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The Ascension of Christ 
“The ascension of C h r i s t 

from Mount Olivet was in part 
witnessed by t h e disciples. 
‘While they beheld, He was 
taken up; and a cloud received 
Him out of their sight,’ Acts 
1:9. While He thus withdrew 
f r o m them His visible pres- 
ence, He promised to be with 
them unto the end of the 
world, Matt. 28:20. His human 
nature, therefore, is not some- 
where confined to a definite 
circumscribed place, f o r He 
‘ascended up f a r above all 
heavens, that He might fill all 
things,’ Eph. 4:lO. Hence, in 
both His divine and His hu- 
man nature Christ is still with 
us, and present everywhere. 

“Having finished His work 
on earth, He triumphantly re- 
turned as the Victor over sin 
and hell, Eph. 4:8, into the 
glory of His Father, John 1’7: 
4-5; Luke 24:26. This heaven 
is not a limited space in, or 
part of, this created physical 
world, but it is the Father’s 
house in which there are many 
mansions, where Christ h a s 
gone- to prepare a place for us, 
and where we shall be with 
Him, John 14:2-3; Phil. 1:23, it 
is the right hand of the ma- 
jesty of God, Hebr. 1:3.” - 
“Summary of Christian Doc- 
trine,” Koehlcr, p. 94. 

Ascension Day in 1952 is on 
May 22. 



Editorial Objectives Jubilate! 
1. To show that New Missouri is 

doctrinally different f r o m OLD 
MISSOURI as demonstrated by the 
differences between the B R I’E F 
STATEMENT and the COMMON 
CONFESSION. 

2. To show that it is hopeless to 
try to bring Missouri back to the 
orthodox doctrinal position it once 
held, because of the opposition and 
political maneuvering of that synod’s 
liberal hierarchy. 

3. To show that we are the doc- 
trinal heirs of Old Missouri, in 
spiritual succession to Missouri’s old 
orthodox leaders 1 i k e Walther, 
Pieper, Schwan and others. 

4. To show that Old Missouri was 
altogether orthodox, in full agree- 
ment with scripture and the historic 
Lutheran Confessions. 

5. To promote fellowship with all 
orthodox Lutherans still in the Mis- 
souri Synod and elsewhere. 

6. To show the orthodox people 
still in the Missouri Synod h o w 
dangerous it is for their convictions 
to continue in that body indefinite- 
ly* 

7. To lend encouragement and aid 
to those who are. fighting for the 
full truth within the Missouri Synod. 

8. To urge all orthodox con- 
fessionals to ‘fight for the full Scrip- 

A Hymn for the Third Sunday After 
Easter 

Jubilate! Praise the Father 
For the fulness of His grace, 
Who in Jesus, our Redeemer, 
Has revealed His loving face: 
Do Thou ever bless us, Lord, 
With .Thine everlasting Word. 

Jubilate! Praise the S.avior 
For the fulness of His love 
Given us in richest measure 
When He left the throne above: 
Thou who art both Lord and Friend, 
Guard and keep us till the end. 

Jubilate! Praise the Spirit 
For the fulness of His power, 
Who renews with wondrous beauty 
Heart and mind each day and hour: 
Thee we praise, 0 heav’nly Light, 
Keep us free from error’s night. 

Jubilate! Praise and glory 
Be to God the Father, Son, 
And to God the Holy Spirit, 
Ever three and ever one: 
Thine we are, 0 God Triune, 
Grant Thy blessing’s endless boon. 

P. E. K. 

tural truth incessantly and openly, 
wherever and whenever the op- 
portunity presents itself. 
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Who Killed the Cha rcago Statement? 
One of the principal reasons why 

the Orthodox Lutheran men left the 
Missouri Synod in September, 1951, 
was the manner in which that 
Synod’s officials handled the heter- 
odox CHICAGO STATEMENT, put 
out in 1945 by the so-called “44”. 
Whenever we bring up the matter 
of this STATEMENT, we are told 
that the document is dead. But we 
would like to know who killed it 
off? Or was it buried alive? Unset- 
led doctrinal issues have a way of 
haunting church bodies which do 
not settle t h e m decisively and 
Scripturally, and this is what hap- 
pened in the case of the CHICAGO 
STATEMENT. That this unhappy 
document is not dead, we intend to 
prove in this issue of the ORTH- 
ODOX LUTHERAN by offering the 
following arguments. 

the liberal paths they have chosen 
for themselves. The present in- 
fluence and power of the “44” and 
their fellow-travellers in the Mis- 
souri Synod is overwhelming. 

3. There is ample proof to show 
that the false doctrinal principles 
of the CHICAGO STATEMENT 
have replaced the former orthodox 
principles of church-fellowship in 
the Missouri Synod. The STATE- 
MENT stands for church-fellowship 
without full unity in Scripture doc- 
trine, and this unionistic principle is 
being practiced widely and boldly 
by the “44” and many others in the 
Missouri Synod today. 

1. The method which the Missouri 
Synod Praesidium used to “settle” 
the matter of the CHICAGO STATE- 
MENT did not kill the document. It 
merely served to settle the dust of 
resentment that had arisen against 
it. With fingers crossed Missouri’s 
leaders made the Ft. Wayne agree- 
ment with the “44”. This merely put 
ths STATEMENT up on the highest 
shelf in the closet farthest to the 
rear in the synodical organization. 
The false principles of the STATE- 
MENT were n e v e r retracted nor 
repudiated. The STATEMENT was 
merely withdrawn from discussion 
far enough and long enough to 
permit it to stand unchanged and 
unchallenged within the synodical 
body. At the present time the Mis- 
souri Synod officials are trying to 
have everybody forget a b out the 
whole affair. 

It is wishful thinking of t h e 
rashest sort, to c 1 a i m that the 
CHICAGO STATEMENT is dead. 
Such rationalizations will ,help only 
the cause of the “44” and their 
liberalism. Orthodox men still with- 
in the Missouri Synod dare not let 
the STATEMENTARIAN I S S U E 
rest, because false doctrine nowhere 
grows so well as in the twilight of 
obscurity and toleration. By our 
survey of liberalism in the Missouri 
Synod, featured in ‘this issue of 
the ORTHODOX LUTHERAN, we 
would like to accomplish two ob- 
jectives: 

First, to stir up orthodox Mis- 
siourians to immediate an d 
persistent action against the Ft. 
Wayne Agreement an d the 
CHICAGO STATEMENT itself 
unt.il a God-pleasing settlement 
of this issue is made. 

