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Pref ace by Lutheran Li brar ian

In re pub lish ing this book, we seek to in tro duce this au thor 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.

A Note about Ty pos [Ty po graph i cal Er rors]

Please have pa tience with us when you come across ty pos. Over time we
are re vis ing the books to make them bet ter and bet ter. If you would like to
send the er rors you come across to us, we’ll make sure they are cor rected.
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Fore word.

THE “Brief His tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica,” pub lished in
1903, which has been kindly ad mit ted as a text book in al most all the o log i- 
cal sem i nar ies of the Lutheran Church in this coun try, here with makes its
ap pear ance in a sec ond edi tion. It is dou ble the size of the orig i nal vol ume.
It has been thought best to omit the sta tis tics, which oc cu pied thir teen pages
of the first edi tion.1 Yet, al though we present a larger book, we have held
fast to the orig i nal ti tle, “Brief His tory,” be cause a com plete, or even an ap- 
prox i mately com plete, his tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica would re- 
quire at least three vol umes of the size of this one.

As in the pre vi ous edi tion, so in this one, it has been our aim to fur nish a
text book that would serve as a guide for in struc tion in the o log i cal sem i nar- 
ies. Stu dents and teach ers alike pre fer a book that is eas ily read. Even a
seem ing con fu sion of facts tries their pa tience. For this rea son our “Brief
His tory” views the ma te rial from the view point of ex ten sion and or ga ni za- 
tion rather than from that of con fes sional de vel op ment.2 The nu mer ous di vi- 
sions and the use of heavy type even in the body of the text have been made
in the in ter est of per spicu ity, and to aid the teacher and stu dent alike read ily
to catch the lead ing thoughts. QUI BENE DIS TIN GUIT, BENE DO CET. [ He who
dis tin guishes well, teaches well.]

In pre sent ing the his tory of the dif fer ent syn ods, the au thor has sin cerely
aimed at im par tial ity. He has not in ten tion ally mag ni fied the work of one
synod or min i mized the mer its of an other. In pre sent ing the his tory of his
own synod, he has not tried to cover up the short-com ings of the past. True,
the con fes sional his tory of the Gen eral Synod has been treated very ex ten- 
sively, but it must not be over looked that this is the com mon his tory of a
num ber of syn ods.3

In the case of the doc tri nal con tro ver sies be tween the syn ods of Mis- 
souri, Buf falo, Iowa and Ohio the task was es pe cially dif fi cult. In the first
edi tion the au thor him self wrote this chap ter. Con sid er ing the fact, how ever,
that nei ther the Mis souri Synod nor its op po nents have a doc u men tary his- 
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tory and that it is im pos si ble for an out sider cor rectly to in ter pret the con tro- 
ver sies in all their phases, he in vited Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel, who has made
these mat ters a spe cial study, to fur nish the chap ter in ques tion. He en deav- 
ored to se cure a rep re sen ta tive of the Mis souri Synod to agree with
Prof. Fritschel on what must be re garded as in con testable his tor i cal facts, or
at least to add cor rec tions, if such were needed, in or der to put be fore stu- 
dents the AL TERA PARS; but he did not suc ceed. Ev ery synod should pub lish a
doc u men tary his tory. The Gen eral Coun cil has such a work, com piled by
Dr. S. E. Ochsen ford. The Gen eral Synod took a step in this di rec tion at its
last con ven tion at Akron, Ohio (1915). Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel is now at
work pre par ing one of the Iowa Synod.

A sug ges tion of Dr. O. Zoeck ler, who re viewed the Ger man edi tion of
this work in the Evan ge lis che Kirchen zeitung, caused the au thor to add bi o- 
graph i cal notes of men still liv ing, who by spe cial ini tia tive have con trib- 
uted to the progress of the Lutheran Church in this coun try. In the for mer
edi tions these notes were re stricted to the great men who had passed to their
re ward.

A spe cial fea ture of the present vol ume is the more re li able pre sen ta tion
of the his tory of the Nor we gians and Danes. The Rev. Theo. Eggen. ed i tor
of “Luther aneren,” the of fi cial or gan of the United Nor we gian Church,
kindly ar ranged for out lines of the his tory of the sev eral Nor we gian bod ies
to be writ ten by rep re sen ta tive men as fol lows: Prof. E. Hove for the Nor- 
we gian Lutheran Synod, the Rev. J. A. Bergh for the United Nor we gian
Church. Prof. G. M. Bruce for Hauge’s Synod, Prof. Geo. Sver drup for the
Nor we gian Free Church. These out lines were de vel oped into a whole, and
then again sub mit ted to lead ing church men of the Nor we gians for ap proval.
Those of us who are un able to read Nor we gian can feel that in this chap ter
we have some thing that may be de pended on for ac cu racy. Prof. P. S. Vig
has fur nished the his tory of the Dan ish Lutheran Church.

The Rev. O. En gel. of the Wis con sin Synod, sent us such an ex cel lently
writ ten re view of the his tory of the Synod of Wis con sin, Min ne sota. Michi- 
gan and Ne braska that we did not hes i tate to in cor po rate it ver ba tim in the
book. The spe cial his tory of the Ger man Iowa Synod was fur nished by
Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel.

For valu able sug ges tions and con tri bu tions of which we have made more
or less use, we are in debted to the fol low ing well-known schol ars: Prof. O.
Lincke and Dr. H. Of fer mann (Gen eral Coun cil), Dr. A. G. Voigt (United
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Synod of the South), Prof. L. Fuer bringer (Mis souri Synod), Dr. G. A.
Schodde (Joint Synod of Ohio), Dr. J. K. Nikan der (Suomi Synod), Dr. B.
E. Jon s son (Ice landic Synod).

Much valu able ser vice has been ren dered by Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel, of
the Wart burg Sem i nary at Dubuque, Ia. While us ing the “Brief His tory” in
his classes he made, at our spe cial re quest, var i ous re vi sions and ad di tions,
which have been used to great ad van tage in the prepa ra tion of this sec ond
edi tion.

The in dexes at the end of the book were pre pared by the Rev. G. Bessler,
of Spencer, South Dakota.

May it please God to use this “Brief His tory” as an in spi ra tion among
Luther ans in Amer ica, es pe cially to in crease their loy alty to their Church!
The Lutheran Church has a mis sion in Amer ica.

At the time of the World-War, 1916.
J. L. NEVE.

1. Aside from the fact that sta tis tics are sub ject to change, they are found
in the year books of the var i ous syn ods up-to-date. Brief re views of the
sta tis ti cal sta tus of syn ods are given in con nec tion with their his tory.↩ 

2. See in tro duc tory re marks on page 17↩ 

3. Com pare re marks on page 88. [Sec tion: Syn ods Or ga nized Into Larger
Bod ies.]↩ 
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In tro duc tory. Mode of Treat‐ 
ment.

RE VIEW ING the 250 years of Lutheran his tory in Amer ica, the his to rian
faces the ques tion: HOW IS THE MA TE RIAL TO BE TREATED? Shall he sim ply
enu mer ate the lead ing events, and by co or di nat ing them sac ri fice the real
his tor i cal char ac ter of the work? This was too much the case in the first at- 
tempt that was made in our coun try, in Dr. E. J. Wolf’s “Luther ans in Amer- 
ica.” Or shall we (like Ja cobs and Fritschel) trace the de vel op ment chiefly
from the view point of con fes sional progress? This plan would cer tainly be
in ter est ing; but it is eas ily con fus ing for the be gin ner, and this book is to be
a hand book of the his tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica for stu dents
who first want to find their bear ings be fore they in ves ti gate more ex ten- 
sively. So we pur pose to present the his tory here sim ply from the view point
of or ga ni za tion and growth. Fol low ing this plan, we shall di vide the ma te- 
rial into three parts:

1. Ori gin of in di vid ual con gre ga tions;
2. Con gre ga tions or ga nized into syn ods;
3. Syn ods or ga nized into large bod ies.

Of these three parts, the last is not only the most ex ten sive, but also the
most com pli cated, be cause the his tory of the three lead ing Lutheran bod ies
runs par al lel to the his tory of the smaller syn ods. We have tried to over come
this dif fi culty by some in tro duc tory re marks view ing the sub ject as a whole
and by some clos ing state ments point ing to com mon ground held by these
ap par ently dis jointed el e ments.
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The First Pe riod. Ori gin Of In di‐ 
vid ual Con gre ga tions.

THE BE GIN NING of the Lutheran Church can be traced in the or ga ni za tion
of in de pen dent Dutch and Swedish con gre ga tions. The Ger mans who first
im mi grated to New York founded churches along the Hud son and in the
Schoharie Val ley. Af ter wards we hear of Ger man Lutheran or ga ni za tions in
Penn syl va nia and all along the coast as far south as Ebenezer in Geor gia.
The Dutch con gre ga tions were ab sorbed by the Ger man and Eng lish
churches, while the Swedish Luther ans even tu ally united with the Epis co pal
Church. It is char ac ter is tic of this epoch that (ex cept ing the Swedes) we can
find no trace of syn od i cal con nec tion what ever among these scat tered con- 
gre ga tions.

1. Pre lim i nary His tory Of The Lutheran Syn‐ 
ods Of Amer ica.

§ 1. The Dutch Luther ans.

Af ter 1583 Lutheranism in Hol land was pushed into the back ground by
Calvin ism. New Nether land owes its ori gin to an ex pe di tion of HENRY HUD- 
SON (1619), an En glish man, who, in the ser vice of Hol land, tried to dis cover
the North-west pas sage. En cour aged by his re ports, some Am s ter dam spec- 
u la tors sent fur-trad ing ships to the Hud son and or ga nized the West In dia
Com pany. Thus orig i nated the first per ma nent set tle ment (1623) in the
neigh bor hood of Al bany (then called Ft. Or ange), con sist ing of some forty
fam i lies. In 1625 fol lowed the found ing of New Am s ter dam by a set tle ment
of two hun dred per sons. The first two gov er nors. May and Ver hulst, soon
lost courage and re turned home. But PE TER MINEWIT (Mi nuit), a Ger man,
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looked into the fu ture. On May 4, 1626, he pur chased Man hat tan Is land
from the In di ans for a trade con sid er a tion of some $24.00, and then pro- 
ceeded to erect for the pro tec tion of set tlers the stone fort of Am s ter dam.
Fur-trad ing soon as sumed large pro por tions. To in duce im mi grants to come
to this colony, a sys tem of pa tron age was worked out (1629); who ever se- 
cured fifty set tlers was en ti tled to a feu dal do main 16 miles long and 8
miles deep (later only one-half of this area) fronting a nav i ga ble river. This
mea sure proved very prof itable to wealthy spec u la tors, but it caused dis sat- 
is fac tion in the colony. The gov er nor, who was merely act ing in obe di ence
to in struc tions, was held re spon si ble for this po lit i cal er ror, and was re called
from his con ge nial sphere of ac tiv ity.1 But he had laid his foun da tion for a
grow ing Com mon wealth. How ever, we must not think of Man hat tan as a
large city; it con tained only 30 houses and 270 peo ple.

Minewit was suc ceeded by Wm. Kieft and af ter wards (1644-64) by PE- 
TER STUYVESANT, an en er getic vet eran, who too largely fig ures in the his tory
of Lutheranism in New Nether land. There may have been some Luther ans
among the ear li est set tlers. But they are first men tioned by Jo ques, the Je- 
suit fa ther, who came to New Am s ter dam as a fugi tive in 1643.2 How ever,
there was no trace of or ga ni za tion. As far as or ga ni za tions were con cerned,
the Swedes, who prac ti cally im mi grated as con gre ga tions, an te dated the
Dutch. It was long af ter the Re formed Church, as sisted by the gov ern ment
and by con tri bu tions from their na tive land, had erected build ings and se- 
cured cler gy men, be fore the Luther ans thought they were strong enough to
erect their own place of wor ship and to call a min is ter. They, there fore, sent
a pe ti tion to the gov er nor and also to the West In dia Com pany in Am s ter- 
dam, ask ing per mis sion to call a Lutheran pas tor. This pe ti tion was re newed
in 1653. But Stuyvesant, be ing a strong Calvin ist and be ing pledged by his
oath of of fice to tol er ate no re li gion but the Re formed, also in flu enced by
two Re formed min is ters (Megapolen sis and Dri sius), re fused to grant the
re quest, and in sisted that only those of Calvin’s creed should be tol er ated in
the new colonies. Sim i lar protests were stirred up by Megapolen sis and Dri- 
sius among the Re formed au thor i ties in Hol land, who in turn pre vailed
upon the di rec tors of the com pany to re ject this ap pli ca tion. Thus the pe ti- 
tion of the Luther ans was re jected. The Luther ans had to take their chil dren
to the Re formed min is ters to be bap tized. This, to be sure, had been a cus- 
tom in Hol land wher ever a Lutheran cler gy man could not be se cured. But
now Stuyvesant and his cler i cal ad vis ers in sisted that Lutheran par ents and
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god-par ents must prom ise to train their chil dren in the Chris tian faith as in- 
ter preted by the Dort Con fes sion. It was this in no va tion es pe cially that vi o- 
lated the con science of the Luther ans. But their de sire to be come in de pen- 
dent as a church was only met with harsh mea sures and a gen eral op pres- 
sion. Stuyvesant even in ter fered with pri vate ser vices. Who ever dared to
read a ser mon at such a pri vate ser vice was fined one hun dred pounds of
Flem ish gold, and who ever lis tened to it, twenty-five pounds. In cer tain in- 
stances the of fender was cast into prison. Such tyranny caused the Luther- 
ans to ap peal to the au thor i ties in Am s ter dam, but while Stuyvesant was re- 
proved for his se vere meth ods, he did not con sider the sit u a tion se ri ous
enough to dis con tinue his per se cu tions al to gether.

On June 6, 1657, the REV. JOHN ERNEST GUT WASSER ar rived, be ing an
emis sary of the Lutheran Con sis tory of Am s ter dam. He was grate fully re- 
ceived by the Dutch Luther ans among whom he was to do his work. But the
Re formed el e ment has tened to in ter fere. Im me di ately af ter his ar rival he
was sum moned to court, and was in structed un der penalty not to per form
any min is te rial acts. The gov ern ment of Hol land, while ad vis ing that re li- 
gious tol er a tion was de sir able from a po lit i cal point of view, did not wish to
en cour age Lutheranism, and, af ter all, ap proved of Stuyvesant’s meth ods.
Gut wasser was or dered to re turn home on the first ves sel leav ing the
colonies. But this or der had to be given re peat edly be fore it was fi nally (af- 
ter a quiet ac tiv ity for two years) obeyed.3 Thus the un wel come Lutheran
preacher was got ten out of the way. Not un til the year 1663 was re li gious
tol er ance ef fected. A Quaker, pun ished by Stuyvesant, brought this about by
demon strat ing to the gov er nor that any other pol icy would se ri ously in ter- 
fere with fi nan cial de vel op ments.

As to NA TIONAL COM PO SI TION in this con gre ga tion, we of fer the fol low ing
quo ta tion: “The first Dutch con gre ga tion in the new world was truly cos- 
mopoli tan: it con sisted of a num ber of Dutch fam i lies, but the ma jor ity of
the mem bers were Dan ish, Swedish, Nor we gian and Ger man peo ple. The
lead ing man of this con gre ga tion was a Ger man, Paulus Schrick, of Nurem- 
berg (Ec cle si as ti cal Records of the State of New York, 1901, p. 425): and
the man who was sus pected by the Re formed preach ers of Am s ter dam as
shel ter ing dur ing the whole win ter the first Dutch Lutheran min is ter of the
new world, John Gut wasser, was a Nor we gian, Lau rence Noor man (1
c. 430).” Ev jen, in Hauck R. E., XXIV, 539.
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In 1664 New Am s ter dam, hav ing a pop u la tion of fif teen hun dred peo ple,
fell into the hands of ENG LAND and was named New York in honor of its
new pro pri etor, the Duke of York (later James II of Eng land). Colonel
Nicolls, the con queror, be came gov er nor. This event se cured Lutheran free- 
dom, inas much as, ac cord ing to the rules of the new gov ern ment, no per son
was to be mo lested, pun ished or im pris oned on ac count of re li gious pref er- 
ences. The Luther ans ap pealed to the gov er nor for the right of call ing a pas- 
tor. This was cheer fully granted, but only af ter an in terim of sev eral years
did they se cure one in the per son of Mag is ter JA COB FABRI CIUS. Their choice
was un for tu nate. The new min is ter proved so despotic and hot-headed that
he was com pelled to give up his work first in Al bany and af ter wards in
New York, where the first church was in con struc tion.4 (Later he took up
work among the Swedes).

He was suc ceeded by BERN HARD AREN SIUS (1671-1691), a gen tle per son- 
al ity with a pleas ing pres ence, who worked faith fully dur ing a pe riod of un- 
rest (war be tween Hol land and Eng land, re bel lions against un pop u lar gov- 
er nors, and against the Catholic king).5 Af ter his death the two con gre ga- 
tions of Al bany and New York had to prove their sta bil ity by be ing with out
a pas tor for ten years. The New York con gre ga tion in 1695 con sisted of
about thirty fam i lies; the Al bany con gre ga tion of about twelve, while the
Re formed church had twenty-nine build ings and sev en teen hun dred and
fifty-four mem bers. Fi nally Mag is ter RUD MAN, who had been in the ser vice
of the Swedes, ac cepted a call (1702), and al though his pas torate was short,
he proved to be a man of con struc tive and or ga niz ing tal ents. In 1703 he en- 
trusted the parish, now largely Ger man, to JUS TUS FAL CK NER. At this junc- 
tion the his tory of the Dutch Luther ans merges into the be gin ning of Ger- 
man Lutheranism. We, there fore, in ter rupt our nar ra tive at this place.

§ 2. The Swedish Luther ans.

Cor rectly es ti mat ing the com mer cial pos si bil i ties of Amer ica and in ter ested
in the project of Us selink, a Dutch man, GUS TAVUS ADOL PHUS con ceived the
plan of es tab lish ing colonies on this con ti nent. All classes of the Swedish
peo ple were en thu si as tic. On June 14, 1626, a char ter for the “South Com- 
pany” was signed at Stock holm, one fea ture of which was the prop a ga tion
of the true Gospel. How ever, the plan did not ma ture un til af ter the death of
the great king. In the year 1638, un der the com mand of Pe ter Mi nuit, for- 
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mer Di rec tor Gen eral of New Am s ter dam, two Swedish ves sels, the
“Grypen” and the “Kah nar Nykel,” dropped an chor, af ter a six months’
jour ney, at LEWES in the State of DEL A WARE. Among the pas sen gers of the
sec ond ex pe di tion (1639) was RE ORUS TORKIL LUS, the first Lutheran min is ter
who set foot upon Amer i can soil.6 These im mi grants, many of whom were
Ger mans, pur chased land from the In di ans which was ceded to the Swedish
crown “for all time.” On a cer tain site of the present Wilm ing ton, Del., they
erected Fort Christina, where they also con ducted their ser vices.7 The first
churches they built with the view of us ing them as pos si ble for ti fi ca tions
against the In di ans. How ever, this pre cau tion proved un nec es sary, since, by
treat ing the In di ans kindly, they gave no oc ca sion for any hos til i ties. The
Rev. JOHN CAM PA NIUS, who ar rived with a third ex pe di tion in 1643, even
con ducted a mis sion among the In di ans and trans lated Luther’s Cat e chism
into their na tive tongue. He also con se crated the first Lutheran church of the
new world (1646), which was built on the is land of Tinicum not far from
the present site of Phil a del phia. The pop u la tion com prised some five hun- 
dred and fifty peo ple.

How ever, the neigh bor ing DUTCH COLONY re sented the Swedish en ter- 
prise, which of fered se ri ous com pe ti tion to their trade with the In di ans. Sev- 
en teen years af ter wards hos til i ties be gan be cause of dif fer ence with re spect
to the bound ary line. The Swedish army — con sist ing of twenty men —
went to war, and con quered with out blood shed the Dutch fort.8 But the
wooden-legged Stuyvesant re venged his coun try men by mo bi liz ing seven
hun dred men who em barked on five ves sels and QUICKLY TER MI NATED

SWEDISH RULE on Amer i can soil. Thus in 1655 this flour ish ing colony fell
into the hands of the Dutch who held it for nine years. Af ter the sur ren der
of Tinicum the Swedes were per mit ted to re tain the Augs burg Con fes sion,
but the im mi gra tion from Swe den ceased and the Lutheran min is ters, with
the ex cep tion of the REV. LARS LOCK, re turned to their na tive land. Only
with the great est dif fi culty could this sole re main ing pas tor carry on his
work among the scat tered set tle ments. He went up and down the river in an
im pro vised ca noe, risk ing his life in woods that swarmed with hos tile In- 
dian tribes. The REV. JA COB FABRI CIUS came to his as sis tance in 1677, but
when this wor thy cler gy man grew to tally blind, af ter five years of use ful
work, the min is te rial ser vices ren dered to the Swedes be came al to gether in- 
suf fi cient.
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Lars Lock died in 1688, Fabri cius in 1696, and the Swedish Luther ans
found them selves in a DES PER ATE SIT U A TION. Their ap pli ca tions for preach ers
ad dressed to the Con sis to ries of Am s ter dam and of their home coun try (of
which they knew only by hearsay) were of no avail. They had noth ing with
which to nour ish their spir i tual life, with the ex cep tion of a few Bibles and
books of wor ship. These vol umes were so con stantly used that they threat- 
ened to fall to pieces. But in God’s wise prov i dence one of their ap peals fell
into the hands of CHARLES XI., king of Swe den. It con tained the re quest of
one hun dred and eighty-eight fam i lies, rep re sent ing nine hun dred and forty-
two souls, for a min is ter, twelve Bibles, three ser mon books, forty-two
books of wor ship, one hun dred hym nals and two hun dred cat e chisms. This
let ter greatly im pressed the king. In many copies he cir cu lated it among the
ec cle si as ti cal au thor i ties and the aris toc racy of the coun try, and fi nally
(1696) EQUIPPED A SAIL ING VES SEL on which the books, as well as Pas tors
Rud man, Bjo erk and Au ren started on the jour ney to their anx iously wait ing
coun try men in Del a ware with the books which were de sired.9 Rud man be- 
came min is ter of a con gre ga tion at WICACO (the present Phil a del phia),
where he built the old Glo ria Dei Church (36x66, 20 ft. high, at a cost of
eight hun dred pounds). The Ger man her mits of the Kissahikon val ley took
part in the ded i ca tion, ren der ing a mu si cal pro gram of choral and in stru- 
men tal se lec tions. Bjo erk took charge of the con gre ga tion at WILM ING TON

where he built Holy Trin ity Church (to day known as the Old Swede
Church). It is to be re gret ted that these two his toric churches, made sa cred
to us by the pure teach ing of those old, true, Swedish Lutheran preach ers, in
which sev eral of these Lutheran pi o neers are buried, should now be in the
hands of the Epis co palians.

Hence forth we no tice a con tin ued in flux of Swedish Lutheran min is ters,
who soon made their in flu ence felt, not only be cause of their thor ough ed u- 
ca tion, but also be cause of the lit er ary at tain ments on the part of quite a few.
Among the most in flu en tial we men tion John Dy lan der, the Provost Acre- 
lius (au thor of a valu able his tory of “Swedes in Amer ica”), and Provost
DR. WRANGEL, a most em i nent di vine, who also sus tained close re la tion ship
with Muh len berg and the Ger mans. But the fact that these cler gy men re- 
mained un der the su per vi sion and con trol of the Swedish gov ern ment,
which would of ten re call them at the time when they were most needed,
proved fa tal to the de vel op ment of the strug gling con gre ga tions.10 Some of
the Swedish pas tors had ac quired the Eng lish lan guage (the use of which
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was de manded more and more by the young peo ple), and their place could
not eas ily be filled. The re call of Dr. Wrangel, who had done a great work
and whose pres ence could not be spared, caused bit ter re sent ment among
the con gre ga tions. They de manded more con sid er a tion from the au thor i ties
abroad and called for Eng lish-speak ing min is ters. This re sulted in the re- 
fusal of the Swedish gov ern ment to send any more cler gy men and the sub- 
se quent af fil i a tion of these Lutheran con gre ga tions with the Epis co pal
church.11 Here then we have the ex pla na tion why the old his toric church
build ings men tioned above are no longer a part of the Lutheran Church.

Hav ing briefly re viewed the his tory of the Swedish Luther ans from the time
of their set tle ment in Del a ware (1638) to the end of the 18th cen tury, when
they en tered the Epis co pal de nom i na tion, we must add a few re marks rel a- 
tive to cer tain fea tures in their de vel op ment which we pre vi ously omit ted
for rea sons of per spicu ity.

Among the min is ters sup ply ing these con gre ga tions there was al ways a
Pas tor Su pe rior (Provost) who presided, vis ited the churches and sent re- 
ports to the church au thor i ties in Swe den. The fact that the Swedish min is- 
ters rec og nized the spir i tual supremacy of their king and had to sub mit the
af fairs of their parishes to his judg ment, pro duced not only ex tra or di nary,
but detri men tal ef fects. 1) The con gre ga tion did not suf fi ciently par take in
the re spon si bil i ties of church work. The pas tors bore the whole bur den, not
only in a spir i tual sense, but also in the ad min is tra tion of the church prop- 
erty. Since the con gre ga tions were sel dom con sulted, they be came lax in the
fi nan cial sup port of the pas tor. 2) This again re sulted in short pas torates.
The o log i cal can di dates con sid ered their parishes as tem po rary step ping-
stones to some thing bet ter at home, while oth ers who might have liked to
re main and who could have se cured the con sent of the Swedish king for a
per ma nent stay, felt that the mea ger salary and their in creas ing fam i lies did
not jus tify them in fol low ing their in cli na tions. Cer tain it is that min is ters
who looked upon the charge of these churches as a tem po rary en gage ment
lacked zeal and in spi ra tion to do their work well. 3) Per haps this is the rea- 
son why even the ablest of the Swedish pas tors never sug gested an in de pen- 
dent de vel op ment of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica. Such a pos si bil ity
seemed too re mote even to be thought of.
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The ques tion of the lan guage also pre sented a dif fi cult prob lem. Most
Swedish pas tors have al ways of fi ci ated in two lan guages, the Eng lish and
the Swedish. The Provost Dy lan der held three ser vices ev ery Sun day,
preach ing in Ger man at the early morn ing ser vice, in Swedish at the main
ser vice and in Eng lish in the af ter noon. Provost Acre lius, whose book on
“The His tory of New Swe den” gives us a clear pic ture of the sit u a tion, says
(page 361): “There are times when the church coun cil de cides that there
shall be no more Eng lish ser vices in the fu ture, and that no more fu ner als
shall be con ducted in the Eng lish lan guage. This re sults in a gen eral de nun- 
ci a tion of the church of fi cers, who are ac cused of con sid er ing all Eng lish
peo ple as hea then. They are told that it is a se ri ous dis re gard of duty to look
af ter one part of the vine yard and to ne glect the other. Thus the de ci sion is
re versed. One per son wants to have the child bap tized in Eng lish, an other in
Swedish, and both to have it done in the same church and at the same time.
Some refuse to serve as god-par ents if the chil dren are not bap tized in
Swedish, while other god-par ents do not even un der stand this lan guage.
One woman wishes to be churched12 in Swedish, an other in Eng lish, and
both want the ser vice at the same time. Dur ing the fu ner als we have an Eng- 
lish-speak ing con gre ga tion of a mixed char ac ter, yet our peo ple are not sure
whether they want Eng lish or Swedish ser vices, even while the pas tor is en- 
ter ing the build ing.” (Rel a tive to the lan guage prob lem in the Lutheran
church of Amer ica see § 6, 2).

The close re la tion ship be tween the Swedes and other na tion al i ties, and
es pe cially their way of co op er at ing with the Dutch and Ger mans, of fer a
most at trac tive pic ture. Dur ing their time of need the Swedes had been
served by Fabri cius, the Ger man min is ter sent to the Dutch. Jus tus Fal ck ner,
a Ger man, was or dained for work among the Dutch by Swedish pas tors
(Rud man, Bjo erk and Sandel). Rud man, the Swede, had served this Dutch
con gre ga tion be fore Fal ck ner. We have al ready men tioned the friendly re la- 
tion ship be tween Wrangel and the pa tri arch Muh len berg. The Swedish
provost Sandin took part in the or ga ni za tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod (§
4, 5). From this we gather that in those days of small be gin nings one de- 
pended upon the other, and each was will ing to con trib ute his ser vices to the
gen eral wel fare.

§ 3. The Ger man Luther ans.



24

1. First Traces of Ger man Luther ans in Amer ica.

Not un til the be gin ning of the 18th cen tury were there suf fi cient Ger mans in
this coun try to jus tify the idea of or ga ni za tion. The chief rea son for this late
im mi gra tion is to be sought in the de plorable con di tion in which Ger many
found her self fol low ing the Thirty Years’ War. With out a united gov ern ment
and ut terly dev as tated, this coun try could en ter tain no thoughts of col o niza- 
tion. In di vid u als and small ex pe di tions which even tu ally found their way to
Amer ica were not Luther ans but Quak ers, Men non ites, mys tics of ev ery de- 
scrip tion, who sought refuge from the per se cu tions of the Ger man State
Church in the colonies of William Penn.

It is to be noted, how ever, that among these el e ments which in Ger many
had leaned to ward sec tar i an ism, Lutheran ten den cies were not al to gether
ex tin guished. Hav ing at tained ab so lute free dom of wor ship, they helped in
the found ing of Lutheran churches. Dr. Julius Sachse was the first to de- 
scribe in his vol ume on “Ger man Pietists” and other his tor i cal writ ings the
re li gious life of these early set tlers, and Dr. Theodore E. Schmauk, on the
ba sis of this in for ma tion, is pub lish ing a very ex cel lent his tory on “The
Lutheran Church in Amer ica,” of which the first vol ume has ap peared (585
pages). We shall use this vol ume as an au thor ity at a num ber of places in the
suc ceed ing para graphs.

On a visit to Ger many WILLIAM PENN had caused the or ga ni za tion of the
Frank fort Land Com pany. To this cor po ra tion he sold large tracts of land in
the vicin ity of the present Ger man town, where in 1683 the Frank fort ju rist,
FRANZ DANIEL PAS TO RIUS, ar riv ing with twenty Ger man fam i lies, founded
“Ger man Town ship” (Ger man town).

In a let ter writ ten by Pas to rius to his fa ther (1686) we are told that a
house of wor ship had been built in Ger man town. Hith erto it has been be- 
lieved that this church was a Lutheran struc ture, but con sid er ing that Pas to- 
rius and his fel low-set tlers had shown sec tar ian ten den cies in Ger many,
from which coun try they had em i grated for the pur pose of start ing a Quaker
colony and that Pas to rius as a per sonal friend of William Penn had ever
used his in flu ence for the ben e fit of Quak erism, we are forced to the con- 
clu sion that this church was noth ing else than a Quaker meet ing house.

The FIRST GER MAN LUTHERAN SER VICE in Ger man town, in fact, in Amer- 
ica, was con ducted by the Rev. Hein rich Bern hard KOESTER in 1694. It took
place in the home of a Men non ite by the name of Van Beb ber. Koester, the
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first Ger man Lutheran min is ter, had ar rived with forty im mi grants, six of
whom were the o log i cal stu dents (Daniel Fal ck ner, one of them), for the pur- 
pose of await ing the end of the world in the quiet of the Wis sahikon Val ley.
This event was ex pected in 1697. Al though op posed by Pas to rius, the
Luther ans con tin ued to hold ser vices in Van Beb ber’s home. Koester com- 
bined with mys ti cal ten den cies strong Lutheran con vic tions. He al ways car- 
ried with him a copy of the Augs burg Con fes sion, and while cross ing the
ocean, he cau tioned his com pan ions against the here sies of the Quak ers. As
a preacher he at tained such high re pute that even Eng lish speak ing peo ple
flocked to hear him.

He soon de cided to preach in Eng lish, left the her mits and moved to
Phil a del phia. The re sult of his labors in this city, how ever, was the found ing
of the FIRST EPIS CO PAL CHURCH on Amer i can soil, known as Christ Church.

Soon af ter wards (1700) Koester re turned to Ger many. His chief merit
was his strong Lutheran po si tion re gard ing the per son of Christ and the
means of grace which he pow er fully em pha sized against the ra tio nal iz ing
in flu ences of Quak erism. Thus he sowed the seed of truth in the soil of
Penn syl va nia and coun ter acted in a mea sure the supremacy of the Quak ers
in the prov ince of Penn syl va nia. A bi og ra phy of this ec cen tric char ac ter,
who died in Han nover in 1749, is found in Rath lef’s book, “Geschichte jetzt
leben der Gelehrter” (His tory of Present Day Schol ars), 6th Part (Han nover,
1743). J. F. Sachse, in his vol ume on “Ger man Pietists,” treats his ac tiv ity
very fully, and Th. E. Schmauk, in the fourth chap ter on “The Lutheran
Church in Penn syl va nia” (pages 79 to 101), gives a com plete de scrip tion of
both the man and his work.

Be fore go ing fur ther, we should add that, while Koester held the first
Ger man Lutheran ser vice on Amer i can soil, he did not found any Lutheran
Church. The FIRST LUTHERAN CON GRE GA TION was or ga nized by Cas par Sto- 
ever, and the FIRST LUTHERAN CHURCH BUILD ING WAS ERECTED by Muh len berg.

One of those who im mi grated with Koester was DANIEL FAL CK NER,
whom we just men tioned, the old est brother of Jus tus Fal ck ner (com pare §
1 at the close), and to whom we shall re fer later on. These two Fal ck n ers
were the sons of a Lutheran pas tor in Lan gen-Reins dorf near Zwickau, Sax- 
ony, which parish had also been served by their grand fa ther.

Daniel (born 1666), as also his broth ers Chris tian and Jus tus (born
1672), had stud ied the ol ogy and was or dained ei ther be fore his em i gra tion
to Amer ica or, what seems more likely, dur ing a later visit in Ger many,
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1698-1700. When he was a Li cen ti ate to the Uni ver sity of Er furt, we find
him in the Pietis tic cir cle which gath ered around Au gust Her mann Francke,
tak ing an ac tive part in the COL LE GIA PIETATIS. While in Ger man town, he
sided with Koester against Quak erism, and protested against the mal ad min- 
is tra tion of the alYairs of the Frank fort Land Com pany un der Pas to rius. On
ac count of his ex ec u tive abil i ties and his fear less at ti tude, he at tained such a
rep u ta tion in the colony that he was sent to Eu rope on a mis sion of high im- 
por tance: he was to in form the di rec tors of the Land Com pany of the mis- 
man age ment of their af fairs and also to call at ten tion to the spir i tual ne glect
of the prov ince. For this pur pose he vis ited Hol land, Eng land and Ger many,
and by his vivid de scrip tions of Penn syl va nia en cour aged large num bers to
cross the sea. Ac com pa nied by his brother Jus tus and sev eral the o log i cal
stu dents, he re turned to Ger man town in 1700. In his pos ses sion he had a
doc u ment, signed by ev ery di rec tor of the Land Com pany, dis charg ing Pas- 
to rius and con fer ring upon him self the agency of the colony. This or der nat- 
u rally led to a bit ter cam paign be tween Pas to rius and Fal ck ner, which re- 
sulted in vary ing suc cesses. But even tu ally (1708) Fal ck ner, who had
bought some 22,000 acres of land (Man atawny, the present Mont gomery
County), be came a vic tim of the in trigues of his own busi ness part ners. He
was im pris oned and lost all he had. Bro ken in spirit, he left Penn syl va nia,
and went to his brother in New Jer sey, serv ing sev eral con gre ga tions along
the Rar i tan River where his name is fre quently men tioned in con nec tion
with the work of Berken meyer (§ 3, 4). He sur vived Kocherthal, also his
own brother, and car ried on, as far as his age per mit ted, the work so faith- 
fully be gun by these two mis sion ar ies. He was still liv ing in 1741, but the
time of his death and his fi nal rest ing place are un known.

Af ter thus learn ing of the first Ger man set tle ment in con nec tion with the
names of Pas to rius, Fal ck ner and Koester, let us get a brief view of Fal ck- 
ner’s Swamp (New Hanover, Pa.). This lo cal ity is note wor thy be cause here
we find the FIRST GER MAN LUTHERAN CHURCH and the FIRST GER MAN

LUTHERAN CON GRE GA TION.
It is gen er ally be lieved that the largest part of the set tlers of the Man- 

atawny dis trict im mi grated with Daniel Fal ck ner in 1700, were or ga nized
by him into a con gre ga tion and re ceived un til 1708 his pas toral ser vices.
We have not the ex act date of the erec tion of the first church, which ac cord- 
ing to Sandel (§ 2) was in ex is tence in 1704. It was no doubt a log church,
which had to be re placed by an other log build ing in 1721. The present
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church of this his tor i cal con gre ga tion, al though com pletely re mod eled, was
built in 1767. From 1717-1728 it was in charge of the Rev. Ger hard Henkel
(see § 3, 6). Later it was served by the Rev. Jo hann Casper Sto ever (§ 3, 6),
who in 1742 was suc ceeded by Muh len berg (§ 4, 1 and 2).

True to our pur pose to treat of the first Ger man Luther ans in Amer ica,
we must not for get that there were some Ger mans in the Dutch con gre ga- 
tions of New York, who were con stantly in creas ing their num bers through
in flux of im mi gra tion. This con gre ga tion, as we said be fore (§ 1, at the
close), had called the REV. JUS TUS FAL CK NER (1703), and we take this op por- 
tu nity to add a few re marks con cern ing this em i nent di vine. We have spo- 
ken about his parent age. He was one of the stu dents who went to Halle with
Pro fes sor Thoma sius af ter this noted teacher had been ex pelled from
Leipzig (1690). He sat at the feet of Au gust Her mann Francke. As a stu dent
he com posed the hymn well known in both Ger man and Eng lish, “Auf, ihr
Chris ten, Christi Glieder” (Rise, ye chil dren of sal va tion). Dread ing the re- 
spon si bil i ties of the min is te rial of fice, he set tled with his brother Daniel in
the quiet woods of Ger man town as a land agent of William Penn. But he
was called out of his seclu sion by Pas tor Rud man, and be came min is ter of
the Dutch con gre ga tion in New York. In 1701 he was or dained in the Glo ria
Dei Church of Wicaco by Swedish cler gy men (the first Lutheran or di na tion
in Amer ica). His parish com prised some two hun dred miles, in clud ing all
the ter ri tory on the banks of the Hud son from New York to Al bany, also
Long Is land. He re tained his vigor un til he died (1723). As we read the
short but soul ful prayers which he used to add to en tries of of fi cial acts in
his parish records13 we can heartily en dorse the words of Graeb ner: “In his
ac tiv ity of twenty years, the Rev. Jus tus Fal ck ner im presses us as a man of
charm ing and cap ti vat ing per son al ity. Richly en dowed, highly cul tured, de- 
vout in spirit, en er getic and tact ful, com bin ing with strong Lutheran con vic- 
tions a soul of un usual ten der ness, he was an ideal pas tor.”

2. New Stage of Ger man Im mi gra tion.

Be fore the first decade of the cen tury had passed, we no tice a new stage of
Ger man im mi gra tion.

No part of Ger many had suf fered as much as THE PALATI NATE of the
Rhine. It had to pay the penalty for the am bi tions of its Elec tor, who by ac- 
cept ing the crown of Bo hemia caused the Thirty Years’ War. This ter ri tory
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was first in vaded by Spinola (1620), af ter wards by the Lutheran Mans field
and fi nally by the Bavar ian Tilly. What one left un touched, the other de- 
stroyed. Says Ries dorf, the states man: “The Palati nate re sem bles an Ara- 
bian desert.” Famine and pesti lence fol lowed the dev as tat ing armies. Not
even for the length of a hu man life could peace be se cured. As early as
1673 Louis XIV. be gan his war of con quest. The third in va sion (1688-97)
aimed to place a vast desert be tween the Ger man and French bor ders. The
cam paign of Melac and Mon te las has not been sur passed in van dal ism since
the days of the Huns and Mon gols.14 Louis XIV., re al iz ing that he could not
re tain this prov ince, de cided to rav age it with fire and sword. His Gen eral
in formed its in hab i tants, num ber ing 500,000, that they were to leave within
three days if they de sired to es cape death. Thus in mid-win ter the snow-clad
hills were black with fugi tives who, look ing back, dis cov ered their pos ses- 
sions, their cities, vil lages, their or chards and vine yards in smoke and ru ins.

Some of these fugi tives found a tem po rary refuge in Eng land, where
QUEEN ANNE ar ranged for their em i gra tion to Amer ica. They were joined by
large num bers who em i grated from Wurtem berg, Baden, and Hesse. Led by
their pas tors, these war-stricken Ger mans left the shores of Eu rope to par- 
take in the great est spec ta cle of em i gra tion the world has ever wit nessed.

3. Ger man Lutheran set tle ments in New York.

Ger man Lutheran set tle ments in the State of New York fol lowed as a re sult
of this gi gan tic ex pe di tion ar ranged by the Eng lish Crown. On New Year’s
day of the year 1701 one of the first im mi grant trains ar rived in New York
un der the lead er ship of the REV. JOSHUA KOCHERTHAL, a Lutheran min is ter
from Lan dau in the Lower Palati nate. By an or der of Queen Anne this con- 
gre ga tion, con sist ing of sixty-one peo ple, set tled on the west ern banks of
the Hud son (near New burgh). The Queen granted them two thou sand acres
of land, and promised to pay twenty pounds an nu ally for the sup port of
their pas tor, who was also to have the use of five hun dred acres. The con- 
tract was made “for all time.” How com pletely this pro gram has been
changed!

But Ger man im mi gra tion had now prop erly be gun. On July 10, 1710,
there ar rived in New York ELEVEN SHIPS car ry ing 3,000 im mi grants, 700 of
whom had died dur ing the stormy voy age or while placed un der quar an tine.
The sur vivors set tled in the Catskill hills on the banks of the HUD SON. Here
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they were to pay heav ily with the hard est kind of la bor for the ben e fits they
had re ceived from the Eng lish crown. Avari cious gov er nors took ad van tage
of them and used them for pur poses of get ting rich quick. The set tlers soon
suf fered from hunger and want. They went west ward into the SCHOHARIE

VAL LEY, where they pur chased land from the In di ans at the price of $300.
Im mi grants who ar rived later set tled all along the Hud son. This meant a
num ber of new con gre ga tions (Rhinebeck one of them). In all of these
parishes KOCHERTHAL WAS THE PAS TOR. Un ceas ingly, un til his death, he bore
the tem po ral and spir i tual wel fare of his scat tered flock on faith ful shoul- 
ders. On one oc ca sion he went to Eng land to plead with the gov ern ment for
bet ter con di tions for his mal treated coun try men.15 His burial place is in
West Camp. There on a plain tomb-stone you can read the fol low ing in- 
scrip tion:

"Know thou, O wan derer,
’Neath this stone there sleeps
Be side his Sibylla Char lotte
A pil grim true.
For the High-Ger mans in Amer ica;
A Joshua:
And for those East and West
Of the Hud son River
A true Lutheran Pas tor:
He first ar rived on the L’d Lovelace
1707 — 8, Jan u ary 1
And again with Col. Hunter
1710 June 14.
His trip to Eng land in ter rupted
By the soul’s jour ney to Heaven
St. John’s Day. 1719;
And would’st thou know more
In quire at the home of Melanchthon
Who Kocherthal was
Who Harschias and
Who Winchen bach.

B. Berken mayer, S. Heurtien, L. Brevort
MD C CXLII

Rev. Geo. J. Ket ner, the present pas tor of the old con gre ga tion of
Kocherthal at West Camp, writes in a his tor i cal sketch of St. Paul’s church:
“Ten derly his beloved peo ple laid his weary frame to rest be side the re- 
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mains of Sibylla Char lotte, his de voted wife. …But in the year 1898 their
re mains were ex humed and placed in a crypt in the church, and the tablet
con tain ing its quaint in scrip tion which once rested on his grave was placed
in the vestibule of the church over their re mains.”

Af ter the de par ture of Pas tor Kocherthal in 1719 Jus tus Fal ck ner served
them up to the time of his death in 1723. He was fol lowed by Daniel Fal ck- 
ner in 1724. Then came Berken meyer, the son-in-law of Kocherthal, who
vis ited them un til his death in 1751. Rev. M. C. Knoll also served for a
time. He vis ited them three times a year and re ceived as salary thirty
bushels of wheat.

Rev. Ket ner writes: “St. Paul’s Ev. Lutheran Church at West Camp is one
of the old est Lutheran churches in Amer ica. It an te dates ev ery Lutheran
body in this coun try. It is 38 years older than the Min is terium of Penn syl va- 
nia. Its peo ple wor shipped in their lit tle log church be fore Muh len berg, the
pa tri arch of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica, was born. It is 66 years older
than the Dec la ra tion of In de pen dence, and 110 years older than the Gen eral
Synod to which it be longs.”

NOTE: Among the em i grants of the Rhen ish Palati nate who ar rived from
Eng land in 1710 was JOHN CON RAD WEISER, SEN., for merly a mag is trate of
Gross-As pach, Wurtem berg, who soon dis tin guished him self by look ing af- 
ter the wel fare of his suf fer ing coun try men. To pro tect prop erty rights of the
new set tle ment in the Schoharie Val ley he jour neyed to Eng land, but was
robbed by pi rates, im pris oned in Eng land and re turned home bro ken in
health. He died in 1746.

Even bet ter known and closely con nected with, the his tory of the coun try
is his son JOHN CON RAD WEISER, JUN. Born 1696, he ar rived with his fa ther
in New York. When sev en teen years old he fol lowed an In dian chief who
had been vis it ing in his fa ther’s house and whom he greatly ad mired. He
was with the In di ans eight months and later fif teen years, ac quir ing their
lan guage and study ing their cus toms. This en abled him to ren der most use- 
ful ser vices to his coun try men at the time when he be came head of the In- 
dian bu reau of the Eng lish gov ern ment of Penn syl va nia, serv ing from 1732
to the year of his death 1760. Dur ing the In dian war and at the con clu sion
of peace he looked af ter the in ter ests of the Ger man colony. His daugh ter,
Anna Maria, be came the wife of the pa tri arch Muh len berg. See § 4, 2, an- 
no ta tion.
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4. Pas tor Berken meyer and his Cir cle.

Af ter the death of Fal ck ner, the first Dutch con gre ga tion of New York
(among whom were many Ger mans) pe ti tioned the Lutheran Con sis tory of
Am s ter dam for a pas tor. Thus a call was ex tended to Wil helm Christoph
BERKEN MEYER, then a the o log i cal can di date in Ham burg, who, af ter some
hes i ta tion, ac cepted. In 1725 he was or dained in Am s ter dam, and im me di- 
ately left for New York. He was a man of thor ough cul ture, strict Lutheran
con vic tions and of a pleas ing pres ence. He soon had the con fi dence of his
peo ple. This was ev i denced by a spirit of en ter prise which re sulted in the
build ing of a NEW CHURCH, In June, 1739, it was con se crated, and was
known as Holy Trin ity (“Dreieinigkeit skirche”) of New York. Later, how- 
ever, Berken meyer made LUNEN BURG the head quar ters of his work. He was
suc ceeded by Pas tor Chr. KNOLL, a na tive of Hol stein, who on the strength
of some rec om men da tions from Ham burg was called by the Con sis tory of
Lon don (see foot notes § 3, 7). He was soon fol lowed by Mag is ter WOLFF, a
na tive of Ham burg, who, af ter a brief pas torate, had to be dis ci plined on ac- 
count of charges of im proper con duct. The Rev. Pe ter Nic. SOM MER, also a
na tive of Ham burg, was chiefly en gaged in work in the Schoharie Val ley.
He was an able, yet mod est man. Though blind for twenty years, he per- 
formed his du ties faith fully to the end. In this cir cle of min is ters Berken- 
meyer (who died in 1753) was not only the old est but the most tal ented. The
pe riod of their ac tiv ity runs par al lel with that of Muh len berg and his co- 
work ers in Penn syl va nia; also with that of the Salzburg mis sion ar ies along
the Sa van nah River in Geor gia (§ 3, 5). But Berken meyer and his cir cle per- 
sis tently re fused to have fel low ship with the cir cle that had come from
Halle, ow ing, no doubt, to the Pietis tic con tro ver sies which at that time ag i- 
tated the the o log i cal world of Ger many and in which con tro versy Berken- 
meyer took a strong po si tion on the side of stricter Lutheranism.

5. The Salzburg ers.

Among the early Lutheran set tlers of the South ern States the Salzburg im- 
mi grants of Geor gia play a prom i nent part. The fa nat i cal arch bishop,
Leopold An ton of Salzburg (Baron von Fir mian), hav ing tried in vain to ex- 
ter mi nate the Lutheran Church in his dio cese, re sorted to mea sures of in- 
trigue. He claimed to be tol er ant, and asked ev ery one to put their con fes- 
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sional pref er ences on record. Thus he dis cov ered that there were twenty
thou sand “Evan gel i cals” who had de liv ered them selves into his hands. Re- 
al iz ing that they had been trapped, three hun dred of them formed the
“Salzbund” (Salt-Con fed er acy), vow ing that, though they were forced to a
diet of salt and bread, they would not prove un true to their re li gious con vic- 
tions. This ac tion fur nished the foun da tion for the charge that the Evan gel i- 
cals had de cided upon the over throw of the Catholic Church. On Oc to ber
31, 1731, there was is sued a de cree of em i gra tion: all those re fus ing to be- 
come Catholics were or dered to em i grate and to leave at home their chil- 
dren not of age. In vain the Salzburg ers ap pealed to the Em peror and to the
Protes tant princes. Only Fred er ick William of Prus sia pleaded their cause
and in vited 20,000 of them to set tle in Lithua nia. The King of Eng land or- 
dered a col lec tion for them which amounted to some $200,000. The ma jor- 
ity of rulers were fa nat i cal and mer ci less. Thus these per se cuted Evan gel i- 
cals had to leave their chil dren to be ed u cated in Catholic in sti tu tions. With
wounded hearts, but with hymns of praise on their lips, they wan dered
through the cities and vil lages of Ger many singing the song com posed by
Schait berger, the leader of a for mer ex ile:

"I bin ein armer Ex u lant,
 A so thu i mi schreiba, —
Ma thuet mi aus dem Vater land
 Um Gottes Wort vertreiba.

Des was i wohl, Herr Jesu mein,
 Es ist dir a so ganga,
Jetzt will i dein Nach fol ger sein,
 Herr! mach’s na dein Ver langa.

So muss i heut von meinem Haus,
 Die Kindel muss i losa,
Mei Gott, es treibt mir Zährel aus,
 Zu wan dern fremde Strossa.

Mein Gott, führ mi in ane Stadt
 Wo i dein Wort kann hoba,
Darin i di will früh und spat
 In meinem Herzen loba."
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"An ex ile poor, and noth ing more,
 This is my sole pro fes sion;
Ban ished from home, of God’s pure word
 To make a clear con fes sion.

O Je sus mine, I know full well
 This is the way Thou wen test.
Thy steps we’ll fol low, dear est Lord,
 And bear what Thou hast sent us.

So forth I go from my dear home.
 Lord, the tears are start ing;
As through strange streets I press my way
 I think of the sad part ing.

A coun try, Lord, I ask of Thee,
 Where I Thy Word may cher ish.
Where, day and night, within my heart
 The fruits of faith may flour ish."

A large num ber of these Salzburg ex iles im mi grated to Amer ica. The
REV. DR. SAMUEL URLSPERGER, of Augs burg, in ter ced ing for them at Lon don,
pre vailed on the Eng lish gov ern ment to give them free pas sage to Geor gia,
to take care of them for a year, to let them and their chil dren have free use
of cer tain lands for a pe riod of ten years (af ter that at a nom i nal rental), and
to con fer on them the rights of Eng lish cit i zen ship and also free dom to wor- 
ship God. All of these prom ises have been faith fully kept. The ocean voy- 
age of the Salzburg ers and their ar rival in Geor gia have been charm ingly
de scribed by the Amer i can his to rian BAN CROFT in his third vol ume on the
“His tory of the United States” (22 ed. 1873, p. 424):
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“In Jan u ary, 1734, they set sail for their new homes. The majesty of the ocean quick ened
their sense of God’s om nipo tence and wis dom; and as they lost sight of land, they broke
out into a hymn to His glory. The set ting sun, af ter a calm, so kin dled the sea and sky, that
words could not ex press their rap ture, and they cried out, ‘How lovely the cre ation! How
in fin itely lovely the Cre ator!’ When the wind was ad verse they prayed; and, as it changed,
one opened his mind to the other on the power of prayer, even the prayer ‘of a man sub ject
to like pas sions as we are.’ A de vout lis tener con fessed him self to be an un con verted man;
and they re minded him of the prom ise to him that is poor and of a con trite spirit, and trem- 
bleth at the Word. As they sailed pleas antly with a fa vor ing breeze, at the hour of evening
prayer they made a covenant with each other, like Ja cob of old, and re solved by the grace
of Christ to cast all strange gods into the depth of the sea. In Feb ru ary a storm grew so high
that not a sail could be set; and they raised their voices in prayer and song amid the tem- 
pest; for to love the Lord Je sus as a brother gave con so la tion. AT CHARLES TON, OGLETHORPE
ON THE 18TH OF MARCH, 1734, BADE THEM WEL COME: AND IN FIVE DAYS MORE the way far ers,
whose home was be yond the skies, pitched their tents near Sa van nah.”

Grate fully rec og niz ing God’s gra cious guid ance, they called the place of
their set tle ment EBENEZER. Three other ships, loaded chiefly with Salzburg- 
ers,16 ar rived dur ing the fol low ing year, thus in creas ing the pop u la tion of
the colony to 1200.

It was not dif fi cult to fore see that these peo ple would pros per in their
new home. Un der their thrifty hands the vir gin for est be came a blos som ing
gar den. The four churches, Jerusalem, Zion, Bethany and Goshen, served
their spir i tual wants, and their min is ters, BOLTZ IUS and GRONAU, who had
been trained in Halle and had ac com pa nied them across the sea, were pas- 
tors in the true sense of the word. Ev ery Sun day they held three ser vices,
and ev ery evening, their tasks done and sup per over, the peo ple gath ered in
their churches to re ceive some re li gious in struc tion, the chil dren in the Cat- 
e chism, the grown-ups in the Bible. Dur ing the first bap tism all the chil dren
of the con gre ga tion were called to the al tar to have this sacra ment ex plained
to them. From the min is te rial re ports sent to Halle we gather that ev ery- 
where in this set tle ment Bib li cal teach ing pro duced glo ri ous re sults. The
peo ple freely for gave those who had wronged them; scenes of death were
trans fig ured with rays of tri umph, and even young chil dren fought the good
fight of faith. No sec u lar au thor ity was needed. All con tro ver sies were set- 
tled by their spir i tual lead ers, who were uni ver sally rec og nized as fa thers.
The com mu nity of Ebenezer re mained free from the pol lut ing in flu ences of
the out side world. It was truly ruled by the Christ.

The DE SCEN DANTS OF THE SALZBURG ERS are still in that vicin ity. In Sa van- 
nah they have a flour ish ing Eng lish Lutheran church, a large per cent age of
whose mem bers are Ger mans. In Eff in g ham County they rep re sent the vi tal
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el e ment of the eight churches of the Geor gia Synod, which at present is a
part of the United Synod of the South (§ 14).

OTHER LUTHER ANS IN THE SOUTH. Be sides this con gre ga tion we dis cover a
num ber of other colonies all along the coast. While these Luther ans did not
play a very prom i nent part in the his tory of that time, we should men tion
them, be cause from these set tle ments emerged those syn ods and con gre ga- 
tions which to day form the United Synod of the South: New berry, N. C,
near Per rys burg, S. C, Charles ton, St. Si mon Is land, Con gress (Saxe-
Gotha), Rowan and Cabar rass County (Pas tor Nuess man), S. C, and Spott- 
syl va nia Co., Va. (Pas tor Klug 1736-61).

6. Lutheran Set tle ments in Penn syl va nia.

We have men tioned the con gre ga tions of GER MAN TOWN, of FAL CK NER’S

SWAMP and of PHIL A DEL PHIA (§ 3, 1).
AN OTHER LUTHERAN OR GA NI ZA TION was ef fected, when the im mi grants

from the Rhen ish Palati nate moved out of the Schoharie Val ley (§ 3, 3). As
soon as these thrifty set tlers, af ter es cap ing from the ex tor tions of the New
York gov er nors, had cul ti vated their new pos ses sions and made the wilder- 
ness blos som like the rose, they were in formed that the CON TRACTS they had
made with the In di ans con cern ing the trans fer of land were null and void.
The gov ern ment would not rec og nize the own er ship of the In di ans. Un- 
scrupu lous spec u la tors of New York had fraud u lently ac quired ti tle to these
lands, and the help less set tlers were forced ei ther to rent from the land- 
sharks or to seek other quar ters. Many of them de cided to em i grate again
and to ac cept the in vi ta tion of Gov er nor Keith of Penn syl va nia. Led by
friendly In di ans, they jour neyed three hun dred miles along the Sus que hanna
River, and set tled in the vicin ity of Read ing, Pa. (TULPE HO KEN, the place
where Mill Creek flows into the Tulpe ho ken). News of their ex pe ri ence
reach ing Ger many caused the great stream of em i gra tion from that coun try
to be di verted from New York to Penn syl va nia. This is said to ac count for
the fact that Penn syl va nia is a stronger Lutheran state than New York.

At this par tic u lar time Ger man im mi gra tion had reached a high wa ter
mark. It was largely caused by men called “NEW LAN DERS” who had been in
Amer ica and made it a busi ness by glow ing de scrip tions and golden prom- 
ises to in duce oth ers to start for the new coun try. They were gen er ally em- 
ployed by Dutch fi nanciers who made money out of em i gra tion. The em i- 
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grants ar riv ing in Hol land by the river route had gen er ally spent all their
money on the trip. Pen ni less and friend less, they had to sign con tracts
printed in Eng lish (there fore un in tel li gi ble to them) which placed them al to- 
gether into the hands of these slave-deal ers. Thus they em barked on ships
which first made for British ports, where their pa pers were made out and
freight was taken aboard. In crowded ves sels and af ter a long jour ney, they
ar rived at Phil a del phia. But no one was al lowed to go ashore. They were
landed in small groups and had to swear al le giance to the British Crown.
Af ter that only they who had paid for their pas sage were per mit ted to leave
the ship. Those un able to do this were hired out (prac ti cally sold) to Dutch,
Eng lish or Ger man land-sharks, and had to work out their debt in long years
of toil. This white slav ery was in stru men tal in break ing up fam i lies. Some
were forced into con di tions of hard ship, oth ers found good po si tions. Even- 
tu ally the law reg u lated these trans ac tions, which, how ever, were not pro- 
hib ited un til 1817. The peo ple sold were known as “Re demp tion ers.”17

In the year 1750, ac cord ing to Zinzen dorf, there were about SIXTY THOU- 
SAND GER MANS in Penn syl va nia, the Luther ans out num ber ing the Re formed
two to one. We hear of the fol low ing CON GRE GA TIONS (preach ing places):
Phil a del phia, Fal ck ner’s Swamp or New Hanover, Prov i dence or Trappe,
Ger man town, Lan cas ter, New Hol land or Earl town, Tulpe ho ken, In di an- 
field, Old Goshopen, Or ange County.

This large ter ri tory was served by but FEW MIN IS TERS, of whom we men- 
tion Ger hard Henkel, Daniel Fal ck ner (brother of Jus tus, § 3, 1) and Jo hann
Cas par Sto ever, Jun. No won der RE LI GIOUS DE GEN ER A TION was soon in ev i- 
dence. Zinzen dorf tells us that blas phe mers were ac cused of hav ing “the
Penn syl va nia re li gion.”

THE TWO STO EV ERS, fa ther and son, came to Amer ica in 1728. They were
close rel a tives of Jo hann Philipp Fre se nius, who took a warm in ter est in the
found ing of the Lutheran church of Amer ica.

JO HANN CAS PAR STO EVER, SEN., who is sup posed to have or ga nized the
noted St. Michael’s con gre ga tion of Phil a del phia (see § 3, 7; 4, 1, 2, 4, 5, 6;
6, 2), was or dained in 1732 as Lutheran pas tor of Spott syl va nia, Vir ginia
(Madi son County), where Henkel had preached be fore him. Sto ever’s an- 
nual salary con sisted of three thou sand pounds of to bacco. In 1734 the con- 
gre ga tion sent him on a fund rais ing trip to Ger many. He col lected three
thou sand pounds of ster ling for church build ing pur poses and in duced a the- 
o log i cal stu dent, by name of Klug, to be or dained for the min istry in Amer- 
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ica. On his way back to Amer ica Sto ever died (1738). His body was buried
in the sea.

Of greater in ter est is the name of his son, JO HANN CAS PAR STO EVER. He
was only twenty-one years old when he ar rived in Amer ica (1728). Though
not or dained, he per formed many min is te rial acts sim ply be cause at that
time there was a scarcity of or dained min is ters. In the year 1731 he went to
Rar i tan, N. J., and asked the ag ing Daniel Fal ck ner (§3,1) to or dain him.
Fal ck ner de clined. Two years later he was or dained by Pas tor Schulze, of
Phil a del phia, whose con gre ga tion he was to serve dur ing the lat ter’s trip to
Ger many. This was the SEC OND LUTHERAN OR DI NA TION ON AMER I CAN SOIL and
took place in Prov i dence in a sta ble which was part of the con gre ga tional
prop erty. Sto ever trav eled through the length and breadth of Penn syl va nia,
and wher ever he found any scat tered Luther ans, he or ga nized them into
con gre ga tions. Al most all the preach ing places men tioned above were es- 
tab lished by him, and when ever he per formed any min is te rial acts he
recorded them in church reg is ters, so that the his to rian of to day has no dif fi- 
culty in trac ing his un ceas ing ac tiv ity. He did not stand on good terms with
Muh len berg and his fol low ers. Not un til 1768 did he join the synod they or- 
ga nized (§ 4, 5). Al though de voted to his work and a loyal Lutheran and in
spite of his self-deny ing mis sion ary trips, we dis cern in him a some what
mer ce nary view of the min is te rial of fice. He lacked the deep de vo tion, the
pas sion for souls and the far-see ing eye of Muh len berg, who ever urged be- 
yond a mere lo cal ac tiv ity the greater goal of Lutheran or ga ni za tion (§ 4, 9).
He was pas tor at Lebanon, Pa., when he died sud denly in 1779 dur ing a ser- 
vice of con fir ma tion at the age of sev enty-five years. His life was event ful,
and re vealed the strong fea tures of the Lutheran pi o neer. (See Dr. Schmauk,
“The Luth. Church of Penn syl va nia,” I, p. 244-275.)

7. An Event ful Step.

While thus the min is te rial sup ply was at a very low ebb, THREE CON GRE GA- 
TIONS JOINED in an en ter prise which in God’s wise Prov i dence re sulted in the
im mi gra tion of a man whose per son al ity has meant in nu mer able bless ings
for the Lutheran church of Amer ica. A DEL E GA TION was sent from PHIL A DEL- 
PHIA, PROV I DENCE (Trappe) and NEW HANOVER (Fal ck ner’s Swamp) to Pas tor
ZIEGEN HAGEN, court-preacher at Lon don,18 and to Prof. Dr. A. G. Francke
(son of Au gust Her mann Francke) of Halle, for the pur pose of rais ing
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church build ing funds. More par tic u larly they were to se cure an able cler gy- 
man (1734). These ne go ti a tions ex tended over a long pe riod. Francke and
Ziegen hagen in sisted that the ques tion of SALARY would have to be set tled;
the del e gates ex plained that this could not be done un til the min is ter had en- 
tered the field. The case was ar gued for sev eral years. But fi nally the au- 
thor i ties of Halle de cided to act. They sent the very man needed for the
work among the Luther ans of Penn syl va nia, the Rev erend HEIN RICH MEL- 
CHIOR MUH LEN BERG. This man was des tined to be come the real founder of
the Lutheran Church of Amer ica. The rea son why this sud den ac tion was
taken is partly due to the ap pear ance on Amer i can soil of a spir i tual leader
who had ac com plished great good in Ger many, but whose work wrought
con fu sion among the Luther ans of Penn syl va nia.

8. This was Count Von Zinzen dorf.

Hav ing been ex iled from Sax ony, he had de cided to use the time of his ex- 
pa tri a tion to do mis sion ary work among the In di ans of Amer ica. Thus en- 
gaged, he heard of the spir i tual needs of the Penn syl va nia Luther ans. He
made Ger man town his head-quar ters, and thence he tra versed the coun try in
ev ery di rec tion. He met in a con fer ence (1742) with four Sev enth-day Bap- 
tists (of Ephrata), some other Bap tists and Men non ites, some Luther ans and
Re formed. His aim was to unite them all. He at tracted the at ten tion of the
Phil a del phia Luther ans. They called him and he ac cepted. He preached for
them, ad min is tered the sacra ments, and ac cept ing their call he be came their
pas tor. He gave up his ti tle as a Count, called him self Herr von Thuern stein
(af ter one of his es tates), and as sumed the ti tle “Evan gel i cal Lutheran In- 
spec tor and Pas tor of Phil a del phia.” At the same time he looked af ter the
Re formed, or dained a pas tor and pre pared a cat e chism for them just as he
had pre vi ously pub lished Luther’s Cat e chism for the Luther ans. Al to gether
he held eight CON FER ENCES FOR THE PUR POSE OF UNIT ING THE VAR I OUS CHURCHES.
But the more he la bored, the worse the con fu sion. The Re formed Pas tor
Boehme warned against him in a spe cial pam phlet of some ninety pages.
Zinzen dorf fi nally re al ized that in or der to at tain re sults he would have to
or ga nize his fol low ers. He founded the Mora vian Broth er hood. Even to day
in cer tain parts of Penn syl va nia — Beth le hem, for in stance — we can find
Mora vian con gre ga tions whose ori gin can be traced back to the work of
Zinzen dorf.
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The the olo gians of Halle were de ter mined op po nents of Zinzen dorf.
While they rec og nized the fact that he was the god-child of Spener, the
pupil of Francke, ed u cated in the school of Pietism, the Halle School of the- 
ol ogy, though not ul tra-con ser va tively Lutheran, feared Zinzen dorf’s way of
con fus ing earnest souls. More over, they did not wish to be held re spon si ble
by their op po nents (dur ing the Pietis tic con tro ver sies) for the ec cen tric i ties
of their pupil. Not with out ap pre hen sion they had seen him en ter upon his
for eign mis sion, and when they heard that, in stead of preach ing to the In di- 
ans, he was as sum ing lead er ship among the Penn syl va nia Ger mans, they
has tened to com ply with the wishes of the Amer i can del e ga tion and sent
Muh len berg.

9. Re view.

Look ing back over the his tory of Lutheranism thus far recorded, we no tice
one out stand ing fact — that, while scat tered con gre ga tions were start ing
here and there, there was no sign, ex cept ing among the Swedes, of a gen eral
or ga ni za tion.

The mis sion of this pe riod was to GATHER LUTHERAN FAM I LIES INTO CON- 
GRE GA TIONS, and this mis sion had been partly ac com plished. In the af fairs of
the Swedes the home church took an ac tive in ter est from the be gin ning. In
the case of the em i grants of the Palati nate, Kocherthal, aided by Eng land,
had done this work. The Salzburg ers were taken care of by the Ger man
Luther ans and the Eng lish gov ern ment. But a great num ber had to help
them selves. In di vid u als got to gether, and ap peal ing to their na tive land,
tried to se cure min is ters. Since cler gy men were scarce, spir i tual vagabonds
and men of the low est char ac ter took ad van tage of the sit u a tion.

A small num ber of con gre ga tions came into ex is tence (50 or more in the
year 1740). But there was no thought of in cor po rat ing them into a larger
body. The TEN DENCY WAS TO WARD DIS PER SION AND CM EVEN TUAL AB SORP TION OF

THESE SCAT TERED FLOCKS BY DE NOM I NA TIONAL CHURCHES. Zinzen dorf, though
per son ally de vout, saw a chance of build ing up his own church over the ru- 
ins of Lutheranism.

It was most es sen tial for the Lutheran Church that the scat tered con gre- 
ga tions should be gath ered into a larger or ga ni za tion, that they should rally
around the ban ner of the Lutheran faith, and that they should be sup plied
with wor thy and re li able min is ters. The time had come for the OR GA NI ZA TION
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OF THE CHURCH. This supreme duty of the sec ond pe riod of Lutheran de vel- 
op ment was clearly rec og nized and ad mirably per formed by — Hein rich
Mel chior Muh len berg.

1. He then en tered the ser vice of Swe den, and un til his death (1641) was
the first gov er nor of New Swe den. Here he made use of his ex pe ri ence
(ac quired in New Nether land) of deal ing with the In di ans, and se cured
a large per cent age of the fur trade for the Swedes, much to the ir ri ta- 
tion of the avari cious Dutch.↩ 

2. Isaac Jo ques, or Jogues, was a French mis sion ary of the prov ince of
Que bec. Two years af ter his visit to New Am s ter dam he was killed by
the In di ans.↩ 

3. An en try in the records of Al bany, dated May 20, 1658, reads as fol- 
lows: “Lutheran pas tor and some bad women were de ported to Hol- 
land.” Ec cle si as ti cal Records of New York, I, 423. Colo nial Record of
N. Y., XIV, 417. But ac cord ing to a let ter in the Ec cle si as ti cal Records
(I, p. 433) we know that Gut wasser man aged to get around this de por- 
ta tion. In the spring of the fol low ing year (1659) he was still there. Af- 
ter wards, how ever, he was ar rested and sent home on the “Bruyn visch”
(the Brown Fish) sail ing for Am s ter dam.↩ 

4. The church was erected on the present site of Bat tery Park.↩ 

5. About his work, Dr. Nicum has dis cov ered valu able ma te rial in the ar- 
chives of Hol land. When these ar chives are pub lished, we may get
some new light on this pe riod, hith erto ob scured.↩ 

6. We are speak ing of pas tors who came for pur poses of per ma nent ac tiv- 
ity; oth er wise we should have to men tion the Rev. Ras mus Jensen,
who ar rived 1619 in the Hud son Bay as chap lain of a Dan ish ex pe di- 
tion, which un der com mand of Cap tain Munk took charge of the land
for the Dan ish crown (Schmauk, “Lutheran Church in Penn syl va nia,”
I, 17).↩ 

7. The Rev. John Cam pa nius, whom we shall shortly men tion, in forms us
that Ger man im mi grants, con sist ing of fifty colonists, ar rived on the
ship “Der Vo gel Greif” to take part in the found ing of the Del a ware
colony. Gus tavus Adol phus, even a few days be fore his death at Luet- 
zen, char ac ter ized his Amer i can project as the “pearl of his king dom”
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and begged the Protes tant rulers to per mit their sub jects to take part in
it. Gov er nor Printz, who was later com mis sioned for that pur pose, was
a Ger man no ble man him self, a na tive of Hol stein, who in duced some
fifty-four Ger man fam i lies, mostly Pomera ni ans, to fol low him across
the sea. (See L. P. Hen ning hausen, “The first Im mi grants to North
Amer ica,” pp. 160-1&2).↩ 

8. See the hu mor ous de scrip tion of this event in Wash ing ton Irv ing,
“Knicker bocker’s His tory of New York.”↩ 

9. Thirty Bibles, six books of ser mons, one hun dred books of wor ship,
one hun dred hym nals, two books on Min is te rial Acts, one hun dred
Larger and Smaller Cat e chisms, four hun dred primers, five hun dred
In dian Cat e chisms by Cam pa nius ar rived as presents from the king.↩ 

10. We should note, how ever, that the Swedish and Dutch Lutheran
churches looked af ter their im mi grant coun try men, while the Ger man
Lutheran State churches left this care in charge of char i ta ble so ci- 
eties.↩ 

11. See also § 4, 9.↩ 

12. The church ing of women was a ser vice to which the Swedes ad hered
with great tenac ity.↩ 

13. The fol low ing prayer is added to the record of a bap tism: “O Lord
God, let the name of this in fant be in scribed in the book of life and
never be erased there from! Through Je sus Christ. Amen!” Af ter bap- 
tiz ing a black child, he com ments: “O Lord, mer ci ful Fa ther, who art
no re specter of per sons, but con sid er est ac cept able among all peo ple
those who do right and fear Thee, clothe this child with the white robe
of right eous ness, and keep it in the same through Je sus Christ, the Re- 
deemer and Sav ior of all mankind. Amen.” How ap pro pri ate, too, the
bap tismal prayer for five in fants born on mid-ocean to im mi grant
moth ers from the Rhen ish Palati nate (§ 3, 3): “O Lord, Almighty God
and Fa ther of our Lord Je sus Christ, whose won drous power has safely
called these chil dren into life even amid the storms of the sea and has
guided them safely to the shore, lead them also through the tem pes tu- 
ous sea of this world un til they safely ar rive in the har bor of the new
heav enly Jerusalem where all tyranny and all false and tyran ni cal
mercy shall have an end, through Je sus Christ, Amen.”↩ 

14. Add to this the hor ri ble mis man age ment of princes who im i tated the
ex trav a gant life of the French court — at the ex pense of the coun try. A
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dis as trous fail ure of crops and a win ter (1709) of such un usual sever ity
that birds froze in the air filled the mea sure of mis ery to over flow- 
ing.↩ 

15. From this jour ney he re turned in 1710. Rev. Geo. J. M. Ket ner writes
at the bi cen ten nial an niver sary of St. Paul’s Luth. Church at West
Camp: “Un will ingly they bound them selves for years to the British
Gov er nor, Robt. Hunter, to pay for their voy age by mak ing tar for the
British navy. Per se cuted by Hunter and fleeced by Liv ing stone, their
suf fer ings from 1710-1712 were in de scrib able. The pine trees at West
Camp were not the kind for mak ing naval stores. The gov er nor kept
clam or ing for tar, and the Palatines said,”Give us the right kind of
trees." It was mak ing brick with out straw. In a howl ing wilder ness, in
log cab ins and bark huts, with scant clothes and lit tle food, they suf- 
fered and shiv ered in the win ter’s cold, and strug gled to keep soul and
body to gether. The cries of their lit tle ones, the tears of their wives
made the strong men weep. Gov er nor Hunter dis puted the ti tles to their
homes and per se cuted them in ces santly. So ne glected were they at one
time by the man who was sworn to be their pro tec tor that much against
their wills they had to throw them selves on the mercy of the In di ans,
or starve. Some, weary of this in tol er a ble slav ery, cut their way to
Schoharie (of. § 3, 6). Oth ers forged their way to the head-wa ters of
the Sus que hanna. The ma jor ity, how ever, re mained at West Camp. It
was not un til 1717 that the aw ful traces of poverty be gan to dis ap pear
among them. The or phan chil dren and those of sur viv ing wid ows,
whose hus bands died in that aw ful voy age cf 1710, were by the in ex- 
orable Hunter ap pren ticed among strangers. Some were never seen
again. Think what this means! No won der they com plained and started
a mutiny. The only place where for the time be ing they for got their
sor rows and wrongs, was in the lit tle log church where pas tor
Kocherthal com forted them with such con so la tions which the holy re li- 
gion of Je sus Christ alone could give."↩ 

16. In this sec ond edi tion we will have to deny our selves the telling of the
charm ing story which Stro bel re lates re gard ing the in flu ence of the
Salzburg ers on the Wes leys. The his toric ity of the beau ti ful story is
doubt ful. Stro bel ad mits that Wes ley men tions only “Mora vians,” but
claims that this is due to the fact that Wes ley did not know the dif fer- 
ence be tween the Mora vians and the Salzburg ers. Dr. A. G. Voigt,
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Pres i dent of the Sem i nary of the United Synod of the South in Co lum- 
bia, S. C, wrote us: “I once made a care ful com par i son of Urlsperger’s
Nach richten and Wes ley’s Jour nal, and found no ev i dence that there
were Salzburg ers on the ship on which Wes ley was.”↩ 

17. See Hal lis che Nach richten: Friederich Kapp, Gesch. der Deutschen in
New York.↩ 

18. See Ger mann’s Au to bi og ra phy, pages 37-104.↩ 
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The Sec ond Pe riod. Con gre ga‐ 
tions Or ga nized Into Syn ods.

