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General ~sseubly, .ven though a number of churches idid anot
approve of the union the property and rizhts nassed because the
action was ir conformity with the constitution and by-laws of the
two denominaticial groups,
@Dwy// There will no dé#be be an attempt by the defendonts in
this particular case to say that the existing WNational Jsalem
Urganization is a roconstituted denominational body and not the
continuing denominaticnal sroup which existed prior to 1949, <he
only difficulty with that line of arzument is that thcre ic ro
evilence to suprort such a prosition. In the first place, such o
rozition roquires that the defondante first show that ¢l ra bas
beoen a v 1lid, legally bindinz merger- of denominational -riurs,
ihis, a. has been pointed out, is not shown by any action in cove
forr.ity witn the constitution of the Natioral d-lew .rpanization
nor ircidemtuliy nus thore been any showinsg that such ae? {on cone
forzse with the crarter arni Lye-laws of the fatfonal tanbury
vreandzat ion,

At this point it may bLe anrop’e to »oimt out that the
=ati nal ~tanbury .r-anizetion was a corporation created arn i
eufoting unler the laws of ule state of rissouri frow 139, Lo tic
date@ 19 controversy arose, :hat on 2r sbout .cicker L, 1Ly,
tircie was filed in cho office of tuw ..eeretary of ..tate ». lle
otave of «issouri, an ap: lieationm Ly Lre sencral conference 0. the
Ghureh of Jod for a mro forma ecree anvnding 1ts charter,
¢o:tiffed copy of thiu decroe is [iled with plaintiff's evilunce
and in the decree artieled 1, 2 and 3} of the corporalion are
appsrently amended but no witere is any mention mgée of any reunion,
merger or otheér consolidaticn by the Nati nal émanbur} Crgenization
wiﬁh any other incorporated or unihé@rporat@d religious bedy,
This should be proof ensugh that what was attempted hore was not

& meopger but a transfor of assets without comsideration, without
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General +ssembly, .ven though a number of churches did not
approve of the union the property and richts nassed Lecause the
action was ir conformity with the gonstitution and Ly-laws of the
two denominatic:al rroupa.
@ e ihere will no doubt be an attempt by the defeniants in
this particular case to say that the existing National culem
vrganization is a reconstituted denominational body and not the
continuing denominational group which existed prior to liLy. Ihe
only difficulty with that line of argument is that there is ro
evi lence to suprort such a rosition. In the first place, such &
~ositlon requires that the defendants [lrast show that ti: rw Las
teen 1 v 1lid, legally binding merge- of denominationai -roujs.
ihis, a. hLas beern pointed out, is not shown by any action in cor e
forcity w~itn the constitution of the Yaticral S-lex .rearization
nor ircidentsliy .us there baen any showing tiat such act inn eore
forcs wit! the crarter an. Ly=lawe of the ®ational tantury
v rranizatlon.

~t tris point it may Lé anroria to =oint out tiulL tie
«atil nal -tanbury .r-anization was o corporation created ar-
existing unler the laws of tle state of rissouri frow 139%s Lo L.
date Li.ls conlroversy aros<, .hat 2n 2r bout .ciLocler -, i+,
tieiw was filel in the ofiice of tuw .ecretary of .Lare . L e
eLtale Oof #issouri, an ap licition Ly Lie Jepera. confererc: o. the
Lhureh of J0d for a4 mro forma iecree amuiding ive charter,
o tifled copy of tii: Lecres is [lled with plaintiff's eviiunce
and in the decree articles 1, 2 and ) of the corporation are
apparently asended bLut no where is any sention made of any reunion,
merger or other consolidation by the Nati nal Jtanbury Urgani.atiom
with any ether lneorporated or unincerporated religious bedy.
This should be proof en:ugh that what was attesmpted here was not

& merger but a transfer of assets without comsideration, without
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