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It is from ithis impetus, and from a desire to assimilate the
the differences which separate brethren, that this paper will deal
with Greer 3ay and the Protegtant contiroversy Today. The initial

section will zive a thumbnail skeich of ihe events surrounding I

chrisiman and the troubles at St. Paul's, Ireen 3ay. Then, as the

primary thrusi of the paper, this writer will attempt to cite differences

in Proteé%ant theoclogy which persist today, both docirinally and
practically, evaluating the Green Bay situation in light of Proteétant
history. Third, a section analyzing whether or not Robert Christman
could be classified as a "Proteétant," and finally, a look at possible

"solutions" or procedure for the future.

I. BRIEF HISTORY

fastor Christman first tipped his hand at a meeting with the

Nnh&~N A1



N e . mar P .- EA * oy " -y ~ 20, [R— P B P . . PRI o s
oceminary Jacully la 1977, ostensitly o deisriire whelror or not

s - l. : -
Jarl orrincer, a rroteStant and sraduate of

would .= zilowsd Lo enroll ir ihs Jexmizary. The nestint hecane 3

forum Ior lrrisizman's gquestions aboui reperzar

O
W
)
ot

'
@
}a
Qo
O

v
O
h
T

-
'

L

3 * 2 2 .2 5 & o s - - .
Cross anid ol Own assoclation with the Troie onlierencn,

unforiunziely, neither his zrowir- conviciion and fellowship with the
J ! ] -

Protesiarnis nor the faculty's advice and ins*ructior were urderscood

reciprocally. Unknown to the faculty, rastor Zhris<pman lefi “he meetlin

confidernt ihe® he had made his point and that =is fellowan!
iy Zour years old; had beer facitly approved. or
this reson he claims, in "Some Timely <uestilions Answered," that the
y; 2

facully of the Seminary supported his Tfellowship with the Protestants.”
raculty members deny any knowledze of this support, mentioning that
Christman was asked point-blank if he was fellowshipping with the
Proteétants, and that he denied the charges.3

Consequent history shows a gradual build-up and crystallizing
of Christman's mind-set. 3t. Paul's congregation was affected only
subtly by his preaching and teaching, a very persuasive, semantically-
beautiful preaching of Prote&tant repentance. OCccasional complaints
trickled’into President Voss' office,u but the situation remained
tranquil. This essayist became aware of the situation at about this
time from Michael Hanke, a teacher at St. Paul's and a close confidant
of Pastor Christman's. Hanke, at the direction of Christman, began
to immerse himself in Faith-Life, subsequently pointing out Synod's
"corporate" sins and vilifying catechetical and pedagogical "systems."

At about this time I was invited to preach at St. Paul's and chose
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II Cor. 5:15-21 as the text: "The hMinistry of Reconciliation --
Hear and Proclaim!” It was met with somethin31ess than enthusiasm
by Pasior Christiman.

Christman's adamant opposition to structured evangelism had
become well-known to the fellow-pastors of his district. His essay
"ihy TAS-type Zvangelism is Contrary to the Gospel" had provoked
heated discussion and a growinz awareness that troubles were brewing
in Green Zay. He had wriiien two articles opposing TAS and received
very little support. Fresident Voss suggested that he take the matter
up with the district evangelism committee. Having done this, he still
felt "throttled," and composed "An open letter to the WELS Northern
Wisconsin District [Praesidium (Dec. 5, 1979)." President Voss asked
to see the paper before it was published, but Christman disseminated
it throughout the district despite his request.5 It is interesting
that at this point Christman states: "I take exception to no doctrine
whatsoever."6

Christman had at this point earned the reputation of a man who
would not honor convention or abide by Synodical resolution. But
his nature and convictions became most apparent when Floyd Brand,

a friend and fellow—Proteétant sympathizer, was ousted from his

East Bloomfield pastorate for refusing to rescind‘his avowed fellowship
with the Protestant Conference (c.f. appended "East Blaomfield
Resolution"). It is at this point that Christman no longer suppressed
his Proteétant empathy, but both publically and privately aséerted

his fellowship with them.,

He immediately penned a vituperative letter to President Voss,
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indicting Voss and Synod machinery for the Brand ouster (for personal
and ethical reasons the letter is not reproduced here). Voss states
that at this point Christman was '"no longer dealing with issues but

7

attacking personally."’ His letter, as well as Voss' reply, were read
bj Christman from the pulpit at 5t. Paul's.

One week later, on November 11, 1980, Christman published and
distributed to his congregation the document: "Some Timely Questions
Answered," the catalyst for what followed., In it he publically
acknowledged his Proteétant fellowship, claimed Synodical approval of
his actions, objected to the Brand ouster, accused Synod of false
doctrine, of being under "divine Judgment," of beinz "gliven to
expediency rather than principle, to convenience rather than conscience,
to self-preservation rather than to what is judged to be obedience to
God," and of displaying "the spirit of antichrist."8

Several "informational" meetings were held with Christman, the
District Praesidium (Pastors Carl Voss, Clarence Koepsell, and Larry
Ellenberger), and congrezational members. Again, as in the '77 meeting
with the Seminary faculty, the goals of each side were widely divergent.
Christman had lined up a literal "Who's Who in the Proteétant Conference"
to press the East Bloomfield case. The District Praesidium, on the
other hand, hoped to convince Christman to withdraw his charges and
set the record straight by disassociating with the Proteétants. The
Praesidium wrote: "St. John congregation (Bloomfield) has not asked
you to make a judgment of its action taken last October, an action
which the congregation had nelther rescinded nor even questioned since

it was taken."9 One week later Christman would write:

L4
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They steadfastly refused to discuss the issues. Even in the
final meeting of February 3 (the District officers, the circuit
pastor, and myself, present), they wanted me to sugzest some
"common zground" that we could discuss and declared the Jast
Bloomfield affair aTOunfit subject ("everyone has his own way
of looking at it").

On the basis of Christman's charges in "Some Timely Questions
Answered," because he was fotally unwilling to recant these charges
(the closest he had come was an addendum to his open letter of
January 25 "To avert any misunderstanding, I am not saying that
anyone wants to distort the Scriptures, and I am not saying that all

1-11>
?

the Synod on every occasion distorts the 3Scriptures. and because

of his public declaration of fellowship with the Protegtant Conference,
divisive of our own fellowship, the Northern Wisconsin District
Praesidium declare& Christman out of fellowship with the Synod and no
longer a pastor with membership in District and Synod (for a more
complete report of the action taken, please read the appended
February 3 documents to Robert Chrisiman and also to St. Paul Ev.
Lutheran Church). 12

Despite a seeming unwillingness to deal with the issue on a
congregational level ("at your January 19, 1981 meeting you passed a
motion tabling the motion for Pasbor Christman's removal until the
Synod has acted in the matter"lB), St. Paul's, upon the action of
the District Praesidium, voted to remove Christman as its minister
on February 16. The vote was 82-75, further testimony to the popular
apbeal which Christman enjoyed. Romans 16:17 had become, for
Christman, the same "bloody a.xe"j'LL which separated his brother Floyd

Brand. His reaction to the February 3 decision was not unusual:

"It is He who has seen to it that the truth about the Synod emerged,
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that the antics of the District are supported by the whole Synod
leadership," and "Worst of all, it is clear tha: the officials do not
know what Chistian fellowship is."iS The entire affair, as far back
as 1977, seemed almost orchestrated by Christman in this writer's

opinion, a carbon-copy of so many other Proteétant desexrtions.

,
II. DIFFERZNCZS IR PROTEZSTANT THECLGZY WHICH PERSIST TODAY

It is a bit difficult, perhaps, 1o define distinct theological
aberrations among Protestants, largely due to the fact that confess=
ionalism is a df%erous politic to the Proteétant way of thinking.
This will be discussed in practice. Doctrinally, however, the most

7
notable break from Synod subscription is the Protestant conception
'of fellowship. This dates back to the earliest days of the controversy,
when early Proteétants were disgusted with Wisconsin's hesitance to
participate in inter-church discussions. Professor Fredrich comments:

President Brenner and Wésconsin approved of the maxim that

urges putting one's own house in order before cleaning up the

whole neighborhood, But to say the internal conflict caused

a Wisconsin withdrawal in the interchurch relations field is

to misread infg a situation of simultaneity a cause-effect

redationship.

The professed attitude of the Proteétants was that thils displayed the
popery of the Wisconsin Synod. While Missouri gave up its sense of
/
doctrinal discipline, Wisconsin did not, and the Protestants followed
Missouri.
/
The best picture of Protestant fellowship principle is found

throughout the pages of the '42 volume of Faith-Life. First, an

article by Adolph A. Brux is recorded, condemning the traditional view

[ B |
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of Romans 16:17. An example:

Tor it is plain from V. 18 that the causers of divisions and

offenses referred o in v. 17 are not regarded by Faul as

Christians at all, and that the reason given for the admonition

to avoid is their directly dishonest and anti-Christian character.
Then Faith-Life reproduced the exegesis of Walter Schumann, a more
traditionalist view. Finally, Karl Koehler printed his own exegesis,
commented on the first two, and applied the passage to the Wisconsin
Synod. His documentation is extremely difficult to follow; his
purpose is not. Perhaps the following quotation best places Protestant
thinking on fellowship in perspective:

As for the A.L.C. and Missouri, both have at odd times made

overtures to the Protestafts, and since we haven't read either

of them out of our fellowship, we watchlgheir development with
close concern and have a call to speak.

