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SHOULD THE NORWEGIAN SYNOD NGN LIFT ITS SUSPENSION OF FELLOWSHIP

WITH THE LUTHERAN CHURGH-MISSOURI SYNGD’

At its 1955 Synod conventien, held st Bethany Lutheran College in Mankato from
June 20 - 26 the Norweg1an Synod adopted the followxng momentous resolution:

TBEREFORE WE HEREBY DECIARE with deepest regret that fellowshlp relatlons
with the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod are suspended on the basis of Romans
16, 17, and that the exercise of such relations cannot be resumed until the
offenses oontrary to the doctrine:- whlch we: have learned have been removed by
'them 1n a proper manner.' < :

Bavller in these samo Suspens1on resolut1ons, the: Synod enumerated f1ve points
in particular that weré éausing offense. "It was understood that wken these five
points were adequately and satisfactorily dealt with, then there would be good cause
to remove the Suspension of fellowship. We shall now attempt in This paper to re-
view once again those five points, and seek to learn frou the offiecial Proceedings
‘of the Missouri Synod how these matters have been dealt with. Cur purpose chall be
to determlne the answer to the quest1on at the head of this paper.'

The £1ve p01nts oovered in the -1955 Suspen51on resolutlons were the follow;ng.
1)’ the -1938 St. Louis Articles of Union; - 2) the Saginaw Resolution of 19LY; 3) the

Chicego Statement of 19L5; L) the agreement with the National Lutheran Cecuncil;
5Y the. Common Coufession. we shall now take. up these po;nts pne by one.

I. The St. Louls Artlcles of Unlon.

_With regard to the flrst p01nt the Norwegien Synod sa1d (Report 1955, P h})

First it was the 1938 St. Louis Art1c1es of Union, which were drawn up and
accepted as the doctrinal basis for union with the A.L.C. %hen this document
was deliwvered to us for approval, however, it was found -to c¢contain the old

error of the. Iowa and Ohio synods on the central doctrine of justification,

- as well as certain unscoriptural principles on church fellowship held by.the. .

. A.L.C.. The result was that neither our Norweglan Synod nor the itisconsin
Synod could glve approval to such a doctrinal.statement, and the lissouri Synod
was petitioned to revoke these 1938 St. Louis Articles (Proceedlngs of the Nor-
wegian Synod, 1943, an insert between pp. 68-69; cf+ also Procesdings of the

~ 39th Regula¥ ‘Convention of the Missouri Synod, 194k, p. 241) ihasmuch as they
coatained false doctrine (e.g., the statement on justification in the Declarat-
jon: "to this end He also purposes to justify those who have come to faith."’
Cf. Preceedings of the 37th Regular Convention of the Missouri Synod, 1938,

222). Our pleas, however, were not directly nor satisfactorily snswersd
ch Proceedlngs of the 39th Regular Conventlon of the h1ssour1 Synod 19hh, .251).

Here it would be worthwhlle to review. dnce agaln what the Norweg1an Synod had
said with regard to the 1938 Articles of Union in previous yeesrs. The paragraph
quoted above refers to the lissouri Synod Proceedings .of 194l;, .p. 241, where a
: “REQUEST OF NORWEGIAN SYNOD" is printed. ‘The request was as followss

WHEREAS, "The St. Louis Union Articles of 1938" (Proceedings, 1938, pp. 221-233)

stand as a confession on the part of the lidssouri Synod so long as they are not
revoked: and

WHEREAS, The Norwegian Synod of the Americen Evengelical Lutheran Church accepts

unreservedly the Brief Statement of the lissouri Synod, but cannot and does not

accept the other articles of Union in all points and considérs said points churoh
divisive for the following reasons:

s
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a. They contain false dectrine; for instance, the statement on justification
in the Declaration: "Te this end He also purposes to justify those who have
come to faith. . . ." (Proceedings, p. 222.) (2 Cor. 5:19; Rom. 5:18;

. _Rom. 3:28. ) o

B. They do not requlre full agreement reg:rdxng the ‘doctrine of the Church and
the Last Things as & prerequlsite for ehurch fellowship and thus make room
for the false principle that it'is not necessary for a Church to agree in
all matters of doctrine. (Matt. 28:20;" 1 Cor. 1: 10.)

Therefore, in the interest of the truth commztted to us by the Lord, eut of
charity toward the brethren, to safeguard its own cenfessionsl positien, and
to clear the way for true unity in the Lutheran Church, the Norwegian Synod
sntreats the liisseuri Synod at its. forthcoming convention to revoke "The St.
Touis Articles of Union," and thus let the Brief Statement stand unqualified .

and unsullied as our clear and Jpznt confession.

The action which the Missouri Synod took with regard to the overture of the Norweg-
ian Synod was as follews (Proe., 194k, p. 251); -

"With roﬁard te the everture concerning the objections raised by our breth-
ren in the Norwegian and the Wisconsin Synods, we recommend that Synod respect-
fully call the attention of our brethren to the Proeeedings of the Fort Wayne
Convention, where the request of the brethren was fully respected, page 303, -
paragraph 9: *'That, after favorable action has been taken by our Synod and the
American lutheran Church in reference to the one doctrinal agreement prepared,
our Synod take no further action with the American Lutheran Church until our

Synod has submitted the entire matter %o -our sister synods in the Synodical
Conferance and the American Lutheren Church has submitted the entire matter to
its sister synods in the American Lutheran Conference, and all this has resulted

1n favorable action.'"

At the 1947 convention of the Hissouri Syned, numerous memorials were presented
by various eongregations within the Missouri Synod, asking the Synod to "resecind,'
"re jeet," and "annul" the 1938 Resolutions. An unprinted memorisl from the Norweg~
jan Synod was also in the hands of the floor committee. The following resolution
was adopted by the Nissouri Synod ‘(Proe., 1947, p. 510):

WHEREAS, Synod acted in good faith in adopting the 1938 Union Resolutlons,
'_especially in view of the specific conditions under which these resolutions

were to beeome effective-- and

WHEREAS, According to the o6ffieial report of Synod's Committee en Dootrlnal
Unity, it is = matter of record that these conditions have not been fulfilled;
and '

WHEREAS, All efforts to unite the contents of the Brief Statement and the
Declaration by means of the Doctrinal Affirmetion have admittedly not been
satisfactory; and )

WHEREAS, Wide divergence of oplnion in Synod coneerning the 1938 resolutions
and subsequent documents indicates that there is not sufficient clarity regard-
ing their true meaning, which fast has made their usefulness as a basis for
future Church fellowship doubtful; therefore be it

RESOLVED,

1. That Synod declare that the 1938 resolutions shall no longer be considered
‘as a basis for the purpose of establlshlng fellowship with the American Lu-
theran Church; and
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2. That Synod encourage its Committee or Doctrinal Unity to continue discussion
- on & soundly Seriptural basis, using the Brief Statement and such other doc-
uments as are already in existence or as it may be necessary to formulate;and
3. That Synod's Committee on Doctrinal Unity be instructed to make every effort
- to arrive ultimately at one document which is Scriptural, clear, eoncise,
and unequivocal; and ' : : :
li. That Synod urge all its members to give thorough and prayerful study to the
. problems of Lutheran unity for the purpose ‘of achieving greater clarity in
'its own midst. S o ' S '

Thus the Missouri Synod did not reveke the 1938 Résolutions as had been requested
by the Norwegian Synod, but rather declared that they would no longer be considered
as a basis for the purpose of establishing fellowship with the A.L.C. Hewever, be-
cause the 1938 Resolutions were not revoked, they were still used and referred to,
as may be seen from the ACDP Report, which came out under date of Aug. 15, 1952.

In this Report Dr. Wm. Arndt is quoted as saying  (p. 10):

' Certain critics attack the essay which I .delivered in the Seuthern California
and the Californie and Neveda Districts in 194,9. Let me say, in the first place,
that what is attacked is really the position taken by our Synod in 1938. 4t
that time all of our theologians weré of the opinion thet the doctrinal posit-
ions expressed in the Committée report were correct. Among these theologians

. were Dr. Engelder, Dr. Fuerbringer, and Dr. Hemmeter. I do not present anything
new in my essay as far as doctrinal views are conocerned, but I do sponsor the

~positions which our Synod ‘gave expression to in 1938.

In 195} the Norwegian Syhod/thérefpré sent a.memorial to. the convention of the
Synodicel Conference, which met later that same year in East Detroit, Mich. That
resolution stated the following in Part V (Report, 1954, p. L5)s

WHEREAS the St. Louis Union Resolutions of 1938 and the Common Confession beth
‘contain statements which allow the old error of Iowa and Chio still to be main-
tained; T, o - |

AND WHEREAS the American Lutheran Church has not forsaken its associations with
the heterodox American Lutheran Conference, but together with the Evangelical
Lutheran Church. (Nerwegian Merger), United Evangelical Lutheran Church, and the
Lutheran Free Church in 1952 approved the "United Testimony On Faith and Life"

.. as the basis for union among these synods; .
AND WHEREAS it is apparent also for this reason that the negotiations beiween
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church have not
brought the American Lutheran Church into agreement with the doctrinal positions
of the Synodical Conference;

THEREFORE WE ASK the Synodical Conference to reject the St. Louis Union Resolu-
tions of 1938 and the Common Confession as satisfactory doctrinal statements.

The Synodical_Qonfergnce did not rejecﬁ the 1938 Resolutions, but referred them
to a new committee to be appolnted. Because the 1938 Union Resolutions were never
rejoctsd by the Missouri Synod or by the Synodical Conference, it was altogether 'in
place that this was included in the Suspension resolution of 1955. The 1938 Resolu-
tions are not mentioned by name in any resolutions adopted by the Mo. Synod in 1956.
However, the following resolution may possibly be intended to serve as an answer
also on this point (Proc. 1956, p. 546):

WHEREAS, Dissatisfaction has been expressed in and outside of our Synod in regard
to various doctrinal documents approved by Synod; and



., WHEREAS, Such dissstisfaction seems to rest en the ehsrge of inadequacy and lack
of' clarity in the dectrinal statements concerning election, objective justifieca-
tion, conversion,’ and the 1nsp1rat1on of ‘the Scr1ptures, therefore be it

RESOLVED,ﬂThet-we.regeot any and every 1nterpretat10n of documentl approved by
Synod ‘whish ‘would be in-disagreement with the Holy Scripturos, the Lutharnn Con-
fessions, and the Brief Statement. L

>

. We must therefore conclude that this document Wthh constxtutes an offense con-
trary to the doctrine which we have learned, has not been remeved by the liissouri
Synod in a proper manner. In seeking to answer the he question et the head of this
. paper on the basis of this first point,. we must therefore answer "No." :

PP

II The Sag1naw Resolut1en of 19hh

The second p01nt mentloned in ihe 1955 Suspenslon resolutlons of the Norweg1an
Synod.was the matter of, the Saglnaw Resolutlon of 19hh The Norweglan Synod saiad
~ (Réport, 1955, p. L3):
Thea came the eagznaw Resolutlon of 19&&, whlch.attempted to d*aw a. d1st1nct-
. ion betwegn "ioint prayer and. "prayer fellowship" == a. distinction which the
. Missouri Synoﬂ previously had never made. These resolutlons, accord*nglv, were
‘also protested by our Norwegian Synod on the. grounds that this dlstlnctlon can-
‘net be. supported on the basis of Scrlpture and, opens. the door to further union-
istic practvices. The answer of. the MJBSOUTI Synod to such protests was the re-
affirmation of its 1°hh Resolution (cf. Proceedlngs of the lj0th Regular Convent-
_ion of the Kissouri Synod, 1947, p. 517; also Proceedings of the Li2na Regular
Convention of the Lutheran’ Church-Missouri’ Synod 1953, e 552) " .

