YES, THERE IS STILL A DIFFERENCE!
(The continuing difference between the Church efltbtheran Confession and
the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod)

Frequently we are told that there is no differeheeveen the Church of
the Lutheran Confession (CLC), and the Wisconsiarigelical Lutheran
Synod (WELS). This opinion is expressed and proohdig the WELS,
but is rejected by the CLC. Meetings were held leetwrepresentatives of
the two bodies in 1972. In the late 1980s and th&n1990s discussions
were held for the second time between represeatati¥ the two bodies.
The Evangelical Lutheran Synod (ELS) with whom SMELS is in
fellowship also participated in the meetings betw&888 and 1992.

After what appeared to be a promising start towasblution of the
historic difference, the meetings of 1988 - 199@esh as in 1972, without
any settlement.

The following demonstrates from historical matesidlat the difference
was that led to the formation of the CLC in 1968 weell as the fact that
the original_doctrinal differencstill exists.

The issue that caused many to sever fellowship thighWELS revolved
around the question of termination of fellowshighvthurch bodies and
teachers who had forsaken the old paths (Jereni#).6

The subject of fellowship-- with whom we join in vehip and church
work-- may seem to some to be of little consequetWée would agree --
if God’'s Word did not make it important, or did nioistruct us on the
subject. Furthermore, the visible church in genesald the Lutheran
Church in particular is in part in the sorry stétés today because the
Scriptural doctrine of church fellowship (Romans1i618) has become
seriously watered down, adulterated, and simplgcted. The leaven of
error that leavens the whole lump (1 Corinthian&bhas infected the
church today with what is known as unionism. Uigts are more

interested in union than they are in holding fasthe faithful Word. The

lack of a Scriptural fellowship position on one Haand the inroads of
unionism on the other, is sadly apparent in theeritatation of the

formerly staunch Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod US), and to an

even greater degree in the demise of the Evangjélitheran Church in

America (ELCA).

Our concern for the truth of God’'s Word among usnadl as for the
continuation of the precious Gospel of our Lordude€hrist among us,
and for the generations that follow us, causes asreview the
circumstances that led to the division in the WEh$he late 1950s, and
by the grace of God, the subsequent formation@ahC.

We present this review with an abiding realizatbdour own weaknesses,
and our unworthiness before God. The CLC has ngnmmoted itself as
the only church in which God has His children, stlze church outside of
which there is no salvation. Fully aware of the umatgion of being
schismatics we, nevertheless, will not shrink freitnessing to the truth
of God’'s Word. We know of nothing that will healvdiions with former
brethren short of honest agreement in what catmeditision, and honest
and established agreement on what Scripture teachas subjects of
which it speaks. This includes the doctrine, whghalled the doctrine of
“fellowship.”

We are compelled to this review -- not because @liglot in dredging up
the past -- but because of the danger of forgetitingVe are further
compelled by the necessity to set the record $traiger against any
suggestion that there is no difference betweerCtie and the WELS.

In excerpts from official reports we learn:

1953 The floor Committee of the WELS convention saidle LC- MS
“The issue that has opened this serious breacheketwur Synod
and the Missouri Synod and threatened the conimuaif the
Synodical Conference is Unionism

The committee said, “by its persistenherénce to its unionistic
practice” the Missouri Synod “has brought aboutpghesent break
in relations that is now threatening the existeotéhe Synodical
Conference...(WELS Proceedings, pp. 103,104).

1955 The president of the WELS reported in 1955, “Diffieces in
practice have increased and multiplied...the diffeesnthat have
arisen between us...have not been removed. Theyihareased.”
According to the president, the teaching and pradiiat caused the
disruption were being “vigorously defended.” Ttedter in the same
report he said, “We have reached the conviction tim@ugh these
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differences divisions and offences have been cacsettary to the
doctrine which we have learned. And when that ésahse, the Lord

our God has a definite command for us: ‘Avoid thém. (WELS
Proceedings, page 13)

We note that Romans 16:17, 18 is quoted. In threegaport the president
said, “We implore the Holy Spirit to guide and dirais as we try to

decide in the face of all the reports whether thedlwould have us apply
His definite command “Avoid them!” or whether wéllshave an unpaid

debt of love to those whose fellowship we have ished so many years”
(WELS Proceedings, page 14).

