of thu
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re-definition 6f'doctrins at one time brought a reaction from

tha very noxt eonvention of the Synod. = In recent years, how-

; cver, the Sprd itself has asked for a study of the question4
-und much of th current internal doctrinal discussion within

thh'synod relates to precisely that question, "what is doctrine?"

Although Missouri has traditionally operated with an im-
pl:l.cit understnndinq of the nature of doctrine, this under-

ltanding is not explicitly part of the Synod's constitutionally

A '
_ stated doctrinal norm. 1In this chapter, accordingly, the
f

ﬁritct investigates this traditional understanding of doct:ine
that has been. part of the position the Synod expected of its

members and of those in fellowship with Missouri, that has

‘been part of the Synod's de facto position (its public doc-

doctrine), ahd several current emphases that have implications
{er an unﬂerstanding of the nature of doctrine,

‘cited; LCMS, Proceedings or Reports and Memorials, followed

by the date and page number, References to the proceedings
of the Ev. Lutheran Synodical Conference of North America will
be cited similarly. See the bibliography for full printed

-» titles.

Infra, p. 222.

‘“A Review of the Question, 'What Is A Doctrine?,'"

convontgdn Workbook, 1969, pp. 501-507. !

207 | g

Missouri'a‘Traéitiohal Concern for
Purity  of Doctrine~ |

According to its emigration code, the‘saxon colony that
later formed the nucleus of the Missouri Symod, emigrated in
order to retain and freely exercise true Luthetanism. The
members of the colony confeaasd that they accepted God's word
of the 014 and New Testaments and the SymbdliCal Writings of
the Lutheran Church in their entirety witHauE any addition
“according to the simpler sense of their wording, as they have,
since their origin, been unanimously and uniformly underltcoz
and applied . . . by all who have not departed from'éhe old,

pure Lutheran faith.“5

Although the colony experienced a traumatic controversy
regarding the nature of the church almost immediately u;on
arriving in Missouri, it was soon fesolved by the adoption of
a view of the church considered to be the tfua Scripéural and
Lutheran understanding. When the "Loehe ;en“ began hegotia-
tions with the Saxon colony and others for the eatabiishmenﬁ
of a new synod, the colony's| understanding of the chureh bheamo
one of the prarequisites for\fellow!hip.6 ’ \ 1

———————— e | el 40

5 ¢
Translated in wWalter O, Forster, zion on_the ﬂ lléll;m o
(8t. Louis: Concordia Publishing - Housa 9 » PP. .

6Cf Chapter IT above,

o
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|

|
oy e,

‘, ing the ﬂpﬂpﬂure- the thr&.

; an chtouion., the synod

; of these confessional bases ag was
,uﬁhouqh the au!talq and Towa synods, for
xo uhc same confessional basis, they'were

ﬂquding an ax‘ticle of faith, the synod

and cnfoccod it as the doctrinal position of

|
|

sr A, Baepler, Century of Grace (St. Louis:
m.ng House, 1 ), PP. 51-52, 83-95,

ualﬂ i‘! of the Synod's Constitution.

“M the mt;-ovor-y regarding chiliasm with pastors
; lecker and Gruber, supra, p. 4, and the election con-

elnpq:u- 11,

a concise summary of the ¢

antitheses’ cdnd'emninq ma j

of cour'se, being the tavori\'.o), mg\

tion from or retexence to the Luthlm
stacements were discuued and 17; was ox
agree to' them or correct them in such a
agree. All district and synodical ‘cunv‘cix

expected to be published and were sub j o d
-k 3

censorship.

musuauy the essayist was a professor or rq‘e_g
‘theologian of the synod. Only rarely did a ].'
teacher have the essay.

Urhe source ‘of antlthuel was usually fro
tory, sometimes from a contemporary writing or|contr:
Occasionally the theses were published in a S\
ical in advance of the meeting.

1-""l‘he Saxon emigration code also contain
censorship of all matter printed wif.h:l.n the eo
p. 582,
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Occasionally a succeeding convention would change or
explain a senténce in the essay as printed in its previous
pree.qdingl to make ° sure that no one would understand it

tnupr:ectly.la

The Synod wanted to make sure that it taught
the true doctrine, and only the true doctrine. Consequently
the synodical essays are often examples of wide acquaintance

> ﬁttﬁ and quotations from previous Lutheran authorities and

i organization of inherited teachings rather than imaginative

" and fresh preéentations 65 a t:opic.]4
Among other €hin§s, this procedure produced an‘imelicit

undcr-tanding'of the nature of doctrine and a printed backlog

‘of lynodically censored treatments of many topics, and articles
ot faith each of which spelled out a precise, étceptable

"nt ot view that was considered part of the public doctrinal

,biticn of the Synod. e \At various times conventions indicated

13

Michigan District, 1906, p.' 83.

Mee, atlantic »’bistrict, 1945, pg. 28-29, k4

15Illinoi- District 883, pp 5-16; Harold H, Engel-
Brécht, "concernﬂng 'A sStatement,'" sConcordia Historical
%ggggtgte Q%atterlz XLIfL (Novemb 1970), 169; Michigan
lﬁtict, X 9, Pp. 8-9¢ Eastern District, 1940, pp. 28-29.
n time 2s of controversy within the Synod a number of
t! yl of pre%ioua‘district and synodical conventions have
c | to, demonstrate the official doctrinal position of
B;g LCMS, Reports and Memorials, 1950, pp. 455-
1556, pp."sms'as- 94; 1962, pp. 167-168. Eck-
K did much to draw together these formula-
ovide pastors with a handy summary of the

ed position. E. Eckhardt, Homiletisches
s, I-VII (St. Louis: Success Printing Co., 1907-1914,

\

ling could easily be amplified,

211 7 {
that pastors were expected to diachg the conteﬂt of the
convention's essay with their conqregatioﬂs, membera wure
encouraged to study these proceedings as well aq synodical
periodicals, and a number of districts dishributed a copy of
the proceedings containing the entire essay to each family ‘ i
or congregational voting member of the distri'cti“l6 ¢ " b 1

If the essays, presidential addresses, and various
resolutions' of district and synodical convqptib%s are any
indication, the Missouri Synod has long hﬁd a self-image of3

teaching the pure Word of God without any adulteration.l’ by

e

Missouri's Traditional Implicit Definition ; i
of Doctrine

What is doctrine? in first generation Missouri

o {

As the above indicates, the Missouri Synod$has operated ~4

with an implicit understanding of the nature of doctrine that e

‘

16yestern District, 1894, p. 7; Iowa Distﬂict 1910, 0%
p. 73; 1915, pp. 66-67; 1921, p. 61: Michigan District 1912, !
p. 63; 1913, p. 74; Northern District, 185 p.' 20, : 4 I}

. 3 5 2
17E g., LCMS, Proceedings, 1854, 2nd edition, p. 284y SRR (17
1887, p. 27; 1896, pp. 125-126; 1941, p, 4203 1947, PP. 399‘
400, Eastern District 1883, pp. 7- 97 1898, pJ 14; 1916,
pe. 7y 1919, B s Centrai District 1910, pp, 7-9; Western
District, 1925, p. 43, Northern Distriet. 1873, p. 11p 1943,
p. Bl. Michigan District, 1900, p. 12; 1916, . '8=10y liﬂn
pp. 35-36. Atlantjc District, 1912, pp. 6-8, ¢ Tova Distric
1894, pp. 6-7. Eastern District, 1927 pp. 7-8.
District, 1892, pp. 10-12, Illinoin'nistrict, 1880, ip
14, Der Lutheraner, 1V (September 8, 1847), lr2. h&l

T

g




' Az’fe;.ad.n only parts oflit.zt" All of the !
d, is God's wdr;. The Bible does not merely
% Luthsa:‘args can' say "es steht geschrieben,”
i i}lia.hle, and letter %t Seripture comes from

This includes all ‘of Scripture, even matters

21

W@N";ﬁ Word, not a judge ove{it.

1

ué. F. w, walther, The True Visible Church, translated
Pheodore Mueller (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
, 1961), p. 50. ;

°1bia., . 9.
 Pyestern pistrict, 1868, p. 19. , Cf, Michigan District,
pp.‘_!aﬂ. i

and perhaps not know parts
sible to be a good Christ

. . :
of the entire law, Walther argued, to deny on

teaching is a .denial before God of the entire

(s Ty e
One must accept all of God's Word or he ace\pljl‘ ’n#

221v54,, pp.. 22-23, CF, 1876, p. 190 1

Ibid., 1868, p. 23. Cf. Eastern District, 1868,

®
Ay estern District, 1868, pp. 24, 27-29, Cf
District, 1867, p. L2, whith enunciates the same
and refers to the doctrine of Jthe antichrist.

2SWest:en:n bistrict, 1868, pp. 25-27. Cf. Western |
trict, 1875, pe 11, where it is arqued that ®r: .
be permitted in /even one article of the Christian fait
After admonition such a person cannot remain with the
dox church which steadfastly remains with the words of
Cf. a short article which, although composed only of
Luther quotations, is headed by the title: ‘'Wer einen Gl
ensartikel verwirft, der verwirft sie alle und macht all
was er sonst Gutes thut, verwerflich," Der Luth er,
(January 3, 1847), 62-63, : }

~
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' 26
A text of Scripture has but one literal sense.” . Its inter-

éfotatipn, however, is not determined by the church., The

27

church simply takes all of God's word. Every doctrine is

Tl ¥ 28
' taught in clear and plain words of Scripture. ;
Although WaltheE and early Missouri tauqhﬁ.;hat the
central message of the Bible is justification and the key to

its 1nterprecation,29 the Synod's understanding of inspiration

and thereforé inerrancy was taken for granted as basic. There

b 30
.could be no errors in the holy Scriptures.

t
—e

.264alther, The True Visible Church.

