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INTRODUCTION

It has been the conviction of all of the Synods which are mem-
bers of the Synodical Conference Lutheran Church (Wisconsin, Nor-.
wegian, Missouri, and Slovak Synods) that complete agreement in
all details of doctrine is necessary for true unity and the basis
for all church fellowship - altar, pulplt, and prayer fellowship.

On this basis the Synodical Conference had been founded and
existed until recent years. That unity was a work of the Holy
Spirit and a confessional blessing to us and our fathers. But
we know that the devil is busiest where the Truth of God's Word
is faithfully and zealously confessed and practiced, for there
the devil time and again lays stumbling blocks and traps through
manifold temptations. In the early years of the Synodical Con-
ference such temptations were warded off with sound, clear con-
fessions of the Truth...the Missouri Synod usually taking the
lead in these matters and becoming a sure guide and strong arm
for the sister synods.

In these later years temptations have gained entrance, been
entertained, tolerated, and have thereby grown into errors of
doctrine and practice within the Synodical Conference...particu-
larly in and through our former champicn, the Lutheran Church-
Missouri Synod.

With heaviness of heart, warnings, fears, and tears we have
prayerfully sought to admonish, strengthen, and correct these
errors, but as the Lord warned..."a little leaven leaveneth the
whole lump". To date our admonitions have born no fruit toward
repentance, and it is high time (yea, past time) to come to a
firm confessional stand against these errors.

To do this it 1s necessary that we have studied and know the
facts, and that we together find strength, by the study of His
Word and directives, to stand together (or alone if necessary)
in the whole Truth apart from the leaven of error in doctrine and
practice. We hereby pray God for the gift of His Holy Spirit to
bless this study to that endl

The following historical introduction (both the Union Commit-
tee report to our Synod, August, 1953, and the resolutions adopted
by the Synod, October, 1953) will show clearly and factually how
weaknesses, then errors, and finally persistance 1in those errors
has now been identified with the Lutheran Church- Missourili Synod
and thereby broken the bond of unity in the Synodical Conference,

THE FACGCTS T O DATE

(Report of the Floor Committeec on Church Union to the Convention
assembled at Watertown, Wisconsin, August 5-12, 1953.)

The standing Committee in matters of Church Union says at the
end of its Report that "We hold that the Luthoran Church -
Missouri Synod has disrupted the Synodical Conference and made it
impossible for us to continue our affiliation with the Missouri
Synod and our joint labors in the service of the Lord."

The Standing Committee thus reports that its earnest labors
over the years have failed of thelr purpose to keep that unity of
the Spirit in the bond of peace that once characterized our union
in the Synodical Conference.



The possibility of discontinuance of our affiliation with the
Lutheran Church- Missouri Synod does not come upon us without
warning and fills us with sadness and deepest regret, We have al-
ways recognized our deep obligation to the Missouri Synod for its
service in the early days of our Synod in leading us away from
gross unionistic practice and showing us the way to honest bibli-
cal teaching and practice. We still find that honest biblical
teaching expressed in the Missouri Synod Brief Statement. In the
Synodical Conference we have worked together with the Missourl
Synod in blessed unity of mind and spirit in the field of Negro
Ii1ssions in this country and in Nigeria, also in such local en-
deavors as the Bethesda Lutheran Home, Institutional Missions,
and others., We have freely made use of the Missouril Synod's Col-
legesand Seminaries, Our relation to Missouri has been very dear
to us, and any disturbance of that relation must be correspond-
ingly saddening.

The strain on our cordial relations with the Missouri Synod has
been growing steadily more severe since 1935 when the Missouri
Synod again resumed negotiations with the American Lutheran Church
with a view to establishing pulpit and sltar fellowship.

The history of the Common Confession will show how the break
in relations has gradually been widening. In 1939 our Synod re-
jected the doctrinal statement agreed upon by the Missouri Synod
and the American Lutheran Church as a basis for possible union.
At its convention in Fort Wayne in 19L41 the Missouri Synod refused
to withdraw the 1938 Resolutions, In 19ll; the Missouri Synod pub-
lished a single document called the "Doctrinal Affermation" which
was soon disgarded because the American Lutheran Church refused
to accept 1it,

Negotliations continued in spite of our objections and warnings,
and in 1950 the Missouri Synod adopted a Common Confession. The
American Lutheran Church also adopted it as a basis for church
fellowship with Missouri. In conferences, District Synod Meetings,
and Joint Synod Meetings our Synod studied the Common Confession,
offered its criticisms, and unanimously rejected it at New Ulm in
1951 as inadequate to settls the doctrinal differences that had
separated members of the Synodical Conference from membérs_of the
Amerlcan Lutheran Church., Our objections went unheeded, The
Missouri Synod on the contrary had resolved: "That we rejoice and
thank God that the Common Confession shows that agreement has been
achieved in the doctrines treated by the two committees,"

The Common Confession has been accepted by the Missouri Synod
as a settlement of doctrinal differences between Missouri and the
American Lutheran Church; this acceptance has been reaffirmed by
Missouri, and it has been made clear that she is determined to
abide by that decision.

We have repeatedly requested that Missouri Synod and its of-
ficials to suspend negotiations with the American Lutheran Church
leading toward union with that body until the American Lutheran
Church itself relinquishes its position that there is an area of
wholesome and allowable difference of opinion in matters of doc-
trine and that complete agreement in doctrine is not necessary
for union.

-2



The Missourl Synod has consistently declined to retreat from
its position on the Common Confession, has persisted in carrying
forward its negotiations with the American Lutheran Church in
spit of our pleas, and at Houston in June of this year 1953, while
asking its praesidium to continue to "take the steps necessary to
bring about a God-pleasing disposition of the matters™" mentioned
in our Synod's memorial, it at the same Convention resolved to
"econtinue its discussions with the representatives of the Ameri-
can Lutheran Church," The so-called Part II of the Common Con-
Tession is offered as an answer to the Wisconsin Synod'!'s object-
ions, but at the same time is also presented to the American Luth-
eran Church as a basis for continued negotiation.

The net results of the Missourli Synod's resolutions made at
Houston is that action on the Common Confession and Part II of that
Confession has been postponed until 1956 at the earliest, In the
meantime negotiations with the American Lutheran Church will con-
tinue in spite of our pleas and criticisms,

The issue that has opened this serious breach between our Synod
and the Missouri Synod and threatens the continuance of the Syn-.
odical Conference 1s Unionism. Unionism is the underlying issue
in the controversies regarding the chaplaincy, cooperation with-
unaffliated church bodies in service centers, prayer fellowship,
and scouting. The same unionistic spirit is observable in the
arrangements that have been made for communion with Lutherans not
in fellowship with us, under the excuse of emergency; in negoti-
ations with lodges to make changes in their rituals, and in coop-
erating in various other areas with the excuse that safeguards
have béen set up to avois unionism.

