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A Statement on the Union
- IN THE LIGHT OF THE ACTION
. TAKEN AT OBERLIN

To the Congregational Christian Churches

For the attention of Pastors
and Church Clerks

An extremely interesting situation has arisen,
as a result of action at the General Council at
Oberlin. The Committee, whose names appear
below, has been charged with the duty of laying
before all of our churches certain essential facts,
and requesting the favorable vote of your church
in support of the actions already taken in favor
of union with the Evangelical and Reformed
Church.

You will recall that as long ago as 1942, official
negotiations with this sister church began, and
finally culminated in a “Basis of Union,” bearing

date of January 22, 1947. A copy of this document
is available on request.

You will recall also that it was stated in the
“Procedures” preliminary to the Basis of Union,
page 3, that our Commission on Interchurch
Relations and Christian Unity recommended to
the General Council that the latter vote approval
of the Union if 759, of the Conferences voting,
of the Associations voting, of the Churches vot-
ing, and of the Members voting, should approve
the Basis of Union.

 When the Oberlin General Council convened,

it received the report from the Judges of Voting,

showing the following percentages of approval
of the Basis of Union:




tive Committee, or any subordinate body. It
appeared to the Council, however, that many
churches had drawn the conclusion that a 75%,
afirmative vote, in each of the above categories,
was a pre-requisite to full approval.

Two other significant facts are submitted:

(1) That there was a companion ballot, to the
one submitted to the churches, which asked the
question, in effect, whether the persons, Churches,
Associations and Conferences voting would, in
the event of Union, co-operate with that action,
even if their vote on the first ballot was in
opposition to the Union. On this second ballot,
favoring such co-operation, the results were:

Conferences voting
Associations voting
Churches voting
Members voting

While a number of the “no voting” churches

refrained from voting on this second resolution

“nevertheless it is a fair conclusion that of all

- of those who registered their opinions on the

 ballots already taken, a majority in excess of 759,

~ in each classification, favored co-operation with

~ the Plan of Union to the extent that it would

_involve their willingness to place themselves in

a relationship with the proposed new United

~ Church of Christ similar to that they now hold

- with the fellowship of our churches. This was the
~ purport of the second vote. ;

Our denomination was the recipient of a
vote of confidence from the Evan-
and Reformed Church, in that while it
come into such a Union with a smaller
hip than ours, its General Synod ap-
‘Basis of Union by a vote of 281 to 23,

3 »ds throughout the nation, 33

n in the past, genuine doubts
our Congregational Christian
‘significant Congrega-

tional - beliefs, methods and practices would be
preserved if we went forward with this Union.
Therefore, the General Council has taken the
progressive step of debating at length, and adopt-
ing certain “Interpretations” of the Basis of
Union, which now represent its official explana-
tion to all of our churches, of what the Basis of
Union accomplishes. These are set forth in the
inset paragraphs Nos. (a) through (h) of the
attached “Report of the Commission,” and we
earnestly suggest that you read and consider them.
They are in harmony with the Basis of Union,
in our opinion, and leave our individual churches
in a position to maintain their work and their
standing in the same manner in the proposed
new United Church of Christ, as is their status
at present.

You will further perceive that from the at-
tached “Report of the Commission,” the General
Council came to the conclusion that it should, for
itself, approve the Basis of Union. This was done
with remarkable unanimity; that is, there were
only a comparatively small number of scattered
votes which dissented, which number we believe
would not exceed 30 out of the approximately
1000 delegates of the Council present and voting
on June 22, 1948.

In other words, the membership of the Council,
which had its diverse opinions on this subject
when it convened, by the time of adjournment
had reached a place of splendid and substantial
unity of feeling that we have it within our power
to make a great forward step for the denomina-
tion. The largest group which had opposed the
union voted formally to disband and to termi-
nate its efforts, feeling that in the adoption of
the “Interpretations,” it had fairly safeguarded
the principles for which it stood.

This Committee knows of no further organized
opposition to the Basis of Union, in existence
at this time.

It was widely believed at the Council that if
the churches which had previously voted “No”
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on the Basis of Union and those which had re-
frained from voting, would be willing to consider
the whole question afresh, it would be probable
that, in view of the foregoing developments, many
churches might now be willing to register their
opinion affirmatively; and that this number
might be so substantial as to raise the total
affirmative vote to 75%, and more. Our great hope
is to achieve the highest possible degree of unity
in thought and action on this vital issue.

