


1

The First Free Lutheran Diet in
Amer ica



2

Also Avail able from Luther an Li brary.org

A Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith by Henry Eyster Ja cobs
The Con fes sional Prin ci ple by Theodore E. Schmauk
Mar tin Luther: The Hero of the Ref or ma tion by Henry Eyster Ja cobs



3

About The Lutheran Li brary

The Lutheran Li brary is a non-profit pub lisher of good Chris tian books. All are avail- 
able in a va ri ety of for mats for use by any one for free or at very lit tle cost. There are never
any li cens ing fees.

We are Bible be liev ing Chris tians who sub scribe whole heart edly to the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion as an ac cu rate sum mary of Scrip ture, the chief ar ti cle of which is Jus ti fi ca tion by
Faith. Our pur pose is to make avail able solid and en cour ag ing ma te rial to strengthen be- 
liev ers in Christ.

Prayers are re quested for the next gen er a tion, that the Lord will plant in them a love of
the truth, such that the hard-learned lessons of the past will not be for got ten.

Please let oth ers know of these books and this com pletely vol un teer en deavor. May God
bless you and keep you, help you, de fend you, and lead you to know the depths of His
kind ness and love.



4

The First Free Lutheran Diet in
Amer ica

Phil a del phia, De cem ber 27-28, 1877.
THE ES SAYS, DE BATES AND PRO CEED INGS

Phil a del phia
J. FRED ER ICK SMITH, PUB LISHER

© 1878 / 2018

Luther an Li brary.org

http://www.lutheranlibrary.org/


5

Con tents

Also Avail able from Luther an Li brary.org
About The Lutheran Li brary
Con tents
Pref ace by Lutheran Li brar ian
Pref ace.
Pro ceed ings.
Open ing Re marks Of Dr. Mor ris.
John G. Mor ris: The Augs burg Con fes sion And The Thirty-nine Ar ti cles
Of The An gli can Church.
Charles P. Krauth: The Re la tions Of The Lutheran Church To The De- 
nom i na tions Around Us

I. The De nom i na tions Around Us
II. His tory Of The Orig i na tion Of The Ques tion In Dis cus sion. Rise Of
Di vi sions: De nom i na tion al ism And Union ism
III. The Re la tion Of The Lutheran Church, De Facto And De Jure, De- 
fined
IV. The Re la tion Of The Lutheran Church To The De nom i na tions
Around Us Vin di cated
Dis cus sion of Sec ond Pa per

Rev. D. P. Rosen miller (Gen eral Synod)
Re marks Of Rev. C. W. Scha ef fer, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil)
Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D. LL. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

John A. Brown: “The Four Gen eral Bod ies Of The Lutheran Church In
The United States: Wherein They Agree, And Wherein They Might Har- 
mo niously Co op er ate.”

I. Points Wherein They Agree
II. “Wherein They Might Har mo niously Co-op er ate.”
Third Pa per Re marks



6

Re marks Of Rev. D. P. Rosen miller. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks By Prof. V. L. Con rad. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Prof. V. L. Con rad. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. A. C. Wedekind, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. R. A. Fink, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. W. S. Emery (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

Henry E. Ja cobs: The His tory And Progress Of The Lutheran Church In
The United States

Fourth Pa per Re marks
Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. Prof. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. Prof. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D. (Gen eral Coun- 
cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. D. P. Rosen miller. (Gen eral Synod.)

Mil ton Valen tine: Ed u ca tion In The Lutheran Church In The United
States

Fifth Pa per Re marks
Re marks Of Rev. C. A. Stork, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. F. Rein mund, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. A. Spaeth, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

Diller Luther: The In ter ests Of The Lutheran Church In Amer ica As Af- 
fected By Di ver si ties Of Lan guage

Sixth Pa per Re marks
Re marks Of Rev. L. E. Al bert, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. K. Plitt. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. B. Rath. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. Kohler. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. A. Spaeth, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Diller Luther, M. D. (gen eral Synod.)

Joseph A. Seiss: Mis un der stand ings And Mis rep re sen ta tions Of The
Lutheran Church

Sev enth Pa per Re marks
Re marks Of Rev. Charles W. Scha ef fer, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)



7

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

Fred er ick W. Con rad: The Char ac ter is tics Of The Augs burg Con fes sion
I. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Protes tant
II. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Evan gel i cal
III. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Or tho dox
IV. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Lutheran
V. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Con ser va tive
VI. It Is Also Truly Catholic
VII. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Scrip tural
Eighth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. Prof. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Note Of Dr. Krauth In An swer To Dr. Brown’s Chal lenge

Emanuel Green wald: True And False Spir i tu al ity In The Lutheran
Church
Charles A. Stork: Litur gi cal Forms In Wor ship

Tenth Pa per Re marks
Re marks Of Rev. L. E. Al bert, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

William J. Mann: The ses On The Lutheranism Of The Fa thers Of The
Church In This Coun try

1. The Sub ject
2. The His tor i cal Con nec tion
3. The Field And The La bor
4. Con clu sion
Eleventh Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. J. G. Mor ris, D, D., LL.d. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks By Rev. W. J. Mann. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Con ncil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. G. Mor ris, D. D., LL.D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. Prof. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL.D. (Gen eral Coun- 
cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod)



8

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. C. F. Welden. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Dr. Krauth’s Re marks And Note

George Diehl: The Di vine And Hu man Fac tors In The Call To The Min- 
is te rial Of fice, Ac cord ing To The Older Lutheran Au thor i ties

Twelfth Pa per Re marks
Re marks Of Rev. N. M. Price. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil)
Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

Au gus tus C. Wedekind: The Ed u ca tional And Sacra men tal Ideas Of The
Lutheran Church In Re la tion To Prac ti cal Piety
Clos ing Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

In dex of Per sons
In dex of Sub jects and Places
Orig i nal Ad ver tise ments
Copy right No tice
How Can You Find Peace With God?
Bene dic tion
More Than 100 Good Chris tian Books For You To Down load And En joy



9

Pref ace by Lutheran Li brar ian

In re pub lish ing this book, we seek to in tro duce these au thors to a new
gen er a tion of those seek ing au then tic spir i tu al ity.

The Lutheran Li brary Pub lish ing Min istry finds, re stores and re pub lishes
good, read able books from Lutheran au thors and those of other sound
Chris tian tra di tions. All ti tles are avail able at lit tle to no cost in proof read
and freshly type set edi tions. Many free e-books are avail able at our web site
Luther an Li brary.org. Please en joy this book and let oth ers know about this
com pletely vol un teer ser vice to God’s peo ple. May the Lord bless you and
bring you peace.
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Pref ace.

AF TER THE AD JOURN MENT OF THE DIET, the sec re taries di vided the work as- 
signed be tween them, Dr. Baum un der tak ing to se cure a pub lisher, and the
un der signed to col lect the es says and re marks, and edit the book. The call
(p. 10) spec i fied as one of the rules of the Diet, that a syn op sis of each
speech in the dis cus sion be fur nished for pub li ca tion. It was only, how ever,
by a great deal of cor re spon dence and de lay, that the re marks here pub- 
lished were se cured, with a very few ex cep tions, from the speak ers them- 
selves. Con sid er able de lay has re sulted also from the read ing of the proof of
each es say by its au thor.

The book, as it now ap pears, we be lieve, will be found by those who
were present at the Diet, to faith fully re pro duce ev ery thing of es sen tial im- 
por tance in its pro ceed ings. We have en deav ored, by means of a full ta ble
of con tents and in dexes, to ren der its many items of value read ily ac ces si- 
ble.

In ad di tion to Dr. Baum, spe cial ac knowl edg ments are due Drs. Seiss,
Krauth, Diehl and Valen tine, for im por tant ser vices and sug ges tions con- 
nected with the edit ing of the vol ume.

H. E. JA COBS.

Get tys burg, March 23, 1878.
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Pro ceed ings.

The fol low ing call had for some weeks been cir cu lated through the
Church pa pers:

A LUTHERAN CHURCH DIET

A Free Diet of the Lutheran Church, to dis cuss liv ing sub jects of gen eral
worth and im por tance to all Luther ans, has been ar ranged to be held in
St. Matthew’s church (Dr. Baum’s), in Phil a del phia, be gin ning at 10 A. M.
on Thurs day, De cem ber 27th, 1877, to be in ses sion sev eral days.

The chief busi ness of this Diet will be the read ing of es says on given
top ics by men en gaged for the pur pose, and the free dis cus sion of the sub- 
ject of each es say af ter its pre sen ta tion. The es say ists en gaged, and with
whom is the re spon si bil ity for the call ing and char ac ter of this Diet, are:

1) REV. J. G. MOR RIS, D. D., LL. D., OF BAL TI MORE, MD.
Sub ject: “The Augs burg Con fes sion the Source of the Thirty-nine Ar ti- 

cles of the Church of Eng land, and in ci den tally of all other Protes tant Con- 
fes sions.”

2) REV. PROF. C. P. KRAUTH, D. D., LL. D., OF PHIL A DEL PHIA, PA.
Sub ject: “The Re la tions of the Lutheran Church to De nom i na tions

around us.”
3) REV. PROF. J. A. BROWN, D. D., OF GET TYS BURG, PA.
Sub ject. “The Four Gen eral Bod ies of the Lutheran Church in the United

States; wherein they agree, and wherein they might har mo niously co-op er- 
ate.”

4) REV. PROF. H. E. JA COBS, D. D., OF GET TYS BURG, PA.
Sub ject: “The His tory and Progress of the Lutheran Church in the United

States.”
5) REV. PROF. M. VALEN TINE, D. D., OF GET TYS BURG, PA.
Sub ject: “Ed u ca tion in the Lutheran Church in the United States.”
6) REV. PROF. S. A. REPASS, D. D, OF SALEM, VA.
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Sub ject: “The Con ser vatism of the Lutheran Church in the United
States.”

7) REV. J. A. SEISS, D. D., OF PHIL A DEL PHIA, PA.
Sub ject: “The Mis un der stand ings and Mis rep re sen ta tions of the

Lutheran Church.”
8) REV. F. W. CON RAD, D. D., OF PHIL A DEL PHIA, PA.
Sub ject: “The Char ac ter is tics of the Augs burg Con fes sion.”
9) REV. E. GREEN WALD, D. D., OF LAN CAS TER, PA.
Sub ject: “False and True Spir i tu al ism.”
10) REV. C. A. STORK, D. D., OF BAL TI MORE, MD.
Sub ject: “Litur gi cal Forms in Wor ship.”
11) REV. G. F. KRO TEL, D. D., OF NEW YORK, N. Y.
Sub ject: “The Polity of the Lutheran Church as de clared in the Con fes- 

sions.”
12) REV. A. C. WEDEKIND, D. D., OF NEW YORK, N. Y.
Sub ject: “The Ed u ca tional and Sacra men tal Ideas of the Lutheran

Church in Re la tion to Prac ti cal Piety.”
13) REV. PROF. W. J. MANN, D. D., OF PHIL A DEL PHIA, PA.
Sub ject: “The ses on the Lutheranism of the Fa thers of our Church in this

Coun try.”
14) REV. G. DIEHL., D. D., OF FRED ER ICK, MD.
Sub ject: “The Di vine and Hu man Fac tors in the Call to the Min istry, as

viewed by Lutheran The olo gians.”
All Luther ans, cler i cal and lay, with out re spect to syn od i cal con nec tions,

are in vited to seats and mem ber ship in this Diet, with the priv i lege of par- 
tic i pa tion in the dis cus sions.

The Rev. Dr. Mor ris will pre side, and the Rev. Drs. Ja cobs and Baum
will act as sec re taries.

No es say is to ex ceed forty-five min utes in length, and no speech in the
gen eral dis cus sion shall ex ceed ten min utes, and the es say ist shall al ways
have the right to make the clos ing speech on the sub ject pre sented by him.

No sub jects will be dis cussed other than those of the es says; and no vote
will be taken on any of the sub jects con sid ered.

No es say will be re ceived which has al ready ap peared in print, and the
man u script of each es say is to be fur nished for pub li ca tion; also a syn op sis
of each speech in the dis cus sion.
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The pe cu liar dif fi cul ties of the sit u a tion, and the haz ardous un cer tainty
of call ing an un or ga nized pro mis cu ous con ven tion, have in duced the de ter- 
mi na tion of all the ar range ments in ad vance, as above given, and no pro- 
posed changes for this Diet will be en ter tained. If oth ers should fol low it,
the method of pro ce dure may be ac cord ing to what is thought best af ter the
ex pe ri ence in this case.

Though all these things have been, as only they could be, pri vately ar- 
ranged, here is ev ery rea son to be lieve that there will be a gen eral in ter est in
what is thus pro posed, and that our min is ters and lay men will heartily sec- 
ond what has been done, and fa vor the Diet with their pres ence and par tic i- 
pa tion.

In re sponse to this call, a num ber of mem bers of the Lutheran church, as- 
sem bled in St. Matthew’s Evan gel i cal Lutheran church, cor ner of Bread and
Mount Ver non streets, Phil a del phia, Rev. W. M. Baum, D. D., pas tor, on
Thurs day, De cem ber 27th, 1877, at 10 o’clock A. M. Among those present
dur ing the ses sions of the Diet were the fol low ing:

Min is ters

Rev. C. S. Al bert,
Rev. L. E. Al beit, D. D.,
Rev. J. C. Baum,
Rev. W. M. Baum, D. D.,
Rev. J. A. Bau mann,
Rev. J. F. Bayer,
Rev. J. L. Becker,
Rev. F. P. Ben der,
Rev. F. Bene dict,
Rev. H. M. Bickel,
Rev. T. C. Bill heimer,
Rev. S. R. Boyer,
Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D.,
Rev. E. S. Brown miller,
Rev. D. L. Cole man,
Rev. B. B. Collins,
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Rev. H. S. Cook,
Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D.,
Rev. V. L. Con rad,
Rev. C. J. Cooper,
Rev. John Croll,
Rev. G. Diehl, D. D.,
Rev J. F. Di ener,
Rev. J. R. Dimm,
Rev. J. C. Dizinger,
Rev. T. W. Dosh, D. D.,
Rev. W. H. Dun bar,
Rev. O. F. Ebert,
Rev. W. S. Emery,
Rev. I. N. S. Erb,
Rev. W. P. Evans,
Rev. R. A. Fink, D. D.,
Rev. S. A. K. Fran cis,
Rev. W. S. Freas,
Rev. G. W. Fred er ick,
Rev. W. K. Frick,
Rev. J. H. Fritz,
Rev. Z. H. Gable,
Rev. D. H. Geissinger,
Rev. H. Grahn,
Rev. J. R. Groff,
Rev. L. Groh,
Rev. J. B. Haskell,
Rev. T. Heilig,
Rev. L. M. Heil man,
Rev. S. S. Henry,
Rev. A. Hiller,
Rev. C. J. Hirzel,
Rev. E. Hu ber,
Rev. F. K. Huntzinger,
Rev. H. E. Ja cobs, D. D.,
Rev. F. A. Kaehler,
Rev. F. C. C. Kaehler,
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Rev. C. L. Keedy, M. D.,
Rev. D. K. Kep ner,
Rev. F. Kline fel ter,
Rev. C. Ko erner,
Rev. J. Kohler,
Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL.D.
Rev. J. A. Kunkel man,
Rev. C. E. Lind berg,
Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D.,
Rev. H. W. McK night,
Rev. G. F. Miller,
Rev. M. R. Min nich,
Rev. J. G. Mor ris, D. D., LL. D.
Rev. F. A. Müh len berg, D. D.,
Rev. W. H. My ers,
Rev. George Neff,
Rev. J. Nickum,
Rev. S. Palmer,
Rev. J. K. Plitt,
Rev. N. M. Price,
Rev. J. B. Rath,
Rev. J. F. Rein mund, D. D.,
Rev. J. S. Ren ninger,
Rev. Prof. M. H. Richards,
Rev. D. P. Rosen miller,
Rev. J. W. Rum ple,
Rev. B. Sadtler, D. D.,
Rev. C. W. Scha ef fer, D. D.,
Rev. O. Schroeder,
Rev. A. Schulthes,
Rev. M. Sheeleigh,
Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D.,
Rev. A. Spaeth, D.D.,
Rev. W. H. Steele,
Rev. C. A. Stork, D. D.,
Rev. H, B. Stro hdach,
Rev. A. Z. Thomas,
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Rev. B. W. Tom lin son,
Rev. J. Q. Upp,
Rev. M. Valen tine, U.D.,
Rev. O. F. Waage,
Rev. A. C. Wedekind, D. D.,
Rev. A. J. Wed del,
Rev. R. F. Wei d ner,
Rev. C. F. Welden,
Rev. A. M. Whet stone,
Rev. F. Wis chan,
Rev. M. L. Young.

Stu dents Of The ol ogy

J. W. Al brecht,
H. G. Art man,
W. M. Baum, Jr.,
E. Cas sidy,
H. P. Cly mer,
O. H. Hem sath,
J. H, Kline,
J. S. Koiner,
E. G. Lund,
F. P. Man hart,
A. B. Markley,
T. B. Roth,
M. Schaible,
C. F. Tie mann,
H. B. Wile.

Lay men

Charles Baum, M. D.,
F. V. Beisel,
F, W. Ben nett,
J. P. Berlin,
H. S. Bonar,
Prof. E. S. Brei den baugh,
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Mar tin Buehler,
F. By erly,
E. H. Delk,
J. R. Eby,
M. E. Eyler,
E. J. Frank,
H. E. Good man, M. D.,
S. Ger hard,
J. E. Gra eff,
D. K. Grim,
J, E. Heyl,
J. K. Heyl,
Wm. E. Heyl,
L. L. Houpt,
E. M. Heilig,
N. Ja coby,
J. P. Keller, M. D.,
P. P. Keller,
W. F. Koiner,
E. F. Lott,
D. Luther, M. D.,
G. W. Mar tin,
J. W. Miller,
R. B. Miller,
T. J Miller,
W. J. Miller,
W. F. Müh len berg,M. D.,
G. P. Ock er shausen,
J. F. Rau,
Prof. S. P. Sadtler, Ph.D.,
F. Schaack,
W. G. Scha ef fer,
P. M. Schiedt, M. D.,
E. G. Smyser,
C. A. Sny der,
W. H. Staake, Esq.,
W. E. Sta bler,
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L. K. Stein, M. D.,
P. C. Stock hauser,
C. P. Suesserott,
E. B. Weaver,
G. A. Weisel,
Henry Wile,
L. G. Wile,
J. N. Wun der lich,
J. B. Zim merle.

The Pres i dent, Rev. J. G. Mor ris, D. D., LL.D., of Bal ti more, Md.,
opened the ses sion with prayer.

He then made cer tain state ments con cern ing the pur poses con tem plated
in the call, as fol lows:
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Open ing Re marks Of Dr. Mor ris.

We meet to day, brethren, un der un usual and very in ter est ing cir cum- 
stances; it is not as a Synod, nor an ec cle si as ti cal board, nor a lo cal Con fer- 
ence, in all of which we have all hereto fore served, but as a free Diet for the
first time in the his tory of our Church in this coun try. We are not the del e- 
gates of any Church As so ci a tion, nor are we the se lected rep re sen ta tives of
any con stituency. Ev ery Lutheran min is ter and lay man has equal rights
here, and ev ery one is at lib erty to ex press his sen ti ments upon the pa pers
that shall be read.

It was thought that we who with out pre sump tion claim to be the mother
church of Protes tantism, should oc ca sion ally come to gether in large num- 
bers and fra ter nally talk of the var i ous dis tin guish ing fea tures of our Com- 
mu nion, not so much with the de sign of har mo niz ing unessen tial dif fer- 
ences upon dis puted points; not to as cer tain the opin ions of our learned di- 
vines on var i ous doc trines, for those we al ready know; not to dis turb any
ex ist ing as so ci a tions by at tempt ing to merge them into one, but to demon- 
strate our po si tion as a peo ple in the great fam ily of churches around us —
to ex hibit the great ba sis of our Lutheran faith — to make known to oth ers
the scrip tural foun da tion on which our ven er a ble Church rests — to bring
promi nently be fore the pub lic our his tory and the men who in past times
have achieved great tri umphs for us in the pul pit, the pro fes sor’s chair, and
the au thor’s study, and to in cite our own min is ters and peo ple to the fur ther
in ves ti ga tion of these and al lied sub jects.

I have no doubt that these and other good re sults, the o log i cal, lit er ary,
ec cle si as ti cal and so cial, will flow from the pro ceed ings upon which we en- 
ter this day.

The dif fi cul ties of bring ing this meet ing into ex is tence were many and
for mi da ble, but I am sat is fied that if it had not been pri vately done, no Diet
would have been held. If the time, the men, the place, the sub jects, and
other es sen tial par tic u lars, had been dis cussed in the Church pa pers, we
never would have come to any har mo nious de ci sion. If the in vi ta tion to sub- 
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mit es says had been gen eral, the num ber of fered would have been so great
as to have pro tracted the meet ing to an in con ve nient length; some of them
might have been ob jec tion able on var i ous grounds. The ne ces sity of a com- 
mit tee of in spec tion, which is usual in many bod ies of this char ac ter, would
have arisen and this work would have taken much time, and the re sult
would have given of fence. For these and other rea sons, it was thought best
to make the ar range ments pri vately, al though we an tic i pated dif fi culty and
cen sure, but yet we would thus avoid pro tracted dis cus sion at the open ing
of the meet ing, the time con sumed in the elec tion of of fi cers, the ap point- 
ment of com mit tees, and all the other time-wast ing pre lim i nar ies of or ga- 
niz ing an ir re spon si ble as sem bly.

I have the best rea sons for know ing that some highly es teemed and even
schol arly brethren are dis sat is fied with our ar range ments; their friends also
com plain; but with all due re spect let me say that we could not do oth er wise
— or rather we did not do oth er wise. We are sat is fied with what has been
done, and I think that the re sults of this meet ing will sat isfy all rea son able
men.

Brethren, this Diet is now de clared open; you have heard the rules ac- 
cord ing to which it will be gov erned, and the first pa per on the pro gramme
will now be read.

It will, how ever, first be nec es sary for the Diet to de ter mine the or der in
which the pa pers shall be read.

On mo tion of Dr. C. W, Scha ef fer, sec onded by Dr. Con rad, it was re- 
solved that the es says be read and dis cussed ac cord ing to the pub lished or- 
der.

The first pa per was ac cord ingly read.
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John G. Mor ris: The Augs burg
Con fes sion And The Thirty-nine

Ar ti cles Of The An gli can
Church.

By Rev. John G. Mor ris, D. D., Ll.d., Bal ti more, Md.

THE AUGS BURG CON FES SION is the doc tri nal magna charta of all Protes tant- 
dom. Just as all free na tions of the earth have drawn their prin ci ples of civil
gov ern ment from the Eng lish “Great Char ter of Lib er ties,” ex torted from
King John, in 1215, so all Protes tant or ga ni za tions have based their For mu- 
las of Faith upon the greater “Bill of Rights,” ex torted from Charles V. in
Augs burg, 1530.

An in ter est ing and in struc tive anal ogy might be drawn be tween these
two fa mous dec la ra tions of civil and re li gious prin ci ples.

The Augs burg Con fes sion was the first Con fes sion of Faith adopted af ter
the Ref or ma tion was be gun, and the sub stance of it, and, in many in stances,
its pre cise lan guage, have been in cor po rated into ev ery sim i lar Dec la ra tion
adopted by other Com mu nions since that day. It is the stan dard of pure
Protes tantism, and un der this ban ner our tri umphs have been achieved.1

It is our pur pose, in this pa per, to show to what ex tent the Thirty-Nine
Ar ti cles of the Church of Eng land, and in di rectly all other Protes tant Con- 
fes sions, are in debted to the Augs burg Con fes sion, as well as the in flu ence
which the Luther ans of Ger many had upon the Eng lish di vines of those
days in form ing their the o log i cal ba sis, not only in their Dec la ra tion of
Faith, but also in the com ple tion of their Liturgy and Hom i lies.

The tes ti mony shall be prin ci pally de rived from em i nent di vines of the
Eng lish Church, ac com pa nied by that of other writ ers of es tab lished rep u ta- 
tion. All these quo ta tions are taken from the orig i nal sources.
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In the year 1804, Arch bishop Lau rence, a dis tin guished dig ni tary of the
Church of Eng land, preached eight ser mons be fore the Uni ver sity of Ox- 
ford, on “An at tempt to il lus trate those ar ti cles of the Church of Eng land
which the Calvin ists im prop erly con sid ered Calvin is ti cal.” These ser mons
con sti tute a vol ume of the Bamp ton Lec tures; the new edi tion from which
these quo ta tions are made, is that of Ox ford, 1820. The dis courses are il lus- 
trated by learned and ex ten sive notes.

The na ture of the ser mons may be in ferred from the themes which are
here given: I. The Gen eral Prin ci ples of the Ref or ma tion om its com mence- 
ment to the pe riod when our Ar ti cles were com posed, shewn to be of a
Lutheran ten dency. II. The same ten dency pointed out in the Ar ti cles them- 
selves, as de ducible from the his tory of their com po si tion. III. On Orig i nal
Sin, as main tained by the Scholas tics, the Luther ans and our own Re form- 
ers. IV. On the tenet of the Schools re spect ing merit de con gruo, and that of
the Luther ans in op po si tion to it. V. The Ar ti cle of “Free Will” and of
“Works be fore Sanc ti fi ca tion,” ex plained in con nec tion with the pre ced ing
con tro versy. VI. On the Scholas ti cal doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion, the Lutheran
and that of our own Church. VII. The out line of the Pre des ti nar ian sys tem
stated, as taught in the Schools, and as Chris tian ized by Luther and
Melanchthon. VIII. The Sev en teenth Ar ti cle con sid ered in con form ity with
the sen ti ments of the lat ter, and elu ci dated by our bap tismal ser vice. Brief
re ca pit u la tion of the whole.

We should like to give co pi ous ex tracts from this learned work, but we
are com pelled to be brief:

In Ser mon I., p. 12, the Arch bishop says:
“In this coun try, where the light of lit er a ture could not be con cealed, nor

the love of truth sup pressed, Lutheranism found nu mer ous pros e lytes, who
were known by the ap pel la tion of ‘The men of the new learn ing.’ This was
par tic u larly the case af ter the rup ture with the See of Rome.”

Henry VIII., at that time King of Eng land, un der took to re form the doc- 
trine of the Eng lish Church, and the more ef fec tu ally to prop a gate the new
prin ci ples in his do min ions, and to ac cel er ate the ar du ous task in which he
was en gaged, in vited the ever mem o rable Melanchthon to come to his as sis- 
tance. That he did not so licit the co op er a tion of Luther on this oc ca sion,
should not, per haps, be solely at trib uted to his per sonal dis like of the Re- 
former; he well knew that the Protes tant Princes them selves, at the most
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crit i cal pe riod, had man i fested a greater par tial ity for Melanchthon, and
hence he urged the lat ter to come and help him, but he re fused.2

Lau rence pro ceeds to say:
“Melanchthon… pos sessed ev ery req ui site to ren der truth al lur ing and

ref or ma tion re spectable, and hence upon him, in pref er ence, the Princes of
Ger many con ferred the honor of com pil ing the pub lic pro fes sion of their
Faith. When Henry there fore ap plied for the as sis tance of this fa vorite di- 
vine, by seek ing the aid of one to whom Lutheranism had been in debted for
her Creed, he placed be yond sus pi cion the na ture of that change which he
med i tated… . Some pop u lar in struc tions were ei ther pub lished (be fore this)
or sanc tioned by royal au thor ity, which, with the ex cep tion of a few points
only, breathed the spirit of Lutheranism. Of this, no one at all con ver sant
with the sub ject can for a mo ment doubt, who ex am ines with at ten tion the
con tents of what were at that time de nom i nated The Bishop’s Book and The
King’s Book, the two most im por tant pub li ca tions of the day.” — p. 195.

In speak ing of a short code of doc trines, which3 had been drawn up long
be fore the death of Henry, the Arch bishop says:

“Nor is com plete orig i nal ity even here to be met with: the sen ti ment and
many of the very ex pres sions thus bor rowed, be ing them selves ev i dently
de rived from an other source. The Con fes sion of Augs burg.”

“The of fices of our Church (af ter Ed ward had as cended the throne) were
com pletely re formed (which be fore had been but par tially at tempted), af ter
the tem per ate Sys tem of Luther, . . . nor were any al ter ations of im por tance,
one point alone ex cepted, made at their sub se quent re vi sion. At the same
pe riod also, the first book of Hom i lies was com posed, which, al though
equally Lutheran, . . . has re mained with out the slight est emen da tion to the
present day… . Cran mer, who had never con cealed the bias of his sen ti- 
ments, now more openly and gen er ally avowed them. He trans lated a
Lutheran cat e chism (1547)4 . . . ded i cated it to the King and rec om mended
it in the strong est terms… . The opin ions of the Pri mate (Cran mer) were at
that time per fectly Lutheran, and al though he af ter ward changed them in
one sin gle point; in other re spects, they re mained un al tered.” — p. 17.

“As lit tle rea son is there to ques tion his abil ity, as his per sonal in flu ence,
his per sonal in flu ence as his at tach ment to Lutheranism. This lat ter point
seems be yond all con tro versy.” — p. 24.

“On the whole, there fore, the prin ci ples upon which our Ref or ma tion
was con ducted, ought not to re main in doubt. With these the mind of him to
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whom we are chiefly in debted for the salu tary mea sure, was deeply im- 
pressed, and in con form ity with them was our Liturgy drawn up and the first
book of our Hom i lies, all that were at that time com posed.”

“That our Ar ti cles were in gen eral, founded upon the same prin ci ples, I
shall in the next place en deavor to prove.”

“Our Re form ers, in deed, had they been so dis posed, might have turned
their at ten tion to the novel es tab lish ment of Geneva, which Calvin had just
suc ceeded in form ing ac cord ing to his wishes, might have im i tated his sin- 
gu lar in sti tu tions and in cul cated its pe cu liar doc trines, but this they de- 
clined, view ing it per haps as a faint lu mi nary… . This they might have
done, but they rather chose to give rep u ta tion to their opin ions and sta bil ity
to their sys tem by adopt ing . . . Lutheran sen ti ments and ex press ing them- 
selves in Lutheran lan guage.” — p. 25.

The Arch bishop be gins his sec ond ser mon in these words:
“On a for mer oc ca sion I en deav ored to prove that the es tab lished doc- 

trines of our Church, from the com mence ment of the Ref or ma tion to the pe- 
riod when our Ar ti cles first ap peared, were chiefly Lutheran; to point out
that the orig i nal plan was ul ti mately ad hered to, and that in the com po si tion
of our na tional creed, a gen eral con form ity with the same prin ci ples was
scrupu lously ob served, will be the ob ject of the present lec ture.” — p. 29.

“At the com mence ment of Ed ward’s reign, it ap pears that Melanchthon
was con sulted upon this in ter est ing sub ject. He was then alone at the head
of the Luther ans, uni ver sally re spected as the head of their much ap plauded
Con fes sion.” — p. 36.

There was some de lay in the com ple tion of the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles, ow- 
ing to var i ous causes, and the Arch bishop con tin ues:

“Among other rea sons which may be as signed for this de lay, is it not
pos si ble that one might have been the hope of ob tain ing the valu able as sis- 
tance of Melanchthon, who was re peat edly, in Ed ward’s as well as in
Henry’s reign, in vited to fix his res i dence in this coun try?”— p. 39.

“If it be too much to con jec ture that the de lay was not im putable to the
wish of sub mit ting them to his per sonal in spec tion, and im prov ing them by
his con sum mate wis dom, the co in ci dence nev er the less of the time, dur ing
which they were post poned, with that of his much hoped for ar rival here,
can not al to gether es cape ob ser va tion.”5

“Many of the ar gu men ta tions upon points of doc trine at the same time
in tro duced, were not only of a Lutheran ten dency, but couched in the very
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ex pres sions of the Lutheran Creed.”
“Con sid er ing them, there fore, even in their rude out line, but more par tic- 

u larly in their per fect state, we dis cover, that, in var i ous parts of their com- 
po si tion, Cran mer stu diously kept in view that boast of Ger many and pride
of the Ref or ma tion, The Con fes sion of Augs burg.”

“If we, then, duly weigh the facts which have been stated, and the con se- 
quences which seem to re sult from them, we shall not, per haps, be at a loss
to de ter mine from what quar ter we are likely to col lect the best ma te ri als for
il lus trat ing the Ar ti cles of our Church, We per ceive that in the first com pi la- 
tion, many prom i nent pas sages were taken from the Augs burg and in the
sec ond place from the Wurtem berg Con fes sion.6 . . . These were the Creeds
of the Luther ans.” — p. 46.

“It may then, per haps, ap pear as well from in ter nal as ex ter nal ev i dence,
whence Cran mer de rived the prin ci ples of our na tional Creed… . It may ap- 
pear, that from the Luther ans, who had been his mas ters in the ol ogy, he had
learned… al most ev ery thing which he deemed great and good in ref or ma- 
tion.” — p. 52.

With re gard to the present Liturgy of the Church of Eng land, the Arch- 
bishop says:

“In the year 1543, Melanchthon and Bucer drew up a Re formed
Liturgy… for the use of the Arch bish oprick of Cologne. From this work the
oc ca sional ser vices of our own Church, where they vary from the an cient
forms, seem prin ci pally to have been de rived. It was not how ever, it self
orig i nal, but in a great de gree bor rowed from a Liturgy es tab lished at
Norim berg… . All our of fices bear ev i dent marks of hav ing been partly
taken from this work… . jj-^ our Bap tismal ser vice,* the re sem blance be- 
tween the two pro duc tions is par tic u larly strik ing.” — p. 144.

Proc tor, in his His tory of the Book of Com mon Prayer, Lon don, 1870,
p. 41, thus speaks:

“Of all the for eign ers who were en gaged in the work of Ref or ma tion,
Melanchthon had the great est in flu ence both in the gen eral ref or ma tion of
the Eng lish Church, and in the com po si tion of the Eng lish Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, where it dif fered from the me di ae val Ser vice Books.”

"Melanchthon was re peat edly in vited into Eng land, and it seems prob a- 
ble that his opin ion, sup ported by his char ac ter and learn ing, had great in- 
flu ence on Cran mer’s mind. As early as March, 1534, he had been in vited
more than once; so that the at ten tion of Henry VIII. and Cran mer had been
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turned to wards him be fore they pro ceeded to any doc tri nal ref or ma tion. The
for mu la ries of faith which were put forth in the reign of Henry, are sup- 
posed to have orig i nated in his ad vice. On the death of Bucer (Feb. 28,
1551), the pro fes sor ship of Di vin ity at Cam bridge was of fered to
Melanchthon, and af ter many let ters he was at last for mally ap pointed
(May, 1553). It is, per haps, need less to add that he never came to Eng land.7

"The first book was largely in debted to Luther, who had com posed a form
of ser vice in 1533, for the use of Bran den burg and Nurn berg. This was
taken by Melanchthon and Bucer as their model, when they were in vited
(1543), by Her mann, Prince Arch bishop of Cologne, to draw up a Scrip tural
form of doc trine and wor ship for his sub jects. This book con tained ’ Di rec- 
tions for the pub lic ser vices and ad min is tra tion of the Sacra ments, with
forms of prayer and a litany.’ . . . The Litany presents many strik ing affini- 
ties with the amended Eng lish Litany of 1544. The ex hor ta tions in the Com- 
mu nion Ser vice and por tions of the Bap tismal Ser vices, are mainly due to
this book, through which the in flu ence of Luther may be traced in our
Prayer Book… .

“They (the Thir teen Ar ti cles of 1538) not only in di cate the dis po si tion of
our lead ing Re form ers to ac qui esce in the dog matic state ments which had
been put for ward in the Augs burg Con fes sion, but have also a prospec tive
bear ing of still more im por tance, as in many ways, the ground work of ar ti- 
cles now in use. No one can deny that the com pil ers of the Forty-Two Ar ti- 
cles in the reign of Ed ward VI. drew largely from the Lutheran for mu lary of
1530.” — Ibid., 61.8

“In the first year of the new reign (1548), he (Cran mer) had ‘set forth’ an
Eng lish Cat e chism of a dis tinctly Lutheran stamp, in deed orig i nally com- 
posed in Ger man and trans lated into Latin, by Jus tus Jonas, the El der, one
of Luther’s bo som friends.” — Ibid., 68.

“With ref er ence more par tic u larly to the Sacra ment of Bap tism, the bap- 
tismal of fice of our own Re form ers was de rived in no small mea sure from
Luther’s Tau fuch lein, it self the off spring and re flex ion of far older man u- 
als.” — Ibid., 95.

Hard wick in Ar ti cles of Re li gion, Cam bridge, 1859, p. 13, says:
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“That Con fes sion (the Augs burg) is most in ti mately con nected with the
progress of the Eng lish Ref or ma tion; and be sides the in flu ence which it
can not fail to have ex erted by its rapid cir cu la tion in our coun try, it con trib- 
uted di rectly in a large de gree, to the con struc tion of the pub lic for mu la ries
of Faith put for ward by the Church of Eng land. The XIII. Ar ti cles, drawn
up, as we shall see, in 1538, were based al most en tirely on the lan guage of
the great Ger manic Con fes sion, while a sim i lar ex pres sion of re spect is no
less man i fest in the Ar ti cles of Ed ward VI., and con se quently in that se ries
which is bind ing now upon the con science of the Eng lish Clergy.”

“A per cep tion of this com mon ba sis in re li gious mat ters, aided by strong
rea sons of diplo macy, sug gested the com mence ment of ne go ti a tions with
the ’ princes of the Augs burg Con fes sion,’ as early as the year 1535. The
first Eng lish En voy sent among them was Robert Barnes, the vic tim, only
five years later, of his predilec tion for the new opin ions, etc.” — Ibid, 53.

"But while (King) Henry was thus fal ter ing on the sub ject of com mu nion
with the Ger man League, a con fer ence had been opened on the spot be- 
tween the Eng lish del e gates and a com mit tee of Lutheran the olo gians.
Luther him self was a party to it from the first and Melanchthon came soon
af ter wards (Jan u ary 15, 1536). The place of meet ing was at Wit ten berg in
the house of Pon tanus (Bruck), the se nior chan cel lor of Sax ony, where Fox
di lated on the Lutheran ten den cies of Eng land, and more es pe cially of his
royal mas ter.’9 — Ibid. 55.

“Af ter wards Henry begged the ‘Princes of the Augs burg Con fes sion’ ’ to
send to Eng land a lega tion of di vines (in clud ing his pe cu liar fa vorite
Melanchthon) to con fer on the dis puted points with a com mit tee of Eng lish
the olo gians… The whole course of the dis cus sion was ap par ently de ter- 
mined by the plan and or der of the Augs burg Con fes sion.” — Ibid. 56-7.

“The re sult of the con fer ence with the Ger mans was a ‘boke’ (book)
which is man i festly founded on the Con fes sion of Augs burg, of ten fol lowed
it very closely… .”The ar ti cle on the Lord’s Sup per is word for word the
same." — Ibid. 60.

Short, in His tory of the Church of Eng land, Lon don, 1869, p. 165, says:
“He (Melanchthon) ap pears to have been con sulted in 1535 con cern ing

the Ar ti cles which were pub lished dur ing the next year; and the def i ni tion
of jus ti fi ca tion there given is prob a bly de rived from the Loci Com munes of
this au thor: in the whole of those ar ti cles the ideas and lan guage of the
Lutheran di vines have been closely fol lowed. Many of the Forty-Two Ar ti- 
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cles owe their ori gin to the same source, and even those which can not be
traced with cer tainty, ex hibit a cor re spon dence with the gen eral opin ion of
the Ger man di vines.”

“At the com mence ment of the Ref or ma tion in Eng land, our re form ers
nat u rally cast their eyes on two stan dards of faith, on that of the Church of
Rome, and that of the Lutheran churches, which had al ready dis carded the
er rors of the pa pal court. The rule, then, which sound rea son would seem to
dic tate is, that those points wherein the Church of Eng land found it nec es- 
sary to dif fer from that of Rome, it should re fer to the opin ions of the newly
es tab lished churches and fol low them as far as they were con sis tent with
Scrip ture; and where that which was taught by the Luther ans ap peared to be
ques tion able, the Church of Eng land should ei ther bor row the ex pres sion of
its opin ions from some other re formed church, or con struct its own ar ti cles
di rectly from the word of God. In our ar ti cles are con tained the great truths
of Chris tian ity . . there are many which are de rived from the Lutheran
Church… In our pub lic ser vices the greater part of the Com mon Prayer
Book is taken from the Ro man Rit ual, and some por tions are bor rowed
from the Lutheran Church, or rather drawn up in im i ta tion of them.”

"About the same time Cran mer (1548) put forth his Cat e chism. This
work was trans lated from a Ger man Cat e chism used in Nurem berg, through
the medium of a Latin ver sion made by Jus tus Jonas. — Ibid. 142.

“In 1535, Fox, Heath and Barnes were sent am bas sadors to Smal calde,
where pro pos als were made to them by the Protes tant Princes, that the King
should ap prove the Con fes sion of Augs burg.” — Ibid. 110.

“What ever use he (Cran mer, 1536) might have made of the Hel vetic
Con fes sion in form ing his own opin ions, he does not ap pear to have in tro- 
duced it into the work in which he was en gaged (pre par ing the Forty-Two
Ar ti cles), but with re gard to the Augs burg Con fes sion (1530, printed 1531,
and re pub lished with al ter ation 1540), there is not only a gen eral -agree- 
ment in doc trine, but in many places the very words of the one are trans- 
ferred into the other.” — Ibid 268.10

“It ap pears that he (Arch bishop Parker of Can ter bury, 1559) had him self
been re cast ing the Forty-two Ar ti cles of King Ed ward . . and that he added
to the Ar ti cles, which had been mainly drawn from the ear lier Lutheran
Creeds, some new clauses ob tained from the more re cent con fes sion of
Wurtem berg.” — Card well, Syn dalia, Ox ford, 1842, 2 vols., Vol. I. p. 35.
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“These Ar ti cles, forty-two in num ber, the first that were con structed by
the Church of Eng land, on the prin ci ples of the ref or ma tion, were in debted
to the clear the o log i cal dis tinc tions of Melanchthon and other re form ers of
Ger many, and de rived more es pe cially from the Augs burg Con fes sion.” —
Ibid., Vol., I. i.

Bishop Bull, in his “Apol ogy for the Har mony and its Au thor,” bound
with his " Ex a men Cen surae," pp. 292 seq., Ox ford, 1844, says in re ply to
Dr. Tully:

“Dr. Tully now has tens to the Augs burg Con fes sion; where, in the first
place, he finds fault with me be cause I called that the great est of all the Re- 
formed Con fes sions, not ex cept ing even our own An gli can one… I only
said the same thing that many learned men both of our own and for eign
coun tries have said be fore me, and who also highly hon ored our Church.
Now the Augs burg Con fes sion is de servedly called the great est, for more
than one rea son. In the first place (not to say any thing of its most ex cel lent
and learned prin ci pal au thor, Philip Melanchthon), it was the first of all
Con fes sions. Next, when it was pub lished, it was ap proved of by the con- 
sent of al most all, if not of all, the Re formed Churches, Uni ver si ties and
Doc tors. Lastly, it is still re ceived and held in cer tain king doms and great
prin ci pal i ties and free States. The Doc tor, more over, is of fended, be cause I
said that the heads of our Church had fol lowed and im i tated this Con fes- 
sion. But what can be clearer than this? The first ar ti cle of our Con fes sion
is taken al most word for word from the first of the Augs burg. Our sec ond is
clearly copied from the third of Augs burg. Also the six teenth in ours . .
openly im i tates, to wards the end, the anath e mas of the eleventh in the
Augs burg, as our twenty-fifth does the thir teenth in the Augs burg. Again, in
our hom i lies, how of ten must the at ten tive reader who is ac quainted with
Melanchthon’s writ ings, hear him speak ing? Add to which . . that Hooper
of blessed mem ory . . was in the habit of copy ing long pas sages from
Melanchthon’s writ ings, al most word for word.”

Bishop Bull, in his HAR MO NIA APOS TOLICA, Ox ford, 1842, pp. 197 seq.,
says, “This is the same as is meant in the Con fes sion of Augs burg, which as
it is the most no ble and an cient of all the Re formed Churches, so both here
and in other places, the heads of our Church have fol lowed it, that who ever
is ig no rant of it can scarcely con ceive the true mean ing of our ar ti cles.”

Bp. Whit ting ham, of Mary land, in the charge to his clergy, 1849, says,
“that with the Augs burg Con fes sion their (the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles) con nec- 
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tion is of a na ture the most in ti mate and di rect, sub stan tiable by su per abun- 
dant ev i dence, both in ter nal and cir cum stan tial. In more than one re spect,
the Augs burg Con fes sion is the source of the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles of the
Church of Eng land and Amer ica — their pro to type in form, their model in
doc trine, and the very foun da tion of many of their ex pres sions; while oth ers
are drawn from its de riv a tive ex po si tions and rep e ti tions.”

It is not in ap pro pri ate to in tro duce the tes ti mony of an other dis tin guished
wit ness, not of the Church of Eng land:

“The Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles were es tab lished as the law of the land un der
Queen Eliz a beth, in 1571. . . . They are based on Ger man Con fes sions of
faith. Very prob a bly the thir teen which were found among Cran mer’s pa- 
pers were the re sult of Con fer ences be tween Ger man and Eng lish the olo- 
gians, be gun in Wit ten berg, 1533, and con tin ued in Lon don in 1538, who
aimed at a union of both churches. These thir teen closely fol low the or der
of the first sev en teen Ar ti cles of the Augs burg Con fes sion, and are copied
nearly word for word.” — Her zog’s En cy clop., Vol I., 325, which see also
for the dif fer ences be tween the whole Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles and the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion.

Schaff, in Creeds of Chris ten dom, I. 623, says:
“The Ed war dine Ar ti cles were based in part, as al ready ob served, upon a

pre vi ous draft of Thir teen Ar ti cles, which was the joint prod uct of Ger man
and Eng lish di vines, and based upon the doc tri nal Ar ti cles of the Augs burg
Con fes sion. Some pas sages were trans ferred ver ba tim from the Lutheran
doc u ment to the Thir teen Ar ti cles, and from these to the Forty-Two (1553),
and were re tained in the Eliz a bethan re vi sion (1563 and 15 71). This will
ap pear from the fol low ing com par i son. The cor re spond ing words are
printed in Ital ics.”

Af ter giv ing the com par i son in par al lel col umns, Schaff thus con cludes:
“Be sides these pas sages, there is a close re sem blance in thought, though

not in lan guage, in the state ments of the doc trine of orig i nal sin and of the
pos si bil ity of fall ing af ter jus ti fi ca tion. Sev eral of the Ed war dine Ar ti cles…
were sug gested by Ar ti cle Sev en teen of the Augs burg Con fes sion, which is
di rected against the An abap tists.”

And fi nally, one ex tract from one of our own writ ers:
“As to the Twenty-Five Ar ti cles, which em body the ac knowl edged doc- 

trines of the Methodist So ci eties, they are in lan guage and sub stance so
nearly iden ti cal with the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles of the Church of Eng land,
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that they must be traced through them to the same source They are only re- 
moter is sues from the same Lutheran foun tain.”

"It is, there fore, with jus tice that the Lutheran Church takes to her self the
high ap pel la tion of The Mother of Protes tants. — Seiss, Ec cles. Luth.,
p. 124.

Thus, the Lutheran Ori gin of the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles has been fully il- 
lus trated. Many more ex tracts from the writ ings of great di vines of the
Church of Eng land, might have been given, but they only re it er ate and con- 
firm what the ear lier writ ers have said, and, there fore, it is deemed su per flu- 
ous to in sert them.

The sec ond pa per was then read.

1. Its in flu ence ex tends far be yond the Lutheran Church. It struck the
key note to other evan gel i cal Con fes sions and strength ened the cause of
the Ref or ma tion ev ery where. It is, to a cer tain ex tent also, the Con fes- 
sion of the Re formed and the so-called union churches in Ger many,
namely, with the ex pla na tions and mod i fi ca tions of the au thor him self,
in the edi tion of 1540. In this qual i fied sense, ei ther ex pressed or un- 
der stood, the Augs burg Con fes sion was fre quently signed by Re- 
formed di vines and princes, even by John Calvin while min is ter ing to
the Church in Stras burg, and as del e gate to the Con fer ence in Ratis- 
bon, 1541; by Favel and Beza, at the Con fer ence in Worms, 1557; by
the Calvin ists, at Bre men, 1562; by Fred er ick III. (Re formed) Elec tor
of the Palati nate, at the Con ven tion of Princes in Nurem berg, 1561,
and again at the Diet of Augs burg, 1566; by John Sigis mund of Bran- 
den burg in 1614. — Schaff, Creeds of Chris ten dom, I., 235.↩ 

2. Note from Lau rence. “Af ter the com mence ment of our Ref or ma tion,
Melanchthon was re peat edly pressed per son ally to as sist in com plet ing
it, both in Henry’s and Ed ward’s reign. In a let ter dated March, 1534,
he says ‘Ego jam al teris li teris in An gliam vo cor.’ Ep. p. 717, and
again Oc to ber of the fol low ing year.”Ego rur sus in An gliam non solum
li teris sed lega tion ibus et vo cor et ex erceor." Ep. p. 732. Ed. Lond.,
1642. The cause, how ever, why he did not come then, as at first he in- 
tended (for the elec tor of Sax ony had con sented to his jour ney, and
Luther was anx ious for it), he ex plains in an other let ter to Cam er ar ius:
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“An gli cae pro fec tio nis cura lib er a tus sum. Postquam enim tragici ca- 
sus in An glia ac ciderunt, magna con sil io rum mu ta tio se cuta est. Pos te- 
rior regina (viz., Anne Bo leyn), magis ac cusata quam con victa adul- 
terii, ul timo sup p li cio af fecta est.” Epist., lib. IV, 187. In 1538 he was
again so licited. Dur ing the short reign of Ed ward, so lic i ta tions of a
sim i lar na ture ap pear to have been fre quent." Lau rence, pp. 195-99↩ 

3. This was pub lished in 1536, un der the ti tle of “Ar ti cles De vised by the
King’s High est Majesty, to es tab lish Chris tian Quiet ness and Unity
among us, and to avoid Con tentious Opin ions, which Ar ti cles be also
ap proved by the Con sent and De ter mi na tion of the whole Clergy of
this Realm.” For far ther in for ma tion, see Col lier, Ec cles. Hist. H. 122
fol. Bur net, Hist. Ref. I. Add,N., Fuller, C. H. XVI. B. V. 93.↩ 

4. It was a Cat e chism which Jus tus Jonas had trans lated out of Dutchin to
Latin, and which was taught at Nurn berg, and first pub lished in
1533.↩ 

5. In ad di tion to the quo ta tions from Melanchthon’s let ters given above,
we may add what he states to Cam er ar ius, in Sep tem ber, 1535: “Ab
An glis his vo ca tus sum, sed ex pecto ter tias lit eras.” — Epist., p. 722.
And again, in April 1536: “Et sic me An gli ex er cent, vix ut res pi rare
liceat.” Id., 7, 738. This was when he was hold ing al most daily con fer- 
ence with the Eng lish am bas sadors in Wit ten berg.

For an ac count of his re la tions with the Eng lish, see Card well’s
Pref ace to the Liturgy of Ed ward VI., p. IV., note b.

It is in ter est ing to know that he earnestly ex horted Cran mer to at- 
tempt an ex ten sion of the ben e fit be yond the con fines of the Eng lish
Church, to form a creed adapted to the Chris tian world at large. The
Con fes sion which he had him self drawn up, would, he con ceived,
prove some thing of this de scrip tion. See his cor re spon dence with
Cran mer in Notes on Ser mon II. of Archb. Lau rence.↩ 

6. This Con fes sio Wurtem ber gica was drawn up by Bren tius, in the name
of his Prince, Duke Christo pher, who had re solved to send del e gates to
the Coun cil of Trent. The Em peror had in vited the Protes tant States to
send del e gates, promis ing them full pro tec tion. Bren tius pre pared the
Con fes sion for that Coun cil as Melanchthon had drawn up the Con fes- 
sio Sax on ica for the same pur pose. Bren tius’ was ap proved by a com- 
mis sion of ten Swabian di vines and by the city of Stras burg. It was
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also ap proved at Wit ten berg as agree ing with Melanchthon’s. Schaffs
Creeds, etc., I., 341.↩ 

7. For a fuller ac count of the ne go ti a tion with Melanchthon to go to Eng- 
land, see Hard wick’s Ar ti cles of Re li gion, 1859, p. 53, Strype, Ec cles.
Mem., I., 225-98.↩ 

8. For a par al lel be tween the Augs burg Con fes sion and the XIII. Ar ti cles
here spo ken of, see Hard wick, pp. 62seq.;and for a par al lel be tween
the Augs burg Con fes sion and the Forty-Two Ar ti cles of 1553, see Ap- 
pen dix III., Hard wick; and for a par al lel be tween the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion and the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles, as fi nally agreed upon in 1571,
see An no tated Prayer Book.↩ 

9. See Seck endorf Com ment, de Lutheranismo, Lib. Ill, xxxix., for an ac- 
count of cer tain ar ti cles of re li gion which were drawn up by the me di- 
at ing party in 1535 and ’36. Of those, one ar ti cle has ref er ence to the
Lord’s Sup per, and is merely an ex panded ver sion of the Augs burg
Con fes sion.↩ 

10. For these Forty-Two Ar ti cles in Latin and Eng lish, and in par al lel col- 
umns with the Eliz a bethan Ar ti cles, see Hard wick’s Ap pen dix, III.,
pp. 277-333.↩ 
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Charles P. Krauth: The Re la‐ 
tions Of The Lutheran Church
To The De nom i na tions Around

Us

An Es say by Charles P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D., Nor ton Pro fes sor of Sys tem atic The ol ogy
and Ec cle si as ti cal Polity in the Evan gel i cal Lutheran The o log i cal Sem i nary, at Phil a del- 
phia.

I. The De nom i na tions Around Us

“The re la tions of the Lutheran Church to the de nom i na tions around us,”
very nat u rally lead us to ask, who, and what, and why, are the de nom i na- 
tions around us?

The Term De nom i na tions.
A de nom i na tion, as we use the term, is, in the sphere of Re li gion, a class

or col lec tion of in di vid u als, called by the same name; a body of per sons
who have sep a rated, or are sep a rate from oth ers, in virtue of their hold ing in
com mon some spe cial doc trine, or set of doc trines, or gov ern ment, or us- 
age, or dis ci pline. The word, though it is in this sense the re sort, if not the
out growth of an eva sive cour tesy, is prefer able to the terms sect, or schism
— which are its near est his tor i cal equiv a lents — be cause in it self it sim ply
marks a fact, with out ex press ing or in sin u at ing an un fa vor able judg ment. It
is prefer able in dis cus sion to the word “Church,” for it does not in volve a
judg ment. In a word, it is a col or less ob jec tive term ex press ing the thing we
mean, with out com mit ting us to an opin ion of it.

Who and What are the De nom i na tions around us?
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The de nom i na tions around us are real and dis tinct or ga ni za tions, with
dis tinct names, creeds, con sti tu tions, books of wor ship, terms of ad mis sion
to the min istry, terms and tests of mem ber ship, and a dis ci pline; with a dis- 
tinct re li gious lit er a ture, pub lish ing houses, the o log i cal schools and mis- 
sions. As or ga ni za tions they are as re ally dis tinct as states, or na tions, or as- 
so ci a tions. The in tense par ti san ship which builds up walls, and the flabby
union ism which pre tends to dis re gard them, seem at first in hope less dis-
har mony — but they re ally are part of one idea. When men are to be kept
in, De nom i na tion al ism mag ni fies its walls; when men are to be let in, it
makes them very low — or has abun dant open ings in them.

The de nom i na tions around us cover nearly ev ery lead ing form of Chris- 
tian ity and of its dis tor tions, and a num ber of its small est bod ies, par a sites,
and par a sites of par a sites. About thirty years ago Rev. E. N. Kirk1 said “In
the West ern Re serve,” “that New Eng land of the West,” “there are forty-one
sects; all pro fess ing to be lieve the Bible.” If our land were searched through
all its bor ders, the num ber of de nom i na tions would be seen to be sim ply ap- 
palling — some in vig or ous life, some ris ing, some dy ing out, some dead
and dusty but not swept out of sight, some fos silized into a sort of stony ex- 
is tence, oth ers like soap-bub bles ex pand ing in glit ter ing swift ness to ward
their burst ing.

Clas si fi ca tion: His tor i cal.
When we ask. What they are? and Whence they came? Why they are

around us? we shall find that the his tory of their ori gin is largely the ex pla- 
na tion of it. With re spect to their purely his tor i cal ba sis, their gen e sis and
rise as par tic u lar churches, the great bod ies and ten den cies into which
Chris ten dom is di vided may be thus ar ranged:

I. The Ro man Catholic Church takes her name from her iden ti fi ca tion
with her self of the Catholic Church proper, as the Church of the Re- 
deemed, out of which there is no sal va tion. She makes the Church
Catholic an or ga ni za tion which cen ters in the See of Rome, with an in- 
fal li ble Pope at its head, and rests on the the ory that Pe ter was Pri mate
of the Apos tles; that at the end of his life he was Bishop of Rome, and
that the pri macy and of fi cial in fal li bil ity which be longed to him as an
apos tle, were trans ferred to his suc ces sors as bish ops.

II. The Greek Or tho dox Church marks in its name Greek, the sep a ra tion
from the Ro man in the di vided em pire, and adds “Or tho dox” to as sert
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its claim to the pos ses sion of the pure faith. It is strongly anti-pa pal
with out be ing Protes tant.

III. The Evan gel i cal Church, pop u larly called the Lutheran Church, whose
cen ter is the Gospel; Gospel Grace against Le gal ism; Gospel Suf fi- 
ciency over against Tra di tion al ism, the Abuse of Rea son and Fa nati- 
cism; and Gospel Unity in Faith and Sacra ments over against the sep a- 
ratism of sect, and the spu ri ous Union ism of com pro mise and of ig- 
nored truth.

IV. The Calvin is tic-Re formed Church of the Con ti nent, con sid ered in its
unity. It em braces es pe cially the Ger man, Dutch and French Churches,
and is rep re sented in our land mainly by the de scen dants of im mi grants
of its orig i nal na tion al i ties.

V. The Eclec tic Protes tant or An gli can Church, the Church of Eng land,
her sis ters in Scot land and Ire land, her daugh ter the Protes tant Epis co- 
pal Church, and now her grand-daugh ter the Re formed Epis co pal
Church.

VI. The great con flict ing bod ies which grew out of gov ern men tal di ver- 
gences from the Es tab lished Church of Eng land and Scot land, or from
each other. The Pres by te ri ans and In de pen dents arose first from the as- 
ser tion of the di vine right of Church gov ern ment op posed to the
Prelat i cal, and then di vided from each other, on the as ser tion on the
one side that this gov ern ment of di vine right is the Pres by te rian, on the
other that it is In de pen dent and Con gre ga tional. Pres by te ri an ism over- 
came Epis co pacy, and till 1797 was scarcely trou bled with In de pen- 
dency in Scot land; but In de pen dency proved the might ier move ment in
Eng land. It van quished Pres by te ri an ism in their ear lier bat tles; it sent
forth its colonists of flint and steel to New Eng land; it stamped it self
through them and their de scen dants on the in sti tu tions and think ing of
our New World. It evolved the Yan kee race, and pro duced a brain
which claimed to be a uni ver sal sol vent. When Socini an ism swal lowed
up Eng lish Pres by te ri an ism, In de pen dency in the Con gre ga tional and
Bap tist Churches gave shel ter to the few who still held the old faith.
But in the mys tery of his tory, New Eng land’s In de pen dency has re- 
peated the sor row ful ex pe ri ence of Old Eng land’s Pres by te ri an ism —
per haps be cause that patent uni ver sal cere bral sol vent, in which it



37

trusts, has some times had pearls dropped into it, which are bet ter
undis solved.

VII. The di ver gent bod ies which added to the In de pen dent view of Church
gov ern ment, pe cu liar views of the mode and sub ject of Bap tism — the
Bap tists of var i ous Schools, Par tic u lar or Calvin is tic, Gen eral or
Arminian. The Men non ites hold the Bap tist view of the sub jects of
Bap tism, but re ject im mer sion as its nec es sary mode.

VIII. Un der the gen eral spirit and modes of Pietism; con tem plat ing as so ci a- 
tion for re li gious ends within the Es tab lished Church; di vid ing from
the be gin ning on the Calvin is tic doc trines; un der the con flict ing lead- 
er ship of White field and Wes ley, there came forth in the Church of
Eng land a di ver gence in spirit, ripen ing into a di vi sion in fact, marked
by the de sire of larger free dom in doc trine and wor ship, more pos i tive
em pha sis of the evan gel i cal doc trines, and es pe cially of the sub jec tive
el e ments of the plan of sal va tion, larger play for the emo tions and the
ex pres sion of them, more com plete adap ta tion to the sup posed wants
of the masses and their pe cu liar i ties, and stricter dis ci pline in a com- 
pact or ga ni za tion. This di ver gence has ma tured into Method ism.

IX. Not large, but for many rea sons mem o rable, is the body known var i- 
ously as Her rn huthers, Broth ers of the Unity, Bo hemian and Mora vian
Brethren. The frag ments of the Bo hemian and Mora vian Brethren, left
af ter many a storm of war and per se cu tion, sought refuge from new
dan gers, 1720, and found it un der the fos ter ing care of Count Zinzen- 
dorf. Their earnest piety, their do mes tic virtues, blessed of God, gath- 
ered around their new home, the vil lage of Her rn huth. Pre serv ing in- 
tact in their homes their an cient, sim ple and pe cu liar modes and care- 
ful do mes tic dis ci pline, they be came com mu ni cants in the neigh bor ing
Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church at Berthols dorf. This drew to them oth- 
ers, not Bo hemi ans or Mora vians, but who, re gard ing them as brethren
in the Lutheran faith, joined them and con formed to their pe cu liar dis- 
ci pline, as cal cu lated to pro mote holy and happy liv ing. The growth
be came so great that Her rn huth needed a pas tor of its own, and by the
in flu ence of Zinzen dorf, Stein hofer, a cler gy man of the Lutheran
Church, was called 1733. In their orig i nal form the Her rn huthers were
nom i nally an Evan gel i cal Lutheran con gre ga tion, in which, in con- 
form ity with the lib erty which the Lutheran Church main tains, they
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claimed to pre serve the an cient dis ci pline of the Brethren in Unity. So
Zinzen dorf and the Her rn huthers them selves de fine it.2

Out of this sim ple be gin ning Count Zinzen dorf de vel oped a sys tem of
marked pe cu liar ity in faith and dis ci pline. The Mora vians of our day are
dis tin guished by in de ter mi nate ness on the points of doc trine which di vide
the Church, care ful or ga ni za tion, and sys tem, dis ci pline milder than the old,
yet still strict, a quiet home-life, sim plic ity of man ners, heroic de vo tion to
mis sions; and have made the most ef fec tual an swer to the ear lier charges
against them, by con fess ing what was wrong and re mov ing it.

X. Armini an ism has not, as such, em bod ied it self with any force into a
dis tinct de nom i na tion, but it has shown its power as a ten dency which
has in flu enced or dis turbed all de nom i na tions. It is the doc tri nal sys- 
tem of the Je suits as against the Jansenists. It was orig i nally char ac ter- 
is tic of the High Church party, be gin ning with the time of Laud (one of
the charges against whom, in the trial which led to his be head ing, was
his Armini an ism); but it is now the gen eral po si tion of High, Low and
Broad alike, with few ex cep tions. It is the sys tem of the Methodist
Epis co pal Church, of some of the Bap tist com mu nions, and of the
Cum ber land Pres by te ri ans. It has been win ning point af ter point in the
very heart of nom i nal Calvin ism. From its early, cau tious, neg a tive
ten dency, in which it was no more than a gen tle protest against the five
ex trav a gances of Calvin ism, it ran out, first in the pas sion ate de vel op- 
ment, which was aided by pro scrip tion and per se cu tion, and af ter- 
wards, by its es sen tial ten den cies, into Socini an ism, or be came a
bridge by which Calvin ism made a tran si tion into the same sys tem.

XI. The Friends arose partly in re ac tion against the for mal ism of the
Church of Eng land and the polem i cal spirit of Pu ri tanism, and partly in
the gen eral spirit of re li gious en thu si asm which marked the pe riod of
the great civil war. They are now di vided into the Or tho dox Friends,
the Hick sites, and the Prim i tive Friends. The worldly thrift, the per sis- 
tency of their wit ness against the evils of war and slav ery, and their hu- 
man ity, have made the Friends an im por tant so cial el e ment.

De nom i na tional Names.



39

To ex press the char ac ter is tic di ver sity in a name, where di ver sity has
been so great and com pli cated, has been no in con sid er able tax of in ge nu ity.
Some of the de nom i na tions take their name from a sin gle doc trine, as Ad- 
vent, Uni tar ian, Uni ver sal ist. Some reach new names by dis avow ing all par- 
tic u lar names, as Bible Chris tians, Church of Christ, Church of God; some
take their names from their the o ries or modes of Church gov ern ment, as
Con gre ga tional, Epis co pal, Pres by te rian. In some cases the names of lead- 
ers have been fixed on churches or sys tems, as Arminian, Calvin ists, Men- 
non nites, Wes leyans. Some bear his tor i cal nick names, as Methodists, Quak- 
ers. Some de rive their name in whole or part from their orig i nal na tion al ity
or lan guage. The term Re formed plays a large part in de nom i na tional ter mi- 
nol ogy. We have Bap tist Re formed; the Re formed Church in Amer ica, or
Dutch Re formed; the Re formed Church in the United States, or Ger man Re- 
formed; the Re formed Epis co pal; the Re formed Pres by te rian (orig i nal); the
Re formed Pres by te rian (Gen eral Synod); the Re formed Pres by te rian
(Synod). We see cou pled in some of these ti tles, Ref or ma tion in the fifth
po ten ti a tion.

In this sin gle city of Phil a del phia, this city of broth erly love, we have
around us nearly all the lead ing forms of Protes tantism, Heresy and Sec tar i- 
an ism. The mere dis play of names is in deed in some re spects il lu sive; first,
be cause, ex cept as the rev e la tion of a dan ger ous ten dency, many of the sects
are in signif i cant — the off spring of ig no rance and fa nati cism, and des tined
to speedy ex tinc tion. Sec ondly, be cause, tak ing the great de nom i na tions,
great in num bers or clearly de fined in prin ci ple, the points of di ver sity are
at their root few. It is the var ied com bi na tions which make so great a num- 
ber of sects. The Rule of Faith and how to in ter pret it, the eter nal de crees of
God, the per son of Christ, Jus ti fi ca tion, the in ter nal na ture of Word and
Sacra ments, the Polity of the Church, ex ter nal cer e monies, are the grand
points of di ver sity.

And yet the names as so ci ated with pe cu liar i ties and classes form an im- 
por tant ba sis of clas si fi ca tion. So far as a di rect di vine war rant for any pe- 
cu liar name is con cerned, they are all alike; for though the name be a Bib li- 
cal one, it has no di vine war rant as the ex clu sive prop erty of a de nom i na- 
tion. There can be no di vine war rant for ap ply ing a di vine name ex cept to a
di vine thing — and that a de nom i na tion as such, is not. “Be liev ers,” “Dis ci- 
ples of Christ,” “Brethren,” “Friends,” mark true Chris tians as in di vid u als
in all de nom i na tions. “The Church,” the “Church of God,” with out a plu ral,
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is the Church Catholic and in vis i ble. The name Chris tian is of hu man ori- 
gin, and is ap plied to the in di vid ual dis ci ples, not to the Church even as a
whole, still less to par tic u lar churches. All the par tic u lar names, with their
spe cific ap pli ca tion, have risen in his tory, and are de fen si ble only as the his- 
tory which be came the oc ca sion of their ne ces sity is de fen si ble. The most
of fen sive and in tensely sec tar ian of all names are those which are in Scrip- 
ture, and mark the whole Chris tian com mu nion as such, but are di verted to
be the trade-mark of any de nom i na tion.

A name is a claim — and a false name is a stereo typed lie. Hence the re- 
spon si bil ity of as sum ing or tol er at ing a name is in it self very great. A name
is in it self a creed; a man is bound to what the name re ally means which he
bears, and no amount of pri vate dis avowal neu tral izes the obli ga tions and
re spon si bil ity of it. While a man calls him self Ro man Catholic, Methodist
or Calvin ist, he binds him self to be Ro man Catholic, Methodist or Calvin- 
ist, and we are bound to treat him as such. If he pri vately re pu di ates the
claim of his Church name, so much the worse for his in tel li gence and sin- 
cer ity.

The Right to Ex ist.
And this leads us to ask as pre lim i nary to our just re la tions to them, on

what grounds of prin ci ple do the de nom i na tions around us vin di cate their
right to ex ist? To some of the sects this ques tion would come like a thun der- 
bolt. They have never raised it. They never knew that such a ques tion could
be raised. In the Sec tar ian Dec la ra tion of In de pen dence, among the cer tain
in alien able rights are sec tar ian life, sec tar ian lib erty, and sec tar ian pur suit of
hap pi ness. They may deny a man’s right to wear a coat or a hat not fash- 
ioned af ter the sa cred pat tern shown them in the mount of their pri vate hal- 
lu ci na tion, but as to a man’s right to join him self to any sect he thinks good,
or to make an other sect if the ex ist ing sects do not suit him, of that they
never doubted. In the Pop ery of Sect, “Stat pro ra tione vol un tas” — their
best rea son is, they wish it so.

Yet this ques tion is a great ques tion. It is the ques tion. The de nom i na tion
which has not raised it is a self-con victed sect. The de nom i na tion which
can not re turn such an an swer to it as at least shows sin cere con vic tion that it
has such rea sons, should be shunned by all Chris tians who would not have
the guilt of other men’s sins.

We draw a line then at once be tween those de nom i na tions which ei ther
give no rea son for their right ful ex is tence, or a rea son so trans par ently false
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as to defy credulity; and those on the other hand which have rea sons — rea- 
sons of such plau si bil ity as to sat isfy us that thought ful men may sin cerely
hold them.

There is also an ob vi ous line to be drawn be tween those com mu nions
which went forth from Rome, the pri mal forms of Protes tantism; and those
which have arisen by di vi sion and sub di vi sion within Protes tantism, — be- 
tween the gen era of Protes tantism and the species of those gen era — be- 
tween those with whom Rome made schism, and those which have made
schism in the Protes tant body.

We must also look with very dif fer ent eyes on those bod ies whose his- 
tor i cal record and present acts are in ac cor dance with the of fi cial prin ci ples
on which they rest their right to ex ist; and those which desert the prin ci ples
which gave them name, creeds and po si tion — those bod ies which ex ist on
one prin ci ple and act on an other, which lengthen out their lives by aban don- 
ing what they once con sid ered sa cred, ig nor ing their his tory, con ceal ing
their con fessed doc trines, or evad ing the nec es sary con se quences of them,
and who make their name and their very ex is tence a fraud, — and whose in- 
tens est ha tred is in flicted on those who re mind them of their his tory, and of
the doc trines which gave them their orig i nal be ing.

II. His tory Of The Orig i na tion Of The Ques‐ 
tion In Dis cus sion. Rise Of Di vi sions: De‐ 
nom i na tion al ism And Union ism

It may help to shed light upon the ques tion we are to dis cuss, to look at the
way in which it has risen. What are the his tor i cal sources of the lax ity
which has be come a char ac ter is tic of our time, and es pe cially of our coun- 
try, and with this the sources of the Union ism which has at tempted to cover
over the lax ity and glo rify it? The com mon roots of both stretch far and
wide.

So tremen dous a move ment as the Ref or ma tion was in evitably at tended
by var i ous im per fec tions and dis tor tions. The need of some sort of re form
was uni ver sally ad mit ted. Rome then ad mit ted it, and now ad mits it. But the
ul tra-con ser vatism which was rep re sented in the re for ma tory part of the
Romish Church which would not break with it, pro posed lit tle more than a
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su per fi cial cor rec tion of some evils, while their real causes re mained undis- 
turbed. An tipo dal to this there was a rad i cal ism which pro posed to sweep
away ev ery thing ex is tent, and to make a new start from its own in ter pre ta- 
tion of the let ter of the Bible, ig nor ing the cen turies of the Church’s his tory.
There was fa nati cism which pro posed in new rev e la tions to find what it
imag ined the old rev e la tion had failed to fur nish. The real heart of the Ref- 
or ma tion was with that part of the move ment which was con ser va tive to- 
ward the good, rad i cal to ward the evil; which, tena cious of the let ter, was
guided by it to the spirit; which rec og nized the Church as God’s work,
through the Word; which over against Rome main tained the sole au thor ity
of the Word; over against Fa nati cism, the suf fi ciency of the Word; over
against Rad i cal ism, the wit ness of the Church, whose pure text was to be
reached by sift ing the var i ous read ings of the ages. There came also into the
his tory of the Ref or ma tion, as there comes into ev ery his tory, ig no rant as- 
sump tion, envy, am bi tion, love of nov elty, and all the hu man pas sions
which hover around the great bat tle-fields of the world, the host of camp-
fol low ers, the clouds of vul tures. The test of ev ery cause is its abil ity to en- 
dure its friends. The lit tle fin ger of Carl stadt and Mun zer was thicker than
Tet zel and the Pope’s loins.

Noth ing so en dan gers the great prin ci ple of the right of pri vate judg- 
ment, as a mis un der stand ing of what the prin ci ple is, and a false ap pli ca tion
of it. The right to search the Scrip tures is not to be con founded with the ev i- 
dence that the Scrip tures have been searched. The ju di cial re spon si bil ity of
the con science to God alone is not to be con founded with that re spon si bil ity
which ev ery man must as sume in the recog ni tion of an other man’s views as
truth; a re spon si bil ity to which ev ery man must sub mit his own views who
wishes to make them a ba sis of recog ni tion and fel low ship. The right of pri- 
vate judg ment is not a right to force fel low ship in the re sults of our pri vate
judg ment on those whose pri vate judg ment is as sured that we have abused
ours. It is not their right to force them selves on us. That was a pri vate judg- 
ment of Pe ter’s which was met by “Get thee be hind me, Sa tan.” The right of
pri vate judg ment in the ex er cise of which a man be comes a Ro man ist is not
the right to be ac cepted as a Protes tant. There is no prin ci ple in na ture or
rev e la tion which jus ti fies the con sci en tiously wrong, in de mand ing as sent
or si lence from the con sci en tiously cor rect. The right of pri vate judg ment is
not the right of pub lic recog ni tion.
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The dis turb ing and rad i cal el e ment in the Ref or ma tion pre pared the way
for the later lax ity and the Union ism which at tended it. The ten dency which
was rep re sented in Carl stadt and OEco lam pa dius, and most en er get i cally
and con sis tently in Zwingli, gave an early im pulse in this di rec tion. This it
did, not sim ply in set ting forth the great er ror which orig i nated the di vi sions
in the Protes tant Ref or ma tion, but by the lev ity with which it re garded the
whole mat ter of di vi sion. A di vi sion which meant the rend ing of the Ref or- 
ma tion, its con fu sion be fore its en e mies, and the per il ing of its ex is tence,
was re garded as a some thing which must be held at ev ery cost, and yet,
whose guilt could be con doned by the shed ding of a few tears, the of fer of a
hand.

Luther and Zwingli at Mar burg.
At Mar burg the whole ques tion was epit o mized, and Luther there passed

through a sorer strug gle, a might ier temp ta tion, and showed him self more
match less as a hero than at Worms — for what is harder than to re ject the
ad vances of seem ing love, which pleads for our ac knowl edg ment on the
ground of de vo tion to a com mon cause. Luther saved the Ref or ma tion by
with hold ing the hand, whose grasp would have meant the recog ni tion of
fun da men tal er ror — ei ther as in unity with faith, or as too lit tle a thing to
be weighed. Not only Luther’s per sonal qual i ties, but his re li gious and re- 
for ma tory prin ci ples, were pre cisely the same as re vealed against Rome and
against the Zwinglian ten den cies. There is no con sis tency in blam ing him in
his re la tion to the lat ter, while we praise him for his at ti tude to the for mer. It
would have been a sur ren der of the vi tal prin ci ple by which the Ref or ma- 
tion it self stands or falls — the au thor ity and clear ness of the Word. Con- 
ces sion at the point at which Zwingli de manded it would not have stopped
there. Other con ces sions to other er rors would have been de manded, with
equal jus tice, on the same grounds. The po lit i cal el e ment was no small one
in this early de sire for Union ism, and the com plex ion it would have given
would have brought a Capel, at which not Zwingli but the Ref or ma tion it- 
self would have fallen. We know well that there are good peo ple so blinded
to the real char ac ter of the scene at Mar burg that they re gard Zwingli’s
course as the very em bod i ment of Chris tian love, and Luther, they think of,
as hur ried away by the zealotry of par ti san ship. When Zwingli de clared that
he de sired fel low ship with no men so much as with the Wit ten berg ers, he
pressed on them the hand of fra ter nity, he wept be cause they de clined tak- 
ing it. What a lov ing, large spirit is that! men ex claim; and how poor be fore
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it seems the nar row ness of Luther and of Melanchthon, of whom the ed i tor
of Zwingli’s works has said that “at that time he was al most harsher than
Luther him self.”3 But the men of Wit ten berg had not for got ten how
Zwingli, in 1524, had en dorsed the book which Carl stadt had di rected
against Luther un der the ti tle: “Of the ex e crable abuse of the Eu charist.”
They had not for got ten that, in 1525, Zwingli had as sailed Luther in his
“Com men tary of true and false Re li gion,” had pro nounced Luther’s lan- 
guage on the Eu charist as “mon strous,” and had said in the most sweep ing
way that “nei ther were those to be lis tened to who though they saw that the
opin ion cited” (Luther’s) “was not only coarse, but im pi ous and friv o lous,
yet said that we eat Christ’s true body, but spir i tu ally.” The Wit ten berg ers
had not for got ten that he had called those who held the doc trine of the true
pres ence “Car nivori,” “a stupid set of men,” and had said that the doc trine
was “im pi ous, fool ish, in hu man and wor thy of an thro pophagites.” And
these were the ameni ties of Zwingli at a pe riod when Luther had not writ ten
a soli tary word against him. The Wit ten berg ers had not for got ten that in that
same year the book of Zwingli had been fol lowed up by an other, in which
he char ac ter izes the hold ers of Luther’s view as “can ni bals.” They had not
for got ten that in 1527 Zwingli had dis tinctly de clared that his own view in- 
volved the fun da men tals of faith, and had con demned Bucer for say ing that
“ei ther view might be held with out throw ing faith over board.” On this
Zwingli says: “I do not ap prove of his view. To be lieve that con sciences are
es tab lished by eat ing flesh, is con joined with throw ing faith over board (cum
fidei jac tura.)4 The Wit ten berg ers had not for got ten that in 1527 Zwingli
had writ ten a book against Luther, had ded i cated it to the Elec tor of Sax ony,
and charged Luther to his own Elec tor with”er ror and great au dac ity,"
which he claims to have “ex posed.” All this the Wit ten berg ers could not
for get, but all this they could have for given had it been sor rowed over and
with drawn; but all this re mained un re tracted, un ex plained, un re gret ted.
Zwingli him self be ing judge, there was not the fra ter nity of a com mon faith.
The con flict ing modes of in ter pre ta tion in volved in fact the whole rev e la- 
tion of God. What Zwingli still held of the old faith would have gone down
be fore his ra tio nal is tic method, just as surely as what he al ready re jected.
All went down be fore it in af ter time. Luther ut tered the warn ing, but
Zwingli would not be lieve it. His course was the be gin ning of that ef fu sive
sen ti ment of com pro mise, which from the rill of 1529 has gath ered to the
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tor rent of 1877, and be fore which we are ex pected to al low, with out a strug- 
gle, all fixed prin ci ple to be swept away.

How fleet ing the bet ter mind of Zwingli was, is shown by the fact that
on the mar gin of a copy of the Ar ti cles of Agree ment at Mar burg, he wrote
an no ta tions, which prove how hol low, su per fi cial and un trust wor thy the
whole thing was on his part.

The vi o lence of Zwingli had been the more un par don able be cause he
had orig i nally held the same view of the Lord’s Sup per as Luther, and must
have known that it did not in volve what he charges upon it. Even in 1526 he
wrote to Bil li can and oth ers who held Luther’s doc trine: “You af firm that
Christ’s true body is eaten, but in a cer tain in ef fa ble man ner.” Zwingli, in- 
deed, con fesses in so many words that he had re jected the lit eral and his tor i- 
cal in ter pre ta tion of the words of the Lord’s Sup per, be fore he was able to
as sign even to his own mind a rea son for it. He tells us that af ter he had
made up his con vic tion with out a rea son, a dream sug gested a rea son. It was
in deed a rea son demon stra tively ir rel e vant — an in ter pre ta tion which his
co-work ers, Carl stadt and OEco lam pa dius, both re jected, and at which a
fair scholar of any school would now laugh — but it was enough to be gin
the great schism whose mis eries live and spread to this hour. The mode
which un set tles the doc trine of the true pres ence, un set tles ev ery dis tinc tive
Evan gel i cal doc trine — the method which ex plains it away, ex plains ev ery- 
thing away. To give it up is in prin ci ple to give up ev ery thing. The di vi sion
be gan at the doc trine of the Eu charist; the union must be gin at the point of
di vi sion. The bone must be knit where it was bro ken, or the arm of the
Church will con tinue to be dis torted and en fee bled.

In a few months af ter the scenes at Mar burg, with out a vo ca tion from
God or man, Zwingli pre pared a Con fes sion, part of whose ob ject was to
con demn the views of our Church, and to mark his own sep a ra tion from it.
He at tempted to thrust upon the Diet at Augs burg his ra tio nal is tic spec u la- 
tions, whose ten dency was to throw con tempt upon our Con fes sion, to
weaken and en dan ger our cause, to peril the lib erty and lives of our con fes- 
sors, and to haz ard the cause of the en tire Ref or ma tion. It was an un called-
for parad ing of di vi sion in the pres ence of a ruth less en emy. In his Con fes- 
sion, he classes the Luther ans with the Pa pists, and speaks of them as “those
who are look ing back to the flesh-pots of Egypt.” He char ac ter izes our doc- 
trine as an “er ror in con flict with God’s Word,” and says that “he will make
this as clear as the sun to the em peror, and will at tack the op po nents with
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ar gu ments like bat ter ing-rams.” This is dated July 3, 1530. Con trast it with
the brief and gen tle words, which on June 25th, had been pre sented in the
Tenth Ar ti cle of the Augs burg Con fes sion: “There fore, the op po site doc- 
trine is re jected,” “and they dis ap prove of those who teach in a con trary
way.”

His tory of In ter de nom i na tional Fel low ship.
The sys tem of de nom i na tion al ism had hardly fairly been in au gu rated by

the writ ings and acts of Carl stadt and Zwingli, be fore the in con sis ten cies,
mis eries and dis as ters it in volves be gan to man i fest them selves.

By the sys tem of de nom i na tion al ism, we mean the sys tem which the o- 
ret i cally or prac ti cally rests on the sup po si tion that two or more Chris tian
bod ies can, with out im pu ta tion ei ther of fun da men tal er ror or schism on ei- 
ther part, have con flict ing names, creeds, al tars, pul pits, dis ci pline — that
they can oc cupy and strug gle for a com mon ter ri tory, and yet keep the unity
of the Spirit in the bond of peace — can have doc trines and sacra ments so
di verse as to ne ces si tate the for ma tion of dis tinct com mu nions, and yet be
in the unity of full Chris tian fra ter nity.

Bucer aided the gen eral ten dency by his am bi gu ity, in sist ing that the dif- 
fer ences were not real; aban don ing Zwinglian ism, yet in sist ing that it dif- 
fered from Lutheranism only in terms; aban doned by Zwinglian ism, yet try- 
ing still to ren der it tractable. Calvin at times pur sued the same gen eral line
of move ment to ward the Luther ans. The Calvin ists avoided an ab so lute
con dem na tion of Lutheranism, largely but not ex clu sively for rea sons of
pol icy. They con stantly took the ground that they were right, and that the
Luther ans were wrong, but not so wrong as to pre vent unity. But where
Calvin ism had no in ter est in be ing mild to ward Lutheranism, it spake out
with a sever ity in dica tive of its real feel ing. Castel lio, as the fore run ner of
Armini an ism, fa vored a gen eral lax ity, but did not find Calvin or his friends
dis posed to in dulge him in it. But the real con sis tent move ment to a broad
prin ci ple of com pre hen sion be gan with the Socini ans. In this re spect, as in
oth ers, the ma tured Armini an ism of the left wing, on the con ti nent, showed
a Socini an iz ing ten dency. The Friends helped to break down the au thor ity
of the writ ten word, and the sense of the im por tance of creeds. The Brown- 
ists, and later In de pen dents, in Eng land and in New Eng land, were helpers
to the same end, as soon as the rigid ity of party ar dor passed away. The un- 
his tor i cal bod ies gen er ally have con trib uted to this ten dency, among whom
have been spe cially ac tive the Methodists.
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Lit er a ture.
There is a great body of ireni cal Union is tic lit er a ture. Ev ery great di vi- 

sion of West ern Chris ten dom has fur nished some dis tin guished names in
this de part ment. Among nom i nal Ro man Catholics are prom i nent the names
of Eras mus, Wi cel, Cas sander, and Hon theim. In the Re formed Church we
find the names of Du raeus, Fran cis Ju nius, the younger Tur retin. The
Armini ans have been thus spe cially dis tin guished in their whole spirit.
Grotius was most em i nent among them in this, as in so many other de part- 
ments.

In the Lutheran Church Cal ix tus and his en tire school de fended Syn- 
cretis tic views, not in ter com mu nion in deed, or ex change of pul pits, but gen- 
eral fra ter nity. Pfaff, and the ireni cal school of the Eigh teenth Cen tury, fol- 
lowed in the same gen eral line of think ing.

The Union is tic Con tro versy of re cent times in Ger many, look ing to the
blend ing of the Lutheran and Ger man Re formed Churches, has drawn forth
an im mense num ber of works on both sides.

Among the books which in this coun try have had an ex tra or di nary in flu- 
ence in lead ing to the prac tice of Union is tic com mu nion, the ablest and
most in flu en tial has been the Plea of Dr. John M. Ma son, for what, by a
very bold beg ging of the ques tion, he was pleased to call “Holy Com mu- 
nion on Catholic Prin ci ples.” In Au gust, 1810, the As so ciate Re formed
Church in the city of New York, then re cently formed un der the min istry of
Dr. Ma son, was led to hold its as sem blies in “the house be long ing to the
church un der the pas toral care of Dr. John B. Romeyn, of the Gen eral As- 
sem bly of the Pres by te rian Church in North Amer ica.” As the hours of ser- 
vice were dif fer ent, the first ef fect of this ar range ment was a par tial amal ga- 
ma tion in the ex er cises of pub lic wor ship; the next an es teem of each other
as “united in the same pre cious faith;” and fi nally, af ter a very short time,
in vi ta tions on both sides to join in the Lord’s Sup per. The bulk of the mem- 
bers of both churches, as well as some be long ing to cor re late churches,
com muned to gether. The Com mu nion thus es tab lished has been per pet u- 
ated, and has ex tended it self to min is ters and pri vate Chris tians of other
churches. “Such an event,” says Dr. Ma son, “it is be lieved, had never be fore
oc curred in the United States.” It was in part a re ac tion against the un scrip- 
tural form of close com mu nion which ex isted be tween the Calvin is tic
Churches. The As so ciate Re formed Church was founded in the union of
two branches of Se ces sion in Scot land, and from the Re formed Pres bytery.



48

The pos ture of mat ters tes ti fied to five di vi sions, all Calvin is tic — all Pres- 
by te rian — but not only sep a rate and ex clu sive, but hos tile com mu nions. It
was a shame ful con fes sion of sep a ratis tic ten den cies, but a mere com mu- 
nion, with the cause of their sep a ra tion, or want of cause, un con fessed,
helped mat ters very lit tle.

The move ment of Dr. Ma son, how ever, was the ex pres sion of feel ings
wide spread, strong, and grow ing. From the first quar ter of the Nine teenth
Cen tury there has been a gen eral break ing down of old land marks in this
coun try. Pop u lar and in flu en tial forms of em body ing Union sen ti ment have
be come more and more com mon. We have Sun day-School and Tract
Unions, Union Re vivals, Union Prayer Meet ings, the Evan gel i cal Al liance,
Young Men’s Chris tian As so ci a tions, all in volv ing com pro mise on the prin- 
ci ples of in di vid u al ism, and all tend ing to lax ity and in dif fer en tism.

The world has been com ing into the Church, with its easy-go ing pol icy.
There has been a large in flux of un wor thy pro fes sors, a re lax ation of dis ci- 
pline, a spirit of so cial com plai sance tak ing the place of prin ci ple. Un der all
these in flu ences the Church has so lost her vi tal ity that men of the world
have be gun not only to no tice it, but to see some thing of its real causes.
They tell us plainly that one of the great est fac tors of the de cline in church
morals, has been the de cline in fi delity to church doc trine. Real moral ity
must have its root in real faith. If the doc trine of a Church be good, fi delity
to it makes the doc trine a might ier force; if the doc trine be bad, per sonal in- 
con sis tency makes it worse. A con sis tent Protes tant is bet ter for his con sis- 
tency, for it is the ac cord of a good life with a good faith, A con sis tent Ro- 
man ist is bet ter for his con sis tency, for the in con sis tent Ro man ist is sim ply
adding the lie of his life to the er ror of his judg ment. The strug gle of In dif- 
fer en tism at first was against mak ing the doc trines in which “the Evan gel i- 
cal de nom i na tions” dif fer, a test. But the strug gle at this hour is against
mak ing any doc trines a test. De nom i na tion al ism with spread sails fill ing in
the gale of Union ism, and with out pi lot or helms man, is bear ing full upon
the rock of ab so lute in di vid u al ism. When that rock is fairly struck, the ves- 
sel will go to the bot tom.

III. The Re la tion Of The Lutheran Church, De
Facto And De Jure, De fined
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The ques tion of the re la tion of the Lutheran Church in fact, to the de nom i- 
na tions, must be a ques tion in volv ing what is in fact called the Lutheran
Church, whether it be rightly so called or not. The ques tion of fact cov ers
what ex ists in fact in the Lutheran Church, whether that ex is tence keeps it- 
self in har mony with right prin ci ple or not. It in volves the de facto re la tions
of what is de facto called the Lutheran Church. This is the pre lim i nary part
of the to tal ques tion.

When, how ever, we come to the real ques tion — the heart of the whole
ques tion — the ques tion of right re la tion, we con sider the re la tion de jure,
of what is called the Lutheran Church de jure, and with which re la tion the
Lutheran Church de facto ought to co in cide through out.

1) The Re la tion de facto.
To the ques tion, what are in fact the re la tions of the nom i nally Lutheran

Church to the de nom i na tions around us, the an swer must be that they are of
the most mul ti far i ous and con flict ing char ac ter.

There are in deed a few prin ci ples so gen er ally ac cepted that we may
con sider them as cov er ing as far as they go, a ground of prac ti cal har mony.
All our Lutheran Churches now would re ject from their al tars those who
avow the er rors which di rectly tend to the de struc tion of in di vid ual sal va- 
tion — the damnable here sies in which men deny the Lord who bought
them. There was a time when in parts of our Church, men sus pected of the
taint of Socinian and Uni ver sal ist views were not sub jected to dis ci pline —
days of un con trolled Lat i tu di nar i an ism, Ra tio nal ism, Syn cretism, and In dif- 
fer en tism. No con flict of views ag i tated the sur face of the stag nant wa ters
then. Those were the happy days, undis turbed by dis cus sion, for which
some now sigh as a golden age — not that they would have er ror, but that
they would have truth with out a bat tle. But per fect peace and per fect pu rity
never can go to gether on earth: “I came not to bring peace, but a sword.”
Peace with God, peace with our own con sciences — these we may have;
but peace with Sa tan, peace with heresy, peace with per sis tent ig no rance,
er ror, and un rea son able ness, we can never have — and these will rise as
long as man is man.

Our Church is very much of a mind fur ther more in re la tion to those parts
of Chris ten dom which, though they ac cept the Gen eral Creeds, are yet in- 
volved in very dan ger ous er rors, as for ex am ple the Ro man Catholic and the
Greek Churches, and cer tain ex trav a gant “Church men” who are ashamed of
Protes tantism and of whom Protes tantism is ashamed. We de sire no of fi cial
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re la tion to them, but if we did we could not have it. Rome and the Greek
Church refuse com mu nion with each other and with the “Church men,” and
refuse it with us.

But while those who are con fess edly heretics and fun da men tal er ror ists
are ex cluded from our pul pits and are the o ret i cally ex cluded from our al- 
tars, there are us ages in parts of our Church which weaken our dis ci pline,
throw down the bar, and fa cil i tate the ap proach to our al tars even of the
worst heretics and er ror ists, or of the most ig no rant and de luded.

His tory of In ter de nom i na tional Com mu nion in the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica.

The his tory of this au tho riza tion of untested com mu nion in our Church
in Amer ica is very in struc tive.

In the Agenda of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran United Con gre ga tions in
North Amer ica, 1786, the first pub lished in this land; with the ven er a ble
names of the three Kurtzes, of Ea ger, Hel muth, Schmidt, Kunze, Hein rich
Müh len berg, Streit, Gor ing, and other wor thies, with our old prince and pa- 
tri arch, Hein rich Mel chior Müh len berg, Doc tor of The ol ogy and Se nior of
the Min is terium, at their head — the di rec tions guard ing the al tar are very
ex plicit. The Com mu nion is to be an nounced from the pul pit at least eight,
or if pos si ble four teen days be fore the ad min is tra tion, with a state ment of
the time when the peo ple (die Leute) pur pos ing to com mune are to no tify
the pas tor, and have their names recorded. The min is ter shall keep a reg is ter
of com mu ni cants. In case the preacher dis cov ers, by the no ti fi ca tion of
those de sign ing to com mune, that any one is liv ing in en mity or in open
scan dal, and the pas tor can not him self ad just the dif fi culty, he shall call to- 
gether the church coun cil and de ter mine who is guilty, that he may be called
to ac count. On the day pre ced ing the com mu nion, all the com mu ni cants
who have given this no ti fi ca tion come to gether in the church. The prac tice
is ap proved of read ing from the pul pit, at this ser vice, the names of those
who have thus come to gether to con fes sion. Af ter the read ing of the names,
a verse is sung, and the min is ter, go ing be fore the al tar, records the names
of those who for co gent (er he blichen) rea sons have not been able pre vi- 
ously to no tify him of their de sire to com mune. Then fol low the ques tions
of the prepara tory ser vice. Should there yet be some who, early on the Sun- 
day or fes ti val, no tify the pas tor of their de sire to com mune — per sons who
have been un able for weighty (wichti gen) causes to come to the con fes sion
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— the pas tor has con fes sion for them be fore di vine ser vice, and an nounces
to them the ab so lu tion.

This de fines the re la tion of our Church in Amer ica to the ques tion of in- 
ter com mu nion with a clear ness to which com ment could add noth ing; nor
was there any thing in the orig i nal us age of our fa thers in this coun try fairly
an swer able to what is now prac ticed un der the name of ex change of pul pits.

In 1795 the first au tho rized Liturgy of our Church in the En ghsh lan- 
guage was set forth by Dr. Kunze, Se nior of the Lutheran Clergy in the
State of New York. It pro fesses to be, and is trans lated from the Ger man of
the litur gi cal part of the Agenda of 1786.

In 1797 ap peared what called it self the Liturgy of the Eng lish Lutheran
Church of New York, edited by George Stre beck, at the re quest of his con- 
gre ga tion, and with out any pre tense of au thor ity.

