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CHAPTER 1

P AT T T A\
INTRODUCTLION

Although a number of works have appeared on the sub-
ject of Iutheran unity and a few overviews have presented
the popular positions of the Lutheran bodies in America,
no debtailed examination has been made public up to this
tine which clearly outlines the conceptions of unity,
church fellowship, and cooperation held within various
Imtheran Church bodiesg.

There are several reagons for the lack of such a
study. First, the various Iutheran bodiss and thelr mem=-
bers have nobt always used these terms in the same way.
Ternms of human languagze are subject to human limitations,
and the terms "unity," "fellowship," and "cooperation®
display the war scars of such limitations in much of the
official data as well as private usage on the part of
individual church members.

This is understandable %o 2 degree since these terms
do overlap in their meaning. Zven those persons who try
to be precise often have used these terms interchangeably
with each other and with words of related meaning. For
this reason, this study will be alert to synodical usage

of allied terms, such as, "union," "fraternal," "brethren,"



tjoint efforts,” and the like. In regard to each church
pody we will asks what does it consider essential for
unity (and union)? What does the particular body regard
as neocessary prerequisites for church fellowship? What
must be The ground and bhasis for coopsration with other
church bodies or ecclesiastical groups?

The second difficulty which has plagued works on
inter=iutheran unity ls the failure properly to evaluate
the sources., bxamples and illustrabtions of a synod's

posivion are ofy taken from privabte opinions and exX-

pressions of small grouns which do not represent the general

body adequately. The {sotechism of Differences serves as

1 illustretlion of this difficulty. In order to demonstrate

‘-Tj

official teachings of particular Imtheran church bodies,
the author of this work cites church resolutions, articles
in "officlal" publications, books written by individuals,
newspaper accounig, etc., without distianguishing among

the relative values of The scurces.l such an approach
often proves so much for or against a particular group that
it proves nobvhing. While a number of church bodies, in-
cluding The lutheran Church--Missourl Synod, officially
state that they are held responsible for the statements of

their various pastors, publications, and seminaries, even

lﬂarold Ko C. Wicke, A Catechism of Difference
(Milwavkee: Northwestern Publishing louse, 1950), passim
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the Brief Statement of the Missourl Synod grants the

constant possibllity of “casual intrusion of errors® into
its pulpits, schools and publicat ions.g

r this reason this study will coasider the official
resolutions passed by the respective church body in con=-
vention as its most inmportent evidence., Such resolutions
will be considered the fullest expression of the organiza-
tion's senbtiment. Synodical essayd and reporits by various

o

officers snd offlicial commitbeese will also be considered
important evidence. However, since this study will demon=
gtrate thaet conventions have somebimes acted contrary to
recommendations of presidents and committees, such evidence
met be clearly distinguished from actuael synodical resolu=
tions. This study will also discuss acitivities undertaken
by the church body or on behalf of the church body along
with otheor evidence from secondary sources which seen to
relate to bthe concopts of unity, fellowship or cooperation.
such evidence will have only complementary value to the
actual resolutions passed by the synodical body in session.
This sbudy will usually restrict itself to the period
following the 1920's. Occasionally, references will be

made %0 historical documents relative to the topic under

QDoctrlnal Declarations: A Collection of QOfficial
Stotements on Ghe Docuringl Fosition of Various Lutheran
Sigods in America (B%. Loulss Concordia Publishing House,
Ne 9 De
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discussion. The studies of ths Hvangelical Lutheran Church

.

and the United fubtheran Church in America will begin with
their achual founding dates, 1917 and 1918, respectively.
The study of the American Lutheran Church will begin with
ite origin as a corporate body in 1930. The osther ILutheran
church bodies will be examined from approximately the year
1925 up to the present date. This restriction to the period
following the first World War is made in order to keep this
sbudy from beconing an examinabtion of synods which are no
lonzer in existence. Hence, in order to avoid such a
historical survey, this study wiil be limibted vo church
bodies of this generation and the years immediately pre-
ceeding itb,.

Owing to a limitation of certain source material, this
sbudy will also have to omit several small church bodies
and lesn rather heavily on the secondary sources for several
other small Iutheran synods. Heace, we shall omit from
thig study the Finnish Ivangelical Lmtheran Church of
smerica (Suomi Synod), the Zmerican ¥vangelical Lutheran
Church, the Finnish Apositolic Church, the Hegro lissions
of the Synodical Conference, the Church of the Lutheran
Brethren, the #vangelical Iatheran Church of Amexrica
{Gielsen Synod), bthe frotes'tant Conference, snd the
Concordia Lutheran Conference.

The American Nvangelical Iutheran Church, formsrly

known as the Danish ivangelical Iuthoran Church, will be
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discussed in its relations with cerbain other church bodies
(the United ivengelical Lutheran Church and the United
Iutheran Church in ‘merica)., Toewever, no special chapter
can be given to that body since reliable socurces were un-
avallable for this study.

~Since the particular church body discussed in each
chapter is counsidered the author of its convention pro-
ceedings, and since its official publishing house invari-
ably prints its perticular proceedings of convention action,
thig information will be cmitted in the footnobtes for the

chapters, bub included in the bibliography.



THE UNITED LUTHERAN CHURCH IN AMESRICA

4 dotailed eoxamination will be made of the principles
and pracitices of the United ILubtheran Chuxch in its relaw-
tionship to other Lutheran bodies. Its relationships
with non-Lutheran Christian bodies will elso be sumazarized.

An exbensive treatment will not be given Lo this second

ct

aspect, however, since this bopic has been exhsustively
treated in a Bachelor of Divinity Thesis under bthis very
subject heading.l

The United Imtheran Church in America adopted its

constitution in its convenition in 1918, This constitubion

speaks to the subject of unity in i%s preamble, It not
only declares that the synods of the Unibted Imbtheran Church
are uniting with each othery but it also invites all other
Imthersn bodies into the union,
and until such end be atbtained; continues to invite
all Dvangelical Iumtheran congregetions and synods in

Americay one with us in the -faith, to unite with us,
upon the terms of this constitution.2

1Auth0f "The Interdenonminational Relations of the
United Lutheran Church in America®™ (umpublished Bachelort's
Thesls, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1958).

gﬂlnutes of the First Blennial Convention of She
United Lutheran Church in America, L3183, pDs O3f.
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The doctrinal terms of the constiitubion subscribe
to the Sacred Seripbures as the "inspired Yord of God
and as the only infallible rule and standerd of falith

and practice," and to the Confessions as a "correct

-

exhibition® of doctrine "in the harmony" of the Scriptural

W

faith. Hence, the invisation to union in the presmble
of the Unived Iutbheran Church comstitubion is on The basis

he Lubtheran Confessions,.

<t

of the Secriptures and
Article VI section 3 of this consbtitubion lists as

part of thelir objectives,
to cultivete cooperation among all Tubtherans in
pronotion of the general interests of the Church, to
seek the unification of all Lutherans in one orthodox
faith, and thus, to develop the specific Tutheran
principle and practice and make their strength
effective. ™

tution of the United Lutheran Church

f

While the cons®

A

invites other Imtheran bodies to union on the doctrinal

i

asis o

U‘

0

the Leriptures and the Confessions, it does not
extend this invitation to non-lutherans, and it forbids
its synods and representatives to selectively affiliate
with non=futheran groups independently of the general
bodye

As To Extermal Relations. The United Lutheran Church

America stall have power to form and dissolve
relations with other general bodies, organizations

STbid.

| CONCORDIA SEMINARY

4 l
“1bid. LIBRARY E

ST. LOWS 5, MQ,

—
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and movemsnits. To sscure uaiform and counslisbent
practice no Synod, Conference ov Board, or any
official representative thereol, shall give power
of independent affiliation with general organizations
and novemonts.

In 1920 the Execubtive Board of the Unised Lutheran

Ghameh presented o the general convenbtion the Deglarations

£ Peineiples Goncernine the Church and Its Bxiermal
Relationships for its approval, This dogument bacane

b 1

mown as the Washingbon Declaration after its aporoval

. : <) . ot e e :
hy the conveantion, Afbter a thorough discussion on the

nature and the puopose of the Church, the document goe

&)

into detall descyribing the relatlonships various denominge-
tions within the Chrisgtian Church should and may have with
one aucther. Dach denomination willg

le Declare "what it believes concerning Christ and

His Gogpel « « « and testify definitely and
frankly against ervor."

2o ‘"Approach others withoub hostility, Jealousy,
sugpicion, or pride in the sincere and humble
deslre to give and recoive Chyistian service.”

¢ Hecogunize the trubh of other groups in the areas
of agreement “with our lnterpretation of the
Gospel.”

4. "Cooperate with other Chrigtians in works of
sexving love in so far as this can be done withoub
surrender of its interpretation of the Gospel,
without denial of conviction, and without

4
“Ibide, Do 66e

OMinutes of the Second Biennial Convenrtion of the
United Lutheran Church in Juerica, 1920, De 53e
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guppression of itg besbtimony as to what it holds
0 be the truthe"?

The Washingbton Declaration clarified the prerequisites

for orgaric union and full gpiritual cooperation in one
brief paragraph,

In the case of those churech bOdLGS alling themselves
Avangelical iathesiran sod subscribing the L04f95510n8
shich have always becn regarded as the standards of
vangelical Lutheran do"*"lnb, the Unitved Lubtheran
Church recognizes no docirlnal reas S0R8 againgt com~
plete cooperation und orgenic unicn.”

This statemcnt says nothing about pulpit and sltar
feliowship, Yeb, it iz logical Ho conclude that if sube-
scriptlon to the Confessions is sufiicient Ior the organic
union of bodles calling themselves Lubtheran, then this sane
standard iz automatically guificient for church fellowship,
since union would presuppose church fellowship (although
the reverse would nob meéessarily be true). This statew

the Washington Declaration does not preclude the

£
other prerequisite Lo union of church bodiss of a practieal
nature (e.g., settling rgaaLZdtloua' diz fesercev, etGs )y
but it firmly svates that the only doctrlnal prereguisits
for union are the historis Confessions, which in turm,
would include a subscription to the Ssered Scriptures.

The Yashington Declaration rejects the possibility of

uniting with other church bodies without coming to terms

with These confessions.

?Ibidhg P. 95'

81bid,
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Wie hold the union of Chyistiaans in a single organiza-
tion to be of less imporbance than Ghe agreement of
Christians in the proclamation of the Gospale « «
Union of organization we hold therefore to be s matler
of expediency, agreement in testimony to be a matter
of principle. « « « Theo Churches cannot unjite as mere
Protestants, but only as confessorsS. e o

This document alsoc states flatly that it cannot have
church fellowship, that is, pulpit exchange among pastors
and intercommunion, with those church bodies presently

oubtside of Iutheranism.

That until 2 more complete unity of confegsion is
attained than aow exists, the United fmtheran Church
is bound in duty and conscience to maintaln its
separate identy as a witness to the truth which it
knowsy nnd 1ts members, lts ministers, its pulpits,
its fogt&a and its altars must testify only to that
Bruth,+Y

Pinally, the Washingbon Declaration declares that the

United Lutheran Church is ready and willing to cooperate

with other Christian communions
provided thalt such cooperation does not involve the
surrender of our interpretation of the Gospel, the
denial of conviciion, or the suppression of_ our
tesbimony to what we hold to be the truth.ll

Such cooperation misgt be mesirvicted only to those church

bodies which are genuinely Christian. The Declaration

then proposes nine fundamental "doctrines and principles®

as a basis for "practical cooperation among the Protestant

%1bid., pp. 96f.
107pia.
1l1pid., pe 97.
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Churches." The Declaration makes it clear that these nine

pointe sre not a "summary of ILutheran Doctrine, or as an
addition tos a substitute for, or & modificatiom of The
Gonfessions of our Church,” It is also gtressed that
these points are in no sense an adequate basis for organic
union. They are merely a “eriterion by which it may be
possible for us Lo determine our atbtitude toward proposed
adl

movemenbts of cooperation,.

The nine doctrines which the Washington Declaration

proposes as a basis for cooperation with non-Lutheran
Christian church bodies are

1., The Fatherhood of God, revealed in His Son Jesus
Christ, and the sonship bestowed by God, Through
Christ, upon all who believe in Hin,

2. The true Godhead of Jesus Christ, and His redemp=
tion of the world by Hisg life, death, and ressur-
rection; and His living presence in His Church.

3« The contimued activity of God the Holy Spirit
among men, calling them into the fellowship of
desug Christ,y and enlightening and sanctifying
them through the gifts of His grace.

4, The supreme importance of the Word of God and the
Sacraments of Bapbtism and the Lord's Supper, as
the means through which the Holy Spirit testifies
of Christ and thus creates and strengthens faith.

5« The euthority of the prophetic and apostolic
Seripbtures of the Old and New Testaments, as

the only rule and standard by which all doctrines
and teachers are o be Judged.

©e The reality and universality of sin, and the

laIbido 9 PDe 98ft
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inability of men, because of sin, to attain
righteousness or earn salvation through their

own character or works.

7. The love, aund the righteousness, or God, who for
Christ's sake bestows forgiveness and righteous-
ness upon all who believe imn Christ.

8, ‘The pressnt existence upon earth of a kingdom
of God, founded by His Son, Jesus Christ, not
as an exbternal organization, but as a spiritual
reality and an object of faith.

9. The hope of Christ's second coming, to be the
Judge of the living and the dead, and to complete
the kiagzdom of God.+2

Fote that the Vashingbton Declaration does not demaend

that each denomlination or movement with which the United

Imtheran Church cooperates mist subscribe to each of

-~

these nine doctrines, but the Declaration does imsist

vhat the United ILutheran Church cannot "enbter into any

(¢)
o
Q
)
(6]
L
S5
c‘l
i.h

ve nmovement or organization which denies"™ any of
the nine points. Neither can the general body cooperate
with ahy denomination or movement which, while not
specifically deanying any of the sbove points, "limits

the cooperating Churches in their confession of the truth
or thelr testimony against error.” A4lso, those organiza-
tlons whoge "purposes lie outside the proper sphere of '
Ghurch'activity," cannot enjoy the cooperation of the
United Imtheran Church, even though the nine doctrines

are not rejected.14

151v1d., p. 98.
Y1hid., pe 99,
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A £inal section of Lhe Declaration dwells at length

- —\-

on anti-Chrisbisn organizations and teacherz which deny

the cardinal Chrigbion doetrines and bteach salvation by

15 g . ; et 4 :
human efforb. - It is to this secbion of Hhe Washington
Deelaration that the Pittsburgh izreement later refers in
order to resolve the issue of the lodge. This will be

¢k

i ol oy olim
scussed at length later.

1_'-

('I
The Minubes of the convention reported that the

YVashiaoton Declaration was adopted unanimously by the

delegates who then demonstrated their atbtibude Loward the
document by standing and singiag two stanzas of "A Mighty
Forbress iz Our ch.“15

The United Iuthsran Church at the following convention
in 1922 sericusly ond openly considered whal relations

g !
v

wave with the Pederal Council of Churches. This

g

convention had to step caubiously, for if it criticized

the Council without qualification, this would be SHantamouni
to censoring the former membership of the General Synod

in that body. Afier recognizing the former membership of
the old General Synod in the Council, they then stated

vhat the guestion of affiliation with that cooperative

movenent had o be considered anew becauss of the Councills

15____I“°id-s ppe 99f.
16701, p. 455,
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"gnlarged program.” Ia this way the conveation rejected
£full membership in the Council, and yet did so without
condenning tvhe former meumbership of the General Synod.l7

The convention decided that it could not Jjoin the
Tederal Council bsecause of ibs weak preamble, its social
emphasis, and 1ibs non-acclesiastical pragraz.la Yet,
this convenbion recognized that there were certain areas

where they could cooperate with the Council as a consulta-

tive member ascording to the principles of the Washington

Deeclaration, Such areas included the sbtudy of unity, some

educational work, chaplaingy, surveys, planning, relief

work, statlstical publications, publicity in geamsral, and

A2

trangporvation arrangements Predominantly, these areas
are in an area which Lutherans would label “exbternals.”

In this same convenbtion a report was given on the Faith
and Order movement along with the movement desling with
Life and Work. These movenents were still in the forma-
tlve stages, sud hence, the reports on them were quite

nebulous.ao

When in 1924, however, the convention received certain

l7‘Iinutes of the Third Biennial Convention of the
United Tubheran Church il .Merica, 1922, De 75e

181vid.y DDe 75£L.
lgibi&n’ Ba 83,

207hid., ppe 88-04.
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literature on the Falth--Order and Life--iork movements
which gave the hope that they were going to be carefully
plamned fyroo comnferences, Uhis convention permitbed the
sending of delegates. These delegabtes were insbtructed GO
prosent vhe Lutheran view om all points, and never take
action incomsigbant with their Church's doctrinal basis
(namely, bthe Goz”essiona).gl

A ravher detailed rapbrt was given Lo the coavention

of 1926 on the Stockhoim meeting of the Universzl Christian

o

ionference on Life and Work, The delegetes who were senb
to this meebting confessed disappoinbment in the lack of
any real accomplishment even though relations among
Churches were improved by this confe“anoe.qg

This convenbtion also accepted the evaluabtion of its

appointed commigsio who declared the Drafit Agenda of

the World Council on Falth and Order %o be unsatisfachory.
Their criticism of this jigenda cenbtered on its lack of
clarity, its stross on union of organizationy and its in-
sufficient doctrinal basis for organizational union.=?

In the report of the delegates to the Faith and Order

‘ d“J'I‘i(;i.,nm:e.‘.a of the Tourth Biennial Convention of the
United Lutheran Ghurch in America, 1920, De 553

22M1nute¢ of the Fifth Bienniazl Convention of the
United futheran Chuwch in imerica, 1926, pp. 59Lff.

231b1d., pp. G4EE.
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conforence at Laussnne the United ILutheran Church repre-
senbatives indicated.to the 1928 conventlon their joy
at being able Lo cooperate with the Iutherans from other
ations who were abtbending that confereance. All of the
Lutherans worked togebther, according to the delegates

the United Iutheran Church, To pregent the Lutheran

iise revealed a Lutheran strength and conscious-
at we saw eye to eye in laboring for the real
£ the church in the spirit of our common
age of the Reformation « « « It was possible
5 Judiciously to distribute five hundred coples
the iAugsburg Confession and the same number of o5
pleg of the Smalkald Anticleg among the delegates,

This same spivit prevalled in the conveantion of 1930,

The delegates heard the evaluation of the Lausanne assenmbly
given by their commissioners, and bhey encouraged con-
tinued cooperatlion with other Lutherans connected with
the Foith and Order movement in order to bring about the
desired Lutheran ini"luence.25

After the convention of 1922 approved consultative
relations with the Federal Council of Churches, the next
four conventions heard reports on the Council which always
included both negative and positive evaluatioms. Parts of

i%s program and activities were informative and inspirational.

4ﬁinute° of the S8ixth Biennial Convsention of the

United [mtheran Church in Lmorica, 1928, DDe 7offe

2DMinutes of the Seventh Bi
ennial Convention of the
United Lutheran Church in limerica, 19350, DDs
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Yet, according to these rsports Lo the convenbions.
there was compromise, legalism, abttempts o influence
legislation, and a Reformed emphaslis in ¥he Council.26

i shift was detected in the abttitudes of the United
Intheran Church boward the Federal Council at the conven=-
tion of 1932. The report on Lhe Council given to the
convention was quite favorable. The Council criticized
modern liberalism and was in the process of re-~examining
itgelf and its program.27 Yet, the New York Ministerium
criticized the Council for making public pronouncenents
for 81l of its members, and the Penunsylvania Ministerium
went go far as to propose a severance of relations with
the -Ciov_ncil.28 Hence, the convention decided to re-examine
its relations with the Gouncil.ag

This gconvention also heard a report on the tentative
plans for the 1937 assembly of the World Council om Faith
and Order. Lutheran influence favored a discussion of
the leans of Grace and the worship of the Church at this

=
coning assembly.~ o

26Author, Ope Cit.y PDe 27f.

275 o 2
inutes of the Zighth Biennial Convention of the
United iufﬁeraﬁ"@hurch in .merica, 1032, DDs 52Te

281bid.y pp. 445%.
agfﬂid., Pe MS.
50____Ibid-. PRe 59f.
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Another event btook place at this convention which
seens Lo have had a far reaching influence on the relation-
ship of Imtheran bodies in imerica, even though it seemed
gquite innocent =nd routine at the tine. The American
Lutheran Church was meebing in convenbtion about the same
tine as the United Iimbheran Church convention. Hencey the
United Imtheran Church sent greetings to the Amexican
Iatheran convenbion, acknowledging that both bodies held
the same Confessions, and lookling forward Lo the day of
no nmigunderstandings bub rather union.al

The imerican Lubtheran Church in convention revturned
this greeting which arrived at the United Lutheran Church
convention in its last hours. This greeting which cams
to the convention stated, "We mecognize a bond of fellow-
ship in Christ Jesus and thank God for it.” The greetings
also praised the confessional subscripiion of both bodies
and prayed for the day of union under God through the

Gonfessions.32

From the evidence which has been already presented,
this greeting from the American Iutheran Church had a

specific sigmificance Ho the United Lutheran Church. The

Washington Declaration and the Constitution of the general

hody state that the historic ILutheran Confessions are the

Sl1pid., p. 170.
527hide, pe 542.
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eriterion and basis for Lutheran unity and union, Whether
she /mericam Imbtheran Chucch wmealized it or nob, their

-pechings to the United ILutheran Church wWas viptually a

o)

proposal to union in the eyes of the latter church bodye.
The evenbts at the following convention in 1934 seem
to bosr out this conclusion. Suddenly, after-years of
silence, eisght syrods of the United Lutheran Church in
Lmerica presented memoxials to the general conventlion re-

ouesting nesotiations for Iutheran union, Most of these
‘.!b 9 (%) (& ]

synods in the United Imtherapn Church spoke of a union with

<
=
@
(&)
o

dies of the American ILmtheran Conference, which
would include, along with the United Lutheran Churgh,
almost all bodies in the Hational Iamtheran Council. The
Indiana Synod, howsever, specifically mentioned the American
Tmtheran Church alone in its memorial on union negotia-
t:’a‘.ons.33

In response o these memorials the convention adopted
a nunber of statements which has since begome known pop-—

ularly as the Savannah Rescolution. This Zesolution

described the concept of Iutheran unity, the modera
apostasy among Protestants, the present confessional loyalty

anong lutherans, and the theological basis for union.

53Hinutes af the Hinth Bieanizl Convention of the
United Lutheran Church AR LMETICA, 1934, DPe HL3TT.
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The desire for Iatheran church gnity iz wooted in
the conviction that churches which hold a common
faith ought to be lsboring btogether at common tasks
and not working @t Cross—purposSes o e« ¢ o

e rscognlise, moreover, a wide-spregg tendency among
Christian groups Lo abbreviate or dilute bthe Christian
essage in the effort to make it acceptable to The

modern aEe ¢« « o o

e rejolce tha% the LuSheran Church bodles in America
have held unwaveringly to the faith of the Church

sot forth in its hisbtoric confessions and that all

of them, by official declarations, have recorded
thelir sincere purpose o continue in thelr loyality

to this faith ¢ « o « Believing that the testimony

of the Lubtheran Church is weaskened by the divislons
that exist within it, we solemnly declare it to be
our purpose to do all that is in our power to putb

an end Lo these divisions.

We recognize as livenagelical ILubtheran all Christian
groups which azccept the Holy Scripiures as the only
rale and standard for faith and life, « « « and who
sincerely receiva the historic Confesslons of the
Imtheran Church (especially the Unaltared Augsburg
Confession) "as a witbaess of the truth and presenta=
tion of the corrsct understanding of our predecessors”
e« s o and we sob up no other standards or Tesus of
Tatheranism apart from them or alongside of themn,

Ye believe that these Confessions are o be inter-
preoted in their historie conbext, not as a law or
as a gystem of Theology, DUt as "a witness and
declaration ¢f faith as to how the Holy Scripiures
were understood and explained on the matters of
controversy within the Church of God by those who
then lived." « o

Inasmuch as our now separated Lutheran church bodies
all subscribe these same Confessions,; it is our
sincere¢ belief that we already possess a firm basis
on which to unite in one Imtheran Church in America
and thet there is no doctrinal reason why such a
union should not come t0 pPasse. s «

We direct the President of the United Iumtheran Church
to bring these resolutions to the offigcial attention
of the other ILutheran church bodies in imerica sand

to invite them to confer with us with a view %0 the
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shablizhment of closzer reiationships betwesn Them
apa ourselves.?d

4 commission was alsc established at this time which

could conduct any discussions with the bodies which would

: 35
accept the above invitations.

3

Although the Savannah Resolution made it clear that

: 1 2
t

the United Lubtheran Church was primarily interested in
church union based upon & unity in the Confessionsy the
american Iubheran Church ingbructed bthelr delegates to

ntatives in order H0

Q

neet wibth the United Ilmtheran represe
discuss only pulpit and altar fellowship. It was reported
to the Upited Imbheran convention in 1936 that thisg dif-

filculty was resolWwad when the representatives for the

o)

nited ILutheran Ghurch gdmitted that it waz "self evident®
that anything whi ah prevented pulplt and altar fellowship
would also prevent union of churches. Hence,; the conven-
tion received the news that its repressntatives dlscussed
only the obstacles to church fellowship with the American
Iutheran Church rather than procedure for an;on.BG

The questioans %o church fellowship raised by the

American Luthersn Church were the lodge issue, unionism,

1pid., D0 415-427.
321bid.

5oMinutes nf the Tenth Biennial donvention of the
United fubheran Church in .merica, 1936, Dp. 400f.
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and the dochrine of inspiration., Issenbtial agresnent
was reached on the first two items by appealing baeck Lo

-

the shatements of the Washingbon Declaration against anti-

Christian organizations and to the Galesburg Rule which

declared thet Imbtheran pulplis and altars are for Imbherans

onlyo 7
It should be noted, howevery that the actual wording

of part two of the document which was $o become known as

the Pittgburgh Amreenent condemns "indiscriminate" pulpit

and altar fellowshlp with non-Lwtherarns, and states thab

no religious fellowship whatsoever be praciiced with such

A

ly evangelical. n38

[

2aadd derd Rt e A q S| P 2
individuals and groups a&s are not baslic

f

This wording does not condemn “"excepliions" for whabever

night be considered a Justifiable reason for church fellow-
ship. 8Such apparent exceptions do not apply at zli Ho

"noo=~avangelical® groupns,

The commigsion dealing with American Lutheran bodies
reported to the general convention of 1938 its progress
relative to the imerican Iutheren Chuwrch and the Evangelical
Synod of Missouri, Chio, and Other States. It reported
two meebings with representativess from the Missouri Synod
late in 13936. Need for unity, conversion and electien,

and ingpiration were discussed. The commission reported
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agreement on the first two general Loples, bub 1t adnitted
definite disagreenmeant in the aren of inspivation of the
Sacred Serintures. The discussion with the Missouri Synod
representatives revolved around the wordiang of the Brisf
Statement of that church body. The Unifed Iuthexan Church
representatives were unable to accept bthe stabement in

the Missouri document which claimed that The Scripiures

o
1-.‘..

without error or conbradichtion Yalso

[

Al

®
!

fde
o

n bthose parts
which treat of historical, geographical, ani obther secular

-~

{

o T N -v:’
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The point made by the United Imbheran reprasen

L‘!‘
o

wGives

-4 "7 S ey SaTa > an o e iy ot ! - te %
was that this e¢laim of Ghe Brief Btatenent went beyond

) P

Tae

<

onfesaions and the btraditional Iatheran position that
the SBeriplures are the infallible norm for "faith and life,"
but not necessarily for higtory, geography,; "and other
secular matters. 0

In the 1ight of this dissgreement with bthe Missourdi
Synod representatives in 1936, the disagreement between
the American Lubtheran and the United lLutheran commissioners
in 1938 takes on more nmeaning. The Anericen Imtheran and
United Imtheran representatives had complebed their state-

ment on Sceripture, except for one sentence., The United

39M1nntes of the Lleventh Biennial Convention of the
United Lutheran ChUrch il ANErica, 1038y DD 467fs

401334,
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Tutheran commissioners wished to say that the separate
books of the Bible, taken togethew, "constibubte a
gomplete, perfect, unbreakable whole of which Christ is
the center (John 10:355)." The American Lutheran repre-
sentabives insisted upon saying that these books, "consti-
tube one orgenie whole without contradiction and error
(John 10335).% On this one sentence, especially at the

word "errorless,” the commissions from the two church

J

bodies could nobt weach agreemsnt by the time of the 1938
+ 41
gonvenbtlon,
Phe United Lutheran represeatabtives reported to the

s

convenbion that although these views seemsd to g0 beyond

the Confessions, the varliation "in lf%self is not a suf-

f

ficient warrent to keep the wvarious Imbtheran bodiss apart.”
Such views of the lilssouwri Synod and the American Imtheran
hurch which seemed %o share the liissouri Synod viewpoint

are not "oubtside of a Lubtheran conceptlon of the Scriptures.”
Hence, the United Imbtheran Church can tolerate this view
of Beripture oven Ghough they could nobt subscribe to ib.
Un the other hand, the other Iubtheran bodies which hold

the Seriptures bo be errorless in secular matters have no

»ipht to condemn the position of the United ILutheran Church
eibher, =

l1pida., po. 468E.
421pide, pe 469,
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In order to clarify the matter concerning the positilon
of the United Lmtheran Church on Scripture and inspiration,
the convention adopbed a statement which has become known

as the Balbtimore Declaration. The statement thoroughly

discusses the concept "Word of God” and the doctrine of
ingpiration ss viewed Dy the United ILutheran Ghurch.45
it must be noted that, while the convention adopted
2 statement on the Seripbures, it 4id not aet upon the
comnigssion's Judgment that the position of the liissouri
Synod concerning Seripture is within "a ILutheran conception
of the Scriptures." Hence, although this is a very inter-
asbing Jjudgment within the United Ilmtheran Church and is
undoubtably held by many members in that body, it canrnot
be called an "offiecisl teaching®™ of the general church body.
At this same convention it was renorted that the
Executive Board decided not Ho send representation o the
1937 Life and Work Conference at Oxford. While the
original intention wag to give support Lo the other ILutherans
who would also he there, it was decided later that since
the cooptlon was B0 extensive, the Conference "ceased to
be a Conference of Ghurchas.“44
It was also reported to this convention that the

United ILmbtherans were working with Ilutherans of other

43Tbid., pp. 472-47%.
4 1pid. s pe 95.
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aations to malke the vepresentation in ¥he proposed
World Council of Churches based on "Churches and confessions
rather than according to territorles and 4.::ca‘ul.ni:x'z'.e.ﬂs."q'5 Dr.
Knubsl told the convenbion that according to the proposed
consvitution of the World Council,

a doctrinal basis existe stating that only such

Churches are eligible o pd;b*vlp“te as accept our

Lord Jesus | hrlst as God and Sawviour This was

vigorously Q“OﬁuFas but was finally raopted by a
unanimous vote.%o

Boyond thils, the Talted Imtheran Church had no further
questions conceraning the doctrinal basis for the VWorld
Council. The question of whether or not all delegates
veally meant 1% when they "unanimously" adopied the form-
ulation, seeing that it was "vigorously debated," was not
raised,

The comnlebe Pitbsburgh Agreement was presented to

the convention of 1940 for approval. The convenbtion faced
a bit of & dilema, The historic position of the United
Imtheren Church, as already outlimed in the Constitution,

the Washington Declaration, the Savannah Resolutions and

the general actions of the coaventions, has been that
the Confessions ave enough for a doebtrinal basis for union,

and that additional doctrinal declarstions are not necessary.

The smerican Tubtheran Church listed bthree obstacles to

451hid., Dppe 528f.
461hid.s pa 99
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church fellowship which were finally resolved in the

Pittsbursh Agveement. If the United Iutheran Chmrch

adopbed the Pittsburgh Agreement, it would seem that it

would be vejecting its presupposition thet such additb ional

doctrinal statencnts are unnecessary for union. If it

i

rejected the Pittsburgh Agreement, this would imply a

rejection of the true doctrinal position contained therein.
The commitbee presented thls dilema to the conven-

tion. It recommended the adoption of the document with

the understanding that it did not contradict the position

that the Confegsions were sufficient. Concerniag any

apparvent discrepancy with the Waghinsbon Declaration, the

Constitution, and other United imtheran stvatenents,
in any cage where bhese Arbicles night sesm to be
in confliet with the afo*emﬁntloned instrumsnts,
it is to be understood that these Articles are to

be interpreted in the light of those instruments and
not vice versa.¥i

The convenbtlon dild not adopt this latbter statementd,
but it did proclaim that the Pittsburgh Agreement's
articles

are not contrary Lo or contradictory of the positions
set forth in the Washington Declaration of 1920, the

Savannah Resolution of L or the Baltimore
DECLATAGLOR OF L1055, 40 ;

In spite of these modifications, seventy-one delegates

'7Hinutes of the Twelfth Biennial Conveantion of the
United Tutheran Church in America, 1940, DDs

“C1pig., p. 265.
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protested against the Ritisbuzgh Agreement, claiming that
it was a compromise and a departure from the position of
the United Iuthersn Church. They also claimed that the
document adopted a parbicular view of inspirstion and con=-

traodicted the Baltimore Declaration by using the word

4 - !40
"errorless.” ’

Thers sevens Lo be a discrepancy bebtween this historic
position which was rellerated in a shorty resolution to

contvinue ue

8]
=

otiations for merger “"on the basis of our
Inmtheran Confessions alona,“ge and the resolution which
called paxticular United ILutheran documents the "positions”
of the United ILutheran Church. This discrepancy is resolved
when 1V is remembered that The particular documents adopted
by the United Ilutheran Church have always been declared
subordinave to the Confegsions and are never considered a
substitute for them nor a nodification of thems

Hence, the convenbion could declare,

The ’ﬁite& Imtheran Church in America has not recog-

nized hsretofore, and doss not recognize now any

obstacle to the establishment of pulpit and altar

fellowship or even to orgenic union {(with a group

accepting the confessions).

For this reason the convention authorized the president to

49Tvid,, pp. 566£f.
O1bide, pe 266,
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declare mitual pulpit and altar fellowship between the two
hodies when the American Lutheran Church does the same.52

This convenbtion noted that in regard to other Lutheran
bodias, "both the dugusbana Synod and the Iutheran Free
Church regard thomselves as never having been out of fellow-
ship with us.”55

It was reporbed to the convention of 1942 that the
jmerican Imtheran Church was r»eady %o establish pulpit and
alter feliowshlp with the United Lutheran Church. The con-—
ventlon instructed Ghe president to consumate and declars

mtual pulpit and altar fellowship at the earliest possible

the American Imtheran Church. The declaration of American
Lutheran "readiness® o declare pulplt and altar fellow-
ship was contingent upon the "whole-hearted acceptance" of

the Pittsburgh igrecment as a theologically binding docu=-

=
ment.)S The bhope of the United Imbheran Church for pulpit
and altar fellowship with the American TLumtheran Church

based on the gqualified acceptance of the Pittsburgh Agree-

ment was not to materialize.

521p1d.
251bide, De 261.

Prinutes of the Thirteenth Bi
‘hix eanial Conwvention of the
United Tutheran Church in Alerica, L1942, Ppe 280f.