Therefore, the undersigned Committee, a con-
siderable number of whose members were for-
merly in opposition to the Basis of Union, now
embarks upon a program to appeal to all of our
churches, in the hope that no less than 759
of those which elect to vote, will register approval
of the Basis of Union. The Committee sincerely
desires that the final steps in the consummation
of the Union shall not be taken without a very
substantial endorsement by the churches.

We, therefore, solicit your consideration of all
these facts and ask:

(1) That the churches which formerly voted
against the union again consider the matter in
the light of the interpretations. A form of ballot
is being enclosed for the use of these churches.
Reinforced by the splendid unity demonstrated
at Oberlin, it is the hope of this Committee that
~ great numbers of these changed votes will be
received.

(2) For those churches which thus far have
failed to register any vote upon the subject, the
~ same type of ballot is made available; and the
I}émmit&t very earnestly urges affirmative action

_ > the means of voting must be open
%t 1 %amenme to every church in the denomma

y voted in favor of the union, so
to do 50, they may agam oonsider

Each church should proceed according to its
own rules of conduct for taking such a ballot,
but if a church has not adopted a rule or by-law
prescribing a larger percentage, a simple majority
vote of the members participating in the voting
should govern the result.

We feel justified in calling to your attention
the fact that much of our denominational pro-
gram, in other fields, is necessarily delayed and
retarded until this all-important question is de-
termined. The Council has set for us the date of
January 1, 1949, to complete this new approach
to the churches; but we sincerely hope that each
church, upon receipt of this communication, will
set about the business of calling the necessary
church meeting to act, and that this action will
be completed not later than November, 1948.

The Committee, you will note, has organized,
with the Rev. Arthur S. Wheelock as Executive
Director. He has been loaned by his church at
White Plains, New York, on special duty at the
Denomination’s headquarters at 287 Fourth
Avenue, New York 10, N. Y. Please address ques-
tions or communications to him. Copies of this
statement and of other enclosed material are
available in quantity upon request. Be assured
that each one of the Committee will welcome
any communication which may be received, and
will endeavor to act thereon to the best of his
ability.

We have a great task before us, and only with
your help can it be achieved.

Faithfully yours,
CoMmMITTEE OF FIFTEEN oN THE UNION,

T ord P,

Davip K. Forp, Chairman

July 26, 1948




COMMITTEE

REv. ALBERT W. PALMER,
Honorary Chairman

Rev. FERDINAND Q. BLANCHARD
Miss HELEN KENYON

Me. Davip K. Foro, Chairman

REV. ALFRED GRANT WALTON
Vice Chairman

Jupce CHARLES B. ApAMS

REV. WALLACE W. ANDERSON
REv. ARTHUR D. GrAY

REv. E. DaniEL HUGHES

Rev. ARTHUR CusiMAN MCGIFFERT

 Rev. FREpERICK M. MEEK

 Mgs. CLARENCE L. MURDEY

REV. ALBERT J. PENNER

REV. WALTER SCHLARETZKI

REev. EDwARD A. THOMPSON

Mgs. Liian W. TURNBULL
- REV. ARTHUR S. WHEELOCK,
Executive Director




Brooklyn, New York ~ July 1, 1948

by :
Alfred Grant Walton

The Oberlin Council has reached = decisions I
to unite the Congregationzl Christizn Churches with :h:a;v:g::zzlaaidm
Reformed Church to form the United Church of Christ in America. The deci-
slon was reached by the democratic process which is characteristic of our
Congregational tradition and in which we =211 earnestly believe. The out-
;::e rgresent: no;to;iy a parliamentary decision; it represents a spirit-
achievements 8 restored unity to our fe
ie a spiritual achievement. %, G e A

The plan involvee the approval of the Basis of Union with certain in-
terpretations which are intended to meke more clear the true meaning of the
document. These interpretations have been acknowledged by accredited lead-
ers in both groups as the correct meaning of the Basie of Union and they
have now been accepted by the General Council as the interpretations on which
ite actions are based.

