SUMMARY OF THE FIRST OF A SERIFS OF SIX ESSAYS ON THE
COMMON CONEESSION

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE COMMON :CONFESSION'!S STATEMENT ON THE "WORD"
ESSAYIST: PROF. R. EQENECKE

In summarizing his .essay, Prof, Hoenecke gave the followirg
three divisions of the material he had presented, following the
historical backgrounde

l. Serious weaknesses #4 far as confessional
make-up is concerned,

2 Amblguous language, affording a shelter for
former erroneous teachings, and

9 A misleading presentation of what constitutes
the Means of Grace.

Historical matters: Our position om the question of inspiration is
not just another theory, nor the product of human logic and reason-
ing, nor a so-called "theological deduction." It is based on what
the Seriptures say of themselves. The significance of the question
is such that we recall Satan's question, “Yea, hath God said?" TUpon
the oertainit% of inspiration rests the certainty of every other
doctrine taught in the Seriptures. If the Common Confession is in-
adequate in its statement of the dovtrine of inspiration, we could
say that the Common Confession is simply unsatisfactory.
Statements taken from the Lutheran Witness and from A.L.C. ..

cireles show that this doctrine has been in controversy between the
two bodyes that framed the Commen Confession, Further, differences
batween Missouri and Iowa on thig doetrine existed for many years,
indeed date back to the very founding of the Iowa Synod in 1854,

for "one of the chief purposes for organizing the Towa Synod was to
create a ®wody in which divergent theological opinions on certain
Biblical doctrines might enjoy equal rights.". (Quartalschift 4/50),
All through the years Iowa’s guiding principle has been expressed in
the Sandusky Agreement of 1928, ™that it is neither necessary nor
possible to agree in &all non-~fundamental doctrines.® It is finally

this difference which Has caused the A, L. @, to feel that it
occupies a middle~of-the~road position that avoids the mistakes and
exaggerations of both the extreme right and the extreme left in
Am, Lutheranism, A&lthougn A. L. C. has never without some
qualifications accepted the Brief Statement, which clearly and
correctly sets forth the docetrine of inaspiration, although it even
rejected the Doctrinal Affirmation, it greeted the Common Confession
with joye

Scerutiny of Articles A closer secrutiny of the Common Confession
reveals the following weaknesses coicerning its statement on in-
spiration: x

1. The doctrire is given a subordinate position, &
practice contrary to that of our fatherse

26 .. The manner of offering proof - texts without
relating them to specific parts of the statement
is at best weak,
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Omission of the rejection of specific error is
a gross fault in view of the fact that for many
years Giffersnces on Lhis doctrine have been
the ceunuter of combroversy,

The significent term "verbal inspilration" has
been omitied. '

In addition, there ave swbiguities that easily mislead the
unwary and cam be uged to shelter error:

1o

2

3o

4o

5 0.

Finally,
Means of Grace,

"Through the Holy Scriptures, which God caused
to be written by men chosen and inspired by Him."
Seriptures consist not of inspired men, but of
inspired words.

"Holy Spirit --=—-~ supplies -~--- content and fitting
word.," Historically, A.L.C. assured the U. L. Co.
officially that this statement was '"not an acceptance
of the Verbal Inspiration doctrine.Y

"Word" is used in the singular. This was done by '
intent to satisfy the opponents of Verbal Inspiration,.

"In its entirety" reminds one of the old error which
holds that Scriptures as a whole and in & general
way are ianspilred, but not word by word,

"Paught us by God" in the second paragraph of this
article becomes meaningless in the light of the
A,L,C. historical stand on the inerrancy of the
Seriptures, i.8,, they are not inerrant in
historical, geographical, and secular matters.,

this article introduces the Law in a treatment of the
This maaner of doing was carried into A.JL.C. by

Towa and forms a part for ITowa's falge doctrine of conversion.



