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Editorial Comment

Two feature articles in this issue of our
journal are devoted to a discussion and
review of A Brief Statement.

In previous numbers (July, August, Sep-
tember, 1961), Dr. Carl S. Meyer of our
faculty provided a helpful survey of the
background and setting from which this
document emerged 30 years ago.

In a current article the same author calls
to mind the role that A Brief Statement
has played since its adoption in 1932.

This survey suggests that A Brief State-
ment was assigned a position of increasing
importance as it grew older. As an indi-
cation that it was regarded as having served
its immediate purpose satisfactorily, we
note that at the time of its adoption and
for some years afterward it called forth
little or no comment and discussion within
our church. But particularly after the first
decade of its existence it has increasingly
become a center of debate.

Therefore
issue is presented in the hope that it might
serve as guidelines for a careful study of
A Brief Statement and an evaluation of its
place in our church (possibly as a part of

the second article in this

the program of pastoral conferences in the
coming post-Easter season).

The only fair criterion to apply to an
historical document is to determine
whether it succeeds in achieving its pur-
pose. Since the authors of A Brief State-
ment were instructed to “formulate theses
which, beginning with the status contro-
versiae, present the doctrine of Scripture
and the Lutheran Confessions in the short-
est and simplest manner,” the only fair
question to put to it is: Does it adequately
and fairly present the controversial doc-

trines of that era? Obviously it should not
be faulted for not mentioning issues and
formulations of theological thinking that
have come into existence since 1932.

But in view of attempts to enlarge the
function of A Brief Statement and to as-
sign to it the wider scope of a general,
comprehensive, and permanent confession
of the doctrines of the Holy Scriptures and
the Lutheran Symbols for our day and for
times to come, it becomes legitimate and
necessary to examine it for answers to
questions which it was not intended to
give, since they are beyond the purview
of its original purpose. It is very im-
portant to note that almost all the points
raised in our article are based on the
assumption that such an enlarged tole is
proposed for A Brief Statement.

It is also for this reason that in the
article by far more space is devoted to
criticism than to well-deserved commenda-
tion. The reader will observe moreover
that nowhere in the presentation are the
doctrines of A Brief Statement declared
contrary to the Scriptures or in conflict
with the Symbols.

This article is the product of the edi-
torial staff of this journal.

The task of writing it was undertaken
with a sense of profound gratitude and
filial respect to the authors of A Brief
Statement, particularly to those among
them from whom some members of the
staff heard and leatned the Word of life
as students. Whatever is said, comes from
the conviction that we shall always remain
learners at the feet of such men as Dr. Fran-
cis Pieper, no doubt the chief author of
A Brief Statement.
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A few more introductory comiments may
be in place.

The article does not purport to be an
exhaustive study but calls attention by way
of example only to some points and areas
that by common consent of the staff de-
serve serious consideration. Others might
have been mentioned.

In the preparation of the article the
scaff was able to draw on studies and dis-
cussions of A Brief Statement by the en-
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tire faculty. During the past two. years
a series of meetings was held for the ex-
press purpose of hearing and discussing
papers prepared by members of the fac-
ulty on a selected number of articles qf
A Brief Statement. Those treated in this
manner are: Of the Holy Scriptures, Of
Creation, Of Man and of Sin, Of Redemp-
tion, Of Faith in Christ, Of Conversion,
Of Justification, Of the Means of Grace,
Of the Church, Of the Election of Grace.

The Role of A Brief Statement Since 1932

HE year 1932 has been called the con-

fessional high-water mark of the Mis-
souri Synod because of the adoption of
A Brief Statement in that year. Not only
was it "“Dr. Pieper’s legacy of sound Scrip-
tural teaching,” but it was also, so it was
maintained with evident exaggeration, the
testimony of “a confessional unity of mind
and heart embracing every pastor and con-
gregation and enduring the test of search-
ing examination by the ‘norma normans’
of Holy Scripture.”!

It acquired a status almost equal to that
of the great Confessions of the Lutheran
Church in the course of the next 15 years,
culminating in a reaffirmation in 1947 and
a demand in 1959 that it be used as
a basis for determining orthodoxy. It
played a significant role in union nego-
tiations between the Missouri Synod and
the American Lutheran Church and an even
more significant role in the writings of the
opponents of the union moves. A thorough
examination of the role of A Brief State-
ment would require a recapitulation of the
doctrinal developments within the Missouri
Synod since 1932, a résumé of the union
negotiations of the Missouri Synod, and
a summary of the controversies revolving
around these negotiations both within the
Missouri Synod and within the Synodical
Conference. Such a comprehensive over-
view will not be attempted at this time.

The present sketch will merely ty to

1 Wallace H. Maclaughlin, A4 Former
U. L. C. Pastor Looks at the Agreement, n.p.,
n.d., p.4.
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illustrate the generalizations made regard-
ing the role of A Brief Statement since
1932.
As DOCTRINAL NORM

Although A Brief Statement was used
as a doctrinal norm largely in connection
with the "union documents” of the period
(1932—62), it was also invoked in the
questions raised by the Stazement of the
"Forty-Four” (1945) and in the discus-
sions of the doctrine of the Word (1959
to 1961) within the Missouri Synod.

The 1945 Statement itself did not cite
A Brief Statement. Nor did any of the
essays in Speaking the Truth in Love, the
explanatory articles to the 12 theses of the
Statement. Both documents were subse-
quently withdrawn, not, however, re-
tracted. The “Ten and Ten” (representa-
tives of the “Forty-Four” and those who
differed with them) agreed on the doctrine
of sola Scriptwra and stated: “We stand
wholeheartedly with paragraph 2 of the
Brief Statement.”?

In defense of the traditional interpreta-
tion of Rom. 16:17,18 A Brief Statement
was cited. “Romans 16:17-18 is a clear

2 Lettet of J. W. Behnken to the clergy of
the Missouri Synod. The four-page letter itself
is not dated. It refers to the meetings held
from Sept. 23 to 26 and Nov. 12 to 14, 1946.
From other sources it appears that the letter
should have been dated Jan. 18, 1947. See
Theo. Dierks, Restoring Unity and Peace Within
the Missonri Synod, 1881—1947, n.p., n.d.,
p. 5.

Guidelines, n. p., n.d., which set down prop-
ositions for discussion, evidently by pastoral
conferences, begins, “We agree with the Brief
Statement, which says in Par.2. . ..”
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passage and is, as such, correctly cited in
our Confessions and in the Brief State-
ment, section 28.”% Petitions to the 1947
convention of the Synod asked for a spe-
cific application of this passage.*

The meaning and application of the pas-
sage, of course, involved the larger ques-
tion of church union and concomitant
questions, selective fellowship and prayer
fellowship. In order that any use of the
Statement ot Speaking the Trath in Love
might be forestalled Synod was asked to
endorse the following propositions, which,
it will be noted, make A Brief Staremens
normative:

1. In conformity with its position on
church fellowship expressed in A Brief
Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the
Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missounri,
Obio, and Otber States, paragraphs 28
and 29, Synod rejects as antiscriptural any
assertion that there are details of doctrine
which are not divisive of church fellowship
though they conflict with or add to the
teachings of Scripture and are persistently
advocated.

2. In conformity with its position on
unjonism, which is defined in paragraph 28
of the Brief Statement as “church fellow-
ship with the adherents of false doctrine,”
Synod rejects as untenable any opinion
that unionism does not take place unless
¢those who participate in joint religious
work or worship with persistent errorists
explicitly deny the truth or approve of
error by positive word or action, because
such an opinion disregards the Scriptural
cruth basic to this teaching that every act

3 11 W. Romoser, “Notes on Rom. 16:
17,18" (mimeographed; Oak Park, Ill., 1948),
p. 16.

4 Dierks, Restoring Unity and Peace, p.6;
Mo. Synod, Reporis and  Memorials, 1947,
p. 402.

of church fellowship with persistent ad-
herents of false doctrine is 7 itself for-
bidden by Scripture.
3, Because Scriptural principles govern-
ing church fellowship govern also pubilic
prayer and prayer fellowship, Synod re-
jects any assertion which condones public
joint prayer with Christians who persist-
ently advocate false doctrine®
Significantly Synod resolved to continue
a study of the questions with a “Whereas”
which said, “It is imperative that we con-
tinue on the foundation of God's Word,
and God’s Word alone” In debating this
resolution it did not adopt an amendment
that included the proposition, “The Con-
fessions of the Church and also our Brief
Statement ate means through which the
Missouri Synod speaks God’s Word faith-
fully.” ¢ Ir must be said, however, that this
sentence was not the crucial one in the
rejection of the amendment. It can be
noted, nevertheless, that A Brief Siate-
ment was placed on a par with the Lu-
theran Confessions.

In the more recent discussions within
the Missouri Synod A Brief Statement bas
again been used in a normative fashion?

As A Basis FOR UNION

A Brief Statement played a larger role in
union negotiations in the period berween
1932 and 1962 than it did even as a doc-
trinal norm within the Missouri Synod.

In 1935 the Cleveland convention of
The Lutheran Church— Missouri Synod
declared its “willingness to confer with
other Luthetan bodies on problems of Lu-

5 Ibid., pp. 401, 402. Also see Mo. Synod,
Reports and Memorials, 1950, pp. 464—483.
6 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1947, p.523.

7 “Special Report,” The Lutheran Witness,
LXXX (Dec. 26, 1961), 634.
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theran union with a view towards effecting
true unity on the basis of the Word of
God and the Lutheran Confessions.”® It
also set up a committee of five, the Com-
mittee on Lutheran Church Union. Noth-
ing was said in this resolution, pro or con,
that A Brief Statement should be the basis
for the conferences or any possible sub-
sequent agreement.