A careful analysis of the plen will make clear the following points:

(s) While the name of the new denominstion is to be the United Church of
Christ, 1t is to be distinctly a fellowship of churches.
(b) No church is asked to give up its own neme. Any change of name is
completely discretionsry on the part of the church itself a2lthough many
churches may wieh to indicate in some wey the lerger fellowship with which
they are associzted.
() The sutonomy of the local church is acknowledged and it is clesrly
indicated that there shall be no invasion of the rights now enjoyed by
~ locel churches.
(d) Churches, associations and conferences retain their present status
- maintaining the same relztion to the United Church which they now hold to ;
~our own denominations They do not unite with enyone except by their own
volition and with their own consent.
(e) The plen contempletes = resl union of Chrietians in = deepening fellow-
chip in which 211 will work together in the ecumeniczl spirit for a resli-
- zetion of the Christian goals to which all are dedicated.
(£) Wnile the Council has approved the Basis of Union it has agreed not to
mplement it until a 75% vote of the churches hes been secured, or if this
entage hes not been obteined, to proceed to implementation only after a
inite percentage, to be determined later by the Council, is deemed sufficient.
At least three persons who have been known to be definitely critical of
Basie of Union have been put on the Commiesion of Interchurch Relations and
isn Unity thus giving minority opinion due recognition.
plan cerries a pattern which may open the way for an even larger ex-
of the United Church and calls upon the Commission to be alert to such

need have any fears regarding these proposals. They will be
. end respectede The members of the Evangelical and Reformed
Christian people and have a definite contribution to bring

} In some respects they are more democratic than we are.

reverse
he present

avails A desire is great-

t then a prejudice. Let us se-

: |1 stren and let us mske this
achievements in days that are to come. o
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Summary Of Reasons For Voting: “No” on Present Merger Proposal

1. Loss of "Congregational” name, symbol and source of the best in our own
heritage.
2. Change of primary emphasis from local churches to the denomination as a whole.

3. Religious and cultural differences. Creedal emphasis of E. and R. Church. Re-
fusal of its ministers in some areas to mingle with our men. Unwillingness of E. and R.
congregations to trust our theological training.

4. Greater emphasis in the United Church upon a uniform statement of faith.

5. Debts of E. and R. Church, which have not been clearly explained to us. The
new methods of money-raising which will come with the merger. More pressure on us
for money goals set at the top.

6. Breaking fellowship with our own. Strongest opposition to merger is in States
where the E. and R. predominates. Forcing merger would impose E. and R. control on
our churches there or make them break with our denomination.

7. Idle talk of our “taking over” the E. and R. Under-cover assumption that we
will run everything because of our money and numbers. Unworthy attitude and not true.

8. General apathy and failure of our churches to appraise real changes for us in the
union. Danger that merger will go through by default. Neither group really happy
about the plan. False goal of mere size and numbers.

9. Power of General Synod to change the BASIS OF UNION at will. A blank check.

10. Our loss in freedom as independent churches. Definite provisions that would
curtail autonomy of local churches and pave the way for increasing power at the top.

a. Law-making General Synod, with power to re-define and limit our rights.

b. Master Constitution over all churches, associations, and conferences.

¢. Removal of authority from churches and associations; greater power for the conferences
and General Synod.

d. An ascending series of ecclesiastical courts; each church compelled to act as a court upon
complaints from any of its members.

€. More rigid control over ministers and ordination from higher up.

f. Acceptance of the “leadership principle.” Assumption that our leaders can decide things
for us better than we ourselves. Government by an “aristocarcy” of leaders, along lines
of presbyterian thought.

11. This merger a step of far-reaching and revolutionary significance, the nature and
consequence of which have not so far been fairly presented to the churches or adequately
considered by them.

a. Sentimental appeals seeking to force a quick, unreasoned decision.
- Holding back of constitution and other details until after vote on merger.
¢. Refusal to grant hearings and full discussion at last two General Councils.

12. Congregationalists always poor at theory, mere sound in practice. This merger
may prove a more costly blunder than plan of union with Presbyterians in 1801. Danger
t we will accept merger as a beautiful theory, then balk at its actual provisions in
- -me ‘Too late then to save our fellowship or trust funds. Better to insist now on
- details and foresce the practical difficulties.
' 13. Road to general church union through organic mergers leads to forced and
" i ty. Voluntary cooperation through Federation is the permanent answer
Christian unity, through freedom and mutual respect.
merger goes through it will be the last time that our churches vote indi-
A Aﬁ?&? mwoﬁgﬁ the General Synod and Conferences would have
0 other ers and to make further compromises of our particuls
1 in religion is gone. ‘ AP
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Following Are The Official Resolutions Suggested By Headquarters:

1.~ "Resolved: that this * hereby registers its decision upon the proposal
to unite the Evangelical and Reformed Church and the Congregational Christian Churches
into the United Church of Christ, in accordance with the Basis of Union dated Jan. 22,
1947, by the following vote:
Approved
Disapproved
2. "Resolved that in the event of the consummation of the union this
hereby undertakes to continue the same relations with the United Church of Christ that it
now holds with the fellowship of the Congregational Christian Churches.
A PPIOVEd 1% s
Disapproved
“* Conference, Convention, Association, Church, or Ecclesiastical Society.”

