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. Rev, T, Aaberg
* Dr,- Paul Randolph o
‘Mr, Stanley Ihgebretson

-

The substltute resolutlons Wthh I presented to the 1958 Conventlon of
the Evangelical Lutheran Synod concerning our-Synocd's membership in the =
‘Synodical Conference have been referred to your commitiee by the Pre51dent for
study, evaluat1on, and 3. report to the. 1959 Conventlon of our Synod - The- follow1ng-;
presentatlon is a detailed statement of reasons whi¢h motivated me to prepare and -
intreduce those resolutions. £t this t1me ‘I-wish to express my sincerest. apprec1a— J
tlon to the Union-Committee for givzng me thls opportunlty to present my V1ews -
in regard to these. matters. SR . _ . > :

In study1ng and evaluatlng the resolutlons and thls presentatlon 1 humbly
request that you take into’ consideration the fact that I am not a theologian but -
rather that T am a 1ayman with a limited background - ‘in these matters. As-a lay- "
man, however, I am very concérned about and disturbed by the chaotic 51tuat1on Lo
that now exists in the Synodical Conference-~-and in our ‘own Synod too. "The &
statements and reasons that follow represent an honest and a sincere attémpt -
 to objectively analyze and evaluate this situvation-~-<all from a layman's point.
of view. I -have been encouraged in this endeavor by other laymen and by elergymen'
af our Synod aliks, - However, the statements,- oplnlons convictions, and recommend-'
ations’ expressed herein are wholly and purely my. own which, after: prayerful con- “-
sideration, I feel the Lord has directed me to set . down in this present document
They should not be construed to represent the views of any other group or any
- other 1nd1v1dual. Should:: there be. others who share my views, they will all. have
. to speak for- tbemselves in regard to these matters,

I am submlttlna this document in- complete humlllty because of a fear and a |,
love of God and bedausé of a love for my-Christian brothers throthout our Syned,
T bare no malice toward anyons concsrned in these matters, If, during the study
of this presentation, any statement containad bherein is construed to be a criticism
of any official of our Synod or any other individual or group, I pray and hope -
- that 'it will be considered as objective constructive criticism on an impersonal”
basis and that it will not bz considered as sgitation or interfersnce, It is my-
hope that the method of presentation and ‘format will not be considersd as being:
cruel or brutal but rather as my manner of expression, Finally,.it is my hope-
. that: this presentation will not be considered as beibg a complete chastisement of -
the' “vangellcal Lutheran Syrod and all that it stands: for, but rather as being a
dissertation, psrhaps critical, of ohly one portion of our Synod*s many act1v1t1es
and respons1b111t1es namely church unlon.
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As T view the perilous times in which we live and the gravity of the sit-
vation in which our Synod now finds itself, I cannot help but belisve that our
Synod will face a momentous deecision at its 1959 convention with tremendous and-
~ far-reaching consequences. tccordlngly, I also believe-that it is not. only

‘necessary that your Comnlttee bzcomes familiar with the reasons and arguments
. as to why I prepared and 1ntroduc°d the substitute resolutions at our 1958 .
conventlon, but also that each and " every member of our Synod becoies similarly
B famlllar. I recognizge that there are’ many divarglng points of view in our

ay

" .Syriod today in tegard to these matters. It is my intention, therefore, to dis~
" tribute a2 mimeographed dopy of this presantatlon to each pastor of our Synod

“upon rec=iv1ng clearancs from, yaur-Cbmmlttae, or on or about March 1, 1959. with ]
. the hope that. the Lord will move the recipients to bring thesa matters to the o
‘attention of" tbeir congregations prior to our 1959 convention, In. proposing e o

-this wide distribution it is not- my purpose to impose my reasons, ny arguments,
or my po.-.t of view as expressed her=in on: my brothers throughout the Synod,

. but rather it is my. purposs to have these reasons and argumeénts, made known, g
'=‘to ‘have. -them considered and carefully examinad, and to have their merits deter-
wined by each recipient prior to our 1959 conventlon Iam prop051ng this

”-Qw1de distrlbutlon not beetause of any lack of confidance in your committee, but
- _rather" bacauss’ it is 1 my . firm. conviction that =ach pastor and delegate at the

' ‘sceur at our, 1959 conventlonﬁ :

-41959 convention of -our Synod will have to déclare himself, one.way or another,
-xh regard to thesz matters. . With this- Wlda,distrlbutlon, the arguments expressed
by " ‘some” at our- 1958 conventlon to the effsct that the subjeqt matter of these , e
‘ substltute resolutlons Was' 'maw® and that insufficisnt >time was available for 1; . LA
gproper 00n51derat10n, particularly at the congregatxonal 1eve1 should not re-

. May the Lord _grant that thu words and statements contained hereln will be -
lof s=rv1ce to our Synod' ' oL C . .

[

I Tt Ty

- ‘ J
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another church body shouid_be of tremendous concern to all of us and must be
reviewsd in accordancs with the tsachings of Scripture. Yes, it behooves all
of us to take note now --- bafore it is tgg late! ' :

PART II: BfCKGROUND

The errors of the Missouri Synod whlch caused our Synod to 1nvoke the .
‘apostolic injung Romans 16:17 pertain to certain unseriptural statements'
on thé"doctrines.of obgectlve justification, - conversion, and election, a
-'.certaln unscriptural: pr1nc1p1es and, practices governing prayer f511owship and
- unionism. . These errors were probably due to 'an unrealistic and: overly-zealous
,Eatt,mpt by the Missouri. Synod. to settle 'its doctrinel differsnces with the .~

_funlonlst1c and heterodox American Lutheran Church, and by modernistie inrcads
made in ('.eir own midst caused by the devil and 211 his angels in.the name of
the intoxicated: "Ecumenical movement®, These errors have been manifested in
- various acts, documents, policies, and practlces of the Missourl Synod through-

- out, the past twenty (20) years, They ars, namely, the opsning of negotzatlons
by the: Missouri Synod with the Ameriean Lutb ran Church in 1935, without the

o consent -of ths other, constltuent synods of the Synod1ca1 Conference; for the

purpose of settl1ng past doctrinal . differences between them with the goal of :

establmshlng felldwshlp relations; ths adoption in 1938 by the Missouri Synod’ °

 of $ha - jes of Union which puy orted ‘to be a dodtrinal basis for

. tnion: wlth the Amer1can Luthsran “But which contaiped false doctrine as

" concerns_the doctrlnes -of objective Justlflcatlon conversion, and sléction
(the_same -0ld errors to. wkich ﬁhv Amzrican Lutheran Church had consistently ' N
-subscribea ouEh tho yoars): the: .adoption ‘in 1944 by the Missouri Synod . of‘the '
Sag1naw-Re$olut10n which drew an: unscrlptura} distinction betwesn Joint prayer.

" dnd prays: ﬁfellowshlp, the emergence in 1945 of ‘the Chicago, Statement, signed -

by a number~of prominent Missour1 Synod.clergymen, which 1laid down unscrlptural
principles of ‘church felloWship, the agreement betweshn the ‘Missouri Synod and:

-’ the National Lutheran Council by which the Missouri Synod entersd into 301nt

‘welfare work and joint ‘armed services work with a-federation of liberal and .
_-heterodox Lutheran church bodiss; the.adoption in 1950 by the Missouri Synod
~of. the Gommon Confeasion which was proudly hailed-as. a.complete settlement of all
- past doctrinal dlfferences between the ‘Missouri Synod and the Amsrican Lutheran

- Church, but which 4lso contained falss.or misstated doctrine and was: 1nadequate
‘as such’a purported settlement because: of its lack of antithetic statements; the -
partlclpatlon by .the Missouri Synod on the cohgregational level in the. unionistic

" and work-righteous youth organizations and movements, such as the Boy and. Girl

- ‘Seouts, Campfire Girls, etc; and the participation by the Missouri Synod in the
' un;onlstlc and chlpturally corrupt chaplalncy provram of our-natlon's armed forces.

e In 1 Corlnthla 5 1;10 God-. clearly tells usg through the Apostle Paul what
‘our reldtYSTSTID W1%E 2nother cliurch body in fellowship with us must be: R
I bessach §6U, Breth Tren, by thz pems of our Lord UesusECEEZEE,—ﬁhaﬁnyenalﬂeséyqﬂheg; o

' the same thing, and that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be

perfectly joined together in the sams mind and. in the same judgment." From the
prev1ously ment toned overt unlonlstlc acts and ‘practices of the Mlssourl Synod
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~-- from its acts of omission and comwission --- it is entirely c¢lear that our
Synod and the Missouri Synod .n¢ longsr $poke ths same thing --+ that our Synod
and the Missouri Synod no lopger wers psrfectly joined together in the same
mind and in ths same judgmant, The Missouri Synod had causad d1v151ons and -
-+ offenses: contrary to the doctrlnes Wthh we had 1= arned' C S

The actlons of our. Qynod togetber W1tb that of the Wiscon51n Synod through

the years in regard«to §s° troublesome 1ssu=s 1s a matter of historlcal record

”'fulfllled h s comman 1ans 6 1 which' states, "Rrethren if a man |
overtaken\in a fault, ye whlch are spiritual, restore.such angpns in' the splrrt ]
. of mesknass; ¢onsidering.dhypssll ndest - bheuuelseubemﬁmmpﬁEd*”Eﬂﬂw&n Ephesians 4 : 2~
which states, "With 21l lowliness end meckness, with long suffering, forebedring
~one- another in love; endeavoring to keap the unlty of the Splrlt ln the bond of
peace" . S

" ..,,..-:'

~

: Slnce our Synod and the Mlssourx\Synod/are constltuent synods of the Synodical
_Conference, our protssts and admonitions were presented. at the Synodical Conference
level; (The Synodlcal Conferencu, howevar, was: controlle ed by the Missouri Synod
by VT?%E*“Uﬁ'lts large size and consequent large ma jority. The response .from’ ‘,1.
Cdke SEOLRIemSIR Besendeloms probesh ww-“w?eﬁherky“aﬁﬁﬁnmﬁienew&s'eﬁuaﬁiym
o a, matter of hlstorlcal record end 1t Wlll be sufficient to say that*aﬁrrpruﬁests
" met; o¥ily. with/an unyislding sp1r1t and attltude, ‘year after ye ar, whlch only _
r~t=nded to 'aggravatg rath ar than resolve the issues, At ths
Synod the Union C ; aoleek Dot contlnued argument by word and pen would
‘result only-in 1nd1ffer=ntlsm and in. compromlse of Scriptural doctrine and practlce.
It was raported that impasse had besh re: and that further negotiations
would be fruitless, It was now o vious, as<it was in Luther’s day, that the T
MlSSOUI'l Synod 11k== Zwmgll,- "had a dlfferent sp1r1t"' : RO

AR The tlme bad come when our Synod must testlfy by actlon agalnst tne érrors -
of ths Mlssouri Sytiod; The tims had come when our "Synod must heed God's command .
‘in the apostolic 1n3uqct10n of Romans- 16: 17 and _thé warning stated in verses 18-
and 19 following; "For' they that. are such ‘serve ‘not our Lord ‘dea Sus Chrlst but
their own belly; ahd by good wﬁrds and fair. speeches déesive the hearts of the S e
- simple,: mﬂbm;xgur*ggﬁggwneer'fﬁ oy “a”ﬁﬁ%vmaiiwmenuuui;emﬂglad therefore onx' IR
- your behalfy but: yetwl;&nuldmheveﬂyﬁn“wrse“1wﬁmr1ﬂmﬁrwﬂerehﬂf€*5~“'q'~; _ T
concerning ev11 * Accordingly, in 1955 our Synod suspended T“T&ﬂwgﬁ&pﬂre&e%aeﬁs-.
with the Luthsran Church - Misscuri Synod.on the basis of Romans 16:17,: At that
time: our Synod.also steted that the exerciss of such relatlons cannot be resumed .
until the offznses contrary to the: doctrlne which we have learned ‘have been’
(ﬁ-rﬁmoved by thém (the Missouri Synod) in @ proper mannsr, = Our Synod further .
" stated that we. wighuk g m%mﬂmmtmmwwwe’ﬁﬂh tHose-arho-
~ agre= with. §"AnmnundshuxLE&@muhﬁ-$esﬁe£y we%%vue«rvernsteéhes presﬁhf“eﬁﬁmﬂr
" and unlonlstlc practlces and that we wish to labor for'a re—allgnmenﬁweé*ﬁubherans
faithful to the Lutheran Confessions on more reellstlc lines than those which
prﬁvall under ths presaent chaotic conditions in ths Synodlcal Conference. Ourﬁ
Synod authorized its officers to attsnd to whatever problsms may arise - concerning
" our suspension of f°110WSh1p rzlations with the Missouri Synod in connection with-
the work of the Synodlcel Confer=nce rﬂallzlng that, in the case of cooperatlve




TlOLUTION NO. 1

"RESOLVED, that the -“vangellcal Lutheran Synod withdraw its membershlp
from the Synodlcal Conference, " , _

PART I INTRODUCTION

-In 1955 the “Vangelical Lutheran Synod (Norweg1an Synod wigspanded :

b lations with the corporats body known as the Lutheran Church ~'Missouri

Synod on the Datis of Romans 16:17, which states "Now, I beseech you, brethren,

" mark them which cause divisions and offenses contrery to the doctrlne Wthh ye
have Iearned and avoxd them " ' :

Thzs actlon, although remorseful and solemn, was taken only: because the
Missouri Synod had subscribed ta. certain teachings, pract1c=s policies, prin- -
eiples, and statements on. Seripturz which were contrary to the “‘Holy. Word of" God

_ This action was taken only after twenty (20) years of continuous testimony,

" memorials, and pleading by our Synod to our errlng sxster Synod, ' had been without
© success’ and was to no avail, This action was taken onlx because the Missourl ’
Synod had departed from the old. Scr1ptura1 principles ‘and the spirit of the

“Synodical Conference Mbreover, this action by our Synod was’ taken on;z after g;eJ‘;j -
t o ‘ T

‘Missouri Synod gave’ every 1ndlcat10n that it would cor i) an s
and pay no. heed to our testimony. ' The evidence by which the issourl Synod had
convicted itsslf through dseds and false teachings and” practlces was consldered
by our Synod to have besen sufficient and complete, -
. The Missouri. Synod had indeed caused divisions and: offenses contrany to the OCes -
" trinss which wa had learned. 'As & result, our Synod at its convention in 1955

Nrewid

- with a sad heart. tock action and” invoked th _apostolie injunction of Romans 16:17 _j'.*

- to the extent that fellowshlp relatlons with the corporate Missourl Synod were
: _suspended E : : - : :

RN

That our: Synod's a°t1°n in 955 was only Partlal and 1ncomp1ete and to' that _HPV“

' extent was perhsps ill-conceivad, having resulted only in untold confus1on and a-
p0331b1e weakaning of. our Synod's position, will be the subject of the greater
- part of ‘this. presentation, . In these crucial dsys when .orthodox Lutheranism is
“'-belng gubjectad to jts most severe tests by the ‘devil. through the- modernlsts, '
it now behooves’ éach and every one of us to take 1nventony of our own Synod's -
actions lest we may. 1gnorant1y or unwittingly succtmb to the modernist and- thus
present the devil with his'grsatsst victery. It be hooves each and every one of us
at this time to taks account of and guard against, with all our might, those
- tendencies and. actions of our Synod which 1ndlcate that we too are beginning to
-weaken ~-- which indicate that we too ara beglnnlng to place human ‘reason and
w1shfu1 thinking above God's Holy hbrd === Which 1nd1cate that -

parellel in pract1c . mord and dezd those church bodlas whxch we have, 'in the ‘
past, condemned for the same practices, words, or deeds, That our Synod may be
unreallstlcally and over-gzealously attempting to maintain fellowship relations
with one church body and attemptlng to restore fellowshlp relations with st111
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schools, Bathesda Home, and other institutions of similar nature, it will take .
time to bring sbout 2 uod-p1e331ng solution of their probl 3ms (p L6, 1955 Synod
sport), B - . ! > : _

Our Synoed had now taken action! = This action, as far as 1t went, was in.
. accordancs with God's Holy Word, It wa.s  hoped thet our Synod's actien in. 1955
...was arrivad at through conviction - - through the conv1ct10ns of each and every
' rpastor and, delegate 1n attendance at thv 1955 conventlon ' !

'”'15'°ﬁf°}funate-ehd'most rogrettable! In this eormselion it
,,Lthough our Synod suspended fellowshlp r»latlons ‘with the
: : ~ Our Synod hes,

ﬁf both prior to and since 1955,"PTOC1=1mvd 1t° membs

arship in that body as a: constituent

synod. al .~g with the Missouri Synod where

.We supposedly sit togesther in 2’ soxcalled

"unity of epirit, principle, and purpose."

