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In August of 1963 the Wiscoﬁsin Evangelical Lutheran
Synod withdrew from the Synodical Conference. Already in
1961 the Wisconsin Synod had voted to suspend fellowship
with the largest member of the bynodical Conference. That
member was the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod.

Why did the Wisconsin Synod severe a frultful 91 year
0ld relationship with the Synodical Conference and the
Missouri Synod? The Wisconsin Synod claimed that the Migs-
ouri Synod was "no longer standing on the original confesgs-
lonal position upon which the Lutheran .Synodical Conference
was founded,"l The point of contention was church.fellow-
ship. The LC-MS, however, claimed that there was nothing
wrong with their teachings or practice,and accused the Wis-
consin Synod of belng divisive -for no "valid" reason. The
Missouri Synod remained in the Synodical Conference, now
minus WELS and ELS, for four more years.2 In 1967 the LC-MS
dissolved the.synodical Conference.

This paper will concern itself with thig breakdown 1in
the Synodical Conference. More speclfically, we will take
a close look at both the Wisconsin Synod's position and that
of the‘Missouri Synod and answer the questien... WHICH SIDEk
ADHERED TC THg URIGINAL 3YNODICAL CONFERENCE POSITION IN Ae-
GARD TO CHURCH FELLONSHIPY?

The Iutheran Synodical Conference was formed at Milw-
aukee, Wisconsin in 1872. ‘the confessional position of its

——-—-—-—-——-.--._————_——-——.--...———-—.——-—.....----~—_—————————-——--....--——

1 "Hesolution for withdrawel from the Lutheran Synodical
Conference" made at the 37th Convention of the WALS at

Milwaukee, Wig. August 7-14, 1963, WLa, vol.60 (Oct. 1953),

P. 296-297,

v . o .-~
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 ~membersh1p was...

‘he Synodical Conference professes that the
canonical Scriptures of the 0ld and Neyw Test-
aments (are) God's Word and the confession of
the Evangelical Lutheran Church from 1580,
known as 'Concordig, as its own. 5

Later "God's Word" was amended to "the verbally inspired
Word of God." And 1ﬁ%he 1944 English version another para-
graph regardingﬁmembership was added, It states...
- Membership may be acquired and held in the
- Synaddiecal Conference of North Americs by such
theran;bodiés~only as have accepted without
reservation the doctringl basis mentioned in
article II above and uphold the same in practice,
4
Thig igsghgt'br. C.FeW. Walther had intended when he
7 I
set out tO'unibe.Lutherans.-=In 1856 in an lssue of Lehre
und Wehre he published_this Invitation..
The undersigned ministers of the BEv. Luth,
Church in the United States, with the convietion

that the unity and the well-being of our Luth-
eran Zion will be greatly advanced through the

bresentation of the teachings of the Word of

God to meet with them,., in a free and brotherly
conference concerning the status and needs

of the Church in Americs (p.184) 5

ﬁ- v Only those who were one in faith gs expressed by
the Unaltered Augsburg Lonfession were invited. Unity was
sought only among those who were fundamentally united in

theyg;
their doctrine. Later we will look at severalpof Dr. Walther's

T R R T

--—-----—————-.-.——-..——-————-—.—-.——--._-——-———-..——-.——-—-.-—--...-.——-——..-.

3 Hy translation of article II of tha oonStitution as re-
corded in the 1872 froceedings of the WELS, v,g,

4 Synodical Council Proceedings (1944) p.93. See Appendix
number 1 for the full Bnglish version,

5 ---"Fellowship Lhen and Now, " pamphlet publisghed by
the WELS Advisory Cormittee on Doctrinal Matters, (1961),p,8.
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and see that his view of uniting with other"Lutherans"
was not to be at the expense of pure doctrine,
In 1893 the Lutheran Publication Society published

a sma'll book entitled The Distinctive Doctrines and Ugages

of _the General Bodies of the Evangelical iutheran Church in

the United Stateg. This helpful book presented in a concise

form the teachings and practices of seven Lutheran bodles

in the United States. Professor Francis Pieper wrote the
article on the Synodical Conf‘erence.6 The following are
three excerpts on fellowship from his article.

As ours is an age of indifference to doctrine,
Christians must take special heed that the . -
difference between orthodox and heterodox Churches
be not obliterated. 4nd it should be distinectly
understood that the character of the Churches
as to their orthodoxy, is determined by thne doc-
trine which is ACTUALLY TAUGHT, not by the
Yofficially acknowledged confession' kept perhaps
in the archives only.

7

Christians should never agree to disagree on any
article of failth, but earnestly endeavor to bring
about an agreement on all doctrines revealed in
doly Seripture. ...4n agreement on a more or lessg
comprehensive collection of so-called "fundamental
articles," selected by man, leaving a portion of
the divinely revealed truth to the discretion of
the dissenting parties, is a position wholly un-
becoming to Christians.

..+.But is perfect agreement concerning doctrine
possible? We most emphatically answer: it is,

as the Scriptures are perfectly clear on all art-
lcles of faith, every article of faith being
revealed at least somewhere in the Scriptures in
plain and proper words. 8

(Regarding pulpit fellowship especially).,..
All Christians are commanded to avoid those who

teach doctrines contrary to the Scriptures(ﬁm.16:17);
(quote continues)

-—--——--—-—...——-_—.-_.-.....-_...—._————_——_——_—.—-——.—..-_—-.--—_—————_——.——_

6 We will note here rather than later that Prof. Pieper
did not only revresent the Synodical Conference but,
as Walther's successor, he also represented the LC-1i3,

Vi ~--The Yistinctive Moctrines and Usages of the Genergl Bodies

of the Fvangelical lutheran “hurch in the United States.
(Pnlladelphia: Lutheran fublication Society,1902) p.125,

8 Ibid., .p.138, =
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teachers, therefore, who in anv way proclaim
false doctrines, are not to be admitted into
but to be excluded from our pulpits. As this
rule 1g taken from the Word of God, it admits
~of no exception, but applies to every case and
occasion. the practice of pulpit-fellowship
with errorists cannot be excused on the plea
of 1ts being demanded by love. <for it is con-
trary to both the love toward God who bids us
'avold' false teachers and not to invite them
into our pulpits, and to the love toward our
fellow-men, as it is our Christian duty to warn
them against error, and not to confirm them in
it. ¢

The Synodical Conference position regardlng fellow-
- ship was basically this: there mﬁst first be ' a union in
- doetrine and practice before an external union could be
attempted. The stress was on unity of falth and dooctrine
first. (Such a position 1is Scriptural).lo .