The 1932 document, nevertheless, be-
came the focus of the discussions between
the six representatives of the American
Lutheran Church and the five-member com-
mittee of the Missouri Synod. The Minne-
apolis Theses (1925) and the Chicago
Theses (1928) also played a part in these
deliberations. As a result of the negotia-
tions A Brief Statement and the Declara-
tion of the Representatives of the American
Lutheran Church were submirtted to the
1938 convention of Synod.® After com-
mittee deliberation (Committee 16), pub-
lic hearings, lengthy discussion on the
floor of the convention, and nearly unani-
mous agreement, it was resolved

. that the Brief Statement of the Mis-
souri Synod, together with the Declaration
of the representatives of the American

Lut.heran Church and the provisions of this

entire report of Committee No.16 now

being read and with the Synod’s action
thereupon, be regarded as the doctrinal
basis for future church-fellowship between

the Missouri Synod and the American Lu-
theran Church.1¢

The action of the 1932 convention in ac-

8 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1935, p.221.

9 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memori.
oo 1761 N morials, 1938,

1.0 Mo. Syno@, Proceedings, 1938, p. 231.
Italics in the original. The Lutheran Witness,
LVI¥ (July 12, 1938), 233, 234, 236, 237,
carried a report of this action by the convention.
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cepting A Brief Statement was thus trans-
muted by the 1938 convention into one
of confessional significance.

This confessional significance was ac-
cented, too, in the negotiations of the
Union Committee with the representatives
of the ULCA. In the two meetings held
by the two groups A Brief Statement was
made the starting point for the discussions
and the touchstone of agreement by the
Missourians.?®  Although Synod had de-
clared its willingness to continue the dis-
cussions,'? the (Missouri) Union Com-
mittee was not ready to do so because of
“the unwillingness of the United Lutheran
Church of America commissioners to ac-
cept the paragraphs in the Brief Statement
dealing with the doctrine of inspiration.” 13
This seemed to them sufficient cause not
even to extend an invitation to the ULCA
men for future meetings. This action was
approved by the 1941 convention of the
Synod. 14

In the intersynodical conferences which
were organized as a result of the favor-
able prospects of union with the ALC
A Brief Statement was made the subject
of the discussions.!® Guidelines for these
conferences were prepared by the editorial
committee of the CONCORDIA THEOLOG-
ICAL MONTHLY. After a study of the
Minneapolis Theses it was suggested that
A Brief Statement should be taken up.

11 Mo. Synod, Reports and M 2

op. 184185 7 emorials, 1938,
12 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1938, p.233.
13 Mo. Synod, Reports and M 2

o 17, 7 emorials, 1941,
14 Mo, Synod, Proceedings, 194 R

p. 286. a0 1AL . 30% <f
15 See e.g., The Lutheran Witness, LX

(Feb. 4, 1941), 42; ibid., LX
172, 173. ibid, LX (May 13, 1941),
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Coming chiefly from the pen of the sainted
Dr. Pieper, who was poted for the clarity
of his doctrinal utterances, this document
deserves to be studied again and again,
and our own pastors, who have studied the
document before, will benefit from re-
peated perusals of it as well as those of
the American Lutheran Church.1®

The ranking role of A Brief Statemens
in the agreement with the ALC was em-
phasized by proponents of the union. The
editors of the Lutheran Witness found the
“heart of the report” of the Committee on
Church Union in 1938 “an agreement on
both sides to accept the Brief Statement
of the Doctrinal Position of the Missonri
Synod.” 7 They emphasized the acceptance
by the ALC of this document.!® The ALC
Declaration was needed because A Brief
Statement was not an exhaustive statement
on some points.!® Bven the Mendota Reso-
lutions of the ALC (1942) and the Pisss-
burgh Agreement between the ALC and
the ULCA (1939) did not negate the fact
that Missouri had adopted A Brief State-
ment and the Declaration as a basis for
fellowship.*

The locus De Scriptura caused the most
serious apprehensions about the negotia-
tions with the representatives of the ALC.
The adoption of the Pittsburgh Agree-

16 CONCORDIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY, X
(Japuary 1939), 62, 63, also reprinted' sepa-
rately and mailed to the clergy of the Missouri
Synod with a covering letter from Dr. J. W.
Behnken on Feb. 9, 1939.

17 The Editors [M. S. Sommer and Theo.
Graebner], “Lutheran Union: A Discussion,”
The Lutheran Witness, LIX (June 11, 1940),
201.

18 1bid., LIX (June 25, 1940), 223 f.

19 Ibid., LIX (July 9, 1940), 239.

20 R. R. Caemmerer, “Are the Lutheran
Synods Drawing Closer Together?” ibid., LXI
(Dec. 22, 1942), 442, 443.

ment 2t was decried; it was found unsatis-
factory by the Union Committee of the
Missouri Synod “because it contains loop-
holes for a denial of the verbal inspiration
and inerrancy of the Scriptures.” * Mem-
bers of the ALC Commission held that the
Pitgsburgh Agreement was in harmony
with the Scriptures and A Brief State-
ment.>

The Pittshurgh Agreement and the Men-
dota Resolutions became objects of attack
because, it was said, they were contrary to
the doctrine set forth in A Brief Statement.
“The fact that the leaders of the A.L.C.
here, too, have subscribed to the U.L.C.
position shows that by reading the St. Louis
Theses { A Brief Statement} ‘in the light of
the Declaration they have nullified the
Theses,” 2 it was said specifically of the
Pittsburgh Agreement. It must be noted,
however, that the multidocumented basis
for the agreement between the ALC and
the Missouri Synod was the chief point of
attack.”®

As THE PLATFORM OF THE
SYNODICAL CONFERENCE

The Norwegian Synod and the Wiscon-
sin Synod of the Synodical Conference led
the demand for one document, in oppo-

21 Doctrinal Declarations: A Collection of
Official Statements of the Doctrinal Position of
Various Lutheran Bodies in America (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1957), pp. 69 f.

22 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1941,
pp. 189, 190.

23 1bid., p.194, where the report of ALC
Commissioners is cited: “We accept the Pitts-
burgh Agreement with a definite convictiqn that
this agreement is in complete harmony with the
Declaration and the Brief Statement.”

24 [W. M. Oeschl, “A.L.C. and U.L. C
‘Agreement, ” The Crucible, 1 (March-April
1939), 13.

25 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1941,
199—203.
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sition to the 1938 resolutions of the Mis-
souri Synod. “A double set of documents”
as a basis for union would permit avenues
of divergencies, a statement of the Not-
wegian Synod declared.?® Resolutions in
the 1949 convention of the Synodical Con-
ference asked the Missouri Synod “earnestly
to consider the advisability of bringing
about the framing of one document of
agreement.” ?7 In the discussions on these
resolutions it was stated (by Dr. S. C.
Ylvisaker) that “the synods of the Synod-
ical Conference have expressed their unity
of faith by an unreserved acceptance of
the Brief Statement.” *® The allegation, it
seems, was not challenged.

In 1943 the Norwegian Synod requested
the Missouri Synod to revoke the 1938
“St. Louis Articles of Union” and, accord-
ing to its resolution, “thus let the Brief
Statement’ stand unqualified and unsullied
as our clear and joint confession.” In
a “whereas” of the resolution it declared
that it accepted A Brief Statement “un-

26 In a letter to J. W. Behnken by an official
committee, Nov. 2, 1938, Norwegian Synod of
the Am. Ev. Luth. Church, Report, 1939,
pp. 16f. See especially C. M. Gullerud, “The
Importance of the Doctrine of Verbal Inspira-
tion of the Bible,” Norwegian Synod of the
Am. Ev. Luth. Church, Report, 1942, pp. 32
to 40. A Letter to the Pastors and Professors of
the Missouri Synod from a committee appointed
by the President of the Norwegian Synod (Man-
kato, Minn., 1939), pp. 8—11. W. M. Oesch
endorsed the Norwegian Synod position in The
Crucible, 1 (March-April 1939), passim.

27 Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1940,
p-89; Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1941,
p. 198.

28 Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1940,
p-90.

29 Norwegian Synod of the Am. Ev. Luth.
Church, Repors, 1943, insert sheet, printed sep-
arately, to be inserted between pp. 68 and 69,

reservedly.” 2 Later the Wisconsin Synod,
t00, stated that it based a protest against
Missouri Synod’s “rising tide of unionism
and its attendant evils of indifference to
Biblical truth and undermining of confes-
sional Lutheranism,” on the stand it had
taken on A Brief Statement®

The Missouri Synod convention of 1941
recognized the need for one document as
a basis for agreement between church
bodies. It still found A Brief Statement
satisfactory, although it conceded that some
clarification of this document was needed.
The report stated:

In calling for one document, we do not
mean to dispense with any doctrinal state-
ments made in our Brief Statement — for
we believe that it correctly expresses the
doctrinal position of our Synod — but we
consider that for the sake of clarification
under the present circumstances, some
statements need to be more sharply defined
or amplified.3!

The prominence given A Brief State-
ment in the conversations with synods
within and without the Synodical Confer-
ence after 1941 emphasized its near-con-
fessional status. A resolution of one Mis-
souri Synod pastoral conference asked that
it be rerained as “our clear Scriptural
Confession.” 32 It was said: “The synods
of the Synodical Conference have always
confessed the doctrinal position that was
written down in the Brief Statement of the

resolution omitted from printed Report by over-
sight; Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1944,
p.256; Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1944, p.241.

30 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1950,
. 521

31 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1941, p. 302.

