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QLC ConferenceMeets Aug. 23-25
The Orthodox Lutheran Conference will hold its Second Annual
Convention on August 23-25, 1952
in Minneapolis. Its pastors will meet
also on Friday, August 22.
The North Side Legion Hall, W.
Broadway at Penn Ave., No., the
worship-home of Holy Trinity Lutheran Congregation,
is the p 1 a c e
where all convention sessions will
be held.
Each OLC congregation has the
right to send two lay-delegates to
this convention. Each congregation
prepared to join the OLC at this
convention has the right to send two
lay-delegates.
All delegates, all pastors, and all
who plan to attend as visitors who
need housing must send their names
to the host pastor, Rev. 0. G. Schupmann. All mail for the convention
or for any people attending the convention should be addressed in care
of the host pastor. His address is:
Rev. 0. G. Schupmann
Highland Station Box 2604
Minneapolis 11, Minn.
Membership in this Conference
may be acquired and held by individuals who subscribe to its Confession of Faith and by congregations who subscribe to Part I of
this Confession of Faith and do not
dissent from Part II.
Interim membership may be acquired and held by such pastors as
share the OLC Confession, but are
not yet in a position to have their
congregations join them in full mem-

IV bership in the OLC.-Article
Membership, OLC Agreement.
One of the resolutions passed by
the first. OLC convention confesses
“continued unity of doctrine
and
practice” between the OLC and the
Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods of
the Ev. Lutheran
Synodical Conference of North America. - Sept.
26, 1951.
l

A Prayer for
Christian Travelers
(For the use of attendants at the
OLC convention, 1952.)
In Jesus’ name we go our way,
His holy angel be our stay
As God was once in Pharaoh’s land,
When He led forth His chosen band.
Lord

Jesus

Christ,

be

Thou

our

Guide
And be Thou ever at our side;
Go forth with us by day and night,
Protect us by Thy gracious might.
Then neither vale nor mountain
height
Nor harm can fill our souls with
fright;
We safely reach our journey’s end
If Thou Thine angel host wilt send.
Lord Jesus Christ, Thou only way
To heaven’s Home, to Thee we pray:
Help us to reach our Fatherland
And place us safe on Thy right hand.
(Based on the German Im Namen
Gottes reisen wir.)
P. E. K.

Missouri “Thirsts for Fellowship”
American Lutheran Church leaders are boasting about the fact that
“our brethren in the Missouri Synod
treated us with the utmost cordiality. They seemed to be thirsting for
Christian fellowship. It was touching to see their eagerness for further
and closer contacts with us.” They
are referring to negotiations on the
“Common Confession.” The boasting started at the A.L.C. Convention
in 1950 when adoption of this unionistic document was being considered. Some of the A.L.C. members
were surprised that the document
was accepted so quickly. In explanation of this speed, an A.L.C. leader
said: “When a young man proposes
to the young lady of his choice, he
may make a long speech, in an
effort to persuade her to accept.
However, the young lady only has
to say yes or no.” Now, it appears,
the young man (NEW-MISSOURI)
is eager for the marriage.
This would not be so sad, if the
American Lutheran Church had the
right c o n c e p t i on of Scriptural
church-fellowship,
but this body is
thoroughly unionistic. Full unity of
doctrine is not important
to the
A.L.C., as .was shown by a series of
articles in its official paper, the
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LUTHERAN
STANDARD,
just before the 1950 convention of the Missouri Synod. It is very obvious even
to a superficial
observer that the
A.L.C. has not accepted the OldMissouri Scriptural principle of full
doctrinal
unity for church-fellowship. An eye-opening article in the
LUTHERAN
STANDARD
of July
19, 1952 re-emphasizes this
important fact.
The article is a report on the work
of the A.L.C. “Fellowship”
committee at its meeting of July lst,
the day after it met with New-Missouri’s “Unity”
committee. The A.
L.C. committee drafted a series of
recommendations
for the Convention
of that body next fall. In these
recommendations
t h e committee
demonstrates the attitude
of the
A.L.C. in its many-sided
union
negotiations with other “Lutherans”
and thus
and other “Protestants”
shows its unionistic spirit.
Recommendation No. 1, of course,
says that “it is necessary and
salutary . . . to engage in discussions relating to doctrine and practice as the first step toward closer
organizational
affiliation.”
They do
not demand full doctrinal unity for
fellowship or merger, but merely
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“doctrinal
discussions.”
The statement can merely mean that it is
advisable to get out a compromise
document as a pretext for getting
together.
Recommendation
No. 2 proposes
an “increase of interest and support
to the end that the National Lutheran Council may be made an even
stronger agency for the participating
church bodies . . . ” No. 3 recommends the merger of the American
Lutheran Conference bodies.
Recommendation No. 5 is a typical
confusionist
device, s i n c e it represents the “Common Confession”
as still incomplete and ignores the
simple fact that the original “Common Confession” as a document has
been accepted by both the Missouri
Synod and the A.L.C., and that the
A.L.C. did not add the “ifs” and
“buts” which the Missouri Synod
added.
Recommendation
No. 7 smiles at
the United
Lutheran
Church in
America and approves the plan to
have another “meeting in the near
future.” It looks “forward to good
results from this meeting.” Recommendation No. 8 pats the Lutheran
World Federation on the back and
says that the A.L.C. membership
in this international
unionistic organization has “brought great blessings to our Church.”
The A.L.C.
Convention is being asked to “pledge
. . . cooperation in the projects undertaken by this federation.”
Recommendation
No. 9 is “ecumenical”. It claims that the A.L.C.
membership in the inter-“Protestant” World Council of Churches
“promises opportunities
and blessings for our Church.”
It also expresses satisfaction
t h a t progress
was made by this association of
churches in the few years of its
existence and activity.
Someone has pictured the A.L.C.
as a church body with long arms,
that are reaching out for fellowship
with all “Protestants.”
Ever since
1851, when Pastor Loehe, the European sponsor of the Iowa Synod,
told Dr. Walther that doctrinal dif-

ferences need not stand in the way
of church-fellowship,
the I o w a
Synod has held this view.
Since
this synod is now dominant in the
American Lutheran Church, its lax
principle
of church-fellowship
determines the inter-church
relations
of the A.L.C. That certainly
explains how the A.L.C. can accept
the fellowship proposals of the Missouri Synod and at the same time
belong to the World
Council
of
Churches, the Lutheran World Federation and the National Lutheran
Council; how it can have an indirect connection with the National
Council of Churches; how it can
move closer to the United Lutheran
Church and talk merger with the
other bodies of the American Lutheran Conference all at the same
time.
But that does not surprise us half
as much as New-Missouri’s
“thirst”
for fellowship with such unionists.
After all, up until recently the Missouri Synod was practicing according to the BRIEF STATEMENT definition
of church-fellowship
and
demanding unity first. How can real
Missourians keep silence while the
officials and liberals in that body
drag her into false and unscriptural
church-fellowship?
But, above all,
how can real Old-Missourians
go
along with s u c h anti-Scriptural
activities? May the God of all truth
give these real Missourians courage
to stand firm in the old Scriptural
principles. May He rescue them soon
from the Babylon of which they are
still members.