Here is the Resolution adopted by the Missouri Synod in 19hly (Proc. 19hh, p- 251f ):

. We reaffirm the posmtlon taken at the _Fort Weyne Conventlon, page 303, para-
graph 11, "that in the meantime it be understood that no pulpit, altar, or prayer
fellowship has been established between us and the American Lutheran Church; and
until such fallowship has been officially declared by the synods concerned, no
“factlon is to be ‘taken by any cf'our pastors or congregatlons which ‘ignores the
_ fact that we are not yet unlted. However, joint" prayer at: 1ntersynodxce1 con-
" Perencés, esklng ‘God for His guldance and blessing upon the dellberatlons angd
discussions of His Word, does not mllitate egainst the resolution of the Fort
Wayne Conventlon, provided such prayer does not imply denial of +truth or support
-of error. Local conditions will determine the advisability of ‘such prayer.
'“‘Above-all, the conscience of a brother miust not: be vzolated nor offense be given.

This resclution thus made. & distinction between prayer fellowship and joint pray-
er, a distinction that had not previously been made within the Synodical Conference.
As a fruit of this resolution, the Missouri Synod Committee on Doctrinal Unity joined
“in preyer with the commissioners "of the A.L.C. in their meetings. In answer to mem-
orials from within its own midst, the Missouri Synod at its 19,7 convention resolved:
"That we re-affirm the resolutions on prayer fellowship. adopted by the Saginaw,
Mich., Cocnvention." (Proc. 19&7, P 517)

Again in 1950 numerous memorials were before the Missouri Synod convention, asking
that the Synod clarify its position regarding the 194); Saginaw Resolution. In answer
to these memorials the Synod adopted the following resolutlons (Proe. 1950, p. 659):
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: WHEREAS Syncd has been asked te declare that “there is ne. Soriptural busls
for a distinction between prayer fellowship and joint prayer"; and

WHEREAS, This question requires further study; and

WHEREAS, The President. of Synod has been directed to provide such a study;
therefore be it

RESOLVED, That this . question be held in abe¥ance until the treatlse on ‘MPrayer
‘Fellowshlp has been published;' and be it fufthermore * .

RESOLVED, That if further olarxty is needed on the questlon. it shall be refer-
red to- the Advisory Commlttee .on Doctrine and.Pragtice.

Aga1n in 1953 at the Missonrl Synod conventxen in Heuston, Texns,_numerous mem-
orials were received requesting the Synod to clarify-its pesition. in thls matter.
- Upon recommendation. of Committee 3, the following resolution was. adopted by the
Missouri-Synod, with 7 negative.votes. cast (Pros. 1953, p. 552) o

WHEREAS, Such’ prayer nt 1ntersynodica1 meetings aocs not pretend that dectrinal
unity ex;sts where it doés not exist, nor intimate that doctrinal differences
are unimportant, but rather 1mplores Ged, from whom true unity in the spirit
‘mast come, for H1s blessing, in order- that unity muy be achieved in those '
things where it is lacking;- be it therefore :

RESOLVED, That Syned declare it does not consider Joint Prayer at intersynodieal
meetings unionistic and sinful, prov1ded such praysr does not imply denial of

- truth. or support of error" (Proceedlngs of the 19&7 Chlcago Conxention, page’ '517).

Ten years after the Saginaw Resolution was adopted, in 1954, the Norwegian Synod
.again took the matter into eon31derat10n at its convention, desiring to put an end,

to. the confu51on that had resulted._ This time the Norweglan Synod decided to take
the matter before the Synodical Conference convention. "In its memorial to the Syn-
odical Conference the Norwegian Synod said (Report 195h, Pe h5)

WE ALSO: ASK- the Synodical- Conference to adopt the following resolution;

RESOLVED: We reject the resolution with regard to Prayer Fellowship adopted by
~the Lutheran.Church-lMissouri- Synod.in 1941, at. its Saginaw Conventlon, since. it
confliets with the above-stated definition of Unionism. “ -

‘The definition of Unionisim hers referred to 1s quoted from the Concord1a Cyelopedia
of 1927, pp. 77h4-5; which- statess = .

‘Religious unionism conslsts in Joint worship and work of those not united in
‘dottrine. Its essence is an’ agresment to disagree. . . All ‘joint ecclesiastical
efforts for religious work (missionary, educational, ete.) and particularly joint

. ;worship and mixed (promiscuous) prayer among those who confess the truth, and
those who deny any pert of it, is sinful unionism. - S

The Synodical Conference, however, did not reject the Missouri Synod resolution
of 9Ll on Joint Prayer. Rather 1t réeferred the matter to a ‘committee for study.

Agein in 1956 the Mlssour1 Synod was asked from many sources to clarify 1ts pos-
ition in this matter. It adopted the following resolution (Proe. 1956, p. 550):

WHEKEAS, Synod has spoken clearly and unamblguously on fellcwshxp, prayer fellow~
ship, _and unionism; and

HEREAS, However, 1mp11cat10ns and 1nterpretat1ons have been attached to these
expre531ons of Synod which have disturbed the conscicnces of some; therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the joint theological faculties of Synod be requested to furnish
comprehensive studies on these matters, and to make them available to the membérs
of Synod at least one year prior to the next convention of Synod in 1959.
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If ‘'we thereéfore are to seok an answer -to-the question at the head of this peper
on the basis of this second point, the answer must again be "No.'

W .2 I1I. -The Chicag_'Statement.

-The third poin{.mentioned ifi the 1955 Suspension resolutiens of the Norwegian
Synod as being an offenss which -must be removed befors £ellowship ‘eould be resumed
was the "Chioago. Statement." Regarding this doeumnnt ‘the Synod said (Report, pelily)s

In 1945 the Chicago Statement appeared, -sighed: by Ll Missourx Syned pastors
and professors, meny of whom held high pesitions of leadership in that Symod.
~ This wey a’'decument which further weskened the bulwarks -sgainst unionism and
'jlaid dewn unseriptural” prineiples ef church ﬁellensh:p.- Representatives of our
‘Norwsgtan Syhnod- repeatedly askéd the’ ‘Midsours Synod in committée msetings either
to require the signers of the Statement™ tbo rétracét of to exersisé disoipline”
;.- 0over against them. In this case ne satisfactory doctrinsl dxee1p11ne vwas exer-
ﬂ:e1sed, nor did these s1gnsrs retract thexr Statemnnt.h

For the sake ef oompletenees. we shall here reprint tho ‘8ntire dooument which is
at issue. It was written in the form of 12 Theses, as follows.,i

.3 STATEMENT

,?Wb, the underslgned. le 1ndivlduals, members of Syned. conscious of our responeibxl-
 ities and duties before the Lord of the Church, herewith subscrihe to the following
statemen LI )

. 1. L - B
We affirm sur unswerving loyalty to the great evangalieal heritage ‘of historic Luth-
sranism. We believe in its massage and mission for thzs drueial hour 1n _the time «
of man.

We therefore deplore any and every tendency whieh would limit the’ power ‘of our herie
tage, reducs it to narrow:legalism, and confine it.to menmade traditions.

.'2.

“we affirm our faith in’ the great Lutheran principle of the inerraney, certainty,
and all-sufficiency of Holy Writ.

We therefore deplore a. tendency. in our Synod to. substitute human judgments, synodi-
cal resolutions, or other sources of authority for the supreme authority of Seripture.

n 3'
We affirm our convictxon that the Gospel mast be gzven free course so that it my be
preached in all its truth and power to all the nations of the gartk..

We therefore deplore all man~made walls and barriers and all scclesiastical tradit-
ions which would hinder the free course of the Gospel in the world.

We believe that the ultimete and basic motive for all our life and work must be
love «~ love of God, love of the VWord, love of the brethren, love of souls. ¥e aff-

- irm our econviction that the law of love mnst also find applieation to our relation-
ship to other Lutheran bodies.

. We therefore deplore a loveless attitude which is manifesting itself within Synod.
This unscriptural attitude has been expressed in suspicions of brethren, in the im~
pugning of motives, and in the condemnation of all who have expressed differing
opinions concerning some of the probleims confrontlng our Chureh today.
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We affxrm our conv1et1on that sound exegetical procedure is the basis’ for sound
Lutheran theology.
We therefore deplore the fact that Romlns 16 17, 18 has been appl1ed to all Christiana
who differ from us in certain points of dectrine. It is our conviction, based en
sound exegetical and hermeneutical principles, that the text does not apply to the
present situation in the Lutheran Church ef America., TWe furthermore deplore the mis-
use of First Thessalonians §:22 in the translation “evoxd every appearance of eovil."
Thls text should be used only in its true mean1ng, ovoxd evil in every form."

6.

we affirm the historic Lutheran positien concerning the central 1mportanee of the
' Une Sancta ‘and the, local congregation. We believe that there should be . reemphasis
of the pr1711eges and Tesponsibilities of the locel oongregation also in the matter
of determ1n1n5 guestions of fellowshlp. :

We therefore deplore the rew and 1mproper emphasis “en the synodlcal organ1zatlon as
basic in our consideration of the problems of the Church. - We believe that no organ-
izational loyalty can take the plece of loyalty to Christ end His Church.

: 7.
We affirm our abidlng faith in the h1stor1e Lutheran positlon ceneerning the central-
ity of ‘the atonement end the Gospel as tho revelatxon of God's redeeming love in
Christ.
Wle therefore deplore any tendenoy which reduses the warmth and power of ‘the Gospel
to a set of intellectual propositions which are to be grasped solely by the mind
of man.

8'_ LT
e afflrm our eonv;ct1on that any two or more Chrxstlans may pray - together to the Tri-
ane God in the name of Jesus Christ if the purpose for which they meet and pray is
right according to the Vord of God. This obvioisly includes meetings of groups call-
ed for the purpose of diseussing doctrinal differences.
..We therefore deplore the tendency to decide the question of prayer fellowship on
“any other basis beyond the clear words of Seripture. -

9.

Ve belleve that the term "Unlonls ""should be applled only to acts in which a elear
and unmistakable denial of Scriptural truth or approval of error is involved.

