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CHiPTER I
DITRODUCTION

Yhen it is suy ested that the Lutheran Churcheeliissouri Synod
establish relationships with interdenmominational movements, the objection
is often relsod that this would Le "unionism.” If someone wuld ask why
other Lutheran todies in fmerica engege in such relcotionships with an

apprarently cleer conscience while the Kissouri Symod does not, they oftem
recoive the reply that it is safer to concentrate on scund doctrine emong
our owa poople rather than participate in such movements. The implication |
of such an enswor in that other lutheran groups which engege in such
relaiionghips run the risk of compromising their Imtheranism. Dr, Joln
e Lehnken apparvenily geve such an answver at a meeting of Lutheran
pregidents and representatives considering Lutheran action on the prorosed
Torld Council of Clur:cheas

In fairneas to the record and to the representatives involved, it

should be stated that Dre. J. V. Dohnken apoke words of caution

about the contemplated step, presenting the view of his Church that
it is "definitely committed to doctrinal unity rather than joining

nany groups."l

Among the warious fmerican Lutheran bodies, the United Lutheran
Church in America is one of the best examples of a large communion which
officially scknowledges the Symbols of Intheranisn and at the same time
paintaing a relatively extenaive seriea of relationships with various
interdenominational Christinn groups. This study will ignore the simple
question: do these activities constitute unioniam? Instead, this study

%e Fifteenth Liennial Conventlon of the linited Iytheran
chumh in %{gﬁ Philadelphias The United Iutheran Fublis House,
» Pe
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will ask more objective question which canrot be answered with a simple
(_and often dogmatic) yes or no.

Vhat basis or set of principles has the United Lutheran Church in
lmerica established to determine and govern its membership in, or
association with, interdenominational Christian groups? How and when did
these principles develop? Have they been modified seriously in the
history of United Lutheran Church activity?

45 the United Lutheran Church attempts to follow these prineiples,
when has it rojectsd proposed interdenominational relationships? When
has that commmion established only limited interdenominational relatione
ships?

Vhat have bsen some of the general results of such activities? How
have these relationshipas affected the established principles of the United
Lutheran Church? How have the attitudes of that Church body been affected
due to such activity? Has its internal solidarity been affected?

Sinco it i3 the intention of this study to let the United Lutheran
Clnrch in America spealt for itself as often as possible, the following
chapters lean rather heavily upon direct and indirect quotations extracted
from the body's committees, executives, theologlans and conventions.
Hence, the principal source used in this study are the liinutes of the
Biennial Conventions, although other sources such as books and periodicals
have not been ignored. This study is primarily interested in the officlal
principles and actions of the gemeral Church tody. In part, this is in
recognition of Article III, Section 7 of the Constitution of the United
Lutheran Churchs

In the formation and administration of a general tody, the Symods
may know and deal with each other only as Symods. In all such
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cases, the olflcial record is to be accepted as evidence of the

doctrinal position of eazch Symod end of the principles for wh‘loh

elong the other Synods are responsible by connection with it.2

Some have referred to this section of the United Lutheron Conatie
tution as being in oppoaltion to ths opinion ewpressed in the Erief
Statement of the Lutheran Churcheeliissouri Synods

The orthodox character of a churci: 1s estatlishcd not by its mere

name nor uy its outwurd acceptance of, and subscription to, an

orthodox creei, bubt Ly the doctrine which is getually tm:ght in ite

pulpita, in its theological seminaries, encé in its publications.3

The prinmary cttention which is given to officisl cotions of the
United Lutheran Church in this study is also due, in part, to the fact
that mony opinions gathered from individuals within thia Church body. 4
falr annlysis of such opinions would be bayond seops of this study. For
the same reason the interdenmominatlonal activities of each of its component
synods will not be treated in an exhaustive manner, tut only as they

affect the United Luthersn Church es a whole.

%dimiteg of the Firg: Convention of the United Lutheran Church in
imordca (Nepe, T1918), pe Ghe

Zpogtrinal Deglarationas Ag_gggg ion of 0f£ficial
Doctrinal Pogition of the Vi ;gtho Mg E Ste Inui.nl
Concordia Pub 1sh1ng House, Dele)y Peo 5




CHAPYER IX

THE PRINCIFLES USED &Y THE UNITED LUTHERAN CHURCH GOVERMING I7S
LSSOCIATIONS IN COOPENATIVE AND ECURENICAL HOVEMENTS

The Convention of 1912

Even before the first roll of delegaies wms called for organizing
the United Imthoran Church, the introducltory sermon preached at its first
convention on Hovember 14, 1915, called for and suggeated eeriain principles
and guldelines for the church body'!s intordemominational relationships.
The speaker was the Reverend Doclor Henry Eyster Jacobs.

Sooner orlater, too, the Iuthoran Church in imerica must define more
edequately its relations to other Churches. « « « The student of

the Book of Concord knows how, in its Preface, it diseriminates
between, on one hand, entire Clmrchege-which 1t emphatically disclains
cs condemninge--and oversealous partisans on the other, who nisrepree
gsent and rancorously atiack what we hold to be nothing less than the
truth of God'o Words and how it extends the hand of sympathy to the
Reformed mextyrs of the Netherlands and of France and essures them
that the Iathoran Churches are with them "in the fellowship of
puffering,”

Te cen never pumarily brand, as unchristisn, every religious tody
that has not formally adopted our confession, or, on the other hand,
indiscriminaiely recognize all bearing the Chriatian nare as safe
spiritual guides. » « « lio plans for preserving mecshanical
conaistency can prevent men . « o £ron profiting Ly each othar'a
experience and, in soue measure, froa coeordinating their forcesj
while on the other hand, premature plans for union, without unity
toth in faith and in principles of practice, paralyze thes life of
tho Church in gecking to supjress denominetional distinctions,

lay we not expect that the Lutheram Church in America,

fidelity to its confession with kindly consideration of other
Churches; nay attain results on imerican goil, not hitherto reached

in Europe? .nd may we not hope, and should we not pray that

Anerican Evangelical Protestantism may learn o appreciate more fully
what we have found so precious in the Gospel, until the gread Head

of the Church, to whom nmothing is imrossible, shall, in lis own time 1
and vay, bring about a union far wider than that we have today formed?

Lijinu g.f;mg!m of the United Lutheran Church in
America (NePs, 1918 s FPe .

SRR,



5
Dr, Jacobs suggested the following principles in his sermon:
2. Awvold both the extremes of condemning chmrch bodies per se and
of failing to condemn individuals end groups who attack the
GOSPQJ..

be There are some legltimate areas of cooperation and fellowship
possible with noneLutheranse.

ce Do not ignore the recal interdenominational differences which
divide ths Church,

ds, The United ILutheran Church hasz the right and duty to work for
a "far wvider" union.

In this convention the constitution of the United Lutheran Church
vas adopted. Article VIII, section 1l of this constitution is very
important for this study as it places power of interdenomination affiliae
tion solely into the hands of thas communion as a whole rather than its
constituent synods. :
EA'EM% wv: mveﬁelt:tfoﬂ.mghgig::ﬁﬁ ﬁﬁion:scgft;hothl;eﬁmg:ﬁ:al
bodies, organizations and movements., To secure uniform and consistent
practice mo Symod, Confererce or Board, or any official representative
thereof, shall have power of independent affiliation with general
orgenizations and movenents.
A% least in theory, therefore; it is wrong 1o speak of any lack of
control avd central power in the United fntharm Church, No Symod within
the gencral ody is permitted to affiliate with interdemominational move=
ments, How consistently this is carried out in practice will be discussed
later, e 4
Already at this convention, invitations were received to affiliate
with noneIntheran councils and movements, including the Federal Council

of the Churches of Christ in dmerica.? These invitations will be

2Idd., pe 66+
3Ibid., pe 95+




6
discussed later. It 1s important to note at this point that these
proposals were reforred to the Executive Board, Since the first cone
vention of the United Luthoran Church the Executive Board has taken a
decisive hand in directing United Lutheran Church interdenominational
policy. The Executive Board consista of the President of the general
body, 1ts secretary, treasurer, six pastors and six lay delegates elected
Ly the general body for a term of four years.

The Washington Declaration of 1920

During the two years following the first conwvention of 1918, the
Executive Board of the United Lutheran Chnrch wes repeatedly urged to
Join or afifiliate the general body with cooperative movements. To put
it in thelr ows words in the introductory paragraph of the Jaghington
Declaration,

during the past two years the Executive Hard has been asked

repeatedly to define the attitude of the United Luthsran Church

toward cooperative movements both within and without the ILutheran

Church, toward movemenZa of various kinds looking in the direction

of church union. « « o
In this introduction the Executive Board also referred to Article VIII,
Section 1 of the body's constitution. This section of the constitution
placed into the hands of the general body the power to form and dissolve
interdenominational relations. Since the United Iutheren Church needed
guiding principles in forming inderdemominational relations, the Executive

Board presented the Declarations of Prinoiples Congerning the Church angd

Jts Exterpal Relatlonships for approval. This Declarations of Prinoiples
4uinutes of t mq '
M.i.amﬁets'!fn-m 2. Pe 9'?@-!"!9;&&‘“!“&I'!m't=9iil duhersn




7
becans known 23 the Tashinelon Deolorabtisn after its adoptisn.

It is Samportent to vemeabar that, whatever the prectice of the
United Luthoran Church might be, the intention of the gemeral tody, quite
cvident, in itz fashincion Doclaration, is that tho individual Synods are
not to affiliails or practice fellowship with other church bodies. It is
clearly inteonded that the general body ia to maintein central control over
ell interdcooainational activity of iis Sypoda.

Before waderteking a full discussion of ihls document, it 13 necessary
to note how the United Luthoren Church safeguards the Dsclaration £ronm
beconing anothor Confesaion,.

the United luthorean Clureh declares in edvance that it does not

rogerd the stutements thersin contained as aliering or amending the

Confeaslons of the Chureh in any perticular . o » 3t conaiders this

declaration nothing more the application tc present conditions of

dostrinn slready coriained in the Confessions.d

The Uniled [mthsrsn Chuwveh is referring to the traditionsl Book of Concord

of 1520 whan it gpscks of the "Confesasionp.® Article I of their constie

tution names the various paris of tho Book of Concord and makes then her
om In guch terms as Mrocelves,® "holdés," "ecceptn,® and "recognizes®
used virtually mw:-chan,:eably."

This Ngghinxion Docloralbion prosenta its prineiples ia =z gystauetle,
wll thought out way. First, it definss the Church as "Catholic." Mon
this definition it infers ths.characteristics of a true demonination of
thet Clurch, It then shows why these various dencminations of the Church

5&4-. Pe 930
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must define thelr relatlonshilp with onc amolher, and it lists Ffour
distinst aspeets of this definition, The document afber thut proceeds
to defins the rolationship of the United Luthoran Chmrck to (8) other
Iathoran bodica; (o) Protestant 1m:!.;ns {c) Frotastent cosperation,
locording o tho Yashingtion Dsglzration, tho Catholic Church i3 the

"eongreogation of Saintz which vill continue Jlorever." Ths term “Cliurch"

con Justly Le epplisd to any group of uen provided "tho Yord ia preached
and the Sacraments are administored." Dy this eetivity, the preaching of

the "ord and tho admindstration of ths Sscraments, ths Clurch makes its
presenco imow among men. 0On the ono hand, {the Catlwlic Church in ita
atate of perfoction "is nmot caopatle of demnstz-aﬁi-;n,* for while God truly
gecs "t Churchew-Ona, Holy, Catlolic, and ipostolic,™ man sces only Meny
churchics.™ On tho gother hend, "vherever the Yord of Cod is preachod and
ithe Soorosmento are adainisiexad, ths Holy Spirit worka feith in Chriat,.®

Thorovor eno f£inds this, ons findg the Chuvehe’

Trom those simplo fucis comcerndng the Church tho Waghingzton Deglara-

Llon infers five dlstinoi characteristics of every denomination of tho
true Churche "Hwory group of professing Christimis calling itself a
Chureh" will also

1. Procfess "Daith in Carist, as the Saviour of the worli and the
Wawalerofthetdnmdbvaofﬁudthamﬂmr. e e

2. rmmmmmmsmmmm. "Every such
group bages its preaching and teaching upou tho Ser:‘l.,hms and
endeavors to proclaim what it has learmed from thome” « « »

3e FPerform "™works of gorving loves" & « ¢

Tusmites of the Second Convention of the United Luthoran
Ghurch ip Aflexigs, 1920, iPe J2fe




9

4o Vhtienpt o securc universsl sccoptance of the truth which it
holds and conf'esses.," » »

5. "Haintain the office of tho ministry, comianded and instituted
. iy Christe. « « » the fornp which the organization takes will
vary with eircumatances of time and yplace end are in themselves
aattors of cxpediency."8
These are ths necessary warvis of tho Church, mné consequently, they
are also the indispensable means of identifying ecch denomination of the
Church according to the Fashington Desclaration. Each group of professing
Christians exhibiting these identification marks "is truly, partially and

inperfect as it may be, an exjression vf the one holy Church inasmch as

it diepluys the marks of the Church.®?

Two qualifying phrases are to bLe moted in the larations “partially
and imperfect es it may be," and ®inasmuch ags," On one hend, the '
Deglaration refuses to grant to any denmomination the right to cleim full,
absolute truth without qualification. No denomination has the full truth
in a perfect sense. EBEach Christian group must apply to itself thu
qualifying “inosmuch as." On the other hand, the Degclaration does mot
recognize all denominations as equal in their churchly quality., Some
denoninetions of the Church are more loyal to the faith of the Church,
Catholic then are others. Therefores

Distinctions nust be recognized between one gioup and another. In

making these distinctions « « « those groups in which the Tord of

Soripuures b In waich the Secvesente are Adainistered 4n the

clogsest conformity to the institution of Christ will be the most
complete express-ion. of the holy Church, For this reason « . + any

BMo' IPe 4L
1vids, ppe 95
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osuch group of Christians shall define iis relationship to other
Eroupd, ¢ o o0

In vhich way anc according to which oriteria is a group of Christians
to define its relationship with other groups of Christians? How shall
one group act toward and ppeak to amother? The Deglaration lists four .
Gistinot aspeets to be kept in mind as one group of Christians approaches
anothor, Each Christian demomivation wills

- le Declare "vhait it believes concerning Christ and His Gospel « « »
and teatify definitely and framkly aguinot error.®

2. "approach others without hostility, jeslousy, suspicion, or
pride in the sincere and humbls desire to give and receive
Christian gervice."

3¢ Hecognlse tho truth of othsr gro.ps in the areas of ogreement
fgith our interpretation of ths Gospel.”

4o "Cooperaie with other Christians in works of serving love in so
far os this can e done without surrender of its interpretation
of the Gospel, without denial of conviction, and without
supprosgsion of its testimomy as to whei it holds to Le the
truth,"1l

How that the United Lutheven Church has defined its gemoral spprosch

to othey Christian groups, to testify for Christ and against error in
order to give and receive edification, recognizing the truth among others
and cooperating whare possible, how does this church lody regard the
question of Luthersn union, the question of Christian union, and the
question of Christian cooperation? s

The Deglavation has only one short paragraph on the relationship

between the United Lutheran Church end the other Lutheran bodies, For

full cooperation and organic union only two prerequisities are givems

1ln44d,
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as That thoy call themselves Evangelicel Luthewran.

be That they subseribe Yo "tho Confesaions which have elways been
regorded as tho stendards of Evangelicel Iutheran doctrine? , . .12

The United Lutkoran Church in 4msrica, through the long, traumatic dovelope
ment of ita historle components, has come to recognize and accept in its
conastitution the Symtslic looks of the lutheran Church, Hawving reachsd
this level of Confesaicnal loyalty, however, it is firm in its stand
that no test for Inthoran orthodoxy go beyond these historic Conlessions.
This definition of relations with other Iuthorans is spelled out even
mors clearly in an adopted resclutiom in the 1944 Convention, that the
general body favors union of Lutharens:
on ths basis of our common, official subseription to the historie
Confeasions of the mtheran Church (enpecially the Unaltered
fvgslurg Confession and luther's Smell Catechisa), in addition to
ﬁmieh vo will impose mo tesis of Luthsranism and uafyond which we
will gulmit to no tests of Luth-raniamdd
Thile it is true that the United Lutheran Church has formed eartain
docunmenta of egreements, like the Pitislurg agreement with the ijmerican
Intheren Church on inspdration; it hes always stated that puch documents
are not modifications off the above atand.
Since this defines the attitude of the United Ilatheram Church in
America toward every Lutheran body in this country (as esch major tody
in American Lutherenism fulfilis the two prerequisites listed atove), this
report becomes concerned only with the relationship of the United Lutheran

Church to nonwluatheran movements among Chyistian todics. Such movements

lzm-
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12
es the Lutheran Vorld Federatlon and the National Imtheran Council, both
of which meet the Uuited ILuthsran Chureh requirements for full organie
unjon, will not bs considered in this study,
At the time the Declaration was formulated there secmed ©o bs "widoe
epread discusaion" concerning univing all "Protestants" into ons body.

