Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Master of Sacred Theology Thesis Concordia Seminary Scholarship
5-1-1966

Missouri Synod's Practice of Fellowship with Non-Lutheran
Christians

Albert Neibacher

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/stm

b Part of the Practical Theology Commons

Recommended Citation

Neibacher, Albert, "Missouri Synod's Practice of Fellowship with Non-Lutheran Christians" (1966). Master
of Sacred Theology Thesis. 346.

https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/346

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Master of Sacred Theology Thesis by an
authorized administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F346&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1186?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F346&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/346?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F346&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

MISSCURI SYNOD'S PRACTICE COF FolLLOWSHIY

WITH NONeLUTHERAN CHRISTIANS

A Thesls Presented to the Faculily
of Concordia Zeminary, 5t. louis,
Depurtment of Practical Theology
in partial fulfillment of the
rcquirc aents for the degree of
rlaster of Sacred Theology

by
Albert L. l‘ eibachery, Jr.
May 1966

Approved by:

my



Bv
4070
9
M3
19lelo
Ne.js
¢ 2

CONCORDIA SEMINARY LIBRARY
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI

Ho42.g




TARLE OF CONTENTS

~ Short Title: INTER-DENOMINATICNAL FELLOWSHIP TRge

- ‘oe 3 u r e d & & mosi =} L
sl ¥ iE LR anse oI e Tres AT, PN . 8 a.s 2
ha Roergosee of s Hew Coapengna PP S = e e
hat Do nnnhe f piiﬂ 'Ry Conass wagt A % i A w8 m

CERFANIADK OF THN. WO DIFPSEENr TOLNYS OF VDM « s vin. - &7 &

e Lliegveareven &f $he OPiheQerwiic iiroden

JEORPRET & e how oM KWk E s e A s E SRR 61
b Eslesbion € Lhe Perser Uow &f "Froel Texte” 4 & o o g ;
b adecting of Sh9 Former Pragratic Beosald v x o e

1. TR PAPLACATIONS CF PN hERebmer romNtS oF i JoM
mwxmwwmﬂmmmm -

‘wm 3 x5 8 om A w
g ﬁw auﬂlk rz,,




TABLE CF CONTENTS
Chapter Page

I. STATEMENT OF PROBLIM . .

® o # 2 @& 2 e ° & B+ &+ & " e 0 1

II. THE TRADITIONAL VIEW OF THE CHURCH AND
CHURCH FRLLOWSHIP + « « .

» o8 & 0 & 8 .0 6 9 ° 0. & » w,e 6

The Dichotomy of ietercdex and Crthodox Church « o o o 6
"PrOOfTﬁxtS".oooc-oooo-o.-ooooon 10
Pragmatic Congiderations ¢« e o o ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ v o « o o 15
The Mea.ning of "Avoid Then" © & & o & & & ® ® e @ @ @ 1?
Anticipated Cbjections Answer®@d s« ¢ o ¢« o o o o o = o 20
The Minority Which Took Exception to Fieper's View . » 23
The Majority Which Shared Pieper’s View o+ « o o o o o 28

I1I, RECENT STATEMENTS CON TRE CHURCH AND CHURCH FELLOWSHIP . 32

The Present Uxistence of the Traditional View

e o o o 32
The Emergence of a New CONSensusS .+ « o o o o o o o o Lo
The Dominance of This "Hew Consensus” o e o s o s » o 60

IV, A COMPARISCN COF THF TWO DIFFERENT POINTS CF VIEW o « o & 67

The Disappearance of the Orthodox-Heterodox
Dichot()my-.....-........-...

4 Rejection of the Former Use of "Proof Texts” « « ¢ o 79
L Rejection of the Former Pragmatic Reasons o«

V. THE IMPLICATICNS CF THESE DIFFERENT POINTS OF VIEY FCR
THE PRACTICE CF FrLICWSHIP WITH NON-LUTHERAN CHRISTIANS. S0

A Condemnation of Two FXtremes « s o o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o o S0
The Encouragement of Cooperation with Other
Denominations o ¢ o ¢ ¢ »+ a « ¢ # s« ¢« o ¢ ¢ =« & s v @
Participation in Certain Ecumenical Crganizations . .
Prayerl'-‘ellowship.-................ 98
The Conflict Cver Pulpit and Altar Fellowship + « « «» 101

VI L] CONCLUSION . . * - L] - L] . . - . . . * - L L . L] L] . L] L 108

BIBLICGRAPIY o o © ¢ s o a o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ s o 0o ¢ o ¢ 0 @ ¢ ¢ & o ¢ 113



CHAFTER I

STATEMENT OF PRCBLEM

In the light of the contemporary ecumenical revival, interchurch
fellowship or ccoperation is an srea of great concern. Currently the
traditional concepts of the church and church unity are being studied
and evaluated at an increasing rate, There are not many who would dis-
agree with Kramer when he writes that; as a result of the ecumenical
movement, "the doctrine of the Church occupies Christian theclogians
above all other doctrines."1

The Lutheran Church--ilissouri Syned also is assuming an active role
in the study of the church. OUne cannot escape noticing the numerous
amount of periodical articles, books, and convention memorials and resc-
lutions which reflect this contemporary examination of traditional
Miseouri Synod views of the church or some aspect thereof.

It is the purpose of this paper to investigate the implications of
recent Missouri 3ynod statements on the church for the practice cf fellow-
ship with non-Lutheran Christians. In this connection, it should be
pointed out that the term, "/issouri Synoi statements,'" does not refer
only to the cfficial pronouncements and resolutions of synocd. The term
is also used to denote books, printed essays, reports, and periocdical
articles written by various members of Missouri Synod.

In order to see the full implications of the recent statements on

1
Fred Kramer, "Scumenical Strivings in tye Church of the Twentieth
Century," The Springfielder, AXVII (Fall 1963), 22.
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the church it is first necessary to examine the traditional stutements
of the past. This enables one to have a basis for comparison--z basis
for determining the differences between what was sald in the past and
what is being said today. It is at this point that cne must determine
the implications of these differences.

In discussing the traditional Missouri Synod statements on the
church and the practice of fellowship, it would be impossible in this
kind of paper to include every member of synod who has written on this
subjects Xor this reason it has been decided to single out one of the
most significant theclogians of the past, and probe deeply into his in-
sights on the fellowship question. Thus, when this paper uses the word
"traditional" it is not using the word to refer tc the traditional
Lutheran view, but to the traditional Missouri Synod view, especially as
thic view is expressed in the writings of this one singled-out theologian,
Franz dugust Otto Dieper.

Of all of the iiissouri Syncd statements on the church, some of the
best known and most influential formulations were written by Pieper.2
This Lutheran systematician died June 3, 1931, yet his theoclogical
thinking continues to exert a profound influence on the Missouri Syncd
today. Since Pieper had served as president of Concordia Seminary,

St. Louis, in 1887, and president of his synod from 1899 to 1911, his
influence on his own contemporary church can easily be appreciated. A
much more lasting influence, however, probably results from his three-

volume dogmatics corpus, Christliche Dogmatik. An Znglish translation

2pichard k. Caemuerer and Erwin L. Lueker, Church and Ninist
in Transition (St. Louig: Concordia Publishing House, 1965), p. 50.
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of this work is still used today as a basic dogmatics text in the twe
seminaries of the Misscuri Synod, "V

Since Pieper's view of church fellowship has had such a great in-
fluence on the Missouri Synod, it is necessary to examine thoroughly the
views of this dogmatician in order te ascertain syned's traditional view
of church fellowship. It must be noted, however, that others in the
past alsc dealt with church fellowship in their writings. i few of these
individuals disagreed with some of Fieper's views; but most of the men
were in couplete agreement with Pieper's statements. This, in essence,
is the subject matter of Chapter Two.

After observing Mizsouri Synod's traditional view of church fellow=-
ship in Chapter Two, we will turn next to the recent Missouri Synecd
writings. If one were to loock at the history of the Missouri Syned,
especially Missouri's statements on the church, one might conclude that
approximately one decade ajgo synod began to ask some questions abeut the
traditional teachings on the churche It was at this time that the Common
Confession was accepted in its entirety.3 This does not mean that there
was a drastic change in Missouri regarding the doctrine of the churche.

It dees, however, mean that with this document Misscuri fermally began
to re-examine and evaluate some of its traditional views on this subject.
Thus the term "recent! is used throughout this paper te include those
writings which have been published within the last ten years.

In stating that Chapter Three will deal with recent Hissouri Syned

3At the syncdical convention in 1956 the Common Confession was
officially recognized by the Missouri Syned as a statement which was in
harmony with Scripture and the Confessions.
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ctatements on the church, it must be understood that it would be extremely
difficult to include every theclogicul bcok and essay written by every
minister in synod who, in the last ten years, wrote on this subject. The
"recont statements" will thus include only the major periodical articles,
books, znd workshops dealing speciflically with the doctrine of the church
as 1t would relate tc the practice of fellowship with non-Lutheran Chris-
tians. Tor this reason, Misscuri Synod's practice of fellowship with
other lLutherans, as well as with those who are not even Christian, will
not be treated in this thesis. For this reason also, stutements about
the church which do not have a direct bearing on the practice of fellow=-
ship will not be troated.

The fourth chapter desls with a comparison of these two major oute
looks--the past an’ the present, the traditional view and the '‘new con-
sensuc." What are the differences betiween the views contained in Chapter
Two and those contained in Chapter Three? What are the differences be-
tween the points of view which were formerly expressed in synoed, and thoce
which are currently being proumcted? In connection with this, the phrase
mew consensus" will be used to describe those recent views which dis=-
agree, completely or in part with the more traditional view. Use of the
word '"mew" does not mean that this consensus had never been expressed in
synod prior to the last ten years; for if has been expressed several
times in the past. Furthermore, use of the word "consensus'" does not
mean that all of those who are categorized in this 'new consensus' agree
with each other in every aspect of church fellowshipj for even within
this grouping there is much disagreement.

In Chapter Five the implications of these two different points of
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view for the practice of fellowship with non-lutheran Christians will be
discussed. Ilere, the practice c¢f prayer fellowship, pulpit and altar
fellowship, and Missouri's participation in certain ecumenical organiza-
tions will be included.

Recognizing the danger of generalizing various trends in the church,
and putting them into neatly labeled cubbyholes, the author of this paper
nevertheless sees a value in using the terms, "traditional view! and "new
ccnsensus,!! These terms are used without any value judgment attached to
them. They are used for the purpose of simplification and clarification
of the basic issues, with the realization that one cannct apply the terms

very literally or strictly.



CHAPTER II

THE TRADITIONAL VIEW OF THE CHURCH AND CHURCH FIILCWSHIP
The Dichotony of lieterodox and Crthodox Church

In order to comprehend Pieper's view of the practice of church
fellowship, it is necessary to understand f{irst his view of the church.
fssentially the Christian church '"consists of all these, and only those,
who believe in Christ."1 This means that there ure people throughout
the world, in every Christian denomination, whe truly believe, and who
are thus Christians. In this sense the Christian church is one, for
there is a commen fellowship among these Christians.

This cneness or unity of the church is a product of the lioly 3pirit,
Just as faith is & product of the lioly Spirit. God is the subject and
man is the object of this unity, and this is the only unity which exists.

In short, that unity which cousists in the Holy Spirit's drawing

the hearts (of men) [Bic] to liis Word, the Word of the Apostles and

Prophets, is the only unity that actually exists and deserves the

name of Christian unity. This is the unity that Gog would have in
the Christizn Church and that is profitable to men.

It must be remembered that the Holy Spirit does not precduce this
unity immediately, but by means of God's Worde. Thus wherever the Word

is taught, there the Holy Syirit brings sbout faith in that Word.

iranz pugust Otto Pieper, Christian Dogmatics (St. Louis:

Concordia Publishing llouse, 19535. 397,

2F. A« C. Pieper, Unionism, translated from the German by

Je A. Rimbach and B. H. Brandt (Cregon City: Press of Oregen City
Enterprise, 1925), p. 35. This essay first appeared in the German as

a district essay: "Finige Saetze ueber den Unioniswus," Siebzehnter
Synodal-Bericht des Oregon-und Washington-listrikts der Eve.-lutherischen
Synode von lMilssouri, Chio und andern Staaten, July 9-15, 1924 (5t. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1924), ppe 4=39.
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According to Pieper, "This, and this alone, is Christian unity.“3

The above, however, does not meun that Pieper includes in the unity
of the church those who accept the essence of the gospel, but who reject
various aspects of that gospel. The contrary is true, for the unity of
the church consists not so much in the oneness of faith in Ged's Word
(Scripture)s In other words, the unity of the church exists only among
those who have a unity in deoctrine. Pieper is gquite clear about this when
he states, "The unity of the Christian Church, Christian unity, is unity

: . e L
or oneness in doctrine and faith."

If the above paragraph would seem to contradict Pieper's general
definition of the church as quoted in the first paragraph of this chapter,
Fleper sees no problem. That faith in Christ is the only requirement for
membership in the church universal (the invisible church) is true, but
this faith in Christ cannot be separated from faith in Holy Scriptures,
according to Picper. Denial of lHcripture or any small part of Scripture
is, in effect, denial of Christ himself., Thus those who accept any "false
5

doctrine' are rejecting God insofar as they continue to err.

This does not mean that anycne who fails to accept all of the true

31bid. s Do 3he

uIbid.

SF. A. C. Pieper, "The Difference between Orthodox and Heterodox
Churches," unpublished translation from the German (translator not given),
1957, ppe 29=-30. This essay originally appeared in the German as a
@istrict essay: "Ueber den Unterschied von rechtglaeubiger und irrglaeub-
iger Kirche," Verhandlungen der gsechsten Jahresversammlung des Suedlichen
Distrikts der deutschen evang.-lutherischen Synode von Missouri, Chio
und andern Staaten, February 6-12, 1889 (St. lLcouis: Luth. Concordia-

Verlag, 1889), pps 9=51.
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Christian doctrine ceases to be a Christian, for 'those who in their
ignorance believe false doctrine are meambers of the Church."6 It is the
invigible church, however, to which these erring Christians belone
when Picper speaks of church unity, on the other hand, he is referring
to the visible church. This church unity does not apply to the entire
visible church, but only tc the true visible church, the orthocox church}
for it is only in this church that ome can find complete agreement in,
and correct interpretation of all parts of Scripture. This is reflected

in the following quote:

Die lutherische Kirche versteht unter Binigkeit im Glauben nicit
wehr und nicht weniger als "die Uebereinstimmung in allen ﬂrti%eln
der in der heiligen Schrift geoffenbarten christlichen Lehre."

In discussing the universal Christian church (the invisible church),

“leper includes in this church all orthodox congrezations (visible church-

es) and all individual believing Christians who are members of heterodox
congregations, thus iuplying that heterodox congrecsations are mot z part
of the invisible church in the same way that orthodox congrezations are
a part of that church., OSpeaking of these orthodox congregations Fieper
writes:
They are not something alongside or outside the universel Christian
Church; but these local congregations, together with the individual
believing souls who are cut off from all outward fellowship with
others, make up the universal Christian Church.8

It must at this point be noted that a church body is orthodox only

if it teaches the true Christian doctrine as that doctrine is contained

6Pieper. Dogmatics, III, 399.

7F. Ae C. Pieper, "Von der Finigkeit in Glauben," Lehre und dehre,
XXXIV (Cctober 1888), 289.

8upifference,” p. 8.
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T C
in the Lutheran Confeasions.) To put it another way, in the orthodox

church, and only in the orthodex church, can purity of doctrine be found.
Pieper connects this purity of doctrine with a type of ecclesiastical
infallibility when he writes, '"Wir koemnen nicht irren, oder sind in der

Lehre unfahlbar, insofern und weil wir auf Gottes w“ort stehen, wie es
10

lautet."

The heterodox churches, by way of contrast, are those essentially
Christian churches which are plagued with impure doctrine, Despite this
false doctrine the heterodox churches have retazined an essential part of
the saving truthe--the vicarious atonement, which enables any one menber
of these groups to cume to faith. Thus, any congre ation or church
group which does not teach every doctrine contained in the Lutheran
Confessions is labeled as a heterodox church. Contrasting this heterodox
church with the orthodox church Pieper writes:

A congre;ation or church body which abides by God's crder, in which

therefore God's Word is taught,in its purity and the Sacraments

administered according to the divine institution, is properly called
an orthodox church (ecclesia orthodoxa, pura). But a congregation
or church body which, in spite of the divine order, tolerates false
doctrine in its midst is properly called a heterodox church

(ecclesia heterodoxa, impura,. All children of God should be ear-

nestly concerned to see howlieal and serious this difference between
the church bodies iSe « &

9Pieper, Dogmatics, III, “23.

10F. A. O. Pieper, Vortraese ueber die ivangelisch Lutherische
Kirche die Wahre Sichtbare Kirche Gottes auf Urden (5t. Louis:
Seminary Press, 1916), pe. 14%0.

1 o mmatiosy  T11 - h22=h234
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Pieper is extremely critical of the heterodox cnurches for =
number of reasons. In the first place Pieper does not believe that the

heterodox bodies regpect God the way they should.l2 seccndly, the het-

eredox bodies "insult and persecute those who abide in Geod's WOrd."13

Then again, these bodies show an indifference towards Scripture,lu
resulting in the falling away and possible dammation of many of the mem-

hers of these bodies.15

"Proof Texts"

Seeiny the great gulf that exists between the orthodox and heterocdox
churches, it is casy to see why Pieper would state emphatically, as will
be dewonstrated, that orthodox church members should practice no form of
fellowship with the heterodox churches. Pieper's rzascns for this conclu-
aion are based primarily on Scripture, but he also beiaeves that this view
is not at all contrary to the position of Luther and the Lutheran Confes-

sions. There are alsc, accordiny to the lMigscuri Synod theclogian, soue

very practical reasons why there should be no fellowship between the

la"Difference," Pe 37

13 bido. Pe 55.

M pide, p. 38.

lslbid.. ps 37. Cf, Pieper, "What is Christianity?" and Other

Fssays by the Rev. Prof. F. Pieper, translated from the German and

edited by J. T. Mueller (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1933),
Pe 13, 269, The main essay in this book first appeared in the German
separately as: Das Wesen Christenthums (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1903).
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heterodox and orthodox churches.

In the {irst place any kind of fellowship with false doctrine is
condemned as contrary to God's Word. In this respect Pieper writes,
"Den Unionismus, das ist, die Gemeinschaft mit falscher Lehre, ververfen
Pore [ ) 3 (- g ol I 0 v 4 l']"6 3
wir als Ungehorsam gegen Cottes Wort. « ol In ancother place he
irdites:

"Jie evangelisch-lutherische Kirche verwirft gede bruederliche und

kirchliche Gemelnschaft mit denen, die ihr Bekenntnis, sei es ganz

oder teilweise, verwerfen.” . . « 0Das eine acusserliche kirchliche

Union ohne Tinigkeit des Glaubens, der Lehre, und das Dekemntnisses

wider Gottes Hortlﬁei, beweissen folgende Aussprueche des Heiligen

Geistes: e o 3 e

In no place throughout Scripture is anyone ever permitted to deviate
the least bit from God's “ord. Thus it follows, according to Pieper, that
no one is ever permltted te have fellowship with anyone wio deviates from
- : 3 3 3 18 Y
Seripture, Geod comuands everyone to separate himself from error. Those
who practice some kind of fellowship with errorists are guilty of ‘union-
igm." In other words, according to Pieper's definition, unionism takes
on a negative meaning, becoming synonomous with participation in church
fellowship with anyone in the heterodox church. FPieper states that union-
ism is, "church~fellowship with false deoctrine, that is, with doctrine

which deviates frox the VWerd of Jod; whether it be the doctrine of indi-

. 1< ;
vidual persons or of entire comwunions or churches." J In no uncertain

16%&5 die Synode von iMissouri, thio und andern Staaten waenrend
ihres fuenfundsiebzigijaehrigen Bestehens jolehrt hat und noch lehrt
(5t. Louis: Loncordia Fublishing House, 1922), pe 3.

1?Pieper. vortraege, ps 176.
lsFieper, Unionism, ps 7e
19

bide, De e

g i
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terms Pieper condemns such fellowship as contrary to God's will and Word,
as well as contrary to the Christian's calling. Fieper writes:
Should we so-called Missourians « « » suffer ourselves to be drawn
into this same broad stream of Unionism, we would thereby violate
God's will and command, would forsake the calling which we, as
Christians, have in the worldj; we would turn traitors to the truth
which God once restored in such marvelous clearness through the

church of the Reformation and would help undermine the foundation of
the Christian Church. Alse God's blessings, with which le has bless-

=)
ed our labors so abundaﬁaly in the past, would be withdrawn in just
punishment of our sins.

Pieper holds that unionism is contrary to Scripture. The passages
that he uses to illustrate this point are numerous. Terhaps none is used
more frequently than Romans 16:17-18:

I appeal to you, brethren, to take note of those who create dissen-

gions and difficulties, in opposition to the doctrine which you have

been taught; avoid them. For such pergens do not serve our lLord Jesus

LT ; 2 e

Christ, but their own appetites. « o «

Another major passage treated by the Lutheran theologian is II
Corinthians 6:14-18 where Paul tells the Corinthians not to link them=
selves up with unbelievers, for light has no fellowship with darkness, and
the believer has nothing in commeon with the unbeliever. '"Thereforc come
out from them and be separate from them, says the Lord. . « ." It can be
concluded from the above that I'ieper associates the "unbeliever' in this

passage with a member of the heterodox church.

Again, II John 10-11 indicates that anyone who brings false doctrine

-~

aolbid" Pe ho

21All Bible passages quoted in this paper are from the Revised
Standard Version (New York: Thomas Helson and Sons, 1953). GSince refer-
ence to these passages can be found in almost all of the works of Fieper
treated in this paper, there will normally be no reference to any specif-
ic work in which these passages are found. For example, in Vortraege,
ppe 176-178 all of these major passages are discussed.

v R ETE 1T
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should not be received as a Christian brother, 'for he who greets hinm
shares his wicked work.'" Tieper writes concerning this passage:
Der Gruss ist der Glaubensbrudergruss, und das '"zu Hause nehmen'
ist das Aufnehmen als eines rechten Prophetem. Dies scll nicht
geschehen bei allen denen, welche nicht die in der heiligen Schrift
geaffenbarte Lehre in allen Stuecken verkuendigen. Wer sich fuer
einen christlichen Lehrer ausgibt, aber ein solcher nicht ist, das

heisst, nicht bei der geoffenbarten Lehre bleibt, den sollen die >
Christen auch nicht azls einen christlichen ILehrer an-und aufnehmen.

