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PART I

THE DEVELOPMENTAL BACKGROUND




CHAPTER I

WISCONSIN SYNOD'S DEVELOPMENTAL BACKGROUND

The history of the Christian Church is a story of growth and
expansion in obedience to our Lord's command in the Great Commission.

Such history is a story of expansion and success as the Lord's blessings

have been evident in many different ways. But that history of the Chris-

tian Church is also a story of conflict and controversy, tension and tur-

moil, fellowship mergers and divisions, unions and splits within Chris-

tendom. Such an historical account surely supports the truth and reality

of the Church Militant. In its earthly existence the Body of Christ, the

Church as it is described in God's Word, already possesses unity given
by the Holy Spirit. However, our spiritual enemies and the forces of
Satan attempt to ruin or strive to fractionalize that God-given unity.
Lutheranism is no exception to the historical account of the
Christian Church. Since the Lutheran Church is part of the Church
Militant here on earth, it, too, has experienced the way of toil and
tribulation in fellowship mergers, splits and divisions. The topic of
this particular thesis relates to a cherished part of our Lutheran
heritage involving both the Wisconsin and Missouri Synods as they com-

prised the major part of the Synodical Conference.l This segment of

1 .

The Synodical Conference was a voluntary federation of such
Lutheran Synods, congregations, and mission stations as take the same
confessional stand and are united in doctrine and practice. The

2
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confessional Lutheranism provides an excellent source of historical
truth and application.

When the Synodical Conference was organized in 1872, the Ohio
Synod, the Norwegian Synod, the Illinois Synod, the Minnesota Synod,
the Wisconsin Synod and the Missouri Synod were the charter Synods.
The founders of the Synodical Conference pledged themselves to pray
and to work for a God-pleasing union of all Lutheran synods in this
country. Because of the various doctrinal controversies later on
within the Synodical Conference, and because of the withdrawal of some
synods from the Synodical Conference during that time, in 1917 only
four Synods made up the Synodical Conference--Missouri Synod, Wiscon-
sin Synod, Slovak Synod and the small Norwegian Synod.2 In a compari-
son of size the Missouri Synod was about four times as large as the
other three Synods combined.3 This is a significant fact. Later on
when conflicts occurred within the Synodical Conference between the

Wisconsin and Missouri Synods, the size and membership representation

of the Missouri Synod in the Synodical Conference received negative ;

criticism.

purpose of the Synodical Conference was to preserve doctrinal unity
on the basis of Holy Scripture, to jointly serve the purpose of edu-
cation and through its united efforts to promote mission work. It
was organized in 1872 and after 1917 its membership comprised the
Wisconsin Synod, Missouri Synod, Slovak Synod and the small Norwegian
Synod. This Synodical Conference was a bond of fellowship for its
own Synods, and it also served as a voice of Lutheran confessionalism.
See Carl S. Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers (Saint Louis: Concordia Pub-
lishing House, 1964), pp. 260-262.

2Ibid., p. 260.

3Abdel Ross Wentz, A Basic History of Lutheranism in America

(Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1955; revised ed., Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1964), p. 217.
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The concern for doctrinal unity in the Synodical Conference
was evident in two early Conference study papers. One essay dealt
with the Synodical Conference's duty to the English-speaking population
of the country. A second essay treated the doctrine of justification.4
Doctrinal unity was something zealously coveted, and the participating
Synods in the Synodical Conference wanted to preserve that type of
fellowship. '"Staunchly combating all forms of unionism, the Synodical
Conference is an uncompromising foe of the lodges and ecclesiastical
organizations which tolerate thern."5 Even in the practical matter of
the lodges, unionism was not to be tolerated. This basic attitude and
doctrinal position served as a uniform pattern in all areas of faith,
doctrine and practice.

However, unsettled feelings and increasing dissatisfaction be-
gan to develop within the Synodical Conference. This situation was
especially intense between the Wisconsin and Missouri Synods regarding
the definition and practical application of fellowship with other

church bodies.6 The Wisconsin Synod and the Missouri Synod disagreed

4J. T. Mueller, History of The Synodical Conference (Saint
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1948), p. 17.

5
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6A1though this thesis treats only the problem of fellowship
and relations between the Wisconsin and the Missouri Synod, the real
problem was much greater. '"The question that had disturbed American
Lutheranism since the twenties and the thirties—-Does confessional
unity require theological uniformity?--remained unresolved into the
seventies. The United Lutheran Church and, after 1962, the Lutheran
Church in America said no; the American Lutheran Church (1960) and
the Missouri Synod said yes. There the problem posed by Lutheranism's
confessional principle resided until the late sixties and early seven-
ties." This is brought out by E. Clifford Nelson, ed., The Lutherans
in North America (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), p. 471.
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on the doctrine of the church. This difference became more evident
after the 1920's. A complete presentation of the doctrine of the
church as held by the Wisconsin and Missouri Synods is presented in
Chapter III.

From an historical viewpoint, the Wisconsin Synod became more
conservative. '"Since its founding, Wisconsin had moved from a moder-
ate to a strict confessional position."7 As the Missouri Synod in-
creased its activity of cooperation and fellowship efforts with other
Lutheran bodies, the Wisconsin Synod became more apprehensive of the
fellowship within the Synodical Conference. This was particularly
true with the situation of the fellowship discussions between the
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church after 1938.8 As a
result of such developments the Wisconsin Synod slowly began to react

negatively and strengthened its position of doctrinal unity on the

basis of God's Word.

"Ibid., p. 248.