27Northern District, 1867, p. 17; Western District, 1897,
pp. 6-8. : |

N
2avhlther, The True Visible Church, p. 114; Northern Dis-
trict, 1867, p. 48, The same concept was also taught ip
second generation Missouri: Fr. Pieper, "Von der Einigkeit

im Glauben," Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1888, pp. 5-35;
Western District, 1901, p. 63; Atlantic District, 1909, p. 32.

29,

) Viz., Western District, 1859, pp. 11-65; 1868, pp. 30-

35, 1859, pp. 6-8; 1879, pp. 12-14; walther, The True Visible
’rch, é. 94; Bastern District, 1875, pp. 10-12; Illinois
strict, 1879, p. 17; Erwin L. Lueker, "Doctrinal Emphases

 in the Missouri Synod," Concordia Theological Monthly, XLIII

(April 1972), 198-211; Synodical conference, Proceedings, 1872,

pp. 20-68. )

~ 53 i
3°Northern District, 1867, p. 36. Cf. Northern District,
1865, pp. 52-59, where Pastor Ahner's short essay begins with

1

' the premise of inspiration and draws a number of traditional

logical conclusions.

215
What is doctrine? in second generation Missouri

> ; i

The Synod's leading theologian of the next-generétion4
/ I
Francis Pieper, began with similar gf;auppositions.al One

|
of his theses for a synodical convention stated: ]

A doctrine is a Scriptural doctrine only when ;§ |
is based on clear words of Scripture, or, what is

the same, when it is drawn from and judged only by
those places of Scripture which deal specifically
with this doctrine,

A. What we mean here; Not, that every word, with L G B
which we speak of a doctrine must stand in the { :
letters [Buchstaben] of Scripture, but rather, |
that everything that is said of a doctrine must
lie revealed in the words of Scripture, -

B. What we reject here: (a) The defuction of a
doctrine from the so-called totality of Scrip- iy
ture [schriftganzen] or from plades which do
not deal with this doctrine; (b) The rejection
or modification of a doctrine clearly expressed
in the words of Scripture to comply with so-
called necessary deducsﬁona or in the interest
of a so-called system.

In Missouri's traditional view there is no such thing

as an evolution of Christian doctrine. Christian doctrine &

3]cf. Edward H. Schroeder, "Law-Gospel Reductionism in

the History of The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod," Con-

cordia Theological Monthly, XLITT (April 1972), 241-243, i /
L]

’

I &

32LCMS, Proceedings, 1884, p. 16l. Cf. another essay | /
)1

by Pieper at the Atlantic District, 1919, pp. 9-50.

L A s




he
3By

LR "nverwhing
pﬁu ahutn is therefore
‘,‘Ho luhe yawhnebnn' [_.;_] ol

lﬁtict, 1897, p. 31: "We stand in dgctrtne
the mmnnn stood in the first ce
congregation in Rome or Corinth in the y
1 could know, exactly that and no more, for
inity congregation in St, Louis in 1897 Know.
ai 'ahﬁ Christian church of the past 1800
ogress." Cf, ibid., p. 43; Michigan Dis-
34 M:hnua District, 1909, p. 33; David W.
é church History in Reprasentacive Missouri
Theo, 1051 Monthly, XLII (October
'

P i %fﬁﬁ sggx;ung in Lehre und Praxis (St.
ng House, 1896 p. 11; Michigédn
. 19-34; wWestern D:Lstr:lct 1886, pp. 6-8;
‘al District, 1916, pp. 12-14, LCMS Pro-
p{, 16, 25y Eastern District, 1936, p. 8;
y 894, pp. 39, 46; Atlantic District 1916,
i891, pP. 7: 1892, pp. 15-17; P. E. Kretz-
l!‘.ion in der Realien," Concordia Theological
1930), 21-32; J. H. C. Fritz, "Doctrinal
a Theological Monthly, VIT (Septembet 1936),
inspiration of the Scriptures" in first

in a list of chief doctrines that should be preached.
onémen

d Jultifieation by faith are listed third and
*

°h“?‘+ nutﬂcr., 1895, pp. 8-9.

puc:lae undﬂumunq ‘of
implici‘tly of dectune i

Jultificat:lon, good warka, mnn of

‘ministry, and élect:lon.

A Brief Statement contains suupau#i&
treatment of every topic exclpt th&e of
Lutheran Confessions, It develops a progn’.'
mising understanding of each topic cwﬁrc&, _
as to the Synod's position. False or u:&onmi 22
often condemned and warned aqainst. Topﬂ.clmx deh :
had experienced controversy are generally tz'IM:dﬂ &h
tail than others, Missouri's historic position mng P
clearly and the view of the Synod's opponent ';':ljldtdy.
Missouri's A Brief Statement treats ﬂ.rlt Eho
scripture, emphasizing already in the openiﬁg parm

view of inspiration that necessarily includes lnmm :

The scriptures, A Brief Statement says,

365upra, pp. 142-143,

37cf. Report of the Commission on Theology
Relations: A Study Document on Revelation, Inspiratig
errancy (The Lutheran Church-:m.
1964]), p. 9.

.

ssouri Synod, n.d, v.- ;
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are the word of because the holy men of God
who wrote the Scriptures wrote only that which
the Holy Ghost communicated to them by dnspira-

- tion . Since the Holy Scriptures are: the
. Word of dod it goes without saying that they
contain no erro:- or contradictions, but that
they are in all' their parts and words the infal-
libel truth, also in those parts which treat of
hiltoricyl, ggographical and other secular matters,
John 10,

At the ;Eurce, rule and norm of all doctrine, A Brief State-

m‘he'layl that the Scriptures are tep be understood according to

the clear passages of the Scriptures themselves [sic] which

_set forth the individual doctrines." Doctrine is to be taken

from clear sdfipﬁural citations, not from a "totality of
chiptuta."39 Doctrine, acéordingly, ig revealed in Scrip-
éﬁ:a. It is not the outcome of doctrinal controversieg, but
tho dccilionl.of scripture itself. The Christian Churcﬁ cannot
mak« doctrines. It "can and should simply profess the doc-

tndno rovealed in Holy Scripture . ."40

Missouri's doctrine,
the ercatment of one topic says, is "precisely qsiC] the Scrip-
Ao

Q?:al tcach#ng. B

To summarize, Missouri's position could be |described 1like

‘thlt. Alth&ugh Justification was considered the chief content

Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the
St. Louiss; Concordia Publishing House, n.d.),

39 bid . lmagrﬂph L
% 991:_-., paragraph 46.
41

bid., paragraph 15,
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of Scripture, the one article‘which no other éqaehin& dafe i
contradict, the Synod's view of inspirahfsn that neJ«saarily ! Pfi“,@
included inerrancy was basic to its nnderstandinq of doccrine.
Doctrine was nothing more or 1ess’than a reutatement of what
Scripture says organized according to topics, Every doctrine 25
must have its basis in specific Scriptural citatioJ&, although kel |
logical conclusions based on Scriptural citaﬁiona ere also

v

consiilered scriptural doctrine. Although every do$tr1na Lt 0

clearly presented in Scripture and there is no devﬁlo@ment of

doctrine, the doctrinal conclusions reached by tha Synod from

its controversies also were considered clear Scri tural teach-

ing and prerequisites for fellowship. Since doctrine is Scrip-

tural ﬁeaching, no deviation can be permitted. All doctrines

must be accepted equally as Scriptural truth, although some

are obviously more important than others, .

Missouri's Traditional Position Challenged

Shortly after the adoption of A Brief Stateggnt the Synod
entered into fellowship negotiations with the Amﬁrican Lutheran

Church that called into question the Synod's publﬂc doctrine

and inherited understanding of doctrine.42 Alth%ugh the

Synod's landmark 1938 convention stated that the ALC position

contained "the truth as expressed in the Scripturba and our

Lutheran confessional writings," Missouri recoqnir d

f L3
42See Chapter IV. above for a more detailcd s
negotiations,




the synod resolved

e emratocnie,

I
|

"
N

y 1938, p. 231,
.s PP. 229-231.
=2 ~ g % .
231-232,

L3
tion to articles that appeared in synodical 1lit-
n pter IV above (pp. 100-109), a periodical
onal Lutheran made its appearance in
usly motivated by the desire to fight the
resolution regarding fellowship with the American
~ The same was true also of The Crucible,
ation in 1939, Theodore Graebner, on the
ted the 1938 resolution with a thirty-one
oric Lutheran Position in Non-Fundamentals
shing House, 1939), "Published by
One-Day Conference of St, Louis, Mo." cf.,
al to the 1941 convention of the Synod signed
3, including Theodore Graebner, which asked the
firm our position that anything which is taught
never be considered as non-essential for
1 ip and that accordingly we regard the distinc-
damentals and non-fundamentals as easily confusing
cussion of church-fellowship, since to urge it in

thlerl' can be no miluﬂ'ddr

which the words are to con

calling for one document;,' ‘\lﬁ
doctrinal .atatem'ent made in our
lieve that it correctly expresses

. 48 Synod agatn
ment should be reacheﬁ in the nm-’ﬁ

our Synod .,

in its ptev‘ibuu convention, and madﬂth;

understood that the term. 'non-tunt}lmnm i

has been used should not be made to eonvn; th idw
thing clear1’y rev'eale‘d in séz“ipturd, alﬂ\ough !i?b'rtﬁl
necessary for salvation, may be denied , LA ‘

: Following this conv_ﬂ;mibn, some within the synod
specifically to,guestié; the Synod's inherited operat J§é 

5

47LCMS, Proceedings, 1941, p, 302,

L4
4Brp1a.