Therefore in tho next section the United Lutheran Church defines itself over

against the proposal to unite all Protestenta., It is to be noted that
the term "Protestants" is used rather than "Christian.,® The general
attitude of the Declaration toward such a union is negative and yet
friendly ags the following five points are mades

1. Union of organlzation we hold, thsrefors, 4o bo a matter of
expediency3 agreement in testimony to be a matter of principls.

2o, A clear definltion of what is meant hy "Gospel" and "Sacrament®
must preceds any orgenic union of the Church. « « o The Churches
cannot unito as mere Protestants, but only as confessors.

3« The Protestant Church Bodies in America « « « g6t forth « « »
the views of Christian truth for vhich each of them édoes mow
ectually stend in order that . « « the nature ard extent of
thelr agrecments and disagreoments may become apparent,

4e Ve o « o avro thorofore ready « « ¢« to give answer conceraing
our reasons for accepting and maintaining the doctrines and
principles set forth in the Confession of tho Evengelical
Lutheran Church.

5. Until a more complete unity of confesesion is attained than now
exicts, the United Iatheran Church is boumd in duty cnd cone
science to maintain its separate identity as a witness to the
truth vwhich it lovows; end £to members, its ministers, its
pulpitau:lts fonts, end its altars must testify only to that
truth, . :

Several things are to be noted concerning these five Polnts. First,
novhere does the Declaration make the iugsburg Confession or any of the

%ﬂwgmmm
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other Symbols of Lutheranism & gine qua non of Protestent union. This,
of course, does not mean thal the United Luthsran Church would be
prepared to give up any of its conienits, or even the documents as such,
Hovever, the Dogclavation, having polnted out the gemeral primcipies,
implies that the genoral wdy is willing to discuss doctrine and practice
without threatening to compel a future union of churchkes to subscribe to
the Luthoran Confessions. Thsse five points do make it clear, however,
that the contents of the Lutheran Symbols will have to enter into such a
discussion loading to Frotestant union.

Secondly, it is interosting to note that the Dsclaration proposes
these five points as relevant o a "Protestaxt® wnion., This would exclude
the Roman Catlwlic Church, the Esstern Orthodox Communions, and according
to the definition of some, the inglican Communions, Terner Elert railses
a cribiclam of such an omission as far as the Roman Church is concermeds
"The Lutheran Church, ab any rave, canuwt conslder ths ecumenical whole
as complete withoub the Romau Clurch,"d

Finally, many Lutherans will find the qualifyinz "more" in point flve
questionable., Fox pome, tho wnlly of confession must be complstie and
abgolute, not merely an improvement of quality. Whether the framers of
the Doglaration wers making & conerete distinction betwaen & "complete
unity? and a "more complete unity" is a problem for further study.

The attitude of the Deolaration toward the idea of Protestant coopera=
+ion is not a negative as it is toward ths proposal for Protestant union.
The United Lutheran Church is ready and willing to cooperate with other

3?1'5maﬁ Verner, The Christisn Ethog (Philadelphia: Muhlemberg, 1957),
Pe Fhe |
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Chnreh bodies wnd inberdenominational movementas

in all guch wrks as can Le regarded as works of serving love,

through which the faith of Christians finds expression; pmvided,

that such cooperation does not involve ths surroender of cur intore

preta:l'.ion of the Gospel, the denlal of convint:lon, or the suppression

of our testimony to L.&'E‘. wo hold to bs the truth.6
This statement cleurly indicates that the Christian faith must bo the
motivating factor of such an inlerdenoninati.mal activity. The end of
rorks of Iove™ is not really an end in itself, Tho works of love must
bo the resull of the Christian foith, Hencs,; the Declaration states that
i% Yeammot give general epproval to all coopsrative movements" bacauvse
"eooperation is not an end in itsel; bubt merely a moans to an t=:z'n'1.“‘1"7

Thenever tho United Lutheran Church is invited to affiliate with an
interdenominetionsl organization, it should according to the Declaration
ask itsell three questlons:

l. That are the "purposes which 1t see! - te accomplishi®

2 Thst arve the "principles on which it rosts??

3e 7hat would be the "effect which cur partieipation will rroduce

upon the independent position of our Church as a witness to the
truth of the Gospel which we confesa?nld

The Deglaration then proposes nine fundamesntal Tdoctrines and princie
ples” as o basis for "practical cooperation among the Protestant Churches."
Again, the Declaration makes it clear tbat these nine points are mot a
"gummary of Luthersn Doctrine, or as an addition to, a substitute for, or

a modification of the Confessions of our Church." It is also admitted

%mmmwsmmm
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that they are mot o full and adequato basis for orgenic union. They are

only & "erlterion by which it may be posaible for us to determine our

attitude toward rropsed movements of cooperation,"d?

Tho nino doetrines guiding tho cooperative activity of the United
Lutheran Church are thesei

L.

2e

e

b

Se

Ge

Te

8o

2.

The Fatherhood of God, rsvealed in Hls Son Jesus Christ, and
;}::e Hiomhi:g- bogtowed Wy Cod, tlzough Christ, upon all who believe
Ne

The %rus Codhsad of Jeaus Chrilst, and His rodemption of the
world by His 1life, death and rvesurrection; anc His living
pres=nee in His Chuwroh.

The contimued zativity of God the Holy Spirit among men, calling
then into fellowshlp of Jesus Christ, and enlightenirgz and
sanctifying than 'b.‘m_:uugh the gifis of His girase.

The gupreme importence of the Tord of Cod and the Sgcraments of
Baptism and the Iord's Supper; aa the noens through whieckh ths
Holy Spirit testifies of Christ and thus create and strengthens
‘ﬂit:"'nu

The authority of the prophetic anc ajoatolic Sexdptures of the
0ld end Hew Testements, as tho only rule and standard Ty which -
21l doctrines and tecachers are t0 be judgad.

The reallty ond universality of sin, and ths inabllity of rmenm,
because of sin, to atiain rightecusness or earn salvation through
their cwn cherscter or wrks.

The love, end ths rightecusness, of God, ¥ho for Christis sake
bestows forgiveness and righteousness upon all who believe in
Chriat,

The present existence upon earth of a kingdon of God, founded
by His Son, Jesus Christ, not as on external organisation, tut
es & spiritual reslity and an object of faith.

The hope of Christ's second coming, to be the Judge o!.‘%
living and the dead, and to complete the kingdom of CGod.

I 1uia.
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Tho- Degclaration does not demand that each interdenominational novee
ment in question verbally acknowledze each of these nine doctrines, tut
it does insist that the United Luthoran Churchemmot “emter into any
cooperative movement or organizatlon vhich denies any® of the nine listed
pointas, Neither can the United Lutheran Church afiiliate with such a

movenent if, while not specifiecally rejeeting any of the atove doctrines,
it *limits the cooperating Churches in their confession of the truth or
their testimony against error.” iny organization or movemsnt whose
"purposes lie outeide the proper sphere of Church activity,” even if it
does not deny any of _thorﬂm docirines or suppress testimony of the
truth, cannot hope to have the United Iatheran Church affiliaste with it.
Yhile the Church cannot participate in organizations dedicated to social
reform, enforsement of law, or settlement of industrial conflicts, it
mey "heartily recommend to the pastors end members of its congregations®
those organizations as "importent spheres of aptivity for Christians 2t
The final seotlon of the Declaration dwells at length on antie
Christian or noneChristisn emphases of many orgenisation. Without naming
any of them, the Declaratjon condemms them and indicatea that "all our
pastors and the members of our congregations" are to be warned against '
then and to "scrutinize with the utmost care" their doctrines and princie

ples .22

This Declaration of Principles, after it had been amended was pre-
sented to the general convention in 1920, and adopted unanimously according

up Po 99--
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w the offical mimates of Uhls convention, wes received quite warmlys
The adoption of the Proamble, and therewith of the Deghratﬁ es
a vhole, was teken by a rising vote which was unanimous.
standing, the Conventlon sang two stanzas of Hymn 195, “A Mdghty
TFortress is Our God." The President then declared the Preamble and
the entire Declaration was adopted.?3
Subsequent Development of Principles Guiding

External Relationships

In the Convention of 1922 the "Representative Principle® was given
ite flrst officisl recognition in a standing resolutions:

All ropresentatives of agencies of ths United Lutheran Church are

urged to do their utmost so that the representative principle be

ghrongly maintained in all. cooperative organizations. This applies
to tho tendency at present in such organisations themselves to add

“w the representatives of denominations increasing mumbers of

individusls, under various designations as members (cosopted, at

large, ﬂm‘usl:ond;'ng, advisor, affiliated, ete,) with varying
povers.

The thinking behind this “Representative Principle" is that if an
agency or &n Interdemoninatisnal federation alloves individusls to affiliate
on a co-opted basis, not necesserily reprasenting a member denominatiom,
then such individuals could change the puxpose and the activity of such a
ody. The membor derominations might be trinitarian, while the mass of
"membors at large" might bo unitarian.

The principles involved in the Washington Declaration of 1920, along

with the "Representative Prinmciple® expressed offically in 1922, were

”m.’ Pe 4556
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identificd in the Rgport of the President to the 1990 convention by Dr,
Franklin Clark Fry as "two criteria® vhich have "governsd all declaions
regarding any working partmership or formal association with other
Protestanto.” The first of these two criteria Dr. Fry susuarizes as the
evangelical princivle vhich the "Washindton Declarstion of 1920 emunciated
e » o in clear spd winging words." Dre Fry proclaimed astrongly that the
United Lutheran Church has followed thia evangelical rrinciple "unwavers
5.!!@13."25 The United Lutheran Church has refused affiliaticn, according
to the Report of D, Fyy, vhensover the organisation in question includea
mon-Evangelicala® or has a constitution which would rernit non-evange
olicals to entor at some later date., The "representative principle,®
accoxrding to Ire Fry, hus been emphasized so much by the United Lutheran
Church tlhat ils yrineiple and the church body have "becone almost
syronynous." Eve:y representative in an interdenoninstional organization
ol reprecent an evangolical denominaifion, not themselves or "organisations
vhich are less than churches."®

Singce the convention of 1954 the Executive board has reviewed the
constitutions and Yy-laws of the various state Councils of Churchss at the
roquost of individual synods within the United ILuthoren Church.® Two

questions are spesifically asked of each constitutlons
le 1Is the “evangelical pringiple® safeguarded in the Comstitution?

2. Is the "representative principle® safeguarded in the Constitution?

yimmteg of W (Philadelphias The
United mﬂxm-anorn%imng House, 1950 f. pe 32

5% linetcenth E!*&!ﬂ (Pbiladelphias The
United mmerm%u%ﬁhm House, 1954); p. 49%.
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The Executive Ecard, on the basis of tho answers io these W questioans,
then states whether meniership Ly the loeanl synod is "in consistency
mith interdenominational gtenderds" of the United Lutheran Chuscheo!

Tho inevitable conclusion o this pert of the study is that the
United Lutheran Church in fmeriecs, from the very staxrt of its existence,
hss worked with definite principles guiding its interdemominational
activity, These principles vere expressed carefully and systematically
within four years after the birth of the general tody and have been used
Ly tho goneral body in its asctions and in ths solf-oxanination of its

constituent syncds.

U YtAiep Do 4450




CIAPTER IIT

COOPERATIVE AND INTERDENOMINATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS INITIALLY OR
ULTTHATELY DECLINED BY THE UNITED LUTIERAN CHURCH IN AMERTCA

The Uanited Iutheran Jhurch confronted, in the early years of its
existencs, a variety of invitations by interdenominational organizations
to becomo affilisted with their programs. The more comprehensive moves
ronts, such as the Hational Council of Churches of Christ and the Vorld
Couneil of Cinrches, had not yet come into existence. Hence, many of
these invitations vivich tho Unlted Lutheran Church received in its earlier
years caoms from small, ectivistic groups.

Une of theose movemonts was the lordls Day Alliance. &t the first
Conventicn off the United Iuthoran Church thoy extended em inwvitation to
affilinte, It was referred to the Executive Board of the general body.
Two years later, at the szme Convention which approved the Vaghington
Deelaration, the United Luthsran Chuych declined any association with this
movemont:

chiefly an eccount of the cabbaticel prinsiples and legalistlc

methods of the organizetion and its intrusion of the Church into

the sphere of the Stzteld
The Executive Board noted, bowevery; that 1t was not emough simply to
condenn the program and principles cf the atove organizations Therefore,

it recommended that

et RS B PRI e e A RS e
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lordls Doy axi to the gdop'bion and pursuit of the highest ideals of
Christien citisenship.

Another movement which extended an invitaiion to the United Luthoran
Church was the Interchurch Forld kovement, According to the mimites of
thn Second Convention, this was mwore than an invitation, Immediate action
vas necessitated Ly "inglstent efiort® from hoth witbout and within the
Unlted Luthoran Church, Hence, the Ewecutive Doard ®decline partieipation
on tho part of the United Iutheran Church, its boards and agencies.! The
reason for the declension were not spelled out., Tha only roasons Zdven was
tint it wus on Veonstitutionnal grounds." The implication seemed to be
thet this was & foreefully militant body.>

The Interchurch Council on Orpganic Union also asked for conalderation.
Tho Convention of 1920 stated thot the Exocutive Fooerd reported on this
movesent elong with others, but ook no action.” Sinco this novezent wes
not congidersd in subgequent Conventicn reporte, it rrobably can be assumed
that it died in committee.

In 1920 ths Yorld Conference of Falth and Order asked for conalderas
tion iy tho United Lutheran Church, At this time, lowaver, the request
wes neitier studied mor acted upom.” Two yoars later, tho United Lutheran
Church was faced ly en immediate invitation to join btoth the Torld Confere
ence of Falth snd Order and the Universal Conference of the Church of Chwrist

e
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on Life and Vorke Foreed inis action iy the invitation, the President
provisionally Geclined boths & report of loth movesents was given to
the Convention of 1922, The report seened 2 it nevilous. Thio is
~ undersiandable sinoo these woveuents had not yet taren any kind of cone
crate ahw;.e.‘? Lot of these mwoveuonts will be treated extemsively in
Chapter V, aings after the Convention of 1922 ibe United Intheren Cimreh

slovly developed yelations wiin them, These culnmineted in the aifiilation

oi the United Lulheran Church with the World Council of Churches im 1943.

The attion of The United Imtheran Cinweh toward the American Bible
Soclety in one sensge could not be considered a yejection. Vhen a Tepree
soutalive feom this egency addressed the First Convention in 1913, Dre
Co e gucols m-uaau-é.ud & resolution “oomsending this wvenerable organisae
Tion w3 woat wrthy of the emour gement, supyori, und cooperatvion of our
pagtors and congregations.®® Yeb, when in 1920 it esked the general body
Lor offical recognition and a place on its budget, the United Lutieran
Chureh declined the requesiy, hut merely recoumended the cawse of the society
to all member wmweg&tions.g

Finally, the Young Hen's Christiam Orgenization also might b2 cOne
sidered in thig chapter. In 1924 this movement invited the United lLutheran
Chureh to appoint & standlng committee to confer with the movament on
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matters of wubual concern.® The United Imtheran Church acceded to this
requost iu oxder to "aelp the ¥, M. C. &, in its declarsd purpose to
eutallish itaelf mors firuly on a sound evangelleal besis. "0 Reports were
given to the Comvention of thn United lutheran Church until 1976,
Duping this peviod the reporte b the standing conmitice were of a vary

geueral end factual nature. liow and then they sevealed scms critical

eV ]:". sbicns
iocal agsoclations ave absoclulely sulcuomous in umttors of insediate

a:'azﬂnistrat:‘.on end I.ol:b::; and the Hational and State orgenizations
of iho li, ik, G, &, ars alle W do 1ittle more then recurmend cction
r.mi e-zerb uhatever influence thoy can through tho travelinz secraoe

Liaries o""

There seeng w Lo increasiug ee..;.\hmis on the Ghi'.‘..stian wessage and

purpose emong those higher up in the Councils of the organization.

T GlifTicully lLies du the aluost complete auionony often allowsd

to Individual associations ond socretaries.ll

In the convention of 1934 Fastor 4. R. Wentz ¥exjressed the hope
that the Comaission would be fully rropercd to present a statement for

the consideraticn of the Church st its next convention.™ > Yet, the

10 ibzates Fourth Diennlal Convention United Intheran
%?l'ﬁy fg %ﬁ%ﬁi Yhiledolphias The United th%gn%bmhug Housey
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iinutes of the next coavention reported that there wus no report of this
comnittee. It was moved and carried that this commitiee on Conference
with the Y. H. C. A, bo discontirmed.l¥ No explanation was given for this

action of the convention,

Yyioutes of the Tenth i

of Lionnial Convention of tho Mﬁ Lathoren
chﬁfh An ane Fhiladelphia: The United mtgan Publishing House,
19 s Po .