8Ibid., pp. 469-470. The year 1939 marked the significant
agreement of the American Lutheran Church on the doctrine of verbal
inspiration and inerrancy. Prior to this time there were two view-
points on the nature of the Bible and its inspiration. Reu's state-
ment supported the causal relationship between verbal inspiration and
inerrancy. Jacob's statement focused on the relation between the Word
of God and the Scriptures. The American Lutheran Church adopted Reu's
statement and it became known as the Sandusky Declaration. ''The Mis-
sourian orientation of the latter--the American Lutheran Church was
simultaneously holding conversations with the Missouri Synod--was
evident in the church's immediate offer of fellowship to the Missouri
Synod: '...we believe that the Brief Statement (Missouri Synod) viewed
in the light of our (Sandusky) Declaration is not in contradiction to
the Minneapolis Theses which are the bases of membership in the Amer-
ican Lutheran Conference.' This was a correct observation; all three
statements reflected the 'orthodox' view of inspiration and inerrancy."

e ——
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In 1939 there was the first official Convention business of
the Wisconsin Synod dealing with dissension regarding the Missouri
Synod and its questionable fellowship activities with the American
Lutheran Church. At this time the report was given by a fledgling com-
mittee. However, within a few years this particular committee was given
the status and recognition of a standing committee in the Wisconsin
Synod.

The Missouri Synod became the object of Wisconsin Synod's atten-
tion and the accusation of possible unionism was made against the
Missouri Synod. The basic precipitating problem arose from the fact
that the Missouri Synod in its June, 1938 Convention had approved a
doctrinal agreement which was reached with the American Lutheran

9

Church.
On the basis of its observations, deliberations, and discussions
the Committee is of the opinion that the doctrinal basis estab-
lished by the Missouri Synod and by the American Lutheran Church,
particularly in view of the proviso by the American Lutheran
Church that the Missouri Brief Statement must be viewed in the
light of the American Lutheran Church Declaration is not accept-
able. Not two statements should be issued as a basis for agree-
ment; a single joint statement, covering the contested doctrines
thetically and antithetically and accepted by both parties to the
controversy, is imperative; and furthermore, such doctrinal state-
ment must be made in clear and unequivocal terms which do not
require laborious additional explanations. The sincerity of any
theoretical statement must also be a clear church practice.l

This particular Convention Committee then recommended a number

of resolutions to the Wisconsin Synod for adoption. Basically, these

9The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of The Twenty-Fifth Convention, August 2--9, 1939
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1939), p. 59.

10

Ibid., p. 60.
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resolutions pointed out the fact that there was no real doctrinal basis
for church fellowship between the Missouri Synod and the American
Lutheran Church. The Wisconsin Synod believed that the Sandusky Declar-
ation and the Pittsburgh Agreement gave sufficient proof for the lack
of doctinal unity.

The Wisconsin Synod felt further negotiations would involve a
denial of the truth and cause only more confusion and disturbance in
the Church. It was hoped that the fellowship negotiations would be
suspended. The basis for such hope was that when the real and result-
ant implications had been given to the entire Synodical Conference,
basic confidence and trust would be restored to later resume negoti-
ations. The ultimate goal was to remove the former obstacles to fel- 3
lowship and establish true, doctrinal unity.12 Already there is evi-
dent the concern expressed by the Wisconsin Synod against the actions
of the Missouri Synod.

Two years later in 1941 the Wisconsin Synod re-affirmed its
previous position as had been delineated at the 1939 Convention. The
Missouri Synod Committee dealing with this matter had not accepted the
position of the Wisconsin Synod. More specifically, then, the Wisconsin

Synod voiced its further dissatisfaction on several points,

llE. Clifford Nelson, The Lutherans in North America, p. 470.

When the American Lutheran Church adopted the Sandusky Declaration, it -
aligned itself with the Missouri Synod on the doctrine of Scripture. :
Then the American Lutheran Church reached a compromise agreement with

the United Lutheran Church on the doctrine of Scripture. This was

called the Pittsburgh Agreement. However, some individuals in the

United Lutheran Church soon termed the agreement, ''the Pittsburgh Disa-
greement. "

12The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of The Twenty-Fifth Convention, August 2-9, 1939
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1939), p. 61.
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First of all, the union resolutions of St. Louis drawn up in
1938 to negotiate fellowship between the Missouri Synod and the
American Lutheran Church also affected the sister Synods of the Synodi-
cal Cornference. This relationship was obvious because Missouri Synod
was in fellowship already with the other Synods in the Synodical Confer-
ence. Those Synodical Conference Synods had not been given a previous
opportunity to examine the contemplated, new confession. Secondly, in
a sense the Wisconsin Synod had been ignored in the initial negotiatioms,
and they felt the close cooperation within the Synodical Conference had

been violated.13

The fellowship within the Synodical Conference was established
on a doctrinal and practical basis. The doctrinal union consisted of
acceptance of the canonical Scriptures of the 0ld and New Testament as
the verablly inspired Word of God and the symbolical books of the
Evangelical Lutheran Church constituting the Book of Concord of 1580.
In addition, membership in the Synodical Conference specified that the
doctrinal basis must be upheld in practice.

The Wisconsin Synod expressed the concern that the Missouri
Synod did not seem to realize all the implications of its fellowship
with the other Synods of the Synodical Conference. 'The unity of the
Synodical Conference seems endangered by the action of Missouri."

In addition, the Wisconsin Synod enumerated more specific concerns.

13The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other

States, Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth Convention, August 6-13, 1941
(Milwaukee; Northwestern Publishing House, 1941), p. 75.

141644, , po 77




The Missouri Synod was viewed as independently chartering its
own course of procedure, and the Wisconsin Synod requested a definition
of the term, co-ordination, as it was used by the Missouri Synod in
describing its relationship to the American Lutheran Church. TFurther-
more, some remarks by more forward-looking leaders coming into position
of power and influence in the Missouri Synod troubled the brethren in
the Wisconsin Synod. Proper steps should be taken in time to check the
danger.l5 These steps included the request that the Missouri Synod
cease chartering its course of independent activities in external co-
operation with other Lutheran bodies. In addition, the Missouri Synod
was asked to seek doctrinal unity with the American Lutheran Church
before continuing further negotiations for church fellowship.