In this matter of unionistic practice Missourlil has departed
from the position that 1t once held, a position that made it a
stronghold of the Church and a banner to repair to, and that was
one of the strongest links that bound us together in the Synodi-
cal Conference, Missouri has broken that link,

Your Committee therefore makes the following recommendations:
(The recommendations which the Conmittee then made and were also
adopted by the Synod Convention will follow later. At this point
we insert the findings of the Standing Committee on Church Union
as summarized page 5 of their mimeographed report.)

We hold that the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod
1, by its "deviation to an ever increasing extent from the positi-
on we have so long held and defended together," and "from which we
find ourselves unable to depart"; and

2, by its failure to hsed our admonition in some of the matters
(Scouting, Joint Prayer, Suspension of Negotiations); and

3. by declining early action on our objections to the Common Con-
fession as a settlement of the controversies in the doctrines
treated therein,

has disrupted the Synodical Conference and made it impossible for

us to continue our affiliation with the Missouri Synod and our
joint labors in the service of the Lord,

..,3-



At this point we want to insert a condensed year by year review of Missourits
departure from pure doctrine and practicee.

1929: For a number of years, committees of the synods in the Synodical Con-
ference, including our own Wisconsin Synod, had been meeting with a committee
of the then Towa Synod (now united with the former Ohic and Buffalo Synods in
the American Lutheran Church) in efforts to reach agreement in points of
doctrine that had from the beginning separated the Towa Synod from us. The
former Buffalc Synecd also joined in the discussicns. The doctrines in con-
troversy were chiefly these: O0Of Conversicn and Election; Of the Holy Scriptures
as the Word of Godj; Of the Church and church fellowship; Of the Pastoral Office;
of the Antichrist; cf Chiliasmj; of Sunday; of Open Questions,

As a result of these joint studies, a confessional statement was completed in
1928 which was supposed to show that the Iowa Synod was now agreed with us in
these doctrines. The confessional statcment came to be known as the CHICAGO
THESES,

The Missouri Synocd, at its convention in Chicago in 1929, was the first Synod
of the Synodical Conference to pass judgment on the Chicago Theses. The reader
might do well to study carefully the action of that Synod, taken after it had
considered whether it could adopt the Chicago Theses as a settlement of the

old doctrinal controversies with the Towa Synod. The reader will find the re—
port of the committees of the liissouri Synod and the resolutions adopted by
the convention appended heretos.

The iissouri Synod, heeding objections raised by its own members and by its
convention committee, completely rejected the CHICAGO THESE because they
were not clear, did not set forth properly the old points of controversy, and
did not expressly reject the former false teachings of the Iowa Synode The
Missouri Synod also resolved not to deal any further with Iowa because that

U

unionistic in spirit.

Finally, the Hisscuri Synod appointed a committee of its own to set up a clear
confessional statement as it ought to bes~ It may well be that in this year

it was the Missouri Synod which, by its clear-cut action, saved the Synodical
Conference from accepting an inadequate confession.

1) Proceedings of Ho.Syn. 1929, ppe110f,

1932: At its convention in this year, the Missouri Synod received and accepted
the excellent coctrinal statement dravm un by its committee appointed in 1929,
This statement became known as the BRIEF STATILENT: The old Towa Synod, and
later the American Lutheran Church, never accepted the Brief Statement, simply
because they had never in fact changed their false doctrinal position and
therefore could not subscribe to the clear and honest confession of the Brief
Statement, :

1935: This year brought an astonishing development. Let us mark it welle The
American Lutheran Church (Iowa, Ohio and Buffalo Synods) had meanwhile been
organizeds This church body adopted a resolution saying that the American
Lutheran Church desired to confer with "those Synodical bodies with which we
are not in fellowship, with the end in view of establishing pulpit and altar
fellowship"e (Waverly Resolutions) 2) This invitation was sent, not only to
the Synods of the Synodical Conference, but also to the liberal United Iutheran
Churche. The American Lutheran Church wanted to try to join hands in both
directionse
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In this year our Tisconsin Synod received a similar invitation from the United
Lutheran Church. (Savanna Resolutions) 3) To this our Synod gave the answer
that it would gladly see all Lutheran churches united, but could not honestly
enter into doctrinal discussions with the United Lutheran Church until that
body cleansea itself of its unionistic and uniutheran practice, thus showing
that it was in earnest about establishing real unity. L)

The action of the Hissouri Synod, however, was most surprising and significant,
This Synocd had in 1929 very clearly declared that nepotiations with the Iowa
Synod must stop until Towa had adjusted its negotiations with unionistic ILuth-
erans according to the Vord of God. But Iowa had instead, joined the American
Lutheran Church and was negotiating with the United Lutheran Church and with
the Norwegian Lutheran Church (now known as the Evangelical Lutheran Church).
NEVERTHELESS, the iissouri Synod now ACCIPTED the inviation of the Waverly
Resolutions and resumed doctrinal discussions with a unionistic church body
that had never accepted the Brief Statement,

This was a turning point in the history of the orthodox Missouri Synod, and
marked the beginning of a liberal movement in that church body.

2) Quartalschrift, Jan. 1935, p. 63f.
3) Quartalschrift, Jan. 1935, pe OLff.
L) Proceedings, Wis. Synod, 1935, p. 107ff

1938: At its convention the Missouri Synod received the first results of its
new negotiations with the American Lutheran Church and accepted a compromise
confession of falth by jeining its Brief Statement with A NOCTRINAL DECLARATICN
of the A.Le«C.{American Lutheran Church), adding to these a series of resolutions
which in substance stated that certain doctrines of Holy Scripture are not
divisive~ that is, that there need not necessarily be agreement on these doc-
trines in orcder tc have scriptural fellowship with the American Lutheran Church.

The doctrines mentioned were those of the Antichrist, Conversion of the Jews,
Resurrection of the Hartyrs, and Millenium. This position, that there are non-
divisive doctrines, was new in the orthodox Lutheran Church. It is contrary to
Scripture and to the teaching of the Fathers and it contradicts directly the
Missouri Synod's own resolutions of 1929. Very many members of the Missouri
Synod did noi realize what their convention had done. §5)
5) Quartalschrift July 1938, p. 2003ff;
Octe. 1938, p. 204 ff,
Confessional Lutheran, April 19L7, pe L1ff,

1939: Our Synod, in convention assembled, rejected the doctrinal basis set up
by the Moe. Synod and the Am. Lutheran Church in 1938, and called upon the Mos
Synod to suspend further negotiations witih the Ame ITuthe Church until that body
had given up its unionistiec position. OQur Synod also said that, if and when
doctrinal discussions with the Am. Lutheran Church could properly be taken up
again, efforts ought to be made to prepare one single confessional document
that clearly stated the pertinent doctrines and rejected the errors hitherto
held by the Am. Iuth. Church. 6)

6) Proccedings, Tis. Synod, 1939, p. 39ff.