ESSAY II - REVIEW OF COMMON CONFIESSION
ESSAY1IST: Pastor E. Wendland

ARTICLE VI ~ JUSTIFICATION

As The position ever hel by the Iuth, Church and
defended by the Synodical Conference for eighty
years, h

B» Review of the position held by the A. L. Church
in the past on this doctrine,

Ce The question whether or not the Common Confession
clearly composes the old controversy and adequately
confesses the truth.

A, - Justification is basically a declaratory act of God,
in which He promounces a gimner righteous. The Scriptural
word for "justify" is used in this forensic way almost with-
out exception. Those whom God justifies receive this as a
free gift, and wi thout any merit on their part, purely as an
act of God's mercy and grace for Christ's sake. Christ has
purchased and won this righteousness in His work of redemption.
This act of God's justification applies to the whole
world (Rom. 5, 18-19) and was sealed by Christ's resurrectiom
(Roms 4, 25). Thus Scripture teaches the objective or
universal justification of all men (2 Cor. 5; 19). This
justification stands as an accomplished fact. Nothimg in
man -- his merit, faith, or the fact that he will come to
faith -- conditions this justification, So the Brief State-
ment clearly set forth this doctrime.
. Sqri%ture also speaks_of a sub;ective justification,
Maw is justified by falth ?Rom. 1, 17; 3 ; Os 13
9,.30-3L; 10,.6- Gal, 2, 16; 3, 24; 5, 5)(Formula of Concord
Eﬁmtome}i Fél%ﬁ is deséribéd as the {nsééument Where%y we
lay hold of a righteousnsss which is already presemt beforse
faith., Faith is never the cause of justification, but alWays
and instrument of receiving universal justification. Dre.
Stoeckhardt so presents this doctrine and shows the great
comfort a Christian derives from it,

Though neither Luther and early Lutheran Confessions use the
specific terminology of "objective" and Ysubjective"
justification, they never misrepresent these two sides of the
doctrine of justification; and the Synodical Conference has for
eighty years taught the doctrine as here presented.

B> - The position of the A. L. Church on justification may be
understood from a review of the Obio Synodfs opposition to
Migsouri in respect to that doctrine. 0Ohio has labeled
Missouri's position on objective justification as a "sin against
holiness", "insanity", "a miserable figment of man's own
invention." Ohio has accused Missouri of destroying the

doctring of justification by faith by placing j i fi '
ahcad of failh, so that failh mist Limp Behigas ® onssoation

its own doctrine thusly; "Through the reconciliation of Christ
the holy and gracious god has made advances to us, so that >
fgrg1venes§ of sin and justification have been maée possible on
His part; justification, however does not ocecur until through

God's grace the spark of faith has been kindled in the heart
of the poor sinner,
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Was this difference between Ohio and Missouri on
justification settled prior to the formulating of the Common
Confession? In its "Declaration" (1938) the A. L. C. states:
"(God) purposes to justify those who have come to faith."

Dr. Le nsgkl, too, goes to great lengths to attempt to prove
that the gustlfylng act of God applies only to believers

after they have come to faith., He plalnlyfreoognlzes no
biblieal doctrine of objectlive dusblficatlon» ‘Note his flat
statement on Rom, 5, 19: "Nowhere in the Bible is any man
constituted or deolared righteous ‘'without faith, before faith?
all asseverations and argumentations to the contrary not-
withstanding,"

C, - Does the Common Confession compose the old dontroversary
Bnd adequately confess.the truth?

In Art, VI, first sentence and parentheses, we cannot
find the essentlal characteristic of objective 3u8uif103t10ny_
the fact that God "has already declared the whole world to bé
righteous in Christ™ (c¢f. Briet Statement). "Secured and
provided™ do not convey the thought of an -outright grant,
declaring man as acgquitted before the bar of God's justice,
Perhaps they can be interpreted in that light by members of
the Missouri Synod, but they can just as well be interpreted
by the A. L. C. to mean that, although God has secured and
provided foregiveness of sin bv the redemptive work of Christ,
He does not actually justify or declare the sinner to be ‘
righteous until the first spark of faith is kindled in his
heart. A true confession must not permit ambzguous

interpretation.