20gficial Minubes of the Seventh Convention of the

Americal LuGneran GhurCh, 1942, De 250
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Upon recommendation of the Executive Board, this
convenbion adopted a resolubtion empowering its Board %o
accept membership in the World Council of Churches on be=
half of the gemeral body, “if and when" the membership in
the proposed Council is established on an ecclesiastical
’ ; . 56
rather than a territorial basis
An interesting report was given to this convention
on the Worth Americen Reumenical Conferenge, held ir Toronto
in 1941, aad sponsored by the Joint Execubtive Conmittee of
the American Sections of the Life and Work-~Faith and
Onder movemenits. It was stormy and oriented toward inter—
vention in the second World War,
The Lutheran wiltness was several tines injected . .+ »
but there were not enough of us to leave any apparent
permanondy influence « « « 850 long as the Lutheran
testimony 1ls not suppressed or deniedy even though
these conferences at predent often prove unsatisfactory
to Imtherans, to withdraw from these conbacts and
adopt a pol¢ey of lsolationlsm would be Go deny the
leading of the Spirit. . « . With each new gathering
of /merican Christians it becomes clearer that the
imerican Lutherans should not divorce themselves
from genewral Christian movements in imerica bub should

Gake every opportunity to _bear vigorous testimony to
the truth as they see it.57

Onee again the delegates and the convention seem to

be guided by the words and the spirit of the Washington

Declaration which permits coopsration and conference with .

56M1nutes of Thirteenth Biennial C
onwentlon of the
United Lutheran Ch h in america, 1942y D .

57104d., ppe 137£.
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evangelical communions, no matter how bad they might other-
wise be, providing that there is no denial or suppression
of ILmtheran testinony.

The subject of membership in the Federal Coumcil of
Churches also came up in this conversation. During the
past four conventions, the United Lutheran Church had
received cautious but optimistic reports on the Federal
Council, and it had heard the delegates Ltell those con~-

ventlions that the Council is improving in its evangelical

spirit.58 This convention of 1942, however, now received
the official invitation from the Council to join as a
voting member. The Protestant Hpiscopal Church had jJust
entered the Pederal Council as a vobting membery although
previously it had held only consultative membership, so
the Council coneidered it.an opportune btime to ask the
United Imtherans %o do the same thing.59

The visitors to the Council listed mumerous arguments
for and agaeinst full affilistion with the Council. This
seemed to be done in order to.help guide the decision of
Tthe convention, rather than because the visitors actually
believed all of the points themselves.ﬁo Prior to the

convention, a committee of three wag appointed by the

58Authar, 0Pe Cibey ppe 2BLf.

inutes of the Thirteenth Biemnial Convention of
the United Lutheren Church in Ameviga, Lo423, De 123.

€01pid,, pp. 123£f.
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Execubive Board for a special report on This matier to
the eonvention.el Thig committee in turn told the con=
venbion that because bthe Council was still a Reformed
group and because no changes had yet taken place in its
consbitution, the United Lutheran Church should not join
it as a voting menmber., This committee told the convention,
however, that because of certain changes and improvements
in the policy of the Council since 1932, mreater cooperaw=

[l
ible.”

i

tion is now possi
The debate on this guestion lasted over two hours.

The recommendation of the three man commitlee was adopted,

b

but not without strong opposition, strong desire to
join the CGCouncil as full members had risen among many of
the aelegates.6§
The convenvion of 1944 received reports on the Federal
Council which echoed the tone and content of earlier
e

reports,°4 and 2 brief report on the development of the

World Council of Churches without evaluatioa.G5 Howevexr,

®l1pid., p. 128,

%2151d., ppe 131f.
O 1bide, pe 479

°4ulnutes of the Fourteenth Biennial Convention of
the Unifed Lubheran Church il America, 194%, DDe 113ff.

GEI‘bid.’ p- 1190
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this convention dwelt more om its relationships with
other Iutherans in America.

The commission dealing with Lutheran relationships
reported to this convention that no further developments
had taken place in the area of relations with the American
imbheran. Church. The American futheran Church representa-
tives had suggested new meetings, bubt that suggestion was
regarded by the United Imtheran representatives as "neither
necessary or promising.” They also reporbed that the
Missouri Synod suggested new talks, beginning with the
vopic of Scriptural ingpiration. The United Lutheran
commigsions felly that to begin with such a topic would /
"preclude hops of progress.”ss

The commisgioners also reporited on the theses proposed
by the American Imtheran Conference attempbting to establish
a minimal basis for pulpit and altar fellowship. This
report was guite critical, The commigsioners sbated that

it was built around the "old Chicago Theses and the

Minneapolis Theses." The proposal by the imerican Iutheran

Conference was declared

neither forward looking, fruitful, nor necessary as
an approach 0 our common problem. In the Washington
Declaration we already have . . « & bebtter statement
« o« o 0f the real tests of evangelicalism.

%61pid,, pp. 240f.
57 1vid.
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It ig undersbandable that the general convention did
not adopt this evaluation as bluntly as it was given. 1%
omitted the opinion that the American ILmtheren Conference
Bagls or Overture is not "forward looking, fruitful, nor
necessary,” and it contented itself in saying that "we
have a sbabtement," rather than calling it a "better" state-

ment.68

If the convenbtion had spoken as blunitly as the
commissioners, the bodies of the Amewrican Imbtheran Con-
ference would understandably have taken ofiense,

Yhile lack of patience was shown with the caution of
the Amsrican Lubheran Church, the confession officlially
interpreted the statement by The Horweglian Lutheran Church
concerning "selective fellowship®™ as a2 "practical ful-

£illment" of fellowship with the United Lutheran Church.
Thus, full fellowship was declared with the Horweglan
Tmbheran Church on the basis of their declaration.eg
Pinally, this convention reiterated The essence of

the Savannah Resolution, emphagizing that beyond the

historic Confessions, "we will impose no tests of Lubther-

anism 2nd . o o We will submit to no tests of Lutheran-

ism."?o Since all Lmbtheran church bodles accept these

confessions,

681p1a., p. 282,
891pid.
7O1pia.
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wo vogard ourselves in full fellowship with all

other ILubtheran Church bodies in fmerica which with

us accept bhe established Confessions end counbinue

to invite declarations to the same effect on the

pars of all those bhodies which have nobt already made

such declarations.7g

The report was given to the 1946 conveabion that,
upon an invitation by the President of the United Lutheran
Church, all church bodiecs of the National Imtheran Council
along with the Evangelical fmtheran Synod of Missouri, Ohlo,
and Obther States meb in Columbus, Ohioc, Zeptember 6, 1945,
in order to reach a2 "common understanding with reference
vo the World Council of Churches." Since The Council was
still in the process of formation, it was felt that it
was the ideal time for lLutherans of iAmerica to raise ob-
jections, if any, before the adoption of its consitution.
A1l of bhe represcnbatives of the Lubtheran bodies present
agreed that representation in the World Council must be
on the basis of confegsion rather than territory. Then
the presidents of the United Lutheran Church and the
Aagustana Synod revealed that their bodies have committed
themselves to membership in the Council onr the condition
of such confessional representation. None of the other

Lutheran Chureh bodies had yet taken such actien.?a

All of the presidents and representatives present,

l1via,

72Minutes of Ghe Fifteenth Biennial Convention of

the United Lubheren Church in America, 1946, DPDe 210T.
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except Tor Ghese of tThe lligsouri Synod, Jjoined in naking
a fuller stabement on Lhelir agreencni. All agresd that
"wo earneatly desire to exbend the influcace cf oux

Lutheran testimony within the entire Christian world com-

Qi

munity through the generation.® All agroed that Lutheran
represenibation mast be on a confessional ba All
agreed to work with bthe Lmtheran %World Coavenbtion To
accomplish these ends. Unly the Missourl Synocd representa-
sives abstained.
In fairness o the reconrd and ¢ The representatives
involved, it should be stated that Dr., J. We Behnken
spoke words of cauvion aboulb the ccatemplated step,
prescating the view of his Church that it is
”defluLtelJ commltbed to doctrinal unity rather than
Joining many groups.“75
he United ILutheran Committee on Inter-ILutheran
Interests happily reported to this convention that the
"first frults” of the agreement made at Columbus appeared
in the resolution by the American Lutheran Church's
Ixecutive Committee Lo recommend to its next convention
at Sandusky that 1t join the World Council of Churches
providing the representation be on a confessional basis.74
The year of 1948 saw the general convention of the
United Imtheran Church once more consistantly applying

the principles of its Washington Declaration. The cone-

vention of this year once again declared its willingness

P1pid., p. 221.
?1bid., p. 222,
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sith eny or all bodies of the Natlonal Lutheran
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Gounsil.75 Dha convention received the happy news Uhatb

; < g *
khe World Council of Churches met the regquirement of con~-
fossional representation, snd hence, the United Lutheran

-

Oharch was now 2 menber of that cooperative agency.
Tinally, the convention commended a statement by Tthe Gen-
eral Secretary of the Pederal Council that the Couneil "is
an instyument, not of union, bubt of CDOPU“’TlJ“."?7

This convenbion glso went into exbensive deball in
oublining United Lutheran objections to the proposed
constitubion of the Fational Council of Churches of Christ,
a nmerger of the Federal Council with several other agsncies.
There was strong desirs ab this convention e join ths
Navional Council as & voting nember. TYety there was no

nove in the convention, gtrong as thi
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be, to set aside the principle

&

that the United Imbheran
Church may cooperate only with evangeiical church bodies
wnere conviction is not denied nor testimony suppressed.
There scened to be 1ittle hope at the 1948 conventvion of
chenging the proposed constitution of the Couneil, 4 full

digcussion of the debailed objections Lo the proposed

7omiputes of the Sixbteenth Biennial Convention, 1948,
Dpe 653£.

701pid,, pp. 2547,
771pid., p. 287,
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constitution is contained

this topic to which reference was made earlier.
This some secondary source gives a complete dis—

cussion of the original constitution, the United Iutheran

: 8 o $hi:
smendments, other amendments, and the resultin
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accepbed by the Planning Commitbtee of the Nat
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The oxbtent of the changes ths Unitvted Lutheramn Chmrch pro—
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duced within the constitubtion was a monumenta
monte Most of the comstitutbtioral changes served to safe-
guard the evangelical membership of the Couneil and %o
insure the concerm that representatives to the Cceuneil
would represent actual church bodies spéd not councils
conferences, or nebulous 3"0193.79
Although the convention Joined the National
by "an almost unsnimous vote," President Fry promised that
the officer of the Church will be "diligent to preserve
the principles for which the Church has thus far sﬁood.“ao
Indeed, the convention of 1950 saw tThis pledge denmonstrated
in regard to the United Imtheran Church's inbternal solidarity.
On the report Shat a number of congregations and pastors
were ignoring ths principles for which the general body

stood, a survey questionnaire was made of the practices of

76Author, 22; Cibey PDe 35-39,
791pid., pp. 39-46.

Suinutes of the Seventeenth Biennial Convention,
1950, pp. 50GE. "
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the church body's parishes sad pasbors. The conmibtbee
aszsigned o thig survey reporied:

It is deeply dishurbing o leara that about on aeGhind
of the locql councils renorted on admi® non—evangell—
calas A way mist ba found to sensitize the consciences

of our pastors at this point and o0 engcourage them

to help their local councils of churches become covn=—
cils of evangelical chur chas or to lc their CONEIre=
gations' refussl to joln shand as a protest against
looge affiliation of evuﬁgellcals mwth nonmevangellw

Shen ok
CaA8e

gations in 1ucrndenon¢natlonal communlon gservices
Tll1h serious- ﬁ“ru;h percentagevise, 15 an evidence
that we hove an img horbant educational task before us.,
mely’?*~~'swww aud councilmen who gﬂ"““”“ﬁy

The adml 7:91 participation of momes 62 of our congre-

wesponaxble do not fdlly agpraclate the 51@n1¢¢cance
of our Church's docirine of the Lord's Suppsr if they

reduce it to a service promoting 11te?nacioaa; good

willy, or the senbtime nal sign o? fellowship.~~

The econvenbilong in response Ho thisg information,
encouragad L
proposalyg to ssbablish :
the Dxecutive Bosnd for review and counsel,
approved the action of The Ixecuibive 3Bcaxnd which had taken
educational measures Lo more Thoroughly acquaint the
pastors of the wenﬁral hody with its principles inveolving
eooperation and church fellowship.aa

Finally, this convention of 1950 »eceived the report

on the btwo ouestions being placed before all members of

Slivid., p. 493,
821 bides Do 502,
851bid., p. 1046,
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the Hational Tmtheran Council: (1) Ars you realy for
ynion with all bodiss in the Coupeil? (2) Are you ready

church bodies? The convenbion
84 o

N
<t
-8
=]
o
o
Q
Q

for federabion wi

snsvweraed "yes"™ to both gquestions. It 2lso reported
4 2 -9 -
that the mepresentabives of the Tnited Tubthevan Church

S 7 $ v % . > B W, W " R, O
were neobing with the representstives of the Danish Bvangel-

ical Church (presently known as the American Rvangelical
Tmtharsn Cloax (‘h} '85

Ty 2 T " ginam o3 & -
The United Imtheran Church commisgsion assigned o

negotiate with other Iutheran

ALS .

odies repovked to the con-
vention of 1 that it had friendly discussions with Ghe
Danigh Hvangeliecal Imbhewran Chumch, the Augustana Synody
and the ‘merican Imtheran Churche The discussicn with
the Danlsh Imftheran centered upon possible obstacles o

-

nerger. These included differences of culture and national
grounds, the i:errito:cial spread of the sgmaller body,
and the "Grundbviglan emphagis, n88 The digecussions with

the American Lutheran Chruch, the first since formation

of the Pist .bux'»:gh Apreenent,; were "soley of an exploratory

\!

charachtens" The report to the general convention mentioned,

however, that the United Tesbament, drawn up by the bodies

8%7pid., pe 923,
851bid., p. 925.

lefiinu*'es of &the Dighteenth Biennial Convention,
1952, pe
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preparing for en Americen Lutheran Conference nsrger,
was aiscussed.a?

This convenbtion also heard some rather disturbing
neweg indicating that all was not right concerning thelr
relations with the Wational Council of Churches. Certain
by-lews were added to the National Council constitution
pernitting @ number of delegates-ab-large into cerbain
unisvs of the Council. 1t was veported that the United
ntheran repregsentatives inmediately complained to the
Wational Council,

Yresident Fry made a guiel statement to the General
Board on Deccmber 2, that the United Lutheran Church
would probably hold participation in all such units

of the Council in advance,.8
President Try presented his candid views in his per-
gonal column to the nastors of the United Iutheran Church.

It was disconcerting to discover the mischievous
old "ecoopted nembership® abuse reappearing at
Cleveland Uoo. I suppose that we were too sanguine
in expecting bad habits to be outgrown so gquickly,
ory, %o put it differently, new principles to be
assimilated all at oneee o o

inyway, the provigion for numerous "members at large"
in the by-laws of several lesser units of the National
Council was an embarrassment and a cause of concern

to the delegation of our Church at this convention.

It made us assume an ungracious role more than once
wvhen all of us would have preferred to nod a compliant,

v

871bid.
881vid., pp. 387f.
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yes, for the sake of good will.89
In both of the following convenblions the delegates
heard a positive as well as a negative report on the
National Council of Churches. There are increasing
instances of cooption, quest participants in the Council
who are nob necessarily evangelical, and stabements which
praise "unlity" and place an imperative behind it without
defining the term, The Bachelor's Thesis %o which this
study has already referred discusses these points in de-
tail.90 Tor the purpose of this study, however, 1t is
sufficlent to note that up to 1956 the United Imtheran
Church in convention is not at all plessed with everything
in the Natlonel Council and recognizes that its member-
ship in the Council is placing a strain upon its principles

and bases for cooperation. At what point the United

Jatheran Church will feel the strain justifies severance

with the Council is an cpen question.

The convention of 1954 heard a2 highly favorable report
fron the Committee on Interdenominstional Relationships
conceraning the Hvanston Assembly of the World Council of

Churches. Cne comment actuallyléommended the World Council

8pranklin Clark Pry, "The State of the Church,” News
Letters from the Pastor's Desk Book, January, 1951,

90Auth0r’ DD 9_:]_-_?.' PPe 4‘9"’520
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for edifying theom in their Lutheranism.

When some of us, being Americans, were tempted atb
times to become impatient at what secmed an almost
vndue preoccupation with theology, we remembered as
Lutherans that we ought o welcome it. « « « Here,
to a special degree, our associabtion with fellow
Christians in the ecummnical movement should recall
ns to our own past. Thanks to the World CGouncil of
Churches, we are inspired to be more consigtent
Tutherans at this point Shan ever before.91

This conventior

~

continued to deal with the problem
of those pastors und parishes within its midst which were
not living up to the principles, but were Joining church
councils which were open to all and joiniang non-Lutherans
in celebrations of Holy Communion, HNine local state
councils of churches were examined by the Ixecutive Board
and the findinzs reported to the convention. Those coun-
cils who violated the principles of the United Lutheran
Church in their constibtutions were labeled as unacceptable
for pastoral and congregationsl affiliation. A guide was
ziven to the pastors of The general body which summarized

and quoted the Vashington Declaration. Once again, pastors

and parishes were warned against interdenominational
services which included Holy Communion as a denial of
Tutheran conviction and a suppression of Imbtheran testi-

mon;r.92 For a full discussion and listing of the local

Hyimtes of the Nineteenth Biennial Convention,
1954, DDe 4861,

92111d., pp. 495£f.
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councils evaluated by bthe United ILutheran comnittee before
the convention, see the Bachelor's thegis quoted above.93
It was meported to the convenbion of 1954 that a
"large number of problems® were stilll being discussed with
the American Bvangelical Lutheran Church (formerly the
Danish Ivangelical Imbtheran CIL’ziJ.l*C:‘ra.).gL't Mo general response
was evident, however, t0 the age-old appeal of the United

Tutheran Church t9 an all Lutheran union on the basis of

the historic Confessions. lost of the nembers of the

Wational Lubtheran Council had either responded negatively
or with qualifications Ho the invitation of 1950 from the

Council 95

'he United Imtheran Special Commigsion reported to
the convention of 1956 concerning its meetings with the
representatives of the American Lubtheran Church in 1955
and later in May of 1956, The first meeting was again of
an exploratory mabture. The United Lutheran representatives
repeated that their church btody "has consistantly declared
itself in fellowship with the other ILubheran Church bodies

in ‘merica.," This first meeting selected a subcommittee

93 sathor, op. cit., Dp. 81-83.

Priinutes of the Hineteenth Biennial Convention,
1954, p. 1051, :

95Hinutes of the Eighteenth Biennial Convention,
1952, Do ‘9271 .
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of six to "clarify and define the three articles of the

: ) 020
Pittebursh Agrecment.

Phis subcommitbee meported to the two commissions in
May of 1956.

There exists no need for additional doctrinal formu-

lationss there is sufficient doctrinal agreement to

enable « « « [ruitful discussion regarding the goal

and program of tobtal Lutheran unity in America and
the responsibility of the Lutheran Church in inter-

Protestant relations.
While this statemsnt sounds like a capitulation to
the United Iutheran Church principle that no doctrinal
agreenents beyond the Confessions are necessary for union
ond felleowship, this declaration does not say that, All
it states, in United Lutheran terminology, isg that additional
doetrinal sbtabements are not necessary in order to dis-
cugs the goal and j
Yhen the two commissions met, they recognized that
they had each produced a number of declarations on doc-
trine and practice in additiom o the Confessions, docu-
nents which were accepted by one body but not the other.
President Schuh of the lfmerican ILutheran Church reported

that the Yashin:ton Declaration and the Baltimore Declara-

tion had been subnitted to all ifmerican Imtheran Church

9:ﬂinutes of the Twentietk Biennisl Convention, 1956,
Pe 105 e

97 1vid., pe 1057.
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pastors for conference study and comment. About fifty
percent of the passtoral conferences replied Go these
docunents. The majority of those conferences replying
considered the United Imbheran Church documents "adeguate.”
The criticism was directed toward their implementation in
regard o Scriptural authority, admission of non-Lutherans
to Lutheran pulpits, and lodge pastors.98

After veviewing the similarities between the United
fntheran Church and the Augustana HSvangelical Imtheran
Church, the convention endorsed the United Imbtheran--
Augustana Joint invitation to all other ILmtheran bodies
inviting them to "consider such corganic union as will give
real evidence of oux uaity.“gg AL least in 1956 the United
Inmtheran Church wag not speaking aslone when it repeated

te llfe-long invitation to union on the basis of the

I.Js

-

historic Confesegions,

The congistency with whieh the United Imtheran Church
in imerica has followed their principles in regard to
unity, fellowship and cooperation has enabled this chapter
to present an uncomplicated picture as compared to some
of the chapters to follow. Unity or agreement in the
Seriptures and the Confessions is gsufficient for union

of organization, church fellowship, and full spiritual

Prpia.
99]:bid-9 Pe. 1058,
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cooperation, On the basis of this principle, proclaimed
in the early years of the church body's existance and
reiterated again and agein up to the convenvion of 1356,
the United Iatheran Church has always hoped for unifica-
tion of all Lutherzns in America.

This church body has shown equal consistency in
following its basis for cooperation with other churchées.
If a denomination is evangelical, if it does not deny the
cardinal truths of the Christian faith, if the denouina-
tion or group of church bodies involved does not force
Hhe Lutherons to deny thelr conviction or suppress their
testimony, then cooperation is possible and often desire
able. The cooperative efforts of the United Lmtheran
Church with the World Council of Churches has proven to
be much more happy and suceessful than its relations with
the Hational Council of Churches, and its predecessor,
the Federal Council of Churches. The United ILutheran
Church in ‘merica has worked in close cooperation with
Imtherans of other nations in molding the World Council
into a cooperative agency in which Imtherans could parti-
cipate with a clear conscience., In their dealings with
the Federal Council and the National Council, however, the
United Lutherans uswvally stood alone in their admonition
and testimony. This study indicates that if events cone
tinue in the future ss they have in the past, United
Lutheran Church relations with the World Council shall
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continue to improve, resulting in Christian growth and
edification., However, such optomistic hope caanot be
voiced in regard to the Nationmal Council of Churches.
Although some pastors and parishes within the general

body have not consistently followed the principles ine-
volving union, fellowship and cooperation, the general
church body iz not indifferent to these departures from
principle,s It has taken steps in the past and was baking
steps up teo its 1955 convention Lo correct such abuse and

educate its pastors and veople to its principles,




CHAPTER III
THE AUGUSTANA EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH

The Augustana Svangelical ILutheran Church, knowa
ag the Augustana Synod in ites earlier years, seens o

have had a relatively "consexrvative" Stendency in the

1920's. Apparently some members of the Augustang Synod
feared that the National Imbtheran Council was developing

into a "super-church." In the coavention of 1923 the
delegates received

with a great deal of satisfaction the council's

own inte?pr tation of its regulations, as this
removes all Just Peavs of a super-church afd safe=
guards the rights of participating Synods,.

In 1926 the convention received a report on the

.
Universal Christian Conference of Life and Work which met
at Stockholm. A general impression was given to this con-
ventlon that this conference was a good thing.g There was
no thorough evaluation, however, such as the one given by

the United Imtheran delegates to their conven.tion.5

1H¢gu ceg of the Sixty-Third Annual Convention, 1923,

Do 204
2Minutes of the Sixty-Seventh Annual Convention,
1926' Pe

53 upra. . 15.




50
The Augustana Synod joined the American Lutheran
Conference in 19%0 and subseribed to the doctrinal state-—

ment of the Conference, bhe Minneapolis Theses. The

Theses and their definition of "unionism” was reaffirmed
in 1935.
WVhere the establishment 2nd maintenance of church
fellowship ignores present doctrinal differences or
declares them a matter of indifference, there is o
unionism, pretense of union which does not exist.
This convenbion of 1935 received a report on the
coming lutheran World Convention which was to meet in
Paris that same year. The convention sent representatives
since 1t had a “"gympathetic interest.” Finally, in this
convention, the general church body faced an overture by
' the Protestant Hpiscopal Church which invited the Augustana
ognod to explore closer relations., 4 commigsion was ap-
pointed by the Auvgustana Convention to neet with repre-
sentatives of the Protegtant Episcopal Church and coansider
the various issues.5

The commission was not ready to continue. However,

there was a generally unfavorable reaction to negotiation

wvith the Episcopalisns in the convention of 1936. President

Bersell stated in his address to the convention:

s .
lMinutes of the Seventy-Sixth Annual Convention,
1335, Pe LP%e 113

OIbid.s DDe 177F.
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It is my opinion that nothing is %o De gained by
such conversasions with other noa-Iimtheran church
bodies on the part of our Synod as a fractional part
of the Tmtheran Church in America. First let us seb
our own house in order as Lutherasns. Let us find
each other in full fellowship and coopsration, and
then unitedly approach other communions to attain

to the fullest possible measure of comlty. Any
other approach becomes a divisive rather than a
unifying factor.©

This same convention left it up to the exzecutive
comnitbee what welations should be established with the
Life and Work or the Falth and Order mcvemants.7 o
guidelines or bases for such relationships were discussed

n the convention.

[

In 1937 President Bersell strongly criticized pastors
and congregations of the Augustana Synod for violations
of the "Galesburg ule.” He reminded the coanvention that

this "Rule™ was embodied in the Minneapolis Theses which

the convention had reaffirmed only two years eariier.

We must respect this concordat, for it is not only a
promise given to brethren, it is also an expression
of our faith. Some pastors and churches of the
Jugustana Synod have already given offense snd have
compronised thelr Synod in the eyes of fellow Luth-
erans by thelr loose practice ln regard %o secretism
and unionism concerning which the Minneapolis Theses
are very expliclit . « « may it soon be said that there
is no church in the Augustana Synod that officially
recognizes a secret order inviting its members to

come and worship in that church as a body. A Lutheran
pastor may preach anywhere, provided that he does so

Suinutes of the Seventy-Seventh Annual Convention,
1936, Do e

?1vid,, p. 210,
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wvithout a compromige of his messsge, or without

any discount of his identlity as a Lubtheran pastor,

or without any folse agsumption that they will b98

"agked in return” to preach in a Lubtheran church.

The Committee on Reference and Comity reported to
this convention that the House of Bishops of the Protestant
Bpiscopal Church apologized for any proselybtism of the past

and promised t0 respect the convictions of other Christian
congregations in the future.'

In his speech to the 1938 convention president Bersell
rejoiced that hig last year's admonition had had a "whole=
sone effect," and that examples of un-Iubtheran practice
were coming to a halb. He also happily reported that
closer relations were evident between bthe Missouri Synod
and the imerican Imbtheran Church. He hoped thabt this
tendency would conbtinue "until we ILutherans will all recog-
nize one another as brethren at the altar of The Lord.“lo

The year 1939 finds the lugustana Synod convention
authorizing delegates to atitend both the Faith and Order

3

and the Life and Vork Conferences. The convention also

faverably received an invitation by the framers of the

Breport of the Seventy-Eighth Anmual Convention, 1937,

pps 20T,
91bid., p. 240.

;oaeport of the Seventy-Ninth Annual Convention, 1938,
Pe 19
11

Report of the Tightieth Annual Convention, 1939,
Ppe 281
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World Council of Churches to consider membership in the
Council.l2

in the convention of 1940 the delegates followed the
recomnendation of President Bersell and the Comaittee on
Reference and Comity by declaring Augustana's membership
in the proposed Vorld Council of Churches providing that
representation in the Council is on a confegsional rather
than a territorial basis. The report mede by the committee
and adopbed by the coanvention stated that there is "nothing
in the constitubion or nrogram of the Council which come-
promises the faith or order of any of the churches adhering
%o the Council.“l3

In 1941 the convention heard a report by its committee
that Augustana was working with the American Iutheran
Conference o discover and study "every possible approach
o closer unity among lutheran general bodies in America,”
Areas of cooperation were examined in which synods could
work together in The war emergency. It was reported that
the liissouri Synod would cooperate with the rest of the
church bodies of the Conference in areas of physical and

personal :z:'elj.ef.:v+

12Tvid., pp. 38f.

1oReport of the Eighty-First Annual Convention, 1940,
Pe 2044 7 \

14R62°rt of the Eighty-Second Annual Convention,
1941, pp.
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With a somewhat different concern The delegates heard
the report that the Anti-Saloon Lesgue and the Minneapolis
Temperance Union with whom the Augustana Synod had been
cooperating in opposing alcoholic beverages were not working

o

well togethers These two forces were told Lo "get together"

or the jAusustana Synod weuld wibthdraw support from both
. 1
AEONCLCE . 5

-

A discouraging report was made to the delegates in
19242 that the relabions bebtween the ‘merican Lubtheran
Church and the lissouri Synod were debteriorating due to
difficulties within the Eynodical Conference and "internal
hedgings,'

The 1943 convention looked forward to the results of

the American Iutheran Conference situdy on a minimal basis
for pulpilt and alvar fellowshlp among Imtherans. It was
also reported that the American Imtheran Conference invited
its constituent members to "invite into pulpit and altar
fellowshlp those Imtheran groupe with whom they are nob
now in fellowship.“l?

The Augustana's synodical convention in Hhe following

year adopted both the report and the evaluation of its

1o1pidey p.- 35.

Y8nepors of the Bighty-Third Annual Convembion, 1942,
De 241,

17Regort of the Eighty-Fourth Ainnual Convention,
1943, e
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Commission on ILutheran Unity and the Americaan Iuthersn

Confercace's Overture fopr Iutneran Unity. The Overbure

is a proposed basis for Lutheran pulpit and alter fellow=-
ship. It occupies a mediating ground between the so-called
"conservative® and "liberal" regquirements for pulpit and

altar fellowship. Over against the position of ths United

Lutheran Church in imerica, This document states that
"some poiuts" of doctrine and practice have arisen since
the writing of the Confessions which have "rightly re-
gquired" additvional formulations and theses. Over against
the position of the sgourli Synod, the Qverture declares:

We believe vhat the IMinneapolis Theses, the Brief
otatement and Declaration and the Alttsburgh AZTS S
nent, a'I of which we halleve to be in essentiaI
accord with one another, have made sufficiently
cleaxr thc position of the three major groups within
Anerican Luthcranism; we believe that no sdditional
theses « « « are at This time necessary for the
establishument of pulpit and aliar fellowship anong
intherans,+d

This Overture continues by stvating Tthat each syaod
should continue allegiance to its own parbicular theses.
It pledges the bodies of the American ILutheran Confereance

anew to the Minneapolis ‘i‘heses;l9 The JQverdture states

that no aew documents ave necessary for church fellow-

ships This does not disclaim that new formulations might

lBReaort of the Eighty~Tifth innual Convenbtion, 1944,
. 293fF,

191bi4,
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be necessary for organie unioan. Hence, %The inerican
Tmsheran Church, bthe Bvangelical Imbtheran Church and the

.
”

United Bvangelical Imbtheran Church were nob violating the

words nor the spirlt of the Overture when They formulated
the United Testimony in 1952 as a cbrinal basis fox

theilr wropossed union.
The report of the Commigsion on Inttheran Unity added
that wnity mst "grow from within., It cennot be pro-
duced by any single source be it "doctrinal formulae,
emotional enthusiasm, ethical ideslism or socisl coopera=
tion.," This report, which was adopted in full by the
convention, reminded the church body that unity does
ot nmean werely uwnlon. In this context it quoted the

-

formula: unity in essentialsy freedom in non-~essentialsg,

love in all things,de

fecording to the report of this
comnission, the QOverture of the American Lutheran Con-
ference was %o be subnitted to the nember churches of
the Conference for approval and la%er to all Lutheran
church bodies in America.El
Dy, Bersell told the delegates to the 1945 conven~
tion that he was proud of the ecumenical interests and
accomplishments of the Augusbtana Synod. A new avenue

for ecumenical activity was reported. A "fraternal vistor"

201114,

o t————

2lrpid,
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attended the Federal Council of Chnrches.22

The president
told the convention that the Synod should now seriously
con"'der nembership in the Federal Council,

I realize full well the "pitfalls” of unionism and
synceretism that may be iavelved, but I also belleve
that a "golden mean," without compromnise of con=-
fegsional loyalty can be found.23

The convention took the following action:

Ve endorse the stﬂ*ﬁmnnt of the president that "each
one faithful and true to its own confession, will
seek out other churches in b*otnerlj selfless love,
that they may be banded towather in the anLstry of
the worlc chat the L.oxrd of the Church desires™ . «
Wey therefore, memorialize the National ILutheran
Council to take ﬁteps to establish a consultative
relationship with the Federal Gouncil of Churches

of Chwrist ia J““LPQ Jaﬂ Xpress ourselves as_a
Synod ready © 1tn“ into such a rclu ionship.24

Lvaluation of the ctrong points and weak points of

- -

the Federal Council, such as the steps taken by the United

(D

Lutheran.Church,25 were completely missing from this con-
venbion, While the expressions of President Bersell

uvere very true, they lacked the definitive precision which
would producs firm principles and bases for cooperation.
FHo description of the "“churches” to which the Synod will

apply its selfless love is given. HNo guidelines are

‘2“ eport of fhe Eighty-Sixth Annual Conventiom, 1945,
DDe 14£.

231vid.

25

Ibid., p. 3l.

25
25supra, pp. 31ff.
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given to the National Lutheran Council to enable it to
come 0 a decisiocn.

In 1946 the convenbion heard about some more of
iugustana's ecuntenical accomplishments from the president.
Once again Pregident Bersell stated that Augustana was
first Lmtheran Synod to Jjoin the World Council of
Churches. The "door bo the esbtablishment of a Iutheran
Federation of Churches stands open today." The president
that after the esteblichment of such a federation
26

The president's report to the conventlon in 1947
echoed this some tone. "Dissatisfaction' wag registered
over the »efusal of the National Imtheran Council to
establish cpnsultative relations with the Federal Council

Churches, but the fugustana convention decided to letb
the matter rest for the time being.27

Actually, if the National Lutheran Council had
acquiesced to the request of the Augustana Synod, such
action would have been directly opposed to the principle
folloved by the United Lutherar Church that representa-

tives in a council of Churches should represent churches

Zséegort of the Dighty~Seventh Annual Convention,
1946, ppe 13f.

27x egort of the Highby-Sighth Annual Convention,
19479 P'
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and not other councils.28 This seems to be another
ingstance in which either the Augustana Synod did not
agree with the United Lutheran Church principle, or, more
likely, had not even thought about such a principle,
The president reported to the 1948 counvention that

o

he favored nothinz less than a urion of two=thirds of

g

fud>
-

the Iubherans in “merica. BSuch 2 union would be a merger
excluding the Synodical Gonferencc.29 The general ¢one-
vention declared itself “ln favor of the organic union

of the participating bodies of the Hatvional Lubtheran
Council together with any other Imlheran ZToURD « o

with federation as an intermediate step if necessary."so

Prior o 1949 Dr., J. W. Behnken, the president of

The Lubheran Church--lMissouri Synod, invited all Lutheran
bodles through thelr regpeculve presidents o a free con=-
ference to "bring aboubt unlty of Christian feith and
fellowship.” Fresident Bersell replied that such a method
would delay the congumation of "such unity.“51 This seens
to be an lnstence of balking past one another. Dr. Bshnken
indicated that he had in mind a unity in doctrine and

practice, while Dr, Bersell apparently was thinking of a

EBSupra. PPe. 37£.

829Regort on the Bighty-Ninth innual Convention, 1943,
Ps 38 .

0Ipide, p. 406.

3lpeport of the Ninetieth Synod, 1949, pp. 40f.
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union of clmrch bodies.