1941: At its convention in Fort Tayne the Kissouri Synod refused to withdraw .
the confession adopted in 1938. It did recognize the necessity of a single
document and instructed its Committee on Doctrinal Unity to prepare such a
single statement of agreement with the Ame. Luth. Church, In the meantime, how-
ever, the Ame Luthe Church in convention had declared that "it is neither
necessary nor possible to agree in all non-fundamental doctrines". Despite

this clear contracdiction of God!s 'ord, the liissouri Synod arranged to continue
negotiating with the Am. Luth. Church, 7) It also laid plans for joint work
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with the American ILutheran Church in relief of foreign missions and in work
among service en.

In this same summcr, our Synod asked for discussion with the other member-synods
of the Synodical Conference to head off the danger that was threatening us
through the iissouri Synod'!'s drift from its former position in doctrine and
practice. 8)

7) Proceedings, Wis. Synod 1941, pe. TLff.

8) Proccedings, is. Synod 1941, p.78

1943: Our Synod again appealed to the ilissouri Synod to stop its negotiations
with the American Iutheran Church, since it had become more and more plain, and
also had been admitted by Misscouri Synod's Committee on Doctrinal Unity, that
there was a basic difference botween the Ams Luth. Church's stand on unionism
and that of the Missouri Synod. 9) Nevertheless, negotiations continued.

9) Procecdings, Tris. Synod, 1943, pe. 6LET

19LLi: This was a fateful year. The jissouri Synod published the single docu~
ment of cenfession which its committce had prepared with the commitiee of the
Am. Tuthe. Churchis This document was called the DOCTRINAL AFFTIRMATION, It was
in large part an cnlargement upon, but less clcar than, the Brief Statement.,
It had a short lifc; for thc am. Luth. Church rejected this confession in 1946,
That was to be expccted, since the i4me Luth. Church had always refused to
accept the Brief Statement itself as adequates 10) The fact is that the Am.
ILuthe. Church had nct given up a single one of its false doctrines, and did not
intend to do sce 11) TYet even after the Affirmation was dead, the ifissouri
Synod did not stop negotiations despite all our pleas and warnings. Instead,
tThe liberal mcvement in the liassouri Synod, which had gained control in 1933,
grew steadily stronger. 12)

10) ZConfessional Lutheran, May 1947, pe. S55ff

11) Quertalschr. Jane. 1947, pe 6LFf; April 19L7
pe 132f; July 1947, pe 206f.

12) Quartalschr. Jan. 1947, pe. 70f;
Confessional Lutheran, Nec.19Lly and ff,

In 19LkL, at its Convention, the ifissouri Synod abandoned its former correct
positicn against !Scouting! and opened the door to this unchristian influence.

At the same time it adopted a new doctrine of prayer fellowship which is
neither Lutheran nor scriptural. 13)
13) A«CeDeP. Report Jan. 1, 1951,

194h5: iatters zrew ever more serious, In the Missouri Synod, pastors and
churches vere becowing more and more lax, and the Synod Increased its coopera-
tion in church work with false-teaching bodiess The polson against which our
Synod warned in 1939 was taxing hold. Our Synod in this year protested against
numerous instances of unionism in the Missouri Synod. 1) Then the "liberals"
within the ¥ Synod revealed themselves fully. They met in a convention
of their own and adopted a set of theses uazun came to be knovm as THE CHICAGO
STATE UNT, This document rejected the old iissouri Syncd position on true
church unity and the Bible passages quoted in the Brief Statement in support of
the old position. 15) Originally this "A STLTEMENT" was signed by Lk,
pastors and nrofessors, who came to be called simply "IHE LL"; but eventually
several hundred signed its. The leaven of error grows quickly. kany, many in
the Missouri Symnod, still faithful to the old truths, struggled and protested,
but seemed helpless against the leadership. Hote: To this day these men have
been free of church discipline, although requested by their Synod not to make
public their unorthodox confessionsl
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1) Proceedings, %is. Syne 1945, pe T2f.

15) Confessional Lutheran, March 19L6, p. 25f;
June 19L6; riarch 19L7; Nov. 19h9, p. 131.

1947: 1In this year the Am. Luth. Church finally told the Missouri Synod that,
as far as the A,L.C. was concerned, they felt that they had enough unity with
the Mo. Symod and were tired of formulating new doctrinal declarations. They
were ready to unite as they were, and would not under any circumstances change
their position, 16) The A:L.Js declared that it believed in a ‘'wholesome and
allowable latitude of theological opinion on the basis of the teachings of the
Viord of God" - which simply means that the Missouri Synod and the A<L.C. need
not teach the same docirines in order to unite. The A.L.C. then called upon

the Missouri Synocd for union on the basis of the 1933 arrangement (see above).

However, the ko. Synod at its convention finally set aside the 1938 union docu~
ment. This document was not retracted - merely set aside as no longer adequates
But the #o. Syncd continued negotiations with the ime Iuth. Church and found no
success in disciplining the "LL" in its own midst. So the cancer kept growings

17)

OUR SYNOD in this year denounced Scouting and called on the Mo. Synod to return
to its old positions. 18) This the ijo. Synod has never donee

16) Confesse. Iuthe June 1947, p.6Lff; Quartlschr. July 1947, p. 206f (283.
17) Confess. Luth.huge-SeptelT&EL; Apra19L8,p.L2ff; QuartalschreOct.1947
18) Proceedings, Tis. Synod, 1947, p. 10Cff

19L9: Our Synod in convention finally demanded in its "Six Questions", that
Moe. Synod clean its house of the increasing evils of unionism and Scouting
that were dividing the Synodical Conference. 19)

19) Proceedings, Tis. Synod. 19L9, p. 111ff,

195C: Finally, the Mo. Synod adopted the new confessional document known as
the COMLION CCMFESSICN., It was adopted also by the A.L.C. Nany in the Mo.
Synod refused to accept it; it was not unanimously adopted at the convention,
For it is an untruthful and unclear confession, a unionistic document that
hides the difference between tne Moe Synod and the LeL«Ce instead ol settling
it. 20) Thus the iio. Synod had by 1950, completely reversed its position
taken in 1929,

20) Conf. Luthe Dec.1951, pel139ff; Proceedings, Wis.Synod 1951,p. 1LLff,.