The Standing Committee in Matters of Church unigported to the
same convention, “We have, however, arrived afitheconviction
that, because of the divisions and offences tha¢ lieeen caused,
and which have until now not been removed, furfh&stponement
of a decision would be a violation of the apostafifunction of
Romans 16:17 (I beseech you, brethren, mark theichwtause
divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine cihiye have
learned; and avoid them).”

In view of longstanding divisions and offenses, tBtanding
Committee in Matters of Church Union proposed thsolution,
“that with deepest sorrow...we, in obedience to Gaaflgnction to
avoid such, declare the fellowship which we havd hdth said
synod to be terminateWELS Proceedings, page 79).

The Floor Committee at the convention respondetie“Tutheran
Church-Missouri Synod has by its official resolutso policies, and
practices created divisions and offenses both irohe body and in
the entire Synodical Conference. Such divisions @ffehses are of
long standing...” This Preamble to the Committeefsorewith its

indictment of the LC-MS was adopted unanimously!

Then followed: “Out of love for the truth of Scripe we feel
constrained to present the following resolution tihis

convention FOR FINAL ACTION IN A RECESSED SESSION |
1956 (emphasis added): Resolved, that whereasutnedan Church
—Missouri Synod has created divisions and offengétd official

resolutions, policies, and practices not in acaeitth Scripture, we,
in obedience to the command of our Lord in Roma@sl7-18,

terminate our fellowship with the Lutheran ChurchMissouri
Synod.”

A two-to-one majority adopted this part of the taeton. This began the
delaying action on the part of WELS. It continued until 1961. Sbile
the indictment was unanimous, the resolution tdyaRpmans 16: 17-18
was delayed for further consideration in a recessedention! Hence the
obedience that was urged instead became disobediAdmonition and
protest continued within the framework of fellowshi

1956 In the recessed convention in Watertown, Wiscongin, WELS
concluded that “our fellowship with the Lutheranu@th-Missouri
Synod be one of vigorously protesting fellowship.”

Note that the WELS-- whose president in conventi@u previously
described the LC-MS as causing “divisions and afés’ and whose
floor committee in 1955 had concluded that obedieralled for
separation-- nevertheless concluded it would caetion with the LC-MS,
albeit in a “protesting” fellowship. The resolution1955 called for action
in 1956, but the recessed convention delayed thanation action again.

1957  The floor committee on Church Union quoted with rappl the
following paragraph of th@&rief Satement of 1932 of the LC-MS:
“Since God ordained that His Word only, without axtore of
human doctrine, be taught and believed in the Gani<Thurch, 1 Pet.
4:11, John 8:31,32, 1 Tim. 6:3,4, all Christians mquired by God to
discriminate between orthodox and heterodox chibmties, Matt.
7:15, to have church fellowship only with orthodbadies, and, in
case they have strayed into heterodox church bottideave them,
Rom. 16:17. We repudiate unionism, that is, chdetlowship with
the adherents of false doctrine, as disobedienG®otbs command, as
causing divisions in the Church, Rom. 16:17; 11 dé&h10, and as
involving the constant danger of losing the WordGafd entirely, I
Tim. 2:17 - 21.”

Thereafter the resolution was offered that chuettodvship with the LC-
MS be suspended on the basis of Romans 16:17 hi8rdsolution failed
-- was rejected by the convention! Out of needsfume kind of response,
the resolution passed that the WELS continue itgohously protesting
fellowship” over against the Lutheran Church Missdynod, “because
of the continuation of the offenses with which wavé charged the sister
synod, Romans 16:17, 18...” (Proceeding, pp.143-144).



Again, note the contradiction! In spite of using fhassage that calls for
separation from a heterodox church, the WELS vdtedatontinue in
fellowship, albeit again, in a “protesting” fellohip. Efforts were made
by the president to explain the contradiction. Thality is that in 1957
(as in conventions past) the WELS did not followotigh with the
required action against a body it had recognizettassing divisions and
offenses”

A Protest Committee of the WELS stated in an appgestification of
the situation, “Timing and human judgment appedredhe basic sources
of the difference of opinion in our circles condemthe problem at hand”
(WELS Proceedings, p.147).