Next Issue May Be Late
The September issue of the Orthodox Lutheran may be published a
week or more later than usual. We
will try to get a full report of the
OLC convention into the next issue.
The convention meets Aug. 23-25,
which, if we report fully on it, will
delay the printing of our paper to
a date later than usual.
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BY DICTATION

OF OFFICIALS

Another So. Dak. Pastor Ousted
“Motion made and carried to remove Rev. E. C. Hallstein as a pastor
of the Corona Congregation, Trinity
Lutheran. Motion carried by vote to
remove Rev. E. C. Hallstein of the
Corona Congregation. Yes 31 to remove 11 not to remove.”
This is the resolution that was
passed on July 1, 1952, by a majority vote of the voting members. Thus
was added another sordid chapter
in the story of pastors being removed from their God-given office
by instigation
of officials of the
Missouri Synod. Although the pastor
pleaded with the congregation, for
its own sake, to state a reason for
this resolution, none was included
in the motion. He was told that at
a subseqent meeting the district officials would come and bring the
“reasons”.
In very short time it so came to
pass. At a meeting of the congregation, nine days later, July 10, the
two highest officials of the South
D a k o t a District of the Lutheran
Church - Missouri Synod, together
with the circuit visitor, presented
the “reasons”. They declared that
the pastor had been rightfully
removed from his office as shepherd
of the Corona congregation:
1. “Because he falsely charges the
South Dakota District of the Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod as declaring itself against the Word of
God;
2. Because he refuses to fellowship with our brethren in the Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod. This
is contrary to Acts 2, 42 and Romans
16, 17;
3. Because he resigned from the
p u b 1 i c ministry in the Lutheran
Church-Missouri Synod of which we
were members”.
In the meeting of July 1 the
congregation throws out the pastor
(expressions such as “let’s fire him”
had been used at this meeting) and

nine days later the officials of the
District bring the “reasons”!
Let us take a look at these “reasons”. Pastor Hallstein had no* accused the entire South D a k o t a
Disfricf of declaring itself against
the Word of God. His original protest, made personally to the visitor
of the circuit and the vacancy
pastor at the parish involved, was
aganist the unscriptural
proceedure
of the officials. When thev spurned
his protest the charges were laid
before the District Convention
at
Aberdeen in May. Pastor Hallstein
told the convention by means of a
memorial that, should they uphold
the action of the officials who dealt
in the Wilmot parish (see Othodox
Lutheran, Dec. 1951, page 18) where
they instigated the unscriptural
removal of another pastor from his
God-given position as shepherd of
the parish, f h en the convention
w o u 1 d declare itself against the
Word of God.
Pastor Hallstein had refused to
fellowship with pastors in the South
Dakota District not before, but only
after the District officials had become guilty of hierarchy
in the
Wilmot parish. To quote the word
‘fellowship’ in Acts 2, 42 and disregard the other words of this text,
especially “the apostles doctrine”,
i.e. the full truth of Scripture, is
devilish perversion of God’s Word.
As for citing Romans 16, 17 against
the pastor, anyone who a c c ep t s
Scripture as it reads will know that
this too is a plain corruption
of
God’s Word.
To charge the outsed pastor withy
‘having resigned f r o m the public
ministry of the Lutheran ChurchMissouri Synod’ is not a valid reason for removing him from his Godgiven office. He did not do this until
after the meeting of July 1. He
wrote his letter of resignation to
the president of the South Dakota
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District on July 5. In his resignation’ from the public ministry
of
the Missouri Synod he furthermore
expressly stated that he was nof
jhereby resigning from his office as
pastor of T r i n i t y Congregation,
Nowhere does the Bible
Corona.
teach that by resigning
from a
wider fellowship, such as a synod,
a pastor automatically
forfeits his
right to be pastor of the congregation to which he has been called,
as the officials of the District had
misled many in the congregation to
believe.
On Monday evening, July 7, six
days after the removal of the
pastor, four of the officers of the
congregation came to the door of the
parsonage, one of whom handed him
the following notice:
NOTICE TO QUIT
To Rev. E. C. Hallstein and Family:
You please take notice that you
are hereby required to quit, vacate
and deliver up the possession of
the buildings and premises which
you now occupy and which is the
of Trinity
Lutheran
property
Church, Corona, S. D., and that you
are hereby required to quit, vacate
and deliver up the possession of
said premises within not to exceed
three (3) days from the date of the
service of this notice upon you, exclusive of the day of service.
You are further notified that unless you do so quit, vacate and deliver up the possession of the said
premises as hereinbefore
required,
legal proceedings will be instituted
against you to gain possession of the
same besides all of the costs and
disbursements of such proceedings.
Dated this 7th day of July, 1952
at Milbank, S. D.
Trinity Lutheran Church,
Corona, South Dakota
This notice was signed by six of
the seven officers of the congregation. It was arbitrary action on the
part of these six men, for the congregation had no such resolution on
its minutes, neither did it confer
any power
in its constitution

authorizing
them to do this. We
merely cite this to show into what
depths of unkindness and injustice
professing Christians will fall when
they have been misled by synodical
officials to depart from the full truth
of God’s Word. Yet, the district officials commended the congregation
for the “Christian like manner” in
which they had handled the whole
affair !
This account has been read by men
who were present at both the July
1 and July 10 meetings and they
attest to its truth. Without malice
or bitterness we are giving the story
to the ORTHODOX LUTHERAN for
Our chief purpose in
publication.
relating this chapter is to set forth
the facts so that the readers may
know that the Corporate Body of
the Missouri Synod is no longer
orthodox; no longer recognizes the
sovereignty of every congregation,
under God; no longer recognizes the
divinity of a pastor’s call, but has
rather become a herterodox body
which practices a hierarchy of which
the Pope himself would be proud.
Our prayer for the officials of the
South Dakota District, as well as
for the delegates of the Aberdeen
Convention and for the voters of the
Corona congregation who were misled by them, is that they may return to the Holy Scriptures through
which alone the Holy Spirit can
open their eyes and bring them to
repentance.
0