Titus 1:15 states that all things are pure to those who are pure.

Te the corrupt, however, nothing is pure for they are corrupted. FPieper
draws a parallel between this and the relationship of the orthodox church
with heterodox churches. le then draws another parallel between Titus
1:15 and Titus 3:10: "As for a man who is factious, after admonishing
him once or twice have nothing to do with hime « o »"

Similarly II Thessalonians 3:6~7 warns the church to keep away from
anyone living in idleness, "and not in accord with the traditien that you
received from us," while Hatthew 7:15 warns the church about false proph-
ets, and Matthew 2u:4-11 about those who will come and seek to lead the
people astraye.

Pieper gces on to say that his interpretation of these Scriptural
passages is in complete harmony with the Lutheran Confessions and Martin
Luther. One of the passages in the Lutheran Confessions quoted frequently
by Pieper to illustrate his view is from Article VIII of the Apology of

The Augsburg Confession:

They have approved the entire eighth article. There we confess that
hypocrites and evil men have been mingled with the church and that

22y rtrae + PPs 177-178.
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the sacraments are efficacious, even when evil men administer them,
for ministers act in Christ's stead and do not represent their own
persons, according to the Word (Luke 10:16), "He who hears you hears
me.'" Ue should forsake wicked teachers because they no longer func-
tion in the place of Christ, but arc antichrists. Christ says
(Matte 7:15), '"Beware of false prophets"; Paul says (Gal. 1:9), "If
anyone is preaching tc you a gospel contrary to that which you re-
ceived, let him be accursed." 3

Fieper alsc frequently eppeals to Article X of the Formula of

Concord:

Nor are such rites matters of indifference when these ceremcnies are
intended to create the illusion (or are demanded or agreed to with
that intention) that these two opposing religions have been brought
into agreement and become one body, or that a return to the papacy
and an apostasy from the pure doctrine of the Cospel and from true
religion has taiken place or will allegedly result little by little
from these ceremonies,

In this case the words of Paul must be heeded: '"Do not be mismated
with unbelievers. Tor what partnership have righteousness and inig-
uity, or what fellowship has 1i:ht with darkness? Therefore come out

from them and be separate from them, say the Lord" (II, Cor. 6:
11".17)02’*

Pieper also refers to Luther's writings in order to lend support to
his own views on unioniswm. One reference quotes Luther as stating that
fellowship and unity can only be brought about by Word and doctrine.a5
In another place Luther writes, '"No peace and unity for me which involves

26

a loss of God's VWord."

23Book of Concord, translated and edited by Theodore Tappert
(3t. Louis: Concordia Fublishing House, 1959), pe 177. This citation
from the confessions is quoted by Fieper in Vortraege, ppe 177-178.

2hBook of Concord, p. 611.

25Lieper. Dogmatics, I, 178.
26Quoted in Fieper, Unionism, ps 39« It must be noted herec that
there are very few relevant passages from the Lutheran Confessions and
Luther that Pieper is able to quote to support his views. It is probably
for this reason that Pieper relies much more heavily on Scripture refer-
ences than on the Confessions or Luther. The passages which seem most
relevant to Pieper's views on unionism are cited above.
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Pragmatic Considerations

Aside from the Scriptural and Confessional basesz for Pieper's vieuws
on unionism, there are some very pragmatic considerations which influence
his viewse. In the first place, members of the orthodex church should not
practice any kind of church fellowship with the heterodox church bodies
because in so doing these orthodox uembers depart from Ged's @Word and
become guilty of the sin of the hetercdoxe. Pieper writes that anyone who
practices church fellowship with "those who in their doctrine depart from
God's Word becomes guilty of their sin."27 Instead of participating in
their sin with them, and thus encouraging them, orthcdox members should

seek te correct the errors of the heterodox, and deliver these heterodox
from their sin.

It follows from tois that one of the chief reasons, accordin; to
Pieper, for not practicing fellowship with those in error is that one

who practices such fellowship endangers his own souls Pieper czalls union

28

with error "seelengefaehrliche," It is for our own good that God com=

mands us to "avoid them,' for '"iHe does not want us tc lose the salvation

we already possess by faith.“ag

Pieper asks the rhetorical questions:
What would become of our salvation if we should unite with the
Unitarian communion, including the lodges, who deny so decidedly
that faith in Christ crucified is the only way to heaven? What
would become of our salvation if we should unite with the papacy
and its "justification by works"? . . « « And what would beccnme

27%5%‘&108. 1 9 5690

8Pieper, Einige Saetze, pe 8¢ In English this is translated as
'menace to the soul" (Pieper, Unicnism, p. 7).

29

Pieper, Unionism, ps 7.
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of ocur salvation if we should unite with those who either deny the
universal grace of God, the grace pertaining to all men, or wahc
deny that we are converted and saved by the grace of God alone?

We have secn that where these anti-Scriptural teachings are taught
and enter the hearts of wen faith in Christ cannot be kindled and
preserved, All who have uniied with these errors, must pluck them

out of their heartgoagain if they would be assured of the grace of
God and salvation.

In the second place Iieper states that unionism in any form is harm-
ful to the church at large. In addition to weakening God's Word, the
hetercodox church is also guilty of causing disunity in the church. In
having fellowship with this heterodox church, the orthodox church is thus
asgisting in the formation of schisms.sl This is why Pieper says that
unionism actually divides the church, and gives rise to the heterodox
churches.32

Fellowship with error is also harmful to the orthodox church because
it brings error into a church which has purity of doctrine. To illus-
trate this FPieper tells a story. There were once three neighboring farme
ers, each of whom had a brook. One brook had pure, clear water; the
second had muddy, cloudy, waterj; and the third had stagnant, diseased
water. When the proposal was made to combine the three brooks and create

one large, useful brook, the owner of the clear brook refused because he

wanted to keep his brook clear. Thus, the orthodox church should refuse

0lbides pe 350

31?. A. O. Pieper, Ich Glaube, darim rede Ich (Zweite unveraenderte
auflage; St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1903), p. 15.

32pe tics, III, 425.
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all forms of union with the heterodox churches "in order that the water
of life may not be mixed with any deadly ingredients.“33

Closely related to the above is the fact that any form of church
unionism abolishes the difference between truth and error, and when this
takes place, the very foundation of the church is in danger. According
%o Pieper,

Unionism in principle abolishes the difference between truth and

error, so that only through a "happy'censistency" can the erring

retain their hold on the essential truth. ﬁor this reason unionism
is a grave threat to the Christian Church.”

The lMeaning of "Avoid Them"

Having seen Fleper's reasons for rejecting fellowship with anyone in
error, one must now ask how this view affects the relatienship of the
crthedex church to the heterodox churches? +Yhat are the practical implie
cationsc of the Lutheran theologian's views of fellowship? What dces fel-
lowship involve?

In the first place, when Ged tells orthedox church members to "aveid
them," God is forbidding these members te engage in any kind of relation-
ship that will strengthen the work of the heterodox church. This means
that orthodox members will refrain from joining a heterodox congregation
even if there is no orthodex church in that area. It also means that
under no condition should a Christian give any money to a heterodox con=-

gregation, directly or indirectly. Pieper's views on the relationship

33Pieper. "Difference," p. 47.

Buno tics, III, 426.
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a memoer of the orthodox church must maintain with the heterodex churches
can be illustrated by the following:

By the command of God which forbids fellowship with the heterodox,
everything is forbidden whereby we strengthen the evil work of the
heterodox body. Christians should therefore not become members of
heterodox bodies, indeed under nc circumstances. I1f in a certain
place no orthodox church is found, the Christian must be content with
private, home wership, for God has nowhere given roleage from this
word: .+ « e« '"mark them which cause divisions « « « o'

After Pieper had finished delivering the above section of his paper
at a pastoral conference, some quesiions were asked from the ficor. OCne
of the pastors asked if it were a sin for a Christian to occasionally
attend the services of a heterodox church. The iLutheron dogmatician re-
sponded that it was not a sin under all circumstances for a Christian
simply to be present at a service. FPieper hastened to add, however, that
the Christian must always remain an obgerver and never go beyond that
points A person should not even seek his own edification, or zive others
the impreseions that he is seeking this. This meant that this orthodox
church member could not under any conditicn join in the singing or pray-
ing, nor give anyone else the idea that he was thus participating, for
really, it is impossible for a Christian to participate in the service
of a heterodox congregation.36

Another question was raised at this same conference. /i pastor was
wondering if it were a sin to join the heterodox church in carrying out
works of Christian charity. Fieper's answer was that as citizens ortho-

dox Christians are permitted to cooperate with unbelievers or the erring

35?ieper. "pifference," pe 3.

361bido ¢ Do 31‘ .
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iny for example, the building of a city hospital, as lony ss that hospital
is a civic iunstitution. If it were reported, however, that a minister
from one of the heterodox churches were going tc be appointed as chaplain,
then it would be a sin as an orthodox Christian toc have a part in the
building of such a hospital. Pieper continues:

But this dare not happen when the question is one of church or

Christian endeavors, for example, missions, und, in general, when

it involves works of Christian love. Christian love procecds from

Christian faith. With whom we are not in fellowship ofsgaith, with

him we cannot join to carry on works of Christian love.

When asked the question of whether a Christian could be a sponsor
for a baptism in a heterodox church, Pieper replied trhat a Christian
should not accept the invitation to be a sponsor under such conditions.
If a Christian accepts the position cof sponsor, for example, in a Reformed

Church, that Christian is sanctioning the false doctrine of Baptism of

the Reformed Church. Alsc, under no conditicn should a hetercdox member

ever be allowed to become a sponsor for a baptism in an orthodox church.j8

In general, Christians are commanded by God t¢ avoid all teachers

and pastors who cause divisions, or who deviate the slightest bit from
Eiy

the doctrine of Scriptures”’ This means that the Christian must first

realize that whoever departs from the true Word is a false teacher.

3?;23§°| ppe 3h=35.

3§E§i§" Pe 350

39P:Leper, Dogmatics, I, 26k
*Orvide, I, 504
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The Christian then rmust seek to disprove his teaching. Finally, the
false teacher must be isolated, and if he still persists in his false
doctrine, if he doces not leave the church on his cwn, he must be formally
excommunicated. Thus, according to Pieper, if an orthodox church body
tolerates error, or lets its errorists go unchallenged, or refuses te
xcommunicate such errcristsy this orthodox bedy has committed the sin

oo S : L
of "Schriftwidriger Unionismus."

Anticipated Ubjections iAnswered

it shouldy at this tisme, be noted that Pieper realized his views
on fellowship &and unionism would be extremely umpopular among the hetero-
dox members, as well as ameng a few orthodox members. Anticipating these
cbjections, he then proceeds to answer them.

The first objection Pieper answers is one which, states that the
strong must have patience with the weak. This is true, Pieper replies;
but true paticnce does not mean one can permit the weakness of another to
dictate how doctrine must be taughte To dc this would involve changing
Matthew 28:20 to read, "De not teach everything that Jesus commanded,
but teach only those things to which the weak brethren give their consent.”
There is a point when the weak cease tc be weak any longer, and become
false teachers and must be treated as such, Thus, regard for the weak
does not involve the surrender of any part of God's truth. This could
only serve to make the weak still weaker, and would substitute weakness

for the Word of God as the source and norm of Christian ci.oc:i;r:i.ne.l'2

hl?ieper, Zinige Saetze, pe 38.

ha?ieper. Unionism, ps 28
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A second objection claims that separatism is contrary to Christian
love. Dlieper's answer to this is similar to the above answer. love in-
volves keeping God's lawjy thus part of God's Word cannot be abrogated eon
the grounds of love. Cn the contrary, it is Christian love which motivates
a person to reprove and seek to help an erring person.lij

The third objection reads as follows: "Since there are still chil-
dren of God in heterodox bodies, you condemn these children of God when
you separate yourselves from them. Therefore, would it not be betiter to
practice fellowship with the heterodox?" Unce again Pieper's answer is
"Hoe'"" God forbids fellowship with them. Furthermore the orthodex church
isc not the one which separated itself from the heterodox. It is the other
way around. It must also be remembered that refusal to practice fellow-
ship with heterodox bodiecs may actually help these bodies te realize their
error.uk

In the fourth place there are these who say, "If everyone felt the
way you in the orthodox church feel then there would never be any unity
in the church and the church would cast a bad image in the world, so that
it could never command the respect of the world." In reply Fieper says
that one does not sacrifice the principles of Scripture for the sake of
casting a better imaze. God desires complete unity of the church, but

b5

this unity can only exist as a result of a perfect unity in doctrine.

<
“31bidey pe 29

huPieper, "Difference,'" pp. 31=52.

hsPieper. Unionism, pp. 33=3k.
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The last objection is possibly one of the mest important. Pieper

anticipates opposition to many of the Bible passasges he uses to defend

hig doctrine. GSeveral of the passages such as II Corinthians 6:14-18 are
clearly speaking of unbelievers and not of the hetercdox church, claim

Pieper's opponents. How then can the Lutheran theologian state that these

PRIt E L 80 (1] 08 W

passages imply that one should not have fellowship with other Christians,
Pieper answers that erring churches are unbelieving churches insofar as
they err; thus II Corinthians 6:14=18 and other passages such as Hatthew
7:15; 2b:h=1l can easily be applied to heterodox churches. Pieper states:

tord for word 2 Core. 6 applies to the erring churches iunsofar as they
are such. It says: 'What fellowship hath righteousness with un=
righteousness?" To preach false doctrine and to believe false doc-
trine is the greatest wickedness there is: a sin against the First
Commandment. Luther stresses this so frequently. He always repeats:
"False doctrine is gin against the First Commandment." Wheever sets
God's Word aside, twists God's Word arcund, puts his own meaning into
God's word--he does not permit Ged to be his God; he acts wickedly.
God often says in lis Word: "Thou shalt not steal."” But Just as
clearly and even more often we find it said in Scripgure: You shall
not believe false doctrinej; you shall not preach‘?%g§9 doctrine; you
shall not hear false doctrine. MNow just as he is wicked who trans-
gresses God'c Word by stealing, so he is especially wicked who, con=-
trary to the equally clear commandment of God, preaches, accepis, or
promotes false doctrine, no matter in what measure or form. When Ceod
soys that you must not steal, then you shall not steal even a little
bit. The same applies to the matter of hearing and preaching false
doctrine. IHerein you already becoume a partaker of wickedness by
spreading and advancing only one doctrinal error. The first part of
Christian righteousness and Christian life iz the trusting acceptance
of 211 of the Word of God.

Pieper furthermore points out:

"ihat agreement hath the temple of God with idols?" The church is
God's temple, and it is this for the very reason that God's Word
resounds in it. Insofar as man's doctrine--error--is preached in
the church, you teach the worship of a different god than the true
One who has revealed iHimself in Scripture. Yes, insofar as a dif-
ferent doctrine than God's Word is proclaimed in ﬁga church, you
really make a temple of idols out of God's house.

“G"Difference," Ppe 30=3l.



&

23
Thus far an attempt has been made to examine Pieper's ideas on the
practice of fellowship with members of the heterodex church. For many
reasgons the Lutheran theologian opposes any practice of fellowship withe
out unity of doctrine. Any practice of fellowship with those in error
(no matter how slizht the error) constitutes the sin of unionism which is

expressly forbidden by God's ‘ord, according to Pieper.
The Minority Which Tock Exception to Fieper's View

Although Franz Ficper's voice on the church has stood out strong
throughout a good part of Missouri Synod's history, ore must bs careful
to remember that his was not the only voice. lany others in the past wrote
about the church and church fellowship. 4 few of these men tock excepticn
to some of Pleper's views on the church. Most of them agreed with the
former president of this synod.

Cne man who was criticized rather severely for his untraditional
views was Missionary Adolph Brux, "one of the ablest men the Missourd
Synod ever sent .ﬂ.\broer.d."l+7 Brux was convinced that the traditionsl
HYissouri Synod positien on prayer fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians
was not the result of specific Scriptural and confessional prohibitions
against such fellowship, but was the result of "logical reasoning and
deduction from the Scriptures and the Confessional Writings.“&a

Brux examines the Bible passages cited by Pieper and others to sup-

port their argument against fellowship with those of the "heterodex" church.

47Dean F. Lueking, Mission in the Making (5t. Louis: Concordia

Publishing House, 1964), p. 271.

hsﬂdolph Ae Brux, Christian Prayer-Fellowship and Unionism (nepe,
1935)y Pe Do
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The missionary's cenclusion is that the synedical position is based on
the assumption that 21l of these Scriptural references are applicable to
Christians of ether denominations who differ from the Hissouri Syned in
some peint of doctrine or practice, and that these passages thus prohibit
any kind of religious relationship with these other Christians. This is
a false assumption. Mot only does this assumption lack proof, but it alsec,
by its very nature, "condemnz Christ fer fellowshipping with the Scribes
and Pharisees in the synagogues." As a matter of fact, it would scem as
if all of these passages are speaking of people who are definitely not

Ohudistion iat lle?

The basis for Christian prayer and worship fellowship, Brux continues,
is the unity which already exists between all believing Christians--all
members of the body of Christ. This is not & perfect unity in all points

of doctrinal confesaion, but it is a unity er fellowship created by Christ
S0

among all who confess him as Lord. Brux writes:

If unity of confession in every particular of doctrine really marks
the limits of religious fellowship in the one, it must do so in the
other. We have no right to set up a different basis for religious
fellowship in the visible church from that which obtains in the in-
vigible church; for both are one. But if universal Christian fellow-
ship obtains in the invisible church, and if it is there based on
fundamental faith in Christ az Redeemer and not on unity of confes-
sion in every particular of doctrine, then universal Christian fel-
lowship should obtain alsc in the visible church to the extent that
it does not violate the cenfessional conscience, and should there
rest on the same basis as in the invisible church; for the two are
one. And what God has joined together, man has no right to put
asunder.>t

“O1p1d3, pe 7
solbid- 9 Po 73-
511b1d0 ) 790
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it was more than a decade later, on September 7, 1945, that a group
of forty-four iiissouri Synod clergymen signed "4 Statement' which called
for a greater liberality in Missouri 3ynod's attitude toward prayer fel-
lowships This document condemned the practice of synod's impugning the
motives of heterodox church membersz, and of applying Romans 16:17-18 to
other Christians. The signers of the document slso believed that the
local congregation should have more authority in matters of determining
questions of fellowship. urthermore, Christians, regardless of denoming=-
tional affiliation, "may pray together to the Triune God in the name of
Jesus Christ if the purpose for which they meet and pray is right ac-
cording to the Word of God." Thus these clergymen believed that the prac-
tice of fellowship is possible without total agreement in the details of
practice and doctrine, which is in agreement with the historic Lutheran
tradition.”

another individual in the past who took exception to scme of Pieper's
views on the church is F. ©. lMayer. HMayer believed that the ccntrast
frequently made between a visible and invisible church is a false anti-
thesis, "since the word Church has an entirely different connotation in
each term." In the one term the church is defined as the communion of

saints, while in the other the church is a corpus mixtum. Thus the con-

trast of the visible and invisible church is foreign to Lutheran theoleg-

ical thinking.53 When Luther uses the term invisibilis or spiritualis to

52“A Statement," Moving Frontiers, edited by Carl 5. lMeyer (St. Louis:
Concordia Fublishing House, 1965), pp. 423=b42l,
g, . Mayer, "The Proper Distinction between Law and Gospel and

the Terminology Visible and Invisible Church," Concordia Theological
Menthly, XXV (March 1954), 185-186.
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apply to the church he is nct using the adjectives the way they are fre-
quently used today. Frimerily he is using these two words in centra-
distinction tu the Koman Catholic institutionalization of the church.
The church then is "invisibvle' not because establishing its meubership
statistically is inmpossible, but because tuis church cannot be "experienc-
ed by the ordinary means of perception empleyed in such areas as philcs-
ophy, science, history, where empirical data are the standard of cogni-
tion.n7t

Mayer goes on to point out thut there are three major dangers in the
tendency to contrast a visible and invisible church. In the first place
there is the danger of externalizing the church, and of fuiling to distin-
guish between the church in the proper and improper sense. This leads to
the point where one ascribes to the visible church functions which are
really in the realm of the lLoaw. JSecondly, there is the danger of exter-
nalizing the church to the point where one views it chiefly from tkhe in-
stitutional, synodical, statistical, and organizational viewpoint. Then
finally, "the false antithesis of visible and invisivle leads to an un=
scriptural isolationism and to a legalistic separatism."55

Three other men, in articles written over a decade agoy criticize
this contrast of an invisible and visible church., Theodore Graebner
writes that this contrast iz neither Scriptural nor confessional, but it
is based on Calvin. Use of this contrast can have scme rather negative
results. One of these is that frequently the relationship to Christians

in other bodies is made an abstraction which does not need to be manifest

5uIbidc' Pe 190.

sslbidcg PP 196'196' 198‘
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to others. Both Peliken and Piepkorn would seem to be in agreement
with Graebner and Mayer when the latter writes that the Lutheran Confes-
sions know of no antithesis between a visible and an invisible church.

As o matter of fact nowhere do the Confessions describe the church as

vigibilis, sichtlich, invisibilis, or unsichtlich; neither dc the Cone

fessions make the antithesis of the church proprie dicta and impropria
57

dicta. Furthermore one should remember that the Lutheran Symbols do

not use the word "church" to denote a denomination.58 Thus one cannot
link up the Lutheran Church with the true visible church, or, on the other
hand, to so spiritualize the unity of the church that it becomes a
Platonic abstraction.59
In still another periodical article written prior to 1956 #. Z. Hayer
discusszes "The New Testament Concept of Fellowship.'" IZvery Christian,
no matter what his denominational affiliation is, has a complete fellow-
ship with Christ. This fellowship crosses all dencminational barriers,
for it is a gift of God to man. Thus, "Zvery Christian shares his bless-

ings with the Christians in every denomination and in every vart of the

world."