CHAPTER IV

THE RELATIONS OF THE UNITED LUTHERAN CHURCH WITH THE FEDERAL COUNCIL
OF CHURCHES OF CHRIST AND THE HATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES OF CHRIST

Of all interdenominational movements to which the United Lutheran
Church has given attention, the one which occuples more space in the
official Iiinuteg of the Church is the Federal Council of Churches and its
largers successor, the National Council of Churches. The examination by
the United Iutheran Church of these movements gives a good comprehensive
overview of the way in which the general body puts into practice the
principles outlined in Chapter II.

At the first convention in 1913 the delegates heard am address Yy the
prosident of the Federal Council of Churches. The general body at that
time recognized that the Federal Council provided a "medium through which
Evengelical Churches in this country have been able to cooperate for
common objects."” The question of relationship with the Federal Council
vas referred to the Executive Board.

The convention of 1920 started the relations by sending four visitors
%o the next Federal Gounoil meeting.? The United Lutheran Church seriously
and openly considered what to do about the Federal Council at the following
convention in 1922, The conventiorn had to step cautiously, bowever, for

&m?f%.%%ﬁ’f%%m 9£ the United Intherep Cluuch ip
mma gﬁ"i’ﬁp" a%f‘%’&m of the United Lutheran
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1L they criticized ths Federal Council without qualifieation, this wuld
bo tentamcunt to censoring the former membershiy of the General Synod in
that body. Firat, thoy recognized the fact that the old Gersral Synod
was a memver of the Fedoral Council of Churches. Then, they stated that
the question of affiilation with tl® Federal Council had tc be considered
anow Lecause of the Yenlerged progrem™ of the Council. Thus, ths convens
t4on awided condemning the former memborship of the Generel Synod.>

At this conventionm the Executive Loard told the delegates that the

United Lutheren Church should not "enter into corporate relations with,

&

or become & menber of, the Federal Council.®™” They gave the convention

three reasonss

l. Thile the Federal Counecil is a federal union, the confessional
gtatement in tho Proamble is weake « « « "In Jesus Christ as
their divine Ioxd and Seviox" , . ."Unitariens ., « « can =0
interprot the words 'divine lord and Saviour! as to accopt them
and join the Federal Counoil without any change in the Freamble,.
e o o It differs also  « « {rom our Deglaration of F
o o a "the truo Godhead of Jesus Christ anc His redemption of
the world by iHis life, death and resurrection.t®s

2 Tho Federnl Council attempts to have the world "follow Christian
principles® before the world is "truly convorted to Christian
principles!! "ittentlon 1o hsge called especially to the Sogial
Creed of thg Chuxchege « «

3« "The progrem of the Federal Council is so comstructed as to
embrace practically every activity of the Church,"’

2 Eisonis), Convertjon of the Upitd Latbersn
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Yot, the Executive ivard edmitted that th:re are arsas in which the
Chursh may cooperate without inmvolving "the question of f£idelity to the
faith.” For this rcason, the convention ascepted the [oard's ovaluation
and approved e list of activities in vhich the United Lutheran Church
could cooparate with the Federal Council as a consultative membsr, having
wice but no wte. Arces in which thoy could participate were (a) Study
of the question of Christian unity; (b) Comon phazes of educational work
(c) army and Navy chaplainsj (d) General swrveys; (e) Conferenco and exe
chaage of departmental plans; (£) Declarations on matters of public consern,
published only by those bodies vhich approve; (g) Relief worky (h)
Asgombling end publishing Clurch statistics; (4) Pullieity; (J) Transe
portation nrz-angenents_.s

Iefora contimuing with tho developmont of reletions between the
Urited Lutheren Church end the Federal Council of Churches, it ls nece
easory to mote an important development in the conventions of 1920 end
1922, In 1920 the convention granted "tentative pemission® to the Home
and Foreign ilission Doards, the Boerd of Education, the Sunday School
Doard and ths Yomon's lissionary Society to "associate themselves ad
Jnterim with the parallel interdu;ominationnl Councils, Commissions,
Socioties, otc."? This permission bLeceme more concrete in 1922 when this
tentative permission was coufirmed, and permission was also granted to the
Boards of Northwestorn Missions and others to join the Home Lissions
Council or the Foreign Miaslons Cunference.’®

SItadss pe 3.
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Those cgencies wero consldersd to be "intorloerd todies" bearing
oo relationzhip with the Federal Councill of Churches, Little did the
conventions realize ab this time that in 1950 these "intertoard todiea"
with wiich United Luthoran boards were affiliated would merge with the
Federal Council %o form the National Counecil of Churchsa, thus foreing
the United Lutheren Church either to withdraw 1ts agencies Irom these
interboord bodies or to enter into full membership with the new Hational
Coungil of Churches.

During tho early years of consultative afifiliation with ths Federal
Council of Churches, the reporis to the Uniied Iutheren conventiona were
falrly nogative. In the visitor!s report of 1924 some things were seen
at the Fedoral Council comvention of which they approved, Other things
fgerved to deepen our conviction" that the United Iutheran Church should
n0t Lo a £ull memberel> In 1926 the visitors raported that the Federal
Council Yia a ‘eonatant expresasion of Reformed Frotestantism of tho most
distinotive type.t It ia "largely commitied to a legalistic conseption
of God and human 1life.® The evangelicals "do not give charecter to tho
Council as a vaocloe." From its expanded machinery it will either "collapse
fron within® oy bocome a "superecinnch tody.? "infaithfulness" and "come
promises" are evident,’® In 1923 there was no visitorts report to the

convention.
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By the convention of 1930 the tone of the visiltorts report seoms to
chenge a2 bit, although the nsgative sldz is a1ill clearly presentec,
Lteocording to ths visliors, ths exisiense of the Coumcil 1s justified by

b3 Departuent of Ressarmch. The Couneil reporis given on the rural and

usban chureh were “informative,™ "suggestlive," and Winspirational.” Yet,
thay reported, there are strong atlempts Yy soms groups te influsnse
Federal Councll leglslation. Again the visitors stated that they ere
gled that the United Lutheran Church has consultative memberahdp only,l3

In 1932 the visitors roported sn "wusual interest? in spiritual
natierse The Federal Council Comlssion on Evengelian criticized "modorn
liboraliosm," Tho Fedoral Councll wes ree-examining 1taelf 4 Yot, at this
convantion thaére was a atrong critical atiitude toward the Foderal Coumeil,
The New York Ministeorium criticized the practice of the Federal Couneil
for making ypublis promouncemonts for all of its momberse.l® Tho Fennsyle
vania Hindstoriun vont 30 far as t propose & gevorance of relations with
he Fedevel Counsil,l® Action on these tw memorials ly the convemtion
wag to direct the Ixecutive Doard to "resexamine our relationship to the
Federal Council of Churches end make recomsendation,"L?

B!ﬂﬂiﬁﬁ
50 51 120 Sarsgth Slomial Supuiioe ol e Tipe e

9 pp. 52.-';'.
Viganutes of the Zizhth tiennial Convention :
e %ﬂ% {Fhiladelphias The United mﬁﬁmﬁ?
mm.. Pe 445
J‘swo. Po ibe

l'lw" Pe “8.




0

The visltoris report 0 tho convention of 1934 moted scme sentiment
In the .United Iumtheran Chureh to withdraw from the Federzl Council and
othor sentiment to beaoms full menberg, The visitors gtated that thers
was "lesn reason for wlthdravel @nd more rezson for adherence than there
wan in 1922," Yet, the hindranses to full membershiy listed in 1922 ave
"for the most part still cogont," > Obviously, the United futheren
Chureh'a opinion of the Federal Council is slowly inproving.

Ths ropresentatives to the Fedsral Courncil gave tho 1935 comvention
o detalled report on the werlous agtivitiess of tha Council, Their evalue
ation of the seassions wma that thore wms an imerease in evangelism, ode
wertion, and conservative theologye. They addded, howevers

the rslationshir of tha United Luthoran Church in Amerieca with the

Fedoral Counecil of Churches offers an oprortunity not to receive

aservice, mit to render - conservative and constructive influence.1?

inothar favoreble but eautious report =23 given by the consultative
rovreasentatives in the eonvention of 1933, ©®A more conservative spirit®
m3 notieced In the Federal Councll convention. Somo aotivity of the
Foderal Couneil "might sesn to give the impreseion® that the Coumeil is
trying to direct world unity offorts. Yet, thore ia a "growing scriptural
aprmoach® 4o tha Council's ;mblm.ao This convention also apiroved the

%.;M 55 e iath Menisd Gommntion of tie Unted utbersn
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withdraval, of Lic comnities on dmy and Havy Vork from the Fedeoral Council
of Churchos im order 1o wirk with otlhux Lutherans through the Liational
Inthersn Council,®L

Along with the usunl fectual report on Federal Council activities,
the visitors reporied to the convention of 1940 that the Pedsral Cowmell
is roeoimmining itasell, asking, "what is the will of Christ2"?” Thase
violiora =130 reported that efforta were being msie to merge cartain
tinterioerd lodlss® with the FVedorsl Cowmeils The Unitsd Lutheran Clzuweh
couventlon wae waned that if and when this tekes plzcs, their deromination
would hove G0 declde whether to withdraw £ron all of them or to foym
emother rolstdonship with all of then.s? The rvepresentetives of the United
Lnthoren Chwreh noted the violent sttack which certzin gmoupa hal made on
the Federal Council. Tho fowxdstion fox these attucks were Mutterances of
andividual neskers for wiich the Pederal Cousedl of Churches should mot be
held ras;zmsiblc.“u

Prior % the Couvention dn 1942, the Federal Council of Churchss
extended an fnvitaiion t¢ the Unlted Lutheren Church to affiliate 2s o
voting menbere Simce tlw Irotestant Episcopal Cinpreh had just emtered the
Federel Counmcil as a woting member, the Council considered this to be an
opjortune tizo to ask the United Lutheran Church to do likewise. In order
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to assist the Executive loard to maice a wise recomuendation to the cone
vention, the visitora to tho Federal Council yresented a list of arguments
for and sgalnst conatituent membershiy on the part of the United Lutheran
Church.

Some of the basic arguments against full affiliation had been pree
sented before; other are news (a) "It is still not a unity in faith"j (b)
“The Federal Council of Churches still does not properly distinguish .
botween the legalistic and evangelicel prineiples, between the true
functions of the State and those of the church"; (e¢) "Full membsrship
would weaken the distimotive Lutheran position"j (d) "The Federal Counoil
tonda to become a superechurch"; (e) It would interfere with the general
Lutheran plcture, delay union end offend some peoplej (£) It would lsed to
intordononinational pulpit, altar prayer fellowship; (z) It wuld endanger
our poople to tho errora of others; (h) It would hot be worth the ex-
renditures involved(n23

Tha basis arguuents vwhich the visltors listed in fawvor of full
nembership are obviously inconsistent with those already listed oprosing
full membershipe. A sumnary of thege arguments in favor of full membere
ship are as followss (a) "The Atlentie City Convention has clearly re=
vealed thet the Council does rot interfere with any demonination's :
doctrinal basis or historic practices"j (b) "There is no attempt to coerce
any individual or group"; (o) *"The United Iutheran Church has a distinctive
contribution to nmake"j (d) "The Lutheran Church mow is the onlar major
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Protestant Church outside of the FCC"j (e) The Federal Council I.a not a
super«church; (£) Ccoperation does mot ;I.ffeet doctrinal differences) (g)
Relationship with the Federal Council will have no affect on Lutheran
unionj (h) The United Lutheran Church has full membership in other agemsies;
(1) The United Iutheran Church will becoms more construstive and less
criticalj (J) The world erisis demands more cooperationy (k) All Lutheren
bodies should unite with the Federal Council if "our essential Intheran
positions are not affected in any way"s (1) "If the United Imtheran Church
profits by o ¢ « consultative membership, it should not hesitate to accept
the invitation to constituent membership,s20

Obvicusly, these reasons for and against constituent membership are
neither consistent nor well organimed. dApparently, they are summaries of
the arguments given to the visitors from different quarters. The action
of the Executive Board, after receiving the visitor's report, was to atate
that "1t would bo unwise at this time to accept constituent membership in
the Federal Council of Churches, but that . « « the matter be referred
to & special commttes of three for study and report."2T

This comnittee of three then gave its report which seems to summarise

the evaluation of the visitors during the last temn years:
The FCC is primarily an association of clurches of the Reformed group.
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vhaich would make neoceasary a cormplete reconsideration of our re=
lationship to it or to the new body.28

The committee of three ended its report by recommending contimued cone
sultative membsrship in the Federal Council and that an official commission
be formed to make biennial reports to the Convention of the United ILutheran
Church, When this recommendation was made to the convention, however, a
substitute motion was presented that the United Lutheran Church join as a
constituent member of the Federal Council. After a debate lasting two
sessions, the question was called and the substitute motion was mted
down. The original motion of the three-man committee was adopted.zg
Although the motion to jJoin the Federal Council as a full member was
dofeated, it demonstrated that a strong desire to join had risen among
some delegates.

The negative side in the visitor?!s report in 1944 on the Federal
Council waa still present, but the positive evaluation predominates. The
visitors wers "heartened" by a "contimmed advance®™ toward an "evangelical
spirit.” Liboralism of "yesteryear is waning.®? Unionism is conspicuous
by its absence, There is still an overemphasis upon "machinery and
function," "programs and ection," and the temdency is still strong for the
Federal Cowmcil to act without the authority of its member bodies. The
visitors add that if the proposod new agency is

voiuntary association of several communions, without commitments Ly

them which might involve compromise of the faith, in one organlzation,

for the sake of exchanging ideas, consulting with one another in :

matters of mutual interest, inspiring one enother to increasingly
effective witnessebearing for Jesus Christ . « o in that case « « »

287m4d., ppe 1328,
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the ULCA would £ind ltaelf mightily dram to acceptance of an ine

vitation %0 assume memborship in the new Council from the

The Commilsslon 4o tho Federal Council of Churches was directed by
the convention "faithfully to interpret the spirit and 1life of the UIGA
to tho FCC, and to interpret tho apirit and 1ife oif the FCC to the UIGA.":”'
In turn, this commission auggested that the convention "commend ths FCC
for its action in mors fully establishing the control of its executive
conniitee over 1ts publications and pronouncements® and also recommended to
tha Federal Counell that the application for membership by the Universalist
Cinreh and the Church of ths Hew Jexusalem be rejected <

Bofore the convention of 1946, the Exscutive [oard agaln debated the
arpunents for ond agalngt constituont membarship in the Federal Coumell
and centered its main objection to full membership on the Council's vinlae
tion of ths representative principles

The Unlted Imtheran Church disapproves in jprinciple of the provision

e o o wWnich allows any representation in the Executive Committee of

the Fedeoral Council vhich has not been initiated by the Churches

thenselves. Our Church specifically disapproves of the inclusion

of six reprosentatives of the interests of the state and lgcal. councils
of churches in the Pederal Council's Executive Comzdttea.’

The Commisuion to the Federal Couneil of Churches gave the convention
an objective, factual report on the Councii's activities. It concluded its

2Oaidmite Biennial Convention of ithe United
m s %tg%&gﬂ P lpaias The Unitedgzu%%ran Fublishing
House, 1944), Ppe 1135,
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rorort by commanding "thoe work of the Federsl Council to the loysl.
support and the prayerful concern of the United Imthovan Church in
Anorica .