1959By the 1959 convention the official justificatiéor lack of required
action was: “Termination of church fellowship islled for when
you have reached the conviction that admonitionfiso further
avail and that the erring brother or church bodymaleds
recognition for their error” (Report to the Prot€simmittee).

Instead of separation, the Church Union Committees \wstructed to
continue its efforts until an agreement was reachitd the LC-MS, or
“until an impasse is reached.” No longer was actiorbe dictated by
recognition of the false doctrine of a church btut the WELS had said
was “causing divisions and offenses.” Instead,atton would be based
upon a subjective conclusion that discussions \&e@n impasse, or that
“admonition is of no further avail.”

A memorial, or overture to the 1959 convention téedi “A CALL FOR
DECISION” forced the issue. This overture urgedWELS to terminate
fellowship with the LC-MS. The overture was rejette

An exodus from the WELS that had begun earlier {)9tow became
much larger. After the 1959 convention, many whted formed the
Church of the Lutheran Confession left the WELS feasons of
conscience.

The Church of the Lutheran Confession officially bgan in 1960. \

1961Some of the“whereas” presented to the convention were primari
historical One “whereas” declared that the WELS “has lodgethym
admonitions and protests.” Another said, “Our aditions have largely
gone unheeded, and the issues have remained wa@sdl Yet another
declared that an “impasse” had been reached, stthention resolved,

a) “That we now suspend fellowship with the Luthe@hurch-
Missouri Synod on the basis of Romans 16:17-18..."

Though using Romans 16: 17-18, which speaks ofraépa on the basis
of existing “division and offenses” (which the Wg&lhad recognized for
many years), suspension was declared in a largeopathe basis of the
subjective opinion that an “impasse” had been redcfThis resolution
passed, though not with a unanimous vote.

1972 A meeting was held between the WELS and the CL&stertain if
the differences could be settled. This effort endiedfailure. In its
subsequent convention the WELS resolved

“That we express regret over the failure at thaeting to reach
agreement on the doctrine under discussion...”

In 1972 the WELS acknowledged a doctrinal diffeedn

1988 — 199Representatives of the CLC, the WELS, and the EEE m a
series of meetings, the participants drew up wheialme known as the
“Joint Statement.” To be fair to the WELS, theitit Statement” signed
by representatives of the three bodies rejected

“The view that the decision to continue or disconé admonition
and proceed to avoid is to be made on the bas& sifibjective
judgment or conjecture about the possible outcohaelmonition.”

Another point said, “We reject the view that pesmnihe use of
human judgment to prolong fellowship with persistenrorists
contrary to the principles of Scripture.”

However, a troubling expression in the “Joint Staat” was the WELS
consistent use of the expression “persistent atrbrHistorically, that
expression was a catchword used within the WELsSude contributed to
the delay in terminating fellowship with the LC-MSThe CLC
representatives accepted WELS verbal explanatiépes§istent errorist.”
However, as has been borne out by subsequent wodisictions of the
WELS, acceptance of that expression was ill advised

The CLC proposed that a preamble be added to tiet"Statement.” The
thrust of the CLC preamble was, “Any previous espgiens or actions
which may not be in conformity with it (the “JoiBtatement”) are hereby
set aside and rejected.”
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This preamble was rejected by the WELS. It couteréth a longer
preamble, which said that acceptance of the “JStatement” -- when
accepted by the three church bodies-- “supersadearad every previous
statement that might appear to be in conflict whils document. Any and
all such conflicting or possibly conflicting statems are herewith
disavowed.”

So how did the preamble of the CLC and that oMHeLS differ?

In the Lutheran Confessions as well as in Bneef Satement doctrines
contrary to the truth are clearly rejectedo reject a contrary doctrine
clearly declares that what is contrary to Scriptim@s no standing
whatever with the truth. Without a clear, unequalp@nd unambiguous
rejection of past statements contrary to Scripttire,question was open,
namely, what is the position of the WELS -- thattloé “fathers” or the
expressions of the unadopted “Joint Statement™?