56Theodore Graebner, "Xirche und die Kirchen," World lutheranisu
Today: A Tribute to Anders Nyzrem (Rock Island, Ill.: Augustana Book
Concern, 1950), ppe 116-117, 119.

57ﬁrthur Carl Piepkorn, "What the Symbols have to Say About the
Church," Concordia Theologicel Monthly, *XVI (Cctober 1955}, 722.

583. C. Piepkorn, "The Significance of the Lutheran Symbols for
Today," Seminarian, VL (June 2, 1954), 39.

59Jaroslav Felikan, "Church and Church History in the Tconfessions,"
Concordia Theological Honthly, XiII (May 1951), 315.

60p, ., Mayer, "The New Testament Concept’ of Fellowship," Concordia
Theological Monthly, XXIII (September 1952), 636.
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In applying this to prayer fcllowship llayer writes, "Under Ziven circum=
stances a Christian not only may, but also wust pray with all Christians.”
Tiis prayer is @ manifestation of the common fellowship which includes
Siddan g il nd s TN W 61
Christians of all Christian denominations.

tayer goes on to state that since this fellowship is a sacred rela-
tlonship to be treasured, Christians must do everything within their
power to deepen it, and must aveid anything that might hurt or endanger
b g o . 3
ite. For example, « person may still be an integral part of this fellow-
ship despite the fact that he may deny the real presence. When this denial,
however, is based on raticnalistic arguments or "liestorian aberratiocna,"
it may eventually lead to a deaial of Christ's redemptive work. This is
63

wnere the dasnger lies,. Nevertheless, just as threatening a danger lies

at the other extreme:

Nevertheless, every Christian teacher in the Church as well as the
lgyman in the pew has_the cld Adam, who leans toward doctrinal com—
placency, toward aLflaq@‘ﬁoctrinal gecurity, and at times toward
doctringl arrogence, ~There is always a danger of falling into a
Lehrgerechtipkeit which is egually as u;ly and equally as disastrous
as Werkgerechtigkeit. True humility will say with Dr. Halther: 'We
do not beleng to those whosaelieve that their knowledge requires no
expansion nor correcticn."

The Majority Which Shared Pieper's View

Despite the fact that there were always some men in Missouri Synod

GlIbid.. pe 634,

epmsmsenc

621bid0| Pe 65?.

631bidog Pe 6’"‘1.
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vwho were hesitant to accept all of Pieper's views regarding the church
and church fellowship, there were many more men who subscribed teo Pizper's
views; or, to put it the other way arcund, who espoused views which were
similar or identical to those views embraced by Pieper.

Cne lLutheran theologian of the past who has written almost as much
abeut the church as Pieper wrote is C. ¥. .., Walther, the father of the
Lutheran Church=-Migsouri Synod. Walther believed that the church in the
preper sense was invisible--the sum total of all who have been regenerated
by the Holy Spirit. It is only in the improper sense that the church can
be designated as visible--the sum total of all who claim allegiance to the
Word of God., 1In this visible church there are not only believers, but alse
hypocrites. The visible churches are divided into two zroups. ¥First there
is the true visible church (orthodox) in which Ged's pure Word is proclaimed
and the unadulterated sacraments are administered according to the gospel.
Then there are also heterodox churches in which error is taught. These
hetercdox churches are to be distinguished from the Evangelical Lutheran
Church which is to be regarded as the "true visible church of Ged on
earth."65

Walther maintains the same practice of separatism from the heterodox
church as does Pieper. All forms of fellowship with heterodox churches
are to be avoided., Walther writes:

Everyone is obliged, for the sake of his salvation, to flee from all

false teachers and t¢ avoid all heterodox churches, or sects and,
on the other hand, to profess allegiance, and adhere, to orthodox

65 « Fu ¥. Walther, The True Visible Church, translated from the
German by John T. Mueller (St. Louwis: Concordia Publishing llouse, 1961),
PPe 1-50.
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congregations and their orthodox preachers wherever he finds suche.

Unlike Pieper, however, ialther states that even an error against
the clear staterent of the Word of God, does not deprive an individual of
church fellowship. 4&4s a matter of fact:

tven an error conflicting with the YWord of God and arising and mani-
festing itself in an entire church=body does not in itself make a
church-body a false church with which an orthedox Christian, or the
orthodox church, would have to bresk off fellowship.67

J. 7. Hueller is another Lutheran theologian who is sympathetic to
Pieper's distinction between the heterodox aund orthodox church, and the
practice of separatistic fellowship between the two divisions. He writes:

Cne thing is certain: 1If we give up the Scriptural distinction of
the ecclesia visivilis and invisibilis and of orthodex visible
churches and heterodox visible churches, which we must avoid, then
the entire doctrine of the Church becomes uncertain and confuszed.
Then, too, there will be nothing to oprose to the prevailing union-
ism of gday, nd rationalism will reign and destroy without hin-
drance.

Further proof that Pieper's doctrine of the church and church fellow-
ship was the dominant view of the church throughout the past history of
the Hissouri Synod is seen in the fact that in 1932 synod adopted the
Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the Missouri Synod which was,
in part, written by Pieper. This document required all Christians to
discriminate between orthodox and heterodox church bodies, and have fel=-
lowship only with the orthodox. Any kind of fellowship with adherents of

false doctrine was considered disobedience to Cod's command and sinful

660. ¥. W, Walther, "Walther's Theses on the Church," loving

Frontiers, p. 165

67Quoted in Sonald F. Blaess, "The Froblem of Christian and Church
Fellowship" (unpublished Bachekor's Thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis,
1961)' De 724

683[éh51 T. M [uelleﬁj, "The New Testament Conception of the Church,"
Concoraia Theological lonthly, X (June 1939}, 466.
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unionism which might ultimateiy lead to the loas of God's entire wGrd.69
In 1947 J. W. Behnken wrote an article severely condemning any form
of felleowship with other Lutherans. What he has to say about this kind
of fellowship, would apply even wore strongly to fellowship with non=-

Luthersn Christians. Behnken writes as follows:

Today efforts are being put forth toward fellowship via co-operation.
Co-operatlive efforts have been proclaimed and heralded as harbingers
of Lutheran fellowship and Lutheran union. Ilet me speak very frankly.
If such ce-operation involves joint work in missions, in Christian
education, ia student welfare work, in jeint services celebrating
great evenis, then co-operation is just another name for pulpit,
altar, and prayer fellowshipe. Without doctrinal agreement, this
spells compremise. It meens yielding in doctrinal positions. Such
fellowship will not stand in the light of Scripture,70
In summary therefore it would seem that although there were several
nen throughout the history of the Missouri Synod who disagreed with the
view of the church and church fellowship maintained by Pieper, the dominant
view which persisted, at least up until this decade, was a view which
would be similar te Pieper's view in almost every respect. ilany other
sources could be cited te illustrate this. For example most of the Syn=-
cdical conventions from the early part of the twentieth century up through
1953 had at least one resclution which in one way or another reflected
Pleper's doctrine eof the church or church fcllowship.?l Suffice it to

say that, tv a greater or lesser degree, Pieper's views on this subject

dominated synodical thinking for many decades.

69“Brief Statement of the Doctringl Position of the Missouri Synod,"

in the supplement to the Reports and Memoriels of the Forty~Fifth Regular

Convention of the Lutheran Church--Hisscuri Synod, June 20-30, 1962

[5t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 15325 pe 6, Par. 28. :
70"Felleuship arwong Lutherens," Concordia Theological Monthly,

XVIII (February 1947), 122.

rred . Meuser, "Fulpit and Altar Fellowship among Lutherans in
America," Church in Fellowship, edited by Vilmes Vajta (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Publishing House, 1963, ppe 60-63.




CHAPTFER IIX
RECHENT STATEMEHTS ON TiHE CHURCH AND CHURCH FRLLCWSHIP
The Present Zxistence of the Traditional View

That the traditional view of the church and church fellowshipe-
the view expounded by Franz Pieper--is still quite popular in the
Tutheran Church--Missouri Synod is evidenced by the memorials and resolu-
tions of synodical ccnventions of the last decade, as well as by many
periodical articles which have been published.

In the first place, the present existence of the traditional view
of the church can still be evidenced by the conventions of the Lutheran
Church--Missouri. Synods At the 1956 convention this traditional view is
reflected in the report, as well as the resolution accepting this report,
of the committee which was appointed by the prazesidium to investigate
the possibilities of membership in the lutheran vorld Federation. Quot-
ing the Brief Ztatement the report states that all Christians are required
to discriminate between orthodox and heterodox churches, avoiding all
forms of fellowship with the heterodox. 3Since the Federation promotes
cooperation in actual church work such as joint missions, educational
endeavors, and a witness to the world of the gospel of Christ, therefore,
continues the report, joining such an organization would involve the
lissouri Symod in a union with heterodox church groups. Furthermore,
member churches nct only surrender their confessional autonomy, but also
fail to distinguish between truth and error, orthodoxy and heterodoxy.
Thus it would be impossible for an orthodox church te entrust certain of

its ministries to men whom it feels constrained to call to repentance
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for tolerating error. In accepting the report of the committee, and in
refusing to join the Federation, the 1956 synodical convention answered
an overvhelming negative to the following question posed by the committee:
Can an orthodox church body be a party to spiritual aid in which
orthodox und heterodox bodies unite, to an action in which the
critical question of the Scriptural and confessional quality of
that aid is left unanswered?
In the 1959 convention of the lMissouri Syncd it was resolved to sub-
scribe to the Brief Statement as well as all other docirinal statements

‘adopted by Synod. These statements, according to Resclutien Nine, are

te be binding as publica doctrina in Syned, and thus are to be taught by

2ll ministers and teachers.a The Brief Statement distinguishes between the
visible (improperly speaking) and the invisible (properly speaking) church,
the former being divided into heterodcx and orthodox bodies. It zoes on

to state:

All Christisne are required by Cod to discriminate between orthodox
and heterodox church~bodies, Matt. 7:15, to have church-fellcwship
cnly with orthedox church-bodies, and, in case they have strayed into
heterodox church~bodies, to leave them, Hom. 16:17. We repudiate
union:sm, that is, church-fellowship with the adherents of false
doctrine as disobedience to Ged's command, as causing divisions in
the Church, Rom. 16:17; 2 Jn. 9:10, and as involving the constant
danger of losing the Word of God entirely, 2 Tiwm., 2:17-21,

ar Convention of the Lutheran
Church~=-iiissouri Synod, June 20-29, 1956 (S5t. Louis: Concordia Fublishe
ing House, 1956), pp. 528=532. It is interesting to note that in adopt-
ing this reseolution--iesclution ll-~there were only twelve negative votes

(Po 538)0

2Proceedings of the Forty-rourth Reg%;ar Convention of the lutheran
Church-~Misscuri Synod, June 17-20, 1959 (St. louis: Concordia Publish-

ing House, 1959), pe 191.

3"Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the Misscuri Synod,”
Reports and Memorials of the Forty-Fifth Regpular Convention of the

Lutheran Church-={issouri Synod, June 20-30, 1962 (St. Louis: Cencordia
Publishing House, 1962), Supplement, ps 6.
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The idea that the Missouri Synod was the orthedox church, with purity‘
of doctrine and pructice, was still present in the 1962 Synodicel conven=
tion where it was resolved, "That we thank God for the blessing of purity
of doctrine and practice Jie has granted to our Synod without any merit on
our 1::&14:."'lé

There were also at this convention, as well as at the 1965 convention,
many memorials, consistently proposed by sormi¢ of the more conservative
elements in synod. For the most part Synod either rejected these resolu—
tions, or voted to take no action on them, for one reason or ancther. For
example, in Hemorial 312 it was proposed that synod limit contact with
heterodox churci: bodies, especially with regard to military chaplaincics,
social agencies, and cawmpus werke This resolution was stimulated by the
belief that "the line of demarcation between truth and error for a number

of years has been blurred by unionistic and syncretistic tendeancies and

&
activities; o « o ."”  3Since there were other resolutions which alluded

in scme way to this memorial, synod voted tc taue no further action on this
memorisl. Similar memorials were proposed and defeated in both this 1962

: B e )
convention and in the 19565 convention.

4Resolution %=10C, Proceedings of the Forty-iifth Regular Convention
of the Lutheran Church--Hissouri Synod, June 20=29, 1962, [St. Louis:

Concordia Publishing House, 1962], pe 103.

5Report5 and Hemorials, 1962, pp. 151-152.
6(:1‘. ibid., pp. 163-164 (Hemorials 332,333, and 349). Also, Hemo=
rials 2-24 and 3-19, Convention Workbook (Reports and Cvertures), 46th
ar Convention, The Lutheran Church-=Missouri Synod, June 16-26, 1965
1965%, pp. 72-73, 98.
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Article VI of the Constitution of the Misscuri 3yned would seem to
provide further indication of the existence of the traditional view of
the church and church fellowship. This particular article of the cone-
stitution deals with the conditions for holding membership in Synod. The
second paragraph reads as follows:

,2' Renunciption of unionism and syncretism of every description,

such as:

a. Serving congregations of mixed confession, as such, by
minlgsters of the church;

be Taking part in the services and sacramental rites of
heterodox congregations or of congregations of mixed con-
fessiong 7
C. Participating in hetercodox tract and missionary activities.
Various periodical articles and c¢cniersnce papers also witness to the
fact that the traditional view of the church and church fellowship was
still present in the lMissouri Synod throughout this last decade. There
are gtill many individuals, for example, who hold to the distinction of
the vizible and inviasible church. Both Ctte8 and Burgdorf9 refer to the
church as an invisible company or body, while Sauer links up the Lutheran
denomination with the "true visible church,” although he admits that this

title does not imply that this body is free from error.lo

7Handbook of the Lutheran Churche==Missouri Zynod, 1963 edition
!ét. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 19333.
8

Gilbert T. Ctte, "The Distinctive Harks of the Christian Church,"
The Lutheran ¥itness, LXXVII (November 18, 1958), p. 537.

9p(aul] H. Bfurgdorf], "The False Claims of the Roman Catholic
Church and the Great Protestant Reaction,' The Confessional Lutheran,

loAlfred von Rohr Seuer, "The Doctrine of the Church,'" The Abiding
word (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1960), III, 323.
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It follows from the vislble-invisible distinction that the hetercdox-
erthodox differeantiation will also be made. Fberhard states that a church
is orthodex if it tesches Scripture in its purity, and administers the
sacraments as Christ iustituted them. The heterodox church, on the other
hand, refers to any church which telerates false doctrine in its midst.i1
Burgdorf goes so far as to question as to whether these heterodox bhodies
could be considered churches:

It is only because of the believers among them who do not realize

their actuasl situation that we still speak of such heterodox bodies

as "Christian" or indeed as "churches" at all while zat the same time

their error stumps them as sects and demands,fhat we reject them as

such and refuse them the hand of fellowship.

cut of the visible-invisicle, heterodox~orthodox dichotomy of the
church flows a concept of an invisible unity of the invisible church.
This resulte in a unity of the visible church based on an agreement in
doctrine which closely resembles Pieper's viewa on church unity. For
example, the unity of the church described in Article VII of the Augsburg
Confession is interpreted by some as a platonic, spiritual unity which
exists among all Christians, but which man can do nothing to outwardly
13

maniiest. Wig little as we can shbow the one body of Christ, sc little

llCarl Ae Pberhard, '"we Believe, teach, and confess The Church,"

The Lutheran Witness, LXXIX (July 26, 196C), 379. It is interesting to
note that not one of these men precisely defines "pure doctrine."” It
can only be implied from the antithesis (i.e, heterodex church) that
"pure doctrine refers mot just to the gospel (Cf. Augsburg Confession
VIl), but also to all of the doctrinal statements of Scripture, and the
interpretation of those statements.

12Burgdorf, pe W2.

13"The Proper Understanding of Article VII of the Augsburg Confes-
sion," The Confessional Lutheran, XIX (September 1958), 95.
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14 -
can we show the oneness of the church," The unity for which the church

does work is a unity of the visible church. Thisc unity is based on com—

plete agreement in all of the doctrines of Scripture; and it is accom-
plished when all in the church "“szeak the same thing.”15 Disagreements
regarding the truths of Scripture bring about a disunity of the visible
church, while agreement concerning these truths means unity. This shows
the need for what Naumann calls "indoctrinationg' since 'our efforts to
bring the knowledge of the truth to the highest possible level, are all
needed to keep us faithful to the one truth."16 Thus unity will not
really be achieved until the church beodies "agree in all doctrines of Holy
Scripture., No morel Ko 1053%"17

The converge of this is also true according toc the current tradition-
al views. when church bodies unite in fellowship without complete agree-
ment in the doctrines of Scpipture, or whem ministers join in religious

gervices despite disagreement in doctrine, then these bodies are engag-

ing in sinful unionism.18 In a volume of The Abiding Word published in

1660 Ssuer writes regarding this subject:

thartin J. Naumann, "To Keep the Unity of the Spirit in the Bond }
of Peace," The Lutheran Witness, LXXV (August 1%, 1956), %07. s :

_ 15Frederic Niedner, 'What's the Meaning? Unionism,' The Lutheran !
Witness, LXXVIII (Cctober 20, 1959), 491. TR ;

16

Naumenn, pe 308.

171014,

18 i eaner, pe 491
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Perhaps gsomeone will say: If we ILutherans of the Missouri Synod

are in fellowship with believing Christians in other church bodies,
then why can't we practice this fellowship? The answer is this:

e reeoen Bensteer Y mmrmr e

While the fellowship is there which unites Christians in the una
sancta, in the congregation of believers, yet we cannot practice fel-
lowship with the Christians in these other church bodies a2z long as
some difference of doctrine separates them from us. According to the

Word of God we can practice fellowship only with those Christians

with whom we are united in doctrine and practice. Therefore, while

ve recognize that there are Christians in other church bodies, we
cannot practice fellowship with them because the Word of God forbids
this.

Thus, the practice of fellowship with members of the heterodox church
is ainful because it is forbidden by Scripture. In support of this view
Sauer quotes the traditionally quoted Scripture passages: Hatthew 7:15;
Romans 16:17; I Timothy 6:3-5; Titus 3:10; and II John 10:11.%° These
and similar passages are used by most of the other clergymen who would
maintain this view of the practice of selective fellowship.zl

Fellowship with heterodox church bodies, however, must not only be
avoided hecause Scripture forbids it, but also because a certain amount
of danger is involved in such fellowship. Sohn writes that joining in

prayer with those of other faiths implies doctrinal indifference which

is "always a serious menace to the true health" of the church.

19zauer, p. 325.

20 oids

alE.g.,Carl Ae Gieseler, ''Counterfeit Christianity," The Lutheran
Witness, LXXIX (August 9, 196C), 4Oh; Eberhard, p. 379; George J. Meyer,
"The Church and the Churches," The Jutheran Witness, IXXVII (December 16,
1958), 585; Otto . Sohn, “What's the Answer," The lutheran Witness,
LXxvI (March 12, 1957), 137.

a2

Sohn, pe 137
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George Meyer also points out the dunger in what might seem to be the
slightest error. He writes as follows:

The Bible is very emphatic in forbidding fellowship with those who

teach errcrs « « « Keep your distance and stay alecef from them.

They look innccent, but . « « o that danger lurks even in one "little

errors s « o ZLven one false dcctriye if it is adhered &3 and de=

fended, may affect all that one believes and confesses.

It would thus seem from most of the writing cited above that even
the glightest error in interpreting the Bible could mean that all fellow-
ship should be avoided. In none of the above writings is there any clear
definition of what is meant by a doctrine. Cne of the more conservative
journals distributed ameng many members of synod, however, lists seome of
theze "clear doctrines of Geripture: the Vosaic authorship of the
Pentateuch, the six day creation, the historicity of Adam and Eve, the
fall of man, the flood, and Jonah (as these stories are described in
Scripture). Anyone who teaches otherwise is o falge teacherj and, the
implication would be any church which tolerates such error is a heterodox
church.ah Now it is true that this does not mean to imply that the other
authors of this section, cited above, would necessarily agree with this
particular list. George ifeyer, for example, says that the church must
permit differences where Scripture has not spoken clearly.a5

One more question needs to be asked in this section. Exactly what
form of the practice of fellowship is being condemned by these traditional

views? The answer to this, however, is not spelled out in any detail.

23George Meyer, p. 585.

zu“Division in the Missouri Synod," The Confessional Lutheran, XXV
(September 1964), 82.

25George Meyer, p. 585.
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Most of the works cited condemn any form of fellowship with hetercdox

church bodies, be it prayer, pulpit, or altar fellowship. C. 5. Meyer V'

condemns pulpit and altar fellowship but allows for the possibility in
certain circumstances that the church may, by its very nature, be re-
quired to join with others in prayer fellowship.zG/ Cn the other hand,
¥» H. Burgdorf repudiates any form of fellowship with adherents of falge
doctrine,

whether such fellowship is practiced within or without a formsl

organization really makes ne differance. And we may add that when

it is practiced as '"cooperation in externals" thiﬁ merely adds the

offense of deception to the offense of unionism.

It is thus clear that there are many members of the Missouri Synod
today whose views on the church and church fellowship are quite similar
to the traditional views of synodw=those views maintained by Franz Fieper.

Degpite the fact that within this group there is variety and debate, the

essence of this traditicnal view remains the same.

The Emergence of a New Consensus
Regarding the Theology of the Church
Although the traditional view of the church is still reflected today
in the writings of many members of synod, a new consensus of opinion re-
garding the doctrime of the church and church fellowship seeus to be
emerging. This consensus can be seen in three aspects of the church: a
theology of the church, a theology of the unity of the church, and a theol-

ogy of fellowship.

