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RE: "THE STORY OF THE SAGINAW CHURCH"

The pamphlet ¥The Story of Saginaw" issued by "The Committce for the Continua-
tion of Congregational Christian Churches®, Publications office: 97 Mary Day,
Pontiac, Michigan, calls forth this statement to make plain the facts in this casec,

Let me say, categorically, that the United Church of Christ will make no
effort to restrain Congregations from leaving the Church and taking their property
with them. Article 21 of the Constitution applies from July 4, 1961 on, and we
have neither the intention nor the power to violate that Article, I do not need
to point out, however, that my assurance will not guarantee that a minority of a
local Church will not sue to kecp the property. However, such a suit would not be
inspired by the United Church of Christ, directed by the Church, nor will we be a
party to such a suit., Furthermore, it is the opinion of our counsel that such a
suit would not be successful, in view of the provisions of the Basis of Union and
the Constitution of the United Church.

With respect to the pamphlet, the action of the Saginaw Church was to with-
draw from the Evangelical and Reformed Church, not the United Church of Christ.
The first draft of the Constitution of the United Church of Christ had not even
been made when the Church attempted to withdraw, and thc Saginaw Church, by reason
of the Evangclical and Reformed "Structures Resolutions®™ was still controlled by
the polity of the Evangelical and Reformed Church. Even then the Michigan-Indiana
Synod was not a party to the suit, but the suit was brought under State Law by a
minority within the congregation.

The pamphlet says that the Supreme Court of Michigan #ignored” the gonstitu-
tion of the United Church of Christ. We arc informed that the Constitution was
not even in evidence and was not part of the record on appcal before the Court.
The defendants, at no time, made any attempt to open the record and present to the
Court the provisions of the Constitution, for the purpose of arguing that they had
a right to withdraw under Scction 21. Thec Basis of Union was in.ovidence, but,
again, the decfendants made no effort to support their right to withdraw on the
ground that the Church was a part of the United Church of Christ and thus not con-
trolled by thc Evangelical and Reformed Polity.

There is no question in my mind that, as of the prcsgnt time, the I@mannel
Evangclical Lutheran Church of Saginaw could, by vote of its majority, withdraw
from the United Church of Christ.

The Michizan docision is reported at 367 Mich. 575, in casc any of the attor-
neys in your Church would like to rcad it and rcport to you.

I have revicwed the contonts of this statement with Mr. Wood of ngd.‘Frayne
& Tully, attorncys for the United Church of Christ, and ho has substantiated the
- facts which I have set forth above. \