WHAT DO THESE OFFICIAL RESOLUTIONS ON THE MERGER MEAN?

The official resolutions upon which the churches are asked to vote are printed above.
What do these resolutions really mean? Like almost everything else about the proposed
merger, they are capable of contradictory interpretations.

1. The first resolution asks us to accept the merger on terms laid down in the
BASIS OF UNION. But that document is not clear in itself. It tries to promise that
our autonomy will be preserved; but it also sets up a system that infringes upon our
autonomy and would curtail it in many ways. These contradictory provisions cannot both
stand. What remains, so far as the average church is concerned, is the request that the
future General Synod have power to amend the BASIS OF UNION in any way that it
wants. This would prove the determining factor. By voting favorably to the BASIS
OF UNION, therefore, a church signs over its power of attorney to the future General
Synod and grants that body the right to solve all crucial questions as it sees fit.

2. The second resolution, considered in a technical sense sounds like voting with
reservations, and as such would contradict the first resolution with its acceptance of the
BASIS OF UNION. Unfortunately this second resolution is also capable of an everyday

interpretation which is the very opposite of the more technical one. How is a church to
know, therefore, what it is voting? Why would a second resolution be necessary if the
BASIS OF UNION were a genuinely satisfactory document?

If a church “undertakes to continue the same relations with the United Church of
Christ that it now holds with the fellowship of Congregational Christian Churches,” this
might mean that it would simply continue its support and affiliation. This would include

sending in its missionary money and electing delegates for State and National meetings.

~ But these same words, as quoted above, could be looked upon as voting for the
merger with reservations. Some people may think that they are saying, “Yes, we are for
the merger provided it does not change our status as independent, autonomous churches.”
This is what “the same kind of relations”” would mean in a more technical sense. There-
fore underline this obvious fact: TO VOTE WITH RESERVATIONS IS TO NULLIFY
- FULL ACCEPTANCE OF THE BASIS OF UNION. This idea of voting with reserva-

tions would logically require a "No" on the first resolution.

* * * *

es that want to GUARANTEE the continuance of our democratic, Congre-
/ill play safe by voting “No” on both of the above resolutions. Be sure to
on on your vote to your State Conference office without delay. Any
n the form of substitute motions. If you would favor merger on other
ssary to vote “No” on present proposal before way is cleared for new
it your church desires to pass should be in addition to its vote on the

side of this sheet for summary of reasons against present proposal.



































































Why the Basis of Union Is Not A Valid Document

An address given by Rev. Malcolm K. Burton at the special meeting of the General
_ Council of the Congregational Christian Churches, at Cleveland, Ohio, on Feb. 4, 1949.

The Basm of Union, dated Jan. 22, 1947, is
the fundamental document of thls whole
proposal for a merger of our Congregational
Christian Churches with the Evangelical and
Reformed Church. Is it a valid document?

Our churches were told that they could
remain the same under the Basis of Union
as they are now. In like manner the people
of the Evangelical and Reformed Church
were told that the merger would mean no
fundamental change for them. Here is our
whole difficulty. What are the rights and
freedoms under the two systems? Can they
be combined through the Basis of Union
without loss to either side?

The Nature of the Evangelical and
Reformed Church

The Evangelical and Reformed Church, as
a national denomination, is a body politic and
corporate. It is clearly recognized. in the
courts of the land as a “general” type of
church, to which certain definite powers and
authority accrue.

That the denomination as a whole is a
“body politic and corporate” is shown first
of all in its name. It is a “Church”, spelled
with a capital “C” and in the singular, of
which all of the parts are but subs1d1ary units
before the law. The local unit 1s a ‘“‘congre-
gaﬁon" ‘not a church.