The edi tion of the Liturgy of 1806 is Kunze’s, with mod i fi ca tions by
Ralph Willis ton, show ing the ten dency which ended in tak ing him into the
Epis co pal Church.

The first Liturgy in our church in Amer ica which gave au thor ity to an
un guarded in vi ta tion to the Lord’s Sup per, is that pub lished by or der of the
Synod of New York, in 1814. At that time a neg a tive avoid ance of the fun- 
da men tal doc trines of Chris tian ity pre vailed in that body; and men sus- 
pected of doubt, if not ac tual dis be lief of the doc trine of the Trin ity, the De- 
ity of Christ, the eter nity of fu ture pun ish ments, were not only not sub jected
to dis ci pline, but were lead ing men in it. In the Liturgy of 1814 the min is ter
uses the words: “In the name of Christ, our com mon and only Mas ter, I say
to all who own Him as their Saviour, and re solve to be His faith ful sub jects:
ye are wel come to this feast of love.” The For mula, left to the in ter pre ta tion
of those who heard it, would jus tify to all de nom i na tions, even the most het- 
ero dox, or in deed to those who are not mem bers of the Church at all, an ap- 
proach to our al tar.

In 1818 ap peared the Ger man Liturgy of the Synod of Penn syl va nia, in
some re spects, but alas! not in oth ers, a sec ond edi tion of the Agenda of
1786. For the form of con fes sion and prepa ra tion for the Lord’s Sup per, the
same rubrics are in it as far as the end of the 2nd part of the 4th para graph.
The read ing from the pul pit of the names of those who de sire to com mune
is no longer men tioned. The fifth para graph now reads: “Should there be
some who early on the Sun day or fes ti val no tify their de sire to com mune,
who for weighty rea sons have not been able to come to the con fes sion, the
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preacher speaks heartily with them in pri vate, and they may yet be ad mit ted
to the com mu nion.” There comes then a sec ond for mula, but un der the
same rubrics. For the Lord’s Sup per there are three for mu las. The first has
no in vi ta tion. The sec ond has the in vi ta tion nearly word for word, which we
have given from the New York liturgy of 1814. All of them have the Ra tio- 
nal is tic, Union is tic form of dis tri bu tion, and the no ble ser vice of 1786 is not
even given as one of the op tional forms. The same is true of the Ger man
Liturgy pub lished in the name of the Syn ods of Penn syl va nia, New York
and Ohio, 1842.

The New York For mula of 1814 is given in the Liturgy pub lished by or- 
der of the Synod of South Car olina, edited by Dr. Hazelius, 1841. In the
Gen eral Synod’s Liturgy the in vi ta tion is made yet broader: “In the name of
Je sus Christ, I say to all who sin cerely love Him, ye are wel come to this
feast of love.” In the Liturgy rec om mended and pub lished by or der of the
Gen eral Synod, 1847, the ser vice for the Lord’s Sup per has four for mu las.
The first is with out a gen eral in vi ta tion. In the sec ond the min is ter, in invit- 
ing the com mu ni cants to the al tar, says: “This in vi ta tion is cor dially ex- 
tended to all who are mem bers in good stand ing of other Chris tian de nom i- 
na tions. In the name of Je sus Christ, I say to all who sin cerely love Him, ye
are wel come to this feast of love.” In the third for mula the min is ter is au tho- 
rized to use these words: “In the name of Je sus Christ, our com mon Lord, I
say to all who have em braced Him as their Saviour and are re solved by His
grace to live as be comes His true fol low ers, ye are wel come to this feast of
love.” In the Liturgy pub lished as part of the Book of Wor ship by the Evan- 
gel i cal Lutheran Gen eral Synod in North Amer ica, in the rubric of the Or- 
der of Con fes sion, p. 79, it is said: “Those who in tend to com mune may re- 
port their names to the pas tor af ter the no tice has been given, and all who
have failed to do this should be re quired to do it at the time of hold ing the
prepara tory ser vice, that the pas tor and coun cil may know if any mem ber
ne glects the Holy Com mu nion. The names of the com mu ni cants should be
recorded in the church book. Im me di ately af ter the names have been taken
down, the el ders of the church shall ex am ine the list, and if any sus pended
or ex pelled mem bers shall have handed in their names, they shall be di- 
rected not to ap proach the sa cred board un til re stored to their stand ing in the
church.”

At the Sup per, the min is ter giv ing the in vi ta tion says: “This in vi ta tion is
cor dially ex tended not only to all vis it ing dis ci ples of our own com mu nion,
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but also to all who are mem bers in good stand ing of the Chris tian Church.
In the name of Je sus Christ, I say to all who truly love Him, ye are wel come
to this feast of love. We are all one in Christ.” In the rubric of the Con fes- 
sion, and in this of the Sup per, the ir rec on cil able sys tems and prac tices
clash to gether. The first is Lutheran, the sec ond is not.

In fer ences.
A study of these his tor i cal facts shows:

1. The orig i nal po si tion of our Church in Amer ica was one of en tire unity
in the ory and prac tice as re gards in ter com mu nion. It knows of none
but Lutheran com mu ni cants at Lutheran al tars, of none hav ing the
priv i leges of our Church with out be ing sub jected to its dis ci pline.

2. The changes and de par ture from early us age took place when the pa tri- 
archs were gone, and was the re sult of a re sponse on the part of Ra tio- 
nal ism and Union ism within our Church, to Ra tio nal ism and Union ism
out side of it.

3. The Gen eral In vi ta tions of a later pe riod are of such a char ac ter as to
de stroy all the force and sig nif i cance of the prepara tory ser vice. Those
who hear the in vi ta tion be ing con sti tuted judges in their own cases,
mem bers of het ero dox churches, mem bers of no church, ex pelled or
sus pended mem bers of our own Church and of other churches, could
come to the al tar upon them. The gen eral in vi ta tions mean chaos and
con tempt of the or di nance of the Lord.

2) The Re la tions of the Lutheran Church de jure.
The con sid er a tion of the his tory and state of our re la tions de facto, has

pre pared us for the yet weight ier ques tion, What is the re la tion de jure of
the Lutheran Church, gen uinely such, to the de nom i na tions around us? To
this ques tion we an swer:

First: The re la tions are such as in volve and are in har mony with the prin- 
ci ples on which the Lutheran Church vin di cates her right to ex ist. She
claims a right to ex ist be cause she is the Church in which faith takes its true
place, as the cen tral bond to the cen tral and supreme ob ject, Je sus Christ —
Chris tus So lus, Fides Sola. She is the Church of Faith, as knowl edge, as sent
and trust, di vinely given, wrought by the Holy Ghost through the Word and
Sacra ments, and jus ti fy ing us as it lays hold of the mer its of the all suf fi- 
cient Saviour. She re stored to the Church and taught to the na tions that faith
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is a con vic tion which binds the con science un re servedly, and is not to be
con founded with opin ion.

She claims a right to ex ist be cause she is a Bib li cal Church, Judg ing as
she does of faith, our Church must em pha size the Rule of Faith, as the or- 
gan by which faith is gen er ated. The Work of the Spirit, which is faith, and
ho li ness through faith, will con sum mate it self by an or gan adapted to its
end. A sure faith must have a sure rule, a clear faith a clear rule. A faith to
bind us must have a rule to bind it. If the faith is to be suf fi cient for shap ing
mind, heart and will, the rule must be suf fi cient to shape the faith. That is
not a di vine faith which is not shaped by a di vine rule, and that is not a di- 
vine rule which does not pro duce a di vine faith. It we are re spon si ble for
our faith to God, the rule by which he shapes it will be such as to de mand
and jus tify the re spon si bil ity. Hence our Church knows of no Rule of Faith
from which we may de part, on a mere agree ment to dif fer; none which may
yield to self-re liant rea son; none which may give way to fa nat i cal rev e la- 
tions or fa nat i cal in ter pre ta tions; none which a man may put aside pas sively
on the ground that cer tainty can not be reached, or is not worth the trou ble it
will give to reach it. She rests on the Word as clear, har mo nious, self-in ter- 
pret ing, bind ing.

Our Church claims the right to ex ist be cause of her con fes sional po si- 
tion. She clearly con fesses the whole truth of God. In the ac cep tance of the
whole Word of God, this Con fes sion, where the sense of that word is undis- 
puted, is im plicit. But wher ever the sense of that Word is de nied, ob scured,
per verted or ig nored, her Con fes sion is ex pressed and set forth in the The- 
ses and An tithe ses of her Sym bols. Hav ing a clear faith, rest ing on a clear
rule, our Church can not but em pha size a clear, un mis tak able Con fes sion of
Faith — her wit ness to the true sense of God’s Word, claim ing de riv a tive
au thor ity as the ex pres sion of that sense. Rest ing the obli ga tion of the Con- 
fes sion on that ground, and her chil dren be ing those who rec og nize the va- 
lid ity of that ground, she can do noth ing, al low noth ing, in con flict with this
con vic tion. The Con fes sion must be the test of her pul pits, the guardian of
her al tars, or, she, on her own show ing, for sakes the Word, aban dons the
faith, is dis loyal to God. He who re jects her Con fes sion of Faith re jects her
Rule of Faith in its right teach ing. The Con fes sion of Un be lief makes the
Rule of Faith a Rule of Un be lief.

She claims a his tor i cal right to ex ist. Her his tory proves her di vine ori- 
gin and ne ces sity; and as our Church has been needed in the past, so is she
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needed in the present. She is needed not only for her moth er hood to her
own chil dren, but for the great wants of Chris ten dom and of the world. She
is needed as a wit ness to that doc trine which is con ceded in terms by the
whole Protes tant world, but which is in vaded pri mar ily or by nec es sary in- 
fer ence by ev ery sys tem which is at war with ours — the doc trine of Jus ti fi- 
ca tion by Faith. In ad e quate views of the per son and work of Christ; false
views of elec tion and repro ba tion; of the means of grace, the Word and
Sacra ments; the mode and sub jects of Bap tism; the na ture of the va lid ity
and ef fi cacy of the min istry, — all are in con flict, covertly it may be, but re- 
ally, with the true doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion by Faith. Ro man ism and Rit u al- 
ism di rectly as sail it; Ra tio nal ism de stroys it; Fa nati cism, some times with
an af fec ta tion of zealotry for it, con founds jus ti fi ca tion by faith with jus ti fi- 
ca tion by sen sa tion, and leads the pen i tent to rest, not on the old, eter nal
prom ise, but on a new per sonal rev e la tion. No Church holds the doc trine of
Jus ti fi ca tion by Faith in that con sis tent in tegrity and har mo nious re la tion
within it self and with all other doc trines, in which it is held and con fessed
in the Lutheran Church.

With the prin ci ples on which she rests her claim to be of right a church,
all the acts of our Church for which she is fairly re spon si ble have ac corded.
Her pul pits and al tars have been meant for those only who have borne the
tests which she im poses, as nec es sary to sep a rate those who give cred i ble
ev i dence of fi delity to the obli ga tions of her pul pits and al tars, from those
who have never been sub jected to these tests. Her name, her ex is tence, her
creeds, her Agenda, her stan dard di vines of all schools, her whole his tory,
up to this hour of anti-union is tic strug gle against state-force in Eu rope and
sect-craft in Amer ica, are wit nesses to her po si tion of fi delity. She can have
no fel low ship of pul pit and al tar where there is no at tested fel low ship of
faith; the at tes ta tion of fel low ship of faith is by pub lic con fes sion. She can- 
not ac cept the teach ers of the de nom i na tions as her teach ers, nor ac knowl- 
edge their mem bers at her al tars, as her chil dren, or as in the full fra ter nity
of an in cor rupt faith.

The Com mon Judg ment of Chris ten dom.
Sec ondly: The re la tions of the Lutheran Church to the “evan gel i cal de- 

nom i na tions” around us are in ac cord with the com mon judg ment of Chris- 
ten dom un til the time of the de cline of Faith and the rise of Union ism. They
are re la tions jus ti fied by the of fi cial prin ci ples and of fi cial acts es pe cially of
the evan gel i cal de nom i na tions them selves. We nar row this point to the
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“evan gel i cal de nom i na tions;” for what ever may be the ex cep tional ex treme
of loose ness, the only open ques tion to the larger part of our Church in re- 
gard to pul pit and al tar fel low ship is lim ited to those de nom i na tions around
us which are some what vaguely styled “evan gel i cal.”

The term is so vague that we can per haps only make it dis tinc tive by
enu mer at ing the prin ci pal bod ies or parts of bod ies em braced in it. It usu- 
ally cov ers the Re formed, Ger man and Dutch; the Pres by te ri ans of all the
di vi sions; the Bap tists; the Methodists; the Con gre ga tion al ists; the Epis co- 
palians (the Pusey is tic por tion ex cepted); the Mora vians. There is a herd be- 
side of small sects — small in ev ery sense — who cover them selves with it,
and who seem to think that the Evan gel i cal el e ment, like a home o pathic
rem edy, is po ten ti ated by di vi sion. Their

“wound is great be cause it is so small, And would be greater were it none at all.”

What ought to be the prin ci ples con trol ling the re la tions of the Lutheran
Church to these de nom i na tions, the de nom i na tions them selves, in their of fi- 
cial char ac ter and ex pres sion, be ing the judges? We say “their of fi cial char- 
ac ter and ex pres sion,” by which we mean their Con fes sions, and the au tho- 
rized ex po si tion of them, and their Con sti tu tions and Dis ci pline, in ter preted
by their acts when they were yet con fess edly faith ful to their prin ci ples. For
the of fi cial judg ment of these de nom i na tions is not to be gath ered from the
law less, care less, ir re spon si ble us age of in di vid u als, or even of a gen eral us- 
age which has crept in. Were there no other rea son, we should have too
much self-re spect, and too much re gard for law to avail our selves of unau- 
tho rized in vi ta tions to take the pul pits or ap proach the al tars which are
opened to us by ir re spon si ble men, who in do ing so vi o late their or di na tion
vows, and treat with con tempt the prin ci ples and or der of the Church they
pre tend to serve. No min is ter of ours has a right to open his pul pit or al tar
with out be ing able dis tinctly to show how he ac quired that right— who
gave it to him — and to prove that those who gave it to him had the right to
give it; and he has no right to give it ex cept on the prin ci ple on which he got
it. So have we no right to ac cept the in vi ta tion to pul pit or al tar of oth ers un- 
less we know that they have the right to of fer it.

In point of moral con sis tency, not one of these de nom i na tions has the
right to in vite us as Luther ans to its pul pits and al tars. They have names
which in their his tor i cal def i ni tion mean some thing which im plies that we
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are so far wrong that they are obliged to form or main tain com mu nions dis- 
tinct from ours. They have Con fes sions which they have no right to have,
un less they be lieve be fore God that they con tain the prin ci ples which alone
can de ter mine what must be taught as the very truth of God in the pul pit,
and which if it is the very truth of God must not be re jected at the ta ble.
They all have modes of test ing with out which their own mem bers can not be
ad mit ted to their pul pits, and which they can not con sis tently re mit in our
case. They all have modes of test ing and ad mit ting their own mem bers to
com mu nion, and they have no right to ad mit us with out these tests, or if
they should so ad mit us, they should so ad mit their own.

And in point of fact, a num ber of these de nom i na tions do con sis tently
ex clude us and oth ers. No Epis co palian ad mits us to pul pit or al tar with out
de fy ing the Canons and the Book of Com mon Prayer; a num ber of the
smaller Pres by te rian bod ies ex clude us and all but their own min is ters and
mem bers from pul pit and al tar; the Bap tists some times in con sis tently ad mit
us and oth ers to their pul pits, but the great body of them con sis tently with
their con vic tions ex clude us and oth ers from their al tars. What ever may be
the lax ity of prac tice which has grown up, all the his tor i cal Churches of
Chris ten dom co in cide in their real prin ci ples, which reg u late the re la tion of
pul pit and al tar, with the very strong est and ex tremest held in the the ory, or
car ried out in the prac tice of the most con sis tent part of the Lutheran
Church. These co in ci dent prin ci ples are:

1. That pure doc trine and pure sacra ments are es sen tial marks of the
Church.

2. That a Church has no right to a be ing on its own show ing ex cept as it
claims these marks. A Church which does not know that it has these
marks does not know that it is a pure Church. A Church which does
not beUeve that it has these marks has no right to be lieve that it is a
pure Church.

3. That Con fes sions are mainly de signed as modes of stat ing what are the
fea tures of doc trine and sacra ments which the Churches which set
them forth be lieve to be es sen tial to the man i fes ta tion and main te nance
of pu rity.

4. That Churches are to be judged by and treated in ac cor dance with their
Con fes sions and the of fi cial in ter pre ta tion of them.
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5. That com mu nions op posed to the Con fes sion of a pure Church are so
far op posed to the truth it self, and so far not in fel low ship with the
pure Church it self.

6. That sub jec tion to the tests and dis ci pline of a Church are es sen tial to
the right to en joy its priv i leges.

7. That avowed or im plied re jec tion of the Con fes sion, is in fact a re jec- 
tion of the Church which ac cepts it, and should bar ac cess to its pul pits
and al tars.

IV. The Re la tion Of The Lutheran Church To
The De nom i na tions Around Us Vin di cated

Ob jec tions to the Lutheran Po si tion.
We now pro pose to meet the most plau si ble ob jec tions which have been

urged against the po si tion of our Church. This we shall do in the form of
neg a tive def i ni tions of our re la tion. In so do ing we would say:

First: That it is not a re la tion which re fuses to make dis crim i na tion. It
does in deed put all on a com mon level so far as untested ad mis sion to pul pit
and al tar is con cerned. So do all as so ci a tions, with their dis tinc tive of fi cial
rights and priv i leges. So does the State with hers. Any man who is not a cit i- 
zen can not vote, or be elected to an of fice. Any for eigner who is not nat u ral- 
ized is de barred from the dis tinc tive rights of cit i zen ship. Any one un der le- 
gal age is de nied ac cess to the polls. And yet how un true it would be to say
that there is no dis crim i na tion on the part of our gov ern ment to ward those
not un der it — none of feel ing, none of de sire or hope of closer re la tion- 
ship, of friend ship and of affin ity — that she does not dis crim i nate be tween
the Eng lish and Ger man, on the one side, the Chi nese and the Hot ten tot on
the other. With some na tions she cul ti vates close amity, oth ers she treats
with cau tion, oth ers she holds at a dis tance. So does our Church main tain
dis tinct and dif fer ent re la tions to the var i ous de nom i na tions around us. She
dis crim i nates with ref er ence to their grades of er ror and their grades of truth
— the de grees of re spon si bil ity for schism con nected with their ori gin and
prin ci ples. She dis tin guishes be tween Churches and in di vid u als who are
friendly, ap pre cia tive, just, and kind to ward us, and those who are coarse,
ig no rant and un just. These dis crim i na tions are marked in our Con fes sions,
which at test our sym pa thy with all truth, and with all men so far as they
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hold it — they are marked by our per sonal re gard, by our recog ni tion in our
lit er a ture, and books of wor ship, and by all kindly to kens, which in volve no
com pro mise of prin ci ple. We sym pa thize with the rem nants of Evan gel i cal
life in the Ro man Catholic Church over against its cor rup tions; with gen- 
uine Protes tantism, as against Pop ery; with his tor i cal con ser vatism, so bri- 
ety, cul ture and re li gious prin ci ple, in what ever de nom i na tion, over against
rad i cal ism, fa nati cism, coarse ness, and im pul sive sen sa tion al ism — wher- 
ever they may be — and we cast our weight as a Church against all the evil
and for all the good around us. Our prac tice sim ply sub jects to one and the
same test those born in our Church and those not born in it.

Fun da men tals.
Sec ond: The re la tions of our Church to the de nom i na tions around us, in- 

volve no re jec tion or ig nor ing of the just dis tinc tion be tween fun da men tal
and non-fun da men tal. Our quar rels with er ror are not on ques tions touch ing
To bit’s dog, or as to the ca pac ity of a le gion of an gels to dwell in the eye of
a cam bric nee dle or hover on its point. The doc tri nal terms of com mu nion
in our Church in volve fun da men tals only — doc trines which di rectly or by
nec es sary con se quence in volve the in tegrity of that dis tinc tive truth which
Rev e la tion is given to teach, and which the Church is to de fend and ex tend,
the im pair ing of which be gins with de stroy ing her well-be ing and ends in
the loss of her life. What is fun da men tal truth? The prac ti cal an swer to this
ques tion in the only shape in which it comes up here is, Truth which is
rightly made a term of teach ing and of com mu nion by em bod i ment in the
Con fes sional stan dards, and the per ma nent of fi cial acts of the Church. Ei- 
ther the de nom i na tions re gard their Con fes sions as state ments of fun da men- 
tal truth in this sense, or they do not. If they do, then we deal with them as,
for our selves, as sert ing that the Ar ti cles of our Stan dards are fun da men tal in
this sense, and that they hold that theirs are fun da men tal in the same way. If
they do not, then they make what they con fess to be un nec es sary, non-fun- 
da men tal things, terms of teach ing and com mu nion; they are self-con victed
of schism, and they ren der of fi cial church-fel low ship with them, on our
part, im pos si ble.

If they say, these may be nec es sary terms of per ma nent teach ing and
per ma nent com mu nion, but not of oc ca sional teach ing and com mu nion,
they ei ther as sert, or their prac tice as sumes, that what is wrong in prin ci ple
as a con stant thing, is right in prin ci ple as an oc ca sional thing, which is as
fla grantly il log i cal as to say that it is right to vi o late the moral law oc ca- 
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sion ally though it is wrong to do it con stantly; or they must say that it is not
a ques tion of prin ci ple but of ex pe di ency, into which the oc ca sional may en- 
ter. In this case they ac knowl edge that their con fes sions and their de nom i- 
na tional life with them are based not on im mutable ver i ties but on ex pe di- 
ency, and again they pro claim them selves sects and make it im pos si ble for
us to have church-fel low ship with them.

There may be, and there are, de nom i na tions which, with out vi o lence to
their faith, may ad mit that our Church holds fun da men tal truth, and is in- 
volved in no fun da men tal er ror, in re gard to whom we are con strained to
say that they do not con fess all fun da men tal truth, and that they are in- 
volved in fun da men tal er ror. From their def i ni tion of a doc trine, the er ror —
our er ror, as they al lege — may not be fun da men tal; while from our def i ni- 
tion of the doc trine, the er ror — their er ror — may be fun da men tal; for a
fun da men tal er ror must be ar rayed against a fun da men tal truth. There can
no more be fun da men tal er ror with out a fun da men tal truth, than a man can
have heart dis ease in his lit tle fin ger, though dis ease in a non-fun da men tal
may re sult from or be a proof of dis ease in the fun da men tal, or spread from
it and af fect the fun da men tal. The ques tion, In what re spects the doc trine of
the Lord’s Sup per is fun da men tal, can not be set tled with out ref er ence to
the ques tion. What is the Lord’s Sup per? The de ter mi na tion in volves a def i- 
ni tion. On the the ory that the Lord’s Sup per rep re sents some thing, but con- 
veys noth ing, is a sym bol of grace, but not one of its means — that what- 
ever there is in it, it has in com mon with a num ber of other things — grant- 
ing this the ory, it is clear that the im por tance of the Lord’s Sup per is rel a- 
tively lit tle, and that er ror in re gard to it is com par a tively in nocu ous. A truth
or an er ror merely in volv ing a fig ure of speech, a sym bol, a sin gle species
of a genus, is not spec u la tively, nor prac ti cally, like a truth or er ror, in volv- 
ing a lit eral ver ity, a solemn re al ity, a some thing unique in its na ture, de sign
and bless ings. A cor rect es ti mate or a mis take of the weight and value of an
ounce of cop per known to be such, is not like a right or wrong es ti mate
about the weight and value of an ounce of gold. But it is a great mis take to
think that a piece of cop per is a piece of gold, or a piece of gold a piece of
cop per, or to con found skill ful paste with pearls, or pearls with paste. When
a dis pute arises as to whether cer tain metal be cop per or gold, cer tain jew els
paste or pearls, he who is sure that the thing in dis pute is cop per or paste,
cares com par a tively lit tle about the de ci sion — it is non-fun da men tal to
him. To him who is sure it is gold or pearl, the ques tion is fun da men tal. It is
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no sac ri fice to the one to risk his ig no ble metal and coun ter feit — but to the
other to risk pure gold and a price less pearl, is some thing from which he
shrinks. A Zwinglian may ad mit that a Lutheran is not in fun da men tal er ror
— a Lutheran can not ad mit it in re gard to a Zwinglian. To claim that what
is but bread and wine re ally, is Christ’s body and blood, may be a great ab- 
sur dity — but it is the re sult of too ab so lute a trust in His word, it is the su- 
per sti tion of faith; but to say that what He re ally tells us is His body and
blood, is but bread and wine, im plies lack of trust in His word — it is the
su per sti tion of un be lief. But the as ton ish ing thing is that those who re- 
proach us for treat ing the doc trine of the Lord’s Sup per as fun da men tal, do
them selves treat it in the same way. They treat it as fun da men tal by mak ing
it a part of their Con fes sion, and in ev ery one of the as pects in which our
Con fes sion con sid ers it. It is in the XXXIX Ar ti cles, the West min ster Con- 
fes sion, and in ev ery other great Protes tant Con fes sion, care fully stated, and
guarded not only against Rome, but guarded against our Church. That is an
of fi cial ad mis sion and claim that the doc trine is clearly re vealed, that they
hold it in its pu rity, that we are wrong in it, and that a clear con fes sion on
the very points in which they are right and we are wrong is need ful Their
own Con fes sions wit ness against them when they say that the Lutheran
Church should not make her doc trine of the Lord’s Sup per a term of teach- 
ing and com mu nion.

They make their own doc trine such a term, and yet they have far less
rea son to do so than we. They have a metaphor to lit er al ize; we ac cept a
ver ity deep as the in car na tion it self, a ver ity in volv ing the in car na tion and
in volved in it.

It has pleased them some times to rep re sent the whole mat ter as a dis pute
about mere phrases. We are agreed, they say, about the thing — but the con- 
test is kept up about words. If this be so, and as we be lieve that our words
are nec es sary to guard the thing, why will they not con sent to our words?
To us it is no lo go machy. If it be so to them, why do they not give up their
“mere phrases?” And where did those, who at tempt to make us odi ous for
in sist ing on our faith in re gard to the Lord’s Sup per, ever en gage to be silent
in re gard to their own? The his tory of the con tro versy from the be gin ning
shows how ea ger and per sis tent the Zwinglians and Calvin ists were in urg- 
ing their own doc trine and as sail ing ours. The plea for lib er al ity to be
shown on our part meant free dom for them selves to hold and teach er ror,
with out whole some moral cor rec tion from us. It means all through, We will
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rob you of your faith if we can, and if we can not, we will in sist that you
shall at least think it of lit tle ac count.

But while our re la tions dis crim i nate be tween fun da men tal and non-fun- 
da men tal, they are not meant to lower the dig nity and value of any truth.
We ex alt fun da men tals over non-fun da men tals, but we lift both as truth over
all er ror. The Church is not to treat with in dif fer ence any false teach ing.

In fal li bil ity.
Third: The re la tions of our Church to the de nom i na tions around us rest

on no claim to in fal li bil ity. In fal li bil ity is in ca pa bil ity of fail ing, and be- 
longs to noth ing hu man as such. The in fal li bil ity of the Church is the in fal li- 
bil ity of the Church catholic or in vis i ble; that is, this Church will al ways ex- 
ist, and its very ex is tence im plies that it is in fal li bly se cure from soul-de- 
stroy ing er ror,5 — there can not be a to tal lapse of the en tire body of true be- 
liev ers from those es sen tials of faith with out which the soul of man can not
be sav ingly knit to the Re deemer. Not only is this so in fact, but it is so of
di vine ne ces sity. “One holy Chris tian Church must be and abide for all
time.”6 So much of the Church in vis i ble as is within the Lutheran Church is
so far in fal li ble. But this is equally true of ev ery part of the Church vis i ble,
and does not prove that there will al ways be such mem bers within a com- 
mu nion bear ing the name Lutheran, or in any of the com mu nions bear ing
the names un der which at present the Chris tian Church is clas si fied. No par- 
tic u lar Church is in ca pable of erring, of apos tasy, de cline and de struc tion.
Many par tic u lar Churches have erred and per ished, or have erred and still
ex ist. “As the Churches of Hierusalem, Alexan dria and An ti och, have erred,
so also the Church of Rome hath erred, not only in their liv ing and man ner
of cer e monies, but also in mat ters of faith.”7

The Lutheran Church, there fore, does not claim in fal li bil ity. She has not
over thrown one Rome to set up an other. She sim ply claims that in fact she
has not erred in the Ar ti cles of Faith, and this free dom from er ror she as- 
cribes, not to her self in her hu man pow ers, but alone to the grace of God
op er at ing in His own ap pointed ways in ac cor dance with His own im- 
mutable prom ises.

The Church of Rome says: The Catholic Church is in fal li ble; the Church
of Rome is the Catholic Church; the Church of Rome is in fal li ble. We say
the en tire Catholic Church, as en tire, alone is in fal li ble, and that sim ply in
re spect of all the fun da men tals of per sonal sal va tion. The Lutheran Church
con tains but a part of the Catholic Church, there fore she is not in fal li ble.
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But our Church says also: Any part of the Church which seeks the truth in
com plete ac cor dance with God’s com mands and prom ises will be kept from
fail ing. The Lutheran Church has so sought the truth; there fore she has been
kept from fail ing.

It would be in deed a lam en ta ble thing if the ques tion of the claim of one
thing, could be iden ti fied and con founded with the ques tion of the fact of
an other thing. If to as sert that in fact there has been no fail ure, is to as sert in
claim that there is in fal li bil ity, then it holds good of ev ery in di vid ual, of ev- 
ery com mu nion, and of the to tal ity of com mu nions. No man can claim not
to have failed, for no man can claim in fal li bil ity. No man or Church can
claim to have es caped fail ure in a sin gle doc trine, for no man or Church is
in fal li ble in a sin gle doc trine. No Chris tian com mu nion can main tain that its
sys tem as a whole or in any one part is free from er ror, for no par tic u lar
Church is in fal li ble, ei ther in its to tal doc trine or in a sin gle doc trine. Nor
are all par tic u lar Chris tian Churches to gether in fal li ble, even in the doc trine
they hold in com mon or in any one ar ti cle. You may mul ti ply or di vide the
zero of fal li bil ity any num ber of times, and it never makes in fal li bil ity. We
end where we be gan. No Church on earth, by this line of rea son ing, nor all
Churches on earth to gether, can claim to have reached un mixed truth in
whole or in part, for they are each and all fal li ble.

It is a prin ci ple of law that no man shall be ar rested on a gen eral war rant,
or con demned on a gen eral charge. A man is nei ther seized nor con victed
on the gen eral charge of be ing a thief. His war rant and con vic tion must dis- 
tinctly state what he has stolen, and he must have been con victed on many
par tic u lar charges be fore he is even watched as a pro fes sional thief. No man
has a right to treat our Church as the law would not per mit him to treat a
sus pected thief. No man has a right to bring against our Church the gen eral
charge that she claims in fal li bil ity, with out spec i fy ing when and where and
how she claims it. The charge is wholly un true. It is made gen eral be cause
an at tempt to make it par tic u lar would at once re veal the false hood. She
does not claim in fal li bil ity. She dis tinctly re pu di ates it.

But nei ther has any man the right to con vict her on the gen eral charge
that she makes a ground less claim not to have failed. He is bound to spec ify
in what she has failed. Put your fin ger on the doc trine in which you pre tend
she has failed, and prove that she has done it, or grant her claim not to have
failed.
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It is an other sound prin ci ple of law that when tes ti mony is con formed to
the proper de mands of ev i dence, that where the wit ness can not be shown to
have de vi ated in any re spect from the truth, no one has the right to at tempt
to set aside that spe cific tes ti mony on the gen eral ground that all men are li- 
able to mis take. It must be shown in what he has made a mis take, or his ev i- 
dence stands. In a court the power of tes ti mony does not de pend upon the
as sump tion that it can be in fal li ble, but on the ev i dence that in fact it can be
so guarded as not to fail.

Now to take up the par tic u lar points. We meet here as true Catholic
Chris tians, so far as as sent to the gen eral creeds is con cerned. It will not be
nec es sary, there fore, to show that in re assert ing the great doc trines of the
Gen eral Creeds, our Church has not erred. We are here as Protes tants. It will
not there fore be nec es sary to ar gue that in what she as serts and de nies over
against dis tinc tive Ro man ism, our Church has not erred. We are here as
Luther ans in claim. Is it con sis tent with that name that we should think that
our Church has erred in whole or in part over against any or all of the non-
Lutheran Protes tant sys tems? We have sup posed that their ex is tence sep a- 
rate from us rested on the claim that they had not erred, where we have
erred; and that on the other hand a Lutheran was one who held that we have
not erred, where they have erred. They say that we have failed, and they
have not. We say they have failed and we have not. They hold us re spon si- 
ble for our fail ures, as we hold them re spon si ble for their own. But the
whole at ti tude of all the Churches is re ally the same to the main ques tion
here. It is that they who rightly ap proach the Word of God, need not fail and
will not fail; that is, that in the na ture of the case it is as re ally pos si ble to
avoid fail ure on the points of con fes sional dif fer ence as on the points of
con fes sional agree ment. The man who calls him self a Lutheran as a means
of tes ti fy ing his con vic tion that Lutheranism is wrong, is like a man who as- 
sumes the ti tle of a Chris tian that all men may thereby know that he is a
Jew.

Nev er the less, there have been men on both sides the sea, who within our
Church, ac cept ing its priv i leges, the honor of its name, per haps eat ing its
bread, have met the chal lenge to spec i fi ca tion. Some on the broad ground of
Ra tio nal ism have said. The Lutheran Church has failed in the very fun da- 
men tals of re li gion — the doc trine of God, of Sin, of Sal va tion, and of the
Saviour. She ought to have been Socinian and Uni ver sal ist. There is no line
pos si ble if we ac cept in di vid u al ism as the test. If a man can be a Lutheran
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who thinks our Church has failed, and whose guide to that in which she has
failed is that he thinks so, where can you stop? If we ad mit that it can be
done with one ar ti cle, who shall set tle which one? If with more than one,
how many? If with some, why not with all? If with one set this year, why
not with an other set next year? And this is no log i cal imag in ing. This is the
ex act ground ac tu ally taken by the con sis tent men of the po si tion of which
we now speak. There is no firm ground be tween strict con fes sion al ism, and
no con fes sion al ism. All be tween is hope less in con sis tency.

We think that on ev ery point on which our Church’s faith has been chal- 
lenged, it can be tri umphantly sus tained. But that is not the point here. Let
us sup pose the ob jec tor to say, “The Lutheran Church has failed on the per- 
son of Christ, on Bap tism, and the Lord’s Sup per.” He can only know she is
wrong on these points by know ing him self what is right — what is the right
doc trine, where hers is wrong. He says, in ef fect, “The Lutheran Church is
not in fal li ble, but I am” — or more mod estly, " The Lutheran Church has
failed, but I have not. The Lutheran Church is wrong, but I can set her
right." The whole thing means, “She fails when she don’t agree with me,
and she is in fal li bly right when she does.” It is the trans par ent self-con ceit
of in di vid u al ism.

It is very pre pos ter ous to say that our Church may with out claim ing in- 
fal li bil ity justly claim not to have failed in ninety-nine points, and yet that
to claim that she is right on the hun dredth point is to claim in fal li bil ity. Es- 
pe cially is this the case if the hun dredth point is reached by the same pro- 
cesses of in ter pre ta tion by which the ninety-nine have been reached. If we
may sum mar ily dis miss the as ser tion of a doc trine of our Church, be cause
our Church is not in fal li ble, we can just as sum mar ily dis miss the re jec tion
of it by an other Church, be cause that Church is not in fal li ble. In fal li bil ity is
just as much re quired for un chal lenged re jec tion as for un chal lenged ac cep- 
tance. He who can in fal li bly know ev ery part of the wrong of ev ery ques- 
tion, can in fal li bly know the right of it — for truth and er ror are eter nal an- 
tithe ses — cor re lates, the knowl edge of which is one.

“Meth ods” of Ro man ism.
This whole style of dis pens ing with par tic u lar proof is ex actly in the line

and spirit of the so-called “Meth ods” of the Romish Polemics. One method
was to re duce the whole ques tion be tween Rome and Protes tantism to the
point of an tiq uity and nov elty; an other was the method of chal leng ing
Protes tants to proofs from the di rect words of Scrip ture with out in fer ence;
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an other was the method in volved in the ques tion, Where was your Church
be fore Luther? an other method was to as sume that an in spired Rule was
use less with out an in spired in ter preter; an other was the method of pre scrip- 
tion and pos ses sion; an other was the method of urg ing the vis i ble Church as
the Catholic Church; an other was the method of safety — we Ro man ists
deny that sal va tion is pos si ble with you, you ad mit that it is pos si ble with
us; there was also the method of au thor ity, and the method of non-fun da- 
men tal dif fer ence be tween Rome and Protes tantism. These meth ods pro- 
posed to do away with all par tic u lar in ves ti ga tion, all proof from facts, by
es tab lish ing or as sum ing some one the o retic, gen eral prin ci ple. These meth- 
ods with all their va ri ety, had the com mon fea ture that they pro posed to ar- 
gue with out rea son, and to rea son with out ar gu ment, and can be re duced to
the com mon foun da tion that Rome was to be made judge in her own case.

The One Method.
Now over against all these meth ods, gen uine Protes tantism has but one

method — the method of ex am i na tion — hon est, thor ough in ves ti ga tion.
“Search” and “Try” are di vine in junc tions. But it is a Romish method to the
core, in de fi ance of the fun da men tal prin ci ple of Protes tantism, to get rid of
the claim which a Church makes of pu rity in ev ery one of her doc trines, not
by par tic u lar proof that some of her doc trines are false, but by a gen eral ap- 
peal to fal li bil ity. Fal li bil ity is not fail ure. To show a gen eral pos si bil ity of it
in the na ture of the case, is very dif fer ent from show ing an ac tual re sult.
Fal li bil ity im plies that we may fail or may not fail. Pos si bil ity in volves that
a re sult may be or its con trary may be. To set tle which has ac tu ally been
reached re quires par tic u lar ev i dence. Our Church there fore pro poses — not
like Rome, by a claim to in fal li bil ity, but by a par tic u lar proof in each case
— to show that she has not failed. The only way to con fute her, if she can
be con futed, is to take up the al leged mis take and prove it to be such.

“Ag nos ti cism.”
Our Church does in deed rest her re la tions to the de nom i na tions around

us on her con vic tion that her sys tem is in all its parts di vine, de rived from
the Word of God and in ac cor dance with it. And there are those who ob ject
to this po si tion, not that they charge any spe cific er ror on our Church —
they waive even the con sid er a tion of that ques tion — but that in gen eral
they as sume that we are not pre pared to treat any sys tem as through out di- 
vine. A sys tem, they say, may be di vine, but we can not know that it is. We
see in part, we know in part. It is not prob a ble that any one de nom i na tion
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has all the truth on the mooted ques tions. We think we are right. Oth ers
think they are right, and they are as much en ti tled to as sert the pos ses sion of
truth for them selves as we are for our selves. The Church is still seek ing: the
Church of the un known fu ture may per haps see things in their true light.

This is bring ing into the ol ogy what is a pet the ory of the phi los o phy of
our day un der the ti tle “Ag nos ti cism” — which presses our ig no rance un til
it makes of it a sort of om ni science of nega tion. There are no such vices in
the world as the af fec ta tions of virtue. Sanc ti mony apes sanc tity, prud ery
mod esty, masked ego tism hu mil ity — and on the ba sis of uni ver sal ig no- 
rance a man of fers him self as a uni ver sal sage, and sys tem atizes ig no rance
in many vol umes.

It is true that the Church on earth is im per fect, and that in her best life,
and be cause of it, she ever grows. But she must have a com plete life to have
a con stant growth. An acorn is not an oak, but the vi tal force in the acorn is
that which makes the oak and abides in it. The ques tion here is, Has the
Church reached such a clear, bind ing faith on the great vi tal ques tions, not
only of in di vid ual sal va tion but of her own high est ef fi ciency and well-be- 
ing, as jus ti fies her in mak ing them a term of com mu nion and of pub lic
teach ing? The ques tion is not whether she can reach more truth, or ap ply
more widely the truth she has, but whether what she now holds is truth, and
whether seek ing more truth by the same meth ods she can be as sured of
find ing it.

The Old Tes ta ment has been teach ing for thou sands of years; the New
Tes ta ment has taught for two thou sand years; and yet it is pre tended by
those who pro fess to hold the clear ness and suf fi ciency of Holy Scrip ture,
that no part of the Church of Christ, not even that part which they de clare
they hold in high est es teem, has reached a wit ness which can com mend it- 
self to hu man trust, or can tell whether it has failed or not. Then there is not
a man on earth who has any choice ex cept as be tween sys tems ei ther of cer- 
tain or of pos si ble er ror. He can not build up un mixed truth any where. He
can not build up truth with out build ing up er ror. He is sow ing seed, and may
be sow ing tares. He is try ing to pluck up weeds, and may be pulling up the
grain. He can not do the Lord’s work with out do ing part of the devil’s work.
If the di vine truth has no self-as sert ing power, suf fi cient to dis pel doubt,
how shall we reach any sure ground? Shall we say that all nom i nally Chris- 
tian sys tems are alike in value, or that if they dif fer in this no one can find it
out? This on its face seems self-con fut ing, but if we had to con fute it, we
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could only do so by show ing that God’s Word is clear on the points on
which Churches dif fer. If we do not be lieve that we are scrip tural over
against Rome, we have no right to be sep a rate from Rome. If the Churches
di vided from us do not be lieve that they are scrip tural, they have no right to
be di vided from us; and if we have no as sured con vic tion that we have the
truth, we have no right to ex ist. This Ag nos ti cism is at heart un be lief, or de- 
spair, or in do lence, or eva sion of co gent ar gu ment.

Ro man iz ing Ten dency.
Of all Ro man iz ing ten den cies the most ab so lute is that which puts the

dis honor on God’s Word, and on the fun da men tal prin ci ples of the Ref or- 
ma tion, im plied in this view. It may be safely as serted that ec cle si as ti cal
bod ies will not claim less for them selves than they are en ti tled to, and when
it shall be said that no part of the churches of which the Ref or ma tion was
the cause or oc ca sion, even pre tends to have an as sur ance of the whole faith
it con fesses, then will men re gard Protes tantism as self-con victed, and if
they do not swing off to in fi delity, will say: Rome at least claims to have the
truth, and if truth is to be found on earth, it is more likely to be found with
those who claim to have it, than with those who ad mit they have it not. To
sum up, we say Rome is fal li ble, the De nom i na tions are fal li ble, and the
Lutheran Church is fal li ble: but the Romish Church has failed in Ar ti cles of
Faith, so have the De nom i na tions; the Lutheran Church has not.

Do natism.
Fourth: Our Church in her re la tions to the de nom i na tions around us oc- 

cu pies no Do natis tic at ti tude. “They con demn the Do natists,” says the
Augs burg Con fes sion and Apol ogy, “and oth ers like them, who de nied that
it is law ful to use the min istry of evil men in the Church, and hold that the
min istry of the evil is use less and in ef fi cient,” “and that men sin who re- 
ceive the sacra ments in the Church from un wor thy, un godly min is ters.”
“Christ hath ad mon ished us in his dis courses of the Church, that we are not,
be cause we are of fended at the pri vate faults ei ther of priests or peo ple, to
ex cite schisms or sep a ra tion as the Do natists wickedly did.” All this means
that per sonal ex cel len cies do not make of fi cial acts, nor do per sonal de fects
mar their va lid ity. God’s pure Word at the lips of a bad man re mains God’s
Word; er ror at the lips of a good man re mains er ror still. The Word bears the
power, the man does not. Pure gold in a pol luted hand is pure gold still, and
the brassy coun ter feit, how ever clean and fair the hand which brings it, is
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brass still. In the proper sense of the word Do natism, to ap ply it to
Lutheranism is not only un founded but ridicu lous.

Ex clu sive ness.
That the Lutheran Church has no nar row seg rega tive spirit like that of

the Do natists, has no false ex clu sive ness, will be man i fest to any one who
knows her his tory, and her prin ci ples. We say a false ex clu sive ness, for
there is a true ex clu sive ness which per tains to the na ture of all truth, and
most of all to Chris tian ity, be cause it is the supreme truth. Be cause it is di- 
vine it is ex clu sive of all that is not di vine. Those who sep a rate them selves
from us in our truth com pel us to be sep a rate from them in their er ror.

“Ex clu sive ness,” says D’Aubigne, “is a char ac ter of Lutheranism… This
ex clu sive ness is nec es sary to unity. It must en ter into the con struc tion of the
ad mirable ma chine pre pared by the hand of the great Ar ti fi cer three cen- 
turies ago. Ex clu sive ness is es sen tial to the Church. Who was more ex clu- 
sive than he who said, ‘No one Cometh to the Fa ther but by me;’ and again,
‘With out me, ye can do noth ing.’ The Church ought to have a holy jeal ousy
for the eter nal truth of God; for lat i tu di nar i an ism is its death. The his tory of
all ages has demon strated this fact, and noth ing could demon strate it more
clearly than the his tory of our own. This ex clu sive ness was what was con- 
fided to the charge of Mar tin Luther… Luther be lieved that the cor po real
pres ence was God’s truth, and he went out of him self for that truth. Thou
didst well, O great Luther! .. .God gives us, what thou didst not un der stand,
to treat with mild ness those who dif fer from us in opin ion. But God grant at
the same time, as with thee, that the rights of the truth in spire us, and the
zeal of God’s house eat us up.” And this is D’Aubigne’s con ces sion to the
ex clu sive ness which he is at tack ing.

The an i mus of Do natism, whether in its spe cific er ror or in its gen eral
nar row ness of spirit, is not in the Lutheran Church, but in the fa nat i cal
sects, who con found the vis i ble with the in vis i ble, and by a co er cive and le- 
gal is tic dis ci pline at tempt and pre tend to have a min istry and com mu nion of
none but saints. The pre tenses of a more rigid dis ci pline have orig i nated
many of the sects, which, swelling at their first ar dor till they burst the bulb,
are found now on the ground frozen and fixed be low zero.

There is no body of Chris tians on earth more re mote from all the pre- 
tenses of Do natism, in its let ter or its spirit, than the Lutheran Church.
There is none which is so large and lib eral in all things, which are re ally in
the sphere of the lib erty of the Church. Con trast her large ness of view in
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things in dif fer ent with the piti ful lit tle ness of ul tra Pu ri tanism on the one
side, of Romish and Pusey is tic Rit u al ism on the other. Mark her scrip tural
can dor in re gard to spe cial forms of Church gov ern ment as one ex am ple of
a spirit il lus trated in man i fold forms. Our Church is in flex i ble in noth ing
but in the pure Word and pure Sacra ments, and in what they in volve.

“Close Com mu nion.”
Fifth: The re la tions of our Church to the de nom i na tions around us are

not those of a com mu nion which is close, in any sense in which God’s Word
en joins that the com mu nion shall be open. A Chris tian com mu nion must in
some sense be a close com mu nion to be Chris tian at all — close from
heresy, avowed and or ga nized er ror; close from re fusal to re ceive the gospel
with a teach able spirit; close from those who re ject the scrip tural dis ci pline
and con trol of the Church. The first com mu nion was close com mu nion.
None were ad mit ted to it but tested dis ci ples — open con fes sors of Christ.
No lead ers or mem bers of hos tile or con test ing or ga ni za tions were there.
Ju das was there, but Ju das was a pro fes sor of dis ci ple ship; his pro fes sion
was cred i ble, his un wor thi ness un known, ex cept to the Searcher of hearts. It
may be that our all-know ing Saviour would, in the very ad mis sion of Ju das,
teach us that we are to guide our selves in dis ci pline by what we know, and
not by what we as sume or con jec ture the om ni scient knows, whether of
good or evil, in men.

In the Apos tolic Church all con fessed re jec tors of the Apos tolic doc trine
— all heretics, schis mat ics and fo menters of fac tion, or those who were
joined with them, were cut off from the com mu nion of the Church. Heresy
in the New Tes ta ment is what ever de stroys the unity of the Church, and
there fore by pre em i nence, false doc trine, which is its great est di vider. No
Church re ceived or re tained com mu ni cants who were not sub ject to its dis- 
ci pline. As Apos tolic pul pits were for Apos tolic doc trine alone, so were
Apos tolic al tars for those alone who were dis ci ples of Apos tolic doc trine,
and sub ject to Apos tolic dis ci pline.

“Close Com mu nion”" in the An cient Church.
The an cient Church of post-Apos tolic times rig or ously con fined its pul- 

pits and al tars to these who were at tested and ap proved as in the unity of the
faith. “In the prim i tive Church,” says Lord Chan cel lor King, in his clas si cal
work, “the Unity of the Church Uni ver sal con sisted in an Har mo nious As- 
sent to the Es sen tial Ar ti cles of Re li gion, or in an Unan i mous Agree ment in
the Fun da men tals of Faith and Doc trine. The cor rup tion of that doc trine
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was a breach of that unity, and whoso ever so broke it, are said to di vide and
sep a rate the unity of the Church, or which is all one, to be schis mat ics. If
we con sider the word Church as de not ing a col lec tion of many par tic u lar
churches, its unity may (be said to) have con sisted in a broth erly cor re spon- 
dence with and af fec tion to ward each other, which they demon strated by all
out ward ex pres sions of Love and Con cord, only re ceiv ing to Com mu nion
the mem bers of each other.”8 The con ces sion that two con flict ing Chris tian
churches can, with co-or di nate right and with out the vi o la tion of fra ter nity,
oc cupy the same lo cal ity, was sim ply im pos si ble to the early Chris tian
mind. The sep a ra tion of ad mis sion to priv i lege and of sub jec tion to dis ci- 
pline would have been looked upon with hor ror. The dis ci pline was strict —
and ex com mu ni ca tion from one par tic u lar Church was con firmed all the
world over. The in es timable right to com mu nion in one Church in volved a
right to com mu nion in all, on proper test ing and au then ti ca tion. The cut ting
off from a com mu nion in one was a cut ting off from all. No Chris tian trav- 
el ing was ad mit ted to com mu nion in any Church in which he might be so- 
journ ing, un less he had writ ten of fi cial ev i dence of his be ing in full com mu- 
nion with the Church at home. There could be no “in ter de nom i na tional”
com mu nion, for there were no de nom i na tions. The an cient Church knew of
noth ing be tween the Church on the one side, and sect, schism, heresy on the
other.9 None were ad mit ted to the Lord’s Sup per but those in full com mu- 
nion, and af ter the doors of the Church were care fully shut and watched, the
dea con made a procla ma tion, de scrib ing the classes of per sons who were
not suf fered to re main as com mu ni cants. These were the un bap tized, the
cat e chu mens, the or di nary hear ers, un be liev ers, and last of all, those of an- 
other faith, the het ero dox, ei ther re puted heretics or false teach ers, sep a- 
ratists or those un der dis ci pline.

Chris tian Love.
Sixth: The re la tions of the Lutheran Church to the de nom i na tions around

it are not in con flict with true Chris tian love. On the con trary they are in the
high est har mony with it. She feels com pelled in deed to con tend for the
truth, but it is in love. The wounds she gives are the faith ful wounds of a
friend. That is bet ter than the de ceit ful kisses of an en emy. “Am I there fore
be come your en emy” says St. Paul, “be cause I tell you the truth?” “Have no
fel low ship with the un fruit ful works of dark ness, but rather re prove them.”
All er ror, heresy, schism, sep a ratism, be long to the works of dark ness Sec- 
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tar i an ism is a work of dark ness, though par tic u lar mem bers of sects may be
chil dren of God.10

Pol icy
Sev enth: The proper re la tions of the Lutheran Church to the de nom i na- 

tions around us are not re ally im politic, are not in con flict with her duty of
self-preser va tion and of self-ex ten sion. Of a fleshly pol icy which courts
worldly suc cess by de vi a tion from prin ci ple, I need not speak, be cause, a
Chris tian man, I ad dress Chris tian men. The pre sen ta tion of an ar gu ment for
such pol icy would be im pos si ble to me, in tol er a ble to you. Let such pol icy
go. Whether it be the pol icy of the Devil or of Cae sar, and whether Cae sar
be a sin gle tyrant, or a mob of tyrants, let us stand with Christ against both
Devil and Cae sar. There was but one apos tle who pur sued a pol icy by
which he made earthly gain of his re la tion to Christ. Let us not stand with
him.

In this as pect the case is too plain. Even the pre sen ta tion of an ar gu ment
against such pol icy would be worse than use less. But the pol icy con sis tent
with true wis dom, and pure mo tive, high ends, and lofty means, and in deed
the em bod i ment of them, is not in con flict with that at ti tude of our Church
which, we have tried to show, con sis tency de mands. When the Lutheran
Church acts in the spirit of the cur rent de nom i na tion al ism she aban dons her
own spirit. She is a house di vided against it self. Some even then will stand
firm, and with the choos ing of new gods on the part of oth ers there will be
war in the gates.

No seem ing suc cess could com pen sate our Church for the for sak ing of
the prin ci ples which gave her be ing, for the loss of in ter nal peace, for the
de struc tion of her proper dig nity, for the lack of self-re spect which would
fol low it. The Lutheran Church can never have real moral dig nity, real self-
re spect, a real claim on the rev er ence and loy alty of her chil dren, while she
al lows the fear of the de nom i na tions around her, or the de sire of their ap- 
proval, in any re spect to shape her prin ci ples or con trol her ac tions. It is a
fa tal thing to ask, not, What is right? What is con sis tent? — but, What will
be thought of us? How will the sec tar ian and sec u lar pa pers talk about us?
How will our neigh bors of the dif fer ent com mu nions re gard this or that
course? Bet ter to die than to pro long a mis er able life by such com pro mise
of all that gives life its value. This dan ger ous ten dency has been fos tered by
some parts of our Church ac cept ing pe cu niary aid from de nom i na tional
sources. They have been tak ing bribes, and sell ing a sort of con trol to those
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whose char ity they ac cepted. Then comes nat u rally the next Scene in the
Farce — the bene fac tors are im plored not to im pute to the mild, lib eral part
of our Church (which ac cepts sec tar ian alms) what is re ally the spirit only
of a few big ots un wor thy of the name of Lutheran. We have among us a sort
of char ity which not only does not be gin at home, but never gets there. It is
soar ing and gasp ing for the Unity of Luther ans with all the rest of the
world, but not with each other. It can for give all the sects for as sail ing the
truth, but has no mercy for the Luther ans who de fend it.

When there is of fi cial fel low ship be tween those who hold the higher and
pos i tive po si tion, and those who hold a lower and neg a tive one, the com mu- 
nion is al ways to the ben e fit of the lower at the ex pense of the higher. For
how ever the hold ers of the higher view may protest as to their per sonal con- 
vic tions, the act of com mu nion is re garded as a con ces sion that the con vic- 
tions, if held at all, are not held as ar ti cles of faith, but only as opin ions. If a
Socinian and a Trini tar ian com mune, each avow ing his own opin ion as not
changed, nor in volved, which cause is hurt and which ben e fited? It looks
equal; but Socini an ism, whose in ter est is lax ity, is ad van taged, Trini tar i an- 
ism is wounded. It gives fresh life to er ror, it stabs truth to the heart.

Con tact im parts dis ease, but does not im part health. We catch small-pox
by con tact with one who has it, but we do not catch re cov ery from one who
is free from it. The process which tends to the pol lu tion of the un pol luted
will not tend to the pu rifi ca tion of the evil. "If one bear holy flesh in the
skirt of his gar ment, and with his skirt do touch bread or pot tage, or wine or
oil, or any meat, shall it be holy? And the priests an swered and said, No.
Then said Hag gai, If one that is un clean by a dead body, touch any of them,
shall it be un clean? And the priests an swered, It shall be un clean.

When the trans fer is made easy be tween wealthy de nom i na tions and
poor ones, many go out of the poor church into the rich one, few from the
rich to the poor. The Lord chooses the poor of this world; but many of his
nom i nal dis ci ples seem to think they can — so far at least — im prove on
their Mas ter’s ex am ple.

When the trans fer is made easy be tween churches of great so cial pre ten- 
sion and those of hum bler claims in the world of fash ion, the peo ple who
are feel ing af ter so cial recog ni tion go into the fash ion able church, the peo- 
ple of the fash ion able church stay where they are.

When churches which have the na tion al ity, lan guage, tra di tion, modes of
feel ing and of act ing, of a coun try, are sep a rated by low walls from
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churches of other na tion al i ties, largely us ing an other tongue, hav ing an other
cul ture, the churches of the coun try ab sorb those that are for eign. To in tro- 
duce the lan guage of the coun try into the for eign churches reaches but a
part of the dif fi culty, and brings in an other. For back of the lan guage, to
those to whom it is na tive, are the whole his tory, and life, and lit er a ture it
em bod ies; while the for eign church must use the lip of one land for a soul
and heart which are of an other. Our Church may speak Eng lish. It is well.
But if she stops with that, her new tongue will de coy her into a new life. All
liv ing tongues have liv ing hearts back of them and carry us out into the cur- 
rent of their own life. Our church is not to be come the hand maiden of the
lan guage, in stead of mak ing it her own hand maiden. It will in that case not
be the old Church get ting a new lan guage, but the new lan guage trans form- 
ing her into a new Church — not the Church mas ter ing the Eng lish, but the
Eng lish mas ter ing the Church. Even in their mis takes on the point of lan- 
guage, our fa thers in Amer ica were not the ab so lute in ca pables it is now the
fash ion to con sider them. It was the Eng lish life of the land, rather than the
Eng lish tongue, which swept away thou sands of our Church’s chil dren.

When churches whose prin ci ples in volve lax doc tri nal obli ga tions come
in con tact with those whose prin ci ples in volve strict doc tri nal obli ga tions,
but whose prac tice is at war with their prin ci ples, the lax with the lax prac- 
tice over come the churches which have strict the ory con joined with lax
prac tice. For such churches are bur dened with the odium of their strict the- 
ory with out its ad van tages, and get the weak ness of lax ity with out shar ing
its pop u lar ity. Men who aim at com bin ing in a third view the strong points
of con flict ing sys tems, gen er ally get the weak ness of prin ci ple from the
wrong, and the un pop u lar ity of prac tice from the right. They think they can
sit on the two stools — in fact they fall be tween them.

But when a church has right prin ci ples and is stead fast to them, no mat- 
ter what de nom i na tions are ar rayed against it, it will have true suc cess. It
will be dear to God, pre cious to those who love Him, a safe guide of sin ners
to the Saviour, and will build up saints on their most holy faith. It will be a
con ser va tor of sound doc trine, of right gov ern ment, of healthy dis ci pline. It
may not be fash ion able, rich, or pop u lar, but it will be a bless ing to the
world and a nurs ery for heaven.

Ad journed.
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Dis cus sion of Sec ond Pa per

Sec ond Ses sion. De cem ber 27th, 2:30 p.m.
Prayer by Pres i dent Sadtler, D. D., of Müh len berg Col lege.
The Diet pro ceeded to the dis cus sion of Dr. Krauth’s pa per.

Rev. D. P. Rosen miller (Gen eral Synod)

said that the re la tion of the Lutheran Church to other de nom i na tions who
hold the fun da men tal doc trines of the Gospel, should be one of kind ness
and char ity. They are the dif fer ent branches of the same fam ily of the liv ing
God. The name Lutheran, ap plied to our Church, was an ac ci dent, re sult ing
partly from its en e mies. The orig i nal name was Evan gel i cal; for it was no
new or ga ni za tion, but the Church sep a rated from the er rors of the Pa pacy.
Even the Augs burg Con fes sion came into ex is tence ac ci den tally. Had there
been no in dict ment brought by the Pa pal Court, against the friends of evan- 
gel i cal re li gion, there would have been no oc ca sion for the Con fes sion. In
that case, the Bible would have been our only Con fes sion. For the main
point with Luther was to give the Church the Word of God as her guide; and
hence all who hold it sin cerely, with out gross het ero doxy, should re ceive
char ity from us.

Re marks Of Rev. C. W. Scha ef fer, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil)

The re la tions of Luther ans to the mem bers of the de nom i na tions around, as
far as these re la tions are per sonal or so cial, ought to be kindly, and con- 
trolled by Chris tian prin ci ples. But when these re la tions en ter into the
sphere of the Church, and in flu ence the Con fes sion of Chris tian doc trine,
then the first and high est aim of Luther ans should be to main tain the pure
doc trine of the Word, as ex pressed in the Con fes sions.

The doc trine of the Sacra ments comes up so of ten that I would if I could,
avoid it now. But it af fords such a good il lus tra tion of my mean ing that I
ven ture to in tro duce it.

The doc trine of the de nom i na tions around us is to the ef fect, that the
chief el e ment, the dis tin guish ing char ac ter is tic of the Lord’s Sup per, is a
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mere hu man act, a de vout ex er cise on the part of com mu ni cants, in which
they bring to the ta ble a grate ful re mem brance of Christ, and by eat ing and
drink ing show forth His death. If this, which of course is true, were the
whole truth, then the Lutheran Church ought to, and with out doubt, would,
most heartily and de voutly, unite in the Holy Sup per, with all evan gel i cal
de nom i na tions, with all who love the Lord; since in re spect to a grate ful re- 
mem brance of Christ and a de vout show ing forth of His death, there can be
no dif fer ence be tween those who be lieve in Him and love Him.

But the Lutheran Church re ceives from the di vine Word, and re peats in
her Con fes sions, a very dif fer ent doc trine, to the ef fect, that the Lord’s Sup- 
per is first of all a di vine act, that the Lord Him self is the chief ac tor, that its
dis tin guish ing char ac ter is tic con sists of what the Lord gives us, and we only
re ceive; that what He gives us is, as He Him self says, His body and His
blood for the for give ness of our sins, and that what He thus gives us in the
bread and wine, is not given and can not be re ceived in any other place or
time or way, than at the Sup per of the Lord.

Now this is de nied by the de nom i na tions around us. Some state their de- 
nial in one form, some in an other. Yet though dif fer ing among them selves,
they all agree in a de cided and pos i tive de nial of the doc trine of the
Lutheran Church.

Sup pos ing then that the Lutheran Church is bound to main tain not hu- 
man opin ions, but what it ac cepts as the doc trine of the di vine Word, how
can Luther ans unite, in cel e brat ing the Lord’s Sup per, with de nom i na tions
that ig nore and deny what the di vine Word de clares is the dis tin guish ing
fea ture and con trol ling el e ment of the Sup per it self? Such an act would be
an ac knowl edg ment, on their part, that the na ture and the doc trine of the
Holy Sup per is a mat ter of no con se quence, and that we reach the full mea- 
sure of it when we ob serve it as a mere mnemonic act of our own. In deny- 
ing such com mu nion, Luther ans do not deny or ques tion the evan gel i cal
char ac ter of de nom i na tions around them; they seek only to tes tify their fi- 
delity to the doc trine of the Word.

These low views of the de nom i na tions, tend strongly, and quite nat u rally,
to re duce the Holy Sup per from its right ful promi nence in the Church’s life,
down to the com mon level of or di nary de vo tional ex er cises. I find in a the o- 
log i cal work of a dis tin guished di vine, of il lus tri ous name, oc cu py ing an
hon or able po si tion in a prom i nent Sem i nary of the Pres by te rian Church, the
fol low ing con clu sion ar rived at: — “It fol lows that in the same sense in
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which it is done at the Lord’s Sup per, be liev ers do re ceive and feed upon
the body and the blood of Christ, at other times with out the use of the sacra- 
ment, and in the use of other means of grace, as prayer, med i ta tion on the
Word, etc., etc.” With such views, of course, the Lutheran Church can have
no sym pa thy or fel low ship.

Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

We shrink from en gag ing in this dis cus sion in ten min utes, when six hours
would be in ad e quate to do jus tice to it. We do not ex pect ever to be “ed u- 
cated up” to the po si tions taken in the pa per just read. The de gree of una- 
nim ity of sen ti ment which it re quires, is prac ti cally unattain able. The mul ti- 
form char ac ter of rev e la tion, and the di verse in flu ences un der which Chris- 
tians have been reared and lived, ren ders ab so lute agree ment on all points
im pos si ble. To each be liever, the Bible is given, and he is di rected to search
it — to ev ery dis ci ple of Christ, the Holy Spirit is promised, and he is per- 
mit ted to pray for His en light en ing in flu ences. Through these and other
agen cies and in stru men tal i ties, Chris tians form their re li gious opin ions. But
while true be liev ers may and do thus come to an agree ment on fun da men tal
doc trines, they will, in all prob a bil ity, dif fer on non-es sen tial points. This
oc curs in spite of their sin cer ity, in con se quence of the de te ri o ra tion of the
hu man rea son. Their re li gious mis takes must not, there fore, be re garded as
will ful er rors, nei ther should they, on this ac count, be classed with heretics
and ex cluded from Church fel low ship.

Mar tin Luther main tained the supreme au thor ity of the Scrip tures, and
claimed the right of pri vate judg ment in in ter pret ing them. He, ac cord ingly,
ex er cised the lib erty con ferred by Christ on ev ery be liever, and formed his
re li gious opin ions in in de pen dence of popes and coun cils. His coad ju tors
ex er cised the same right, and formed their own re li gious opin ions. On all
es sen tial points they agreed; on many non-es sen tial ones they dif fered; and
yet they ex tended the hand of fel low ship to each other.

In the ex er cise of the same rights and the en joy ment of the same lib erty,
we, Luther ans in Amer ica, have formed our ec cle si as ti cal opin ions. On all
undis puted fun da men tal doc trines we agree; on man i festly non-fun da men tal
ones we dif fer. Let us not, on ac count of our dif fer ences, with hold, but on
ac count of our agree ments, ex tend fel low ship to each other.
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Var i ous de nom i na tions have arisen, in the prov i dence of God, in dif fer- 
ent ages and lands. They con sti tute the pure parts of the one holy catholic
Church. They are en ti tled to the pre rog a tives of true churches of Christ, be- 
cause they adopt the OE c u meni cal creeds, and they do not be come heretics,
un wor thy of pul pit and al tar fel low ship, be cause their par tic u lar creeds dif- 
fer in some points from ours. While, there fore, we can ac cept the po si tions
taken by Dr. Krauth on Fel low ship as a rule, we can not ac cept his ex clu sive
in ter pre ta tion of it. We, on the con trary, hold that it is right and proper to
grant pul pit and al tar fel low ship to the min is ters and mem bers of or tho dox
Protes tant churches, in ex cep tional cases, as a mat ter, not of right, but of
priv i lege, and main tain that the ex ten sion of such fel low ship is sus tained by
Christ’s in struc tions, by apos tolic ex am ple, by the prac tice of the prim i tive
Church, and by the gen eral judg ment of the Chris tian world.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (gen eral Synod.)

I would not say any thing on the pa per read, did I not fear that my si lence
might be mis con strued into an en dorse ment of all that it con tains. Whilst
there is much with which I might agree, it con tains as sump tions and looks
to con clu sions to which I can by no means yield my as sent. By the very
terms em ployed — though not in the sub ject as orig i nally pub lished — “the
de nom i na tions around us,” omit ting “other,” it is as sumed that the Lutheran
Church has claims as a Church of Je sus Christ, which can not be ac corded to
these de nom i na tions. To set up such a claim, it seems to me, is to ig nore
God’s prov i den tial deal ings with His Church, and also to refuse to rec og- 
nize the man i fest to kens of His pres ence and fa vor. Might not God choose
to re form the Church and re store the pure Gospel and or di nances, with out
nec es sar ily em ploy ing the same hu man in stru ments, or giv ing to the work
pre cisely the same form in ev ery re spect? As He chose Luther and his co-la- 
bor ers in Ger many, may He not have cho sen other in stru ments in Eng land,
Scot land and else where? and what right have we to sit in judg ment on His
and their work? Have we a right to say that other de nom i na tions (I use the
word “other”) are not part of the true Church of Je sus Christ, and to be
treated by us as such?

It is not, and will not be, de nied that in these other de nom i na tions, there
are thou sands and tens of thou sands of hum ble, de voted be liev ers. It is not,
and will not be, de nied that these de nom i na tions have fur nished a full share
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of dis tin guished schol ars and the olo gians, of self-deny ing pas tors and mis- 
sion ar ies, and of zeal ous and de voted la bor ers in ev ery de part ment of Chris- 
tian ac tiv ity. They some times put us to shame by their en light ened lib er al ity
and zeal in the cause of our di vine Re deemer. In this coun try es pe cially they
have taken the lead and out stripped us, in the work of preach ing the Gospel
to the mil lions at home and abroad.

Now I can not see by what right, or on what ground we can refuse the
fullest recog ni tion to these de nom i na tions that are so man i festly owned of
God, and whose labors are crowned with so much fa vor. If these Churches
are true Evan gel i cal Churches, and their mem bers are true mem bers of the
body of Christ, who are we that we should un der take to leg is late and pre- 
scribe the terms on which we will rec og nize those whom the Mas ter owns,
or set up ar bi trary con di tions of re la tion ship among the Churches of Je sus
Christ?

There is some thing ut terly in con gru ous and un scrip tural in a true dis ci- 
ple of Christ, an ac knowl edged sub ject of Christ’s king dom, with the gen- 
uine “marks of the Lord Je sus,” be ing de nied his rights and priv i leges in
that king dom. In the Apos tolic Church a Chris tian was a Chris tian, and a
sub ject of Christ’s king dom was rec og nized wher ever he went among his
fel low Chris tians. Even cit i zen ship in the Ro man em pire car ried with it all
the rights and im mu ni ties of cit i zen ship, wher ever the Ro man em pire ex- 
tended its do main or as serted its au thor ity. The sim ple ut ter ance, “I am a
Ro man cit i zen,” was enough to claim pro tec tion in the most sa cred rights.
Wher ever the tread of the Ro man le gion was heard, or the ban ner bear ing
the Ro man ea gle floated, there were se cured the rights of Ro man cit i zens.
The king dom of Christ is more widely ex tended, and of fers to its sub jects
priv i leges su pe rior to those of im pe rial Rome. This king dom is marked by
no ge o graph i cal bound aries; it is con fined to no coun try or clime or race; in
it “there is nei ther Jew nor Greek, there is nei ther bond nor free, there is
nei ther male nor fe male: for ye are all one in Christ Je sus.” Can it be that
sub jects of this king dom, whose do min ion is from sea to sea, and from the
river to the ends of the earth, have a more re stricted ex er cise of their rights
than the sub jects of the small est and most petty earthly power? Must a
Lutheran Chris tian be ac knowl edged only among Luther ans, and Re formed
only among Re formed, and so this uni ver sal king dom of Christ be dwarfed
or di vided un til only those are rec og nized who be long to our own par tic u lar
party or sec tion? Shall we as Luther ans set up the ab surd claim of be ing the
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pe cu liar cho sen peo ple, and treat the [other] de nom i na tions around us as
aliens?

I am not con cerned just now with the ques tion of re spon si bil ity for the
di vi sions in the Chris tian Church. They ex ist as a mat ter of fact. They have
ex isted for cen turies. The great Head of the Church has not re fused to ac- 
knowl edge these dif fer ent Churches or to be stow upon them His bene dic- 
tion. True, He has prayed that all might be one. And so has He prayed and
taught us to pray, — “Thy king dom come.” Shall we refuse full recog ni tion
to other de nom i na tions be cause not in all re spects one with us, or deny His
king dom be cause it does not yet come in full power and glory?

It seems to me un for tu nate that the dis cus sion on this sub ject has taken
so one-sided a turn, and that it has been mainly the dis cus sion of “pul pit
and al tar fel low ship.” In deed, it is nar rowed down very much to the ques- 
tion of al tar fel low ship, or al low ing oth ers to com mune with Luther ans, or
Luther ans ex tend ing the Sacra ment of the Lord’s Sup per to those of other
de nom i na tions. This is not the time nor the place for a full dis cus sion of this
sub ject. In di vid ual con gre ga tions or de nom i na tions may adopt such reg u la- 
tions not in con sis tent with the let ter or spirit of the New Tes ta ment, as they
may deem best cal cu lated to se cure the pu rity and pro mote the wel fare of
the Church. But they should be very care ful not to ex er cise a right, with
which their Lord has never in vested them. The Apos tle Pe ter has set us a
good ex am ple in this re spect, and an nounced a prin ci ple which may aid in
set tling a point which seems to sorely vex some. Averse as he was to rec og- 
niz ing any ex cept Jews as prop erly be long ing to the Church, when he saw
what the Lord was do ing, he said: “Can any man for bid wa ter, that these
should not be bap tized, which have re ceived the Holy Ghost as well as we?”
If the Holy Ghost is be stowed on oth ers as well as on us, if they give proof
of the pres ence and grace of the Spirit, as well as we, who can for bid to
them the use of the Sacra ments? There is no au thor ity in God’s Word for
this wide sep a ra tion be tween what God has joined to gether in this Church
— the Sacra ments of Bap tism and the Lord’s Sup per — and throw ing the
one so widely open, that al most any bap tism is rec og nized, Romish or
Protes tant, cler i cal or lay, and then hedg ing about the ta ble of the Lord so
that none but a Lutheran may ap proach a Lutheran al tar. Against this spirit
of ex clu sivism, we ask, in the lan guage of Pe ter, “Can any man for bid wa- 
ter?” — or can any man for bid the ad min is tra tion of the Sacra ments to
those who “have re ceived the Holy Ghost as well as we?”
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Against the ex clu sivism of this pa per, as well as against the sec tar i an ism
of this age, we must ex press our most de cided ob jec tion.

The dis cus sion was par tic i pated in also by Revs. L. E Al bert, D. D., F.
Kline fel ter and S. R. Boyer. Their re marks have not been fur nished for pub- 
li ca tion. The dis cus sion was closed as fol lows:

Re marks Of Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D. LL. D. (Gen eral
Coun cil.)

In the theme ac cepted by me, as stated to me — and prop erly stated — the
Lutheran Church is not co or di nated as one de nom i na tion with oth ers. Her
moral right to live turns upon the proof that she is a Church with the New
Tes ta ment es sen tials — doc trine pure in ev ery part, and right sacra ments.
Those who cut her off from them, or cut them selves off from her fel low- 
ship, and erect their hos tile de nom i na tions, ei ther re ject the truths she holds,
and in re ject ing truth are heretics or er ror ists, or if they con cede that our
Church holds the di vine sys tem, are schis mat ics in con tin u ing in vol un tary
sun der ing from her.

If you once say sec tar i an ism is ve nal, sects are good be cause there are
good peo ple in sects, where will you stop? What lovely peo ple there are in
the Church of Rome; what char ac ters of ex quis ite beauty, to all hu man ob- 
ser va tion, there are among Socini ans; what pathos of sweet ness strikes us at
times, even amid Pa gan ism! The great world has men and women who put
to shame false, or care less, or con ven tional, Chris tians. Is slav ery to be
com pro mised with be cause some of the best of men have held slaves?
Could we as pa tri ots of fi cially rec og nize, be cause of their pri vate ex cel len- 
cies, cit i zens of a gov ern ment at war with ours? We rec og nize as cor dially
as any man, the per sonal virtues and achieve ments of Chris tians ev ery- 
where; but if they feel bound in con science to con fess ad versely to our Con- 
fes sion, to keep up de nom i na tions to build up that Con fes sion, to with hold
them selves from per ma nent com mu nion with us; and to guard their pul pits
against the con stant preach ing of the whole New Tes ta ment doc trine, —
which is the doc trine of our Church — then do they bind us, on their own
show ing, to con fine our pul pit to those who con stantly preach what we are
sure is the whole truth, and our al tars to those who are the dis ci ples, im per- 
fect it may be, but will ing, of that truth. We have com mon terms for all, and
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if we re lin quish a sys tem of tests and safe guards for oth ers, we must re lin- 
quish them for our selves.

This style of rea son ing de fies the uni ver sal judg ment of his tor i cal Chris- 
ten dom, which with un bro ken una nim ity main tains that unity in con fessed
doc trine is an es sen tial el e ment of Church unity. For this we are asked to
sub sti tute a unity of good peo ple, or peo ple we con jec ture to be good, with- 
out ref er ence to their faith. It is the com pen dious method of the poet —

“He can’t be wrong, whose life is in the right.”
Through out the ar gu ment we are meet ing, there runs the fal lacy of con- 

found ing the Church as in vis i ble, with the Church as vis i ble. Who form the
Church in vis i ble it is for Him, who alone sees the in vis i ble, in fal li bly to
judge. In the Church vis i ble, we must have not wa ver ing and in di vid ual sur- 
mises, but care fully con sid ered and uni form prin ci ples of test and dis ci- 
pline, rest ing on what we can see and know. Ex ter nal pro fes sion of the pure
faith, made cred i ble by the acts of men, is the only test to which we can
bring the claim of in ter nal pos ses sion of it. The elo quent de scrip tion of the
Ro man Em pire has no ap pli ca bil ity to the vis i ble Church mil i tant, ei ther as
it is in fact, or in the di vine de scrip tion of its state on earth. In the mouth of
a Ro man ist, it would have con sis tency: in the mouth of a Protes tant it has
none. The Ro man King dom was a king dom which im posed the cross; the
King dom of Christ is a king dom which bears the cross, and will bear it till
her King comes again. Yet even a Ro man ist would hardly fall into the con- 
fu sion of the dead and the liv ing, the nom i nal and the real, which gives
plau si bil ity to the il lus tra tion. The ut ter ance, “I am a Ro man cit i zen,” made
in deed a claim to Ro man rights; but the rights were not con ceded till the
claim was tested by modes of uni form prin ci ple. Ro man priv i lege were
bound up with sub jec tion to Ro man law, fealty to Ro man rules, and fi delity
to Ro man duty. What we are dis cussing is the priv i leges of Lutheran pul pits
and of Lutheran al tars. If it is sec tar ian to have these we should aban don
them; but if it is sec tar ian to have oth ers, the oth ers should be aban doned.
The Saviour and His Apos tles, and the early Church, knew of but one com- 
mu nion. All out side of that was sect or schism. Chris ten dom should be one
com mu nion with one faith, and one con fes sion — its faith the faith of the
Gospel — its con fes sion the un mixed wit ness of that faith. This is the faith
we be lieve our Church has. This is the faith she em bod ies in her Con fes- 
sion. This po si tion al lows of no com pro mise. If it is false we must aban don
it, and let our Church go. If it is true we must stand by it, and all who wish
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fel low ship with us, must come to it. This is no ego tism of Church van ity; it
is con sis tency with prin ci ple.

It is no fault of ours that oth ers have thrown forth sec tar ian ban ners. We
did not go out from them. They have gone away from us, or have fol lowed
those who aban doned us. Dr. Brown claims for them the right to for sake us,
to re pu di ate our dis tinc tive faith, and yet to have untested all the priv i leges
of our own faith ful chil dren. He pro poses to ac cept their claim as their
proof — yet if their claim to be right is valid, ours can not be. Con tra dic- 
tions can not both be right.

It is sur pris ing, too, that he fails to see that in all the points here in volved
there is no par al lel what ever be tween bap tism and the Lord’s Sup per, to say
noth ing of the pul pit. The adult seeker of bap tism from us is not a mem ber
of an other com mu nion. The child who seeks it through the par ents is not of
an other church-house hold. Does any one pre tend that the tests of fit ness for
bap tism are through out iden ti cal with those of fit ness for the Sup per; or will
any one say that con sis tency re quires that we grant that ev ery one whose
bap tism we ac knowl edge as valid, is thereby shown to be en ti tled to come
to our com mu nion?

When a protest is made at the close against sec tar i an ism, the whole line
of pre vi ous thought seems to im ply that what is meant is not the sec tar i an- 
ism which makes sects, mag ni fies their virtues, veils their mis chiefs, ig- 
nores their crimes, and treats the di vi sions they cre ate as if they were not
de struc tive of unity. It rather seems as if the sec tar i an ism which the speaker
had in view is the fi delity to prin ci ple which re sists sects, and the sect-spirit,
most of all when they come in the pre tenses of a spu ri ous union ism, and
shuts upon them the pul pit and al tar. In such a con struc tion of sec tar i an ism
the re la tions of our Lutheran com mu nion to the de nom i na tions around us
would be, not the re la tions of a Church to sects, but of a sect to Churches.

The fol low ing pa per was then read:
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John A. Brown: “The Four Gen‐ 
eral Bod ies Of The Lutheran
Church In The United States:

Wherein They Agree, And
Wherein They Might Har mo‐ 

niously Co op er ate.”

Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D.,

Pro fes sor of Doc tri nal The ol ogy in the The o log i cal Sem i nary of the Gen eral Synod, Get- 
tys burg, Pa.

The “four Bod ies” re ferred to are “The Gen eral Synod of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church
in the United States;” “The Gen eral Synod of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church in North
Amer ica;” “The Gen eral Coun cil of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church in North Amer ica;”
and “The Syn od i cal Con fer ence of North Amer ica.”

THESE ARE SEP A RATE AND DIS TINCT BOD IES of Luther ans at present, some of
them once united and still hold ing much in com mon, yet dif fer ing so far as
to main tain each its own or ga ni za tion and in di vid ual ex is tence. Their sep a- 
ra tions are in part the re sult of lo cal and tem po rary cir cum stances, and in
part of deeper ly ing causes. Each one has a his tory of its own, and each is
now aim ing to work out its own mis sion. Be tween some of them there may
be a greater affin ity than be tween oth ers, yet among them all are fam ily
like nesses and strong points of sym pa thy and re sem blance. Some of them
may pos si bly be so lit tle ac quainted with each other, and oth ers so un hap- 
pily alien ated, as not to care to trace the re sem blance or to ac knowl edge the
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re la tion ship, but the truth will re veal it self, and even their speech be wrayeth
them. All these Luther ans talk Lutheran, and some times in dulge in what
seems to out siders a lit tle like boast ing over the great Lutheran Church, to
which they claim to be long, and of which they are quite will ing to be con- 
sid ered a part. The sub ject for our dis cus sion is one con cern ing which there
will very nat u rally be great di ver sity of sen ti ment; and no treat ment of it or
con clu sions reached, will likely prove sat is fac tory to all or prob a bly to even
a ma jor ity of those present. The very fact of the ex is tence of four such bod- 
ies, im plies dif fer ences of some kind, and the ques tion, “Wherein they
agree,” im plies points in which they dis agree; and so the other ques tion:
“Wherein they might har mo niously co-op er ate,” im plies dif fi cul ties in the
way, or some things in which they are not able thus to co-op er ate. That such
has been and still con tin ues the case, all very well know. We do not at
present har mo niously co-op er ate.

But we are not now to search af ter the points of dif fer ence, or to see how
much ground we can find for our sep a ra tions. Our dif fer ences have, no
doubt, been mag ni fied enough, so as to make our sep a ra tion wider than
need be — even wider than be tween us and those who do not bear the same
fam ily name. We are now to look af ter some of the points of agree ment,
and, I sup pose, to see whether, af ter all our bick er ings and sep a ra tions, we
do not all be long to the same “house hold of faith,” and whether we might
not live to gether in unity and peace, and “stand fast in one spirit, with one
mind, striv ing to gether for the faith of the Gospel.”

Agree ment be tween in di vid u als and Churches in re li gious mat ters is rel- 
a tive and not ab so lute; and it may be well to bear this in mind dur ing this
dis cus sion. As God has made no two faces ab so lutely the same, nor any two
souls ab so lutely alike, though all in His im age and like ness, so no two
Churches are ab so lutely alike, and no two mem bers of any one of these four
bod ies are in per fect ac cord in thought, sen ti ment, feel ing, pur pose and ac- 
tion. It is not nec es sary nor de sir able that it should be so. There may be ab- 
so lute uni for mity or same ness in dead par ti cles of mat ter, but gen uine life is
in fin itely di ver si fied. All that can be ex pected or de sired is sub stan tial
agree ment, or such an agree ment as will se cure har mony of views, feel ing
and co-op er a tion — ac cord ing to the di vine Word, _“Keep ing the unity of
the Spirit in the bonds of peace_.” When the apos tle ex horts the Corinthi ans
to “be per fectly joined to gether in the same mind and in the same judg- 
ment,” he does not mean, as the words in the orig i nal do not, that they must
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all be lieve, and think and feel pre cisely alike — which would be prac ti cally
im pos si ble but that there should be no such dif fer ences as would cause di vi- 
sions and strife among them. It was a party spirit that he warned them
against. If any are dis posed to look for ab so lute agree ment be tween all or
any two of these bod ies, as a con di tion of co-op er a tion, they will look for
what they will not find within any one of them, and for what they will search
in vain any where in the Church on earth. Each of these four bod ies, if can- 
did, will ad mit that it is not free from very con sid er able di ver sity of views
on var i ous points, even of doc trine, and that some of the meet ings of these
bod ies are not the most har mo nious, nor the co-op er a tion the most cor dial.
We are sim ply stat ing what ev ery one knows, and it is one of the com mon- 
places of Church his tory, that ec cle si as ti cal bod ies are not al ways dis tin- 
guished for har mony of views and ac tion. They are chas ing a phan tom, who
ex pect to find this ideal of unity and agree ment here on earth, which be- 
longs only to a state of per fec tion in heaven.

Us ing the term “agree” in its pop u lar and also in its Scrip tural sense, we
may find many points “wherein these four bod ies agree,” some of them of
more sig nif i cance than oth ers, but none of them en tirely des ti tute of mean- 
ing and force. To a dis in ter ested ob server we have no doubt that these
points are such as to make our dis agree ments ap pear strange, if not worse
than strange.

I. Points Wherein They Agree

In call ing your at ten tion to some of the points, “wherein they agree,” we be- 
gin with:

1. A com mon name — LUTHERAN.

There is some thing in a name, lit tle as we are dis posed to make of it. A
name is used to ex press some qual ity or prop erty of an ob ject. We rec og nize
and dis tin guish other Churches to some ex tent by their names. Pres by te rian,
Epis co pal, Methodist, Bap tist, ex press sev er ally dis tinct de nom i na tions, and
types of our Protes tant Chris tian ity. The name Lutheran serves the same
gen eral pur pose. At first, the name was not a mat ter of pref er ence or vol un- 
tary choice, but ap plied as a term of re proach; yet, like the name Chris tian,
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hav ing been ap plied by en e mies it was ac cepted, and no part of the
Lutheran Church would now hastily aban don its use. We are not, as some
imag ine, fol low ers of Mar tin Luther, but we are not un will ing to bear the
name of that cho sen in stru ment of God to re store to His Church doc trines
which we hold dearer than all hu man names. We are Evan gel i cal Luther ans,
be cause we ac cept the Gospel which Luther res cued from Romish per ver- 
sions and abuses. There have been and still are other dis crim i nat ing and
qual i fy ing ap pel la tions along with Lutheran, some of them at times used to
ex press in vid i ous dis tinc tions. Thus we have had Ger man Lutheran,
Swedish Lutheran, Eng lish Lutheran, Amer i can Lutheran, Mis souri
Lutheran, and divers other kinds, but all bear ing the generic name,
Lutheran.

As no one of these four bod ies is in clined to aban don the name, so no
one in tends to al low any other a mo nop oly of its use or hon ors. Some, in- 
deed, may re gard them selves as more Lutheran than oth ers, and bet ter en ti- 
tled to wear the an ces tral name, but this is a mat ter open to dis cus sion.
Some may be less Lutheran than Luther was, and oth ers may be more
Lutheran than the re former him self. The di ver gen cies in this re spect may
in deed be con sid er able, and may vary with the same body at dif fer ent times.
There may be as much dif fer ence in the same body at dif fer ent pe ri ods in its
ex is tence, as be tween two of these bod ies at the same time, but still they do
not sur ren der the ti tle. In a fam ily one son may be more like the fa ther than
an other, but this does not de prive ei ther of the right to wear the fam ily
name. And it not un fre quently hap pens that the like ness reap pears most
strik ing in a suc ceed ing gen er a tion, where it had been least ap par ent in a
for mer one. So it has hap pened again and again with Churches, which have
still held on to the old fam ily name. These bod ies all mean to be known and
rec og nized as Lutheran.

The ab sur dity of any one of these bod ies at tempt ing to set up an ex clu- 
sive right to the use of the name Lutheran is man i fest from the fact, that no
two of them would agree as to who should have the right to wear it. It must
be ad mit ted that if not Luther ans, then we are noth ing at all: for none of us
are Bap tists, or Methodists, or Pres by te ri ans, or Epis co palians, much less
Ro man ists, or Ra tio nal ists — and surely we are some body. If not Luther- 
ans, it is time we should know what we are, and that the world should
know. We are called Luther ans. We are Luther ans — all Luther ans, bear ing
the name, and en ti tled to bear it. If any are dis posed to dis pute this point, or
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chal lenge the right of any one of these bod ies to the Lutheran name, it may
be added, that so far as the high est civil au thor i ties can de ter mine the point,
they have de cided that we shall be ac knowl edged and held in law as Luther- 
ans, and en ti tled to the rights and priv i leges of Luther ans.

2. A com mon ori gin or de scent.

There is some thing in blood as well as in a name. Re li gion and Churches
have been largely af fected in their char ac ter by na tion al ity or race. It is true
that God made of one blood all na tions of men for to dwell on all the face of
the earth;" but it is also true that He has made use of them in dif fer ent ways
and for dif fer ent pur poses in ac com plish ing His own most holy will. This
prin ci ple showed it self in the times of the Apos tles, be tween the Jew ish and
Gen tile por tions of the Church; and soon af ter wards be tween the East ern
and West ern Churches. Each had its spe cial ori gin and mis sion.

At the time of the Ref or ma tion some na tion al i ties took more kindly to
one form of Protes tantism, and some to an other. Luther him self was a Ger- 
man, not only by birth, but in soul and spirit, in heart and life, and his mag- 
netic in flu ence is felt among Ger mans and their de scen dants to the present
day. And this ex tended it self to those peo ples or na tion al i ties most in ti- 
mately con nected by blood and lan guage with the Ger mans. On the other
hand, Scot land, Ire land, and Eng land did not take so kindly to Lutheranism
as did the Ger mans and some other na tion al i ties. They ac cepted what is
gen er ally known as the Re formed faith, and they con tinue in that faith.
These dif fer ent phases of Protes tantism have per pet u ated them selves
through these sev eral na tion al i ties from the Ref or ma tion to our own times.
The prophet asks: “Hath a na tion changed their gods?” It is no small or
easy thing for a peo ple to change its re li gion, even where the change is only
from one type of Protes tantism to an other. His tory records but few ex am- 
ples of a peo ple or na tion chang ing one form or type of a re li gion for an- 
other, even when these were closely al lied, un less un der some pow er ful
move ment, or by spe cial di vine in ter po si tion.

Some may in deed hold that Lutheranism is Chris tian ity, pure and un- 
mixed, that any de par ture from it is a de par ture from true re li gion, and that
it is adapted to all na tions, ages and climes. They may hold that all other
forms of Protes tantism are less pure, and that we should refuse to rec og nize
other de nom i na tions as en ti tled to a like claim with our selves to be parts of
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the true Church of Je sus Christ. It may be ar gued that as gen uine Chris tian- 
ity, Lutheranism is bound to tri umph ev ery where. But still the stub born fact
re mains, that our progress has been chiefly among the de scen dants of those
who orig i nally ac cepted the Lutheran form of the Ref or ma tion, and that we
are mak ing slow progress among those who from the be gin ning have ac- 
cepted and prac ticed a some what dif fer ent form of Protes tantism. If it in- 
deed be true that Lutheranism is Chris tian ity and Chris tian ity Lutheranism,
then there is a poor show ing for Chris tian ity through out a con sid er able part
of the Protes tant world, in clud ing the larger part of our own pro fessed
Chris tian pop u la tion, with nearly all our large cities and cen ters of Chris tian
ac tiv ity. It must be con fessed that our chief progress thus far has been
among those who claim a Lutheran an ces try; and, whilst nei ther our labors
nor our suc cess should be lim ited to these, they have on us pe cu liar claims,
and we have in them a fruit ful field of la bor. It might al most be said to re- 
quire some mix ture of Ger man blood to make full-blooded Luther ans.

These four bod ies can claim a com mon ori gin or an ces try. Some of them
may be a lit tle fur ther re moved from their orig i nal tongue and char ac ter is- 
tics than oth ers, but all have some thing to say of the vater land and the mul- 
ter-sprache. It is in the mem ory of those now liv ing, when those por tions of
the Church at present most Eng lish in speech and cus toms, knew scarcely
any thing but Ger man; and in all of these bod ies the great mass of the mem- 
ber ship is ei ther from the home of Lutheranism in the old world, or from
their de scen dants in the new. In their veins there flows the same blood, and
they have not only a com mon name, but are brethren ac cord ing to the flesh.
Alas, that dif fer ence of lan guage or shades of be lief, or di ver si ties of any
kind should have to any de gree alien ated those who are kin dred of one fam- 
ily.

3. The ac cep tance of the Augs burg Con fes sion. This Con fes sion is the
old est of mod ern Con fes sions. It is older than the de crees of the Coun- 
cil of Trent, or the Tri den tine Cat e chism — the Con fes sion of the
Catholic Church. It is older than the Or tho dox Con fes sion of the Greek
Church. It justly claims a greater an tiq uity than any other Con fes sion
of any of the sep a rate parts of Chris ten dom. It more over fur nishes the
ba sis of most of the other Con fes sions set forth by other Protes tant de- 
nom i na tions. It is in deed a grand old Con fes sion, and any at tempt to
eu lo gize it would be as pre sump tu ous as it would be un nec es sary.
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The re cep tion and pro fes sion of this Con fes sion has for more than three
hun dred years been the ac knowl edged pass port of gen uine Lutheranism.
Wher ever the Lutheran Church has con fessed her faith, in any quar ter of the
globe, she has done it by means of the Augs burg Con fes sion. To this Con- 
fes sion, be cause of its evan gel i cal char ac ter, no less than be cause of its his- 
tor i cal renown, the Church clings as one of her chiefest glo ries.

In its re cep tion and pro fes sion all these bod ies are agreed. There may be
and there is some dif fer ence in the terms in which this Con fes sion is sub- 
scribed. Dif fer ent forms of sub scrip tion have ex isted from the very be gin- 
ning of Lutheranism. They have been com mon in the old world as well as in
the new. No par tic u lar form of sub scrip tion has been es tab lished as es sen tial
to gen uine Lutheranism. Whilst some have hes i tated to adopt a form of sub- 
scrip tion that binds to ev ery jot and tit tle of the Con fes sion, oth ers have not
hes i tated to go be yond the Con fes sion, and bind to what is not re quired by
its let ter or spirit. It is easy to make charges of un Lutheran and hy per-
Lutheran ways, but in such a con tro versy it is not so easy to con vince each
other of er ror.

If the ques tion were asked of any one of these bod ies: What is your Con- 
fes sion of Faith? the an swer would be — the Augs burg Con fes sion. If the
ad di tional ques tion were asked — Noth ing more, noth ing less than this?
there would doubt less be ex pla na tions to be of fered, and some dif fer ences
of sen ti ment dis cov ered, just as there would be in re gard to the Apos tles’
Creed. But the fact still re mains, that all agree in re ceiv ing and pro fess ing
this ven er a ble Con fes sion. More over each body would doubt less be ready
to de fend its mode of re ceiv ing the Con fes sion as the most con sis tent and
most truly Lutheran. All that we deem im por tant just now, and this we do
deem im por tant in this dis cus sion is, that all agree in the one point of mak- 
ing the Augs burg Con fes sion their Con fes sion of Faith.

Time will not al low us to con sider par tic u lar doc trines, but one or two
have al ways been held by the Lutheran Church as so fun da men tal to evan- 
gel i cal re li gion, and so broadly dis tin guish ing the Lutheran from the Ro man
Catholic and from all Ro man iz ing ten den cies, that they may be briefly no- 
ticed.