A summary of the existing difference: H

1. The WELS made the point that they did not “w#mtsit in
judgment of the fathers.” They did not want to ude
straightforward preamble of the CLC that used tRpressions
“reject” and “set aside.” They preferred the wotdapersede”
and “disavow.” Under the circumstances of thedmigtthe CLC
judged that_clearand _unequivocalWwords should be used to
confirm that the hoped for agreement was indeedgirement
and settlement of differences.

The difference The point of the CLC was nto sit in judgment of the
fathers. It was to reject unequivocally any officiéatements contrary to
Scripture in doctrine or practice.

2. In a letter of August 8, 1990, the Chairman bé& tWELS
Commission on Inter-Church Relations wrote to the&C@oard
of Doctrine, “We do not believe that there was al difference
between us in doctrine, but a difference in redarthe question:
‘Has Missouri been conclusively shown to be peesistin its
error...”

3. In an undated WELS website it said, “In otherrdsp did the
WELS fail to break fellowship with the Missouri Sy in 1955
and 1957 because it had a faulty doctrine of fallug with

persistent errorists, or was the delay due tofareifice of opinion
about whether Missouri Synod had heard and rejected
admonition justifying the conclusion that it wasrgsting in its
error in spite of admonition.” (sic)

The difference What was it that the “Joint Statement” was suppo®
have settled, if in fact as the WELS believes thatmeetings addressed a
difference that was not really a difference? Alsote again the word
“persistent.” The use of that word subjected atipa of separation from
errorists to human judgment, or to a determinatibwhether or not the
LC-MS was really heterodox, or intended to contimuéts errant way.
The reader is invited to reread the historicaleavio see for himself that
words and facts clearly show that the LC-MS had nbedhown
conclusively to be heterodox. If the WELS did nodan what it said, it
should have withdrawn the charge against the LC-MS!

[Incidentally, the above web site reports that rimggstin the “late 1980s
and early 1990s failed to reestablish fraternaltiehs.”]

4. The website said what is frequently said witthia WELS, “The
Church of the Lutheran Confession was founded lmplgewho
left WELS and ELS because they believed these symeste
tardy in breaking fellowship with the LCMS” (An uattd WELS
web site expression). In other words, the WELS ctejethe
contention that there was a doctrinal differendsvben itself and
those who left. They attribute the difference tmatter of timing.

The difference: The WELS saw the difference only as a issue ofhtin
The CLC held and still holds that the differencnisloctrine!

5. The CLC and the WELS are not agreed in thecstaver against
“faith-based” organizations such as Thrivent (FaiyeAAL).
The CLC recognizes that membership in a “fratetndgith-
based” organization is an exercise of fellowshig] & unionistic.
The WELS does not. In practice the CLC neither cislinor
receives money from Thrivent. The WELS does. TheCCL
encourages and works with members to help themobuhe
“faith-based” organization that Thrivent claimsist The WELS
does not.

6. In reaction to the LC-MS dealing with the Yank&tadium
unionistic service after September 11, 2001 the WEh the
Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly (Fall 2003 issue, pp. 308-310) said,



“What remains to be seen is what Schulz and coiofesis
Lutherans in the LCMS who have supported his acfian of
suspending Benke- DF] will do if the LCMS persistslefending
a position on church fellowship which Schulz hasrectly
declared to be unscriptural.” The CLC, on the othand,
concludes that the conservatives have a respabgsilbd do
without further delay what Scripture directs, naynelvoid the
church body that harbors men whom they acknowl¢ddpe false
teachers.

The difference: The WELS comment on the Yankee Stadium matter
reflects the old position of the WELS, which alldyehad been rejected
by the “Joint Statement.” Again, the questionrisplace: “What is the
position of the WELS?” The CLC is consistent in fiesition, which
contends that identified and acknowledged falsehe®s and church
bodies are to be avoided without any attempt terd@he persistence.

THE “JOINT STATEMENT " was never presented to the constituency
of the CLC or its convention for action.

Before the “Joint Statement” could have been adbpi® a settlement,
each body would have had to review it. Each body heve suggested
changes. Any changes suggested by one body woudrkguired review
by the other two. This was not done, certainlylmothe CLC. The CLC
through its president made the choice not to ptetbent'Joint Statement”
for action by the convention, largely because efpbsition expressed in
the WELS letter of August 8, 1990. The “Joint 8taént” never was
officially adopted. It has no standing as an officitatement, much less a
settlement. The status gesists.

