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A definitive history of the Church of the Lutheran Confession
(CIL), of its formation and continuance to the present day, would
be an admirable undertaking, but perhaps a bit too presumptuous
on the part of one who was not directly involved. The dearth of
primary sources is the basis for the term "presumptuous'.. Some
events in c¢hurch history were adequately recorded by those involved
and are easy prey‘for the historiants pen, Unfortunately, this
is not the case with the CLC., Most of the information is to be
found in official as well as private correspondence between the
representatives of the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod (WELS)
and the CLC, As a result, the sequence of events is not always
clear, There are, to be sure, numerous articles dealing with
the theological issues in the official organs of the CLC (The

Lutheran Spokesman and The Journal of Theology) but very little

treatment in the official outlets of WELS (The Northwestern Lutheran

and The Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly)e. The reason usually advanced

for so little treatment of the matter by WELS is a desire to avoid
any unnecessary obstacles to a re-establisment of fellowship
should the two bodies ever iron out the theological differences
between them. Whether an evangelical presentation in WELS
periodicals actually would have established such obstacles is

a moot point., Perhaps a lengthy treatment of who did what and
when is not as crucial as the examination of the theological
issues which occasioned the events.

So much has been said and written on both sides concerning
the major issue of fellowship that a bit of sifting and sorting
is in place. The relevance of returning to the conflict is bhest
summarized in the question: What differences still separate the

CLC and WELS? To answer that question is the purvose of this papsr,
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On a Sunday morning in August of 1960 an article appeared

in The Milwaukee Journal under the heading: "Lutheran Unit Forms

1 .
New Chureh." Some selected excerpts summarize the event:

Watertown, S.D. = Right wing Lutherans who
broke with the Lutheran sSynodical conference
in a doctrinal dispute have organized a new
church body to be called the Church of the
Lutheran Confessione.

The action was taken at a meeting here of
clergy and laymen from 12 states, Leaders
sald the group represented about 3,500
Lutherans: and their families who had withdrawn
since 1957 from the synodical conference,
comprised of the Lutheran church = Missouri
synod, the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran
synod, the Evangelical Lutheran synod and
the Synod of Evangelical Lutheran churchessss

The Wisconsin synod and the Evangelical’
Lutheran synod have accused the Lutheran
church = Missouri synod of unscriptural
practice in praying and working with other
Lutherans with whom they do not have doctrinal
agreement,

When the accusing groups hesitated to sever
relations, a militant minority, representing
an ultraconservative view, broke off and
formed the Lutheran interim conference. Sixty
pastors, 17 teachers and six seminary students
have joined the conference, Pastor Schaller
reported, Forty-five pastors, three teachers
and three students attended the convention
here, along with 22 lay delegatessaso

The new church body is expected to be
legally constituted at a meeting to be called
by the officers next January, probably in
Sleepy Bye, Minn@@ag

Terms such as "militant minority™ and "ultraconservative view"
are typical of "objective' reporters. An examination of the issues

will lend at least a little more dignity to the men of the CIC

than such trite labels and pigeonholes,

1. . . ) .

Journal Special Correspondence, "Lutheran Unit Forms New Church,V
The Milwaukee Journal, Part T, Sunday, August 21, 1960,

Tpid,
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The thunderheads of theological dissension appeared on the
horizon of the Synodical Conference already in the late 1930's.

In 1938, Missouri joined its Brief Statement with the ALC's

Doctrinal Declaration as a joint settlement of past differences.

The Sandusky Resolutions of the ALC viewed the Brief Statement in

the light of thelr own Doctrinal Declaration, very much in the same

way the Reformed groups of yesteryear viewed the Augsburg Confession

in the light of their own theology. In 1939, the Wisconsin Synod

responded:

Not two statements should be issued as a
basis for agreement; a single joint state-
ment, covering the contested doctrines
thetically and antithetically and accepted

by both parties of the controversy, is
imperative; and, furthermore, such doctrinal
statement must be made in clear and
unequivocal terms which do not require
Jaborious additional explanationsess

Under existing conditions further negotiations
for establishing church fellowship would
invelve a denial of the truth and would cause
confusion and disturbance in the Church and
ought therefore be suspended for the time
being95

In 1941, Missouri's Ft. Wayne convention instructed its
Committee on Doctrinal Unity to prepare a single document of
agreement with the ALC, At this same convention, they began
joint work with the ALC in relief of missions and establishment
of service centers, Wisconsin replied that same vear by
unanimously adopting the following resolution concerning the
military chaplaincy:s

The commissioning of Army and Navy chaplains
by our Synod would conflict with Scriptural

) 5Proceedings of the Twenty-fifth Convention, The Lvangelical
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Uther States, 1939, ppe. 60O=AH1,




TR

el e

principles and established Lutheran practicegq

In 1943, Wisconsin memorialized the Missouri Synod to halt
its negotitations with the ALC because of the false basis under=-
Iying such negotiationgs Unfortunately, the following year saw
Affirmation, Missouri abandoned its former position on scoutinge
By 1947, ALC was meking overtures to renew negotiations contending
for "an allowable and wholesome latitude ef theoclogical opinion
on the basis of the teachings of the Word of God." Wisconsin in
turn adopted its theses on Scoutingg5 By 1949, it became evident
to Wisconsin that not a&ll was right with the Synodical Conferences.
The 1949 Proceedings state: 'With deep concern we note that the
ties which have united us particularly with the Synod of Missouri
are being loosened.'

