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8 Confessionisgh Ig

“2 ggf@' th high hopes. 'About 200 Scripturally

IL

By fﬂ of evénts jﬂ ”Old M15Dour1“ had gone from-bad to worse. The
,iLD@ @? fﬂciénn wathin the LC-MS had squeezed out a majority
;V@ia gmr;feli@wship;with the ALC in the 1969 Denver convention.
;Théfé?wSié ﬁény wdrking‘hard for membership in the WCGC and the
‘1 L%F;' ihé,Condcﬁdia Publishing House was turning out materials
that weré based in the use of the higher-critical method of
 interpre%ationo saddest of all, these very Scripture-destroying
“f metths of im terpretation were being employed and taught by a
| wajority of the Concordia Seminary faculty. The desire for
ecumenism among all Christian denominations was fising to a
fever pitch, It was time for the end of +%talk and the beginning

of action if the truths of Scripture were to be preserved at all

from ecumenical obscurity. One such decisive befinning was the

formation of the FAL, It's main purpose was to provide a house
of refuge for those who could mno longer tolerate the falge doce-
trine and practice within the LC=MsS,

Unfortunately, too many congregations and wvastors, altiough
doctrinally sound, were not yet ready for such a decisive sten
as total break with Missouri. Only a handful of the a' rroximately

200 at Libertyville Joined the TFAL at that tire., The reasons
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edﬂf ation. Most of theaevcongregationg wero
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hin g haé ﬁ@ﬂmcn in Missouri and the pastors needed moxre

b0 instwiot So the pastors didn't want 4o join BT
jsth@EQEEVﬁs Qﬁ@il %héi? oongregatlons were ready to join,

: “  >?@§ péa%ar and mongg gaticn alike, the very‘;roap@ct of
”*léaving thﬁir‘@nc@ beloved synod had many emoticnal overtones.

 Missouri had truly been good for them for many decades and thig:

had created an intense =nd patriotic loyalty. A break with the

5 LC=-MS would be looked upon as treason by some, Pressure from
. v

others to stay in the IC-MS and work from the inside to correct

the problems increased steadily. Also, an individual pastor had

mich to lose in the line of finances and friendships by leaving
Missouri, All these factors in combination produced a great

reluctance to break with the LC-MS for many congregations and

pastors,

To partially overcome this problem, 2 seemingly harmless
intermediate step to full membership in FAL had been proposed,
This was called non=voting or advisory membership. Among those
who could become advisory members were "4, Congregations, pig-
tors, teachers and laymen who are sympathetic tc the goals of FATL

by declaring themselves in statu confessionis (a state of confeg—

sional protest to the errors within the church body with whom

~they have membership}@"’ﬁ To enable a LC~MS member o congregation

1preliminary draft of FAL constitution, from 1971 Consdtuting
Convention workbook.,
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‘ %i%h Fﬁ&a: -

] &hlﬁ mdvi§® membership had been prog%%d by one of the two
Aﬁ%ﬁﬁ a&saciaﬁians that were coming together to form the Federation.
Tﬁi% ﬁ@ﬁt Gmast agsociation was known as Galifornians for Authentic
‘_;Luther anism (CﬁLa later,most of the pastors of this original group
 formed a loose association also called CAL: the Conference for
*}{Aathentic Lutheranism)e They had done much df the basic groundwork
in pr@?aration for the Constituting Convention in Libertyville.

In North Hollywood on April 26,27, 1971, they had taken careof

some of the details for forming PAL and also had prepared the
preliminary draft of the FAL constitution. (FAL had been incor-
porated as a California non-profit corporation on July 16, 1971,)
AT the November convention, it was pointed out by members of the
other loose association (FAAL, Free Association for Authentic Luthe=
eranism, basically Midwest) and by representatives of the WELS and

EIS that this advisory membership would be a source of confusion and
future problems. In reality, it was providing for a dual member-