In 1947 ithe Committes on Interdenominational Relations reported to
the Execuiive ard of the United Iuthoran Church conserning the latesth
convention of the ederal Council held tho previcus year. 3= this cone
vention of the Federal Counsil tho question was ralised as o the rolation
off the Council to Church union., The Disciples of Christ ond ths Congree
gational Christian Church has presented memorials which projosed that the
Federal Covncll sponsor conferances deaigned to promote church union
among menber denominations, Those merorials wers opjosed by the United
IuSheran dolegates os wnconstitubicnsl. It was decided by the Federal
Council convention to ask membor clmrches of the Coumeil AT they were
intereated in such 2 conference on union. The Comnittee on Interdenomie
notional feletions expressed the opinion, based on this coavention, that
there wore two opropsing groups in the Federal Councils

One group seas the Federal. Council as an Instiument for chwrch

union. & second group would resiriet its purrose to the largest

nessure of iuter~church cocoperation consistent with the faith,35

Acconrdingly, the Comnitiee on Interdenominational Relations proposed
thet the Txecutive Doard notify the Federal Council that it heartily arproves
o stetenent of the General Secretary of the Couneil, namely, “Ths Council
i3 an instrument, not of union, Wit of cooperetion,” This committes also
rocomsended et the President of the United Lutheran Chureh both tum
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down the proposed uniocn conlerence wnd &leo accompany this rejection with
the section concorning Frotestant organic union from the Taghinston
Deelaration. This Commitiee later roported to the Exocutive Bowrd that
the Federal Council refused o spomsor the union conference but did “offer
the gervices of its gtall and the use of its office force™ to those ww
wanted o yt:.';'tiuipu'i.e.%’

In Aprii this game Comnittee reported thet it conplained to Dre S We
Culvert on & divect appeal wade to ths Unilted Lulheren Farishes by ths
Pedorel Council for cloger cwoperation. The Comnlites seomed satisfied
with his angwers

I write W essure you that do the futuwre, we will make no approech

to Lutheran Congregations oxcept through the United Lutheran

orgenisationses’? ;

&b thip point in the development oi rolations btetween the United

lutheran Church end the Federal Council of Churches, the quection of the

proposed congtituticn for the Natlonal Council of Churches comsg into view.

The Coumission to the Federal Council reported the two basic obstacles in
the constitutions (a) The propsed Hational Council eonstitution wuld let
in unevangelical todies and agencies) and (b) It permits cooption of
porsoncl wt reprosentative of the member churches, If both of these
obatacles were eliminated, according to the coumlssion, ths Natlonal
Council Constitution would be tolerables The Commission claimod that the
United ntheran Chrel was doing everything it cculd to remove these
obeatacless

%MD" Pe 247 «
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Long conforcness and deleiled correapondonse have oeer inwvolved in

our honost effort to £ind & wuy in vhich the ULCA could take part in

thc NCO., Thun for that wqg has not been fourd. The dewoutly earnest

search 15 being continued.’S

The Committeo on Interdenominational Relationa was then directed to
draw up o statement of difficulties hindering United Lutheran participation
in the lational Council. Firat, tho Coumitiee listed those difficulties
"involving obscuritles of woabulary interprotation." Here, they cited
irticle II, 2, 3, 4y 5, 63 Jrticle IV, 2, (a), (b); Article V, 3; and
article X, 2. Some of these objections are technical, but othera are mots

In Article IX, 4, the term "dewotional fellowship® is ugsed. Its

neaning sceons a%&t vegue to us. Docs it mean the promotion of aoe

called "ecumonical services of worship"?

In 4rticle II, 5, hiere eur concern ia especlally great, "To foster

and eaccurage cooporation betwoen tw or more communions.® Does this

mean that the liational Council would comsider it its responsibility to

gorvio &3 an activo agent for the production of integral union of

denoninations,

Throughout the constitution we found curselves confused = coneerning

the relationship of the divisicns to the cowicll and vice versae

Tho conatitution wuld allow us ic conolude that the ccuncil is a

thing cpart from the dlvisions and that the divisions are granted an

antonory which would ajpear to nullify most of the advantages sought

in the formation of the National Council 9

The second group of difficulties listed in the constitution aro
violations of the Representative Principles Jfgencies must be governed Ly
toards whose personnsl are ripresoitetive of the member Churches. 4Any excuse
which wuld permit individuals, agencies, or local councils which & not
roprosent nember churches to enter the National Council is cooption,

According to the Committee, the Council must be & Council of Clurches, not

%-, Pe T43e
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6 Councili of counclia or & Councll of "amembers &bt lurge.” Inatasces of
the violation of this principle in tho Constitution wers in Ariicls III,
39 45 arilcle IV, 2, 4§ fxtlcle IX, 3; irticlo X, 4, 95 Artiels II, 7;
irilols XIT, 4§ hrtiols XIV, and Article XVe0

A thlrd group of obeiacles to Lfull United Luthoran membarchip were
listed as constitubtional viclatiions .:;i‘ the Eveng elioal Principls, The
Council and ito mamters sl be ovangelicals in the sense of frtisle IIT
ol the Yaghington Deglaratlon. The Comnitiece wisely aimed its chiel

criticlom atl the rreaubls of the comstliuticon, especizlly the words, *to

nanifest the essential Oneness « « « Wy the creatiuv:m of thy inelusive
cooperabive AZencye o » o
The Proanble goans to Imply that the Chxistisn Churches of ths USA
have alvecdy achieved "essential oneness™ in Jegus Christ and thelr
vivine Lord wnd Jevigure This implicalion we find wwerrentsd ly
tho facta.4l
Other ports of the consiitution which this Committec cites oo violating
the Evengelical Principle ave frticle II, 1, 6; drticle III, 2 (2), (b),
3 (b); Article IV, 3; &rticle Vy §; article IX;, 2; article X, 3; jrticle XI,
75 Aridele ZIi, 4; and Article ZIV, 2. Lbost of thoge sections roferred to
are really violations of the Representative Principle, singe thay would
pernit Churches, agencies, and individuals which are not evangelical to
enter the National Counoil,*?
In the spring of 1948 these difficulties which tha United Imtheran

Church had with the proposed National Council constitution were discussed
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with Bational Jouscil officialss Afber this discussion the chalrman of
tho Uaited lsg;aﬁ'&:;r;ra Chrareh Commission olsorveds
i. Tlxe,iiiai;iomu. Council represcatatives wore conoilimtory.
2o .’:30"@3 terninclogy was clarifisd,

-

3¢ Tha National Council representatives were hoping that ths new
body will froe itself of such inefficlency."

4e “Some HCCUSA Conferess seen tw have belicved that the UICA would
e satisfied if o mere mojority of the church boards . ,
could honestly Lo considersd evangelical. It seoemed to clear the
alr vwnea our dusistence on a Way zade up of evengelicals only
wes expresseds™

5 Other Frotesiants are mot sengitive about cooption.

6o It iz impossible to deley the fovmabion of ths Hational Council

Te "In cach conforence the fincl ajpeal to us has bteen that we
come imto the new orgenlsatlon and help from within to modify it
in the direction of cur own ideals,”

8. "United Lutheran spokesmen have made it cloer that they want to
join the iﬁ&tie;ngl Couneil providing that there is nc Tcompromige
of primciple.i+/

Vhen the time came for recomusndations to the convention Iy the
Executive Boerd, the only thing whiel could bs proposed was to continus
to work for the desired chenges in the Naticaal Council of thn‘chas.“
Thun, the convention of 1943 ended u;.t.h & question mark, There was a
strong desire to join the National Council as a constituent meaber, A4t
this time there is no immedluals hope of changing the Hational Counoil
congtitution. Yet, there is mw move in convention to set asidc recognized
convictionos and principles.

Prior to the convention of the United Lutheran Church in 1950, the

43%9. Do 219
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Foderal Council plsced an interpretation on its confessionnl statement
wvhich mede it much more toleratle to the Iutheran .delagaten. The
Commission to the Federal Council of Churches rejorted on this point to
the Executive loard. The Ixecutive Comrdtiee of the Federal Council had
openly declared in 1945 that tho confessional statenent oi' the Council wus
identical in meaning with that ol the Torld Council of Churches. The
Forld Council comuits itself to Jesus Christ ao "God and Savior.," This
ection of the Exocutive Committee was approved in the plenary session of
Federal Council by o Yecisive wie.” The Commisaion exyress:sd the hope to
the Executive Poard of 't.h;a Unitod Lutheran Church that the constitution of
the Hationzl Council go one step farther and incorporate "a confessional
stotonent identical with that of the Vorld Council®™ in wording ss well
as mea!ﬂ_nuﬂ.45

The United Lutheran convention of 1950 was crucial as far as inters
denoninational relutions were concerned. In this convention the United
[utheran Church hod to decide what it was to do with the National Couneil
of Churches which was about to come into existence. UOf the eight merging
agencies the United ILutheran Church had consultative relations with twos
(a) The Federal Council of Churchesj and (b) The International Council
of Religious Education. It had full membership im fives (a) The Foreign
Uissions Conference; (b) The Home liasions Council; (o) The Hissionary
Education Hovementj (d) The Hational Protestant Council on Higher Edue
cations and(e) the United Stewardship Council. The only merging agency
with which the United Lutheran Church had no relation was the United
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_ships asourately sumned up the du.em of the Conventions

42
Council of Church %omen., The Com:ittee on Interdencminational Relation

our Church is confronted with a decisisn eithor to consolidate and
expand its cooperative astivitieos with other Protestant and Orthodox
commumions, or to curtail them sharply, The choice which is mo
hnguoymtoushtomintmthsnatmm

In the gyes of the Leaders of the United Lutheran Church the correct
choice in regard to the lational Council was full meabership. The Frese
ident, Dr., I, C, Fry, revealed this opinion in the opening speech before
the convention of 1950 in which he callsd the step "possible.* Ho alwo
regretted that the United Lutheran Church was not making thia decision
jointly with all other Lutheran todiess

lione of us United Lutherans would have chosen the present ordsr of

eventae, Our strong preference would have been for the ranks of

American Iutheranism to have closed into a solid phalanx first, with

our poaition vis-aevis the rest of Protestantism to bte determined

later, Unhappily this more desirable procedure has been demied to
us. The question which confronts this 1950 éonvention is: Shall the

United Iutheran Churech take the step toward Christian cosoperation
vhich is possible today?47

Dre. Fry listed the evangelical and representative principlss as the
correct guides for his Church and concludeds '
The United Lutheran Churéh must be prepared to go where these rrgcﬁ
principles lead. « . » The common which besets all of us us
tmp&;lnntotqwmtnuﬂ inciples to the conclusions
iuohnlnw J%udu&rnﬂ.,nthcthnhmm
principles to lead us,
m.mmmtmunmammcmmuwww

its principles. mw&uhhuwlnplmm nmmm
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g
recopnize the principles of the United Inthersn Church even to the
B e e e e S
any abandonment of our principles Ly our Church itself

This latter point will be discussed more fully in Ghapter VI of this study.
4 rather full report wes given to the convention on the history snd
content of tho constitutional chenges for the Natiomal Council, The leaders
of the United Lutheran Church had met with the leaders of all major members

of the Federal Council and openly prescnted the two prineiples along with
difficulties in the proposed constitution, The Plamning Committee of the
Federal Counoil suggested six changes in the proposed constitution "in the
bhope that these few alterations would solve the difficulties." The United
Lutheran representatives made it clear that they did mot, tut that i¥ was a
step in tho right direction.”® Othor indies proposed minor smendments of
which the Executive Board apjroved, but which d1d not change the pictures

Dr. Fry weathen placed on the strategic National Council Comaittee
on Prograns and Procedures, and eprroval was given to threc United Iutherans
to serve on other planning committees.’t The Natiomal Planning Committes
then invited the United Lutheran representatives to make specific amend=

ments which would make the constitution mare acceptabls to the United

Iatheran Church. :
VWhen this series of amendments was pented to the Ewecutive Committes
of the Planning Committee its ts reastion was one of dissppoints
nente munmuwuudthtmm“'w@r
numerous.”
4954a.
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Vory fow modifications were made %o our proposals, HNob one of the
few minor rephrasings that were agroed upon involved any compromise
of our Chnwrch!s baslc principlos. « « « Contimed concern wmas felt
abt only four comperatively minor points. « « + The Planmning Committee
of ths NCCCUSA has agresd %o prosent to the constitubing convention
with its om full endorsement, end without sven any necessary mention
of the sccloslestical LOdy.. « « indiiating such changes, all zroposed
emendments submitted prior to HMarch 1, 1950, to which the umanimous
spproval of the nambsrs of the Planning Committes has basn given.s?

The minubes for this conveniion then geve an anelysis of the Coastie
tution and the proposed amendmenta by the United Iutherans together with
the final action of the plamning Commities of the National Council., The
more inmportant of thosc arcndments are given belows
Preamble
Proposed: Tn the pxovidence of CGod, the time has come vhen 1t sesma
£itting rorefully to menifes the essential oneness of the Christian
Churches of the United Stetes of imerica in Jesus Christ as their Divine
Iord and Saviour, by the creation of an ineclusive co-operative agency
to continiite « ¢ o
imended: to manifes onemens in Jesus Christ as Divine Lord and Saviour;
by the crestion of an inclusive co-eperative agency of the Chrlstien
Churches of thes Uniled States of imerica to continuse o o «

Final fction: Lpproved.
drticla TT. Soction 1

Proposed: To menifest the essential onemess of the cceoporating churches
in spirit and purpose for the furtherance of their common mission in the
wrld. ,

Amendeds To manifes the common spirit snd purpose of the co=operating
churches in carrying out their mission in the world.

Final Action: Apmroved.
Article 13, Section 3 .
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Proposeds To continue and extend the work . o+ « a3 may fron time to time
be agreed upon.

imendeds o o o oxtend the work . + . as the churches nay from time to time
agree uyon,.

Final Actions o » « oxtend the work . + . as the charches through their
ropresentatives im the Council may from timo to time agree upon.

Article I, Section 4

Froposed: To ensourage devotional fellowship and matual counsel concerning
the spiritual 1ife and religious sctivities of the churches.

fmended: To counsel conoerning the spirdtusl 1ife and religious activities
of the Churches,

Final Acticns: To encourage follewship and mutual counsel concerning the
spiritunl 1ifc and religious ectivities of the Churches,

hrticle 11, Sectlon 5

FProposed:s To foster ond encourage co-operation between two 0 more communions.

Amended: o o « CO-Oporation among the churches for tle purposes set forth
in thia Constltution.

Finol iction: Aprroved.

drticle IX, Scotion §

Proposeds To promote co-operation among local churches and to further
dévelopment of councils of clurches in commmities, states, or larger
territorial units,.

Amended: o o « local churches by furthoring in communities ¢ « « the
developument of councils of churches in full agreement with the Preamble
of this Constitution.

Final Action: 7o promote co=operation emong local churcles and to further
in commmities, states or larger territorial units, the development of
Councils of Churches + « ¢ in agreement vith the Froamble of this Constie
tution.

Artdele TII, Seqtign 3 (b)

Anended ty restricting membership in divisions, etc. to commmions "in
agreement with the Freamble of this Constitution,"

Final Actions appeoved with mivor rewording.

T —
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dmended by requiring siate councils to ba "in agrecrent with the Freamble®
and Yeonatituted by the commmmnions in its avea."

Final Aotion: Approved with minor rewording.
¥, Soctlon
Delotion wus recoumendsd and approved,

irticle IV, Scetion 4

Froposeds A church Board or iAgency waich without official actiou of its
communion participates in one or wore of the Divisions . o « shall have
seuborahipy in tho Division or Divisions concermed tut not in the Council
1tgell,.

imendeds . « o shall heve nauborshlp witlnut wite in the Division or
Divisions concernode

Final Action: 4 church Board or Agency of a commmion not holdinz membore
ghip in the Counsil mey have menberskip in ono or more of tha Divisions
of ths Council.

artiele V. Scotion 3
This was amended and approved by adding "in agreement with tho Preauble.. « "
ixtiole I¥, Seot

This was amended by mai:ing each member of the Executive Commities a member
in good stunding of a communion which is a constituent member of the Council.,
The Amendment was approved with minor remording.

Artielo X, Seotlon 2

Some minor changes ware added and auproved vhich tend tc emphasize that
only the Council develops. a "basie philosophy" vhich is automatically
the philosophy of its divisicns.

Articlo X, Section 2

The words, "inecluding those of comnunions which are rot constituent meabers
of the Council,® were eliminated.

Artlcle X, Scotion 4

After mumerous wordings and rewordings, it was agreed that although a
Division in the Council may draw other members from churches not members
of the Council, such churches must bs those who would "accept the Freamble."
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This must alao be "aubject to confirmetion ly the Executive Commitice of
the Councll." ;

dAxtiglo X, Soction 9

Proposeds Each Division may establish such yrofessional or lay advisory
section as it may e2e¢:m desirable.

The United Luthsrans urged deleting,

Final actions Each Division may sponsor such professional or ley advisory
groups vithin the {ield of interest as the Divisicn mey seenm desirable,

Jirtilele XI, Soction 7

This wap smended to glve the same rights to Joint Depertvents and Qommissions
ea 1t gave to Divisions in Jrticle X, Section 4; with the same restrictionsa.
The Amepdnent was approved with some rephragsing,

irticle XI. Seetlon 5

The Luthoren amendment wished to deprive the Joint Departments from "develope
inz the basic philosophy® independent of the Council., JApproval waz £inally
given to the qualificlation, "subject to the provisions of Article V,
Section 1.%

Arkdgls XII, Seation 4

The same smendments snd chenges were made here as in X, 4 and XI, 7.