This is even more disturbing when ones

. Guns’idets ‘the fact that the; Synodlcal Conférence .has been:and: ccntlnues to be
n.controlled through ‘itse lerge ma jority, by the:-Lutheran Church > Missouri Synod
@ church body which our’ Synod has pot ‘offieially been in agre sment W1th nor in
fellowship with since 1955. That our Synod took som& action in. accordence-w1th
f‘God's Holy Word in. 1955 1s not belng qucstloncd 1n thls presentatlon}.'-_ SR

_ : T Buch 1ncomgle; actlon"was most regrettable and it_was not in
' accordance thh God's Vord," To.a certain sxtent, such action rspresents hypoerlsy
‘.f—-— such actlon represents onlj a gU’llflpd obedlence to the Word of God"
. Tt is concelvablc ‘that” our suspcn51on of fwllowshlp r*lctlons came ‘a8’ SOmgﬁﬁﬁﬁ
 of a shock to ths Missourl Synod. It is:/conceivable that this amazement at -our
-'-Synod's action mnnlfested itself 18 somowhat "ehangad spirTen
) Synod's 1956 conventlon At that conv ntjoen Lhs Missouri uynocxadcpted certaln
'resolutlons ‘sorie’ of which' ‘seemsd to sound & note of hUmlllty and regret which
: mlght possibly be an expression of :genline repentance, The 1956 convention of ~
. our. Synod was -held. shortly after ‘the Missouri Synod conventlon . There Was-in- :
f“_fsufficlent £ime prior to-our Synod’s conventlon that year to propcrly 'study, imter-
-;'pret and svalue te the new resolutlons ‘passed by the Missouri Synod.  However, . =
.. -sensing a QOSSlble changkd splrlt wlthln the Missouri Synod ‘faint ‘though th=se .
: ,xp9531b111t1es were, our‘Synod" 6 fjt.*mga551b1e to take eny further
" . & b, the

rence',of tlt,é v' Mis= our1 .Vn w:.thout

: 2d, Pefhaps 1f our Synod at 1ts 1956 conventlcn had the time to
. take a second long, hard, look at.soms of the othsr resolutlons which were adopted . .
- fby the Missouri Synod ct its 1956 ¢onvention but which were somehew overlooked by )
L oeur CONVcntlon any such p0551ble nag glng doubt may have soon been dlspelled As? S
a resul# nsing a nood spipitis Missouri Synod,
[ ' hnr]Zud our Unlon Comwltt : to mcct Wluh the union COMMITL:
.constit';nu syrods of the JYHOdlC"l Confcrcncc to determing whe ther or ot ThE
ceonstituent synods ard now in. doctr1nal avreement Whilé the suspen31on “of - fellow-
‘ship relations W1th ‘the Missouri Syned. was malntained in effect, . At .that conventlon
our Synod also expressed a desire to taks part in.a proposed  international conference
- of conservative Lutheran theologlans, affiliated with ths Syncdlcal Conference, to

at the Missouri.
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Synod
this prior to their 1952/conv=ntlon by mesans of addr2551nv a serles of

qusstions to the Praesidium of the Missouri Synod.
reply to thess questions, the Union Committse for the Wiscon51n Synod_stated that

"tha, ma jor basis. upon whlcb We resolvad to enter 1Ote

§ the- Missouri Synod has bgen romoved" (emphasis- mlne). From these rbplles to their

g 'questlons, th='W1sconsin Synhod's union committes deterriinad at the- tlme that any
' iMSS};rlt in the. Missouni Syndﬁfand that any 51gns b'J.ven at its -

or genu1n“'r SpenLa He s W2 ,
- answars thareto wara prﬂs : ce by the Wisconsin COﬂmlttvb.”
Our -Union Committee fully reported on thass queSulons and answers to the 1957 .
;conventlon of our Synhed, :Our Synod, hdw=ver seemed to pay 1ittle attention, if .
< any,-at its 195? conventlon to the flndlngs of the Wisconsin Synod's Union. Commlttee. 1
i|-It would appear that in 1957, end again in 1958, our eyes had been Closed to the - -
'\seemlngl' sbvious implicetions of the answars given by the raé31d1um of the
MlSSOUPl Synod to the querlys submlttwd by the Wiscon81n Synod‘s Unlon Comm1ttee' -

' stsoum smon STNG*TQ%

, It 1s flttlng at thls p01nt to quote a con51derable portlon of the rﬁport
_ concarnlng ths 1958 Synodical -Conference Conventlon writtan by the Cheirman of
~pur Synod's Union Comm:ttne whzch qppeervd ini the Octobar 1958 1ssue of GLJRGY
—'BULL‘*"TIN as fbl’iows' . s

_ "To Judga by the_attltudes and stetbm nts at the last maetlngs of the Union -
' Commltteb, If Would Scom LBEEE WI™HWill be abla to come to agrs menzxun/the _
doctrinsg nnd Lrlnczpﬁ‘§"1€ *‘55*“?%“?”*'@&rﬂd1cw] Confoer.nca,. After all,” .o
e Y o '1 T\ #“ﬂ'_.rd e A e §38 Ay 4 r ria mmﬂw ‘,
- thosSg in thy Comwrittn. who §trdd Tor URY aLuloni]”E;:(llan = prlncxples ~
* of the ¥isscuri Syned kave thy trom ncouq_.tlgbt oL a Cu nnuny o? %@ﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁ@#ﬁﬁ?ﬁ?s

Tt suﬁport'thﬁlfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁrw But- nee otlatlons saon. Likely to break down Whan

it comes to avaluatln- ths Boy' =cou TREE R B aR jﬁiﬁ&r; a1 unior 1‘"7.‘-‘c‘ S5
“ingeneral. Yéstnrday s (Sept. _TW*A? raeL LIBUNE  PEDOTTEA CRAC aor ey

" 'National Luthbran Counc1l lzader (Dr Kmpil) had prophesied that the Missouri ;‘g~:€'

Synod would be a full-fledgﬂd mambsr of the National Luthcran Council within

“ten years; b381ng ‘his prediction on the fact that the Missouri Synod has been
taking an 1ncreaslng‘part in:variols; act1v1t1 ss. of ‘the Natlonal Lutheran Council.
Ws . belisvs that: is a-safe pradiction to make as: mgttg:g §tand_ggﬂ (ﬁmphas1s mine)
For the Missouri Synod W111 hnv= to execute a def1n1te "about, fgwagmgiﬂ%§§
stand i8'%8: B wEt SqEHETWILY have T8 SREFEES ?@flct Church- dlsc1pllne

Af the growing (emph331s m1n ) liberal:slemsnt is not to fake COmplete charge

i of th° Mlssourl S, od as 2 corporaﬁe body LR e 4

) R el ittt i P,

-)#n:n\-l\ vie

- nOur Nonw=g1an Syndg St : ,ﬁifh thﬁ Mlssourl Synod 1n 1955
. on the basis: of the charg*"' yEh
’ Confess1on, and that - the Saglnaw R6501ut10n on- Prgz;r Fﬂllowshlp was unscr1pt~-‘
., urgl,"or at lea st opbnﬂd ThaT “door - for sundny unlonlstlc “practices; ‘If the
Common Confession is: effbctlvvly put aside and supsrseded by a correct statement.
of the doctrines st“¥8suz, and if" tb%'?“““IUtiﬁﬁ'ﬁﬂ“ﬂﬁionlsm adopted by the
Synodlcal Confﬁrenco-ln 1956 is upheld and put 1nto practlcv, the” Way would be
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prepars one clear, comprehensive statement concerning doctrins and practlce

for tggaxg&mgthy«hasas-@ﬁ«&ﬁ;@ﬁﬁure (p. 42 us 1956 Synod Report)

S 1

To data THE" propésed Tﬁfern %ional conference of conservatlve Lmtheran theo-‘
1og1ans bas not been held. - Thz ‘union committes’ of the' constituent synods of the
Synodical Conference have met rspeatedly since 1956 to detarm1ne if the synods
whieh th represent are now in goctrlnal egreﬁment " These. Eo 238 haya ac
the T3 Wﬁﬁ?‘a coinct “FECETIAET .wmamm K
- as per resolution © : 1T 10! ' gnierence, in canJunctlon ;
with- thexr tasgk of determlnlng whether Tituent synods are now in

" doctrinal agreement - Tt is understood that all: ba51c doctrines wh1ch have been at
issue in the Synodlcel Confcrence are being éon31dered and- studled and a state-
‘ment.- concernlng each sueh doctrlne is ‘bsing prepared, It is also understood that
each such i1l complete -until it has beeh ratified by the Synod- -
jcal Conference and by_all of tbe constituent synods of the Synodical Eonfersnce
~in conventlan asszmbled, This'is hecessarily time consuming, - ‘Considering- the
_progress thet ‘has baen made to date by tbw commlttees, +t would soom highl

- likely this work will be complotg, oy W OET ) 601s

" “even 1eter. When and 1t L , and that seemS‘to be hlghly problemetlcal

.the ratified. stetoments concernlng eech doctrlne w111 bv known as the J01nt

' Statement of Doctr1ne. " o

" ths ynodical Conference 28 per TeSOLUtY "he Synrolca'.‘on‘erence in 1956 a
tzsk originally intendsd by our Synod to be eccomplish d by the interpational -con-
Terence- cf conss rvat1ve Luth,rﬂn theologlans, h i “_”s' ed at thls time

6§ not Th: Spirit nor : 3 “ntion that our ‘Union Committas should
bzcome involved in 2 long, drown-out ssries of discussions and nsgotiations extendir
over the ysars, possibly dacadas, in attemptlng ‘to ‘establish merely -whether or o
not. our -Synod. was now in doctrlnal avreemant with the” M1ssour1 Synod (and the . -

_other synods,..as Wull) as. a rasult of thv semingly bopeful exnress1ons and. resolut-
ions- the MlSSODrl Synod had -adopted at its 1956 cotvention, It*was the - spirit arld

: gonve ntlon 1n 1956 morsover, that-our Unicn Committee should

y
within the y@er
ces et lSainWitkln t 2 S,nodlcal

qcqu1r d in. thls ‘mariner. sg.k ! ate Srisi
of fanses, which had been thé ca of our Synod's 1nvok1ng the apostollc 1n3unct10n
of Romens 16:17 in 1955 hed been or were be_ﬂa. in fact removed

The Union Committes of ths Wisconsin Synod ecqulred an interpretation of the.
so~celled_"hopefu1" rasolutions adoptaed by the Missouri Synod, They accompllshed
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cleared for esteblishing lelowshlp with the ulssouri Synod agcin. - Wg
go beyond the demands made in 1954 =»nd make the Boy Scouts and Chaplalncy - o
quastions the (originel emphasis) 1osuvs'on ICh T “Tontinug THS SUSpension R
-0 aternal releticns, Th'T 1S Somothing WRIGH our Fastoral Confasrencs amd - -\
"Synod shbuld‘b pr;p“rad to dlscuss thorouchly by tbs summer of 1959 " y haee

- Lst us now review: soma of the actlons or desds of the MlSSOUrl Synod. 51nce

.. ‘our Synod suspended fellowship relations with that Synod in 1955. Whether the

. expressions made and . thé razsolutions: adopted by the Missouri Synod at “its’ 1956

convention actually reprssant “chenge of heart? or if they were only "good -

: _words and fair speechss-to deceivé the hearts of: the. ‘sinple" is not within our
_province to judge. waever, the Bible does say 1n Mstthew 7 20 "Whersfora by .
_their fruits ye: shall know tham" - B

_ Flrst of a11 shortly after our 1955 convention (August 1955) Pre51dent
~JuY, Behnken of thg Missouri Synod in §peaking for his Synod in the LUTHERAN :
and ‘FOPlC lly °nd_jmph?t1csll__pll prot«sts»whlch our . ynod and’ Zﬂ

“but h*a‘not'furnlshsdmconV1nc1ng eviden eVNng?’k
ot e Wo God to. prove those "cha' ] ,TO thlS we could only say that y

We had rapeatedly,_ﬁhrougg phs past many year ;msupplled the nece S& ;
ev:.dencp from the Pb, ) ut’;batftﬁis‘evidénﬁé«s d, ‘
cggv1nc1n:“?r951d

- ﬂcondlz our Synod "galn askad tha Mlssourl Synod to ralect ﬂt 1ts 1956
' 'convention the 1938 St Lduls ’rtlclas of Unlon 28 o satlsfactory doctrinal :
statement because it contﬂlnsd ‘false doctrlne.- Wé .had repeatedly pleaded w1th
and had repeatedly asked ths Missouri Synod to reje set these resolutions aver . .
- sin¢s their adoption in 1938 bat to no avail,” Tt-should be noted that in’ 1947
. ‘the Missouri’ Synod OleClally resolved "that the 1938 rasclutions shall no- o
©  longer 'ba considérad 2  basis for the - purposs bf ﬂstablishlng fellowshlp w1th - _
-the Imarican Luthersn Cburch" - Thus, . th~ ‘Missouri Synod gbandoned: the 1938 . 5
- St.Louis- 2rticlas of Union. onlz as ‘a. ba ggz,n_gntlstlons with 2§3;Amer1c4g; b
Lutheran Chureh and not a2s'a statement of dactrlne. Thus, they were set'aside . {4 .°
- thus, th{y~were wzthdrnwn, -But, they wars: not re;ected and they st111 i EeEn
© remainsd .untouchsd as & confossionsl ‘documant, ' Not* once did: the Missouri . - ‘if -
©." . Synod. acknowledge off1c1311y ‘that-the 1938 nrticles of Union even might contdin | . .-
\”2ﬁalsswdsstranﬁmmwlﬂl&mdﬂ;a*gggw atus.of the. 1938 Arkicles of Unlon prlor to the“j‘“_“
- 1956 conyention of the Missouri, ﬁamodsm -They. mare an-of fieinlly authoriz ‘
-doctrinsl statement of the Missouri Svnod, complete with false doctrlned ready : .
to be selzed upon and 2V211ab1: for use by any and all would-be modernlsts and S O

:;-rquuggwthggggh@y re.sctsthamlgaﬁgﬁhii_-m_ A”ﬁ@ﬁn@ﬁmﬂnmmn as. aﬁsqtlsiaggggy X
deéfrlnel statement? Offlclally, our Synod's request was~nsﬁm#»r d ;;h'_;,.?

Thirdlz ‘our Syn%dm,gg’f. WL V=Y
convention the Common Confesg;ggw“_ - doctr1na1 statement be ecause
it was inadequats 2nd it too contained false'doctrlna. The Wisconsin Synod had
similarily called for the r Agectlon of ths Common Confe551on because of its




_Ou?ﬁp v:_- e f-_j : i 5 ;_ lelscon51n Synod had gone unheeded_

. and the Wiscon51n Jynod's re
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inadag 3s a satisfactory doctrinal St"tbment Wz had repcateédly called

for th,_rag ction of thn Comman Confa5310u ever sincs its ‘adoption in 1950,

uests. that thay ragact the ”ommbn SNToSETon 25 8 : fi
satlsfactony doctrinal stat«mﬂnt? Thc_‘lssourl Synod off1c1ally stated that
"whereas the Common Confession ropraganted a sincers attempt on the part of

that. Synod to achvvm unity of doctrine with ths Ameriecan Lutheran Church and,

S qoC S ENAS A "“ X
_ *UEE*F"ﬁHUT!“’ﬁBHﬁFs . Ol Yy oIl '~ conclusion. of thu 1956 conventiol of -

to-3a GusTy Trom tho Wisconsin Synod concarnlng which are ‘:';@regentkhist

. ‘whereas hofiest afid painstaking serutiny of both Part I'and Part II of ths ™ .
' -Common Confe351on had revealed mothing in confllct with thp Sacred Scrlptures
and the Luthsran Confc581ons therefore be it RESOLVED that the Common Con-: -

fession,” onc document’ composed of ‘Parts I and II, be recognized as a_.statement!

in harmony with ths Sacred Scriptures and the Lutheran Confe331ons"'- The

Missouri Synod also officially stated that "whersas it appears from recent
histo. cal 4 v:lopments that the Common Confession can no longer. serve.as-a .
functlonlng union dOCUmunt ‘the refore ba it RESOLVED that herpaftc.' heTCOmmon :

N

the Missourl Synod thbrhhscon51n Synod!g Union Commltteﬂramt essed. several
: the Pra:syomror - "1 oynod gard .. to 5 :

thv rﬁsolutlons adopt=d by thu Mlssourl Synod 'tﬁiﬂaalﬂji’ 10n, 1 response

jeal

davelopments® rofe rred to gt the I%9® ; '
the term Mrecent historical devulopments" refers- to "thp probabla unlon of ‘the

. “American Lutheran Church with the Bvangelical Lutheran Church and the United

:c”urch bodles énd
~ -<~ thus, it has

" Bvangzlical Luthgran Church on the basis.of the United Testimony on Falth and
' Lifs", It must bz noted here that the Pressidium did not include in.its’ defln
ition of ths "racent historical davalopm nts" the objections  raissd by the"

' othar ConStltU‘nt synods of -the Synodicsl Confersncs against the Common Confessidn.

In rospoﬂSe to ﬂnothar quéry from the Wiseonsin Synod as to. whethar the res- -

- . olutions adopted by the Missouri. Synod at'its 1956 convent1on, 1n fdot,; sttt aside.

or replaced.ths rasolutlons adoptﬂd at 1ts 1950 convention which’ procl 1m2d the'
Common: Gonfession as a se ttlemﬂnt of 211 past doctrinal differéences with. the:

' Amerlcan Lutheran- Church thi 'Praasidlum answared that th; 1950 resolutlons

conceérning: thé Common Confe531on havaz not been set 851d° or replaged” ‘but rﬁmaln

“true and were uphnld at.ths 1956 convontlon in the 1950 sett1ng of negotlatlons.‘

- They Tyrthe r'statﬁd that he 12 6 gsolutions declare that thal MissQiidmssmod.
.stans O3 ok Rt Rl iBamegmmon Confession, ar 5 I and IT, Th

“Pracsidium further statﬁd “that th> "ricent, historical devolopments', ._cwever,

have induced the. Missouri Synod to sét aside the. Common Conféssion as a

jfunctlonlng basic decumant toward ths ‘establishment “of zltar and pulpit fellow-
shlp w1th other: church bodles (1957FW1scon81n Synod Report P 132-134) Thus,

-ctlonlng

Thus, 1t has bean set aside.:
) W & 31on= like the 1938
St.Louis. Articles of Union, has. ’ , 813 remains untouched

a2s a confe351onal document, Not. e Missouri: Synod acknowledgs . .
officially that the Common Confe551on aven: -might b= inadequats or contain false
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or misstated doctrinz, On the contrary, theyaffirmed that it was 2 statement

in harmony with the Sacrad Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions, It is true
that the Missouri Synod =dopted a resolution at its 1956 convention which stated
-that -they reject any and every interpratation of documents approvad by their ’
Synod which would be in disagresmsnt with the Holy Scriptures, the Lutheran _
COnfe581ons and the BRI?F STATENWNT Nevertheless,.w1th 1ts long hlstory thesge .

L.scomingly baine unsh¥ECLS. he H ;x’Scrlgtures (
: the Lutheran Co fessions, and thn;BBIﬁE:SﬁZTTFENT wouldn't 1t bv safn to presumg ,”g

: Mlssourl Synod se t aside he Common
:"Confe831on even: as a- functlonlng basic. document ‘toward- the establlshment of
..fellowshlp Pelations ‘with other church bodiss?  Thsre wWas. onlx one official
. reason, and that was because the nmerlcnn Lutheran Church ran off and merged
with two other heterodox church bodiss, It is safe to say on the basis of the .
resolutions adepted by the Missouri® Synod at its: 1956 convention, ‘that Had not
' the ZAmerican Luthzran Chuteh” takan the ;aetion ‘it did, the Common™ Confession - . :

(-f would be v very much .2 functlonlng union,document today, ‘false doctrine and 211,

. Now, it- mlght be asked, what is the status of the Common Confe581on ‘today? -~/E-ﬂﬂ .