Secondly, this natmnal “body politic and
corporate” is bound together by a central
constitution, which declares that the E. and
R. Church “ordains this constitution to be
its fundamental law and declares the same

to have authority over all its ministers,
mbm congregations, and judicatories.”

Third, the E. and R. Church is incorpo-

~rated under the laws of the land as a single,

national “body politic and corporate,” and its

; ution is recognized in the courts as
g authority over its constituent parts.

, the E. and R. Church, as a national

y politic and corporate,” recognizes a

1 of hgishtkm by which its fundamen-

and other regulations can be amended

ed for the entire church. It operates

under a system of representative assemblies,
as a kind of ecclesiastical republic, along
lines commonly recognized as presbyterian.

Fifth, the Evangelical and Reformed
Church, as a national “body politic and cor-
porate,” recognizes a series of judicatories,
through which a constant pressure can be
maintained upon its members and constitu-
ent organizations to keep them in conformity
with the central laws and purposes of the
church.

Because of the foregoing character of the
Evangelical and Reformed Church, as a na-
tional “body politic and corporate,” certain
advantages accrue to persons who like that
kind of set-up. It makes for the law and
order of which Presbyterians have always
been proud.

In the realm of faith this law and order
finds its expression in a Creed for the church
as a whole.

Another advantage, for those who like this

‘system, is that no minister can be called to

a congregation without the approval of the
Synod. Such approval becomes a matter of
routine with ministers who have proved
themselves obedient servants of the denomi-
nation. But it also stands as a threat for
those who might be led by conscience in some
new or unapproved way.

Lastly the congregations themselves can
be kept in line. They cannot, according to a
recent court case in New Jersey, divert their
missionary giving simply to objects of their
own choice. Neither can they withdraw from
the denomination and get out from under
the authority of this national, corporate
church without the probable loss of their
property.

Within such a framework of law and order
many freedoms can be enjoyed at the discre-
tion of the church as a whole. Through its
constitution the denomination can set forth
certain rights and liberties as the preroga-
tives of semi-autonomous units. In their own
spheres they can enjoy whatever range and
latitude of freedom is assngned to them by
the “body politic and corporate,”—that is, by




the denomination as a whole. All such free-

doms and autonomy, however, are within the

basic framework of the church as a whole.

These rights and freedoms can be amended,

revised and limited by the same “body poli-

tic and corporate” which grants them in the
first place, without the necessity of approval
by each local congregation. Elected assem-
blies of a so-called representative nature
have the final say.
The Nature of Our Congregational
Christian Churches

Having considered the essential rights and
responsibilities within the Evangelical and
Reformed Church, let us now look at the
facts concerning our own fellowship.

Congregational Christian Churches are not
a “body politic and corporate” on a national

scale. Not even the General Council is incor-
porated.

We are not a Church, in a single national
sense, but Churches, voluntarily associated
together.

No central constitution has authority over
our ministers, members, Conferences, Asso-
ciations or churches.

We have no system of legislatures, nor do
we recognize the authority of any represen-
tative assemblies over our independent
churches. As Mr. J. D. Fackenthal has
pointed out, “There is as to a Congregational
Chureh no higher authority than the mem-
bership of the particular church in meeting
assembled.”

We recognize no system of judicatories.
Historically our churches have taken their
stand against any ascending series of ecclesi-
astical courts. As the Year Book of our
Congregational Christian Churches has long
pointed out, the local church “is the final ar-
biter of all questions relating to its own life.”

Because we are not a ‘“body politic and
corporate” in a denominational sense, or on
a national scale, and because we do not have
a central framework of law, nor any legisla-
tures capable of amending that law, nor any
judicatories to enforce that law, certain defi-
nite benefits accrue to persons who like our

| voluntary fellowship.

reedom and autonomy are not limited
1 by any central constitution. We
ed to approve any denominational

creed or statement of faith. Our churches
are not required to get approval on their
choice of ministers. Our churches can not
be penalized by any ecclesiastical authority
for any cause whatsoever, nor can their
property be confiscated through the courts if
they refuse to follow denomlnatlonal direc-
tives. In all of the foregoing our set-up is
the direct opposite of the Evangelical and
Reformed Church. The advantages of law
and order which accrue to its members are
absent with us. In like manner the advan-
tages and rights of our independent churches
are of a different order from those which
accrue to the Evangelical and Reformed
Church.

