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Cul'l L. Gruue

THE WISCONSIN SYNOL'S ILL-TINLD AND ILL~RECEIVEL PEACE PROFOSALL

S In the late 1920'g and carly 1930's a group of men
renoved themselves Gl vere renoved (depending on wliose story
You read) from the Wisconsin &ynod. This group came to call
thenselves tie Protes'tant Lonfercuce. Thig isgue remained
basically unresolved, especially as far as they were concerned,
In the late 1950‘5 and early 1960's the Wisconsin Synou nade
Sonie new efforts tco resolve the matter and re~establish
fellowship with them. Taere were problems on both sides in
settling the matters. The Synod was, humranly speaking, by
this tine deeply involved with a Wuch nore seriocus breach of
fellowsnip with the Missouri synod. 1Ihe Protes'tants, liowever,
seel Ly this time niore concerned with polemics and their own

self-riglhiteousness than any Teconciliation,

In a meeting of the Wisconsin Synod Union Comnitteec (here-
after referreq to as UC) of October 21, 1358, the first
6fficial motions were made to heal the breach between the
synod and the Protes'tant Conference. The conmittee.felt that
a "reconciliation with the Protestant (sic) Conference might
be possible, particularly since quite a number of YeAar:s
Separates us from the heat of the controversy. Thig resulted
in the following notion: 'That District President Sitz in tihe

name of the Union Comrittee approach Pastor Beitz in tihe
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interest of a rsconciliation with the Protestant (sic)
Conference,'"l This approach was wade.

3y December of 1958 the Protes'tant Conference ilau Jubiished
a response. At the outset tile Protes’ tancs claimeu thai the
issue that divided tihen and tne‘Synod was not parscnal or wl-

vergent interests. “The real issues have Leen Lile welgublel
matters of tlie law, judgment, wercy, dodad faich."z The article
yoes on toc call the synou's propcsal "so brief and fainy,
without root or uranch as it were, that it is impossivle co
guess witn what concingencias it nay oe §raught."3 they are
rigut tnat the initial proposal was brief and falnt. But that
is tae innerent nature of any oveniny preposal.  Howsver:
for the rrotes'tants to call toe vroposal witicut root 2r
pranch is gquite a judgyment ob taeir gart, and an unfalr judg-
ment in this author's opinion.

1he arcicle proceeds to spenc javer Al pages recodating
tne story of Joseph, in wnioa tney catied DEVioWsly are TLyind

to parallzl themselves wiktih Josepid, who remainec fainaial to

God, a3l the wisconsin Synod «Lto Bils 20Tliy JXot RTs. Nl

story is concinued suca EnRAt .joses iz alliied witi =ih: Proces'cants
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and once again the wisconsin syoed 1s
Israel who rebulffedu hiin lxom Bls DLost Lebelanc. 't The wrticle
concludes wilksa bthe naisa Lodicoieent tpab Tyoad souod poople

nave silently instruchked an :nbtite GeEierasion Lo o, dn Le

nnsearchaple ricines oF Cholst as Ghep gave Deoel updoviped Ly

4 vanishing class oF teaschers.'?
it oseews [row Lals vesponse Ly the Proces | oanbo Jonlarange
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that ﬁhey are primarily concerned with-their own righteousness.
There is never once ; mention that they will meet‘with the
Synod UC on the matter. There is never expressed any hope
that the matter will ever be resolved. Tnroughout the whole
article there is only one small indication that the Proteé'tants
would be glad to consider themselves one with the Synod,
providing the ﬁatter could be resolved.
This onslaught by the Protes'tants was continued in
January through the pages of Faith-Life. There they stated
"15 Scriptural precedent to the Synodical Peace Proposal' in
the December issue of Faith-Life...is to constitute the
Conference's response to the Union Committee...."©
The Januazy issue again states their doubt as to the
sincerity of the UC proposal.A The Protes'tants call it a sur-
prise, vague, brief, and inviting speculation. They also
said recent correspondence with men of the Synodical Conference
"gave us not even a hairbreaath of hope and desire for
reconciliation was widespread or, if their theology is ceter-
minitive that a reconciliation is even a remote possibility.“7
Their comments about the lack of widespread support for
the'reconciliation may be founded, for if one looks at the
Synod proceedings of this time, one notices tihe small portion

of time and space devoted to the issue. The January article

goes on in an encouraging note that they will “do the truth...