32 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1944,
p. 251,
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Doctrinal Position of the Missouri Synod
of 193273

In 1947 the Centennial convention of
the Missouri Synod reaffirmed its loyalty
to the Scriptures and the Lutheran Con-
fessions and explicitly declared that “the
Brief Statement correctly expresses its doc-
trinal position.”3* It incorporated the doc-
ument in the official Proceedings of the
convention in order to underscore its sub-
scription®® The Union Committee was
instructed in 1947 to use the “Brief State-
ment and such other documents already in
existence,” in future negotiations with other
Lutheran bodies.3

The actions of the 1947 convention were
not merely sentimental gestures which
looked back to earlier days and reaffirmed
a historical continuity with the past and
enshrined an emblem. They came, in part,
as a result of memorials from congregations
which feared deviation from the old Mis-
souri doctrinal stand and therefore asked
that Synod “adhere unwaveringly to its
Scriptural position of the past one hundred
years as set forth in its Brief Statement.” %t

Thereafter some members of the Mis-
souri Synod regarded it as “the official
confession of The Lutheran Church — Mis-
souri Synod” 3% and as “a correct expression
of Synod's doctrinal position.”3® Some
called it “a faichful confession of the teach-

33 100 Questions and Answers for Lutherans
of the Synodical Conference (1954) (Chicago:
Chicago Area Church Councils, 1954), p. 3.

84 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1947, p. 476.

35 Ibid., pp. 476—492.

36 bid., p. 510.

37 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1947,
p. 389.

38 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1950,
p. 447; see p. 481, “according to its own con-
fession in the Brief Statemen:.”

39 Ibid., p. 487; also on p. 490.

ings of Holy Scriptute and the Missouri
Synod” and coupled it with the historical
Confessions of the Lutheran Church.*?

As RELATED TO THE
“DOCTRINAL AFFIRMATION”

The mistrust aroused by the Doctrinal
Affrmation of 1944 was one factor in
enhancing the prestige of A Brief State-
ment. The Doctrinal Affirmation was pre-
pared as a result of the demand for one
document as a basis for union negotia-
tions.#* The framework for the document
was A Brief Statement*? “This new docu-
ment,” the Union Committee of the Nor-
wegian Synod said “. . . combined too
many of the weaknesses of the Declara-
tion’ with the strong points of the ‘Brief
Statement. ” *3 Since it was abandoned*

40 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1953,
p- 366.

41 Mo. Synod, Reporis and Memorials, 1947,
p.378.

42 The negotiation commirtee of the Missouri
Synod and the ALC stated that “the subcom-
mittees responsible for this draft considered their
task to consist chiefly in inserting into the
framework of the Brief Statement the additional
truths and clarifications contained in the other
documents mentioned.” Doctrinal Affirmation
of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri,
Ohio, and Other States and of the American
Lutheran Church (St Louis: Concordia Publish-
ing House, n.d. [1944]), p. 2.

43 Union Committee of the Norwegian
Synod, Our Relations with The Latheran
Church — Missouri Synod (5.1, 1954), p. 6.

44 The Luiheran Witness, LXV (Nov. 5,
1946), 378. The official report of the Com-
mittee on Doctrinal Unity stated: “Since the
Doctrinal Affirmation and its ‘Clarifications’ have
been eliminated by the American Lutheran
Church as a basis of doctrinal unity between
itself and our Synod, no action is required by
our Synod with regard to these documents,
either by way of accepting them or of rejecting
them.” Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials,
1947, p. 382.
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it may be enough to note only one com-

parison of it with A Brief Statement.
At times, conurary to the express direction
of our Synod, it dispenses with certain doc-
trinal statements of the Brief Statement;
at times it merely takes certain ambiguous
phrases from the Declaration and inserts
them into the Brief Statement; at times it
expressly upholds the false teaching of our
opponents. In short, instead of defining
the truth of Scripture more sharply over
against its denial, it blunts the testimony
of the Brief Statement and thus makes
room for its denial.45

The reader, incidentally, will not fail to
have noticed that “the truth of Scriprure”
and the “testimony of the Brief Statement
were virtually equated.” He will have noted
more particularly how closely the Affirma-
tion was related to A Brief Statement.

As COMPARED WITH THE
“COMMON CONFESSION”

If the mistrust aroused by the Doc-
trinal Affirmation bolstered the position
of A Brief Statement, the discussions which
centered in the Common Confession (1949)
served to establish A Brief Statement in
a still firmer quasi-confessional position.
It was used as a touchstone to gauge the
orthodoxy of Part I of the Common Con-
fession,*® as it was being used to test
the correctness of other writings within
Synod*” A paragraph from the Common
Confession is refuted with “over against

45 Theo. Diertks, An Examination of the
Proposed Doctrinal Affirmation, n. p., n. d.,
p.61. See p. 3 also.

46 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1950,
pp. .442——454; 100 Questions and Answers,
passim.

47 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1950,
pp. 472, 475—497; Mo. Synod, Reports and
Memorials, 1953, p. 366. Appointment to a sug-
gested “"Commission on Scriptural Peace in Doc-

this our Brief Statement confesses.” *® It
is said (the memorial is quoted in part):

WHEREAS, the “Common Confession”
makes no mention of the Brief Statement
of the Doctrinal Position of The Lutheran
Church — Missouri Synod, the official con-
fession of The Lutheran Church — Mis-
souri Synod, which confession not only in
keeping with the Constitution of the Mis-
souri Synod, Art.III, Sec.l, presents the
true saving doctrine of God's Word, but
also in definite unmistakable language
points out and rejects all errors contrary
to the true doctrine; . . . therefore be it
Resolved, . . .

3. That in the revision of the “Common
Confession” the correct teaching of Rom.
16:17, as stated in Synod’s Constitution
(Art. III, Sec.I) and as stated in the
Brief Statement, Par. 28, be maintained as
part of the “Common Confession”; . . 49

This illustrates the regard in which A Brief
Statement was held.

The demands that the use of Rom. 16:
17,18 in A Brief Statement be declared
the official interpretation of Synod 3 were

met with the adoption of a resolution
which said:

We reaffirm, as Scripturally correct, the
use of Rom. 16:17 in the Constitution of
Synod, the synodical Catechism, and the
Brief Statement5l

trine and Practice” (which did not materialize)
was to be made contingent on a promise “to
uphold the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal
Position of the Missouri Synod without reser-
vations whatsoever.” Ibid., p. 353. See also Mo.
Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1956, pp. 512
and 520, for another example. Additional evi-
dence can be multiplied.

*8 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1950,
p. 443.

49 Ibid., p. 447.
50 Ibid., pp. 487—496.

51 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1950, p.656:
of. pp. 655—658.
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Examples could be multiplied to illus-
trate the contention that A Brief Statement
was regarded as normative. In 1953, to
cite one example, in response to a direct
request for assurance of its doctrinal po-
sition, the Missouri Synod pointed to its
acceptance and reaffirmation of A Brief
Statement in 1932 and 1947 as sufficient.?2

The reaffirmation of A Brief Statement
by the Missouri Synod in 1947 caused the
Norwegian Synod of the Synodical Con-
ference to express its joy in 1948. It opined
that this document as a union document

a. states the doctrines at issue clearly, defi-

nitely, and correctly;

b. includes the antitheses, with the same

clearness, definiteness, and correctness;

c. lays down the correct principles in the

question of unionism.

Nevertheless, it found that the Missouri
Synod violated “the spirit and letter of
the Brief Statement” by various acts of
unionism.?

The issue of unionism or fellowship was
concomitant with the question of the cor-
rect interpretation of Rom. 16:17. The
definition of “unionism” in A Brief State-
ment was held up as the correct definition.
The Synodical Conference Committee on
Intersynodical Relations reported in 1950:
“We are convinced that Scripture’s answer
to this question [What is unionism?] is
fully expressed in the pertinent patagraph
of the Brief Statement of the Missouri
Synod.” ** This paragraph became basic for
the exposition of unionism presented to

52 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1953, pp. 5064,
565.

53 As given in Syncdical Conference, Pro-
ceedings, 1948, pp. 147-—149.

5¢ Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1950,
p. 128.

the Synodical Conference by this com-
mittee ™ and endorsed by the Synodical
Conference convention in 1950, which de-
clared that the committee’s discussion “on
the basis of section 28 of the Brief State-
ment of the Missouri Synod is a correct
exposition of the teaching of God’'s Word
on the subject.” 3 The Wisconsin Synod
voiced its wish in 1951 that the Missouri
Synod conform to these resolutions and
“to the position in regard to practice as
it is set forth in the Brief Statement.” %"

The lack of clarity in the Common
Confession in its definition of unionism,
in the opinion of members of the Wis-
consin Synod and of the Norwegian Synod,
caused them to emphasize the approach
used by A Brief Statement to this question.
In its resolutions which repudiated the
Common Confession the Wisconsin Synod
asked the Synodical Conference “to request
the Missouri Synod to repeal the Common
Confession and to return to the clarity and
decisiveness in setting forth the Scriptural
and historical doctrinal position of the
Synodical Conference for which the Brief
Statement sets an excellent precedent.”
The Norwegian Synod, in rejecting Part 1
of the Common Confession, wanted the
Missouri Synod to continue union negotia-
tions with the American Lutheran Church
only “on the basis of a full acceprance of
the ‘Brief Statement’” It reminded the
Missouri Synod that it (the Missouri
Synod) had declared that A Brief State-
ment “correctly expressed” its doctrinal po-
sition and that it did not mean to dispense

o

5 1bid., pp. 128-—130.
6 Ibid., p. 134.
7 Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1952,
p.158.
58 Ibid., p. 157.

ST

THE ROLE OF ABS 207

with any doctrinal statement made therein.
A Brief Statemens, the Norwegian Synod
emphasized, “was accepted unanimously by
all the constituent groups of the Synodical
Conference.” # The Common Confession
was not.