. ’1950 establisghed itself ag a landmark when Missouri and ALC

adopted the Common Confession, a confession which Wisconsin saw as

incomplete, inadequate and untruthful, Missouril was being evasive
and ¥Wisconsin was having a difficult time dealing through committees
from convention to convention, Frustrated by the inroads of error,

Wisconsin declared itself in statu confessionis (in a state of

confession or vigorously protestins fellowship) in 1952, When
nothing was accomplished by Missouri at Houston in 1953, the
Wisconsin Synod adopted the following resolutions which the CLC

would later use in opposition to ¥Wisconsin and which paved the

I .
- Proceedings of the Twenty-s
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wiscons

5, : ' :
Proceedings of the Twenty-ninth Convention, The Evangelical
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States, 1oL, Do 106FF,

ixth Convention, The Evangelical
in and Other States, 1941, p. 77,

. Proceedings of the Thirtieth Convention, The Bvangelical
utheran Joi 3 Wiscongin = r g .
| an Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States, 1959, p, 117,
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way for the even more controversial Preamble of the Thirty-Third

Convention in 1955:

(Resolutions of '53):

1. That we declare that the Lutheran Church-
Mizsourl Synod

- as by reaffirming its acceptance of

~ the Common Confession as a "settle=-
ment of past differences which are
in fact not settled" (Proceedings
1951, page 146), and
bo by its persistent (italics mine)

adherence to its unioenistic practices
(the Common Confession, joint prayer,
scouting, chaplaincy, communion agree-
ment with the National Lutheran Council,
cooperation with unorthodox church
beodies in matters clearly not in the
field of externalss negotiating with
lodges and Boy Scouts of America with the
plea that this gives opportunity to bear
witness, under the same plea taking part
in unionistic religious programs and in
the activities of unionistic church
federations; negotiating for purposes of
union with a church body whose official
position it is that it is neither rossible
nor necessary to agree in all matters of
doctrine and which contends for an allowable
and wholesome latitude of theological opinion
on the basis of the teaching of the VWord
of God), has brought about the present break
in relations (itazlics mine) that is now
threatening the existence of the Syncdical
Conference and the continuance of our
affiliation (italics mine) with the sister Synod.

26 That we herewitn approve the Protest agreed upon by
our representatives*immediately'fo]lowing the St. Paul
convention of the Synodical Conference, 1952,

e That we prevail upon the President of the Synodicsal
Conference to arrange a program for the convention in
1954 that would devote all itg sessions to a thorough
consideration of our declaration in Point 1 and of
the doctrinal issues involved@.7

In reference to point % above, in 1954, testimonry was distributed
by both Wisconsin and Missouri and doctrinal discussions were held a2t

Detroit and Chicago,

[

Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Convention, The Lvangelical
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States. 1953, »r. 104104,
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In later years, the CLC would point back to resolutions of
this nature to demonstrate that Wisconsin was already fully wmware
of persistent error on Missouri's part for many years previous to
the Missouri-Wisconsin split. In reference to the italicized word
from the 1953 resolutions, it ought to be said that the term persistent
is somewhat ambigious in light of Wisconsin's own interpretation of
Rom. 16:17., It is obvious from the other italicized phrases that

Wisconsin did not intend to break with Missouri in a final way in

1953, In statu confegsionis seems to be in the background, It

would seem that before the Wisconsin Synod could apply Rom. 16:17 to
Missouri, it had first to establish for the understanding of both
synods that persistent error in practice called for separation just
as did persistent propagation of false doctrine., The Preamble of
1955 would handle that issue. There was give and take on Missourilsg
part over the years which made the whole matter difficult to nail
downe In a private interview with Prof, Lawrenz, the writer found
it of some interest when the Professor made the observation that
he had entered the ministry around the time of the Protédstant
Controversy, the nub of which was never nailed down in black ahd
white and that is why he preferred to see the whole matter of Missouri
brought to a conclusion and documented in 1961, rather than to
separate with nothing on paper to point to as the actual cause of
separation. "Those were turbulent timesg," he remarkeda8 That
Tact alone may at least lead any observer to sympathize with some
of the ambiguity.

It might be noted here also that CLC would in 1éter years
score Yisconsin for even using‘the term "persistent errorist,"

a fact which demonstrates some theologizing on the part of CILC

< ~ -
Interview with Prof. Carl Lawrenz. March 17, 1979,
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which developed a different view of fellowship than most of them
held at the very start, That the basis for the separation changed

gsomewhat ig evident from their own admission:

The WELS points to the obvious fact that

there was no agreement in the CLC as to

the WHEN-=gome having pleaded for a break

in 1953, more in 1955, while many agreed

to go along with the "admonitory process'

in 1956, some leaving after 1957, and the

rest after 1959, The members of the CILC

freely confegs that they too were misled

by the false emphasis on the WHEN,

Historically speaking, the break should

have been made much soonerg9

It wasn't so much the interpretation of Rom. 16:17 as it

was the sheer element of time involved in admonishing Missourie
Many, including Professor Reim, President of Wisconsin Lutheran
Seminary at the time, were wearying of Wisconsin's seemingly
biteless barke. With men such as Professor Reim, it was not so
much a question of whether to admonish before avoiding as it was
a judgment that the admonition had gone far enough. As a matter
of fact; Professor Reim offered his resignation from the Synod's
Standing Committee in Matters of Church Union and from the Seminary
presidency and professorship, By unanimous vote, the convention
decided not to accept Reim's resignation. What specifically moved
Redim to offer his resignation in the first place? The decision
of the 1955 convention to continue fellowship with Missouri pending
a vote for termination of fellowship at a'recessed convention in 1056,
seems to be the major target of Reim's own letter:

The decision of the Synod to continue its

fellowship with the Lutheran Church~Missouri
Synod pending a vote fto follow the convention

DT N

9. nl 5 L T .
“PoF. Nolting, '"Markee.Avoid" (Lest the hearts of the simple
be deceived) Romans 16:17-18 < Origin oF The T, 17, W
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of that body in 1956 (even while recognizing
that there is full reason for a separation now)
compels me to declare that I can continue in
fellowship with my Synod only under clear and
public protest@lo
Two things are worthy of special note in the citation from
Reim's letter. First, in the latter part of the citation it is

obvious that Reim saw a proper place for the concept of in statu

confessionis, He decides to stay with the synod but only '“under

clear and public protest.'" Such a position is possible only if

one holds to the traditional interpretation of Rom, 16:17 which

we will shortly present, Secondly, Reim's protest is due to the
postoonement of action upon the resolution to terminate fellowshipe
Reim felt that there was already '"full reason for a separation" in

1955 and according to his 1efter attributes that same cognizance fto

the convention of 19559’ Others wha wished for an immediate termination
of fellowship were confused by the Report of the Standing Committee

in Matters of Church Union. The confusion can be demonstrated by

some selected citations from the report with comments following,.