Quoting 2 Cor. 5, 19 is in itself no guarantee of its
being correctly 1nterpreteda

‘ Referring to sentenee, "Hence no sinner —---- him
righteous", we know that A.L.C. never did say that man could.
merit his justificatiom., The point  is whether or not God
jusTifies only atter faith has been kindled (A, L. C.).

Nor does the next statement, "God justifies ~Bww—em gdcepts
by faith"”, clearly obviate the introduction of this error that
in some manner justification follows faith.,

We do not mean to state that the Common Confession
should have ignored subjective justification (that faith is
the instrument of receiving this declaration of God comcerning
the sinner's righteousness in Christ), as the Brief Statement
clearly sets Torth, but its stabtement on justification should
leave no room for the old error (Ohio position).

Such a clear, positive statement on objective
justification is found in the Brief Statement., (cf. pamphlet,
pages 28-34), A clear antithetical statement should have bean
imserted in the Common Confession, even though the Confession
was intended. to be purely positive in its presentation,
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ARTICLE IV, COMMON CONFESSION

ELECTION
Essayist: Prof. A. Schuetze

: "The election of grace permits us to perceive
properly what the gpace of God is," writes Dr. Stoeck-
hardt, And so it is. Here God's grace saines forth
in all its fullnéss. ’

' Yet this doctrine was the first to cause con=-
troversy and divislon within the Syn. Conf. after its
organization in 1872, (withdrawal of Ohio, 1881;
withdrawal of Norwegien Swyrod, 1883; split in Nor.
Sy., LB87; uunsuccessful intersynodical conferences,
1903-1907; Chicago Theses).

Since 1935 Missouri and ALC have sought to
reach agreement also on this doetrine. "Fcllowship
Committee™ of ALC (1947) stated frankly that in its
opinicn doctrinal unity between the ALC and Missouri
Synod did not exist in regerd to a number of doctrines,
among bthem doctrine of eternal election, (Quart. 1947,
April, 132).

In view of this long history ahdl seriousness of
the Controversy the question in judging this article
must not merely be: Can we accept the statements of the
article concerning the doctrine of election as
Sceripburally correct? buit: Can we accept this article
as the statement of this doctrine which on the basis of

Seriptuge settles the differences that came to light

during the election coOntrOVErsy?

What differences ceme to light? Dr., Talther

stated (188L) Thém as follows:

l. Does the faith which was foréseen of God flow
out of the election of grace, or does the ’
electlion of grace flow out of the foreween
faith?

2. I8 the election of grace hased alone on God's
mercy and Christ's merit, or also upon the
conduct of man, which God foresaw?

. Can and should a believing Christian become
certain of his election and thus of hig
salvation, or can and should he not bécome
certain of them? ~

Ag late as 1942 Dr. Gerfen (Kirchenblatt

Quart. 1942, 218): "They (Walther's points) today yet
are the real point of difference betwesn the two synods."

Does the Common Confesgion resolve the differences®
1. The difference of faith to election. Which
is the cause of the other, faith or election?
"As many as were ordaired to eternal Llife
believed" - hLcts 13, 48. MGod =w—-- predes—
tinated us unto the adoption of children by
Christ Jesus™ - Eph. 1, 5. The relationship
is clear: CGod set apart, chose certain people
for salvation; they hwelieved, believed because
they had been ordeined. Adoption takes
place through faith; predestination is the
cause of faith.
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Schmidt and Ohio Synod, however, taught
~that faith is a cause of man's election.
This, to solve the riddle, Why are some
chosen, others not? ALC still holds to this
error. IHEmch in "Lutheran Standard™ on Acts
13, 48: M"As many as God ordained to eternal
life, - because He foresaw that His saving
grace would accomplish in them his blessed
purposed -~ helieved.m
In 1942 Dr. Gerfen rejected the expression
"cause" and used the word "condition", He
wrote "Naturally God did not look upon faith

as the cause, but as the condition of election.'