Secondly, to vindicate t h e 
action of the OLC men in re- 
pudiating the kind of officials 
who handle false doctrine as 
the Missouri Synod Presidency 
handled the CHICAGO STATE- 
MENT. 

2. Instead of being disciplined or 
expelled from the Missouri Synod, 
the “44” have been moved up into 
the leadership of that body, with 
the exception of a few whom the 
Lord has summoned into eternity. 
At the present time the “44”. are 
leading the Missouri Synod along complish these objectives. 
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The 1945 Chicago 
Statement Reviewed 

“A Statement” is the title given 
to the document also called the 
“1945 Chicago Statement” w h i c h 
was adopted by a group of MO. 
Synod clergymen on Sept. 7, 1945 
in a ,Chicago meeting. The trouble 
caused by it is frequently called the 
“Statementarian Controversy.” The 
controversy as such concerns the 
doctrine of church fellowship. Dis- 
cussion of the false doctrine in this 
“Statement” is treated on page 88 
of this issue of our paper. In this 
present article we are briefly de- 
scribing its origin and handling, and 
how the false leaven of the “State- 
ment” has worked in the MO. Synod. 

Origin and First 
Reaction - 1945 

The “C h i c a g o Statement” was 
made up by prominent and liberal 
MO. Synod clergyman and signed 
by 44 of them. Dr. E. J. Friedrich 
served as chairman of the signers’ 
Continuation Committee. Ten days 
after it was signed, it was sent by 
Friedrich to Pres. J. W. Behnken. 
He told the president t h at the 
“Statement” would be sent to all 
pastors of the MO. Synod with an 
explanatory letter. 

From September 19 to October 9 
there was a rapid-fire consultation 
by letter, telephone and telegraph 
between Pres. Behnken and Dr. 
Friedrich. The president attempted 
to head off the sending out of the 
“Statement.” 

After consulting with his Com- 
mittee, Dr. Friedrich informed Pres. 
Behnken that the “Statement” would 
be printed and sent out, contrary 
to the president’s wishes. Pres. 
Behnken said that he was disap- 
pointed that the matter would not 
be discussed orally before sending 

the document out. Dr. Friedrich 
then wrote to tell the president that 
he was sorry the president felt hurt. 
And by this time the “Statement” 
with its explanatory letter had gone 
out to all pastors, and the letter said 
nothing about the president’s wishes 
in the matter. 

On Oct. 2 Missouri’s Presidency 
(Pres. Behnken and the 4 vice 
presidents) telegraphed a protest to 
Dr. Friedrich against the sending 
out of the “Statement.” In a con- 
firming letter the president also 
wrote to Dr. Friedrich that the 
matter of the “Statement” concerns 
the welfare of the whole Mo..‘Synod, 
and that -his personal feelings did 
not come into consideration at all. 
In his answer to this Dr. Friedrich 
wrote that Pres. Behnken had not 
at any time indicated why the pub- 
lication of this document w o u 1 d 
harm the welfare of the MO. Synod. 
He also claimed that the signers 
of this new document all had the 
welfare of their Synod at heart. 

At this time Pres. Behnken left 
on a trip to Europe. After he re- 
turned he arranged for a meeting 
with t h e signers’ Committee on 
December 10. Then Pres. Behnken 
and Vice Pres. Harms met with the 
Committee all day, but nothing was 
settled. In his report of this meet- 
ing Pres. Behnken said: “We voiced 
our disagreement with some of the 
points in A STATEMENT as well as 
with the accompanying letter and 
insisted that these be corrected or 
withdrawn.” 

The “Ten and Ten” and 
What Stopped Them 

1946 
Jan. 11, 1946: Pres. Behnken and 

Vice Presidents Harms and Grueber 
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met again with the signers’ Com- 
mittee. Of this meeting the president 
has written: “ . . . we (the Presi- 
dency) emphasized that things can- 
not continue as at present, that the 
situation which has resulted from 
the sending of ‘A Statement’ is 
alarming, and that something must 
be done to remove the confusion 
and disturbance in order to retain 
true unity in Synod. We made a 
number of proposals. After some 
discussion of t h e s e proposals the 
group agreed that I call a meeting 
of the Praesidium, the District Pres- 
idents, and the signers of ‘A State- 
ment.’ ” 

Feb. 14-15: On these dates the 
signers and the “top” officials of 
the MO. Synod and its Districts held 
a meeting which resulted in arrang- 
ing for the so-called “Ten and Ten” 
Committee. The plan was to have 
the pre’sident appoint ten men who 
were ‘known to hold the old Mis- 
souri position. and these should meet 
with ten of the signers to “study ‘A 
Statement’ on the basis of Scripture” 
and report to the President of the 
Missouri Syndo. 

This plan went through, and also 
three alternates were appointed for 
each side. Dr. Behnken appointed 
Drs. Theo. Laetch, J. F. Boerger, Sr., 
Profs. Paul Bente, G. Viehweg, G. 
Chr. Barth, Pastors A. T. Kretzmann, 
H. W. Romoser, J. Bertram, G. H. 
Steffen, W. H. McLaughlin, W. F. 
Rolf, W. H. Bewie, and E. F. Brand. 
Pastor Romoser became chairman of 
this committee and Pastor Kretz- 
mann the secretary. 

T h e Statementarians appointed 
Drs. Theo. Graebner, W. G. Polack, 
0. P. Kretzmann, E. J. Friedrich, 0. 
A. Geiseman, H. B. Hemmeter, Prof. 
Oswald Hoffmann, Pastors Herman 
Bartels, Gee. Kuechle, F. W. Loose, 
A. F. Bernthal, B. H. Hemmeter, and 
A. R. Kretzmann. 

Another result of the February 
meeting was the plan to present 
six topics for study to all pastors 
and congregations. T h e s e topics, 
proposed by the signers; represent 

questions raised by the “Statement”: 
1. Sola Scriptura and Legalism. 
2. The Principle of Love in the 

Life and Work of the Church. 
3. Prayer Fellowship an d Joint 

Prayer. 
4. Romans 16:17’-18. 
5. Separatism and Unionism. 
6. What is Divisive of Church 

Fellowship. 
Topic No. 6 has not yet appeared. 

