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Concord of 1580 and the Brief 
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To show, on the basis of Scrip- 
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To furnish aids for Bible study and 
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tation. 

To demonstrate, by our Scriptural 
stand, that our Concordia Lutheran 
Conference is not a sect or a false 
church, but that the congregations which 
form it confess, teach, and practice the 
Word of God in its full truth and purity 
and use the Sacraments according to 
Christ’s institution. All who do this are 
the true visible Church on earth. 

To seek out all who truly share our 
Scriptural position in doctrine and prac- 
tice, and to urge the mutual public ack- 
nowledgment of such God-given unity. 
Thus we shall be able thereafter to prac- 
tice a God-pleasing fellowship with them. 

To show that we do not have 
among us a mixture of divergent 
teachings but that we are “perfectly 
joined together in the same mind and in 
the same judgment.” 

To set forth pertinent historical infor- 
mation which has a bearing upon the 
Church and to expose modern phil- 
osophical thought and the so-called 
scientific theories which contradict the 
Word of God. 

To expose particularly the false 
teaching and practice of the various so- 
called “Lutheran“ church bodies by 
comparing their teachings and practices 
with what is plainly recorded in the Word 
of God, in the Lutheran Confessions, and 
in the old orthodox Lutheran writings. 

To expose false teaching and prac- 
tice wherever it makes its appearance 
and to keep abreast of the current 
happenings in the church and among the 
nations as signs of the times. 

To be truthful and factual in our 
reporting and freely to correct any 
misinformation of which we are not 
aware and which has been called to our 
attention. Also to clarify any information 
or statement of doctrine or practice which 
may be unclear to our readers or which 
may create a wrong impression. 
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The President ‘S 
Cl- 0 ulnn 

“You pastors all say the same thing !” This was the comment made by a 
visitor to our recent convention in June. What else could he possibly 
have expected from our pastors concerning the teachings of Holy Writ? 
Our little Conference is not a hodge-podge of various teachings spun 
out of our own heads. Our position is stated so clearly on the inside 
cover page of our official organ, The Concordia Lutheran: “to show 
that we do not have among us a mixture of divergent teachings but that 
we are ‘perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same 
judgment.“’ 

Therefore any question asked with regard to where we stand in our doc- 
trine and practice will receive the same answer from each of our pas- 
tors. 

This is as it must be! And what holds true, by God’s grace, of our pas- 
tors should also be the case with all our lay people. The Apostle Paul 
writes to the members of the Christian congregation at Rome, “‘Now the 
God of patience and consolation grant you to be likeminded one toward 
another according to Christ Jesus: that ye may with one mind and one 
mouth glorify God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ” ( 15 :5,6). 
His language is the same to the members of the Corinthian congrega- 
tion, “‘Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no divisions 
among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind 
and in the same judgment” (I Cor. 1: IO). And the Lord Jesus reminds 
us, “If ye continue in My Word, then are ye My disciples indeed; and ye 
shall know the truth, and the truth shall make youJFee” (John 813 I,32). 

This Scriptural position was held by all of our old orthodox Lutheran 
teachers. They confessed in The Smalcald Articles of 1537 that “the 
Church can never be better governed and preserved than if we all live 
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under one head, Christ, and all the bishops, equal in office (although 
they be unequal in gifts), be diligently joined in unity of doctrine, faith, 
Sacraments, prayer, and works of love, etc.” (Cont. Trig., page 473). 
They rejected unionism (agreeing to disagree) as a sin, insisting in 1927 
that “a Christian who believes that God has clearly spoken through the 
prophets and apostles and through the Lord Jesus Christ cannot be a un- 
ionist” (The Concordia Cyclopedia, page 774). Again in 1932 they de- 
clared, “Since God ordained that His Word only, without the admixture 
of human doctrine, be taught and believed in the Christian Church, I 
Pet. 4: 11; John 8:3 1,32; I Tim. 6:3,4, all Christians are required by God 
to discriminate between orthodox and heterodox church-bodies, Matt. 
7: 15, to have church-fellowship only with orthodox church-bodies, and, 
in case they have strayed into heterodox church-bodies, to leave them, 
Rom. 16: 17. We repudiate unionism, that is, church-fellowship with 
the adherents of false doctrine, as disobedience to God’s command, as 
causing divisions in the Church, Rom. 16: 17; If John 9,10, and as in- 
volving the constant danger of losing the Word of God entirely, II Tim. 
2: 17-2 1” (Brief Statement, par. 28). 

Unfortunately, the father of all lies has seen to it that those orthodox 
voices of the past have been silenced by the vast majority of those who 
still carry the name “Lutheran.” Following the mainline Protestant de- 
nominations, they no longer insist upon speaking the same thing and 
being perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 
ment. Instead, they openly tolerate those who espouse teachings plainly 
contrary to the Word of God. How confusing this must be to the lay 
people, to receive different answers from pastors concerning the doc- 
trines of Holy Writ! It reminds us of the condition existing in Germany 
during the early 1800s which prompted our forefathers to come to the 
United States that they might preserve the pure teachings of God’s Holy 
Word. 

We readily confess that the unity of doctrine in our midst is in no way 
due to our merit and worthiness! All honor and praise must be given to 
the Lord who has granted us this gift and preserved us in the same. 
While God is indeed the Giver of the truth, we have the dreadful power 
to lose it. Therefore we must be diligent and faithful in the use of the 
Means of Grace, strive to increase our knowledge of the doctrines of 
Scripture by faithful study of the Word and constantly be on our guard 
against indifference. We must let the Word of God live and rule in our 
hearts and lives, in our homes, providing for the thorough indoctrina- 
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tion of our children by assisting them to learn their lessons in our Sun- 
day School classes and Instruction Classes. Then we must implore our 
dear heavemy Father to grant us the aid of His Holy Spirit that we ear- 
nestly strive to adorn our confession with a God-pleasing life. 