But both make faith the determining factor in
man's election. Does not give sole glory to

In the Common Confesgion nothing is said

of the relationship of faith and election. It

merely describes the ones who have been elect~
ed. The expression "without any cause is a

vital point in this doctrine which has been
under controversy for many years, a comuon
confession with the ALC must speak out clearly
on this. Brief Statement does so in par. 36,
2. Second differsnce Walther pointed to re-
ferred to man's conduct. Nowhere in Secripture
1s man, his works, his conduct given credit
for election, ktut it is baded alone on %the
grece of God and tThe merit of Christ. This
- picture of complete grace changes when it is
said: God, being allknowing, knew that we
would perform certain good works, that we
would not resist His Gospel preaching willfully
and permit ourselves to be brought to faith,
and therefore chose us. Taught by ALC.
Pastor Poovey of ALC is quoted in "Catechism
of Differences™ as follows: " In His wisdom
God presaw the result that would occur when
each man would come in contact with the Gospel.
He thus knew that Luther would not resist, but
allow the Holy Spirit to work in his hearto
He saw Judas would accept for a time and then
later harden his heart and turn away despite
every effort of God to keep him in the truth,
He saw that Cain would refuse even to consider .
the message of the Gospel. On this basis

He was able to predestinate all mankind."
Published in 1946.

Is this difference settled in Common

Confession by words: "Solely --- whatever

in man"? Who can tell? ©Poovey called man's
conduct basis for election,” Jgommon Confession
denies that 1t could be a cause. Must speak
out clearly and repudiate Talse ideas and
doctrined. Not only should we be able to find
correct teaching in the Common Confession, but
it must compell us to find it. Not the case
in this point.

v -
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3. Third point of Walther referred to certainty
of election. Seripture uses terms "believesg”
ané "elect” interchangeable. The bellevers are
Yo cansider themselves elect. TFlection also is
effective. Matt. 24, 24, No one ecan pluck them
out of the Savior's hands., John 10, 28.

ALC injected doubt. You must doub - for you
may fall away from faith like Judas. If man's
faith is basis for electlion, how can you ever
be certain?

Common Confession does confess that the Holy
Spirit assures us of our status, of our election.
Does pot clearly point to the fact that this
election is effective. VWould prefer stressing
that certainty of election flows out of univeprsal’
Justification, as Brief Statement does in par, 40,
4. A fourth point of controversy, discussed in the
Brief Statement, pertained to the proper dis-
tinction between God's universal will of grace
and the eletion of grace., Secripture teaches that
it is the will of God to save all men eternally.

I Time. B8, 4; 2 Pete 3, 9. It also teaches that
God elected some in Christ unto ®@alvation. These
two teachings don's harmonize according to our
human reason. But we accept bothe

ALC tried to harmonize by using the analogy
of faith, claiming that all teachings of Scripture
must harmonize with one another according to our
reason. This lead to false doctrine. Some made .
slection identical with the universal will of Gods
Sommon Confescion silent on this point. We ask:
Is this point settled oxr uot?

Brief Statement aliso denied an election unto
damnation and election as only one part of Godts
counsel of salvation. Nothing in Common Confessior

Conclusions: '

1L, Article does not speak clearly on the points
of difference (Election cause of faith, not based on
man's conduct)

2¢ Article omits some points under controversy.
Are they now open questions?

3« Article falls far short of Brief Statement ,
Why turn from something clear to something less clear?

4, Thig article must be considered a come~
promising confession and Whatever compromises the truth
of Scripture must be considered false and rejected,
Luther said to Grorge Myer: "It is by your silence and
cloaking that you case suspicion upon yourself," etc.
(Concordia Triglotto, Intro. page 94).



ARTICLE VII -~ CONVERSION
Essayist: Pastor T. Adascheck

A study of the doectrine of Conversion will of
necessity answer three questions:

1. What does the Bible teach concerning
Conversiomn?

2. What have the Synods forming the Synodical
Conference on the one hand and the Synods
forming the A.L.C., on the other hand, been
teaching concerning the Doctrine of Conversion?