The others came out slowly over the 
years - and settled nothing. But this 
is a story in itself concerning the. 
now so-called “President’s Theses” 
or “Guidelines,” which treat these 
topics or problems raised by the 
“Chicago Statement.” 

April 27: Pres. Behnken and two 
vice presidents met with the Presi- 
dent’s Committee to decide how to 
work and what business to handle. 
It was agreed that this Committee 
appointed by the president was to 
handle the DOCTRINAL ERROR in 
“A Statement.” The Committee re- 
ports: “The President and two Vice 
Presidents made it very plain that 
the matter to be handled was tile 
DOCTRINAL ERROR IN ‘A STATE- 
MENT’ and enumerated in detail the 
errors contained in the document.” 

August 13-16, September 23-25, 
November 12-15: On these dates the 
President’s Committee met with the 
Signers’ Committee to discuss the 
“Statement,” but did not come to 
agreement. During these months the 
signers made propaganda for their 
cause and added more signers from 
among the other ministers of the 
MO. Synod. 

The Presidency held a most im- 
portant meeting with the President’s 
Committee on Dec. 17, 1946, to dis- 
cuss what s h ou 1 d be done next. 
Although everybody understood that 
the result of the discussions showed 
the signers to be in error, there was 
no agreement as to the next step. 
The right procedure would have 
been for the president to require 
the signers publicly to retract their 
“Statement” because of its f a 1 s e 
doctrine. But this proper require- 

(Continued on following page) 
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‘The 1945 Chicago 
Statement Reviewed 

(Continued from preceding page) 
ment was not made. Instead, the 
Presidency worked out a com- 
promise, and this compromise was 
discussed at the December 1’7 meet- 
ing. The President’s Committee 
unanimously rejected t h i s com- 
promise.. Nevertheless t h e Presi- 
dency went through with the com- 
promise deal. It is now called the 
“Fort Wayne Agreement.” 

The “Fort Wayne 
Agreement” and the 

Centennial Convention 
1947 

Jan. 18, 1947: Pres. Behnken sent 
a letter to the clergy of his Synod 
and told them that “An Agreement” 
had been reached with the signers 
of the “Statement.” This agreement 
was made by the Presidency with 
the representatives of the signers. It 
provides that the “Statement” should 
be withdrawn from discussio% but 
the signers w&e nof required to 
retract fheir “Chicago Statement” 
of Sept. 7, 1945. 

MO. Synod Convention, July 1947: 
This convention more or less ap- 
proved t h e Missouri Presidency’s 
handling of this whole Statement- 
arian Controversy. The Convention 
did not commit itself either for or 
against “A Statement”; but it agreed 
that the matter should be studied 
some more. 

At the close of the Convention 
one of the signers declared in open 
session that he still stood by “every 
word” of “A Statement.” He was 
not disciplined for his declaration. 

The letters and papers and reports 
in the matter, prepared by indi- 
viduals and groups, directed to the 
MO. Synod and its officials, may run 
over a thousand, counting only the 
time from the Fall of 1945 to the 
close of the 1947 MO. Synod Con- 

vention. And all the while more 
men subscribed to the “Statement” 
and the false doctrine of church fel- 
lowship contained in it continued 
to gain more adherents. 

Many other things could be listed; 
these are only brief notes of the 
highlights. Even some highlights are 
missing, such as the account of what 
the Minnesota District Convention 
of 1946 did in the matter, which was 
published in the Lutheran Witness, 
Sept. 10, 1946, p. 307f. 

Efforts Made Between 
Conventions, 1947-1950 

Since the 1947 MO. Synod Conven- 
tion had done nothing to cause the 
“Statement” to be retracted, indi- 
viduals, congregations and con- 
ferences kept on pleading that the 
false doctrine of this document must 
be removed. The result of all this 
effort is shown in the memorials 
sent to the 1950 Convention of the 
MO. Synod. 

The mightiest efforts were made 
by the members of the Chicago 
Study Club and some of the con- 
gregations served by these men. 
They carefully prepared a document 
on church fellowship, called it “A 
REAFFIRMATION,” published it 
with many signatures and mailed it 
to the pastors and teachers of the 
MO. Synod. This REAFFIRMATION 
sets forth the old Missouri position 
on church, fellowship, based simply 
and clearly on Scripture, and it 
proves how false the “Chicago State- 
ment” is. 

How the False Leaven 
Affected the 1950 

Convention 
An incident happened at the 1950 

Convention of the Mb. Synod which 
showed how deeply the bad leaven 
of the ‘Statement” had permeated 
that church-body. Pastor Paul G. 
Koch.. of Lacrosse, Ind., protested 
the candidacy of Dr. E. J. Friedrich 
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The 1945 Chicago 
Statement Reviewed 
in the elections for vice presidents, 
declaring: 

1, That “Dr. Friedrich has made 
charges against his brethren, which 
he has not taken back, nor has he 
identified those that were meant.” 

2. That “Dr. Friedrich has been 
the leader of a certain group of men 
who have signed a statement which 
contains false doctrine.” 

And in this protest was the plea 
to Dr. Friedrich “to denounce and 
disavow his former false teaching 
and to ask his brothers’ forgiveness 
for the slander.” Unless the doctor 
did this, Pastor Koch felt Dr. Fried- 
rich should not be kept on the vice- 
presidential ballot. 

Dr. Friedrich had been appointed 
to fill an unexpired term as Fourth 
Vice President, due to a vacancy 
caused by the death of Dr. Arthur 
Brunn. This happened in 1949. The 
appointment was m a de by Pres. 
Behnken. Pastor Koch had then 
already protested against making Dr. 
Friedrich a vice president of the 
MO. Synod. So did many others 
also. But Dr. Friedrich stayed in the 
office to which Pres. Behnken had 
appointed him until the 1950 elec- 
tions. 

The protest of Pastor Koch at the 
1950 Convention was over-ruled by 
the convention under the guidance 
of Pres. Behnken. Dr. Friedrich 
was not elected to a place on the 
Presidency, but he was elected to 
the MO. Synod Board of Directors 
instead. 