For a long time the Synodical Conference practiced what
it preached. If time permitted, we might look at the
election controversy as well as the free conferences from
1903 to0:1906. However, suffice it to say that the members
of the Synodical Conference supported the position set

.down in the constitution in their practicing%%ellowship.

- The Missouri Synod was an especially vocal spokesman
In defense of the above position. In 1869 Wglther wrote
ten theses on'open-queations. We note numbers 8,9, 10.

VIII, The Church must take steps against any deviation

from the doctrine of the Word of God, whether this be

done by teachers or by so-called laymen, by individuals
or by entire church bodies. '

IX. Such members aswilfully persist in deviating from

the Word of God, no matter what question 1t may concern,

must be excluded. .

X. From the fact that the Church militant cannot attain

a higher degree of unity than a fundamentsl one 1t does

not follow that any error against the Word of Yod msy be
granted equal rights in the ‘hurch witk the truth, nor

T AT S M0 4 R e S e s et et B o s e o o M (T ot Tt e e " o " > - - .~ T S e W T o . . - e

9 Ibid.,p.128-129,
10 I Co. 1:10; Bm. 16:17-18; II Jn. 9-11.
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that it may be tolerated. 11
In 1903 Dr. August Graebner, professor at Concqrdia Theo-
logical Seminary, St. Louls, stated in an essay: "from the
outset prayer fellowship has been common worship of God, and
where common worship cannot be practiced, Christians are not
to carry on prayer fellowship."12
Dr, Bente in a 1904 issue of Lehre und Wgﬁrg defended
the Synodical Conference position of not practicing prayer
fellowshlp at the free conferences in the early 1900's by
saying," “‘he prerequiéite for prayer fellowship and church
fellowship is unity of faith. God has expressly forbidden
us to practice church fellowship with such with whom we are
not united in tﬁe truth." 13 In 1905 Df. Bente commented
on II John 11-12.‘ "Clearly John here speaks of church
feilowship and brotherly intercourse (and so also of prayer
fellowshlip and fellowship in worship) with errorists....
He judges that Christians who engage in such church and
brother fellowship with false teachers become partakers
of their sins." 14
Dr. Francis Pieper in an essay on Unionism delivered
in 1924 sald:"rhéﬁoly Scriptures very emphatically and in
manifold ways teach that all fellowshlp with false doctrine
is forbldden by God and is harmful to the Church." 15
Lr, Theo. Engelder, a professor at the St. Louis
Seminary, wrote:
The passages which prohibit pulpit fellowship
and altar fellowshlp avrply with equal force to

prayer fellowship. Uniting with errorists in

11, Carl Lawrenz, "Church Fellowship" fssay published in 1960
for discussion by the Joint Voctrinal Committees of the
Synodical “onference. pp.26,31.

12. -~-"Fellowship lhen and Now,"p.18.

13. Ibid.,p.18

14, Ibid.,p.19.

15. dibid.,p.20. -
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Joint worship in general, and common prayer

in particular, is not avolding them, Bm.16:17,
but recognizing thelr position asg Uod-pleasing,
II Jn. 10-11. Purthermore Joint prayer like
Joint communion is the outward expression of
inward fellowship... 6

In 1946 the president of the Missouri Synod, ur, Behnke,

sald:

If such cooperatlion involves joint work in
missions, in Christian education, in student
welfare work, in Joint services celebrating great
events, then cooperation is Just another name

for pulpit, altar, and prayer fellowship. With-

ure. "

"+ These aré very flne statements in defense of the

Synodical Conference, and Scriptural, position. However,
already in the late 1920's there were disturbing under-
currents. In an interview with Pastor Harold Warnke.an

interesting incident was related to me. In 1929 Francis

- Pleper called a special faculty meeting at the Seminary

in St. Louis. 1In that meeting Pieper interviewed each
of the faculty members on doctrinal things including
fellowship. At the end of hls questioning, he turned to
P.E. Kretzmann and said that they were the only +two,
there who still held to the "old" Missouri beliefs,

In the 1930's lMissouri began discussions with the
American Lutheran Church, g church body with lax practice
in fellowship and several differences in dther doctr}nes. B
Thevpurpose of such meetings was recorded 1n the 193%ﬁ /iﬂvva

"Cleveland Resolutions. "

--.-.—————-—-——.-—-——-—-—————-—----..—_-.-.-———-—-—-——-———-.—-.——-....—-.

16, Ibid.,p.20.

17. Ibid.,p.21. "Unfortunately, already then the Missouri
Synod was making a distinction between prayer fellow-

Ship and joint prayer."
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= 7. Besolved, that we declare our willingness to
confer with other Lutheran bodies on problems of
Lutheran union with a view towards effecting true
unlty on the basis of the Word of God and the
Iutheran Confessions. 18

In reporting on the Cleveland Resolutions to the Wig-
consin Synod, Professor Joh. Meyer of the Wisconsin Synod
Seminary in Mequon showed concern:

By the foregoing synodical résolutions the
committee meetings mentioned above were author-
ized to act as: they did, the avowed alm of the
discussions being the establishment of church
union, "pulpit and altar fellowship", between
the conferring bodies. e )

It may be a debatable question whether it
is psychologically possible that the conferring
committees, with the aim thus definitely stated,
can gtill carry on.their doctrinal discussions
without bias, with a heart open th the truth un-
abridged. To our way of looking at it, church
fellowship will take care of itself once tha
unity of faith and confession is reached; and to
stress, even to mention union as the aim to be

-achieved cannot. but have its detrimental reper-
cussions, 19

Professor Meyer's concern was well founded. If your
aim is union, you may not be as precise in ‘warding documents
80 there can be no mistake in 1nterpretation.r)But'did Miss-
ouri err in thig way and compromise.herself in favor of
union with the ALC? . . : . : .

- Although some of the literature published by the LC-MS,
both officially and unofficially, was in keeping with her
earlier statements on fellowship (like those quoted above),

8 new trend was appearing. The idea of a united Lutheran

front was galning popularity. One periodical which advocated

the union was the Américan Lutheran. <0

18. Joh, lieyer, "*Noble Souls' dnocking at our Yoors," Article
reporting the Cleveland Hesolutions in the Church news séc-

tion of WI4(April, 1936), p.200-201.