This convension also received a very favorable rsport
on the Amsterdsa Asgembly of the World Council of Churches
and heard the opinion that it was a "demounstration of the
essential unity of true bellevers in Ghrist.“52 In this
report the bterm "unlty™ apparensly refers to an agreement
in faith. This same convenbtion in 2 resolubtion repeated
its desire Vo see "evenbtual organic unity of all Lutheran
It must be noted that popular usage in the
reports and resolubtlons of conventions of the Augustana
Synod makes vhe term "unity” bear bobth the meanings of .
agrecmen’ in faith and union of church bodies, It is also
to be nobved Ghat the report which claimed Ghat the
Amsterdam Assembly demonstrated the "essential unity of
true bélievars“ did not explain the object of the word
"esgential." Did it mean merely esseatial to a valid
saving faith in Christ? Did it refer To pulpit and altar
fellowship? Did it mean that this unity was the eseential
prerequisite %0 organic union? The report and the resolu-
tion seems To lack necessary precision.

The Nationmal Lutheraan Council sent a questionnaire
to the ninety-first Synod asking whether it would consider

union or federation of Hhe bodies of the Council. Synod

521pid., p. 41.
331bid., p. Sk
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answered affirmatively to both alternatives and directed
their commibttee to study the "whole problem in the light
of the decisions reached by the various bodies. ">

This convention also vobed to Jjoin the Hational
Gouncil of Churches on the assumpbtion that the proposed
coastitution as amended by the United Lmtheran Church
in America would be adopted by the Council., Very little
discussion of the constitution or the propossd amendments
took place in the convention, however., This convention
and the report of the president exhibited the same Lone
in repard Gto ecumenical relations ag the eérlier conven=
tions. The Augustana Synod's leaders are proud of theilr
Synod's ecumenical accomplishments, and they heralded
these accamplishmaﬂts;as

The ecumenical tone of this nature was intensified
in the reports and the presidential addrsss given to
the convention of 1951, The president lamented the "greas
disappointment and a serious setback to the Iumtheran unity
movement® 1in that meay church bodies of the Natvional
Iutheran CGouncil indicated that they were not ready for
either merger or federatvion. The president declared that

hig body was the "most consistent and persistent of all

Report of the Himeby-First Symod, 1950, p. 370.
351bid., pe 368. |
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the bodies in its efforbts toward Tmbtheran unity." Again
he referred to the accomplishments of the iugustana Synod
in vegard o the World Council of Churches and the National
Counecil of Ghurches.56

This convention passed a moderate resolution, hovwever,
asking 1ts members to recognize the HWational Council of
Churches as a cooperabtive agesncy and not “as a body organ-—
ized to compromise the faith and practice of any Christian
Church.” This resolution also cautlioned church parishes
not to afilliate in local councils which do not conform to
the Natlonal Council's constitution.-! This convention
took no action, however, to evalunate the local and state
councils for its pastors and varishes as did the United
Imtheran Church, Finally, thls ccavention permitted its
comnittee to continue discussions with the Joint Union
Comnittee, representatives of the imerican ILutheran Church,
the Dvangelical Imtheran Church and the United Evangelical
Iutheran Church negotiating for union. The convention
made it clear, however, that it preferred a more inclusive
Lutheran 1.1:1;10:{1.?’8

fugustana made this preference clear by the way in

which it dealt with the United Testimony of Faith and Life

3geport of the Ninety-Second Symod, 1951, pp. 48f,
*7Ibid., p. 59. |
381vid., pp. 348f.
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in 1952, This document is an extention of the liinneapolis

Theses and was to f¢rm the theological basls for the
merger emong the American Tutheran Conference bodies.
Pirst, the convention pluced itself squarely in the tradi=-
tion of the United Lutheran Church by declaring:
' The Augustana Imbtheran Chureh btraditionally has
taken the posiitilon that adherence o the historie
confessions « « o is sufficient for Tutheran unity
and thai no additionsl doctrinal statements are
needed, 7
This rescolution continued by stating that the Augustana

Synod is in "subsbantial agreement” with the United Testie

monye. This qualifled accepbance, reminiscent of the way

in whieh the United Lutheran Church adopted the Pittsburgh

Agrecment, prompted some represenbatives of other Lutheran
bodies to think that the ALugustana Synod rejected this

pils
document.'d

Finally, this convention expressed itself "as
being unwilling to conbtianue in unity discussions which are
not open te all Tatheran general bodies and which do not

include the consideration of ecumenical ralations."4l

——

This action severed Augustana from the merger negobtiations
/ invelving most of the bodies of the American ILutheran Conw-

{ Terence,

The conventions of 195% and 1954 reflect the actions

*Inepory of the Ninety-Third.Symod; 1952, pp. 374f.
‘ P

*O1pia,

*lipia.
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of the convention of 1952. There were sSome arguments
back and forth between the representatives of The fugustana
Synod and the Joint Unlty Commitiee on just how apen the
merger negotiations were toward "ecumenical relations,”
The paseing of The Aﬁcrican Imtheran Conference was noted
by the convention without very much cmotion. The delegates
once again heard how distinebively ecumenically minded
the Augustans Synod i3.42

Although the president of the Synod expressed skepbti-

cism over Jjust how valuable free conferences wemre in

achleving unity, Augustene had representatives at & genw
- C} g - L1 g L}‘?
eral free conference which met in March of 1955, 7 In

connection with this conference v, Fe C. Pry of the United
Lutheran Church sent an lavitation to the Augustana Synod
suggesting a Jjoint invitation for union to all other
Iutheran bodies in America. Dr. Fry listed a mumber of
common elements between hig Church and fugusiana.
1., Both the United Lutheran Church and the Augustana
Synod adhered to the Confessions. (Reference
is made bo the Comstitutions of the Hwo bodies).
2. Both declared that such subscription is sufficient
Tor unity. (leference is made Lo the Augustana
Convention of 1952 and to mamerous resolubions
by the United Iutheran Church).

5« Both have given open invitations to union of
Imtheran bodies.

#2penort of the Ninety-Fifth Symod, 1954, p. 434,

“3Report of the Ninety-Sixth Synod, 1955, pp. 439£f.
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4, Both participate in ecumenical movementbs.
5. Both have regional and local autonomy;44

It is intevesting to nots the reaction of lodal
conferences in the Augustasns Synod to 2ll of this. Eight
conferences expressed themselves in favor of the United
Imtheran Church invitation. (California, Columbiz, Illinois,
Kansas, Minnesota, Hew York, Red River Valley, =2nd Texas).
™o conferences (Iowa and Nebraska ) favored a renswal of
negotiations with the bodies of the former American Tuthe
eran Conference. Two conferences (New England and Superior)
did not express themselvas.45 The zeneral convention of

1855 aceepted the United Iutheran Church's proposal to
issue joint invibations for total Lutheran merger.

There was a slizhlt hepe of reunewed interest in 1956
with the proposed merger amony the bodies of the former
American Imtheran Conference, but the decided intersst
was in the results of the Joint invitation in conjunction
with the United Iubtheran Chuvcha.*®

Only four bodies, lucluding the Augusibans Synod, it
was reported to the 1957 conventiongy expressed themselves
in favor of an immediate, all ineclusive Iutheran merger.

Yety it was resolved to hegin negotiations among these

1n1d., pp. 443EE.
#S1pia.

“Orepozt of the Ninety-Seventh Sypod, 1956, pp. 427¢.
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four church bodies on the basis of their commen accepbance
a7

of the invitation.

To a large degres, the terms unity and union are

interchangable in the reports and resolutions of Augustana‘'s

=

conventions. While 4t is stated a® tines that unity is
not merely outward union, the concept of unity as used

by the conventions invariably includes the concept of

church union.

’.'.‘ »

0
-

The consistoncy and clarity of priaciples noted

the United Tmbtheran Church are completely missing in the

cl

¢
3

fugusbana Synod. Until the convention of 1952 the Augustana

Synod seemed to sebt no specific basis for wailon with other
churclh bodies. In the 1930's the Synod subscribed to the

Minneapolis Theses, bhe doctrinal bases for church fellow-

ship among the bodies of The American Luthexran Conference.
It adopted the meport of the president which called the

Hinneapolis Theses & "concordat"” and a "confession of our

faith.," It accepted the Qverture of 1944 which pledged

its sigpers anew to the Minneapolis Thesesz. Yety, in 1952,

the convention declared that the Confessions are sufficient
for union and consequently for church fellowship;

This church body joined the World Council of Churches
and the Hational Council of Churches of Christ., Yet, it
did not establish clear principles guiding its cooperation

*’Report of the Ninety-Eighth Synod, 1957, pp. 456f.
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with other Christians in these agenclies. Many presi-
dential messages and committee reports boaslted of
ecumenical interests, and even of being the most ecumen-
ical church body among imerican Lutheranism., Compared
to the healthy, obJective and careful interest of the
United ILutheran Church in cooperstive movements among
Christians, this boasting of the lugusbtana Synod is en-

tirely oult of place.



CHAPTER IV
THE LUTHERAN FRED CHURCH

The Imtheran Free Church, a relatively small body of
Norweglian origin, is know for its emphasis upon congrega-
tional polity and expresses this emphasis in its Twelve

Principles.s The first of these Principles is illustrative

of the remaining eleven.

A

sccording o the Word of God, the Congregation_ is
the right form of the Kingdom of God on earth.t

Pagtor A. B. Batalden, author of a secondary source
dealing with the teachings and practices of the Lutheran
¥ree Church, stated that all congregations in this body
recornize the Word of God, that is, the canonical books
of the Old and New Testanents as the only absolute, true
and dependable source of spiritual life and Christian
faith. These congregations also accept the "ancient
symbols of the Christian faith and the Unaltered jiugsburg
Confession and Iuther's Small Catechism® and adhere to

themn. 2 ¢

10mar Bonderud and Charles Lutz, editors, imerical's
Lutherans (Columbus: Wartburg Press, 1955), De

EA. B, Batalden, Qur Fellowship (Minneapolis:
Messenger Pressy n.d.), pp. 10f.
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Pastbor Batalden, however, identifies his church body

with the principles of the Washington Declaration in

regard to the requirements for chuwch fellowship. His
church recognizes obher church bodies on this Scriptural
and confessional basis and it expects to be recognized
by other Imtheran church bodles orn this basis,

This is a sufficient basis of faith, doctrine and

life « o o » Any additional doctrinal theses are

uanecesgary for mabual recogaibtion of the congre-

gation.?

The question must be ralsed, however, if doctrinal
theses in addition to the Scripbures and the Confessions
are unnecessary, then Jjust what position do the Twelve

Prianciples occupy in the reguirements of the Lutheran

Free Church for union, fellowship, and cooperation?

An answer is found in this church's recent relation-
ship with the atteapts to unite the bodies of the imerican
Lubtheran Conference. In 1951 President Burntvedt told
his convention that he Tavored the "unity btalks" which
were progressing among Lthe obher members of the American

imtheran Conference. The convention responded to his

]

uggesbion by directing & standing committee o explore

possibllities for union.4 The convention of 1956 seemed

o

%0 continue a manifestation of lnterest in such unity

S1pid.

*Annual Report of the latheran free Church--Fifty-

Fifth Annual Convention, 1955, De 35
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discussions. After the congregetions of the general
body had failed to endorse the proposed merger with the
American ITutheran Church, the Evangellical Iubtheran Church
end the United Ivengelical Lutheran Church by the necessary
three-fourths majority, Lhe subjeet of the proposed merger
was reised again. The convention directed the congrega=-
tions of the general body to study Lthe proposed constitu-

tion of the nerging group in the light of the Twelve

Principles of the Lubtheran Pree Cbufcb.

This much seems to be clear, VWhile the PTwelve Princie

ples are not necessary for pulpit and eltar fellowship in
as much as the Latheran Free Church is in chuxrch fellow-
ghip with many bodies which do not subscribe to their

Principleg, these Principles do seem o be necessary in

any consideration of union. This is understandable, since
this document dezls with the subject of church polity, a
gubject which must always be discussed in connection with
Tganic merger.

This document is rot a prereguisite for cooperation
with other Ghristiaﬁs, The Lutheran Free Church holds
membership in such cooperative agencies as the National
Lutheran Council, and the Lutheran World Federation. It
iz not 2 member of the World Council of Churches nor the

National Council of Churches of Christ.

5Annua1 Report of the Buﬁheran Free Church--Sixtieth
Annual Convention, 1956, De.
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However, Jjust what did the Imtheran Frse Church con-

sider to be a prevequisite to coopsxration and church fellow-
ship. In none of bthe primary or secondary sources available
were any principles éet foxth proposing bases for coopera-
vion with other Christian church bodies. Asgs for the
question of pulpit and altar fellowhlp, the evidence is
incomplete. The secondary sources scem Lo Lake a position
ginilar to that of fhe United Tutheran Chu:cch.6 Yet, when
the Imtheran Free Church affiliated with the Amerxican
Intheran Conference in 1930, it automatically suvbscribed

to the Minneaspolis Theses as the doctrinsl basis for the

Jonference, Since the Minubes of the United Lutheran
Chureh indicate that the Iutheran Free Church was always
in fellowship with them,’ it would seem that this church
body teook it for granted that a subscription Lo the
Seriptures and the Confessions was sufficient for church

fellowship.

GSuEra, Ve 28.
78’0.21‘& s De 29.
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THE UNITED BEVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH

'The United Ivangelical Imtheran Church, a small
body of Danish decent, is typlcal of the so-called
"middle group” within Imtheranism in vhat it does not
use the term "brother' or "brethren" in the btechnical
sense which iumplies full pulpit and altar fellowship.
Thus, in the Minutes of this church body's conventions
(exemplified by the 1928 reference %o Lutherans in
Barope) virtually eny Lutheran group might be called "our
brethren in the faith."l

Yet, this church body has considered itself rela=
tively conservative, as exemplified by the high praise
in the 1930 convention which was given (o the conservae
tive Iumtheran World Converntion held in Copenbagen in 1929,
The delegates considered this meeting of the Lutheran
world Gonvention an improvement over the earlier one.

We were mightily stirred with an intense feeling of

inward unity in spite of outward difierences. It

was most gratifying to «» « « feel ocur spiritual
relationship.

1Re ort g£ the Thirty-Second Annual Convention of the
United Danish svangeIicaE futheran Church, 1928, D. 20.

2Yoarbook of the Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention of
the United Danish Ivangelical Lubheran Church, 1930, D. 1l4.
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This convention was also given The assurance that
the American Iumbtheran Conference which 1% was joining was
not a "super-church."” Pulpit and altar fellowship was
declared and recognized in this convenbtion with all bodies
within the American Ilutheran Conference and with the
Icelandic Synod since all of these churches are in "full
doctrinal harmony." As far as other Iutheran bodies are
concerned, "we conbtinue to stand with open hearts and
ninds toward such other Imtheran bodies a2z are not in-
cluded in the imerican ITmtheran Gonferenca."5

In 1955 the convention of the general body reaffirmed

the Minneapolis Theses' definition of unionism and ap-

pointed a Comnittee on Fellowshlp to confer with commitiees
of other Lutheran bodics. This move may have been stimu-

lated by the Savannah Regolution of the United Imtheran

Church. Howevery, the coavention repcrt was nobt clear
concerning such a possible c:cmnec:‘cicm..'!L

4 very fraternal greeting from bthe president of the
Danish Yvangelical Lutheran Church was conveyed Lo the
convention of 1937.

It is my humble hope, for your Church and mine, that

51bide, pe 117s

4Yearbook of the Thirty-Ninth Annual Convention of
the United Denish Evangelical Luuheran Church, .

Phs .
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recognizing their differences, they nay also
realize thelr fundamental unity.

More greetings were exchanged with the Danish Lvangelical
imtheran Church in 1938 which spoke of "preserving the
unity among us in the bond of peace.“6

An agreenent was reached in 1939 with the Danish
mvangelical Imtheran Church o cooperate in serving parishes
which are %00 small to support one pastor. Two such small
parishes of the different Danish church bodies in close
geographical proximity with each other may select a pastor
from a 1list of ¢clergymen which both church bodies have
approved for this purpose. Such a pastor would then serve
both parishes with the Word and the Sacraments. Normally,
this cooperation involving fellowship in the pulpit and
altar would take place only in such emergency situations.
The deliberationzg which resulted in this agreement were
conducted with a "brotherly spirit” and ian the "desire to
cooperate wherever such cooperation would bring relief and
tend %o build up a living Church."7

The convention of 1940, however, reported that this

>Yoarbook of the Forby-First Annual Convention of the
United Danish GLvangelical Lutheran Church, 1957, De 166e

6Yearbook_g_i_‘_ the Fo -5econd Annual Convention of
the United Danish EvangelicaI Lutheran Church, 1938, D. 21%4.

7Yearb00k

of the Forty-Third Annual Convention of
the United Danigh Lvangelical luGheran Church, 1939,
BPile »
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carefully worked out plan for cooperation was nob
favorably received by many of the churches for whom this
plan was adopted. Host of the parishes in guestion
desired to be served by a pastor from their own respective
church body.a

A short, objective veport was given Lo the convention
of 1941 concerning the A1l Lubtheran Conference wahich med
and discussed areas of cooperatlion which synodical bodies
micht observe in the light of the wartime energency. The
“articles of Agreement” were recorded for the sake of
info:mation.g

The convention of 1942 expressed itself on further
Imtheran cooperation:

e suggest as highly desirable the enlargement of the

scope of the American Lutheran Conference, so its

constituency may becone representative of the Iubh-

eran Church in Americsa. Pending this consumation,

we recommend that the National ILutheran Council spon-

gor from time To time free general conferences for

consultation in regard to our futual Tmvheran problens

and opportunities for service.tO

A proposal wasg made in the following year to unite with
the Danish Svaengelical ILutheran Church. Since the delegates

did not feel peady for organic union, this recommendation

8Yearbook of the Forty~Fourth Anmnual Convention of the
United Danish Avangelical lLutheran Church, 1940, De 17

Yoarbook of the Forby-Fifth Annual Convention of
the United Denish Ivangelical iu eron Church, 1941, pp. 16ff.

10 :
Yearbook of the Forty-Sixth Annual Convention of the
United Danish ivanpelical %utheran Church, 1942, De 187.




11 The convention,

was roferred to a committee for study.
however, approved the idea of an American Lutheran Con-
venbion in the form of a f{ree conference involving cooper-
ation and discussion but no necessary pulpit aand altar
fellowship.la
The Overture of the Americean lLubtheran Conference was
aceepted in 1944 which proposed that pulpit and altar
fellowship is possible on the basis of the Confessions
and the additional official documents of the warious church
bodiss.l' A reporb was also given Ho this convention con-
cerning the progress in the meetings with the Danish
Hvangelical lutheran Church. Ons meeting began by sing=-
ing a hymn by Bishop Grundtvig, "God's Word is Our Great
Heritage." Thig meeting also discussed "further coopera-
tion" in the “spirit of cordial Christian fellowships "L
The convention decided that further cooperation with the
Danish Ivangelical Lutheran Church might include Joint
Sunday school institubes, joint festivals of Heformation,
missionary rallys, guest lecturers from each other's

church body, etc.l5 The convenbion uttered the praysr

1lYearbook of the Forty-~Seventh innual Convention of
the United Danish nvangelical Lutheran Ghurch, ..194%, De 169

121v14., p. 179.

laYearboqg of the Forty-Bighth Annual Convention of the
United Donish nvangelical Lutheran Oburch, 1944, pw 172.

1411)1&.. Ppe. 18f,

s ——— et

101bid.,
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that "this meeting, as & link in @ chain of helpful,
gooperative efforts between Lhe two synods, might lead
evenbually to a truly united Danish Iutheran Church in
America."16
¥rom this information it is clear that the United
Bvangelical Iutheran Church does not regard abgdlute and
complate doctrinal agreenent necessary for coopexrabtion, .
Joint worship in missionary and similar rallies, and other

common endeavors. AlGhough the agreement on the Yord of

G2

od was still left unformulated, they Joined together in
Grundbvig's hymn proclaiming this Word as their heritage.
It was nob unbil the nexb conveantion of 1946 that
agreenent wzs reached with the Danigh Evangelical Imtheran
Chureh on the priacipal bone of doectrinal contention which
had existed bebtweern them--the doctrine of the Word of God.
The holy Seripture, that is the canonical books of
the 0ld and New Testaments, constitute the history
of God's revelation for the salvation of mankind and
men's reaction to it. As such we accept bthe Holy
Scriptures as the Word of God and The supreme and

infal}%ble authority in all matters of faith and
life. -

This statement seems to be a paraphrase of a section

from the Pittsbrugh Agreement, Whether or not the con-

vention rezlizged this similarity when they accepted the

181p14,

17%oarbook of the Fiftieth Anmual Convention of the
United Lvangelical Lucheran Ghurch, L1948, D
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joint agreement is unknown. The amendment was moved
and adopted that the commitbtees "coordinate their doctrinal

18 mpis

sbatements with the American Lutheran Conference.
convention also stated that the way for merger with the
Danish Bvangelical imtheran Church was not yet cleared,
and that more meetings were to follow with this Danish
urch body.19 This was the last time that the official

Yearbook made any reference to this church body. DLither
these mectings were not held, or the reports of such
neetings were not given to the United Zvangslical ILutheran
convenbiong.

Also in 1946 the question of membexship in the World
Council of Churches was inbroduced to this ¢onvention.
The delegates were told that the proposed membership in
the Counclil involved no real compromise of their theology
and that the Coumcil is not a legistalive hody.

It will be necticed that while there will not be full

unity of faith in the World Council of Churches,

there will be a certain unity in that it will be

a fellowship of churches which accept Jesus Christ

as God and Saviour,20
Nevertheless, the ccnvention decided Lo postpone its

decision on the World Council for one year.al

iy

LOR

201bid., pp. 14f.
2l1bide, pe 179.
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The convention noted im 1947 that the American
Iutheran Church, bhe Augustana Synod, the Denish Evangel-
ical Lutheran Church, and the United lutheran Church had
all voted to Jjoin the World Council of Churches. After a

rather confused discussion and some maneuverings om the

3

floor of the convention, the general body resolved to

!

authorize its Church Council to Jjoim the World Council

of Churches on behalf of the general church body. The

6]

reasons glven in the "whereases” are worthy of note.
1. The general body has been invited to join.

2. The Council accepts our Lord Jesus Christ as
God and Saviour.

=

Be “ﬁe Council is "merely a fellowshlp of Churches
with no leglslative powers over the participating
DOdLe and can act for them only as far as any
or all of vhem have commigsioned it to do so.”™

4, Hembership is on a consultative basis only.

5. Hembership in the Council "does not imply altar
and pulpit fellowship.”

6. There is a need for cooperation, an opportunity
Lor influence and witness, and because other
utherans have joined.22
In these points made by the convention in favor of
affiliabtion irn the llorld Council the word "fellowship" is
used in two different senses. It is used to designate
the relationship Christlans have with each other owing to

their faith in Christ, end the word is used in the more

22
Tearbook of the Fifty=-i"irst Annusl Convention of the
United Evangelical Lutheéran Church, 1947, DDe
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technical semse %o signify that close relationship
involved in the exchange of pulpits and in intercommnion.

In the convention of 1248 the general body invited
the church bodies of the /fmerican Lutheran Conference %o
consider merger.s The president of the United Lvangelical
Imtheran Church admitted Lo the convenbtion that "unity
nmust come before union,” but he claimed that Gthe members
of the American Lutheran Confersnce seem to have that
unity. The debate which came later favored unity, but
the delegates for e while were uncertain concerning how
%o go aboub acguiring unibty with other Lultherans. The
action of the coavention was to leave it up to a commission
"to contact the Church Councils . « 0f the constituent
bodies of the American Lutheran Confercnce” Lo consider
further cooperation and eventual merger of the nmembers of
the conference "and other lmbtheran Churches of our 1and."25

This commission had very successful neetings with
the Bvangelical Lutheran Church and the ‘merican ILutheran
Church, However, the president of the general body declarsd
himself out of sympathy with the proposed merger of the
bodies in the National Lutheran Council,

To this writer it became evident that there is not
present in the discussions of . . « {(the Natiomal

25Y A .
carbook of the Fifty-Second ual Convention of
the Unifed Lvangelical l[utheran urc%, 1948, p. 217.
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Iatheran Council bodies) « . » that certain some-
thing which makes for the full fellowship desired.24

The convention of 1950 agreed with its president and re-

jected the Hational Imtheran Council proposal for a more

. 25

inclusive merger.
The convention in 1952 unanimously accepted ths

United Testimony as "one of the finest produced" among

doctrinal statemenita. It was also reported to this con=
vention that the fugustana Synod had voted against the

United Testimony.“? The erroneous nature of this report
28

has already been discussed,
From this study it becomes evident that the United

Bvangelical Imtheran Church never clearly defined what is

necessary for uniocn, church fellowship or cooperation.

The resolutions speak of doctrinal unity and agreement in

faith. Yet, complete agreement in doctrine is not required

for cooperation, even that cooperation inveolving pulpit

and altar relationships.

Agreement in such doctrines as the Word of God is not

2*Yearbook of the Fifty=Fourth Annual Convention of
the Unifed Lvangelical Lubtheran Church, 1950, De 6.

251bldo 9 PPe 204F ¢

_ Yearbook of the Fifty-Sixth Anmual Convenbion of
the UniTed nvangelical Lutheran CRurch, 1952, DDe 206%.

271bid., p. 207.
28

Supra, p. 63.
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a prerequisite for such cooperation involving preaching and
the administration of the Sacraments. Tet, the agreement
in this doctrine was required before any consideration of
merger could take place,

The church body spesaks of pulpit and altar fellowship
being applied to certain ILutheran bodies. The resolutions
of the convenbtion do not seem to prohibit such fellowship
from other Lubtheran bodies, however. The United Evangel=-
ical Lutheran Church guietly adopted the Cverture which
proposes church fellowship with all ILubtherans on the basis
of the existing documents, and the general body has not

seen fit o bring up the subject again,



CHAPTER VI
THE BVANGELICAL LUPHERAN CHURCH

At the very beginuning of the Bvangelical Lutheran
Church's existence, it resolved that no fellowship ox
“ehurchly cooperation” was to be carried oub with church
bodies which did not share the faith and confession of
Imtheranism. The Hauge Synod, however, one of the com-
ponent parts of the merger of 1917, obtained the modifi-
cation that thig resolution does not condemn weddings,
funerals, Decoration Day prograns, graudations, etc,
in which ministers of other church bodies take part,.

For is it supposed Lo condemn "practical enterprises" such
as ecuwmenical mission conferencés, laymen's movements,
student federations and the 15.1{@.l

In 1922 there was 2 general move Goward other Nore
wegian Lutheran elemenitis. A connittes was elected to
negotiate "differences in doctrine and practice” with the
Imtheran ¥ree Church, the Lutheran Brethren, and the

Bielson Synod.o

1The Church Qouncil of the Evangelical Iubtheran Church,
;ggggemggt on Eellowship,“ Lutheran Herald, XLII (July 12.
) ]

2
Report of the Second Extraordina Convention of the
Norwegisn Lutheran Church oT America, L %%2 2e Do 1BLs
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In the conventilon of 1923 President H. Stub reported
successful negotiations with the ILutheran Free Church, bu®
an unfavorable response from the Iutheran Brethren and no
response at all from the BEielson Synod.3 While this con=-
vention reflected rising tension with the Lubheran Brethren,
it rejoiced over the Ifratermal relations with the Augustana
Synody the Joint Synod of Ohio, the Towa Syrod, the United
Danish ivangslical ITumtheran Church and the Icelandic
Synod.4

President Stub reported to the Third IExtraordinary
Convention that there were now no differences in doctrine
with the Lutheran Free Church. This coaventlion authorized
him o invite other Scandanavian ILutheran church bodies
to a free conference in order to discuss federation.5

The Minneapolis Theses were presented to the general

convention of 1926 and were adopted. This esbtablished
pulpit and altar fellowship with the Iowa, Ohio, and

Buffalo Synods. “The correct Iutheran principle is an
official and definite agreement as o altar and pulpit

fellowship." These bodies were recognized as having come

3Re ort of the Second General Convention of the
Norwepian futheren Church of smerica, 19295, Ds 18

FrBiass g 1AL,

Sreport of the Third Extraordinary CGeneral Convention

of ithe Norwegiaon Lubtheran Church of imerica, 1925, Ds 200.
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. to a "complete agreement and understanding in all essential

things.“6 Full agreement was also declared with the United
Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church, and pulpit and altar
fellowship was to be established on the condition that

that church body adopt the lMinneapolis Theses.7

In 1930 the American Lutheran Conference was presented
to the convention “"as @ result of" the pulpit and aldar
fellowship established with Ohio, Iowa, Buffalo, Augustana,
and the Unlted Danish Zvangelical Imtheran Church. The
foundation of this cooperation and fellowship was tec be
"agrecment and uaity in faith and practice.”

The first and primary basis for cooperative efforts

in other than external affairs, must be altar and

pulpit fellowship.

The convention was assured in 1934 that the American
Tutheran Conference was still only an agency for coopera=
tion anmong its nmembers and that ne plans were being made
for organic union.9

In 1936 the Lvangelical Imtheran Chuxrch began to con-

sider its relations with all Imbtheran bodies in America.

GQeEort of the Third General Iriennial Convention of
the Norwegisn Lubheran CAurch Of America, 1920, Ds /0.

7Ibig., p. 222.
8
Repox £ Kiggg ral Convention (Second
ng%%igig gi %ﬁé %orweg,an %u%ﬁeran UEurcE of Imerica, 1930,
De

lsgﬁnnual Report, Bleventh General Convention, 1934,
p. l1lb.
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The convenbion rejoiced that, as far as official state—
nents were concarned, the United Lutheran Church, the
Synodical Conference, and the imerican Lutheran Confer
ence were "in agreement with us in mebtier of confession
of feith and in opposition to unionism.” This convention
expressed the desire theb pulpit and altar fellowship De
esbablished with The Synodical Conference and the United
Tutheran Church along with independent synods, and it
established a commitibee to confer and report.lo

It should be noted how close in btime these declarae
tions ¢ome to the United Iuatherzn Church's Savannah

Resolution of 1934, These statements by the Norwegian

Lutheran Church seens to bey at least in part, a respone®

to that United ILubtheran Church Hesolution. In any event,

these statements of 1956, while depérting from Ghe earlier
emphasis that all spiritual cooPeragion and church fellow=
ship must be based upon complebe agreement in "all essential
things," discuss pulplt and altar fellowship rather than
the organic union in which the United Imtheran Church is
interested.

Virtually nothing about this matier comes up in con=-
vention again until 1944, 4G that time the convention is
faced with the American Imtheran Conference's Overture

which suggests that the Confessions and loyalty to the

10

o Annual Report, Twelfth General Convention, 1936,
Do .
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existing décuments are sufficient for a declaration of
pulpit and altar fellowship. As an expression on this
subject the convention adopted a shtatament that echoeas
much of the basic thought of the Overture. This resolu=-
tion "extends our hand of fellowship to all American
Imtherans” on the basis of the Confessions and the addi-
tional doctrinal statements which are "in essential
gccord with our own,"

Wherever our congregations and pastors find those

ties that bind Tabtheren Christiaans and that teach-

ing and practice coanform to official declarations,
they may in good conscience selectively practice
fellowship in both worship and work.

This convenbion also examined the question of closer
relations with our Lutherans of the National Lutheran
Council, The convention called for more cooperation in
the Ccuncil, but it spoke of "not being ready for organic
union."lg It ig difficult to conclude from this informa-
tlon that the Ivangelical Imtheran Church is insisting
upon greater theological agresement as a prerequisite for
church union, since the convention does not explain why
it is “not ready" for organic union. Subscription to

the Confessions, subscription to the particular theolo-

gical documents of the various church bodies, and loyalty

llAnnual Report, Sixteenth General Convention, 1944,
PO 4—043‘ .

127014, 0. 3%
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in practice to these subscriptilons are prerequiste to
church fellowship. The United Imbtheran Church inter-
preted this actlon of the general convention to be a de

facto declarabtion of full

=

wlpit and albar fellowship
with the former chumch uodj.lj

The Svangellical Imbtheran Churchn openly consldered
its relationship with non-lutheran Christians as the
president preseunted the picture of the proposed World
Council of Churches in 1946, Many of the same poiants
giﬁen to the Augustana Synod and Lo the United Evangel-
ical Imtheran Chuwch were also presented to this cone
vention. lembership implies no altar or pulpit fellow-
ship, but offers the opporbtunity to cooperaite with other
Christions where 1% can be done according to "our prin-
ciples and our Gonfessious."lﬁ These evaluations were
repeated for the most part by the Church Council to the
general convention. Yet, the proposal 4did not meet with
general favor, and the delegates deferred action until
the next conveation.lS

In 1948 the convention rejected the proposal to join

~the World Council of Churches by a negative majority of

154

lQAnnual Report, Seventeenth General Convention,

1946, pp. 17%f.
151bid. s De 41.

Supra, pe 34
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two-thirds. ® The delegates reacted favorably, however,
to the proposal by the United Twvangelical Tmtheraan Church
to explore the poscibility of merging the church bodies
of the American Imtheran Conference. The convention took
note that the Uaited Lvangelical Iutheran Church has been
closely allied with their body in teaching, confession,
spiritual life, and histony;l? We cannct call these fac-
tors "prereguicltes" o organic union for the Fvangelical
Lutherans, but this church body seems to consider these

theological and noawbheologlical factors in considerations

The general gonvention in 1950 rejected the proposed
mnerger or federation of all National Lubtheran Council
bodies on the grounds that the "time is not now at hand®

and that "we are nob ready."la

Instead, the convention
resolved to conbinue exploring merger possibllities with
the imerican Imtheran Church and the United Evangelical
Lutheran Church by studying each other's official state-
ments and practicas.19 From thiz action it is wery clear

that, while agreement in the expressions of the llinneapolis

16Annual ileport, Zighteenth General Convention, 1948,
P. 4‘92.

71bid., p. 493

i3

Pe. 57
199%1(1. 9 p" 35.

innual Report, Nineteenth General Conveatiom, 1950, -

i
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Theses and other documents is sufflcient for church
fellowship, for merger considerations it is also necessary
to study offilcial resolutions and practices.
The negobtiations among the American Imtheran Con-

ference bodies culminated in the United Testimony which
20

the convention of 1952 adopted. This document mentions

a number of points relative to uaity, fellowship, and
cooperation.

is The Christian faith is fellowship--fellowship
with Christ, the Head, and fellowship with all
believers, who are members of His Body the
Chuzch « o o

2. Christian faith secks fellowship, that is, the
dlSCOVL”y and practice of this spiritual fellow-
ship with ol her Christians. « « »

3¢ Yor the true unity of the Church, and therefore
for the full realization of spiritual fellowship
of believers with one another, it is essential
that there be agreemeant concerning the doctrine
of the Gospel and the administration of the
Sacraments.

4o There are erring brethren. They are brethren,
because with us they share Justifying Feitvhe.
They are erring in so far as they depart from
the truth as revealed in the Scriptures or from
the life demanded by the regenerating Gospel.

We « « «» confess our common faith, but we
realize the danger of condoning error . « .

Je acknowledge the measure cf unity that exists,
we must at bhe same time bear witmess against
error as we sea it.

So long as wibtness can be borne to the truth as
we see it in Christ, a measure of outward felloww-
ship mey be enjoyed even with such as differ

502°Annnal Report, Twentieth General Convention, 1952,
De .
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with us in the apprehension of certalin aspects
of the truth.