As a result, an invitation was extended to the Missouri Synod
to meet and discuss with other Synodical Conference Synods the matters
that were endangering the unity of spirit within the Conference.
Ideally there was the optimistic hope that in some manner the Synodical
Conference could serve as a mediator to resolve the problems. However,
realistically that never did occur because the membership and nature of
the Synodical Conference prevented it. The Synodical Conference served
only as an advisory body and did not have any authoritative power in
itself apart from the constituent synods. An additional barrier to the
effectiveness of the Synodical Conference was the general division of
the synods. The Missouri and the Slovak Synods were usually aligned

against the Wisconsin and small Norwegian Synods. In a way, the

1SIbid.
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Synodical Conference provided more opportunity for additional and un-
necessary public debate, and later on the Synodical Conference was it-
self divided among its constituent Synods.

By 1943 very little had been done to change the earlier posi-
tion of the Wisconsin Synod.

At the last session the Missouri Committee informed the other repre-
sentatives that pursuant to the resolutions of their Fort Wayne Con-
vention (1941) they would soon resume negotiations with the Commis-
sioners of the American Lutheran Church, and urgently invited the
representatives of its sister synods to participate in whatever
capacity they might see fit. Your committee has declined, being
still fully persuaded of the soundness of the position taken by the
Synod at Watertown in 1939, especially as it is reiterated and sup-
: - A . 16
ported by Scripture in the 1941 resolutions of Saginaw.

The Wisconsin Synod believed its position was sound because of
doctrinal reasons based on Holy Scripture. Its Doctrinal Committee
therefore recommended that the Wisconsin Synod should reaffirm its pre-
vious positions of 1939 and 1941 stating that negotiations should be
suspended by the Missouri Synod. From the viewpoint and understanding

1
of the Wisconsin Synod the proper basis for doctrinal unity between the
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church was inadequate and un-
clear. The Missouri Synod was to again be informed of the position of
the Wisconsin Synod, and they were also to be informed regarding the
reasons supporting the Wisconsin Synod's position.l

In a positive and understanding manner the Missouri Synod

acknowledged the position of the Wisconsin Synod and made an attempt

to clarify the situation.

16The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of The Twenty-Seventh Convention, August 4-11,
1943 (Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1943), p. 65.

ey G
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That means, of course, that we fully recognize our obligation
toward our brethren in the Synodical Conference and that no union
agreement will be entered into on our part with any other Lutheran
Church body until the matter has been submitted to our sister
synods, and they have acted favorably, even as we expect the Ameri-
can Lutheran Church to come to an agreement with its constituent

synods in the American Lutheran Conference before any final action
can be taken.l8

However, the efforts of the Missouri Synod left something to
be desired. Even though the Missouri Synod realized its obligations
of fellowship with the sister Synods of the Synodical Conference, the
main issue had not as yet been dealt with. The doctrinal questions
and concern for doctrinal unity posed by the Wisconsin Synod had

19
actually been evaded.

The Wisconsin Synod was quite specific about its position on
cooperation in externals without doctrinal agreement and unity.

No, we are frank to state that we see a great danger to our
Lutheran Church in the cooperation in externals that is being
advocated so strongly in these days. A violation of love in the
founding of a mission may here or there disturb a community, but
the propaganda for cooperation in externals by bodies not one in
doctrine and practice reaches much wider circles and, wrong in
principle as it is, works much greater harm by confusing and mis-
leading our people.

In 1945 the conflict between the Wisconsin Synod and the

Missouri Synod remained unresolved, and the entire matter of fellowship

18The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other

States, Proceedings of the Twenty-Eighth Convention, August 1-6, 1945
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1945), pp. 72-73.

191bid. A lengthy background is given to the problem of
doctrinal disunity and cooperation in externals. The Wisconsin Synod
appeared to exhibit an almost extreme fear of unionism in any manner,
fashion or form.

il e 7E
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was the basic issue, It was quite evident that the Wisconsin Synod was
dissatisfied with the past actions of the Missouri Synod.

We feel constrained to state at this time that we have been serious-

ly perturbed by numerous instances of an anticipation of a unien not

yet existing, or, as it has been put, not yet declared, which in our

opinion is in conflict with the above agreement and contrary to the

best interest of the Synodical Conference.2l

In 1947 the Church Union Committee of the Wisconsin Synod gave

much attention to the problem of Missouri Synod's activities with the
American Lutheran Church, In order to impress upon Missouri Synod the
intensity of the entire issue, some concerns were expressed about the
present situation of doctrinal disunity. Continued negotiations and
attempts to resolve the fellowship problem had met with little success
or lasting results. Although the efforts had been sincere and serious,
they only complicated the basic issue more. Both the American Lutheran
Church andlthe Missouri Synod were in a state of change and fluctuation
which made negotiations very difficult. On the other hand, the Wiscon-
sin Synod experienced the security more of a status quo situation.

In October, 1946, the American Lutheran Church had rejected

the Doctrinal Affirmation as not generally acceptable.22 This event

ity T A

22See Wentz, A Basic History of Lutheranism, pp. 347-349 for a
detailed historical background of fellowship activities between the
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church. In 1938 the Missouri
Synod accepted the Brief Statement and the Declaration as the doctrinal
basis for future church fellowship. However, the continued effort
would be for full agreement. The Doctrinal Affirmation was an attempt
to combine the Brief Statement and Declaration and have one document
of doctrinal agreement. The Missouri Synod viewed the Doctrinal Affir-
mation as not definite and precise enough to prevent the possibility
of misunderstanding. The American Lutheran Church saw nothing really
new in the Doctrinal Affirmation and many refused to even study it
seriously.
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was significant in that the Doctrinal Affirmation was about the only
option open for an attempt for the Missouri Synod to reach a doctrinal
consensus with the American Lutheran Church.