Orvia,
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definition of doc\:trine. One writer, J, H. Gockel, argued
‘ﬂﬁ.l‘il:t.ith'c' dcnllzit-iéat'ion of the Pope as the antichrist isg
not properly (:ioctt‘in,e at all, because it is not a teaching
t is ‘-aarll.y x%veale‘d in Seripture. 1If something is

mya chdg ‘Béript.u.'.tal' eaching, and therefore a doctrine,

m;m lmtiig;:‘bg' reached, devistion must be divisive. There
: Viﬁm.ai“n be 1n§o'i‘ﬁediate stages between doctrine and open
qud.tion. _v.'.‘E:u:her a teaching 'is a Scriptural doctfine, or

i : £ 9

L is not." Likewise in the ‘area of therina'piration of scrip-

';~l ture, the same writer said, the questibn is not a doctrinal

by amf of whether or not the Scriptures are inspired--all agrec

that-~but the debate centers on the open question of "how"
: ”M ho @od inspired the prophets, evangelists, and apostles
- ‘\ \ .
Mlmt ated specifically. R0 gy proposed that doctrine be

ahe,Luth;eran Church, which adheres to the
Scriptura principle, uses the word doctrine
refer to its own teachings, it can mean
a restatement of what is clearly taught in
» Scriptures, a teaching for whose every part
e 18 a plain "thus saith the Lord, "5l

" This juggeltbdl definition of éoqtrine drew reactions not

~ only frém various people within the Synod, but 4mplicitly from

sl H. Gockel, "For a Re-Study of So-Called Nor.

als, " American Lutheran, XXV (June 1942), 8,

+» XXV, 6. The same author's article in the fol-
modified his definition by the sddstinn e ob
' main clause reads: "it can mean only a
is clearly (or expressly) taught in the
"What 1Is A Doctrine?," American Lutheran,
W :
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the Synod's next convention. Tn anuwer/ho/‘a :m_emor_ial which
cited Gockel's definition as & reasoy’éor asking for a synod-
ical definition of the termI; the Syhod adoeﬁcd "the f:llwlﬂ'g'.
definition of 'a Scriptural doctrine s a Scriptural ldcttinc"
is a truth contained in, expressed by, or properly dz; awn fre_mv

Scripture, 22 \e

Following this 1944 convention of the synod, a m#mber of
men who considered it to be the "'low water mark' in he
theology and polity of the Synod up to that timq,':sa +et in
Chicago and c:ircularized the Synod with A gg ';te/xnént.- jjl‘l},ett
meeting and its resulting statement were motivated 1n:p'm."!: by
the question, 'what is a doz:f;x:'ine?"s4 . This statementiadvo— |

cated that only th'at should be considered doctrine vhigh is

Paaeé on the clear words of s<:x':i.[:v!:u1:‘e‘55 i

The next meeting of the Synod, its "Centennial cq}m%en-'
tion" (1947), began the discussion of doctrinal ma':teli‘;( with
an introductory resolution reaffirming tha;: A‘ Brief S!‘i“‘ﬂ’—“ﬁ

(3 . | Y.
52LCMS, Proceedings, 1944, p, 250, f :

| 53Thomas Coates, "'A sStatement'--Some R miniscendes, " :
Concordia Historical Institute Quarterl y XH{II (N er \
1970), 159, i | : ‘
.

niter s, paust,: il Sesail e Well As T Can," Con-

c(7>rdia Historical Institute Quarterly, XLITT (Novembe: ,1_0)'; Sl
172, i [t

55"A Statement, " Concordia. Histor cal
XLIIT (Novemb 1970), "statements 8 and 9, B n
years later tHe Synod said the same when it resolved th;
must be clear (passages of Scripture if there is a doct
Their intent and context must demonstrably teach J

that Eu'tieular)doctrine. LCMS, Proceedings, 1




Intorlynodicul and Doctrinal Matters.' All

'm wm-nu\duféxehcea wére expressed. Tn 1947,
ud. d:l.ttotencn within the Synod become apparent,

M section on "Intersynodical

nﬁ:m-"-wu 117 pages 1on§, much of it about

'!!Mh R‘ll\'—iﬁhl." In the last twenty years, the ques-

7 { .
The most common elem
memorialize the Synod in |

These memorials :'porate wtﬁ!l ? ﬁhu :

standing of verbal and plengx‘yv -_ij_‘

is given by direct’ inspiration of

therefore true and absolutely "fa ‘

tail. Because of its divine mmuu:m
errors in the Bible. Not only is it reliab :

matters, but the Bible is factually correct

of geography, scientific matters, and history.

it must be interpreted "licerally.“
N

that the historicity of Adam and Eve, Johah, and every

- mentioned in thé Bible must be acceptad M&i t\wh

six-da§ creation, the fall, the exodua, Jonah?l me&

occurred exactly as described. The nuehorlhig‘é! t e
of the Bible is to be accepted as traditionally ascrib

Traditionally understood messianic propheciol dirne ly

dict a personal Messiah 2 i ]

1

57Lcns,‘ Reports and Memorials, 1959, p. 512§ 1962
159, 161, 164= 16§ 166, 167-168; 169; LCMS, v
book, 1965, pp. 49 50, 51, 52, €8, 74, 75. 56, 57-5
64, 72, 714,°75, 52, 54, 1967 ‘PP, 61 62, 63, 64, 65
70, |4 73 78k 74, 75, 65; 1969, pp. 12 74; 75, 'I 1
81, 90, 917 1971, pp. 57-58, 59, 63, 65, 66, 5 ; 69, 73
80, 102, 103, 1oe 110, 112, 117, 118, ey
|

-2
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L Applying this view of inspiration to doctrine, the
writers advocating Missouri's traditional position streesed
the ciarigy of scziptuie. Since it was inerrantly inspired
by the Holy spirit, Scripture is clear and uniform. This

" means ehat there caﬁ;bg>on1y one clearly intended meaning of

a'baatage, and therefore only one correct doctrine, To differ

!
in teaching' would impugn the.clarity and authority of God's

9 Word, There are no variations in doctrine in the Bible.' All

2

doctrines are presented clearly. Answeks can be given in a

. "definitive, Scripturally based manner what God would have

His church believe, teach, and confess. .. ."58 There cannot
be "two opposing doctrinal positions . . . as Scriptural o
59 A

truth . . "

Obviously, therefore, only the Scriptural position “should

be allowed within the Synod and doctrinal discipline should be
'y :

il exercised.®® Those who disagree with the Synod's biblical
3 ) 3

}
\ g

] '“Lcus, Reports and Memorials, 1962, p. 155. Cf. 1947,
. pp. 389-392; Eﬁg, 1950, pp. 418-419; 452-455; 455-462; 464-

* 466y 470-471; 474-476; 480, 483, 497-498; 1956, pp. 377-378;
. 1959, p. 518; 1962, pp. 152, 161, 166-167; 178; 1965, pp. 68,

' 757 LCMS, Convention Workbook, 1967, pp. 60- 63, 72; 1971,
pp. 57, 58, 70, 101-102; 103, 110.

59.cMs, convention Workbook, 1971, p. 57.

CMS, gfgggts and Memorials, 1956, pp. 387, 392, 401~
y 1959, pp. 509, 517, 521, 526; 1962, pp. 148,
159, 160, 163-164; 170, 177; LCMS, Convention Workbook,
pp. 52, 54, 56, 58, 60, 61, 62, 64, 66, 72, 73, 74, 77;
. 65, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, 75, 65; 1969, pp. 73, 75,
53; 79; 80, 90, 91; 1971, pp. 56," 57, 58, 59, 60, 61,
66, 67, 68, 69, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 79, 80, 81, 101,

summarized in the report of the Synod's president to the Synod

QR
A

position should convince the Synod that its position is

wrong, seek their fellowship e;sewhere,/df;;e excluded by

discipline.®! There can Be only one €orrect position and

2 :
the Synod certainly has the right to pass resolutions ex-

pressing the doctrines of Scripture and enforce these

reso*utiona.62

Many of those who thus argued for the SYnod'e'tradatioha“

position pointed to A Brief Statement as an exemplary standar
of doctrine, some advocating mandatory subscription to 1&.63

Much of the thinking of this traditional position is

8
1971 convention., Relating his comments to the convention \
theme, "Sent to Reconcile," President J. A. O. Préus spoke \
first of the' necessity of having ?be pure word of reconcili-

ation. Doctrine, he said, "is nothihg less than the articu-
lation of the message of reconciliation in Jesus,christ."® !
This means,’he said, that "the message of the cross must be

preached in all its purity . . . We cannot act as if truth »

'

61

LCM5,_ Convention Workbook, 1971, pp. Sé: 61, 67, 68, Bl,
®21bid., pp. 58, 60, 62, 63, 68, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 77, "
79, 80, B1. ¢ L] :

63LCMs, Reports and Memorials, 1950, pp. A4344447A452§ AN
4555 470-471% 2‘525,“'1_‘5“95 . pp. 353, ,jsss, 1956, pp. 383, 389 y

.

|

398; 1959, pp. 507, 512; 1962, pp. 148, 149, 152, 160, '164;
LCMS, Convention Workbook, 1965, pp. 50,/51, 73, 79, 81
1967, pp. 60, 64, 73, 74, 77, 82; 1969, pp. 72, 74, 15, 76,
77, 78, 81, 90, 91:; 1971, pp. 56, 59, 60, 68, 89. :

64

LCMS, Proceedings, 1971, p..51.

|
{
|
g
!
%




'!.’tqm the scriptures and formulat.ad in

its and unanimously subscribed to by

<

i i # r .
Qx‘ihh cited several examples of current varia-
inal opinion which he argued cannot be permitted

as ~‘*:‘fwn open questions." He listed the
i} | y : { :

aavu, and tm idea thu
ture pulnge need not b-
Gonpel." As examples of
to th}o ord:lmation of womun 3

and the flood. e

Missouri's traditional pol.'l.t.ton
convention resolutions

Not only have mdividual.l wit

such a viéw by its convention rclemiqnt,.
: “+
conventions of the Synod have rcaﬂlm‘«’

Scripture, and that scripture 1- in au its mﬂn

the very Word of God , . "%

From a particular view of this inlpi!‘ld and
Bible, the Synod has fun:hgr operated on the 'bnﬂ

teachings of Scriptures can be clohr.'l.y dltmm.