The Proteétant Conference practices a selective fellowship.
Each pastor may "select" any other pastor in any other body whom
he feels comfortable with. Pastor Christman's own interpretation
of Rom. 16:17 is as fuzzy as the Protestant selective fellowship.
In his letter of January 25, he states: "The first passage, Romans
16:17, is properly interpreted, but improperly applied. The shoe
fits the officials."19 On February 10, he says: "As for Romans
16:17, it has become the synod's bloody axe. Usually used to cut
off the partially misinforméd, it is now being used to eliminate the

preachers of the Law (c.f. "repentance" issue to follow).20 On this

basis, it becomes easy to a#® accept a Leigh Yordahl into fellowship,
despite his connection with Gettysburg as an American Church Histoxry
teacher, as long as he "teaches the truth."” Robert Christman further

crystallized this mind-set in a personal inserview with the writer by

17
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saying "if it attracts, it attracts, and we associate." On this
basis he also found it possible to say "Voss(Carl) and I have the
same confession."22 Thal there are two different interpretations is
obvious.,

The second area of difference, repentance, is not-so-easily
grasped. It might seem, at first zlance, that there is a deadly
serious charge of hardeningAleveled against Synod. At second zlance,
it might appear that this is merely a matter of semantics and must
be understood in the sense rendered. Upon closer scrutiny, however,
Proteétant Preaching of repentance raises serious doubts about their
application of Law and Gospel.

Much is made of the "honesty" of repentance, and that it is
elevated to the status of faith and Gospel is indicated in Proteétant
theology by its link-up with the cross alone. 1In 1930 Karl Koehler
said as much when he declared: "It is not our purpose, however,
to prove that Synod is under such judgment (the judgment of hardening).

That would be as futile as undertaking to Prove the Gospel. Both

matters belonz to the realm of faith."23 This is a confusion of Law

and Gospel, or to borrow Hans Koch's term for it in 1927, a "Gospel

Law."24

G.A. Zelbler comes up short with his definition (1942):
"*Contrition' is sorrow for our sin, because by it we grieve our
Savior whom we love."25 The quotation might be understood correctly
1f contrition included the terminus ad quem and Gospel (Four Savior
whom we love") was spelled out, but Proteé%ant preaching does not

do that. It mixes Law and Jospel, demands repentance as a fruit of

faith, and totally negates the sternm Preaching of the law, the
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Ter Jommandments, and the patural law written in man's heart(conscience).

" . : " / % s ERE RN
e “honesty of repentance pecomes the Protestant slogan for divestlng
the Gospel of 1its full comfort. Repentance DECOMES a Jospel demand, as
Beity said in his famous Paper:

True heartfelt repentance 18 not obtained from the individual
commandments as most of us have learned to know them in our
Catechism, Or catechetical course. That may brinz about a
head repentance, a formal confession, put it will not stand
the test of God. If you want to see€ what your sin has done,
the heinousness of it, the nell of 1%, look s+ Christ on the
Cross. Unless your neart is sione 1t will cxy out in anguish:
"Lord, be merciful untc me, & sinner. Remember me when thou
comest into Thy kingdom." ZIhe real edze is put on to the law
by seeing E%e love, the zrace, behind it: The Jehovah --

the Jesus.

Protestant thinking has not changed -- Robert Christman views himself

as a preacher of the law. Unfortunately, the Gospel can also become
law with improper treatment, as personal phone calls from St. Paul's
to President Voss during Christman's service there will attest.27

The final doctrinal difference which this paper will illustrate
is the Proteétant view of evangellsm. Perhaps it 1is rooted in early
Synod actions and Hoenecke's determination to steady the ship; at
any rate, the emphasis on missions was simply not there in the early
days. This situation seems 1o have becone practice for the Proteétant
Conference. Christman, in the interview with this essaylst, proclaimed
himself inktotal agreement with Proteétant principles on evangelism.
His singular emphasis 1s on T Peter 3:15: ", .. Always be prepared to
give an answer to everyone who asks you 1o give the reason for the
hope that you have." A few quotes from the appended letter (12/5/79)
will suffice:

The question that we must face 1is whether or not the Lord's
witness is called upon to do all this...Jesus' work is a perfect
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manifestation of this fundamental truth. He did not plan and
execute stratezies, employ field-tested methods, or stirive io
neet ambitious +time tables. He, as He put it, walked in the
daylizht and did not stumble (John 11:9). Then, what happened,
happened...There is a time to speak and a time to be silent.
And each iime to speak calls for a unique response...But when
is an expliciti explanation of our faith in place? When someone
asks for the reason for the hope that is within us...Is that
exquisite moment being here and now jeopardized by your impatient
advance? You will never know...Though he{Paul) found himself
talkinz of God, no record is gzgiven of him approaching anyone

te engage him in a Law-Gospel presentation...The New Testament,
by unanimous example and exhortation, calls for us to be ready
to answer. That means w§éting. And waiting is quite the
opposite of not waiting.

Christman may have framed doctrine for an already-accepted principle
in the Proteétant Conference. His letter in no way wanders from

/
the line of theory and practice followed by Protestants for 50 years.
Just recently, Gerald Hinz inked the same sentiment:

In our singular station as Proteétants we are perhaps at an

advantage in observing without a program how God works when and

where He wills through the testimony of the Gospel. The influence
of FAITH-LIFE has extended beyond our telling and determination.

In our congregations we have become disabused of the expectation

of increasing our membership. People are puzzled that we izngge

opportunities to snap up members when they come within reach.
This writer will avoid the temptation to polemicize the isolationism
/
of the Protestant Conference. The dramatic decline of churches and
membership in the Conference should, however, illustrate the differences
in approach to evangellsm.

There remain yet a number of practical differences which deserve
mention. The first, and most burdensome, 1s semantics. Anyone who
has read an issue of Falth-Life is aware of the sharp, threatening,

/
accusatory language which Protestants use. Often it dances on the

edge of theological criticism and personal attack, many times it

-steps right over the line. Phrases like "hardening," "under the

10
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judgment of God," "the spirit of antichrist" are all too familiar.
It is interesting to note that the "bloody axe" which Christman
/
saw leveled on the heads of his fellow Protestants was swungz in 1926
by W.F. Beitg, his spiritual forefather:
I hear the cry of your hearts: What shall I do to be saved --
from this judgment? From this wrath to come? From thés cold,
formal, mecanical, lifeless, apathetic, no-faith life Christianity?
We shudder as we hear thgoawful-words: The #x is already laid
at the foot of the tree.
In fairness to the Proteétants, it should be mentioned that the charges
they make are oftien intended to include themselves. "The Protestants

also believe that divine judgment rests on all Christendom (I Peter

4:1?-19), including themselves and the Synod.31 This, however, does

not answer for the slanderous personal and sweeping general attacks
made on others in violation of the eighth commandment.

In the Christman interview, this writer asked how such strong,
Abusive language could be Jjustified. Christman replied that if a
statement 1s ten percent true, then it is Jjustifiable on the grounds
that 1t has the desired effect of the true believer. Strangely
enough, he citéd the 0ld Testament example of Shimeé.32 Perhaps
there is an'analogy here: one person tells a joke, and everyone
laughs; someone else tells the same joke, and no one laughs. The
situation, the purpose, the speaker and his audience must all be
taken into account. Koehler ruled this out in theological controversies:

This must be observed above all...Fairness demands that we

seek to understand our opponent not as his words can or evgg
must be understood, but as he wants them to be understood.

It 1s doubtful that Koehler would ever have intended, with these

words, to give free license to any statement made at random. Robert

11
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i'rost realized the frustration of veiled rhetoric when he wrote:
But so with all, from babes that play
At hide-and-seek to 3Jod afar,
50 all who hide too well away 3
Must speak and tell us where they are.

Yet another practical difference is style. For Proteétants,
dogmatics, catechetics, hermeneutics, evangelism training are all
theological exercises which deaden faith and faith-life. Beitg went
so far as to say: "All appeal in all studies must be to the heart
not head."35 His argument borders on the ludicrous:

Can you feature Jesus holding forth with treatises on dogmatics?

Can you feature Adam and Zve appealing to their sons with the

doctrine of the trinity? Can you imagine Paul and 3ilas advising

the jailor at Philippi to buy a set of dogmatics? Can you think

of Abraham speaking Bg his son Isaac of the active and passive

obedience of«Christ?
That this practice still persists today in Green Bay is evident from
the previously-mentioned outlook of St. Paul's teacher, Michael Hanke.
President Voss described the same attitude in Christman's preaching:
"You speak from the fulness of the Spirit within you."37 This is

, _

a difficult concept to grasp, given the Protestant Conference's
insistence that it retains the Wauwatosa Gospel and its historical-
grammatical approach. Yet, with this almost-Pentecostalist view of
expedient expression and rejection of system, it becomes easier to
to understand (but not easier to accept) the bold accusations which
are made. Here, again, it is interesting to note that Christman
expressed surprise that his "Sonme Timely Questions Answered" met
with such close scrutiny when, he says, it was written rather hastily

and intended only to provoke discussion.38 Yet he was unwilling to

retract even one statement from the document. This is a good indicator

12
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of Protestant style and its ramifications.

Closely related to style is the Proteétant personality, which
needs little explanation. Proteétant miristers seem to reflect
the personality of J.P. Koehler (but not the intelligence). The
Wauwatosa theology has been defined in various ways. Its most
general definition is given by Professor Fredrich: "finding in the
Scriptures (iﬁ¢heir historic-grammatic sense) that which you believe

w39

and preach. This writer's definition has been: "that particular
theology which is personified by the particular theolozy of Koehler."
The latter definition is appropriate if we are to assume that the
Proteétant Conference is rightful heir to the Wauwatosa Gospel.

Little will be said here of Koehler or his particular personality.
Many have written about the Koehler eccentricities and the difficulty
of understanding his exceptional work. Yet the same holds true today.
Proteétants are a very individualistic breed‘with little concern

for structure or organization (see above). President Voss, frustrated
with the unapproachable and indiscernible attitude of Christman and
the others, labels them "complete mawericks."u'0 As harsh as the term
may sound, it's difficult to describe them in another way. Professor
Balge of the Seminary mentions the peculiar "mind--set"41 of the
Proteétant, a Weltanschauung ~ef - sorts which, once attained, becomes
part-and-parcel of the personality and creates walls to the outsider.
Pastor Mark Jeske wrote: "It is easier to align yourself with people
than with doctrines."42 The stropg, intellectual, individualistic

bent of each pastor is at least a partial reason for their historical

exodus and their present-day federation. Robert Christman is no
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exception. This will be discussed in the third section.

rinally, and inextricatly linked together with the other practical
differences that exist, is the Protegtant emphasis on "loftier"
theological issues. Again, there is no formal position statement
with which one can positively define the issue, but the attitude
persists. It 1is partially united with Proteétant antipathy for forms
and "machinery"y it is partially united with the corporate Proteétant
personality and emulation of J.F. Koehler, it is partially an issue
of semantics; yet it remains a distinctive Proteétant trend. It is
also partially united with Prote;tant emphasis on repentance, gvangelism,
and Spirit-filled expediency of $peech. Beitgz sald:

We preach year after year and our brothers and sisters in the

pews remain babes in Christ for time and eternity. If we would

study our Bible for our own personal growth and LIFE BY FAITH

we would have a message on Sunday for the people entrusted to

us, either from that which WE have found as LIFE for ourselves

%;;;nth?:Iggek, EF iomething elsEBfrom the vast fund of a |

seeking expression.

