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When Martin Tuther said that the gospel is 1iké
a passing shower, that it lingers for awhile and then
moves on, he did not exclude his beloved Germany. His
observation can be seen to hold true throughout his-
tory, and yet, by the grace of God, his observation
does not always hold true in an absolute way. There
lies in the heart of the Reformation land of Saxony
a small church body that holds firmly to the unalterred
Augsburg Confession and the inerrancy and infallibility
of Scripture. With this confession they denounce the
popular trend of the historical-critical method of Bi=-
ble. interpretation. The gospel shower remains, although
it only hovers over a small, isolated portion of Germany,
showering on a body of believers who call themselves
the Evangelische Lutherische Freikirche in Sachsen (LFK).
This light is shining in the darkness of Communist East
Germany; therefore, there are obvious political perse-
cutions that threaten this small light, Far more dan-
gerous, though, are the spiritual pressures. The neigh-
boring church body, the Breslay Synod or Old Lutherans,
and the Selbstandige Evangelishe iutherische Kirche
(SBLK), a Iutheran church body in West Germany, would
have the Saxon Free Church join them in their liberal
theology which ultimately destroys the gospel and robs
the Spirit of his opportunities. The WELS now has the op-

portunity to encourage their brothers in dast Germany



to fan their gift of God into flame as they take a
stand against the Evil Cne. This paper will show a
brief history of the Saxon Free Church, their doc-
trinal struggles with the Breslau Synod, and the

current struggle with SELK. We will also take note

of the WLLS' relations and aid to their Saxon brothers.

Saxon's Happy Beginning

The Dvangelical Iutheran Free Church in Saxony,
or Saxon Free Church, was founded in 1876 by congre-
gations of Nassau and the kingdom of Saxony. The con-
gregation which formed the church owed much of their
conviction %o Scripture and the Confessions to Pastor
Friedrich Brunn, who had withdrawn from the Union State
Church in 1848 and had started his own congregation
in Steeden.! Brunn was concerned with finding others
who were like-minded, and;helped?fhé100nfessiona1 Iutheraner-
Verein in Planitz and Zwickau. He also gained support
and example from C.F.W. Walther and the HMissouri Synod
in the years prior to the establishment of the church
body.2

From its beginning, the Evangelical Lutheran Free
Church in Saxony was in confessional fellowship with
the ivangelical Tutheran Synodical Conference of NHorth
America.? They never became members of the conference
because of the obvious reason they wére not in Amer-

ica. There were, however, opportunities for the WELS
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to work together with the Saxons. The Poland Mis-

sion is the prime examgle, which began in 1925 when
Bethesda Iutheran Church in Milwaukee committed it-
self to the mission. Pastor Otto Engel was sent in
1925. At that time the mission became an official syno-
dical effort when J.P. Koehler reported enthusiasti-
cally about his visit and the convention subsequent-

ly raised the mission budget allotment from $10,000

to $15,OOO.4 Meanwhile, the Saxon Free Church Semi-
nary in Sehlendorf had already been training Poland
Tutherans for work in this mission field. From that
point, the two churches worked together.well as Seh=
lendorf continued to train WELS men for work in the
Poland mission field. To add to the mutual effort,

Dr. Peters from the WELS taught at Sehlendorf from 1929
to 1935.°

War Changes

During the second World War, there was obviously
no official contact between the WELS and Saxon Free
Church. The young pastors of all the free churches
had all been taken from their posts and funneled into
the Nazi war effort. The churches simply held bn as
best they could. Perhaps the most obvious change re-
sulting from the war was the split up in organization
of the Sazxon Church. ‘When the Allies divided Germany,

they gave no consideration to the Free Churches. The
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Saxon Free Church was divided and ironically, as we'll
see later, the ‘lestern Saxons were the worse off for
it. From this point on, we'll refer to the East.
German Saxon Church as the Tutherische Freikirche (IFK).
Another change that regarded our own Poland mission
was the pastors in diaspora. They fléd Poland and
sought refuge with their brothers in Germany. Those
who found themselves in the West formed their own
church body, the Bekenntniskirche. Those in the Zast
were not allowed to start a new church body. Under
the Communist rule, only those church bodies that al-
ready existed were considered official church bodies.,.
Because of this, the pastors in diaspora joined the
LFK and became known as the Diasporabezirk (Diaspora
district).