1. The doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion by Faith. It may be imag ined that this
doc trine is so com mon to all Protes tant Churches, that it is folly to
men tion it as char ac ter iz ing these bod ies of Luther ans. But we claim
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that no other de nom i na tion has made it so prom i nent in its doc tri nal
sys tem, and none have ad hered to it with such un com pro mis ing strict- 
ness. Other de nom i na tions have mag ni fied some de nom i na tional pe cu- 
liar ity, so that they are chiefly known by such marks, but the Lutheran
Church has kept cen tral and most vi tal in her sys tem this great doc trine
of the Ref or ma tion.

And this is true, we be lieve, to day of all these bod ies of Luther ans. It
pro vokes a smile to hear the ques tion from some other de nom i na tions — as
it has been heard — “Do these Luther ans re ally be lieve in the doc trine of
Jus ti fi ca tion by faith?”" It might as well be asked, had Mar tin Luther re ally
the courage to fight the pope and the devil? Only ig no rance could prompt
ei ther of these ques tions.

Amid all the di ver si ties in forms and cer e monies of Church polity and
ec cle si as ti cal reg u la tions, there is agree ment among us in hold ing fast to the
doc trine on which the Ref or ma tion hinged, the doc trine tran scend ing all
oth ers in im por tance to the sal va tion of souls and the pu rity of the Church
— the doc trine for which the Re form ers haz arded ev ery thing — sal va tion
by faith in Je sus Christ alone. It would be tray an ig no rance or prej u dice
pro vok ing in oth ers, but in ex cus able in Luther ans, to ques tion that any one
of these bod ies does main tain this com mon ar ti cle of the Lutheran faith.

2. The priest hood of be liev ers, and yet the di vinely in sti tuted of fice of the
min istry. No right eous ness be fore God but that of Christ, and no other
priest hood than His, are twin doc trines. On the lat ter of these the Re- 
form ers in sisted no less than on the for mer. The de nial of these con sti- 
tuted the grand er ror of the pa pacy. So long as the doc trine of hu man
merit and a hu man priest hood stands, there is a foun da tion for all the
cor rup tions and abom i na tions of the Romish Church. Re move these
and the sys tem must fall.

But this leaves full room for the of fice of the Chris tian min istry – an of- 
fice di vinely in sti tuted — to preach the Word and ad min is ter the Sacra- 
ments. This of fice is not the mere crea ture of the gen eral body of be liev ers,
cre ated or changed or abol ished at its plea sure, but ex ists by di vine ap point- 
ment, and is a nec es sary part of the di vine econ omy for the es tab lish ment,
per pe tu ity and ex ten sion of the Church of Christ on earth.
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In this gen eral doc trine all Luther ans agree. There has been no lit tle con- 
tro versy in the Church on the sub ject of the min istry, and not a lit tle di ver- 
sity in prac tices that to the su per fi cial ob server might seem to in di cate the
widest dif fer ence of views. In some places and in some con gre ga tions there
has been an amount of form and cer e mony, a de gree of rit u al is tic ob ser- 
vances, that would sat isfy the high est of high Church men, even of the An- 
gli can or Romish or der; whilst in oth ers there has been a Pu ri tanic plain ness
even to bald ness, that might grat ify the lovers of “meet ing-houses.” But
amid this di ver sity of out ward forms and cer e monies, from the low est to the
high est style of Church or der, there has been a sub stan tial agree ment in re- 
ject ing ev ery Romish idea of the min istry as a priest hood, and hold ing fast
to the New Tes ta ment idea of the Chris tian min istry. No Church has been
more free from Ro man iz ing ten den cies, or fur nished fewer re cruits to the
Church of Rome than the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church. In this it may be
safely said that all these bod ies agree. They are all Lutheran, and they are
all Evan gel i cal Lutheran.

4. The re li gious train ing of the young by means of cat e chet i cal in struc- 
tion, and the rat i fi ca tion of their covenant re la tion with the Church by
con fir ma tion. Luther’s Cat e chism and Luther’s prac tice of cat e chet i cal
in struc tion are still prom i nent fea tures of Lutheranism. There have
been times in the his tory of the Church, in the old world as well as in
the new, when this sys tem of re li gious train ing was well nigh aban- 
doned. New meth ods have been tried, and not by one part of the
Church alone. There have been times when the an cient prac tice of con- 
fir ma tion was a “new mea sure” in the Lutheran Church, and that in the
early home of Lutheranism. Nei ther Ra tio nal ism nor Rad i cal ism is an- 
swer able for all the strange fire that has been kin dred on Lutheran al- 
tars.

But there is a grow ing con vic tion in fa vor of the good old ways, not to
the ex clu sion, how ever, of the wis dom to be gath ered from ob ser va tion and
ex pe ri ence un der the teach ing of the di vine Word and the guid ance of the
Holy Spirit. The old is not to be cher ished sim ply be cause it is old, nor the
new to be re jected sim ply be cause it is new.

In all of these bod ies, so far as we know, there is agree ment in the im- 
por tance and value of cat e chet i cal in struc tion, and of a care ful in doc tri na- 
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tion of the young and the old in the great truths of our most holy faith.
Some may be more zeal ous and faith ful in this duty than oth ers, but all
agree in the gen eral prac tice.

On this part of our sub ject, we only add:

5. The Lutheran love of lib erty and agree ment in di ver sity. If there were
noth ing else “wherein they agree,” they surely agree in this — that the
largest lib erty is claimed and prac ticed, and that great di ver sity pre- 
vails among the Churches in all of these bod ies. As a rule no two
churches, even in the same place, have pre cisely the same ser vice.
They all have man u als of wor ship, and to a cer tain ex tent the churches
con form to the rec om men da tions of their re spec tive bod ies; but they
also have an in vin ci ble love of lib erty, so char ac ter is tic of Luther ans
and Ger mans, and refuse to be fet tered by ec cle si as ti cal reg u la tions.

For this good Lutheran au thor ity might be cited. At the very out set the
Re form ers de clared that in or der “to the true unity of the Church, it is not
nec es sary that hu man tra di tions, rites or cer e monies in sti tuted by men,
should be ev ery where alike,” and even the Form of Con cord, pre pared in
the in ter ests of the strictest Lutheranism, teaches that “no Church should
con demn an other be cause one ob serves more or less than the other of those
out ward cer e monies which God has not com manded.”

If in any thing Luther ans have al ways and ev ery where man i fested their
ad her ence to the teach ing of the Sym bol i cal Books, it has been in this par- 
tic u lar. On op po site sides of the same street, and in the same city or town,
they are found us ing dif fer ent forms of ser vice, and wor ship ing in the
beauty of al most in fi nite di ver sity. This is true, we are in formed, in Eu rope,
as we all know it to be in this coun try. It may be re garded as char ac ter is tic
of Lutheranism.

In this these four bod ies agree. They dif fer among them selves as well as
from each other, but they agree in this end less di ver sity. In the mat ter of
wear ing the gown, the use of a liturgy, the ex tent of litur gi cal ser vices, the
vari a tions in the ser vices on dif fer ent oc ca sions, the ad min is tra tion of or di- 
nances — the use of the wafer or bread, etc., etc., al most ev ery con gre ga- 
tion is a law unto it self. And no one can well con demn an other, see ing they
all claim the same law of lib erty. It may be well for us all to re mem ber the
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words of the apos tle: “Happy is he that con dem neth not him self in that thing
which he al loweth.”

We have now briefly no ticed a few of the points wherein these four bod- 
ies agree. Oth ers might be men tioned, and these dwelt upon at greater
length, but a due re gard to the time al lowed and to the pa tience of our hear- 
ers, for bids a more ex tended dis cus sion. Be sides, it is quite suf fi cient to in- 
di cate, with out en large ment, such points of agree ment as may serve to fur- 
nish a com pre hen sive and in tel li gent judg ment on the sub ject.

If I have passed by the points of dif fer ence, or made no ac count of them,
it will be un der stood that it is just be cause this is no part of the task as- 
signed me, and I leave to oth ers this duty. There may pos si bly be op por tu ni- 
ties enough dur ing the meet ings of this Diet to show wherein we dif fer, and
to make man i fest some points of dis agree ment. It would be al to gether gra- 
tu itous for me to an tic i pate what oth ers will have, if they choose, a bet ter
right to say and show.

II. “Wherein They Might Har mo niously Co-op‐ 
er ate.”

It is not likely that those who ar ranged the pro gram for this Diet, and in
their se lec tions as signed me this sub ject for dis cus sion, had any spe cial ref- 
er ence to our com fort, but it is a mat ter of some re lief as well as sat is fac- 
tion, that it has been put in the very form it is. Had the word ing been,
“Wherein can they har mo niously co-op er ate,” judg ing from past ex pe ri ence
and present as pects, the an swer would be, in noth ing save pos si bly in hold- 
ing such a free Diet, in which no one is re spon si ble for any body but him- 
self, and that re spon si bil ity un der stood to be of a some what gen eral char ac- 
ter. Even the hold ing of a Diet has been ridiculed by some as vi sion ary, and
op posed by oth ers as likely to re sult in all man ner of evils to the Lutheran
Church, and the se ri ous detri ment of those who par tic i pate in it. Per haps
few have been with out grave sus pi cions as to the re sult.

We must be frank enough to say that with these dif fer ent or ga ni za tions
ex ist ing as they are, with all the ma chin ery nec es sary to their sep a rate and
dis tinct work, we do not see how they can har mo niously co-op er ate, if this
means unit ing en er gies and ef forts in joint labors. If it means, as we sup- 
pose it does, some thing more than am i ca ble re la tions, and non-in ter fer ence
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with each other’s in ter ests, then co op er a tion seems to us dif fi cult if not im- 
pos si ble, with out the sur ren der of prin ci ples which some or all of these bod- 
ies pro fess to hold of vi tal im por tance, and to which in some de gree they
owe their sep a rate ex is tence. But we are not asked to con sider “Wherein
they can har mo niously co-op er ate,” but “wherein they might.” What we can
do in cer tain cir cum stances, and what we might do with these cir cum- 
stances largely at our con trol, are very dif fer ent ques tions.

Nor are we re quired or ex pected to turn prophet, and fore cast the fu ture,
telling how in the good time to come all di vi sions will be healed, all dif fer- 
ences for got ten, and we present the pic ture of a per fectly united and har mo- 
nious Church. This may be left to those whose “bright vi sions” ex tend to
the dim fu ture, and who can see far ther and clearer than com mon mor tals.
Such a time we may not only hope will come, but we might all fer vently
pray, Even so, let it come quickly.

But we are now to con sider “wherein these four bod ies might har mo- 
niously co-op er ate.” This leads us to look at the rea son able prob a bil i ties of
the case. Not what they can do, just now and as they are; nor what they
some day may or will do, but what they might do. This im plies a change or
mod i fi ca tion of their pol icy and ac tion in some re spects, and im plies that
this is a thing of pos si ble ac com plish ment. It does not, how ever, im ply the
aban don ment of these sev eral dis tinct or ga ni za tions. In deed, the very con- 
trary is im plied in the ques tion, for it is how these bod ies as sep a rate bod ies
might thus co-op er ate. But it does im ply the aban don ment, to some ex tent
at least, of sep a rate and ri val in ter ests, and that these in ter ests should be
pur sued in com mon and har mo niously by all these bod ies. It does im ply, we
think, a mu tual recog ni tion of each other as Lutheran bod ies, and a will ing- 
ness to la bor to gether in the ser vice of a com mon Lord and Mas ter. It would
seem like sheer folly to talk of har mo nious co-op er a tion, and yet hes i tate to
rec og nize each other’s char ac ter and labors as true and gen uine Luther ans.

And such a recog ni tion might take place. The stern logic of events will
prob a bly sooner or later com pel it. Churches as well as in di vid u als are
some times con strained to yield to en light ened pub lic sen ti ment and the on- 
go ings of Di vine Prov i dence. The deep est prej u dices and the bit ter est an i- 
mosi ties have melted away un der the soft en ing in flu ences of time, and the
sub du ing power of the Spirit of God. Paul and Barn abas once sep a rated,
and af ter a “sharp con tention,” but we have good rea son to be lieve that they
be came rec on ciled, and har mo niously co-op er ated in the cause of their Re- 
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deemer. Such things have of ten oc curred in the his tory of the Church, and
may oc cur again. What thus of ten oc curs in the Church might take place
even in the Lutheran Church, and among these four bod ies. They might be
led to see that it was their duty and in ter est to cease con tend ing with one an- 
other, and in one spirit, with one mind, strive to gether for the faith of the
Gospel!

View ing this sub ject, then, in this light, as to what they might do in the
di rec tion in di cated, in stead of say ing, “in noth ing,” we would rather in cline
to say they might co-op er ate in ev ery thing. We see noth ing “wherein” they
might not co-op er ate — noth ing of a gen eral char ac ter and per tain ing to the
gen eral wel fare of the Church. They might co-op er ate in the preach ing of
the Gospel, in the build ing of churches and the sup port of the min istry, in
the work of Home and For eign Mis sions, in Pub li ca tion, in the es tab lish- 
ment and sup port of Lit er ary and The o log i cal In sti tu tions, in a word, in all
the great work of the Church.

Im prac ti ca ble, ut terly im prac ti ca ble, per haps it will be said, is such an
idea. “Can two walk to gether ex cept they be agreed?” Have we not heard
this re peated a thou sand times, and have we not found it to be true? Well, it
may be im prac ti ca ble. It may be that Luther ans are not yet cured of their
folly, and can not or will not co-op er ate. But re mem ber, we are not con sid er- 
ing what can be done with all our im prac ti ca bil i ties, but what might be
done, if we were will ing and dis posed to do it.

Per haps it is ex pected that I should spec ify the par tic u lar de part ments of
la bor, in which they might co op er ate — name the gen eral in ter ests, or mark
out the com mon ground, where they might meet, for get ting dif fer ences, and
unite in the com mon cause. It is no doubt imag ined by some that it would
be much eas ier to co-op er ate in some things than in oth ers, and that a be gin- 
ning thus made would grad u ally re sult in a more gen eral co-op er a tion. But I
do not see where to draw this line. Some, per haps many, would say, in the
work of For eign Mis sions at least. There, it may be said, if nowhere else,
we should for get our dif fer ences in la bor ing for the sal va tion of the hea then.
This may be on the prin ci ple that the field of la bor is so dis tant that the an- 
gle of vi sion cast by our dif fer ences van ishes be fore it reaches the place; or
pos si bly be cause our ef forts in be half of For eign Mis sions have been so
lamentably small, that it is not deemed worth while to con tend with one an- 
other. But if we might co-op er ate in the work of For eign Mis sions, why not
in that of Home Mis sions, of Ed u ca tion, of Church Ex ten sion, and of all
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gen eral Church work? Sub stan tially the same dif fi cul ties meet us at ev ery
point, and what we might do in one we might about as well do in all.

We do not mean, how ever, that there could not be a prac ti cal co op er a tion
in some things with out a co-op er a tion in all. For in stance, we might agree to
co-op er ate in the work of Mis sions, with out aban don ing our sep a rate ed u ca- 
tional or pub li ca tion in ter ests; or the very re verse, we might agree to co-op- 
er ate in es tab lish ing a great Lutheran Uni ver sity, af ter the fash ion of some
in the old world, where dif fer ent de nom i na tions even are rep re sented, and
yet main tain our sep a rate in ter ests in Mis sions and other ob jects. If we must
co-op er ate only in part, and re li giously cher ish a hor ror of too much union- 
ism even among Luther ans, then the par tic u lar part must be a mat ter of in di- 
vid ual pref er ence or vol un tary choice.

That such rea son able co-op er a tion might take place, if the par ties so de- 
sired, or that such a thing is not ut terly im prac ti ca ble, a few con sid er a tions
will be of fered to show.

The dif fer ences ex ist ing be tween these four bod ies are not re ally greater
than those which have ex isted in other churches, or be tween de nom i na tions,
where such co-op er a tion was prac ti cally main tained. In the Epis co pal
Church there ex ists to day as wide a di ver sity in faith and feel ing as pre vails
among these four bod ies of Luther ans, and yet there is co-op er a tion, if not
al ways so har mo nious, yet quite earnest and ef fi cient. Ex cept when they
elect a bishop, or some other mat ter where party spirit dis plays it self, they
merge their dif fer ences in the com mon cause. High and low Church men,
rit u al ists and anti-rit u al ists, all rec og nize each other as be long ing to the
same Church, and work to gether. Forty years ago the dif fer ences in doc trine
and spirit and prac tice in the Pres by te rian Church were deemed so ma te rial
that a di vi sion took place, and two bod ies were formed as dis tinct and an- 
tag o nis tic as any two of our Lutheran bod ies. Ac com pa ny ing this di vi sion
were the sever est crim i na tions and re crim i na tions, with lit i ga tions in court,
and an gry dis cus sions in print. The cries of heresy were fre quent and loud.
Ri val in sti tu tions of dif fer ent char ac ters were es tab lished by both par ties,
and for a pe riod of thirty years a vig or ous war fare car ried on. Some nine or
ten years ago a treaty of peace and con cord was es tab lished, the two bod ies
be came one again, and now there is not only co-op er a tion, but or ganic
union. And yet ev ery body knows that the same di ver sity of views and feel- 
ings pre vails now as did dur ing the thirty years of di vi sion and sep a ra tion.
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These bod ies have not deemed ab so lute agree ment nec es sary to united
and har mo nious co-op er a tion. Cases might be cited of de nom i na tions, bear- 
ing dif fer ent names and with dif fer ent con fes sions, co-op er at ing in most im- 
por tant Church work, as that of ed u ca tion and mis sions. Luther ans them- 
selves have united with other de nom i na tions in the erec tion of churches,
sup port of schools, and var i ous in ter ests be long ing to the Church.

To this there will be raised the cry of union is tic Lutheranism. Be it so. It
is not quite cer tain that a union is tic spirit is any worse than a sep a ratis tic
one, or that need less di vi sions are any more pleas ing to God or men than
doubt ful unions. The Lutheran Church may be in quite as much dan ger of
sin ning in the di rec tion of ex clu sivism and sep a ratism, as in the di rec tion of
too great a love for union. But we only cite the facts to show what has been
done, and what might be done.

It is re peated again and again by Protes tants of al most ev ery name, that
the Ro man Catholic Church is as much di vided, or has ex ist ing within her
as many di vi sions and as great di ver si ties as are found in the Protes tant
Church. These di ver si ties are on lead ing points of doc trine, and pro duce
strong an tag o nisms, re sult ing some times in vi o lent con tro ver sies and bit ter
de nun ci a tions; yet they co-op er ate earnestly, and, so far as their chief ends
are con cerned, har mo niously. In this re spect, the won der ful or ga ni za tion
and ef fec tive co-op er a tion of that Church com mands the ad mi ra tion, and at
times the se ri ous ap pre hen sion, of states and em pires, as well as that of the
rest of the Chris tian world. Their union and co op er a tion in spite of all di ver- 
si ties and dif fer ences, make that Church a mighty power in the world. Can
Luther ans learn noth ing from ex am ples such as these, and with out im i tat ing
the er rors of Rome, might not we at least learn the value of united co-op er a- 
tion?

It may per haps be still more in point to ob serve that di ver si ties sim i lar to
those now ex ist ing in and be tween these four bod ies have ex isted in the
Lutheran Church from the very be gin ning, and with out de stroy ing her unity
or for bid ding co-op er a tion. This may pos si bly be called in ques tion, but our
ap peal is to the tes ti mony of his tory. The two lead ing ten den cies were ex- 
hib ited in Luther and Melanchthon; and have con tin ued to show them selves
in ev ery suc ces sive pe riod from that day un til the present. Not now to speak
of other and even wider di ver si ties which have pre vailed within the old his- 
toric Lutheran Church, these two di ver si ties have al ways ex isted, and have
not al ways com pelled di vi sion or ren dered co-op er a tion im prac ti ca ble.
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There have al ways been un yield ing, un com pro mis ing spir its, who have
sought to make such di ver si ties a ground of con tro versy and sep a ra tion, as
they did be tween Luther and Melanchthon, but not al ways with suc cess.
Luther clung to Melanchthon and Melanchthon to Luther, in spite of their
di ver si ties, and in spite of the ef forts of those who sought to sow the seeds
of dis cord and di vi sion.

It has in deed been the boast of Luther ans that there are no Lutheran
sects, that her sys tem of doc trine and forms of wor ship are so catholic and
lib eral, that all truly Evan gel i cal Chris tians may find a home in her in clo- 
sure; and that a wide di ver sity of views and tastes may not only be tol er- 
ated, but ex ist of right, ac cord ing to her free and lib eral spirit. If this boast
has any true foun da tion, then it is ut terly in con sis tent with the spirit of
Lutheranism to be ex clu sive or in tol er ant, or to refuse co-op er a tion where it
is prac ti ca ble.

Let it not be for got ten that the Lutheran Church has nour ished a
Melanchthon as well as a Luther, an Arndt, a Cal ix tus, a Spener, a Francke,
and a Müh len berg, as well as a Flacius, a Calovius, and oth ers of that
school. It is doubt ful if any one of these di vi sions would care to dis own
men of whom the whole Chris tian world may be justly proud. But if there is
room in this grand old Church for a Luther and a Melanchthon, a Calovius
and a Cal ix tus, what hin ders the co-op er a tion of these four bod ies of
Luther ans? Are there any greater di ver si ties among them than have ex isted
in the past, when there was co-op er a tion? Spener was charged with hold ing
and teach ing more deadly er rors than are charged against all these bod ies
com bined, and yet all now claim him. His tory records strange re ver sals of
ec cle si as ti cal judg ments. Let us be ware lest our judg ments should be re- 
versed in the years to come, if we de cide against co-op er a tion and in fa vor
of con tin ued op po si tion.

I will not an tic i pate ob jec tions. If any are am bi tious to see the di vi sions
in the Lutheran Church per pet u ated, to see her strength frit tered away in
fee ble and un promis ing ef forts, to see one part of the Church ar rayed
against an other, whilst the hosts of dark ness present a united front against
our ad vance; if they are sat is fied to live and die, hav ing achieved the glory
of keep ing alive con tro ver sies which cen turies of de bate and strife have
done lit tle or noth ing to set tle, let them make their own choice. I envy them
not their fol low ing nor their glory. I shall be glad, if in this Diet I have said
one word that may have any, the very least, weight on the side of union and
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co-op er a tion among all Luther ans here and else where through out the world
— a union that would be or tho dox enough and catholic enough, Lutheran
enough and lib eral enough, to em brace not only a Luther and a
Melanchthon, but all those who have the same spirit with those il lus tri ous
re form ers, and who are will ing “to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bonds
of peace.”
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Third Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. D. P. Rosen miller. (Gen eral Synod.)

The four ec cle si as ti cal bod ies of our Church agree in adopt ing the Bible as
a supreme au thor ity in Chris tian doc trine, and also in the ac cep tance of the
Augs burg Con fes sion as a dec la ra tion of the fun da men tal truths of the
Bible. But there are some who go be yond this, and en ter upon ground not
laid down in the Augs burg Con fes sion. By lay ing aside all con fes sional
writ ings ex cept the Augs burg Con fes sion, they could be come a unit in faith,
at the same time ac cord ing to oth ers the lib erty which they claim for them- 
selves. They could then co-op er ate in the ed u ca tion of min is ters, with feel- 
ings of kind ness to ward each other, and re newed in ter est in Home and For- 
eign Mis sions would ex em plify the unity of the Church.

Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

It is un der stood that si lence here must not be mis un der stood, oth er wise I
would feel com pletely van quished. It is cer tain that the Augs burg Con fes- 
sion alone would not have made the Lutheran Church. Luther’s Small Cat e- 
chism has done much more for her prac ti cal life. Bro. Rosen miller uses the
Augs burg Con fes sion as a cloak for union is tic in dif fer en tism. The lan guage
of the Augs burg Con fes sion is so short and con cise, that it is of ten un fairly
used for what ever per ver sions may be de sired. It must, of course, be in ter- 
preted in the sense in which the au thors of the Con fes sion them selves un- 
der stood it. Any thing else is a fal si fi ca tion. What the pre cise un der stand ing
of the Augs burg Con fes sion is, is a point con cern ing which there can be no
doubt. Luther’s Cat e chism pre ceded the Augs burg Con fes sion. In the sense
of the Cat e chism the Con fes sion is to be un der stood; oth er wise Luther
would con tra dict him self even in pub lic doc u ments. It is do ing a great
wrong to ward him and the Lutheran re form ers to place such a sense upon
their words, as for in stance in the doc trine of the Holy Sup per, as they on
ev ery given oc ca sion most stren u ously re jected, and re garded as hereti cal.
To use the Augs burg Con fes sion as a bond of union for those who se ri ously
dif fer in their in ter pre ta tion of it, is con se quently to tally out of place.
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Re marks By Prof. V. L. Con rad. (Gen eral Synod.)

I do not wish to oc cupy the time of the Diet, but as oth ers ap pear to hes i tate,
I have a word to say in re ply to the re marks of Dr. Mann. He re marked that
the doc trine of the Lord’s Sup per is one of the great dis tinc tive and fun da- 
men tal doc trines of the Lutheran Church, and af ter ex plain ing its re la tions,
closed by ask ing, “How can there be co-op er a tion with out agree ment on
this im por tant and fun da men tal doc trine?”

To this I re ply: If the man ner of our Saviour’s pres ence in the Eu charist
be made the great cen tral, dis tinc tive and fun da men tal doc trine of the
Lutheran Church, in stead of jus ti fi ca tion by faith, the supreme au thor ity of
the Word of God, the uni ver sal priest hood of be liev ers, and other doc trines
pre sented by Dr. Brown in his es say just read; and if pre cise uni for mity of
view re spect ing the man ner of that pres ence be made a nec es sary con di tion
of co-op er a tion among Luther ans and Chris tians, then, of course, no such
co-op er a tion is prac ti ca ble or pos si ble, be cause di ver si ties of view on that
as pect of doc trine, and on oth ers of equal im por tance, ex ist in the Lutheran
Church, and have ex isted from the be gin ning.

The doc trine of our Lord’s pres ence in the Holy Sup per is de clared in
the Augs burg Con fes sion, and is ac cepted. But the man ner of His pres ence,
as set forth in the Form of Con cord, is not de clared in the Con fes sion, it is
not in Christ’s words of the in sti tu tion, and should not, there fore, be made
con fes sional. If the ex pla na tion in the Form of Con cord be made a test to
de ter mine who are Chris tians and Luther ans, then Christ him self was not a
Chris tian, and Melanchthon, who wrote the Augs burg Con fes sion, was not
a Lutheran.

Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

No Lutheran has ever de nied the sal va tion of any one who be lieved pen i- 
tently that Christ had died for His sins, and that His blood is the aton ing
sac ri fice for us. But this is not the ques tion be fore the Church in her op po si- 
tion to oth ers. The most im por tant ques tion to her is: What is the truth? She
is set to teach the truth, the whole truth, and there fore to watch over it. She
has no right to say that this or that truth is of no ac count. The time may
come when even those ap par ently far-off points may be of the high est prac- 
ti cal value. The at tack against any part of the for ti fi ca tion is an at tack
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against the whole fortress. We have to guard them all, and to an swer for
them all. The re spon si bil ity of the Church is not iden ti cal with the pos si bil- 
ity of the ap pro pri a tion of sal va tion by the in di vid ual soul. It is, how ever, a
great mis take to sup pose that any point of doc trine has no fun da men tal
bear ing. As to the Lord’s Sup per, it is as clear as day light that the teach ings
of the Ro man Church have a de cid edly Manichean and Do cetic tinge, while
the Re formed view is un de ni ably ma te ri al is tic, ra tio nal is tic and Ebion is tic,
and that such views, if ap plied to the per son of the God-man him self, will
most cer tainly, when con sis tently car ried out, de stroy the idea of in car na- 
tion. Luther knew why he laid all the stress upon the “very God” and the
“very man” in the per son of Christ. If the fi nite and the in fi nite, man and
God, can not truly be united, then the per son Je sus Christ was not the God-
man. But if they were united by that per sonal union, called in car na tion, then
they can never be sev ered, as we would then have to fall back upon a theo- 
phany, or even the per son ation of a stage-ac tor. But since they can not be
sev ered, as Christ gives to us Him self, the Lord’s Sup per can give us no less
than di vin ity and hu man ity, con se quently also His flesh and blood. He gives
to the Church, what He gave for the Church. Con sid er ing the sub ject un der
these as pects, we are very far from think ing that the ques tion about the
Lord’s Sup per is a mere the o log i cal or scholas tic squab ble. There is much
more be hind it than most peo ple sup pose.

Re marks Of Prof. V. L. Con rad. (Gen eral Synod.)

I ac cept the man Christ Je sus as Je ho vah God, be cause that is clearly re- 
vealed in the Scrip tures, and is also in the Augs burg Con fes sion. But the
man ner in which he is present in the el e ments of the Holy Sup per, is not
clearly re vealed in the Scrip tures, and is not in the Con fes sion. It is a mat ter
of in fer ence or de duc tion. It is su per nat u ral, mys ti cal, mys te ri ous — dif fi- 
cult to de fine, ex plain or un der stand. In deed, it is ac knowl edged to be in ex- 
pli ca ble, and should not there fore be held as prop erly con fes sional, but free.
Nor should it be mag ni fied be yond mea sure into a fun da men tal doc trine
upon which to dog ma tize and sep a rate Lutheran Chris tians, and pre vent
them from co-op er at ing in the work which Christ has given them to do.

Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
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The able pa pes be fore us dis cusses a sub ject of great prac ti cal in ter est. It
presents the points on which the four gen eral Lutheran bod ies in this coun- 
try agree and might co-op er ate. The fact of their sep a rate ex is tence re calls
the times and the cir cum stances un der which they be came sep a rated. The
Gen eral Synod South was or ga nized in con se quence of, and dur ing the con- 
tin u ance of the late civil war. The ad mis sion of the Franck ean Synod at
York, and the de ci sion of Dr. Sprecher at Fort Wayne, be came the oc ca sion
of the or ga ni za tion of the Gen eral Coun cil. Prior to 1860, the Gen eral
Synod South, and prior to 1864, the Gen eral Coun cil, not only co-op er ated,
but were or gan i cally united with the Gen eral Synod North.

The Gen eral Synod South is the fos ter-child of the Gen eral Synod North,
and in their con fes sional stand points and ec cle si as ti cal prin ci ples and prac- 
tices these two bod ies are still iden ti cal. We can, there fore, dis cover no
valid rea son why they should not be able to co-op er ate. If the di vi sion be- 
tween the Gen eral Synod North and the Gen eral Coun cil had oc curred ten
years ear lier, it might have been re garded as a prod uct of the ec cle si as ti cal
ten den cies of the age; but tak ing into con sid er a tion the time and cir cum- 
stances un der which it oc curred, it seems to us, when con tem plated from
our stand point, to have been un nec es sary, and should have been avoided.
While, un der the over rul ings of Prov i dence, in ci den tal ben e fits may have
re sulted from their or ga ni za tion and ef forts as sep a rate bod ies, the di rect
and in evitable evils re sult ing there from, in our judg ment, over bal ance them.

The ques tion in tro duced by the topic of the pa per, is not whether these
bod ies could at this time unite, but whether they might not co-op er ate with
each other in the pros e cu tion of the work of evan ge liza tion at home and of
mis sions abroad? While their dif fer ences still pre vent union, should not
their agree ments, which are more nu mer ous and far more im por tant, se cure
their co-op er a tion? Born of Lutheran parent age and trac ing my ec cle si as ti- 
cal lin eage to the Old Trappe Church, min is tered to by Müh len berg, I have
con se crated my self to the ser vice of the Lutheran Church. To see her di vi- 
sions healed, her scat tered forces united, and her mighty en er gies con cen- 
trated in the pros e cu tion of her great mis sion in this west ern world — this
has been the ec cle si as ti cal idol of my life. In ter preted by the sac er do tal
prayer of Christ, that all His fol low ers maybe one, this must be “a con sum- 
ma tion de voutly to be wished;” and stim u lated by the hope of its re al iza- 
tion, let us all con tinue to la bor and pray.
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Re marks Of Rev. A. C. Wedekind, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

I see no par tic u lar dif fi culty in the way, why these gen eral bod ies might not
co-op er ate in the var i ous en ter prises of the Church. It surely can not be sup- 
posed that ab so lute one ness is re quired, on all the de tails of a the o log i cal
sys tem, for such co-op er a tion. If that be the law, then there is scarcely a
fam ily in Chris ten dom, where co-op er a tion in its own af fairs can be se- 
cured. I ven ture to say, sir, that there is as much gen eral doc tri nal and cul tus
as sim i la tion, be tween three of these four gen eral bod ies, at least, as there is
be tween the var i ous parts of each. I have just at tended a spe cial meet ing of
a very large and in flu en tial Synod, not in con nec tion with the Gen eral
Synod, which was to set tle some dif fi cul ties; and the di ver si ties of views
which ob tain among these brethren, are cer tainly not less by any means than
those which are sup posed to ex ist among these gen eral bod ies. The dis cus- 
sions, ad journed from their ri val pa pers to this ex tra ses sion of Synod, for
two long days, elicited a di ver sity of sen ti ment de clared on all hands to be
most vi tal, that was to me as ton ish ing. If it was not ex actly like Ephraim en- 
vy ing Ju dah, and Ju dah vex ing Ephraim, it came very near to it. Yet with all
these vi tal dif fer ences, these brethren have hith erto co-op er ated and are still
co-op er at ing.

Nor is the case very much dif fer ent in the good old Synod which is the
mother of us all. It needs only a glance at their pe ri od i cals and their of fi cial
trans ac tions to see the dif fer ences that pre vail there. As far as we are now
in formed, these dif fer ences are ir rec on cil able. And it would cer tainly take a
bold prophet to pre dict that these di ver si ties would come to a speedy and
har mo nious one ness. If an armistice has been con cluded, it is doubt less on
the gen eral prin ci ple of agree ing to dis agree. And yet all these brethren co- 
op er ate in the great en ter prises be fore them. These di ver si ties do not in ter- 
fere with their Chris tian ac tiv i ties. Their ed u ca tional and mis sion op er a- 
tions, and their in sti tu tions of learn ing and piety, are alike dear to them all,
re ceiv ing their hearty and united sym pa thies and aid. And yet I hes i tate not
in say ing, and take all the re spon si bil ity of the state ment, that the dif fer- 
ences of most of these gen eral bod ies are not a whit greater than these
smaller fam ily dif fer ences.

Why then should it seem an un rea son able thing to sup pose that such co-
op er a tion could be had among them? It surely does not de mand, as al ready
stated, a one ness of sen ti ment in all the minu tiae of re li gious views. No
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sane man will de mand that. Well, then, sir, it is ab so lutely cer tain, that these
gen eral bod ies will never be of one mind on ev ery lit tle de tail, any more
than these sub bod ies. What then? Let them re main in eter nal an tag o nism?
No, sir! If they can not be of one mind, let them be, like the first Chris tians,
of one heart and one soul! Let char ity as cend the throne, and tram ple prej u- 
dice — that devil’s wasp— into the mire. Let but sim ple hon esty be done to
all, and Luther’s ex pla na tion of the eighth com mand ment be car ried out,
and I have no fears of the con se quences. That match less al le gorist, John
Bun yan, says in his Holy War, that Mr. Prej u dice fell and broke his leg; and
then adds: “I wish he had bro ken his neck.” From my in ner most soul I say.
Amen, to that de vout wish!

Re marks Of Rev. R. A. Fink, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

I have lis tened to the dis cus sions in this Diet with deep in ter est from the be- 
gin ning, and it seems to me that the chief cause of di vi sion in the Church,
and dif fi culty in the way of gen eral co-op er a tion in mat ters of gen eral in ter- 
est, grow out of one thing; that is, the man ner of ex plain ing or at tempt ing to
ex plain the mode or man ner of Christ’s pres ence in the Lord’s Sup per. That
He is present we all agree; but as to the how, we dif fer. I think the surest
way to bring about union and gen eral co-op er a tion in the Church would be
to cease re quir ing a uni form ex pla na tion of the man ner of the Lord’s pres- 
ence. In my ac quain tance with Luther ans and Lutheran min is ters, I know of
very few, if any, who if asked, " Do you be lieve that the Lord is re ally
present in the Holy Sup per?" would not un hesi tat ingly say, “Yes, I be lieve.”
“I be lieve Christ meant what He said when He de clared, ‘This is my body,’
etc. — it’s a mys tery — I can’t ex plain it.” For my self, I adopt un hesi tat- 
ingly the very words of the Augs burg Con fes sion, as I do the words of the
in sti tu tion it self. I call it a sacra men tal pres ence.

Sev eral voices: In the bread?
Dr. Fink: Yes, in the bread.
The dif fi culty, I re peat, arises from an at tempt to ex plain the man ner, and

the modus operandi of im part ing the promised bless ing. This is the fruit ful
source of dif fer ence amongst us. Let us, then, not re quire any man ner of ex- 
pla na tion of the mys tery of the Lord’s pres ence in the Eu charist, as we re- 
quire none of the mys tery of the Trin ity in the for mula of Holy Bap tism.
This dif fi culty out of the way, and the whole Church, it seems to me, could
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eas ily be brought to gether, and could most har mo niously co-op er ate in the
great work of the spread of the gospel; other dif fer ences would soon van ish.

Re marks Of Rev. W. S. Emery (Gen eral Coun cil.)

I can well see why Dr. Brown re fused to be stopped at the rap of your gavel
when his time had ex pired. The clos ing sen tences of his pa per were the
finest, the most beau ti ful and touch ing, in his en tire es say.

The pa per was pre pared with con sid er able care and re search; but un for- 
tu nately, it re peat edly used the phrase, “the four gen eral bod ies in our
Church all agree sub stan tially.” This term “sub stan tially” was used
through out the en tire es say, with out one word of def i ni tion. The un de fined
use of this prom i nent and equiv o cal word con sti tutes the great weak ness of
the es say.

This is es pe cially no tice able, as it comes his tor i cally on the heels of the
for mu lary so much used for thirty years in the re cep tion of the Augs burg
Con fes sion. I re fer to that for mu lary which reads: “We be lieve that the fun- 
da men tal doc trines of God’s Word are taught in a man ner sub stan tially cor- 
rect in the Augs burg Con fes sion,” which was for merly used as a means of
evad ing the force of any ar ti cle in the no ble Con fes sion, that any one chose
to re ject.

If Dr. Brown, how ever, mean lit er ally what he says, with an un ex cep- 
tion able def i ni tion in its his tor i cal con nec tion, then this his tor i cal sub stan- 
tial agree ment must be re ceived in the spirit, the life, the the ol ogy, the en tire
doc tri nal agree ment, in the very words of our no ble Con fes sion. The can did
and clear be lief of our great Con fes sion, and an up right con fes sion of its
doc trines ev ery where, would form a glo ri ous bond of all Luther ans, in all
lan guages and all lands.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

I am not at all am bi tious to oc cupy the time which be longs to me in clos ing
this dis cus sion. There is lit tle that I de sire to add. If I have failed to make
my self un der stood in the forty-five min utes al lowed me to read, it is not
likely that I will im prove the mat ter by ten min utes’ ex tem po ra ne ous speak- 
ing.



109

So lit tle ex cep tion has been taken to the es say that it might be in ferred
that we are all in fa vor of “har mo niously co op er at ing.” If this be so, it
should be the cause of de vout grat i tude. About the only ex cep tion for mally
taken, has been to the use of the word “sub stan tially,” or that these bod ies
“agree sub stan tially,” with out defin ing the term. As the word it self is a
defin ing term, it seems ridicu lous to ask that it again be de fined, for this
would be to start on a process that has no end. We think most per sons un- 
der stand the mean ing of the word sub stan tially; and the fling at one of these
four bod ies in which the term is said to have been covertly used, is nei ther
timely nor wise. That body is not here on trial, and if it were, it would not
be want ing for cheer ful and will ing de fend ers. It would per haps be wiser
and bet ter for any who are anx ious for work of this kind to look well to
their own de fenses.

Should any, as a mat ter of taste, pre fer any other term to ex press the
same gen eral idea, I cer tainly have no ob jec tions.

For my self, I have no such dif fi cul ties as some are ex er cised with, about
ei ther sub stan tial agree ment, or har mo nious co-op er a tion. The plat form on
which I stand is broad enough, and I will ven ture to add firm enough, to re- 
ceive all gen uine Luther ans. I stand where I have stood for nearly a third of
a cen tury, and where I hope to con tinue stand ing as long as I am per mit ted
to re main in the Church on earth. In this po si tion I find no dif fi culty, on my
part, in co-op er at ing with Luther ans of dif fer ent ten den cies, pro vid ing only
that they rec og nize me as I rec og nize them. On this broad catholic Lutheran
ba sis I could fel low ship and co-op er ate with those who be lieve a great deal
more than I do. I should not quar rel with any for re ceiv ing all the Sym bol i- 
cal Books, and be liev ing ev ery word con tained in them. But I ask the lib erty
of not mak ing their ca pac ity to re ceive and be lieve the rule for me, if I am
not able to be lieve quite so much. I will re spect their faith if they re spect
mine, and I will re spect their Lutheranism if they re spect mine. With this
mu tual re spect for each other, we can agree to co-op er ate, and co-op er ate as
Luther ans. But just here is the dif fi culty. Some are not will ing to grant any
such lib erty, or to rec og nize any such dif fer ences in the Lutheran Church.
Whilst I would be will ing to ac knowl edge their Lutheranism, though pre fer- 
ring my own, they are not will ing to ac knowl edge mine. And if any think
that this is a con ces sion of their su pe rior claims, I have only to say, so much
the worse for them that they are thus un will ing. We are as well sat is fied
with our Lutheranism as they can be with theirs. Co-op er a tion on our part is
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in vited on terms alike scrip tural and hon or able to all, and if any will not,
they are left to God and their own con sciences.

I can but re it er ate the points “wherein we agree,” and ex press the con- 
vic tion that they are quite suf fi cient for har mo nious co op er a tion. Other de- 
nom i na tions around us have dif fer ences greater than ours, and yet co-op er- 
ate. Sim i lar dif fer ences ex ist in each one of these four bod ies, and yet they
sev er ally co-op er ate. I can see no good rea son why Luther ans might not do
the same. We are now a spec ta cle and a won der to many round about us,
who do not un der stand our dif fer ences, and the time may come when we
will be a greater won der to our selves than we now are to oth ers. But I have
said all that I care at present to say, and will close with the ex pres sion of my
most ar dent wishes for unity of spirit, har mony and co-op er a tion through out
the whole Lutheran Church.

Ad journed.
Third Ses sion.

DE CEM BER 27TH, 7:30 P. M.

Af ter prayer by Rev. J. F. Rein mund, D. D., of Lebanon, Pa., the fourth pa per was read.
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Henry E. Ja cobs: The His tory
And Progress Of The Lutheran

Church In The United States

By Rev. H. E. Ja cobs, D. D.

Franklin Pro fes sor In Penn syl va nia Col lege, Get tys burg, Pa.

AL THOUGH THE FOUN DA TIONS of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica are only
now be gin ning to be re ally laid, yet the ef forts of the present can not be fully
un der stood with out a con sid er a tion of the lessons that our past his tory, as a
Church on this con ti nent, has taught us.

It is a for tu nate cir cum stance, that we pos sess such full con tem po rary
records of many of the ear li est strug gles of Lutheranism in Amer ica;1 and
that in later years, a num ber of our brethren have been so dili gent in pre- 
sent ing to our Eng lish speak ing peo ple the story of the labors of their fa- 
thers, and in ac cu mu lat ing ma te rial for the fu ture his to rian of our Church.2

It is our pur pose to con dense into the lim its al lowed us, the lead ing facts
scat tered through these var i ous sources.

The Lutheran Church in Amer ica is prob a bly over two hun dred and fifty
years old. The pre cise year of ear li est ori gin, is in volved some what in
doubt; yet we may con sider it at least prob a ble, that fif teen years be fore the
Bap tists, sixty-five be fore the Pres by te ri ans, and one hun dred and forty be- 
fore the Methodists had made a be gin ning, and only a year or two af ter the
land ing of the Pu ri tans on Ply mouth Rock, there were faith ful con fes sors of
the Lutheran Church al ready on these shores; and that the land which, in
1523, gave our faith its first mar tyrs, gave it al most a cen tury later its first
wit nesses in this west ern world, in ful fill ment of Luther’s pre dic tion that the
voices of those two youths who were burned in the Nether lands, would yet
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be heard pro claim ing the tes ti mony of Je sus to many na tions.3 Wor thy suc- 
ces sors of their mar tyred coun try men, were the Dutch Luther ans of New
Am s ter dam. Few in num ber, among their coun try men of the Re formed
faith, no per sua sion could in duce them to en ter into the com mu nion of the
Churches that sub scribed to the de crees of the Synod of Dort, and per se cu- 
tion proved as un avail ing as per sua sion.4 They were forced to meet in pri- 
vate houses; they were fined; £100 was the penalty for preach ing the
Gospel; £25 for at tend ing a Lutheran ser vice; they were im pris oned; their
“con ven ti cles” were bro ken up. Even the year af ter the West In dia Com- 
pany had re buked this in tol er ance of Gov. Pe ter Stuyvesant, Rev. John E.
Goet wa ter, sent as a Lutheran pas tor by the con sis tory of Am s ter dam, was
saved from im me di ate ban ish ment upon reach ing New Am s ter dam, only by
his ill health, which pro cured a stay of pro ce dure for four months. In the
pub lished ar chives of the State of New York,5 there is an in ter est ing let ter
from Megapolen sis and Dri sius, Re formed pas tors, dated Au gust 5th, 1657,
re count ing “the in juries that threaten this com mu nity by the en croach ments
of the hereti cal spir its,” in which the fol low ing oc curs: “It came to pass that
a Lutheran preacher, named Joannes Ernes tus Goet wa ter, ar rived in the
ship, the Mill, to the great joy of the Luther ans, and es pe cial dis con tent and
dis ap point ment of the con gre ga tion of this place; yea, of the whole land,
even of the Eng lish. * * We al ready have the snake in our bo som.” * * In
con clu sion, these earnest cham pi ons of the Re formed faith, beg that “a stop
be put to the work, which they seem to in tend to push for ward with a hard
Lutheran pate, in de spite and op po si tion of the re gents.” Our Dutch brethren
do not seem to have been un will ing to at tend the Re formed ser vice, and to
show proper re spect to the re li gious con vic tions of their coun try men; but
the con tro versy cen tered es pe cially upon the ad min is tra tion of Bap tism, in
which the ef fort was made to ex tort from them the prom ise to train up their
chil dren in the doc trines of the Synod of Dort. The con quest of the colony
by the Eng lish, in 1664, gave the Luther ans re li gious lib erty; but nine years
be fore this de liv er ance, the same power that op pressed the Dutch Luther- 
ans, when it pre vailed in New Swe den, had ban ished two of the three
Swedish Lutheran pas tors. The third was al lowed to re main, be cause other
trou bles di verted the at ten tion of the gov ern ment, and “we had no Re- 
formed preacher to es tab lish there, or who un der stood their lan guage.”6 A
re cent writer has brought to light the his tory of a colony of Dutch Luther ans
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on James’ Is land, S, C, as early as 1674, and the pro scrip tion which they
suf fered from the Church of Eng land.7

Mean while, the Lutheran Church had gained an other foothold in this
coun try. Al most on the very ter ri tory on which this diet is to day as sem bled,
the colony of New Swe den was planted, two hun dred and forty years ago.
The first Lutheran Church ed i fice on this con ti nent was erected within the
walls of Fort Christina, now Wilm ing ton, Del, prob a bly in 1638; and the
first Lutheran min is ter was the Rev. Re orus Torkil lus, who af ter eight years’
ser vice here, died in 1643.8 Cam pa nius, the sec ond pas tor, was the first
Protes tant mis sion ary to the North Amer i can In di ans, be ing sev eral years
ear lier in this work than the dis tin guished John Eliot. He trans lated Luther’s
cat e chism into the Del a ware lan guage, and to his in flu ence and that of his
suc ces sors, be longs much of the credit for the suc cess of the In dian pol icy
of William Penn;9 as the In di ans with whom Penn had to do were those
among whom these Swedish pas tors had lived and la bored. The first
Lutheran Church in Penn syl va nia was built in Del a ware county, in 1646."10

Not long af ter, the present lim its of this city were en tered. An old block- 
house at Wica coa served for awhile as a house of wor ship, and on its site, in
1700, Glo ria Dei Church was ded i cated.11 Al to gether, there were at least six
of these churches, min is tered to for over a cen tury and three-quar ters, by a
suc ces sion of thirty-five pas tors, most of them men of strong faith and em i- 
nent de vo tion, the last of whom died in 1831.12 They were presided over by
Provosts, of whom the most prom i nent were the his to rian Acre lius and Von
Wrangel. Some of their min is ters preached in Eng lish, Ger man and Dutch,
be sides Swedish. Thus we find Rud man serv ing the Dutch Lutheran Church
at Al bany13 in the be gin ning of the eigh teenth cen tury, Dy lan der or ga niz ing
into con gre ga tions the Ger mans of Lan cas ter and Ger man town, and Von
Wrangel preach ing for the churches at Lan cas ter and York.14 Three of their
pas tors in 1703, ad min is tered, in Glo ria Dei Church, the first rite of
Lutheran or di na tion in Amer ica, the cler gy man or dained be ing the Rev. Jus- 
tus Falkner,15 serv ing con gre ga tions in Mont gomery county, and af ter ward
pas tor of the Dutch Lutheran Church in New York. In 1743, the year af ter
the ar rival of the pa tri arch Müh len berg, a union be tween the Ger mans and
Swedes was pro posed; but was frus trated chiefly by the ef forts of Ny berg,
whose af fil i a tions with the Mora vians ren dered him es pe cially hos tile to
Müh len berg, as the lat ter had just res cued the Ger man Church in Phil a del- 
phia from Zinzen dorf,16 and whose er ratic ca reer sub se quently oc ca sioned
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the church at Lan cas ter so much trou ble,17 and re sulted in his de po si tion by
the Swedish Arch bishop.18 At the or ga ni za tion of the Min is terium of Penn- 
syl va nia in this city, in 1748, two of their pas tors were present and took a
prom i nent part in all the pro ceed ings,19 and at suc ceed ing meet ings of the
Min is terium, recorded in the Halle Re ports, the Swedish pas tors were al- 
ways rep re sented. Provost Von Wrangel in his day be ing no less ac tive on
the floor of Synod than Dr. Müh len berg him self. But un for tu nately as the
churches be came an gli cized,20 nei ther the Swedish nor Ger man min is ters
could sup ply them with suf fi cient Eng lish preach ing, and Eng lish Lutheran
min is ters were not to be found. The Protes tant Epis co pal Church, in its
weak ness, had been nursed by the Swedish Lutheran pas tors. When un able
to wor ship in a house of their own, the Luther ans had per mit ted the Epis co- 
palians to hold ser vice reg u larly in their church; and Lutheran min is ters
who had com mand of the Eng lish lan guage, had re peat edly served them for
con sid er able pe ri ods, both in the pul pit, and in pas toral min is tra tion.21 Oc- 
ca sion ally an Epis co pal min is ter would also fill a Swedish Lutheran pul pit,
and they would even as sist in the con se cra tion of the churches of each
other.22 The re sult, there fore, was al most in evitable, that, in their per plex ity,
they would turn to the Epis co pal Church for help, and that they would be
sure to find it. Epis co pal min is ters first be came the as sis tants of the
Lutheran pas tors. The char ters were first al tered, so as to al low the ser vices
of ei ther Lutheran or Epis co pal pas tors;23 and the Lutheran name at length
dis ap peared al to gether.24

The Ger man em i gra tion to Amer i can be gan about 1680,25 al though we
find no record of a Ger man Lutheran Church or pas tor un til the next cen- 
tury. 1703 is the date of Falkner’s or di na tion, and his early labors in Mont- 
gomery county.26 1708 notes the em i gra tion of the Palati nate pas tor
Kocherthal,27 and his lit tle colony, to the west bank of the Hud son, where on
the present site of New burgh, fifty acres were given each colonist, and a
glebe of five hun dred acres do nated “for the main te nance of a Lutheran
min is ter and his suc ces sors for ever,” but which un for tu nately at last fell into
the hands of the Epis co palians. In 1710, other Lutheran Palati nates set tled
in the neigh bor hood of New bern, North Car olina.28 About the same time,
an other band, af ter a voy age of al most in cred i ble hard ship, reached New
York, and with many suf fer ings, mak ing their way through the wilder ness,
pur chased land from the In di ans, and formed the set tle ments at Schoharie.29

Oth ers found a home on both sides of the Hud son, a hun dred miles north of
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New York,30 and to gether with the Dutch Lutheran el e ment pre vi ously set- 
tled, formed the ba sis for the twenty-two con gre ga tions, now in Co lum bia,
Dutchess and Ul ster coun ties.31 Oth ers re mained in New York, and added to
the strength of the Dutch con gre ga tion;32 while still oth ers set tled in Penn- 
syl va nia along the Swatara and Tulpe hocken.33 The Dutch con gre ga tions in
New York and Loo nen burgh were dili gent in car ing for their Ger man
brethren; but in Penn syl va nia, not with stand ing the min is tra tions of the
Swedish pas tors, the spir i tual des ti tu tion among the Ger mans was ap palling,
and the peo ple were at the mercy of im pos tors. The dep u ta tion sent to Eu- 
rope in 1733 by the churches of Phil a del phia, New Hanover and Prov i- 
dence, present in the Halle Re ports a sad pic ture of the con di tion of our
Church at that time “in a land full of sects and heresy, with out min is ters and
teach ers, schools, churches and books.”34 The re sult of this mis sion was the
iden ti fi ca tion, with our suc ceed ing his tory, of the names of Müh len berg,
Brunnholtz, Hand schuh, Kurtz, Schaum, Schultze, Heint zle man, Hel muth,
Schmidt and oth ers, who were sent from Halle dur ing the pe riod from 1742
to 1769. We can not dwell upon the al most su per hu man labors of Müh len- 
berg and his as so ciates, in con tend ing with im pos tors, or ga niz ing churches,
found ing schools, preach ing the Gospel from house to house as well as in
churches, and dili gently sup ply ing the long-ne glected wants of their coun- 
try men.

Mean while, in 1734, the Salzburg ers, refugees from Romish per se cu tion,
with their two min is ters, Bolz ius and Gronau, had set tled at Ebenezer, Ga.;35

and be fore the mid dle of the eigh teenth cen tury, a church had been es tab- 
lished as far north as Maine,36 and im por tant cen ters had been formed in
Mary land, Vir ginia, and the Car oli nas.

At the be gin ning of the nine teenth cen tury, the prospect pre sented to an
ob server would have been as fol lows: The Min is terium of Penn syl va nia
with its semi-cen ten nial37 al ready past, and the last of its founders38 de- 
ceased for four year, em braced also Mary land and Vir ginia, and re ported 53
min is ters, 300 con gre ga tions, and a pop u la tion of 50,000 fam i lies.39 The
Min is terium of New York, or ga nized fif teen years be fore with four teen
min is ters,40 had de creased to eight.41 At least six min is ters were serv ing
con gre ga tions in the Car oli nas,42 gath ered three years af ter wards into the
North Car olina Synod. Al to gether, af ter the ef forts of one hun dred and sev- 
enty-five years, we num bered less than 70 pas tors, where we now have
2900.43 Zion’s; the mother church in this city, of which Dr. Hel muth and
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Rev. Schmidt were the joint pas tors, was strong, as may be in ferred from
the fact that in a year in which the mor tal ity was not ex cep tional, 187 deaths
are re ported in the con gre ga tion.44 It sup ported four parochial schools, with
Dr. C. F, En dress, then a young man of twenty-five, as su per in ten dent, at- 
tended by 250 pupils.45 Dr. Hel muth46 was also Pro fes sor in the Uni ver sity
of Penn syl va nia, in which he had suc ceeded his pre de ces sor in the pas toral
of fice. Dr. Kunze. Dr. F. D. Scha ef fer was at Ger man town; C. F. Wild bahn,
af ter a pas torate of eigh teen years, was still per form ing oc ca sional min is te- 
rial acts at Read ing; Dr. Henry Ernst Müh len berg was at Lan cas ter; Ja cob
Go er ing at York; Henry Mueller at Har ris burg; John Grob was or ga niz ing
the church at Get tys burg; Dr. J. G. Schmucker was at Hager stown; Dr. Geo.
Lochman, at Lebanon; Dr. F. W. Geis senhainer, sr., in Mont gomery county;
Dr. J. D. Kurtz, in Bal ti more; Chris tian Streit, at Win ches ter, and J. G. But- 
ler, mis sion ary of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, in West Vir ginia and
Ten nes see. In the New York Min is terium, Dr. Kunze was pas tor in New
York, and Pro fes sor in Co lum bia Col lege, while his Eng lish as sis tant Stre- 
beck was or ga niz ing a con gre ga tion, which af ter wards went over bod ily to
the Epis co pal Church, not how ever un til their pas tor had pre ceded them
sev eral years.47 Far ther south C. A. G. Stork and Paul Henkel were la bor ing
as yet har mo niously in North Car olina, both in that very year as ton ished
and con fused by some of the ear lier re vival move ments of this coun try.48

The ven er a ble John N. Mar tin, for a quar ter of a cen tury pas tor of the
church at Charles ton, S. C, had died only five years be fore; and the
churches at Ebenezer and Sa van nah were still served by the el der Bergman,
Dr. Kunze was ac knowl edged as among the first Ori en tal schol ars in Amer- 
ica.49 JF. Schmidt, of Phil a del phia, was an ac com plished as tronomer, while
Müh len berg, of Lan cas ter, and Melsheimer, of Hanover, by their cul ti va tion
of spe cial branches of Nat u ral His tory, still hold an em i nent place among
nat u ral ists. One of our min is ters had been a Ma jor-Gen eral in the Rev o lu- 
tion ary army, and an other, his brother, the first speaker of the Na tional
House of Rep re sen ta tives. Franklin Col lege at Lan cas ter, un der the joint
con trol of Lutheran and Re formed, with Dr. H. E. Müh len berg as its first
Pres i dent, had been es tab lished thir teen years be fore.50 The Uni ver sity of
Penn syl va nia and Dick in son Col lege both con tained among their trustees
rep re sen ta tive men of our Church.51 Dr. Hel muth and Rev. Schmidt had for
fif teen years al ready been con duct ing a pri vate the o log i cal sem i nary in
Phil a del phia, in which such men as J. G. Lochman, En dress, J. G.
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Schmucker, J. Miller, Baker, But ler, Go er ing, Baetes and oth ers, were pre- 
pared for the min istry.52 Two years af ter this, viz., in 1802, the labors of
Dr. Lochman, sr., in the same di rec tion, be gan.53 The in tro duc tion of Eng- 
lish preach ing was al ready ag i tat ing the con gre ga tions. Dr. Kunze, at an
early pe riod, had in sisted on its ne ces sity. At suc ces sive elec tions from
1803-6 in the Ger man church in this city, the op po nents of Eng lish preach- 
ing pre vailed by only a small ma jor ity. In the elec tion of 1S06, 1400 votes
were polled, and as the re sult, a colony with drew and founded St. John’s,
the first ex clu sively Eng lish Lutheran church in Penn syl va nia. In 1814, the
de sire for Eng lish preach ing again be came strong in the Ger man con gre ga- 
tion, and led in the course of time to the found ing of the sec ond Eng lish
church, St. Matthew’s, whose guests we are to day.54 These were not iso lated
oc cur rences, but symp toms of a move ment that was man i fest ing it self
through out the en tire coun try. So strong was it, that in 1805 the Min is terium
of Penn syl va nia felt the ne ces sity of pass ing the en act ment that it must re- 
main a Ger man speak ing body,55 and, in 1814, Drs. J. D. Kurtz and G.
Lochman, in the name of the same Min is terium, pub lished an ad dress56 de- 
voted mostly to the ne ces sity of main tain ing Ger man schools and Ger man
di vine ser vice. We can fully sym pa thize with the re gret of these wor thy
men, that with the loss of the Ger man lan guage, the re li gious in struc tion of
the young was ne glected, Ger man dili gence and fru gal ity aban doned, and
the pre cious hymns, and prayers, and books of de vo tion for got ten; yet that
even ad her ence to the Ger man would not nec es sar ily pre serve a con gre ga- 
tion in the faith of our Church, was demon strated by the sad his tory of the
con gre ga tion of the ven er a ble Dr. Kurtz him self. The an gli ciz ing of the peo- 
ple was in evitable; and the call made upon the Church then, as now, was to
so con trol this process that it would in volve only a change of lan guage, and
not, at the same time, of faith. The New York Min is terium, ow ing per haps
to the pres ence of the Dutch el e ment,57 the ear lier Ger man set tle ment, and
the di min ish ing of the tide of Ger man em i gra tion to that State, was com par- 
a tively soon an gli cized. As early as 1815, it was al most en tirely Eng lish; al- 
though, un for tu nately, want ing in a clear con fes sion of our faith, and hence
un fit for the foun da tion of the work of our Church in the Eng lish lan guage.

Nor were the churches of that pe riod de fi cient in mis sion ary ac tiv ity. In
1806, the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia ap pointed three mis sion ar ies. One
died. A sec ond set out from New Mar ket, Va., trav eled south west three hun- 
dred miles to the Great Kanawha; thence north west sixty-six miles to Chill i- 
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cothe; thence south west forty miles to Brush Creek; thence sev enty miles to
Lebanon; thence north thirty miles to Mont gomery Co., O. The re port
states: “Our tongue can not de scribe the tri umphs won by his pres ence, or
de pict the im pres sion made on many hearts.” The third trav eled thir teen
hun dred miles in one hun dred and twenty-two days, and preached sixty-
seven times. A sim i lar re port was made to Synod two years later.

Our first reg u lar the o log i cal school, Hartwick Sem i nary, New York, was
es tab lished in 1816,58 with Rev. Dr. Hazelius as the first pro fes sor of the ol- 
ogy. In 1818, against the ad vice of the mother Synod, the Synod of Ohio
was formed by the mis sion ar ies of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, liv ing
west of the Al legha nies, and nine years af ter wards num bered 25 min is ters
and 95 con gre ga tions.59 In 1820, the Synod of Mary land and Vir ginia was
or ga nized, and the rup ture oc curred in the North Car olina Synod, that re- 
sulted in the for ma tion of the Ten nes see Synod.60 The same year wit nessed
the con ven tion held at Hager stown, by the del e gates of the Min is teri ums of
Penn syl va nia and New York, and the Syn ods of North Car olina, and Mary- 
land and Vir ginia, to form the Gen eral Synod.61 At the first con ven tion of
that body, held the suc ceed ing year, the New York Min is terium failed to ap- 
pear. In 1823 the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia with drew,62 and as a con se- 
quence, the churches west of the Sus que hanna left the Min is terium in 1825,
and, un der the ti tle of the West Penn syl va nia Synod, re mained in the Gen- 
eral Synod.63 One year be fore this, the South Car olina Synod was or ga- 
nized. At the end of the first quar ter of the present cen tury, our church had
grown to 164 min is ters, 475 con gre ga tions, and 45,000 com mu ni cants. Of
the con gre ga tions re ported, no less than 100 were with out pas tors.64

Three the o log i cal sem i nar ies soon came into ex is tence, and con trib uted
largely to our fur ther de vel op ment, viz., in 1826, that of the Gen eral Synod
at Get tys burg, and in 1830, that of the Ohio Synod at Colum bus, and of the
South Car olina Synod, first at New berry, then at Lex ing ton, then again at
New berry, and now trans ferred to the Gen eral Synod of North Amer ica, and
lo cated at Salem, Va.

The in flu ence of a Lutheran press also be gan to make it self felt. As early
as 1811, the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia started a syn od i cal or gan — in
Ger man — un der the ed i tor ship of Dr. Hel muth and Rev. Schmidt, which
ran its course in about three years. The Lutheran In tel li gencer, edited by
Dr. D. F. Scha ef fer, at Fred er ick, Md., from 1826-31; the Lutheran Mag a- 
zine, edited by Dr. Lint ner, and pub lished for three years at Schoharie, N.
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Y.; the Lutheran Ob server, founded in 1831, and whose first ed i tor is the
pres i dent of this Diet; the Lutheran Preacher, pub lished by Dr. Eichel- 
berger, at Win ches ter, Va., in 1833-4; the Lutheran Stan dard, founded in
1842, whose first ed i tor. Dr. Green wald, we had hoped to find with us to- 
day; the Mis sion ary of Dr. Pas sa vant, founded in 1848; the Evan gel i cal
Lutheran, the Olive Branch, the Home Jour nal, the Lutheran, the Lutheran
and Mis sion ary, the Lutheran Watch man, the Lutheran Vis i tor, Our Church
Pa per, the Church Mes sen ger, the Evan gel i cal Re view, the Quar terly Re- 
view, not to men tion any but Eng lish pa pers65 or even to make their list ex- 
haus tive, all have per formed an im por tant part in the de vel op ment of the in- 
ter ests of the Church. With all the de fects that have marred many of their is- 
sues, the Church owes to day a great debt of grat i tude to its press. At
present, ev ery ten dency within the Church that would as sert its claims, feels
the need of an or gan, and for ev ery ad vance the Church has made, the press
has her alded the way. The ut ter ances of our Church press carry more weight
with them than even the res o lu tions of Syn ods, which are eas ily passed, and
un less vig or ously sup ported by the press, as a rule are soon for got ten.

We can not en ter into the de tails of the last fifty years. There are ven er a- 
ble men in this Diet, who have been promi nently iden ti fied with the move- 
ments of our Church in that pe riod, to whom we must look for a full record
of the strug gles through which we have gath ered the strength of to day, A
few facts, how ever, must be no ticed. Such are the in crease in strength of the
Gen eral Synod, by the re turn, un der cer tain clearly de fined con di tions,66 of
the Min is terium of New York in 1837, and of Penn syl va nia in 1853, and the
ad mis sion of nu mer ous other Syn ods, a few of which were very small and
soon be came ex tinct, or were merged into oth ers. These Syn ods were the
Hartwick, ad mit ted in 1831, the South Car olina in 1S35, the Vir ginia in
1839, the Synod of the West in 1841, the Eng lish, of Ohio,67 the Al leghany,
the South west Vir ginia, and East Penn syl va nia in 1843, the Mi ami in 1845,
the Illi nois, South west and Wit ten berg in 1848, the Olive Branch in 1850,
the Pitts burgh, Texas and North Illi nois in 1853, the Ken tucky, Eng lish Dis- 
trict of Ohio and Cen tral Penn syl va nia in 1855, the North In di ana, South
Illi nois and Eng lish Iowa in 1857, Melanchthon in 1859, New Jer sey in
1862, Min ne sota and Franck ean in 1864, Sus que hanna, New York, Cen tral
Illi nois and (sec ond) Pitts burgh68 in 1868, Kan sas in 1869, Ne braska, Ans- 
gari and Ger man Mary land in 1875, Wart burg and Augs burg in 1877. The
civil war caused a di vi sion in the Gen eral Synod, re sult ing in the with- 
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drawal of the Syn ods of North Car olina, South Car olina, Vir ginia and
South west Vir ginia. A sec ond di vi sion was oc ca sioned by the ad mis sion of
the Franck ean Synod in 1864, which led the del e gates of the Min is terium of
Penn syl va nia to with draw, in view of the fact that the Franck ean Synod had
not as yet re ceived the Augs burg Con fes sion as its con fes sion of faith.69

Two years af ter wards, the ex clu sion of the del e gates of the same Synod
from the or ga ni za tion of the meet ing at Ft. Wayne, re sulted in the with- 
drawal of the Min is terium of New York, and the Syn ods of Pitts burgh, Eng- 
lish Ohio, Min ne sota and Texas, and the dis band ing of the old Synod of Illi- 
nois. In the fall of 1860, when the Gen eral Synod had reached its great est
nu mer i cal strength, it num bered 864 out of 1313 min is ters, and 164,000 out
of 245,000 com mu ni cants, i.e., two-thirds of the Lutheran Church in this
coun try. In the fall of 1868, it had left 572 out of 1792 min is ters, and 86,000
out of 350,000 com mu ni cants, or one-fourth of the en tire Church. Its com- 
par a tive strength ac cord ing to the lat est sta tis tics in the al manac, pub lished
for its churches, is 812 out of 2905 min is ters, and 116,000 out of 605,000
com mu ni cants.

The Gen eral Synod of North Amer ica, or ga nized dur ing the war in the
South ern States, has em braced the Syn ods of North Car olina, South Car- 
olina, Vir ginia, South west Vir ginia, Geor gia, Mis sis sippi and Hol ston. The
Synod of North Car olina with drew in 1871, and the Hol ston Synod in 1872.
At the pe riod of its great est strength, it num bered 121 min is ters, and 16,000
com mu ni cants; and is now re duced to 98 min is ters, and 13,000 com mu ni- 
cants.

The Gen eral Coun cil was or ga nized by a con ven tion at Read ing, Pa., in
1866. At its first meet ing at Fort Wayne in 1867, the Min is teri ums of Penn- 
syl va nia and New York, the Eng lish Synod of Ohio, the Pitts burgh, the Wis- 
con sin, the Eng lish Dis trict of Ohio, the Michi gan, the Au gus tana, the Min- 
ne sota, the Canada and the Illi nois Syn ods, united as full mem bers; while
the Ger man Iowa and the Joint Synod of Ohio ac cepted the in vi ta tion to be
rep re sented by del e gates, with the right of de bate, but not of vote. At the
suc ceed ing meet ing in Pitts burgh, the Synod of Texas was re ceived; at
Chicago in 1869, the with drawal of the Synod of Wis con sin was an- 
nounced; at Rochester, in 1871, the with drawal of the Syn ods of Min ne sota
and Illi nois, was also an nounced; in 1872, the In di ana Synod was ad mit ted,
and in 1874, the Hol ston Synod of Ten nes see. The Joint Synod of Ohio
ceased all con nec tion with the Coun cil af ter the first meet ing. The Ger man
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Synod of Iowa has been rep re sented in ev ery con ven tion ex cept one, while
the Nor we gian-Dan ish Au gus tana, since 1871, has main tained the same re- 
la tion to the Gen eral Coun cil as the Iowa Synod. At its first meet ing, ex clu- 
sive of syn ods in an anoma lous re la tion, it num bered 515 min is ters and
136,000 com mu ni cants. The last of fi cial re port,70 re ject ing also the anoma- 
lous syn ods, gives 593 min is ters and 175,000 com mu ni cants; or, adding
these two Syn ods, 743 min is ters and 197,000 com mu ni cants.

The Syn od i cal Con fer ence was or ga nized in 1872, and in cludes at
present the Syn ods of Mis souri, Ohio, Wis con sin, Illi nois, and Min ne sota,
the Nor we gian Synod, and the Eng lish Con fer ence of Mis souri, num ber ing
al to gether 1076 min is ters, and about as many com mu ni cants as in the Gen- 
eral Synod and Gen eral Coun cil com bined, and nearly twice as many as in
the Gen eral Synod in the time of its great est nu mer i cal strength. The syn ods
un con nected with gen eral or ga ni za tions scarcely amount in com mu ni cants
to one-twelfth of our en tire num ber.

Be tween 1825 and ’35, our strength was more than dou bled; be tween
1835 and ’53, it was again dou bled; be tween 1853 and ’68, it was dou bled
the third time; and, from present in di ca tions, be fore 1880 it will have been
dou bled for the fourth time. Ac cord ing to this, we are dou bling our strength
on an av er age ev ery four teen years, the ra tio of in crease in num ber of min- 
is ters not equal ing, how ever, the in crease of mem ber ship.
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The in crease in the first pe riod of ten years, finds its ex pla na tion in the
bet ter or ga ni za tion of the churches, the in creased sup ply of min is ters, the
es tab lish ment of lit er ary cen ters, the in creas ing power of the press, and the
grow ing ac tiv ity, both in the Gen eral Synod and out of it, in home mis sion- 
ary work. But be fore many years, un less a new fac tor en ter into the ac count,
the ra tio of this in crease would nec es sar ily be greatly di min ished by the ex- 
haus tion of the fields for new work, and the lim i ta tion of the growth of the
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churches to the nat u ral growth of their pop u la tion. This new el e ment we
find in what we may re gard the fourth ba sis for Lutheran Church de vel op- 
ment in Amer ica. The Dutch on the Hud son form the first, the Swedes on
the Del a ware the sec ond, the Ger mans of the eigh teenth cen tury the third,
and the Ger mans and the Scan di na vians of the nine teenth cen tury the fourth
ba sis. Nine-tenths of the two Gen eral Syn ods, less than one half of the Gen- 
eral Coun cil, and about one-fourth of the mem bers of Syn ods not in cluded
in any gen eral or ga ni za tion, are the de scen dants of em i grants of the last
cen tury; while nine teen-twen ti eths of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, three-
fourths of the in de pen dent Syn ods, one-tenth of the Gen eral Synod, and
more than one-half the Gen eral Coun cil, are ei ther for eign-born or the de- 
scen dants of those who have come hither since 1825. How vast the work
that has been thus thrown upon our Church in Amer ica, and how small a
frac tion of the whole, we who rep re sent the an gli cized por tion of the
Church, are be com ing, may be learned, when we find that the of fi cial re- 
ports of em i gra tion enu mer ate, be tween 1820 and 1837, over 231,000
Swedish and Nor we gian, and 34,000 Dan ish im mi grants, all of whom, with
a few ex cep tions, are Lutheran, and 2,764,000 Ger man im mi grants, among
whom we are largely rep re sented; and that in the year 1873 alone there
were 34,000 Scan di na vians and 133,000 Ger mans landed on71 our shores.
Hence, is it won der ful that our in crease per an num equals now the en tire
strength of our Church in this coun try fifty years ago? With a pro por tion ate
in crease of a min istry fit ted for pi o neer work among those vast masses —
hun dreds of thou sands of whom are our brethren in the faith — with the
har mo nious co-op er a tion of the en tire Church, and suit able pro vi sion to
con trol the in evitable an gli ciz ing of the for eign Lutheran pop u la tion, so that
their loss may be only one of lan guage and na tion al ity, but not of faith,
ought not the rate of our Church’s in crease to be still greater? Are we not
per haps los ing an nu ally a num ber equal to the ag gre gate of the losses for
the first two cen turies that we so much de plore?
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As fair an es ti mate as we can make from our per sonal knowl edge of the
field, upon the ba sis of the sta tis tics gath ered last year,72 gives 117,000
Scan di na vians, min is tered to by 349 pas tors; 312,000 for eign Ger mans,
min is tered to by 1315 pas tors, and about 210,000 Amer i cans and Penn syl- 
va nia Ger mans, minis ered to by 1042 pas tors. Surely we can no longer be
reck oned, as we were twenty-five years ago by Dr. Baird, in his “Re li gion
in Amer ica,” among the smaller Pres by te rian bod ies.73

This de vel op ment upon the fourth ba sis has thus far been largely in flu- 
enced by the Synod of Mis souri. This Synod had its ori gin in a colony of
Saxon Luther ans, who, with their six pas tors em i grated to Perry Co., Mo.,
in 1839, as the re sult, we are told in a nar ra tive of a Mis souri pas tor, of a
cor re spon dence that their leader had in 1830, with Dr. Ben jamin Kurtz, of
Bal ti more.74 Thus the mis sion of Dr. Kurtz to Ger many, to pro cure funds for
the Get tys burg The o log i cal Sem i nary, be came in di rectly the means of in tro- 
duc ing into this coun try a pow er ful move ment in fa vor of the strictest con- 
fes sional Lutheranism. Scarcely had they reached this coun try, when they
found their leader a de ceiver. Thrown upon their own re sources, the six pas- 
tors with great faith at once ap plied them selves, not only to the care of their
peo ple, but also to the work of ed u cat ing can di dates for the min istry to la- 
bor among the scat tered Ger mans. Soon they were joined by oth ers, es pe- 
cially by a num ber of min is ters who had left the Synod of Ohio, on ac count
of its al leged doc tri nal lax ity, and in 1847 the com bined body held their first
syn od i cal meet ing with twenty-seven pas tors. Much aid was de rived for
some years from the dis tin guished Loehe, of Neuen det tel sau, in Bavaria.
Now they num ber over six hun dred pas tors, and sup port two the o log i cal
sem i nar ies, with over a hun dred stu dents, to say noth ing of the other Syn- 
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ods, in which their in flu ence amounts al most to a prac ti cal con trol. We
should no tice also in pass ing, as bod ies of es pe cial im por tance be long ing to
this fourth ba sis of de vel op ment, the large Nor we gian Synod, founded in
the North west in 1859, with its 142 pas tors and flour ish ing col lege at Dec o- 
rah, Iowa; and the Swedish Au gus tana Synod, nearly as old and al most on
the same ter ri tory, with its 120 pas tors and flour ish ing in sti tu tions at Rock
Is land, Ill., in which, prov i dent of the fu ture, it sup ports two Eng lish pro fes- 
sors.

Such are some of the gen eral fea tures of the ex ter nal his tory and
progress of our Church in the United States. Nei ther should its in ner his tory
be over-looked.

1. Doc tri nal Po si tion.

The Dutch Luther ans of New York in var i ous doc u ments, pledge them- 
selves, some times to the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion,75 and some times
to the Sym bol i cal Books of our Lutheran Church.76 The in struc tions to the
Gov er nor of New Swe den in 1642, charged him to see to it, “that di vine ser- 
vice be zeal ously per formed ac cord ing to the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes- 
sion.77 The Halle Records re peat edly in di cate that the foun da tion of the
Min is terium of Penn syl va nia was laid upon the Word of God, as con fessed
in the Augs burg Con fes sion and the other Sym bol i cal Books.78 But near the
close of the eigh teenth cen tury, no other con fes sion but the Au gus tana was
made bind ing, and at last even this re quire ment was some times omit ted, as
we find in the con sti tu tion of the New York Min is terium of 1816;79 where it
is laid down as a fun da men tal rule of the Synod,”that the per son or dained
shall not be re quired to make any other en gage ment than this, that he will
faith fully teach, as well as per form all other min is te rial du ties, and reg u late
his walk and con ver sa tion, ac cord ing to the Gospel of our Lord and Saviour
Je sus Christ, as con tained in Holy Scrip ture." Dr. S. S. Schmucker per ti- 
nently asks on the mar gin of the copy of this con sti tu tion, now in the His- 
tor i cal Li brary at Get tys burg: But “what is ‘faith fully teach ing’ the Gospel
of our Lord Je sus Christ?” It is gen er ally ac knowl edged that es pe cially in
the New York Min is terium of that pe riod very se ri ous er rors were preva lent.
As an ex am ple of man i fest in dif fer ence to the in ter ests of our Church, we
need only re fer to the res o lu tion by that body in 1797: “That on ac count of
an in ti mate re la tion sub sist ing be tween the Eng lish Epis co palian and
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Lutheran churches, the iden tity of their doc trine and the near ap proach of
their church dis ci pline, this con sis tory will never ac knowl edge a newly
erected Lutheran Church, in places where the mem bers may par take of the
ser vices of the said Eng lish Epis co pal Church.”80 Three years be fore, the
min is ters of our Church in North Car olina had or dained Rev. R. J. Miller, as
“an Epis co pal min is ter,” and charged him in his or di na tion cer tifi cate “to
obey the rules, or di nances and cus toms of the Chris tian so ci ety, called the
Protes tant Epis co pal Church in Amer ica,”[^bap] and then, with this un der- 
stand ing, per mit ted him to la bor in Lutheran con gre ga tions for twenty-
seven years. In 1821, the North Car olina Synod en tered into an agree ment
with the Protes tant Epis co pal Church of the same State, whereby each body
sent dep u ta tions to the con ven tions of the other, with the priv i lege not only
of a voice, but also of a vote.81 The re ac tion was nat u ral, by which the mem- 
bers of the Ten nes see Synod a few years later not only placed them selves
upon a de cid edly con fes sional ba sis, but went so far as to in cor po rate a pro- 
vi sion in their con sti tu tion that: “No sub ject what ever, which may be com- 
pre hended un der these Ar ti cles, shall be de cided ei ther ac cord ing to a ma- 
jor ity or a mi nor ity of votes; but only ac cord ing to the Holy Scrip tures, and
the Augs burg Con fes sion of faith;”82 and to send for con sec u tive years to
the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia for mi da ble doc u ments, chal leng ing its
Lutheranism, which the lat ter passed by in si lence.83 The great ques tion that
ag i tated our Church in this coun try for many years of the present cen tury,
was in sub stance: “Shall we re tain our his tor i cal con nec tion with the
Lutheran Church of our fa thers, or shall we sur ren der the dis tinc tive doc- 
trines for which they con tended, and as a re li gious so ci ety be come sim ply a
mem ber of the Re formed fam ily of Churches by which we are sur rounded?”
This was the ques tion that lay be neath nearly all our con tro ver sies. We were
in dan ger of be ing car ried away by the strong est cur rents preva lent for the
time in the de nom i na tions around us. The doc tri nal con tro ver sies con cern- 
ing Orig i nal Sin and the Holy Sacra ments, and the prac ti cal con tro ver sies
con cern ing the ne ces sity and obli ga tion of con fes sions of faith, con cern ing
a re cen sion of the Augs burg Con fes sion, con cern ing Old and New Mea- 
sures, con cern ing or ders of ser vice in di vine wor ship, can be traced to ex- 
ter nal in flu ences; and our Church was in dan ger of per ish ing on this con ti- 
nent from a lack of self-as ser tion, and a for get ful ness of her mis sion from
the very be gin ning as a teacher to all na tions and all Churches, of the very
purest form of the Gospel. There were, of course, other el e ments that en- 



127

tered into these move ments. The in tense sub jec tivism of Pietism pre pared
the way here as in Eu rope for dan gers from Ra tio nal ism. The des o la tion
wrought in the mother coun try only touched our shores with its re motest
and fee blest waves; yet these were suf fi cient to cause an un der valu ing by
oth er wise ex cel lent men, of those strongholds of the Chris tian faith, the dis- 
tinc tive doc trines of our Church. Then, on the other hand, it must be con- 
fessed that the par ti san zeal, bit ter spirit, and im pru dent coun sels of some
who in the pe riod of great est in dif fer ence protested against the pre vail ing
lax ity, were adapted to re pel rather than at tract earnest men. Our min is ters
(and we would give due honor to those ven er a ble men, so abun dant in
labors and sac ri fices,) were so over whelmed in their work, that they had lit- 
tle time for spe cial stud ies. The cotem po rary lit er a ture that came from Ger- 
many, was in fected with the poi son abound ing there. With the an gli ciz ing of
the peo ple, the con gre ga tions were left with out a Lutheran lit er a ture.
Earnest and de vout mem bers of our con gre ga tions were nat u rally led to pro- 
cure and read the de vo tional and prac ti cal works of other Churches, to the
ne glect of the rich as cetic lit er a ture in which our Church abounds. John
Arndt, Scriver, Ger hard, Hein rich Mueller, Her berger, were re placed by
Bax ter, Dod dridge, Bun yan, Wes ley, Ed wards. Many can di dates for the
min istry were in structed in the schools of other Churches, and, even though
on their guard, un con sciously drew in the spirit of these Churches, ac quir- 
ing with much that was truly pre cious, much also that ob scured the strength
and sim plic ity of the Evan gel i cal faith. The Eng lish churches had the start
of our Lutheran peas antry in ed u ca tion and gen eral in tel li gence, and, by a
higher so cial po si tion, pre sented at trac tions for those not well grounded in
the faith; while in ter mar riage also con trib uted its el e ment to the con fu sion;
some times to our gain, more fre quently to our loss. Non-Lutheran Sun day-
schools, and the rep e ti tion in Lutheran schools by un wary teach ers of what
they had drawn from au thor i ties prej u diced against our Church and its doc- 
trines, also had their in flu ence against us.

The only won der is that the re sult was not worse; and that there was any- 
thing of Lutheranism left among us. Yet the de vo tional works of our Church
were still read in many a quiet cor ner; the Ger man hymns were not al to- 
gether for got ten, and, even when no longer heard in pub lic ser vice, brought
com fort and joy to many an aged ser vant of Christ; Luther’s Cat e chism was
still taught in the Church, and even when ne glected in the Sun day-school,
or sup planted84 by imag ined im prove ments, was handed down for gen er a- 
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tions from the mem ory of pi ous par ents, and more than any thing else ex cept
the Holy Word it self pre served and nour ished our vi tal ity dur ing that sea son
of trial. Many a de vout but un e d u cated lay man, many a plain but thought ful
mother, was thus shap ing in the fam ily the fu ture the o log i cal course of a
new gen er a tion in the min istry.

The Lutheran Church in the United States has cer tainly made great
progress within the last twenty-five years in fuller ac quain tance, higher ap- 
pre ci a tion and heartier ac cep tance of the the ol ogy of the Ref or ma tion — a
progress man i fested not sim ply in the doc tri nal tests of our gen eral or ga ni- 
za tions,85 our syn ods, our sem i nar ies, but in the change that can be read ily
dis cerned in the en tire habit of many of the Churches which we have clas si- 
fied as be long ing to the third ba sis of Lutheran de vel op ment in Amer ica. A
leaven is work ing, slowly it may be, yet none the less surely, which en cour- 
ages the hope that in the not very re mote fu ture we may be able to ap ply
our selves with greater har mony to the great work be fore us in this coun try.
Our great est dan ger lies in our im pa tience, that the pro cesses in op er a tion
do not ad vance with suf fi cient ra pid ity. Where, how ever, is the openly pro- 
claimed Ra tio nal ism and Socini an ism of the first part of this cen tury?
Where is the body claim ing to be Lutheran that any longer ven tures to re ject
the Augs burg Con fes sion, or even to adopt a mu ti lated re cen sion of the
same? What, too, has been the fate of books which a quar ter of a cen tury
ago were con sid ered stan dard among Eng lish-speak ing Luther ans, that
avowedly re jected, and at tempted to re fute parts of our Con fes sion? And
where does the strength of Syn ods, whose ac cep tance of the Lutheran faith
is said to be least de cided, lie? What con gre ga tions man i fest the stead i est
growth and the great est per ma nent ac tiv ity but those among them ad min is- 
tered most in the spirit of our Con fes sion? A few hours’ study of the
parochial re ports will fur nish the an swer. It is true that suc cess, mea sured
by earthly stan dards, will never be the lot of a pure Church; yet man i fest to- 
kens of the di vine pres ence with us should not be over looked.

2. Church Gov ern ment.

The foun da tion for the gen eral form of the con sti tu tions of con gre ga- 
tions, that has been in use in most of the churches of the Gen eral Coun cil
and the two Gen eral Syn ods, was laid by the fa thers of the Min is terium of
Penn syl va nia. The con sti tu tion of the Ger man church in Phil a del phia86 pro- 
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vided for a church coun cil, elected by the con gre ga tions, con sist ing of
trustees, el ders and dea cons. Un der this pro vi sion, Müh len berg and Hand- 
schuh were both elected trustees, and thus made mem bers of the church
coun cil. The con sti tu tion pre pared by Müh len berg, in 1757, for the Church
in Geor gia, dif fers in this par tic u lar, as it pre scribes that the church coun cil
shall con sist of "the old est min is ter as pres i dent, and the reg u lar elected
dea cons.87

3. Wor ship.

Ow ing to the wide ex tent of ter ri tory em braced in the charges of our ear- 
lier pas tors, but few of their con gre ga tions en joyed Di vine ser vice ev ery
Lord’s day. The Swedish pas tors of ten had a dou ble ser vice in the morn ing,
the first con sist ing of a hymn or the Te Deum, a ser mon on some parts of
the cat e chism, a prayer and con clud ing hymn, fol lowed by an ex pla na tion
of the ser mon, and ex am i na tion upon it by the teacher. Then came the prin- 
ci pal ser vice, called “High Mass,” in which the or der of the Church in the
mother coun try was ob served.88 The Ger man Luther ans of Penn syl va nia of
the last cen tury, at an early pe riod, pre pared a liturgy on the ba sis of that of
the Savoy con gre ga tion in Lon don.89 In 1747, Müh len berg pre scribed to
Rev. Schaum an or der which he was to ob serve in vari ably in pub lic ser- 
vice,90 viz.: I. Con fes sion. 2. Glo ria in Ex cel sis. 3. A Scrip tural Prayer. 4.
Read ing of the Epis tle. 5. A fa mil iar hymn. 6. Read ing of the Gospel, fol- 
lowed by the Creed. 7. Singing of a hymn, dur ing which the min is ter as- 
cends the pul pit. 8. Ser mon. 9. Read ing of a litur gi cal prayer. 10. Cat e chiza- 
tion of the chil dren. The Or der of Ser vice in the Church in Geor gia in
1757,91 dif fers in its de tails, but com prises an open ing prayer that is read,
the use of the Gospel and Epis tle for the day, the read ing of a gen eral prayer
or the use of the Litany af ter the ser mon, al ways end ing with the Lord’s
Prayer. The Liturgy of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia of 1786,92 the Eng- 
lish Hymn Books of the churches in New York at the close of the last cen- 
tury,93 and the record of Dr. Geo. Lochman in his lit tle vol ume on the
Lutheran Church,94 all present sim i lar forms.

In all parts of the Church, the Church year was dili gently ob served.95 Its
omis sion in some of our Eng lish churches has been a de vi a tion of a com par- 
a tively mod ern pe riod. The ser mons of the ear lier min is ters were gen er ally
pre pared by the writ ing out of a very full and well ar ranged scheme, which
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was thor oughly com mit ted. Sev eral man u script vol umes of such schemes
by Dr. Kunze, are in the li brary of Penn syl va nia Col lege. Dr. Hel muth
writes of his col league, Schmidt, that whereas his Mss. con tained dis po si- 
tions on nearly all the texts in the Bible, yet that he left only two ser mons
that were writ ten in full.96 How ever in con sis tent with the rules the prac tice
may have been, yet the Kirchen-Ord nung of 1763 for bids the fill ing of the
pul pit in the pas tor’s stead, “by any preacher or stu dent who has not been
ex am ined and reg u larly called and or dained, ac cord ing to our Evan gel i cal
Church Con sti tu tion.”97 The value they placed upon the Sacra ment of Holy
Bap tism is man i fest from the care which our fa thers took to have their chil- 
dren bap tized at the ear li est age.98

We have thus briefly traced a few of the fea tures of our in ner his tory.
The great prob lem be fore us now is to prop erly avail our selves of this his- 
tory in lay ing broad and deep the foun da tion for the promis ing fu ture that is
open ing for our Church. The in di vid u al ism which most of us have in her ited
from our Ger man an ces tors, must be sub or di nated to the wel fare of the
whole. The progress of our one Lutheran Church must be es teemed of more
im por tance than that of any par tic u lar branch. De vel op ment on the third and
fourth bases is to be ren dered har mo nious; not by the dom i nancy of ei ther
party, but by the care ful study, and the hum ble sub mis sion of both to the
unerring Word of God. Ger man love of lib erty, con sci en tious ness, cor dial- 
ity, re spect for an tiq uity, de light in re search, stead fast courage and un- 
daunted per se ver ance; Swedish se ri ous ness, de vout ness and sub jec tion to
law; Nor we gian vigor and pu rity; Dan ish cau tion, thought ful ness and love
of peace; Ice landic sim plic ity, gen eros ity and earnest ness in re li gion;
Finnish af fec tion and ten der ness, are to unite with Amer i can en ter prise, en- 
ergy and love of the prac ti cal, on the vast plane for de vel op ment amidst var- 
ied el e ments al most in per pet ual mo tion, opened for our Church on this
con ti nent. We have much to learn from one an other. We lament our di vi- 
sions, and all de clare them to be wrong. Yet each of our gen eral bod ies has,
per haps, a spe cial of fice in the present emer gency to train the Church of the
fu ture for its high mis sion; and, on the one hand, to guard against Ra tio nal- 
ism and In fi delity, and, on the other, to trans mit the in flu ences of our
Lutheran faith to other com mu nions. For as we be lieve that our Church
teaches the gospel in its purest form, so also we hope and pray not only that
all who bear our name, but also all Chris tian peo ple in this land, may con- 
fess it as such.
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We are yet in a for ma tive state. Our Church feels be wil dered amidst its
new sur round ings, and con fused by many of the en tirely new is sues that she
en coun ters, and modes of adap ta tion nec es sary in this west ern world. She
has learned some lessons by bit ter ex pe ri ence; she is learn ing oth ers by new
tri als. The age of ex per i ments is grad u ally yield ing to that of sober and ma- 
ture man hood; and be neath all, there is the vigor and en thu si asm and per- 
pet ual youth of a strength de rived from the pos ses sion of the truth, that
must tri umph fi nally over all ob sta cles, and re sult, af ter many strug gles and
ap par ent de feats, in a Church united upon the foun da tion of the Apos tles
and Prophets, Je sus Christ Him self be ing the chief cor ner-stone.

1. a. His tory of New Swe den, by Is rael Acre lius, for merly Provost of
the Swedish churches on the Del a ware, Stock holm, 1759. Trans- 
lated by W. M. Reynolds, D. D., Phil a del phia, 1874.

b. Nach richten von den vere inigten Deutschen Ev. Luth. Gemein. in
Amer ica, ab son der lich in Penn syl vanien. Halle, 1758-87.

c. The Urlsperger Re ports from the Lutheran Salzburger pas tors in
Geor gia.

↩ 

2. His tory of the Amer i can Lutheran Church, by E. L. Hazelius, D. D.,
Zanesville, O., 1846. The Amer i can Lutheran Church, by S. S.
Schmucker, D. D., Phil a del phia, 1852. The Salzburg ers and their De- 
scen dants, by Rev. P. A. Stro bel, Bal ti more, 1855. Early His tory of the
Lutheran Church in Amer ica, by C. W. Scha ef fer, D. D., Phil a del phia,
1857. Mem oir of the Life and Times of Henry Mel chior Müh len berg,
by M. L. Sto ever, LL.D., Phil a del phia, 1856. His tory of the Ger man
Set tle ments and of the Lutheran Church in North and South Car olina,
by G. D. Bern heim, D. D. To these we may add the Rem i nis cences of
Lutheran Min is ters, by Dr. Sto ever, in the Evan gel i cal Re view, and his
con tri bu tions lo Sprague’s An nals of the Amer i can Lutheran Pul pit,
and Mc Clin tock and Strong’s Cy clopae dia, and sev eral ar ti cles by
Dr. W. M. Reynolds, in the Evan gel i cal Re view (Swedish Chuiches on
the Del a ware, i: 161; Lutheran Church in Nether lands and New Yovlc,
6: 303; Ger man Em i gra tion to North Amer ica, 13: i; Scan di na vians in
the N. W., 3: 399, etc.). The Evan ge lis ches Mag a z iji of Dr. Hel muih,
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the Lutheran In tel li gencer of Dr. D. F. Scha ef fer, and the Lutheran
Mag a zine of Dr. G. A. Lint ner, con tain con sid er able his tor i cal ma te- 
rial. We have been greatly aided in the prepa ra tion of this pa per by the
use of the Li brary of the His tor i cal So ci ety of the Lutheran Church, in
the The o log i cal Sem i nary at Get tys burg, which con tains an al most
com plete set of the Min utes of Lutheran Syn ods in Amer ica, and much
other rare and valu able ma te rial.↩ 

3. We find Luther ans men tioned in the ear li est clas si fi ca tion of the in hab- 
i tants of the New Nether lands, ac cord ing to their faith. See re port of
the Je suit Fa ther Jogue (1643), Doc u men tary His tory of New York, IV.
p. 19. Hence the in fer ence that there were Luther ans in the colony
from the be gin ning in 1622.