We therefore deplore the tendency to apply this non-Biblical term to any and every
~contact between Christians of dszerent denominations. _ .

. 10. .
We affirm the historie Lutheran position thet no Chrxst1an has a r1ght to take of-
fense at anything which God has commended in His holy Word. The plea of offense must
not be made a cover for the irresponsible expression of prejudiees, traditions, cus-
toms, and _usages, . :

o 11. . .
. We affirm our eonvletlon that 1n keeplng with the hlstorlc Lutheran tradition and in
harmony with the Synodical Resolution adopted in 1938 regard1ng Church fellowship,
sach fellowship. is poss;ble without complete agreement in details of doctrine and
practice which have never been consxdered divisive in the Lutheran Church.

12. :

We affirm our conviction that our Lord has richly, singularly, and undeservedly
. blessed our beloved Synod during the first century of its existence in America. e
piedge the efforts of our hearts and hands to the building of Synod as the second
sentury opens and new opportunities are given us by the Lord of the Church.

E * * % P
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This document was then 51gned on Sept. 7, 1945, by Li men frem various parts of
the United States. Ameng the signers, 20 men held no pastorates, Being professors
or engaged in youth work and social agencies- Four men were District preszdents,

. one man a District secretary, five men professors st the St. Leuis seminary, others

‘Were connec%ed with the Valporaiso University, the American” Lutheran Publicity Bur-
eau, the - alther League, and Social Welfare sgencies:. Durzng the following monthl
_ many addltional signers were added to the orlginal blgo - -

. Efforts were made: ﬂuring 19&6 by thie--so~called “Comm1ttee pf Ten and Ten" Cten
men from each: side) to cowe to a settlement. . On January 6, 19h7, the pres;dent of
the liissouri Synod met with the committee of signers, and at that time adopted the

followzng Agreement'\&

. 5 An earnest: evaluation of the ézscussions 1nyolved ;n "A Statement" has demgn-
-, - strated, that we, areaagreed on mnny of its assertions, even thnugh agreement has
not been reached on some of the specific questions raigsed. The discussions have

--also shown thet interpretations of some eof the ex;ressiens 1n the accompanylng
letter and in -the deplorations have been made which werse not intended by the
Slgners.. The language is mot always ‘clear to everyone. Nothlng has developed
however, which is divisive of church fellowship. '

The longer discussions of this nature are drawn out, especially if the basis
of the discussion-is not understood by all partieipants ‘in the same sense, the
greater leoms the danger of ‘misunderstanding and the 1n3ect10n of personalities,

. temperament, personal. axperiense, and emotlon where calm objectlve Judgment
_should prevail. .

It has therefore ‘been agreed ina meetlng of ‘the Praesldium and of the repre-

sentatives of the Signers that in the interest of peace and harmony in our midst

_..and for .the .furtheranece of the Kingdem of God at large “"A Statement” and "The
Accompanying Latter" be, w1thdrqwn as & basis of discussien so that the ‘issues
‘involved may .be studied ob;ectively on the basis of theses prepared under “the
ausplcea of the Presldent of Synod.

~ -The withdrawal eof "4 Statament“ asva vasis of dlscussion shall not be inter-
preted as a retractlon- nor shall it mean that the issues involved shall now be
glossed over or ignored. They shall becoms thé topics of speclal study and -

_prayerful consideration which will lead us, with the ‘help of God's Holy Spirlt,
'“"to an ever more consecrated adherenne to the 'ord and will of” God. '

“"Wihat has the Norwegian Synod said with regard to’ the Chicago. Statement’ The Gen-
arel Pastoral Conference studied the matter in. Jannary of 1946, and -edopted a reso-
lutlon in which the follow1ng was stated (Report, 1946, p. 58):

It is w1th genulne concern for the unlty of faith in the Synodxcal Conference
that we ask our brethren of the liigsouri Synod to recognize the confusion which
these uniom endeavors’ have caused in its own ranks and within the Synodical Con-
ference generally. From the STATEMENT of the forty-four sent out from Chicago
in 1945, we judge that a liberal and unionistie spirit is abroad in our midst

which, if it praVails, w111 work havoe with scund Lutheranism. We ask our breth-
~ven of the Hissouri’ Synod to rise up against this spirit with & renewal of the
" 0ld time vigor and earnestness in contendlng for the faith, that we may all stand
together in the confession of the one true faith and in that strong opposition
to error which a true confession demands.

In 1947 the Missouri Synod observed its 100th enniversary at its convention. Howe
ev>r, all was not peace and harmony within its own midst. Numerous memorials had
becn presented to the convention asking the Synod to reject certein teachings ex-
pressed in "A Statement." The convention adopted the following resolution (Proc.,
1947, p. 523):
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WHEREAS, "4 Statement" as such no longer is a basis for discussion accordzng to
the “Agreement" reported by the President; and

WHEREAS, The issues raised by "4 Statement" and by memorlals referrxng to "“A
Statement“ are being submitted for study to pastors and congregations on the
basis of materials .supplied by direction of the Pr981dent- and
WHEREAS, The subject matter is such as te call for time and patience, so that
. all pastors and maymen may heve an opportun1ty to study the same in a quiet,
. earnest, and prayerful mannsr (a coursé which the Church should always follcw)
and
WHEREAS,.It is imperative that we continue on the foundatlon of God's Word, and
God's. uord alone; therefore ‘be it

=_‘=RESOLVED That -the President .continue to suhmlt to pustors ‘and congregatlons
- material:for the Scriptural study of the. quest1ons at issue.

The Norwegian Synod, at its convention in August of 1949, resolved to send a re-
eommendation to. the pre31dents and secreturies of the sister synods._ That recommend~
etion read in part.as. follows (Report, 19b9, P 76f )

In view of the continued sgitation in Synodical Conference circles for - unton

- with heterodox Lutherans on a-wider basis than the censervatiye Lutheran Church

has hxtherto considered Scriptural, particularly in the. f1e1d ef so-called Yox-

ternals" eof ehurch work, we of the Norwegian Synod wish to present to our sister
.Synods our: position on the following points:

1. With regard to Pres. J. W. Behnken's call for a "Free Conference $ -
Although we, in general, fayor “"free conferences" for doctrinal discussion with
any and all-who are willing to bow to the Word of. God, we consider such *free
conferences! of but doubtful value at the present stagg'in union negetiations
aemong Lutherans. They are not welcomed. by those Liberal Lutherans who want fed-
-eration or organic union at once without further doctrinal dlscuss1on. Nor can
.- they accomplish much toward bu1ld1ng up a more conservative spirit in our own
_ and other churches, SO long as we in our own circles are div1ded on the funda-
'“mental quest1on of what constitutées "Unlonlsm. ‘Cf. the agitat1on still ecarried
on by the so-callad "Statementarlans;" the "Amerlcan Lutheran,' etc.

" Many controver51al issues” “were before the . 1950 convention of the' Missouri Synod
in Milwaukee, wisc.  This was the year in which'the Commoh Confession came to the
fore. Then there were memorials before the Synod asking far correction or clarifi-
cation in the following matters: 1) the essay delivered by Dr. Arndt before two
Distr1ct conventlons, 2) ‘the President's Theses on the Church; 3) Synodical disci-
H_pline, ;) the St. Louis faculty ‘opinion on Rom. 16:17; 5) the pamphlet by Dr. Th.
" Graebner on "Prayer Fellowship"; 6) the St. Louis faculty opinion on engagement;

7) participation of St. Louis seminary students in the Association of Lutheran ‘Sem-

- inarians; 8) a proposed investigation of the St. Louis faculty; 9) protests against
the appointment of E. J. Friedrich as Lith Vice President; 10) purging the Lutheran
Witness -of error; 11) the Saginaw resolutions. In eddition to all this, many pages
of memorials were presented asking the- Synod to take some def1n1te stand with regard
to the "A Statement."

The Mlssouri Synod spoke with regard to the "A Statement" by adopting the followe
1ng resolutions (Proc., 1950, p. 658): .

WHEREAS, Synod in 1947, convinced that the issues raised by "A Statement” should
be submxtted to the members of Synod for earnest and prayerful study on the basis
of God's Word, resolved "thet the President continue to submit to pastors and
congregations mateérial for the Scrlptural ‘study of the questions et issue" (Pro-

‘ceedings, 1947, page 523); -



. 10 -

WHEREAS, The President Kas fliﬁhfuliy endeavered to carry out this resolution, .
and has thus far submitted four essays, which-have helped to. bring the respecte
ive p01nts at issue to a discuss16n for clarlf;catlon. and

'WHEREAS Reactlons to ‘these essays recelved By the President” should have ‘due
~consideration, so that matters in eontroversy may be settled ‘on- the b381s of
* God¥s Word and true unity-be reteined; and °. -

}WHEREAS Not a1l matters at.issue have as yqt bcen ptescnted thncugh material
from the President's office and several additional’ essSdys are in’ preparatxon,
therefore be it

RESOLVED That we commend the President for his effort in subm1tting the sssays
. sent out thus far and urge him, acccrdlng to the resolution of ‘thé ‘conventien
T19L7, e complete "the “program by ‘continiiing ""té6'submit te pasters and congregat-
ions material for*the Scriptural-study of the -questions at issue¥;.-snd be it
further

RESOLVED That the Pros1dcnt be enccuragpd “ta use "the reactions ‘received in con-

nection with these essays for. the furtherance of agrcemcnt on the quostlons

raised, to the end that we may "beperfectly joined together in . the same judg-
ment,":1 Cor. 1:105 .and be it further -~ . . .. ..