5. There is room for a large measure of coopera-
tion in externals which need not involve the
prianciples of gpiritual fellowship. ©So long as
there is no compromise of divine btruth, such
cooperation in external matters may be practiced
with secular groups or with other Churches.
The use of the term "fellowship™ in this document 1g
applied to the wider meaning of thet relationship existing
anong all believers and the more restricted sense re-
ferring to pulpit and altar fellowship. Thele seems to i
be three distincet relationships proposed by the docunent:
(a) Full realization of spiritual fellowship based upon é
agreement conceraing the Gospel and the Sacraments; (b) |
4 measure of oulward fellowship based upon the guesition

1.

of whethar or not wibness can be borne to the truthi and

(c) Cooperation in externals with churches and seculax
groups providing that there is no compromise with truth.

A in 1950, the Evangelical ILutheran Church was not
prepared for a general mergér among American Lutheran
bodies and turmed down the invitation to am sll ILuthezan
nerger, Therpreéident expressed his personal opinion why
this was done.

Sociological and psychological phenomena play a part,

2lpoctrinal Declarations: A Collection of Official |
Statements on Ghe Doctrinal Position of Various Lutheran
ods in America (oLbe LOULs: Concordia rublishing House,
Neds)y DPe 105%.
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but more significant are the different evaluations

which our respective churches give to certain

emphases and practices, some of which are theological

in their rcoits.22
The president also indicated that a union of two-thirds of
American Lubtheranism now, that isy union execluding the
Synodical Conference, would harm a total union of Lutherans
later;23

Since the churech bodies with whom the Hvangelical
Tatheran Church was planning to merge were already members
of the World Council of Churches, the question of member-
ship in{the Council was bound %o arise again either in
the merged church or in the Lvangelical Iutheran Church
itself. The convention of 1956 decided to face the issue
now rather than disturb the fubture merged church with this
problem, !Many of the same arguments used in the previous
convention of 1946 for joining the World Council were
present agsin. Thiszs time the delegates voted to Join
the VWorld Council of Churches by a very slim margin. The
votes of "yes" needed to join the Council were 1,413, The
nmotion obtained "yes" vobtes of Ll,434 over against 685
votes of “no."24

4t this point the ckair ruled that Article Ten of

agﬁnnual Report, Twenbty-Second General Convention,
231vi4.,

M1vide, p. 4764
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the Arbicles of Unlon was not altered by Ghe convention's

25

decision %¢ join the VWorld Council. Article Ten states
that at the constituting counvention of the merged church
the genersl body shall apply for menbership in the National
Lutheran Council, the World Imtheran Federation, the
Canadian Lutheran Council, and the World Council of Churches.
The action of joining the World Council, according to
Article Ten, is %o Be reexamined at the first general con-
vention of the merged body after the merged church has so
affiliated. A standing committee on relations will also

be established to negotiate with any or all Iutheran
churches “with unification as an objective." The prin-
ciple involved in these measures is in "loyal accorxrd" with

the United Tesbimomy, and 1% is summarized thus:

We pledse to one another continuing purposze %o seek
out and utilize the strength that lies in the oneness
of the whole fellowship of believers in Christ, while
faithfully safeguarding the truth and the power which
are in full mutual belief and confession of Christian
truth., We, therefore, recognize the need for couns=~
¢ils and conferences with fellow Christians of dif-
ferent confession, on the various levels of agreement
and interest, and for joint action where ggod works
may be accomplished and faith not denied.

' Prior to 1936, pulpit and altar fellowship with the
Evangelical Lutheran Church seemed to depend upon agreee-

ment in the Confessions and in cther commonly accepted

25154d., p. 508.

) ‘26The Joint Union Committee, Report of the Joint
Union Committee to the Convention of the Hegobia
Churches (feD., 1058), DDe L44LL.
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documents such as the lMinneapolis Theseg. From 1936 on,

however, this church body recognlzed basic agreement among
all najor Lutheran bodies in jimerica. This church body
ceased thinking in terms of establishing full pulpit and
altar fellowship with individual church bodies and in

1944 adopted the principle of selective fellowship, that

is, pulpit and altar fellowship with those pasbors and

ey

parisghes demonstratin

g loyalty to the Confessions and to
thelr owvn additional doctrinal statements.

"

his church body has been traditionally cautious

3

b

concerning organic union. It has given very few spec¢ific

i

gquirenments for such union, however, and has often spoken

7
<]

vague termz of "not being ready" for such uanion. Con-

)

esslonal subscription, official statements, practices,
and nany non-theologicel factors seem Lo be worthy of
consideration bhefore such a step.
This body has also been guite cautious in the area

I cogperation with non~Imtheran Christians., The final
decision on meombership in the World Council of Churches
in 1956 was anything but unanimous, and the sﬁbdect of
memberghip in the National Council has never arisen in
convention.

The bases for Christian cooperation stated in the

United Testimony and Article Ten of the Articles of Union

includes the opportunity to witness without compromise, a
genuine Christian faith in the group with whom you are
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cooperating, and opporbtunity for Joint action where there
existe agroement und interest., No orgenized pressnita-
tion of these principles of cocperation has been atiempted

in the body's church convention.




CHAPTER VII
THE AMERTICAN LUTHERAN CHULCH

Three synods of German background, Ghe Joint Synod
of Chio, the Towa Eynod, and the Buffalo Syanod, merged
in 1930 to form the American Imtheran Church. In this
sane year the merged church was instrumental in helping
Yo form the imerican Lutheran Conference which expressed

its doctrinal basis in the words of the llinneapolis

Theses.l
In 1932 the imerican Lmbheran Church made an apparently
innocent gesture toward the United Imtheran Churech in
Amerlca. It sent them a greebting during the last hours
of the 1932 convention, recognizing the commomn subscrip-
tion of both church bodies to. the historie Confessions and
hoping for ultimate "union under God through the Con-
fessions;"a
Although this probably seemed quite harmless to the

American Iubtheran Church at the btime, the actual results

of such a greeting were very similar to that obtained by

2 Yomar Bonderud and Charles ILutz, editors, fimerican
Lutheran (Columbug: Vartburg Press, 1955), Dpe .

2Sugra, bPpe. 18ff.

At
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waving a bone in fromnt of a hungry dog. The United
Lutheran Church apparently viewed this greeting in the //

light of its Washingston Declaratlon which states that sub-

seription to the Confessions is & sufficient theological
basis for unity. The United Lutheran Church convention

set forth the Savannah Zesolution inviting all Lutheran

bodiss in America to confer "to the establishument of
closer relationships” based on the Coni‘essions.3
Hence, the “merican Ifmtheran Church had to face the
gquestion of fubure concrebte relations with the United
Tutheran Church in 1954, President Hein told his con-
vention of the imerican Imtheran Church that "it is not
a difference in doctrine which separates us from the
United I ran Church, but a difference in practice.”
The Masonic gquestion and indiscriminate pulpit and altar
fellowship with non-Lutherans should be cleared up.4
The convention agreed with this opinion and stated that
until such a time as pulpit-albtar fellowship is
officially established between the ULCAy; the Church
holds that fellowship between pastors and congre-
gab'onu of these two bodies asgs a commonr practice
is inconsistent with the principles of our consti-
tution, but the church does not regard joint
services at historical Iamtheran anniversarles and

other cooperative activities, « « » @8 a violation
of the spirit and prianciple of the coastitution so

3Tbid.

4Offlclal Minutes of the Third Convention of the
American Lutheran Ghurch, 1954, De 22
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1ong as the united testimony given in such services
and through guch activities promotes conservative
Tutheranism. 2
T"he convention did not define which section of the

constitution it had in mindy but this statement apparently
has reference bto Section 3 of Article II: "The Church
regards unity in doctrine and praciice ag the necessary
prergquisite for church fellowsh_ip."6

Since this unity might have been achieved through the

Chicago Theses of 1929, esident Hein lamenited the rejec-
tion of these Theses by the livangelical Lutheran Synod of
Migsouri, Ohio and Other States., Furthermore, the presi-
dent wes disburbed by an article appearing in the ILutheran
Witness which ‘seemed to stabte that disagreement over such
questlong as marriage and divorce, the doctrine of Sunday,
betrothal, John's Baptism, etc. were divisive of church
fellowship.
If these matibers are essential to unity in the faith
and if Uhis bype of unity is to be the basis of a
union with other fuivheraa bodies, there is no hope
whatsoever 5 the Lutherans of this country ever to
zet tog ether.

The ALC in the convention of 1934 took action in re-

gard to both the proposal by the United Lutheran Church

°Ibid., p. 235. |
GBonderud and Intz, 0Pe Cilasy Do 5o |

70ff101al Minuteg of the Third Convention of the
American Lutheran GRULCHh, 19345 Ds 25
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for discussions and the possibility of closer relations
with such bodies as the Missouri Synod. The resolution
noted that their church should try to bring about "Luthe
eran unity on the basis of the Seriptures and the Con-
fessions,” and that "cooperation along certain lines is
already practiced.”™ Hence, the conventlion authorized a
committee to confer with similar commititees from other
church bodies “with the end in view of establishing pulpit

and altar fellowship on the basis of the lMinnsapolis
38

Theses."

Finally, this convention permitted "eoccasional public
and civic religious services" provided that the "truth
revealed in Christ as the Redeemer is not denied."” Such
matters were left largely bto the discression of the indi-
vidual pastar.g

In 1936 a report was given to the convention on the
progress of the negotiations with the United ITutheran
Ghurch and the Missouri Synod., TFartas I and II of the

Pittsburgh Agreement, reaffirming a stand against anti-

Christian orgsnizations and "indiscriminate fellowship®
with non-Lutherans, represented the successful negotiations

with the United Imtheran Church in America. Progress was

81bid., p. 235.
9Ibid.
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also reported in the talks with Missouri Synod repre-
sentatives.lo
Wegotiations with Missouri culminated in the

Declaration, a document making certain empkases and modif-

ications in the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod.

This Declaration was presented o the 1938 American Imthe-

eran Church convention in conjunction with the 3Brief
Statement as a doetrinal basis for pulpit and altar fellow-
ships The resolutions by bthe lMissouri Synod; henceforth

known as the S%. Louis Resolubtions, were also presented

Go this convention., The St. Louls Hesolubions accepted

the Declaration and bthe Brief Statement as a doctrinal

basis for fubture fellowship, but it made certain modifi-

cations in the Declaration, which, in turmm was a modifi-

cation of the Brief Statements The Declaration stated

that it will tolerate slight variations from the demands

of the Brief Statement in points dealing with anti-Christ,

the conversion of Israel, the physical resurrection of
the martyrs, the interpretation of the thousand year reign
in Revelation 20, and the terminology “visible side of
the Church." The Declaration asked that the Missouri Symnod
declare that these modifications "ars not disruptive of

church fellowship.® The St. Louis Resolution replied that

these things "nmeed not be divisive of church fellowship." i’

1092510161 Minutes of the Fourth Convention of the
dmerican Lutheran Church, 1950, DDe Dffe
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This phrase varied at times, but the words "need not be"
were invariably used.ll

The conventlon of the American Imtheran Church
declared the two documents "a sufficient doctrinal basis
Tor church fellowship between the Missouri Synod and the
imerican ILutheran Church," The resolution added as an
aftver thought Ghat "it is neither necessary nor possible
to agree in all non=fundamental doctrines.” Yet, the
convention declared itself willing to negotiate these
points also. The regolution failed to note the difference

of wording between the Declaration and the St. Louis

Resolubions, however, since this resolution declared that

those points described as "not divisive of church felloww

ship" by the Declaration were also "recognized as such by
12

the Iliscouri Synod's resolutions.™
While it may be understood why the church bodies
were not yet ready to declare pulpit and altar fellow-
ship, the American Lutheran Church declared, opposibtion
altars should cease. Finally, the convention stated that

the Brief Statement, viewed in the light of the Declaration,

is not in contradiction to the Minneapolis Theses. Hence,

the delegates saw no reason why they should give up mem=

bership in the Americen Lutheran Conference. AL the same

llOfficlal Minutes of the Fifth Convention of the
American Lutherven OHUTCh, L0380, DDe 7L

*2Ibid., p. 255
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time they were willing to submit the Jjoint documents

(the Brief Statement and the Declaration) to the members

of the American Tmbtheran Conference for their "officlal

13

approval and accepbtance.” Actually, such official

consideration by the bodies of the imerican ILutheran

Conference did not Hake place. These twin documents

were never brought up for discussion in the convenitions

of the member churches of the Amevican Imtheran Conference.
Regardlng relations with the United Iutheran Church,

the convention noted bthat full agresment on the subject

of Scripture had not yebt been »reached. The delegates

resolved to continue negotiations with that body "in the

interest of removing difficulties, doctrinal and practical,

i)
vhich may now exigh tEE

The committee did not give the
convention a devailed report on the point of disagreement,
however, as was glven to ths United Lutheran Church
1aaad?
convention,
The convention of 1940 reported on the completed

Pittsbureh igreement with the United ILutheran Church. Again

no explanation was given concerning the exact mature of
the difficulty. The American Lutheran Church, to the

ultimate discomfort of the United Iutheran Church, accepted

131vid.

1%1bid., pp. 256%.

gupra, pp. 232.
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the Pittsburgh Agreement "with the definite conviction

that this agreement is in complete harmony with the

Declaration and the Brief S atefcnﬁ."16

The continued troubled negotlonations with the
Migsouri Synod were also reported in 1940, The Missouri
Synod. comnissioners had mwaised a number of obhjechions
to the resolutions made by the 1938 convenbtion of the
American lumtheran Church. This report noted that the
Missouri representatives approved of the explanations of
the American Lubtheran representatives on over half of the
disputed points. Among the explanations approved by the
Missouri Synod representatives was the clarification of
the statement that "it is neither necessary nor possible
t0 agree in all non~fundamental doctrines. nl?

This conveniion approved of the explanation given
by their representatives.

We concur with our commissioners . . . "everything

that Scriptures teach is God's Word and therefore

binding.® However, for clarity's 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 study under His

guidance necessary; and, since human shortsighted-

ness and sin may preclude the finding or the univer-
s@l acceptance of the divinely intended sense, we

160ff1cial Minutes of the Sixth Convention of the
American Lutheran Ghurch, 1940, D. 315

Y71bid., pp. 14£f.

»n pre
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thank God that it is not necessary for establishe

ment of church fellowship to agree in every explan-

ation of a Scriptural statement.l

The convention seemed to forget momentarily the
doctrinal agreement bindiag together the imerican Iuth-
eran Conference when it'deélared, "Je entertain the con-
fident hope that our sister synods « « « will occupy the
samne ground in Lhese natters now occupied with u.s.'."l9
This statement could be interpreted o mean that the
American Lutheran Church hoped that the member churches
of the American Lutheran Conference would adopt the twin

documents of the Brief Statement and the Declaration.

The statement is nolt clear, however, and it could be
interpreted to mean that the American Imtheran Conference
was not now united in doctrine: Such an interpretation

would militate against the position that the Minneapolis

Theses were a sufficient doctriral basis for church fele

lowship within the Conferences

The convention resolved that the difference in
practice between their body and the Missouri Synod was

not ag great as Missouri seemed to think: This convention
also decided thaty while "prayer fellowship is wider than
church fellowship,” yet this difference in viewpoint is

not divisive of church fellowshipaao

187vid:, ppe 3138
114,

207554,
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The delegates found themselves trying to straddle
two church bodies which were too far apart, HNeither the
Missouri Synod nor the United Tmbtheran Church, both of
which crossed swords in 1936 over the doctrine of inspira-
tion, cared for the declarations of the 'merican Lutheran

Churcih that the Brief Statement and the Pittsburgh Agree-

ment meant the same thing. Objections were already being
heard in both church bodies on this point. Hence, the
cenvention declared:

circumstances do not now make it nOSuiOIG to enter
into pulpit and altar fcl1owsalp with these bodies,
o o« o Lbut we willl . . « continue to work toward
full B?Luj and ultimate pulpit and altar fellow-
ship.21

e

The voicesz in protest from the Miscouri Synod and the
United iutheran Church were louder than ever by 1942,
To meet this problem the delegates of the ‘merican ILuth-
eran Church adopbted this carefully worded resolution.
Whereas the ALC has adopted the Pi tsburah Aoreement
and accepted the Brief Statement of the Nissouri
Synod in the light of the Declaration of the Com-

missioners of the ALC as a basis for pulpit-altar
fellowship; and

Whereas, though these documents . « . differ in
wording, and yet express the ' Yrue position of the
ALC; and

Whereas, the ULCA has adopted the Pittsburgh Agre

ments and the Declaration of the Commissioners in
connection with the brief oStatement has found
acceptance within the Ilissouri oynod and was proposed
by the intersynodical commissioners of the lMissouri

Slawia., o, 516,
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Synod as an integral part of the doctrinal basis
for fubure church fellowship; and

Whereas, to our regretv fellowship has not resulted
since gpparently in both bodies there are large and
influential groups in disagrecment tTherewith:

Therefore Be It RHesolved, that the ALG declares its
readiness to establish pulpit and altar fellowship
with either or both of these honorable church bodies
on the basis of their full and wholehearted acceptance
of and adherence Lo either of these documents, in the
hope that Ghe exlsting obstacles may be removed and
that pulpit and altar fgllowship may be declared at

an esarly dates « « » e

Since neither the Missouri Synod nor the United Luth-
eran Church were giving their "full and wholehsarted
accepbance” to these documents, no fellowship resulted

with either of these bodies. The American Lubtheran Church

had accepted the Brief Statement and the Pittsburgh igree-

ment in the light of its Declaration. The Missouri Synod

had accepted the Declaration, with modifications, in the

light of the Brief Statement. The United Imtheran Church

had accepted the Pittsburgh Agreement "on the basis of our

Confessions alone.“‘z5
According Ho the 0fficlal Reports for the convention

of 1944, the Doctrinal Affirmstion, a document attempting

%o merge the thought of the Brief Statement and the

L]
<t
()

220ff1cial Iinutes of the Seventh Convention o
American Lubheran Gourch, 1942, De

! 23Hinutes of the Twelfth Biennial Convention o
United Imbheran Ohurch in imerica, 1940, D.

H
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Declaration, was presented without enthusiasm, It did

not find acceptance.24

A study on possible "selective fellowship" was pre-
sented to the convenbtion. The plan was similar Yo the one
adopted by the Hvangelical ILutheran Church in 1944, This
proposal, which was studied until 1946, spoke of "certain
obstacles®™ Lo full fellowship with the United Lutheran
Church, These obstacles included "lodge membership of
pastors, unionism, and even doctrinal statements." This
proposal admitted that pulpit and altar fellowship was
being practiced with some United Lutherans and, in one
isolated case, with the lMissouri Synod. The plan suggested
opening Anerican Lutheran pulpits to all Tnited Iutheran

pastors who "by their teaching and practice glve evidence

-

of sincere adherence to the Pittsburgh Agreement which we

understand in the light of our Decleration.™ The plan

included also opening American Tubtheran pulpits to members

of the Bynodical Conference who "recognize our Declaration
as btruly Lutheran. w22 ‘
This plan was adopted in 1946, by declaring that,
pastors and parishes of the American Lutheran Church
shall be free to have pulplt, altar, and prayer

fellowship with such pastors and parishes of other
Iutheran synods as agree, in doctrine and practice,

2%0fficial Reports of the President and Verious Boards
and Committees, . Phe 9t :

25Tpid.
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with the declarations made in secticns 1, 2, 3, & &4

of Article Il--Confession of Taith--of the Consti-

tution of the American Lutheran Church.

This convention, however, took no action to reverse
its decision of 1954 which condemng fellowship with the
United Lutheran Church "as a common practice” as a viola-
tion of the Gou'fxcubﬁon.°7 Hence, it appears that at
this time Hwo opposing interpretations existed among the
resalutions of the American Iumtheran Church,

This convention also voted to Join Hthe World Council

of Churches, providing that representation shall be on a
confessional rather than a geographical basis. The same
points raised in other Lutheran conventions, that member-
ship in the council is not a compromise of position and
does nobt involve pulpit and altar fellowship, were also
presented to Guls convention.es

In 1950 the convention faced a number of issues:

8 proposed doctrinal statement drawn up with the Missouri

Synod kmown as the Common Confession, the proposed merger

with the Ivangelical Iuwbheran Church and the United
Zrangelical Imthersn Church, and the proposal Lo merge

the bodies belonging %o the National Lutheran Council.

2orricial Minutes of the Ninth Convention of the
American LuGhoran GAULCH, 1940, De o5e

2’supra, p. 97.

280ff10131 Minutes of the Ninth Convention of the
American Lutheran UAUTCh, 19465 D. 287
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Before taking action of the indiwvidual issues,; the con-
vention gave this statement as an introduction.

We recognize that this involves more than external
organizational melationships, but requires an inner
wnity of faith, practice and spirit. Therefore,
Lutherans may rightly expect from one another re-
assurznces of vheir fidelity Uo the Word of God and
the Confessiong of their Church. This may call for
more than a reaffirmation of confessional statements
of the past and may necessitvate formulating our
Church's teaching in the light of current developments
and needs (I Peter 3:15).29

-

lon continued, after it stated the above

This resolui

thoughts as their guldelines, by adopting the Common

Confession "as a correct and concise statement of our

faith in the doctrines hereln confessed" in agreement with
the lMissouri Synod, by approving conitinued merger negotia-
Tions with the ISvangelical Lutheran Church and the United
Ivengelical Tutheran Church, and by rejecting the pro-
rosed merger of federation of the bodies of the National
Iutheran Council.ao

Regarding the last item of the resolution, the con-
vention added that they are convinced that any "negotia-
tion for organic union must begin with discussions of
doctrine and practice."al

The comvention in 1952 accepted the United Testimony

2903’:‘1’101&1 Minutes of the Eleventh Convention of the

O1p14.
5l1p14., p. 288.
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as a dochtrinal basis for the proposed mserger withia the
American Iutheran Conference and rejected membership in

the National Council of Churches. The reasons for the

rejection of Council membership were that such membership

"does no® necessarily follow membership in the World Coun-
¢il," that such membership would "involve a drastic change
in the deep going polity in large areas of our church

life," and that such menbership would "increase the hin-

drances in present memrger negotiations."52

In the conventlon of 1954 bLthe delegates faced some

2%

objections within btheir church on selective fellowshi
While Selective Mellowship presents a difficuld
adninistrative problem, the Committee on Union and
Tellowship agreed that to revoke it now would do
violence to church approved fellowship which it has
fostered among Imbherans; and that to exchange it
now for a dechrauwoﬂ of total altar and pulpit
fellowship with all ITutherans would invelve major
longe range decisions by the Church which has
declared that all approaches for fellowship with
other Lutherans must be made on the basis of doctrinal
discussions and considerations of church practice.?3

The convenbtion then dealt with individual problens.
FNow that the American ILutheran Conference was dissolving,
what pelations should be observed with the Augustana Synod
which was not going along with this merger? The coavention

eXpressed its desire to maintain full fellowship with that

32013‘.‘1c1al Minutes of the Twelfth Convention of the
American Lutheran GAUrChR, L1952, De

330¢sicial Minutes of the Thirteenth Convention of
the Amer{can Tubheran Ghurch, 195t, DDe 5441,
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church body.2' The convention then adopted the full
Common Confession, parts I and II as a statement of

agreecment with the llissouri oyned. The convention rew

peated its expressed desire to discuss doctrine and

practice with the United lutheran Church. Finally, the

delegates once again vobted against membership in the

52

Hatioral Council of Churches.

In connection with this section rejection of Hational
Council membership, the convention expressed itself on
relations with non-Lutheran Christians.

The ‘merican [utheran Church realizes that she is
not alone in the world. She finds herself living

side by gide with other Christian communions. This
obllgatea nexr to find a God-pleasing way to live
Together with them in the light of her historiec
character by which she vrefrains from the practice of
church fellowship at the price of compromising any
truth,

The denial of church fellowship to any other Christian
communion does not stem from a condemnatory spirit

in her toward other churches who witness for Christ

in a lost world. The ALC is motivated in her attitude
by faithfulness to the truths and convictions she
hOldS. e o L]

Najor problems arise in the American Lutheran Church
when she tries to determine what relationship she
should have with non-Iutheran communions in coopera-
tive organizations such as the WCC and the NCCCUSA,
Her present membership in the WCC allows her to
explore the exbtent to which she may cooperate in this
area without jeopardizing the distinctive Lutggran
confessional position of the Imtheran Church,

>*1bid., pp. 348¢f.

221bid., pp. 350££.
30Ibid., pp. 353£f.
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In 1956 the coavention recognized the United Testi-

mony and the Report of the Joint Union Commititee as
demonstrating "their uwaity in faith, principles and pur-
poses."57 The convention then committed itself fully to
union with the Ivangelical Imtheran Church and the United
IEvangelical ILutheran Church by a vote of 169 to 11l. The

Finish Evangelical Lutheran Church of ‘imerica was invited

7
to participate in the coming merger.’a

The convention recelved the report from its committee
that

we are not one in practice with the synods of the

Synodical Conference, but we are convxaced that

doctrinal unity exists between_fhe Iutheran Church-—-—

Missouri Synod aand our Church.

The convention also adopted a Jjoint statement of the
imerican Lutheran Church and the United Imtheran Church
subconnittee, to the effect that there is no need for

40 Ag Chapter II has

additional theological formulations.
already pointed ocub, however, while this statement reflects

the tone of the Washington Declaration rather than that of

the Qverbture and the Minneapolis Theses it says nothing

more than that the church bodies may engage in discussions

Z”“701':2‘:1.rn.a1 linutes of the.Fourteenth Convention of
the AmefIEEﬁfEﬁtEBfEﬁf@hurcET“;955:f57"3¢2

581bid., pp. 342f.
1vid., p. 352.

*01pi4., pp. 3532f.
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on the goal and program of unity without further docu-
ments as a prerequisite to such discussions.4l
The convention also asked the Joint Union Committee
to take steps to preserve the "measure of fellowship and
cooperation” which the merging churches now have with the
Augusiana Synodo43 Since the American Lutheran Church
wag (and still is) faced with the prospect of an Augustana
Synody with whom it has full fellowship, entering a union
with the United Imtheran Churchy, with vhom the American
Lutheran Church has only selective fellowship, the con-
vention took itwo steps to help meet this coming crisis.
It expressed the hope that the Joint Union Commithtee will
find it possibvle to negotiate with the bodies of the mem=
bers of the Unibted Imtheran--iugustana merger to effect a
"federation which will include all major Lutheran bodies
in hmerica."45 Secondly, the convention liberalized its
position on selective fellowship, at least in wording
Resolved, that the fmerican ILutheran Church extend
the hand of fellowship to all Lutheran church bodies
who faithfully adhere to the Word of God and the
Confessions of the Lutheran Church,; whose official
declarations and congregational practice testify

to their loyalty to the Word of God and the ILutheran
Confessiongy and be it further

4151121‘3 9 De 450

42Uffz.cial Minutes of the Fourteenth Convantlon of
the imerican Lutheran onurch, 1956, DDs 59

431pida.
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Resolved, that wherever congrsgations and pastors

of the American Imbtheran Church find that Chey are

matually agreed in confession and practice with

congregations and pastors of other Lutheran church

bodies, they may in good conscience practice felloww

ship in worship and work; and be it fuwrther

Resolved, that this action supercede all previous

actions taken by the American Luuhe“aa Church

relative 5o Selective Fellowship,4

This final gtatement of the resolution clarified the
apparent discrepency of congtitutional interpretations
between the resolutions of 1934 and 1946, This resolution
in effect rescinds and takes precedent over the previous

interpretations of the Uonstitution. Although the com=- ;

nittee had originally recommended a statement referring
to whole-hearted adhsrence vo synodical statenments of

.‘

doctrine as a requirement for fellowship, that part of

the resgclution was not brought up for ad0ption.;5 ﬂ
The American Iutheran Church has shown great interest

in inter-Imtheran relations, While the United Lutheran

Church has been interested primarily in church union, the

interest of this church body has been pulpit and altar

fellowship. Great changes have taken place in regard to

prerequisites for such fellowship, At times this church

body seems %0 require complete doctrinal and practical

agreement, Lt other btimes this communion makes it clear

that it is impossible to agree on all explanations and

#Te1d. b 386,

#31b1ds, ppe 355E.
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teachings of Scripture.

After many years of attempting to achieve church
fellowship with the major Imtheran bhodies of fmerica
through doctrinal discussion and theological declarations,
the American Lubtheran Church adopted the principle of
selective fellowship: pulpit exchange and intercommunion
Qith those Imtheran parishes and pastors who subseribe
%o the Confessions and doctrinal statements of their own
body and apply their subscription loyally to their church
prachice.

This church body still requires an examination of
doctrine and practice among synods as a prerequisite for
church union, It has never listed just how much agree-

nent in theological expression and practice is necessary

}.,’

or such union. An example of such agreemsnt necessary

for vnion, however, is given in the United Testimony.

This body has also in recent years attempted to out-
line some comsiderations in regard to cooperation with
other Christians oub s;de of Imtheranism. The principles
are still quite weak and uandeveloped, however, for the
reasons for the rejection of membership in the National
Council of Churches, both in 1952 and 1956 were extremely

vague and nebulous.

T ——




CHAPTER VIIXI

THE NATIONAL BVANGELICAL LUTHURAN CHURCH

ol

Primary sources were not available for HThe study of
the National Ivangelical Lutheran Church. According to
the presupposition that the acbtual resolutions by church
bodies in convention would form bthe most important data,
there would ordinarily be some question as to whether a
chapter on this church body should be included in this
study. The only independent source available for the
examination of this communion is a work by Pastor J. E,
Hopola, a recent president of the church body. In this
work he reviewed the past sixty years of his communion's
-history.

Since the history of this church body of Finnish
decent has such a direct affect upon the principles and
the practices of The ILutheran Church--Missourl Synod,
however, this body, the Habtional Evangelical Lutheran
Church, will be examined on the basis of this single
secondary sSource.

Early in the history of this ILutheran group, an
gttempt was made to urite with the Finnish Bvangelical

Lutheran Church of‘ﬁmerica, popularly known as the Suomi

LT,

Lk




117

Synod, Because of cerbtain delays and some tTheological
differences, nothing of a concrete nature developed from
these early attempts.l

At the conventlom of 1922, the subject of fratermal
relationsg with the Missouri Synod was taken up. The
Board of Directors was aubhorized bto begin negobtiations
with Missouri representatives, At this time Pastor
Salonen of the National Evangelical Lubheran Church ex=
pressed his disapproval of the Missourd Synod's policy
against woman sufirage as an "insurmountable barrier to
union.” GSeveral pastors Jjoined him in "espousing the
cauge of woman's rights" while most of the clergymen of
that body did not wvoice an opinion.2

In the convention of 1923 the delegates of this body
were addressed by officials of the llissourl Symod. These
officials, including President ¥. Pfotenhauer, convinced
the convention that "true doctrinal unity existed between
the two churches.” Fraternal relations based on altar
and pulpit fellowship were established with the Missouri
Synod at this convention. The issue of woman suffrage

was not discussed at this convention and was left unresolved.3

1 :

J. B. Nopolay Qur Three Score Years, 4 Brief History
of the National Ev;z elLical Lutheran CEuréh (Tronwood:
NatTonal Publishing gompany, 1958), Pe 9.

®Ibid., p. 25.

3Ibid., pp. 25£f.
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Pollowing this convention, perhaps stimulated by
certain attacks by the Missouri Synod upon the Fianish
ILutheran sbtate church, Pastor Salonen began some rabther
strong attacks upon the Missouri Synod.4 In oxder to
avoid a posszible rupbure within the church body, the
convention of 1924 declared an end to the deliberations
with the Missouri Synod. This did not mean that fraternal
relations were severed, however.5

Shortly after this convention, a dangerous threat to
the wnibty of the church body came when a leader of the
Gospel Agsociation, an evangelically minded group within
the state Church of Finland, arrived in America for a
visit., The gquestion arose whether or not to invite him
to preach in Mational Hvangelical pulpiits. Thirty-three
rastors favoring the Migssouri S8Synod viewpoint would not
accept him, Fourbteen pastors who agreed with Pastor
Salonen accepted him. The remalning sixteen pastors were
uncertain.6 Lifter this crisis was over, most of the
pastors seemed to feel that a form of seleciive fellow-
ship was the answer. Those who wished to associate with
the representatives of thé Gospel Association of the

Church of Finland could do so; Those who wished to have

*1bid.
2Ibides pe 29
SIbid., p. 30.




119

frateimal relations with the !Missouri Synod could make
that choice also. Gradually, certain pastors left the
church body for membership in the Svomi Synod, and others
were "called home," leaving the rest of the clergy to
settle down %o qulet r»elations with the lissouri Synod.7

According Ho Pastor Nopola the situation has remained
bagically unchanged up to the present time. The Nabtional

BDvangelical Lutheran convention coansidered union with

the IlMissouri Symod in 1956. Pastor Nopola reported o
neetings with the Missouri Synod represeatatives. The
representatives recognized that "doctrinal agreement has
been confirmed,” and that only the question of church
government needs agreement. The representatives of The
imtheran Churche-iszsouri Synod asked that before union
takes place the officials of the two bodies set as their
"ultimete goal® the unibty in practice on this issue of
wonan suffrage.a

Pastor Hopola seems to think that union with the
Iutheran Church--~Missourl Synod is imperative. In this
historical survey of his church body he states that union
will have to come by necessity if not by choice. The small

body cannot exist independently¢9 The author, as president

"Ib1d., pu 1.
81bid., p. 5i.

bid.
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of hisg church body, told the Iissouri Synod delegates at
their synodical convention in 1956, "the Uime is not too

£a

3

diastant when we shall be an organic part of the Missouri

The full implications of these relationships in the

ight of the primaxry evidence from the conventlions of The |
Iatheran Church—--lligsouri Syrod will be digcussed in |
Chepter IX. I% may be concluded at this point, on the l
bagis of the linited and secondary evidence awvailable, ‘
that the National ILvangelical Lutheran Church does nob
require abgolute agreement in doctrine and practice as a
prerequislte to church fellowship or union. The difference
of practice concerning woman suffrage, which many pastors 1
of this church body found grounded in doctrine, has

hindered the pulpit and albar fellowship with the Missouri

=

Synod, nor has it apparently hindered The comsid

©
K
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of organic union with the HMissourl Synod on the part of
the National Bvengelical Iumtheran Church.

Tet, on the other hand, there seems to be some sord
of a point of deparbure in doctrine and practice beyond |
which this chureh body will reject pulpit and altar fellow-
ship., A% preéeﬂt, its pastors apparently do not have pul-

Pit and altar fellowship.with the Church of Finland,

10 . ;
Proceedings of the Forty-Third Regular Convention
of The Tutheran %Eurch—-ﬁissouri Synod, %%55, De A
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although at one time many pasbtors observed such fellow= (

ship without censure. The bases for Christiasn cooperation :
with other groups has not been established by this repor

due to the lack of evidence.
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CHAPTER IX
THE LUTHERAN CHURCH--MISSOURI SYNOD

At This poind in the study of unity, church felloww
ship, and cooperation one of The principles oubtlined in
the introduction should be repeatbed., Although some
Imtheran church bodies, including The Imtheran Churche
Hissourl Synod, have stated that the general body is
responsible for all sermons from ivs pulpits and al
articles in its perlodicals, this study views such sexr-

cles, bookss committee »oports, etc. as secondary

Yhe actual resolutions passed by the church

Lody iz convention will be considered primary evidence.
Certainly, by selective quotation from either the Con-
fessional ILubtheran Publicity Bursau on one haand, or the
imerican Lutheran Publicity Bureau on the other, one
could draw completely opposite conclusions concerning the
position of the lMissouri Synod on unity, fellowship, and
cooperation. The sccondary evidence presented must be
interpreted in the light of the actual synodical resolu-
tions and not visa versa.