The same pa per no tices the pres ence in New Am s ter dam also of
Ro man Catholics, Eng lish Pu ri tans and An abap tists, called Mnists.↩ 

4. For de tails, see Brod head’s His tory of New York, L 582, 617, 634,
642.↩ 

5. Doc u men tary His tory of New York, 3: 103.↩ 

6. Ev. Re view, I: 176, from O’Callaghan’s His tory of the New Nether- 
lands 2: 289, 290, trans la tion of let ter of Do minie Megapolen sis, by
Rev. Dr. De Witt.↩ 

7. Bern heim’s His tory, 56.↩ 

8. Acre lius, 85.↩ 

9. Acre lius, 85, 366. Scha ef fer’s Early His tory, 21. Dr. Reynolds in Ev
Re vieiu, i; 173. A copy of this cat e chism is in the li brary of the
Lutheran His tor i cal So ci ety at Get tys burg.↩ 

10. Acre lius, 43.↩ 

11. Acre lius, 203.↩ 

12. Acre lius, 313, 344, 349.↩ 

13. Acre lius, 213.↩ 

14. Ev. Re view, I: 142.↩ 

15. Acre lius, 214.↩ 

16. Acre lius, 245,↩ 

17. Hall. Nach., 67, 69, 230, 232, 673, 1354.↩ 

18. Acre lius, 336.↩ 

19. Es pe cially in the or di na tion of Rev. William Kurtz, Hall. Nach., 284.↩ 
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20. Di vine ser vice in Eng lish be came nec es sary in the Swedish Churches
as early as 1750. See Acre lius, 305, 342. The man ner in which it was
in tro duced, more fully given, p. 360.↩ 

21. Acre lius, 219, 220, 361. This ser vice not only was ren dered with out
com pen sa tion, but of ten, as Acre lius states, with out any re turn to the
Lutheran pas tors of ex penses in curred in this ex tra ser vice.↩ 

22. Acre lius, 361, 220.↩ 

23. Ev. Re view, I: 194. Hazelius’ His tory, p. 23.↩ 

24. As late as 1873, the Church at Up per Merion, Mont gomery co., still re- 
mained in de pen dent of the Epis co pal Church, al though min is tered to
by Epis co pal rec tors. Reynolds’ Acre lius, 350.↩ 

25. Hall. Nach., 665.↩ 

26. Supra.↩ 

27. The his tory of this colony is given with con sid er able full ness in the
Doc u men tary His tory of New York, 3: 540-607. See es pe cially the
protest of Rev. Knoll against the trans fer of the glebe to the Eng lish
Church, p. 583.↩ 

28. Fullest ac count in Bern heim, p. 67 seq. See also Ev. Re view, 13: 19.↩ 

29. For many cotem po rary doc u ments, see Doc. Hist, of N. Y., Vol. 3; also
ar ti cle of Ev. Re vieia, above quoted; Scha ef fer 72 seq.; Hazelius, 26.↩ 

30. Hall. Nach., 74. Ev. Re view, 13: 27.↩ 

31. U. S. Cen sus for 1870.↩ 

32. Ev. Re view, 13: 24. Quart. Re view, 7: 272.↩ 

33. Hall. Nach., 976. Scha ef fer, 76.↩ 

34. Hall. Nach., 4.↩ 

35. Prof. Walker, late Su per in ten dent of the U. S. cen sus, has fallen into
the same er ror as Ban croft, in his pa per in the vol ume, “The First Cen- 
tury of The Re pub lic,” p. 232, by re fer ring to the Salzburg ers as Mora- 
vians. Stro bel, Bern heim, Hazelius, Scha ef fer, Müh len berg’s Jour nal in
Ev. Re view, i: 390, 534; 2: 113; 3: 115, 418, 582; 4: 172, and Dr. Sto- 
ever’s mem oirs of Bolz ius, and J, E. and C. F. Bergman, Ev. Re view,
9: I, 13; 6: 553, give in ter est ing de tails.↩ 

36. For the his tory of this con gre ga tion, see ar ti cle of Dr. Pohlman, in Ev.
Re view, 20: 440.↩ 

37. The date of or ga ni za tion was Au gust 14th, 1748. Hall. Nach., 284.↩ 
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38. The founders of the Min is terium were Dr. H. M. Müh len berg, 1787,
the Swedish Provost Sandin, who died the same month that the Min is- 
terium was or ga nized, Hand schuh,1764, Brunnholtz, 1758, Schaum.
1778, J. N. Kurtz, 1794, Hartwig, 1796. Naes man, the sec ond Swedish
pas tor, re turned to Swe den a few years af ter ward, and the date of his
death is un cer tain.↩ 

39. Haz ard’s Reg is ter of Penn syl va nia, 4: 372.↩ 

40. Hazelius, 109.↩ 

41. Haz ard, as above.↩ 

42. Do.↩ 

43. Lutheran Al manac for 1878, 2905; Lutherische Kalen der, 2914.↩ 

44. Haz ard’s Reg is ter, 4: 373.↩ 

45. Haz ard, do.; Ev. Re view, 6: 23.↩ 

46. For the most of these data, see Sto ever’s Rem i nis cences, in Evan gel i- 
cal Re view, and Sprague’s An nals of the Amer i can Lutheran Pul pit.↩ 

47. Quar terly Re view, 7: 278.↩ 

48. Bern heim, 350.↩ 

49. See the opin ions of Dr. Samuel Miller, of Prince ton, and J. W. Fran cis.
M. D., of New York, in Sprague’s An nals, 55.↩ 

50. Ev. Re view, 10: 534.↩ 

51. Ev. Re view, lo: 2S8, 290.↩ 

52. Ev. Re view, lO: 555; 6: 5.↩ 

53. Ev. Re view, 6: 21.↩ 

54. Haz ard’s Reg is ter, 4: 372.↩ 

55. The res o lu tions are as fol lows: " i. The present Lutheran Min is terium
in Penn syl va nia and ad ja cent Stales must re main a Ger man-speak ing
Min is terium, and no propo si tion can be en ter tained which would ren- 
der nec es sary any other lan guage than the Ger man, in Syn od i cal meet- 
ings and busi ness trans ac tions. 2. Eng lish-speak ing Luther ans, who
can not un der stand the Ger man ser vice, may or ga nize them selves into
con gre ga tions of their own. 3. In case such Eng lish Lutheran con gre- 
ga tions be es tab lished, the Ger man Lutheran Min is terium will re gard
their mem bers as brethren, and is will ing to rec og nize their del e gates,
and also, af ter an ex am i na tion, their min is ters as mem bers of Synod,
pro vided they sub mit to its con sti tu tion, and at tend the meet ing of
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Synod." Passed at Ger man town, June 12, 1805, and pub lished in the "
Min is te rial Ord nung" of 1813, p. 19.↩ 

56. Ad dress to " all the Ger mans of the United States, and es pe cially the
Ger man in hab i tants of Vir ginia."↩ 

57. Ev. Re view, 6: 327.↩ 

58. The clas si cal school at Hartwick was opened De cem ber 15th, 1815. Its
char ter as a the o log i cal sem i nary is dated Au gust 10th, 1816. Hartwick
Memo rial Vol ume, pp. 37, 38.↩ 

59. Hazelius, 155.↩ 

60. Bern heim, 440; Hazelius, 148; Luth. In tel li gencer, pas sim.↩ 

61. See the “Pro posed Plan for a Gen eral Union of the Evan gel i cal
Lutheran Church in the United States of Amer ica,” adopted by the
Min is terium of Penn syl va nia at Bal ti more, in 1819. Ev. Re view 12:
590.↩ 

62. The with drawal of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia was not be cause
of dis sat is fac tion with the new or ga ni za tion, but be cause of the un rea- 
son able fear preva lent in many of its con gre ga tions of an in crease of
ec cle si as ti cal power. See the com par a tively re cent ref er ence in “The
Synod of Penn syl va nia, and the late Con ven tion at Ft. Wayne, Ind.,
1866,” p. 12; and the res o lu tion on p. 62a See Ad dress to the con gre- 
ga tions of the West Penn syl va nia Synod by Revs. Dr. J. G. Schmucker,
J. G. Grae ber and J. Herbst, 25, p. 2.↩ 

63. Min utes of 1823: “Re solved, That the above res o lu tions shall re main
in force, un til such time in the fu ture as the con gre ga tions them selves
shall see their mis take of our true in ten tion, and shall call for a re con- 
sid er a tion of these res o lu tions.”↩ 

64. See man u script record of the pre lim i nary con fer ence be tween Drs. J.
G. and S. S. Schmucker and Rev. J. Herbst, in Li brary of His tor i cal So- 
ci ety.↩ 

65. The prin ci pal Ger man pe ri od i cals have been Das Evan ge lis che Mag a- 
zin of Hel muth and Schmidt, men tioned above; Das Evan ge lis che
Mag a zin of Rev. Herbst and Drs. S. S. Schmucker and E. L. Hazelius,
Get tys burg, 1829-33; ^^ Hirten stimme and Kirchen bote of Rev. C.
Weyl, Bal ti more, of which the lat ter was af ter wards edited at Get tys- 
burg and Selins grove by Rev. Anstadt; the Lutherische Kir cken zeitung,
edited by Rev. F. Schmidt at Eas ton, Pa., for sev eral years af ter 1838;
the Ju gen fre und; the Li itherische Zeit schrift, and TheoMonat shefte of
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Pas tor S. K. Brobst; the Lutherische Herold, pub lished in New York;
the Lutherische Kirchen zeit ting, pub lished at Colum bus, Ohio; the
Lehre tind IVehre, Ltither aner, Mag a zin filr Ev. Li ith. Hov i ile lik, of the
Mis souri Synod; the Kirchen blatt and Kirch liche Zeit schrift, of the
Iowa Synod; the In for ma tori iim and Wachende Kirchc, of the two sec- 
tions of the Buf falo Synod; the Get nein de blatt, of the Wis con sin
Synod; the Kirchen blatt, of the Canada Synod; the Kirchen fre und, of
the Gen eral Synod, etc.

We en ter upon 1878 with 60 pe ri od i cals, ex clu sive of Al manacs,
viz., 27 Ger man, 17 Eng lish, 4 Swedish, 12 Nor we gian and Dan ish. In
1854, only 11 in all lan guages are re ported.↩ 

66. Min utes of New York Min is terium for 1836, p. 19; of Min. of Pa.,
1853, p. 18.↩ 

67. The stu dent of the his tory of our Syn ods is li able to be con fused
among the Eng lish Syn ods of Ohio. The orig i nal Eng lish Synod of
Ohio was a dis trict of the Joint Synod. In 1840 it split, one di vi sion re- 
main ing in the Joint Synod, and the other leav ing it, and both claim ing
the name of Eng lish Synod of Ohio. In 1857, the body which left the
Joint Synod, and united with the Gen eral Synod, changed its name to
East ern Synod of Ohio. The other body in time left the Joint Synod,
and fol low ing the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, united with the Gen- 
eral Synod in 1855, left it in 1866, aided in the or ga ni za tion of the
Gen eral Coun cil, and was fi nally merged, in 1872, into the Eng lish
Dis trict Synod of Ohio (No. 2) and Pitts burgh Synod, The Eng lish Dis- 
trict Synod of Ohio (No. 2) was formed af ter the sep a ra tion of its pre- 
de ces sor from Joint Synod, par tic i pated in the or ga ni za tion of the Gen- 
eral Coun cil, and in turn also left the Joint Synod. The Eng lish Dis trict
Synod of Ohio (No. 3) was formed af ter the sep a ra tion of No. 2 from
the Joint Synod, and still main tains its con nec tion, as one of the dis trict
Syn ods of that body.↩ 

68. At its Twenty-fourth Con ven tion at Rochester, Pa., in 1866, the Pitts- 
burgh Synod, by a vote of 50 to 23, left the Gen eral Synod, and at the
next meet ing by a vote of 63 to 21, adopted the “Fun da men tal Prin ci- 
ples of Faith and Church Polity” of the Gen eral Coun cil. The most of
the mi nor ity, viz., ten min is ters and seven lay men, with drew, claim ing
the name and cor po rate rights of the en tire body, on the ground of an
al leged vi o la tion of the con sti tu tion by the ma jor ity. The ac tion of the
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Gen eral Synod in 186S ap proved this claim, by rec og niz ing the mi nor- 
ity as though no res o lu tion of with drawal had ever been passed.↩ 

69. The res o lu tion of ad mis sion was: “Re solved, That the Franck ean
Synod is re ceived into con nec tion with this Synod, with the un der- 
stand ing that said Synod, at its next meet ing, de clare, in on of fi cial
man ner, its adop tion of the doc tri nal ar ti cles of the Augs burg Con fes- 
sion, as a sub stan tially cor rect ex hi bi tion of the fun da men tal doc trines
of the Word of God.” Min utes of Gen eral Synod, 1864. p. 18. The re- 
port of the Pres i dent of the Franck ean Synod in 1865, makes the fol- 
low ing ex pla na tion: “For a quar ter of a cen tury, we main tained a sep a- 
rate ex is tence, but at last con cluded to form a con nec tion with it (the
Gen eral Synod), as it might serve a good pur pose to unite all the dis- 
trict syn ods in grand coun cil, and as there was noth ing in the con sti tu- 
tion to bur den our con sciences. Our ad mis sion, how ever, was op posed
by a party, mainly on the ground that we had not for mally adopted
the”Augs burg Con fes sion;" and, as a com pro mise, we were re quired to
adopt its doc tri nal ar ti cles as a sub stan tially cor rect ex hi bi tion of the
fun da men tal doc trines of the Word of God. Thus qual i fied we could
con sis tently adopt it. Now, how ever, we are asked to do much more;
viz., to amend the con sti tu tion by in sert ing in it an un qual i fied recog ni- 
tion or en dorse ment of the en tire Augs burg Con fes sion, and bind it as
a creed upon our Syn ods, and our con sciences. Are we, my brethren,
pre pared to do this, to do vi o lence to our hon est con vic tions, and be- 
come the re proach of Protes tant Chris tian ity? I hope not!" Min utes for
1865, p. 8. The re vised doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod, re ceived,
ac cord ingly, only one vote, p. 39.

In jus tice to many who voted for the ad mis sion of the Franck ean
Synod, it should yet be added, that they re garded the adop tion of the
con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod, by that body, a vir tual adop tion of
the Augs burg Con fes sion. Min utes of Gen eral Synod for 1864, p. 42.↩ 

70. Min utes of the Gen eral Coun cil, 1877.↩ 

71. An nual Amer i can Cy clo pe dia for 1873. An other fact bear ing upon the
fu ture de vel op ment of our Church, is that the last cen sus showed that
nearly all the Scan di na vians had set tled west of Lake Michi gan, and
two-thirds of the Ger mans west of Buf falo, New York.↩ 

72. Church Al manac for 1877.↩ 

73. Baird’s “Re li gion in Amer ica,” p. 516.↩ 
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74. Kos ter ing’s Auswan derung der sach sis chen Luther aner, p. 10.↩ 

75. Ev. Re view, 6: 313.↩ 

76. Ev. Re view, 13: 366↩ 

77. Acre lius, 39.↩ 

78. Ev. Re view, 3:420; 5:208.↩ 

79. Hall. Nach., 2S5; 1287. " P. 20.↩ 

80. Ev. Re view, 7: 533; II: 183. Yet in the min utes for 1824, we find lay
read ing com mended as a means of keep ing to gether Luther ans, where
they were with out a pas tor, and of “re sist ing the en croach ments of
other churches,” p. 31.↩ 

81. Bern heim 450, sq. Dur ing this pe riod the Epis co pal Church was of ten
pop u larly called the “Eng lish Lutheran.” See Ei iie Zuschrifl von der
Cor po ra tion Dei itschen Ltitherischen Gemeine in Phil a del phia^" Ger- 
man town, 1805 , p. 9: “The ex pres sion Ger man Evan gel i cal Lutheran
Doc trine is un usual to us; and if any one should have used it, it per haps
was done in an tithe sis to the Eng lish Epis co pal doc trine, which is
called by many from ig no rance Lutheran, and Eng lish Lutheran.”↩ 

82. Min utes, 1827; p. 23.↩ 

83. The ques tions ad dressed to the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia in 1823
were:

1. Do you be lieve that Holy Bap tism, as it is ad min is tered with nat u- 
ral wa ter, in the name of the Fa ther, Son and Holy Ghost, wor keth
for give ness of sins, de liv ers from death and the devil, and gives
ev er last ing sal va tion?

2. Do you be lieve that the true body and blood of Christ is present in
the Holy Sup per, un der the form of bread and wine, and is there
com mu ni cated and re ceived? Do you be lieve also that the un be- 
liev ing guests of this meal eat and drink also the body and blood
of Christ, un der the form of bread and wine? We ask not whether
the un be liev ing thereby re ceive the for give ness of sins, but
whether in this sacra ment they re ceive also the body and blood of
Je sus?

3. Do you be lieve that Je sus Christ should be wor shiped as true God
and man in one per son?

4. Is it right that the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church should seek to
unite in any re li gious form of gov ern ment with those who deny
the doc trine of the Augs burg Con fes sion and Luther’s Cat e chism?
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or is it right that Luther ans should go with such to the Holy Sup- 
per?

5. Is your Synod here after to be gov erned by a ma jor ity of votes?
6. Do you still in tend to present the ex cuse that “Je sus Christ, the

Supreme Head of His Church, has pre scribed no spe cific di rec- 
tory for its gov ern ment and dis ci pline,” as is said in the con sti tu- 
tion of the Gen eral Synod? Min.,p. 13.

↩ 

84. Res o lu tion of N. C. Synod in 1825: “As the com plaint is uni ver sal, that
so many dif fer ent Eng lish cat e chisms are cir cu lat ing un der the name of
Lutheran, and which are partly abridged or not well trans lated, it was
unan i mously Re solved, That none of our min is ters can re ceive any cat- 
e chism, thereby to in struct chil dren, which in the ar ti cles of faith or
doc tri nals de parts from Dr. Luther’s Small Cat e chism; be cause we are
bound by the con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod of our Church, to make
no change in the doc trine of the Church.” Min utes, p. il.

In con se quence of the long de lay of the com mit tee ap pointed by the
last ses sion of the Gen eral Synod, to have an ex act trans la tion of
Dr. Mar tin Luther’s Cat e chism printed," etc. Min utes of N. C. Synod
for 1826, p. 6.

See some ex cel lent re marks by Dr. Hazelius on the spir i tual des o la- 
tion re sult ing from ne glect of cat e chi sa tion, in Min utes of N. Y. Min is- 
terium, 1830, p. 26.↩ 

85. CON FES SIONAL BASES OF THE PRIN CI PAL LUTHERAN BOD- 
IES IN AMER ICA.

I. The Gen eral Synod.
“We re ceive and hold, with the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of our

fa thers, the Word of God, as con tained in the canon i cal Scrip tures of
the Old and New Tes ta ments, as the only in fal li ble rule of faith and
prac tice, and the Augs burg Con fes sion, as a cor rect ex hi bi tion of the
fun da men tal doc trines of the Di vine Word, and of the faith our Church
founded upon that Word.”

II. The Gen eral Synod in North Amer ica (South).
“We re ceive and hold that the Old and New Tes ta ments are the

Word of God, and the only in fal li ble rule of faith and prac tice. We like- 
wise hold that the Apos tles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion, con tain the fun da men tal doc trines of the sa cred
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Scrip tures; and we re ceive and adopt them as the ex po nents of our
faith.”

III. The Gen eral Coun cil.
“We ac cept and ac knowl edge the doc trines of the Un al tered Augs- 

burg Con fes sion in its orig i nal sense, as through out in con form ity with
the pure truth of which God’s Word is the only rule. We ac cept its
state ments of truth, as in per fect ac cor dance with the canon i cal Scrip- 
tures. We re ject the er rors it con demns, and we be lieve that all which it
com mits to the lib erty of the Church, of right be longs to that lib erty.”

“In thus for mally ac cept ing and ac knowl edg ing the Un al tered
Augs burg Con fes sion, we de clare our con vic tion that the other Con fes- 
sions of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church, inas much as they set forth
none other than its sys tem of doc trine, and ar ti cles of faith, are of ne- 
ces sity pure and Scrip tural. Pre em i nent among such ac cor dant, pure
and Scrip tural state ments of doc trine, by their in trin sic ex cel lence, by
the great and nec es sary ends for which they were pre pared, by their
his tor i cal po si tion, and the gen eral judg ment of the Church, are these:
the Apol ogy of the Augs burg Con fes sion, the Smal cald Ar ti cles, the
Cat e chisms of Luther, and the For mula of Con cord, all of which are
with the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion, in the per fect har mony of
one and the same Scrip tural faith.”
IV. The Syn od i cal Con fer ence.

“The Syn od i cal Con fer ence ac knowl edges the canon i cal Scrip tures
of the Old and New Tes ta ment, as God’s Word, and the Con fes sion of
the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of 1580 called ‘the Con cor dia,’ as its
own.”

V. The North Car olina and Ten nes see Syn ods.
"We be lieve that the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion is, in all its

parts, in har mony with the Word of God, and is a cor rect ex hi bi tion of
doc trine.’

“We be lieve that the Apol ogy, the Cat e chisms of Luther, the Smal- 
cald Ar ti cles, and the For mula of Con cord, are a faith ful de vel op ment
and de fense of the Word of God, as set forth in the Augs burg Con fes- 
sion.”↩ 

86. H. N., 964.↩ 

87. Ev. Re view, 3: 126.↩ 

88. Acre lius, 218.↩ 
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89. “We took the printed Kirchen-Agenda of the Evan gel i cal Ger man con- 
gre ga tion at Savoy in Lon don, as the foun da tion, be cause we had no
other at hand.” H. N., 676.↩ 

90. Ev. Re view, 7: 544.↩ 

91. Ev. Re view, 3: 423: "The or der of the pub lic wor ship of God on Sun- 
days and fes ti vals, shall be ob served and con ducted in the two prin ci- 
pal churches, as fol lows: (1) In the morn ing at the usual time, the min- 
is ter com mences with a prayer out of the Lon don Liturgy, or a suit able
prayer out of J. Arndt’s Paradies Gartlein; (2) the school mas ter reads a
por tion of the Holy Bible, fol low ing in or der the prayer; (3) a hymn is
given out by the min is ter from the Halle Hymn Book; (4) the min is ter
reads ei ther the ap pointed Gospel or Epis tle; (5) an other hymn is an- 
nounced; (6) the min is ter prays ex tem po ra ne ously, and closes with the
Lord’s Prayer; (7) he reads ei ther the Gospel or Epis tle, or text from
which he in tends to preach; (8) the ser mon fol lows, con cluded with
prayer; (9) the min is ter reads the gen eral prayer in the Lon don Liturgy,
or the Litany in the Hymn-book, and closes with the Lord’s Prayer;
(10) Pub li ca tions are made end ing with an Apos tolic wish; the con gre- 
ga tion sings, and is dis missed with the Bene dic tion of the Lord.↩ 

92. The or der in the Liturgy of 1786 is as fol lows: 1. A suit able hymn. 2.
The min is ter goes be fore the al tar, and makes the ex hor ta tion to con- 
fes sion, and the con fes sional prayer, end ing with the Kyrie. 3. He pro- 
nounces the vo tum: “The Lord be with you,” to which the con gre ga- 
tion re ply, “And with thy Spirit.” 4. He prays again, ei ther ex tem po ra- 
ne ously or one of the Morn ing prayers in the Hymn-Book. 5. Read ing
of the Epis tle. 6. The prin ci pal hymn, dur ing which he as cends the pul- 
pit. 7. The ser mon, which maybe pre ceded by the Lord’s Prayer and
the Gospel for the day. 8. He prays ei ther the pre scribed Gen eral prayer
or the Litany, and must not vary from this rule with out ne ces sity. The
prayer closes with ex tem po ra ne ous in ter ces sions for the sick, if de- 
sired, and Lord’s Prayer. 9. Nec es sary no tices then are given. 10. He
pro nounces the bene dic tion, " The peace of God which pas seth all un- 
der stand ing, keep your hearts and minds through Christ Je sus unto ev- 
er last ing life. Amen." 11. Sev eral stan zas are then sung, dur ing which
alms may be col lected for the poor. 12, The min is ter comes again be- 
fore the al tar, and again pro nounces the vo tum, which is re sponded to
by the con gre ga tion. 13. He prays an ex tem po ra ne ous prayer, or the
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short form given in the Liturgy. 14. Singing of “the Lord pre serve our
com ing in and go ing out,” or of a stanza of a hymn, at the dis cre tion of
the min is ter. Pp. 1-12.↩ 

93. The fol low ing is the or der in the “Col lec tion of Evan gel i cal Hymns,
made from dif fer ent au thors, and col lec tions for the Eng lish Lutheran
Church in New York. By George Stre beck, New York: 1797.”

1. Singing. 2. Ex hor ta tion to Con fes sion. 3. Con fes sional Prayer,
clos ing with the Kyrie. 4. “The Lord be with you,” re sponded
toby the con gre ga tion: “And with thy Spirit.” 5. An ex tem po ra ne- 
ous or read prayer, at the dis cre tion of the min is ter. 6. The Gospel
and Epis tle for the day. 7. Singing. 8. Ser mon. 9. The in vari able
use ei ther of a pre scribed gen eral prayer or the Litany, clos ing
with the Lord’s Prayer. 10. An nounc ing of the hymn, and the sen- 
tence: “The peace of God which pas seth all un der stand ing,” etc.
11. The min is ter de scends from the pul pit, and pro nounces again:
" The Lord be with you," re sponded to again by the con gre ga tion,
makes a short prayer, ei ther ac cord ing to a given form, or ex tem- 
po ra ne ously, and con cludes with the pa tri ar chal bene dic tion.

That pre scribed in the “Hymn and Prayer Book for the use of such
Lutheran Churches as use the Eng lish Lan guage, col lected by John C.
Kunze, D. D., se nior of the Lutheran clergy in the State of New York,
New York: 1795,” is al most iden ti cal with the or der given by Mr. Stre- 
beck. A copy of both vol umes is in the Li brary of Penn syl va nia Col- 
lege, and of the Lutheran His tor i cal So ci ety.↩ 

94. “Pub lic wor ship is at present reg u lated and con ducted in the fol low ing
or der: The be gin ning is made by a few pas sages of Scrip ture, or by a
short ejac u la tion, and by singing a hymn. Pi-ay ers are then read, con- 
sist ing of con fes sion of sins, praise and thanks giv ing, pe ti tion and in- 
ter ces sion; or the min is ter may pray ex tem pore. A por tion of Scrip ture
is read, which may be ei ther the Gospel or Epis tle for the day, or any
other por tion suited to the oc ca sion, and re lat ing to the sub ject on
which the ser mon is preached. An other hymn is sung. Then the ser mon
is preached, which should not take up more than three-quar ters of an
hour. Be fore ser mon, a short prayer may be of fered up, but af ter ser- 
mon, it is con sid ered nec es sary to pray. An other hymn is sung, dur ing
which or be fore which the alms are col lected. The con gre ga tion is dis- 
missed with the bene dic tion. In some con gre ga tions, a dox ol ogy is
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sung af ter the bene dic tion.” " His tory, Doc trine, and Dis ci pline of the
Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church," by George Lochman, A. M., Har ris- 
burg, 1S18, p. 151.↩ 

95. Acre lius and Hall. Nach., pas sion. See or ders of ser vice given above.
The fol low ing from the con sti tu tion of the Church in Geor gia is wor- 
thy of note: “As has been cus tom ary from the be gin ning, the three
grand fes ti vals, Christ mas, Easter and Pen te cost shall be cel e brated
two days; also shall be cel e brated New Year’s day, Epiphany, the an- 
niver sary of our fa thers’ ar rival be tween the 9th and nth of March;
Maundy Thurs day (when the doc trine of the Lord’s Sup per shall be es- 
pe cially ex plained for ed i fi ca tion), and Good Fri day, ev ery year. From
Esio Al ihi un til Easter, in the af ter noon ser vice, the his tory of the suf- 
fer ings of our Lord and Saviour shall be pro poundeil and ex plained,
cat e chet i cally and para graph i caliy, ei ther from an Evan ge list or from a
Har mony ap proved by our ven er a ble fa thers.” Ev. Re view 3: 424. All
the older Church records show that they fol lowed in vari ably the
Church year.↩ 

96. Evan ge lis ches Mag a zin, Vol. 2 (1813), p 7.↩ 

97. Hall. Nach., 963.↩ 

98. The ear li est records of our churches in Adams county, served in the
last cen tury by Pas tor Ea ger, give abun dant tes ti mony on this point.
Here is one mem o ran dum we have made: Out of 61 chil dren bap tized
in the Ben ders’ con gre ga tion, the age of 8 is not given, 23 were bap- 
tized un der the age of one month, 23 be tween one and two months; the
old est bap tized was be tween seven and eight months, while one was
bap tized when two days old, a sec ond when four days old, a third
when eight, and three when nine days old. The records at Arnd stown,
and those at Christ’s church, Lit tlestown, dur ing the pas torate of Wild- 
bahn (1763), show that the prac tice there was the same.↩ 
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Fourth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

Dr F. W. Con rad said: In re fer ring to the his tory of the Gen eral Coun cil, the
au thor of the in struc tive pa per just read stated, that the Franck ean Synod
had been re ceived by the Gen eral Synod with out hav ing adopted the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion. This state ment, ac cord ing to my rec ol lec tion, I re gard as,
strictly speak ing, in cor rect. The facts of the case are these:

Dr. B. Kurtz, Pres i dent of the Gen eral Synod, was re quested by let ter to
in form the mem bers of the Franck ean Synod what they must do in or der to
be ad mit ted into the Gen eral Synod. He replied, that noth ing more was nec- 
es sary than to adopt the Con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod, and ap point the
req ui site num ber of del e gates. The con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod was
ac cord ingly adopted by the Franck ean Synod, and del e gates ap pointed to
the Gen eral Synod.

The Con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod pro vided that any “reg u larly con- 
sti tuted Lutheran Synod, hold ing the fun da men tal doc trines of the Bible, as
taught by our Church,” might be re ceived into con nec tion with it. These
doc trines are set forth, ac cord ing to unan i mous con sent, in the Augs burg
Con fes sion. Now, al though the Franck ean Synod had not di rectly adopted
the Augs burg Con fes sion, they had in di rectly and re ally adopted it by
adopt ing the Con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod, and thereby de clared that
they held “the fun da men tal doc trines of the Bible as taught by our Church,”
in the Augs burg Con fes sion. This was tan ta mount to its adop tion by a for- 
mal res o lu tion, and im posed the same con fes sional obli ga tion. It pledged
the synod to teach “the doc trines of our Church,” as taught in the Augs burg
Con fes sion. The del e gates of the Franck ean Synod, ac cord ingly, de clared in
writ ing that their Synod clearly un der stood that, in adopt ing the Con sti tu- 
tion, it adopted the doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod, as ex pressed in its
for mula for sub scrib ing the Augs burg Con fes sion con tained in its For mula
of Gov ern ment and Dis ci pline. But, as the Gen eral Synod im posed upon the
Franck ean Synod, as a con di tion of full re cep tion, the for mal adop tion of
the Augs burg Con fes sion, ac cord ing to its For mula; and as it did not re ceive
its del e gates at Fort Wayne un til af ter be ing cer ti fied that the im posed con- 
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di tion had been com plied with, its re cep tion at York was only con di tional,
and the Franck ean Synod was not fully ad mit ted into the Gen eral Synod un- 
til it had for mally adopted the Augs burg Con fes sion.

The con struc tion and con fes sional force which we have given to the
adop tion of its Con sti tu tion has been ex em pli fied by the of fi cial acts of the
Gen eral Synod. Nei ther the New York Min is terium, nor the Pitts burgh
Synod, nor the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, had by ex press res o lu tion
adopted the Augs burg Con fes sion, prior to their ap pli ca tions for ad mis sion
into the Gen eral Synod. But they had all adopted the Con sti tu tion of the
Gen eral Synod, by which they de clared that they held “the fun da men tal
doc trines of the Bible as taught by our Church.” This the Gen eral Synod
con strued as in volv ing a real, al though in di rect, adop tion of the Augs burg
Con fes sion, and con sti tuted each one of them, as well as the Franck ean
Synod, “reg u larly con sti tuted Lutheran Syn ods,” in the sense of the Con sti- 
tu tion.

In the heat of the dis cus sion the fact was over looked that, as “no man
can serve two mas ters,” nei ther can a Synod be gov erned and char ac ter ized
by two dif fer ent con fes sions. As soon, there fore, as the Franck ean Synod
adopted the Con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod, it sub jected it self to the
Augs burg Con fes sion, and be came Lutheran. And by nec es sary con se- 
quence, it could no longer be held sub ject to its for mer con fes sion, and
ceased to be an iso lated, sep a ratis tic body.

It may not be amiss to re call and im prove an other oc cur rence at York.
God is said to have the hearts of all men in His hand, and that He can turn
them as He doth the rivers of wa ter. He ac cord ingly gov erns the Church,
through the sin cere con vic tions and con sci en tious judg ment of its min is ters
and mem bers. When, there fore, an im por tant ec cle si as ti cal ques tion has
been thor oughly dis cussed and a de ci sion reached by an al most or quite
unan i mous vote, that judg ment ought to be re garded as de ter min ing the
ques tion for the time be ing un der ex ist ing cir cum stances. To dis turb a de ci- 
sion thus at tained im me di ately af ter wards, with out ad di tional light and the
most ur gent ne ces sity, must be haz ardous, and its re ver sal of ten proves to
have been ill-ad vised, un for tu nate, and not un fre quently wrong.

Such a case oc curred at York. Dif fer ences of opin ion pre vailed in re gard
to the char ac ter and con tin ued force of the Ar ti cles of Faith of the Franck- 
ean Synod, as well as its adop tion of the Augs burg Con fes sion. The sub ject
was dis cussed dur ing an en tire day and an al most unan i mous de ci sion
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reached at its close. This de ci sion was re con sid ered the next morn ing, and
af ter a long and an ex cit ing de bate, re versed. A protest signed by mem bers
of ten Syn ods was pre sented, an an swer fol lowed, the del e gates of the
Penn syl va nia Synod with drew, the Gen eral Synod was rent in twain and the
Lutheran Church again di vided! While, there fore, I main tain that the
Franck ean Synod had met the con sti tu tional re quire ments of the Gen eral
Synod, and can not jus tify the grounds upon which the del e gates of the
Penn syl va nia Synod with drew from it, I am nev er the less com pelled, in the
light of the facts of this case, and all the con se quences re sult ing there from,
to re gard the re ver sal of that de ci sion as one be long ing to the class of in ju- 
di cious de ci sions just de scribed. Some “things are law ful, but not” al ways
“ex pe di ent.” But He who can make even the wrath of man to praise Him,
can and will over rule all things for the good of His Church.

Re marks Of Rev. Prof. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral
Synod.)

There will be but one opin ion, I sup pose, in re gard to the value of the pa per
which has been read. It presents a very clear nar ra tive of some of the most
im por tant events in our his tory, and is just what many will de sire to pos sess.
I will ven ture to make a few ad di tional state ments on the point raised by
Dr. Con rad’s speech. The Gen eral Synod was not hasty in its ac tion. Af ter
long dis cus sion, the Gen eral Synod de clined to re ceive the Franck ean
Synod on the ground of its not hav ing adopted the Augs burg Con fes sion.
Sub se quent to this ac tion the del e ga tion pre sented a pa per, stat ing that in
adopt ing the For mula of the Gen eral Synod, they un der stood they were
adopt ing the Augs burg Con fes sion as their con fes sion of faith, and pledg ing
them selves to com ply with the re quire ment of the Gen eral Synod in this re- 
spect. The ques tion of their re cep tion was re con sid ered, and they were re- 
ceived, but only pro vi sion ally; that un less sat is fac tory ev i dence was fur- 
nished of their ac cep tance of the Augs burg Con fes sion, they would not be
con sid ered in the Gen eral Synod. And ac cord ingly at the next meet ing, at
Fort Wayne, these del e gates were not re ceived un til af ter the or ga ni za tion,
and the ev i dence fur nished that they had fully com plied with the con di tions
of their re cep tion. The ac tion of the Gen eral Synod was very cau tious and
con ser va tive.
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This re calls an other case which de serves to be men tioned. The
Melanchthon Synod made ap pli ca tion for ad mis sion into the Gen eral Synod
un der cir cum stances very sim i lar to those of the Franck ean Synod, and met
with sim i lar op po si tion. It was main tained that the Melanchthon Synod had
not adopted the Augs burg Con fes sion, or fairly com plied with the con di- 
tions of ad mis sion. Its whole his tory was re garded as ir reg u lar and not very
Lutheran. The op po si tion was very de cided and per sis tent. Yet the Gen eral
Synod re ceived the Melanchthon Synod, with out im pos ing con di tions, but
with a very hum ble re quest that it would con form its po si tion to the re quire- 
ments of the Gen eral Synod. There were no with drawals of del e gates, nor
di vi sions in the body. I hope I will not be deemed dis cour te ous, when I re- 
mind the Diet that my friend. Dr. Krauth, was the cham pion at that time of
the Melanchthon Synod, and of its ad mis sion into the Gen eral Synod. Un- 
less my mem ory is at fault, he drew up the res o lu tions for the ad mis sion of
the Melanchthon Synod, us ing such gen tle terms, and with stood the op po si- 
tion. Times have changed.

Now I do not see on what grounds so much ado is made by some over
the re cep tion of the Franck ean Synod, while the re cep tion of the
Melanchthon Synod is jus ti fied. It seems to me that the ac tion of the Gen- 
eral Synod was more cau tious and more con ser va tive at York than at Pitts- 
burgh. I think the ac tion of the Gen eral Synod at York can be con sis tently
de fended, and that that body is not re spon si ble for the con se quences.

Re marks Of Rev. Prof. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D. (Gen eral
Coun cil.)

Dr. Krauth spoke in terms of strong com men da tion of the pa per read by
Prof. Ja cobs. It shows great thor ough ness of re search, es pe cially in di rec- 
tions where the dif fi culty of ob tain ing facts can only be es ti mated by one
who has had oc ca sion to at tempt the same sort of work. It is clear, well ar- 
ranged, pre sent ing facts in just pro por tion, and with the most ab so lute fair- 
ness. The pro duc tion of this pa per alone would have re paid for the call ing
of this Diet.

As the Franck ean Synod had been brought into the dis cus sion, he would
take the op por tu nity of cor rect ing a mis ap pre hen sion in re gard to the po si- 
tion of his ven er ated fa ther on that ques tion. His fa ther was quoted as one
who held the rul ing at Ft. Wayne to be cor rect, and there his tes ti mony was
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sup posed to end. It was true he did so re gard it, and looked upon the Penn- 
syl va nia Min is terium as hav ing put it self out of the Gen eral Synod by the
with drawal of its del e gates at York. But he con stantly added, with no re- 
serve as of a thing spo ken con fi den tially, as all who heard him speak of it
can tes tify, that “the ad mis sion of the Franck ean Synod was an out rage,
fully jus ti fy ing the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia in with draw ing; and that
the only mat ter of re gret was that hav ing with drawn for so right eous a
cause, it should have en deav ored to re turn.” The ac tion at the close of the
first day was of the gen tlest and most con cil ia tory kind. It com pletely har- 
mo nized the Gen eral Synod. The Franck ean Synod it self was not dis sat is- 
fied — so rea son able and mod er ate was the ac tion. The in flu ences which
dis turbed the set tled ques tion were at work out side of the hours of meet ing,
and were par ti san and mis chievous. The Franck ean Synod had not un der- 
gone any very rad i cal change from the time when the Gen eral Synod had
passed a res o lu tion con demn ing its fa nat i cal and dis or derly prac tices. The
whole de bate showed that it was com pletely un-Lutheran, and that there had
been no in tel li gent con form ity with the re quire ments of the Con sti tu tion.
Af ter its re cep tion at York, many of the best men in the Gen eral Synod,
some of whom are still among its most hon ored names, united in protest
against the ad mis sion.

In re ply to Dr. Brown, Dr. Krauth said that he had not been the cham pion
of the Melanchthon Synod; on the con trary, he had strongly op posed, on
prin ci ple, its ad mis sion. But when the facts showed that the prece dents es- 
tab lished in the ad mis sion of a num ber of other Syn ods, and the re ten tion of
var i ous bod ies which openly threw away the Augs burg Con fes sion for the
Def i nite Plat form, had made it gross in con sis tency and vir tual self-de struc- 
tion for the Gen eral Synod to re ject the Melanchthon Synod, he had of fered
as the best thing the case al lowed, that to the re cep tion of the Melanchthon
Synod should be at tached a re quest that it should take ac tion which would
re move the causes of of fence. This was all, in fact, the Gen eral Synod had
left it self the power of do ing. It was the thor ough go ing op po si tion which he
had felt and shown to the ad mis sion of the Melanchthon Synod, which
made him the proper per son to of fer this res o lu tion. But there were very
many re spects in which the char ac ter of the Melanchthon Synod, and of its
plea for ad mis sion, was free from that which made the Franck ean Synod so
to tally un fit to be a mem ber of any Lutheran Body.
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As to the im pli ca tion of change, he had never waited to have his real
change of views brought as a charge. He was the first to make that change
known by frank ac knowl edg ment. There is no peril greater to a man’s love
of truth than a false pride of me chan i cal con sis tency. But his seem ing in- 
con sis ten cies were the long growth of ripen ing con sis tency. They were not
the re sult of want of a fixed prin ci ple — the shift ing from prin ci ple to prin- 
ci ple — but the out growth of one great set of prin ci ples, ma tur ing and
bring ing into more per fect har mony the con vic tion and the act — such as
(to com pare the very lit tle with the very great) Luther him self passed
through. From the hour that by God’s grace, through many a sore strug gle
and con flict, he had be gun to ap proach the firm ground, up to the present,
he had moved in one line. His present con vic tions were con nected by un- 
bro ken suc ces sion with those ear li est ones. The law of growth is the law of
life. The in con sis ten cies of the earnest seeker of truth are like the in con sis- 
ten cies of the oak with its acorn. There are changes, but it is the one life
which has con di tioned them all.

Dr. Con rad had spo ken of the tes ti mony as to al leged er rors in the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion — the Tes ti mony adopted by the Gen eral Synod at York —
as iden ti cal with the one which had been pre pared by Dr. Krauth, and
adopted in the Pitts burgh Synod. But not only did the his tory of the two
doc u ments in volve a dif fer ence in their mean ing, where they co in cided in
words, but the lan guage it self was in some re spects ma te ri ally changed. The
two doc u ments were re lated some what as the In vari ata and the Vari ata, but
with the changes made by other hands, against the will of the au thor. He
dis avowed, there fore, the Tes ti mony of the Gen eral Synod as prop erly his.

Dr. Con rad’s ac knowl edg ment of the great mis take made in dis turb ing
the orig i nal dis po si tion of the Franck ean Synod case, was wor thy of his
can dor, and could not fail to do good.

Re marks Of Rev. D. P. Rosen miller. (Gen eral Synod.)

For many years in the Con sti tu tion of the Synod of Penn syl va nia, only the
Augs burg Con fes sion was men tioned. It has, in fact, been only about twelve
years since it was al tered, and the other sym bol i cal books adopted in such a
shape that the Augs burg Con fes sion dare not speak in any other sense than
they speak. In the Liturgy adopted by the Synod in early days, the word
Lutheran did not oc cur in the ser vices for Or di na tion, Adult Bap tism and



150

Con fir ma tion. These first doc u ments were drawn up by the pa tri arch of our
Church, and he ev i dently had the im pres sion that the Ger man Re formed and
Lutheran would merge into one Evan gel i cal Church. I have ex am ined the
Church Con sti tu tions, drawn up by him, in which he gives the right to min- 
is ters, dur ing the week, by day or night, to hold meet ings for ed i fi ca tion and
prayer.

In this con nec tion I would en deavor to throw some light on a doc u ment
which had some con nec tion with the un for tu nate sep a ra tion which took
place at Fort Wayne. Af ter the del e gates of the Penn syl va nia Synod, two
years pre vi ously at York, Pa., had protested against the re cep tion of the
Franck ean Synod, and re ported to their own Synod, a com mit tee of seven
was ap pointed to re port on their ac tion. The re port of that com mit tee was,
that the ac tion of the del e gates should be ap proved and sus tained. But the
chair man [Rev. Rosen miller. — Ed.] ex plained be fore the Synod that this
re port did not de cide that the ac tion of the del e gates was cor rect. But, as
they acted ac cord ing to their hon est con vic tions, al though their judg ment
may have been wrong, yet their ac tion should be ap proved and sus tained.
And this ap proval was not con sid ered as a sep a ra tion from the Gen eral
Synod, on the part of the Synod of Penn syl va nia.

The fifth pa per was then read:
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Mil ton Valen tine: Ed u ca tion In
The Lutheran Church In The

United States

By Rev. M. Valen tine, D. D., Pres i dent Of Penn syl va nia Col lege, Get tys- 
burg, Pa.

IN CALL ING AT TEN TION TO ED U CA TION in the Lutheran Church in the United
States, I am per mit ted to feel that the sub ject is one of in trin sic im por tance
and wide bear ings. It does not, in deed, ex press any thing be long ing to the
Church’s di vine foun da tion, but it con cerns her great work. With out the im- 
por tance that at taches to dis cus sions set tling the dog mas of the faith, it
must, how ever, carry the in ter est that ever be longs to the chief means by
which the mis sion of Chris tian ity and the work of the Church are to be ac- 
com plished. The re la tion of means, it must be re mem bered, gives even to
doc trine its high im por tance. Chris tian ity, even as a whole, in all its grand
truths and di vine pow ers, is not for it self, but a means look ing to the sal va- 
tion of men and the re demp tion of the earth. Ed u ca tion looks to the same
end for which God has given the sa cred doc trines. It ex presses one of the
modes through which the power of sal va tion goes into ef fect and pushes on
to ward its goal. How di rectly, as if by nor mal ac tion, this power moves to
the ac com plish ment of its mis sion through the agency of ed u ca tion, is ap- 
par ent from the rise of Chris tian schools among the first man i fes ta tions of
the Church’s life and ac tiv ity. As if the ear li est preach ing of the gospel was
the mar shal ing of the fit agen cies for the grand work of con quest and
progress, these schools quickly sprang up and stood in the front lines of the
holy ser vice. We see them at Alexan dria, An ti och, Edessa, Nis i bis, and else- 
where. They held forth the word of life, up lifted high the stan dard of the
cross, and be came con spic u ous sum mits of the Church’s power and de fense
in those early cen turies.
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There can be no doubt that the life of the Church of Christ has been
meant to en ter into and ally with its own blessed ends all nor mal hu man
pow ers and move ments. Chris tian ity is not a thing to be, or ca pa ble of be- 
ing, held as a thing by it self, apart from the of fices and ac tiv i ties of life. It
comes as a force to en ter ev ery other force that le git i mately be longs to the
con sti tu tion of the world, and to sanc tify and claim all for God and right- 
eous ness. It may not usu ally, in deed, un der take the func tions of other con- 
sti tu tions, but it is to per me ate all with its su per nat u ral truth and life, and
make each de part ment, in its own sphere, bear its proper part in the ag gre- 
gate re demp tion of the earth. Ed u ca tion, how ever, is a func tion that falls so
im me di ately in the line of the Church’s work, ex presses so di rectly what is
part of her es sen tial of fice, that it may not only be per vaded by her sanc ti fy- 
ing in flu ence, like, for in stance, the sep a rate civil power, but be pos sessed
and used as her right ful agency. The Church is in stru men tally the light of
the world. Her great of fice is to teach — to teach all na tions. She holds the
high est knowl edge. This high est knowl edge in cludes and ap pro pri ates all
the rest, and so Chris tian ity nor mally flows through learn ing into its best ef- 
fi ciency and ap pro pri ate vic to ries.

The Church can never ad mit that Chris tian ity and sci ence are an tag o- 
nisms. She knows how ut terly false is the im pres sion, some times sought to
be made, that these are in ir rec on cil able con flict, and re li gion is per se un- 
sci en tific and sci ence must be ir re li gious. She un der stands well that they are
the read ings of God’s two great rev e la tions, and if both are read cor rectly
all the var i ous col ored facts blend and shine in the pure white light of God’s
full truth. With out doubt Cre ation is an ex pres sion of God’s thought, as Re- 
demp tion is of His love; and there can be con flict only by wrest ing the
Bible or Na ture and putting false speech into its lips. And as Re demp tion,
fore seen and pro vided for be fore all worlds, ex presses the fi nal cause, the
ul ti mate end of all the frame work and move ment of the world. Na ture
stands nec es sar ily as a sub or di nate fac tor in this ag gre gate move ment, and
can be rightly un der stood only in the light of the great fact of Re demp tion.
This world’s struc ture and his tory yield to us their true mean ings only when
viewed in the in ter pre ta tive il lu mi na tion of the cross of Christ and the es- 
cha tol ogy of the New Tes ta ment. The Church, there fore, holds the true key
to the so lu tion of Na ture. Chris tian ity has thus the high est com mis sion to
lead the way through the fields of sci ence. A sub lime or di na tion to the work
is given in the qual i fi ca tion to do it. To athe is tic evo lu tion ism, which de nies



153

all de sign, adap ta tion, and ends in Na ture, or to in fi delity, which fails to see
that end in the new earth of re demp tion, Na ture is of course an in sol u ble
mys tery, and sci ence frag men tary, dis jointed, in co her ent. The Church is the
best teacher of the truth in these broad do mains of cul ture. The chil dren of
light, with the torch of God’s truth flash ing ev ery way and light ing up the
world, are to lead men, es pe cially the young, into the di vine thoughts that
lie fixed, like com pactly writ ten hi ero glyph ics, in all the phe nom ena of the
earth. Thus will come the right cor re la tion be tween sci ence and re li gion —
rev e la tion as sist ing and guid ing rea son to the high est and best con cep tion of
na ture, and then, in turn, re ceiv ing the light of all sci en tific dis cov ery
thrown back on it, for still pro founder and more per fect un der stand ing of its
own mean ing. Sci ence then — the term be ing used in the broad est sense,
for all known truth in the higher ranges of learn ing — is a true hand maid of
re li gion and falls rightly into the ser vice of the Church of re demp tion. As
among the might i est agen cies that bear on hu man wel fare, mold civ i liza- 
tions and guide en ter prise and progress, this is ever to be held by the
Church, as pre em i nently her own, to be per vaded by her own light and
power for con duct ing the world’s move ment to the con sum ma tion to which
Prov i dence is hold ing the helm.

In com ing to these shores the Church seized a point of grand est power
and suc cess, in un der tak ing to give the coun try its higher aca demic and col- 
le giate ed u ca tion. In her var i ous branches, she be gan the plant ing of schools
and col leges, that the ed u ca tion of the young for all the higher spheres of
life and in flu ence might be con ducted un der Chris tian aus pices. So our land
has been made a land of Chris tian ed u ca tion. Of the nine col leges es tab- 
lished be fore the rev o lu tion, eight were be gun un der Church aus pices. Of
the three hun dred and forty-two col leges now re ported in our na tional sta tis- 
tics of ed u ca tion, two hun dred and eight-six are in such gen eral Chris tian
re la tion.1 The good thus ac com plished, in Chris tian iz ing all the sub or di nate
ranges of ed u ca tion, in shap ing lead ing and reg u la tive thought for the whole
land, in el e vat ing our com mon moral ity and se cur ing a gen er ally fa vor able
at ti tude to ward the Gospel, is sim ply in cal cu la ble. What the con di tion of
our land or the state of the Church would be with out this, or with the or der
re versed, imag i na tion may only faintly pic ture. If the higher ed u ca tion had
been left by the Church to merely sec u lar con trol, with purely sec u lar prin- 
ci ples and sec u lar ends — if skep ti cism and un be lief had been left in pos- 
ses sion of the phi los o phy, sci ence and cul ture of the schools, mak ing, as
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they are wont, these great pow ers seem to con tra dict Chris tian ity and dis- 
credit the ver i ties of faith — if such god less higher ed u ca tion had then
unchris tian ized our com mon-school ed u ca tion, as it would have done, for
the mil lions of the masses — what floods of ir re li gion and sin would be
sweep ing over the land, en dan ger ing ev ery holy thing in which we to day re- 
joice!

Ed u ca tion in the Lutheran Church in the United States must be viewed
as on the back ground of these gen eral prin ci ples and facts. It is to be looked
upon, at least so far as col lege ed u ca tion is con cerned, as the part that be- 
longs to us in this great work. What that part should be, and how it may be
best ac com plished, are the ques tions that con cern us in this dis cus sion.

I.) The proper po si tion and range of work for our Church in ed u ca tion
should be held, it seems to me, as im per a tively fixed for us, by a num ber of
con sid er a tions.

First. The fact that the Lutheran Church arose in liv ing con nec tion with
the agen cies of higher learn ing. The restora tion of Bib li cal Chris tian ity took
place among the fruits of study and the power of uni ver si ties God made
Luther climb up through all ranges to the sum mits of learn ing, be fore
putting into his hand and deep in his soul, the com mis sion to re form the
Church. He seated him in a uni ver sity chair. He gave him co-la bor ers in
sim i lar po si tion. Prov i dence wheeled these in sti tu tions into front line. From
the lec ture-desks of Wit ten berg the Church of the Re for mat ion did much of
the grand est work of that grand cen tury. She took or ganic form with this in- 
stru ment of power in her hands.

Sec ondly. The Lutheran Church has al ways been an ed u cat ing Church,
stand ing, with its great in sti tu tions and learned men, in the very first rank of
Chris tian schol ar ship and cul ture. Through all her his tory she has been dis- 
tin guished for her renowned uni ver si ties and her eru dite schol ars. She has
been the pa tron of learn ing, us ing its power for the de fense and vic tory of
the Gospel.

She owes it, thus, to her his tor i cal char ac ter is tics to take no in fe rior or
un wor thy re la tion to the higher ed u ca tion in this coun try. At present, we
speak only of aca demic or col le giate ed u ca tion. And we as sert that, with no
de nom i na tion of Chris tians in our land would in dif fer ence to ed u ca tion or
an in fe rior stan dard in it be in greater de gree a con tra dic tion and de nial of
it self than with the Lutheran Church. We feel, too, that we have a clear war- 
rant to im pose on our selves the obli ga tion of a full share in Chris tian iz ing
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the higher cul ture of the coun try, in the claim we make for our Church, that
she is in an em i nent de gree the Church of the pure doc trine of the Gospel. If
we be lieve that her con fes sional po si tion and con se quent Church life rep re- 
sent the best and truest on flow of gen uine Chris tian ity, we must be lieve that
we have a com mis sion, with a clear di vine sig na ture, to bring to the great est
de gree pos si ble the power of this ed u ca tion un der the shap ing in flu ence of
our Church.

It is not to be for got ten that there is, at the present time, the pres sure of
an in creased obli ga tion on all the Chris tian Churches of our land, to
strengthen their ed u ca tional work. As a re sult, on the one hand, of the at ti- 
tude of the Ro man Catholic Church to ward com mon schools; and on the
other, of the ef forts of skep ti cism and un be lief, a strong ten dency has set in
to ward a sec u lar iza tion of the whole ed u ca tional sys tem of our land. The
idea of State uni ver si ties, wholly dis sev ered from ec cle si as ti cal in flu ence, is
strongly urged by many ed u ca tors, backed by a large part of both the sec u- 
lar and ra tio nal is tic press; and the air is full of petty flings at what are called
de nom i na tional or sec tar ian col leges. There is a con stant clamor, too, on the
part of ev ery fac tion of anti-Chris tian sci en tism, for a sep a ra tion of sci en- 
tific in quiry from an al leged hin der ing in flu ence on free in quiry in these
col leges. It is one of the great, far-reach ing ques tions of our clay, whether
the Church is, in the in ter est of true sci ence and of right eous ness, to re tain
con trol of the higher ed u ca tion which it has given to our land. If the State is,
through sec u lar uni ver si ties, to have charge of this ed u ca tion, fos tered by
tax a tion — a tax a tion urged by some even upon the prop erty de voted to the
work by the benev o lence of the Churches — then we will have the prin ci ple
pressed, as it is in re la tion to the com mon schools, that State im par tial ity as
to re li gions must ex clude the Bible and Chris tian ity from be ing rec og nized
as proper forces in this ed u ca tion. Of course, the clas sics of the old pa gan- 
isms would re main in the cur ricu lum. Vedic lit er a ture would cover the re li- 
gions of the East. But the Text-Book of Chris tian ity would come un der ban
of this fine sec u lar ism, which the Chris tian peo ple of this land would be
called on to sup port through their taxes. So the higher ed u ca tion would be
un-Chris tian ized in this Gospel-cre ated land. As the fi nal strug gle with this
anti-Chris tian and anti-Church ten dency comes on, it is need ful that the
Church not only hold that fast which she has, that no man take her crown,
but strengthen her work, that her in sti tu tions shall be in the fu ture, as they
have been in the past, the most com mand ing, the rul ing cen ter of learn ing in
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the land. And the Lutheran Church, if she wishes to be true to her his toric
char ac ter, or to her claim of rep re sent ing the best type of re vived or Protes- 
tant Chris tian ity, can not be con tent sim ply to let this work be done by oth- 
ers, or to take any thing short of the fullest share that the Head of the Church
has made pos si ble to her.

Thirdly. The proper train ing of young men for our min istry — such a
cul ture as will pre pare them for their true po si tion and ef fi ciency — re- 
quires a high stan dard for our ed u ca tional work. It would be an in sult to any
in tel li gent body of men to raise be fore them, at this date, the ques tion of an
ed u cated min istry. It needs no word. But the ques tion may well be raised
whether our Church ap pre ci ates what grade of in sti tu tions she should fur- 
nish to sup ply the ed u ca tion now needed. The col leges and the o log i cal
schools that can rightly serve the Church’s true strength and vic tory are
such as shall be able to set forth the young min istry abreast with the most
ad vanced re sults in sci ence, phi los o phy and the o log i cal in quiry. This is nec- 
es sary to pre vent them from be com ing en tan gled in the mis lead ing plau si- 
bil i ties and er rors of the times, and to fit them to main tain the supremacy of
God’s truth in its in ces sant con flicts. Even aside from this min is te rial ed u- 
ca tion, our Church’s pros per ity is de pen dent, more than most per sons think,
on an el e vated stan dard of col le giate ed u ca tion. Other things be ing equal, it
is al most self-ev i dent, the Church that ed u cates the most and best and con- 
trols the best in sti tu tions will out rank oth ers, and do most for the cause of
Christ.

If these prin ci ples be true, it is easy to see what po si tion our Church
should oc cupy on the sub ject we are con sid er ing. What, now, are some of
the chief facts that mark the ed u ca tional work in our Church, and some of
the fea tures open to crit i cism, and need ing re vi sion?

Our Church was slow in be gin ning this work. Were we to count from the
Swedish Lutheran set tle ment on the Del a ware in 1637, a cen tury and a half
of her his tory in this coun try elapsed be fore any suc cess ful move ment to
take part in the higher ed u ca tion was made. But though there had been scat- 
ter ing im mi gra tion of Luther ans from that date on ward, our Church can
hardly be re garded as hav ing been or ga nized here be fore the com ing of the
Ger mans, at dif fer ent dates from 1710 to 1742. We may justly count a half
cen tury of our Church’s his tory here as passed when Franklin Col lege, at
Lan cas ter, the in sti tu tion to which I re fer, was founded in 1787. And this in- 
sti tu tion was only one-third part un der Lutheran aus pices, and failed to be
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per ma nent. The preva lence of the Ger man lan guage in our Church was in
the way of any early suc cess in es tab lish ing a col lege that should rise to
com mand ing po si tion. Ger man in sti tu tions could have only a lim ited pros- 
per ity; and any other our Church was not pre pared to found, un til the
Lutheran pop u la tion be came largely An gli cized. And when Penn syl va nia
Col lege, our old est col lege, was or ga nized in 1832, it lacked only a few
years of be ing two cen turies af ter col leges un der other aus pices had be gun
in their work and laid the foun da tions of a wide pros per ity. As Hartwick
Sem i nary, es tab lished in 181 5, though highly use ful, be longs to the cat e- 
gory of aca demic and the o log i cal in sti tutes, our col lege ed u ca tion, apart
from our share in the in sti. tu tion above named, has a his tory of only forty-
five years. Dur ing this pe riod the progress has been won der fully rapid, tes ti- 
fy ing that what ever may be the wis dom that guides the work, it is urged for- 
ward by wor thy and earnest in ter est. The lat est sta tis tics give us, be sides
twenty-two aca demic in sti tutes, a list of eigh teen col leges or in sti tu tions
claim ing to be such, un der the aus pices of our Church, lo cated within a
com pass reach ing from New York around by the Car oli nas, Texas, Iowa and
Wis con sin, rep re sent ing four dif fer ent lan guages, and as many types of
Lutheranism. In these there are, as nearly as can be as cer tained, 2,036 stu- 
dents un der 127 pro fes sors. Nine of the col leges may be counted as Eng lish,
with 72 pro fes sors and 988 stu dents. Five are Ger man, with 34 pro fes sors
and about 687 stu dents. Two are Swedish with 13 pro fes sors and 171 stu- 
dents. Two are Nor we gian, with about 200 pupils un der 8 pro fes sors.

These facts, its seems to me, can not but jus tify sev eral crit i cisms:
The first is that there has been a very un wise mul ti pli ca tion of in sti tu- 

tions of this class. To what ever causes it may have been due, whether to the
ap par ent ne ces si ties of lan guage, the ter ri to rial con ve nience of lo ca tion, the
di vi sive ac tion of the o log i cal par ti san ship, or the ob sti nate lead ing of am bi- 
tious in di vid u al ism, the re sult is ap par ent, that the power of our Church in
this branch of work, has been ter ri bly sac ri ficed in this mul ti tudi nous plant- 
ing of col leges. In this re spect the col lege work in gen eral, un der all the
Chris tian de nom i na tions, and other bod ies that have es tab lished them, has
been mis guided and greatly dam aged. Weak ness rather than strength has
come to it in this way. If it be claimed that this mul ti pli ca tion, by plant ing
col leges in close prox im ity in ev ery sec tion, bring ing ed u ca tional fa cil i ties
to the doors of the peo ple ev ery where, draws out and ed u cates more of the
young than could oth er wise be reached, it is ev i dent, how ever, that the



158

widen ing of the range has been pur chased at the ex pense of its proper el e va- 
tion. In its de pres sion of the av er age grade the ag gre gate loss has been
greater than the gain by num bers on the lower level. This prin ci ple more
than holds as to the work in our own Church. The di vi sion of the pe cu niary
re sources, and of the pa tron age, among so many in sti tu tions, pre vents any
of them from ris ing unto their true ef fi ciency, promi nence, and ser vice to
the Church. I as sume that all the means, con trib uted from lo cal, par ti san, or
per sonal con sid er a tions, should have been given un der a wiser and bet ter
ad justed sys tem. The nine hun dred and eighty-eight stu dents re ported as in
the nine Eng lish col leges could surely all be in structed in four. If the en- 
dow ment and pa tron age that now only keep these nine in strait ened and
ham pered work, with pro fes sors loaded down with ex ces sive labors and lit- 
tle pay, and some of the in sti tu tions al most in ar tic ulo mor tis, were ac cu mu- 
lated in four, the ed u ca tional prod ucts would un ques tion ably be above the
present grade of many of them, and our col lege work would stand out in
more at trac tive promi nence than now. Our in sti tu tions could be rightly built
up, and de vel oped into com mand ing po si tion for the honor and power of
our Church. It seems to me to re quire a mi cro scopic eye to see, for in stance,
the wis dom of try ing to carry on three col leges un der our Church in three
ad join ing States of the South. Were the ef forts thrown into one, it could be
lifted into tri umphant suc cess and broad use ful ness. This would be far bet- 
ter than the present di vided en ter prise, in which the strug gle of some for ex- 
is tence is hin der ing the true ef fi ciency of all. In our Mid dle States, nei ther
the strength of the Church nor the com pass of ter ri tory calls for more than
the first one of our col leges.

Two Eng lish col leges, at most, are suf fi cient to rep re sent our Church and
do its work in the West — one in the nearer and the other in the re moter
West. Plainly it would be gain both as to vigor of ed u ca tional work and the
har mony of the Church, if we had but a sin gle Swedish col lege com bin ing
the funds and pa tron age of the present two. The same is ev i dently true as to
the Nor we gian ed u ca tion. Is there any just rea son, in deed, why Swedish and
Nor we gian might not be united in the same in sti tu tion, or bet ter still, form
de part ments in one of the Eng lish in sti tu tions? As to the Ger man col leges,
four of them be ing in the West, it is hard to be lieve that the di vi sion of the
ef forts is not de priv ing the work of its true ease and ef fi cient strength.

The cor rect ness of this opin ion is not dis proved by the ad mit ted fact, that
this rapid mul ti pli ca tion of our col leges has been in evitable from the di- 
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vided con di tion of the Church. It does not bet ter the mat ter that this weak- 
ness comes from an other weak ness, that this crip pling of our work arises
from our bad an tag o nisms, that the evil is sim ply the symp tom of a deeper
evil. It does not make this sys tem wise, that it is the fruit and rev e la tion of
the folly that wastes our Church’s life in alien ations and strifes. It is no rec- 
om men da tion of it, that it has been shaped by one of the worst facts that
mar the beauty and cut the sinews of our Lutheran strength.

All the real ad van tage, by draw ing out the young through nu mer ous col- 
leges eas ily ac ces si ble, sup posed by some to jus tify this mul ti pli ca tion, can
be bet ter at tained through high-grade, ef fi cient acad e mies in ev ery com mu- 
nity. These can be made al most as nu mer ous as our pas toral charges, and
can fur nish, along with a prepa ra tion for col lege, the early in spi ra tion to the
ad vanced course. It is just this sys tem of nu mer ous lo cal schools, that can
best quicken our churches into more gen eral ed u ca tion, and send the proper
num bers on to fill our col lege halls and give our higher ed u ca tion its true
en cour age ment and suc cess.

But a sec ond thing — the facts fur nished by our sta tis tics of col leges,
sug gest that there is preva lent among us, as a back ground of much of the
evil I am crit i ciz ing, a mis taken no tion as to the true sphere and re la tions of
the col lege. A care ful ex am i na tion of the list of eigh teen can not fail to re- 
veal the fact that many of them stand for types of the o log i cal thought, or
have been made to ac cept the ri val ship of a neigh bor ing new-born col lege
be cause of be ing un will ing to be con tracted into some such nar row ness. It is
plain that col leges have been looked on much in the light of sim ple in stru- 
ments for suc cess in the o log i cal war fare. They have been sought chiefly as
out posts to some spe cial “school of prophets.” Now, if I have rightly con- 
ceived the func tion and re la tion of the col lege, as the col lege un der aus pices
of the Lutheran Church should stand in the great Amer i can sys tem of Chris- 
tian higher ed u ca tion, it is to oc cupy a much wider and more catholic po si- 
tion. The col lege is not sim ply a small Church-school. It is not a the o log i cal
sem i nary. It is not sim ply a feeder to any one, nor to all. It is for that
broader work which shall give the higher ed u ca tion, in its best and fullest
wealth of sci ence, phi los o phy, and lit er a ture, un der Chris tian aus pices, for
all the call ings of life. The col lege is, in deed, to ed u cate for the the o log i cal
sem i nary. It is a fea ture of per haps more worth than any other, that it trains
the young of the Church for the great ser vice into which they pass through
our the o log i cal schools. And just be cause it is needed for this great ser vice,
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as well as for other, the col lege must be con ceded a higher and wider of fice.
The young for the min istry in our day should en ter the the o log i cal course
with a dis ci pline and cul ture in the broad range of sci en tific and philo soph i- 
cal thought, such as can be given only in in sti tu tions with a cur ricu lum ar- 
ranged af ter this full con cep tion of col le giate ed u ca tion. It is true the pul pit
is not to preach sci ence or phi los o phy. Its power to save men is not even
through the phi los o phy of the gospel — but the gospel it self. But the pul pit,
in this age of skep ti cal sci en tism and mis lead ing spec u la tion, will lose its
proper hold on pub lic con fi dence, if it is with out mas ter ful knowl edge in
these pre ten tious de part ments of in quiry. It must never be said that the min- 
istry is be hind the age on the broad ground of gen eral and thor ough ed u ca- 
tion. The Church’s col leges, to give this ed u ca tion, dare not be of in fe rior
grade, or en close their stu dents’ course within a range that stretches over
only the ec cle si as ti cal seg ment of the hori zon of knowl edge. The train ing
must be broad and ef fi cient. Upon the foun da tion of such an ed u ca tion, a
the o log i cal course can build up, in the Church’s ev er last ing truth, true sons
of Is sachar, with un der stand ing of the times and knowl edge of what Is rael
ought to do.

If it is thus in deed, as it seems to be, a mis take to hold our col leges to
serve sim ply as porches to par tic u lar schools of prophets; if the true idea
into which they should be molded is that of seats of high est Chris tian cul- 
ture, af ford ing the proper broad and thor ough prepa ra tion for the var i ous
pro fes sional cour ses, for pub lic life or busi ness, the ques tion is le git i mately
raised: What de gree of or ganic con nec tion and con trol ought the Church to
hold in and over the col leges she builds up? How, with out mak ing them
sec tar ian, or re duc ing them to the lit tle ness of party schools, can they be
made se cure to the ser vice and con trol of the Church, and safe from li a bil ity
of per ver sion to sec u lar ism or in fi delity? The case of Har vard Uni ver sity,
pass ing from con trol of the com mu nion that ded i cated it “Christo et Ec- 
cliesiae” to a man age ment which has used it largely to dis credit the faith it
was built to pro mote, is known to all. Dick in son Col lege, in this State, has
passed from un der Pres by te rian aus pices to Methodist Epis co pal con trol.
Meant for this Chris tian ser vice un der our Church, the surest pos si ble safe- 
guards ought to be em ployed for the per ma nence of our col leges in this sta- 
tus. Im por tant as it is to avoid con found ing the of fice of the col lege with
that of the the o log i cal sem i nary, and to main tain its proper Chris tian, or at
least de nom i na tional catholic ity, it is also of the high est mo ment to have it
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so guarded, that it can not swing loose to any unchurchly per ver sion, or be
wrested from the con trol of the Chris tian com mu nion that founded it. No
set tled prin ci ple on this point has been adopted among us, and the Church’s
prac tice has been ir reg u lar and con flict ing. The re la tion be tween the col lege
and Church is var ied through all grades of con trol, from the ex tremes of
prac ti cal sy nod i cal own er ship and man age ment to a sep a rate ness in which
there is no or ganic Church-re la tion what ever. If in some cases the par ti san
ec cle si as ti cal grip has been so tight as to dis al low the free life and growth
es sen tial for the right de vel op ment of a Chris tian col lege, in its true ideal of
wide and com pre hen sive ed u ca tion, and has il lus trated, in the sphere of ed- 
u ca tion, the wis dom of a method that is em ployed in form ing Chi nese feet,
some have so free a re la tion as, per haps, to make ad di tional guar an tees for
the Church’s per ma nent and best con trol of them de sir able. The re la tion
which the Church should claim for it self, in or der to as sert, with out tran- 
scend ing, the proper de gree of con trol in its col leges and hold suf fi cient
guar an tees for the fu ture, is a sub ject that needs care ful re vi sion and set tle- 
ment among us.

It is an in ter est ing fact, and strik ingly il lus tra tive of the con nec tion be- 
tween ed u ca tional work and Church pros per ity, that this pe riod of the rapid
en large ment of this work has been the pe riod of our Church’s most rapid
de vel op ment and progress. Since 1845, when the ed u ca tional work through
Hartwick Sem i nary, the The o log i cal Sem i nary and the Col lege at Get tys- 
burg, and other in sti tu tions, was be gin ning to pro duce its fuller re sults in the
in crease of the min istry and the quick en ing of the ed u ca tional im pulse
which af ter ward founded so many other col leges and sem i nar ies, the growth
of the Church has been greatly ac cel er ated, ad vanc ing from 843 to 5,905
con gre ga tions, and from 90,629 com mu ni cant mem bers to the present
605,340. It may, in deed, be justly claimed that the en large ment of our ed u- 
ca tional en ter prise is, in great de gree, the ef fect of our Church’s growth; but
prob a bly, in larger mea sure, it has been a cause and agency for that growth.
As ed u ca tion has been fes tered — and it is a grat i fy ing fact to be recorded,
that some of our col leges, de spite the un wise mul ti pli ca tion of them, have
done a no ble work and risen to hon or able dis tinc tion among the best in sti tu- 
tions of their States — this ed u ca tion has given prepa ra tion to the min istry,
with out which, so en larged in num bers, this progress of our Church would
have been im pos si ble. At any rate, it is a fact to be re mem bered that the two
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things go to gether, and that the pe riod of our Church growth has been
joined with the pe riod of our ed u ca tional ac tiv ity.

II.) In the o log i cal ed u ca tion we reach a de part ment of our ed u ca tional
work which is de ter mined by dif fer ent aims, and must be judged of by dif- 
fer ent stan dards. As a rule, I con ceive, this be gins prop erly only af ter the
col le giate course, or its equiv a lent, has laid the proper cul tural ba sis for it.
The de vi a tions from this rule ought to be more strictly ex cep tional than they
have been among us, for the sake of both the the o log i cal course it self and
the stu dent and the Church. This brings up at once a fact that calls for a new
de par ture. What ever rea sons may, in the past, have jus ti fied a large ap pli ca- 
tion of the prin ci ple of ex cep tions to the rule in ques tion, the char ac ter of
the times into which we have come, re quire, and the re sources of the
Church now ad mit, a more strin gent en force ment of the higher stan dard for
en trance into our the o log i cal schools. Hon or able as has been the gen eral
cul ture of our min istry, surely com par ing fa vor ably with that of the min istry
of Churches around us, and blessed with di vine power as have been the
labors of many who have en tered the ser vice with only an in fe rior ed u ca- 
tion, we have plainly reached a point at which we may, and should, make an
ad vance move ment and ap proach nearer to the high stan dard which, I think,
has al ways been the prospec tive ideal of the Church.2

The true aim of the o log i cal ed u ca tion is more pe cu liar than is gen er ally
thought. It is not only to be con trasted with col le giate train ing, fur nish ing
gen eral in tel lec tual cul ture un der Chris tian aus pices, by be ing a pro fes- 
sional course for the ac qui si tion of some full-orbed sys tem of di vin ity; but
it means, largely, the deep cul ti va tion of piety, and the kin dling of soul into
the earnest ness of a full con se cra tion to the ap pointed work. The min istry is
not sim ply a pro fes sion — rather, is not a pro fes sion, or craft, at all — but a
great di vine ser vice. And so, our the o log i cal schools are not like schools of
law or medicine, which give the knowl edge of some pro fes sional art or ac- 
tiv ity as a means of sup port or hon or able dis tinc tion; but they are meant,
while hold ing the stu dent above such sim ply pro fes sional con cep tion of the
of fice to which he is look ing, to fill his mind, through the Holy Spirit’s
bless ing on the in struc tion, with the liv ing truth of the gospel and an in spi- 
ra tion to self-sac ri fic ing use ful ness. It is a place where, pre em i nently, he is
to be en dued with power from on high, be fore go ing forth to the holy work.
He is to be kin dled into glow ing fer vor by the truth he re ceives there in its
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the o log i cal com plete ness, as the nec es sary prepa ra tion for kin dling the
souls of oth ers with the truth and power of sal va tion.

Our the o log i cal in sti tu tions have been founded, I be lieve, in this true
con cep tion of their work. The limit of time for this pa per for bids any at- 
tempt to trace, his tor i cally, the ear lier meth ods of train ing our pas tors, and
the facts con nected with the es tab lish ment of our the o log i cal sem i nar ies.
The facts are full of in ter est, but we can note them only as they ap pear in
the re sults now reached.

The ear li est founded of our the o log i cal schools was Hartwick Sem i nary,
for which pro vi sion was made by the will of Rev. John C. Hartwig in 1796,
but which went into op er a tion only in 1815. In 1826 the The o log i cal Sem i- 
nary of the Gen eral Synod was es tab lished at Get tys burg. Since that time,
en ter prise in this di rec tion has been ex ceed ingly ac tive; and leav ing out of
count sev eral abortive and dead ef forts, fif teen oth ers have been added to
the list. In these sev en teen sem i nar ies or the o log i cal de part ments, there are,
as nearly as the sta tis tics show, forty-one pro fes sors, and four hun dred and
ninety-seven stu dents. Five of them, with eleven pro fes sors and eighty-two
stu dents, are con nected with the Gen eral Synod North; two with three pro- 
fes sors and thir teen stu dents with the Gen eral Synod South. Two, with eight
pro fes sors and sixty-two stu dents, are con nected with the Gen eral Coun cil3;
and four in which eleven pro fes sors teach one hun dred and ninety-five stu- 
dents, with the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. The rest are con nected with in de pen- 
dent Syn ods.

Abun dant tes ti mony to the great value and ef fi ciency of these in sti tu- 
tions is fur nished in the large num ber of well in structed and earnest min is- 
ters they are an nu ally giv ing to the work of the Church. The en larged and
com pre hen sive cur ricu lum of three years, adopted by a num ber of them,
and in sisted on with in creased rigor, is aus pi cious for still aug mented ef fi- 
ciency of ser vice. The di vi sion of la bor also, through an in crease of our the- 
o log i cal fac ul ties, is adding strength to these sem i nar ies. How ever, it seems
to me plain here, as with our col leges, that there has been an un wise mul ti- 
pli ca tion of these in sti tu tions. Blessed as has been the ser vice ren dered to
the Church by our the o log i cal ed u ca tion, greater and bet ter things had been
and still are pos si ble to us un der a pol icy less di vi sive of ef fort and more
con cen tra tive of our re sources. It is not my busi ness here to point out par tic- 
u lar cases in which this di vi sive and weak en ing ac tion has taken place, or to
ar raign the pro pri ety of the ex is tence and work of any spe cial in sti tu tion. I
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wish to be dis tinctly un der stood as not un der tak ing to do this. But it is per- 
mit ted me to deal with the gen eral prin ci ple or pol icy pur sued, and this pol- 
icy, what ever may have been the causes that led to it, may, it seems to me,
be justly ar raigned as mis guided, on sev eral grounds.

It is vi ola tive, for in stance, of a wise and true prin ci ple of econ omy, both
as to men and means. This mul ti pli ca tion of sem i nar ies greatly in creases the
amount of en dow ment, or di rect con tri bu tions, nec es sary to meet their ex- 
penses and sup port the pro fes sors — if in deed they are sup ported. It con- 
sumes the time and en er gies of more men in pro fes so rial la bor than would
be called for un der a sys tem of wise com bi na tion of work. It is an un wise
de mand on the re sources of the Church. Fur ther, it pre vents the best breadth
and thor ough ness of our the o log i cal ed u ca tion, in nec es sar ily keep ing the
teach ing force in each in sti tu tion smaller, and their la bor larger, than they
should be. But the great est evil of all ap pears in the doc tri nal dishar mony
and mis un der stand ings which they keep up and in ten sify in the Church, The
sev en teen schools we have rep re sent and fos ter at least half a dozen types of
what is claimed to be Lutheran The ol ogy; and va ri eties of these are shaded
out, some places, into mi nuter di ver si ties. Even within the schools con- 
nected with the same gen eral Lutheran or ga ni za tion, di ver gences oc cur. The
car ry ing on of our the o log i cal ed u ca tion in so many in sti tu tions which are
led, by their ri val ries and jeal ousies, to mag nify their typ i cal dif fer ences and
over look the points of their agree ment, em pha siz ing all the di vi sive pe cu- 
liar i ties on which par ti san ship feeds and grows, train ing, it may be, and in- 
spir ing skilled polemics rather than earnest ser vants of Christ and His truth,
and send ing them forth pre pared to mis con ceive and mis in ter pret, but not to
trust and love one an other — this is some thing, it seems to me, that re quires
us to put a clear seal of con dem na tion upon this pol icy. It may be that, with
the var i ous na tion al i ties in our Church, and oth er wise di vided as we have
un for tu nately been — though not more than some other de nom i na tions —
the course pur sued was un avoid able. If so, it be comes a rev e la tion of a
sadly ab nor mal con di tion of our Church life and con scious ness, and only
shows what a se verely con dem na tory judg ment we should put on the dis- 
trac tions and di vi sions, into which a no ble love of the truth has led us,
through un wise meth ods of de fend ing it. It may be that the er ror is now in- 
ca pable of cor rec tion. The work of the past can not, per haps, be un done. But
a wise econ omy, and the har mony and strength of the Church, re quire that it
be pur sued no fur ther. It may be, that the law of the sur vival of the fittest,
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will have to bring the only pos si ble so lu tion of the dif fi cul ties cre ated by
what has been al ready done; but, pos si bly, wise coun sels and Chris tian love
may yet bring into unity some of our di vided the o log i cal ed u ca tional work.
Much bet ter would it be if we could com bine this work into, at most, one
half the num ber of our present cen ters of the o log i cal train ing, with the en- 
larged funds, fac ul ties, and li braries, such united ef fort would make pos si- 
ble.

I am re luc tantly com pelled to omit any dis cus sion of the ed u ca tion of the
daugh ters of the Church, and of the close con nec tion of this ed u ca tion with
the Church’s best growth and pros per ity. Our his tory is not with out hon or- 
able records of wor thy, earnest and self-sac ri fic ing ef fort in this di rec tion.
We have had, and have now, men and in sti tu tions la bor ing in this way, with
honor and ad van tage to the Church, if not with pe cu niary suc cess to them- 
selves; the fruits of whose ser vices it would be a grate ful task to re call. It is
enough to point to such schools as Lutherville Sem i nary, Hager stown Sem i- 
nary, Staunton Fe male Sem i nary, Mar ion’ Fe male Col lege, etc. The re sults
of ef fort in this di rec tion, though not all that have been de sired, are abun- 
dantly worth all the sac ri fice made. It needs only be added, that thor ough
cul ture in the daugh ters, wives and moth ers of a Chris tian com mu nion,
touches so di rectly and with such de ci sive power upon its whole so cial
stand ing, in tel li gent re li gious ac tiv ity, ef fi cient ser vice, and gen eral in flu- 
ence, that it justly claims in creased at ten tion and more earnest en cour age- 
ment among us.

1. Art. Col leges, Kid dle and Schem’s Cy clo pe dia of Ed u ca tion.↩ 

2. At the first meet ing of the Gen eral Synod, 1821, five years be fore the
es tab lish ment of the The o log i cal Sem i nary at Get tys burg, it was re- 
solved:

“That it be rec om mended to the sev eral Syn ods, to ad mit, for the
present, no young man to the study of the ol ogy, be fore he has ob tained
a diploma, or some sim i lar tes ti mo nial, from a pub lic in sti tu tion,
wherein the usual branches of sci ence are taught; or be fore he has been
ex am ined in such branches, and found suf fi ciently qual i fied, by a com- 
mit tee ap pointed for the pur pose.”↩ 
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3. Wart burg Sem i nary, at Men dota, Ill., in con nec tion with the Synod of
Iowa, and the Prac ti cal The o log i cal Sem i nary at Mar shal, Wis., un der
the Nor we gian-Dan ish Au gus tana Synod, are not in cluded here, be- 
cause these Syn ods are not in full con nec tion with the Gen eral Coun- 
cil.↩ 
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Fifth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. C. A. Stork, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

I am glad the pa per just read touched on one point in the in ter est of the
Higher Ed u ca tion, viz.: The need of more and more ef fi cient aca demic or
prepara tory schools scat tered broad cast through out the land. But I wish to
dwell on that point more fully. It ought to be brought out.

It is ob vi ous I think to all who are in ter ested in the ques tion of the
Higher Ed u ca tion, and who have stud ied the sub ject at all, that the drift of
the age is away from schol ar ship. Our sta tis ti cal ta bles show that rel a tively
fewer of our young men pur sue a full col le giate course than in the be gin- 
ning of the cen tury. Ab so lutely, of course. there are more that are col lege-
bred; but rel a tively there are fewer. The scholar is not as great as he used to
be. The in flu ence and ad mi ra tion and power that he com mands are not the
same. The rea son for this I think is very ob vi ous; it is to be found in the
spirit of the age. We know what the age is; what its drift is; it is al most
wholly in the di rec tion of ma te rial in ter ests. In ves ti ga tion is turned to the
search ing out of ma te rial prob lems, and the ac tiv i ties of the age, its hopes
and en thu si asm, are to the fur ther ance of ma te rial pros per ity. So our young
men grow up in an at mos phere, and launch out into a cur rent that are all for
ma te rial in ter ests. The prom ises of life are not as they once were, in large
mea sure for the scholar, the thinker; they are for the ac tive man, the spec u- 
la tor, the or ga nizer of cap i tal, the man strong to man age trade. All this sets
the cur rent of young am bi tion and as pi ra tion away from the uni ver sity, the
quiet life of med i ta tion, and slow study.

What is the cor rec tive for this? Not, I think, at this time, more col leges
or bet ter col leges; not a grander and richer uni ver sity. Those, what ever they
may be, are re mote from the life of the day; they are se cluded from the rush
and tide that catches the young man and whirls him away. What is needed
now, it seems to us, is a sys tem of acad e mies which, bring ing the al lure- 
ments of learn ing, of the stu dious at mos phere, to the homes of the young,
shall give them a taste for let ters, for thought, and di rect their at ten tion to
the world of bet ter and higher things that ex ists for them.
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And to do this is the work of the Church. She has al ways been the fos- 
terer of the Higher Ed u ca tion. She planted our col leges and uni ver si ties.
Now she must see to open ing rills that shall feed them. The State can not do
it; the State never will do it. Now in the Prov i dence of God, it seems as if
that of fice of nurse of let ters which she once filled, and men have thought
she could fill no longer, is once more of fered her.

If in all our coun try towns we could, un der the fos ter ing care of our Syn- 
ods and Con fer ences, es tab lish acad e mies and higher schools, we should be
do ing the great est work for the in ter ests of the Higher Ed u ca tion.

Let me say, too, that we as a Church have es pe cial need of some agency
that will bring a higher ed u ca tion to our laity. There is a greater gulf in this
mat ter of ed u ca tion, be tween the body of our peo ple and the clergy than ex- 
ists in most of the great de nom i na tions. Our min is ters are as well ed u cated
as those of any con spic u ous Chris tian body; but with the laity it is oth er- 
wise. This makes a gap be tween the pul pit and the pews. Some may like to
see that dif fer ence; it may flat ter their pride to feel that they are more cul- 
tured than any of their flock. I am not one of those. I could wish that the
peo ple might have knowl edge. I re joice to see men and women in my con- 
gre ga tion, my peers in cul ture and knowl edge. It would be good for us all,
and good for the Church’s work, if the min is ter felt that there were be fore
him those who knew more about many points of a gen er ous cul ture than he
did.

And to the acad emy pre par ing the way to the col lege and the uni ver sity
— to the acad emy founded through out our coun try dis tricts and fos tered by
the Church — do I think we must look for help in this mat ter.

The hour of ad journ ment hav ing ar rived, fur ther dis cus sion was post- 
poned un til the next morn ing at 9 o’clock.

Dr. Seiss stated that a press of du ties had pre vented Rev. Dr. Repass, of
Vir ginia, both from at tend ing the Diet and from pre par ing his pa per. There
would, there fore, be a va cancy in the pro gram for to mor row morn ing. It
was un for tu nate that the laity had been over looked in se lect ing es say ists for
the Diet. There was, how ever, a lay man present, a mem ber of the fam ily of
the great Re former, who had pre pared a pa per on the Lin guis tic Re la tions of
the Lutheran Church in this coun try. He moved that the va cant place be as- 
signed Dr. Diller Luther, of Read ing, Pa.

Adopted.
FOURTH SES SION.
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De cem ber 28th, 9 a. m. Prayer by Rev. W. K. Frick, of Phil a del phia. The
dis cus sion of Dr. Valen tine’s pa per was re sumed.

Re marks Of Rev. J. F. Rein mund, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

The Com mon Schools sus tain an im por tant re la tion to the higher ed u ca tion,
which can and should be uti lized for the pros per ity and suc cess of col leges.
These pub lic schools ought to have the en cour age ment and in flu ence of the
min istry for their proper di rec tion and ef fi ciency. They of fer ex cel lent op- 
por tu ni ties for min is ters of the Gospel to get into con tact with the minds of
the young, to turn their at ten tion to col le giate ed u ca tion, and to en cour age
them to se cure it. His own ex pe ri ence had sat is fied him that much could be
done in this way. The pub lic and high schools have made it dif fi cult to sus- 
tain ef fi cient acad e mies; and in the present re la tions of ed u ca tion in our
coun try, the most avail able way, per haps, of pro mot ing the higher Chris tian
ed u ca tion in our Church, is for the min istry to use the op por tu ni ties open to
them to en cour age and in flu ence ed u ca tion through these schools.

Re marks Of Rev. A. Spaeth, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

I would not like to un der rate the im por tance of the o log i cal and col le giate
ed u ca tion in the Lutheran Church of this coun try, but I am con vinced that in
or der to do jus tice to our duty on the field of ed u ca tion, we must be gin to
lay the foun da tions deeper in the re li gious in struc tion of the home cir cle
and the con gre ga tional school. No other Church pos sesses a trea sure equal
to our own “Cat e chism,” writ ten for this very pur pose, that the head of the
fam ily should teach it to his house hold, and that the pas tors and teach ers
should use it to in struct the young. The year 1845 has been men tioned as
mark ing the be gin ning of an in creased ac tiv ity and suc cess on the field of
ed u ca tion within our Church. I have no doubt that this date is cor rectly
given. But if I am not very much mis taken, the real cause of this re mark able
in crease since that time, is the fact, that from that time on, the Ger man
Luther ans in the West, es pe cially our Mis souri brethren, who have been the
chief in stru ment to save the great West for the Lutheran Church, com- 
menced their work. They not only preached the Gospel in the pul pit, but
gath ered the lambs into the folds of the parochial schools, the pas tor him self
serv ing as the teacher in the parish school, if no other suit able man could be



170

found. This is the duty we owe to our Church, to the faith of our fa thers. It
is all the more our duty as we stand com par a tively iso lated be tween Ro- 
man ism on the one side and the Protes tantism of the Re formed type on the
other side.

[NOTE FROM DR. VALEN TINE.] Ow ing to an un in ten tional over sight
of the Chair, the op por tu nity of clos ing the dis cus sion on this pa per was not
given to the au thor. It was his pur pose to add a few words on sev eral points
re ferred to in the dis cus sion. First, that the sub ject of the ear lier ed u ca tion
of the chil dren, justly held to be so im por tant, had not been touched on in
the pa per, be cause it formed the topic of an other pa per for the Diet. Sec- 
ondly, that the Pub lic School was avail able for the pur poses of our Church
Ed u ca tion only in ex cep tional cases; and that clas si cal in struc tion, to fit stu- 
dents for col lege, was prob a bly in ex cess of what rightly be longed to the
Pub lic School sys tem.

The sixth pa per was then read.
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Diller Luther: The In ter ests Of
The Lutheran Church In Amer‐ 
ica As Af fected By Di ver si ties

Of Lan guage

By Diller Luther, M. D., Read ing, Pa
I PRO POSE SOME THOUGHTS and re flec tions on the sub ject of the in ter ests of

the Lutheran Church in Amer ica, as af fected by di ver si ties of Lan guage. It
is my in ten tion to con tent my self with a mere out line, be liev ing that such
gen eral ob ser va tions as all will ad mit to be cor rect, will of them selves be
suf fi ciently sug ges tive of the proper con clu sions, with out any ar gu ment to
es tab lish them.

The Protes tant Ref or ma tion had its ori gin on Ger man soil. It was in Ger- 
many, where the seeds of re li gious lib erty were first planted and took root;
it was there, where the rights of con science were boldly and fear lessly ad- 
vo cated and main tained. The strug gle to re cover the pure doc trines of God’s
Holy Word, for so many years hid den un der the cor rup tions of the Ro man
Hi er ar chy, was com menced and suc cess fully con ducted there. They were
held and de fended, in de fi ance of pa pal bulls, of ar bi trary edicts by the civil
pow ers, and amid such per se cu tion and cru el ties as have scarcely had a par- 
al lel in his tory. No sac ri fice was deemed too great, to pro tect them against
the op po si tion and de struc tion, with which they were con stantly threat ened.
Coun try, home, prop erty and life it self, would be sur ren dered if oc ca sion
de manded. His tory may be searched in vain, from the ear li est pe riod down
to the present time, for an ex am ple of a more in flex i ble ad her ence to truth
and prin ci ple, than was ex hib ited in this great con test.

The strug gle to main tain the Protes tant doc trines was soon fol lowed by
re li gious wars. The mas sacre of St. Bartholomew took place in France in
1572. In 1598 was pub lished the Edict of Nantes, grant ing equal rights to
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Protes tants. In 1685 this Edict was re voked, and Protes tants were again per- 
se cuted in France. Chil dren at the age of seven years, by apo s ta tiz ing, were
de clared in de pen dent of their par ents; mil i tary ex e cu tions were em ployed to
en force uni for mity of wor ship; Protes tant mar riages were de clared il le gal,
and their off spring il le git i mate. Here upon 15,000 per sons fled to Ham burg
and Am s ter dam in Hol land; and in the five years fol low ing, no less than
1,000,000 fled to Hol land, Eng land and Amer ica — for William Penn, in
1682, had al ready col o nized Penn syl va nia. The tide of Ger man em i gra tion
set rapidly to wards our shores. Set tle ments upon the Hud son river in New
York were first made, but pre fer ring the lib eral spirit of the Penn gov ern- 
ment, the em i grants di rected their steps to wards the fer tile val leys of our
Com mon wealth. The lands in many sec tions of the Colony were soon oc cu- 
pied. With their prac ti cal knowl edge as farm ers and prover bial habits of in- 
dus try, the soil was made to yield abun dant crops. They built com fort able
homes, en closed their farms and erected the nec es sary farm build ings;
neigh bor hoods and vil lages rapidly grew up — the mill, the store and me- 
chan ics’ shops soon fol lowed, and gave ev i dences of pros per ity. Then came
the school and the church. A lot suf fi ciently large for the church, the school
and the par son age, was se lected in an el i gi ble lo ca tion. With the aid and
means of all, each one ready and wiU ing to con trib ute to the work, the
walls of the stately ed i fice were rapidly reared; the spire point ing heav en- 
ward, was added to give it grace and dig nity; with the al tar, or gan, and
pews, all ar ranged in the ap proved style of that day, the whole in a short
time was made ready for oc cu pa tion. The school and par son age soon fol- 
lowed. Church af ter church was thus erected in the val leys of which the
Ger mans had be come in hab i tants, some of which may be seen to this day.

At the early pe riod of which we are now speak ing, the ser vices of the
Lutheran Churches were con ducted in the Ger man lan guage only; the set tle- 
ments be ing en tirely Ger man, there was no ne ces sity for any other. In deed,
in many of the orig i nal char ters, the ex clu sive use of that lan guage was
made oblig a tory, which in many in stances con tin ues to be lit er ally ob served
to this day. For a time — it may be said for a long time — these churches
pros pered; they be came strong in num bers and in in flu ence. The early min- 
is ters be ing gen er ally for eign ers, re ceived their the o log i cal train ing in the
schools of Eu rope, and were pi ous and learned. A nec es sary part of the gen- 
eral sys tem then in use, was to train the young in side, in stead of out side the
Church as now pur sued — a de par ture of mod ern times which is by no
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means uni ver sally ad mit ted to be wise. The par son age, with a suf fi cient
num ber of acres sur round ing it to pro duce the needed sup plies, com pleted
the Church ar range ment.

I now pass to an other pe riod in the his tory of the early Lutheran
churches in this coun try. As neigh bor hoods be came more densely set tled
and the pop u la tion more mixed, the Eng lish lan guage be came a bar rier to
the con tin ued pros per ity of the Ger man churches. The ed u ca tional in sti tu- 
tions, the busi ness of Leg isla tive bod ies, of Courts, and of or di nary trade,
were con ducted in the na tional lan guage. Eng lish churches were es tab lished
and be came pros per ous. The in cli na tion to fol low the pop u lar cur rent on the
part of the young could not be re strained. The fa thers were con tent with the
Church as they had es tab lished it; they re mon strated and en deav ored to re- 
sist, but could not pre vent a con tin ued out go ing into the Eng lish Churches.
An ef fec tive rem edy could have been found in the in tro duc tion of the Eng- 
lish lan guage into the Lutheran churches, but that was nei ther coun te nanced
nor sanc tioned. The con se quences which fol lowed are known to all. Fail ing
to pro vide for the young, the churches de clined and in very many in stances
with all the mem ber ship passed out of ex is tence.