‘ lfTha Common Confzssion, -like the 1938 St.Louis Articles of Union, is an offlcl— '

ally authorized doctrinal stat_ment of the Missouri- Synod, ‘complete. with false
" or misstated doctrine, Thers is pnly one restriction on its uss, and that is, . "
it ca nnot be used 2s 2 documgnt on- wh1ch 1o hase the establlshment of fellow— L
Shlp relatlons w1th othar church bodles. ‘ : : oo
Fourtblz our Synod ﬂgaln askad th= MlSSOUPl Synod to regect at its 1956
convention tha 1944 Saginaw Rescolution oh Joint Prayer and Prayer Fellowshlp.
Our Synod had rapeatadly called for the rejection of this resolution ever. since
. its adgption  in 1944, - What raspénss did the Mlssour1 Synod at 1ts‘1956 '
~ convention give to thls request by our Synoed? The: 3 Synod:.of fici
- gtatad that it hes spoken clea¥ly and. uhambiguously g : o
d unlonlsﬂ, and thet, howsver, 1mp11cat10ns and 1nterpretat10ns BEANE
. 1ed Lo trese expr°531ons of the Missouri Synod which havs 613—“~’u3'f*q
’ turb=d the conSciences, of somz; therefore ths joint thc,ologmal ‘faculties of " Ten
 ths Mlssourl Synod ars.rd dquestad to furnish comprzhansive studies on these
. mattars.and ‘make tham available to:ths’ mQMbers of: the Missouri Synod- -ad: least "7
» one year prior to its 1959 convention, - It must be stated here that, gli 3u_hf”;;’"
) T : _at.Jeast” one year prior to the 1959 SR
'conv*ntlop of tb= Missouri Synod, np 2gtion-goncerning these matters and the - ‘(7"
studics wis 1 2 : or any futufe . .
convention. The 1mm3d1“tg 1mpllc"t1on of this action by thu Missouri Synod - ..
- is'that these matters had not been previously studied, or °t lsast not studled
.:comprbhen51ygly by the M;ssourl Syriod, Ifter: rev1awlng the report of our o
Union Committss to the 1955 conv#ntlon of our Qynod, ona flnds that . thls Ay
‘can hardly be the case, - In this report it was!stated. that ‘this matter was ooNT
repeatedly, through the ysars, referred for study (p. 40, 1955 Syned- Repért.),
Then, it would ssem that thers can be only one dther reason for this action
by thz Migsouri Synod, and that is to promote further delay in taking any
positive action concernlng this motter of the 194@ qaglnaw Resolution,
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Tha Chairman of our Union Committee in his re port on the 1958 conventlon
- of the Synodicel Conference, as gquotad previously, suggests that. if the Common
Confession is effect1v=1y put asids and superseded by a correct statement of the
. doctrines at issue, one of the conditiohs for the resumption of. f\llowshlp re-
lations with the Missouri Synod will have bsen.met. . The term "effectively put.
asidet 1s 2 rather amblvuous term and 1t As not clear what is actually meant‘
HoWeveF, 8 f* : biaton. 1

ﬁ_a-»

¥ ‘fals= doctrlne short of outr1ght r=3tc ion 1s in 1tscif 2 compromiss of"tﬁﬂ“gfﬁ?ed ,
-/ -Scriptures!. Any action short of ‘outright rejection sstablishes &' qualified R
- . obedience to Holy Writ! Consequtntly, any action other than outright rejection
of false doctrlne,'lf advocatad, is not-bassd on.ths Word of Geod but only on human
reason al., ratlonellzat1on' Our Synod in the past has steadfastly and rightly
.+ insisted; based on the Word: of God, thet both the 1938 St,Louis’ JPthluS of Union
',ﬁand the Common Confe551on contaln falsa dOCtrlnu. The Missourl Syncd on the

ﬂ\xas a statement in harmony w1th the Sacreﬂ crlptures and the-Lutheran Confe351bns..
. Now, it is-obvious that a. doctringl statement cannot be in _harmony’ -with the Sacred
_=Scr1ptures and the Tutheran Confessions, and st111 contain .false doctrlne‘ On the
-_ba51s of 311 past official promouncemsnts of. 6ar Synod concerniing “the Common -
o Confe531on we cannot ddvocate and pursu= any zction:other than that which would ~
‘¢ eall-for th» outright rsjsction of that document and.still remain fully obedient
to Holy Writ, On the basis of the official action tazken by the Missouri Synod
at” its 1956 convention -concerning tha Common. Confassion, is our: "Synod even Justlf1°d
~in. continuing to hopa. any. longer that they-may reject-it as a doctrinal statement?
jOr is our Synod now contemplating changing its stand. 2nd no longer’ w1111na to.
| maintain that. the Common Conf assion contains false or misstated doctrine so as to
o justagzwpursuln_ 2 ‘cour *.of_actzon short of outright rojection? If this be the
- [ .caseg, It would'e 247 'hat our x*s thvn have sure¥y been- closed to the clear "
teachlngs of Scr%p%ufc' o . o S s S

™~

R Lat us. now esst;me that the Common Confessmn can: b superseded by a correct
statement of the doétrlnes at issus, quch a statement no- deubt, as long as it is
Scrlpturally corre ~would bs adepted by all Synods in the Synodical Conference wee .
*-yincludlng th5\MlssOU”1 Synod, If the' Missouri’ Synod -is allowed to taks some actlon :
_'concernlng he 1938 St.Louis - ﬁrt101=s of_un;gphyth¥”1994«8 ginaw Resolutlon ‘on
- Prayer Fallowship, ond ths Common _gggnag;ggmagghk“M;;&¢hg;;£mt;;ghu re;fctlon o~
what Wl B2 THoIr sEATUSTmdst This nen.shadan - in.ths Missouri Synod?
What will be thelr status -in the Synodical Conference? What will s their status
in our Synod? If these\stetemﬁnts which contain error and falsz doctrine are - _
e 'pass1ve1y allowsd to remain: "on the books", which statement will contradlct which? .
. After all, the Missouri Synod will then have ‘Subscribed. to all of them as doctr:nal
. statements Tt/would seam thet our Synod- will have to adopt some Sort of a
. chronological system of accounting .for all the dectrinal statements adopted and used
by tha Missouri Synod so that we will know which statement to use in.dealing with
" ‘that Synod at a given time, .Some will say that this is an exaggeratlon and is :
far fetched. But is it réally far-fatchsd? Isn't this a very possible "end result®
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of the present negotiations at the Synodical Conference level? It may be said

by some that the Missouri Synod, as a corporate body, is not that insincere,

On the- contrary, the sincerity of the Missouri Synod. certainly. can and should -

be questioned! If the Mlssour1 Synod really was conéerned over any lovelessness _
. or lack of brotherlingss on theéir part in inter-synodical relations 'as they als sQ

officially stated at their 1956 convention, and if the Missouri Synéd" really

no. Yongsr- con31ders the ‘Common Confassion a functlonzng union document wWhy did

they taks the action they did’ concerning the ‘Common ‘Confession? . Wbuldn't it seem B

o _reasonable to. expect that they would heve. ragected it, if for no other reason’

than out of “ove for thelr protesting brothers in our Syned and the Wisconsin
‘Synod? Wbuldn't it ‘séem reasonable to °xpect that ‘they .would have offlclally
conziderad, at least, ‘our. qynod's request concerning the 1938 St.Lonis Lrticles
of Union? What other p0551b1e use can these two documents have? What value
‘are they to the: Mlssourl Synod now? Or, does the Missouri’ Synod have some other
use intended for these two stetements of doctr1ne whlch is unknown to us at’ thlS

Cotime?

o Iet us cont1nue our observatlons of th~a Mlssourl_Synod sznce 1955 Although

~ the Boy Sceut “igsue and the Chaplamcy issve-may .not havs actually’ been included
as g basis,of our 1955, rasoelution susnendlng fellowshlp relations with the Mlssour1~n
Synod. are they'not the fruits of the larger issug ww=~ un10n1sm? It's the fruits’ .
of this largetr issue, however,. that the. avardge. layman saes, be s=es ths MlSSOUrl

'-\Synod congregatlon m1th its- Boy and Glrl Scout troops with its Campf1re ‘Girls, and‘sh:'“

- Tyes, with its Walther Leagues conductlng dancing parties, If he is 2 member, of

' dur netion's armed forces, he may occasionally meet a Missouri Synod chaplaln.

He sses and réads about the Mlssourl Synod pastors who lead JOlnt prayers .and take
part otherw1se offlClally in unlonlstlc religious ceremonises at public secular . ’
gatherlngs ‘Although he kriows ‘that: our Synéd does not COndone thasé practlces,
the averags 1ayman bscomes confyused if hé is not absolutely certain about his

- Bible teachings. - He finds it dlfficult to understand- why our Synod does not

* . condons these practlces 'yat, the MlSSOUrl Synod does.. ‘After.-all, 'he reasons, __,“ .

both Synods belong to- the Synod1ca1 Conference and they are supposed to be agreed"i
- in these matters " . . \ R ‘

, It has been var:.ously steted iH our- Synod in reCent years that there has -
h;;been a, change of ‘spirit within the Mlssourl Synod. Let us. now take- another look "
gt the Mlssourl Synod how many Boy Scout and Girl Soogt troops have been dlS—
'Scrlpturel reasons? Vény few if any. In fact the Mlssourl Synod at 1ts 1956
_conventlon encourﬁged th forﬂ"tlon of thesn unlonlstlc nnd work rlgﬁteous Junlor -

;from that Synod’s Comm1551on on Fraternal Orgal1z 1on Beavd oY *
. -ﬁ”Thls Bdard was also directed. to, Prepare approprlate mate?iﬁiﬁ*ror_
tha gu1dance of c°ngregetlcns who sponsor such organlzatlons HOW‘meny chaplains -

“have baen- racalled by the Missouri Synod since 1955 becatise of Scriptural reasons? i -

~ jAgain very few, if any!: In fact tha Mlssourl Synod at its 1956 conventlon en~ .-
v 2ed the acu-t of Coricordid Ssminary - to. ucting its
at, thE Seminary otudents may become informed of, the need
this spe01ellzed mlnlstry. Several of their men weré lauded
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for their efforts in this rsgard, Have there bean fewer and fewer Missouri
Synod pestors who part1c1p;t in JOlnt praysrs and other religiocus caremonies
at public gatherlngs since 19557 Not so! On the contrary, timc and egain we.

'-.sen and read about formerly conservative Missouri Synod pastors who now take

-part in an of¢1c1c1 and a rvllblous way'at public seculer functlons.

N DOﬁs this all saund 11k= ths Missouri Synod has chanaed its ways and has.

'"startﬁd walking in the old weys with us: again? Unfortun?tply, Nor. Th» seeds of

7 unienism ‘weére sown in the Missourl Synod long ago. Uniohism has | grown and spread

like "W11d firg", making serious inroads throushout that Synod since. 1955 as it

. did prior to that time. . It s 1ike & mallgnant tumor ‘sating at the vary heart
-and core of that Synod Quite rbcantly ths’ Saminary students at Concordia

 Theological Semlnqry in St Lou1s conducted a- tstrew vots" aniong ‘thamsslves
'.as-to whether or not ths Missouri ,ynod Should becoms a member of the Lutheran

World Feder.iion. A substontisl majority of thoss students who voted, favored
membarship in that heterodox body, - At about ths same tlmb, a con51d~rable number

_of Seminary students =2t St. Louis. questioned, and thereby denied,. the Verbal
Inspiration-of Seripturs.’ Is this an indication of what ths Mlssourl Synod .

- will ba_ like in the futurp? Is- this the MlSSOUIl Syned of old? Is -this the.

Missouri Synod with whom we arv.negotletlng uoday, prayerfully, ‘and hoping against

" héps that we may achieve agreament tomorrow? ire not thesé the signs of our times?

o fre these some of thz signs that Dr. Empis used in b"51ng his prediction that ‘the
-;Mlsseurl Synod m111 bu a fu11~f1edved member of the Natlonﬂl Lutherun Council
fW1th1n do yaars? _ _ e e FAVRN

A

It would sa am that th, cancerous celamlty of unlonlsm w1ll contlnuu to

fvconsumu conservat1v= tbecloclnns and lgy paople allkv in tha MlSSOUTl Synod - unluss,
.as the Cbélrman of our’ Unlon Committes rbport ed, that Synod exstutes an "about :

'faca" and“ sxercisss strict. churgh. -discipline to kesp the liberal element from.
.taklng gver compl tely.. If thls "about. face does not. take placs soon, it is not.

at all dlfflcult to. undorstcnd Judglng on. thu basis. of past-palicies, practlces, o

- vand dzeds, the prediction concerning the" Nissourl Syned's membership. in the .
'.'Natlonal Lutheran’ Council within 10 years, We must nowask ourselves, 'is the .

Missouri Synod ready,’ w1111ng, and able to uxor015°-str1ct and effective church-_

disciplins? _In order to answer ‘this question, we must first ask ourselves are.

thair lay/pegpla informed on these matters? ire 211 of their clergy informed

~.on these matters? ire ‘their congraga 1t ions rpady.und W1111ng to discentinue:all theal
- 'Boy and Girl ‘Scout troops which are now nimbered in the hundreds? Is/the Missouri.

Syned raady and willing to recs11 all their chaplains? Are their chaplalns ready
and Wit j“~rLcWT&ﬂd?“*T§ the Missouri Synod ready and: willing to stamp out
ald- thewﬂﬁﬂ@TMMﬁdﬁrﬁisﬁﬁﬁ’aﬁdwﬂnTﬁﬂiﬂﬁiewpﬁaCt&ﬁ%§wm§3$buﬁ@mﬂ&&ﬂxiéuﬁﬁﬁﬂ%%Lkuﬂuuagu;7

@,:"hlghnchupehbvwe%c&r4¥ewe&&&o£ thase qusstions, based- on the official recordmof
1;the,M@sseuﬁﬂrSyﬂedmamdwﬁﬁs deeds .and prectlces ‘we must’ sadly answer ‘an. pmphﬂtic

NOY' Thén, 'is the lesourl &ynod ab; ‘o exercise strict and effecttvﬁ”ﬂnurbﬁ“““"

;_dlsclpllnu? It. WOuld appear, not gzmoré -:- not if ‘it 1s to keep from burstlng
_ W1d== open at 1ts seamsy o . . : :

kS A?ME%%ourl Synoa coﬁgftgntion in atﬁf&?TTEW~W&se®n51n, waE uﬁﬁ%&fﬁ df'aﬁy

contrOV°r51bs in the Synodical Confarence until it was informad, M.Lhm...mm-ngwaw
recent pastorzl vacancy by its postor-clect who mnt W1th the congragation to explain



-15-

his stand prior to acceptinz the c2ll, A most liberal pastor of =nother Missouri
Synod congregation in %au Claire, who bes given church burials to ledge members

" and who has conductad religious coremoniszs at public functions, still maintains .
his office as pastor "in good-standing". Is this an example of strict and effects
ive churched1501p11ne in the Missourl Synod? - . B o '

v Where 1s this so-called "change 1n aplrlt“ by the Mlssourl Synod that has
“been reforred to repeatedly in our Syncd the past 2% years? Can it be found
- anywhere? . The official.record of the Missouri Synod. together W1th its acts, _
'prectlces, ‘and pollcles do not. 1ndacate that there has been~such a.change since - .
1955. Where is it then?, qube this changs can be “found only . 1n_the Union Commlttee
. which ropresents the: Nissouri Synod of late, Af that. (is the case, our Synod should .
- thank God for having placed conservatrvo, God -fearing men in’that position,® It may -
then be possible -for an agreement to be reached with these men on the doctrines -
and- practices at issue in the Synodical €Conference as the Chairman of our Union
'Committee suggests, But 'do these men .who represent the: Missouri Synod on this _
- committee actuélly represant ‘the will of* the Missouri. Synod? - Will the statcments '
and agreemenﬁs entered into by this group ‘with our Synod's. representat1Ves actually
be accepted- and Bractlced by . the Missouri Synod? - Thése mdy be difficult. questlons
for us tov anSWer now,. However, on the basis of past performance, including since:
1955, we will Certainly have to answar, "NO" to both questions -+~ until the. - -
Missouri Synod gives a. ¢lear 1ndlcetlon that it has executed an "about face"} e
1 Doetor Piepar in' CHRISTIAN DOGM.TICS, VoI, III, page 423 states: "A church body - J
.is orthodox ‘if the trua doctrine, as we tho At -in the Lugsburg Confession and. thegi
other Lutheran Symbols, is aetually taught in its pulplts and its publicatiohs’

.. and.not: merély 'officially* profdssed as its faith., Not the tofficial' doctrine,’

but the teaching determines the character of a church ‘body, because’ Christ enjoins:
that all things whatsoever He has - commanded His disciples- should actually be taught

. and not merely ﬂoknowledged in an 'officisl documontd as the!corréct doctrlne" As "7

- long as our Synod persists. in continuing th: prosont’ n:got1at1ons, 4t is: 1mperat1ve M

that we k ep this stetement by Dr, Pieper =lwnys [forcmest in mind in Judglng the
validity of any doctrinal agreament entered 1nto by the Mlssourl Synod and 1n de-..

- termlning our future relatlons W1th thet Synod

i ltSolf w1th ‘in determlnlng our future relntlonsh1p w1th the Mlssourl Synod and, the;

‘Synodical.Conference, . ‘This srror is: varlouslyxknown 2s- "Romanizing tendencies™,
"high-church®, etc. Cur. Synod has not_as yet officially taken note .of the ex1st—
ance of this practlce, nor have we mads any réprese ntatlons to the Missouri Synod -
concerning it. The Missouri- Syried .officially tock note of this error at its 1956
convention qnd warned its: pastors “teachers, and theolog10a1 students. to.exereise ™
' ‘an appropriate measura of ciaution in 11turg1ca1 practices, and it 1nstructed those
officials concérred. to deal vlgorously with ‘cffensss in the area of liturgical -
practices, :Although this represents 2 strong. stand on. ths part of the Missouri -
Synod, it is necessary that we once again refer to Dr. P:Leper s. statement and draw s

._=a differentiation between what is stated and what is ‘taught. . Since that 1956

convention, a:so-called learned Missouri: Synod ‘theologian has stated ‘publicly words
to the effect that the Lutheran Church is closer,to the Roman Catholie €hurch in
doctrine end practice than any other-‘Protestant Church, Such a statement could

= .
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have bezn expacted from officials of the hsterodox Lutheran Viorld Federation
- who are possessed with ths Tcumenical intoxication that is sweeping the world;
but hardly could 1t have been 4xpactbd from 2 tb°olo~1gn of tha Mlssourl aynod

Vhlle ﬂtt=nd1ng tha Un1v2r51ty of V&scon31n ‘T attended and was a member of the
Synodlcal Cenference sponsorad Calvary- ‘Lutheran Studunt Center on the campus,
A1l the wh11a I.attended the Un1Verslty, Calvary was under ths able direction and

- sup:rv151on of .an' zlderly conssrvetive Missouri Synod pastor.. Shortly = ftar I

_ graduatad this pastor ratired and 2 now pastor was called, He was a young man
. and also -a Missouri Synod pastor ‘originally from ths West Coast.’ Qu1te recgntly
"I met onz‘of my ‘old collegs classmates whom:T had- gottén to know-.at Calvary and -
~ who had continued on.at .the University for his PhD,  He was a mﬁmber of a Missouri
Synod country ¢hurch, but hs made his church home at Calvary .whils conducting his
pre~ and post- graduats studl,s and after that, while he was °mploy°d as an -
assistant professor at the Unlvbr51ty. ns could bs" expected in our meeblng, the

'--Synodlcal Confargnce it was soon apparent tbgt my frlpnd “had acquirad a most

~“1liberal and- unieristic polnt of viaw since I had last. ‘sean hiw n3arly six years W'
“earlisr. Lmong - -.other disturbing ideas which he. rblatad was that “ha cons1dercd
. the liturgy to .be tb= most ‘important ‘part” ofthe church servics He statnd that
"it is very: dlfflcult these: days to'find two pastors alike who: W111/agree on the
‘doctrines of the Bible and-the interpretations the sof, - He further statéd. that,
gbecause of this, “the: sarmon’ cannot any. 1onger be considered: very 1mportant 4n a.
“church serviee and the liturgy must &ssume an ever ‘increasing role, I could not
agrze with him, I had a3ways been taught that God's Holy Word was the most
important part.of any chureh sarvies, and that the 11turgy ohly prapared the
sinner for .receiving His. Holy Word vhlch comes to us in -the sermon, : In short,
thz. 11turgy is like 2 road- side ‘marker---~ it points toward thz sermon, More ’
recently, I attended a church service at Calvary. It will be sufficient té say
‘that it wes, :all in 211, a pretty vood show* 'but not much of a worshlp service
~in my oplnlon. I have singlad out Celvary in this presentation because it was a
. matter: of pﬁrsonal exparienca, Hawover, we hear time and @gain about similar .
'practlces balng conducted in- churchas, hire and “there, throuohout ‘the Missourl Synod

et us aIl ro member that\Calvary is' ‘a Synod1cq1 ConfﬁrenCﬂ sponsor=d 1nst1tut10n
e Although our -Synéd. provides -no. nonetery sypport’ for Calvary,. 1t would seem that we