19. Ibid.,p.202. -
20. This magazine had been published since 1917 and began suppOrting
union with the ALC in the late 30's. =~ Thomas Kuster,

"The fellowshlp dispute in the LC-MS: g rhetorical study
of ecumentical change." Doctoral Thesis (1969). v.18,
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The Agerican Llutheran claimed "The divisions among

Iutherans are not caused by doctrine, hence are not divis-

ive."2l Some of the alternative causes of division they
listed were: -nationallstic prejudice
-a tradition of non-cooperation
~-fear of the unknown
-gelfish organizational concerns
~-inadequate mutual understanding

-an "isolationist mentality”.
. ' 22

Articles in the American Iutheran claimed that agreement
on all points of teaching was not necessary for union and
that agreement onk certain formulation of words was not
necessary for union. This was quite a change in view of
the hard line Missouri men had once set down regarding

23

a true unity of falth and practice.

But the American Iutheran was an un-officilal public-
ation of the LC-MS. What about the official Missouri
stance? Well, oné of the results of the free conferences
s Wwith the ALC was that Missourl allowed her Brief Statement

to be interpreted "in light of" the ALC's Doctrinal Ueclar-

ation.(1938) Missouri and the ALC were moving'closer to
unity.' But having two documents with different wordings
allowed room for differences of interpretation. HMeanwhile,

the ALC was claiming that "it is nelther necessary nor possible

to agree on all non-fundamental doctrines. 24

G A S e T WD Ty W T S T O e S G Wi g A 3 W) W WD BV W GE (IR SO W WK GV R GNS SER TR GRR SEw NP See SUN NES M e M e e A A R N TS W A e W e W

21. Kuster, op,clt.,p.145.

22, Ibid.,p.146,

23. See quotes #7 and #8 among others.

24, E.C. Fredrich,"The Great lebate with Missouri." Wi
vol.74. (April, 1977), p.158.
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| Migsourl began making a distinction between prayer-
fellowship and joing prayer. In the 1944 convention of the
Missourl Synod this statement was made."_ﬂowever, joint prayer
at 1ntersynodical conferences, asking God for His guidance
and blessing upon the deliberations and discussimné of His
Word, does not mllitate against this resolution“( the reso-
lution referred to sald that Missouri and the ALC were not
yet in Fellowship).25 So:while the Missouri Synod recog-~
_niszed that they were not yet in fellowship with the ALC,
they sﬁiii‘said that jolnt prayer ocould be practised under
certain conditions.
“ In the 1940's the LGaMS became involved now and again
with other Lutheran organizations such as the +futheran Worlkd

Relief and the National Lutheran Council.26

- More and more
stafements were being made in various publications defending
union with other Lutherans. One incident of this is recorded
‘in the WELS pamphlet “"Fellowship Then and Now." It records

an editorial appearing in the December 1958 issue of the

American lutheran,which by this time has become an influential

voice in the Missourl Synod.

We are still wondering why some among us con-
tinue to inslst that a Christian commits a sin
against God if he unites in prayer with another
- Christian or a group of Christians with whon
he i1s not in complete doctrinal asgreement—--
more specifically, that members of the LC¥i3
would be acting in violation of a divine com-
mandment 1f they were to pray with representa -
tives of National Lutheran Council churches
even though the meeting which brought the two
groups together had been called forthe sole
purpose of achieving doctrinal unity on the
basis of the doly Scriptures. (con't.)

G M WSS WD NS NP R TR R SR B TS S B e G S A T P v NS S N WU W D S R VN W SN S W A SRS e ek e S W s SU TER A PGS G e et e h e v NS o Ma

25. =~=-~"Fellowship lhen and Now", p.22.

26. Cari Meyer, Hoving Frontiers, (St. Louis: Concordia,1964),
p. 413.
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(Tnis same editorial then proceeds to condemn
the position #2 the Synodical Conference took
in regard to Joint prayer at the,inter%synodical
conferences in the early 1900's, ...We read,
"The writer's first encounter with this strange
principle of Chrigtian fellowship occurred in
1906, when he observed it in action at the inter-
synodical conference at Ft. Wayne.". ‘he remaind-
er of the full-page éditorial expresses sharp
critlcism of the "strange principle" that wag
applied at these meetings.27

So far we have looked at Missouri statements dealing

- mainly with prayer fellowship. But in 1944 Missour! also
did something else in thé&rea of "fellowship" that was a
cause for concern. The Misgouri Synod abandoned itg posi-
tion againgt Scouting( that it was unionistic, promoted

" syricretism, and deism).

One cannot help but notice a change in Missouri's
attitude and position regarding Tellowship. From the
statements quoted earlier in this paper to the more re-
cent ones there 1s a decided difference. Meanwhile, the

WisconsinvSynod,which began with shaky fellowship princlples

until Migsouri straightened her out,has maintained the

0ld Synodical Conference position.

From the thirtles on Quartalschrift/Wiscongin Lutheran

‘Quarterly articles, such as‘Joh. Meyer'szs; have shown mark-
ed oonéern for Missouri.ﬂfover ﬁhe yéars the concern turned
to warning and then tq admonition. In 1951 Wisconsin Proceed-
~dngs record the alarm at the LC-HS' acceptance of the

Common Confession: A resolution reads:

That we inform the Lutheran Church-Hissouri Synod
that we not only find the Common Confession to be
inadequate in the points noted (cf. HReview of the
Common Confession), but that we also hold that the
adoption of the Common Confession by the Lutheran

-.----..-.-—--.-——_—--——..--.-..—....—-—-—-—-—_—-—_.—.-———_—.—-—-—-—--—-—.-.-.-——-——

27. ==="Fellowship 'fhen.and Now," p.26.