Shortly after the war in Germany in 1947 Dr. Wil-
helm Cesch of the Saxon Free Churchisaw an opportunity
to develop a confessional fellowship with the 0ld Lu-
therans (Breslau Synod). The Breslau Synod had pre-
viously been too compromising in the area of fellowship.
Prior to 1947, they practiced selective fellowship with
Lutheran territotial churches. They were careful to
make sure the individual churches were faithful to the
inerrancy of Scripture and the Confessions. But in
1947, Breslau felt compelled to break fellowship when

the territorial churches joined in a federation with



the Union state churches and the Reformed churches.

With no apparent obstacle separating tne Saxoh
wpee Church and the Breslau Synod, the sfinigungssaetze
were drawn up and in 1948 officially signed by Dboth
church bodies. In 1949, the WELS also declared fellow-
ship with Breslau on the basis of the Einigungssaetze.
Unfortunately, previously unheard dissenting voice came
from among the Breslau pastors, who, since the Linigungs-
saetze, had returned from the Russian concentration
camps.6 Dr. Cesch did not stir, for he was convinced
that once Breslau was under the Einigungssaetze the
liberal element could be'disciplined.7 Nevertheless;
this contention against the Hinigungssaetze would'con—
tinue to plague this unhappy union.

Ministerial training made a 360°turn as a result
of the war. The Sehlendorf Seminary was partially
destroyed by the war and was not allowed by the Com-
munists to be rebuilt. The Missouri Synod then saved
the day by purchasing a plot of land in the West at
Oberursel so that a seminary could be built. This
school was a joint effort between the 3Breslau Synod
and Saxon Free Church. BZach Church provided two pro-
fessors. The Saxon Free Church provided professors
Wilhelm Oesch and Johannes Kirsten, and Breslau pro-
vided professors Laabs and Kiunke. At Cberursel we

see no unity in this new féllowship. The WELS was



able to see the problems here through the students
that continued to study at the Saxon Free Church Semi-
nary. The WELS students, although they all personally
liked Laabs, reported that he would teach according
to the Finigungssaetze while at the podium, but when
he stepped away from the podium his views would not
always be in keeping with the Einigungssaetze. Need-
less to say, the Oberursel faculty was dangerously
divided, and add to that the.fact that the Breslau
students attended the universities to get a more broad
theological perspective before attending the Seminary.8
With this in mind, one need not wonder how Oberursel
could in some: cases produce men with less than a sense
of urgency toward sound exegetical Bible interpretation.
Before it was too late, the Communists did the LFK
a favor by tightening the border, no longer allowing
their students to attend Oberursel. They were faced
with a need for a seminary. Dr. Ernst iLerle was then
informally asked to start a new seminary. Dr. Lerle
gladly responded by setting up a schoél in Leipzig,
complete with his own rules and no board of directors.
Dr. Lerie did a remarkable job with the students who
also attended the universities for their theological
training. Despite the early doctrinal setbacks, Dr.
Terle was.able to delouse the students.? Unlike Ober-
ursel, a doctrinally strong seminary rose up among the

ashes of post-war East Germany.



The Struggle Continues

The two Lutheran free churches sought fellow-
ship with others who could agree with the winigung-
ssaetze. In 1949, apparent agreement was Tound with
the Selbstaendige fSvangelische ILutherische Kirche(SiTX).
One would have hoped that they would have demanded
unconditional agreement that the document expressed
the only way in which Scripture could be interpreted.
Unfortunately, they were satisfied with a confession
that the Zinigungssaetze were not contrary to Scripture.’0
The SELK ministerial candidates rarely made use of Ober-
ursel. They instead were satisfied with the univer=
sities' theological training. Without the possibility
of sound doctrinal study, how could they expect the
SELK ministers to be a positive addition to their fel-
lowship? The feeling in the Saxon TFree Church seemed
to be that once they are under the Zinigungssaetze,
they would have to conform or be disciplined; however,
the other two church bodies would not share their view.
At the time of this fellowship establishment, the
WELS was urged by the Oberursel faculty to seek fellow-
ship with the SELK. At that time the WELS was hesitant
because the Hermannsburg-Hamburg diocese of the SELX was
carrying on a joint mission effort with the territorial
church of Hannover. 3Breslau stated that their fellow-
ship was based on a status confessionis on that very