. do have a_ hiddan ryspon31b111ty -~ @ moral responsibility --- concernlng what is
pre sached -and taught there as long as we parsist in ma1nta1n1ng our ‘membership in .

the Synodical Confersnce.. In conjunction with the "Romrnlzlng terdencies" in the -
Missouri Synod, it should =lso be noted that a number of its pastors arz now '
~advocating intercessory prayers for ths dsad., It would seem thet our Synod will
“soon Have to taks Off10131 notlce of. these NEW - arrors that arﬂ contﬂmmatmD the
Missouri Synod' - i’ : o 2

S As quot=d prﬂv1ously, the Chclrman of our Union Commltt 22 bellev~s thst 1t
will be possible to rsach an avreemﬁnt with-ths Missouri Synod ‘o the: general

.. doctrines and principles:at issus in the Synodlcal Confercnce and that the May

would then be clearad for establishing fellowship with the Missouri Synod again
because in ra allty, the 'of ficial basic _Lai_d reasons for suspandlng fcllowshlp



o we have eltered or: compromlsed our. stand to’ soms extent

. of'truth‘ Isn't it. reelly fictlon rather than fact? * If conditions:in. the Synod~h/
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relations in 1955.will then, in fact, have bz3n removed., ifter reviewing all

of the foregoing presentation,. 1nc1ud1nv thoses many, many. other errors not in- -
cluded in the basic stoted reasons for thz suspension of fellowship re 1<t10ns
how can our xgod 2ven consider 1ifting ths suspension with only the basic general

rissues settled' It may be possibls t6 achiave avreement W1th the Missouri- Synod -
_ Committe= on the doctrines and practices at issue,  It'may even be possible to

reach agre ment with th= Missourl Synod Prassidium also, - Bvery “indication now, -
hcw=ver, ‘points to the fact thot we, wWill havz, tremendous: dlfflculty in reechlng
agreement in practice with the whole Mlssourl,Synod -#3 a corpérate body. ~ind. if

such agreement ' is somchow aver reach=d it may . very posisibly r=sult only because f

Mlssourl Synod 0ff101818 hqve stated publlcly on varlous occa31ohs of late
words to the effect that conditions in the Synodical Conference have naver been: \
batter, : ifter econsidering all availabls evidence, ‘both off1c1e1 and otherwise,
how can such a statement, 23’2 whole, be justified at this.tims as a statement

1ca1 Conferencﬁ have never been s0 good we can only COnclude that-the- MlSSQUPl w

fl If conditions within the qynod:_cal Conferenbe heve‘ wp

- Missouri Synod “then the inference is. obvious,’ namely, that both our Synod and the
‘Wisconsin Synod havas, ‘altere ed, or weakened thelr Fespective p051t10ns,5 Is not the

' pricelese heritege of God's. Hbly ‘Word -more veluablée to our Synod thzn to w1111nﬂ1y;__

: church boedy: that does not” fully obey God's bord Prior to 1955 the: ‘Wisconsin .

T or unW1tt1ngly, surrendar it to ths unionist? The predlctlon that the NisSOurl

Synod will bs a fullsflsdged member of thd National Lutheren ‘Council W1thin 10°

' years, a prediction concurred in by the Chelrmen of -our/ Union Committee as mettefs

now stand, :should -h haunt the ccnscicnces of us 211 s we ponder our Synod's future\,'
relatlons wlth ith that Synod and the Synod1c=1 Conference 1n 1959 : , “

P RT Iv OBSERV‘TIONS oF THE msoomem QY\IOD smcE 1955

The Wiscon51n Synod prov1des us Wlth good =xamp1e of whﬂt may/happen to a-

;,Synod was - 5trong and stood solidly with our Synod.oen: every controversidl. 4ssue’ 15
" the Synodical Confasrence,- In 1955 their Union' Conmittas recommended, that the ™

Wisconsin Syned.terminste fellowship rsletions with the Missouri: Synod ‘on the "é?-~?”

basis of Rowens 16:17-18; At their 1955 convention the Wisconsin Syned adopted the.f
preamble to a reSolutlon which called for the te ermination’ of fellowship with the

' Missouri Synod: on the basis of Romans 16:17-18 but' postponed the adoption of the .

resolution itsslf until a leterdats, ,In so doing the'W1scon51n Synod. embarked upon(

a pBlicy of. .partial or. guallfled gbedlnncg to God's Holy Word., In adopting the pre- }:.’

amble to the: resolutlon the Wiscon31n qynod clearly placed the Missouri- Synod under

the' 1nd1ctment of. Romens 16,17 18 * The svidence ‘was complete 28 far as the™ Wisqon51r,e;f

Synod was concerned in 1955 --=~ no more was Needed! The Missouri Synod had

. created divisions and offensas by its official resolutlons pollcl s, and’ practlces

not , in ‘accord with Scrlpture" (1955 Viisconsin Synhod Report) Thus, ‘the Wiseconsin' ~
Synod had ""marked" the Missouri Syned ---'+thus, they had proncunced the Missouri .
Synod "guilty"! But there is where their actlon stopped. By postponlna the
adoption of the rasolution its21f, they failed to .carry out the remainder of God's
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command in the apostolic injuction of Romens 16:17, namely, "avoid themt,
Here is wharv the Wisconsin Syned adopt=d a partial or qua11f1 >d ob=d1ence to
God's Word,’ Having - "marked" thay failed to "av01d"' -

- - : The Mhscons1n Synod gave as r casons for postponlng'actlon on the: resolution:
the fact that this resolution had far re chlng consequences and-ths postponement
aaded the Scrlpturﬂl axhortations ‘to patience and forbeatrance in love by giving
. the Missouri Synod opportunity to express: 1ts=1f in its 1956 corivention, The 1955
convantlon of -ths Wisconsin Syhod was recessad until 1956 after the Missouri Synod
had held its conventlon and ths resolution tarmlnatlng fellowship with the Missour1~
- Synod was thehi cons1derad again,, At this rocessed convention the Wisconsin Synod
like our Synod, sensed a "chungv of spirit® within’ ‘the Missouri Syriod,- HQV1ng
~had. insufficient time to study ths signifieance of the resolutions adopted by the
Missourl Synod, - the Wisconsin® Synod hs1d their resslution tenn1nat1ng felldwship
in absyance until their 1957 convention. During the interim, the Wisconsin Synod'

Union Committes addressesd qusstions to. the Praesidium of tha MiSSOUfl Synod 1n o
order- to establish the significance of the 1956 Missouri Synod resolutions as.
stated in Part IIT of this presentation, Ths answers to these guestions by the
Prae51dium revealed that the Wisconsin'Synod. had based its action at its-recessad .-

: y v yn
-Union Commi Synod thet fellowship with thu Missouri Synod
be terminated. The Wiscon51n Synod at its 1957 convsention, after long and bitter
- debate, voted to reject tha rsport of its flocr committse ond the recomme ndatlon o
of its Union Commlttee, both of, which called for a termination of fellowship with
the M1ssour1 Synod In its place ths WlSCDHSln Synod adopted a resolutlcn whlch

.....

Once agaln the Wlscon31n Synod had falled to heed completely God's Holy Wbrd Once'
agaln the Wiscon51n Synod had placed theé Missouri Synod under. the indictment of -
Romans 16: l?. Once agein th: Wisconsin Synod had pronounced ths Missouri Synod
‘mgpilty", And once again the Wisconsin Synod did not. taks thé complete 2ction ™ .
przscrlbad in that °post011c injunction. Instead: of failing to take the prescribad
_aetion as it had done in 1955, thls tlme “the Wiscon31n Synod flatly refusgd to '
take thﬁkactlcn. . . . _“

Hére we have the plcture, tha Wiscon51n Synod which had buPﬂ.SO strong in ,
1ts stand throughwthQ years, now was weak! In 1957 the Wisconsin. Synod was so Weak
“that it could not. swen zgree on the meaning of Romans 16:17. Sinece that 1957 "
convantlon thé Visconsin Synod séems to have weakensd. even more, It appsars
‘no longer certaln as to what it stands for. It appears no longer certain what
the doctrines of Scripture at issue meam and haes adopted a "doubt theology". 1In
short the Wisconsin Jynod no longar wplks in the old- ways with us. o
A number of pastors, teachers, and. congregatlons have 1eft thv Wisocn31n
Synod since its 1957 convention because it failed to heed the clear teachings of
chlpture ‘and was now embarked on 2. unionistic course, More are certain to fo]low'
" Since their 1957 convention; the officisls of the Wisconsin Synod have. variously .=
* attempted to explain ths actions of the Wisconsin Synod in 1955 and 1957. It would
.appear from a recent lestter by Prof, Lowrenz, Chairman of the Wisconsin Synod's
Union Committee, which was given wide circulation in the Wisconsin Sjnod that a
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"new" philosophy is being daveloped, In this letter by Prof, Lawrenz, he interprets

the reason for the postponcment of wctlon by the Wisconsin Synod on 1ts resolution
terminating fellowshlp with the Missouri Synod in 1955 as being & lack of sufficient
evidence, Yet, lack of evidehce was never given in 1955 2s a reason for this
postporiement., Is this not 2 rather empty argument now since sufficiency of evidence
has nothing to, do with the action postponad, but has only to do with establlshlng
the basis for. applylng the indictment contained in Romans 16:17% . The Wisconsin

Synod was able to apply that indictment to thz Missouri Synod unanhnously with the
evidence at hand in 1955 whén it approved the preamble to that- resolutlon’ Once
the ‘indictment was applied, no evidence was needed to "avoid them®, However, Prof,
Lawranz doszs not’ accspt that fact, He maintains that thers 1s an area-wherein

human Judgmant most enter in order to detarmine when to comply with the "avoid them®
It would seem “that Prof .Iawrz=nz does not recognize that to "avoid them" is pure

and simple obedisnce to God's Word after the erring brother has been "marked".

Thus, Prof, Lawrenz has adopted for ths Wistonsin Synod a policy of gqualified
obed;enCQ to the Szcrad Scriptures -<- obedience qualified by human judgment, In

- this connection, it should be noted here that the "mew" (new in Splrlt not nec- -

‘gssarily in membership) Union Committee of the- ‘Wisconsin Synod is satisfied that the

1956 convention of the Missouri-Synod Meffectively set as1de“ the Common Conf3551on.~

Thls stend is’ contrary to the stand tqken by the "old" Unlon Commlttae.

- ' Thls =xamp1e by! thh Wiscon51n Synod of 2 CODSGPV?th& church body beglnnlng
to deecay- and dlslntegrﬁtu bacausz it did not hesd God's: comnmands should serve as
ample warning to us 211, . If our Dynod intends o femain true to the Scrlpturally

-founded doctrinss ,'end yst pbr51sts 4n r»malnlng a member of-the Synodical Conferenc -

we may find ourselves, in the not toc distant future, haV1ng to deal with the
Wisconsin Synod like we hove had to desl with the Missouri Synod thess past many
years., It would ssem that the Wisconsin Synod- is causing offanse to our Synod =
by virtue of its continued fsllowship Wwith the Missouri. Synod, regardless of the *
t=chn1celxty that it is.now being called a "protesting" fellowship. It would ’
seam that th= sames would ﬁpply to the Slovek Synod too. R

"o‘n 'smcw' 1955

s : . wv mnoms OF . OIS

. ThlS, perhaps W111,b= the saddest part of\the entlre presentatlon. In 1955
our Synod suspended. fellowshlp reletions with the’ Mlssourl Synod,’ both of which were
constituent Synods:of the Syncdical Ccnference. But our Syned did not ‘withdrawr:
from the. Synodical Confzarence, well knowing that the Synodical Conference was
.controllaed by the Missouri. Synod This ambiguous action by our Synod was Just1f1ed
in our midst at the time by a genuine desire not to suspehd fellOWShlp relations
with the Wisconsin and Slovak Synods, ndmlttedly, ‘the proper procedure in accordanc
with the Scriptures snd in accordance with the:constitution of the Synedical
Conference, after our Synod had suspended fellowship relations with the Missouri -
Synod, would hzve bsen for the Missouri Syncd to withdrew from the Synodical
Confersncz, After 211, thay were the ones that had caused the divisions and

offenses and they were thﬁ ones that had departed from the old acrlptural prlnclplu -

SYOPIRPRTRISMRRY o AN ST«
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and the spirit of the Synodical Confersnce, But it was illogical for us to presume
or axpect that the Missouri Synod would take such.2n action since they controlled
the: Synodlcal Conferencs by virtus of their large majority; It was gven more
"glllogical for our Synod to presume that the Missouri Synod would vote itself out-
" of the Synodical Confarence especially since, as we have seen throughout this -
'presentatlon, .the Missouri Synod has: steadfastly maintained that they are not
guilty of the errors that our Synod “has claimed, The burden thsn . fell upon- our
“-8ynod ‘to carry out completely the God given’ command to Yavoid them" by wlthdraw1ng
from the Synodical Conference, reg-rdless of the fact that, in the process, we
“would have elso W1thdrawn our .f2llowship with- the Viscon51n .and Slovak Syncds
at that levsl, It was our Scriptural duty to'do so, but we did not act! We
rerSed ‘to withdraw from the Synodical Conference in 1955, 1956, 1957, and in-
1958, ‘Our Synod‘s obadience to God's commend in the apostol1c 1n3unct10n of
Romans 16:17 was nCOmglete. : . o

- Let us con51der for a moment the 1mpllcat10ns of our. Synod' action, or more

/;approprxately. lack of actlon, since 1955. We have boldly stated to the world that
our Synod no longer walks: hand in hand “in the bonds.of fellowship --- in true

_unlty of spirit ‘and purpose -, with the Missouri’ Synod -because of thut Synod'ts
‘official adherence to falsa. doctrlne and unseriptural practices, On the basis of
" s that pronouncement by our~Synod our pastors and congregations were. asked, and rlghtly'
50, to . ceasé all fellowshlp relations with all pastors and congregatlons in the
‘Missouri Synod who were not of one mind and onc spirit. with us,. yet at the same
time, our Synod has, proclalmed befors a1l the world -the fact that we are still
. members of the, Synodlcal Conference, 4t this level .our Syned together W1th the
Wisconsih and Slovak Synods --- and, yes,. with the. Missouri. Synod t00 ~ee. partlclpate
*4n-~joint. negotiations; participate in and contribute to Jjoint endeavors. suich as -

'='f1m15510n work, coopsrativs schools, cooperative, institutions, etej and even partic. . -

ipate in fellowship, Yes, we are doing all. thls at the Synodlcal Conference level -

.».‘jo1nt1y with a. church body -with which we are ne;ther in doctrinal egreement nor in

fellowshlp. This situation -is most confusing to the: layman. Our Synod has in -
fact, implied by its actions thet what applies at the congregatlonal ‘level concern-
* ing our suspension resolution does not apply at the synodlcal level By its actions
v at the Synodical Conferencs lavel, ,gu;,Synod_hes gl L uble stendard -
- -of values, By these actions our, Synod has ecqu1red a sp11t person*llty.‘“BuL worse

' f‘@hnn that, our Synod by its continued membe rship in the Synodical Cenference and

by .its actions at that level, has adopted.a policy of partiel and gualified

./ ‘obedisnce to God's Holy Word, This is most shocklng and is inexcuseable! ' This is a.
208d1snee . Lo

compromise of “the Sacred Scrlptures' Is there gven one passage in Scrlnture that
. will support our present pelicy of 2 dual standard ard which results in a partial and
quallfled obedience to Holy Writ? -Romans- 16 :17 does, not say ®"avoid théem at this
~level and fellowship with them at thst level" It Just clearly and simply stotes
- Mavoid them"! There are no exceptions --- there ars no qualifications! Sinee'
- Romans 16:17 . ‘clearly doas not condons our present pollqy, doesn't 'it seem that
f_thls policy is bzing Justlfled only through human reason and retlonqllzatlon?

The awkward p051t10n in Wthh our Synod prosently flnds 1tself is somewhet
of a paradox in that yg, - iS that we reach. In fact, we ourselves
are now guilty of unlonlstlc prﬂctlces ot ths Synodical Conference 1eve1 This
present state of affairs is a rather sad commentary on confessional Lutheranism!




o level, This is espacially apparent when ons considers the relat1ve sizes of the
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Through the years our Synod has roundly and soundly criticized the World Councll
of Churches, the Lutharan World Federation, the’ National Luthsran Council, the
-American Lutheran Church, the Evangelical Iutheran Church and more recently, the .
Missouri Synod for unionistic practices. -Yet, here we f1nd oursélves guilty of
the same practlce. Cons1der1ng the principle of the matter only,. just how. much -
=d1fferent is -our Synod's semewhat promiscuous. relatlonshlp with the Missouri .
Synod . in. the~8ynodlcal Conference from that of the. reletlonshlp which the Missouri
Synod: presant;x has with the constltuent church bodles which compose the Natlonal
'”Iuthenan,CounC11? i_,L,.;q*,_ e ; B - e _

L Wh has been the net result of our apparent dual-standnrd,qnwllfaed ﬁbedi@ﬁvé._,. -
policy toward the Missouri Syncd? It pract1cully means that we’ have taken no stand A
at all, Tt appsars that we ard straddling the fence! Our Synod is neither with i

the Missour1 Synod nor against: them.- Our policy is contradictory and meaningless.
What 1little effect our overall suspehsion resolutlon may have:had oh the Missourl

Synod in 1955 has long since’gone by the board. : And that is becouse wei.as 2 Sy od-
did not plac» our suspension resolution into effect and_enforce it at Lhe devel ;
: Z 03RS the most good, - Lhe place where the Missouri Synod would . i
© have folt the offects of ouF Suspension resclution most --- the Synodical Conference . .