. express our joys and hopes...our fears and perplexities as

nonestly as we can, and then to let the matter rest in tiae

Lord's nand for further uevelopment.”8
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However, the January article concludes with.some more
vindictive accusations that this move by the UC may.be just
a ploy. .The Protes'tants'might here too be faulted, for as
letters included in the January Faith-Life indicate,.it was
December 5, 1958 before anyone from the Protes'tants had
responded to the original UC proposal introduced in October
of 1958.

The whole matter seems to lie dorm;nt until the April
issue of Faith-Life, where one article by M. A. Zirmermann
reproaches the UC. The article claims that the Protes'tants
have bared their souls and discussions in regard to the
reconciliation. However they are upset that "the CUC...thus
far has not opened its conference doors to let us hear
everything pro and con that they discussed in regard to their
originai approach to us and in regard to their reaclions to
our discussions."?®

Faith-Life introduces a furtﬁer cloud into the recon-
ciliation problem in April of 1959, when it brings up the
problem of Joel Hensel. Joel is the son of Paul Hensel, editor
of Faith-Life. Joel had applied as a candiaate to the
ministry in the Missouri Synod. However, the Wisconsin
Synod hgd blocked his acceptance because of his Protes'tant
fellowship declaration, which declaréd he was one with them.
After urging that the Joel Hensel issue be resolved belore the
reconciliation issue can be considered, the article closes
deploriny the fact that the Protes'tants have heard ncthing

nore from the UC since the Protes'tants' December reply to the
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UC's October proposal..fThis‘delay on the part of the UC is
somewhat to be expected since the Wisconsin Synod convention

would not meet until August 1959.

The next action was taken by the Wisconsin Synod at its
August 1959 convention. As has been stated before, the main
thruét of this»convention,,especially for the UC, was how to
deal with the Missouri matter. However, one can see where
the Protes'tants may have had a legitimate feeling‘of aoubt
about how sincere the Synod's reconciliation efforts were.
There is only a small portion of the UC's report devoted to tue
matter, and in that report the only thing they say is that
in an October 21, 1958 meetinyg it was moved, "That District
president Sitz in the name of the Union Committee approach
pastor Beitz in the interest of reconciliation with the
Protéstant {sic) Conference."10. They ¢O on to.mention that
the Protes'tants have responded and "The Synod may want to
express itself on this ﬁatter."ll That, in this author's
opinion, is half-hearted concern at best.

By December of 1959, another large portion of Faith-Life
is devoted to the reconciliation efforts. It seems that
the Protes'tants felt that they had made an adequate initial
response to the October 1958 UC proposal, and were now waiting
for a response from Synod. If one were to fault the Protes'tants
at this point it would be their continuing self-righteous
attitude, instead of some sincere seeking of reconciliation on
their part.

In the December 1959 Faith-Life, several pages are
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taken up with correspondence between the Protes'tants and the
UC on the proposal. That correspondence indicates that on
September 1, 1959, the UC submiﬁted to the Protesftants a
resolution from the Synod's convention. This resolution stated
that: 1. Individual efforts had been put forth to resolve

the Synou - Protes'tant problem, 2. The Synod had received
information about the Joel Hensel problem, and, 3. "Resolved,
that we encourage the Union Committee of the wisconsin Synod

to seek a speedy and God-~pleasing settlement of the whole

issue."12

The next letter, dated September 21, 1959, inuicates
that a synod subcommittee had been set up, with Pastor Sitz
as chairman. The reply from one of the Protes'tants to

pastor Sitz points out the fact that the Northwestern Lutheran

failea to. report to Synod menbers any of the proceedings
regarding the reconciliation efforts. This leads the letter's
author, E. E. Sauer, to legitimately say, "“These omissions
make me wonder whether the peace proposal is considered in
some guarters to be too insignificant to be reported to synou

and whether the policy of totschweigen should even at this

juncture be observed toward the Protes'tants."l3 The letter
closes with a comment about the favorable response the reading
of Professor Koehler's essay presented that sumner at the
convention. But then he calls it a Herod - John situation.