“May Almighty God and the Father of our Lord Jesus grant the grace of 
His Holy Ghost that we all may be one in Him, and constantly abide in 
this Christian unity, which is well pleasing to Him! Amen” (The For- 
mula of Concord, Cont. Trig., page 837). 

Qllje 3Refotmixtion EUslo $xpa$eb 
tIje @Errors of tlje 3Reformeb 

As we celebrate the Reformation and the glorious rediscovery of the 
Gospel of free grace by the Lutheran theologians against the works 
righteousness of the Roman Catholic Church, most Christians are famil- 
iar with the issues involved in that controversy. The doctrinal contro- 
versy of the Reformation could be summarized as an issue of Authority. 
From where does the church derive its authority? Who has the right 
and authority to determine the church’s doctrine and practice? The Ro- 
man Catholic Church answered this question as they had for centuries 
by saying authority came from the Scriptures and tradition as inter- 
preted by the church in the person of the Pope and various councils. 
Luther returned the church of the Reformation to the principle of Sola 
Scriptura, for the written Word of God alone must determine the 
church’s doctrine and practice. To bow the knee to the dictates and 
doctrines of men was to surrender God-given Christian liberty and to 
fall under the condemnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. He described the 
worship of those who derived their doctrine from men rather than the 
revealed Word of God in Matthew 15:9: “But in vain they do worship 
me, teachingfor doctrines the commandments of men. ” Luther exposed 
the Roman Catholic Church’s idolatrous man-centered worship and re- 
stored the church to the proper foundation of the written Word of God 
as our one true authority before which all Christians should gladly bow 
their minds and hearts in humble submission. 

Though the majority of Christians are familiar with the struggle Luther 
waged against Roman Catholic error, many do not realize that he also 



confronted many doctrinal errors among those who also claimed to be 
reformers of the church, namely, the Reformed theologians. The Re- 
formed (non-Lutheran Protestants) in the persons of Zwingli and later 
John Calvin represented an even greater threat to the doctrines of the 
Reformation, for they often used the same language as the Lutherans to 
describe their doctrine. But the principle of interpretation they em- 
ployed with the Word of God caused them to depart from the truth and 
authority of Scripture. The Reformed theologians, or the Enthusiasts, 
as Luther liked to call them, also confessed the doctrine of Sola Scrip- 
tura. They claimed to believe and confess that the Written Word of 
God was the final authority in all matters of faith and practice. How- 
ever, their approach to the Scriptures caused them to leave the orthodox 
faith in several of their doctrines, for they elevated man’s Reason above 
the clear statements of the Bible. 

When we submit Scripture to our fallen human reason the result can 
only be a departure from the pure doctrines of the Word, for man’s rea- 
son is no friend of the faith; it is the faith’s enemy (Rom. 8:7; I Cor. 
2: 14). The Word of God must subdue our sinful reason, “bringing into 
captivity every thought to the obedience of Christ” (II Cor. 105). This 
captivity to the Word of God must take place if we are to understand 
God’s Word, otherwise false doctrine will result. Luther understood 
this for he had struggled for years with Roman Catholic theologians 
who manipulated the Scriptures to their own ends and he knew where 
such foolishness would lead. He was not about to be taken in by the 
new Reformed theologians who were engaged in the same error even 
though they claimed to be his brethren. Luther would not tolerate a so- 
called unity with those who denied any portion of the Scriptures, for he 
knew that when a man goes down that path there is no end to how far it 
will lead him away from God’s Word. The sad history of the Reformed 
churches demonstrates this fact, for what began as a small departure 
from the clear Word of God in the name of reason, in a few hundred 
years has resulted in modern religious liberalism, agnosticism, and even 
atheism. 

When one views the modern church, he sees that the spirit of the Lu- 
theran Reformers is missing. Men are willing to unite with error and 
false doctrine, pretending that doctrine is unimportant, so long as the 
person embracing false doctrine claims to “love Jesus”. The men of 
the Lutheran Reformation were of a different stripe. Luther and his fel- 
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low theologians met with Zwingli and the Swiss theologians at the Mar- 
burg Colloquy in 1529 to discuss the possibility of doctrinal unity and 
fellowship between their two groups. A unity with the Swiss would 
have helped them tremendously when they appeared before Charles V 
and the Catholic princes at Augsburg a few days later to defend. their 
doctrine before the Catholic hierarchy. The two groups agreed on every 
point of doctrine presented at Marburg, except one, and Luther would 
not unite with the Swiss because they rejected the literal meaning of 
one word in the Bible. 

The word over which they disagreed was the Greek word Estin, trans- 
lated in English by the word “a”. When Jesus held up the bread at the 
Last Supper he said: “this is (Estin) My Body”. Luther, who had fought 
a long struggle against Roman Catholic theologians and their misuse of 
Holy Scripture, insisted that the word be taken in its literal meaning. 
Zwingli and the Swiss objected, saying that such an interpretation 
would be against human reason. They suggested that “Estin” be trans- 
lated in a figurative sense: “this repkents my body. ” The theologians 
of Augsburg finally walked out of the meeting, unwilling to unite with 
any group of professing Christians who, because of human reason, 
would change the meaning of even one word in the Holy Scriptures. -- 

Luther’s final words to Zwingli were: “Yours is a different spirit from 
ours.” He knew that if theologians were willing to be so cavalier with 
even one of the inspired words of Holy Scripture, it would not be long 
before they would change other doctrines they could not explain ration- 
ally. In this regard, it may be said that modern liberalism began with 
Zwingli, and the prediction of Luther has come true. The liberal spirit 
of Zwingli was different from the spirit of the Reformers, and since 
then the theological heirs of Zwingli, modern liberalism, have denied 
every doctrine in the Word of God, a denial that began with one word. 