The WELS may disagree with the CLC on the statukiofys today. That
is their prerogative.

On the basis of the history, as well as subsequent words and actions
of the WELS, the CLC has not changed its conclusion:

THERE IS STILL A DIFFERENCE!

Daniel Fleischer -May 2005 (edited June 2005)

YES, THERE IS STILL A DIFFERENCE!

The continuing difference between the Church ofiLtliheran Confession and
the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod




WELS/CLC : The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod (WELS)
continues to publicly declare that there is noedéhce between
itself and the Church of the Lutheran Confessiohd¥on the
doctrine of fellowship, especially the terminatioinfellowship with
false teachers and /or heterodox church bodies.

One of the key words in the WELS discussion of teation of
fellowship with false teachers and/or heterodoxrchibodies is the
word “persistence.” It is a word that also appearghe infamous
but unadopted “Joint Statement” prepared by the Qb€ WELS,
and the Evangelical Lutheran Synod (ELS) in 199Che T
undersigned signed his name with some trepidation that
statement. With hindsight the CLC should have fe#d its first
instinct and rejected the use of the word “persistegiven its
history and use in the synodical controversy. He tlarity of
hindsight the use of the word should have beerctegjeif for no
other reason than that it introduced an elemerdoafusion. As a
signer of that proposed but unadopted stateméind, wiriter admits
to being wrong!

The word was used to validate the WELS failureatd in the
period up to 1961. When Romans 16:17,18 finally wpplied to
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod (LCMS), it waecéuse the

WELS declared that an *“impasse” had been reached. T

demonstrate that determining persistence in erayed a part in
the WELS inaction over against the LCMS, we offes following
evidence by the manner in which the word is s#ling used. The
evidence clearly delineates the difference thdit etists between
the CLC and the WELS. It also documents the faat & lack of a
clear statement that rejects the false statenodéritee past leaves it
an open question as to what the position of the B/E on the
matter of termination of fellowship with heterodadxurch bodies.

In the Fall 2003 issue of the Wisconsin Lutheraragarly (WLQ),
(pp 308-310) one finds an LCMS press release arunogirthe
reinstatement of LCMS district president, David BenLC-MS

6

vice-president, Wallace Schulz, had suspended Benkm®
participated in the Yankee Stadium prayer serviter &eptember
11. An appeal panel subsequently reinstated Benke.

In light of the reinstatement, John Brug of the VEEEomments,
“What remains to be seen is what Schulz and coiofesis
Lutherans in the LCMS who have supported his acfian of
suspending Benke- DF] will do if the LCMS persistslefending a
position on church fellowship which Schulz has eotly declared
to be unscriptural.”

Schulz recognizes that Benke’s participation inuhsnistic prayer
service was contrary to Scripture. It is not likeionism has just
recently reared its head in the LCMS. Why would NWELS

suggest that persistence has any place in detemnihé action that
should follow upon ascertaining of false doctrimel @ractice? Brug
does not suggest that the LCMS has erred in weakrmgs
ignorantly, or that it is even concerned about timonism and
syncretism in its midst. The LCMS has in fact masassly
validated unionism. How long must a church bodyer§mst” in its

error before the WELS will suggest that now is tinee to “avoid”

rather than musing about what confessional Luttevah do if the

errorists “persist” in their error?

The LCMS will do what it chooses to do. The WELSI wontinue
to evaluate errorists by their persistence in tleemor. What the
WELS should cease doing is declaring that thersoilifference
between the CLC and themselves! The WELS is m@itd see
what the “confessional Lutherans” in the LCMS wallb “if the
LCMS persists in defending a position on churclofeship” that is
recognized as unscriptural. The CLC on the otheddhzoncludes
that the conservatives have a responsibility tondtbout further
delay what Scripture directs, namely, avoid therchubody that
harbors men whom they acknowledge to be false &zach The
difference between the CLC and the WELS could lyab#l any
clearer.

Daniel Fleischer