{ 26

"pPrayer Fellowship,' Proceedings of the Seventy-Third Convention
of the Western District of the lutheran Church--Missouri Syned, June 17-

21, 1957 Lot. Louis: Concordia Publishing Tiouse, 19571y pe g5,

27nThe St. Louis Lutheran Guestions fMissouri's PFractice," The Con-
fessional Lutheran, XVII (October 1956), 99.
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Many images are used to describe the church, but one of the most domie-
nant cnes is the body of Christ. It is important te note, as Nartin
(retzmann points out, that the body of Christ includes all Christians--—
the whole church, and not just one part of it. Those who are a part of this
body share a threefold relationship: they are related to the head of that
body, to each other, and to the world.28

In the first place those who are a part of the body of Chriat are
related to the triune God. It is God who has created the community,
writes Coiner, by 'redeenming and claiming lis people in Christ."29 This
is an important factor to keep in mind, for if the church is the work of
Ged, then the forus and structures with which men operate today are only
secondary and temporary. Because of this fact, the church cannot be placed
within denominational walls, for denominations are the creation of men.5o
Thomgs Coates maintains this when he writes that the church cannot be

compressed within any organizational framewerk; the una sancta ecclesia
31
n

is not coterminous with any ecclesiastical institution.

Being united to Christ, however, describes a relationship to the

Sﬁartin Kretzwann, ''How in the World?," The Lutheran Witness,
LYAXIIT (August 4, 1964), 389.

» 29Harry Coiner, "Affirming the Holy Christian Church, the Communion
of Saints," Convention i’roceedings, The Southern Hebraska District, The

Lutheran Church-=j{issouri OSynod, Thirty-Fifth Convention, June 19=21, 1961
L£t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1§E;§. pe 118,
3Oléoy Blumhorst, "Death and Birth of the Parish--In the Suburbs,"

Death and Birth of the Parish, edited by Martin Marty (St. Louis: Cencore
dia Fublishing House, 19647, Pe 113.

3 rnomas Coates, "Cne Body in Christ: Theory or rractice?" The
Cresset, XX (June 1957), 8.

T
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cuagrelion. This relationship constrains members to confess their total
dependence on the revelation of God in Word and Sacrament. It is in this
sense that the church can be defined as people whe are gathered arocund
the means of grace. But this perspective also has the other advantages
of gusrding against any "institutionalization of faith." Thus fazith can
never become simply an assent to certain dectrinal principles. Seen in
this light faith is a "living active thing because it draws its vitality
from Jesus Christ, the living head of the living bod;;."32

In the sscond place, those who are a part of the body of Christ stand
in a relaticonship to each other. Through baptism all have been equally
incorporated into this bedy. Since membership in this body is the work
of God and not of man, and since the loly Spirit dwells inm all who have
been incorporated in this body, "thers can be no distinction of rank or

nd3

importance among the wmembers of the body. All members are one, regard-

less of what denominationzl label they may bear. Fredericic Danker empha-
gizes the fact that a Christian is in fellowship with every other Christian
in the world, a reality which each Christian must reflect in his daily
lifes Thus, continues Danler,

when I meet a stranger I am not primarily or even seccndarily con-
cerned whether he is a member of a churche I enguire first of all
whether he is a Christian. If he tells me he belongs to such and
such a church, I tell him that I didn't ask that guestion. I want
to know whether he is a Christian. Too much of our church canvas-
sing is done in terms of denominational slotsj this is the result
of equating church fellowship with sectarian identity. But if I

jzﬂerbert T. Hayer, "And He Shall Reign Forever and Zver," produced
by the Faith Forward Committee of the Lutheran Church--liissouri Synod
(5te Louis: Eﬁoncordia Publishing HOusgg, 1963), pe 29

33Martin L. %retzmann, "Report of Mission Self-Study and Survey,'"
Convention Workbook, p. 116.
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ask whether a man is a Christian T rise above social, racial, cul-

tural, or historical distinctiveness of my own group., If I dis=

cover he is not a Christian, I seek to share the fellowship of Christ
with him; if he is a Christian, I have found another person with
wvhom I can enter intq;a partnership of giving and rcceiving the

gifts of the Spirit.”

Since the relationship we have with other Christians is based on the
act of God, uniting all Christians in the body of Christ, this relation-
ship does not depend on the degree of sanctification in knowledge or in
action attained by any of the other Christians. The relationship which
ve have with other Christians is based on the act of God by which he

creates faith. This faith cannot be measured by degrees in various

Christians, for the communio sanctorum is always the communio peccatorum,

and Christians stand in the same relationship to each other regardless of
their sin, since their relationship does not depend on their own action
but on Ced's. Thua, according to Martin Kretzmann, Christians will always
be willing to listen to those who differ from them., Christians will want
to enter into relationships which will enable this listening, so that all
who have been called by God will help one another.35

In the third place the members of the body of Christ, the church,
are related to each other in their mission to the world. Thus not only
are local Christian congregations and dencminations in mission to each
other, seeking tc build each other up into a stronger body, but they are

also in mission to the world.36 In this cennection, each denominational

5l’“‘nﬂ:\m: is the Church to You?" Advance, XI (June 136L), 2C.

35Kretzmanu. "Report," Convention Workbook, p. 120. Cf, William
Backus, Paul Malte, and Wayne Saffen, Adventuring in the Church (iedford,
Cregon: Morse Press, 1960}, p. 130.

ﬁsKretzmann, "ieport," Convention Workbook, p. 120,
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group of Christians must realize that it has a share in the overzll mig-
sion of the whole church to the whole world. This meuns that no denomi~

national grouping can act as if it alone has "received this mission from

w37

the lord of the church.
Since the mewmbers of the church have a mission to each other and to
the world, and since they are one in the body of Christ, they must there-
fore seek ways to recognize and practice the unity wiich they already have.
They must be willing to carry out an active mission to the other denomi-

national groupings, as well as be willing tc become the object of mis-

38

sion f{rom other parts of that bedy. Kretzmann writes:

Sioce the body of Christ is oney the local community of believers
haz the responsibility of carrying the Word of faith to similar
local coummunlties of believers in the continuing task of mutual edi-
fication within the body of Christ. This obligation rests on every
part of the church because of lts oneness, which rests in, grows out
of, and ic created by faith in Christ, which God has given through
the work of the loly Spirit. This obligation of being in mission to
cne ancther does not grow out of orgenizaticnal oneness, which is
not the substantive basis of unity, but out of the commen relation
which all believers bear to Christ and which has been created by the
Holy Spirit. A8 tiis obligation is fulfilled in the power of the
Holy Spirit, the church will be lead to express its oneness alse in
organizationa%9structurea in order that this oneness may be deepened
and enlarged.

It is quite clear, then, that in order to carry out their responsibi-
lity to each other, the members of the church have to get close enough to
esch other so that they can bring God's forgiveness in Christ to each

other; but, according to Cacmmerer, they have to forgive each other

37Kretzmann. “low in the World?," The Lutheran Witness, LX¥XIII, 389.

38Kretzmann. “"Report," Convention Workbook, p. 12C.

91pid.




et R

55
in order to do this. "They have to look like people who want each other's
good. They have to overcome every ill feeling and stifle every rejection
of each other.”ho Cne of the chief resources for this unity is the
sacrament of Holy Communion which is indeed "the holy sharing.'" Together
Christians take the body and blood of Jesus and give it to one another.
Thus Christians themselves are one body together--the bedy of Christ.hl
All of this refers to the maintenance of the unity of Christ's body.
Caemmerer then concludes:
Christ builds His church and preserves its unity through the people
of His church, as they remind each other of Chrict's saving work,

remain close to each other in love, and sustain eapE other's faith
. : [] o~ 3 $ 3 = rre Y T
threough Christ's forgiveness~-till KHe comes ajairn.

Regarding the Unity of the Church

The key to the unity of the church is that the atoning work of Christ
has made his people to be one with one another. This atonement removes
the barriers between man and GCod and also between God's own children in
the body of Christ (which is the term used tec picture the unity in the
church)..l"3 This is why Caeumerer can say that the unity of the church
does not exist in the fact that the members are together, or that they
are equal to each other or that they share the same doctrinal foermulations,

"but by virtue of their membership in Jesus Christ, and by virtue of their

40Richard Re Caemmerer, Christ Builds His Church (5t. Louis: Con-
cordia Publishing House, 1963), pe 50
hllbldc s Po 90 .

uthidog B %o

“BRichard He Caenmerer snd ﬁfwin L. Lueker, Church and Minis
in Transition (5t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 196%), pe 2&.
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activities in supporting one another, they are literally one body."hh

Hegarding this unity of the church James W. Mayer, in an article
entitled “The Church as the Feople of Ged United in the Word of God,"
writes that one cannot guarantee or create unity by doctrinal formula-
tions. One can only bear witness to the unity which already exists. As
a matter of fact, it would seem to be Schwaermerei to say that you can-
net know that any group of Christians is one until it first agrees on
all peints of dectrine. Mayer then illustrates this. "A" constantly
uphelds "pure'" doctrine, but tends to be rather haughty and contemp=
tuous of others whe differ with him. "2" on the other hand does not
hold to the inerrancy of 3Scripture, yet he gives evidence in word and
deed of being bound to Scripture and Christ in a way that "A" does nct.
Both "A" and "5" are Christians who came into close contact with each
other. Furthermore, the "unity in the YWord" is thereby an act of God,
apart from any denominational affiliation. "B's" response to the %Word
is no more devisive of unity than is "A's." Both need renewal and
growth through word and sacrament. In conclusion Mayer asks if "A"™ and
"B" are not '"'united in the Yord' in a way that is somehow more signifi-
cant, more crucial than the fellowship either 'A' or 'B' has with his

Y
synodical brethren 300 miles away?" >

thichnrd R. Caemmerer, '"The Body of Christ," loncordia Theological

Monthly, XXXV (May 1964), 264. Hereafter this periodical will be re=-
ferred to as CTu.

~ 45James Wi Mayer, "The Church as the People of God United in the
\Word of God," CIH, XXXILI (November 1962), 663-664.
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This essentially is the opinion of Richard Caemmerer who, discus-
sing Article VII of the Augsburg Confession, says that agreement in doce
trinal formulations is not what is necessary to perceive the unity of the

church, Rather, you must get Christians to work together for the teach=

ing of the gospel, and the administering of the sacraments. This is suf=-

ficient to have and perceive the true unity of the churche. In explaining

this Caemmerer writes:

The gospel is not so much a "doctrine" or a bundle of doctrines as
a message to be promulgated and applied to men. The sacraments are
ceremcnice which serve their purpese not so much when people agree
as to what they are but when they are actually administered to
people.‘46

Two factors, however, are frequently pointed out regarding this
unity of the church. In the first place it is noted that this unity is
noet a goal towards which the church must constantly strive. The church
is the body of Christ, and this, in itself, indicates that the unity ale-

ready exists as a gift of God. It thus remains for the church to seek

b7

vays of making this unity manifest tc the world. This, in essecnce,

would seem to be the gist of one part of the Common Confession which
reads:

The oneness of the Church is not a goal to be achieved or a task to
be completed. It is a unity that belongs to the essence of the
Church because the one Christ, the Lord of heaven and earth, is its
Head. Either a man belongs to this one Church, or he does not.
Either the Church is the one Church, or it is not the Church. This
union with Christ as the Head also brings about the union of be-
lievers with one another. The uniting power of the Gospel beccomes

46

Richard R. Caemmerer, "Church Unity amnd Communication," The
Christian Century, LXXIII (April &, 1956), 417.

ti?R- Hayers Ps 30,
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manifest beth in local ?gngregations and groups of congrepations
throughout Christendome

A second appect of the unity of the Church is that this unity is neot
an invisible, mystical, platonic kind of unity. HNor is it a unity of the
"invisitle" church. Te the contrary, it is a dynamic unity, a "living,
functioning, organic unity like that of the humsn bedy, in which nc part
or member is expendable and none is Asst:t.'!.n‘.'c.s,tr,v.."l}9 "Caemmerer and Lueker

refer to this spiritualized unity of the church when they discuss twe

commen perversions of the church:

A8 the church through the ages develeped organizational and political
structures, the tendency emerged to lose sight of the basic spiritual
quality of this unity and to replace it with secular counterparts

of goveranment or wealth. This tendency was paralleled by another—-
te spiritualize the unity of the church until it had no actual and
concrete existence, to claim a unity between Christians who feuded
and refused in practice to care for each ether's spiritual life,

The Wew Testament steers clear of both of these extremes.iC

Desplite the fact that this unity of the church is a gift of Ged, the

unity is nevertheless threatened when the church fails to recognize it and

t“The Common Cenfession," Reports and Memorials of the Twenty=Zighth
Delegate Convention of the Lutheran Churche-MHissouri Syned, June 20-30C,
1956 (5%t. iLouis: Concordia Fublishing House, 1956), pe 50 535

kgMartin H. Franzmann, "A Lutheran Study ef Church Unity," Essays on
the Lutheran Confessions Basic to Lutheran Ceoperation (St. Louis and
Hew York: Published jointly by the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod and
the Mational Lutheran Council, 1961), p. 21. Cf. Caemuerer, "Body of
Christ,” CIi, ps 266, The validity of this statement could be reflected
in a passage such as John 17:23, where Christ prays that the church may
be perfectly cne, so that the world might know that God sent Jesus, and
that God loves the church. If the unity of the church were abstract er
invisible, this statement would be impossible.

Pcasunerer and Lueker, p. 20.




49
put it into practice., When the church fails to put this unity into prac-
tice, it ceases to be the church. For, according to Csemmerer, the church
must constantly recognize and preserve the unity of the spirit in the
bond of peace, and must never abstract this unity from the actions of the
pGOple.sl This is the problem to which James Hayer is addressing himself
when he writes the following:

When we stop the process, when we no longer live in the Word with

one another, we are in danger of losing the unity also, because we

have prevented exposure to the means whereby the unity is given,

and are %gnoring the process by which it is experienced and ex~

pressed.

The church will be torn by dissensions and divisions, but the unity
can nevertheless be preserved by the exercise of self-sacrificial love--
love which, according to Caemmerer, breaks every other barrier down.53
The unity is further preserved by sharing the word of God with one ancther,
thus protecting one another from falling auay.5h Furthermore the unity
of the church is preserved simply by holding out the meaning of Holy
Communion; for it is in Holy Communion that Christ offers the church His

body and blood which make the church one. Thus it is through the word of

21z, . Caemmerer, 'Let the Church be the Church," Proceedings of
of the 4Oth Convention of the Texas District of The Lutheran Churchee
Missouri Syned, March %C=April 3, 1964 iSt. Louis: Concordia Fublishing
Housze, 1 s Do 46, Caemmerer says that the Apology (Tappert, p. 171:
20) warns against the tendency to think of the universal church in this
kind of philosophical way. Cf. James Mayer, "Practical Implications of
the Theology of the Church,' unpublished essay delivered at the Workshop
of the Church and Ministry at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Plenary
Session, July 26, 1963,

523, Mayer, "The Church as the People," CIM, XXXIII, 663.

Jcaenmerer, "Body of Christ," CTM, XXXV, 26h.

5hcaemmerer. "Let the Church,” Proceedings of Texas District, p. 56.
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God's redeeming mercy, spoken to each other, and reinforced by the Sac~
rament of Holy Communion, that the Holy Gpirit absolves dissensions,
bringing the people of God together in one closely-knit body. This is
the only way to repair the "breskdown of unity, the bickering and quarrel-
someness, that makes the church an unholy club with a religious sign-
board."55 It must be noted, however, as Caemmerer points out, that the
church cannot do this unless individual Christian groups are close enough
to each other to speak freely to each other. In explaining this
Caemmerer writes:

If 1 am content to teach my gospel and administer my sacraments

Just to a consciously singled-out segment of the churchy, I am in

danger of becoming a secretary; I do not foster the unity of the

church. Together with my Yright" gospel and sacraments I need the

outreachy the lines of communication, to bring them to others,

Furthermore, all over the world there are men and women who have a

word of the true gospel to speak to me. I must let down the draw-

bridge, tune in on their channel, so that the church of Christ may
become the one body He envisioned.56

Regarding the Theology of Fellowship

Closely related to an understanding of the unity of the church is
the theclogy of fellowship. Two of the major documents of this past dec-
ade would seem to be the 1962 and the 1965 versions of the Theology of
Fellowship. It would first seem necessary to understand the Common Confes-
sion, which could be considered an important transition to the theology

of fellowship as expressed in the decument, The Theology of Fellowship.

221bidey ppe 72=7hs

560aemmerer, “Church Unity," Christian Century, IXXIII, 418.
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\fﬂccording to the Common Coniession fidelity to Geriptures is re-
quired of all Christians. If a person, through the power of the Holy
Spirit, recognizes the Scriptures as his only authority in all issues of
life and faith, and then conforms to these Scriptures, refusing to deny
or ignore them, that person is to be regarded as a brother in the Lord
and fellow worker of the kingdom. "Not to recognize him as such consti-
tutes a denial of Christ's work in the brother and leads te schism in
the Church."S?

Cn the other hand, teaching other than Scripture teaches, maintain-
ing dogma that is contrary to Scripture, or omitting any part of the wbrd
of God, creates dissensions in the church, disrupting its unity. The
unity of the church is also disrupted when the church tolerates false
teaching and practice contrary to Scripture; or such unity is disrupted
when the church remains silent in the presence of such denials of the
word of God. It is thuc the duty of the church to expose all error, and
seek to win back the errorist by love. If love fails, then as a final
endeavor of love, separation becomes inevitable; but éven this will be
uéed only with the hope of eventually getting the errorist back into the
fellowship.58

According to the Common Confession each church grouping must be most
careful that it is not the one which is in error. Fellowship or refusal
to practice fellowship must at all times be motivated by the teachings of

Seripture. One can validate neither unionism nor separatism by quoting

57"The Common Confession," Reports and Memorials, 1956, p. 585.

581bido‘ PPe 585"587.

Lo
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certain Scriptural passages out of context, and by ignoring other ap-
plicable passages. Nach denomination or grouping must listen to and
respect the other's testimony, and nc one group can mistake this for
some kind of forbidden form of fellowship. The Common Confession goes
on to state:

It would be a misreading or a misunderstanding of the Gospel to

insist that each Christian or each group of Christians must work

entirely alone or that each Christian serve the Lord in his own
self-chosen way. Such an attitude results in confusion, suspicion,
and poor stewardship. One of the purposes of the Gospel is to
bring Christians to serve the Lord together in the Lord's way.

This fellowship of work can become a reality only when a fellow-

ship of faith, confession, and love exists. It is only when

Christians confess the same faith and are agreed to let the YWord

of God be amuthoritative and normative in all matters of faith and

life that a real fellowship of work can result.

It is in this light that the opening part of Section Nine of the
Common Confession must be understoocd. It is the constant duty of the
church to confess God in all His truth, and to aveid and denounce error.
Because the church must conform itself to God's commands, it does not
follow that the church can condone error or have pulpit and altar fel=-
lowship with erring individuals or church bodies which "refuse to be
corrected by God's Word." Tor this reason,

We must also be alert and susceptible to the Lord's leading to

establish and meintain fellowship with those whom He has made one

with us in the faith and to ggek to win the erring and wayward
for unity in the true faith.

The next major statement dealing with the theoclogy of fellowship

was originally written as a joint report of faculties of Concordia

291pid., pp. 587-588.

601bide, ps 57k
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Seminary in St. Louis and Concordia Seminary in Springfield, and accepted
by synod's Doctrinal Unity Committee. ZXntitled "The Theology of Fellow-
ship," the document was first presented to the Missouri Synod at the
synodical convention in 1962, where it was sent back to committee for
further study and revision.

According to the 1962 draft of The Theology of Fellowship man was
created for fellowship with God and with his fellow man. Sin however
destroyed both aspects of this fellowship which was later restored in
Christ. In creating faith in the individual, God gives the blessing of
fellowship to that individual--fellowship with Ged in Christ, and fellow-
ship with all other believers in Christ. Thus through faith all Christians
are brothers in Christ, and are, as a result, in fellowship with each
other. This fellowship "transcends every barrier created by God or set
up by man and brings about the highest unity possible among men, the
unity in Christ Jesus.'" It must be remewbered, however, that in granting
this fellowship to His children, God is claiming the whole life of man
for the exercise, extension, and protection of this fellowship.Gl

Part Two of the 1962 draft of The Theology of Fellowship deals with

the principles governing the exercise of this fellowship. The fellowship

61"The Theology of Fellowship: 4 Report of the Faculties of Concordia

Seminary, St. Louis, and Concordia Seminary, Springfield, to the
Praesidium of the Lutheran Churche=iHissouri Synod," reprinted in the
supplement to Reports and Memorials, 1962, pps 9-13. Having been agreed
upon by both seminasries, this document was also approved by synod's
Doctrinal Unity Committee. Because this draft was presented to the 1962
synodical convention the document is referred to as the 11962 draft,"

as opposed to the "1965 draft" which was formally presented to synod at
the 1965 conventions.
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which exists in all Christians is expressed not only in joint worship,
but in every other way motivated by Christian love. &t this point, the
document examines numerous Bible passages, trying to discover when the
church, out of cbedience to Christ, must refuse to practice this fellow-
ship. The conclusicn is that the apostolic conditions cannot automatically
be transferred to today, thus applying the apostolic imperatives and
indicatives to the current confessionsl and organizational situations.
To the contrary, by the grace of (God the gospel is preached in these vari-
cus Christian groupings, and the Holy Spirit is leading men to Christian
' groupings, and the Holy Spirit is leading men te Christ. Thus, in spite
of denominational affiliation, all of the Christians in these divided
groups are brothers in Christ, and are thus in fellowship with each other.
Nevertheless, the toleration and presence of error in these groupings en=-
gdanger both the fellowship itself and the practice of this fellowship. The
document referring to the Scripturael '"proof texts," continues:

They must not, however, be applied mechanically to fellow Christians

in a confessional-organizational fellewship other than one's own.