Speaking for the Wisconsin Synod, Ed-
mund C. Reim compared the Common
Confession with A Brief Statement. He
found that on the doctrine of election the
latter “was clear on the subject,” while the
former “does not measure up to that high
standard”  On the inspiration of Holy
Scriptures the former “cannot be said to
measure up to the high standards of the
Brief Statement” The articles on justifica-
don, conversion, and the last things suffer,
in his judgment, when compared with
A Brief Statement. His conclusion is con-
clusive and inclusive: "The high level of
the Brief Statement has not been main-
tained.” 90

The opposition to the Common Con-
fession within the Wisconsin Synod was
set forth by a series of tracts® and more
particularly in the doctrinal essay at the
1954 Synodical Conference convention by
E. H. Wendland, "The Inadequacy of the
‘Common Confession” as a Settlement of

5% Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1953,
p.321. Cf. pp. 320, 321.

80 Edmund C. Reim, Where Do We Stand?
An Outline of the Wisconsin Synod Position
Published by Authority of the Committee on
Tracts of the Wisconsin Synod (Milwaukee:
Northwestern Publishing House, 1950), pp. 45,
46, 47.

61 Tssued by the Conference of Presidents,
The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wis-
consin and Other States, 1954, s.1. See espe-
cially tract No. 3, Every Sinner Declared Right-
eowns; tract No.4, Not By My Own Reason Or
Strength; tract No. 5, If The Trumpet Give dAn
Uncertain Sound; tract No. 6, Chosen By Grace
From Eternsty; tract No. 8, Antichriss.

Past Differences.” ®* Repeatedly the essay-
ist goes back to A Brief Statement to prove
his contention. “Why not simply remain
with the wording of the Brief Statement?”
he asks.®® He ends his essay:
We are deeply indebted to the strong, con-
fessional voice of Missouri, which once
showed our Synod the way. That voice has
been adequately set forth in the words of
the Brief Statement. May chat be our
COMMON CONFESSION! {s5ic) 4

Members of the Norwegian Synod, too,
opposed the Common Confession because,
they believed, it was at variance with
A Brief Statement. At this same 1954
convention of the Synodical Conference
Norman A. Madson, in presenting “The
Norwegian Synod’s Reasons for Rejecting
the ‘Common Confession, ” % said:

- we object to the Common Confession
because it has been brought about by

a violation of Missouri’s own declaration

re the Brief Statement at its 1941 conven-

tion. . .. So far from sharply defining and
amplifying the Brief Statement, the Com-

mon Confession has done the very oppo-
site. . , .66

The Union Committee of the Norwegian
Synod declared: “To settle this point {on
inspiration} properly, the Missouri Synod
must require an unconditional and un-
qualified acceptance of the whole section
in the ‘Brief Statement which deals with
Scripture.” 67

82 Synodical Conference, Proceedings, 1954,
pp. 17-—38.

63 Ibid., p. 25.

64 Ibid., p.32.

65 Ibid., pp. 51—56.

86 1bid., p. 52. Italics in the original.

67 Union Committee on the Norwegian
Synod, Owzr Relations With The Lutheran
Church — Missonrs Synod, p. 16.
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The defenders of the Common Confes-
sior and the Missouri Synod position did
not rely on A Brief Statement. They were
more intent on operating with the Scrip-
ture passages themselves that dealt with
specific doctrines and with ascertaining the
correct meaning of the Common Confes-
sion.88 The “inaccuracies” with which the
Wisconsin Synod was charged in its use of
the Brief Statement were pointed out.®®

Within the Missouri Synod there were
concerted efforts before the 1956 conven-

tion of that church body to have the

70

Common Confession set aside.”™® In one

instance A Brief Statement was cited as
a norm,"! and in another it was asked that
this document alone be made the basis for
any upion.”™ The 1956 convention of the
Missouri Synod did resolve not to use the
Common Confession “as a functioning
union document,” without, however, thereby
implying that the document contained any-
thing “in conflict with the Sacred Scrip-

68 E.g., A Fraternal Word on the questions
in controversy between the Wisconsin Synod
and the Missouri Synod (St. Louis: The Lu-
theran Church — Missouri Synod, 1953), pas-
sim.

69 Theodote F. Nickel and Arnold H.
Grumm, A Fraternal Reply (St.Louis: The Lu-
theran Church — Missouri Synod, 1954), pas-
sim.

70 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1956,
pp. 369, 370, 380—383, 396—398.

71 Ibid., p.398: “To reject the Common
Confession because it does not define and safe-
guard the Scriptute doctrine clearly taught in
the Brief Statement and because it does not for-
bid the teaching of doctrines specifically rejected
by the Brief Statement.

72 The heading of the memorial is, ibid.,
p- 380, “To Reject the Common Confession and
Reinstate the Brief Statement as a Basis for
Lutheran Unity.”

sures and the Lutheran Confessions.” ™

The resolutions did not mention A Brief
Statement.

Another resolution, however, clearly
placed A Brief Statement on the same
plane with the Lutheran Confessions:

Resolved, that we reject any and every

interpretation of documents approved by

Synod which would be in disagreement

with the Holy Scriptures, the Lutheran

Confessions, and the Brief Statement.™

As A DISPUTED SYMBOL

In 1959 the Missouri Synod was asked
to pass a formal resolution making it man-
datory that all pastors, teachers, and pro-
fessors of every rank be required “to sub-
scribe to the Brief Statement as well as to
the General Confessions and Particular
Symbols.” " A mimeographed copy of
the 8,000-word document was prepared for
the delegates,™® since the question of its
binding force was before the convention.
Resolution 9, without specifying A Brief
Statement, although it is the statement on
doctrine formally adopted by Synod that
is cited in the preamble, reaffirmed that
“every doctrinal statement of a confes-
sional narure adopted by Synod as a true
exposition of the Holy Scriptures is to be
regarded as public doctrine (publica doc-
trina) in Synod.” 77

The resolution raised more questions
than it answered. At the Counselors’ Con-
ference in 1960 Arthur C. Repp read an
essay on “Scripture, Confessions, and Doc-

73 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1956, p.504.

74 Ibid., p. 546.

5 Mo. Synod, Reports and Memorials, 1959,
p. 507.

76 Mo. Synod, Proceedings, 1959, p. 83.

77 Ibid., p. 191.
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trinal Statements,” *® in which he pointed
out the need for clarification of the scope
of Resolution 9. He suggests a renewed
study of the Scriptures and the Lutheran
Confessions rather than a return to state-

B A Symposium of Essays amnd Addresses
given at the Counselors Conference, Valparaiso,
Ind., Sept. 7—14, 1960 (St.Louis: The Lu-
theran Church — Missouti Synod, 1960), pp.
100—112.

ments that served their purpose for their
day.?™®

7 1bid., p.111. See Harold W. Romoser,
“The State of the Church in Respect to the Brief
Statement,” The Faithfsl Word, I (December
1961), 45—351, for a somewhar different view.
In this same publication, p. 60, Resolution 1 of
the State of the Church Conference appears.
It purposes to raise A Brief Statement to con-
fessional status for The Lutheran Church —
Missouri Synod.

St. Louis, Mo.



A Brief Statement
Guidelines and Helps for Study —

1. EXEGETICAL ASPECTS

OCUMENTS such as A Brief Statement
D are functional; they are intended to
perform a service and have validity and
worth because, and insofar as, they do
perform a service. As Lutherans, who re-
ceive and embrace the Holy Scriptures as
the pure fountains from which the people
of God must drink to live, we live in the
conviction that the one functioning power
in the life of the church is the Word of
God. The exegetical basis and the exeget-
ical substance of a functional document
are therefore of critical import; they must
be the objects of perpetual and prayerful
scrutiny, continually under review. Such a
review must, in the nature of things, go
beyond the question of the “correctness”
or “incorrectness” of the exegesis of cited
passages, important and necessary as that
question is. Such a review must go on t0
ask whether the voice of God in the Scrip-
tares has been heard and transmitted ade-
quately, that is, it must ask: Is the exceget-
ical base broad enough? Is the witness of
Scripture full emough, to be really func-
tional, to do the work of God for the
people of God in these last days? Sach
a review must go one step further. It must
ask: TIs our document letting Scripture
speak on its own terms? Is it Scripturally
scructured, and does it present the function-
ing truth of Scripture in Scriptural per-
spective? In submitting A Brief Statement
t such a threefold scrutiny and review
we are doing what our Lutheran Confes-
sions and our Lutheran conscience compel
us to do. The following paragraphs are

intended, of course, to be illustrative of the
kind of work The Lutheran Church — Mis-
souri Synod should be doing on 4 Brief
Statement; they do not constitute in them-
selves the necessary exegetical scrutiny and
review. A

Is the Exegesis of A Brief Statement
Correct?

Our answer to that question is yes; but
it cannot be an unqualified yes. And it is
not a lack of piety toward our fathers in
Christ that makes us qualify that yes; the
gratitude of duriful sons who have learned
of their fathers to bow to the authority of
the Scriptures compels us to examine anew
the Scriptural basis of A Brief Statement 1
and thus to qualify our answer. A few ex-
amples will suffice o illustrate the nature
and the extent of our reservations in as-
senting to the exegesis of our fathers.

1. In par.211 Rom.3:2 is cited in sup-
port of the statement that “the verbal in-
spiration of the Scriprures . . . is taught
by direct statements of the Scriptures”
Now the words “unto them were com-
mitted the oracles of God” are eloquent
witness to the divine origin of the revela-
tion entrusted to Israel; but do they ac-
tually make a “direct statement” on the
verbal inspiration of the Scriptures?