‘two Synods ‘involved, In-our 1955 suspension-reSolutioniwe stated that we would

g\labor for a re al1gnment of Lutherans faithful, to the Lutheran Confe331ons oh more . ..
- realistic lines than those which: preva11 under ‘ths’ present chaotic-conditions” in o S
. ths Synodical’ Conference; If it is peally our purpose to labor for such a.res = . -
- alignment of Lutherans falthful to the Conféssions, can we honestly say that we have . *
+ ighown them the way by remaining ‘in the Synodlcel Conference with the Mlssourl Synodi .
' Can we - onestlz say that we have evéen ‘gricouraged them? By cont1nu1ng"dhr mambershir -
in the Synodical' Confersnce our “Synod’.is, presenting to-the whole wide werld a lie -
.‘?because such membership automﬁtlcally 1mp11es that we are- walking hand in hand ~ o :
. with the'Missouri Synod in true unity of spirit and purpose, preachlnﬂ the uncondlt-_ :
ioned’ Gospel. “This" lie is.ciusing untold confusion within our Synod, w1th1n the S
oth=r.Synods, and throughout the Luthsren Churéh-es a whole. God commends in’ g
"1 Corinthians 1440, "Lat-all things'be done decently and in-order", .It would herd1y1 .
“seem ‘that our. Synod is complylng with that command, " -In cgntinuing. this practice of _
a“whlshy-quhy“ dual standard, qualified obedisnce, otr Synod is now. b=1ng desplsed S
- by libsral and,conssrvative men alike throughout' the Lutheran Churchi In shert,. L
. Syned appears to havi lostrits self respect' Most.. of the pastors and teachers\’° v
who have.recently 1~ft the \hscon51n ‘Synod ‘because of 'its failure to obey God's - Y
‘Word want no. part of our Syncd either.  Why? Because they would be refuting the
stand they took when they left the Wisconsin Synod if they joined or practiced
. fellowship ‘with our Synod now with its:present pollcy and practice, They def1n1te1y
. feel that our Syhod's present p051t10n or stand is. meanlngless as 1ong as’ we remaln
in the Synod1ca1 Conference. ' R

> R

: In our 1955 suspen51on resolutlon we stﬁted that we desired to continue -

. fraternal relations with those who ‘agrse. with us in our stand and who. testify -
with ws against the errors and unionistic prectlces ‘of the Missouri Synod.: This
has been interpreted as establishing a practice of "selsctive ‘fellowship" by our
Synod, VWhether or not "selective fellowshlp" by our Synod or 1ts individuals can



22

be justified on the basis of Scripture is bayond the knowledge of. the author of
this presentation. However, "seledtive Tellowship" has been practiced by a number
of our pastors and congregﬂtxons with Missouri Synod pastors and congregatlons
since cur -Synod suspended fellowship relations with the GORPOR/TE Missouri Synod
in 1955, ‘Bécauss individual human Judumsnt is involved in determining what
constitutes "unity of spirit and purpose™ a wide variafion in tgelective fellowshlp" :

L standards has“developed, depend1ng upon how 11ber=11y or how conservatlvely'this

phrase is interpratzd ‘in sach instance.. A-certain amount of m1sunderstend1ng and
.offense has been caused in our-Synod. because of the g .
- of "selective fbllowshlp" with Fissourl Synod psstors “and congregﬂtlons.
Our Synod's contlnued m=mbersh1p in the Synodlcsl Conf rence; 51nce our 1955:~=
jsuspen51on resolutioni-has alse been Justlfled t6 a large extent, on the basis of
"selective fellowship". Our Synod has maintained that we remain true to the old.
Scr1ptura1 prlnclples and spirit of the. Syno&ical Confsrence, whereas it ‘has been
" the Missouri Sy .d\that bas departed from th se pr1nc;p1es and th1s splrlt. “On w
e ” T 3 e : d

with those synods, congregatmns and 1nd1v1ua S Who a_ree with us in oursta a
and who testlfy with us against the srrors- and unlonlstlc practlces of the Mlssourl'
Synod even though these synods, congragatlons, and- ind1v1du 1s continue to mhlntaln

- officially their fellowship W1th “their afflllation with, or thelr membership in
% the Misséuri Synod \ This linas. of r=ason1ng ‘dees not“seem to. be in comglete accord
v w1th ‘Scripture, at lsast. not in complete accord W1tb Romans 16 17'

- - Our Synod's 1955 rasolutlon stated tbat wa suspended fellowshlp rulations '
with the. Lutheran Church - Missouri. Synod, . COggorate body, As a corpqrate body,
the Lutheran Church - Missouri ﬁynod is ‘an untlty -=~'a legal entity --- of the
v181b1e church here on earth, - As in the ease of all corporate. bodies, the Lutheran
Church - Missouri Synod is composs ad of mambers acting together as a unit 4in order
to pursve or aceomplish’'z common DUTDOSQ.: The will of any corporate body. concerning
- a partlcular matter or issue is ‘usually the will of the mgjority of its membershlp,
' and the minority should be and is 2lweys considered to be gbiding by.the will of
- the nia jority in. regard to tbat matter or issue as long as they- retain their member-
ship.in the: corporate bedy. This is true regardless of the fact that the minority

. may. ngvar- agre’= with the will of tHe_mejority in regard to that partlcular matter

. or issuey ThlSkls true as long as the minority remains subordinate to the will'of
the magorlty, whatever the reason, This is trus’only-until the m1nor1ty removes
itself from the will of ths majority --- by removing itself from the corporate body.

_ ‘In:the .case of the Lutheron Church - Mlssourl Synod, or any other synod for -
. that matter, ‘its membersblp is composed. of individual congregations, pastors, and
< teachers, We can only presume that, in thes case of the issues in controversy -
within the Synodieal Confsrence the past two decades, the will of the Lutheran

"f.Church -.Migsouri Synod has beﬂn and continues to be the will, either knowingly or

ignorantly, of the majority of its members, We ars aware that there has be=n a

substantial minority of its congregations, pastors, and teachers who have not been
in agresment with the majority as expressad in ths will of th> Luthéran Church - )
Missouri Synod in regard to thes“ matters at issue within tko Synodlcel Conference,
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Yet, this minority must be considered officizlly as abiding by the will of the

ma jority as long as thsy -remain in membarship with the. Lutharen Church = Missouri

Synod, no mattar how loudly and:long thsy may protest the will of the magorlty

and no matter whet ‘the reasons may - be for contlnulng their membership in the’ Luther" _

ity - X ,'ﬁ_=1f,from being considered . -

TSR de ot BT - o Iotbome |

. n“,9<5 cur Synod pl*ced the whole Lutheran Church -

. ™ , 1::"5:1 porate body undsr the indictment of Romans 16:17. In so _
_d01ng we placed the mlnorlty of . that Synod ds wall as its majority under the indict- -

o ment,  In suspending fellowship relatlons with the corporate Lutheran’ Church -f@“-

‘Ihssourl Synod, we suspendad fellowship. relations: with the minorlty ¢f that Synod

. as well as its majority, It must be noted -here that our suspension resolution does }:”'7
" not gtate that we suspended fellowship relations -with those in the Lutheran Church -

Missouri Synod who no logger are of ong mind and Spirit with us, “but rather our
-resolution simply 1y states. that we suspended fellowship relatlons w1th the Lutheran

- ‘Chuoreh. — MlSSOUrl Synod. On this basis the practics of fellowshlp (selectlve

o we suspended fellowsh1p relﬂtlons w1th those in the Lutheran Church = Missouri - .

s in fellowshlp with one °nother offlc;ally imply, on'the basis of Scrlpture that.

fellowshlp) by our:Synod with the m1nor1ty of the Lutheran Church’~ Missouri. Synod

is in itself a breach of our 1955 ‘suspension’ résolution, Yes, it: is true that our

Synod in that -same resolution further  on .stated that - we desired to continue feIIUW—
~ .ghip relations with those who agres with” us “inolr- stand and who testify with: us f“
“against the present errors’ of th& Luthéran Church = Missourl “Synod, -, However, if

this latter statement by our Synod 'is "applisd-to the m1nor1ty of the Lutheren Church S

n Missouri Synod in attemptingz te justify "select1ve ‘fellowship", isnft this a con-.

@ tradiction of the.basic rsselutidn itself?’ If our. besa.c resolution had statzd thc.t
: Synod who are.no longsr of one mind'and sp1r1t with us, “then this latter” stﬂtemeht :
- woyld be comp11mentary, ‘rather than. COntraolctory, and our resolution would then
.clearly sanctlon "selectlve-v=110wsh1p" w1th the 1nd1v1dual members of that Synod

. By formal acreement the Wi scon31n Synod and the Slovak Synod are in. fellow~ . S
ship with.the Lutheran Church = Missouri Synod and with our Synod, Church’ bodles R

. they are of one mind and onme spirit, ' Since we have determined that the Lutheran |
: Church - Mlssour1 Synod and our Syrod afe no longer of one mind:and “éons sp1r1t '

: _and have rag a resuTt " suspended fallowship relatlons doesn't it follow that S
K offlcially our Synod-is no lopger of one mind’andone spirit with the corporate -=Jﬁ-/
 Wisconsin Synod :and the: corporete Slovak Synod as .long as thsy officislly. persist !
in wiaintaining fellowship relstions with tha corporate Lutheran Church - Missouri -
Synod? Doesn't it follow that their of ficial will to continus féllowship-relations
with the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod, as determiried by the majority of their
members, has been ca using offenss to:our Synod since 1955 no matter-what the
_cxrcumstences of that fellowsh1p may be? Wouldn't it seem, on ths basis of our .
suspension, resolution,: that ‘the practics of - fellowship relations with the’ hlsconsin
Synod- and the Slovak Synod on any levél is also prohibited as long as thess. synods
maintain their official fellowshlp relatlons w1th the Lutheran Church - Mlssourl :
Synod? - ' S - : s

If Agslective fellowshlp" 1s to be practlced ‘how long is it %o contlnue with
-a synod in fellowship with the Missouri Synod- or a congrazgation’ ma1nt°1n1ng
membership in the Missouri Syned? Doss it cont inve indefinitely? Or, is thers a
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point reached when we must sevsr our relations with such a congregation or Synod-
even though they continue to stand with.us and testify with us? If so, how is
this point determined? Is it by human: judgment? If it is by human judgment, does
this not place us in thu unscriptural position of claiming then that human reason .

_ is necessary in determln'

ewhen to_P°v01drtiem"?frIt,mert be noted that they had

Let us now take a- page ﬁ‘om our own Synod's h:.storlcal%.

. and look to ‘the level of the eongrégation for a possible clearer.example for thls

’ argument A congregatlon ih most cases is-also a corporation, - Its membershlp

consists of~1nd1v1dual human beings, Let us assums that.one of the congregationg

o in our Syned finds that it can no longer agrez with the doctrlnal pogition of our -

'fSynod Let .us also assume that, for conscience sake, it is the will of the majority

. of that congregation to terM1nete membersh;p in our Synod. Let us also assume that

within this congregatlon thers is ‘a substantial. mlnorlty who:desires to remain in -
feIIOWShip with our Synod and who: agr=es with our position, but for some reason

fg.contlnues its membership in that congregation,- Would our Synod ‘and’ its remaining f”
-~ member congregations still con51der themselves to be in felldwshlp Wlth that

cengregatlon? It is: Safu to presume that they: would not since the’ congregation's’

"“name -would be struck from the. membershxp rolls of our Synod, Wbuld our' Synod ‘and

its remainlng member convregetions stlll consider thémselves to Be in fellowship'

" with the minority of. that congregd ition who. agrees with the position of cur Synod?’

It would also be safe to presume that they would not, at least not as long as-the -

u_mlnorlty continues to abide by tha will of ths ma30r1ty by cont1nu1ng its member-

-ship ‘in that congregatlon. Moreover, it is very likely that our Synod would.
strongly recommend ahd encourﬂge this minority to withdraw from ths congregetion
and form a new congregation. We would, no doubt, Justify our attitude and action

-.on the basis of Romans 16:17 ‘and 1 Corinthians 1:10. Once this had been accomplished,
*_felldwshlp with this new congragation by our Synod. probably would- then be considered

If this is the att1tude and action which our Synod would take in regard to.a

”-congregatlon, -ene. of our former congregﬂtlons,_why do we apply a different attltude

or standard to thw synodical Tevel? Wouldn't it seém. that, rather than having

' maintained or contlnued fellowshlp (selectlve) ‘with the: mlnority of the Missour1'8ynod

since 1955, our Synod. should havs strongly recommefided and encouraged those” congre~

_-fgatlons -of the. Mlssourl Synod who. agrss with us to withdraw from that Synod and form
v~ a new-Synod? . Wbuldn’t it seem that” after this had been accomplished, ‘our Synod.

\'lﬁgwould then consider the sthllshment of fellowshlp relﬂtlons w1th this new Synod? l

Let us: return to the example of the congregetlon that has left our ‘Synod,

Let us now assume that onz of our other remaining congrasgations agrees with the

'stand taken by ‘our Synod but, for some reason, officially continus$ to practice

- f3llowship with that conoregetlon while rstaining its -membership- in -our Synod. ' What

would be the attitude of our Synod and its other congregations. toward this congregatlon?

/Wbuldn't we consider this congregatlon as having committed error? Wouldn't we
-':stronvly recommend and encourage this congregation to desist from this practice
. of fellowship if it .desires to continue its membership in our uynod? Weuldn't we

even bring pressure to beer, based on Scripture, on this congregation to desist in
this practice? And if this congregation did not heed our Synod's request, wouldn't
we terminate its membership irm our Synod.also? If our Synod would take this

‘attitude in regard to a member congregotion, why do we apply a different attitude
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or standard to the synodical level? Wouldn't it sesm thet we should be strongly
encouraging the Wisconsin Synod and the Slovak Synod to desist from its offlc;al
- practice of fellowshlp with the Missouri Syned? - In. short‘_why d°~¢;,egyt,g9§ '

: “Stanc '=rs ﬁnu'lssue: at the synodlcal level than app11ed at
. those S°me 1evels back in- 1917 2nd which. probably is thv very reason for our
- Synod's exlstance today? : C

R S 0 WY d are rer.3n.2 reamegt' After the suspenélon
resolution was "dop'- by our qynod in 1955, most of our pastors and congregations -,

! ceased all fellowship with Missouri Synod pestors and congregations. Soms,. hOWever,rt“*

took no action and continuad on as if nothing had happened, Jjustifying: thelr
9051t1on on the basis of "selective fellowship". This lack of action by some of
our pastors and congregatlons has be=n offensive to others in our Synod. -4t the
present time some of our pastors bellev= that our:Synod's- protests to the Missouri
‘Synod have been heard and satisfied and that. fallowship relations ‘ean and showld .
be resumsd as soon as possxble. .Others_in oyr. Synod beligve that nothing Has. been ..
- settled and that condltlons in the Missouru Syned and the Syhodical Conference are.

actually becoming worse, The repeated, prolonged .and. seemlngly endless negotlatlon-ﬂ

‘between 'our Synod and the Mlssour1 Synod ars a continuing source of trouble in our

midst, The temptﬂtlons to compromlse doctrlne and:practice are always present in -

these negotiations., Thers are some in our:Synod who are of the conviction that .

- our Synod. had 1little or no 3ust1f10at1on for cont1nu1ng the presant / negotiatlons ﬁ_-uf

- 'with the Missouri Synod in 1957 and again in 1958, particularly after the sign-
" ificeznce of the 1956 resolutions of the Missouri Synod had been 1nterpreted by its
: Prae31d1um, and - =spec1ally since our' Unlon Committee. had réportsd to our 1955 .
convention that further negotlatlons with the Missouri Syned would-be fruitless
. ;that an impasse had been reachad! . Those who hold this point of view are of the
" conviction that any further negotlatlons ‘'with the Missourl -Synod cannot be Justiflec
until ws have Sons tang1b1e indication of a definite fabout face!. on its part!
On the othen bend .there are others in our Syned who bsliscve that the ‘Missouri
Synod has changed back to its old ways- egaln and th;t the present negot1atlons
.should be” contlnued whetever the cost,

_ It is clear that we in _our own Synod are not’ agreed It 1s apparentmthat
‘we are cﬂrtalnly not as strong in our stand today as we were in 1955, Our Syndd's
indecision and- spllt-personallty may ‘have. weakenad it to: the p01nt_where, by
‘compromise,. it could stray from the pure. doctrines and practices which have been
its very foundation, It .is possible that our’ Synod, as we know .it today, may :
eventually disintegrate! May God forbid! chever, the szme decay that is” occurr1ng

in the Wisconsin Synod is apparently occurring in’ our Synod also. 4 number of our -~ 7

pastors ard congregatlons are not prepared to contlnue much longer in our Syhod's
: present course and pOllCleS no matter Wthh po1nt of view they may advocate‘

v
3

PLRT YIv ACTION

It is obv1ous that our Synod flnds 1tse1f in a most dlstre551ng, awkward
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- or p031t10n This we cannot contlnue. o

-
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ambiguous, contradictory, snd unscriptural poesition at the presant time in regard

_to its dual reletlonshlp with the Missouri Synod ‘and the Synodical Confersnce.
With’the h&lﬁ“% God vway must be found to correct th1s unfortunete 31tuet10n —

© To contlnue our . pre sent “conrse will o

BLL posaible mst
confuslon and chaos both within and without our oynod; will onLy'res-~ -
waakening of our Synod that will lsad to its disintegretion; and will not result

- 4n a God-pleasing solution to the problems and issues within the Synodical

Conferznce. - Duz to these present conditions, 1t is nearly Lm995s1b1e for any laygan
ST RIS ) 2.Qur SyRodls stand

" The present nepot1at10ns belnv conducted betWeen the constltuent Synods of the

: Synodicel Conferencs, even if successful, will not resolve completely the issugs

between our Synod and the Missouri Synod until,. to use the words.of the'Chairman
of our Union Committes, the Missouri Synod executes i definite "about face", . is
of 'this date, therz is no indication- that. such an "ebout facat is contemplated or .

forthcoming., ..Our Syned continues in thase: negotiﬂtlons onlx at the risk of “‘com-

‘promising Scr1ptural doctrine. and practlce. By ‘the timé. our Synod-meets in con- -

yention in 1959, twenty-five 125) years, a -quarter of = centuny, will have elapsed’
since the first issue developed in the current -series. of controversies with the

- Missouri Synod There is little, if any, tangible evidence to show that.our .
.. repeated 2nd szemingly endless negotiations-these many, years with the, Missouri-

" . Syned havs borns any friit, -There is little;- i¥f any, tangible evidence to show

"~ that our testlmony and our repeated admonltlons and protests to the Missouri Synod
- these -meny years have evan been’heard +It is possible; although" extremely. doubtful

‘that the present - negotlwtlons may result in 2n &gresment on- the general doctrines S

~and practices at issue between our Synod and the Missouri Synod However, we must
_constently keep.in mind the fact that in the Missouri Synod of today there is con- _
.siderable difference betwesn the statements it accspts or the résclutions ‘it adopts -

. and ‘the teachings and practices it condones or even éncourages! Let:us ‘not be

. deceived by any. agreament arrived at prior to the necessary "deflnlte about face", "
for such an agreement will surely not be built on "rock" but only on- "sand"' L

There is a B1b1e verse which’ stﬂtes (Gulatlans 5:6) "A llttle leeven leaveneth
the whole lump.® To put it another way,. one rotten applesin a barrel of apples -

spoils the whole barrel.. God has never permitted this simple fact of life to work
“in the opposite direction, that is, the good apples never mske the rotten apple

good and wholesome again. In the Missouri Synod, the sseds of unionism were sown-
long ago. Thair roots have bson deeply imbedded and it .is véry unlikely thet

. they will ever ‘again be irradicatad.. The "leaven® has also been sown in the -

Wisconsin Synod., Referring to the illustration of the apples, that Synod- appears
to be over-pipe and about to decay, The Wisconsin Synod no longer walks in the -

-game old ways with-us, and our former fears. of forsa aking our brothers in that

Synod, if we withdrew from tha Synodical Conference, no longer apply. The fact of

. the matter is, they are now bsginning to forsake us, If our Synod continues on its
- present course, we can rest assured that the "leaven" will be sown'in our midst

also, if it bhasn't been already. God, through the Apostle Paul gives us a clear
warning and command in 1 Corinthians 5:6-8 2s follows: "Your glorying is not good,

Know y2 not that a little leﬂven lzsavensth the whole 1ump? Purge cut ‘therafore the
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our passover is s*cr1£1Ced for 'us!  Therefore lat us kesp the feast, not. with

old leaven, neither with.the leaven of malics and wickedness; but’ w1th the un- -
leqvened bread of 31ncer1ty and truth " Let us now hevd thgt Warnlng and command'

. After anelyzing the present C"lngtOHS SItU“tlon in whlch our Synod flnds
itsalf, there appears- to be only two courses. of action available to our Synod

which w1ll remedy this situation,  Oné is to 1ift the suspenslon and’ resume normal: - -

_ fellowshlp rezlatfons again W1th thv'Mlssourl Synod, 1In order . to take thls action,
however, our Synod must. havé'a 2. proper ‘basis for doing so. . One such ba51s, and the .
only basis in keeplna with God's ‘Holy Word, for this proposed dction would be. that'g
the d1v1slons and: offenses ‘¢ontrary to the doctrine which wé have learned have.
‘besn rzsmoved by the Mlssourl gynod in a proper manner, From a11 of thé fore-

going discussion we can’ clea rly sees that ‘this has not been aceomplished by’ the -
Missouri Syried, and it, now apobars very unllkely thet this will sver be accompllshed .