Tt is indeed praiseworthy that the Proteétant Conference is not only
dedicated to intensive Bible Study and "faith-1life," but also that they
put into practiee the dedication they espouse. Faith-Life is the
most prominent example of this. A portion of the PURPOSE statement
beginning each issue reads: "to seek with them ever more increasing
knowledge of our Lord, that we might win Christ and be found in
Him."u4 An advantage for the Proteétant Conference in this regard is
the diminuitive size of the Conference and the small membership of
each congregation. This allows for more thorough equipping of the

saints and time for the "higher" theological questions.

It also, unfortunately, allows for theological snobbery and

1k
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/ - . .
aloofness. DProtestants accuse Synod of only serving milk, and not
meat. Presldent Voss commented: "“Christman and Brand did not appreciate
. : . 2 Y ..45
the emphasis we place on our mission in the world, The goals of
preserving the Word and bringing the Gospel to one's fellow man btegin
to disappear in the singular quest of attaining "meat." Azain, the
size of the two bodies is a significant factor, but the practices are

distinctly different.

ITI. ROBZRT CHRISTMAN A5 A FROTISTANT

This section will be less documented, given its personal topic.
The essayist will rely on personal evaluation and personal interview,
Robert Christman be;an his interview by stating categorically that
he is NOT a Protestant, (3/7/81, after his removal from office), but
that he shares many viewpoints with them and enjoys fellowship with

them. This is not unusual, considering his position at the time and

his stated antipathy for ANY organization. President Voss, in a

lighter mood, asked the writer: "If it quacks like a duck, 1f it

walks like a duck, if it looks like a duck, what is it?"46

Perhaps Professor Balge's term, "mind-set," is the closest one
comes to any practical definition :of Proteétant. With that terminelogy,
Christman is the classic Proteétant. Three years ago, when I traveled
to Green Bay to preach for Pastor Christman, I stopped at his home
on Saturday evening to discuss the details of the service. I was
ushered into the living room and, with scarcely a "hello," became
engrossed in a ninety minute review of an historical book which

Christman was currently reading. A bit unusual, perhaps, but an

15
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adequate reflection of the Christman character. Almost totally
unconcerned with convention, Robert Jhristman is a compelling man:i
sptelligent, eloquent, with an attention for detail. His earnest
expression undoubtedly accounts for a number of the souls who
defected from St. Paul's with him.

But the lattervpart of our first meeting became é debate on the
principles of evangelism. It was here that I first noted his circular
logic, his vazue applications, and his unwillingness 1o concede
even semantic points. Had I then been familiar with the Proteétant
Controversy, certain similarities could have been drawn. Subsequent
meetings and discussions, particularly with teacher Hanke, have

-

substantiated that observation.

The preceding practical section of Proteétant theology places
Christman squarely in the Proteétant column. The vocabulary, the
intensity, the difficult logic of his speech are semantically Proteétant.
Note also the distinéavely hard edge in "Some Timely Questions Answered"
and other correspondence. Personally, he is a maverick, privately
expressing to me his hatred for Synodical administration and publicly
conveylng the "Koehler" image; Christman becomes easily frustrated
with simplistic ("milk") thinking (as every minister 1s susceptible
to from time to time), and seems to revel in his new position, which
allows for deeper study. Stylistically, however, Christman does not
seem to be a copy of the Proteétant vmodel." While his sermons and

rthetoric pay lip service to the anti-establishment jdeal, in practice

he is a well-organized man, given to careful planning. This careful

16
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planning, in the writer's opiﬁion, is also partially responsible for
the numerical success of his departure from 3t, Paul's.

Despite this difference in approach, Robert Christman is, practically
and partiéularly doctrinally, a Proteétant. The question remains:
Why does Christman persist in his statement that he is not a Proteétant?
In this writer's opinion, he does not consider himself a Proteétant,
nor does he wish to specifically align himself with any group at this
time. This is difficult to determine, however, because of the
situation involved. ixpediency may be taking place of conviction,
and Christman realizes that it is not in the best interest of his
membership to declare affiliation with the Proteétants at this time.
Notice, for example, that in the Febrary 28, 1981 edition of the Green

Bay Press-Gazette this statement is made:; "His reaction to Brand's

ouster was because Brand was forced to renounce his association with

the Protes'ﬁﬁts, after attending only two or possible three meetings."u?

The statement is not false, but geared to evoke public sympathy.

Quite the opposite is true in "Some Timely Questions Answered," |
addressed to a 2ifferent situatién: "For a year or so he (Brand)

had been appreciating the honesty and deep penetration of Proteétant
Bible study, reading thelr magazine 'Faith-Life;' and attending thelr
con;f‘erenc:es."u8 Also worthy of consideration is the attendance, at

the first "informational” meeting at St. Paul's, of noteable Protegtant
figures. In this writer's opinion, if Christman is not presently a
Prontegtant, his deep-seated convictions, the direction he has

taken, and the advent of more settled times with less scrutiny will

lead him to declare himself.
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IV, SCLUTICH3?

If the controversy in ireen Bay is difficult to assess, the
Proteétant Controversy is even more difficult, and to this point
has not even been approached substantially. Yeérs have only added
to the confusion, and today's Semina%y student 1s largely unaware
of (and in most cases, unconcerned about) Prosteé&ant history.

History has not solved the problem. The trazic misunderstasdings
and flare-ups of the early days serve only as negative examples. In
response to the mistakes of the past, the 1262 convention of ihe
Western Wisconsin District approved some very different measures.
Since the resolutions have a direct bearing on the Green Bay case,
three of the four, are listed here:

B. That pastors, teachers, and laymen be encouraged to study

the igsues involved and seek to reestablish contact with the

Protestants on an individual basis.

C. That all of us pray for the day when mutual confidence

will be restored and we agaln share in the outward fellowship
of faith. ’

D. That we urge the Protestants to regard these resolutions
as a sincere and earnest effort.on the part of this District
to heal the breach between us.

It could be said that Pastors Christman and Brand followed resolution
B to the letter. Perhaps Christman, at one point, was attempting to
comply with this resolution in his early communication with the
Proteétants. During his iderview with this writer, Christman intimated
that, were he to find himself at the Seminary with the background

of experience he has since then had, he would still seek a call into
the Wisconsin Synod. This would lead to the conclusion that not

all "pastors, teachers and laymen" should be encouraged to reestablish

contact, and that some should definitely be discouraged. Unfortunately,

18
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only those drawn to the Proteékant cause seem to be studying the issues
and contactinz the men involved.

It is clear that Christman and the Proteétants have rejected
resolution D. Christman charges the Synod with attempting to sweep
the problem under the rug by removing the suspensions which the Western
District imposed.5o It seems improbable that he would fail to see that
this was no® intended as a declaration of fellowship, but a first
'step towards more meaningful discussion. Yet he adamantly maintains
his point, effectively ruling it out as a possible solution.

Robert Chrisiman was seen in several quarters as the man to heal
the breach between VWisconsin and the Proteétant Conference. This
desired solution has backfired. President Voss would prefer a Synodical
statement that the Proteétant Conference, based on its history, has
declared itself out of fellowship with Wisconsin. In his opinion, this
would facilitate a broader understanding of the dangers and prevent

51

another Green Bay. It is this writer's opinion that Jjust such a
statement would introduce only an added burden to an already pregnant
situation. Wisconsin made that mistake in the early history. The
Sixties effort, a grass roots movement, has also falled.

Is there a solution? Perhaps no, but that is for the Lord of
the €hurch to decide. It is our responsibiiity to continue to preach
the Gospel of forgiveness in Christ,.and to pray that our fellowship
might once again be restored. To responsibly deal with the controversy,
however, our church must be well informed and prepared to handle the
intricacies of this controversy. To this end, it becomes °

imperative that the Wisconsin side of the story be published and

accessible, not only to point out the inherent dangers involved, but

19
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to lay the 5roundw6rk for intellizent communicatior. and
reconcilation efforts. Despite the failure of orzanized attempts,it
seens advisablebto this essayist to proceed carefully, preparedly,
boldly, as a Synod. <Green Bay might have been averted if loberi
Chrisiman would have had an informed, concerned Disirict helping
him. wWe've worked as a Synod to tear down and as individuals to

build up. Perhaps the time has comg as a 3ynod, to communicate and

pray.

20
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ADDZNDU

An additional doctrinal difference not mentioned in the text
but worthy of note is the Proneétant conception of antichrist. The
papacy .s only an historical ramification of "+he spirit of antichrisi"
for Proteétants. Pastor Christman mentions this only in passing in
his "Some Timely Questions Answered" and the issue was not raised in
our interview. For this reason it is not a part of the text.
References to the "spirit of antichrist" are sprinkled liberally
throughout the pages of Faith-Life, and an extensive treatment of the
topic is being presented in the '81 volume.

I have chosen to iznore the tiaditional spelling, "Protes'tant,"
in the body of this paper, not out of total disrespect, but only in
deference to my typist.

President Carl Voss stated in our interview that, had the
suspension of Robert Christman been delayed, "complete, utter chaos"
would have resulted. It's altogether saddening that the events which
transpired in Green Bay ever occurred. As of last Wednesday, April 8,
1981, three teachers; Melvin Koss, Michael Hanke, and Christine
Lincoln were suspended. All are expected to accept the calls they
have received from St. James, the splinter congregation organized
by Christman. A fourth, Janet Maas, has resigned effective at the
end of the current school year. It is my prayer that our gracious
Lord will bind up and heal, and continue to proclaim His saving

Gospel to all the souls in Green Bay..