701hid., pp. 54-85. CF, Robert Préus; The
Post-Reformation r.utheraninm (St. Louis: cmw
House, 1970 PP. 410-4

71LCMS, Proceedings, 1962, p. loi.
1967, pp. 92, 957 1969, pp. 85, 93.

“




reject all false tg\ching."

error."

230
has affirmed "its wholehearted desire to follow true hiblical
te&ching in all its doctrines, teaching, and practice and to

i It once asked the ALC for a

‘clarification of its statement that

to assume that the church can arrive at human

concepts or expressions that are in every

respect correct is as much a symptom of pride

as to assume that the church or its membegg can
. achieve sinlessness in their daily lives,

After reaffirming its position on several specific points of
doctrine, another convention' of  the Synod resolved that "we

affirm our position that those who teach otherwise ére in

s Similarly one convention asked the Synod's St.

Louis seminary faculty "to continue its study of the doctrine

of Scripture with a view toward giving a more definite state—

ment. . . ."75 The synod's previous convention had adopted A

Synodical Conference statement on Scripture, which, relativé
to our topic, can be viewed as affirming that understanding
ot the inlpiﬁ;tion and authority of Scripture which supports

tha Synod's traditional approach to doctrine:
We believe and teach that God has given us His
Holy Scripture to make us wise unto salvation
through faith in Christ Jesus. ., . . We there-
fore confess Scripture to be the only, but all-
sufficient foundation of our faith, the source
of all our teachings, the norm of our conduct in

-~

&

72 0ms, Proceedings, 1969, p. 92.

31p1a., p. 93.

VQLCMB} Proceedings, 1967, p. 95.
”héns. Proceedings, 1962, p. 111.

231 :
life, and the infallible authority in all = =
matters with which it deals. .‘.‘./,’

7

We believe and teach that where Scripture

2 has not ‘spoken decisively or if silent, differ-

ences of opinion may be held without violating : g
Scripture or breaking the bonds of fellowship. ’

. « « But where Scripture has spoken; there God

has spoken, whether it be on a central dogma or |

on a peripheral point; where Scripture has not

[ spoken, the matter must forever remain open.’

B L
Where Scripture speaks historically, as for /. A
example, in Gen. 1 to 3, it must be under;godd Jrost ]
as speaking of literal, historical facts.’® i

The same convention regretted that a requested théolﬁgifal
study of fellowship had not’ been completed as e;pected ﬁecauss
of the "immediate urgency of a clear and/unequivocal statement

77 ) | o : s

Perhaps more elogquent evidence that the Synéd‘hasjfre~'

on the matters assigned."

quently supported the view that a uniform doctrinal position
is clearly taught in the inspired &nd inerrant Scriptures are
the resolutions calling for doctrinal discipline}within the
synod. ©ne synodical convention (1959), resolvgd'éhat‘the

Synod's pastors, teachers, and pfofessors "are not to teach

76, cMs, Reports and Memorials, 1959, pp.: 484-485, LCMS,
Proceedings, 1959, p. 189, 1In 1960 the facult of the s;acq
st. Louis aeminary adopted "A Statement on the Form and
tion of the Holy Scriptures." This statament,.affirminq
the Scriptures dre the source and norm of the church's d
stressed that the form and content of the Scriptures ak
differentiated but never divorced. The unique F
logical Monthly, XXXI (October 1960), 626-627
statement were quick to point out that it
teach inerrancy as Missouri traditionally 'has,

ture,. the statement said, is the "proclamatio

in the Law and of His grace in the Gospel."

Report," Lutheran wWitness, LXXX (April 4, 1961),.18‘
77

c"

LCMS, Proceedings, 1959, p. 188, {



ﬁla qnmhd thut. la!.d ‘resolu-
ﬂ'p eunfcntonal basis of

‘ m were !dbpted. The members of the

.v8% ofticers of the Synod with the

responsibility were directed "to discharge

lities of aupervision of dottrine and practice

_when vn'rar_atad."m Another resolution thanked God

" the J_alzciiing of purity of doctrine and practice He has

Iy,

“wns, ptoceodihg-, 1959, p. 191.
7°ncns, Proceedings, 1962, pp. 122-123,
80rpid., pp. 105-106.

Blipia., pp. 102-103.

teachrpublicly in the church‘ (pu

sors) to test their findings and

they perform their difﬁcult task of Acauuq
aberrations in a firm and evangeuegl mam'l

basicr pogsition was repeated at succeeding cﬁ {

Synod, e

The Sync;d's 1971 convention roﬁud!.ated th 1:!‘

of "A Call to Openness and Trust, w8 admoniuh thple

821p44,, p. 103.

83; oM, Proceediings, 1965, p. 96.

4.cMs, Proceedings, 1967, pp. 88-89; 1969, pp. 8

91; 1971, p. 11¥9. It should be noted that an attempt
clare the synod's "doctrinal resolutions to be of bin
force until it can be demonstrated to the Synod that the
not in accord with the Word of God" as presented by the
convention's floors committee was defeated when the co
substituted a statement of the Synod's Council Pregic
similar to the Synod's statements noted above of 1962,
1967, and 1969 in place of the original resolveds of ,tm
resolution.

escf. infra, p. 243,
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: ”uilhurbid the 8ynpd by circularizing this document," and
‘i ajnaa "tho-o who are’ publicly identified with this document

- to publicly assure the Synod through the office of the Presi-
dent of the Synod that they are faithful to the confessional
i%unee of the Synod and repudiate the 1nadequacies pointed out
oy ire c;da 486

!
&t tha same time that the Synod struggled for its formal

o Itqtiﬂtntl on the bindiﬁ; force of synodically adopted doc-

..frilll‘ltntemanta, it continued to make specific doctrinal
le‘tcm-ntl. The Synod reaffirmed its Pelief that "Adam and
EVi mcta real, historical human beings, the first two people

y
[
|
|
} in ‘the world “ e created in God's image with body and soul ,
87

"

Creation occurred "in 6 days by a series of creative

"The fa11 of our first parents is a historical fact."89
| ; i

waisatly 5GLGMS Proceedings, 1971, p. 128. This "narrowly adopted"

oK | o e 425 resolution was based on an evaluation of the

8 Commission on Theology and Church Relations, who re-
pqn‘ d that 'certain basic emphases of the document are in
ous disagreement with the confessional position of The

an Church--Missouri Synod." Among other things, the
 stressed inerrancy because "the authority of Scripture
of the Gospel of Jesus Christ compels us to affirm the
ﬁm truthfulness of Holy Scripture, The truthfulness of

ﬂﬁiptutu is affirmed by the Synod's Brief Statement . . ."
Qgggsgtion _Workbook, 1971, pp. 37-39,
37‘- , Proceedings, 1967,.p. 95; 1965, p. 101.

BLCMS, Pracoadings, 1967, p. 95.

 B91b1d., p, 957 1965, 'p. 101.

7,

235 '

"The events recorded in the Book of Jonah did oceur. . .:‘"90
Likewise the historicity of the New Tésgaﬁ‘nt vas affifmed, 91
The words of the creed "He deacended/ihto Hell" were rotqinéd
as being the translation "most acceptable ] and antinued |
usage of the terms "visible"and "invisible" were 1ncouragedj
along with/ "any other terms that correctly set foﬂth the doé

I

trine of the church, . . An attempt ‘to atate detinite y

the authorship of the Pentateuch and the book of ILailh,;h -

ever, received only qualified acceptance.93

Similarly a
resolution with several possible applications stated that
"Old Testament prophecies of the savior find tﬁeirifulfill-j

94

ment in Jesus Christ, the Son of God and the savior of Ty
; I
sinners," FT { i

Different Doctrinal Emphases Surface
. 3

As the preceeding 1ndicates,~therq were differbnces within

the Synod about specific doctrinal statements or coLéluaion!

{
and implicitly about the nature of doctrine and Missouri's '

public doctrine. Mention has already been made of the dis-

|
cussions regarding the nature of doctrine triggered by the
|

%0,cms, Proceedings, 1965, p. 100.

91LCMS, Proceedings, 1969, p. 88. }

92 ; it

LCMS, Proceedings, 1971, p. 117.

93LCMS, Proceedings, 1965;7p. 103, WL

%1pid., p. 100.




- to the attempt af idvd:m?;u

P ! Bl “ B A o PO
% = "ﬁ 1“ R T ; on scr:tptt&ure by proceun of
B}g :mm ehan ; : plain obvious. We are
o e . ; ] However, in very_ recent
gained prominence in our cir
v \ iim’plx and easily dea‘cnb;:
s a diff ocach ’ not adequate, for our the
e ’\. ". fonnt 'm, v { theologians. The label "12
eavn Bl b At {saouri’ versus "deductive" formulation
-H3 .ea.ur:l.y‘ P o the term “heilgge'ehichtnc%
ni;y chall ¢ : X 1 pages at his di
¢ s oA Sl ( : . « . Let us say that it is B Fe
a t A focuses our attention in a primar.
d ﬂ”’ Mteront approachel 4 fashion upon the contemplatiag, “‘hl
lﬂPh! a truc a i who acts mightily in history for t!
"‘ and s i e i d vation of His people. (Het'iex‘ﬁ T
: ‘ e Theolpgical Monthly, XXXVI [February 1965
from ﬂ'lc polemics of thoae who suppor e e th:e:im. .:11 i
M’; s le, * Missouri reflects several t ogical ani
g po 1“'”' ey there “ bl 4 in the makeup of her character. “'!hcr&:;; fe
v t.d tra- standing difference in emphasis between
“ “ o 1" cqhtg'aat b5 Miuouri iR % faith as a relationship to God thro\lgg Jesu A
; e are, howe : h ! who understand it as the acceptance a ser:
?h‘r ar Uit i et TR o statements about God."! Mention was also made
~within Missouri shaped by pietism, the stru
{ ecumenical concerns and a passion for puro
an evangelical and a legalistic stance," an

i \\ Mayer, "Editorial," Concordia Thuo;ﬁpg M‘
1953 several conventions &2 the Synod have asked 19717, 339-341. Cf.. another editor g
faculties and thé Synod's Commission on Theology "Editorial: The Issue in This Issue 3T
ations specifically to study the question, "What Monthly, XLITT [April 1972], 195-197. .