. at.'least not comp1=tely "It is ‘mtch, much too premature to' even conslder llftlng

) the suspensién at this time on thls "“basis., The only other basis’ on’ whlch ‘the
~ /suspansion ‘could be 1ifted ‘ati this: 4im3 is to’ completely disregard God's Holy WOrd
- -and. not ‘require that’ ths offéense be removed, If our Synod took thistaction, we

’swouldfbe casting. our Tot W1th ths 11berals, the modernléts, and. the. unlonlsts Wlth— Ly

in the M1ssour1 Synod.  We would then be rejecting 211 our previous testlmony, s
admonlt:.ons, and protests for the pﬁst twenty, odd years.' We would be comprom151ng
ths Scrlptural doctrines and'pract1ces. If otr Synod’ took this action, we would -
cl=arly’ show- all ths world that we no 1onger fear and 1ove God Such actlon 1s )
_unthmkabla sem 2t any tlme"

The other coursa. of 2ction "vdllatle to our Synod is, to break cleanly_ c,nd A :
g comgletelz with the'Missourl ‘Synod, That is, in ‘addition to changing the present AR
status. of fellowshlp relations from-that of being in suspansion to that of being
terminated, to terminatz also our membership in the Synodical Conference and to:

cease all 301nt endsavors ”SSOClated with it, including negotiations, Fhis would

o =q1so “ineluds the dlsasthb11shment of tha. practlce of "selective fellowshlp" as .it,

concerns all pastors and cengrﬁgﬂtlons, regardless- of stand, in the Missouri, Wis-=
consin, 2 and Slova k Synods;,  We have 2 very sound basis for taking. this action =~
"our own salvatlon if nothing. else ) If our Synod took this adtion, we would then -
. be rlghtlng many. of tha jerrors whlch our Synod has permitted itself to commit or :

becoms nngarrad in 1n recant Years, :uch action would 21iminate much of the confusic S
. and chads that now exists in our: own’ Synod and. in ths other Synods of the‘Synodlcal

. Conference, By withdrawing from the Synodical Conference and by dlsestebllshlng
. the practice of !"selective fellowship" with thoss Synods, we, both as a Synod and’ .
-2s individuals, would then be able to clearly 'show all the world that we stand firml .
on tha solid: rock ‘of God's. Holy Word and: that we refuse to walk hand in hand w1th
the liberals, the modernists, and the .unionists, " Such acticn by our Synod would

~ .cert°1n1y serve to strengthen and encourcge those conservative pestors, teachers,

' and congregations who may yot remain in the. Mlssourl. Siovak, and Wisconsin Synods;':7
and those who- hav= previcnsly left those Synods.. Our Synod would clearly show. by

such action that ws are really and truly "laboring for the re—nlignment of Lutherans'n“::

faithful to the Lutheran Confessions on more realistic ZTines than those which prevai
undsr the present chaotic-conditions in th: Synodical Conference" By withdrawing
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from the Synodieal Conference, our Synod may yet shock the Missouri Synod into a
full realization of the divisions end ths offensss which they have caused, and
it may serve to: re—awaken the Wisconsin and Slovak Synods,. Byt more than all
-this, such action may well ssrve to unify our own Sytied once more, and then we -
as a Synod and as 1nd1v1dUﬂls -~~~ with clear consciencs ~-- will be able.to

. . .concentrate mors whole-hear dly on praaching “the uncondltlonal Gospel because

- we have dlssoclated ours=1ves completelx from those who do not agreb ‘with us"ﬁ

It was 1n accordance W1th thbse reqsons thmt I prapared and'lntroduced
Res@lutlon Nei 1, "RESOLVED, that the Evangslical Lutheran Syhod withdraw its
membership from the Synodlcgl Confarenci®, at the 1958 convention of ths Evangelical
Lutheran Synod, It is true that not 211, of these. reasons were thought of ati the
- 1958 conve ntlon of our Synod when' this resolution was prepared and introduced,

| "Some of these Treasons were thought of since then and.some are based on ‘information
- that has' been made available since: the convention, - Neve rtheless,'lt is my firfn

;-conv1ct10n that thay. all: apply May God grant-your Committee the wisdom, the
‘strength, end the courage .to adequgtely consider and recommend appropricte actlon '
"concerning this re solptlon to our Synod at its 1959 cOBVentlon' ‘Once this has'.

been. done, may God also- grant that oir Synod will: tgke action ‘concerning this

_ resolutlon at the 1959 conventlon in a way that-will be_pleas1pg to Him! :

N
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RmSOLUTION NO 2

"RESOLV?D That we contlnue the present dlscuss1ons by our: Unlon Commlttee
w1th the Un1on Commlttees of the other Synods of. the qynod:.cel Conference,

'

PLRT I BACKGROUND

. ThlS resolutlon was- raluctﬂntlz 1nclud=d w1th Resolutlon No. l at the 1958’: -

S convent1on of our Synod,  This resolution was only prepared and introéduced when At

seemed® spparent that thers wes a prevclllng and an over-riding spirit at that-con-
vention to contxnue those discussions and. neuothtlons a2t the Synodical Conference
‘levél. . This spirit was veriously expressed ‘but it was to the effect ‘that only - :
one more year was nesded to determine if our Syned was. in doctrinzl agreasment Wlth-‘
the other: Syncds of the Synodical Conference bzcause the Union Committees would '
- certainly get to the problems at” igsue W1th1n the Synodlcel Conférence néw that the
prelimlnary work and. discussions, had” been completed It was also expressed that . - ¢
-v;our~Union Commlttee had spent much time and ehergy in ‘preparing our Synod's positlon e
in: regard to these issues and that we should ot ‘cast. aside their efforts now that.
'thsy were so close to_utlllzlng them in the negotiations. At ‘the! time, I did ‘not’

'~__comp1etely agree with this attitude because I felt that our: Synod ran the tremendous '

. risk of compromlsing the Scrlptural do¢trinas and practlces so dear to our Synod -

by . continuing these negotiatlons W1th the Missouri Synod, “However, I:finally. -

~ went along with, the splrlt of tha' conventicn. in this regard with the belief. that
‘my first resolution® was ‘thé really 1mportant -resolution and ‘that to continue the
negotlatlons one.more year ufter ull these years would probably do no; harm._a% nT

~ At the tlme Resolutlon No 2 was prepered ﬂnd presented to the 1958 conventlon,
Vit was env131oned that the neootlatlons between our.Synod and the ‘Wisconisin, Missour:

R and Slovak Synods would be: contlnued outiside the framework ‘of the oynodlcal COnferer

_ -<It should be .noted, however, that ths 1958 convention authorized the dontinuarice of
i these dlscu551ons W1th1n the framework. of the Synodical- Conference. ThlS amounted
to’2 pejection of Resolution No,i2 by our- Synod and thereforav ;

i

of thut resolu+1on subsequent tn tbe 1958 COnv~nt10n.,

B i A hoat s letia "j‘“" i

i 'R’F II ?E'PUDI!.TION '

'j thhouah the stptements cont01ned in Part I, above represent to the ‘best of
my recollection, an honest.and a sinesre re-stotement of the position I held w1th :
respect to Resolution No. 2 at the time of our Syncd's: 1938 conventlon I must . ¢
respectfully report that. I can no longer agree with the stand I took at that time,” - .7
If I'were presenting these substltute resolutlons to our Synod-at this present time,. = . .
I ‘¢ould not includ® Resolution No.-2, and, if ths subject matter of Resolution No, 2 : | .

'.-'were presently ‘ander consideration by our Synod I:would now have to call for its

immediate regectlon,, My reasons for this change of p051t10n ‘have been variously
stated under the presentation for Resolutlon No. 1. For one thing; I sincerely belk .
now thct the spirit of ths 1958 convention of our Synod was in itself a decéption,

It was illogical to presume that onlx .ong more year Was required to establish whethe:

N
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our Syned is in doetrinol agrzement with the other Synods of the Synodical Conference.
In fact; it is now obwious that that was an impossible presumption to moke, Due to

- the very nature of these negetictions and dué to-the intricate mechﬂnlcs thet are
involved, -our Synod will not know if it is in doctrinal agreement with the other
Synods of the Synodical. Conferenca untll each of the statements being drawn’ up by

.. the various Union Committess in thbs\, negotiations concerning.the doctrines and

: prectlces at issue is sither finally ratified or: fin21ly rejected by each Synod 1
in convention asseMbled .4Amd it is-to be presimed thet the work of the various - -

' 1:Uh10n Committees Wlll not ba compl sted until ths final statement ‘has &ither beén

~_frat1fied or reJect ed by each Synod,, -This will not: take ‘one’more year, but many
more years. Let us take our owr. Synod for example. The first statement of doctrine
(Verbal Inspiration) prodpced by these: negotiations was. presented to our Synod

et the 1958 convention: This statement wss r=ferred to the General Pastoral Conference

Ffor study -If thls study is completed by the tlme of “our 1959 cohvention, our
Synod -will then have the- opportunity to act on this statament at that tlmu. This
will have tﬁken one year's time after it was first presented to our Synod »But what
Tabout those’ Synods that do not mast /in ‘convention every year? - £id as statem nts -
-are completed on the more controversial doctrlnes, how much time will bs requ1red

. by each Synod for further study? How meny times will these stotements have to be

- amanded’ in. tha process of .attempting to “gain ratification?  Then, ¢an-all this
_actually be accomplished in JuSt one more year as was expressed at tbe 1958 convnntlon

“ of our Synod? =rta1ngx ool - T

- Secondly, it 13 now wiy flrm convlctlon that the authorlggi;on to continue the
_current nsgotiations with ths Missouri Synod, grﬁnt ed by our Synod in 1957 and again

. in 1958, was ill-conceived, ~Tt;should be noted here ‘that the authorization to ~ . =
~ begin theszs current neootlﬂtlons, granted’ ‘by:our Synod in 1956 is not’bvlno questloned
I now firmly- balleée that the =zuthorization to continue these negotlatlons was not

“based - on propar- grounds --- nok.on Seripture. ‘In considering thls point, we must.

~remember that tha.authorization to Bogin these neégotiations was: granted af%er .not™’
before,. our Synod had officially. placed ‘the Missouri Synod under the’ 1ndlctment of
Romans 16 :17. and had susperided- fallowshlp ralatlons ‘On the. ba31s of Scrlpture

_th _f.o“e fustlflablb reason for which furthmr nf 0" £
b ' : ] :17 ‘can be ”UthTlZ“d ~ia

£

and thet 15 to séd

(=]

. — no for thb purpose of presenting
: further protes: s tes 1mony, and admonltlons It is preSUmed that the evidence was:
all sufficient and thoroughly studied and walghed prior to plaeing that church body
under the indictmznt of Romens 16: :17, If the evidence was not sufficient, then the
- indictment  itself was ill-conceived! On the basis of Scrlpture further negotlatlons
with a church body under the 1ndlctment of Romans 16:17 can be justified for the -
‘purpose -of - actually detarm;n1ng whether, in fset, ths divisions and offenses have
been removed, only after there has besn some reasonable 1ndlcat10n by that church
: 'body s off1C1el actions ions which would show that these divisions and -offenses might
- have been removed, In the case of the Misspuri Synod, after having been placed
undetrr ths indlctment of Romaris 16:17 in 1955 by both our Synod and ‘the Wisconsin
Synod, they adopted certain rﬂsolutlons at their convention in 1956, although vague
" in wording, that indicated they may have reopented -i- that indicatasd the divisions
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and offenses m&z,heVQ possibly, in part, been removed., Faint though these
possibilities ‘were, it was then our® Synod's God-given duty under our 1955 resolution
! to investigate thlS matter to sss if the divisions and offenses- had actually, in
fact, been removed, Our Synod-in 1956 . authorized our Union Committee to do just
\that' Subsequent to the 1956 convention of the Missouri Synod, the Praesidium of.
--that Synod clarified and astabllshed -the . 1mp11cat10ns of those resolutions whereln

_our Synod had detected the possibility. of offenses and’ divisions being removed,

From these. clarlflcatlons, it was now ctystal clear that siuch was not the case,: At,"

sthis point, all negotlatlons by our ' Synod with the Missouri Synod; should again have'zk_"

" “ceasad. However, that did mnot occur.. These negotiations ware continued in 1957 and\_;
" again in 1958, Was.the juatlflcatlon for contlnuing these.: negotlatlons basad upon -

.Some OffiClal ‘tanc']_b]_e ]_ndlcatlon that the le:LSlonS and - Offenses had been or Were i

- belng removed? Not so! Then, what has ths justification of ‘these. contlnued negot-' .
iations with the Missouri Synod besn based upon? It would seem that they were just-
Cified onlx on the faint hope that some day, sometime. in the future, the Missouri

Synod ‘may’ remove the -divisions and offenses. ‘Ls of - thls date,,that has not- occurreé - .

. nor is occurring, This fact is borne out by the official ‘record of the Missourl s
'Synod and by the statements of the Chairman of. our Unioh Committse ‘in*his report on.\'

 f the 1958 Synodxcal Conference. convention quoted previcusly in this presentatlon undeﬁ5"f;
- Resdlution No.. L on ‘page 8 ("For the Missouri Synod will have to execute a definite: " -

labout face! if its old stand is to be maintdinasd RN 5 TR flrmly belleve that the . !

above reason given for justlﬁylng these continued and- prolonued negot1at10ns is in- ‘_'“

| zadequate unfourided, and Scrlpturally incorrect,. I do not believe. that théss, neg=

~ otiations, Justlflad on. such a- premisey will ‘ever be completsly’ successful or will -

produce the results our Synod had intended, Therefore, to continuve them is not only
' wrong,’ but ce tainly ‘not worth the rlsks ano temptatlons to our Synod whlch are
necess rily. 1nvolved 'H=_ Lol et

. Flnally, if our Synod W1thdrgws from thb Synodlcal Conference as speC1f1ed in
Resolution No, 1; thers will be no:nedd for any . further negot1ations with the other
'iconstltuent Synods . Our stand w111 then. have- Haen made unmlstﬁkably clear, [Then, -
- if any congregatlon or synod gxpresses to our Synod a desire to establlsh fraternal o

' relations with us, or if we'de esire to consider extendlng the bonds. of fellowship to

'another synod or: chureh body, our Synod can. authorlze, if uvallable ev1dence 3ust1f1;i:=:

- ard 1nd1v1dually, '?~L' e o o ._ ) i !_

I thank God that He hqs opened” my eyes to. thls matter of cont1nued neuotiatlonsfﬁ}.

" with the Missouri Synod and that He has given me a batter unders‘tandlng of the actua
mechanlcs and 1ntr1cgc1es 1nvolved 1n thpse negotlatlons'

PART III TH" CONS“QUWNCLS OF CONTINUED VEGOTIITIONb

_ It is being stated in our Synod of late that the present. negotlatlons and

. discussions being conducted betwesn the union committees of the constituent Synods
of the Synodical Conference should bz continued because-thay are very benaficial -
in that they provide the-first opportunity during these many years of conflict to
determine whether or not the synods are actually in doctrlnal agreement, and, if
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‘not, where the actuzl differences exist, Is this not a rather hollow or empty
=ﬂrgument for atteMptlng to Justlfy the continued ex1st=ncu of these nngot1at10nsr
. Ara ths -supportsrs. of: this orgument ‘trying to convay to us the impression that |
durlng these. many ysars our- Synod did not know if it was in doctrinal agresment
with the Missouri Synod? ire they att>mpt1ng to convey to us the, impression that
our Synod does not now already. know whsre its differences’ with the Missouri Synod
actually ex1st? This is a’ rather illogical - situation, If this be the case, it
would appear that our Synod's suspension of fellowship rilations-with ths Missouri
[8ynod in 1955 Was premature and 111 conceived in that we did pot Know if we were -
actually ink dlSﬂgrebment with the Ilssouri Synod., If this is the case, what about.
the éndless hours spent in dlscu551ons with the Missouri Synod prior to 19557 What
ebout the. volumes of avidence,. protests, and correspetidénce gathered prior to 19557
Chre they out of dats and no longer. eppllcablﬂ? It would szem that such an argument
is. not in kas p1ng with ths facts ﬂnd as such is 1nva11d' - o :
' . . Tt.is ‘also b=ing stated in our Synod that we and. the other synods of. the .
Synodlcal Confarsncs need .2 new and correct statement. of the doctrines at- -issueé -~
- a clear, comprehansive statement concerning doctring and practice for today on the
‘bagis of Scripturs., In fact,.our Syned.officiaily subscribed to this idea by author-
~izing part1clpat1on in the proposed 1nternﬁtlon61 confarence of consarvative Lutheran
theologlans at our 1956 convention, Why do we nead gnothér correct statement -of
| 'the doctrines at issus? “re not the Saersd Seriptiures and the Lutheran Confassions
- ehough and adequat= 1n.th1s regarﬁ? Or, have thsy become obsolete? " Lra they no -
 longer.clear, compfehensivé, and adéquat° for the nzeds of this 20th. centuny era?

- Must we have statement after statement. -heaped ‘ona "upon another -l— one compllcat1ng
" another e ons eontradicting another --- one refuting another --~- one correcting -
another --- one restating another?: How much ‘confusion will all this creats?-

.. How ara. thb lay peoplz ever going to -understand this sort of confu31on? “Letts
insist on the abolition or-rejection. of those statsments or portions therecof that
are unclear and those that. contain false doctrine ﬂnd pr1n01ples not in accord with
. ths Scrlptures' Wouldn't it ssom imparative’ that wae' keep our thaology Scrlptural
but snmple so that the lay paople can understand 1t? T :

‘TE WOuld ‘Seeim. from‘the ro pcrt by the Ch irman of our Synod‘s Unlon Commlttea,

as quoted in this presentation under Resolutioh No. 1 on page 8y that our -Synod

is niegotiating and doing businsss with another church body thet- gives ‘evary . 1ndlcat1on
of becoming more and more libsrzl-and unionistic as time goés by rather than returning
tovits old Seriptural stand and. principles, .. It obviously appears.that our. Synod ™
"has the cart in front of the horse" insofar as the present negotiztions are concerned,
“Isn't it imperative that our Synoé_should now delay any further negotiations with

the Missouri Syned until there is indisputable cvidence that would show the Missouri.
Synod has executed or' is.executing an "about face" 2s referred to in thet report?