21

nl &=l 0



1. . - : vrs . - . . .
Z.2. Tredrich, "Wisconsin's Interchurch Relations in the rirst

Third of This lJentury,” silsconsin Lutheran guartexrly, January 1977), p.52.
J

D
“Rovert Chrisiman, "Some Timely Juestions answered," (Hovember
1%, 1980), pp. 2-3. '

3Taken fronm discussions with several faculty members present at
the neeting.
)

Taker fron an interview with Pastor Zarl Voss, (rarch 7, 1981).

5Ibid.

Robvert Chrisiman, "An Cpen Letter to the Wels Northern Wisconsin
District Presidium," (December 5, 1979), p. 1.

?Voss Interview, op. cit.

8Christman, "Some Timely Questions Answered," ©p. cit.

-

9"Letter to St. Paul Ev. Lutheran Church,” (February 3, 1981), p. 2.

1ORobert Christman, "Notes to the Reader of Current District
Documents," (February 10, 1981).

11Christman, "Open Letter..." (January 25, 1981).

12”Letter to Robert W. Chrisiman," (February 3, 1981).

13

140hristman, "Notes to the Reader..." op. cit.

"Ietier to St., Paul's Ev. Lutheran Church," op. cit.

15Ibid.

16Fredrich. op. cit., p. 51.

17"The Battle for Romans 16:17," Faith-Life, (January 1942), p. 9.

1§;§;g, (May 1942), p. 12.

19Christman, "Open Letter..." op. cit.

2OChristman, "Notes to the Reader..." op. cit.
21Taken from an interview with Robert Christman, (WMarch 7, 1981).
22Ibid.

22

ol §> 43



23,

Yarl roehler, "Is This Really True? — 'Jass Die wisconsin
Synode Im Jerichi Der Verstockurng Liege'," Iaizh-Life, (June 1930), p.
2‘,4'-- 3 - - "o v ~ oo T s "
rarx Jeshe, 4 Half Century of Zaltih-Life, p. El.
25. , . c o as . ~ - .
“3.A. Zeitler, "In Appreciation of Luther's 3mall latechism,"
(September 1942), p. 7.
261' b 24 "~ 1 W 4 H 2 -~ R i .
W.7. 3eitsz, Sod's Message to Us in Jalatians: The Just Shall
Live by Taith," The Jauwatosa Jospel: ¥hich Is It?, p. 1l.
27'7 -~ N 2 3+
Voss Interview, o0p. cit.
28,1' s L " T s : -1 " L '
Chrisiman, "Cpen Letter to #Hels... 0D, Cit., Pp. 2-k.
29n;" - = PR AP T /- Lyy e 1 ol - Q
Conference Geport, 7aith-Life, (July-Auzust 1950}, p. 9.
30“ 21 "o 1] . kS 77 " 2 4
ceiiz, Jod's :iessage 10 US.e. 0p. cit.y p. O
1 . - . . .
3 Christman, "Some Timely Questions Answered," op. cit.

32Christman Interview, op. cit.

335, Koehler, The History of the Wisconsin Synod, (1970), xxii.
BLI'N

Revelation," The Poetry of Robert Frost, p. 19.

35Beitz, "God's lessaze to Us..." op. cit., p. 21,
36Ibid, p. 21.

37Voss Interview, op. cit.

38Christman Interview, op. cit.

39Taken from Senior Church History class notes, (1981), mine,esss.

40Voss Interview, op. cit.

41

Taken from discussions with various faculty members.
H2jeske, "A Half Ceitury of..." op. cit., p. 80.
Z*LBBeitz, "God's Messagze to Us..." op. cit., p. 16.
u#Faith—Life.
45Voss Interview, op. cit.

Ibid.,

b7

Green Bay Press-Sazette, (February 28, 1981), A-5.

mCN42



%2

Christman, "Some Timely Questions Answered,”

Lo . . o
“"announcement of Convention Action — Western
tiorthwestern Lutheran, p. 221.

505

51

hristman Interview, op. cit.

Voss Interview, op. cit.

2L

op. cit.

¥Wisconsin District,”

nl el T



@S “T2LI0CRAPHY

Brux, Adelph, Koehler, Karl, and Schumann, Walter. "The Battle for
Romans 16:17." Faith-Life. (January thru December).

Fredrich, E.C. "Wisconsinls Interchurch Relations in the Firsi Third
of This Century." ¥isconsin Lutheran Quarterly. (January 1977).

Frost, Robert. The Foetry of Robert Trosi. IZdward Lathem ed. New York:
Holt, ®inehart and Winston, 1975.

Hensel, Paul. The Wauwatosa Cospel: vhich Is It? Farshfield: The
Protes'tant Conference Press, 1928,

Hinz, Jerald. “"Conference Report." Faith-Life. (July-Auzust 1980),
Jeske, iark., "A Half Century of Faith-Life." Zssay prepared for

disconsin Lutheran Seminary Church History course, (April 22, 1978).

Jordahl, Leigh. "Introduction," found in Koehler, History of the
Wisconsin Synod. 5t. Cloud, Minnesota: Sentinel Fub. Co., 1970.

Koehler, Karl., "Is This Really True? —~ 'Dass Die Wisconsin Synode
In Gericht Der Versto@kung Liege'." Faith-Life. (June 1930).

Meyer, J.F, "The Historical Background Which led to the Formation of
the Protes'tant Conference." Essay delivered at a pastoral
conference held at Reddemer Lutheran Church, PNerritt Island, Florida,
(October 1976).

Zeibler, C.A. "In Appreciation of Luther's Small Catechism." Faith-Life.
(September 1942).

DOCUMENTS

Christman, Robert.

"An Open Letter to the WELS Northern District Presidium." (November 26, 19?9).

"Some Timely Questions Answered." (November 14, 1980).
"Open Letter." (January 25, 1981).

"Notes to the Reader of Current District Documents.” (February 10, 1981).

Northern Wisconsin District Praesidium.

To 5t. Paul’s congregation, Green Bay. (January 16, 1981 and February 3, 1981

To Robert Christman. (February 3, 1981).

East Bloomfield Resolution. (October 16, 1980).

Green Bay Press-Gagzette. (February 28, 1981).

Nl A~ N1 v



December 5, 1979

__\_____\_—_‘/ ) . .
An open letter to the WELS N, Wisconsin District Presidium
~ From Robert Christman, pastor of St, Paul's, Green Bay

RE: Our meeting of Monday, November 26, 1979

As I mentioned to you, I want to make my reply in-the form
of an open letter, available to all the-pastors of the Dis~-
trict and a few others who have indicated an interest in my
essay "Why TAS-type Evangelism is Contrary to the Gospel.'
The issue, after all, belongs to the whole District, I
think this openness is especially important, since you made
a point of the fact that some pastors are disturbed by what
are regularly referred to as my '"charges."

Let me begin, then, by saying again that I do not consider

my countentions to be "charges." I am charging no one. What'
I am saying is, "Brothers, we have something among us that
upon close inspection I believe you will find to be detri-
mental to our cause," It is something that we did not have

a chance to carefully review before its introduction into

our Synod's life. Moreover, it. is something that virtually
everyone either feels or has felt less than comfortable with,
to one degree or another. ' _

The claim has been made repeatedly that the title. of my essay,
"Why TAS-type Evangelism-is Contrary to the Gospel" is too
strong. I want you to know that it was carefully chosen. I
am not raising a point. of mere personal preference. I am con-
cerned about a. method that counteracts our very purpose for
employing it. o ’ : :

I realize ;héé ;uchné'claimiwill_méke some people uncomfortable.

This does not please me. But I am not able to agree to the
principle that to say that something is "wrong" is somehow
unbrotherly and intolerable in our fellowship. Such a self-
imposed restriction cannot fail to facilitate our doom in-
time, for certainly we are not immune to mistakes.

That is why I cannot agree that my contentions amount to
waving a red flag in front of the Seminary faculty, who gave
TAS its approval, and in the face of all who may have used
TAS, I am convinced that we must tell our brothers if some-
thing that we have slipped into is not sound, and that such
a disclosure will not be a "red flag" in the face of those
who realize that we can err and those who are eager to weigh
all claims in the balances of God's Word.

I also want to make this point again, publicly, that in
speaking of TAS-type evangelism as-contrary to the Gospel,

I am not accusing our Synod of false doctrine. My essay is
addressed to methods, not doctrines. I take exception to

no doctrine whatsocever. I am trying my best to show how cer-
taln &vangelism methods are not in step with the doctrines

we all cherish and confess.  In this sense my contention is
comparable to St. Paul's in Antioch (Galatians 2:14) in which
he insisted that Peter "walked not uprightly according to the
truth of the Gospel." As Peter and Paul agreed on what the
Gospel was (doctrines), so we are all in agreement. That 1is
why I offered to change the title of my essay to "Why TAS-
type Evangelizing is not an Upright Walk According to the

[2a67)
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And the reason, once again, is the lagk of trust in God that
TAS~-type evangelism is built on. It replaces trust in God
with a reliance on the human will. Coercion, in one form or
another, is the result; and coercion, hardly an expression
of faith, does not win the heart of the unbeliever. This is
not to say that the wonderful truths expressed in the quoted
passages may not do their salutary work in spite of the hin-
drance of the method. .

We live in the age of the advertisement. Hundreds of times

a day we are subjected to communications designed to mani-
pulate us. So accustomed to these mind~bending onslaughts
have we become, that we have learned to take them for granted.
Whatever inclination we may have had to be manipulative in our
own conversation has been strongly confirmed. The result is
that our culture of which we all are a part, is notoriously
poor at really communicating. Witness in this regard all the
frantic para-psycological attempts to get spouses to communi-
cate, parents and children to communicate, and friends to com-
municate among themselves. We do a lot of talking, but how.
little we communicate.