issue. .They were giving the SELK diocese time to make
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the necessary break. Nevertneless, the WELS re-
mained cautious because of the fact that time was
being given.!1 Here, then,the WELS gave testimony to
God=pleasing fellowship principles.

During the next decade, the WELS had little con-
tact with the German Free Churches because she was
forced to put all her energies into discussions to
preserve fellowship with the Missouri Synod. In ad-
dition, she had to educate her people as to the doc-
trinal fallacies that had smuggled their way into the
Missouri Synod. In 1964, WELS representatives visited
the free churches of Saxony and Breslau in order to
review what happened to the Synodical Conference and
to determine who remained in confessional agreement.
In their meetings, the WELS representatives learned
that the three free churches, Breslau, Saxony, and
SELE, were planning a merger. Since WELS was not in
fellowship with SELK, they sought more information,
and would return in 1968.

Meanwhile, the Seminary at Leipzig had undergone
more change. It seems that the Breslau Synod was un-
happy with the uncompromising confessicnalism in gram-
matical~historical interpretation of Scripture that was
coming from the Seminary. They pushed for a school
that would require their students to receive all of
thelr training at Leipzig, to which the present Fre-

sident, Dr. Lerle, was opposed. Recall, however, how
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Dr. Lerle was staunch in his confessionalism and apt
in reforming young minds to proper Scriptural inter-
pretation. Breslau also backed Dr. Gottfried Wachler
who favored the plan to have students receive all
their studies at the Seminary, and who, incidentally,
at that time favored the fellowship ties with Breslau.
If Breslau was aiming for a man who was more open-minded
in Scriptural interpretation, they completely missed
the target. Dr. Wachler is equal to Lerle in his stand
on inerrancy and proper Scriptural interpretation.
He favored the ties with Breslau for the same reasons
Dr. Oesch favored them. He desired to work with Breslau
after getting them under the Einigungssaetze,12 Praise
God for his grace and mercy in continuing to ﬁrovide
the Saxon Free Church with a confessional Seminary!

In 1965, the three free churches formally discussed
the merger. Fortunately, conservative voices were
heard which strongly suggested that the differences
in doctrine and practice which had become gquite evident
be worked out before any merger be considered. It was
also noted that the Zinigungssaetze, which were supposed
to be the basis for their fellowship, were being ignored.

since they no longer agreed on the binding nature of

the Binigungssaetze. -
It became evident that the new merger would have

to take place on the basis of a different document.
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50 the praesidia of the free cnurches formed a com-
mittee to see to this matter. The committee came
through with a compromising and doctrinally limp
document called the Basisformel. The 3asisformel
left itself and Scripture wide open for interpreta-
tion when it substituted "untrueglich" for "irrtumlos."
As a matter of course, the Saxon Free Church pastoral
conference would not accept the Basisformel, and the
other churches, although they approved of the docu-
ment, agreed that it should not be used in negotia-
tions for a merger. Instead, they returned to the Li-

nigungssaetze and began discussions concerning its

binding mature.14

sreslau's resolution of 1966 stated clearly their
understanding of the Einigungssaetze, as well as their
stand on Scriptural interpretation. In Dr. G&. Rost's
clarification of the 1966 resolution, he states:

Certainly, the understanding set forth in the
finigungssaetze has at all times had a place
in our Church and has always been considered
as a legitimate possibility in interpreting
Scripture and the Confessions. IHence, there
1s also no retreat back beyond the resolutions
of 1947. On the other hand there is not only
the possibility, but the necessity of grow-
ing beyond the measure of comprehension to
which we have been led. Accordingly the re-
solutions of 1947 and the Zinigungssaetze are
not like the notorious historical baggage,
which one could or should cast off as soon

as possible. Rather, as Prof. Dr. Guenther
carried this out before the Regional synod
West, they are to be compared to the ring of
8 tree, which has inseparably grown into the
life of our Church but about which also
further year rings will and must be formed
organically.1b
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50 then, the Linigungssaetze was not binding in
regard %o biblical interpretation; however, it was
highly regarded as a document that settled a differ-
ence of the past. Needless to say, this resolution
was unacceptable, and WELS fellowship relations with
Breslau were badly strained since we had declared
fellowship with them in 1949 with the understanding
that the Einigungssaetze was binding. When the
WiLS representatives met in Oberursel in June of 1968,
they had the opportunity to pursue their concerns with
representatives of the Breslau Synod. They were hap-
py to be informed of the Gemeinsame Erklaerung which
was drawn up between Breslau and Saxony since 1966,
This document was acceptable since it upheld the
Binigungssaetze as a document to be followed at the
present time. The document did concede that there
were new problems not addressed in the Kinigungssaetze
that needed to remain open for discussion. The Gemein-
same DLrklaerung was accepted by all, and officially
adopted by the 1968 convention of the ivangelical
Tutheran Free Church.16

While the WELS appreciated the doctrinal struggles
that the free churches were having, they were also
earnestly desiring a settlement on the triangular
fellowship that existed between W3iL3, the free churches,
and the LC-MS. With that in mind, the Commission on

Doctrinal Hatters of the WELS formulated "i lMessage of
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Concern to the German Free Churches." In this wri-
ting the valid reasons for terminating fellowship
with the T.C-iS were stated, such as becoming a chart-
er member of the LCUSA, even though they were not u-
nited in doctrine and practice, and also the decla-
ring of fellowship with the ALC in their 1969 conven-
tion. Along with this information concerning the TLC-
M3, the Commission informed the free churches of the
doctrinal differences that remained between the WILS
and SETK, asking the free churches to consider their
merger in the light of these discussions. The Com=-
mission's final concern regarded Oberursel calling a
man from the territorial Lutheran churches, and the
allowance of certain territorial church members.at
the Lord's Supper.1$ The fellowship relations and
consequently doctrinal stands had become a tangled

mess.

Bleckmar to Mequon

Discussions between WELS and SiLK were a logical
place to begin in order to untangle these relationships
and begin to understand each other. In fact, discus-
sions to recognize unity and declare fellowship had
already begun in Bleckmar in 1969. Unfortunately, the
representatives of SHELK showed reservations in one ab-
solute application of the doctrine of inerrancy, and

raised objections to the WEL3 This We Selieve Article IT,
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“Jreation, Man, and Sin." Their main disagreement was
on the literal interpretation of the six creation days.
Further discussions were necessary as they could come
to no absolute agreement.18

In June of 1972, discussions resumed with the WELS,
Bekenntniskirche, and what was then the new SETK. The
svangelical Lutheran Free Church and the Breslau Sy-
nod voted overwhelmingly in October 1971 in Wittingeﬂi
To merge with the five diocese of the old SELK. This
merger, however, included only the West organizations
of the two free churches. The WAILS representatives
were disheartened that their merger went ahead before
the WELS had formally declared fellowship with the
old SELK.19 Nevertheless, the Commission on Doctri-

nal Matters was open for discussion, and in December

of 1971 issued a Memorandum for Additional Doctrinal

Discussions which set up the discussions of June, 1972,

it these discussions nearly all the documents brought
for discussion met with full agreement; however, not
all points were resolved. Those involved with the dis-
cussions remained optimistic, since these 1972 +alks
served to pinpoint the problem areas. Among the pro-
mising developments were the withdrawal of the ori-
ginal confessional Statement of the SELK, the Votum,
and a restructuring of the statement that met full
approval. This new statement was to be a guide for

discussion and discipline, if necessary. The WELS
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representatives were also assured of a position of
protest against the LC-MS. The problem areas, which
included specific fellowship principles, and the six
days of creation interpretation, gave occasion for
the Mequon meeting of July 1973.20