When we force the Scriptures to submit to our human reason, we are 
attacking the authority of God’s Word. Rather than allowing the Word 
of God to speak out of its divine authority and thereby reveal to the 
church God’s doctrine, we elevate our rational mind above the inspired 
Scriptures and end up giving the church the doctrine of men, which is 
nothing but human authority. I spent many years in the Reformed 
churches and saw this first hand. I’ll never forget a sermon I heard 
many years ago by a Calvinist pastor on the doctrine of Election in 
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which he stated that if God chose certain ones to be saved it is a Eogical 
necessity for us to believe He also chose certain ones to be damned. 
Where did this pastor receive the doctrine that God chose certain ones 
to be damned? Certainly not from the Words of the Bible, for they are 
absolutely clear. God “will have all men to be saved, and to come unto 
the knowledge of the truth” (I Tim. 2:4). And He is “not willing that 
any should perish, but that all should come to repentance. ” (II Pet. 
3:9b). He received his doctrine from a “logical necessity” imposed 
upon the Word of God by his own mind and in so doing he denied the 
clear and authoritative Word of God. This pastor was a man who often 
confessed his unwavering belief in the authority of Holy Scripture, but 
by his own human reason he ended up denying it. 

John Calvin, a theological heir of Zwingli, taught according to reason 
the philosophical maxim: the finite is not capable of the infinite 
/@iturn non est capax infiniti]. He proposed this to support his denial 
of the true communion of natures in Christ and the real presence of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Sacrament. According to Calvin, the 
true finite body of Christ could not be present in, with, and under the 
bread of Holy Communion, because he believed the finite body of 
Christ was confined in heaven. He insisted upon this notion even in the 
face of the clear words of Scripture that state, “Take, eat; this is my 
body” (Matt. 26:26b) and “the bread which we break, is it not the com- 
munion (union) of the body of Christ? ” (I Cor. 10: 16). Calvinist theo- 
logians took the words of Calvin over the years and did not merely ap- 
ply them to the Lord’s Supper, but to the Word of God, Baptism, and to 
the ‘Lord Jesus Christ Himself. 

If the infinite cannot inhabit the finite, then how can the Bible, a finite 
book written by men, be the inspired, eternal Word of God? How can 
the infinite, eternal Son of God be born of a virgin and become flesh of 
our flesh? “ln Him dwelleth all the fuZness of the Godhead bod- 
iZy ” (Col. 2:9). How can God use simple water to apply the forgiveness 
of sins and the new birth to sinners in the Sacrament of Baptism? The 
rationalism of John Calvin permeated Calvinist churches, separating 
them from the clear words of Holy Scripture until, especially on the 
East Coast of our country, scores of formerly Calvinist churches are to- 
day Unitarian, rejecting the orthodox faith entirely. They simply took 
human reason to its natural conclusion and ended up denying every- 
thing that was contrary to it. Sinful human reason will take one away 
from the Word of God and on to Hell if left to its own way. 
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I am often asked why there are so many different sectarian denomina- 
tions and viewpoints on the Bible, and the simple answer lies with 
man’s reason elevating itself above the clear words of Scripture. It is 
no secret that the Reformed churches reject infant baptism solely on the 
grounds of human reason. Zwingli began the denial of the means of 
grace in an attempt to “defend” the power of God by declaring that “the 
Spirit needs no vehicle” to communicate the forgiveness of sins to men. 
In other words, he was saying God is greater than these puny human 
means of Word and Sacraments, and therefore he rejected them as un- 
worthy of God’s use. 

We would certainly agree that God does not need physical means to 
bring to us the forgiveness of sins, but that is not the issue. The issue is, 
what means has God chosen to use in applying to sinners the benefits of 
Christ’s atonement, and what has the Holy Spirit revealed in the Word 
of God regarding the means He has chosen to use? The Bible clearly 
reveals that the Gospel (Rom. 1:16), Baptism (Acts 2:38), and the 
Lord’s Supper (Matt. 26:26-28) are the God-ordained means by which 
the forgiveness of sins is offered and applied to the hearts of penitent 
sinners. To say otherwise does not exalt God’s power; rather it is rebel- 
lion to the clear words of God Himself. 

As men throughout the centuries allowed their rational minds to toy 
with the Scriptures, they invented new doctrines, and around these have 
sprung a multitude of denominations, sects, and cults. Men could not 
rationally believe that children were born in sin and in need of the for- 
giveness of sins, and since they also reasoned that salvation was the 
product of the human will, they began to teach that only adults can be 
converted and then baptized. They concluded this in spite of clear 
Scriptures to the contrary. Furthermore, the Wesleyan Perfectionist 
doctrine came from a philosophical reasoning that said, since God has 
commanded us to obey Him, it would be unjust of Him to command us 
to do what we are unable to perform. Just as it would be unjust to com- 
mand a man in a wheelchair to run a loo-yard dash, so God would not 
command us to do what we are not able to do. From this philosophical 
reasoning came the teaching that the Spirit of God performs a Second 
Work of Grace in the hearts of justified believers that causes them to 
cease altogether from sin in this life. This was believed in spite of the 
clear words of I John 1:8: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive 
ourselves, and the truth is not in us. ” 
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Examples could be multiplied of the many errors that have resulted 
from the wrong use of man’s reason that began with the departure from 
the literal meaning of one word in the Bible. The result has been doc- 
trinal confusion, division, and sectarian strife. This is why Luther saw 
the spirit of Zwingli as a different spirit from the Lutheran Reformers, 
for his human reason was not subject to the clear words of Holy Scrip- 
ture. His seemingly small departure from the Word of God has resulted 
in wholesale rejection of the doctrines of God’s Word in our day. The 
spirit of the Reformation and of Luther was the Holy Spirit, who unites 
the church on the basis of the clear statements of Scripture, refusing to 
allow human reason to deny even one word of the revelation of God. 
May God continue to grant this same spirit to us that we may faithfully 
retain the pure doctrine of the Word of God in this present age of reason 
and unbelief. Amen. 