. RESOLVED, That specific accusatlons in the memnrials on "A Statemant" be referred
. to the proper channcls of Synod. o -

At this same convention the MiSSonr1 Synod aisc adopted the following resolut1on
(Proc., 1950, - p» 669);- o ) .
WHEREAS, The brethren of the Evangollcal Lutheran Joznt Syncd of Wisconsln and
Other Statbs and the brethren of the Norwégian Syhod- of  the Evangelical Lutheran
Church have addressed’létters te our Synsd on matters of doctrine and practice
within our" Church-; be it therefore ™

fRESOLVED That we' gratefully ackncwledge in theze letters of the-brethren-an evie
dénce of sincero concern for the welfare of God's k1ngdou- anﬁ be" it further

. RESOLVED, That we acknowleage the rlght and duty of our brethren in the Syncdleal
Conference to call to our gttention matters of doetrine and practice within our

Church that have disturbed them; and be it flnally

- RESOLVED,, That we ask. the Praesidium to. answer. the letters of the brethren of
the Wisconsln Synod and the ﬁorweg1an Synod on the basis of the action of this
..conventlon. . . o

- During the fcllow1ng years the matter ‘of the Ch1eagc'“$tatament" was_more or legs
lost in the shuffle, since attention was now centered on the "Commen Confession.™
However, in response. to several memor ials, the Miasour1 Synod in 1953 did adopt the

following resolution (Proc., 1953, p. 546):

WHEREAS, According to the Proceedings of Synod in 947 (page 523) “'A Statcment'
as such is no longer a basis for discussion"; and

WHEREAS, TIssues raised by "A Statement" have beenaﬁ&#are being subm1tted for

study to pastors and congregations on the basis of mterials and theses supplied

by the President; and

WHEREAS, The Convention of 1950 {cf. Proceedings, page 658) encouraged the Pres-
" ident to use the reactions submitted in connection with these theses for the

furtherance of agreement on the issues raised; and :

WHEREAS, The President has informed your Committee that he is dealing with re-

actions submitted in conmection with the theses- sent out under his direction;

there fore be it

RESOLVED, That this Convention refer the matter contalned in Memorzal 621 {3) to

the Prassidium for consideration and for the purpose of obtaining "furtherance of

agreement” on the issues reaised.
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Early in 195l-a brochure entitled "Our Relations with the Lutheran Church-Lissouri
Synod" was published and sent out by the Norwegian Synod to most pastors in the Syn+
odical Conference. In this brochure it was stated (p. 7):

In 19&5, the 11bera1 "left-wing" element in the Missouri Synod felt itself
strong enough to publlsh a manifesto, called the "Chicago Statement,” signed by
Ll leading pastors and professors, which openly re jected the old Missourian stand
on church unity and related subjects. Althnuﬁh there was wide opposition to the

. false principles expressed in the "Statement,” nothlng effeotlve was done to ,
discipline ‘the errorists. . In.fact, many of the "signers". -- there were eventually
several hundred pastors ‘and professors who subscribed to the “"Statement," --
were rewarded by more influential offices in the church than they had held before.

That was then the background for the resolution concerning "A Statement" which
the Norwegian Synod included in its Suspemsion resolutions of 1955, as found at the
beginning of this section. The convention directed that the entire Suspension report
be forwarded to the 1956 convention of the Missouri Synod, to be held at St. Paul, .
- Minn., hoping that proper action in this matter might finally betaken. In addition,
gseveral other memorials had been presented to the Missouri Synod pertaining to the
"Statement" and related matters. The resolution which was adopted by the Missouri
Synod was as follows (Proc., 1956, p. 552f ) s

WHEREAS, The ‘matter of "A Statement" has been dealt with by the respon51ble
._offlclals and by three previous conventlons of Synod (19&7, 1950 and 1953)- and

_WHEREAS The President of Synod - contlnues ‘to take actlons which are designed %o
- carry out the instructions made by these synod1ca1 conventions (Proceedlngs,

1947, -p. 523f.; 1950, p. 658; 1953, p. 546); therefore be it
RESOLVED That thls Conventlon take no further action.

That s the 31tuat10n which then faces the Norwegxan Synod today.- When we again
agk the question which is found.at the head of this paper, what will the answer be
:on the basis of.this-third point? We can.only answer "No." The matter was also
discussed ‘at.several conventions- of -the Synodical Conference, but no. sat1sfactory
recommendations or:action heve been. forthcoming to do away with this long-standing
offense. : . .

IV. Agreement with the National Luth. Couné¢il.

The fourth point-mentioned in the 1955 Suspension resolution of the Norwegian
Synod which stands as an offense which must be removed before fellowship relations
..can be. resumed concerns the agreement between the Missouri Synod and the National
Lutheran Council. The Norwegian Synod resolution reads (Report 1955, p. Lli):

Then came the agreement with the National Lutheran Council, a federation of
liberal and heterodox Lutheran synods, by which the’ Lutheran Church-itissouri
Synod_entered 1nto joint welfare work and joint armed service work with these

“erroristic groups (ef. Proeeedings of the [j3rd Regular Convention of the Synod-
"ical Conferenceé, 195, pp. 99-100) -~ a practice which is still being carried
on, contrary to all the principles of the Synodical Conference and the "old"
liissouri Synod (cf. Directory for Service People, lay-June, 1955). To these
acts of unionism, as well as numerous other instamtces, our Norwegian Synod has
repeatedly protested, bat to no avail.

Again we would do well to learn a little about the background for this resolution,
- It was at the 194}, convention of the Missouri Synod at which the President of the
Missouri Synod stated the following in his report to the Synod (Proc., 194}, p. 15):
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The war emergeney necessitated seversl meetings with representatives of the
National Lutheran Council. One of the items under consideratien wmas the deter-
mination of areas in which there might be co-operation. As a result we have had
co-pperation in the renting and maintenance of Lutheran Service Centers and in
the work smong the prisoners of war. Your President ever emphasized that such
co-operation in externals does not imply fellowship and that Lutheran fellowship

. mst necessarily be btased on true Lutheran unity.

Recently two meetings: were held with the Executive Commxttee of the Ameriean
Section of the Lutheran Vorld Convention to determine posaible ce-operation in

" 'postwar rehsbilitation and reconstruction. The agreement thus far is that we

_ The

shall work together in as far as this cean be dons without viclation of our
pr1nclples.

Missouri Synod adopted the following resolution (Proc., 1944, p. 252):.

In Memorial 617 and in several other ncmsrlnls of similar intent the recom-
mendation is offered that Synod direct its responsible efficers to make formal
application for membership in the National Lutheran Council and that the Missouri
Synod sccept the duties and respons1bilitiel of such menbership under tha const1-

tution of the National Lutheran Council es adopted Mhrch 18, 1926
After thorough consideration of thase matters, your Comm;ttee respectfully

~ presents the following:

WHEREAS, According to the best 1nform:t10n avaxlable, membership in the National

_Lutheran Council, as st present constitutéd and in accordance with the proposed
‘oonstitution, would apparently involve our Syned in-unionistic principlés and

endeavors beyond a mere co-operation’in externals and -thus vielate Scr1ptura1
principles which we are bound to observe; :therefore be. it.

RESOLVED, That we decline the request contained in liemorial No. 617 and others_
of the same intent and therefore do net direct. cur officers to make appllcatlon

for membership in the National Lutheran Council; and de it further

- RESOLVED, ‘That we reguest the President and the ViceiPresidents of Synod, togeth-

er with our Committee on Lutheran Unity, to study the proposed constitution: of

‘the National Lutheran Council and to gather information &3 to the scope of the

co-operative endeavers contemplated, with a view to collaborating with the Nat-
ional Lutheran Council in sueh matters as involve no violation of conscience and

no denial of the truth.

In 1947 the President of the Missouri Synod reported as follows to the Synod con-
vention (Proc., 1947, p. 15):

The convention at Saginaw decided that we were not to join the National Luth-
eran Council. However, it instructed the Praesifiium and the Committee on Doct-

.rinal Unity te study the Constitution of the National Lutheran Council as it was
being revised at the time and later adopted, and also to gather fyrther informa-

tion as to the scopa of the co-operatlve endeavors contemplated. These instruct=
ions were carried out. Both groups feel that in such matters as do not involve
a violation of comscience nor a denial of truth we should be willing to co-oper-

‘ate. However, both groups were convinced that there are very few projects of

The

which this is true, while, on the other hand, there is a great number of aims and
objectives in which we could not participate without violation of Seriptural
principles. A full report will be presented by the Committee on Lutheran Unity
and Doctrinal Matters.

Committee which had been authorized by the 1944 convention also made its report

to the kissouri Synod. In its report it said (Proec., 19L7, p. 535f.):
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"The follewing :‘fields, which we believe to constitute majer portions of the Nat.
ional Lutheran Council's planning and. werk nnmely, student welfare work, missiong
among Jews, Negroes, and other minority groups, home missions, the publieatxon of}%
The Lutheran Cutlook, youth work, postgraduate seminary werk, are fields in which'
we cannot co-operate unless we are ready to change our whole definltlon of what =

?

There are, no doubt, . areas 1n which we could partic1pate, such as public Telaw

- tions, publicity,- stat%stios, and in certain phases of publle welfare. However,i_
~ at the present time these constitute so small and limited areas of co-operation

that it is a question.of expediency, both to:the National Lutheran Council and tg
the Missourl Synod, whether or not these limited fields of pure externals would =

'Justzfy ‘the Missouri Syrod in applying for such limited membership and make such ©

limited membership scceptable ‘to the National Lutheran Council. -In these phases:

- of the work. in the National Luthersn Council the question of joining or not goine

The

ing is one of expediency and not theOIOgy._ _ .
Missouri Synod adopted the following resolution (Proc., 19&7, p. -536):

- WHEREAS, There is & difference of oplnion among us on the issue of JOinlng the

Natiomal Lutheran Council asnd, therefore, evidently ‘a lack of information; and

"WHEREAS, There is no urgency demand1n5 a declsion_on the question of jolnlng or

' no% joining the National Lutheran Council at the present time; eand
. WHEREAS, The policy of the National Lutheran Council with reference to its sphere

of. aetiV1ty at home "and. abroad has not: as yet been. clearly defined- be it there-
fore

RESOLVED, That the Mlssour1 Synod again off1c1ally express to the ‘National Luth-

eran Council its will1ngness to co-operate in matters agreelng with Synod's prin-

“ciples; eand

That a committee (two pastors, two laymen, one teacher) be appo1nted by the.
Praesidium and the Board of Directors to continue the study of the question of
our relationship as a participating body in the National Lutheran Council and re-

‘port its findings to the” néxt synodical convention, after having submitted its

-+ findings to all pastors and’ eongregatlons of our Ghurch six months’ prior to the

conyentlon‘

“The 'question that was here involved therefore ‘was this. What is co’operatlon in

externals? This point was discussed at the Synodical Conference convention in 1948
in Milwaukse, Wisc. The following resolution was adopted (Proc., 19&8, p. 46):

Your Committee at each meeting has d1scussed 8 number of jolnt activities

- among Lutherans some of which, on the one hand, have been condemned as unionistie

and, on the other hand, have been defended by the argument that only a co-opera-
tion in externals is involved.._Wh1le no definite conclusion was reached by your
Committee, we wish to caution that such things only as actually are externals be
regarded as sxternals, and that wherevar there is co-operatlon in such externals,
it be not made the occasion for joint work in the spzrltual sphere.

An intere sting side-light might here be mentioned. The Christian Century (Oct. 27,

19L8) contmined an article ‘in which it charged that the Synodical Confersnce, and es«
pecially the Missouri Synod, lived "behind an ecclesiastical iron curtain." 1In the
May, 1949, issue of the American Lutheran, Dr. O. A. Geiseman defended his Synod a-
gainst this charge by saying in an editorial;

Quite obviously the writer of the article was not too well informed, for the
truth is that our church now is co-operating and for a long time past has co-oper-
ated with various religious agencies which in no sense of the term could be said
to be identified with the full doctrinal position of the Missouri Synod. What is
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mere, this ce-operation has applied not only te' so-called externals such as feed-
ing and clothing the medy, but to the very heart and core of the church's task,
which is bearing witness to the savzng grace of God in Chrlst.