In 1917 the synodical convention adopted the report

1Su PR D 2s
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of a gommittee wihich cbperved that the efforts being nade

by members of vawlous synods Lo discuss and illiminate ﬂ
doctrinal diflerences wers "laudable and worthy." Since

there was such an "earnest and proper desire to remove
¢« » » bthe doctrinal differences separating the several

Latheran gynods," the conveniion authorized a comaitbes

3

with the report of its commibttee, the bheses adopted by

o examine the resultan’ documents and offer appropriate
advicc.e 1
The coavention of 1920 declared that, in agreemsat H
I
i
1]

- -2 e L e o - 7 - - L . = = -
the negotiating synods offered "a sufficient basis for

rine" of conversion. BSince unity

c"

agreenent in this doct
in the doctrine of election was not yebt achieved, Ghe
convention declarved itself ready, in conjunction with Ghe
Wisconsin Synod, to continue the doctrinal discussions
and
recomumanded thenm to the intercessory prayers of its
menbers in order that the praiseworthy aim of complete

doctrinal union, and, God willing, of_peaceful cooper-
ation of said Synods may be achieved.

Several things should be noted here, First, the con-

vention used the term "union” in the sense of "unity" ox

Eﬁroceedl s of the Thirtieth Convention of the
Evangelical Eutﬁeran Synod of lissouri, CRio and Other ]
utates, §I7, Do 7.

SProcaedings of the Thirty-First Convention of the
?V ngelical Lutheran Synod of Hissouri, Ohio and Other
ates, 83

sy ) 09 p°
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tagresmont.” Although the Missouri Synod usually uses

the word "unity" when refering bto agreement in 4

e

ctrine

(o]

and "union! when refering to merger of church organiza-
tion, at times thesse two terms are interchangesable, even
2s in the case of other Lutheran bodics.

-

plete doctxinal union"” secens to be the basiz for "peaceful

cooperation,”

The convention of 1923 »eceived the yeport of iss
committee on the doctrinal negotiations among the Joint
Wisccnsin, Ohio, YXows, and Buffale Syncds. Although
objectlone were rsisged Vo certain points in the doctrine
of election, the convention regolved Ho continue the
negotiations and elected another intersynodical commititee,
expressing the hope that "unity of Laith® would be the

Li_
end result.,

L report was given bo the delegates on the discussion
which took place bebween officiale of the lMissouri Synod
and those of the Finnish National Evangeliczl Lutheran
Church. igreenent in “principle doctrines" was reported.
The basic point of division was the question of woman
suffrage in the church. The convention expressed the

exXpected "joy" over these desirable resulis and authorized

“Proccedings of the Thirty-Second Regular Meeting of
the Evangeiical Lutheran anod‘gg‘ﬂissouré, Oifo and
8T btates, 1925, De OJe




contimued negotiations "thut complete unity nay Le

achieved between Uhe two synods in all matberc, also in

- 12% - o 13

the practical guesyion of woman suliirage.

This convenbion did nov declare fraternal relations

n z 5

wvith this church body, nor did it suthorize limited pul-

pit and altar relations, It did, hovwever, extend to

1

ministerial studerts of this Finnish church body the same

L8]

educational privileges enjoyed by lMissouri Synod seminar-

; 6

ians.at Missouri's seminarie This c¢ould be considered
the begianing of what developed into full spiritual
cooperation and Ifreaternal relabions,

i T R o Team 1 Svroer wrel 4= g+ O 2.
“ne committee dealing with Pi: :

to the convenbtion of 192¢ that the Finnish church body

bhad broken off negotiations for union with tvhe Missouri

ever, and bthis small Finnish church body cooperated
spiritually with the Missouri Synod by sharing the sane
church buildings in certain localibties for mission pur-
poses, by sending two Finnish students to Missourdi schools
for ministerial trainiag, and by publishing tracts through

iZ

the resources of Concowxdia Publishing House,

PTbid., pp. 84F.
STnid.

7

Proceadings of the Thirty-Third ReE%%ar Gonventign
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Synod resolved %o continue a committee for further
negotiations with the Pinnish-imerican church body, "so
that under God's blessiang complete unity between the two

328

synods may be achieved, Hence, in gpite of the dig=

turbance within this Finnish Church, the HMigsouri Synod

9
planned continued negotliations whenever the Finnish repre-
sentatives should be ready, and continued cooperation

7ith th

-
-
03]

church body in spiritual matters.

More of a critical note was sounded in this conven=-
tion concerning negobtiations among the Ohio, Iowa, and
Buffsloy Missouri and Joint Wisconsin Synods., The com=-
mittee gave a falrly optimigtic report, indicating that
complete agrecment among the negotiating Synods had been
reached in the doctrines of conversion and election. The
counlttee raised the question whether the adoption of
the theses which were being written could be followed
by a declearation of unity in doctrine and by fraternal
recognition. The question was left® unanswered.9

The convention recognized that all points in the
theses were not yet clear znd free from all error. The

delegates advised simpler, shorter theses, especially

on the subject of Christian fellowship.

81pid.
91bid., pp. 136f.
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We implore all Christians of our Synod diligently
to beseech the Lord of the Church that a God-
pleasing, perfect union in the Truth and in love

be achieved to_the glory of His name and the welfare
of His Church.

In 1929 the guestion of accepting or rejecting these

Intergynodical Theses was presented to the convention by

the Missouri Synodls Intersynodical Commiititze, This com—
nittee favored the theses and encouraged their adoption.

Tailure to adopt some of the proposed changes was not
due to any differences in doctrine between the
colloguagnis, but to the faet that most of the collo-
quents considered the proposals liable to misunder—
standiangs or superfluous, Important additions were
also made « « « «» We consider the question whether
the theses can be adopled to be distinget from the
question whebther we can enter into fraternal rela-
tions with the syanods with which we have been con-
Terring. The latter is at present excluded by the
connections into which, sad to say, these synods have
entered and the fraternal relastions which they maine-
tain with Tmbherans who are not faivthful to the con-
fessions. These theses are a matter by themselves,
and Synod ought to Gake action on them.l

The above reference %o "Lutherans who sre not faithe
ful to the confeasions,” is in reference Lo the Norweglan
iutheran Church from which the Norwegian Synod of the
American Ivangelical Lutheran Church sovered relations.
The Horwegilan Imtheran Church entered into church fellow=
ship with the synods of Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo in 1925

on the basis of a dogument now known as Ghe Minneapolis

107p1d., pp. 140f.
11. : : = :
Proceedinzs of the Th;rtg—?ourth ﬁegglar Convention

f the Fvengelical Lutheran oynod of liissouri, Ohio an
Other gtates, 1920, pe 110.
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Theses. According wo this committee, theng the liissouri
Synod cannot have church fellowship with another church
body, even if doctrinal differences are settled, as long
as that church body has fraternal relations with a third
body with whom the Missouri Synod has no fraternal rela-
tions,

The lixamining CGommitbteey, appointed by the coavention |
to discuss these btheses and give reconmendacions, pre- 1
senved an extremely negative report. Most of the specific i
criticism centered on election, the bone of contention |
with the Norwegian Imtheran Church. Their critical com-
meatvs, however, also extended over the entire theses.

ALL chapteru and a nuaber of paragraphs are inadeguate
Ehe times they do not touch the polnt of con=-
trove:sy; at t;mes they incline more %o the position
of our opponents than to our own . « « » ach in the
theses is not sufficiently simple to be undersiood

by laymen--an unconditional necessity in confessional
theses « o o

Your comnittee considers it a hopeless undertaking
to mske these theses uunobjectionable from the view
of pure doctrine. _It would be better to disregard
them as a failure.

This Bxamining Committee concluded its report to the
convention by adviging the delegates, in rather strong
language, not to continue theological conferences with
the Ohioy Iowa and Bufialo Synods since it was not desir-
able, under the circumstances %o come to an agreement with
them,

127p1d., ppi 110f. J,
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It now seems bo your commitiee a matier of wisdom

t¢ desist from intersynodical conferences., By
entering into a closer relationship with the adw
herents of The Norweglan Opglioer, the opponents have
given evidence that they do not hold our pogition

in the doctrines of conversion and election. In
view of this action further conforences would be
useless and only create the impression as if we were
endeavoring Uo _come to an undersbanding, waich is
not the case.ld

o 3 4
This s

tement by the hxzamining Commitbtee was gquoted

a

[

in 1943 by the convention of the Wisconsin Synod in order
to show that such an opinion used to be the posiﬁion of
"old Missouri." This erroneous conclusion will be dis-
cussed more completely in Chapter AII of this study.14

%

s preciscly against such an erronecus conclusion that
this study has stressed that committee reports, essays,
private expressions by officlalg, etec,; are only second-
ary evidence., In this parbticular case the convention did
nos accept the recommendation of its Examining Committee,
and hence, the opinion of the Bxamining Committee cannot
be congidered the voice of the Misgourl Synod at this
convenvion,

First, the convenbion had to reject the discredited

Intersynodical Theses in such a way that the rejection

would nobt bhecome Lantamount to an accusation of false

doctrine toward the Missourl Synod represenbtatives which

51pid., p. 111.

lAProcaedin g of Ghe Twentg—ﬁeventh Uonvention of
the Bvangelical lubLberan Joint Synod o Wisconsin and
O%hem States, 1943, De o8,

D

ga ol LA NCEE RS LY




150
had helped to formulate these theses. Thsrefore, the
convention by adopting the report of its committee on
Intersynodical liatters acknowledged with thanks the pro-
gress which had been made in these theses in the presenta-
tion of correct scripiural doctrine and declared that the
personal faith of the colloquents should not be called
into question. This convention did not accept the advice
of the Hxamining Commitiee that the Missouri Synod should
not participate in further conferences, but it declared
that such fubure conferences should take inbto account the
exact point of conbtroversy, pertinent history, and the
fellowship which the Ohio and Iowa Synods had established

15 This coanvention

with the Norweglan Lubtheran Church.
in no way “closed the door" to fubure theological negotia=
tions with other ILubtheran bodies.

finally, this convention noted that the "good rela-
Gions" with the Fianish Zvangelical ILutheran National
Church have continued. The convention continued its
spiritual cooperation with this church body and vobted to
asslst their ministerial students with $1,200 per year

for their studies at Missouri Synod seminaries.16

15 :
Proceedinzs of the Thirty-Fourth Regular Convention
of the Evangelical Lutheran oynod of liissouri, Obio and

her States, 9 DDe f.

©Ibid., p. 95.
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The relations with this Finnish body continued %o

17

improve. The convention of 1932 received a list of
minor corrections to a doctrinal paper which had been prew

sented Go Ghe

g

agstorg of the Synod for their discussion
and comment. The convention adopted this set of doctrinal
statenents as "a brief Scripbursl statement of the doc-

he lissouri Synod.”lS

ct

trinal posivion of This documendy,

which has been known as “"Phe" Brief Statement, defines

unionism as "chureh fellowship with adherents of false
doctrine” and stvates that the orthodox character of a
church body is determinedy not only by ivs official sub-
scription, but alsc by "the doctrine which is sctualiy
Vaught in its pulpits, in its theological seminaries, aand
in its publications.“l9

The proposal was made at this convention to unite
the member churches of the Synodical Conference into one
churck body. The delegates authorized a committee to
study the question, discuss the matter with the other mem=

bers of the Synodical Conference, snd to report its findings

) : . - -
Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Regular Convention
of the fHvangelical Lubheran Lynod of llissouri, Obio an
Other States, 1952, P Lo2. ey
181bid,, p. 155.

Ypoctrinal Declarations: A Collection of Official
Statements on the Joctrinal Position of Various Lutheran

Bodles In America (St. Louliss. Concordia Publishine Tag
n e }aq. & se
195759 pe BI 5 :
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to the nexbt synodical convention. This coavemnbtion said
nothing about an investigation of doctrinal unity within
the Synodical Conference, Such docbtrinal unity was
assumed.ga
This Committee on Organic Unlon reporbed to the con-
vention of 1935 thet the obther synods of the Synodiecal

Conference were unresponsive to the plan for mesrger. Ths

da

Norwegian and Slovak Synods felt that differences in

language did not permit an immediate merger, No obther

o

]

¥ 2 ; : ; i
reasons were given. 1 Once again the delegates rejoiced

[é

over the fine relations which the lMisgouri Synod retained
with the Finnish Imtherans in the National Hvangelical
Tutheran Ghurch.ag
The delegetes to this convention noted vhat the
American Imtheran Church was seeking bto esteblish pulpit
and altvar fellowship with the Missouri Synod, and that the
United Imbtheran Church in America was inviting all Iuthe
eran bodles to confer with them regarding establishment
of closer relationships. The convention responded to

these invitations by declaring a willingness to negotiate,

“Oproceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Regular Convention

ES
of the EvaggeiicaI Tutheran Synod of Hissouri, Ohic and

Other gtates, s Do o

alProceedin@s of the Thirty-Sixth Regular Convention
of the Evangelical Lutherar oynod of llissouri, Ohio and
-OE, her Sta 65y 9 j_)-- ng-

221bid-, De 2204
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Resolved, that we declare our willingnese to confer
with other Imtheran bodies on probleans of ILutheran
union with a view bowards effecting true unity on
the basis, of the Word of God and the Lutheran Con-
fessions.??

Several things should be noted in this resoclution.
First, even though the American Lutheran Church indicated
that it was only interested in pulpit and altor fellow=-

)

ship rather thenm organic union, the lMissouri Syno

v

was
willing to confer on the subject of "union." Secondly,

while according to the Savannah Regeolution the United

Imtheran Church was willing to discuss unity in ordexr to
achieve union, the Missourl Synod was willing to discuss
union in order to achileve doctrinal unity. Finally, it
should be nobted that the Missouri Synod, according to

this resolution, was willing to discuss doctrine with other

lutheran synods--noct on the basig of its Brief Statement-—-

but on the basis of the Scriptures and the Confessions,
This was the basis for whkich the United Lubtheran Church
wag looking., On the other hand, the imerican Iubtheran
Church told its representatives to discuss doctrine oa

the basis of its Minneapolis Theses.”'

The reasons given by the convention for accepting
these invitations to discuss unity and fellowship were

that the Missouri Synod has "always recognized the duty

251bide, pe 221.

*supra, p. 9.
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and desirability of 'the conservaticn and promotion of
the unity of the true feith'" and that "exbtermel unicn

and cooperation is based upon internsal unity, oneness in
1] 25

-
1

faith, confession, doctrine, and practice.

-

In the following chapbers it willl be shown that the

o

k

a3

Joint Synod of Visconsin znd the Norweglan Synod rejeched

<

the invitation {0 discussion offered by the United Imth.-
eran Church in ‘mexica. There was no repert abttempted
to harmonize the reasons for their rejection znéd the abeﬁe
reasons for the liissouri Synod's acceptance of the Urited
Iutheran invitation.

The NMissouri Synod's Committee on Imbheran Union
gave a very favorable report to the convention of 1938.
According te this report, however, the negotiastions did
not seem Yo discuss the Seriptures and the Confessions as
the resolution of 1935 dirvected them bub their discussioas

gseened to cenbter upon the Uinneazpolis Theges and the Brief
26

statement,
The representatives of the American ILutheran Chuvrch

Presented their Declaration, a supplement to and modifi-

cavlon of the Brief Statement, with this introduction:

25, A ‘ .
Procegedings of the Thirty-Sixth Regular Convention
of the Evanzeligal Lutherun Synod of lissouri, Ohic 2nd

Obher states, 1035, pe R

26Proceadin g of the Thimty-Seventh Regular Convention
of the Evanmelical Lutheran bynod Of Hissouri, Ohlo and

a
Other states, s Pe 220
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Having carefully discussed with represeanbtatives

of thae Honorable Synod of Missouwri, in a number

of meetvings and on the basis of The HMinueapolis
Theses, the Chicago Theses, and the Brief State-
ment « « « Ghe points of doctrine that nave been

in controversy between us or concerning which a
sugpicion of deparbture from the True Ffaith has
.arisen, we now sumnarize what according bto our cons=
viction is the result of our deliberations . . . .27

The Declaration then declared accepbtance of the Brief

Statement with modifications and supplenmentery statemenis
on cerbain points, This document aesked Ghe Missouri Synod
%o declare these modificatiions on the doctrines of the
Antichrist, The conversion of Israely the resurrectlon of
the marSyrs, the thousand year reign menbtioned in Revela-
Ylon 20, and tvhe bterminology -concerning the church to be
"not disruptive of church fellowship."
Synod responded by adopbing the report of ite commibttee
on Intersynodical and Docbtriaal Hatters.ag This repoxt
found agreement in the doctrines of ingpirsbtion, predestin-
ation, conversion, Sunday, and the lMeans of CGrace. ‘
It is similarly gratifying that concerning the Holy
Seriptures the Declaration of the imerican ILutheran
Church representavives specifically and in opposition

to some other lubtheran bodies emphasizes the vergsl
inspiration and the inerrancy of the Seripitures.

This report recognized the points for which the American

271bid., ppe 221f.
2B1pid., p. 226,

@91v1d., pp. 228ff.
501pig., pp. 228f.
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Inthersn Church asked bolerance of inberpretations and
teachings. First, bthe Committee recognigzed that while
the Missourli Synod teaches that the pope is the "very
Anti-Christ for the pust and the fubture,” the synodical

fathers have declared that deviabion in this matter "need
51

\:l

not be divisive of church-fellowship,” With the sane

or similar terminology the Committee declared that toler-

L.

ation of the opinion that the nation of Israel may be
saved, that thers might be a special resurrection of the
martyrs, and thait Revelation 20 can be interpreted within
limits in various ways is not necessarily divisive of
church fellowshipes TFor each of these points the Committee
referred to various quotations in ILehre u. Wehre prior
to 1880,
The Comnittee's report included this interesting
footunote,
With reference to the term "gynodical fathers": «
this must not be understood in any way as if we were
basing any doctrine on what the synodical fathers
teach. e simply mention the fact that they comsider
some non-fundamental doctrines_as not necessarily
divisive of church—fellowship.2?
This report indicated that the American Lubheran Church
wishes the right to speak of the "visible side of the

Church” when referring to the "use of the lleans of Grace."

5l1pid., pp. 229f.
521b3d., p. 229,
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Your commitiee finds that our synodical fathers
conceded thatv the Word and the Sacraments may in a
certain sense be considered as beloaging to the
essence of the Church, Therefore, a difference in
this point need not be divisive of church~fellowship
when this expression, “the visible side of the
Church,”" is understood in the light of our Synod's
pronocuncemnent by Dr, wa%gher in Das Buffaloer
Kolloguium, 1866, p. 9.

1

In all other matiers the committee found perfect
agreement. Difference in some phraseoclogy was recognized,

but the members of the commnittee felt that such phrases

T

and bterms "con

e

saln the truth as expressed in the Scripbtures
| m T A s L o £ 2 s 3 e ::3‘4
and our Lutheran Confessional writings.

The convenvion declared the Brief Statement "together

with the Declaration” and the "provisions of this entire

report of Comnittee Wo. 16" as the "doctrinal basis for
future church-fellowship between the liissouri Synod and
=z

the imerican Iutheran Ghurch."75 The committees are still
%o strive for full agrecment in the points of divergsnt
opinion and terminology. The convention also recognized
that

for true unity we need not only this doctrinal agree-

ment but also agreement in practice « . « where

there is a divergence from Biblical, confessional

practice, strenucus efforts must be made to correct

such diviation. We refer particularly to the
attitude toward the anti-Christian lodge, anti-

331piq.
Ibid., p. 230.
531bid., pp. 231f.
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Seriptural pulpit and altar fellowship, and all
other forms of unionism.’0

After both Synods adopt the Brief Statement and the

Declaration, this doctrinal basis for pulpit and altar

fellowship is then to be presented to the bodies of the
Synodical Conference for approval and o the bodies of the
American Lutheran Conference o establish "doctrinal

agreenent with those church bodies with which the American

w7 e

a

Tuthergn Church is in fellowship.

o

This convontion received the favorable report on its

LY

relationship with the Finnish National Churchy and it con-
tinued its spiritual cooperation with this small church
body by its subsidy and a promise to see aboubt permitting

an ingtructor from this bDody to teackh at the Springfield

{,;

Seminary. This convenbtion also declared that relations
with this body have "conbtinuously been friendly and
fratern&l.“58 Thie statement seems (o have made official
a de facto pulpit end altar relationship which had never
been formally declared by any action of a previous con-
vention, Nor had any recognition or congideration been
given to this matter within the Synodical Conference. It
is interesting that The Lutheran Church--llissouri Synod

would comgider itself obligated %o consult its sister

®rvia,
3?1bid., pp. 232f.
S8Tvid., pp. 234f.
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synods of the Synodical Conference before declaring pulpit
and altar fellowship with the American Lutheran Church,
and yet, casually declare that fraternal relations: have
continuously existed with the Natlonsl Evangelical Luth=
eran Church without bringing bthis matter before the Synod=
ical Conference,.

Finally, bthis convenition took note of the breakdown
in the negotialtions with the Unitved Imtheran Church in

America over the quesbtion of inspiration.39 Although this

breakdown occurred over a declaration in the Brief State~

ment concerning Seripbtural inerrancey in the areas of

hisfory, geography ead secular matters, the convention still

declared iteself willing %o continue negotiations with the

United Lutheran representatives "on the basis of Scripture
w30

Sl Lok L0 7

and the Lutheran CUonfessions.

This resolution of 1938 vecomes even more interesting
when in the convenbtion of 1941 the representatives of the
liissouri Symod reporbted to the delegates thatb

on account of the unwilliangness gf tge ULCA eommiss%oners
to accept the paragraphs of the Brief Statement deal-

ing with the doctrine of inspiratlon i% seemed useless

to us %o invite them to meet us, and the ULCA com-
mission likewise did not send us a request for a
conference.4l

391big., p. 227
*O1big., p. 233

41Proceedings of the .Thirby-Zighth Regular Coavention
of the Lvangelical Luthoran oynod of Hissouri, Ohio an

Other gtutes, v Dis .
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If such discussion with the United Lutheran Church
were to take place on the baslis of the Seriptures and
the Confessions, then why should ths negotiations have
broken down over the rejection of cortain expressions of

the Brief Statement? The Missouri Synod representatives

may have felt that the expressions in The Brief States=

ment were in harmony wibth the Scripbtures and the Con-

fessions and, thersfore, by discussing the Brisf State-

ment, they were also discussing the Beriptures and the
Confessions.

The judgment of this committee which declared nego-
tiations with the United Lmbheran "useless® bscause that

chureh vody rejected cerbtain points in the Briefl State~

ment seens to be out of harmony, however, not only with
the resolubion of 1938, but also with a declaration by
the convention of 1941 that bthe Missouri Synod is going
%o conbvinue its efforte Go achieve true unity in doctrine
and practice “only on the basis of the Word of God and
the Lutheran Gonfes&ions."#a

The Committee on Lutheran Church Union gave this
convention a wepoxrt on the latest developments in the
relationship with the Ameriean Iutheran Church, and it
outlined the pertinent sections in the 1940 convention

0f the American Iubtheran Church. While according to

421p4d,, p. 301

L e T



141

the convention of the American Iutheran Church most of
the points raised by the Missourli Synod represe ntatives
were satisfactorily answered by the imericen Lutheran
commissioners,lj the Missourl Synod committee left the
impression that nost of the American Luthersn explana-
tions were unsatisfactory. g

This committee then commented to the conventions

concerning the Pithsburgh Agresment. The committee raised

the question of how the American Lutheran Church could
come vo an aprecment on Scripture with the United Luth-

~

eran Chureh which had rejected some of the Brief State-

ment's comuents on inspirstion, and yet maintained agree-
ment with the lissouri Synod on that doctrine. The
imerican Imtheran comnissioners maintained that the United
Iatheran Chu-ch had receded from' its former opposition to
verbal ingpiration. This explanation did not satisfy the
i ssouri Synod representatives, however, since the Pittsburgh
Agreement contained "loopholes for a denial of the verbal
inspiration and inerrvancy of the Scriytures."45
The general evalustion of the American Imtheran con-

vention of 1940 given by the Committee on Lutheran Church

3" LUDTA. Pe 103,

Proceed1n~s of the Thi -tighth Regular Convention
of the EFEEEEIIE;I Tutheran Sx od gg Missouri, oaio and

Ofhner gTates, s DPe £

*51vid., pp. 278f£f.
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Union was quite ceritical. The committee was especially
concerned about the svatement, "not every traditional
explanation of a Scripbtural statement is binding,” made
by the American Lutheran convention in defense of its
earlier statement that it was not necessary to agree in

every non=fundameuntal doctrine foxr church fellowship;

The Missouri Synod commitbee felt that these words might -

create the inpression as though a clear—cut statement
acknowledging the binding force of all Scripture
rassages were & dangerous statement to make and re-
quired some limiting, or restrictive, additions. We
are all Ghe more compelled to say this because the
position that the traditional explanstion of a
Seripture passage is not necessarily the right om

has never bLeen questionsd in the iLmbheran Church.

This committee was also disturbed by the statemeat
of the ‘merican Imbtheran Church thet it has ro intention
of leaving the imerican Lutheran Conference.

It is Ghic turn of events which fills us with dis-
appointment and alarm. In 2ll sincereity we had
hoped that the American Lutheran Church would join
us in our endeavor to hold high the banner of une-
compromiging loyalty to the Word of God and the Con-
fessions of the Tubtheran Church, both in respect to
doctrine and practice « « « 37

This statement went on to imply that apparently some
leaders of %he Amefican Tmtheran Church do not have such
a8

loyalty. This evaluation seems to have overlooked the

#61v1d., pp. 280ff.
*71b1d., pp. 284EL.
*B1p1g.
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faet that bthe American Iutheran Conference had established

the lMinneapolis Theges as a doctrinal basis for church

fellowship. If the lilssouri Synod wished the American
Iutheran Church to legve the American ILutheran Conference,
the only possible way Lo sccomplish this would be to

demonstrate that the Mlinneapolis Theses were in error or

inadequate. It would not follow that sinply becguse the

American Lubtheran Church subscribed to the Brief Statement

in the light of its Declaration that it should now withe

dray from the American Iutheran Conference. It is possible
that members on the Misscuri Synod committee assumed that

the imericaen Imtheran Church rescinded the Hianeapolis

Theses when they accepted the Brief Statement. It is also

quite possible that these committee members guietly: ignored

the Minneapolis Theses after the earlier preliminary dige

cussions and hoped that bthey would go away.

While %this comnibttee raised the question of American
Lutheran loyalty te the Lutheran Confessiong, it admitted
that if some members of that church body do not agree
with the lMissouri Synod on certein minor points that such
a situation "does not necessarily make fellowship im-
possible, "+ Finally, this committee reported to the con-
vention concerning the objections railsed by the Norwegian

Synod and the Joint Synod of Wisconsin and the suggestion

#91p14.
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by these synods that negotlations with the imerican
Intheran Church be suspended under the circumstances.So

The convention, in response tc the information given
in the report of ite Committee on ILutheran Church Union,
resolved that true unity in doctrine and practice be
based upon the Word of God and the Confessions alone.
The delegates did not ta the advice of the sister synods
of the Synodlcal Conference to suspend negotiations with
the ‘fmerican Lumtherszn Church, but resoclved %o contimie
these negobiations to achieve doctrinal uaity. Such
negotiations in the past have accomplished some geood, end
as long as the ‘merican Lutheran represcntatives request
continued doectrinal discussions, it is God's will that
Christians “strive for doctrinal unity," the convention
statad.5l

Such new negotiations sghould attempt to formulate
one, clearly written document. This single document
would not be considered a repudiation of "any doctrinal

statement made in ocur Brief Stabement,” the convention

declared, but some statements in the latter document
may need to be "more sharply defined or am.pl:i.fied.“5‘2
. These resolubions concluded by stating that such a

501bid., p. 293.
21Ibid., pp. 301f.
221phid.
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single document would be submitted to the Synodical
Conference by the lilssouri Synod and to the Anerican
Iuntheran Ceonference by the ‘merican Tumbtheran Church alter
its formulatior and acceptance by the two church bodies,.
The member churches 0f the Synodical Confercncse wers ine
vited by these resolutions Lo enter the negotiations.B3

The Norweglan Synod and the Joint Synod of Wisconsin
registered officisl protests with the llissouri Synod con-
vention of 1lSG44 against ibte continued negobtiations with
the American Lutheran Church. The Horwegian Synod added
that the resolutions passed by the Missouri Synod in 1938
concerning relations with the American Imtheran Church
were "church divisive.” While the resolubtions of 1938
congider certain points to be not necessgarily divisive of
church fellowship, the Norweglan Synod holds that it is
necessary for church fellowship to agree in all matters
of doctrine.Ba

The Joint Synod of Wisconsin emphasized that the
Missouri Synod, by coantinuing negotiations with the
American Imtheran Church, was inconsistent "with the
course followed by your Synod in an earlier stage of these

intergyncdical negotiations.® The commnication from the

?31bid., pp. 302f.
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Wisconsin Synod then cited the advice of the Ixamining

55

Commlttee to Lhe coanvenbion of 1929 to cease negotiations.
However, this advice was not adopled by that convention.ss
Hence, this advlce that the Hissourl Symod should cease
negotiations was not a "course followed" by the synodical
body in earlier years, but it was rather a personal opinion
held by some within the church body.

The Missourl Synod convention responded e the ob-—

Jections of its sister synods that, since the loctrinal

Affirmation has heen completed by the Missouri Synod and

imerican Tutheran Church representatives, no further nego-
tiations will taoke place until the Synodical Conference
has taken sction om this document. If this new doctrinal
basis for fellowship is approved, said the convention,
it will pupercede the resolutions and previous documents
on this subject from 1938 o 1941.°¢ In this way bthe
convention felt that it had met the objections to negotia—.
Yion and to the resolutions from 1933,

In vesponse to a mumber of objections and questions .
on prayer at intersynodical meetings, the convention de-

clared that while no prsyer fellowship existed with the

95Tbid., pp. 240f.
*Ssupra, p. 129.
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American Lutheran Church,

Joint prayer at intersynodical conferences, asking

God for His guidance and blessing upon the deliber- i
ationg and discussions of His Word, does no®t militate

against the resolutions . . « provided such prayer

does not imply denial of truth or support of ervor.

Y

Finally, this convention was faced with a number of
memorials asking for gynodical membership in the National
Intheran Counciles The convenition responded by declaring
that the constitutlion of the National Lutheran Council
would inveolve the lMissouri Synod in unionistic principles
and practices. The delegates directed its prasesidium
and the Doctrinal Unity Committee to study the constitu~
tion of the Jouncil and desvermine the areas in which the
Ilissouri Synod could collaborate "in such matbters as
involve no viclation of conscience and no demial of the
truth. 029

This study was not ready for the convention of 1947,
Therefore, the convention of that year declared that the
policy and activity of the Nationzl Imtheran Council was
not clearly defined, that the llissouri Synod was still
willing to ccoperate with the Council in matters "agreeing

With Synod's nrinciples,” and that a special committee

114, p. 251
21bid., p. 252
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should contiaue bthe study of relationship wibth the

Gouncil.60

This convention of 1947 also faced the anew develop-

ments taking place within the Americen Lutheran Chuxrch.

First, the American Ilabheran Church rejectsd the joint
9

tf;

doctrinal stabement Xunown as thg»Doctrinal Affirmation.

Representatives of that church bedy told Missouri Syaod
representatives that this document cancelsd the position
for which the Declarabion of the American Iubtheran Church

61 Since the American Tmtheran Church rejected the

stood,

Soctrinal Affirmation, this document was not considered

by the Missouri Syunod convention.

Secondly, the American Lubtheran Church had falled to

ko]

resent the twin documents, the Brief Stabtement and the

Declaration to ite sister synods in the American Iutheran
Conference for their evaluation and considerationaaa
Instead, the Missouri Synod committee on Doetrinal Unity
reported that the Aimerican Imbtheran Church "agreed to"

the Qverture on Unity produced by the imerican Imtheran
63

Conference.

GOProeeedin s of the Portieth Regular Convention of
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According to the Missourl Synod committes, this

Overture proposes that

each Imtheran body renain falthful o its parti-
cular confessional sbtatement; without subscribing
for itself to the confession of any obtherw uutho“an
church body. Thus, by ignoring the existing dife
ferences in doctrine, fellowship is to be Cauabliuhed
by resnlﬂtiau, rather than by actual agreement in
doctrine as Scripture requires.64

This evaluation iz not quite fair Ho the Overture.

This document zssunes that there zre no doctrinal dif-
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ling Iatherans from one snothery providing
that those ILuthersns accept the parbicular official doc-
uments listed by the Qverture. The posibtion of this

Overture is that the HMinneapolis Theses, the Brief State-

ment, the Declaration, and the Pitisburgh igresment are

65

all in "essential accord with one another."
Finally, since the American Imtheran Chmrch recognized
that not all Lutherens of the other church bodies live up
%o the principles end prectices of these psrbigular doc-
uments, the American Iutheran Church adopted bthe prineciple
of gelective fellowship with those particular parishes and

pastors who are loyal Lo Their church body's particular

doauments.ee
S 1big.
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The Missourli Syanod coanvenbion reacted to the American

Imtheran Church's rejection of the Affirmetion =nd the

accepbance of the Overbure by declaring thatb

the 1978 resgolutions ghall no longer be congidered

as a basis for the purpose of establishing fellowship

with the Americen Lubheran Church . .+ 57
It nmuat be noted, however, that bthege resoluti were so
treated not vecause of any false doctrine Lthereing but
because the conditions outlined in them were not fulfilled
by the imerilcan Tamtheran Church, and becauce they were
being sexrilously mlsuaderstood. However, the convention
resolved to continmue negotiations with the representatives
of the American Lutheran Church in order Lo obbtain doc-
trinal unity, and it advised Ghe negotiubions make use
of exisbting cocbtrinal statements and neke new gbatemenbs
58 nccessary.sa The Missouri Bynod alseo rejected church
fellowship with the Americar ILutheran Church at this time
since "full agresment in doctrine and practice , « . has
not been reached.” w69

This convention also responded negatively to the
idea of selective fellowship. 2IJvery pastor and parish
in tvhe generzl body has pledged to act in agreemsnt with

fellow nmembers. Hence, every pasbor and parish has

(SVibia., Pe 5104
6811’)1(1&
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o

AP e 1 e} o -
» fellowship with another

ajl

¥

"foregone the right To sutablis
church body independently" of the Missouri Symed. Do do
50, 8aid the convention, would viclate Yhe "law of love
and the gpicit of felluwshiy.“7o

Y3 ] - ofer iy o e, oy obe », - o < Y o I ety 2.7 - g
finally, Ghis convention reaffirmed the sarlier

e

resolubion permittiag Jjoint prayer under certein circume~

=

stances and distiaguishingz such prayer from charch f2llowe
e Lo J & o

C 1 ey L e g PR s R CRTIN B e W g} BN " UEy = Sy
ship which involves prayer and worship among consrega-
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tions, "™ Oince opposition to Joint prayer continued in

the form of various memorials and coumplaints, the con-

-

vention of 1950 resolved to hold a full discussion §f the

]

guestion of prayer fellowship and joint praye

=

' 1

U.A

ahayaace

3

untll a treatise on "Prayer Fellowship® could be pub-

This convenbtion of 1950 was algp faced with a multi-
tude of memorials asking for the Synod to condemn the
8te. Louls faculby opinion that Romans 16:17 has been
misapplied, the Stateuwsnt made by forty-four pastors of
The Ilisscuri 3ynod asking for g more loving attibude
toward othsr Lubtherans, the essays and wrlitings of several

pastors zad professors within the general body, the

701v14., p. 519.
71bid., pe 517.