The pol icy of our an ces tors in this re spect, has been var i ously crit i cized.
From one stand point, it is un spar ingly de nounced and con demned. From
an other, it is de fended and ad mired. The tenac ity with which they ad hered
to the ex clu sive use of one lan guage, is com mended by some, as sig nif i cant
of a deep-seated love for the Church, for which such sac ri fices had been en- 
dured. By oth ers, it is re garded as noth ing more nor less than Teu tonic per- 
ver sity, an ob sti nate blind ness and un will ing ness to con form to new re la- 
tions, by which great in ter ests may be pro tected and saved, sim ply be cause
the means to be used do not ac cord with long-cher ished prej u dices and mis- 
taken tastes.

But the con duct of our fa thers, if not al to gether wise, was at least rea son- 
able and nat u ral. For the Lutheran Church, as then or ga nized and con- 
ducted, they had suf fered much. They had for saken coun try and home, to
en joy it in a for eign land free from mo lesta tion from any one. It was a Ger- 
man Church, Ger man in its ori gin, in its tra di tions and broad lib eral spirit.
The de sire nat u rally would be to trans plant it to this coun try, pre cisely as it
ex isted at the home they had left, not only in lan guage but in all other par- 
tic u lars. The Church must be Ger man here, be cause it was Ger man there.
For the doc trine of change to con form to new con di tions, the true Ger man
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has lit tle re spect, es pe cially in mat ters per tain ing to the Chris tian Church.
To re quire him to agree to a change of lan guage in the Church, was tan ta- 
mount to a sur ren der of all he held dear. It was like a trans fer not only of ti- 
tle, but of pos ses sion, in an es tate which he con sid ered pe cu liarly his own.

That the pol icy pur sued by our an ces tors, with ref er ence to the ques tion
we have been con sid er ing, though in flu enced by the views and feel ings just
pre sented, was a mis taken one, is ob vi ous from the de plorable con se- 
quences which fol lowed. It was as wrong in the ory, as it was in ju ri ous in
prac tice .The at tempt to con fine it to one tongue and one na tion al ity, was an
in sult to its great founders and en tirely at vari ance with the broad spirit
upon which it was es tab lished. The ba sis upon which it was reared, was suf- 
fi ciently broad and com pre hen sive for the whole Protes tant Church. Such
was not the spirit of Müh len berg. He taught in three lan guages. It was not
the spirit of Kunze at New York, who wept at see ing the out flow from his
own church into those of other de nom i na tions. It was not the spirit of their
co-la bor ers at other cen tral points, for they saw the in evitable con se quences
which must oc cur from the fail ure to pro vide for the young in our own
churches.

When we con sider the in jury which has been in flicted upon the Church
by the course pur sued, we can not re frain from con grat u lat ing our selves that
the con flict on the ques tion of lan guage, has in a great mea sure ceased. It
would be an anom aly at the present day, for min is ters to in sist that Eng lish-
speak ing fam i lies should learn the Ger man lan guage, in or der to avoid the
ne ces sity of in tro duc ing Eng lish ser vices into the Church. How gen er ally
this course was pur sued, es pe cially in the larger cities and towns, to their
great in jury and in some in stances to their ruin, is well known. For years
un der the min is ters who had charge of our churches, and who were ca pa ble
of speak ing in one lan guage only, the pol icy was one of un yield ing op po si- 
tion to the use of the Eng lish lan guage, the sad con se quences of which
maybe seen in ev ery city and town in our State.

The ques tion must now be briefly con sid ered, whether the Church is
fully re lieved of the in jury caused by the con flict of lan guages. It is un- 
doubt edly true that the op po si tion to the use of the Eng lish lan guage in the
Lutheran churches, has in a great mea sure ceased. Eng lish Lutheran
churches have greatly mul ti plied and grown strong; Ger man churches have
also greatly in creased and pros pered. But why this con tin ued jeal ousy and
hos til ity? Why this never end ing and bit ter con tro versy with which our



175

weekly and monthly pub li ca tions are so filled? Why these nu mer ous di vi- 
sions, these ri val in sti tu tions and agen cies, to carry on the work of the
Church? You may cry peace, peace, but there is no peace; the cor rod ing ul- 
cer, though ci ca trized, is not healed. It still re mains to fret and worry. The
dis ease is not cured, but masked; it con tin ues, but in a dif fer ent form. For
up wards of one hun dred years, has the Church in this coun try bled and suf- 
fered from it; for all that long time, has it been ag i tated, dis tracted and di- 
vided.

And now I ap proach a point where I would tread cau tiously. Is it in deed
true that no ad e quate rem edy can be found for the re lief of the Church from
these fes ter ing sores? Are we never to see the dawn of that day, when the
dif fer ent branches of the first born of the Ref or ma tion will be at peace with
each other? when they will unite and co-op er ate in the im por tant work com- 
mit ted to them? Are the el e ments, of which the dif fer ent di vi sions are com- 
posed, so dis cor dant and in con gru ous as to ren der any ef forts to har mo nize
them en tirely fu tile?

It can not be de nied that the re sults of past ef forts in this di rec tion do not
war rant any very san guine hopes of suc cess in the fu ture. And yet we need
not de spair. The ex pe ri ence of the past merely shows, if it shows any thing,
that the meth ods cho sen were not adapted to se cure the de sired ob ject.
Peace and har mony are not to be ob tained by Syn od i cal res o lu tions. Nor are
the mem bers com pos ing ec cle si as ti cal bod ies, to be for ever kept sep a rate by
a par lia men tary rul ing, though it be in flu enced by a re gard for the rights of
a party. The trou ble is deep seated, and re quires for its treat ment reme dies
of a rad i cal char ac ter — pal lia tives have been tried with out ef fect — noth- 
ing short of the knife of the sur geon will re move the cor rod ing canker. And
what, it will now be asked, is that rem edy? I an swer, it is sim ple, it is rad i- 
cal, and in a larger mea sure than can pos si bly be re al ized from any other,
will be ef fec tive. It is sep a ra tion. It is based upon the ex pe ri ence of the past,
which teaches the les son un mis tak ably, that the in ter ests of the Lutheran
Church in this coun try, can not be suc cess fully se cured on the union prin ci- 
ple. It has been tried in churches and failed; in our ed u ca tional in sti tu tions
and var i ous church agen cies and en ter prises, it has met with no bet ter suc- 
cess; but has al ways re sulted in the with drawal of one or the other party,
and the or ga ni za tion of sep a rate es tab lish ments. In , sep a ra tion, then, to a
cer tain ex tent and in a def i nite way, is to be found the peace which we seek.
Sep a rate churches, sep a rate Syn ods and sep a rate agen cies and ed u ca tional
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in sti tu tions, but one in the es sen tial doc trines in the Church, one in the
forms of wor ship and one in gen eral aim and pur pose. To a large ex tent this
sep a ra tion has al ready been es tab lished, and the only rea son why the trou- 
ble is not en tirely erad i cated, is that both the Ger man and the Eng lish par- 
ties con tinue to be mem bers of the same or ga ni za tions. The con flict ex ists
in these bod ies them selves, from whence it is trans mit ted to the body of the
Church, and if traced to the cause which pro duces it, will be found to arise
from the same dis turb ing el e ment — the dif fer ence of lan guage and of the
views and us ages pe cu liar to each. The idea, then, is that the work of the
Church should be pur sued sep a rately — not in a spirit of an tag o nism, but in
har mony — the Ger man and the Eng lish branches each pur su ing the same
great end, and in that sphere of use ful ness for which its means best adapt it.
The op po site course has been re peat edly tried and al ways failed, and from
the force of cir cum stances will fail, in what ever form it may be pro posed.

To a cer tain ex tent unity is prac ti ca ble, and great ben e fits to the Church
would re sult from it if es tab lished. There may be unity in es sen tials. All can
ac cept the Augs burg Con fes sion as it is given to us. It is broad and lib eral,
and is the cor ner-stone upon which all other Protes tant Church creeds were
built. We can ac cept it as Pres by te ri ans ac cept the West min ster Con fes sion
of Faith; as the Protes tant Epis co pal Church ac cepts the Thirty-nine Ar ti- 
cles. Not a plank need be dis turbed, with a view to a more def i nite plat form;
nor need its lib eral spirit be marred by the in ter po la tion of ad di tional points
or rules — rules which no one can un der stand or ex plain, and which, seem- 
ingly at least, are at vari ance with its spirit, if not with the spirit of Chris- 
tian ity it self. One in doc trine and forms of wor ship, with friendly cor re- 
spon dence, but sep a rate in the re spects named, — when that comes to pass,
then will we have peace and a larger unity than any we have yet en joyed. In
sep a ra tion of such a char ac ter there is growth and ex pan sion; in an en forced
union, or one es tab lished by the res o lu tions of Syn ods, there is re stric tion,
con flict, dis sen sion. With such a pol icy, Luther ans may be kept in Lutheran
churches, and, in stead of build ing up those of other de nom i na tions, will
build up their own.

I say, then, in es sen tials, unity; in non-es sen tials, lib erty — not the lib- 
erty which tol er ates and ex cuses com pro mises of es tab lished sys tems of be- 
lief — not the lib erty which leaves to in di vid ual taste, cor rect, crude, or ec- 
cen tric, as may hap pen, the forms of wor ship to be ob served. In sa cred
things let us have uni for mity, rather; one pre scribed form to be ob served by
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all, and in all things char ity, — not the char ity which sanc tions er ro neous
in ter pre ta tions of fun da men tal truths, and per mits ir reg u lar ity in re li gious
ob ser vances — but that char ity which re fuses to de nounce and con demn the
dif fer ent phases of per sonal piety as de vel oped in dif fer ent in di vid u als.

In be half, then, of the great body of the laity of the Church, I in voke
peace. Let us be care ful that the chasm which di vides us does not grow
wider and deeper, but, rather, that the day may soon come when we can
clasp hands across it, and be one in fun da men tals, one in forms, one in aim
and pur pose. Then will all the branches grow and ex pand. Then will the
Lutheran Church in crease in num bers, in power and in flu ence.
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Sixth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. L. E. Al bert, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

He was com pelled to dif fer with Dr. Luther in the plan pro posed for solv ing
the prob lem of lan guage. The Ger man and the Eng lish el e ments were nec- 
es sary to each other; and even al though there was oc ca sional fric tion, yet
there were ad van tages in their union that more than com pen sated for the
dis ad van tages and em bar rass ments that some times gave trou ble. He was
com pelled to tes tify, that of the mem bers whom he re ceived into his con gre- 
ga tion from other churches, those from the Ger man churches were al most
al ways the most faith ful. They had been care fully trained in the doc trines of
the Church, they were ar dently at tached to it, and were to be found in their
places long af ter many from other quar ters, who had at first promised well,
had dis ap peared. On no ac count would he fa vor any sep a ra tion on the ba sis
of lan guage. The clos est in ti macy and best un der stand ing be tween the rep- 
re sen ta tives of the two lan guages should be cul ti vated.

Re marks Of Rev. J. K. Plitt. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

I have lis tened with much in ter est to the es say of Dr. Luther. It is un usual to
have the plea sure of hear ing lay men in pro duc tions so care fully pre pared.
But whilst the Doc tor has given a graphic de scrip tion of cer tain evils af flict- 
ing our Church, he presents a rather star tling rem edy, and seems to be self-
con tra dic tory. Sep a ra tion of the lan guages in con gre ga tions, in sti tu tions,
etc., is what he pro poses, and yet, at the same time, he would have unity in
doc trine, uni for mity in wor ship, and one ness of aim and pur pose. But if we
can have the lat ter, why the for mer? Di ver sity in doc trine is the chief thing
that causes sep a ra tion. Let us be united in the faith — for that is the great
point on which a true unity hinges — and we will have no need of sep a ra- 
tion. Other mat ters will soon right them selves — our di vi sions will soon be
healed.

Re marks Of Rev. J. B. Rath. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
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I am sorry that I am un able to agree with the es say ist in the main point of
his pa per, sep a ra tion, as the rem edy for our trou bles be tween the Ger man
and the Eng lish. The evils which he rep re sents as grow ing out of the con tact
of the two lan guages, do in deed ex ist to a con sid er able de gree, and no one
de plores them more heartily than my self. But the rem edy he sug gests for
their re moval, ap pears to my mind worse than the evils them selves. He rec- 
om mends the rad i cal rem edy of sep a ra tion — sep a ra tion of con gre ga tions,
of Syn ods and of the o log i cal in sti tu tions, on the ba sis of lan guage. In stead
of this mea sure be ing a cure of the trou bles com plained of, I fear it would
prove it self the mis chievous cause of ren der ing them worse. What ever suc- 
cess as a Church we have had, at least in Penn syl va nia, is ow ing largely to
the joint use of the two lan guages in our con gre ga tions, Syn ods and Sem i- 
nar ies. The his tory of the Eng lish churches in Lan cas ter, Lebanon, Read ing,
Eas ton, Beth le hem and other towns in east ern Penn syl va nia, is a stand ing
wit ness to this fact. These con gre ga tions nearly all took their ori gin in Ger- 
man con gre ga tions that in tro duced the Eng lish lan guage into their ser vices,
and main tained the same for years side by side with the Ger man, un til the
Eng lish el e ments were suf fi ciently strong to sep a rate from the par ent con- 
gre ga tions, and to es tab lish them selves as en tirely Eng lish churches. Had,
how ever, the pol icy of sep a ra tion pre vailed, the pol icy of not al low ing both
lan guages to be used jointly in the same con gre ga tions, some of these pros- 
per ous Eng lish churches to which we have al luded, would have no ex is- 
tence to day. We do not deny that some of our Ger man con gre ga tions op- 
posed Eng lish ser vices in their churches too long, but this fact sim ply shows
that they held on to the idea of sep a ra tion — Ger man sep a rate from Eng lish
— too long. Where this sui ci dal mea sure was never adopted, or aban doned
very early, there the two lan guages were used con jointly with out any un- 
pleas ant fric tion and with good re sults. The true rem edy, there fore, it seems
to us, is not sep a ra tion, but closer, more har mo nious union and co-op er a- 
tion. The beauty and ex cel lency of the united em ploy ment of the two lan- 
guages, are also il lus trated in our Syn ods and the o log i cal Sem i nar ies. If you
wish to rep re sent to your mind the con di tion of things, as they would nat u- 
rally be as the re sult of the mis taken pol icy of rad i cal sep a ra tion, imag ine in
this city of Phil a del phia, in stead of our one the o log i cal sem i nary with its
har mo nious co-work ing of both lan guages, the ex is tence of two sem i nar ies
ar rayed against each other on the score of lan guage. Or imag ine the di vid- 
ing line of lan guage ar bi trar ily drawn be tween Syn ods oc cu py ing the same
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ge o graph i cal ter ri tory, and that a ter ri tory, on which Prov i dence has brought
both lan guages into the same lo cal i ties, into the same con gre ga tions, and
even into the same fam i lies — how, un der such cir cum stances, would it be
pos si ble to avoid still greater ri val ries, op po si tions and con tentions than
those we are now trou bled with? Ger man and Eng lish brethren should not
thus be sep a rated, when Prov i dence has in di cated that they should both
dwell in con cord in the same house, in the same con gre ga tion, in the same
Synod. To this union of lan guages is also ap pli ca ble the Mas ter’s in junc- 
tion: “What, there fore, God hath joined to gether, let not man put asun der.”
If here and there be prej u dice and con flict be tween brethren, sim ply be- 
cause one speaks a dif fer ent lan guage from the other, let not such a state of
things be en dorsed and en cour aged by sep a ra tion of per sons and in ter ests,
but let it be reme died by dwelling to gether, and pray ing that the grace of
God may take from our hearts such child ish an tag o nisms. For ver ily the
alien ation or op po si tion of Chris tians, on no other ground than that of us ing
dif fer ent lan guages, is no more re spectable be fore men or jus ti fi able be fore
God, than that which bases it self upon the cut of a coat, the pres ence of a
but ton, or the breadth of the brim of a hat.

May the Lord grant us grace to over come any and all such in signif i cant
ob sta cles in the way of har mony and peace.

Re marks Of Rev. J. Kohler. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

The brother who has just spo ken, is prob a bly not so well in formed as some
oth ers, in re gard to the in tro duc tion of the Eng lish lan guage in the churches
to which he has re ferred. There was op po si tion on the part of the Ger mans.
In stead of be ing help ful to its in tro duc tion, they gen er ally op posed it. In
Read ing par tic u larly, was there great op po si tion, and it was only af ter some
mem bers of Trin ity Church went out and or ga nized an Eng lish con gre ga- 
tion, that steps were taken to have Eng lish ser vices in that church. Al most
ev ery where was the in tro duc tion of the Eng lish lan guage re sisted. Had the
Eng lish lan guage been timely used, and our peo ple prop erly pro vided and
cared for, our Church in this land would now be larger than any two of the
largest de nom i na tions to gether.

But it is more par tic u larly in re gard to that part of the es say which refers
to uni for mity, that I wish to speak. It is here, that there is a great want in our
Church — even in re gard to the Ger man and Eng lish. I think it would be a
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great ad van tage if there were more sim i lar ity in the ser vices. If the Ger- 
mans, com ing into our Eng lish churches, no ticed the same ser vice as in
their own, they would be more read ily drawn to the Eng lish churches. If
you go into our Ger man churches in this city, and then into many of our
Eng lish churches, you will see lit tle or no sim i lar ity. In the Ger man
churches, the pas tor wears a gown, uses a litur gi cal ser vice, and ev ery thing
wears a churchly ap pear ance; but in most of our Eng lish churches it is quite
dif fer ent. I have known mem bers of Ger man churches to re mark this. There
should be uni for mity, so that when our Ger man peo ple come into an Eng- 
lish church, they will see ev ery thing as in their own, and then they will
more likely unite with it. As it is, they find lit tle dif fer ence be tween most of
our Eng lish churches and those of the de nom i na tions.

There should be uni for mity in all our churches, so that our peo ple, Eng- 
lish and Ger man, go ing into a Lutheran church any where, would at once
know that they were in a Lutheran church, and could feel at home. Such a
uni for mity would do much to wards draw ing the dif fer ent parts of the
Church to gether, and keep ing them to gether.

In the es say of yes ter day af ter noon, there was ref er ence made to the
Pres by te rian and Epis co pal Churches; though there are doc tri nal dif fer ences
among them, they are yet united. But these Churches main tained uni for- 
mity. In the Epis co pal Church, there are prob a bly greater doc tri nal dif fer- 
ences than in ours, yet Epis co palians keep to gether and co-op er ate with
each other. They are held to gether by their or der of ser vice, which is the
same ev ery where. Go into any of their churches, and there is the same cler i- 
cal dress, the same or der of ser vice — the same hymns and prayer-book —
and so it should be among us.

I am aware that this is not the main thing, and that doc trine is of more
im por tance. But this out ward uni for mity is also a mat ter of great im por- 
tance — our laity at tach im por tance to it — and they com plain be cause
there is such a lack of uni for mity. I have con sid er able ac quain tance with our
churches in east ern and cen tral Penn syl va nia; and ev ery where, and from
per sons on both sides of the house, I have re peat edly heard com plaints
about our want of uni for mity. What ever the or der be, let there be but one,
they say. And, in my hum ble judg ment, it would do much to wards bring ing
all parts of our Church closer to gether, if we could have the same ex ter nal
or der — the same or der of ser vice, the same hymn-book, the same cler i cal
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dress, and the same polity; and let it be our aim to bring about such a uni- 
for mity.

Pres i dent Sadtler (Gen eral Coun cil,) re marked that it would un doubt edly
give the Diet great plea sure to hear from the rep re sen ta tives of the Ger man
churches, Drs. Mann and Spaeth, on this sub ject.

Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

It is prac ti cally im pos si ble to draw a line of de mar ca tion be tween the Eng- 
lish and the Ger man; it is im pos si ble in fam ily life, in so cial in ter course,
and ev ery where. This con di tion of the Lutheran Church in this coun try, is a
sim ple fact, but as such a very stub born thing. It only re quires of the two
par ties, thus brought into con tact, some de gree of good will and com mon
sense, and things will soon set them selves right. The Ger man, be ing placed
in an en tirely new or der of things, in Church, State, and so ci ety, has to learn
a good deal and is ben e fited by it. The Amer i cans also have to learn from
the Ger mans. There is not a pas tor’s li brary, from Maine to Cal i for nia, in
which you can not find trans la tions of Ger man the o log i cal works; and the
in flu ence of Ger man lit er a ture, for good or for evil, is felt all over the
world. Con se quently, Lutheran the o log i cal stu dents, es pe cially, can do noth- 
ing bet ter than to do their best in study ing Ger man, and thus make them- 
selves in fin itely more use ful.

Re marks Of Rev. A. Spaeth, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

I am heartily with those who op pose the sep a ra tion or di vi sion of the
Church on the ba sis of lan guage alone. I am so warmly at tached to the old
Synod of Penn syl va nia, be cause it is, as Dr. Kro tel calls it, the par adise for
those who un der stand both lan guages. I have never op posed, nor will I ever
op pose, the trans fer of a mem ber of my Ger man Lutheran con gre ga tion to
an Eng lish “Lutheran” church, sim ply on ac count of the lan guage. But if the
hope is ex pressed, that the mem bers of our Ger man Lutheran churches
would feel them selves more at home in the Eng lish churches, if they would
there find the gown, the al tar, the bap tismal font, and other fea tures of a
churchly char ac ter, I wish to cor rect such an idea. Wher ever there is a truly
Lutheran feel ing amongst our peo ple, these out ward things will not in them- 
selves sat isfy them as the signs of the true Church of their fa thers. Our peo- 
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ple will have to look for other ev i dences. They will have to re gard the doc- 
trine taught in the con gre ga tion, with which they in tend to con nect them- 
selves; they will have to ex am ine the books of wor ship, the “Cat e chism,”
etc. And though the gown should be used in this church of St. Matthew’s,
and though our old Ger man tunes should be sung, which are so dear to my
heart, still I could not and would not rec om mend this con gre ga tion to any
mem ber of my church, as long as he would find here an other cat e chism,
than the pure, un al tered Cat e chism of Dr. Mar tin Luther. Let us first be one,
truly one in the faith, and the dif fer ence of lan guage will not be able to sep- 
a rate us!

Af ter a few re marks by Rev. H. S. Cook, the dis cus sion was closed by
Dr. Luther as fol lows:

Re marks Of Diller Luther, M. D. (gen eral Synod.)

The in jury caused by the con flict of lan guages to Lutheran Churches, par- 
tic u larly in the ear lier pe riod, is so well known that I am sur prised any one
should deny it. If the cler i cal brother from Beth le hem, will but in quire into
the his tory of those churches in past years, he will find that their de cline is
ow ing to that sin gle cause, and that in al most ev ery lo cal ity, the con gre ga- 
tions of other de nom i na tions are com posed very largely of per sons re ceived
from Lutheran fam i lies.

It has been stated also that lit tle or no dif fi culty oc curs from this cause at
this time, that in ter changes are made from time to time be tween Eng lish and
Ger man con gre ga tions, and that these trans fers are made in a spirit of the
ut most good will. This is just what we de sire to see, but will my friend
Dr. Al bert in form us to what ex tent this kind of fra ter nal ami a bil ity is prac- 
ticed in his com mu nity? I can un der stand that when a mem ber finds he has
made a mis take, and is not in the Church to suit him, that he will be handed
over to an other; but I have yet to see the min is ter or church that will part
with one-half or two-thirds of the mem ber ship, with out man i fest ing very
de cided dis plea sure.

But this does not touch the point in the ar gu ment. That these trans fers
should be made and are de sir able, is just what we plead for, be cause as we
now have both Ger man and Eng lish churches at al most ev ery place, they
are per fectly prac ti ca ble. For merly this was not the case. And even yet, in
many in stances, it is not prac ticed, but sternly dis coun te nanced. What I
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com plain of, is, that the Ger man por tion of the Church has never adopted a
pol icy fa vor able to build ing up Eng lish Lutheran churches, and that, there- 
fore, it is to the in ter est of both par ties to pur sue their work sep a rately. Both
par ties have be come too strong to be con trolled or tram meled. So long as
im mi gra tion con tin ues, we will have a Ger man and Eng lish party — a Ger- 
man and Eng lish pol icy. For it must be re mem bered that our Church in this
coun try, is ex cep tional, in that it is com posed of peo ple of two dif fer ent
tongues. Hence our trou ble. The at tempt to con duct re li gious work to gether
in the churches, was a mis take and a fail ure from the very be gin ning.

When my learned friend. Dr. Mann, states that he would con sider it a
hard ship, to be de prived of the plea sure of so cial in ter course with his chil- 
dren, be cause of their be ing in structed in sev eral mod ern lan guages, I can
un der stand per fectly that these ac com plish ments will not in any de gree dis- 
turb the do mes tic har mony. But this does not con vey a proper idea of the
dif fi culty. When per sons of two or three dif fer ent na tion al i ties, with their
fam i lies — Ger man, French, and if you choose, Irish — un der take to keep
house to gether, will the doc tor fa vor us with his opin ion, whether a very ex- 
alted de gree of so cial hap pi ness, is to be ex pected in a house hold thus made
up? And yet the kind est and most friendly re la tions may be main tained be- 
tween them by liv ing sep a rately. And so it is with churches and con gre ga- 
tions, where dis crep an cies such as have been re ferred to ex ist — the great- 
est har mony, unity and co-op er a tion are to be found, not in in ti mate as so ci a- 
tion, but in the sep a rate pur suit of the work of the Church. Sep a ra tion in the
way pointed out, does not mean an tag o nism. It is the way to peace, and the
method best cal cu lated to en sure the largest growth and pros per ity, for both
branches of the Church.

The sev enth pa per was then read.
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Joseph A. Seiss: Mis un der‐ 
stand ings And Mis rep re sen ta‐ 
tions Of The Lutheran Church

By Rev. Jos. A. Seiss, D. D., Phil a del phia, Pa.
IT SEEMS TO BE the fate of Luther ans, even from the be gin ning, to be un- 

der ne ces sity to con tend with an in fi nite va ri ety of mis un der stand ings and
mis rep re sen ta tions.

Be fore the great Diet of Augs burg was held, Luther tells us, a cer tain
doc tor was sent from France to Wit ten berg, who pub licly de clared that the
French monarch was fully per suaded there was no church, no mag is trate, no
wed lock, among Luther ans, but that all lived promis cu ously, each ac cord ing
to his in cli na tion, as mere brutes.

Alphon sus, chap lain of one of the high dig ni taries of Spain, af ter hear ing
the Augs burg Con fes sion read to the Em peror, said to Melanchthon, “Dear
Philip, in Spain we hear quite other things of you; for there the peo ple are
taught to be lieve that you are men who deny the Holy Trin ity, speak in a
blas phe mous man ner of Christ and His holy mother, per vert the Sacra- 
ments, hold the Lord’s Sup per to be no more than any other sign, dis re gard
au thor i ties, live in open un chastity, and give place to other dread ful sins and
lusts.”

The pre sen ta tion of that im mor tal doc u ment, which is the com mon con- 
fes sional bond and note of all proper Luther ans, served to sweep away ef- 
fec tu ally all such slan ders, where peo ple have been at the pains and hon esty
to in form them selves. But still, even af ter the lapse of three cen turies and a
half, filled with the no blest, clear est, and most widely sounded tes ti monies
of the mod ern ages, the abuses of the pub lic mind, in some quar ters, are
hardly less out ra geous, if some who claim to be in struc tors are to be be- 
lieved. Yea, surely, if to have all man ner of evil said against us falsely is a
blessed ness, then are Luther ans a highly blessed peo ple.
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Of ten from within, as well as from with out, the pre sen ta tions have some- 
times been awry. Even in the word ing of the theme as signed me, there is a
phrase — one in the most com mon use, and for which it is hard to find a
sub sti tute equally con ve nient, yet li able to give an er ro neous im pres sion,
and con vey ing an idea which some ac cept and ar gue from with out per haps
proper foun da tion for so do ing. We talk and write fa mil iarly about " The
Lutheran Church. We know what we mean by it, and in some mea sure the
terms ex press what we mean. But, taken in the same sense in which we
speak of the Ro man Catholic Church, the Greek Church, or the Church of
Eng land, the phrase is not quite cor rect. In that sense there is no such thing
as The Lutheran Church. There are Luther ans by the mil lion; there are par- 
tic u lar ec cle si as ti cal es tab lish ments, in dif fer ent coun tries, which ac cept
and con fess the Lutheran for mu las of doc trine; there are Lutheran
Churches, Syn ods, and gen eral conso ci a tions; and, for con ve nience, we
may call the to tal ity of these. The Lutheran Church. But in so far as cor po- 
rate one ness, or ganic unity, in ter de pen dence of one part on an other, or uni- 
for mity of gov ern ment and ad min is tra tion, are im plied, the lan guage is in- 
ap pli ca ble and mis lead ing.

Tak ing it as part of our fun da men tal con fes sion, that it is not nec es sary
that hu man tra di tions, rites, or cer e monies, in sti tuted by men, should be ev- 
ery where alike, the Lutheran Churches, from the be gin ning, ex hib ited very
great dif fer ences and va ri ety in their litur gies, their forms of gov ern ment,
and their meth ods of do ing. In some coun tries, the old Epis co pal or der has
been re tained, as in Swe den; in oth ers, a new semi-Epis co pal ar range ment
was in sti tuted; in a few places an in de pen dent Con gre ga tion al ism held; and
no one gen eral court for the whole has at any time ex isted. Like the prim i- 
tive Churches, the Luther ans never have had any gov ern men tal con-cor po- 
ra tion with each other. They have no one out ward head or cen ter. They do
not ac knowl edge them selves amenable to any one earthly ec cle si as ti cal au- 
thor ity. And whilst we can very prop erly speak of Lutheran con fes sions —
of Lutheran Churches pro vin cial and in di vid ual — of Lutheran con sis to ries,
syn ods and conso ci a tions, and may read ily trace a com mon fam ily like ness
be tween them, more or less an swer ing to their fam ily name — when we
come to speak of the whole as The Lutheran Church, we can not do so in
truth in any such sense as would im ply a com mon ju ris dic tion, or ganic con- 
nec tion, unity of ex ter nal or der, or any cor po ra tion or es tab lish ment to com- 
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mand, bind, or speak with au thor ity. Whether it be our in fir mity or our
glory, such is the fact, and there is no way of al ter ing it.

Many of the books in pop u lar cir cu la tion de scribe Luther ans as “the dis- 
ci ples and fol low ers of Mar tin Luther,” “the fol low ers of the doc trine of
Mar tin Luther,” “the fol low ers of Luther,” “those Chris tians who fol low the
opin ions of Mar tin Luther.” In a sub or di nate and im per fect sense, this lan- 
guage may be tol er ated. It re calls an in ci den tal his tor i cal fact, which it par- 
tially ex presses, but con nects with it a sug ges tion which is en tirely un just.
Our ac cepted name would seem to war rant it; but it quite ig nores the re- 
stricted and only sense in which that name is ac cepted. Though we be called
Luther ans, it is not that we build on Luther, or ac cept him as our prophet, or
fash ion our be lief or re li gion to any thing at tach ing to his per son, or to any
sup posed au thor ity on his part to pro pound a new faith, or to make a new
Church. We do, in deed, rec og nize in Luther a no ble in stru ment of God’s
prov i dence, in re call ing the Church and the world from the de stroy ing er- 
rors and aber ra tions which had crept into Chris ten dom, and in di rect ing at- 
ten tion again to the old foun da tions of the one only Gospel of sal va tion.
Not with stand ing the ad verse judg ments of such schol ars as Palivicini, Hal- 
lam, Hamil ton, Pusey, and oth ers of lesser note, we grate fully ac knowl edge
him as a highly gifted ser vant of Je sus Christ, the sin cer ity of whose heart,
the pu rity of whose aims, the strength of whose char ac ter, the clear ness and
vigor of whose faith, and the value of whose evan gelic labors ren der him
one of the most de serv ing of men, and one of the chief trea sures of Chris- 
ten dom since the days of the Apos tles. Still, it is not Luther we fol low, but
the Word of Almighty God, de liv ered by Apos tles and Prophets, which he
so clearly per ceived, and did so much to re store to mankind. He brought
forth the old Bible, re leased it from its bonds, and re-enun ci ated it as the di- 
vine and only rule of faith and life. So we also re ceive and hold that sa cred
Book of books, al beit, not for Luther’s sake, but for the sake of that God
who therein speaks to men, and de mands this of all who would be His chil- 
dren. To the one only way of sal va tion through faith in the only Me di a tor,
the God-man, Christ Je sus, he was mar velously led; and the same he re-as- 
serted from the sa cred or a cles of the writ ten Word over against the fal si ties
with which the Pa pal sys tem had en cum bered and ob scured it. This one
only way of sal va tion we em brace, and hold forth to a per ish ing world as
man’s only hope — not, in deed, for Luther’s sake, or be cause Luther taught
it, but be cause it is the ver i ta ble truth of Je ho vah, and the heart and sum of
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all the teach ings of Di vine Rev e la tion. For such agree ment with Luther, en- 
e mies have at tached to us his name; and for such agree ment we care not to
dis own it, lest we should be found dis own ing or com pro mis ing the truth of
God. But Luther is not our Lord and Mas ter, as Ma homet to the Ma- 
hometans, or the Pope of Rome to the poor mis be liev ers who ac cept his
dicta as in fal li ble. In any sense, there fore, in volv ing au thor ity in Luther to
teach or com mand us, ex cept as God’s own writ ten Word teaches, we are
not his dis ci ples or fol low ers.

In a re cent work on The Creeds of Chris ten dom, quoted by one of the es- 
say ists who has pre ceded me, among other un gra cious things said of the
Luther ans, the stale charge of man-wor ship is again in sin u ated against us.
“The tow er ing great ness of Luther” is there put for ward as the par tic u lar fly
in the oint ment of our sanc tity. We may be ex cused for re mand ing it to its
source as a par tic u lar false hood. Whether the enun ci a tor of the truth be a
saint or sin ner, great or small, that truth we must ac knowl edge. Mere per- 
sons, or the worth and credit of men, are noth ing to the obli ga tions of truth.
For this rea son we would be bound to ac knowl edge Luther as a wit ness,
were he a score of times greater or less than he was. Gold is gold, whether
on the fin ger of the king, or on the neck of a har lot; and the truth is the
truth, equally di vine and bind ing, who ever speaks it. We are bound to con- 
fess it, fully and with out stint, even with a Mar tin Luther, though his “tow- 
er ing great ness” be “a mis for tune,” and “a con stant temp ta tion to hero-wor- 
ship.” But we are not quite ready to ad mit that God, in or der ing His Prov i- 
dence con cern ing His Church, made a grand mis take in not avail ing Him- 
self of the wis dom of cer tain Re formed the olo gians.

Of late years, a class of writ ers and ec cle si as ti cal op er a tors has arisen,
who have dis cov ered that, some how, the great Ref or ma tion, though nec es- 
sary, was a great mis take. They have come to the con clu sion that it was an
un for tu nate dis lo ca tion in the Church of Christ. Ac cept ing, in gen eral, the
prin ci ples which gov erned it, and, in some in stances, sub scrib ing to a very
Lutheraniz ing creed, they yet have most se ri ous fault to find with Luther,
with the out come of the Evan gel i cal cause in gen eral, and with its rep re sen- 
ta tion by Lutheranism in par tic u lar. They ad mit that some break was un- 
avoid able, but speak of the frac ture as badly man aged — “a leg badly set,
which needs to be bro ken again to be set right.” In the ideal held forth by
these peo ple, Luther ans are nec es sar ily schis mat ics, and full of vi tal de fects.
We do not rightly con ceive of the Church. We have not been care ful enough
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to re tain the epis co pate, and do not lay suf fi cient stress upon or ders. We are
too rad i cal in our de nial of the priestly me di a tor ship of the clergy, and the
self-op er at ing power of epis co pally ad min is tered sacra ments. Our doc trine
of jus ti fi ca tion by faith only, is too anti no mian, un safe for souls, and detri- 
men tal to prac ti cal god li ness. And, in one way or an other, they have a par- 
tic u lar quar rel with Luther and the Luther ans.

This sort of twad dle has its “head cen ter” among the Trac tar i ans and
High Church men of Eng land, who are echoed by a some what cor re spond- 
ing class in this coun try. Scores of the great est lights in the Eng lish es tab- 
lish ment, for 300 years, were ac cus tomed to speak of the Lutheran
Churches of the Con ti nent, as “the Church of Eng land’s dear est sis ters
abroad.” One of the great est cham pi ons and de fend ers of the Eng lish es tab- 
lish ments, “the ju di cious Hooker,” put it in his great est book, “I dare not
deny the sal va tion of the Lutheran Churches, which have been the chiefest
in stru ments of ours.” the times of the for ma tion of the Church of Eng land,
the Lutheran the olo gians were looked to as the pre em i nent rep re sen ta tives
of re newed and proper Chris tian ity, and were be sought and wel comed to
take the high est places which that es tab lish ment had to give. In our day, the
Lutheran Prince Al bert, of Ger many, and the Lutheran Princess Alexan dria,
of Scan di navia, are as fully ac knowl edged by the Eng lish Church as its own
no ble Queen Vic to ria, and that Queen’s daugh ters are trans ferred to the
churches of the Con ti nent with out thought or cer e mony of a change of re li- 
gion. And these new doc tors them selves have, as their only pub lic creed to
this day, those Ar ti cles of Re li gion which have been shown to be so largely
de rived from the Lutheran For mu las, and use and honor a Book of Com mon
Prayer, whose main con tents have come through Lutheran hands, and bear a
Lutheran mold. And yet, when they come to speak of Luther and the
Luther ans, they ex claim in holy hor ror at the de fects and here sies they find.
With them Protes tantism is a fail ure, and in de fen si ble with out rad i cal
changes. It must be re con structed. The whole Ref or ma tion must be done
over. The past 350 years must be ig nored, and a new de par ture taken. Just
what the new thing is to be, they are not yet able to tell. That is the prob lem
yet to be worked out. Whether or not we are to have a pope, to serve as a
cen ter of the new unity, is an open ques tion; only the schism of the 16th
cen tury must some how be healed. Con cern ing the in fal li ble supremacy, pur- 
ga tory, and the wor ship of the Vir gin Mary, a lit tle “un der stand ing” is nec- 
es sary, but that can be af ter wards ad justed. The ex ist ing For mu las must be
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re vised and de nuded of their pos i tive ness. The doc trine of jus ti fi ca tion by
faith must be set aside, at least from the cen tral po si tion which the Luther- 
ans as sign it. Min is te rial or ders and sac er do tal ism must be re stored, and
duly le git i mated. The con fes sional, and the whole round of a gaudy cer e mo- 
nial, mi nus, per haps, a few abuses, must be brought back. Broth er hoods and
sis ter hoods, with spe cial vows and com mis sions, must be en cour aged and
re-es tab lished. Good works and spe cial sanc ti ties must have more stress laid
upon them. And so the sug ges tions run on. But the real spirit is eas ily di- 
vined. It car ries its mark on its fore head. It means Ro man ism — re turn to
the old abom i na tions of Egypt and Baby lon, whither scores on scores of
these new Re form ers have al ready be taken them selves, as the only out come
of this pro posed re set ting of the limb so badly man aged by the old doc tors.
The mul ti tudi nous ness of the per verts to Rome by this road, ought, of it self,
to open the eyes of all think ing peo ple to the folly and ruin of lis ten ing to
such quacks as would fain re pair the bun gled surgery un der which the most
vir tu ous and en light ened of the earth, for three and a half cen turies, have
lived and pros pered.

As to the tu mid as saults of these peo ple on the great Re former, Archdea- 
con Hare has made no ble an swer, in his tri umphant Vin di ca tion of Luther.
He has shown to their shame, how lit tle they knew of him whom they so
harshly judge, how lit tle they cared to know of him, and with what ma lig- 
nant prej u dice they have re hashed and ex ag ger ated the false and oft-re futed
charges of the Romish con tro ver sial ists. Bossuet’s Vari a tions and Moehler’s
Sym bo lik have fur nished about the only ar mor they have brought to bear in
the case. And from the base in sin u a tions and gar bled quo ta tions thence de- 
rived, these new lights have ven tured as ser tions which even the Romish
par ti sans, in all their ha tred, did not dare to make.

That a great and in cur able breach did oc cur be tween the Luther ans and
Rome dur ing the 16th cen tury, his tory am ply at tests. But that it was a guilty
schism from the true Catholic Church, the sin of which lies at our door, is
an un mod i fied false hood, as all the facts con clu sively prove. Palmer, in his
Trea tise on the Church, with out at all touch ing the real depths of the mat ter,
quite ex cul pates our fa thers from ev ery shade and de gree of sep a ratism or
schism. Had he put the whole case, the show ing to his pur pose would have
been com pletely over whelm ing.

From the days of the Apos tles to the time of Luther, there was not a
creed of the true Catholic Church which the Luther ans did not fully ac cept
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and re tain; not a heresy or per ver sion of the truth con demned and re jected
by the true Catholic Church, which the Luther ans did not like wise con demn
and re ject; not a book of the sa cred Canon, not a law for in ter pret ing the
Scrip tures, not a prin ci ple with ref er ence to their au thor ity and use, not a le- 
git i mate tri bunal for the fi nal set tle ment of con tro ver sies about the faith, ac- 
cepted and ap proved by the true Catholic Church, which the Luther ans did
not also ac cept, ap prove, and pro pose to abide by. In the great est of their
Con fes sions, solemnly laid be fore the Diet of the em pire in the name of
them all, the as ser tion is made, and re it er ated again and again, as hold ing
through out the twenty-eight ar ti cles, and in all the sum of doc trine held and
taught among Luther ans, that “there is noth ing which is dis crepant with the
Scrip tures, or with the Church Catholic, or even with the Ro man Church, so
far as that Church is known from the writ ings of the fa thers.” And in all the
con tro ver sies then or there after, no one has ever been able to show that it
was not the ex act truth. It there fore fol lows, that, in all mat ters of faith and
doc trine, which are ev ery where and al ways the chief and con sti tu tive things
of the Church, the Luther ans were nei ther heretics nor schis mat ics.

And as to ex ter nal fel low ship, there never was, among any peo ple, a
more earnest and per sis tent en deavor to main tain con nec tion with the or der
which then ob tained, than that which the Luther ans ex hib ited. When the
Ref or ma tion be gun, Luther had not the slight est idea of sep a rat ing from the
Church. Nay, from first to last, he never ceased to ap peal to its au thor ity,
and to pledge him self to the most hum ble obe di ence when so ever its le git i- 
mate de ci sion should be duly as cer tained. He even wrote the pope, in terms
so sub mis sive that they now look more like the words of a craven, than
those of a de fi ant rev o lu tion ist. Ev ery where, and on all oc ca sions, he held
him self as ready to re cant as he had been to as sert, pro vided only, that it
should first be fairly shown that he held or taught “con trary to the Scrip- 
tures, the coun cils, and the fa thers.” He was will ing to ac cept any Ger man
bishop as his judge, and to abide by the de ci sion. He ever protested that he
never meant to at tack or in jure the au thor ity of the Ro man Church, to cause
dis tur bances about small mat ters, or to refuse obe di ence in any thing which
should law fully be re quired of him. And even when con demned and ex com- 
mu ni cated by the pope, he still ex pressed sub mis sive ac knowl edg ment of
the au thor ity of the Church, and earnestly sought to main tain his fel low ship
with it, by a le git i mate ap peal to a gen eral coun cil. This was the at ti tude at
the Diet of Spires, at the Diet of Augs burg, and on all oc ca sions while the
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great con tro versy raged. In the name of all Luther ans, the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion pro posed and agreed that the whole Romish ju ris dic tion might stand
and would be humbly obeyed, pro vided cer tain us ages and tra di tions con- 
trary to the Word of God were not en forced. Con fer ence af ter con fer ence
did the Luther ans seek and at tend with a view to ad just the trou ble, and al- 
ways with a spirit at an tipodes with the spirit of sect and schism. They were
will ing to do ev ery thing, and bear any thing, pro vided only that they should
be left in peace and quiet ness to hold, preach and prac tice ac cord ing to their
pro found con vic tions of the teach ings of the Scrip tures and of the true
Catholic Church.

But this pro viso did not suit the proud con ceit and usurped do min ion of
the pa pacy. And be cause, in right obe di ence and loy alty to God and con- 
science, our fa thers could not con sent to let go the Word of God, and would
not de bauch them selves any more with the wor ship of saints and relics of
dead men, nor trust in any me di a tor but Je sus, nor al low hu man works, pay- 
ments or good nesses as en ter ing into the procur ing cause of for give ness of
sins, Rome ex com mu ni cated them, by cities, na tions and mil lions, thrust
them away from her fel low ship, and de liv ered them over to her in tens est
anath e mas for ever.

Thus came about the tremen dous dis lo ca tion; but by no fault of the Re- 
form ers. Rome forced the is sue, and made the de ci sion, and with her must
rest the blame that be longs to the re sult. The one only al ter na tive was, ei ther
to let the eter nal and sav ing truth of God be sti fled and smoth ered un der the
in crus ta tions of damn ing false hood and su per sti tion, al low ing the race of
man to drift on to perdi tion with out the light God in mercy gave for our sal- 
va tion, or the Churches called Lutheran had to come into in de pen dent be- 
ing. And with this as the one dis tinct ques tion in the case, is there a true
man liv ing to doubt which was the side of right? As the au thor ity of God is
above popes — as man’s obli ga tion to truth is above all other claims — as
the worth of a pure Gospel is above all man-made reg u la tions and out ward
or der — as self sac ri fice for the truth’s sake is above sac ri fice of the truth
for self’s sake, — so great, and so com plete, is the jus ti fi ca tion of the ex is- 
tence of our Churches, as over against Rome; the Trac tar i ans to the con trary
not with stand ing.

As re marked in sev eral of the es says al ready pre sented, it is our lot to
live in days, and in a land, of sects and de nom i na tions, in which al tar is set
up against al tar, so ci ety against so ci ety, and meet ing and min istry against
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meet ing and min istry, beget ting the ut most con fu sion and per plex ity to sim- 
ple and hon est in quir ers, and shame fully dis tract ing and weak en ing the
whole Protes tant cause. The evil of this state of things is deeply felt and
largely de plored. It is seen to be a fruit ful cause of in dif fer en tism, and a
self-jus ti fy ing nothin gar i an ism, en er vat ing and oblit er at ing the Church,
strength en ing the hands of in fi delity, and tram pling un der foot the truth as it
is in Je sus. Again and again, the evil thing has been mul ti plied by at tempts
to cure it, and the anti-sec tar i ans have shown them selves the great est mak- 
ers and fos ter ers of sects. Even the union ism and un-de nom i na tion al ism
with which many good-mean ing peo ple would salve it over, tend only to
en cour age it, and to make it ap pear in no cent. That there is great wrong in it,
most agree; but the sin of it is con tin u ally be ing lodged at the wrong place,
and those most ad verse to it, and the most con sis tently ar rayed against it,
are gen er ally loaded with the blame for it.

In this ba bel of be liefs, un be liefs and non-be liefs, the Luther ans are fre- 
quently put down as one of the sects, on the com mon ba sis of all the rest,
only a lit tle more sec tar ian, be cause not gen er ally so pli ant with re gard to
the thou sand good ish nesses got up for all sects and Churches alike to take
hold of and sus tain. And just here there is an other grand mis take and mis- 
rep re sen ta tion, which needs to be point edly brought out. This split ting up of
Chris ten dom into frag ments and sep a ratis tic frac tions, we do most heartily
lament and de plore as an un speak able evil; but we dis tinctly and un qual i- 
fiedly dis claim all re spon si bil ity for it. The breach with Rome we ac cept,
and go be fore the world, be fore an gels, and be fore God, for our jus ti fi ca tion
in that busi ness. Ev ery thing was done that could be done, but Rome would
not in any sense or de gree tol er ate us with out a sur ren der of the evan gel i cal
faith of God’s Word. For the old and ev er last ing truth we were made a sep a- 
rate com mu nion, not by our se ces sion, but by Rome’s un war ranted and per- 
sis tent ex com mu ni ca tion. We were thrust out by a mon strous usurpa tion,
and there was no other help for the Gospel or for us.

But which of all the an tag o niz ing sects or par ties around us can plead
such an apol ogy for their sep a rate be ing? The Lutheran Churches ex isted, in
great and mighty strength, be fore them. The Lutheran com mu nion was
born, bap tized, con firmed, and had reached its sub lime ma jor ity, be fore any
of these bod ies had their present form or be ing. Ere they were, we had al- 
ready so fully grasped the proper evan gelic truth and life, and re cov ered and
de fined such a doc tri nal and litur gi cal ba sis and foun da tion for the con ser- 
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va tion of the pure Church and whole some Chris tian growth and sanc ti fi ca- 
tion, that it must for ever re main an em bar rass ing puz zle to all sub se quent
sep a ratists and de nom i na tions to give just and Chris tian an swer why they
ex ist, and con tinue to main tain their sep a ratism. Li this coun try, some thing
must in deed be al lowed for the dif fer ences of na tion al ity, and the home ed u- 
ca tion of the dif fer ent classes of colonists here thrown to gether. It also may
be hard to find out a prac ti cal cure for what all seem to lament. But, when it
comes to the ker nel and right of the thing, so far as these sep a rate com mu- 
nions have any true, set tled and sav ing Chris tian faith, or any just ti tle to be
called true Churches of Je sus Christ, it is sim ply and only be cause they
have ac cepted the teach ings, copied the Con fes sions, and built upon the
foun da tions, which the Luther ans be fore them had dug out of the pa pal con- 
gest, and made their own. There is no Epis co palian ism, no Pres by te ri an ism,
no Con gre ga tion al ism, no Method ism, and no other kind of ism, so far as
un mis tak ably grounded on the Scrip tures of God, or rec on cil able with the
or tho dox his toric faith of the Church of Christ, which re ally needed for it- 
self, or needs now, any other com mu nion, or es tab lish ment, than the one
orig i nal Protes tant Church, which we rep re sent, and from which they all, di- 
rectly, or in di rectly, de rived the es sen tial sub stance of all the Chris tian doc- 
trine and faith they have. Some of them are built on par tic u lar forms of gov- 
ern ment, some on par tic u lar hu man meth ods, some on par tic u lar rites and
cer e monies, or modes of ad min is ter ing di vine or di nances, and some on
mere ac ci dents; but none of these things en ter prop erly into the be ing and
le git i macy of the Church. They have ever var ied with times, coun tries and
cir cum stances, with out af fect ing the di vine foun da tions of faith and sal va- 
tion. Some of them are more de sir able and ed i fy ing than oth ers; but they are
not there fore just grounds on which to erect sep a rate and an tag o niz ing com- 
mu nions. Be cause they are not es sen tial, there fore some ar gue the right to
ex er cise their own plea sure in the mat ter, and so would jus tify sec tar i an ism.
But the true bear ing is ex actly in the con trary di rec tion. Be cause these
things do not en ter into the es sen tial be ing of the Church, there fore, to em- 
pha size them in such way as to make them the cor ner stones of sep a rate and
an tag o niz ing com mu nions, is to per vert the Gospel, and to build the Church
of God on what is vari able, in dif fer ent, ac ci den tal, pro vi sional and hu man,
in stead of on the di vine ver i ties which are ev ery where and al ways the same.
That which de ter mines the char ac ter, le git i macy, and proper Chris tian ity of
a Church, is its true, clear, ro tund, bal anced and un mis tak able con fes sion of
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the doc trines of sal va tion through the in car nate Son of God, as set forth in
the Scrip tures, and con tained and ver i fi able in the tes ti mony of the true
Catholic Church from the be gin ning. Where this al ready is and lives, what- 
ever other di ver si ties ex ist, or par tic u lar pref er ences are un met, there is the
true Church of Christ, in its just and suf fi cient in tegrity; so that he who dis- 
sents and sep a rates from it, to set up an op pos ing com mu nion, thereby
makes him self guilty of sec tar i an ism and schism. And with what ever pre- 
texts he may seek to cloak and em bel lish his do ings, he will ever try in vain
to make out a jus ti fi ca tion for him self from these Scrip tures.

We do not say, and far be it from me to say, that sav ing doc trines of
Christ are nowhere held and taught but in the Lutheran Churches so called.
We know to the con trary, and are happy to ac knowl edge the fact, to honor
the truth wher ever we find it, and to treat as Chris tians all who prove them- 
selves such. Such at least is my case. But it is our right to say, on the clear
ev i dences of holy Scrip ture and his toric ver ity, that the true and only sav ing
doc trines of Je sus Christ are em braced, held and taught by the Lutheran
Churches and Con fes sions, fully, purely, and with out stint or dis tor tion; and
were thus held and taught be fore the mul ti tudi nous par ties and sects about
us had a be ing. Nay, this also may be added in all con fi dence, that if sal va- 
tion can not be se curely found and ob tained in the Churches called
Lutheran, there is no such thing as sal va tion. What true God is there whom
our Churches do not con fess and wor ship; or false god, which they do not
re ject and de spise? What true Scrip ture of God is there which they do not
re ceive and teach, or false scrip ture which they do not cast from them and
con demn? What true Christ is there who is not the cen ter of their Creed,
hope and trust; or Anti-christ against whom they do not warn and ad mon ish
with all fi delity? What means of grace have been or dained of God which
they do not use and in sist on hav ing used; or what sub sti tutes or su per-ad di- 
tions de vised by man, which they do not cen sure and op pose? What di vine
prom ises or terms of sal va tion are there, which they do not put be fore men
for their spir i tual com fort; or false hopes against which they do not cau tion?
What gen uine Gospel is there which they do not con fess and preach, or true
min istry of God which they do not ac knowl edge, or other thing en ter ing
into the sub stance of Chris tian ity which they do not ac cept and de fend?
And in all the re forms and im prove ments by which men have thought to get
up some thing bet ter, more Scrip tural, more ef fec tive, where, in all the
length and breadth of this earth, can be found a more thor oughly tried and
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re li able guide and helper to the full truth of God, a sanc ti fied life, and eter- 
nal sal va tion, than the sys tem of faith and life con fessed and up held by the
Luther ans? And as this com mu nion of be liev ers ex isted, and had spread it- 
self out among the na tions, be fore any of our mod ern sects and par ties were,
we scorn to be rated as one of them, and be fore God most solemnly dis- 
claim all share in the un holy busi ness of which they are the cher ished
memo ri als. If men will ac cept and honor them as right, le git i mate and
Chris tian, and thus lend them selves, in flu ence and means, to per pet u ate the
dis trac tions which so weaken and dis grace the cause of evan gelic Chris tian- 
ity, we can not say them nay; but on them be the bur den of an swer ing for it
to their Maker and Judge; for we have no part nor lot in the mat ter.

With ref er ence to the more par tic u lar doc trines of our Lutheran Con fes- 
sions, there are also many mis un der stand ings and mis rep re sen ta tions
abroad, which ought of right to be touched. In deed, there seems to be an in- 
cur able ob tuse ness in some peo ple to com pre hend what Luther ans hold and
teach, though there is not an other com mu nion in the world which has so
fully, ex haus tively, and on all points, set forth its doc trines, as the Lutheran.

On the great and all-im por tant sub ject of the Per son of Christ, peo ple
per sist in mis rep re sent ing us, and of ten to the great dam age of their own
clear ness of faith, and con sis tent ap pre hen sion of sal va tion.

The same is true with re gard to our doc trines con cern ing the means of
grace, par tic u larly of the sacra ments of Bap tism and the Lord’s Sup per.
Peo ple wish to get away as far as pos si ble from ev ery thing which they think
smacks of Ro man ism, and by their un guarded as sump tions dis able them- 
selves, so that they can not see the dif fer ence be tween our pure scrip tural
teach ings and the mon strous per ver sions and abom i na tions of the Coun cil
of Trent. With our blessed Lord, we teach the ne ces sity of be ing “born of
wa ter and of the Spirit;” with the in spired Paul, we do not hes i tate to speak
of the ap pli ca tion of sal va tion “by the wash ing (or bath) of re gen er a tion,
and re new ing of the Holy Ghost;” and, with all the teach ings of the New
Tes ta ment, we con stantly re fer to Bap tism as a great spir i tual trea sure; and
lo! we are charged with the su per sti tion of at tach ing a magic charm to a
mere out ward cer e mony! When we speak of the Word as an earthly ve hi cle
or medium in and through which the Saviour com mu ni cates Him self and
His sal va tion, there is no dif fi culty in un der stand ing us; but when we say
the same thing of the cor re spond ing “vis i ble Word” — of the Lord’s Sup per
— peo ple ex claim in hor ror, “Tran sub stan ti a tion” – “Con sub stan ti a tion” –
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or some other abom i na tion, which our Con fes sions dis tinctly re ject and
con demn, and all our the olo gians re pu di ate. The old lie of the sacra men tar- 
ian con tro ver sial ists, so of ten re futed and ex posed, which charges the mon- 
stros ity of con sub stan ti a tion upon our in vul ner a ble doc trine of the Holy Eu- 
charist, we had hoped was ef fec tu ally buried, never to ap pear again in any
au thor wor thy of re spect; but, alas, I find it res ur rected, and again put forth,
in the re cent vol umes on The Creeds of Chris ten dom, to the great dis credit
of their au thor, who cer tainly ought to know bet ter, if he does not.

And even among pro fessed Luther ans them selves, from one cause or an- 
other, the pre sen ta tions of our po si tion and spirit have not al ways been as
con sis tent and just as they should have been. Ev ery thing with which man
has to do, how ever sa cred or good, will show the traces of his weak nesses.
And so has it been here. There have been, and there still are, par tic u lar
schools and ten den cies, bear ing the Lutheran name, which have proven
about as sec tar ian as the sects, some in the way of al leged de vo tion to the
faith, and some in the way of lax ity with re gard to it. Like the Church uni- 
ver sal, in the ear lier times, our Churches have had their more fa vor able and
their less fa vor able ages, sec tions and de part ments. And what has been in
the past, is still largely rep re sented in the present. There are those who un- 
for tu nately lose sight of the fact, that Lutheranism com menced with a
Melanchthon as well as a Luther; while oth ers are equally obliv i ous to the
fact that it em braced a Luther, as well as a Melanchthon. Within it, and of it,
there has been a Helm staedt and a Halle, as well as a Wit ten berg and a
Leip sic; but, at the same time, a Wit ten berg and a Leip sic, as well as a
Helm staedt and a Halle.

What I take to be the true soul and spirit of our Churches is not what ap- 
pears in any one of these ten den cies, past or present, as over against the
other, or with out the other; but the one in ter pen e trated, per me ated and mod- 
i fied by the other, each in each, in one liv ing, golden mean of all, the best il- 
lus tra tion of which is per haps to be found in the il lus tri ous in ter me di ate
school of Jena. Pro fessed Luther ans mis rep re sent their Con fes sion, largely
neg a tive it, and com pro mise their cause, by sym pa thiz ing too freely with
Cal ix tus, Horneius, Dreir and Lat er mann; but they do no bet ter for them- 
selves, or for the Church, when they pro pose to swear ev ery body by the
Con sen sus Repeti tus, or give place to the spirit which felt it self con strained
to bring two hun dred and sixty-three charges of hereti cal er ror against the
pure and heav enly-minded Spener.
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But I can not now en ter fur ther on these mat ters. Per haps, in the judg- 
ment of some, I have not my self suc ceeded in mak ing the right pre sen ta- 
tions. But what I have writ ten I have writ ten, and must abide by the re sults.

With these ob ser va tions I sub mit the sub ject to those who are to fol low
me.
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Sev enth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. Charles W. Scha ef fer, D. D. (Gen eral
Coun cil.)

Dr. Seiss has said that the Lutheran Church can not be charged ei ther with
heresy or with schism; and fur ther more, as I think I un der stood, that there is
no evan gel i cal doc trine ac cepted by the Church of Christ which the
Lutheran Church does not con fess, and no er ror in doc trine re jected by the
Church which the Lutheran Church does not con demn. This be ing ad mit ted,
and I be lieve it, what value ought we to at tach to the Con fes sions of the
Lutheran Church? how should we un der stand and rep re sent them?

Not long ago I read an ar ti cle in print, that ended some what in this man- 
ner, “We be lieve in a per fect Bible, in a per fect for give ness of sin, in a per- 
fect Saviour; but we have no idea that such a thing, as a per fect creed ex- 
ists.” But are not the facts such that we ought to rec og nize Di vine guid ance
in the prepa ra tion of our Con fes sions, and dis coun te nance in sin u a tions
against their re li a bil ity as Con fes sions?

What was the char ac ter of the Ref or ma tion it self? Was it a Di vine work,
or merely or chiefly hu man? No doubt we will all be prompt in rec og niz ing,
even in the midst of all its hu man in stru men tal i ties, the pres ence, the con- 
trol ling in flu ence of Di vine wis dom and power and grace, in the be gin ning
and pro mot ing of that great work of the Church.

Now when the time came for the Church to do an act of the very high est
im por tance for it self and for the glory of its Head and of His truth, that is, to
de clare its an swer to the rev e la tion of the Gospel, and to con fess its faith in
the Di vine word, ought we not rather to be lieve that the same Di vine guid- 
ance which had been granted to it hith erto, would be spe cially near and pos- 
i tive and ac tive in the ex e cu tion of such a work? The prom ises of the aid
and teach ings of the Holy Ghost, ac cord ing to the Word, are still in force,
and they are on record for all time. Does not the proper un der stand ing and
truth ful rep re sen ta tion of the Lutheran Church, then, re quire of us a recog- 
ni tion of this el e ment in the prepa ra tion of her Con fes sions? Does it not for- 
bid us to place those Con fes sions on the low level of or di nary hu man pro- 
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duc tions, which, what ever may be their abil ity, are al ways strongly marked
by hu man ig no rance and in fir mity?

We ought rather to main tain, that the Con fes sions, as Con fes sions and as
far as they go, are per fect, true, unerring tes ti monies of the Di vine word,
and may be safely re lied upon.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

It is pos si ble that Dr. Scha ef fer has done me the honor of re fer ring to some- 
thing that I have said and printed. At least I have used lan guage of a some- 
what sim i lar char ac ter. If I am mis taken, both he and this Diet will par don
me for pre sum ing that I may be the per son re ferred to. I did say in print, not
long ago, “We be lieve in an in fal li ble Bible, an in fal li ble Saviour, but an in- 
fal li ble Creed, and an in fal li ble Church, we do not be lieve in, whether the
pre tense is set up in the Gen eral Coun cil or by Rome;” and by this dec la ra- 
tion I am ready to stand, here in this Diet, and ev ery where. I take no back- 
ward step from this po si tion, as it is fun da men tal to Protes tantism, as well
as to gen uine Lutheranism. There is but one per fect book, but one in fal li ble
record of Di vine truth, — the in spired Word of God. This is in fal li ble just
be cause it is in spired, and “holy men of God spake as they were moved by
the Holy Ghost.” This ab so lute in fal li bil ity is true only of the Scrip tures as
con tained in the orig i nals. We do not af firm it of any trans la tion, an cient or
mod ern, how ever ex cel lent. These trans la tions are more or less im per fect,
and are sub ject to change and im prove ment from time to time, and must be
com pared with the in fal li ble orig i nals to de ter mine their merit. They may
an swer for all prac ti cal pur poses, but it would be ab surd to set up a claim of
in fal li bil ity for any ver sion, as Rome has done for the Vul gate. The fi nal ap- 
peal must be to the orig i nal in spired Word. If this be true of any and ev ery
trans la tion of the Bible, how much more so in re gard to any pro duc tion of
mere men?

It is of the ut most im por tance that we un der stand and main tain the truth
in this re spect. Creeds or Con fes sions are merely hu man pro duc tions, and
ev ery thing hu man is im per fect and fal li ble. There is no in fal li bil ity in
Popes, or Coun cils, or the mak ers of Creeds. Ev ery Creed, from the Apos- 
tles’ down, has been sub jected to re vis ings and al ter ations. The Augs burg
Con fes sion un der went changes and im prove ments un til nearly the last hour
be fore its pre sen ta tion to the Em peror at Augs burg; and al most im me di ately
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af ter wards, Melanchthon con tin ued his work of al ter ing and try ing to
amend. At present, among the var i ous edi tions, no one can tell what was the
true orig i nal Augs burg Con fes sion. We have edi tions in Latin and Ger man
vary ing con sid er ably, and we can only ap prox i mate to the orig i nal Augs- 
burg Con fes sion. Which is the per fect, in fal li ble one? The case of dif fer ent
edi tions of the orig i nal Scrip tures fur nishes no par al lel, for there we know
where to look for in fal li bil ity.

We are will ing and ready, ac cord ing to our hum ble abil ity, to ad vo cate
and de fend the Augs burg Con fes sion, over against other mod ern con fes- 
sions, as the very best and most Scrip tural of them all. We ad mire its truly
Catholic and Evan gel i cal char ac ter. As a Con fes sion, and for the le git i mate
pur poses of a Con fes sion, we may be justly proud of it as our own. But
when there is set up for it a claim, which we be lieve to be un war rantable,
and in con sis tent with the very char ac ter of a Con fes sion of Faith, then we
feel bound to ut ter our protest. When real or vir tual in fal li bil ity is claimed
for this or any other hu man pro duc tion as a Con fes sion of Faith, to which
we are to be ab so lutely bound, as we are to the Word of God, as the Rule of
our faith, we must pro claim our dis sent. On this point we would not be mis- 
un der stood, and we are glad to be lieve and know that we are stand ing on
firm Lutheran ground.1

But we would like to ask Dr. Seiss a plain ques tion. It is very un gra- 
cious, and im poses an un pleas ant task, to say a word to mar the ef fect of the
very forcible and elo quent ad dress to which we have just lis tened. To most
of it we could say yea and amen. We be lieve that as a de fense of the great
Ref or ma tion against the ac cu sa tions of Rome and cer tain An gli cans, it was
tri umphant. The Lutheran Church can not be justly charged with schism in
sep a rat ing from Rome. We be lieve that be fore men and an gels and God, she
stands fully jus ti fied in her sep a rate, dis tinct ex is tence. She is not in the Ro- 
man Catholic Church be cause she could not re main there. She was thrust
out, and obe di ence to con science and the Word of God, de manded she
should no longer sub mit to cor rup tion and tyranny. We can en dorse all that
was said on this point thus far.

We can go a step fur ther. We hold that the Augs burg Con fes sion is truly
a catholic and lib eral Con fes sion; and in ter preted as it was by its au thor,
there would have been lit tle ex cuse for the ex is tence and mul ti pli ca tion of
other Creeds and other de nom i na tions. With the due ex er cise of char ity, the
Augs burg Con fes sion might have fur nished the ba sis of a united Protes- 
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tantism, as it has since been con fessed by dif fer ent na tion al i ties and dif fer- 
ent de nom i na tions.

But the ques tion I de sire to ask is this: Has not the Lutheran Church, by
the adop tion of a very ex tended con fes sional sys tem, in clud ing ex pla na tions
of dis puted points among evan gel i cal Chris tians, and mak ing a sub scrip tion
to this sys tem a con di tion of re main ing in the Church, fur nished other de- 
nom i na tions a good and suf fi cient ex cuse for their sep a rate or ga ni za tions?
Can not other de nom i na tions plead the same ex cuse in jus ti fi ca tion for their
ex is tence out side of the Lutheran Church, that Luther ans plead against
Rome? True, they may not have been thrust out, but was not their re main ing
in made im pos si ble, ex cept at the sac ri fice of con sci en tious con vic tions of
truth and duty?

We do not wish to quib ble or to raise doubt ful ques tions, but to deal with
plain facts. Take as an il lus tra tion the ac tion of the Lutheran Church in
1580, in adopt ing the en tire Book of Con cord. There were thou sands and
tens of thou sands then and since, in and out of the Lutheran Church, who
could not and would not sub scribe this Book. There have been ven er a ble
men in the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, whose names have been men- 
tioned with honor as Luther ans on the floor of this Diet, who have de clared
them selves will ing to en dure any suf fer ings rather than sub scribe to ev ery- 
thing in these Sym bol i cal Books. There are things there which do not con- 
sti tute any part of gen uine Catholic Lutheranism, and yet which have been
im posed, at some times and in some places, as a con di tion of re main ing in
the Lutheran Church. It can not and will not be ques tioned in this Diet, that
thou sands and tens of thou sands of as learned, hon est, and godly men, as
the Church has ever known in any age, have not found them selves able to
ac cept the pe cu liar i ties of the Lutheran faith. It would be use less to call the
roll of il lus tri ous schol ars, learned di vines, de voted mis sion ar ies, and self-
sac ri fic ing la bor ers in ev ery de part ment, who have proved their sin cer ity
and de vo tion to the cause of Christ, by ev i dence which chal lenges our ad- 
mi ra tion. No man can, with out an au dac ity of which few are pos sessed,
deny the in tel li gence^ or learn ing, or piety, or sin cer ity, of the hosts of great
and good men in the other de nom i na tions of Chris ten dom. This is not even
dis puted by the most zeal ous ad vo cates of Lutheranism.

Now, I ask if the ex clu sion of these men from the Lutheran Church does
not give them the same ground for a sep a rate de nom i na tional ex is tence, that
we claim for our selves? Can not they, be fore men, and an gels and God, jus- 
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tify them selves for not be ing in the Lutheran Church? Have we any right to
set up a rule that ex cludes them, and then to con demn them be cause they do
not choose to do vi o lence to their con sciences, and pro fess what they can not
be lieve? It is egre gious tri fling to say that they were not com pelled to take a
po si tion out side of the Lutheran Church. If we ad mit their hon esty, they
sim ply acted as hon est and God-fear ing men. They have done what ev ery
man’s con science must ap prove. And they have not been left with out ev i- 
dence of fa vor and ap proval from above.

I have asked this ques tion be cause it goes di rectly to the heart of this
mat ter of de nom i na tion al ism. It de mands to know what share we have in
this work, and whether the course some in sist on as a test of gen uine
Lutheranism, is not fraught with all the evils of di vi sion and schism in the
Lutheran Church and in the Church of Christ?

Re marks Of Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D. (Gen eral
Coun cil.)

Dr. Krauth said that the point made by Dr. Scha ef fer, as against the po si tion
taken by Dr. Brown, is very im por tant. Dr. Brown has to tally failed to mark
the real ques tion, which is not, whether the Lutheran Church is in fal li ble,
for all ad mit that she is not, but whether she has in fact failed. An in fal li ble
rule does not make in fal li ble in ter preters, but it pro tects those who use it
aright, from fail ure. It is not the in fal li bil ity of men, but the power of God’s
Word to pro duce clear, un mis taken con vic tions on the part of those who use
it as it di rects, on which we rest our claim that the Church may reach truth
with out any in ter min gling of er ror in faith; and by the com par i son of our
con fes sions with this Word, and by the con form ity with the Word thus es- 
tab lished, we reach the con clu sion that she has not erred. In fal li bil ity and
fail ure are not the only sup po si tions pos si ble. There is a third sup po si tion
— that though there be fal li bil ity, there has not been ac tual fail ure.

In the minute method of mark ing wherein the in fal li bil ity of the orig i nal
text con sists, it might con sis tently have been added that the Rule of Faith is
the Word, as writ ten in the manuscripts of the sa cred pen men. These
manuscripts have van ished for ages. No copies known to us ap proach them
by sev eral cen turies. The Word as the Holy Spirit gave it is in fal li ble, but
the tran scribers, the print ers, the ed i tors, are not. In Dr. Brown’s mode of
con struc tion we have not, in fact, an in fal li ble rule of faith, but only fal li ble
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manuscripts of it, no two of which ab so lutely agree. Nor does he seem to
re al ize the real dis honor put in terms of honor on the Word, which, in fal li- 
ble it self, is ei ther the gen er a tor of con stant fail ures, or fails, of ne ces sity, to
pre vent them. That is an empty vine which brings forth fruit only for it self.
It is, in deed, an ex tra or di nary mode of de fend ing the sufh ciency of the
Word, a book which, ac cord ing to him, has an in fal li ble sense, in which
those who use it are in fal li bly mis taken, or at least can never be sure they
are right, inas much as they are fal li ble them selves. Our Church holds that
the very ob ject of this in fal li ble book, is to cor rect and to pre vent the er rors
into which fal li ble men fall with out it. It is an in fal li ble book, meant to pre- 
vent fail ures. And as a rule is ac tu al ized only as men take its mean ing into
their minds and hearts, the truth in fal li ble as it lies in the Word, is trans- 
muted into pos si ble er ror in the very act of re cep tion by fal li ble man, alike
in read ing the orig i nals, when he trans lates it him self, or in read ing the
trans la tions of oth ers. It is a view which an ni hi lates all pos si bil ity of an as- 
sured faith, and is as con clu sive against the cer ti tude of the doc trines which
Dr. Brown con sid ers nec es sary, as against those he would leave open. It
leaves all opin ions, and al lows of no faith.

Dr. Brown seems to con found those changes in creeds which am plify,
and de fend, and state more fe lic i tously the faith, to pre vent change in it or
mis un der stand ing of it, with those whose ob ject would be to deny faith once
con fessed. The faith con fessed at Augs burg was fixed be fore the Diet was
called. The ab stract in the XVII Ar ti cles of Luther, which was laid as the
ba sis of the doc tri nal part of it, sets forth in all re spects the same faith. All
the la bor of the Con fes sion was di rected to per fect ing —not the doc trine,
for that was fixed — but the form. Melanchthon was so great a pre ci sion in
style that he touched and re touched ev ery thing to the time of his death.
There is no im pos si bil ity and no dif fi culty in de ter min ing what is the “true
orig i nal Augs burg Con fes sion,” in any sense in which we are prac ti cally in- 
ter ested in it as a stan dard. In the Latin, there is the first edi tion of 1530,
edited by Melanchthon him self, while the Diet was still sit ting, and now in- 
cor po rated in all edi tions of the Book of Con cord. In Ger man we have the
first edi tion of the same year, edited by Melanchthon dur ing the sit ting of
the Diet. There are nine known manuscripts of the Latin and twelve of the
Ger man, pre served in the ar chives of the Lutheran States and cities. The
edi tion of the Ger man in the Book of Con cord, is from the Mentz copy in
the Pro to col of the Em pire. Twenty-one manuscripts, seven unau tho rized
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edi tions, one edi tion in each lan guage by Melanchthon him self, all of the
year 1530, are col lated, and thus in the hands of schol ars, to set tle the pre- 
cise text of the Augs burg Con fes sion. We can ask with far more force,
which among the var i ous edi tions of the Greek New Tes ta ment is the true
orig i nal New Tes ta ment? We have edi tions vary ing by many thou sands of
stylis tic minute nesses, and we can only ap prox i mate the orig i nal text, which
is the per fect, in fal li ble Rule of faith. And yet one ig no rant of the facts
might sup pose that we, who have no prac ti cal dif fi culty what ever about the
Bib li cal text, are quite at sea about the Augs burg Con fes sion, and that how- 
ever will ing we might be to ac cept it, no man can tell us where it is, or what
it is; when in fact there is scarcely a great doc u ment of equal an tiq uity
whose text we can set tle by so many di rect vouch ers. We know that the
faith of the Rule is so in wrought in the Rule, that the mere tex tual dif fer- 
ences do not af fect the re sult. The faith of the New Tes ta ment is the same in
the Sinaitic Un cial and the lat est Cur sives, in the first of Eras mus, and the
last of Tis chen dorf. And the faith of the Augs burg Con fes sion is the same in
ev ery edi tion, Latin and Ger man, which pre tends to be the Con fes sion as
ac tu ally read June 25th, 1530. The de lib er ate changes or cor rup tion of ei- 
ther the Rule or the Con fes sion are very dif fer ent, and when we see ev i- 
dences of them, we should at once throw aside the whole book, whether it
pre tends to be Scrip ture or Con fes sion.

Sec tar i an ism, not sat is fied with open war fare against our Church, en dan- 
gered it yet more for po lit i cal rea sons, by pre tenses of con form ity with the
Augs burg Con fes sion as “in ter preted by its au thor,” mean ing Melanchthon,
who yet was not its au thor in any re spect which gave him a right to change
it, and whose in ter pre ta tion of the mean ing of the Con fes sion when in 1530
he com posed it, dif fered in no re spect from that of Luther. The mean ing of
the Augs burg Con fes sion is that which those, who pre sented it in 1530 then
de signed, it to ex press; and any change from that mean ing, by whom so ever
made, is not an in ter pre ta tion of the Con fes sion, but a per ver sion of it.

The For mula of Con cord grew out of the strug gle of the Lutheran
Church for her very life. So far from orig i nat ing the di vi sions in Protes tant
Chris ten dom, it came af ter the or ga ni za tion of all the Re formed Churches.
It was not at Augs burg to frighten the Zwinglians and Tetrapoli tans from
union with us in 1530. The Basel Con fes sion of 1534, the Hel vetic of 1536,
the Zurich of 1545, the Genevan Cat e chism of 1541, the Zurich Con sen sus
of 1549, the French Con fes sion of 1559, the Con fes sion of the Nether lands
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of 1561, the Scotch of 1568, the Hei del berg Cat e chism of 1562, the Sec ond
Hel vetic of 1566, the Thirty-Nine Ar ti cles of the Church of Eng land of
1562 — surely these, and the Churches which stood un der them, did not
owe their ex is tence to the For mula of Con cord, which did not ap pear till
1580. The doc tri nal ob jec tions to the For mula of Con cord are at their root
al ways ob jec tions to the Augs burg Con fes sion, as an in tel li gent ex an imo
re cep tion of the Augs burg Con fes sion is at its root al ways a vir tual re cep- 
tion of the For mula of Con cord. The For mula of Con cord orig i nated no
sects. It saved the Lutheran Church and the Ref or ma tion from be ing
swamped by them.

There is an ex tra or di nary want of con sis tency in the op po nents of the
Book of Con cord. Some times they talk as if the Lutheran Church were so
rigidly bound to the Augs burg Con fes sion ex clu sively, that the recog ni tion
of any thing be side would be in con sis tent. Yet when it suits them they claim
the largest lib erty for the Church to al ter, cut down, add to, sub sti tute — an
il lim itable right to make and change creeds. They make a fetish of the
Augs burg Con fes sion, idol iz ing it (in phrase) one day, and claim ing the
next day the right to a new fetish, when ever they want it, and to make any
changes they please in the old one; and this, they tell us, is the Lutheran po- 
si tion in re gard to our Church creeds. The de nial of this they rep re sent as
Sym bol ism, the putting of the creed on the level of Scrip ture. But in this
whole mat ter they start with con found ing very dis tinct things — the faith it- 
self, the di vine doc trine, and the par tic u lar con fes sions of it in their in di vid- 
ual style and method. A pure Church can have but one faith; that faith
makes her pure; los ing it she loses her pu rity, she loses her self; a pure faith
once is a pure faith for ever. The ages can not touch it, nor change it. The
Church may ex press that faith with greater clear ness; she may with draw
what is less full, and sub sti tute what is more full, or may add with out with- 
draw ing. She may give of fi cially an ex pla na tion of a creed, to pre vent mis- 
take or cor rect mis state ment, but the faith it self she can not change. The
faith is older than the creed. The pure creed is be got ten of the pure faith. As
the faith has life in it self, it gives to the creed to have life in it self. Hence a
true creed once, is a true creed for ever, and the Church can only sub sti tute
an other for it, to ex press the faith of the old creed in a more per fect form.
The new pure creed is then not the death of the old, but its res ur rec tion —
its glo ri fi ca tion. But old or new, the true creed is not the ri val of the Scrip- 
tures. All its glory is sec ondary and de riv a tive. But be cause the Word is un- 
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mixed truth, the Con fes sion, though men’s hands have made it, may lift
some thing which is most surely from that ocean and of it. The purest creed
is not the ocean; it is but a golden bowl; but that which fills it comes from
the ocean, and shares in the pu rity of its source.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

Dr. Seiss said that he had no wish to pro tract the dis cus sion, and would not
en ter upon the points sug gested. He would only re mark, re spect ing the
ques tions of Dr. Brown, that if the sev eral things stated in the Es say were
care fully con sid ered to gether, es pe cially the state ments in the con clud ing
sec tions, he thought a suf fi cient an swer, so far as he was con cerned, could
read ily be de duced. He had given it as his be lief that there were times and
places in the gen eral Lutheran house hold, in which at ti tudes were as sumed
which he did not un der take to jus tify, and ex hi bi tions made, in op po site di- 
rec tions, which he con sid ered mis rep re sen ta tions. If the Lutheran cause
were to be judged and rated af ter these, there would be more show for cer- 
tain dis sent ing op po nents and sep a ratis tic an tag o nisms. He had rea soned on
the in ner right of the thing, and fully ad mit ted the mod i fy ing force of ex ter- 
nal facts and cir cum stances in some cases. The weak nesses of men are al- 
ways present, and of ten have some thing of an ex cus ing in flu ence, even in
un jus ti fi able pro ceed ings; but tem po rary and pro vi sional ex cus able ness, is a
dif fer ent mat ter from a thor ough, per ma nent, and jus ti fi able prin ci ple.
Many things may be, for the time and un der the cir cum stances, ex cused,
which in prin ci ple and right, es pe cially if per se vered in when the spe cial
stress has dis ap peared, can not be jus ti fied, and are quite with out any solid
ba sis on which to rest. The Lutheran sev er ance from Rome, so far as re- 
spected the Luther ans, was, and still is, fully jus ti fi able, on the broad est and
deep est prin ci ples of faith and right eous ness; but the Lutheran churches, as
a whole, or in any way to make them unit edly re spon si ble, have never given
cause for an tag o niz ing com mu nions, ex cept in so far as those com mu nions
take from or add to the one only faith of the true Catholic Church. Adopt ing
that with Luther ans, peo ple be come Luther ans, and are at fault for main tain- 
ing church op po si tion to Luther ans; and in so far as peo ple do not hold that
faith with Luther ans, they are at fault as Chris tians, and are re ally er ror ists
and sects, who elect to abide by their own opin ions against the true Catholic
Church. That they do it in hon est sin cer ity, not rightly un der stand ing what
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they do, may mod ify our judg ment of their guilt, but not our judg ment of
their er ror.

FIFTH SES SION.
De cem ber 29TH, 2:30 p. m. Prayer by Rev. A. M. Whet stone, of Som er- 

set. The eighth pa per was then read.

1. Müller, in the “His tor i cal In tro duc tion” to his edi tion of the Sym bol i- 
cal Books, says, “The Church, then, does not wish to as cribe to her
Sym bols im mutable au thor ity; she ad mits that some one might dis- 
cover a de fect in them; she finds in them merely a tem po rary ex pres- 
sion of her faith; she re serves to her self ex pressly the priv i lege of im- 
prov ing them, of com plet ing or of ex tend ing, as oc ca sional ne ces sity
re quires.” Any num ber of au thor i ties might be cited to the same pur- 
pose. It is a lame at tempt to meet the plain ques tion, to set up the plea
that for an in di vid ual to ob ject to the in fal li bil ity of the Con fes sion, is
to claim in fal li bil ity for him self, and to set up his in di vid ual in fal li bil- 
ity against the in fal li bil ity of the Church. On this prin ci ple, no mem ber
of the Church of Rome would ever doubt the Pa pal in fal li bil ity for to
do so would be to as sert his own.↩ 
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Fred er ick W. Con rad: The Char‐ 
ac ter is tics Of The Augs burg

Con fes sion

by Rev. Fred er ick W. Con rad, D. D., Phil a del phia.
IN THE ON GO ING of Prov i dence and un der the pe cu liar ex i gen cies that

have arisen in the Chris tian Church, creeds or con fes sions of faith have
been orig i nated, pro mul gated and adopted, by in di vid u als, churches, cities,
states and coun tries. These con fes sions are nu mer ous, and dif fer from each
other in their length, doc tri nal state ments, and ec cle si as ti cal prin ci ples.
These dif fer ences con sti tute the char ac ter is tics by which they are dis tin- 
guished from each other, and fur nish at the same time the ba sis for their di- 
vi sion into gen eral and par tic u lar classes. Some of these con fes sions are,
how ever, so pe cu liarly con sti tuted, that they form a class by them selves,
and among such the Augs burg Con fes sion stands pre em i nent. This will, we
trust, be come man i fest from its char ac ter is tics, which we pro pose to present
for your con sid er a tion, as the sub ject as signed us on this oc ca sion.

In or der, how ever, to un der stand the char ac ter is tics of the Augs burg
Con fes sion, it will be nec es sary to con sider the char ac ter of the per sons
who took part in its for ma tion, as well as the cir cum stances and in flu ences
un der which it orig i nated. The work to be ac com plished was a mo men tous
one. No gen eral creed had been adopted for a thou sand years. The his toric
sense of the OE c u meni cal creeds had been per verted, and they were made
to bear wit ness to er ror. The ex i gen cies of the Church called for the orig i na- 
tion of a creed adapted to the cri sis that had arisen in her his tory. And the
Con fes sors of Augs burg were raised up and called by the Prov i dence of
God to bear wit ness to the truth, through the prepa ra tion and pre sen ta tion of
their great Con fes sion.

A lit er ary pro duc tion re ceives its pe cu liar i ties from the ideal of its com- 
poser, and, in like man ner, did the Augs burg Con fes sion re ceive its char ac- 
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ter is tics from the the o log i cal opin ions, the ec cle si as ti cal prin ci ples, and the
per sonal traits of char ac ter of its au thors and sign ers. Our lim its con strain
us, how ever, to con fine our selves to a sim ple enu mer a tion of the prin ci pal
traits of char ac ter ex hib ited by the Con fes sors. They were dis tin guished by
fer vent piety, by heroic ad her ence to truth, by con sci en tious fi delity to their
con vic tions, by a spirit of tol er a tion, by mod er ate views re spect ing church- 
li ness, and by sin cere de vo tion to the preser va tion of the unity of the
Church. In view of the sig nif i cance and rel a tive im por tance of the last-men- 
tioned trait, we shall de vote a lit tle space to its pre sen ta tion.

The Con fes sors ac cepted the ar ti cles of the OE c u meni cal creeds, declar- 
ing the ex is tence and per pe tu ity of one holy catholic Church, con sist ing of
the “body of true be liev ers in all parts of the world, who have but one
gospel, one Christ, the same Bap tism and Holy Sup per, and who are ruled
by one Holy Spirit, al though they have dif fer ent cer e monies.” In this
Church they were born, bap tized and con firmed, and in it they de sired to
live, la bor and die. Dis sen sions had oc curred in it; and they came to Augs- 
burg to con sult about the best man ner of sup press ing them. They fore saw
the evils of schism, and la bored to heal the breaches of Zion. They an tic i- 
pated and de plored the con se quences of sep a ra tion, and left no means un- 
tried, con sis tent with the will of God and the dic tates of con science, to pre- 
vent it. They pro fessed true loy alty to Christ, and claimed the rights con- 
ferred upon all be liev ers by the Word of God. They were not schis mat ics
nor sep a ratists, but ad vo cates of Chris tian and ec cle si as ti cal union. They
de clared that they had nei ther formed a new sect nor left the Church, and
protested, through their Con fes sion, that they could not justly be con- 
demned as er ror ists, nor ex cluded from the com mu nion of the Holy
Catholic Church. They were not ready to strike a truce with er ror, and ex- 
tend the hand of fel low ship to heretics. They re al ized the ne ces sity as well
as the duty of tol er at ing dif fer ences of opin ion on mi nor points, and their
Con fes sion it self presents the ba sis upon which, in their judg ment, church
fel low ship and co op er a tion might be main tained. In deed, to pre vent the
dis mem ber ment of the Catholic and schism in the Evan gel i cal Church, was
the ob ject of all their con fer ences and di ets, col lo quies and dis cus sions with
the Ro man ists in the ear lier, and with their fel low Protes tants in the later,
pe ri ods of the Ref or ma tion. While, there fore, we are called upon to give
due weight to the au thor ity of the Con fes sors of Augs burg, we must not for- 
get that they were hu man, pos sessed of like pas sions with our selves, en- 
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com passed with pe cu liar temp ta tions, per plexed with for mi da ble dif fi cul- 
ties, and li able to err in judg ment, and to make mis takes in de cid ing the nu- 
mer ous and di ver si fied ques tions sub mit ted to them. Fal li ble them selves,
hu man fal li bil ity must nec es sar ily at tach to their Con fes sion; but dis tin- 
guished by the traits of char ac ter just enu mer ated, and di rected by the Word,
Spirit and Prov i dence of God, they were de liv ered from the delu sions of
Romish er ror, and led to the dis cov ery of “the truth as it is in Je sus,” and to
the con fes sion of “the faith once de liv ered to the saints.”

The Augs burg Con fes sion did not, like Jonah’s gourd, spring up in a
night, but was the growth of an age. It ap peared in the blade at Mar burg, de- 
vel oped the stalk at Swabach and Tor gau, and bore the full corn at Augs- 
burg. It was not the work of a sin gle in di vid ual, but the prod uct of the joint
ef forts and com mon coun sels of many The part taken in its prepa ra tion by
some was more, and that of oth ers less con spic u ous and in flu en tial.

Luther was the chief among the Con fes sors. His lead er ship was rec og- 
nized, and his in flu ence was ev ery where man i fest in the work of the Ref or- 
ma tion. This was strik ingly il lus trated at Augs burg. For per sonal and po lit i- 
cal rea sons he re mained at Coburg, but al though ab sent from Augs burg in
body, he was, nev er the less, present in spirit. He had writ ten the Mar burg,
and taken the prin ci pal part in the prepa ra tion of the Swabach and Tor gau
ar ti cles, which served Melanchthon as a ba sis and model in the ar range ment
and com po si tion of the Con fes sion. Com mu ni ca tion was es tab lished by
couri ers, be tween Coburg and Augs burg, and a cor re spon dence con ducted
be tween Luther, Melanchthon and the Elec tor John, of Sax ony. His opin ions
and ad vice were thus sought and given, in the de ter mi na tion of some of the
per plex ing ques tions sub mit ted to the Con fes sors be fore and dur ing the ses- 
sions of the Diet. On the nth of May, the Con fes sion it self, in the first draft
of its com pleted form, was sent to him by the Elec tor, ac com pa nied with a
let ter re quest ing him to give it a thor ough ex am i na tion and re vi sion, and to
re turn it with such changes and ad di tions as he thought proper to make. He
sent it back on the 15th of May, with the state ment that he had read it from
be gin ning to end, that it pleased him ex ceed ingly well, and that he had
made no changes in it be cause he did not know how he could im prove it.

From the time the Con fes sion was first sent to Luther on the nth of May,
un til the time of its pre sen ta tion to the Em peror on the 25th of June, it un- 
der went many and var i ous changes, and ap peared in dif fer ent forms of
com plete ness in the suc ces sive stages of its com po si tion. And in this im- 
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proved form it was sent to Luther be tween the 22nd of May and the 2nd of
June, and again re ceived his un qual i fied ap proval.1

Melanchthon was the the olo gian of the Ref or ma tion and the teacher of
Ger many. He was se lected by com mon con sent to pre pare the dec la ra tion of
the Protes tants. For the ac com plish ment of this work, he was em i nently
qual i fied. He en tered upon it with a re al iz ing sense of its re spon si bil i ties,
and un der the di vine guid ance com posed the great Con fes sion. This was his
sym bol i cal mas ter piece. In its style, state ments and dis cus sions, it bears the
marks of his taste, learn ing and lit er ary skill, and in its tone and spirit, it is
per vaded by his con sti tu tional ami a bil ity and kind ness, as well as by his
Chris tian mod er a tion, for bear ance and catholic ity.

It is man i fest, there fore,, that the part taken by Melanchthon, in the
prepa ra tion of the Augs burg Con fes sion, was no less sig nif i cant and valu- 
able than that con trib uted by Luther. With re spect to its mat ter, its au thor- 
ship may be as cribed to Luther; de ter mined by its form, it must be ac cred- 
ited to Melanchthon, It may, there fore, be justly di vided be tween them —
Melanchthon fash ioned its body, Luther im parted to it its con fes sional soul.

The Evan gel i cal Princes, with their coun cilors and the olo gians, were as- 
so ci ated with Melanchthon, as rep re sen ta tives of the Protes tant cause, and
took a prom i nent part in the de lib er a tions of the Protes tants and the pro- 
ceed ings of the Diet. In the prepa ra tion of the Con fes sion, the most dif fi cult
ques tions to be de ter mined were not what doc trines must be de clared, and
what abuses ought to be cor rected, but in what form shall these doc trines be
stated, and in what man ner shall these abuses be cor rected. In this most dif- 
fi cult part of his task, Melanchthon did not rely upon his own judg ment and
that of Luther, but availed him self of the coun sel and ad vice of his fel low
Con fes sors. Al though they were not equal in the o log i cal at tain ments and
Bib li cal knowl edge to Luther and Melanchthon, their in di vid ual coun sels
and col lec tive judg ment were sought, and proved of great value in de cid ing
the dif fer ent ques tions that arose dur ing the prepa ra tion of the Con fes sion.

From the rep re sen ta tions just made, the re spec tive parts taken by the
sev eral Con fes sors in the orig i na tion of the Con fes sion may be de ter mined.
They were not, how ever, called upon to ac com plish their work in or di nary
times, un tram meled by di verse con sid er a tions, and un af fected by con flict- 
ing in flu ences. But as the plant re ceives its pe cu liar prop er ties from the for- 
ma tive in flu ences of the germ of its par tic u lar species, so did the Augs burg
Con fes sion re ceive its dis tin guish ing char ac ter is tics, through the nu mer ous
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and di ver si fied in flu ences ex erted upon the Con fes sors dur ing the suc ces- 
sive stages of its prepa ra tion. And to the pre sen ta tion of the sources and
char ac ter of these mold ing in flu ences, we now de sire to call at ten tion.

The Catholic princes, deputies, am bas sadors and the olo gians, con sti tuted
the other prom i nent party at the Diet of Augs burg. Some of the the olo gians
were dis tin guished for their the o log i cal at tain ments, oth ers for their dia lec- 
tic skill, oth ers for their per sonal mag netism, and all alike for their de vo tion
to the dog mas and us ages of the Romish Church. The princes and deputies
ex erted a po lit i cal, and the the olo gians an ec cle si as ti cal in flu ence upon the
Em peror, as well as a cor re spond ing in flu ence upon the Protes tant princes,
coun cilors and the olo gians, in their con sul ta tions with them.

Zwingle, al though not per son ally present, nev er the less made him self felt
at Augs burg. He had, upon his own judg ment, pre pared and sent a con fes- 
sion to the Em peror. It set forth his views in ex plicit terms, but its form of
ex pres sion was not happy, and its tone was rather re pul sive than con cil ia- 
tory. It lacked both pru dence and mod er a tion, and proved un timely and
prej u di cial to the cause of the Protes tants.

There were ten cities rep re sented at the Diet, two of which signed the
Con fes sion be fore its pre sen ta tion, and four af ter wards. The four re main ing
cities were Stras burg, Mem min gen, Cost nitz and Lin dau. They were rep re- 
sented by Bucer and Capito. They agreed with the state ments of the Con fes- 
sion on all points ex cept those made in the Tenth Ar ti cle; yet they did not,
on the other hand, agree with the rep re sen ta tions made on the sub ject of the
Real Pres ence with Zwingle in his con fes sion. They, there fore, had one pre- 
pared by Bucer, with the as sis tance of Capito and Hedio, and signed it as
their own. It is known as the Tetrapoli tana, the con fes sion of the four cities,
and it was pre sented to the Em peror on the 11th of July.