This whole matter of "co-operetien in externals" was also duly studied by the Nor~
wegian Synod. The General Pastoral Conference discussed the matter in its meetings
in 1947, 1948 and 19,9. In this last year they agreed to bring the matter bafore tha
Synod on the basia of four Theses. One of the Synodical essays in this year-was tit<
led: "Co—operatzon in Externals," and was ased on the four ‘Theses adepted by the
. Pastoral Conference. THe Theses were 8s follows (Report, 19&9, p- 31)3

In view of the confus;on in Synodioel Conferenoe circles in regard to so- P
called co-operation .in externals, we present the following propositions: '

1) Unionism is joint worship or joint echurch work with those who do not confess
the true faith in all respects. Rom. 16,17; Matt. 7,15; II John 10,11; Titus 3,10.

2) If orthodox Lutherans co-operate or associate with heterodox Lutherans in any

phase of the Church's werk such as Education, Missions, Charities, etc., they dis-
‘regard the fact that joint church work with false teachers is unionism just as -
mich as is’ joint worship. Ezra l4,1<3; II John 10,11. ;

%) The test of SOoealled externals in church work is whether they may properly
be carried on with all menmer of churches and religious or civic organizations.

L) Since the National Lutheran Council, as well’ as_the Lutheran World Federation,

was organized to promote co-operation in ¢hurch work between all Lutherans, with-

out regard to doctrinal differences, we object to them as unionistic organizations
_and refuse to take’ any part in their act1v1ties.

The Norwegian Synod itself also adopted a statement on co-operetion in externals" at
this same convention. It stated (Report, 1949, p. 77)s ' ~

With regard to the - co-operation 1n.externals ’ so-called which is becoming
so W1despread in our circles. through such organizations as "Lutheran Men in Amer-
ica", "The Lutheran Editors' Association", "The Association of Lutheran Seminar-
ies", certain Welfare agencies, etcs; -- We hold that this constitutes Unionism.
Cf. the Brief Statemsnt. The orFanlzatlons refarred to do not limit themselves

" to things properly to be omlled "externals", . but .concern themselves also with the
spiritual-side of the work of the church. o

It was obv1oue then that this matter would receive a graat deal of attention at

the 1950 convention of the Missouri Synod. The Committee appointed by the previous

' convention submitted its report, recommending that the Synod not join the N.L.C. at
that time, but that it express its ecagerness and earnest desire to work together with
it in matters which are mutually agreeable. (Proc., 1950, p. 682). One member of the
Committee presented a minority report, recommendirig that the Synod affiliate with the
N.L.C. Other resoluti ons, representing both views, were also presented to the con-
vention. The following resolutions were then adopted (Pros., 1950, pe. 692):

WHEREAS, The constitution of the National Lutheran Council lists among its pur-
poses and objectives joint activities in church work, such as missions, educat-
ion, end student service (Articls 111,¢) despite a lack of doctrinal agreement

e + o o« 3§ 8and

WHEREAS, Therefore much of the program of the Councll is of a unionistic nature,
as is plainly shown in the majority report of the Committee on Membership in the
Netional Lutheran Council; and

WHEREAS, Recent developments show that there are unsettled organlzatlonal prob-
lems w1th1n the National Lutheran Council involving the possibility of organiec
union of the participating bodies of the Council; therefors be it
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RESOLVED, That under the present odonditions we. decline-to apply for membershlp
‘&5 & participating body - 1n the National Lutheran Council.- -

=WBEREAS There are certain areas of purely external ‘endeavor in whxch our Church
~may participete, as it has done 1n the past- be 1t therefore '

RESQLVED, That. we axpress our continued willingness to. co-operate uith %he Nat-
" ‘iomal Lutheran Councll wherever 1t can be done wlthout compromising Scriptural

" prineiples..’

. It was en Jan. 5j: 1951 that: thia bud of "co-operation in externals" blossomed
out into full flower. - For on this:dey 1n.Wush1ngton, D4C., an: agreement was reached
between representatives of the Missouri Synod and of the National:Lutheran Council
regarding the communing of military personnel. This Agreement was subsequently rate
ified by the Praesifiium of the Missouri Synod without, however, oconsulting with its
" sister Synods beforehand.. Again for the sake of . completeness we shall here present
the full text of the Agreement (Quartalschrift, April-1951, p. 2f.): y

ARTICEES OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE ARMED SERVICES COMMISSION THE ~

LUTHERAN CHURCH+MISSOURI ,SYNOD AND THE BUREAU OF SERVICE TO MILITARY'
- _PERSONNEL OF THE NATIONAL LUTHERAN COUNGIL. = "~

U1 This agreensnt is made with an eagerness to render eur -full- auty to our country
" in a time of great enargancy, to our Church-in & time of -Severe testing; and to

" thése membeis of our fespdctive church’ organi zations who in these psrilous times
j_mora thai ever need the consolation, guldnnea, ‘and. a551stanee 0f the church of
their faith, and the ‘Savier of their souls; and is drawn’in’full-recognition of
~ the posltlons, rights, doctrlnal expressions of’ each of the parties to- the agree-

mexit., . :

2. The parties mgree to a co-operative condict of service to Litherans and others in
- the armed forces. . - . . . . .

3;'Th1s serv1ce ‘shall be concerned prlncxpally with a° aplrltual mlnzstry, with mg jor
: emphasxs upon the preachlng -of the Word and: the administering.of the Saoraments,
~ and 6u personal contect and’ counselzng,- anﬂ ‘with the largest poaslble use: of - ex-

isting congregational facilities. S A S

L. In this service, all those co-operating shall respect the confessional p051t1on
© of The Lutheran Church-iissouri Synod end/or the National Lutheran Council churches.

5. As far as possible in each local situation, ‘the spiritual welfare work in the ine
+ terest of members of The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod shall be done by chapleins
end pastors of The Lutheran Church~Missouri Synod; and the- spiritual welfare work
in the interest of the members of the National Lutheran Council churches shall be
done by chaplains and pastors of tha churches of the Natlonal Lutheran Council.

6. In the matter.of admission to the Lord's Supper, the rule chall be recognized by
: repreuantatlves of both groups: the normal procedure shall be that members of
sach group attend the Communion Serv1ces conduckted by the representatlves of that
particular group.

7..Just e85 in our civilian church life, there are exceptions to the usual procedure
‘in the administration of the Lord's Supper, thus exceptlonal cases. arlse in. deal~
ing with men and womer in the armed forces.

8. In exceptional situations, where a member of one group earnestly seeks admission
to the Lord's Supper cendicted by a representative of the other group, the indivi-
duel cass in each instance will be considered by the pastor concernad. It is a-
greed that in such cases partlcular synodlcal membership of a Lutheran in the arm-
ed forces shell not be a required condition for admlsslon to the Lord's Supper.
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9. 1t is agreed that. the chaplain or pastor may commune such men and women in the
armed forces as are vonscisus of the need of Repentance and hold the Essense of
Faith, including the dootrines of ths Real Presence and of the Lord's Supper as @
Means of Grace, and profess acceptencé thereof.

10, Chaplains and pastors are enoouraged, furthermore, to insert regu}.ar notices in
bulletins, eto., announcing the celebrations of the Lord's Supper which are sched~
uled by the representatives of both' the National Lutheran Couneil and The Lutheran.
Church~Missouri Synod, thus adhering to the principles set forth in the above par-
agraphs, and avoiding maultiplication of exceptional cases.

II.In'the'administiatioh of the Lord's Supper, chaplaing and pastors are encouraged
- in all cases to take a- sympathatic and evangelical attitude toward the men and
‘women in the- armed forces. ‘ :

ok B D R

" When the Union’ Committee therefere presented its report to the 1951 eonwention of
the Norwegisn Syned, it said (Report, 1951, p. 43): .

As we review the course which the Migseuri Synod has followed in its union
negotiations with the Americsn Lutheran Church since 1935, we are forced to the
depressing conolusion that whilé the Missouri Synod is indéed closer to a unzty
with the ﬁmerloan Lutheran Church than it has ever been, this unity is not in the

. %ruth, but rether mekes room for the errors of the American Lutheran Church, and
threatens the -breaking up of our Synodical Conference. We do not draw this con-
clusion from our sister-Synod's union negotiations only. It has shown its lax

+gpirit in other ways as, for example, in its official acceptance of gavernment

. chaplaincies in the armed forces, in its offmcial approval of Scouting under
Church auspioces, in its official approval of joint prayer with the heterodox,
end in its official agreement with the unionistis and erring National Lutheran
Council regarding joint~-gommunion.

This concern was further deepened by certain events which now took place. The
Beligious News Service reported that on Nov. 6 and 7, 1951, a semi-annual retreat
was held in an army chapel in a Bavarian mountain resort. . The group consisted of
pastors and chaplains from the Missouri Synod and the National Lutheran Council. A
commnion service was conducted by Col. Martin Poch (Mo. Synod), chief of air force
chaplaxns in Europe.

This matter was again dlscussed at the 1953 Houston eonventlon of the Missouri
'Synod. The Synod resolved.as follows (Proc., 1953, p. 557)s

WHEREAS, The conditions which prompted Synod's action with respect to membership
in the National Lutheran Counc11 at its convention in Mllwaukee remain inchangeds
be it

RESOLVED, That Synod's resolutlon of 1950, in which Synod declined to apply for
membership in the National Lutheran Council, but expressed its willingness to
co-operate with the National Lutheran Council wherever it can be done without
compromising Scriptural principles, remain in force during the coming triennium.

At this same convention an unprinted Mémorlal asked that the Agreement between the
Migsouri Synod and the N.L.C. be either "disavowed" or "properly smended" by the
Synod. The Synod resolved as follows (Proc., 1953, p. 565): .

'WHEREAS, Committee 3 examined the Articles of Agreement and finds that they safew.
guard Synod's Scriptural position with regard to unioniam, and at the sams time
recognize exceptional cases that may arise due to military service and that pro-

. perly fall into the realm of casuistry; be it
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RESOLVED, That Synod decline the requast of Uhprinted Memorial No. 31; and be it

RESOLVED, That Synod urge all pastors to instruct thes ir members entering the ser-
vice with’ respect to our Seriptural position on unionism, so that exceptional
cases arising in military life may not become the rule and gradually undermlne
sound praet1ce 1n our congregatlons.