In the Mequon meeting the Commission on Inter-
Church Relations (CICR), formerly the Commission on
Doctrinal Matters, and the SELK Kirchenleitung's

representatives agreed to center on these three points:

(1)Doctrine of Scripture and inerrancy especially as

-

applied in the creation account; (2) Church fellow-
ship; and(3) Doctrine of the ministry with respect
to ordination.g1 The results of the Mequon discussions
were most encouraging. Unconditional agreement was
established on all these points. With regard to Mis-
souri, the representatives informed the CICR that the
new SELK had adopted the former Evangelical Tutheran
Free Churches' protesting stand and were awaiting the
results of the LC-MS convention at New Orleans. Fel-
lowship was informally declared and formally practiced
in a joint worship in the Wisconsin TLutheran Seminary
chapel.22
The Jjoy that these men experienced in fellowship
would prove to be short-lived. In subsequent corre-
spondences, acceptance of the Mequon resolutions would

show that there was not total agreement between the

church bodies. (uestionable wording showed itself in
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the SiL¥ Administrative council and council of Super-
intendents' adoption of the resolution. PFresident
Jaumann accordingly sought clarification on two points
the adoption here stated:

(1) Therewith they proceed from the presupposi-
tion that the determination of the duration
of the six days is of a philological exe-
getical nature.

(2) In keeping with the WilS Commission, they
(i.e. the SEYK Kirchenleitung and Council
of ‘Superintendents) declare furthermore,
that the SEIXK rejects a historical-cri-
tical method of Scripture research accord-
ing to which_every intervention of God is
impossible.25

The CICR was duly apprehensive at this wording, for
it is at best ambiguous and at worst contradictory

of the resolutions of the Mequon discussions. Their
apprehension proved to be well founded, based on
SELK's reply through Dr. Gerhard Rost. : Regarding

the first request for clarification, Dr. Rost replied,
"This sentence is to guard against the misunderstand-
ing that the Independent Evangelical Tutheran Church
agrees to a dogmatization of the duration of the six
days." In answer to the second request the Kirchen-
leitung through Dr. Rost offered this second formu-
lation on their views of +the historical- critical
method of Scripture interpretation: "The Indepen-
dent Ivangelical ILutheran Free Church rejects a
historical- critical method which calls the authority

2
of Scripture into question.”“4 During the next two

years there were a couvle correspondence exchanges
£ £

iy
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in which the CICR expressed the impossibility of re-
commending a declaration of fellowship with tThe SsS0LK,
since they were not upnolding the doctrines with
which the iequon discussions had arrived at for doc-
trinal fellowship. The SELK Kirchenleitung, on the
other hand, expressed disappointment in the CICR's
refusal to acknowledge the union that had been esta-
blished at the Mequon meetings.

By 1976 it was clear that there could be no
doctrinal fellowship with SsLK in the near future.
Furthermore, the WeLS suffered the loss of their bro-
thers in the Bekenntniskirche. They had declared
" fellowship with the SAELK in their convention of May,
1974, even though Bishop Rost answered negatively
to the question,"Should the teaching of 'days"in
creation,. being: interpreted:as extended periods of - -
time, be subject to church (disci*pline?“25 The visions
of doctrinal clarity and sound biblical testimony in
Germany had begun to fall apart, becoming more and
more unlikely, at least in West Germany, the so called

"free world,"

A1l is not Tost

On Januwary 21, 1977, the CICR received a most
encouraging report from the Swedish brothers who had
visited the Tutheran I'ree Church of Saxony in the sast.