28. See footnote f gquote 18,
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Church-Migsourl Synod involves an untruth and
creates a basically untruthful situation since
thls action has been officially Interpreted as
a settlement of past differences which are in
fact not settled. 29
In 1953 and 1954 eleven tracts were published by the WELS
which treated the issues in controversy with her sister synod.
‘Professor Meyer and others continued to write gbout the de-
viations from Synodical Conference teaching.
Finally, in 1960 an impasse was reached Between the
Wigconsin Synod and the LC.MS., The pamphleﬁ "Fellowship
Then and Now" was prepared by the Wisconsin Synod to ex-
plain Wisconsin's position and polnt out that there indeed
was a change in the Miséouri Synod's position on féllowship.3o
It very clearly presents the Synodical Conference,position
algso., The Wisconsin Synod Commission on Doctrinal Matters
had prior to this time prepared an outline on thelr position
concerning the fellowship issue. (See Appendix II) Professor
Carl lawrenz, a member of this committee,wrote and expanded
explanation of the outline and both appear in pamplet form.
The basic premise of the Wisconsin Synod 1s that church
fellowship is a unit concept "covering every joint expres-
sion, manifestatién, and demonstration of a common falth."31
Like the original Synodical Conference position so states
The Wisconsin Synod, "Without unity of doctrine and practice
there can be no fellowship whatsoever."
It was a sad time indeed when the Wisconsin Synod felt
constrained to sever :the bond of fellowshlp wlth the church
29. Fredrich, op.cit.,p.162.

30. Many quotes have been gleaned from this helpful tract.

31. ©See Appendix II, article 2, lMissouri's position,entitled
" Ine Theology of Fellowship" follows.
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body which had led it out of the guicksand of unionism.
Yet, a lesson must be learned from this dark period in
American Lﬁtheranism. As long as we belleve and hold
to the teachings of Seripture as expregsed in the Lutheran
Confessions as being pure and true, then we wil#not aliow
any compromise of it. However, if we allow doubt regarding
our position on fellowshlp or any other doctrine to sprout
and grow, we too, God forbid, will soon find ourselves
in a state far worse than Missouri. For we will have had
Missouri as g warning example.

May the Lord preserve us in the position of our

Synodical Conference forefathers!
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APPENDIX # I

n

Ev. Luth. Synodical Conference of North America. 1944 03

NEW CONSTITUTION OF THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN
SYNODICAL CONFERENCE OI' NORTII AMERICA

Article 1. Name.— The name of this organization shall be
Evancericar LUTHERAN SynopicAL CONFERENCE OF NORTH ARMERICA.

Article 2. Doctrinal Basis.— The Synodical Conlerence of
North America accepts without reservation the canonical Scriptures
of the Old and the New Testament as the verbally inspired Word
of God and the symbolical books of the Evangelical Lutheran
th\fn‘ch constituting the Book of Concord of 1580 as its confession
of faith.

* Article 3. Membership. — Membership may be acquired and
held in the Synodical Conference of North America by such Lu-
theran bodies only as have accepted without reservation the doc-
trinal basis mentioned in Article 2 and uphold the same in practice.

Article 4. Purpose, — The purpose of the Synodical Conference
of North America shall be: to give outward expression to the
unity of spirit existing among the constituent synods; to encourage
and strengthen one another in faith and confession; to further unity
in doctrine and practice and to remove whatever might threaten
to disturb this unity; to co-operate in matters of mutual interest;
to strive for true unity in doctrine and practice among Lutheran
church bodies.

Article 5. Azlthority.—-The Synodical Conference of North
America is only an advisory body with respect to all things con-

cerning which the constituent synods have not given it authorative

power. Without the consent of all the synods of the Synodical Con-
ference of North America none of its constituent synods shall be
permitted to enter into actual church fellowship with any other
church body.

Article 6. Conventions.
a) Conventions shall be held as stipulated in the by-laws.

b) Constituent synods shall be entitled to send delegates to
the convention of the Synodical Conference of North America in
such numbers as specified in the by-laws. The duly elected repre~
sentatives of the constituent synods shall have the right to vote at
the conventions of the Synodical Conference of North America.
However, advisory privileges may be granted to any person who
has advisory privilege in his own synod.

Article 7. Officers. — The officers of the Synodical Conference
of North America shall be: a President, one Vice~President from
cach of the constituent synods, excepting the one from which the
President is elected, and a Secretary, all of whom shall be clected
from among the clergy, and such officers as the Synodical Confer-
ence of North America may from time to time determine.

The officers shall be elected by ballot at cach regular conven-
lion and shall serve until their successors shall have been elecled
and shall have qualified.

A vacancy occurring in any of the above-mentioned offices may

be filled by a majority of the remaining officers.

R A G ST I

o X

:

¢
.
Y
4
af

I NS
St i gk e £

1

R
:

i

S e 7

=N

Sl v N

N



APFPENULA FIiL

CHURCH FELLOWSHIP

The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod

.

L. Church fellowship is every joint expression, manifestation,
and demonstration of the common faith in which Christians on
the basis of their confession find themselves to be united,

2. We may classify these joint expressions of faith in various
ways: pulpit fellowship, altar fellowship, prayer fellowship in
worship, fellowship in church work, in missions, in Christian cdu-
cation, in Christian charity. Yet insofar as they are joint expres-
sions of faith they are all essentially one and the same thing . . .
namely, church [ellowship.

Church fellowship should therefore be treated as a unit con-
cept, covering every joint expression, manifestation, and demon-
stration of a common faith. Hence Scripture can give the general

“admonition “avoid them” when church fellowship is to cease,
. Rom. 16:17. Hence Scripture sees an expression of church fellow-
.ship also in giving the right hand of fellowship, Gal. 2:9, and in

greeting one another with the fraternal kiss, Rom. 16: 16; on the

. . other hand, it points out that a withholding of church fellowship

may also be indicated by not extending a fraternal welcome to
errorists and by not bidding them Godspeed, 2 John 10, 11.

3. In selecting specific individuals or groups for a joint ex-
pression of faith, we can do this only on the basis of their con-
fession. 2 Tim. 2:19; Rom. 10:10; 1 John 4:1-3; 1 Sam. 16:7.

4. A Christian confession of faith is in principle always a con-
fession to the entire Word of God. The denial, adulteration, or
suppression of any word of God does not stem from faith but
from unbelief. John 8:31; Matt. 5:19; 1 Peter 4:11; Jer. 23:28, 31;
Deut. 4:2; Rev. 22:18, 19. i :

5. Weakness of, faith is in itself not a reason for terminating
church fellowship but rather an inducement for practicing it vig-
orously to help one another in overcoming our individual weak-
nesses. Gal. 6:1-3; Eph. 2:1-16; Matt. 18:15-17.