. At the 1956 St. “Paul eonvent1on of the’ M:ssourl Synod ofie’ of the member congre-
-_gatlons asked that "the convention be requested to reserveé smple time in its general
- sessions for the ‘hearing &nd review of the representations ‘of our sister synods and

for full and unrestricted d1seuss10n of the matte rs ' in‘controversy; in order that the
.convention 1tse1f may render a considered’'and elear response on: the 1ssues. The
Synod decided as follows (Proc., 1956, P 518) : cae

- WHEREAS, There is a vast: amount of business: before this conventlen and a limited
tlme An’ wh1ch to aecomplish the business at hand; end ¢

WHEREAS “The Pre51dent of Syned has informed us that epprox1mate1y five hours
of general "time are scheduled to be deveted to the Intersynodical and Doctrinal
Matters,_ and’ ; o

WBEREAS The. epportun1ty will. be glven in. open hearings to eensxder the repre-
sentations of our sister synods and of members of our Synod 'whé” share the con-
victions of our. sister .synods; -be.it therefore

RESOLVED That we adopt the program as scheduled by the - President of Synod-

‘The Intersynodieal and Doctrinal Matters: Whlch took up these 5 heurs of t1me were
reports’ end/br memorials concerning: 1) the Common Confession; 2). Inv1tat10n from
the ULCA and Augustena Synod; 3) Finnish relations; L) Serviece Directory for Armed
. Forces; 5) Request for correction of District essay; 6) Rejection of ACDP report;
7)) Correction of doetrimal errors advoceted within the ' Synod; - 8) Thesis on Christ's
Descent into Hell- 9) the Lutheran World Federatlon, 10) Doctrinal discipline;

. 11) Clariflcatlon eof pos1t10n on Prayer Fellowship and unibnism; 12) Complaints
egainst statements in the' “Seminar1an;"“"The Presence," the “American Lutheran," end
in "Una Sancta"; 13) Romanizing tendencies; 14) Rejection of "A Statement"; 15)
Woman's suffrage- 16) Conscientious objections in time of war; 17) Fraternal organ-
izations; 18) Boy scouts. In addition to these, the Suspension resolution of the
Norwegian Synod and the resolutions. of the'Wlseon31n Synod and of the Synod1ca1 Con-:
ference were also to be discussed, - ‘ :

_ Apparently no time was spent discussing the obJectlons of the Norweg;an Synod to
.the Communion Agreement reached between the Missouri Synod and the National Lutheran
Council. At least no resolutlons were adopted perta1n1ng thereto. Again we ask

the question at the head of this paper. Have the offenses with regard to this point
(Communion Agreement with the National Lutheran Council) been removed hy the Missouri
Synod in a proper menner? Our enswer can only be "No."
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V. The Common Confession.

The fifth and final point mentioned in the 1955 Suspension resolution of the Nor-
wegian Synod as being a osuse for the Suspension was the Common Confession. The Nore

wegian Syrod resolved concerning this (Report, 1955, p. hh)

Then, in 1950, came the Common Confession, the most recent document botween
the Lutheran Church-M;saour1 Synod and the A.L.C., which was hailed a5 a s&ttle-
. ment of the past dootrinal differences between these two bodies and a sufficient
basis for union betwesn them (of. Proceedings of the Llst Regular Convention of
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Syncd, 1950, p. 585) ' Po this doocument we can only
state once againm that, in spite of numerous attempts to prove the adequagy of
the Common Confassion, we find it %o bé a document of compromisé which does not
in any way reject the errors of the A.L.C. and whick is, therefore, inadequate
a5 a settlement of past doctrinal differences and-unsatisfactory as a basis for
union. Once again our Norwegian Synod petitioned the Missouri Synod to "recon-
-gider -its sdoption.of -the Common ConfeSS1on end to reject it as a settlement of
its doectrinal dlfferences with the A.L.C." (ef. Report of ‘the 5hth Regular Con-
venticn of the Norwew1an Synod, 1951, pp. Shpss) In this case our petition was
. met by resolutions callang for postponement and delay (of. Proceedings of the
Lend Regular Conwention of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod 1953, Pe 539)

We shall not attempt to go into great detail with regard %o all. the union docu-
ments drawn up between the Missouri Synod and the A.L.C.. We. shall, however, summarizq
them briefly. The first of these were the so-oalled “Chicago Theses." brought up for:
- adopt101 or:rejection at the 1929 convention of the Missouri Synod. The.report of '
" the Intersynodicalvuommittee was' adoptsd, in which: they stated among other thlngs

(Proc., 1929, ps 110)::

After.careful examination of the ravxsed theses of August 1928, your Commit-
tee finds itsslf compalled to advise Synod to reject these theses as a possible
baszs for: union wzth +the Synods of Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo,"since all chapters
and. 8 number. of paragraphs ars 1nadequate. At times they do not touch upon the
p01nt of controversy, et times they are so phrased that both parties ‘can find
in them their own opinlon; at times they 1ncllne more to the pos1t10n of our
opponents than to our own. :

In adopting'the Commi ttee bepbrt,qthe Synbd‘aisb'hdded (Proc., 19é9; pe 113):
1. It was emphasized that future dlscu551on be contingent on the follcw1ng
two condlt1ons.¢—-'f -
a) That the tiove towerd fellowship between the Ohio ahd Iowa synods, on the

one hand, and the Norwegian Lutheran Church, on ‘the other, be first ad-
‘justed according to the Word of God; .

b) That future deliberations proceed from the exact poxnt of controversy
and take into acoount the pertinent history.

This Convention then appointed a new Committee, headed by Dr. Fr. Pieper, to
draw up a statement covering the doctrines that had been in dispute among Lutherans
in America and setting forth the position of the lissouri Synod. This resulted in
the "Brief Statement,” whioh was then edopted by the Missouri Synod in 1932. - 1In
1935 the Missouri Synod mccepted an invitation extended by the 4.L.C. (the U.L.C.
elso being invited) to confer sbout establishing pulpit and altar fellowship. The
Norwegian and Wisconsin Synods turned down the same invitation on grounds that it
was offered on a unionistioc basis. After meeting 6 times with representatives of the
A.L.C., the Mp. Synod "Committee on Lutheran Church Union" presented the "Declaration"
to the Synodical Conference. In this document the A.L.C. defined its position over
toward the "Brief Statement." The Union Committee recommended that this "Declaration™
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be adopted, but the Misseuri Synod declared that the "Declaration” together with the
"Brief Statemént" should be regarded as the doctrimal basis for future church-fellow-
ship between it ‘and the 4.L,C., (Proe., 1938, ps 231). - .The Norwegian Synod in
1938 oircularized the clergy of the Synodical Conference with a critical analysis of
the: "Declaration" and with a statement.on. "Unity, Union and Unionism." The Wisconsin
Synod also officially-rejected the. "Declaration" in 1939, and ¢alled on the Missouri :
Synod to “suspend. further - negotiations with,the A,L.C. until that body had given up .
iv¥s unionistic position.” (Wise. Syned Proc., 1939) In 19&1 the Missouri Syned fol-
lowed the advice of the Synodical. Conferance ‘which asked it aarnestly to c¢onsider
the advisability of bringing about the framlng of one document’ of agreement." (Proc.,
1941, p. 302). The Mo. Synod also resolved to’ continue negotiations with the A.L.C.,
. in spite of protests from the Norwegian and'Wlscon51n Synodss  In 194); it was reporte
‘ed to the Mo, Synod convention that the mew "single document" was near completion -
and would be presented to the 4,L.C. ¢convention that fall. :The A.L.C. convention :
referrsd ‘this "Doctrinal Affirmetion" ¢o the conferences and .districts of the A.L.C.:
for study. In 1946 the A.L.C. rejected the "Doctrinal Affirmation" because this

"one document" did not sufflciently safeguard the principles which the. A.L.C. had
lald down in the "Declaration.™ It also re-affzrmed its stand taken in 1938, that
"it is neither necessary nor possxble to agree, 1n all non-fundamental doctrlnes.

' In 1947 the Commlttee on Doctrinal Unity reported to the Missouri Synod convent-~
ion that "there are chiefly three difficulties standing in the way of fellowship with

. the American Lutheran Church: 1) The manifest lack.of doctrinal unity. « « « 2) The:

difference in convietion regarding the degree of doctrinal unity required for fellow-

"ghipe s o o 3) The membership of the American Lutheran Church in the American Luth- -
eran Conference.” (Proc., 1947, p. 4,97). However, the Missouri Synod resolved again
to continue negotiations with the A.L. C., in spite of strong protests from the Nor-

weg1an and Wiscons1n Synods.

+In 1950, shortly before the M1ssouri Synod conventlon, a new un1on document call-
‘®d the "Common Confession" was presented. Although time was limited for giving the .
document the thorough study required, numerous memorials were presented to the 1950
convention of the Mo. Synod asking the Synod to reject the document. The Synod ad-
opted ‘the following resolutlon {Proc., 1950, p. 585) S

WHEREAS By the grace of God the Commi ttee on Doctrinal Unlty of Synod ‘and the
Commlttee on Fellowsh1p of "the American Lutheran Church have Jo1nt1y produced
the document known as the "Common Confession"; and

WHEREAS, We find in thls document nothing that contradlcts the Scrlptures, and

- WHEREAS, We are of the comviction that, under God, our Synod should seek a God-
pleaslng unity with all Lutherans; therefore be it _
RESOLVED, That we rejoice and thank God that the "Common Confession" shows that
agreement has been achieved in the doctrines treated by the . two commlttees, and

"~ be it further
RESQOLVED, That we accept the "Common Confess1on as a statement of these doct-
rines in harmony with Scriptures; and be it further
RESOLVED, Thet if the Amerlcan Lutheran Church, in conventlon assembled, accepts

" it, the "Common Confession" shall be recognized as a statement of agreement on
tnese doctrines between us and the Americen Lutheran Church.

The Missouri Synod also adopted the following (Proc., 1950, p. 585f.):
WHEREAS Not all phases of the doctrlnes of the Seriptures are treated in the
Common Confession”; and

WHEREAS, Further study or future developments may show the need of clarification
or expansion of the "Common Confession"; be it therefore
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RESOLVED,  That additionul statements. or151n3t1ng in the sams manner as the
present G ommon Confession," may bs submitted to future conventions of our Synod

and the American Lutheran Church for adoption.

-WHEREAS , "The Constitution of the Synodical ‘Conference provides that rellowship
with another, church body ecamnot’ be established by any one of its constituent
synods without the consent. of every synod in the Syncdicel Conference;: and

WHEREAS,  The American Lutbheran Church already in 1938 declared itself ready to
place. the agreement. reached with the Missouri’ Synod before its aieter synods for
-approval and aoceptance; therefore be it '

RESOLVED, That we request our. Preaident to place this matter before the Synod-

ical Conference in order to secure the consent of the constituent synods to the
‘astion outlined in these rasolutxons; and be it further o

RESOLNED That our President inform the President of the Annrioan Lutheran Church
of our action and request him, if the convention of the American Lutheran Church:
takes favorable aotion on the "Common Confession," to place the agreement resched
with us refore 1ts sister synods for approval and accepiance.