- R.A.M. 

delivered to the 
Forty-Ninth Annual Convention of the Cuncordia Lutheran Conference 

bY 
The Rev. David T. Mensing, Pastor Peace Ev. Lutheran Church, 

Oak Forest, Illinois 

(NOTE: Part I of this essay appeared in the last issue of The Concordia Lutheran.) 

PART II 

At its 1950 convention in Milwaukee, the Synod’s “unionistic charac- 
ter” which, up to that time, had been “evinced chiefly by the unretracted 
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A Statement” (Preamble, CONSTITUTION), that is, by its consistent and 
deliberate omission of doctrinal discipline, was exacerbated by com- 
mission of a sin, grievous on the part of any individual Christian, and 
particularly offensive on the part of a church body to whose leadership 
its member congregations look for sound doctrine and practice. The 
Missouri Synod officially adopted a document which it represented to 
its members as completely Scriptural and thoroughly orthodox, but 
which in reality was unscriptural and compromising in its language and 
cunningly deceptive as to its purpose, a document that echoed in its in- 
tent and even in its words the unretracted A Statement. This document 
was the so-cal.led Common Confession of Faith between The Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church. 

As we explored in some detail in last year’s essay, a desire to effect 
truly Godpleasing pulpit and altar fellowship with the American Lu- 
theran Church on the basis of real unity had been a priority item in the 
Missouri Synod for many years, and it had become a source of confu- 
sion and controversy only when proponents showed themselves willing 
to “cut corners” in order to arrive at mutually suitable compromises in 
doctrine and practice, that is, in matters which permit of NO compro- 
mise and NO accommodation. Thus, for example, the Brief Statement 
sf I932 was born in order to set the record straight, as it were, on mat- 
ters of doctrine and practice which were in dispute between the two 
bodies and with regard to which the orthodox “fathers” of the Missouri 
Synod, led by Dr. Francis Pieper, would not bend. 

There were always those, however, who saw a large “pan-Lutheran” 
federation as a “greater good” than even true orthodoxy (though they 
never would have admitted it); and the all-too-evident transparency of 
this hidden agenda in “brethren” was troubling to men like Pieper and 
other guardians of the Synod’s doctrine and practice. Nevertheless they 
were “out there,” and some, as it turned out, were “in” as well -in the 
hierarchy of official circles within the Synod, on the faculty of the 
seminary at St. Louis in particular, and at other sundry posts of prestige. 
It was these men who were ill-advisedly appointed to or efected to com- 
mittees on doctrine and practice and, in the case of the present discus- 
sion, to the Committee on Doctrinal Unity of the Missouri Synod. This 
committee had been charged with setting up and holding meetings with 
counterparts in the American Lutheran Church, with the end in view of 
crafting [and I use that word deliberately] -of crafting a mutual con- 
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fession that would be acceptable to both church bodies, even though 
their respective positions in the controverted doctrines were miles apart 
in some cases. 

Due to the time allotted for this present essay, we cannot include here 
the text of the Common Confession of Faith in its entirety; but we have 
distributed it in pamphlet form as an exhibit for delegates and visitors to 
have for their files (and it is available from our publishing house, Scrip- 
tural Puldications, upon request). We have also distributed a com- 
pletely Scriptural, well-documented Examination of the Common Con- 
fession, co-authored by Pastor H. David Mensing, one of the founding 
members of our Conference, and Pastor A. T. Kretzmann, a brother pas- 
tor at the time of its writing, when both were still members of Synod. 
Sadly, Pastor Kretzmann, like many protesting members of the Mis- 
souri Synod, was a comrade who soon wearied of the fray and “stayed 
in to fight” a battle that could not be won and, as it turned out, a battle 
that was never won -the battle to return the Lutheran Church-Missouri 
Synod to true orthodoxy in doctrine and practice. He and many other 
erstwhile combatants became leavened by the subjective opinion that 
they were accomplishing a “greater good” by remaining in the fellow- 
ship of those who “[kept on causingj divisions and oflenses contrary to 
the doctrine which [they had] learned” instead of following the injunc- 
tion of God’s Word to “avoid them ” (Romans 16: 1.7). Both of the au- 
thors of this fine refutation are deceased. 

It must be remembered that the purpose of the Common Confession 
was intended from the outset to be a basis for establishing jdkwship -- 
between the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, which subscribed to the 
demonstrably orthodox position of the Brief Statement of 1932, and the 
American Lutheran Church, a church body with a demonstrably false 
position both in doctrine and in practice. -The American Lutheran 
Church, at its 1948 convention, resolved “. . .that we continue a Com- 
mittee on Fellowship...to negotiate with a Committee on Doctrinal 
Unity of The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, toward the establish- 
ment of pulpit and altar fellowship or fellowship commensurate with 
the existing degree of unity.. . .” and that, “in the interest of prompter 
and more effective work,” a subcommittee consisting of Dr. Edward C. 
Fendt and Dr. Bernard J. Holm “work on a single statement of the faith 
of the church” with the Missouri Synod committee. -The Missouri 
Synod made this same agenda evident in 1947, resolving “. . .that Synod 
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encourage its Committee on Doctrinal Unity to continue discussion on a 
soundly Scriptural basis, using the Brief Statement and such other docu- 
ments as are already in existence OR AS IT MAY BENECESSARY TO FOR- 
MULATE [our emphasis]; and that Synod’s Committee on Doctrinal 
Unity be instructed to make every effort to arrive ultimately at ONE 
DOCUMENT [our emphasis] which is Scriptural, clear, concise, and un- 
equivocal .” Representing the Missouri Synod in this effort were .Dr. 
John H. C. Fritz and Pastor W. H. Jurgens. 