The essential genius of Congregationalism
depends upon the whole series of negatives
which we have suggested above. Congrega-
tionalism is like a mighty “double negative”
whose great positive force is compounded out
of the many restrictions which it denies. We
want to be free,—not just within certain lim-
its prescribed by a national church,—but
free under God. We can do this only by de-
nying the powers of a national church, by
denying the rights of judicatories, by deny-
ing the validity of elected assemblies, by de-
nying the imposition of creeds or man-made
laws,—in short by denying the concept of a
church as a national “body politic and corpo-
rate.”

Does this make Congregationalism a nega-
tive thing? Think for one moment of how
we try to explain to a little child the infinite
powers of God. We explain to that child that
God is not limited according to time. He is
not limited in space. He is not limited in
wisdom or love. To unfetter our concept of
God, we are compelied to resort to a whole
series of negatives, so that we can free Him
from all sense of ordinary human limitation.
Does that mean that God is a negative? No.
God is the most positive, creative force in all
the world.

_ In like manner Congregationalism gains

its most creative freedom by those negatives

which protect it and describe it as completely

unfettered. We may be weak on the order

and law of presbyterianism but our genius is

‘filéee(éor(rll, unlimited and uncircumseribed, un-
1 God.




When our forefathers drew

the established order of their d:‘;a{}feyfrglig
so with deep conviction that Christ is the
only Head of His church. They believed that
“Where two or three are gathered together
in His name,” there Christ is. True ecumen-
icity is that Spirit which binds together all
Christians, whatever their name or sign, un-
der the one true Headship of our Lord. g

Organization is never the Church. The
more organized it gets, the more dangerous
it becomes to those freedoms which are in
Christ. Our forefathers insisted on their
right to establish churches “gathered” with-
out sanction of Bishops, Presbyteries, or
Synods. Their doctrine of the Church is ecu-
nemical and all-inclusive. It is a valid
doctrine.

This freedom under Christ—without bene-
fit of Bishops, Presbyteries, or National
Church—has been the guiding principle of
Congregationalism these three hundred
years.

Dr. Gaius Glenn Atkins sums up the mean-
ing of this, our freedom, in his brief little
account, “Adventure in Liberty.” He de-
clares that:

“If one stands far enough away from the
massive and entangled action of Protestant-
ism, he sees throughout its course a growing
quest for realization of the independence of
the spirit-guided Christian life, both in
theory and practice.”

“Protestantism,” continues Dr. Atkins,
“was bound by the very genius of it, when
the right time came, to try the experiment
of the liberty of a Christian man with all its
im;t):lications and issues, completely and at all
costs.”

This liberty, of which Dr. Atkins speaks,
tried out in all its implications and issues,
completely and at all costs, is Congregation-
alism; and, continues Dr. Atkins, “Whatever
~else is built, must be upon this foundation.”
~ Let us see whether the Basis of Union
~ builds on this foundation.

Main Framework of the Basis of Union
principal features of the

me, “United Church of

Art. II. Beginnings of a Creed, to be sub-
mitted for approval by General Synod, Con-
ferences, Associations, and ‘“congregations.’

Art. III. 1. Congregations as subsidiary
units.

2. Limited spheres of autonomy, with defi-
nite powers for the Synod.

3. Government for the entire church.

4. Provisions for representative assemblies.

5. System of judicatories.

Art. IV. 1. Powers of General Synod over
entire church.

2. Provision for central contitution.

Art. VI. Standard procedures for the call-
ing and ordination of ministers.

Art. VII. Membership in a national church.

Art. VIII. Centralized powers over all
Boards.

Art. X. Power to amend the constitution
through representative assemblies.

Art. XI. Amendments to Basis of Union
by General Synod.

What Do These Provisions Mean?

Are these provisions Congregational? Are
they intended to insure the liberty of a
Christian man with all its implications and
issues, completely and at all costs? Or are
they the provisions for the establishment of
a Church, on a national scale, which shall be
a “body politic and corporate” with recog-
nized powers before the law? All the prin-
cipal features of the Evangelical and
Reformed Church are incorporated in this
central framework of the Basis of Union. Is
this the foundation on which Dr. Atkins
would have us build ?

Words about Congregational usages and
practice (which were lifted out of their
anomalous position in the Basis of Union and
quoted so freely while our churches were
voting) lose their meaning when dropped
back into this framework of the Basis of
Union. The change from a fellowship of free
and independent churches into a ‘“body
politic and corporate” makes all the differ-
ence in the world. . .