There remained brothers in iast Germany who were strug-
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gling to ughold sound confessional Lutheranism, but
were being hampered by "collaboration and fellowship
‘with congregations and pastors of the old Breslau
Synod. . . coupled with fellowship with the SHLK of
West Germany.”268pecifically, the developments that
hampered their confessional stand was a resolution of
the 1976 joint convention of the Breslau and the 7,FK.
The resolution was to make pland for an organic mer-
ger of the two bodies with SELK. It was thought by
some of the confessionally minded pastors that such
a merger would provide an opportunity to come to grips
with the issues of biblical inerrancy and churchlfel—
lowship. Other confessionally minded men feared
the résults of such a merger. The CICR recognized
the struggle to maintain a confessional position by
the Diaspora district of the ivangelical Tutheran
free Church. On this basis, financial suppownt to
the Diaspora district would continue and President
daumann would continue to send letters of encourage-
ment and support.

A fellowship problem still existed within the
svangelical Tutheran Free Church. President August
Lampert acknowledged the necessity to eliminate the
triangular fellowship that existed between the WELS,
the gvangelical Lutheran Free Church, .and ‘the- Inde-
pendent Evangelical Tutheran Church of West Germany .

lfjevertheless, he did not want to separate from one
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or the other, but rataer to reconcile .the differences
petween the wywS and the SELK. He sought therefore,
to set-up a discussion on interpretation of the Scrip-
tures and the historical-critical method of hermeneutics.
This subject matter was proposed because, as he saw it,
the previous WELS/SELK discussicns in Mequon revealed
disagreement on Scriptural fellowship not hermeneutic.
He, therefore, proposed the meeting for March, 1978.

On the part of the CICR, the meeting seemed like
an acceptable way to help settle the triangular fellow-
ship problem. The CICR stood ready to accept the invi-
tation. Dr. Gerhard Rost of the SELK, however, proposed
a deferral of the meeting because they would be unable
to prepare. |

By the next spring the CICR received a letter from
Dr. Rost in which he expressed dissapproval of the
agenda for the proposed Leipzig meeting. He felt that
the discussions should be limited to SELK/WELS matters
only and not to East German/SELK matters. SELK looked
upon the CICR resélutions of 1977 regarding the settling
of doctrinal differences before any merger to be an
intrusion into the internal affairs of the SELK and the
Hast German..free churches.27

In view of Dr. Rost's letter, the CICR no longer
felt the Leipzig discussions would be profitable. In
thelr communication to the Kast German churches, they

expressed thelr appreciation for IFX decision teo defer



19
the merger pending resolution of the doctrinal contro-
vercy between themselves and Breslau. (This decisiun
will be taken up shortly.) The CICR did not see the
purpose in attending the Leipzig meetings despite this
promising sign from the TLFK. Their reason stated that
they feared their participation would be looked upon
as unwarrented intrusion into zast German affairs since
the SETLK had ruled out Liast German involvement in the

«
discussions, considering them to be silent observers.2u

The Shining Testimonies

President Wilde, in a letter dated December 5,
1979, recognized that triangular fellowship ultimately
becomes an offense and contrary to Scripture. He under-
stood why the CICR had come to the decision that they
could no longer justify a triangular fellbwship‘with SELK,
LC-MS, and the German free churches; nevertheless, he
urged the CICR to exercize patience for two reasons.
Tirst of all, they felt that the LC-MS was coming back
to a strong doctrinal position. Secondly, the pastoral
cunference of the TFK had voiced their concerns to -
Bishop Rost regarding his presidential address and
apparent use of the nistorical-critical Bible interpre-
tation. This they were presently working to resolve,

He also urged WELS representation in the upcoming dis-
cussions.

The CICR would hold to the principles stated in
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regard to the Leipnsig discussions when invited to this
international doctrinal discussion. They were involved
in resolving triangular fellowship not only with the
sast Germans at this time, dbut also with the France-
Belgium church and the South African church. They then

would do nothing that might becloud their testimony.29

By April of 1983 Gotthilf‘Doehler of the ILFK
Theological Commission expressed agreement with the
CICR regarding SSLK restrictions of fellowship to
"pulpit-altar" or other formal relations between con-
gregations and church bodies. He also requested fur-
ther clarification of the WEZLS stand on church fellow-
ship. Although communications had difficulty getting
through the mail, by April of 1984 +the Saxon Theologi-
cal Commission gave full support and agreement to the
WELS stand on fellowship.go

A’testimony to the LFK stand on fellowship shines
in their dealings with the Breslau Syndd. On tvlay 25-27,
1984 "the Hartenstein Convention the LIK suspended fel-
lowship with the 3reslau Synod. The doctrinal problem
that led to this suspension began in the fall of 1976
when the two church bodies met at a joint convention.