He claims the Synod is playing Heroa--periodically parading
out John (Professor Koehler), but after gladly hearing him

each time, sending him back to the dungeon. That is guite
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a judgment. of the Synod:. o
IA the January 1960 issue of Faith-Life, there are several
pages devoted to further replies to‘the UC‘proposal. The
first letter, from Pastor Beitz himself, is full of bitterness:
“But there is more involved than we protes'tants. . What your -
helieborn resolﬁtionsvhave done these thirty odd years to
thousands -in Wisconsin Synod Israel stinks and cries to high
heaveb for vengeance....l dare take it for granted that your
overtures for reconciliation are born out of faith on your
part....Synod has made merchandise of these souls. You cannot
undo the wrong of the last three decades...."4 pPastor
Beitz goes on to call for the clearing of the names of all the
people that had been implicated by the Synod in the Protes'tant
controversy. He also says that "Likewise, the scandalous
'Gutachten' will have to be repudiated, plus all the brood
it has hatched out in its dirty nest."15 Pastor Beitz concludes
that he feels a committee would be of no value. What has
to happen is tﬁat the Synod has to clear the wrongs of the
past.v Then, he feels they will have a common ground from which
to discuss. ' In other words the Protes'tants are back to the
same old point, that they are right and the Synod was and is
still wrong. When the Synod confesses and repents then all
will be well. Needless to say, it is difficult on the part of
the Synod to approach a group which comes with tie prejudices.
A second letter té the UC is from M. A. iimmermann. In
the letter he comments on the reading of Roéhler's "Gesetzlich

Wesen Unter Uns" at the 1959 Saginaw Convention. "Surely your
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hearts,must‘haQe smarted. in the realization that you banished
this prophet of God from your midst....and yet not one asuny
you arose then and there to clear his own soul openly in your
own assembly and before the entire church anc world by con-
fessing his own and synod's guilt in this matter."1® The letter
again states the Protes'tant claim tha the Synod must repent
and -that a committee will only lead to a point where "the

last shreds of the truth are hopelessly lost in the chaff."17
The writer cannot see the point of the UC meeting "to clear

away some of the obstacles."18 They feel that all of their
doctrines and positions have been "frankly and thoroughly
discussed in Faith—Life,“19 througn the years. The writer

also states that it was the Synod which imposed the suspensions,
so the Synod is the only one who can remove them. On these
last two points the Protes'tants, one feels, have a valid
argument. They certainly have made their doctrine, posiﬁions,
and points clear through the pages of Faith-Life, the official
voice of the Conference. ‘And they are right--the &Eynod is

the only one who can lift the suspensions. If the FProtes'tants
were to acknowiedge that the original suspensions were propel,
or if they were to compromise their position and acdmit that
they have been wrong all along, they would only be confirming

the decision to remain outside of Synod's fellowship.

In the February 1960 issue of Faith-Life, in a letter

addressed to the UC, Paul Hensel again deplores the use or a
committee to settle the issue. "Secular things are settled

by committees. Theology is wrought with the birle in hana at
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the studyﬁtabie;,and recorded in order for all to reac,"20
Of course he feels the Protes'tants have done that in the pages
of Faith—Life,hand one teﬂds to agree with him. They have
stated their position. lLe then makes an interesting statement.
Its harmony with other Protes'tant statements is in question.,
"We seek no redress for the wIrongs doné‘us, no abject apology
on ydur part, no appeasing concessions of any kind.... we seek
but ‘the Word of God from you, the Amen to our testim ony...."2l
Here we are at a.loss to see, nor does the writer point out
specifically where the Synod has failed to speak the Word of
God.