WHEREAS Several steps remain to be taken before church fellowship can be estabe .
lished between us and .the Amprican Lutheran Churoh, as outlined in the foregoing*
resclutions; - thersfore be it o
RESOLVED, That when by the grace of God everythlng neoessary for fellowship has
been accomplished, this ifact is to be announced officially by the President of
Synod. Until then . no action is to be taken by any member. of Synod which would
overlook the faot that we are. not as yot united..- ) o
These resolutlons were adopted by a ma;or1ty vota. In Ootober.of'1950.the A.L.C.
also adopted the "Common Confession," although without debate. This matter was dis-
. cussed at great length at the 1951 convention of the Norwegien Synod. The-Synod fi-
" nally adopted the followxng resolution (Report, 1951, p. shf. 3 T :

* WHEREAS the matter of the Common Confession has: been-plaoed before our.Synod by
our sister synod, the Lutheran Church-Migsouri Synod, for our consent to the
~.course of action outlined in the resolutions of the Missouri Synod,

BE IT RESOLVED thet we oannot glve our eénsent to the Common Confess1on as &
settlement of doctrinal differences between the Synodical Conference end the
Amsricen Lutheran Church, for the follow1ng reasons:

The Common Confession doss not re ject the errors of the Amsriean Lutheran
Church. The doocument does not reject the false doctrine which has ‘been expressed
in the American Lutheran Church, that some parts of Seripture are not divinely
inspired. John 10,35; II Tim. 3,16. On the contrary, when desorzbing the ori-
gin of Seripture, the Common Confession uses the expression "content and fitting
word," which is acceptable to many of those who also accept the false doctrine
aforementioned.

Secondly, although the Justxfioation of all mnkind in Christ (objective juste
ifioatidn, Rom. 4,5, Rom. 5,18) has been openly denied within the American Luth~
erar Church, yet the Common Confession does not def1n1te1y state that God has de~
clared all menkind to be righteous in Christ.

Thirdly, the error of the American Lutheran Church, that some peopls are con-
verted to Christ while others are not, because the converted offer only a natural
*es*stance, while others offer willful re31stance -~ this error is not rejected

the Common Confession. Rom. 3, 22-23%.

. Fourthly, the Common Confession does not reject the error taught in the Amer~
ican Lutheran Church thet God elected His people to eternal life in view of their
foreseen faith. (Acts 13, L8)
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eran Church, that the Means of Grace belong to the essence of the Holy Christian
. Church. Eph..2,19; Acts 2,38 Mett. 26 38. (The sa1nts in heaven do not need’
wthe remlssion of sins. : :

Sixthly, the Commen Confession does not hell rejeot such errors in the docte
rine. of the last Things as the American Lutﬂ???ixbhurch is telerating, as, for
example, that the Papacy may not be the Antichr ist until the last day (II Thess..
2,8); that an unusually large number of Jews will be converted to Christ in the

- future (Acts 7,51; Rom. 8,7); and thet there will be some kind of millennial
reign of Christ (II Tim. 3,1) " Thése ‘are” examples, sufficient- to show thot the
Common Gonfession is not a' settlement of the differences. : :

We therefore earnestly entreat our: sxster synod, the Lutheran Church-Missouri .
Synod, to reconsider its adoption of the Common Confession and to rejest it as
a settlement of its dootrinal differences with the American Lutheran Church.

We further entreat the Lutheran Church-Missouri Syned to discontinue-negotia-
tions with the American Lutheran Church: exeept on the basis of a full aeoeptanoe
of the "Brief Statemsnt." (Titus 3:10) - : .

* Conoern for: 'the truth--and for the: oontlnuation-of our.. fellowship wlth the
M1SSeur1 Synod on the doctrinal basis which we have enjoyed in.the Synodical Con-

- ference through these many years moves us to draw up these resolutions. We de~
sire our fellowship on the basis of right dootrine and practiee to continue.
God grant that the unity which once prévailed in the Synodical Conference may

be' restored by & steadfast adherence to the Sorlptural prxnoiplos that ‘have
united us.. ;u,_ S . . . .

In 1952 the President of the Norweglan Synod reported’that reprosentatxves of the
4,L.C. had been meeting with fevpressntatives of the E.L.C., the Augustana Synod, the
Lutheran ‘Free Churoh, and the U.E.L,C., and had adopted a document known as "United
Testimony on Faith and Life." The A.L.C. is also a member ‘of the World Council of
Churches ‘and of the Lutheran World Federation, ‘thereby showing itself ‘to bs a unione
istic body. The Norwsgisn-Synod determined therefore to.send the foltowing resolu-
tion to the 1952 convention of the Synodical Conference (Report, 1952, p. 68):

- Egteemed Brethren: _ ce ISR LR S :
WHEREAS one of the - ‘hief sims of our Synodicel Conferencs, accord1ng to its con-

 stitution, is'“to further ‘dnity in-doctrine and’ ;rectzce, and to remove whatever
" might threaten to disturb this unity," =

' WHEREAS our, fellowship in ‘the Synodioal Conferenee s being strained by the ‘adop-
- tion of the Common Confession and the contimued negotiations ‘of the’ Mlssourz
Synod with the Amerioan Lutheran Church,

WHEREAS the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods have rejeoted The common Gonfession
. as a settlement of dootrlnal dlfferenees between the Missouri Synod and the Amer-
ican Lutheran Church
WHEREAS the Slovak Synod "regards The Common Confess1on K sufficient basis
for future negotietions with Lutheran’ bodies toward the ettalnment ‘of true unity
_ in dootrine and practice,” and suggests in its addenda ver1ous ohanges in The
Comnon Confess;on, '
WHEREAS many within the Mlssourl Synod have voloed thexr dzsapproval of this doe-
_umerS, and some have even Ieft in proteut agaznst 1t, _
_WHEREAS +he American Lutheran Church, by its oontlnuing fellowshlp with the Nat-
ional Lutheran Counocil of Churches, and by its union negotiations with the synods
of the American Lutheran Conference, and by its official pronouncemsnts regarding
the toleration of error, hes demonstrated that.it is a per81stent1y err1ng shurch
body, and
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WHEREAS eur fellowship with the Missour1 Synod in the Synodical Conference iz
. treasured greetly by us and hes been a souroe of meny blessings, both splrituel

and temporal _

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED thet the Synodical Conference et 1ts 1952 session allot
‘sufficient time for a thorough discussion of The Common Confess;on and the con-

tinued. doctrinal negotietiens ‘between’ the Missouri Synod and thé Amsiiean Luth-

eran Churoh on. the floor of the, Synodicel Gonferenoe meet1ng 1h St Peul Minn.,
,August 12.- 15, 1952. . .. . Lo e .

At the 1952 Synodicel Conferenoe eonyention, “the' Floor Gomm;ttee oonslderxng these
mstters said as follows (Prop. of Syn. Conf., 1952, p. 159)

- Your Gommittees on Memerials has given extensxve time te indlvlduals and to
=ﬂgroups for ;the discussion of .the W}sconsxn Synod and or the Norwegian Synod and
. herewith makes the. following report: .
-~ WHEREAS, On ‘the’ basis of these- dlecuesions-your Gommzttee on Memorxals is of the
opinion that the Common Confession:.in its present form s, inadequate as a settlee

ment of differences in regerd to the doctrines; .and:-
' WHEREAS , Unity hithin the Synodical Conferenee hes been dzsturbed by this doou-
ment; _and ‘
. WHEREAS, Tvio of'the constituent Synods ‘of the- Synodloal Confbrenoe have rejeoted
" the Common Gonfession; Therefore we reconmend ?

.....

‘1. Thet: time ber ellotted at this eonvent1on for, e_d1seussion of the Cotimon Con=
fession and of the propriety of the continued dostrinal negot1etions betwesn
the Missouri Synod and the Amer1oen Lutheran Churoh, even if it necessitates

: - en-evening -sessiony.: and - -
- 2u Thet we request -the Missouri Synod et itS»next eonventlon to glve attentlon

" : ‘once .again: te the ergaments egainst the Gommon Cenfess1on as a . basis for ne-

: got1etions, and :
'.3; That the: Wisconsin Synod end othar groups and. 1nd1viduels 50 deszring be
;. requested to present their argumentsnte the. Nﬂssouri synod in the . form. of
" memorials. - NN . - e L

After a prolonged debate the convention resolved by majority vete to strike the
preamble - of - the -Floor -Committee 's ;report.and to take-up the digsoussion of the Commit-

"-~;tee .5 .recommendations. indlviduelly‘ Einally the motion was .made and seconded "“that

this convention declares that it finds the Common.Confession inadequate as a settle-
. ment of differences in regard to the doctrlnes treated thereln and that it ‘therefore
in effect ylelds the Seripturai end historical doctrinal’ ‘positidn of the Synodical
Conference ." This motisn was tabled until Frlday mornlng. At that tlme “the follow-
1ng substitute resolution was proposed" '

_:_WHEREAS, Not all brethren of the Synodloel Conferénve are persuaded thet the
" Common Confession is edequete ‘ds’s sottlement of “the dootrinal differences be-
tween the Missouri Synod and the Americen Lutheran Church; and -
.WHEREAS ‘The Comm1ttee on Doctrlnal Unlty ‘of The Lutheran Churoh-Missour1 8ynod,
. .88, provided for by the ‘Missouri Synod Convéntion Proceeéings, pege 585, has
prepared a tentative Part II of the Common Confession to meet’ the ob3ect10ns
~reised against the Common Confession; therefore be it™  °~
RESOLVED, That the Synodieel Conference postpone 81l further sction w;th refer-
.ence to the Common Confession until said Part II has beén completed snd presented
to the constituent Synods of the Synod1ce1 Conference and to the Areriean Luth-
eran Chureh.

be ‘motion te adopt this- substitute motion was- carrled by a rlslng vote of 15l in
favor and 62 against. (Proc., 1952, p. 160)



23.

- ‘At the 1953 Houston conventien .of the Missouri Syned, the resolutions adopted by
the Norwegian Synod -in 1951 were up for ‘¢onsideration. . Also before it was a state-
ment adopted by the Norwegian Synod in 1953, in whieh it said (Report, 1953, p. 68)s

. TWe reaffxrm our 1951 resolutzons regnrding thé Common Confession and regard-

.. -ing. continued negotiations ‘with the Aporican ‘Lutheran Church, slso for this rea-
" ‘son (besides other reasons we have giver), that the origimal.purpose ‘of a new
confession, as def1ned by the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod in: 19&1 -has not

' been fulleled.