These developments then merely confirmed what the Wisconsin
Synod had been stating during the past years. In the meantime both the
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church hoped to continue their
doctrinal conferences perhaps also including other Lutheran bodies.23

The Wisconsin Synod again held firm to its position that Mis-
souri Synod's basis for doctrinal unity was inadequate.

It appears from the foregoing that the question which faces the
Missouri Synod and therefore also the other Synods of the Synodical
Conference is whether the Brief Statement together with the Decla-
ration actually constitutes a sufficient basis for church fellow-
ship. It is the considered judgment of your committee that this
basis is inadequate and must be rejected,

The Wisconsin Synod at this time in 1947 did not believe that
the old controversies were settled by the Declaration.25 In addition,
the Declaration proposed a dangerous principle of fellowship when it
called for toleration of divergent views on certain doctrines which
were not divisive of church fellowship. The Wisconsin Synod could not

subscribe to such fellowship negotiations, and they refused to tolerate

it in silence.

A G e

2[’The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of The Twenty-Ninth Convention, August 6-12, 1947
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1947), p. 101

25See Nelson, The Lutherans in North America, pp. 469-470 for a
more thorough background of the progression of doctrinal agreement with-
in the American Lutheran Church. The Declaration was the American Lu-
theran Church's acceptance of Missouri Synod's Brief Statement. It was
this basis of doctrinal unity that the Wisconsin Synod viewed as inade-
quate and unclear,
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At this time it is significant to note another tangent deyelop-
ment of unionism as viewed by the Wisconsin Synod. It indicated the
tremendous sensitivity as exhibited by the Wisconsin Synod towards
unionism. This time the problem was sc0utisrn.26 After a thorough study
of the whole subject of scoutism, the Wisconsin Synod believed unionism
was present in the program. Later on, scoutism also became a subject
of disagreement between the Wisconsin Synod and the Missouri Synod. The
trend is being developed as the problem appears to be what actually does
or does not constitute fellowship.

A new area of attention developed when the National Lutheran
Council requested the Missouri Synod to join. That venture was not
acceptable to the Wisconsin Synod for the same reasons it opposed fel-
lowship with the American Lutheran Church. The Wisconsin Synod was
well aware of the situation and alerted the Missouri Synod to be very
alert in the intended cooperation with the National Lutheran Council.27

As a result of these past developments as well as failures to
resolye earlier concerns, the strain between the Wisconsin and Missouri
Synods was becoming more intense. This was naturally also evident with-
in the Synodical Conference. A number of issues added to the problem.
There was the unresolved fellowship question between the Missouri Synod

and the American Lutheran Church, the out-reach effort by the Missouri

26See Wisconsin Synod Proceedings, 1947, pp. 101-103. As in-
volved as the Wisconsin Synod was in the fellowship problem with the
Missouri Synod, here the matter of scoutism received even greater
emphasis in coverage than that of the fellowship activities of the
Missouri Synod.

2 5 ;
7Wiscons:l.n Synod, Proceedings, 1947, p. 113.
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Synod to cooperate with the National Lutheran Council, the matter of
scoutism as being a form of unionism and the general trend of the Mis-
souri Synod to be willing to cooperate with other church bodies. The
Wisconsin Synod consistently maintained that none of those activities
should be taking place unless there initially was doctrinal unity in
all areas.

Therefore, a few of these concerns begin to surface in the offi-
cial business of the Wisconsin Synod. In 1949 the subject of doctrinal
matters is introduced with the topic of scoutism. An attempt was being
made to reach an understanding with the Missouri Synod on scoutism.
However, the discussions were tenuous and inconclusive. '"We cannot,
however, venture a prediction as to the outcome of these discussions."28

In addition, further inter-synodical problems received consid-
erable attention at this time. The Wisconsin Synod observed that with-
in the Missouri Synod there had been incidents of joint worship and
work under conditions that were contrary to God's Word. Even official
representatives of the Missouri Synod had been involved in such joint
worship activities, and private efforts to deal with those particular
individuals had met with little success.

The Wisconsin Synod had repeatedly protested against the
unionistic practices and activities of the Missouri Synod.29 Earlier

when the National Lutheran Council had invited the Synodical Conference

28The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of The Thirtieth Convention, August 3-9, 1949
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1949), p. 110

29Wentz, A Basic History of Lutheranism, p. 383.
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to participate in cooperative activities, the Wisconsin Synod gave a
firm negative reply. ''The Wisconsin Synod promptly rejected the
National Lutheran Council's invitation to a general consultation."30
There now developed within the Wisconsin Synod a more intense study and
discussion of issues relating to unionism.

It was to the credit of the Wisconsin Synod that they wanted to
avoid two extremes of dealing with the issue of unionism. On the one
hand there was the temptation and even internal Synodical pressure to
act hastily and take immediate and drastic action in its relationship
of fellowship with the Missouri Synod. On the other hand there was the
danger for the Wisconsin Synod to do nothing about the unionistic actiy-
ties of its sister Synod and thereby be guilty of inaction.