6. Persistent adherence to false doctrine and practice calls
for termination of church fellowship.

- We can no longer recognize and treat as Christian brethren
those who in spite of patient admonition persistently adhere to
an error in doctrine and practice, demand recognition for their
error, and make propaganda for it. Gal. 1:8, 9; 5:9; Matt. 7:15-19;

K 16:6; 2 Tim. 2:17-19; 2 John 9-11; Rom. 16:17, 18. The “avoid

them” of Rom. 16:17, 18 excludes any .contact that would be an
acknowledgment and manifestation of church fellowship; it calls
for a cessation of every further joint expression of faith.

Those who practice church fellowship with persistent errorists

are partakers of their evil deeds. 2 John 11.

From alt this we see that in the exercise of church fellowship .

two Christian principles need to direct us: (1) the great debt of
love which the Lord would have us pay to the weak brother, -

and (2) His clear injunction (also flowing out of-love) to avoid .

those who adhere to false doctrine and practice and all who make
themselves partakers of their evil deeds. Conscientious recogni-
tion of both principles will lead to an cvangelical practice. . . .
We find it to be an untenable position:
A. To distinguish between joint prayer which is acknowledged
to be an expression of church fellowship and an occasional joint

~ prayer which purports to be something short of church fellowship;

B. To designate certain nonfundamental doctrines as not be-
ing divisive of church fellowship in their very nature;

C. To envision fellowship relations (in a congregation, in
a church body, in a federation, in a church agency, in a co-op-
erative church activity) like so many steps of a ladder, each re-
quiring a gradual increasing or decreasing measure of unity in
doctrine and practice.
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 Fruitful Fellowship

Welded together by a common doc- o
trinal platform and by unity of practice G
(especially in their stand against anti-

Christian fraternal organizations and re- .
ligious fellowship with churches not in
doctrine-and-practice agreement  with ’
the Conference), members of the federa-
tion maintained a free and widespread
interchange of fellowship.

Congregations of the four synods com-
bined for joint services, pastors and pro-
fessors were called from one synod to
another, and members were free to

.- commune in other Conference churches ..
. or to transfer their membership from dne °
Conference church to another. BEREN
Growing cut of this close-knit fellow-
ship were joint activities by Synodical’:
.+ Conference Lutherans at regional and
.- local levels — elementary and- high™""
. schools, hospitals, homes for the aged, 7',
i - mission projects, and radio - programs:
¢ ‘.. Bethesda Home, Watertown, Wis,, _is
" a joint undertaking of Synodical Confer-+
_ence Lutherdns, o
- By authorization of ‘the Conference
< an’ intersynodical ; committee . produced
““The Lutheran Hymnal. {1941} . Members
of the four syriods stil form d ‘joint
fCommission _on. Worship, Liturgics, “and,
Hymnology., and “are - 'working together
on & projected revision of the” hymnal
““and service books. - 1 IR
" 1, Seon after its organization the Con- -
' ference- launched its. only " official . folnt
“‘operation — mission . work",among _j'_el
giously neglected Negroes In the Seut
- Lafer- this , mission - was “extended ' to
Northern cities and since 1936 to' West®
“Africa.  Both arms; of the work are under
~Yhe Missionary. Board of the: Synedical
Conference; . - [ By B0 pe
:-The Missionary .Board: also’ servos a3
e Conference's: ;. Beard .. of *: Trustees,
harged with responsibility for all jeinily
owned mission properties as well as for .-
" the two". Conference-cperated : sﬁhcolé:
Immanuel Lutheran College, Greenshora,|
N.C. {to be closed after the current
- term), and Alabama Lutheran Academy )
. and College, Selma, Ala. (where a pro- R |
.+ posed campus relocation is under study).’ o
"' Both schools were established for the -
. . ftraining of Negro pastors and teachers, '
Megro mission work in North America
k8 i gradually heing absorbed by ‘the
" synods in their respective geographical
& areas. Even in the South, where cofforts
o integrate public schools mee! resist- ‘
* .ance, they are making progress toward .
" .assuming responsibility. for all mission .
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... Doetrinal and theological “problems
troubled the Synodical Conference: from
-the * beginning. Missourians In - garly
years had reason to lev.el“criﬁcism at
. the Wisgonsinites for nonconfessionalism
i and for harhoring unionistic' elemcnts,
;' From the outset the two bodies dis-
» agreed on the doctrine of the church’
" and the ministry. The Missourt Synod,
largely because of sad experiences jn
. its early history, stressed the human and
voluntary character of s

"'Thlp dlﬁéreﬁce} ‘however, did not ledd

-Even’ when the theologlcal ‘faculties of
‘the two synods ‘ih recent yeats drew up
‘theses 10 Pinpoint divergences, they felt
that the issue should not be considered
o divisive, 10 Tt AT
+ . Disturbed relgtions hetween the Wis-

 other, ‘date from 1935, In that year the
Cleveland - tonvention ‘of the Missour]
Synod’ authorized o Committee on Doc-
" trinal Unity to confer with siniilar com-
- mittees of the American Lutheran Church

“ & view toward effecting true unity on the

" basis of the Word of God and the Lu~
: !lh'eran' Lonfessions.,”.” . . C
".* Results of this action of Missourl, the
" Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods felt,
* conflicted with the “unity of spirit"” aims
of the Synodical Conference as detajled
“in its constitution,

Doctrinal statements were drawn up
by the Missouri Synod's Committee on
Doctrinal Unity and adopted by synodi-
cal conventions as o basis for future
church fellowship with the American Lu-
theran Church { Doctrinal Declaration
1938; Doctrinal AMrmation 1944; Com-
" mon Confession 1950). These statements
were assailed by both the Norwegian
ond the Wisconsin Syned. They also
faulted adoption of the documents as
“ereating a basically untruthful situa-
tion."”

The Common Confession, which super-
seded the other statements as o basis
for unity discussion between Missouri
and the ALC, in 1956 was recognized
by the Missouri Synod *‘as a statement

CONTINUED
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“rito severpnce of fel!g\“ds:ﬁiﬁv(élgﬂbns since”
there .way . agreement” on-the principlg, . !
hat the’ ministey was divinely instituted,” .-

. tqnsip .and Norwegian Synods on ‘one K
“side, and the Missouri" Synod’ on the "

and the United Lutheran - Church “‘with

CHURCH FELLOWSHIP

Synod of Evangelical Lutheran Churches (Slovak)

Church fcllowship may be defined as an outward and visible
expression of the inner conviction that a oneness exists between
those comprising and exercising this fellowship, It is a public
demonstration and confession that we are bound together by com-
mon interests which flow from a common faith in the Triunc God
and in Jesus Christ as the only Savior of mankind.