At this convention, some of the Breslau pastors ex-

pressed errors in connection with the inerrancy of Scrip-
ture. 1In view of these erroneous statements President
Lampert of the LFK asked Fastor Gotifried Rost of the Bres-

lau Synod to present a paper on the topic of inerrancy at
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the next joint pastoral conference. In February of
1977, Pastor Rost presented'be Sola Scriptura Sacra"
in which he held to the position of historical bibli-
cal criticism. "he governing council of the Breslau
synod did not consider this paper to be contrary to
Pastor Rost's ordination vows, and did not discipline
him for his heretical views on Scripture. In April of
1978, the pastors of the LFK issued an official protest
against the 3reslau governing council's lack of action.

Through the discussions that followed over the
next six years an impasse had been reached. The go---
verning council of the Breslau Synod refused to ack-
nowledge the historical-critical method of interpreta-
tion as false teaching, but even after the break in
1984 they held to the stand that what is keepirg the
two church bodies apart is a difference of opiﬂion.a

The decision of the LFK to break from the Breslau
Synod was not without dissenting voice, however. The
pastors of the Diaspora.district, although.they agreed
with the need to break, did‘not think the break to be
a timely one.’2 The pastors of the Diaspora district
found themselves in a more difficult position in re-
gard to breaking with Breslau than did the rest of
the LiK. Geographically they are closer to the Bres-
lau congregations than the rest of the TLFK, and were
ministering to Breslau people at the time of the break.

3ecause of these interrelaticns, ties have yet to be
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broken with sSreslau in the Diaspora district.
The difficulty that the Diaspora district is having
in separating themselves from the Breslau pevple
has become a matter of concern for the rest of the
LFK as well as the CICR. Some have locked upon the
Diaspora's reluctance to make an abrupt break with
the Breslau people in their presence as an indication
that they do not agree with the Hartenstein resolution.’?
However, representatives from the CICR in a meeting
which will be brought out in more detail later, spoke
with the pastors of the Diaspora. They were assured
by This meeting thatv The Diaspora pastors fully .
agreed :with-and supported the IHartenstein resolution,
but required more time to complete the break.>’4

In regard to the WELS feelings toward the deci-
sion of the LPFX to break with Breslau, their response
could not have been more positive. Professor Schuetze, .
on behalf of the CICR, sent a corespondence to the
LFK shortly after receiving the details of the break.
In his corespondence he heartily agreed with the ILFK
and encouraged them to continue their stand. As far
as the CICR was concerned the LFK break with Breslau
had ended the WELS efforts to retain fellowship with
Breslau. 7The WELS ccnvention of 1985 passed a reso-
lution supporting the LFK Ilartenstein resolution to
break with the Breslau Synod. 2efore breaking with
Breslau themselves, the CICR thought it expedient to

explain to Breslau their suppgort of the Hartenstein
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e

resolution and in this way give clear testimony to
the truth of God's Word,2d

Un a»ril 8 & 9, 1986, the CICR had a meeting in
Leipzig with all the vastors of the 71K except one.
To a man there was full agreement on the inerrancy of -
Scripture and fellowship. The Free pastors also re=-
vealed a genuine concern for the elimination of trian-
gular fellowsnip. At that time, the CICR also met se-
parately with the Diaspora pastors. The Diaspora pastors
made it clear that they would be unable to continue their
work without the WELS subsidy. Since the Diaspora dis-~
trict was receiving no support from SELK and since the
WELS was still in fellowship with the Diaspora district,
it was decided that there was no reason to recommend a
discontinuation of the subsidy. The CICR also wanted
to meet with the Breslau officials. The 3reslauw offi-
cials refused to meet with the CICR unless they retrac-
ted their resolution of 1985 which supported the LFK
suspension of fellowship. It will be the recommenda-
tion of the CICR to the 1837 convention that fellow-
ship with Breslau be officially suspended.56