 Now TAS=type evangelism is manipulative. It comes straight

out of the commercial world, where the object is to apply as
much pressure as possible with as much subtlety as possible.
Bullying is, of course, counterproductive. One must be man-
ipulated without realizing 1it, ' ‘

The type of evangelism represented by -TAS poses as pure con-
vers&tion, Yet, it 1is careful _designed to give -the. evange-
list the power to turn an every lay conversation into a well-
defined religious disclosure. It is designed, further, to
enable the evangelist to control the conversation in such a
way that a pre-conceived presentation may be made in full.
Finally, it is designed to enable the evangelist to press
(without getting so tough as to rouse antagonism) for a '
positive response. - All this, in the guise of simple, heart-
to~heart conversation

The. gquestion that we must face is whether or not the Lord's
witness is called upon to do all this, And if he does,
whether this shadow of deceit and this reliance on "field-
tested" ploys is a true expression of the sovereign ggace of
God.

Christ came to bear witness to the truth, The Gospel, by
which He Himself dwells in us, makes us simple children
‘in our relationship to God, ourselves, and one another.

Consider our most holy faith. We belfeve that the whole
Gospel is realized by the hand of God, and not by the will
of man. This is true for my own salvation and for every-
‘one elsel!s., God's saving will, moreover, is carried out
in history. He guides and directs the course of human
events to the fulfillment of His gracious good will., Else
how would @ll the elect be saved?

7]
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Jesus' work is a perfect manifestation of this fundamental
truth, He did not plan and execute strategies, employ
field-tested methods, or strive to meet ambitious time
tables, He, as He put it, walked+in-the daylight and did
not stumble. (John 11:9). Then, what happened, happened.
So did He do the Father's will. When His unbelieving
brothers tried to goad Him into going into Judea to make

a name for Himself, He told them, "My time is not yet come:
but your time is alway ready." (John 7:6)

When Jesus' time did come, He entered Jerusalem amid
hosannas and palms. So right was the time that, 1f the
people had somehow been silenced "the stones would imme-
diately (have cried) out.," (Luke 19:40) How well that He
had rejected Satan's idea of jumping off the pinnacle of
the Temple to draw attention to His saving person., Satan's
time, too, is alway ready.

We might also think of Jesus! reaction to the news that
certain Greeks wanted to see Him--how directly this applies
to evangelism. He answered, "The hour is come, that the
Son of man should be glorified." (John 12:23) The Father
was showing Him that it was time for Him to receive other
sheep not of the Jewish fold. Now was the time for the

- middle wall of partition to be broken down.

Or congider Jesus' trial's. He came very close to being
sent home. What would He have done then? But He was
confident, His Father had all things in hand, He need
not force any issue. His Father would see to it that
His Son would be lifted up and draw all men unto Himself,

This confidence, expressed in patient "waiting on the
Lord" and eschewing all take-charge enthusiam, has always
been a hallmark of faith. It is a good portion of that -
light that shines from every city set on a hill., It re-
flects the very Gospel. So in the days of Abraham, when
his effort to obtain the seed by Hagar failed, Isaac, the
midecle child, who came when, where and how God determined
he would come, became his heir. His coming by promise
resulted in the blessing of all the families of the earth.

In keeping with the Gospel of God's sovereign grace,
Biblical evangelism is a sanctified respounse to God's
revealed will. That will is manifested by the circum—
stances of history as appraised by those having the mind
of Christ and the unction of the Spirit. There is a
time to speak and a time to be silent., And each time to
speak calls for a unique response. The only constant,
when it comes to speaking, 1Is that our words--all of them--
be "words of grace seasoned with salt," i.e,, reflecting
the fact that "God so loved the world" and renouncing the
devil and all his works and ways.

But when 1is an explicit explanation of our faith in place?

When somecne asks for the reason for the hope that is with-
in us. (2. Peter 15). When you can give answer, then you

know what 1is called for,  Otherwise, you can only guess, and
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guessing. {s not a basis for proceeding in faith, Does
God perhaps have a key moment planned for the soul you

have decided to confront? - Is that exquisite moment .being .f
here ordized by your Impatient advance? _You L
wlll never. know. All that you w know is that you are .

the one taking charge, and you are doing it in the dark._
No wonder that the other passage that teaches the. "how"
of evangelism Colossians 4:6, also urges us to be ready’
to answer, : : : T

When God called Paul and company into Macedonia He pro-
vided Paul with a vision of a man inviting them. Luke .
says, "Immediately we endeavored to go into Macedonia,
assuredly gathering that the Lord had .called us for to
preach the Gospel unto them, (Acts 16:10). - They knew

assuredly, because they had been used to responding to

human invitations in the realizatlon that they came from
on high, “just as-calls by congregations are divine calls,

Throughout the “"Book of Acts".we find Peter and Paul and
the rest waiting for invitations., Paul and Silas were .
within earshot of the other prisoners while in the
Philippian jail; ‘but all those prisoners heard from .
God's ambassadors, as Luke. reports it, were prayers and
hymns (Acts 16: 25) The apostles’ were doing it Jesus':
way: walking in the light.. The jailer was told to. -
believe after he begged them, "Sirs, what must I do to
be saved?" (Acts 16:30) I :

One of the most complete, perhaps the most complete,
description of Paul's daily conduct is found in'the
account of his voyage from Judea to Rome. Though he
found himself talking of God, .no record is given of him
approaching anyone to engage him in a Law-Gospel presen=
tation. Of course it can be said that an argument from
silence is weak at best. But then let someone come up
with a better reason.for Luke not reporting Paul's
"aggressive witnessing" here or anywhere else, better
than the fact that, like Jesus, and in harmony with the
Gospel, .he did not engage in such activity. Would any
advocate of the new-style evangelism have missed this
opportunity to "promote evangelism," had Luke's pen been
in his hand? ' S . L ‘

One ‘more thing must be squaréiy faéed;:.A'pefson cannqQt. be -
b a TAS- ev elist and a N
118t The New TesStament, DY Unanimous’ example and/exhor—

tation, calls for us to be ready to answer, That means :
waiting, “And walting 15 GuTte the 6pposite of ot walting.
In this regard, consider this paragraph.from the District
Evangelism Commission's "A Response to the Essay: Why TAS-
type Evangelism is Contrary to the Gospel." You will
recognize this as a typical argument, often heard.

‘Consider a practical example, A Christian
is sitting next to.an unconverted person on’

Aan adirniarne TF +hao Chrdactdianm fFirAe +#hiec A+
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must he walt until the unconverted asks about the
Christian's faith? It may ke that he will ask.
However, if he doesn't, the Christian will seize
this opportunity to be a witness for Christ. He
will initiate a conversation about the Gospel. Not
to do so may indicate a weakness of faith and love.
Thanks be to God that there is forgiveness for many
such lost opportunities.

It may be that he will ask: put if not, you tell him, Do
you see the quandry that this puts you in? How long do
you wait? Filve minutes? Ten? An hour? Depending upon
the length of the flight? What if you wait five minutes,
only to have him get up from his seat Jjust seconds before
you were going to make your move, to return as the plane
ig about to land? Wi1ll such an experience teach you to
selize opportunities without the slightest delay? And if
it does, won't you pecome a pest to pe shunned?

A soldier cannot walt to fire on the enemy until the order
{is given and at the same time fire when he decides the
time is right. It is his job to walt, even i1f he doubts
the wisdom of his commanding officer's delay. We cannot
wield the sword of the Spirit when God opens doors and
when we decide to preak the door down. It will be one Or
. the other; and our confidence in God's gracious wisdom
tells us which it should be.

ask yoursell how likely ggressive Wi ne S tOo be
asked the reason for the hopETEEEEﬂfles within him. HIS
hope 1is upstaged by tis enthusiam, making him a threat

to anyone with-a deep and .personal rumbling in his soul. .

T would also call attention to the guilt feeling that
TAS-type evangelism 1is destined to arouse in those who

are conscientious. "ot to do so (initiate a conversat-
jon about the Gospel) may indicate a weakness of faith and
love," we are told. We are glad to see the word "may"
where we might have read "will." But does this get anyone
off the hook? Under what normal conditons will a failure
to witness not indicate a lack of faith and love, accord-
ing to TAS-type reasoning? So the saints who ride city
buses every day, who meet people daily in their work, who
work beside six or eight heathen, are burdened with guilt
that God's Word refuses to impose. They learmn to testify
anywhere and everywhere, that they can say, "'well, at
ljeast I told him of sin and grace," small comfort to amn
oppressed conscience. )

The other option, T fear, is that a more calloused con=
science ignors the implicated guilt for failure and uses
his occasional forays intqbpower—evangelism to foster a
feeling of self-righteousness. '

None of this, as I explained in the meeting, i{s excuse for
the Christian to assume an attitude of selfish irresponsi-
pility. Let him pour over God's Word for his own soul's

sake., If it 1is his delight, and only if it is his delight,
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will he be in a position to recommend it to someone else.
Moreover, he will grow in readiness. And because he 1is
studying God's word, not to develope a strategy, but to
satisfy his own hunger and thirst for righteousness, his
answers will always be pure confession,

‘ How beautiful is God's way. How right and good, reflecting,
as it does, the incomparable beauty of the Gospel, which is
God's own glory. '"Be still," says the Psalmist, 'and know
that I am God. I will be exalted among the heathen, I will
be exalted in the earth." (Ps, 46:10).

Once again, now, I have tried to explain why I cannot con-
fine myself to your "rephrasing" of my "major objections,"

I list them so that against the backdrop of my express
position, you may see why none of you could claim that they
adequately represent my convictions. :

1, "The TAS presentation of the Law should in a more
effective way lead the individual to the terrors
of conscience produced by the Law." .

2, "The Gospel presentation should then emphasize
more pointedly the marvel and wonder of Christ's
redeeming grace- in all of its beauty and comfort
for wretched sinners.