,;fu%kﬁW¢m1@ bel@ép to- b@th an Qrth@d@x
they had declax @d‘t@ be heterodox
; v @f tne Staﬁm& Confessionis
3.8 ‘:}@§§ 5;mh 1] would hﬁ‘a misuse and viclation of scriptural
;p@ﬁﬁaiplﬁa ﬁz ﬁﬁ&?ﬂﬂ f@l-@évhﬁpe Therefore the voting members of
?iho %ﬁﬁ vﬁﬁaﬁ ?ﬁ drop gw“h en advisory membership from the con-
};ituz Lon, Tﬁﬂj also d@cided not to have altar and pulpit fel-
‘ﬁfzawghi@ with those who were is a State of Confession, but still
;fkiﬂ the 1C-M3, This was done without really discusssing the scripe
tural bhasis for this and without finding out exactly’why members
" of CAL had advocated this advisory membership.. So, advisory
membership had never actually been condemned as contrary to
Sceriptures It seems to have been taken for granted that every-
one understood why such an advisory membership was untenable.

The problems everyone forming FAL didn’t understand why
this non-voting membership could not be used. This was discovered

3 years later at the fourth annual convention of the FAL in

North Hollywood., There, one of the California congregations

had proposed this resolutions

RESOLVED, that FAL revert tc a "Declaration of

In Statu Confessionis"” as orlglnally adopted

a%t North Hollywood, CA on April 26,27, 1971,
This resolution would again allow FAL congregations to commune those
people who were members of an ILC=MS congregation, but in a public
State of Confession. The resolution had not been introduced to

consciously alter FAL’s practice of church fellowship, elthough this

is what it would have done. Those in favor of the resoluticn
thought that by this means they were merely changing an ecclegie
astical rule that had been adopted at Libertyville in 1971, They




't G0 commune publicly pro-

an adiaphoron and did not

ue practice of church fellowship.

. wh&u mmmnamg? - In order %o find
'F,f%é laag ﬁléseiy at what "Status Confes-
éiaﬁeg %@ the doctrine of thé'churcha
Jonfession” had once been defined by Prof, Joe
@f‘ﬁanfhﬁi@ﬂ@“ This is accurate, if

N

o show how temporary Status Confessionis should beo

¢ Status Confessionis is a state of protest by members
¢hurch body that declares that if that church body does
et return to the true seriptural doctrine, it will lead to the

'735?@?iﬂﬁfm£ follewahis  and the breaking of membership with that
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lowship, whether by communion, prayer or pulpit exchange. The

breaking of membership is a total and complete break. It must

be noted here that membership in a church body is also a pérson's
public, formal declaration of fellowship with a church body, even
though a person's AETUAL worship fellowship has ceased. Fellowship
does not cease to exist until a complete break is made, A congre-

gation in stmtu confessionis will undoubtedly carry on fellowship

with other like~minded congregations within that chureh body.
In 1970, the Commission of Theology and Church Relations of

the 18-M5 defined Status Confess

e

onis this ways

In the current usage of our church, it is quite
generally employed to declare that a articular
teaching, practice or action of the cﬁurch against
which the protest is lodged is contrary to tre
Word of God or endangers the Gospel, ﬁsed in
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'iéﬁsﬁz ﬁ@ﬁwﬁ ssionis does not
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?ffﬁg'gﬁﬁm . break. This is the

the WILS declared in its

| within mh@ Synodic al Conference. When things did not
‘%@p%@?@ within the Missouri Synod, WELS declared itself to be
 !3& a ”Vlgﬁrﬁuslj protesting fellowship” within the Synodical
?,gﬁﬂfﬁf@ﬂﬁﬁa This went farther than the above IC=MS definition

- of HBtatus Confessionis. It served to be a severing of worship

fellowship but not a breaking of membership with the Synodical

Conference, From that time on, WELS did not participate in wor-.
ship or in altar fellowship with members of the Synodical Cone
Terence, although the breaking of membership did not occur until ()

i?éia : N

This latter type of "vigorously protesting fellowship” is
how FAL officially understood the term “Status Confessionis! This
can be seen by their Declaration of Status Confessionis {Appendix
A, esp. page 2). Any person who signed this declaration agreed o
withhold financial support from the IC-MS and cut off any type of

worship fellowship-with the IC-MS, except with those who were in

0

similar public state of confession, This, for all intents and

purposes, cut off all relations with the IC=M3, except for actual

official membership in that body. It is very temporary in nature

unoted by A.E. Wagner, "Confessional Declaratio ong," Evangeli-
cal Directions For The Lutheran Church, 1970,
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0 those who are still iﬁ “’ﬁﬁ ﬁzﬂf@&ﬁi@ﬂi% that they aza@ should