DUR ING THE PE RIOD which we are now to study the scat tered flocks were
gath ered into or ganic unity. A part of the Lutheran Church be came or ga- 
nized un der Muh len berg. It fur nished the foun da tion for ul ti mate suc cess. It
ab sorbed the Dutch church and later the con gre ga tions of Berken meyer. It
would have as sim i lated the Swedish churches, if the or ga niz ing forces had
been large enough. With the ad vent of the Penn syl va nia Min is terium, the
Lutheran Church steps out of the stage of scat tered con gre ga tions into the
stage of a sys tem atized ec cle si as ti cal body. This or ga ni za tion, in its fi nal
anal y sis, was the work of the Ger man mother-church. She sup plied the
largest num ber of men and also their fi nan cial sup port. With out her as sis- 
tance the Lutheran Church of Amer ica would have been lost be yond re- 
demp tion. It is to be re gret ted that the War of In de pen dence ter mi nated this
re la tion with the mother-church be fore the Amer i can off spring had grown
strong enough to look en tirely af ter its own in ter ests. The new de vel op ment
cre ated new prob lems which were only par tially solved in this pe riod. We
re fer to the ques tion of lan guage, the look ing af ter new ter ri tory and the
train ing of com pe tent min is ters.
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2. Muh len berg And The Found ing Of The
First Lutheran Synod.

§ 4. Muh len berg and His Work.

1. Muh len berg’s Call and Ar rival.

Hein rich Mel chior Muh len berg (born at EIM BECK, Hanover, Sept. 6, 1711),
de scended from a fam ily which had lost ti tle and es tate dur ing the Thirty
Years’ War. Un der such dis ad van tages he had re ceived his prepara tory ed u- 
ca tion, strug gling all along the line. As a stu dent of the ol ogy, he en tered the
Uni ver sity of GOET TIN GEN, where he grad u ated in 1738. Hav ing come in
con tact with the in flu ences of Halle which de cided his fu ture ca reer, he in- 
tended to be sent as mis sion ary to East In dia. But for the time be ing this
plan did not seem to be fea si ble, and he ac cepted (Au gust, 1739) a call to
Grosshen ners dorf, not far from Her rn hut, the es tate of Zinzen dorf. On Sept
6, 1741, he paid a VISIT TO FRANCKE, who asked him whether he would ac- 
cept a call to the three con gre ga tions of Penn syl va nia: Phil a del phia. Prov i- 
dence and New Hanover (§ 3, 7). Muh len berg, con sid er ing this a di vine
call, ac cepted. “The dear spouse of Dr. Francke was so elated that she made
a present to the poor dea con in the form of a Schlafrock” (a long, loose coat
used in Eu rope for com fort at home). On Dec. 17th he went to Lon don,
where he pre pared him self for his new work by tak ing a two months’ course
in Eng lish. Dur ing his ocean trip, last ing 110 days, pas sen gers and crew
were trans formed into a con gre ga tion, which Muh len berg served with won- 
der ful zeal both as pas tor and preacher. He LANDED AT CHARLES TON Sept. 23,
1742, and thence vis ited Ebenezer, the home of the Salzburg ers (§ 3, 5). Af- 
ter a short stay of eight days, he pro ceeded to Penn syl va nia. Tak ing leave,
he sang: “So lasst uns denn dem lieben Herrn mit Leib und Seel’ nachge- 
hen; und wohlge mut, get rost und gern bei Ihm in Lei den ste hen.” (“We of- 
fer, O beloved Lord, body and soul to Thee; made strong by Thy as sur ing
word, e’en in Geth se mane”).

Af ter a jour ney of the most in tense hard ship, his clothes soaked with wa- 
ter, while he lay ill among curs ing fel low-pa tients, he AR RIVED AT PHIL A DEL- 
PHIA, Nov. 25, 1742. Here Zinzen dorf claimed to be pas tor of the con gre ga- 
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tion (§ 3, 8), but no wel come was given to the ar riv ing min is ter. A meet ing
was called with Zinzen dorf as chair man, dur ing which Muh len berg was
ques tioned, in a man ner very hu mil i at ing to him as to the le git i macy of the
call which had been ex tended to him through Ziegen hagen in Lon don. But
the calm dig nity of the new min is ter, who con vinced his hear ers that he was
the called pas tor, soon in di cated that the time of Zinzen dorf’s con trol of the
sit u a tion was ter mi nated. Shortly af ter wards (about New Year, 1743)
Zinzen dorf re turned to Eu rope.1

2. Muh len berg as a Mis sion ary.

We can only touch upon his self-sac ri fic ing and far-reach ing ac tiv ity as a
mis sion ary. The mat ter has been treated more fully by Ja cobs and Graeb ner.
There was not much of a salary. One con gre ga tion con trib uted a horse, an- 
other noth ing:, and a third barely enough to pay rent. MUH LEN BERG’S MEET- 
ING PLACE at Phil a del phia was a car pen ter shop, at Prov i dence a barn, and at
New Hanover a half-fin ished church. Jour ney ing over al most im pass able
roads, bro ken in places by rivers with out bridges, he was not in fre quently in
dan ger of death. For Muh len berg did not con fine, him self to the three con- 
gre ga tions. Sym pa thy with the or phaned Luther ans caused him to make
mis sion ary jour neys in ev ery di rec tion. In this way he came to GER MAN- 
TOWN, TULPE HO KEN, LAN CAS TER, FRED ER ICKS, YORK, etc. At these places he
gath ered those hun ger ing for the Word in open fields. The ser vices were
usu ally of long du ra tion. First the chil dren were cat e chised; bap tisms fol- 
lowed; these were suc ceeded by a ser mon and fi nally by the Lord’s Sup per.
Muh len berg’s zeal was in de fati ga ble. Out side of the work men tioned he un- 
der took the build ing of churches, vis ited the scat tered fam i lies, set tled con- 
tro ver sies, rec on ciled con tend ing par ties and made his in flu ence felt in ev- 
ery di rec tion. Wher ever he went, doors were opened to him. He pos sessed
in an ex tra or di nary de gree the grace of find ing “fa vor with men.” With a
bear ing marked by a com bi na tion of nat u ral dig nity and gen uine Chris tian
hu mil ity, there was united a char ac ter to which learn ing, ex ec u tive abil ity,
and deep piety lent an ir re sistible charm, so that he was gladly re ceived on
all sides as leader.

An no ta tion.
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The con gre ga tion of Tulpe ho ken, men tioned above and in pre vi ous chap ters
(§ 3, 6), had been hand i capped since 1734, by in ter nal con fu sion, which
was not ter mi nated un til un der the guid ing hand of Muh len berg it re sulted
in a so lu tion fa vor able to the Lutheran Church. While it is not our in ten tion
to give de tailed ac counts of any one con gre ga tion, we wish to make an ex- 
cep tion of this church, be cause its his tory gives a vivid pic ture of the
Lutheran sit u a tion at the time of Muh len berg’s ar rival. In his work, “The
Lutheran Church in Penn syl va nia”, Dr. Schmauk, be gin ning with page 485,
de votes no less than 90 pages to the de scrip tion of this pic ture. The story is
char ac ter is tic of Amer i can church life and typ i cal of many lo cal i ties where
it has been re peated with more or less vari a tion.

Con rad Weiser, Jun. (§ 3, 4), who came into this vicin ity from the
Schoharie Val ley (1729), was serv ing as “reader” in a church re cently
(1727) built by the set tlers. He had re ceived his re li gious ten den cies
through the lit er a ture of Spener and Francke, and for that rea son did not
read ily as sim i late the for mal church man ship of Jo hann Cas par Sto ever (§ 3,
6), who also had come into the neigh bor hood. In be half of the con gre ga tion
Weiser tried to se cure a min is ter from Halle by ap peal ing to Ziegen hagen (§
3, 8) and Francke. This call was en trusted to the care of a man by the name
of Leut becker, a school teacher and for merly a tai lor, who had been con- 
verted un der Boehme, Court preacher at Lon don, and had been sent to
Amer ica for mis sion ary pur poses. This “wor thy” brother soon in formed the
peo ple that the del e gated pas tor had died at sea, and he suc ceeded in get ting
him self elected. Weiser sus pected fraud, but the ma jor ity of the church
mem bers sided with Leut becker. This caused Weiser to with draw (1732)
from the con gre ga tion.

Now he came in con tact with Pe ter Miller, the tal ented but fa nat i cal Re- 
formed pas tor of the lo cal ity, to gether with whom he fell un der the spell of
the ec cen tric Sab batar ian Bap tist preach ers of Ephrata. He was re bap tized
by Beis sel, moved into seclu sion, burned Luther’s Cat e chism and other re li- 
gious books that had hith erto been his guide, and be came re li giously un bal- 
anced. Mean while the Lutheran con gre ga tion of Tulpe ho ken was con tam i- 
nated by the in flu ence of Ephrata. Soon, how ever, a re ac tion set in among
the Lutheran con verts. Weiser emerged from his seclu sion and en tered upon
his well known po lit i cal ca reer (§ 3, 4).

The op po nents of Leut becker now ex tended a call to Jo hann Cas par Sto- 
ever, who had gained a cer tain in flu ence in this neigh bor hood by per form- 



48

ing min is te rial acts which Leut becker had de clined. Thus the name of Sto- 
ever is closely in ter wo ven with the trou bles in Tulpe ho ken, which ex tended
from 1735 to 1743. Sto ever first tried to get pos ses sion of the church build- 
ing. But the op po si tion put a lock on the door. Sto ever’s fol low ers broke the
lock, and even tu ally forced the Leut becker fac tion to hold ser vices in the
par son age. The ques tion of prop erty rights over shad owed all oth ers. Dis- 
cov er ing that the trans ac tion of busi ness, dat ing back to the In di ans, did not
con vey a clear ti tle to his peo ple, Leut becker le gal ized his claims, and at- 
tached to the church door a legally pro tected lock. But Sto ever’s fol low ers
sawed a hole through the wooden wall of the build ing, and went in and held
a com mu nion ser vice. Leut becker’s life was threat ened, and so his par son- 
age was guarded day and night. He died in 1739. The fu neral ser vice was
con ducted by the Mora vian Bishop Span gen berg. who had been in Penn syl- 
va nia for two years and had oc ca sion ally vis ited at Tulpe ho ken.

At this junc ture Con rad Weiser stepped into the fore ground. He had out- 
grown his Ephrata fol lies, and was now not only en gaged in prac ti cal work,
but was an of fice holder of some im por tance. He aimed to unite the war ring
fac tions. He went to Ger man town and in duced Zinzen dorf, who had just ar- 
rived and was hold ing his first con fer ence (1742; § 3, 8), to come to Tulpe- 
ho ken. The Count preached a ser mon on the sec ond Ar ti cle of the Apos tles’
Creed, in which he proved that he was a good Lutheran. Upon leav ing, he
promised to se cure for them a pas tor from Halle, and re ceived from the con- 
gre ga tion pa pers con tain ing a for mal call. It was agreed that Pas tor Buet- 
tner, who had just been or dained by Zinzen dorf, should serve in the in terim
and with out any salary. Buet tner preached his first ser mon on the sub ject of
“Peace”, but six weeks had hardly elapsed, when he wrote a let ter to Sto- 
ever ask ing him who had or dained him, be fore whom he had passed his ex- 
am i na tions, whether those who or dained him had au thor ity to do so and
whether he had any right to or ga nize a church coun cil. Soon there after
Zinzen dorf held “a re li gious con fer ence of the chil dren of God” at Phil a del- 
phia, ap point ing him self, Buet tner, Pyr laeus and Bryzelius as “the con sis- 
tory of the Lutheran Church in Penn syl va nia”. The first ac tion taken by this
body was the sus pen sion of Jo hann Cas par Sto ever, who, how ever, con tin- 
ued his work with out in ter rup tion. Sto ever’s fol low ers, in fact, built a new
church that was to be Lutheran in prin ci ple, and called it Christ Church
(1743). For some un known rea son, Sto ever did not lay the cor ner stone, but
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it was done by a cer tain Valentin Kraft. The lat ter was not a suc cess, and
stayed but a short time.

Not long af ter this cor ner stone lay ing, Muh len berg en tered the field and
ex erted his help ful and or ga niz ing in flu ence. He came to Tulpe ho ken in
1743, vis it ing at the home of Weiser, whose daugh ter he mar ried two years
later. At Muh len berg’s sug ges tion the con gre ga tion called To bias Wag ner,
who proved a fail ure, and af ter wards Nicholas Kurtz, un der whom all
storms sub sided.

The Leut becker fac tion, served by Zinzen dorf’s fol low ers, also built a
new church (1744), and called a num ber of min is ters in rapid suc ces sion.
But its mem ber ship di min ished. It fi nally died when their Pas tor (Brueck- 
ner) de clined to of fi ci ate at the fu neral of one of the church mem bers, and
would not open the doors of the church to Pas tor Kurtz. This ac tion caused
an other split among the mem bers, some jus ti fy ing their pas tor, oth ers con- 
demn ing him.

A great ma jor ity re mem bered that they were Luther ans and not Mora- 
vians. Con rad Weiser in formed them that the prop erty had been con veyed to
the Lutheran Church, that Zinzen dorf had only ac quired it by fraud u lently
rep re sent ing him self as a Lutheran and that what ever part of the mem bers
would ad here to Lutheranism were en ti tled to the pos ses sion of the build- 
ing. He de manded that the keys of the church be handed over to the
Lutheran el e ment, and when his re quest was re fused, changed the old lock
for a new one. This ended Mora vian ac tiv ity in Tulpe ho ken. Kurtz preached
in both churches, which were about two miles apart.

This is an in ter est ing bit of lo cal church his tory. Dr. Schmauk, in his
“His tory of the Lutheran Church in Penn syl va nia from 1638-1820,” has
writ ten it up in a most in ter est ing man ner with the aid of much his tor i cal
ma te rial in the form of let ters that have been pre served. They show us in a
touch ing way all the par tic u lars of these trou bles, the mov ings of the hu man
heart in its strug gle for the right, and also its er rors and fail ings.

We also gather from it the fact that Con rad Weiser, af ter tem po rary
lapses, re turned to Lutheranism. Those are in er ror who have claimed that
this em i nent man of af fairs, the fa ther-in-law of Muh len berg, died as a
mem ber of some non-Lutheran church.

3. The Halle Re ports.
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The “HAL LIS CHE NACH RICHTEN” (Halle Re ports), which Muh len berg and his
as so ciates sent reg u larly to the fa thers in Halle, give a very clear view of
their ac tiv ity. These re ports were printed from time to time, and cre ated
such a gen eral in ter est that a sec ond edi tion was soon called for. It was pub- 
lished, to gether with valu able ge o graph i cal and his tor i cal de tails, by Dr. W.
J. Mann. Dr. B. M. Schmucker and Dr. W. Ger mann.

This vol ume was not fin ished, how ever. Dr. F. Wis chan edit ing the un- 
fin ished part with out an no ta tions. Dr. C. W. Schae fer’s Eng lish trans la tion
has not been pub lished on ac count of fi nan cial dif fi cul ties.

On read ing Muh len berg’s ar ti cles in these Halle Re ports, many cler gy- 
men in the Fa ther land were moved to cross the sea to be come mis sion ar ies
among the Luther ans. How im por tant this was may be gath ered from the
sta tis tics on the rapid in crease of im mi gra tion; in 1749 twelve thou sand
Ger man em i grants ar rived at Phil a del phia. The su per vi sion over the con gre- 
ga tions up to the time of the War of In de pen dence was in the hands of the
Francke In sti tute at Halle and of Dr. Ziegen hagen of Lon don. They en- 
dorsed Muh len berg’s propo si tions and gave gen eral ad vice.

4. Ad di tional Work ers from Halle.

Ad di tional work ers ar rived from Halle, no tably Rev. Pe ter Brunnholtz and
the two cat e chists, Jo hann Nic. Kurtz and Joh. H. Schaum. An agree ment
was made ac cord ing to which Brunnholtz with Schaum took charge of the
con gre ga tions in Phil a del phia and Ger man town, while Muh len berg, with
Kurtz as his as sis tant, con fined their labors to the con gre ga tions in Prov i- 
dence and New Hanover. Other helpers sent from Halle were Pas tors Hand- 
schuh and Hartwig. Later we find the names of Gerok (from Wuertem berg),
Ea ger (an ces tor to Pro fes sor Baugher of Get tys burg), Heinzel mann,
Schultze, Hel muth, Schmidt, Voigt, Krug, Wey gardt, Krauss, Schrenk, etc.

5. The Ori gin of the Penn syl va nia Synod.

To coun ter act the in flu ence of Zinzen dorf and his fol low ers and also to get
rid of un wor thy min is ters, who sought to force them selves upon the con gre- 
ga tions, the found ing of an ec cle si as ti cal or ga ni za tion was be com ing more
and more nec es sary. As early as 1644 TWO IN FLU EN TIAL LAY MEN OF PHIL A DEL- 
PHIA, Kock of the Swedish and Schlei dorn of the Ger man con gre ga tion,
thought of or ga niz ing a Swedish-Ger man synod; but this at tempt failed be- 
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cause the Swedish Pas tor Ny berg in sisted that such an or ga ni za tion should
in clude the fol low ers of Zinzen dorf. To this Muh len berg ob jected. How- 
ever, Aug. 26, 1748, on the oc ca sion of a DOU BLE CEL E BRA TION (the ded i ca- 
tion of the newly built St. Michael’s Church and the or di na tion of Can di date
Kurtz) six cler gy men (Muh len berg, Hartwig, of New York, Brunnholtz.
Hand schuh, Kurtz and the Swedish Provost, Sandin) and twenty-four lay- 
men, rep re sent ing ten Phil a del phia con gre ga tions, or ga nized the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod.2 We find, in deed, as yet no for mal or ga ni za tion and no con sti tu- 
tion, but from this time on those who com posed the synod were re garded as
“United Pas tors” and their parishes as “United Con gre ga tions”3 who held
seven con fer ences up to the year 1754. Af ter that we no tice a LULL in the
syn od i cal ac tiv ity, no con ven tion be ing recorded be tween 1754 and 1760.
One rea son for this was prob a bly the fact that Muh len berg, who was the
soul of all these en ter prises, was en gaged in work around New York (Rar i- 
tan and New- York), where his or ga niz ing tal ents were re quired.4 It also
seems that the founders had got ten some what DIS COUR AGED. Their vi sion
grew dim in the pres ence of tow er ing tides of im mi gra tion for whose spir i- 
tual wel fare Ger many did but lit tle and whose fu ture was en dan gered by
min is te rial frauds.

Provost Dr. Wrangel (§ 2) caused the RE SUMP TION OF SYN OD I CAL WORK. He
called on Muh len berg, and in vited him to take part in a Swedish con fer ence.
Muh len berg ac cepted, and re ceived so many help ful sug ges tions at this
meet ing that he wrote to the dif fer ent min is ters (Sept. 24, 1760), invit ing
them to at tend a PAS TORAL CON FER ENCE to be held at Prov i dence, Oct. 19th
and 20th. We should not un der es ti mate this con fer ence, for it sig ni fies the
re vival of syn od i cal in ter ests af ter a pe riod of in ac tiv ity. Even here we do
not dis cover any kind of a con sti tu tion; but we note that a Pres i dent is cho- 
sen from year to year. We find the name “The An nual Min is te rial Con fer- 
ence of the United Swedish and Lutheran Min is ters.” In deed, in 1781, in a
minute-book of that date, we find the text of a CON STI TU TION, which had no
doubt ex isted for sev eral years. This con sti tu tion, which has served as a
pro to type for so many syn od i cal con sti tu tions of later times, is printed by
Ja cobs on p, 261. Here the name of the synod is given as “The Evan gel i cal
Lutheran Min is terium of North Amer ica.” Later the name was changed into
“The Ger man Evan gel i cal Lutheran Min is terium of Penn syl va nia and Ad- 
join ing States.” Not be fore 1882 was the word Ger man dropped.
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6. First Con gre ga tional Con sti tu tion.

The first con gre ga tional con sti tu tion of the Lutheran Church of Amer ica is
also the gift of Muh len berg. The fram ing of this con sti tu tion was, in fact, a
mat ter of far-reach ing im por tance. Dr. Mann avers that if Muh len berg had
done noth ing but com pose this con sti tu tion, he would be en ti tled to the last- 
ing grat i tude of the Lutheran Church. It was used by the min is ters who or- 
ga nized churches in Penn syl va nia and ad ja cent states; it served as a foun da- 
tion for the con gre ga tional con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod, and was thus
the ba sis for the con gre ga tional con sti tu tions of all syn ods un til 1840 (cf. §
35). In this con sti tu tion (see Graeb ner. 484- 493) we have the fin ished PROD- 
UCT of twenty-eight years’ (1734-1762) ex pe ri ence. It was writ ten to meet
the needs of St. Michael’s Church, Phil a del phia, and bore the marks of ma- 
ture study and ob ser va tion. Muh len berg in cor po rated into it, not only what
he had per son ally ob served as a guide and ad viser of var i ous con gre ga tions,
but also the EX PE RI ENCES OF THE SWEDISH AND DUTCH LUTHER ANS. Dur ing a
solemn ser vice and af ter fer vent prayer it was sub mit ted to the peo ple.

7. A Com mon Liturgy.

A COM MON LITURGY to be used by all min is ters had al ready been thought of
by Muh len berg and his co work ers dur ing the found ing of the first synod
(1748). This or der of ser vice was sub mit ted to the synod in 1754 and for- 
warded to Halle for ap proval. It seems to have been drawn from a num ber
of Saxon and North-Ger man litur gies which were used in those parts of
Ger many where Muh len berg had lived and worked.5 The RE VISED EDI TION of
this liturgy, A. D. 1786 (See Fritschel. I. 178-187). is to be con sid ered a de- 
te ri o ra tion from the stand point of Lutheran litur gies.

8. Doc tri nal Views of Muh len berg and his Co work ers.

Dr. Ja cobs has cor rectly stated the case when he says that the pietis tic ten- 
den cies of these men gave a cer tain color to their Lutheranism, but did not
dis place it. They were TRUE LUTHER ANS in preach ing and prac tice. Says
Dr. Mann: “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 polem i cal and the o ret i cal. They ac tu al ized their own Lutheran con vic- 
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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.”
(Dr. W. J. Mann’s “The ses on the Lutheranism of the Fa thers of the Church
in this Coun try,” First Free Lutheran Diet, p. 281-283). There was no de- 
part ing from Lutheran stan dards. That is proved by their whole ac tiv ity as
recorded in the “Hal lis che Nach richten.” To his ac cusers Muh len berg truth- 
fully replied: “I ask Sa tan and all his ly ing spir its to prove any thing against
me which is not in har mony with the teach ing of the apos tles or of our Sym- 
bol i cal Books. I have stated fre quently that there is nei ther fault nor er ror
nor any kind of de fect in our evan gel i cal doc trines, founded on the teach ing
of the prophets and the apos tles, and set forth in our Sym bol i cal Books.”

It is true that they ex changed pul pits with min is ters of the de nom i na- 
tions. Muh len berg at times preached for the Epis co palians, and in turn in- 
vited the Epis co pal pas tor Pe ters, White field, the evan ge list, and the Re- 
formed Pas tor Schlat ter to oc cupy his pul pit. At Phil a del phia, he preached
the fu neral ser mon for the Re formed Pas tor Steiner. White field was in vited
to the as sem bled Min is terium of Phil a del phia (1763) and took part in their
ser vice. At the con se cra tion of Zion’s Lutheran Church of Phil a del phia the
whole non-Lutheran clergy of that city was in vited. Epis co pal min is ters de- 
liv ered ad dresses, and Muh len berg thanked them pub licly for the part they
had taken. But all of this, says Ja cobs, is no ev i dence that these men had
union is tic ten den cies. Their un com pro mis ing at ti tude to ward Zinzen dorf
and his fol low ers clearly shows their fun da men tal op po si tion to a church
union based on doc tri nal in dif fer en tism. They dis liked Zinzen dorf, not
merely on ac count of his church pol i tics, but also be cause of the union is tic
prin ci ples which he openly pro claimed, if they as so ci ated with mem bers of
other churches, they did so be cause they ad mired loy alty of each to their re- 
spec tive Con fes sions and wished to em pha size the fun da men tal truths they
held in com mon. “How ever, they never de nied their con fes sional point of
view. Ev ery where and at all times they taught and preached as true Luther- 
ans. They never for friend ship’s sake would be silent con cern ing a Lutheran
doc trine or deny the full con se quences of the teach ings of their con fes- 
sions.”6

A UNION WITH THE EPIS CO PALIANS seems, it is true, to have been con sid- 
ered. Not only Swedish and Ger man Luther ans, but the Epis co palians
sought such a union. Muh len berg and Wrangel be lieved that there were no
se ri ous dif fer ences of doc trine. We can not ac count for this strange delu sion,
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but it is partly ex plained by the cor dial re la tion ship that had been sus tained
by the Epis co palians and partly by the fact that the royal fam ily of Eng land
was Lutheran (§ 3, 7) and that the only two rec og nized churches of Eng land
were the Lutheran and the Epis co palian. These con sid er a tions prob a bly
clouded the view of Muh len berg and his co work ers con cern ing the Epis co- 
pal Church.7

It must be re mem bered also that Lutheran min is ters fre quently went to
Lon don to re ceive the Epis co pal or di na tion (for in stance Pe ter, old est son of
Muh len berg, who later was Ma jor Gen eral of the army). This, how ever, was
not done be cause the Epis co pal or di na tion was re garded by them as the
only true or di na tion, but be cause they were do ing work in the South ern
States where only the Epis co pal or di na tion was rec og nized by the law.

9. The Death of Muh len berg.

At the time of Muh len berg’s Death the Penn syl va nia Synod in cluded in
round num bers forty min is ters. As he was kept con fined to his house at the
Trappe (Prov i dence) on ac count of phys i cal weak ness, he held a ser vice in
his own house ev ery Sun day with his fam ily. His sick ness de vel oped into
dropsy, and dur ing the last weeks he had days of great suf fer ing. He died on
Oct. 7, 1787, with this prayer on his lips: “Mach End, O Herr, mach Ende,”
etc. All the con gre ga tions of the synod held memo rial ser vices in his honor,
and called to mind the bless ings which the Lutheran Church of Amer ica had
re ceived from God through this prince in Is rael. A ser mon was de liv ered in
New York by Dr. Kunze, which was printed by or der of the church coun cil
and dis trib uted among the mem bers of the con gre ga tion. The same was
done with a ser mon de liv ered at Phil a del phia by Dr. Hel muth in mem ory of
the de ceased. The GRAVE OF MUH LEN BERG is near the his toric church of New
Prov i dence (Trappe).

At the con clu sion of this chap ter we ask: Why was Muh len berg su pe rior
to his co-work ers and why is he gen er ally named the PA TRI ARCH OF THE

LUTHERAN CHURCH OF AMER ICA? The an swer is found in his fa vorite motto:
“Ec cle sia plan tanda” (a church must be planted). While other min is ters
were pre-em i nently parochial cler gy men and spe cial ized in work for the
nar rower cir cle, Muh len berg’s eye took in the whole Lutheran mis sion field
of Amer ica, and he was con scious of lay ing the foun da tions for a great fu- 
ture. In this sense he cre ated the first con gre ga tional con sti tu tion and the
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first liturgy. For this task he was well en dowed and sin gu larly fit ted. He
pos sessed a thor ough ed u ca tion, was a man of large hori zons, em i nently
prac ti cal, a man of fine tact. With all his en ergy he was mod er ate, and pos- 
sessed tal ents for or ga ni za tion such as are only found in great men. And all
these nat u ral gifts were con se crated by a liv ing faith in Je sus Christ, a faith
that was sound to the core.

To sum up: Muh len berg was a born leader; the gift of Almighty God to
the Lutheran Church of Amer ica at a time when or ga ni za tion was the
supreme need of the hour and the Church was in need of such a leader. His- 
tory bears wit ness that he nobly ful filled his mis sion — the or ga ni za tion of
in di vid ual con gre ga tions into the larger Church. The fur ther de vel op ment of
his work and the task of ex tend ing his plan, to gether with the prob lems aris- 
ing from such a task, per tain to an other pe riod of this his tory.

1. In Dr. W. Ger mann’s “Au to bi og ra phy” we have the ques tion ing of
Muh len berg be fore Zinzen dorf and his fol low ers. These ques tions and
replies ex plain to us the de cided an tag o nism of Muh len berg to Zinzen- 
dorf and his ad her ents.↩ 

2. The pro to col con tains an ex pla na tion why other min is ters sup posed to
be Luther ans (Tob. Wag ner and J. Cas par Sto ever) were not in vited.
They were ac cused of hav ing called the min is ters of the synod pietists,
of not hav ing been prop erly called, of hav ing re fused to ac cept the
com mon liturgy, and of not be ing re spon si ble to any au thor ity for their
con duct in the min istry.↩ 

3. Not un til 1792 did the con gre ga tional del e gates re ceive the right to
vote. Up to that time the cler gy men sim ply re ceived re ports and ap pli- 
ca tions from the lay del e gates, but re served the fi nal de ci sion for them- 
selves. At this the lay men took no of fense.↩ 

4. In New York City he served an old Dutch church, which, on ac count of
the lan guage ques tion, was in dan ger of dis rup tion. Muh len berg
preached here in Dutch, Ger man and Eng lish. At this time he also
came in con tact with Berken meyer, who, how ever, was not de sirous of
hav ing fel low ship with a min is ter from Halle (§ 3, 4).↩ 

5. The Lueneb urg Liturgy (1643) which was used at his home in Eim- 
beck; the Calen berg ser vice (1569) which he knew at Goet tin gen dur- 
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ing his uni ver sity days; the Bran den burg-Magde burg ar range ment of
1739 with which he be came fa mil iar in Halle; and the Saxon or der of
ser vice of 1712 which he used as pas tor in Grosshen ners dorf.↩ 

6. See Got tfried Fritschel, “Die Praxis der Vaeter und Gru en der der
Lutherischen Kirche Amerikas bei der Ver wal tung des heili gen
Abendmahls,” Brobst’s Monat shefte, XI, 12. Muh len berg had
solemnly pledged him self in his or di na tion vow be fore the the o log i cal
fac ulty of the uni ver sity of Leipzig, Aug. 24, 1739, which com mit ted
to him the of fice of “teach ing the Gospel and ad min is ter ing the Sacra- 
ments ac cord ing to the rule given in the writ ings of the Prophets and
Apos tles, the sum of which is con tained in these three sym bols, the
Apos tolic, Nicene and Athanasian, in the Augs burg Con fes sion laid
be fore Em peror Charles V., A. D. 1530, in the Apol ogy of the same, in
Dr. Luther’s Large and Small Cat e chisms, in the Ar ti cles sub scribed to
in the Smal cald Con ven tion, and in the For mula of Con cord. He
solemnly promised that he would pro pose to his hear ers what would be
con formed and con sen tient to these writ ings and that he would never
de part from the sense which they give.” (Dr. W. J. Mann, “The Con ser- 
vatism of Henry Mel chior Muh len berg” in Lutheran Church Re view,
Jan u ary, 1888.)↩ 

7. Rud man, the Swede, of whom we read in §§ 1 and 2 and who was con- 
sid ered a more con sis tent Lutheran, served the Epis co palians in Phil a- 
del phia. Bjo erk and Sandel, Swedish min is ters, ex changed pul pits with
the Epis co palians. An ex pla na tion of this is of fered by Provost Sandel
(see Graeb ner, p. 118): “Al though there is a slight dif fer ence be tween
them and us re gard ing the Lord’s Sup per, the Bishop would not al low
this dif fer ence to in ter fere with the gen eral peace. We can not be drawn
into any ar gu ment. Nei ther do we touch upon these mat ters when we
preach to them, nor do they try to con vert our peo ple to their be lief.
We call each other brethren and live peace ably to gether. They con trol
the gov ern ment; we are un der them; it is suf fi cient that they are such
pleas ant as so ciates, and that they make no at tempt to pros e lyte among
our peo ple. They call our church ‘the sis ter Church of the Church of
Eng land.’ So we live fra ter nally to gether. May God con tinue to grant
this.”↩ 
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3. Fur ther De vel op ment Of Muh len berg’s Or‐ 
ga ni za tion.

§ 5. Ori gin of Other Syn ods.

1. The New York Min is terium.

Not un til the Dutch con gre ga tions lo cated on the banks of the Hud son were
a hun dred years old and the Palati nate churches had ex isted for half a cen- 
tury, do we hear of any synod in the ter ri tory of New York. This may be
partly ac counted for by the fact that the stream of Ger man im mi gra tion had
been di verted from New York to Penn syl va nia (§ 3, 6), and partly by the ex- 
clu sive ten den cies of the Berken meyer cir cle, which would not en ter into
fel low ship with the mis sion ar ies from Halle (§ 3, 4). At last, in the year
1763. the Rev. F. A. C. Muh len berg, a son of the pa tri arch, in vited a num ber
of cler gy men and rep re sen ta tives of dif fer ent con gre ga tions to at tend a
meet ing in the Ger man Lutheran Christ Church of New York for the pur- 
pose of or ga niz ing a sec ond synod. The mat ter, how ever, does not seem to
have suc ceeded, for no syn od i cal gath er ing is on record un til 1786. when, at
the in stance of the Rev. Dr. Kunze,1 and the oc ca sion of a Lutheran Church
ded i ca tion at Al bany, the FIRST CON FER ENCE at tended by three min is ters and
their CON GRE GA TIONAL DEL E GATES was held. Eight pas tors who were en gaged
in work in this ter ri tory did not come. Be fore an other meet ing was called
six years elapsed. But af ter that, de vel op ments were more no tice able. An- 
other decade gives us a synod con sist ing of thir teen min is ters. Dr. Kunze, in
whom sur vived the spirit of Muh len berg, died in 1807, and the New York
Min is terium was con trolled for twenty years by the em i nently gifted,
though ra tio nal is tic DR. QUIT MAN (§ 6, 3), un der whose lead er ship it took
part in the found ing of the Gen eral Synod.

2. The North Car olina Synod.

The North Car olina Synod, mother of all the South ern syn ods, was or ga- 
nized by four cler gy men (C. A. G. Storch and Paul Henkel among them)
and four teen lay del e gates at Sal is bury, N. C, in 1803. Other con gre ga tions
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of North Car olina soon united with them. Three came in 1810, nine from
Ten nes see in 1811, and five from Vir ginia in 1812. From 1810 on, this
synod ap pointed yearly a mis sion ary who was to look af ter newly ar riv ing
im mi grants. These mis sion ar ies vis ited North Car olina, Vir ginia, Ten nes see,
South Car olina and even came to Ohio. All this took place be fore the rup- 
ture which re sulted in the or ga ni za tion of the Synod of Ten nes see (§ 5, 5).

3. The Joint Synod of Ohio.

The Joint Synod of Ohio, which al ready ex isted in 1820 when the ques tion
of a Gen eral Synod was be ing ag i tated, had its be gin ning as far back as
1812. In that year we hear of a num ber of Ohio pas tors who were then still
mem bers of the Penn syl va nia Synod. (Rev. Paul Henkel had tra versed, as
itin er ant preacher, the whole Ohio ter ri tory in a two-wheeled cart.) With out
re ceiv ing the re quested per mis sion from the mother-synod, these four teen
min is ters or ga nized the Joint Synod of Ohio, which is to day so in flu en tial,
on the 14th of Sep tem ber. 1818. at SOM ER SET, OHIO. (See also § 28.)

4. The Synod of Mary land and Vir ginia.

The Synod of Mary land and Vir ginia was or ga nized Oct. 11, 1820, with the
con sent of the mother-synod of Penn syl va nia. Among the ten cler gy men of
which it con sisted we men tion Drs. Dan. Kurtz, D. F. Scha ef fer and Chas. P.
Krauth, Sen. 

5. The Ten nes see Synod

The Ten nes see Synod was founded at Cove Creek, Tenn., July 17, 1820. It
was a branch of the Synod of North Car olina. The founders of this or ga ni- 
za tion (among whom were Philip and Daniel Henkel, sens of Paul Henkel),
could not agree with their syn od i cal brethren con cern ing the ques tion of THE

LI CENS ING OF CLER GY MEN. They also ob jected stren u ously to the form ing of a
Gen eral Synod, a plan which was warmly ad vo cated by the Synod of North
Car olina. For a long time af ter wards the synod of Ten nes see was AN TAG O NIS- 
TIC TO THE GEN ERAL SYNOD. It dis tin guished it self by be ing the only synod at
that time which stood squarely on the Augs burg Con fes sion. Among its
prom i nent mem bers were the Henkels, the Stier walds and the Foxes.



59

An no ta tion.

As branch syn ods of the Synod of Ten nes see, which was never large, we
should name: 1. The SYNOD OF IN DI ANA (now known as the Chicago Synod
of the Gen eral Coun cil, § 17, 7); 2. The HOL STON SYNOD (§ 14, 1, 3); 3. The
ENG LISH CON FER ENCE OF THE MIS SOURI SYNOD. The Ten nes see Synod is now a
part of the United Synod of the South, to gether with its for mer an tag o nist,
the synod of North Car olina.

When in Oc to ber, 1820, the mat ter of a Gen eral Synod was be ing dis- 
cussed, there ex isted only the Penn syl va nia Synod (Min is terium of Penn syl- 
va nia) and those just men tioned, six al to gether. At that time the Lutheran
Church of Amer ica had one hun dred and sev enty-five cler gy men and nine
hun dred con gre ga tions, di vided as fol lows:

Cler gy men. Com mu ni cants.
Penn syl va nia 74 (278 Congs.) 24,794
New York 20 3,114
Mary land, Va. 22 4,935
North Car olina 19 1,358
Ohio had twenty-six cler gy men, Ten nes see six pas tors and four dea cons.
Since these two syn ods were not a part of the Gen eral Synod (Ev. Rev. V,
245),2 we have no fur ther sta tis tics.

§ 6. Char ac ter is tics of This Pe riod.

1. Lack of Cler gy men.

The de mand for the o log i cal sem i nar ies was keenly felt. Dr. Kunze and his
suc ces sor Dr. Hel muth, pas tors of St. Michael’s, served as pro fes sors of the
UNI VER SITY OF PENN SYL VA NIA, and in this way pre pared some young men for
the min istry, no tably G. Lochman, Chr. En dress, Dav. F. Scha ef fer and S. S.
Schmucker. — FRANKLIN COL LEGE of Lan cas ter, Pa., was founded at the sug- 
ges tion of Ben jamin Franklin in 1787. Here Re formed and Lutheran cler gy- 
men col lab o rated, each try ing to se cure can di dates for the min istry. The
Lutheran Church, how ever, suc ceeded in get ting but few, among whom we
men tion H. A. Muh len berg and Ben. Keller.3 Quite a num ber of Lutheran
stu dents at tended the sem i nar ies of other de nom i na tions. PRINCE TON (Re- 
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formed) was par tic u larly pop u lar. — HARTWICK SEM I NARY, in the State of
New York, the cor ner stone of which was laid in 1815. was founded by
Hartwick, a Lutheran pas tor who, be ing un mar ried, left his large es tate
(con sist ing in valu able lands) to this in sti tu tion. Its first pres i dent was
DR. E. HAZELIUS, un der whom many able Lutheran min is ters re ceived their
train ing. These men. how ever, from the view point of their grasp of the
Lutheran con fes sions, were chil dren of the age.

PROF. ERNST LUD WIG HAZELIUS (born at Neusalz in 1777, died in 1853)
was a de scen dant of the court-preacher of the same name. His fa ther was a
Mora vian, and he re ceived his train ing at Barby and Niesky. In 1800 he was
called to the Mora vian sem i nary of Nazareth, Pa. But his Lutheran ten den- 
cies pre vailed, and he ac cepted the pas torate of the Lutheran Church of
New Jer sey. He be came pro fes sor at Hartwick Sem i nary (1815); pro fes sor
of church his tory at Get tys burg (1830); pro fes sor in the sem i nary of the
Synod of South Car olina (1833). See the ar ti cle of Dr. F. G. Got wald in Jan- 
u ary is sue of Lutheran Quar terly, 1916.

2. The lan guage ques tion.

The lan guage ques tion (for the first time in the his tory of Amer i can
Lutheranism) reached a crit i cal stage dur ing this pe riod. Muh len berg,
Berken meyer and other Ger man and Swedish pas tors had hith erto preached
in the Eng lish tongue with out meet ing se ri ous op po si tion, but now the sit u- 
a tion had changed. The Church of St. Michael’s, Phil a del phia, fur nished the
ARENA for the com bat ants. Led by Gen eral Pe ter Muh len berg, the Eng lish
part of the con gre ga tion de manded that an Eng lish speak ing pas tor be called
to sup ple ment the work of the two Ger man min is ters (Hel muth and
Schmidt). How ever, at the an nual meet ing in 1806, at which four teen hun- 
dred votes were cast, THE GER MAN PARTY WON, with a plu ral ity of one hun- 
dred and thirty votes. The Eng lish party left and founded ST. JOHN’S

CHURCH. Ten years af ter wards an other con tro versy on the same sub ject,
which was even car ried into the sec u lar courts, caused an other em i gra tion
of mem bers and the sub se quent found ing of the Eng lish Lutheran
ST. MATTHEW’S CON GRE GA TION. Sim i lar con tro ver sies took place in other
churches, es pe cially in New York. Dur ing this time in con gre ga tional meet- 
ings such state ments as the fol low ing were put on record: “As long as the
grass grows green and as long as the wa ter will not run up hill, this is to re- 
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main a Ger man speak ing con gre ga tion.” And again: “Even in Par adise the
Lord spoke to Adam in Ger man, for do we not read in the third chap ter of
Gen e sis: ‘The Lord God called unto Adam and said unto him, “Wo bist
du?” (Where art thou?).’” While such re marks are not to be taken too se ri- 
ously, they in di cate the BLIND FA NATI CISM dis played dur ing the dis cus sion.
The Ger mans were still in the ma jor ity and they gen er ally car ried their
point, but hun dreds of young peo ple drifted into the churches of the sur- 
round ing de nom i na tions, a fact which ex plains the ori gin of some of the
strong est Methodist, Pres by te rian and Epis co pal con gre ga tions of present
times.

3. Ra tio nal is tic In flu ences.

Says Dr. Spaeth (Hauck’s R. E. XIV, 191): “The re li gious life of Amer ica,
like that of Eu rope, was in a stage of deca dence at the end of the 18th and at
the be gin ning of the 19th cen tury. The French Rev o lu tion and the Amer i can
War of In de pen dence had the im me di ate ef fect of shat ter ing re li gious and
po lit i cal ideals. The close al liance be tween France and the new Amer i can
re pub lic opened the door for a vast in flux of French in fi del lit er a ture, and
the com plaint of de cay ing faith was heard on all sides.” Muh len berg and his
co work ers had feared this de vel op ment. They had watched the the o log i cal
dis cus sions at Halle, and drew the omi nous con clu sion that Ra tio nal ism
would sooner or later de grade the pul pits of Amer ica. Their fear was jus ti- 
fied. At the end of the 18th cen tury Uni tar ian con gre ga tions were founded
at Bos ton b Socinian fugi tives from Eng land. Their in flu ence was soon ex- 
tended, par tic u larly among the Con gre ga tion al ists. Ger many, too, con trib- 
uted its sb.are of Ra tio nal ism. Min is ters ar riv ing from Halle had been
trained by pro fes sors of the new school of the ol ogy. Af ter the death of
Dr. Kunze (1807) DR. F. H. QUIT MAN, of Rhinebeck, N. Y.. a dis ci ple of
Sem ler, was made pres i dent of the New York Min is terium. and held that of- 
fice for twenty-one years. A man of com mand ing per son al ity, equally elo- 
quent in Eng lish and Ger man, and in tel lec tu ally su pe rior to his col leagues,
he was bound to have a far-reach ing in flu ence. In be half of the synod he
wrote a CAT E CHISM full of ra tio nal is tic doc trines (1812) and an Eng lish
LITURGY and HYM NAL in which God was ad dressed as “the great Fa ther of the
uni verse.” All were based upon the speech of the older Ra tio nal ism (Ra tio- 
nal is mus Vul garis), in which the “higher rea son of Chris tian ity” was sub sti- 
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tuted for the Holy Spirit; the “lax ity of mod ern life” for the sin ful heart;
“the be gin ning of no bler im pulses” for re gen er a tion; “the el e va tion of hu- 
man ity” for Christ’s as cen sion, and “cor po rate im mor tal ity” for per sonal
im mor tal ity. It should be stated, how ever, that the in flu ences of Ger man Ra- 
tio nal ism were mostly con fined to Eng lish speak ing con gre ga tions. Ger man
churches ad her ing to Luther’s cat e chism gen er ally es caped. Those who
would form a fair judg ment of the lin guis tic con tro ver sies men tioned above
must not lose sight of the fact that many church-mem bers of the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod fought as they did be cause to them the GER MAN LAN GUAGE WAS

THE BUL WARK be hind which they sought refuge against the dan gers of Ra tio- 
nal ism.

4. Shat ter ing of con fes sional con vic tions.

These con trol ling ra tio nal is tic in flu ences were bound to shat ter con fes sional
con vic tions. Some do not un der stand why so much em pha sis is placed in
the his tory of the Lutheran Church of Amer ica on firm ad her ence to the
con fes sion of faith, and why from this view point we mea sure suc cess and
fail ure; but it must ever be re mem bered that the Amer i can Lutheran Church
is a FREE CHURCH, i.e., not un der State au thor ity. “As a free church she must
be pre em i nently a CON FES SIONAL CHURCH. For those who unite with a con gre- 
ga tion with out com pul sion or en ter into any re la tion ship with syn ods, must
first of all have a very clear idea what is the com mon ba sis of their faith.”
Con fes sional con vic tions grew dim, and the foun da tion laid by Muh len berg
be gan to crum ble. In 1792 the con sti tu tion of the Min is terium of Penn syl va- 
nia was changed, and all ref er ences to the Lutheran Con fes sion elim i nated.
We no tice a ten dency to ob scure points of dif fer ence be tween Lutheranism
and Epis co palian ism. When this ten dency was pre vi ously recorded (§ 4, 8;
§ 5, 2), it ap peared in a more or less harm less char ac ter, but a res o lu tion
passed by the New York Min is terium in 1797 bodes ill for the Lutheran
Church: “Be cause of the close re la tion be tween the Epis co pal and Lutheran
churches and be cause of the sim i lar ity of doc trine and dis ci pline, the con- 
sis tory will not rec og nize any newly or ga nized Eng lish Lutheran church in
places where the mem bers can com mune in the Epis co pal fold.” For tu nately
this res o lu tion was can celed in 1804. The Penn syl va nia Synod at tempted a
union with the Re formed Church. In this con nec tion we call at ten tion to § 6.
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1: also to Franklin Col lege, which was sup ported by Luther ans and Re- 
formed, and to the many churches built by and used by both.

It was a time when the very ex is tence of Lutheranism was at stake. The
gen eral con fu sion threat ened to lead its mem bers into other de nom i na tions.
Far-see ing men rec og nized that these dan gers could be met only by spe cial
ef forts. Lutheran lit er a ture and a thor oughly trained min istry — these were
the im me di ate needs of the hour. To face the cri sis suc cess fully the dif fer ent
syn ods would have to co op er ate.

1. Dr. Joh. Christoph Kunze stud ied the ol ogy at Leipzig, and taught for
sev eral years in a school of higher learn ing; to gether with two sons of
Muh len berg who had been trained at Halle, he came to Amer ica in
1770. He mar ried Muh len berg’s daugh ter, be came a sec ond preacher
of St. Michael’s, Phil a del phia, and also Pro fes sor of Ori en tal lan- 
guages in the newly founded uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia. In 1783 he
ac cepted a call to a Lutheran Church in New York in the hope that he
might ar range a course for the o log i cal stu dents in con nec tion with Co- 
lum bia Col lege. This hope failed on ac count of the war.↩ 

2. Ac cord ing to sta tis tics sub mit ted to the sec ond con ven tion of the Gen- 
eral Synod at Fred er icks burg, Md., in 1823.↩ 

3. Franklin Col lege and the many churches erected by the com mon en ter- 
prise of both Re formed and Lutheran peo ple fur nish an il lus tra tion of
the union is tic ten den cies then preva lent. Plain church mem bers had an
idea that there was re ally no dif fer ence ex cept that some opened the
Lord’s prayer with “Unser Vater,” oth ers with “Vater unser.” Neve,
Kurzge fasste Geschichte.↩ 
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The Third Pe riod. Syn ods Or ga‐ 
nized Into Larger Bod ies.

THE FOUND ING OF THE CHURCH (“ec cle sia plan tanda”) was Muh len berg’s
great aim. When he closed his eyes, he had reached the goal. Speak ing hu- 
manly, he had es tab lished the Lutheran Church. He had been a cho sen in- 
stru ment in the hand of God. But NEW PROB LEMS had now arisen. The trans- 
planted seed re quired care in or der to pro duce fruit. An ever ex tend ing ter ri- 
tory and a grad ual growth ne ces si tated the found ing of NEW SYN ODS. Now
there was dan ger that the church formed by Muh len berg would be SPLIT UP

into con fer ences and as so ci a tions, with no bond of union among them. The
tran si tion of a large part of the Lutheran Church into the Eng lish and many
move ments of that day in the so cial and re li gious life of the Amer i can peo- 
ple, put the Lutheran Church to a se vere test. It was es sen tial that there
should be a BOND OF UNION for the pur pose of gath er ing the scat tered threads
of the Church. Such a bond of union was to be def i nite enough to in sure or- 
ganic con nec tion, but also elas tic enough to ad mit of a cer tain free dom of
move ment for its dif fer ent units. In brief, A BA SIS was to be found for the co- 
op er a tion of Lutheran syn ods. The at tempt to bring this about will be his tor- 
i cally pre sented in the pic ture of this pe riod.

We should DI RECT OUR AT TEN TION, 1) to ter ri to rial ex pan sion; 2) to the
prob lem of min is te rial ed u ca tion; 3) to the or ga ni za tion of syn ods into
larger bod ies.

[1] As IM MI GRA TION PRO CEEDED west ward, the Lutheran Church reached
the shores of the Pa cific. More over, A VAST STREAM OF EU RO PEAN IM MI GRA TION

flooded all parts of the coun try. The care tor these mul ti tudes would have
been im pos si ble, had not the churches of Ger many and Scan di navia faith- 
fully co op er ated with the Luther ans of Amer ica. In de pen dent of Amer i can
tra di tions and in flu ences, A LARGE NUM BER OF SYN ODS sprang up in the West.

[2] As the church grew stronger, ed u ca tional in sti tu tions (sem i nar ies,
col leges and acad e mies) were founded for the pur pose of train ing min is ters,
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so that the Church of this coun try would not be de pen dent upon the Fa ther- 
land.

[3] The or ga ni za tion of a united Amer i can Lutheran Church was pre- 
vented by the sep a ra tion of the mother-synod from the Gen eral Synod, her
own off spring, (cf. §35). The ori gin of the FOUR “GEN ERAL SYN ODS” is
closely as so ci ated with the con fes sional de vel op ment which we shall trace
through the book and re view in the clos ing pages. We shall no tice the suc- 
ces sive or ga ni za tions of the Gen eral Synod, the Gen eral Synod of the South
(later United Synod of the South), the Gen eral Coun cil and the Syn od i cal
Con fer ence. As we re view their de vel op ment, we shall also con sider in di- 
vid ual syn ods whose his tory runs par al lel with that of the larger bod ies.

AU THOR’S NOTE: The reader will prob a bly dis cover that we have dealt
very fully with the records of the Gen eral Synod. At times it would seem
that we have in this re spect proven un true to our an nounced pur pose of pre- 
sent ing only “A BRIEF HIS TORY.” How ever, this was not done to fa vor this
synod — surely our way of show ing the many mis takes in its ear lier de vel- 
op ment will tes tify to that — but be cause the evo lu tion of this synod (which
of ten ap pears rather as a re ver sion) in cludes the com mon his tory of a large
num ber of other syn ods. The in ner growth of the Gen eral Synod is pre his- 
tor i cal to the records of the Gen eral Coun cil and also to those of the United
Synod of the South. The his tory of the Joint Synod of Ohio comes re peat- 
edly in con tact with it. And many a po si tion taken by the Syn od i cal Con fer- 
ence be comes in tel li gi ble only when seen in con trast with that of the Gen- 
eral Synod.

4. The Gen eral Synod.

§ 7. The Found ing of the Gen eral Synod.

1. First sug gested.

The mat ter was first sug gested by two pas tors of the Synod of North Car- 
olina, the Revs. C. A. G. Storch and Got tlieb Schober, who spoke of the de- 
sir abi hty of form ing a Gen eral Synod as early as 1811. They pro posed that
their synod should con fer with the “mother synod” of Penn syl va nia to this
end. At its con ven tion in Har ris burg (1818) the Min is terium of Penn syl va- 
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nia placed it self on record as fa vor ing this move ment. When in 1819 the
synod met at Bal ti more, Md., the Rev. G. Schober sub mit ted A PRO POSED

PLAN (Pla nen twurf) for the con sti tu tion of such a gen eral body.

2. The Idea Takes Shape.

In many re spects Schober’s pro posed con sti tu tion was mod eled af ter that of
the Gen eral As sem bly of the Pres by te rian Church. The mother synod ap- 
pointed a com mit tee to make fur ther sug ges tions, which re sulted in the
elim i na tion of some ob jec tion able fea tures and the adding of other el e- 
ments, chiefly of a con gre ga tional char ac ter. Thus in its al tered form the
pro posed plan1 was adopted, it be ing un der stood that, if three-fourths of the
ex ist ing syn ods would adopt it in its fun da men tal fea tures. Dr. J. G.
Schmucker, then pres i dent of the Penn syl va nia Synod,2 should call a con- 
ven tion of del e gates.3 This most im por tant con ven tion was held in HAGER- 
STOWN, MD., Oct. 22, 1820. The Penn syl va nia Min is terium, the New York
Min is terium, the North Car olina Synod and the Syn ods of Mary land and
Vir ginia were rep re sented. The Ten nes see Synod, just founded, and the
Joint Synod of Ohio did not at tend. The TEN NES SEE SYNOD ob jected on doc- 
tri nal grounds, as sert ing that the pro posed plan made no men tion of ei ther
the Bible or the Augs burg Con fes sion;4 also that syn ods should not be ruled
by ma jori ties. More over Christ, had never said any thing about a church
gov ern ment.5 The JOINT SYNOD OF OHIO re jected the plan for a num ber of
prac ti cal rea sons.6

PAS TOR J. G. SCHMUCKER, D. D., born at Michaelsstadt, Ger many, in
1771, im mi grated to this coun try with his par ents (1785), who set tled near
Wood stock, Va. The re li gious at mos phere of his home bore fruit in the tal- 
ented youth who pre pared him self for the min istry. When eigh teen years
old, he stud ied the ol ogy un der Pas tor Paul Henckel. He went to the Uni ver- 
sity of Penn syl va nia, and, af ter tak ing a two years’ course in the clas sics,
con tin ued his the o log i cal stud ies un der Drs. Hel muth and Schmidt. He be- 
came a mem ber of the Penn syl va nia Synod (1792), and served the con gre- 
ga tions of Hager stown, York and vicin ity. He died in 1854. He was a man
of un tir ing dili gence in study, and pub lished a num ber of books, mostly in
Ger man. He left a man u script on a prac ti cal ex e ge sis of the epis tles to the
He brews. He was fre quently elected pres i dent of his synod, which found in
him an en thu si as tic ad vo cate of mis sion ary ac tiv ity. He had a large fam ily.
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Four of his daugh ters mar ried Lutheran cler gy men, and one of his sons,
Dr. S. S. Schmucker. was for many years pro fes sor at Get tys burg.

3. Dis cour age ments.

The con di tion that at least three syn ods would have to adopt the pro posed
con sti tu tion be fore a gen eral body could be rec og nized was barely ful filled.
The NEW YORK MIN IS TERIUM with drew, declar ing the plan “im prac ti cal.”7 At
the sec ond con ven tion even the PENN SYL VA NIA SYNOD, hith erto lead ing the
move ment, re fused to co op er ate. This was due not to doc tri nal dis sen sions
or to dis agree ment of the lead ers, but to cer tain prej u dices that had arisen
among the con gre ga tions. Po lit i cal dem a gogues, in spired by mo tives of
self-in ter est, men an tag o nis tic to the Church, Ger mans dread ing au thor ity,
cir cu lated re ports that the Gen eral Synod, Bible so ci eties and the o log i cal
sem i nar ies were part of a se cret scheme to es tab lish a union be tween the
State and the Church and to in tro duce the com pul sory re li gion of the old
coun try. A Re formed teacher, Carl Gock, had by his writ ings aroused a
storm of op po si tion.8 So strong was this prej u dice that the pas tors con sid- 
ered it pol icy to yield to it, hop ing that even tu ally they might over come it.
But not un til 1853 did the Penn syl va nia Synod re trace this step.9

4. Growth.

The prej u dice just men tioned did not, how ever, ex tend to those con gre ga- 
tions of the Penn syl va nia Min is terium which were lo cated west of the Sus- 
que hanna River. These sep a rated from the mother synod, and in 1823 joined
the Gen eral Synod as the WEST PENN SYL VA NIA SYNOD. The man who saved
the Gen eral Synod at this crit i cal point of its de vel op ment was a young man
of twenty-five, just or dained, the REV. S. S. SCHMUCKER, of New Mar ket, Va.
Ac cord ing to Dr. Diehl and Dr. Beal M. Schmucker (the son) this en er getic
cler gy man by cor re spon dence or per sonal calls in spired the dis cour aged and
pre vailed on them to send del e gates to the synod. He saw to it that the West
Penn syl va nia Synod was or ga nized early enough to be rep re sented as the
third synod at Fred er ick, Md., in 1823.10 And NOW THE GEN ERAL SYNOD MADE

SOME RAPID STRIDES. New syn ods were founded and af fil i ated with the Gen- 
eral Synod: the Hartwick Synod in 1831 (a synod founded in op po si tion to
the New York Min is terium and now dis solved into the New York Synod
which was formed in 1908); 1835 the South Car olina Synod; 1837 the New
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York Min is terium; 1842 the Eng lish-speak ing dis trict of the Joint Synod of
Ohio (the present East Ohio Synod, which was in stru men tal in found ing
Wit ten berg Col lege); the East Penn syl va nia Synod and the Al leghany
Synod in the same year; in 1845 the Mi ami Synod; in 1848 the Illi nois
Synod11 and the Wit ten berg Synod; in 1850 the Olive Branch Synod; in
1853 the Penn syl va nia Min is terium (af ter an in de pen dent ex is tence for
thirty years); in the same year the Texas Synod12 and the Synod of North ern
Illi nois; the Pitts burgh Synod (§ 19, 3); in 1857 the Synod of North ern In di- 
ana; also the Synod of South ern Illi nois and the Eng lish-speak ing Synod of
Iowa; in 1859 the Melanchthon Synod;13 in 1864 the Franck ean Synod.14

Fur ther dis tricts which united with the Gen eral Synod will be men tioned
later (§ 10, 3, An no ta tion). It should be borne in mind, how ever, that those
enu mer ated above only in clude syn ods now in ex is tence or his tor i cally
prom i nent. (Some of these syn ods were branches of other syn ods, a fact
which ac counts for the small ness of cer tain dis trict syn ods be long ing to the
Gen eral Synod). In course of time other syn ods united with the Gen eral
Synod, no tably the Synod of the South west, the Synod of Ken tucky, the
Cen tral Synod of Penn syl va nia, etc., which were later merged into other
dis tricts.15

5. The First Sem i nary of the Gen eral Synod.

The Gen eral Synod re al ized at an early date the ne ces sity of the o log i cal
train ing schools. While Hartwick Sem i nary in the State of New York of- 
fered a the o log i cal course, it fur nished few can di dates for the min istry. Nor
did Hartwick Synod join the Gen eral Synod un til 1831. Dur ing the third
con ven tion, held at Fred er ick, Md., res o lu tions were passed for the found- 
ing of a the o log i cal sem i nary at Get tys burg, Pa. REV. S. S. SCHMUCKER was
elected pro fes sor. Like Dr. Lochman, Dr. D. F. Scha ef fer and oth ers, this
cler gy man, when only twenty-six, had been pre par ing young men for the
min istry, one of whom was the Rev. G. J. Mor ris. We shall later see what
kind of a con fes sional obli ga tion was re quired of the pro fes sor for the new
sem i nary (§ 11, 1). In Sep tem ber, 1826, the Get tys burg in sti tu tion was
opened with an en roll ment of ten stu dents. Com mis sioned by the synod,
Dr. Ben jamin Kurtz, on a two years’ trip through Ger many, col lected some
$8,000 and a large num ber of books with which to start a li brary. On his
jour ney Kurtz sug gested im mi gra tion to the noted Pas tor Stephan of Dres- 
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den, who later be came prom i nent in con nec tion with the Mis souri Synod (§
22, 3). Pro fes sor Schmucker col lected $17,500 (a year’s work) in Phil a del- 
phia. Rev. E. L. Hazelius (§6, 1) in 1830 be came the sec ond pro fes sor. He
was suc ceeded (1833) by Charles Philip Krauth.16

6. The First Church Pa pers.

As our source of in for ma tion we men tion the valu able con tri bu tion to the Lutheran Quar- 
terly, Get tys burg, Pa. (April, 1912), Vol. XLII, No. 2, by Dr. F. G. Got wald, Gen eral Sec re- 
tary of the Board of Ed u ca tion of the Gen eral Synod and ed i tor of Lutheran Church Work,
en ti tled “Pi o neer Amer i can Lutheran Jour nal ism, 1812-1850.”

Even be fore 1812 the Mosheim So ci ety of Zion’s and St. Michael’s Phil a- 
del phia, had pub lished a Ht tle Ger man pa per full of mis sion ary news. In
1812, by a res o lu tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod, passed at its 64th con ven- 
tion, “Das Evan ge lis che Mag a zin” (THE EVAN GEL I CAL MAG A ZINE), a quar- 
terly of two hun dred and fifty pages (an nu ally), was pub lished, with
Dr. Hel muth as ed i tor-in-chief. But in 1817 it was dis con tin ued, hav ing ap- 
peared merely as a year-book dur ing the pre ced ing three years. The next at- 
tempt of this char ac ter was an Eng lish monthly com pris ing some twenty-
eight pages, called “THE EVAN GEL I CAL LUTHERAN IN TEL LI GENCER.” It was pub- 
lished by the Synod of Mary land and Vir ginia, and ap peared for the first
time in 1826. It con tained an im por tant let ter (writ ten in Eng lish) by Pro fes- 
sor Planck of Goet tin gen, ad dressed to the Gen eral Synod.17 Dur ing its brief
ca reer of five years it was edited by the Rev. D. F. Scha ef fer of Fred er ick,
Md., who found an able col lab o ra tor in the Rev. Charles Philip Krauth.
Both men are known as fa thers of the Gen eral Synod, and dis tin guished
them selves by their con sis tent Lutheranism. It was this Dr. Scha ef fer who,
in the in stal la tion of Prof. S. S. Schmucker as teacher of Get tys burg Sem i- 
nary, used the fol low ing lan guage: “Be cause the faith of our Lutheran
Church is based on the Bible and its strong est en e mies have been un able to
prove any in con gruity to speak of be tween its teach ing and that of the
Scrip tures, just as the foes of truth at the Diet of Worms were un able to de- 
tect any er rors in the writ ings of the im mor tal Luther: there fore this church,
en trust ing you with the train ing of its min is ters (and in its name I de mand
this solemn vow) ob li gates you to in struct them in the doc trines which dis- 
tin guish this church from all oth ers.” It is a mat ter of re gret that the ably
edited “LUTHERAN IN TEL LI GENCER” was dis con tin ued in 1831; the en ter prise
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closed with a deficit of $500, which was paid by the syn ods of Mary land
and Vir ginia. “THE LUTHERAN MAG A ZINE,” also an Eng lish monthly, was
pub lished by a com mit tee of the West ern Con fer ence of the New York Min- 
is terium, and edited by the Rev. Dr. G. A. Lin tener, pas tor at Schoharie, N.
Y. The first num ber ap peared in Feb ru ary, 1827, the last in April, 1831. This
was fol lowed by the “EVAN GE LIS CHES MAG A ZIN,” a monthly of thirty-two
pages. It was edited in the in ter est of the West Penn syl va nia Synod by the
Rev. John Herbst of Get tys burg and su per vised by the Revs. J. G.
Schmucker, J. F. Heyer and W. Yea ger. Its Life was short. It was dis con tin- 
ued in April, 1829. Af ter the sec ond year of its ex is tence it was edited by
the fac ulty of the Get tys burg sem i nary, Profs. Schmucker and Hazelius.
Char ac ter is tic of the the o log i cal ten den cies then pre vail ing at Get tys burg is
the fol low ing sen tence taken from an ar ti cle of the year 1830: “No one,
though he be a lay man or a cler gy man in the Church, is en ti tled to the name
Lutheran, un less he stands squarely on the fun da men tal teach ings of the
Holy Scrip tures as con tained in our Con fes sions.” With an ap peal to the
sub scribers to pay an ac cu mu lated debt of $500, this pub li ca tion, too, had to
be dis con tin ued. Lim ited re ceipts and heavy print ing ex penses ac counted
for the short life of all these en ter prises. From Feb ru ary un til Au gust, 1831,
the Church in the East, al though largely Eng lish-speak ing, had no Eng lish
pub li ca tion. But in 1832 THE LUTHERAN OB SERVER was founded by the
Rev. J. G. Mor ris and pub lished in Bal ti more, Md. A year later, the
Rev. Ben jamin Kurtz was made ed i tor-in-chief and de voted his en tire time
to it. At first it ap peared once in two weeks, but soon be came a weekly pub- 
li ca tion. Un til 1861, i.e., for twenty-eight years, Dr. Kurtz re tained the ed i- 
tor ship. He was a bril liant writer, and promi nently im pressed upon the pa per
his strong per son al ity. It is to be re gret ted that he lacked ap pre ci a tion of his- 
tor i cal Lutheranism — a mat ter we shall re fer to later.18 Says Dr. Got wald:
“No ed i tor, cer tainly not in the Church of the East, has ex erted as strong and
last ing an in flu ence as Dr. Ben jamin Kurtz.”

7. Re la tions to the Lutheran Church Out side of the Gen eral
Synod.

Be cause the gen eral or ga ni za tion of 1820 sin cerely aimed to serve as a con- 
nect ing link among all Lutheran syn ods, it KEPT ITS EYE ON EX IST ING AND RIS- 
ING SYN ODS, invit ing them to join the al liance. Thus for four years the Gen- 
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eral Synod con ferred with the Joint Synod of Ohio. In 1839 the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod con sid ered re union with the Gen eral Synod, but the time did not
seem to be ripe for such a move ment. (See foot note 36.) At the tenth con- 
ven tion, held at Cham bers burg. Pa., 1839, Drs. C. F. Scha ef fer, S. S.
Schmucker and B. Kurtz were ap pointed “to en ter into cor re spon dence with
Lutheran so ci eties of re cent im mi gra tion and rep re sented by the
Rev. Mr. Stephan.19”This meant the ar rivals from Sax ony, now the Mis- 
souri ans. At the four teenth con ven tion, held at New York City (1848). the
Gen eral Synod got in touch with iso lated Luther ans in Nova Sco tia and
Canada. It also in vited the Evan gel i cal Synod of the West, hop ing, no
doubt, that this body would adopt a Lutheran plat form.20 At its sec ond con- 
ven tion (Fred er ick, Md.) it named a com mit tee of COR RE SPON DENCE WITH

FOR EIGN COUN TRIES. This com mit tee was au tho rized to com mu ni cate with
the Lutheran Church of Ger many, Den mark, Swe den, also with the Or- 
phans’ Home of Halle and with the Rec tor of the Uni ver sity of Goet tin gen.
The pur pose was to con vey to these coun tries an im pres sion of Lutheran
progress in Amer ica and to stim u late co op er a tion for the growth of Christ’s
king dom.21 Such a “COM MIT TEE OF FOR EIGN COR RE SPON DENCE,” com mu ni cat- 
ing with em i nent church men abroad, es pe cially in Ger many, oc cu pies even
now a place on the pro gram of the Gen eral Synod.

8. Wit ten berg Col lege.

Im por tant for the in ner de vel op ment of the Gen eral Synod was the found ing
at Spring field, Ohio, of WIT TEN BERG COL LEGE (1845), which also of fered a
the o log i cal course. Its first pres i dent was DR. EZRA KELLER (see bi o graph i- 
cal sketch). He was suc ceeded by DR. SAMUEL SPRECHER, a man of frail
physique but of great abil ity and far-reach ing in flu ence (§ 12, 1). Keller and
Sprecher had been trained by Dr. S. S. Schmucker. While Sprecher adopted
the the o log i cal and con fes sional po si tion of his teacher, he lived long
enough to re al ize that the fu ture of the Lutheran Church in this coun try was
not to be found in the ideals which were then preva lent at Get tys burg and
Spring field.22

§ 8. The Sig nif i cance of the Gen eral Synod for the
Lutheran Church of that Pe riod.
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1. Irenic Ten den cies.

We have pre vi ously stated that the con fes sional po si tion of the Lutheran
Church in Amer ica, and so also that of the Gen eral Synod, dur ing this pe- 
riod was not what it should have been. The found ing of the Gen eral Synod
was con tem po ra ne ous with the found ing of the Prus sian Union. In Ger many
there was a reap proach ment of the Re formed and the Lutheran par ties and a
gen eral set ting aside of con fes sional dis tinc tions. It is only nat u ral that un- 
der such in flu ences from the Fa ther land, the Gen eral Synod also failed to
ap pre ci ate suf fi ciently the dis tin guish ing doc trines of the Luther ans and the
Re formed. Muh len berg had clearly dis cerned the ne ces sity of ad her ing to
his tor i cal Lutheranism, which can never be sac ri ficed, es pe cially in Amer- 
ica, with out se ri ous con se quences (cf. § 6, 4). He had, how ever, shown his
Pietis tic train ing by oc ca sion ally prac tic ing pul pit fel low ship with the Re- 
formed de nom i na tions. His suc ces sors went even fur ther, not hes i tat ing to
make a reg u lar prac tice of it. From this prac tice to a gen eral con fes sional
con fu sion was but a sin gle step (cf. § 9, 3).