Using wise discretion the Wisconsin Synod decided to pursue a
balanced approach to hopefully resolve the problem. The Synod avoided
hasty and drastic action, and instead, was still optimistic of reaching
an agreement with the Missouri Synod. In order to make some positive
progress to remove the tension and the sources of disagreement, the
Wisconsin Synod proposed six questions that were to be considered by
the Missouri Synod in 1950. The subsequent answers of the Missouri
Synod to these questions would determine future inter-synodical
relations.31

In our efforts we have, however, been handicapped by the fact that
members and sometimes official representatives and organizations
of your Synod have been involved in what seem to be obvious viola-

tions of these principles. Efforts to remedy this situation by
dealing with the individuals involved have met with little or no

30 B an pp. 383-384"

31Wisconsin Synod, Proceedings, 1949, pp, 110-111.
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success. Official discussions in an Intersynodical Forum haye been
equally futile. On the other hand, the positive testimony that we
have tried to give has been to a considerable extent neutralized by

the silence of your Synod. The inevitable result has been serious
confusion and offense.

In an endeavor to clarify this confused and confusing situation,
which, if not corrected, will vitiate the spiritual life within both
your Synod and ours, we address to you the following questions on
the basis of the mutual fellowship of our synods.32

The six questions detailed the areas of fellowship activity, co-
operation and doctrine that together were adding to the confusion.33
In response to some of the efforts of the Wisconsin Synod, the
Council of Presidents of the Missouri Synod initiated a series of free
conferences, and this method of dialogue was mutually acceptable to both
Synods. However, during this time the Missouri Synod was also working
toward the establishment of a national inter-Lutheran committee. The
Wisconsin Synod stated its lack of support and enthusiasm for that new
venture.
We are not convinced that there is today a compelling need of an
all-out effort to bring all Lutheran bodies together and that we
are divinely called to support such a movement. 3
Unfortunately, another new topic of discussion and disagreement
came to the forefront. This one involved the Army and Navy Chaplaincy

program as well as other matters relating to the entire Biblical doc-

trine of the call. Basic to this problem was the issue of unionism

32The Evangelical Lutheran Synodical Conference of North America,

Proceedings of the Forty-First Convention, June 21-30, 1950 (Saint Louis:

Concordia Publishing House, 1950), p. 666.
33Ibid., pp. 666-667. These questions are contained in
appendix I.

34Wisconsin Synod, Proceedings, 1949, p. 115.
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again. So instead of the two Synods slowly resolving some of the issues
and removing the already existing confusion, new additional issues were
Straining the relationship of their mutual fellowship.
At the conclusion of the Church Union report in 1949, the
Wisconsin Synod expressed its disagreement with the Missouri Synod.
With deep concern we note that the ties which have united us
particularly with the Synod of Missouri are being loosened., In
order that certain disturbing factors may be clarified, and with
the hope that the bond of unity may be strengthened, we move that
a letter be addressed to the Synod of Missouri.32
The Wisconsin Synod brought the problem of the Army and Navy
Chaplaincy program to the Synodical Conference for doctrinal study and
discussion.36 It is significant to note that in all major parts of the
Chaplaincy presentation the Wisconsin Synod differed radically with the
position of the Missouri Synod. Although both were members of the
Synodical Conference, here was another instance of increasing disagree-
ment between the two Synods.37
From this time on more serious, frank and specific statements
were made by the Wisconsin Synod that reflected the increasing tension
between the two Synods'as well as within the Synodical Conference. The
decade of the 1950's was to mark the climax of the basic issues., In

1951 the report of the Church Union Committee was accepted which out-

lined more concisely the issues that troubled the Wisconsin Synod as

35Ibid., pp. 117-118.

36Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers, pp. 425-426. A detailed out-
line of the Wisconsin Synod's position on the Chaplaincy program is
contained in appendix 2.

37

Ibid., p. 425.



19

well as stating again the position of the Synod. Some rather indicting
statements were made in the Committee's report regarding the response
of the Missouri Synod to the problems voiced by the Wisconsin Synod.
"Missouri Synod is in part conditiomal, in part incomplete, and some-
times evasive, and that the conclusions of the standing Committee on
Church Union are correct._"38

At that same time a further resolve stated that the Missouri
Synod President is to be informed, and if appropriate action was not
forthcoming, the Wisconsin Synod would be forced to carry the issue to
the Synodical Confererur:e.\'39 Significant is the fact that at that time
the Wisconsin Synod unanimously adopted the various parts of that
Church Union Committee report, and then finally, the entire report.40
Such a procedure gives evidence of the seriousness of the situation as
well as the deliberation and discussion given to the various matters.

Two years later in 1953 three main areas of disagreement were
highlighted. First of all, the response of the Missouri Synod to the
letter sent by the Wisconsin Synod was unsatisfactory and incomplete.
The main doctrinal issues had been evaded. Secondly, the topic of

discussion between the Missouri Synod and the Wisconsin Synod now

38The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other

States, Proceedings of the Thirty-First Convention, August 8-15, 1951
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1951), p. 145.
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centered on the Common Confession.l'l This Confession was the focal
point of doctrinal discussions and disagreement.
The Common Confession, although accepted by the Missouri Synod,
could not be this one document because of the opposition of other
synods within the Synodical Conference.

The Wisconsin Synod believed the Common Confession was not a
satisfactory statement of doctrinal agreement. It lacked precise
phraseology and was viewed as a compromise of the truth and purity of
God's Word. Thirdly, the Wisconsin Synod had decided that scoutism in
the Lutheran Church was now also a main issue as a segment of the sin
of unioni_sm.43 Earlier discussions and studies made by the Synod sup-
ported this position regarding scoutism.