Though it presupposes and demands a unity of faith in doc-
trinc and practice and a submission to the judgment of Scripture
in all matters, it does not mean or demand a conformity in ex-
ternals, no matter how desirable this would be. Mere outward
conformity to externals is no assurance of [cllowship, and neither

. is a lack of such conformity to be construed as a denial of fellow-

ship. . However, there can’ be no fellowship with such as teach

- or tolerate error, since truth and error cannot coexist. One de~
- stroys the other. Co

It is evident from Scripture that truc fellowship can exist and
be practiced only between such as possess a unity of faith rooted
in Scripture and continue jn the practical application of that faith
in all phases of Christian living. The acceptance of a common
faith must then be evidenced by a demonstration of obedience
to the Word of God in life and practice, A toleration of error
would be disruptive of this fellowship and eventually destroy it.

References: John 8:31,32; 1 Cor. 1:10 b; 12:4-11; Ps, 133:1;
1 Cor. 12:14-31; Eph. 4:3, 15; 2 Cor. 13:8; Acts 4:32; 11:22-24;
15; Phil. 1:27 b; Gal. 2:9; 1 John 1:6, 7.

CHURCH FELLOWSHIP
The Lutheran Church — Missouri Synod

’

The Biblical concept of fellowship centers in the Triune God
and emphasizes the fact that spiritual fellowship consists funda-
mentally in communion with God. From this communion with
God there is derived that unique Christian fellowship among men
which expresses itself in all arcas of their life and activity,

Pulpit and altar fellowship is a very important aspect of this
fellowship but cannot simply be equated with it Pulpit and altar
fellowship, and the related problems of prayer fellowship and
unionism, can be properly understood and evaluated only within
the larger framework of Christian fellowship generally,

Part One of the Missouri Synod’s statement on “The Theology
of Fellowship™ scts forth the basic Biblical teaching concerning
the Christian’s fellowship with God and his fellow Christians. . . .
Christians cxercise this fellowship with one another not only in
joint worship but in every other way prompted by Christian Jove.
Christians seek to extend this fellowship through the preaching of
the Gospel to those who do not yet know it.

Part Two: 1. Principles Governing the Exercise of Fellowship

The passages quoted to show the need for refusing to practice
fellowship with certain people under certain circumstances are

. particularly the following: Matt. 7: 15,165 Gul. 1:6-9; Acts 19:

8-10; 2 John 9-11; Rom. 16,17, 18; | Tim. 1:19, 20; I Cor. 5:
3-6; Matt. 18:15-18; Titus 3:10.

Gal. 1:6-9 was written against Judaizers who perverted the
faith of Christians by teaching “another gospel.”  Acts 19:8-10)
shows how Paul separated the disciples from stubborn unbelicvers.
2 John 9-11 forbids felfowship with such as do not “abide” in the
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“doctrine of Christ” and do not, when as teachers they come
to the houses of Christians, “bring this doctrine.” 1 Tim. [:19,20
shows that Paul excluded from the fellowship Hymenaeus and
Alexander, who had blasphemed and by rejecting conscience had
made shipwreck of their faitlt. In | Cor. 5:3-6 Paul commands
the Christians in Corinth to exclude from the practice of fellow-
ship a man who had married his father's wife,

Passages of a more gencral nature likewise forbid Christians
to practice fellowship with certain people. In Matt. 7:15, 16
Jesus admonishes His followers to beware of false prophets. False
prophets, according to the Biblical picture, are men who falsely
claim to be prophets, that is, inspired spokesmen for God, Scrip-
ture brands them as deceivers, as “wolves in sheep’s clothing.”

With respect to Rom. 16:17, 18 it is not possible to say with
certainty whether or not the apostle had troublemakers in mind
of whom he knew that they were already present in the church
in Rome. The warning appears to be general, to mark and avoid

" those who “make [RSV: create] divisions and offenses contrary

to the doctrine which ye have been taught.” It should be noted

* . that Paul commands_the church to mark and_avoid makers of

divisions and offenses, not their viciims. The following should be
noted also: doctrine, as Paul uses the word, is, to be sure, a com-
prehensive term and indicates the whole saving Gospel as it
shapes the faith and life, creed and confession of the believer,
It involves the Law and ultimately includes the whole counsel

of God, but itWate with_any formal system
doctrine. 2

he words of our Lord, Matt. 18:15-18, are a cyonstant re-

"minder that the intent of the church is always to seek, win, and

restore the erring. Only when her efforts to win and restore have

* clearly fdiled, does the church face, and dare not evade, the holy

necessity of excluding and avoiding the stubborn errorist. It is to
such a situation thaf Paul speaks in Titus 3:10. He bids Titus

. reject, that is, to have nothing to do with, a man “that is an

heretic,” a man who creates factions (cf. RSV: “a man who is
factious”). Such 2 man is not merely in error; he is persisting

- in error, is making propaganda fot error, and is thus creating
" a faction in the church. Heé will not receive admonition but per-

sists in his perversion. He stands condemned by his own actions,
and the church must therefore condemn him. He is of the same
kind as the makers of divisions and offenses of Rom. 16:17, 18
and must like these be avoided. . . . Titus 3:10 cannot be applied
flatly and without ‘qualification to all members of Christian de-
nominations who live by the Gospel but cannot readily rid them-
selves of erroncous views to which tradition has habituated them.

While the church today must seek to live . . . in obedience to
the apostolic Word, it cannot simply revive or reproduce the

- conditions of apostolic times. The apostolic' indicatives and {m-"

peratives concerning the church cannot be automatically trans-
ferred to present-day confessional-organizational groupings.
When the church today is confronted by men who are like
those described in the passages under discussion, then the passages
with their imperatives “to mark and to avoid,” and their con-

Synod Presidents (I, to r): Dr, John W. Behnken, Missouri; Dr. Paul Rafej, SELC
(Slovak); Rev. Milton Tweit, ELS (Norwegian); Rev. Oscar Naumann, WELS {Wisconsin)
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of ‘unionistic activities,": . !

ot Missouri’s’ position’ on' the chaplaincy

Luthéran - groups. not in the Synediéal
* Conference fellowship. In the Wisconsin
*Synod view, certification’* of : ¢hiaplains |

‘practices in line of duty,

‘the military chapléincy! Gospel bless
:.dnd’ opportinity; insists that ‘th i
; [oih'_@-ccnfes_;ional'.pés_[f_ h, i§t

by: Specific regulationd;«: o
service or rife contrary"fo the: regulatin
of “his’ denoniinatio “No;

required to_ offi¢iai
%’f’w P

clefgyman’ of!