Note, however, that, contrary to the specific direction of the Synod’s 
1947 Convention, the members of its Committee on Doctrinal Unity 
negotiated and “crafted,’ a document that was mscriptural, mclear, IM- 
precise and EQUIVOCAL, namely, the Common Confession of Faith, and 
presented it for adoption to the 1950 Convention of the Missouri Synod 
in Milwaukee. In its recommendation to the convention, the Committee 
on Doctrinal Unity grossly MISREPRESENTED that document as fulfilling 
the Scriptural and confessional requirements of the Synod. Neverthe- 
less, both in printed memorials and in earnest warnings made from the 
floor of the convention, its delegates were amply informed of this mis- 
representation and were urged to reject the Common Confession for the 
following reasons: 

1. The Common Confession was not a faithful and cor- 
rect presentation of what God’s Word teaches on a 
number of doctrines treated in it (including the doc- 
trines of Inspiration, of Justification, of Conversion, of 
Election, of the Church, of the Antichrist, and of the 
Last Things). 

2. The Common Confession failed to exclude and reject 
false doctrines which had been for years and still were 
officially being taught in the American Lutheran 
Church and thus failed to meet the requirements of 
Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions for union on 
the basis of true unity. 

Yet the 1950 Convention resolved by majority vote (notwithstanding St. 
Paul’s injunction in I Corinthians 1: IO), either ignorantly or deliberately 
oblivious to plain facts: 

113 



“. . .that we accept the ‘Common Confession’ as a state- 
ment of these doctrines in harmony with Scriptures 
[our emphasis]; 

. . .that, if the American Lutheran Church, in conven- 
tion assembled accepts it, the ‘Common Confession’ 
shall be recognized as a statement of agreement on 
these doctrines between us and the American Lutheran 
Church. . . [our emphasis]; 

. . .that additional statements, originating in the same 
manner as the present ‘Common Confession,’ may be 
submitted [for clarification or expansion]. . . .” - 
[again our emphasis of these words from the preceding 
Whereas] * 

*If indeed the Common Confession had been “in harmony with Scrip- 
ture,” why would it need “clarification or expansion” (these words 
taken from the second whereas of an additional resolution)?? This pro- 
viso was added as a kind of “sop” to concerned delegates to make it 
appear as though the adopted version were still open for correction. 
The addition was therefore transparently unreasonable and meaning- 
less! 

Thus, two other reasons for rejecting the Common Confession were 
that: 

1. It was adopted in violation of Christian consciences 
bound in the Word of God (I Corinthians 1: 10; II Co- 
rinthians 10:5) since protests of brethren made both be- 
fore and during the convention were ignored, despised, 
and even ruled out of order! 

2. It was adopted by majority vote instead of unani- 
mously (See Lutheran Witness, July 25, 1950, p. 228). 
Thus it was adopted in violation of the Missouri 
Synod’s own constitution, Article VIII, C, to wit: “[At 
synodical meetings] all matters of doctrine and of con- 
science shall be decided only by the Word of God. All 
other matters shall be decided by a majority vote.” 
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The unthinkable had happened! The Missouri Synod of C. F. W. 
Walther, August Graebner, Franz Pieper, Ludwig Fuerbringer, Theo- 
dore Engelder and other stalwart defenders of the truth and watchmen 
on Zion’s walls had sold its birthright of orthodoxy, of purity of doc- 
trine, of faithful Scriptural practice. 1 It had forsaken both the standard 
and spirit of the Brief Statement in order to effect a sham fellowship 
with a patently heterodox church body, and it did so deliberately, de- 
ceptively, and wantonly! Its slide into the abyss of heterodoxy was now 
complete! It had hit bottom! It had established heterodoxy as its offi- 
cial stance, for the record! It no longer merely tolerated error (which in 
itself is a mark of heterodoxy), but it sanctioned and embraced error by 
laying its foundation upon a false confessional platform; and it left 
those who, by God’s grace, were able to recognize, yea, to “mark” its 
unionistic character, those who desired still to continue in their Savior’s 
Word and to be His disciples indeed, no legitimate choice but to leave 
it! -But what would they do in the last analysis? The weeks and 
months to follow the convention would tell the tale, and the thoughts of 
many hearts would be revealed by their action or inaction! ! 

Thus in the year 1950, exactly fifty years ago today, the Common Con- 
fession was officially adopted by ma-iority vote over the protests of 
many pastors, laymen and congregations who openly opposed it, pub- 
licly spoke against it, and had memorialized the Synod to reject it. For 
the first time in its long history of orthodoxy, the Missouri Synod o@- 
cially espoused false doctrine and practice, renounced the need for una- 
nimity in such matters, passed a union document of compromise delib- 
erately worded in terms sufficiently vague to satisfy the heterodox 
American Lutheran Church, and systematically opposed any and all ef- 
forts to correct her. This same, now firmly established, pattern of het- 
erodov continues to this day -five decades later- with the absence of 
doctrinal discipline in her midst, the toleration of error side-by-side 
with the truth, union without unity, variance of doctrine and practice 
from church to church, pastor to pastor, and professor to professor, and 
the blatant persecution of those who still occasionally dare to admonish 
her. 

- D.T.M. 
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Eschatology is the doctrine of holy Scripture concerning temporal death 
and the intermediate state of departed souls, the second advent of 
Christ, the resurrection of the dead, final judgment, consummation of 
all things, the everlasting damnation of the wicked, and the eternal bliss 
of the righteous in the world to come. Concerning all these things God 
has, in His Word, revealed whatever He would have us know concern- 
ing them, and while, also in this respect, “Whatsoever things were writ- 
ten aforetime were written for our learning” (Rom. 15:4), the words of 
the apostle, “Behold, I show you a mystery” (I Cor. 15:5 I), with which 
he sets forth one particular point of these ~qaza (eschata, last things), 
apply to all of them. Here, too, “we know in part, and we prophesy in 
part” (I Cor. 13~9)’ and with the psalmist we say, “my soul doth wait, 
and in His word do I hope” (Ps. 130:5). The last things, being mostly, 
in their nature, future events, are, as such, objects of Christian hope, and 
inasmuch as Christian hope is essentially faith concerning things to 
come, it must be in all its points based upon the written Word of God. 
In eschatology, as elsewhere in theology, whatever goes beyond the ex- 
plicit statements of Scripture is not theology, but wild speculation, not 
Christian hope or faith, but idle dreams. 