At that same time, in 1953, the Wisconsin Synod outlined the
situation. The Missouri Synod was deviating to an increasing extent
from the position held earlier that supported the doctrinal unity and

purposes of the Synodical Conference. The Missouri Synod had also

failed to heed admonition in the matters of scoutism, joint prayer and

41See Nelson, ed., The Lutherans in North America, pp. 470, 498-
99. Initially the American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod
relied on the Brief Statement (Missouri) and the Declaration (The Ameri-
can Lutheran) as a basis of doctrinal unity to work towards fellowship.
However, it was most desirable to formulate one document of doctrinal
unity. Both Churches adopted Part I of the Common Confession in 1950,
the American Lutheran Church adopted Part II in 1953 and the Missouri
Synod accepted it in 1956, not as a doctrinally operative document but
as a significant historic statement. The Common Confession met with
disagreement in the Missouri Synod, the Wisconsin Synod and the entire
Synodical Conference.

42

Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers, p. 418.

43The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of the Thirty—Second Convention, August 5-12, 1953
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1953), p. 98.
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suspension of negotiations for fellowship with the American Lutheran

Church. More pointedly, the Missouri Synod had declined early action
on the objections to the Common Confession voiced by the Wisconsin
Synod.AA

As a result, the Wisconsin Synod believed the Missouri Synod
had disrupted the fellowship within the Synodical Conference. With
such an existing condition it was impossible for the Wisconsin Synod
to continue affiliation with the Missouri Synod and carry on joint
labors in the service of the Lord.45 Consequently, the relations be-
tween the two Synods had reached a new development. The Wisconsin
Synod declared itself in protesting fellowship with the Missouri Synod.46
The Synodical Conference was informed of such action in 1953.

This was, by far, the strongest stated position in the entire
development and history of the difficulties between the two Synods. It
gave evidence of the severity of the situation as well as indications
of future developments if the sources of conflict and confusion were
not dealt with satisfactorily. Past dialogue, patience and varying
means of communication had not resolved any of the basic issues between
the Wisconsin and Missouri Synods. From the viewpoint of the Wisconsin
Synod, the real problem was still the lack of doctrinal unity in all

areas as the Missouri Synod negotiated fellowship with the American

TR AN o 1

QSIbid.

46The Evangelical Lutheran Synodical Conference of North America.
Proceedings of the Forty-Third Convention, August 10-13, 1954 (Saint
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1954), pp. 193-194.
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Lutheran Church and also cooperated in externals. Unless total doctri-
nal unity existed the Wisconsin Synod sincerely believed there should
be no fellowship or cooperation between church bodies.

In 1956 the Wisconsin Synod sent a communication to the Missouri
Synod. It contained the preamble, the report and resolutions of the
Wisconsin Synod's Floor Committee on Church Union. It was an excellent
presentation of the distressing situation and brought the areas of con-

flict and misunderstanding into clearer focus.

For years our Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States has patient-
ly admonished the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod in the fear and
love of God, seeking to win her from the path that leads to liber-
alism in doctrine and practice.

Without entering upon the question of whether the present
charges of our Synod against the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod do
not already constitute the accusation of false doctrine, we believe
that it should be reiterated in no uncertain terms that a specific
charge of false doctrine is not a Biblical prerequisite for separa-
tion from a church body. A church body which creates divisions and
offenses by its official resolutions, policies and practices not in
accord with Scripture also becomes subject to the indictment of
Romans 16:17-18. The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod has by its
official resolutions, policies and practices created divisions and
offenses both in her own body and in the entire Synodical Conference.
Such divisions and offenses are of long standing.47

In addition that same Church Union Report presented detailed

items which had caused the divisions and offenses.48 The Preamble of

47The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod, Proceedings of the Forty-
Third Convention, June 20-29, 1956 (Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1956), pp. 505-506.

48Ib:i.d., p- 506. Here the Committee on Church Union affirmed
that they declared the actions of the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod
were threatening the existence of the Synodical Conference a) by re-—
affirming its acceptance of the Common Confession as a settlement of
past differences which are in fact not settled, and b) by its persist-
ent adherence to its unionistic practices (The Common Confession, joint
prayer, scouting, Chaplaincy, communion agreement with the National
Lutheran Council, cooperation with unorthodox church bodies in matters
clearly not in the field of externals; negotiating with lodges and
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the Report of the Floor Committee was adopted by a unanimous Convention
vote, and the Resolution that called for a recessed session of the 1956
Convention was adopted by a majority vote of 94 to 47. The purpose of
the recessed session was to take final action on the resolution to
terminate fellowship with the Missouri Synod.49

Meetings were held to discuss the issues confronting the two
Synods but no real positive results were achieved. Finally in 1959 the
Convention material of the Wisconsin Synod contained fifty pages of
material on the topic of Church Union as it related to the Missouri
Synod and the entire Synodical Conference. The report covered a variety
of issues: the joint Union Committees of the Synodical Conference, the
continued offenses given to the Wisconsin Synod by the Missouri Synod,
the possibility of the Missouri Synod's membership in the National
Lutheran Council, the frank serious questions addressed earlier to the
Missouri Synod, the report of the Protest Committee, various memorials
on the question of fellowship and a statement of Scripture and church

fellowship.50

Boy Scouts of America with the plea that this gives opportunity to bear
witness, under the same plea taking part in unionistic religious pro-
grams and in activities of unionistic church federations; negotiating
for purposes of union with a church body whose official position it is
that it is neither possible nor necessary to agree in all matters of
doctrine and which contends for an allowable and wholesome lattitude of
theological opinion on the basis of the teachings of the Word of God)
has brought about the present break in relations that is now threaten-
ing the existence of our affiliation with the sister Synod.

Gy o ik

50The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Convention, August 5-12, 1959
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1959), pp. 164-212.
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In the midst of this situation and the continuance of discus-
sions with the Missouri Synod, a new development surfaced in the Wiscon-
sin Synod. Actually it came as no surprise. The Wisconsin Synod began
experiencing increased internal pressure to suspend fellowship with
the Missouri Synod. The internal pressure within the Wisconsin Synod
was realized as some of its pastors, teachers and congregations were
withdrawing their membership from the Synod because of its tolerance of
the activities and practices of the Missouri Synod. Naturally, this
activity increased the pressure to come to a definite decision with the
Missouri Synod and the matter of continued fellowship.