3, "The TAS presentation should not be so structured
that it impedes responding to the particular sit-
uation of the evangelee.,’”

Finally let me mention again the way that the Augsburg
confession would handle the differences that are found.
among us on this issue. After describing their position on
God, original sin, repentance, free will, etc., the framersg
of the Confession conclude (Art. XXI, para.2): , '
This 1s about the Sum of our Doctrine, in which,
- as can be seen, there is nothing that varies from
. Scripture, or from the Catholic Church, or from
the Church of Rome a&s known from its writers. This
being the case, they judge harshly who insist that
our teachers be regarded as heretics, There 1is,
however, disagreement on certain Abuses, which have
crept into the Church without rightful authority.
And even in these, 1f there were some difference,
there :should be proper lenity on the part of the
bishop to bear with us by reason of the Confession
which we have now reviewed....

TAS, I contend, is an abuse that crept in ‘without rightful
authority. That authority is, of course the Word. But

even the "authority" of the pastoral membership of the Synod
was circumvented, as_you recall, when the emerging TAS was
unavailable except to those who attended the seminars, in
which TAS was already in operation.

ED
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The abuses about which the fathers think that differences

should be allowed because of the sound doctrine of the critics,
include the question of both kinds in the Sacrament, the
marriage of priests, and the sacrifice of the mass--points
which, like the TAS question, are related to a host of

passages in Scripture. Still, the early Lutherans call these
abuses and not false doctrines,

I call this to your attention in the hope that we can pro-
ceed in a thoroughly Lutheran way. Who can insist on a
deadline for God to effect full agreement among Us on this
issue? But with the foundation of Biblical doctrine and an
earnest zeal for a fuller and fuller grasp of the Truth,
with humble prayers from the back of the Temple and not the
front, God will surely bless us in His good time.

ERERS
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1. Q.
A,

SOME TIMELY JUESTIONS ANSWERED

Who are the Protes'tants?

They are people who have been put out of the Wisconsin Synod, Nev-
ertheless, they believe themselves to be true sons and daughters of
Synod. Their full name is "The Protes'tant Conference of the Wis-
consin Synod." Since the Synod has disowned them, they seldom use
the "of the Wisconsin Synod" part of their name.

How did it happen that the Protes'tants were put out of the Synod?
Except for the very first Protes'tant, each Protes'tant was put out
for two reasons. One, he warned Synod of her corporate sins and
called her to repent and mend her proud and self-glorifying ways.
Two (in every case but the first), he "fellowshiped"with other
Protes'tants, Invariably it was this “fellowshiping" that proved
the man's undoing.

Is there a Protes'tant that might be known to members of St. Paul's?
Yes, Pastor Floyd Brand, who preached for our 1979 Mission Festival,
He lately became one, For a year or so he had beeun appreciating

the honesty and deep penegrati;;‘zEﬂg;btes'tant Bible study, reading

their magazine "Faith-Life," and attending thelr conferences,

How was Pastor Brand put out of the Synod?

Briefly, it happened like this. Members of his congregation, known
to have opposed former pastors, began to object to Pastor Brand's
preaching. His preaching called for real repentance, not finger
wagging at others. These grumblers talked to local synod officials
and to neighboring pastors and found that Pastor Brand's 2chilles'
heel was his Protes'tant connection. Beilng a Protes 'tantslike
preacher of repentance, he was "fellowshiping" with Protes'tants.
When the synod officials told the congregation that,if they did not
dismiss their pastor, they as a congregation would be removed from
the Synod, the congregation yielded and dismissed him. The offi-
cials then stated their agreement with the congregation's appraisal
of their pastor, and declared Brand out of the Wisconsin Synod.

S. Q. Are there any other pastors in Synod who share in the Protes'tants'

zeal for honest repentance and who practise fellowship with Protes'

| [39)

nl N3



5. A,

2

Yes, There is a pastor from Beaver Dam who has been attending
Protes'tant conferences of late, and Pastor Christman, who has been

attending their conferences for eight years,

Has anyone known about this?

Yes. The late Synod President Oscar Naumann gave his approval (some-
what reluctantly, it would seem), the District President has known

of it for years and has not objected, and the Rev, E, Arnold Sitz,
retired president of the Arizona-California District and long time
member of the Synod's prestiglous Doctrinal Commission, has urged
Pastor Christman to keep attending Protes'tant conferences,

Are there any doctrinal differences between the Synod and the Pro-
tes'tants?
Both sides normally say no. Yet, both admit that there are sdéme
disagreements., For one, the Synod's official claim is that repent-
ance is not found at the foot of the cross, that is, that one is not
movedﬂzgrrepent by the sight of Jesus dying for the sins of the
world. The Synod also denies that our sins caused Jesus'suffering
and death. The Protes'tants insist that repentance is found at the
foot of the cross (if not there, then where?), and that it is by no
means wrong to say that our sins caused Jesus suffering, The Pro-
- ==
tes'tants also believe that divine judgment rests on all Christendom
(1 Peter 4:17-19), including themselves and the Synod., They do not
see this as a denial of God's grace, but as an affirmation of the
Law and as good reason to flee to the wounds of Christ, where only
we find refuge from God's just wrath, as Scripture and our Lutheran

Confessions clearly teach.

With regard to these "differences," where does Pastor Christman stand?
With the Protes'tants, as do wany, 1f not most, if not all Wisconsin
Synod ministers, at least if the issue of the Protes'tants themselves

is not brought up,

How many know that this is Pastor Christman's position?

nl e\ Q™

That, of course, is hard to say. But among those who know is the
District President, who has known for years, 21lso the entire Seminary

*x faculty, who had a four-hour discussion with Pastor Christman on
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10. Q. Has either the District President or the Seminary faculty ever

"pressed charges" against Pastor Christman or refused to have fel-
lowship with him because of his Protes'tant outlook?

A, No. Both have accepted Pastor Christman, knowing that he agrees
with the Protes’tants and has fellowship with them.

. Q. Why did the Synod remove Pastor Brand for agreement with the Pro-

testants and fellowshiping with them and .not Pastor Christman?

A. That is a good question. It is just one of many "inconsistencies"
that show Synod to be given to expediency rather than principle,
to convenience rather than conscience, to self-preservation rather
than to what 1s judged to be obedience to God, Another question
is, Why 1is the Seminary faculty not removed from Synod membership
for maintaining fellowship with Pastor Christman, who, once again,
agrees with the Protes'tants and fellowships with them?

12, Q. What shall we say about an organization that presents itself as

13,

cl‘

RWC

the only right people, the only people thet a person can pray with,

and yet shows itself so unprincipled, so self-serving, and so ad-
verse to any real and pointed preachment of repentance?
A. Such a group displays the spirit of antichrist, It puts itself,
~ its own prosperity, its own holiness, and its own power to bless

above the real Christ, and does so in the name of Christ, (Luke 21:8

Q. What should be done about all this?
A. Very simply, we should all stick to what is true and right, hoanest
and God-pleasing, We should refuse to yield to any pressure, We

should trust completely in our great God and Savior. Pastor Christ-

M man has lodged his objection to the treatment of Pastor Brand with

S
,w‘othe Synod's Conference of Presicents, This, it would seem, is

sufficient for the time being., Under no circumstances should we
become headstrong and chart our own proud course. The issue is
far too big for us. God alone can direct it, while we betake our-
selves to humble faith and fervent prayer,

11/14/80
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Resolutions submitted at voters meeting, Oct. 15, 1530

#1. Whereas some members at St. John's (German Ev. Lutheran St. John's
Congregation) Lutheran Church, East Bloomfield, are deeply concerned
about the further relationship of St. John's with the Wis. Ev. Lutheran
Synod and,

- Whereas the stand taken by Rev. Brand, either for or against the
‘W.E.L.S, over and against the Protestant Conference (association,
group, synod, etc.) and or other conferences, groups, synods, etc. not
in fellowship with the W.E.L.S. and the acceptance, or rejection, by
the voters of St. John's of that stand will determlne the relatlonshlp
of St. John's to W.E.L.S

Be it resolved that Rev. Brand state, here and now whether he
will accept, preach, teach and further the doctrinal stand and teachings
of the WELS and will abide by the administrative decisions of the synod
and further that he will cease and‘desist from all spiritual and churah
fellowship and communication with the protestants and or other con-
ferences, synods etc. who do not accept the doctrinal stand and
teachzngs of WELS or are not in fellowship with the WELS, and further
be it resolved that he swear his intention, here and now before God
and the voting nenbers of St. John's Lutheran Church.

(secret ballot vote taken as to whether Pastor Brand decare his
intent) 37 for declaration, 7 against

Resolution #2 - ' -A"~¥}~

Whereas Rev, Brand has. sworn before God that he will not renounce
all affliation, communication, and fellowship wlgh those not in
fellowship with WELS and =

Whereas some voters still have grave doubts as to his ability to
serve God at St. Johns : S

Be it resolved that the voters here assembled withdraw the call
that had been extended to Rev. Brand and that as of this time forth
he shall neither teach nor preach in St. John's. . .- e

- -._"‘.'ﬂ-

(again a secret ballot was taken: resultn were 26 yes, 15 ne,
two ballots blank) ‘ R

-

(signed) Leon Maierhafer
Sec. St. Joim's
E. Bloomfield

£
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Many of you who attended last Monday's meeting received a copy
of a letter from the District President to our congregation. Of the many
things that might be said about last Monday, this must be said. Do
not follow the example of the District officials in the way you use the
Word of God.

In the third paragraph they cite four passages: Romans 16: 17,
I Corinthians 1: 10, Romans 15: 6, and Ephesians 4: 3, They contend
that these passages condemn my strong charges as division~causing.

The first passage, Romans 16: 17, is properly interpreted, but im-
properly applied. The shoe fits the officials. It is very, very danger-
ous to apply Scriptu?é'to others without applying it first to oneself.,

It makes for hypocrisy. Besides, the interpretation given Romans 16:17
in this letter contradicts the interpretation given it in the officials'
November 19 letter to the congregation. One way or the other, not
whatever happens to be convenient!

The other three passages speak against petty, selfish, proud, vain-
glorious, unspiritual, carnal-minded, division making; against ignoring
our great heritage in Christ. They do not forbid us to reprove and rebuke
that which opposes the Kingdom of God. They do not contradict such
exortations as those found in Leviticus 19: 17, Matthew 18: 15-17,

John 7: 7, Ephesians 5: 11, II Timothy 4: 2, and Titus 1: 13, all of which
you do well to look up.