The Eissourz Synod adopted the following resolutlon, w1th 12 negatxve votes cast
(Procs, :1953, p. 538f.)s

WHEREAS, The Norweglan Synod' nnd tha Wiscons1n Synod have expressed “their mig~
givings about-Part-I of the Common,Confession (Reports and Ebmorials, pages

' 320-322; 357; 358); end . - .
WHEREAS, The addition to Resolutaan Ih, pages 585, 586 of the Proceadings of
-the 1950 convention makes. explicit provision for, add;tlonal statements to olar-
ify the Gommon Confession;" and

' ZrWHEREAS Part 11 of. the Common Confessxon is intenﬂed as & supplamsnt to Part I;

and

_’WHEREAS, The Lutheran Church-Missourl Synod, at its 1953 cenvention in Houston,
Tox., resolved that "for purposes of ‘study, Parts I'and II of the Common Confess-
ion hereafter be treated as one document with the understanding that Part II has
not yet been adopted"; therefors be it
RESOLVED, That we respectfully request also our sister synods in the Synodical
Conference, for purposes of study to treet Part I and Part II of -the Common Con-
fession as ona dooumant. ‘ T R i . T

o This same 1953 Missouri Synod convention also resolved to contlnue discuss1ons
- with representatives of the A.L.C., although ‘this resolutxon was adopted with 10

negative votes cast. (Proc., 1953, p. S3LE. Y.

. Much time was spent discussing this whele matter at the 1954 convention of the

" Ncrwegian Synod. It was decided, first of all, to circulerize the entire clergy of
© tlie” Migsouri, Slovak, and F:nnzsh National synods with the tract "Our Relations with
tiie Lutheran Church-Missour1 Synod." - 1In addition to this, an overture was sent

“ %o the ‘convention of the Synodical Conferenve which was to meet in East Detroit,

" Mich., in August of the sams year. This resolution contained §.points:- 1) asking
tre Synodical Conference to reaffirm .its adherence to a state ment on.objective just-
ification accepted by the first Synodical Conference convent ion in 1872; 2) asking
the Synodical Conference to reaffirm its original stand against unionism by adopting
 %he definition of Unionism in the Concordia Cyclopedia of 1927; 3) asking the Syn-
odical Conference to. eaffirm that a statement in the Common Confession does ‘not set-

o tle the differerices betwsen the Synodical Conference and the A.L.C. with regard to

Objestive Justification; L) asking the Syrodical Conference to reject the -1SL) Seg-

inew resolution of the Mo. ‘Synod on Prayer Fellowship; 5) asking the Synodical Con-

. ference to rejeoct the 1938 St. Louls Articles of Union and the Common Confession as
 satisfaotory doctrinal statements. (see Report, 195&, PP+ h5-h6 ) '

At this seme 195l Norwegian Synod convention, a motion from the floor to suspend
fellowship with the Missouri Synod was tabled until the next regular or special con-
vantion of the Synod. o

. The Synodical Conference spoke as follows with regard to the overture from the
Norwsgian Synod (Proc. of Syn. Conf., 195k, p. 199f.):
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WHEREAS, We would, under ordinsry circumstences, consider it unnecessary to re- .
affirm our adherence to doctrines which our fﬂ:hers and wa also have already
affirmed in the past; end

WHEREAS, However, in a special appeal of the Norwegian Syned presented to this
eonvention in Point 1 of their Overture we recognize 8 very definite tone of
anxiety on the part. of our brethren regarding the Dootrine of Objective Justi-
fioation;  therefore: be it

RESOLVED, That the Synodical Conference does hereby reaffirm its adherenoe to
_ the dootrine as defined in the Synodmel Conference Proceedings of the convent-
““ion held in- Milwaukeé ; Wisoonsin, in the month. ef July, 1872. « ... 4nd.

WHEREAS, A similar anxiety on the part of our Norwegian brethren in Point 2 of
their Overture is expressed regarding unionism; . therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Synodical Conferénce hereby: reaffirm its stand agamst union~
ism by making the definition of unionism gquoted in Section II of the Overture
of the Norwegian Synod jts owne o . o.o .

(Note: This was adopted with considerable opposition from Mo. Synod epokesmen )

WHEREAS, Points 3, ij, and 5 of the Overture of the honorable Norwegian Syncd are
aleo doctrinal questions which are under debate among us; therefore be 1t

. RESQLVED, That Points 3, 4, and.5 be.referred to one of the several committees
which will be appointed as outlined in the report of the Floor Commttee adopted
by this convention.. . _ _

Other pertinent resolutions ef the Syn. Conference were (Proc., 195)4, p. 193f.):

' 2. WHEREAS, Further fellowship negotiations 'between the American Lutheran Church
and The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod have been suspended because of the *

merger actions of the Ameriean Lutheran Church; and . . .

L, WHEREAS, Not all. syndds ,of the Synodical Conference had a part in the negot-
intions between The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod and ‘the American Lutheran
Church, which resulted in the drafting of the Comnion Corifession; and

5, WHEREAS, The Wisoonsin Synod and the Norwegien Synod end other individuals
within the Synodical Conferencs believe that the Common Confession is unacoepts
able as a8 settlement of past differences with the American Lutheran ‘Chur ch;
therefore be it _

6. RESQOLVED, That we request The Lutheran Churoh-Missouri Synod not to use ths
Comon Confession as a functioning union document, without, however, passing
-judgment pro or con on the doctrinal content of the Common Confession by this
sonvention. .

These. resolutions of the Synodical Conferenoe with regard %o the Common Confession
‘were adopted by me jority vote, with many negative votes being recorded in the office
ial Proceedings. =« =~ In the fall of 195l the American Lutheran Church unanimous-
ly adopted Part II of the Common Confession, and at the ssme time continued plans
for merging with the other bodies in the American Lutheran Conference.

That was then the s1tuation which faced the Norwegian Synod in 1955, when it drew
up and adopted resolutions suspending fellowship with the Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod on the basis of Rom. 16517. The Synod also stated (Report, 1955, p. L5):

" We feel, therefore, that, as matters now stand, further negotiations by com-
mittees will be fruitless; that an impasse has been reached in our fraternal
relations with the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod; and that further negotiat-
jons will result in indifferentism and in compromise of Scriptural doctrine and
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_1_praéticé; At th1s point we oan unly scy that we have testlried to the Lutheran
° Church-Missouri’ Synod as best we krow how and have ‘tried fer -wany.years to pre-
. serve the unity in confession and praetxce whlch we - enJoyed with it for S0 -many
.:years. S

What was dene by the 1956 St. Pnul oonwention of the Missouri Synod with regard
to the Common Confession? :° The ‘following resolution was adopted unanimously (Proec.,

1956 Pe. 50hf )z

‘WHEREAS', The Common Conf6551on represents a sincere attempt on the part of Synod
to achleve unity of doctrine with the Americean Lutheran Church;. and .

- WHEREAS, Honest and painstaking scrutiny, of both Part I and Part II of the Comp
.mon Confession has revealed nothing in confllct wzth the Sacred Scr;ptures and

the Lutheran Confessions,- and

WHEREAS, It appears from recent h1storica1 developments thst the Common Confeag-
ion can no longer serve as a function1ng union document; therefore be it

RESOLVED, That heneafter the Common’ Confbssion (Parts I and II) be not regarded
or employed as a functioning basic document toward the establishment of altar
and pulpit fellawsth with other church bodies; and be ¥t further

iRESOLVED That the Uommon Cornfession, ond: document composed.of Parts I'and II,
be recognized. as a statement 1n harmony thh the Sacred Scrxptures and the
Lutheran confbss1ons. '

With regard to future statemants of doctr1ne the Mo. Synod said (Proc., 1956 p-539) s

_WHEREAS, Several memorials submitted to this’ ‘convantion exprass the opinion that
the authors of -the Common Confession ‘should have made fuller -use of antithetio

statements; and

jWEEREAS In the future statements of doctrlne may conce1vab1y be prepared,
therefore be it - -

- RESOLVED, That we recommend to the comm;ttees preparlng doctrxnal statements to
take note of these observations. : :

~ The Missouri Synod also said (Proc., 1956, p. 5&6)

WBEREAS Dissatlsfact1on has been expressed in and outside of our Synod in re-

- gard to various doctrinal documents approved by Synod and
WHEEEAS, Such dissatisfaction seems to rest on the charge of 1nadequacy and lack
of clarity in the doctrinal statements concerning election, objective justifica-
tion, conversion, end the inspiration of the Scriptures; therefore be it

RESOLVED, That we reject any and every interpretation of documents approved by
Synod which would be in disagreement with the Holy Seriptures, the Lutheran Con~
fossions, and the Brief Statement.

With regard to Intersynodical Relations, the Missouri Synod adopted a lengthy report.
At one place they state the following, evidently with reference to the 1955 Suspension
of fellowship on the part of the Korwegian Synod and the "status confessionis" of ths’
Wisconsin Synod (Proc., 1956, p. 516):

There are definite indications from groups and individuals in all constituent
synods that definite severance of the bond of fellowship because of present con=
ditions would be inadvisable and premature, and also not in accordance with the
pronouncements of Scripture.
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Was then the Norwegian Synod's request, that the Missouri Synod "reconsider its’
- adoption ‘of ‘the Common Confession end to reject it as a settlement of its doctrimal
differences with the A.L.C." met? How ars we.te answer the question at the head of
this peper with regard to the Common Confession? As with the previous four sections
of this paper, the question must again be answered with a "No" when we consider the
facts end the official resolutions of the Synods concerned. Likewise, the efforts
-of the Norwegian Synod to-bring these matiters to a proper settlement through the
“medium of the Synodical Conference have been wlthou’c suocess. o

In 1956 the Norwegian Synod held its annual conventien in Augus’a in order that it
 might study the resolution of the 1956 Missouri Synod convention. The Norwegian
Synod then adoptéd ‘the - following resolution (Report, 1956, p. L6f.): )

. WHEREAS it is apparent that the ‘Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod at. its convent-
ion in St. Panl, Minnesota, Jume, 1956, did give cnnsideratmn to the ‘causes of
our suspension resolution of 1955, therefore e it’

RESOLVED that our Synod express 1.1:5 gratltude for that cons:Lderation, and

" WHEREAS, the Lutheran Church-Missoun Synod at the sama convention, in Resolut-
ion 15,c of Committee #3, pleaded with us that we acoept the:u- "fraternal ex-
pressions of concern” in regard to nsj therei'ore be it o

: RESOLVED, that the Norwegian Synod mest with the other synods of the Synodmal
Conferenoe to determine whether or not the constltuent synods of the Synod ical
Conference are now in dootrinal agreement, and be it further. -

RESOLVED, that the Synod's Union Committee be des:.gna’ced to represent the
- Synod in %this matter; and be it further - -

RESOLVED, :that our Synod express its desire to take. part in_the proposed 1nte¢'-
=" national Gonference of conservative Lutheran theologmns, affiliated with the
Synodical Conference.

WHEREAS, however, more time and study are needed to de‘bermine whether the causes
for our suspension resolution of 1955 have besn removed; . thgre_fore be it

' RESOLVED, that for the present the exercise of -our fellowship relations with
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod remain in suspension.

The Synod stated above that “"more time and study are needed to determine whether
or not the causes for our suspension resolution of 1955 havé been removed." It is
hoped that the evidence presented .in this paper may be helpful towerd that end.

Arthur E. Schulz
Tracy, Minn.
February, 1957 .