Pastor Koch, however, tho stand- 
ing firmly on Scripture, was con- 
demned by the Convention as one 
who had committed a sin. Instead 
of taking up the prop er charges 
against Dr. Friedrich, the I950 MO. 
Synod convention was misled to con- 
demn Pastor Koch. By the time of 
that convention, the influence of the 
false doctrine of the “Statement” 
had so corrupted many Missourians 
that they could not see straight. on 

the real issues. Pastor Koch had not 
transgressed anything in his protest, 
neither Scripture nor any standing 
rules of the MO. Synod. But the 
leaven of error, nursed and cultivated 
by the signers of the “Statement” 
had now brought. Missouri to the 
point where an innocent man was 
condemned on the basis of a false 
sentiment. (A complete story of this 
incident is published in the 1951 
July issue of the Confessional Luth- 
eran, including post-convention cor- 
respondence between Pastor Koch 
and Pres. Behnken.) 

Over the top of the original print- 
ing of “A Statement” the words “In 
the Name of Jesus” are printed in 
beautiful l.etters. Nevertheless the 
signers of that document have actu- 
ally taken our Lord’s name in vain 
by issuing that “Statement,” for “he 
that teaches otherwise t h a n God’s 
Word teaches, profanes the Name 
of God among us.” 

May the Lord of the Church by 
Scripture Alone enlighten all be- 
lievers according to the prayer of 
Christ:. “Sanctify them through Thy 
Truth; Thy Word is Truth.” John 
17:17. 

l 

A Promise 
We have not q u i t e completed 

our history of the Statementarian 
Controversy. We will present a list 
of 1 the latest subscribers to the 
doctrine of the “Statement” and also 
a resume of the, 1951 surveys carried 
on by the St. Louis Study Club. We 
will bring you these articles as soon 
as time and space will permit. 

l 

“People who b e c o m e powerful 
usually also become selfish. They 
must be opposed by those whom 
God awakens to defend the folks 
who get walked on or kicked around 
in the rough battle of living - the 
minorities, the underprivileged, the 
weak or incompetent.” - Dr. Elson 
Ruff. 

0 

Speak mildly bui act firmly. 
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False Leaven Permeates 
The Missouri Synod Lump 

The “Statement” of the “44” was 
sent out w it h an abusive letter 
which contained many slanderous 
accusations a g a i n s t unidentified 
brethren in the Missouri Synod. It 
consists of 12 propositions on the 
doctrine of church-fellowship. Heter- 
odox Lutherans welcomed its ap- 
pearance in 1.945 and crowed about 
a “red-letter day in American Luth- 
eran church history.” Gleefully they 
recognized it as a “declaration which 
completely repudiates the Missouri 
Synod’s position on the question of 
‘unionism’ “. Confidently they claim- 
ed that the “Statement” goes defi- 
nitely a n d unimistakably counter 
to the position hitherto taken by 
Missouri. 

The “Statement”, of course, was 
not the first false leaven in the 
Missouri lump, but in every other 
case the leavening process had been 
arrested by the expulsion of the 
leaven or of the leavener, that is, in 
every case except one - the 1938 
Union Resolutions. Though voted 
out in 1947, the false position of 
these resolutions on church-fellow- 
ship was not rejected. 

A Little Good 
Mixed With The Bad 
As with other false confessions, 

the “Statement of the 44” is not 
completely wrong. We are happy to 
find some sentences in the “State- 
ment” that are entirely acceptable. 
When it says that the great Luth- 
eran principle of the inerrancy and 
all-sufficiency of H o 1 y Writ must 
be upheld; that the Gospel must be 
given free course; that no organiza- 
tional loyalty can take the place of 
loyalty to Christ and His Church; 
that the m o t iv e in sanctification 
must be love, we hail these declara- 

tions with rejoicing. However, the 
good can never undo ,the bad. A 
wrong number in a list of figures 
will keep the whole sum from being 
right. A little poison in a glass of 
water makes the whole glassful un- 
fit to drink. No salesman could sell 
a partly-demolished c a r on the 
strength of the fact that the rest of 
it is in good shape. Fifty good deeds 
cannot erase one sin. That is true 
also of the “Statement.” The correct 
statements of this document do not 
rectify the incorrect ones. 

Its Chief Subject and 
,Object: 

Church-Fellowship 
The “44” have repeatedly claimed 

that their “Statement” has no bear- 
ing on Lutheran union, but a study 
of the document will easily prove 
this claim to be false. The heart of 
the “Statement is Article 11, which 
reads: 

“We affirm that church fellow- 
ship is possible without complete 
agreement in details of doctrine 
and practice.” 
This is not quite t h e complete 

statement of Article 11, but the 
“Statement” c 0 n ta..in s a lot of 
verbiage that tends to confuse the 
reader ‘and conceal the main issue. 
The “Statement” uses what might 
be called the “Mirage Method” of 
argumentation. The reader often 
comes to a point, where he thinks he 
has the thought clearly in mind, 
when ambiguous verbiage suddenly 
confuses him and makes him un- 
certain of his conclusions, - a sort 
of “now-you-see-it, now-you-don’t” 
argumentation. We shall clip this 
excess verbiage out of the “State- 
ment” and lay bare the actual 
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argumentation for our readers, thus 
aiding their understanding of the 
errors in th.is unfortunate document. 

In direct opposition to Article 11, 
the BRIEF STATEMENT of the 
Missouri Synod s a y s in its own 
Article 28: 

“Christians are to . . . h a v e 
church-fellowship only with orth- 
odox (right-teaching) c h u r c h- 
bodies, and in case t h e y have 
strayed into heterodox (wrong- 
teaching) church-bodies, to leave 
them, Rom. 16, 17.” 

A certain church-ruler in Rome 
claims the ‘Tright” to tell the mem- 
bers of his denomination, which 
Scripture they must and which they 
need not follow. In the Chicago 
“Statement” people are permitted to 
fellowship with others without in- 
sisting on their accepting every de- 
tail of Divine doctrine. However, no 
one has the right to relieve others 
of the obligation to accept and con- 
fess e v e r y doctrine revealed in 
Scriptures. The persistent refusal to 
accept any doctrine or statement of 
the Bible brings about a dissolution 
of fellowship. Our &ly obligation 
to such people is to testify against 
their error and try to persuade them 
to leave it. Continued fellowship de- 
pends on the errorist’s willingness 
to be instructed in the truth, and, 
when, in the judgment of the orth- 
odox party the errorist is no longer 
willing to listen, the time for sep- 
aration has come. However it is 
never right, to establish or practice 
fellowship with known and per- 
sistent errorists outside the circle, of. 
those in doctrinal unity with us. 