Meanwhile, the CICR was becoming impatient with
the LIFK. It had been ten years since the CICR decided
they could not recommend fellowship with the SsIK for
essentially the same reasons that the LF@%erminated
fellowship with Breslau. The CICR had difficulty un-
derstanding why the LFK was so long in terminating

fellowship with S&TXK. Humanly speaking, the CICR could
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understand the LFK desire to secure the position of the
Diaspora district and possibly win over some of the

'Nest Saxon congregations presently in the SxTK, before
suspending fellowship; however, Scripturally speaking
the time had come to separate from the persistant er-

rorists.37
In a meeting with SELK and Breslau, Wilde and
Wachler came to the same conclusion. They were not
hopeful in effecting a change in the pluralism in those
church bodies, but they were concerned about time to
educate their people;BSConsequently, an agreement was
reached at a meeting between WELS and LFK.representa-
tives. They decided to allow two years before the LFK
body would vote at the next synod convention of the LFK
regarding termination of fellowship with SELX. When this
decision was brought to the attention of the next LFK
pastoral conference, it was voted down. They considered
it unbrotherly not to allow the SELK one last chance to
come around to the truth, stating that two years would
time

not allow a cumbersome church body,to make such a com-

plete turn around. ‘While they were in favor of break-
ing with SZLK, they did not think it advisable to set

a stringent time table.39

The CICR at the WELS convention of 1987 plans to
recommend a termination of fellowship with the South

Africans for failure to take action toward termination

of fellowship with the 3ELK. For tnis reason they had

felt obligated to take the same stand with the T.FK.



25
In keeping with a church body concerned with holding
firmly to teaching and nolding to all which the Tord
Jesﬁs has commanded us, the TFK in January of 1987
assured the CICR of steps being taken toward fhe ter—
mination of fellowship with the S81K.40 1% is well
for us at this time to consider word for word the
CUICR official stand as of January 1987 in regard to
the LFK:

As Iindicated in the T¥1X correspondence, the
Selk officials had not responded to date to

the June 1986 convention request of the Evan-
gelical Lutheran Free Church of Tast Germany
for doctrinal discussions with respect to the
doctrines of Holy Scriptures and church fel-
lowship. Tacking such response from SiTK
officials, the Free Church pastors have now
directed an inquiry to SiTK officials request-
ing answers to some specific questions on the
issue at hand. MOTION asking the Chair (Prorf.
A. Schuetze) to direct a communication to Pre-
sident Wilde to the following effect: (1) that
our commission is glad to learn of the steps
being taken by the “vangelical Lutheran Free
Church of #ast Germany over against the confes-
Sional position presentls being maintained by
SELK of iest Germany; (2) that in view of the
course being followed by the Mree Church of
East Germany our commission does not plan to
recommend that our 1987 synod convention
consider the termination of fellowship with

the fvangelical Iutheran jrec Church of East
Germany; (3) that our commission stands ready
to help the Free Church in its bresent strug-
gle, if there is any additional help which we
can provide; and(4) that we shall keep the Free
Church informed with respect to the Tormation 41
or establisnment of a new synodical conference.

The future of confessional Tutheranism in iast
Germany is bright, for the svangelical Tutheran Free
Church is holding the Lamp of Scripture in the fear

of God. May it continue to be a Light to their path.
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‘"he WELS may consider themselves blessed to have

the opportunity to give and receive encouragement

in connection with their East German brothers., The
future lies in the hands of the Almighty. Will the
Diaspora district finally be able to loosen their
ties with Breslau without losing too much of their
contingency? Will their ties with Breslau eventu-
ally lead to a separation from the LPK? If so, will-
the LFX be too severely crippled by the loss of al-
most one third of their membership? Will a new sy-
nodical conference be formed? If so, will the Com-
munist government of FTast Germany continue to allow
support from the YWest? These, of course, are idle
speculations which need not concern us. Our only
concern is to continue to give testimony to the truth

and continue to fan the gift of God-into flame. May

God's will be done.
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