%s Does the article on Conwversion as foumd in
the Common Confession resolve the conflicting
teachings between the Synodical Conference
and the AL.C.? ’

L. ~ Man was created in the image of God, i..e. he
possessed true righteousness and holiness,
Then sin entered the worid through Satean, and man
lost this image of God (Bph. 2,1; Johe 3, 19; I Cor., 2,l4).
But it is not the will of God that man should re=~
main in such lost condition but that the image of God
be restored unto him. To accompliish His will, He
promised to send forth His own Son to redeem man (Gal, .4,
5"6; Titua 2, ll; JOho- 5, 16)(4
Fallen man cannot by his own reason or strength
believe in Jesus Christ or come to Hime If the lost
image of God is to be restored to man, man must be con-
verted to God = he must become a new creature. Since
the sinner is dead in trespasses and sins, the work of °
conversion is entirely Godfs work (Form. COIie, P& 779)e.
This work of converting the sinner God does by
having the Holy Spirit work saving faith in the heart
of the sinner through the means of Grace. In this work
-man neither assists nor coopsrates; he is aeted upon
(R Cor. 4, 6; I Cor. 15, 10).

IT -~ In the development of the history of the various
Lutheran synods florming the Synodical Conference and
those of the A.L.C., the doctrine of Conversion has
always been a point of controversy, and the whole
argument has rested on the nature of conversion. .

The synods forming the Synodical. Conference have
always taughts the doctrine of Conversion as the Word of
God teaches {cf. Part I), no matter how great a mystery
this leaves unsolved, Their attitude and approach has
been - Ps, 46, 10; Is. 66, 27, Scripture does not
answer the guestion, Why are only some and not all saved.

The Ohio and ITowa Synods, seeking a reasonable
answer to that question, tayght that God's grace could
overcome only the natural resistance of man, while it
was ineffective in tHose who offered willful resistance,
These are the beliefs that have been adopted into the
AsL.Ca The Viord of God makes no such distinction but
teaches that divine grace in Conversl on overcomes all
resistanc¢e in man,

Dr., Fritzehel in 1872 wrote concerning the natural
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and willful resistance in man, He set forth that the
will of man can cooperate with the Holy Spirit as the
result of a certain pravenient srace communicated to

man by the Holy Spirit; bence, man assists God in his
oWNY coNVeErsion,

The Ohio Synod continued to hold and to teach this
position of two kinds of resistance and conduct in man
toward the saving Grace of God: Kirchenzeitung: "After
God has done all that is necessary for the conversion

and salvation of all men, =—w——w- , everything depends
on the conduct of men over against the Grace of God."
Dr. Frikschel in Seshold Theses: "Hence, the eternal
1ot of wan does not depend upon an unconditional declee
of en electioral grace operating irresistably, —-----,
but the differvent conduct of man over against the grace
offered is to be teken into consideration,

Later this open gynergism (man cooperating with
God in Conversion) was denied by employing a different
phraseology, but the old error was continued, In the
Chicago Theses the error seems to have been dropped,
yet Dr., Fritschel, oune of the asuthors of the theses,

- plainly stated that the truth can be expressed in all
kinds of phrases but that the docirine remained that

of the Seebold Theses, Dr, Rew and Dr. Lenski in their
writings speak the language of Dr. Fritschel,

A. L. C. dis preaching and living today the old
false doctrine of Icwa - that man can in some manner
assist God in his own conversion,

III -~ Docs the Common Confession resolve the controversy?
The article on Conversiom contains two short sentences,
which are Sceripturally correct. Wiat they say has been
taught by the Syn. Conf, and by Ohio right along; bub
they do not settle the controversy, The inédequacy
of the article consisvts, not in what it says, but in
what it omits, The floodgates for the admission of
false doctrine stend wide open, This article plainly
does not present the whole Counsel of God,
‘ This article does not do what it was intended to
do - resolve the differences in doctrine., Confessional
honesty dememds not only a thetical but also an anti-
thetical treatment of the doctrine of Conversion.