2. Op posed to Union with the Re formed.

But THE GEN ERAL SYNOD WAS FUN DA MEN TALLY OP POSED TO OR GANIC UNION WITH

THE RE FORMED. The joint Synod of Ohio in 1839 did not ob ject to such a
union.23 The pas tors of the PENN SYL VA NIA MIN IS TERIUM looked upon it as a
cher ished hope,24 though not yet prac ti cal be cause of op po si tion on the part
of the laity, who sus pected in ev ery move ment to ward syn od i cal con cen tra- 
tion hi er ar chi cal am bi tions.25 One rea son why many pas tors of the Penn syl- 
va nia Synod wished to with draw from the Gen eral Synod was the fact that
they pre ferred to give their sup port to a Re formed-Lutheran sem i nary at
Lan cas ter rather than to that at Get tys burg, pro jected by the Gen eral
Synod.26 To all at tempts at or ganic union with the Re formed the Gen eral
Synod was rad i cally op posed. Says Dr. Ja cobs: “The Gen eral Synod must
be re garded as a very im por tant for ward move ment, and its in flu ence as
ben e fi cial… The Gen eral Synod was a protest against the schemes of a
union with the Re formed in Penn syl va nia (see § 6, 3) and with the Epis co- 
palians in North Car olina (see § 6, 1). It stood for the in de pen dent ex is tence
of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica and the clear and un equiv o cal con fes- 
sion of a pos i tive faith.”27 Or ganic union with other churches was con sis- 
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tently op posed by the Gen eral Synod, strik ingly so at the sev enth con ven- 
tion, held at Bal ti more, 1833.28 At the con ven tion at Day ton, Ohio, in 1855,
res o lu tions were adopted con demn ing the prac tice, then pop u lar in Penn syl- 
va nia, of build ing churches for the com mon wor ship of the Luther ans and
the Re formed.29

3. Protest against Socini an iz ing Ten den cies.

The Gen eral Synod was also A PROTEST AGAINST THE SOCINI AN IZ ING TEN DEN- 
CIES which en dan gered Lutheranism in New York. Says Dr. Ja cobs: “The
Gen eral Synod saved the Church, as it be came an gli cised, from the calamity
of the type of doc trine which, within the New York Min is terium, had been
in tro duced into the Eng lish lan guage.”30 The ma jor ity of min is ters be long- 
ing to the New York Min is terium preached ra tio nal is tic ser mons. None but
men of this type were per mit ted to fill the pul pit of Dr. Quit man, pres i dent
of this body.31 Ra tio nal ism and lat i tu di nar ism were in the air. Among the
cul tured this ten dency found ex pres sion in Tom Paine’s “Age of Rea son.”
Thus the Gen eral Synod, with its strong po si tion against those Socini an iz- 
ing el e ments which had been im ported from Eu rope to New York, be came a
source of bless ing for the Lutheran Church of Amer ica.

4. The Gen eral Synod’s In flu ence.

The in flu ence of the Gen eral Synod on this pe riod is thus char ac ter ized by
Dr. Spaeth: “With this pow er ful in flux of ra tio nal ism, and with the ten dency
of the re main ing pos i tive el e ments of our church to as sim i late and to unite
them selves with the sur round ing ‘Evan gel i cal de nom i na tions,’ there was
ev i dent dan ger for the Lutheran Church in Amer ica of los ing the his tor i cal
con nec tion with the fa thers, and sur ren der ing the dis tinc tive fea tures for
which they con tended, and as a re li gious so ci ety, be com ing sim ply a mem- 
ber of the Re formed fam ily. At this point of threat en ing dis in te gra tion and
di lap i da tion, the first steps were taken to ward the es tab lish ment of the Gen- 
eral Synod, which was cer tainly an hon est ef fort to im prove the state of af- 
fairs, to gather the scat tered mem bers of our Lutheran Church, and to pre- 
serve her as such on this West ern con ti nent.” In this sense Dr. Krauth calls
the Gen eral Synod “the off spring of re viv ing Lutheranism.”32 It watched
jeal ously over the in de pen dence of the Lutheran Church from other de nom- 
i na tions. Church pa pers to be pub lished had to be Lutheran pa pers (§ 7, 5;
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cf. § 9, 1, on Lutheran Ob server), while the Penn syl va nia Synod, even as
late as 1838, looked with fa vor on a pa per of fi cially to be pub lished in com- 
mon by the Re formed and the Luther ans.33 Equally im por tant is the stand
taken by the Gen eral Synod against Socini an iz ing in flu ences, of which not
even the Penn syl va nia Synod, though less af fected by it than New York,
had re mained free. In “Lutheran and Mis sion ary” (May 3, 1866) Dr. Krauth
writes con cern ing the Penn syl va nia Synod: “It felt the lat i tu di nar ian ten- 
dency of the day; some of its clergy and an im mense pro por tion of its peo- 
ple were averse to the Gen eral Synod on the ground of its grow ing Lutheran
char ac ter.”34

5. Could not go be yond the Age.

And still the Gen eral Synod did not suc ceed in find ing the con fes sional po- 
si tion on which it might, as a lead ing or ga ni za tion, have been sure of a de- 
vel op ment with out in ner dis sen sions. The fact was sim ply this that the GEN- 
ERAL SYNOD COULD NOT GO BE YOND IT SELF AND ITS AGE. Af ter char ac ter iz ing
the ex is tence of the Gen eral Synod as “a very im por tant for ward move- 
ment”35 and prais ing “its in flu ence as ben e fi cial,” Dr. Ja cobs con tin ues: “It
nec es sar ily was not with out the weak nesses that char ac ter ized the Lutheran
Church in Amer ica at that time. One who ig nores the en tire his tor i cal de vel- 
op ment will find much to crit i cize and con demn, when ex am ined from the
stand point of what is de manded by con sis tency with ac cu rate the o log i cal
def i ni tions and clear con cep tions of church polity. But he will find just as
much that in curs the same judg ment in the pro ceed ings of the syn ods that
united to form it. The faults pe cu liar to each synod were lost, while only the
com mon faults of them all re mained.” As we pro ceed fin the fol low ing
chap ter) to view the mis takes of the Eng lish part of the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica, we shall try to ac count also for them in the light of the age and its
gen eral ten den cies.

§ 9. Aber ra tions.

1. In tro duc tory Re marks.

That the Gen eral Synod did not de velop along the lines of con sis tent
Lutheranism, to which it swung back only af ter a se ries of con flicts and
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con tro ver sies, is best ex plained by the cir cum stances sur round ing its his- 
tory.

THE ENG LISH LAN GUAGE reached ever widen ing cir cles at a time when
there was not yet an En gUsh lit er a ture breath ing the Lutheran spirit. Eng- 
lish speak ing Lutheran lay men had to re sort to a de vo tional lit er a ture full of
Methodis tic and Pu ri tanic sug ges tions;36 while min is ters, barely fa mil iar
with the Ger man tongue, filled the shelves of their li brary with books of Re- 
formed au thor ship and as sim i lated er ro neous view points. Thus many lost
the sense of con sis tent Lutheranism. They rec og nized as fun da men tal those
fea tures which all de nom i na tions held in com mon, and con sid ered as non-
fun da men tal the spe cial her itage from the Church of Luther.

In the pop u lar DIS TINC TION BE TWEEN FUN DA MEN TAL AND NON-FUN DA MEN TAL

DOC TRINES with ref er ence to the dif fer ences be tween the de nom i na tions,
there is fre quently an un de tected fal lacy. The Re formed Church be lieves
with us in jus ti fi ca tion by faith, but — apart from other dis tinc tions — it
fails to as sign to this dogma the cen tral po si tion which it oc cu pies in the
Lutheran view. It ob scures its com fort ing fea tures with sug ges tions of a re- 
li gious le gal ism. Again, both the Lutheran and Re formed churches be lieve
in the work of the Holy Spirit; but an en tirely dif fer ent idea of this work is
con veyed when seen in the light of pre des ti na tion as taught by the Re- 
formed. It is im pos si ble to sep a rate the teach ings, held in com mon by all
churches, from those which sep a rate the dif fer ent de nom i na tions by clas si- 
fy ing the for mer as es sen tial and the lat ter as non-es sen tial. The dis tinc tive
doc trines of ten — and es pe cially in case of the great fun da men tals — ma te- 
ri ally af fect the whole sys tem of thought. That there are fun da men tal and
non-fun da men tal doc trines is not de nied, but the mis take con sisted in the
wrong ap pli ca tion of this dis tinc tion. The mis take usu ally be gins with ask- 
ing: What is fun da men tal for sal va tion? The ques tion should be for mu lated
in this way: What is fun da men tal for Lutheranism in its work of sav ing
souls? Then it will be found that the spe cial her itage of the Lutheran Church
has ev ery thing to do with the suc cess of this church in its prac ti cal work of
win ning souls for Christ.

THE FOUNDERS OF THE GEN ERAL SYNOD, while ea ger to pre serve the in- 
tegrity of the Lutheran Church, were very cor dial with other de nom i na tions.
Pa tri arch Muh len berg him self, as we have ob served, ex changed pul pits with
the Re formed and the Epis co palians.37 Af ter that a friendly re la tion with
other churches be came a tra di tional Lutheran pol icy. The ex clu sive at ti tude
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of Berken meyer, who would not co op er ate with Muh len berg, in whom he
saw noth ing but a Pietist from Halle (§ 3, 4), had thus far af fected only the
Synod of Ten nes see. The prac tice of fel low ship was fur ther strength ened by
the fact that the Eng lish Lutheran Church was weak and had a ten dency to
lean on other de nom i na tions whose work had be gun in Eng lish and which
had now at tained a mea sure of suc cess. This is strik ingly il lus trated by an
in ci dent re lated by Dr. J. G. Mor ris, the first ed i tor of “The Lutheran Ob- 
server.” This pa per was to be pub lished at Get tys burg and to be edited by
the fac ulty of Get tys burg sem i nary, but fear ing that the name Lutheran
might of fend the Pres by te ri ans re sid ing there, who had sup ported the
Luther ans in build ing a church, yet de sirous of re tain ing this name, the
com mit tee de cided to trans fer the ed i tor ship to Dr. Mor ris and the place of
pub li ca tion to Bal ti more, Md., where the Pres by te ri ans would not have to
be con sid ered.38

The ques tion of CHURCH FEL LOW SHIP be tween Luther ans and non-Luther- 
ans has been much dis cussed. The prin ci ple that fel low ship at the Lord’s ta- 
ble should be per mit ted only where there is fel low ship of faith was pro- 
claimed by Luther, Melanchthon, the other Lutheran re form ers, also by
Spener, and is gen er ally ad hered to through out the Lutheran Church. The
same prin ci ple ap plies to pul pit fel low ship in the REG U LAR CHURCH SER VICE.39

On other oc ca sions, side meet ings, or semi-re li gious gath er ings of an in ter- 
de nom i na tional char ac ter, min is ters should be at lib erty to use their dis cre- 
tion. Those who are strong in Lutheran con vic tions can make use of such
lib erty with less detri ment to the Lutheran cause than those who are not
thor oughly grounded in the Lutheran faith. A chief con sid er a tion, how ever,
should al ways be the pos si ble in flu ence on the com mu nity of such union
meet ings. Truth should not make con ces sion to er ror, and our prac tice
should tes tify to the faith ful ness in stand ing for our con vic tions. Even in
cases where our par tic i pa tion in a union meet ing as such may be de fen si ble,
the ques tion may have to be con sid ered whether our ac tion does not pro- 
mote and en cour age a union ism that can not be de fended by a faith ful min is- 
ter of the Word.

Cer tain it is that the in ti mate re la tions be tween the Gen eral Synod, then
be com ing an gli cized, and other de nom i na tions PROVED DETRI MEN TAL to
Lutheranism. It was a time when the Church was in dan ger of los ing its spe- 
cial her itage. The Lutheran view of the Sacra ments be came ob scured. Peo- 
ple grew sus pi cious of the spirit of the Lutheran Church, its teach ers, its
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con fes sions and its his tory. Church ideals that had sprung from the soil of
the Re formed Church and had ma tured in an at mos phere of le gal ism,
clouded the Lutheran view point. There was as yet, as we have re marked, no
Lutheran lit er a ture in the Eng lish lan guage. The lead ing min is ters of the
Gen eral Synod had been largely ed u cated in non-Lutheran schools (prefer- 
ably Prince ton). While a re ac tion had been felt in Ger many against the
Prus sian Union, the Eng lish speak ing Luther ans of Amer ica were un able
(on ac count of the lan guage) to study this the o log i cal move ment. In short,
the ZEIT GEIST was in ter con fes sional. Re vivals found their way into the
Lutheran Church. In the Gen eral Synod a school of men grew up whose aim
it was to cre ate for the “Amer i can Lutheran Church,” a plat form so broadly
evan gel i cal that the es sen tials of Lutheranism were lost sight of.

2. Vis it ing with the Methodists.

The first of the great re vivals to which we have just re ferred took place be- 
tween 1727 and 1750. It fol lowed a pe riod of gross in fi delity. Athe ism had
come from the Old World and dom i nated large cir cles of so ci ety. The New
Eng land States re placed their Pu ri tanism with un be lief and fri vol ity. But the
re li gious wants of the hu man soul caused a re ac tion in the form of re vivals.
Whole sec tions of the coun try, es pe cially in the East, recorded a tidal wave
of “con ver sions.” But when the War of In de pen dence fol lowed (1776-83),
the coun try be came de mor al ized. Rank un be lief and a shock ing athe ism —
im ported from France — swayed the mul ti tude. Says Graeb ner:

“This in fi delity was in scribed in books that were sold; it was cul ti vated in schools and so ci- 
eties, carved into mar ble, painted on can vas, sung in pop u lar airs, prac ticed in life and
clung to in death. …Wash ing ton was idol ized, but God blas phemed, the Church and its ser- 
vices scorned, the min is te rial of fice de spised, all things sa cred tra duced. …But in strik ing
con trast with this gen eral in fi delity there arose, dur ing the last decade of the cen tury, a fire
of re li gious fer vor which, flam ing through the spir i tual wilder ness, took hold of thou sands
with vi o lent force. …Al most si mul ta ne ously it sprang up in dif fer ent sec tions of the coun- 
try. One great wave came from the South west, from the fur ther side of the Cum ber land
moun tains where in Ken tucky and Ten nes see in fi delity had reached the acme of de fi ance.
…A num ber of Pres by te rian and Methodist preach ers went from place to place im press ing
thou sands with their re li gious elo quence. Mean while things were stir ring in New Eng land.
The pen du lum swung hither and thither.”

This was the time when Wes ley’s Method ism formed it self into an in de pen- 
dent church, and soon be came a power through out the land. Camp-meet ings
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were the craze of the day. They took pos ses sion of large parts of the coun- 
try. The har vest was ne glected. Whole set tle ments were de serted, their in- 
hab i tants trav el ing fifty miles to take part in the re vival. At Cane Ridge fifty
thou sand peo ple, gath ered out of all churches, at tended such a meet ing.
“They preached, prayed and sang by day and by night when in nu mer able
torches, can dles and lanterns, at tached to wag ons and trees, would light up
the dark ness. Holy com mu nion was ad min is tered on a large scale. Amid the
min gled sounds of sigh ing, groan ing and lament ing, the preach ers im- 
pressed their au di ences.” (Graeb ner.) The strangest prac tices were looked
upon with out sur prise. Lit tle chil dren preached ser mons. Men and women
dropped from their seats and lay un con scious on the ground. Says Mc Mas- 
ter: “At no time was less than half the floor cov ered. Some were ly ing still,
un able to move or speak, oth ers kicked the floor with their heels, still oth ers
screamed in agony and squirmed like fishes pulled out of the wa ter. Many
were ly ing on the ground rolling around for hours at a time. Oth ers jumped
wildly over the stumps of trees and rushed into the woods cry ing: ‘Lost,
lost!’”

The pur pose of it all was the new birth. This be ing ac com plished,
singing and re joic ing were in or der. The “holy laugh ter” and the “jump ing-
fit” re vealed an ex tra or di nary state of grace and were at trib uted to a spe cial
ac tiv ity of the Holy Spirit.

The cen tral fig ures in the re vivals of 1827-32 were the evan ge lists
Finney and Net tle ton. But the might i est spec ta cle of this char ac ter was of- 
fered in 1858 when again, af ter a pe riod of moral de gen er a tion which had
af fected all classes of peo ple, a wave of re vival ism, start ing at New York,
swept the whole coun try. These move ments were in vari ably pre ceded by
pe ri ods of re li gious in dif fer ence and moral de cay. Rut re vivals, in turn,
were usu ally fol lowed by spir i tual ap a thy. Peo ple who had been con verted
in a vi o lent way were no longer im pressed with the plain preach ing of the
Word. They re quired the same high-pres sure meth ods over and over again.
Thus we read that Finney’s re vival took place af ter a fifty year pe riod of
spir i tual de cay “which fol lowed in the wake of the awak en ing.”40 Of a cer- 
tain lo cal ity, vis ited by Finney where re vival tires had burned fre quently, we
are told that the preacher found it “so blis tered by con stant re vival flame
that no sprout, no blade of spir i tual life, could be caused to grow. Only the
ap ples of Sodom flour ished in the form of ig no rance, in tol er ance, a boasted
sin less ness and a ten dency to free love and spir i tual affini ties.” Even to day
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peo ple speak of “burnt dis tricts,” mean ing those lo cal i ties where by fre- 
quent re vivals re li gious in dif fer ence has taken the place of un nat u ral fer vor
and where sim ple preach ing fails to make an ap peal. A book en ti tled “The
Anx ious Bench,” writ ten by the Re formed pro fes sor. Dr. J. W. Nevin, vig or- 
ously at tacked the meth ods of re vival ism. This prac tice, how ever, found a
cham pion in “The Lutheran Ob server,” edited by Dr. B. Kurtz. In the No- 
vem ber is sue of 1834, he says: “What ever Prof. Nevin may have writ ten in
the ab strac tion of his study, I am nev er the less strongly con vinced, as a pas- 
tor, that the so-called ‘anx ious bench’ is the lever of Archimedes, which by
the bless ing of God can raise our Ger man churches to that de gree of re- 
spectabil ity in the re li gious world which they ought to en joy.”

We must ad mit, there fore, that the LUTHERAN CHURCH DID NOT RE MAIN UN- 
TOUCHED. This was un for tu nate. For surely the method of the re vival ist is
not in har mony with Lutheran teach ing. Says Dr. Nevin: “A low Pela gian iz- 
ing the ory runs through it from be gin ning to the end.” It is Arminian, and is
based on the de nial of the Scrip tural truth that it is God who con verts the
hu man heart. (Ar ti cle V. of the Augs burg Con fes sion.) By ar ti fi cial means
(sen sa tional ser mons, en rap tured prayers, hys ter i cal songs and stir ring ap- 
peals) the re vival preacher aims to re place the work of the Holy Spirit and
to force the new birth.41 Nat u rally enough, re li gious in struc tion lost its im- 
por tance. The Cat e chism was ne glected. Peo ple spoke with more or less
scorn of “head Chris tians,” “mem ory Chris tians” and “Cat e chism Chris- 
tians.” Since many Lutheran con gre ga tions took part in these re vivals and
since Lutheran min is ters of ten acted as re vival preach ers, the ten dency of
the move ment was to ward union iza tion of the churches. The books of Bax- 
ter, Bun yan, Wes ley, Ed wards, Howe and Dwight re placed Lutheran lit er a- 
ture, and cre ated a taste which could be sat is fied only when the ser mon har- 
mo nized with the ideals of Method ism.

The Eng lish Lutheran Church was caught in this cur rent. THE GER MAN

LUTHER ANS were not so greatly af fected. It is nat u ral that the ma jor ity of the
Eng lish Luther ans were mem bers of the Gen eral Synod, sim ply be cause the
larger num ber of Eng lish Luther ans be longed to this body. How ever, it
should be borne in mind that the men who later founded the Gen eral Coun- 
cil were no ex cep tions. Even a man like Dr. Pas sa vant in that day car ried
“the new mea sures” to an ex treme.42 For many years the syn od i cal re ports
spoke of con gre ga tional awak en ings and of “in gath er ings from the world.”
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A very vivid pic ture of such a re vival (1839) is given by Dr. S. L. Harkey.
him self an ar dent ad vo cate of this method. He says:

“One of the most re mark able demon stra tions of which I have ever heard
oc curred at this syn od i cal con ven tion… In an in stant ev ery soul in the
house was upon the knees, and re mained there weep ing and pray ing for
mercy.” Again we read in the pro to col of the synod: “Si lence reigned
through the house, save the speaker’s voice only, and here and there a half
sup pressed sigh or groan, which burst in vol un tar ily forth from the breasts of
deeply con victed sin ners. The whole con gre ga tion be came more or less
moved. The place be came truly aw ful and glo ri ous, and it seemed that the
time had come when a de cided ef fort must be made upon the king dom of
dark ness, and that un der such cir cum stances to shrink from the task and
through fear of pro duc ing a lit tle tem po rary dis or der, to refuse to go heartily
into the work would have been noth ing short of down right spir i tual mur der.
This meet ing con tin ued un til it was nec es sary to give place for the trans ac- 
tion of syn od i cal busi ness. But the tardy move ments of the peo ple, and es- 
pe cially of the dis tressed, and their lin ger ing looks as they with drew, clearly
in di cated that they felt them selves still un will ing to leave the house of the
Lord.” An other writer adds: “At one time dur ing the meet ing it was found
nec es sary to in vite the mourn ers to with draw from the church and re move
to the par son age that the synod might have an op por tu nity to pro ceed to its
close with the trans ac tion of the busi ness be fore it.”

It can not be de nied that by the meth ods of re vival ism the Gen eral Synod
re ceived many new mem bers who af ter wards ac quired an ap pre ci a tion of
Lutheran teach ing. But the end does not al ways jus tify the means. As a
whole, the move ment proved detri men tal to the de vel op ment of the Eng lish
Lutheran Church of Amer ica.43

3. “A Lutheranism mod i fied by the Pu ri tan el e ment.”

We now come to an other mis step recorded in the an nals of the Gen eral
Synod. The two ex tremes with which the Gen eral Synod (rapidly be com ing
an gli cized) came in con stant con tact were Amer i can Pu ri tanism and Ger- 
man in dif fer en tism.44 That of these two ex tremes it pre ferred the for mer is
read ily un der stood when we con sider the re li gious earnest ness of the Pu ri- 
tans, on the one hand, and the worldly, unchurchly at ti tude of cul tured Ger- 
mans, on the other. For the great goal of the founders of the Gen eral Synod
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had been per sonal piety and the prop a ga tion of a pos i tive the ol ogy. This
goal had been con sis tently kept in view. Thus when the abuse of al co holic
drinks, which char ac ter ized the life of anti-re li gious cir cles, was op posed by
tem per ance move ments,45 it is not dif fi cult to fore see on which side of the
strug gle the Gen eral Synod would take its stand. Also re gard ing the ob ser- 
vance of the Sun day,46 it joined hands with the Pu ri tans. In both cases it op- 
posed the Ger mans. Thus it grad u ally leaned to ward Pu ri tanism, with which
it also shared the Eng lish lan guage. A Lutheranism mod i fied by Pu ri tan el e- 
ments was looked upon as be ing de sir able for Amer ica. In this sense we
speak of an “AMER I CAN LUTHERANISM.”

We now ar rive at a pe riod when the in ti mate re la tions of the Gen eral
Synod to the other de nom i na tions were to bear fruit. The dis tinc tive doc- 
trines of Lutheranism had be come ob scured. The de vel op ment might be
traced in the doc tri nal evo lu tion of a man like Dr. S. S. Schmucker. At the
time of the found ing of the Gen eral Synod, then quite a young men, he be- 
longed to the most con ser va tive class of his con tem po raries.47 But even tu- 
ally we find him not only an en thu si as tic ad vo cate of the “Evan gel i cal Al- 
liance,” but au thor of an elab o rate and com pre hen sive scheme of an “Apos- 
tolic Protes tant Union,” with the fol low ing fea tures: “Unity of name; unity
in fun da men tal doc trines,48 while di ver sity in nonessen tials (sic) was con- 
ceded; mu tual ac knowl edg ment of each other’s acts of dis ci pline; sacra- 
men tal and min is te rial in ter-com mu nion; con ven tion of the dif fer ent
churches of the land in synod or coun cil for mu tual con sul ta tion or ec cle si- 
as ti cal reg u la tion.” This was en dorsed by the Gen eral Synod at its meet ing
in New York, 1848.

The worst blun der of this kind, how ever, is con tained in a let ter for- 
warded (1845) by a com mit tee of the Gen eral Synod to the Church in Ger- 
many. The let ter says: “In most of our church prin ci ples we stand on com- 
mon ground with the Union Church of Ger many. The dis tinc tive doc trines
which sep a rate the Lutheran and the Re formed churches we do not con sider
es sen tial. The ten dency of the so called old Lutheran party seems to us to be
be hind the times. Luther’s pe cu liar views con cern ing the pres ence of the
Lord’s body in the com mu nion have long been aban doned by the ma jor ity
of our min is ters.” (Spaeth, C. P. Krauth I, 333.) While this let ter was for- 
warded with out the sanc tion of the Gen eral Synod, it was signed by the fol- 
low ing rep re sen ta tive men: S. S. Schmucker, J. G. Mor ris, H. J. Schmidt, H.
N. Pohlman, B. Kurtz. Who would think it pos si ble that these men would
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all sign so rad i cal a let ter? Dr. Schmidt, then a mem ber of the New York
Min is terium, au thor of a vol ume on “The Doc trine of the Lord’s Sup per”
and of valu able con tri bu tions to the “Evan gel i cal Re view,” was soon a most
pro nounced op po nent of the Def i nite Syn od i cal Plat form, and wrote to
Dr. C. P. Krauth, Sen., as fol lows: “The Lutheran doc trine of the Sacra- 
ments is so com pletely in ter wo ven with our whole view of the scheme of
sal va tion and re demp tion; that con cern ing the Eu charist grows so di rectly
and nec es sar ily out of the great doc trine of Christ’s per son that for me to
give up those doc tri nal points, al leged to be non-es sen tial, is to give up all,
to give up the whole Gospel.”49 Nor did Dr. Mor ris share the view of the
Lord’s Sup per as stated in that let ter to Ger many.50 He char ac ter ized it as
“the great est blun der ever com mit ted.” Only Drs. Schmucker and Kurtz re- 
ally agreed with the tenets of that cir cu lar; the oth ers must have signed their
names thought lessly. Fur ther more, since the let ter be fore send ing it was
never sub mit ted to the Gen eral Synod, but was the ex pres sion merely of a
com mit tee, this body can not se ri ously be held re spon si ble for its con tents.51

But to gether with other doc u ments of a sim i lar na ture, that cir cu lar re veals
the fact that there were men in the Gen eral Synod who aimed at “a
Lutheranism mod i fied by the Pu ri tan el e ment.”

We have tried to show (§ 9, 1) WHAT CAUSED THIS DE VEL OP MENT. We re- 
ferred to the lack of an Eng lish Lutheran lit er a ture; to the in flu ence on
Amer i can thought of the Prus sian Union; to the fel low-feel ing with non-
Lutheran churches; to the Methodist re vivals; to the anti-re li gious char ac ter
of Ger mans con trolled by the im mi grants of 1848, which, by way of re ac- 
tion, caused the men of the Gen eral Synod to choose this Pu ri tan type of re- 
li gion. But to all these causes we must add an other — the re ac tion against a
move ment.

A whole se ries of cir cum stances, which we shall presently enu mer ate,
worked to gether to ward the orig i nat ing within the Gen eral Synod of a party
which in its con fes sional rigid ity ex ceeded in deed the Lutheranism on
which the Gen eral Synod had been founded. The Ten nes see Synod had al- 
ways, al though at times not in the most tact ful man ner, in sisted on the im- 
por tance of a con fes sional Lutheranism (§ 7, 2). The Henkels trans lated the
Book of Con cord into Eng lish. The Buf falo Synod (§ 30) was founded in
1845, the Mis souri Synod (§ 21) in 1847. Walther edited the “Luther aner,”
the con tents of which were made the sub ject of gen eral dis cus sion caus ing
many to re al ize that the his tor i cal plat form of Lutheranism had been aban- 
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doned. From 1842 un til 1866 Pas tor Loehe of Neuen det tel sau pub lished the
“Kirch liche Mit teilun gen aus und ue ber Nord-Amerika.” This monthly not
only con tained news about mis sion work in Ohio and the work of men like
Wyneken, but un der took to crit i cize the un-Lutheran char ac ter of the Gen- 
eral Synod and to laud the ris ing party of con ser va tive Luther ans. Says
Dr. Ja cobs:52 “Even though this jour nal some times was mis led in its
polemics, and fell into er ror from the nat u ral ten dency of those im per fectly
ac quainted with the field to give ac cu rate re ports, it could not fail to in flu- 
ence the progress of events in this coun try.” The writ ings of Charles Porter- 
field Krauth, later com piled in the “Con ser va tive Ref or ma tion.” stirred the
Lutheran world (see bi o graph i cal note). Im por tant was also the trans la tion
of Schmid’s Doc tri nal The ol ogy. The re ac tion against the Prus sian Union.
orig i nat ing in Bres lau (Prof. Scheibel), in spired thou sands of pens and
greatly af fected Amer i can Lutheran min is ters who were able to read Ger- 
man. The writ ings of Heng sten berg, Sar to rius, Rudel bach, Gu er icke.
Thoma sius, Har less and Kliefoth were ea gerly read and re pub lished in the
Evan gel i cal Re view. Some young the olo gians, trained in this school, ar- 
rived from Ger many and as sumed lead er ship even in the syn ods of the Gen- 
eral Synod. One ben e fit re sult ing from the close al liance be tween the
Luther ans and the Re formed of that time was the strong stand taken by the
Re formed against Methodis tic re vival ism, which had caused such a com- 
mo tion in Penn syl va nia (the “Mer cer burg the ol ogy”).53 An in stream ing im- 
mi gra tion filled the emp tied churches with sound Lutheran stock. Dr. Phil.
Schaff, though him self Re formed, spoke dur ing a course of lec tures, de liv- 
ered at a con ven tion in Frank fort (1845), of a left wing in the Gen eral
Synod and also of salu tary in flu ences ex erted by the Lutheran min is ters of
the East ern States who had stud ied Ger man the ol ogy. This re mark about “a
left wing in the Gen eral Synod” made a painful im pres sion in Amer ica on
those who had hith erto con sid ered Dr. Schaff an ad vo cate of Amer i can
Lutheranism. The “Deutscher Kirchen fre und,” edited by Schaff (1848) and
con tin ued by Rev. W. J. Mann, al though an or gan for Ger man-Amer i can
churches, proved a valu able sup port to the Evan gel i cal Re view,54 and a
mighty strong hold against the ex trav a gances which threat ened to de mor al- 
ize the Luther ans as well as the Re formed. All these fac tors con trib uted to- 
ward cre at ing and strength en ing a con ser va tive Lutheran party within the
Gen eral Synod.
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The lead ing spir its in the Gen eral Synod RE ACTED AGAINST THIS MOVE- 
MENT. Un der in flu ences which we have pre vi ously de scribed, these had de- 
vel oped in an op po site di rec tion. Reared in the at mos phere of re vival ism
and closely as so ci at ing with Pu ri tan cir cles, their ideal of piety had grad u- 
ally be come dif fer ent from that of the Lutheran Church. Nor was it in har- 
mony with that of Muh len berg. His piety was that of the finest types of Ger- 
man Pietism (§ 4, 8), while the new lib er als were draw ing their in spi ra tion
from Eng lish mod els like Bax ter, Bun yan, Wes ley, Ed wards, Howe and
Dwight. The vig or ous polemics of the ris ing Mis souri Synod, which were
pro to typed by those of the Ten nes see Synod and now car ried on in the
“Luther aner,” edited by Prof. Walther, served the party of “Amer i can
Lutheranism” as a con stant warn ing against an ul tra con ser vatism. They fre- 
quently re ferred to the “Sym bol ists” within and with out the Gen eral Synod
and pic tured them as ex trem ists of the most dan ger ous sort. They per suaded
them selves that the Lutheranism im ported from Ger many was largely col- 
ored with lo cal pe cu liar i ties which should be aban doned on Amer i can soil.
Their ideal was the es tab lish ment of a home made prod uct. Thus they pre- 
sented a pro gram to the Gen eral Synod which in sisted on a Lutheranism
sea soned with the lead ing views of the sur round ing de nom i na tions. The
lead ers in this move ment were par tic u larly Schmucker, Sprecher and Kurtz,
with their great in flu ence upon the Lutheran Church of that day.55

“AMER I CAN LUTHERANISM” AND ITS CRIT ICS. Says Dr. W. J. Mann in the
“Deutscher Kirchen fre und:” “Grad u ally a de sire man i fested it self to gain
pop u lar ity for the Lutheran Church in this coun try. The hard dog mat i cal
knots of the old Lutheran oak were to give way un der the Pu ri tan plane. The
body was de prived of its bones and its heart, and the empty skin might be
filled with what ever was most pleas ing, if only the Lutheran name was re- 
tained. The state ment of the sev enth ar ti cle of the Augs burg Con fes sion,
that ‘unto 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,’
was most ex ten sively used, and in the de sire to make the Lutheran Church
as much as pos si ble like oth ers, her lead ers were much more ready to adopt
for eign el e ments than to re tain her own dis tinc tive fea tures. Thus the
liturgy, the an cient lessons of the Gospels and Epis tles, the fes ti vals of the
Church Year, the gown and other us ages were given up, in or der that as lit- 
tle as pos si ble might be seen of these Lutheran pe cu liar i ties. Hop ing to gain
oth ers, they lost them selves. The Lutheran Church had given away her own
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spirit, her own orig i nal life and char ac ter.”56 Prof. W. M. Reynolds, writ ing
to Dr. Krauth, char ac ter izes “Amer i can Lutheranism” as a “kind of mon grel
Methodis tic Pres by te ri an ism.”57 Such harsh crit i cisms were plen ti ful dur ing
this pe riod.

Yet we feel that there should be a word of apol ogy for the fa thers of the
Gen eral Synod. It is not fair to speak con temp tu ously of those men, as has
be come the cus tom in many quar ters, for they were ab so lutely sin cere. They
had con vic tions which were per fectly in har mony with their train ing,58 their
time and their en vi ron ment. The ques tion how Lutheranism can have a na- 
tional de vel op ment on Amer i can soil and how it can ad just it self to its en vi- 
ron ment, is even to day a prob lem for our Eng lish speak ing Luther ans.59 It
was cer tainly not sur pris ing that the lead ers of the Gen eral Synod at a time
when large parts of the Lutheran Church be came Eng lish, con sid ered the
ques tion, es pe cially at the time of union ism in the Fa ther land, whether it
was not the sa cred duty of the Lutheran Church of this coun try to ac com- 
mo date it self to the Amer i can spirit by mak ing some con ces sions to the
teach ing of the sur round ing de nom i na tions.

THEY MADE A MIS STEP by dis card ing his tor i cal Lutheranism. But if
Schmucker and his col leagues had suc ceeded in avoid ing their mis take,
their very pol icy would have been tried by oth ers some time in the his tory
of our Church, be cause of a real prob lem present. In this sense these men
have done a ser vice to the Church. We have learned from their mis take.
This opin ion is also shared by Dr. Mann, whose ar ti cle in the “Kirchen fre- 
und” con tin ues thus: “The more we study the his tory of Lutheranism in this
coun try the more nat u ral ap pear the dif fer ent stages of its de vel op ment. No
one is par tic u larly to blame. The age and its ten den cies fully ex plain it.
Least of all should we be lit tle the merit of those men who, by es tab lish ing
ed u ca tional in sti tu tions for the Lutheran Church, tried to make sure of its
fu ture progress. It was a be gin ning such as cir cum stances per mit ted. But
whoso ever will at this time refuse to unite with the change for the bet ter
which has taken place or op pose the re cov ered self-re spect of Lutheranism,
its God-given in di vid u al ity — he is guilty in deed.”60

THE DEF I NITE PLAT FORM. In Sep tem ber, 1855, a doc u ment was pub lished
en ti tled, “Def i nite Syn od i cal Plat form,” which, when closely viewed, was a
re cen sion of the Augs burg Con fes sion. In its pref ace the min is ters of dif fer- 
ent syn ods were re quested to ac cept this “Plat form” as their con fes sional
ba sis. Though pub lished anony mously, it was soon known that the three
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men men tioned above, es pe cially the first pro fes sor at Get tys burg, were its
au thors. This re vised edi tion of the Au gus tana, in con nec tion with the pref- 
ace given, pre sented an ap peal to adopt the plat form of an “Amer i can
Lutheranism” that had rid ded it self of some er rors said to be con tained in
the old his tor i cal doc u ment. The sanc tion of cer e monies dur ing the Mass is
struck from the 24th ar ti cle of the Au gus tana. This was ab surd, be cause by
Mass in that ar ti cle Melanchthon sim ply meant the Com mu nion ser vice pu- 
ri fied from the Ro man abuses. Elim i nated from Ar ti cle II was the sen tence
stat ing that the new birth takes place through Bap tism and the Holy Ghost;
from Ar ti cle VIII the dec la ra tion that the bless ings of the Lord’s Sup per are
not de pen dent on the wor thi ness of the of fi ci at ing min is ter; from Ar ti cle IX
the state ment that through Bap tism grace is of fered. Ar ti cle X reads in its
re vised edi tion: “In re gard to the Lord’s Sup per they teach that Christ is
present with the com mu ni cants in the Lord’s Sup per, ‘un der the em blem of
bread and wine.’” (A foot note called at ten tion to the last phrase as be ing the
Ger man read ing, but the Ger man has also the truly present,
“wahrhaftiglich… gegen waer tig,” and it says of the true body and blood
that they are dis trib uted and re ceived). Ar ti cle XI had been dropped en tirely
be cause it com mended pri vate con fes sion.

THE ORI GIN OF THE DEF I NITE PLAT FORM. Even ten years pre vi ous to the
pub li ca tion of this doc u ment in flu en tial men in the Gen eral Synod had
thought of a con densed plat form on which Amer i can Lutheranism could
build its fu ture. Dur ing a con ven tion of the Mary land Synod, 1814, Prof. H.
L. Baugher, Dr. B. Kurtz and Rev. S. W. Harkey were ap pointed a com mit- 
tee of three for the pur pose of form ing an “Ab stract of the Doc trines and
Prac tice of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Synod of Mary land.” The es sen tial
points were pre sented in four teen ar ti cles. All dis tinc tive Lutheran teach- 
ings were omit ted or re pu di ated. The re port was re turned to the com mit tee
and laid on the ta ble.61

The mat ter was sub mit ted to the con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod at
Phil a del phia, 1845. Says “The Evan gel i cal Re view:” “At this meet ing Drs.
Schmucker, Mor ris, Schmidt, Pohlman and Kurtz were ap pointed to pre pare
and re port to the next con ven tion a clear and con cise view of the doc trines
and prac tice of the Amer i can Lutheran Church. The com mit tee had the sub- 
ject un der con sid er a tion un til the meet ing held in Charles ton, S. C, in 1850.
The re port pre sented by them was laid on the ta ble, and they were dis- 
charged from fur ther duty. The opin ion pre vailed among the com mit tee and
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in the con ven tion that this was a sub ject upon which it was in ex pe di ent to
leg is late. Dif fer ences on unim por tant points, it was ac knowl edged, did ex ist
in the Church, but it was not the prov ince of the Gen eral Synod to adopt a
plat form or es tab lish any test, which would nec es sar ily ex clude from its
con nec tion many whose recog ni tion as Luther ans could not be ques- 
tioned.”62

Drs. Schmucker, Kurtz and Sprecher had a par tic u larly vi tal in ter est in
this con fes sional “Ab stract.” The com mit tee, even be fore the doc u ment had
been dis posed of by the Charles ton con ven tion, had sent a printed copy of it
to ev ery pas tor of the Gen eral Synod, invit ing them to ex press their opin ion
by an no ta tions and mar ginal notes. Af ter the copies were re turned, a re vised
edi tion, em body ing dif fer ent sug ges tions, was sent the sec ond time for the
pur pose of fur ther con sid er a tion.63 Says Dr. Kurtz: “The want of it has long
been felt and ex pressed. From the North and the South, the East and the
West we have been asked for some thing of this na ture… We find no dif fi- 
culty in sub scrib ing the doc u ment and pre sent ing it as a fair, hon est ex hi bi- 
tion of Lutheran doc trine and prac tice as un der stood in the lat i tude in which
we re side; and if we are not greatly mis taken, the great mass of our Amer i- 
can min is ters through out the land would not make any ma te rial ob jec tion to
it.”64 Dr. S. S. Schmucker was so pleased with the “Ab stract” that he re- 
ferred to it again and again in his lec tures and ar ti cles, and even made his
stu dents com mit to mem ory its prin ci ples and state ments set ting forth the
ex act tenets of Amer i can Lutheranism.65

Also Dr. S. Sprecher urged the ne ces sity of mak ing a bold and an hon est
state ment, in a writ ing of 1853 he un der scored the words “a creed we must
have” and wrote: “I hope that this un happy con di tion of the Church will not
con tinue long, and that the churches of the Gen eral Synod will do as the
churches of the Augs burg Con fes sion did in 1580 — ex er cise their right to
de clare what they re gard as the doc trines of the Sa cred Scrip tures in re gard
to all the points in dis pute in the Church. I do not be lieve that the present
po si tion of the Gen eral Synod can long be main tained; it will ei ther re sult in
the Old Lutheran men and syn ods gain ing the con trol of the Gen eral Synod,
and in tro duc ing the doc trines and prac tices of the sym bols which the
churches in this coun try ought to aban don… or the friends of the Amer i can
Lutheran Church must de fine the doc trines which they do hold and what
they re ject, and refuse to frat er nize with and to make them selves re spon si- 
ble for, and to give their in flu ence as a church in fa vor of men and doc trines
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and prac tices which they hold to be anti-scrip tural and in ju ri ous to the spir i- 
tual king dom of Christ. I do not see how we can do oth er wise than to adopt
the Sym bols of the Church or form a new sym bol which shall em brace all
that is fun da men tal to Chris tian ity in them, re ject ing what is un scrip tural
and sup ply ing what is de fec tive.”66

These were the dis cus sions and con sid er a tions of the men rep re sent ing
Amer i can Lutheranism at the time of the prepa ra tion of the Def i nite Plat- 
form. Dr. S. S. Schmucker, its real au thor, with his facile pen for such work,
gave to it the fin ished form. The doc u ment ap peared anony mously, but ac- 
cord ing to Schmucker’s own ad mis sion (made ten years later) he had writ- 
ten ev ery sen tence him self and had merely sub mit ted it for ap proval to his
friend, Dr. Kurtz, im me di ately be fore its pub li ca tion.67

THE RE CEP TION OF THE DEF I NITE PLAT FORM. The doc u ment found lit tle re- 
sponse. Only three small dis trict syn ods in the Ohio ter ri tory ac cepted it
tem po rar ily (East Ohio, Olive Branch and Wit ten berg Syn ods). Ev ery where
else it was vig or ously re jected, not only by men and syn ods which af ter- 
wards formed the Gen eral Coun cil, but also by oth ers who re mained with
the Gen eral Synod. Only now it be came ev i dent that the ad vo cates of
Amer i can Lutheranism were few in num ber. Dr. Schmucker and his as so- 
ciates ex pe ri enced a dis ap point ment from which they (with the ex cep tion of
Dr. Sprecher, cf. bi o graph i cal sketch) did not read ily re cover. Men who ev- 
ery one ex pected to af fil i ate with Amer i can Lutheranism con demned the
move ment in strong est lan guage. They saw in it not only an at tempt to mu- 
ti late the ven er a ble Augs burg Con fes sion, but also a plan of ex clud ing the
stricter Luther ans (the “Sym bol ists”) from the Gen eral Synod.

The strong est lit er ary refu ta tion was writ ten by J. W. Mann, pas tor of the
Ger man Lutheran Church of Phil a del phia. It was en ti tled, “A Plea for the
Augs burg Con fes sion,” and was pub lished by the Gen eral Synod’s Lutheran
Board of Pub li ca tion. Dr. Schmucker op posed to it his “Amer i can
Lutheranism Vin di cated,” a book of two hun dred pages, which the Pub li ca- 
tion So ci ety of the Gen eral Synod re fused to pub lish and for which he had
to find a pri vate pub lisher. We have al ready stated that the Gen eral Synod
would not per mit the com mit tee to pro ceed fur ther with the “Ab stract.” One
of the chief ob jec tions per sis tently urged was the charge that the Def i nite
Plat form, once adopted, would drive from the Gen eral Synod a num ber of
Luther ans now con nected with it.68
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Among the refu ta tions of in di vid ual syn ods we men tion that of the East
Penn syl va nia Synod, which at its con ven tion in Lebanon, Pa., passed the
fol low ing res o lu tion on mo tion of Dr. J. A. Brown: “Re solved that we
hereby ex press our un qual i fied dis ap pro ba tion of this most dan ger ous at- 
tempt to change the doc tri nal ba sis and rev o lu tion ize the ex ist ing char ac ter
of the Lutheran Churches now united in the Gen eral Synod and that we
hereby most solemnly warn our sis ter syn ods,” etc. The mover of this res o- 
lu tion even tu ally went so far as to for mu late charges against S. S.
Schmucker for hereti cal teach ing (later also against Dr. Sprecher). And it
was through the in flu ence of Dr. C. P. Krauth, Jun., that these charges were
not taken up by the Board of Di rec tors at the Get tys burg Sem i nary. When
Dr. Schmucker re signed his pro fes sor’s chair in the sem i nary in 1864,
Dr. Brown was elected as his suc ces sor (see be low foot note 116).

All of this proves that the Gen eral Synod, as a body, can not be held re- 
spon si ble for the “Def i nite Plat form.” It is true that the mis take was made
by prom i nent mem bers of the Gen eral Synod, but it is also a fact that the
pop u lar ity of these men suf fered greatly af ter the pub li ca tion of the Plat- 
form. Dr. Krauth wrote that this er ror con sisted in the fact that they “mis- 
took a ten dency, half de vel oped, for a fi nal re sult.”[^hC] [^hC]:
Dr. Krauth’s necro log i cal com ment on Dr. Kurtz as ed i tor of the Lutheran
Ob server. Spaeth, 11, 85.

AN NO TA TION. Con tin ued from Chap ter IV, § 7, 6. THE FIRST CHURCH PA- 
PERS. The “EVAN GEL I CAL RE VIEW” was founded in 1849 by Pro fes sor William
M. Reynolds (of the fac ulty of the Penn syl va nia Col lege in Get tys burg).
The aim of this pa per was to op pose the “Lutheran Ob server” edited by
Dr. Kurtz, and at that time serv ing as the chief or gan of the Amer i can
Lutheranism. Soon, how ever, Reynolds was called to the pres i dency of
Cap i tal Uni ver sity, Colum bus, O., and now Dr. Charles Philip Krauth, of
the Get tys burg Sem i nary, be came his suc ces sor. For many years Dr. Charles
Philip Krauth im pressed upon the Evan gel i cal Re view his su pe rior per son- 
al ity. This Quar terly was a repos i tory of ar ti cles of per ma nent value. In deed
the ar ti cles in that Re view seem to be as im por tant to day as they were when
the first num bers were is sued, at least for the Amer i can stu dent of Lutheran
The ol ogy. It served this pe riod as a bridge be tween the Lutheran the ol ogy
of Ger many and the Lutheran Church of Amer ica, so much in need of
sound the ol ogy at this crit i cal pe riod of tran si tion to the Eng lish lan- 
guage.“69 In 1871 the Ev. Re view be came the Quar terly Re view of the
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Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church and in 1878 the present”Lutheran Quar terly“.
Dr. W. A. Pas sa vant started the”MIS SION ARY," and, while his chief in ter est
was that of mis sions, yet, through the co op er a tion of Dr. Krauth, Jun., it re- 
ceived quite a the o log i cal char ac ter. Dr. Ja cobs says that while his the o log i- 
cal ar ti cles were at the time heavy read ing for a weekly, they had a pow er ful
and per ma nent in flu ence upon the ed u cated min istry.“70 The”LUTHERAN

STAN DARD“, edited by Dr. Green wald, had been with all mild ness but firm- 
ness plead ing for fi delity to the con fes sions.”THE EVAN GEL I CAL LUTHERAN“,
edited by Rev. L. W. Con rad rep re sented the in ter ests of Spring field, O.,
and the”OLIVE BRANCH" pub lished by Dr. S. W. Harkey, the in ter ests of the
in sti tu tion at Spring field, Ill.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

PROF. S. S. SCHMUCKER, D. D., son of Dr. J. G. Schmucker, a Pietist of the
Spener school and chief founder of the Gen eral Synod, be gan his stud ies at
the Penn syl va nia Uni ver sity and fin ished them at the Pres by te rian sem i nary
at Prince ton. When only twenty-six years old, he was called to the newly
founded sem i nary at Get tys burg, where he re mained for forty years. He was
never an at trac tive preacher be cause he was too di dac ti cal. But he was ad- 
mired for his tremen dous ca pac ity for work. His lit er ary ac tiv ity was un- 
ceas ing. He wrote forty-four books and pam phlets. And never did the
Lutheran Church of Amer ica have greater ex ec u tive tal ents at its dis posal.
With clear eye he could look through the most com pli cated sit u a tions and
bring or der out of chaos. He was un ex celled in work ing out con sti tu tions
for syn ods, con gre ga tions and in sti tu tions. To all of this he added a gen uine
piety. He com posed the 356th hymn in the “Wol len we bers Gesang buch”:
“Come ye sor row ing, heavy laden, with the bur den of your sins.” Through
one of his writ ings (1831) he gave the im pulse for the found ing of the
Evan gel i cal Al liance. At the first con ven tion in Lon don (1846) Dr. King of
Ire land called him the fa ther of the Al liance. Dur ing the first part of his pas- 
torate he was more Lutheran than the ma jor ity of his con tem po raries. This
is il lus trated in a let ter which at the end of his stu dent days at Prince ton he
wrote on a va ca tion trip to his fa ther.“71 As an an ti dote against the reign of
Ra tio nal ism in the New York Min is terium, he de manded that the Augs burg
Con fes sion be res ur rected and its ar ti cles be sub scribed to with a QUIA.
Later, how ever, when con fes sional Lutheranism came into its own, he was
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one of its strong est op po nents, fight ing the”Sym bol ists" with speech and
pen.

DR. BEN JAMIN KURTZ, D. D., grand son of Pas tor J. N. Kurtz (Muh len- 
berg’s as sis tant), born in 1775, was ed i tor of the Lutheran Ob server (1833-
61); he stud ied the ol ogy un der Dr. G. Lochmann. He was a man of ex tra or- 
di nary tal ents and a zeal ous ad vo cate of “Amer i can Lutheranism”, the
“New Mea sures” and the “Def i nite Plat form”. As ed i tor he ex erted a
tremen dous in flu ence on a large por tion of the Amer i can Lutheran Church.
All of his work was manly. His pen was feared. He never wrote bet ter than
when re ply ing to an at tack or when chal leng ing the op po si tion. He sharply
at tacked the “Sym bol ists” and Dr. Krauth. He founded the Melanchthon
Synod (§ 10, 3). For a short time he was pro fes sor at Selins grove.

PROF. S. SPRECHER, D. D., LL.D., was born at Williamsport, Md., in
1810. He stud ied un der Dr. S. S. Schmucker at Get tys burg, and min is tered
to the con gre ga tions at Har ris burg, Mar tins burg and Cham bers burg, Pa.
From 1849 to 1884 he was pres i dent of Wit ten berg Col lege. He was a
teacher of great abil ity, hav ing spe cial tal ent for work of a philo sophic and
sys tem atic char ac ter. “The Ground work of a Sys tem of Evan gel i cal
Lutheran The ol ogy”, though writ ten from the view point of the “Def i nite
Syn od i cal Plat form”, is his most im por tant con tri bu tion to Lutheran lit er a- 
ture. Later, af ter years of re tire ment and phys i cal suf fer ing in San Diego,
Cal., he re voked, to a large ex tent, his for mer po si tion. In the “Lutheran
Evan ge list” he says: “It is true that I did once think the Def i nite Syn od i cal
Plat form — that mod i fi ca tion of Lutheranism which per haps has been prop- 
erly called the cul mi na tion of Melanchtho ni an ism — de sir able and prac ti- 
cal, and that I now re gard all such mod i fi ca tion of our creed as hope less. In
the mean time an in creased knowl edge of the spirit, meth ods and lit er a ture
of the Mis souri Synod has con vinced me that such al ter ations are un de sir- 
able; that the el e ments of true Pietism — that a sense of the ne ces sity of
per sonal re li gion and the im por tance of per sonal as sur ance of sal va tion —
can be main tained in con nec tion with a Lutheranism un mod i fied by the Pu- 
ri tan el e ment.” (See “Lutheran Evan ge list,” May 1, 1891. Also, Trial of L.
A. Got wald, p. 72.) Dr. Sprecher com bined with a frail body a very great
mind. He died in 1906, hav ing reached the age of ninety-five years.

PROF. CHAS. PHILLIP KRAUTH, D. D., born in 1797, was the fa ther of a still
greater son, the Rev. Chas. Porter field Krauth. His fine tal ents he placed in
the ser vice of the Church, partly as ed i tor of the Evan gel i cal Re view and
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partly as Pro fes sor at Get tys burg. In 1834 he was elected pres i dent of Penn- 
syl va nia Col lege. Af ter 1850 he de voted him self ex clu sively (though con- 
tin u ing as ed i tor of the Ev. Re view) to his work in the sem i nary. The o log i- 
cally he was classed among the con ser va tive Luther ans. He held, how ever,
that a united Lutheran Church of Amer ica could be hoped for only on the
ba sis of the Augs burg Con fes sion, leav ing free dom to all to ac cept of the
rest of sym bol i cal writ ings what they pleased. An aris to cratic style char ac- 
ter izes his lit er ary ac tiv ity. He died May 30, 1867.

PROF. CHARLES PORTER FIELD KRAUTH, D. D., L.L.D., son of the for mer,
was born in 1823 and died in 1883. He was ed u cated for the min istry at
Penn syl va nia Col lege and at the the o log i cal sem i nary at Get tys burg. A
care ful study of church his tory and dog mat ics gave him a fine ap pre ci a tion
of his tor i cal Lutheranism. While the bat tle was rag ing about the “Def i nite
Syn od i cal Plat form”, he was in the midst of his the o log i cal de vel op ment,
which can not be con sid ered fin ished be fore 1865. He fought “Amer i can
Lutheranism,” and his crit i cal con tri bu tions to the “Mis sion ary”, to the
“Evan gel i cal Re view” and af ter wards to the “Lutheran and Mis sion ary”
greatly helped to clear the the o log i cal at mos phere and strengthen the cause
of con ser va tive Lutheranism. Af ter read ing one of these fine lit er ary pro- 
duc tions, his op po nent, Dr. Kurtz ex claimed, in the “Lutheran Ob server”:
“How many such ar ti cles would it take to con vert a soul? Poor Charley!
What a pros ti tu tion of tal ent!”72 In 1861 he be came ed i tor of the “Lutheran
and Mis sion ary”, and in 1864 Pro fes sor of the ol ogy at the newly founded
sem i nary of the Penn syl va nia Synod in Phil a del phia (§ 20, 1; § 9, 3). He
was one of those who, with the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, left the Gen- 
eral Synod (§ 10, 3). Dr. Spaeth has writ ten his bi og ra phy in two vol umes
en ti tled “Charles Porter field Krauth” (Gen eral Coun cil Pub li ca tion House,
Phil a del phia, 1909). Krauth was a vo lu mi nous writer. His men tal ac tiv ity
was in de fati ga ble. Note wor thy among his writ ings are Flem ing’s “Vo cab u- 
lary of Phi los o phy” edited with In tro duc tion, etc. (Phil a del phia, 1860; New
York, Shel don & Co., 1878): Berke ley’s “Prin ci ples, Pro le gom ena”, etc.
(Phil a del phia, 1874). We should also men tion his “Augs burg Con fes sion,
trans lated with In tro duc tion, Notes, and In dex” (Phil a del phia, 1868). Of
high est im por tance is his work, “The Con ser va tive Ref or ma tion and its
The ol ogy” (Phil a del phia, J. B. Lip pin cott & Co., 1872), which, in spite of
its im per fect form — it con sists of a se ries of ar ti cles — will in flu ence
Lutheran thought in Amer ica for years to come.
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PROF. J. A. BROWN, D. D., was born in Lan cas ter Co., Pa., in 1821. De- 
scend ing from the Quak ers, as an un bap tized youth, he came to Get tys burg
(1841), where he en tered the se nior class of the col lege. He was bap tized in
the Pres by te rian Church. His men tal gifts were ex tra or di nary. He grad u ated
from col lege in 1842, and be came a teacher. He con tin ued his stud ies, and
served the con gre ga tions of Bal ti more, York and Read ing. In 1859 he was
called to New berry Col lege, S. C, as pro fes sor of the ol ogy. He left there
dur ing the Civil War, his sym pa thies be ing with the North. In 1864 he be- 
came Dr. S. S. Schmucker’s suc ces sor at Get tys burg. He was an able
preacher, an en thu si as tic teacher, a dis cern ing writer and a strong pub lic de- 
bater. In 1879 he had a par a lytic stroke, and died in 1882.

§ 10. Dis rup tion of the Gen eral Synod and Ori gin of the
Gen eral Coun cil.

In tro duc tory Re view.

The pub li ca tion of the Def i nite Plat form was a se ri ous blow to Amer i can
Lutheranism. Its ad vo cates did not win the ap plause they had looked for.
Dr. S. S. Schmucker es pe cially lost much of his for mer pres tige. The con- 
ser va tive wing, on the other hand, felt en cour aged, and saw in the events
that had taken place an in di ca tion that the Lutheranism of the fu ture would
in creas ingly ad here to his tor i cal tra di tions. But the “Def i nite Plat form” the- 
ol ogy had been stim u lated for more than a decade by co op er a tion of pul pit,
press and sem i nary, and by many mea sures that had been passed at syn od i- 
cal con ven tions. Ex ter nally viewed, the sit u a tion seemed to take a fa vor able
turn. Dr. Kurtz re signed the ed i tor ship of the “Lutheran Ob server” (1861).
In 1864 Dr. Schmucker re signed his pro fes sor ship at Get tys burg, and
Dr. Brown, his strong op po nent, be came his suc ces sor.

But in re al ity things were lit tle im proved. A glance at the ar ti cles pub- 
lished in the Lutheran Ob server of this pe riod will make this painfully clear.
While the Def i nite Plat form had been re jected, its spirit con tin ued to per me- 
ate the ol ogy. Lib er als played fast and loose with es sen tials and non-es sen- 
tials, and car ried this old method of shift ing is sues into the heart of the Au- 
gus tana. It was left to the in di vid ual to de cide which doc trines were fun da- 
men tal and which non-fun da men tal. Only those fea tures in the Au gus tana
were re tained which were held in com mon by all de nom i na tions. The aim
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was to unite all Luther ans in Amer ica on a ba sis of suf fi cient breadth. The
word “Un al tered,” as ap plied to the Augs burg Con fes sion, was not tol er ated
be cause it seemed to clip the wings of a lib er al iz ing Melanchtho ni an ism.
The For mula of Con cord and all other Lutheran sym bols, with the pos si ble
ex cep tion of Luther’s Small Cat e chism, were ex cluded from the o log i cal
con sid er a tion. To show that the ac cep tance of the whole Book of Con cord
did not set tle con tro ver sies, the Lib er als pointed to the con tentions of the
Old Luther ans (Mis souri, Buf falo, Iowa Syn ods), who had not ar rived at the
much-sought har mony, al though adopt ing all the sym bol i cal writ ings. A
broad ba sis was de manded on the ground that not only would Lib er als find
it sat is fac tory, but the Sym bol ists also would find room for their views on
such a plat form. It would, of course, be re quired of them that they should
not en ter upon con tro versy with their more lib eral brethren. The Lutheran
Ob server (Au gust 4, 1865), de mand ing a Lutheranism broad enough to em- 
brace both par ties, would have each vi tal ize and bless the other and sup ply
mu tual de fects.

But such a pol icy is not prac ti cal un der free church con di tions. It might
work in a coun try like Ger many, where State and Church are united and
where con trary cur rents are held in the same chan nel by the strong arm of
the gov ern ment, al though even there the at tempted amal ga ma tion of het ero- 
ge neous el e ments has only pro duced sep a rate so ci eties ex ist ing along side of
each other. But surely in the land of free churches wa ter and oil would not
mix. To de mand that the “Sym bol ist” should not form a party with men of
con ge nial mind in de fense of his con vic tions is not only im pos si ble, but un- 
just and unchris tian.73

It was, there fore, the most nat u ral thing in the world that a smaller con- 
fes sional party formed it self within the Gen eral Synod, which stood op- 
posed to the ma jor ity. Stim u lated by out side in flu ences and strength ened by
its vic tory over the Def i nite Plat form, it em ployed the braini est the olo gians
to plead its cause. Its great est leader was Dr. Charles Porter field Krauth. In
1865 this bril liant thinker, an out spo ken op po nent of the Def i nite Plat form
the ol ogy, aban doned the last rem nants of the con fes sional views un der
which he had grown up, and the con tro versy be tween the two par ties of the
Gen eral Synod as sumed the pro por tions of a fi nal and de ci sive con flict.74

This great con flict was pre ceded by two other rup tures which we will now
de scribe.
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1. The Ex o dus of the Swedes.

In the Synod of North ern Illi nois, a Dis trict Synod of the Gen eral Synod,
there were a large num ber of Swedes. In 1859 they formed about one-half
of the whole synod. They were di vided into three con fer ences: Chicago,
Mis sis sippi and Min ne sota. At Spring field, Ill., they co op er ated with the
Eng lish part of their synod in the man age ment of the Illi nois State Uni ver- 
sity. There W. M. Reynolds was pres i dent and Dr. S. W. Harkey pro fes sor
of the ol ogy. In 1856 Prof. L. P. Es b jo ern took charge of its Scan di na vian
de part ment. These Scan di na vians did not re ally agree doc tri nally with their
Eng lish-speak ing brethren, but they did not know where else to turn for the
ed u ca tion of a min istry. They, how ever, had the sat is fac tion, of caus ing the
North ern Illi nois Synod to speak of the Augs burg Con fes sion as “a cor rect
and true sum mary of the teach ings of the Chris tian re li gion.”75 But soon
they came to the part ing of the ways. In the Ju bilee edi tion of the Au gus tana
Synod, we read the fol low ing re mark: “Dur ing sub se quent years a num ber
of ‘new Luther ans’ were re ceived who rec og nized no stan dards of doc trine
and who did all in their power to tear down ev ery bar rier which might hin- 
der the in stream of free thought.” Es b jo ern and Has selquist, as del e gates to
the Gen eral Synod at Pitts burg (1857), re turned with sore hearts over the re- 
cep tion of the Melanchthon Synod (§ 10, 3, a). The plan to with draw was
ma tur ing among the Scan di na vians, when trou bles arose be tween Es b jo ern
and some pro fes sors at Spring field, Ill. Es b jo ern re signed sud denly April,
1860, and moved to Chicago. The Scan di na vian stu dents, with the ex cep- 
tion of two, went with him.76 At a gath er ing in Chicago this step was jus ti- 
fied by the Scan di na vians who, dis solv ing their con nec tion with the Synod
of North ern Illi nois, formed the Au gus tana Synod, then largely com posed
of Swedes, Danes and Nor we gians. (Comp. § 19, 5, b; § 32, III 3; § 33, 3.)
The new body even tu ally united with the Gen eral Coun cil (§ 19, 5). The
Spring field school ceased to serve the Gen eral Synod and was pur chased
(1868) by the Mis souri ans, who use it to day as their prac ti cal sem i nary (§
24, 1).

2. The Ex o dus of the South ern Luther ans (1863).

This was the be gin ning of a larger se ces sion which shall presently be men- 
tioned. From 1861 to 1864 the North and the South were rent apart by the
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ter ri ble CIVIL WAR. The ha tred thus caused ex tended into the cir cles of the
Church. It cul mi nated in the ex o dus of FOUR SYN ODS from the Gen eral
Synod, viz., the syn ods of North Car olina. South Car olina, Vir ginia and
West Vir ginia. They formed a new gen eral or ga ni za tion known to day as
THE UNITED SYNOD OF THE SOUTH (Chap ter V).

3. The Dis rup tion Lead ing to the Found ing of the Gen eral Coun‐ 
cil.

A. Pre lim i nary.

[a] Un der the lead er ship of Dr. B. Kurtz the MELANCHTHON SYNOD was
formed in Mary land (1857).77 The ex is tence of a new dis trict synod of the
Gen eral Synod in the ter ri tory of the Mary land Synod was jus ti fied on the
prin ci ple of “elec tive affin ity”. Ev ery body should have the lib erty of be- 
long ing to an or ga ni za tion that was con ge nial. The ad vanced Amer i can
Lutheranism of this synod was her alded as its chief at trac tion. It had been
closely mod eled af ter the doc tri nal stan dards of the Evan gel i cal Al liance.
While ac cept ing the Augs burg Con fes sion, it re pu di ated cer tain er rors
which were said by some (sic) to be con tained in said con fes sion: “1. The
ap proval of the cer e monies of the Mass; 2. Pri vate con fes sion and ab so lu- 
tion; 3. De nial of the di vine obli ga tion of the Chris tian Sab bath; 4. Bap- 
tismal re gen er a tion; 5. The real pres ence of the body and blood of the Sav- 
ior in the Sacra ment of the Al tar.” At the meet ing at Pitts burg (1857) the
Melanchthon Synod asked to be re ceived into the Gen eral Synod. A con flict
seemed im mi nent. The lib eral party, nu mer i cally su pe rior, was vig or ously
op posed by a con ser va tive el e ment. Dr. Krauth, Jun., served as a me di a tor.
He fa vored the re cep tion of the synod, but “af fec tion ately re quested” the
brethren of that body to erase the im plied charges against the Augs burg
Con fes sion. The votes stood 98 to 26 in fa vor of ad mis sion. The del e gates
of the Penn syl va nia Synod, also the Scan di na vians of the Synod of North- 
ern Illi nois,78 were recorded in the neg a tive. This con tro versy helped (as we
have just seen. § 10, 1) to cause the sep a ra tion of the Swedes from the Gen- 
eral Synod, 1860.

[b] At the con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod at York, Pa. (1864). the
FRANCK EAN SYNOD ap plied for ad mis sion. This body, founded in 1837 as a
branch of the Hartwick Synod, had never ac cepted the Augs burg Con fes- 
sion. It had adopted a few gen eral prin ci ples,79 and had is sued a “Dec la ra- 
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tion” in which the Lord’s Sup per is spo ken of “as a to ken of faith in the
atone ment of Christ, and of broth erly love.”80 A res o lu tion of the Gen eral
Synod, passed as early as 1839, had men tioned the Ten nes see Synod and
the Franck ean Synod as two ex tremes en dan ger ing the unity of
Lutheranism. But in 1857 the Gen eral Synod, wish ing to re tract this res o lu- 
tion re gard ing the Ten nes see Synod, found it dif fi cult to de cline sim i lar ac- 
tion con cern ing the Franck ean Synod. This caused the Franck ean Synod to
seek ad mis sion into the Gen eral Synod, hop ing, no doubt, that since the
Melanchthon Synod had en coun tered no ob sta cles in the way of such a step,
it might be equally suc cess ful.

At the 21st con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod (York, Pa., May 5, 1864)
the ad mis sion of the Franck ean Synod was ar gued on the very first day. A
com mit tee un der the chair man ship of Dr. H. N. Pohlman re ported as fol- 
lows: “That the Franck ean Synod be ad mit ted as an in te gral por tion of the
Gen eral Synod, as soon as it shall give for mal ex pres sion to its adop tion of
the Augs burg Con fes sion as re ceived by the Gen eral Synod.” This was sat- 
is fac tory to the Con ser va tives, who were con tend ing for the prin ci ple that
no synod should be come a part of the Gen eral Synod which did not ac cept
for mally the Augs burg Con fes sion. They held that if this rule was not to be
ap plied, the dis tricts of the gen eral body would be kept in a feel ing of un- 
cer tainty as to the fu ture se cu rity of their con fes sional po si tion. But the
adop tion of the res o lu tion was not the end of the af fair. The del e gates of the
Franck ean Synod, on the fol low ing day, asked for its re con sid er a tion,
declar ing that by ac cept ing the con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod, they
thought that they had also ac cepted its con fes sion of faith. Af ter a lengthy
and earnest de bate, the Franck ean Synod was ac cepted with the un der stand- 
ing that it should, at its next con ven tion, adopt the Augs burg Con fes sion as
its doc tri nal ba sis. The votes stood 97 to 40. This was taken to mean that a
synod might en ter the Gen eral Synod, even though it had not yet ac cepted
the Au gus tana, but had merely in di cated its in ten tion to do so.

Mat ters were even more com pli cated be cause the Franck ean Synod had
al ready adopted, in place of the Augs burg Con fes sion, an in de pen dent dec- 
la ra tion of faith, ex clud ing sev eral fea tures of Lutheranism. And why did it
not adopt the Augs burg Con fes sion at the same meet ing at which it sought
ad mis sion into the Gen eral Synod? This was the con tention of the Con ser- 
va tives. The Lib er als, on the other hand, and those who had been won over
to their view point, ar gued that the Franck ean Synod, while not for mally
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com ply ing with con di tions of ad mis sion, had done so to all in tents and pur- 
poses; that other syn ods had been re ceived un der sim i lar cir cum stances;
that the con sti tu tion ad mit ted of var ied in ter pre ta tions.

As a mat ter of fact, the Gen eral Synod, at the time of its or ga ni za tion
(1820), had not dared to be too rigid in its doc tri nal de mands. Par tic u larly
the New York Min is terium and also the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia
would, at that time, have been op posed to in cor po rat ing a con fes sional para- 
graph, such as the Gen eral Synod gave to its dis trict syn ods (1829). into the
con sti tu tion of the gen eral body (§ 11. 1, a). At that time the sep a rate syn- 
ods were too jeal ous of their rights. In 1835 the Gen eral Synod fi nally took
courage to de clare that only those syn ods should be ac cepted which be- 
lieved in the fun da men tal doc trines of the Bible “as taught by our Church.”

Upon this re mark, and also upon the state ment of the con sti tu tion that
“all reg u larly con sti tuted Lutheran syn ods can be ad mit ted if they ac cept
the con sti tu tion and send del e gates, etc.,” the Con ser va tives, now chiefly
led by the Penn syl va nia Synod, based their ar gu ments. The chair man of the
com mit tee of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia read a protest against the ad- 
mis sion of the Franck ean Synod. He called it a vi o la tion of the con sti tu tion,
which speaks of only “Lutheran” syn ods to be ad mit ted. Lutheran syn ods
were those which ac cepted the fun da men tal doc trines of the Bible “as
taught by our church.” This meant the Au gus tana. But at no time in its his- 
tory had the Franck ean Synod adopted the Augs burg Con fes sion. For this
rea son it could not be re garded as a prop erly con sti tuted Lutheran synod.
By ad mit ting it, vi o lence was be ing done to the con sti tu tion of the Gen eral
Synod. This protest was signed by the en tire del e ga tion of the Penn syl va nia
Synod, and also by del e gates of the fol low ing syn ods: Pitts burg (4), New
York (4), Illi nois (3), Mary land (2), East Penn syl va nia (1), Olive Branch
(1), North ern Illi nois (1), Iowa (1), num ber ing twenty-eight sig na tures.

At the same time an other doc u ment was sub mit ted in which the Penn syl- 
va nia Synod de clared its with drawal from the ses sions of the Gen eral Synod
on the ground that the con di tions of af fil i a tion orig i nally agreed upon
(1853) had been bro ken. Among the res o lu tions passed at the time of the re- 
union of the Penn syl va nia Synod with the Gen eral Synod, it was clearly
stated “that, should the Gen eral Synod vi o late its con sti tu tion, and re quire
of our synod, or of any synod, as a con di tion of ad mis sion or con tin u ance of
mem ber ship, as sent to any thing con flict ing with the old and long-es tab- 
lished faith of the Lutheran Evan gel i cal Church, then our del e gates are
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hereby re quired to protest against such ac tion, to with draw from its ses sions
and to re port to this body.”81

AN NO TA TION. Un der sim i lar con di tions the Pitts burg Synod had united
with the Gen eral Synod,82 and its del e gates were in per fect ac cord with
those of the Penn syl va nia Synod in this mat ter. A mi nor ity in both syn ods
had op posed the pro posed union with the Gen eral Synod. In the Min is- 
terium of Penn syl va nia the votes stood 217 cler i cal and 15 lay men for and
14 cler i cal and 14 lay men against the res o lu tion. In the Pitts burg Synod 10
min is ters and 7 lay men voted for it, 9 pas tors and 3 lay men against it.

A spirit dif fer ent from that of the Gen eral Synod per vaded the Min is- 
terium of Penn syl va nia.