Without entering upon the gquestion of whether
the present charges of our Synod against the
Lutheran Church-Migssouri Synod do not already
constitute the accusation of false doctrine,
we Dbelieve that it should be reiterated in no
uncertain terms that a secific charge of false
doctrine is not a Biblical prerequisite for
separation from a church body, A church body
which creates divisions and offenses by its
official resolutions, policies, and practices
not in accord with Scripture also becomes
subject to the indictment of Romans 16:17-18,
The Lutheran Clurch=Missouri Synod Has by its
officilal resolutions, policies; and vpractices
created divisions and offenses both in her

own body and in the entire Synodical Conference,

10 . . o .
Proceedings of the Thirty-Third Convention, The Evangelical
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States. 1955, Do 07




Such divisions and offenses are of long

standings. (Cfe Proceedings 1939 - p. 159

1941« po L3fg PLEE: 1947 - po 1OLkEf; 1TLF;

1949 - po 114LF3 1951 - pe 110ff; 195% w

o 95ff@fll

This portion of the report is found in the Preamble and at
first glance appears to give the Rome 16:17 ax to Missouri,(The
use of Rome 16:17 would certainly indicate persistent:error calling
for termination of fellowship)e Many thought that we had indicted
Missouri under Rom. 16:17 because of the action taken by the
convention, The Pfeamble was voted on separately and the result
was that "the Preamble of the Report of Ploor Committee Noo 2 was
adopted by unanimous vote of the Conventione”12 The following
sentence regarding the action of the convention reads: "The:
Resolution calling for a recessed session of the Convention in
1956 to take final action on the resolution to terminate fellowship
with the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod was adopted by a standing
vote of 9k to‘470”13
To this day, the CLC points to the 1955 Saginaw Convention

as an example of WELS's disobedience. If the Preamble which
uses Rom. 16:17 was passed unanimously, they argue, then not to
terminate fellowshipwas to say that although WELS recognized that
Migsouri's errors were persistent (to be honest, this is the way
the CLC people then understood Rom. 16:17 alsc) they could neveriheless

postpone the termination of fellowship and this was disobedience -

a course of inaction against better knowledpge,

J"’[_T;_kz"ida s De85,

Ihide, po 87,

13

Tnid,
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But‘did Wisconsin actually pléce Missouri uvnder the indictment
of Rom., 16:17-18 at the Saginaw Convention of 19552 It is true
that the Preamble was unanimously adopted, but it must be remembered
that a greamble is just that, a preamble, It does not go into
effect until the resolution itself is passed, The resolution was

this:

Out of love for the truth of Scripture we

feeldl counstrained to present the following
resolution to this convention for final

action in a recessed session ih 1956:(ltalics mine)
RESOLVED, that whereas the Lutheran Church-
Missouri Synod has created divisions and
offenses by its official resolutions, policies,
and wractices not in accord with Scripture, we,
in obedience to the command of our Lord in
Romans 16:17-18, terminate our fellowship

with the Lutheran Church-=Missouri Synod.

We recommend this course of action for the
following reasons: 1. This resolution has

far reaching spiritual consequences., 2, This
continues to heed the Scriptural exhortations
to patience and forbearance in love by giving
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod opportunity
to express itself in its 1956 conventionglq

Why then was the Preamble voted on as a separate entity?
The answer would seem to lie in the issue we mentioned in conuection
with the 1953 convention, namely in the principle that persgistent
error in practice as well as persistent error in public teaching
falls under the indictment of Romans 16:17-18, This had vet to
be thoroughly discussed and made clear to the brethren. To

T

L1 As

establish this principle was the purpose of the Freanmble,
obvious that this is how the delegates to the convention of 1955
understood the Preamble since they unanimously arreed to it but

were divided as to whether or not to postpone the application of

the principles It was because of a misunderstanding of what was

A
Yrpia,, pe 86.
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actually done by the Saginaw Convention that many who later formed

the CLC felt that WELS had already formally recognized the persistence

of the Missouri Synod in her error and failed to act on it. Others
left simply because their consciences could take no mores,

By 1956, Missouri had set aside the Common Confession for
purposes of renewlng discussions with Wisconsin, When committee
meetings g0t nowhere and it finally became evident that even the
larger conventions of Missouri could not abandon their unionistic
practices, the Wisconsin Synod suspended fellowship with Missouri
in August of 1961, (Cf, Appendix A at end of paper).

Those, of course, who had left the Wisconsin Synod prior to
1961 had, for the most part, joined the CLC, The officials of the
Wisconsin Synod thought that perhaps the battle was overs They

hoped for unity once again with those who had joined the CLC, Such

hopes were bound for frustration. The Standing Committee of the CLC

responded:

We concur with the report of the Board of Doctrine
"On Wisconsin Synod Action Regarding Missouri' and
adopt it in full with this addition that we mention
the issues that lie between Wisconsin and ourselves,
namely: deviations from the Scriptural doctrine of
Church fellowship and the doctrine of the Clarity
and Authority of the Scriptures, as well as instances
of violation of the sanctity of the call®15

The three issues mentioned have remained constant up until
the present day., "he second issue is actually part and parcel of
the first., The third issue is the one which most Wisconsin Synod

sympathizers have trouble swallowing. Thet there were violations

of the sanctity of the call during those turbulent years, no one

15, . - . .
5Ee Reime Letter to President 0.,J. Naumann, 9/6/61.
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will deny. But what is the point of rehashing all of those
instances. TFast-flaring tempers are not unusual during the heat
of theological debate and only an unevangelical spirit desirous
of a Calvinistic "pound of flesh" repentance would demand that
every case be brought to triale The position of WELS, on the
other hand, has been: Tet's get the principle of fellowship

straight and then we will analyze our past actions, particularly

in reference to the events of 1955m196lp A running debate occurs

concerning reference to historical problems in a group of letters
between President Naumann and President Robert Reim beginning in
1970, We will not cite the back and forth responses here, Suffice
it to say that we are still at somewhat of an impasse. The CLC
contends that their use of the historical events in the discussions
is "not born out of a spirit of contention" but is "in the interest
of truth and clarityg”l6 WELS contendss: "We believe in putting
first things first., What is our confessional position today?es.
After these matters have heen considered and agreement ig established,
then we may wish to review the past to establish whether we succeeded
in living that truth in every caseg”17

All of this leaves one bone of contention to discuss, the
doctrine of fellowship itself, This seems to be the real nub
of the problem which still separates WELS and CLC. It hinges
upon the understanding of Romans 16:17 as well as those passages .
which apply to the same, In reference to the Romans vassage, N.R.