The writer goes on, giving "samples of legalistic arts
and practices current among  you today."22 His samples include
things like the failure to give the Protes'tants' E. E. Sauer
a biographical sketch in his translation of Koehler's commentary
on Galatians. He also cites the Synod's periodical for
failing to report the Protes'tant mattér at the Synod convention.
He also claims that from the beginning of the stir in the
1930's the Synod's periodical'had been remiss in reporting thé
controversy. He goes on to make the legitimate complaint
that since the October 21, l956ﬁcommittee meeting the Synod
has offered nothing more. Eut fhen the Protes'tants haven't
either, except for the polemical rhetoric\syat they have
stated their case. Further points are the situation of
candidate liensel's being blocked from service to the Missouri
Synod because of Protes'tant affiliation. Alsc, at a wisconsin

Synod congregation in Wayne, Ilichigan, Pastor Gerhard Press
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had warned-észospec;ive teacher to discontinue his fellowship
with the Protes'tants if he were to accept a call to teach

there. The candidate returned the call.
The March 1960 issue of Faith-Life includes an interesting

letter from Marcus Koch. He claims that the obstacle that

prohibits him from even starting discussions is "untruthfulness"
on the part of the Synod. He claims that the Synod has lied

to its people, saying the Protes'tants separated themselves,
when in fact he feels the truth is they were forced out. ke
then goes into an elaborately documented story of all the lies
that weré told involving the Watertown thievery case. 1lis

story about Watertown makes a pretty good case for himself yet

one would like to read more on the story from both sides

before making a judgment so severe as his.

The April 1960 through June 1960 issues of Faith-Life
are devoted to trying to clarify the original split of the
1930's. Included is much of the original correspondence. The
Protes'tants still seem to be'trying to prove their own
self-righteousness.

The July-August 1960 issue contains the entire original
"Gutachten." There is also a response to a letter from a
Wisconsin Synod pastor to the Protes'tants about the way’
they had reacted to the UC propocsals. 'In'thevWisconsin
= 2 Synod pastor's letter he had pointed out that the Frotes'tants
didn't really want reconciliation, but only wanted to glory
"in your own little Golden Age of the past."22 In the

Protes'tants' response to the letter they reaffirm that they

10
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"iﬁdeed‘feeli"Thebfacﬁ of'the mattefvisvthat J. P. Koehler
is the only theologian of genuine greatness in. the Wisconsin
Synod tradition.;23_ That is a judgment not readily agreed to.
| Aifnbﬁélfoﬁr of the thirty4oﬁé pages of éhevSeptember—
OctoberwiBSue of Faith-Life are devoted to "The 'Gutachten'
in‘Ligﬁt‘ofithe Wauwatosa Goépel.”ﬂ This is a very thorough
tréatﬁéﬁﬁHék ﬁhé1i92§%§0:diséentibn:bétweeh'the Protes'tants
- and the Synod.l.Oquourse it is presented from their side of
the issue ahd seems to be yet another attempt to prove their
own righteousness_and shame the Synod. A
The Novémbg; l966\issue of Faith-Life brings up the point
that despite what was resolved in the May Synodical Council
meeting, it was never mentioqéd just who would review tne
past suséensions.A_They also state that the reason for devoting
so much of the last issue ot the problems of the late 1920's
and early 1930's was so that the reviewers of the issue would
have adequate information. An article by Marcus Albrecht brings
up the same old point, "If the reconciliation Committee wants
fellowship witﬁ us, they will have to read our literature and
see what is within us. They will have to criticize or
cormend it before the Church. This would be the beginning
of fellowship.  Any other course is politics."24 The December
1960 issue of Faith—Li£g~containé nothing of the issue.
When we look to the Wisconsin Synod for reactions to
the issue during this pericd, we see a noticeable lack of
response. Thé only officiai response is found in the 1960

3 ' . report to the districts which simply stated the three points

11
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the June 1960 Faith-Life issue reported. The points are

as follows: ... =«
First, and fundamentally, as Christians, we
must ask, What is right before God? - On this prin-

ciple we nust stand regardless of any other con-
sideration.

, Secondly, we deem it propoer that the suspen-
" sions of thirty years ago be reviewed. .
Finally, if they be found righteous, they

must be upheld; or 1f they be-fougd unr;ghteous,

or even uncertain, .they must be lifted.4>
While it is debatable, it seems a good reason, not an
excuse. The Synod is dealing with the much bigger problem
of the Missouri Synod troubles, which would come to a head
in one year. Yet one can't but help feeling the Protes'tants'
frustration at lack of action over a proposal supposedly made
in good faith. . Equally absent besides an official response on
the part of the Synod is the lack of iﬁdividual response
by Synod pastors, which I'm sure Faith-Life would have
exploited had the ietters come to them. There is one peculiar
letter from Pastor Sitz to Pastor Beitz to the effect tnat
the UC is looking for a special written invitation to attend
a Protes'tant Conference convention. VThis seems a little
strange, to be looking for a separate written invitation,
especially after they had been invited through the pages of
Faith-Life, the official voice of theProtes'tants. It is also
interesting to note that Pastor Sitz addresses this and
one earlier correspondence to Fastor Beitz, an old frienu,
instead of proper channels, such as to thc editor of raitn-Life.