Charles V. did not fully com pre hend the char ac ter of the re li gious ag i ta- 
tions which were con vuls ing the em pire. The mighty events of the pre vi ous
decade seem to have taught him but lit tle, and he ap peared at Augs burg the
same haughty tyrant and pli ant vas sal of the Church of Rome, as he proved
him self to be by the is sue of the Edict of Worms. He claimed, as Em peror,
to be not only the Supreme Sov er eign of the State, but also the Ruler of the
Church. His le git i mate au thor ity in civil af fairs the Protes tants rec og nized;
his right to de cide ec cle si as ti cal ques tions they de nied. He presided at the
Diet of the Em pire. He was bi ased in fa vor of the Ro man ists, and prej u- 
diced against the Protes tants. While, there fore, the Protes tants re al ized that
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the Em peror could not pre side as an im par tial judge be tween them and the
Ro man ists, they, nev er the less, felt the in flu ence he ex erted upon the Diet,
and duly con sid ered it in the prepa ra tion of their Con fes sion.

The ob ject of the Diet, and the best means of at tain ing it, as set forth in
the call of the Em peror, and ex plained in the pref ace to the Con fes sion by
Chan cel lor Brück, must also be con sid ered. This was to har mo nize and set- 
tle di ver gent opin ions, to heal re li gious dis sen sions, to re store con cord, and
to es tab lish ec cle si as ti cal fel low ship in the one Chris tian Church. The meth- 
ods sug gested for at tain ing these ends were a con sul ta tion, in which the
opin ions of the con tend ing par ties might be mu tu ally ex pressed, ex plained
and con sid ered with mod er a tion, mild ness and af fec tion among them- 
selves,in the pres ence of the Em peror: and er ro neous opin ions aban doned or
cor rected, and an agree ment se cured, so far as it could be hon or ably done,
be tween the Protes tants and Catholics. The ul ti mate ob ject of the Diet, thus
set forth, ex erted a de cided in flu ence upon the Con fes sors of Augs burg, and
was kept con stantly in view in the prepa ra tion of their Con fes sion.

Be sides the var i ous in flu ences ex erted by the in di vid u als and par ties just
named upon the Con fes sors, and through them upon the mat ter and form of
their Con fes sion, oth ers of a more gen eral char ac ter ought not to be over- 
looked. The po lit i cal ag i ta tion of the Em pire con se quent upon the oc cur- 
rence of war, the threat en ing as pects of the in va sion by the Turks, the dis- 
sen sions and con tro ver sies that had arisen in the Church be tween the
Protes tants and Ro man ists, and the dif fer ences be tween the Protes tants
them selves, must all be taken into con sid er a tion and their re spec tive bear- 
ings de ter mined. The ex i gen cies that had arisen, in both Church and State,
be came in vested with the force of cir cum stances and the pres sure of the
times, and ex erted a cor re spond ing in flu ence upon the opin ions, judg ment
and de ci sions of all per sons and par ties con cerned in the de lib er a tions of
Augs burg To these in flu ences the Con fes sors were con stantly ex posed, and
un der their mold ing power their Con fes sion re ceived its dis tin guish ing
char ac ter is tics.

But in ad di tion to all these in flu ences, the Con fes sors were sub jected to
var i ous oth ers which were both pow er ful and per plex ing. Some of them
were tem po rary and oth ers more per ma nent in their char ac ter, and the Con- 
fes sors can never be said to have been al to gether ex empt from their pres- 
sure. And it is only by a care ful con sid er a tion of all these in flu ences and
cir cum stances, which were more or less pow er ful at dif fer ent times dur ing
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the Diet, that the changes of sen ti ment and dif fer ences of doc tri nal state- 
ment made by the Con fes sors be fore, af ter and dur ing the Diet, can be prop- 
erly un der stood. A few il lus tra tions of this we sub join.

At Augs burg, the con dem na tory clause of the Tenth Ar ti cle of the Con- 
fes sion (“the op po site doc trine is there fore re jected”) was aimed at the doc- 
trine on the Lord’s Sup per held by the Swiss; and yet Philip, the Land grave
of Hesse, who sym pa thized with the Zwinglian view, and ob jected to that
set forth in the Tenth Ar ti cle, was not only per mit ted but urged to sign the
Con fes sion.

At Mar burg, Melanchthon met Bucer in con fer ence; at Augs burg, he re- 
jected all his over tures for a per sonal meet ing; but at Cas sel, in 1534, he en- 
gaged cor dially in a re li gious con sul ta tion with him, which re sulted in a bet- 
ter un der stand ing be tween them, and in in duc ing the Stras burg di vines to
teach ac cord ing to the Augs burg Con fes sion.

In 1530, Melanchthon so stated the doc trine of the Real Pres ence in the
Tenth Ar ti cle, that the Ro man ists pro fessed to ap prove of it, and the Swiss
ob jected to it; in 1540, Melanchthon so changed the Tenth Ar ti cle of the
Con fes sion, that the Swiss ap proved of it and the Ro man ists ob jected to it.2

In 1530, the Evan gel i cal Princes adopted the orig i nal Augs burg Con fes- 
sion, and in their sub se quent con fer ences with the Ro man ists at Worms and
other places, made Melanchthon’s edi tion of it the ba sis of their ne go ti a- 
tions; af ter 1540, the Protes tants made Melanchthon’s edi tion of 1540 (the
Vari ata) the ba sis of sim i lar con fer ences with the Catholics; and in 1561, at
Naum burg, the Evan gel i cal Princes for mally adopted both the al tered and
the un al tered edi tion of the Con fes sion, and thereby rec og nized the sub stan- 
tial iden tity of their doc tri nal state ments, as well as the equal ity of their
con fes sional sig nif i cance and au thor ity.

Dur ing the Diet of Augs burg, Bucer, con vinced of the im por tance of se- 
cur ing a union among the Protes tants, wrote to Luther, and af ter wards vis- 
ited him at Coburg; but Luther re fused to an swer his let ter, and gave him lit- 
tle en cour age ment in his ef forts to har mo nize the dif fer ences be tween him
and the Swiss; yet, un der dif fer ent cir cum stances, Luther sub se quently
wrote to Bucer, and ex pressed his views as fol lows: “I wish that this schism
were put an end to, even if I had to give my life for it three times over, be- 
cause I see how nec es sary your fel low ship is for us, and how much in con- 
ve nience this dis union has oc ca sioned to the Gospel, and still oc ca sions; so
that I am con vinced that all the gates of hell, the Pa pacy, the Turk, the
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whole world, the flesh, and what ever evil thing there is, would not have
been able to in jure the Gospel so much, if we had re mained at one.”

In 1529, Luther dis ap proved the hold ing of the Mar burg Con fer ence
with the Swiss, in the in ter est of union, and took part in it re luc tantly; in
1536, he him self pro posed the hold ing of the con ven tion, for the pro mo tion
of Protes tant union, at Wit ten berg, which re sulted in the adop tion of the so-
called Wit ten berg For mula Con cor diae. In view of the mod i fied po si tions
set forth in the Con cor dia, Dorner says it “may, there fore, be re garded as a
doc u ment which shows be fore hand that a stand in the doc trine of the Sup- 
per, such as be came af ter wards, through Calvin, the rul ing one in the Re- 
formed churches, was ac knowl edged even by Luther him self to be one with
which broth erly com mu nion was Chris tianly law ful. And this his tor i cal
judg ment is not al tered by the fact that seven years af ter wards Luther sud- 
denly broke out again in his Kleine Bcken nt niss vom Aben d i nahl in vi o lent
ebul li tion against the Swiss, quite un ex pect edly to all, ex cept those who
were en vi ous of and hated Melanchthon, and who had goaded Luther on to
this.”

At Mar burg, Luther, on the third day of the Con fer ence, re fused the prof- 
fered hand of Zwingle, and al though he ex tended his hand to Zwingle on
the fourth day, he nev er the less re fused to ac knowl edge the Swiss as
brethren; yet, af ter the Wit ten berg Con cord, he rec og nized and called the
Swiss “our dear brethren in the Lord,” and in an swer ing a let ter of in quiry
ad dressed to him, con cern ing his views on the spir i tual en joy ment of the
body and blood of Christ, in the Lord’s Sup per, ex pressed his views in a let- 
ter to the Zurich ers as fol lows: “We leave it in the hands of Om nipo tence,
how the body and blood of Christ are given us in the Sup per. Where we
have not en tirely come to an un der stand ing on this, it is best that we be
friendly to wards one an other, and al ways ex pect the best of one an other, un- 
til the mire and trou bled wa ter set tle.” In quot ing the above tes ti mony,
Dorner says: “From this it is ev i dent how Luther re gards it as in dis pens able
that the body and blood of Christ are given us in the Sup per, but dis tin- 
guishes from this the how and the con nec tion with the el e ments,” and con- 
se quently “the peace es tab lished be tween the two par ties (at Wit ten berg)
was rec og nized to be right ful, if there was agree ment in the chief mat ter, in
the what?”"

Hav ing thus pre sented to our view the men who formed, and the cir cum- 
stances and in flu ences un der which they formed and adopted the Augs burg
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Con fes sion, we are pre pared, in some mea sure, to con sider and ap pre ci ate
the char ac ter is tics of the great sym bol of evan gel i cal doc trine, which, af ter
many dif fi cul ties, they com pleted and sub mit ted to the Em peror, Charles V.,
at Augs burg, and to the judg ment of the Chris tian world.

I. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Protes tant

Charles V., the Em peror of Ger many, was a haughty Spaniard, an im pe ri ous
despot, and a re li gious per se cu tor. In 1521 he is sued the Edict of Worms
pre pared by Ale an der, the Pope’s Nun cio, in which Luther is charged with
blas phemy and heresy; with as sail ing the Church, de fy ing all au thor ity, de- 
stroy ing the Chris tian faith, and in cit ing to re volt, schism, war, mur der, theft
and in cen di arism. He is de clared to be “no man, but Sa tan, in the form of a
man in a monk’s hood; a mad man, pos sessed of the devil.” He was de clared
an out law, his fol low ers placed un der the ban of the em pire, his writ ings or- 
dered to be burned, and all ef forts to prop a gate his doc trines, and make
pros e lytes to his cause, for bid den as a crime, sub ject to heavy penal ties. The
Edict of the first Diet of Spire (1526) re pealed that of Worms, and granted
to each State full lib erty in re li gious mat ters. At the sec ond Diet of Spire
(1529) the Edict of the first was peremp to rily re pealed by Charles V.,
thereby de priv ing the dis ci ples of Luther of re li gious lib erty, ex pos ing them
to po lit i cal dis abil i ties and pun ish ment, and re strict ing the pro mul ga tion of
the Gospel. Un pre pared for such a breach of faith, the Evan gel i cal Princes
were thun der struck, and re tired to an ad join ing cham ber for con sul ta tion.
Af ter due con sid er a tion, they came to the unan i mous con clu sion to re ject
the de cree passed by the ma jor ity of the States and sanc tioned by the Em- 
peror, and to ap peal to the de ci sions of a gen eral coun cil. They ac cord ingly
drew up a dec la ra tion, and headed by John, Elec tor of Sax ony, pre sented
their world-renowned Protest to the as sem bled Diet. From this Protest the
fol low ers of Luther were sub se quently called Protes tants. This Protest con- 
tains the politico-re li gious prin ci ples of Protes tantism. It as serts the right of
pri vate judg ment, the pre rog a tives of con science, and the supreme au thor ity
of the Word of God; and protests against the claim of the civil power to reg- 
u late mat ters of re li gion, as well as against the ar bi trary power of the
Church to de ter mine mat ters of faith.
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The Augs burg Con fes sion is a le git i mate de vel op ment of the Protest of
Spire. In deed, the Protes tants of Spire were also the Con fes sors of Augs- 
burg. The re li gious au thor ity claimed over them by the Em peror at Spire,
they re pu di ated be fore his face at Augs burg; the re li gious rights de nied
them at Spire, they as serted at Augs burg; and the prin ci ples con tained in
their Protest, they am pli fied and re it er ated in their Con fes sion. It may,
there fore, be justly re garded, not only as the Con fes sion of Faith of the
Evan gel i cal Princes, but also as their com pleted Protest against the usurpa- 
tions of the State and the despo tism of the Romish Church.

The term Protes tant, in its strictly his toric sense, is re stricted to the sub- 
jects in volved in civil and re li gious lib erty. In its the o logico-con fes sional
sense, it des ig nates the dis tin guish ing dif fer ences in doc trine and us ages be- 
tween the Re form ers and the Ro man ists. The ob ject of the Con fes sors of
Augs burg was to set forth these dif fer ences in their Con fes sion. The doc tri- 
nal dif fer ences em brace the doc trine of jus ti fi ca tion by faith, new obe di- 
ence, the of fice of the min istry, the real pres ence, the ef fi cacy of the sacra- 
ments, au ric u lar con fes sion, re pen tance, good works, ec cle si as ti cal rites,
civil gov ern ment, the Chris tian Church, the wor ship of saints, and the ex- 
clu sive me di a tor ship of Je sus Christ. The cer e mo nial and prac ti cal dif fer- 
ences in clude the com mu nion in one kind, the celibacy of the priests, the
mass, con fes sion, hu man tra di tions, monas tic vows, church power, and the
ju ris dic tion of the bish ops.

These dis tin guish ing dif fer ences be tween Protes tantism and Ro man ism
take up the greater part of the en tire Con fes sion, and in clude not only the
prin ci ples of Protes tantism, in a politico-ec cle si as ti cal sense, but also its
doc trines, ec cle si as ti cal prin ci ples and cer e mo nial us ages, in its the o logico-
con fes sional sense. Thus, the Augs burg Con fes sion de fined and es tab lished
the prin ci ples of Protes tantism, by dis crim i nat ing them from Ro man ism;
and this is its first gen eral and his toric char ac ter is tic.

II. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Evan gel i cal

In its lit eral sense the word Evan gel i cal means “ac cord ing to the gospel,”
but in its his toric sense it sig ni fies “sal va tion by grace.” This sig ni fi ca tion it
re ceived dur ing the Ref or ma tion, in con se quence of the pe cu liar ity of the
re li gious con tro versy which then took place. The dif fer ences be tween the
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Protes tants and Ro man ists were nu mer ous and em braced both doc trine and
prac tice. But while this was the case, it was man i fest that most, if not all,
these dif fer ences arose from the di ver gent views en ter tained by the con- 
tend ing par ties on the doc trine of jus ti fi ca tion by faith. A term was there- 
fore needed to ex press the dis tin guish ing dif fer ence be tween the Romish
and Protes tant sys tems of doc trine, and the word Evan gel i cal was cho sen
for this pur pose. It ex presses the generic con cep tion of “sal va tion by grace”
held by the Protes tants, over against the le gal is tic con cep tion of sal va tion
by works, main tained by the Ro man ists. The Romish Church teaches “that,
al though a man is en ti tled in part to jus ti fi ca tion, through the mer its of
Christ, these are nev er the less not suf fi cient, and hence, he must earn the
same for him self be fore his con ver sion by his own strength and good
works. Thus he re ceives the first jus ti fi ca tion, i. e., re gen er a tion: and af ter
this it be comes in dis pens able that man should con tinue to earn for him self
the grace of God and eter nal sal va tion, by keep ing the com mand ments and
do ing other good works.”

The Con fes sion of Augs burg teaches, “That men can not be jus ti fied be- 
fore God by their own strength, merit or works, but that they are jus ti fied
gra tu itously for Christ’s sake, through faith, when they be lieve that they are
re ceived into fa vor, and that their sins are re mit ted on ac count of Christ,
who made sat is fac tion for our trans gres sions by His death. This faith God
im putes to us as right eous ness.”

The rel a tive im por tance and char ac ter of the ar ti cle on Jus ti fi ca tion by
Faith, are set forth by Melanchthon in the Apol ogy. It is here de clared that it
con sti tutes “the prin ci pal and most im por tant ar ti cle of Chris tian doc trine,”
and the “only key to the whole Bible” that it " con trib utes es pe cially to a
clear and cor rect ap pre hen sion of all the holy Scrip tures;" that it “alone
shows the way to the un speak able trea sure and the true knowl edge of
Christ, with out which the poor con science can have no true, in vari able,
fixed hope, nor con ceive the riches of the grace of Christ.”

This con cep tion of jus ti fi ca tion by the un mer ited grace of God, through
faith alone in the mer its of Christ, per vades the en tire Con fes sion. It is its
very heart, send ing forth its an i mat ing in flu ence into ev ery ar ti cle and sen- 
tence, and ren der ing it in all its parts in stinct with sav ing grace and quick- 
en ing power. It an ni hi lates all claims of merit, that man can set up to se cure
par don and ac cep tance be fore God, whether based upon the cul ti va tion of
nat u ral virtue, worldly moral ity, le gal is tic obe di ence, cer e mo nial per for- 
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mances or self-im posed penance, and de clares di rectly and in di rectly that
jus ti fi ca tion, re gen er a tion, sanc ti fi ca tion and sal va tion, can only be ob tained
as the free gift of God, through faith in Je sus Christ. If the ar ti cle on jus ti fi- 
ca tion de ter mines, as Luther said, “the char ac ter of a stand ing or fall ing
Church,” it de ter mines also the char ac ter of the Augs burg Con fes sion as
pre em i nently Evan gel i cal.

III. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Or tho dox

The Bible con tains the rev e la tion of God. Its au thors were in spired by the
Holy Ghost. It fur nishes man with an in fal li ble rule of faith and prac tice. It
is placed in his hands and he is com manded to search it, be lieve its truths,
and reg u late his life ac cord ing to its pre cepts. As a writ ten di rec tory its
mean ing is said to be so clear, that even the way far ing man, with his min i- 
mum de gree of knowl edge, may find the way of life. And as an ad di tional
safe guard against the delu sions of er ror, the Holy Spirit is given to aid man
in the dis cov ery, ap pre hen sion and prac tice of the truth which it re veals.
Ad e quate pro vi sion has thus been made to guard the Church against the
per ver sion of the Scrip tures, and the pro mul ga tion of de struc tive er ror, and
to se cure from her, as the true wit ness of God, a faith ful tes ti mony of sav ing
truth. Such a tes ti mony is found in the OE c u meni cal Creeds, which have
stood through ages as a bar rier to heresy and a bul wark to the Chris tian
faith.

The doc trines thus con fessed by the Church catholic, ei ther by for mal
state ment or nec es sary im pli ca tion, are: The Trin ity of Per sons in the God- 
head, the Di vin ity of Christ, the vi car i ous na ture of the atone ment, the de- 
prav ity of the hu man race, jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone, the ne ces sity of re- 
gen er a tion by the Holy Ghost, the obli ga tion to live a holy life, the ap point- 
ment of the min istry, the in sti tu tion of Bap tism and the Lord’s Sup per as
means of grace, the im mor tal ity of the soul, the res ur rec tion of the body, the
ev er last ing blessed ness of the right eous, and the eter nal damna tion of the
wicked.

The term “or tho dox,” which in its lit eral sense means “right in opin ion,”
has been em ployed in ec cle si as ti cal us age, to des ig nate the truths above
stated as the es sen tial doc trines of the Chris tian sys tem. These doc trines are
in sep a ra bly con nected and con sti tute a con sis tent whole. The de nial of any
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one of them will im pair the in tegrity of the sys tem, and af fect the gen uine- 
ness of faith. The re jec tion of all of them, and the sub sti tu tion of their op po- 
sites, would in volve an ut ter per ver sion of the Scrip tures, and the ruin of the
Church.

The Augs burg Con fes sion not only rec og nizes the sym bol i cal char ac ter
of the OE c u meni cal Creeds, but con tains a con sis tent de vel op ment and a
fuller state ment of the doc trines they con tain, and it may there fore be justly
des ig nated as thor oughly or tho dox.

IV. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Lutheran

Luther was en dowed with such rare nat u ral and spir i tual abil i ties by the
Prov i dence and grace of God, as to con sti tute him at once the lead ing re- 
former. He first dis cov ered the Bible, de tected the delu sive er rors of Rome,
and pro mul gated the sav ing truths of the Gospel. He thus be came the au thor
of the Ref or ma tion, and as its mas ter spirit di rected its course. From his ex- 
tra or di nary the o log i cal and ec cle si as ti cal re sources he sup plied its doc tri nal,
cat e chet i cal, litur gi cal and gov ern men tal prin ci ples, and stamped his own
im press upon it. He trans lated the Bible into the ver nac u lar tongue for the
peo ple. He pre pared a cat e chism for the chil dren, and pro vided a liturgy for
the al tar. He com posed hymns and tunes for the ser vice of song, and fur- 
nished the ma te rial for the prepa ra tion of the Augs burg Con fes sion, as a
sym bolic stan dard for the Evan gel i cal Church. In view, there fore, of the ser- 
vice ren dered Melanchthon in the com pi la tion and com po si tion of the Con- 
fes sion by Luther, he could justly claim it as his own (which he did), and
while Melanchthon could, with char ac ter is tic mod esty, call it “the Con fes- 
sion of the revered Doc tor Luther,” Luther could in the same spirit re turn
the com pli ment, and des ig nate it as “the Apol ogy of Mas ter Philip.”

The doc trines and ec cle si as ti cal prin ci ples set forth in the Con fes sion
were those held and main tained by Luther. On this ac count, the Ro man ists
ap plied the terms “Lutheran” and “Lutheranism” as ep i thets of re proach to
the Church of the Augs burg Con fes sion, and to the sys tem of doc trine it
con tained; and they were ac cepted and em ployed by the Protes tants, as a
mat ter of con ve nience, in dis tin guish ing the fol low ers of Luther from the
Ro man ists on the one hand, and from the Re formed on the other.
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Other dif fer ences may be de tected in the doc tri nal state ments made in
the Re formed and Lutheran Con fes sions; but the prin ci pal dif fer ences have
ref er ence to the sacra ments and con fes sion. The Lutheran views on these
sub jects, as dis tin guished from those of the Re formed, are con tained in the
IX., X., XI. and XIII. Ar ti cles of the Con fes sion, treat ing of Bap tism, the
Lord’s Sup per, the Use of the Sacra ments, and Con fes sion.

Ar ti cle X. — Of the Lord’s Sup per.

“Con cern ing the Holy Sup per of the Lord it is taught that the true body and blood of Christ
are truly present, un der the form of bread and wine, in the Lord’s Sup per, and are there ad- 
min is tered and re ceived. The op po site doc trine is, there fore, re jected.”

In this ar ti cle the Lutheran doc trine of the real pres ence of Christ in the
Lord’s Sup per is pre sented. It is based upon the in sep a ra ble union of the hu- 
man and di vine na tures in the con sti tu tion of the per son of Christ (Art. III.),
from which it nec es sar ily fol lows that the per son of Christ can not be di- 
vided into two parts, and the di vine na ture, sep a rated from the hu man, be
present on earth and ev ery where else; and the hu man na ture, sep a rated from
the di vine, be present in heaven and nowhere else; but that wher ever and
when ever Christ is present, whether at the right hand of God in heaven or in
the Holy Sup per on earth, He must be present in His whole per son, con sti- 
tuted of na tures both hu man and di vine, in dis sol ubly united. It is dis tin- 
guished from the Romish doc trine of Tran sub stan ti a tion, ac cord ing to
which the bread and wine are changed into the body and blood of Christ;
and also from the ex treme Zwinglian doc trine, ac cord ing to which the su- 
per nat u ral pres ence and re cep tion of the body and blood of Christ in the
Lord’s Sup per are al to gether de nied, and its purely com mem o ra tive char ac- 
ter alone af firmed. The mode of the pres ence and the man ner of the re cep- 
tion of the body and blood of Christ in the Eu charist are not de fined in the
Ar ti cle; but from the dis crim i nat ing ex pla na tions given thereof by the
Lutheran con fes sors and the olo gians, the can did in quirer may ob tain cor rect
ap pre hen sions in re gard to them.

Luther, in set ting forth his views on this sub ject, says: “Christ’s body has
three modes of pres ence. First, the com pre hen si ble, cor po real mode, such as
He used when He was on earth, lo cal. Sec ondly, in an other, in com pre hen si- 
ble, spir i tual mode, it can be present il lo cal. More over (thirdly) it can be
present in a di vine and heav enly mode, since it is one per son with God.”
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The Con fes sors, ac cord ingly, de nied that Christ’s body was present lo cally
in the Lord’s Sup per, and held that in that sense, as cir cum scribed in space,
it was in heaven, and could not at the same time be present any where else.
They also re jected im pa na tion, that Christ is in the bread and wine — sub- 
pa na tion, that Christ is un der the bread and wine — and con sub stan ti a tion,
that the body and blood of Christ are changed into one sub stance with the
bread and wine, as well as a lo cal and phys i cal con junc tion of the body and
blood of Christ with the bread and wine. They held the pres ence of the body
and blood of Christ as true, real and sub stan tial; the mode of their pres ence,
as spir i tual, su per nat u ral and heav enly; and their re cep tion, un der the form
of bread and wine, as mys ti cal, sacra men tal and in com pre hen si ble.

From these rep re sen ta tions it is man i fest that the Con fes sors dis carded
ev ery phys i cal and ma te ri al is tic con cep tion of the pres ence, as well as ev ery
species of a gross, car nal or Ca per naitish eat ing of the body and drink ing of
the blood of Christ in the Holy Sup per; and re garded it not only as a memo- 
rial and sym bol through the ob ser vance of which they com mem o rated and
showed forth His death, but also as a com mu nion through the par tak ing of
which the bread which they brake be came “the com mu nion of the body of
Christ,” and the cup of bless ing, which they blessed, “the com mu nion of the
blood of Christ.” And from the records of his tory, they as serted that the
doc trine of the Real Pres ence was held in the prim i tive ages by the uni ver- 
sal Church, that it was per verted by the Romish Church and trans formed
into tran sub stan ti a tion, and that it was di vested by them of its su per sti tious
fea tures, and reaf firmed and con fessed in its scrip tural pu rity.

Can dor con strains us, how ever, to ad mit, that lan guage was used, il lus- 
tra tions and ar gu ments em ployed, and au thor i ties cited, in the sacra men tal
con tro ver sies that took place dur ing the Ref or ma tion, which, when taken in
their lit eral sense, and in ter preted with out any re gard to their con nec tion, or
the dis claimers and ex pla na tions made by the Lutheran Con fes sors, have
led to grave mis con cep tions, and gross mis rep re sen ta tions of the Lutheran
doc trine of the Real Pres ence of Christ in the Lord’s Sup per, not only by the
re jec tors of the doc trine but by Luther ans them selves.

Ar ti cle IX. — Of Bap tism.

“Con cern ing Bap tism it is taught that it is nec es sary; and that chil dren ought to be bap tized,
who are through such Bap tism pre sented unto God, and be come ac cept able unto Him.”
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In this ar ti cle the Lutheran doc trine of Bap tism is set forth. From the dec la- 
ra tions it con tains, and the ex pla na tions made by the Con fes sors in their
other con fes sional writ ings, their views in re gard to Bap tism may be
learned from the fol low ing sum mary state ment:

Bap tism is a re li gious or di nance, in sti tuted by Je sus Christ. Its con- 
stituent el e ments are wa ter and the Word of God. Its ad min is tra tion con sists
in the ap pli ca tion of wa ter in the name of the Fa ther, Son and Holy Ghost,
by an au tho rized min is ter of the Gospel, ei ther by sprin kling, pour ing or im- 
mer sion. Its sub jects are adult be liev ers and their chil dren. Its va lid ity is
based upon its di vine in sti tu tion and ob ser vance ac cord ing to the com mand
of God, and not upon ei ther the char ac ter of the ad min is tra tor, the mode of
ap ply ing the wa ter, or the faith of the re cip i ent. It is a sacra ment, or “vis i ble
word;” an ef fi ca cious sign and seal of the prom ise of God; a sure tes ti mony
of His will to ward us. It be comes ef fi ca cious, not ex opere op er ato, but
through faith, ap pre hend ing the truths sig ni fied, and re ly ing upon the prom- 
ise made by it. It is a means of grace, through which God of fers His grace
and con fers the Holy Spirit, who ex cites and con firms faith in those who
use it aright, whereby they ob tain the re mis sion of sins, are born again, re- 
leased from con dem na tion and eter nal death, and are re ceived and re main in
God’s fa vor, so long as they con tinue in a state of faith and bring forth good
works; but to them who are des ti tute of faith it re mains a fruit less sign and
im parts no bless ing; while those who mis im prove their Bap tism by a course
of will ful sin and wicked works, re ceive the grace of God in vain, grieve
and lose the Holy Spirit, and fall into a state of con dem na tion, from which
they can not be re cov ered, ex cept by true con ver sion, in volv ing a re newal of
the un der stand ing, will and heart. Bap tism ought also to be ad min is tered to
chil dren, who through it are of fered to God, be come ac cept able to Him, and
are re ceived into his fa vor. It im poses the duty of Chris tian nur ture upon
par ents and the Church, and finds its com ple ment in Con fir ma tion. It is or- 
di nar ily nec es sary, as a di vinely ap pointed or di nance, but not ab so lutely es- 
sen tial to sal va tion. In these state ments the Lutheran doc trine of “Bap tismal
Grace,” as main tained by the Con fes sors, is com pre hended. It was con- 
fessed by the prim i tive Church and de fended by the Chris tian Fa thers. It
was per verted by the Romish Church and trans formed into “Bap tismal Re- 
gen er a tion,” ex opere op er ato. It was drawn by the Con fes sors from the
Holy Scrip tures, sus tained by the most learned and pro found com men ta tors
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of both an cient and mod ern times, and ac cepted by many Protes tants of
other de nom i na tions.

Ar ti cle XIII. — Of the Use of the Sacra ments.

“Con cern ing the use of the Sacra ments, it is taught that they have been in sti tuted, not only
as to kens by which Chris tians may be known ex ter nally, but as signs and ev i dences of the
di vine will to wards us, for the pur pose of ex cit ing and strength en ing our faith; hence they
also re quire faith, and they are prop erly used then only when re ceived in faith, and when
faith is strength ened by them.”

The man ner in which the sacra ments be come ef fi ca cious in ex cit ing and
strength en ing faith, is ex plained by Melanchthon in the Apol ogy as fol lows:
“The sacra ments, as ex ter nal signs, were in sti tuted to move our hearts,
namely, both by the word and the ex ter nal signs, to be lieve when we are
bap tized, and when we re ceive the Lord’s body, that God will be truly mer- 
ci ful to us, as Paul says, Rom. 10:17, Faith cometh by hear ing.” As the
word en ters our ears, so the ex ter nal signs are placed be fore our eyes, in- 
wardly to ex cite and move the heart to faith. The word and the ex ter nal
signs work the same thing in our hearts; as Au gustin well says: “The sacra- 
ment is a vis i ble word, for the ex ter nal sign is like a pic ture, and sig ni fies
the same thing preached by the word; both, there fore, ef fect the same
thing.”

Ar ti cle XI. — Of Con fes sion.

“In ref er ence to Con fes sion, it is taught that pri vate ab so lu tion ought to be re tained in the
Church and should not be dis con tin ued. In Con fes sion, how ever, it is un nec es sary to enu- 
mer ate all trans gres sions and sins, which, in deed, is not pos si ble. Ps. 19:12: Who can un- 
der stand his er rors?”

In this ar ti cle the Con fes sors present the Lutheran view of Con fes sion and
Ab so lu tion. They re tained, in deed, the words “con fes sion” and “ab so lu- 
tion,” but they em ployed them in an evan gel i cal sense. They re jected “au- 
ric u lar con fes sion” and priestly ab so lu tion, as prac ticed by the Romish
Church. They re tained, how ever, pri vate or in di vid ual con fes sion and scrip- 
tural ab so lu tion, prin ci pally on ac count of the com fort thus af forded to pen- 
i tent souls, in their ap proach to the Lord’s Ta ble. They did not re gard con- 
fes sion as com manded by the Scrip tures, and its prac tice as nec es sary,
oblig a tory and un change able. They rec og nized it as a cus tom, es tab lished
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by the Church, in the ex er cise of her Chris tian lib erty, and which might be
ei ther changed or ab ro gated. The prac tice of pri vate in di vid ual con fes sion
has, ac cord ingly, been dis con tin ued in the Lutheran Church to a very great
ex tent, and the cus tom of mak ing a gen eral con fes sion of sin by the con gre- 
ga tions col lec tively at the ser vice prepara tory to the Lord’s Sup per has been
in tro duced in its stead.

The Scrip tural in ter pre ta tion of Ab so lu tion, in the evan gel i cal sense, is
given by Luther in his cel e brated ser mon on the re mis sion of sins, as fol- 
lows: “The re mis sion of sins is out of the power of the pope, bishop or
priest, or any other man liv ing, and rests solely on the Word of Christ and
thine own faith. For if a sim ple be liever say to thee, though a woman or a
child, ‘God par don thy sins in the name of Je sus Christ,’ and thou re ceive
that word with strong faith, thou art ab solved; but let faith in par don
through Christ hold the first place and com mand the whole field of your
war fare.”

Con fes sion and Ab so lu tion, as thus ex plained by Luther, meant noth ing
more than the dec la ra tion of the prom ise of par don made by God to the con- 
fess ing, pen i tent and be liev ing soul, whether ut tered for mally by the pas tor
at the prepara tory ser vice, or in for mally to the in quir ing soul while en gaged
in his pas toral work, or de clared in the pub lic pro mul ga tion of the Gospel.

The doc trines con cern ing the Lord’s Sup per, Bap tism and Con fes sion,
dis tin guish the Lutheran from the Re formed Churches. In these, as well as
in some other doc trines, there are points of agree ment and of dif fer ence, the
spe cific pre sen ta tion of which our lim its for bid us to at tempt. And as the
doc trines held by Luther on the Sacra ments and Con fes sion are set forth in
the Augs burg Con fes sion, it may prop erly and truly be called Lutheran.

V. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Con ser va tive

When the great re li gious move ment of the six teenth cen tury was con tem- 
plated from the stand point of church, au thor ity, it was called Protes tant;
when from that of doc trine, Evan gel i cal, and when from that of morals, the
Ref or ma tion. But ref or ma tion pre sup poses the preva lence of cor rup tion.
Such cor rup tion had taken place in the Church of Rome. It was gen eral, em- 
brac ing doc trine and prac tice. Its ex is tence had been ac knowl edged and its
per ni cious in flu ence felt and lamented for ages. Wick liffe, Huss and Jerome
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had borne wit ness against it, and sealed their tes ti mony with their blood.
The most can did among the Ro man ists them selves, ac knowl edged the
preva lence of er ror and ad vo cated mea sures of re form; but their coun sels
were un heeded, and the tide of cor rup tion con tin ued to flow.

Thus, the un will ing ness of the Church of Rome to cor rect her er rors and
re form her su per sti tious prac tices, be came the oc ca sion of the orig i na tion of
the Augs burg Con fes sion, and de ter mined both its mat ter and form. In the
first part, it presents the prin ci ples of re form, and in the sec ond ap plies them
to the cor rec tion of abuses. In the ac com plish ment of these ends, the Con- 
fes sors did not in vent novel in stru men tal i ties and agen cies of re form, but
availed them selves of those which God had fur nished ready to their hands.
They re lied upon the le git i mate use of the di vinely-ap pointed means of
grace, the preach ing of the Word, and the ad min is tra tion of the Sacra ments.
These are set forth in the ar ti cles on jus ti fi ca tion, the of fice of the min istry,
new obe di ence, and the in sti tu tion and ef fi cacy of the sacra ments.

In the pros e cu tion of the work of re form, dif fer ent prin ci ples and meth- 
ods were adopted by the var i ous con tend ing par ties in the Ref or ma tion. The
Ro man ists, un der the claim of pa pal in fal li bil ity, re sisted all re form. The
An abap tists over turned all es tab lished re li gious in sti tu tions, and be gan to
build anew from the very foun da tion. The Re formed re jected all forms, cer- 
e monies and us ages not com manded in the Scrip tures, and the Luther ans
dis carded all prac tices clearly con demned by the Word of God, but re tained
such us ages as were not con trary to the Scrip tures, in the ex pec ta tion that
those cus toms which would prove uned i fy ing and in ju ri ous, would, in due
time, be ei ther im proved or ab ro gated.

This is true con ser vatism. It de tects er ror and aims at cor rect ing it; it rec- 
og nizes evils, and tries to re move them; it is not afraid to pull down, but it
an tic i pates the ne ces sity, and makes timely and ad e quate prepa ra tion, for
build ing up. In the ac com plish ment of its re for ma tory ends it takes wise
coun sel from ex pe ri ence, adopts Scrip tural means, em ploys ra tio nal meth- 
ods, and ex hibits be com ing pa tience un der the in spi ra tion of hope. And
such con ser vatism is a lead ing char ac ter is tic of the great Con fes sion of
Augs burg.

VI. It Is Also Truly Catholic
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The term catholic, in its lit eral sense, means gen eral, and as such stands as
the an tithe sis of spe cific. A con fes sion may, there fore, be des ig nated as
catholic just in pro por tion as it states truth in a gen eral or in a spe cific form.
Ac cord ing to this cri te rion, the an cient creeds, al though pre em i nently dis- 
tin guished for their catholic ity, dif fer in the de gree in which they ex hibit it.
The Athanasian Creed is more spe cific and less catholic than the Nicene;
and the Apos tles’ Creed is less spe cific than the Nicene, and the most
catholic con fes sion of Chris ten dom. The Augs burg Con fes sion does, in- 
deed, em brace many more points of doc trine, and sets most of them forth in
a more spe cific form than the OE c u meni cal Creeds; but it is, nev er the less,
dis tin guished in these re spects from many of the con fes sions sub se quently
adopted by the Lutheran as well as the Re formed churches.

The Con fes sors ex pressly state that in pre sent ing the Ar ti cles of Faith
con tained in their Con fes sion, they had re stricted them selves to the prin ci- 
pal points and pre sented only “the sum of the doc trines held by them, and
taught in their churches.” They set forth the chief or fun da men tal ar ti cles of
faith deemed nec es sary to ex hibit their faith in the truth of the Gospel, and
to fur nish a ba sis of union and fel low ship in the Chris tian Church. They ab- 
stained de signedly from in tro duc ing many mi nor or non-es sen tial points, as
well as from stat ing the main or es sen tial points in minute and ex tended de- 
tail. On the con trary, they sat is fied them selves with orig i nat ing but twenty-
one ar ti cles of faith, and with declar ing the truths they con tain in brief gen- 
eral state ments. And al though for this rea son the Augs burg Con fes sion is
less catholic than ei ther of the OE c u meni cal Creeds, it nev er the less par takes
more of their dis tin guish ing char ac ter is tics than it does of those of the
Thirty-nine Ar ti cles, the West min ster Con fes sion, or the Form of Con cord.
And as the OE c u meni cal Creeds, be cause of their catholic ity, proved them- 
selves adapted to be the bond of union be tween the pure parts of the Church
Catholic in prim i tive times, the Augs burg Con fes sion, on ac count of its
catholic ity, is pre em i nently adapted to con sti tute the bond of union be tween
the pure parts of the re vived prim i tive and the re formed Protes tant Church
of mod ern times. This has been ver i fied in its his tory. As mod i fied and ex- 
plained by Melanchthon, it has not only been adopted by all Lutheran, but
also by many Re formed the olo gians and churches.

John Calvin was in stalled as pas tor and pro fes sor of the ol ogy in the city
of Stras burg in 1538, which in its col lec tive ca pac ity had signed the un al- 
tered Augs burg Con fes sion. He signed it him self in 1539, and ap peared in
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the de lib er a tions in 1541 at Worms and Ratis bon as a Lutheran the olo gian.
In re fer ring to this, Calvin said: “Nor do I re pu di ate the Augs burg Con fes- 
sion (which I long ago will ingly and gladly signed) as ex plained by its au- 
thor.” It was also signed, says Dr. Schaff, by Farel and Beza at the con fer- 
ence at Worms, in 1557; by the Calvin ists at Bre men, in 1562; by Fred er ick
III., the (Re formed) Elec tor of the Palati nate, at the con vent of Princes, at
Naum burg, in 1561; and again at the Diet of Augs burg, in 1566; and by
John Sigis mund, of Bran den burg, in 1614.

But the catholic ity of the Augs burg Con fes sion was not only rec og nized
dur ing the Ref or ma tion; it has also been il lus trated in our day. In 1853, a
church diet was held at Berlin, at which more than 1400 pas tors, pro fes sors
and the olo gians were present, rep re sent ing the four grand di vi sions of
Protes tantism in Eu rope — the Luther ans, Re formed, the Evan gel i cal
Union ists, and the Mora vians. It was deemed ex pe di ent to make a united
con fes sion of their faith as Protes tants, and to de liver a united tes ti mony
against Ro man Catholi cism. They there fore ac knowl edged the Au gus tana
as the true ex pres sion of their com mon Protes tant faith, in the fol low ing
words: “The mem bers of the Ger man Evan gel i cal Church Diet hereby put
on record, that they hold and pro fess with heart and mouth, the Con fes sion
de liv ered A. D. 1530, at the Diet of Augs burg, by the Evan gel i cal Princes
and States to the Em peror Charles V., and hereby pub licly tes tify their
agree ment with it, as the old est, sim plest com mon doc u ment of pub licly
rec og nized Evan gel i cal doc trine in Ger many.” It was, how ever, ex pressly
un der stood that they did not thereby com pro mise their re spec tive po si tions
to the Tenth Ar ti cle, and to the par tic u lar con fes sions of their re spec tive ec- 
cle si as ti cal as so ci a tions.

The Augs burg Con fes sion in its catholic ity has be come a com po nent
con fes sional part of the Evan gel i cal Church of Prus sia dur ing the last half
cen tury. In view of the facts just stated, and of its whole his tory. Dr. Schaff
states that “Some Ger man writ ers of the Evan gel i cal Union ist school have
based the hope, that the Augs burg Con fes sion may one day be come the
united Con fes sion or OE c u meni cal Creed of all the Evan gel i cal Churches
of Ger many.” This view is also ex pressed by Gieseler, the dis tin guished Re- 
formed church his to rian. He says: “If the ques tion be, which among all the
Protes tant Con fes sions is best adapted for form ing the foun da tion of a union
among Protes tant churches, we de clare our selves un re servedly for the
Augs burg Con fes sion.”
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As thus dis tin guished, the Augs burg Con fes sion may justly be re garded
not only as the OE c u meni cal Creed of the Lutheran, but of the whole
Protes tant Church. Through its recog ni tion of the OE c u meni cal Creeds, it
reaches back and es tab lishes a le git i mate con nec tion and ec cle si as ti cal fel- 
low ship with the Holy Catholic Church of ev ery age. For the Con fes sors of
Augs burg ex pressly de clared, that they had adopted no ar ti cles of faith, and
in tro duced no cer e monies of re li gion, which were in con sis tent with those of
the Uni ver sal Chris tian Church. And this claim is es tab lished by its oe c u- 
meni cal char ac ter is tics, its adap ta tion for pro mot ing Church union, and by
the tes ti mony of true wit nesses, down to the apos tolic age. And this char ac- 
ter is tic of the Con fes sion we hold to be the crown of its high est glory.

VII. The Augs burg Con fes sion Is Scrip tural

The Con fes sors ac knowl edged the Canon i cal Scrip tures to be the in spired
Word of God, and the only in fal li ble rule of faith and prac tice. They ex alted
the au thor ity of the Scrip tures above that of the fa thers, the popes and the
coun cils, and rec og nized them as the ul ti mate um pire by which all re li gious
ques tions must be de cided. They re garded the Word of God as the true
source of all con fes sions, by which the cor rect ness of their state ments was
to be tested. From the Holy Scrip tures they drew their Con fes sion, and to
their unerring tes ti mony they ap pealed for the ver i fi ca tion of the dec la ra- 
tions it con tained.

In ac cor dance with these po si tions, the Con fes sors, in pre sent ing their
Con fes sion to the Em peror, de clared that it was drawn in its present form
from the Holy Scrip tures; that in the Ar ti cles of Faith there is noth ing taught
con trary to the Holy Scrip tures; that they were con strained to cor rect the
abuses which ex isted in the Romish churches by the com mand of God; that
the doc trines set forth in their Con fes sion were clearly taught in the Holy
Scrip tures; and that they would not ex pose their own souls and con sciences
to the great est dan ger be fore God, by mis us ing or abus ing the Di vine Name
and Word, nor trans mit to their chil dren and fol low ers any other doc trine
than is con so nant with the pure. Di vine Word and Chris tian truth. And on
these grounds they claimed that their Con fes sion was both “Scrip tural and
Chris tian.”
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To this great work the Con fes sors were called in the Prov i dence of God,
and for its achieve ment they pos sessed the nec es sary qual i fi ca tions. Luther
stood pre em i nent as a Bib li cal scholar, and Melanchthon was the first the- 
olo gian of his age. Most of the other the olo gians were dis tin guished for
their the o log i cal at tain ments, and some of the Evan gel i cal Princes were
well versed in the knowl edge of the Scrip tures. Dur ing the prepa ra tion of
the Con fes sion, daily con fer ences were held by the Con fes sors, at which
Melanchthon sub mit ted the parts as they were fin ished. Ev ery ar ti cle was
then com pared with the Scrip tures, sen tence by sen tence, and, af ter due ex- 
am i na tion, ei ther ac cepted or mod i fied, and then adopted as con so nant with
the Word of God. Luther, to whom it had been sub mit ted, sub jected it to a
sim i lar test. In re fer ring to this he says:

“I am oc cu pied with the mat ter day and night, think ing over it, re volv ing it in my mind, ar- 
gu ing, search ing the en tire Scrip tures; and there grows upon me con stantly that full ness of
as sur ance in this our doc trine, that is, in its Scrip tural ver ity.” Re al iz ing their li a bil ity to err,
and their de pen dence on di vine di rec tion, they prayed with one ac cord for the en light en ing
in flu ences of the Holy Spirit, that He might guide them into the sav ing knowl edge of the
truth, and to pre serve them from fall ing into er ror.

And in this aim and ef fort, the Con fes sors were suc cess ful. Not with stand ing
the pe cu liar cir cum stances in which they were placed, and the var i ous in flu- 
ences to which they were ex posed, they were so di rected and guarded by
the Prov i dence and grace of God, as to bring forth a Scrip tural Con fes sion.
Some of its doc tri nal state ments they made in the lan guage of the Scrip- 
tures, and oth ers they sus tained by rel e vant proof pas sages. It car ried this
con vic tion with it to can did minds at its first read ing. It drew this ac knowl- 
edg ment from the Bishop of Augs burg: “All that the Luther ans have said is
true, and we can not deny it.” When the Duke of Bavaria asked Eck, “Can
you by sound rea sons re fute the Con fes sion of the Elec tor and his al lies?”
he replied: “With the writ ings of the apos tles and prophets, no; but with
those of the fa thers and coun cils, yes.” His re ply was: “I un der stand it. The
Luther ans are in the Scrip tures, and we are out side of them.”

We do not, how ever, un der stand the Con fes sors as claim ing a Scrip tural
ori gin for ev ery word and phrase, state ment and ref er ence, in the Con fes- 
sion; for a care ful ex am i na tion proves that it con tains philo soph i cal state- 
ments, his tor i cal ref er ences, au thor i ta tive quo ta tions, in di vid ual opin ions,
and in ci den tal mat ters, drawn from other sources than the Scrip tures. Nor
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would we make the im pres sion that they were un der a kind of semi-in spi ra- 
tion, ren der ing them for the time be ing in fal li ble, and that in con se quence
of such ex tra or di nary en light en ment, they ex pressed in ev ery word and
phrase em ployed by them the ex act con cep tion of the Holy Ghost; for this is
more than can be justly claimed for any hu man pro duc tion, and in volves
both in spi ra tion and in fal li bil ity. But we main tain that in re gard to all the
great truths en ter ing into the con sti tu tion of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran sys- 
tem, and in dis pens able to the at tain ment of sound ness in doc trine and pu rity
in prac tice, they did suc ceed in dis cov er ing, and in ex press ing them cor- 
rectly in their Con fes sion.

Be ing em i nently Scrip tural, it has car ried con vic tion to all un prej u diced
minds, and made con verts among pas tors and churches, princes and no bles,
kings and em per ors. It has won al le giance from teach ers and pro fes sors, and
has trans formed schools and uni ver si ties. It has con quered cities and towns,
king doms and em pires. As the source whence it is drawn ap pears the more
pure as the light by which it is ex am ined in creases, so does this Con fes sion
ap pear the more Scrip tural, as the in creased light of philol ogy and ex e ge sis
has been thrown upon it. The pro found est Bib li cal schol ars and the most
dili gent stu dents of the Con fes sion, have been the most fully con vinced of
its truth ful ness, and be came its most ar dent ad mir ers and de fend ers. It still
throws its con vinc ing scepter over more than half the Protes tant world, and
through the tes ti mony of mil lions of Chris tians in nearly all na tions and
climes, it vin di cates the claim that it sets forth the most pre cious truths re- 
vealed in the Scrip tures of God.

The Augs burg Con fes sion was not orig i nally pre pared as a Church sym- 
bol. Its de sign was two-fold: first, to point out the doc trines and cer e monies
in dis pute be tween the Protes tants and the Catholics; and sec ondly, to re fute
the slan ders that had been cir cu lated con cern ing the doc trines held by the
Con fes sors. The Ar ti cles of Faith were ac cord ingly pre sented in the form of
a Con fes sion, and the Abuses Cor rected in that of an Apol ogy. It was not
re garded as com plete in its orig i nal form, and hence it re ceived many
changes from the hand of Melanchthon in sub se quent edi tions, cul mi nat ing
in that of 1540. These changes were in tended by their au thor to be im prove- 
ments, and were re garded as such by his con tem po raries. Nor was the
course pur sued by Melanchthon in this re spect sin gu lar. The Ro man ists
made changes in their Confu ta tion af ter it was pre sented to the Diet.
Melanchthon did the same with his Apol ogy in re ply to it; and Luther took
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the same lib erty with the Smal cald Ar ti cles af ter their first pre sen ta tion.
From all of which it is man i fest, that dur ing the lives of Luther and
Melanchthon, the for ma tive pe riod of the Ref or ma tion, the text of the orig i- 
nal Con fes sion was not re garded as sa cred and un change able, and that the
edi tion of 1530 had not yet been in vested with any spe cial con fes sional au- 
thor ity.

The state ment made in the Con fes sion, that it con tained “about the sum
of the doc trines,” taught by the Protes tant pas tors in their churches, was
true, but nei ther the pas tors nor the churches had ever for mally adopted or
sub scribed it. But when it be came man i fest that the ques tions at is sue could
not be sat is fac to rily set tled; that a sep a ra tion be tween the Protes tants and
Ro man ists was in evitable; and that ne ces sity was laid upon Luther and his
coad ju tors to or ga nize the Evan gel i cal, as the re vived prim i tive, Catholic
Church, then a creed, to serve as a ba sis of or ga ni za tion and a bond of ec- 
cle si as ti cal union, be came in dis pens able, and the Augs burg Con fes sion was
ap pro pri ated to this pur pose by com mon con sent. The edi tion se lected was
that of 1530, edited by Melanchthon him self. It is known as the edi tio prin- 
ceps, and is uni ver sally rec og nized as the sym bolic stan dard of the Lutheran
Church.

The Augs burg Con fes sion, as the mother sym bol of the Ref or ma tion, has
ex erted a con trol ling in flu ence in the prepa ra tion of a num ber of other
Protes tant con fes sions. It was se lected by Zinzen dorf as the doc tri nal ba sis
of the Mora vian Church. It, to gether with the Wurtem berg Con fes sion, fur- 
nished Cran mer with the mat ter for the com pi la tion of the Thirty-Nine Ar ti- 
cles of the Epis co pal Church, which, with some mod i fi ca tions, have also
be come the doc tri nal stan dard of the Methodist Epis co pal Church. It also
fur nished Ursi nus, a dis ci ple of Melanchthon, and a co worker with Ole- 
vianus, a dis ci ple of Calvin, in the prepa ra tion of the Hei del berg Cat e chism,
the gen eral sym bol of the Ger man and Dutch Re formed Churches. It has
thus through its mold ing in flu ence stamped its im press, di rectly and in di- 
rectly, upon all branches of the Protes tant Church.

The Augs burg Con fes sion stands pre em i nent, not only among the
Lutheran sym bols, but among all the creeds of Chris ten dom. This po si tion
is ac corded to it, not alone by Lutheran, but also by dis tin guished Re formed
wit nesses. Dr. Schaff says: “The Augs burg Con fes sion is the fun da men tal
and gen er ally re ceived Con fes sion of the Lutheran Church. * * * It is in sep- 
a ra ble from the the ol ogy and his tory of that de nom i na tion; it best ex hibits
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the pre vail ing ge nius of the Ger man Ref or ma tion. But its in flu ence ex tends
far be yond the Lutheran Church. It struck the key-note to other evan gel i cal
con fes sions, and strength ened the cause of the Ref or ma tion ev ery where,
and it will ever be cher ished as one of the no blest mon u ments of faith from
the Pen te costal pe riod of Protes tantism.” Spalatin said “It is a Con fes sion
the like of which has not been pro mul gated for a thou sand years.”
D’Aubigne, the dis tin guished Calvin is tic his to rian of the Ref or ma tion, tes ti- 
fies: “This Con fes sion of Augs burg will for ever re main one of the mas ter- 
pieces of the hu man mind, en light ened by the Spirit of God.”

The in flu ence and value of the Con fes sion can scarcely be over es ti- 
mated. As a Con fes sion, it is a faith ful wit ness of the truth, and bears unim- 
peach able tes ti mony against er ror. As an Apol ogy, it is a com plete vin di ca- 
tion of Protes tantism and an unan swer able ar raign ment of Ro man ism. As
Protes tant, it is the magna charta of lib erty to the State, and a dec la ra tion of
in de pen dence to the Church. As evan gel i cal, it pub lishes the glad tid ings of
sal va tion by grace, through faith alone in Je sus Christ. As or tho dox, it con- 
demns heresy, and ex cludes heretics from its fel low ship. As Lutheran, it
sets forth the dis tinc tive doc trines and prin ci ples of the Evan gel i cal
Lutheran Church. As con ser va tive, it proves all things and holds fast that
which is good. As catholic, it rec og nizes the priest hood of be liev ers, and ac- 
knowl edges their right to the com mu nion of saints. And as Scrip tural, it
holds forth the Word of Life, as the only hope of sal va tion to a ru ined
world.

1. The cor rect ness of this state ment was called into ques tion at the Diet,
and the au thor ity on which it was based called for. We ac cord ingly re- 
fer to the state ments made by Melanchthon in his let ter to Luther of
May 22, and in the Pref ace to his Body of Chris tian Doc trine, and to
Luther’s let ter to Melanchthon of June 3, as quoted by Dr. Krauth in
his ‘Con ser va tive Ref or ma tion.’

Ac cord ing to the state ment made above, the Augs burg Con fes sion
in the first draft of its com pleted form, left the hands of Luther on the
15th of May. On the 22nd of May, Melanchthon wrote to Luther: “In
the Apol ogy, we daily change many things. . . . I wish you would run
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over the Ar ti cles of Faith: if you think there is no de fect in them, we
will treat of the other points as we best may.” Con. Ref., p. 227.

On the 3rd of June, Luther wrote to Melanchthon: “I yes ter day
(June 2) reread your Apol ogy en tire, with care, and it pleases me ex- 
ceed ingly.” ib., p. 234.

In giv ing a his tory of the Augs burg Con fes sion, in the Pref ace to his
Body of Chris tian Doc trine, Melanchthon refers to the prepa ra tion and
pre sen ta tion of the com plete form of the Con fes sion as fol lows:

1. “I brought to gether the prin ci pal points of the Con fes sion, em- 
brac ing pretty nearly the sum of the doc trines of our Churches.”

2. “I as sumed noth ing to my self, for in the pres ence of the Princes
and other of fi cials, and of the preach ers, it was dis cussed and de- 
ter mined upon in reg u lar course, sen tence by sen tence.”

3. “The com plete form of the Con fes sion was sub se quently sent to
Luther, who wrote to the Princes, that he had read the Con fes sion
and ap proved it.”

4. “Af ter this, be fore the Em peror Charles, in a great as sem blage of
the Princes, this Con fes sion was read.” ib., p. 233.

In sup port of the truth of these state ments, he added: "That these
things were so done, the Princes, and other learned and hon est men,
_yet liv ing, well re mem ber."↩ 

2. The tenth ar ti cle of the edi tion of 1530 reads thus: “Con cern ing the
Lord’s Sup per, they teach that the body and blood of Christ are truly
present and dis trib uted to those who eat in the Lord’s Sup per; and they
re ject those who teach oth er wise.” In the edi tion of 1540, it reads thus:
“Con cern ing the Lord’s Sup per, they teach that with the bread and
wine, the body and blood of Christ are truly ex hib ited to those who eat
in the Lord’s Sup per.” But by mak ing these changes in the phrase ol ogy
of the Tenth Ar ti cle, Melanchthon did not in tend to change the doc trine
set forth in it. He never adopted ei ther the views of Zwingle or Calvin
on the Lord’s Sup per but ad hered to those of Luther un til his death. He
did, how ever, change his opin ions con cern ing the rel a tive im por tance
of the dif fer ence be tween them, as well as the real char ac ter of both
the Zwinglian and Calvin is tic view of the Lord’s Sup per. He no longer
re garded the dif fer ence as fun da men tal, and as form ing a jus ti fi able
bar to Chris tian recog ni tion and ec cle si as ti cal fel low ship.↩ 
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Eighth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL. D. (Gen eral
Coun cil.)

Dr. Krauth said that var i ous state ments in the elab o rate es say of Dr. Con rad
needed fur ther elu ci da tion. Two lines of think ing ran through it, which did
not al ways seem in per fect ac cord. Melanchthon was not strictly the au thor
of the Con fes sion, but rather its com poser. As an of fi cial pa per, it be longs to
those who signed it, and gave it to the Em peror, and to those in whose name
they were en ti tled to act. Once de liv ered, nei ther Melanchthon, nor the
sign ers, had any moral right to set forth a changed doc u ment as the doc u- 
ment laid be fore the Diet of the Em pire. A Con fes sion var ied purely in ver- 
bal re spects might be but a per ilous im pro pri ety, but a Con fes sion var ied in
mean ing would be a fraud and false hood. Those who say that Melanchthon
in the Vari ata in tro duced changes in doc trine, charge him with im moral ity
of a gross kind, the charge be ing made more se vere by the fact that he dis- 
avows hav ing made any change what ever in the sense.

Zwingli’s Fidei Ra tio, which he sent to the Em peror, is dated July 3rd,
1530, and could hardly have in flu enced the Augs burg Con fes sion, which
had been read the 25th of the month pre vi ous. The con cep tion of in flu ence
which runs through part of the es say seems vague and con flict ing. The doc- 
trine was fixed be fore the Diet met, and em bod ied in Luther’s Sev en teen
Ar ti cles, and as Dr. Con rad shows, was rightly fixed and rightly con fessed.

Philip of Hesse was a blot on the whole fair fame of the Ref or ma tion —
in volv ing Luther in the only trans ac tion of his life which re quires a de fense.
Philip, a young man at the time of the Diet, was ea ger for po lit i cal com bi na- 
tion, and his zeal for or against the di vid ing doc trines of Luther and Zwingli
was not very great. He in sisted that Zwingli’s de vi a tion from Luther was
ver bal merely. Were it true that, al though he re jected the Tenth Ar ti cle, he
was urged to sign the Con fes sion, it might well be asked why the
Zwinglians at large were ex cluded? why the Tetrapoli tans were not in- 
cluded? But the facts are these: Philip was one of the Lutheran Princes. The
Ref or ma tion in Hesse had been con ducted in ac cor dance with
Melanchthon’s coun sel. The po lit i cal Union ism of Philip, in spired how ever
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great hopes on the part of the Zwinglians, that neg a tively at least he would
help them. Luther, at Melanchthon’s ur gent re quest, wrote to Philip to coun- 
ter act this in flu ence (May 20, 1530). What ever sym pa thy Philip felt with
the Zwinglians, when the time of sign ing the Con fes sion ap proached, was
se cret.

Philip signed the Con fes sion, and thus in the most solemn man ner de- 
clared it to be his faith. If he was dis sat is fied with the Tenth Ar ti cle, on the
ground that it was false doc trine, he made him self a per jured man in sign ing
it. When, on June 23rd, the Con fes sion was read in full as sem bly of the or- 
ders for the very pur pose of giv ing op por tu nity for any sug ges tion, it was
ap proved by all and each — the Land grave of Hesse in cluded. When, on the
24th of June, the ques tion was raised whether the re quest of the Em peror
should be granted to have it merely handed to him in writ ing, the Land grave
led the op po si tion to his wish, and in sisted that it should be read pub licly
be fore the Es tates of the Realm, and it was so read the next day. And it is
Er hard Schnepf, the Land grave’s court preacher, who was present through
the whole, who says ex pressly, that not one of those who took part in the
Augs burg Con fes sion, and was ad mit ted to the dis cus sions, held the view of
the Zwinglians. On the 25th of June, per haps while the Con fes sion was ac- 
tu ally be ing read, Melanchthon wrote to Luther: “The Land grave ap proves
of our Con fes sion, and has signed it.” The day af ter, Melanchthon wrote to
Vi tus Theodorus: “The Land grave has signed with us in the Con fes sion, in
which is also an Ar ti cle on the Lord’s Sup per, in ac cor dance with the judg- 
ment of Luther.” He was not al lowed to sign it with any ex pressed reser va- 
tion as to doc trine, what ever.

The Wit ten berg Con cord hardly seems in place in a state ment of the in- 
flu ences which shaped the Augs burg Con fes sion, as it was not pre pared till
1536. It is not a con ces sion to Zwinglian ism, nor Calvin ism, but is a pow er- 
ful re jec tion and ex po sure of it, from Luther’s own hand. None but a
Lutheran could sign it in good faith. Bucer in sign ing it pro fessed to aban- 
don the Zwinglian view, and to come over to Luther’s, The hon est
Zwinglians re jected the Con cord, and re pelled Bucer when he at tempted to
bring them to ac cord with it, and treated him as an apos tate. When Luther
spoke of the Swiss as “dear brethren,” it was un der an im pres sion eas ily
made upon his guile less and lov ing na ture, that they had ac tu ally come to
the recog ni tion of the truth, and his feel ing that he had been de luded in this
was the cause of his later bit ter ness.
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It is not a cor rect state ment that the Ro man ists did not ob ject to the doc- 
trine of the Tenth Ar ti cle. Dr. Krauth then read from the Romish Confu ta- 
tion, what is said on the Tenth Ar ti cle, They ob ject that it does not teach the
doc trine of con comi tance, by which the Romish Church jus ti fies the Com- 
mu nion in one kind, and in sists that it is ex tremely nec es sary to the Ar ti cle,
that the doc trine of Tran sub stan ti a tion shall be added to it.

The Lutheran Church does not de fine the mode of pres ence; that is, does
not at tempt to solve to hu man rea son how so great a thing can be; but the
kind of pres ence she does de fine as real, su per nat u ral, sub stan tial pres ence,
as against what is imag i nary or sub jec tive. She de nies that it is in that sense
spir i tual, yet she holds that it is spir i tual as against the car nal. If the mode of
pres ence were a pres ence to mem ory or faith, there could be no dif fi culty in
stat ing it. It is a deep and vi tal ques tion, and the prin ci ples of in ter pre ta tion
are so far-reach ing, that if our Church is wrong — if she holds that some- 
thing is re ally Christ’s body and blood, which He clearly teaches is no more
than bread and wine — in stead of stand ing up as a great wit ness for truth in
the world, she should be will ing to fall humbly at the feet of a lit tle child
which has the true mind of the Spirit, and ask that child to teach her. In re- 
gard to the Vari ata in the Lutheran Church, the truth is that Melanchthon
con stantly af firmed that its doc trine is the same as that of the Augs burg
Con fes sion; that af ter its ap pear ance, he re peat edly, in solemn pub lic tes ti fi- 
ca tion, ac cepted the Un changed Con fes sion and the Apol ogy, and re jected
Zwinglian ism in the strong est terms. So long as the Lutheran Church be- 
lieved that there was no change of mean ing, and solely be cause of this be- 
lief, the Vari ata was tol er ated. In the Diet of the Princes, at Naum burg,
1561, the var i ous later edi tions of the Con fes sion were rec og nized, be cause
of their greater ex plic it ness against Romish er rors, but the orig i nal edi tion
of 1530 alone was sub scribed. From the hour that the Vari ata be gan to be
re garded as hav ing changed the doc trine or ren dered it am bigu ous, all gen- 
uine Luther ans set them selves against it.

The Augs burg Con fes sion of fers a point of union for di vided Protes- 
tantism, but union will be ef fected nei ther by Vari atas in the Creed, which
change the words, nor by Vari atas in men, which keep the word, but change
the sense or re pu di ate it. When men are agreed in a hearty and in tel li gent
ac cep tance of the Augs burg Con fes sion, the For mula of Con cord will form
no bar rier be tween them. Dr. Con rad is an en thu si ast for union in our
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Church, but there can be no union ex cept in the unity of the truth. Till he re- 
al izes this, his toils will be in vain.

Re marks Of Rev. Prof. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral
Synod.)

We are a lit tle sur prised to find Dr. Con rad re peat ing the state ment of the
Augs burg Con fes sion be ing sent to Luther “be tween the 22nd of May and
the 2nd of June, and again se cur ing Luther’s un qual i fied ap proval.” We
chal lenge the proof of this fact. We have a right to be fur nished with the ev- 
i dence on which it rests; and in the ab sence of any re li able tes ti mony to the
fact, we pro nounce it a myth. We speak ad vis edly on this sub ject. We do not
need to prove a neg a tive, but we have asked, and now ask again, for any
such proof as would sat isfy an in tel li gent and im par tial judge. If there is any
such proof, let it be forth com ing, for we re gard that usu ally ad duced ut terly
un re li able and un sat is fac tory. As Dr. Krauth has en dorsed the state ment of
Dr. Con rad, we now, in the pres ence of this Diet, chal lenge them both to
fur nish, in the Church pa pers or else where, such ev i dence as would be ac- 
cepted in any court, or sat isfy any im par tial jury. We sim ply deny that they
have given us any re li able ev i dence for their al le ga tions, and we hold them
to the proof.

A few ques tions were asked by Dr. Mann and an swered by Dr. Con rad.

Note Of Dr. Krauth In An swer To Dr. Brown’s Chal lenge

In the Con ser va tive Ref or ma tion, p. 232, it is said that the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion “was sent as nearly as pos si ble in its com plete shape to Luther for a
third time, be fore it was de liv ered, and was ap proved by him in what may
prob a bly be called its fi nal form.” This is the state ment which we un der- 
stood Dr. Con rad to en dorse, and Dr. Brown to chal lenge. If the em pha sis is
on June 2nd, we do not en dorse Dr. Con rad, nor deny Dr. Brown’s state- 
ment. It was the third send ing in which we were in ter ested, and of which we
spoke.

1. The first send ing of the Con fes sion to Luther was May 11th, by the
Elec tor; the sec ond May 22nd, by Melanchthon. These are undis puted.



240

The ques tion is, was there a later send ing — that is, be tween May
22nd and June 25th (not June 2nd) — an in ter val of about five weeks.

2. The ev i dence re lied upon is Melanchthon’s own state ment. It is found
i., in the pref ace to his Book of Chris tian Doc trine (Cor pus Doc tri nae)
1560 and 1563; ii., in the pref ace of the first vol ume of the Wit ten berg
Edi tion of his works, 1560 and 1601; iii., in the Cor pus Re for ma to rum,
vol. ix., No. 6932 — these are in Latin; iv., the Ger man Pref ace is
found in the Ger man Cor pus, 1560) All these texts have been care fully
com pared.

I. In giv ing an ac count of the prepa ra tion of the Con fes sion of what he
styles “Luther’s Doc trine,” Melanchthon says that he does so “be cause
it is nec es sary that pos ter ity should know, that our Con fes sion was not
writ ten as an in di vid ual mat ter. The princes and of fi cials whose names
fol low the Con fes sion, be lieved that it should be of fered as ev i dence
that they had not acted in lev ity, or im pelled by any un law ful de sire,
but that for the glory of God and the sal va tion of their own souls, and
the souls of many, they had em braced the purer doc trine.”

II. “I brought to gether, there fore, in sin gle ness of pur pose, the prin ci pal
points of the Con fes sion, which is ex tant, em brac ing pretty nearly the
sum of the doc trine of our Churches.”

III. “I as sumed noth ing to my self. For in the pres ence of the Princes and
other of fi cials, and of the preach ers, it was dis cussed and de ter mined
upon in reg u lar course, sen tence by sen tence.”

IV. “The com plete form (tota forma) of the Con fes sion was sub se quently
(deinde) sent to Luther, who wrote to the Princes that he had both read
the (lit er ally this, hanc) Con fes sion, and ap proved it.”

V. “That these things were so, the Princes and other hon est and learned
men, yet liv ing, will re mem ber.”

VI. “Af ter this (postea), be fore the Em peror Charles, in a great as sem bly of
the Princes, this Con fes sion was read.”

This pas sage of Melanchthon was ad duced to con fute the the ory of
Rück ert, that the Augs burg Con fes sion was meant to be a com pro mise with
Rome, and was con se quently kept back from Luther, for fear he would spoil
the scheme. We think we may claim that the ci ta tions in the Con ser va tive
Ref or ma tion (228-232) have dis posed of Rück ert’s the ory. Those in clined
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to fa vor it have made a lit tle bat tle on the point now be fore us, but if they
could sus tain their de nial, so far as to throw it en tirely out, they would sim- 
ply re move it from an ar gu ment which is con vinc ing with out it. But it is ev- 
i dent, fur ther, that the moral value of this ci ta tion, for its pur pose, is by no
means de pen dent on any ques tion of date. If we were to grant that it does
not prove a third send ing of the Con fes sion to Luther, it yet proves that
what Melanchthon iden ti fies with the Augs burg Con fes sion as de liv ered,
was read and ap proved by Luther be fore it was pre sented. His whole state- 
ment is re duced to false hood or non sense on any other sup po si tion.

The ques tion of dates, then, be comes one sim ply of chrono log i cal in ter- 
est, and here, if it be granted that Melanchthon is a com pe tent wit ness, there
is no great haz ard in tak ing up the glove so daunt lessly thrown down, un less
the date, June 2nd, be the main point. Note then:

1. That what Luther passed upon is de fined as the “Con fes sion, now ex- 
tant,” which Melanchthon, quot ing in sub stance its own phrase, char- 
ac ter izes as “em brac ing pretty nearly the sum of the doc trine of our
churches.”1 This im plies that the Con fes sion, when Luther’s judg ment
was given, was in such a state of sub stan tial com plete ness as to make
it morally iden ti cal with the one de liv ered.

2. It is ex pressly and em phat i cally said, so as to be es sen tial to
Melanchthon’s whole ar gu ment, that the “tota forma” — the com plete
Con fes sion — as con trasted with any ear lier and im per fect form of the
Con fes sion, was sent to Luther.

3. It was sent af ter the dis cus sion and de ter mi na tion of it, in reg u lar or- 
der, ar ti cle by ar ti cle as it came, and sen tence by sen tence, be fore and
by princes, of fi cials and the olo gians.

4. It was re turned by Luther with a let ter to the Princes, say ing that he ap- 
proved it.

5. Af ter this re turn of this Com plete Con fes sion, it was pre sented (June
25th) to Charles V.

Let us now see how these facts bear on the ques tion of dates.

I. The en dorse ment of Luther, of which Melanchthon’s Pref ace speaks,
can not be of the Con fes sion sent May 11th.2 That was not the “tota
forma,” but rel a tively un fin ished: that had not been dis cussed be fore
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the princes, of fi cials and preach ers, for they were not yet present. The
Land grave of Hesse came May 12; the Nurem berg ers May 15, and oth- 
ers still later. Nor was it then meant that the Con fes sion should be
made in the name of all the Evan gel i cal States. It was to be lim ited to
Sax ony. The Elec tor wrote to Luther, May 11, send ing him the Con fes- 
sion, treat ing it purely as a mat ter in his own hands, and the hands of
his the olo gians, and giv ing Luther un lim ited right to adapt it to his
judg ment of what was best.3 Luther’s re ply to this let ter (May 15)4 was
not, and could not be, to the princes, but was to John of Sax ony alone,
who, up to May 11 (with his suite), was the only one of the princes at
Augs burg, and who, as his let ter shows, ex pected to de liver this very
Con fes sion of May 11 to the Em peror.

2. But nei ther can Melanchthon’s words re fer to the copy sent May 22nd.
George of Bran den burg did not come till May 24th. May 24th Pon- 
tanus, the Chan cel lor of Sax ony, was tak ing part in fin ish ing the Con- 
fes sion, as purely in the hands of Sax ony.

May 28th, the Saxon the olo gians and coun selor were alone in ex am in ing
the Con fes sion. Up to June 8th the Con fes sion had been worked upon ex- 
clu sively in the name of the Elec tor of Sax ony, and is styled the “Saxon
Coun sel” ( Rath schlus) or State ment (Verze ich niss), and des ig nated as the
work of the “Saxon the olo gians,” by the Nurem berg Legates, up to June 8,5

and ret ro spec tively even up to June 15th.6

The move ment was now made, that the en tire body of the Protes tants
(Luther ans) should be con joined with the Elec tor, in of fer ing the Con fes sion
“in the name of all the United Lutheran Princes and Es tates,” re quir ing the
sub sti tu tion through out of a gen eral term, in place of the ex clu sive ref er- 
ence to Sax ony.7 Not un til of fer May 22nd, there fore, could that con joint
dis cus sion in the pres ence of the Princes and other of fi cials have taken
place, which Melanchthon de clares pre ceded the send ing to Luther of that
tota forma, which he iden ti fies with the Con fes sion read be fore the Em- 
peror and then ex tant.

Rev. Dr. Green wald, the au thor of the next pa per, was un able to be
present. Rev. D. H. Geissinger ap peared as his rep re sen ta tive, with the es- 
say that had been pre pared. Ow ing to the ne ces sity which would not al low
the pres ence, be yond Fri day evening, of sev eral of the re main ing es say ists,
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the Diet, with great re gret, sus pended the reg u lar or der. It was hoped that
time would still be found for Dr. Green wald’s es say, at a suc ceed ing place.
But as all the time of the Diet, up to the ad journ ment, was filled by the re- 
main ing es says, and it be came man i fest that an ad di tional ses sion could not
be held on Sat ur day morn ing, it was re solved to print Dr. Green wald’s es say
in the pro ceed ings. It is ac cord ingly given in the place where it prop erly be- 
longs.

1. In Melanchthon’s Pref ace: Com plexus paene sum mam do ciri nae Ec- 
cle siarum nos trum. In the Con fes sion (xxii.): Haec fere si imma est
doc tri nae apud nos; in the Ger man: " in un serm Kirchtn;" and again in
the epi logue, doc trinre summa.↩ 

2. Melanchthon’s Let ter; Cor pus Re for ma tor., ii., No. 6S5. Coelesti nus,
41 a.↩ 

3. The Elec tor to Luther: Cor pus Re for mat., ii., No. 798. Luther’s Werke,
Leipzig, XX., 173; Walch., xvi., 785.↩ 

4. Luther to the Elec tor; Briefe; De Witte., iv., 17. Werke: Leipzig, xx.,
p. 173. Walch. xvi., 786. Chy traeus His to ria (Ger man), xxviii, p. y:’. Ir
Latin, Coelesti nus i., 40-42. Bud deus, 93.↩ 

5. Cor pus Re for mat., ii., No. 712, 715,↩ 

6. Do., No 723.↩ 

7. Do. do. See Libri Sym bolic. Eccl. Luth., Ed. Francke, 1847. Trole gom- 
ena; xviii., No. 16.↩ 
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Emanuel Green wald: True And
False Spir i tu al ity In The

Lutheran Church

By Rev. E. Green wald, D. D., Lan cas ter, Pa.
THE APOS TLE PAUL de scribes sound Chris tians, as con tradis tin guished

from oth ers who are not sound, by ap ply ing to them the ex pres sion, “Ye
which are spir i tual.” Gal. 6:1.

Who are They That are Spir i tual?
The word “spir i tual” both in the orig i nal Greek and in our Eng lish trans- 

la tion is de rived from the word that des ig nates the Holy Ghost, the di vine
Au thor of spir i tual life in the soul of man. It de notes the ef fects pro duced in
the soul, by the gra cious in flu ences of the Holy Ghost. It means spir i tual in
op po si tion to car nal — heav enly-minded in dis tinc tion from worldly-
minded — a de vout, pi ous, godly spirit, the re verse of a prayer-less, ir re li- 
gious, sen sual spirit. A spir i tual man is a godly man; one who loves God,
com munes with God, bears the im age of God, has the spirit of God. A spir i- 
tual man pos sesses deep spir i tu al ity, cul ti vates fer vent de vo tion, and has the
same mind in him that was in Christ. A spir i tual man is a man of sound
piety, rel ishes the pres ence of God, and walks in near and most in ti mate fel- 
low ship with God. A spir i tual man has the mind of God, breathes the spirit
of God, lives the life of God.

This spir i tual na ture re sults from the mys ti cal union with Christ, which
is ef fected by the grace of the Holy Spirit in His ap pli ca tion of Christ’s re- 
demp tion to man. Union with God is the work of the Holy Ghost. By His
mighty work ing in the heart of man, through the Word of God, which is
spirit and life, through the Holy Sacra ment of Bap tism, by which Christ is
put on and the man is made a par taker of Christ’s life, and through the Holy
Sacra ment of the Lord’s Sup per, by which Christ’s body and blood nour- 
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ishes and de vel ops and ma tures the di vine life in the soul, this mys ti cal
union is brought about and con tin ued. God dwells in the be liever.

This union with Christ is di rectly taught in many pas sages of God’s
Word. Christ Him self says, John 14:23, “If a man love me he will keep my
words, and my Fa ther will love him, and we will come unto him and make
our abode with him.” Paul says, 1 Cor. 6:15-17, “Know ye not that your
bod ies are the mem bers of Christ?” “for two shall be one flesh. But he that
is joined to the Lord is one spirit.” Eph. 5:30: “For we are mem bers of his
body, of his flesh, and of his bones.” Gal. 2:20. “I am cru ci fied with Christ,
nev er the less I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me; and the life which I
now live in the flesh, I live by the faith of the Son of God who loved me
and gave him self for me.” Pe ter says, 2 Pe ter 1:4, “Whereby are given unto
us ex ceed ing great and pre cious prom ises, that by these ye might be par tak- 
ers of the di vine na ture.” From these, and many other pas sages of like im- 
port, we learn the great doc trine of the mys ti cal union of the be liever with
God. It is the source of all true spir i tual life in him. He is “spir i tual” be- 
cause he sus tains this re la tion to Christ, has this union with Him, and lives
not his own life, but Christ’s life in him.

By this in dwelling of God in man, is meant more than the re sem blance
of man’s spirit to God’s spirit, or the con form ity of man’s will to the di vine
will. This, of course, ex ists in the case of all true be liev ers in Christ. But the
re la tion of re gen er ated man to God, and the na ture of spir i tual life in him,
are more sub stan tial and thor ough than even this. It will be prof itable to
quote on this point, the ma tured sen ti ments of some of the old di vines of
our Church.

Says Quen st edt, that prince of the olo gians: “The mys ti cal union does not
con sist merely in the har mony and tem per ing of the af fec tions, as when the
soul of Jonathan was knit with the soul of David, 1 Sam. 18:1, but in a true,
real, lit eral, and most in ti mate union; for Christ uses the ex pres sion, ‘as
thou. Fa ther, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us.’ To be
in some one, im plies the real pres ence of the thing which is said to be in,
not fig u ra tively, as a lover in the beloved.”

“The mys ti cal union is the real and most in ti mate con junc tion of the sub- 
stance of the Sa cred Trin ity and the God-man Christ, with the sub stance of
be liev ers, ef fected by God Him self through the Gospel, the Sacra ments, and
faith by which, through a spe cial ap prox i ma tion of His essence, and by a
gra cious op er a tion, He is in them, just as also be liev ers are in Him, that, by
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a mu tual and re cip ro cal im ma nence, or in dwelling, they may par take of His
viv i fy ing power, and all His mer cies, be come as sured of the grace of God
and eter nal sal va tion, and pre serve unity in the faith, and love, with all the
other mem bers of His mys ti cal body.”

Calovius, an other of our old di vines, says: “The mys ti cal union of Christ
with the be liever, is a true, and real, and most in ti mate con junc tion of the
di vine and hu man na ture of the thean thropic Christ with a re gen er ated man,
which is ef fected by the virtue of the merit of Christ through the Word and
Sacra ments; so that Christ con sti tutes a spir i tual unit with the re gen er ated
per son, and op er ates in him, and through him; and those things which the
be liever does or suf fers. He ap pro pri ates to Him self, so that the man does
not live, as to his spir i tual and di vine life, of him self, but by the faith of the
Son of God, un til he is taken to heaven.”

In the For mula of Con cord, the as ser tion that “not God him self, but only
the gifts of God, dwell in be liev ers,” is des ig nated as false. It is fur ther de- 
clared, that “the essence of the sub jects to be united are on the one part, the
di vine sub stance of the whole Trin ity, and the sub stance of the hu man na- 
ture of Christ. On the other part, the sub stance of be liev ers, as to body and
soul.”

This mys ti cal union with Christ, as thus de scribed, be ing God dwelling
in us, and united with us, a par tak ing of the di vine na ture, hav ing the life of
Christ liv ing in us, so that the mo tions of godly liv ing are not our own, but
Christ’s, who is our life — this union with Christ is the well spring of all
our spir i tual char ac ter. It is the source of its ex is tence, and con sti tutes its pe- 
cu liar na ture. Chris tians are spir i tual be cause God dwells in them, and the
life they life in the flesh is not their own, but Christ’s who liveth in them.

Con cern ing this union with Christ as the source and spring of our spir i- 
tual life, we re mark sev eral things:

1) It is not Nat u ral.
The nat u ral spirit, and dis po si tion, and life, in man, are di rectly the re- 

verse of this. Our nat u ral birth is a birth in sin, with a de praved na ture, and
with a spirit that is car nal, sen sual, worldly, and dev il ish. The nat u ral mind
re ceiveth not these things, is hos tile to them; they are fool ish ness to it; and
be cause they are spir i tu ally dis cerned, it, not be ing spir i tual, but car nal, can- 
not dis cern, or ap pre ci ate, or ex er cise them. That which is born of the flesh
is flesh, that only which is born of the spirit is spirit.

2) It is not the Re sult of Hu man Will, or Power, or Work.
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As it is a new or spir i tual birth, in con tradis tinc tion to the nat u ral birth, it
is ex pressly de clared by St. John to be a spir i tual man, pro duced by “the
power of God,” and “born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of
the will of man, but of God.” It is a spir i tual cre ation. Be ing the op po site of
a hu man birth, it is nec es sar ily a di vine birth.

3) It is the Work of the Holy Ghost.
The di vine agent that pro duces it, is the Spirit of God. He that works all

our works in us, is the Holy Ghost. Be ing the spirit of life, He gives spir i- 
tual life to us, — as the Holy Ghost he sanc ti fies us — as the third Per son
of the God head, He makes us par tak ers of the di vine na ture. What He does,
God does, for the Holy Ghost is God.

4) The Holy Ghost does this only through the Blessed Means of Grace,
His Word and Sacra ments.

The Word is one of the means of grace, which “acts by a true, real, di- 
vine, and in ef fa ble in flux of its gra cious power, so that it ef fec tu ally and
truly con verts, il lu mi nates and unites with Christ, the Holy Spirit op er at ing
in, with, and through it, thus con sti tut ing it a di vine, and not a hu man
word.” Je sus him self says, “My words, they are spirit, and they are life.”
Bap tism, which is a Sacra ment, not of one el e ment, wa ter, only, but of two
el e ments, wa ter and the Holy Ghost, is an other means of grace, through
which grace is given; we are bap tized into Christ, put on Christ, be come
chil dren of God, and are made to par take of the di vine na ture, for Je sus ex- 
pressly called it be ing “born again of wa ter and of the Holy Ghost,” John
3:5; and St. Paul di rectly de scribes it as be ing the “wash ing of re gen er a tion
and the re new ing of the Holy Ghost.” The Lord’s Sup per, too, is a means of
grace, and aids in pro mot ing this union with Christ, and di vine life in the
soul, since Je sus in ob vi ous ref er ence to this Sacra ment, and to its spir i tual
ef fects, de clares, “Ex cept ye eat the flesh, and drink the blood of the Son of
man, ye have no life in you.” Here “spirit,” “re gen er a tion,” “life,” are as- 
serted to be pro duced by the Holy Ghost, through these means of grace in- 
sti tuted for the pur pose, and by which His op er a tions in, and upon, the na- 
ture of man are wrought.

5) This Spir i tual Na ture is a Di vine Na ture.
Not that there is in re gen er ated man such a union of the two na tures, as

the union of the di vine and hu man na tures in Christ, con sti tut ing one per- 
son. “Nor,” says Quen st edt, “does this union con sist in tran sub stan ti a tion,
or the con ver sion of our sub stance into the sub stance of God and of Christ,
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or vice versa, as the rod of Moses was con verted into a ser pent. Nor in con- 
sub stan ti a tion, so that of two united essences there is formed one sub- 
stance.” Says Hol laz ius, “(a) God dwells in us as in tem ples, by the fa vor of
the mys ti cal union, 1 Cor. 3:16; but the habi ta tion is not changed into the
in hab i tant, nor the in hab i tant into the habi ta tion. (b) By the mys ti cal union
we put on Christ, Gal. 3:27; but the gar ment is not es sen tially one with the
per son who wears it. (c) The di vine na ture is very dis tinct from the hu man,
al though God comes to us and makes His abode with us, John 14:23, for He
can de part from man to whom He has come.” Whilst all these er rors are
care fully avoided, yet this union con sists, says the For mula of Con cord, “in
a true, real, in trin sic, and most close con junc tion of the sub stance of the be- 
liever with the sub stance of the Holy Trin ity, and the flesh of Christ.” “Two
things, there fore, per tain to the form of the mys ti cal union,” says Calovius.
“(i) A true and real adi as ta sia; a near ness, through the ap prox i ma tion of the
di vine essence to the be liever, whereby the tri une God comes to us and
makes His abode with us, which is not then merely a naked op er a tion with- 
out the ap proach of God, but a nearer ac cess to us, or an ad vent, that He
may be and re main in us, John 14:23. (2) A gra cious en ergy or op er a tion,
whereby God comes to us and dwells in us, that He fills us with all the full- 
ness of His spir i tual wis dom, ho li ness, power (Eph. 3:19), and other di vine
gifts (Ch. 4:7); which de notes also the mys ti cal peri chore sis, whereby God
is in us, and re mains through grace; but we are in God, and ad here to Him
in trust, so that noth ing can sep a rate us from God, who are united to Him
through trust, Rom. 8:38, seq.” It is re ally and truly, God dwelling in us,
and we in God.

6) It is a Gen uine Spir i tual Na ture, as op posed to all False Spir i tu al ism.
There is a spir i tu al ism that is not gen uine spir i tu al ity. “Ye that are spir i- 

tual,” in the mouth of a holy apos tle, is a very dif fer ent thing from that
which is meant by many men who use the same words. There is a spir i tu al- 
ism that claims to be the high est spir i tu al ity, and that de nies spir i tu al ity to
any thing else than it self, that is, in al most ev ery re spect, a very dif fer ent
thing from true spir i tu al ity. “Sie haben einen an deren Geist,” said Luther,
con cern ing a class of men in his time, who pro fessed to be far more spir i- 
tual than him self, who even con demned his want of spir i tu al ity, and who
pre tended to di vine in spi ra tion, to vi sions, and to ex tra or di nary fer vor of de- 
vo tion. This spir i tu al ism is self-right eous, proud, cen so ri ous, ex trav a gant,
un sacra men tal, unchurchly, of ten sen sual and lax in moral strict ness, and
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of ten ends in an ut ter ship wreck of faith, and in the en tire aban don ment of
the Church, and its holy Sacra ments. This is nec es sar ily a false and per- 
verted spir i tu al ism. It is an un happy and de plorable de vel op ment of the re li- 
gious emo tions. The Lutheran Church in this coun try has suf fered from it in
many places. The in ju ri ous ef fects of it have not yet wholly passed away. It
needs to be stren u ously guarded against and avoided, as a most in sid i ous
en emy to true and sound god li ness.

7) True Spir i tu al ity is in En tire Har mony with the Evan gel i cal Sys tem of
Doc trine, Duty, and Church Or der. It is in ter est ing and in struc tive to trace
the con trast be tween true and false spir i tu al ity, in their re la tion to all that is
true and sound in the doc trines of our holy Chris tian ity. Such a trac ing of
the marks of con trast be tween the two, will en able us to have a just con cep- 
tion of both, and to dis tin guish be tween the one that is sound and the other
that is un sound. Let me in vite at ten tion to such an ex am i na tion.

a.) The re la tion of spir i tu al ity to our jus ti fi ca tion be fore God.
Our jus ti fi ca tion is our ju di cial ac quit tal be fore God’s judg ment, of the

charge of sin, and our re lease from con dem na tion, and the for give ness of
our sins on the ground of Christ’s vi car i ous right eous ness, ap pro pri ated by
faith. The true and sound spir i tual af fec tions which this doc trine de vel ops in
the heart of a true be liever, are hum ble trust in Christ, love to God for this
un speak able bless ing, hearty grat i tude, self re nun ci a tion, deep hu mil i a tion
of soul, sin cere sor row for sin and ha tred to it, and in gen eral, a sense of ut- 
ter un wor thi ness, and the dis po si tion to place it self very low down at the
foot of the cross. This abase ment of soul, this re nun ci a tion of all merit or
claim of any kind, this hum ble look ing to Je sus alone for sal va tion and eter- 
nal life, draws the af fec tions very near to a cru ci fied Saviour, and brings
them into very sweet com mu nion with His spirit. There is also pro duced in
the soul, an in tense feel ing of the odi ous ness of sin, and of ha tred to it, on
ac count of the great suf fer ings en dured by the Saviour in or der to re deem us
from it. It there fore leads to true ho li ness of heart and life, moved thereto by
the purest and best of all mo tives, the love of Je sus. The soul thus brought
to the foot of the cross, stays there, and has no de sire to get away from it. It
does not “get through” any process of re li gious ex pe ri ence, by which it can
now at length dis pense with the blood of Je sus shed on the cross, con stantly
ap plied, for the re mis sion of its sins. Its progress in ho li ness is rather the
con stant deep en ing of the con scious ness that it daily needs the blood of Je- 
sus Christ, to cleanse it from all sin. This feel ing of hum ble, trust ful, daily
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and hourly lean ing upon Christ cru ci fied, for mercy and grace, and for the
hope of sal va tion and eter nal life, is in ex press ibly ten der, pre cious and com- 
fort ing to the soul. This is true, sound evan gel i cal spir i tu al ity, in full har- 
mony with the life of God in the soul, and is ar dently cher ished by ev ery
heart that is re ally spir i tual af ter apos tolic ex am ple.

In two es sen tial points par tic u larly, a false spir i tu al ism dif fers from a
true and sound spir i tu al ity, in its re la tion to the doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion by
Faith. The one is the claim ing for it self a per sonal sin less ness that di min- 
ishes its es ti mate of the ab so lute and in dis pens able ne ces sity of the vi car i- 
ous mer its of Je sus for its ac cep tance with God; and the other is the feel ing
that, how ever much it needed the atone ment of Christ’s blood for the for- 
give ness of the sins com mit ted be fore its con ver sion, it can now, since its
con ver sion, dis pense largely, if not wholly, with the ap pli ca tion of that
blood, and can live so free from sin as not to need its daily and hourly
virtue, to keep the soul clean from its de file ment. It is re mark able how
changed is, at once, the lan guage of an in di vid ual who, from a true and
sound po si tion on the doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion, is brought un der the in flu- 
ence of an er ro neous spir i tu al ism. In stead of Christ’s re demp tion, His blood
shed, His mercy of fered. His obe di ence ren dered, His right eous ness im- 
puted, His for give ness ex tended, be ing the themes dear est to the heart and
read i est in the dis course, the en tire sub ject of thought and speech is, what
the in di vid ual has felt, what rap tures he has ex pe ri enced, what readi ness in
prayer he en joys, what free dom from sin he has at tained, how earnestly he
serves God, and the like feel ings and ex pres sions, all cen ter ing upon self,
and glo ri fy ing, not the Saviour, but the man. From be ing at the foot of the
cross, con tent to stay there and look with an hum ble and self re nounc ing
faith up to Christ on the cross, as all his right eous ness, he seems to have
climbed up un til he has got above the cross and can dis pense with the blood
shed, the right eous ness ac quired, and the sac ri fice of fered on it by the
Saviour. Such a spir i tu al ism as this is self-right eous, vain, un evan gel i cal,
false, and ex ceed ingly dan ger ous to the soul that cher ishes it.

b. The re la tion of spir i tu al ity to the sacra ments of the Church.

The Sacra ments are es sen tial to both in di vid ual and Church Chris tian
life. They meet the soul at the be gin ning of its spir i tual life, and they at tend
it to the close, when God calls it to His ev er last ing king dom. By a holy
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Sacra ment the gra cious germ-life is im planted, and by a holy Sacra ment
that grow ing life is nour ished, and strength ened, and de vel oped, and ma- 
tured un til it be comes ripe for heaven. True spir i tu al ity greatly val ues the
Sacra ments. It pre pares for the re cep tion of the Holy Com mu nion, and the
Holy Com mu nion in creases and strength ens it. Through the Lord’s Sup per
the soul en joys its near est and sweet est com mu nion with God. Its en joy- 
ment is ten der, sub dued, self-re nounc ing, de vout, holy. It is then nearer to
Je sus than it can be at any other place or on any other oc ca sion. It rel ishes
this com mu nion of spirit with Christ’s spirit, this feel ing of near ness to its
Lord, this par tic i pa tion of Christ’s most pre cious grace and bless ing at the
Lord’s ta ble, be yond the power of words to ex press it. It is never more truly
spir i tual, de vout, and heav enly minded, than at the Com mu nion Ta ble. And
this spir i tual feel ing is in its na ture the purest, most god-like and heav enly,
that can be con ceived, be cause it flows out di rectly from the di vine life in
the soul, is in com pletest har mony with it, and is con sti tuted by it what it is.

A false spir i tu al ity, on the con trary, de pre ci ates the Sacra ments, un der- 
val ues their ne ces sity, takes from them their heav enly el e ment, de grades
them to the con di tion of mere rites and cer e monies, finds in them a chill,
rather than an in cite ment to de vo tion, and in many in stances, ei ther de fers
them, or dis penses with them al to gether. By such an er ro neous spir i tu al ism,
they are put very far into the back ground. Other meth ods and in stru men tal i- 
ties, de vised by hu man minds, seem much bet ter adapted than they are to
awaken de vo tion, to ex cite feel ing, to kin dle fer vor, and to pro mote spir i tual
re li gion. They are re garded as mere out ward forms that lead to for mal ity,
empty cer e monies that con vey no grace, damp en ers to rap tur ous emo tion,
and that pro duce in those who are not very much on their guard, a dead,
god less, sacra men tal re li gion. Ac cord ing to this view of the re la tion of the
Sacra ments to spir i tu al ity, God’s in sti tu tions have been found want ing, and
man’s in ven tions are much bet ter adapted than they are, to pro mote vi tal
god li ness.

c. The re la tion of spir i tu al ity to the doc trines of Chris tian ity.