1951: Our Synod studied the Common Confessicn (in Conferences, Special District
Conventions, and again at this Convention), rejected it and simply told the Mo.
Synod that the time had come to declare that we can no longer regard her as an
orthodox church body unless she retreats. We stated that, unless the Common
Confession is rescinded and the other unionistic practices are halted, we shall
have no chcice but to declare that the iissouri Synod has separated herself
from us. 21)

21) Confesss Luthe Dec.1951, p.139ff; Proceedings, Wis.Synod, 1951,pelLLiff

1953: The :Hssouri Synod refuses to rescind the Common Confession, but
reaffirms her stand and proposes for study until 1956 Part II of the Common
Confession, which is supposed to clear un the objections of our Synod and add
what we think is missing, Pert IT does not do this; it is as unsound and un-—
clear as Part Te. ©Nor did the Missouri Synod teke a single step to halt the
liberalism in its midst. Some pastors and congregations have already left the
fissouri Synod; others are still protestings. But it is clear that the llisscuri
Synod has fallen away from pure Lutheran doctrine and practice, and refuses to
be corrected,s 22)
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22) Confesseluth. Sept.1952,p.90f{f; Feb. 1953

At present, then, we find ourselves in the following position:

Vle have rejected the Common Confession for exzoctly the same reasons that caused
the iissouri Synod in 1939 to reject the Chicago Theses. 4t that time, our
Synod accepted the verdict of the liissouri Synod and laid the Chicago Theses
asidey all negotictions viere halted.

Today, the Missouri Synod ignores our rightful objections to the Common Con-
fession; adopts 1t and continues negotiations against which we have protested
since 1939,

In addition to the untruthful situation created by the adoption of the Common
Confession as agreement in the doctrines treated therein between the ILutheran
Church - 'issouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church, the Missouri Synod
has in this same spirit continued ever onward in the matters of scouting,
cheplaincy, unionistic prayer, unionistic practices, etc,

Qur Synod, especially through the reprcscniatives of our Standing Committees

on Church Union, fraternally, patiently, and Scripturally admonished our erring
sister-synod of liisscuri since 1939, Considering the fruitless replies 4and
lack of results from such admonitions, our Synod in its 1953 Convention at
Yilwaukee adopted the following resolutions: (.fter listing them on the next
page, we shall consider the points one by one and give special attention to
each error of doctrine and practice listcd in point T.
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- THE '53 RESOLUTIONS -

The following Reolutions were amended and reformulated on the
basis of the original Floor Committee report and were adopted by
our Wisconsin Synod at its Milwaukee Convention, October, 1953,
in the form prlnted below:

1. That we declare that the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod

A. by reaffirming its acceptance of the Common Confession as a
"settlement of past differences -which are in fact not
settled" (Proc. 1951, page 1L6), and

B. by its persistent adherence to its unionistic practices,
(the Common Confession, joint prayer, scouting, chaplaincy,
communion agreement with the National Lutheran Council, co-
operation with unorthodox church bodies in matters clearly
not in the field of externals; negotiating with lodges and
the Boy Scouts of America with the plea that this gives op-
portunity to bear witness, under the same plea taking part
in unionistic religious programs and in the activities of
unionistic church federations; negotiating for purposes of
union with a church body whose official position it is that
it is neither possible nor necessary to agree in all matters
of doctrine and which contends for an allowable and wholesome
latitude of theological opinion on the basis of the teachlings
of the Word of God)

has brought about the present break in relations that is now
threatening the existence of the Synodical Conference and the
continuance of our affiliation with the sister Synod.

2. That we without delay make this declaration known to the
President of the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod, to the Presi-
dent of the Synodical Conference, and to the other Pr651dents
of the constituent synods.

3. That we herewith approve the Protest st (see footnote after
point 6) agreed upon by our representatives immediately follow-
ing the St. Paul convention c¢f the Synodical Conference, 1952,

lie That we prevail upon the President of the Synodical Confer-
ence to arrange a program for the convention in 195} that would
devote all its sessions to a thorough consideration of our de-
claration in Point 1 and of the doctrinal issues involved.

5. That the Conference of Presidents make a special effort
during the coming year to provide all our congregations with
thorough instruction regarding the issues and doctrines in-
volved,

6. That while during the period up to the next meeting of the-
Synodical Conference we, in view of President Behnken's offer,
still anxiously and prayerfully awalt an indication that the
Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod will not persist in its present
stand as set forth in Point 1, we remain in a state of confes-
sion,

Galatians 6: 1-2
Romans 15: 5-6



- THE '53 RESOLUTIONS CONT., -

# (See Point 3, page 9):

"Since it is God's will that the trumpet do not 'give an un-
certain sound! (I Corinthians 1l:8), and since a faith that is
not ready to confess in clear and unmistakable terms 'creates a
basically untruthful situation' ('A little leaven leaveneth the
whole lump,' Galatians 5:9) -

"We, therefore, declare, in order to guard our own faith
and to remain true to our God, that, though we do not at this
time disavow our fellowshlp with the Missouril Synod in the
Synodical Conference, yet, because the confessional basis on
which the synods of the Synodical Conference have jointly stood
so far has been seriously impaired by the Common Confession, we
continue to uphold our protest and to declare that the Missouril
Synod by retaining the Common Confession and using it for fur-
ther steps toward union with the ALC is disrupting the Synodi-
cal Conference (see Constitution, Article 5)e Thus while we
awalt a decision by our Synod in this grave situation we con-
tinue our present relationship with the Missouri Synod only in
the hope that it may still come to see the error of its way.

"Hence we find ourselves in a STATE OF CONFESSION (theo-
logically expressed, IN STATU CONFESSIONIS).

"We hope and pray that the truth may prevail and that God

in His grace may avert the threatening disruption of the
Synodical Conference,"

Beginning now on the next page (11), we shall consider the
'53 Resolutions of our Synod point-for-point,

- NOTES =
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- THE '53 RESOLUTICNS -

1. That we declare that the Lutheran Church - iiissouri Synod

he by reaffirming its acceptance of the Common Confession as a "settlement of
past differences which are in fact not settled" (Proc. 1951, page 146), and

B. by its persistent adherence to its unionistic practices (the Common Con-
fession)

has brought about the present break in relations that is now threatening the
existence of the Synodical Conference and the continuance of our affiliation with
the sister Synode

WHAT RE THE DIFFERENCES THAT THE "COuiON CCNFESSION" SHOULD FACE?
- Prof. John Heyer, Luth. Seminary, Thiensville,Wis.

Under the heading "Missouri Lutherans Thaw ., Little" the Christian Century for
February 15, c., commented on the recommendation of a Missouri Synod committee that
the synod "do not apply for membership in the National Lutheran Council at this
time", Then it added: ".nother move to avoid isolation was the agreement reached by
another Missouri Synod committee that no insuperable doctrinal barrier now exists
between the .merican Lutheran Church and this denomination., It remains to be seen
whether this February thaw will carry over into the mild weather in June when the
triennial convention of the Missouri Synod meets in Milwaukee'". Thus the Christian
Century evaluates the widely publicised new document of agreement as evidence of a
softening in iissouri's doctrinal position., Is it right in this assumption?