New Address . .
l

Rev. Melvin L. Natterer
591 West Sherman Street,
Apt. No. 5
Lebanon, Oregon
Rev. W. H. McLaughlin, M.S;T.
Highland Station, Box 2604,
Minneapolis 11, Minnesota.
-a-One pastor recently said to another: “If it were not for the grace
of God, the offenses of the MO.
Synod officials w o u 1 d long since
have destroyed my Christian faith.”
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Subsequent
Signersof The“44” Statement
Before the Fort Wayne Agreement, by which the Missouri Presidium permitted the Chicago Statement to be “withdrawn
but not
retracted”,
the “44” worked energetically to persuade other Missouri
Synod pastors to sign their “Statement”. By January, 1947 there were
various estimates as to how many
had done so. One estimate gave the
number as over 600. Various lists of
“Subsequent
Signers” m a d e the
rounds, one of which totalled 281
names. Some of the lists, like the
one with 214 names, were certified
by the chairman of the Signers’ Continuation Committee, and generally
accepted as authentic.
Signatures
were openly
solicited
from the
members of the Missouri Synod’s
clergy. One Subsequent Signer said
that he had signed the Chicago
Statement, “together with m a n y
others at a regularly called Pastoral
Conference in New York City May
21, 1946.”
Dr. Friedrich,
Chairman
of the
Continuation
Committee
for the
“44”, sent out one letter to the signers of the Statement, which contained
the following
paragraphs:
“In view of the signs of the times,
it seems to be indicated that we
keep an eye on the District conventions which will be held this summer (letter dated, April 26, 1946).
The Texas District will‘ meet May
20-24. I am wondering whether the
Presidium
will have anything
to
say about the Statement on the convention floor or in the pastoral conferences. In case the matter has been
brought up in Texas, we should see
to it t.hat we have proper representation~ at the rest of the conventions.
And now let us continue our work
in the spirit in which it was begun.
May God help us to remain true to
His holy Word ( !!!!) and to conduct
ourselves in conformity
with the
lofty principles enunciated in our
Statement.” (Editor-That’s
certainly a mouthful.)
-

Dr. Friedrich’s
letter continues:
“To date we have received only 47
additional signatures to the Statement. True, we have not put forth a
special effort to secure new signers
because we were awaiting the letter
which Dr. Behnken had promised to
send to all pastors and congregations. Now, however, the time has
come to get busy, particularly
since
our book SPEAKING THE TRUTH
IN LOVE will be on the market by
May 10th. Present indications
are
that our cause would be greatly
benefited by a large number
of
signers. Why not get busy on this
project during
the E a s t er conferences? I myself am writing
a
letter to all my correspondents who
reacted favorably toward the Statement and am asking them whether
they would be willing to affix their
signatures.”
How

These Subsequernnf Signers
Distributed
By Districts:

Are

In order to give our readers some
idea as to how the various districts
may be infested with signers, and
subsequent signers of the Chicago
Statement, we would like to print
the following tabulation here, using
the list which contains the names
of 281 signersALBERTA
AND BRITISH
COLUMBIA DISTRICT:
None
ATLANTIC
DISTRICT: 52
Connecticut - 3, Massachusetts - 7,
New Jersey - 9, New York - 32,
Rhode Island-l.
CALIFORNIA
AND NEVADA DISTRICT: 16
CENTRAL DISTRICT: 5
Ohio-3, Indiana-2, Kentucky and
West Virginia-None.
CENTRAL ILLINOIS
DISTRICT: 1
COLORADO (Colorado, New Mexico, Utah): 2
EASTERN
DISTRICT
(Maryland,
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania): 3
ENGLISH DISTRICT: 41
Illinois-12, Michigan-8, Minnesota1, Missouri-5, Texas-l, New Jer134 -

sey-2, New York-3, Ohio-3, Pennsylvania-2, Wisconsin-2.
(10 out of 14 visitors and the
District President are included
here.)
FLORIDA-GEORGIA
DISTRICT:
4
Florida-3, Georgia-l
IOWA, WEST: 1
IOWA, EAST: 1
KANSAS DISTRICT:
5
MANITOBA
AND
SASKATCHEWAN: None
MICHIGAN
DISTRICT:
14
MINNESOTA
DISTRICT: 14
MONTANA DISTRICT: None
NORTH DAKOTA DISTRICT: 1
NORTH WISCONSIN DISTRICT: 1
NORTHERN ILLINOIS:
11, including Walther League leaders
N 0 R T H E R N NEBRASKA
DISTRICT: 1
NORTHWEST
(Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington)
DISTRICT:
18
Washington-g, Oregon-9
OKLAHOMA
DISTRICT:
None
ONTARIO DISTRICT: ‘None
SOUTH DAKOTA: 2
SOUTH WISCONSIN DISTRICT: 2
SOUTHEASTERN
DISTRICT:
4
Washington, D. C.-2, Delaware-l,
Maryland-l
SOUTHERN
DISTRICT
(Alabama,
Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi) : 2
Louisiana-l,
Mississippi-l
SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA
DISTRICT: 1
SOUTHERN ILLINOIS:
2
DISS 0 U T H E R N NEBRASKA
TRICT: 1
TEXAS DISTRICT:
2
WESTERN DISTRICT:
52
St. Louis-21 (including one man
listed as “provisional pastor” of a
United Lutheran Church congregation), Missouri-26, Tennessee-l,
Arkansas-2
Chaplaincy-8,
MISCELLANEOUS:
Deceased-4,
Missions-l,
Indian
Left Missouri Synod-5, Seminary
Professors-6, Synodical Officials-2,
Synodical Boards-6 plus.
This Is The Cancer Spread:
When the Bible says that false
doctrines eat like a “canker” (eancer), the holy writer
is using a
very apt illustration.
Doctors are
-

anxious to get cancer early, because,
when it goes into its metastasis, the
cancer cells spread over’ the victim’s
entire body and it is practically impossible to cure the disease. The
Missouri Synod suffered its metastasis in the form of the Subsequent
Signers. If the officials who are responsible for purity of doctrine in
that church body would have applied the proper doctrinal discipline
to the original
“‘44”, the cancer
could have been cured. But, when
by their neglect and folly they permitted the “44” to metastasize into
214 or 281 Subsequent Signers, the
false doctrine of the Chicago Statement gained such a foothold in the
church-body of the Missouri Synod,
that now it is impossible to cure the
cancer. In case you may think that
the rest of Missouri’s b o d y is
healthy, or t h a t the Subsequent
Signers gave up their Statementarianism, we are reserving a treatment of the 1951 St. Louis Survey
on the
as our last installment
problem of the “44”. God-willing we
will present that next time.