4rticle IV, Seoticn 2

It vms omandad and approved that the Field Department must include ropresente

atives of the Hational Council, not merely the territorisl councils and
the four Divisions,

sxtioie RV

It was amended snd spyroved to meke all members of the Department of
Puvlication membsrs of the constituént commmions of the Hatlonal Coumoil,>3

Other chanpea were proposed Ly other demomimations, Iut they were of
o minor, technicel nature, 4n examination of the foregoing dats, the
proposed Constitution, the United Lutheran .._Amdnmfs, and the £inal ree
widlng of the National Council Flanning Committee, would seem to indicate
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that invariably the United Iutheran Church got its waye. In only a fow
instences (Article II, Soctions 4 and 6; srticle IV, Section 4; and
Article X, Section 9) did the Plenning Conmittee seem to compromise the
wording and perhaps the content of the United Luthoran amondrenta.

The Executive Board of the United Lutharan Church was evideatly
satisfied with the final results. The recommended to the comvention:

That in the expectation thut the constitution will Le adopted as

sulmitted on April 25; 1944, together with amendmenta substentially

as now proposed by the Planning Cormittee for the KCCCUSA, the

United Lutheran Church in America asaume meubership in the NCCCUSA,
Dre. Fo Re Knubel presented this resolution and aduitted that the United
Imtheran Church opening itself to ceriain Bdengers™ if it passed the
rosolution, btut he indicated that "fidelity to our convictions mnd courage
in their expression” would negate these dangers., After some discussion a
subatitute mostion was presented to rafer the issue to the constituent
synods during the next two yearss This was lost after a brief discussion.
A rising wte was taken on the original motion, and it was adopted Ly "an
almost unanimous vote." President Fry then promised the convention that
the officera will te "diligent t0 preserve the principles for which the
Church has thus far stood."??

~ Thile the convention of 1950 ended on.a hopeful, optimistic note,

the convention of 1952 seemed to be charged with the apprehenselon that
things were not well in regard to the Hational Council. The Comxzittee on
Interdenominational Relationship reported that certain hy-laws added to
the National Council constitution permitted a mumber of delegates-atelarge
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into certain units of the Coumecil, The concern of the United Lutherans
was made clear to the Genercl Ioard of the lational Councils

I;residemt Fry ;xade e quiet stuatement to the General Board on December
that tho United Luthoran Church would probably hold ieipation
:1:.\ all such units of the Council in ol:eyancaﬁgly i

Yet, there was an attenpt Loth Ly the Commitiee on Interdencminational
Rolationships and by Dr. Fry sympathetically to understand the reason for
this cooption on the part of tho Hational Council. The Committee stateds

Our delegutics observad with regret emd anxiety that the represente
ative princlple, although thoroughly recognized and incorporated in
the constitution and general lyelaws of the Council, was not cone
sistently applied in the ly-laws of a nmunber of subdivisions of the
Council, Thiz condition was apparently due in part to a lack of full
conprehongion and aszgimilation of this prineiple into habitual
thinking processes on the part of many orzenizers of such "units" of
the Hational Council, The byelaws of sevoral units called for large
nmubers of "membe:g-atelarge." At first glance, this category wus
hardly distinguisheble from coopted memberseS7

Dr, Fyy presented his candid opinlon in his personal column to the Pastors
of ihe United Lutheren Churchs:

It was disconcerting to discover the mischiewvous old Ycoopted membere
phip® abuge reappearing at Cleveland tco. I suprose th:t wo were

too sanguine in expecting bad habits to be outgromn so quickly, or,
to put it differently, now yrinciples to be assimilated all at once.
After all, our ULCA convictions at this point have been just about

as foreign to the thought patterns of other Protestants as they could
bo=euntil jut the day before yesterdayl

inywy, the provision for numerous "members at large” in ihe byelaws
of several of the lesaer unites of the Hational Council was an eme
barrassnent and a cause of concern to the delegation of our Church
at this convention. It made us assume mwn ungracious role more than
once vhen all of us wuld have preferred to nod a complaint, yet,
for the sake of good will,53
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Finally, the Committee on Interdenominational Relationships reported
on the finds of the National Council Committee on Constitution and By-
Lews. Two proposals were brought before the National Council comvention
in Cleveland to amend the Preamble of the Constitution. One proposal
asked that the Preamble be widened to provide for a "more imcluzive
fellowship® and to embrace "all those whe went %o join in seeking to knring
Godl's Kingdom in the Vorld." The other proposal suggested that the
Presmble b2 narrowed Ly changing %Divine Iord® to Cod,¥ thus reguiring =2ll
menbsr churches to more fully express their falth in Christ'as deity. The
Hational Council committee recommended to the National Council's Gemneral
Board that the Preamble stay as it was for two reasons: (a) The present
Preamble "hags boen gensrally accepted as a baais of cooperation among the
Evangelical Churches of America for more then forty yearsp" and (b) "It is
soundly biblical,” because it employs biblical language: It is important
to note that the United Lutheran Commlitee czlled this a Pgratifying
reporty " thus, implying emdorsement of the Preamble's status q_uo.'59

The minutes of the 1952 convention also gave summary of the Noxrth
Anerican Loy Conference of the Christian and His Daily Work; called by the
Nationel Council of Churches of Christ in tho United States of America and
the Cenadisn Council of Churcheg at the request of the World Couneil of
Churchess In general the conference was praised for being theologically
grounded and for having good practical insightss However, it

gtunblod a bit « ¢ « vhen it attempted to set dowm on a
ot bomerit nc ahiat had Tecn Loscaplisbed and Wt desisione
reached, The end product was a kind of alleinclusive statement that

Suimites of the Elghteenth Blennial Convention, 1952, pps 413ff.




52

lacksed Tirepoware The areas of discussion were so wids that 1t wes

virtually _Gossible to tie them into one neat yackage in the course

of an hour.®

Tha raport to the Executive Soard ly the Commiitee on Interdenonie
national Relationships informed the Convention of 1954 that, sccording
to the United latheran dolegotes to the Natlonal Coumnell ; ths first tw
yozrs of the relationship with the Cownelil has been good, Thay baliaved

that all of the proncwncemonts of the Assembly wore evemgelical, with one

excepiion s

The singls paragraph of ths Hessage which wes unsatisfactory, and
indaed dlsturbting, to us as Intherans was one vhich pralsed Wmity®
of an uwndefined typa and atiemptod to place an imperative bshind it,

in pmended draft wms permitted to s substituted which defined this unity

a2 liitlo more carefully as resting in Christ as divine Iord and Savinm'.el

In 1953, however, a disturiiug element oceurred:s

Following en intonse end ponetimes unhappy discuasion in the Committee
on Polity and Stratepy « « « The General Boerd of the National Councill
adopted a statement « + o ON *categnries of Participation in the
Natlionzl Counecil and its units.” . . . The preceding debste, which
extended over several months, was disturbing to the representatives
of ocur Church, Views contrary to ours on these fundsmontal issues
were strengly pressed by some influentisl representatives of other
Churches, Eerlier decisions , « . vhich were in agreement with the
prdnc!.plea which we uphold were called into question. A few inailstent
voicas edwocated a generzl ree~cxauination and reversul of rolicles

s & o On which the very participation of the United Intlm'an Church

is baseds Tho result . .wa.sfwﬂc]waem;mmjaa.

This conpronise was the statcment of the Genoral Board of the National
Counticil vhich permitted "guest participenta® to have a wice in the aifairs

%c’ Pbs 39”.
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of a cortain division if they ave qualified in that particular field,
rogardlens of vhother or not they wero evemgelical, The U. L. C. &,
Committes on Interdencminational Relationships held this to be seweral
gteps hackwards

The Church ouzht 0 « « o rely solely upon confessing Christians . « o

to apply the Gospel to life. « « « lio one wio is not nourished Ly
Vord and Sacrament or who does vt ghore its ovengelissgl faith cen
understand or interpret the Church, « o o .
The United Lutheran Commitiee recommended, therefore, thul the United
Lutheran delegotes be cautioned to waich out for abuses of the "guest®
participation in the various divisions. &3

Pinedly, the Comaittee on Interdenominational Relationshiys reported
on a document sent out by the Genoral Doard of the National Council to
member denominations urging them to take certzin steps.s The Commitice
listed these resommendetion and added the Iutheran evaluation:

1. The Hiation2) Councll asked that congregations "coeoperate with
each other.” The Committes called on “Synods and congregations
to follow the samo princirnles of interchurch cosoperation ¢« ¢ «
ag our Church et lorge."

2¢ 'The Committes was willing to combine m-ojeo'bs with others "o
enchance commmity impsct.¥

3. The Commitiee was willling to Watudy possible classifications of
areas of work."

4o The Committee observed that since Lutherans follow the Church
Year, they will not bs able to "ecalldtention to the major
special day and week observanges" ecallec by Protestants.

5 The Committee agreed that the coeoperative work of' a denomination
. 1s also considered to te the work of member congregations.

6. The Comnittee agreed that congregations should shars the cost of
projecta,
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7. The Committee left the individual cong-egztipns to decide on what
they wish to include in their bulletins. :

In the mimutes of the convention of 1956, the last ones available for
this study, the representative prineiple is still being violated. The
Committee on Interdenominational Relationships, reporting on the Hational
Council's Assembly in 1954, stated that an amenduent to the constitution

vas proposed which "aroused the misgiving" of the United Lutheran repre-
sentativese It permitted the four divisions to elect six instead of three
membsrs of the General Board. Dr. Fry candidly told the Assembly:

One deterremt to the United Lutheran Church joining the National Cowncil
in 1950 was the alrsady large numbsr of members of the General Board
not directly representing denominations even before this increase was
proposed. :

Yet, this undesirable amendment was carried "hy a heavy majority."
The Committee continued the report of events hy commentings

This action highlights one of two simultanecus trends that we look on
with concern and regret. The leglslative funetions of the General
Asgembly, which was designed to be the plenary body of the National
Council of Churches and which adheres most closely to the prineiple
of direct representation of member communions, have faded to a
ninuun. The General Board is increasingly the actual policy-making
body of the Council. At the same time, the General Board is becoming
even less directly representative of the demominations., All members
of the toard must be approved bty their commmnions but in nmumerous
instances they are chosen to embody the interests of units of the
Council .65

The delegates to the various divisions on the National Council still
gave reports and evaluations similar to the frank analyses of the earlier
years. The delegates of the Study Conferences on the Church and Economic
1life stated that thay were impressed both with the %disintegration in

Mm.. PPe 4LT1L.
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general Protestant thought" concerninz™od, man and nature” and with the
Uyigor with which imorican Protestant leaders are proting" the problens
of 1life, It mae perhaps unindended to conireat the exphasia of Protestantisn
an disintegration of thought and vigor of ection, tut it is a rather pungent
ovaluaticn.66

The leafars of the Unlted Intheran Chuoeh ars still opposing dangorous
tronds and trying to enlighten members of the Council with Imtheran and
Christian insights, After a discussion in a meeting of the Hationasl Council's
General board concorning worshiny where members of othar faiths sre pregemt,
Dre Fry explained Inthsran opposition to any Joint worship with none
Chriatians &7

Finally, it was roported that in the mseting of the Cencral Board of
the Hational Councll in 1955 it was decidod to accept the invitation to
enter into relationship with the World Councll of Clwrchess as en "Agsoclate
Council.” Concelwutly, if this study wmre contimued ten yoecxrs from vow,
Chapters IV ond V nizht nerge, since thse Forld Council and the Batisnal
Council sppenr to ke growing eloser togother .63

Iooking back ovor the history of the relationahips of the United
Lutheran Church with the old Federal Coumncil and its offspring, the Hational
Council, it is yossiblo to see both a developument in positive attitude and
e vetontion of eritical evaluation. The United Iutheran atifitude has
progressively become more helpful and optimistic iIn many of the reports on

66;&5-. De 5420
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this American federation of Churches throughout the years. &s was seen
in the mimutes from 1930 on, the Council was described as bscoming more
conservative and evangelical. Yet, in other reports it is evident that
the United Lutheran Church has not blinded itself to the limitations of
the Council., In recent years the fear seems to have appeared that some
of the things which are not well, such as vﬂplai;ipns of the representative
principle, are growing worse. The chief questions left unanswered in this
charter is this: At what point will the United Lutheran Church in America
regard the violations of principle by the National Council sufficiently
severs to necessitate a withdrawal from the Council?




CHAPTER V

THE RELATICNS OF THE UNITED LOTHERAN CHURCH WITH INTERNATIONAL
COOFERATIVE MOVEMINTS OF CHURCHES

The relationg of the United Lutheran Church with the World Council
of Churches and its parent bodies, the ¥orld Conference on Faith amd Order
and the Universal Christian Conference on Life and Vork, had run fyrom the
extreme of provisional rejection of the jarent bodies in 1922 to the cone
stituent affiliation with the VWorld Council in 1948,

As was discussed In Chapter III, the United Lutheran Church provie
sionally rejected both the Faith and Order and the Life and Tork confere
onces, partly because they meemed to be similar to small, activistic
movements of that day which weore also tddding for membership. After 1922,
however, the Executiv; board received certain literature on these movements
wvaich gave the hope that they wore going to be carefully plenmed Free cone
ferences. The convention permitied the United Lutheran Church to send
delegates to both Conferences providing (a) That the United Lutheran
representativessain love and franknesse- shall and may present the Iutheran
view on all points; (b) That the Doctrinal Easis of the United Lutheran
Church be'.get.forth "at the proper time"; and (c) That the Lutheran delegates
never take action inconsistent with their Churchis doctrinal basis,l

In 1926 the United Lutheran delegates to the Universal Conference on
Life and Work, held at Stockholm, Sweden, 1B 1925, reported on the subjects

jimen of e Fousth Piemiad fopmmsicn 2L il e
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dlscussed at the Conference. They covered the problems of war, social
adjustment, drink, divorce, end econoniec difficulties as they relate to
Christianity. The delegates concluded:

e must confess to a certein meamure of disappointment in that the
conference did not give us a solution of at least scme one of the
problems that were dlscusseds.s « o« The Conference hes given us
no new message, nor has it told us of new and wiser ways of applying :
Christ's teaching to the problems which confront all the nation « « » :
perhaps, we expected too muche ¢ o ¢+ It had its values. . «+ « The !
greatest good will register itself in bestter Telations between the !
Churches, « o o

Finally, the delegates recommended that the question of future Uniked
Iuntheran partieipation in the Conference on Life and Work be left to the
determination of the Executive toard. The Convention adopted this rece
ommsndation.z
Concerning the Torld Conference on Faith and Order, the United
Luthoran appointed Commissicnmers revorted in 1926 that the Draft Agenda,
proposed propositions for the Conference, was unsatisfactory.
They proposed a mumber of changes:
1., Drop the Preamble which recognizes "twth the large measure of
agreenent that exists amongz us concerning the things of God and
the great loas and hindrance that our divisions cause."

2, Drop the part of Subject I which claims that only in a united
Church ean human society be "purified and inspired.®

3. Revize Subject II to define the Church and explain how it is
carrying on the Work of Christ by bringing people to faith.

4, Eliminate the implication that the Apostlea' and Nicene Creeds are
.a sufficient doctrinal basis for grganic union.