Destroying The Serip- 
tural Ba’sis for Old 
Missouri Doctrine 

The “Statement” tries to support 
its wrong position on church-fellow- 
ship by destroying t h e Scriptural 
basis of the old Missouri doctrine. 
Article 5 says: 

For many y ear s the Missouri 
Synod held that Romans 16, 17 for- 
bids “all unionism, i. e., all uniting 
in worship and engaging in joint 
religious work which disregards doc- 
trinal differences by not first estab- 
lishing unity of ’ faith.” This the 
Statementarians w i s h to explain 
away. But Scripture c a n n o t be 
broken and this clear passage will 
not allow itself to be limited nor 
eliminated in its application to the 
situation among the various Luth- 
eran bodies of America. Since per- 
sistent doctrinal differences exist, 
one or the other of these bodies 
must be “causing divisions and of- 
fenses contrary to the doctrine” of 
Scripture. Both can be wrong, but 
both cannot be right. Only one is 
continuing in the apostolic doctrine, 
for if both did so, there would be 
unity and not doctrinal differences. 
Romans 16, 17 applies to every such 
situation. Besides, isn’t it strange 
that the only two Bible passages 
in the “Statement” are quoted with 
the purpose of showing that old 
Missouri has -misused them? In the 
case of Romans 16, 17 it attempts 
to liquidate this passage by empty- 
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“We d ep 1 or e the fact that 
Romans 16, 17. 18 has been ap- 
plied to all Christians who differ 
from us in certain points of doc- 
trine. IT IS OUR CONVICTION 
. . . that this text does not apply 
to the present situation in the 
Lutheran Church of America.” 

This statement attempts to limit 
the application of Romans 16, 17 
very drastically. The passage, it 
claims, should not be applied to all 
“Christians” and particularly not to 
the “Lutherans” of America who 
differ from the Missouri Synod in 
doctrine. They make this claim be- 
cause they feel they have, by a re- 
analysis a n d reinterpret&ion of 
Romans 16, explained the Old Mis- 
souri meaning of this important text 
away - at least to their own satis- 
faction. 

(Continued on following page) 
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(Continued from preceding page) 
ing it of the meaning which God 
obviously put into it. 

Trying To Justify 
Unionistic Prayer 

Having “eliminated” (in the think- 
ing of the Statementarians) Romans 
16, 17.18 f r o m consideration in 
connection with church-fellowship, 
Article 8. of the “Statement” takes 
up prayer. It says: 

“Any two or more Christians 
may pray together to the Triune 
God in the name of Jesus Christ, 
if the purpose for which they meet 
and pray is right.” 

This statement sets up two re- 
quirements for prayer with other 
human beings: 1. They must be 
Christians; and 2. The purpose for 
which they pray must be right. 

The second requirement sounds 
like the Jesuit principle - “The end 
justifies the means.” Dare we do 
evil that good may come? God’s 
Word forbids that (Ram. 6, 1). In 
every activity of an individual, both 
the means and the purpose must 
be right. 

The “Statement” makes no men- 
tion of the principle that Christ 
emphasizes as a m o s t important 
factor in joint prayer. In Matthew 
18, 19 He says: “If two of you shall 
agree on earth as touching any thing 
that they shall ask, it shall be done 
for them of my Father which is in 
heaven.” The setting into which this 
passage is placed shows that two 
praying together must be gathered 
together in “Christ’s name” or in 
Christ’s truth. We have many ex- 
amples of joint prayer in H o 1 y 
Scripture but always between peo- 
ple who agree in religious con- 
victions. With t h e m prayer is a 
united, spontaneous outpouring of 

the spirit, because of their one- 
ness of mind. 

Here is an example of the kind of 
worship the Chicago “Statement” 
sanctions. If a group of Baptists, 
Presbyterians, Nazarenes, M e t h o- 
dists and Lutherans would get to- 
gether and decide on some proper 
purpose, it would be all right to 
pray together. Differences in doc- 
trine and conviction are no hin- 
drance to such a prayer, because 
the participants profess to be Chris- 
tians and have a proper purpose 
for their prayer. But according to 
Scripture all church-fellowship (in- 
cluding the fellowship of j o in t 
prayer, or prayer-fellowship) pre- 
supposes full agreement in the doc- 
trines of Scripture, (1 Cor. 1, 10) 
and the Bible bluntly says that the 
prayer of a person who turns away 
his ear from hearing the Law and 
thus rejects any part of the Divine 
truth, is an abomination. (Prov. 28, 
9). 

G,iving Unionism 
The New L:ook 

Finally, in Article 9 the “State- 
ment” tries to bolster up its case 
against the old Missouri doctrine by 
redefining the term “unionism.” It 
belittles this term by saying that it 
is a “non-Biblical” term. But so is 
the term “Trinity.” Certainly Scrip- 
ture speaks of church-fellowship in 
its right and in its wrong forms. 
“Unionism” is simply the historic 
Missouri Synod n a m e for church- 
fellowship in its wrong form. We 
would r a t h er call it Religions- 
mengerei, the mixing of religions, 
because people understand unionism 
better when they realize that it in- 
volves a mixing of religions. They 
can more easily understand that the 
mixing of religions is wrong. The 
unionist usually justifies his crimes 
by claiming that the various de- 
nominations are alike and no mixing 
of religions is involved. 

In Missouri’s BRIEF STATE- 
MENT, the pre-“Statement” a n d 
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pre-Common Confession doctrinal 
position of t h a t body, the term 
“unionism” is defined in the old Mis- 
souri way thus: 

“We repudi.ate unionism, that is, 
church-fellowship with the ad- 
herent.s of false doctrine, as dis- 
obedience to God’s command, as 
causing divisions in the church 
(Rom. 16, 17; 2 John 9, 10) and 
as involving the constant danger 
of losing the Word of God entire- 
ly (2 Tim. 2, 17-21). 