Sound doc trine is es sen tial to sound Chris tian ity. True prac tice must nec- 
es sar ily be founded upon true prin ci ples. The spirit of the mind is in flu- 
enced and con sti tuted by the gov ern ing prin ci ples en ter tained by the mind.
Sound think ing, so far from be ing a hin drance to true de vo tion, aids and
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pro motes it. An en light ened and safe judg ment is es sen tially valu able as a
reg u la tor of the feel ings, which are usu ally vari able and im pa tient of con- 
trol. There is no nec es sary an tag o nism be tween right think ing, right feel ing,
and right do ing. In deed, it is only when all these are well pro por tioned, and
well bal anced in any man, that he is the best spec i men of what a man
should be. A sound or tho dox Chris tian is, and nec es sar ily must be, a sound
spir i tual Chris tian. His or tho doxy helps his spir i tu al ity. His piety is sound
be cause his faith is sound. His de vout feel ings are right, be cause his cor rect
knowl edge and en light ened judg ment reg u late them prop erly, and con trol
them aright. He lays a sanc ti fied in tel lect upon God’s al tar. His head, and
heart, and life, present a well-pro por tioned and di vinely sym met ri cal Chris- 
tian. His de vo tions spring from his faith. Hav ing the true Chris tian faith, he
breathes the spirit of true Chris tian de vo tion. There is no con flict be tween
his faith and his de vo tions, but as the one is pure, so the oth ers are sound.

An er ro neous spir i tu al ism, on the con trary, has re laxed and easy no tions
about the faith. One of its ready max ims de clares, “It mat ters not what a
man’s opin ions are, so only his heart is con verted, and his prac tice is right.”
It for gets that prac tice is gov erned by prin ci ples, and that as is the faith,
such also are the de vo tions that spring from it. It is the faith of the Hindu
that pro duces the su per sti tious de vo tions of the Hindu; it is Mo hammedan
faith that con sti tutes the pe cu liar re li gious spirit of the Moslem wor shiper;
and it is from the true faith of Christ that the in tel li gent, pure, and Christ-
like spirit of the Chris tian’s de vo tions springs. The spir i tu al ism that un der- 
val ues sound doc trine, that con founds the true and the false, that ex alts feel- 
ing above knowl edge, that places prac tice in an tag o nism to prin ci ple, that
sac ri fices the faith in the in ter est of spir i tu al ity, and that con sid ers it nec es- 
sary to over throw the pure faith of the Church in or der to ad vance the cause
of vi tal god li ness in the Church, is a spir i tu al ism that is er ro neous, un safe,
and that needs to be care fully guarded against. How ever spe cious may be its
pre ten sions, it is not the true spir i tu al ity of Christ and His apos tles, or which
will pro mote, in the end, the best and most en dur ing in ter ests of Chris tian- 
ity, and the Chris tian Church. Let a man be alike sound in doc trine, de vout
in spirit, and holy in life, and we have in him the high est and best style of a
Chris tian, af ter the pat tern of Christ, of the Holy Apos tles, and of the best
and holi est men in all ages of the Chris tian Church.

d. The re la tion of spir i tu al ity to the or der and ser vice of the Church.
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The Church is the Body of Christ, and Chris tians are mem bers of His
Body. As the life of the body is the life of the mem bers, and the mem bers
live be cause the body lives, so the life that lives and moves and acts in the
hearts of Chris tians, is the life of the Son of God Him self. Our union with
Christ, the Head, is through His Body, the Church. True evan gel i cal spir i tu- 
al ity is churchly — nec es sar ily churchly. It is through the Church that we
come to Christ, in the Church that we find Christ, and by means of the
Church that we have the faith, and spirit, and life of Christ. In the Church
we have the word of Christ, the min istry of Christ, the Sacra ments of
Christ, the wor ship of Christ, the ser vice and obe di ence of Christ. All the
means for the orig i na tion, the progress, and the per fec tion of spir i tual life in
the souls of men, are found in the Church. These means of grace pro duce
the true spirit of de vo tion in the heart. They draw the soul into close and in- 
ti mate com mu nion and fel low ship with God. The Chris tian comes very near
to God in the read ing and hear ing of His Word, in the con fes sion of sin, in
the pro fes sion of faith, in the prayers of fered, in the hymns sung. The spirit
of de vo tion which is thereby pro duced is in tel li gent, rev er ent, solemn, pure.
It is ten der, de light ful, holy. God is felt to be in the place, and the pres ence
of God is in ex press ibly dear to the soul. The forms of the Church ser vice
ex press the sen ti ments and feel ings of the wor shiper, and his holi est and
hap pi est thoughts go along with them from the first silent prayer on en ter- 
ing, to the last silent prayer be fore leav ing, the sanc tu ary. They are not bar- 
ren, life less forms. They are used de voutly, and they fos ter in the breast the
purest spirit or de vo tion.

A false spir i tu al ity over leaps the set tled or der and forms of Chris tian ity,
and is a wild and er ratic law unto it self. It is the crea ture of im pulse. Its ac- 
tion is spas modic. It is wholly emo tional. It feels so, and there fore it is
right. It will not be re strained by forms, nor ham pered by cer e mony, nor
con trolled by rules of or der. Like the un tamed, steed of the plains, it will
rear, and plunge, and rush for ward at its own sweet will. Said one of this
class to me re cently, “I have got above all churches.” It chose its own way,
and no longer needed God’s way, or in sti tu tions, or sacra ments, or Church,
or help. It had got above all these. It is not only rest less un der the re straints
of the forms of a sound church li ness, but de spises and de nounces them as
dead for mal ism, high churchism, a cold sacra men tal re li gion. Even when
yield ing to their ob ser vance, it has no rev er ence for them. In deed, the spirit
of ir rev er ence in the Church, in the pew, in the pul pit, at prayer, at the Com- 
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mu nion ta ble, and at ev ery part of di vine ser vice, is one of the most marked
pe cu liar i ties of an er ro neous spir i tu al ity. This spirit of ir rev er ence in the
most sa cred places, and dur ing the most solemn ser vices, is shock ing to a
truly de vout and spir i tu ally minded Chris tian, and it is a sure ev i dence that
the spirit that leads to it is un sound and false.

e. The re la tion of spir i tu al ity to the duty of prayer.

A spir i tual mind is a de vout mind. The spirit of de vo tion is es sen tial to
spir i tu al ity. A pi ous mind is a mind im bued with the spirit of prayer. It de- 
lights in com mu nion with God. The con scious ness of God’s pres ence with
it, is very pleas ing to a godly heart. It cher ishes the thought that God is near
it; it draws nigh in spirit to God’s Spirit; it loves to feel that it is alone with
God, in the closet and in other places of soli tude; and the fel low ship of soul
with God, in all the pub lic and pri vate ex er cises of de vo tion, is very dear
and pre cious. This spirit of de vo tion is sub dued, ten der, shrink ing from ob- 
ser va tion, hum ble, self-abased, calm, pure. The best ideal I have be fore my
mind is that of a sainted mother, as I of ten saw her in my child hood, sit ting
in her cham ber, with her Ger man Bible, or Arndt’s Paradies-Gaertlein, or
Stark’s Hand buch be fore her. All was quiet around her; her own per son was
mo tion less, with her head rest ing on her hand, her face beamed forth se ri- 
ous ness, gen tle ness and peace; her eyes were fixed upon the page, and of ten
the tear-drop swelled un der the eye lid, coursed down her cheek, and fell on
and wet ted the page she was pe rus ing. It was calm, sub dued, ten der, lowly,
sin cere, gen uine, spir i tual com mu nion with God. It was spir i tu al ity of the
old sort, with out pre tense, sound and holy, such as would nec es sar ily pro- 
ceed from the life of God in the soul. It was it self pure and holy, and it
made its sub ject purer and holier.

In con tradis tinc tion to this, a false spir i tu al ity is bold, ob tru sive, noisy,
demon stra tive, sen sa tional, self-right eous, and re laxed in moral strict ness. It
seeks to work it self up to a high pitch of ex trav a gant emo tion, by the la- 
bored heav ing of the breast, the af fected tones of the voice, the vi o lent rub- 
bing to gether of the hands, and other bod ily demon stra tions, forced and un- 
nat u ral. As of old, so now, it de lights to dis play it self be fore the crowd, at
the cor ners of the streets, and to gain the ap plause of men. It is proud of it- 
self, con dem na tory of an other spirit bet ter than it self, and passes eas ily
from the most ex trav a gant demon stra tions of de vout ness, to ex ces sive light- 
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ness both of lan guage and de meanor. Even when these ob jec tion able traits
ex ist in much less de gree, it is still a spirit dif fer ing es sen tially from the
gen uine and holy spir i tu al ity which lived in the heart of Je sus, and be cause
it lived there, lives also in the heart of all His faith ful fol low ers.

It now only re mains for me to say that the Apos tle’s words, “Ye which
are spir i tual,” should be de scrip tive of ev ery hu man be ing. They should
truly de scribe us as min is ters and mem bers here as sem bled. They should
de scribe the en tire Church of our Lord Je sus Christ, of which we are mem- 
bers and min is ters, and which we love. The Church should never lack a
sound and gen uine spir i tu al ity. True spir i tu al ity should never be want ing,
ei ther by its place be ing usurped by a false spir i tu al ism, or by the heart be- 
ing sunk into a sad state of ir re li gious ness and want of fer vent de vo tion. Let
us care fully guard against the er ror of let ting sound spir i tu al ity de cline in
our hearts, be cause oth ers ex hibit a spir i tu al ity that is un sound. Let the
Church con sci en tiously cul ti vate the old de vout spirit of the ven er a ble fa- 
thers of the Ref or ma tion era. It is some times ob jected that the ad vo cacy of
the old faith of the Church, and of the old and whole some Church ser vice
and Church or der, is in con sis tent with the main te nance of a high tone of
spir i tu al ity in the Church. We be lieve the al le ga tion to be false. We be lieve
that a sound Lutheran faith, a whole some Church or der, and a high-toned
spir i tu al ity, are not an tag o nis tic, but ex ist nec es sar ily to gether. Let all unite
to prove, in our preach ing, in our per sonal ex pe ri ence, and in the spirit
preva lent in our con gre ga tions, that the true faith as held by the Church, is a
liv ing faith, that a whole some Church ser vice is the helper and not the en- 
emy of fer vent piety, and that the Word of God, as be lieved and preached by
the fa thers, has now, as then, the power to pro duce and main tain the sound
god li ness of the fa thers. It is de sir able that this spirit should per vade ev ery
part of the Church. It should be breathed in the pas tor’s ser mons, in his cat- 
e chet i cal lec tures, in his pri vate ad mo ni tions to the young and the old. It
should be cher ished in the hearts of min is ters, in the breasts of our mem- 
bers, in the homes of our chil dren, in the Sun day-school classes, in the
cham bers of the sick and dy ing. It should be im pressed upon the hearts of
all our the o log i cal stu dents as they sit in the recita tion rooms of our sem i- 
nar ies, and it ought to be earnestly cul ti vated by them not only in the morn- 
ing and evening prayers in the chapel, but also in their study rooms, and in
their re tired cham bers. The want of a sound spirit of de vo tion is a sad
prepa ra tion for the ac tive du ties of the min istry. Let the spirit of de vo tion be
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cul ti vated by par ents and chil dren in all our fam i lies, by the reg u lar morn- 
ing and evening prayers, by the of fer ing of grace at meat, by re tired closet
de vo tions, and in all suit able times and ways, in the sanc tu ary and out of it.
Let us read God’s Word de voutly, be lieve de voutly, pray de voutly, sing de- 
voutly, preach de voutly, com mune de voutly, live de voutly, an i mated and
moved thereto by the life of God that dwells in us. We shall then be spir i tual
Chris tians af ter the pat tern of Christ and His Apos tles, of Luther and the
Re form ers, of the fa thers of the Lutheran Church in this coun try, and of all,
in ev ery age, who truly be lieve in and love the name of our dear Lord Je sus
Christ.

The reg u lar or der hav ing been sus pended, it was re solved to hear the es- 
say of Dr. Stork next.
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Charles A. Stork: Litur gi cal
Forms In Wor ship

By Rev. C. A. Stork, D. D., Bal ti more, Md.
THE QUES TION OF LITUR GIES is not a great ques tion in Chris tian ity, but it is

one that can be solved only by an ap peal to great Chris tian prin ci ple. The
lit tle fin ger is not a very im por tant mem ber, but its ex is tence and func tion
are de ter mined by very im por tant struc tural facts in the body.

How shall we wor ship God in pub lic? Shall we trust for or der and mat- 
ter to the in spi ra tion of the hour? Shall we pre pare the or der, and leave
only the mode to the sug ges tion of the mo ment? Or, shall there be an es tab- 
lished or der, and a def i nite form of ex pres sion to be ha bit u ally ob served?

It is un for tu nate, that these ques tions have been dis cussed for sev eral
cen turies, now, in an at mos phere clouded by strong par ti san feel ing; and
that they have been de ter mined, for the most part, by an ap peal ei ther to
mere tra di tion or to in di vid ual taste. As for the dis tur bance of judg ment,
that arises from the ve he mence with which the sub ject has been dis cussed,
that we can in no wise es cape, un less we are pre pared to give up dis cussing
all mat ters in which we have a present, prac ti cal in ter est. All ques tions be- 
come per sonal ques tions when they en ter the arena of life: the lu men sic- 
cum, that dry light of rea son, that im per sonal at mos phere, in which Ba con
thought it so de sir able that all un set tled ques tions should be viewed, is pos- 
si ble only to those sub jects in which hu man be ings have no in ter est. Hu man
feel ing will mix with all earnest hu man think ing. We must, there fore, ac cept
the dis abil i ties of our di verse ways of look ing at things, and al low for the
re frac tion caused by this heated at mos phere of strife as best we can.

I do not think we can set tle the ques tion of Litur gies by a sim ple ap peal
to tra di tion. We may have the pro found est and ten der est rev er ence for an tiq- 
uity, and yet find no rea son able vin di ca tion of a prac tice or be lief in say ing
“Our fa thers did so.” We are con tin u ally re vis ing the do ings and be liefs of
our fa thers, sum mon ing them to the bar of great prin ci ples; and ir rev er ence



258

to wards the past lies not in re vis ing its work, but in ig nor ing it, in re fus ing
to con sider it at all. So when it is said " Litur gic forms are the most ad e- 
quate ex pres sion of pub lic wor ship, be cause the Church has al ways used
them," we are only sum moned to re view his tory and to ask, Has the Church
al ways used them, and if so, why? The Past lands an im mense cargo at our
feet; some of it is gold, some sil ver, much rub bish. And in all open ques- 
tions like this of the use of Litur gi cal forms, the busi ness of a rea son able
man is to in quire, what does an tiq uity in this case mean? That the Church
has al most ex clu sively poured her de vo tions through them is a very se ri ous
call to the con sid er a tion of the mean ing of such catholic con sent. But that
use has not been ex clu sive. If it were true that she had al ways done so, if it
were not an al most but an al to gether, if there were no break in the tra di tion,
then we would not be dis cussing the mat ter to day. An un bro ken tra di tion
calls for no dis cus sion; the com mon con sent is the voucher of the very
truth. But here the Church di vides; she has di vided for two cen turies or
more. And un less we are of those who think the voice of the Church of im- 
por tance only be fore the 18th cen tury, and of none since, we must take this
di vided tes ti mony into ac count.

As for the other, the purely mod ern, if I may so call it, the Amer i can
method of de ter min ing the ques tion by an ap peal to in di vid ual taste, this, it
seems to me, is the most fu tile, the most puerile of all. This sub jects the
solemn busi ness of ap proach ing God in the wor ship of the great con gre ga- 
tion to a pri vate fancy, to an ir re spon si ble in di vid ual whim.

For a man to say “I will wor ship God with, or with out, es tab lished
forms, be cause I feel like it,” is to say, “I will be cause I will,” which has al- 
ways been ac counted a good fem i nine rea son for con duct, but not one that
com mends it self to the ra tio nal, the mas cu line in tel lect. Acts of re li gion or
wor ship that have no bet ter rea son for their per for mance than in di vid ual
taste, are open to the ob jec tion that they are not wor thy a ra tio nal crea ture to
pay to a wise and holy God. If the only rea son we can give for hav ing
prayers with out a book is that we don’t like a book, I am afraid, as those
who have come to years of dis cre tion, we shall have to give up our free
forms. The rea son ing of a great many good men against Litur gi cal forms in
pub lic wor ship, and of as many good men for Litur gi cal forms, viz., that
they do, or do not, like them, has al ways seemed to me re ally child ish.

But let us leave these rem i nis cences of bat tle, and ap proach the sub ject
from what we may call the in side.
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Pub lic Wor ship: what are the el e ments of it? the for mal el e ments, I
mean. The mat ter, the sub stance of wor ship, is very sim ple: ado ra tion,
praise, con fes sion, pe ti tion, these are its ma te rial el e ments; but the for mal
part, the mode of pay ing these, what is it? In pri vate wor ship the for mal el e- 
ment is very sim ple, too; what ever makes a bridge be tween the soul and its
Cre ator (over which com mu ni ca tion can pass), what ever opens a chan nel
be tween the soli tary soul and the In fi nite Spirit, by which the two may min- 
gle and com mune, — this is all; and each man must de ter mine that for him- 
self. But add the word pub lic, and im me di ately it be comes some thing quite
dif fer ent. It is changed by the in tro duc tion of two ad di tional el e ments em- 
braced in the word pub lic. It is as so ci ated wor ship; the act of a united body.
The race, as it were, ap pears be fore its Maker to con fess and adore. It is no
longer in di vid ual but cor po rate in its char ac ter, and hence in vested with a
solem nity, an au gust qual ity, such as can not be long to the de vo tion of a soli- 
tary soul. With this goes also the in de fin able sense of com mu nity, fel low- 
ship, the thrill of mul ti tude, the har mony of souls unit ing in the same act.
Ev ery one, I sup pose, knows the dif fer ence be tween melody and har mony:
there is in a har mo nized chord, a some thing that never can be got out of a
mere suc ces sion of notes, a melody. And so in the wor ship of the con gre ga- 
tion, the rich, the poor, the high, the low, the lit tle child, the old man, the
sage, the peas ant, there is a qual ity that is not the mere in ten si fi ca tion of the
in di vid ual’s de vo tion; it is a new qual ity; it is “the Com mu nion of Saints.”

If we keep these two el e ments in mind we shall see, I think, what change
passes upon pri vate wor ship in be ing made pub lic.

The solemn of fi cial qual ity of the Church ap proach ing her Sov er eign,
her Re deemer, her Head, must be there.

And the sense of fel low ship, of com mu nion, the feel ing not only of the
Great Head above bend ing down and re ceiv ing, but the touch of brother
against brother, the al most ac tual sense of fel low ship, the de vout thrill mak- 
ing all one, that too is there.

Now it is these two el e ments, both present, both dis tinct, and yet blend- 
ing into one in ev ery act of pub lic wor ship, it seems to me, that have de ter- 
mined the con stant ten dency in all re li gions to the use of Litur gi cal Forms. I
take this stream of ten dency for granted. It is found in all non-re vealed re li- 
gions. It is con spic u ous in Ju daism to the present day. In the early Chris tian
Church it is too ob vi ous to call for more than a mere pass ing no tice. In the
Me di ae val Church it was ex clu sive. Even in the Protes tant Churches it has
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pre dom i nated. And now in those very Churches, the non-litur gi cal, in which
for gen er a tions it was re sisted and ap par ently over come, it is mak ing it self
in creas ingly felt. It is sim ply a nat u ral cur rent chan neled in the very con sti- 
tu tion of man’s re li gious na ture, and noth ing can ever per ma nently in ter cept
it, or make it other than it is. Of the mean ing of the ten dency to aban don old
es tab lished forms which was de vel oped at the time of the Ref or ma tion I
shall speak presently. I be lieve it to have had a ground of re al ity: the re pug- 
nance to Litur gi cal Forms meant some thing. It is more than a re volt against
forms too closely as so ci ated with cor rupt doc trines. But of that far ther on.
But one thing is cer tain, that the dom i nant ten dency in the Church Catholic
in all ages has been to the use of Litur gi cal Forms. And that ten dency, I re- 
peat, is due to the in flu ence of the two el e ments in volved in the very idea of
wor ship that is pub lic. We will ex am ine them sep a rately.

1. Pub lic Ser vice is, in a very real sense, the wor ship of the race. It is, so
to speak, an of fi cial act. It is hu man ity ap pear ing be fore God. No man
I think can help feel ing that, when he joins an as sem bly of earnest men
en gaged in wor ship. When they stand up or kneel down to pray, when
to gether they con fess or praise, there is a qual ity of solem nity, as of the
trans ac tion of some au gust cer e mony. The most vi o lent de fender of
free prayer can not es cape the im pres sion. Men may seek to root out the
idea of cer e mony as they will; they may abol ish vest ments and pos- 
tures; they may pul ver ize or ders of ser vice and scat ter the dust of them
to the winds; but as the idea of cer e mony does not in here in these, but
only uses them as in stru ments, as gar ments in which to clothe it self, it
will still re main in the as sem bly as a spirit. That is, it will re main as
long as it is a truly wor ship ing as sem bly, a body of men con sciously
pay ing de vo tion to their Cre ator. A great many re li gious as sem blies are
not wor ship ing at all; they are meet ings for teach ing, for so cial in ter- 
course, for the com par i son of ex pe ri ence, for the en joy ment of re li- 
gious emo tions; but as soon as they wor ship — when the prayer and
praise, the ado ra tion and con fes sion be gin — then the spirit of cer e- 
mony must be present. How can it be oth er wise? There is the throne
and He that sits thereon, and here are the crea tures bowed and pay ing
their homage. In vol un tar ily the ex pres sion be comes stately, solemn,
cer e mo ni ous; or if it does not, the com mon con scious ness of the wor- 
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shiper is dis turbed; they re volt from the easy, fa mil iar tone; they say "
that prayer was ir rev er ent."

The nat u ral ef fect of such a feel ing, is to in vest the ap proach to God with
safe-guards that shall se cure it from what is com mon and fa mil iar. The
leader of de vo tion will check his ut ter ance. He will re mem ber the words of
the Wise Man, “God is in heaven, and thou upon earth: there fore let thy
words be few.” He will cut off rhetoric, and es chew hy per bole and ex trav a- 
gant ex pres sion. He be comes sim ple. Then, find ing him self fall ing into
faults of ut ter ance from the hurry of the mo ment, he finds it nec es sary to
choose his words be fore. You can fol low out the process for your self. It
ends in the for ma tion of a Litur gi cal Form. If a Church were to set out for
it self de novo, with no knowl edge and no prej u dice drawn from the past,
with only the Scrip tures and the in stincts of the re li gious na ture for the con- 
struc tive forces, it would in process of time have a litur gi cal form of its own
mak ing. It would make an or der, it would fix cer tain phrases, it would con- 
tin u ally tend to a more ab so lutely es tab lished form even of words. It would
do this be cause the solemn at mos phere of wor ship would call for just such
an or der. The in stinct for Litur gi cal Forms, then, is rooted in man’s re li- 
gious na ture.

2. But there is an other el e ment in as so ci ated wor ship. Men do not wor- 
ship to gether sim ply to make a pub lic recog ni tion of God, as an of fi- 
cial act, so to speak. They wor ship to gether to sat isfy the de sire for fel- 
low ship. That de sire is laid deep in hu man na ture; and the rev e la tion of
a new fel low ship in Christ makes it still deeper. “We are all bap tized
into one body;” and that is “the body of Christ.” And as mem bers of
that body we “are mem bers one of an other.” Now of this new fel low- 
ship pub lic wor ship is per haps the most vivid, pal pa ble re al iza tion we
can have. It is as old as the lit tle com pany in the be gin ning of the
Chris tian Church; it is as new as the last Church ser vice in which to- 
gether we adored our God. We know the power of that com mon stream
of wor ship in which we are borne as on a mighty cur rent into re gions
of holy thoughts, and as pi ra tions, and ado ra tions, that we never reach
alone.



262

But what has this to do with the use of Litur gi cal Forms? Would not the
sense of fel low ship be as vivid with a free prayer, a mov able or der?

I an swer. Yes, and No. 
Yes, so far as the Com mu nion of Saints is ex pressed by that one as sem- 

bly.
No, when we re flect that the Com mu nion of Saints em braces not only

the Present, but also the Past:

“Part of the host have crossed the flood, And part are cross ing now.”

But it is one host, and the fel low ship ex tends back ward and up ward, as well
as to those on the earth with us now. This Com mu nion with the Church of
the past, is not so pal pa ble a fact as the fel low ship with the Church of the
present. But it is nev er the less a fact; and the Church can not with im punity
ig nore it. At times the Church has ig nored it; and al ways to its great loss.
Thus the non-litur gi cal Churches, in turn ing their backs on the past, have
bro ken the con ti nu ity of the Church. In so far they have de stroyed that
sense of sol i dar ity of which we hear so much in sec u lar cir cles, but which is
re al ized in its full ness only in the Chris tian body. They have done so in past
gen er a tions; but they are awak ing to rec og nize their loss. They will be non-
his toric no longer. They are knit ting again the bro ken strands. They are
claim ing their place in the con ti nu ity. They are wel come. It was our loss as
well as theirs that the sol i dar ity was ever bro ken. But this re turn shows us
some thing. Chris tian ity is not a force that dies to day to rise again in an other
form to mor row. It is not an iso lated flame burn ing in the soli tary soul or
con gre ga tion, and then kin dled in an other soli tary soul, or iso lated con gre- 
ga tion. The body is one, and the spirit is one. It leaps over bar ri ers of Space
and Time; it dif fuses it self through the long ranks of gen er a tions and cen- 
turies; it fuses even di verse the olo gies and forms; there is One Lord, One
Faith, One Bap tism.

Now we may re gard this great fact sim ply as a the o log i cal dogma, and
spec u late upon it, de fine it, draw it out. And that is well. But the Church has
done more than that; it has taken the fact up into its life. It has striven to
bring it into more and more vivid and con tin ual con scious ness. It would not
be a truth of doc trine if the Chris tian body had not ver i fied it by mak ing it a
truth of life. And how has it been re al ized? Very largely by the use of Litur- 
gi cal Forms. The Com mu nion of Saints is brought to con scious ness in one
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very in tense way by the use in wor ship of the same or der and forms; nay,
the very words and ca dences used by the gen er a tions of the saints be fore us.
There is a power in words. They are “winged,” in Homer’s sub tle phrase,
with the swift mo tion and thrill of life. We know the power a word has to
bring forth a vague thought, an elu sive feel ing: spo ken, it is fixed, it comes
forth out of the empty, the im pal pa ble, into the con crete. We know, too, the
power of old words; how a phrase, a ca dence, a web of thought and feel ing
wo ven up in fa mil iar ex pres sion, brings with it a power more than its own,
a color, a fra grance, a warm breath, in which the dead words and phrases
pal pi tate with a glow of life.

Now we may an a lyze all this and la bel it as so ci a tion. But putting a name
on a great process of the hu man spirit does not dis solve its mys tery, nor
abridge its power. It is as so ci a tion; and that is just the se cret of the power
there lies in the use of an old Liturgy: the prayer, the praise, the con fes sion,
the ado ra tion, are in stinct with a life more than their own, the life of past
gen er a tions, the life of the Church once breathed through them, and yet
warm in them. It is a pal pa ble, al most sen si ble re al iza tion of the mys tic fel- 
low ship that runs through the Church uni ver sal. A prayer that has been
prayed by my fa ther, and be fore him by his fa ther, and so for cen turies
back ward gath ers on its pe ti tions the yearn ing breath of gen er a tion af ter
gen er a tion, is a very dif fer ent thing from the pe ti tion just made for me and
ut tered for the first time. Ev ery word vi brates with the thrill of joys, sor- 
rows, hopes, de vout as pi ra tions, once warm, and though past, not ex tinct. I
feel in that vi bra tion the har mony of the Chris tian fel low ship through the
ages, as in the sound of the voices pray ing or con fess ing by my side, I feel
the har mony of the present com mu nion of saints. So that our con fes sions
and an thems, our col lects and dox olo gies, do for the past what our pub lic
as sem bly and pres ence with each other do for the present — they make pal- 
pa ble, ac tual the Com mu nion of Saints.

I know this view is open to the crit i cism that it is purely spec u la tive;
that, though it seems to be fact, it is not ver i fi able; that men do not feel so.
But it is just this which is con tended; that the rea son the Church clings with
such tenac ity to its Litur gi cal Forms, is found in this sense of com mu nion
through them with the whole Church past and present.

This is the mean ing of the pe cu liar power the An gli can Ser vice ex er cises
over those who use it. Men ex plain the charm of this ser vice by its beau ti ful
lit er ary form, its fine old Eng lish. But that would ex plain its fas ci na tion
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over the more cul tured, not its hold on the un let tered — on the many who
are in sen si ble to the charm of style, or the rhythm of old Eng lish. No; it is
be cause it has been the chan nel of de vo tion for so many suc ces sive gen er a- 
tions, that it takes such deep hold of men to day. These an cient prayers and
re sponses, like an old mu si cal in stru ment, are full of echoes from strains
played on them by past gen er a tions. A great writer de scribes a rus tic go ing
to the vil lage church af ter the death of a beloved par ent, and the ef fect the
Litur gic ser vice had upon him: “The Church Ser vice was the best chan nel
he could have found for his min gled re gret, yearn ing and res ig na tion; its in- 
ter change of be seech ing cries for help, with out bursts of faith, and its re cur- 
rent re sponses and the fa mil iar rhythm of its col lects, seemed to speak for
him as no other form of wor ship could have done,” What was true of this
sor row ing rus tic is true of great bod ies of men; no pub lic prayer or acts of
wor ship, made for the spe cial oc ca sion, can ever af ford what the old forms
of fer. True Litur gi cal Forms can not be made at all; they must grow. As each
year adds an other growth of branch to the tree, so wealth of fel low ship ac- 
cu mu lates gen er a tion by gen er a tion on the an cient prayer, con fes sion,
litany. They are no longer the voice of one man, the min is ter; they are not
even the ag gre gated ut ter ance of the present con gre ga tion only; they are full
of echoes from the past; the Church of the Ages is heard prais ing, sup pli cat- 
ing, ador ing, through them.

At this point in the prepa ra tion of this pa per my at ten tion was ar rested
by a para graph bear ing on the sub ject, which oc curs in the Yale lec tures of
that dis tin guished non-con form ist, Dr. Dale. Speak ing of the con duct of
pub lic wor ship, he says that for some time he had “a mis taken im pres sion
that ex tem po ra ne ous prayer might in clude — in ad di tion to its own ex cel- 
lence — the char ac ter is tic ex cel lence of a liturgy. But,” he goes on to say,
“we must make our choice. In ex tem po ra ne ous prayer, the state li ness, the
majesty, the aes thetic beauty of such a ser vice as that of the An gli can Epis- 
co pal Church, and the power which it de rives from ven er a ble as so ci a tions,
are im pos si ble. We must be con tent with sim plic ity, di rect ness, pathos, rev- 
er ence, fer vor; and, if we are less vividly con scious than those who use a
Liturgy that we are walk ing in the foot steps of the saints of other cen turies,
we may find com pen sa tion in a closer and more di rect re la tion to the ac tual
life of the men, women, and chil dren, who are wait ing with our selves for
the mercy and help and pity of God. We lose less than we may gain.” “You
can not have the ven er a ble as so ci a tion,” says the an tag o nist of Litur gi cal
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Forms; “but you may have some thing bet ter, viz., the warmth and free dom
of ex tem po ra ne ous prayer.” But is it bet ter? If Dr. Dale and his friends
would an a lyze what they mean by that vague gen er al ity, “ven er a ble as so ci a- 
tions,” they might find rea son to change this com par a tive val u a tion. By
“ven er a ble as so ci a tions” the non-litur gist means that pleas ing sense of the
pic turesque which be longs to all that is past. It is put by him in the same
cat e gory with old ru ins, old fam ily relics, me men tos of dis tin guished per- 
sons of for mer ages. It be longs to the re gion of sen ti ment. It is classed along
with “the state li ness, the majesty, the aes thetic beauty” of a Liturgy. They
are all purely aes thetic qual i ties. But is that all that comes to us from the
past? Is our con nec tion with the Church of for mer ages only a mat ter of
sen ti ment, of aes thetic feel ings? It is a great deal more. It is re ally a con nec- 
tion of the same na ture as that which binds us to the Church of the present.
And the depth of solem nity, the awe, the thrill, the sense of sa cred ness that
we can not but feel as we use these an thems and prayers and con fes sions
worn with the de vo tions of ages of wor shipers, is noth ing less than the
solemn re al iza tion of the Com mu nion of the Saints. If that is what is meant
by “ven er a ble as so ci a tions,” then I say no “closer re la tion to the ac tual life
of men and women” about us can ever make good its loss. No fel low ship of
the Church now ex is tent, though in ten si fied to the high est de gree, can ever
make up for that which is lost by break ing the con ti nu ity with the Church of
the past. The very fact that the mem bers of that body are no longer on the
eardi, but in heaven, gives a color, a qual ity, a tone to the de vo tion that uses
their an cient form, which noth ing else can sup ply. As well say that the fel- 
low ship of broth ers and sis ters liv ing with us can sup ply the loss of fa ther
and mother. Ev ery such qual ity is unique: it is it self and not an other; and
an other can not take its place, any more than a bet ter qual ity of wa ter will
take the place of bread in sup ply ing the wants of the body.

To break up the or der, to have some thing novel, is in so far to break the
con ti nu ity of the Church. The fel low ship is nar rowed down; the vol ume of
wor ship is thinned; we are once more cut loose from " the goodly fel low- 
ship of the prophets, the no ble army of the mar tyrs, the holy Church
through out the world, that doth ac knowl edge God."

That Pub lic Wor ship will tend to make for it self an Es tab lished Litur gi- 
cal Form, it seems to me, is one of those facts so deeply em bed ded in our
re li gious na ture, that no re volt from it can ever be per ma nent. We are be gin- 
ning to see the signs of a re turn from the great in sur rec tion against form that
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marked the Pu ri tan Re vival. And now let us look at that re volt, and see
what les son it has for us.

3. That re volt against forms of wor ship, which spread through so many
re li gious bod ies, and mod i fied the habits of even the Litur gi cal bod ies,
was not, I am per suaded, merely a dis eased growth. To think so would
be a kind of trea son to hu man na ture; it would be of the na ture of
schism, di vid ing the body of Christ on a mere side is sue. The ha tred of
the Pu ri tan for the Prayer Book was not merely a sym pa thetic ir ri ta- 
tion, ex tend ing it self from his ab hor rence of Prelacy and Ro man iz ing
doc trine. The Wes leyan re vival knew noth ing of Prelacy or Romish er- 
rors; and the strong im pulse of the Church in Amer ica to a free form of
pub lic wor ship surely could not be cred ited to a sym pa thy with Pu ri- 
tanism or In de pen dency.

The re volt against Litur gi cal Forms was as re ally rooted in the re li gious
na ture as the ten dency to es tab lish forms. It was the form taken by the nat u- 
ral crav ing for a free prayer, the spon ta neous up lift ing of the soul to God on
the need and im pulse of the hour. Dr. Dale is right when he says that some- 
thing must be given up if we are to con fine our selves ex clu sively to Litur gi- 
cal Forms. Free dom must be given up; not the law less li cense to do as one
pleases, but the scope for those new cre ations of life that a Church if re ally
liv ing will put forth in the im pulse of the wor ship ing hour. There grows a
rigid ity at last out of the ex clu sive use of these old es tab lished forms.
Against this, hu man na ture, when thor oughly alive, will re volt. It has re- 
volted, and when it does not re volt, as, it may be urged, it did not for many
ages in the Me di ae val Church, it is be cause it falls ex hausted, be cause it
loses that pe cu liar mark of the Chris tian life, its elas tic ity, its spring, its un- 
ex pected putting forth of new shoots in di rec tions never be fore dreamed of.
This lack of vi tal ity was the mark of the Church in the Mid dle Ages. It was
not dead, as some Protes tants de light to aver; but it cer tainly was op pressed
with a fear ful las si tude. It lived, but un der op pres sion, with out any power of
ini ti a tion. It could only live; it could not orig i nate any new life. But when
the re vival of the six teenth and sev en teenth cen turies came, then the yoke
that the Me di ae val Church was too lan guid to feel op pres sive, be came in tol- 
er a ble. The young life beat it self against the bars of chant and con fes sion
and col lect; it broke through. I do not blame it. It was in evitable. And it al- 
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ways will be in evitable. Life that has no scope for new ex pres sion, must
strug gle with a sense of im pris on ment. And where there is life there will be
new ex pres sion of it: the sub stance of the Chris tian life is, in deed, the same
in all ages and in all men; yet in ev ery soul, in ev ery con gre ga tion, on al- 
most ev ery oc ca sion, it will flame out in some spe cial form. And if there is
noth ing but the iron uni for mity of the es tab lished form, the soul will at last
mutiny, and de mand one ut ter ance that shall be all its own. Give it vent; let
the mood of sor row, of hope, of spe cial thanks giv ing or sup pli ca tion, go up
to God in a fresh cry like no other cry be fore, and for the main of pub lic
wor ship the sense of the con gre ga tion will read ily fall back on the fixed
form. But shut it in, say — speak through these pro vided chan nels, or not at
all — and there will be in sur rec tion; you will have Pu ri tanism with its stern
ha tred, its blind, bit ter de tes ta tion, its to tal de struc tion of Litur gi cal Forms.

It has al ways seemed to me a mis take that the Eng lish Church gave no
place for the spon ta neous feel ing of the hour, and men as sem bled for wor- 
ship. To say that men do not need new forms of ex pres sion; that the old is
bet ter; that what was good enough for the fa thers is good enough for us, is
to say that the Unity of the Church in all ages is not a Unity, but a Uni for- 
mity. “We are mem bers one of an other;” but the very Unity which is con sti- 
tuted by the united mem bers, re quires that each mem ber should have its
own spe cial life and func tion, un like all oth ers.

But, of course, no par ti san of Litur gi cal Forms — no wor shiper of the
past, sim ply be cause it is the past — will see this, any more than the en emy
of Litur gies can feel the need of fel low ship with any age but his own. Some
the olo gians seem to think that Church His tory stopped a cou ple of cen turies
ago, and that all we can do now is to re pro duce the past in our churches, as
we re pro duce Eng lish his tory in our plays on the stage. The whole im pulse
of the ex clu sively litur gi cal body is to make the Chris tian life of to day but a
pale im age of life cen turies ago. This is to de stroy, by our in sis tence on
Litur gi cal Forms, the very ba sis on which alone they can rea son ably be
urged. If the life of the Church to day is no real, orig i nal, cre ative power, but
only a play ing over on the bar rel or gan of arche ol ogy the tunes of the past,
then there can be no fel low ship with the past at all. Fel low ship is pos si ble
only be tween liv ing be ings; and to say that the Church can not strike out
any thing new — to brand all that is fresh and in di vid ual with the mark
“Nova, pul chra, falsa” — is to say it has no life, only a gal va nized sim u- 
lacrum of life bor rowed from what once lived. Do we not see that this is to
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cut up the fel low ship of the saints from the roots? The Pu ri tans of the six- 
teenth cen tury and the Pu ri tans of the nine teenth cen tury would cut it up by
break ing with the past; the ex clu sive Litur gi cal bod ies would cut it up by
break ing on the wheel the liv ing, cre ative Church of to day. But what prof its
it to dis cuss whether we shall hold by the com mu nion of the past or that of
the present? It is like ask ing. Shall we give up the head or the heart. It is
only a ques tion of what death we shall die.

We must re mem ber then the two forces in the re li gious na ture; that by
which it holds by the past, and that by which it projects it self into the fu ture.
It is the prob lem of our age to rec on cile the two. He who says — Give us
the old Litur gi cal Forms and noth ing else; the Church found them enough
for ages, and so may we — he, I say, is blind and knows not whereof he af- 
firms. He has one-half the prob lem: but that which solves only half a prob- 
lem is no so lu tion at all. And he who says. Away with forms; give us the
free or der; let us speak only as the spirit moves — he has the other half; and
that, too, is no so lu tion. Un til we can make man in his re li gious na ture to
look only be fore him into the fu ture, we can not let go our Litur gi cal Forms;
and un til we have made him to look only af ter, back ward to the past, we
can not give up free prayer.

Of course it is pos si ble to deny this. Not only so, but what is worse, it is
pos si ble hon estly not to see it. Do you say that the shout ing Methodist, with
his out spo ken de tes ta tion of col lects and con fes sions, is only a cant ing hyp- 
ocrite? Or, on the other hand, that the churchly dig ni tary, who shud ders at
an ex tem po ra ne ous prayer, is a pompous Phar isee who has the form of god- 
li ness with out the power? Dis miss such easy so lu tions of the dif fi culty as
these. If only it were so, that all the op posers of Litur gies were hyp ocrites,
and all the de fend ers of them Phar isees, it would be eas ier to deal with this
ques tion. But they are only too hon est. They speak just what they feel. You
may per suade one who can but will not see, at last to see. But who will give
sight to the blind? It is ter ri bly pos si ble to cul ti vate re li gious blind ness. We
may steadily cul ti vate one side of our re li gious na ture till other parts shrivel
and lose their sen si bil ity; and then it will seem as if ev ery thing that ap peals
to other sen si bil i ties than those left to us, were fan tas tic, un real, a mere out- 
burst of fa nati cism or folly. One may so steadily look at the past that af ter
awhile he has no eye for any thing not cast in the old molds; he has no life in
him self that seeks new chan nels; he be comes like the artist who copies the
old mas ter so long that at last his pen cil re fuses to draw any out line but
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Raphael’s, to com pose any sub ject but in the man ner of Leonardo. Or we
may in sist so stren u ously on our in di vid ual free dom, that at last the nerve of
con nec tion with the Church Uni ver sal is par a lyzed, and we have no feel ing
for what is saintly or heroic in the old forms; the Church be gins with us, ex- 
tends as far as our cir cle of com pan ions, and so ends. And so men can af ter
awhile hon estly won der what any one can find in a Liturgy to sat isfy his de- 
vo tional long ings; “It is so cold, so dead, so for mal;” and to him it is: it has
no life from the past in it for him, for to the past he is deaf, blind. But that is
his loss; not the mea sure of what the Church needs, or what other men in a
health ier state crave. And so an other shud ders at a free prayer.

“What is the use of it? it is so new, so strange.” Yes, it is strange, for his
life is all in the past; he thinks and feels in the grooves of other men’s spir i- 
tual move ments; he has quelled all in di vid ual life of his own, un til any thing
un wonted in wor ship seems a sole cism, a piece of ir re li gion, a pro fan ity.
We do with our selves in one di rec tion of our spir i tual life, just what we see
very clearly the sci en tific in ves ti ga tor is apt to do with his whole spir i tual
be ing. We ne glect it till it is shriv eled and numb, and then, like the sci en tific
skep tic, be cause our par a lyzed sen si bil ity in a cer tain di rec tion re ports noth- 
ing, noth ing, we de clare, is there. The skep tic loses the use of his spir i tual
na ture, and then de clares there is noth ing spir i tual. The mod ern re li gion ist
cuts him self loose from the Church Catholic, and then, grown in sen si ble to
any need of the Com mu nion of Saints, as serts there is no such com mu nion
out side his lit tle cir cle; and the Litur gi cal par ti san, bind ing all his re li gious
na ture down to the Pro crustean bed of an ex clu sive form, and in time fit ted
to that, is amazed that it should be pos si ble for men to feel any de vo tional
need not pro vided for in the col lects or con fes sions.

But ev ery man who knows some thing of the cun ning tricks hu man na- 
ture plays, will be care ful how he mea sures the Uni verse by the ten-inch
rule of his own tastes and feel ings. He will not in sist that there is noth ing in
what a great part of the Chris tian body prizes and draws nu tri ment from, be- 
cause it does not hit his fancy. If, when he looks steadily in the di rec tion in
which great bod ies of other Chris tians are see ing vi sions, he dis cerns noth- 
ing, he will not at once cry out, “Stuff and non sense; there is noth ing there!”
but ask whether pos si bly he may not be dull of vi sion.

I sub mit that the Litur gist is not all right, and the de fender of a free or der
all wrong. Nei ther is the re verse the truth. They are both right pos i tively;
and both wrong neg a tively. The Litur gist is right in ap prov ing the power
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and fit ness of the es tab lished and an cient or der; and the de fender of free
prayer is right in his ad vo cacy of spon ta neous ut ter ance in wor ship. The
Litur gist is wrong when he says, “No free prayer;” and the op poser of Litur- 
gies is wrong when he says, “No Litur gi cal Forms.” They are the two
halves of a di vided sphere: each half by it self is false; join it to the other,
and you have the round, com pleted truth.

I re turn to the words with which this pa per be gins: “The ques tion of
Litur gies is not a great ques tion in Chris tian ity, but it it one that can be
solved only by ap peal to great Chris tian prin ci ples.” These prin ci ples are
the free dom of the in di vid ual mem ber, and the unity of the Chris tian body.
They are the two great struc tural, or if we may speak Pla ton i cally, ar chi tec- 
tonic facts of the Chris tian life. Be tween them the Church for eigh teen cen- 
turies has been os cil lat ing, grasp ing now the one, and then the other, but
never hold ing the two in com plete ness at once. Hold ex clu sively the one,
the free dom of the in di vid ual, and you will have a free and shift ing or der;
hold only the other, the unity of the body, and you will have a pre scribed,
un bro ken Litur gi cal or der. It is to be hoped the age will come when the
Church will be strong enough and lib eral enough to hold both at once; and
then the Litur gi cal ques tion will be set tled for ever.

From what has been said it will be seen at once that the per fect Litur gi- 
cal Form is a growth: it can not be made. We may con struct an elab o rate or- 
der; we may make it as au gust and stately as we will; but we can not breathe
into it the full vi tal sense, the glow, the flush, the vi brat ing har mony of the
fel low ship of the saints. Only the use of gen er a tions of wor ship ing men and
women can do that.

The best ap proach to this ideal is to se lect only the old; not to at tempt to
make our Litur gi cal Forms de novo. It is the mis for tune of the Lutheran
Church that she has had so many Litur gies. She has changed them so of ten
that no one or der is ven er a ble. The chord is al ways bro ken. But this we can
do: We can com pose an or der to day from ma te rial long used and res o nant
with the re li gious fer vors, the pen i tence and as pi ra tion of for mer ages. We
have not the per fect in stru ment, but we can make an in stru ment from the
mel low frag ments of an tiq uity that lie all around, and the tones of the Past
will re ver ber ate through it.

And we can leave room for the spon ta neous ut ter ance of the Present.
Some main tain that the day when a great Litur gi cal prayer, or chant, or con- 
fes sion, could be writ ten, has passed away; that ev ery age has its own pe cu- 
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liar gift, and that in for mer gen er a tions the Litur gi cal gift was rich and var- 
ied; that we have the gift of ac tiv ity, not of lofty de vo tional ut ter ance. It
may be so. I think it more than prob a ble. But be that as it may, the Church
of to day has its own pe cu liar life, soli tary, the off spring of the hour. For this
it finds no ad e quate ut ter ance in the old forms: it craves a new voice. Let it
have it.

As the re sult of the thoughts con sid ered in this pa per, I sub mit the fol- 
low ing propo si tions:

1. That the Church for its pub lic wor ship needs Litur gi cal Forms as an
ad e quate ex pres sion of the solem nity of its united ap proach to the Cre- 
ator.

2. That an es tab lished and ven er a ble or der most fully re al izes the Com- 
mu nion of Saints.

3. That no or der of pub lic ser vice can be con sid ered com plete which does
not by some free prayer pro vide for the ex pres sion of the feel ing pe cu- 
liar to the time and cir cum stances.

4. That the ideal or der can not be made, but must grow by the use of gen- 
er a tions of wor shipers.

5. That any change of Litur gi cal Forms from the long-es tab lished or der,
ex cept for doc tri nal rea sons, is to be dep re cated as break ing the con ti- 
nu ity of the fel low ship of the Church in wor ship.

6. That in fram ing a Liturgy, if a Church is so un for tu nate as not to have
an es tab lished or der, the var i ous parts are to be cho sen from Litur gies
al ready con se crated by long use; and that col lects, an thems, con fes- 
sions, re spon sive or ders, are not to be made de novo.
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Tenth Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. L. E. Al bert, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

Dr. L. E. Al bert said that he was glad to day of his con nec tion with the Gen- 
eral Synod, be cause the prin ci ples of wor ship so ably and beau ti fully set
forth in the pa per of Dr. Stork, were the prin ci ples rec og nized in that body.
Its or der of ser vice hap pily pre served the con ti nu ity of the past life of the
Church with the present, in the adop tion of forms sa cred through long as so- 
ci a tion, and in mak ing pro vi sion at the same time for pe cu liar needs of the
hour in un writ ten prayers. The Liturgy which the Litur gi cal Com mit tee, of
which he was a mem ber, were un der or ders to pub lish in its pro vi sional
form, fully em bod ied these prin ci ples and was adapted to give them ef fect.

Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

I have lis tened with no or di nary in ter est to the pa per just read. It treats of
the sub ject of wor ship and dis cusses the best man ner of per form ing it. Two
modes of wor ship have pre vailed in the Church — the litur gi cal and the
spon ta neous and free. God is Him self the au thor of litur gi cal forms of
prayer and pre scribed an or der of ser vice for the Jew ish Church. But not- 
with stand ing this, the spon ta neous ut ter ances of free prayer in se cret, in so- 
cial meet ings, and on ex tra or di nary oc ca sions, were also called forth un der
the prompt ings of the Holy Spirit. Nor was it oth er wise in the prim i tive
Church. Christ fur nished His dis ci ples with a form of prayer and thus in tro- 
duced the litur gi cal prin ci ple of wor ship into the Chris tian Church. The
Apos tles of fered spon ta neous sup pli ca tions to God, and thus in au gu rated
free prayer as a com po nent part of pub lic wor ship. Both meth ods of wor- 
ship have thus re ceived the di vine sanc tion, and both have been ex em pli fied
in the Mo saic and Chris tian dis pen sa tions.

The his tory of pub lic wor ship proves that there is a felt want among
Chris tians, both for the use of forms and for the ut ter ance of spon ta neous
prayers. To sup ply these wants is the de sign of litur gi cal ser vices and of free
prayer. In the Jew ish Church the litur gi cal method pre dom i nated; in the
Prim i tive Church the use of free prayer pre dom i nated. The Romish Church
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grad u ally sup pressed free prayer, and fol lowed a long pre scribed form of
wor ship in an un known tongue. The Protes tant Church re vived free prayer,
and while it re tained the most de vo tional forms of wor ship, short ened and
pu ri fied the Church ser vice.

Luther ac cepted the litur gi cal prin ci ple in wor ship as scrip tural, and pre- 
pared sev eral litur gies. The ser vice of his last liturgy was shorter than that
of the first. He had also pre pared the out lines of a still more sim ple form of
ser vice be fore his death. Zwingli and Calvin also ap proved the use of litur- 
gi cal forms in pub lic wor ship. Hence, all the Churches of the Ref or ma tion
— Lutheran, Zwinglian and Calvin is tic — rec og nized the litur gi cal prin ci- 
ple, not to the ex clu sion of, but as co-or di nate with, the use of free prayer.

Müh len berg re tained the prin ci pal parts of the sim pler litur gi cal ser vice
pre pared by Luther, and the first Lutheran churches in this coun try used
litur gi cal ser vices. But un der the pre dom i nat ing in flu ence of Pu ri tanic op- 
po si tion to all forms of prayer and litur gi cal ser vices in pub lic wor ship, the
Pu ri tanic method of wor ship by free prayer alone, was in tro duced into
nearly all the Lutheran Churches of this coun try. A gen eral re ac tion, how- 
ever, against this Pu ri tanic ex treme has taken place dur ing the last twenty
years. Con gre ga tion al ists them selves now con fess that their fa thers went
too far in their ex clu sion of all litur gi cal forms, and now not a few of them
use re spon sive read ings of Scrip ture, the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer in
pub lic wor ship. Sim i lar sen ti ments are ut tered and litur gi cal forms used
among Pres by te ri ans, Methodists and some other de nom i na tions in this
coun try. Un der the in flu ence of this re ac tion, the Lutheran Church has gone
back to her first prin ci ples, and fur nished her churches with litur gi cal ser- 
vices, con tain ing the purest and most de vo tional parts of wor ship, de vel- 
oped un der re li gious ex pe ri ence, and the in dict ing in flu ence of the Holy
Spirit. Some of the Churches have adopted these litur gi cal forms ex clu- 
sively, oth ers con tinue to con duct pub lic wor ship by free prayer alone,
while oth ers still com bine both meth ods, us ing litur gi cal forms and spon ta- 
neous, free prayer in the re li gious ser vices of the sanc tu ary. Not the body
alone, to the ex clu sion of the soul — not the soul alone, to the ex clu sion of
the body —but body and soul in or ganic unity, con sti tute the true type of
hu man ity. In like man ner, not litur gi cal forms alone to the ex clu sion of free
prayer — nor free prayer alone to the ex clu sion of litur gi cal forms — but
litur gi cal forms in con nec tion with free prayer, con sti tute the true scrip tural
ideal of a de vo tional ser vice for the wor ship of God in His sanc tu ary. The
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litur gi cal form sup plies the gen eral wants of the wor shiper in his ap proach
to God; free prayer sup plies his pe cu liar wants, as they arise from time to
time un der the chang ing cir cum stances of life.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

There can be but one judg ment in re gard to the pa per just read. It was
marked by a so bri ety of judg ment, a clear ness of dis crim i na tion, a hearty
ap pre ci a tion both of the im por tance and dif fi culty of the sub ject, and han- 
dled with a fresh ness and vigor, that must com mend it to all sober and re- 
flect ing minds. It fur nishes food for se ri ous med i ta tion in re gard to our wor- 
ship. This is no time or place to ven ture on an ex tem po ra ne ous crit i cism of
its lit er ary char ac ter, but I think all were de lighted with the style of it, and
would agree that sim ply as an es say it pos sessed lit er ary mer its of a high or- 
der. I can only say that I was de lighted, and, I be lieve, ed i fied by the dis cus- 
sion.

Rev. G. F. Kro tel, D. D., of New York, ap pointed to read the next pa per,
was pre vented by in dis po si tion both from pre par ing an es say, and from be- 
ing present.

It was re solved that Rev. Dr. Mann oc cupy the va cant place.
The eleventh pa per was then read.
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William J. Mann: The ses On
The Lutheranism Of The Fa‐ 
thers Of The Church In This

Coun try

By Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. Pro fes sor in the Evan gel i cal Lutheran The o- 
log i cal Sem i nary, Phil a del phia.

1. The Sub ject

We find, that in the pre sen ta tion of the sub ject the ex pres sion, “Fa thers of
the Church,” is used. We un der stand thereby, those men and their co-la bor- 
ers, who were the founders of the Mother-Synod, and, con se quently, the or- 
ga niz ers of an in de pen dent, self-gov ern ing, Lutheran Church-body on this
con ti nent.

2. We have here be fore our mind, es pe cially, the Rev. Dr. H. M. Müh len- 
berg and his as so ciates, the Rev. Messrs. Brunnholz, Heinzel mann,
Hand schuh, Kurz, Schulze and oth ers. We take the Rev. Dr. H. M.
Müh len berg as the most em i nent type of their doc tri nal po si tion and
prac ti cal prin ci ples.

3. There were Lutheran con gre ga tions es tab lished, and Lutheran pas tors,
of Dutch, Swedish and Ger man ori gin, ac tive in this coun try be fore the
time of Müh len berg. About their doc tri nal views we can hardly en ter- 
tain any doubt. We know that, on ac count of their Lutheran con vic- 
tions, some of them had suf fered per se cu tion, and that one of them, the
Rev. Jus tus Falkner, born in Zwickau, Sax ony, who preached first in
Mont gomery County, Pa., and at a later pe riod to Lutheran con gre ga- 
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tions at New York and Al bany, pub lished, A. D. 1708, a book which
was un doubt edly called forth by his dis cus sions with Calvin ists, and
which that last and ven er a ble cham pion of the Lutheran Or tho doxy of
the sev en teenth cen tury, E. Valen tine Loescher, hon ors with the ti tle of
a “Com pen dium Doc tri nae Anti-Calvini anum.” The ef forts of those
con gre ga tions and of those men left, how ever, no dis tin guish able trace
in the evo lu tion and or ga ni za tion of the Lutheran Church in this coun- 
try.

4. The his tory, not of the Luther ans, but of the or ga ni za tion of the
Lutheran Church in this coun try, dates from the fifth decade of the last
cen tury, from the time of the ar rival of H. M. Müh len berg on the west- 
ern shore of the At lantic, 1742, and from the for ma tion of the first
Synod, 1748. The in ner his tory of the Church wit nesses to a con sid er- 
able de vi a tion from the prin ci ples and the spirit of the Fa thers, since
the first decades of the present cen tury. With the gen er a tion of the
“Epigonoi,” we have, how ever, noth ing to do here.

5. The term Lutheranism, as used in con nec tion with the sub ject mat ter
be fore us, refers not only to the doc tri nal po si tion, but also to its prac ti- 
cal ap pli ca tion, and, es pe cially, to the prin ci ples and ways of pas toral
life.

2. The His tor i cal Con nec tion

1. When H. M. Müh len berg was pre par ing him self for the min istry at
Goet tin gen and Halle, the great cri sis, through which or tho dox Dog- 
ma tism in Ger many was dis placed by Pietism, on the one hand, and
Ra tio nal ism on the other, was al most passed, but had pro duced its im- 
pres sion upon the re li gious mind of the age.

2. As there were “Pietists” even be fore Spener, though that ap pel la tion
was then not used, so there were or tho dox men among the Pietists,
who had no sym pa thy with Ra tio nal ism, Union ism, In dif fer en tism.
Whilst they op posed er ror, they were con vinced that Lutheran The ol- 
ogy had some thing bet ter to live on than bit ter polemics against Chris- 
tians of a dif fer ent name, and had to show its strength also in other di- 
rec tions.
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3. Spener’s Pietism was not het ero dox. Nei ther was it sep a ratis tic. It was
not a rev o lu tion against the doc tri nal ba sis of the Lutheran Church.
Nei ther was it the es tab lish ment of a sect. But it was a re ac tion against
that ten dency, which of ten con sid ered or tho doxy as the great end of
Chris tian ity, and for got that it was the means to pro duce sound Chris- 
tian faith and life.

4. Spener’s Lutheranism was of a prac ti cal char ac ter. As such, it was true
Chris tian ity. Spener strove to ex cite the in di vid u als to per sonal piety,
and the Church to mea sures to pro mote that end. But he was very far
from un der valu ing the Means of Grace, or from think ing of them in an
un-Lutheran way. The prac ti cal char ac ter com bined with doc tri nal de- 
ci sion and pre ci sion, which we see in the so-called Old-Luther ans,
Mis souri ans, Iowa-men, and oth ers of our days, was the very
Lutheranism of Spener’s “Pia Deside ria,” save the ac ri mony and lit tle- 
ness of ten ex hib ited now.

5. The Lutheranism and Pietism of H. M. Müh len berg, and of the other
Fa thers, was af ter the type of Spener. It was free from that in dif fer ence
to ward doc tri nal land marks and to ward gen eral lit er ary and philo soph- 
i cal cul ture, which was ob serv able in many Pietists; it was free from
sickly sen ti men tal ism and from hyp o crit i cal cant, both of which of ten
serve as a sub sti tute for re li gious fer vor and moral en ergy.

6. Of other ex trav a gan cies also, which were pe cu liar to the Pietism, that,
es pe cially in the times of A .H. Francke, main tained at Halle and gave
odium to a good cause, anx i ety to the mind of Spener, and oc ca sion for
jus ti fi able at tacks on the part of E. Val. Loescher and oth ers, we find
no traces in the char ac ter of H. M. Müh len berg, who, even as a stu dent
at Goet tin gen and Halle, proved him self a man of the right Chris tian
prac ti cal char ac ter, by tak ing an ac tive in ter est in the re li gious ed u ca- 
tion and other ne ces si ties of ne glected and needy chil dren, and af ter- 
wards by ac cept ing the call to la bor among Luther ans in the far-off re- 
gions of the New World. His as so ciates in the great work were men of
sim i lar char ac ter.

3. The Field And The La bor
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1. The so cial con di tions which the Fa thers found in this new field of the
Church, were much at vari ance with those which they had left in Ger- 
many, a fact which well de serves to be no ticed.

a. In Ger many, the peo ple were liv ing in con gre ga tions, which as such
were iden ti cal with the lo cal civil com mu nal i ties. In this coun try, the
peo ple were dis persed over large ter ri to ries and, even in larger towns,
the or ga ni za tion of Lutheran con gre ga tions had hardly be gun.

b. In Ger many, the peo ple were in their re spec tive lo cal i ties a ho mo ge- 
neous mass as to eth nol ogy, pol i tics, lan guage, habits, re li gious con fes- 
sion and forms of wor ship. In this coun try, the dif fer ent el e ments from
var i ous parts of Eu rope, and also from var i ous prov inces of Ger many,
were promis cu ously in ter-lo cated.

c. In Ger many, in the var i ous lo cal i ties, a sys tem of re li gious in struc tion
and a cer tain Church tra di tion had been es tab lished. Things were gen- 
er ally in a set tled con di tion. In this coun try, the re verse of all this was
preva lent, and out of the chaos the churchly cos mos had to be formed.

d. In Ger many, the lines sep a rat ing the var i ous de nom i na tions were well
de fined, and, in so cial life, well pre served. In this coun try, the var i ous
Chris tian par ties were greatly in ter mixed with one an other in all
places; in ter mar riages be tween the ad her ents of the var i ous con fes- 
sions were the or der of the day.

2. To the prac ti cal mind of the fa thers, it ap peared self-ev i dent that these
pe cu liar so cial con di tions could not be changed; that to gather the
Luther ans in sep a rate lo cal i ties, and there to or ga nize them in con gre- 
ga tions af ter the man ner of Zinzen dorf’s Mora vian Mis sions, was out
of the ques tion, and that any ef fort made in this di rec tion, would, in the
end, prove abortive.

3. There can be no doubt that Pietism — which was not un der all cir cum- 
stances a dis tor tion of Chris tian ity or of Lutheranism, but had in its
best form been a health ful re ac tion of prac ti cal Chris tian ity against ul- 
tra-the o ret i cal, dog mat i cal or tho dox ism, and an in dis pens able el e ment
in the progress of re li gious life in Ger many — had done its share in
pre par ing the Fa thers for the work in store for them in the New World.
Prob a bly with out Pietism they might never have crossed the ocean.
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4. Un der those pe cu liar cir cum stances, wherein they were placed and had
to do the work of the Mas ter, a sense of wis dom and duty di rected
them, in their pas toral ac tiv ity and in preach ing, to avoid of fen sive
polemics, which would have pro duced strife in fam i lies and ha tred
among neigh bors, with out be ing con vinc ing or con ducive to prac ti cal
piety.

5. Whilst the in ter ests of the Lutheran Church and her pe cu liar fea tures in
doc trines and in forms of wor ship lay near to their heart, they ac knowl- 
edged no bar rier in the shape of lan guage, na tion al ity, color or so cial
po si tion.

6. They found it nec es sary for the pro mo tion of the Church and her work,
for the main te nance and well-be ing of her con gre ga tions and of her
peo ple, to bring about an or ga ni za tion of the Church on this new ter ri- 
tory. To this or ga ni za tion they gave not the polity of the Pres by te rian
Church, but the es sen tial fea tures of a Pres by te rian form of gov ern- 
ment, be ing con vinced that un der the cir cum stances with which they
had to deal, such a form of gov ern ment might be best cal cu lated to
pro mote the in ter ests of the Church and to pro duce a de sir able, ac tive
sym pa thy, be tween the pas tors and the peo ple. In this they made use of
those lib eral prin ci ples, pe cu liar to the Lutheran Church. And in this
mea sure, to bring the laity into ac tive co-op er a tion with the clergy in
the gov ern ment of Church and con gre ga tion, they car ried out one of
the “Pia Deside ria” of Spener, one of the prin ci ples whereby the Evan- 
gel i cal Church op poses Ro man ism, and one of the fea tures of Chris- 
tian ity as such.

7. That our Fa thers’ were far from rad i cal ideas in the ad min is tra tion of
Church-af fairs, may be gath ered also from this — that they care fully
guarded against any oblit er a tion of the dis tinc tion be tween the “ordo
Cler i cus” and “ordo Laicus” and prac ti cally ac knowl edged, that the
the olo gians and pas tors of the Church had a sphere of duty pe cu liar to
them, and that their spe cial in ter ests and rights should be prop erly
taken care of. There fore, also, spe cial “Min is te rial ses sions” at the
meet ings of Synod.

8. The prin ci ple, that the Church has to ex er cise dis ci pline to ward her
mem bers, was not only the o ret i cally ac knowl edged, but it was prac ti- 
cally ex e cuted, a fact for which we could gather many strik ing proofs
from the records of those times. The ques tion of the in com pat i bil ity of
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Lutheran Church-mem ber ship with the mem ber ship of so-called se cret
so ci eties, which now de servedly claims at ten tion, was at that time not
ag i tated, such so ci eties then not pre vail ing as they now do.

9. The ed u ca tion of the chil dren of the Church, and es pe cially their
proper re li gious in struc tion, was one of the great cares of those Fa- 
thers. They not only con sid ered reg u lar cat e chiza tion of the young as
one of the most es sen tial parts of pas toral ac tiv ity, but they also en- 
deav ored to es tab lish, wher ever pos si ble, parochial schools, and made
the ed u ca tion of teach ers one of their spe cial cares. Schools from
which re li gious in struc tion should be ex cluded, be longed to the things
of which those godly men had no con cep tion. The Sun day-schools of
our times were not known then.

10. They con sid ered it as es sen tially be long ing to the pas toral of fice, to
take a lively in ter est in the spir i tual wel fare of the in di vid u als en trusted
to their care. We see them not only in an ed i fy ing in ter course with the
fam i lies and vis it ing the sick and the dy ing, but we also ob serve, that
they en deavor to make them selves sure of the spir i tual con di tion of ev- 
ery in di vid ual, es pe cially be fore ad mis sion to the Lord’s Sup per. They
deeply felt the re spon si bil ity of him who ad mits and of those who are
ad mit ted.

11. Of the char ac ter of the ser mons of the Fa thers the “Hal lis che Nach- 
richten” give us suf fi cient in for ma tion. There we find here and there
in tro duced the lead ing thoughts, of ten the skele tons of ser mons,
preached at var i ous oc ca sions. We re ceive the im pres sion that the
preach ing of those men was less doc tri nal than prac ti cal; thor oughly
bib li cal and cal cu lated to ed ify the faith ful and to lead sin ners to re- 
pen tance and to faith in Christ, whilst it was in strict har mony with the
con fes sional char ac ter of our Church.

12. Much stress did the Fa thers lay upon Pas toral Con fer ences, where they
dis cussed bib li cal, doc tri nal and prac ti cal ques tions, took coun sel on
dif fi cult cases, ap per tain ing to the pas toral of fice and ex pe ri ence, en- 
cour aged one an other to faith ful ness in the ser vice, en trusted to them,
and com forted one an other un der the heavy tri als of their pas toral life.
Those con fer ences they found ex cel lent means to im prove their own
use ful ness in the ser vice of the Lord.

13. Taken all in all, those Fa thers were very far from giv ing the Lutheran
Church, as they or ga nized it on this new field of la bor, a form and
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char ac ter in any es sen tial point dif fer ent from what the Lutheran
Church was in the Old World, and es pe cially in Ger many. They re- 
tained not only the old doc tri nal stan dards, but also the old tra di tional
el e ments and forms of wor ship; the Church-year with its great fes ti- 
vals, its Gospel and Epis tle lessons, the Liturgy, the rite of Con fir ma- 
tion, prepara tory ser vice for the Lord’s Sup per, con nected with the
Con fes sion of sins and with the Ab so lu tion.

14. It would be un just, and would leave this short de lin eation of the
Lutheranism of those founders of the Lutheran Church-or ga ni za tion in
this coun try quite in com plete, if we would not re fer to the man i fes ta- 
tion of di vine grace in their mis sion ary spirit, per sonal de vo tion, en er- 
getic con sci en tious ness, self-sac ri fic ing zeal and power of en durance,
where with they gave them selves to the work to which Prov i dence had
called them. Of this their spir i tual en dow ment the re ports tes tify,
which are em bod ied in the “Hal lis che Nach richten,” those in valu able
an nals of that great foun da tion pe riod of the Lutheran Church of this
coun try. And to this, the Church it self, as they left it, when Christ
called them to their eter nal re ward, stood as a last ing mon u ment.

15. The found ing and rais ing of our Church in this coun try was dur ing the
last cen tury ev i dently a mis sion ary work. Those Fa thers were in deed
Mis sion ar ies in the lit eral sense of the term. As such, they came from a
far-off land and had to carry on their labors in this new and ex ten sive
field, un der very pe cu liar and try ing cir cum stances. That this ex tra or- 
di nary state of things should have ex er cised no in flu ence at all upon
them, would seem very un nat u ral. They had to miss much which in
their na tive coun try gave charms and strength to pas toral life. They felt
the need of the sym pa thy of those also, who, though of an other flock,
served the same Mas ter; and whilst never for get ting the dis tinc tive
char ac ter of Lutheranism, they cher ished pleas ant re la tions and in ter- 
course here and there with pas tors and lay men of other de nom i na tions,
and at var i ous and solemn oc ca sions gave and re ceived signs of mu tual
con fi dence and es teem. But they de ci sively and wisely re sisted ev ery
un due in flu ence from out side, by which Lutheranism might have been
placed in jeop ardy.

4. Con clu sion
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1. The doc tri nal po si tion of those Fa thers was un mis tak ably Lutheran, in
the sense in which Lutheranism is his tor i cally known, and is some- 
thing in di vid ual and dis tinct, and as such stands in op po si tion to Ro- 
man ism on the one hand, and to Zwingli, Calvin and all other so-called
Protes tant par ties on the other.

2. To this tes tify among other things the fol low ing facts:

a. Those Fa thers were ad mit ted to the min istry on con di tion of their own
dec la ra tion that they were in har mony with the Con fes sio Au gus tana
In vari ata, and with all the other Sym bol i cal Books of the Lutheran
Church.

b. They de manded of those whom they ad mit ted to the sa cred of fice, the
same con di tion. The dec la ra tion had to be given in writ ing.

c. They stren u ously op posed any one who did not prove faith ful to his
given dec la ra tion, whilst be ing in the min istry.

d. They al lowed no or ga ni za tion or con sti tu tions of con gre ga tions, with- 
out de mand ing the ac knowl edg ment of all the Sym bol i cal Books of the
Lutheran Church as the doc tri nal ba sis.

e. They preached and prayed in har mony with the Stan dards of the
Church, and based the re li gious in struc tion of the young upon them,
and es pe cially upon Luther’s Smaller Cat e chism.

f. They un der stood and in ter preted these Stan dards in the sense in which
the founders of the Lutheran Church in the Six teenth Cen tury un der- 
stood them.

3. Their Lutheranism did not dif fer from the Lutheran Or tho doxy of the
pre ced ing pe riod, in the mat ter of doc trine, but to an ex tent in the man- 
ner of ap ply ing it. It was or tho doxy prac ti cally vi tal ized. They were
less the o ret i cal and polem i cal, than pre ced ing gen er a tions. Whilst tol- 
er ant to ward those of other con vic tions, they were, how ever, nei ther
in dif fer ent nor union is ti cally in clined, and never con formed
Lutheranism to any other form of Chris tian ity, though in their days the
pres sure in this di rec tion was heavy. They ac tu al ized their own
Lutheran con vic tions through a no ble, ex em plary life and ser vice.
Their Pietism was truly Lutheran piety, a warm-hearted, de vout, ac tive,
prac ti cal Lutheranism.
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4. Keep ing in view the cir cum stances un der which they had to la bor, we
are per suaded that just such men, such Luther ans, such pas tors, were
the proper men for the work, to which in those times a wise Prov i- 
dence had called them, and that men of an other type would never have
ac com plished what they ac com plished. It is worth while to con sider,
whether any other man ner of Lutheranism will ever per form greater
things, and es tab lish the Church on a more last ing ba sis in this coun try,
and bet ter serve the cause of Christ. Know ing that as men they could
err and did err, we praise God that through His grace He kept them in
the true faith, and made them in stru ments to do much good, and to lay
the proper foun da tion for the Lutheran Church in this West ern hemi- 
sphere.
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Eleventh Pa per Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. J. G. Mor ris, D, D., LL.d. (Gen eral
Synod.)

Dr. Mor ris ex pressed his grat i fi ca tion with the valu able pa per of Dr. Mann;
but re marked, that of ne ces sity some points of in ter est con nected with the
Lutheranism of the Fa thers of our Church in this coun try, were omit ted.
Dr. Mann could not have con densed more facts into the time which he oc- 
cu pied. There was one mat ter, how ever, con cern ing which he de sired to
make in quiry. Many years ago he had ac com pa nied a ven er a ble cler gy man,
of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, to a prepara tory ser vice be fore com mu- 
nion, held in what was then one of the most se cluded parts of the ter ri tory
of that Synod, and in one of its old est con gre ga tions. When the time came
for the con fes sional prayer, the pas tor called upon an old lady, who, in a pe- 
cu liarly shrill and pip ing tone, said the pre scribed form. He de sired to know
whether this was a usual prac tice among the Fa thers of our Church, or one
which was sim ply oc ca sional, and con fined to cer tain lo cal i ties.

Re marks By Rev. W. J. Mann. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

Dr. Mann replied that he was un der the im pres sion that it was fre quently
em ployed. A for mer sex ton of his church had of ten spo ken of it, and told
him that for many years he had been as signed this part. The de sign of the
cus tom was to avoid the awk ward ness at tend ing the two-fold po si tion
which the min is ter has oth er wise to as sume, first as the rep re sen ta tive of the
con gre ga tion of sin ners, and then im me di ately af ter ward as the rep re sen ta- 
tive of God, grant ing and an nounc ing for give ness.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

Dr. Brown asked whether it was in ac cor dance with sound Lutheranism for
a woman to thus lead a con gre ga tion in prayer, in the pres ence of the pas tor,
and if so, what war rant could be had for for bid ding women to teach in the
Church.
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Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Con ncil.)

Dr. Mann replied that it would be per fectly proper for a woman to lead in
such a prayer, in case there were no man present will ing to do so. The case
of teach ing was not par al lel. In the one case, the woman would stand in the
place of the sin ner, and as the rep re sen ta tive of sin ners, beg ging God for
for give ness; in the other, she would act as the mouth-piece of God.

Re marks Of Rev. J. G. Mor ris, D. D., LL.D. (Gen eral
Synod.)

Dr. Mor ris said that there was an other point to which he de sired to re fer. He
would have been pleased to have heard some thing in Dr. Mann’s pa per,
con cern ing the ex change of pul pits prac ticed by Müh len berg, and some of
the other Fa thers, with min is ters of the var i ous Eng lish de nom i na tions.

The dis cus sion that fol lowed was al most con ver sa tional in form, and
was par tic i pated in by Drs. Mann, Spaeth, Krauth, Brown, Seiss and
Rev. Welden. It was ar gued, on the one side, that the preach ing of White- 
field, and Rev. Pe ters of the Church of Eng land, in Zion’s Church, Phil a del- 
phia, was not to be un der stood as pul pit fel low ship; that they did not preach
by in vi ta tion of Lutheran min is ters to Lutheran con gre ga tions, but that the
church-ed i fice was sim ply granted them to con duct in it their own ser vices
for their own peo ple. On the other side, it was urged that this ex pla na tion
was not suf fi cient.

The re marks handed in by the speak ers are as fol lows:

Re marks Of Rev. Prof. C. P. Krauth, D. D., LL.D. (Gen eral
Coun cil.)

Dr. Krauth said that Dr. Mann had very prop erly said noth ing of the “ex- 
change of pul pits” the re cip ro cal giv ing and tak ing on the part of our
Lutheran Fa thers, as noth ing equiv a lent to what now passes un der that ti tle
was prac ticed by them. The Agenda shows be yond dis pute that the Rule
was that Lutheran al tars were open to Lutheran com mu ni cants only. And
the his tory of the time shows that the Rule, both the o ret i cal and prac ti cal,
was that Lutheran pul pits are for Lutheran min is ters only. The ex cep tions
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were rare, were con fined to ex tra or di nary cases, and were be lieved to be in
har mony with the Rule, as con sis tent, or, if you please, rigid Luther ans de- 
fine it.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod)

The facts as they ex ist, and have in part been stated by Dr. Mann and the
speak ers who have fol lowed him, leave no room to ques tion that the early
founders of Lutheranism in this coun try did cher ish a lib eral spirit and cul ti- 
vate friendly re la tions with other evan gel i cal de nom i na tions. There was an
in ter change of pul pits, and of other min is te rial and ec cle si as ti cal cour te sies,
which show that they rec og nized each other as be long ing to the one “Holy
Catholic Church,” It is un nec es sary to cite facts or to mul ti ply proofs of this
gen eral state ment. Take the case just men tioned of Rev. Pe ters of the Epis- 
co pal Church, of fi ci at ing reg u larly on the day of the ded i ca tion of Zion
Church, in that church; or of Rev. White field, by in vi ta tion of the Min is- 
terium, ad dress ing the chil dren in the Lutheran Church. It is sim ply ridicu- 
lous to say that the Church was given as a mat ter of cour tesy for them to
hold a ser vice for them selves, but that it was no recog ni tion or en dorse ment
of their min istry. Would the ad vo cates of ex clu sivism do the same thing to- 
day? or, if the friends of a more lib eral and catholic pol icy were to re peat
such acts of Müh len berg and the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia a cen tury and
a third ago, would they not be branded as union is tic, or want ing in loy alty
to gen uine Lutheranism? Were not com plaints pre sented at the last meet ing
of the Gen eral Coun cil for sub stan tially the same con duct? Is it not well
known that there is a sen ti ment pre vail ing in some quar ters ut terly ad verse
to any such recog ni tion by the Lutheran Church of other de nom i na tions?
There can be no dif fi culty, we think, in de ter min ing on which side Müh len- 
berg and his co-la bor ers are to be reck oned. Right or wrong, they are on the
side of the lib eral and tol er ant Lutheranism, and those who seek to claim
them as sup port ers of an ex clu sive and il lib eral sec tar i an ism can do so only
by ig nor ing or deny ing the plainest and best au then ti cated facts. They were
sound, con sci en tious, de cided Luther ans — but did not refuse to rec og nize
in a prac ti cal way oth ers as brethren in the Lord and brethren in the min- 
istry.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)
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There is no ad van tage in slur ring over facts. There were very great fa vors
shown by the Pa tri arch Müh len berg and his as so ciates, to the cel e brated
White field while in Phil a del phia. He had in vited that em i nent min is ter to
ad dress the chil dren of his con gre ga tion, which he also did in the pres ence
of Müh len berg and the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia. The state ment of the
per sonal friend ship and mu tual re gard be tween Müh len berg and
Rev. Mr. Pe ters of the Epis co pal Church, did not give the whole case. It is a
mat ter of record that dur ing the solem ni ties of the con se cra tion of Zion
Church, in this city, Rev. Pe ters was in vited by the au thor i ties of said church
to oc cupy the pul pit, and to preach one of the ser mons. Rev. Pe ters not only
ac cepted the in vi ta tion, but his ser mon was re quested for pub li ca tion, and
of fi cially given to the pub lic in printed form by the of fi cers of Zion Church.
The speaker had him self seen and read a copy of it. If not mis taken in his
rec ol lec tion, he had re cently also read a note of these facts in the “Hal lis che
Nach richten.” These were cir cum stances of some mo ment, and should be
dis tinctly brought out as they were.1

Re marks Of Rev. C. F. Welden. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

The in vi ta tion to Dr. Pe ters to preach in Zion’s Church, and the spe cial
recog ni tion of the ser mon by the cor po ra tion of the Church, do not war rant
the in fer ence ei ther of in dif fer ence to pure and whole some doc trine, as set
forth in our con fes sions, or of a weak and sub servient pol icy, on the part of
the Fa thers of our Church in Amer ica, to the lead ing de nom i na tions around
them. The Dr. Pe ters re ferred to, and so highly re spected by our Fa thers,
was then a rec tor, not of the mod ern Protes tant Epis co pal, but of the An gli- 
can Protes tant Church, un der the colo nial gov ern ment of Great Britain. The
An gli can Church in Penn syl va nia, un der the supremacy of the Georges of
Hanover, as sumed and pro fessed that there ex isted no dif fer ence be tween it
and the Lutheran Churches of Ger many, of Den mark, and of Swe den, save
the dif fer ences of na tion al ity and lan guage; and this pro fes sion was be- 
lieved and ac cepted by our Lutheran Fa thers. The Fa thers of the Lutheran
Church in Amer ica can not there fore be charge able with loose ness or in con- 
sis tency, as re gards the stan dards of truth con fessed and prac ticed by the
Lutheran Church; much less can the pro ceed ings in Zion’s Ger man Evan- 
gel i cal Lutheran Church on the oc ca sion re ferred to, be con strued as fa vor- 
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ing the loose and al most in dis crim i nate in ter change of pul pits with di ver- 
gent de nom i na tions, now preva lent in Protes tant sects.

In ev i dence of this, let it be re mem bered, that never hav ing had a res i- 
dent bishop in North Amer ica, this branch of the An gli can Church be com- 
ing wid owed, and be ing un able to main tain her or ga ni za tion of Epis co pal
Gov ern ment with out a bishop, in con se quence of the rup ture with the
mother coun try, looked wist fully to the Lutheran Church in Den mark for
the con se cra tion of a bishop for the United States. Fur ther, that un til a much
later pe riod the same pro fes sions con tin ued to be made on the part of Epis- 
co palians, and that un der these rep re sen ta tions all of the Swedish Lutheran
Churches of Penn syl va nia and Del a ware have be come ab sorbed in what has
now come to be the mod ern Protes tant Epis co pal Church in the United
States.

Dr. Krauth’s Re marks And Note

In con nec tion with Dr. Seiss’s state ment. Dr. Krauth said that he was en- 
tirely fa mil iar with the gen eral facts of the case, and that on that knowl edge
he based and re peated his as ser tion that there was noth ing in the early prac- 
tice of our fa thers in this coun try fairly par al lel with or jus ti fy ing what is
now car ried on un der the name of “Ex change of pul pits.”

In ex pla na tion of his mean ing he would here add
(1.) That the re la tions be tween the Lutheran Church and the Church of

Eng land were ex cep tional, and that the idea pre vailed upon both sides, and
was sus tained by a great num ber of acts on the part of both, that the two
churches were in fun da men tal ac cord. The con vic tion was gen eral, and was
acted on, that there was no dif fer ence but that of lan guage. Rev. Pe ter Müh- 
len berg was or dained to the Lutheran min istry, by an Eng lish Bishop. Many
things showed — as Prof. Ja cobs has demon strated by his Ar ti cle read be- 
fore the Diet — that our Church looked to a prob a ble ab sorp tion into the
Epis co pal, as it passed out of its Ger man life.

(2.) The of fi cial in vi ta tions noted in the “Hal lis che Nach richten” were
very few, were con fined to cler gy men of the Church of Eng land, and were
given un der very pe cu liar cir cum stances. The very care and solem nity of
the in vi ta tions, mark the fact that they were ex cep tional. White field was a
cler gy man of the Church of Eng land, in some re spects an evan ge list of for- 
got ten or ig nored doc trines of the gospel, a wit ness ex cluded from many
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pul pits of his own Church be cause of his earnest ness in preach ing the truth,
in some sense a mar tyr. This in vested him with in ter est in the eyes of our
Fa thers, and his love to the Lutheran Church, and his ser vices to it, made
him very dear. Dr. Pe ters, a cler gy man also of the Church of Eng land, had
shown great in ter est in our Church, and had aided it with his in flu ence; the
ser vice which he held was the Epis co pal ser vice, and the whole oc ca sion
one in which the Eng lish com mu nity had an open ing for show ing its in ter- 
est in our Church. It was no case of “ex change of pul pits,” be tween de nom i- 
na tions re garded as an tag o nis tic, but a recog ni tion of spe cial fa vors granted
and of spe cial love shown by those who were be lieved to dif fer from us in
lit tle but lan guage. That the ser mon was pub lished sim ply strength ens this
view of the case.

(3.) The al low ing of the use of a build ing, when Luther ans did not use it,
at a pe riod es pe cially when both build ings and preach ing were rare, to those
who had helped to erect it, or the use at dif fer ent hours of the day of the
pul pits of Union churches, does not in volve the prin ci ple here in dis cus sion.

De spair be fore the Eng lish had quite as much to do as ob sti nacy about
the Ger man, with some of the most fa tal ex pe ri ences of our Church in
Amer ica. The con vic tion that our Church dif fered in lit tle but lan guage
from the Epis co pal, that it needed no fu ture in Eng lish, led, as it be came
An gli cized, to a large ab sorp tion of it into the Epis co pal Church. Had there
been no fresh im mi gra tions, our Church would have been lost in Amer ica.
As it was, the hon est fal lacy about the two Churches robbed us of vi tal ity
and hope, and cost us hun dreds of thou sands of mem bers. It led to a tor por
in the mat ter of lan guage on the Eng lish side, which, with the per sis tence in
the mat ter of lan guage on the Ger man side, would, but for God’s gra cious
prov i dence, have left us no fu ture in Amer ica. It swept away the pos ter ity of
our pil grim fa thers, whose toils and blood had been de signed to open a new
home for the Church they loved: it took away our churches; it oblit er ated
the traces of one of our no blest na tion al i ties, and made over some of our
grand est his toric trea sures, to form part of the the atri cal prop er ties of the so-
called “Swedish (Epis co pal) Churches.” We, who are in what was the fu ture
of that past, dare not read back into it, what only the fu ture could re veal,
and make our knowl edge a ground for con demn ing our fa thers. They acted
in the light of their own time, soberly and prayer fully; and it is an in sult,
with out ex cuse, to their mem ory, to quote them as help ing to sup port that
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loose, sec tar ian prac tice, so pop u lar in our land, and in our time, un der the
name of “ex change of pul pits.”

Ad journed.
SIXTH SES SION.

DE CEM BER 28TH, 1877, 7 1/2 P. M.

Af ter prayer by the Rev. F. C. C. Kaehler, of Phoenixville, Pa., at the re- 
quest of the au thor, the Pres i dent of the Diet read the next pa per.

1. “Hal lis che Nach richten,” p. 1122: “Oct. 15th, the clergy and deputies
to Synod be gan to as sem ble. In the af ter noon ar range ments were
made, etc., and it was also con sid ered whether we should not in vite
Mr. White field, and the two friendly min is ters of the Epis co pal
Church, to be present on Mon day and Tues day, at the ex am i na tion of
the chil dren of the Church. In the evening, Dr; Wrange land I called on
Mr. White field and in vited him in the name of the Min is terium, and
also the rec tor of the High (Epis co pal) Church, who was present with
Mr. White field.”

Idem, p. 1 128: " Oct. 18th, at 10 o’clock in the morn ing, we went
to the church, and took the chil dren with us. By de grees the fol low ing
named per sons ar rived: Duchee and In glis, of the Epis co pal Church,
Dr. Fin ley, Pres i dent of the Pres by te rian Col lege in Jer sey; the El der
Ten nant, a Pres by te rian min is ter from Newark; also Mr. White field,
and a large num ber of Eng lish friends. Mr. White field as cended the
pul pit, made a pow er ful prayer, turned to the chil dren, and made a dis- 
course about the pi ous chil dren in the Old and New Tes ta ments, and
some later ex am ples in his own ex pe ri ence, and then spoke to par ents
on their du ties. The chil dren were then ex am ined by Dr. Wrangel and
my self, and we closed with a church song. The preach ers and deputies
dined in the school-house, and the el der Mr. Ten nant presided, and
grat i fied us with ed i fy ing dis course. Af ter din ner the Min is terium pro- 
ceeded with its busi ness."

Idem, p. 850: “On the 9th and 10th of Au gust, I had a visit in Prov i- 
dence from the Rev. Mr. Richard Pe ters. In the morn ing he at tended
our Ger man ser vice, and ex pressed him self much pleased, and in the
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af ter noon he preached an Eng lish ser mon, very sound and ed i fy ing, to
a large au di ence.”

Idem, p. 908: “Fri day, the 21st of May, I set out early on my jour- 
ney to Phil a del phia. About noon I reached Mr. R., who joy fully told
me, how yes ter day. As cen sion Day, the Rev. Provost Wrangel, and the
new Swedish min is ter, Mr. Wick sel, and the Re formed min is ter,
Mr. Slat ter, had preached in Ger man and Eng lish in the new church, to
large con gre ga tions, ex cel lent and ed i fy ing ser mons. I ar rived in Phil a- 
del phia in the evening at 6 o’clock, hav ing bap tized sev eral chil dren
on the way.”

Idem, pp. 1247-48: In the ac count of the con se cra tion of Zion’s
Church, which oc curred on the oc ca sion of the meet ing of the Synod,
it is recorded, that in con sid er a tion of fa vors re ceived from the Eng lish
Acad emy, “the Church coun cil re solved to in vite the Rev. Richard Pe- 
ters, com mis sioner of the High (Epis co pal) Church and pres i dent of
the Acad emy, who had al ways proved him self a friend of the Lutheran
preach ers and con gre ga tions, to preach an Eng lish ser mon in Zion’s
Church on Mon day, June 26, at which the Gov er nor, the whole of the
clergy of the High (Epis co pal) Church, with their vestry man, etc., were
present as in vited guests. Mr. Duchee opened by read ing the Eng lish
prayers, the Pro-rec tor of the Acad emy made a suit able prayer for the
oc ca sion, the com mis sioner Pe ters de liv ered an ex cel lent ser mon on
the An gels’ Song, Luke 2. In con clu sion Mr. Müh len berg, in the Eng- 
lish lan guage, in the name of the con gre ga tion, thanked the hon or able
as sem blage for their friend ship and good will, and for do ing the
newly-erected church the honor to con duct a ser vice in it.”↩ 
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George Diehl: The Di vine And
Hu man Fac tors In The Call To
The Min is te rial Of fice, Ac cord‐ 
ing To The Older Lutheran Au‐ 

thor i ties

By Rev. G. Diehl, D. D., Fred er ick, Md.

Augs burg Con fes sion, Ar ti cle V. “For the ob tain ing of this Faith, the min istry of teach ing
the Gospel, and the ad min is ter ing of Sacra ments, was in sti tuted.” Augs burg Con fes sion,
Ar ti cle XIV. “Con cern ing Ec cle si as ti cal Or ders (Church Gov ern ment), they teach that no
man should pub licly in the Church, teach, or ad min is ter the Sacra ments, ex cept he be reg u- 
larly called (with out a reg u lar call).”

THE MIN ISTRY OF THE WORD AND SACRA MENTS is a dis tinct of fice in the
Church, in sti tuted by God Him self; and not a merely hu man reg u la tion. As
such it is sep a rate from the uni ver sal priest hood of be liev ers. The op po nents
of Luther charged him with teach ing in his writ ings, on the priest hood of
be liev ers, that all Chris tians had a com mis sion pub licly to teach the Gospel;
and thus do ing away with the min is te rial of fice. In en ter ing on our sub ject,
it may con trib ute to a clearer view of the scrip tural doc trine con cern ing the
pas toral of fice, to de fine the uni ver sal priest hood of be liev ers.

The pas sages bear ing most di rectly on this point, are, 1 Pe ter 2:9, “Ye
are a cho sen gen er a tion, a royal priest hood, an holy na tion, a pe cu liar peo- 
ple; that ye should show forth the praises of Him who hath called you out of
dark ness into His mar velous light,” and Rev. 1:5,6, “Unto Him that loved
us, and washed us from our sins in His own blood, and hath made us kings
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and priests unto God and His Fa ther; to Him be glory and do min ion for ever
and ever. Amen.”

Tak ing the term priest hood to in di cate the teach ing of di vine truth, and
the of fer ing of sac ri fices — its usual sense — there is no dif fi culty in its ap- 
pli ca tion to all be liev ers. Chris tians are com mis sioned and re quired to im- 
part re li gious in struc tion to those around them, and to of fer spir i tual sac ri- 
fices to God. Ev ery pi ous man is to teach in his own house the Word of God
to his chil dren, ac cord ing to the di vine com mand, given by Moses (Deut.
6:7), “Thou shalt teach them dili gently unto thy chil dren.” The apos tle says
(1 Pe ter 2:5), “Ye are built up a spir i tual house, a holy priest hood, to of fer
up spir i tual sac ri fices ac cept able to God by Je sus Christ.”

These sac ri fices con sist in prayer, thanks giv ing, benef i cence, the de vo- 
tion of the en tire per son to Christ with the cru ci fix ion of our evil na ture, and
the of fer ing up of life in mar tyr dom.

That prayer is, in the scrip tural sense, a spir i tual sac ri fice, is ev i dent
from such dec la ra tions as (Ps. 141:2) “Let my prayer be set forth be fore
Thee as in cense, and the lift ing up of my hands as the evening sac ri fice;”
(Rev. 5:8) “Golden vials full of odors, which are the prayers of saints;”
(Rev. 8:4) “And the smoke of the in cense, which came with the prayers of
the saints, as cended up be fore God out of the an gel’s hand.”

Thanks giv ing is set down among spir i tual sac ri fices in Heb. 13:15, “By
him, there fore, let us of fer the sac ri fice of praise to God con tin u ally, the
fruit of our lips, giv ing thanks to His name.” Benef i cence is so rep re sented
in Phil. 4:18, “I am full, hav ing re ceived the things which were sent by you,
an odor of a sweet smell, a sac ri fice ac cept able, well pleas ing to God.”
Again in Heb. 13:16, “But to do good and to com mu ni cate for get not for
with such sac ri fices God is well pleased.” The de vo tion of the en er gies of
the en tire per son with the cru ci fix ion of the body of sin is rep re sented as a
spir i tual of fer ing by Paul in Rom. 12:1, “Present your bod ies a liv ing sac ri- 
fice, holy, ac cept able unto God, which is your rea son able ser vice.” And the
con fes sion of Christ in mar tyr dom is so viewed by the apos tle in Phil. 2:17,
“If I be of fered upon the sac ri fice of your faith;” and in 2 Tim. 4:6, “I am
now ready to be of fered.” Thus all true Chris tians are spir i tual priests, of fer- 
ing the spir i tual sac ri fices of praise, prayers and holy liv ing.

Au gus tine in com ment ing on Psalm 94., says: “If we are the tem ple of
God, our souls are the al tar of God. What is the sac ri fice? We lay the of fer- 
ing on the al tar when we praise God.”
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In ad di tion to teach ing the truths of re li gion in con ver sa tions with neigh- 
bors, and in fam ily in struc tion, the of fer ings of prayer, thanks giv ing, alms-
deeds, the de vo tion of all tal ents and en er gies to the di vine ser vice, and the
con fess ing of Christ in mar tyr dom, there is on the part of all be liev ers, who
through bap tism have been brought into covenant re la tions with God and
sacra men tally sealed, a ca pac ity, ca pa bil ity, or el i gi bil ity (fähigkeit, Luther
calls it), to the pas toral of fice. But this el i gi bil ity gives no au thor ity to dis- 
charge the func tions of the of fice un til one is reg u larly called of God and in- 
vested with the min istry by the Church. As the el i gi bil ity of all na tive-born
male cit i zens of the United States over forty years of age to the of fice of
Pres i dent guar an teed by the con sti tu tion, gives no Amer i can the right to the
honor and power of that of fice, un less elected to the same by the peo ple, so
the “fähigkeit” of all bap tized be liev ers con tended for by Luther, gives to no
one a com mis sion to teach pub licly in the as sem blies of God’s peo ple and
ad min is ter the Sacra ments, un less he be also called of God and cho sen by
the Church.

That the pub lic preach ing of the Gospel and the ad min is ter ing of the
Sacra ments is not en trusted to all pi ous mem bers of the Church is man i fest
from the words of the apos tle, “Are all apos tles? Are all prophets? Are all
teach ers?” (1 Cor. 12:29.)