Carlson writeg in the June, 1958 4issue of The Lutheran Spokesman:

BT .
Re Reim, Letter to President 0.J. Naumann, 2/9/70, v. 2,
17

C.J. Naumann, Letter to President Robert Reim, 6/1/70, p, 2.
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When a person or group teaches false

doctrine causing divisions and offences,
Christians are to mark them (tale note

of them) and to avoid them . simultaneously.
This is full obedience to the Word of God@JS

Twenty vears later, in the June, 1978 issue of The Lutheran

Spokesman, D, Lau reiterates the same basic position:

The Scriptural criterion (Rom., 16:16-18)

for termination of church fellowship is

this, that divisions and offenses are being
caused contrary to Sceriptural doctrine,

When such divisions and offenses are being
caused, we must avoid those who are causing
them, regardless of whether we think admonition
will be of further avail or not,

°19

The above citation is especially directed against the

in statu confessionis principle implemented by the Wisconsin

Synod in itg admonition of Missouri, The above citation does not

actually state what WELS intends by its use of in statu confessionis

or "persistent erroristg,! The point is not whether we thinl admonition

will be of further avail or not (that could come about 100 years later

for all that matter) but whether it has become evident that a church

body is persistent and for the present unwilling to amend its error,

A judgment call? Yes. And it is al1 the more difficult vhen dealing

with a large church body where one or the other opinion may for a brief

time appear to he in control, A disobedience of Romans 16:17%2 Let's

take a look at the passage,
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N.R. Carlson, "Disobedient to God's Word?" The Lutheran Broles

(June,'1958)i Po 15,

19 .
De Lau, "Are the WRLY and the CLC Schismatiern
Spokesman, Vol 20, ja, 1 (June, 1973) n, 2,

nan,
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The following translation will adequately reveal how the
Wisconsin Synod notes the tenses of the imperatives and ...
the participles: "I begegch you, brothers, keep on the look
out for those who continually cause divisions and death-traps
contrary to the teaching you 1ea£ned and keep inclining away
from themo" There is some textual argument in regard to the
last imperative - whether it is present or aorist. Lither
way, the point of the passage is clear. There is a continual
watching and guarding on the part of the Christian (which may
include admonition - but even this is not the main point of the
passage) against those who continually or persistently (present
participle is "timeless and durative”ao) cause divisions and

death-traps (offenses, stumbling-blocks, etc.) In other words,

we have here a principle laid down by the apostles How do we

carry it out? We do so by looking at those passages which speak

more specifically about errorists and how to deal with them,

(iceo Titus 3:10 = "A man that is an heretick, after the first and

second admonition rejecto..")
When the writer asked Prof. Lawrenz to sum up exactly what
was keeping the CLC and WELS apart today, he replied: '"Youtll

21
have to ask them."" Indeed, after all the overtures Wisconsin

has made to the CLC, it appears only they can still tell us what

the problem iz, DNolting's book sums it up 3

The disagreement revolves about the problem
of identifying people as errorists when they
arise among brethren, The WELS seems to
contend that the disagreement is a matter of

e —

20

A.T, Robertson. A Grammar or the Greelt New Testament in +the

Light of Historical Researchs Po 691,

1 . .
Interview with Prof. Carl Lawrenz, March 17, 1079,
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human judgment as to WHEN the conviction
or judgment is reached that those who
have introduced error come uhder the
indictment of Rom. 16:17=18==that is,
become such who are "causing divisions
and offenses™ in the church and so must
be Mavoided." The CLC contends that the
disagreement is not a matter of human
judgment as to the WHEN bhut rather a
matter of disagreement as to HOW a person
or persons are Lo be identified as such
who are "causing divisions and offenseg,!
and hence must he "avoided." Doctrine

is dnvolved, not just human judgment, 22

Even this statement of the CLC leaves us somewhat in the
dark as to where the difference lies., CLC here contends that
WELS and CLC disagree as to what they disagree about! It is
part of WELS doctrine that there is an aréarof: judgment as to
wiien an entire body or even an individual may be marked as
continually or persistently causing divisions. The CLC labéls
our doctrine "disobedience.™

In July of 1972, the CLC and WELS met for the final time to
dates The outcome of the meetings was an impassea Copies of
minutes from both sides as obtained from the files of Prof,
Lawrenz are included in Appendix B.at the end of the vaper.

What differences still separate WELS and CIC? The answer
up to this point has certainly not been definitive. JIven those
who argued the issues over the vears are uncertain. Ambiguity
is only one of the problems, A legalistic aporoach to one passage
to the exclusion of others may alzo come into the ricture,

In all fairness to the CLC, their men are not mental midgets,
They are consecrated Christians who have come o a conccientions
parting of the ways with WRELS., Whether such a parting of the
ways 1s actually necessary has yet to be angwered, Tt does not

seen that this theologizing of the CLC was actually a part of the

—5z
2 P,F., Noltinr. op. ci
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original reason for the departure: of men from WELS in the
50'ss The reason for a departure in 1955, for instance,
seems to have been the very thing the CLU is denigrating,
the Jjudgment-call of certain men who felt that they had
witnessed enough to conclude that Missouri had become persistent.
Not all of them came to the same conclusion at the same time.
If the men involved cannot even decide as tb where the
actual disagreement lies, perhaps it is best to refrain from
offering simplisﬁic answers to a complex problem., But every
one is entitled.to a pet theory, I suppose, and without trying:; 1u5
to play amateur psychiatrist, it seems to the writer that théiljﬁ"
CLC position is one of expedient vigilance, In short, they
want to make sure it never happens again and the bhest way tohr