In opposition to this orthodox 
position, the Chicago “Statement” 
says: 

“We believe that the t er m 
‘unionism’ should be applied only 
to acts in which a clear and un- 
mistakeable denial o f Scriptural 
truth or approval of error is in- 
volved. 

trine. But B would like to show his 
affection by outward church-fellow- 
ship. So he reports in his bulletin: 
“The ALC and we do not agree in 
doctrine, but we can get together ac- 
cording to the measure of agreement 
that exists, I think Pastor A is 
wrong on certain points, but next 
Sunday we are planning a joint 
prayer for the union of the Lutheran 
churches. I am going to pray in his 
church and he- is coming here to 
pr,ay in ours.” Actions talk louder 
than words. Specifically, in words, 
Pastor B did not deny any doctrine, 
but by his actions he belied his 
own confession. How many of the 
hearers in these congregations are 
not going to get the impression that 
the differences that exist are un- 
important and can be safely ignored, 
after paying lip-service to orthodoxy 
at a convenient time? 

“We therefore deplore the tend- 
ency to apply this non-Biblical 
term to any and every contact 
between Christians of s different 
denominations.” 
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Old Missouri did not use the word 
unionism for “every contact between 
Christians of different denomina- 
tions” but only for church-contacts 
with church people, whose confes- 
sion differed from Scripture. The 
“Statement” here attempts to de- 
stroy the old principle by destroy- 
ing the old definition, misrepresent- 
ing it and limiting its application. 
Actually they want no- principle of 
church-fellowship, but would like to 
have each case of church-fellowship 
examined separtately to see whether 
a specific and clear denial of a 
Scripture or a specific and clear ap- 

roval of error has been committed. 

This is the n e w sliding-scale 
principle of church-fellowship per- 
mitted, if not promoted, by the 
“Statement.” Fellowship is to be 
permitted according to the degree of 
agreement that e x i s t s between 
various church-bodies. Fellowship is 
to be considered proper, as long as 
there is no clear and unmistakable 
denial of the truth and approval of 
error in a given case. This is aimed 
at the heart of old Missouri’s Scrip- 
tural principle of church-fellowship 
only with agreement in doctrine. It 
gives this principle a mortal wound. 
It approves the Iowa-ALC doctrine 
that church-fellowship is permissible 
between individuals a n d church- 
bodies w h i c h differ in doctrine. 
Fellowship is to be determined 
simply according to individual op- 
portunities and according to the de- 
gree of doctrinal agreement. 

The new definition would work 
like this. Pastor B is a member of 
the Missouri Synod. He has a dear 
friend, Pastor A, in the American 
Lutheran Church, which differs with 
Missouri these many years in doc- 

The “44” have thrown their brick- 
bats and retired behind the pro- 
tective skirts of Pres. Behnken, as- 
sured of asylum within the Missouri 
Synod. From that safe position they 

(Continued on following page) 
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The Lord Is Mv Shepherd . . l 
J 

The sheep are the whole number 
of steadfast believers in the Good 
Shepherd. The Good Shepherd is 
the Lord Jesus Christ, who laid 
down for the sheep His all, that is, 
all His life, body, blood, powers, 
and strength. Then “He descended 
into hell; the third day He rose 
again from the dead; He ascended 
into heaven, and sitteth on the right 
hand of God the Father Almighty; 
from thence He shall come to judge 
the quick and the dead.” 

themselves, for everything is un- 
certain, perishable, but confess in 
short and well: “The Lord is my 
Shepherd.” 

The G o o d Shepherd graciously 
speaks to His sheep with His voice. 
His voice is His holy Gospel of joy 
and comfort. Thus “by the preach- 
ing of the Gospel tie Good Shepherd 
still reveals Himself as the Son of 
God and the Redeemer of the 
world.” And the sheep hear His 
voice and bring forth this confession 
from the heart with the mouth: 
“Thy Word was unto me the joy 
and rejoicing of mine heart; for I 
am called by The name, 0 Lord God 
of hosts.” Jeremiah 15, 16. 

Certain, sure faith speaks that 
way. Saving faith turns its back to 
everything that is e art h 1 y and 
temporal, no matter how important 
and costly it may be and immediate- 
ly turns its face and heart to the 
Lord who alone is and does all. He, 
and no one else, be he king or 
Caeser, says faith, is my Shepherd. 
Lord God, may that be our con- 
fidence ‘as we unite our hearts by 
confessing: “The Lord is my- Shep- 
herd.” Amen. 
(Cp. Luther’s Exposition of Psalm 

23. H. F. K.) 
9 

False Leaven Permeates 

Dr. Martin Luther comments on 
John 10, 27 as follows: “My sheep 
know Me, and fhey hear My voice. 
The two follow one another. Who- 
ever hears Christ, him He hears in 
return, for they know one another 
mutually. For that reason, whoever 
wants to pray, so that he is certain 
to be heard, let him hear Christ 
first and believe His voice, then 
everything is in the proper order.” 

Above all things, therefore, pay 
diligent attention to the voice of this 
Shepherd; hear exactly w h at He 
says to you; let Him pasture and.feed 
you, rule, direct, protect, and com- 
fort you, that is, keep you with His 
Word, so that you enjoy hearing 
and learning it. Then you will be 
certainly well taken care of, both 
in body and soul. 

In a nutshell, this entire Psalm 
reads: “The Lord is my Shepherd.” 
The world brags of honor, power, 
riches, favor of people, etc.; the 
sheep, however, praise nothing in 

.Missouri Synod Lump 
(Continued from preceding page) 

have carried on their campaign of 
conquest for the position they 
espouse. But no orthodox Missourian 
dare let the matter rest at that point. 
Two such contradictory positions on 
church-fellowship as t h a t of the 
BRIEF STATEMENT and that of 
the Chicago STATEMENT cannot 
both have equal rights in the Mis- 
souri Synod without making it a 
unionistic fellowship. Scripture in- 
sists that all false doctrine be re- 
nounced by its sponsors, since “a 
little leaven leaveneth the whole 
lump” (Gal. 5, 9). The Statement- 
arians must give up their false posi- 
tion on church-fellowship or get out 
of the Missouri. Synod. If the efforts 
of t h e orthodox Missourians to 
achieve such a settlement fail, it be- 
comes their duty to sever church- 
fellowship with the Statementarians,. 
their fellow-travellers and defend 
ers, in accordance with the clear 
command of Romans 16, 17.18. If 
they don’t, they will be partaking 
of other men’s sins (1 Tim. 5 22) 
and running the risk of losing the 
full truth of God’s Word themselves. 