2. In paragraph 214, 1 Cor.12:3 is

{ In this article the references to the para-
graphs of A Brief Starement follow the numbers
given to them in Docsrinal Declarations: A Col-
lection of Official Statements on the Doctrinal
Position of Various Lutheran Bodies in America
(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1957),
pp- 43—57.
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cited in support of the statement, “The
Triune God is the God who is graciows to
man.” That thought is implicit in the verse
certainly, but it is not the main thrust of
the passage. Why not use a passage which
is both outspokenly Trinitarian and redo-
lent with grace— 2 Cor. 13:142

3. In paragraph 236, the statement that
“the Christian Church on earth is invisible”
is supported by a reference to Luke 17:20.
This exegesis suffers from a double weak-
ness. It equates “kingdom of God” with
“Christian Church,” something that the
New Testament does not do; and it as-
sumes that the key words &vtog Uudv mean
“within you,” something that is by no
means certain. Many good, learned, and
pious scholars are convinced that the words
mean “in your midst.” ?

This sampling is designed to indicate
the kind of work that must be done. Other
passages that need to be reexamined are,
e. g, Hos. 13:9 (par. 225), Heb. 12:28
(par.256), 1 Cor. 15:19 (par.257). We
must make certain that our cerfae Scrip-
turae are certain and that our clarae Scrip-
turae are clear; clear, that is, for the pur-
pose for which they are being used.

B

Is the Exegetical Basis of A Brief Stae-
ment Adequate?

A functional document like A Brief
Statement is a picture of the confessional
countenance which a church body turns
toward the church and the world. The
lineaments of that face must not only be
clearly drawn — a caricarure is clear, to the
point of cruelty— it must be drawn in

2 Cf. the article “Luke 17:20-21 in Recent
Investigations,” CONCORDIA 'THEOLOGICAL
MONTHLY, XXII (Dec. 1951), pp. 895—908.
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such fullness and detail that it adequately
conveys the character of the confessor.
That is why we must ask the question
which is the heading of this section. Do
men see in the face with which we con-
front them a genuinely sole Scriptura face?

1. A Brief Statement opens with the ar-
ticle Of the Holy Scriptures. In the face of
today’s situation (the revival of Biblical
theology and the current debate on the
authority of the Scriptures) this section
ought certainly to have a broad and mas-
sive exegetical base. The seven passages
cited in pars. 211 and 212 can hardly be
said to constitute such a base. An adequate
base should, for instance, include passages
which illustrate more fully the atricude of
our Lord and His apostles toward the Scrip-
tures (e.g., Matt.4:1-11; 15:6; 22:43-46;
Rom. 1:2; 4:2,3) and passages which
speak explicitly of the efficacy and author-
ity of the wristen New Testament Word
(e.g., John 20:30,31; 1 John 1:3,4; Rev.
1:11; 2:1,7).

2. The article Of Justification is warmly
and eloquently stated, with trenchant an-
titheses. But five Scripture passages (a total
of nine verses) constitute a rather narrow
exegetical base for this central statemenc.
Not that a mere heaping up of passages
inevitably gives greater theological or con-
fessional Confessions are
rather sparse in express citations of Scrip-
ture. But in the face of the fact that the
statement is still heard that “justification”
is merely one of a number of Pauline im-
ages for God’s redeeming act in Christ
(and not necessarily the most important
one), a fuller marshaling of the evidence
would be desirable. And Phil.3:9 is a wel-
come, indeed an indispensable, commentary

weight; our
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on what Paul means by “of God” when he
speaks of “the righteousness of God.”

3. The article Of Good Works is like-
wise in need of exegetical enrichment.
A Lutheran witness today needs to be very
explicit on this head, and very explicitly
exegetical. Should we not cite and treat
such monumental passages as Rom. 8:3, 4;
12:1,2 (not only 12:1); Gal 5:6; and
Eph.2:8-107 If we deal adequately with
these and similar passages, we may even
make bold to cite James 2:14-26.

C

Is the Exegetical Substance of A Brief
Statement Presented in Scriptural Per-
spective?

With this question we enter debatable
ground; we raise the question of the rela-
tionship between exegesis and systematics.
Bur the question is worth raising in any
case, and a thoroughgoing conversation be-
tween the systematicians and the exegetes
might prove to be a very salutary by-
product of a reconsideration of A Brief
Statement. Two questions in this area may
serve to illustrate the problem.

1. Should Of the Holy Scriptures be sep-
arated from Of the Means of Grace? In
a scholarly work on systematic theology
the Holy Scriptures may for good and valid
reasons be treated in the Prolegomena; the
theologian is stating his presuppositions.
But is not the case different when a church
is speaking its deepest convictions for all
men to hear? Shall we not give more elo-
quent witness to the Scripturalness of our
confession by speaking of Scriptures as
the Scriptures speak of themselves? Must
we not speak of the Scriptures first and
foremost in terms of their power (2 Tim.

3:15), their “usefulness” (2 Tim.3:16),

their inspired capacity to create faith ( John
20:30,31), to bring men into communion
with the Father and the Son (1 John 1:
3,4), to keep the church under the judica-
ture and the blessing of her Lord (Rev.
2:1,7)?

2. Should Of Justification be separated
from Of Redemption and the immediately
antecedent article Of Man and Sin? The
article Of Justification itself aligns justifi-
cation very closely with “forgiveness of
sins,” “salvation,” and “reconciliation,” and
that is as it should be. Paul speaks thus,
and our Confessions are similarly free. Are
we not jeopardizing the very thing we
want to safeguard, the centrality of justi-
fication, if we give justification a markedly
separate place in our utterance, without
warrant from the Scriptures?

II. "A BRIEF STATEMENT’
AND THE LUTHERAN SYMBOLS

The intention of the authors of A Brief
Statement ® to conform its contents to the
Symbols of the Lutheran Church hardly
needs demonstration. The instructions of
the River Forest Synod of 1929 directed
them to formulate theses which would
“present the doctrine of Scripture and the
Lutheran Confessions in the shortest and
simplest manner” [emphasis added}. Fur-
ther, each author was committed without
qualification, personally and ptofessionally,
to the doctrinal content of the Lutheran
Symbols. Finally, A Brief Statement de-
votes its 19th and final article (par.260 to
264) to “the Symbols of the Lutheran

3 The Symbols are abbreviated A{ugsburg]
Clonfession]; Apfologyl; S{malcald] Afrticles};
Tractatus [on the Authority and Primacy of the
Popel; S{mall] Clatechism}; L{arge] Clate-
chism]; F{ormula ofl Cf{oncord}, Eplitome}
and S[olid} Dfeclaration].
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Church.” In the first paragraph of this
article the authors of A Brief Statement
accept as their own all the Symbols of the
Book of Concord of the year 1580.%

Altogether there are nine references to
the Symbols and 10 quotations from them
in A Brief Statement® Every one of the

4 This specification of the German edition
presumably intends to do no more than to estab-
lish the Symbolical canon, since the Symbols
themselves appeal to the Latin originals of such
documents as the Apology. In keeping with its
own purpose A Brief Statement, in the par.
260, assigns to the Symbols an exclusively pol-
emical role (“a confession of the doctrines over
against those who deny these doctrines™) with-
out pointing out the positive functions of the
Book of Concord, as a criterion of teaching and
of administering the sacraments, as a mark of
mutual identification among Lutherans, as a con-
stitutive factor of the Lutheran Church as a de-
nomination, as a formulation that is to inform
the church’s theology, as a witness to the way
in which the authors of the Symbols as well as
their spiritual posterity understood and inter-
preted the Sacted Scriptures, and as a classic
expression of the grateful confessional response
of each generation of Lutherans to the divine
revelation. At the same time the authors of
A Brief Statement deserve commendation for
their insistence (pars. 262—264) on a “be-
cause” (quia) subscription to the Symbols’ total
doctrinal content but thereto only. Likewise,
in setting forth the relationship of the Symbols
to the Sacred Scriptures they have not used the
designations norma normans and norma nor-
mata, which are not used in the Symbols and
may be misleading unless properly defined.

5 References: Par. 212, Ap XXVII 60; par.
244, Tractatus 70; par. 247, FC SD XI 5, 8, 23;
par. 253, AC XXVIII 51-60 (includes a 10-
word quotation); par. 254, AC XXVIII 51-53,
60, LC Decalog 83, 85, 89, AC XXVIII 53-56;
par. 255, AC XVII; par. 258, Tractatus 39-41,
45. Quotations: par. 215, SC Creed; par. 218,
SC Creed (source not given); par. 222, FC SD
IT 88 (source not given); par. 225, FC SD XI
57-59, 60, 62, 63; par. 235, Ap VII 16; par.
248, FC SD XI 8; par. 252, FC SD XI 26, 9,
12 (three separate quotations ) ; par. 258, SA-II
IV 10. We find reminiscences of FC SD Von
dem summarischen Begrif 9 in par. 212 and

Lutheran particular Symbols is cited or
quoted. Of the first 18 articles of A Brief
Stagement 10 are buttressed with Symbol-
ical documentation. The eight which are
not are the articles of God (2), man and
sin (4), faith in Christ (6), justifica-
tion (8), good works (9), the means of
grace (10), church and state (13) and
open questions (18).

The questions that we shall address to
A Brief Statement are four in number:
(1) Are the passages of the Symbols that
it cites apposite and correctly under-
stood? (2) Does it contradict the Sym-
bols? (3) Does it go beyond the Symbols?
(4) Does it omit any significant emphasis
of the Symbols in its treatment of a given

A

To the first question we must answer
that in almost all instances A Brief State-
ment's citations of the Symbols are ap-
posite. The following possible exceptions
may be noted.

Par.212 asserts: “With the Confessions
of our Church we teach also that the ‘rule
of faith’ (amalogia fidei), according to
which the Holy Scriptures are to be under-
stood, are the clear passages of the Scrip-
tures themselves which set forth the in-
dividual doctrines.” Thereupon it appeals
to Ap XXVII 60. The terms “rule of faith”
and analogia fidei, however, do not occur
at this place in the Apology or anywhere
else in the Symbols.