PrOb!emS CONTINUED

in harmony with the Sacred ,Sériptures
and the Lutheran Confessions’ but was
declared as being no longer a “function-
ing union document.”” (The ALC had also
moved into four-way merger negotia-
tions, which culminated in the formatian
this year of a new body — The Amer-
ican Lutheran Church.) o '
" Centinuing discussions of the Wiscon-
sin-Norwegian objections to these union
documents, however, réveuled_ a widen-

. ing rift on the question of church’ fel-

lowship. The Missouri . Synod," it v_'yps
charged, appeared to be growing' Iibei"d_! ¢
arid to be showing a “‘éi'owing"fo!erdn,c'e

i RSN

. The charges were parficulgrly éire’c}ed

in the- Armed Services, on Boy Scouting,
and on "co-operation’ in ‘externals! - with

salaried by’ the Government ‘necessarily;

“pushes!™ tha _chaplain® int

Missauri, 'which ‘Has" diwaey und

: ‘example
"*Na chaplain is required fo. tondyct: an

{olntly in
rvice with'.a{chaplain’ oF

ices, spiritual goals, and spirityal re- .

" sponsibility over local Scout troops, and
: ;Yherefore the Missouri Synod “mdy con- "
“sider her interests sufliciently protected.” L
~The Missouri Synod, it is alse.pointed © -
. out, does not sponsor’ or officially con< - i
" duct a Scout program, However, ‘recog-’
izing that “there’is no Boy Scout
“ “autharity which supersedes tho author-’
ity of the local pastor and the congre- "
" i gation in" any phose of the - program
“affecting the spiritual welfare  of Lyx .
;.. theran men and boys in scouting,” ‘the Lo
" Missouri Synod is convinced that local *
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- demnation of “wolves in sheep’s clothing” and men who “serve
not the Lord Jesus Christ but their own belly,” must be applied
in their full force, They must not, however, be applied mechan-
ically to fellow Christians in a confessional-organizational feliow-
ship other than one’s own. It would be incongruous if a Christian
who has the misfortune of being in a body afflicted with some
doctrinal error would now have to be branded g wolf in sheep’s
clothing or a belly servant when in fact he is a beloved child
of God.

Dangers

Two dangers beset the church in the area of the practice of
fellowship today. The one is Separatism, that is, the tendency

ongregations having” §cqu foops.can
dequately safeguard their l‘n!o'_r.esf.s..,,' o
. The Wisconsin and Marweglan Synods -
have also taken exceptian to Missouri's
/i €o-operatian with the Natlonal Lytheran -
+ Coundil in maintaining service centers for -
o military“personnel; ‘co-qbaruﬁpn of wela
" fere agencies with’ simlldr ggencios of -
other Lutheran graups; négo!iupion; with" "
deistlc orgdnlzmions"‘-’(l,ngps)__ ta, drop..
their rituals; the Bad' Boll conferances;
' h reprosentatives. of the
‘Caunel; “particihqtio

LG

_.$et up by -the Word of God, o
" Separatists . . . treat their own confessional-organizational form

.as absolute. By setting up false standards for fellowship and by

rigorously excluding all who do not conform to these standards,
they conscientiously seek to create a pure church. The danger

cause it shrinks from thoge contacts which would give an oppor-
tunity for such ministry, ,

While separatists usually seek to create gz pure church, union-
Ists usually seek to create a strong church. Since they mistakenly
see the divisions in the church as a cause rather than as a resuijt .
of the church’s weakness, they ignore or at least minimize the
-genuine differences in confession which gave rise to the various
confessional-organizational forms. By ignoring the necessity of
facing confessional differences in the practice’ of fellowship, union-
ists either overtly deny some truths of God’s Word or treat them
as unimportant, This is the essential harm of unionism,

Christians . . , must have and use a basis for judgment which
will enable them in given concrete cases to determine the point
at which continuation of confessional fellowship becomes sinful
e prayer does. not - imply denial “of | unionism, and separatism bfcomes a sacred obligation. Gal. 2:14
uth or support of error, L provides such a criterion: }"hey walked not uprightly according
Inan_attempt 1o iettle it internal ¢~ to the truth of the Gospel, . o
ifferences-, ‘the. Synodical - This criterion does not admit of a false, unbiblical cleavage

s G Cor between doctrine and practice. Doctrine in the light of this word

of St. Paul (Gal. 2:14) is seen as the New Testament Gospel in

by affirming
Histinction between prayer
fg]!pws\hlp and [oint prayer}’,'—;,’c;int’praye‘r :
1 #'ln_t'er_gyngdilcql ~d¢;§drfnql{;confe‘r,enées E
eld . for the purpase ‘of restoring unity
f faith on the hasis of God's Word, Mig-~
‘sourians say, Iy nof to be condemned i
h

Conference

t Wisconsin, then Mis- with t}}e Gpsp;l.
souri published o serles of .monographs This criterion counteracts the fleshly tendency both of sepa-

explaining and defending their positions, rati§m and of’unionism‘to construct a ch’urch according to the
To place the discussions on o new and desires gf men’s hearts, “pure” or “strong,” as the case may'be,

m9}e'prd}riislng footing, the Conference py keepmg‘ before men thq Ne}v Testament view of the function-

n 1956 created a Joinf Union Committee ‘ Ing, repenting church, which is ab]e to bear with and help the

-_co‘r{slstiné of the S,d,'?'d,ng c~ommiﬂees on ! weak and at the same time l)as the inner strength to confront and

“Hoctrinal unity of the four member syn- exclude the persistent errorist,

_~ods.' This Co?mlt‘me‘wus instructed to 1L Application of the Princip]es

specify the points under controversy, seek . ) L .