Back to the issues of Faith-Life for the year 1961. Mayve

not so strangely, there is nothing said of the UC proposal

i2



problem until fhe August 1961 issue. I say this is not

so strange because the Synod has done little or nothing
since its original proposal, while the Protes'tan;s have
certainly poured out ﬁheir hearts on the issue profusely

for the whole year of 1960. The August 1961 issue of
Faith-Life contains a letter from M. A. Zimmermann to Pastor
Sitz. Pastor Zimmexrmann points oyt how Pastor Sitz was one
of the originai ébjécto:sltplthe way the Synod handled the(
Fort Atkinson“suspensioﬁstin¥thé‘1930'§. Pastor Zimmermann
questions h;; by 1935 as Pastor’sitz is rising to leadership
in the Synod he can change and now side with the Synod.

The August 1961 issue of Faith-Life contains a very sad
note of polémicé, I feél. In one small column on the last
page is reported the landmark split between the Missouri and
Wisconsin Synods. As a means of reporting it, Faith-Life

only uses a quote from the Milwaukee Journal, followed by a

shameful "EDITORIAL NOTE.-- Thus the two-decade-long struggle
in the Synodical Conference between church imperialism (idisscuri)
and orthodoxist intellectualism (Wisconsin) has ground to
a temporary halt. Both sides will go their separate ways,
both will becone more worldly and thus net Satan the same
dividends. But Wisconsin's troubles are not over. - HK"20
With such én attitude among the Protes'tants I find it hara to
muster much desire to seek a reconciliatiocn.

vie should break here and look at what action the 19061
synod convention toék on the Protes'tant issue, since the

Synod has been all but silent since its last conventicn.

13
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Although the resolution isqwqak;aﬂﬁ still doesn't say nmwuch,
I feel it is commendable in light of all the other heart-
rending union matters before the convention that year. What

follows is the‘entire committee report.

COMMITTELE ON PROTLSTANT MATTER

Your committee, charged by the Synod with a
review of the Protestant (sic) matter of 30 years
ago and encouraged by the several Districts to
carry on, wishes to report the following:

l. We have reviewed the proceedings of the

" Western Wisconsin District of 1926 to

1934, the minutes of the Western Wiscon-

..sin District of the same years, the
proceedings of the Synod, particularly

of 1933 and 1935, and statements of the

Peace Committee to the Synod.

2. The evidence shows that the action taken
on the 1927 resolutions of the Western
Wisconsin District at Watertown was
clouded over with uncertainties.

a) The scope of the resolutions was
left in doubt, for it was said on
the one hand that the suspensions
were excommunications, on the other
hand that they were not.

b) The vote taken on the Watertown
resolutions was not unanimous.

c) As to the interpretation put on the
resolutions, they have remained
unclear and received various
interpretations.

After having considered all the angles available,
your committee comes to the conclusion that the
Synod should reaffirm the resolution adopted by
the Synod in 1933, to wit:

"Resolved, That it be the sentiment and
‘understanding of this body that the Vest VWisconsin
District of its own free will and accord reconsider
the Watertown Resolutions and the suspensions in
the Fort Atkinson cases.'

The adoption of this report does not mean a
judgment on the VWestern Wisconsin bDistrict action
of that time. Resolution p. 114. )
E. A. Sitz K. F. Krauss R. Mueller In. P. Frey27

By 1961, it seems that the Frotes'tants feel they have

said their peace in 1959 and 1960, and now despite the new

14
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§f0p95a110f~the31961 convention they have nothing more to
say...In fact Faith-Life did not even report the ‘1961
convention pﬁoposal to its readers.