This is not an academic question for us. Our own Synod will have to declare
itself with regord to the above named agreement. If the Committee's action is
ratified by the iiissouri Synod in its convention in June, the document will stand
before us as a confession of our sister synod, particularly with reference to those
points of doctrine on which there was disagreement between the members of the
Synodical Confercnce and the constituent elements of the /i«LsC. ever since the
Election controversy 70 years ago disrupted the Conference. .is the former Buffalo
" Synod and the former Iowa Synod never, for doctrinal reasons held membership in
the S.C., the differences between them and the S.C. are of even longer standings.

It would carry us too far afield now to discuss these differences in detail;
it will have to suffice to mention thewm briefly. But so much is indispensably
necessary for a proper evaluation both of the new articles now presented to the
Church for approval and of the Brief Statement, reaffirmed by the 1947 convention
of the Missouri Synod.

1381

We begin with the Buffalo Synod.

The errors of this synod center in the doctrine of the Church.

They define the Church as "the visible gathering of the believerss" This
position they took from the beginning of their history (1845) and they still
stressed it some 25 years ago when during the discussions of the Intersynodical
Committee (which led to the formulation of the Chicago Theses) a representative
of the Buffalo Synod insisted that the Church must be visible becausc Christ said
"By this shall all men know that ye are my disciples"(Jh. 13,35), till Prof. JePe
Koehler of our Synod set him right. It will not be nccessary to mention ramifica-
tions of this error of Buffalo's,

Buffalo also mutilated the spiritual pricsthood of believers by denying the
kcys to the individual Christians. "Werc the members of the Luthcran congregations
to presume that thcy by virtue of their personal anointing and their state of grace,
i.e., by virtue of their spiritual priesthood, posscssed the office of the lieys,

- 11 -



this would be the samc enthusiasm which is found in the Pope" (Informatorium,I,37)e
"Fot the body of a local congregation, but thc body of the apostles and today of
those persons serving in the holy ministry, shall be the highest and final court"
(L.c., IT.5.6). "Thus the congregation may not judge and order or declare that a
sinner be considercd as a heathen man and a publican'" (Synodical Letter 2 28).

Naturally, sincc the individual believers do not possess the keys, no con-
gregation is qualified to establish the administration of the means of grace in its
midst: the ministry is instituted over the¢ Christians by the Son of God as consti-
tuting a special order.

Synods are governing bodies by divinc right, appointed to decide what is
contrary to the Word of Gode

So much about Buifalc.,

The second body that was merged into the A«LeCe in 1930 was the Iowa Synod
founded in 135L in opposition to the kisscuri Synod.

One of the chicf purposes for organizing thc ITowa Synod was to crcate a body
in which divergcont theological opinions on certain Biblical doctrines might enjoy
equal rights, and would not be condemned as divisive of church fellowship. Thosc
holding non-conforming views were not merely to be tolerated temporarily as weak
brethren, but were to pessess all rights as members in good standlng. This is the
theory of Open Questions.

As Cpen Questions were listed: Chiliasm, Antichrist, the "first resurrection”
(resurrection of martyrs), and related matters, the doctrine of Sunday and the
doctrine of the Church and its office.

Regarding conversion the opinion prevailed in the former ITowa Synod that
vhether a sinner "will be saved or will be lost depends in the last analysis on
his free self-determination either, for or against grace" (G.Fritschel), the sinner
being enabled to reach his decision by (prevenient) grace.

Regarding +he Lutheran Symbolical Books the Iowa Synod took the stand that
only such doctrines are binding which are formally introduced, e.g., by "We believe
teach, and confess." But a doctrine which is mentioned only casually does not
thereby acquire confessional standing.

The Chio Synod, founded in 1813, was one of the charter members of the S.C.,
but in 1881 formally resigned its membership in that body. The occasion arose
out of the Blection contrcversy, Ohlo dissenting from the form of doctrine held
by the other members of the S.C. In connection with the error in this article also
two or three other errors of Chio became manifest.

Regarding the election of grace Chio defined its postion in 1681 that "the
predestination of the elect unto life eternal took place in view of their faith
(Intuitu fidei)«? 1In addition to the mercy of God and the merits of Christ also
the faith of a man must be considered, if not as a motivating cause, at least as
an explanatory cause {Erklaerungsgrund) why God elected him unto eternal salvation
in preference to otherse. The foreseen faith explains cur alii prae aliis. The
. doctrine of an election unto faith was branded as Calvinisme

Regarding the conversion of a sinner QOhioc not only correctly held that if a
person is not converted this is due to the fact that he did not react properly to
the saving efforts of the Holy Spirit on his heart, but added:If he had reacted
properly (haette er sich recht verhalten), which by virtue of the grace working
on him he was able to do, he would without fail have been converted and saved,
From this it follows incontestably that conversion and salvation in a certain
respect depend also on man, not on God alone (Theol. Zeitblaetter, 1887). The
proper reaction, proper conduct, proper attitude (das rechte Verhalten) consists
in the "suppression {Unterlassung) of wilful resistance". All men, even the best
of Christians, resist grace by nature; but there is also a "special resistance in
addition to the natural, a wilful resistance, which a person at the time, when he
displays it is able to suppress (lassen) with the powers at his disposal" (Theol,
Zeitblaetter, 190L)s Te note that a sinner may refrain from wilful resistance
Just as he may refrain from committing fornication or murder. Thus to suppress
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wilful resistance does not constitute a merit, but it explains why a certain
sinner is converted. This position is declered to be necessary if we wish to
escape the Calvinistic notion of an irresistible grace.

Regarding justification Ohio rejected the truth that in Christ God declared
the whole world justified of all sins (Rom. 5, 18; 2 Cor. 5, 19) and branded it
as a "doctrine annulling (vernichtend) the Biblical doctrine of justificationm?
(Theole Zeitbleetter, 1905). "We believe and confess: Through the reconcilia-
tion achieved by Christ the holy and gracious God has made advances toward us
(ist uns entgegengelommen) so that now He can forgive us our sins and justify usj
but justification itself does not take place before by the grace of God a spark
of faith is kindled in the heart of a poor sinner; and then God forgives him his
sinse." Consistently this notion makes out of faith a factor in the act of justi-~
fication, not the organon leptikon for receiving a ready blessing.

Another difference pertained to the analogy of faith. Ohio (and Towa) con-
sidered &1l Christian doctrincs as constituting a "recognizable, harmonious whole,
or system," which overrulecs the formulation of all individual doctriness

The above, bricfly outlines, were the diffcrences that separated the consti-~
tuent elements of the nresent A.L.C. from thc S.Cs 70 years ago. Every one can
sec at a glance how deceply they affect our Christian faith. They are not, as an
AJLeC. writcr (Dr, Schramm) recently deigned to call them, "points of human
theology -~ as distinguished from "doctrine" in the true, Biblical sense of that
term" (Luthcran Standard, March L, 1950) Thc crrors were upheld by the synods of
Buffalo, Iowa, and Chio, not as wcaknesses in which they sought for further en--
lightenment, but as cssential points of their thcology. Their theology will cease
to be the same the moment they give up these points, or any of them; just as the
theology of the S.Ce would become untrue if any ofi thosc errors were admitteds

L=}

T. Jo Grosse, Unterscheidungslchren (Lth. cd. 1909).

Note. All dircct quotations in the forcgoing (except the last) are taken from

"HHAT ARZ THE REQUIREHENTS OF A CONFESSICNAL VWRITING TODAY?!
' by Prof. John P. lkieyer

I

We have becen called upon to take a stand over against the document known as
the Common Confession. Cur stand must be a confcssion of our faith urged on us
like the confession of Peter and John, "We cannot but speak the things that we
have secen and heard. MActs L:20."