The results of all these studies are incorporated | A word of praisesfor a former professor of the
& most recent report to the Synod, "A Review of the - seminary, Martin Franzmann, makes a similar observat
What Ts A Doctrine?,'" ‘ Franzmann is lauded as being "among the first to int
i genuine historical awareness to our c:hm'ch'mt
editorial within Missouri described the different Scripture and thus enabled us to break out
oach this way: "We should like to suggest an methodology that read the sacred record as if JZ!'.
h may partially explain our present disturbed con- collection of dogmatic propositions." (Richard Jungl
Wwe Iuv- llny‘ BARE & hody which emphasized proposi- | ‘ "Editorial," Concordia Theological Monthly, XLIT [sep
+ This term has gained prominence in very | 1 1971], 483.)
years Ii a description of what was formerly called sys- |
theology. Propositional theology is marked by the set-
of religious truths in the form of absolute state-
whi ch the church member is required to accept. These
nﬁI are Cith‘r taken d:l.ret:tly from Scripture or based

-
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to introduce doétfinal norms in addition to those prescribed
t1n'cho Synod's constitution.. Although the decision that A
Brief Statément cannot be a norm of public doctrine within
the Qynod was fgrmal;y debawéd on the level of constitu-
tionility.97 advocates of Missouri's traditional position

- charged that the real 1asu; was doctrine.98 In the triennium

b §
between the convention of the Synod that implicitly made A

~Brief Statemenmt a norm of the Synod's public doctrine (1959)

'~ and the convention that declared that action unconsatitutional

(i962), the Synod's Concordia Theological Monthly published a

series o!‘arficles on A Brief Statement and its relationship
to Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions. The limited nature,
scope, - and intent of A Brief Statement in contrast to the

99

Lutheran Confessions was noted repeatedly. A decade later

‘when an attempt was made to declare the 'Synod's doctrinal

N

97Arthur C. Repp, "scripture, Confessions, and Doctrinal

Statements," A Symposium of Essays and Addresses given at the

cennlg;ort Conference (The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod,
; _PP.100-112; LCMS, Reports and Memorials, 1962, pp. 149~
150 272—273
98

Viz., Christian News, IV (January 4, 1971), 12.

Paul M. Bretscher, "T'wo New Series of Articles," Con-
Theological Monthl , XXXII (May 1961), 260; Erwin Le,
"Functions of Symbols and of Doctrinal Statements, "

Theological Monthly, XXXII (May 1961), 274-285;
; ' "The Historical Background of 'A Brief State-

A % g%ggdia Theolggical Monthly, XXXII (July 1961), 403-
2 T (August 1961 466-482; XXXIT (September 1961) 526-
Carl 8. Meyer, "The Role of A Brief Statement Since 1932 \l
ordia Theological Monthly, XXXIII (April 1962), 199-209;

Lal ste , "A Brief Statement--Guidelines and Helps

L cordia Theological Monthly, XXXITT (April 1962
z;q-szz e i ¢
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resolutions binding,loo it was opposed by/the\argument-that

the Lutheran Confessions are the distinctive muzk of Luther-

anismlO] and that the Synod's constitution establishes the

Lutheran Confessions "as the only and unalterable norm for
102
"

defininq'what is 'Lutheran' in 55§trine pe

Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions were similarly

¢cited as the norm of doctrine in "A Declaration of De:ermina-

tion" signed by more than one thousand of the Synod's clergy—

men and presented to the president of the Synod, on January 20,
1971. Twice the short document touched on/ this pointa‘:

We deplore the suggestion'and the charges that . fe5-
theological differences about the definition of |
inerrancy, authorship, genealogies, et al, are 1
divisive of our fellowship:. Together we have - ;
pledged ' ourselves to the sacred Scriptures as |

the only infallible rule and norm of faith and /
practice and to the Lutheran symbols, because o

they are a true exposition of the Word of God. | s
The Holy Spirit has made us one in the doctrine

of the Gospel. ’

We deplore the suggestion that our pastors and /
\teachers should be required to teach in harmony
with every resolution of our ggnodical conventions.

We are determined to resist any efforts in the i
next convention(s) of our Synod that would bypass i
or amend Article II of the constitution of our f

A / | v
100;0ps, convention Workbook, 1971, ‘pp. 56-71; LCMS, | !

Proceedings, 1971, pp. 51-56y 117-120.
101

LCMS, Convention Workbook, 1971, p. 52.

102:444., pp. 53, 88

N :




mntaud on thteu essays
,,mtheran cor;fuuonl thamn

p
%

s within the Synod is that doctrine 19

‘Hﬁ m nfation to the Gospel rather than the

Serip&ure. Although C. F, W. Walther frequently

ln L. Frey, "A Declavation of Determination" \
X 21, 1970). Cf. "Critical Declaration Presented
i %, Louis Post=Dispatch (Thursday,
1'!‘ MG D.

z.rmd_im. 1967, p. 91.
Convention Workbook, 1967, p. 380.

"-wg&u., b. 405, cf. supra, pp. 185-191.

| | lations doeumeim "'l‘hcc

" ‘this document mund M

"And to the true unity Jof the

concerning the doct-.rind of the G

of the sgcrament;a." 'rhe "Thwmogy

that "The doctrine of f;he Gospel is

as one doctrine among )jhany, or as a M« :

but rather as a doctrine composed of I
£aith,"1%% 1he same document's examinati
ditionally understood within muouﬂ; to
likewiae stresses that the Gospe]. is the

ence, For example, those who use the 2 Q
pasgage "to forbid fellowship with o‘cha; L :
considered to be in error," the document o le‘!d"h!‘é:

point, "have gone beyond the clear words of th *tcxf!:.,"'

. a o
general, thk passages are properly used, the statement

'

]‘°7cf. supra, pp. 128-135,

108¢e . supra, pp. 185-191. Especially.
the essay adopted by the Missouri--TALC c
Commitment to the 'Sola Gratia' of the Lut 9:‘
involves." LCMS, Qgﬂv_e_n.t_:l;um@s’_ok_, 146 V
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~ and practice of Christian Fellowship. i

that mrticle VII of the Augsburg Confession

; makc. the preaching of the Gospel according to a
pure understanding of it and the administration
of the sacraments in accordance with the divine

' related to the Gospel and articulate the Gospel
3 from different perspectives.l12

;!.nq vtth other Christians. For example,
we affirm as/Lutheran Christians that the Evan-

movement within the total body of Christ rather

‘than a denomination emphasizing institutional®.

barriers of separation. The Lutheran Christian
- uses the Lutheran Confessions for the primary
-~ PUrpose ﬂc\n which they were framed: to confess

110:344., p. 388,

; m’-;.ms ggoceeding-, 1967, p. 91

when the church:"is taught.b‘y them to av/?id men who either
B&fﬁllﬂ teaching or separatistic, schismatic, factious.
activities attack the Gospel and the £aith of Christiansa,"}10
) The 'lﬁnmica:l re‘aoiution adopting this document ;ncluded in
v-vd.tl r,l;alutlon to "continue to uphold the doctrine of the

i o a0 AR P
Gcnpbl and its implications as determinative in the theology

{ ' similarly, another synodically adopted statement,

,Rwie‘w ‘of the Question, 'Wwhat Is a Doctrine?,'" concludes
: ] . Word the only absolute doctrinal demands for chur
unity. . . . All articles of faith are integrally
The Synod's "Detroit Mission Affirmations" are a direct

L 't !pplicgﬁioﬁ of this emphasis on the Gospel. They center on

){Q Gblpel and breathe a new spirit of coricern for and work-

i © ©  gelical Lutheran Church is chiefly a confessional
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Christ and His Gospel boldly and lovingly. eo. all

Christians. While the Confessions se to repel
all attacks against the Gospel, thi e not in-
top com- ¥

tended tg be a kind of Berlin wall to
munication with other christi?r and

Resolved; That we affirm that by virtue of our unity

with other Christians in the body of ist, we

should work together when it will edify Christ's et
body and advance His mission, refusin COoperation,
however, OY guch occasions when it 1d deny God's

word . .

Several recent memorials to aynodical] conventions and

statements of Misscuri clergymen make simﬂlu poim:s* ! One-

memorial requests an end to theological censorship on the basis

that Lutheranism ''does not demand aqreemem: on all pointl of

theological opinion (but only concerning &he doctrine of the
3

Gospel and the administration of the sacr’bmenta) 114

Another requested that woman suffrage Be ‘a matter of conqx‘s-

.gational choice, because "Our true synod;cal fellowship is

in commitment to Christ and in the 'doctrine we proclaim

hinging on salvation . . ."115 |

A Declaration of Determination," mentioned earlier,’
also emphasizes the Gospel: {i ol 9 i A

theological differences about the definition of -

inerrancy, authership, genealogies, et al, are :

divigive of our fellowship. Together r we have

pledged ourselves to the sacred s<:‘1pturea as T
. - 4 f

We deplore thz{:queacion and the charges that

|
| g e "
LCMS, Proceedings, ~1‘365, P. so.’? 4 ¥ .

