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Lhe 1950's:  a decage of dsvres
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(1th a sznse of hopslessness, hslplessness and

natural ulsesters, dustbowls, massive crop fzilures, sn: on

nationglicsic spirit o Italy. The 19%0's: 7ot one of the

i

happisr tim

cnet we deem vitaliy § ¥, many T - nct we cearly
Cressure wsre ssvsrsly el : U wues g paerica of time in

WOorse.,

sumsc up

tlhe generel flow of events on thz world 1ev511Quring th= 1930's,
sut 1t also depiebs the insidious and far-mors dongsrous surn
of thougzhu, of Geacning, of docbrine that could be found in

the tutheran Church-iilssouri Synod durin. this sswme psriod of
time. For it was durin

the 1950's, thzt the HMissouri Synod

\) |

(9

Torsool 1ts formsr position on church fellowship, lsavin: bshind
its congervaﬁive peilef thut there can be no true uni n 2F church
sodies withoutb there first being 2 trus ans complebte union in
doctrine, a union that then evidences itssli in practice. What

o

opened the floodgabes

answer, by explorin:



"Turn for the worse.'

I oru . Go bebber undsrstand on TOposed couses Do
Fissourli's o thougiit on cunurchh fellouwshly, 1t bzcomss
advi.ezsple fivat of &ll bo bricily slietc. the change th L1
occur. Jrom 1ts dinceution, the Lisscurl oynod haa besno b
wpon tne Lremise that reine Lehre, purlty oif doctrine, wis of
the Tirst Torsi10st imyortauce,l It was such & purniny
desiee snd zsal foy pure doctrine Gt lso bhoss first sSexons,

dear ©. and bo conduct thelr own reliilous O

U oy e - L. 57 PR SUR T 2 T LI U - e - [ ~ 53 -
Germany 1o Hovembzr of 18350. it 1s not st all hasd Go under-
stand tnst the sawe people,who Tresasur.d pure doctrins su zighl

that they left thelr own homeland Lo ensure the survivel of

that doctrine, would also sbtaunchly defsead Ghet doctrine once

And so 1t wss that the youns Liissouri Synow, undzr Lha
J = o 9

Lzhre. dowevsry, such & sbtance did nob at all preciude anob!
basic tenés of the Missouri sSynod. Frowm 1ts incevtlon, this
synod also reco nigzed the true importance of true, Scriptural
2

unity amony Christlians. Thersfors, the HMissouri Synoa was

i

fhomjh arnold Kuster, Tne FelloWsily B in the
Lutheran Church--llissourl Synod: A Rbhebtoricul study of
scunenical Ghange. (Fadison, “Ia. Thomas Arnold Ruster, 1959) ,
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p. 24,
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galter O, F rotﬂr, Zion _on ©ihg
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)Kuster9 Op. Ccibo., p. 24
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not at all content to stick its he2ad into the sand .na pray
that the rest of the religious community vould simply pass it
By m the contrary, under the ensrgelic guldsnce oi Walther,

p p o

this synod continuzlly sought Lo sstablish ties with other

croups in the U.3. Therefors in the Hissourli Synod
(prior to the 1950's), a sincere desire for purlty of doctrine
and slso for true, Scripbural unity went hend-in-hond. Both
received thsir proper, egual enmphiasis.

That, howueven.chonged in the 1950's. For at thas time &
desire for unlty among Lutherans, especilally between the Hissourl
Towa, anu Buffzlo 3ynods, began o oubtwelzn

doctrinal considerations. How can e say this? We can adduce

@5 proof fTor Lus previous stabte=wmesnt the 1858 Union Resolublouns

the wordil: of those rescluticns ¢ in and of 1t591f be unuer-
5 4 “ o
zbood correctly. However, the very fact bhot tnwse WSSOIUEWOHQ

wers ever presented indicates sn overly ea
part of the Synodicsl leaders to further the union effort with
the ALC. Furtiermore thoss resolubtlons also betray some rather
disguieting thinking that was going on espscilially on the
Committee lesvel. That Ghinking centered around what was termed
"non-fundszmental doctrines." Briefly stated, there were those
in the Missouri Synod who did not feel that certailn doctrines
of Scripture need be divisive of church fellowship. In other

1

words, they betrayed a willing gness o sell out part of the reine

¢

L}' T [l i\ i~ g . - .
‘Walter A. Baepler, A Century of Grace (Saint Louis,

Missouri: Concordia Publiscing House, 1947), p.321-32%,




Why? Whot snabled such an insidious "turn for the worse™

aver Lo present 1tself? We would humbly su
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ollowing

reaso.s (given not necessarily in order of importance).

=

irst of all, Missourl's bturn for the worse wWas facilitated

C,

in psrt by the unofficlal publicatiocns flosting about That Synod.