It would be incongruous if a Christian who has the misfortune of

being in a body afflictéd with some doctrinal error would now have

to be branded a wolf in sheep's clothgng or a belly servant, when
in fact he is a beloved child of Ged.%2

According to this 1962 draft of The Theology of Fellowship, two
opposite dangers confront the church-separatiem and unionism. Unionists
refuse to face confessional differences in the practice of fellowship.
These people overtly deny some parts of Scripture, treating others as

unimportant. These unionists thus hurt the church by not being able teo

621bid., PP 18-190
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call people to repentance for their sin, and by refusing to exercise
any kind of salutary discipline. JIeparatists, on the other hand, set
up false standards for fellowship, excluding all who do not conform to
these standards. In such a way separatism seeks to create a "pure"

church.

The danger and the temptation are that they create a caricature of
the pure churche Their church tends to become so "pure" that it can
no longer forgive until seventy times seven. This "pure" church
has no room and no help for the weak in its own midst, nor can it
exercise an effective ministry to the weak and erring ocutside itm
own organizational limits, because it shrinks from those contacts
which would give an opportunity for such ministry. The end and gim
of its discipline becomes exclusion rather than that gaining of the
brother which eour Lord intendede o« » o HMoreover, such a "pure”
church is in danger of iunpoverishing itself by refusing to benefit
by the spiritual gifts which the lLopd of the whole church ggs be=
stowed on men in other confessional-organizational groupss”

In connectiocn with this, the church must be careful that it does not
set up a false unscriptural cleavage between doctrine and practice. The
church can never substitute mere knowledge of a doctrine for the living
faith which manifeats itself in a Christian life.su

In the last section The Theology of Fellowship discusses the appli-
cation of principles for the practice of fellowship. Regarding prayer
fellowship, no flat universal rule can be given to determine the propriety
or impropriety of joint prayer fellowship. Several factors are involved:
the situation, character, purpose, and effect. The situation in which the
joint prayer is offered must be ore in which Christian prayer is appropriate,

and in which the people involved are the type that could pray in Christ's

name. Concerning the character of the prayer, it must be realized that

sslbido ? PPe 19-20.

6‘+Ibidu 9y Peo 204
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every Christian prayer is a confession and witness to Christ; "it need
therefore be no more unionistic in itself than in any other form of wit-
ness." By the same token, the purpose of the prayer can never be to smooth
over real differences, but rather to build up the Body of Christ. Finally,
the effect of the Joint prayer must be considered. It is questicnable as
to whether the doctrinal differences would really be minimized by others
who see Missouri Synod in joint prayer with other denominations. On the
other hand, syned must also consider how other groups would interpret a
refusal to pray with them:
lust we not face the fact that such a refusal may in fact be under=-
stood as a harsh rebuff, where no rebuff is called for, as a calling
into question of the faith of the one who (whatever his weakness) does
call Jesus Lord and believes that God has raised Him from the dead?
Must we not weigh the possibility that the refusal of joint prayer
may prove an inseparable barrier to what we as a confessiocnal-~organi=-
zational group are seeking to attain, namely, the full confession in
word and deed to the whole Lord Jesus Christ? May we not by too

facile and too simple a rule concerning joint prayer make the mames
""confessional' and "orthodox" names which connote lovelessness?

The 1962 decument concludes that it is one thing to refuse prayer
fellowship to heretics and persistant errorists, but it is quite different
to refuse the practice of prayer fellowship tc those who are seeking with
us to strengthen the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.66

As was mentioned above, the 1962 draft of The Theology of Fellowship
was sent to the Commission on Theology and Church Relations for restudy
and revision. The part that seemed most objectionable to many at the 1962
convention was Part Two. In the draft submitted by the commission to the

1965 convention, Part One of the earlier document was left in tact. A

651bid., pps 20-21.

66Ibid.' Pe 21,
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new second part, giving the historical baékground of the iséues, was then
added; while the original Part Two was drastically changed and then added
as the new Part Three, The Detroit convention then adopted to recommend
the revised document for use as a guide and study, to te put up for adop—
tion at the next convention.67

After examining the same passages studied in the original version of
The Theology of Fellowship, the revised version concludes that the church
will use these passages properly when it learns from them to avoid men who
by false teaching or schismatic activities attack the gospel and the faith
of Christians. The churchy, on the other hand, misuses the passages when
she uses them to hinder the church's ongoing attempts to heal the divisions
and promote the unity of the Spirit.68

In the next section of this revised document, uniocnism and separatism
are discussed in terms entirely different from the terms discussed in the
previocus version. Unionism here is described as any kind of religious
fellowship with errorists. In support of this, the Brief Statewment and

the 1927 edition of Concordia Encyclopedia are cited. Thus, "Unionism is

67Resolution 2-18, Proceedings of the L6th Re%glar Convention of the
Lutheran Church--Hissouri Synod, June lb=264 1965 (5t. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House.l;@gg); pe 98. It must be noted that much of the open=
ness of the 1962 draft toward new practices of fellowship with non=-
Missourians was rescinded in the 1965 draft. Due to the fact that Part III
of The Theology of Fellowship, dealing with the historical aspects of this
problem, does not directly relate to the purpose of this chapter, this part
of the document will not be discussed here.

68"Theology of Fellowship" revised edition, Proceedings, 1965, p. 287.
A total change in tone can be seen in this revised edition. Whereas the
summary in the first version stressed the impossibility of any legalistic
use of Scripture for today's situation, no mention of this anti-legalism
is found here.
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attempted union when separation is in erder, and separatism is separatism
when union is in order.'" Both extremes must be avoided because unionism
overlooka real differences in doctrine and treats those differences as
unimportant, whereas separatism viclates love and divides the church.69

In conclusion the revised version of The Theology of Fellowship
summarizes several principles for the practice of fellowship. In the
first place, Missouri should foster its fellowship with sister churches,
This fellowship is expressed in pulpit and altar fellowship. Secondly,
synod should work te extend this f{ellowship so that it can be practiced
where it will not compromise pure doctrine. Thirdly, in any kind of
Christian doctrinal discussions Christians "should" join in fervent prayer
that God would bless the discussicns. In the fourth place, Missouri Syned
chould cooperate on the naticnal and internatiocnal level "to the extent
that the vord of God and conscience will allew," as long as "the faith
and confession of the church Eenominationﬂ_ are not compromised.” Finally,
in matters not referred to in the above points, one should act from faith
according to conscience; while others should be reminded not to pass judg-
ment on their brother. It must be remembered, then, that Scriptural prac-
tice is important and can never deny the gospel. I'However, Christians ought
not apply this principle legalistically or employ doubtful logic and labor-
ed conclusions to prove that a certain practice is against the Gospel."7°

In contrast to the idea of uniconism expressed in this amended version

of The Theology of Fellowship is the idea of unionism expressed in a paper

69The 1965 draft of "The Theology of Fellowship," Proceedinzs, 1965,
P 2880

7O1pid. s Pp. 288-289.
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delivered to the 1962 synodical convention by Herbert J. iA. Bouman. In-
titled "Unionism and Proper Practice," the paper expresses the orinion
that since "unionism" is not a Scriptural word, and since the word has
been given so many different meanings at different times, it is impossible
to give a "simple, umbrella definition of unionism that moy be automat=-
ically applied to amy given concrete situation."” Furthermore, in using
a non-biblical term there is the "ever-present danger of giving it an
arbitrary content and then ransacking the Bible for passages that will
suppeort that content.“?l

Concerning the practice of fellowship with others Professcr Bouman
states that many questions have yet to be answered. For example, if one

prays, or cooperétes in some form of worship with his fellow Christian,

does this automatically violate God's claim on that first Christian?

Does this automatically deny God's name and depart from His word? Or

will a fellow-believer automatically suffer some kind of injury or loss

of faith from this? Does this prevent that Christian from hallowing Ged's
name and letting God's kingdom come?r Or does it automatically involve
some kind of indifference to the "purity of the Gospel'"? Does this assist
the enemies of the cross, or does it promote some kind of legalistic per-
fectionism? These are the questions which must be asked in order to de-
termine the rightness or wrongness of religious contacts with other de-
nominations. Bouman summarizes this section:

In this light I must perhaps conclude that a specific activity will
stand condemned as unionistic. But can this be determined in

71Herbert J+ iA. Bouman, "Uuionism and Froper Practice,'" The
Lutheran Witness, LXXXI (August 21, 1962), 404.

W
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advence? Can it ever be settled automatically by quoting a church
father or by referring to an alleged historic position? Must not
our judgment be made anew at each concrete occasion on the basis of

our discig&e relationship as clearly stated for us in the Yord of
the Lord?

The Dominance of This ''New Consensus"

One must be careful in applying the term, "new Eonsensus," to the
view of the church described above. This term is not used to imply that
this concept of the church has been expauled only in the last decade. It
has already been demonstrated that there were several members of synod,
prior to this decade, who maintained many of these views. There is, how=-
ever, a difference. Prior to this decade this "new" view of church fel-
lowship was quite unpopular, being expressed only by an infinitesimal
minority of those synodical theologiﬁﬁns whose views were being published.
Recentlyy however, this view, as it was described in the previocus section,
seems to be gaining an increasing number of adherents among those who are
publishing their views. As a matter of fact, it is very seldom, today,
that one finds in a Missouri Syned journal or beck, a representation of
the traditional Missouri Synod concept of the church or church fellowship.

As implied above, it cannot be concluded that;, if a vote were taken
among all of the clergy and laity in the Missouri Synod, a majority would
cast its ballot in favor of this new consensus. But it does imply that
most of the journal articles and books being written today, a majority
of the refent resolutions being passed synod, to a greater or lesser de-

gree, reflect this new view.

721044,
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This is not meant to imply that everyone whose views are reflected
in this new consensus would agree in matters pertaining to the church and
the theology of fellowship. The contrary ie true. There is much variance
concerning the church and church fellowship even among those whose views
could be included in the new consensus. Both editions of the Theology of
Fellowship, for example, reflect this new consensus regarding the fellow=-
ship question, and yet each of these is vastly different from the cother.?3

In looking at the synodical resclutions of the last ten years one
cannot help but note the extreme variety of views expressed; yet the in-
creasing popularity of the new consensus can also be noted. For example,
“the 1656 synodical convention adopted the Common Confession as a state-
ment which was in harmony with the Bible and the Lutheran Confessione.7h
Yet, another rewolution declined membership in the Lutheran World Federa=
tion because it would involve Missouri in a cooperation with the aims and
purposes of the federation, and "such cooperation would inveolve us in a
union in spiritual matters with groups not in doctrinal agreement with

ua."75 This resolution was based on the report of a committee chosen by

731t must be remembered that the above is speaking of the doctrine
of the church and the theology of fellowship, and not the practice of
fellowship.

7“Resolution 13, Proceedings, 1956, p. 50k. It is quite clear from
the above discussion of the Common Confession that the approach of this
document to the question of the church and church fellowship is quite
different from the traditional Missocuri Synod approach to this issue. .

7SResolution 11, ibide., pe 538« This was adopted with only twelve
negative votes.
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synod's praesidium. Advising the delegates against joining the federation,
the report quotes the Brief Statement in support of this advice: "all
Christians are required by God to discriminate between orthodox and heter-
odox church~bodies, and in case they have strayed into heterodex church-
bodies, to leave them.76

The same could be said of the 1959 synodical convention. Cne reso=-
lution was adopted which stated that the Brief Statement, as well as all
other doctrinal statements adopted by syned, should be '"binding as public

77

doctrine" in synod, On the other hand, another resoluticn in this same

convention resoclved, for the first time, to send official observers to the
Assembly of YWorld Council of Churches.78’ /

It is true that the 1962 convention resolved to command The Theolegy
of Fellowship to synod for restudy, in order that various groups may dis-
cuss and comment on the document, and that the Commission on Theology and
Church Relations might study the recommendations and make the necessary

changes.79

The mere fact, however, that this document was submitted as
an official report of the faculties of both the syncdical seminaries,
would seem to indicate th:. the views expressed in this report, as differ-

ent, as they might be from the traditicnal views on this subject, would be

?6M0m0r1a1 624, ipid.y ps 528.

?7Resolution 9 (Committee 3), Proceedings, 1959, p. 19l. It was
already ascertained that the Brief Statement represents the traditional
view on matters of the church and church fellowship.

78 pesolution 21 (Committee 3), ibide, pe 197

7Ipesolution 3-28, Proceedings, 1962, p. 109-1ll.
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the consensus of at least a majority of the theological professors of
synod. On the other hand, it was also at this convention that the dele-
gates voted to thank God for the "purity of doctrine and practice" which
he has given synod.80

In an editorial in The Lutheran Witness, evaluating the 1962 conven-—

tion, Martin Y. Mueller believes that the convention represented a "turn-
ing point" for the Missouri Synod. According to this editorial not all
the restraints were lifted but there was a certain evangelical spirit
which was vastly different from the prior legalism. Regarding synod's
relation to other denominations, this turning point reversed a trend
which reached the point where its "accent seemed to fall on 'avoid them'
rather than on 'endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bomnd "
of peace.'" This represented a new "spirit of readiness and willingness
to labor unceasingly for God pleasing unitye « « ."81
This would also seem to be the opinion of Henry Reimamm, for it is
not too long after the convention that he writes, apparently reflecting
the opinion of the 1962 statement of the Theology of Fellowship:
Recently )italics addeé], however, we have become more aware that
the pitfall of sectarianism is just as evil as that of religious
unionism. To label other Lutherans or other Christians as '"belly
servers" (Rom. 16:18), who have to be avoided at all costs, simply
denies the unity that still exists among baptized Christians. To
label the modern ecumenical movement or cooperative church agencies
&s inherently unionistic lgnores the doctrinal concerns that have

increasingly been gotivating the leaders and participants in ecu-
menical endeavors.®2

80Resolution 3-10, ibide, ps 103e

8lﬁ-iartin W Mueller], "Turning Point," The Lutheran Witness, LXXXI
(August 21, 1962), 406-407.

Baﬂenry Reimann, Let's Study Theology (St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1964), pps 37-%8.
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If Reimann and Mueller thought that the 1962 synedical convention

wagé a turning point, Richard Neuhaus was convinced that the Detroit con=-
vention in 1965 was even more of a turning point for syned. Describing
the apparent dissatisfaction with the traditional Missouri view of the
invisible church, and referring to a few of the resclutions en church

unity, Neuhaus writes that Missouri said for the first time "in an offi-

cial and unequivocal way that the emperical Christian community is, in
fact, the Body of Christ, the one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church."s3

The basis for this statement can be seen in one of the resolutions
adopted by the 1965 synodical convention. The resolution stated that
every Christian is in a real and living unity with every other member of
the Christian church. It is for this reason that the church is in con-
stant mission to itself. This means that every Christian must always be
ready to listen and witness to every other Christian. Furthermore,
Missouri Synod must be regarded chiefly as a confesaional movement rather
than a denomination which tends to emphasize institutional barriers. For
this reason the Confessions must not be a barrier to stop communication
with other denominations. Thus it was resolved,

That we affirm that by virtue of our unity with other Christians in

the body of Christ, we should work together when it will edify

Christ's body and advance His mission, refusing cooperation, how=
ever, on such occasions when it would deny God's Vord.

In another resolution adopted in that convention it was resolved
that the Missouri Synod affirm the whole church is Christ's mission.

Thus anything which seeks to divide what God has join'ed together must be
deplored. "The divisions in the institutional church are as real as the

83Richard John Neuhaus, ""The Song of the Three Syneds: Detroit, 1965,"
Una Sancta, XXII (Trinity 1965), 37.

8lhpesolution 1-01C, Proceedings, 1965, p. 80.
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unity in Christ's body which_joins all Christians together." It must
therefore be realized that the Christian lives in a tension between his
own erroneous understanding of God's truth and his knowledge that he is
Joined together with all other Christians in the Body of Christ, despite
the error and divisions among these Christians. The Christian therefore
rejoices over the existence of every fellow believer, "because thereby
Christ is preached and His mission is implemented."85

Probebly the most radical departure from the past, however, was
maintained in an adopted resolution which deals with the theclogical
principles guiding the development of missions. Drawn up and recommend-
ed for adoption by the Commission on Theology and Church Relations, this
resolution refers mostly to relations with other Lutheran synods. fAc=
cording to this resolution, the New Testament stresses the unity which
all baptized believers have in Christ. It is the Christian's duty teo
manifest this oneness to all of those inside and outside the Body of
Christ. As the Augsburg Confession states, it is enough for this unity
that there be essential agreement on the doctrine of the Gospel, and that
the sacraments be administered as they were first instituted by Christe.
It is then left up to the congregations in a given area as to how they
will carry out their God-given responsibilities toward those other Chris-
tian groups with whom they are united "under their common Lord by a com-

mon faith and a united confession.” Thus concludes the resolution:

89 Resolution 1-01F, ibide, pe B1.
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The responsibility of working toward the establishing of pulpit
and altar fellowship within the limits of these principles, and of
publicly declaring it when the neceasary conditions have been ful=-

filled rests primarily on the churchea in a given area. The unity

must be eggablished on the basis of Scripture and the Lutheran Con-
fessions,

Richard Neuhaus writes that some of the delegates at this convention
regarded this resclution as an approval of a practice long condemned by
synod=-the practice of selective fellowship. This resulted in an amend-
ment to clarify the fact that cengregations in the United States and
Canada should not practice fellowship with those with whom the whole
synod has not declared fellowship. It was quite clear to all, however,
reports Netchaus that "Missouri's position on selective fellowship is no
longer understood in terms of doctrine, but simply as a matter of ex-

pediency and syncdical loyalty.“87

86Resolution 3«04, ibid., ppe 104=105. Although this speaks
primarily to the practice of fellowship with other Lutheran syneds, it
would seem that its implications for the practice of fellowship with
non=-Lutherans would be even stronger.

87Neuhaus, pe 37+ Cf. Resolutien 2-16, Froceedings, 1963, p. 97.




CHAPTER IV
A COMPARISON OF THE TWO DIFFERENT POINTS OF VIEW
The Disappearance of the Urthodex=-ileterodox Dichotomy

Egsentially both the traditional and the more recent views of the
church are similar in that both define the church as the body of believers
in Jesus Christ and His work of redemption. By the same token both views
of the church agree in stating that it is God who establishes the unity
and fellowship among Christian brothers. Here, however, most of the
similarity would seem to end.

The traditional view stressed a distinction between the visible and
the invisible church. This does not mean that the proponents of this
idea implied there were two churches. To the contrary, there was still
only cne church; for the visible church could be considered the church
only improperly speaking. Despite this fact the original dichotemy played
an important role in the rejection of the exercise of fellowship with
other groupings. Thus those who adhere to this view can say that the
Missouri Syned is the "true visible church on earth," as opposed to the
other denominations which are "false churches."1

On the other hand, most of the contemporary Missouri Syned theoloe-
gians, discussing the church, maintain that the former visible-invisible
distinction is neither Scriptural nor Confessional, for never do the

Confessions or Scripture distinguish between a visible church or an

1Sugra. Pe 29
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invigible church.a Thus the distinction between a visible and invisible
church is a false d:i.chotomy,3 since the church can be spoken of either as
"an invisible something from somebody's imagination like Disney's 'Fantasy=
4
land,'"" nor as a "visible church organization, composed of visible local
congregations and perhaps an over-arching synedical or supervisory struce
ture, which proudly bears the name 'Lutheran.'"s Furthermore, according
to Thomas Coates, the visible-invisible dichotomy can be dangerous for the
following reason:
Ultimately, the false antithesis between the invisible and the visi-
ble Church leads to legalistic separatism and unscriptural isola-
tionism. It is high time that as much emphasis be placed upon these
dangerous tendencies as upon the liberalistic unionism against which
we were so often-—agd rightly--warned. The alarm should be sounded
in both directions.
In this connection Caemmerer describes two modern day distortions of

the church. The first distortion views the church as an outward organiza=-

tion or institution in which believers and unbelievers are mixed. The

23.3., James W. Mayer, ""The Church as the People of God United in
the Word of God," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXXIII (November 1962),
6538. Alse, Richard R. Caemmerer and EFrwin L. Lueker, Church and Minist
in Transition {(5t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 19335, pe 0. Here=-
after Concordia Theological Monthly will be referred to as CTHM.

3Thomas Coates, '(ne Body in Christ: Theory or Fractice?," The
Cresget, XX (June 1957), p. 9.
hWilliam Backus, Paul Malte, and Wayne Saffen, Adventuring in the
Church (Medford, Oregon: Morse Press, 1960), p. 130. Cf. Jaroslav

Pelikan, Cbedient Rebels: Catholic Substance and Protestant Principle in
Luther's Reformation (New York: Harper and Row, 1964), pp. 135-1k,

50. Ts Spitzy Jrey "The Readiness of the Church for the Mission,"
Study Conference on the Christian World Mission, conducted under the

auspices of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Ho., October 11-13, 1961
(5t. Louis: Lutheran Laymen's League, 1961], p. 21.

6Coates. pe. 11.
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second distortion is described as follows:

The other distortion is that the church is regarded as a figment of

the imagination, an abstraction without counterpart in facte « « »

Today this distortion becomes apparent in that view of '"the invisi=-

ble church'" which assumes that Christian unity is basically perfect

and there is no need of human nurture.

A second distinction that many Missouri Synod theologians have tra-
ditionally made is the dichotomy between the heterscdox and orthodox
church. It will be remembered that the heterodex church applied to those
cengregations or denominations in which there was impure doctrine, while
in the orthodox church, and enly in the orthedox church, can purity of
doctrine be found. When the propenents of this view say that there is
impure doctrine in the heterodox church they hasten te add that the heter-
odox churches have retained an essential part of the gospel. Thiz means
it is possible for many people tc come tc the faith in these other denomi-
nations., What makes these bodies heterodox is that they do not accept all
of Scripture--seme dectrines are omitted from their teaching, other doc=-
trines are denied ourrightly.a It must be clear therefore that when
Pieper and most of his synodical contemperaries use the term "pure doc-
trine," they do not use it to designate that which pertains te the gospel
alone, but rather to every statement, clearly stated or implied, in Scrip=-
ture. Thus a rejection of the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, re-

jection of the institution of the papacy as the antichrist, or the practice

of church fellowship with those who reject these teachings, would make a

7§1chard R. Caemmerer, "The Body of Christ," CTM, XXV (May 1964),
261, Cf. Henry Reimann, Let's Study Theology (5t. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1964), pp. 65-06.