72 "
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various ways. First, it approved the tr
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planation of Homans 16:17-18. This verse was a conlennaw-

ata

tion of "Joint religious work and worship" with all who

"persistently adhere Lo false doctrine.” The use of this i

Bible passame in the Brief Stastement was declered

"Seripturally correct," Yet, this convention zdmitfed
that "there may be legitinmste differences of opinicn im
purely exegebtical metters" invelving grammar, word mean=
ings, and the like. Pastors and people should combtinue
to study this passage from Scripbure that God's message
may "always be held a2nd properly applied among us."74

At the game time, the Synod refused to condemn the

n

sbatement of forty-four Missouri Synod pastors who in

1945 lamented this interpretetion of Romans 16:17-18,

This document poiunts out that Lutherans who differ from
"""" the Migsouri Synod in some points of non~-fundamental
doetrines are not necessarily "belly servers" who love to

"decolve the hearts of the simple.® The convention simply

?31p1d., pp. 587-634.
7“‘1;1&., Dpe G55£L.
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resolved to permlt the study of issues raised by the
Statement to conbinue, Objectlions to the Statement aand
{ e

its signers wers referred to proper “caannels.”7) dence,
the views of the signers were still tolerated within thas
Missouri Synod. Ome of the opinions expressed in this
docunent restates the position of the resolutions of 1938
in clear language.

We affirm our conviction that in keeping with Uhe

higtoric Imtheran tradition and in harmony with the

Synodical resolution adopted in 1958 regacding

Church fellowship, such fellowship is possible withe

out complete agreement in debtaiis of doctrine and

practice which h’f@ never bean considered divisive
in the iwbtheran Church./©

Although the resolubtionsof 1938 were no longer in
effect, the pointg and principles presented in them have
never been condemned by the Illissouri Synod, By tolerating

The Statement and its signers, the liissouri Synod continued
to tolerate these principles from 1958 witvhin the geaneral
body.

The delegates, by a vast majority vote, adopted the

Common Confession as a "statement of these doctrines in

harmony with Scriptures.® With the adoption of this
documen’ by the imerican lLutheran Churchy it would become
a8 statement of agreement on these doctrines. The con-

ventlon added that more amplification of some doctrines

751‘01(10' Pe 698.

76
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may be needed in the Lfature, This docunent was to be
to the Synodical Confereace by the lissouri

Synod and bto the American Imtheran Confsarsnce by ths

imtheran Chuech .?7 However, this documsnt was

Anerican
not to be tha basis for an inmedliabta church fellowshin
batween the Missouri 194 and the imerican Imbtheran

Church,.

¥ - o o worls 3 - - o e BN -~ r
The commitbee which had been assigned the task o

(':

evaluating the National Lutheran Council and reporting
such evaluations zave 2 majorlty snd a minority repoxt
to this convenbtion. The nenmber:z of this comn
the constitubion of the National Iubtheran Council to be

The Coustitubtion of the National Lutheran Council
as it reads contains nothing which would make it
ginful for the Missourdi Synod $o 8izn ¢« « «

furthermore, the provision in the National Intheran

Council Congtwtutlen “that a Partlcipatlng Body may
extent of its participstion in the work

deternine the
of the Council" would make it possible for the

Missouri

Synod to become a member of the Natiomal

uutheran Council and o participate ln one or the
other purely external ObjPC+qu%S) witt

its principles conﬂawnlng unionistic sarv1ces.

The majority on this commitbttee, however, felt that

many of the activities of the National Lubtheran Council

hout violating

involved the spiritual work of the Church.

Forty-First

This in turn

775 ' .
rogeedings of Lhe Regular Convention
of the Iatheran %Eu?ﬁh—-ﬁlsmouri Synod, §§5§, TD. D851T.

781b1d., pp. 6758,
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would involve the principles governing pulpit, altar
79

and prayer fellowshlp. These members of the committee
agked: what would be gained by joining the Council?
Hothing, bthey answered, that could not be obtained by
cooperaving with it from without. They postulsted that
the lilssouri Synod would only be an irritant in the
Council and needlessly offend the bodies of the ;Synodieal

Conference by Joining the Council now.ao

4 lay nmembey: ¢f this committee, lr. W. 0, Dickmeyer,
presented a ninority report. The Hissouri Synod would
not become an irritant in the Council, he contended, if

"

it opoke the truth in a loving wmanner. The Synod would

@

compromise nothing by Joining, and hence, there is no
reason why the Missouri Synod cannod afPiliate.Bl Finally,

firs Dickmeyer cited gquestion 216 of the Synodical Catechism

to show Ghat Lutheran Christians normally can and should
Pray with one another.
Why are we to say "Our Father" . . o because all
believers are in Christ the children of one Father
and should therefore pray for and with each other,82
The synodical coavention did not accept lr. Dickmeyer's

recommendation, and it igncred his arguments. The delegates

Tbide, ppe 679£f.
Ibid.’ )}?o Gsaffd
821p1d., p. 683,
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resolved, as in earlier coavenlbionsy; to cooperate with

the Council "wherever it can be done without compromising

"

=

sepiptural principles," but they rejected affiliation

Ar

with the Council becsuse many of its activities are "union-
istic™ and because it engages in the work of a Church.83

It should be noted, however, that this coanvention did not
take Mr., Dickmeyer nor his minority report to task. The
delegates simply ignored the dissenting opinion.

The Common Confession, Part II, was presented to the

convention of 1953 along with a host of memorials asking
for the reconsideration and condemmsation of both parts I
and IT, Uost of btlese memorials were from the same people
or the same group of people who had complained about prayer
feliowship, doctrinal laxity, and obther matbers to earlier
conventions. The coavention dealt with nost of these
nemorials by referving them to earlier resolutions or to

34

the proper channels. The delegates resolved to postpone

o0

action on Part IT of the Common Confession, however, until

the pastors and parvishes of the Missouri Synod had an

opportunity to more carefully examine the addition.85

The Common Confession has some interesting statements

S51pid., p. 692.
. 8%

- Progeedinss of the Forty-Second He ar Convention
of the Tutheran (Murch--lliBSOUTL Gynod, Ig%%. DPe D26Il.
851bid., p. 528.
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I
on the subject of unity, fellowship and cooperation.

We dare not condone error or have altar and pulpit
fellowship and unscripbtural cooperation with erring
in@ividuals, church bodies, or church groups that
refuse to bs corrected by God's Word. Ve must azlso
be 2lext « « o GO establish and maintain fellowship
with those whom He has made one with us in the
faith « . 86

Part II of bthe Common Confession acknowledges one as

a "brother in the Lord" if he "acknowledges The Holy
Seriptures as his only authority in all matters of faith
and life and conforms thereto."™ Any false doctrine or
omisgion of true doctrine creates divisions in the Church,
Poleration of such false doctrine also disrupts the
Church's unity.a?

The convention referred the question of "What is a
Doctrine?™ o the two seminaries for a more complete

88 This resolutlion seemed to

definition and discussion.
impiy thet even thougﬁ.the Missouri Synod knew what a
doctrine is (because it was using the term "doctrine” all
the time), a careful definition and description of the
term needed proper attention.

The convenbion also resolved to continue doctrinal ;

digcussions and negotiations with the American Lutheran

Church in spite of the opposition from certain quarters.

801pid., pe. 505
871bid,, p. 5164
887p1d., p. 539
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It gave a number of reagsong for thls decision: (a)
Progress has beon made boward doctrinal unity by past
negotiationss (b) Such negotigtions offer an opportunity
%0 give a Christien witnessy (¢) The Churck authorities
have already planned the next meebting:; (d) The committee

is looking forward o a discussion of the United Testi-

mony which is to serve as the doctrinal basis for the
nerger among the American Imtheran Church, the iivangeli-
cal Lutheran Church and the United Svangelical Lutheran
Church; (e) Such negotiations are a fulfillment of sme of
the obJjectives of the Synodical Conferencey, "to strive
for true unity in doctrine and practice among Imtheran
church bodies."89

FPinally, the subject of possible membership in the
Tutheran World Federation.came before this assembled
church body for the first time., A committee of three
was appointed to study the constitution, objectives and

pracvices of the Iutheraen World Federation and report it

m

findings concerning possible membership in or coopera=

tion with the Federation in time for a thorough péstoral

exanination prior to the convention of 1956590
The report of this committee of three came out too

late for a thorough examination by pastoral conferences

891vid., pp. 5347,
P1pid., p. 563.
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prior o The convention of 1956. Aecording to this
comnittee report, the Lutheran World Federation was a
Church because it was doing the work of a Church. Since
the Federation was a Church, and since ibts component
members were obvliously disunited in doctrine, the lMissouri
Synod could not affiliete itself in Hhis federation.
Such affiliation would involve pulpit and altar fellow-—
ship at least indirectly, and hence, the affiliation

.

The convention basgically agreed with the evaluation
of its committee and "respectfully declined” the invi-
tation to join the federation. Membership, the conven-

tion stated, would commit the Missouri Synod to coopera=

)

tion involving a “"umion in spiritual matters with groups
not in doctrinal agreement® with the !Missouri Synod,

However, the Synod stood ready to discuss this rejection
and ite reasons with the representatives of the Lutheran

World Federation.92

According to this resolution, then,
the lissouri Synod caanot cooperate with others in
spiritual matters when such church bodies are not in
doctrinal agreecment.

This convention received another invitation from the

911 () - L] ™ -
Progeedings of the Forty-Third Regular Convention
of the [uthzran %Eurch—-ﬁissouri Synod, §$5€, DPp. 528IT.

921bido' Pe 558.




160

United Lutheran Church and the Augustana Synod to "con—
sider such organic unilon as will give real evidence of
our unity in the faith.“95 Naturally, this invitation
was "respectfully declined” by the convention since the
HMissouri Synod did not believe that such unity was suf-
ficient for union. The "unity now existing" was not the
same as "doctrinal unity" in the eyes of the conveantion.
Tet, the convention was willing to meet with the inviting
synods and discuss the differences in order to resolve

ou.

Ghemn, Here once again, the Missouri Synod stood ready

to negotiate, even thoumh the church bodies in question
have entirely different presuppositions on the guestions
of unity and fellowship recuirements. The resolution
added that the other members of the Synodical Coanference
be iavited to such discussions when they are held.95

The delegates also faced the question of what to do

with the Common Confession, in which Part II was still

awvaiting synodical resolution, now that the imerican
Lutheran Church was obviously going to merge with other

church bodies who had not subscribed to the Common Con=-

fession. The convenbtion first declared this document,

Parts I and II, to be in complete agreement with Scripture

B1bide, pe 519.
H1hia.
B1pid.
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and the Confessions, and then it resolved that the Common

Confegsion cannot be regarded as a funcbioning basis for

pulpit and altar fellowship;96 It is not clear Jjust what

position this gives the Common Confession when compared %o

other basic doctrinal theses, such as the Brief Statement.

The Brief Statement is also viewed by the Missourl Synod

as being in complete agreement with Scripture and the

Confegeions. Yet, bthis document also has not been regarded

or employed as a functioning basic document toward the

establishment of altar and pulpit fellowship with other
9

~J

church bodies,

When this convention received the reports that the
Norwegian Synod had broken fratermal relations with the
lMissouri Synod and that the Joint Synod of Wisconsin was
preparing to sever relationsy it produced a rather lengthy
resolution in contrast to earlier resolutions which had
merely asked the president of Synod to answer the objec-
tions by letter. This time the convention expressed its
regret over eny "lovelessness or lack of brotherliness®
which may have come from the Missouri Synod. It promised
to mske every effort to "avoid that which is wrong and

to become more firmly established in that which is righﬁ.ﬁ

It was recognized that each body in the Synodical Conference

P1pid., pp. 504f.
97.'?’.“.2.1:'_3.’ P 144,
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accepbs the pronouncements of Scripture as final, and
yet, there exists "a difference of interpretation and
practice.”98

This seened to come close Lo a candid admission that
doctrinal as well as practical differences existed within
the Synodical Counference. If there is a line between
a "difference of interpretation” of Scripture and a
difference in.a "doctrine® or fomulation of Scriptural
revelation, that line appears thin, Yet, the Missouri
Synod has no deslre to sever pulpit and altar fellowship
with synods within the Synodical Conference in spite of
these differences in "inbterpretation® and practice. The
resolution continued by calling for more discussions,
negotiations? and the formulation of documents "cone
cerning doctrine and practice" within the Synodical Con-
ference. The convention ﬁromised that negotiations with
other church bodies would not be initiated without ine
viting the other synods of the Synodical Conference to
participai;e.99

As the convention affirmed the principle that some
differences in "interpretation"” and practice are not
divisive of church fellowship in the above resolutions,

it reaffirmed this same principle in its approval of the

98 ; 2 .
Proceedinzs of the Forty-Third Regular Convention
of the Tubtheran Enurch;;ﬂi souri oynod, %%56, Pp. Dlbf.

91bid., p. 517.




163

report of the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and Practice.
This committee was appointed earlier to examine an essay
given by Ir. Wm. Arndt about which there had been accusae
tions of falgse doctrine. The convention approved this
report on doctrine and practice ag a correct evaluation
of the Arndb essay.loo

This report which the convention approved agreed with
the Arndt essay, with a few modifications, on all but one
point, The report agreed that the terminclogy "visible
side of the Church” may be a matter of terminology. It
agreed that slight differences concerning the resurrection
of the martyrs, the conversion of the Jews, and the begin-
ning of the thousand year reign need not be regarded as
divisive of church fellowship. It concurred with the
opinion that we identify the Papacy as the Antichrist on
the basis of Seripture and history. It agreed that error
in non-fundamental docbtrines is not necessarily divisive
of church fellowship, although the report emphasized
that such a statement did not mean indifference %o teach-
ings of Seripture. When shown that certzin teachings are
contrary to Seripture, such errors cannot be persisted in

or the church body has no respect for Scriptural authority.101

1001434, , p. 525.

101The Advisory Committee on Doctrine and Practice,
A Report to the Praesidium of The Iutheran Church--Missouri
no% (
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The end result of the convention's approval of this
report was simply a reaffirmation of the theological
points made in the resolutions of 1938.

A rather startling resolution was also passed by
this conveation. The delegates declared that every
interpretation of documenis approved by Synod "which
would be in disagreement with the Holy Scriptures, the

Tutheran Confessions, and the Brief Ctatement" are re-
102

Jjected. This resolution was in response to the

£

barrage of memorials criticizing the Common Confession.

The guestion is left unanswered whebher this resolution
applies to all synodical resolutions as well as the Conmon
Confession. ~Also does this resolution apply only to pri-
vate "interpretations" or to actual resolutions and
documents which may conbain statements inconsistent with

the Brisf Statement? lMany within the Missouri Synod have

consistently accused the Synod of violating the Brief
Statement by admitting that certain noan-fundamental doc-
trines are nolt necessarily divisive of church fellowship.

HMany individusls would claim that the Brief Statenent nckes

divergencies in the doctrines of Anitchrist, ths resurrec-

tion of martyrs, etc., divisive of church fellowship.

This resolution, given such a latter interpretation, could

102 4
Proceedin:s of the Forty-Third Re ar Convention
of the Lutheran Church--Missouri oynod, Ié%%, De .
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resolve the apparent incomnsistencies between the Brief

Statement and many resolutioans already discussed in this

chapter,

In reaction to a resolution by the Synodical Conference
defining unionism one memorial requested the lissourl
Synod to reconsider such a definition. The convention
regponded to this request by directing bthe seminasries of
the Missourl Synod to sbudy the question of unionism and
make the vresulits of this study available to bthe members
of the genecral church body by 1958.™7 ‘this study has
not yet been made public. This resolution of the conven-
tion, however, did not direct itself to the definition
glven by the Synodical Conference. In fact it treated
the memorial as if the criticism were directed toward
resolutions of the lMissouri Synod rather than the resolu=
tion of the Synodical Coanference.

Whereag, however, implications and inbterpretations

hgye been atbtached %o these expressions of Synod 104

which have disturbed the consciences of SOME « « « o

A possible reason for this course of action is that-
the lMissouri Synod felt that it would disbturb the peace
which remained in the Synodical Conference to permit this

memorial to remain directed against the Conference. - The

restudying of the unionism issue, Gtherefore, was treated

loilbid.. PPe. S49f.
1947114, , p. 550.



166
as an intermal affair within the Missouri Synod rather
than as a doctrinal question concerning the Synodical
Conference.

This convenbtion Then passed a resolubion ¢riticizing
"intemperate and unbrotherly expressioas" in certain unw
official publicabtions with the church body. It requested
ials tHo admonish the sdibors who offend
The resolutiorn places a new inler-

2 (3

pretation on a ¢omment in the Brief Otatementv. The Brief

Statement claims that an orthodox church body is responsible
for ivs publications. If publications persistently destroy

the unity of the church through its arivicles, then the

orthodoxy of the general body is called into qzestion.106
This resolution, however, spesks of "unofficial publicaw

hus, the implication seems to be

jions within Synod."lo? P

given that disrupbtive arbticles in official publications
of the church body would call into guestion synodical

orthodoxy, but unofficial publications do not necessarily

do this. This could be & solution for the difficulty the
Migsouri Synod fages with rival publications within the

body presenting various views in doctrine and practice.

1051114., p. 553.

1068ugra, pa 131,
10
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Finally, this coavenbtion faced the lssue of
woman suffrage in the Missouri Synod., After hearing a
comuittee report on this subject which stated Hhat it did

not f£ind woman suffrage "forbidden in express words in

the Scriptures,” the convention urged ; '

any congregation in the membership of. Synod now,

or applying for mﬂnberghip, which grants woman

suffrage, to reconsider Ghis practice in the light

of Scripture  « « and to conform to the bistoric

position of Synod in this matter . . . .108
The convenition refused to call woman suffrage. sinful, but
advised strongly agailast it in the lizht of the traditional
interpretation of Seripture by the llissouri Synod. v is
ironic that in this same convention President J. B. Nopola
of the Natilonal Dvangelical Imbheran Church, a church body
which openly permits woman suffrage, Hold the conveanbion
that "the vime is not too far distant when we shall be
an organic part of the Missouri Synod." He also mentioned
thalt "our bodies have been in fellowship sinee 1923. n109
It must be remenberad that the IMissourl Synod had never
formally declared church fellowship with this body.
Fraternal relations simply seemed te grow into reality
starting with the coavention of 1923. IPresident Nopola
also personally admitted afbter this convention that he was

informed by Missouri Synod representatives that unity in

1081bid0. Pe 570.
1091bid., pe 791.
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the praciice of woman suffrage should take place before

organic union. Heace, according to the llissouri Synod,

this issue of woman suffrage is not @ barrier to church
fellowship, but it is a roadhlock to organic union.

The personal views of menbers in church bodiesy even
statements by 1«

v

«d

aders within bthese bodies, cannot be

given the same importance as the actual synodical resolu-
tlions, as has been stated rapeutedly; In 1954 the lissouri
Synod was unofficially represénted by “hs Reveremd J. H.
Gockoal at an "All Imtheran Pree Conference.” Pastor

Gockel proposed Three "Basic Principles for Lutheran Unity."
He proposed vhat unity be consummated on the Bible as the
Word of God, on the Lutheran Confessions wherever These
Confessions restabte that which is "expressedly taught im

The Bible," and on an evangelical application of Biblieal

111

principles and of brobtherly admonition. Oven the prine

ciples of +the United Lubheran Church in America go further
than this, 2

President J. . Behnken of the IMissourl Synod.drew
nationwide attention in the winser of 1959 when he rejected
a proposal by the National Lutheran Council for an "explor-

atory meeting . « « t0 oxamine present cooperative activities

205,507 . 119,

1111. H. Gockel, "Our Common Ground," an address to
the All Lutheran"?ree Conference,' found in the All Lutheran
Odnference, 1954, pp. J2ff.
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in Americean Imbtheranism and the possibility for extension

2
nll3  progident Behnken apoarently

of such activities.
assuned that such discusgions would ignore questions of
doctrine, In this comnection President Behnlen expressed
his personal opinion that the doctrinal pﬁsitioas cf the

merging bodlies within the Council were in a "state of

1 4 1l£" § PR (] 3 - -, 3, L]
fluxz." This sbudy was not able to substantiate whebher
or not verbal sssurance was given to Dr, Behnken that

)

doctrinal issues would be included in the proposed dis-

cusslons., The originsl letter by Dr, P. C. Empie, execu=
bive secretary of the Council, did not mention the specific
topic of doctrinal lssues, but it did gpeak of examining
both the ccoperatlive activities among Lubherans and the

1 % 2

possibility for exbention ¢f such activities.” In such

& discusgion it would be difficult %o keep out doetrinal

Dr. Empie assured D», Behnken in 2 second lebtler that

the Council was also interested in "doctrinsl soundness

as a basgis for all church relationsghip." In response o
this second letver, Dr. Bohnken informed Dr. Empie that

She lMissouri Synod

has always exprossed not only a willinguness but an |
ardent desire for meetings which would make doctrinal i

&7 l15"Open Forum," American Lutheran, XLII (March, 1959),

1i87v54,
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discussions & primary item on the agenda of the

meeting: and today the lMissourl Synod re-emphasizes

its willingness and readiness o do jusbtb that under

similar conditions and propitious circumstances.ll5

Perhaps Dr. Behnken had the difficulties of the
Synodical Conference in mind when he mentioned "propitious
circunstances.” He listed in an earlier letter that the
striving of the Synodical Uonference bodies for greater
harmony iﬁ "doctrine and practice” was one of the reasoans
for the declinatiocn of the National Lutheran Council invi-
tation.lle

In the various official resolutions of The Lutheran
Church--llissouri Synod clear disbtinctions are not always
made among the concepts of unity, union, fellowship, and
cooperation. Occasionally resolutions referred to union
when they meant unity, and visa versa. Sometimes, when
the subject of discussion was church fellowship or cooper-
ation the resolutiogg and decisions of the conventions
spoke as if the subject were organic union., The Vvery name
of the Synod's committee negotiating doctrinal unity in
the 19%0's, the Committee on Lutheran Union, bears out
this conclusion., This committee invariably dealt with
fellowship and agreement in doctrine, but not a consider-

ation of organic mergers

115uNews of the Church in the World," Lutheran Witness,
LXXVITI (Mareh, 1959), 123,

116“Open Forun,” op. €it., pe. 67.
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Such a confuslion of identificaltion can have important

consequences. LI the proposal to "cooperate® cr to have

"fellowship” bring:

3 b0 mind the immediate picture of
organic union, then Sthe standards for organic union ine

variably become imposed upon the simple iscoue of coopera=

by the symodical conventions in the technical sense of
pulpit and albar relations with other church bodiecs. Very

often the coacept of "prayer fellowship" was specifically

included in the tern "fellowship.' Joint prayer has con-

sistently been separabted fron prayer fellowship in the
thinking of the conventions, so that the requirenents for
prayer fellowshlp are not superimposed upon all instances

-

of individual Ghristians {rom various church bodiss pray-
ing with one another.

The concept of cooperation has invariably been used
by the conventions in the reshricted sense.of "gxriernals®
or "nonwgpiritual® matters. The conventions have not yed
Taced the issue of the exach deliniation between things
"spiritual” and bthings "exbternal," but the conventions
have often implied HThat in "spiribtual® cooperation lies
the exercise of either pulpit, altar or prayer fellowship,

How much agreement in doectrine and practice is neces-
saxry before church union can take place? Belfore church

fellowship can be declared? Before "spiritual" cooperation
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can be pubt into effect? At times, the implicabtion secmed
to be given in the resolutions of the Synod that the same
prerequisite existed for union, fellowship, and coopcra=
tion, namely complete unity in doctrine and »pracitice,
The specific resolutions and actions discussed in this

 chapter, however, do not bear out such an implication.
Fairly ¢ te agreement geems Ho be necessary in
practice as well ag in doctrine bhefore church union can
take place. Woman suffrage within parishes appears to be
a barrier to the proposed union with the National Evengele
ical Imtheran Church. Yet, this question has been handled
by the Synod's representatives. The conventions have never
spoken on this subject relative to church union. The
question might be raised, if this question of woman suf-
frage is a barrier t0 union, then why did the 1956 con~
vention permit woman suffrage to continue its existence
within the general body? Parishes tolerating woman suf-
frage were only "urged" to “reconsider."ll?
This chapter has quoted many vesolubtlons of Symod
which seem to state that complete agreement in doctrine
and practice is a prerequisite for church fellowship.
Unionism consistas of church fellowship with adherents
of false doctrine. A heterodox church body is marked

also by its false practice and toleration of error. TYet,

ll?SuQra, Pe 167.
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at the same tine, other resolubions and aclions of the

43

Tissouri Synod clearly indicave that certain variations

—

in "open questions® blt clearly in the area of non-funda-
nental doctrines.” This principle was very clearly
stated in the coaveniiion of 1938 and reafiirmed in 1956
by the accepbance of the Ad¥isory Commithee on Doctrine
and Prachtice Report. The conventions have made it elear
That such diviabions are never anbtomatically non-divisive

of fellowship, bubt they can be non-divisive of such fellow-

ship. If a2 church body deviabes on a non-fundanental

doctrine, which has bsen considered not necessarily
devislive, in such a way that it shows no respect for clear
ceachings of Seripture, Then such a deviabion is devisive

of fellowship., If, on the other hand, a church body dis-
agrees on such a non-fundamenbal doetrine because, while

exagetical

42

the body bows to the Word of God, it has seriou:

g

or prachlcal questions, then such a disagreement does not

vold church fellowship

It iz this prineiple which permits bthe Missouri Synod
o remain within the Synodical Conference during its
present stresses and strains in the areas of doctrine
and practice, All members of the Synodical Conference
are willing bo bow to the Word of God and submit to whai
it elearly says, The deviations amony; the bodies of the
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Synodical Conference ars in the areas of interpreta-
tlon, explanation, and application of such bteachings of
God's Word.
The coanventions have nolt clearly indicated Jjust which

docunents of the Church are prerequisite to church fellow=

ship, At times The conventions have gpoken of unity and

1

fellowship on the bhasis of the Scriptures and the Con-

e ~ fods

R o 3= oo 3 o i P . ] ey 2 ) a PO
fessions. At other times, the Brief Statement was given

added consideration, At still other tines, the conventions
indicated that addibtional documents and formulations were
necessary bto amplify statments in existing documents. In

2 & (] L) 2ol Cliends ds 3 - 3
the latbex situation even the Brief Statenentv is an in-

sufficient prersquisite for church fellowship. This entire
area needs clarification.

The lMigssouril Synod hag indicated that it will cooperate
with other church bodies in matters which do not involwve
8 violation of conscience or a denial of truth. However,
the. conventions have never thoroughly examined the limits
of these "matbters.” The Synod will cooperate with others

in areas which are not "spiritval," "Spiritual matters"

-geem %0 be those areas which would involve some form of

church fellowship. In order to amplify this avea, a
thorough study would be neéded of the limits of church
fellowship, -especially the question of joint prayer, and
the deliniation, if any, between "spiritual" and "external"

natters,
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CHAPTER X

£ EVANGELICLL LUTHERAN CHURCH

T e
THID SLOVAK

Regretably, the primary sources for the earlier
years foxr the Slovak Ivangelical Lubtheran Church are in
and, hence, unavailable for this study.

o
=

the Slovak’ languag
This study, therefore, begins with the convention of 1941

in which this chureh body evaluated what it called the
"union negotiations of the lMissouri Syncd with the
swutheran Church.™ The delegates to this con-
basis for church fellowship with
ied by the lissouri

an |

American
venvion agrecd that the
tif

the American ILutheran Church ra
igufficient foundation for future

Synod in 1938 was a
church fellowship."l

In the eyes of the delegates to this convention of
the Slovak Synod the imerican Iutheran Church broke this

foundation by its "unwillingness %o disassociate itself
from the American ILutheran Conference"” and by its "un-
sound Pittsburgh /igrecment with the United Imtheran Church

in America."2 The convenbion then declared that such

ke : A

Proceedings of the Twenty-Ninth Remular Convention

of the Slovak E%an?glical EuEEeran oynod of the United
America, I§ET, De 108,

States of
21pid.
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conditions made & God-pleaging "union" impossibles The
convention prayed that "all differences that now exist in
the Lutheran Church night one day be removed and a general,
God=pleasing union be consu:amated."5

Actually, this conveation did not distinguish very
clearly between a "union® and church fellowship. The
negotiations between Ghe American Lutheran Church and the
Missouri Synod were aimed only at church fellowship, not
union of church boclies.4 Yot, these resolutions consistently
referred Lo an atbempt to achieve a God-pleasging union,
Interest in fellowship seemed tahtamount to:interest in
union.

In the convention of 1947 this church body took a
firm move in the direction of cooperation.

Whereas, It is desirable that the Slovak Evangelical

Imtheran Church have a clearer understanding of and

closer cooperation with other Lutheran Church bodies

of America, particularly with the Zion Slovak Evangel-

ical Imtheran Bynod, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the Slovak Bvangelical Lutheran Church

elect an active committee with authority to reopen

discussions with_the said Zion Slovak Evangelical

Lutheran Church.?

The Proceedings of the following conventions make no mention

S1vid.

4

w’ Pe 99.

AR o 4 : :

Official Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Reg%;ar
Convéntion of the Sl E Tvangelical Lutheran Church, 1947,
Pe QIE. e

ovak Ve
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of such a relationship or negotiations, This resolution
indicates that cooperation with other church bodies is
desirabley, but it lays down no prerequistes or bases for
such cooperation.

A proposal was made to the coanvenbtion of 1853 to

merge with The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod as e district

of that church body. A committee was instructed to study
this question and report.6 At the following convention
in 1955 the delegates deferred the decision to affiliate
with the Missouri Synod as a non-geographical district.7
Ho comcrete reasons were given for this action, nor were
any bases establighed for such a merger in the future.

An objective bub brief report was given to the con-
vention in 1955 about the troubles within the Synodical
Conference. The evaluation of these difficulties was very
general and vague. The convenbion expressed its regrets
over such disturbances in the Conference and reafiirmed
its loyalty o the Holy Bible as source and norm of all
matters in faith end life,8 but it offered no concrete

solution to these difficulties.

Sofficial Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Convention

of the Slovak Evangeiicaf LutGheran Church, 3¢ Do 69
70fficial Proceedings of the Thirty-Sixth Regular
Convention 0f the plovak Lvangelical Lutheran Church, 1955,

PP- e &

8Ibido 3 Pe 661
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The Proceedings of one of the lissourli Synod conven=

tions quoted an evaluation gilven by the S8lovak Church on

the Common Confession. The delegates to the 1951 convenw-

tion of the Slovak livangelical Lutheran Church declared

the Common Confession to be in couplete agreement with the

Sceriptures and the Confessions and a "sufficient basis for
further negotlations with other Lutheran bodies."g

It is very difficult to draw many conclusions aboub
the concepts of unity, fellowship and cooperstion within
this church body on the basis of the limited evidence,

There is obviously sentiment within the body for union

with the Missourl S

8

od. Why such a8 move was deferred is
not known. We can draw no conclusions, therefore, on

the preregquisites thiz church body demands for organic
union,

Thig Slovak church body certainly has confused the
concepbs of unity or agreement, union and church fellow-
ship in past conventions. It has shown inberest in cooper-
ation with other Lutheran church bodies, bub it has given‘
no prerequisites——at least in the English language--for
such cooperation. It is possible that +these principles
and concepts have been move carefully and thoroughly dise

cussed in earlier conventions in the Slovak tongue, but on

9. : g
Proceedings of the Forty-Second Regular Convention
of the Luthercn Church-—-lissouri Symod, %%53, Dy AN T
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the basis of the confusion of coacepts and failure to
outline the bases for union with the Missouri Synod or
cooperation with other Tumtheran Church bodies, it is also
possible that this church body has not carefully thought

through these coucepts.



THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN JOINT SYNOD

OF VISCORGIN AND OTHER STATES

The study of the Joint 3Synod of Wisconsin's attitude
Boward the concepts of uniby, fellowship, and cooperation

begins with Gheo convention of 1929, The delegates %o

this convention were told that the Intersynodical Theses

of 1928 were the resulits of ten years of work and that
this document was the unaninmous confession of the faith

of the representatives of the Missouri, Wisconsin, Ohio,

Buffalo, and Iowa Synods.l The coanventlon resolved to
continue this work with obther Lutheran synods and it
urged its conferences o study and examine these Theses
"Ghat the result of ten years® work be made the property
of all,"?

After The Iutheran Church--Missouri Synod rejected
these Theses as inadequate, the following conventions of
Tthe Wisconsin Synod completely ignored them., Thus, the

Wisconsin Synod at this time did not officially alter

lProceedings;s of the Twentieth Biennial Convention

of the Lvangelical Lutherar Joint oynod of Wisconsin and
ﬁher Sta S, 9 Do .

2Tbid.

R
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its evaluation of the Intersynodical Theses as a desirable

result of ten years' work.

In 1935 Professor E. C. Reim gave an essay to the
coﬁvegtion of that year which was conseqguently accepted.
He discussed bthe concept of church fellowship and its im-
plications. Church fellowship, Fr. Reinm admitted, differed
from Christian fcollowship amonz individuals, but Christian
fellowship expresses itself in church fellowship.5 The
basis for church fellowship is agreement in doctrine and
practice. When there is a divergence of doctrinal opinion,
only the "thorough going Unionist"™ would declare fellow-
ship posv:::'c_‘.ole.l'r The recent mergers amonz the Norwegian
and the eastern Lutherans, Professor Reim declared, were
typical of such unionism.5
Fr. Reim then made a mather critical study of the

United ILutheran Church's Savannah Resolution, attempting

to shbw that the United Lutheran Church made & gualified
subscription to the Confessions and did not mean the same
thing by their subsdéription that other Lutherans mean.6
Doctrinal differences are important. They call for

immediate attention.

Sproceedinss of the Twenty-Third Convention of the
Bvangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of >f Wisconsin and O Other
States, 1955, pe ol.

*vid. s pe 23
BIbid.' Pe 27

®Ibid., ppe 37££.
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Any such dlifferences should be frankly recognized,
freely discussed, and in charitable Christian spirit
an ecarnest effort made Ho find the common ground of
truth in the Word of God.?

This excellent sbtatement which advocated resolving
differences by discussion and attempted ¥o £ind common
ground in God's revelation, scemed Go be ignored by the

author in the conclusion of this essay. He concluded by

advigin

f=22

RO ) N TN 3
£ the cocnven he

Cy

ion to reject nvitation by the
United Lutheran Church for a discussion and conference
on the possibility of closer relations.8

The convenbtion 4Aid not reflect Professor Reim's
argument that the Unlited Lutheran Church inadeguately sub-
scribed to the Confessions. The resolution by the delegates
assumed that the United Lutheran Church was loyal to the
Confessions, but it rejected the basis proposed by the

Savannah Resolutlion which made fellowship dependent only

upon Scriptures and the Confessions. Such a basis

fails to take into consideration two facts: (a)
That doctrinal issues may arise which did not exist
and were not even foreseen at the time these con-
fessions came into being; (b) That confessional
writings, even as Scripture itself, may meet with
verying and often conbrary interpretations.?