Orthodox Lutheran
Theological Seminary
Acting upon the unanimous resolutions of the constituent congregations of the Orthodox Lutheran
Conference, the Board of Directors,
at its last meeting, decided to establish
t h e Orthodox
Lutheran
Theological Seminary, the location
being Minneapolis, Minnesota. The
opening is to take place as soon after
September 15 as possible. We solicit
the names of prospective students
and of people who may know of
such students.
Address all communications
for
the present to:
Dr. P. E. Kretzmann
Cuba, MO.
Box 466
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PastorKoehlinger
Refutes
KauthLetter
Rev. M. C. Kauth, under date of
2-10-52, wrote a letter to “Dear
Ruthie.” He wrote from Kennewick,
Wash. What follows is part of the
letter and Pastor H. F. Koehlinger’s
answer to that part. The rest of
the letter and Brother Koehlinger’s
refutation will be published in our
next issue.
“Dear Ruthie,
“I received your letter yesterday
and certainly was glad to hear from
you and to receive that nice photograph of your two little children.
‘Sorry to hear, however, that you
are being disturbed in your faith
by the propaganda of the so-called
‘Orthodox
Lutheran’
group.
And
now you want to know what it is
all about. It’s very simple, Ruthie,
not nearly as confused as it looks.
You see, for a number of years
our MO. Synod has been trying to
bring about a union with the other
Lutheran bodies in our country and
we began with the American Lutheran Church, since we were one
with them many years ago, around
1.879. At that time a controversy
broke out between them and us on
the doctrines of predestination
and
conversion. Since they persisted in
w h a t we considered unscriptural
doctrine, t h e y left the Synodical
conference and have been separated
from us, lo, these many years. But
then they and we appointed a committee from each Synod to draw up
a document or statement of what
we believed and taught today. YOU.
see, during the 70 years or so that
have gone by since they left us,
many of their men have seen the
light and have come around to believe and teach just as we do on
the doctrines of predestination
or
election and conversion. That document was drawn up and is now
known as the “Common Confession.”
And let me tell you, w h e n our
S y n o d adopted or accepted this
Common Confession at Chicago in
1950, it wasn’t a hurried,
uncon-

sidered step, for every pastor of
our church received a copy of it.
We discussed it for about 3 years in
our pastoral conferences etc. and
were well familiar with its contents
when it was finally adopted. Now
when it was adopted, so I was reliably informed, there was no dissenting vote. But since that time
some ministers, who did not attend
this convention have been stirring
up a lot of fuss over its adoption.
They believe that they
can see
some things in it that are not Scriptural or the good, old Missouri
Synod doctrine.”
“As for the Statement
matter,
that has been laid to rest long ago.
In fact, the statement men have
agreed to let the whole matter rest,
but there are always some stinkers
like Strumpler,
and a few others
who cannot’ let the matter rest.
Just don’t pay any attention to that
matter.
It’s a dead issue in our
church.”
Using the prepared notes
of
Pastor Koehlinger
w h i c h refute
points of what Pastor Kauth wrote
to Dear Ruthie, we have the following.
1. Pastor M. C. Kauth musters
no Scripture passages to support the
many points in his letter.
2. The Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod is disturbing
Ruthie’s faith
by coddling statementarian
f a 1s e
teachers among its clergymen, partakers of other men’s sins, by the
acceptance of the appeasement document, the “Common Confession,” by
a majority-voice-vote
decision of
the Milwaukee
Convention,
June,
1950, and by the general rampant
unionism and tyrannical, hierarchical
rule of a ruthless and liberal leadership.
3. There are so many falsehoods
in his letter, that it is simply
amazing.
4. Pastor Kauth says that the
MO. Synod and the American Lutheran Church were one back in
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1879. The ALC was not formed until 1930. The Ohio Synod, now part
of the ALC, was in the Synodical
Conference back in 1879 and then
one with the Missouri Synod. The
former Iowa and Buffalo synods,
which together with
the former
Ohio Synod now form the ALC,
never did agree with the Missouri
Synod.
5. The Common Confession was
not placed into the hands of MO.
Synod pastors until b a r e 1 y six
months before its Milwaukee
convention in 1950. (Pastor Kauth said
the 1950 convention was in Chicago!) Sounds like a bad dream
when Pastor Kauth declares: “We
discussed it (C.C.) for about 3 years
in our pastoral conferences etc.”
6. Who reliably informed Pastor
Kauth that the Common Confession was adopted without a dissenting vote at the 1950 MO. Synod
convention? Pres. John W. Behnken
wrote me on Nov. 6, 1950, as follows:
“ ‘This
COMMON
CONFESSION
was not decided by unanimous vote,’
you stat.e in your letter. This is true.
There were about five or six dissenting votes.” Dr. P. E. Kretzmann
writes: In the vote on the Common
Confession at the 1950 Milwaukee
convention “‘The fact is that there
were at least several dozen nays;
and even if there had been but
one nay, the entire procedure should
have been declared null and void.”
7. The “Statement”
matter is nof
dead. Even. in the “Agreement” between its signers and the MO. Synod
officials, January, 1947, it was emphasized that this “Agreement” was
nsf a r&racPion of its contents. The
issues contained in the ‘Statement”
are still very much alive. (See The
Orfhodox Lufiwan,
July, 1952, p.
117.)
Note: In the other part of his
letter to Dear Ruthie, Pastor Kauth
writes about Inspiration
of Scripture, the practice of love, and also
says : “Most of the pastors of the
A.L.C. today teach just as we do
in the doctrine of inspiration, election, and conversion.”
So Pastor
-

Kauth admits that some ministers
of the ALC do not teach the truth
on such principle doctrines as Inspiration, Election, and Conversion.
This is an indirect charge against
the ALC. But Pastor Kauth does not
state any requirements,
either for
the ALC or for the MO. Synod, excepting t h a t “we naturally
let
Christian love prevail.”
This may
mean that Pastor Kauth believes:
It is neither necessary nor possible
to be agreed in all points of doctrine.
On such a basis for church fellowship, nobody can be sure about anything; such a basis can only bring
further ruin to the MO. Synod and
continually disturb the Christians in
it.
And now our readers will kindly
wait for publication
of the rest of
this R.ev. M. C. Kauth letter to
Dear Ruthie and Pastor Koehlinger’s
refutation. - Editor.