%ﬁéﬁ, o Ak Mominl omention of tho Unfied Iutheray
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Other changes suggested were in the arsas of the Ministry, the lieans of
Grace, and the Ghm-ch.s

A5 a result of these objoctlons, along with suggestiona by other
Churches, the Draft dgenda wus merely appendixed to the end of the program
as suggesiions for discusslon. The Executive Doord recomrmended that,
although the Continuation Comnittes of the Yorld Conference on Faith and
Order has contimmed to coopt members, the United Tutheran Church contime
their relationa with the coni.'srence.l" -

The convention of 1$28 had nothing to say about the Universal Cone
ference on [ife and York. Ilowever, a considerable amount of attention was
given to the Torld Conference coni Falth and Order, The delezates gave an
onlightening report on its assembly in Lausanne, Switzerland, in 1927.
The opaning address was glven Ly Frofeasor ¥erner Eleri, a young theologilan
who had just ocome to teach at the University of Erlangen. The United
Lutheran delegates believed that his address atated their pusition on the
question of unitys

Unity 4n Christ and unity in ths truth are identicel. « « « If W

ars not one in the truth, neither are we one in Christ. Thorefors,

gll whio would unite themselves in Christ, must exumine whethor thay

are one in the truths « » « Find the unity of Christians in the

truth gnd express the truth with clearness without compromise with
errole

According to the report of the United Lutherar deleguies, mowever,
the Conferonce did not measure up to this ideal, There were temiencies to

31big., pp. 64£L.
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formulate ambiguous statements vhich could beo interpreted in several ways.
Yot, seccording to tho delegates, the Conference has much in its favors

The Conference o « « was sene and selfepossessed and was never swept
off itg feet Ly any outhurtas of cratory or weve of enthusiasm. , « »
+ pointec the only way in vhich the Christian Church can even hoope
for a solution of the probelm of disunity, nemely the calm, unhurried

consideration of itas fundamental tensts in a franternel and nons
controverslal spirit, with the earnesthope and expectation of reaching
such ogresaent in the unity of the Spirit as will yrove to bte the

tond of peace, in the meanwhile giving itself earnestly to that
common approach for the salvation of the world, which found wmanimous
C‘.}lxmvag. by the Confersnce in ils rerort ocn the Hessaze of the
Chureh o

A now eloment appeaved at this time in the relatianship development
of the United Imtheren Church, The United Lutheran delegates met with
other Iantherans fyom various parts of the world and worked with them in
presenting ithe Lutheran viewpoints

A common point of view wma developad in regard to the work of the

Conlerences IV llkewige rovealed a Iatheran strength and conle

sciouaness that me saw eyve to gre in laborinz for the real unity of

the Church in the gpirit of our common heritage of theReformation.

e o « It ms posalble for us judiciously io disiribute five hundred

copies of the Augsbur; Confession and the same number of coples of

the Smalcald aArticlea among the delegates.
Finally, the geventy Iuntheran delegates of various hodies representing
twelve nutjons rresented a statemont to the Faith and Order Conference on
the Iuthoran viewpoint concerning unitye’

¥t iz not aup.-:!.éing, therefore, to find in the recommendations nade teo
ths United Lutheran convention a plea that the United Imtherans contimme to
keep in touch with othor Lutherans and vork with them in their association

with the Conference on Fsith and Order. The United Lutherans decided to

611_)&... Pe e
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continue participation in the Conference, btut also to keep in touch with
the Conference's Continuation Comittes on its plans end purposes.d
Finally, a detalled presentation was given to the Convention of ths
Reports of the Lausanne Conference. After presenting the text im full,
t was evaluated as omitting certain key doctrines, inadequately defining

others, and as not being in proper form if used as a basis for Church
union.9

The Commissioners to the Conference on Falth and Order analysed the
reports from the Lausanne assembly even further from the 1930 convention.
The reports with its Preamble 1s not meant to be a union document, but
merely a presentation of the areas of agreement and disagreement among
the Churches, About the same things were approved and disapproved as in
the Convention of 1923. These Commissioners heartily applauded the Con=
ference's statement that "ambiguous statements and hasty measures may
hinder rather thsn hasten the work of unification." 4s in the former con=
vention, it was recommended end adopted that the Commission continue to
report on the Conference's progress, to rresent the position of the United
Lutheran Church, and to keep in contact with other Lutherans on these
devalopnents.m As in previous years, there was no comment on the Conference
on Life and TWork given to the convention,

By the convention of 1932 the Commissioners were able to report on

Blmm. PP. 80f,.
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tentative plans foxr the 1937 assembly of the Torld Council on Faith and
Order., Tho leans of Grace and the Vorship of the Clurch was suggzesteds
4side from this snformation, the only other importent ection taken was

that the convention asked the Conference thal inm the fulure the repra=

gentatives should bs officially spyointed Ly the Churches, rathsr than

person roproasnting \’na:nsa..vea.u Agein, nothing wes mentioped in this
convontion conceming the Conforence on Iife and Vorit.

In 193, the United lmtharan Coumission gave the couvention a factual
ra;;ort of the preparations taking placs for ths 1927 agsembly of the Faith
and Order Conferenco. Thore was no evaimation given in this report except
the comsent that in tho jAne-ican Regiorel Committee the Americen churche
nen wsually hoo 1itile enthusiasa for ti® proposed program of theological
discusaion if thore were to be m practisasl applicution to 1living iomes, 12
For the first tims since the convention of 1926, a brief rerort was given
on the Universal Christian Conference on Life and Worke. Tiis report
stated that since there was o rovement to consolidate the differemt world
movements intc one union, it was recommended that the United Intheran Church
nobofficinlly participate in the Confersnce on [ife end Vork,; bul merely

continue informal eontact.n
The Commigaicn oa YWorld Conference on Falth and Order preszented to

the 1936 Convention the finel preparations which had taken place for the
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1937 assemhly., It was to be held in Edinburgh, Scotland, and the proposed
program vas intensely theological. It was reported with approval that
the Conference!s Continuation Conmities was recommending that the Cone
ference itself not bs responsible for any service of loly Communion, tut
that various denonminations may hold their own at the Conference and invite

whom they like. After this report by the Commission, the Executive Board
of the United lutheran Church recommended, among other things, thats:

we deem it unwise to give representatives of ths Youth Group a

voice in the Conference. As members of Christlan Churches they are

represented in the Conference through the delegates of their Church.l4
Once more, the United Iutheram Church, by the above recommendation, tried
to reduce the degree of cooption.

4t thisg Convention the question arose of sending delegates to the
Universal Christian Conference for Life and Work,15 scheduled to be held
in Oxford, England, in 1937. Pernisaion was given to do so. One of ths
importent reasons given was that since other Lutherans would bs there, the
United Lutherans should also be thare in order to assist them in giving
Intheran testimony. It was pointed out, however, that the United Lutheran
Church would hold future relations with the Conference in obeyance until

after the report on the coming Oxford li:sssnem'nly.]'6

Jsuimtes of the Tenth Blennial Convention of the United Lutheran
JAin America Philadelphia: The United Lutheran Publishing House,
» PPe 82ff,

15 parently, this group has undergone a frequent change of namea.
P carlisy, the Mimtes referred to it es the Universal Christian
Conferences on Iife and Work. In 1922 and earlier years the limites called
1t the Universal Conference of the Church of Christ on Life and Work. Iater
the Mimutes will again refer to it as ths Universal Christian Conference
on Life and Tork.
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The convention of 19338 rovealed some startling developments. The
Torld Conference on Faith and Order meeting in Edinburgh in 1937 voted
to nerge with the Conference for Life and Torke The tw Conferences
prorosed have a general assembly every five years, a Central Committee
meeting anmually, and two commissiong, one for Faith and Order, and one
for Life and Vork.l?! The question arose, vhat was the United Lutheran
Church going to do about their relaeiions with this organizmation and its
parent bodies?

It was reported to the convention that it was decided in Jamuary of
1937 not to send repregentatives to the 1937 Life and Tork Conference at
Oxford. The reason given was that the cooption waus so extensive that it
"ceased to be a Conference of t:hu.:.'uhaa.“:"‘3

Concerning the Conference on Faith and Order, it was proposed and
edopted timt the United Lutheran Church contimue their relations with that
group, rending further develupments im the organization of the Vorld
Cowncdl of Churches.’? In regard to the formation of the World Council
of Churches, from the start the United Luth:rana began working with the
Forld Council to be on the basis of "Churches and confessions rather than
according to territories and coniries." The Exeuctive Committee of the

Yitmteg of the Eleventh Biennda) Gonvention of the United
C h in Ame-jea (FPhiladelphias The United Iutheran Fublishing House,
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Intheran Torld Convention alzo approved the Torld Council commitment to
"Our Iord Jesus Christ as God and Saviour."?® Dr, Kmibel also reported
on this point:

dccording to the proposed constitutlon, a doctrinal tasis exists

stating that only such Churches are eligible to participate as

accopt our Iord Jesus Chrilst as God and Saviour. This was

vigorously debated, but w.s £inally adopted by a unenimous wote,2k
Honece, the United Lutheren Church has no further questions concerning the
c¢octrinal basis for the World Council. The gueatlon of vwhethar all
delegates really meant it when they "unanimously® adopted the formulation,
seoing that it was "vigorously debated,” was not ralsed,

The convention resolved to cooperate with the rroposed Torld Council
of Churches in its formation and t0o wrk very closely with other Iutheran
Churches in the world to insure that the representation of the proposed
Council be on the basis of confession and not territory.2?

There is litile material on the ¥World Council or its parent bodies
in tho convention of 1940. The Conferences of Faith and Order and Life
and Yock have taken a background position to the lurger organisation in the
linutes of the United Lutheran Church, &t this time, the world chaos was
causing most of the delays in forming the Vorld Council, The recomuendations
of 1933 were reaffirmed,

In spite of the contimed world cheos in 1942, the Executive foard
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recommended that it be empowered to accept wembership in the Vorid Counecil
of Churches on behalf of the United Luthsran Church "if and vhen™ the
menbership of the World Council is established onan ecclessiastical rather
than a territorial ‘meis.‘% The convention adopied this recommendation
apparently without debate.zs
A brief report was also given to thils convention on the North
American Ecumenical Conference which wusield at Toronto, Canade in 1941
and was sponsored by the Joint Executive Committee of the American Sections
of the Life and WorkeeFalth and Order movements. Jccording to the report
by the Unltcd ILatheran representatives, it was storuy:
Early in the sessions of the Conference it became clear that the
occasion was to be utilized to exhibit the Cinrches of the United
States as ocompletely committed to intervention in the present war on
the side of Canada anc Brltain, This was resented by many of the
delegatese FPolitical and partisan feelings were aroused und claworad
for utterance. Tho comnlttee on arrangezents was charged with being
unfair, This uvnhap}y result was aided by the intemperate tones of
some of the Awe:ican speaikers, and especially by e series of lectures
delivered by the flaming interventionist, Reinhold Niebuhr.
The United Iatheran delegates, however, added that they were glad that
they were there. The reasons they gave for this feeling seem to bs in full
~ harmony with the content and tone of the Hashington Declaration.

The Lutheran witness was geveral times injected . «  but there were
not enough of us to leave any apparent permanent influence, « « « S0
long as the Lutleran testimony is not suppressed or denied

though these conferences at prosent often prove unsatisfac to
Lutherans, to withdrew from theae contacts and to adopt a poliay of

Thirteenth Blennial Convention United Intheran
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isolationism would be to demy the lading of the Spirits « « » With

each now gathering of Americen Christians it becomes clearer that

American Lutherans should not divorce themselves from general Christian

movements in'America but should take every opportunity to bear

vigorous testimony to the truth as they see it.27

Nothing new was reported to the convention of 1944 on the World Council
except that the United Lutheiran Church is continuing its present relation-
ships with the Torld Council through the Falth and Order Conference, ene
larging its commlssion on the Falith and Order Conference from three to
soven, and reiterating the contention that representation in the World
Couneil must te of the Churches tinemselves and on a confessional basis.?3

Eccauge of the continuation of the war, there was little o report to
the 1946 Convention concerning the Vorld Council of Churches. From the
recomucndations by the Executive Doard, it is evideat that the form which
tho representation will take is otill uncertain,??

it was also roported tw this convention that, upon em invitation by
the President of the United Iutheren Church, all bodies of the National
Iutheram Council along with tho Evangelical Lutheran Synod of issouri,
Ohio and other Jtates met in Columbtus, Ohio, September 6, 1945, in order to
reach & common understanding with reference to the Vorld Council of Churches.
Since the Council was still in the process of formation, it was felt that

it wma the ideal time for Lutherans in &merica to raise objection, if any,

2111id., pe 138s
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before the adoption of its congtitution. 4all of the representatives of
the Lutheran bodies present agreed that represcntation in the Torld
Coungil must be on tho basis of confession rathor than territory. Then
the presidents cf the United Intheran Church and the Luthean fugustana
Synod revealed that their bodiecs have comiitted tiwmselves to membership
in the Vorld Council on the conditlion that representation would b2 on a
confesaional basis. Lone of ths other Lutheran otodies had yet taken such
an aci;ion.m
A1l of the presidenis and repregentatives of the Lutberan Bodies,
excopt for the Missouri Synod, joined in making a fuller statement of their
agrecavnt. ALl agreed that "we carnestly desire to extend the influence
of cur Lutheren testimony vithin the entire Christian world commmity
through tho genmoration.® 4All a.g;repd ¥ ingist that Imtheran representation
bte on o confessional basis in the Council, All agreed to work with the
Lutheran Torid Convention to cccomplish these ends, Only the Hissouri
Synod abstaineds .
In fairness to the record and to tle reprosentatives Inwlved, it
ghould be atated that Drs. J, W, Dehnken spoke words of csution about

the conteuplated step, presenting the view of his Church that it is
Ndefinitely comnitied to doctrinal unity rather than joining many

groupa,"31 :

The United Lutheran Committee on Intereluthiran interests happlly
roported that tho "first frulis® of tho agreement made at Columbus appoared
in the resolution ty the Americen Lutheran Church's Execulive OCommittee on
recommend Lo its next oonvenf;:lnn at Sandugky that it Join the Torld Counall

3031id., ppe 2192,
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of Churches providing the representation of the Council is on a confessional
Dasige =

In 1943 ths Exscutive Board reported to the convention that it
accepiad menbsrship in the Torld Council of Clmurchea in behslf of the
general body. It expleined, through the report by the committee on
Interdenomination:Relationships, that all stated conditions had been met
Iy the VWorld Cownoils A few minor amendments were suggested for the
constitubion and the allocation of seats, i United Iutheran memborship
was oot made to hings upon thase recomnendat ionse--

The delegates to the Amaterdam Assembly reported to tha Exescutive
Board 2 fawvorable reaction:

Tho character and mood of the imaterdam Assembly were strongly reassure

ing the Lutheranse. « « ¢« It is plainly evident now that the Vorld

Couneil of Churches does mot conveivs of itszelf as an instrument for

indiscriminate Church unionism. « « « We were all impressed with our

mediating position, In many regards American Iatlerans stand midwmy
botween European Churches with their intense concentration on theology
and othor fmerican Protestants with their equally emphatic stress upon

Christian activity.

The delegates gave a comprehensive summary of the messages of the
Torld Council and made a fairly favorable evaluation. They also mentioned
that "a few wices" desired to alter the affirmation of "our Iord Jesus
Christ as God and Saviour," The Council decided that Churches that desired
to change the formula may present their desires in writing at the next

a.ssemhly.%

32111d., pe 2224
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Since the United Lutheran Church was now a member of the Torld
Couneil of Churches, it torminated its official commissionto the Vorld
Conference of Faith and Order, which is mow part of the World Council,>®

A Comnittee of U, S, A. Hember Churches was formed in 1949 as a
conmittee of the World Council of Churches. Its purposes were quoted
with approval to the United Lutheran Convention in 1950: (a) To strengthen
the liagson between the World Council and its members in the United Statesj
(b) To carry out the work of the Vorld Council in the United States "withe

in the Council's own adopted policies®; end (e) To cooperate with the New

York ataff of the Vorld t:c:u.nc:i]..36

The Committee on Interdenominational Relationships sumrarized a "gratie
fying statement® to the Ewxecutive Board in 1950 made by the Central
Conmittee of the World Counecils:

The Vorld Council of Clmrches is not and must maver become a Supere
Church. ¢ ¢« « The purpose of the Torld Couneil is not to negotiate
unions between Churches, tut o0 bring the Churches into living contact
vith each other and to promote the study and discusaion of the issues
of Church unity. « « ¢ The member Churches recognize that the membere
ship of the Church of Christ 1s more inslusive than the membership

of their om Church body. They seek, therefore, to enter into living
contact with those outaide their own ranks who confess the Saviourhood
of Christ. « « « [llembtership does not imply that each Church must
regard the othar member Churches as Churches in the true and full sense
of the word. The memver Churches of the World Council recognise in
other Churches elements of the true Church. « « « The momber Chunhes
« ¢ o 800k to learn from each other and to give help to ezch other

in order that the Body of Chriest may be built up and that the life of
the Churches may be rencwed.’7

391bid,, pe 252.
3byanuteg of the Seventeenth %gmt;g; (Philadelphias The
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The delegates of the Third World Confeorence on Faith and Order of
the Torld Council of Churches gave a thorough report. The subjects dise
cussed were the nature of the Church, the ways of worshiy, and the
obstacles to fellowship at the Iord's Table. The delegates implied that
Iathorans held a mediating position:

The imglicon, Luthoran and Reformed Churches constituted the central,
doninant core of the conference. Aamglican influence was very strong
and at time aggressive. The Orthodox on the right flank . . . gener=
ally allied theomselves ¥ith the Anglicans. The more radical Reformed,
on the left flank of the conference . « » were now perticularly
azrescive. ¢ o o 8

Tae rest of the report of the delegates rewealed {rank and open points of
agrecuents and differences among the three "flanks®;

The falth expressed was undisputedly trinitarian. « « « The
Chalecodonian doctrine of the two matures of Christ was repeatedly
woiced, pointing to the divine and humen aspects of the Churche « o »

There was a fruitful demonstration of the Orthodox and Anglican
enphasis on office, the Luthsran emphasis on tho docirine of the

Tord and Secraments, the Reformec emphasls on doctrine and disclpline,
and the "frea Church" emphasis on the frults of the Spirit. « « »

It was particularly unfortunate that the tradition wiose understanding
of the Fucharist could have done more than eny othar to restore the
balence and insist upon biblical realism , + « was not able to make
itself hesard « « « because of the barrier of language. ¢ « « The
translators were not able to overcome this handicepe ¢ « o

et et Thesdars i Griis reseiws AL dlsonsston aod

Cent and Theolozy and Cr receive cus a meagure
of assent, the rosition was reaffirmed that "e conferemce, gathered
together in the Nams of Christ « « « Goes not claim the right to
ordain or anthorize its own ministry to celebrate the Sacrament 3%

In 195, the Committee on Interdenominational Relationships presented
a thorough report for the convention eoncerning the Evenston Assembly of the

3 : :
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Torld Council of Churches. The report wms highly favorable in its evelue

ation of hoth ths procecdings end measage. One comment in perticular was
interesting, for il espresses gratltude to ths World Council for vholow ,
some influence upon the United Jatharan Churshs '
When some of us, baing Americans, were teuplted at time to becoms ime
patient at vhat seemed an almost undue preoccupation with theology,
we remembsr as Lutherans vhat we ought to welcome it. . « « Here,
to a special degree, our association with fellow Christians in the
ecumanical movement should rscall us to our om past. Thanks to the
Torld Council of Churches, we are inspired to be more consistent
Inthorans at this point than evar bsfore.40
Virtually nothing new was rsported to the convention of 19556 cone
cerning the THrld Council of Chwrehies, The Commliies on Interdenominational
Rolationships presented o wather factual report prepared bty Dre Visser 't
Hooft, genmeral seocrstary of the Council, amd seemod to spprove of its
contents. At one point this report stated that the "central purpose of
the Torld Council® was o menifest unlty "more fully todey and to deepen it
for tomorrow.® Iuch of ths report looked forward to the conference on
The Nature of the Unity We Seck™ to be held at Oberlin, Ohio. There mas
no other evalustion hy the United Imtheran offisiels.
In contragt to ths hard, up-hill battle which the United Lutheran
Churzh has fought to form and maintasin relations with the Natioral Council
of Cmrches without surrendering its prineiples, the success of its rela=
tions with the World Council and its parent bodies has been much more
ovident, The hard, painful battles over the evangelical and the repre=

sentative which were evident in Chapter IV, are missing in this chapter;

40ysrutes of the Ninsteenth Biennial Convention (Philadelphia: The
United Lutheran Publishing House, 1954), PPe .