If the three passages cited by the officials were to say what they
claim, they would not only condemn me, they would condemn Christ
(Matthew 16: 23 and 17: 17) and the Apostles (I Corinthians 15: 34,

II Corinthians 10: 4-5, Galatians 2: 11, Philippians 3: 17~19, and Jude).
Self-evidently, Scripture does not condemn Christ and the Apo stles,
and must not be read as though it does.

If we follow their example, and read Scripture with a self-justifying
bias, we are lost, God's Word is our only hope. It must govern us,
not we it. If we use it for our purpose, God will be unable through it

to use us for His purpose. Read honestly, prayerfully, penitently, humbly,
courageously. Let it own your mind and heart. Then you will have nothing

to fear., ( John 17:17)

RWC, 1/25/81

-/Addendum. To avert any misunderstanding, I am not saying that anyone
wants to distort the Scriptures, and I am not saying .that all the Synod on
every occasion distorts the Scriptures.

N S
[31)
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"Notes to the Reader of Current District Documents"
by Robert Christman 2/10/81

. The action taken by the officials (my expulsion) is purportedly in keeping
with I Corinthians 1: 10, Romans 15: 6, and Ephesians 4: 3. None of these
forbid the reproving of sin. (Cf. bulletin insert of January 25.) as for Romans
16: 17, it has become the synod's bloody axe. Usually used to cut off the part-
ially misinformed, it is now being used to eliminate the preachers of the Law.

2. The officials claim, "We and many others have repeatedly urged Pastor
Christman to cease and desist from making condemnatory charges.'" The
condemnatory charges they refer to are in my "Timely Questions' document,
" distributed to my congregation November 14, 1980. By November 19 the
District. President had drafted a letter to the congregation, accusing its pastor
of "misrepresenting the synod" (which he explained to mean propagating false
docgrine). In the letter he claimed that the District officials found that they had
o ""take issue with what Pastor Christman has written.' They urged the
congregation to contact them ''as soon as possible'' regarding '"the implications
of what Pastor Christman has written.' All this without so much as a phone
call or a post card to me. I received 2 copy of the letter; nothing more.
After a meeting had been set up in which the District President would have
opportunity to accuse me,(of preceisely what, no one could guess) before my
congregation, he did set up a private meeting with me~=-at the request of my
church council, At that meeting he attempted to refute my alleged "'false
doctrine" regarding repentance. That false doctrine charge was vigorously
pressed at the January 12 open meeting. It was unceremoniously dropped a week
later at the January 19 meeting. When, after jeausry 19, attempts were made

to convince me to drop charges, the point was: me_:hiué_-

Virtually no attempt was made to refute me.

3. The claim is now made that I did not document or substantiate my charges.
This is not so. The mouth of two or three witnesses establishes a bbint. The
East Bloomfield case, the root case in this whole debate, was expogied by
Pastor Floyd Brand, Elder Fenton Ziebarth, and myself. Others also contributed
testimony, and much more could have been added. Documents werge read and
referred to. Noteworthy is the fact that the District Officials never asked for
more substantiation or documentation. They steadfastly refused to discuss the
iggggg?“‘Even in the final meeting of February 3 (the District officers, the
circuit pastor, and myself, present), they wanted me to suggest some ''common
ground' that we could discuss and declared the East Bloomfield affair an unfit
subject ('everyone has his own way of looking at it").

4, My ties with the Protes'tant Conference were approved of (albeit with some
reluctance) by the late synod president Oscar Naumann, as I testified from the
pulpit on October 12, before the East Bloomfield meeting. Itold President
Naumann that I considered Protes'tant Pastor Paul Hensel to be my brother in
the fullest sense of the word as we use it in the church. I asked him what there
was about the Protes'tants, if anything, that would prohibit me from declaring

_ myself to Pastor Hensel. He replied that there was nothing wrong with the
Protes'tants that he knew of. About three years ago I had a long talk with the

(283
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seminary faculty, in which I clearly took the Protes'tant position and was
opposed by them as outlined in brief in my "Timely Questions.'" Shortly

after that meeting I went through the same points with the District President and
the Circuit Pastor of that time, challenging them to show me where the Protes'=
tant positions were in error. My Protes'tant connection has not just recently
come to light. It is a club that the officials have had at their side for years.

5. The information that the District Officials were "authorized to report"

t- the congregation February 3rd, viz., that the fuil Conference of Presidents
agrees with ''the steps taken by the District in this issue,' is a disclosure

for which we must t..ank God. It is He who has seen to it that the truth about the
Synod emerged, that the antics of the District are supgg_r_whghole

s S
Synod leadership.

6. The large paragraph on page 2 of the February 3 letter to the congregation
largely speaks for itself. Three brief points may be added. (a) It is typical
of the Synod to deny categorically all that "'seeks to put the Synod ina bad light."
We know that only the name of God is to be so defended (Mark 10: 18, "And
Jesus said unto him, Why callest thou me good? There is none good but one,
that is, God."). (b) What happened at East Bloomfield is our busginess. It is
for us to weep with them that weep (Rom; 12:15) and to rebuke sharply those -
who do great harm to the church (Titus 1:13), especially when they act in

our name and have committed themselves to turning their attention to us next.
(c) The February third claim to the congregation that I lied to them in my
report of events at East Bloomfield was never put to me, and even now it
includes no specifics. ' ‘

7. Worst of all, it is =iear that the officials do not know what Christian
fellowship is, '

—
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January 16, 1981

St. Paul Ev. Lutheran Church
Green Bay, Wisconsin

Dear members of St. Paul Congregation:

Your Church Council has requested a letter stating the issue between Pastor
Christman and the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod. The issue centers on the
fellowship of faith we enjoy as Synod members. We regard our blessed fel-
lowship with St. Paul Congregation and some 1,000 other congregations in the
Synod, their pastors and teachers, as a precious gift of God. We thank Him
for granting us the blessing of confessing in common the precious truths

of grace and salvation as He has revealed them to us in His Word. We con~
sider it a singular, noteworthy blessing that He has bonded us together for
the work of spreading His Gospel of salvation into all the world, of passing
it on to future generations, and of preserving it in its truth and purity

in the face of hostile attacks from the devil, the world, and the sin-blinded
reasonings of sinful mankind. We are convinced that He has blessed us with
the truth in our confession and practice as a Christian church body.

What we believe, teach, and practice on the basis of God's Word has come under
atrack by Pastor Christman._ In his treatise titled, "Some Timely Questions
Answered,” he has made the hargeszkhat our Synod denies that our sins caused
Jesus' suffering and death(jkhat our Synod has shown itself adverse to any
real and pointed preaching of repentance, that as an organization we present
ourselves as the only right peopleiythat we are unprincipled and self-serving,
that we put ourselves, our own pros erity, our own holiness and our own power
to bless above the real Christ, an&é&hat we display the spirit of antichrist.
We emphatically

" O3 k) L S

These charges are divisive of the fellowship God has given us. These charges
"cause divisions and offenses -contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned"
(Romans 16:17). In His Word, God encourages, "Now I beseech you, brethren,

by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ve all speg ame thing, and
that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together
in the same mind and in the same judgment" (I Corinthians 1:10); "With one
mind and one mouth glorifvy God" (Romans 15:6); "Keep the unity of the Spirit
in the bond of peace" (Ephesians 4:3).

Lo}

deny these charges and are convinced that the charges are_false....
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St. Paul Ev. Lutheran Church Page 2 January 16, 1981

We would hope and pray that Pastor Christman even now would recant his charges,
would disavow words and actions which cause divisions in our Scriptural fellow-
ship of faith, and would once again declare himself in wholehearted agreement
with the confession and practice, based on Scripture, subscribed to by the
membership of our Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod. May God in His grace so grant!

However, it saddens us to note that since the publication of his treatise, he
has not retracted his charges, but has in fact espoused these charges even more
vE§gE3E§l!LJ§ij§ny¥25§ngijgiE@eting held January 12.

Since he is persisting in his erroneous charges, he should be encouraged to

separate himself by means of a resignation from our fellowship of faith, as God's

Word bids him do with its '"avoid them' encouragement found in Romans 16:17.
Should he refuse to do so, then he leaves no choice but that the fellowship of
faith, that is, St. Paul Congregation and its wider fellowship of faith in the
Synod, take the action and declare him no longer in fellowship with us by reason
of his divisive charges.

Truly, this is a hard and trying decision, as well as a sad one. However, when
the action is taken mindful that God, who has given us our fellowship of faith,
wants it preserved and promoted, not fractured and broken by divisive charges,
the action can be takén in the knowledge that it agrees with what God Himself
wants done, so that we can get on with the work He has given us to do in our
congregations and in our synodical fellowship.

With continued prayers for the Lord's grace and favor to rest on you in rich-
est measure, I remain

With vou in Him,

A

/1 A

(# FF ( J . / e

Carl W. Voss, President

Northern Wisconsin District, WELS

cc: The Rev. Clarence Koepsell

" The Rev, Larry G. Ellenberger
The Rev. Thomas A. Liesener
The Rev. Carl H. Mischke
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WISCONSIN EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN SYNOD

Northern Wisconsin District Praesidium

February 3, 1981

St. Paul Ev. lutheran Church
Green Bay, Wisconsin

Dear members of St. Paul:

At your January 19, 1981 meeting you passed a motion tabling the motion for Pastor
Christman's mmoval until the Synod has acted in the matter. Enclosed is a copy
of the notice sent to Pastor Christman in which the urdersigned president and two
vice-presidents of the Northern Wisconsin District of the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran
Synod have declared him no longer in fellowship with the District and the Synod
and consider him no longer a member of the clergy roster of the District and of
the Synod. The reasons for the declaration are set forth in the notice.

This action is our testimcmy that we judge his charges false and a serious threat
to the faith of the believers with whom we enjoy fellowship in the Wisconsin Ev.

Lutheran Syncod.

We kindly ask that you declare yourself in regard to the action we have taken.