guarantee that it doesn't is to apply Romans 16:17 in the most

rigid way without regard for the principle that Scriptura ex

scriptura explicanda este Such a legalistic approach we cannot

agre€ with. We can nevertheless understand the approach and the
writer hopes that he hasn't insulted the men of the CLC,who have
labored long and hard in defense of thedir teaching,by simply
tossing out a theory which seems to simplify the matter to the
point of personal injury. Much as we may disagree with them,
the CLC, as Prof. Gerlédch remarked to the writer, may have the
purpose of saying nasty things to us to keep us in Llines Ve
need that too. May God bless both synods and bring us together

again in true unity!
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The Resoluﬁonsnbn Church Union Matters
Adopted by
The Thirty-Sixth Biennial Convention
of the Wisconsin v, Lutheran Synod
) Aﬁsenﬂﬂeﬁaﬂ:VﬁsconﬂhmIﬂmheranfiuﬁxSchool
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
August 8-17, 1961

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

Men and Brethren:
ln fear and love toward God, with a deep sense of the awesoms
responsibility resting upon us, with concern for the souls
bought with the blood of Ged's own Son and already given or
yet to be glven Into our care, with a llke concern for the
splritual health and welfare of our sister synod, the Lutheran
Church-lMissourt Synod, In the attltude of men who each Sunday
publicly implore thelr God and Savior “lncrease...lin us true
dhedience to Thy Word, with hearts from which we have sought
to banish the legalism which delights In sitting in judgment
on others==1in this spirit we have worked to furnish our report

and now present 1t to you.

AlY our committee members but one have agreed to present this
as our report to the Synod in convention., Pastor Hugo H. Hoenecke

formally dissents from the majority opinion expressed in the report.

Yet truthfulness requires this to be said: The agreement mantloned

above does not mean that all members of Committee No. 2 are In

full accord with everything sald In this report. Several expressed

reservations, but did not wish to enter a formal dissent. Othars

did not exoress thomselves. WMo pressure was exerted fn the

committee to cecure sush an expression. But all but one agreed

that this is the report that cught to be presented to the Conventlon.
(Presented as a part of the entire report by unanlmous

decislion of Commlttee Nusber 2.)



PR

L

SUBJECT:
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

SEPEDIL A

“REPOR’I‘ OF THE FLOOR COMMITTEE NO., 2 ON DOCTRINAL MATTERS

RESOLUTION NO. 1

The Report of the Commission on Doctrinal Matters.

The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod has lodged many ad-
monitions and protests with the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod
during the past twenty years to win her from the path that leads to
liberalism in doctrine and practice (Cf. Proceedings 1939, . page
159; 1941, . page 43f; T4ff; 1947, - page 104ff; 114f; 1949, , page 114ff;
1951, . page 110ff; 1953, . page 95ff. ); and

Our admonitions have largely gone unheeded, and the issues have
remained unre solved; and

Many of the policies and practices which called forth our admoni-
tions were in the field of fellowship; and

The 1959 Convention of the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod
therefore gave its Commission on Doctrinal Matters the directive
"to continue and accelerate the discussions in the Joint Union Com-~
mittees to bring about complete unity of doctrine and practice in the
Synodical Conference. . to give primary consideration in their dis-
cussions to the area of fellowship. ..to continue its efforts in the
Joint Union Committees until agreement on doctrine and practice has
been reached, or until an impasse is reached and no such agreement
can be brought about.'" (Wisconsin Synod Proceedings, 1959, p. 195);
and

The Commission has faithfully carried out this directive but now re-
gretfully reports that differences with re spect to the Scriptural prin-
ciples of church fellowship ~- differences which it holds to be divisive
-~ have brought us to an impasse; and

Our Commission's Theses on Church Fellowship are not to be con-
sidered a formal confessional document. (Otherwise it would be ad -
visable to expand them considerably, for instance, to preface them
with the Doctrine of the Church, the Marks of the Church, etc. They
were set up and used simply as a working document in the discussions
of the Joint Doctrinal Committees. As such they were to express the
Scriptural and historical principles of the teaching and practice of
church fellowship held by the Synodical Conference, ); and

The substance of these Theses is an expression of the Scriptural
principles on which the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod has stood and
which have guided it in its practice for many years (Cf. FELLOW-
SHIP THEN AND NOW ); and

In the Statement of the Overseas Committee, FELLOWSHIP IN ITS
NECESSARY CONTEXT OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH, we
have found nothing to warrant any modification of our position on

church fellowship; and
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WHEREAS,

e WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

; EPORT -« FLOOR COMMITTEE NO. 2
DOCTRINAL MATTERS

In the new forum suggested by the Overseas Committee and adopted

by the Synodical Conference we see no avenue leading to the removal
of the difference in regard to church fellowship principles which now
exists between the Lutheran Church -~ Missouri Synod and our Wis-
consin Evangelical Lutheran Synod; and

The doctrine of the Ch urch has not been slighted in the intersynodi-
cal discussions in the past (Cf. Synodical Conference Reports 1946,
1948, 1950, 1952, 1954); and

The Lutheran Church -~ Missouri Synod has not retreated from the
unscriptural position long held by it and also expressed in THE
THEOLOGY OF FELLOWSHIP, Part II, but continues to defend that
position and carries on fellowship practices which conform to that
position (e. g. the two meetings with the National Lutheran Council
on co-operative activities, July 7-9, 1960 and November 18 and 19,
1960, with a third meeting to be held October 30- November 1, 1961;
the National Lutheran Education Conference, Jan. 8-10, 1961; the
Conference of Lutheran Professors of Theology, June 5-7, 1961 --
all of these including conference devotions); and