" Yet, in the same report by the Chairman of our Union Committee a above, he tells us.
that to Jjudge by the attitudes and statements at their last muetlngs, it ‘would

segem that we. :will be able to come to agresment on ths doctrines and principles at
issue in the Synodlcal Conference, What-is he trylna to convey to ws here? What

kind of* an agreement ‘doss he suppose this will be? By what foundation will such an
~agreemant be supported? Is the Chairmen of our Union Committes explzining. to us

that in order to achisve this agreement our Synod is prﬁpared to forsake the Sacred

N
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Seriptural doctrines and principles to a certain extent? Or, is he telling us, sub-
coneciously, that we ars deeling with o unionistic church body which will agree to
anything for agreement's seke only? From the report by the Chairman of our Union
Committes, it would not be’ illogical to presume that, by continuing the present

_negotlatlons with: the ‘Missouri Synod, we are unW1tt1n01y negotzatlng our own. membef-T""

ship in the National Luthzran Council{ It :is difficult to see how any. ‘argument
- attempting to- Justiﬁy our Syncd's continued négotiations with ths Missouri Synod
- ‘under thesz cond1t10ns can be basad on-anything. but human reason and wishful thlnklni”
May God .forb id any agréement with the Mlssourl Synod under these conditlons and bu11"
on such 3. weak foundat1on.kﬂ : _ . ‘o LT L

Our preclous Savmor tells us in M;tthew 7 2& 2? "Therefore whosoever heareth o

- these sayings. of mina; and dosth, them,,I willsliken him unto a’'wise man, whlch

“bun.lt his house upon a Jrock: ind’ the i‘am descendad, and the floods came, and the
winds blew, and beat upon that house;.and it fell not : ‘for.it was founded upon a =
rock ' 4nd every ons that. hoereth these sayinvs of mina, and doeth: thom not, shall :

;‘;be likenad unto a2 foolish man, which built his house upon the sand: 4nd . the rain

=:wdescended ‘and the floods. came, and. the wxnds blew,. and beat upon that, “house; and:-
.4t fell: and greqt wag ‘the fﬂll of it If any ﬁgreement that we may achleve with '
‘ths Missouri Synod, is bullt on "sand" rathér than on "rock" surely great will be -

i -~ .the fall of 1t elso.

’

May the Lord grant your commltt 22 A proper understandlnCr of my changed p01nt
of V1=W 1n reg rd to Resclutlon No 2' : S e _

S LT I T
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" RESCOLUTION NO. 3

."RWSOLVED thot ws ﬁgrln dbclcr~ our. d951r° to me intain and sstgblwsh fraternal
ralations with- those synods, - congragaticns, and individuals who are of one mind and
_splrit W1th us in. matters of Chrlsthn doctrlne and practlc

ART I BACKGROUND

o This resolution, is 2 re- statom nt of a portlon of our Synod's 1955 resolutlon
which suspunded fellowship relations with the Missouri Synod. “Out of love-for our
-Christian brothers and in comp11QUCe_w1th God's Holy Word, the subject.matter of

this resolution should ﬂlWﬁys bs the goal'of. cur Synod under the proper circumstances.
Tt is in keeping with our purposz of 1ﬂbor1na for a re-alignment of Lutherans faithful

to’ths Lutheren Confessions. .This resclution will be especially 31gn1f1cant flttlngt :

: and: propar upon our Synod's withdrawcl from tho Synod1cal Conferonee.\

AN : : P . ‘\.

P%RT II* PURPOSE

. ThA threu rusolutlons whlch are the subgect of thls entlre pr sentctlon and
which have been reférved: to your commlttaa for study, avaluation, and a raport to
- the 1959-convention of our Synod: were inteonded to ba a substltute proposal for the
- second resolution. presentad by Floor Committee No. 6 at our 1958 convention, ut the
' time these rasclutions were pr=scnt=d to-tha COnvantlon, our Synod had . Just edopted
. the first resolutlon introducad by the Floor Commlttee which states. "RFSOLVED ‘That
~.our pastors and -people hbad th admonition of our prV81dent not to purtlclpate in

e meetings which might. serve to involve our Synod and couse misunderstandings.” To

the layman the 1mmeﬂiute 1mpllcgtions of this résolution and. Resolution No, 3 of
ths substitute proposzl are:that, taken together they are contradictory and con-
fu51ng. Unfortunately, although separated by a period of thres years in their
adoption, the sub ject matter of both resolutlons now reprhsent the off1c1"11y
'.expr=ssed de51res of our Synod Co

It was a purpose of Resolutlon No. 3 to _point out to our Synod this confu31ng
and contradlctory atmosphere, If our’Syncd had considersd Resolution No 3 at its
' 1958‘conventlon, it would seem that Resolution No. 3 would have had ‘to been rggected:'
in the intsrests “of «consistency sinee the first reselution presented by the Floor
 Committee had already ba=n adopted. On the other hand, if Resolution No. 3 had been
considered 2nd 2dopted, it would s=zem that our Synod would have had to reconsider
its action in-connection with the first resolution pressnted by the Floor Committee,
Because of their implications, it would.seam that these two resolutlons, 2s thay are
now wrltten, cannot stand side by: side as approved wills, desires, or ac¢tions-of our
_Synod  In these troubled times it is imperative that our Synod expr=ss 1t5°1f
always in‘a clear unequ1voca1, end non~contr dlctory manner!

ok e sk o o ok o ok o o steofe s o ook ok ok ke oK
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CONCLUSION

o Synod like a congregatlon or an 1nd1v1dua1 ‘is worthy of. its existance only
50 long as.it adheres to God's Word, When a Synod departs from God's Word, it is,
doomad, - It may continue to sxist but only beceuse of the patience and lonﬁ-suffer1n
' of God, Church history shows us that .God throughout all time. has repeatedly purged
His: church so-as to cast out the "old leavén" and. "kecp the feast" (1 Corinthians
5 7). Sad as it may seem to us, - it-is very possible that He is preparing to purge

our own’ Syncd too. “We must 21l remember, hOWever, that our Synod had 1ts humble be-: '_

ginnlngs as a r=su1t of such a purge.

Our precious SaV1or telis us ih Mstthcw 6 20, "No ‘man can serve two masters-
for either he will hate the one, and Love the -other; or slse he will hold to one,'
ahd despise the other., Ye cannot serve God and mammon." He further tells us in’
Métthew 10 37—38 "He that loveth father .or mother mors than ‘me is not worthy of
me: Jhe that loveth son-or ﬂaughter more than me, is not worthy of me. :4nd hé that
_ - ‘taketh not his cross, and followsth after me, is not wdrthy of me." It is true that

God. commends us ‘to restore an erring ‘brother in: the:spirit of meekness, Tt ‘is true
that God requires us to, be patient and long suffering in dealing with an “erring. .
brother so as to endeavor to keep the unlty of . spirit in the ond .of peace. It is-
also true that God commands us to "mark" anfe ‘1]gf rothe' en he#causes off=nse
and persistently. refuses ‘to- head our test:.mony, admcmtlons and protests, It ‘is’

. also true, howevar; that once havlng "marked® an erring brother, God commands us

to "av01d" h1m . at all: tlmes and in. all places as long'as hd remains heedless,.”i..

; .in his heedless wWays i then ,
""" If our repeated and, patlent attempts
to restoré a'he; 12
become blinded by our goal. We then lose sight.of the fact that we are actually
placlng our. goal above-God, This is jdolatry! . This is a 'sin against the First "

Commandment, . If the pleasures -of this world and. the ‘inconveniences. involved in:

exactly f0110W1n° God!s Word cause us .to neglect or put-off doing God's Will, we als.

§in against the First Commandment. - Can it be possible: that our Synod's present .
d1lemma has bsen, caused by a subcon501ous worship of - the’ Missouri Synod --- of the
_Wisconsin: Synod -t~ of the Synod1ca1 -Confaerence. -~~:of our own ‘Synod? Iet us now-.
heed Christ's warning!  Our. Synod cannot serve,two masters! We cannot serve God
and mammon! "If we, as 2 Syncd are to ba worthy of Hﬁn we must take up the Cross

~ -and follow after Him! | _ B : .

Mere ignorance of the Law and Gospel will not be a "saving" factor on Judgment
Day.. -Mere ignorance of civil law, : although poss1b1y a mitigating circumstance in- .
assessing punlshmant, is not a factor in detarmlnzng the guilt of an accused who' has -

transgressed the law, ~Mers ignorahice of error does-not justify continuation in erro: .'*"

adherence to error, nor endorscment of error, Ignoranee of the errors by our Synod,
‘ard the othér Synods as well, does not remove from us God's command to do His Will.
Ignorance of the errors of the. Mlssourl Synod by the lay people, and pastors too,
of our Synod does not justify lack of obedience or even partial obedisnce to God!s
Holy Word 1n_dea11ng with the Missouri Synod and the Synodical Conference. Mey
the Lord open the eyes of all of us so that we as individuals, as congregations,
and as 2 Synod will see our errors and those of the other Synods as welll

ss'err1nv brothar vo‘bcyond the requirements of God, we thén h&vﬁf

o
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It may seem after ro aviewing the foregoing presentation thet Resolution No, 1,
which calls for our Syncd to withdraw its membership from the Synodical Conference,

. will not, if adopted and standing ~lons, completely clarify our Synodt!s position,

Perhaps. to that extant Resolution No, 1 is incomplste. If our Synod determln s to

withdraw from the Synodical Conferance, it may deem it advisable and necessary to

adopt a moré detailed series of resolutions:which would serve to clarify its position

- more completely and rsmove confusion, "Such 2 datailed series of ‘resolutions m might

. include the following necessary itsms: -/in emphabic reaffirmetion of our Syncdls
- desire t6 ramain true and fully obedient to the Word of God and tha. Lutheran Con-

feSS1ons changing the present status of our fellowship relaticns with the Missouri

- Synod from that of being in suspension to tha 1t of being terminated; termination of .
- our membership in. ths Synodical Confarence and all joint endeavors associasted, with

it; rejection of that portion of our 1955 resclution which permitted "sglective

5'engag=d in W1th othgr congrega_

."fellowship"; a declaration that continued fellowship relations by our Synod with-
~ those synods, congrsgzations, and individuals who officially stand and testify with

us but who also officially continug fellowship with, affiliation with, or member-

. ship in the Missouri Syned,-is 1mposs1bl= as leng as they; retain their tisg with _
the Missouri Synod; a reaffirmation of cur Synodls purpose to libor for a realignment

of Lutherans faithful te the Lutheran Confsssions-along more. ruallstlc 1in&s than

‘thosa. which preveil under ths pressnt chactic eonditions in the ‘Synodieal Confersnce
“and, 2lsewhere: a dselaration o our_Synod‘s desire to establish 2nd then maintaln

fraternal relatifns hose - Jongrsgations, and. individuals who ars of

" one mind and spirit w1th us .in- mattars of Christisn doctrine and practice; and a

request to our msmber congregﬂtlons so conesrned that they proceed with all d=1iberat°.

haste to terminate, in : Go”~plva51ng way, a1l Joint endeavors that they may be
e ,'gihmg 2, §zncg1ca1 Conforenc==§g§;§‘,,uunn

e

There is no doubt that tha T~‘v'mg:ﬁ.1cz-zl Lutheran -Synod . faceé'a'ﬂbmentous

,decxslon at its 1959 convention. OQur- Synod will have-to declare 1tse1f one way. or -
‘another ds concerns our future relations with the Missouri-Synod and the. Synodical.
Conference, . Qur Synoa will have to take note especially that_our fellowship |
. relations with ths Missouri Synod hqve, since 1955, been in a "Suspend adn status
. which, by definition, is tempor°ny and--ifplies 2 mors permansnt action isto be’
- fortheoming, Our Synod will have to racegnize that the present status cannot, in
-kisaccordanee with Holy Writ and for our own good be contimied, Our,Synod will have
.. -to-review again tha MFMORI.L presente in 1957 by Rav. frthur Sehulz, ~ Our-Synod
. will have to recognize that,. once having M"marked" 2 church body as heving caused .
'lelsions and offsnses, it is pot within the sphere of humen judgment 2 and reason

to dstermine when to "av01d", whom to "ayoid®, and whzther there be any hope- thﬁt
the church body will ever turn away from its errors, Our Synod will have to

© seripusly review and recognize thz urgent admonition contained in 1 Corinthians

5:6-8, We will have to.take note that "our gleorying is mot gpo&" ~We will have

to recognize and head that Scriptural prac=pt "Kriow ye not gg g 1little leaven
: 1saveneth the whole lump?" Our Synod will have; ‘to recognize the prasent total

~-chaotic synodical cond1t10ns and, u51ng the Sacraed Scr;ptures as a basis, face

them squarely!

It is'my fbrvent prayer that sach pastor ﬂnd delcg te at the 1959 ccnventlon
will, with the gx.uclanc:g of the Holy Spirit ond with God's ‘Holy Word beforg. him,
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judge the evidence properly and vote his convictions in d etermining our Synod!s
daeision without concern for the things of this world. It would be Ffegrettable

if our Synod's decision was attzined as a result of politieal compromise in a

"fence -mending" gasture rather than by convietion. Such a decision would not be
God*pleas1ng. Such décision weuld only lsad to future controversies within our
midst, It may be far better that our Synod disintegrate now rather than remaxn,'

- ambarked, on a course of action determined by pélitical compromise in a ‘“fence-

. mending gastura ~dictatad by "Synod love! over and against fear and love of God,
411 in all, there is only one course of action which our .Synod can take in regard

. %o synodlcel matters --= that which is in keeping with-the Sacred Scriptures.
If that course is.taken, thers need be no- thought of compromise and “fence-mending":
in our Synod . God will then do'the "fence—mendlng", if any is. needed! .~ : -

Moy God grant our. pﬁstors and delegates at the 1959 conventlon of our Synod _
the wisdom, tre strength, and the courage to vote their conv1ct10ns in detarm1n1ngl-.

- our Synod's momantous decision! With Christ.as our light, may God grant that our
Synod will so sh1n as to be a 11ght unto thn world in these troubled tlmes!

_ Respectfully subm1tted

SN
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" copy, of my November presentation.

A SUPPLEMENT TO MY LETTER OF NOVEMBER 28, 1958!

Eau Clalre, wascon51n
Msrch 10, 1959

The Members of the Un10n"Comm1ttee=

- Evangelical, Lutheran Synod . - S S o a o T
Bethany, Lutheran College S, . o i PR S
Mankato Mlnnesota S SV o .“ . o . - '

Dear Commlttee MEmbers A Prof G 0 Llllegard Chalrman _
' : : S .- i -Prof, M H, Otto = . Ce
" Rev, T, Asberg o
Dr, Paul Raridolph :
Mr Stanley. Ingebretson

o ThlS rspresents a- supplement to my Statement of Reasons for Ihtroduclng the
Substitute. Resolutions on Doctrinal Matters to our: Synod's 1958 Convention, which

. .I presented to your: Comittee: on November 28 1958, - It is:based on 1nformatlon and. _'
- material that has been made available sinde my. November: presentatlon was wr1tten.

'}~I request that jyou slso. con51der this supplement in your deliberations concerning
" the Substitute Resolutions, It is my intention to distribute a mlmeographed copy
of this supplement to each’ pastor of our Syncd ‘as an attachment to the mlmeographsd_

o oanebruary 3, 1959, 1nformat10n was recelved that the Lutheran Church -
Missouri Synod had declined' to undertake: exploratory talks at this {£ime leading to-

' - possible affiliation with the Nat10na1 Lutheran Council,” In the ASSOCInTED PRESS_

release concetrninhg thls matter, ‘it was. stated that Dr. Behnken had notified the
- B1st annusl convention of thée National Lutheran Council that the’ Missouri Synod

"respectfully declined" the- imvitation at this tims,. He was quoted &s saying that'. Fo

the Missouri Synod is working toward greater Seriptural harmony in doctrine and
o practlce with the Wiscon51n, Norwegian, and Slovak Synods and.is awaiting the out-,
come ¢f several ‘mergers now'in the. Erocess of negotlatlon (emph351s mlne). "On .the
surﬁace thlS11$ a grat1fy1ng gesture by. tPe Missouri Synod in that they hawe; for :
the time being at least, off1c1ally declined these talks with the’ Hatlonal Lutheran;f
. Council, . However, let us not be deceived (Romans 16:18)! It would' be 1nterest1ng
to find out what Dr, Behnken had in mind when he said that the Missouri Synod ‘is .
awaiting the outcome: of several mergers now in. the procass of negotiation, Perhaps
a recent 1ssue of the MlSSOUrl Synod's LUTHERAN WITNFSS sheds some llght on this.
matter. .

o In an artlcle entitled "What Happened at Oslo?“ on page 21 of the' February A0, -
-1959, {ssue.of the LUTHERAN WITNESS we are informed that officials of the Lutheran '
World Federation tet with officials of the:Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod at St,
‘Louis on January 12, 1959 to dlSCUSS procadures for future talks between the LWF
and the Missouri Synod The article states that this meet1ng was a sequel 'to the
meating between LWF and Missouri Syned representatives in Oslo, Norway, held August
11 to 13, 1958, The article thsn tells how the Oslo meebing came aboutand what
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© took place at that meeting, The reader is reminded that At its convention 1n St
Paul ih 1956 the Missouri Synod, though it declined membership in the IWF, never-

- theless expressed 'its willingness to meet with offieial representatives of the LWF

- to discuss all points in question' " --x to quotc the article directly. We are "

then informed that the Missouri Synod, upon having reczived-an invitation from the

Commission on Theology of the IWF to mest at Oslo, appointed: Pres:.dant Alfred O,

- Fuerbrlnger and Professor Paul M, Bretscher of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, to
represent the Missouri Synod at this meeting, It is stated that the d:.scuss:.ons at

- this meeting in 0slo were carried on in & friendly and fraternal but utterly fcrth-

sr:.ght manner with each group presentlng its position. It is also stated that no -
efforts were made at any point to minimize existing differences, On the other hand,

we are also told that at the close. of the sessions the Missouri Synod. representat:,ves_ B

- were asked to have their Syncd declare the preconditions under which it would be
minded to affiliate with the IMF. The keynote of the entire arts.cle, moreover, . is
contalned in the last paragraph whlch 1s quoted as follows : o

.' “In their rcport on - the me etlng 4in Oslo to the Commlttﬁe on: Doctrlnal Unity N
of our Synod (Missouri, Synod), thc: undc rs:.gned conclud=d thcir fmd:.ngs in sub. -
stance, as, follows- TN :

- . "1, The: LWF cannot he dealt with. apart from the =nt1r<. ecumenleal mov=ment
. Thi% means that in its further study of the IWF the Missouri. Synod nust examine
also.’ thﬁ hlstory, purposes character, and actw:.ties of thed ecumenical movemcnt.

_ “2 The Missouri Synod needs to consider. the concern ralsed at 0slo that - our
-=Syned is followmg a pohcy of ’J.SOL.'thl’llSm. / , : .

T "3 The Misgouri Wnod ought s«rlously to cons1dcr the request of members of
- the Commission on Thoology and of the president of the IWF that the Missouri .