Should Beware of
Giving Offense
“By such yielding and conformity
in external things, where there has
not been previously Christian union
in doctrine, idolaters are confirmed
in their idolatry; on the other hand,
the true believers are grieved, offended, and weakened in their faith;
both of which every Christian for the
sake of his soul’s welfare and salvation: ‘Woe unto the world because of
offenses!’ Also: ‘Whoso shall offend
one of these little ones which believe in Me, it were better for him
that a millstone were hanged about
his neck and that he were drowned
in the depth of the sea.’ ” (Trigl. 1057,
16) quoted in Syn. Con. Proceedings, P. 37.
0
“A soft answer turneth
a way
wrath: but grievous words stir up
anger.“-Prov.
15:l.
0
“The Order of Service” by Theo.
Dierks, S.T.D., 61 pages, price 5Oc,
will be reviewed in the next issue
of the OL.
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Unionism, The Sin of Mixing
Religions, Forbidden bv God
J

(Editor’s Note: This is Installment
No. 3 in a series on the very excellent essay, UNIONISM,
by Dr.
Francis
Pieper,
second-generation
leader of the Missouri Synod. Our
June issue contained a brief biography of the author, while the July
issue presented the essay’s Introduction.)
THE HOLY SCRIPTURES TEACH
VERY EMPHATICALLY
AND IN
MANIFOLD
WAYS THAT
ALL
FELLOWSHIP
WITH FALSE DOCTRINE IS FORBIDDEN
OF GOD
AND
DETRIMENTAL
TO THE
CHURCH. This is evident first from
the commandment which God has
given to all those who are occupied
as preachers and teachers of the
Church. God commands them not
to teach their own thoughts, nor the
thoughts of other men. He bids them
preach His Word alone. I Peter 4, 11
we read the solemn charge: “If any
man speak, let him speak as the
oracles of God.” Preachers m u s t
neither add unto the Word of God
nor diminish .(take away) ought
from it, Deut. 4, 2. The Bible accords
that preacher the highest praise who
preaches God’s Word undiminished
and unadulterated,
just as God has
revealed and given it. Thus says
Paul, the Apostle, speaking of himself: “ We are not as many, which
corrupt the Word of God.” 2 Cor.
2, 17. On the other hand, God
threatens to pour out His wrath
upon those preachers who take t.he
liberty to mix their own hum an
thoughts with God’s Word. Thus we
read Jer. 23, 31-32: “Behold, I am
against the prophets, saith the Lord,
that use THEIR tongues, and say,
HE saith. Behold, I am against
them that prophesy false dreams,
saith the Lord, and do tell them,
and cause my people to err by their
lies, and by their lightness; yet I
-

sent them not nor commanded them;
therefore they shall not profit this
people at all saith the Lord.”
Unionism

Is Forbidden
Teskamenf

By The Old

How unbecoming and improper it
is to proclaim a mixture of God’s
Word and the word of men in the
Church, God shows us by an illustration. Jer. 23, 28 we read: “He that
hath My Word, let him speak My
Word faithfully.
What is the chaff
to the wheat? saith the Lord.” As
it ill becomes a farmer to haul a
mixture of wheat and chaff to market instead of pure wheat, so it ill
becomes a preacher or teacher who
claims to be a Christian preacher
or teacher to unload a mixture of
truth and error on t.he market of
the Church and the world. We have
pure-food laws in the state. The
pure-food laws that obtain in the
spiritual domain, in the Christian
Church, are diligently
inculcated
everywhere in the Bible, from beginning to end. A most remarkable
passage is that which we read,
Deut. 13, lff. From this passage we
see that under the Covenant of the
Old Testament, when God administered also bodily punishments for
offenses of doctrine, God ordered all
false teachers put to death, even
in case they did signs and wonders,
that is, apparent signs and wonders.
We read in this passage: “If there
arise among you a prophet, or a
dreamer of dreams, and giveth thee
a sign or a wonder, and the sign
or the wonder come to pass, whereof he spake unto thee, saying, Let
us go after other gods, which thou
hast not known, and let us serve
them; thou shalt not hearken unto
the words of that prophet, or that
dreamer of dreams: For the Lord
your God PROVETH you, to know
whether ye love the Lord your God,
with all your heart and with all
13s -

your soul. Ye shall walk after the
LORD YOUR GOD, and fear Him,
and keep His commandments and
obey His voice, and ye shall serve
Him? and cleave unto Him. And that
prophet, or that dreamer of dreams,
shall be PUT TO DEATH; because
he hath spoken to turn you away
from the Lord your God, which
brought you out of the land of
Egypt, and redeemed you out of the
house of bondage, to thrust thee out
of the way which the Lord thy God
commanded thee to walk in. So
shalt thou put the evil away from
the midst of thee.”
The command is added that no
one shall permit
himself
to be
swayed by considerations
of relationship or of friendship from taking
such a decided stan.d over against
the t,eacher of falsehood. We read:
“If thy brother, the son of thy
mother, or thy son, or thy daughter,
or the wife of thy bosom, or thy
friend, which is as thine own soul,
entice thee secretly, saying, Let Us
go and serve other gods, which
thou hast not known, thou, nor
thy fathers: - Thou shalt not consent unto him, nor hearken unto
him: neither shall thine eye pity
him, neither
shalt thou s p a r e,
neither shalt thou conceal him: but
thou shalt surely kill him: thine
hand shall be first upon him to put
him to death, and afterwards the
hand of all the people. And thou
shalt stone him with stones, that
he die; because he hath sought to
thrust thee away from the Lord thy
God.”
This was God’s will and established order in the Old Testament
under the covenant of the Law. In
the New Testament God does not
so employ bodily punishments. In
the New Testament He, Himself,
declares the covenant of the Law
abolished as a thing that has grown
old and decayed.-Hebr. S, 13. Yes,
God has expressly FORBIDDEN the
Church of the New Testament to
oppose the teachers of error and the
enemies of the Church in general
with physical or external force. The
-