How s0? Consider especially the American Lutheran, a publication
the guidance of Paul Lindemann, a pastor

in New Jersey. This publication began innocently enough as

a forum determined to betbter what was éeemed the poor public

imaze of bthe Missouri Synod. Its primary thrust was to be

practical, and it sought to concentrate on "practical methods

o

of local church &x ansion,"6 However, over the courssz of years
P 9 3 9
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especially by the 1930's, Ehe Americen Lutheran began to be a

o,

forum in which to air criticism of the Synod, forum in which

tu agitate for change within toe Synod. That such an empha 515
was inde2d to be found in this publication is bornes out by the

following excerpt from a "Plan" for bthe Americsn Lutheran.

It seems useless to hope for official action regarding
constructive chinges. Official actiun toward rectliiication
of our or“unléatlonal weaknesses can be broug .t aboub
evidently only by pressurse from below, through the insistencs
of conferences, COHng”BUlOHo, pastors, and roupu of
laymen. . .Perhayus the directive influence towar the
rehdbllltltl n of our church life should come *roA above,
bub we fezl thab at the present time this directive
influence will not be sxerted unless ib is compelled by
sentiment from the rank and file. It is the creation of
this sentiment that we have in mimd,7

5Kuster9 Op. _Ccite, pe 40

Kuster, Op. clt., p. 43
7Kuster, op. cit., pP. 52,
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Ws see in bhese words sn obvious agitasion for change within
the Missouri synod, of that the e cen be no doubt. rowever,
we 2150 sge in those words sonsthing a bit more dis UUfblﬂ”

-

and bthat is this. It appears Gthat Lindemann aﬂd the others

involved with tne American Lubheran have ziven up hope on the

lesders of she Synod. They are convinced that those lesders
can zive no new mearingful direction to bheilr Synod, and therefore

they are baking uvon bhemselves thst lzadership through this
publication.

So what? Ig it wrong to be discontented witn By.odical
hierarchy? (If it were, the "ragged" incilviduallsm of Ghe
Wisconsin Synod would have to come under the harshest criticism.)
Wo, discontent in itself is not wrong. It is, perh.ps, guite
inevitable., However, it does seem wrong, or at the very least
ill-advised, to publish such discontent in a public forum for
g1l to see. This, it would appear, can lead to g breakdown i§
morale, to a breskdown in discipline. Such unéffidél pﬁblfbations
can certainly sway the public. They may well be able To s0w
seeds of aiscontent also among the wesker brethren to be found
among the clergy. And so, such unoffidal publications, if left
unchecked, if left undisciplined, can lead to chaos, can lead
to everything being done indecently and out of order. There-

fore, it is our belief that the American Lutheran played a part

in Missouri's turn for the worse. It made possible, at least

in a small way, the nagging guestion in the back of every

[

clergyman's mind, "Is my Synod correct im its doctrinal stance?

Is its position on church fellowship the correct one?" Sad to
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Sdy, Ghs rest of Ghe Amsrican Luthersno relizious community was

to respond wi

Ghi the answer, "No, you're Wrong,
dhy not lock at things our way for a change?"

"A Turn Tor the Worse." Tk may well heve been facilitated
in part by doubb, by uncs rtainty as to whethsr or not the

er of

W
<t
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braditional position of the Missouri Synod on the ti
church fellowship was the correct one. Y<t such doubt, brought
about by unefficial publications within the Sysod, is only
one of several causes for Missouri's turn for the worse,.
Another cause for Hiszouri's burn for the worse sesms to be
completely imcompatible with the one Just mentioned. Esprit
de gorps: loyelty to Synod. Just as there were those who
questioned and doubbed the Synod and its leadership, thsre were
also those ( s majority in fact) who hagd complete faith, trust,
and loyalty in Svnod. Thetr loyalty was not necessaril v directed
to a particular doctrinal position. Thess loyalumen, both
laymen ana pastors, did not necessarily fully comprehend the

proper b.lance between reine Lehre and proper unity. But Lhese

men did know what it meant to be loyal to Synod. And when
that Synod nmade a decision, "as it had in the 1958 Uniun
Resolutiuns, that decision deserved loyal gupport."®

ﬂhat made possible such loyal, and at the same time, such
blind support of the synod's position? Obviosusly, it was
indoctrination, indoctri ation that began in the grade schools,

that continued on the high scticvol and collesme level, and that

8Kuster, Ope. cib., p. 80.
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worse in bhe 1930's,

Synod's trainlny prosran.

vate Jjust wnab was

nsppening at saint Louils.

Ko doust, toe professors at Concordia Thsological seminary

nay wel: have played s part in Missouri's change in thousht
and aoctrine. Any idea of change, of innovation scemsd gulbe
Concordia durilng thoss deys.
Instead, conservabion and confessiocnalisn were riven the

O - T i) ' e oo -
maximum emphaszis.’ The Profes=ors at Concordia were "deter-

mipned, Ifirst of all, to be faithful to the sScripbtuzss as Shey
unaerstood then the Lubths an nelksoze thet had,
PR 1YY o ) ops e 9 = 5 ot AT It s e e - g !
LU QA2 rsCcorin 1t in thair CRnLaL DUCLOonE OO cauicn
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perilcuilcals rorthe rank and file of the members. Suchn

1 5o be faithful to the scripbures is certeinly

oi these Beminary professors was slizhtly misdirscted. An

undue emphasis on following the footsteps of ths fathers and

of Gheir faith seems to be discernible. Instead of tirelessly
searching the Scripbures and endeavoring to male its btruths

its own, this group of pfofoss rs (e.z. A.L. Graebner, F. Bente)

) )”av 5. Meyer, Log Csbin to Luther Tower ( t. Louils,
Missouri: Coaoordla rublishing House, 1965), p.92.