Do you agree or do you disagree that the action we have taken is in keeping with
what God says in I Corirtthians 1:10 ("Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no
divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind
and in the same judgment"); also in Romans 15:6 ("With one mind and one mouth
glorify God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ'"): also in Ephesians 4:3
("Endeavor to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace"); and also in
Romans 16:17 ("Now I besesch you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions and
offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them")?

We and many others have repeatedly urged Pastor Christman to cease and desist from
meking his condemnatory charges which he has not documented nor substantiated, but
he steadfastly refuses to do so. This evidences that he is not in fellowship with
us, that he is causing divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which we
have learned, aided a2nd abetted by his acknowledged fellowship with the Protes'tant
Conference, a group that the Synod does not recognize 2s being within its fellow-
.. ship. Therefore, since he refuses to separate himself formally from us, we then
mist scparate ourselves from him.

Should you declare your support of the action we have taken, we ask that you adopt

a resolution in which you would withdraw the call tc Pastor Christman to serve as
your pastor. We pledge our service in helping you obtain the services of an interim
pastor immediately so that pastoral service in your midst would continue uninter-
ruptedly. We also stand ready to z2id and assist you in calling ancther pastor.

Permit us 2lso to state that this disturbing issue was discussed thoroughly and at
gre:t length at the January 20-21 meeting of the Synod's Conference of Presidents,
chaired by Syned President Carl H. Mischke. We have bocon authorized to report to
you that 111 cleven oresidents and tho seercetary, whe 1s 1 proﬁ;s::‘: 2t _W.sconsin
Lutheran Scminary, to 2 man support ond concur with the stéps being tken by the
District in this issuc. They alsc expressced the hope and prayer thit St. Fau

kY
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St. Paul Ev. Lotheran Church Tage 2 [ebruary 3, 1961

Congrigotion would SUDpOrt vl CIncur with the action being tiken and thus roaffirm
your fellowsnip with the Synid, ' :

Plenge pormit 3182 znother werd crresyning the January 12 and January 18 noetings

held At your church,  SinCe thesc were announced as informational meetings only, we
determined - abide by their purposc in z1l that we said. We deplore that there were
thase whe scught T2 change the meetings into somcthing other than the purpose for
which they werc cilled and used bulletin anncuncements and the meetings themselves

for the purpcse =f meking personal attacks and disparaging remarks. Those guilty of
this certainly ~we vou an apology foar thelr i11-advised behavicr. We categorically
deny any and x.1 remarks made which scught to put the District, the Synod, and their
clected officers in a bed light. Furthermore, we appeal to ycu 1o parmit ne discus-
sion of what happened at St. John Congregation, East Bloomficld. St. John Congregation
has not asked ycu to make 2 judgment of its action taken last Octcber, an action which
the congregation has neither rescinded ncr even questicned since it was teken. Neither
are you in A positicn to make SUCH I judgnent since ycu nelther were in attendance at
their meetings nor have you receivad true and correct informetion on the matter frem
Pastcr Christman, only biasad, distorted opinions, half-truths, and some outright
lies. Understandably, Pastor Christmen would deny this. But the Lord does not sk
you to judge who is right and wh> is wrong in this matter; neither does St. John Con-
gregation, and neither dces the District and the Synod. Therefore, we are confident
you will not want to meke this 2n item for your concern. Your only concern should

be to act on the divisions and offenses in your midst caused by the charges made by
Pastor Christman and by his ackncwledged fellcwship with the Protes'tant Conference,

a group not within the Synod's fellwwship.

Should you wish further informaticn, advice, or counsel, please feel free to ask. We
stand ready to serve in whatever way we can.

Be assured of our prayefs in your behalf, asking that the Lord will restore harmony

and unity in your congregation and will preserve the fellowship of faith which we
have treasured and enjoyed over many years. ’

In the Savior's service,
Carl W. Voss, President

Clarence Koepsell, First Vice-President

I_an'y G. Ellenberger, Second ViCe"IjI‘GSi dent A P R SR S ST _;;;f:-:-&rﬁ;:,‘i,:,’;,.'r&:t;h_"‘;ﬁ_.u,;.-,,V,}ggg'f;;‘f;f.;f,‘A;.ig‘.s“;:-‘

cc: The Rev. Carl H. Mischke
The Rev. Thomas A. Liesener
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WISCONSIN EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN SYNOD

Northern Wisconsin District Praesidium

February 3, 1981

The Rev. Robert W. Christman
1020 Chicago Street
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301

This is to inform you that because

1) you have charged in your treatise, "Some Timely Questions Answered," dated
November 14, 1980, that the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod has shown itself ad-
verse to any real and pointed preaching of repentance, that as an organization
we present ocurselves as the only right people, that we are unprincipled and
self-serving, that we put ourselves, our own prosperity, our oWwn holiness and
our own power to bless above the real Christ, and that we display the spirit
of antichrist; and because

2) these charges are undocumented, unsubstantiated, and therefore Judged -
warranted; and because

3) we reject these charges as untrue; and because

4) you are persisting in these errcnecus charges and have shown yourself un-
willing to recant these charges and to again declare yourself in wholehearted
agreement with the confeseion of doctrine and practice, based on Scripture,
subscribed to by the membership of the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod; and be-
cause

5) your charges are divisive of the fellowship God has given us as a synod
of. I Corinthians 1:10; Romans 15:6; Ephesians 4:3; Romans 16:17; and because

6) you have publicly declared yourself in fellowship with the Protes'tant
Conference, a religious group that the Synod does not recognize as being within
its fellowship;

therefore, we, the undersigned president and two vice-presidents of the Northern
Wisconsin District of the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod, herewith declare you no
longer in fellowship with the District and the Synod and consider you no longer
. .a pastor who holds membership in the, District and the Synod., .. . . ..

We take this action in the hope and with the prayer that the Lord of the Church
will lead you once again to share our confission of doctrine and practice based
on the Word of God. May God hasten and speed that day.

Sincerely,

Carl W. Voss, President

Clarence Koepscll, First Vicc-President

Larry G. Ellenberger, Sccond Viee-President

cc: The Rev. Carl H. Mischk.:

The Rev. Thaomas A. Licscenur
St. Paul Ev. Lutheran Church

0N
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Saturday, Eeb. 28, 1981

“out of fellowship’

“The Rev. Robert Christ-
man, pastor of St. Paul's
Evangelical Lutheran
Church, Chicago and Clay
Streets, Green Bay, since
September of 1974, was de-
clared “‘out of fellowship” by
the Northem Wisconsin Dis-
trict of the Wisconsin Evan-
gelical Lutheran Synod early
in February, -

t_a special meeti eb.

16,_the_congregation, by a

- vote 2.75, removed him

~ from his position as its min-
ister.

“The “out of fellowship”
letter. sent to Christman and
the congregation, was signed
by the Rev. Carl Voss, pas-
tor of St. Mark's Lutheran
Church, Green Bay, and

- .president of the Northemn

Jand critical self analysia, or

2 A

Many in the synod were un-
comfortable and ousted the

.., Protes’tnts, claims Christ..

man. Voas said there is noth-
ing wrong with individuala
making contact with the
group, but identifying with
its causes was another mat-
ter.

Christman claima his as-
socistion with the Pro-
tes'tnts has been known for
yvears and he openly and
with permission associated
with them in a fratemnal
way. His reaction to Brand’s
ouster was use d
was_forced to renoupce his
ssscciation—wilh_the Pro
tes tnls; attending only

T N———

Wisconsin District, and two
vice presidents.

Voss, who prefers the dis-
missal to remain an “in
house” situation, confirmed
the action, but said it came
only after many efforts to es-
tablish reconcilliation. ..

The Rev. Carl Mischke,
WELS president, reported
there would be no statement
coming from his Milwaukee
office. “According to con-
gtitutional provision, all
matters of doctrine and
practice are assigned and are
the responsihility of the in-
dividual districts.” There are
10 districts.

Christman took issue
with the Synod after an East

-Bloomfield, Wis., pastor, the

Rev. Floyd Brand, was de-

two or ponkibly thres meét:
in Schneider, presi-

dent of St. Paul congrega-
tion, that several

meetings where held with
Christman and district offi-
cals to try to clear up the
matter. But no headway was
made and neither side would
back down. A meeting billed
as ‘“informational” didn't
settle anything, and after
further discussion, a motion
from the floor to remove
Christman was tabled,
waiting further action by the

.district and synod.

After Christman received
his notice from the district,
the congregation was also in-
formed that if he were re-
tained, St. Paul would no

clared “out of fellowship.”

Christrnan adamhently steted

his position and wrote a
paper  entitled  "“Some
Timely Questions  An-
swered,” in which he stated
“the organization of the
synod showed a spirit of

" anti-Christ and it put itself,

its own prosperity, its own
holiness and it's own power
to bless above the real
Christ.”

He also answered & ques-
tion “Are there other pastors
in synod who share the Pro-
tes'tnt view for honest re-
pentence and practice fel-
lowship with them," by say-
ing he had been attending
such conferences for eight
years.

Protes'tnts are a group

lnger be welcomed in the
&ynod. .

The dismissal letter
stated reasons for the action,
adding “also you have pub-
licly declared yourself in fel-
lowship with the Protes'tnts,
a religious group that the
synod does not recognize as
being within its fellowship.

“We the undersigned,
president and two vice presi-
dents, of the Northern Wis-
consin District of the Wis-
consin Evangelical Lutheran
Synod, declare you no longer
in fellowship with the dis-
trict and the synod and con-
sider you no longer a pastor
who holds membership in

the district and synod.”
Christman  said  that
means he can no longer
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Rev. Robert Christman

which parted company with
the Synod 50 years ago. At
the ume, the church was
moving in the direction of a
profound study of Scripture

preach in synod congrega-
tions, but is still an ordsined
Lutheran minister. Some

mermbers of the local church -~

did not go along with the de-
cision and have asked him to
ice was,

ily.

Christman will continne
to hold 10 a.m. Sunday mex*
vices at the YWCA while be

and his supporters plam #ior
the future. )
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* trict declares Rev. Christmar
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