Because of these two factors, the resolution continued,

differences have cone into existence in both doctrine and

?Ibid., p. 39.
81bid., p. 46.
2Ibid., pp. 107f.
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practice. This resolution cited several instances such
as unionism, lodge toleration, and the like,
While some of These questions are often relegated to
the realm of church practice, we hold that it is
dangerous thus to segregate practice from doctrine,lO
Finally, this resolution closed the door on all
possible negotiationg with the United Lutheran Church
in ‘merica under the existing circumstances.
These last-named conditvions constitute obstacles to
an early establishing of fellowship between the
United Lutheran Church and our owan body, which
obstacles only the former itself can remove. Unbtil
this is done we must regretfully decline this in-
vitation,ll
Thus, the Joint Synod of Wisconmsin refused to discuss
closer relations or the doctrine and practice involved
in closer relations until the United Lutheran Church
removed the obstacles of unionismgy lodge toleration, and
the like. It is understandable that some have received
the impression that the Wisconsin Synod is saying: first
meet our standards and then we will negotiate our differ-
ences. This action seemed inconsistant even with the
point made in the Reim essay concerning differences being
resolved through admission, negotiation, and finding common
ground for g starting point,
The convention of 1937 investigated certain cases of

disputes with The ILutheran Church--lMissouri Synod. One of

107pid., p. 108.

111pi4., pp. 108f.
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these cases iavolved the withdrawal of support from the
Wisconin Digtricts of the Missourl Synod owing to certain
teachings of Dr, Adolph Haemtzschel of that latber body.

The chaplaincy question was also given to a committee te
study at this ﬂiue.lg
The conventbion in 1939 denounced the practice of

church bodleg sending their pastorg into the chaplaincy
of the Armed Forcesg because it constituted a violation

of Church and Stabtey, because it made impossible a practice
of sound Iubtheranism, and because any pastor outside of

13

h the same dui

1

the chaplaincy could accompli ie

!
o

[¥3]

4]

The delegates of this convention also condemned the

Higsouri Synod negotlations with the imerican ITumtheran

Church, Since the Jandusky Hesolution of the American

Imtheron Church in 1938 and its Pittsburgh Aszreement with

the Unived Iutheran Church, the convention said, it is

o)

Tevident that there was no meal doctrinal basis for church

fellowship. A1l negotiations and doctrinal discussions

should not come to a halt,.

= Proceedings of the Twenby-~Fourth Comnvention of
the Dvangselical Lubheran Joint synod of Wisconsin and
OtHer States, 1937, De 55e

lBProceedings of the Twenty-Fifth Convetnion of tThe
ivangelical Lutheran Joint 5yno of Wisconsin and Other
Dtates, T PDe O7Le

2
2

14ibid.’ PP. 6lfl
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Under existing conditions further negotiations for
establishing church fellowship would involve a denial
of vhe truth and would cause confusion and disturbance
in the Church and ought to be suspended for the time
being.l5

The coaventlon granted that negobtiations could be

resumed later, when the Scndusky hesolution and the Pittsburgh

ipreement are recogunized for what they are, and if such
negobtiations strive to remove tThese obsbtacles and establish
true doctrinal unliy.

This megolution is a modification of the earlier

resolubion of 1955. While the earlier one rejected negotia-

cr
==
<
B
{45
L
@
fr

ong as the other church body tolerated wvaried

practice, this wesolubtlon rejected negotliations as long

§

as the other chmrch body tolerates varied doctrinal forme
ulatlions,.

This question of when to negoitiate and when not to
negotiate received further atbtention in the convention of
1941, The Committee on Union lMatters cited many Bible
passages which spoke of "rejecting,” "marking," "avodding,"
as proof that negotiation and wverbal testimony should
cease under gertain conditions. The coantinued negotiations

of the lMissouri Synod, this committee warned, will turn

otbid.
161144,
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testifying inbvo denying and confirm the "opponents in
thelr unfirm attitude.“l7
The coavenbtion took note That the Joint Synod of
Wisconsin was invited ¥o furture negotiations, but it
was told by the committee, "our answer must obviously

be in the negaitive. wl8

This church body had become
determined to practice the policy of non-negotiation
initiated in 19%5, While the delegabes did not act
specifically on this evaluation, they left it in the hands
of their coumittee representatives to tell the Missouri
Synod "no.'

The comnibttee placed a question mark over the Missouri
Synod's cooperation and coordination of activities in
relief work for orphamned’ foreign missions and welfare
work in this country.

What is presupposed in coordination? Could we practice

coordination with any church that is "basically

evangelical® (in the broad sense in wh;ch this term
is used in the Pittsburgh Agreement)?L

Pinally, this convention went into greater detail in
the objections to the Armed Forces chaplaincy. It confliets
with the doctrine of the divine call, Since when does

the United States Army have the right to issue a divine

7Proceed1n -5 of the Twenty-Sixth Convention of the
gvan elical Tutheran . Joint Syno E of EIsconsin and other
EaEes 194

2Uates, 1y PDs 768% .
181114,

1pida., p. 77
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call to a chaplain from one camp Lo another? I% encourages
unionisnm, espe ﬁ-11y in the light of the "spirit of doc-
trinal indif e“eﬂce which pervades ths regulations of the
War Department, n20

In 1943 three Wisconsin Synod pastoral conferences
attenpted o get the chaplaingy question reopened.
President Je. Brenner declared that there is no proof where
the Wigconsin conwentions errved in 1939 or 1941, Hence,
he sald, the question would not be reopened, or it would
PR :
cause confusion,

This convention of 1943 also received news of a
letter sent by their president Dr, Je. Breaner on their

behalf to the Missouri Synod. Missouri was asked to return
to.its so~called former position. Dr., Bremner cited the
report of the fxamining Committee to the lMissouri Synod
counvention of 1929 to show that the principle of non-
negotiation used to be the principle and practice of the
Missouri Synod at that tine. This argument, however, was
22 '
coumpletely unfounded.
The convention of 1945 attacked the Missouri Synod

with a barrage of complaints. !Nost of the citicism in

201pid., p. 44

alProcendLnrﬂ of the Twen -Jeventh Convention of the
Evangelical Lutheran Joint §zno§ of Wisconsin and Other
S5ta €9, 5‘ DPe izf

Ibid., pe 8.

32
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this convention was directed againgt the instances of
cooperaticn between the Missouri Synod and the other Tubh=-
eran church bodies., These obJections included such
instances ags cooperation with the National Lutheran
Council in work among prisoners of warg participation in
dedications of Iubtheran service centers, sexving on certain
committees and in certsin conferences, serving as guest

ssayists in local conventiong of the American Iwmtheran

Church, and in general, anticipating union not yet in
f')? 1

existence.“”

n in externals" (What in chu*ch Wwork can
id to be purely external?) may hide.our
it will not heal then. Joint endeavors
ove vhe existing differences, but it
to forget them and to grow inﬁiffgyent
ey 4 1 3 Ly .
ority of the inspired Word . . :

"Cooperati
truly be s:
wounds, bu
will not »
may lead u
to the authc

&)
-
<R
[
(S0}
8

The canvemzion directed that a letber summarizing
these objections be sent to the Missourl Synod conven-
tioﬂ.gs The convention roised a number of legitimate
questions., It asked just what is external, and where is
the line te be drawn between the externmal and the actual
work of the Churche It also asked for specific primciples

Justifying such cooperabiom, if the tasis for churchly

2B roceeding s of the Twenty-Eighth Convention of the
Tva%gelica] Tutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
aGeSs :

5 DDes 70La
Iald.g PP 77fo
291bid., pe 78

24,
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cooperation is %o be complete agreement in doctrine and
practice, These are questions which the Missouri Synod
has yet to znswer compreheansively. This convention showed,
by its use of borms, that it has no® distinguished clearly

between union aund eibther wulty or fellowship. It spoke

of "anticipating union" by cooperatilon. This could be
referring to "anbticipating unity in doctrine and practice”
which Wisconzin Synod regards as prerequisite to any

cooperabiocn sumony Christians., It might also be an identifi-

-

cation: of the »nrinciples governing organic union with
the principnles governing cooperation.

In 1947 +the Union Committee told the convention tThat
the basia for pulpit and altar fellowship proposed by

the American Imbheran Church, namely, the Brief Statenent

and the Declarabion Gaken in conjunction with each other,

ig imsufficient chiefly because the Declaration tolerates

divergent views on certain clm:t::'ir.'les.a6 This coavention
also approved and sanctioned "4 Study on Boy Scoubism,"
an examination and criticism of the scouting movement
within the Imtheran church bodies as & form of unionism.
The convention learned that 2 letter was sent to the
Missouri Synod convention by president Brenner on this

subject.27

26
Proceedinzs of the Twenty-Ninth Convention of the

Sva elIEaI_La%%eran Joint Syno ﬁ of Wisconsin and OGher
sStates, 7y DDe L0LIZ.

271vid., pp. 106ff.
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More specific objections to wvarious forms of coopera=-
tion bebtween the lissouri Symod and various other Luth-
eran agencles were brousht to the attention of the con-
vention of 1949, Uome of the earlier objections were
repeated, and new objections were made to the devotions
with other Lutherans at the Bad Boll free conference in
Germany, and to the lilgssourl Synod's partlcipation in the
238

book, Scoubing In the Lutheran Church.

This 1949 counvention approved the floor committee's
rejection of local free conferencos among ILutherans. The
convention expressed its willingness o meet officiaslly
wlth other church bodies, provided that these synods admit
that differences exlst and agree that each of these dif-
ferences must be removed before church fellowship can take
place.29

L special commitbtee evaluated the Common Confession

to the convention delegates in 1951, = Virtually every
major article and section was criticized as inadequate
or misleading. The committee agreed that the section on
"Church Fellowship” can be correctly understood in part.

Yot, the committee noticed, there was nothing said of

proceedln'f-s of ihe Thirtieth Conventicn of the

%gelical 3o{nt ‘Synod of Wiscomsin and Other States,
v PPe

21bid., pe 115
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prayer fellowship in the definition. The term "unscripbural
cooperavlon® was lelt undefined, This commitiee rejected
the phrase stating that Christians must be a2lert Lo estabe

lish sand maintain fellowship with those whom He has made

"one with us in the faivh." Faith is invigible, and thus,

4
fellowshlip can only be based upon confesgion and practica.)o

o

This Common Confession is meaningless also in the

view of the selectlive feillowship pracitlced by the American
Imtheran Church, said the commitbeec. In spite of all of

the words by llissourl officials defending the Common Con-

fesgion and cobther acts of unionistic cooperabtion, the old

eriticisms still stend in the eyes of this commitﬁee.sl

The report listed some new objechions, nobably the communion
agrecnent with the National Lutheran Oouncil that service
men cz2n receive the Blessed Sacrament firom a cghaplain of
another Lutheran Symod, if it is an exceptional sibuation
and if the individual bas the Lutheran faith concerning

the Sacrament. > Aside from this new objection, most of

the other criticisme, adopted in thelr entirety by the
convention, were raised im earlier conventilons,

The convention of 1953 was told that zunother clear

Eroceedinus of the "hi -First Convention of the

glical LuGhoran JOins Lynod Of Wiscongin and Other
bta%es, 1551

s DDes LoSile

- 1539.1_@- s DDs 136£f,
521pid.

e e e e i S
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letter was sent to the Synodical Convention of The I
Synod, teclling the lissourl delegates btec suspend dis~

cussions with bthe American Imtheran Churclhk urntil that

Since the ilispourd Synod dlid nobt obesy bthe admonition

8] «

d by lebtter, the CUommitiee on Church Union pro-

o}

posed a resclubtion declaring bthat bthe llissouri Synod,

o’
&
! L]
<
0
&

unseriptursl cooperationy the Comaon Coufession,

2
its practice of Joint prayer with those not in fellowship,
its negotiations with a church body which has uascripiural
presuppositions regarding doctrinal agreement, has brought
about "the present break . . . now threabtening the existence
of the Synodical Conference and the continuance of our
affilistion with the sister aynod."34

4 subsbitube motion called for an imuediate break

with the llissouri Synod, oul this was rejecte

oy

in favor
of the opriginal motian.35 Obviously, in spite of all of
these differences in practlce iuvolving doctrire, the

Wisconsin Synod had no general desire o sever relations

3,”rorerd gs of the Tnirtv—becond Convention of the
Ivanzelical imiheran Jolnu Synod of Wisconsin and Qther
States, 1° 5: 9-

9%Thid., ppe 104£.
52Ibid., pp. 105f.
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with the Migsouri Synod et this tinc.

Y

Prior Lo the next conveation, & series of Twelve

Ppacts were printed under the authority of the Conference

Aot 1,

of Presidents oif The Wiscoasin Dyhiod. These Gracts

1

attempted to summarize and discuss the issues of dissention

with the Missouri Syaode.e The tract on Prayer Fellowship

(Tract number ten) condemns praying with other Lutherans

who are striving with us for unity on the basis of God's

Word

ti

ince such prayer "creates the impression of church
Tellowship and of unity of faith where they do not ezist."BG

The tract on Cooperation in ZAxternals (Tragt number eight)

-

adnits that some "exbternal cooperatloa®™ is permissable,
Under thic typs of cooperation would come clothing dise-

tribution through agencics outside of the Synodical Conw

ference and a Jjoint ownership of a burial 10%.57 Other
forms of so-called "exbernal® cooperabion, such as joint
facilivies for spiritusl work (service centers), charitable
organizations, and the like, involve church fellowship

directly or indirectly and, therefore, constitute unionism.>®

*Spne gonfercnce of Presidents, The lvangelical
Tutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States,
Frayer Fellowship (nepe, [19541), DPP. 5f.

B?Tha Uonterence of Presidents, The Ivangelical
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wiscomsin, and Other States,
Cooperation in Zxtezmals (n.p., [19541), pp. 3f.

381pid., ppe 4f.
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This tract considers the Communion Agreement between the
Hissouri}Synod and the Hational Imtheran Council the
height of cooperation involving church fellowship without
doctrinal unity. All of these horrible developments came
about, contimues the tract, when the lMissourl Symod began
cooperating in exbternals in the first place,
When Iutherans of wvarious stripes are encouraged to
associate with each other « « « it comes as no sur=
prise if they begin vo fellowship on a more intimate
spiritual level. To trust that it will be otherwise
is to be as bliggfully unawvare of reality as a
Imtheran congregation that arranges to have its young
people atbend roller-sgkating parties with the local
bﬂthollc Youth Organization and thea dismiss all
fears that svch cameraderie will lead to closer
attachments . 3
In 1955 the CQommittee on Church Union advised the
delegates to the convenbtlon of that year to terminate
church fellowghip with the Missouri Synod because of the
differences in doctrine and practice which had developed.40
The convention did not take the advice of its committee.
Ifnstead, it decided to postpone action on termination of
church fellowship until after the lissouri Synod's con-
Vvention of 1956.41 Thus, Missouri was given another chance

o mend its doetrines and practices.

39.131—9-.'1 P; Se

40
Reports and Memorials of the Thirty-Third Conven=
tion of the T L

Tvangmelical Lubheran Joint oynod of Wisconsin
_G_L O:EEG §t S8y 9 PDPe Wo v

*1pi4., p. 86,
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Professor T, Reim protested strongly to the Wisconsin
Synod convention, saying, "I con conbtinue in fellowship
with my Synod only under clear and public protests." The

convention, however, gave Professor Reim a vote of confi-

dence and refused to aceept his resignation from the Wisconsin

seminaay.42

The Wisconsin Synod held a speclal recessed convenbtion
shortly after the HMissouri Synod convention of 1956, The

.,

only pertinent thing this special recessed convention did

i

vas to "hold in abeyance the Jjudgment of our Saginaw reso-
luticns" until the convention in 19:‘57.45
The convention of 1956 faced many memorials, some
advising a breek in relations with the Missourli Synod and
some asking the Wiscongin Synod not to break those rela-
tiong, ** The floor committee strongly advised a suspension
of church fellowship with Missouri. According to this
reconuendation, the Wisconsin Synod would continue to
support Jjoint projecte in the Synmodical Confersnce until
other arrangements could be made..&5

This would have been a very interesting development

4211)1(1. 9 PPe 87%.

43?roceediams of the Thirty-Feurth Convention of the
%%ﬂ&sgii%%g Tutheran Joint oSynod of Wisconsin and Qther
--—-a—t—e.-s.' 7’ De 1_36. i 1

1pia., pp. 151-136.

*51bid., pp. 136££.
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had this recommendatlion been carried out. The Wisconsin
Synod would have found itgelf within the Synodical Con-
ference engaging in gpiritual cooperation with a church
body with whom relations had Just been severed,
The recosmmendation was rejected by the convention by

A e 4 : 4
a:vote of siwxty-one Ho sevenbty-seven. 5 This convention

“instead resolved that

we continue our vigorously protesting fellowship over

against the Lutheran Churche~lissouri Synod, because

of the continuation of the offenses with which we

have charged the sister synod « « « »
There were many protesﬁs from various delegates and some
officlalsg within the Wisconsin Synod after this vote. These
protesting individuals believed that the Wisconsin Synod
was becoming guilty of unionism by continuing to remain
in fellowship with a heterodox church body like the
Missouri Syaod.48

It is evident from Ghe use of terminology tThat the
Joint Bynod of VWisconsin does not clearly distinguish ag
all times amongz the concepts of union, fellowship and
cooperation. Their committee dealing with questions of
churgh fellowship and cooperation is called the Church
Union Committee, Yet, at no time, with the possible

exception of the 1932 proposal to unite the member churches

4Orpid., p. 144,
7 1pia.
“B1bid., pp. L44f.

e enoas
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of the Synodical Conference, has this committee dealt with
the problem of owganic union. ©Since the question of union
has never officially arisen on the floor of the conveation
during the past generation, no conclusions can be drawn
concerning the requirements of this church vody for such
union, except o say that its requiremehts for fellowship
and cooperation would algo apply to organic union as well,

Tor fellowship the YWisconsin Synod demands perfect
and complebte agrecment in matters of doctrine and practice.
It has consistently rejected the possibility that certain
non-fundamental doctrines are or need not be divisive
of church fellowship. While individuals within the Wisconsin
Synod have agreed that not a2ll "fellowship™ in Scripture
is "church fellowship," it is generally conceded by these
individuale that individual fellowship always menifests
itself in church fellowship.

Perfect agreement in all matters of docirine and
pPractice are also required by the Wisconsin Synod as a
Prerequisite for cooperation with other Christisn groups.
Such cooperation, holds the Synod, always involves church
fellowship directly or indirectly. Church fellowship
includes proclamation of the Gospel, administration of
the Sgcraments, or worship and preyer-—even among indi-
viduals,

It is granted by the Wisconsin Synod that certain

forms of cooperation can be genulnely externmal, such as a
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clothing drive., Yebt, even these forms of cooperation
are not desirable since there always exists the danger
of such forms of "exbternal” cooperation leading to actual
cooperation in the work of the Church.

Many individuals and groups within the VWisconsin
oynod are highly scensative to the recent differences which
have developed between their church body and The Lutheran
Church~-Migsouri Synod., While the entire Synod of Wisconsin
has repeatedly adaitbted that differences exlst bebween the
two bodies involving doctrinal conslderations as well as.
practice, the Synod remesins in fellowship with the Missomri
Synod in the Synodical Confersnce., Joint spiritual coopera=-
tion has continued with the Missouri Synod and is contin-
wing in spite of thesé differences. Certain individuals’
and groups within the Wisconsin Synod realize that if this

\

situation continues, then the Wisconsin Synod is admitting,
de facto, that not all differences in doctrine and practice
are divisive of church fellowship or spiritual cooperation.

Those differences in practice, involving doctrinal
considerations, include subscribing to doctrinal formula-
tions which are ambiguous and misleading as adequate and
true doctrines, denying the truth by negotiating with
heterodox church bodies under untruthful circumstances,

cooperating wibh hebterodox bodies in both external and

spiritual matters, labeling "joint prayer" as a thing apart
from "prayer fellowship," and tolerating within its midst
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false doctrine and practice, By contimuing in fellowship
with the Missouri Synod, the VWisconsin Synod is labeling
these specific differences in doctrine and practice as not
negessarily divisive of church fellowship.

The Wisconsin Synod disagrees with the lMissouri Synod
on a moras imporbant gquestion, namely, how t0 resolve
doctrinal and pracvical differences when they do exist.

The lMissouri Synod is alwaye willing to negotiate with
other church bodies when such negotiations include questioné
of doctrine and practice. The Wisconsin Synod strongly
disagrees. It is willing to negotiate and discuss questions
with heterodox chuwrch bodles only under certain conditions.
A% times vhe conventions have stated that such discussions
can take place only after the heterodox body has removed
vériations in church practice. At other times, the con-
dition for such discussion has been the acknowledgment of
the verbally inspired Sacred Sacraments as the oanly author-
ity in all matters of which it speaks. AL still other
times, the opponents are required to admit, not only that
doctrinal differences exist, but that each one of these
doctrinal differences must be eliminated before church
fellowship can take place; Haturally, a church body which
recognizes certain non-fundamental doctrines as nol neces-
sarily divieive of church fellowship would be unwilling to
agree with Wisccnsin's presuppositions« These requirements

for discussion and negotiation do not contradict each
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other, but the Wisconsin Synod has not as yet clearly
spelled out when these various regqulrements would be applied
in gpecific conditions. For insbtanceg; should the Wisconsin
Synod, according to its own principles, require the
Missouri Synod to clean up variations in practice within
the general body and to reject the theologiczl contents
of its 1938 resolulions, that some non-fundamentalidoctrines
are not necessarily divigive of fellowship, before dis-

cussions and negobiations can take place?




CHAPTER XIX
THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN SYNOD

This church body, the Lvangelical Iubheran Synod,
has up until recent times been known as the Norwegian
Synod of the American Hvangelical Imtheran Church. It
began its particular history when a small group of pastors
and parishes in the Norweglan Synod declined to participate
in the merger of the Norwegian Imtherans in 1917 into
the general body kaown today as the ivangelical Lutheran
Church of America. i
At its constituting convention in 1918 Pastor B,
Harstad delivered an essay on the subject of unity which |
the gonvention subsequently approved., The unity of the

Spirit, he told the delegates, does not come with formal

8greenents, but with regeneration, Those who do not listen
%o the Word of God, however, prove that they no longer

keep this unity of Spirit. The larger Norwegian Symod had
become guilty of this. Hence, it was necessary to separate
from them.l

The 1920 convention condemned the National Lutheran

Proceedln '8 of the First Annual Convention of the

1. rvegTan Synod of ggéc)f e Americsn Lvengelical Lubheran Church,
9 'DP-
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Council as a unionistic body. The delegates were told
that affiliation with the Council commits a church body

to intermal church work without doctrinal agreement, and

brings ibts members into "intimave relation” with unionistic
church ’m:xd:i.es."2 Leaders of this convention also condemned
the application of %he word "brethren™ to heverodox Luth-
eran bodies. OQrthodox church bodies have no business
sending "fraternal greetings"” to other Lu“aherans.3
In 1923 another convention approved essay condemned
the theological basis for the Norwegian Lutheran merger
of 1917, This doctrinal agreenment of 1917 was kmown as
the Opgidr or Agreement. The Evangelical Lutheran Synod
has always considered it both inadequate and in error.
A Christian brotherhood must rest on unity of faith
and doetrine. Brethren, members of the same Church,
should speak the same thing, be of the same mind,
avoid those who cause dissensions and offenses con-
trary to the doctrine.
The convenbion of 1925 reaffirmed that fellowship and
cooperation can be had only with orthodox church bodies.

It defined orthodox church bodies, however, as those where

the congregations teach the Word of God in truth and purity,

2 ’ : :
Proceedings of the Third Annual Convention of the
Norwegian é%god of the ImeTican hvangelical Lutheran
—.B_I.E_Q 9 s DDe 7m.

3Ibid., p. e

4 . z
Report of the Sixth Annual Convention gg the
%85%23&25 ynod of ube American nvangelical Lutheran Church,
3 De L
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and subscribe to the Bible and the confessional writings
of the Lubtheran Chumch.s
The convention of 1926 heard a multitude of essays
on the subject of unionism, In these various doctrinal
papers the delegates were told,
it avails nothlaz that one vehemently denies the
accusation of indifference to doctrine if he practices
fellowship with error: his actions belie his words.

Church fellowship in any form or manner with such_as
are persistent errorists in practice is unionism,?

Can you conceive of Dr, Walther or of Dr, Wm. Koren
or of President H. As Preus worshipping together
with the nany lutheran heretics « « « assembled ©
attend the Imbtheran World Convention at Hisenach?

In 1932 a very strong resolubtion was passed by the
convention condemning cooperation with other Christian
church bodies while any doctrinal or practical diffevences
are involved.

inyone, who is a member of an orthodox church, but

who supports the institutions of an erring church,

is acting contrary to the warning given by God in
His Word + « « « Such & person is not only endangering

S % .
Report of the Bighth Annual Convention of the
ggzggﬁig% S@gﬁﬁ of the imerican Lvangelical Lutheran
urch, 19 ’ P-—%-

6 .l
Report of the Ninth Annual Coanvention of the Norwegian
§E§§% of GThe American Lvangelical Lutheran church, 1926,

Pe .

7Ibid. 9 Pe 52q
B151d.4 Da 56.




205

his own soul's salvation, but his sin is a
offense whereby he may lead others astray.

The principles for church fellowship, cooperation,
and intersynodical negotiation on differences in doc-—
trine and practice were clearly listed and adopted by
the conventlon of 19%6 under the title of Theses on Church
Union. Because of the importance of these theses to this

study, they are presented in full,
Theses on Church Union

In view of the fact that continued efforts are being
made to unite all lutherans in one fellowship, we

adopt the following theses as expressing the principles
which must gulde us in seeking to effect such fellow-
ship:

Thesig I. The spiritual unity of the Holy Christian
Church, which is the Body of Christ, is not dependent
upon any such exbternzls as a common organization or
language, but alone upon the possession of the saving
faith in Jesus Christ, True Christians will, however,
"endeavor to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond
of peace," Iph. 433, and will therefore also seek to
establish and maintain church fellowship with all who
are one with them in confessing the true faith.

D —

Thesis II. We acknowledge one, and only one, btruly i
unifying influence and power in matters both of

doctrine and practice, namely the Word of God; and

only one God-pleasing procedure in striving for unity:

That "the Word of God is taught in its truth and

purity, and we as the children of God lead holy lives

according to it."

Thesis TII. Through such teaching of the Word, unity
and (when deemed desirable) union have been attained

Report of the Fifteenth Regular Convention of the
%%%ggsiggbgzgﬁi of ghe American E%hngeIicaI Tutheran Ghurch,
9 Do . :
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in the past. Ixamples: <Uthe early New Testament
Church, the Imbtheran Reformation, and the Synodical
Confoerence.

Thegis IV. UWe hold that inter-syrodical committees
aro usciul in promobting Christian fellowship only:
(a) vhen the various groups or synods havey through
thelir public minigtry of the Word, given each other
evidence of an exisgbting unity in spirit, and it re-
maing merely to ecstablish the fact of such unity and
to arrange for some public recognition and confession
of that faety (L) or where it is clear that those

in ervor sincerely desire to be taught the "way of
God nore perfectly.” Acts 18:264

Thesis V., Whore such evidence of unity is lacking,
or where it igs clear that those in exrror do not
sincerely desire o "be taught the way of God more
perfectly,” but such comaittees nevertheless are
elected to confer with them with the wiew to Church
fellowghip, there is grave danger that the work of
theso conmitbees will result in indiffereatism and
in compromise of Seriptural doctrine and practice.
(Por examples of this, consider the mergers and
unions of recent yoars among lLutherans.) The duty
of vestifying to the truth of God's Word and thus
promoting unlty, rests abt all times upoa all
Christians. Cf. I Peter 3:15.

Thesls Vi. Seripture warns us clearly and emphatically
agalnst onbanglements with errorists (Romans 16:17;
Titus 3:103; I Timothy 6:3-5). 4ny reluctance %o
heed these warnings and commands of Scripture is
unionism alwveady conceived in the heart, which if
allowed to developy will result iz f&&l-fledged
unionisn, as history also bestifies.
~ These éheses do not clearly distinguish at all times
between fellowship and organic union. The concepts of
fellowship and cooperation are broadly grouped‘under the
title of "union.” This document makes it clear, however,

that not only is perfect agreement in faith and practice

10 ; :

““Report of the Nineteenth Regular Convenbtion of the
gﬁf%§5%§§ E%gpg gzgfh merican ovangelical luvheran
ureh,
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a prerequisite for any form of fellowship or cooperation,

but also that these differences cannot be resolved by

~

igcussion and negobtiation. Only God caan resolve the
differences, and if He has not resolved them by either
removing them, or if He has not given the heterocdox repre-
sentatives 2 humble spirit and an eagerness to be taught
the way of God, Then such discussions are useless.

These theses ignore the guestion of whether or anot
God, Who works through the Word and the Sacraments %o
accomplish His gracious purposes, can also work through

His Word in doctrinal negotlations in order Lo accomplish

T~y
i
I—':
1}

purposes. 5Also, Ghesis VI fails to distinguish between
the errorists who are false teachers and those who err
out of simplicity.

L convention approved essay in 1940 rejected the
distinction traditionally made bebtween fundamental and
non-fundamental docbrlnes.ll "he content of The essay
was in reaction to the possibility that some non-fundamental
doctrinal differences are not necessarily divisive of
church fellowship.

The convention of 1941 condemned the practice of
intercommunion with other Iumtheran bodies which apparently
had occurred on occasion within the Bvangelical Lutheran

Synod.

Renort of the Twenty-Third Regular Conventicn of the

5%"'%32%'%§n0 of—'he imerican Lvangelical Lusheran
) PP-
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lViembers of 5ynod should nol commune at altars of
unaffiliated CGhurches, nor should members of uf :
affiliated Churches be communed at our albtars.ie

This same counvention encouraged its members to study the

iscsues of unionismy, and to obtain and read the Brief State-
‘13

Another egsay on the sube-
14

ment for thelr edification.

o
Ject of unionism was accepted by the convention.

actions. It expressed gratitude to the Migsourd Synod for
the spiritual care which its armed forces chaplains had
shown to service men from the Norwegian Synod. The con-

vention expressed the hope that its member congregations
would conbribute financially to the Missouri Synod aid.l5
Yet, at the same time, the convention placed a question
mark over the chaplaincy issue.

In view of the peculiar dangers connected with this

kind of work, the Synod asks its commission to be

constantly on the alert to uphold and guard our

principles in the matter of unwonism.

The conventilon of 1943 reflected this same tension.

The delegates heard bitter attacks by its president on

12&@ ort of the Twenbty-Fourth Regular Convention of
the Norweglan Synod of The American Lvangelical Lucheran
____EI_’Q_"Q g Pe TEO ‘

“OTbidy

14

Ibid., pp. 29ff.

1obide, p. 5le

1611id., pe 52.
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unionists.,17 and et the same bime designated July the

Fourth as "Loyalty Service Sunday"™ for a collection for

the Missouri Synod's

Army-avy Commission.ls

The Army-Navy Comuission still received the compli—

nents of the

vention, bub

between chaplaincy and unionism was refery

bvangelical Lutheran Synod at its 1944 con-

ounce again, the question of a relstlonship

ed o the gen-

eral body's pastoral conferences for consideration.lg

The delegates

%0 the convention of 1946 were bLold

that their church body wests ivs doctrinal case upon the

Brief Statement as the dogmatie

standard Tor cruth.ao A

very thorough

Lonvention of

evaluation arnd criticism was given to this

the Doctrinal Affirmation. The convention

agreed that this was a very inadequate documenis. Thisz

Affirmation even repeated "certain errors” which original
- o

- -~ — 2
appeared in vhe HMissouri Synod resolutions of 1998.“1

The convention of 1947 did notb repeat the accusation

17@enort

of the Twenty-Sixth Regular Convention of

the Horwesien o
§§§£§§7 13530
B1pi4.,
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Report
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that these resolubions of Missouri in 1938 contained
errors, but it learned that its representatives had re-
quested the Missourl Synod to reconsider and reseind them
because they were "not an adequate basis for fallcwship.“22
The chaplainey guestion came up again in the con-
vention of 19483, but nothing concrete was concluded.23

The HLvangelical Luthersn Synod did nobt eriticize the

chaplainey of the Hissourl Synod as the Wisconsin Synod

was doing. This coavention did take the Missouri Synod
severely bto task, howevery for certain~cooperative
activities which inveolved joint prayer, church work, .and
other "brothexrly associations."24

Finally, this convention once again asked the
Missouri Synod %o suspend doctrinal discussions with the
American Imbtheran Church,

Let us resolve to drop for the time being all doce
trinal discussions with our oppoments, and such
relations which imply doctrinal agreement with our
opponents, iun favor of discussions with our
aclmowledged brethren in the Synodical Conference,
that all may be convinced of the deep meaning and
implications of the Brief Statement.<>

22pep : Phirti gulor Convention of the
_Re ort of the Thirtieth Re ar Conve

Norwegian S;go&"bf'ﬁhe American Lvengelical .Lucheran
h'! 9"' 9 Po_EB.

3Report of the Thirty-First Regular Convention of

2
the Norwemian Synod of uhe American uvangelical Lutheran
EEE?_.E! Ig@, Pe 6&F

BPrpia,. too 67

2Prpi4,, p. 8.
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The convention of 1949 adopted the conbtents of an
essay on "Cooperablion in Externals.” This presentation
dealt specifically with the errors of.the Missouri Synod
in its cooperation with the Wational Lutheran Council zad
other Tutheran groups oubtside of ths Synodicsl Conference.
The essayist sunﬁarizod his findings in the words of
theses prepared by local pastoral conferences.

1. "Unioniem is joint wowxship or joiny church work
with those who do not confess the true faith in all
respects.

2« If orthodox Lutherans cooperate or assocciate
with heterodox lutherans in any phase of the Church's
work such as educatiocu, missions, charities, etcC.,
they disregard the fact that Joint church work wiith
false teachers is unionism just as much as is Joins
worship,

5. The test of so-called externals in church work
s whether they may preperly be carried on with all
manner of churches and religious or civic organiza=-
tions,

4. 8Bince the National Lutheran Council, as well as
the Imtheran World Mederation, was organized to
promote cooperation in church work among all Iutherw
ans, withoubt regard to doctrinal differences, we
object to them as unionistic orgagizations and refuse
%0 take any part in their activities.

The essay approvingly gquoted a multitude of secondary
sources written by Missouri Synod Lutherans during the

1920'5,%7 ©he essayist admitted thet at one point in

- 26y, ; 5 £
Report of the Ehmrgz-Second Regular Convention of

the Norwegian Symod of jerican Lvangelical Lutheran
——‘Lx;cﬂ' ; (. Pp. 1?:.
*7Ibid., pp. 3312
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history of the Norweglan Synod found that it was "cooperat
ing" with the Roman Gatholic Church against legislation
which would be harmful to parochial schools. Such coopere
ation could have been carried on with Hindus, for it
involved no "joint prayer," or work of the Church.28

The convenbion referred to this essay approvingly
when it sent its regular communications %o the Missouri
Synod convention asking for an end to "cooperation in
ex"aez?no.].s."29 This same resolution declared that the
"free conferences" suggested by the Missouri Synod would
be of "doubtful value.“BO This part of the resolution
is in harmony with earlier resolutions, parbicularly the

Theses on Church Union, which declare doctrinal dis-

cussions with other ILutherans valid only under limited
conditions.