In 1853, the year of its ad mis sion into the Gen eral Synod, the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod ac knowl edged “the col lec tive body of the Sym bol i cal Books as
the con fes sional writ ings of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church, and ac corded
to the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion and Luther’s Small Cat e chism an es- 
pe cial im por tance among the sym bol i cal books gen er ally”83 Con sid er ing
fur ther the cau tious lan guage used in con nec tion with its step into the Gen- 
eral Synod, we get some idea how doc tri nal mat ters had changed in the
Penn syl va nia Synod (§ 8, 2). We read in a res o lu tion pre ced ing the con tem- 
plated af fil i a tion: “That this synod re gards the Gen eral Synod as an as so ci a- 
tion of Evan gel i cal Lutheran syn ods, en ter tain ing the same views of the
fun da men tal doc trines of the Gospel as these are ex pressed in the con fes- 
sional writ ings of our Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church and es pe cially in the
Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion, and that we ad vert to the fact that the Gen- 
eral Synod is de nied the right by its con sti tu tion of mak ing any in no va tions
or al ter ation of this faith. See Ar ti cle 3, Sec tion 2, 3.”

The sur pris ing change of view in the Penn syl va nia Synod, for merly so
con spic u ous for its will ing ness to make com mon cause with the Re formed
(§ 6, 4; § 8, 2, 3; § 11, 1, a), is a his tor i cal phe nom e non that calls for an in- 
ter pre ta tion. In our judg ment the ex pla na tion is con tained in the fol low ing
con sid er a tions: 1) The Min is terium of Penn syl va nia was pre dom i nantly
Ger man, and as such would have a nat u ral aver sion against the re vival
move ments which did so much to oblit er ate the spirit of Lutheranism in the
Eng lish parts of the Lutheran Church. Here the Min is terium was on com- 
mon ground with the Re formed. Note that the strong est protest against re- 
vival ism came from the Mer cers burg Sem i nary (Dr. Nevin).84 2) When the
Lutheran Church in Ger many ex pe ri enced its great re ac tion against the
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Prus sian Union in the ris ing of men like Claus Harms, Scheibel, Stahl, Gu- 
er icke, Rudel bach, Lud wig Harms, Loehe, Besser, Wange mann and many
oth ers, a great lit er a ture sprang up, which re vived Lutheran con scious ness
in the Fa ther land. Such in flu ences must have been felt more in a Ger man
body like the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia than in the more An gli cized dis- 
tricts of the Gen eral Synod. Also the min is ters who came over from Ger- 
many dur ing this pe riod un der the in flu ence of a re vived Lutheran con- 
scious ness would nat u rally go into the bod ies where the Ger man lan guage
was es pe cially used. So grad u ally the min is te rial body of the Penn syl va nia
Synod be gan to grow in Lutheran con vic tions, and be came op posed to the
for merly cher ished idea of a fu ture union with the Re formed. 3) And then it
must be re mem bered that in the Penn syl va nia Synod there had al ways been
the use of Luther’s cat e chism and the thor oughly evan gel i cal hymns of the
Lutheran Church, while in the Eng lish syn ods the cat e chism went partly out
of use, or was greatly de pre ci ated, and the strong Ger man hymns were re- 
placed by the sen ti ments of Method ism and Pu ri tanism. Here all the Ger- 
man syn ods (Ten nes see, Joint Ohio and Penn syl va nia Syn ods) had an ad- 
van tage over the rapidly An gli ciz ing parts of the Lutheran Church. 4) In ad- 
di tion to all this, we must re mem ber the strong or ga niz ing in flu ence of such
great men as Drs. C. F. Scha ef fer, W. J. Mann, G. F. Kro tel. C. P. Krauth.
Jun., W. A. Pas sa vant, Beale M. Schmucker and oth ers.

AN NO TA TION. While the with drawal of the Penn syl va nia del e ga tion was
keenly felt, it had a salu tary ef fect on the fu ture of the Gen eral Synod. At
the very con ven tion which caused this rup ture, res o lu tions were passed for
a clearer def i ni tion of the con fes sional ba sis to be rec og nized by syn ods de- 
sir ing to unite with the Gen eral Synod. Ar ti cle III, § 3, was made more ex- 
plicit (cf. § 11, 1, b). In its orig i nal form it stated that “all reg u larly con sti- 
tuted Lutheran syn ods hold ing the fun da men tal doc trines of the Bible as
taught by our church, not now in con nec tion with the Gen eral Synod, may
at any time be come as so ci ated with it, by adopt ing this con sti tu tion and
send ing del e gates,” etc.; but the amended ver sion went much fur ther: “All
reg u larly con sti tuted Lutheran syn ods, not now in con nec tion with the Gen- 
eral Synod, re ceiv ing and hold ing, 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 of our church, founded upon
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the Word, may, at any time,” etc. This amend ment was sent to the dif fer ent
dis trict syn ods, and hav ing been adopted by them was made a part of the
con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod.“85 An other dec la ra tion was ac cepted at
this time (1864) known as the York Res o lu tion. This was one of a num ber
of propo si tions made by Dr. Charles Porter field Krauth at the con ven tion of
the Pitts burg Synod at Zelieno ple (1856), and was di rected against the Def i- 
nite Plat form. It aimed to meet cur rent prej u dices against the Augs burg
Con fes sion. (See”York Res o lu tion," § 11, 1, c.) It was never more than a
res o lu tion, lack ing the sanc tion of the dis trict syn ods which is re quired by
the con sti tu tion, and was there fore in cor po rated in the new con fes sional for- 
mula rec om mended at Wash ing ton and re ported at Atchi son as hav ing been
adopted by all the dis trict syn ods.

[c] THE FOUND ING OF THE SEM I NARY AT PHIL A DEL PHIA was an other link in
the chain of events which were work ing to wards the dis rup tion of the Gen- 
eral Synod. At the 117th con ven tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod, held at
Pottstown, Pa., May 25, 1864 (a few days af ter the re turn of the York del e- 
gates who had with drawn from the ses sions of the Gen eral Synod), it was
de cided to es tab lish a sep a rate The o log i cal Sem i nary of the Penn syl va nia
Synod. This was no new idea. As early as 1846 Dr. C. R. Demme, a Phil a- 
del phia cler gy man, had been del e gated by the synod to col lect a li brary and
to ed u cate young men for the min istry. This was done to coun ter act
Dr. Schmucker’s in flu ence at Get tys burg. While the Ger mans (Pas tor S. K.
Brobst. ed i tor of The ol o gis che Monat shefte) had been urg ing the move- 
ment, the Eng lish Luther ans de layed ac tion, hop ing that things might be- 
come more hope ful at Get tys burg.

Dr. Schmucker re signed in Feb ru ary, 1864. The Con ser va tives wanted
Dr. C. P. Krauth as his suc ces sor. This, how ever, seemed out of the ques- 
tion, es pe cially af ter the con flict at York.86

A schism seemed im mi nent in the Gen eral Synod. Dr. C. W. Scha ef fer,
in his open ing speech as Pres i dent of the Penn syl va nia Synod (May 25,
1864), urged the found ing of a sep a rate sem i nar}-. His propo si tion was
unan i mously adopted. In a spe cial meet ing at Al len town (July 26th and
27th) the de tails were worked out. Drs. C. P. Krauth, W. J. Mann and C. F.
Scha ef fer were elected pro fes sors or di narii, and C. W. Scha ef fer and G. F.
Kro tel as pro fes sors ex traor di narii. The sem i nary was to be founded on the
un con di tional ac cep tance of all the sym bols of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran
Church. It was opened on Oc to ber 5th. Sev eral Get tys burg stu dents went to



102

Phil a del phia. Prof. C. F. Scha ef fer of Get tys burg (the pro fes sor of the Penn- 
syl va nia Synod) ac cepted a chair in Phil a del phia. The re la tions be tween the
two in sti tu tions be came strained. A lit er ary war was car ried on be tween
Dr. Krauth and Dr. Brown. When Dr. Charles Philip Krauth, fa ther of
Charles Porter field Krauth, heard of the found ing of the new sem i nary, he is
said to have ex claimed with a heavy heart: “Now a di vi sion of the church
can not be avoided.”87 In the light of this ac tion the with drawal of the del e- 
gates of the Penn syl va nia Synod at York ap peared as the cli max of a long
con tem plated move ment on the part of that body to op pose a new con fes- 
sional ten dency to the doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod. The ques tion
was asked: Is the Penn syl va nia Synod still a part of the Gen eral Synod?
When, at the meet ing of the board of di rec tors of the Get tys burg Sem i nary,
the rep re sen ta tives of the Penn syl va nia Synod wished to take part, they
were not rec og nized be cause their synod had ceased, by its ac tion at York,
to be a part of the Gen eral Synod. This point of view was not shared by the
Penn syl va nia del e gates, who as serted that a break from the Gen eral Synod
had not been in tended. Dr. Spaeth says: “It must be ad mit ted that the clearer
judg ment and more con sis tent logic was on the side of the rad i cal wing of
the Gen eral Synod. They showed a thor ough ap pre ci a tion of the real sit u a- 
tion,” etc. (C. P. K. II, 154).

AN NO TA TION. Not all of the men of the Gen eral Synod who failed to jus- 
tify the ac tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod should be classed among the Rad- 
i cals. There were some, to be sure, who might have sac ri ficed ev ery dis tinc- 
tive fea ture of Lutheranism. But men like Chas. Phil. Krauth, Chas. A. Hay,
J. G. Mor ris. J. A. Brown. H. N. Pohlman, T. Storck and many oth ers,
whose pow er ful in flu ence be came ap par ent in their suc cess ful op po si tion to
the Def i nite Plat form, were far from be ing rad i cal. Nei ther can we dis pose
of them as “mid dle-of-the-road” men af ter the witty words of Dr. Krauth:
“Moral weak lings who deem them selves mir a cles of gen tle ness, pru dence
and mod er a tion, snaky doves, or dove-like ser pents, re fus ing to be re duced
to a class. …They now go with the one side, now with the other, but take a
path ex actly mid way be tween them, as sum ing that wher ever the ex tremes
of opin ion are due North and South, the pre cise line of truth is ex actly due
East or West; and that, sup pos ing what claims to be true one yard oflF from
the al leged er ror, you in fal li bly keep the golden mean by hold ing your self
eigh teen inches aloof from both.” (Spaeth II, 136). Men thus de scribed no
doubt ex isted then as ever. But the men in the mid dle-of-the-road in the
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Gen eral Synod were of a dif fer ent type. They had not yet reached the end of
their the o log i cal de vel op ment, and even tu ally be came suc cess ful lead ers to- 
gether with oth ers who fol lowed them (Pro fes sors E. J. Wolf, H. L.
Baugher, S. P. Breck en ridge, L. A. Got wald. S. A. Ort, D. H. Bauslin, et
al.). Their early train ing fell in the pe riod of “Amer i can Lutheranism” and
Methodis tic ten den cies. They were not yet pre pared to dis card the past.
They loved the Gen eral Synod, and saw in the ex o dus of the Penn syl va ni- 
ans and in the found ing of the new sem i nary an at tempt to dis rupt the or ga- 
ni za tion. While they re pu di ated the Def i nite Plat form, they were ac cus- 
tomed to dis tin guish ing be tween fun da men tals and non-fun da men tals in the
Augs burg Con fes sion. They feared the For mula of Con cord against which
they had been prej u diced. The polem i cal meth ods of the Con cor dia-Luther- 
ans in those years de terred them from the ten den cies of the “Sym bol ists”.
And yet they were not with out ap pre ci a tion of the po si tion which men like
Dr. Krauth and oth ers were tak ing in con fes sional re spects.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

PAS TOR C. R. DEMME, D. D. (born in 1795, died in 1863) was the son of the
Gen eral Su per in ten dent of Al tenburg in Ger many. He came with a full clas- 
si cal and the o log i cal ed u ca tion from Ger many and be came pas tor in Phil a- 
del phia. He was among the most em i nent preach ers and the pro found est
schol ars of his time, some what me di at ing in his the o log i cal po si tion. He
was a born leader, a man of im pos ing pres ence and al to gether the most in- 
flu en tial mem ber of the Penn syl va nia Synod. As a hym nol o gist and an au- 
thor ity in litur gi cal mat ters he ranks very high. The hym nal of the Penn syl- 
va nia Synod (1849) and its rit ual (1849) are largely his work.

PROF. C. F. SCHA EF FER, D. D., born 1807 in Ger man town, Pa., ed u cated
in the Uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia (in the ol ogy by his fa ther Dr. F. D. Scha- 
ef fer and Dr. Demme), be came Pas tor at Carlisle, Pa., Hager stown, Md.,
Lan cas ter, O., Red Hook, N. Y., and Eas ton, Pa. He was Pro fes sor of the ol- 
ogy in the sem i nary of the Joint Synod of Ohio in Colum bus (1840-46, see
§ 28), in Get tys burg, Pa. (1857-64), in Phil a del phia (1864-79). He was ac- 
tive as a writer, hav ing trans lated the trea tise on the Book of Acts by Lange,
the Sa cred His tory of Kurtz and Arndt’s True Chris tian ity. He was also au- 
thor of a com men tary on Matthew and of im por tant con tri bu tions to the
Evan gel i cal Re view. He died in 1898.
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PROF. C. W. SCHA EF FER. D. D., LL.D., born in Hager stown, Md., in 1813,
ed u cated at the Uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia and at Get tys burg. He served the
con gre ga tion of Bar ren Hill (1834-40), Har ris burg (1840-49) and Ger man- 
town, Pa., (1849-64), be came pro fes sor at the sem i nary of Phil a del phia
(1864) and was for many years pres i dent of synod. He dis tin guished him- 
self as an au thor (“Early His tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica”, 1857,
and many ar ti cles in the Evan gel i cal Re view) and as a leader in the Church.
He died in 1898.

B. The Con ven tion at Fort Wayne, 1866.

[a] IN TRO DUC TORY. The twenty-sec ond con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod was
opened at Ft. Wayne, Ind., on the morn ing of May 17, 1866. At that time
this body com prised two-thirds of the Luther ans in Amer ica. Those who
had fol lowed de vel op ments dur ing the pre ced ing two years had rea son to
look for ward to this no table gath er ing with a feel ing of fear that some thing
se ri ous might take place. Af ter the con ven tion at York, “The Lutheran Ob- 
server” had viewed the sit u a tion from ev ery point of the com pass. In the
edi tion of Oc to ber 21, 1864, it pub lished an ar ti cle on the “Com ing The o- 
log i cal Con flict,” in which the fear is ex pressed that the Church might be
in creas ingly dom i nated by the mi nor ity. It would not be the first time in his- 
tory that the few would sway the many. The ul tra-con ser va tives would now
op er ate un der the sanc tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod, and drive home their
claims by means of “The Lutheran and Mis sion ary,” the new sem i nary and
a num ber of litur gi cal pub li ca tions. Should the Lib er als cease their ac tiv ity
and dis play less sagac ity and zeal in ad vo cat ing their side of the ques tion,
the re sult could be eas ily fore seen.

In tense bit ter ness was felt against the Penn syl va nia Synod on ac count of
the with drawal of its del e ga tion and the found ing of the Phil a del phia Sem i- 
nary. Dr. Krauth, Jun., had ex posed the shal low ness of “Amer i can
Lutheranism” in many able ar ti cles in the “Lutheran and Mis sion ary,” of
which he was ed i tor from 1861 to 1867.88 The ex treme Lib er al ists in the
Gen eral Synod, who, how ever, had not such a ma jor ity of votes that they
could carry any mea sure with out the aid of oth ers with whom they were of- 
ten at swords’ points, aimed to ex clude the Penn syl va nia Synod at this con- 
ven tion, if it could be done. The “Lutheran Ob server” pre sented the view
that since the Penn syl va nia Synod had with drawn from the Gen eral Synod,
it would have to be reg u larly re in stated be fore it could be rec og nized. It ar- 
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gued that the del e gates from this synod would have to pay their own ex- 
penses to Fort Wayne, that their cre den tials would be laid on the ta ble un til
af ter or ga ni za tion and that their case would be sub mit ted to a com mit tee
which, at the close of the con ven tion, would re port that, if the del e gates of
the Penn syl va nia Synod were to at tend on the same ba sis as the del e gates of
other syn ods, they would be ad mit ted, but not oth er wise.89 The “Lutheran”
knew90 (through a note di rected by Dr. S. S. Schmucker to his son, Beal M.
Schmucker, a del e gate to synod) that an ex ten sive cor re spon dence had been
car ried on be tween prom i nent men of the Gen eral Synod, many of whom
were del e gates to the Fort Wayne con ven tion, to the ef fect that the Penn syl- 
va nia Synod should no longer be re garded as a part of the Gen eral Synod.

But in or der to speak im par tially, we should add to these state ments
which Dr. Spaeth has col lected in his “Life of Krauth,” the fol low ing: Dr. S.
K. Brobst, in the “Lutherische Zeit schrift,” pub lished at Al len town, Pa.,
replied to the pa pers of Colum bus and St. Louis, which ex pressed re gret
that the Penn syl va nia Synod had not, im me di ately af ter the ex pe ri ence in
York (at its meet ing in Pottstown, Pa.), with drawn from the Gen eral Synod:
that the mother-synod should be given time to pro ceed slowly. He added
that the Penn syl va nia Synod would have sep a rated from the Gen eral Synod
years ago if it had not been for its in vest ments and rights at Get tys burg.
This had been the real crux of the mat ter at Pottstown, and had caused the
de lay which the west ern brethren had failed to un der stand. The prob lem
would soon be solved, how ever, by the es tab lish ment of a new ed u ca tional
in sti tu tion. “There fore, dear brethren, have pa tience a lit tle longer.”91

Dr. Brown, in a speech last ing an hour, which he de liv ered at Fort Wayne in
re ply to Dr. Pas sa vant, de clared that ne go ti a tions had taken place and that
“noses had been counted” by the op po si tion, re sult ing in the in for ma tion
that four teen syn ods were ready to se cede and to build over the ru ins of the
Gen eral Synod a new or ga ni za tion.

We want to tell both sides of the story. In ter arma silent leges, i.e., laws
are silent in the din of bat tle. Syn od i cal pol i tics played a prom i nent part all
around.

At all events, the Penn syl va nia Synod elected reg u lar del e gates to the
con ven tion at Fort Wayne. Its cler i cal rep re sen ta tives were J. A. Seiss,
chair man,92 C. P. Krauth, G. F. Kro tel, C. W. Scha ef fer, S. K. Brobst, B. M.
Schmucker. The lead ing ed i to rial in the Lutheran Ob server (May 11), pub- 
lished in con nec tion with the con ven tion, gave a gen eral re view of the
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whole sit u a tion. It stated that the found ing of a new sem i nary, close to Get- 
tys burg, yet doc tri nally an tag o nis tic to it, prac ti cally amounted to a schism.
It called at ten tion to the fact that the Penn syl va nia Synod de manded its own
hym nal, liturgy and cat e chism, con trary to the rights ac corded other dis trict
syn ods be long ing to the Gen eral Synod. Fur ther more, the spe cial priv i lege
by which the Penn syl va nia del e gates as sumed au thor ity to judge the con sti- 
tu tion al ity of the Gen eral Synod’s pro ceed ings and to with draw from its
ses sions with out los ing mem ber ship was al to gether un ten able.93 The ar ti cle
closes by say ing it would be fair for the Gen eral Synod to de clare that if the
Penn syl va nia Min is terium would come like any other del e ga tion, will ing to
co op er ate and to con struct the fu ture pol icy of all con cerned, it would be
heartily wel comed; but should it come as a foe or even in a spirit of an tag o- 
nism to the fun da men tal ideals of the Gen eral Synod and de ter mined to
over throw its doc tri nal ba sis, to re place its lit er a ture and to dis turb its in sti- 
tu tions, then it should be re fused ad mis sion. Apart from the ques tion
whether the Gen eral Synod had the for mal right of re ject ing the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod, since it had been ad mit ted with that ob jec tion able priv i lege
(1853), we can not help agree ing with “The Lutheran Ob server.” The Penn- 
syl va nia Synod, on the other hand, could not very well re cede from its po si- 
tion. It stood for a great prin ci ple: the prin ci ple of com mit ting the Lutheran
Church of Amer ica to his tor i cal foun da tions, whence it had been shifted by
the ac tions of the ad vo cates of Amer i can Lutheranism.

The ques tion has been asked: Why did the Penn syl va nia Synod send del- 
e gates to Fort Wayne? Dr. Spaeth quotes Dr. Chas. Philip Krauth as hav ing
de clared that the Penn syl va nia Synod was right in with draw ing at York, but
wrong in again send ing del e gates to Fort Wayne.94 In deed its ac tion is dif fi- 
cult to un der stand. It stated that it was en cour aged by the in ten tion of the
Gen eral Synod, ex pressed at York, to em body in its con sti tu tion a con fes- 
sional para graph which would be bind ing upon all syn ods be long ing to it
(com. § 10, 3, a, page 145). But the op po nents sus pected that a del e ga tion
had been sent to Fort Wayne to place the odium of schism on the Gen eral
Synod.95 When there is mu tual dis trust there is eas ily a lack of char ity in in- 
ter pret ing the mo tives for an ac tion. We do not be lieve that there was en tire
unity of view in the Penn syl va nia Synod. The Ger mans, to be sure, were
united in their de ter mi na tion to sep a rate, but many of the Eng lish, like
Dr. Krauth him self,96 felt at tached to the Gen eral Synod with many ten der
ties and did not want to leave it un less the step was ab so lutely nec es sary.
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[b] Let us try to de scribe THE PRO CEED INGS AT FORT WAYNE. Dr. Samuel
Sprecher, head of the Col lege and Sem i nary at Spring field, O., presided.
Eleven syn ods had handed in cre den tials for their del e ga tions and had been
rec og nized, when the Penn syl va nia Synod was re fused ad mis sion.
Dr. Sprecher, af ter stat ing that he was ful fill ing a painful duty, of fered the
fol low ing rea son: Since the del e gates of the Penn syl va nia Synod had sev- 
ered their con nec tion with the Gen eral Synod at York, he was forced to rule
that by such ac tion the Penn syl va nia Synod had with drawn from the part- 
ner ship of the syn ods in the gov ern ing func tions of the Gen eral Synod, and
there fore for feited its right of tak ing part in the elec tion of of fi cers; he
added that he would not ask for cre den tials from its del e gates nor give
recog ni tion to them un til af ter the cre den tials of syn ods whose stand ing was
not ques tioned had been passed upon; at that time an op por tu nity would be
given for any ap peal against the de ci sion of the chair.97 Dr. Seiss per sis- 
tently sub mit ted the cre den tials of his del e ga tion, but Dr. Sprecher, with the
same per sis tency, re fused to con sider them. Dr. Krauth wished to know on
what au thor ity the pres i dent was bas ing his de ci sion. Dr. Sprecher replied
that it was not a ques tion of au thor ity by which he could ex clude the Penn- 
syl va nia Synod, but a ques tion of lack of au thor ity for ad mit ting it.98 Del e- 
gates of other syn ods, fa vor ing the Penn syl va nia Synod, asked to be heard,
but were ruled out of or der. The con ven tion ad journed. At the open ing of
the af ter noon ses sion. Dr. Sprecher gave his de ci sion, which is on record, as
fol lows: “The chair re gards the acts of the del e gates of the Penn syl va nia
Synod, by which they sev ered their prac ti cal re la tions with the Gen eral
Synod, and with drew from the part ner ship of the syn ods in the gov ern ing
func tions of the Gen eral Synod, as the act of the Synod of Penn syl va nia,
and that con se quently that synod was out of prac ti cal union with the Gen- 
eral Synod up to the ad journ ment of the last con ven tion, and we can not
know of fi cially what the ac tion of that synod has been since; so she must be
con sid ered as in that state of prac ti cal with drawal from the gov ern ing func- 
tions of the Gen eral Synod, un til the Gen eral Synod can re ceive the re port
of an act restor ing her prac ti cal re la tions to the Gen eral Synod; and as no
such re port can be re ceived un til said synod is or ga nized, the chair can not
rec og nize any pa per of fered at this stage of the pro ceed ings of the synod, as
a cer tifi cate of del e ga tion to this body.”99 No dis cus sion was per mit ted at
this point. Af ter the roll call of the syn ods and be fore the elec tion of of fi- 
cers, the chair man of the Penn syl va nia Synod once more sub mit ted the cre- 
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den tials of his del e ga tion, but with out suc cess. The del e gate of an other
synod ap pealed from the de ci sion of the chair. The vote taken on this ap peal
sus tained the pres i dent by 17 to 24. Of fi cers were elected.

Dr. J. A. Brown, the suc ces sor to Dr. S. S. Schmucker at Get tys burg, was
elected pres i dent. The del e ga tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod had with- 
drawn, and was de ter mined not to make an other at tempt at recog ni tion.
They held that the with drawal of their del e ga tion at York (1864) did not af- 
fect their right to be rep re sented in the or ga ni za tion of the Gen eral Synod.

A com mit tee which, at the close of the con ven tion, was in structed to
draw up a re ply to a “protest from del e gates of other syn ods” (see
Dr. Ochsen ford, Doc u men tary His tory, p. 84), de clared on this point: “In
the ex er cise of their or di nary and le git i mate rights, the in te gral mem bers of
such a body may speak against the pas sage of any res o lu tion,100 may vote
against it, when the ques tion is put, and by call ing for the ayes and noes
may have their votes recorded; but if they find them selves in the mi nor ity,
loy alty still re quires them to sub mit to the will of the ma jor ity. If they re- 
gard the adop tion of a res o lu tion as in volv ing a vi o la tion of the con sti tu tion
of the body, they have still an other right — that of protest. They may de- 
mand that a re spect ful protest against the res o lu tion be recorded in the min- 
utes; thus ex on er at ing them selves from all re spon si bil ity for the pas sage of
the res o lu tion; but loy alty re quires them still to sub mit. These are all the
rights of the in te gral parts of any or ga nized body which may be ex er cised
con sis tently with full and com plete mem ber ship. If the mem bers of a body
feel that they can not sub mit even un der protest to its ac tion, they may with- 
draw from it, but this act is the be gin ning of a rev o lu tion, which in its very
in cip i ency sev ers the prac ti cal re la tions of the rev o lu tion ists, and for feits
their share in the gov ern ing power or func tions of the body; in its com ple- 
tion, it sev ers all their re la tions to the body and all their rights in it.”101 This
ex pressed the view of the ma jor ity in the Gen eral Synod.

But the del e gates of the Penn syl va nia Synod em pha sized the fact that,
when it united with the Gen eral Synod in 1853, it had been done with the
reser va tion of hav ing the right to with draw from ses sions and to re port to
the synod, should the Gen eral Synod at any time do any thing con trary to the
faith of the Lutheran Church, be it in the mat ter of ad mis sion of new syn ods
or of the preser va tion of mem ber ship. They fur ther more102 de clared that the
Penn syl va nia Synod was en tirely jus ti fied in spec i fy ing this con di tion. Says
the re ply: “There were those, how ever, in the Synod of Penn syl va nia who,
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al though a mi nor ity, con sti tuted an earnest and in flu en tial mi nor ity, had re- 
sisted the re sump tion of an ac tive con nec tion with the Gen eral Synod, prin- 
ci pally on the ground of doc tri nal dif fi cul ties, and who were un will ing to
reen ter with out some guar an tees that this union should not en dan ger the
faith and op press their con science. To re move all doubts and dif fi cul ties,
and to give all the brethren, es pe cially those who were dis sat is fied with the
doc tri nal po si tion of por tions of the Gen eral Synod, some se cu rity for the
fu ture, the Synod adopted the in struc tions which ap pear to be of fen sive to
many on this floor.”103

It is of in ter est to know whether the Gen eral Synod was fa mil iar with
this at ti tude of the Penn syl va nia Synod at the time of af fil i a tion. The del e- 
gates as sert that these res o lu tions were pub lished even be fore the meet ing at
Win ches ter, Va., in 1853,104 The Penn syl va nia Synod105 recorded the fol low- 
ing re port of its com mit tee: “For whether they (the Gen eral Synod) gladly
re ceived the del e gates of our synod at the con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod
at Win ches ter, in 1853, from mo tives of Chris tian for bear ance, as they al- 
lege, or from what ever other cause, we were re ceived upon these terms, and
they were never re pealed, and un til that has been done in a le git i mate way
our right to rep re sen ta tion can not be justly ques tioned.”106 Be fore the con- 
ven tion at Fort Wayne, Dr. Sprecher wrote to Dr. S. S. Schmucker: “While
other syn ods whose del e gates ap peared at Win ches ter had to make reg u lar
ap pli ca tion be fore their del e gates could take their seats, those of the Penn- 
syl va nia Synod were re ceived with out such ap pli ca tion, and treated as if
their synod had never left the Gen eral Synod.” “107 Says Dr. Spaeth;”Most
cor dially were the del e gates of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia re ceived by
the Gen eral Synod, and re quested to hand in their cre den tials be fore the
body pro ceeded to the elec tion of of fi cers.“108 It seems that any ir reg u lar i- 
ties in the pro ceed ings had been pur posely over looked, be cause a par tic u lar
rev er ence was felt for the old est Lutheran Synod in Amer ica, founded by
Muh len berg. It was known as the”mother synod," and had been in stru men- 
tal in form ing the Gen eral Synod (§ 7, 2). Af ter its with drawal (§ 7, 3) re- 
peated at tempts had been made to win it back. In this con nec tion it is sig nif- 
i cant that, in the min utes of the con ven tion at Win ches ter (1853), there is no
record of those res o lu tions of the Penn syl va nia Synod, al though at the time
they were pub licly read. What did the Gen eral Synod say con cern ing the
right claimed by the Penn syl va nia Synod for its ac tion at York? The com- 
mit tee re ports as fol lows: “If such right was con ceded upon their re-ad mis- 
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sion at Win ches ter, the re tir ing Pres i dent, in or ga niz ing the present con ven- 
tion, could not of fi cially know the fact, for it is not recorded in the min utes
of this body, and the Gen eral Synod can not now of fi cially know it, for she
can know that only as her of fi cial ac tion which is recorded in her min utes.
If the Penn syl va nia Synod be lieved she had the right to which she has at- 
tached so much im por tance, and which she has ex er cised at the risk of de- 
stroy ing this body, and yet did not care to have it recorded, that is the fault
of the Synod of Penn syl va nia, and she has no right to hold the re tir ing Pres- 
i dent of the Gen eral Synod re spon si ble for the con se quences to her self. In
the ab sence of any of fi cial ev i dence of any such con ces sion to the Penn syl- 
va nia Synod on the part of the Gen eral Synod, and hav ing al ready show^n
that the right claimed is es sen tially rev o lu tion ary, we con clude that the Gen- 
eral Synod could not be un der stood to have con ceded it even tac itly as of
any other char ac ter than rev o lu tion ary, and con se quently that she meant to
treat the Penn syl va nia Synod, in case she ex er cised that right, as be ing in a
state of rev o lu tion — that is, out of prac ti cal re la tions with the Gen eral
Synod.”109 Af ter the elec tion of of fi cers and the ex o dus of the Penn syl va nia
del e ga tion, the case of the Penn syl va nia Synod was thor oughly dis cussed.
Ar gu ments, last ing two days and a half, were pre sented and the fol low ing
res o lu tions for warded through Sec re tary M. Sheeleigh to the del e gates of
the Penn syl va nia Synod, still in the city: “1) That this synod re gards the
con di tion an nexed by the Synod of Penn syl va nia to the ap point ment of their
del e gates110 as con trary to that equal ity among the syn ods com pos ing this
body, pro vided for by the Con sti tu tion of this Synod. 2) That what ever mo- 
tives of Chris tian for bear ance may have in duced this synod to re ceive the
Penn syl va nia del e gates, in 1853, with this con di tion, the un fa vor able in flu- 
ence since ex erted by it ren der it very de sir able that the said con di tion be
re scinded by the Synod of Penn syl va nia. 3) That the synod hereby ex- 
presses its en tire will ing ness to re ceive the del e gates of the Synod of Penn- 
syl va nia. 4) That the del e gates from the Penn syl va nia Synod be re quested
to waive what may seem to them an ir reg u lar or ga ni za tion of this body and
to ac qui esce in the present or ga ni za tion.” (Doc u men tary His tory, p. 83. The
fourth point was added later).

Af ter a lengthy dis cus sion of this propo si tion the del e gates of the Penn- 
syl va nia Synod ap peared for the first time, af ter their with drawal, on the
floor of the con ven tion to read their re ply.111 They were asked to present
their cre den tials. This they re fused, but they handed in a copy of their syn- 
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od i cal pro to col con tain ing a list of del e gates. They re fused, on prin ci ple, to
hand in their real cre den tials be cause these had been pre vi ously re jected by
the or ga ni za tion. At the con clu sion of their ex plicit re ply, they de clared:
“What ever im pres sion our course may have made upon some minds, and
what ever ru mors may have been cir cu lated in ref er ence to fac tious and
schis matic move ments of the Synod of Penn syl va nia, we can say with a
good con science that we have not sought di vi sion, but have waited for
union and are ready to co op er ate in the Gen eral Synod — pro vided: That
this body shall now de clare that the Synod of Penn syl va nia had, as it
claimed to have, the con sti tu tional right to be rep re sented be fore the elec- 
tion of of fi cers and take part in it and might now justly claim the right of
cast ing its vote. If the con ven tion will so de clare, we are per fectly will ing to
waive the right of vot ing, will ac qui esce in the present or ga ni za tion, and
will take our seats in this body, equals among equals.”112

It is in ter est ing to know that af ter dis cussing this re ply the chair man,
Dr. Brown, left the chair and of fered this res o lu tion: “RE SOLVED, That, hav- 
ing heard the state ment and ex pla na tion of the del e ga tion of the Synod of
Penn syl va nia, we rec og nize said synod as a con sti tu tional part of this body
and di rect the names of the del e gates to be en tered upon the roll.” Af ter dis- 
cussing this res o lu tion the con ven tion ad journed till the next morn ing. Says
Dr. Ja cobs: “The pur pose of the ma jor ity was not to ex clude the Min is- 
terium of Penn syl va nia, but to com pel its del e gates to ap ply for re-ad mis- 
sion, and then to read mit the Min is terium, with the con di tion which the
Min is terium at tached to its ad mis sion in 1853 an nulled, or the re quest made
that the Min is terium should it self an nul it. The right of del e gates to with- 
draw and re port to their synod when an act which seemed to them un con sti- 
tu tional was passed, was no longer to be ad mit ted. This was the point of
con tention dur ing the days of de bate that fol lowed.”113

It should be added that the del e gates of the Penn syl va nia Synod were
elected at Eas ton, in 1865, with the un der stand ing “that this synod has in no
sense ceased to ap prove of the protest and the with drawal of its del e gates
from the con ven tion at York;” and that it “still re serves the priv i lege (ex- 
pressed in the res o lu tions passed on the oc ca sion of the elec tion of del e- 
gates to the Gen eral Synod, in 1853) which prompted the ac tion of its del e- 
ga tion at the con ven tion of York, in 1864.” Such strong em pha sis, show ing
the un yield ing spirit of the Penn syl va nia Synod in this re spect, caused
alarm among the ma jor ity party of the Gen eral Synod. It was re garded as
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ex ceed ingly dan ger ous at this time of rest less ness in the Gen eral Synod to
leave such a dy na mite box un der the del i cate struc ture of the or ga ni za tion.
The Rev. Joel Schwartz fi nally of fered the fol low ing amend ment:

“RE SOLVED, That, af ter hear ing the re sponse of the del e gates of the Penn- 
syl va nia Synod, we can not con sci en tiously re cede from the ac tion taken by
this body, be liev ing, af ter full and care ful de lib er a tion, said ac tion to have
been reg u lar and con sti tu tional: but that we reaf firm our readi ness to re- 
ceive the del e gates of said synod as soon as they present their cre den tials in
due form.”

We shall close the recital of this epoch-mak ing strug gle by quot ing from
the pam phlet, “The Penn syl va nia Synod”: “The res o lu tion (of Rev. J.
Schwartz) was brought be fore the house, and on mo tion it was agreed to
vote with out de bate. The yeas and nays were called, and there were sev- 
enty-six who voted for the res o lu tion and thirty-two who voted against it,
while seven de clined to vote. Af ter the adop tion of the res o lu tion, a mo tion
was made to re con sider the vote just taken, fol lowed by an other to lay this
mo tion to re con sider on the ta ble, the ef fect of which was, and was pro- 
claimed to be, to pre vent the con ven tion from again con sid er ing the sub ject.
Thus did the ma jor ity firmly and pos i tively burn the bridge be hind them.”114

The chair man of the Penn syl va nia Synod arose and de clared that he con- 
sid ered the de ci sion of the con ven tion as fi nal, and that there was noth ing
left for his del e ga tion but to with draw and re port to their synod. He added,
how ever, that in ac cord with the po si tion orig i nally taken, such a step had
no bear ing on the re la tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod to the Gen eral Synod.
Dr. J. A. Brown, the Pres i dent of the Gen eral Synod, replied that the Gen- 
eral Synod by no means con sid ered the Penn syl va nia Synod as be ing out of
the or ga ni za tion (Doc u men tary His tory, p. 84). But the rup ture had been
made, and, as the se quel proved, could not be healed.

The Penn syl va nia Synod had many friends among other syn ods, with
whom they had held var i ous meet ings re gard ing pos si ble steps that might
have to be taken should the Penn syl va nia Synod se cede. It was agreed first
to is sue a protest against the ac tion of the Gen eral Synod. This protest, read
by Dr. W. A. Pas sa vant, was signed by twenty-two del e gates of dif fer ent
syn ods: New York (4), Pitts burg (5), Engl. Synod of Ohio (4), Iowa (3),
North ern Illi nois (3), North ern In di ana (3), Min ne sota (1), Hartwick (1),
Illi nois (1). The protest closed with these words: “Its in evitable con se- 
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quences will be felt in the fu ture, and will make a deep im pres sion upon the
char ac ter and de vel op ment of the church.”115

[c] A RE VIEW OF THE PRO CEED INGS AT FORT WAYNE. The Gen eral Synod
was no doubt jus ti fied in its de sire not to have af fil i ated with it a synod
claim ing for its del e ga tion the pre rog a tive of with draw ing with out there with
for feit ing its mem ber ship. Nowa days no synod would be ad mit ted on that
ba sis, nei ther to the Gen eral Synod nor to any other large body. The reser- 
va tion with which the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia had en tered was more
hurt ful to the Gen eral Synod than it was needed as a pro tec tion for the
Penn syl va nia Synod. At any time in the fu ture the Penn syl va nia Synod
might with draw from the Gen eral Synod, just as later a num ber of syn ods
left the Gen eral Coun cil when they found their ideals un re al ized. The reser- 
va tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod left it to the col lec tive wis dom of just a
del e ga tion to in tro duce the con sid er a tion of a far-reach ing schism; the
synod then might de cide ei ther to se cede or to re main in the Gen eral Synod
un til it had col lected enough sym pa thiz ers to ef fect the or ga ni za tion of a
new gen eral body. Such pro ceed ings might even tu ally dy na mite the whole
or ga ni za tion. Fair ness de mands that the dif fi cult and crit i cal po si tion of the
Gen eral Synod at Fort Wayne be fully ap pre ci ated. Ever af ter the con ven- 
tion at York sep a ra tion had been in the air: and when im me di ately af ter- 
wards the Phil a del phia Sem i nary was founded, even the men in the mid dle
of the road, who would not have been averse to re ceiv ing the o log i cal in spi- 
ra tion from the men of the Penn syl va nia Synod, were justly alarmed. It
must fur ther be ad mit ted that the Penn syl va nia Synod, es pe cially in its in- 
struc tion to the del e ga tion elected at Eas ton (1865), used lan guage not cal- 
cu lated to pre vent the pos si bil ity of a rup ture.

But was the Gen eral Synod al to gether right? Its mis take of 1853 was not
to be de nied. The Penn syl va nia Synod had been ad mit ted with that reser va- 
tion. It was true, and it may serve to ex plain the rul ing of Dr. Sprecher, that
there was no record of it in the pro to col of 1853. Still it re mains doubt ful
that the ex clu sion of the del e gates of the Penn syl va nia Synod was a jus ti fi- 
able act.116 It should have been borne in mind that the con ven tion was a re li- 
gious one and that par lia men tary tac tics were clearly out of place at a mo- 
ment when it was the great prob lem how Eng lish Lutheranism could be
kept from be ing rent into two hos tile camps. The Penn syl va nia Synod
should have been ad mit ted, and the ar gu ments on the ob jec tion able clause
re served for later dis cus sion.
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Much has been said as to whether or not the con flict at Fort Wayne was
of a con fes sional char ac ter at all. This is both as serted and de nied.117 What
are the facts in the case?

Con sid er ing the long-drawn-out con flicts with “Amer i can Lutheranism,”
the cor re spon dence car ried on by the lead ing men of that pe riod (Charles
Philip Krauth’s let ters to his son; Schmucker’s to Sprecher; Pas sa vant’s to
C. W. Scha ef fer); also the ed i to ri als and con tri bu tions in the “Lutheran Ob- 
server” and the “Lutheran and Mis sion ary,” and re view ing the con tro ver sial
in terim be tween the York and Fort Wayne con ven tions (1864-66), we can- 
not but ad mit that con fes sional dif fer ences were at the bot tom of this whole
strug gle. This was the crux of the mat ter al ways and ev ery where.

But an other is sue crept into the dis cus sion. The old Penn syl va nia Synod
had ever been jeal ous of its in de pen dence. Fear ing the loss of it, she had left
the Gen eral Synod in 1823, and not with out ap pre hen sion that her in di vid u- 
al ity might be ab sorbed by the larger body, had she re turned in 1853. At
Fort Wayne two dis sent ing views of church gov ern ment stood op posed to
each other. The ma jor ity wanted a gen eral church au thor ity whose de ci sions
were to reg u late the dis trict syn ods. But the Penn syl va nia Synod would
con cede noth ing but ad vi sory func tions to the Gen eral Synod. The found ing
of sem i nar ies, the def i ni tion of doc tri nal stan dards and the edit ing of hym- 
nals and rit u als were to re main the busi ness of the dis trict syn ods. The old
mother synod re fused to lose its au ton omy.118

The prob lem of polity then be came ag gra vated by that of the con fes- 
sional ques tion. The Penn syl va nia Synod de manded a sem i nary whose fac- 
ulty was pledged to all the Sym bol i cal Books, be cause the his tory of Get- 
tys burg had proved that the recog ni tion of the Au gus tana and of the Cat e- 
chism was not suf fi cient guar an tee for Lutheran teach ing. More over, she
was not sat is fied with the liturgy of the Gen eral Synod, which at that time
was by no means as clearly Lutheran as we find it in the “Min is te rial Acts”
of to day.119 It is true that at the time of the con ven tion at Fort Wayne the
Penn syl va nia Synod was still sat is fied with only the Au gus tana as the doc- 
tri nal ba sis of the gen eral body.120 And yet it is also true that at the con ven- 
tion in Fort Wayne, Dr. Krauth was al ready of a dif fer ent turn of mind. In
the “Lutheran and Mis sion ary” (July 13, 1865,) he at tacked the po si tion
(held by the Gen eral Synod and for merly also by him self) which dif fer en ti- 
ates be tween fun da men tals and non-fun da men tals in the Au gus tana.
Dr. Spaeth ex plains this change of front as the re sult of con sci en tious study,
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and says that Dr. Krauth had learned to see through the ut ter in con sis tency
and shal low ness of the “Amer i can Lutheranism.”121 Yet there were men in
the Gen eral Synod who even then had not out grown the “Def i nite Plat- 
form.” This we see when we read the Lutheran Ob server about the time of
the con ven tion at Fort Wayne.122 And while the ma jor ity in that body did
not ap prove of the at tacks on the ven er a ble doc u ment of the Ref or ma tion,
they were not ready to con sider all parts of the Au gus tana of fun da men tal
value. But which parts are es sen tial and which non-es sen tial? Would not ev- 
ery body ac cept or re ject what ever he pleased? This would have been the
bur den of ar gu ment at Fort Wayne had the con ven tion pro ceeded far
enough.

But par lia men tary rules and mat ters of church gov ern ment over shad- 
owed this is sue to such an ex tent that the meet ing at Fort Wayne ap pears
un nat u ral, forced and al to gether un sat is fac tory. Nor should we at tribute too
much im por tance to the votes cast at this con ven tion. Some voted against
the Penn syl va nia Synod for trea sons of doc trine, but oth ers were merely
con cerned about the gov ern men tal fea ture of the ques tion. The fi nal de ci- 
sion by no means sig ni fied a vic tory for “Amer i can Lutheranism.” The
Con ser va tives of the Gen eral Synod soon again be gan to gain in flu ence.
They con tin ued the de vel op ment in the right di rec tion, and thus ren dered
ser vices to the Lutheran Church of Amer ica which fu ture his to ri ans will be
forced to rec og nize.

[d] FUR THER RUP TURES (THE FORM ING OF THE GEN ERAL COUN CIL). The vote
cast by the con ven tion at Fort Wayne meant dis rup tion. A few weeks af ter- 
wards, at its 119th an nual meet ing, the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia sev- 
ered its con nec tion with the Gen eral Synod and sent out an in vi ta tion to all
Lutheran syn ods to par tic i pate in the or ga ni za tion of a new gen eral body. In
the fol low ing year (1867), at Fort Wayne, Ind., the new or ga ni za tion known
as the Gen eral Coun cil123 came into ex is tence. The new York Min is terium,
the Pitts burg Synod, the Eng lish Synod of Ohio, the Illi nois Synod and the
Min ne sota Synod also left the Gen eral Synod and took part in the new or ga- 
ni za tion. Some of these syn ods suf fered a dis rup tion. The New York Min is- 
terium lost sev en teen min is ters and ten con gre ga tions, which in turn formed
the New York Synod and as such joined the Gen eral Synod. Seven min is ters
had left the New York Min is terium al ready in 1859, and formed the New
Jer sey Synod.124 This small or ga ni za tion united with the New York Synod
in 1872. Af ter that the whole synod was known as the Synod of New York
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and New Jer sey. But when it was joined by the Hartwick and Franck ean
Syn ods (1908), it adopted the gen eral name of New York Synod, which to- 
day is one of the largest dis trict syn ods of the Gen eral Synod.125 A dis rup- 
tion also oc curred in the Illi nois Synod. At its meet ing at Mount Pu laski,
Ill., a mi nor ity re fused to abide by the de ci sion of the ma jor ity, and re- 
mained wath the Gen eral Synod as the Synod of Cen tral Illi nois.126 Ten
min is ters left the Pitts burg Synod, and, re tain ing the name of the synod, re- 
mained with the Gen eral Synod. Even con gre ga tions were rent asun der.
Their pas tors would choose one way or the other, and in sub se quent lit i ga- 
tions, vi o lent and ex pen sive, church prop er ties were var i ously dis posed of.
no tably in Pitts burg, Leech burg, Williamsport and Al len town. The Gen eral
Coun cil fac tion would gen er ally con tend that the Gen eral Synod did not
rec og nize with out reser va tion the Au gus tana nor the other con fes sional
writ ings of the Lutheran Church, and that, there fore, the Gen eral Synod fac- 
tion was not Lutheran. But such ar gu ments did not carry in court. Al though
the po si tion of the Gen eral Synod was based on the prin ci ple that there were
es sen tial and non-es sen tial el e ments in the Au gus tana (see § 11, 1, b), yet
no court could be moved to de clare the Gen eral Synod non-Lutheran on that
ac count. This is a ques tion of _esse_and bene esse, and a sec u lar court can
de cide only in re gard to the esse. The Gen eral Synod in vari ably won the
con test wher ever con fes sional is sues were at stake.127 The tes ti mony on
both sides, usu ally given by the olo gians of em i nence, al ways of fered a great
dis play of schol ar ship and sagac ity. Dr. J. A. Brown mostly rep re sented the
Gen eral Synod and Dr. C. P. Krauth the Gen eral Coun cil. In the case of the
Leech burg Church, Dr. Brown was on the wit ness stand for five days, half a
day on di rect ex am i na tion and four days and a half on cross-ex am i na tion.
Note wor thy is also the case of Al len town, re ported by Mas ter (Quar terly
Re view, vol. VIII.). Krauth, Scha ef fer and Brobst rep re sented the mi nor ity
claim ing the church prop erty; Hay, Brown and Baum the Gen eral Synod.
The mi nor ity lost. While we must not at tribute too much im por tance to the
de ci sion of sec u lar courts in mat ters of a re li gious char ac ter, be cause in
things spir i tual there is more to be taken ac count of than the let ter of the
law, yet we find in the ju rist’s view point, which at times was con firmed by
the high est au thor i ties, an ad di tional ev i dence for our as ser tion that the dif- 
fer ence be tween the Lutheranism of the two sides was, with re gard to the
form of con fes sional obli ga tion a ques tion of _esse_and bene esse.



117

The losses of the Gen eral Synod be tween 1860 and 1870 were enor- 
mous. Count ing the with drawal of the Swedes and of the south ern Luther- 
ans, they amounted to two hun dred and sev en teen cler gy men and sev enty-
six thou sand one hun dred and forty-nine com mu ni cants. In 1860 the Gen- 
eral Synod com prised two-thirds of the Luther ans in Amer ica, and at this
pe riod of our his tory only one-fourth. But that it re tained its vi tal ity may be
gath ered from the fact that to day (1915) it rep re sents one thou sand three
hun dred and sixty-six min is ters, one thou sand, eight hun dred and thirty-one
con gre ga tions and three hun dred and twenty-nine thou sand six hun dred and
ninety-nine com mu ni cants.

AN NO TA TION. In late years the fol low ing syn ods have united with the
Gen eral Synod: 1867 the Sus que hanna Synod, 1868 the Kan sas Synod,
1861 the (Eng lish) Ne braska Synod, 1877 the Wart burg Synod, 1891 the
Synod of Cal i for nia, the Rocky Moun tain Synod and the Ger man Ne braska
Synod. The last named synod was formed by Ger man min is ters of the in- 
creas ingly Eng lish Ne braska Synod, and com prises, ac cord ing to its lat est
re ports, eighty-three min is ters and one hun dred fif teen con gre ga tions. In the
ter ri to ries of Kan sas, Ok la homa, Ne braska and the two Dako tas the Ger- 
mans of the Gen eral Synod seem to have good prospects. The first min is te- 
rial sup ply for Ne braska was fur nished by the Chicago sem i nary (Dr. J. D.
Sev er ing haus); later the work was chiefly car ried on by the West ern The o- 
log i cal Sem i nary (Dr. J. L. Neve, Dean of the Ger man De part ment), whence
whole classes of can di dates went into the Ne braska field. In 1913 the synod
founded its own sem i nary in Lin coln, Neb. The New York Synod joined the
Gen eral Synod in 1908, but this was merely a case where syn ods which for- 
merly had be longed to the Gen eral Synod (Hartwick, Franck ean, New York
and New Jer sey) now formed a larger or ga ni za tion.

§ 11. The Char ac ter of the Gen eral Synod.

1. Gen eral Re view of Doc tri nal De vel op ment.

To ar rive at a proper per spec tive we have to re fer to some facts which have
been pre vi ously men tioned.

[a] The first con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod (given in de tail by
Fritschel, Vol. II, p. 40) con tained NO EX PLICIT DEC LA RA TION OF AD HER ENCE TO

THE AUGS BURG CON FES SION.
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This de fect is ex plained by the ten dency of that pe riod, which was one in
which the ne ces sity of a clearly stated doc tri nal ba sis was not yet re al ized.
Con sid er a tion, es pe cially for the New York Min is terium and the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod, pre vailed upon the Gen eral Synod at its for ma tion to re frain
from in cor po rat ing doc tri nal dec la ra tions, even re gard ing the Au gus tana, in
its con sti tu tion.

As early as 1792 the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia had adopted a new
con sti tu tion in which ev ery ref er ence to the Lutheran con fes sions had been
care fully avoided (§ 6, 4). The gates were to be left open for a union with
the Re formed. In 1819 it was de cided to found a the o log i cal sem i nary to- 
gether with the Re formed, and in 1822 the de sire was ex pressed to unite
with that de nom i na tion. (For a his tor i cal in ter pre ta tion of the sit u a tion in
the Penn syl va nia Synod see § 10, 3, b, page 144 sq.) Socini an ism was ram- 
pant in the New York Min is terium, whose pres i dent, Dr. Quit man, was one
of the founders of the Gen eral Synod. This ex plains why the Gen eral Synod
could not men tion the Augs burg Con fes sion in its con sti tu tion of 1820. At
that time Dr. S. S. Schmucker was a more pos i tive the olo gian than the ma- 
jor ity of his con tem po raries. In view of the ra tio nal is tic ten den cies in the
New York Min is terium, he de manded that the Augs burg Con fes sion be
raised from the dust and that ev ery cler gy man sign the twenty-one ar ti cles
of faith, and de clare be fore God that they were in har mony with the Bible,
not quatenus, but quia.128

Not un til 1835 was A PARA GRAPH ADDED TO THE CON STI TU TION OF THE GEN- 
ERAL SYNOD, re quir ing that syn ods de sir ing to unite with it should ac cept the
fun da men tal doc trines of the Bible as taught by our Church.

But this fact does not au tho rize us to say that the Gen eral Synod re- 
mained all those years with out a con fes sional obli ga tion. For in 1829 it
adopted a CON STI TU TION FOR ITS DIS TRICT SYN ODS, which in its for mula for or- 
di na tion re quired an af fir ma tive an swer to the fol low ing ques tions:

1. Do you be lieve the Scrip tures of the Old and New Tes ta ment to be the Word of God,
and the only in fal li ble rule of faith and prac tice?

2. Do you be lieve that the fun da men tal doc trines of the Word of God are taught in a
man ner sub stan tially cor rect in the doc tri nal ar ti cles of the Augs burg Con fes sion?
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Even ear lier than this, in 1825, the con fes sional ba sis of the THE O LOG I CAL

SEM I NARY AT GET TYS BURG was ex pressed as fol lows:

In this Sem i nary the fun da men tal doc trines of the Holy Scrip tures, as found in the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion, shall be taught in the Ger man and Eng lish lan guages:

When the pro fes sors were in ducted into of fice they were re quired to af firm:

I be lieve that the Augs burg Con fes sion and the Cat e chisms of Luther are a sum mary and
cor rect ex hi bi tion of the fun da men tal doc trines of God’s Word.

A closer ex am i na tion of these con fes sional obli ga tions, par tic u larly that
con tained in the for mula of or di na tion, re veals a lack of the nec es sary clear- 
ness and def i nite ness. The ex pres sion “SUB STAN TIALLY COR RECT” was in ter- 
preted by the rep re sen ta tives of the so-called “Amer i can Lutheranism” to
mean that the Au gus tana was not through out in ac cor dance with the Scrip- 
tures, and that they had the right, there fore, to re ject such ar ti cles as they
chose.

[b] At the con ven tion at YORK, PA. (1864), the very one from which the
del e gates of the Penn syl va nia Min is terium had with drawn in con se quence
of the re cep tion of the Franck ean Synod (§ 10, 3), the Gen eral Synod rec- 
om mended to its dis trict syn ods the in cor po ra tion of the fol low ing para- 
graph in the con sti tu tion of the gen eral body:129

“All reg u larly con sti tuted Lutheran syn ods, not now in con nec tion with the Gen eral Synod,
re ceiv ing and hold ing, 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 of our Church founded upon
that Word, may at any time be come as so ci ated with the Gen eral Synod by com ply ing with
the req ui si tions of this con sti tu tion and send ing del e gates,” etc.

It is to be noted that, in stead of “sub stan tially cor rect,” we here read “a cor- 
rect ex hi bi tion of the fun da men tal doc trines of the di vine Word.” This
clause was taken from the con sti tu tion of the New York Min is terium.

[c] At the SAME CON VEN TION (York, 1864), in or der to in ter pret dis puted
points of the Augs burg Con fes sion and to bear tes ti mony to its un equiv o cal
ad her ence to that sym bol, the Gen eral Synod re solved:
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“This synod, rest ing on the Word of God as the sole au thor ity in mat ters of faith, on its in- 
fal li ble war rant re jects the Romish doc trines of the real pres ence of tran sub stan ti a tion, and
with it the doc trine of con sub stan ti a tion; re jects the mass, and all cer e monies dis tinc tive of
the mass; de nies any power in the Sacra ment as an opus op er a tum, or that the bless ings of
bap tism and of the Lord’s Sup per can be re ceived with out faith; re jects au ric u lar con fes sion
and priestly ab so lu tion; holds that there is no priest hood on earth ex cept that of all be liev- 
ers, and that God only can for give sins; and main tains the sa cred obli ga tion of the Lord’s
Day; and while we would with our whole heart re ject any part of any con fes sion which
taught doc trines in con flict with this our tes ti mony, nev er the less, be fore God and His
Church, we de clare that, in our judg ment, the Augs burg Con fes sion, prop erly in ter preted, is
in per fect con sis tence with this our tes ti mony and with Holy Scrip ture as re gards the er rors
spec i fied.”

This dec la ra tion was orig i nally pre pared by Dr. Charles Porter field Krauth
(see § 9, 2, bi o graph i cal sketches), and adopted by the Pitts burg Synod,
which now be longs to the Gen eral Coun cil, in 1856 at Zelieno ple. Pa., in
con nec tion with res o lu tions di rected against the “Def i nite Plat form.” (Com- 
pare § 10, 3, b, an no ta tion.) On mo tion of Dr. Pas sa vant, who was an ac tive
mem ber of the Gen eral Coun cil from its in cep tion, it was adopted by the
Gen eral Synod at York. This so-called “York Res o lu tion,” as be long ing to a
pe riod which had not as yet ar rived at con fes sional clear ness, was not re- 
peated, when in 1913 the present doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod was
be ing de fined (see § 11, 1, f).

[d] At HAGER STOWN, MD (1895), the Gen eral Synod adopted an other res- 
o lu tion which must be taken into con sid er a tion in judg ing of its con fes- 
sional stand point. It will be nec es sary to go back a few years in or der to un- 
der stand the mo tive un der ly ing that res o lu tion. The re sult of the rup ture
which led to the for ma tion of the Gen eral Coun cil was BY NO MEANS A CLEAR

CLEAV AGE be tween the con fes sional and the non-con fes sional el e ments (§
10, 3, c, close). Many men who re mained in the Gen eral Synod had com bat- 
ted the Def i nite Plat form with as much de ter mi na tion as those who left it.
For them the dif fi culty with the Penn syl va nia Min is terium re solved it self
chiefly into a ques tion of polity. These men of a con fes sional ten dency con- 
stantly in creased in num bers and in flu ence, and the RE LA TIONS be tween them
and the men of the op po site party grew more and more STRAINED.130 The for- 
mer, the so-called “CON SER VA TIVES,” com plained that many men on the other
side wrongly in ter preted the clause of the con sti tu tion which reads, “the
Augs burg Con fes sion is a cor rect ex hi bi tion of the FUN DA MEN TAL DOC TRINES

of the di vine Word,” in ter pret ing it as bind ing them only on those points of
doc trine in which the Au gus tana ex hibits fun da men tal truths of the Bible,
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but not bind ing them on non-fun da men tal doc trines. The lat ter class of per- 
sons who, with an un mis tak able lean ing to ward the Def i nite Plat form,
aimed at an Amer i can Lutheranism sev ered from its his tor i cal past, ac cused
the most in flu en tial men on the con ser va tively Lutheran side of seek ing to
change the con fes sional ba sis of the Gen eral Synod and to make, not the
Augs burg Con fes sion alone, but all the other con fes sions of the Book of
Con cord, the doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod. The Gen eral Synod,
there fore, at its con ven tion at Hager stown, Md. (1895), passed the fol low- 
ing res o lu tion as an in ter pre ta tion of its con sti tu tion:

“This con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod ex presses its en tire sat is fac tion with the present
form of doc tri nal ba sis and con fes sional sub scrip tion, which is the Word of God, as the in- 
fal li ble rule of faith and prac tice, and the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion as through out in
per fect con sis tence with it — noth ing more, noth ing less.”

Here for the first time the “UN AL TERED” Augs burg Con fes sion is men tioned,
al though no other than this was meant at York in 1864. Then, too, this res o- 
lu tion ex pressly de clares that the Au gus tana is through out in per fect con sis- 
tence with God’s Word.

[e] But the fric tion be tween these two par ties did not cease. Of this fact
the min utes of the con ven tion at DES MOINES, IA. (1901), bear wit ness. For
there we read:

“We re-af firm our un re served al le giance to the present ba sis of the Gen eral Synod, and we
hold that to make any dis tinc tion be tween fun da men tal and so-called non-fun da men tal doc- 
trines in the Augs burg Con fes sion is con trary to that ba sis as set forth in our for mula of
con fes sional sub scrip tion.”

These were the years when Dr. J. G. But ler of Wash ing ton, D. C, edited
“The Lutheran Evan ge list.” He and men of a sim i lar view point per sis tently
de clared that the Gen eral Synod had pur posely de manded noth ing but fi- 
delity to the fun da men tals of the Au gus tana. The Con ser va tives ob jected to
this, be cause it left ev ery one to de cide for him self what is fun da men tal, and
so the Gen eral Synod passed the above men tioned res o lu tion.

[f] But the res o lu tions of Hager stown and Des Moines were NOT RE ALLY

CON STI TU TIONAL. They had not been sub mit ted to the Dis trict Syn ods for ap- 
proval, but were un ex pect edly brought to the at ten tion of the Gen eral Synod
and thus unan i mously adopted. In or der to be come con sti tu tional cer tain
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rec om men da tions would have to be sent to the Dis trict Syn ods in ad vance,
and only af ter two-thirds of these Dis trict Syn ods had con sid ered them fa- 
vor ably, could they be in cor po rated in the con sti tu tion.

Mean while a CON VEN TION OF THE GEN ERAL COUN CIL was held at Buf falo,
N. Y. (1907). Here, on mo tion of the Canada Synod and on the ba sis of cer- 
tain the ses writ ten by Dr. H. E. Ja cobs, the ques tion of ex change of del e- 
gates with the Gen eral Synod was un der dis cus sion. Ob jec tions were raised
on the ground that the Gen eral Synod was still stand ing on an am bigu ous
con fes sional ba sis. In ref er ence to this cer tain RES O LU TIONS WERE ADOPTED at
the con ven tion of the Gen eral Synod at Rich mond, Ind. (1909). These res o- 
lu tions had been care fully worked out by Dr. L. S. Keyser, with the as sis- 
tance of the fac ulty of Wit ten berg Sem i nary. He had been the Gen eral
Synod’s of fi cial del e gate at the Buf falo meet ing of the Gen eral Coun cil;
hence his spe cial in ter est in the con fes sional is sues. (Min utes of the Gen eral
Synod for 1909, pp. 53-61.) The state ments re it er ated in a vig or ous way the
dec la ra tions at Hager stown and Des Moines, em pha siz ing the fact that the
Gen eral Synod did rec og nize the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion, and that,
as far as con fes sional obli ga tion was con cerned, it made no dis tinc tion be- 
tween points es sen tial and non-es sen tial in the sense of re ject ing any thing
of con fes sional sub stance. Surely this was some progress since 1866! At
that time even the most con ser va tive would have re fused to ac cept this po si- 
tion. The Rich mond con ven tion went even fur ther. It ex pressed its ap pre ci a- 
tion also of the other Lutheran sym bols, char ac ter iz ing them as “a most
valu able body of Lutheran be lief, ex plain ing and un fold ing the doc trines of
the Augs burg Con fes sion.”131

These im por tant res o lu tions were fol lowed by a mo tion by Dr. J. A.
Clutz, of Get tys burg, that a COM MIT TEE BE AP POINTED for the pur pose of gath- 
er ing into con cise form the var i ous doc tri nal state ments of the Gen eral
Synod in the past and to make these part of the con sti tu tion. Two years af- 
ter wards, in the very church of which Dr. But ler had been pas tor for many
years, Wash ing ton, D. C, the new doc tri nal ba sis was de fined and re ferred
to the Dis trict Syn ods. In an other two years, at the CON VEN TION AT ATCHI SON,
KAN. (1913), the Sec re tary of the Gen eral Synod re ported that all the Dis- 
trict Syn ods had de clared in fa vor of this res o lu tion, thus mak ing it part of
the con sti tu tion. The re vised ar ti cles are as fol lows:

AR TI CLE II. DOC TRI NAL BA SIS.
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“With the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of the Fa thers, the Gen eral Synod re ceives and
holds the Canon i cal Scrip tures of the Old and New^ Tes ta ments as the Word of God, and
the only in fal li ble rule of faith and prac tice; and it re ceives and holds the Un al tered Augs- 
burg Con fes sion as a cor rect ex hi bi tion of the faith and doc trine of our church as founded
upon that Word.”

AR TI CLE III. THE SEC ONDARY SYM BOLS.

“While the Gen eral Synod re gards the Augs burg Con fes sion as a suf fi cient and al to gether
ad e quate doc tri nal ba sis for the co op er a tion of Lutheran Syn ods, it also rec og nizes the
Apol ogy of the Augs burg Con fes sion, the Smal kald Ar ti cles, the Small Cat e chism of
Luther, the Large Cat e chism of Luther, and the For mula of Con cord as ex po si tions of
Lutheran doc trine of great his tor i cal and in ter pre ta tive value, and es pe cially com mends the
Small Cat e chism as a book of in struc tion.”

This was a splen did for ward move ment in re gard to doc tri nal pre ci sion. The
nam ing of the “Un al tered” Augs burg Con fes sion meant an open protest
against Melanchtho ni an ism and the the ol ogy of the Def i nite Plat form
known as “Amer i can Lutheranism.”132 The omis sion of the old phrase “fun- 
da men tal.” which had wrought such havoc in the Gen eral Synod, cleared
the con fes sional at mos phere.133

[2] ITS PRAC TICE. The ad mis sion of a cer tain amount of fel low ship with
other de nom i na tions has al ways been a prac tice in the Gen eral Synod. It
had the ex am ple of Muh len berg (cf. § 4, 8). In the days when “Amer i can
Lutheranism” had the dom i nat ing in flu ence it was car ried so far that it be- 
came a men ace to the char ac ter of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica (§ 9).
But great changes have taken place in this di rec tion.

The old PRAC TICE OF EX CHANG ING DEL E GATES at syn od i cal con ven tions with
prac ti cally all evan gel i cal de nom i na tions has grad u ally re duced it self to a
merely oc ca sional ex change of greet ings with the Pres by te ri ans and the Re- 
formed.134 The Gen eral Synod re fused to ex change del e gates with de nom i- 
na tions of a pros e lyt ing char ac ter. Quite a num ber of years ago it was cus- 
tom ary also to re ceive a del e gate from the United Brethren; but at the con- 
ven tion of the synod at Mans field, Ohio (1897), the del e gate from that body
was so un for tu nate as to re fer to the fact that his church was send ing mis- 
sion ar ies to Ger many. This gave of fense, and the Gen eral Synod passed a
res o lu tion to dis con tinue the ex change of del e gates.

Also as re gards pul pit and al tar fel low ship the Gen eral Synod has more
and more com mit ted it self to an elim i na tion of abuses.
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The prac tice with re spect to EX CHANGE OF PUL PITS is far from be ing uni- 
form. But the lead ing min is ters of the Gen eral Synod have been set tling
down more and more upon the prin ci ple that the reg u lar ser vices of the
sanc tu ary in the Lutheran Church are to be con ducted by min is ters who
have taken their con fes sional vow in that church.135 Even the cus tom ary
union meet ings on Na tional Thanks giv ing days are less and less par tic i- 
pated in by the min is ters of the Gen eral Synod for the sim ple rea son that a
ser vice in the Lutheran Church is al ways bet ter at tended. At the ded i ca tion
of churches, at cor ner stone-lay ing, etc., there is fre quently an ex change of
good wishes, but al ways in side-meet ings.136

Re gard ing AL TAR FEL LOW SHIP the Gen eral Synod used to ex tend an in vi ta- 
tion to all present to com mune, pro vided they were in good stand ing in their
own churches. But this gen eral in vi ta tion, which was an ex ceed ingly ob jec- 
tion able ex pres sion of in dif fer en tism as to the ob jec tive faith con cern ing the
Lord’s Sup per, was elim i nated from the Min is te rial Acts of the Gen eral
Synod at the con ven tion at York in 1899.137 The Ger mans of the Gen eral
Synod (Wart burg and Ger man Ne braska Syn ods) have by spe cial res o lu- 
tions adopted a po si tion equal to the so-called Akron Res o lu tions (see § 18).

At this place, the au thor may be per mit ted to in sert the fol low ing from a
tract (“Thoughts on Con fes sional Ques tions,” Ger man Lit er ary Board,
Burling ton, Ia.) which he pub lished a few years ago (as a re print from the
Lutheran Quar terly, Jan u ary, 1909):
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Here in the Lord’s Sup per where we have the cul mi na tion of di vine ser vice, the Lutheran
Church has al ways been es pe cially care ful that such only as can agree in the doc trine of the
sacra ment should com mune to gether; and she would not ad mit such from other churches
who con sciously re ject the Lutheran con cep tion. When Luther and Melanchthon at Mar- 
burg were in con fer ence with Zwingli and his ad her ents, the Swiss re form ers sug gested the
cel e bra tion of the com mu nion be fore part ing. But Luther and Melanchthon both re gret ted
that they could not. Be cause of Luther’s re mark: “You have an other spirit than we,” it has
of ten been thought that it must have been a stormy con fer ence. But it was not. In re cent in- 
ves ti ga tions (comp. Schu bert in the Zeit schrift fuer Kirchengeschichte, 1908, p. 354) it has
been pointed out in what a peace ful mood es pe cially Luther was. In all his let ters, for in- 
stance, to his wife, he is full of hope for a per fect union. Yet his con science for bids him the
cel e bra tion of the com mu nion, be cause an agree ment has not yet been reached. The mild
Melanchthon takes the same po si tion, and won ders in his cor re spon dence and can not ex- 
plain it to his own sat is fac tion, why the Zwinglians wanted a cel e bra tion of the com mu nion
in spite of the fail ure to reach an agree ment on this very doc trine (Realen cy clopaedie, 3rd
ed., XII, 254. Corp. Ref. II, 1108). I quote this sim ply to show his tor i cally that this con vic- 
tion, on which there has been so much dis cus sion, ex isted in our Church from the be gin- 
ning. This was in 1529. And in 1536 there was an other oc ca sion when Luther showed ex- 
actly the same at ti tude. Not be fore an agree ment had been reached with Bucer and the oth- 
ers from Strass burg, in the Wit ten berg Con cord, did Luther cel e brate with them the Lord’s
Sup per. And turn ing some leaves of his tory, let me point to an other man whom we will be
in clined to re gard as an au thor ity on this ques tion, be cause we know that he was not nar- 
row, but had a wide and warm heart for all chil dren of God. I mean Spener. These are his
words; “Be cause the com mu nion with a con gre ga tion in cludes that one ap proves of the
doc trine of this same con gre ga tion, es pe cially in the ar ti cle of such sacra ment …there fore I
can not see how we can take the com mu nion in those churches whose doc trine of the com- 
mu nion we our selves be lieve and pro fess not to be cor rect, thus giv ing one tes ti mony with
our mouth and an other with our act …There fore is this doc trine the most man i fest par ti- 
tion-wall be tween the two churches. How can we then have a com mu nion (gemeines Mahl)
to gether?” (Let zte the ol o gis che Be denken, II, 43 seq.. Ill, 81. 83 seq.) Of course, it must be
ad mit ted, that even re gard ing the Lord’s Sup per (do not over look that .Spener speaks of
Luther ans seek ing the com mu nion in other churches) cases must be con sid ered in di vid u- 
ally. There may be good Luther ans out side of the Lutheran Church who hap pen to be in
other churches, but who are one with us in faith, and who, even if they can not give a clear
def i ni tion of our doc trine, yet do not ob ject to the Real Pres ence and pos i tively re gard the
Lord’s Sup per as a means of grace. But the con sci en tious min is ter feels that there is some- 
thing wrong if some of the com mu ni cants be lieve in the Real Pres ence of the glo ri fied
God-Man and his body be given to the pen i tent and be liev ing soul for the for give ness of
sins, and oth ers pos i tively re ject such doc trine, hold ing that the el e ments are noth ing but re- 
mem brances of an ab sent Sav ior and sym bols of a grace re ceived be fore, or that may be re- 
ceived some time in the fu ture. Such would be no real com mu nion. And I am glad that the
Gen eral Synod, in the adop tion of her “Min is te rial Acts” in 1899 at York, omit ted that gen- 
eral in vi ta tion to all mem bers of other churches in good stand ing or to all who love the
Lord Je sus, which marked our old for mu las as ex pres sions of in dif fer en tism on so im por- 
tant a doc trine.

[3] ITS POLITY. The Gen eral Synod, like all the syn ods of Amer ica, rests on
THE EQUAL ITY OF AJL OR DAINED MIN IS TERS AND THE CO OP ER A TION OF PAS TORS AND

LAY MEN in church-work. The del e gates to the Gen eral Synod, which meets
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bi en ni ally, con sist of pas tors and lay men in the pro por tion of one pas tor and
one lay men for ev ery ten pas tors of the dis trict syn ods.

The AU THOR ITY of the Gen eral Synod over its dis trict syn ods is largely of
an ad vi sory char ac ter. The ex ec u tive and ju ris dic tional power rests in the
hands of the dis trict syn ods. The lat ter, how ever, must not pass any or di- 
nances that are in con flict with the “For mula for the Gov ern ment and Dis ci- 
pline of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church.”138

Among the SPE CIAL PRE ROG A TIVES OF THE GEN ERAL SYNOD is that of pro- 
vid ing the books and lit er a ture to be used in the pub lic ser vices (agen das,
hymn books, cat e chisms). The mis sion ary and benev o lent op er a tions of the
synod are also un der the di rect su per vi sion of the gen eral body. This is con- 
sti tu tional.