We recognize our sacred trust and the obligation to "contend for the
faith once delivered unto the saints,' and also to give vigorous test-
imony on Church Fellowship before the church and the world; be it

a) That we now suspend * fellowship with the Lutheran Church -=
Missouri Synod on the basis of Romans 16: 17-18 %% with the hope
and prayer to God that the Lutheran Church -- Missouri Synod will
hear in this resolution an evangelical summons to "come to herself"
(Luke 15:17) and to return to the side of the sister from whom she
has estranged herself; and be it further

b) That under conditions which do not imply a denial of our previous
testimony we stand ready to resume discussions with the Lutheran
Church -~ Missouri Synod with the aim of reestablishing unity of
doctrine and practice and of restoring fellowship relations, these
discussions to be conducted outside the framework of fellowship; and
be it further

c) That we are not passing judgment on the personal faith of any in-
dividual member of the Lutheran Church -- Missouri Synod, but that
we are addressing the stern admonition required by love to the
Lutheran Church ~- Missouri Synod as a corporate body; and be it
further

Footnotes ..... * The word "suspend" as used in the resolut-
ion has all the finality of termination during the duration of the
suspension, but contains the hope that conditions might some day
warrant the reestablishment of fellowship. *% "Now I beseech you,
brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offenscs contrary to
the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them. Ior they that
are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly: and
by good words and fair specches daceive the hearts of the simple.
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RESOLVED:
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d) That we are ready to continue our support of the joint projects
carried on by the Synodical Conference and by groups within the
Synodical Conference until we can adjust to the new conditions
brought about by the suspension of fellowship with the Lutheran
Church . Missouri Synod; and be it further

e) That we call upon all our members to manife st the unde'rstanding,
consideration, and patience of love during this period of change and
adjustment. {We also direct attention to the fact that this Convention
has already taken note of the problems that will arise and has appro-
ved a study committee that would supply helpful counsel and guidance,
See the Report of Commiyittee No, 4, Resolution 2. ); and be it further

f) That the action taken in our resolution of suspension does not apply

Church of Australia, the Evangelical Lutheran Church of England, the
Evangelical Lutheran Free Church (Evangelisch=~Lutherische Frei-
kirche), the Evangelical Lutheran (O14 Lutheran) Church (Evangelisch-
Lutherische égjltlutherischej Kirche), and the Igreja Evangelica
Luterana do Brasil, as well as any other church bodies outside the
Synodical Conference with whom we have been in fellowship; and be

it further '

g) That we declare our desire to discuss the principles of church
fellowship further with the church bodies that were represented by the
members of the Overseas Committee, and that we initate such steps
as might be Re€cessary to carry out such further discussions; and be
it further

h) That we encourage all who are of a like mind with us in this matter
to identify themselves with us in supporting the Scriptural, historical
position of the Synodical Conference; and he it further

i) That the president of our Synod transm it copies of this report to the
president of the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod, to the presidents
of the Evangelica] Lutheran Synod and of the Synod of Evangelical
Lutheran Churches, and to the president of the Synodical Conference;
and be it finally

P . . . . . .

J) That the resolutions adopted by this Convention censtitute our an-
Swer to the letters and memorials which we have received on this
matter,

W. Franzmann, Chairman
V. Wevyland, Secretary

THE RESOLUTION AS ADOPTED. / (0. -
Tt oy (L7
(Q/ Cctyr //} (it oy, .y
O Presiden:
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MRFTENG oF THE DOCTRINAL COMMITTEES-OF THE CLC AND THE WELS
HELD AT THE ADMINITRAPION BUTLDING,
MILUAUKEE, WISCONSIN, JULY 18 AND 19, 1972

Following representatives were in nttendance from the CLC:
R. Belm, P, G, Albrecht, E. Albrecht, C. M. Gullerxud,
G. Barthals, G, Sydow, 60 Radtka,

From WELS:
0o J. Naumann, 0. Siegler, G. Hoenecke, C. Lawrenz,
Y. Pranzmann, H. Vogel, P, Nitz, H. Wicke, E. Scharf,
E, Sitz, M. Janke, .

It was agreed to ask Pastor Nomman Barg to serve as moderator im order to
give all official vepresenmtatives an equal opportunity to take part in the dis-
cussions,

The agenda for the meating had been accapted by previous agreement as
dealing with the following thmem points

1. That we enter upon a discussion of the distinction between "weak
brother” and “false &eachersg” in contrast to the distinction be-
tween "weak brothez” end "persistent exrorist,” in the area of
admonition and church fellewship.

2. That each side is to be free to make such references to officlal
resolutions and official reports as may be deemed necessary.

3. That Pastor Sydow's article "Unwarranted Dilemma” likewise be a
subject of discussion, and that in preparation for such a dis-
cussion we submit in writing before a joint meeting our Commils-
slon's observvations on this article o

The discussion of point 1 on the agenda was carried out particula arly on the
basis of a written presemtation distributed by the CLC representatives. Special
attention was given, first of all, to the manner in which ong deals with an ine
dividual who becomes involved in false doctrince or practice. Although the CLC
position was one which operated with the concept of “false teacher,” while the
WELS position employed the terminolog gy of “those who in spite of paticnt admoni-
tion persistently adhere to an exrer, there seemed to be substengigl ¢
88 to the basic Scriptural principles which govern such &situations,

Breement

The discussion thngevp R turned to the matiter of dealing betwaen chureh
bodies when errov or false doctrine has arisen. In this connection references
were made to official regolutions, porticularly of the VELS, on the basis of a
document distributed by the CLG vepresentatives. MNo Seriptural warrant was
granted by the CLC representatives for a state of confession in dealing with
the situations i rch exws n doctrine or practice has infected a EEVger
group of confes nthfeﬂ {e.g., conpgregation or sister symed), TFThe WELS
zeptesem&ativeu d9 howaver, that such a state of confession ig vzeﬂvcotiy
called for befoxe Lermimaténg fellowship with a group that has been infected by
CYLOL,

i 17t
3¢

Mw?a
’}’3
'-=J’1'3..

L. In order to offer oppoltunlty for determining what the confes ssional
position of the group fox which it must be held responsible rveally
is (this may become neces ssary because of mutually exclusive sita
ments, pronouncements, resolutions made in such a group; hecause

of
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conflicting positions contending for mastexry in this group, one ox
the othex of which may for good reasons be considered to be only
temporarily in control);

2. To offer epportunity to bring Sexiptural testimony against the error
infecting the group to thuse brethren who are not themselves advo-
cating and propagandizing the errovs <= before treating such brethrenp
as responsible partekers of the errvor or false practice infecting
thelir group,

The WELS representatives held that such procedure is called for to satisfy
the many Scriptural injunctions quoted in their Church Fellowship Statement
bidding us to exercise and make earnest effort to presserve the bond of confes-
sional fellowship, to help the weak and the confused.