“be acting to break members} 1ip with the heterodox body, B0 tha@
' -they may once again join in fellowship. Although the desire would
" be %%F%ﬂﬁ to remin in fellowship with those that you know are

irin Qléj sound but still protesting, this desire cannot be fule

>Pfllie@ because the person or congregation still in protest also
5till has their formal confession of faith with the heterodox
church body. There are still varying amounts of contact and
even actual fellowship with that synod. Their personal or
informel confessidn of faith may be truly correct, but they have
not yet changed their formal confession to follow suit.. There=

fore, to fellowship with them would be confusing. It is also

e not doing the protesting congregation any favors. It is
not properly showing them that it is important for them to get
their formal confession in line with their personal, informal
confession. If anything, fellowship at that point would
weaken their resolve to leave the heterodox body and give them
the ;mpressian that fellowship can continue no matter how long
they remain in the heterodox bod dys Of course, there would always

be cases where a person had always practiced fellowship with you

and now comes to your church and again desires communion. He



‘and practice of Status Confess

Pk@ﬁ@ﬂ tatives of the three orthodox church
ﬁﬂ a me&tlng of the Ev. Lutheran

. To mmg,héié‘ia October, 1974, It was agreed by all

'f>7%%m? ?ﬁ@ g K@%iﬁ on was the correct one. This, however, was not
v ; P nov

FT‘Q%%@ mmﬁ@r&%&néimg of a certaln segment within FAL.

Phis group Witﬁiﬂ PAL (which for the Sake of @@nvenienceg‘
will be called members of CAL=the second one=in this paper) did -
‘not see the importance of a person’s tormal confession of faith
which he:gave by being a member of a heterodox body like the IL=-M5.

To them, if a person had declared himself to be in statu confes-

sionig, he had virtually cut off fellowship with the LC-MS and his
actual membership with the LC=-M5 really didn’t matter. His infor-
mal and personal confession of faith was correct and therefore

he was in doctrinal unity with the orthodox congregation. He was
thus a rgcognized member of the body of Christ, the true church,

and theretore could be received into communion with them. The

results of this type of thinking was expressed in a paper given by

IS

=

one of the members cf the original CAL in 1970

Externallgo the Status Confessiocnis can have
a powerful eifect. It can reach across synod-

ical and denominational lines to the faithtul,
prompting them into a proper Status Confessionis
in relation to the erring in their own groupo.
And when they have done so and they find them=




agreement with
groups..they can enter
Liowship with each

es ‘across denomination lines
fellowship” because it ignores
Lth.. One selects those people

2 conservative and decides to prace

1

Wa%ig with theme Also, the above practice seems to make

"n‘L . N gg“-. ds gy e
EEE’@ éﬁx;ﬂw

of confession® a rather permanent thing., A congregation

oviould be mal ing use of Status Confessionis when it joined in
: L g -
.+ fellowship with one newly coming into a state of confession, even
though that original ccngre?gation had long ago broken all ties with
R . L

s

the heterodox body. Thus, it is taking a very particular and

temporary measure of dealing with one's own church body and making
it into a practice that is intended to bring together the faith-
ful and doctrinally-sound believers everywhere on earth. This de-
sire is indeed Scriptural (make every effort to keep the unity of
of the Spirit through the bond of peace, Ep 433), but the‘method
is not. Yet, the above paper that advocates this use of Status
Confessionis seemingly denies the fact that this would be a type
of Selective Fellowship and something quite permanents

It is understood, of course, that the Status
Confessionis procedure can be misused. It is
not an attitude that can be maintained indef-
initely without turning it into i%e very op=
posites a form of compromise rather than an
unqualified testimony %o the truth maintained
with integrity. I% must lead within a rea-
sonable time, dictated by circumstances, either
to reform or to a separation. Titus 3110, Where
that is not uwnderstood or practiced, a wrong
kind of “Selective Fellowship” developes, such
as Synodical officials often recommend to pas=
tors”and congregations who are in protest,