There may be some truth in the as ser tion that since the con ven tion at
Fort Wayne (1866) the rights of the Dis trict Syn ods, at least in prac tice,
have been di min ished and the rights of the Gen eral Synod in creased. While
ac cord ing to the let ter of the law the de lib er a tions of the gen eral body are
merely ad vi sory, they are held in such es teem as to be equiv a lent to a de ci- 
sion. The Boards of Home and For eign Mis sions, the Board of Ed u ca tion
and the Board of Pub li ca tion, all ap pointed by the Gen eral Synod, have
much in flu ence.139

[4] THE LAN GUAGE SIT U A TION. Among all the Lutheran ec cle si as ti cal bod- 
ies of this coun try, the Gen eral Synod is THE MOST AMER I CAN IZED, and there- 
fore the most Eng lish. The first of fi cial or gan (Eng lish) of the Gen eral
Synod was “Lutheran Church Work,” founded by the con ven tion of the
Gen eral Synod at Wash ing ton, D. C. (1911), and al ready (1916) num ber ing
thir teen thou sand sub scribers. The “Lutheran Ob server” was con trolled by a
cor po ra tion and there fore not re spon si ble to the Gen eral Synod. On Oct. 23,
1915, how ever, the “Lutheran Ob server” was merged with the Gen eral
Synod’s of fi cial or gan, which now ap pears un der the name “Lutheran
Church Work and Ob server.”

About one-eighth of its pas tors and con gre ga tions (more cor rectly one-
sev enth) uses THE GER MAN LAN GUAGE. The Ger mans of the Gen eral Synod
are found largely in the al most ex clu sively Ger man dis tricts of the Wart burg
Synod (42 pas tors) and the Ger man Ne braska Synod (84 pas tors). The
Synod of New York has also a Ger man Con fer ence, and there are some
Ger mans in al most all the dis tricts of the Gen eral Synod. Their of fi cial
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church pa per is the “Lutherischer Zions bote,” with some four thou sand sub- 
scribers.

§ 12. The Work of the Gen eral Synod.

1. The o log i cal Sem i nar ies and Col leges.

The old est of the the o log i cal sem i nar ies of the Gen eral Synod is HARTWICK

SEM I NARY in New York State. Dr. J. G. Travers, Pres. — The largest sem i- 
nary of the Gen eral Synod is lo cated at GET TYS BURG, PA. Founded in 1826
(§ 7, 5), it has sent forth more than one thou sand pas tors. At the present
time the in sti tu tion has five well en dowed pro fes sor ships. It pos sesses a li- 
brary which is ex tremely valu able for the his tory of the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica. The value of its prop erty ag gre gates $160,000. For a long pe riod
of years, un til 1903, its pres i dent was Dr. M. Valen tine; now it is Dr. J. A.
Singmas ter. The other pro fes sors are: Dr. M. Coover, Dr. L. Kuhlman. Dr. J.
A. Clutz, Dr. H. C. Alle man. — The Hamma Di vin ity School at SPRING- 
FIELD, O., was founded in 1845, and stands in close con nec tion with a
largely at tended col lege (about one thou sand stu dents) founded at the same
time and place. Dr. Charles G. Heck ert is pres i dent. The Dean of the the o- 
log i cal sem i nary is Dr. D. H. Bauslin. The other pro fes sors of the sem i nary
are: Dr. V. G. A. Tressler, Dr. L. H. Larimer, Dr. J. L. Neve, Dr. L. S.
Keyser. — Sus que hanna Uni ver sity at SEL INGS GROVE, PA., was founded in
1858 by Dr. B. Kurtz. It was in tended at first as a sort of mis sion ary in sti tu- 
tion, in which older men, who could not ob tain a clas si cal ed u ca tion, might
be given an op por tu nity to pre pare them selves for work in the king dom of
God, es pe cially in the for eign mis sion ary field. But since 1894, hav ing re- 
ceived very con sid er able en dow ments and in creased its fac ulty, it has es tab- 
lished it self as a full col lege, with a the o log i cal sem i nary in con nec tion with
it, and has as sumed the name given above. The head of this in sti tute for
many years was Dr. H. Ziegler. Now it is Dr. C. T. Aikens. The chief pro fes- 
sor in the ol ogy is Dr. F. P. Man hart. — The “West ern The o log i cal Sem i- 
nary” at ATCHI SON, KANS., was founded in 1893 and opened in the rooms of
Mid land Col lege, with Dr. F. D. Alt man as its first pres i dent. It is now a de- 
part ment of Mid land Col lege, Rev. Dr. R. B. Peery is Pres i dent. The Dean is
Dr. Holmes W. Dysinger. This in sti tu tion be came es pe cially im por tant to
the Ger mans by rea son of the fact that the Ger man the o log i cal sem i nary,
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founded in Chicago by Dr. J. D. Sev er ing haus and con ducted by him for
thir teen years amid many dif fi cul ties, was dis con tin ued in 1898 and com- 
bined with this Eng lish in sti tu tion as a Ger man de part ment un der the care
of Prof. J. L. Neve (1892-1909). He was suc ceeded by Dr. J. F. Krueger. —
The youngest sem i nary in the Gen eral Synod is the Mar tin Luther (Os ter- 
loh) Sem i nary of the Ger man Ne braska Synod, founded in 1913 by the Ger- 
man Ne braska Synod at LIN COLN, NEBR. Its pres i dent is Dr. F. Wup per, who
is as sisted by the pro fes sors E. Klotsche and Dr. H. Well hausen. All sem i- 
nar ies of the Gen eral Synod re ceive stu dents from the sem i nary at Brek lum.
Ger many, a school un der con trol of the Gen eral Synod and sup ported by its
Board of Ed u ca tion as well as by the dis trict syn ods.

The Gen eral Synod has six Col leges: PENN SYL VA NIA COL LEGE at Get tys- 
burg, Pa. (Dr. W. A. Granville); WIT TEN BERG COL LEGE at Spring field, O.
(Dr. C. G. Heck ert); SUS QUE HANNA UNI VER SITY at Selins grove. Pa. (Dr. C. T.
Aikens), whose chief work is col le giate; HARTWICK, N. Y. (Dr. J. G.
Travers), which in part gives ed u ca tion in the clas sics; CARTHAGE COL LEGE

at Carthage, Ill. (Dr. H. D. Hoover); and MID LAND COL LEGE at Atchi son,
Kans. (Dr. R. B. Peery).

In or der to as sist its younger and weaker ed u ca tional in sti tu tions, the
Gen eral Synod has or ga nized a BOARD OF ED U CA TION. From benev o lent con- 
tri bu tions raised on the so-called ap por tion ment plan, this Board as sists in
the pay ment of debts in curred by its in sti tu tions or of de fi cien cies of salary
for the pro fes sors. — The PAR ENT ED U CA TION SO CI ETY has for its ob ject the
giv ing of fi nan cial aid to such stu dents for the min istry as are in need of
help, by means of funds de rived from benev o lent con tri bu tions or in ter est-
bear ing in vest ments. At present, how ever, the sup port of ben e fi ciary stu- 
dents of the ol ogy lies more in the hands of the in di vid ual syn ods, which an- 
nu ally ap point a BEN E FI CIARY COM MIT TEE, au tho riz ing it to re ceive con tri bu- 
tions, and to ap por tion cer tain sums among wor thy stu dents.

2. Mis sion ary En ter prises.

[a] FOR EIGN MIS SIONS. Al though the Gen eral Synod at the time of its or ga ni- 
za tion at Hager stown al ready pur posed to do mis sion ary work among the
hea then, the plan was not put into prac ti cal op er a tion till 1842, when Mis- 
sion ary C. G. HEYER was sent by the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia to GUN- 
TUR, IN DIA, north of Madras. The Gen eral Synod sup plied him with as sis- 
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tants, and as sumed the re spon si bil ity for this work be gun by the Penn syl va- 
nia Min is terium (comp. § 20, 3). In the year 1903 the Gun tur Mis sion con- 
tained twenty Amer i can mis sion ar ies, male and fe male (not count ing the
wives of the mis sion ar ies), 506 na tive work ers, and 28,862 bap tized mem- 
bers. WATTS MEMO RIAL COL LEGE in Madras (founded by means of a do na tion
of $10,000, to which the Eng lish gov ern ment in In dia added $11,250) is an
in sti tu tion meant for the train ing of helpers, and fur nishes at the same time
a Chris tian ed u ca tion to other stu dents in In dia. A WOMAN’S MIS SION ARY

HOS PI TAL ex ists un der the di rec tion of Dr. Anna Ku gler.
In LIBERIA, on the west coast of Africa, the Gen eral Synod has an other

mis sion, known as MUH LEN BERG MIS SION. On ac count of the deadly cli mate,
how ever, the mis sion ar ies have all been able to re main there only a short
time, and many of the mis sion ar ies and their wives have died there af ter a
brief pe riod. The name of DR. DAVID A. DAY will al ways re main closely as- 
so ci ated with the his torv of this mis sion. He and his wife sur vived the cli- 
mate longer than any oth ers; but at last, af ter la bor ing for twenty years, and
bury ing his wife and three chil dren, he was car ried oil by the African fever.
His in flu ence over the hea then was so great that for a hun dred miles around
the tribes came to him to de cide their dis putes. Dr. Day was cer tainly the
great est for eign mis sion ary of the Lutheran Church of Amer ica.

In 1913 the Gen eral Synod had re ceived dur ing the pre ced ing bi en nium
the sum of $246,953.80 for for eign mis sions.

[b] THE HOME MIS SION WORK of the Gen eral Synod falls into two di vi- 
sions: “Home Mis sions” proper and “Church Ex ten sion.” By the HOME MIS- 
SION WORK the Gen eral Synod un der stands the pro vid ing of a pas tor for
young and weak con gre ga tions, and the pay ment of his salary in whole or in
part from the Home Mis sion trea sury. The CHURCH EX TEN SION so ci ety has to
do chiefly with the church prop erty of young and poor con gre ga tions. From
its trea sury a cer tain amount is do nated or loaned with out in ter est to a needy
con gre ga tion for the erec tion of a church. For its Church Ex ten sion work
the Gen eral Synod had in 1913 a fund of $804,573.00. These de part ments
are in charge of a spe cial Board ap pointed by the Gen eral Synod (Dr. H. L.
Yarger, Supt.) The for mer has three and the lat ter two trav el ing mis sion ar ies
in the field. For these two branches of home mis sion ary work the re ceipts
for the bi en nium end ing in 1913 were $294,860.

[c] IN STI TU TIONS OF MERCY. While it is gen er ally con ceded that among all
the Lutheran ec cle si as ti cal bod ies of Amer ica the Gen eral Synod pos sesses
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the best or ga ni za tion for mis sion ary work, it must be ad mit ted that its in sti- 
tu tions of mercy can not bear a com par i son with those of the other gen eral
bod ies. Yet it now pos sesses four Or phan ages (at Loysville, Pa., Nachusa,
Ill., Spring field, O., and Lin coln, Nebr.). The Gen eral Synod has a DEA- 
CONESS IN STI TU TION in Bal ti more, Aid. Its pro vi sion for the sup port of SU PER- 
AN NU ATED MIN IS TERS and wid ows of min is ters through the “Pas tors’ Fund So- 
ci ety” and the “Home for the Aged” in Wash ing ton, is a work of im por- 
tance.

§ 13. Ob ser va tions on Sta tis tics.

The Gen eral Synod num bers 1,366 pas tors, 1,831 con gre ga tions and
preach ing-points, and 329,690 com mu ni cants, ac cord ing to the sta tis tics for
1915. In con nec tion with the num ber of com mu ni cants, which, com pared
with that of other gen eral bod ies, is strik ingly small, it must be borne in
mind that in the Gen eral Synod not only the head of the fam ily, but ev ery
com mu ni cant mem ber is ex pected to give a cer tain sum for syn od i cal and
benev o lent pur poses (ap por tion ment sys tem), and that con se quently there is
a dis po si tion on the part of con gre ga tions and pas tors to re port the num ber
of com mu ni cants as low as pos si ble, in or der to make sure of rais ing the
amount ap por tioned to them. Ac cord ingly the num ber of com mu ni cants
given above must be un der stood as mean ing con tribut ing com mu ni cants.
On the other hand, in the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, for ex am ple, with its pro- 
por tion ally greater num ber of mem bers re ported, all the con tin ued mem bers
are counted, as they rightly should be.

An other sta tis ti cal phe nom e non needs ex pla na tion. It ap pears from the
parochial re ports of the purely Eng lish dis tricts that the bap tisms of adults
are of ten as nu mer ous as the bap tisms of chil dren. From this fact some have
drawn the con clu sion that IN FANT BAP TISM is ne glected in the Gen eral Synod.
But here the dif fer ence be tween the work in Eng lish and in Ger man con gre- 
ga tions is to be borne in mind. The ma jor ity of the other Lutheran bod ies
have to do largely with im mi grants, who have nearly all been bap tized, and
who, as a rule, have their chil dren bap tized, even if they them selves are not
mem bers of the Church. Thus it hap pens that among the Ger mans of the
Gen eral Synod there are scarcely any adult bap tisms. But the Gen eral
Synod is seven-eighths Eng lish, and in its mis sion ary work has to deal
largely with such per sons as have, in the course of their Amer i can iza tion,
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cast aside the cus toms of their fa thers, and have let their chil dren grow up
un bap tized. In deed, it has to deal with such per sons as have been un der the
in flu ence of de nom i na tions which re ject or make light of in fant bap tism. If
such per sons are to be come mem bers of the Lutheran Church, they must be
bap tized as adults. Con se quently THE LARGER THE NUM BER OF ADULT BAP TISMS

IN AN ENG LISH LUTHERAN SYNOD, THE STRONGER THIS FACT BEARS WIT NESS TO ITS

MIS SION ARY AND EVAN GE LIZ ING SPIRIT. And if in some of the east ern syn ods the
num ber of in fant bap tisms is ac tu ally very small, it is to be borne in mind,
1) that among the Eng lish large fam i lies are un for tu nately (!) rare, and 2)
that in the East ern States many of the young peo ple, when grown, obey the
ad vice, “Young man, go West.”

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

PAS TOR J. G. MOR RIS, D. D., LL. D, born in York, Pa., 1803, died in 1895.
He re ceived his prepara tory ed u ca tion at Prince ton, stud ied the ol ogy un der
S. S. Schmucker (be fore Schmucker was called to Get tys burg), af ter wards
at Nazareth (Mora vian), Prince ton and Get tys burg. For thirty-three years he
served the First Lutheran Church of Bal ti more, and for a few years pre ced- 
ing his death the church of Lutherville, Md. He was the founder of the
“Lutheran Ob server”, a pro lific writer and re peat edly pres i dent of the Gen- 
eral Synod, in whose de vel op ment he took a prom i nent part. His best
known lit er ary prod ucts are “Fifty years in the Lutheran Min istry” and
“Life Rem i nis cences of an old Lutheran Min is ter”. In the lat ter vol ume we
find a list of his many writ ings.

PAS TOR F. W. CON RAD, D. D. (1816-1898), was born in Pine grove, Pa.,
stud ied the ol ogy at Get tys burg and was or dained in 1840. He served the
con gre ga tions of Way nes boro, Pa., and Hager stown, Md. In 1855 he was
pro fes sor of mod ern lan guages and Homilet ics at Wit ten berg Col lege,
Spring field, O. In 1855 he was called by the First Lutheran Church of Day- 
ton, O., in 1864 by Trin ity Church, Lan cas ter, Pa., and in 1864 by the con- 
gre ga tion of Cham bers burg. Pa. At that time he was a zeal ous re vival ist. In
1863 he be came part owner of the Lutheran Ob server and its ed i tor in chief.
He held this po si tion un til he died. He took part in all the greater move- 
ments of the Gen eral Synod (ed u ca tional work, mis sion ary en ter prises). He
was a con trib u tor to the Evan gel i cal Re view and the Lutheran Quar terly.
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His cat e chism had a large cir cu la tion. Note wor thy is also his “Lutheran
Man ual and Guide”.

PROF. L. A. GOT WALD, D. D., son of Pas tor D. Got wald, was born Jan u ary
31, 1833, in York Springs, Pa. He at tended Wit ten berg Col lege and af ter- 
wards the Penn syl va nia Col lege at Get tys burg, Pa., where he grad u ated in
1857. In the Get tys burg Sem i nary he fin ished his the o log i cal stud ies (1859).
He served the fol low ing con gre ga tions: Ship pens burg, Pa. (1859-63),
Lebanon. Pa. (1863-65), Day ton, O. (1865- 69), Cham bers burg, Pa. (1870-
74), St. Paul’s, York, Pa. (1874- 85), and the Sec ond Lutheran Church.
Spring field, O. (1885- 1888). Af ter wards he was called to the chair of Prac- 
ti cal The ol ogy in Wit ten berg Sem i nary. Here he was ac tive un til he was dis- 
abled by a par a lytic stroke in 1895. He lived five years longer. His trial be- 
fore the di rec tors of Wit ten berg Col lege (1893), on the charge of hav ing de- 
parted from the doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod, re sulted in his com- 
plete ex on er a tion, and greatly helped to es tab lish con ser va tive Lutheranism
more firmly at Wit ten berg Col lege and in the syn ods con nected there with.
(A re sult of this ex pe ri ence was his book: “Trial of L. A. Got wald.”)
Dr. Got wald was a fre quent con trib u tor to the “Lutheran Quar terly” and
other church pe ri od i cals, and pub lished two vol umes of ser mons (“Ser mons
for Fes ti val Days” and “Joy in the Di vine Gov ern ment”, Ger man Lit er ary
Board, Burling ton, la.).

PROF. E. J. WOLF, D. D., LL. D., born in Cen ter Co.. Pa., stud ied at Get- 
tys burg (Col lege and Sem i nary), and con tin ued his stud ies in Tue bin gen
and Er lan gen. Af ter a pas torate in Bal ti more he was called to the chair of
Church His tory and New Tes ta ment Ex e ge sis at Get tys burg (1873). This
was done at the sug ges tion of Dr. Brown, who rec og nized his ex tra or di nary
tal ents. He held this po si tion un til his death. Be ing an earnest stu dent of the
doc tri nal lit er a ture of the Lutheran Church, he helped to es tab lish sound
doc tri nal foun da tions for the Gen eral Synod af ter the dis rup tion at Fort
Wayne. His trum pet sounded a clear note at all con ven tions of the Gen eral
Synod, and his lit er ary con tri bu tions were marked by strong con vic tions.
He pub lished a his tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica, and trans lated
three vol umes of Nebe’s “Ser mons on the Peri copes” into a con densed Eng- 
lish edi tion. He died Jan u ary 10. 1905.

PROF. M. VALEN TINE, D. D., LL. D., was born Jan u ary 1, 1825, at Union- 
town, Md. He en tered Penn syl va nia Col lege, Get tys burg (1844), whence he
grad u ated with hon ors in 1850, de liv er ing on that oc ca sion the Greek ora- 
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tion. He served con gre ga tions at Win ches ter, Va., Pitts burg, Pa., and Read- 
ing, Pa., un til 1866. When only forty-one years old, he was called to the
chair of Church His tory and New Tes ta ment Ex e ge sis at Get tys burg. Soon
af ter wards, at the death of Dr. H. L. Baugher, Sen., he was made pres i dent
of Penn syl va nia Col lege, and held this po si tion for six teen years. Here he
dis tin guished him self by his thor ough ness as a teacher in phi los o phy. He
was an au thor of works of phi los o phy, and was lu cid in ex press ing his
thoughts. He pub lished three vol umes: “The o ret i cal Ethics,” “Nat u ral The- 
ol ogy” and “Chris tian Faith and Life”. His bac calau re ate ad dresses (pub- 
lished) are mas ter pieces of ma ture thought. Af ter the death of Dr. C. A.
Stork (suc ces sor to to Dr. Brown) Dr. Valen tine be came pro fes sor of Sys- 
tem atic The ol ogy in the sem i nary (1884). He was a pos i tive the olo gian,
with a lean ing, how ever, to a Melanchtho nian type of Lutheranism, and
con se quently re fus ing to ac cept cer tain fea tures of the For mula of Con cord.
He vig or ously protested against the doc tri nal course of the Gen eral Coun cil.
His con cep tion of “What the Gen eral Synod has to stand for” was ably set
forth in his con tri bu tion to the lit tle vol ume on “Dis tinc tive Doc trines and
Us ages”, etc. (first edi tion). His “Chris tian The ol ogy”, pub lished in two
vol umes: im me di ately af ter his death, shows us a the olo gian highly en- 
dowed as a philo sophic thinker, who has put upon a work of Dog mat ics the
stamp of his own in di vid u al ity.

PROF. J. W. RICHARD, D. D., LL. D., was born Feb ru ary 14, 1843, near
Win ches ter, Va., re ceived his prepara tory ed u ca tion at Roanoke Col lege, en- 
tered Penn syl va nia Col lege in 1865, and grad u ated from the the o log i cal
sem i nary at Get tys burg in 1871. He be came pro fes sor at Carthage Col lege
(Carthage, Ill.) in 1873 and sec re tary of the Board of Church Ex ten sion in
1883. In 1885 he was called as pro fes sor of the ol ogy to Wit ten berg Sem i- 
nary. In 1889 he ac cepted a chair at Get tys burg, where he died March 7,
1909. He was es pe cially in ter ested in his tor i cal re searches and cen tered his
at ten tion upon the con fes sional ques tions of the Lutheran Church. He wrote
a bi og ra phy of Melanchthon. From 1898 to 1909 (the year of his death) he
was ed i tor of the “Lutheran Quar terly”, to which he made many con tri bu- 
tions. In its is sue of Oct., 1909, was given a list of his writ ings. He leaned
to ward Melanchtho ni an ism and in op po si tion to the ten den cies of the Gen- 
eral Coun cil, he aimed to crys tal lize into a per ma nent plat form the un set tled
con fes sional con di tion of the Gen eral Synod be tween 1864 (York, Pa.) and
1908 (Rich mond Res o lu tions). See in this con nec tion his “Con fes sional
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His tory of the Gen eral Synod” (Luth. Quar terly, Oct. 1895), “Melanchthon
and the Augsb. Conf.” (Ar ti cles in Lutheran Quar terly, Oct. 1899, also Jan- 
u ary, July and Oc to ber 1900). His ar ti cles con cern ing the Augs burg Con fes- 
sion, to gether with other doc tri nal con tri bu tions, are found in his most note- 
wor thy book on “The Con fes sional His tory of the Lutheran Church” (1909).

PROF. J. D. SEV ER ING HAUS, D. D., born July 22, 1834, near Sev er ing- 
hausen, Han nover (Ger many), em i grated when six teen years old and came
to Cincin nati, O. He en tered the Col lege of Spring field, O., and grad u ated
from the the o log i cal sem i nary in 1861. His first charge was at St. Paris, O.
He af ter wards served con gre ga tions at Ur bana, O., Wake field, O., Rich- 
mond, Ind., and Os wego, N. Y. In 1873 he went to Chicago where he was
en gaged in ex ten sive labors for the Church for a quar ter of a cen tury. In
1869, im me di ately pre ced ing his trans fer from Rich mond to Os wego, he
founded the “Lutherischer Kirchen fre und”. This was shortly af ter the rup- 
ture at Fort Wayne, when the Ger man el e ments of the Gen eral Synod were
also in a state of con fu sion. Around the “Kirchen fre und” he gath ered the
Ger mans of the Gen eral Synod. Through his Ger man work he be came
known far and wide. He also en tered into ne go ti a tions with Pas tor Jensen of
Brek lum (1878) and made ar range ments whereby the stu dents of Brek lum
en tered the field of the Wart burg and Ger man Ne braska Syn ods, just as he
had for merly ar ranged with In spec tor Rap pard of the St. Chrischona-In sti- 
tute near Basel to send grad u ates of that school into the West ern fields of
the Gen eral Synod. In 1883 he founded a sem i nary in Chicago which he
con ducted un der great dif fi cul ties for thir teen years. All of this cov ers a pe- 
riod of im por tant his tory (recorded in the “Lutherischer Kirchen fre und”, at
one time named “Lutherischer Haus fre und”) which we can barely men tion
here. The Ger man work of Dr. Sev er ing haus was much crit i cized out side of
the Gen eral Synod and within. Fi nally the Wart burg Synod, to gether with
the Ger man Ne braska Synod (founded in 1891), took hold of the sit u a tion,
edited the “Lutherischer Zions bote” (which even tu ally ab sorbed the
“Lutherischer Kirchen fre und”), es tab lished the Ger man Lit er ary Board in
Burling ton, Iowa, and caused the Gen eral Synod to trans fer the Chicago
sem i nary to Atchi son, Kans. Dr. Sev er ing haus did much valu able work for
the Ger mans of the Gen eral Synod. Two of his books de serve men tion ing:
“Denkschrift der Gen eral-Syn ode,” 1875; and “Das Formel buch fuer die
Deutschen der Gen eral- Syn ode”, 1870, 81, 94. In Chicago he was pas tor of
Trin ity Church (now con nected with the Iowa Synod) and af ter wards of
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St. Mark’s. But his real work was out side of the pas torate. He died Oct. 14,
1905, at the age of 71.

PROF. S. A. ORT, D. D., LL. D., born in Lewis town, Pa., in 1843, was ed- 
u cated at Wit ten berg Col lege, from which he grad u ated with high est hon- 
ors. He fin ished his the o log i cal stud ies at Wit ten berg Sem i nary in 1863. Al- 
most his en tire work (un til 1911) was done in Wit ten berg Col lege, where he
was first teacher of Math e mat ics in the Col lege and af ter wards pro fes sor of
Phi los o phy and Sys tem atic The ol ogy in the sem i nary. From 1882 to 1900
he was pres i dent of this school. He was a man of fine men tal ity, keen per- 
cep tion and an or a tor of note. To his stu dents he was an in spir ing teacher.
He took part in the work of the larger Church. But he did not write much.
How ever, some idea of the kind of the ol ogy for which he stood, which was
con ser va tively Lutheran, may be gath ered from a vol ume pub lished af ter
his death: “Se lected Ser mons and Ad dresses” (Ger man Lit er ary Board,
Burling ton, la.)

PAS TOR M. W. HAMMA, D. D., LL. D., born in Rich land County, O., 1836,
grad u ated from Wit ten berg Col lege, 1861, and from the sem i nary in 1862.
He served the con gre ga tions of Eu phemia, O., Bucyrus, O., Read ing. Pa.,
Spring field, O., and Al toona, Pa. He was an em i nent preacher. Be ing a man
of means he do nated $200,000 to Hamma Di vin ity School, thus be com ing
its great est bene fac tor. Through his many trav els he ac quired a many-sided
ed u ca tion. While liv ing at Bal ti more, he was for sev eral years pres i dent of
the Board of Home Mis sions. He died in Spring field, O., in 1913.

PROF. D. H. BAUSLIN, D. D., born in Win ches ter, Va., Jan u ary 21, 1854,
stud ied in Wit ten berg Col lege and Sem i nary and en tered the min istry in
1878. He served the con gre ga tions of Tippeca noe City, O. (1878-81);
Bucyrus, O. (1881-9), Spring field, O. (1889-93 and Can ton, O. (1893-95).
He be came pro fes sor of Prac ti cal The ol ogy and Church His tory at Wit ten- 
berg Sem i nary, suc ceed ing Dr. L. A. Got wald. In 1901 he be came ed i tor of
“The Lutheran World”, and con tin ued in this work un til 1912 when this
con ser va tive or gan of the Gen eral Synod was merged into “Lutheran
Church Work” (of fi cial or gan of the Gen eral Synod). Dr. Bauslin ranks first
among the lead ing min is ters of the Gen eral Synod. He has writ ten valu able
ar ti cles, mostly pub lished in the “Lutheran Quar terly”. Very pop u lar is his
lit tle vol ume: “Is the Min istry an at trac tive Vo ca tion?”

REV. GEO. U. WEN NER, D. D., born at Beth le hem, Pa.. May 17th, 1844,
stud ied at Yale, Get tys burg and grad u ated from Union Theol. Sem i nary
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1868. From that time on he has been pas tor of Christ Church in New York.
Since 1883 he served as chair man of the litur gi cal com mit tee of the Gen eral
Synod, and has done valu able work in the cre ation of the “Com mon Ser- 
vice” and the “Min is te rial Acts”. He has been a fre quent con trib u tor to the
church pa pers (es pe cially Lutheran Quar terly) on litur gi cal sub jects. He
wrote a book, “Re li gious Ed u ca tion and the Pub lic School” (1907), in
which he pro posed that Wednes days should be given free for re li gious in- 
struc tion.

PROF. JOHN A. SINGMAS TER, D. D., who at the time of this writ ing is pres i- 
dent of the Gen eral Synod, was born in Ma cungie, Lehigh Co.. Pa.,
Aug. 31, 1852, and grad u ated from Col lege (1873) and Sem i nary (1876) at
Get tys burg. He served con gre ga tions at Schuylkill Haven, Pa. (1876-82),
Ma cungie, Pa. (1882-6), Brook lyn, N. Y. (1887-90), AUen town, Pa. (1890-
1900). Since 1900 he has been Pro fes sor of Sys tem atic The ol ogy and since
1906 (af ter the re tire ment of Dr. Valen tine) Pres i dent of the Gen eral
Synod’s the o log i cal sem i nary at Get tys burg. He is ed i tor in chief of the
“Lutheran Quar terly;” also au thor of the ar ti cle on the Gen eral Synod in the
fourth edi tion of “Dis tinc tive Doc trines and Us ages of the Gen eral Bod ies
of the Ev. Luth. Church in the United States” (cf. Lit er a ture, p. 4).

1. See Doc u men tary His tory of the Penn syl va nia Synod, pp. 541-44; also
Lutheran Church Re view, XI, 46.↩ 

2. This synod had at that time sev enty-four min is ters and two hun dred
and sev enty-eight con gre ga tions.↩ 

3. See Evan gel i cal Re view, V, 240 sq. P. Anstadt, Life and Times of
Schmucker, 118 sq.↩ 

4. This was true. On ac count of the many ten den cies then preva lent in the
New York Min is terium and in the Penn syl va nia Synod, it was dif fi cult
to ar rive at a com mon con fes sional ba sis. The prob lem was to be
solved later by rec om men da tions for a con fes sion which was to be in- 
cor po rated in a con sti tu tion for the dis trict syn ods. This took place in
1829. (See § 11, 1, a.)↩ 

5. Anstadt, Life and Times, etc., p. 154.↩ 

6. Dr. Ja cobs, ut supra, 358; Anstadt, as quoted, 153; Pe ter and Schmidt,
Geschichte der Syn ode von Ohio, pp. 23-27.↩ 
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7. It joined nine years af ter wards, 1837.↩ 

8. Dr. A. Spaeth, C. P. Krauth. I, 325; Anstadt ut supra, 149; Dr. Ja cobs,
His tory, etc., p. 360.↩ 

9. An at tempt made in 1839 to cause the re union of the Penn syl va nia
Synod with the Gen eral Synod failed on ac count of the op po si tion of
cer tain con gre ga tions (Read ing among them). Ja cob Miller, His tory of
Trin ity Church, Read ing, Pa.↩ 

10. Anstadt, pp. 124, 132 sq.↩ 

11. It se ceded at the time of the rup ture in the Gen eral Synod which
caused the ori gin of the Gen eral Coun cil (1867). It passed from the
Coun cil into the Mis souri Synod where it lost its iden tity (§ 22, 7, d).↩ 

12. United with the Gen eral Coun cil in 1868,but af ter wards be came the
Texas dis trict of the Iowa Synod.↩ 

13. No longer in ex is tence. See § 10, 3, a.↩ 

14. The Franck ean Synod, which, like the Hartwick Synod, op posed the
New York Min is terium, merged into the New York Synod (Gen eral
Synod) in 1908. Comp. § 10, 3. b.↩ 

15. Evan gel i cal Re view, VII, 413.↩ 

16. See Spaeth, C. P. Krauth, I, 11. About the Get tys burg Sem i nary in gen- 
eral see § 12, 1.↩ 

17. Reprinted from min utes of synod, Fred er ick, Md., 1825.↩ 

18. See bi o graph i cal note at the end of §9; also note on Evan gel i cal Re- 
view, § 9, 2; 2nd an no ta tion.↩ 

19. Ev. Re view. V. 261.↩ 

20. Ev. Re view, V, 271.↩ 

21. Ev. Re view, V, 244.↩ 

22. See bi o graph i cal note at the end of § 9.↩ 

23. His tory of the Joint Synod of Ohio (Ger man) by Pe ter and Schmidt,
p. 77. Com pare §28, 2, a. What brought the Joint Synod of Ohio back
into the right track and cured it of union ism was the strug gle against
the re vival move ment, which again and again threat ened the ex is tence
of that body.↩ 

24. See the trans ac tions of 1822.↩ 

25. Spaeth, C. P. Krauth, I, 325.↩ 

26. See trans ac tions of 1819. Dr. Theodore E. Schmauk, a stu dent of
Lutheranism in Penn syl va nia, writes us: “The lead ing temp ta tion to
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union in the Min is terium were ex ter nal and not in ter nal, viz., the ques- 
tion of lan guage and the mak ing of com mon cause with the Re formed
Church in the preser va tion of con gre ga tional schools, as over against
the en croach ments of the pub lic school sys tem.” As to the con fes sional
side of judg ing the at ti tude of the Min is terium cf. § 10, 3, 1.↩ 

27. His tory, p. 362.↩ 

28. Ev. Re view, V, 255.↩ 

29. Ev. Re view, VII, 418.↩ 

30. His tory, p. 362.↩ 

31. See the let ters of S. S. Schmucker to his fa ther in Anstadt, Life and
Times of S. S. Schmucker. p. 69.↩ 

32. Spaeth, C. P. Krauth. I, 320.↩ 

33. Prof. Fred er ick Schmidt of Lafayette Col lege, Eas ton, Pa., was ed i tor.
He kept the pa per in ex is tence un til 1846. See F. G. Cot wald, ut supra,
p. 193.↩ 

34. Spaeth, ut supra, I, 328. How ever, we should not go too far in charg ing
the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia with Socini an ism. The synod es pe- 
cially af fected was the New York Min is terium. And since the de nom i- 
na tions round about the Penn syl va nia Synod were hon ey combed with
Ra tio nal ism and much of the lit er a ture from the Fa ther land bore the
same stamp, it was no won der that Lutheranism in the Min is terium
was also dragged down. Nei ther were the lat i tu di nar ian sen ti ments al- 
to gether ab sent in the dis tricts of the Gen eral Synod, but the gen eral
body as such in its in flu en tial men was on its guard against this dan- 
ger.↩ 

35. His tory, p. 362.↩ 

36. See what we said § 7, 5 about the first be gin nings of the church press;
note also Dr. Ja cob’s com ment (His tory, p. 340 sq.) on the first edi tions
of hym nals and prayer books.↩ 

37. See § 4, 8. There is in Muh len berg’s his tory no ev i dence of al tar fel- 
low ship with other de nom i na tions. His the o log i cal po si tion would not
have per mit ted this. As to his prac tice, com pare G. Fritschel in an ar ti- 
cle in Brobst’s Monatschefte, Nov. and Dec, 1868.↩ 

38. Dr. J. G. Mor ris, “Fifty Years in the Lutheran Min istry.”↩ 

39. Gales burg Rule, § 18.↩ 
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40. Our de scrip tion is largely bor rowed from Dr. D. H. Bauslin’s ex cel lent
ar ti cle (Lutheran Quar terly, July, 1910, “The Gen e sis of the New Mea- 
sure Move ment.”↩ 

41. Most of these re vival ser vices dis play the driv ing method. Where they
merely of fered the Gospel, the Lord no doubt has blessed them with
His Spirit.↩ 

42. So his bi og ra pher, Dr. G. H. Ger berd ing, says in “Life and Let ters of
W. A. Pas sa vant,” p. 99.↩ 

43. Dr. Bauslin, ut supra, p. 371.↩ 

44. “Ger man im mi gra tion was greatly stim u lated by the ex o dus from Ger- 
many of the Rev o lu tion ists of 1848. They had left Ger many for po lit i- 
cal rea sons, and now of ten com bined with their po lit i cal rad i cal ism a
rev o lu tion ary at ti tude to mat ters of re li gion, be cause in the Fa ther land
they had ob served that the al tars sup ported the thrones. The Ger man
press, which in many of the larger cities came un der the in flu ence of
those highly ed u cated forty-eighters, also car ried on a cam paign
against liv ing Chris tian ity, in which they could see noth ing but cant
and hypocrisy, while Ger man so ci eties, such as”Turner" and
“Gesangvere ine” were gen er ally anti-re li gious.↩ 

45. Min utes of Con ven tion of Gen eral Synod, Bal ti more, Md., 1833. See
Ev. Re view, p. 256.↩ 

46. Re view, V, 266, 270. Min utes of Con ven tions of 1842, and 1845 at
Bal ti more and Phil a del phia, etc.↩ 

47. See bi o graph i cal notes, § 9.↩ 

48. Com pare our re marks, § 9, 1.↩ 

49. Spaeth. C. P. K. I. 363.↩ 

50. See his book, “Fifty Years in the Lutheran Min istry.”↩ 

51. Va. J. T. Grosse, “Un ter schei dungslehren,” St. Louis, 1909, p. 66. To
quote this case, which has merely his tor i cal value, as an ex pres sion of
the Gen eral Synod is ab so lutely un fair. It is merely the ac tion of a
com mit tee, and the con tents of that let ter mean less than, for in stance,
the res o lu tions passed at one time by the Joint Synod of Ohio and
Penn syl va nia Synod re gard ing a union with the Re formed. Since these
ten den cies have changed, they ad mit of no polem i cal use. They are
merely mat ters of record, of in ter est for the his to rian.↩ 

52. His tory, p. 419.↩ 
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53. We have es pe cially in mind Dr. Nevin’s book on “The Anx ious
Bench,” 1843. Says Dr. Ja cobs: “The debt of grat i tude which was due
him for this and other ef forts found a for mal ex pres sion when Dr. C. P.
Krauth, Jr., in tro duced him to the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia in ses- 
sion at Lan cas ter, Pa., 1874.”↩ 

54. Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 417.↩ 

55. The strong or gan of the Lib er als was the Lutheran Ob server. The
“Sym bol ists” spoke through the col umns of the Ev. Re view, edited for
a long time by Dr. Charles Phillip Krauth, pro fes sor at Get tys burg; also
through the Lutheran and Mis sion ary, edited by his son, Charles
Porter field Krauth.↩ 

56. Kirchen fre und, VIII, p. 386 sq. Trans la tion af ter Dr. Spaeth in C. P. K.,
I, 354 sq.↩ 

57. Spaeth, C. P. K., I, 179.↩ 

58. There be ing no Lutheran sem i nary, Dr. Schmucker re ceived his the o- 
log i cal train ing at Prince ton.↩ 

59. See J. L. Neve, “Lutheranism in Amer ica and the Prob lem of its Ac- 
com mo da tion to the An glo-Saxon Spirit,” in the sec ond num ber of the
Amer i can Lutheran Sur vey, Nov. 2, 1914.↩ 

60. In the “Deutscher Kirchen fre und,” also in Spaeth’s “W. J. Mann, Erin- 
nerungs blaet ter,” 157.↩ 

61. Spaeth, I, Ill.↩ 

62. Ev. Re view, V. 269.↩ 

63. Luth. Ob server, Nov. 27, 1846.↩ 

64. Luth. Ob server, ut supra.↩ 

65. See his ar ti cle in Ev. Re view II, 510.↩ 

66. Quoted by Dr. Spaeth in his Charles Port. Krauth, I, 347. A large part
of the cor re spon dence be tween Drs. Schmucker and Sprecher has gone
into the pos ses sion of the Krauth Memo rial Li brary at Mt. Airy Sem i- 
nary. Among these let ters is also the one quoted.↩ 

67. Luth. Ob server, May 4, 1866. Lutheran and Mis sion ary, May 10, 1886.
Anstadt, “Life and Times of Schmucker,” 315 sq. Spaeth ut supra, I.
357.↩ 

68. See H. J. Schmidt’s let ter to C. P. Krauth, Sen., pub lished by Spaeth,
C. P. K., I, 363.↩ 
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69. A like ser vice was ren dered later to those who could read Ger man by
the The ol o gis che Monat shefte, edited by Rev. S. K. Brobst, Al len town,
Pa.↩ 

70. "Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 441.↩ 

71. Anstadt, Life and Times of Schmucker, p. 61 sq.↩ 

72. Spaeth, C. P. K., I, 179.↩ 

73. On the other hand, it was putting: a pre mium on in dif fer en tism, which
car ries with it self the dan ger of de vel op ing into a neg a tive lib er al ism,
thus invit ing dis as trous de vel op ments for the fu ture.↩ 

74. True it is that the Con cor dia Luther ans were en gaged in vi o lent con tro- 
ver sies, but it must be ad mit ted that they have set tled their dif fer ences
with the ex cep tion of a few points. These doc tri nal con tro ver sies
should not have been taken as a jus ti fi ca tion of the Gen eral Synod for
keep ing its doc tri nal ba sis gen eral and in def i nite. It is in the very na- 
ture of Lutheranism to strive to wards an ex pres sion of the prin ci ples
em bod ied in its con fes sion. This is the case es pe cially in Amer ica
where these prin ci ples be come the flag which min is ters and con gre ga- 
tions must fol low out of their own free choice. In a Lutheran body with
a broad and in def i nite doc tri nal ba sis, one party to which the fu ture be- 
longs be cause of its ad her ing to the his tor i cally gen uine thing will op- 
pose it self to an other more union is tic party. So the Synod has strife in
its own camp. Ver ily, the al to gether too broad doc tri nal ba sis has been
the dy na mite box un der the struc ture of the Gen eral Synod up to re cent
times. It will be found that the Rich mond Res o lu tions, to gether with
the new doc tri nal ba sis (comp. § n, 1 f), in which the “un al tered”
Augs burg Con fes sion and the old lim i ta tions of the obli ga tion to the
“fun da men tal doc trines” was re moved, has in au gu rated a more peace- 
ful pe riod in the his tory of the Gen eral Synod.↩ 

75. See “The Au gus tana Synod, a brief Re view of its His tory,” 1860-
1910, Rock Is land, Ill., Au gus tana Book Con cern, p. 31.↩ 

76. R. G. Linker’s con tri bu tion to “The Lutheran Ob server,” Feb. 14.
1913.↩ 

77. Lutheran Ob server, Dec. 11, 1857.↩ 

78. Es b jo ern, Has selquist, see § 10, 1.↩ 

79. Reprinted in Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 457.↩ 

80. An in ter est ing case in court was the ar gu ment con cern ing prop erty
rights be tween the Hartwick and Franck ean syn ods. The Rev. Philip
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Wi et ing left the Hartwick Synod to unite with the Franck ean Synod.
He wished to take his con gre ga tions (St. Pe ter’s, Rhinebeck, and
St. John’s. Sharon, both in Schoharie Co.) into the more lib eral or ga ni- 
za tion. But while the ma jor ity of the mem bers were with him, a mi nor- 
ity op posed the move. The case was com pli cated be cause the be quest
of one hun dred acres made by Pas tor Som mer to these con gre ga tions
stip u lated that they should ad here to the Augs burg Con fes sion. This
raised the dis cus sion into the sphere of the ol ogy. Since the Franck ean
Synod had not ac cepted the Augs burg Con fes sion, Vice Chan cel lor L.
H. Sand ford ruled in fa vor of the mi nor ity which re tained land, church
and par son age. (J. Nicum, New York Min is terium, p. 149.)↩ 

81. Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 421; Fritschel, II., 83.↩ 

82. There was, how ever, this dif fer ence that, while the Pitts burg Synod re- 
served to it self the right to se cede, the Penn syl va nia Min is terium con- 
ferred it in the form of a duty upon its del e gates. Sec (Lutheran Ob- 
server, June 15, 1866) Buehler’s ad dress.↩ 

83. Ja cobs, p. 422; Fritschel, II, 84.↩ 

84. §9, 2.↩ 

85. This para graph was an en cour ag ing im prove ment even on the or di na- 
tion vow pre scribed by the con sti tu tion for the dis trict syn ods (§ 11, 1,
a), which now ac cepted this para graph of the Gen eral Synod’s Con sti- 
tu tion. Later, af ter the con ven tions at Rich mond, 1909, and Wash ing- 
ton, 1911, the phrase ol ogy was changed into the form now adopted (at
Atchi son, 1913).↩ 

86. Not un til Au gust did Dr. Brown be come pro fes sor of sys tem atic the ol- 
ogy at Get tys burg. We have aimed to be ac cu rate con cern ing above
dates, be cause it is of ten said that if Dr. Krauth in stead of Dr. Brown
had be come pro fes sor at Get tys burg, the break with the Penn syl va nia
Synod might have been pre vented. But Dr. Krauth was elected to the
pro fes sor ship in the Phil a del phia Sem i nary at a spe cial meet ing of the
Min is terium at Al len town, July 26, 1864, while the di rec tors of the
Get tys burg Sem i nary did not meet un til Au gust for the pur pose of se- 
lect ing a suc ces sor to Dr. Schmucker. So then Dr. Krauth was no
longer avail able for Get tys burg. See Spaeth, 11, 139 f; Dr. Anstadt.
336 tf.↩ 

87. Spaeth, II. 154.↩ 



143

88. To gain a clear im pres sion of Dr. Krauth’s ac tiv ity in this re spect, see
Spaeth. C. P. K.. H, 28; also pp. 77 to 126.↩ 

89. Lutheran Ob server, June 30, 1865.↩ 

90. 1884, Dec. 27.↩ 

91. Eng lish trans la tion in Lutheran Ob server, July 21, 1865.↩ 

92. The East Penn syl va nia Synod and the Penn syl va nia Synod were storm
cen ters at this time. Dr. Seiss had been a mem ber of the East Penn syl- 
va nia Synod, but had sought ad mis sion into the Penn syl va nia Synod
against the protest of the pres i dent and with out a let ter dimis sory from
the East Penn syl va nia Synod, which at its next meet ing de clared this
ac tion “ir reg u lar, vi o lent, and in plain dis re gard of proper in ter syn od i- 
cal or der and comity” (Lutheran Ob server, Oct. 13, 1865). We can
imag ine how it im pressed the East Penn syl va nia Synod that Dr. Seiss
ap peared as the chair man of the del e ga tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod.
Since we have men tioned this in ci dent the fol low ing may be added:
The chief point on which the East Penn syl va nia Synod had based its
re fusal to dis miss Dr. Seiss was that the con gre ga tion un der his care
was yet con nected with that synod. The Min is terium of Penn syl va nia,
in ses sion at Eas ton, Pa., June 11-16, 1865, de fended it self by declar- 
ing that there was no “law upon this sub ject, ei ther in the Con sti tu tion
of the Synod of East Penn syl va nia or in the Con sti tu tion of the con gre- 
ga tion of which Dr. Seiss is pas tor” (Engl. Min utes of the Min ist. of
Pa., Eas ton, Pa., 1865, p. 17).↩ 

93. While the Pitts burg Synod and the New York Min is terium had also re- 
served cer tain rights when join ing the Gen eral Synod, these rights
were not claimed for their del e ga tions in de pen dent of the Synod’s in- 
struc tion.↩ 

94. C. P. K., II. 132.↩ 

95. Lutheran Ob server, May 11, 1866.↩ 

96. It must be kept in mind that even as late as 1864 Dr. Chas. Porter field
Krauth de fended the po si tion of the Gen eral Synod re gard ing fun da- 
men tals and non-fun da men tals in the Augs burg Con fes sion, and also
that the con fes sional obli ga tion had ref er ence only to fun da men tals.
See Lutheran and Mis sion ary, March 31 and April 21, 1864. For an ex- 
ten sive dis cus sion of Dr. Krauth’s po si tion, see J. L. Neve’s Ad dress of
In au gu ra tion, 1911: “The For mu la tion of the Gen eral Synod’s Con fes- 
sional Ba sis,” p. 19. Not be fore the sum mer of 1865 did Dr. Krauth
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change his views rel a tive to what is oblig a tory in the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion. See Lutheran and Mis sion ary, July 13, 1865; also Spaeth, II,
115.↩ 

97. Quoted from a Ger man pam phlet pub lished by the Penn syl va nia Synod
en ti tled in trans la tion, “The Synod of Penn syl va nia and the last Con- 
ven tion of the Gen eral Synod at Fort Wayne, In di ana, 1866.” Phil a del- 
phia. 1866.↩ 

98. Spaeth, II, 160.↩ 

99. See “The Synod of Penn syl va nia,” etc., p. 6; Min utes of Gen eral
Synod, Fort Wayne, 1866, p. 4. Also Dr. S. E. Ochsen ford, Doc u men- 
tary His tory, p. 81.↩ 

100. Like that con cern ing the ad mis sion of the Franck ean Synod.↩ 

101. See Synod of Penn syl va nia Synod, p. 31.↩ 

102. In a for mal re ply of which we shall speak later.↩ 

103. Synod of Penn syl va nia, p. 14.↩ 

104. Synod of Penn syl va nia, p. 16.↩ 

105. Dur ing the meet ing at Lan cas ter, Pa., when re ceiv ing the re port of its
del e ga tion.↩ 

106. Synod of Penn syl va nia, p. 36.↩ 

107. Spaeth, II, 155. Other syn ods re ceived at the same time were Pitts burg,
Texas and North ern Illi nois.↩ 

108. I. 352.↩ 

109. See min utes of con ven tion at Fort Wayne; also min utes of Synod of
Penn syl va nia.↩ 

110. At the con ven tion at Eas ton, Pa., 1865.↩ 

111. This re port con tains 11 pages and can not be reprinted here. We have
given ex tracts from it.↩ 

112. This “re ply” is not found in the pro to col of the con ven tion but in the
pro to col of 119th an nual con ven tion of the Penn syl va nia Synod at
Lan cas ter, Pa. (1866). Reprinted also in Ochsen ford’s Doc u men tary
His tory of the Gen eral Coun cil, p. 117.↩ 

113. His tory, p. 464.↩ 

114. The Penn syl va nia Synod, p. 23. See also min utes of Gen eral Synod.↩ 

115. The protest is to be found in the pam phlet, “The Penn syl va nia Synod,”
p. 29; also in the min utes of the Fort Wayne Con ven tion, and in
Dr. Ochsen ford, “Doc u men tary His tory,” p. 84 ff. ↩ 
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116. This was also ad mit ted by Dr. Brown in the ad dress we have men- 
tioned.↩ 

117. In the Al len town Church Case the view of the judge is given with ref- 
er ence to a pam phlet of which we have made fre quent use, en ti tled
“The Penn syl va nia Synod and the last Con ven tion of the Gen eral
Synod at Fort Wayne,” which ap peared as an ap pen dix to the min utes
of the Penn syl va nia Synod of 1866 and from which we have quoted
much: “This book com ing from the Min is terium, would be ex pected to
show the doc tri nal char ac ter of the with drawal from the Gen eral
Synod; but it shows just the con trary. It shows that the dis pute was a
mix ture of par lia men tary law and dig nity… From that point, when the
del e gates from the Min is terium were not rec og nized at Fort Wayne, on
through all this con tro versy, not one word of doc trine ap pears. It is
par lia men tary law, the Pres i dent’s rul ing of the Gen eral Synod in sus- 
tain ing, from be gin ning to end… On pp. 18 and 19 is ‘a clear and suc- 
cinct state ment’ of their griev ances. This state ment com prises nine
heads, and there is not in them a line of com plaint on mat ters of doc- 
trine.” (See Quar terly Re view, 1878, p. 15 sq.). Also the Mis souri
Synod at that time de plored that when the Penn syl va nia Synod se- 
ceded, it did not make doc tri nal dif fer ence the cause of the rup ture.
(See Denkschrift, pub lished by the con ven tion held at Fort Wayne,
1871, Nov. 14 to 16, rep re sent ing mem bers of the syn ods of Ohio,
Mis souri, Wis con sin, Illi nois, Min ne sota and also of the Nor we gian
Lutheran Synod, p. 19). Dr. Spaeth in his bi og ra phy of Dr. Krauth put
too much stress on the doc tri nal side of the ques tion, while Ja cobs’
His tory presents a view more mod er ate.↩ 

118. See Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 468, sq.; Geo. J. Fritschel, 2, 109 sq.↩ 

119. At that time bread and wine were called “out ward sym bols of His body
and blood,” “memo ri als of our Saviour’s suf fer ing and death.” Most
ob jec tion able phrases were min gled with those of sound Lutheran
char ac ter.↩ 

120. Those who be lieve that the dif fer ence be tween the Gen eral Synod and
the Penn syl va nia Synod at the con ven tion at Fort Wayne, con sisted in
the fact that the for mer rec og nized only the Augs burg Con fes sion,
while the lat ter ac cepted all the Sym bol i cal Books, are much mis taken.
The idea of mak ing the ac cep ta tion of the whole Book of Con cord
oblig a tory for the Synod as such (with the The o log i cal Sem i nary it is a
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dif fer ent thing) did not be come a mat ter of se ri ous con sid er a tion un til
af ter the sep a ra tion from the Gen eral Synod had taken place and a new
or ga ni za tion was thought of with Mis souri and Ohio and other bod ies
as pos si ble par tic i pants. Just a few weeks be fore the con ven tion at
York Dr. Krauth stated in the Lutheran and Mis sion ary: “The Augs- 
burg Con fes sion is the sym bol of Lutheran catholic ity, all other parts
of the Book of Con cord are sym bols of Lutheran par tic u lar ity, con fes- 
sions of the Lutheran faith, but not in the in dis putable sense of the
Lutheran church as such.” (Lutheran and Mis sion ary, March 24, 1864.)
He also de fended the phrase “sub stan tially cor rect” which formed the
old doc tri nal ba sis of the Gen eral Synod, but which was to be re jected
by that body a few weeks later (Lutheran and Mis sion ary, March 31,
1864). His fa ther. Dr. C. Philip Krauth, had protested as early as 1850
against the old doc tri nal obli ga tion: “We ob ject to the lib erty al lowed
in that sub scrip tion… it is li able to great abuse… it is ev i dent that a
creed thus pre sented is no creed, that it is any thing or noth ing, that its
sub scrip tion is a solemn farce.” (Ev. Re view, H.) But in the Lutheran
and Mis sion ary (April 7, 1864) the son takes the po si tion: “Let the old
for mula stand and be de fined.” It is cer tain that if doc tri nal mat ters
would have been dis cussed at Fort Wayne, the del e ga tion of the Penn- 
syl va nia Synod would have de manded noth ing but fi delity to the Au- 
gus tana.↩ 

121. Spaeth, II, 113.↩ 

122. Lutheran Ob server, May 4, 1866. A close in ves ti ga tion of con di tions at
that time will re veal many un-Lutheran in flu ences in the Gen eral
Synod. Dr. H. A. Ott, in his “His tory of the Kan sas Synod,” writes
con cern ing the time when the found ing of this synod was taken un der
con sid er a tion: ’The Def i nite Syn od i cal Plat form had been be fore the
Church for ten years and had pretty thor oughly leav ened the West with
its doc trines." If it had not been for the protest of the ven er a ble Rev. D.
Earhardt, the Kan sas Synod, even af ter the con ven tion at Fort Wayne,
would have ac cepted the Def i nite Plat form as its doc tri nal ba sis. The
fol low ing res o lu tion was passed: “Re solved, That we or ga nize our- 
selves into a synod on the ba sis of the Def i nite Syn od i cal Plat form,
pro vided Rev. Earhardt will unite with us, and if he does not, we do
not” (p. 28, 29).↩ 

123. See found ing of Gen eral Coun cil, S 17, N.↩ 



147

124. See cause of this schism in T. Nic tim’s “His tory of the New York Min- 
is terium,” p. 254 sq.↩ 

125. Records of 1914 show 139 pas tors, 151 con gre ga tions, 33,999 com mu- 
ni cants.↩ 

126. The Ger man Wart burg Synod sprang from the Synod of Cen tral Illi- 
nois. At first the Ger mans of this synod formed a con fer ence which
even tu ally (1876) be came the Wart burg Synod. (See bioR raph i cal
notes of Dr. Sev er ing haus, § 13). The Illi nois Synod later left the Gen- 
eral Coun cil and be came a part of the Mis souri Synod in which it was
dis solved.↩ 

127. The case of the Frauck ean Synod in 1864 was dif fer cnt. There not
even the Au gus tana was men tioned as a doc tri nal ba sis.↩ 

128. See let ter to his fa ther in Anstadt, “Life and Times of Dr. S. S.
Schmucker.”↩ 

129. This para graph was for mally adopted at Wash ing ton in 1869, hav ing
been pre vi ously ac cepted by the dis trict syn ods.↩ 

130. This strained re la tion reached its cli max in the con flict over the Com- 
mon Ser vice. The United Synod of the South, the Gen eral Coun cil, and
the Gen eral Synod had, through a joint com mit tee from the three bod- 
ies, pre pared a com mon or der of ser vice on the ba sis of the Lutheran
litur gies of the six teenth cen tury. The ef forts to adopt this liturgy re- 
sulted in a con flict be tween the two ten den cies in the Gen eral Synod,
last ing for a num ber of years. The Com mon Ser vice was fi nally
adopted.↩ 

131. See min utes of Gen eral Synod, 1909, p. 57.↩ 

132. Dr. Sprecher at a later date, when he had re ceded from his old po si tion,
ac cu rately de scribed the Def i nite Plat form as “that mod i fi ca tion of
Lutheranism which has per haps been prop erly called the cul mi na tion
of Melanchtho ni an ism.” See let ter to “The Lutheran Evan ge list”
(1891); cf. bi o graph i cal sketch of Dr. Sprecher, p. 130.↩ 

133. “The Augs burg Con fes sion, the cor rect in ter pre ta tion of the fun da men- 
tal doc trines of the Word of God” — these words of the old doc tri nal
ba sis might mean that the most im por tant doc trines of the Bible have
found an ad e quate ex pres sion in this Con fes sion. Thus the Con ser va- 
tives un der stood them. But they might also mean that the adop tion of
the Au gus tana is lim ited to the parts where it deals with fun da men tal
doc trines. This was the ver sion of the Lib er als. See J. L. Neve (In au gu- 
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ral Ad dress), “The For mu la tion of the Gen eral Synod’s Con fes sional
Ba sis,” Burling ton, (1911).↩ 

134. Other Lutheran bod ies that are known for stricter con ser vatism ex- 
change greet ings with the rep re sen ta tives of non-Lutheran churches at
oc ca sions such as ded i ca tion, of the o log i cal sem i nar ies, an niver saries
of the o log i cal in sti tu tions, in stal la tion of pro fes sors, etc. Such prac tice,
to which there should be no ob jec tion so long as it does not de gen er ate
into a cour te ous ex pres sion of union is tic sen ti ment, is not es sen tially
dif fer ent from that of the Gen eral Synod in the point men tioned. The
par tic i pants sim ply rec og nize each other as churches that have a right
to ex ist.↩ 

135. It may be ad mit ted that this is not yet the uni ver sal prac tice. But in the
older, the larger and the more set tled con gre ga tions the prin ci ple is
more and more rec og nized. In the con gre ga tion in which the writer of
this his tory has held his mem ber ship for a good many years one can
hardly quote a sin gle ex cep tion.↩ 

136. It was on such oc ca sions that Muh len berg prac ticed pul pit fel low ship
with the sur round ing de nom i na tions (§ 4, 8).↩ 

137. There are min is ters who at present ex tend the fol low ing in vi ta tion:
“All those who be lieve with our church that in the Lord’s Sup per the
true Body and Blood of Christ are given for the for give ness of sins,
may now with the con gre ga tion come to the ta ble of the Lord.” This
proves that among Eng lish Luther ans of the Gen eral Synod there is an
in creas ing con vic tion that the Bib li cal doc trine con cern ing the Lord’s
Sup per is in sep a ra bly con nected with faith de manded for a proper
prepa ra tion for re ceiv ing the Sacra ment. The “im probant se cus do- 
centes” (they dis ap prove of those that teach oth er wise) of the Au gus- 
tana (Ar ti cle X) can not be ig nored by those who claim to stand on the
Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion.↩ 

138. This “Ba sis of Church Gov ern ment” (Kirchen reg i mentliches Grundge- 
setz) is found in the “Formel buch fuer die Deutschcn in der Gen er al- 
syn ode” by Dr. J. D. Sev er ing haus. p. 81; also in the Book of Wor- 
ship.↩ 

139. Dr. Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 467, cf.; also Dr. Ochsen ford. Doc u men tary
His tory of the Gen eral Coun cil, p. 166 i.↩ 
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5. The United Synod Of The South.

§ 14. The Ori gin of the Synod.

This gen eral body, com pris ing the Lutheran syn ods of the South ern States,
bears its present name only since the year 1886.

[1] An ac count of the ori gin of the Lutheran syn ods in the South has al- 
ready been given in § 5, 2, 5. The NORTH CAR OLINA SYNOD was or ga nized in
1803. From this synod the TEN NES SEE SYNOD went out in 1820, be cause the
mem bers of the lat ter were of a pos i tive Lutheran ten dency, and dis ap- 
proved of the pur pose of the North Car olina Synod to take part in the or ga- 
ni za tion of the Gen eral Synod (§ 5, 5). The SOUTH CAR OLINA SYNOD was
formed in 1824, and united with the Gen eral Synod in 1835. The VIR GINIA

SYNOD was or ga nized in 1829. (From its midst came such men as Drs. S. S.
Schmucker, J. G. Mor ris, C. P. Krauth). In 1841 a SOUTH WEST VIR GINIA

SYNOD, and in 1846 the MIS SIS SIPPI SYNOD, which at present num bers only
seven pas tors and twelve churches, were formed. The SYNOD OF GEOR GIA,
em brac ing the States of Geor gia and Flor ida, came into ex is tence in 1860.
In the same year the HOL STON SYNOD (so called af ter the Hol ston River in
Ten nes see), an off shoot of the Ten nes see Synod, was or ga nized.

[2] Four of these syn ods, namely, the North Car olina, South Car olina,
Vir ginia, and West Vir ginia, left the Gen eral Synod in 1863, and in the fol- 
low ing year (in con junc tion with the Synod of Geor gia) at Con cord, N. C,
or ga nized the Gen eral Synod of the Ev. Luth. Church in the Con fed er ate
States of Amer ica (§ 10, 2). The rea son for this ac tion was as fol lows : In
1861 the South ern States se ceded, and the Civil War with its hor rors be gan.
The Gen eral Synod passed RES O LU TIONS con demn ing the orig i na tors and ad- 
vo cates of the war. The south ern pas tors and con gre ga tions re garded the
res o lu tions as be ing aimed at them. They be lieved that the po lit i cal sep a ra- 
tion be tween the South and the North would be per ma nent. They there fore
re solved upon an ec cle si as ti cal SEP A RA TION also. But when the newly formed
body met again two years later, the war was over and the Union of the
States re stored. It was a ques tion now whether the two syn od i cal bod ies
should unite again. Since at this time the Gen eral Synod was dis tracted by
the con fes sional con tro ver sies, and the Penn syl va nia Synod had with drawn
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from it; and since the south ern syn ods de sired to place them selves upon a
more pos i tive con fes sional ba sis than that held by the Gen eral Synod, it was
re solved to con tinue as a sep a rate body, and sim ply to change the name to
cor re spond with the change in po lit i cal re la tions. The name adopted was,
“The Evang. Luth. Gen eral Synod in North Amer ica,” which was, how ever,
soon changed to “The Gen eral Synod of the Evang. Luth. Church of the
South.” The rea sons which in duced it to as sume the name which it now
bears will be given in the fol low ing para graph.

[3] Two of the syn ods enu mer ated above (§ 14, 1 ), namely, the TEN NES- 
SEE SYNOD and the HOL STON SYNOD, had, as a mat ter of prin ci ple, re frained
from join ing the Gen eral Synod, and did not unite with this gen eral body in
the South.1 Their con fes sional stand point had caused them to hold them- 
selves aloof. Af ter their sep a ra tion from the north ern Gen eral Synod, the
other syn ods of the South de vel oped a more de cided Lutheran con scious- 
ness. Their an tithe sis to the Ten nes see Synod dis ap peared more and more.
More over, the syn ods south of the Po tomac be came con vinced, that, in or- 
der to en joy the in es timable ad van tages of con cen tra tion, they must ei ther
unite in the or ga ni za tion of a body which should in clude the great est pos si- 
ble num ber of south ern syn ods, or else as in di vid ual syn ods seek union with
the larger ec cle si as ti cal bod ies of the North. Since the con fes sional dif fer- 
ences had al most en tirely dis ap peared, the way was open for the for mer
course. In 1867 the Ten nes see Synod al ready sent a rep re sen ta tive to the
con ven tion of the South ern Gen eral Synod, to en ter into ne go ti a tions re- 
spect ing a union. Al though this ap proach was hailed with joy, nine teen
years elapsed be fore a union ac tu ally took place. On No vem ber 12 and 13,
1884, del e gates from all the South ern syn ods fi nally came to gether to a con- 
fer ence at Sal is bury, N. C, in or der to de lib er ate on the ques tion of an or- 
ganic union. This time there was a pos i tive re sult. A DOC TRI NAL BA SIS was
agreed upon, in ac cor dance with which the Holy Scrip tures were ac cepted
as the only rule of faith and life, and the ec u meni cal sym bols, to gether with
the un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion as a cor rect and faith ful ex hi bi tion of
the doc trines of Holy Scrip ture in mat ters of faith and prac tice. The other
con fes sions of the Book of Con cord were de clared to be a cor rect and scrip- 
tural in ter pre ta tion of the doc trines taught by the Augs burg Con fes sion, and
in full har mony with one and the same scrip tural faith. Af ter an un der stand- 
ing was reached on this im por tant point, only the for mal i ties re mained to be
ar ranged. This was done at the next meet ing, June 23, 1886. From this time
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on we have the “United Synod of the South,” this be ing the name which the
new gen eral body adopted. It num bers 274 pas tors, with 488 con gre ga tions
and preach ing-points, and 52,188 com mu ni cants.

§ 15. Char ac ter i za tion.

[1] In its DOC TRI NAL TEN DENCY this body stands about mid way be tween the
Gen eral Synod and the Gen eral Coun cil. In 1878 it ar ranged for an ex- 
change of del e gates with the Gen eral Synod, af ter hav ing as sured it self by a
for mal in quiry that the res o lu tions passed at the time of the civil war (§ 14,
2) were not meant to ques tion the Chris tian char ac ter of the south ern pas- 
tors.

[2] In the mat ter of CHURCH POLITY the con sti tu tion of the Gen eral Synod
of the South had de cided that the gen eral body should have leg isla tive and
ju di cial pre rog a tives. This was changed so as to read that in the IN TER NAL

AF FAIRS of the dis trict syn ods the new gen eral body, namely, the United
Synod of the South, should have only ad vi sory au thor ity; but that on GEN- 
ERAL MAT TERS of the Church, such as pro vid ing its lit er a ture, con duct ing its
the o log i cal sem i nar ies and its for eign and home mis sion ary work, it should
have leg isla tive power (comp. §§ 11, 3; 27, 1; 29. 3a).

[3] The United Synod of the South de serves spe cial credit for the prepa- 
ra tion of the COM MON SER VICE for the Lutheran Church of this coun try. The
first ac tion look ing to ward the prepa ra tion of such an or der of ser vice as a
litur gi cal bond of union among the Lutheran syn ods of Amer ica, was taken
by the Gen eral Synod of the South. Dr. Bach mann hav ing, as early as 1870,
re ferred to the im por tance of this mat ter for the Eng lish speak ing Lutheran
Church of Amer ica, the Synod in 1876 ap pointed a com mit tee which, in
con junc tion with sim i lar com mit tees from the Gen eral Synod and the Gen- 
eral Coun cil, should, on the ba sis of the con sen sus of the pure Lutheran
litur gies of the six teenth cen tury, pre pare a uni form or der of ser vice for the
three bod ies. The fi nal re sult of this ac tion was the “Com mon Ser vice.”

§ 16. In sti tu tions and Work.

1. Ed u ca tional In sti tu tions.
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[a] The THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NARY of the United Synod of the South is lo cated
at Mt. Pleas ant, S. C, near Charles ton. Al though this in sti tu tion is still in its
for ma tive pe riod, it has be hind it a long and some what com pli cated his tory.
As early as 1830 the South Car olina Synod founded a the o log i cal sem i nary
at Lex ing ton, S. C, with Dr. Hazelius (§ 6, 1) at its head from 1833 till his
death in 1853. Then the South Car olina Synod car ried on the work in con- 
nec tion with its col lege at New berry, S. C. (see be low). In the year 1872 it
com bined the work of its the o log i cal sem i nary with that of the Gen eral
Synod of the South at Salem, Va. When this sem i nary was abol ished in
1884, the South Car olina Synod again in au gu rated a the o log i cal de part ment
in con nec tion with its col lege at New berry. In 1892 it gave the work over
into the hands of the United Synod of the South, which con tin ued it for a
while longer at New berry, and then trans ferred it, in 1898, to MT. PLEAS ANT,
near Charles ton, thence to Co lum bia, S. C, where the sem i nary is con ducted
at the present time un der the di rec tion of Dr. A. G. Voigt, who has as so ci- 
ated with him as fel low-pro fes sors. Dr. L. G. M. Miller and Dr. J. G.
Seegers.

[b] COL LEGES. NEW BERRY COL LEGE, which was be gun in 1832 at Lex ing- 
ton, S. C, by the South Car olina Synod, and opened as a reg u lar col lege in
1859 at New berry, S. C, suf fered heav ily dur ing the civil war, its build ings
be ing al most to tally de stroyed. In 1868 it was trans ferred to Wal halla, S. C,
but was brought back to New berry again in 1877. Con gress granted the in- 
sti tu tion an in dem nity of $15,000 in 1878. It is at tended by about 160 stu- 
dents. — ROANOKE COL LEGE was founded by the Vir ginia Synod in 1842
near Mt. Ta bor, Va. In 1847 it was re moved to Salem, Va. Dr. D. F. Bit tle
was pres i dent of the in sti tu tion for twenty-three years. In 1878 Dr. J. D.
Dreher be came pres i dent, and in 1903 Dr. J. A. More head. It num bers 300
stu dents. — LENOIR COL LEGE, founded in 1891, is meant chiefly to meet the
wants of the Ten nes see Synod. It has 250 stu dents.

2. Mis sion Work.

The HOME MIS SION ARY WORK of the United Synod of the South is un der the
di rec tion of a “Board of Mis sions and Church Ex ten sion.” Since 1893 a
FOR EIGN MIS SION has been con ducted by the United Synod in Japan (Saga),
which is now ex tended to other cities on the is land of Kiushiu.
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Bi o graph i cal Sketches.

[1] THE HENKELS. GER HARD HENKEL, the head of the Amer i can branch of this
fam ily of pas tors, was chap lain of Duke Mau rice of Sax ony, and was ex iled
when the Duke went over to the Ro man Catholic Church. He was the first
Lutheran preacher in Vir ginia, go ing from there to Penn syl va nia (§ 3, 6).
His grand son was PAUL HENKEL, whose im me di ate de scen dants con sti tute
the well-known fam ily of Lutheran min is ters. He was or dained in 1792 by
the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, and be came pas tor at New Mar ket, Va. He
took part in the or ga ni za tion of the North Car olina Synod (§ 5, 2), and the
Ohio Synod (§ 5, 2). He was the au thor of some ex cel lent books, both in
Ger man and in Eng lish, and died at New Mar ket, Va., in 1825. The sec ond
and fourth of his sons, PHILIP and DAVID, took part in the or ga ni za tion of the
Ten nes see Synod (§ 5, 5). David was es pe cially gifted, and wrote a num ber
of valu able works. His third son, AM BRO SIUS, also a min is ter, con ducted the
cel e brated Lutheran pub lish ing house in New Mar ket. His fourth and sixth
sons, AN DREW and CHARLES, were pas tors in Ohio. The Henkels knew how
to em ploy the press in the ser vice of the Lutheran Church. The old est son of
Paul Henkel, Solomon, a physi cian of note, had al ready pos sessed a print- 
ing press, by means of which he placed Lutheran books on the mar ket. His
son, an other physi cian, con ceived the idea of trans lat ing and pub lish ing the
Book of Con cord — a plan which was car ried out un der the di rec tion of his
un cle, the Rev. Am bro sius Henkel men tioned above. Up to 1903 the pub- 
lish ing house in New Mar ket was in the hands of Dr. SOCRATES HENKEL, a
son of the Rev. David Henkel pre vi ously men tioned. The ma jor ity of the
sons of the Henkels that have been enu mer ated here also en tered the min- 
istry. Bap tismal names like “Eu se bius,” “Poly carp,” “Ire naeus,” “Am bro- 
sius,” re veal the spirit of con se cra tion to the ser vice of the Church which
must have pre vailed in this hon or able fam ily for gen er a tions.