- 92 - 



How To Improve Your 
Appetite far The Word 

(From a Presidential report of 
Pres. H. Schwan of the Missouri 

Synod in 1881) 
You will not expect me to judge 

for you, whether the work of God 
in our synod has gone forward or 
backward. Growth or loss in spiritual 
things are not always apparent. But, 
if we judge what we can see, we are’ 
sure of one thing - the greatest 
danger we face, comes from the 
direction of a loss of spiritual appetite 
and indifference toward the Heaven- 
ly Manna. These factors have made 
their unmistakable appearance. 
Whereever a church body experi- 
ences a loss of appetite and thirst 
for spiritual food and, as a result, 
the new creature in its members 
begins to die, there one faction (the 
smaller) falls into pharisaical quib- 
bling, work-righteousness and judg- 
mg. The other faction falls into 
sadduccaeical i n d i f f e r en c e and 
worldliness, and, claiming Christian. 
liberty, pursue wealth, honors and 
pleasures of this world. Between 
these two millstones the remaining 
children of God have a difficult time 
of it. 

Spiritual loss of appetite is like 
loss of bodily appetite. It appears, 
not where there is a famine, but just 
there where people have plenty to 
eat. Because of the plenty many 
people do not recognize the great 
danger. On the other h an d, this 
p1ent.y or bounty is what makes the 
danger itself so much greater. The 
only remedy for spiritual lack of 
appetite, as with all other diseases 
of the soul, is the Word of God, 
And it is this Word which the in- 
Different person does. not want or 
aesire. The nature of the sickness 
itself is to detest the Word, and 
the only cure which outwardly ap- 
pears advisable a n d promises to 
help, is the starvation cure. How- 
ever, you and I do not have the 

right to prescribe or apply this cure. 
The Lord reserves the use of the 
starvation-cure for Himself. 

What shall we do then? We have 
been bound for all time to the old 
means, the Word of our Lord. We 
must study it and use it with all 
longsuffering and doctrine, in season 
and out of season. Let us not over- 
look the fact that the Word was 
given us not only to fill the hungry 
with good things, but also for the 
people who have lost their spiritual 
appetite; for these people who con- 
sider themselves rich, but are act- 
ually poor and miserable - in order 
to show them the danger of damna- 
tion which they face. 

We certainly dare n o t diminish 
the Gospel which alone can satisfy 
the hunger of the soul and give it 
life, but r a t h e r with redoubled 
efforts, we ought to preach the Word 
of God’s Law, without which a 
satisfied, indifferent human heart 
does not become hungry again. 

May God make us preachers wise 
stewards of the Word, who under- 
stand the people God has placed into 
our care and give each according 
to his individual needs. May He 
terrify the veteran hearers of His 
Word, as soon and as often as they 
begin to lose their appetite for the 
Truth. How blessed is that ‘congrega- 
tion which recognizes the danger 
in time, or at least comes to its 
senses as the result of some alarm- 
ing experience and returns to its 
first love and simplicity, in which 
it was once so happy. - ADAPTED. 

0 
The Othodox Lutheran is being 

printed at Heron Lake, Minn., by 
the Heron Lake News, Marvin Law- 
rence, publisher. 

“The peace of kod is inseparable 
from th-e cross a.nd froubles of life.” 
-Luther. 
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Luther’s Powerful Pentecost Hymn 
Luther was a genius, also as a 

hymn-writer. And not the least of 
his genius in this field was his 
ability to take some hymn of the 
Middle Ages and to cast it into a 
new and powerful form for the use 
of the German people. We shall 
learn more about this remarkable 
ability of the Reformer in other 
studies of this series. 

The hymn we have before us is 
No. 224 in the Lutheran Hymnal: 
“Come, Holy Ghosi, God and Lord!” 

The first stanza of this hymn goes 
back to the end of the tenth century, 
when King Robert of France com- 
posed it as an antiphon for one of 
the fine service-books of his day. 
The beginning of the Latin form 
reads: Veni, Sancte Spiritus, and the 
stanza had five lines, without the 
Hallelujah. 

The translation of the first stanza 
of the ancient Latin hymn had been 
found in various versions toward 
the end of the fifteenth century. 
Although Luther knew the old Latin 
antiphon, since it was found in a 
good many service-books, he adopt- 
ed and adapted the old German 
stanza, and added two original 
stanzas. This was in 1524, when the 
Reformer was so actively engaged in 
getting out the earliest Lutheran 
hymnal. While he was preparing the 
hymn for use in the Church, he 
remarked that it was so beautiful, 
so powerful, that the Holy Ghost 
might well have provided the in- 
spiration for it, both as to the words 
and the melody. We may agree that 
the Holy Spirit was also with Luther 
in his preparation of this glorious 
hymn. 

For the hymn is a remarkable 
specimen of a fervent prayer for 
the coming of the Holy Ghost, who 
is to dwell in the souls of men and 
blow gently over all nations. Stanza 
1 shows that the Holy Ghost is to 
be glorified among the nations as 
the one who unites all believers in 
the H o 1 y Christian Church, the 

Communion of Saints. Stanza 2 
speaks in particular of the light and 
the truth which can come from t.he 
Holy Ghost alone, an d therefore 
presents a f e r v en t petition that, 
Jesus alone be the Teacher of all be- 
lievers, over against the f a 1 s e 
prophets who arise time and again 
within the Church. Stanza 3 is a 
petition to the Holy Spirit that He, 
as the heavenly Light and Guide, 
may produce willing hearts in the 
service of the Lord, so that all true 
believers may be led safely through 
the warfare of life to the heavenly 
glory. 

When Leonard Kayser, who had 
accepted the s o un d teaching of 
Luther with regard to the way of 
salvation, was about to be burned 
at the stake, on August 16, 1527, he 
begged the people who witnessed his 
martyrdom to sing t h i s powerful 
hymn, especially on account of its 
closing thought: “That bravely here 
we may contend, Through life and 
death to Thee, our Lord, ascend.” 
This may well be the prayer of 
every Christian in his dying hour. 

P. E. Kretzmann 
0 

Sasse - There is no struggle for 
true doctrine which is not at the 
same time a battle against the false, 
just so there is no project for the 
true unity of the Church which does 
not include the warding off of false 
union. 

0 
“I know the thoughts fhaf I th.ink 

iowards you, saifh the Lord, 
thoughts of pea&, and noi of evil, 
fo give you an expected end.“- 
Jer. 20: 11. 