8Su2ra. Ps Qe
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9

Ccongregation or denomination heterodox.

Since there can be no unity of the church without unity of doctrine
(by which is meant doctrinal formulations), this unity can be applied
only to the orthodox church, the Evangelical Lutheran Church as a denomi=
nation. ZEvery other church grouping is heterodox. Any practice of fel-
lowship with a group which does not completely agree with this orthodex
body in all articles of Christian doctrine reveasled in Scripture is sin-
ful unionism.lo

This view, which connects the unity of the church with unity of doc=-
trine, is based on the idea that there is a "perfect and inerrant unity"
in Scripture.11 Unity of doctrine in Scripture is of such a nature that,
using the proper methods, the church can remove this doctrine, and re-
organize it into meaningful systematic categories, thus transferring
Scripture's purity of doctrine to another document. The secondary decu-
ment then becomes a presentation of the pure truth of Scripture, for
behind the document is Scripture "with a single theological point of view,

a uniform doctrinal syatem."l2

9

Franz Pieper, Unsere Stellung in Lehre und Fraxis (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1096), Pps 6-7y 9=12, 36=37+

IOSuBra, Ppe 8-=9.

llFranz A. O, Pieper, Christian Dogmatics (St. Louis: Concordia

Publishing House, 1950), I, 1l42.

12Richard J. Gotsch, "New Testament Theology and Church Unity,"
American Lutheran, XLVIII (December 1965), 322. Gotsch dees not cite
this as his own opinion, but he describes this as the traditicnal synodi-

cal view.
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Referring to this proper method of systematizing the truths of Scripture,
Franz Pieper writes,
This uniform method results in a uniform product, scil., unity of
doctrine. God has given Holy Scripture such a form that the know=
ledge of the truth is not only possible, but that straying from the

truth is impossible as long as we continue in the words of Scripe
ture.

There are many Missouri Synod theologians who would disagree with
this traditional Missouri Synod dichotomy of the heterodox and orthodox,
o8 well as the concept of church unity which is connected with this di-
chotomy. There are several reasons for the disagreement.

The first objection is directed against the institutionalization of
the church. In identifying a particular denomination with the orthodox
church--with the "“true visible church on earth"--one is identifying that
denomination with a church which '"cannot be encased within denominational

14

valls." Thomas Coates writes that the una sancta is not '"coterminous

with any ecclesiastical institution," for the church is always peolale.l5

Similarly, F. 4. Loose questions the identification of the Evangelical
Lutheran Church with the "true visible church on earth":

Is there really such a VISIBLE, WICLZ NUMBER? If there is, we could
count them and gather them together in one place--since they are

L30o tics, I, 160,

lqboates, pe 8¢ Cf, William H. Hillmer, "Let the Church be the
Church," Advance, XI (June 1964), 5-6; and Martin Kretzmann, "Report of

Migsion Self-Study and Survey," Convention Workbook, 46th Re%g;ar Conven-
tion, The Lutheran Church--Missouri Syned, June 13-26. 1965 (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 3193535. Pe 116,

1scoates, pe 8.
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"visible." But Elijah tried it; and failed by over seven thousand;
and came with "himself alone"; and in strict logic withdrew from the
fellowship, but not rightfully! Logic teaches that a propoeition is
falgse if it can be reduced to the absurd. Could it be that a false

concept of a true visible Caurch has created for us an absurd dilemma
in the area of Fellowship?l

It is impossible to distinguish between church members, calling some
heterodox. when one speaks of the church he must include all of its
members since all of its members-~that is, all Christians--have been

? WWhen the Confessions use the words

equally brought into Christ's body.l
"true church" they do not mean an orthodox as opposed te a false church,
for there is no such thing as a false church. "True church" simply refers
to the congregation of true believers as opposed to those who are hypo-
crites and unbelicrvers.l8

The second objection of many contemporary Missouri Synod scholars is
directed against the very idea of the orthodox church. This idea is based
on the belief that it is possible to have purity of doctrine (in the sense
that this term is used by the fathers of Missouri Synod). In this conmnec-
tion, many of the recent statements indicate that purity of docrine is a
goal toward which the whole church must strive together, rather than a
"conditional precedent, which must be met before fellowship can be acknow-

ledged."19 Pointing out the dangers of Missouri's insistence on purity

16F. W. Loose, "The Challenge: lLet's Take a lLook at Ourselves,"

The Seminarian, LII (May 1961), 7.

17Kretzmann. “Report," Convention liorkbook, pe 115
18

Caemmerer and Lueker, p. 0.

19Loose. Pe Se
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of doctrine, F. W. Loose writes that it could make "us" a sect:
But this very insistance on purity in doctrine and life, laudable
as it may be, has tended to make us separate from everyone who does
not fully agree with us. Inability to grasp the truth has often
been suspicicusly viewed as willful resistance to the workings of
the Spirit. Involvement in even non-fundamental error seems to have

become justifiable grounds for refusing the exercise of Christian
fellowship.<C

If by "purity of doctrine" and "unity of doctrine” one means complete
agreement in all of the truths of Seripture, if one means the single
"eorrect” interpretation of all clear parts of Scripture, then it is to
be questioned by many whether there was or ever will be in this life a
purity or unity of doctrine. According to Martin Kretzmann, it is clear
from the New Testament and post-apostolic literature that there were
many Christians in the New Testament church who had "deficient and at
times wrong views on matters of doctrine." Althoush the early church
was persistent in its refusal to permit any deviation from the preaching
of the gospel it is also clear that the church "did not exclude from its
fellowship many whose understanding of truth was different from that
which we hold today."al F. W, Loose cites, for example, the fact that
the disciples themselves were guilty of a most crase form of messianic
perversion22 after years of instruction from Christ Himself. This was
doctrinal error of the worst sort, and invelved further instructien, but

not by any means, the lifting of fellawship.23

aolbidc s Po 6.

Zlﬂartin Kretzmann, "Lutherans and the Church of South India,"
smerican Lutheran, XXXIX (December 1956), 323.

22

Acts 136,

25Looae. pe 6.
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If this is true, then even the disciples did not constitute an ortho-
dox church, according to Pieper's own use of the term "orthodox." Re-
cent theologians of synod have pointed to the fact that, in this sense of
the term "orthodox," there could be no truly orthodox church today either,
for, as Strietelmeier points out, there is not even agreement in Missouri
Synod regarding essentials and nonessentials.au As long as man is man,
and a sinful man at that, there will always be imperfections and limitations
in his understanding of the gospel.25 This means that one camnnot lcok at
"heterodox" Christians and say, "They are Christians, yes, but what kind
of Christians?'' They are always the same kind of Christians as every
other Christian--Christians by the grace of God alcme.a6

It is further pointed out that it is iwmpossible to require this kind
of purity of doctrine, since it simply does not exist, as a prerequisite
for the practice of fellowship with others. John Strietelmeier points out
that it is a traditional Lutheran teaching that not all disagreement in
doctrine and practice need be divisive of church fellowship.27 In this
connection Herbert Lindemann writes:

In other words, to require an ideal situation as a condition of join=-
ing hands is utterly unrealistic in this world of sin. If this were

2I‘Jtatm Strietelmeier, "Symposium Re Lutheran YWorld Federation,"

American Lutheran, XLI (August 1958), 206.

asHartin Kretzmann, "Letter to the Editor,'" The Lutheran Layman,
August 1, 1957, pe 7.

26 p1d.

a7

Strietelmeier, p. 232.
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80, nobody would ever get married! Nor could any two Christians
ever come together in Christ. Ferfect union always remains a state
to be striven for, not an entrance requirement. Individuals who
come together in congregations have very diverse backgrounds—-and
some of these are not at all commendable. The same is true of
churéh bodies; these too have a history and an environment. 4nd
Just as no pastor in his right mind would insist that before a pros-
pective member can be admitted, all his peculiar quirks must be
straightened out, so no church body ought to require that complete
agreement must be reached with another church body before there can
be o sharing of insights and an establishment of some sort of fellow-
ship. There can be no growing up together ingo the Head, which is
Christ, if one remains aleof frem the other.@

Thus the third major objection which many contemporary Missouri Synod
scholars put forth against the traditional synodical views of the church
is directed against the traditional éoncept of the unity of the church.
This ebjection is a reaction to two major extremes. In the first place
there is the extreme which states that the unity of the church is a
spiritual unity of an invisible church, thus the church does not need teo
worry ebout the expression of this unity in its "external' life. But the
unity for which Christ prays (John 17) is an outward unity according to
Fred Kramer; for this unity is to be observed by the world, and the world
is to learn something from it. This of course would be impossible if the
unity were a spiritualized, invisible unity of an invisible church.29

The other extreme which many schelars warn the church to avoid is

the extreme of making the unity dependent on an agreement in all doctrinal

aanerbert Lindemann, "Symposium Re Lutheran World Federation,"
American Lutheran, XLI (August 1953), 206.

9Fred Kramer, "Hcumenical Strivings in the Church of the Twentieth
Century,” The Springfielder, XAVII (Fall 1963), 26-27. Cf. Kramer, "The
Ecumenical Spirit in Protestantism and Roman Catholicism," Proceedings of
the Thirty-Seventh Convention of the Central Illinois District of the

Lutheran Church--Nissouri Synod, August 20-23 iSt. Louis: Concordia
P“bllshing House| 19 3 ¢ Pe 20.
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statements. Thig perversion implies that the unity is dependent on
man's response. As it has already been pointed out, the unity of the
church is a gift of God which involves everyone who has been incorporated
into the Body of Christ through baptism.3o This is a "oneness which no
human organization can minimize or maximize « o ."31 This means that
ne one can question the faith of a man who confesses Christ as his Lerd
and Savior. It is faith which enables this Christian to make such a
confession, and this Christian faith makes him a brother of every other
Christian in the Body of Christ regardless of "doctrinal® differences.
Thus the unity which that Christian shares with the rest of the church
is a unity of faith in Christ. This unity must be recognized by all the
rest of the church. "Anything less than that makes us guilty of the sin
of schism which the Scripture condemns very strongly."32

Martin Harty is extremely critical of the "truth first" segment of
American Christianity which states that there can be little or no co-
operation between Christiana of different denominations until the organi-
zations and denominations can produce committees which will write decu-
ments which in turn can be agreed upon by the various members of the
Christian groups. Such an insistance implies that one becomes ecumenical

by belonging to the particular organization which establishes the dialog.

This results in the paralyzation of the ecumenical movement. iAccording

3°Sugga. PP 45-46.
31Kretzmann, "Letter," The Lutheran Layman, August 1, 1957, ps 7.

BZIbido cf. Hillmer. Advance, XI, 7




77
to Marty, '"this is an absurd if not blasphemous twist on the New Testa=-
ment's injunctions to seek unity in the Church."53 In this connecticn
Marty emphasizes the fact that the unity already exists. It simply needs
to be discovered by many. The "truth first" stress, however, is abso-
lutely fruitless.

It divides what the Scriptures unite. It sets theologically and

psychelogically unrealistic goals. It takes a quality of the life

?f the Church which belongs only to Ggg and His last Word, and wants

it to become the Church's first word.

Thus Marty writes that there can be no love or communication across
denominational lines unless there is a "prior commitment to the oneness
of the Church." If this is not the first word spoken, then there will
be as many confessions in the church as there are individuala.35

Une of the more significant recent essays dealing with the traditional

view of unity of doctrine is an American Lutheran article entitled 'New

Testament Theology and Church Unity," written by Richard Gotsch. Gotsch
believes.that Missouri's traditional idea of unity through total doctrinal
agreement is based on the presupposition that in Scripture there is a
single theological point of viewy, a uniform doctrinal system.36 All
depends on this one presupposition which; according to Gotsch, is false;
for within Scripture itself the church is confronted with a ''rich variety
of theological systems and viowpoints."ﬁfSeveral times the essayist points

to the significance of the fact that the Holy Spirit used more than one

33Martin E. Marty, Church Unity and Church Mission (Grand Rapids:
Wme B. Zerdmans Pube. Co., 1964), Ppe 58-59.

31bid., pp. 60-61.

35Ibid.| Pe 66.

368u ras, Pe 70.
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human author. FEven within a single book, such as the Gospel of Luke,
there are a variety of viewpoints. Often one particular story may be
permeated simultaneously with the teaching of Jesus, the theology of the
early church, and the theological viewpeint of the inspired evangelist.
Furthermore, frequently in the New Testament there is a '"variety of
theological interpretations which draw out the significance of an event."
Gotsch cites as an example the ''several theologies' of the Lord's Supper;
Yet there is still only one Lord's Supper.57

Not only is there a variety of theologies in the New Testament, but
there are also several Christian communities whose doctrinal viewpoints
did not at all agree, Compare the Jewish Christianity of Peter with the
Gentile Christianity of Paul, to mention only two. This diversity both
in doctrine and in the various communities is reflected in every source,
states Gotsch who continues:

It is a New Testament, which, in many ways, resenbles an art gallery.

Bach artist has teken his own materials. On canvas or in stone he

has labored to produce a portrait of Jesus Christ, but not one of the

plctures is identical. The colors, the lines, the tones, the forms

are all different. Should we take a piece from each painting and

paste them together into one picture of Jesus? Certainly not. Each

must be seen on its own terms. The fact that they do not all look

alike is the very secret of the power of their art. The strength

of the New Teatament is its theologicel diversity. For no single

a2uthor c¢an exhaust the miracle of Jesus Christ as God for us and
in us.

Gotsch goes on to state that a rejection of this traditional
Missouri Synod concept of Scriptural unity has several implications. For

one thing Missouri should not think that it has the 'reservoir of pure

37G°tsch| P. 5220
salbid-
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truth.” Since the Holy Spirit inspired more than one writer, it is une
likely that this sume Holy Spirit has deposited all truth with one syned
or denomination. Rather, synod should see its theology as '"conditioned
theology," theology which is subject to the limitations of human beingse
Viewing its own theology as partial, synod will realize that, since all
denominations have received the fullness of Christ, no one group has en-
compassed his totality. If ¢this 1s true then the church will be forced
to question its theory of unity through doctrinal agreement. Regarding
this Gotsch writes:
It is significant that at the end of the first century there was
not a gathering of religious leaders or theological leaders or
theological professors to take the witness of the New Testament
and recast it intc a single orthodox theclogical systeme. The theolo-
gles of the early church lived side by side. The various Christian
churches proclaimed the Gospel to each other and heard the good
news from each other in all of its many-sidedness. « « « If there
was unity amid theological diversity in the New Testament, must we

not manifest that same oneness in spite of our doctrinal differ-
ences?>9

A Rejection of the Former Use of "Proof Texts"

The new contemporary consensus, however, has not only challenged the
traditional distinction of orthodox and heterodox, and all of the aspects
of that dichotomy, but it also challenges the traditional use of "proof
texts" against the practice of fellowship with members cf other synods
and Christian dencminations.

One of the passages most frequently cited as a "proof text is

391bid., pp. 322-323.
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1
Romans 16:17-18, 0 Recently, many articles have been written which re-
flect the belief that this passage cannot be used against the practice of

fellowship with other Christians, The two drafts of the Theology of

Fellowship treat the passage alightly differently. The 1962 edition of
the document states that it is not possible to ascertain whether those

who are creating dissensions are in the church or outside of :i.t.!*l The
1965 draft states that one cannot know for sure the people to whom Paul is
referring., More than likely, however, these people are in the church at
Rome. Furthermore, the phrase, "in copposition to the doctrine," refers

to the 8°Spel,42 and not to any formal system of doctrine, or to any ome
unity within such a f-x:,'zst:e:rra.‘“3 This passage therefore cannot be applied

to erring Christians who need instruction, but rather to those who "attack

the church's very foundation, namely, the Gospel."uu Among other references

4o
Supra, p. 12.
#1"The Theology of Fellowship,'" Reports and Memorials of the Forty=-

Fifth Regular Convention of the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod, June 20=-
30, 1962 Lﬁt. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1532'. Supplement, p. 18.
l’a"Theol:::g;,r of Fellowship," revised edition, Proceedings of the 46th
Regular Convention of the lutheran Church--Missouri Syned, June 16=20,
1965 (St. Louis: Concordia rublishing House, 1965]|), p. 286. Hereafter

the two editions will be distinguished by '""Theology of Fellowship--1962"
and "Theology of Fellowship=-1965."

ks"Theology of Fellowship~-1962," Reports and Memorials, 1962, p. 18.

hh"Theology of Fellowship--1965," Proceedings, 1965, p. 286. It is
interesting to note that this passage was not applied to other Christians
until 1645 when it was used to counter the Reman Catholic claiuws that
Lutherans were not Christians (Ibid., p. 284).
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to this passage, an editorial in the 4merican Lutheran states that the

passage cannot be applied to other Christians because verse eighteen im-
Plies "diabolical intent."hs Henry Reimann writes that Missouri Syned
recently has become aware of the dangers of applying this passage to
other Christians. Such a misuse of the passage labels these other Chris-
tians as "belly servers," and denies the unity which Christ has already
glven to the entire Christian cfmreh.‘*6

Another passage which has traditionally been cited against the exer-
cise of fellowship with other Christians is II Corinthians 6:1&-18.“7
According to the Theology of Fellowship, however, this cannot possibly
be applied to other Christians, and those who do apply this passage in
such a manner have "gone beyond the clear words of the text."

Again, II John 10~1l is eliminated as a proof text. In the context
of the whole book of II John it is quite clear that the author is speaking
of traveling teachers who deny the incarnation of Christ. Thus it is im-
possible to apply this passage to other Christians, in which case this
Passage alsc must be eliminated as a proof text against the practice of

fellowship with "heterodox church bc:d:l.es."9

“S"The Answer Need not Be 'No'l" American Lutheran, XXXIX (February
1956), 31. Cf. Adolph Brux, Christian Prayer-Fellowship and Unionism
(n.p.. 1935)' PPe 12-20,

theimann, pe 67.

47Su2ra, Pe 120

ha"Theology'of Fellowship==1965," Proceedings, 1965, p. 287. Cf.
Fred Kramer, "The Ecumenical Spirit," Proceedings of Central Illineis
District, p. 25; and Brux, p. 2k.

hg"Theology of Fellowship-=1965," Proceedings, 1965, p. 286; Theolegy
of Fellowship--1962, Reports and Memorials, 1962," p. 18; Brux, p. 40.
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"Beware of false prophets « o ."50 has also been listed as evidence
that the Missouri Synod should refrain from the practice of fellowship with
members of other Christian denominations. According to the Theology of
Fellowship, however, this passage, in the light of verses 22-23, could
only be speaking of people who were not Christians. Using this passage
to apply to erring Christians and erring Christian denominations "would be
a serious error against the doctrine of the church, because also erring
Christians are Christians, and members of the Body of Christ‘.."51

The same could be said for many other passages traditionally cited
a8 proeof for "avoiding" those Christians who taught error; yet today most
of the scholars who are writing on this subject state that the passages
cannot be used to refer to other Christians, but only to n;::n-Christians.52
In connection with all of these passages Kramer writes that the church
must be careful in applying these passages to other synods and denomina-
tions, since the passages originally spoke only of individual teachers,
and not of larger groupings.5 5

Traditionally one or two passages from the Confessions have been
cited by members of Missouri Synod as '‘proof texts" that Missouri should

not exercise any form of fellowship with other synods or denominations.Eh

SOMatt. 7:15.

51"Theology of Fellowship-~1965," Proceedings, 1965, p. 285; "Theology
of Fellowship~--1962," Reports and Memorials, 1962, p. 18; Brux, pp. 9-10.

528.5.. Gal., 1:6-9 treated in "Theology of Fellowship--1962," Reports
and Memorials, 1962, p. 18; and Titus 3:10 treated in "Theology of Fellow-
ship==1965, Proceedings, 1965, p. 287.

53k ramer, "Ecumenical Strivings," The Springfielder, XXVII, 3l. Cf.
"Theology of Fellowship-~1962," Reports and Memorials, 1962, p. 19.

sl'SuEra. Pe 14,
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Conspicuous by its absence from recent statements on church fellowship,
on the other hand, is any reference to the Confessions, proving or dis=-
pProving this practice of fellowship.

There are, however, several references in recent literature to the
Confessions. These references have some bearing on the whole issue of
fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians. One very relevant aspect deals
with the meaning of the word "doctrine" in the Confessions. According to
the 1965 version of the Theology of Fellowship, the terms dectrina and

evangelium are synonymous.55 In this connection, Pelikan points out that

Pura doctrina appears only twice.56 and then the term is linked both times

with the gospel, as cne of the notae Eccleniae.5? The 1965 version of the

Theology of Fellowship points out that the two marks of the church--gospel
and sacraments~--have served throughout the history of orthodox Lutheranism
to "eatablish the limits of pulpit and altar fellowship, and to distine

guish the Lutheran Church from other ch.urches."58

55"Theology of Fellowship=--1965," Froceedings, 1965, pe 279« Apology
VII-VII:8 reads: "the assembly of saints who share the association of the
same Gospel or teaching « « « o' The Book of Concord, translated and
edited by Theodore G. Tappert (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1959), p. 169. Cf. Paul M. Bretscher, "Take Heed Unto the Doctrine,”
Proceedings of the Forty-Fourth Regular Convention of the lutheran Church--
Missouri Synod, June 17=-26, 1959 (St. louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1959), 14-18, 30-33, 37. Also, Jaroslav Pelikan, "Some Word Studies in
the Apology," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXIV (August 1953), p. 584,

56Book of Concord, pp. 169, 171 (Apology VII:5, 20).
57Pelikan. "Word Studies,' CTM, XXIV, 584

58"Theology of Fellowship--1965," Proceedings, 1565, p. 278.
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Richard Caemmerer, however, would seem to agree with Pelikan in inter-

Preting pura dectrina more in a qualitative than in a quantitative sense.