O1pi4,, p. 92.

s



emvhasisned regesarch inbtoe the past and a conczsrn for thsa

Wwriblngs of ths early fathsrs of the sSynod. Such an smphasis

and concsrn shows itsell qguite clesrly in Gthe Sitle and main

el
]

parts of an essay th:t I, Bente delivered at the convention of

wsl

the Mi.sourl Synod in Fort Wayne in June, 1925. That egsay

" and in

was entviltled, "Following the Faith of Our Fathers,
that essay, Benbte gave this suncouragement: "Let Us Follow our
Fathers in Their Confessionsl Loyalty'™; "Let Us Follow our

Patuners in Their Firm Adherence to the Insplratlion and Inerrancy

-t

of the Biblee”ll One stabenent in particular from Bente's essas
strikes one's attention: "Accordingly, dear.brethren, if we
shall bubt continue to welk in the steps of our fathers, God will

1] 12

continue to bless us even as our fathers. Granted, Bente's

words can be understood properly, and the sentiment behind them

can be wholeheartedly accepted. However, when these words are
bf

viewed as bubt a part of the overall emphasis of Concordia

i

Seminary during those days, one has to wonder whethexr O} nat

a sort of blind mimicking of the Féther's failth was beginning
to taeke 1its toll in the Synod. Is 1t possible, that these fine
profeésor59 capable men though bthey were, became so obsesssd
with the fact that they wers not deviating by "a hair's breadth
from the old Lutheran position,'" they they no longer really
knew why, on the basis of Scripture, they held to those 0ld

Lutheran positions?lﬁ

11 .
Ibid., p. 93,
121514, , p. 9u.

P1pia., p. o4,
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far too muclh to say that the Prof

themsslves had lost a firm srasy on the living truth of the

scristures., Bub is 1t possible, thelr undus emphasis

upon upholcing the bradition of the PFathers, they instilled

aelr students, in the nsxt

ensratlon of Missouri Synod

i
!
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estors, a sort of blind loyalty to she pest, that esprit de

)]
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corps of which we spoke earlisry If such was indeed the case,

U 15 not at all surprising thaet meny of HMissouri's raenke—and-

e

Tile simply went along with the '38 Union Resolubtions. Nor
is 1t surprising that there were some who
Missourl ways, who gave in to the enticsments of unionism, of

ecumenism, simply because these men had not grasped for them—

selves the Scriptural doctrines involvad,

Why did Missouri take a "turn for the worse" in the 19%0's?
In the previous pages of this paper, we have explored somsz of
main causés3 at least as we see thewr. Other causses may well ¥

hive played a part. Thers are some who maintain that the change

o]
[

presidency in 1935 affected ths Missouri Synod a great deal.

i

0 be sure, in this time of tumult and pressure, Missouri's

change of leadership may well hsve played a role in her change

of position on church fellowship. Just when Missouri may well

have needed strong leadership the most, she lost the aging

hardliner, President Pfotenhauer. In his place, she received
indly. o m Woom . 14 L

a kindly, gentle Texan, John W. Bencken. Coupled with the

lo.s of President Pfotenhauer, was, four years sarlier the death

L Lldon Weisheit, The Zeal of His Houge (St. Louis, Missouri:
Concerdie Publishing House, 1975), p. 90.
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a few lsaders could not have

led bo Missouri's downfall. That downfall could only come

abuut a3 a resulb of the several interacting csuses that have
been thus far propossd 1in this paper.

So what's the poiant?y why atbtemplt to capsulize several
apparent czuses for Missourds turn for ths worsse in the 1930787
ot simply .s an historical excsrcise. Not simply to tear
off the scabs of old wounds thebt are slow in hesling, and

disgusting to look at. No, the purpose must be far different.
The purpose must be, instead, instruction for the present
generation. BSuch a study asvthis one must shout a stern

warning both to the professors aund bto the students of the
Wisconsin Synod of the 1980's. For The dangersmand tbé presg%res
upon us are just as great, 1if not greater, than thoée-upon;the
Missouri Synod in the '30's. The tewpbation to join the crowd,
to zive in to the majority 1ls definitely a strong one. It is

a temptation that cannobt be withstood simply by bppealing to the
teaching and faith of the fathers. INor can such temptatlons long
be withstood by apathy and indifference! Instead our position,
our Wisconsin Synod Lutheran heritage can be preserved only by

a Tirm sbtance on the teaching of our Heavenly Father, of His Soh
Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Sprit. For 1t is this Divine Three-
in-One thit gives us bGhis enduring command: "Make disciples of
all nativns, baptizing bthem in the name of the Father and of the
Bon ana of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everytbhing

I have commanded Foua.'
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