Peter and John made the confession of their faith beforc a threatening
council., Cur faith tco must be willing to cndurec hardshins; otherwise we are
not ready to confess.

Qur first concern must therefore be to become established in the faith.

Faith can dwell cnly in a broken and a conuvrile heart, Jesus sternly rebukes
those who have thc idea that they can achicve any merit of themsclves. Faith
consists in the firm confidence that God "hath made Him to be sin for us who

know no sin, that we might be made the righteousncss of God in Him,!" 2 Cor. 5, 21,

Since faith is crcated and prcserved only by the God appointed means, the
Word and the sacramcnts, we must diligently usc these means to refresh our faith.

L

In particular we¢ must fortify cur hearts with rcegard t0 such doctrines as have
been in controversy, and on which a confession is now asked of us. It behooves
us to study thcse doctrines sco that whoere they arc presented as the Scrinture
presents them, we may Jjoin in the confession. 4nd if the ceonfession does not
measure up to the fullness of Seripture truth, or even obscures the Scripture
truth, we cannot join in the confession,
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IT

In the Coumon Confcssion two synods which in the past did not practice
church followship, here jolntly present a confession of the doctrine which they
now hold in commone

Vie know that the spectacle of a divided Luthcranism provides a convenient
excuse to many for nceglecting the Word. t 1is thereforce good news to hear
that two synods formerly divided are now ablc to present a common confession
of faith. The fact that we were ignored in the formmlating of the Common
Confession is of minor importance.  If only the Word of Christ is confessed
in all its purity we will rejoice.

We must, however, dcemand that the Comanon Confession present the doctrines
in clear and uncquivocal language, specifically rcferring to those points
that were in cucstion. Wholeheartedly to subscribe to it only in so far as
it agrees with Ged'!s Word, is in rcality no subscription.

Therc have in the past been rcal differcnces between the Synodical Con-
ference and the Amcrican Lutheran Church concerning Justification, Conversion,
Election, the Church and Hinistry, Opcn Questicns and the Bible, the Last Things,
and in recent yoears also disagreemcnt rcgarding the inerrancy of the Scripturese
On these doctrincs the Common Confession must speak in clear and unmistakable
language. 3Srror must be difinitely excluded so that there is no room for past
differcnces to thrive under its wordinge

Faithfulncss to our Lord and His Word cdcmands of us that we carefully
scrutenize the Common Confession. This will not be easy. We may be charged
with being loveless and over suspicious. Yot it is rcal love that prompts us
to study and tecst our brothert!s confession and point out its insufficicncies
to him if wec can find such.

Ve darc not study the Common Confession in the spirit of self-rightcous
arrcgance. On thc othcr hand, we may also expccet of Christians that they do
not question our motives when they sece us studying it so carefully,

11T

Looking bricfly at somce of the doctrincs involved, we ought to carcfully
note the following points: in Justification wc must give closc attention to the
function assigned to faith. In Regencration? How do we get faith? I Election?
Did God clcet us unto faith or in view of faith? In thc case of the Church and
Ministry, did Christ give the keys to the individual Christians, and have
Christians thc right to call pcrsons to administcr the keys publicly? Hay we,
without harm, declarc any crror cven in sccondary articles of faith to be non-
divisive of church fcllowship? How shall we rcgard the Pope, when we sce him
proclaiming justification by works and pronounces a cursc on all those who
teach justification by faith alone? And docs the Common Confession uphold the
truth of Verbal Inspiration?

.

v

The documcnt is bﬂ'1g offered to us for approvals If we accept a confession
as a settlement of former differences which lcaves the door open for those very
differences we makc our sclvcs guilty of deniale If we find the document inade
guate we shall have to state our rcasons clearly to the Synodical Conferencee.

If we find that it Jcaves the door open for crrors, the cntire doctrinal
foundaticn of the Synadical Conference would bo changede This would lead to
most far-rcaching consequences. It will also cause serious complicationse e
must not, howcver, from thc beginning anticipate such an outcome, but must act
on the assumption that a crisis can still be averted.

Qur iissouri brcthren accept the Bible as the inspired Word of God, the
only norm of all dectrinc. Ii thegy can bc shovm that they have crred in
adopting thc Common Confossion, thoy will repent and that quickly. This can
be done through ilissouril!s Union Committcee who can give us the assurance that
these crrors will be spcedily corrceted. iey God give us light to sce the truth
and the faith to confcss it even in the face of adversity.

- 1 -



A REVIEWL OF THE COuiON CCNFESSION
(Prepared at the Request of the
Standing Committee on Church
Union)

Among the doctrines that have been in controversy between the Synodical
Conference and the synods now composing the ALC there are especially three in
which the place that is assigned to faith plays a peculiarly important part.
These are the doctrines of Justification, Conversion, and Election., In each
case the sola gratia of the Reformation is at stake.

If the function of faith in justification is limited exclusively to that
of trustingly accepting, as a "fertiges Gui", the declared verdict of God con-
cerning the sins of all men, then the sola gratia of the Gospel shines forth in
all its pure splendor. If on the other hand faith is thought and spoken of as
a factor, the factor which makes justification complete, objective justification
is eliminated, and then the sola fide does not join the sola gratia in attributing
glory to God alone, but inevitably diverts a part to man,

If in the article on Conversion faith is treated altogether as the gift of
God, to the elimination of all boasting of man (Eph. 2:9), and to the exclusion
of any contributory cause or act on the part of man, then again the sola gratia
shines forth strong and clear, to the sole glory of God. But if the conferring
of faith, though emphatically attributed to God alone, is even in the slightest
degree conditioned upon the attitude of man, then the purity of the sola gratia
is impaired and its rays are dimmed and beclouded. A part of the glory that is
God's alone is diverted to man. A small but nevertheless decisive part in his
conversion has then been contributed by man, and this favorable attitude which
actually constitutes the first stirrings of faith, the first token of a new life,
has thus been ascribed to the spiritual resources of unregenerate man.