We must ever dis tin guish be tween the min istry of the Word and Sacra- 
ments, and the uni ver sal com mis sion which all the pi ous re ceive in their ad- 
mis sion to the com mu nion of the Church, by which it is de manded that they
should bring to God the de vo tion of their per sons and the of fer ings of wor- 
ship; to take care the Word of God dwell richly among them (Col. 3:16);
that they teach and ad mon ish one an other in psalms, hymns and spir i tual
songs with grace in their hearts to the Lord (Eph. 5:19); and that they com- 
fort one an other with these words (1 Thes. 4:18). The one is a spe cific of- 
fice or dained of God. The other is a uni ver sal priv i lege and duty. To the one
cer tain per sons are reg u larly called and for mally in vested. The other is the
com mon right and obli ga tion of all Chris tians.

The Di vine Fac tor in Con fer ring the Of fice.
As God Him self has or dained a spe cific of fice for the preach ing of His

word and the ad min is tra tion of His Sacra ments, so He calls those who are
to be en trusted with the com mis sion.

Je ho vah Him self at first dis charged the func tions of re li gious teacher,
when He pro claimed to Adam and Eve the law for bid ding them to eat of the
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tree of the knowl edge of good and evil (Gen. 2:17), and when He pro- 
claimed the prom ise of sal va tion to the dis con so late spir its of that fallen
pair, in the pre dic tion that the seed of the woman should bruise the ser pent’s
head (Gen. 3:15).

He then trans ferred the teach ing of fice to men; to Adam first, and then to
the pa tri archs. These were the teach ers and priests of the Church when the
Church was con fined to a sin gle house hold, to a tribe, or to sev eral tribes.
He af ter wards called Moses to the work of the min istry; and or dained the
Aa ronic and Levit i cal priest hood, through which, for many cen turies, un der
the old covenant, He per pet u ated the sa cred of fice. Un der the Mo saic dis- 
pen sa tion He sent also many prophets, each one re ceiv ing his call and com- 
mis sion di rectly from heaven.

In ush er ing in the New Dis pen sa tion this great of fice de volved upon the
eter nal Son. “God, who at sundry times and in divers man ners spake in time
past unto the fa thers by the prophets, hath in these last days spo ken unto us
by His Son, whom He hath ap pointed heir of all things, by whom also He
made the worlds” (Heb. 1:1, 2); Christ the Eter nal Word (John 1:1); the
Light of the World (John 8:12); the Way, the Truth and the Life (John 14:6);
the Prophet promised, when the Fa ther said, “I will put my words in His
mouth, and He shall speak unto them all that I shall com mand” (Deut.
18:18, 19); to Whom Pe ter said, " Lord, to whom shall we go? Thou hast
the words of eter nal life" (John 6:68, 69); Christ the Eter nal Word, for the
space of three years, dis charged the func tions of the holy min istry, as it had
never been be fore, and has not since. “Never man spake like this man”
(John 7:46).

The twelve apos tles and the sev enty who were sent forth to teach, (Matt.
10) were se lected by Christ Him self through a spe cial, dis tinct and per sonal
call. This was the be gin ning of the ful fill ment of the prom ise that shep herds
and teach ers should be given to the New Tes ta ment Church: “The Lord
gave the word; great was the com pany of those that pub lished it” (Ps.
68:11); “And I will give you pas tors ac cord ing to Mine heart, which shall
feed you with knowl edge and un der stand ing” (Jer. 3:15).

When Christ com mis sioned the apos tles and their suc ces sors He said:
"All power is given unto Me in heaven and in earth. Go ye there fore and
teach all na tions, bap tiz ing them in the name of the Fa ther, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost; teach ing them to ob serve all things what so ever I
have com manded you (Matt. 28:15-20).
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That min is ters are called into the sa cred of fice and clothed with pas toral
func tions by God is af firmed by the apos tles. “God hath set some in the
church, first apos tles, sec on dar ily prophets, thirdly teach ers, af ter that mir a- 
cles; then gifts of heal ings, helps, gov ern ments, di ver si ties of tongues” (1
Cor. 12:28). God hath given to us the min istry of rec on cil i a tion (2 Cor.
5:18). “And He gave some, apos tles; and some, prophets; and some, evan- 
ge lists; and some, pas tors and teach ers, for the per fect ing of the saints, for
the work of the min istry, for the ed i fy ing of the body of Christ: till we all
come in the unity of the faith, and of the knowl edge of the Son of God, unto
a per fect man, unto the mea sure of the stature of the full ness of Christ”
(Eph. 4:11, 13).

From these pas sages it is clear that the com mis sion comes from Christ.
The mes sage to be de liv ered is His. The over ture to be made by these am- 
bas sadors is His; and He se lects the agents or in stru ments by whom his law
is to be ex plained. His or di nances ad min is tered and His re demp tion of fered
to men.

The fact that the pub lic teach ers of the Chris tian re li gion are di rectly
called and com mis sioned from heaven, is set forth in those para bles of the
Saviour which de scribe the work of the ser vants of the Great House holder
— the royal Lord of the king dom of heaven. In the para ble of the tares, the
Lord com manded the ser vants not “to gather up the tares,” lest they " root
up also the wheat with them" (Matt. 13:29). The com mis sion here is di- 
rectly from the Mas ter. In the para ble of the la bor ers in the vine yard, the
Lord of the vine yard went out early in the morn ing, and re peat edly at dif fer- 
ent hours, “to hire la bor ers into his vine yard” (Matt. 20:1). This call was
per sonal, dis tinct, spe cial. In the para ble of the Great House holder, who let
out to hus band men his vine yard, planted and hedged, with its tower and
wine press, it was the Lord who sent his ser vants to re ceive a rental of fruit
from the ten ants. The agents were se lected, com mis sioned, and sent by the
Pro pri etor. (Matt. 21:33-37.) In the para ble of the fruit less fig tree, the
dresser of the vine yard is clothed with the au thor ity and func tions of his of- 
fice im me di ately by the Lord. (Luke 13:6-8.)

That min is ters are called of God and equipped from above, is im plied in
the ex hor ta tion of the Saviour to His fol low ers to pray for them. “Pray ye,
there fore, the Lord of the har vest that he will send forth la bor ers into his
har vest” (Matt. 9:38).
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We read in the Acts, of the Apos tles that when the first min is ters, af ter
those se lected by Christ Him self, were to be cho sen in the Chris tian
Church, the as sem bled con gre ga tion be sought the Lord to guide them in
mak ing the se lec tion, thus rec og niz ing the ne ces sity of a call from above to
the in vesti ture of a gen uine min is ter. In fill ing the va cancy in the apos tolic
col lege caused by the apos tasy of Ju das, the Church “prayed, and said.
Thou Lord which know est the hearts of all men, show us whether of these
two Thou hast cho sen, that he may take part of this min istry and apos tle- 
ship” (Acts 1:24, 25). To as cer tain the di vine choice “they gave forth their
lots: and the lot fell upon Matthias.” The di vine re sponse to the prayer was
un mis tak able. The call of the Apos tle Paul was still more strik ingly from
the Mas ter. It was by an au di ble voice, in a di rect per sonal ad dress, amid su- 
per nat u ral ap pear ances and a dis tinct an nounce ment that the One who
spoke and called His ser vant into the min istry was Christ the Lord.

This truth that men can be scrip turally in vested with the min is te rial of- 
fice only by God and Christ is dis tinctly and forcibly stated by the rec og- 
nized early Lutheran au thor i ties. It is taught at least by im pli ca tion in the
Smal cald Ar ti cles. Luther says: “At first the apos tles were cho sen, not
through hu man in stru men tal ity, but di rectly by Je sus Christ and God. Oth- 
ers were called into the pas toral of fice by God, but through men” (Kirchen- 
post, St. An drew’s day). Again: “I hope that all be liev ers, and all who call
them selves Chris tians, will cer tainly know that the min is te rial state was in- 
sti tuted and es tab lished by God” (Ser mon on ed u cat ing chil dren). Again:
“The lay ing on of hands is not a hu man statute, but God makes and or dains
min is ters, and it is not the priest (pfar rherr) who ab solves thee, but the
mouth and hand of the min is ter is the mouth and hand of God” (Com.
Gen. 28:17). By lay ing on of hands, Luther here ev i dently means in vest ing
a man with the holy of fice. He else where says re peat edly, that the lay ing on
of hands is merely a Church us age and not in dis pens able to or di na tion. For
in stance, “while the cer e mony of lay ing on of hands is some thing (im pres- 
sive and proper), it is only a cus tom ary us age to call per sons into the min- 
istry of the Church.” In say ing, there fore, that the lay ing on of hands is not
a hu man statute (men schen satzung), he merely af firms the di vine in sti tu tion
and or di na tion of the min istry; the cer e mony uni formly prac ticed, al though
not es sen tial to the va lid ity of the of fice, be ing sub sti tuted, by a fig ure of
speech, for the cre ation of the of fice it self. Again Luther says, af ter quot ing
Ti tus 1:5-7, “Who ever be lieves that the Holy Spirit here speaks through
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Paul, must know that this is a di vine ap point ment and or di nance, that in ev- 
ery city or town, there should be one or more pas tors” (Disc, on Abuses of
the Mass, 1522). Chem nitz says: “That the min istry of the Word and Sacra- 
ments was in sti tuted by the Son of God, is es tab lished be yond doubt. This is
ev i dent from the prom ise that God would ap prove the ap point ment of those
who are called through the voice of the Church; be ing made over seers over
the flock by the Holy Ghost (Acts 20:28); and from the prom ise that God
would be stow His grace and gifts to those called, whereby they should be
able rightly to ful fill the func tions of the of fice; breath ing upon them the
Holy Ghost (John 20:22); giv ing them un der stand ing of the Scrip ture; abid- 
ing with them (Matt. 28:20); giv ing them mouth and wis dom (Luke 21:15);
the spirit of the Fa ther speak ing through them (Matt. 10:19, 20). It is proven
also by the prom ise that in crease shall be given to the plant ing and wa ter ing
by pas tors, which will re sult in the call ing and en light en ing, the re pen tance
and faith, the con ver sion and sanc ti fi ca tion of the be liev ers.”

In per fect ac cord with these state ments are the dec la ra tions of Ger hard
and oth ers. On this point the tes ti mony of Lutheran the olo gians is uni form.
Not a dis sent ing voice is heard.

The di vine agency in the call ing of men is thus so fully set forth in
Scrip ture and so dis tinctly rec og nized in the stan dard au thor i ties of the
Church, that we can ap pre ci ate the force of the lan guage when God in ad- 
dress ing the in cum bents of the sa cred of fice says, “I have given the priest’s
of fice unto you, as a gift of the Lord to do ser vice” (Num. 18:6). Not only is
the of fice given but the men are cho sen. “He sep a rated the tribe of Levi to
bear the ark of the covenant of Je ho vah and to stand be fore Him and min is- 
ter unto Him.” To the prophet He said, " I have made thee a watch man unto
Is rael, there fore hear the word at My mouth and give them warn ing." "
Thou shah stand be fore Me. And if thou take forth the pre cious from the
vile, thou shalt be as My mouth. And I will make thee unto this peo ple a
fenced brasen wall. For I am with thee to save thee and to de liver thee, saith
the Lord" (Jer. 15:19-20). “I have set watch men upon thy walls, O
Jerusalem, which shall never hold their peace” (Isa. 62:6). “I have or dained
thee a prophet unto the na tions” (Jer. 1:5). In the in ter ces sion with which
the Saviour closed His min istry on the earth, He said, " As thou hast sent
Me, so have I also sent them into the world" (John 17:18). He said also to
His min is ters, “I have cho sen you.” And the great Apos tle said, " Let a man
so ac count of us as the min is ters of Christ, and stew ards of the mys ter ies of
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God" (1 Cor. 4:1). “No man taketh this honor unto him self but he that is
called of God, as was Aaron” (Heb. 5:4).

The lan guage of the poet is not there fore ex trav a gant:

"He alone his office holds 

Im me di ately from God; from God re ceives Au thor ity, and is to none but God Amenable
* * * his call, His con se cra tion, his anoint ing, all Are in ward; in the con science heard and
felt, Thus by Je ho vah cho sen and or dained, To take into his charge the souls of men; And
for his trust to an swer at the day Of Judg ment — great plenipo tent of Heaven And rep re- 
sen ta tive of God on earth. * * * Burn ing with love to souls Un quench able, and mind ful still
of his Great charge and vast re spon si bil ity, High in the tem ple of the liv ing God, He stands
amidst the peo ple and de clares Aloud the truth, the whole re vealed truth, Ready to seal it
with his blood."

The Hu man Fac tor.
The di vine agency in in vest ing men with the sa cred of fice, since the age

of mir a cles is past, al though as real, is not so im me di ate and di rect as it was
in the call of the prophets. The man ner and cir cum stances are dif fer ent now.
No an gelic ap pear ance in the flame; no burn ing bush; no heav enly voice
from the midst of the flame of fire, call ing the sub ject by name; no au di ble
ut ter ance, “thou shalt say unto the chil dren of Is rael, I AM hath sent me
unto you” (Ex. 3:14); not as Moses was called; not as Paul was; not as Isa- 
iah and Jeremiah and Ezekiel and Daniel and Eli jah. God does not now
speak in au di ble sounds to those who are called. He does not call them by
name. He em ploys no mirac u lous cir cum stances. There is no com mu ni ca- 
tion by an gels; no su per nat u ral vi sions; no heaven-in spired dreams by
which men are clearly in formed of the di vine vo ca tion. They are called and
clothed with the func tions of the min istry by other means. The call comes
from heaven but it must be rec og nized by the Church. By the Di vine Spirit
the Church is moved to rat ify the work of heaven. The Church in the or ga- 
ni za tion of a sin gle con gre ga tion, or in an as so ci a tion of in di vid ual con gre- 
ga tions, in a Synod, Coun cil or Con fer ence, must con sent to clothe the can- 
di date with min is te rial func tions. The flock must call him be fore he can
feed the flock.

In the hu man por tion of the work there are two par ties. It is not sup pos- 
able that the Holy Spirit would work con vic tion in the minds of the mem- 
bers of a Church, that a par tic u lar per son is di vinely called to preach the
Gospel with out op er at ing at the same time upon the mind of the sub ject of
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that call, pro duc ing a sim i lar con vic tion that he is des ig nated by the Great
Head of the Church to be a re li gious teacher. The same di vine agent that
called the prophets in ways so man i fest, and by speech so dis tinct, as to pro- 
duce ab so lute cer tainty in their con vic tions, does now, in ways less mar- 
velous, and cir cum stances less im pos ing, pro duce a sim i lar con vic tion in
the mind of ev ery man whose min istry heaven has au then ti cated.

The in stru ment em ployed by the spirit of God in the call ing min is ters, as
in con ver sion and sanc ti fi ca tion, is the truth. Some por tion of di vine truth,
or some as pects of the great Chris tian sys tem, are vividly im pressed on the
soul. It may be that the youth who is about to be di vinely in vested with the
high func tions of the holy of fice, is led by the il lu mi na tion of the Spirit to
view the great har vest field, ripe for the sickle, and an over pow er ing im- 
pres sion rests on his soul that he should en ter as one of the reapers. He may
have so vivid a view of the mil lions who are per ish ing for lack of knowl- 
edge, as to lead him to the res o lu tion to be come to some of those mil lions a
re li gious guide. The truth im pressed by the di vine spirit on the mind may be
the value of the soul; — hon ors, riches, power, all the trea sures of earth, are
noth ing in com par i son, and the young man is moved by that con sid er a tion
to de vote his life and en er gies to the work of sav ing souls. In look ing at
Geth se mane and Cal vary, his mind may be so il lu mined as to see some thing
of that un speak able love and mercy, un til all his fac ul ties are moved, his
heart melted, his soul roused, and the res o lu tion rises up to spend all his en- 
er gies in pro claim ing a Saviour’s love. What ever por tion of truth, or what- 
ever as pect of it, is em ployed by God as the in stru ment of the il lu mi na tion,
the con vic tion and the res o lu tion, it is in this way that men are called. It is
by a voice in the soul. God speaks; but it is to the in ner spirit. It is a di rect
trans ac tion be tween Christ and a re deemed man.

But when the can di date for holy or ders gives ex pres sion to his con vic- 
tions, and an nounces to oth ers his in ner call, the Church must be sat is fied
that there is no delu sion in his mind; that it is not a fa nat i cal im pulse or
tran sient emo tion; that it is not the prompt ings of self ish am bi tion; but that
the call is gen uine, that it is a voice from heaven The mo tives prompt ing the
youth to make ap pli ca tion for or di na tion must be in quired into, and the
char ac ter of the feel ings he has ex pressed. Other things must also be learned
with ref er ence to his fit ness for the of fice. Has he the es sen tial qual i fi ca- 
tions? Is he re ally pi ous? Has he good sense, sound judg ment, cor rect taste?
Is he pos sessed of gen tle manly in stincts and a high sense of honor? Is he
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gifted with in tel lect and power of emo tion? Has he the req ui site phys i cal
con sti tu tion and a good per sonal pres ence? Has he voice and elo cu tion? Has
he men tal train ing and stores of knowl edge? Has he so bri ety of char ac ter
and dig nity of de meanor? Has he such so cial qual i ties as will fit him for
pas toral re la tions and pas toral work?

The in ves ti ga tion and de ci sion of these ques tions is a part of the
Church’s work. In no ser vice should the Church more fer vently im plore the
di vine guid ance, than in de cid ing the ques tion, whether an ap pli cant for
min is te rial au thor ity has been called by the Holy Spirit to preach the
Gospel. A sat is fac tory con clu sion hav ing been reached that the can di date
has the higher spir i tual and di vine cre den tials, his own deep im pres sions be- 
ing cor rob o rated by the pos ses sion of the es sen tial qual i fi ca tions for the of- 
fice, the Church has a di vine com mis sion to in vest him with min is te rial
func tions.

This au thor ity is in volved in the Church’s spir i tual priest hood, and in the
pos ses sion of the keys of the king dom of heaven. (Matt. 16:19, 20.)

The Smal cald Ar ti cles teach, “The keys are an of fice and power of the
Church given by Christ to bind and to loose sins, not only enor mous and
man i fest, but also sub tle and se cret sins.” Art. VII. “For wher ever the
Church is, there in deed is the com mand to preach the Gospel. For this rea- 
son the churches must re tain the au thor ity to call, to elect and or dain min is- 
ters. And this au thor ity is a priv i lege which God has given es pe cially to the
Church; and it can not be taken away from the Church by any hu man power,
as Paul tes ti fies (Eph. 4:8, 11, 12),”When He as cended up on high. He led
cap tiv ity cap tive, and gave gifts unto men." And among these gifts, which
be long to the Church, he enu mer ates pas tors and teach ers; and adds that
these were given for the ed i fy ing of the Church. Where fore it fol lows that
wher ever there is a true Church there is also the power to elect and or dain
min is ters." “To this point the dec la ra tions of Christ per tain, which show that
the keys were given to the whole Church, and not to some par tic u lar per- 
sons; as the Scrip ture saith, ’ Where two or three are gath ered to gether in
My name, there am I in the midst of them’ (Matt, 18:20).”

“Fi nally this is also con firmed by the dec la ra tion of Pe ter, ’Ye are a royal
priest hood” (1 Pe ter 2:9). These words re late spe cially to the true Church,
which, be cause it alone has the priest hood, must also have the power to
choose and or dain min is ters."
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“The com mon us ages of the Church like wise prove this; for in for mer
times the peo ple elected cler gy men and bish ops; then the bish ops liv ing in
or near the same place came and con firmed the elected bishop, by the lay- 
ing on of hands; and at that time, the or di na tion was noth ing else but this
ap pro ba tion.” (Ap pen dix to Smal cald Ar ti cles.)

Melanchthon says: “God in sti tuted and com manded the pas toral of fice,
and an nexed to it glo ri ous prom ises; ‘The Gospel is the power of God unto
sal va tion to all that be lieve’ (Rom. 1:16). ‘My word that goeth forth out of
my mouth shall not re turn unto me void, but shall ac com plish that which I
please’”(Isa iah 55:11).

“The Church has the com mand of God to ap point preach ers and dea cons.
While this is very pre cious, we know that God will preach and work
through men, and those who have been elected by man” (Apol., Art. 13).

The Augs burg Con fes sion says, “This power of the keys is put in ex e cu- 
tion only by teach ing or preach ing the Gospel, and ad min is ter ing the Sacra- 
ments, ei ther to many or to sin gle in di vid u als, in ac cor dance with their call;
for thereby not only cor po ral things, but eter nal, are granted, as an eter nal
right eous ness, the Holy Ghost, life ev er last ing. These things can not be got
but by the min istry of the Word and the Sacra ments” (Art. 28).

Luther says, “It is God’s will that we go and hear the Gospel from those
who preach it.”

Chem nitz says, “It is true that God be gins, works, in creases and car ries
for ward, by His power, op er a tion, in cite ment, and in spi ra tion, what ever ap- 
per tains to call ing, en light en ing, con ver sion, re pen tance, faith, re newal, in
short, what ever be longs to the work of our sal va tion; but God had de ter- 
mined, ac cord ing to His de clared coun sel, that He will ac com plish this, not
by the in fu sion of new and spe cial rev e la tions, en light en ments and move- 
ments (trac tat i bus) in the souls of men, with out the use of means, but
through the ex ter nal min istry of the Word. This of fice, how ever, He did not
en trust to an gels, that the ap pear ance of them should be sought and ex- 
pected; but to men did He com mit the min istry of rec on cil i a tion; and He
wills that through these min is ters the voice of the Gospel shall be sounded.
Not ev ery be liever is al lowed to take upon him self the of fice of pub licly
preach ing the Word and ad min is ter ing the Sacra ments, but only those who
have re ceived from God a gen uine call; and this oc curs ei ther im me di ately
or through means. And the right and au then tic way of such a di vine call is
by the voice of the Church.”
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The in vest ing of men with the func tions of the min is te rial of fice, is
clearly en trusted by God to the Church. To the full con sti tu tion of the
Church there must be pas tors as well as a flock, for the Gospel must be
preached and the Sacra ments ad min is tered. The Church, nec es sar ily,
whether by the min istry alone, or by the com bined ac tion of clergy and
laity, must per pet u ate the sa cred of fice, by call ing, elect ing, and or dain ing
those who are pub licly to teach the Word and ad min is ter the Sacra ments.
The pro ce dure of call ing the first min is ter by the Church, is stated in the
Acts of the Apos tles. In the choice of Matthias to the high of fice of the
apos tle ship, not only the eleven , but the whole mul ti tude of as sem bled dis- 
ci ples took part. It would be a vi o lent and unau tho rized con struc tion to as- 
sume that the one hun dred and twenty were all min is ters (Acts 1:15-26).
The choice, how ever, was not def i nite. They ap pointed two men, and then
in voked God to de cide by lot which of the two He had cho sen. When, at the
sug ges tion of Pe ter, dea cons were cho sen, the elec tion was made by the
whole mul ti tude of dis ci ples (Acts 6:1-6). But there re mains a ques tion to
be set tled as to the of fice then in sti tuted, whether its func tions were lim ited
to the tem po ral i ties of the Church, or em braced the com mis sion which at
least two of them, Stephen and Philip, af ter wards ex e cuted, in preach ing
and bap tiz ing. Luther says, “A whole con gre ga tion or church shall have
power to elect and in stall a pas tor.”

While it is dis tinctly stated that Paul and Barn abas " or dained them el- 
ders in ev ery church" (Acts 14:23) planted in their first mis sion ary tour,
Ave are not in formed as to the part taken in the choice of the per sons to be
made pas tors, by the peo ple. Some main tain that the great apos tle and his
mis sion ary fel low-la borer, reg u lated this ac cord ing to their own judg ment.
Oth ers af firm that we have no right to as sume that the con gre ga tion did not
in ev ery case ac qui esce, and vir tu ally elect their re li gious in struc tors by
des ig nat ing the men to be or dained. Where Scrip ture is silent, it is as easy
to af firm one thing as the other. It is im pos si ble to de cide, be yond all doubt,
in the ab sence of Scrip ture state ments, whether the peo ple did or did not
take part. The early Lutheran au thor i ties, how ever, have very gen er ally
main tained that the con gre ga tions did ei ther in di cate or en dorse the se lec- 
tions made by the Apos tles. It can scarcely be ques tioned that the peo ple
gave at least tacit ac qui es cence. Even if the apos tles did, un der the au thor ity
and wis dom of their higher in spi ra tion, reg u late ex clu sively the choice of
pas tors for the newly-or ga nized churches, this would not set tle the ques tion
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as to the course to be pur sued af ter apos tolic times, when spe cial in spi ra tion
was no longer vouch safed to the min istry.

John Wigand says, “The Church in ev ery place, that is, the whole as sem- 
bly, both laity and clergy, jointly have the power to elect suit able min is ters,
to call and or dain them; also to ex pel and de pose false teach ers, and those
who by scan dalous and im moral lives would in jure the cause of piety.”

The Wit ten berg the olo gians say, “We do not say that the Romish method
of call ing pas tors is in ev ery par tic u lar wrong, in that the bish ops or dain
min is ters; but we can not ap prove their course in plac ing pas tors over
churches with out the knowl edge or con sent of the peo ple, be cause ac cord- 
ing to the old say ing (aus sage) ‘The call ing of a pas tor, with out the con sent
of the peo ple, is null and void.’”

Chem nitz says: “Here it may be asked, who are they by whose voice the
sanc tion and call of min is ters is to take place, so that it may be re garded a
di vine ap point ment, that is, that God by that in stru ment is call ing and send- 
ing the la bor ers into His har vest? For de cid ing this point we find cer tain
clear ex am ples in the Scrip tures. When an apos tle was to be cho sen in place
of Ju das, Pe ter laid the mat ter not be fore the apos tles alone, but be fore all
the as sem bled dis ci ples, the num ber be ing one hun dred and twenty. (Acts
1:15) He showed from the Scrip tures how such a choice was to be made,
and from among whom to se lect, and com mands were an nexed (ad jun gun- 
tur ora tiones). The lot was used, be cause be ing the choice of an apos tle, it
should not be en tirely by hu man in stru men tal ity, (quia non de beat esse sim- 
pliciter me di ata sed apos tolica vo ca tio), but af ter ward in the call ing of min- 
is ters the lot was not used. When dea cons were to be called and elected, the
apos tles would not claim the right of mak ing the choice alone, but called
the con gre ga tion to gether. Yet they did not sur ren der the call ing of min is ters
en tirely, and en trust it to the blind and un governed will ful ness of the peo ple
or the mul ti tude; but took the di rec tion and con trol of the choice into their
own hands. They gave in struc tion and reg u la tions as to whom they should
elect, and how. Thus the elected were placed be fore the apos tles, that by
their judg ment it should be de cided whether the elec tion was a proper one
and had been rightly made. The apos tles rat i fied the elec tion by the lay ing
on of hands and by prayer. Paul and Barn abas or dained el ders in ev ery
church es tab lished by them. (Acts 14:23.) But they did not as sume the right
and au thor ity ex clu sively of elect ing and in stalling pas tors; but Luke uses
the word χειροτονησαντες, which (2 Cor. 8:19) is used con cern ing the elec- 
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tion, which took place by the vote of the con gre ga tion; the same be ing
taken from a Greek us age, giv ing their votes by stretch ing forth the hand,
and sig ni fies the in vest ing of some one with the of fice by votes, to des ig- 
nate him or give their con sent. Paul and Barn abas, there fore, did not im pose
pres byters on the Church against the will of the peo ple, with out seek ing
their con sent. And when men were to be cho sen who should be sent to con- 
vey to the Church at An ti och the charge or de ci sion of the Church, Luke
says: ‘It pleased the apos tles, and el ders, and the whole Church, to send
cho sen men of their own com pany to An ti och with Paul and Barn abas’
(Acts 15:22). It is nec es sary to ob serve in the his tory of the apos tles, that
some times the min is ters and the rest of the con gre ga tion jointly elected
whom they thought wor thy of the sa cred of fice. (Acts 1:23.) Some times the
con gre ga tion made the choice, and sub mit ted it to the judg ment of the apos- 
tles, whether the elec tion should be rat i fied. (Acts 6:5, 6.) Of ten the apos- 
tles, who were the best judges of the fit ness of men, pro posed to the Church
whom they thought wor thy of the min istry, and when the con sent and suf- 
frage of the peo ple was added, the call was con sum mated. So Paul sent
Tim o thy, Ti tus, Syl vanus, etc., to the churches. So, in Acts 14., twenty-three
el ders were se lected, to whom the Church per χειροτονιαν, had given their
con sent. In the mean time, some of fered them selves to the Church. (1 Tim.
3:1.) ‘If a man de sire the of fice of a bishop, he de sireth a good work.’ Yet,
al ways in apos tolic times, in ev ery case of the reg u lar in vesti ture of men
with the pas toral of fice, both the con sent of the con gre ga tion and the ap- 
proval and rat i fi ca tion of the min is terium were given. Thus was Ti tus sent
to Crete to di rect and con trol the elec tion of el ders, that it should be done in
a proper man ner, and that the rightly con ducted elec tion should be ap proved
and rat i fied by or di na tion. There fore, Paul, Ti tus 1:5, con cern ing the in- 
vesti ture of men with the of fice of el der, em ploys the same word which oc- 
curs Acts 14:23, where at the same time he men tions also χειροτονιαζ, and
the or di na tion of el ders. So he. in structs Ti tus that he should sharply re- 
prove those who are not sound in doc trine, nor in what they ought to teach.
And this he says clearly (1 Tim. 5:22), ‘Lay hands sud denly on no man, nei- 
ther be par taker of other men’s sins,’ namely, by rat i fy ing a call which was
not rightly made. These ex am ples from apos tolic his tory show clearly, that
the elec tion or call ing be longs to the whole Church in a spe cific way, so that
in the elec tion or calUng the min is terium have their part and the peo ple
have their part. And this apos tolic method of choos ing and call ing into the
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min is te rial of fice was re tained in the Church later. When af ter wards em per- 
ors and kings em braced the Chris tian re li gion, their wish, judg ment and au- 
thor ity be gan to be sought and re quired, which was proper, as they were the
fos ter-par ents of the Church. This was the sen ti ment of the apos tolic, prim i- 
tive and an cient Church, con cern ing the le git i mate elec tion and call ing of
men into the min istry of the Word and Sacra ments, which sen ti ment ap per- 
tains to those Churches which are al ready es tab lished by the word of God,
em brac ing a min istry sound in doc trine, a Chris tian gov ern ment, and a pi- 
ous peo ple, well in doc tri nated in the truth.”

John Ger hard says, “To the Church be longs the pas toral of fice. 1 Cor.
8:21: ‘All things are yours whether Paul, or ApoUos, or Cephas.’ There fore,
the Church has a del e gated right to ap point wor thy teach ers of the Word,
and God de sires to be served by the call ing of pi ous men into the min istry.”

His train of ar gu ment is some what sim i lar to that of Chem nitz. He re- 
duces the work of mak ing min is ters into a sys tem atic di vi sion. He says:
“Al though no spe cific rule can be pre scribed for ev ery in di vid ual case, yet
if we would give a com pre hen sive por trai ture, we would say, to the min is- 
terium be long the ex am i na tion, or di na tion and in stal la tion; to the Chris tian
gov ern ment, the nom i na tion, the pre sen ta tion, and the con fir ma tion; and to
the con gre ga tion, the con sent, the elec tion, the ap proval, or ac cord ing to cir- 
cum stances, the pe ti tion ing (pos tu la tio).”

Many Lutheran the olo gians of the present day have not adopted the con- 
struc tion put upon some of the pas sages of Scrip ture quoted by Chem nitz
and Ger hard. The for mer af firm that in the ap point ment of Matthias there
was no elec tion; that the ap peal was to God, who de cided the choice by lot;
that the dea cons ap pointed by the mul ti tude (Acts 6.) were not min is ters,
but lay-of fi cers to man age the tem po ral i ties of the con gre ga tion; that Ti tus
was left in Crete to or dain min is ters, and no in ti ma tion is given that the con- 
gre ga tions took any part in the elec tion; that when Paul and Barn abas or- 
dained el ders for the newly planted churches in Asia Mi nor, the con gre ga- 
tions took no part in the trans ac tion.

A dif fer ent view from this was taken by the ear lier the olo gians of the
Church, as was no ticed in the pas sages cited from Chem nitz and Ger hard.
These af firm that there was an elec tion or se lec tion by the whole con gre ga- 
tion of one hun dred and twenty to fill the va cancy in the apos tolic col lege;
that the elec tion was as real as any could be, only not def i nite, that is, they
elected two, and then called on God to de cide which of two He had cho sen.
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So far as this elec tion went, laity and clergy took equal part, and be ing the
first in stance in the call ing of a min is ter in which the Church was one of the
fac tors and God the other, the rule of lay-par tic i pa tion was es tab lished.
They also hold that the dea cons cho sen (Acts 6.) were not merely tem po ral
of fi cers, to se cure a just and im par tial dis tri bu tion of the char i ties of the
Church; that their first work was the con trol of these tem po ral i ties, but that
with out any ad di tional com mis sion (so far as the his tory shows), be yond the
di a conate, sev eral are pre sented to us as per form ing min is te rial acts (cer- 
tainly one) both preach ing and bap tiz ing.

They fur ther hold that, the prin ci ple once laid down that the en tire
Church, cler i cal and lay, should take part in the in vesti ture of men with the
sa cred of fice, these first trans ac tions flash light through all sub se quent or di- 
na tions men tioned in the New Tes ta ment; that an apos tolic prin ci ple can not
be con tra vened by the apos tles them selves; that in spired men would not
adopt one rule at Jerusalem, and an other in Crete; that the prac tice pur sued
twice by the Mother Church at Jerusalem un der apos tolic guid ance, would
cer tainly be fol lowed by Paul and Barn abas in Asia Mi nor and by Ti tus in
Crete.

By a process of rea son ing in this way the great the olo gians of the
Church im me di ately af ter the Ref or ma tion, came to adopt the the ory above
stated.

In the proper treat ment of my sub ject it is not nec es sary to set tle the
ques tion of dif fer ence on this point. The gen eral po si tion laid down in this
es say, viz.: that the Church is one of the fac tors in the call ing and or di na tion
of min is ters is fully en dorsed by all Lutheran the olo gians.

What must be the dig nity of an of fice which the ev er last ing Fa ther and
the eter nal Son once filled, and which in the present dis pen sa tion of the
Spirit, God and the Church unite in lay ing on men? How care fully should
the can di date in quire into the gen uine ness of his call. How strictly should
the Church heed the ad mo ni tion, “Lay hands sud denly on no man.”

If there be two fac tors in the mak ing of a min is ter, can the one party
with out clear au thor ity from the other undo the work? Can the Church
scrip turally and right fully de pose a min is ter ex cept for soul-de stroy ing
heresy, or for fla grant im moral ity, un ques tion ably proven in a fair trial?

Can a min is ter demit the holy of fice with out di rect au thor ity from
heaven and the full con sent of the Church? And what should be re garded as
ad e quate proof that God has au tho rized the de mis sion?
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Twelfth Pa per Re marks

Some points pre sented in this pa per were dis cussed by Rev. N. M. Price,
Dr. Mann, Dr. Brown and Dr. Con rad.

Re marks Of Rev. N. M. Price. (Gen eral Synod.)

Rev. Price did not agree with the sen ti ment ad vanced in the es say, that God
does not call men by an au di ble voice, or by su per nat u ral means. He be- 
lieved that some men are called in these mar velous ways. Luther was called
by a clap of thun der and a flash of light ning killing Alexis his col lege
friend. God’s power to work won ders has not ceased.

Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil)

Dr. Mann re marked that, in his judg ment, the views ad vanced by Dr. Diehl
in the es say, and the point raised by Mr. Price, could be har mo nized. He
sup posed the au thor of the es say would ad mit that God might work mir a cles
in this age, if there were any ne ces sity for it; but the pa per read merely af- 
firmed that God does not call men now by a voice from heaven, or a burn- 
ing bush, or vi sions of an gels.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

Dr. Brown would be sur prised if any one in this nine teenth cen tury, and in
this Diet, should en dorse the con struc tion put upon some of the Scrip ture
pas sages cited, which, in deed, the early Lutheran the olo gians did so in ter- 
pret. But there is no truth in it. There was no elec tion in the call of Matthias
— merely a de ci sion by lot.

The dea cons were not min is ters, but lay of fi cers. Not a word is said in
Scrip ture about Paul, and Barn abas, and Ti tus, call ing the con gre ga tions to- 
gether to get their vote. It is all ground less as sump tion.

Hav ing been in formed that the es say ist cited those texts only in quo ta- 
tions from Chem nitz and Ger hard to set forth their views and the ar gu ments
by which they sus tained them, the sub ject as signed him be ing the di vine
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and hu man fac tors in the call into the min istry as held by Lutheran au thor i- 
ties, Dr. Brown said that for that pur pose it was per fectly le git i mate. The
the ory of those older Luther ans was cor rectly stated, and the ci ta tion of
their ar gu ments faith fully made. Yet their in ter pre ta tions on those points
were un ten able.

Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)

I do not agree with some of the rep re sen ta tions con cern ing the call to the
min istry, just read. Ac cord ing to a gen eral no tion, the call to the min istry
comes di rectly from God, is ad dressed to par tic u lar in di vid u als, and is re- 
vealed to them by the Holy Spirit in an ex tra or di nary man ner. Prompted by
the con vic tion thus pro duced, the sub ject of it makes known his call and the
Church is ex pected to en dorse it, and to aid him in pre par ing for the min- 
istry. Thus the ques tion is not de cided by self-knowl edge and adap ta tion for
the work, but by an im pulse, de sire, im pres sion, or no tion en ter tained by the
in di vid ual. The Church is not called upon to ex er cise her judg ment in re- 
gard to the ex is tence of the nec es sary qual i fi ca tions, as the in dis pens able
marks of a true call to the min istry, but to take it for granted that the per son
pre sent ing him self is truly called. She is ac cord ingly ex pected to fur nish
him the nec es sary aid in the ex pec ta tion that the qual i fi ca tions nec es sary for
the suc cess ful pros e cu tion of the min istry, will be de vel oped in the ap pli- 
cant in due time.

I hold on the con trary, that the true call to the min istry in volves the fol- 
low ing char ac ter is tics: The nat u ral con sti tu tional ca pac i ties con ferred by
cre ation; true piety, or the spir i tual qual i fi ca tions be stowed through re demp- 
tion; the con scious obli ga tion to de vote life to the glory of God; the con vic- 
tion, based upon self-knowl edge, that he pos sesses the nec es sary nat u ral
and spir i tual qual i fi ca tions; and the fur ther con vic tion, wrought by the or di- 
nary in flu ences of the Holy Spirit through the truth, that in the min istry he
could, in the high est de gree, glo rify God in the ser vice of the Church to
which he be longs.

These char ac ter is tics will not de velop them selves, but must be cul ti vated
by the Church, in or der to de velop the con vic tion of a call to the min istry in
the can di date, cor rob o rated by the facts in his case. The nat u ral fac ul ties
must be de vel oped by ed u ca tion; the spir i tual qual i fi ca tions by the means of
grace; the obli ga tion to make the glory of God the supreme ob ject of life, by
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spe cial in struc tion; and the con vic tion that through the vo ca tion of the min- 
istry the high est use ful ness could be at tained by self-ex am i na tion, con sul ta- 
tion and study. In thus de vel op ing the call to the min istry, par ents, teach ers,
pro fes sors, pas tors, and mem bers of the Church, should all take part. To the
min istry alone is en trusted the de ci sion of the pos ses sion of the qual i fi ca- 
tions nec es sary to con sti tute a true call, and the in tro duc tion into the of fice
by li cen sure and or di na tion; and to the laity alone, the elec tion of the can di- 
date, to the pas tor ship of the con gre ga tion in which he is thus au tho rized to
ex er cise the func tions of his of fice.

The in form ing idea of a call to the min istry is that of adap ta tion to the
suc cess ful pros e cu tion of the work, and the at tain ment of high est use ful- 
ness. By this judg ment the Fa ther was gov erned in call ing the Son to the
work of re demp tion; Christ in call ing the sev enty dis ci ples and the twelve
apos tles; the apos tles in se lect ing el ders to be come pas tors of the churches,
and the churches in choos ing dea cons and dea conesses. In no case did the
in di vid ual present him self, and re veal the fact that he was called to this or
that spe cial work, based upon his own im pres sion, no tion, or judg ment. In
each case, on the con trary, the judg ment of oth ers was brought into req ui si- 
tion, in look ing out for those pos sessed of the re quired qual i fi ca tions for the
ser vice needed, and by re veal ing such judg ment to the per sons in ter ested,
awak en ing the con vic tion of the call of duty, and lead ing them to re spond to
it, by en ter ing upon, and pros e cut ing, the spe cial work pointed out to them.

Ev ery the ory must, in or der to main tain its ver ity, in ter pret all the facts
per tain ing to its sphere. The or di nary the ory of the call to the min istry can- 
not meet this req ui si tion in a sin gle case, while the the ory whose char ac ter- 
is tics I have en deav ored to present, ac cords with all the pas sages of Scrip- 
ture bear ing on the sub ject, and its truth ful ness is fur ther il lus trated by ev- 
ery ex am ple of a call to the min istry given in the New Tes ta ment.

Re marks Of Rev. W. J. Mann, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil)

Dr. Mann dif fered from Dr. Con rad. He would like to know whether
Dr. Con rad was called by his par ents or re li gious in struc tors seek ing him
out and telling him he had a call to preach, or whether he was moved by the
Spirit in his soul.

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Brown, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
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Dr. Brown dis sented from the views ex pressed by Dr. Con rad. That process
would be no call from God. He be lieved the di vine Spirit op er ates in the
soul of the sub ject and leads him to seek the min istry. The call is sub jec tive
The con vic tion of its be ing a duty to preach the Gospel is wrought by God.
As “the spirit of the prophets is sub ject to the prophets,” this in ward call
and con vic tion must be sub mit ted to the judg ment and de ci sion of the
Church, prop erly ex er cised. Par ents, teach ers, pas tors, may be in stru ments,
but the di vine agent in the call is the Holy Ghost.’

The last pa per was then read.
Dis cus sion, with ex cep tion of Dr. Con rad’s re marks, re ported by

Dr. Diehl.
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Au gus tus C. Wedekind: The Ed‐ 
u ca tional And Sacra men tal

Ideas Of The Lutheran Church
In Re la tion To Prac ti cal Piety

By Rev. A. C. Wedekind, D. D., New York.
BE YOND ALL CON TRO VERSY, God has given His Holy Word as the prin ci pal

means of grace. In it He does not only re veal His adorable na ture and char- 
ac ter, but He sets forth, specif i cally, His benev o lent pur pose to re deem man;
point ing out to him clearly what he is to know and to be lieve, to ex pe ri ence
and to prac tice; and then gra ciously prof fers him the aids through which he
can yield com pli ance with these holy de mands. The sa cred Scrip tures,
there fore, are de signed to be, to man’s be liev ing ap pre hen sion, both the
power and the wis dom of God unto sal va tion.

Be yond all con tro versy, too, the cen ter of this Di vine Rev e la tion, in both
the Old and the New Tes ta ments, is the Lord Je sus Christ. The law, cer e- 
monies, and types of the Old Tes ta ment, as they are re lated to man’s re cov- 
ery, pointed like so many fin ger-boards to the com ing Mes siah, as the hope
of Is rael; whilst the New Tes ta ment sets him forth as the One, who, " in the
full ness of time," ac tu ally ap peared, and who is thence for ward the eter nally
present help and hope of man. Christ, then, is at once the em bod i ment and
ful fill ment of the law, as well as the liv ing, in car nate Gospel. “He is the end
of the law for right eous ness,” as well as the only per fect type and pat tern of
it. He alone is " the Way, the Truth, and the Life," through whom man can
come to the Fa ther. As the God-man, unit ing in Him self per son ally De ity
and hu man ity, he has ef fec tively, through His right eous ness, suf fer ing and
death, ex pi ated all hu man guilt. Hence, whoso ever hears, be lieves and trusts
His Word, with out the abil ity or op por tu nity to at tend to any other means of
grace, will be saved.
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This dis poses of the twad dle, so fre quently in dulged in when the na ture
and ef fi cacy of the Sacra ments are con sid ered, in ref er ence to the thief on
the cross, to whom Christ opened the gates of Par adise; and of Mary Mag- 
da lene, whom He sent away “in peace,” as a freely for given sin ner.

But this di vinely in spired Word, “which is able to save our souls” (James
1:21); “which is the in cor rupt ible seed of which we are born again” (1 Pe ter
1:23); through which we are “built up and have an in her i tance among them
that are sanc ti fied” (Acts 20:32); which gives us “a good hope through
grace” (2 Thess. 2:14-16); this blessed Word, to which the Lutheran
Church, amidst all changes and vi cis si tudes, lapses of men and al ter ations
of opin ions, has so stead fastly ad hered, adding noth ing, sub tract ing noth ing,
al ter ing noth ing; this un chang ing and un change able Word, re veals to us that
God in mercy and great con de scen sion has es tab lished and or dained cer tain
Rites and Or di nances, called in the Church Sacra ments, for high and holy
pur poses in re la tion to man’s re cov ery from the thrall dom of sin, and his in- 
tro duc tion and sup port in the king dom of grace. It is my de light ful theme to
show you the Ed u ca tional and Sacra men tal Ideas of the Lutheran Church in
Re la tion to Prac ti cal Piety.

Or in other words: What re la tion do these holy Rites or Or di nances sus- 
tain in the di vine econ omy, to se cure the gra cious ends pro posed, ac cord ing
to Lutheran views? There are two dis tinct branches of my sub ject — the
Ed u ca tional and the Sacra men tal. The for mer, in its pos i tive as pect, will
meet us fur ther on; but it may be brought into es sen tial unity with the lat ter
through the in ci den tal ed u ca tional ef fect upon the Church at large, re sult ing
from the dis cus sions of the Sacra ments them selves. And these ef fects are in
ev ery way im por tant, as they set men to think ing, to com pare views and
ideas with counter views and ideas, thus lead ing her mem bers, like the
“more no ble Bere ans, to search and see whether these things be so.” A
world of good has thus been done by our the olo gians — how ever much
abused for it — who, in the spirit of true church li ness and Lutheran or tho- 
doxy, have de voted them selves so largely to .the set ting forth the Church’s
views upon these doc trines. As the two Sacra ments, Bap tism and the Lord’s
Sup per, may be re garded as a mir ror in which the whole of Chris tian ity is
re flected as in a minia ture por trait, ev ery minu tia in re gard to them be comes
im por tant. Hence the dis pas sion ate, di dac tic dis cus sion of them can not but
be ben e fi cial. As a his tor i cal fact, of great sig nif i cance in this con nec tion, it
may be men tioned that in the dreary pe riod of Ra tio nal ism, when piety was
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ban ished from the do main of learn ing, and had to seek her re treat in the cot- 
tages of the hum ble and the lowly, such dis cus sions were “like an gel vis its,
few and far be tween.” They were sneered at with su per cil ious hau teur, as
be long ing to the swad dling clothes of an in fan tile age of the Church, which
the boasted age of rea son had fully out grown. And it may fur ther be men- 
tioned, that with the re vival of these dis cus sions came the re vival of gen- 
uine piety. In deed, how could it be oth er wise? When the di vinely ap pointed
means of grace were lightly es teemed, how could grace it self grow? How
could true god li ness flour ish, when men knew not how to ad vance in it;
when hu man no tions, bald and shal low, were sub sti tuted for Christ’s teach- 
ings and Christ’s mys ter ies?

Nor was the case very much dif fer ent with the Church here in this west- 
ern world, in the days of her sift ing; when in a false spirit of ac com mo da- 
tion she was rapidly los ing her iden tity, be com ing the com mon hunt ing
ground for ev ery ism by which she was sur rounded; when her in ner glory
was con cealed, her gold be came dim, and the seam less robe which her Mas- 
ter had put upon her was cov ered by the cast-off rags, ei ther of frigid for- 
mal ism on the one hand, or of wild fa nati cism on the other: in both those
pe ri ods the earnest voice or force ful pen sel dom set forth her dis tinc tive
doc trines of the means of grace, and in both pe ri ods “the logic of events”
tended alike to her ul ti mate ex tinc tion. It was with the re vival of search ing,
ex haus tive dis cus sion of these things, that her true lifeblood filled again her
ar ter ies with vig or ous and healthy progress. It is, there fore, no longer an
open ques tion that her Ed u ca tional Ideas in this di rec tion tended to prac ti cal
piety; that piety, we mean, which is rooted and grounded in the pos i tive
doc trines and in sti tu tions of God’s Word; which is above the tide-mark of
strait laced for mal ism, or ef fer ves cent emo tion al ism, but which is a real
prod uct and growth of di vine truth, em braced and en shrouded by the heart’s
holi est af fec tions.

We see, of course, a good deal yet of the re tir ing spray of the storms that
have passed over the Church, in the loose and un scrip tural views that still
linger in her ranks. The heav ing bil lows are not yet fully at rest, as ev ery
pas tor knows whose eyes and ears are open to the things that tran spire
around him. To many of his mem bers the ex ter nal cer e monies of the Sacra- 
ments only re main, and they at tend to them as mere mat ters of form, trans- 
mit ted to them from a for mer gen er a tion. Bap tism, e. g., in many fam i lies,
has no higher sig nif i cance than that the child gets a name; in oth ers it is the
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oc ca sion of a joy ous fam ily feast, some times fol lowed with mu sic and
dance. With oth ers still, it is a sort of “Mrs. Winslow’s Sooth ing Syrup.”
The child is cross; the mother tired; and the rite of Bap tism is called in to
quiet the in fant and give the mother rest. Not un fre quently when a pas tor
comes into the house of a parish ioner, a child is brought to him with the re- 
mark: " This is the man that put wa ter on your head;" or “This is the man
that gave you a name!!” Of the sub lime mys ter ies con nected with that event
they are as pro foundly ig no rant as though they were Hot ten tots.

This brings to view, then, the main point of my theme, viz., The Sacra- 
men tal Ideas of the Lutheran Church, in Re la tion to Prac ti cal Piety.

Now, to grad u ate their ef fect, we must first know what those ideas are.
Of course this ne ces si tates the plac ing be fore you the doc trines of the
Lutheran Church with re gard to the Sacra ments. It is a grand theme, sec ond
to none in im por tance, of the mighty and timely top ics that have al ready
been dis cussed, or that may yet fol low. And from my heart do I wish that
abler hands had been em ployed to han dle it, for it in volves the very cen ter
around which nearly all the con fes sional di ver gen cies re volve. In ap proach- 
ing it, me thinks I hear the di vine in junc tion: “Take the shoes from off thy
feet, for the ground whereon thou stand est is holy ground.” May Isa iah’s
bless ing be mine, and Cor nelius’ grace be yours!

What, Then, Is A Sacra ment?
It is an in sti tu tion, not of man’s de vis ing, but of God’s or dain ing. It is

not a hu man in ven tion, but a di vine ap point ment. No hu man au thor ity can
make Sacra ments in the Evan gel i cal sense of that term. No Church can do
it; and the au thor ity claimed to es tab lish seven, might, with equal pro pri ety,
have des ig nated twenty. God, and God only, can do this.

“A Sacra ment,” says Schmid in his Evan ge lis che Dog matik, “is a holy
rite, ap pointed by God, through which, by means of an ex ter nal and vis i ble
sign, sav ing grace is im parted to a man, or if he al ready pos sess it, is as- 
sured to him. The Evan gel i cal Church enu mer ates two such rites, Bap tism
and the Lord’s Sup per; for only through these two rites, in ac cor dance with
the di rec tion of Christ, is such sav ing grace im parted; and among all the sa- 
cred or di nances pre scribed in the Scrip tures, it is only in these two that
these dis tin guish ing char ac ter is tics are com bined, viz.: (1) A spe cial, di vine
pur pose, in ac cor dance with which, in the sa cred rite, an ex ter nal el e ment is
to be thus em ployed; and (2) the prom ise given in the di vine Word, that by
the ap pli ca tion of this el e ment, Evan gel i cal sav ing grace shall be im parted.”
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The usual def i ni tion that “a Sacra ment is a vis i ble sign of in vis i ble grace” is
only half true; and the more im por tant half of the truth is not even in ti mated
in the def i ni tion, as will ap pear when we con sider

The De signs Of The Sacra ments.
These are var i ous, though unique, all aim ing at man’s high est spir i tual

in ter est. The time al lowed me in this pa per pre cludes, of course, any other
than a mere in di ca tion of each.

1. As churchly trans ac tions.

Sacra ments are first con fes sional. In and through them the sub ject of
them con fesses him self to be a dis ci ple of Christ, and there fore a mem ber of
His Church. The very term Sacra ment im plies “to con se crate,” “to vow al le- 
giance to.” Sacra ments are, there fore, in this sense, badges of Chris tian dis- 
ci ple ship. “Go ye into all the world and make dis ci ples of all na tions, bap- 
tiz ing them,” was the Lord’s own com mand. " The cup of bless ing which
we bless," etc., “For we be ing many are one bread, and one body, for we are
all par tak ers of that one bread,” is St. Paul’s state ment. In both, the in di vid- 
ual par tic i pant de clares him self to be a mem ber of the “sacra men tal host of
the Lord;” a mem ber of that mys ti cal body of which Christ Him self is the
all-glo ri ous head: un der the most solemn obli ga tion of fi delity “to Him who
is God over all, blessed forever more.”

The prac ti cal ten dency of this de sign of the holy Sacra ments can hardly
be over es ti mated. As ev ery Ro man sol dier who de serted his stan dard was
not only thereby dis graced, but also li able to the sever est pun ish ment, so the
church-mem ber who vi o lates his sacra men tal covenant with God, who fails
to “come up to the help of the Lord, to the help of the Lord against the
mighty,” ex poses him self to the sor est dis plea sure of King Em manuel. And
one rea son why there are so many tepid Chris tians in the Church — luke- 
warm dis ci ples — is that they are so rarely re minded that their names stand
on the muster-roll of Christ’s army; that He “has need of them” and ex pects
them to do their whole duty in the mighty con flict wag ing against sin and
the devil. Each Ro man sol dier who had taken the “sacra men tum” re garded
the honor and suc cess of the whole army as com mit ted to his in di vid ual
care and keep ing, and this con vic tion made him a ver i ta ble hero. He stood
like a rock in in the day of trial, as is so beau ti fully il lus trated in “The Last
Days of Pom peiii” The tremen dous del uge of fire is sweep ing to wards the
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doomed city, and its var i ous in mates, fol low ing the bent of their minds,
seek the things most prized by them; some, as the late ex ca va tions so strik- 
ingly il lus trate, have their hands on their money-draw ers — oth ers are col- 
lect ing their jew els — oth ers still are gath er ing around them their loved
ones — whilst the Ro man sol dier, hal berd in hand, cov ered with ashes, soot
and sco ria, is found stand ing at his post of duty at one of the city’s gates, a
mon u ment of fi delity to his sacra men tal obli ga tion.

2. An other de sign of the Sacra ments is that they are signs and seals of
spir i tual bless ings.

Man can not prom ise di vine grace; nei ther can he put a seal to a di vine
prom ise, with which to au then ti cate it. Such a trans ac tion would be a stu- 
pen dous fraud. Sacra ments are there fore not hu man works which men orig i- 
nate, but di vine in sti tu tions of mercy, of which men are the ob jects and re- 
cip i ents. They are in dis sol ubly con nected with the Word, with out which
they are noth ing and profit noth ing. Hence they are, as al ready men tioned,
in them selves a minia ture gospel, and are, there fore, some times called the
“vis i ble Word,” through which the Holy Ghost es pe cially ex hibits and seals
the gen eral prom ises of gospel grace to the be liever; as sur ing him thus, in
the most im pres sive and solemn man ner, of the bless ings of the covenant of
grace. In hu man trans ac tions a seal is at tached to a doc u ment, not to add to
the con tents of that doc u ment, but to at test its bind ing force and ir re versible
na ture. So God has not only promised pu rity, par don and peace, but re mem- 
ber ing our weak ness, and how strongly we are im pressed by sen si ble ob- 
jects, He has ap pointed these or di nances as seals or pledges of His prom- 
ises. The sim ple as sur ance given to Noah that the earth should not a sec ond
time be de stroyed by a del uge, might have been a suf fi cient foun da tion for
con fi dence; but God saw fit to ap point the rain bow to be a per pet ual con fir- 
ma tion of His covenant; and through all gen er a tions, when the bow ap pears,
men feel that it is not merely a sign of the re turn ing sun, but a di vinely ap- 
pointed pledge of the prom ise of God." So, too, the prom ise of de liv er ance
from Egyp tian bondage, given to the Is raelites, was in it self suf fi cient to as- 
sure them that, in the ac com plish ment of His prom ise, the de stroy ing an gel
should pass over their houses with out dis turb ing any of their in mates; yet it
pleased Him to ap point the blood of the paschal lamb as the sign and seal of
this covenant. In like man ner, God, will ing more abun dantly to show unto
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His peo ple the im mutabil ity of His prom ise, has con firmed it by these seals,
to as sure them that, as cer tainly as they re ceive the signs of the bless ings of
the covenant, so cer tainly shall they re ceive the bless ings them selves.

3. And this brings to view the pri mary de sign of the Sacra ments, viz.:
“The of fer ing, con fer ring and ap ply ing, as well as seal ing of gospel
grace.”

“Gospel grace is of fered to all who use the Sacra ments; it is con ferred on
all who worthily use them; it is ap plied and sealed to adult be liev ers.”
Sacra ments are, there fore, chan nels through which the covenanted bless ings
are con veyed to the wor thy re cip i ent of them. The tes ta men tary parch ment
that con tains the friendly be quest of a large for tune to me, is not sim ply the
sign or the seal of my in her i tance, but the in stru ment that con veys it to me.
It would be a poor sat is fac tion, in deed, to be con tent with the pa per as the
mere sign of the kind in ten tion of the tes ta tor, whilst the rich con tents re- 
mained un ap pro pri ated. The value and im por tance of the pa per con sist in
the for tune it con veys to me.

So our blessed Lord, whose " un search able riches " have been be- 
queathed to his fol low ers in ex press terms of “The New Tes ta ment in His
blood,” has clearly stated. As the di vine Word is en dowed with su per nat u ral
ef fi cacy to pro duce re gen er at ing, re new ing and sanc ti fy ing ef fects on the
minds of men, when, through the Di vine Spirit, it is be liev ingly ap pre- 
hended, so the Sacra ments, which are the vis i ble Word, com mu ni cate,
through the same holy agency, what the gra cious Lord Him self has put into
them. They are His ap pointed chan nels to con fer and ap ply His gen eral
prom ises of grace, specif i cally and es pe cially to their wor thy in di vid ual re- 
cip i ents. Noth ing less than this can sat isfy the strong lan guage of the Scrip- 
tures on this sub ject, or the ex pe ri ence of God’s peo ple. When bap tism is
called the wash ing of re gen er a tion (Ti tus 3:5), when it is said to unite us to
Christ (Gal. 3:27), to make us par tak ers of His death and life (Rom. 6:4, 5),
to wash away our sins, (Acts 22:16), to save the soul (1 Pet. 3:21); and
when the bread and wine in the Lord’s Sup per are said to be the body and
the blood of Christ, the par tak ing of which se cures union with Christ, and
par tic i pa tion of the mer its of His death (1 Cor. 10:16, 17), it is the mer est,
sheer est, baldest lo go machy, as well as the most un en vi able piety, to frit ter
away such un qual i fied dec la ra tions of the Holy Ghost, into mere hy per- 
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boles, or sim ple signs and sym bols. We ask with great em pha sis, where is
there any thing of this sort in the bond? Is it there? No? Then by what au- 
thor ity do you put it there? Who gave you the au thor ity to amend the teach- 
ings of the Holy Ghost? Ten thou sand times shame on your wicked pre- 
sump tion! Would you have ever dreamed of it had not Rome in her frenzy
taught the ex opere op er ato the ory? No? Then why do you sup pose that two
wrongs will make a right? Has the Lutheran Church ever taught you any
such no tion? Far from it. She teaches you most ex plic itly that faith is nec es- 
sar ily re quired in or der to the re cep tion of the salu tary ef fi cacy of the Sacra- 
ments. If the Sacra ments are the vis i ble rosy-red hand of God’s mercy in
which He of fers the rich est boons of His grace; she teaches her chil dren that
a trust ing, con fid ing hand on their part is nec es sary to se cure them. Whilst
she un doubt edly teaches — and I per son ally thank God for it — that in in- 
fants the Holy Spirit kin dles faith by the Sacra ment of ini ti a tion, by which
they re ceive the grace of the covenant (if they re ceive not that, what do they
re ceive?) she, with equal clear ness, an nounces to those of riper years, that
the Sacra ments con fer no grace on adults, un less, when of fered, they re- 
ceive them by true faith, which must ex ist in their hearts pre vi ously.

Shielded thus against all mis ap pre hen sion and false ap pli ca tion, it will
not be dif fi cult to set forth the Lutheran views of each of the Sacra ments
sep a rately. We of course com mence with

Bap tism.
This was in sti tuted by Christ Him self, and has the prom ise of sal va tion.

It makes its sub ject God’s child — the great est bless ing of man on earth. It
in tro duces him to God’s covenant, and se cures for him all God’s
covenanted mer cies. It is ad min is tered in the name of the Fa ther, Son and
Holy Ghost, to show not only the in tense solem nity of the trans ac tion, but
to pledge us at the same time the Fa ther’s love, the Son’s right eous ness, and
the Spirit’s com fort and com mu nion. There is in this or di nance a deep mys- 
tery which tran scends all hu man ken, and de mands an un re served, child-
like and en tire faith and con fi dence in the words and prom ise of Christ and
His apos tles. To me its pro found spir i tual mean ing seems typ i fied by the
sev eral ex ter nal events that tran spired at Christ’s own bap tism. It is stated
that on that oc ca sion Je sus saw “heaven opened;” typ i fy ing, I think, that
Bap tism opens to us the king dom of heaven; next, the Fa ther’s voice is
heard say ing, “This is My beloved Son in whom I am well pleased;” an- 
nounc ing to us the fact that in Bap tism we are sealed as the Fa ther’s dear
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chil dren: and fi nally, the Spirit of God is seen, in dove-like form, to hover
over this deeply mys te ri ous and “all-right eous ness ful fill ing” trans ac tion,
in di cat ing the de sign, that in Bap tism the spirit of love, of pu rity, and of
dove like in no cence, shall de scend into the heart of the bap tized per son.

The main rea son why so many pas tors know not what po si tion to as sign
to this blessed or di nance, is the con fu sion of ideas in the “Or der of Sal va- 
tion,” and the in ter change, as syn ony mous terms, of re gen er a tion and con- 
ver sion. In Bap tism the for mer is ef fected, and the right of the lat ter se- 
cured. In the ini tia tive or di nance man be comes God’s child, and the di vine
life in its ger mi nal char ac ter is im planted in his soul, which lies in the heart,
not like a con cealed stone, but like a good seed in the gar den, or like a no- 
ble scion grafted on a wild stem, and not like a dead nail driven into the
trunk. The very term, “con ver sion,” im plies that the man has gone from
some thing good, and in “turn ing round” — which is the mean ing of the
word “con ver sion” — he is to go back to “that good thing com mit ted to
him.”

The ob jec tion here urged is, that if con ver sion is nec es sary, then what
prac ti cal ben e fit is re gen er a tion? An swer: If he re mains faith ful in his bap- 
tismal covenant, grow ing “up in the nur ture and ad mo ni tion of the Lord,”
like John the Bap tist, the bap tized child will be “sanc ti fied from his
mother’s womb.” That this can be, no be liever in the Bible, who is ac- 
quainted with the his tory of a Samuel, a John, or a Tim o thy, will ques tion.
That it ought to be, St. Paul’s lan guage, quoted above, suf fi ciently in di cates.
That it is not, proves noth ing against God’s Word, nor the doc trine of our
Church, but only shows that there is a fear ful delin quency some where; and
where that is we shall see by and by. It is, alas! but too true, as ev ery pas tor
knows, that not all who have been bap tized con tinue in their bap tismal
grace and covenant, and live as it be comes God’s chil dren; yea, some live
as if there were no God to fear and no hell to dread. They “put asun der what
God has joined to gether” — Faith and Bap tism. To se cure sal va tion, both
are nec es sary. " He that be lieveth and is bap tized, shall be saved; he that be- 
lieveth not shall be damned." If faith, there fore, is not added to bap tism; if
the stupid the ory of ex opere op er ato is con sciously or un con sciously re lied
on, then un be lief will drag af ter it its own le git i mate fruit — damna tion.
But, says the ob jec tor, if Faith does the work, what use is there of Bap tism?
“Much ev ery way.” First, be cause God has so or dained. From this state ment
there can be no ap peal. In ref er ence to it, we can only say: “Even so, Lord,
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for so it seemeth good in Thy sight.” Noth ing but the baldest in fi delity, or
the most su per cil ious con ceit, can set this fact aside. Then, too, the re la tion
es tab lished through this or di nance be tween God and the bap tized per son is
a most sa cred one — that of child hood of God. Now a child that has a fa ther
can seek him again even if he has gone astray; he who has a fa ther’s house
to go to, can al ways re turn, though like the Prodi gal, he “has gone into a far
coun try.” This is the pre rog a tive which Bap tism se cures to God’s erring
child. How is it with an earthly fa ther, whose prodi gal son has most griev- 
ously wronged him, when that son, af ter long wan der ings, re turns, though
in the dead hour of mid night, and, with tear ful eye and choked voice,
knocks at the pa ter nal door, beg ging: Fa ther, open unto me! thy child,
weary, naked and des o late, stands here, freez ing in the cold of win ter, and
per ish ing with hunger and thirst in this mer ci less world; — what, think you,
would that fa ther do? And will not our com pas sion ate Fa ther in heaven
open mercy’s door to His re turn ing prodi gal child, and thus save him from
de spair? I tell you, yea, for He has made a covenant with him in Bap tism,
“well or dered in all things and sure;” and though man may vi o late it again
and again, God never. “He can not deny Him self.” He will con tinue his Fa- 
ther, even should the child at last be lost. O! there is in this holy Sacra ment,
depth of mercy which no hu man plum met has ever yet sounded.

And what an ocean of com fort there lies in this doc trine of our Church
for prac ti cal piety. Man’s ut ter im po tence is learned nowhere so thor oughly
as where his love nes tles most warmly. A mother in tears1 sits by the cra dle
of an ail ing child sob bing: ‘My dar ling is very ill;’ but she is thrice blessed,
if, when bow ing be fore her Maker in prayer, she can say: ‘Fa ther, Thy child
is sick.’ Or the fa ther no tices with deep sor row and grief, how un ruly pas- 
sions and sin ful de sires de velop them selves in his child, which he can not
erad i cate; but thrice happy is he when he can look up to God and say: ’ Be- 
hold, Fa ther, Thy child is tempted of the flesh, the world, and the devil;
Thou hast con quered these foes, Thou canst shield and suc cor Thy child.’
The eyes of fa ther and mother can’t see very far, nor can their hands reach
at a great dis tance, and when their child leaves the parental roof to try the
slip pery paths of a cor rupt and cor rupt ing world, they look af ter him with
deep anx i ety; but how blessed are they to know that their loved one is ac- 
com pa nied by an other Fa ther, whose eye never slum bers and whose mighty
arm is round and about him in all his wan der ings. And when at last the fa- 
ther’s eye breaks and the mother’s hand grows cold, and the fi nal strug gle
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comes to tear their hearts loose from the child that stands weep ing at their
death-bed, how com fort ing for them to know that He never dies “who is the
true Fa ther of all them that are called chil dren.” How truly poor is that
house hold in which the faith in the un speak able bless ings of the bap tismal
covenant has be come ex tinct! How have the chil dren been robbed of their
holi est at tire, their chief jewel! And what deep anx i ety and dis com fort must
those par ents feel when their nat u ral at tach ment for their off spring arouses
their hearts’ deep est con cern for their tem po ral and eter nal wel fare!

Bear with me, then, brethren, if I seem un nec es sar ily lengthy on this
sub ject. Above all oth ers, this de mands chief at ten tion just now. You, as
well as I, have no ticed that al most ev ery dis trict con fer ence in our Church is
de bat ing some as pect or other of this or di nance, in di cat ing not only that this
a liv ing ques tion, but that there is a painful un fixed ness of views, as well as
a gen eral feel ing af ter the truth. If this pa per shall call spe cial at ten tion to
the proper study of this sub ject, its prin ci pal aim will be at tained. I go on,
there fore, and say:

That an other dif fi culty in the way of as sign ing the proper po si tion to this
Sacra ment is the in ad e quate con cep tion in many minds of the deep de prav- 
ity of the hu man heart. They fail to grasp the Bible idea of what is meant by
man be ing “con ceived in sin and shapen in in iq uity;” that “he is un righ teous
be fore God;” that he “is of the earth, earthy;” that “what is born of the flesh,
is flesh;” that " the whole head is sick, and the whole heart faint;" that this
moral dis ease has in fected his whole be ing, ly ing within his very cen ter like
the seed of the deadly night-shade, that will grow with his growth, and
strengthen with his strength; and that un less God in His in fi nite mercy
change that na ture, it will and must de velop into a child of wrath. Hence the
blessed Saviour so ex plic itly teaches, John 3:5, “Ex cept any one be born
again of wa ter and of the Spirit, he can not see God.” But now, “It is not the
will of your heav enly Fa ther that any of these lit tle ones should per ish;”
there fore He meets them at the very en trance of life with the moral an ti dote
to the moral dis ease, and that not only in a purely spir i tual and in vis i ble
way, but also in the vis i ble sign and pledge of holy Bap tism. The child is
thus early placed in the hands of the Holy Ghost as its spir i tual physi cian.
This as signs to this or di nance a def i nite, most gra cious, and most pos i tive
po si tion. It makes some thing more of it than a mere ven er a ble and an cient
cus tom, which at most can do no harm, and which by some, in deed, is re- 
garded as " be ing hon ored more in the breach than in the ob ser vance." We
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speak not un ad vis edly on this sub ject; nor are we to be con sid ered as false
ac cusers of brethren when we af firm that there are Syn ods in our Church,
which, ac cord ing to the last Gen eral Synod’s Re port, do not av er age two in- 
fant bap tisms a year in each of their thirty-four con gre ga tions! Is it sup pos- 
able that in such lo cal i ties the doc trine of the heart’s moral dis ease, and its
di vine’ an ti dote, are fully com pre hended? Is there no ur gent need of call ing
spe cial at ten tion to this sub ject?

But in this covenant of Bap tism, there are other par ties be sides the Holy
God and the fee ble child. And here “The Ed u ca tional Ideas of the Lutheran
Church” come in. Par ents have as sumed the weighty re spon si bil i ties of
Chris tian nur ture in ref er ence to their chil dren; and their chil dren have the
un ques tioned and un ques tion able claim to it. And woe be to them who ne- 
glect it! They be come not only “covenant break ers,” but the ne glecters, if
not the de stroy ers, of the high est in ter ests of their off spring. Here is the last
an swer in the bap tismal for mula of our Church: “Do you de sire that this
child shall be bap tized into the Chris tian faith: and are you re solved to in- 
struct him care fully in the gospel of our Lord Je sus Christ, and to teach him
to walk ac cord ing to its holy com mand ments? An swer, YES.”

In the bap tismal covenant the par ents have be come God’s mes sen gers to
these lit tle im mor tals; His co-work ers for their re li gious train ing; yea. His
sub sti tutes, do ing as He would do, were He vis i bly present to man age this
mo men tous work! To Him, there fore, they are re spon si ble for ev ery step
they take in this im por tant mat ter. They are vi tal fac tors in this gra cious
plan and pur pose of the Almighty. So God teaches; so our Church be lieves.
Hence Luther pre pared his Small Cat e chism, pri mar ily for the fam ily; head- 
ing each di vi sion thus: “Quo modo pa ter fa mil ias (id.) sues fa mil iar sim pli- 
cis sime tradere de beat.” But alas! as in so many other in stances, so also
here; there is a heaven-wide dif fer ence be tween pre cept and prac tice, be- 
tween plan and ex e cu tion! How many chil dren are de nied this whole some
spir i tual food! How many grow up, even in nom i nally Chris tian fam i lies,
with out prayer, with out in struc tion, with out the sim ple knowl edge even that
they stand in God’s covenant, with out ever so much as hav ing seen a cat e- 
chism un til they are sent to the pas tor for in struc tion! And yet, just from
such sources come the ob jec tions to the Church’s doc trine on this sub ject,
as many pas tors present, as well as ab sent, can abun dantly tes tify. But is it a
won der that the Di vine pur pose in this holy covenant is so largely neu tral- 
ized, see ing the con di tions from the hu man side, so reck lessly ne glected if
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not pos i tively ig nored? Can we ex pect to “gather grapes from thorns, or figs
from this tles?” Will “a bit ter foun tain send forth sweet wa ter?” Yet this is
the sad con di tion in thou sands of our fam i lies.2 Of course, man can not see
what the Holy Spirit is do ing all this while in the youth ful heart; how He is
fan ning the gen tle flame to keep it alive, so that, as in na ture, when the frost
of win ter is thawed by the warm ing rays and show ers of spring, and the su- 
per in cum bent ice and snow melt, and “the storms are over and gone,” the
lit tle sprig of the planted seed springs forth de spite the un promis ing an- 
tecedents. One thing is sure, and we wish to score it, that no greater earthly
bless ing can come to a child than to un fold its be ing in the sa cred precincts
of a Chris tian fam ily, where it is en folded in the warm em brace of sanc ti fied
ma ter nal love, and where its tiny hand is laid, into that of a pi ous. God-fear- 
ing fa ther for guid ance and di rec tion. No in her i tance, how ever vast, is com- 
pa ra ble to this. No world-wide renown, how ever bril liant, can bless a child
one tithe as much as the sim ple and in ef face able re mem brance of a Christ-
lov ing fa ther and mother. Well did Richard Bax ter say, that if par ents would
do their duty, more would be sav ingly called in the fam ily than in the sanc- 
tu ary. God fill our churches with such par ents!

But in this bap tismal covenant the Church as well as the fam ily, has an
im por tant part to per form. She is not only the di vinely ap pointed al moner of
God’s mer cies and mys ter ies; she is an es sen tial fac tor in the de vel op ment
of the gra cious pur poses de signed to be ac com plished in Bap tism. As an
agency co-or di nate with the fam ily, in this di rec tion, she is to give " line
upon line," etc., in the ed u ca tion of the lambs of the flock. To her the
blessed Mas ter said, through Pe ter: “Feed my lambs.” What the par ents are
de signed to com mence, the Church is com manded to carry for ward and
com plete. From the fam ily into school; from the school into Church, from
the Church into heaven, is her the ory. Ac cord ingly the chil dren are sent to
the pas tor for “in struc tion” in the doc trines of re li gion and the du ties of life.
In no de part ment of the pas tor’s work can he make him self more last ingly
and more ben e fi cially felt than in these hours. Here was the se cret spring of
that pietis tic move ment, so much lauded but so lit tle un der stood, of Philip
Ja cob Spener. If con sci en tious and faith ful in the cat e chet i cal class, the pas- 
tor will have com fort and joy in all his con gre ga tional work. At no other
time and in no other place can he ap proach the heart nearer, or con vey a
knowl edge of Chris tian ity to the com pre hen sion of the youth ful mind
clearer, than in the cat e chet i cal sys tem of the Church. It is a shame, there- 
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fore, that this glo ri ous sys tem should have ever been suf fered to de gen er ate
into a mere hum drum-like per func tory per for mance, re sem bling the Hindu’s
pray ing ma chine placed by the stream to be turned by the flow ing wa ter,
soul less, aim less, sense less; or to be sup planted al to gether by a sys tem
which, whilst it may have the glare and furor of a prairie fire, is as de struc- 
tive too. These Ed u ca tional Ideas of the Church, or cat e chet i cal in struc tions,
where the meet ings are but once a week, should ex tend, at least, through
one whole year. They are, of course, prepara tory to the solemn rite of Con- 
fir ma tion, which is the con nect ing link be tween the two Sacra ments, or the
bridge by which we pass from the one over to the other. Con fir ma tion,
which has come to us from the apos tolic age, is a per sonal rat i fi ca tion of the
bap tismal covenant, and an in di vid ual as sump tion of all its con di tions and
re spon si bil i ties. It is fol lowed by the first re cep tion of the Lord’s Sup per,
and unites thus in it self, as in the fo cal point of the Chris tian life, all the
means of grace: the Word, through the pre ced ing in struc tion; Bap tism,
through the re newal of the covenant, and the Holy Sup per, through the first
par tic i pa tion of it. What a day! How glad, how sad! How full of holy rem i- 
nis cences! How big with hopes and fears! Its salu tary in flu ences are de- 
signed to ex tend through the whole life.

We are now brought to con sider the sec ond Sacra ment of the Church:
The Lord’s Sup per.
As in the ini tia tive or di nance the di vine life in the soul has its be gin ning,

so the con fir ma tive Sup per is de signed to nour ish and strengthen it; but as
in the world this spir i tual life is of ten de pressed and weak ened, this means
of re viv ing it is to be fre quently re peated. This was the case in the prim i tive
Church, and also in the Ref or ma tion pe riod. It is, there fore, a mat ter of deep
re gret that the un-Lutheran cus tom ob tains so ex ten sively through out our
Church, of cel e brat ing this or di nance but once or twice, or at most four
times a year. May the day soon come when our con gre ga tions will make ar- 
range ments that the Lord’s ta ble shall be spread once a month!

In this holy or di nance, in sti tuted by Christ Him self, “on the night in
which He was be trayed,” He gives us, through the vis i ble el e ments of bread
and wine, all the bless ings of the Gospel, as these bless ings are all em bod- 
ied in Him self: for He gives us Him self; as the words of the in sti tu tion so
em phat i cally de clare: “This is My body;” “This is My blood.” It is My self;
let each one of you, be liev ingly, ap pro pri ate My self to him self.



326

In this Sacra ment, even more than in the first, the Lutheran Church dif- 
fers from all other Protes tants, as well as from all Ro man ists. She ut terly re- 
jects the Tri den tine doc trine of tran sub stan ti a tion; and with equal en ergy
and em pha sis she re jects the mere mnemonic no tions of Zwingle. She does,
in deed, not ig nore the memo rial fea ture of this holy or di nance; for her Lord
has said: “Do this in re mem brance of Me,” and she has the ut most re gard
and rev er ence for His words. As the paschal lamb, eaten at the same ta ble at
which the holy Sup per was in sti tuted, should per pet u ate from gen er a tion to
gen er a tion the re mem brance of Is rael’s won der ful de liv er ance from Egyp- 
tian bondage; so Je sus de sired that His holy Sup per should re mind His fol- 
low ers through all time to come of their great re demp tion from the thrall- 
dom of sin and Sa tan through His in no cent suf fer ings and death. Our
Church teaches her chil dren de voutly to call to mind Christ’s agony in
Geth se mane, His in dig ni ties at Pi late’s bar, and His un ut ter able suf fer ings
on Gol gatha. They re mem ber His sweat as it falls like great drops of blood
to the ground; they think of the hor ri ble scourg ings, the cruel mock ings, and
the pierc ing cry: “My God, my God, why hast Thou for saken Me.” All
these things, en dured by the Son of God for the re demp tion of man, pass
like a liv ing panorama be fore us as we stand or kneel around the Lord’s ta- 
ble. Yes, the Lutheran Church teaches, and all her chil dren be lieve, the
memo rial fea ture of the holy Sup per.

But with equal fer vor and un ques tioned con fi dence she teaches, and her
chil dren be lieve, ev ery other state ment made by the blessed Lord and His
in spired apos tles in ref er ence to this holy or di nance. Ac cord ingly she finds
in it un speak ably more than the mere memo rial fea ture. If it be no more
than a sim ple mnemonic rite, then a “cru ci fix” or an “Ecce Homo” paint ing,
would much bet ter ac com plish that end than a piece of bread and a lit tle
wine. And, there fore, the Lutheran Church teaches, and her chil dren be- 
lieve, that the Lord’s Sup per is not only a vis i ble gospel that re calls to mind
the most stu pen dous facts in the his tory of re demp tion, but that it car ries
and com mu ni cates to the hum ble, pen i tent, be liev ing par tic i pant, all that it
ob jec tively sets forth, as in di cated by the Saviour’s lan guage, “bro ken for
you,” and “shed for the re mis sion of sin.” And this she teaches, and they be- 
lieve, not be cause she has fath omed, and they have en com passed, the
mighty mys tery in volved in His holy or di nance, but upon the sole dec la ra- 
tion of the blessed Lord Him self. And thus trust ing with child like sim plic ity
her lov ing Lord, she is fully per suaded that He will not tan ta lize or de ceive
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her. When He says, “This is my body,” “this is my blood,” “take and eat,”
“drink ye all of it,” He does not of fer us a myth in stead. He of fers us Him- 
self, as the soul-food of all His fol low ers. Hence He says, “He that eateth
My flesh and drin keth My blood, dwelleth in Me, and I in him.” “As the
liv ing Fa ther hath sent Me, and I live by the Fa ther, so he that eateth Me,
even he shall live by Me.” Lan guage could not be plainer. The words and
things cho sen set forth this gra cious, en nobling, soul sup port ing union and
com mu nion with Him.

It re quires only an en trance into, and a full re al iza tion of the cir cum- 
stances of the in sti tu tion of this sacra ment, to ap pre hend in some hum ble
mea sure the pro found pur poses of its di vine Au thor. He had an nounced to
His dis ci ples the with drawal of His vis i ble pres ence from them. This an- 
nounce ment filled them with undis guised sor row. “Their hearts were trou- 
bled.” He deeply sym pa thized with them. “Hav ing loved His own, He loved
them unto the end.” And to as sure them of this un fail ing and undi min ished
love, and set ting aside all known laws of hu man lan guage. He says to them,
in the over flow of His love: Here, take Me; take My whole self — " My
body and blood;" feast upon Me, and let this be your soul-food for ev er- 
more!

Does any one now say, with the mur mur ing Jews: “How can this man
give us His flesh to eat?” We an swer: Je sus never as serted, our Church
never taught, and her chil dren never be lieved, any such gross, Ca per naitish
idea or view. What we be lieve the Saviour to have taught is that, with the
ex ter nal signs of bread and wine which re main un changed in all re spects,
the Lord Je sus Christ in a su per nat u ral and to us in com pre hen si ble way,
com mu ni cates Him self with, in and un der the form of bread and wine, to
the be liev ing com mu ni cant, with all the ef fects of His glo ri ous re demp tion
work; that He unites Him self mys ti cally but re ally with them; con formably
to the teach ings of the Holy Ghost, 1 Cor. 10:16, “The cup of bless ing
which we bless, is it not the com mu nion of the blood of Christ? The bread
which we break, is it not the com mu nion of the body of Christ?” As cer- 
tainly, there fore, as we have in the Holy Sup per real bread and real wine,
not the sem blance of bread nor the sem blance of wine, so have we in it the
real pres ence of Christ, and not an imag i nary, in fer en tial or myth i cal pres- 
ence. Else how could the holy Apos tle Paul say: “Whoso ever shall eat this
bread and drink this cup of the Lord un worthily, shall be guilty of the body
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and blood of the Lord.” “For he that eateth and drin keth un worthily, eateth
and drin keth damna tion to him self, not dis cern ing the Lord’s body.”

The the o log i cal and prac ti cal bear ings of this Sacra ment, as held by the
Lutheran Church, are of in cal cu la ble mo ment. We can not now even enu- 
mer ate them, for this pa per is al ready much be yond the pre scribed limit.
But in ci den tally it may be men tioned that the doc trine of the per son of
Christ is es sen tially in volved in it. In it, too, cen ters the Chris tian’s joy,
com fort, hope and hap pi ness. Hence he de rives the full as sur ance of his glo- 
ri ous im mor tal ity. Here he sees, as nowhere else, that pu rity of heart and
ho li ness of life are pos si ble for him only as he abides in Christ, and Christ
in him; so that he can adopt the tri umphant lan guage of St. Paul: “I live, yet
not I, but Christ liveth in me; and the life which I now live in the flesh, I
live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave Him self for
me.”

This or di nance em pha sizes the doc trine of the “Com mu nion of Saints.”
Around the sacra men tal board we pro claim our selves mem bers of one holy
fam ily, whose fa ther is God and whose el der brother is Christ, the Lord.
Hence says the Apos tle Paul, “We, be ing many, are one body, for we are all
par tak ers of that one bread.” And as an ex per i men tal fact, it may be men- 
tioned that at no other time, and on no other oc ca sion, are Chris tian hearts
so united, their sym pa thies so ac tive, their in ter ests so mu tual, their af fec- 
tions so cor dial, their for give nesses so free, their crim i na tions so few, and
their gen erosi ties so un re strained, as when they kneel around the com mu- 
nion al tar. The sanc ti fy ing in flu ences of this holy or di nance can eas ily be
in ferred, but not here dis cussed.

Such, then, are the Ed u ca tional and Sacra men tal Ideas of the Lutheran
Church. They lead, as you per ceive, not only into the outer courts of God’s
sanc tu ary, but into the holy of holies. They kin dle a di vine glow and ar dor
which thaw all world-frost and spir i tual tor por that threaten in ces santly to
chill the life of Christ in the soul. Nat u ral ists in form us that the deeper we
de scend into the earth, the warmer it be comes. How true this maxim is we
can not say; for they have not gone deep enough to de ter mine. Like many
oth ers of their max ims, it rests on as sump tion. But this we can pos i tively af- 
firm, that the deeper we go into these sa cred mys ter ies the warmer it be- 
comes, for they en fold the very heart of Christ. They de liver from that le- 
gal ism which keeps the be liever in the mere vestibule of this holy sanc tu ary,
where the winds are cold, com ing as they do from the icy tops of Sinai, and
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bring ing noth ing but death and de struc tion. But en ter ing by faith into this
holy taber na cle of the Lord, we have all the riches which the Fa ther’s in fi- 
nite love and com pas sion have de vised for His chil dren; which the Eter nal
Son has pro cured for them by His in no cent suf fer ings and death, and which
the Holy Ghost is of fer ing and is ready to make over to them. Here the ta ble
is spread with “milk and wine,” with “mar row and fat ness;” and the in vi ta- 
tion is: “Eat, O friends; drink, yea, drink abun dantly, O beloved.”

The late ness of the hour pre vented any dis cus sion.
Dr. Seiss moved that the hearty thanks of this Diet be ex tended to the

pas tor and con gre ga tion of St. Matthew’s church for their kind ness to the
Diet. Adopted.

Dr. Seiss moved that the Sec re taries be di rected to pro cure the pa pers
read, and to make pro vi sion, if pos si ble, for their pub li ca tion. Adopted.

The sub ject of mak ing pro vi sion for an other Diet was then in tro duced as
fol lows:

1. Büch sel’s “Erin nert m gen” to which I am in debted for many of these
thoughts.↩ 

2. Dur ing my present course of cat e chet i cal in struc tion, four lads in my
class, when ques tioned on this sub ject (they are not the chil dren of my
flock) ac knowl edged that they had never read two chap ters in the
Bible, though each was over fif teen years of age! One had never read a
sin gle verse at home! The other thought that per haps they might have
read from ten verses to two chap ters, but cer tainly not more! Nei ther of
them knew whether he was bap tized!!↩ 
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Clos ing Re marks

Re marks Of Rev. J. A. Seiss, D. D. (Gen eral Coun cil.)

Mr. Pres i dent: As there is a dis po si tion to ad journ fi nally tonight, and mem- 
bers are be gin ning to re tire, I have a mat ter of busi ness which I should like
to bring for ward be fore our num bers are fur ther di min ished.

We have had a Diet. What was doubt ful and un cer tain a few days ago,
has be come fixed, and passed into his tory. We now have some prac ti cal idea
of a free con gress in the Lutheran Church. It is a mat ter of some worth that
such a con ven tion could be or ga nized and suc cess fully car ried through. It is
a point gained for our com mon cause. And it seems to be con ceded that
good has been ac com plished by our com ing to gether in this way. Sep a rated
for a decade of years, it has been a pleas ant thing to see each other’s faces,
hear each other’s voices, grasp each other’s hands, and make a lit tle com- 
par i son of views on given top ics. Though not one in all things, the meet ing
has been some thing of an event to be re mem bered. If it has not been to the
full what might have been de sired, I have heard but one sen ti ment con cern- 
ing it, and that is one of grat i fi ca tion and plea sure. The na ture of the trans- 
ac tions, what has been read and said, the ques tions which have been asked
and an swered, the search ings for truth that have been evinced, and the pa- 
tient and friendly man ner in which mat ters of great mo ment have been pre- 
sented and talked over, must serve to lift us in each other’s es teem, to re- 
flect credit upon our Church, to sow seeds of good in the minds and hearts
of those in at ten dance, and to ef fect quiet plant ings here and there which
will grow, and bloom, and bring forth their fruits of bless ing in af ter days.

The at tempt to form and carry through this Diet, was some thing of a
nov elty and an ex per i ment. It in volved mat ters of dif fi culty and del i cacy. It
nec es sar ily had to be on a lim ited scale, em brac ing only the most ac ces si ble
men, to be as signed prom i nent parts. That there are many good and able
men whom it would have been a plea sure to hear, is frankly ad mit ted; but a
se lec tion had to be made, and that se lec tion was pru den tially lim ited to a



331

ter ri tory not ex ceed ing 300 miles. The best was done which, un der all the
cir cum stances, was thought most sure of mak ing the at tempt suc cess ful.
The re sult has been what we may now pro nounce a suc cess. So far as I have
learned, there is a com mon agree ment that this Diet has been a good thing.

It has there fore oc curred to me that it would per haps be well, be fore fi- 
nally ad journ ing, to give some ex pres sion, and to make some in cip i ent pro- 
vi sion, re spect ing a rep e ti tion, on a wider scale, at some fu ture time, of
what we have here had. I have thought that we might at least des ig nate a
com mit tee to ar range for an other Diet, on the same gen eral plan as this;
leav ing it to them to de ter mine as best they can, by con fer ence with men in
dif fer ent sec tions of the Church, and by watch ing the in di ca tions, when,
where, and how, it shall be held, and also to make up for it a full pro gram in
ad vance. I would make a mo tion to this ef fect, save that I do not wish to
press the sug ges tion if there is not a gen eral sen ti ment in fa vor of it. To
make it, only to be re sisted and bro ken down, would be worse than not to
have it made at all. I would, there fore, with the per mis sion of the chair, very
much like to have some in for mal ex pres sion of opin ion on the sub ject; feel- 
ing, for my own part, that it would be em i nently proper for us, here and
now, be fore sep a rat ing, unit edly to take the ini tia tive for an other Diet, say
in the course of a year or so, and thus give the im pulse for a suc ces sion of
Di ets, in which to dig af ter a right un der stand ing of the truth, for the gen eral
up build ing of our selves and churches in the knowl edge of our doc trines and
of each other, and of those strong foun da tions on which our cause rests.

As there were calls from all sides that the sug ges tion ac corded with the
feel ing of those present, it was moved by Dr. Seiss, and sec onded by
Dr. Brown, that a com mit tee be ap pointed to make pro vi sion for an other
Diet. Adopted unan i mously.

Af ter some dis cus sion as to how the com mit tee should be con sti tuted, it
was fi nally re solved that the com mit tee con sist of Drs. Mor ris and Seiss,
with power to add a third.

Dr. Con rad moved that the thanks of the Diet be re turned to the re porters
of the city pa pers. Adopted.

Dr. Brown moved that the thanks of the Diet be re turned to its of fi cers.
Adopted.

Re marks Of Rev. F. W. Con rad, D. D. (Gen eral Synod.)
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Mr. Pres i dent: Be fore we sep a rate, I feel im pelled to give ex pres sion to the
im pres sions made upon me dur ing the ses sions of this Diet. When it was
first broached, I doubted whether it would be held; when I was re quested,
months ago, to read a pa per be fore it, I con sented with no lit tle hes i tancy,
and when at last the time and place of its meet ing were an nounced, I feared
that it might prove a fail ure. But the Diet has been held and is about to ad- 
journ, and I de sire to con fess that my doubts and fears have been dis pelled,
and that the ex pec ta tions of the most san guine have been fully re al ized.
From the ev i dence fur nished by its pro ceed ings and at ten dance from day to
day, it must be pro nounced a suc cess, and I con grat u late you, Mr. Pres i dent,
as its pro jec tor, and your wor thy col league, upon its char ac ter and re sults.

The im por tance of the sub jects treated and dis cussed; the learn ing, re- 
search and abil ity dis played; the cour tesy ex tended; the Chris tian spirit
man i fested, and the fra ter nal greet ings ex changed, re flected credit upon all
who par tic i pated in it, and could not fail to make a fa vor able im pres sion
upon those who at tended its ses sions.

Some of those present I have known many years, with oth ers I have been
upon the most in ti mate terms of friend ship, and the priv i lege of meet ing and
tak ing coun sel with them in this Diet, has been to me a source of no or di- 
nary grat i fi ca tion. Not with stand ing the sep a ra tion which left some of us in
the Gen eral Synod, and led oth ers into the Gen eral Coun cil, our dif fer ences
have not wholly schis ma tized our hearts, which are still bound to gether by
the tie of a com mon ec cle si as ti cal lin eage, and a com mon Chris tian faith.
There is yet a goodly num ber in both bod ies, who fully re al ize that “we be
brethren,” and who, in obe di ence to the apos tolic in junc tion: “Let broth erly
love con tinue,” still love one an other with pure hearts fer vently.

The Diet was a vol un tary and un rep re sen ta tive as sem blage of Lutheran
min is ters. Each one was at full lib erty to ut ter his sen ti ments, for which he
alone is re spon si ble. It was not pro posed to present the points of dif fer ence
be tween us. and in so far as such points were in tro duced in the dis cus sions,
they were merely in ci den tal. Nor was it de signed for the pro mo tion of or- 
ganic union in the Lutheran Church, and hence that sub ject was nei ther as- 
signed to a reader nor in tro duced into the dis cus sions. But if the breaches in
the walls of Zion are ever to be closed, and its di vided parts united in “one
fold” un der “one Shep herd,” it will be in dis pens able that the di vi sions now
ex ist ing in the dif fer ent Chris tian de nom i na tions be first healed, be fore a
gen eral union be tween them can take place. The har mo niz ing of the dif fer- 
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ences di vid ing the Lutheran Church, be comes, there fore, the pre req ui site to
the union of the Protes tant Churches, and the union of Protes tantism will be
the pre cur sor of the con sol i da tion of Chris ten dom.

The di vi sions in the Lutheran Church of Amer ica have had their oc ca- 
sions and their causes, and her union, when ever it may oc cur, will also have
its oc ca sions and causes. And while the signs in the ec cle si as ti cal heav ens
may not au gur that the “set time” for the in au gu ra tion of a move ment to
unite the dif fer ent parts in this coun try has come, may we not cher ish the
hope that the hold ing of this Diet will prove at least an oc ca sion which may
lead, in due time, to the adop tion of such means and mea sures as shall, with
God’s bless ing, even tu ally cul mi nate in the or ganic union of the Lutheran
Church in the United States of Amer ica?

A few re marks were then made by Dr. Brown.
The Pres i dent an nounced that a mo tion to ad journ was in or der. Af ter a

long pause, the mo tion was at length made and adopted; and the first Free
Diet of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica, ad journed sine die af ter prayer by
its Pres i dent.

H. E. JA COBS, W. M. BAUM, SEC RE TARIES.
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How Can You Find Peace With
God?

The most im por tant thing to grasp is that no one is made right with God
by the good things he or she might do. Jus ti fi ca tion is by faith only, and that
faith rest ing on what Je sus Christ did. It is by be liev ing and trust ing in His
one-time sub sti tu tion ary death for your sins.

Read your Bible steadily. God works His power in hu man be ings
through His Word. Where the Word is, God the Holy Spirit is al ways
present.

Sug gested Read ing: New Tes ta ment Con ver sions by Pas tor George Ger- 
berd ing

Bene dic tion

Now unto him that is able to keep you from fall ing, and to present you fault less be fore the
pres ence of his glory with ex ceed ing joy, To the only wise God our Sav ior, be glory and
majesty, do min ion and power, both now and ever. Amen. (Jude 1:24-25)
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