In other words the doctrine is pure, not because it is free from error, but
because it is an effective instrument for the Holy Spirit.59

The Theology of Fellowship points out that pulpit and altar fellcw=
ship is never directly referred to in the Confessions. Those who sub-
scribed to the Confessions, however, were automatically in pulpit and

altar fellowship with each other. Those who did not subscribe were not

condemned as heretics, but "communicatio in sacris'' was not practiced with

them. Nevertheless, the "Lutherans" still had a responsibility towards
those who did not subscribe, and both groups did, for the most part, con=
sent to pray toeether.éo

Regarding the usage of the word "church'" in the Confessiocns, Piepkorn
makes it quite clear that "true church! can have no denomination implica=-
tion. It is true that unbelievers and hypocrites are associated with the
church according to its external rites, but these people can in no sense
be understood as members of the church, the Body of Christ. Thus there

can be no identification of the much used terms, visibilis, invisibilis,

6
sichtbar, and unsichtbar, with any confessional usage of the word "church" 1

Sgﬁichard R. Caemmerer, "Church Unity and Communication,'" The

Christian Century, LXXIII (April 4, 1956), 417.

Go"Theolegy of Fellowship--1965," Proceedings, 1965, pe 279« It must
be remembered, however, that this was the practice of many who signed the
Confessions, and is not based on what the Confessions themselves state.
61Arthur Carl Piepkorn, "What the Symbols have to Say About the
Church," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXVI (October 1955), 722, 749.
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Thus, unlike former Missouri statements which cite certain passages
from the Confessions as "proof texts" against the practice of fellowship
with "heterodox church-bodies," recent statements have admitted that the
Confessions do not speak directly to this problem of the practice of fel-
lowship, This would explain the absence of references to the Confessions

in so many of the recent articles dealing with this general subject matter.
A Rejection oi the Former Pragmatic Reasons

In the second chapter many practical reasons were cited for the re-
fusal of Missouri Synod to practice fellowship with other denominations.
Several recent statements on the church and church fellowship deal, in one
form or another, with these practical considerations.

In the f{irst place it had formerly been believed that the practice of
fellowship with Christian errorists was a departure from God's Vord, which
involved the "orthedex" believer in the sin of the errorist.62 It has al=-
ready been demonstrated, however, that many of the contemporary synodical
theologians believe that such a practice of fellowship is not forbidden
in Holy Scripture. Furthermore there are some who feel that preaching the
gospel and administering the sacraments to a "comsciously singled out seg-
went of the church' involves ene in a sectarianism which fails to promete
the unity of the church.l® If, as Heinicke states, "Cur fellowship with
one another is an expression of our fellowship with Him," then the prac-

tice of fellowship with Christians of all denominations is not an option

625112!‘3.. Pe 15-
630aemmerer. “"Church Unity," The Christian Century, LXXIII, 18,
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for the Christian. Rather, it ie the will of ch.6h
A gsecond major objection te the practice of fellowship with other
Christians is based on the traditional belief that such a practice is
dangerous to the individual and to the church group which exorcices this
tollowahip.65 Hany contemporaries writing on the church and church fel=-
lowship would agree with the traditionalists in saying that such a prac=
tice might be dangersus, although none of them state, as did Pieper,
that such a practice endangers the very salvation of those who practice
such a fellowship. Jomes Hayer writes that practicing thie fellowship
which God hes already given all Christians is se dangerous that the church
is forced te “trust the Holy Spirit to get through with it."66 Purther=
‘more, there is the distinct possibility that the Holy Spirit will grant
the manifestetion of the unity of the church enly to those who assume
this rlak.67 in this comnnegtion Hartin Kretzmann writes:
He ome will think, I hope, that I am advocating the easy road in the
above. It iz not easy; it is dangercus. The easy way is to rest
securely on a fixed formulation of Christian truth and to retreat
into a fortress where we are safe from contact with our fellowmen

and relieved of the necessity of searching the Scriptures again and
agein to learn what God has to say to our day and age.58

4 third traditionel objection to the practice of fellowship with

6I'Pmﬂ. To Heinicke, "Fellowship in the Ministry and Hission of the

Church" (Unpublished essay delivered at the Workshop on Church and Ministry,
July 23, 1963), pe l. (included in the mimeographed wWorkshop minutes).
658u2ra, Po 160

66Janas Mayer, "Practical Implications of the Theology of the Church"

(Unpublished essay delivered at the Workshop on Church and Ministry,
Flenary Session, Minutes, July 26, 1963)s pe 5.

67Gotach, p. 332
GB"Letter." The Lutheran Luymen, August 1, 1957, p. 7.
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Christians adhering to different doctrinal formulations is closely related
to the other two. In practicing such a fellowship with an ®impure church"
a doctrinally "pure" church brings error into its own body, thus making
it "impure" or '"heterodox." In such a manner schism is introduced into
the church; so that practicing this fellowship with Christian "errorists"
does not promote church unity, but serves to hinder it.69

It has already been pointed out, however, that many of the more
recent Missouri Synod statements reflect the idea that this dichotomy
of heterodox and orthodox is not only unscriptural but also invalid. As
Gotsch writes, "other theologies, like ours, are conditioned and partial."7o
In this sense, the theologies of all denominations are "impure" already,
It is for this reason that John Tietjen can write, "No individual organ
c¢an claim to have no need of the rest of Christ's body." The individual
weaknesses of each denominational grouping are complemented by the in-
dividual strengths of the other denmominational groupings. Thus, as each
denomination works together with the others, each one ministering to the
other, the Body of Christ is stfengthened and edified.?l A slightly dif-

ferent approach is taken by Thomas Coates who arrives at a conclusion

eimilar to those of Tietjen and Gotsch:

69§u2ra. p. 16.

?OGOtGCh ¢ Pe 323
71

John Tietjen, "Administration: Structuring the Local Congregation
for Maximum lission and Ministry" (Unpublished essay delivered at the
Workshop on Church and Ministry as a part of the Panel Discussion, July
23y 1963), pe 1. (mimeographed minutes)
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If our doctrine is true, we need not be afraid to thrust it into the

arena to do combat with falsehood. and if our doctrine is pure, the

way to retain its purity is not to pack it into an airtight compart-

ment, to prevent it from being contaminated by exposure to the world.

If pure doctrine is not used, it will stagnate.7

Whereas, in the past, there were many who were convinced that the
Practice of fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians was harmful to the
church, there are many in synod today who believe just the opposite:
refusal to practice at least some sort of fellowship with all other Chris-
tians is harmful tc the church=-at=-large. John Strietelmeier points out
that Christ's 1llustration of the servant who buried his talent for fear
of losing it should serve as a "warning to the confessional church which
thinks that it can conserve the truth by refusing to risk :i.t:."?3 Again,
Martin Marty points out what he considers to be the fallacy of the tradi-
tional views in this matter:

Denominations are defended as a means of safeguarding Christian

truth; in actual effect, however, they serve to advertise Christian

differences, They place truth on a cafeteria line. They call the

world's attention to the relativity and competitive character of the

truth. They render trivial difference permanent and major. Denomina-

tionaliem works against ﬁtself theologically, however practically in-

evitable it may now be.’

A fourth and final objectien to the practice of fellowship with other
Christian groupings was described as the belief that, in exercising such

& practice, Christians erase the distinction between truth and error, and

compromise truth.75 In refuting this ebjectien, however, many recent

72C°at€‘8 3 Po 10,

73

?l'!'larty s Pe 72,

_?5Sugra, Pe 17

Strietelmeier, p. 232.
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Statements point out that Christ himself practiced a form of fellowship
with publicans and sinncrs.?6 Furthermecre, as Caemmerer points out
"redemption is bigger than any doctrinal formulaticn of it.“77 In other
words, Christ, as the truth which unites all Christian groups, is greater
than any of the differences which may divide these groups. This is what
Martin Kretzmann means when he writes that, when he meets a man who con-
fesses Christ as lord, even though that man belongs to a different denomi-
nation, he is still obligated to extend the hand of fellowship to that man
88 a sign of their oneness in Christ. They must still speak the gospel
te each other so that they both may be strengthened. Kretzmann continues:
We do this, consciocus of the fact that in both of us there is still
much sin which prevents and beclouds our understanding, and yet con=-
scious also, that, if we speak the truth to each other, the Holy
Spirit is in that truth and is working through and in beth of us.

But we dare not, while we are doing this, let go gf the right hand
of fellowship. That is the all-important thing.?

76Frederick . Danker, "what is the Church to You?" Advance, X1
(June 1964), p. 21. To this it might be added that there are numerous
references to Christ's active participation in the synagogue worship
(eegey Matt. 13:54=58; Mark 6:1-6; Luke 4:14=30),

77Caemmerer, "Church Unity," The Christian Century, LXXIII, s,

78Kretzmann, "Letter," The Lutheran Layman, August 1, 1957, p. 7.




CHAPTER V

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THESE DIFFERENT POINTS CF VIEW FOR THE
YRACTICE OF FELLCWSHIP WITH NCH=-LUTHERAN CHRISTIANS
Assuming that there has been a change of thinking en the doctrine of
the church and the theology of felleowship, one must next ask about the
implications of this change for the practice of fellowship with non-
Lutheran Christians. For the most part these implications are reflected
in the recent documents themselves, and to a lesser degree they are re-

flected in what is actually being practiced in the Missouri Synod.
A Condemnation of Twoe Zxtremes

Une aspect of the fellowship question which most of the recent docu-
ments on the subject seem to share in common, is a condemnation of the

two extremes: unionism and iselatienism.

The unionism which is condemned is, for the most part, a type of &

organic union which ignores all differences in doctrinal formulations,
stating that these differences are unimportant. This results in an
"ecumenicity that faultily seeks a faulty unity," fer it says, "ie are
all together already; let's look that way."l This is similar to what
Coiner regards as the temptation to yield to a '"slow process of assimi-

lation by which God's people leose their sense of calling and identity
2

5 lRichard R. Caemmerer, ''Church Unity and Communication," The
Christian Century, LXXIII (April &, 1956), #17.

v
aﬁarry Coiner, "Affirming the Holy Christian Church, the Communion

of Saints," Convention Proceedings, The Southern Hebraska District, The

<
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There is another temptation, however. As Scripture requires all
individual Christians to live in community, so Scripture also requires
that there be a definite relationship between these various communities.3
Failure to acknowledge or to practice this relationship results in isola=
tionism or separatism--just as serious a threat to the church as the |
extreme of unionism. This separatism is a form of "anti-ecumenicity that
seeks no unity at all," which says, "We shall be one with you when you
subscribe to our statements of doctrinal principle."u This too, as union=-
ism, is severely condemned by a good many of the scholars who are presently
writing about the church and church fellowship. One of these scholars,
dayne Saffen, is extremely critical of what he considers to be Missouri's
former separatistic habits. Referring to this isolationism he writes

in the American lutherant

Yet religious iselationism is intolerable=-=for it can be maintained
only if we are sectarian (which we claim we are not), or if we claim
to be alone "The True Visible Church of Christ on Earth" (which we
have claimed to be). Then we could rationalize our isolation and
separation from inter-Christian felleowship by dubbing all those in
disagreement with us "false prophets" and "apostates.!" We would
read them out of the Church, and we alone would be the Church--ex-
clusive and inclusive. VWe are not prepared to go that far. Since

we are bound to recognize fellow Christians in other denominations

« o« « 5 we are bound to seek to establish communication and Christian

Lutheran Church-=iissouri Synod, Thirty-Fifth Convention, June 19=-21, 1961
LSt. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 19611, p. 120.  Cf. John Tietjen,
"Administration: Structuring the Local Congregation for Maximum Missien
and Ministry" (Unpublished essay delivered at the Workshop on Church and
Ministry as a part of the Panel Discussion, July 23, 1963), p. 1. (mimeo=-
graphed minutes)

3Tietjen, Pe 57
ACaemmerer, "Church Unity," The Christian Century, LXXIII, 418,
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fellowship with them. We camnot maintain Christian fellowship in
isolation from fellow Christians. What kind of "Communion of Saints"
iz that where the saints do not commune or have fellowship with one
another?

We have found ourselves stuck on the horns of a dilemma--isolation
or unionisme. The leogic is that if you seek unity and fellowship and
fraternize with differing Christians, you are betraying yocur true
doctrine and are guilty of "Unionism.'" The logic workes in reversei
1f you seek to maintain pure doctrine, you must limit your fellowship
to those only in complete agreement with you. We have chosen to
live on the horn of religious isclation. We invite those who live
on the other side to come over and live with us. When they all come
over to our side, we will no longer be isolationistic, and cur very
isolationism will have become the method of reunitiag the Church.,

In the meantime we '"witness'" to them from our horn of the dilemma=
and they invite us to come over and ''converce' with them. We talk.
But do they listen? And should they listen, if we are unwilling to
come to the center, and seek--not a compromise--but a third way,
another solution?®

It must be noted, however, that within these two extremes there is a
certain freedom, a certain lack of legalism, which was not discoverable in
the past. nis can be illustrated in the answer given to a gquestion sent

in to The Lutheran Witness. The writer of the question desired to know if

it was permissible for a Missouri Synod pastor to be a member of a ministe-
rial union that was made up of pastoers from all major denominations. The
reply to this question states that no definite answer can be given. A lot
depends on the nature of the organization, its constitution and purposes.
Only if membership necessarily involves unionistic practices would it be
wrong. If, on the other hand, no cémpromise of conscience is necessarily
involved, "identification with the spiritual concerns of the whole community

(as such membership might imply) could be wise and veneficial,"®

5wayne Saffen, "A Challenge to cur Church Body," American Lutheran.
XL (January 1957), 13, 25.

6“Ask the Witness," The Luthcran Witness, LXXXIII (August 4, 1964),
385.
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Now the above reference may not indicate as drastic a shift from

the traditional Missouri views as some of the other references cited in

this paper. Yet, when one compares this answer with, for example, an
answer given by Pieper in reply to a similar question.7 one immediately
sees the radical difference of this '"new" approcach. That there actually
was some kind of a change in Missouri's relations with other denominations

was admitted by The lLutheran Witness just two months prier to the asking

of that question regarding pastors and ministerial unions.8 According to
Richard Neuhaus, however, the recent change in 8yned's dealing with other
denominations is even more drastic. He writes that, with the 1965 synodi-
cal convention, it became clear to all that "Missouri's positicn on select-
ive fellowship is no longer understood in terms of doctrine, but simply as

a matter of expediency and synodical loyalty."9
The Encouragement of Cocperation with Other Denominations

Although the two extremes of unionism and separatism are severely con=-
demned, there is still a large undefined area between those two extremes,
within which a member of the Missouri Synod could function, according to
the recent statements on church fellowship., Some kind of practice of fel-
lowship with members of other denominatiohs is strongly encouraged. It is
not always clear, however, what forms this exercise of fellowship may or

must take.LﬁCagmmerer. for example, writcs that it is only as various

7Sugra, pp. 18-19.

8“We Must all Grow . « « Theologically," The Lutheran Witness,
LXXXIII (June 23, 1964), 313.

9Richard John Neuhaus, "The Song of the Three Synods: Detroit, 1965,"
Una Sancta, XXII (Trinity 1965), 37.
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Vi s,
Christians work at constantly reminding each other of the redeeming mercy

of Christ, that the Holy Spirit works among these Christians to repair the
schisms and disagreements among these Christians.lo This, however, in-
volves the necessity of getting clese enough tc Christians of other deno-
minations to be able to speak to them and help them, as well as be spoken
te and helped by them.ll’ Now the way in which this sharing is to be car-
ried out is not discussed by Caemmerer. He does say, hewever, that preach-
ing the gospel and administering the sacraments only to a select group
puts one in danger of becoming sectarian, since the only way the church
can be edified is through the sharing of the gospel and the administering
of the sacraments to each other.12 Although this would scem to suggest
some sort of interdencminational practice of pulpit and altar fellowship,
there is ne direct mention of this in the essay.

It ig impersative, according to James Mayer, that Christians of all
denominations witness to the oneness that they possess in Christ Jesus.
No two congregations, for example, in the inner city "can afford to be
without the insights the other has tc offer and neither is able to do it

alone."l3 wWhat forms this witness or cooperation must take, however, is

2 loRichard Re Caemmerer, "Let the Church be the Church," Proceedings
cf the LOth Convention of the Texas District of the Lutheran Church--

Missouri Synod, March 30-April 3, 1964 [St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1§3§§. Pe 74

Trpiasseps 55,

12Caemmerer, "Church Unity," The Christian Century, LXXIII, 418,
Cf. R. R. Caemmerer, "The Body of Christ," Concordia Theolegical Monthly,
XXV (May 1964), 268. Hereafter Concordia Theological lMonthly will be
referred to as CTHM. :
135anes Mayer, "Practical Implications of the Theology of the Church"
(Unpublished essay delivered at the Workshop on Church and Ministry,
Plenary Seseion, Minutes, July 26, 1963), ps Se
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not always mentioned. One thing is certain--whatever form this coopera-
tion may take, the cooperaticn is not dependent on "full dectrinal agree~
uent," but simply on the fact that the twe groups are "facing the same
direction with respect to the given realities--the objective acts of
¢
God's mercy.“l’ Criticizing a former attitude which many in the Missocuri
Synod maintained, William Danker stresses the impertance of establishing
certain relationships with Christians of other denominations:
We must get rid of any lingering guilt feelings ahout having contact
with Christians of other denominations. Having contact and inter-
change with other members is the business of anything that belongs
to the bedy. ¥hen circulation in any limb stops, gangrene results.
“ven in the case of snake bite a tourniguet can be kept on an arm

only a brief pericd of time and then it has to be loosened from tine
to time, so that one does not lose the arm.i5

Participation in Certain Ecumenical Organizations

Not all of the recent statements dealing with inter-denominaticnal
cooperation and fellowship are vague. To the contrary, the implicatiens
of recent statements on the church and fellowship can bhe seen in the ten-
dency of many of these statements tc encourage Missouri Synod to join
certain more ecumenically minded organizations and church federatiens.

Referring to the National Council of Churches of Christ, the
Lutheran Yorld Federation, and the World Council of Churches Martin

Kretzmann states that all who participate in these organizations have to

145ames . {ayer, "The Church as the People of God United in the Word
of God," CIH, XXXIII (November 1962), 663.

15William Je. Danker, "Form and Function in the Christian Witness,"
Study Conference on the Christian World Mission, conducted under the aus=-
pices of Concerdia Seminary, Sts Louis, Cctober 11=-13, 1961 Ist. L?uiez
Lutheran Laymen's League, 196{]. ppe 38=39. Cf. Martin Kretzmann, "The
Lutheran Confessional Cbligation toward Church Union Movemeats in the
Younger Church" (Unpublished essay dated November 1963).
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confess that Jesus is their Lord and Savior accerding to the Bible. Thus,
by this coniession, these members acknowledge that it is the Holy Spirit
who created faith in their hearts. The very fact that they come together
in such organizations implies two basic things. In the first place they
acknowledge the oneness which the Holy Spirit gave them when he created
faith in their hearts (fides gua). Secondly they are aware of the fact
that they are still separate organs 'because they have not yet grown to=
gether completely in the dectrines which they profess (fides gggg)."16
Because these groups are not yet united in the fides guae, continues
Kretzmann, the Missouri Synod has stayed out of these organizations. This
attitude has tended to deny the very character of that unity which God
¢reates in all who are Christians. The failure to recognize the God-given
oneness of the church can only serve to inhibit the active ministry to and
from every other member of the church--a ministry which God requires of all
in the church. This does not, by any means, deny the doctrinal differences
of those who belong to these federations. Kretzmann's view does, however,
represent a vast change of thinking from the traditional Missouri Syned
view. Kretzmann continues,
Wle must, however, be obedient to the guiding of the Holy Spirit in
our time. When once we have acknowledged the validity of the prin=-
ciple that membership in these organizations is not a denial of the
truth but rather an affirmation of our belief that it is God who
creates the oneness among Christians, then we should not take our
membership lightly or casually but be deeply concerned that our
ministry to and from one another is fulfilled within the framework

of the gifts which God the Holy Spirit has bestowed upon different
parts and members of the body of Chriat.17

16Martin Kretzmann, "Report of Mission Self-Study and Survey," Con-
vention Workbook, 46th Regular Convention, The lutheran Church--tissouri
Synod, June 16-26, 1965 (3t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, §1§3§£.
Pe 120.