113
114

LCMS, Convention warnbook, 1969,

1150 oms), Convention Workbook, 1967
1969, pp. 84-8

p. 79. s
% ee. .ve-vo. Cf.
4

N

|

=

ol




our
on rul md prin-
h,nndmem as
's spiritual life,
as Savior and Lord,
“not"a acetrine which
e--ig basis for unity of
8] fically hold that dif-
(1 the manner of the creation
y God, (2) the authorship and
any books of the Bible, (3) the |
presence of Christ in the Lord's
obli.gation of Christians in
‘corporate action, (5) the question of
'i,n-*th. Bible, and (6) the role and
y in the church are not to be
clusion or exclusion of people
sciples of Jesg’ chriat or mem-
o Missouri Synod i
# F,

| sermon preaeheﬂ/at the synod's St, Louis

use m a similar context. The Gospel is not

\

¢AJ.1 to Openneu and Trust," re
printed in Chris-
, III (Monday, February 9, 1970) 6. i

. the authority or inerrancy

'use' of Him [Jesus] and his
Him for one purpose and one
lieving you may have life in

The same emphasis on the
Peace" given to its 1972 gradﬂiﬁin
the st. Louis seminary. 1In one pla
ment says: :

A moment ago we said that the insj
Holy Spirit dare hot be separated

of history. The converse is als

of biblical history cannct be u

the Holy Spirit. Without Him to te

still retain all sorts of facts, but

facts, hence not the facts of Scrip

run the danger of forgetting that.

duce the things which happened in biblj

for example, Jesus' virgin birth or H

or the Exodus--reduce them to uhm

see what really was happening

for our salvation." All we have lef

fact that this or that miracle took D

much many a pagan believes. So do t :

we have stripped thede facts of their

secret, what good does it do to ask, 3

lieve that they happened or don't yd\h?“

they happened. But that does mot require b

in any evangelical sense of faith. So the first
question is not, Did it happen dzdn't; JEYRING, e
the first question is, Did Yﬂ{"&\‘m ] happen? For
example, what really happon en Jesus was born

of a virgin? Or when He suffered, died and was
buried? What does it mean when the Lnrgo cat‘dhim*

118; pert Bertram, "The Lively Use of the Risen Lm,,
Concordia Theological Monthly, xLIII (July-Auqust 1972),
438-441,
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{l ‘says, "All this in order to become my Lord,"
4 (T,p Creed, 31) Only as'we first answer that
i question, discerning the Lordship of Jesus in
: and through those events, ‘do we thereby answer

the other question ("Did it happen?") in a way

that really honors our Lord, That is possible
e only by faith in Christ, out of love for Him.
| For as Jesus says, in order to "heed what T
Al ' say" it id4 necessary first to "love me ! And
) that is why He sends the Holy, Spirit,ll9

_\»i ) 'Ftn;lly;;the.relabionehip_between Gospel and the authority
‘bg‘séripture is a major concern in a document released in 1972

- h&_end,president of the Synod's St. Louis séminary. He em-

e Phililld that inspiration must be related to the Gospel rather

tﬁéavﬁa viewed as a principle of cognition; that the authority 3

of’ the Bible is both normativeland causative; that inerrancy ’

<; '- ' cannot bé -epaﬁq;ed from the intent and function.of the S;rip—
ﬁu?elg that the Gospel must be at the center of theology,'not
bpé doctrine among many; that Gospel may not be separated

§ grbm Scripture. This section is concluded with a stafement

. o:_gééitlonn %

To the seminary faculty the Gospel is the one
source of life and meaning for the church and
_therefore the chief accent in the faculty's work
of preparing its students for the ministry. To-
i . gether with the Lutheran Confessions the faculty
ik ' sees everything in Scripture as either law or
. Gospel, Tt sees so close a connection between law
1o PR AT,
LS
} The Faculty [of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis], A
ing Peace (n.p., The Week of Pentecost, 1972), pp. 8-9.
editorials in the Synod's Concordia Theological
, edited by the same faculty, include similar state-
phasizing the centrality of the Gospel and applying
’pl’wgzégogtiéngl'ﬁigcussign. Cf. Herbert T, Mayer,
. s?, oncordia Theological Mo
ember 1972), 483-484, = e

nt

'

‘ |
|
247 |
and Gospel that they cannot be seéar from : oy

each other, 1It does not look upon e Gospel.
as a locus in dogmatics, one doctrine among "
others, but as the one doctrine ©f all the g .
Scriptures which guides and determines all of

its teaching and work. The faculty's.position

on the Gospel . . . is the gssitibn of the

Lutheran Confessions . . .t

vl 1 |
Conclusion ‘
' |

In Missouri's fellowship negotiat?ons, in her doetrinal
controversies, in her internal discipline, and in her internal

doctrinal discussions, the Synod has shown that/ Missouri's
£ | AT, L8

de facto doctrinal position is at timeﬁ more encompassing or o &
more specific than the Synod's constitutionally delineated L S

position. Not ohly has Missouri inaiséed on subscription to
the three ecumeﬂical creeds and the Lu%heran Confessions as
necessary interpretations of the Scrlp#ures, but at times
has demanded agreement with specific ﬂhterprefations qf such
"doctrines" as the church, ministry, éleation, chiliiam, and j )

Schwagerehe (prohibited degrees of marriagET; Through it all '

the synod has usually been very convinced that her position
e

is the true biblical understanding which any informed and : B

fair-minded ré%ﬂer of the inspired .and therefore inerrant 4

and clear scriptu%es would have to acFept. - ;nl\ﬁ

el S ; | '
120;6hn #. Tietjen, Fact Finding or Fault Finding? 4
(n.p., n.d. [September 8, 1972]), pp 16‘!=This study has
deliberately avoided discussing the ent investigation
of the Synod's St, Louis seminary by the president of the
synod, | . g
|
l 3 4
|
l




tmm:, and d{me, is t!%e SYncd's public
tom hu been normative for the Synod, and,

Vo : , \

understanding of doctrine,
* The discussion of these issues l.i'al
void of reference to the Gocpeiv but is ¢

‘level of logical deduction from acc:emd

' same time, however, Missouri relutad m

'~ logical conclusions and operated with a Oomhwhlt m
( oriented approach, although Miuauri'a d+m§‘ rar

showed it in this controvery.

L
15;ee supra, p. 159.
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Military Chaplaincy

Th; Synodgcgl Conference begén extended treatment of
the military chaplaincy question when its 1946 convention
i!l.ctod Alap56151 "Inéerim Committee" to study the question
~ and include "all other matters relating to the doctrine of
' Fhé call, the ministry, and the Church j . ."2 The first re-
port o{‘tﬁil‘committee announced that/ﬁgey had deterqined that

controversy on this subject within the Synodical Conference

.gmiiggd on:the following questions:

1. What is a Christian congregation?
1 2, 1Is the local congregation a specific divine
R ~ dnstitution, and is it the only divinely insti-
tuted unit in the Church? e
3. 1s a synodical organization divinely instituted,
Ivd . or does it exist purely by human right?
. 4, Does a synod possess the rights and powers of a °
congregation, including that of exercising church
~ discipline? P
5, 1Is the office of the public ministry a specific
divine institution, distinct from the universal
(85 » priesthood of all believers?
{ ‘6. 1Is the power to call vested solely in the local
it ar \ congregation? i i
O 7. May a synod as such, without specific delegation
{ighetal ) - of authority by its constituent congregations,
o il extend calls?
- . 8. 1Is the placement of chaplains by the Government
] ‘A usurpation of the prerogatives of the Church
; and a violation of the principle of separation
of Church and State? T /

/

| Y

jynodical Conference, Proceedings, 1946, p. 61. Titles
official minutes and proceedings of the Ev. Lutheran

Conference of North America and of The Lutheran
-Missouri Synod (LCMS) vary from convention to conven-
For the sake of brevity and uniformity all such refer-
1 be cited as in this footnote. See the biblio-
qtvthll printed titles.
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9, Does the performance of a chaplain's pre- .
scribed duties necessg;ily involvé him. in
unionistic practices? WV

4 » . 'l
Accordingly, the Interim Committee gécided'on a four-fold
’ A
study of underlying principles: 1

1., The doctrine of the Church with special refer- ] |
ence to synodical organization, /
2. The doctrine of the Church with special refer-
ence to the office of the ministry.
3. The doctrine of the Church with gpecial refer-
ence. to the call into the ministry. !
4, The doctrine of the Church with pscial refer- .
ence to its relation to the State,

‘ ¢
Reporting on the first three items that had been discussed

so far, the majority, including all commigtée'hembers except ‘

one of the Wisconsin Synod delegation, aq;eed to a.pumher of gt (; 'i
conclusions: ‘ - { a
a, A congregation is a group of professinglthristians
&nited to maintain the ministry of the Word in their midst. | ‘.'
b. The congregation is the only divinely designated
body or unit of the visible church.
c. The congregation exercises its powers (that is, calls
paéﬁors, uses the Keys) only by' virtue éf the believers in it,
d. Synods and other organizations;fallfinto the area of it
Christian love and liberty as 1ong.as they do not violate the
authority of the docal éongregat%on. A Synod can*exerpila"

only those powers delegated to it by congregations, which it,

in turn, possesses by virtue of the believers in its m;dlt,

A | ) .
3Synod1ca1 Conference, Proceedings, 1948, p. 136,
7 ) e
|

41pid,



institution of God dis-

‘of believers by a
‘aptitude, and an exemplary walk of
G 1 ! '

i ' Ty
éongmgiﬁ_ionl has the right to call ‘min-
y and validity of the call stems from the

ithood of all believers and from the div}.ng in=-
It ; i !

e

/

y of ‘the committee (composed of only one of
MM), reisérteg ‘that he maintained the fol-
poznu in disagreement with the majority:
ﬁlﬂnﬂy instituted church does not refer only to

\ sngregation, but equally to‘larqer groups such as

B
4
.

professors, and ‘synodical

' Pour years aﬁd'twg{ s

"Thiensville Theses" correeﬁiy )

ciple of church and ministry,

recognizing that it does "not resolve ;
G PR, s

that still exist among us, and that furth

the points in question is dcllrablt.:'v

Thienaville Theses

Statements adopted by the taaqlt{“

Seminary and representatives of the fa

St. Louis Seminary and the President
* and Missouri.synods at Thiensville,

1932,

D — S

g |
®Ibid., pp. 140-144, Following sgnodtb&l. cor
action thanking the Interim Committee for its >
tain full harmony, suggesting additional ad
to be appointed by the presidents of each : N
plete the study, and requesting that it continue to
the Wisconsin Synod president protested that the
tion on this Interim Committee had been elected b
Synodical Conference instead of permitting each
termine its own representatives, and asked that t {
advisory members to be appointed to the committee be a
to all sessions, intluding executive sessions, | This
tion of the Wisconsin Synod was referred to th Intersy
Relations Committee with power' to act, rg;,d.,'{p.‘ 1‘4.,4