The formulation of a definite decision began to materialize in
May, 1960. The doctrinal committees of both Synods had been meeting to
resolve some of the issues. However, in view of the lengthy and in-
volved controversy, and in the light of further complications of the
problem, the Wisconsin Synod decided to end any further discussions.51

The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod through its Commission on
Doctrinal Matters in May 1960 declared an impasse in discussions
and declined to be represented at future meetings of the doctrinal
committee of the Lutheran Synodical Conference.?2

Consequently, no future efforts were realized to arrive at a
mutually satisfying resolve to the controversy. Without a doubt the
1961 Convention of the Wisconsin Synod officially sounded the death toll

as the Wisconsin Synod formally stated its withdrawal of fellowship with

the Missouri Synod. Earlier at the recessed session, the vote to

51The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod, Proceedings of the Forty-
Fifth Convention, June 20-29, 1962 (Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing

House, 1962), pp. 103-104,
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terminate fellowship had failed to secure the majority votes. But,
such was not the situation in 1961.

The Wisconsin Synod Proceedings of 1961 presented the doctrinal
53

problems on pages 168-200.
A detailed background presented the results from the various
meetings and conferences held since the last Convention. There were
meetings of the Joint Doctrinal Committees of the Synodical Conference,
a theologians' conference, July 20-30, 1960, the Synodical Conference
Convention held on August 2-5, 1960, a sharing and study of the Theology

of Fellowship, fellowship as it was and now is, meetings with mission-

aries and the overseas brethren, and supplements to the presentation on
fellowship.sa All of these attempts substantiated the fact that thor-
ough efforts had been made to reach an understanding or a resolve to
the conflict.

Floor Committee No. 2 brought the doctrinal matters to the Con-
vention. It is significant to note that this particular Committee was
not in unanimous agreement in its report and resolution.55 The thrust

of this report was to terminate fellowship with the Missouri Synod.

53The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod, Proceedings of the
Thirty-Sixth Convention, August 8-17, 1961 (Milwaukee: Northwestern
Publishing House, 1961), pp. 168-200.

54

Tbid., p. 168.

SSIbid., p. 197. Love, patience and perhaps some uncertainty
are evident as the Committee members made the decision. "All our com-
mittee members but one agreed to present this as our report to the
Synod in Convention. Pastor Hugo H. Hoenecke formally dissents from
the majority opinion expressed in the report. Yet truthfulness requires
this to be said: The agreement mentioned above does not mean that all
members of Committee 2 are in full accord with everything said in this
report. Several expressed reservations, but did not wish to enter a
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The actual Convention action took place with Resolution No. l.56 It

was a lengthy Resolution with twelve '"whereas" and ten ''resolves.'

Particularly decisive was the first resolve.
Resolved, a) That we now suspend fellowship with The Lutheran
Church—--Missouri Synod on the basis of Romans 16:17-18 with the
hope and prayer to God that The Lutheran Church—--Missouri Synod
will hear in this resolution an evangelical summons to ''come to
herself'" (Luke 15:17) and to return to the side of the sister
from whom she has estranged herself.>/

The Resolution to terminate fellowship with the Missouri Synod
was adopted by the Wisconsin Synod in 1961. The vote to suspend such
fellowship was carried by a vote of 124 to 49.58 It is noteworthy to
recognize even at this time the number of minority votes. Although the
controversy had been of long standing and had involved doctrinal ques-
tions and unity, yet not all of the Wisconsin Synod favored the major-
ity decision, However, the decision was official and binding upon the
entire Wisconsin Synod.

The termination of fellowship with the Missouri Synod by the
Wisconsin Synod concludes the developmental background of the contro-
versy as presented from the viewpoint of the Wisconsin Synod. The next

two chapters will treat the developmental background from the position

and viewpoint of the Missouri Synod and the Synodical Conference.

formal dissent. Others did not express themselves. No pressure was
exerted in the committee to secure such an expression. All but one
agreed that this is the report that ought to be presented to the Con-
vention."

5 .
6Ibld., pp. 197-199. The complete resolution is contained in
appendix 3.
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Analysis of the background deyvelopments will be presented in Part II
of this thesis. In conclusion, the Wisconsin Synod, convinced of its
position on doctrinal unity by the Word of God, believed it was resist-—

ing the broad, sweeping, powerful trend toward unification which was so

characteristic of the day.59

59Edmund C. Reim, Where Do We Stand?, (Milwaukee: Northwestern
Publishing House, 1950), p. 16.




CHAPTER II

MISSOURI SYNOD'S DEVELOPMENTAL BACKGROUND

In striking contrast to the status quo situation and doctrinal
security of the Wisconsin Synod, the Missouri Synod exhibited out-
reach activity and interest in its attempts to negotiate fellowship
with other Lutheran bodies and initiate cooperation in externals. In
the controversy with the Wisconsin Synod, the Missouri Synod reflected
a spirit of ecumenism with other Lutheran bodies which the Wisconsin
Synod saw as violations of fellowship within the Synodical Conference.
However, Missouri Synod was following the trend of that time.

After 1930 there were three chief moves toward Lutheran union, one
from the United Lutheran Church, one from the Missouri Synod, and
one, the most promising of all, from a group of church bodies in
the American Lutheran Conference.