The discussion of these latter points thereupen raised the question emong
the WELS representatives whether the CLC comcept of "false teacher" and the WELS
concept of “persistent errorisg” actually have the same scope and would lead to
uniform fellowship practice whether dealing with an individual ox with groups.

The joint discussion of the agenda was concluded when the CLC representa-
tives expressed the conviction that they had given theix testimony and that
continued discussion at this meeting would lead to repetition and serve no
purpose. The WELS representatives saw no reason to dissent from this evaluation
of the discussions.

0. J. Siegler, Secretary

7-20-72
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The plenary meeting of the W.E.L.S. Comnission on Doctyrinal Matters and the C.L.C.

Board of Doctrine assembled in a conference room of the W.E.L.S. Administration
Building in Milwaukee, Wisconeln, on Tuesday and Wednesday, July 18-=19, 1972,

Pregent were: W.R.L.S. - 0. .J. Newmann, 0. Siegler, G. Hoenecke, C. Lawrenz,
We Franzmann, H. Vogel, P. Nitz, H. Wicke, E. Scharf,
L. 8ltz, M. Janke
SoLoCo - Ro Redm, P. G, Albrecht, E. Albrecht, C. M. Gullerud,
G. Barthels, €. Sydow, G. Radtke

TUESDAY A.M. = 10:30 - 11:30

By comuon consent Pastor N. Berg was asked to moderate the meetings, and he con-
sented to do so.

By mutual agreement the C.1L.C. presentation pages 1-2 were distributed, and taken
under consideration in order to get to the issue of polnt one (see copy), The
W.E.L.8. historical use of the ewpression "persistent errorist.” W.E.L.S.
offered the definicion: "When an errorist demands recognition for his error."

TUESDAY AFTERNOON - 1:00 = 5:00

The question was asked: Have we the same principles of fellowship and separation
when applied on an individual basis? The meeting addressed ltself to this questilon.

The discussions included the clarification of a number of expregsions as well as
various concerns on the part of both the C.L.C. and W.E.L.S. A specific point of
discusslon centered upon the W.E.L.S. term: “patient admonition,” The W.E.L.S.
reply was that "patient admonitlion” in most cases must clarify the situation.
Errors are not usually clearly defined in the beginning. It is self evident when
ervor 1s clearly defined vou do not tolerate its propagation. If a wman wants to
make propaganda for error, then 1t 1s .clear that there 1s no more occaslon f£or
admonition, el i sﬁh'x"f%i;f/<vuae7 et

;
¢

Further explanation of the term stressed the concern W.E.L.S. feels for the MAN...
to be brought back to the Truth, to be separated from his erroxx(eherefore :
"patient admonition" )as well as the concern for the £lock. ”

4

g6t (v
The C,Lnﬁnﬁétﬁeseed the concern for the FLOCK as Scripturve urges...the flock as

well as the man and one’s self.

W.E.L.S. added the thought: Nowhere do we say that we would let an errorist prop-
agate his ervor while we keep on admonishing him. No, here admonition in the
framework of fellowship is excluded. T cannot imagine how one could amonish such
a one while he tolerates hils crver.

The group was satisfied that no apparent difference was volced re. the principle

applied to the individual. However, W.E.L.S. questioned(ﬁn a latev session ) .

whether the term<false teacher and pevaistent ervovist actually are identical -gnd
interchangeable.

The moderator then moved the meeting toward the discussion of the application of
the principles involved in dealing with the individual to thelr application in
dealing with a group (church body). A%z this point the C.L.C. page three (Histor-
ical feferences) was digtributed, read, and questions for information were
satisfied,
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‘ e
- TUESDAY BVENING - 7:00 - 9:00 and WEDNESDAY A.M. = 9:00 - 11:30

The discussions centered upon the four paragraphs of the C.L.C. page 3 and the
addition of the historical significance of the '56 W.E.L.S. convention.

§ R " The discussions penetrated into the historical references, with ample opportunity
' Yox both bodies to express thelr convictions as well as any doubts or concerns
with reference to the principles in application to a church bady,

The sum of the debate centered in the following apparent differences:

The W.E.L.S. found it necessary to employ IN STATU CONFESSTONIS when applying the
principles of fellowshin and separation to the LC-MS. "Is 1t not in keeping with
fellowship principles to declare one's gelf IN STATU(&ONFESSIONIS) disavow the
error, and try to extricate brethren from error in the meanwhile?”

C.L.C. applies the principles which apply to the individual situation directly to
the instance of the church body, "In all the years referred to, LC-MS was propa-
gating error. Scripture calls for no more fellowship, but to avoid suc§,1est the
flock suffer deception and be damaged. What program dare one substitutd for the
Lord’s "avoid"?

- oy

W.E.L.S. hold to the Scriptural warrant of the use of IN STATU(&ONFESSIONIS@)
C.L.C. believes that continued admonitior{éél le the ‘admonished errorist 18 teach-
ing the error is disobedience to the word of God, Rom. 16:17.18,

11, an i '
W.E.L.S. points out’ they do not wish to concentrate oé@bne Scripture (avoid) and
neglect the other Scriptufesaou”keepimg the unity of the Spirit in the bond of
peace.,"

» J

CQLBQn asks: Afrer establishing the fact that a church body ig causing Divisions
and Offenses...must not our dealing with the church body be the same as with the
I individual?