[2] DR. JOHN BACH MAN, dis tin guished for his learn ing and prac ti cal tal- 
ent, was born in 1790 in Rhinebeck, N. Y. His the o log i cal stud ies were pur- 
sued un der the di rec tion of Dr. Quit man (§ 6, 3). But, un like his teacher, he
was a pos i tive Lutheran. From the time of his or di na tion till his death in
1874, a pe riod of fifty-six years, he was pas tor of St. John’s Church in
Charles ton, S. C. In all im por tant trans ac tions of his time he took part as a
leader. Dur ing the Civil War, in which he was an en thu si as tic sup porter of
the South, his con gre ga tion be came scat tered. But he soon built it up again.
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He was prom i nent in the field of nat u ral sci ence and wrote books on Amer i- 
can birds and quadrupeds which se cured for him the friend ship of Hum- 
boldt and Agas siz, and the de gree of Doc tor of Phi los o phy from the Uni ver- 
sity of Berlin. A valu able sci en tific col lec tion was de stroyed and he him self
mal treated dur ing the war by some reg i ments of Sher man’s army. He wrote
a book on “The Unity of the Hu man Race,” and, dur ing the con flict over the
Lutheran con fes sion, a “De fense of Luther.”

PROF. A. G. VOIGT, D. D., LL. D., was born in Phil a del phia, Jan u ary 22,
1850. He re ceived his ed u ca tion at the Uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia, also at
Mount Airy, the sem i nary of the Gen eral Coun cil, and at Er lan gen. He en- 
tered the min istry in 1883, and served the con gre ga tions of Mt. Holly, N. J.
(1883-85) and of Wilm ing ton, N. C. (1898-1903). From 1885 to 1889, and
also from 1891-98, he was the o log i cal pro fes sor at New berry, S. C. He
served as pro fes sor at Thiel Col lege from 1889-91. Since 1906 he has been
dean of the Sem i nary of the United Synod of the South, now lo cated at Co- 
lum bia, S. C. He is one of the au thors of the “Lutheran Com men tary”.

PAS TOR W. H. GREEVER, D. D., born De cem ber 18, 1870, in Burke’s Gar- 
den, Va., stud ied in Roanoke Col lege and in the sem i nary of the Coun cil in
Mount Airy, Pa. He was or dained in 1896, and served the con gre ga tions of
Blue field, W. Va. (1894-01) and Co lum bia, S. C. (1901-08). From 1904-
1914 he was ed i tor of “The Lutheran Vis i tor”, the of fi cial or gan of the
United Synod of the South. Since 1914 he has been ed i tor-in-chief of
“Amer i can Lutheran Sur vey,” a weekly mag a zine of in ter syn od i cal sig nif i- 
cance, the “Lit er ary Di gest” of the Lutheran church in Amer ica.

1. The lit tle Mis sis sippi Synod also did not join till later, but this was not
due to con sci en tious scru ples.↩ 
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6. The Gen eral Coun cil.

§ 17. Or ga ni za tion.

[1] The WITH DRAWAL of the del e gates of the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia
from the Gen eral Synod oc curred in May, 1866, at Fort Wayne, In di ana (§
19, 3). A few weeks later the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia met at Lan cas ter,
Pa., rat i fied the ac tion of the del e gates, and FOR MALLY SEV ERED ITS CON NEC- 
TION with the Gen eral Synod. At the same con ven tion, the Min is terium au- 
tho rized the is su ing of a call to all syn ods which con fess the Un al tered
Augs burg Con fes sion, for the pur pose of or ga niz ing a new gen eral body
upon dis tinc tively Lutheran prin ci ples. This CALL was pre pared by Dr. C. P.
Krauth.1 In re sponse to this call a con ven tion was held at READ ING, PA., De- 
cem ber 12-14, 1866, at tended by del e gates of thir teen syn ods.2 Pro fes sor M.
Loy, of the Joint Synod of Ohio, preached the open ing ser mon, which was
pub lished in the pro ceed ings of this his tor i cal con ven tion. It was based on
the text, 1 Cor. 1:10. The theme was: “The Con di tions of Chris tian Union.”
These are: 1. The same faith in the same truth. 2. The same con fes sion of
the same faith. 3. The same judg ment un der the same con fes sion.3

[2] The prin ci pal work of this con ven tion was the dis cus sion and adop- 
tion of the The ses on “The Fun da men tal Prin ci ples of Faith and Church
Polity,” pre pared by Dr. C. P. Krauth. These The ses were unan i mously
adopted, and it was re solved that, af ter ten of the par tic i pat ing syn ods had
adopted these ar ti cles, in whole or in part, the Pres i dent, Pas tor G. Bassler,
should is sue a call for the first con ven tion of the new body, un der the ti tle
of the“Gen eral Coun cil of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of North Amer- 
ica.”

Fun da men tal Prin ci ples.

"We hold the fol low ing prin ci ples touch ing the faith of the Church and its
polity4 to be fun da men tal and of ne ces sity pre sup posed in any gen uine
Union of Evan gel i cal Lutheran Syn ods:
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"I. There must be and abide through all time one holy Chris tian Church, which is the as- 
sem bly of all be liev ers, among whom the Gospel is purely preached, and the Holy Sacra- 
ments are ad min is tered, as the Gospel de mands.

"To the true Unity of the Church it is suf fi cient that there be agree ment touch ing the doc- 
trine of the Gospel, that it be preached in one ac cord, in its pure sense, and that the Sacra- 
ments be ad min is tered con formably to God’s Word.

"II. The true Unity of a par tic u lar Church, in virtue of which men are truly mem bers of one
and the same Church, and by which any Church abides in real iden tity, and is en ti tled to a
con tin u a tion of her name, is unity in doc trine and faith and in the Sacra ments, to wit: That
she con tinue to teach and to set forth, and that her true mem bers em brace from the heart
and use the ar ti cles of faith and the Sacra ments as they were held and ad min is tered when
the Church came into dis tinc tive be ing and re ceived a dis tinc tive name.

"III. The Unity of the Church is wit nessed to, and made man i fest in the solemn, pub lic, and
of fi cial Con fes sions which are set forth, to wit: The generic Unity of the Chris tian Church
in the gen eral Creeds, and the spe cific Unity of pure parts of the Chris tian Church in their
spe cific Creeds, one chief ob ject of both classes of which Creeds is, that Chris tians who are
in the Unity of faith may know each other as such, and may have a vis i ble bond of fel low- 
ship.

"IV. That Con fes sions may be such a tes ti mony of Unity and bond of Union they must be
ac cepted in ev ery state ment of doc trine in their own true, na tive, orig i nal and only sense.
Those who set them forth and sub scribe them must not only agree to use the same words,
but must use and un der stand these words in one and the same sense.

"V. The Unity of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church, as a por tion of the holy Chris tian
Church, de pends upon her abid ing in one and the same faith, in con fess ing which she ob- 
tained her dis tinc tive be ing and name, her po lit i cal recog ni tion and her his tory.

"VI. The Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion is by pre em i nence the con fes sion of that faith.
The ac cep tance of its doc trines and the avowal of them with out equiv o ca tion or men tal
reser va tion make, mark and iden tify that Church which alone in the true, orig i nal, his tor i- 
cal, and hon est sense of the term is the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church.

"VII. The only churches, there fore, of any land which are prop erly in the Unity of that
Com mu nion, and by con se quence en ti tled to its name, Evan gel i cal Lutheran, are those
which sin cerely hold and truth fully con fess the doc trines of the Un al tered Augs burg Con- 
fes sion.
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"VIII. 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 be lieve that all which it com mits to the
lib erty of the Church of right be longs to that lib erty.

“IX. 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 by 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.”

[3] The first con ven tion of the Gen eral Coun cil, tem po rar ily or ga nized at
Read ing, was held at FORT WAYNE, No vem ber, 1867, where, in the pre vi ous
year, the breach had oc curred, and where a few years later (1871) the mem- 
bers of the syn ods of Ohio, Mis souri, Illi nois, Min ne sota, and of the Nor we- 
gians held the con ven tion that re sulted in the or ga ni za tion of the Syn od i cal
Con fer ence. At this con ven tion it was shown that the fol low ing syn ods had
adopted the Con fes sional Ba sis of the Read ing con ven tion, and thereby ac- 
knowl edged them selves as mem bers of the Gen eral Coun cil: 1. The Min is- 
terium of Penn syl va nia (three-fourths Eng lish); 2. The New York Min is- 
terium (Ger man); 3. The Pitts burgh Synod (three-fourths Eng lish); 4. The
Eng lish Synod of Ohio; 5. The Synod of Wis con sin (Ger man); 6. The Eng- 
lish Dis trict Synod of Ohio; 7. The Michi gan Synod (Ger man); 8. The
Swedish Au gus tana Synod; 9. The Min ne sota Synod (Ger man); 10. The
Canada Synod (Ger man); 11. The Synod of Illi nois (Ger man); 12. The Iowa
Synod (Ger man).5 The MIS SOURI SYNOD was not rep re sented at this con ven- 
tion. Dr. Walther and Dr. Sih ler, in a let ter ad dressed to the con ven tion at
Read ing (1866), had ad vised against the or ga ni za tion of a new Gen eral
Body at that time.6 They ar gued in fa vor of free con fer ences. The JOINT

SYNOD OF OHIO had sent del e gates, but was not pre pared to unite fully with
the new body, be cause they claimed that, de spite the adop tion of the Con- 
fes sional Ba sis, there still ex isted un-Lutheran prac tices in var i ous syn ods.
The Synod asked the Gen eral Coun cil for a dec la ra tion on the fol low ing
“FOUR POINTS,” namely: 1. Con cern ing Chil iasm. 2. Con cern ing al tar fel- 
low ship (“Mixed Com mu nion”). 3. Con cern ing pul pit fel low ship. 4. Con- 
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cern ing se cret so ci eties. Con cern ing the last three points, the SYNOD OF IOWA

also de sired a dec la ra tion.7 Be cause the Coun cil was not pre pared to give a
de ci sive an swer to the ques tion of pul pit and al tar fel low ship,8 the del e gates
of the Joint Synod of Ohio de clined to join the Coun cil, and be fore the close
of the con ven tion the del e gates of the Iowa Synod (Prof. Got tfr. Fritschel,
the Ger man sec re tary) also de clared that their Synod could not fully unite
with the body.9 Nev er the less, this Synod, since it had ac cepted the Con fes- 
sional Ba sis, was granted A SEAT AND VOICE in the Gen eral Coun cil. A spe cial
dif fi culty in con nec tion with the Joint Synod of Ohio ex isted in the fact that
the Eng lish Dis trict Synod of Ohio was ad mit ted into the Coun cil against
the wish of Ohio. Af ter the next con ven tion of the Gen eral Coun cil, at Pitts- 
burg, Pa., 1868, when the “Four Points” were again dis cussed and ac tion
taken, the WIS CON SIN SYNOD WITH DREW (§§ 21 and 25, 1); af ter the con ven- 
tion at Akron, Ohio, 1871 (see be low), the Synod of MIN NE SOTA (§§ 21 and
25, 2) and the ILLI NOIS SYNOD with drew. These syn ods were in cor po rated in
the Mis souri Synod (§ 10, 3). In the year 1887, the MICHI GAN SYNOD also
sev ered its con nec tion with the Coun cil. The TEXAS SYNOD, ad mit ted in
1868, be came a Dis trict of the Iowa Synod in 1895. Con cern ing the other
syn ods which have in later years united with the Coun cil see § 19, 7-12.

AN NO TA TION. An of fi cial cor re spon dence be tween the Gen eral Coun cil
and the Mis souri Synod was car ried on un til the year 1869. Mis souri had
de sired free con fer ences as prepara tory to the or ga ni za tion of a Gen eral
Body. There upon the Gen eral Coun cil adopted the fol low ing res o lu tion at
the Read ing con ven tion, in 1866: “That the syn ods rep re sented in this con- 
ven tion, which pre fer a Free Con fer ence to an im me di ate or ga ni za tion, be
and hereby are in vited to send rep re sen ta tives to the next meet ing, with the
un der stand ing that they have in it all the priv i leges of de bate, and a fra ter nal
com par i son of views.”10 To this the Mis souri Synod replied, at its con ven- 
tion in Chicago, 1867, that the po si tion of del e gates from the Mis souri
Synod at a reg u lar con ven tion of the Gen eral Coun cil would be pe cu liarly
li able to mis con cep tion, and that there fore it must in sist on re ally free con- 
fer ences."11 The Gen eral Coun cil, at the Pitts burg con ven tion, 1868, re- 
peated its for mer in vi ta tion. Mis souri again replied (Fort Wayne, 1869), that
it was not the de sire of the Mis souri Synod to deal with the Gen eral Coun cil
as such and dur ing the ses sions of the same, for the rea son that it en ter- 
tained the fear that, by such a side-deal ing with the mat ter, jus tice would not
be done. A Free Con fer ence was de sired, such as had been pro posed be fore
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the Gen eral Coun cil was or ga nized. But even in such a Free Con fer ence,
Mis souri ans could par tic i pate only as in di vid u als, not as rep re sen ta tives of
the Synod.12 The Gen eral Coun cil (1869) ex pressed its re gret, in a fi nal re- 
ply, that the Mis souri Synod saw fit to de cline all of fi cial deal ing with the
Gen eral Coun cil and even all non-of fi cial deal ing with it in con nec tion with
its reg u lar con ven tions. It de clared it self will ing to re ceive fur ther pro pos- 
als, look ing to ward an or ganic union of all true Luther ans in this coun try.13

Since then there have been no of fi cial com mu ni ca tions be tween the two
bod ies.

§ 18. Char ac ter of the Coun cil.

[1] The “Four Points,” con cern ing which the syn ods of Ohio and of Iowa
de sired a dec la ra tion al ready at the first con ven tion of the Coun cil, oc cu- 
pied a prom i nent place in the sub se quent his tory of the Gen eral Coun cil, so
that it may be said, that THE FIRST TEN YEARS OF THE BODY CON STI TUTED A HIS- 
TORY OF THESE “FOUR POINTS.” The Coun cil’s an swer to the pe ti tion of the
Joint Synod for a dec la ra tion on the des ig nated “Four Points” (§ 17, 3) sets
forth the dif fer ence be tween the Gen eral Coun cil, on the one hand, and such
syn ods as Ohio and Mis souri, on the other.14 The aim of the Gen eral Coun- 
cil was to be grad u ally ed u ca tional; the other syn ods de sired thor ough-go- 
ing dis ci plinary reg u la tions. It was no light mat ter for the newly or ga nized
body to find a way out of the dif fi culty. The de sire was to build upon un- 
equiv o cal Lutheran prin ci ples; but what the Ger man syn ods of the West
peremp to rily de manded, the more Amer i can ized syn ods of the East, whose
con gre ga tions and min is ters had an en tirely dif fer ent his tory back of them,
could not carry out.15

The mat ter of the rule con cern ing pul pit and al tar fel low ship, or the so-
called GALES BURG RULE, gave the Gen eral Coun cil spe cial con cern. Briefly
the his tory of this mat ter is as fol lows: At the con ven tion at Lan cas ter,
Ohio, in 1870, Pres i dent Krauth, prompted by a ques tion on the part of the
Min ne sota Synod, made the dec la ra tion: THE RULE IS: LUTHERAN PUL PITS FOR

LUTHERAN MIN IS TERS; LUTHERAN AL TARS FOR LUTHERAN COM MU NI CANTS. At the
next con ven tion, at AKRON, OHIO, in 1872, the del e gates of the Iowa Synod
de sired that this dec la ra tion should be made the of fi cial ac tion of the Coun- 
cil. In re ply the Coun cil gave the fol low ing dec la ra tion:16
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"1. The RULE is: Lutheran pul pits are for Lutheran min is ters only. Lutheran al tars are for
Lutheran com mu ni cants only.

"2. The EX CEP TIONS to this rule be long to the sphere of priv i lege, not of right.

"3. The DE TER MI NA TION of the EX CEP TIONS is to be made in con so nance with these prin ci ples
by the con sci en tious judg ment of the pas tors as the cases arise.

At GALES BURG, ILLI NOIS (1875), the FIRST AR TI CLE of the Akron dec la ra tion,
due to res o lu tions of the Au gus tana Synod of a sim i lar im port,17 was reaf- 
firmed, but noth ing was done in ref er ence to points two and three.18 The
Gales burg dec la ra tion was se verely crit i cized in the pub lic press and caused
con sid er able dis tur bance in the Church for a num ber of years, prin ci pally
be cause points two and three ap peared to have been set aside. Fi nally, the
Gen eral Coun cil de clared (at the Pitts burg con ven tion, 1889, in re ply to a
ques tion pre sented by the New York Min is terium), “that at the time of the
pas sage of the Gales burg Rule by the Gen eral Coun cil, the dis tinct state- 
ment was made that all pre ced ing ac tion of the Gen eral Coun cil on Pul pit
and Al tar Fel low ship was un changed.” The for mal ac tion, taken at the Pitts- 
burg con ven tion, is as fol lows: “Inas much as the Gen eral Coun cil has never
an nulled, re scinded or re con sid ered the dec la ra tions made at Akron, Ohio,
in the year 1872, they still re main in all their parts and pro vi sions, the ac- 
tion and rule of the Gen eral Coun cil.”19 It is there fore an er ror to say, as is
gen er ally done, that the Gen eral Coun cil rests upon the Gales burg Rule; ac- 
cord ing to its fi nal ac tion it rests upon the Akron res o lu tions. Dr. Ja cobs
there fore says cor rectly in “Lutheran Cy clopae dia,” un der “Gales burg
Rule:” “What is gen er ally known as the Gales burg Rule is prop erly the
Akron Rule of 1872.” (p. 189). There were then and there are now TWO PAR- 
TIES in the Coun cil. The one, to which be longed the Ger mans (es pe cially the
New York Min is terium and the Canada Synod) and largely also the Swedes,
DE MAND THE EX CLU SIVE IN TER PRE TA TION OF THE GALES BURG RULE. The other
party, to which the Eng lish por tion very .gen er ally be longs, in sists that re- 
gard must be had to THE PRIN CI PLES SET FORTH IN POINTS TWO AND THREE OF THE

AKRON DEC LA RA TION, and that stress must be laid on the fact that these were
not re scinded by the Gales burg Rule.20

[2] Con cern ing the mat ter of “SE CRET SO CI ETIES,” the Gen eral Coun cil set
forth the fol low ing dec la ra tion, in 1868: “Any and all so ci eties for moral
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and re li gious ends which do not rest on the supreme au thor ity of God’s
Holy Word, as con tained in the Old and New Tes ta ments — which do not
rec og nize our Lord Je sus Christ as the true God and the only Me di a tor be- 
tween God and man — which teach doc trines or have us ages or forms of
wor ship con demned in God’s Word and in the Con fes sions of His Church
— which as sume to them selves what God has given to His Church and its
Min is ters — which re quire un de fined obli ga tions to be as sumed by oath,
are unchris tian, and we solemnly warn our mem bers and min is ters against
all fel low ship with or con nivance at as so ci a tions which have this char ac ter.”
And fur ther: “All con nec tion with in fi del and im moral as so ci a tions we con- 
sider as re quir ing the ex er cise of prompt and de ci sive dis ci pline, and af ter
faith ful and pa tient ad mo ni tion and teach ing from God’s Word, the cut ting
off the per sis tent and ob sti nate of fender from com mu nion of the Church un- 
til he aban dons them and shows a true re pen tance.”21

[3] CHIL IASM. DR. J. A. SEISS, chair man of the del e ga tion of the Min is- 
terium of Penn syl va nia in 1866, when the synod left the Gen eral Synod,
prom i nent au thor and min is ter, was one of the lead ers in the or ga ni za tion of
the Gen eral Coun cil. He was deeply in ter ested in ques tions on the sub ject of
the last things and was the au thor of a book en ti tled: “The Last Times.” He
mod i fied his views from time to time; but he was gen er ally re garded as a
chil iast. and this prob a bly ac counted for the fact that the JOINT SYNOD OF

OHIO, at the first reg u lar con ven tion of the Gen eral Coun cil, de manded,
among other things, a DEC LA RA TION of the Coun cil as to the po si tion it oc cu- 
pied re gard ing Chil iasm (§ 17, 3). In the year 1868, at the Pitts burg con ven- 
tion, the Coun cil adopted the fol low ing dec la ra tion on this sub ject:22

"1. This Coun cil holds firmly the doc trine of our Lord’s com ing and the as so ci ated Ar ti cles
touch ing the Last Things, as they are set forth in the Gen eral Creeds and in the Augs burg
Con fes sion, in that sense of them which has been undis puted among all who have made a
cred i ble pro fes sion of un re served ac cep tance of the Lutheran faith.

"2. The Gen eral Coun cil has nei ther had, nor would con sent to have, fel low ship with any
Synod which tol er ates the ‘Jew ish opin ions’ or ‘Chil ias tic opin ions’ con demned in the
XVII. Ar ti cle of the Augs burg Con fes sion.
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“3. The points on which our Con fes sion has not been ex plicit, or on which its tes ti mony is
not at present in ter preted in pre cisely the same way by per sons equally in tel li gent and hon- 
est, and equally un re served and wor thy of be lief in the pro fes sion of ad her ence to the Con- 
fes sion, should con tinue to be the sub ject of calm, thor ough, scrip tural, and prayer ful in ves- 
ti ga tion, un til we shall see per fectly eye to eye both as re gards the teach ing of God’s Word
and the tes ti mony of our Church.”

[4] WITH RE SPECT TO LAN GUAGE the Gen eral Coun cil is a poly glot body. At
the time of its or ga ni za tion the Ger man and Swedish lan guages largely pre- 
vailed. But a large num ber es pe cially of Ger man syn ods (Wis con sin, Illi- 
nois, Min ne sota, Michi gan) grad u ally with drew. Nev er the less, the Ger man
el e ment is still strong in the Gen eral Coun cil (es pe cially through the New
York Min is terium, which, on ac count of the with drawal of the Eng lish el e- 
ment and the or ga ni za tion of a new dis trict synod un der the ti tle of the
Synod of New York and New Eng land, has be come again an en tirely Ger- 
man body; through the Man i toba Synod and the Synod of Canada). The Au- 
gus tana Synod is a large and in flu en tial synod in the Coun cil. The Coun cil
also labors among the Slav na tion al i ties in this coun try. But the use of the
Eng lish lan guage has con stantly been gain ing ground, be cause from the be- 
gin ning the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia and the Pitts burgh Synod ex er- 
cised no small in flu ence in Ohio and In di ana, es pe cially since the most in- 
flu en tial men (Krauth, Scha ef fer, Kro tel, Seiss, Mann, Schmucker, Roth,
and oth ers) wrote in Eng lish. It has in “The Lutheran” (for many years
edited by Dr. G. F. Kro tel, now by Dr. G. W. Sandt) a good Eng lish or gan,
which is read by many out side of the bound aries of the Coun cil; also a well
edited Ger man or gan in “DER DEUTSCHE LUTHER ANER” (of which Dr. G. C.
Berke meier is ed i tor-in-chief). Con cern ing pe ri od i cals pub lished by the Au- 
gus tana Synod, see § 19, 5. In the “Lutheran Church Re view” (edited by
Dr. Theodore E. Schmauk) the Gen eral Coun cil has an ex cel lent the o log i cal
quar terly.

[5] WITH RE GARD TO EC CLE SI AS TI CAL POLITY the Gen eral Coun cil is an or- 
ga ni za tion which per mits the in di vid ual syn ods a large free dom in the reg u- 
la tion of their own af fairs. But the or ga ni za tion of syn ods on the ter ri tory of
the Coun cil, which in the in ter est of the whole body have been more and
more es tab lished as dis trict syn ods on ge o graph i cal lines, and which have
been di rected in their var i ous op er a tions by the ad vice and help of the gen- 
eral body, has grad u ally given the Gen eral Coun cil the char ac ter of a body
with more or less cen tral ized pow ers over the in di vid ual syn ods. This con- 
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di tion of things has brought about the dan ger of a CON FLICT, ES PE CIALLY WITH

THE AU GUS TANA SYNOD, which on ac count of lin guis tic con di tions that pre- 
vent all ge o graph i cal lim i ta tions, has felt the need of pre serv ing its free dom
of move ment. At the meet ing of the Gen eral Coun cil at Min ne ap o lis, Minn.
(1909), this mat ter came up in con nec tion with res o lu tions of fered by Dr. E.
Nore lius, which were rat i fied by the Au gus tana Synod;23 and two years later
(Lan cas ter, Pa., 1911) THE MAT TER WAS SO AR RANGED that the func tions of
such bod ies as the Au gus tana Synod shall be free from all out side in ter fer- 
ence. This dec la ra tion was not in tended to touch the re la tion of those dis- 
trict syn ods whose ac tiv i ties are guided by the more di rect aid on the part of
the gen eral body. At the same time, these res o lu tions were in tended to fa cil- 
i tate the or ganic union of the Iowa Synod with the Gen eral Coun cil, with out
any fear that it might thereby sur ren der its own iden tity.

§ 19. Present Sta tus.

The Gen eral Coun cil em braces the fol low ing FOUR TEEN SYN ODS: Min is terium
of Penn syl va nia, Min is terium of New York, Pitts burgh Synod, Texas Synod
(ad mit ted again, 1915), Dis trict Synod of Ohio, Au gus tana Synod, Synod of
Canada, Chicago Synod, Eng lish Synod of the North west, Man i toba Synod,
Pa cific Synod, Synod of New York and New Eng land, Nova Sco tia Synod,
and Synod of Cen tral Canada.

[1] THE MIN IS TERIUM OF PENN SYL VA NIA, also called Penn syl va nia Synod,
the “Mother Synod,” has been men tioned fre quently (§§ 4:5, 8; 7:1, 2, 3;
8:2,; 9:2, 3; 19:3; 11:1a; 16:1), so that lit tle more need be said in this con- 
nec tion. It is, ex cept the Au gus tana Synod, the LARGEST of the syn ods con- 
nected with the Coun cil. Ac cord ing to the sta tis tics of 1915, it num bers 406
min is ters, 575 con gre ga tions, and 159,137 com mu ni cants. It is di vided into
ten Con fer ence dis tricts, one of which is the Mis sion Con fer ence in In dia.
Only one of these Con fer ences is en tirely Ger man. The Synod main tains the
The o log i cal Sem i nary at Mt. Airy, Phil a del phia, and Muh len berg Col lege,
Al len town, Pa.

[2] MIN IS TERIUM OF NEW YORK has also been so fre quently men tioned (§§
5:1; 8:3; 9:2, 3; 11:1a; 17:1 that lit tle more need be said here. This synod
has in many re spects had a VAR IED HIS TORY. Un der the long pres i dency of
DR. QUIT MANN it was in flu enced by Ra tio nal ism. Later, un der the in flu ence
of Dr. Hazelius, the Pres i dent of Hartwick Sem i nary, the synod re turned to
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the faith; yet be cause even he, who had come from the Mora vians, failed to
com pre hend the teach ings pe cu liar to the Lutheran Church, the ten dency of
the synod was to wards METHODIS TIC PRAC TICES, which flour ished among all
de nom i na tions in the first half of the nine teenth cen tury. The re ac tion
against this ten dency led the synod, in the sixth decade, upon a FIRM

LUTHERAN BA SIS. In 1859 the synod adopted the con fes sional ba sis which the
Gen eral Synod, in 1869, in Wash ing ton, D. C. (§ 11, 1 b;, made its own.
Fol low ing the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia, it with drew from the Gen eral
Synod in 1867, and since it then adopted the con fes sional ba sis of the Gen- 
eral Coun cil (§17, 2), it placed it self upon the col lec tive writ ings of the
Book of Con cord. Equally var ied has been the his tory of the New York
Min is terium WITH RE GARD TO LAN GUAGE. At the time of its or ga ni za tion it
was a GER MAN body, and re mained so for twenty-five years. For fifty years
af ter wards the syn od i cal busi ness was trans acted in THE ENG LISH LAN GUAGE.
Af ter 1867 it AGAIN BE CAME A GER MAN BODY, for in that year the Eng lish-
speak ing mem bers with drew from it (§ 10, 3). But thanks to large im mi gra- 
tion, many new Ger man con gre ga tions were or ga nized dur ing the years im- 
me di ately fol low ing this pe riod. But soon Eng lish con gre ga tions again be- 
gan to be or ga nized, es pe cially af ter 1888, which led fi nally to the for ma- 
tion of A STRONG ENG LISH CON FER ENCE. In 1902 the Eng lish mem bers sep a- 
rated peace ably from the Ger man, and or ga nized the “SYNOD OF NEW YORK

AND NEW ENG LAND,” and thus the New York Min is terium again be came A

PURELY GER MAN BODY. Since that time, how ever, the Eng lish lan guage has
again en tered con gre ga tions, so that the num ber of con gre ga tions us ing both
lan guages is to day quite large. Be sides the synod just men tioned, other syn- 
ods have come into ex is tence from this body: HARTWICK SYNOD, THE ENG LISH

SYNOD OF NEW YORK, and the small SYNOD OF NEW JER SEY, which were later
com bined, and un der the ti tle of the Synod of New York and New Jer sey
united with the Gen eral Synod (§ 10:3 d). When the New York Min is terium
with drew from the Gen eral Synod, in 1867, HARTWICK Sem i nary (§§ 6:1;
12:1) re mained in the pos ses sion of the se ced ing mi nor ity of Eng lish mem- 
bers. Since 1885, the synod has in Wag ner Col lege, Rochester, N. Y. (§ 201
b, 3), a clas si cal school, most of whose grad u ates re ceive their the o log i cal
train ing in the Sem i nary at Mt. Airy; oth ers in the Sem i nary at Wa ter loo,
On tario. The Min is terium sup ports a Ger man pro fes sor in the Mt. Airy
Sem i nary.
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[3] THE PITTS BURGH SYNOD (§§ 7:4; 10:B, d; 17:1, 3) was or ga nized in
1845 by eight min is ters, who were pas tors of forty con gre ga tions. It en tered
the Gen eral Synod in 1853. In the years of the cri sis at Fort Wayne, In di ana,
1866, the Pitts burgh Synod with drew, and par tic i pated in the or ga ni za tion
of the Gen eral Coun cil, in con se quence of which ten pas tors sev ered their
con nec tion with it. Its present nu mer i cal strength (1915) is 152 min is ters,
196 con gre ga tions, and 26,872 com mu ni cants. This synod, on ac count of its
ac tiv ity in mis sion work, which from the be gin ning it car ried on very ex ten- 
sively, has been gen er ally des ig nated as “MIS SION ARY SYNOD.” It sent mis- 
sion ar ies to Canada, Texas and Min ne sota, and laid the fou un da tion for the
syn ods that have since been or ga nized in these States. The lead ing spirit of
this body was for many years DR. W. A. PAS SA VANT (see Bi o graph i cal
Notes). With the name of this man are con nected a num ber of IN STI TU TIONS

OF MERCY, which to day are an or na ment to the Lutheran Church in this
coun try — the Or phans’ Home at Rochester, Pa., the Dea coness Home and
Hos pi tal at Mil wau kee, Wis., and a Hos pi tal at Pitts burgh, Pa., etc. The
clas si cal school of this synod is Thiel Col lege, Greenville, Pa.

[4] THE DIS TRICT SYNOD OF OHIO, or, ac cord ing to its ear lier ti tle, “Eng- 
lish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Dis trict Synod of Ohio and other States,” was or- 
ga nized in 1857. Its en trance into the Gen eral Coun cil be came the cause of
the po si tion of the Joint Synod of Ohio against the Coun cil, which is still
felt. Dr. G. W. Mech ling, an old mem ber of the synod, writes: “With out op- 
po si tion on the part of the Joint Synod of Ohio, this synod was rep re sented
at the Read ing con ven tion. But at the or ga ni za tion of the Gen eral Coun cil
the rep re sen ta tive of the Joint Synod ag i tated the mat ter of the well known
Four Points, with the re sult that Ohio failed to unite with the Coun cil. Two
mem bers of the Joint Synod of Ohio protested against the re cep tion of the
Eng lish Dis trict Synod into the Coun cil. But this protest was again with- 
drawn, and the Dis trict Synod be came an in te gral part of the Gen eral Coun- 
cil, with out, how ever, de sir ing to sever its con nec tion with the Joint Synod
of Ohio. The Joint Synod ended this anoma lous con di tion by a res o lu tion
that the Dis trict Synod could no longer be re garded as a mem ber of that
Synod.” Ac cord ing to the STA TIS TICS of 1915, the synod num bers 56 min is- 
ters, 89 con gre ga tions and 13,939 com mu ni cants. This synod would be
stronger nu mer i cally, but it has from time to time dis missed a con sid er able
num ber of its larger con gre ga tions to two of its sis ter syn ods (Pitts burgh
and In di ana, now Chicago Synod), with out thereby re ceiv ing any in crease
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from other sources. To the Pitts burgh Synod it dis missed large con gre ga- 
tions in West more land County, Pa. The hope was en ter tained that in re turn
con gre ga tions of the Pitts burgh Synod in Ohio would con nect them selves
with the Ohio Synod, but this hope was not re al ized. The con gre ga tions in
In di ana were dis missed to the Chicago Synod with out re ceiv ing any ben e- 
fits in re turn. This ex plains the present nu mer i cal con di tion of the synod.

[5] THE AU GUS TANA SYNOD was or ga nized by Swedes and Nor we gians at
Clin ton, Wis con sin, in 1860.

[a] The EARLY HIS TORY of this synod con tains many points of in ter est. In
1850, shortly af ter his ar rival from Swe den in com pany with a band of his
coun try men, PAS TOR L. P. ES B JORN or ga nized the Swedish Lutheran con gre- 
ga tion at AN DOVER, Illi nois, and in the same year also the con gre ga tion at
GALES BURG, ILLI NOIS, to gether with other con gre ga tions, which he served as
pas tor. He en tered into re la tions with some Nor we gians, and with these he
par tic i pated in the for ma tion of the North ern Illi nois Synod in 1851, which
united with the Gen eral Synod in 1853. Pas tor T. N. HAS SELQUIST ar rived
from Swe den in 1852, and took charge of the con gre ga tion at Gales burg,
and in the fol low ing year Pas tor E. CARLS SON ar rived, and be came pas tor of
a Swedish con gre ga tion in Chicago; both these were men who, with Es b- 
jorn, were des tined to ex er cise a far-reach ing in flu ence. The stream of
Scan di na vian im mi gra tion was ex traor di nar ily strong in those years, es pe- 
cially to Min ne sota, where to day the Swedes con sti tute one-sixth of the
pop u la tion. The labors of these men grew rapidly, and the Scan di na vians
soon formed three con fer ences: Chicago, Mis sis sippi and Min ne sota. In the
year 1857 a Scan di na vian pro fes sor ship was founded in the Illi nois State
Uni ver sity, at SPRING FIELD, ILL., then un der the con trol of the North ern Illi- 
nois Synod, the in cum bent of which was Pas tor Es b jorn. But al ready in
1860, dur ing the con fu sion within the Gen eral Synod (§ 10, 2), Es b jorn sev- 
ered his con nec tion with the in sti tu tion, and took his stu dents wMth him,
and on June 5th of the same year the Scan di na vian Con fer ence or ga nized
the “Scan di na vian Evan gel i cal Lutheran Au gus tana Synod of North Amer- 
ica,” at Clin ton, Wis con sin, with Has selquist as its first pres i dent, and with
Es b jorn as pro fes sor in the Sem i nary in Chicago, which was then man aged
as an in de pen dent in sti tu tion,

[b] The DE VEL OP MENT of the Au gus tana Synod has been re mark able. In
the year of its or ga ni za tion it num bered 27 min is ters, 49 con gre ga tions, and
4,967 com mu ni cants, con sist ing of Swedes and Nor we gians; and al though
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ten years later (1870) the Nor we gians with drew, in or der to or ga nize a
synod of their own (§ 33), and al though it was forced to pass through a bit- 
ter con flict, from 1872-1875, with the WALDEN STRO MIAN ten dency,24 this
synod now (1915) num bers 692 min is ters, 1,204 con gre ga tions, and
184,056 com mu ni cants. In 1894 this synod was re or ga nized as a del e gate
body; and its eight con fer ences were given larger pow ers, with out, how ever,
giv ing the con fer ences au thor ity to or dain min is ters.

[c] Its IN STI TU TIONS are nu mer ous, at the head of which is AU GUS TANA

COL LEGE AND SEM I NARY at ROCK IS LAND, ILLI NOIS. The Sem i nary in Chicago,
al ready men tioned, was re moved to Pax ton, Ill., in 1863, and when Es b jorn
re turned to Swe den, Has selquist be came the head of the in sti tu tion, a po si- 
tion he held un til the end of his life (1891). The Sem i nary and Col lege were
re moved to Rock Is land in 1865, where they now ex ist as one of the most
ef fi cient in sti tu tions of the Lutheran Church in this coun try. The the o log i cal
fac ulty at present (1916) con sists of the fol low ing: Rev. Gus tav An dreen,
Ph. D., R. N. O., K. V. O., Pres i dent — Con rad Emil Lind berg, D. D., LL.
D., R. N. O. — Rev. Carl Au gust Blom gren, Ph. D. — Rev. Carl Jo hannes
Soed er gren, A. M., Rev. Adolf Hult, B. D. BETHANY COL LEGE, Linds borg,
Kan sas, was founded by Dr. C. A. Swens son in 1881. GUS TAVUS ADOL PHUS

COL LEGE, un der the man age ment of the Min ne sota Con fer ence, was founded
in 1862, at Red Wing, Minn. At first it was known as the “Min ne sota El e- 
men tary School;” in 1863 it was re moved to Union, Minn., and called
“Ans gar Acad emy;” fi nally, in 1876, it was re moved to St. Pe ter, Minn.,
and re ceived its present name. LUTHER ACAD EMY, Wa hoo, Ne braska,
founded in 1883, be loiig-s to the Ne braska Con fer ence. Be sides these, the
Au gus tana Synod sup ports five ad di tional ACAD E MIES, twelve OR PHANS’
HOMES, and five HOS PI TALS, in con nec tion with which the Dea coness Moth- 
er house, Om aha, Neb., de serves spe cial men tion.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

PROF. LARS PAUL ES B JORN, the ven er a ble pi o neer and pas tor of the Au gus- 
tana Synod, was born in the Dels boro con gre ga tion, Hels ing land Prov ince,
Swe den, Oc to ber 16, 1808. He was ed u cated in the schools at Hudiksvall
and Gefle, stud ied the ol ogy at Up sala, and was or dained at that place in
1832. Af ter his or di na tion he served as as sis tant pas tor at Os tra Wahla, Os- 
tatts fors and Hille, in the arch dio cese of Up sala. In his early years he took
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an ac tive part in the tem per ance ag i ta tion of north ern Swe den. Sup ported
l)y the Swedish Mis sion ary So ci ety of Stock holm, he came to Amer ica in
1849, and at once be gan his earnest and ac tive labors among the newly ar- 
rived im mi grants at An dover, Henry County, Illi nois. He or ga nized the
Swedish Lutheran con gre ga tions at An dover and Mo line (1850), Galcs burg
(1851), and Prince ton (1856). Then fol lowed his ac tiv ity as the o log i cal pro- 
fes sor at Spring field, Ill., as al ready stated. Af ter his with drawal from this
in sti tu tion, he served the Au gus tana Synod as the o log i cal pro fes sor un til
1863, when he re turned to Swe den, where he la bored as pas tor at Os tra
Wahla, and where he died, July 2, 1870.

PROF. TUVE NILS SON HAS SELQUIST, D. D. (Muh len berg Col lege, 1871), pa- 
tri arch of the Au gus tana Synod, was born March 2, 1816, at Onsby, Dio cese
of Lund, Swe den. He was ed u cated at Lund and or dained in 1839. He
served a num ber of con gre ga tions in Swe den, and was known as an earnest
evan gel i cal preacher. In 1852 he re ceived a call from the re cently or ga nized
Swedish Lutheran con gre ga tion at Gales burg, Ill., which he ac cepted and
be came its pas tor in the same year. Un der many self-de nials, but with great
zeal he served this con gre ga tion for eleven years. In ad di tion, he made
many mis sion ary jour neys to nu mer ous places. In 1855 he be gan the pub li- 
ca tion of “Hem lan det,” the first Swedish po lit i cal pa per in Amer ica, and
also “Ratta Hem lan det,” the first Swedish church pa per in this coun try,
which in 1869, un der the ti tle “Au gus tana,” be came the of fi cial or gan of the
Au gus tana Synod. He con tin ued as ed i tor of this pa per un til his death. He
pre pared an ex cel lent com men tary on the Epis tle to the Eph esians. He be- 
came Pres i dent of Au gus tana Col lege, and at the same time was a pro fes sor
in the The o log i cal Sem i nary, where in the later years of his life he taught
Prac ti cal The ol ogy. In ad di tion to his ac tiv ity as a teacher, he was pas tor of
the Swedish Lutheran con gre ga tion, first at Pax ton, and af ter wards at Rock
Is land, in which ca pac ity he served un til his death, Feb ru ary 4, 1891.
Dr. Has selquist was a model of deep per sonal piety and had an earnest zeal
for Chris tian ity and for his Church. As a the olo gian he be longed to the con- 
ser va tive and Bib li cal school of Ben gel. He is prop erly re garded as the most
dis tin guished preacher and Bible ex pos i tor which the Au gus tana Synod has
had.

[6] THE CANADA SYNOD was un til re cently an en tirely Ger man Synod, al- 
though in later years sev eral city con gre ga tions have in tro duced the Eng lish
lan guage. Al though there were iso lated Ger man con gre ga tions in Canada
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— as early as 1789 a Ger man Lutheran Church was con se crated at
Williams burg — yet the or ga ni za tion of a synod came only as a re sult of the
mis sion ary ac tiv ity of the Pitts burgh Synod (§ 19:3), which first sent to
Canada Pas tor G. BASSLER, and af ter wards, as trav el ing mis sion ary, Pas tor
C. F. DIEHL. In 1859 a Con fer ence of the Pitts burgh Synod was formed in
Canada, and in 1861 this Con fer ence was or ga nized as the “Evan gel i cal
Lutheran Synod of Canada.” The Synod’s pas tors have largely been sup- 
plied by KROPP Sem i nary, Ger many (§ 20); yet since the year 1911 this
source of sup ply has been largely with drawn. In the lat ter year the synod
founded its OWN THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NARY at Wa ter loo, which it sup ports in
con junc tion with the “Synod of Cen tral Canada.” The Canada Synod num- 
bers 43 min is ters, 74 con gre ga tions, and 14,050 com mu ni cants.

[7] THE CHICAGO SYNOD is the present ti tle of a small synod, which in
1871 was or ga nized as the In di ana Synod. Sev eral pas tors of the Ten nes see
Synod (§ 5:5), sta tioned in In di ana, as early as 1835 or ga nized a Synod of
In di ana; but in con se quence of doc tri nal dif fi cul ties and per sonal dif fer- 
ences it ceased to ex ist in 1859, and was re or ga nized as “Union Synod,”
with the hope that all the Luther ans in the State could be led to unite with it.
This hope was never re al ized. When the Gen eral Coun cil was or ga nized the
synod ap plied for ad mis sion to this body; but doc tri nal and prac ti cal dif fi- 
cul ties were in the way. Fear ing that other con gre ga tions of the Coun cil,
which un til then had be longed to the Eng lish Dis trict Synod of Ohio (see
above), might unite with the con gre ga tions of the Union Synod, this synod
was dis banded in 1871, and in the same year the ear lier “IN DI ANA SYNOD”
was re or ga nized. In later )ears the name of the synod was changed to
“CHICAGO SYNOD.” The synod num bers 46 min is ters, 55 con gre ga tions and
8,284 com mu ni cants.

[8] THE ENG LISH SYNOD OF THE NORTH WEST was or ga nized Sep tem ber 23,
1891, at St. Paul, Min ne sota. At strate gi cal points in the North west the Gen- 
eral Coun cil had es tab lished mis sions — in Min ne sota, Wis con sin, Dakota,
Utah and Wash ing ton. This synod was or ga nized in or der to es tab lish a
com mon cen ter for these mis sions. The synod’s ac tive op er a tions caused
con sid er able of fense in the Au gus tana Synod, es pe cially in the Min ne sota
Con fer ence, since the Au gus tana Synod con sid ered that it could take care of
its con gre ga tions de sir ing Eng lish, while the Synod of the North west re- 
garded it self spe cially called to en gage in work among Eng lish-speak ing
Luther ans. In later years this mat ter has been sat is fac to rily ad justed, and all
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dif fer ences have been laid aside. The synod num bers 40 min is ters, 46 con- 
gre ga tions, and 10,921 com mu ni cants. One of the chief aims of the two last
named syn ods is the main te nance and sup port of the Chicago Sem i nary,
from which it draws its min is te rial sup plies.

[9] THE MAN I TOBA SYNOD was or ga nized in 1897 by the pas tors and con- 
gre ga tions of the Ger man Mis sion Board of the Gen eral Coun cil, es tab- 
lished in the Cana dian North west, and in the same year it was ad mit ted into
the Coun cil. It num bers 31 min is ters, 62 con gre ga tions and nu mer ous
preach ing sta tions, and 4,981 com mu ni cants. Since 1912 the synod main- 
tains a col lege at Saska toon, Saskatchewan, which is par tic u larly en gaged
in pre par ing young men for the study of the ol ogy.

[10] THE PA CIFIC SYNOD was or ga nized in 1901, and num bers 21 min is- 
ters, 23 con gre ga tions, and 1,906 com mu ni cants, scat tered over the west
coast. The synod is bi-lin gual, and is di vided into a Ger man and an Eng lish
Con fer ence. In the year 1910 it founded a The o log i cal Sem i nary at Port- 
land, Ore gon, which has since been re moved to Seat tle, Wash ing ton.

[11] THE SYNOD OF NEW YORK AND NEW ENG LAND is the ti tle of the new
synod which was or ga nized by for mer mem bers of the New York Min is- 
terium at Utica, N. Y., Sep tem ber 24, 1902 (cf. § 19, 2). Al though in the
year 1909 a num ber of pas tors and con gre ga tions were dis missed for the
pur pose of unit ing with the newly or ga nized “Synod of Cen tral Canada”
(cf. § 19, 13), the synod has en joyed an un usu ally rapid growth. It num bers
at present 62 min is ters, 55 con gre ga tions, and 14,479 com mu ni cants.

[12] NOVA SCO TIA SYNOD. At its 75th an nual con ven tion, July 3, 1903,
the Nova Sco tia Con fer ence of the Pitts burgh Synod was or ga nized as the
Nova Sco tia Synod, with 6 min is ters, 24 con gre ga tions, and 2,439 com mu- 
ni cants. Un fa vor able con di tions have pre vented the synod from en joy ing a
rapid growth. The synod now num bers 7 min is ters, 28 con gre ga tions, and
2.918 com mu ni cants.

[13] THE SYNOD OF CEN TRAL CANADA, the youngest in the Coun cil, is the
re sult of Eng lish mis sion ary ac tiv i ties in Canada, which the Board of Eng- 
lish Mis sions of the Gen eral Coun cil be gan in the year 1904. The synod
was or ga nized in 1909, in Toronto, and now num bers 9 min is ters, 16 con- 
gre ga tions, and 1,781 com mu ni cants. It sup ports, in con junc tion with the
Ger man Canada Synod (§ 19:6), the The o log i cal Sem i nary at Wa ter loo. On- 
tario.
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[14] THE FIRST EVAN GEL I CAL LUTHERAN SYNOD OF TEXAS was or ga nized
No vem ber 8, 1851, be came a mem ber of the Gen eral Coun cil in 1868; in
1895 it with drew in or der to be come a dis trict of the Iowa Synod, but in
1915 it re-en tered the Coun cil. It num bers 8 min is ters, 14 con gre ga tions,
and 3,000 com mu ni cants.

§ 20. In sti tu tions and Mis sions.

Note: This sec tion has been re vised on the ba sis of the first edi tion with great care by
Prof. Dr. H. Of fer mann.

1. The o log i cal Sem i nar ies.

[a] THE PHIL A DEL PHIA SEM I NARY, at Mt. Airy, Phil a del phia (prop erty of the
Min is terium of Penn syl va nia), a pium desiderium of Muh len berg, was
opened in 1864, in the rooms of the Pub li ca tion House, Phil a del phia, and
later oc cu pied its own build ing on Franklin street. In 1889 it was re moved
to Mt. Airy. The first pro fes sors were Doc tors C. F. Scha ef fer, Mann,
Krauth, C. W. Schae f Jer, and Kro tel. Dr. Spaeth be came a mem ber of the
fac ulty in 1873, and Dr. Ja cobs in 1883. For a short time (1892-1896) the
fa mous As syri ol o gist, Dr. Hil precht, was con nected with the in sti tu tion.
Dr. G. F. Spieker was pro fes sor of Church His tory, 1894-1913. The present
fac ulty con sists of the Dean, Dr. H. E. Ja cobs, and Doc tors J. Fry, H. Of fer- 
mann, T. E. Schmauk, L. D. Reed, C. M. Ja cobs, and C. T. Benze. About
850 pas tors have gone forth from this sem i nary. In one year it had 92 stu- 
dents. The in sti tu tion pos sesses a valu able prop erty, with com modi ous
build ings, en dow ment amount ing to nearly $350,000, and one of the most
valu able li braries in the Lutheran Church in Amer ica, housed in a mag nif i- 
cent build ing, erected in mem ory of Dr. Krauth. The Pres i dent of the Board
of Di rec tors is Dr. Schmauk.

[b] THE EVAN GEL I CAL LUTHERAN SEM I NARY AT MAY WOOD, ILLI NOIS, founded
through the ac tiv ity of Dr. Pas sa vant, was opened in 1891. In the year 1910
it was re moved from Lake View, Chicago, to May wood, a sub urb of the
city. Largely sup ported by the Chicago Synod and the Eng lish Synod of the
North west (see above), its aim is to sup ply this ter ri tory with Eng lish
Lutheran pas tors. Nev er the less, among its stu dents are those who pre pare
for the min istry in other Lutheran syn ods. About 250 pas tors have ob tained
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their the o log i cal train ing here. Dr. R. F. Wei d ner. Dr. Pas sa vant’s choice for
this po si tion, re mained at the head of the in sti tu tion un til his death (1915).
Be sides the present head of the in sti tu tion. Dr. E. F. Krauss, the mem bers of
the fac ulty are Doc tors G. F. Ger berd ing. A. Ram say, and T. Stump.

[c] THE AU GUS TANA SEM I NARY of the Swedes at Rock Is land (cf. above)
was founded in Chicago in 1860, and re moved to Rock Is land in 1875. The
Pres i dent is Dr. G. A. An dreen. It has trained more than 700 min is ters.

[d] THE THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NARY AT WA TER LOO, Canada, is the youngest of
the Coun cil’s the o log i cal in sti tu tions. It was opened in 1911, and is sup- 
ported by the two Canada syn ods, the Ger man and Eng lish, and is in tended
to sup ply min is ters for ser vice on the ter ri tory of these bod ies. Be sides the
two reg u lar Pro fes sors, C. Linke and P. A. Laury, D. D., the lat ter of whom
is the Di rec tor, a num ber of neigh bor ing pas tors ren der as sis tance as teach- 
ers.

2. Clas si cal In sti tu tions.

[a] MUH LEN BERG COL LEGE, Al len town, Pa. (be long ing to the Penn syl va nia
Min is terium), was founded in 1867. It grew out of the “Al len town Sem i- 
nary,” which has ex isted since the year 1848. Its first Pres i dent was Dr. F,
A. Muh len berg, w^ho, af ter an ad min is tra tion of ten years, was fol lowed by
Doc tors Sadler and Seip. Un der the present Pres i dent, Dr. John A. W. Haas,
who be gan his labors in 1904, the col lege has made most grat i fy ing
progress.

[b] WAG NER COL LEGE, Rochester, N. Y. (founded in 1883 by the
Rev. Alexan der Richter, as a Pro- Sem i nary af ter the model of a Ger man
gym na sium, with spe cial ref er ence to Amer i can con di tions), is car ried on in
the in ter est of the New York Min is terium. Dr. J. Stein haeuser was its Pres i- 
dent for a num ber of years, who was suc ceeded by Dr. J. Nicum. In the year
1904 Pas tor H. D. Krael ing be came Di rec tor. Af ter a suc cess ful ser vice of
ten years he was suc ceeded by the present Di rec tor, Pas tor J. A. W. Kirsch.

[c] THIEL COL LEGE, Greenville, Pa., is the in sti tu tion of the Pitts burgh
Synod, and af ter small be gin nings (Dr. H. E. Giese first Pres i dent), was fi- 
nally es tab lished, un der its present ti tle, in 1870. In the early years of the
present cen tury there arose dif fer ences of opin ion in the synod con cern ing
the change of the lo ca tion of the in sti tu tion, from Greenville to some other
place. The re sult of this was that the in sti tu tion was closed for four years,
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and only in 1907 re opened, un der the pres i dency of Dr. C. Theodore Benze,
who has since been called to Mt. Airy.

[d] Con cern ing the COL LEGES OF THE SWEDES (Bethany at Linds borg, Kan- 
sas; Gus tavus Adol phus at St. Pe ter, Minn.; Luther Acad emy at Wa hoo,
Neb., and oth ers), see § 19, 5 c. 

3. In sti tu tions of Mercy — In ner Mis sion In sti tu tions.

Within the Gen eral Coun cil 18 OR PHANS’ HOMES are main tained, which are
partly in di rect con nec tion with in di vid ual syn ods, and partly have the char- 
ac ter of pri vate in sti tu tions. Homes for the Aged are con nected with a num- 
ber of these in sti tu tions. The most im por tant in sti tu tions of this kind are
WART BURG OR PHANS’ HOME at Mt. Ver non, near New York, a widely known
in sti tu tion for the train ing of or phans, which, un der the model ad min is tra- 
tion of its Di rec tor for many years. Dr. G. C. Berke meier, has at tained great
pros per ity; the Or phans’ Home and Asy lum for the Aged, Phil a del phia, and
an other at Top ton, Pa., both sup ported by the Penn syl va nia Min is terium; the
Or phans’ Home at Zelieno ple, Pa.; St. John’s Or phans’ Home at Buf falo, N.
Y., as also the Swedish Or phans’ Homes at Jamestown, N. Y.; Joliet, Ill.;
Stan ton, la.; Vasa, Minn.; An dover. 111.; Om aha, Neb.: Cle burne, Kans.;
Avon, Mass.; Stromberg, Neb. Through Dr. Pas sa vant, the Gen eral Coun cil
has taken a prom i nent place in THE WORK OF DEA CONESSES. He founded hos- 
pi tals at Pitts burgh, Mil wau kee, Chicago and Jack sonville, Ill. For the
churchly di rec tion and the fu ture de vel op ment of the fe male di a conate.
Dr. A. Spaeth ren dered valu able ser vices. Chiefly through his in flu ence, a
Ger man-Amer i can, a na tive of Bre men, John Diedrich Lanke nau, es tab- 
lished in 1888, in Phil a del phia, THE MARY J. DREXEL MOTH ER HOUSE, in mem- 
ory of his de ceased wife, as the first Dea coness Moth er house, the largest
and most mag nif i cent in sti tu tion of its kind in the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica. The first Di rec tor was Pas tor A. Cordes (now su per in ten dent and
city pas tor in Leipzig) who, af ter three years’ ac tiv ity, re turned to Ger many.
He was suc ceeded by Pas tor C. Godel (now in Mon treux, Switzer land). The
present rec tor, for more than eight years, is Dr. E. F. Bach mann. In con nec- 
tion with the Moth er house there are a home for the aged, a chil dren’s hos pi- 
tal, and the Lanke nau School for Girls. The splen didly equipped Ger man
Hos pi taT in Phil a del phia is also un der the care of dea conesses. Judge
William H. Staake is Pres i dent of the Board of Di rec tors. The Au gus tana
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Synod has a Dea coness Moth er house at Om aha, Neb. THE LUTHERAN EM I- 
GRANT HOUSE in New York, whose founder and di rec tor un til his death
(1899) was Pas tor W. Berke meier, serv ing it for twenty-five years, ren dered
un til re cently valu able ser vices to thou sands of Ger man im mi grants. A short
time ago the house was sold, but mis sion ary ac tiv ity among im mi grants is
to be con tin ued in the fu ture. A Ger man SEA MEN’S HOME, whose pas tor is
ap pointed by the Penn syl va nia Min is terium, has ex isted for a num ber of
years in Phil a del phia, and is sup ported by a lo cal so ci ety, whilst a sim i lar
un der tak ing, the Ger man Sea man’s Home in Hobo ken, is con nected with
the Ger man Lutheran Union for the care of sea men in Han nover. The Gen- 
eral Coun cil has de vel oped help ful ac tiv ity in the sphere of In ner Mis sion,
in or der to ren der aid to so cial and spir i tual needs in the large cities of New
York and Phil a del phia. In Phil a del phia CITY MIS SION work has been car ried
on for years, un der the di rec tion of the Rev. Dr. J. F. Ohl, in con nec tion with
the Penn syl va nia Min is terium. The Rev. Dr. F. F. Buer meier labors as city
mis sion ary in New York City. In both cities CHRIS TIAN HOS PICES for young
men are main tained, and ef forts in var i ous di rec tions are made in the ser- 
vice of the Church.

4. For eign Mis sion Work.

The his tory of the For eign Mis sion work of the Coun cil is closely con- 
nected with that of the Gen eral Synod (§ 12:2). In con se quence of the sep a- 
ra tion at Fort Wayne in 1866, and the sub se quent or ga ni za tion of the Gen- 
eral Coun cil, the Gen eral Synod found it im pos si ble to con tinue the work in
In dia to the same ex tent as it had been be gun. It de cided, there fore, to trans- 
fer a part of the ter ri tory (Ra jah mundry and Samulkot Dis tricts) to the
Church Mis sion ary So ci ety (Epis co pal) of Eng land. When FA THER HEYER, a
re turned mis sion ary, heard of the con tem plated trans fer while on a visit to
Ger many, he re turned hastily to Amer ica, went to the Penn syl va nia Min is- 
terium, then in ses sion at Lan cas ter (spring of 1866), and in flu enced the
Min is terium, which was then en gaged in ar rang ing for the is su ing of a call
look ing to the for ma tion of the Gen eral Coun cil, to take over these mis sion
sta tions and save them for the Lutheran Church. Al though sixty-seven years
of age, he de clared him self ready to re turn to In dia and to or ga nize the
work. He went. He had brought with him to Amer ica a young man ed u cated
for mis sion work, H. C. SCHMIDT, of Flens burg, Schleswig, who fol lowed
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him to Ra jah mundry in 1870. In the fol low ing year, af ter hav ing com pleted
the work of or ga ni za tion, Fa ther Heyer re turned to Amer ica. Schmidt re- 
mained at the head of the mis sion un til 1902, when he re signed his po si tion,
and in re cent years died in In dia. DR. HARP STER, of the Gen eral Synod, suc- 
ceeded him. De spite many dif fi cul ties, which at times threat ened the wel- 
fare of the mis sion, the work has en joyed a steady growth. In 1913 eleven
mis sion ar ies were on the field, in ad di tion to nine Zenana Sis ters and many
na tive helpers. The num ber of Chris tians were 19,377. The con tri bu tions for
For eign Mis sions in the last bi en nium amounted to $159,743. In ad di tion to
the work among the Tel u gus, work was be gun in Japan in 1911, which the
Gen eral Coun cil sup ports in com mon with the United Synod of the South,
al though the lat ter work is still in its in cip i ent stage. The en tire For eign
Mis sion op er a tions of the Gen eral Coun cil are con ducted by a cen tral
board, which has its place of meet ing in Phil a del phia, and of which the
Rev. G. Drach is the Gen eral Sec re tary.

5. Home Mis sions.

While all parts of the Gen eral Coun cil are in com mon en gaged in pros e cut- 
ing For eign Mis sions, the man age ment of Home Mis sion work rests on a
some what dif fer ent ba sis. Un til 1888 each synod man aged the mis sion work
on its own ter ri tory; but then ef forts be gan to be made to CEN TRAL IZE THE

WORK to the ex tent that the Coun cil ap pointed sep a rate com mit tees, re spec- 
tively, for the ENG LISH, the Ger man, and the Swedish work. The Board of
Eng lish Mis sions, un der the en er getic Su per in ten dent, Dr. Kun z man, has
been ex cep tion ally ac tive and has been very suc cess ful, and has ex pended
large sums of money for the es tab lish ment of mis sion con gre ga tions, es pe- 
cially in the West and North west (the in come dur ing the last bi en nium
amounted to more than $83,000). A Church Ex ten sion So ci ety, which has at
its dis posal a con sid er able amount of money and which it loans to poor con- 
gre ga tions with out in ter est for the erec tion of churches, is an es sen tial aid to
this work. The Board of GER MAN Mis sions, the soul of which for many
years was the ex traor di nar ily ac tive and farsee ing PAS TOR F. WIS CHAN

(d. 1905), en tered into re la tions with PAS TOR J. PAULSEN, Kropp, Schleswig,
en cour aged him, in 1882, to es tab lish a The o log i cal Sem i nary for the prepa- 
ra tion of men for this work, and re ceived from him many ca pa ble men. The
Coun cil, how ever, soon de manded that the stu dents com ing from Kropp
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should spend the last year of their course in the Phil a del phia Sem i nary. Pas- 
tor Paulsen re fused to com ply with this de mand. This led to a spir ited con- 
flict, which was in ten si fied by per sonal dif fer ences be tween in di vid u als in
the Coun cil, and re sulted, in 1888, in the ac tion of the Coun cil that it was
in ex pe di ent to con tinue the of fi cial con nec tion with the in sti tu tion at Kropp,
and all re la tions with it ceased. Pas tor Paulsen, how ever, con tin ued to pre- 
pare men for the Ger man syn ods of the Coun cil. De spite many fi nan cial dif- 
fi cul ties, his Sem i nary con tin ued to ex ist, and re ceived fi nan cial sup port
from many Ger man con gre ga tions and pas tors. In 1909 the in ter rupted re la- 
tions be tween Kropp and the Coun cil were again re stored, and the mu tual
re la tions re-es tab lished un der the su per vi sion of a spe cial com mis sion, of
which the Pres i dent, Dr. Schmauk, is the chair man. The The o log i cal Sem i- 
nary at Kropp re ceives an nu ally a def i nite sum of money from the Coun cil,
and in re turn places its grad u ates at the dis posal of the Board of Ger man
Mis sions. The Rev. A. Hell wege is the trea surer of the Kropp Com mis sion.
From 1913 to 1915 the Coun cil has placed an Amer i can pro fes sor (the
Rev. Dr. C. T. Benze) at Kropp. The Board of Ger man Mis sions, with lim- 
ited means at its com mand (in come for 1911-1913 amounted to $18,625),
has ac com plished much. The Ger man Man i toba Synod, which was or ga- 
nized in 1897, and now (1916) num bers 31 min is ters, 62 con gre ga tions, and
4,981 com mu ni cants, is one of the fruits of its labors. The monthly pa per,
“Siloah,” seeks to keep alive the mis sion ary in ter est in the Ger man con gre- 
ga tions. New York is the seat of the Board. The Board of SWEDISH Mis sions
re ports to the Coun cil, but car ries on its ex tended mis sion ary op er a tions in- 
de pen dently and ap par ently with much suc cess. A part of the Home Mis- 
sion ac tiv ity of the Coun cil is the work among the SLAV and HUN GAR IAN and
al lied na tion al i ties, as also the mis sion work in PORTO RICO, which was be- 
gun af ter the ces sa tion of the Span ish-Amer i can war. The Rev. Dr. A. L.
Ramer is the Su per in ten dent of the Slav mis sion work. He spent two years
in Hun gary be fore he en tered upon his labors at home. The lack of suit able
la bor ers is par tic u larly felt in this work, and ex plains why the work has not
yet gone be yond the bound ary of promis ing be gin nings. In Porto Rico there
are now eight mis sions, with nine con gre ga tions and six preach ing sta tions.
Even here the work is still in its be gin ning, but it has splen did prospects for
fu ture suc cess.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.
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PROF. W. J. MANN, D. D., born, May 29, 1819, at Stutt gart. Wuertem berg.
equipped with an ex cel lent the o log i cal train ing, came to Amer ica in 1845,
through the in flu ence of his in ti mate friend, Dr. Philip Schaff. At first he
was pas tor of a Re formed con gre ga tion, co op er ated with Dr. SchafF in edit- 
ing the “Deutsche Kirchen fre und,” later be com ing ed i tor-in-chief. In 1850
he joined the Lutheran Church, was re ceived into the Penn syl va nia Min is- 
terium, served Zion’s con gre ga tion in Phil a del phia, and in 1864 be came
Ger man pro fes sor in the Phil a del phia Sem i nary. He also took part in com- 
bat ing “Amer i can Lutheranism,” through two ex cel lent books, “A Plea for
the Augs burg Con fes sion” (1856) and “Lutheranism in Amer ica” (1859).
He was a very pro lific writer, and pub lished, among other things, a bi og ra- 
phy of Muh len berg in Ger man and Eng lish. He ren dered the Church an ex- 
cep tion ally valu able ser vice in edit ing a new edi tion of the “Hallesche
Nach richten.” This noted Ger man-Amer i can the olo gian, with his rich the o- 
log i cal ide al ism, is rep re sented to us in a pleas ing man ner by Dr. A. Spaeth
in his “Erin nerungs blaet ter.” He died in 1892.

REV. W. A. PASAA VANT, D. D., of Huguenot an ces try, was born at
Zelieno ple. Pa.. Oc to ber 9, 1821, re ceived his the o log i cal train ing at Get tys- 
burg, and while yet a stu dent he pub lished the first Lutheran Al manac is- 
sued in Amer ica: served con gre ga tions in Bal ti more and Pitts burg; pub- 
lished “The Mis sion ary,” which was merged into “The Lutheran and Mis- 
sion ary” in 1861; founded the “Work man” in 1880, the ed i tor of which he
re mained un til his death. In co op er a tion with Flied ner of Kaiser swerth, he
es tab lished the dea coness work in the Lutheran Church in Amer ica (§20:2);
founded or phan ages, and hos pi tals; was in stru men tal in found ing Thiel Col- 
lege and the Chicago Sem i nary. He died in 1894.

REV. B. M. SCHMUCKER, D. D., son of Dr. S. S. Schmucker, re ceived his
train ing at Get tys burg Col lege and Sem i nary. Through the in flu ence of
Dr. Krauth he was led to be come iden ti fied with the con ser va tive party in
the Lutheran Church, and be came a mem ber of the Gen eral Coun cil. He
was the fore most litur gi cal scholar of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica, and
the Church Book of the Gen eral Coun cil, the Eng lish as well as the Ger- 
man, is pri mar ily the prod uct of his em i nent litur gi cal and hym no log i cal
stud ies. He was a mem ber of the Joint Com mit tee for the prepa ra tion of the
Com mon Ser vice, and the pref ace is the work of his facile pen. He died in
1888.
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REV. G. F. KRO TEL, D. D., LL. D., born Feb ru ary 4, 1826, in Als feld,
Wuertem berg, came with his par ents to Phil a del phia in 1830. For a num ber
of years he at tended an acad emy in Phil a del phia con nected with the
parochial school of St. Michael’s and Zion’s con gre ga tions. In 1842 he en- 
tered the Uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia and grad u ated in 1846. He stud ied the- 
ol ogy un der Dr. Demme, and en tered the of fice of the min istry in 1850. He
served con gre ga tions in Phil a del phia, Lebanon, Lan cas ter, Pa., again in
Phil a del phia, 1861, at the same time serv ing as a mem ber of the fac ulty of
the Phil a del phia Sem i nary. He was fre quently elected to the pres i dency of
the Penn syl va nia Min is terium, and was Pres i dent of the Gen eral Coun cil in
1869. He was widely known as a pul pit or a tor. Af ter Dr. Krauth’s res ig na- 
tion he be came ed i tor of the “Lutheran,” a po si tion in which he man i fested
ex cel lent gifts. He was a pro lific writer, and was one of the most in flu en tial
men of the Gen eral Coun cil. He died in 1907.

REV. J. A. SEISS, D. D., LL. D., born in Fred er ick County, Mary land, ed- 
u cated at Get tys burg Col lege, stud ied the ol ogy and en tered the of fice of the
min istry in 1842. He served con gre ga tions in Mar tins burg and Shep herd- 
stown, W. Va., Cum ber land, Md., Fred er ick, Md., and Bal ti more. In 1858
he be came pas tor of St. John’s Eng lish Lutheran Church, Phil a del phia,
which he served for six teen years, when out of this con gre ga tion the Church
of the Holy Com mu nion was or ga nized, which he served un til his death in
1904. Dr. Seiss ex er cised a strong in flu ence as a mem ber of the Penn syl va- 
nia Min is terium, whose pres i dent he was for many years, and as a mem ber
of the Gen eral Coun cil, whose pres i dent he also was. As a pul pit or a tor and
a writer he was widely known. Par tic u larly well known are his writ ings on
the Last Things (The Last Times; Lec tures on the Apoc a lypse, 3 vol umes),
which caused him to be charged with the in tro duc tion of chil ias tic er rors.
He pub lished many books, most of which are ex po si tions of Scrip ture and
dis cus sions of var i ous ec cle si as ti cal ques tions.

PROF. A. SPAETH, D. D., LL. D., born De cem ber 29, 1839, in Esslin gen,
Wuertem berg, was ed u cated in the Latin School of his na tive place, in the
Pro-Sem i nary at Blaubeuren, and in the Uni ver sity of Tue bin gen. He was
as sis tant pas tor and was or dained in 1861; pri vate tu tor in Italy, France, and
Scot land, un til 1864, when he fol lowed a call as as so ciate pas tor, with
Dr. W. J. Mann, of Zion’s Lutheran con gre ga tion in Phil a del phia. In 1867
he be came pas tor of the newly or ga nized St. Jo han nis con gre ga tion in Phil- 
a del phia. In 1873 he be came pro fes sor in the Phil a del phia Sem i nary. He
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was Pres i dent of the Gen eral Coun cil (1880-1888), and of the Penn syl va nia
Min is terium (1892- 1895). He re mained pas tor of St. Jo han nis con gre ga tion
un til his death, serv ing that con gre ga tion in ad di tion to his labors in the
Sem i nary. He was a fine litur gi cal and hym no log i cal scholar, as well as in
the prov ince of church mu sic. He also ap proved him self as a his to rian (Bi- 
og ra phy of Dr. W. J. Mann; es pe cially of Charles Porter field Krauth. in 2
vol umes). He is the au thor of the ar ti cle on the Lutheran Church in Amer ica
in Hauck, Realen cy clo pe diae. He also pub lished a num ber of homilet i cal
works: Ser mons for Chil dren, Gospels of the Church Year, Seed Thoughts.
He had spe cial gifts as a pul pit or a tor. He took a deep in ter est in the dea- 
coness work, and to his ef forts it is due that the Ger man Hos pi tal in Phil a- 
del phia was brought into the ex ist ing re la tion with the Phil a del phia Moth er- 
house for Dea conesses, and that the en tire work has at tained its present
churchly foun da tion. He died June 25, 1910.

PROF. R. F. WEI D NER, D. D., LL. D., was born in Cen ter Val ley, Lehigh
County, Pa., No vem ber 22, 1851, and was ed u cated at Muh len berg Col lege,
Al len town, and the The o log i cal Sem i nary at Phil a del phia. He was or dained
in 1873, and be came pas tor of Grace Church, Phillips burg, N. J., in con nec- 
tion with which he served as pro fes sor of Eng lish and Log ics in Muh len- 
berg Col lege un til 1877. From 1878- 1882 he was pro fes sor of Dog mat ics
and Ex e ge sis in the The o log i cal Sem i nary of the Au gus tana Synod, Rock
Is land. He was pas tor of St. Luke’s Church, Phil a del phia, and as sis tant pas- 
tor of the Church of the Holy Com mu nion, Phil a del phia, for a num ber of
years. In the year 1891 he was elected Pres i dent of the newly founded The- 
o log i cal Sem i nary of the Gen eral Coun cil in Chicago, and at the same time
as pro fes sor of Dog mat ics and He brew. All his en er gies were di rected to- 
wards the build ing up of the Sem i nary, which through his lead er ship has at- 
tained an in flu en tial po si tion in the Church. He was a pro lific writer and
pub lished nu mer ous books, many of which were valu able works of Ger man
the olo gians, freely elab o rated by him in Eng lish. Zock ler, on this ac count,
once prop erly called him a pon tifex, i.e., a builder of bridges for the trans fer
of Ger man the ol ogy into the garb of the Eng lish lan guage. He pub lished:
Com men tary on the Gospel of Mark, 1881; The o log i cal En cy clo pe dia and
Method ol ogy (3 vols.), 1885-1891; Bib li cal The ol ogy of the Old Tes ta ment,
1886; In tro duc tion to Dog matic The ol ogy, 1888; An In tro duc tory New Tes- 
ta ment Greek Method, 1889; Stud ies in the Book, — New Tes ta ment (3
vols.), 1890; Old Tes ta ment, Gen e sis (1 vol.), 1892; Bib li cal The ol ogy of
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the New Tes ta ment, 1891; Chris tian Ethics, 1891; Ex am i na tion Ques tions
in Church His tory and Chris tian Ar chae ol ogy, 1893; An no ta tions on the
Gen eral Epis tles, 1897; Com men tary on Rev e la tion, 1898 (Vols. XI and XII
of Lutheran Com men tary); The olo gia, or Doc trine of God, 1903; Ec cle si ol- 
ogy, or the Doc trine of the Church, 1903; The Doc trine of the Min istry,
1907; The Doc trine of Man, 1912; Chris tol ogy, or the Doc trine of the Per- 
son of Christ, 1913; So te ri ol ogy, 1914; Pneu ma tol ogy, 1915. While en- 
gaged in writ ing this note, the re port has reached us of the death of this un- 
tir ing la borer. Un tir ing ac tiv ity, re mark able de vo tion to his life-work (the
build ing up of the Sem i nary), firm ad her ence to the prin ci ples of the
Lutheran Church (in spi ra tion of the Bible and jus ti fi ca tion by faith alone),
fine men tal gifts cou pled with per sonal mag netism, through which he drew
stu dents to him self and in flu enced them, — all these, to gether with a liv ing
faith, con sti tuted the prin ci pal char ac ter is tics of this great man in Is rael. For
a num ber of years he had been phys i cally weak ened by paral y sis, but he
lost no time in his lec tures, and his vast lit er ary labors con tin ued un abated,
so that at the time of his death (Jan u ary 6, 1915) two of his books were
pass ing through the press.