Again Tractatus 70 is cited in par. 244
to demonstrate that “ordination is not a
divine but a commendable ecclesiastical

issue?

ordinance.” Is this passage in its context

of Ap 12 in par. 214. — The quotation attribu-
ted to Martin Luther in par. 252 actually repro-
duces the counsel of Johann von Staupitz (WA

43, 461, 12-13).
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sufficient to prove this assertion, and does
it explicitly say that the ordination itself
was merely a human ordinance? In this
particular section the Smalcald Articles
merely call attention to the fact that at
some time in the past ordination differed
in two points from the 16th-century West-
ern practice. First, instead of having the
pope choose and/or confirm a bishop or
pastor, the people elected him, and a bishop
of the same or a neighboring diocese or-
dained him. The latter’s action served to
ratify the choice of the people. Second,
ordination was a simple procedure in the
primitive church and consisted only in
a laying on of hands by the ordaining
bishop; the proliferation of ceremonies
that had made ordination a two-hour rite
in the 16th century did not begin until the
era of Pseudo-Dionysius (now dated
A.D. 500). Furthermore, ought not Trac-
tatus 70 be read in conjunction with Trac-
tatus 65 and 72, which declare that the
choosing of pastors and other ministers
and their ordination by available clergy-
men are the prerogative of the church by
divine right (wre divino)?

B

In view of the commitment of the au-
thors of A Brief Statement to the Symbols
contradictions between the two documents
are not to be expected. There are at most
occasional differences in emphasis or in
terminology, as the following seclected in-
stances will show.

When par. 218 declares that “the eternal
Son of God was made man by assuming ...
a human nature like unto ours, yet without
sin,” it departs from the Symbols at a point
where they follow the ancient church.
In the thought and language of the era
which devised the basic Christological

formulations, our Lord assumed not “a hu-
man nature” like, yet by that token sep-
arate from, our human nature, but “human
nature” (natwra humana, humanitas), that
is, the very nature that is present in us
and that makes us human beings (Atha-
nasian Creed 33; AC III 1 Latin; Ap III,
FC SD VIIL 6,7).

In rejecting the error that good works
precede faith and that the Law can produce
them, par. 230 declares “that the only
means by which we Christians can become
rich in good works . . . is unceasingly to
remember the grace of God.” Does not
this statement restrict the source of good
works too exclusively to the subjective re-
membrance of God? The operarion of the
Holy Spirir certainly deserves mention in
this conncction as it is mentioned in FC
Ep IV 15.

When par. 242 in Article 12 defines the
public ministry as “rthe office by which the
Word of God is preached and the sacra-
ments are admiuistered by order and in the
name of a Christian congregation,” should
not A Brief Statemenmt with the Symbols
also stress the point that the clergy function
not only in the name of men bur primarily
in the name of Christ (Ap VII 47)? This
accent is present at best by implication in
A Brief Statement when par.243 states:
“It is the duty of Christians to yield un-
conditional obedience to the office of the
ministry whenever and as long as the min-
ister proclaims to them the Word of God.”
The distinction which Ap XXVIII 13
makes between the porestas ordinis and
the potestas turisdictionis may be useful in
this connection.

C

We now need to ask: Does A Brief

Statement contain emphases which are not
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found in the Lutheran Symbols? In an-
swering this question we must again rec-
ognize that in addressing itself to the
particular theological issues of late 19th-
century and early 20th-century German
and American Christianity, A Brief State-
ment could not appeal to the Symbols for
specific mention of these problems in sup-
port of positions which it sets forth.

Thus, while the Symbols teach that the
prophetic and apostolic Scriptures are in
all their parts God’s Word, the technical
term “verbal inspiration” (par.211) is not
in the vocabulary of the Symbols.5 Again,
while the argument from silence is notably
precatious, still the reticence of the Sym-
bols regarding the statements of Scripture
on “historical, geographical, and secular
matters” (in an age when scientific ques-
tions were already warmly debated) may
give us cause to ask whether all the accents
of paragraphs 211, 215, and 216 —such as
the view thar human beings in the state of
integrity “had a truly scientific knowledge
of nature” — really belong to the essential
substance of the church’s confession.

In the polemic of par.233 against rhe
doctrine that “the grace and the Spirit of
God are communicated not through the
external means ordained by Him but by
an immediate [ital. original] operation of
grace,” the phrase “infused grace” (quo-
tation marks original) can be understood
only if its “fictitious” and proper use are
defined as is done in Franz Pieper’s Christ-
liche Dogmatik (St.Louis: Concordia Pub-

lishing House, 1917—24), 1, 27; II, 8.

8 The Symbols make very restricted use of
the prooftexts which our dogmatic tradition
conventionally cites for the inspiration of the
Sacred Scriptures. John 10:35 is not explicitly
quoted at all.

Par.258 states: “As to the Antichrist we
teach [ital. added} that the prophecies
concerning the Antichrist, 2 Thess. 2:3-12;
1 John 2:18, have been fulfilled in the
Pope of Rome and his dominion.” In citing
Tractatus 39—41 and SA-II IV 10 in sup-
port of this teaching, the Symbols, it may
be noted, do not appeal to 1 John 2:18 in
this connection. Furthermore, the applica-
tion of Scripture passages to the papacy
as the basis of what “we teach” seems to
have become the Sacred Scriptures’ own
explicit identification of the papacy as the
Antichrist, since par.259 insists that “the
doctrine . . . of Antichrist” (presumably
as defined in the preceding paragraph) is
“clearly defined in Scripture.”

D

With reference to our last question:
Does A Brief Statement omit significant
emphases of the Symbols in its treatment
of the respective issue? we must observe
that an 8,000-word document, like A Brief
Statement, cannot, even with its restricted
scope, be expected to be as comprehensive
in its treatment of a subject as a quarter-
of-a-million-word document, like the Book
of Concord, can afford to be. Nevertheless
some regrettably omitted emphases, of
which the items now to be cited are ex-
amples, can be catalogued.

Formally par.220 of A Brief Statement
appears to use the term conversion in a
narrower way than the Symbols do. In the
latter, conversion may include “a change,
new motions and movements in the intel-
lect, will, and heart” as well as “good, spir-
itual thoughts, having Christian purpose
and diligence, {and} fighting against the
flesh” (FC SD II 70). In A Brief State-
ment conversion is defined as, and re-
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stricted to, “being brought to faith in the
Gospel” (par.220), whereas good works
are treated separately in Article 9 (par.
230).

One might wish that the authors of
A Brief Statement would have let the Sym-
bols” description of the effective scope of
Baptism and the Holy Communion come
through more fully than is the case in
par. 231 (“Baptism . . . is applied for the
remission of sins and is therefore a wash-
ing of regeneration and renewing of the
Holy Ghost”; “the object of the Lord’s
Supper . . . is none other than the com-
munication and sealing of the forgiveness
of sins” [emphasis added}). In the Sym-
bols the thesis of the Small Catechism that
“where there is forgiveness of sins, there
is also life and salvation” is extensively
spelled out. Baptism receives us into the
Christian church; it bestows life; it im-
parts the entire Christ and the Holy Ghost
with all His gifts; it gives us victory over
death; it delivers us from the jaws of the
devil; it endows us with a liberated will;
it illumines us; it kindles and effects in
us a beginning of the true knowledge of
God; and it delivers to us a medicine which
utterly destroys death, preserves all men
alive, saves them, and gives them eternal
life both in soul and in body (LC Baptism
2, 27, 41, 43—46, 83; SC Baptism 5; FC
SD II 15, 16, 67). The Sacrament of the
Alrar, according to the Symbols, comforts
our straitened consciences; it teaches us to
believe God and ask of Him all thar is
good; it strengthens our faith; it imparts
the vitalizing benefits of Christ; it assures
us of incorporation into Him; it functions
as a remedy against sin, flesh, devil, world,
death, danger, and hell; it bestows life,
Paradise, heaven, Christ, God, and every-

thing good; it safeguards us against death
and misfortune; it nourishes and strength-
ens the new man; it consoles overburdened
hearts; it acts as an antidote against the poi-
son of weakness; it provides an altogether
wholesome, comforting medicine which
helps us and gives us life both in soul and
in body; and it furnishes an occasion for
the holy community to offer its sacrifice of
praise and thanksgiving. (AC XXIV 7;
Ap IV 210; XXII 10; XXIV 33, 72; SC
Preface 23; LC Sacrament of the Altar
2224, 27, 66, 68, 70; FC SD VII 16)

In Article 11, “On the Church” (par. 234
to 241), the doctrine of the church lacks
the scope and the balance of the ecclesi-
ology of the Lutheran Symbols.

At the outset of the discussion of this
article it might well be observed that the
use of “in the proper sense” in pars.235
and 236 and of "in an improper sense” in
par. 238 can easily give the impression that
it is correct (“proper”) to use the term
“church” to designate the spititual entity
and that it is somechow incorrect (“im-
proper”) to use “church” to designate the
empirical community, specifically the em-
pirical local community. It must be re-
membered that the two phrases "in the
proper sense” and “in an improper sense”
are justifiable only if they are understood
in the philosophically technical sense re-
spectively of “speaking narrowly” and of
“speaking broadly.” The Symbols do not
use the term improprie; instead they take
over from medieval canon law the term
large, “broadly” (Ap VII 10).7 In con-

T Also on the basis of medieval canon law
the same passage, describing those whom the
church embraces, distinguishes bad people who
are in the church nomine tantum non re and
good people who ate in the church re ez nomine.
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trasting the church proprie dicta and the
church large dicta, the emphasis in the
Symbols is on the antithesis between the
universal spiritual community and the uni-
versal empirical community.