God tells us that only then do we have a right
to continue as a true church in upbuilding His king-
dom among all men if we continue in Hie worf and abide in
Hid truth, : :



ARTICLE IX AND X, COMMON CONFESSION
Bsaayist: Prof. E. Kowalke

If the chmon Confession werc being submitted
to us by a body with which we had ncveyr been in con-
troversy regarding the doctrine of the Church, we could
acccpt the article on the Church with but fcw changes.

But the Common Confession is being presented to
us as a basis for the cstablishment of full pulpit and
altar fcllowship with the A.L.C., which is a merger of
the old ITowa, Chio, and Buffalo Synods, The Iowa Synod
never disavowed its tcachings on the Church which caused
the comtroversy with Missouri. The Corwncn Confession
passcs over the point of controversy in silcnce. In
1940 Dr. Reu wrove of thc visiblc side of thc Church
when defining its gsscencc. he stated that the use of
the mcans of gracc is cj “thc esscnce of the Church,
Missouri always objccted to Dr. Rceuts position. Iowa
always clung to it. "MQ Common Confeselon ignores the
mattcr, We ouzht to kmow whether the Comuon Confecssion
endorscs Dr. Rocu's teaching or rejccte it

We cennot acccpt Dr. R“u*s statement Tbough
truc that the Holy Ghost dees not convert sinners cxcept
by mecens of gracc, that thraugn the mcans of grace the
Church is established, nourished, preserved, the usc of
the mcans of gracc is nouv of cssence of the Church and
docs not constitute its wisiblc sidc.

Wle grant that thc Church of Christ on carth docs
not cxist epart from thz mcans of gracc., Thce holy
Christian Church is the body of Christ, the Christians
arc its mewbers; that is all that the Scripturcs plainly
say aboutl thc cssence of the Church,

To say that the Church in its cessence has a
visiblec sidc and that this wvisible sidc is nothing clsc
than thc use of the wmeans of gracc makes the Church
identifiable to us as to its members. We wmust distinguish
between thosce who profess and thosc who belicve., Tho
Kingdom of God as it appears upon carth is not cxactly
syncnymous with thc holy Christian Church, Christ warn-
cd that we sitould not attcmpt to segregate from the
identifiable group the truc wembers of the body of
Chrlst (I\\.th» lu BimAé 5 l"lg)

It the usc of tho means of grace is in any scnso
of the cssence of the communicn of saints, then the usc
of thc means of gracc and the Church can never be separ-
atecd, cither in this world or in the world to come, for
Scripturc when speaking of the Church meakes no distinection
bctween the saints on carth and the saints in heawcen.
This oncnoss 1s clcarly stated in Hebrews 12, 22-24.

But in hcaven the mcans of gracc arc no longcr uscd.
By their usc here on carth we have becn brought to the
Church of Christ and kept in it while kerc cn carth,
but the use of them dces not cxtcrd into ‘hecaven.

Is thc Common Confcssion's omission serious cnough
to bar a confcssion of church fecllowship? A littlc
leaven lcavens the whole lump.

The scntcence "Through the mcans of gracc —-——--
with one another™ may reflcet Icwa's cmphasis on the
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visiblec side of the Church. Docs thec sentenee mean that
by the use of the mcans of gracc the fellowship with
Christ and onc another must now also becouwe apparcnt and
visible? As worded, thc scntence permits that intcrpreta-
tion. If not so intendecd, a clcar statecment to the cffcet
that only through thc means of gracc does the Holy Spirit
call sinncrs into faith and fellowship with Christ and

one anothecr could casily have bccen made.

The sccond paragraph in Art. IX would have becn
clecarcr if it stoppcd with the words: "=~-- sect forth in
His Word." ({cf. 1 Pet. 2, 9) :

The sccond scntence of paragraph two could be
taken to scrve as a restriction on scntence onc. Fach
sentcnece, standing alone is perfecctly correct, but taken
together, thcy arec unclcar. Is a limitation here placed
on the universal priestnood of all belicvers<?