Lord said to Peter, when the latter
sought to defend Him with the
sword: “Put up thy sword into the
sheath,” (John 18) and to Pilate
(John 18): “My kingdom is not of
this world: if my kingdom were of
this word, then would my servants
fight, that I should not be delivered
to the Jews. But now is my kingdom
not from
hence.”
And Christ’s
Apostle inculcates as a general rule:
“The weapons of our warfare are
not carnal.” 2 Cor. 10.
Unionism

Forbidden
Also
Mew Tesfamenf

In

The

It would be a grievous mistake to
infer from this that, in the New
Testament, God is less hostile to deviation from His word than He was
in the Old Testament under the
Law. No, indeed. We have already
seen that also in the New Testament
the general rule applies: “If any
man speak” (that is, in the Christian Church) “let him speak as the
oracles of God.” This applies both
to the Law of God and to the Gospel
of God. When we who have been
called to be teachers in the Christian
Church, teach
the Law, Christ
warns us: “Whosoever
therefore
shall break one of these least commandments and shall teach men so,
he shall be called the least in the
kingdom of heaven.” And if we who
have been made teachers in the
Christian Church should ever take
the liberty to deviate from the
Gospel, the Apostle Paul says in the
first c h a p t e r of Galatians (1,s):
“Though we, or an an g e 1 from
heaven, preach any other Gospel
unto you than that which we have
preached unto you, let him be
accursed.” And in the fifth chapter,
verse twelve: “I would they were
even cut off which trouble you,”
and that for this reason: “A LITTLE
LEAVEN
LEAVENETH
THE
WHOLE LUMP.” In the Epistle to
Titus, Ch. 1 (verse 9), the Apostle
tells what qualifications
a true
Christian pastor must have. He must
not only have a thorough knowledge of the “sound doctrine,” that
(Continued on following page)
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Sin of Mixing Religions
Forbidden by God
(Continued from preceding page)
is, the doctrine as God has given it,
unadulterated
and free from error,
and hold such doctrine fast but also
be able to convince the gainsayers
and stop their mouths, not by brute
force, of course, but by refuting
them from the Word of God, so that
the false teachers will stand exposed
Thus the comas false teachers.
mandment - and prohibition - which
God has g i v e n to all Christian
TEACHERS makes it very evident
that Christ will have NO FELLOWSHIP WITH FALSE DOCTRINE,
HENCE NO UNIONISM,
IN HIS
CHURCH.
Chrisfians

Are Not To Listen
False Teachers

To

The same thing is evident from
the commandment that
God has
given ALL CHRISTIANS. God commands all Christians to hear such
preachers only, and adhere to them,
who preach God’s Word unadulterated. Preachers who deviate from
the Word of God, Christians are
commanded to isolate them, not
adhere to them but forsake and
avoid them. The Bible wants false
doctrines looked up on as a contagious disease. False doctrine “will
eat as doth a canker”, 2 Tim. 2, 17.
God commands by the Apostle Paul:
(Romans 16, 17) “Mark them which
cause divisions
and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have
God
learned, and avoid them.”
commands by the Apostle John (2
John 10. 11): “If there come any
unto you, and bring not this doctrine,” (i. e. the doctrine of Christ,
v. 9) “receive him not into your
house, neither bid him God speed.
For he that biddeth him God speed
is partaker of his evil deeds.” It
goes without saying that the greeting may be quite in order. See 2
Tim. 2, 24: “Gentle unto all men.”
Also the command: “Receive him
not into your house,” does not forbid
humanitarian
efforts and acts of
-

mercy, which are not only permitted
but enjoined by God in passages
such as this one (Galatians 6, 10):
“Let us do good unto all men,” including unbelievers and men given
to error. By so doing we walk in
God’s steps, who “makes His sun
to rise on the evil and on the good
and sendeth rain on the just and
on the unjust.”
What God forbids in these words
of St. John is that we GREET AS
BRETHREN IN THE FAITH, and
into
our
houses
as
receive
BRETHREN IN THE FAITH, such
as do not bring and confess the
doctrine of Christ. In a word, God
here forbids Unionism, CHURCHfellowship with such as are known
as false teachers. With such we are
not to fellowship in prayer or in
holy Communion, etc.; for in so doing we would, as the Apostle says,
be partaking
of their evil deeds.
Now this is an evil, a very evil,
deed when a man who calls himself
a Christian teacher, a teacher of
Christianity,
does not bring Christ’s
Christ
but some o t h e r doctrine.
describes His true disciples thus:
“My sheep hear MY voice and I
know them and they follow ME.”
“And a stranger will
they not
follow, but will flee from him; for
they know not the voice of strangers.“-John 10: 5, 27.
TO SUM UP WHAT HAS BEEN
SAID, we may read the Bible from
beginning to end; we shall not find
one solitary place where either a
teacher is permitted to deviate from
the Word of God or a Christian is
permitted to have church-fellowship
with a, teacher who does not adhere
to God’s Word. On the contrary, God
enjoins on both preachers and hearers SEPARATION
FROM ERROR.
(NEXT TIME: UNIONISM
- THE
SIN OF MIXING
RELIGIONS
DETRIMENTAL
TO THE CHURCH)
0
A book on worship written by Dr.
Theo. Dierks has been received for
The review will appear in
review.
our next issue.
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A THANK