A study of the doctrinal position of the Orthodox
Lutheran Conference (a group of pastors and laymen who
had severed relations with the Missouri Synod in 1950)7%
was authorized by the coavention of 1952, Nothing con-

crete resulted from the few discussions which were held,

28 1bid.y pe A

o —aman o

29325‘.-&- s Do 77,

O1pia.
31 : g% C ntion of the
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however, and the Orthodox Lutheran Conference continu:d

to walk i%s separate path apart from the Dvangelical

Imtheran Synod,
The delegates to the 1953 convention indicated that

they were exbtremely disturbed by the latest approaches of

-t

the !Missouri Synod toward the Lutheran World Federation.32
The lissouri Synod had directed a study and a report on

)

praciices of this federation in regard

s

i-e

the pr

-

nciples and
%o possible relationshipe. Tnis, the Evangelical TLubtheran
Synod felt, was vexy urhealthy,

"Our Relations with the Iutheran Church--Missouri
Synod,* a pamphlet which the 1954 convention reviewed,
told much of the bistory of the difficulties between the
Hissouri Synod and the Bvangelical Iutheran Synod, con-
centrating upon the resolutions of 1938, bthe HMissouri

Synod's eonéegt of Joint Prayer, the Common Coanfession,

Cooperation with other church bodies, negotiations with
Other church bodies under undesirable conditions, and the
general indifference of the Missouri Syned toward bhe

Seriousness of the objections.55 The pamphlet concluded

by stating that there was "no longer any real unity between

S

Churc T

R ——— ]

33 i c i £
Report of the Thirty-Seventh Regular Convention of
g%g Norwezian Synod of the Aumerican Lvanzelical Lutheran

52Re crt of the Thirty-Sixth Regular Convention of
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our Synod and the Ilissouri Symod." The Missouri Symod
has broken its bonds of fellowship with us by its
persistent adherence to a course which we have with
all Jjustice condemned and by itvs growing tolerance
of unionistic activitles and unionistiec "brethren."
In 1955 the convention of the Evangelical Lutheran
Synod formally declared tThe suspension of fratermal rela-
tions which had been implied in the 1954 pamphlet. The
convention reviewed once again the negotiations of the
Missourl Synod with the fimerican Imbheran Church, the
resolution by lissouri in 1938, the Jjoint prayer principle,
the cooperation with the National Lutheran Qouncil, and

the Common Confession.2” The convention recognized that

The Synodical Conference adopied a desirable resolution
defining unionism, This resolution on unionism, the
Norwegian represcnbatives reported, had "considerable
opposition from lissourl Synod spokesmen.® The Synodical
Conference did nothing effective on the subjects of the

Common Confegsion, Jjoint prayer, scouting, and other
6

issues.3

Since "real meeting of minds" and "unity of spirit,"®

34 ¢ A _ 4
OQur Relations with The Lutheran Church SsSour
Synod (PuElfsheE by the Union Committee of the Norweglan

ynod, 1954), ppe 3ff.

% 3SRepor*b of the Thirty-EBighth Regular Convention of
Uie Horwegian Synod of the Imerican Lvangelical Lutheran
-—-—Lm_..’ s DPDe Ho
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prerequisites for fraternal relations, were lacking in
the discussions with the !issourl Synod, the coavention
declared that "further negobtiabtions will be fruitless.™

The delegates declared all fellowship relations with The

Tutheran Church--liigsouri Dynod suspeaded "uatvil the
offenses contrary to the doctrine which we have learmed
have been removed by them in a proper manner.“57 This con=-
vention, however, made 1t clear that it wished to coantinue
fraternal relations with those who "agwree with us in our
s8tand and who testify with us against these present errors
and unionistic pracbtices.” A re-alignment of conservative
lutherans was suggested.

Po this end we hereby declare our desire ¢ maintain

and establish fraternal relations with those synods,

congregations and individuals who are of one mind

and spirit with us in matters of Christian doctrine

and practice, 0

This statement could be interpreted in two different
ways. %t could indicate that synods, congregatlons and
individuals who agree with the Lvangelical Lutheran Synod
should now leave the Synodical Conference, separate thom=
selves from the Missouri Synod and re-alipgn themselves with
the Horwegians, However, according to this declaration,
the Avangelical Imtheran Synod could also be inviting

Synods, congregations and individuals to retain fellowship,

371b1d., pp. 458
Brbid.; pe 46.
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even if they vemain in the Synodical CJonferensce. It is

uncerbain Jjust what was in the minds of the delegates to

this conventilon., While on one hand they spoke of re-align-

ing true lubtherans who agreed with them in doctrine and

practice, bthey were also willing to "abttend to whatever

- - s

problems may arise in comnechion with the work of the

Synodical Qonfe*uucﬂ-”pg

3

The inmediate developments which followed the con-

veation of 1955 indicate tThat this body accepted the

gt

second interpretation, b0 remain in fellowship with Synods
and parishes which remained in the Synodical Conference.

-

The Bvangelical Imtheran Synod has maintained itis fellow=

fuie

ship with the Wisconsin Synod and has remained within the

Synodical Conference eved though it has not renawed its

-

relations with the Missouri Synod. The convention of

he

1956 promised Ho re-examine the issues to see if ¢

causes of suspension of relations have been removed, but

the suspension of fellowship is to remain uatil a future

convention declares ctherwise. ]
This convention of 1956 took only a passing glance

at the problem involving suspension of fellowship with the

Uissouri Synod and at the same time selective fellowship

1pid.

4ORe oxt of the Thirty-Ninth Regular Conveation of

the Norwemian Lynod of GRBE imericag ___Eﬁﬁllﬁﬂi Tutheran
E{urc v PDe ?:

Sl Tl et e e
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with the members of the Synodical Conference.

Regolved, bthat the Norwegian Synod meet with the

other Synods of the Synodical Conference to determine

whebther or not the constituent synods of the Synod-
jcal Confercnce are now in doctrinal agreement.®

Throughout the history of the Evangelical Imbtheran
Synod the conveantlons have failed to distinguish carefully
among the concepte of unilony fellowship, and cooperation.
The Norweglian Synod has not considered organic merger
with another Imtheran body, and yet, 1% has established
principles on "church union" which in actuality discuss
fellowship and cooperation under the title of "union.” It
can be essuned, however, that prerequisites for fellowship
and cooperation would also be applied to the guestion of
organic merger.

The Bvaengelical Iutheran Synod requires perfect
agreenent in matters of doctrine and practice before any
fellowship or cooperation can take place., Any cooperation
with heterodox church bodies which involves joint worship
or joint church work is sinful unionism. The test for
truly "external' cooperation is whether or not such cooper-
ation could be ecarried on with secular or heathen organiza=
tions,

Since %the Missouri Synod has fallen under the con-
demnation of these prerequlsites, the Tvangelical Iutheran

Synod has suspended all fellowship with that church body.

*l1pid.
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Yet, the Ivangelical Lutheran Synod retalins its member-
ghip in the Synodical Conference snd shares the Joint wore
ship and work of the Conference. It is impossible to

oxplain such acitlon on The basis of Ghe principles oub-

lined by this church body., The Ivangelical Zutheran Synod,
by this action, is engaging in selective fellowship and
church work with a church body within the Conference which
is considered unlonistic and guilty of docirinal error,
Prerequisites for doctrinal discussions with erring
church bodles are elther the actual establishment of unity
Yo such discussions, or at least a willingness To be
taught the Word of God. It is upon this latter basis that
the Hvangelical Iubtheran Synod justifies its willingness
to negotiate with the Missouri Synod in conjunction with
other bodies of the Symodical Conference regarding doc-

tring and practice.




CHAPTER XIIT

THE BVANGELICAL LUTHERAN SYNODICAL

CONFHHEENCE OF NOATH AMBRICA

Perhaps this chapter should not be included in this
study. Thisc study is an examination of the concepts of
unity, fellowship and cooperation within various Lutheran
church bodies in America. It is not certain, however,
Just what the Synodical Conference is. ©BSome sources elaim
that it is a feoderation. The Bvangelical Imtheran Synod
welcomed the union of the Breslau Synod and the Saxon :
Free Church into “our federation," referring to the Synod= |
ical Conference and its affiliates.l The Imtheran hige
torian, D, A, R. Wentz, claims that the Conference is not
a8 church body, but an advisory council;a
Cn the other hand, according to the evaluation of
the Lutheran Horld Federation by a specially appointed com-

mittee, a "federation" which engages in the work of a

lReport of the Thirty-Second Regular ngvention of
the Norwemian Oynod of Ghe American Lvangelicol Lubheran
Efum‘h&g-. =%

e —————— ’Po [ ]

aﬂbdel Ross Wentz, A Basic History of Lutheranism in
5222125 (Philadelphia: MuhIenberg Press, 1955)s De .
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Church is a Church and not a federatlon.” Certainly,
the Synodical Conference engages in the work of a Church,
and yet, it has only advisory powers over its members.

This study, having btaken note of the question con-

‘ecerning the federaitive or churchly character of the Synod-

ical Conference, will not attempt to answer the question.
While official statements coming from the Conference rela~
tive to the concepts of unity and union, fellowship and
cooperation will be noted, such resolutions and declara=-
tions by this Conference are not binding upon its member
bodies unless these member churches so desire,

In its earliest years the Synodical Conference adopted
a number of btheses om unity which are noted here as a
historical inbtroduction to the modern period with which
this study is concerned. The Unaltered Augsburg Confession
wvas declared the “sole external tie" binding all true
Iutheran congregations, Official acceptance of the other
Lutheran Confessions were not regarded as absolutely neces—
sary for unity providing that thesc Confessions were not

denied.4 Acceptance of the Augsburg Confessiony, however,

also invelves all of the doctrinal teachings logically

3 i Reg C tion of
Proceedings of the Forgzamhird Regular Coanven of
The Lutheran Church--Nissourl Synod, IQE%, De 5206

4 : ‘ i
Proceedinss of the Sizth Convention of the Evange
ical IuFheran Gynodical Conference Of North /imerica,
R Pp L .
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deduced from this Gonfession;5

Unorthodox church practice, such as union and church
fellowship with non~Lutherans and toleration of secreb
societies, were considered a mark of confessional dige
loyalty by these early conventions of the Synodical Con-
ference.6 Toleration of erring pastors, use of temporary
pastoral calls, disinverest in parochial schools, tolera-
tion and use of non~Lutheran educational mabterial, and
failure to exercise doctrinal discipline alsc contradict

7

loyalty to the Augsburg Confession. The delegates to
the Synodical Conference in these early years did not
expect absolute perfection, however, but they did expect
the church body in question to exercise bthis diseipline
seriously so that "little by little" the doctrimal faith
may becowe evidsant in church lii’e.8
fgide from a few essays, the Synodical Conference made
no further noteworthy declarations on unity, fellowship,
and ccoperation until recent times. The delegates to the
Synodical Conference convention of 1934 approved the re-

fusal of its officials to cooperate with the Universal

STbid.
S1pid.

L e ey

?Tpid.

Proceedings of the Highth Convention of the Evangel-
igg;lLutheran SzgoEIbaI.Goﬁ§erence of o “mericd, %579,
PP .
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Christian Council for Life and Work, The Life and Work
movement was declared unionistic and modernistic owing %o

its alleged close connection with the Federal Council of
2

Churches of Chrigtian America.
In the convention of 1938, the delegates favorably

received an essay delivered by Professor Theodore Hoyer on

0

the "Unity of Faith This essay, although it went

unchallenged by members of the Wisconsin and Norwegian
Synods, thoroughly represented the viewpoint of the Missouri
Symod. in regard to prerequisites for doetrinal discussions.
The essay that bthe synodical fathers have,

at all tinmes been ready to neet anybody who was

willing to listen to their testimony, to establish

true unity, if possible. They have done this even

when the motive on the other side was wrong. In

such meetings, however, they have alwiIs kept in

mind the object, true unity of Ffaith.

The delegates to the 1940 convention accepted an
essay on fellowship by a representative of the Wisconsin

22

Synod, Professor W. Schaller. Our brethren in the faith,

9Proceedin@s of the Thir%z—Fourth Convention of the
Evangelical Lutheran oynodical Conference of North America,

i 5 s Pe 109,

loProceedinws of the Thirty-Sixth Convention of the
EvangeIlcal lutheran Synodical Gonference of North America,

1938, pp. 47%f.
l1vid., p. 47.
laProceegiggg of the Thirty-Seventh Convention of &

Lvangelical Lutcheran §¥nodlca onference gi North
Amer?ca, 1940, pp. 10If.
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made brethren by Ghelr faith in Christ, exist in heterodox
conpunionsg as well as in orbthodox churches., Iexbers of
orthodox church bodies, pointed out Professor Schaller,
can be concerncd only about brethren with whom they can
Jjoin in cburch work,
Por all practical purposes, the brotherhood of faith

is the membership of That_great body which we call
the Synodical Conference.+?

A £ull report was also giver to this convention on
the relationship between the lMissouri Synod and the American
Lutheran Church. Resolutions of both church bodies per=-

- - . - s a - L - X 4
tinent to that relatiounship were given in full.l

Although
representatives of the Wisconsin and Horwegian Synods
eriticized action by the Missouri Synod, the Synodical Cone-
ference itself merely asked the Missouri Synod to consider
framing fubture agreements into one document rather than a
document from each church body.l5

The second World War interrupted the holding of regular
conventions until 1944, By that time the friction between
the liigsouri Synod on one hand and the Wisconsin and
Norweglan Synods on the other had become much more critical,

A Committee of Inbersynodical Relations was created in

31bid., po. 11f.
1%1pid., pp. 81fE.

157bid., pp. 88f.

'
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order to study the causes of friction and report.l6 The
convention also encouraged the editors of official church
papers o meet and unify policies. The member synods ware
encouraged o deal with unofficial publications as they
felt it necessarf.l?

The convention of 1946 did livtle aboubt the conflich
over gcouticm and the question of joint prayer with other
Lutherans except Lo encourage the member synods to consult
and discuss the matters with one another.ls The coaference
did not criticize the lMissouri Synod.

We urge the Committee on Doctrinal Unity of the

Missouri Synod %o continue in its efforts at pre-

Feyving tpe truth of Ghe Gospel*agd the Gtrue unilty i

which alone can make for sound Imtheran fellowship.l9

However, the 1948 convention did imply that the
Missouri Synod was cooperating with other church bodies
in some church work,

We wish o caution that such things only as actually

are externalsg be regarded as externals . . » and
that wherever there is cooperation in such externals

16Proceed' gs of the Thifg%-Eighth Convention of the
Evangelical iLutheran Synodical Conference af North
Amérfca, 104X, pp. LOILfE,

171b1d., p. 104.
Y8procecdings of the thizty-Niath Convention of the

Bvangelical Lutheran Synodical Coaference of Horth
.._.._._merica, 1548, Dpe 092

1vid., p. 69.
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it be not made thg occagion for Jjoint work in the
spiritual sphere.20

The presidential address to the convention of 1950

o

was given by a representative of the Evangelical Lutheran
Synody Professor S. O, Ylvisaker, in the ahsence of :
President Schlueter. In hig address, Professor Ylvisaker
attacked the IMissouri Synod's position on joint prayer,
and other related matters. Thé note was gbttached to the
addrese that Missouri Synod members on the Committee on
Intersynodical Relations "are not in agreement with some
of the opinions in the presidential address."al

The Committee on Intersynodical Relations approved of

the definition of unionism given in the Brief Statement,

namely, T.’c’uurci_l fellowship with adherents of false doc-

trine.," The commibttee was able to come to no final agree=- :

ment concerning the limits of church fellowship, however,

for they could not agree on whether or not joint prayer

was included in this concept.22
According to this committee, a "false doctrine® is

any deviation from what is taught in Scripture, but not

everyone who deviates from Scripture is an "adherent" of

20 SuRe : ;
Proceedings of the Fortieth Convention of the Lvangel-
ical Lutheran Synodical Conference OL NOTGa smerica, I?%g,
Pp‘ l a

21 - ) L]
Proceedinzs of the Forty-First Convention of the
%&g%sgligg% Tutheran Symodical Conterence of North America,
» PP OfL.,

22Ibido’ PDe 128¢%.
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false doctrine. Those who deviate fron weskness are
brothers in the faith. Those who are not willing to be

instructed show that they are not brothers in the faith

[ B4

25

but false bteacheirs. The convention adopted this report,

recogaizing the points of disagreement without taking

sides on those poinks.eQ
In 1952 the Iatersyanodlcal Committee wasg able Ho unite

in giving 2 highly critical evaluation of "Tmtheraa Men

in Amevica," The commitltee accused this organization of

unionism and attempting Lo promote unscripbural fellow-

ship. This organization states that 1% tries to develop

"a better uaieﬂ tanding,” "fellowship,® and "cooperation"
among all Iutherans. The comnitiee selzed the word
"fellowshipn” and inbterpreted it in the sense of pulpit
and altar fellowghip, and atbenmpted to show that Lutheran
Hen ig a rank unionistic socie‘by.25

In its evaluation the comaitbee also implied that
there can be no joint activities which do not involve
church fellowship or cooperation which does not intexfers

26

with Synodical Conference principles. These implicgtions

231bid.

24

25Proceed1 s of The Fog%z-Second Convention of the
Evanreliazi“fﬁfﬁg‘ S%%Od cal Conrerence Of WNorGh
-—-.___]Eerica’ 1952, ppe 192fi. _

26Tbid., pp. 153f.

Lhid,
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have not been thoroughly examined by the Missouri Synod,
and hence, it is undersbtandable why the representatives
of that church body made no objection to the committee's
evaluations
A multitude of essays on the various issues of con-
troversy filled the 1954 convention of the Synddical Con=-
ference. The essays by representatives of the member

synods included the arcas of the Common Confession, the

wilivary chaplaingy, scoubing, and wvarious other divisive
J i 79 59

. o

issues.27 in essay by Pastor Bs I. Kowalke, representing

the Wisconsin Synod, is worthy of note for this study.

He claimed that the Brief Statement does not give a full

definition of unionism when it calls unionism church
fellowship with adherents of false doctrine. Rather,
Pastor Kowalke said, unionism includes all forms of church

work and Joint worship. =

This point in his essay was particularly interesting
in the light of the resolution passed by the Conference
at the request of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod defining
unionism and teken, in part, from the Concordia Cyclopedia
of 1927. |

7Proceed1n g of the I Porty~Third Convention of the
IBvanpelical Lutheran Szgodicai Conference of Noxth
Kﬁergca T95h, passim.

ass

®81bid., pp. 102ff.
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Religious unionism consists in joint worship and

work of those not united in doctrine, Its essence

is an agreement to disagree « « o all joint ecclesias-

tical efforts for meligious work (missionary, educae-
tional, e®c.) and particularly joint worship and
nixed (promiscuous) prayer anonz those who confess

the Gruth and thgse who deny any part of it, is

sinful unionism,

It was against this definition that objection was
raised by some members of the HMissouri Synod at is 1956
convention., The lMigssouri Synod did not defend the Synod-
ical Conference resolution but merely resolved to study
the matter. o

In the 1956 conveantion of the Synodical Conference
President V. A. Baepler raised the question of whether or
not the Conference could conbtinue Ho exist in the light
of its condemnation of "joint worship and work of those
not united in doctrine" on one hgnd, and the existence of
difference of differences and severed fellowship within

31

Ghe Synodical Confersnce on the other. President Baepler

answered in the affirmative,
since the disunity which is threatening to destroy

our organization iz not caused by disagrgement in
doctrine but by differences of opinion with reference

29Ipid., pps 199%.

Boﬁu ra, p. 165.
sk

Proceedings of the Forty-Fourth Convention of the
Evangelrcmﬂgfaﬁ"gznodi—%_——ca Snfesanss of Yocth
“ﬁ‘-I_nQEEE » 56 9 PPe Ff °
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to application of Scriptural teaching, i.e., in
the field of pPractice, « « « «22
This opinion is not in harmony with the Evangelical

=

Intheran

L2

ynod's principle that differences in practice

are not less divisive of church fellowship than differences
in doctrine., It is also cubt of harmony with the principle
of both the Visconsin and the Norwegian Synods that

Missourils defeunse of the Common Confession a2nd teachings

regarding Jjoint prayer, cooperation, and the like consti-
tute differences in doctrinal teaching and not merely
variations of application.

Finelly, this opinion of the president is unsupported
by a resolution passed in this sameo convention encouraging
the Union Committees of the member synods to draw up
doctrinal statements on the controversial issﬁes, "to
assist in the solution of any unsolved doctrinal problems
existing in the Synodical Gonference.“53 Indeed, the
Conference's Committee on Doctrinal Matters is "chiefly
concerned with the clarification of doctrinal differences
and a mode of procedure to remolve the differences." >

Yhether the difficulties within the Synodical Con-

ference are called practical differences, doctrinal dif-

ferences, or given some obher label, is not the point.

52191d., pe 8.
531bid., p. 145.
H1pid.
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The point is this. One of the four members of the Conw-
ference has severed relatlons with another member of the
Conference, and yet shares in church fellowship, joint
worship and Joint church work within the Conference. This
action is inconsistent with the principles employed by
some of the member churches in the Conference.

The convention of 1958 heard and adopted a report by
its committees concerning the infallibilitvy and inspira-
tion of Sacred Scripturo.35 The delegates praised its
Joint Union Comnittee and repeated the admission of earlier
years that the differences which divide the bodies of
the Synodical Conference are doctrinal,

We urge tn¢s Committee to continue its God-plsasiag

endeavor Lo establigh a doctrinal statement aiming

at full agreement in all matters of doctrine, 50

The very use of the word "union" in the title of the
Joint Union Committee amd in earlier usage indicates that
the Synodical Conference uses that term as a virtual
synonym for "unity." In general, the Synodical Conference
of North America reflects the princip}es and practices of
its menber synods. Where there have been conflicts among
its member church bodies in principle and practice, the

Synodical Conference has reflected a mixture of those

552roceed s of the Fo -Fifth Convention of tThe
Lvangelical uut%eran zgodica% Conference of North
Kmerica 1058, D. %0

581pia.
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various points of view, The Conference has made and is
making serious attempts to resolve its own difficulties
in doctrine and practicey and at the same time, its
officials have frequently maintained its orthodoxy, puritys: .
and unaninity as compared to the heterodox synods outside
of the Conference.

It is not surprising, btherefore, that frequently

- other Lutheran bodies look with disfavor upon the Synodical

Conference for hoasting of purity in doctrine and practice
in spite of the divergencies of doctrine and practice within
the Conference and gt the same time condemning divergenciles
in doctrine and practice among non-Synodical Conference

Imtheran bodies as sinful unionism and heterodoxy.
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CHAPTER XIV
THS ORTHODOX EUTHMutW CONFIRENCE

On July 11, 1951 an invitation to a meebting was
extended to one hundred ninteen pastors and laymen of the
MNissourdi Synod who had previously signed a document known

as the Confession of Faith Professed and Practiced by

All True Lutherans. The purpose of this meeting was to

organize a conservative Lutheran church body.l The

original invitation stated that this group of conservative

Imtherans would be willing to reburn to the lMissouri
Synod,
whenever the present llissouri Synod organlzatlzn
returns o the Brief Statement position, especially
when it rejects the 1945 Chicago Statement and the
1950 Common COHfBSulOD and causes the individual
adherents of uthese documents to reject_them or 2
expels such adherents from membership in Synod.
This meeting became the consbtituting convention of
the Orthodox Iutheran Conference. This convention was
told that the mark of true orthodoxy is the practice

as well as the confession of true doctrine. The Missouri

1Proceed1ugs of the First Annual Heebing of the

Orthodox Ttheran Conference, 1951y Ds ‘e

2Ibid.
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Synod, througih its heterodox practice, has become unortho-
dox.3
Yet, at a time when the Evangelical Ifmtherarn Synod

1 a5

and the Joint Synod of Wisconsin were both in full fellow-
ship with the Missouri Synod, the Orthodox Lutheran Con-
ference resolved to declare full agreement and unity with

the Norweglan and Wiscongin Syrods within the framework

of the Synodical Conference.4 It would seen that church
fellowship with synods holding church fellowsh%p with a
heterodox bLody would be a very poor way to-ggzg%~an ecclesiag=
Gical organization dedicated to pure orthodox practice.

The Crbhodox imtheran Confession of Faith meaffirmed

the Brief Statement and made a special point of condemning

selective church fellowship, toleration of non-fundamental

doctrines, the Chicago Statement, the Common Confession,

the goncept that there are dark areas of Sacred Scripture,

5

and seversl other erronsous teachings.

The delegates to the second convention of the Orthodox
Iutheran Confercnce, not only subscribed to the Confession
of Feith, but they also required all male and female com-

municants to sign the Gonfession.6 The convention also

3Ibido 9 Po 15.
4Tbida, p. 47.
SIbidq 9 PPe 51ffo

5 i th
Proceedings of the Second Annual Convention of the
Orthodox Lubtheran GConference, 1952, De Oce
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recommended a medel constitubtion for each congregation in
the general body. This consgtitution insists that each
comminicant of the Conference must know and subseribe to

the Augsburg Confeszion, the £mall Catechism, and the

Brief Statensnb.

This church body, dedicated to orthodox doctrine and
practice, appears to require perfect practice as well
as pure doctrine as prerequisites for any relationship
with other churches. Yebt, this religious group seemed

-
to be quite willing in its earlier days to practice

gelective fellowship with cerbtain synodical bodies in the:

the herebtical liissouri Synod. This inconsistency remains
unexplained,
The Conference has atitempted to protect its alleged

purity of doctrine and practice by reguiring subscription

to its particular Confession of Faith, the Brief Statementb,

along with the historiec Jiugsburg Confession and Small

Catechism, Conforpity with these confessions in faith
and life are the price of merger, fellowship, or coopera-

Gion,

7Ibido, Pe 76.



CHAPTER XV
SUITNMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Lutheran church bodies in Americe are divided
on the degree of unity necessary for organic union, church
fellowship, and cooperation with other church bodies.
Ivery Ilamtheran body in America insists upon agreement in
at least the historic Imbtheran Confessions before merger
with other church bodles can take place. Iach Lutheran
Synod refuges pulpit and altar fellowship with those
churches which do not: at least subscribe to the Augusburg

Confession and the Small Catechisme All Intheran bodies

in thig country demand at least an evangelical character
from church bodies before any church cooperation can
take place,

Beyond this, however, the Lutheran bodies studied
would fall into approximately five different groupings:in
regard to their rcspective reguirements for union, fellow-
ship, and cooperation. Into the first category would go
the United Imtheran Church in America aand the Augustana
Zvangelical Imtheran Church: These bodies require sub-
seription to the SacredSadbbmeaws as the Word of God and
%0 the historic Confessions of the Iutheran Church as a

Prervequisite for both orgenic union and pulpit and altar
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fellowship. Generally, these two Imtheran bodies will
cooperate only with other church bodies which are basic-
ally evangelical and when such cooperation does not deny
or compromise the truth of the Imtheran Confessions. The
Augustana Synod has not been as consistent in following
these principles nor has 1t been as explicit in presenting
then., The United Ilmtheran Church and the Augustana Synod
are planning a merger in conjunction with the small Finnish
Bvangelical Tutheran Church and the ‘imerican Zvangelical
Lutheran Church. These two latter church bodies hgve not
been included in this study.

The ILutheran free Church secems %o fall into a second
category by itself., It appears to demand only confessional
subscription as a prereguisite for church fellowship. TYet,
its actions indicate that out of love for its principles
of coagremational polity and the body's emphasis upon its

fwelve Principles, a document which exhibits this congrega=-

Gional emphasis, any Lutheran church body wishing to merge
with the Iutheran Free Church must come to terms with this
question of politv.

Into 2 third general category would fall the American
ILutheran Church, the Evangelical Lutheran Church, and the
United Gvangelical Lutheran Church. These three bodies,
which are planning to merge im 1960, agree that confessional
subscription must often be supplemented by additional state-

ments concerning doctrine and practice. Such doctrinal

1

Lbdiies Sy gty ayegr a2 diN (1
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considerations, exhibited by the liinneapolis Theses and

the United Testimony, are necessary for any comnsideration

of organic un lon, Those Lubheran bodies not subscribing
to these documents in addibtion to the Lutheran Confessions
are not automatically denied church fellowship. The American
Imtheran and Bvangelical Imtheran Churches are willing %o
conslder "selective fellowship" with those pastors and
parishes of Tmbheran bodies not subscribing to the United
Testimony if they are loyal to the historic confessions

in doctrine and practice, The United Ivangelical ILutheran
Church has not appeared to have thought Through the
question of church fellowship as have the American and
Lvangelical Imtheran Churches, All three church bodies

in this grouping cooperate with other Christisns in the
National fmiheran Council, the World Council of Churches,
and the Lubtheran World Federation. They have not affili-
ated with the National Council of Churches.

The National Bvangelical Iutheran Church, The Iutheran
Church--Missouri Synod, and the Slovak Lvangelical Lutheran
Church appear to fall into a fourth category. These three
church bodies insist that for any consideration of merger,

a fellowship or churchly cooperation the churches in

westion should come to an agreement in all matters of

doctrine and practice, even when these matters are nob
Specifically treated in the Lutheran Confessions. In gen=-

eral, however, this is more or less of an ideal,
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While the Missouri Synod allegedly cooperates with
member churches of the National Imbtheran Council only in
"externals® it fully cooperates in spiritual matters with
churches in the Lynodical Conference with whom differences
in doctrine and practice exist. The question of woman
suffrage is a barrier to organic union between the National
Evangelical imvheran Church and the Missouri Synod, but
this question is no barrier to full church fellowship or
o full spiritual cooperation. While agreement in all
natters of doctrine and practice is most highly desirable
out of loyalty to the Word of God, some variations in
non=fundamental doctrines are considered not necessarily
divigive of church fellowship.

Into the fifth and last general category falls the
Bvangelical Imtheran Joint Synod of Wiscomnsin, the
Bvangelical Iutheran Synod and the Orthodox Lutheran
Conference., These church bodies insist upon gbsolute
and complete agreement in every doctrine and in each point
of practice., Non-fundamental doctrines are always divigive
of church fellowship. All cooperation of a churchly
nabture involves such church fellowship, and hence, falls
under the same requirements. These three bodies are
bagically divided in the extent to which these principles
are consistently applied. Separation is required for
those who deviate in doctrine and practice, and negotia-

tions which attempt to eliminate these differences can
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take place only under certain circumstances. The particular
requirenents for doctrinal discussions with other churches
are not completely clarified among these three bodles.

Many of the church bodies examined in this study have
demonstrated areas of unclear thinking and they have con=
fused the issues of union, fellowship, and cooperation,

L nunber of conclusions, thereofore, may be drawn from this
study which should be noted in fubure negotiations and
relations among lmtheran church bodies in ‘merica,

Mirst, many Imtherzn church bodies should clarify
thelr respective ualty raqﬁirements for orgenic union,
church fellowship, and churchly cooperation. Once this
clarification has been made, the church bodies should be
cgreful not to confuse the lssues, so that the require-
nents for organic union do not become super-imposed upon
the gimple issues of cooperation or church fellowship.
Some Imtheran church bodies will insist that the unilty
requirenents necessary for union, fellowship, and coopera=
tion are all exactly the same. In such cases it would be
desirable if they would show why this is so.

For this peason it will be necessary for some bodies
to elarify certain doectrinal concepts inmvolved in their
requirements for union, fellowship and cooperation, What
is the nature and extent of the Church? What is the dif-
ference between @ church and a federation in nature and

function? What are the limits of church fellowship? Is
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church fellowship distinet from churchly cooperation? Is
a "doctrine™ a formulation by the church or a revelation
of Sceripture? If it is a formulation in response to
rgvelation, then how dees a doctrine diffex from Scriptural
interpretation? Is there a basic difference between

doctrine and practice, and if so, is one more important

C

than the other in regard to Chrisvian unity? In view of
the human fallibility of Christians who compose the Church,
how perfect does agreement and homogenelity in doctrine and
practice have to be befors organic union, c¢hurch fellowship
or churchly cooperation can take place?

Before dealing with another Lutheran body through
negotiations and doctrinal discussions, the official
position of the other church body should be noted in re-
gard o itvs rogquirements for union, fellowship and coopera-
tion. The Jjoint invitation recently extended by the United
Iutheran Church and the Augustana Synod failed to take invo
account the fact that many Imtheran bodies do not believe
that subscription to the Seriptures and the Confessions
is enough of a doectrinal basis for organic merger. Iormer
discussions conducted by representatives of the Missouri
Bynod with representatives of the United Lutheran Church
on the basis of the Brief Statement failed to recognize
that the United Iutheran Church refuses to submit to doc-
trinal declarations above and beyond the historic Con-

fessions,




Soann

241
When a syanodical body remains loyal to its particular
doctrinal declarations, other Imtheran bodies who wish %o
establish close relations should come To terms wibth those
documents. Any church body hoping that the Lutherar Free
Church will merge with 1t must first come to some kind of

toerms with the Free Church's Twelve Princivles., Any future

negotiations between The Iutheran Church--liissouri Synod and
the American Lutheran Church, the 1960 merger of certain

"middle oif the road" synods, must Lake invo accounty nob

merely the Brief Statement, but also the United Testimony.

Any fubure negobtiations with the planned merger of the §

1
Augustana Synod and the United Lutheran Church must be on g
the basis of Scripture and the Confessions, or else the q
new body must be shown bthat the particular documents being
discussed do not go beyond Scripture and the CGonfessions.

In ail scbivities of men as bthey meet and discuss, it
must be remembered that unity, manifested in oneness of
organization, in pulpit and altar fellowship, and in
spiritual coopsrabion, is a gift of God. God's gifus,
however, are only given through the Word and the Sacraments.
is God, through theose Means of Grace, speaks to us The
truth in love, Imbtherans will learn to more readily and
effectively speak the truth in love to one another. lean-
wvhile Lutheran Christians pray for unity, fellowship, and

cooperation in the words and spirit of the "General Prayer.”
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And may we, in communion with Thy Church and in
brotherly unity with all our fellow-Christians, fight
the good fight of faith_and in the end receive the
salvation of our souls.

lThe Lutheran I al, authorized by the Synods con-
stituting Ghe Lvangelical Lutheran Synodical Conference of
Worth imerica (St. Louis: Concordia PFublishing House, 1941),
P 1%




APPENDIX

LUTHERAN CHURCH BODIES IN THS UNITED STATES
OF AMGRICA. AND CANADA

(Statistics for 1957 by National Lutheran
Council unless obtherwise indicated)

The United Iutheran Church in Amexica 24,395,611
The Imtheran Church--liissouri Synod 24228,13%35
The Fvangelical Imtheran Church 1,082,809
The imerican Lutheran Church 972,929
The Augustana Gvangelical Imtheran Church 576,198
The Uvangelical Iutheran Joint Syanocd of

Wisconsin and Other States 342,992
The Lutheran Free Church 774304
The United Bvangelical Lutheran Church 64,629
The Finnish Ivengelical ILutheran Church® 38,281
The American Hvangelical Lutheran Church® 25,043
The Slovak Ivangelical Lubtheran Church 20,140
The ivangelical Lutheran Synod 13,601
The National Evangelical Iutheran Church 9,500
The Finnish Apostolic Church® 8,001

The Negro lMissions of the Synodical
Conference?* 74429

The Church of the Imtheran Brethren* 4,220
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17, The Avangelical Lutheran Church in

imerica (Hielsen Synod)* 1,500
18. The Orthodox Iutheran Confersnce 1,000%*=
19, The P’rotes'tant Conference?® 1,000%*
20. The Concordia Iutheran Conference® 350**

*Lutheran Church bodies not examined in this study.

"*Lpproximations of membership.
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