W.E.L.S. made clear that the application of Rom. 16:17.18 to the LC-MS was not
passed as a judgment until 1961,

C.L.C. polnts out that the application of Romans 16:17.18 when our Lord calls for
1t, does not eliminare the opportunity for admonition. In itself the act of
avoid is admonition, and there may be opportunity for admonition outside the
fellowship also,

The meeting recognized the fact that the discussions were becoming cvelical and
repetitious. C.L.C. voiced the opinion that the discussions have demonstrated that
W.E.L.S. and C.L.C. are not agreed on the principles of fellowship and separation
in dealing with a church body.  The C.L.C. representatives vere satrisfied to have
left thelr thoughts and witness with the U.E.L.S.representatives for consideration.

o

The €.L.C. is veady also, as agreed, to Present ansyers to the que clgos asked by
I o ; P

25
5
£

W.E.L.S. ve. the Sydow Spokesman article,tnfess” W/ E.L.S, ia cary fled -thar the
d%ﬁeus 4ons have already given answer to them. /0™ » .
SA0 o - A . e

A final question wasg addressed to the C.L.C.: "What is the objection to IN STATU

‘ . CONFESSICNIS? Is the objection somcthing in essence? C.L.C. responded: “Yes,

I N in eseence., One way not practice the privilege of continued fellowship when our
) Lord says 'avoid',"

' | P L B : .
The meeting adjourned 11:20 A1, The Broup vonld-rpconvene-to consider rhe
reports of the secyeraries, T e P

G , e e Respectfully ‘submiceed,

P i . ot
: p . -
[ -
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room uf’tho ! LgLvJa ALQLn% L?atLQn
v and Iea .udav, Tu by 18-19, 1972

’Gq Hoeneck@, C. Lawrenz,
H. Wicke, E. Scharf,

Preganr wh:ggn Yol L5, wi ()

= Re Reim, P, Go Aib:epht "E. Albrechi, C.HM. Gullerud, i /
LGy Bafthelsb “G. Sydow, ‘G. Radtke. S e ) '

senLed £o do gco;

; ‘ “and taken :
‘,uadel consideration in order to ‘ zet Lo Lhe issue of p01nu one\( ee copy): . The
TWnEangu‘h SEQEiC&l'Ube of 1 he eynves LOﬂ "persistent errorist"., Questions for
sation included a nced to define. "persistent ervorist'. UW,E.L.5. offered
‘theﬂ An'QETOVL st demands Lecognltloﬂ £og his error',

:'run SDAY AT'TFR\TOON -1 904; 00 '5 R

Lhc QJestloﬂ was" as ? ed: " H we e ' the same principles of fellowship .and separation .

'~~wngn dnbﬁLed on an-individual basis? - Tle meeting addxeuscd lLself to this question.

The disru‘sicns iﬁcluded_ the clapi flcatlﬂn of a numbel of eupressions as well ag
warious concerns on the part of both the. C.L.C. and W.E.L.5. -A specific point of
discussion ‘centeved upon the W.E.L.5. term " patient adwonition'. The W.E.L.3.
veply was that. 'patient admoniticn" in most cases must clavify the situation. ¥
- Brrors ave not usually clearly defined in the beginning. It is self evident when

error iscleavly defined, one does not tolerate its propagation., If a man wants to

:matke propaganda for ervor, then it is clear that there is no more occasion for ad-
-monition within the framework of fellowship. '

o Further explanation of the term stressed the concern that W.E.L.3. feels for the
CMAN.., to be brought back to the Truth, to be separated from ‘his errvor, (therefore
"patient admonition™), as well as the concern for the flock.

’y ’ N - . . .
The C.1..C. again stressed thc concern for the FLOCK as Seripture urges... the flock
as well as the man and one's self,

W.E.L.5. added the thought: DNowhere do we say that we would let an errorisi propa-
3 Y prog
gate his ervor while we keep on admonishing him. No, hev admonition within the

Cframeworl of fellowship is excluded.

The group was satisfied that no apparent difference was voiced concerning the prin-
ciple when applied to the individual. However, ".E.L.5. questioned (in a later
session) whether the terms 'persistent ervorist” and "false teacher' are identical,
or interchangeable .
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ot E Laua holds: €0 tho demmptural warrant of the use of IN STATU.
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CFLG belleveq that continued admonition (within the framcwork of fellowship)
while the :admonished errorist is teaching the ervor is disohedience to the UWord

(Al

of God, Romaus 16:17 “100

1L, 4n$° points out thaL thcy do not wish to conce nLraLo upon ona seripture
(avoid) and  ndglect the other Levipture sch&“koepxn” the unity of the Spini

the bond of ppacoﬁn

C.L.C. asks: "%ftev snmblthlnﬁ the fact that a church body is cauvsing divisions
rand offenses... must not our dealing with that church body be the some as with
the LndxvxduaL”T

R E,Ln_o made clear that the application of Romans 16:17.13 to the L.C.M.5. was
not passed as a judgment until 1961,

C.L.C. points out that the application of Rom. 16:17. lu Men our Lord calls for it
does not eliminate the opportunity for admonition. In 1:salf the act of "avold"
is admonltwong and there may be opportunity for admonition outside the fellowship
aquo

The mecting recognized that the discussions were becoming cyclical and repetitious.
G.L.C. voiced the opinion that the discussions had demonstrated that . E.L.L. and
C.L.C. are not agreed on the principles of fellowship and scparation in dealing with
a church body. The C.L.C. representatives were savisfied to have left their thoughts
and witness with the U.E.L.5. representatives for consideration.
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L0 ' dy, as agreed; to pr ‘Pr“ and wots to the questions asked by
LIS con ing-the Svdow Spokesman nych1c“ Both ' C,L.C, and }nunuun agreed
net o distrib 1r0\1vo‘Sﬂmeg sinco weither 1osfcon . now answers. could be clucldated
.7y C7QQUQ1JOH3 oecann of a leck  of rime. o ‘

final qae“tion wa ddro e 2ot "hat is the objection to IN STATU?

~Is the objection qom@tbuv* in
may not practice ihe )LLV7{(”p 3T

CiL.C, fFesponded: "Wes, in essence. Jne
nued fellowship when our Lord says 'avoid!", 3

W “\ l

The mcetlnﬁ EdJGU ned ii ﬂ am. Ehe group w«ll meet again in the a[tevnoon to con-

ecelved vith coArectlqu~anu ammcuﬂnent m:de by MLLUQl conurnrvr