YOU

The other day some mimeographed
The
sheets came to our attention.
original
postmark
w a s Portland,
Oregon, and the only signature that
was given was simply IOPNER,
which in a way, is self-explanatory.
What was particularly
interesting
to us in this anonymous communication is the fact that the writer
discussed some of the points now
at issue in the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod. Beginning with the
Ten Million Dollar drive the question is asked: “Will the work and
truth of Christ be furthered by the
dollars given in this drive?” And
the answer is given farther down on
page 1, namely: “TM0 Conquest for Whom? If the ten million dollar
offering is successful, it will mean
that much more money for a church
body dominated and directed by the
‘44’ and going their way.”
The next subhead is: HOUSE ON
FIRE! It suggests that the fire set
by the signers of t h e Chicago
STATEMENT
is already completely
out of control and can no longer
be put out, and the writer correctly
says of the “44”: “These are the
FIRE BUGS that set fire to the
house of Missouri.”
He then sets
forth PERTINENT
FACTS in regard to the STATEMENT, declaring
that this document “should have
been rejected an d repudiated immediately upon its appearance. The
sponsors and signers should have
been dealt with and disciplined, and
made to retract the A STATEMENT
and, if they failed to do this, they
should have been expelled f r o m
Synod.”
The next section is devoted to
an evaluation of the BRIEF STATEMENT, especially as it differs from
the CO,MMON CONFESSION, and
reference is made to the pertinent
memorials as they were presented
to the 1950 convention. Naturally
the action of the American Lutheran Church is discussed, as well
as the action of other Lutheran
synods.
-

Altogether,
this is a remarkable
document and, w hi 1 e we do not
know the identity of the writer, we
are deeply grateful to him for his
authentic analysis of the aberrations
in the Missouri Synod. We hope
and pray that the writer will now
come out into the open and join the
group which, for reas.ons of conscience, guided by the Word of
God, has seceded from the Missouri
Synod and has openly declared its
opposition to the corporate body of
Brother, we
the Missouri Synod.
would welcome you as a member
of the Orthodox Lutheran Conference.
H. A. Strumpler
Director of Public Relations
0

People Spoil Their
Own Cause
“Truth is not only endangered by
It is very
attacks from without.
often vitiated by an inward process
All
the
corruption.
of gradual
persecution which the Church of
the first centuries had to suffer, plus
all the error from without to which
it was exposed, did not hurt it
nearly so much as the fact that it
gradually lost its hold on the truth
which had been committed to it;
that in the hearts and minds of its
members the truth underwent
a
change. Not only did they begin to
call it a New Law, but they began
to think of it and operate with it
as Law, to react toward it as Law,
to see their Christianity
as a kind
of outward conforming
to some
external regulations
and requirements. No longer were they glorying in their liberty. They were reverting to the yoke of bondage. This
history should serve for all time
to make the Church alert to the
need of watching itself most closely,
to make sure that the truth it holds
is not suffering a similar corruption, above all, that the note of
Christian liberty
does not depart
from its teachings.”
E. Reim in
Proceedings of Synodical Conference
of -1944.
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List of Releases
On Historical and
Doctrinal Matters
Order from Orfhodox

Lutheran ConSiation Box 2604,

ference, Highland
The price of each
Minneapolis,
Min.
is given in cents at the end of each

number. Please add sufficient money
for postage to mail order.
1. Our Accusation
Against the
Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod. 2c
2. List of Questions to Direct to
MO. Synod Officials and Laymen
Relative to Doctrinal Differences. 2c
3. Points Based on Scripture To
Be Remembered in the Present Doctrinal Controversy
wit h the MO.
Synod. 2c
4. Spiritual
Negligence
in the
Spiritual
Field - Criminal Negligence. 2c
5. The E x t e n t of a Lutheran
S y n o d ’ s Jurisdiction,
HistoricalScriptural Background. 2c
6. An Alarming Aberration in the
Altar Fellowship Question-Re Selective Fellowship. 2c
7. The Sin of a False NeutralityFence-sitting Evil. 2c
8. The Scriptural Basis of Truth
and Love - Defense of Real Lovers
of the Full Truth vs. the “44”. 2c
9. The Pastor and His People in
a Sovereign Congregation
vs. the
Interference of Synodical Officials. 2c
10. Where Are the Watchmen? Indifference
Toward T r u e Godly
Unity. 5c
11. Orthodoxy
and a L iv i n g
Christianity - More Recent Doctrinal
Errors in the MO. Synod. 2c
12. What Is the Answer of the
O.L.C.? - Indifference,
Ignorance,
Unionism within Missouri. 2c
13. The Whitewash That Blackened - Review of the MO. Synod’s
A.C.D.P. Report. 1Oc
14. The New Hermeneutical
Rule
of the Lutheran
Church-Missouri
Synod, Scripture as a Waxen Nose Concerning the A.C.D.P. Report, MO.
Synod Praesidium. 2c
15. The New Orthodoxy
of the
-

MO. Synod - New Developments in
the Controversy. 3c
16. Reply to Missouri’s Presidential
Manifesto vs. the O.L.C. and Its
Activities - by O.L.C. Officials. 2c
17. A Study of Inspiration - with
Due Reference to the Common Confession and the Lutheran Churches.
1oc.
18. Regimentation
in the Lutheron Church-Missouri
Synod. 2c
19. An Open Letter (1948) - Reasons for Resignation of Dr. P. E.
Kretzmann
f r o m the St. Louis
Faculty; Good Reasons for the Impeachment of Officials of the MO.
Synod. 2c
20. The Difference Between Scriptural and Selective Fellowship - Exhaustive Treatise. 10~.
21. The Facts About the Withdrawn but Not Retracted Chicago
“A Statement” of 1945. 5c
22. Once More: Those Hierarchical
Interferences. 5c
23. The Difference Between Orthodox and Heterodox Churches, by F.
Pieper, Essay Thesis I. 10~
24. The Correct Teaching on the
Parish Ministry. 2c
25. The Laymen’s Right and Responsibility
to Judge Doctrine. 2c
26. The Demas-Complex
in the
Lutheran Church Today - for those
who fear Men, Relatives’ etc. 2c
27. Article VII of the Constitution
of the Missouri-Synod
- As “It Was
and Now Is, Changed? 2c
28. A Remnant Shall Be Left.
Lovers of the Truth Are in the
Minority. 2c
29. An Open Letter (June, 1952)
to Those Subjected to the Synodical
Tyranny of MO. Synod Officials. 2c
30. They Went in Their Simplicity
- Blindly Following Blind Leaders.
2c