A. TEMPORAL DEATH 

Death is a mysterious thing. It is not merely and simply lifelessness. A 
stone, though void of life, is not properly dead. Death, as a process, is 
the cessation or extinction of life, which superinduces the state of death, 
the extinctness of life in a subject which was previously a living being. 
But life itself is an inscrutable mystery. Biology, the science of life or 
living things, while it has discovered and followed up many of the vari- 
ous manifestations of life, is utterly and hopelessly in the dark concem- 
ing the nature of that peculiar spontaneity which we call life, with the 
extinction of which all the manifold and various exertions and activities 
of which it is the principle come to an end, and which, when it has once 
become extinct, can never be restored by any natural cause or by any 
amount of human ingenuity or skill. Materialism is but an emphatic ac- 
knowledgment of the persistent futility and utter hopelessness of all the 
endeavors of the human mind to fathom this hidden mystery. Reducing 
the phenomena of life to chemical action, these scientists, or rather, ne- 
scients, simply deny what they cannot solve, and of which their very 
denial is but another evidence. But there is probably an ethical interest 
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at the bottom of this denial. For the denial of life is also a denial of 
death. It is the same subtle foolishness of wickedness which denies 
God, soul, sin, life, and death. 

Life in the created universe is of various orders, vegetable, animal, hu- 
man and angelic life, and a subject can be dead only in the sense in 
which it was previously alive, as it can be deprived of such life only as 
it had. But vegetable and animal life and death do not concern us here; 
it is human life and death wherewith we have to deal in this chapter of 
theology. 

Man was not made to die. When God made man, He made him “a liv- 
ing soul” (Gen. 2:7), and it was not with a view of undoing His work 
that He made man what He made him. Man was made for life, for im- 
mortality, being endowed with aposse non mori (able not to die), which 
was to give place to a non posse mori (not able to die). This living be- 
ing was made up of two distinct constituent parts, a material body, 
“formed of the dust of the ground,’ (Gen. 2:7), and elsewhere simply 
called “the dust” (Eccl. 12:7), and an immaterial soul, which was not 
made into separate existence and afterwards united with the body, but 
created into the body by the breath of God, who “breathed into his nos- 
trils the breath of life” (Gem 2:7). By this breath or spirit of life what 
had before been a perfect human body, not a dead body, but a lifeless 
body, was quickened, and thus the whole human being, a complete per- 
son, was a living soul, named after its pars potior (more important 
part), that part wherein the personality and the life of the whole living 
person immediately inhered. By this personal union in a physical unit 
the life of the soul or spirit of man was also the life of the body as of a 
living organism, exerting its various energies in manifold manifesta- 
tions of life by and through the several organs and avenues provided by 
the Creator when He formed the body for the purposes for which it was 
intended. This intimate union of body and soul, having been estab- 
lished by a creative act of God, was not intended as temporary and tran- 
sient, but as permanent. Yet this union contemplated in the plan of 
creation was not, like the personal union between the divine nature of 
the Son of God with the human nature decreed in the plan of redemp- 
tion, absolutely inseparable, but such that, under changed conditions, 
what God had joined together might, by a special dispensation of God, 
be again put asunder. And these changed conditions actually came 
about. They were not brought about by the Creator, but by the will of 
man under the influence of Satan. Sin entered into the world, “and 
death by sin” (Rom. 5: 12). And the special dispensation of God 