. By February of l962,,a new disturbance between the
Protes' tants and the WLscon51n gynod has arisen. This time
it is in regard to a‘Pastqr_Gerald Hinz of the Dakoté -
Montana Distrlct. He had deglared himself-in sympathy with
the Proteswtant cause from what he,hadtre;d of the matter in

Faith-Life, his discussions with Pastor Sitz during his

vicarsﬁip,“éﬁd with Professor Blume while at the seminary.

After some of what Falth Life would consideflpolitics, Pastor
Hinz reSLgné“from his congregatlon.. This issue continues

to £ill thé'pagesvof Egi&ﬁ:&ifg until May of 1962, when they
once againvréiterate their ciy of “"Come on, Synod, show us
where we are wrong. We've shown you where we are right.”
"There once was a man who had the seat of his trousers ripped
" out by.the fangs of a bullcdoy and was standing with his
backside against the house, adjusting his tie, buttening his
coat, and politely greetiﬁg the pedestrians as they passed

by, and saying within himself: 'You can wait a long time
before I exhibit the "other sige."'"28

Finally by August of 1962, the whole UC peace proposals

come to a head. Through the initiation of the Protes'tants,

the original UC proposals are a dead issue. Rather now.,they
choose to begin a new tirade over the suspension of Pastor
Gerald Hinz. Without side-tracking to this issue; briefly, it

was a case of Pastor Hinz, a graduate of two years, declaring

15
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s fellowship with the Protes'tants. The end result was
his resignation from the Wisconsin Synod. The Western

Wisconsin District of June 11-14, 1962 had resolved:

REPORT OF COMMITTEE NO. 16
ON THE PROTES'TANT MATTER

Subject: Report of Committee No. 16:
Protes'tant Study Committee Report.

>Whereas, In response to the overture of the
1961 General Synod Convention (Proceedings, p. 195)
relative to the Protes'tant matter, therefore be it

Resolved, that the Western Wisconsin District's
suspensions of members of the subsequently formed
Protes'tant Conference be removed because of the
reasons advanced by the Synod's Committee on
Protes'tant Matters (Proceedings, 1961, p. 195):
"resolutions . . . clouded over with uncertainties";
their "scope in doubt"; "the vote on . . . the
resolutions . . . unclear and . . . various."

Note: This resolution refers only to corporate
‘actions of the Western Wisconsin District.

And beAit further

Resolved, That the proper notification be made

of this action, and be it further

Resolved, That we adopt the suggestions brought
forward by the PRELIMINARY COMMITTEE APPOINTED TO
STUDY THE PROTES'TANT CONTROVERSY AND THE RECENT
RECONCILIATION EFFORTS:

"A. That the District Praesidium appoint a
group of individuals to attend .the next conference
of the Protes'tants.

"B. That pastors, teachers, and laymen Dbe
encouraged to study the issues involved and seek
to reestablish contact with the Protes'tants on
an individual basis.

“C. That all of us pray for the day when
rniutual confiuence will be restored and we again
share in the outward fellowship of faith.

"D. That we urge the Protes'tants to regard
these resolutions as a sincere and earnest effort

16
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. on the part of thie District to heal the breach
between ug, " : : .

E. E. Kowalke, Chairman H. C. Oswald,‘Secretary
Ho C. Nitg , W. W. Gieschen Ralph Herold
Bruce Schlueter Harvey Naumann Elmer Behrens

A copy of thesc resolutions was forwarded to the Protes’'tants,
They were received with the by now eéxpected reaction. “The
actions of the District, both of 1927 and 1962, are super-
ficial, ignore the facts of life, ang lack deep spiritual
roots,"30 _

It is in the last bParagraph of paul Hensel's article
that the UC proposals are put to rest by the Protes'tants.
"Do not.speak to us any more abdut becoming acquaintea and
about healing wounds 50 long as the Dakota - Montana edicf
stands. The Suspension of Hinz jig now the issue. It ig
the only issuye,"31 With these final words the Protes'tants
have by their Oown choice spurned the UC peace Proposals in
a note of polemic finality.