In its efforts to work for Lutheran unity, the Missouri Synod
followed the historic approach to unity through free conferences.
These were meetings that dealt with the study of God's Word, and they

were also beneficial as doctrinal questions and concerns were dis-

cussed. Beginning in 1938 there were more frequent inter-synodical

lAbdel Ross Wentz, A Basic History of Lutheranism in America

(Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1955; revised ed., Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1964), p. 344.

28
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conferences.2 Up until this time the Missouri Synod and the Wisconsin
Synod had enjoyed a mutual, satisfying fellowship.

But, the Missouri Synod was embarking on a new venture. '"After
the 1930 merger forming the American Lutheran Church, the Missouri
Synod continued to seek doctrinal agreement with a view to pulpit and
altar fellowship."3 Ironically, though, it was the American Lutheran
Church that sought to establish altar and pulpit fellowship with the
Missouri Synod.a Since both Lutheran Bodies shared the same goal, it
was natural that progress be made in pursuit of that goal.

The hallmark achievement for the Missouri Synod was reached in
1938. At its triennial Convention in St. Louis the Missouri Synod
accepted the Brief Statement and the Declaration as the doctrinal basis
for future church fellowship. This official action guided the Missouri
Synod into further negotiations with the American Lutheran Church. How-

ever, there was no total doctrinal agreement between the Missouri Synod

2Carl S. Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers (Saint Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1964), pp. 415-416. An excellent presentation of the
historic approach to unity through free conferences is presented in an
article, '"Walther and the Free Lutheran Conferences of 1856-1859" by
E. L. Lueker in the Concordia Theological Monthly, 15 (August 1944:
529-563. The fact of differences existing among Lutherans is pointed
out. However, the significant fact is that the differences also
existed among confessional Lutherans. Since such differences of opin-
ion still existed, Walther believed that conferences dealing with
doctrinal discussions would be most helpful. Such free conferences
were set up In order to reach doctrinal unity. Three of these confer-
ences were held with varying success. It was this approach to unity
that the Missouri Synod favored again in the 1940's to achieve doctri-
nal unity among Lutherans. Meyer in Moving Frontiers refers to this
parallel procedure in the Missouri Synod.

3Wentz, A Basic History of Lutheranism, p. 348.

4Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers, p. 418.
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and the American Lutheran Church.5 These 1938 resolutions were to be
known later as the St. Louis resolutions, and they provided some rather
positive conditions to establish future church fellowship.6

It is important to note that as far as the Missouri Synod was
concerned the whole matter of fellowship would have to be submitted to
the sister Synods of the Synodical Conference for approval as required
by the Constitution of the Synodical Conference. However, the Wiscon-
sin Synod was never satisfied by that overture to seek approval, and
they felt that the Missouri Synod was often times more reticent rather
than informative. In addition, while the Wisconsin Synod viewed the
1938 doctrinal agreements as inadequate and confusing, the Missouri
Synod as indicated by its Convention action saw no major barrier in the
basis of doctrinal unity. This significant difference of understanding

at this time marked the beginning of a conflict of understanding between

5In the Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio and Other
States, Proceedings of the Thirty-Seventh Convention, June 15-24, 1938
(Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1938), pp. 228-231, the vari-
ous areas of doctrinal agreement are listed as inspiration, predesti-
nation, conversion and the office of the public administration of the
means of grace. Non-fundamental doctrines on which there was still
some disagreement were the Last Things, doctrine of the Anti-Christ,
conversion of the Jews, physical resurrection of the martyrs and mean-
ing of the thousand years of Revelation 20. The Missouri Synod stated
the earlier position of the Synodical fathers that deviation in these
non-fundamental doctrines need not be divisive of church fellowship.
The differences between the fundamental and non-fundamental doctrines
are outlined on pp. 228-231. The position of the synodical fathers
stated they considered some non-fundamental doctrines as not necessari-
ly divisive of church fellowship. A helpful historic background can
be found in Lehre und Wehre, Vol. 19, 1873, p. 290 and Lehre und Wehre,
Vol. 25, 1879, pp. 35-40.

6Ibid., pp. 231-233. The resolves of the 1938 St. Louis reso-
lutions are contained in appendix 4.
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the Missouri Synod and the Wisconsin Synod that was to last over two
decades.
In 1941 the Missouri Synod noted the attitude of the other
Synodical Conference Synods.
In the mean time we held several meetings with representatives of
our sister synods in the Synodical Conference and found that the
brethren of the Wisconsin and the Norwegian Synod comsidered the
basis adopted in St. Louis, June, 1938, for the establishment of
fellowship between the American Lutheran Church and our body
inadequate.7
Meanwhile the adoption of the Pittsburgh Agreement in February,
1939, between the American Lutheran Church and the United Lutheran
Church dismayed many Missouri Synod Lutherans.8 The Missouri Synod did
not share the consensus on lodges, pulpit and altar fellowship, and the
inspiration of the Scriptures as indicated by the Agreement between the

American Lutheran Church and the United Lutheran Church. This unfor-

tunate event placed Missouri Synod in a most difficult and uncertain

7The Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio and Other
States, Proceedings of the Thirty-Eighth Convention, June 18-27, 1941
(Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1941), p. 279.

8Ibid., PP. 278-279. This Pittsburgh Agreement implied that
the American Lutheran Church and the United Lutheran Church agreed in
areas where the Missouri Synod did not share agreement. "In February,
1939, the news was published in the daily press that the Fellowship
Commissions of the American Lutheran Church and the United Lutheran
Church of America, after having previously adopted a mutually satis-
factory statement on the lodge question and on unionism, had now suc-
ceeded in drafting a declaration acceptable to both sides with respect
to the one remaining point in dispute, the doctrine of imspiration.
The paragraphs adopted are now known as the Pittsburgh Agreement. The
news disturbed us because we thought we were in full harmony with the
American Lutheran Church on the doctrine of inspiration, while the
United Lutheran Church of America co