3Ibid., p. 580

“Ibid., p. 58,




ould legitimately condemn '

wber, and etill practice
them, Selective -
who was conservative,

To the rest of PAL,

?@%Eéwghip“meant joining together with
“7v§ﬁ§ é@ﬂ&@gﬁéﬁi%@g‘wh@ther hé,ha@ entered a state of confession
,i within his church ééﬂj or note |

| Why ¢id those men who were advocating an actual misuse of
' _%%a%m$ Confessionis feel go positive that this was not a misuse
‘a% all? They were supported by & logical conclusion drawn by

a wrong understanding of “Church.® This was not evident at all
in the above paper, and it was only briefly alluded to in a later
and more detailed paper on Status Confessionis endorsed by the
members of CAL in 1975,

Hiestorically and scripturally, the Lutheran Church has always
understood “church” in its basic sense to ﬁean the communion of
Baints, the UNA SANCTA, those people who have faith in Jesus as
their Savior from sin (cf. A.Co VII & ViII). Because only God
can judge who has faith and who doesn’t, this has been called the
church universal or the invisible church. The visible church is
wherever men can actually see that there are believers, This in-
cludes any truly Christian church, whether Roman Catholic or
Lutheran, because they have the marks of the church, i.e. wherever

the Gospel is rightly taught and the sacraments rightly admin-
isterad. The purer these marks of the chnreh are, the surer one

is of the presence of the church. Therefore, one would recognize

an  orthodox Lutheran church as being a very visible vart of the
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‘Thig'is @ﬁdwpl@asing

) im‘@hmrﬁﬁﬂ%wia@ of church involves the iden-

g ” re iﬁaﬁﬁ@“
Sirleation of that visible mhyfch oft arth. 'The correct underw
;fﬁﬁﬁﬁéiﬁﬁ is that wh@é@ver the marks of the church are and true
17%@ii@vara oan be soen, there is the vigible church. So local
gregations, synods, ﬁh@@lggieal schools, etc. are all part

~of the church. One can sece believers in all such organizations,
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a1l are doing church work an@?hua aré preaching and téaehing
God’s Word. Yet, one can practice visible unity with only such
groupings of believers where the Word of God is purely taught,
ALl others are to be marked and avoided (Rm 1631?)e The improper
understanding of “church” is that only the local congregation

iz Ychurch® in the real sense. It is the only one that is divinely

instituted and any other type of grouping or orgqnlzat;on is a
human establishment and therefore not really “church,”

Basically, this is the difference that became a point of

argument between the Piéper brothers, August of WELS and Franz

0f IC=M3e The wrong understanding of church was clearly advocated
by a number of the next generation®s theologians, who were ofhermn
wise orthodox, within the I0-NS A type of compromise on this

problem was contained in the Thiensville theses. To a certain

extent, they could be read to allow either doctrine. Because of
this,the understanding of the doctrine of "churcl] begam to separate

the ILC-MS and WELS, especially when men like Dr. Thecdore Graebner
clearly taught the improper understanding, This was never speci-

fically dealt with to completion because the doctrine of fellowship




gtated clearly here that absolutely no member of CAIL
vocated the use of this doctrine to promote a fals
did within the IC-MS.
had left the I04NS,

understanding as support for their misuse of

organizations as “church” amcng some members of CAL.

c%@%‘mgi@ﬁﬁﬁm nd ecumenism in the Missouri Synods

the issue {over fellowship) at first ap=
to be merely a difference over the inter=
tion and application of this or that Bible-

L wtexd, it i8 now olear that what was really going

on was a ¥adical, revolutionary overturning of
the Lutheran doctrine of the churche=-even though
no one at the time intefided that! The false
development moved in two somewhat contradictory
directions at onces on the one hand, the church
came to be seen as essentially visible;s but, on
the other, church-bodies, synods, federations,
indeed any formations beyond local congrega-
tions, were no longer regarded as being "church®
in any legitimate sense at all, Hence the doors
wera open to the modern Ecumenidal . %ovement
with all its pomp and all its works.

Status Confess

a8 one recent I0=MS author very ably
o believes that this wrong understanding

ed o the Seriptural justification of

This wrong understanding of church also led to the confusion
of tﬁe visible and invisible churches and the denial of syhodical
It must be
or FAL ad-
@ ecumenism as some
This was one of the very reasons why they
Nevertheless, some in CAL did use this wrong

ionis

to promote what they called "true ecumenism.” This is evident

from one paragraph of their 1975 position paper on Status Con-

fessionigs
L222.0N18

SKurt E, Marquart, Anatomy of an Explosion (Fort Wayne:

SIbia.,

cordia Thheological Seminary Press, 1977)s pp. 56=57.