A “congregation” is not the same as a
“Congregational Church.” ’

- “Autonomy in its own sphere” is not the
same as ‘“autonomy.” .
For a congregation to “hold and operate




its property within a “general” Church is

not It)llepsemrlf}l,e as an independent church that

owns its property.
It is not enough to say that we shall retain
all “our present rights and freedoms.” The
Basis of Union would give the power to
define these rights and freedoms to the fu-
ture constitution, which could be progres-
sively amended without consent of the
individual church.
Elected assemblies which write or amend
a central constitution derive their powers
from a “body politic and corporate.” For us
to recognize such powers: is to accept the
principle which would creatively determine
all the rest and would put an end to our
present kind of freedom.
These changes reflect a concept of Chu'rch
which is alien and hostile to Congregation-
alism. They make the framework for a
denominational Church with power (and let’s
not be fooled on that point) —with real
power over all of its constituent parts.
Neither the Oberlin Interpretations, nor
any other promises or assurances can alter
this main framework of the Basis of Union.
They cannot restore to Congregational words
and phrases therein the meaning which
these concepts enjoy in our free and volun-
tary fellowship.
Our churches were told that they would
remain the same under the Basis of Union as
they are now. They were asked to vote on
such phrases as seemed to prove this point,
not upon the main framework of the Basis of
Union (which they did not understand) or
upon any realistic proposition for merger.
The Basis of Union is contradictory and
self-nullifying. It cannot perform according
to its promises. It is not a valid document.
It never solved the fundamental problem
confronting it,—the conflict between two
ﬁmadﬁ!wry and mutually exclusive polities.

t never told our people that they would have
to give up anything. Neither did it indicate

E. and R. members any fundamental
re f - Since it is not a valid
m-mlled votes obtained upon
i | either. We have, there-
d proposition before us upon

Comments on the Cleveland Couneil

At the Cleveland Council the proponents of
merger claimed that an overwhelming majority fa-
vored the union and that thls_majorlty_ls'steadny
increasing. But at the same time they insisted (to
quote Dr. Truman Douglass) that “any further de-
lay means rejection of the union.” _

Laying aside for the moment all other questions,
ask yourself whether the above is valid from the
standpoint of either sanity or religious conviction.

If an overwhelming majority wants the union,
and if that majority is increasing, a delay which
permits working out a better plan could not possibly
endanger the union. In like manner if God wants
this merger He will not abandon it if we pause
momentarily to get more light from Him.

To insist that both God and the majority wants
the merger, and at the same time to express intense
fear of its rejection if delayed, is to show neither
sanity nor faith in God. Rather it is like an unstable
person who is filled with his illusions of grandeur
and strength at one moment and then seized by
the terrors of persecution and fear of death in the
next. The vote at Cleveland was a sign of weakness
and not of strength on the part of those who want
the merger. It sprang from fear and a sense of
imminent defeat, not from confidence and a trusting
faith. There was no applause when the result was
announced. The vote of 757 to 172 was the kind of
“statistical victory, and moral defeat” against
which Dr. Fred Meek warned us at Oberlin.

Add to the above the following and then decide
for yourself how much validity the Cleveland deci-
sion really enjoys:

1. Only 51% of the total number of Congrega-
tional Christian Churches approved the merger on
any terms.

9. Most votes for the merger were obtained on
the understanding that 75% approval (among
churches voting) would be required, which percent-
age was not obtained.

3. Congregational Christian Churches are not a
body politic, and therefore any so-called voting
among them has no more power over them than a
Gallup Poll would have.

4. The General Council has no authority to merge
either our churches or itself into any new denomi-
nation, particularly not if the polity is different.

5. It has never been either affirmed or denied
whether the “United Church of Christ” would incor-
porate as a national body.

6. The whole merger action will be reviewed in
the courts and all fundamental questions (which
have thus far been evaded) will ultimately have to
be explained.

7. Opposition within the General Council in-
creased from 12 votes at Oberlin to 172 at Cleve-
land; all suggestion that harmony had been reached
or a solution found has disappeared; and in trying
to force a union on their present ill-conceived plan
the proponents of merger have shown themselves
willing to create a new division within Protestant-
ism,—in the name of church unity!

5 —Malcolm K. Burton
27 Broad Street, New London, Conn.

















