PROF. E. T. HORN, D. D., was born in Eas ton, Pa., June 10. 1850. He
grad u ated from Penn syl va nia Col lege at Get tys burg in 1869 and from the
Sem i nary in 1872. He served as pas tor in Phil a del phia (1872-96), in
Charles ton, S. C. (1876-97), in Read ing, Pa. (1897-1911). Then he was
called as Pro fes sor of Ethics and of The ory and Prac tice of Mis sions at the
Lutheran The o log i cal Sem i nary of the Gen eral Coun cil in Phil a del phia,
where he died in 1915. He was au thor of a num ber of works: The Chris tian
Year, 1876; Old Matin and Ves per Ser vices of the Lutheran Church, 1882;
The Evan gel i cal Pas tor, 1887; Out line of Litur gies, 1890; Lutheran Sources
of the Com mon Ser vice, 1890; Trans la tion of Loehe’s Cat e chism, 1893;
Com men tary on Philip pi ans, Colos sians, I and II Thes sa lo ni ans and Phile- 
mon, 1896; The Ap pli ca tion of Lutheran Prin ci ples to the Church Build ing,
1905; Sum mer Ser mons, 1908; Trans la tion of Loehe’s Three Books on the
Church, 1908.

PROF. G. H. GER BERD ING, D. D., was born, Au gust 21, 1847. Pitts burg,
Pa. He re ceived his clas si cal train ing at Thiel Col lege, Greenville, and
Muh len berg Col lege, Al len town, Pa., and his the o log i cal train ing at the
Phil a del phia Sem i nary. He was or dained in 1876, and served con gre ga tions
in Al le gheny City, Pa., 1876-1881; Jew ett, Ohio, 1881-1887; Fargo, N.
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Dak., 1887-1894, from which he was called to Chicago Sem i nary as pro fes- 
sor of Prac ti cal The ol ogy. He is the au thor of the fol low ing valu able works:
The Way of Sal va tion in the Lutheran Church, 1887 (a book that has passed
through many edi tions and en joys a wide cir cu la tion); New Tes ta ment Con- 
ver sions, 1889; The Lutheran Pas tor, 1902; Life and Let ters of Pas sa vant,
1906; The Lutheran Cat e chist, 1910; Prob lems and Pos si bil i ties, Se ri ous
Con sid er a tions for all Luther ans, 1914.

PROF. J. A. W. HAAS, D. D., was born in Phil a del phia, Au gust 31, 1862.
Hav ing re ceived his train ing in the Uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia, the Phil a- 
del phia Sem i nary, and in Leipzig, he was or dained in 1888. He served con- 
gre ga tions in New York un til 1904, when he ac cepted a call as Pres i dent of
Muh len berg Col lege, Al len town, Pa., and as pro fes sor of Phi los o phy, a po- 
si tion which he holds at present. He is the au thor of Com men tary on the
Gospel of Mark, in Lutheran Com men tary, 1895; Bible Lit er a ture, 1903;
Bib li cal Crit i cism, 1903; with Dr. Ja cobs, ed i tor of the Lutheran Cy clo pe- 
dia, 1899; Trends of Thought and Chris tian Truth, 1915.

PROF. H. E. JA COBS, D. D., LL. D., S. T. D., was born at Get tys burg, Pa.,
No vem ber 10, 1844. He re ceived his train ing in the Col lege and Sem i nary
at Get tys burg, grad u at ing from the Sem i nary in 1865, and was pro fes sor in
the Col lege at Get tys burg, 1864-1867. He served a mis sion con gre ga tion in
Pitts burg, 1867-1868. He was re called to Get tys burg as pro fes sor of Latin
and His tory, 1870-1880; from 1880-1883, he taught ex clu sively the an cient
lan guages. In the lat ter year he ac cepted a call as pro fes sor of Sys tem atic
The ol ogy in the Phil a del phia Sem i nary, a po si tion he still holds. From
1882-1896, he was also ed i tor of the Lutheran Church Re view. Un der his
ed i to rial su per vi sion the Lutheran Com men tary be came a pos si bil ity, 1895-
1898, as also the Lutheran Cy clo pe dia, 1899. He is the au thor of the fol low- 
ing works: The Lutheran Move ment in Eng land, 1899; His tory of the
Lutheran Church in Amer ica, 1893; El e ments of Re li gion, 1894; Com men- 
tary on Ro mans, 1896; Com men tary on First Corinthi ans, 1897; Life of
Mar tin Luther, 1898; The Ger man Em i gra tion to Amer ica, 1709-1740,
1899; Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith, 1905.

PROF. THEODORE E. SCHMAUK, D. D., LL. D., was born at Lan cas ter, Pa.,
1860, ed u cated at the Uni ver sity of Penn syl va nia and the Phil a del phia Sem- 
i nary, and was or dained in 1882. Since 1895 he has been the ed i tor of the
Lutheran Church Re view; since 1896, ed i tor of the graded Sun day-School
Lessons of the Gen eral Coun cil; and since 1911 pro fes sor of Apolo get ics in
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the Phil a del phia Sem i nary. In ad di tion, he serves his con gre ga tion at
Lebanon, Pa. Since 1903, he has been Pres i dent of the Gen eral Coun cil. He
is the au thor of the fol low ing works: The Neg a tive Crit i cism of the O. T..
1894; Cat e chet i cal Out lines. 1892; His tory of Old Salem and Lebanon.
1898; The Early His tory of the Lebanon Val ley, 1902; His tory of the
Lutheran Church in Penn syl va nia. 1903; The Con fes sions and the Con fes- 
sional Prin ci ple of the Lutheran Church, 1909; An no tated Edi tion of Ben- 
jamin Rush’s Ac count of the Ger man In hab i tants of Penn syl va nia, 1910:
Chris tian ity and Chris tian Union, 1913.

1. Reprinted in Doc u men tary His tory of the Gen eral Coun cil, by Dr. S. E.
Ochsen ford, Gen eral Coun cil Pub li ca tion Board, Phil a del phia, 1912,
p. 128 ff. ↩ 

2. The fol low ing syn ods were rep re sented: The Min is terium of Penn syl- 
va nia, New York Min is terium, Pitts burgh Synod, Min ne sota Synod,
and the Eng lish Synod of Ohio. Be sides these, all of which had pre vi- 
ously be longed to the Gen eral Synod, del e gates were present from the
Joint Synod of Ohio, Eng lish Dis trict Synod of Ohio, Synod of Wis- 
con sin, Synod of Michi gan, Iowa, Canada, Nor we gian, and even from
the Mis souri Synod. These syn ods rep re sented 891 min is ters, 1,612
con gre ga tions and 209,707 com mu ni cants. These sta tis tics in di cate
how strong nu mer i cally Lutheranism then was out side of the Gen eral
Synod. If only these could have been united into one body. Hope was
en ter tained that this would be pos si ble, but it was shown shortly af ter- 
wards that this aim could not be at tained.↩ 

3. See Doc u men tary His tory, p. 131. A Ger man trans la tion of the ser mon
is also found in the Ger man Min utes, pp. 22-33.↩ 

4. The para graphs re fer ring to “Ec cle si as ti cal Power and Church Polity”
are not reprinted in this con nec tion. They are found in Fritschel II,
313-319; in Eng lish in Dr. Ja cobs’ His tory, p. 474 f; and in Doc u men- 
tary His tory of the Gen eral Coun cil, p. 136 ff. ↩ 

5. The Texas Synod (Ger man) was ad mit ted the fol low ing year.↩ 

6. Lutherische Herold, 29 De cem ber, 1866.↩ 

7. Why not also con cern ing the first point? See §23, IL, 5.↩ 

8. For the rea sons, see § 18.↩ 



183

9. The Iowa Synod de manded that the Gen eral Coun cil should ex pressly
con demn “all church fel low ship with such as are not Luther ans; for ex- 
am ple, min is ters serv ing con gre ga tions that are mixed and not purely
Lutheran, re ceiv ing such con gre ga tions and their pas tors into syn od i cal
con nec tion, the ad mis sion of those of a dif fer ent faith to the priv i lege
of com mu nion, the per mis sion of those not Lutheran to oc cupy our
pul pits,” etc. The Coun cil was asked to de clare that “ac cord ing to the
Word of (lod, church dis ci pline be ex er cised, es pe cially at the cel e bra- 
tion of the Holy Com mu nion, and be like wise ex er cised to wards those
who are mem bers of se cret so ci eties.” See Ger man Min utes, p. 13.
Doc u men tary His tory, p. 161. The fol low ing of fi cial an swer was given
by the Coun cil: “That the Gen eral Coun cil is not pre pared to en dorse
the dec la ra tion of the Synod of Iowa, as a cor rect log i cal de duc tion and
ap pli ca tion of the neg a tive part of our Con fes sional Books, and that we
re fer the mat ter to the Dis trict Syn oils. un til such time as by the bless- 
ings of God’s Holy Spirit, and the lead ings of His Prov i dence, we shall
be en abled through out the whole Gen eral Coun cil and all its churches,
to see eye to eye in all the de tails of prac tice and us age, to wards the
con sum ma tion of which we will di rect our un ceas ing prayers.” Ibi- 
dem.↩ 

10. Ger man Min utes, p. 20. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 157.↩ 

11. Ibi dem.↩ 

12. Cf. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 158.↩ 

13. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 160.↩ 

14. The mat ter re ferred to here is pre sented in the fol low ing para graphs:
“That this Coun cil is aware of noth ing in its ‘Fun da men tal Prin ci ples
of Faith and Church Polity’ and Con sti tu tion, nor in the re la tion it sus- 
tains to the four ques tions raised, which jus ti fies a doubt whether its
de ci sions on them all, when they are brought up in the man ner pre- 
scribed in the Con sti tu tion, will be in har mony with Holy Scrip ture
and the Con fes sions of the Church.” “That as soon as of fi cial ev i dence
shall be pre sented to this body, in the man ner pre scribed in the Con sti- 
tu tion, that un-Lutheran doc trines or prac tices are au tho rized by the ac- 
tion of any of its syn ods, or by their re fusal to act, it will weigh that
ev i dence, and, if it finds they ex ist, use all its con sti tu tional power to
con vince the minds of men in re gard to them, and as speed ily as pos si- 
ble to re move them.” Doc u men tary His tory, p. 156.↩ 
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15. Dr. Spaeth, “Gen eral Coun cil,” p. 25. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 163
ff. ↩ 

16. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 216.↩ 

17. See Fritschel, 3:326.↩ 

18. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 217.↩ 

19. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 219. See also Lutheran Cy clopae dia,
p. 189.↩ 

20. The most thor ough treat ment of this whole mat ter, in its his tor i cal and
dog matic bear ings, is the work of Dr. C. P. Krauth, and was pre sented
at the First Free Lutheran Diet in Amer ica, held at Pitts burg, Pa., 1877,
and par tic i pated in by large num bers of mem bers of the Gen eral Coun- 
cil and Gen eral Synod. Reprinted in Pro ceed ings of the “First Free
Lutheran Diet in Amer ica,” pp. 27-69.↩ 

21. These are sec tions 2 and 3 of the dec la ra tion on this sub ject. See Doc u- 
men tary His tory, p. 208.↩ 

22. See Ger man Min utes, p. 16. Doc u men tary His tory, p. 207. The read ing
of this re port by the Chair man of the Com mit tee, Dr. C. P. Krauth, was
fol lowed by a mi nor ity re port, signed by J. Bad ing, R. Adel berg, and
S. Kling man, in which they say: “We re ject each and ev ery form of
Chil iasm, as con trary to the Scrip tures and the Con fes sions.” Cf. Ger- 
man Min utes, p. 30; Eng lish Min utes, p. 25. Pas tor Bad ing was a del e- 
gate of the Wis con sin Synod, Pas tor Adel berg of the New York Min is- 
terium, and Pas tor Kling mann of the Michi gan Synod. It should be
stated, in this con nec tion, that Pas tor J. Grosse, in his book, “Un ter- 
schei dungslehren,” etc., in his ref er ence to the char ac ter is tics of the
Gen eral Coun cil, quotes nu mer ous pas sages from the above named
book of Dr. Seiss, but fails al to gether to re fer to the dec la ra tions of the
Gen eral Coun cil it self. Since the death of Dr. Seiss noth ing at all is
heard of Chil iasm in the Gen eral Coun cil.↩ 

23. See Min utes of Aug. Synod of 1909, p. 197.↩ 

24. Walden strom, head-mas ter of the Latin School at Gefle, Swe den, vi o- 
lently at tacked the churchly doc trines of the atone ment and jus ti fi ca- 
tion, es pe cially Christ’s vi car i ous death, and fur ther ig nored the min is- 
te rial call, inas much as he per mit ted lay men to ad min is ter the sacra- 
ments. While on a visit to Amer ica, as in Swe den, he cre ated a great
sen sa tion through his writ ings and ad dresses, so much so that the Con- 
gre ga tion al ists, who es pe cially frat er nized with him, gave him the ti tle
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of Doc tor of Di vin ity. His fol low ers are called “Mis sion Friends,” but
they are not in creas ing rapidly in num bers.↩ 
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7. The Syn od i cal Con fer ence.

§ 21. In tro duc tory.

The Syn od i cal Con fer ence, the largest body of Luther ans in Amer ica,1 was
OR GA NIZED in 1872 at Mil wau kee, Wis., by the union of the Mis souri, Wis- 
con sin, Min ne sota, Illi nois, Nor we gian and Ohio Syn ods. The Joint Synod
of Ohio with drew in 1881 on ac count of the PRE DES TI NA TION CON TRO VERSY (§
28, 2, c). The NOR WE GIANS (§ 32, III, 2) with drew in 1883, hop ing to set tle
the same con tro versy by be ing in de pen dent. The Illi nois Synod (§ 7, 4; 10,
3, A. d; 17, 1, 3; 22, 7, d) was ab sorbed by the Mis souri Synod in 1880.
Since the WIS CON SIN (§ 25, 1) and the MIN NE SOTA SYN ODS (§25, 11), to gether
with the MICHI GAN Synod, (§25), which had left the Gen eral Coun cil, were
merged into one body (§ 25, III, 4, 5; 17, 3); since the DIS TRICT of NE BRASKA

be came an in de pen dent synod (§ 25, IV), and since the SLO VAK Evan gel i cal
Lutheran Synod of Penn syl va nia and other States (§ 26) has united with the
Syn od i cal Con fer ence, it is now COM POSED of the fol low ing syn ods: 1. The
Mis souri Synod;2 2. The Syn ods of Wis con sin, Min ne sota, Michi gan and
Ne braska; 3. The Slo vak Evan gel i cal Synod of Penn syl va nia and other
States.

§ 22. How It Came Into Ex is tence.

The Mis souri Synod.

1. The Sax ons.

The Rev. MAR TIN STEPHAN, pas tor of St. John’s Church, Pirna (a sub urb near
Dres den, Ger many), from 1810 to 1837, was the man whose strange per- 
son al ity was to be come a fac tor in the early his tory of the Mis souri Synod.
Born of poor Chris tian par ents at Stram berg, Moravia, in 1777. he came,
while in Bres lau. un der the in flu ence of Scheibel, a Lutheran pro fes sor of
strong con vic tions. Stephan fin ished his the o log i cal stud ies at Halle and
Leipzig, and, as a min is ter who preached Christ cru ci fied in an age of ra tio- 
nal ism, he ex erted a re mark able in flu ence on all with whom he came in
con tact. Out of the depth of his spir i tual ex pe ri ences and on ac count of his



187

thor ough fa mil iar ity with the work ings of the hu man heart, he had a pe cu- 
liar gift of com bat ing doubts and in ner con flicts with timely and ap pro pri ate
ad vice. He cared lit tle for mere or a tor i cal ef fects, but stated, in the plainest
speech he could com mand, the gospel of grace. His hear ers, un less con tam i- 
nated with the spirit of the scoffer, were in vari ably greatly af fected. Hun- 
ger ing souls sought his coun sel.

Among those who were at tracted to him was CARL FER DI NAND WIL HELM

WALTHER, then (1829) a the o log i cal stu dent at Leipzig, whose in flu ence on
the Mis souri Synod was to be fraught with such great bless ings. He was
born in Lan genchurs dorf, Sax ony, Oct. 25, 1811, and was the son of a min- 
is ter. Hav ing grad u ated from the Gym na sium, he in tended to study mu sic,
but ow ing to his fa ther’s ob jec tions, he aban doned this idea. When he be- 
came a stu dent at Leipzig, he was ut terly ig no rant of spir i tual mat ters, but
his mind was a-thirst for knowl edge. The min is ters and pro fes sors at
Leipzig were all rep re sen ta tives of ra tio nal ism, and could not sat isfy the
hunger of the young man’s heart. Walther spent his last penny for the pur- 
chase of a Bible, not know ing where he was to get his next meal. He took
part in the re li gious meet ings of groups of stu dents who as sem bled for com- 
mon prayer and the study of the Bible and the writ ings of Arndt, Francke.
Scriver, Bo gatzki, etc. These stu dents had found Christ through the guid- 
ance of a shoe maker and a re tired old can di date of the ol ogy by the name of
Kuehn. The lat ter was the leader of this cir cle. Other Saxon em i grants who
par tic i pated in the meet ings were Brohm, Buenger and Fuer bringer. Franz
Delitsch, too, be longed to this cir cle. In his book, “Con cern ing the House of
God and the Church,” he refers to these de vo tional meet ings with deep
emo tion. It is only nat u ral that at a time of such spir i tual dearth, Walther
and his friends should have heard of Pas tor Stephan. In his great per plex ity
Walther ad dressed a let ter to the Pirna pas tor, the re ply to which, as well as
the words of the wife of a Leipzig tax-col lec tor, helped him to find the
peace of God in the for give ness of his sins.

But on ac count of these in ner con flicts, which were ac com pa nied by
con stant pri va tion, his health gave way. Suf fer ing with an af fec tion of the
lungs, he had to leave the uni ver sity and re turn home. But this was ev i- 
dently a part of God’s plan for him; for in his fa ther’s li brary he found the
works of Luther, and stud ied them with un wea ried ap pli ca tion, and thus laid
the ba sis fur that thor ough ac quain tance with the writ ings of Luther and the
old dog mati cians which af ter wards dis tin guished him. In 1834 he com- 
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pleted his stud ies, be came a pri vate teacher un til 1836, and was or dained as
pas tor at BRAE UNS DORF. Sax ony, in 1837. For more than forty years the word
of the cross had not been pro claimed in this place. Re li gious and moral in- 
dif fer ence reigned. The or der of ser vice, the hymn-book and the cat e chism
were ra tio nal is tic. The su per in ten dent, who was placed over him and the
school-mas ter who was placed un der him, both were ra tio nal ists. His ef forts
to in tro duce Lutheran doc trine and prac tice met with de ter mined op po si- 
tion. Other mem bers of the cir cle of Bible stu dents at Leipzig, who had
mean while en tered the min istry, met with a like ex pe ri ence. These there- 
fore, as well as Walther, gladly sig ni fied their con sent when Stephan called
on them to leave Ger many with him in or der to found an ideal Church in
Amer ica.

The DE TER MI NA TION TO EM I GRATE had grown stronger in the mind of
Stephan ever since Dr. Kurtz vis ited Ger many in the in ter est of the Sem i- 
nary at Get tys burg (§ 7. 4). The im me di ate oc ca sion for car ry ing out this
de ter mi na tion was as fol lows: By his earnest ac tiv ity in Dres den, Stephan
had gained an ever-in creas ing fol low ing. But the love of those to whom he
had been the guide to the Sav ior par took more and more of the na ture of
idol a try. He did not re sist the temp ta tions which this fact in volved. He grad- 
u ally be gan to imag ine that he was in fal li ble; he be came im pe ri ous; at last
his un ex celled gifts for pas toral min is tra tion be came a snare of the flesh.

All sorts of ru mors touch ing his char ac ter be gan to be cir cu lated. More
than once they were in ves ti gated; but as these ef forts failed to prove him
guilty, the charges were looked upon as at tempts to black mail the rep re sen- 
ta tive of pos i tive Lutheranism. While this may have been partly true, it
must be ad mit ted that Stephan’s way of do ing things jus ti fied cer tain sus pi- 
cions. He made pro vi sion for prom e nades on sum mer evenings for his fol- 
low ers of both sexes, and these usu ally lasted un til morn ing. In spite of the
warn ings of his su pe ri ors; in deed, in spite of the ex press pro hi bi tion of the
civil au thor i ties, he con tin ued them un til at last he was ar rested by the po- 
lice un der sus pi cious cir cum stances.

At the same time the Bo hemian con gre ga tion com plained of gross ne- 
glect. Al though an of fense against moral ity could not be clearly proved
against him, he was DE POSED FROM HIS OF FICE. His fol low ers re garded this as
per se cu tion en dured for Christ’s sake, and con se quently waited only for a
word from him to em i grate. A com mon fund, to which $125,000 had been
con trib uted, was en trusted to his care. Then when the em i grants, 750 in
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num ber, had de parted in sev eral groups, Stephan se cretly left Dres den in the
mid dle of the night, with out tak ing leave of his wife and chil dren, and
joined his fol low ers at Bre men. On FIVE VES SELS the em i grants, in clud ing six
min is ters, ten can di dates of the ol ogy and tour school-teach ers, set out for
Amer ica. One of the ships, the “Amalie,” went down; the oth ers reached
New Or leans. On Feb ru ary 19, 1839, the last of the im mi grants ar rived at
the ap pointed sta tion, St. Louis.

On the way over Stephan had al ready per mit ted him self to be elected by
his fol low ers, both men and women, as their BISHOP, to whom they swore
un con di tional obe di ence. At the com mand of the bishop, who all the while
dealt with the funds of the com pany in the most ir re spon si ble way, and of
course greatly de pleted them, they re moved to PERRY COUNTY, 110 miles
south of St. Louis. Stephan ruled like a pasha. The plans were al ready un der
way for the erec tion of an epis co pal palace for him, when the colonists were
scan dal ized by a shock ing dis cov ery. Among the em i grants who had re- 
mained be hind in St. Louis were sev eral girls, who con fessed that, dur ing
the voy age across the ocean Stephan had, by an abuse of God’s holy name
and Word, led them from the path of virtue. Walther came to the set tle ment
from St. Louis, ar riv ing in the dead of night, and bring ing with him the
proofs of Stephan’s guilt. Speak ing in the Latin lan guage, he made known
to a can di date of the ol ogy, who re clined be side him on the straw in the
sleep ing apart ment, what he ex pected to make known to the whole com- 
pany on the mor row, namely, that Stephan, un der the mask of a pas tor, had
been lead ing a life of sin.

A for mal court was con vened, and Stephan was de posed from his of fice.
He was trans ported across the Mis sis sippi River in a boat, sup plied with
suf fi cient pro vi sions, and set ashore near the “Devil’s Bake Oven,” a fan tas- 
ti cally shaped rock. This was in 1839. Not far from there, a few miles from
Red Bud, Ran dolph County, Ill., he soon found a small con gre ga tion. A few
years later he died at the age of 69, with out giv ing any signs of real re pen- 
tance.

The colonists now suf fered great WANT. The GEN ERAL TREA SURY, as they
now dis cov ered, was empty, ow ing to Stephan’s ex trav a gance. As the land
had to be made arable be fore any crops could be raised, the direst poverty
stared the colony in the face. Still more se ri ous was the SPIR I TUAL CON FU SION

that re sulted from their sad ex pe ri ence with their once trusted leader. They
now rec og nized that they had done wrong in fol low ing him so blindly; that
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they had been guilty of mak ing an idol of him, and that they had be come
the oc ca sion of giv ing of fense in the eyes of the world. In deed, it now
seemed to them that they had com mit ted a great sin in thus fol low ing their
own ways and dis solv ing their con nec tion with the Church at home. The
pas tors them selves imag ined that their of fi cial acts were in valid, be cause
they had for saken their call ing in the Fa ther land. Con sciences were con- 
fused and dis tressed. Di vi sions be gan to ap pear. Some openly re nounced
the pub lic ser vices. Pas tor Buenger re signed his of fice from con sci en tious
scru ples. The con fu sion lasted through the en tire sum mer. The mat ter fi- 
nally re solved it self into the cru cial QUES TION: “Does the true Chris tian
Church re ally ex ist or not among those who em i grated with Stephan?” To
this ques tion some an swered yes, oth ers no. (Fritschel, Vol. II, p. 172.)

IT WAS WALTHER3 whom God used to con sole the tempted ones and to
save them from de spair.[^k7] Through con tin ued study of the works of
Luther and the Lutheran fa thers, he rec og nized the er rors of Stephan in re- 
spect to the Church and the min istry At the same time he be came con vinced
that, ac cord ing to the sev enth ar ti cle of the Augs burg Con fes sion, THE

CHURCH CON SISTED OF THE IN VIS I BLE COM MU NION OF SAINTS; that where two or
three are gath ered to gether in Christ’s name, there is the Church; that, con- 
se quently, these con gre ga tions of the colonists were to be re garded as a part
of the true Church of Christ, with full au thor ity to call pas tors. These con- 
vic tions Walther suc cess fully main tained in a dis pu ta tion in 1841. In this
way he qui eted the minds of the colonists, and brought about the or ga ni za- 
tion of con gre ga tions which called their pas tors. Mean while the out ward
con di tion of the set tlers had also im proved, and a num ber of flour ish ing vil- 
lages rose in the wilder ness. A log cabin, which was the hum ble be gin ning
of CON COR DIA SEM I NARY, was erected to serve as a boys^ train ing school.
This oc curred in 1839. Walther ac cepted a call to the con gre ga tion in
St. Louis. There he be gan in 1844 to pub lish "DER LUTHER ANER. The sem i- 
nary was also soon af ter wards trans ferred to St. Louis, where it was des- 
tined to play so prom i nent a part in the up build ing and guidin gof the Mis- 
souri Synod.

2. Wyneken and His Ap peal For Help.

Fred er ick Con rad Diedrich Wyneken was a man whose name will al ways be
men tioned with re spect in any his tory of the Lutheran Church of Amer ica.
Six months be fore the “Sax ons” had reached the Mis sis sippi Val ley he had
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landed in BAL TI MORE as a can di date of the ol ogy. He might ap pro pri ately be
named the Muh len berg of the west ern syn ods — at least, so far as re gards
mis sion ary work. There are many points of re sem blance be tween him and
his great fel low coun try man who la bored a cen tury be fore him. Like Muh- 
len berg, he came from Hanover, and stud ied in Goet tin gen and Halle. At
Halle he was pow er fully im pressed by Tholuck, whose in flu ence, com bined
with that of pi ous fam i lies in which he was af ter wards en gaged as pri vate
tu tor, led him to the ac cep tance of Christ as his per sonal Sav ior. As the tu tor
of wealthy young men, he trav eled through France and Italy, and ac quired
the use of the Eng lish lan guage. For a time he was prin ci pal of the Latin
School in Bre mer vo erde. Here he read a mis sion ary re port telling of the
spir i tual needs of West ern Amer ica; so he de ter mined to serve the Lord in
the New World.

In his sec ond ex am i na tion be fore a ra tio nal is tic prelate he made such an
im pres sion by his em phatic tes ti mony for the Holy Scrip tures that he re- 
ceived, in spite of his or tho dox po si tion, the very high est mark. The pi ous
Cap tain Stuerje took him to Bal ti more free of charge. Here he looked for
Luther ans, but hap pened to get into the cir cle of the “Ot ter beinar i ans,” and
in this way made ac quain tance with the ways of Method ism. Fi nally, how- 
ever, he found a Lutheran con gre ga tion served by Pas tor Haes bart.4 At the
sug ges tion of this pas tor, the Penn syl va nia Min is terium sent him to IN DI ANA

for the pur pose of gath er ing into con gre ga tions the scat tered “Protes tants.”
He started on this trip in Sep tem ber, trav el ing to Pitts burgh by boat and rail,
and through Ohio on horse back. In Ohio he found large set tle ments that had
no pas tor for years. He bap tized and con firmed many per sons. But, much as
he cher ished the peo ple there, he would not re main. In Adams County he
dis cov ered a de serted con gre ga tion and be gan his mis sion ary labors there.
In ev ery re spect he was an IDEAL MIS SION ARY. This was his main work, es pe- 
cially dur ing the first part of his Amer i can labors. At FORT WAYNE he found
a hand ful of Luther ans whose min is ter had re cently died. They did not even
have a church. These peo ple urged him to be come their pas tor. He re ferred
them to the mis sion board that had sent him. The board agreed, but in sisted
that he give part of his time to the du ties of a trav el ing mis sion ary.

Thus he ex tended his work even into cen tral Michi gan. He was in de fati- 
ga ble, and, like Muh len berg, had an ex tra or di nary con sti tu tion. But amid
un num bered hard ships, trav el ing through woods and swamps, he con tracted
an af fec tion of the throat. He would not seek med i cal aid from the poor doc- 
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tors of that vicin ity, but de cided to RE TURN TO EU ROPE, hop ing to have his
health re stored, and earnestly de sir ing to arouse the Church of Ger many to
greater mis sion ary zeal. Hav ing been re lieved by a sub sti tute from Ger many
in 1841, he re turned to his na tive land to in ter est the friends of mis sions in
his work in Amer ica. He trav eled through all parts of Ger many, and was ev- 
ery where cor dially re ceived, and en tered into ne go ti a tions with rep re sen ta- 
tive men. But it was no easy task to get the right kind of la bor ers for the dis- 
tant vine yard. In ac cor dance with a cher ished de sire, he went to Bavaria to
meet LOEHE, who, hav ing read his re ports, had be come deeply in ter ested in
the Amer i can mis sion ary en ter prise. There he met the first two helpers in- 
structed by Loehe. At Er lan gen he was wel comed by Pas tor Raumer. He
vis ited Dres den, Leipzig and the vicin ity. His ad dresses re sulted in the for- 
ma tion of SO CI ETIES which promised help. Es pe cially ef fec tive was his PAM- 
PHLET en ti tled, “The Des ti tu tion of the Ger man Luther ans m North Amer- 
ica,”5 in the prepa ra tion of which he was as sisted by Raumer and Loehe.6

All this shows the great im por tance of Wyneken’s ef forts in both Amer- 
ica and Ger many. His value to the im mi grants of that time can hardly be
over es ti mated. When he re turned to Amer ica in 1843, the DAWN OF A BET TER

TIME was break ing. That this came about was the re sult, in a large mea sure,
of his earnest and well di rected ap peals for aid. Mis sion ary zeal had been
kin dled; the Mother Church was will ing to do her duty to her em i grat ing;
chil dren. The only task now was to keep the fire burn ing. Ways and means
had to be found to de serve by good deeds the good will that had been cre- 
ated. The con tin u a tion of this task fell to the lot of WILLIAM LOEHE, who
came into the fore ground as Wyneken re tired into the back ground; for the
lat ter was not em i nently fit ted for lead er ship, but for solid and en dur ing,
though hum ble, work. Wyneken also soon left the mis sion held and be came
pas tor of Haes bart’s con gre ga tion.

3. Loehe and His In sti tu tions.

In the “No erdlinger Son ntags blatt” Loehe7 had pub lished an AP PEAL for
funds to re lieve the great dearth of min is ters in Amer ica; and in a short time
he re ceived 700 florins. At the same time two young me chan ics an nounced
their will ing ness to be trained for the work. Other or ga ni za tions promised
their sup port, and ac cord ingly Loehe un der took, in a very mod est way at
first, the work of train ing men. In Sep tem ber, 1842, his FIRST MIS SION AR IES

(Burger and Ernst) ar rived in New York. Their in struc tions were to seek po- 
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si tions as lay read ers and teach ers. In New York they met the
REV. MR. WIN KLER, who had been called as pro fes sor in the The o log i cal
Sem i nary of the Ohio Svnod at Colum bus, Ohio, and was on his way there.
He in duced both of them to go with him to Colum bus to pre pare them selves
for the min istry. They ac com pa nied him, and this fact was the oc ca sion of
the TEM PO RARY UNION BE TWEEN LOEHE AND THE OHIO SYNOD.

The synod re quested him to send more stu dents who had re ceived a pre- 
lim i nary train ing. Such men were sent in rapid suc ces sion, among them
some who had re ceived a uni ver sity ed u ca tion. One of the lat ter was
DR. SIH LER, who af ter wards be came the suc ces sor of Dr. Wyneken as pas tor
in FORT WAYNE, IN DI ANA, and around whom the other men sent by Loehe
grouped them selves as their leader.

At that time TWO TEN DEN CIES were striv ing for the up per hand in the Ohio
Synod: an ENG LISH ten dency, which de sired to make the Eng lish the preva- 
lent lan guage in the Sem i nary at Colum bus, and which rep re sented the laxer
form of Lutheranism; and a GER MAN ten dency, which in sisted on the
supremacy of the Ger man lan guage in the Sem i nary, be cause, for the
present at least, the Ger man lan guage was es sen tial to the main te nance of a
pos i tive Lutheranism. Both par ties were rep re sented in the Sem i nary, the
Ger man by Pro fes sor Win kler, the Eng lish by Pro fes sor C. F. Scha ef fer.8 In
the out come the ENG LISH PRE VAILED, and all the Loehe men, ten in num ber,
left the synod.

LOEHE SEV ERED HIS RE LA TIONS WITH THE OHIO SYNOD, and de cided to bring
about the or ga ni za tion of a new synod on a strictly Lutheran ba sis.

Some other men whom Loehe had sent to Amer ica had gone to MICHI- 
GAN, in com pany with a con sid er able num ber of im mi grants af ter 1845.
Here a Michi gan Synod had ex isted since 1840, but as early as 1846 the
con ser va tive el e ment had with drawn from it. Here the PVan co nian colonies,
“Franken mut,” “Franken trost,” “Franken lust,” and “Franken hilf,” were es- 
tab lished in Sag i naw County, and here Loehe founded a sem i nary for the
ed u ca tion of teach ers. Among the pas tors who came to this colony was A.
CRAE MER, who had been or dained by Dr. Kliefoth in the cathe dral in Schw- 
erin, and who, later, was pres i dent for many years of the Prac ti cal Sem i nary
of the Mis souri Synod at Spring field, Ill. Be sides him may be men tioned
Pas tors SIEV ERS and GRAEB NER; Baier lein, a mis sion ary;9 and later pas tors
Dein do er fer and Gross mann.10

4. Or ga ni za tion and Growth of the Mis souri Synod.
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All the men whom we have men tioned in the pre ced ing pas sages were men
of the same kind — the “SAX ONS”; WYNEKEN, who in 1845 with drew from
the Gen eral Synod af ter protest ing against its non- Lutheran fea tures at the
Phil a del phia con ven tion, and the FOL LOW ERS OF LOEHE, who did not feel at
home in the Ohio and Michi gan Syn ods. These groups — the small one in
the West and the large one in the East — merely needed com bi na tion. In
Sep tem ber, 1845, the ad her ents of Loehe met at CLEVE LAND, OHIO, and with- 
drew from the Ohio Synod. At the same time they sent a del e ga tion, headed
by Dr. Sih ler, to the “Sax ons” in St. Louis for the pur pose of dis cussing
closer af fil i a tion (1846). Walther out lined a con sti tu tion, which the Loehe
peo ple de clared sat is fac tory. In the month of July of the same year rep re sen- 
ta tives of both sides con vened at Fort Wayne, Ind. Here the con sti tu tion was
again dis cussed, and a res o lu tion was passed for the call ing of the first con- 
ven tion of the “Synod of Mis souri, Ohio and other States,” to be held at
CHICAGO in April, 1847.11 Mean while Loehe had al ready founded a SEM I- 
NARY at FORT WAYNE, IND., where stu dents, trained in Ger many, were to fin- 
ish their stud ies for the Amer i can min istry. Dr. Sih ler was made the head of
this in sti tu tion, which be came a school of the synod. “DER LUTHER ANER,”
edited by Walther, was made the syn od i cal pa per. The ex ceed ingly RAPID

GROWTH of the new synod — from 1847 to 1851 it in creased from 15 min is- 
ters and 12 con gre ga tions to 81 min is ters and 95 con gre ga tions — is due to
a se ries of for tu nate cir cum stances. The FOL LOW ERS OF LOEHE, who al most
with out ex cep tion had united with it, rep re sented a goodly num ber. At the
Fort Wayne con ven tion (1846) 24 of the Loehe peo ple were present, and
more were con stantly ar riv ing, un til the con tri bu tion of min is ters from
Neuen det tel sau to the Mis souri Synod amounted to 84. The synod fur ther- 
more had two The o log i cal Sem i nar ies (Fort Wayne and St. Louis), which
were soon filled with stu dents sent from all parts of Ger many,12 where the
Mis souri Synod was re garded as the only Ger man and Lutheran Synod of
Amer ica. The Sem i nary at Fort Wayne alone grad u ated forty-eight min is ters
be tween 1846 and 1854. It must also be borne in mind that at this time GER- 
MAN IM MI GRA TION WAS VERY LARGE. Among the min is ters, a num ber of GER- 
MAN UNI VER SITY MEN13 were ac tively en gaged with Walther in the mis sion ary
ac tiv i ties of this ris ing synod in the ever-widen ing ter ri tory of the West.
These cir cum stances ex plain the phe nom e nal growth of this body.14

5. Walther’s em i nence, es pe cially at the found ing of the Mis souri Synod, is very ap‐ 
par ent.
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Says Pro fes sor L. Fuer bringer: “All the fac tors, namely, Sax ons, Loehe and
Wyneken, must be em pha sized. I am far from un der-es ti mat ing the merit of
Wyneken and Loehe. Wyneken, to be sure, was the first on the ground, but
was iso lated. More over, he was not es pe cially gifted as an or ga nizer. He
was a mis sion ary. The his to rian must not over look or un der-es ti mate the
found ing of ‘Der Luther aner.’ Its first num ber was pub lished when Loehe’s
fol low ers were still in the Ohio and Michi gan Syn ods (Sept. 7, 1844).
Wyneken, upon re ceiv ing this num ber, ex claimed: ‘Thank God, there are
still real Luther ans in the coun try!’”

Sih ler, in his au to bi og ra phy, com ments as fol lows: “It was a great joy to
me when the first num ber of the ‘Luther aner’ was pub lished in 1844, and
af ter re ceiv ing sub se quent num bers, I did not hes i tate to com mend it to my
con gre ga tions and to cir cu late them. Wyneken, too, was highly elated; both
of us hoped for the sound en liven ing and strength en ing of our Church from
the Saxon brethren, for we both read ily saw that greater clear ness and pre ci- 
sion of doc tri nal teach ing than we had must be present with them.” For this
very rea son Sih ler, Lochner and Ernst went for con sul ta tion con cern ing the
new synod to St. Louis. Cer tain it is that Loehe, by es tab lish ing a prac ti cal
sem i nary, etc., ren dered the most em i nent ser vices. But the pre em i nence of
Walther can not be de nied. Says Sih ler con cern ing the con fer ence with the
Sax ons: “The most po tent im pres sion was made upon us be yond doubt by
Walther. He was also, above all oth ers, the vi tal iz ing and or ga niz ing ge nius
in out lin ing the prin ci ples for an or tho dox (i.e., Lutheran) union of con gre- 
ga tions or a synod,” etc. The promi nence of the man can be dis cerned
through out the de vel op ment of the Mis souri Synod. Spaeth gives a cor rect
es ti mate of his tal ents when he says: “Con tin ued doc tri nal dis cus sions at
syn ods and con fer ences, yes, even at the con gre ga tional meet ings, reg u lar
parish vis i ta tions, care ful es tab lish ment of parochial schools, co op er ated,
not only to ward the cre ation of a com mon syn od i cal spirit, but also to ward
its pow er ful prop a ga tion in new ter ri tory. Walther’s wise and steady lead er- 
ship had a mag netic ef fect, con quer ing, win ning and as sim i lat ing an tag o nis- 
tic el e ments.”15

More than most other men in the his tory of the Church. Walther knew
how to im press his mind upon his fol low ers. The im pos ing unity of the
Mis souri Synod, to gether with its size (for it soon grew to be the largest
Lutheran synod), ex erted a mighty in flu ence ev ery where, and es pe cially in
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the East ern syn ods strength ened the con fes sional con scious ness which had
al ready awak ened from its slum ber.

6. Rup ture With Loehe.

Soon af ter the found ing of the Mis souri Synod, dis agree ment with Loehe
be came more and more ap par ent. Loehe con sid ered the or ga ni za tion too
DEMO CRATIC. He de sired a greater in flu ence of the min is ters in church mat- 
ters than seemed to be pro vided for. The ex pe ri ences of his fol low ers
among the un ruly con gre ga tions of Ohio and In di ana filled him with fear,
lest un wor thy lay men might gain con trol by means of a ma jor ity of votes on
all ques tions. WALTHER’S THE ORY OF THE MIN IS TE RIAL OF FICE, de rived from the
prin ci ple of the uni ver sal priest hood, was crit i cized by him. Fi nally, upon
the ur gent re quest of the Fran co nian con gre ga tions, it was de cided that
Pres i dent Wyneken and Pro fes sor Walther should go to Ger many (1857), to
set tle these dif fer ences by a PER SONAL IN TER VIEW. Walther stated to Loehe
that he was per fectly sat is fied with his ex pla na tions; he hoped, how ever, to
con vince his pro tag o nist by his book, then be ing pub lished, on the church
and the min istry. Loehe, to show his agree ment in es sen tials, de cided to es- 
tab lish a teach ers’ train ing school at Sag i naw (^by send ing Gross mann and
a num ber of stu dents) in the in ter est of the synod, as he had done with the
the o log i cal sem i nary at Fort Wayne, Ind. But he con tin ued to dis agree with
Walther’s doc trine of the min istry, even af ter the pub li ca tion of Walther’s
book, and thus at length the RUP TURE took place. In 1853, af ter a con fer ence
in Michi gan, Loehe was asked by Wyneken, then pres i dent of the synod, to
give up his work at Sag i naw. As har mo nious co op er a tion had be come im- 
pos si ble, Loehe was forced to seek for him self and his fol low ers a new field
of work. Only two of his dis ci ples (Gross mann and Dein do er fer) re mained
with him. They formed the IOWA SYNOD (§ 29).

7. Re la tions to Other Syn ods.

[a] THE IOWA SYNOD. The con flict with Loehe and the ex o dus of Gross mann
and Dein do er fer cre ated an early an tag o nism be tween the Mis souri and
Iowa Syn ods. See his tory of Iowa Synod (§ 29). Soon a doc tri nal con tro- 
versy arose which has not been set tled even at the present date. We shall
speak of it fur ther in § 23, II.

[b] THE BUF FALO SYNOD. The prin ci ples of Grabau, founder of the Buf- 
falo Synod, pro posed in a “pas toral let ter” (§ 23, 30), were vig or ously op- 
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posed by Walther, who had be come aware of their dan ger ous con se quences
by the Stephanist con fu sion. Of this con tro versy we shall speak in § 23. The
Mis souri Synod gained much in the con tention, for, af ter a pub lic dis cus- 
sion in 1866 with the Grabau party, twelve pas tors16 of the Buf falo Synod
joined Mis souri. See also his tory of the Buf falo Synod, § 30.

[c] THE GEN ERAL COUN CIL. In 1866 the Penn syl va nia Synod, af ter sep a- 
rat ing from the Gen eral Synod, called a con fer ence at Read ing, Pa., to dis- 
cuss a pos si ble union of all true Luther ans. To this meet ing Mis souri also
sent del e gates, who ad vised that an or ga ni za tion should not im me di ately be
ef fected, but that free con fer ences should be ar ranged for the pur pose of as- 
cer tain ing points of dif fer ence and agree ment among the var i ous syn ods.
Their ad vice not be ing heeded, the Mis souri del e gates with drew, and no
rep re sen ta tives of Mis souri ap peared at the next con ven tion at Fort Wayne
in 1867 (see § 17. 3).

In this con nec tion we might add a word con cern ing the PARTY OF PROTEST

in the New York Min is terium. Says Pro fes sor L. Fuer bringer: “Sev eral pas- 
tors and con gre ga tions of New York and vicin ity (be tween 1875 and 1880)
protested against syn od i cal rule as ap plied to con gre ga tions. This was the
time when Sieker was called to St. Matthew’s Church of New York, and,
with A. E. Frey of Brook lyn, as sumed lead er ship in this re volt. The party
founded a pa per, ‘Zeuge der Wahrheit,’ which ex isted for some time. The
mat ter ended with the se ces sion of sev eral min is ters: Frey, Half man (not
Sieker, who never be longed), and later their con gre ga tions, St. Matthew’s,
Frey’s, etc. These min is ters and their con gre ga tions had been in flu en tial.”

[d] THE AB SORP TION OF THE ILLI NOIS SYNOD. The Illi nois Synod, at first a
part of the Gen eral Synod (§ 7, 4) and later of the Gen eral Coun cil (§ 17, 1,
3), left the Coun cil in 1870, and united with the Syn od i cal Con fer ence.
Even tu ally (1880) it was ab sorbed by the Mis souri Synod. This gave Mis- 
souri a strong hold in Illi nois, where it has to day a North ern, a South ern and
a Cen tral Synod, with more than 300 pas tors.

[e] OR GA NI ZA TION OF THE SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCE. As has been said, the
Mis souri Synod de clined to take part in the or ga ni za tion of the Gen eral
Coun cil (§ 17, 3). Ohio had also with drawn. In 1868 the Wis con sin Synod
also stepped out. The Min ne sota Synod seemed to be ready to do the same.
All of them wanted a dec la ra tion on the sub ject of church-fel low ship, which
the Gen eral Coun cil, on ac count of its East ern com po si tion, was not pre- 
pared to give (see § 18). These syn ods, there fore, opened ne go ti a tions with
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Mis souri. In 1871 a con ven tion took place at CHICAGO, to which Mis souri,
Wis con sin, Ohio and the Nor we gian Syn ods (§ 32, III, 2) sent del e gates. At
this time the or ga ni za tion of a Syn od i cal Con fer ence was sug gested. At a
later con fer ence at Fort Wayne, to which the Min ne sota and Illi nois Syn ods
also sent del e gates, the mat ter was fur ther dis cussed, cul mi nat ing in the for- 
ma tion of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, the largest body of Luther ans in Amer- 
ica. Its FIRST REG U LAR CON VEN TION took place at Mil wau kee in 1872. Ev ery
synod of less than 80 pas tors is rep re sented by two pas tors and two lay men;
for ev ery ad di tional 40 pas tors there is one cler i cal and one lay del e gate.
From 1872 to 1879 it held an nual con ven tions. Since 1879 it has been meet- 
ing ev ery two years. It is merely an ad vi sory body, and is chiefly con cerned
with ques tions of doc trine.17

Dr. Walther planned that STATE SYN ODS should be formed out of all syn- 
ods, which were ex pected to main tain their own col leges, and also to sup- 
port one grand cen tral sem i nary with a tri-lin guis tic (Ger man, Eng lish. Nor- 
we gian) fac ulty and one teach ers’ sem i nary. Ohio was pre pared to give up
its sem i nary, even though the or ga ni za tion of state syn ods was not car ried
out; Min ne sota also con sented. But Wis con sin was rad i cally op posed to the
plan, called its stu dents from St. Louis, and founded its own sem i nary at
Mil wau kee, Wis. (now in Wauwatosa, near Mil wau kee). In 1914 the plan
was again con sid ered by the Syn ods of Mis souri and Wis con sin.

[f] WITH DRAWAL OF THE OHIO AND NOR WE GIAN SYN ODS. In 1881 the OHIO

SYNOD with drew from the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. The ques tion of pre des ti- 
na tion hav ing arisen, the del e gates of Mis souri to the Syn od i cal Con fer ence
were in structed not to co op er ate with Stell horn and the Ohio del e gates. See
the his tory of the Ohio Synod and the bi og ra phy of All wardt (§ 28, con clu- 
sion). Pas tors A. All wardt and H. Ernst, with a small num ber of ad her ents,
fi nally left Mis souri and joined Ohio. The NOR WE GIANS, too, whose min is- 
ters were di vided on the doc trine of pre des ti na tion, sep a rated in 1883 from
the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, hop ing in this way to reach a so lu tion of the
prob lem more quickly.18 But in spite of these with drawals, the Syn od i cal
Con fer ence, and es pe cially the Mis souri Synod, grew rapidly, al most dou- 
bling its mem ber ship from 1878 to 1888.

NOTE 1. The sta tis tics of 1914 give to the Mis souri Synod 2282 pas tors,
1746 con gre ga tions di rectly con nected with it, and 1232 in de pen dents; a to- 
tal of 1,283,720 com mu ni cants. These are com prised in 15 dis tricts scat- 
tered through out the coun try. Mis souri has done work in Brazil since 1870,
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and lately also in Ar gen tine. In 1904 this dis trict formed a spe cial South
Amer i can or ga ni za tion.

NOTE 2. In Ger many (since 1876) there ex ists the “Evan ge- 
lisch=Lutherische Freikirche von Sach sen;” there is also a Mis souri Synod
in Aus tralia. But nei ther of them is or gan i cally con nected with the Mis souri
Synod of Amer ica.

§ 23. Doc tri nal Con tro ver sies of Mis souri.

This sec tion is a con tri bu tion by the Rev. Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel. See our re marks in the
pref ace of this book.

I. Mis souri And Buf falo.

In un der tak ing to de scribe the doc tri nal po si tions and con se quent strug gles
be tween the Buf falo and Mis souri Syn ods, we are con fronted by a num ber
of dif fi cul ties. In or der to ar rive at a fair judg ment we must con sider four
im por tant facts: 1) that Grabau mod i fied his views and re duced his claims;
2) that, while Grabau as “Se nior Min is terii” had al most un lim ited in flu ence
and spoke in an au thor i ta tive man ner, not ev ery word he said is to be
charged to the synod; 3) that a de vel op ment has taken place within the Buf- 
falo Synod, as Dr. Stell horn has pointed out, so that to day it is closely re- 
lated in its po si tions to other syn ods; 4) that many state ments, at trib uted to
the dog matic po si tion of the Buf falo Synod, must be looked upon as con tro- 
ver sial quib bles or in com plete quo ta tions.

It is no easy task to por tray a de vel op ment of fifty years in a few state- 
ments. Re gard ing these doc tri nal con tro ver sies we can con sider only the pe- 
riod when the Buf falo Synod held a prom i nent place in the Amer i can
Lutheran Church, that is. un til 1866. We have in mind the po si tion of
Grabau as op posed by the Mis souri Synod.

THE CAUSE of this strug gle was a “Pas toral Let ter,” writ ten by Grabau, in
which pas tor less con gre ga tions were warned against itin er ant preach ers (of
whom there were many at that time), since they were not “prop erly called.”
This let ter, writ ten in 1840, five years be fore the or ga ni za tion of the Mis- 
souri Synod, to gether with writ ings of a later date, ex plic itly ex presses the
views of Grabau con cern ing the Church and the min istry. His ideas were as
fol lows: By the grace of God we have come to this coun try as a part of the
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true Church. It is es sen tial that a free Church should not de gen er ate into a
con di tion of ec cle si as ti cal an ar chy through a mis in ter pre ta tion of the four- 
teenth ar ti cle of the Augs burg Con fes sion. It is re quired of a prop erly called
min is ter that he should have suf fi cient train ing for this of fice; that he have
re ceived the Holy Spirit, so that he can suc cess fully use his train ing; that he
be ex am ined and rec om mended by wor thy and ex pe ri enced min is ters; that
he be pub licly or dained and in stalled in the con gre ga tions which he is to
serve. The ne ces sity of a reg u lar call is at tested by the words of the apos- 
tles, the ex am ple of Christ, and the con sid er a tion that the Church should
have ev i dence of the wor thy char ac ter of the la bor ers in its ser vice. Men
who ar bi trar ily pose as min is ters have no real call, and can not prop erly ab- 
solve from sin; and when they ad min is ter the Lord’s Sup per, they are
merely dis tribut ing bread and wine, be cause Christ will rec og nize only his
in sti tu tion and not hu man per ver sions of his es tab lished or der.

[1] THE DOC TRINE OF THE CHURCH.
GRABAU’S DOC TRINE of the Church is pe cu liar. He over-em pha sizes its

vis i bil ity. The only holy Chris tian Church spo ken of in the Apos tle’s Creed
is, ac cord ing to Grabau, the vis i ble con gre ga tion of those who have the pure
Word and Sacra ments. This can be said only of the Lutheran Church, which
for that rea son is God’s true Church. Out side of it there are only mobs and
sects, but no church. In these masses there are, no doubt, true be liev ers
who, ac cord ing to their in ner life, be long to the Lutheran Church; but these
would unite with the Lutheran Church, if they would come in con tact with
it. But none can be as sured of sal va tion un less ac tu ally con nected with the
true Church. Says Grabau:

“Our sym bols teach and con fess that there will al ways be and re main on
earth a holy Chris tian Church, con sist ing of the vis i ble con gre ga tion of be- 
liev ers, with whom the Word is preached in its pu rity and among whom the
sacra ments are ad min is tered ac cord ing to Christ’s in sti tu tion.”19 He re jects
the doc trine that “even where the Word and the Sacra ments are not al to- 
gether pure, a holy Church of the elect is gath ered, as long as the Word and
Sacra ments, though ob scured, are not al to gether de nied, but re main in
essence.”20

His in ter pre ta tion of the sev enth ar ti cle of the Augs burg Con fes sion is as
fol lows: “The Church is that (vis i ble) con gre ga tion of the saints (over
against other con gre ga tions) in which (over against other con gre ga tions) the
gospel is cor rectly taught,” etc. That the in ter pre ta tion of the rel a tive “in
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which,” so es sen tial to Grabau’s the ory, is in suf fi cient ap pears in the am pli- 
fi ca tion of the ar ti cle as con tained in the Apol ogy, in which the sub or di nate
clause is al to gether lack ing. There it is stated that the true Church con sists
of all those who truly be lieve the gospel and have re ceived the Holy
Ghost.21 The rel a tive clause in ques tion might be para phrased (as is done in
the Latin rel a tive sen tence of Ar ti cle XII and in other places) as mean ing,"
and among whom (the saints) the gospel is cor rectly taught," etc.

WALTHER, on the other hand, in sisted that the Church is es sen tially in vis i- 
ble, and con sists of all the faith ful in what so ever de nom i na tion. Fel low ship
with the Church in vis i ble is nec es sary to sal va tion. The dec la ra tion that the
Word and Sacra ment are the sole cri te ria of the Church and do not per tain to
the essence thereof, Walther aban doned dur ing his col lo quium with the Buf- 
falo pas tors (1866).

[2] THE DOC TRINE OF THE MIN IS TE RIAL OF FICE.
As ap pears from the “Pas toral Let ter” just men tioned, GRABAU put great

em pha sis on be ing in ac cord with the old church rules of Prus sia. Those
who are not called ac cord ing to the rules of the Church, have nei ther right
nor power to of fi ci ate; the Lord’s Sup per, given by them, is mere bread and
wine.22 Es sen tial to the min is te rial of fice is not only an ex am i na tion, but a
proper call (un der the aus pices, or, at least, with the con sent of the clergy)
by the con gre ga tion, and fi nally, ac cord ing to the di vine rule, an or di na tion,
which can only be per formed by the min istry. Wher ever there is will ful op- 
po si tion to the min is ters, the le git i macy of the pas toral of fice be comes
doubt ful.

WALTHER’S VIEW. Walther orig i nally shared Grabau’s views. But hav ing
seen their fa tal con se quences in the con fu sion caused by Stephan, and hav- 
ing been con vinced, es pe cially by the lawyer Vehse, from Luther’s writ ings,
that they were er ro neous, he de fended his new po si tion against Grabau so
much more em phat i cally. He says: “Ev ery Chris tian as a priest of God has:
a) the of fice of the Word, b) to bap tize, c) to bless and con se crate the holy
bread and wine, d) to re tain sins and to re mit them, e) to of fer sac ri fice, f) to
pray for oth ers, g) to pass judg ment on doc trines. But as all Chris tians can- 
not si mul ta ne ously dis charge these of fices, God has com manded that the
many spir i tual priests choose one among them as pas tor, who, as a rep re sen- 
ta tive of the whole con gre ga tion, per forms the min is te rial rites. The min is- 
te rial of fice is there fore the spir i tual priest hood of all mem bers trans ferred
to an in di vid ual. This trans fer takes place in the call of the con gre ga tion.
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Or di na tion is merely an ec cle si as ti cal rite; it is al to gether a hu man in sti tu- 
tion, and serves only as a pub lic con fir ma tion of the trans fer ence by the
con gre ga tional call.”23

[3] OTHER DIF FER ENCES.
Fur ther dis agree ments be tween Grabau and Mis souri were the nat u ral

out growth of this fun da men tal dif fer ence. Ac cord ing to GRABAU, the con- 
gre ga tion has merely the right to ex hort the sin ner; the pas tor alone has au- 
thor ity to ex com mu ni cate. Ac cord ing to MIS SOURI, the of fice of the keys be- 
longs to the con gre ga tion as such, but is ad min is tered by it through the pas- 
tor. GRABAU found the ideal form of the Church in the State Church, which
means the in ner most union and in ter re la tion of both. In a Free Church he
as signs ul ti mate au thor ity, not to the con gre ga tion, but to the synod. MIS- 
SOURI con sid ers the Free Church the ideal form and the con gre ga tion the
high est tri bunal and the fi nal ju di cial au thor ity within the Church. The con- 
gre ga tion must ex am ine the doc trine, and it alone must de pose a pas tor
whose life or doc trine is con trary to the Word of God. GRABAU holds that
the con gre ga tions must be obe di ent to the min is ters in all de mands not con- 
trary to the Word of God. MIS SOURI grants power to the min is ter only in
mat ters di rectly de manded by the Word of God. All other things are adi- 
aphora, in which the pas tor can merely ad vise, but not de mand.

II. Mis souri, Loehe And The Iowa Synod.

The con tro versy be tween Mis souri and Loehe and the Iowa Synod ex tends
through many years and per tains to quite a num ber of ques tions more or
less in ter-re lated. Their chrono log i cal or der was as fol lows: 1. the Church
and the min is te rial of fice (Walther and Loehe); 2. Chil iasm and Anti-Christ;
3. the Con fes sions and “open ques tions;” 4. Sun day; 5. usury and uni ver sal
jus ti fi ca tion; 6. fi nally, pre des ti na tion and con ver sion. The prin ci pal dif fer- 
ence re gards the mat ter of the con fes sions and “open ques tions”. Both Iowa
and Mis souri have mod i fied their views dur ing this long strug gle; we shall
point out these mod i fi ca tions at the proper places. We shall deal with the
above-named top ics in the or der given.

1. At ti tude To ward the Scrip tures and the Con fes sions.

When the Iowa Synod was or ga nized, its po si tion was thus de fined: “The
synod ac cepts all the con fes sions of the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church.” This
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brief sen tence con tains in sub stance ev ery thing which, later on, was stated
in the con fes sional para graph enu mer at ing by name the dif fer ent con fes- 
sional books. It con tin ues: “It does so BE CAUSE it con sid ers all the sym bol i- 
cal de ci sions con cern ing con tro ver sies pre ced ing the time of the Ref or ma- 
tion and co in ci dent with it as be ing in har mony with the Word of God.”
With this must be com pared the form of obli ga tion used from the very be- 
gin ning at or di na tion, both in the Mis souri Synod and in that of Iowa, and
which was af ter wards sub sti tuted for the above phrase, viz.: “as the pure
and adul ter ated dec la ra tion and in ter pre ta tion of the di vine Word and will.”
By this dec la ra tion the am bigu ous “quatenus” was re jected and the “quia”
was con fessed.

The op po si tion to other syn ods be comes ev i dent in the next clause:
“Since there are, how ever, var i ous ten den cies within the Lutheran Church,
it takes its po si tion with that ten dency which strives for a greater per fec tion
of the Lutheran Church on the way of the con fes sions and guided by the
Word of God.” By this dec la ra tion the Iowa Synod, on the one hand, de- 
clared its op po si tion to the Gen eral Synod, in which at that time the un-
Lutheran el e ments had the up per hand. On the other hand, it also de clared
its op po si tion to Mis souri, which re jected an ap peal from the con fes sions to
the Word of God. MIS SOURI had de clared in an of fi cial let ter: “Luther ans as
such must not in ter pret the con fes sions in the light of the Bible, but must in- 
ter pret the Bible ac cord ing to the con fes sions.”24 IOWA con sid ered the po si- 
tion of Mis souri as a “dog ma tiz ing” ten dency, and de clared that it rep re- 
sented “the ex eget i cal ten dency” held by Loehe and other Eu ro pean schol- 
ars of the con fes sional side. It was the in ten tion to lay greater stress upon
im me di ate proof from the Scrip ture than was done by Mis souri. The char ac- 
ter of the con tro verted ques tions was the rea son why Iowa al ways ap pealed
to the Bible, be cause the con fes sions con tained no de ci sion in re gard to
these ques tions. MIS SOURI, on the other hand, tried to as cribe its views
(which had been gleaned eclec ti cally from the great teach ers of for mer
ages) to the con fes sions. To this Iowa ob jected, claim ing that the Con fes- 
sions must be un der stood in their his tor i cal sense. Soon the dis cus sion
turned to the LIM ITS OF CON FES SIONAL AU THOR ITY.

The po si tion of Mis souri at that time is de scribed very cor rectly by the- 
olo gians of the Wis con sin Synod in this way:

“When Dr. Walther took charge of church af fairs in Amer ica, it was of
supreme im por tance that true Lutheranism should be de fined against
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‘Amer i can Lutheranism’ and con fes sional union ism. It was nec es sary that
as large a num ber of min is ters as pos si ble be trained in true loy alty to the
Lutheran con fes sions. Lutheran pas tors and con gre ga tions ev ery where
needed to be strength ened in their Lutheranism. This could be done in no
other way than by prov ing with ab so lute clear ness from the writ ings of
Lutheran dog mati cians, 1) what the true Lutheran doc trine is; 2) it is con- 
tained in our con fes sions. To this task Walther de voted his whole ge nius,
strength and la bor. This ex plains why the old mag a zines on ev ery ques tion
are filled with proofs from the sources, and why the syn od i cal re ports are
al most en tirely made up of com pi la tions of quo ta tions from the fa thers.
Walther pur sued this method (at that time the only prac ti cal one), but his
pupils also ad hered to it. It was con sid ered the proper treat ment of a ques- 
tion, even af ter the fight against false Lutheranism had long been de cided,
to re fer to the dec la ra tions of an cient schol ars. They stood, in deed, upon
scrip tural ground in rep re sent ing this ‘dog matic ten dency,’ into which they
had drifted un der the stress of time. But it can be de nied just as lit tle that the
Scrip ture proof was taken not di rectly from the source, but from the writ- 
ings of the fa thers. Thus (with out be ing aware of it) they got into a rut; a
kind of in tel lec tual crys tal liza tion de vel oped, for such is al ways the con se- 
quence of tra di tion al is tic dog mat ics. This does not nec es sar ily mean in tel- 
lec tual stag na tion. Quite con trari wise! But one could not tol er ate it that a
mat ter was pre sented in a way which in any re spect dif fered from the cus- 
tom ary method. Those pur su ing orig i nal meth ods were sus pected of hereti- 
cal ten den cies. A num ber of forms, phrases, ar gu ments and meth ods were
be com ing stereo typed. A cer tain le gal is tic type of or tho doxy was de vel- 
oped, which very eas ily be came un just over against op po nents. And there
was an ab sence of that spirit of love and pa tience which con sid ers only the
mat ter, even if the form is not per fect. In this pe cu liar spirit sev eral gen er a- 
tions grew up. But in the con tro versy con cern ing pre des ti na tion Hoe necke
and Stoeck hardt blazed a new trail. An”ex eget i cal ten dency" as serted it self,
which, while rever ing the fa thers of the Church, goes back di rectly to the
Scrip tures. And this im me di ate in ves ti ga tion of the Scrip tures cre ates an- 
other, a milder, more char i ta ble, more tol er ant spirit."25

Later on Mis souri in deed aban doned this line of at tack against Iowa, and
de clared that by the “open ques tions” the lat ter had trans ferred au thor ity be- 
long ing to the Bible alone to the Church. Iowa vig or ously de nied this
charge.26
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2. Al ti tude To wards the Con fes sions.

GRABAU as serted in his dis cus sions with Iowa that the con fes sional obli ga- 
tions cov ered ev ery de tail in the con fes sions (in clud ing even et y mo log i cal
ex pla na tions, e.g., that the word “God” is de rived from “good”). WALTHER

did not go that far. He de clared that “all doc tri nal de vel op ments, con tained
in the con fes sions, by their very in ser tion into the con fes sions, had be come
a part of the Church’s con fes sion,” and that the con fes sional obli ga tion in- 
cluded all doc trines con tained in any way in the sym bols, no mat ter whether
they are as ser tions given EX PRO FESSO or ca sual ref er ences.27 Over against
this the ory IOWA made two claims: In the first place we must dis tin guish be- 
tween that which is bind ing and that which is not bind ing in the Sym bol i cal
Books; in the sec ond place, as the dog mati cians have al ready de clared, only
those state ments are bind ing which were meant to be of sym bol i cal sig nif i- 
cance, and not those state ments which are merely in tro duced to am plify, to
prove or to in ter pret. Here we find with Iowa, then, two widely dif fer ent
fac tors: 1) The prin ci ple and the rule are laid down, THAT a dis tinc tion must
be made be tween parts that are oblig a tory and those that are not oblig a tory;
2) a the ory (bor rowed from the or tho dox dog mati cians) is ap proved HOW

this dis tinc tion is to be made. The dis tinc tion be tween the for mer prin ci ple
and the lat ter the ory must be un der stood in or der to do jus tice to Iowa.

In flu enced by opin ions ob tained by re quest from Eu ro pean Luther ans
(es pe cially those of Muenkel and Dor pat). the synod at its Toledo meet ing
C1867) cor rected the as ser tions in such a wav as still to main tain the dis- 
tinc tion in the sym bols be tween that which is bind ing and that which is not.
But it here ex pressly re pu di ated the the ory how this is to be done, on the
ground that a synod has no busi ness to pro pose the o ries. How ever, it was
con sid ered proper that the synod should pass judg ment, when ever a par tic u- 
lar case was sub mit ted to it for ad ju di ca tion, to de clare whether this was an
es sen tial or non-es sen tial part. At the col lo quy held soon af ter wards at Mil- 
wau kee, an agree ment was reached whereby ALL DOC TRINES OF FAITH IN THE

CON FES SIONS, but not the “the o logu mena” were de clared oblig a tory. In spite
of this agree ment in prin ci ple, no unity was at tained, as the ques tion re- 
mained un set tled into which class the con tro verted points had to be placed.

3. “Open Ques tions.”

IOWA, from the very be gin ning, acted ac cord ing to the prin ci ple that in mat- 
ters of faith it is es sen tial to agree in case church-fel low ship is to take place,
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but that doc tri nal points, which are not doc trines of faith, must not af fect
fel low ship of faith and church fel low ship. They must be con sid ered “open
ques tions.” By this not a the ory but a gen eral prin ci ple con cern ing the treat- 
ment of dif fer ences within the Church in re gard to church-fel low ship is laid
down. MIS SOURI re jected this dis tinc tion, and de manded com plete agree- 
ment and unity con cern ing ev ery doc trine taken from the Scrip tures. Such
unity was de clared to be an ab so lute pre req ui site for church-fel low ship.
One and only one in ter pre ta tion could be per mit ted by the Church, lest she
prove dis loyal to the Word of God by tol er at ing two in ter pre ta tions at the
same time. The prin ci ple that there are such “open ques tions” was de scribed
“as a most dan ger ous (be cause a most sub tle and most dis guised) union is tic
poi son, driv ing con gre ga tions into the grasp of skep ti cism and in fi delity.”
IOWA, how ever, in sisted that this prin ci ple had al ways been a con fes sional
dec la ra tion of the Lutheran Church,28 and that the Lutheran Church had al- 
ways acted ac cord ing to this prin ci ple. An other prac tice would end in sec- 
tar i an ism, and would be un-Lutheran, since it was just as wrong to add to
the con fes sions as it was to de tract from them.29

Since the op po nents tried to con nect ideas re jected by Iowa with the
phrase “open ques tions,” Iowa de clared at MIL WAU KEE: “By open ques tions
we do not mean such doc trines as con cern the foun da tion of faith, or such
as are plainly and un mis tak ably taught in the Scrip tures, but such doc trines
as are ei ther not taught at all or are not de cided in a clear and un mis tak able
man ner in the Scrip tures and con cern ing which there fore no con sen sus has
de vel oped within the Church. In case a dil Ter ence of opin ions is found in
re gard to the lat ter they do not in ter fere with con sis tent church man ship, as
long as these dif fer ences do not af fect the anal ogy of faith.” (See Dav en port
The ses, 17-19.)

Be cause Mis souri re jected Iowa’s dis tinc tion be tween bind ing and non-
bind ing doc trines in the con fes sions, and de nied the ex is tence of “open
ques tions” (that is, ques tions not lead ing to schism), it is nat u ral that this
dif fer ence be came dom i nant in the treat ment of the var i ous con tro verted
points at that time. We men tion the fol low ing:

4. The Church and the Min istry.

While Walther em pha sized the in vis i bil ity of the true Church, LOEHE main- 
tained that, ac cord ing to the Augs burg Con fes sion, the Church is the vis i ble
as sem bly of those who have the pure Word and Sacra ments, no dis tinc tion
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be ing made there be tween the vis i ble and in vis i ble Church. For this rea son
the def i ni tion of the Church should in clude the means of grace, so that the
Church was de fined as the in vis i ble fel low ship of faith made vis i ble.

Loehe was also un able to ap prove WALTHER’S “DOC TRINE OF TRANS FER- 
ENCE,”30 ac cord ing to which the min istry was MERELY THE EX ER CISE OF THE

SPIR I TUAL PRIEST HOOD OF ALL BE LIEV ERS. He sided with Walther against
Grabau in declar ing that the of fice of the min istry was only to feed and lead
with the Word and Sacra ments, and had no right to set up as or di nances
things not ex pressly com manded in the Word of God. But, ac cord ing to his
views, the min is te rial of fice had not been com mit ted to the spir i tual priest- 
hood of in di vid ual Chris tians, but to the Church as a whole. Not ev ery in di- 
vid ual Chris tian can there fore trans mit his per sonal share, but the church, as
an en tirety, must trans fer the oftice in sti tuted by Christ.31

The DIF FER ENCE be tween Walther and Loehe did not lie in the ques tion:
“Was the of fice of the min istry di rectly trans mit ted to the Church?” but in
the next ques tion: “How does the Church pos sess this of fice, and in what
way does she trans fer it?” Loehe saw in the or di na tion more than merely a
con fir ma tion of the pre vi ous trans fer ence through the call, viz., the his tor i- 
cally and litur gi cally pre scribed form of trans fer ence of the of fice. Since
both par ties agreed con cern ing the fact that the sa cred of fice had been given
to the Church as a whole, Loehe (and with him the Iowa Synod) held that
the dif fer ences might re main an “open ques tion,” and not dis turb ec cle si as- 
ti cal fel low ship. But Mis souri, on ac count of this dif fer ence, asked Loehe to
dis con tinue his labors in Michi gan, de nied him the fel low ship of faith, and
shortly af ter wards ap plied these mea sures to the whole Iowa Synod.

NOTE: It may be well to com pare the var i ous the o ries con cern ing the
min is te rial of fice:

ROME: The of fice has been con ferred by Christ upon his sub sti tute, the
Pope, who in turn trans fers it to the bish ops, by whom, in the in ter est of in- 
di vid ual com mu ni cants, it is trans ferred to the priests.

EPIS CO PAL: The of fice has been trans ferred by Christ upon the bish ops,
the suc ces sors of the apos tles, and by them is trans ferred to the pres byters
in the in ter est of in di vid ual com mu ni cants.

BUF FALO: The of fice has been con ferred by Christ upon the whole
Church through the min istry, and is passed on by the min is ters in the in ter- 
est of the con gre ga tion by or di na tion.
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LOEHE: The of fice has been con ferred by Christ upon the Church as such,
and is given to in di vid ual min is ters by the call of the con gre ga tion and by
the or di na tion, which is the litur gi cal form of its trans fer ence.

WALTHER: The of fice has been con ferred upon the Church in the spir i tual
priest hood of all the mem bers, and is trans ferred upon an in di vid ual by the
in di vid ual mem bers; the or di na tion is merely the con fir ma tion of the con- 
gre ga tional call.

HOE FLING: The of fice is an in sti tu tion of the Chris tian Church in the in- 
ter est of or der li ness.