P. 143 .

)
|

7Synod1cal Conference, Procg‘ediggl, 1952,
; 1

o]
T
o

W
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B8 100 AR we Jnow from Bcripture, it is God's will and

- £ A b
} From the Wisconsin point of view, the history of the s 4
i regulation that Christians who reside in the same ¢ i I . y A
b _area also establiBh an external connection in order | controversy is brief. Tn 1939 wiaconsin/d!cidled that it W e, T
! to exercise goincly the obligations of their spir- 1 7 } 1/ : feb
i ‘dtual priesthood. [
. h gt 1

] , could not commission army and navy chaplains, “and'its' 1941
L B B . ] i J/ % 4
ol IT. A8 we know from Scripture, it is furthermore : convention gave a thréefold reason’to which w#scona_ln still
§ God's will and regulation that such Christian, local ! ! . {
e congregations have shepherds and teachers, who in §
t the name and on behalf of the congregation carry i

{
{

adheres: (1) The application. and appointmantlto the chap- ; T

1 i A 4
| i ou: :he. duties of the ministry of the Word in.their | laincy conflicts with Wisconsin's stand on thé divinity of AL
T midst, y i P &3
- : | the pastoral call; (2) The appointment to the} chaplaincy by:
- III. As we know from Scripture, it is also God's { §
: 3 will and regulation that Christian local congregations ! the government violates the "principle of separation of Church i
; ., 9ive expression to their unity of faith with other i | ' .
R congregations and carry on jointly with them the work { | and State"; and (3) Governmeht regqulations promote doctrinal
iAe + ©of the Kingdom of God, as is done among us in the i |

unprescribed form of a Synod,

/ . | indifferentism and foster urx:lonisam.9 } G 9
‘. 2 8 i 3 | s s
AL | IV. Because every Christian poseesses the keys of | i Speaking of Wisconsin's first reservatioh that the chap-
o] ' the kingdom of heaven, every judgment pronounced in ! C <
- agreement with God's Word by an individual Christian | lain's call does not measure up to the standards the Bible
or by more Christians in any kind of combination, B4 . ¥
is valid also in heaven. But, as we know from serip~ | sets for the divine call, it was pointed out that a person
2 . ture, it is God's will and regulation that proceed- i &y .
i ings against a brother who has sinned shall not be- , | can be a chaplain only by authority of the government, not i
j | considered completed until his local congregation ! |
' has acted. Congregational discipline and synodical 3 by the right of ‘the church. The government|sets the standards, 4
* discipline, if everything is done properly, cannot | ‘ | : ‘ |
' cause a conflict, since the local congregation ex- | area of service, numbers, and numerous other regulations. |
: cludes from Synod and not from the local congregation. ! v : | \ o
ok [ ! I Even worse, Wisconsin maintained, is that the chaplain is re-
ﬁ—/ ‘Note.--In accordance with ecclesiastical usage we ! L

\ ggil the excllhliog executed by a congregation excom- quired to promote the service characterLgui!dance program
munication (ban). Y | |

[ :
SRk i ' which contains "the old false doctrine that man has full free
The actual ‘discussion of the military chaplainey issue ( . § ‘| Pty i
e FE 1 \ will and is of himself willing and able to keep the Law." "%
_ reached the floor of the Synodical Conference at its next | : :

(August 10-13, 1954) convention in East Detroit (a recessed

e )
The chaplain's call is further violate by cputies that require

4 { i 1 I
‘the aid of false teachers of other vdenomit‘:atioqs," and wor-

.

{ y W e
s - ship services acceptable to a maximum number of prote,)unu‘i‘ﬁ i
Wisconsin andMissouri presented essays on a number of issues i : f S - e

o |
in contention between the two bodies. ‘

‘ Psynodical Conference, Proceedings, 1;9'54, pp. 57-58,
‘ 10 R oA

\
|

|
|

Ibid., pp. 58-61.



3 iogml linet. He dare not regard those
body as his excius{.ve charge, nor be p}msive
th those of adother denomination. He must ré-
convictions of others. This means, Wisconsin
hl my nat warn against false doctrine and
pha.» Word. He m\ﬂat of fer certain pastoral
3 % -hose of other ,qgnominaéions and must function
: itual rights mpairéd or annulled., The chaplain
: /ide for '!p!.'titunl miniutra;iona of which he dis~

‘as being contrary to God's word. TIn the general

Responding for Mis
laincy issue was Martin G

amples of the'evangelism

guarantee the poaitﬂ.on of m Sy
lains are protected to a éréiﬁer;
had chaplains at the turn oi ‘tha
prior to 1935, during which m.sconl&.n

for military <:hap].ains.]‘3 A o

similarly scharlemann argued that the

'.concetn of keeping any single or any gx‘:m\p ef cl

izations from receiving state sanction and ltu

& VEARETL
gion. Our pledge of allegiance, the nlogml; og our
the tax exempt status of church ptopsﬂi&l‘r lhd ﬁh‘ m

Pl

Lernta., oo, Tauey,

13:514., pp.esd-gs,




h those of another denomination, He must re-
This means, w1sconsin
hl may not warn agxlnat falae doctrine and

f(&n the Worci. He must offer certain pastoral

| a8 being contrary to God's Word. In the general

members of m denomin
. Rnpondiug' zm' ml
laincy issue was Marﬁm

lains are protected to a é‘reater d
had chaplains at the turn et.the
prior to 1935, during which wuccnlln
for military chaplains, 1y
' similarly Scharlemann argued that th: T

laincy is not a violation of the prinéiple‘

Thurch and state, for that cdnstit-.u\:iona:. prmctple h

‘concern of keeping any single or any qruup of Ghuwh _,

VeV R g
3 izations from receiving state sanction ‘and u‘uwo‘r&. .

is not to say that the government 1. not 1Itm:amd

gion. Our pledge of allegiance, t.he noga on our co:

the tax exempt status of church p_roporuu, and the mi
. i 3 S
5]
12

Ibid., pp. 74-67.
.

Litendl ) uos 84-86,
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';hapluncy all reflect the same interest in religion to
" undergird the ;1}e of the nation.l?
Migsouri had ‘previously defended its pdsition on “the
military éhapiaincy by e{nphasizing that chaplains have .com-
Ve pl;te !reedqr'n of conscience. Chaplains are called by the
: 'cl;mx‘gh which ordains the‘m; not the g’overnme"nt. The govern-'
‘ ment camn:!.;lions the chaplain called and endorsed by the
togﬁoctive church bodies to promote religion and morality
in the armed forces, The government is only concerned
about the welfare of its men in the servicé' in this life;
e }it is not concerned about questions of the divinity of Jesus,
k . heaven, eternal life, and so on. Tt i buying a service to
: céntribute toward the morals and morale of its men now.y Chap-

b Laihs are expected to follow their denominational belief_s.ls

M Aibia., p.es.

b4
it 15 other Fraternal Endeavor (Issued by The Lutheran
Church~-Missouri Synod, n.d. [1954]), written by Theo F.
Nickel, O, E. Sohn, Martin Graebner [several essays are
unsigned], pp. 51-53. Cf. Eugene F. Klug, "The Chaplaincy

! . in American Public Life," Church and State Under God, edited

S S hg Albert G, Huegli (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,

i 64%, op. 365-393. This chapter traces the military chap-
g} laincy ggzouqh the history of the U. S. from George Washing-
ton's request for a government salaried military chaplaincy

~ to the time of its publication. It, too, emphasizes that

e is no such thing as a non- or inter-denominational chap-

ain. All are expected to teach and function according to

heir denominational beliefs. A

The Missouri Synod had one chaplain for several months

during the Civil War, F. W. Richmond. Carl S. Meyer, editor,

Erontiers (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964),

the turn of the century, Missouri Synod records indi-
that a Pastor C. J. Broders was a chaplain (Feldprediger)
the jurisdiction of the Southern District with 1281

.

»Ciples will be honored by the Government," |and if so, that ﬁ sy
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Scouting

: > .

Scouting became an openly contrm{ual subject within

the Synodical Conference when M:I.llqﬁ'i in its 1944 conven-
! 7z A

tion resolved that the issue of Scouting.should be left to

the individual congregation. When subsequent conventions of

16

the Synod reaffirmed that decision, w1lc§nl1n brought the

- o
i ! 4
Lutheran soldiers under his care, He ministered to 239 in
their illness and buried 6. LCMS, Proceed. {
In the mid 1930's an article in the L
promoted Lutheran Naval chaplains in view © e fact that
that time there were only four:; three from the ALC, one f£r m
ULC., Missouri's Concordia Theological Mo fesponded that
Missouri had fears that its chaplains d be required "to
do. something prohibited by their conscience," and there were !
concerns about the principle of the separation church and
state. A., "Theological Observer; The Duties a Navy Ghl&f
lain," Concordia Theological Monthly, Vi (August 1935), 624-625.
In 1935 Synod resolved to appoint a committee to investi- b
gate if government assurances about chaplains that "our prin- ;

"Army and Navy Board for our Synod! be appointed. LCMS, -
ceedings, 1935, p, 133, This committee reported to the Synod's :
next convention that it "was impressed with the fact that again
and again it is emphasized in these documents that the ‘chap~
lains are to function 'according to their respective creeds 5
or conscientious practice in each case.'" The Synod's com-
mittee also '"received interpretations personally from the Vel
Chief of Chaplains on somejof the paragra ‘and wording
the regulations which were indefinite and variou:
interpreted." The committee therefore ur:
previous resolution that an Army and Navy
if conditions were favorable be carried out.
LCMS, Proceedings, 1938, p, 161. { i 2
‘In this same line, as early as 1956 ﬂ‘o Synod re
that compulsory ghurch attendance at milit ]
contrary to the true American Spirit and
ment of conscience.! LCMS,.Pri
Synod's 1965 convention resolved to "ur |
'[Armed Services Commission] plea to young
to seek appointments as chaplains in the a
national guard units ., . ." LCMS, Proc

8, I:m?
*61n 1932 the synod's Boara for Young| People's
ported on negotiations with Boy Scout e lves an
progress made. Synod acknowledged the willir ]

0




mpg; a

) a .