. Synod. formulate what it believes ' ougbt to be ths doctr:_nal posa.tmn, purposes
and character of the \LWF, , . _ _

e "4 If inv:.ted by the exccutlve au‘bhorlt:.es of thc \LWF to. part;clpate in
: ,further dlscussa.ons of our. Synod's concarns refgardlng the LWF our Synod should
accept the mvitat:.on. L ~ _ L _
N o 0 pam -M.:.:;B're'-tscher
’ -+ Alfred 0, Fuerbringer®

It is true that the Missouri Synod has declined discussions with the National
Lutheran Council at this time, Yet, thay have been holding discussions and seem to
want to continue holding discuss:_ons with the jutheran World Federation ~-- a much
 larger and even more heterodox-church body than the National Litheran Council,

. Arentt these discussions by the Missouri. Synod with the LWF actually "exploratory

" talks", in fact? Aren't they strikingly similar to the initial discussions that the
Mmssoun Synod had with the Zmerican Lutheran Church back in the -early 1930%s? Yes, :
1ot us not be deesived! ILet us not be deceived by the attempts of the Missouri
Synod in r recerrt years to ggccasionally show a so-called: ™newly-found orthodoxy"”, On
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the one hand, we have a. statement by Br. Behnken to the effect that the Missouri
Synod, is, Worklng toward greater Scriptural harmony in doctrine and ‘practice with
the Wisconsin, Norweglan, and Slovak. Synods. . On the other hand, we have thesa®

discussions by ths Missouri Synod with the IWF, Aren't these- meet1ngs and dlSCUSS—.yg?. K

f;-ions by the Missouri. Synod with the errorists and false ‘tsachers in . the TWF.a direct. .

: affront to the' Holy Scr1ptures? If the: Missouri~Synod is: really and truly:an ortho--

. . - dox church body, are Pres, Fuerbringer and Prof ;- Bretscher showing this: orthodoxy ’

.- -ih.their recommendations to their synod cconeerning. the Oslo mesting? "Or in. pro-lw..“
clalmlng thls orthodoxy, would it not. have béen more in order for these Missguri
Synod rbprasentatlves to recommend that, in the interests of preserv1ng~pur1ty of

. doctrine and practlce among .us, alt d1scussions by the Mhssourl Synod W1th the LWF
-should be discontlnued? ' o e ,,— el .

“The Missourl Synod 1n the old days as an rthggox church body, emphatlcally
proclaimed the exclusiveness of ocrlpture and all its tecachings, By this article
in the LUTHERAN WITNESS we now be chold the Missouri Synod suddenly showing concern.
S ‘about the iselation whlch such exclu51v1sm nycessarily creates “in these days when =
%+ » the éry of the world is "dseds, not cresds", " And this concern;is being voiced -
: ;Koff1c1ally and publlcally by two promlnent members of thelr Concordla ‘Seminary-" -
. faculty. What a pathetic S1tuat10n.. Aren't the very pellcles and practlces wh1ch
{jour adversaries ‘brand as "isolatlonlsm" ths, ‘actual clear teachings of Scrlpture -
: flconcernlng church‘felIQWShlp? WHS'Chr1st when He. was yet visibly present here on
- 'earth, concérned about the 1solat1on from th, hardened Pharlsees caused by Hls
' ;teachlngs? . : _ M _
. Although thu Mlssourl Synod ‘has dec11ned to part1c1pate in dlSCUSSlODS concern—
. :ing afflliatlon with £he National Lutheran Council at thls tlme, the fruits of its -
' 'past dealings ‘with that-unionistic church'body are still wvery much with us,- On~
' 'Fébruary Y 1959, less than a week aftsr Dr.. Behnken's statement: to, the National
“Lutheran -Coun¢il was made bublic, the Ascension congregation ‘here in Eau ‘Claire.
- received a letter from a local Missouri Synod pastor, formerly considered to'bé.

conServative.- Both the Concordia and Pinehurst: congregatlons also received 1dent--,..f&*?

. 4cal.letters from. thls Missourl Synod pastor.- Thc 1etter as: recelved 1s copled 1n E
' W,,full as, follows. o _ o e .

EPIPHANY B LUTHERAN CHURCH -

E oland A, prmann, Pastor ) Thp Lutheran Church - Missourl ’
Office Phone TE 5- 9155 S Synod 117 Belllnger St.

‘Res, Phone T% 2~ 035? _ ) Eau Claire, Wiscon51n .
e February 6, 1959

:.The Rev Kerth Olmanson .
- _R.-R. 1 > .

- Eau Clalrg,_W1scon31n _

E Dear Brother,

As you may have'hegrd, either'direcfly'of iﬁdifedfly, the Sjnodigal Conference



Sl

Lutheran Churches of Eau Claire and Chippewa Falls ars cooperating with the _
National Lutheran Council churches of thz same citiss in ‘Sponsoring a showing of
- the "Martin Luther® £ilm on WEAU-TV on Sunday, Fnbrpary 15, from 2.to 4 P.M, .
- Although the showing is baing arranged at the ufging of Lutheran Church' Product-
- ions (the producer of the film), I 2m sure thet we. will agreu that the shOW1ng '
_'W111 be good for our\churches in thc area; '
’ Naturally; a. venture such as’. thlS rzqulres flh&ﬂClng. Although a standard fee "ﬂ
must be paid for the fllm -and 'some money is baing allodated for paid newspaper
. \advert151ng in the Eau Clalre and Chnppawa Falls papersj the total ¢ost of-the L
' showing will be approximately $600 by virtuc of the fact that'%E%UhTV is’ granting
"a rate of less than 504 of ths cost for time on a Sunday afternoon, With more
than 14,000 communicant members of Synodieal Conference and National Lutheran
- Council- churches in Eau Clairs and’ Chippbwa Falls this cost W111 amount to only
about L 1/3 cents per communlcant ;

Tfhbuld you please, at, the =arllpst p0531b1b opportﬁnity, gain the consunt of your
'~ church officers to, permlt your congrvgatlon to bear its prqportionatg share of
_ _;.thefcost of this- shOW1ng? I an sure thet your- axpurlpnce will be like mine: thu“
. officers were more than- eager to underwrite tha rather 'small cost. of partlcipatlng
in this worthwhile vehture, *After you have:gained. consent for. flnanC1a1 partici~ -
.'patlon in-the proaeet Please. notlﬁy me and T w111 in due tlme offur you tho exact
! amount WblCh your congregation should . pay. e o

Yours 1n Chrlst
(51gned) Oy
Roland A prmann, Pastor

: RAH'aam ﬁ-' 2
. ThlS‘lS Yut anothur cursa brouaht upon-us by our Synod's contlnuad membershxp
in the Synodieal Confprencez For: purposbs of the record, it must be stated that there
. _are ho Synodical Confserence churchas in the' immediate Eau Clairc - Ch1ppewa Falls area
- sother. than Missouri Synod congrcgatlons and our Synod's three- congregatlons. &lso,
" for purposes of ‘the record it must bo stated that. our Synod’s three congregatlons
had no opportunlty to voics their objections “to this joint endeavor using the name
- of the Synodical Conferencc with the National Lutheran Council churches as co-sponsors
- .when this religious project was planncd, Finally, it must also be stated that all -
~ three of our Synod's congregaticns promptly rcfused to partic;pate when informed of
2 the project by means. of the letter quoted above, This left orly the Missouri Synod
. eongregations in.this area who actually participated with the Netional Lutheran
Council congregations to co-sponsor the project, Yet, over our protests, this
proggct was announced to the hundreds of thousands of tcleviewers on. February 15,
1959, as beaing co-sponsored by the National Lutheran Council - and Synodical Conference -
~ churches in the Bau Claire - Chippewa Falls area --- not as being co-sponsorsd by
7 . the thlonal Lutheran Council and Missouri Sznod churches, which was actually the
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case, The probable implications’ of this joint project are obvious, From-thls

'telecast it would not. be difficult at 211 for the uninformed viewer to réason or
- infer that. "there is little. differencé between those chureh groups and it doesn't

make much difference as to whlch one you belotig ~-- after all, they are work1ng

| together now and it won't be 1ong before they w111 be 301n1ng forces"

Slnce our Synod has steadfastly proclalmed its membershlp in the Synodical

-"Conference. even after suspendlno fellowship relaticns with the Missouri’ Synod, ¢

\jf:thls incident here-in Eau Clalre brings forth several questions which need to be SURRT

. answered, Does our Synod ‘now 1ntend for-its congregat;ons to partic1pate 4n Jolntk_.f

o rellglous projects with Missouri Synod congregatlons in the namé- of' the Syhodical

- ' Confarence along with Natiéral Lutheran: Council churches? If so, does our: Syned - .
“intend for its congregations to Justlfy 'such joint ventures on the same basis that

- our Syncd has seemingly justified continued-fellowship (not neceSsar1ly prayer.
_fellowshlp) with the Missouri Synod at the Synodlcal Conference level? Doess tha -
-Union‘Comm;ttee on ‘behalf of our Synod\concur in and ‘subsecribe to ‘these “joint ven- - -

tures by the Synod1ca1 Conference and the Natlonal ‘Lutheran Council en the congre--.

‘gational level?.~If not, . then Hew can your committse continue -to- recomiiznd that - _

" our:Synod mzintain its membershlp in the Synodical ‘Conference?’ It must be rememb—.~-
- ered’ that in any matter like this given the so-called. "Synod1ca1 Conference approach :
. we face the certalnty of belng voted down every time: by the Mlssourl Synod' ' L

N ) For the past twenty years our Synod has been deal1ng w1th the Mlssourl Synod PR :
- concerning the errors and false: teachlngs and pract1ces which it has permltted or . ..
sl subscr1bed to, Your committee “is. now neaotlatlng ‘with the Mlssourl Synod concerning i !
' 'tHe more ‘notable errors-which occurred prior to 1950 and which remain today, Your :

_ -commlttee has expressad. the hope and- ‘has given our Synod the mpress:.on that agree~
ment will be reached bstween the constituent: Synods .of the Synodical Conference © .

- coneerning those more notable errors - When- pressed ‘at the 1958 conventlon of our '

Synod to explaln the basis for your. hope ‘your committee, through its Chalrman
stated that the spirit of these present hegotiations was changed and’ dlffered from
the spirit that: had prevalled at all previous negotlatlons. “In short, your com~

~ mittee stated that ths basis’ for this. hope was that the Missouri Syned was now

’ ,llstenlng to us and‘that some progress, although small, had beéen made. -Does’ your _
“eommittee. honestly belleve that this alone is a proper basis for such- hope?t” Was. . v, _
4t not the experisnce of* the fathers of our.Synod that any number of "false teachers R |

, in-the ELC would "Yisten® to them 1ndef1n1te1y? AZren't the unionists, who breathe -

f the very air of ‘compromise, always willing to lend an ear, so to speak to what

they term "another point of view"? Satan docs not demand :that ‘truth be’ silenced;
he is qu1te satisfied to have.a partial voite in ths matter, for well he kncws that

‘even a 11tt1e lie mingled with the truth, destroys ‘the truth (Galatlans 5 9) : Was

it not ths experierce of your committee durlng & recent negotlating session that

. the Misspuri Synod representatlves ‘accepted the Statement on the Anti-Christ. only-

at the so-called "last minute® and then 1ite rally Mwith their backs to the wall®"?
Or, ‘in thls modern era when thc ory of the day is’ "deeds not crezds®, does our
-ag o 5 oposition that we d _f'letely termlnate

:1t”bns? But while your commltt e i§ negotlatlnc with the Missourl Synod concerning

T8 Srrors prlor to 1950, what about the new: arrors that have cropt into the

:\. .
i
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Mz.ssouri Synod since thqt time?

The CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN a monthly periodical published by a number of
conservative. Missouri Synod pastors-in the Chicago area, has besn noting for: some
time the false teachings and practicss. which have: erept into their Synod, The N

December 1958 issue o6f CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN lists the following points of . doctr:me 7
that are contrary to the Holy. Scriptures, but’ which are actually taught at Con-
- .cordia Semihary-ifi St,louis: (1) Mary is preserved. freo from the taint of sin !

" from the first moment of her existence as.a human being: '(2) Mary ascended: bodlly
“into heaven; (3) Pray for the souls of the deads; - (&) Adoration of the host; ' and:
(5) A,Bacramental priestly order to ‘Wthh one s admitted by an Ordination.. The
' November 1958 issue of that perlodlcal listed ths. followmg false doctrines: which
are taught at-Concordia: (1) There is no resurrectlon of the flesh; and (2) -

- There is no immertality of thlﬁ soul, Another former. issue listed these errors

-~ which are taught at Concordia: (1) Christ!s descent into hell is denied; (2)
Churching of women is advocated; .and (3) Colibacy for the clergy is advocated.
. "WHAT NEXT?? - Yes, this'list. of ton. points of doctrine contrary to Scripture,’
: but which are. actually taught at .Concordia. Seminary, was compiled by Missouri . . °
‘Synod pastors themselves. ~Is there '1rryone in our Synod who would. denw that th:.s
..‘lz.st represents false doctrme? C o A s S

; : While ,enplaned for. San Francmsco Callfornm, th:.s 1ast January 1'?, I made ;
-the acquaintance of an “official of ‘the Missouri Synod!s Walther Ledgue, He was a’

very l:r.beral-mmded individual who stated that we cannot- have a *horsé and buggy"

_ llgz,pn in 2 guided missile age and that 'bher-., should be room for many points of
visWw concerning doctiinal metters Nin the Missoliri Synod. ‘He¢ also informed me that
-the Missouri Synod 'hsd recontly acceptﬁd into meibership a theolog:.an from the

-« Church ¢f Swaden who not-only advocates’ cehbacy for the.clargy, but also the

- ceonstruction of Lutheran (?5 monasteries, - This- gentleman offered . the opinion that

.the Missouri Synod, w111 become much mor'\ liberal after Pre31dent Behnken retg.res

_ World Fedemt_:_on. It is submitted that th:.s was ,only hlS gimon- yet cons1dering :

"his p051t10n m the M:,ssourl Synod it certa:.nly flts m’co th:. gen aral scheme of L

,-thmgs!

. The Chai.rman of your corrmuttee in the October 1958 i.ssue of CLERGY BULLETIN
. advanced the. propos:.tlon that it will be. pOSSiblu to come to-agre Gm«:..nt on'the;
" general points at issbe with the Missouri Synod and the way will then be clear
for the resumption of fellowship relations with that Synod again unless we go
beyond the provisions ‘of our Synod's 1954 resolutions,. He also stated that the
present negot::.at:.ons are likely ’co break-down when it come s to evaluating the
'Boy ‘Scout and Chaplaincy issues, Does this proposition. or predietion’by-your
committee intend that our Synod' should disregard the riewer errors and false

..., teachings of the Missouri Synod related: in the _prececding’ paragraphs? Does our -

‘Synod ‘consider followship with the Missouri Synod W:Lsconsin Synod and Slovak '
Synod s0 valuable, regardl >ss of the cost? _‘__,_m.,. e o

SR v gy ody .

THtHE I BHEUAES BF an accountant, one 's "net worth" 1s ' qual to hlS “as’sﬂ"ﬁyﬂ’
minus his "liabilitiss®, What is the "net worth" of our Synod's prescnt course <
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and pol:.c:.es —we its partial obﬂdience to Holy Writ -«-= its dual relat10nsh1p with:

the Missouri Synod ~-- its continued membership in the Synodical Conference ---

its participation in the endless’ negotiations at the Synodical . Conference: level??
 Assuming that thess negotistions mest with.some degree of success, what will be ~

" ths "nat worth" of any agresment which our Synod may ‘Peach ‘with the Missouri Synod.
.reprasentatives? Can the Mgt worth" of any of these matters be measured in any-

~thing but lost. souls, regardless of the number of visible fellowships here on:
.earth that are zaalously maintained by our Synod?‘ For the saks of our own salvatmn, o

- do. we ‘not yéarn to be forever in fs,llowshlp with:Christ rather than some worldly -

church body? Let us. preservc. ‘the TRUTH! For the sake . of our chﬂdren, Jet us prea-'-
serve the purity of doctr:mx, and practwe wh:.ch ‘our fathers passed on to usg . PR

There are many exhortatlons in Scrlpture Whlch t.ell us whut our relationshlp

with the errorist, falsé teatcher, and false church must be, Among them are these
_Bgia_ri of false prophets from such withdraw thyself; come out from among- them, a_nd o

be'ye separate; have no company with-him; mark and. avo1d them; stand .apart; reject; o
and receive him not” “i{nto’ your. house, neithef bld hﬁm ‘God s Qegd ! Does our Synod yet :
" believe, teachj: and confess that, on the. basis of Holy Wit _l]._ ‘manifestatiohs of . . "
church fallowship are. ferbldden w:.th 2li ‘who- deviate «in thc,ir teachings from the: =
‘Word of God, and that, existing’ fellowshlps ars.to be temmated when it is apparenb o
that a person of group through a falss posrtlon is caus:.ng d::v:.smns and offenses ¢
in ths Church?. Dods our Synod reject and condemn any. and 211 limitations;on the.
. extent” of “the appl:.cat;.on of the Scr:.ptural injunctions to-(::'._e.parate £rom. erronlsts,»a o
" false churches and teacthers? Has our Syned placed limitations ‘on the in%ensa.veness

f'.'_'of such dvv:mel,; commanded separatmn and dav;;sed cloags for fellewshlp w:.th such

" which are by thur very naturx, dlv151v ? It is wrrtten  THOU SHI‘.LT NOT mm THE _

AN

' o o o -7 Ruspectfully subm:.tted

L ST L 1L0b Hogeboom Ave,
oL .~ - Ean Claire,. W:Lscons:.n L
L R S R Member of Ascens:.on Lutheran Church

g ICB: me .

pz to-_

Rev, M, E, Tweit Pre sulier'ﬂ;' |
Evangelical Lutheran Synod

Rev J G Andc,rson Vice Pr=s1dent-'
Evangehcal Lutheran Synod

Prof. N, 4. Madson (over)
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Reir. aith Olmanson .

AL Pastors
' Evangelical Luthg,ran Synod : '
(Mlmuographed copy on or. abou’c ‘March 15, 1959)

e | '*********##******'*iﬁ*-*#* _
Cp.s. wt\ On the front pags of tonight's (Tussday, March 10th) Eau Cla:.re
newspaper, THE DJLY TELEGRJM th‘. following news 1tem appeared -

"LUI‘HERAN RQ_N_CH 0 stcuss mzmrﬂ o

i ~ fNew York (4P) - ww Thu two-m:.lllon-mvmber Lutheran Church - M:.s“souri Synod
_ha_s‘ mdacated wﬂ.l:mgness to- talk: unlty with other Lutherans. _ -
v “Tho Rev, Dr; John W, thnkén, president of the group, who sarlisr had
--rejectad -an 1nv1t’at1.on to consider unity; made the ahnouncemént.in a Yetter.
Monday. to Dr. Paul E, Bmpie, executive seerstary of the! National Lotheran
Councﬂ. which includes eight- Lutheran dunommatmns w:Lth more than f’l‘Ve mﬂllon

' '_members. -
o - "Therc: arc about «,:Lght m:.llmn Luthr.rans 1n th\, Un:.ted States 4n’ 16
. hbranc;hcs." : P RO _ ) o . T

Neod ‘thore be anything furthor said concerm.ng th " status and inbentions of
" the Lutheran Church - MZLSSOUI“.L Synod?? , R _'

\

L. C. B.

N
P