P52,

Con-




i ey
C - 0f.the
vy things (that a
rereise Status
_ . Tor the congre-
c6ofthe Churdh unie
2Ly a Tinger governed by
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sentative of the Church,
the Church, the Una
- at that particulav
8 representative, HIS pleni-
endovied with all the powers He
he Holy Spirit and accountable always
- in all matters of their use, o o o
. koof mutual assistance and propa gation
" of the truth iz indeed commanded, cp. Hb 6310,
but the organizational superstructures of vare
ious kinds designed to serve this purpese are,
strictly speaking, adiaphora, within the limits
~of the Scriptural concept of the Church,

-

: Thus the line of Thought is thiss When PAL prohibited the prac-

tice of fellowshipping with those in statu confessionis in 1971,

they cut off their @ffeefiveaesg to witness to those within Mis—

Bouri. Because a synnd is merely an organization %o serve

human purposes and is not the "church® as such, and is not die
»viﬁely instituted, it has no right to decide with whom its
Cmembers can Yellowship., Only the congregation is "church® and
”?ha@~that:right@ such congregation is not accountable to the
Asynadﬂ but énly to Christ, When administration decides on

fellowship, it is really overstepping its bounds and ruling in

an area of adiaphora, as far as synods are concerned,, S50 also,
bel@nging.to such an organization is not really a declaration

of confession. It does not automatically unite a person with

L

others in that organization if that person is in statu confessionis .

<

Official membership means nothing in the face of an individual‘’s

bersonal confession.

This 4ihthor hesitated to quote the above paper because it

was completely.withdrawn. However, the facts must be brought to

light. Also, it must be clearly stated that the majority of the
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‘a$$é d d not understand that th@lr ad-

e

&%a Gonfes LG&L% was really misuse. Th@im&jor—
ﬁ to be suppo ing the 1975 paper because they agreed

y dts eoncluﬁlanw They folt that such a use of Status Gon
:?zﬁﬁdiﬂn&a would make them more etfective in witnessing to pro=
;‘teﬁtlng membvers of the If«lE., Th fey vwanlted to be able to join in
»f:iﬁllQW%hiﬂ with all doctrinally pure believers, as we all degire.
5:Yeﬁg they did not realize that this is impossible on earth if
those believers are members of heterodox church bodies, The
bublic, formal confession of a child of God was played down or

*T@ven allmlnated in their intended practice of fellowship., Exactly

"~ how much of the vwrong understanding of church was behind the

thinking of each individual in CAL is impossible to determine,
:The facts seem to suggest that for the most part, there was very
little of that.

From the author’'s personal interview with one of the WEIS
pastors on the CICR, the only proper conclusion is that these
men for the most part, did not hold false scriptural views on
church and fellowship. Remember that with FAL's stirict interpre-
tation of Status Confessionis, for alil intents and purposes, true

fellowship as evidenced by actual acts of worship and support

was cut off, The fellowship remaining was solely in actual mem-
pership. It would be easy to rationalize away the eitfectiveness
of membership in a church body as a type of wvalid fellowship, VYet,

membership detinitely does have the implications of fellowship,




}lmiﬁhib invén§ chér way, why wouldn:t

Y

3 actual membership in line with hig

time?  Testimony to an erring church

wehip is effective for only a short time,
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‘Vﬂkﬁné%ﬁé@;ﬁ%@éfta@@’e®ﬁ$iﬁefati@na In the original meetings
JEIS had v th FAL, the doctrine of church was discussed
esent at these mestings were some of the same men
sed the above 1975 paper on Status Confessionis. The
*:ﬁﬁmmiﬁﬁi@ﬂ.ga Inter-Church Relations specifically centered
of the discuseion on the proper understanding of what church
The wrong understanding of that very point was what hagd pre=
vented our j@i@ing in fellowship with another IC<MS splinter
group, the Lutheran Ghmféh@g of the Reformation, At the time
of the PAL meetings, the representative members latep in.CAL were
in complete egreement on the doctrine of church,