171bide, ppe 120-121.
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This same view is expreassed by others. James Hayer writes that it
is only within the context of groups such as the World Council of Churches
that the church can work for a more perfect unity and for the edification

of the Body of Christ. Refusal to join such organizations is a refusal to

recognize the basic unity which God has already given the church.]'8 It is

for this reason that Wayne Saffen is rather critical of past practices in
the Missouri Synod:

The time is long past where we can play the reluctant virgin (or old
maid) among the churches. Ve have not only turned down proposals of
marriage.s We have turned down dates--because they might have led to
marriage. We are always invited. We seldom accept. We are invited
to join the lutheran World Federation. We demur--no, thanks! Ve
are invited to join the National Lutheran Council. We decline--no,
thanks! We are invited to join the World Council of Churches. We
refuse=-no, thanksll9

Regarding this matter Saffen asks the following questions, implying
the urgency of joining such organizations:

Do we trust our doctrine enough to permit it to be exposed in contact
as members of Federations and Councils of Churches? Can we say more,
or say it more effectively, outside of such Church Federations than
we can inwmide? Will our fellew Christians be more apt to listen to
us as critics from the outside or as discerning friends from the in-
side? COutside the use of ferce, where has there ever been a genuine
reunion of the Church without free and open conversation between di=
vided Christians--not only on the official committee level, but
throughout the Churches involved?20

By refusing to join such ergani .ations because of the lack of suf=-
ficient doctrinal unity, the Missouri Synod is denying that essential

unity which God has already given to all within the Christian Church.21

18;, Mayer, "Church as the People," CTM, XXXIII, 667-668,
lgSaffen, Pe 25
2°Ibid., Pe 260

21Kretzmann, "Report," Convention Workboek, p. 120; Cf. Kretzmann, ”
"Letter to the Editor," The Lutheran Layman, August 1, 1957, pe 7. ;



f
i

-

98
John Strietelmeier points out, "It seems unfair to demand of a federation
of churches a uniformity in these matters that does not exist within our
own Synod."za‘ Furthermore the church must not underestimate the power
of the saving truth upon which all Christians are agreed, for this pover

23

welcomes free and open discussion. Thus Gotsch can conclude that since
the theology of all denominational groupings is only partial and imperfect
because of the human element, the church needs more "Jerusalem conferences"
like that first one in which the gospel is given the chance to build up

the body. "If there was unity amid theological diversity in the New Testa-

ment, must we not manifest that same oneness in spite of our doctrinal dif=-

I"erences."zl+
Prayer Fellowship

It might automatically be assumed that many who are in favor of jcin=
ing inter-denominational church federations would also be in fayer of pray-
ing with the members of these groups. Very few of the essayists quoted
above refer spécifically to open prayer fellowship with Christians of
other denominations. The principles, however, used for arriving at the
conclusion that synod should join such federations assume that such a

prayer fellowship would not only be permissible but, may also be required,

v
22"Symposium Re Lutheran World Federation," American Lutheran, XLI
(September 1958), 232. -

2 1pid,

24Richard J. Gotsch, '"New Testament Theology and Church Unity,"

American Lutheran, XLVIII (December 1965), 323« Cf. Caemmerer and Lueker,

Church and Ministry in Transition (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
15355. Ps 15. The first major step in this direction was taken in the
1965 synodical convention when Missouri voted to join the Lutheran Council
in the United 3tates of America (Resolution 3-12).
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in order to reflect the essential unity which God has given to the church,
and in order to promote the over all edification of the Body of Christ.
Furthermore, membership in these church federations would be inconceivable
if one grants the precept that prayer fellowship with "errorists" is in-

25

advisable or wrongs There are, however, several references in recent
statements on the church which actually recommend scme kind of prayer
fellowship with other Christians.
In a more tradition-oriented essay delivered to the Western District
C. 5, Meyer states that any form of joint prayer with unbelievers is,
of course, prohibited. Meyer goes on to affirm that syned will not,
""under most circumstances," participate in the services of "heterodex
congregations," for fear of perpetuating the error of these congregations.
Prayer fellawship, however, cannot be made tantamcunt to pulpit and altar
fellowship. Thus the only agreement that is necessary for two people te
pray together is agreement that Christ is their Lord and Savior, and
agreement on the substance of their prayer. For this reasen,
Circumstances may be conceived in which the service is designated
for a specific purpose, e.g., a patriotic service of thanksgiving,
in which we could join with others who will pray in the name ef
Jesus: A service of that kind mightagvon require of us a readiness
to join others in prayer fellowship.
Fssentially this view is reflected in the minutes of the Vorkshep on
Church and Ministry. One statement was made that refusal to pray with

other Christians is in itself, a confession which could be a poor witness

25Cf‘ Caemmerer, "Church Unity," The Christian Century, LXXIII, 417-
418; Gotsch, pp. 323, 332; Kretzmann, "Letter," The iutheran Layman,
August 1, 1957, pe 73 J. Mayer, "Church as People," CTH, XXXIII, 668«

26Carl S. Meyer, "Prayer Fellowship," Proceedinis of the Seventy-
Third Convention of the Western District of the lutheran Church--ltissouri
Synod, June 17-21, 1957 ['St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 19577»

PDe ?1’ 83“8“‘.
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to Christ's Body. Thus Hissouri Synod should engage in prayer with those
of other denominations as long as such prayer does nct compromise the

doctrine of synod.27

In another part of these minutes it is questioned
as te whether it is possible for a person to be confessional without con-
tact with the "heterodox" church bodies, Furthermore,
We Lutherans, even in this room, cannot reach total agreement. If
the disagreement is Lutheran, I can pray with him. If disagreement
is labséed Episcopalian, etc.y I can't pray with fellow Christian
sicl

In the Lutheran Witness an editorial states that joint prayer with

Lutherans of other bodies is permissable, especially when these Lutherans
are gathered for the purpose of seeking doctrinal agreement.a9 A similar
editorial in the American Lutheran, however, carries this one step further,
Questioning the insistance of some members of synod that a Christian com-
mits a sin against God when he unites in prayer with Christians of another
denomination, the editorial continues:

Az for ourselves the matter has been settled long ago, for we trust
the Master's VYord, "Where twe or three are gathered together in My
name, there am I in the midst of them." If He is present at a neet-
ing, we, His servants, may be there also. ind if those who are
there with Him, and with us, speak to Him in prayer, imploring His
help and blessing, then it is only natural and Christian for us te
join them in their petitions, ever mindful of His promise, '"If two
of you agree on earth as touching anything that they shall ask, it
shall be done for them of My Father which is in heaven."

27wgorkshop on Church and Ministry," July 22-26, 1963 (St. Louis:
School for Graduate Studies, Concordia Seminary, 1963), Minutes, Sec-
tional Study A=2, July 24, p. 3. It is extremely difficult to determine
the precise definition of "compromise of doctrine," since this term is
not defined in any of the above writings.

aa"workshap." Section A=l, July 23, 1963 (minutes), p. 1.

29nCne Dissenting Vote," The Lutheran Witness, LXXXII (July 23,
196!") ] 31"8.

3O"Pray For and With One Another?," American Iutheran, XLI
(December 1958), 312.
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The Conflict Cver Pulpit and Altar Fellowship

If, at least in part, the question of prayer fellowship has been
resolved in most of the recent Missouri Synod statements on the church,
these same statements would seem to reflect the fact that synod is only
beginning to wrestle Qith the problem of pulpit and altar fellowship.

Officially, lissouri Synod has always been against any form of pul-
pit and altar fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians, (as well as with
those who are not members of the Synodical Conference)ﬁas is evidenced
by the constitution of synod which in no uncertain tefﬁs condemns any

form of participation in the services of "heterodox congregations.“3l

Added to this, there are repeated statements of syncdical officials

warning members of synod to avoid such unionistic practices. /In the 1956

cenvention J. W. Behnken emphasized the fact that there could be no pul-
pit and altar fellowship with the Augustana Synod until there was com—
plete doctrinal unity.52 If this held true for another Lutheran body,
it would be even more applicable to a Christian group which was not
Lutheran. Similarly, speaking of pulpit and altar fellowship with other

Lutherans Oliver Harms pleaded in 1964:

Specifically, I would plead with all men in the Synod to aveid prac-
ticing unionism in any form. Occasionally pastors and congregations

are tempted to forget that there are still unresolved differences

among Lutherans. 4Ye have not yet agreed that the Reformation services

51Article VI, cited supra, pe 35.

3E"President'a Triennial Report," Proceedings of the Forty-Third
onvention of the Lutheran Churche-Missouri Syned, June 20-29, 1953

C
(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 19335. p. 1l.
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for example, ought to be made joint endeavors of all Lutheran con-

gregations in an area regardless of their synodical affiliation.

We have not reached this point. Similarly, we have not reached the

point where the Lutheran students on college and university campuses

may engage in joint endeavors involving pulpit and altar fellowship.

Let us take this matter of relations with other Lutheran bodies one

step at a time. If Judgment Day comes before we conclude our doc-

trinal discussions with the view toward pulpit and altar fellowship,
very well., Until the Last Day does come, we have opportunity to

work toward reaching such agreement in the proper way.

The minutes of the Workshop on Church and Ministry cite three expla-
nations for Missouri's pcsition on pulpit and altar fellowship., In the
firat place, Missouri wants to take denominationalism seriously, and so
it would reserve, for example, practicing the Lord's Supper with other de=-
nominations “"for later fellowship practice." 3Secondly, fellowship with
other groups is lacking not so much because Missouri broke with these
other groups as because they breoke with Missouri. '"Rather than compromise
just to get together, I would have to 'stand pat' while helping him to
bridge the chasm he has made." Iastly, synodical caution in such matters
is attributable to a "preventitive conditioning' against the Prussian Union
and ''Fastern United States 'Lutherunism.'"Bh

In that same workshop, however, Paul Heinicke presented a paper which
leans toward some kind of change in syhod's policy on pulpit and altar
fellowship with others. In discussing fellowship Heinicke states that

God is always the author of such fellowship. IHoreover, the Christian's

fellowship with his fellow Christian is always an expression of his fellow-

33"Memo to My Brethren,' dated November 1964, St. Louis.

34nyorkehop," Hinutes of Section 4=2, July 23, 1963, pp. 2-3.
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shlp with Ged. Heinicke then states that the areas of fellowship to

which he is referring are Christian people praying together, praising
32

God together, and confessing sins together. This, in essence, alsec
seems to be the opinion of Backus, Malte, und Saffen when they write:

All Eétalica addeg] believers in Jesus Christ sre members of cne

another. They belong together as the muscles and bones and ligements

of your body., They pray for each other, worship together, partake

of a common Communion, have the same Lord and hope. They are a

close fellowship, a well-knit family. The saints in the church

help each other grow toward God.

In conpection with this, it 1s the opinion of many in syned that no
form of joint pulpit and altar fellowship can be practiced with any other
group except those groups which Missouri Syned has officially recognized
a8 being in fellouship with syned. This can be exemplified in an answer

given in The Lutheran Witness to a question about inter-Lutheran joint

Reformation services. According to the answer, even though Lutherans may
be in doctrinal agreement in any given area it still would not be “proper”

or in "good order" for one to take part in such services:

By conducting joint services these congregations and pastors would be
practicing a selective fellowship which does not have the sanction of
Synod. Such practice would not necessarily constitute unionism if

doctrinal unity is assured, but the Missouri Syned congregations
would be violating good erder and could cause confusion and possibly

offense .27

That same reply of The Lutheran Witness goes on te say that any member

of synod ought not to act arbitrarily, but should act in consideration of

35Paul P. Heinicke, "Fellowship in the Ministry and Mission of the
Church," Workshop, Minutes of Panel Discussion, July 23, 1963, p. l.

36‘#illiam Backus, Paul Malte, and Wayne Saffen, Adventuring in the
Church (Medford, Ore.: Morse Press, 1960), p. 131. Cf. W. Danker,
"Form and Function,” p. 38.

37vs8k the Witness," The Lutheran Witness, LXXXIII (December 8, 1964),
606.




10k
the entire Synod, according to the principles of Christian love. Further-
more, disregard for proper order in this area on intersynodical relations
can only slow down the progress toward Lutheran unity in practice and
doctrine.38

Although the above citation refers specifically to Missouri's rela-
tions with other Lutheran bodies, the implications of this answer would
apply even more strongly to Missouri's relations with other Christian
bodies outside the Lutheran denomination.

This same view can alsc be seen elsewhere. In the "Memo to my
Brethren' by Cliver Harms the president of synod implied that there could
be no practice of pulpit and altar fellewship with others until Missouri
Syned, as a synod, was able to resolve the differences with the other
groups.39 Likewise, the 1965 synodical convention resolved, "That no
joint worship services be held with those with whom we have not established
pulpit and altar fellowship."ho

Perhaps this helps to explain the reactien on the part of many to the
establishing or prohibiting of the practice of fellowship according te
denominational labels. James Mayer is one of these who ebjects te
Missouri's system of practicing fellowship by organization or organiza=-

tienal labels.hl The syned, claims lMayer, can never create or deny the

38Ibid.

5upra, p. 102.

ko

Reselution 2-16, Proceedings of the 46th Regular Convention of the
Lutheran Church--HMissouri Syned, June 13:23, 1965 ESt. I,ouis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1.1965)), pps 97-98.

lllJ. Mayer, "Fractical Implications,"” p. 5 (delivered at Workshop
on Church and Ministry).
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unity which the 3pirit gives to two Christian groups in the same geograph-
ical community. If any two congregations essentially agree with each
other, then they ought to be able to practice fellowship with each other;
but they cannet do such, because Missouri tends to draw the linez of
fellowship organizationally rather than dynamically. _Cne of the big
problems in this area is due to the fact that synod has tended to squate
a God~given unity with agreement in doctrine arrived at by various Chrise
tian synods or denominations. Mayer continues:
It is because of this organizational thinking that we do not con=-
sider it permissible for two congregations in cne community %o
acknowledge their oneness in the Word by working together and fel=-
lowshipping together in their community, so long as their respec=-
tive synods are not in the same agreement. o » o
If ekklesia is truly the people of God united in the ‘iord of God, it
ought to be the "cloger in" situation that takes precedence over the
"farther out" synodical situations o « o when God has granted one
heart and mind in the Vord toc people whom He also has placed in clese
community with each other in this world, these people are united in
the Word in the sense that it iz more meaningful to them and to the
environment in which they live than the unity their respective syneds
enjoy. If they are to grow as ekklesia in the world and out to the

world as God intended, they must live united in the Word, speaking
the Word to each other and manifesting their unity in the Word to

the world.*e

Mayer is by no means the only one in Hissouri Synod whe is critical
of this organizational view of pulpit and altar fellowship. Martin Harty
writes that if it is true that one must wait for organizational realign-
ment and total agreement in doctrinal formulations, "one whole dimension

of the biblical command and promise concerning the Church will be cut off

from Christian view and profession." The unity, according to Marty, al-

ready esmists, and thus such a "truth first" approach can only be fruitless;

for it divides what scripture unites, and sets goals that are impossible

425, Mayer, "The Church as the Pecple," CTM, XXXIII, 669.
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to achieve in this life.43

The same attitude is reflected in many other recent statements on
the church and church fellowship. In the Workshop en Church and Ministry
it was guestioned whether organizational fellowship was the will of God,
¢r even if it were possible to apply the Scriptural paassages on fellow=
ship to organizations. ''We have no control over Christian fellowship,
only over what we call pulpit-altar fellowahip."k# In this same workshop
Paul Heinicke states that most of the aspects of pulpit and altar fellow-
ship; such as joint prayer, praise, and confession cannot be carried out
by organizations and denominations, but by Christian people, individually
and in groups. Such a fellowship is slready practiced in many different
cJ‘.:."c:uirns1:.anceza;.L'5

Hoeferkamp, once again in that workshop, takes a slightly more extreme
view when he says that it is quite clear that denominaticnal '‘organization=
als" must be willing to die if "thereby Christian truth and Christian fel-
lowship are furthered."46 To those who would object and state that no form
of joint fellowship can take place until it is authorized by synod,
Kretzmann answers:

The decrees and resolutions of a church body to the effect that its

members should not attend meetings with Christians of other denomina-
ticns cannot absolve the conscience of the individual in tais matter,

uBMartin E. Marty, Church Unity and Church Mission (Grand Rapids:
Wme B. Serdmans Pub, Co., 1968), ppe 59=6l. Cf. Frederick W. Danker,
"jhat is the Church to You?" Advance, XI (June 196%), 20.

hu"Workshop." Minutes of Section A-2, July 22 (afternocon), ppe 1=2.

45H

heﬂ. Hoeferkamp, "Fellowship in the Ministry and Mission of the
Church--In Latin America'" (Unpublished paper presented to the Workshop

on Church and Ministry), dated July 23, 1963, p. 3.

einickey, Pa 2¢
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nor can he say that he will carry out the obligations or affirmatien
and denial in his faith only within certain limits, for example, the
limits of his own dencmination. That would be an explicit denial

of the unity of the body of Christ and an attempt to place limitations
in the area of witnessing contraxg to the nature of the CGospel and

the express command of our Lord.

It is interesting to note, in this connection, as has already been
cited, the 1965 synodical convention voted that in the foreign mission
field each individual congregation or group of Lutheran congregations in
a given arca, could determine for itself when pulpit and altar fellowship

48

with other Lutheran bodies could be carried out.

47M. Kretzmann, "Letter," The Lutheran Layman, iugust 1, 1957, p. 7.

48Resolution 3-0l, Proceedings, 1965, pp. 10k=105. Cited, supra,
pPe 66. Although this resolution refers to fellowship with other Lutherans,
the principle of leaving the final decision in the hands of the local con-

gregation is nevertheless relevant.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

In examining the statements on the church and church fellowship
which have come out of Missouri Synod in the last decade, evidence reveals
that these statements are quite different from the traditional view of the
church as reflected in the writings of Franz Pieper. It cannot be said
that these recent statements represent the opinion of most of the pastors
and laity of synod; but the statements in question do represent the opin-
ions of those members who are writing for periodicals, delivering essays,
and publishing bookse. Among those members the concepts of the church and
church fellowship have drastically changed. It is significant that, of
all the major publications associated with the Missouri Synod, the only
ones which consistently represent the traditional view of the church and

church fellowship are The Confessional Lutheran and Through To Victory.

Jhen one examines the current statements in the area of the practice
of fellowship, however, it becomes evident that the change in this area
is much less than it is in the area of the overall concept of the church
and church fellowship. This does not deny the fact that there has been
change in the statements regarding the practice of fellowship. Prayer
fellowship with non~lutheran Christians, for example, is tolerated more
today than it was in the past, and there are many leaders who are strongly
encouraging such a practice of prayer fellowship. Furthermore, many of
the recent statements encourage the participation in certain interdenomi-
national federations such as the National Council of Churches and the

World Council of Churches. Nevertheless, the change is still not as

TR i e e o e S S R S
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drastic in this area as it is in the area of the overall concept of the
church and church fellowship.

In the third place, when one looks at the actual practice of fellow=-
ship, one sees that in this area the least amount of change has taken
place. Judging from the evidence gathered from newspapers and other re-
ports, seldom does a Missourl Syned congregation take part in an inter-
denominational prayer service., Furthermore, Misscuri Syned is still not
a member of the National or World Councils of Churches. Thus it must be
concluded that while the theory, as reflected in recent writings, has
greatly changed, the practice, on the whole, remains the same, in spite
of the immense implications of recent Missouri statements on the church,
relating to the practice of fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians. Cne
can only conclude that, although these recent statements represeut a
majority of men who are publishing their views on the church, the Missouri
Synod has failed to realize the implications of these statements in its
practice.

It has already been established that the traditional basis for re-
fusal to practice fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians has been rejected
in a majority of recent Missouri Synod statements on the church and church
fellowship. These recent statements reveal that the Scripture passages
which were formerly used to reject such a practice of fellowship should be
applied to non=Christians, and cannot be applied to other Christians. It
has also been demonstrated that the former heterodox-orthodox, visible=-
invisible dichotomies have been rejected in a great majority of recent
statements because every church grouping is filled with sin, and thus alse

with error. Thus, it must be concluded that, in this sense, every church
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body is heterodox. Finally, it has been demonstrated that the recent
statements on the church reject the traditional concept of unity through
doctrinal agreement. These statements claim that the church is already
éne. God has made the church one. It only remains for the church to
recognize the unity which exists, put this unity into practice, and work
for a more complete unity.

Since the major objections to the practice of fellowship with non-
Lutheran Christians have been removed by these recent statements, the
implications for changing the traditional Misscuri Synod position are
great. For example, if the Scriptural passages cited by Missouri Synocd
fathers are rejected as "proof texts" against such a practice of fellow=
ship, and if no other passages are substituted, then it could be con-
cluded, that there might be no Scriptural basis for Missouri's former
"separatism.” Again, if it is impossible for one to distinguish between
orthedox and heterodox, then it could be concluded that it is impossible
for any church body te insist that it is orthodox, stating that the sin
of another denomination is more divisive of fellowship than its own sin.
Finally, the recent statements reveal that church unity is dependent on
the action of God, and not of man. Since God has already established
this unity among all who believe the gospel, then it could be concluded
that man does not have the right to insist, for the practice of fellowship,
on a more complete unity than the unity which God has already given.

Thus the first implication of these recent statements, for the prac-
tice of fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians, consists in the fact
that the former basis for the refusal to practice such a fellowship has

been removed. This would imply the possibility that such a practice of
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fellowship with non-Lutheran Christians may not be "wreng,"

The second implication is related tec the first. Not only are the
traditional objectione to the practice of fellowship with non-Lutheran
Christians rejected, but there is, inherent in these statewents, a
positive encouragement to practice such a fellowship. It has already
been pointed out that Christ Himself did not limit His practice of fellow-
ship to the "doctrinally pure." Furthermore, it has been shown that the
New Testament church was plagued by!divisions just as "serious” as are
the divisions today, but this did not keep these differing factions from
worshipping together.

The unity of the church is brought about through God's action in
word and sacrament. This is thke ms-an~ vhich God has chosen to make all
Christians cone in the Bedy of Christ, according to these recent statements
on the church. If this is true, then it would seem that each grouping
within the total body is obligated to recognize and put into practice this
unity of fellowshipj for, as it has been mentioned in these recent state-
ments, failure to practice this fellowship is failure to recognize one of
God's great gifts to the church. This does not mean to indicate that there
are no doctrinal differences in the churche There have always been doc=
trinal differences--important differences which pose a potential threat to
the unity of the church., When a church body, however, tries to remove
these threats by any other means than the means which God has given to the

church-=the mutual sharing with each other of Word and sacrament--that

church body would seem to be guilty of ecclesiastical schwaermerei.
In applying this concept to Missouri Synod one concludes that, if

the recent statements on the church are valid, synod can no longer make
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the practice of fellecwship with non-Lutheran Christians dependent on com=-
plete agreement in doctrine gua doctrinal formulations, As long as man is
imperfect, man's concepts of God's saving acts will remain partial and
distorted. Thus, as important as denominational differences are, these
differences in themselves can never be used as a barrier to the search
for and practice of that felleowship and unity which Cod has already given
to fiis body. It would seem that inter-denominational fellowship among
various Christian groups should be practiced, not because these Christian
groupings agree in every aspect of doctrine, but because these bodies
disagree, and because the mutual sharing of Word and sacrament is the
means which God has given to the church for overcoming these differences,
that the entire bedy of Christ may be strengthened and edified. This
does not mean that any kind of interaencminaiional practice of fellowship
is ipsc facto acceptable, as long as the participating congregations are
essentially Christian. Nor does this indicate that any kind of mutual
sharing of Word and sacrament will automatically bring about the edifica-
tion of the entire body. Rather, the gospel must be preached and the
sacraments administered in such a way that the forgiveness of sins in
Christ, the power of the Holy Spirit, is clearly held out to all partici-

pants. Apart from this, the practice of interdenominational fellowship

would be fruitlesse
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