4lystes of the Twentieth B | Gonvention (Philadelphias The
United Tutheran Publishing House, 1956), Ppe 552ffe
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True, the United Lutheran Chureh had %o fight for the reprosentative
principle, sccording to the reports In the Mimies, but in the case of
tha Yorld Coumeil amd the Falth and Uxder Councll, it kad a koot of
Intheran sllisz from other nutions. The United Iutheran €hurch worked
hand In hand with the msmbers of the Lutheran World Convention and the
Rational Luthearsn Council to insure that the doctringl banis and the
nenberghipy reprsgentation of the World Council would cornform %o its
prineiples. Hence, Chapter IV ended on an aprrchensive question: Will
the ilational Council of Churches get so bad that the United Lutherans
shall be forced to withdraw! This chapter ends with the optimistic hope
that theo "orld Council of Churches shall continue to grow in Christian
ingight and to odify its Iuthsran menbership,.




CHAPTIER VI
THE, INFLUENCE OF THESE RELATIONS UFON THE UHITED LUTHRAN CHURCH

The Impossibility of Properly Analysinz the Influence of the United
Intheran Church upon Interdenominationsl lovements in this Study

This chepter may soem unfair to a member of the United Lutheran
Church in imericas In this part of the study an exsmination will be made
of the apparent influence of interdehominational movements upon the United
Intheran Church, but no study will be yresented showing the influence of
th:t, Church upon the interdencminstional movements. "rhy not present
both sides?" a member fronm the United Lutheran Church might ask.

It is true that the Minutes of the general body present & long list of
chenges and modifications wrought upon the interdenomination zovenenta.
hcecording to the reports of délegatea, the Federal Council of Churches and
the Conference on Faith and Order grew continuwusly in conservatism, Accorde
ing to tho United Luthcran commissions and committees, the influence of the
ﬁnited Lutheron Church was felt in many divisions anc asctivitiea of theass
movementse The Lutheran position: was continvously elarified among intere
denoninational leaders, and conservative Interpretations were placed upon
the constitution of the Federal Council.

4 member of the United Lutheran Church would point to the large mmber
of changes wrought by their Church in the constitution of the National Council
of Chrches. Instead of declaring that the Christian Chuwrches of the United
States have %essential oneness,® it now atates that there is a onensss in
Christ, manifested in part by the Council's formation, Instead of claiming
that the spirit and the purpose of the Churches is essentially one, the
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constitution now szyo that ths Churches have o certain spirit and purpose
in comvone iiany broad, sweeping commitmonts in the constitution ars now
iinited "tho purposes set forth du the constitution™; many troad generole
izations cire now rostriclad to "agreument with the preznble of this constie
tution.”

The difficulty 1s this. I a study vore made of the influence of the
United fLubhoran Church upon thes interdenominationnl movenmsnts on the basis
of the United Lutheran mimntes and other rerports of that Ldy'se leaders and
comnittecs,; the objections could be raised. that only the lutheran views
point was being presentede If a study of such influsnces wore mode on the
basis of the official reports and minutes of the Interdenominational sgency,
vhich is boyond the soope of this rejort, one would probably fase the
difficulty of anonymity. The interdemominational agency in question often
would net wish to indicate the source of any changes of influences:

The Planning Comnittee of the NCCCUSA has agreed to present to the

conatituting convention with its own full endorsemcnt, end without
even any nacessary mention of the ecclesiastical body or interdenomie

national sgency i;:i.tiatﬂng such changes, 2ll proposed smondmentse « » .1

External evidence can bos found to suprort Unlted ILuthoron elaims that
the real changes which have occured have not been the edoption of prineciples
and practices of the United Lutheran Clnxeh but rather the willingness ©f
Interdencminctional agencles to recognise’ those jrinciples.® An exauple of
this evidence ia found in Apostles of D , & work which would not pere
ticulerly be interested in validating or invalidating the Unibd Lutheran
principles:

teg of the Seventeenth Convention (Philadelphias The
United ILu ran I‘uhluhing Ihuae, 50 » Peo 451,
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In fant, with the formation of the National Council, doctrinal linas
appear to have been, not loosened, but tightened. To the disappointe
neat of thoass Protestants who believe that the ecumenical. movement
should serve as a gemuinely free fellowship of all Protestant churches,
the ban against Unitarisns eud Unlverseliasts has bsea enforced with
greet rigidity., Thus, the Unlted Church Vomene-one of the twelve
agenciss that had merged to establish the Hatlonal Commgileein 1951
took steps to oust all Unitarians and Universalists from its national
boaxds, moting that "thess persons ars from dencminations which are
not thought to be in agreement with the preamble of the constitution.n>
Yet, this same wrk also cites evidence showing that the National Council
of Churches does not adhere to United Iutheran principles. This book come
plains thet J. Howard Pew, a promoter of closer relationships between the
Church and economic "libertarianism,™ has infiltrated his omn group, the
National Laymen?!s Comuittee, into the National Council of Churches. It
claims that this organization directed ty Pew has dug deep into the National
Council's business and Finance Committee for the pbrpose of spreading Few's
economic views:
Pew is not surrendering. Already he has urged his allies, once they
have been distributed on various National Coumeil. Commlttess, Yo attond
meetings without fall and to work for adoption of the "right® kind of
stated policy.
Naturally, this work is maot Intoercsted in cooption for the aame reasons as
the United Imtheran Church, bubt it is complaining about the same phenomenon.
4 thorough examination of such evidence, along with an analysis of the
officisl minutes and reports of each of the interdenominational movements
discugsed, would be ths only feir way to determine the changes In such
organizations and the extent to which these changes are the result of the

influence of the United latheran Churche The most which can be done Iin this

3Ralph lord Roy, Apostles of Diseord: A Study of Orgenized Bigotiy and
D:larup'biogh on the !':-;nges of Protestantism (Boston: Bsacon Preas, 1953).
Pe 213.
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chapter is to examine on the basia of the official end semi-dfficial data
the extent to vhich these organizations have influenced changes in the
United Lutheran Church.

The Apparent Changes in the Intorpretation of Frimciples

The Yash n Declaraiion, after establishing the neture of the
Catholic Church and the charactoristics of true denominations of this one,
boly Church, emumerates the conditions for cooperation among Churches. i
weakness of the Waghington Declaration, as discussed in Chapter II, wms
‘that it listed only the conditions by which the United Lutheran Church may
cooperate with "Protestant" churches., It is true, that the Declaratjon
doss mot prohibit the application of these conditions also to Eastern
Orthodox groups, the Roman Catholic Church, or the other divisions of
Christisnity. The Waghinzton Declaration simply ignores the existence of
these groups and talks about "Protestant" cooperation.

One of the develuped changes in the interpmtgthn and application of
the principles of the Yashirgion Declaration was that in the gradual associe
ation with the Falth end Order Conferemces, the Forld Council of Chuurches,
the possible limitations of the term "Protestant" and, through the above
interdenominational sgencies, has had relutionships with Easterm Orthodox
bodies, Anglicans (vhich some consider to be mom~Protestant), end Armenian
Christians, 4s yet, these principles have moi been applied to the Roman
Catholic Church in the official United Lutheran reorts.

A second apparent modification in the interpretation of the principles
occurred in the changing view of the United Lutheran Church toward the doge
tinal basis of the Federal Council of Churches. In the conveniion of 1922
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‘the Unlted Lutherens ocongidered the forammia that Jesus Christ is “divins
iord and Saviour! weak and inadequate since it is capableo of Talso interw
pretation.’ In 1950 the conventioa accepted the judguent that the cone
fessional formula of the Federal Council (and sonsequently the National
Council) was an adequate and strong as the formuia of the Worid Council of
Churches. The reason for this new interpretation of the controveraial
formiia, as it was discussed in Chapter IV, was that plenary assembly of
the Federal Council officially equated the formula “divine Lord and Saviour®
with that of the ¥orld Council "Gud and Saviour.*® This modification of
the originel interpretiation of the jlashingion Declaration could be justified
on the besis of two presuppositions: (z2) since any formula is not a
guarantes of protection from nonsChristians; (b) The important thing is
not ths wrds vhemselves but the official meaning wnich is given to them.
In 1942 o list of arpuments for and against beconming constituent
membors of the Federal Council of Churchez was presented ‘to the Uaited
Lutheran convention. The argwents so listed, however, wore not only
unsystematic but they were also inconsistent, in part, with ths principles
of the Washingsion Declaration. Several of the arguments favoring full
membsrship and at least one against it were based on expediency: (a) The
Lutheran Chnmrch is the only major Protestant tody outside of membershipj
(b) ¥orld crisis demands working together; (e) It would mot be worth the

SHimites of ithe Convention of the United Iuthersn
Ghurch éeﬂzﬁe-ﬁop-. 07> s PP 758, o
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expenses/ Tho Jaghinzton Declaration however, asks that judgnent on such
& problem be based upon three basic questions: (a) The agency's purposes
(b) The agenoy's jrinciples; and (c) The ef:ect upom Lutheran witness to
the truth.® It did not seem to be the intention of the comittee which
presented them to support them as valid arguemts but merely as points of
vieuw vhich had been yresented to the commitiee. In view of the principles
in the Jeshington Declaration, however, should not the United Lutheran
visitors to the Federal Coumcil have diatinguished betwoen those arguments
which werc in ggreement with the recognized principles from those agrmments
which were not?

Thile thils study has showm that there was a large mmber of amendents
made in the congtitution of the National Cownell of Churches dus to the
instigation of the United Lutheran Church, it also discovered that o few
amendments wore mot accepted by the Natiomal Coumcil's Planning Committee
in the form in which the United Luthsran reprssentatives presented them,
The United Lutherans retognized that a few "modificlationa™ were made to
their proposals, but they denied that this Involved any coampromise with
their principles.’ This will be open to question to many who examine ths
auenduents and their finai forme In Artiocle II, Section 4, the United
Iutherans wanted to exclude from the purpose of the Council the encourage=
nent of "dewotional fellowship." The only satisfaction they received was

Tidputes of Ihirteenth Biennial Conventicn of the United Iumtheran
s Ain gmmm Philadelphiat The United Iutheran Publishing house,
) s PPe .
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thot the Council wuld "encourage followshlp" oliminating the word “"deve
otiomal,™? The distinstion botwoen & "dovotional followship' und a "Cellowe
ahip® is rathor vagus, ospecially since tho framers of the constitution did
a0t dofine their temms. In irticle X, Section 9, the Unlted Luthorans
wished to deleto the soction pornitiing lational Council divisions to establish
advisory sections. Tho final rosull was thal tho divisions were permitted
1o "sponsoxrY advizory sectiom.u Tals sesms to be a concession in the
diraction of cooption.

Finally, it must bo noted that the limzbos, for 1952 through 1956, as
discussoed in Chapter IV, have indisated that coopiion in the National
Couneil of Churches is not lmproving tult seems to bs getting worse. How
much worse it will have to get bafore the Ualted Lutheran Church recopnizes
an unbsarable strein cn its reprosentative principle is a question which

that comrzmion night have to answer in fuiture yeavrs.
The Criticsl end Sympathetic View toward Othsr Denominations

In the avea of the attitude of the United Luthsrans toward otiler dee
nominations there ia a rsasonable amount of consistency. The reporis ia
the Mnutcs have always attempted (o give a positive and a negative evalue=
ation of the interdenominational agencies and its members from its earliest
years down to the present. In recent years, however, a paradox seems to
have appeared. While the discussion in Chapters IV and V reveals that the
critical attitude toward various denominations has nol ceaged, yet theve
has increaged an attempt to understand sympathetically the position of
others even though tho Ualted Lutherans canmot agres with them, The frank

10m.' Pe 454«
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opinion of Ur. Fry from his montlly edition of ths Pastors of his Church
seeus to exemplify this atiitude:
The wonder is thal our principles were vreceived s0 aflivmatively by
S0 many hearers., Nolody resented them. Nobody, or almost nobody,
even raised a complaint as to wiere wo Lutherans have beem «ll this
time or why we have not helped to shape what we now want to reshape,
Thet was magnaninmours « « « W ought o understand them kindly,
Une man confesscd with amazement sbill in his eyes, that Le hadnlt
even realigzed that his state council of churches had ovsrlooked having
a doctrinal preumble in its conatitubion until a ULCA syaod cailed
hia attention to it. Touldn't I please sit dowr inmediately and
compose & suitable foraw?
Yoty Dwr. Fry interprets this syupathetic attitude in complete consisbency
with the United Lutheran principles:
8¢ ws pgo formarde This is no tims for discouragemsnt or the abandone

ment of our Church's signd convictions, It is a day for emlarging
ope and friendliness.