31. When Separation Becomes a
God-given Duty. 2c
32. Spiritual Polio in the Missouri
Synod - Evidences of Doctrinal Indifference in Missouri. 2c
33. Scripture
Facts About the
Beginning
a n d Bible Chronology,
Length of the Creation Day. 2c
34. The Processus Inhibitorius
in
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the MO. Synod. Forbidding
Testimony of Truth. 2c
35. Their Witness Does Not Agree,
False and Varied Reports Concerning the C o mm o n Confession in
Missouri. 2c
36. That False Optimism, Reasons
for Urging the Lutheran
ChurchMissouri Synod to Repent. 3c
37. Follow Through! Encouragement for Those “In Statu Confessionis” to Fight on to the End! 2c
38. A Few Remarks of Dr. Martin
Luther to be Heeded at This Time.
2c
39. Confession of Faith As Professed and Practiced by All True
Lutherans. 5c
40. Luther’s Doctrine of the Church
(Ecclesia, invisibilis,
occulta, abscondita). 5c
41. Theses on Joint Prayer - With
Special Reference
to Prayer
in
Smaller Groups. 10~
42. Documentary Evidence on the
Prayer Fellowship
Question. 15~
43. The Controversy - Brief
1y
Presented. Comprehensive
Review
on the Issues at Hand. 6c
44. The New Hermeneutical Principle of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod. 2c
45. Daubing with
Untempered
Mortar
- Re the EngagementMatrimony
Question. 2c
46. The Lutheran
Churches in
America - M a p Showing Origin,
Mergers, etc., with Dates. 2c
47. It’s the Whole Ladder, Not
the First Rung. vs. Improvement of
the Common Confession. 2c
48. Joint Communion
of Lutherans, with Reference to the Armed
Forces Agreement of Synodical Officials. 5c
49. A Review of “Prayer Fellowship” by Theo. Graebner. An Exposure of Errors in This Pamphlet.
3c
50. Troubling
Israel, Concerning
the False Charge of the “44” that
the Conservatives Disturb the Peace.
2c

51. You Cannot Fight
Sitting
in the Corner.

Evil by
Drifters’
-

Neutrals,

who drift

Like Dead Fish.

2c
52. More Evidences of the Strange
“Theo 1 o gy of Confusion”
- Re
Antitheses in the C.C. 2c
53. The Difference Between Old
and New Missouri (Common Confession) J lc
54. An Examination
of the Common Confession by Pastors A. T.
Kretzmann and H. D. Mensing. 20~;
15c in lots of 25 or more.
55. Proceedings of the First Annual Convention of the .O.L.C. 75~
These materials will be helpful
for individuals
and for large and
small group discussions as outlines
for study of the topics presented.
Order from Orthodox Lutheran Conference’ Highland Station Box 2604,
Minneapolis 11, Minn. The Orthodox
Lutheran, monthly periodical of the
OLC, may also be ordered from this
address. Subscription price, $2 per
year.
a-Norwegian
To Study

Synod Pasiors
OLC Dcxtrinal

Requesged
Polsiiioa

The regular annual June convention of the Norwegian Synod resolved that its pastors in their
August meeting should study the
official papers of the Orthodox Lutheran Conference.
PRAYER FOR (UNITY. “Bring fo
naught,
0 Christ,
fhe schisms of
heresy, which seek fo subvert Thy
truth,
that, as Thou art acknowledged in heaven and in earth as
one and the same Lord, so Thy
people, gath,ered fro,m all nations,
may serve Thee in unify of faith.”
“All ih.e peace gand favor of the
world cannoi calm a iroubled he.arf:
but where the peace is w h i c h
Christ gives, all the trouble
and
disquiet of the world cannot disturb
if.“-Leighton.
l

“A broiher’s ,manifest sins relating
fo doctrinal
error or an ungodly life
require
disciplinary
action.“-THE
A B I D I N G WORD, V olume Two,
Page 542.
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Dr. Kretzmann’s New
Book Is Reviewed
“This Do Ye Often”, by Dr. P. E.
Kretzmann, Northwestern
Publishing House, 76 pages, attractive
heavy paper binding, $.65.
This edifying little book by our
beloved Doctor, though it may be
classified as a “Communion-Book”,
is neither a manual for self-examination and Communion prayerbook like that of Schieferdecker in
German or Lankenau in English, nor
a book of sermons, such as Burgdorf’s “This Blest Communion”, nor
yet a treatise on the reasons for
frequent Communion like the late
Dr. E. W. A. Koehler’s
“What
Should Admonish
and Incite
a
Christian to Receive the Sacrament
Frequently?“,
though it does advocate a more frequent Communion,
and that without a trace either of
legalism or of m e r e “liturgical”
motivation. It is unique in its combination of concentrated theological
thought, saturation with Scriptural
devotional
citations, and pleasing
language. Like the author’s great
“Popular Commentary”
it combines
the soundest of scholarship with
the simplest of idiomatic English.
The fifteen meditations of 4 pages
each, always closing with an extract
from our Church’s treasury of devotional poetry, plus 3 page Introduction, and 6 page Appendix quoted
from Luther’s
Large Cathechism,
can. be read through connectedly, as
it has been my privilege
to do,
with great spiritual profit and unflaggmg interest, or can be used
-

separately by a pastor as a guide.
for his remarks at Communion announcement or by the communicant
in his personal preparation for receiving the Sacrament.
For the
latter purpose I would recommend
commencing the booklet about two
weeks prior to Communion Sunday
and reading the meditations slowly
with concentrated attention and occasional reference to the context of
some of the many apt Scriptural
quotations. The meditations are so
constructed that e a c h presents a
complete and independent unit, and
yet are arranged in logical order.
The net result of reading the book
is to produce and increase in the
Christian reader a hunger and thirst
for the Lord’s Supper.
Northwestern has clothed the precious contents in a very attractive
form; and the typography is extraordinarily
accurate for a text that
contains so m any
references to
chapter and verse. I encountered
only 4 misprints: On page 18, for
“Mark 10:46” read Mark 10:45; near
the foot of page 25 a quotation mark
has been misplaced; on page 43 the
last line of the first stanza has been
connected with the second stanza;
on .page 67, for “1 Cor. 1125” read
1 Cor. 11:26.
The booklet may be ordered from
the publisher or purchased at our
O.L.C. Convention in Minneapolis.
Give it to the newly confirmed, but
be sure to retain a copy also for
your own use. Many will thank God
for this pure spiritual food, as does
the present reviewer.
Wallace H. McLaughlin
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