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General Atbcmbly. ~ven though a nn-bor of churches iid not
approvi of the union the property and rights nassed because the
action was in conformity with the eonstitution and ty-laws of the
two denominatic:al zroups, |
6§¢/// fhere will no déﬁbt be an attempt by the defeniants 1h
‘this particular case to say that the existing Hational salem
Urganization is a reconstituted denominational body and not the
continuing denominatiocnal group which existed prior to 1949, <he
only difficulty with that line of argument is that there is ro
evilence to suprort such a rosition. In the first place, such a
~sition requires that the dofoniantu first show that ti<re las
teen 3 v:1id, legalily binding zerge:- of denominationai -rours,
This, as has been pointed out, is not shown by any action in core
forrity witn the constitution of tre Yatioral 3-lem ..-r'ga-."-.izar.icn__
‘nor ircidentalliy nas therd been any showing that such act inn cone
fores with the crarter ari Lye-laws of the #ational  tanbury
lur:anization.

At this point it may bLe aproros to »oimt out that tie
“ational standury .r-anization was a corporation created ar i
existing unier the laws of tle state of irissouri frow 139% Lo tie
date ti.is controversy arose, .(hat on sAr .bout scrLoLer L, 1y,
Liigie was filed in the office of tiw secretary of ..Late ». i e
6lale of #issouri, an ap:lic:tion Ly Lie gensral conference o. tre
Ghureh of Jod for a pro forma ‘iecree anecrding its chartai.
eOstlfiod-eopy of tiiis éocrie is [iled with plaintiff's eviicnce
and in the decree articles 1, 2 and 3} of the coréorution are
apparently amended bLut no where is any méntion undc or any rounion.
-orgor or othcr consoliiation by the Nati nal otnnbury Orgnniantian
with any other incorporated or unincorporatsd religious dody.
This should be proof enzugh that what was attempted hore was not

& zerger but a trausfer of assets without comsideration, without