The third paragraph, in explaining the origin of
local congrcgations, employs the words, "It is thercfore
the duty =~=—w- " That is a legalistic interprctation,

In the N. T the formation of local congregations was a
fruit of faith in the Goegpcl, and the congrcgations took
the form that the Gospel suggested. True, they were
founded @as a conscquconce of the divinely given mission to
preach the Gospel and baptize, but also true that as
members of Body of Christ they were drawn together,
suffecrcd and rejoiced together.

The Gospel crcatecs its own forms. There is no
law of God that makcs it a duty to form local congrecgation:
What when political oppression successfully prevents the
formation and normal functioning of local congregations?
Do we then feel that the Church has been destroyed?

In the 5th paragraph the subjecct of unionism is
taken up, to wit, "Therefore wc darc not ~-- rcfuse to be
correctecd by God's word." The Brief Statement reads:

"Wc rcpudiate unionism, that is, Church fellowship wi th
adherents of false doctrinec." Thec two cxprcssions do not
say thc same thing. TLuther: "Who, but the devil himself
would say, 'I refusc to be¢ corrcctecd by God's Word.'"™ If
we accecpt the rule that we darc not have pulpit and altar
fcllowship with thosc that rcfusc to be correctod by God's
Word, then thc way is opencd to fcllowship with adhercnts
of falsc doctrinc so long as thecy do not admit that they
know what God's Word rcquires but recfusc to be corrccted
by it.

‘ The last two sceuntences of Art, IX are based on
the Lord's intcrcessory praycr, Joh. 1l7. Our quarrcl here
is not with thc statecment that we must be alert to main-
tain fcllowship with those who arc onc with us in the
faith, but rathecr with the intcrpretation placed om the
praycr that is rcfecrred to Christt's prayer, Joh. 17, does
not rcfer to the visible fellowship of church organizationt
and rcligious groups but rathcer to thec invisible unity of
the spirit, to thc fellowship that all truc believers have
in ChHrist with the Fathcr.

God Himsclf will preserve that unity of all the
saints. Schisms and hercsies cannot mar that unity; nor
can synodical affiliation and decnominational membership
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make or break it.

Scripturc cnjoins us to prcacin the Yord in its
purity, to confcss it and continue in 1%, to avoid thosc
who causc divisions and offenses contrary to it, and,
as much as licth in us, to live pcaccably with all men.

ARTICLE 2 THE MINTSTRY

This article, too, passcs over a tcaching that
members of A.L.C. had ncver rcjccved,

Vle meintain tnat the commission to preach the
Gospel, to uzc the mecans of grace, and te execrcise the
office of the keys was given by Christ to all Christians,
and that all Christians are mcent when God says: '"Yc
arc & chesen generation ---—~--." Spirituwal gifts, such
as learning, tcaching, and others, are variously distri-
buted, but the commission to prcach and confess the
Gospel was not given to any one class.

Towa, taught that 0ffice of the Keys belonged not
to the individuval but "to the Church 1ua its totality,”
and that the officc of pastor was derived originally,
not from the priesthood ¢f the individual Christian, but
rathcr from the organized congrecgation, and it was suggest-
ad that evon the individual congrogation had to be repre-
sented by the "church at large™ is it wished to call a

pastor. In a subtlc way this tcaching cstablisheg the
clecrgy as an order with special dxvine rights. There is
a touch of popery in that. Can we accept the Common
Confession as a basis of unior with AL.C. when the
‘dlscussion of this pcculiar tcecaching is omitited?