‘

; I
%

features ar ;'m;'umgq the board
ot "eu;:g'ua the Boy Scout
o WM LEMS, Proceedings, 1932,

solved in regard to Boy Scouts that:
dorse any secular movement or orgah-
headquarters of Scouting has changed
dividual congregation is in com- -
and a troop is thus not required
vities which are contrary to our
j@ se of the naturalistic and unionistic
valent in the Boy Scout movement, member-
Or sectarian troops cannot be sanctioned;"
that the w:é&?'e} League provide a program
and thus teract the Boy Scout pro-'
8, 1938, p. 341, [The Synod declined
on Scouting at its next convention.
941, pp. 418-439,
1944) convention of the Synod adopted the
of Information of Secret Societies, Tn

in the practices of scouting,
to which a Christian parent,
y e € exception." "Accordingly,
_believes that the matter of scouting should
‘the individual congregation to decide and that -
circumstances Synod may cohsider her interests suf -
L LCMS, Proceedings, 1944, p, 257.
fh & number of subsequent conventions dealt with
of Scouting, the Syndd repeatedly reaffirmed its
8ion. LCMS, Proceedings, 1947, p. 540; 1950, pp. 669-
, PP. 555-556; 1959, p. 269. ?

cannot identify, For ex:
boys to do their ﬂurty“to
to train character without

natural law, natural knowledge of God, @
and unionism, the vonvention recl'v:“
faculties of the synodical Conference iﬁm
natural law, natural knowledge ofl Gad,” and

which are a prerequisite for the solution of
17 :

question. o
¢ Since the next convention of the s cll mfm‘y{

was that meeting where the issues betwee mnﬁmt amt»

sin received extended discussion, Scouting was also

in essays by both Missouri and Wisconsin While Missour:

it has a religious feature and seeks re liqioul ‘ends, often
v . ; JRe ™ o
improper and false. Such essential religious features in-

clude the oath or promise "to do my duty to God," the bﬁl

| :
i i
| b 3

1

"synodical conference, Proceedings, 1952, pp. 145-148,
VA - y | ity il

.
|
|
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. idéa of the movement’that a boy scout cannot become the best
kind of citizen without recognizing his obligations to God,

and the written claim of Scouting that it is nonsectarian in

its attitude toward religious training.'® Countering Midsouri's

\

arguments about the Zatural knowledge of God and His law and

civic righteousness, w1sconsin_argued that this can,

hnkdly be stretched so wide that it covers tﬁingg
like regular worship, faithfiulness to Almighty God's
< | . Commandments, prayer, love to God, all of which are,
according to scouting 1tse159 included in its oath
or promise, law and slogan.
'In'evaluating these religious features of Scouting,
Wisconsin noted that the "God" of Scouting is not the Triuge
i quh and any recognition of a God not identical with the Tri-
;ne:God is a sin, TImmaterial, w1scoqsin said, is Missouri‘s
argument that a deistic concept of God is not required. The
pqint here,1l of a failure to confess the friune God, Sim-
iluzﬁ?,,ﬂcouts promise to do their duty to God by being
:althfullto God's commandments. An e;planation that 'It is
something to be good, but it is far better to do good, "
tbfcers a talfillment of the law that, is self-righteous.
- There is no reference to repentance or faith. Again, the
‘implicatich of Séouting that all gods are of equal value and
vilidity, thit.any kind of worship and duty is good and God-

pleasing, is the idea that underlies all unionism,2C

Bsynodical conference, Proceedings, 1954, pp. 69-70.

19pia., p. 7.

263 3 >
: - 3 i

Even though the local congreqat%pﬁ can Superimpose its
alterations and corrections on objgééionable reliqi?us ele-
ments in Scouting, it would still, Wisconsin argued, "?1qd}
itself in the position of sponsoring élsewhere by moral and
financial support of Scouting the same ob jectional religious
e;ements it corrects in the privacy of the church trdop & e
The church troop would then be a contradiction of the confes-
sion that "the church owes the world }egarding the depravity
of natural man, the sin of false worship, the evil of false
doctrine."21

Finally, respond;ng to a Missouri argument that Scﬁuting
has changed, not Missouri, Wisconsin bointed out that as late
as 1938 Missouri refused to sanction $cout1ng because of its
"naturalistic and unionistic tendenéies," even though the T
local congregation was assured of locil sovereignty of the

church troop. This was reaffirmed by%Miseouri in 1941. when

Missouri changed 1ts;position in 1944, wisconsin maintained, .

all the documents supporting the changg frém Scouting antedate

1938. Consequently the "naturalistic and unionistic tenden-

{ i
cies" prevalent i 94) are still prevalent, and the Synodical

22 ;

Conference should present a united tesﬁimony.

2lnrmy e, 74-78,

*21bia., pp. 75-76.




prevanmd by ptupex: re_

of the local cangragatiam
Scouting is a tocula‘r org

of éoing wrong exi:ts, éhit
sinful per se. Local condwimw

factor. ks

America does not operate a single s
program available to institutions, |
m moral and renqiou- purposa of Scodt- use as a part of their own youth pi

tbo "one-good-turn—a—day philosophy"; *

ties, and provides a means thrwgh wh ch| ins!

uaﬁ.l(!.llouri. 'tseout.ihg now gives the
selecting the scoutmaster and controlling - " ‘and nake it an SRLEICRL part of its reli 16‘4! Gduﬁiitl
to the scout ccmnittee of ¢he congregation = youth work. For example, the requirements of ‘ﬂ"!m

| i o 25
wl;w BV L BMRASE, | TE s the obligation of the ‘ ; fpcria avard were noted in detail,

to direct the religious training. In no case is [ - P

2A1pid., pp. BO-81.

T RS , 25 :
i y Ibid. « 'B1=82,
- Pbia., e, 79-80. | | oy , oo

i et
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1 Speﬁking to the chgrqe of Wisconsin that Scouting is a
H;' ‘religious movement, Missouri responded that it is not in the
sense that we Lse the word religion to refer to the Mohammedan
¢ or Hindu religion. de scbugs of America does not teach a
> j particular relfgion and’ia not concerned with the question of
- eternal life. Because it has réspect to a Supreme Power does
| not make it any more a religion than the public school system
whiehvteachga peoplé to bledqe allegiance’to "one‘nation,
under God, ". and the courts of our nation that conclude their
ocath with "So help me God." None of these three cases ﬁen—
o 4 {\ " tion that God is Triune, yet none of these is necessanily a

e contradiction of the confession that God is Triune, %° .

R . g
Moreover, it was argued, the belief that there is a God
lies in the area of civil righteousness, which need not of it-
v

s8lf stand in contradiction to the revelation of grace. The
e |

interest of Scouting in the existence of God is a concern for
i R e - , ci&&lvrighteouaneas'just as Jefferson included in the Declara-

“fi ~ tion of Independence 'and the church's concern for moral re-

lpoﬁsibiltty in a coémmunity. Civil righteousness can be a
¢ L]
i part of the Law to serve as a "schoolmaster" that brings to
d Christ. The "church not only preaches the Gospel but also

has an interest in the Law."27

261p1d., p. 83.
271p4d., pp. B3-84.

»
\

94
) 267
{4 -
Finally, it was arqued, the scout;piedge speaks of a

person's honor in the game way as Luﬁhér's explanation to

the Eighth Commandment.zg' o L4

Missouri Unionism, Such as the
NLC Communion Agreement

v This same 1954 convention of the Synodical Conference

also heard two essays, one each from Wisconsin and Missouri,

on other matters causing tension between the two syﬁods. Iin
addition to matters already covered, the Wisconsin essay

raised the issues of unionism, the NLGQ comhunion agreement,

1

and negotiating with lodges.,
Speaking first of the definition lof unionism, Wisconsin
argued that the definition best expneésing what has been
understood in the Synodical Conference of what constitutes
unionism is not that of the Brief Statement (which actually
does not attempt a definition of uhioéism), but of the Con-

cordia Cyclepedia, which says in partj y

In the light of these [biblical] texts all ‘joint
ecclesiastical efforts for religious work (mission-
ary, educational, etc.) and particularly joint wor-
ship and mixed (promiscuocus) prayer among those

who confzss ;he truth and Shoae who deny any part
of it, id sinful unionism. 9 | : J

Accordingly, Wisconsin argued,

Unionism is more than the actual practice of church
fellowship. Tt includes prayer fellowship, condoning
of error, willingness to compromise, a deaire to

28:p1d., b, 8d.

“rpida.) p. 168, ¢




it is witnasg_ihg. A

communion agreement with ¢
Just the opposite o; ur'g;to,n
recognition that has al@a ;

munion services of its own

of the opposite group. Om‘lxy .ﬁl

reastically critical of Missouri's
Lodges such a\i the Masonic Order

‘es of the order. To be honest Missouri
to take away everything religious. « To
‘ ,‘ean be reached by the removal of external A
"rm“-*‘etm is unionistic. ‘“our call to - ‘ : there are exceptional cases and seeks to kup '
" es not. :l.nclu?c' the commiasion o reform ' cases from becoming the rule,>> ‘

3
ions so that our church members can join
33

g / Ibid., p. 89.
7 34 i

Ibid., p. 94,

351pid., pp. 99-100.
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