When par.235 describes the members
of the church simply as Christians or as
believers, does it not tend to encourage
a static conception of the church, which
thinks of membership in terms of being
on a roster? In the Symbols the dynamic
character of the church is stressed. She is
active as well as the passive subject of
God’s grace. She is proclaiming the Gos-
pel; she is administering
through her clergy; she is teaching and
applying the Word of God; she is obeying
her Lord; she is confessing, reaching out,
praying, choosing and ordaining pastors,
and exercising discipline. This aspect is at
best merely implied in A Brief Statement.

Sacraments

The declaration of paragraph 235 that
“no person in whom the Holy Ghost has
wrought faith in the Gospel . . . can be
divested of his membership in the Chris-
tian Church” is correct as a denial of the
effectiveness of unjust excommunications,
but one looks in vain for the no less im-
portant stress on the other aspects of the
issue, thar faith functions in the worship-
ing community and that they who fail to
participate in this worship life divest
themselves of membership (LC Sacrament
of the Altar 42; cf. 49—54).

Again, the exclusive stress on the church
in the strict sense of the term, that is, on
the spiritual aspect of the church, may
unintentionally lend support to the thrust
toward individualism and Platogic ideal-
ism in ecclesiology that the Symbols are at
great pains to disavow. (Ap VII 20)

The one-for-one equation of the church

with the kingdom of God implied by the
quotation of St.Luke 17:2C in par.236
overlooks the fact that in the Symbols the
church is called the kingdom of Christ
only to the degree that it is the embodi-
ment in time of the eschatological and
eternal kingdom still to be revealed. (Ap
VII 16—19)

In this connection it may be pointed out
that the term “invisible church” does not
occur in the Symbols. They describe the
church as “covered up” (tectam) by the
multitude of bad people and assert that as
an outward society it has a species, an em-
pirical aspect. (Ap VII 19)

Article 14 of A Brief Statement, “Of the
Election of Grace” (pars.247—252), also
deserves somewhat more detailed attention
in this connection, both because it is the
longest article in the document and be-
cause it appeals more extensively to the
Symbols than any other.

The Symbolically obligated reader of
A Brief Statement will note with agree-
ment and appreciation (1) the stress on
the monergism of divine grace; (2) the
deliberate and explicit exclusion of the idea
that God, in addition to His grace and the
merit of Christ, found in us something
good that prompted Him to elect us;
(3) the decided rejection of a predestina-
tion to damnation; (4) the emphasis on
the universality of the love of God and of
His gracious will; (5) the recognition that
the individual Christian can and should be
certain of his election; and (6) the em-
phatic disavowal of contrary wills in God.

At the same time the Symbolically obli-
gated reader might wish that some further
emphases of the Symbols had found more
explicit expression.

For instance: Although the idea is
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faintly adumbrated by the reference to FC
SD XI 23 in par. 247 of A Brief Statement,
and referred to negatively in par. 251, one
might wish that the eight points of FC
SD XI 15-22 might have been specified,
so that the reader would see that for Lu-
therans predestination comprised God's
counsel and purpose (1) to redeem human-
kind and to reconcile all men with God
through Christ’s innocent obedience, suffer-
ing, and death; (2) to communicate these
merits and benefits of Christ to us through
His Word and sacraments; (3) to be pres-
ent with His Holy Spirit through the Word
preached, heard, and meditated on, and
to be active in us to convert us to true
repentance and to enlighten our hearts
with genuine faith; (4) to justify all those
who accept Christ in true repentance
through genuine faith and to receive them
into grace as sons and heirs of eternal life;
(5) to hallow in love those whom He
thus justified; (6) to protect them in their
great weakness against the devil, the world
and their own flesh, direct them in His
ways, raise them up when they smumble,
and comfort and preserve them in cross
and affliction; (7) to confirm and increase
the good work that He began in them and
preserve it in them until their life’s end,
provided that they adhere to God’s Word,
pray diligently, remain in God’s goodness,
and make faithful use of the gifts they have
received; and (8) finally to make eternally
blessed and glorious in the life everlasting
those whom He has chosen, called, and
justified in this life.

Absent from A Brief Statement is the
seventh point, paralleled by the words “if
we ourselves do not turn away” (FC SD XI
32. Cf. the citation of St.John 6:37 in

FC SD XI 68 and of Heb.3:6, 14 in FC
SD XI 32).

This condition is to be brought together
with the insight of FC SD II 67, that bap-
tized believers have an arbitrium liberatum
and that as soon as the Holy Ghost has
begun His work of rebirth and renewal in
us, we can and must cooperate with Him
with the powers that He confers (FC SD
11 65). FC Ep XI 14 and SD XI 73 quote
the admonition of the Second Epistle Gen-
eral of St.Peter (1:10) zealously to con-
firm our call and selecticn. (Cf. the cita-
tion of Luke 13:23, 24, in FC SD XI 33
and of 2 Peter 2:20 in FC SD XI 42, 83).

The stress on the sacraments is weaker
in A Brief Statement, with its single pass-
ing reference in par. 251, than in the Sym-
bols. The Formula of Concord emphasizes
that Christ does not arrange to have the
promise of the Gospel offered to men only
in general, but has appended the sacra-
ments as seals of the promise, and thereby
confirms every single believer individually
(SD XI 37). God, the Epitome says, has
asseverated our election with an oath and
has sealed it with the sacraments (XI, 13;
of. SD XI 71, 72, 76; LC Baptism 43, 44).

The question also remains whether
A Brief Statement intends to concern it-
self —as the Formula of Concord does
(SD XI 10—12) — with the acute pastoral
problem of the temptations confronting
those who see others apostatize and won-
der whether they themselves will persevere.

Finally, though A Brief Statement is
effective in setting forth the Gospel side
of this whole issue, it appears to be less so in
setting forth the Law side. It atrempts
valiantly tc indicate how an individual
can obtain personal assurance of his election
and escape despair; it does not speak with
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equal force against complacency. The con-
ditional clause of the seventh point has as
its obverse the possibility of eternal loss,
in the spirit of a St. Paul, who though con-
scious that he is a oxelog &xhoyfg (Acts
9:15; cf. Gal. 1:15), is still concerned that
he who preached the Gospel to others
might himself become @déupos (1 Cor.
9:27). He warns his readers in the very
next chapter, “Let anyone who thinks that
he stands take heed lest he fall” (10:12).
Our call according to Ged’s purpose, which,
in the words of the Formula of Concord,
cannot fail or be overthrown, protects us
even against the weakness and malice of
our own flesh (FC SD XI 45, 90), so that
no one can tear us out of the Good Shep-
herd’s hand and no creature can separate
us from the love of Christ Jesus, our Lord.
Yet Judas Iscariot stands as a reminder of
the fact that even one whom God’s own
Son chose to be an apostle possesses the
awful power to say a final no ro God.
2 Tim. 2:19, cited in FC SD XI 90, affirms
both the Gospel and the Law aspect:
“God’s firm foundation stands, having this
seal: 'The Lord knows those who are His,
and 'Let everyone who names the name of
the Lord depart from iniquity.””

To summarize: The desire of the authors
of A Brief Statement to be loyal to the
Lutheran Symbols is past doubt. Their
citations of the Symbols are apposite al-
most throughout. Differences between the
Symbols and A Brief Statement are largely
differences in emphasis and formulation.
At some points A Brief Statement goes
beyond the express formulations of the
Symbels in its concern with current issues,
and there are other points at which Sym-
bolical emphases might well have been
incorpotated in A Brief Statement.

IIl. THE FUTURE OF
A Brief Statement

From its very beginning the Christian
church has found it necessary to express
its faith in creedal and confessional state-
ments. One may say that the path of the
church is marked with such statements.
Also Lutheranism has throughout its his-
tory produced a goodly number of doc-
trinal and confessional declarations. Dur-
ing the last 50 years American Lutheranism
brought into being such documents as the
Madison Agreement (1912), the Washing-
ton Declaration (1920), the Minneapolis
Theses (1925), the Chicago Theses (dis-
cussed but not approved by our Synod in
1929), A Brief Statement (1932), and the
Common Confession (adopted by the for-
mer American Lutheran Church and by the
Missouri Synod in 1950 and 1953, but set
aside “as a functioning basic document
toward the establishment of altar and pul-
pit fellowship with other chutch bodies”
by the Missouri Synod in 1956).

It is noteworthy that many confessional
and doctrinal statements which appeared
at some time or other in the history of the
church and may have been necessary and
relevant in their day, had little, if any,
normative influence on the church of Jesus
Christ in subsequent ages. In the course
of time they became hardly more than
historical records and landmarks of the
church’s reactions to issues which at one
time or another disturbed the church. This
fact does not in itself detract from the
significance attached to them by the gen-
eration of Christians which produced and
approved them. Some of these statements
are still worthy of study, at least by histo-
rians and systematicians, since they radiated
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forth the truth of God’'s Word and may
have done so very effectively.

But there are some confessional and doc-
trinal statements approved by the church
which, though they came into being cen-
turies ago, have withstood the ravages of
time and have remained perenially fresh
and youthful. They are the so-called Ecu-
menical Creeds, particularly the Nicene
Creed, and the Lutheran Symbols. These
Creeds and Symbols came into existence at
supremely crucial junctures in the history
of the church. The formulations of the
Ecumenical Creeds reflect an era when the
church was engaged in a life-and-death
struggle for the preservation of the ortho-
dox faith. The Lutheran Symbols origi-
nated in another critical period of the
church, the century of the Reformation.

There are other factors which contribute
to the peculiar significance of the Ecu-
menical Creeds and the Lutheran Symbols.
The former spell out the Scriptural truth
regarding the Triune God and the person
of Jesus Christ not only for the early but
also for all centuries. The Lutheran Sym-
bols articulate not only for the 16th but
also for succeeding centuries the incom-
parable importance of the doctrine of jus-
tification by faith and identify it as the
center of God’s revelation in Scripture.
Furthermore, these Creeds and Symbols
state the truth of Scripture with unique
precision, great clarity, and astounding
comprehensiveness. Countless Christians
to this day acknowledge the singular value
of the Fcumenical Creeds, and many Lu-
therans the world over subscribe also to
the Lutheran Symbols and declare both
Creeds and Symbols to be true expositions
of the prophetic and apostolic Word of
Scripture.