8 
Lutheran church members mus’ 

contend for the faith just as well as 
their pastors. We humbly suggest 
that our members and friends get 
more and more subscribers for the 
Orthodox Lutheran. The subscrip- 
tion price is two dollars per year. 

- 94 - 



How Pittsburgh Ousted Its Pastor 
Pastor W. H; McLaughlin h a s 

prepared a five-‘page account of how 
he was ousted from Immanuel Con- 
gregation, Pittsburgh, on Nov. 15, 
1951. The account is verified by 
William G. Eyman, Jr., Albert G. 
Dillner and Erwin L. Moser, Jr., as 
members of the congregation who 
were present at the ouster proceed- 
ings. The whole account is available 
for a dime and may’ be ordered from 
Mr. H. A. Strumpler, 3817 Hartford 
St., St. Louis 16, MO. 

The account shows that the con- 
gregation w a s in harmony with 
Pastor McLaughlin, demonstrated in 
two memorials sent to the 1947 and 
1950 MO. Synod conventions .an d 
actions taken in 1951 by the con- 
gregation. According to what the 
congregation had done before the 
date of ousting its pastor, it should 
rather have decided to sever its rela- 
tions with the MO. Synod. 

On October 1, 1951, Pastor Mc- 
ILaughlin formally renounced his 
personal membership in the MO. 
Synod. Then Pres. Behnken and 
District Pres. Kleiner got busy. They 
wrote to the pastor. Two weeks later 
District Pres. Kleiner wrote to the 
congregation. Then the congrega- 
tion decided to invite Visitor Gerdes 
to the meeting on Nov.’ 15, 1951. 
Following is a quotation from the 
five-page account which shows the 
spirit of the MO. Synod and which 
gives part of the history of the ouster 
proceedings. 

“At the special meeting on No- 
vember 25 Visitor Gerdes was first 
granted , the floor.+ Throughout, . . his 
talk was only a Synodical political 
harangue, spiced. with personalities, 
gnd demanding my expulsion. He 
would not enter upon any ,doctrinal 
considerations. He stated that he had 
never put any stock in the “State- 
ment of the 44,” but after witness- 
ing the legalistic way in which I 
picked flaws in Synod’s doctrinal 
position at this meeting, he began 
to think the 44 really had some- 

thing. He even suggested that the 
congregation’s charter would show 
that its property was held under 
the Pittsburgh ‘diocese’ of the Mis- 
souri Synod. 

“My severance of my relations 
with the Missouri Synod was, a.c- 
cording to Visitor Gerdes, a deser- 
tion of the congregation and suf- 
ficient reason for demanding my 
resignation. The admitted fact that 
I preached the Word of God in its 
truth and purity, and that I was not 
charged with ungodly life or un- 
faithfulness to dfficial duty, was 
entirely irrelevant. The Visitor even 
protested that. the voters would be 
misled if they attached any weight 
to the orthodoxy of my doctrine, 
the only pertinent fact being my 
severance of my relations with Mis- 
souri Synod. 

“With regard to Synodical Hand- 
book 3.65 the Visitor, though he had 
been invited, was very emphatic in 
asserting his right to come without 
invitation, and also his determina- 
tion to serve all members ‘who want 
Missouri’ regardless of what the 
voters’ decision should be.“- 

Then, as the account shows, the 
majority of the voters of Immanuel 
Congregation of Pittsburgh obeyed 
the Visitor, .defied the Lord and the 
doctrine of the Call, and decided 
that Pastor McLaughlin must get 
out. 

A minority group is having church 
by itself. The majority was decent 
enough to allow Pastor McLaughlin 
arid his family to remain in the 
parsonage and even paid his salary 
for .2%- ‘months after they put him 
out as their minister. He was never 
given any date as to when he should 
+&at& the parsonage, but he and 
his family moved out on February 
15. 

In this account we have proof of 
how MO. Synod teaches people to 
regard synodical loyalty to be 

(Continued on following page) 

- 95 - 



The OFBRRRB Lutheran 
Okabena, Minn. 

Sec. 34.66, P. L. & R. 
U. S. POSTAGE 

PAID 
Permit No. 1 

Oka- Minn. 

Return Postage Guaranteed 

How Pittsburgh Ousted 
Pastor McLaughlin 

(Continued from preceding page) 
greater than loyalty to the Word of 
God. 

fervent desire that God may bring 
those who ignorantly or knowingly 
have transgressed His Holy Word 
to repentance, and bestow upon 
them His gracious p ar do n and 
peace.” 

At the end of his own five-page ANNOUNCEMENT: If you have 
detailed account of his ouster as anyotie, who, you feel should read 
pastor of Immanuel Congregation, the ORTHODOX LUTHERAN, give 
Pittsburgh, Pastor McLaughlin closes us his n&me and address and we 
with these words: will send sample copies ioa, him. 

“The above account has b e en l 

drawn up, to the best of my know- From Iowa; ‘cMissouri’s officials 
ledge and ability, in full accord with can not well plead ignorance in 
the facts of the case and the docu- view of your testimony. May God 
ments in my possession, and with- strengthen you as you continue to 
out rancour or malice, and with the witness.” (A Pastor). 

Easter Peace 
John 14:27 

(An After-Easter Meditation) 

By P. E. Krotzmann 

0 Lord, let Thou by mind be stayed 
On Thee, and Thee alone; 
Send Thou to me, Thy ligh-t and 

truth 
From Thy resplendent throne, 
That I may know Thee as my God, 
My Savior and my Lord, 
That all m:$ hope in life and death 
Be centered in Thy Word. 

Teach me to know and understand 
My weakness and my sin; 
Then let Thy fount of gracious love 
Spring up and flow within, 
That in its flood my sinful heart 
Be rendered white and clean 
And by the comfort of Thy love 
My heart be made serene. 

Keep Thou me, Lord, in perfect 
peace, 

Whose mind is stayed on Thke, 
Since Thou laid& down Thy life 

for me 
Upon the cursed tree, 
Since I have learned to know and 

trust 
Thy good and gracious will 
And since my heart has heard Thy 

words 
Of kindness: Peace. be- still! 

And when the days of storm and 
strife 

And weary toil are done, 
When through the glass my sands 

of life 
Their stated course have run, 
Then shall my storm-tossed soul 

find rest 
And wonderful surcease, 
For Thou wilt keen Thv trusting 

child 
In endless, perfect peace. 
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