1o reach agreement on these points, and : Confessional-organizational forms of fellowship are means

‘draw up,a common doctrinal statement ‘ rather than an end in themselves. Christian fellowship is not

" to serve the Conference. After four years static but dynamic, outreaching, sell-extending, in principle as

. the Joint Union -Committee "has formu- universal as the Lordship of Christ. Therefore the matter of joint

“lated statements on the " Scriptures (ap- prayer betweeq Christians not in the same conlessional-organiza-
"Proved by the Missour; Synod in 1959) . tional fellowship cannot be determined by a flat universy] rule.
.and on the Antichrist laction slated for The criterion of walking uprightly according to the truth of
' \ . I the Gospel must be applied in each case; each case must be eval-

the 1962 tonvention), o . .
Ce ' CONTINUED uated as it arises. This evaludtion must consider the situation in
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which such prayer is offered, the character of the prayer, its
purpose, and its probable effect on those who unite in the prayer.

The situation in which joint_prayer is to. be offered_must_be .
carefully evaluated. Two questions should be asked in regard to
each situafion: (T) Is this a situation in which Christian prayer
is appropriate? (2) Are the people involved such as can offer
prayer in the Christian sense, that is, can they pray in the name
of the Lord Jesus Christ? If the answer_to both_guestions._is
“yes,” then there is no objection to_joint_prayer.on. this. scare.

The character of the prayer offered is of great importance,
Every genuinely Christian prayer offered in consciousness of its
living context incorporates a confession and a witness to Christ;
it needs therefore be no more unionistic in itself than any other
form of witness.

The purpose of joint prayer also needs to be considered.
A prayer which secks to conceal or to smooth over real differences
does npt cdify the body of Christ and is indefensible. A _prayer

. which flows from the desire to build up_the body of Christ and

is an expression of that desire is a part of the hazard of love for

.- which we need nof trembie before the judgment seat of God.

‘The probable” effect of such joint prayer must also be con-
sidered. Every conscientious Christian must be aware of the fact
that his whole life . . . is a witness for or against his Lord. He will
therefore deal carefully and in'holy awe with the precious privilege
of prayer and will not misuse, cheapen, or degrade prayer by
using it for ends which are not his Lord’s.

"Application to Prayer on Civic Occasions

Public prayer at civic functions is justifiable as the public
witness of the church’s intercession for all sorts and conditions
of men and of the Christians’ readiness to participate in every
work that promotes the weal of mankind. Such prayer must, of
course, be an uncompromising witness of the hope that is in us.

Our national habit of utilizing prayer as a sort of ecclesiastical
garnish to all manner of secular dishes ought to make the church
circumspect in this form of witness. . . . To portray God, in
prayer, as a good-natured old father accessible to all on any terms
is to belie the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who gave His Son
into death in order that we might come to Him as dear children
to a dear Father. The monitions to weigh the purpose and effect
of one’s public prayers have special relevance in this area.

It is . . . of critical importance that brethren who enjoy the
blessing of confessional-organizational fellowship in an orthodox
body should maintain a sympathetic understanding of one another’s
problems in this area, that they remain in constant and candid

-communication with one another, admonish and strengthen one

another. Above all, they should trust the unifying power of the
Gospel as it is spoken and heard. Thus the differences in judg-
ment which may be expected to arise will occasion, not a friction
which irritates and drives asunder but a fruitful tension which
will serve to draw brethren closer together.

Prayer for the Svnodiea! Confercaes

We beseech Thee, almighty and all-wise God, overcome
our weakness by Thine own great might, and undo our folly by
Thy perfect wisdom. Restore the fellowship which we have
endangered, and give us again the unity of the Spirit in the
bond of peace. Grant us Thy Spirit that Thy Son may dwell In
us and be for us Thy wisdom and Thy power. Give diligence
and prudence to our leaders as they seek Thy given gift of unity;
give love and insight to our brethren from overseas as they
counsel us; and give enlightened eyes of the heart to us all as
we search Thy Word, that we may rightly read and readily
obey it. We ask it in the name of Jesus Christ, Thy Son, our Lord.
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Problems <o

Meanwhile in 1955 the Evangelical
Lutheran Synod (Norwegian) suspended

fraternal relations -with the Missouri 4
Synod {though continuing membership in Lot
the Synodical Conference);, and the Wis- - o K

consin Synod declared itself in a state
of vigorously protesting fellowship with
Missauri until it is evident that an im- .
passe has been reached. .

Theologians of overseas chuiches in o
fellowship with the Synodical Conference -~ °
were - brought "together at Oakland
(1959) and Thiensville {1960) to solidify .
the fellowship and alsa to work toward .
solution of intersynodical problems. At .:

, the 1960 convention of the Synodical "
Conference the Commission on Doctrinal
Matters of ‘the Wisconsin Syned stated.
that “the differences haveunot been re-*
solved” by the theologiany’ conferences

;- wand_ that. “an ' Impasteé’.. has baen

- reached.” v Ly S R

. * The theologians ~6f’ overseas  sister

i v, churches wete requestéd to analyze the

7 fellowship statements of the four synad

;. test them for correct exegesis and arg -
ment," and In April 196¥: distuss hem

“with® the , doctrinal. uhity ‘committees’ &f

' the four synods. 2yl 2

-Upon “ the' Holy :Splrit's “blessing~ of

these fg'ur (ﬁéefings;:'Ihe!ii"-.jécdnime'hd&'-

. tions;” and: the subsequent  aition’ of the

'recessed " Synodical Cénfeience’ canvens

-of 'the

For much” of :the baclkground ma-
‘terial in thid .report the “Witness”
is..indebted to Dr, Heérbert J. A,
-Bouman, ‘ihose - eight years as’ a
member of Sysiod’s- Committee -on:
.Docirinal Unity, five jjears as secre
"taryj.cof the Synodical ‘Conference,.
and gix as’ chairman of the’ Con.
ereace. Inlerim  Committee place
him - among those most  intimately:
informed on intersynodical develop-
e ments, . .
: " A 1932 St Louis seminary grad- -
uate, Dr. Bouman held pastorales at
. Canton and Geneva, Ohio; Decatur,
"+ Indy and Sheboygan, Wis., before .
4 assuming the chair of systematic -
theology . (Lutheran - Confessions,
v« Doetrine) at the St. Louis seminary
2 in 1954, For 14 years Dr. Bouman
has also been @ member of Synod’s .
Board of Appeals. - S
<[} The Springfield semingry last year L
*.7 conferred on him the doctorale of
divinity “for theological lcadership =~ -
in the church” = i R
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