Much later, in the November 17-18, 1975 meeting with the
representatives of CAL and the respective doctrinal boards of the
WELS and ELS, it was discovered that the majority of the pastors
in CAL were Supporting a paper that they had not actually written,
Also, the pPeople who had written the paper used many of the thoughts
that had been expressed by a German theologian, Dr, William Qesch,
He had once written articles concerning status Confessionis that had

been printed in early editions of Sola Scriptura. It is quite

Ceftain that he indeed was wrong in his understanding of "church,”
) addety
A good number of the rest of Al were convinced that;éAL had exact-
3
Ly the same ideas about "church” that he did. This helps explain

Some of their actions later,



> meeting in West St. Paul, Minnesota,

“hg pgsitipn paper of CAL, wag thoroughly

'@mﬁgg@ﬁ L dia¢u$sion“hinge@ around the “question as

t@j%ﬁ%éﬁéf;ang%@élvidualésfcénfeasion may sometimes be determined
ciﬁéfé‘by;hiéJﬁérséhélg informal confession than by hig formal
m%ﬁbéréhi@(i§7a chmr@h~b5d§§”7 Those parts of the paper that
f,advacatédna practice of chuﬁch'fellewship that cuts across denamm
; inatiohél lines were partiéulafly singled out. The representatives
1 3®£ WELS and EIS pointed out that this kind of bractice completely
‘ignores a person’s formal publie confession that he makes by being
a m@@ber of a parﬁiculaf éhur@h body. They demonstrated that
seripturally, this should not be done. In cases when an individ-
ual makes a personal declaration of Status Confessionis apart from
his home congregation, it wag pointed out that this practice was
really meddling in another man's ministry, This instruction was
done solely in a brotherly way that revolved around Scripture,
At the next session, the following day, the representatives

of CAL put forth this statement:

We wish to eXpress our deep appreciation for

the counsel, partience, kindness anag candor
expressed by the participants of the committees

of WEIS and EIS and for the fact of the Drother-
1y concerns by which our discussions have been
conducted, Responding to these exXpressions of
Christian brotherhood and condlidering the Segments
of our paper which might give off@nse to some,

We suggest the following changes,

references to fellowship that cuts across organizational lines,
This was done because all present realized the problems that had

often been caused within the IC-MS when erronecus papers were

minutes of the Nov. 17,18, 1975 meeting.

Bminut983 also contained in the 1976 Report to the Ten Districts,
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@hang;ng‘any.@f the errors, “After the
@»LQWiﬂg fmrmal'stateménthag,read‘anﬁ

JAL representativesg

g I as our dogument, *In Statu Confessionis,"

- been charged with emotional overtones and

hes been greatly misuhderstood by some, we here-

with suggest that for the purpose of this meeting
and’ the goals we wish to achieve under the Word,

that this document be set aside until we esta-

blish a set of guidelines by which we can unie

formly practice church fellewship and to whom

“it is to be extended, including the matters of
formal and informal confession., We, further-
more, ask that the guidelines which are adopted
be guidelines which truly retlect the %ctual

- practice which exists in our churches .?

o The rest of the meeting then centered on establishing such a
proper guideline concerning the practice of church fellowship.,
The guideline adopted by all three bodies is as followss

Do we hold that the exercise of church fellows
ship, especially prayer and altar fellowship,
cap be decided in every instance solely on the
bagsis of formal church membership, that is, on
whether or not the person belongs to a congfe=
gation or synod in affilistion with us?
Noo. Ordinarily this is the basis on which

- 8uch a question is decided since church fellow=
ship is exercised on the basig of one’s con-
tession to the pure Marks of the Church, and
ordinarily we express our confession by our

- church membership. There may be cases in the
exercise of church Tellowship where a person’s
informal confession of faith must also be con=
sidered, This is especially true regaraing
the weak, Buth whether one iz guided by a
person’s formal or informal confession of faith,
in either instance it must in principle pe a
contession to the full truth of CGod's Word,
In addition, special care must be exercised
S0 as not to cause offense +to others or to
intertfere with another man's ministry. Further,
we are not to judge harshly concerning the manner
in which a brother pastor after much agonizing
handles such difficult cases,]

' 9minutes; also contained in 1976 Report.

1Ominutes; also contained in 1976 Report.
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