The Patient and Impatient Attitude Toward Other Lutherans

Here agaln o paradox seens to have devlopad, in part, due to thne
experienco of the association with interdemominational agencies. The re=
letionship which tihe United Iantherann Church wishsd o establish with
the Torld Couneil of Church led ity in 1945, W neel wilh every major
Imtheren body in duwerica (except for the Joint Synod of Wisconsin) and
potiently to sxplain to them the United Lutheran attitude and approach to
the Vorld Comneil,’® In a roport Crom the convention of 1950, Lomever,

12peanklin Clark Fry, "The State of the Church." News Istters fmum the
xt % Bogke (Philadelphias The United Lutheran Publishing House,
1951).
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*uhers geens to Lo a alight elecment of impatlence with Ausrican Tatheran
dies ubhich wvere mot considering affiliation with ths National Council of
Churchoess

I2 the constitublon of the new Council of Churches contalned &
confessional stetement ldentical with that of the WCC, and if the
basis of woting representation insursad direct responsibility to the
meaber churches, it would seem probable that the Lutheran gemeral
bodies in fnmerice, now nenbers of the World Council would also
become National Council.ld

A more poignant example of United ILutheram impetience with othsr Lutherans
who do not seem to follow the principles outlined in this study nor the
United Lutheran application of them is contained in the monthly News letter
to the U, L. C. A. pastors:
A prominent Missouri Synod pastor in Cleveland ambled emiable over to
cwr table for a chat on the second day. His op 2 salw was one of
unrestrained enthusiasm., He ves warmly gratified at the positive
cvangelical tone of the speeches and prayers which hs had heard. Fot
a single discordant, unorthodox note had been struck., Several public
statements would have qualified as “good Missouwrl Synod uticrances.®
He meant it as high praisel One unregenerate ULCAter gently reminded
our Hissouri friend thet the outsvokenly evangelical charvactsr of the
National Council had been solidly strengthened and confirmed by our

Church!s influence, The wey % accomplish it was not bz remaining
aloof 015

Tho Teakening and Strengthening of United Lutheran Internal. Solldarity

The final paradox resulting, at least in part, from the influemce of
relationships with interdenomination:agencies is the irony that while many
synods, pestors and congregations hava not lived up to the principles of ths
United Lutheran Church, the general tody has taken definite steps to bring

l‘igigxt_ag of the Seven!eegtg. Biennial Convention, 1950, p. 417.
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bacse gymods, pactors and congrogations back into on pgrocment with it
perineiples and practicas.

et

Gue of ths firgt indications in the official dutn that ths gymods,

pagtors and congregations of tho genexal. Body were not consistently
following the recogninod priuciples in practice was 2 reconmendetion by

the Commitise on Interdenominatlonsl Rolutionships to the Execubtive Board
In 1947 4o study the "rolationships of synods 40 state fedeorations and of
oongregations to local foderation. i

In his opaning speesch to the Convantion in 1950, Dr, Fry warned 4hat

nsrely bscause the Unibod Imtheron Church might decide to join the National
Couneil this did not mean that every synod and congregation could form
relationg indiscriminately with awyore they wished. His speech condemmed
conity serangoments, cpen comaunion and other acts of uaicnism:

Tho entrance » « « of our Church inbto the National Council will not
reliave any symocd or congregation of the strict duty of judzing cvery
additicnal 'zr.ﬂrc.mmm.::mtmm_ relationship with equal gerusulousnass,.
e o o Truo coumenicity does not consist :!.n ignoring profound Christe
o]a*‘:uc"" diffarences, in slurring over the foilth or in reducing the
d.ngnity of the Churche « s The paxrticipation of our Church in the
Hobtional Councll o o o would 2ot glve an impliclt ganction to synods
or congregetions to affilitate themselves with state znd local
councile s ¢ o

wa caxmot participete In formal comity arrangementse « o o Vihen
derominations accept comity among themselves anywhere, esch one of

them in affect makes = public decloration that the oth-ars yossess and
teach the Gospel in such purilty and completeness that its omn
commmicanta moving inte comlty areas will find the chwrehes dociavdnally
interchangeable. ¢« s «

Pastors and Congregations shall not practice indiscriminate pulplt and
altar fellowship with pastors and churches of other denominations,

waerelby doctrinal differences are ignored. ¢« « « Our trumpet must
never give an uncertain sound.l?

Cibed mse of the Sixtcenth mﬂﬂ&% ;m;e?t_e (Philadelphies The

MMinutes of the Seventeenth Convention (Philadelphias The

‘ United Lutheran Fublishing House, 1950), pp. 35£f.




&3

Thiy couvention roseived o report on the dogres to vhick local
syiaods apd congragetions had formad Interdemoninzationd releticns on a
local levels The data given om the logal relztiocns of synods was good.
liost of thom had no constituent relaticushilp with state coumeils of
churchos, oand most of tho rost appear to have cntered them with caudion,
The picture given of the congregations, bovevesr, is qulte different,
Ouly 51 per conb of the congregalions amswered the qusstionnaimsconcerning
their Interdenominational relationshiys. Of thess (1,493 congreations)
513 (34 per cent) are nembors of local interdenominationd counsil, One
half of thoss 4D have full memborship, ons quarter have comgultative
nombsrship, and one quarter did not specify. OF ths 513 congregstions 167
adnit bolonging Lo councils wvhich allow oo vangelical groups to join,
Tuolvs per cent of tho 513 participate in interdonominational comwmnion
sorvicese ™

Cne of ths reasona for this rathwr startiing pictire of 50 nayy cone
gregations violating the evangelical peincipls might bo truced back to a
zogolution In 1544 vaich merely "auggested® thait relutionships of symods
 and oongregationn do not "go bsyond the patiern® sot iy the gensrel body.l?

The comeittes ussigned ¥c make this survey cof Congregaticns amd Hindsters
cleimed that b vwas the responsibility of cach loczl symod to control the
interdenominationel welations of congregations., Yot the rsport of this
committes frankly faced the proulens and offered their solution:

It is deeply disturbing to learn about onesthird of the local councils

reyorted on adwit nonesvangelicals, 4 way must be found to sensitisze

ths consciences of édur pastora at this point and to encourage then to
help their local councils of churchss become councils of evangelical

mm.' Pe 491,
EM-. Pe 487
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churches or to let their congregations' refusal to join stand as a
protest against loose affiliation of evangelicals with none
evangelicals,.
The admitted participation of some 62 of our congregations in intere
denominational. communion services while serious emough percentage-
wvise, 1s an evidence that ve have an important educational task before
us, Surely the pastors and councilmen who are directly responsible do
not fully appreciate the significance of our Church's doctrine of the
Iord's Supper if they reduce it to a service promoting intermatiomal
good will, or the sentimental sign of fellowship.0

The Executive Board then adopted the recommendations that:
the committee on Interdenominational relationships be instructed to

prepare the "guide to the principles governing local interdenominational
relationships to our congregations, their auxilaries and miunisters"

e o o (to be published in the Pastor's Degk Book)2l
It was also moved and adopted by this convention that the United Lutheran
Church "encourage its constituent synods to sulmit in advance for review
and cousel by the Executive Board, proposals to establish relationships
with state councils or other interdenominational agencias."za

So it was that, while the convention of 1950 did not take any legal=
istic steps to correct the situation, it did act to educate the pastors and
congregations through the "guide to the prineiples" to be put into the
Pagstor!s Desk Book, and it did at least "emcourage" synods to ask tha_
Executive Board for an evaluation of local councils before joining. 4s a
result, a number of constitutions of local councils began to come into the
Executive Board sent in by the synods.

They examined and reported to the convention of 1952 on the interde-
nominational councils of Iowa, Washington, lichigan, Oregon, Virginia, and

D1bid., p. 493.
. 211bid., pe 502.
221bid., pe 1046
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West Virginla, They also veporied on the Canadian Council of Churches,
and this willi Lo discussed latere On the bLusila of their critical finding
oi these cuuncils, the local synods were advised eccordingly not o afiiliate
with theis until the nocessary changes wore made bringing these council
into conformity with evangelical and ropresontaiive principles, Tae
Girection frcm the 1950 couvention to prepare & "gulde ©0 jxineiples” had
not yoi been Dulfilled by this conuvention.d

Dy the time ol the conwention of 1954 the Bxecutive Doard had examined
line Gouncils, soveral of them Ywo Vizos, end hed rejected four of them on
either the evangelical prineiple, the representative prineiple, or both,
Those councils accepbed vere 1he lenngylvania Council of Churches, the
liorth Carolina Council of Churches, the Ioridand, Oregon Couneil of
Churches, vhe Colorudo Couneil of Churches, enc the VWest Virginia Coureil
of Churches (provisionally). The councils rejected the Georgic Council of
Churchies, the Iowa Council of Chwurches, the Norih Dakota Council). of Churches,
sad the Uregon Council of Caurches.2? it this time the Committee on Miere
denominetional Relaticnships bhad finished the ¥guide to priaciples governing
local Interdenouminetionel reiatlonships of owr Congregations, their
auwrilieries and ministers.® This doccuaent is a carefully orked OUL summary
of the Evangelical Frinciple, using exitsnsive quotations from the jashinzton
Deglaratjon and the Representative Principle, It lists points which the
eonorecations erve to look for inm judging the constitutions of the elurch

23...
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councils in question. Activities for which they are to be alerted are
comity arrangements, evangelistic programs of councils and interde=
nominational communion services:

any United Lutheran participation in comity conferences should be
upon approval of the proper officials oi the symod.

Evangelism is a basic responsibility of every Christian Congregation.
This respongibility camnnot be surrendered to a council of Churches.
Howvever, common planning , « « may bo desirable and in some cases is
offoctive. ,

Interdenominational services in which the Sacrament of Holy Communion

is included and even “featured," whether they occur on Holy Thursday,

at Easter sunrise, or "VorldeWide Communion Sunday," or at any other

vime dn the year, clearly deny Lutheran conviction and suppress our

“testmny to vhat we hold to be the tmth.“ e o e
It also warns the pastors:

For the sake of a consistent testimony to the Gospel, United Lutheran

Pastors should join minigterial associations only if the fellowship

consists wholly of ministers of churches which accept our Lord Jesus

Christ as Divine Iord and Saviour. Since members of ministerial asse

ociations do not represent their congregations in such membaerships,

but come together solely oh an individual basis, the representative

principle does not apply.?5

Another 1ist of state councils vas evaluated and reported to the
convention of 1956+ The councils approved by the Executive Board for United
Lutheran affiliation were those of New Jersey, Pennsylvania (for the second
time), Texas (provisionally), and Virginia, The Tennessee Council of Churches
was rejected on the grounds of the representative principle.26

As the final example of the effect of such interdenominational relations
upon the solidarity of the Unity Lutheran Church, this study refers to the

request of the Canada Synod to affiliate with the Canadian Council of Churches

25_-_1_@-. PP. 498fF,
Byirutes of the iet ion (Philadelphia: The
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in 1950-27 The answer to the request was reported to the next conveation
in 1952. The answer was "mo." The Unlted Lutheren Church refused to
consider one synod acting for the general body, representing it to a
nationzl Canadian council of churches. Furthermore, the Canadian Council
violated the two principles: they sald nothing about the deity of Christ
in their constitutional preamble, and they had many noneecclesiastical
religious bodles which wted as affiliated members. Permission was given,
however, to have "friendly visitors" to the Council as a whole (if the
other synods having congregations in Canada egreed), and to have limited
affiliation with the Department of Ecumenical Affairs, since this depart-
nment wag considered an auxillary agency of the World Council of Churches .28
The repat of the “friendly visitor" told the convention of 1954 that
the Canedian Council has "very little authority of its om." TYet, the
visitor pleaded for continued contact with the Council:
it affords an excellent opportunity for representatives and leaders
of the churches to get to know one amother. « « « és far as the
Intheran Church is concerned, the Canadian Council offers the only
platforn where her voice may be heard in Canada. « « « Cértainly, it
is our definite convietion that we ought to keep in touch with the
Canadian Council of Churches.®?
The same visitor admitted in 1955 that he did not have much of a report to
glve since the last meeting held by the Canadian Council was "onme of ths

weakest held in recent years.">®

2Tyimtes of the Seventeanth Blonnial Convention, 1950, pe 513.
Suinutes of the Eighteenth Blennial Convemtion, 1952, Ppe 435£f.
2inutes of tho Ninsteenth Biennial Convention, 1954, Ppe 471ff.
30Mimitos of tho Twentieth Blenndal Convention, 1956, P 546.
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The epparent changes in the attitude and actions of the United
Lutkeran Church vhich were stimulated at least in part by her interdenomie
national relationships have been presented in the form of paradoxes. While
placing greal atiention upon the evangelical and representative principles,
the United Imthsran Church has broadened certain applications of those
principlss and is now struggling under the strain placed upon the represent-
ative prineciple by the National Council of Churches. Her attitude toward
other Christian groups has retained its critical evaluation eand yet increased
in its attempt to understand their problems sympathetically. The view
toward other Lutheran bodies has resulted in patient explanations under some
circumstances and impatient exasperation under others. Finally, the inter-
denominational relations have apparently tempted congregations, pastors and
a few synods to form indiscriminate relations with other faiths. Yet, the
general tody has been stimulated to balance this laxity by a program of
encouragement and education.

If, therefore, the question is asked: has the interdenomination
relations of the United Lutheran Church had a good or a bad effect uron its
Iutheranism, a legitimate answer would be "yes.®
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CHAPTER VIIX
CONCLUSIONS

This study has presented the topic of United ILutheran interdenonie
national relationships under three busis considerations: (a) Principles;
(b) Practices; (c¢) Effects upon the United Lutheran Church.

& rather extensive study of the principles which the United !utheran
Church has developed in the Fashinzton Deglaration and used to guide its
intexdenominational activity has revealed a vory systomatic anslysis of
the Catholic Church, the denoninations and their relationship to the
Church and ¢o each other, and how this analysis aprlies to the duestion of
organic wnion and the question of cooperation. The standard for imediate
union and full fsellowship is the Lutheran Confessions, 4 full discussion
of the content of the Confeasions must be a prerequisite for eny considere
ation of organic union, 4n extensive list of doctrinal requiremants is
presented in the ¥aghington Declaration and highlights the deity of Christ,
the reality of sin, the grace of God in Christ, the Scriptures as the source
of truth, and the Heans of Grace as ths instrument of forgivenesas. The
United -Iu't.heran Church does not demand that the interdenominational ageny
in question be absolutely clear on all aspects of these points, at it does
insist that these points are not denled, that the Lutheran representatives
are not bound in their testimony and witness, and that the agency recognize
these points to the degree thut nmonesevangelicals are excluded.

Along with its Yevangelical principle®™ a point of polity was soon
developed by the United Lutheran Church, which became knowa as the "reproe
sentative principle.” It stated that all represcntatives of the imterdsnomie
national agenoy in question muat represent an actual church tody (which, the

o
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ovangelical principle said, must be truly Christian),

The central chapters of thia study examined how the United ILutheran
Church put thsse principles into practice. With very few exceptions, this
communion hald ita two prineiplea before it with every interdenominational
invitation and consideration. Following these principles, it ws led to
reject affiliation with meny small, activistic agencies in its earlier
years. Thase principles kept 1t from becoming a voting member of the
Federal Councll of Churches until a conservative interpretation was placed
on the doctrinal formula in its presmble by the Council!s plenary aasenbly
and until the new constitution, loaded with United Lutheran amendments
appeered to sefoguard the two principles. Thile the United ILutheran Church
did not act hastlly in establishing full relations with the National Council
of Churches; ita relatlonship has been strained by continuous violations
of the representative principle Wy the divisions of the National Council,

The Urited Iutheran Church also acted cautiously in forming relations
vith the Conferences on Feith and Order and Life and Torke It was far more
active in Faith and Order since the Conference on Life and York contimwusly
violated the representative principle., The United Iutherans were able to
work closely with other Iuntherans through the Lutheran VWorld Convention in
influencing the World Council of Churches and its paremt bodies. The
minutes of the United Iutheran Church seem to indicate that the relations
with the World Council are far more satisfactory and succesaful than with
the National Council.

Using the official minutes as a primary source, supported by some semi-
official data, this study presented areas in which the United Lutheran Church
seemed to have been influenced Ly its interdenominational activities. Liuch
of such influence seems to be paradoxical., While remaining critical of other
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denominations, it has becone sympatkoetic. Whils working patiently at
times with Lutheran bodies In Jmerica to make ther appreciate and if
peaaiblo accepd the United Lutheran principles, it hes at other times gromm
impatient with other Intherans vho ssem slow in interderominational concern,
It has conservatively held up tho principles as guidelines, and yet, it has
boradencd 1ts application of these principles. Finally, the United Iumtheran
Church in Amwerica has recently discovered that many of itas pastors end
congregations have doviated sericusly from its prineiples, posaible influenced
by a aparficlal understanding of the interdenominaetional activities of the
general body. 3Tot, this discovery has stimulated the general tody to
educate 1ts pastors and congregations to a greater understanding and apprecie
ation of its principles and practices. Although devictions of symods heve
not been as great as thoso of the congregations, the general body has taken
steps to guldo its gymods toward a more consistent Lutheran practice.
In conclusions this study would suggest toples for further study: (a) 4n

exaninstion of the various interdenominationzl agencles with whom the
Unlted Luthoran Clmirch in fmsrica has easoclated to determine the extent to
which they have been directly end indirectly influenced by that todys (b)
An examination znd & comparison of the principles, specifically developed
or implied, used by other Lutheran bodies in Ameriecs vhich guide their intere
denominational thinking and actions; (c) 4 study of United Intheran congree
gations and pastors, statistically valldated, to determine their kmowledge
of and agreement with the recognized principles and practices of the
general body. : ’

~ Wafter reading this study," the reader might ask, "I would still like
to answer the original question: is this activity of the United Lutheran
Church in America unionism or not?" If by "unionism" the reader means
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doctrinal Indiffersmecs rosulting in indssoriminate fellowship, them the
angwer must be o resownding "mo." Doctrinal indiffersnces would not have
rmduced the United Luthersn swoat, toil and caution ypresented in this
atudy. If, on the other hond, tho rceder identifiea “unicnizm® with a
spiritual fellowship on the local level whish i1s incongistent with the
vrineiples nnd practices of ths general body, then the Unilted Lutheran
Church must e c¢riticiged for wnionism. In the latter instance, however
ons more sugcestion for futu e study presents liself: to whet extent &
the pastors and congregations of any Intherar body iz fmexics follow the
prinziples and practices of tholr general bodies?
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