ARTICLE XIT, COMMON CONFESSTON

THE LAST THINGS
Essayist: Rev. 0. Sicger

To discuss an articlc on the last things is nothing
new in the history of the Christian Chaurch. From the
days of the Apostlc Paul to the Rnformation, for example,
certain men of the Church cxposcd such teachings as the
following as falsc according to the Scriptures:; that
Christ wouléd establish a thousand-yecar visible kingdom
here on carth foliowing the first resurrecticn, that
there would be a bodily rassurrcction of the martyrs be-
fore the gencral resurrcesicn, and others. And the
framers of the Augsburg Confession Hund it necessary
to includc an article against those who sprcad such
opinions.

During the Rcformation period Luther effcctively
exposcd tnz Pope as being the very Antichrist "who
opposcth and cxaltetn himscif above all that is callcd
God, or that is worsnipped; so that hec as God sitteth
in the temple of God, ghowing nimsclf that he 1s God.m
(2 Thesse 2, 4); and tha’t became the public doctrine of
the Lutheran Church.

In thc carly years of the Luthcran Synods in our
country strange tcacaings again eppecarcd and were foster~
ed particularly by the Iowa Sy:incd. In addition to rc-
viving old false doctrined (gencral conversion of the
Jews, bodily resurrzction of the marsyyrs, thousand-year
earthly rulc of Christ) this syrod bcgan to question that
the Pope was the very Antichrist, as Luther had estab-
lished according to thc Scripturcs. The Towans said that
the Scripturcs just were not clear on thecsc questions
and eallcd them "open questions", "thecological problemsh,
on Which a person might have his own opinion without
being guilty of holding to false doctrinc.

Against such tcachers Dr. Walthcr of the Missouri
Synod led his synod into taking a firm stand. In respect
to the Antichrist, he affirmc d that the prophecies give
such a complete and accuratc description as thcy do of
the Roman papacy, we must ' call white, white and black,
black.,

While these differences between the Syn. Conf. and
the Iowa Synod (member of A.L.C.) continucd, various
attempts were made at reconciling tihcm on the basis of
God's Word, but with no success, In 1932 Missouri in its
"Brief Statement" still staunchly uphcld the view of the
Syn. Confercncc. In 1933 the "Dcclaration of the
A.L.C. still held, however, that thesc tcachings
(mentioned above) arc open to various interprctations.

Then came the so~callcd "Doctrinal Affirmation™y
drawn up by the representatives of both the A.L.C. and
the Mo, Synod. It represcnted a rcversal of the clcar
position for which Mo, had . so long contendcd. Thc Roman
papacy was simply callcd "@ fulfillment" of Scriptural
prophecies on the Antichrist, not ncecssarily the ful- 5
fillment, and the statement was furthermore callga '
"a historical judgment", as Iowa had always contended.
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Though the Mo. Synod did not accept the "Affirmation®,
thexre was geod reason ifecr concern over tho faet tlat
such a doecument siould even have appearved in print. 7

1n the sccond paragraph of AV, XIL of Uhe
Common Cenfessinn, we fin& these words: vare still
clhearly diacernible in the Rowman papacy, =—ww-w—s,m  Hore
is a ddeappointing lack cof clearrness. Beeausce of the
insertican of tho word "stili", the mw aning could he
this: Up to 185L the Roman papacy fits the pleture
Groga by The Word of God, but will it contirue to do so
during the nexi century?

The last senteonce »f this parvagraph, as far as
it goes, speaks a cloar language with whieh wo can
heartily agrec. Howcver, we cannot overloog an essay
acceptod hy the Towa Digtrict of the ALL.C. four years
ago and rublished in the Warthurg Seminary quarterly..
In one form or snethor this essey upaclds the old false
teackings concerning the Tast Things and cver labels
cur position as va prefebricatzd interpretation ———---
a violance to Godrs Vord,v Though 1t mizht he saild
with gome justirication vthat we are nol now considering
the viewporints and tcesnings of individval members
vithin the A.L.C. wot fhe Commonr Confesgsion en its own
merits, it scems reoascnatle to supposc that cven this
lasv Gentenee of Ary. XIL, s not veing undersvood in
ciptain scetions of ALL.C. &8 we understand it.