117 



whereby death was made the consequence and penalty of sin was set 
forth in the word, “in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely 
die” (Gen. 2: 17). Accordingly, man, who, in his primeval state, had 
been a living soul in the full sense of the word, was, in his fallen state, 
consigned to death in the full compass of the term. Sin entered in and 
separated between man and God. This was the beginning of death, 
which set in on the day when the first human sin was committed. But 
sin was not in the world at large, like a miasma in the air; it was not 
only on record against man with the judgment pronounced thereon and 
the penalty imposed; it “dwelled in” man (Rom. 7: 17,20), and dwelling 
in every individual sinner, “worked death” (Rom. 7: 13), a separation of 
body and soul. Like a keen wedge, either working its way as by its own 
gravity from infancy to decrepit old age, or accelerated in its process by 
actual. sins, as of unchastity or intemperance, or by intermediate conse- 
quences of sin, as disease and want, or driven home by one finishing 
blow, as by an assassin’s hand, or a thunderbolt, sin forces asunder, un- 
der divine dispensation, what God has joined together. This disruption 
of body and soul, under now prevailing conditions, comes about in the 
course of nature, or by natural causes. But it is only in his fallen nature 
that it is natural for man to die. Death, like sin, was not created into the 
world. Hence the pang we feel in the face of death, be it our own or 
that of others, even where death has lost its sting. For the separation of 
body and soul is death to the body, the end of its physical life. The 
body has no life of its own aside from that of the soul, the spirit of life. 
When the soul “departs” (II Tim. 4:6; Phil. 1:23), taking its flight from 
its “earthly house of this tabernacle” (II Cor. 5: 1), whether “carried into 
Abraham’s bosom” (Luke 16:22), or hurried away to “hell and tor- 
ments” (Luke 16:23), it takes with it the life inherent in it and leaves the 
body not only lifeless, but dead, deprived of the life by which its vari- 
ous functions were actuated and sustained. Thus it is that the dead body 
falls a prey to “corruptionyy (II Cor. 4: 16; I Cor. 15:42), for which it was 
not originally intended, and “the dust returns to the earth as it 
was” (Eccl. 12:7). Such is death, a consequence of sin, not a natural 
consequence, not a fruit growing from an evil tree according to a prees- 
tablished law of nature, or a product of the evolution of evil in man, but 
a consequence of sin ordained by a voluntas consequens in God. Such 
is the physical death of sinful mortals everywhere, as the psalmist says, 
“Thou tumest man to destruction.. Thou tarriest them away as with a 
flood; they are as a sleep: in the morning they are like grass which 
groweth up. In the morning it flourisheth, and groweth up; in the eve- 
ning it is cut down, and withereth.. . for it is soon cut off, and we fly 
away” (Ps. 90:3-5, 10). 
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And yet there is a vast difference between the temporal death of one 
class of men and that of another, the death of the wicked and the death 
of God’s elect. When death was ordained because of sin, it was in the 
mind of God not only as a consequence, but also as a penalty of sin. 
“The wages of sin is death,’ (Rom. 6:23), and wages are meted out for 
and in consideration of that whereby they are earned. Death is the pen- 
alty of sin imposed by the judicial justice and executed by the punitive 
or retributive justice of God, according to which “the soul that sinneth, 
it shall die” (Ezek. 18:20). Not only in consequence of, but foi “his in- 
iquity that he hath done shall he die” (Ezek. 18:26; cf. 33: 18). That this 
judgment includes, though it is not restricted to, the physical death of 
the sinner, is clear beyond the possibility of doubt by the fact that man’s 
Substitute, the Holy One, being “made under the Law” (Gal. 4:4), and 
“made to be sin for us” (II Cor. 5:2 1 ), was also made to suffer the pen- 
alty of sin demanded by the Law, “death, even the death of the 
cross” (Rom. 5: 10; Phil. 2:8; Luke 23:46), death, which could not come 
upon Him as a consequence of sin, since “in Him is no sin” (I John 3:5; 
cf. II Cor. 5:2 1; John 8:46). It was not possible that Christ should die of 
a lingering disease. He died a judicial death, sentenced by an unjust 
judge, Pontius Pilate, but also sentenced by a righteous Judge, the Lord 
of hosts, who had “laid upon Him the iniquity of us all” (Is. 53:6). 
When He was “cut off out of the land of the living,” He was “stricken 
for the transgression of His people” (Is. 53:8), being “wounded for our 
transgressions,” and “bruised for our iniquities” (Is. 53:5). When He 
“poured out His soul unto death,” it was because .He was ‘Vrumbered 
with the transgressors” and “bore the sin of many” (Is. 53: 12). And 
now, since our Substitute stood condemned and sentenced and the sen- 
tence of temporal and eternal death was executed when He was for- 
saken of God in His agony and died the death of the cross, there is no 
condemnation, no sentence, no penalty, either temporal or eternal, to 
them which are in Christ Jesus (Rom. 8: 1). But there are those who re- 
ject the vicarious sacrifice of the Mediator, denying the Lord that 
bought them, and thus “bringing upon themselves swift destruction” (II 
Pet. 2: I), temporal and eternal death as the just penalty of their sins. 
“When the righteous tumeth from his righteousness, and committeth 
iniquity, he shall even die thereby” (Ezek. 33: 18). When the soul of the 
unbeliever is required of him (Luke 12:20), it is a guilt-laden soul, un- 
der the wrath of God, a soul “already condemned,’ because of its unbe- 
lief (John 3: 18). This condemnation is again unto death, eternal death, 
and the wicked soul is, in the moment of death, when it is tom from its 
habitation of clay, hurried to the prison-house of condemned spirits, 
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down to hell, where also the angels that sinned are reserved in everlast- 
ing chains under darkness unto the judgment of the great day (II Pet. 
2:4; Jude 6). It is there that the souls of the unbelievers of the days of 
Noah were led more fully to comprehend that their condemnation was 
well-merited, when He, by faith in whom Noah, the preacher of right- 
eousness, was saved, appeared in hell after His quickening in the sepul- 
cher and heralded His victory over Satan, sin, and death, in His archen- 
emy’s dungeon (I Pet. 3: 18-20). This is Sheol, Hades, hell, whither the 
souls of the ungodly are sent, not to annihilation, but to destruction, 
“everlasting destruction,” whereby “they who obey not the Gospel of 
our Lord Jesus Christ shall be punished,’ (II Thess. 1:8-9). “The 
wicked shall be turned into hell, and all the nations that forget 
God” (Ps. 9: 17). “The wicked in a moment go down to hell” (Job. 
2 1: 13). And hell is to the wicked soul in a certain sense what the grave 
is to the body, a place of perdition. Hence hell and destruction are con- 
joined in such texts as these: “Hell and destruction are before the 
Lord” (Prov. 15: 11); “Hell is naked before Him, and destruction hath no 
covering” (Job 26:6; cf. Prov. 27:20). That Sheol sometimes also 
stands for “grave” (Gen. 37:35; 44:3 1; I Sam. 2:6; Ps. 6:5; etc.) is only 
consistent with the various usus Zoquendi of death, which likewise 
stands for physical death, which kills the body and consigns it to de- 
struction in the grave, and for spiritual and eternal death, the destruction 
of the soul and, finally, of both soul and body, in hell (Matt. 10:28). 
And hell is not a haven of rest after the storms of life; neither is it a pur- 
gatory for smelting out the dross of sinfulness; nor is it an underworld 
like fabled Tartarus, where the souls of the good and the evil bewail 
their cold and gloomy existence: but it is a prison, unapproachably 
separated from the abode of the blessed, a place of punishment, where 
souls of the wicked are confined with the devil and his angels, being in 
torments, and without a ray of hope for final delivery. “When a wicked 
man dieth, his expectation shall perish, and the hope of unjust men per- 
isheth” (Prov. 11:7; cf. Eccl. 11:3). Being dead in sin and under the 
wrath, the wicked soul, in physical death, sinks away into eternal death, 
in which it will be joined by the body on the day ofjudgment. Such is 
the course of death. 