ABS — GUIDELINES AND HELPS

Addsessing ourselves for a moment spe-
cifically to the Lutheran Symbols, we note
that these do not and cannot refer or speak
directly to all issues that currenty affect
the life of the church, But their thrust,
emphases, and theological statements are
related, and can be applied, to most of
these issues. Furthermore, Lutherans value
these Symbols in particular because they
find in them the true key to Holy Scripture,
namely, the revelation by God’s Spirit of
man’s justification in the sight of God by
faith, through God's grace, and because of
the merits of Jesus Christ. Therefore Lu-
therans have also discovered in these Sym-
bols reliable criteria enabling them to
discern and reject unorthodox teachings
regardless of the new dress or form in
which they happen to appear. Finally,
these Symbols have over and over again
served Lutherans well as a basis for dis-
cussing the issues of unity and fellowship.
Thus the Lutheran Symbols, together with
the Ecumenical Creeds, are among the
great blessings which God bestowed on the
Lutheran church.

The above tribute to the Lutheran Sym-
bols does not imply that these are neces-
sarily God’s final gift to the Lutheran
church and that He intended, to the end
of time, to guide and preserve Lutheranism
by means of them. Nor are they inspired.
If God so desired, He could provide Lu-
therans with entirely new confessional
statements which might replace in course
of time one or all the 1Gth-century Lu-
theran Symbols, even Luther’s Small Cat-
echism, or which might be added to them
as new Symbols. How God might do this,
which times, places, and occasions He
might choose to execute His plan, no
generation can foretell. But we should
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recall that both the Ecumenical Creeds and
the Lutheran Symbols came into being in
severely critical periods of the church’s
existence. Is our age, even though some
have labeled it the post-Christian era, really
comparable to those periods? Are we
living in an age which, even though it is
largely indifferent and even hostile to
Scripture, constitutes so critical a juncrure
in the history of the church as to compel
our church to create and promote a new
or existing confessional statement to the
status of authority enjoyed at the present
time only by the Ecumenical Creeds and
the Lutheran Symbols? Is American Lu-
theranism really being coerced by blind but
aggressive atheism, or by heretical theo-
logians, or by inimical state authorities to
declare its doctrinal position in a new or
current formulation? We might ask: Is
the Lutheran church really facing another
Nicaea or another Constantinople or an-
other Augsburg? These questions deserve
most careful and searching thought.

But another question may be asked. It
is this: Has not our Synod time and again
adopted doctrinal statements in addition
to those found in the Lutheran Symbols?
The answer is: Most certainly. The his-
torical path also of the Missouri Synod is
marked with such statements. Furthermore,
Synodical and District conventions have
formally or tacitly approved many essays
dealing with such basic doctrinal matters
as justification, sanctification, Christology,
the means of grace, Scripture, creation,
predestination, and others. A mere glance
into the marginal references of Ernst Eck-
hardt’s Homiletisches Reallexicon provides
sufficient evidence that our Synod has been
most zealous throughout its history to state
and restate its doctrinal position and to
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take issue again and again with teachings
contrary to the faith. Burt is it not true
that many of these doctrinal statements
of a past day found in the official litera-
ture of Synod no loager speak to concerns
disturbing the church of our day? Again,
although such a worthy publication as
The Abiding Word attempts to gather up
at least some of the doctrinal affirmations
of our church, many others remain un-
mentioned and in part unknown to the
present generation, especially because they
are couched in the German language of
our synodical fathers.

What shall we say about the doctrinal
statement known as A Brief Statemens?
Adopted by Synod almost 30 years ago
and reaffirmed by later synodical conven-
tions, this confessional statement reflects
and deals with issues that confronted our
church not only in 1932 but also almost
40 years previous to 1932 (see Carl S.
Meyer, “The Historical Background of
A Brief Statement” in the July, August,
and September 1961 issues of this journal).
During this period American Lutheranism
had been divided on such basic doctrines
as conversion, faith, predestination, and
Scripture. The reasons for the drafting of
A Brief Statement are summarized by Carl
S. Meyer in the article referred to and by
Erwin L. Lueker in his “Functions of Sym-
bols and of Doctrinal Statements” in the
May 1961 issue of this journal.

But in the past 30 years much has hap-
pened which makes A Brief Statement in
some respects a dated document. On the
external side, the American Lutheran
Church, which was organized in 1930, no
longer exists as a separate body but has,
since 1961, become merged with other
Lutheran groups which have adopted the
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name of American Lutheran Church.
In future meetings, which will probably
be held with the American Lutheran
Church as well as with the Lutheran
Church in America, which is coming into
being this year, Synod’s Committee on
Doctrinal Unity may wish to submit a doc-
trinal statement as a basis for discussion.
Which will it be? If it proved desirable
for Synod to have doctrinal statements
prepared for the express purpose of em-
ploying them when conferring with repre-
sentatives of the former American Lutheran
Church (Doctrinal Affirmation, Common
Confession), Synod might again think it
expedient to have a confessional statement
drafted for the express purpose of meeting
the issues when its committee confers with
representatives of the present American
Lutheran Church and with representatives
of the soon-to-be-realized Lutheran Church
in America. We believe that such meet-
ings will eventuate.

Again, Synod cannot escape taking cog-
nizance of two vast ecumenical organ-
izations that have come into existence
since 1932: the Lutheran World Federa-
tion (1947) and the World Council of
Churches (1948). Of course, if our Synod
decides not to assume any responsibility
to these two organizations as well as to
the American Lutheran Church and the
forthcoming Lutheran Church in America,
the drafting of further doctrinal and con-
fessional statements may not be necessary.
But if such meetings and negotiations are
to be carried on, what role is A Brief
Statement likely to play?

In other areas much has happened in the
church since 1932. Though Karl Barth’s
first famous book, his Romerbrief, had ap-
peared as early as 1918, the movement
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initiated by him and known by a variety
of names was in its infancy when A Brief
Statement was adopted by Synod. Again,
the first volume of Gerhard Kittel's monu-
mental Theologisches Wirterbuch zum
Newuen Testament, which was intended to
incorporate and make accessible the find-
ings of recent New Testament research,
did not appear until 1932/33. Since that
time five additional huge volumes have
been published, the seventh is on its way,
and important articles in Kittel's work
have appeared in English. Furthermore,
though Rudolf Bultmann of Marburg had
been rocking the faith of many Christians
since the early twenties, his influence on
American theological thought cannot be
said to have been widespread and pervasive
by 1932. Again, the undeniable impact of
recent Old Testament and Near Eastern
studies on the present generation could
only dimly be visualized by the committee
which drafted A Brief Statement. ln call-
ing attention to these few briefly sketched
developments, our intention is not to min-
imize the significance of A Brief Statement
or to suggest that its doctrines should be
changed to conform to modern unscriptural
views. QOur only purpose is to have our
Synod become increasingly mindful that it
must seriously attempt to address itself to
the contemporary scene and to face up to
present opportunities and dangers. It must
do so not only in its preaching and teach-
ing and in its theological and educational
publications but also in its doctrinal state-
ments.

In the light of the above analysis we ask:
What will be the future of A Brief State-
ment? Is it destined (1) for some kind
of quasi-immortality, that is, to become
a confessional statement of the Missouri
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Synod equal to the Ecumenical Creeds and
the Lutheran Symbols? Or is it destined
(2) to appear in a revised, enlarged, and
up-dated edition? Or is it destined (3) to
retain its present function and position?
Or is it destined (4) for gradual bur
eventual retirement from the scene, i.e.,
will it share the fate of other confessional
statements which mark the path of the
church, such as the Doctrinal Affirmation
and the Common Confession?

Since these questions are agitating the
minds of many members of the Missouri
Synod, we venture to suggest that Synod
take under advisement at its forthcoming
convention courses of action such as these:

1. To appoint a representative com-
mittee, possibly the proposed Commission
on Theology, whose responsibility it will
be to review thoroughly A Brief Statement
from the exegetical, symbolical, dogmatic,
historical, and practical points of view,
with special attention also to its adequacy
and relevancy for our day, and to submit
its report at a future convention of Synod.

2. To consider most carefully at synod-
ical conventions specific issues which are
currently engaging the attention of the
church, to formulate its findings in clear
and simple statements, and to make these
known to the encire membership of Synod
as its position.

3. To remain conscious that our Synod
is in the tradition of the “one, holy, Chris-
tian, and apostolic church,” and that, for
this reason, Synod

a) make the doctrinal content of the
Ecumenical Creeds and the Lutheran Sym-
bols accessible in popular language in in-
expensive editions;

b) encourage in every possible way the
study of her Creeds and Symbols in con-
ferences, seminars, retreats, and in all our
secondary and higher schools for answers
to modern questions of theology;

¢) to encourage the theological faculties
of the seminaries in St. Louis and Spring-
field ro study specific problems disturbing
the church and to publish their findings in
the official organs of Synod.

4. Since, however, neither the Ecumen-
ical Creeds and the Lutheran Symbols nor
other doctrinal and confessional statements
adopted by Synod can fully express the
inexhaustible riches of God’'s Word as
found in the prophetic and apostolic writ-
ings of the Old and New Testaments, that
Synod seek to stimulate anew all its mem-
bers to become more faithful and system-
atic students of the Holy Scriptures and
thus grow, under God, into theologically
better informed and doctrinally more firmly
grounded disciples of the Lord of the
church, Jesus Christ.

The "Editorial Comment” on p. 197 f. should not be overlooked as a foreward

to this article.