In describing the doctrine of Election it is again of extreme importance
that there be no confusion concerning the exact place assigned to faith. Does
faith in any way determine or explain God!s choice of an individual believer,
or is our believing itself a.result of that choice? Again the sola gratia is
at stake. For unless it be clearly stated that the faith of the believer in
time is itself a gift with which God in-eternity, purely out of grace and for the
sake of Christ, has endowed those whom He has chosen as His ovm, then this faith
will stand there as a factor considered by God in arriving at His choice. It
will be a cause outside of God, and the election will no longer be one of grace
alones If, however, Ephe 2:8 is heeded and faith is thought and spoken of as
the gift of God, unto which He has choscn us from eternity (Ephe. 1, LF), then the
sola graltia stands unimpaired, and the glory is Godt!s alone,

These considerations touch upon the very heart of the Gospel and therefore
are natters about which especially Iutherans should be particularly sensitivee.
The Sola gratia and sola fide are not separatc and independent concepts, lying
side by side on the same levels In that case they would contradict and neutralize
one another. But the latter, sola fide, is rather an unfolding of the former,
emphasizing and bringing into a sharp focus the true meaning of gratia sola
{Ro. L:16), Any doviation from this perfect relationship of the two terms to
each other can only producc a distortion of thc true picture.

A careful scrutiny of these three articles in the Common Confession -
Justification, Conversion, and Election - especially with regard to the function
assigned to faith, is therefore imperative.

Art. VI. JUSTIFICATION

Any clear and ccrrect presentation of this article requires not merely the
inclusion of the term "objective justification," but a clear statement that in
the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ Cod has already declared every sinner
righteous in His sight. For the non~imputation of the trespasses of the world
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(2 Cor. 5:19) is to be identified with the establishing of a public verdict of
acquittal (dikaioi Katastathesontai - Ro. 5:19) upon those whose justification
was revealed and proclaimed by the Resurrection of Christ (Roe. L4:25).

This truth is impaired when the article states that forgiveness "has been
secured and provided for &ll mens" For this still leaves room for the thought
that the justification of the sinner is not complete until the missing factor
of personal (subjective) faith is supplied, a thought which is even suggested
in the Article by its description of justification as taking place on the basis
of Christfs righteousness, which He imputes to the sinner through the Gospel and
which the sinner accepts by faith.

Since this formulation admits of false answers to the question concerning
the function of faith in justification, the article must be rejecteds

Art. VII. CONVERSION

In view of past controversies on this subject a clear and correct presenta-
tion of the doctrine of Conversion must include a rejection of the untenable
distinction between a natural and a willful resistance of man, as well as of any
other attempt at expleining the mystery "eur alii prae aliis?" (Cf. Brief State-
ment, Art. 12-1lL)

We note that the Common Confession not only fails to include such a specific
rejection, but that its positive wording does nct exclude the thought of mants
preparing himself for conversion by his refraining from such willful resistance.

Ve also note the lack of any definite reference to the total spiritual
disability of natural man as described in the classic passages (Ephe 2:1-3; Roe~
8:7; 1 Cor. 2:1), or of a clear statement on this subject (cf. Brief Statement,
Art. 11). 1In view of the other deficiency mentioned above this is a particularly
unfortunate omissione

Since the article thus leaves room for the error that man's conversion is
at least in part conditiocned upon his own attitude or preparation, and since
this is precisely the issue that was in controversy between the synods of the
American Lutheran Church and the Synodical Conference, it rust, as a confession,
be rejected. The purely receptive function of faith has not been maintained.

Art. IV. ELECTION

Since the Scriptural doctrine of ilection is meant tc comfort the believer
with the assurance that his faith is secured untc him by God's eternal decree
(ifte 24:2l; Fphe 1:3-5; 2 Time 2:19; 2 The 2:13), a correct presentation of this
important doctrine must include

a) a clear and unmistakable statemeant that this election is an election
unto faith (Acte. 13:48; Ephe 1:5; 2 The 2:13);

b) the positive assurance that this electicn is a cause of our salvation
and what pertains thereto (Trgle. 1065, # 8; Ro. 8:28-30; Jn. 10:27-29;
cfe Jn. 6:65);

¢) definite recognition of the certainty cf this election (Mwhich cannot
fail or be overthrovm," - Trgl. 1079, i L5. Cf. also Mt. 24:2Lh; Jn. 10:
27-293; Ro. 8: 28~30, 38f.).

These vital and indispensable statements are, however, not to be found in
this article of the Common Confession., This article must therefore be rejected
because it fails t¢ say vhat is required in a Scriptural presentation of the
doctrine of Tlection. ALcts 20:27; Deute L:2.

The article also falls short of confessional clarity by failing to state
that God's eternal decree of election did not merely set up a description of
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those who will be saved, but means that He has chosen "each and every person,!
a specific number, unto faith and eternal life. (Personenwahl - Forme Conce SeDe
XI, # 23; Brief Statement, Art. 39)

Since the Common Confession in this article of predestination - by which
doctrine the Scriptures take the matter of cur faith and salvation entirely out
of our hands and place it completely into the hands of our loving God and Father -
neglected to assign clearly and ummistakably to faith its place in God's act of
election, this confession thereby failed in the sSupreme test concerning the sola
gratia, and has opened the gates wide for the synergistic error.

Arte. V. UEANS OF GRACE

Vhether the term "verbal inspiration" be used or not, it is certainly
necessary that a confessional document which undertakes to present the doctrine
of Inspiration for our times and conditions speak clearly and ummistakably on
two points:

a) that all thet was written in the Holy Scriptures was given by the Holy
Ghost;

b) that as a result of this inspiration, and as an article of faith, inerr-
ancy be claimed not merely for the Scriptures as a whole, but for each
particuler statement that they containe

¥ie note that Article V uses the expressicn "content and fitting word,®
occuring in the Pittsburgh Agreement and officially explained by one of the
contracting parties as not meaning verbal inspiratione. This interpretation has
never been disavowed by the American Lutheran Churche

Furthermore, the words "Holy Scriptures in their entirety" are reminiscent
of the "Schriftganzes" of former days, as well as of the "organic whole" of the
AIC Declaration of 1938, The Pittsburgh Agreement also speaks of the separate
books of the Bible, "taken together," as a complete, errorless, unbreakable wholes
Each of these expressions falls under the Jjudgment of an earlier critique,
nanely that it "makes the statement ambiguous because it may be understood in
2 limiting sense." (Quartalschrift, 1939, pe 218.)

Because the expression "verbal inspiration" has been under fire by men who
really object to the substance of the doctrine we are convinced that under these
circumstances we should not even yield the terms

The parsgraph on the Lord's Supper states that in the Sacrament Christ
enters into the mcst intimate communion with the members of His Church. If this
is meant to refer to the communion of faith, it dare not be restricted to the
Sacrament of the iltar, since Scripture lmows no such limitation., If something
else is meant beyond this, the article will lend encourageumcnt and support to
the current trend toward Sacramentalism, which 1s contrary to the Scriptural
concept of thc iicans of Crace.