(August Graebner, Theological Quarterly, Vol. VI, No. 2, Apr. 1902, 
pp. 65ff.) 

NOTE: The remainder of this article will appear in the next issue of 
The Concordia Lutheran. 
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Around the World 

The president of the Seventh-day Adventist Church has voiced his 
“regret” that the church’s Southeastern California Conference has de- 
cided to issue the same credentials to male and female pastors. The ex- 
ecutive committee of the conference made the move March 16. F. Lynn 
Mallery, president of the conference, said the decision reflected the 
need to treat “women ministers without discrimination.” . . . Pastor Jan 
Paulsen, president of the Seventh-day Adventist Church, said the deci- 
sion by the Southeast California Conference makes a unified position 
more difficult on the matter of male and female clergy . . . Near 10 per- 
cent of pastors in the 60,000-member Southeastern California Confer- 
ence are women . . . . (RNS). 

The English District of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod has before 
it an overture submitted by the Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit 
when it meets this June at Concordia University in River Forest, Illi- 
nois. The President of the Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit is the 
wife of Concordia’s President, George Heider. Dr. Mary Todd, on the 
faculty of Concordia, is a member of the congregation. Her recent book 
titled Authority Vested included a foreword by Dr. Martin Marty in 
which he says of her that she is “a partisan for the ordination of women 
against all odds.” (Christian News, April 17, 2000) 

Rev. Don Johnson of the Lutheran Church of Honolulu (Evangelical 
Lutheran Church in America) says there is nothing forbidden about 
same-sex relationships. (Christian News, April 17, 2000) 
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How insidiously the devil works! Little by little he seeks to destroy 
the whole body of Christian doctrine within the pale of Christen- 
dom. His success has been phenomenal, especially in these last days 
during which he has been loosed (Rev. 20:3) and of which the Sav- 
ior says, that “except those days should be shortened, there should 
no flesh be saved: but for the elect’s sake those days shall be short- 
ened” (Matt. 24:22). In spite of the fact that the father of all lies 
seeks to destroy the church, we Christians have the comfort that it 
is not possible to destroy the Holy Christian Church - not even the 
gates of hell shall prevail against it (Matt. 16:18). Until that Final 
Day breaks forth, the Holy Ghost will continue to call, gather, 
enlighten, and sanctify the whole Christian Church on earth, and 
keep it with Jesus Christ in the one true faith, daily and richly for- 
giving all sins of the believers, and will then at the Last Day raise 
up all the dead, giving to all believers in Christ eternal life (The 
Third Article, Catechism, page 11). Our hearts should not tremble 
and give way to discouragement and despair, for “the foundation of 
God standeth sure, having this seal, The Lord knoweth them that 
are His” (If Tim. 2:19); “fear not, little flock, for it is your Father’s 
good pleasure to give you the kingdom” (Luke 12:32). Therefore ’ 
let us not allow ourselves to become entangled with the affairs of 
this life but always seek to please Him who hath chosen us to be sol- 
diers of the Lord Jesus Christ (II Tim. 2:3,4) by defending His 
Word against all those haughty spirits who “always set forth some- 
thing new, devised to change Thy doctrine true” (Hymn 292). 

Our nation has gradually turned from a cash economy to an all- 
consuming debt economy, beginning first with financing of the home, 
then the car, the refrigerator, consumer goods, luxuries, and even pleas- 
ures. The average American owes in excess of $4,000 in installment 
credit (not counting home mortgages). Many families pay more than 
$1,000 per year on installment interest alone. Signs of too much debt: 
*One credit card is used to pay another. *One bill is delayed so an 
overdue bill can be paid. *Paying only the minimum amount due on 
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charge accounts. *Getting a new loan or extension to pay your debt. 
*Using credit card cash advances to pay living expenses. *Depending 
on overtime to make ends meet each month. (by Caleb McAfee, quoted 
in Christian News, July 24,200O) 

The above timely quotation indicates how the vast majority of the 
citizens in our country make themselves so dependent upon bor- 
rowed money. Most of us older ones from the depression era were 
brought up to know that if we did not have the money to pay for 
something, then we simply didn’t buy it. Now, however, times have 
become more prosperous and money is readily available to pay for 
virtually whatever we desire by simply borrowing. Borrowing, in 
itself, is certainly not contrary to Biblical principles and there are 
times when it is not possible to avoid borrowing. Very few, for ex- 
ample, would have sufficient funds to pay cash for such a large item 
as a home. Obviously a home is a necessity - untold luxuries are 
not! And here is where we Christians must be careful lest we allow 
ourselves to abuse our credit cards by frivolously purchasing un- 
necessary items merely to satisfy our whims! How many have 
yielded to such urges and then found themselves unable to make the 
payments! To borrow and not pay back is contrary to the Seventh 
Commandment, “Thou shalt not steal.” Whoever borrows, realiz- 
ing that he will not be able to pay, and then seeks to escape his self- 
produced predicament by declaring bankruptcy, falls under the 
condemnation of the Word of the Lord, “The wicked borroweth 
and payeth not again” (Ps. 37:21). Ours is a money-mad, pleasure- 
loving, luxuriously living age; and we as the children of our dear 
heavenly Father through faith in Jesus need to be on our guard that 
we be not conformed to the world in this regard. We need a warn- 
ing word against self-indulgence, extravagance, and wastefulness, 
against a disproportion in what we spend or keep for ourselves, and 
what we return to the Lord. How deplorable when some so-called 
Christians think nothing of extending themselves financially to the 
utmost and then have little or nothing to give to the Lord and the 
needs of His Kingdom! 
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