Howevef, one month laéer, in September 1962, Paul
Hensel is ready to react to the actual lifting of the
Suspensions, It seemé strange that a group who had said
before that they did not want a big show of being SOIrry on
Wisconsin's part can now, after the suspensions have been
lifted, say about the Synod, ... and no one waxed hot with
Phinehas, nor pProstrated himseif in anguish and humiliation

with Joshua béfore the ark of the covenanﬁ at Ai....The non-
chalance in which the fences are fixed fills usg with riis-
givings and apprehension,"32
3y Qctober of 1962, Irotes'tant antagernism had risen g

L0
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‘ull heat. First in that issue of Faith-Life is a letter
from Pastor Hinz, doubting the sincerity of the Synod's
actions. Later in the issue comes a letter written by lrastor
Beitz; containing a sharp attack.
T - , Ever since the black
_page of the Gutachten have appeared, and synod com=
mitted itself to it and hailed it as its own, you
all have joined in on this synodical gaune of
- + . politics: evading.the issue in order to save face,
o ‘ And the devil all along laughed up his sleeve, Nor

.y , - ‘can. your plaster of synod or district resolutions be
pasted over the cancer synod is suffering froMes.eS

§ : 1f you desire peace of mind with God, as well as
by true peace and fellowship with your fellowmen-——
‘ which is based upon peace with God-—repentance
N will be necessary. Let us not kid_ourselves, it
: can be brought about no cher way .
The November 1962 issue of Faith-Life contains a long
report on the Protes'tant June 30-July 1, 1962 conference,
This isthe conference in w:ich Wisconsin Synod péstors ilarold
wicke, Victor Prange, and Waldemar Gieschen personally attended
E and presented the 1962 ilestern iilsgonsin Listrict resclutions,
Luring this Protes'tant conference the threc from viisconsin
Synod were, to put it politely, interrogated as to how their
consciences can rest with‘what the 8yned has done, esprcially
in the Pastor ilinz case. The conference rc,.ort is continued
in serial fashion through the February 1963 issue. Otherwise
nothing more is said of the wiole peace proposal situatjion.,
In the nonths following February 1963, the prace proposal
issu% seeis tolge‘dying a natural depth, In the ray 19€3
issue however, saven full pages are devoted to a carrule

review of the whole Frotes'tant controversy. ™is 1s done

in reswponse to John leyer's obituary in the Janvary 1963

18
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visconsin Lutheran Quarterly for ex-president John Drenner.

The June 1963 issue is filled with "A Review.of Synod Suspension
y liistory." Once again the conclusion is that they appreciated
the suspensions being lifted and the attempts at reconciliation,
3 but to see if the Synod really means what it says, "Let the

| Westerniﬁisconsin District give it a t;ial by reinstating

v Pastor G, Hinz.“Bs_'Throughout the rest of 1963 fhere is no

mention of the peace proposal.

The 1963 Wisconsin Synod Convention was taken up mostly

I with problems surrounding the Missouri Synod break., There is
one small paragraph in the UC report regarding the Protes'tant
matter. It is reported that the Western Wiisconsin Listrict
did 1ift the suspensions of 1927, However,

s The reaction

13 of the Trotes'tant Conference to the action of the

' Western Wisconsin:District and the visit of the

pastors named above as reported by theigemagazine

Faith-Life, proved sadly disappointing,

ith this

well-put comment the Synod seems to agree that the mattcr be

;f put to rest.

. As stated in the introduction, there were problems on
both sides of the issue wiiich wmay have dooned these peace
efforts from the start, One can understand the trotes'tants!
frustration and doubting of sincerity, as one waits for the
.Synodical wheels to grind out its resclutions,., Yet, onc finds
it nuch casier to feel the synod's frustration of havin, to
deai with the much larger heart-rending liissouri Syned orohlom

during these years, ©One can also ferl the Svnod's leaitinntao
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offense of the Protes'tants' polemics and whole manner of
handling the matter. &s leinhart J. Pope said in a letter
to the Protes'tants: npor this reason I feel that they are
wrong in expecting Synod to scttle the controversy on their
terms and theifs alone. They too will ﬁave to answer for an

arrogant, scornful, and disparaging attitude.," Tastor Uope

has really summed up this wiole issue masterfully, when back

in Zpril of 1960 he wrote tof the editor of Faith-Life:
. GFT

"perhaps you had better go the last step and label the whole

;1f‘ Wisconsin Synod the Antichrist. Then you can pull the bushel

back over_Your‘heads and bask in the light of the {fauwatosa

; Gospel."38
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