Art. IX., THZ CHU:CH

It is quite obvious that times which are marked by a strong trend toward
church union call for particular care in defining the doctrine of the Church, lest
there be a failure to cultivate true union or, on the other hand, a union be
effected which is not in keeping with the Jjord of God. There nmust be careful con-
sideration both of the true nature of the One Church, and of the principles
governing the relation of various church bcedies to one another. It is therefore
essential that under such circumstances a confcssional document offer a faithful

icture of the Church which is the Body of Christ (Una Sancta), while at the
same time duly recognizing the outwerd form under which this Church functions in
the worlds that it distinguish betwcen the Chruch as it stands before God and
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the Church as sccn by men; that is emphasizc the importance both of the invisible
faith by which alonc men become nmembors of the spiritual Bedy of Christ, and of
their public confession by which alone their mutual relations may be determinede

Hence it is clear that an official confessicnal document dare not fail to
note the obvious implications of the diffcrcnces which ocecur in the confessions
of these various church bodies, judging them by the fidelity with which they teach
the Gospcl and administer the Sacraments (notae ecclesiae), and making faithful
adherence to thc licrd of God in every respect the irremissible condition of
church fellowshipe The motivation for such insistence upon purity of doctrine
should of course bg the fact that the very cxistence of the Church is based upon
the Means of Grace (TZphe 2:30), even as we are bidden of the Savior to observe
all things whatsoever Hc has commanded use (ite 28:20.)

1.

THE NATURE AND WORK OF THE CHURCH

Applying these principles to this Article we find that the first paragraph
speaks of the holy Christian Church as something which our Lord has created by
His Yford and Sacramentse. '7ith this thought we are in complete agreement, re-
gretting only that this principle is not consistently applied in the subsequent
development. It is externalizing the concept of the Church that this article
throughout treats the "commission to preach the Cospel as a "duty".

The truth that the Lord "filled the hungry with good things" Ik, 1:53), and
that then "out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh" (Mt. 12:3lL),
that thus in preaching the Gospel "it is not ye that speak, but the Spirit of your
Father which speaketh in you" (it. 10:20), is set aside, and the administration
of the Means is reduced to a job imposed on man and executed by mane

The Church must ever be presented as a creation of the lord also in the work
which it performs on earth. This remains true of every individual Christian and
of every group formation (no matter how small or how large, or how constituted
and organized) in vhich Christians proclaim the Gospel,.

Moreover, the concept "duty" applies to the recalcitrant 0ld Adam, which
remains also in Christians. It thus shifts the attention from what the Church
really is toc something which is an obstacle to the Church.

2o

THE 1IARKS COF THE CHURCH

Ve also agree when it is said that the efficacy of the leans of Grace does
not depend on the faith of the administrant. But we hold that in this connection
a further statement is indispensable, namely that this use of the Means of Grace
constitutes the marks of the Church,

Since the Church (both as a whole and in every individual believer) is born
of the Means, and lives by the lieans, and administers the Means, the Heans are
the only, but also the infallible, signs of the nresence of the Church (notae ec-
clesiae). Any alteration of the Means will vitiate them, and thus endanger the
well being of the Church. Nevertheless the Means may not therefore be considered
as constituting the "visible side!" of the Church. For though they are essential
to the very being of tho Church, they are not a part of its essence, which is and
remains the Commmnion of Believers (communio sanctorum). Church bodies which have
the Means in the purity in which the Lord gave them to us are accordingly
ecclesiae purae, while church bodies which adulterate the Means are ecclesiae
impurae.

tihile among the membership of ecclesiae impurae the Lord may have many devout
believing children, yet a Christian will heed the faithful warning of the Lord
to "beware of false prophets" wheo in spite of their sheep's clothing threaten to
devour him as "ravening wolves" (Mt. 7:15); and every orthodox church body will
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carefully avoid fellowship with such churches as "do not hold fast the faithful
word" because in spitc of their "fair speeches!" they are disrupting the (visible)
Church, not taking their instructions from Jesus but from their own "belly" (Rom.
16: 17-20).

It is therefore again externalizing the concept of the Church when the
Gommen Confession reduccs fidelity regarding the Heans, which iz a matter of life
and death, to a mere question of "duty.®

3s

THE QUISTION OF CHURCH FELLOVSHIP

These considerations concerning the vital impcrtance of the Means of Grace
should also underlie the principles laid down in paragraph 5, rather than its
renewed ermphasis on UYduty" and "directives"s 7/ are, however, aware that these
terms may be correctly understood and except for the lack of definition of "un
Scriptural coopeoraticn” and the absehce of any reference to the question of prayer
fellowship, we find ourselves in wholehearted agreement with the principles in
thenselves. But we can not approve the statement that "Je must also be alert and
susceptible to the Lord!'s leading to establish and maintain fellowship with those
whori He has made one with us in the faith." How can we recognige "those whom He
has made one with us in the faith"? Their faith is invisible until it comes out
into the open by word and deeds How can we know the M"erring and wayward" except
by their confession?

Furthermore, this statement is not only capable of several contradictory
interpretations, but coming from a Chwrch (the American Lutheran Church ) that
has by official resclution cormitted itself to a policy of selective fellowship
and ocurring in a context that refers tc "individuvals, church bodies, or church
groups," this interprcation may not be ignored, but must be recognized as the
intended sensc of one of the contracting nartics, since it has not been specifi-
cally disavowed, And yoct this policy ignores the fact that membership in a
heterodox church body is in itself a part of the public confession, of an indi-
vidual as well as of a particular congregation, and is therefore an evasion of
the principles which have been correctly defined in the earlier part of this
paragraph of the Comrcn Confessicn.

To quote John 17:21 in this connection is alsoc an chvious misapplication of
the text. If we "are His brethren," must we then be "mindfuleeosthal Wesesosne
ray be one"? Is this a "one'"ness of our na:ing? It is an outward union?

Therefore we cannot approve of this article of the Common Confession,

Art XTT. E LAST THIHGS

Qur Lutheran Confessions make, without further qualification, the solemn
statement that the Pope is "the very Anti-Christ" (Trgle., P. L75, 10). - 2 Thess,
2 provides the Biblical warrant for accepting this as an article of faith. But
the qualified statcuent of the Common Confession (still clearly discernible)
leaves room for unccrtainty as to the pernancnce of this conclusione

We therefore hold that at this point the Commion Confession does not adequate-
1y restate the Lutheran doctrine, now does ittreat this matter as an article of
faith, but rather as a historical judgacnte

CONCLUSION - Cumissions: In the forcgoing we have referred to a number of
serious omissilons in thc articles dealing with the doctrincs that have been in
controversy. In addition to these, we find oursclves constrained to state that
in a confession drawn up for the purpose of cstablishing fellowship between the
Misscuri Synod and the Amecrican Lutheran Church also the doctrine of the Sunday
would nced to be included, since up to recent date it has been in controversy
betwecen those church bodics