5. Chil iasm.

LOEHE had ex pressed him self as hold ing views in agree ment with the “Bib- 
li cal Chil iasts” (Hoff man and oth ers). In con se quence of this fact, the IOWA

SYNOD, which re ceived its min is te rial sup ply from Neuen det tel sau, at once
was sus pected of chil ias tic views. In or der to re ply to such charges of Mis- 
souri, the pres i dent of the synod or dered an es say on these mat ters to be
pre pared for the syn od i cal meet ing of 1858, so that a clear view might be
gained “as to the kind of chil iasm rep re sented by us.” This es say was pub- 
lished in the syn od i cal min utes as an ev i dence against false ac cu sa tions.
The mere fact that a strong an tichil iast (Rohrlack) was re ceived as a mem- 
ber of the Iowa Synod at that very meet ing should prove con clu sively that
the synod did not wish to be iden ti fied with Chil iasm, but con sid ered the is- 
sue as an “open ques tion,” that is, one not pro duc tive of schism. But as the
ac cu sa tion of teach ing gross Chil iasm was con tin u ally made against it, the
synod in 1864 adopted a se ries of dec la ra tions, in which its po si tion on this
ques tion is given in de tail.32 These dec la ra tions ex press a more de cided,
more vi tal and more fun da men tal an tithe sis to all chil ias tic fa nati cism than
can be found in any other res o lu tions touch ing this ques tion. Muenkel (one
of Ger many’s strong est op po nents of Chil iasm) of fers the fol low ing opin- 
ion: “These res o lu tions are ver i ta ble ar senic for chil ias tic fa nati cism of any
kind, and no real Chil iast will ac cept them.”33

At the MIL WAU KEE COL LO QUIUM (1867) Iowa ex plained and mod i fied
some of the ex pres sions con tained in this re port of 1858, and Walther
dropped the as ser tion that ev ery form of Chil iasm was con trary to the Scrip- 
tures and the Con fes sions. He de clared that such a Chil iasm as had been
sub mit ted to him was tol er a ble, though he did not ac cept it. Later he is said
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to have de clared that the con tro versy with Iowa had been pre ma turely in ter- 
rupted.

An AGREE MENT WAS PRE VENTED, how ever, by the dif fer ent in ter pre ta tions
of Rev. 20:4, 5: “They lived and reigned with Christ a thou sand years. But
the rest of the dead lived not again un til the thou sand years were fin ished.
This is the first res ur rec tion.” WALTHER de clared that who ever in ter preted
these words as re fer ring to a bod ily res ur rec tion thereby re jected the doc- 
trine of the gen eral res ur rec tion, and that a dif fer ence of views con cern ing
this point meant a di vi sion in the Church. The rep re sen ta tives of IOWA de- 
nied this by stat ing that be lief in the res ur rec tion of the saints on Good Fri- 
day was not a de nial of the gen eral res ur rec tion. They as serted that the ac- 
cep tance or re jec tion of such an ex eget i cal ex pla na tion (pro vid ing there ex- 
isted har mony in other things) should not cause a schism in the Church. The
is sue was clas si fied by them, not as a doc trine of faith, but as an “open
ques tion,” The synod as such did not ap prove the one or the other ex eget i- 
cal in ter pre ta tion.

6. The Anti-Christ.

Be ing strictly tra di tional in its po si tion, MIS SOURI placed great em pha sis on
the as ser tion of Luther and other dog mati cians that the Pope is the An- 
tichrist. Since Ar ti cle IV of the sec ond part of the Smal cald Ar ti cles de- 
clares that the Ro man Pope is the An tichrist pre dicted in 2 Thess. 2, in
whom all such prophe cies find their ful fill ment, this state ment was de clared
to be a doc trine from which no con sis tent Lutheran can de vi ate. Who ever
re fused to con fess this or de nied it had aban doned the Lutheran con fes sions.

IOWA’S SPOKES MEN replied to this as fol lows: 1) The views of Luther on
this point must be con sid ered to gether with his other es cha to log i cal ideas.
He con fi dently ex pected the end of the world be fore the close of the six- 
teenth cen tury. Such a view nat u rally in volved the ful fill ment of this
prophecy in the per son of the Pope.34 2) Nei ther Luther nor the Con fes sions
de clare that the Scrip tures say: “The Pope is the An tichrist,” but state this as
their per sonal in fer ence from the com par i son of his tory and prophecy.35 3)
Luther has nowhere treated this ques tion as a doc trine of faith.36 4) That ar- 
ti cle does not dis cuss the ques tion: “Who is the An tichrist?” but the ques- 
tion: “What is the pa pacy?” 5) The sen tence passes judg ment on the anti-
Chris tian na ture of the pa pacy, and as serts that the pa pacy is through and
through anti-Chris tian; but the es cha to log i cal state ment, viz., that the Pope
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is the last An tichrist, can not be proven from the Scrip tures; hence it is
merely a hu man con vic tion. It was fur ther ar gued that, ac cord ing to the
Bible, the An tichrist is to be an in di vid ual. To in ter pret the prophe cies in
such a man ner as to ex pect the ap pear ance of a par tic u lar per son as the An- 
tichrist does not con flict with the con fes sions, pro vid ing that which the con- 
fes sions say about the anti-Chris tian na ture of the pa pacy is re tained.

Both sides agreed in char ac ter iz ing the pa pacy as anti-Chris tian, but
whether or not in the last days an in ten si fi ca tion of the anti-Chris tian el e- 
ments shall be em bod ied in an in di vid ual was a point of dif fer ence. Iowa
looked upon this dif fer ence as an “open ques tion,” not ne ces si tat ing a ces- 
sa tion of ec cle si as ti cal fel low ship.

Mis souri even tu ally, in fact, aban doned its po si tion. When Theodore
Harms, in 1876, char ac ter ized it as “a whim of Mis souri,” Prof. Brauer and
Pas tor Koes ter ing de manded that the synod should sus pend fel low ship with
him. Dur ing a whole forenoon ses sion at the meet ing of the West ern Dis- 
trict, Prof. F. A. Schmidt, who op posed this mo tion, was made a tar get of
the “mud bat ter ies” (“Grae u pel wet ter”) of his op po nents, who de nounced
his as ser tion that to view the Pope as the An tichrist was not an AR TIC U LUM

FIDEI. Walther fi nally de clared him self in fa vor of Schmidt, and thus a
schism with Harms was avoided. Mis souri treated this dif fer ence as an
“open ques tion.”

7. The Sun day Con tro versy.

The dif fer ence be tween Iowa and Mis souri con cern ing Sun day be came all
the more ap par ent, be cause in re gard to the doc trine it self there was per fect
and ab so lute agree ment. This ques tion had been strongly ar gued in Ger- 
many, but Mis souri and Iowa held ex actly the same views. BOTH DE CLARED

that, while the sev enth day had been set apart in the Old Tes ta ment, no such
rule ap plied to the New Tes ta ment, in which ev ery day is con sid ered holy.
How ever, since the days of the apos tles, and in con nec tion with Easter and
Whit sun day, the Church has made use of Sun day as a time for re li gious in- 
struc tion and de vo tion. Thus Sun day has be come a Chris tian Holy Day.
GER HARD, on the other hand (and a num ber of oth ers), had gone a step fur- 
ther, and had taught that the Church had to set apart one day in seven, be- 
cause God had rested one day in seven. This as ser tion was not pre sented as
an ex press doc trine of the Scrip tures, but as an in fer ence from the or der of
cre ation. BOTH Iowa and Mis souri held to Luther’s view as against Ger- 
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hard’s, but they DIF FERED in their ec cle si as ti cal treat ment of Ger hard’s er ror.
Mis souri wanted the dis ci ples of Ger hard ex cluded from church-fel low ship;
Iowa de clared that it could tol er ate them.

8. The Ques tion of Usury.

Dr. Walther, in flu enced by Luther’s writ ings, had come to the con clu sion
that the ac cep tance of any kind of in ter est on money loaned con sti tuted the
usury which is for bid den in the Scrip tures. As usual, a large num ber of the
pas tors sided with him, and the synod was on the point of pro mul gat ing this
as a clear Bible doc trine. But the op po si tion of no small por tion of the pas- 
tors and con gre ga tions showed that such a step would pre cip i tate a tremen- 
dous rup ture in the synod. Walther pre vented the rup ture by declar ing
(“Luther aner,” May 2, 1871, vol. 27, p. 131) that a dis tinc tion must be made
be tween such doc trines of Scrip ture as are doc trines of faith, and such as
are not, and that there was no in ten tion of sus pend ing church fel low ship on
ac count of the lat ter.

In do ing this Walther ac cepted the prin ci ple which he had so vig or ously
op posed in his con tro versy with Iowa. Even to day Mis souri treats the ques- 
tion of usury as an “open ques tion,” but stead fastly re fuses to ap ply this
prin ci ple to any other is sue.

9. Other Dif fer ences.

Be sides the di ver gent views just men tioned, there were a num ber of dif fer- 
ences not so gen er ally ar gued as the pre ced ing. The ques tion as to whether
a man might marry the sis ter of his dead wife was an swered by Iowa in the
af fir ma tive, while Mis souri, on the ba sis of cer tain opin ions ex pressed by
Luther, con demned such a re la tion as in ces tu ous. In the early sev en ties
Prof. Got tfried Fritschel dis cussed the doc trine of “gen eral jus ti fi ca tion”
with the Nor we gians and Mis souri ans, forc ing his op po nents to re turn to the
true Lutheran po si tion. On the ques tion of slav ery Walther’s sym pa thies
were with the South, and he per mit ted the rebel flag to be hoisted on the
St. Louis Sem i nary. This caused the sem i nary to be closed for a time. The
form of oath af ter the war was quite a prob lem for Walther (see Let ters,
vol. I, p. 223 ff.). In the con tro versy con cern ing States rights and the prin ci- 
ple of slav ery the Nor we gians, too, were in volved. Fire and life in sur ance
were con sid ered for bid den in the Mis souri Synod, while Iowa de clared
them to be mat ters of in dif fer ence (adi aphora). How ever, no se ri ous dis cus- 
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sions were caused by these dif fer ences; we men tion them merely to com- 
plete the record.

III. The Con tro versy Con cern ing Pre des ti na tion.

1. Its His tor i cal De vel op ment.

It is an un de cided ques tion just at what time Walther adopted the the ory of
pre des ti na tion which he later pro pounded. But it is cer tain that he ar rived at
his con clu sions, not through the study of the Scrip tures, but rather through
the study of the old dog mati cians. This he him self ad mit ted later on. The
mat ter was not pre sented pub licly un til in 1868, when, at the meet ing of the
Wis con sin Dis trict. Pas tor Huegli set forth Walther’s doc trine. On that oc ca- 
sion Walther ex pressed him self much more strongly than is in di cated in the
min utes of the synod. The slight ob jec tions re ferred to in the min utes were
made by Prof. J. A. Schmidt, the Nor we gian pro fes sor, a col league of
Walther at St. Louis. Prof. S. Fritschel, pass ing through the city, at tended
the meet ing, and re ported the de tails of this doc tri nal dis cus sion to his
brother, who con tin u ally ob served the de vel op ment. In a note added to the
ar ti cles touch ing the ques tion of usury he warned against de vi a tion from the
Lutheran doc trine. “Lehre und Wehre” soon pub lished a se ries of ar ti cles,
re it er at ing those self same teach ings. This caused PROF. GOT TFRIED FRITSCHEL

to write those ar ti cles in “Brobst’s Monat shette,” of which his brother said
that they (in 1872) con tained ev ery thing which in later dis cus sions has been
brought forth in ar gu ments. “Lehre und Wehre” and also “Brobst’s Monat- 
shefte” replied. Prof. F. W. Stell horn, at this time pro fes sor of Mis souri
(sign ing him self “In ter pres”), in the “Monat shefte” at tacked the ad mis si bil- 
ity of the term “Selb stentschei dung” (free de ci sion) in a gen tle manly man- 
ner. A Mis souri min is ter (Huegli) and a cer tain “Got tlieb Gnadenkind”
(Walther?) also en tered the lists. Walther, in “Lehre und Wehre,” ex pressly
de clared his agree ment with the old dog mati cians, and as serted the scrip- 
tural ness of their po si tion. He merely char ac ter ized as am bigu ous the term
“in tu itu fidei” (Lehre und Wehre, May, 1872). Af ter this con ces sion of
Walther, there fol lowed a pe riod of quiet. But in 1877 at the meet ing of the
West ern Dis trict Walther re it er ated his con struc tion of the dogma. In var i- 
ous places doubts arose as to this new con struc tion. One of the first to put
his ob jec tions on record was the Nor we gian, Prof. As per heim, who had for
some time ques tioned Mis souri’s po si tion, and sus pected, in the re jec tion of
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the phrase “in tu itu fidei,” an un-Lutheran ten dency (Kirch liche Zeit schrift,
1878). Be ing at tacked for his stand by his col league, Prof. F. A. Schmidt (at
that time at Madi son, Wis.), he handed in his res ig na tion. But Schmidt soon
af ter wards re al ized from the min utes of 1877 that the de vi a tion from the
tra di tional doc trine was more se ri ous than he had thought. Pres i dent Strasen
in duced him per son ally to ap proach his for mer col league (Jan u ary, 1879).
Pri vate dis cus sions of the sub ject took place in other parts of the synod.
Schmidt, by re quest, summed up his views in a se ries of the ses. PAS TOR H.
A. ALL WARDT, too, ad dressed Walther per son ally. At the an nual meet ing of
the Syn od i cal Con fer ence at Colum bus, Ohio, Schmidt and Walther ar gued
pri vately with out reach ing any con clu sion. It was agreed that the dis cus- 
sions should be re sumed the fol low ing year, and that, mean while, Schmidt
should not bring the dif fer ence to pub lic no tice. How ever, at the meet ing of
the West ern Dis trict (1879) Walther pub licly at tacked “cer tain peo ple” of
his own synod who had not ap proved of his doc trines. He dis cussed their
ar gu ments, and it soon be came an open se cret that he re ferred to All wardt
and Schmidt. Now Schmidt, too, broke si lence, and sounded an alarm by
pub lish ing a monthly, “ALTES UND NEUES,” Jan., 1880, for the ex press pur- 
pose of op pos ing Walther’s new con struc tion. The sources made ac ces si ble
by it are cer tainly of per ma nent value.37 In stantly uni ver sal at ten tion was
drawn to the con tro versy be tween Schmidt and Walther. Within the Nor we- 
gian Synod, whose min is ters had been trained largely by Schmidt and
Walther. a di vi sion took place. In al most ev ery Nor we gian con gre ga tion the
is sue was taken up and vig or ously de bated. The pres i dent of the Syn od i cal
Con fer ence re fused to call a meet ing, but or dered a con fer ence of all the
FAC UL TIES OF THE SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCE AT MIL WAU KEE (Jan. 5-10, 1881),
with out at tain ing any re sults. The Mis souri Synod held a GEN ERAL MIN IS TE- 
RIAL CON FER ENCE AT CHICAGO (Sept. 29- Oct. 5), and a sec ond one dur ing the
fol low ing year at Fort Wayne, Ind. Walther here was chiefly op posed by
All wardt and Stell horn (at that time Pro fes sor at Fort Wayne Col lege). The
Mis souri del e gates (1881), af ter a brief dis cus sion, adopted the thir teen the- 
ses of Walther, only five vot ing against them. This caused Walther’s op po- 
nents to call a meet ing at Blue Is land, Ill., where they or ga nized a sep a rate
con fer ence and left the Mis souri Synod. They united with Ohio as the
North west ern Dis trict. The MIN NE SOTA AND WIS CON SIN SYN ODS took sides
with Mis souri, but lost sev eral min is ters to Ohio. OHIO sep a rated from Mis- 
souri at its next con ven tion (1881), be cause the Mis souri del e gates had re- 
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ceived in struc tions not to unite in a ses sion with Stell horn and Loy. The
Nor we gians mean while sent Prof. F. A. Schmidt as a del e gate to the con- 
ven tion (Chicago, Oct.. 1882), but the Mis souri rep re sen ta tives protested
against his ad mis sion at the or ga ni za tion, un less he would re pent for hav ing
par tic i pated in meet ings of con gre ga tions which had left these syn ods.
Scenes were en acted at this con fer ence over which the synod af ter wards ex- 
pressed re gret, es pe cially the be hav ior of some of its del e gates. Schmidt
was not ad mit ted, nor was he af forded any op por tu nity to jus tify his po si- 
tion. The NOR WE GIAN SYNOD, hop ing to reach unity within its own cir cle, left
the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. But af ter a num ber of years Schmidt’s fol low ers
with drew, start ing an in de pen dent or ga ni za tion and es tab lish ing their own
sem i nary. Af ter wards ne go ti a tions were en tered into be tween dif fer ent Nor- 
we gian syn ods, which to gether formed the United Nor we gian Synod (see
para graph re fer ring to the Nor we gians).

Among the chief op po nents of the “new Mis souri doc trine,” be sides
Schmidt, were the REP RE SEN TA TIVES OF OHIO — Stell horn, Loy, All wardt and
Ernst. At the con ven tion at Wheel ing, W. Va., in 1881, this synod de clared
its al le giance to the old Lutheran doc trine of the “in tu itu fidei,” and en ter ing
a protest against Mis souri’s heresy, with drew from the Syn od i cal Con fer- 
ence. — Iowa also de clared against Mis souri in the the ses of St. Se bald
(1881, see first edi tion of Neve, p. 177-181) and in the res o lu tions of
Dubuque (1882). — The fac ulty of Phil a del phia, too, al though with some
hes i ta tion, took is sue with Mis souri. The fac ulty of Ro s tock, hav ing been
re quested by the con gre ga tion of Colum bus, Wis., to give an opin ion, ex- 
pressed its dis ap proval of Walther’s the ory. This caused a con tro versy be- 
tween Prof. A. Graeb ner and Dr. Dieck hoff. As was nat u ral, the pe ri od i cals
(1880-1890) pub lished a num ber of ar ti cles on this sub ject, and quite a lit er- 
a ture in the form of brochures has also arisen.

In the early nineties the bat tle some what sub sided, but from 1903 to
1907 a se ries of IN TER-SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCES (Wa ter town, Mil wau kee, De- 
troit, Fort Wayne) were ar ranged, and the is sue was re vived. The first phase
of the con tro versy cen tered in the ques tion, “What is the Lutheran doc trine
of pre des ti na tion?” The sec ond pe riod re volved around the ques tion, “What
do the Scrip tures teach con cern ing pre des ti na tion?” Fi nally the Mis souri ans
ter mi nated the dis cus sion. Mean while the NOR WE GIANS in their dis cus sion of
the sub ject had ar rived at some re sults. They reached com mon ground, first
con cern ing con ver sion and af ter wards con cern ing pre des ti na tion, based
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upon the cat e chism of Pan top p i dan which was revered by the laity al most
as a sym bol. The Syn od i cal Con fer ence warned the Nor we gian Synod
against the adop tion of the the ses. For this pur pose Dr. F. Pieper pub lished a
brochure on the sub ject, which was sent to ev ery Lutheran min is ter of
Amer ica. The Iowa Synod, on the other hand, in 1913 of fered the syn ods,
es pe cially Mis souri and Wis con sin, open and gen eral con fer ences for the
dis cus sion of their dif fer ences. This con cludes the doc tri nal con tro versy in
its his tor i cal as pect.

2. The Con tro versy It self.

While the dis cus sion started with the doc trine of pre des ti na tion, it soon de- 
vel oped into the ques tion of con ver sion. Nowa days it is gen er ally con ceded
that, within the Lutheran Church, there are two modes or forms of pre sen ta- 
tion. Mis souri at first de nied, but later ad mit ted, this.38 So far there has not
been a suf fi ciently clear dis cus sion of these two modes of pre sen ta tion.
Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel has given us a very ex plicit de lin eation of them in his
“Schriftlehre.” Ac cord ing to this view there is no real dif fer ence of doc trine
be tween these two modes; the only dif fer ence be tween Luther and Calovius
con sists in a the o log i cal con struc tion and in the man ner of pre sen ta tion;
hence the terms, “Lehrweisen,” “Tropen.” It is stated that: 1) The For mula
of Con cord (for mu lat ing the first mode) presents the mat ter “a pos te ri ori,”
i.e., from the view point of the be liev ing Chris tians, while the dog mati cians
treat it “a pri ori,” i.e., from the view point of eter nity. 2) The For mula of
Con cord, in op po si tion to syn er gism, dis cusses the ques tion, “Whence does
my state of grace of which I am con scious, orig i nate?” while the dog mati- 
cians an swer the ques tion: “Who will with Christ en ter Par adise?” 3) The
For mula of Con cord is merely con cerned about the con verted, while the
dog mati cians speak of those who at the end of their lives are in the state of
grace. 4) Both doc trines are pre sen ta tions of the same eter nal di vine de cree
of grace, but they of fer dif fer ent as pects of the sub ject, in one case con sid- 
er ing the present re al iza tion of grace for the com fort of the con verted; in the
sec ond, its com plete ex e cu tion for the pur pose of an apolo get i cal refu ta tion
of any con struc tion which would charge God with par tic u lar ism.

Mis souri’s op po nents as sert (and the charge has never been dis proved)
that Mis souri, un like Iowa and Ohio, hav ing re fused to rec og nize these two
as pects of the ques tion, has con strued out of both of them an en tirely new
doc trine — a fact which ap pears from the in dis crim i nate use of older and
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newer dog mati cians.39 From this it can be read ily seen how the Nor we gians
found no dif fi culty in unit ing on com mon ground, see ing no rea son why
this doc trine should cause a schism as long as both Calvin is tic and Syn er- 
gis tic ex tremes were avoided. To them the con tro versy is an “open ques- 
tion.”

The DOC TRINE OF CON VER SION soon be came a part of the con tro versy. This
is nat u ral enough, when we con sider that pre des ti na tion is the eter nal de cree
con cern ing, first, the prepa ra tion of sal va tion, sec ond, the im part ing of it,
and, third, its com ple tion. Dif fer ences con cern ing the eter nal de cree are
thus bound to ap pear in the doc trine per tain ing to the im part ing of sal va tion.
All par ties agree in re gard to to tal de prav ity and in the re jec tion of Syn er- 
gism. But they dif fer in re gard to the doc tri nal con struc tion. One of the
main ques tions, ever ex tant, which re mains still un set tled is the fol low ing:
Is con ver sion like a point in a line, a mo men tary event (Mis souri), or is it a
grad ual process, con sist ing of a num ber of mo ments as all the points that
con sti tute a line (Ohio and Iowa). Here again Mis souri con strued its own
doc trine, which, while based upon state ments of both the con fes sions and
the dog mati cians, does not co in cide with ei ther of them. Ac cord ing to the
con fes sions the word “con ver sion” sig ni fies the process of re pen tance,
com posed of con tri tion and faith; ac cord ing to the dog mati cians, con ver sion
means a change of per sonal at ti tude to ward God (the last point of the line),
pre ceded by con tri tion and his tor i cal faith. As this dif fer ence in prin ci ple is
be ing evolved, other dif fer ences re sult ing there from be come ap par ent.

To il lus trate, we men tion a num ber of char ac ter is tic state ments is sued by
Mis souri. They re veal the “a pri ori” view:

Pre des ti na tion is the ac tual eter nal sep a ra tion of cer tain in di vid ual souls from the mul ti tude
of those who, even be fore their ex is tence, were not meant to be saved. When God cre ated
man, He foreknew that he would fall; that the devil would de stroy his work. Then He con- 
sid ered what should be done in or der that the work of sal va tion should not be ru ined. Well,
he thought, to speak hu manly, the devil shall not do with this work as he has done with the
work of cre ation. I shall see to it that a very large num ber of peo ple shall most cer tainly be
saved. And this is elec tion.

First God there fore coun seled, then elected, then pre des tined. Yes, God has cho sen some
peo ple from eter nity; He has de creed that these must and shall be saved; aye, as sure as
God is God, these shall be saved, and none other; this is taught in the Bible, and is also our
faith, our doc trine and our con fes sion. That some at tain faith and oth ers are hard ened is the
re sult of His free elec tion.
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A tem po rary faith may be the re sult of the grace of the Word, but not of elec tion. Elec tion
is only the cause of the faith of the elect. Yes ter day we heard it said: God de mands many
things of man which he does not do. But we say, if God pro poses any thing to Him self, He
sees that it is done in spite of all the dev ils in hell. The gen eral de cree of sal va tion may be
un done by Sa tan, but not so elec tion. Not the gen eral de cree of sal va tion, but the spe cial
de cree of elec tion is the cause of a per sis tent faith. The fact that God has de creed to save a
num ber of peo ple is the sole cause that they are saved; if that were not so, none would be
saved, with the pos si ble ex cep tion of lit tle chil dren. That which must for ever re main for us
an un fath omable mys tery is the ques tion. Why did not God elect all men to be His chil dren,
since He cer tainly had the power to re move even the most will ful re sis tance of all sin ners,
just as He ac tu ally does in the case of the elect?

Hu manly speak ing, God thought thus: “I will de cree from eter nity: this one and that one
shall be saved, and all the dev ils of hell shall not tear them out of my hand. Not only will I
lead them to faith, but I will keep them in it, and in this way save them. I defy the crea ture
that in tends to re volt against my de cree.” Now this glo ri ous com fort mod ern the olo gians
try to snatch away from us. The pure doc trine of pre des ti na tion is such that rea son is hor ri- 
fied, and driven to the con clu sion that God is a ter ri ble tyrant.

NOTE: The verba ip sis sima, with sources, are given in the Ger man edi tion of this work.
These sen ti ments rep re sent a con trac tion of the quo ta tions in Ger man.

§ 24. Its Work.

1. Ed u ca tional In sti tu tions.

[a] COL LEGES. Con cor dia Col lege at FORT WAYNE, IND. In 1861 the clas si cal
de part ment, which had been founded at Al tenburg, Perry Comity, Mo., in
1839, and trans ferred along with the the o log i cal sem i nary to St. Louis in
1849, was trans ferred to Fort Wayne; and the the o log i cal sem i nary, which
had ex isted at Fort Wayne, was united with the clas si cal course of the sem i- 
nary at St. Louis. Num ber of pro fes sors, 10; of stu dents, 278. Con cor dia
Col lege, at MIL WAU KEE, WIS., is an in sti tu tion of the Mis souri Synod. Pro- 
fes sors, 8; stu dents, 232. Con cor dia Col lege at ST. PAUL, MINN. — pro fes- 
sors, 8; stu dents, 178. Two pro-gym na sia, one at CON COR DIA, MO. — pro fes- 
sors, 7; stu dents, 140; the other at BRONXVILLE, N. Y. — pro fes sors, 7; stu- 
dents, 170. Also at WIN FIELD, KAN. — 6 pro fes sors and 72 stu dents; and at
CONOVER, N. C. — 7 pro fes sors and 65 stu dents. All of these are syn od i cal
in sti tu tions. Be sides these, Mis souri has three pro-gym na sia con nected with
dif fer ent dis tricts: at Oak land, Cal., Port land, Ore., and New Or leans, La.;
also a num ber of pri vate in sti tu tions: Walther Col lege, St. Louis, Mo.;
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Luther High School, Mil wau kee, Wis.; Luther In sti tute, Chicago; Bethany
Ladies’ Col lege, Mankato, Minn., and Lutheran High School, Desh ler, Neb.

[b] NOR MAL SCHOOLS. The largest one is at River For est, a sub urb of
Chicago, hav ing been trans ferred from Ad di son, Ill., 7 pro fes sors and 192
stu dents. Also the school at Se ward, Neb., 7 pro fes sors and 137 stu dents.

[c] THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NAR IES. The the o ret i cal Con cor dia Sem i nary at
St. Louis, Mo. It was founded in 1839 in Perry County, Mo., and re moved
in 1849 to St. Louis, where the prac ti cal sem i nary of Fort Wayne was also
united with it. At this sem i nary Dr. Walther la bored as pro fes sor of Sys tem- 
atic The ol ogy. With him the fol low ing men la bored at dif fer ent times: Dr. E.
Preuss, who, to gether with Baum stark, be came an apos tate to Rome;
Prof. F. A. Schmidt (see pre des ti nar ian con tro versy and his tory of the Nor- 
we gians); also Prof. M. Guen ther, au thor of the well known “Sym bo lik”;
Dr. G. C. Stoeck hardt, noted as an ex eget i cal scholar, and Dr. A. L. Graeb- 
ner, au thor of a his tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica. Af ter the death
of Walther, Dr. F. Pieper be came his suc ces sor, and holds this po si tion at the
present time. As so ci ated with him is the fol low ing fac ulty: L. Fuer bringer,
F. Bente, G. Met zger, W. H. T. Dau, E. A. W. Krauss, K. Par dieck, Theo.
Graeb ner. The Prac ti cal Con cor dia Sem i nary at SPRING FIELD, ILL, orig i nated
from the prac ti cal de part ment of the sem i nary at St. Louis, which, un der the
di rec tion of Prof. Crae mer, was trans ferred to Spring field in 1875, oc cu py- 
ing the sem i nary build ing (for merly called the State Uni ver sity of Illi nois),
which was pur chased from the North ern Illi nois Synod. Af ter the death of
Crae mer, Prof. R. Pieper be came pres i dent of the in sti tu tion. At present
Prof. R. D. Bie der mann is its pres i dent. The fac ulty is rep re sented by L.
Wes sel, Fr. Streck fuss, O. Boeck ler, Theo. En gelder, E. Gross. As the sem i- 
nary has a two years’ pre lim i nary course, the en tire course of study oc cu- 
pies five years. There are 6 pro fes sors and 230 stu dents. The Mis souri
Synod also has a school at Porto Ale gre, Brazil.

2. Mis sion ary Op er a tions.

[a] The FOR EIGN MIS SION ARY WORK of the Mis souri Synod is car ried on
among the Tamils of Fast In dia. It has 7 sta tions, 41 lo cal i ties, and 15 mis- 
sion ar ies. Up to the present time there have been 675 con verts. In 1913 the
synod raised $38,750 for the sup port of this field.
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[b] Since 1898 it has also main tained a mis sion among the Stock bridge
IN DI ANS.

[c] The mis sion among the NE GROES, which is very suc cess ful, is car ried
on in Ar kan sas, Mis sis sippi, Lou i si ana, Ili nois, Vir ginia, and North Car- 
olina. It has 39 con gre ga tions and preach ing sta tions, 50 mis sion ar ies and
as sis tants, 2434 col ored Chris tians, and con tri bu tions in 1913 amount ing to
$34,624.

[d] Pas tor A. Reinke es tab lished in Chicago a mis sion for the DEAF AND

DUMB, which com prises 8 con gre ga tions and a num ber of preach ing places.
[3] An IM MI GRANT mis sion work is be ing done by the Mis souri Synod

through the Lutheran Pil ger haus (Pas tor O. H. Restin) in New York and
through sim i lar agen cies in Phil a del phia and Bal ti more.

[f] Among the Poles, Slo vaks, Letts, Per sians, Es tho ni ans, etc.
[g] The HOME MIS SION work, that is, the es tab lish ment and sup port of

new or ga ni za tions, is car ried on by the dis trict syn ods, which place sur plus
funds needed for this work into the gen eral mis sion trea sury of the synod.
From this fund those dis tricts which have more mis sions to sus tain than the
money they col lect from their own con gre ga tions will en able them to sup- 
port, re ceive as sis tance. The Mis souri Synod has re la tions with Ger many,
sup port ing mis sions of the Sax ony Free Church. At Lon don, Eng land, it has
a mis sion ary sta tion with which it is or gan i cally con nected. In 1913,
$386,161 were raised for these pur poses.

[h] IN STI TU TIONS OF MERCY un der the di rec tion of the Mis souri Synod: Its
OR PHAN AGES are lo cated as fol lows: Ad di son, Ill., Bal ti more, Md., West
Rox bury (Bos ton), Mass., Col lege Point, N. Y., Des Peres, Mo. (St. Louis),
In di anapo lis, Ind., War wood, Pa., New Or leans, La. It also has so ci eties for
the care of aban doned chil dren. — HOMES FOR THE AGED at Ar ling ton
Heights, Ill., Brook lyn, N. Y., Mon roe, Mich., St. Louis, Mo., Wauwatosa,
Wis. — HOME FOR EPILEP TICS at Wa ter town, Wis. — HOS PI TALS at Beat rice,
Neb., Cleve land, O., East New York, N. Y., Fort Wayne. Tnd.. Sioux City,
la., Spring field, Ill., St. Louis, Mo. — HOS PICES at Buf falo, N. Y., Chicago,
Mil wau kee, New York. — A SANA TO RIUM for con sump tives at Den ver, Col.
— An in sti tu tion for the DEAF AND DUMB at De troit, Mich. — To tal re ceipts
for this work in 1913, $99,803.

3. Pub lish ing In ter ests.
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The CON COR DIA PUB LISH ING HOUSE at St. Louis, Mo., whose busi ness it is to
pub lish works and pam phlets of a strictly Lutheran char ac ter, turns large
prof its over to the syn od i cal trea sury ($95,000 in 1913). The best known of
the Mis souri PE RI OD I CALS are the “Luther aner” and “The Lutheran Wit ness”
(pa pers for con gre ga tional read ing) and the the o log i cal mag a zines, “The o- 
log i cal Quar terly,” “Lehre und Wehre” and the “Homiletis che Mag a zin” (in
Ger man and Eng lish). All of these are edited by the the o log i cal fac ulty of
the Con cor dia Sem i nary at St. Louis.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

KARL FER DI NAND WIL HELM WALTHER, D. D. The his tory of the founder of the
Mis souri Synod has been touched upon so fre quently in pre ced ing chap ters
that we need to add only a few facts. It is es pe cially im por tant to men tion
his writ ings. Be sides the book al ready re ferred to (“Die Stimme der Kirche
in der Frage von Kirche und Amt” (1852), he pub lished. “Die rechte Gestalt
einer vom Staat un ab haengi gen evan ge lisch-lutherischcn Orts ge meinde
1863), a much-used vol ume on pas toral the ol ogy (”Pas torale“); ser mons on
the Gospels of the year (1871), and an other vol ume of ser mons, en ti- 
tled”Brosamen" (1876). Note wor thy, be cause char ac ter is tic of his the ol ogy
cen ter ing in sola gra tia, are the thirty-nine evening lec tures be fore his stu- 
dents (steno graph i cally re ported), on the “Rechte Un ter schei dung von
Gesetz und Evan gelium” (pub lished af ter his death). In 1878 he re ceived
his Doc tor of Di vin ity from Cap i tal Uni ver sity, Colum bus, O. (Ohio
Synod). At syn od i cal gath er ings Walther gen er ally acted as es say ist. As a
leader in de bate he was un ex celled. His last lec tures were de liv ered at the
meet ing of the West ern Dis trict of the Mis souri Synod at St. Louis, in 1886.
Here Walther re al ized that his vi tal ity was ebbing out and that his days were
num bered. He died May 7, 1887. Prof. L. Fuer bringer has just pub lished the
first vol ume of Walther’s let ters, which is to have two se quels. On page 99
of the first vol ume we read that the uni ver sity of Goet tin gen in quired of
Walther in 1855, if he would ac cept the de gree of Doc tor of Di vin ity.
Walther writes, “Very po litely, but most cer tainly, I re fused.” He sus pected
Goet tin gen’s Lutheranism.

PAS TOR F. C. D. WYNEKEN, born May 13, 1810. We sim ply add to pre vi- 
ous state ments that he came to St. Louis in 1850, and was made pres i dent of
the Mis souri Synod. He be came also of fi cial vis i tor to all con gre ga tions. In
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this lat ter po si tion his rare gifts as ad viser of min is ters and con gre ga tions
were very ap par ent. In 1864 he was called to Cleve land, O., where he was
ac tive un til 1875, when he re tired. His death oc curred in San Fran cisco,
Cal., May 4, 1876.

DR. W. SIH LER, born No vem ber 12, 1801, re ceived a clas si cal ed u ca tion,
chose a mil i tary ca reer, and in 1823 at tended the mil i tary acad emy at
Berlin, where he was a class mate of Von Moltke. Weary of the mil i tary life,
he en tered the Uni ver sity of Berlin in 1826 to at tend lec ture cour ses on
philol ogy, phi los o phy and the ol ogy. Af ter oc cu py ing a num ber of po si tions
as teacher, he ex pe ri enced gen uine con ver sion, which re sulted in his be- 
com ing a thor ough stu dent of the Bible and the Con fes sions. Thus en gaged,
he was roused by Wyneken’s call for mis sion ar ies. He came un der the in flu- 
ence of Loehe, who sent him to Amer ica. Ar riv ing in 1843, he took charge
of the con gre ga tion at Pomeroy, Ohio. In 1845 he was made suc ces sor to
Wyneken at Fort Wayne, Ind., and re mained there un til his death, which oc- 
curred Oc to ber 21, 1885. Dur ing the years of the found ing of the Mis souri
Synod he be came a leader of the Loehe party. For fif teen years he served as
pro fes sor in the the o log i cal de part ment of the col lege founded by Loehe at
Fort Wayne. He was an able preacher and a pro lific writer, hav ing pub lished
sev eral vol umes of ser mons, an au to bi og ra phy, and nu mer ous ar ti cles.

PROF. F. A. CRAE MER, born May 26, 1812, in Fran co nia, stud ied the ol ogy
and phi los o phy at Er lan gen, be came tu tor in Eng land, ar rived in Amer ica in
1845, and was pas tor of a Michi gan con gre ga tion founded by Loehe. He or- 
ga nized the first Fran co nian colony, which was called Franken muth. He
was en gaged in this work for five years, and was also ac tive for a time
among the In di ans, and then was called to the pro fes sor ship of the ol ogy in
the sem i nary at Ft. Wayne. This po si tion he held un til his death, which took
place May 3, 1891. He moved with the sem i nary when it was trans ferred to
St. Louis in 1861, and thence to Spring field, Ill., in 1875.

PAS TOR O. FUER BRINGER was born June 3, 1810, at Gera (Reuss), stud ied
the ol ogy in com pany with Walther at Leipzig, and was also a mem ber of the
fa mous Bible cir cle which has been men tioned. With Sa.xon em i grants he
came to Amer ica in 1839, took part in the found ing of Con cor dia Col lege in
Perry County, Mo., and also of the Mis souri Synod it self. He served con gre- 
ga tions at Elkhorn Prairie, Ill. (1840), at Freis tadt, Wis. (1851) and
Franken muth, Mich. (1858). For twenty-five years he was pres i dent of the
North ern Dis trict of the Mis souri Synod, and, in the words of Graeb ner,
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“was the pro found est thinker among the fa thers of the Mis souri Synod.” He
died in 1858.

PROF. A. L. GRAEB NER, D. D., was born at Franken trost, Mich., July 10,
1849, and stud ied in Con cor dia Col lege at Fort Wayne and the Con cor dia
Sem i nary at St. Louis. From 1872 to 1875 he was teacher of the Lutheran
High School at St. Louis; from 1875 to 1878 pro fes sor at the North west ern
Col lege of the Wis con sin Synod at Wa ter town, Wis.; from 1878 to 1887
the o log i cal pro fes sor at the sem i nary of this synod in Mil wau kee, Wis.;
from 1878 un til his death pro fes sor in the Con cor dia Sem i nary at St. Louis.
He died De cem ber 7, 1904. His spe cialty was church his tory; his prin ci pal
lit er ary prod uct was a his tory of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica up to the
found ing of the Gen eral Synod; he also pub lished a book on Mar tin Luther,
a work on Doc tri nal The ol ogy, the life of J. S. Bach, and many ar ti cles in
var i ous mag a zines. Graeb ner was a pro found scholar and a par tic u larly
gifted his to rian. His early death, viewed from the hu man stand point, was a
great loss to the Lutheran Church.

PROF. G. C. STOECK HARDT, D. D., born in Chem nitz, Sax ony, Feb ru ary
17, 1842, was ed u cated at Meis sen (Fuer sten schule) from 1857 to 1862, and
stud ied the ol ogy at Er lan gen and Leipzig (1862-66). He was teacher in the
girls’ school of Tha randt, Sax ony; as sis tant preacher of the Ger man
Lutheran con gre ga tion of Paris (1870); chap lain in the Franco-Ger man war;
li cen ti ate of Old and New Tes ta ment ex e ge sis at Er lan gen (1871); re li gious
in struc tor in the gym na sium of that city, and pas tor at Plau nitz, Sax ony. In
1876 he left the State Church, and be came pas tor of the Free Church con- 
gre ga tion of Plau nitz. In 1878 he came to Amer ica, served as pas tor in
St. Louis from 1878 to 1887 and as lec turer on ex e ge sis in the sem i nary. In
1887 he was elected reg u lar pro fes sor of ex e ge sis. He died Jan u ary 9, 1913.
He was a mas ter of ex e ge sis. His writ ings are: Com men taries on Ro mans,
Eph esians, I. Pe ter, Isa iah (Chap ter I-XII), Bib li cal His tory of the Old and
New Tes ta ments, Ser mons on the Pas sion of our Lord and the Gospels for
the Ad vent Sea son, and var i ous con tri bu tions to pe ri od i cals.

PROF. F. PIEPER, D. D., born at Car witz, Pomera nia, June 27, 1852, was
ed u cated at the North west ern Uni ver sity at Wa ter town, Wis., and Con cor dia
Sem i nary, St. Louis. He was or dained in 1875. be came pas tor of a con gre- 
ga tion at Man i towoc, Wis., and in 1878 was ap pointed the suc ces sor of
Dr. Walther in the chair of Sys tem atic The ol ogy at St. Louis. From 1899 to
1911 he served as pres i dent of the Mis souri Synod. He is the au thor of the
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fol low ing books: Das Grund beken nt nis der Lutherischen Kirche, 1880;
Lehre von der Recht fer ti gung, 1889; Die Evan ge lisch Lutherische Kirche
die wahre Sicht bare Kirche auf Er den, 1890; Dis tinc tive Doc trines of the
Lutheran Church (1892); Das Geistliche Leben der Chris ten, 1893; Un sere
Stel lung in Lehre und Praxis, 1896; Lehrstel lung der Mis souri Syn ode,
1897; Christ’s Work, 1898; Das We sen des Chris ten tums, 1903; Die Grund- 
dif ferenz, 1904; Con ver sion and Elec tion, 1913.

The Other Parts Of The Syn od i cal Con fer ence.

§ 25. The Gen eral Synod of Wis con sin, Min ne sota, Michi‐ 
gan and Other States

Con trib uted by the Rev. O. En gel.

The Gen eral Synod of Wis con sin, Min ne sota, Michi gan and Other States
was formed in 1892 for the pur pose of at tain ing prac ti cal re sults by means
of con certed ac tion. Its con stituent parts are re lated to the gen eral body like
dis tricts to a synod, all rights (with the ex cep tion of those ex pressly con- 
ceded to the gen eral or ga ni za tion) be ing re tained by the dis tricts. In this re- 
spect the Gen eral Synod of Wis con sin, Min ne sota, Michi gan and Other
States is un like Mis souri, Ohio and Iowa, which place ju ris dic tional pow ers
upon the synod. It takes a mid dle ground be tween a synod and a syn od i cal
union.40 In 1905 the Ne braska Dis trict Synod was re ceived into mem ber- 
ship. Such a step is made con tin gent on syn chronal mem ber ship in the Syn- 
od i cal Con fer ence. The the o log i cal sem i nary at Wauwatosa, Wis., the gym- 
na sium at Wa ter town, Wis., the teach ers’ in sti tute at New Ulm, Minn., and
the prepara tory school at Sag i naw, Mich., are be ing jointly sup ported. In the
sum mer of 1915 a plan was car ried out ac cord ing to which the in di vid ual
syn ods united into ONE synod by trans fer ring their rights to the new Gen eral
Synod, then in course of for ma tion, which in turn is di vided into dif fer ent
dis tricts. Lat est sta tis tics: 453 pas tors; 142 teach ers; 548 con gre ga tions; 143
preach ing sta tions; 23,250 vot ers, and 104.100 com mu ni cants.

I. The Wis con sin Synod.

[1] Its Ori gin and Con fes sional Char ac ter.



224

In the mid dle of the past cen tury, when the stream of Ger man em i gra tion
was di rected to Amer ica, Wis con sin was con sid ered a Ger man El do rado.41

This State with its mighty forests, nu mer ous lakes and im pos ing rivers, par- 
tic u larly in ter ested the North ern Ger mans: Pomera ni ans, Meck len burg ers.
Han novcri ans and West-Prus sians. Since the bulk of these im mi grants were
Luther ans, a won der ful field was thus opened for Lutheran mis sion work.

The BUF FALO SYNOD42 was the first on the ground to gather scat tered
Luther ans into con gre ga tions; trou ble in one of their Mil wau kee churches
gave MIS SOURI the op por tu nity to gain a foothold on Wis con sin ter ri tory.
The Rev. C. Fricke, a Mis souri “vis i ta tor” on the ad join ing field of north ern
Illi nois, had been ac tive there be fore. The FRANCK EAN SYNOD, too, sup plied
some preach ing sta tions west of Lake Michi gan prior to 1850.43 Soon, how- 
ever, emis saries of mis sion ary so ci eties from Ger many ap peared on the
scene and formed the nu cleus of the present Wis con sin Synod.

In 1836 a cer tain Ehren fried See bach of Oak wood, near Mil wau kee,
made ap pli ca tion to the LAN GEN BERG SO CI ETY for a min is te rial sup ply.44 A
sim i lar re quest came into the hands of Pas tor F. W. Schmidt, West Ley don,
N. Y., who mean while had met a can di date from the Rhen ish Mis sion
House (J. Wein mann), and sent him on to the pe ti tion ing con gre ga tion at
Kil bourn-Road.

On June 27, 1848, the REV. J. MUEHLHAEUSER, a the o log i cal can di date
from the Bar men Mis sion and an emis sary of the Lan gen berg So ci ety, ar- 
rived at Mil wau kee, com ing from Rochester, N. Y., in be half of the New
York Tract So ci ety, and founded Trin ity Church (of mod er ate con fes sion al- 
ism), later known as Grace Church (Gnadenkirche). He was suc ceeded by
W. Wrede, who had come to Amer ica to gether with Wein mann. Wrede took
charge of the con gre ga tion at Granville.

Rec og niz ing the ne ces sity of syn od i cal co op er a tion, the three emis saries
of the Lan gen berg So ci ety (Wein mann, Wrede, Muehlhaeuser) FORMED, to- 
gether with Paul Meiss and C. Pluess (li censed can di dates), the Synod of
Wis con sin and Ad join ing States, known at that time as the Ev. Luth. Min is- 
terium of Wis con sin.45 Muehlhaeuser was made pres i dent, Wein mann sec re- 
tary, and Wrede trea surer. Be gin ning as a tiny seed, the syn od i cal plant soon
ex panded into a mighty tree whose fo liage is at present cov er ing nine great
states. In 1863 the num ber of pas tors had been in creased from 5 to 32, and
that of the con gre ga tions from 18 to 59.
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The first syn od i cal con sti tu tion, mod elled by Pres i dent Muchlhaeuser af- 
ter that of the New York Min is terium, char ac ter ized its CON FES SIONAL PO SI- 
TION merely as be ing Evan gel i cal Lutheran. But as early as 1863 we no tice a
more ex plicit doc tri nal state ment: “This body ac knowl edges the en tire
canon i cal writ ings of the Old and New Tes ta ments as the sole stan dard of
faith, and also the Sym bol i cal Books as the proper in ter pre ta tion of the
Word of God.” Con gre ga tions de sirous of unit ing with this syn od i cal al- 
liance must ac cept “the pure con fes sions of the Ev. Luth. Church as the rule
and stan dard of faith and life”. From a “mild and con cil ia tory” at ti tude the
Lutheranism of this synod has de vel oped into one of un com pro mis ing fi- 
delity to the Lutheran con fes sions.

[2] Re la tions With Ger many.
[a] Since Berlin and Lan gen berg sup plied the Wis con sin Synod with

min is ters, it was but nat u ral that an AM I CA BLE RE LA TION SHIP ex isted be tween
them. On the oc ca sion of an El ber feld Mis sions fest (July 27. 1837) the
Evan gel i cal Al liance for the Protes tant Ger mans of North Amer ica was or- 
ga nized by sev eral de voted Chris tians, af ter its ne ces sity had been em pha- 
sized at the Gen eral Con ven tion of the Rhen ish Mis sion, June 7, 1837.46

While this al liance was a part of the Prus sian Union, per mit ting its pas tors
to de cide for ei ther the Re formed or Lutheran ver sions of faith, it an- 
nounced as its sole pur pose in send ing mis sion ar ies to Amer ica, “the pro- 
tec tion against in fi delity of broth ers and sis ters in dis tant lands, the guid ing
into paths of truth of the erring, their in struc tion in the Word of Life and
their or ga ni za tion into churches guard ing the jewel of faith for fu ture gen er- 
a tions”47 In 1852 the Lan gen berg-El ber feld and the Berlin so ci eties united
for this for eign work, and in or der to en cour age young men to en ter the
field they pre vailed upon the gov ern ment to per mit mis sion ar ies, who had
served in for eign fields for a pe riod of five years, to re turn to the fa ther land
and there to con tinue their min is te rial ca reer. This de ci sion has ma te ri ally
aided the Wis con sin Synod in se cur ing Ger man uni ver sity men for many of
its parishes.

[b] FUND RAIS ING TRIP OF PAS TOR BAD ING. Since the few min is ters sent
from Ger many could not pos si bly serve the ever in creas ing num ber of im- 
mi grants, it be came nec es sary that Amer i can sem i nar ies should be founded
for the train ing of pas tors. To raise funds for such a pur pose Pres i dent Bad- 
ing was sent to Eu rope to in ter est wealthy friends of the Lutheran cause in
for eign lands. In June, 1863, while the Wa ter town sem i nary was in course
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of con struc tion, Bad ing started for Ger many, and af ter plead ing for funds in
West phalia, Hanover, Pomera nia and parts of Rus sia, he started for the re- 
turn jour ney at Nish nij-Nov gorod, 60 miles east of Mos cow, with a to tal
fund of 3,500 sil ver rubels. Pass ing through Bre men. Berlin, Ham burg and
places in Switzer land, he in creased this sum to 11.721 Taler, which, af ter a
trip of six months’ du ra tion, he placed at the dis posal of the build ing com- 
mit tee of the new sem i nary. Con sid er ing that this con tri bu tion was made
dur ing the Civil War, its im por tance can hardly be over es ti mated.

[c] The PRO-SEM I NARY. Be liev ing that there was a de cided ten dency
among the young men of Amer ica to ward ma te ri al is tic ideals, the lead ers of
synod soon felt the need of a Ger man pro-sem i nary where youth might be
in spired by the call of the Gospel. They ap plied suc ces sively and vainly to
Pas tor Lohmann, Glowitz, Pomera nia, who could not com ply with their
wishes on ac count of com pli ca tions aris ing from the Dan ish-Prus sian war;
to Wich ern of the Rauhe Haus. Ham burg, who re fused for doc tri nal rea sons,
and to Pol storff of Meck len burg, who could not see his way clear. The
Berlin So ci ety promised as sis tance, but though the work was be gun and two
able the olo gians se cured as in struc tors, a hitch on ac count of doc tri nal con- 
sid er a tions pre vented its suc cess ful out come. The project was def i nitely
aban doned, but the Wis con sin Synod by this cor re spon dence at tained a po- 
si tion of promi nence which in duced Ger many to sup ply the Wa ter town
sem i nary with the o log i cal stu dents.

[d] WIS CON SIN AND THE PRUS SIAN UNION. As soon as Pas tor A. HOE NECKE

be came a mem ber of the sem i nary fac ulty, a de cided change to ward con ser- 
va tive Lutheranism was felt through out the synod. It man i fested it self in the
stand taken by the synod against the use of a (“union ized”) CAT E CHISM in
vogue in the Prus sian State-Church and the AD MIS SION TO LUTHERAN COM MU- 
NIONS of Re formed com mu ni cants. Al though sus pected of Prus sian Union- 
ism on ac count of past ne go ti a tions, the synod did not hes i tate openly to DE- 
CLARE AGAINST UNION IS TIC PRIN CI PLES. As a re sult of this ac tion, Lan gen berg
and Berlin not only re fused to co op er ate in the es tab lish ment of a pro-sem i- 
nary, but in flu enced the Prus sian Con sis tory to with draw the money (7,500
Taler) pledged to ward the sup port of the synod. Two can di dates of the Prus- 
sian State-Church, be ing ad vised by the Con sis tory, left the Wis con sin
Synod, while oth ers sev ered their con nec tion with the mother church
abroad. This rup ture be tween Ger many and the Wis con sin Synod re sulted in
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the de sire on the part of Wis con sin for closer RE LA TION SHIP WITH OTHER

AMER I CAN SYN ODS.
[3] RE LA TION WITH OTHER SYN ODS.
[a] THE PENN SYL VA NIA SYNOD. For al most two decades the Penn syl va nia

Synod, through its Board of Do mes tic Mis sions, sent from $200 to $400 an- 
nu ally for the sup port of un der paid pas tors of the Wis con sin Synod. All it
re quired in re turn for this gen eros ity was an oc ca sional re port. When Wis- 
con sin sent its first as pi rant for the min is te rial of fice to be ed u cated in a
sem i nary of the Penn syl va nia Synod, he re ceived not only his tu ition but his
board, lodg ing and gen eral ex penses from that body. Wis con sin even tu ally
sep a rated from the Gen eral Coun cil (largely the cre ation of the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod), and these friendly re la tions ceased.

[b] IOWA SYNOD. With the in creas ing ten dency among in di vid ual syn ods
to ward union with gen eral bod ies, Iowa and Wis con sin got closer to gether.
To ef fect a union SPE CIAL CON FER ENCES were ar ranged in 1866 by rep re sen ta- 
tives of both syn ods. But their doc tri nal dif fer ences were so marked that
har mony seemed to be out of the ques tion. The two Fritschels and In spec tor
Gross mann ap peared at a sub se quent an nual con ven tion of the Wis con sin
Synod and ar gued the mat ter of “OPEN QUES TIONS” on the ba sis of the Dor pat
opin ion. But Prof. Hoe necke, equipped with fine the o log i cal schol ar ship,
ably dis puted the opin ion of the Dor pat fac ulty, and caused his synod to ex- 
press it self against the Iowa the ory. Though at the form ing of the Gen eral
Coun cil Wis con sin sided with Iowa in re gards to the FOUR POINTS, a union of
the two syn ods was not brought about. Wis con sin, as a mat ter of fact, strove
to unite with Mis souri.

[c] MIN NE SOTA SYNOD. That Min ne sota and Wis con sin were not far apart
ap peared from the fact that they in ter changed del e gates at their syn od i cal
meet ings. This pleas ant re la tion ship was fur ther stim u lated by the call to
Min ne sota of PAS TOR J. H. SIEKER, who as pres i dent of synod worked un- 
ceas ingly in the in ter est of union, and by the mis sion trip (with the con sent
of his synod) of PRO FES SOR E. F. MOLD EHNKE through the North east ern part
of that State for the ben e fit of the Min ne sota brethren. The Wis con sin
Synod was grad u ally sev er ing its re la tion with East ern syn ods, and through
Bad ing and Hoe necke ap proached the Min ne sota Synod in re gard to a
union. At the COL LO QUIUM at La Crosse, Wis., Sept. 25, 1869, it be came ev i- 
dent that their doc tri nal po si tions were iden ti cal. But inas much as Min ne- 
sota was still or gan i cally linked to the Gen eral Coun cil, a for mal union was
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tem po rar ily given up. In 1871 Min ne sota was per mit ted to send stu dents to
the Wis con sin SEM I NARY, and also to make use of the “Gemein de blatt” as the
syn od i cal or gan. Since both Wis con sin and Min ne sota are mem bers of their
Gen eral Synod and also of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, they are bound tog-
ether with DOU BLE TIES. (See his tory of Min ne sota Synod.)

[d] THE MIS SOURI SYNOD. Af ter its fail ure to unite with syn ods in the
East, Wis con sin tried to get into fra ter nal re la tions with Mis souri. On the
oc ca sion of a COL LO QUIUM, held at Mil wau kee, Oct. 21 and 22, 1868, and
par tic i pated in by ten rep re sen ta tives of both syn ods, it was found that doc- 
tri nal stan dards were iden ti cal. As a prac ti cal re sult of this fact an agree- 
ment was reached re gard ing ED U CA TIONAL CO OP ER A TION. Mis souri was to
send an in struc tor to Wa ter town, and Wis con sin to sup ply a the o log i cal Pro- 
fes sor for St. Louis and to aban don its own the o log i cal in sti tu tion. Af ter a
pe riod of eight years Wis con sin, un able to com ply with this ar range ment,
asked to have it set aside. Mean while the Syn od i cal Con fer ence came into
ex is tence, unit ing Mis souri and Wis con sin as its chief con stituents.

[4] PAR TIC I PA TION IN THE FORM ING OF LARGER BOD IES.
[a] GEN ERAL COUN CIL. Wis con sin was greatly in ter ested in the or ga ni za- 

tion of the Gen eral Coun cil. It re al ized that the get ting to gether of Luther- 
ans would strengthen the faith ful and ex tend the sphere of Lutheran use ful- 
ness; and so it cher ished the hope that union with East ern syn ods would
arouse East ern en thu si asm for West ern mis sions and ex pe dite the use of a
com mon hym nal and rit ual. For these rea sons the adop tion of the Augs burg
Con fes sion was de clared a suf fi cient ba sis of unity, and the Wis con sin
Synod through its Pres i dent. W. Streissguth, and Pro fes sor A. Mar tin ap- 
plied for mem ber ship in the Gen eral Coun cil. At the syn od i cal meet ing of
1867 the doc tri nal ba sis adopted at Read ing was dis cussed, and point 9
changed to con vey that all the Lutheran con fes sional writ ings were equally
bind ing. At the con ven tion of 1867, held at Fort Wayne, the mat ter of the
FOUR POINTS ap peared in the fore ground. These four points per tain ing to chil- 
iasm, se cret so ci eties, al tar fel low ship and ex change of pul pits had been re- 
ferred by the Gen eral Coun cil to the dis trict syn ods, and Wis con sin felt
bound to de clare for a proper state ment of its po si tion. The ques tion of al tar
fel low ship caused a vi o lent de bate which re sulted in the fol low ing res o lu- 
tion: “This synod, to gether with the true Lutheran church, re jects as in com- 
pat i ble with the prin ci ples of the church, ev ery kind of fel low ship of al tar or
pul pit with men of dif fer ent faith.” Since the Gen eral Coun cil would not
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take a def i nite stand along these lines, the Wis con sin Synod with drew from
its or ga ni za tion (see his tory of Gen. Coun., § 17, 3).

[b] SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCE. Wis con sin main tained fra ter nal re la tions
with Mis souri, and opened NE GO TI A TIONS for union which led to the found- 
ing of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. On Jan. ii, 1871, REP RE SEN TA TIVES of Mis- 
souri, Ohio, Wis con sin and the Nor we gians met at Chicago to for mu late a
con sti tu tion on the ba sis of which all Lutheran syn ods of Amer ica might
form an Amer i can Lutheran Church. In 1872 this Syn od i cal Con fer ence
held its FIRST OF FI CIAL CON VEN TION at St. John’s. Mil wau kee. Soon af ter wards
Prof. A. Schmidt of the Nor we gian Synod ad vo cated the or ga ni za tion of all
Luther ans re sid ing in a State into STATE SYN ODS. But the plan, hav ing been
sub mit ted to the Syn od i cal Con fer ence at its con ven tion at St. Paul (1876),
was vig or ously op posed by the Wis con sin Synod and even tu ally dropped.
Be long ing to the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, the Wis con sin Synod took an ac- 
tive part in the fa mous con tro versy on PRE DES TI NA TION. When a fac tion in the
Nor we gian Synod and Ohio char ac ter ized Walther’s doc trine (pro pounded
in the syn od i cal re ports of the West ern Dis trict of the Mis souri Synod) as
Calvin is tic, doc tri nal dis cus sions fol lowed which shook the very foun da- 
tions of the Amer i can Lutheran church. A col lo quium, held at the sem i nary
of the Wis con sin Synod and par tic i pated in by the the o log i cal fac ul ties of
all syn ods, led to a RUP TURE, and Ohio and a num ber of the Nor we gians
with drew from the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. At the an nual con ven tion at La
Crosse, Wis. (1882) the Wis con sin Synod de clared its po si tion in this mat- 
ter, los ing thereby a num ber of pas tors and con gre ga tions. Dur ing the con- 
tro versy DR. HOE NECKE by gen tle and con cil ia tory speech took the sting out
of Mis souri’s of fen sive phrase ol ogy, and ac com plished much in the in ter est
of the peace of the church.

[5] ED U CA TIONAL IN STI TU TIONS.
[a] THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NARY. On ac count of the large in flux of Ger man im- 

mi gra tion the synod grew so rapidly that it be came nec es sary to con sider
steps for the train ing of the o log i cal stu dents within the bounds of the synod.
This mat ter was ag i tated as early as 1859. But a def i nite de ci sion was not
ar rived at un til 1863, when Pas tor Mold ehnke was re called from his mis- 
sion ary jour neys and made di rec tor of a prospec tive in sti tu tion, which be- 
gan its ac tiv ity in a build ing at WA TER TOWN, Wis., rented lor this pur pose
and at tended by two stu dents. MOLD EHNKE held his po si tion three years, and
then ac cepted a call tu a con gre ga tion in Ger many. Pas tor Hoe necke was
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cho sen as his suc ces sor. With the as sis tance of the Berlin So ci ety and as a
re sult of a spe cial trip of Pas tor G. Vor berg to Ger many, a num ber of young
men from Ger many im mi grated to this coun try and ar ranged for a the o log i- 
cal ed u ca tion. Hav ing main tained (to gether with Mis souri) a GEN ERAL SEM I- 
NARY AT ST. LOUIS from 1870-1878, the synod re opened a SEM I NARY OF ITS

OWN at Mil wau kee with an en roll ment of 6 stu dents. On Sept. 17, 1893, a
new in sti tu tion was ded i cated at WAUWATOSA, a sub urb of Mil wau kee. It has
a fac ulty of four: J. P. Koehler (1900), A. Pieper (1902), J. Schaller (1908),
H. Meyer (1915). Num ber of stu dents, 65.

[b] NORTH WEST ERN COL LEGE. While the sem i nary was opened in 1863, the
col lege open ing was post poned to 1865, when the new build ings were com- 
pleted.48 Prof. Mar tin, of Hartwick Sem i nary, was made PRIN CI PAL. Dur ing
the fol low ing year the num ber of stu dents in creased from 8 to 66. When
FUNDS RAN SHORT, Pas tor Sieker sold schol ar ships, and thus helped to raise
some $64,000 in a very short time. In the fall of 1869, af ter the trans fer of
the the o log i cal de part ment to St. Louis, the prepara tory school was trans- 
formed into an UP-TO-DATE GYM NA SIUM mod elled af ter the Ger man ideal. In
ac cor dance with cer tain agree ments the Mis souri Synod sent stu dents of the
West ern Dis trict to W^ater town, and en gaged PROF. F. W. STELL HORN as
their in struc tor. But the joint en ter prise did not prove sat is fac tory to Wis- 
con sin, and by mu tual con sent Stell horn and the Mis souri stu dents were
trans ferred to Fort Wayne, his place at Wa ter town hav ing been filled by
DR. F. W. A. NOTZ, of Muehlen berg Col lege. DR. A. F. ERNST is at present
pres i dent of the in sti tu tion, which is at tended by some 230 stu dents.

[6] CON CERN ING MIS SIONS AND GEN ERAL STA TIS TICS.
[a] HOME MIS SIONS. Dur ing one decade, 1850 to 1860, 915,667 Ger man

im mi grants ar rived in this coun try, 69% of whom set tled in Wis con sin. To
serve these scat tered peo ple the Wis con sin Synod de cided to send ITIN ER ANT

PREACH ERS. Pas tor G. Facht mann trav eled from Hori con and Beaver Dam as
far as Green Bay, and his suc ces sor. Pas tor Mold ehnke, to the bound ary line
of Iowa and Min ne sota. Wher ever the lat ter went he ar ranged for Sun day-
schools and lay ser vices. Per son ally he served 22 preach ing sta tions. In
1867 Pas tor Thiele was en gaged for a brief pe riod. Even to day many con- 
gre ga tions bear wit ness to the blessed work done by these itin er ant min is- 
ters. At present the Wis con sin Synod is do ing some work in Wash ing ton,
Ore gon, Idaho and Ari zona.

[b] FOR EIGN MIS SIONS.
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AMONG THE IN DI ANS. Since 1893 the synod has been do ing mis sion ary
work among the Apaches of the White Moun tain Reser va tion (Ari zona),
em ploy ing 4 mis sion ar ies, three in ter preters and an in struc tress, all be ing
en gaged in work at Globe, San Car los, Fort Apache and Cibecue, It has four
mis sion schools in which din ner is served free. For this mis sion the synod
raised $16,189 from 1911 to 1913. Pas tor G. Hard ers is su per in ten dent.

AMONG THE NE GROES: To gether with Mis souri, the Wis con sin Synod
since 1879 has been sup port ing a mis sion among ne groes ex tend ing over
Vir ginia, North Car olina. South Car olina, Mis sis sippi, Mis souri, llli nois and
Ar kan sas. In Greens boro, N. C, it helps to main tain a sem i nary with 55 stu- 
dents and at New Or leans a col lege with 26 schol ars.

[c] STA TIS TICS. Ac cord ing to lat est re ports (1914), Wis con sin has 319
pas tors, 365 con gre ga tions, 85 preach ing sta tions, 153,521 com mu ni cants,
118 teach ers, 80 women teach ers; 310 parish schools, 36,112 schol ars. In
the higher in sti tu tions of learn ing there are 300 stu dents and 15 teach ers. Its
col lec tions for mis sions amounted to $48,187, for con gre ga tional pur poses
$215,413. Its church prop erty is worth $1,500,000. Sy nod i cal pe ri od i cals:
“Gemein de blatt”. “The ol o gis che Ouar talschrift” and “North west ern
Lutheran”. The North west ern Pub lish ing House is lo cated at Mil wau kee,
Wis.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

PRES I DENT J. F. BAD ING was born No vem ber 24. 1824, at Rix dorf, near
Berlin. As a youth he read the words of the di vine com mand to preach and
bap tize in scribed over the door of a house. This caused him to be come a
min is ter. Re ceived in Berlin as a stu dent of the Mis sion House, he later
went to Her manns burg, Hanover, on ac count of rev o lu tion ary con di tions in
the capi tol. He came in con tact with the Rhen ish Mis sion ary So ci ety, and
was sent to Amer ica by the Lan gen berg So ci ety. Wel comed by Pres i dent
Muehlhaeuser, he re ceived his or di na tion Oc to ber 6, 1853. He raised the
doc tri nal stan dards of the synod, and be came one of the founders of the Wa- 
ter town sem i nary in the in ter est of which he started on a fund-rais ing trip
through Eu rope. He was pas tor at Calumet, Wis., 1853-1854; Theresa, Wis.,
1854-1860; Wa ter town, Wis., 1860-1868; Mil wau kee, Wis., 1868-1908;
Pres i dent of Wis con sin Synod, 1860-1864 and 1866-1889; Pres i dent of the
Syn od i cal Con fer ence, 1882-1912. He died May 24, 1913, aged 88.
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PROF. A. HOE NECKE, D. D., son of a su per in ten dent of a hos pi tal at Bran- 
den burg, Prus sia, was born Feb ru ary 25, 1835. At the sug ges tion of an
unchurchly mu sic mas ter, he stud ied the ol ogy at Halle un der Tholuck,
Mueller and Hupfeld, be ing en gaged at the same time as in struc tor in the
Franck ean In sti tute. Af ter hav ing passed his ex am i na tion pro can di datura,
he be came pri vate tu tor in the home of Von Wat ten wyl, near Bern in
Switzer land. In Sep tem ber, 1862, he placed his ser vices at the dis posal of
the Berlin Mis sion ary So ci ety, his at ten tion hav ing been called to the spir i- 
tual needs of Luther ans in Amer ica. He was or dained in the Magde burg
Cathe dral, and left Eu rope No vem ber 18, 1862. In Wis con sin he tem po rar- 
ily filled the place of Pres i dent Bad ing, and ac cepted a call to Farm ing ton,
Wis., in 1863. From 1866 to 1870 he was pro fes sor at the Wa ter town Sem i- 
nary and af ter wards pas tor of St. Matthew’s, Mil wau kee. From 1878 un til
his death (Jan u ary 3, 1908) he was pro fes sor of dog mat ics in the
Wauwatosa Sem i nary. On the 8th of Sep tem ber, 1903, he re ceived, on the
oc ca sion of his 25th an niver sary as the o log i cal pro fes sor, the D. D. de gree.
His main lit er ary work on Lutheran Dogma is be ing edited by his sons. He
was no doubt the most em i nent per son al ity in the his tory of the Wis con sin
Synod.

II. The Min ne sota Synod.

[1] ORI GIN AND OR GA NI ZA TION.
Af ter land val ues in Wis con sin had in creased with the grow ing in flux of

pop u la tion, the stream of Ger man and Scan di na vian im mi gra tion, largely
Lutheran, be gan to turn to Min ne sota, the at trac tive State of forests and
lakes. It seemed nat u ral that the Wis con sin Synod would take care of these
peo ple by es tab lish ing a dis trict synod. But al though Pas tor MOLD EHNKE49 by
his mis sion ary trips did a great deal to ward re liev ing the re li gious sit u a tion,
the Wis con sin Synod was hand i capped in any or ga nized ef fort by its many
and press ing de mands at home.50

The at ten tion of East ern syn ods was called to this promis ing field by
DR. W. A. PAS SA VANT, who, jour ney ing from Chicago to St. Paul (1856) by
way of La Crosse and Red Wing, aimed to es tab lish an Eng lish Lutheran
Church.51 Find ing the Ger man Luther ans pre dom i nant, he caused REV. C. F.
HEYER (§ 12, 2; § 20, 3), in spite of his ad vanced years, to be come pi o neer
mis sion ary of Min ne sota.
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The lat ter ar rived in St. Paul July 25, 1855, as an emis sary of the Home
Mis sion Board of the Gen eral Synod. In this city a Lutheran church (Trin- 
ity) had been pre vi ously founded (July 25, 1855) by F. W. Wier, a pupil of
Goss ner. Heyer who had or ga niz ing tal ents gath ered a num ber of cler gy men
(Thomp son, Malli son, Wier, Blumer, Brandt) and founded at St. Paul in the
sum mer of 1860 the Synod of Min ne sota. The largest min is te rial sup ply to
this synod came from ST. CHRISCHONA near Basel, a pil grims’ mis sion con- 
ducted by C. F. Spit tler.52

[2] CON FES SIONAL PO SI TION.
At first the synod ad hered to the DOC TRI NAL LAX ITY OF THE GEN ERAL

SYNOD, to which it be longed un til 1866. By a for mal recog ni tion of the Un- 
al tered Augs burg Con fes sion, it claimed the name of the great Re former,
while in re al ity it tol er ated the widest pos si ble in con sis tency be tween the- 
ory and prac tice. How ever, when Pres i dent J. H. SIEKER53 was ad mit ted into
the synod, the doc tri nal stan dard was greatly im proved. Dis cus sions with
Mis souri and a closer re la tion ship with Wis con sin helped to clear the at- 
mos phere. At a pri vate con fer ence, held at St. Paul, dur ing which PROF. S.
FRITSCHEL as sailed the doc tri nal po si tion of the Gen eral Synod, Min ne sota
changed its at ti tude. To day it is a mem ber of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, in
the found ing of which (1872) it took a prom i nent part.

[3] RE LA TION WITH THE GEN ERAL COUN CIL.
When in 1866 the Penn syl va nia Synod called all truly Lutheran syn ods

to a con fer ence at Read ing, Pa., the Min ne sota Synod was one of those
which helped to form the Gen eral Coun cil. But it soon learned, to its dis ap- 
point ment, that the Coun cil did not oc cupy a flaw less doc tri nal po si tion.
This be came ap par ent, when Pres i dent Sicker, upon the re quest of his
synod, ad dressed some QUES TIONS TO THE COUN CIL which forced the lat ter to
give an ex plicit ac count of the Pitts burg dec la ra tion (1869-1870). In the
name of the Min ne sota Synod Sieker re quested, in view of dis agree ments
within the Coun cil con cern ing the Four Points, an ex pla na tion of the fi nal
de ci sion ac cepted at Pitts burg. He wish to know:54

1. Whether heretics and fun da men tal er ror ists can be ad mit ted to our al tars as com mu- 
ni cants and into our pul pits as teach ers of con gre ga tions.
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2. Since the so-called dis tinc tive doc trines, by which doc tri nal op po si tion be tween the
Lutheran Church and other de nom i na tions is ex pressed, are fun da men tal, whether
the Gen eral Coun cil (in No. III, 1, and No. IV, 1, 2 of the dec la ra tions made at Pitts- 
burg) un der stood by “fun da men tal er ror ists” those who, with re gard to these dis tinc- 
tive doc trines, are not in har mony with the pure doc trine of the Word of God as it is
con fessed and taught in our Church.

The first ques tion was an swered in the af fir ma tive, in di cat ing that those dis- 
sent ing from Lutheran teach ing were not to have fel low ship of al tar and
pul pit. Re gard ing the sec ond ques tion, how ever, the Coun cil, while ad mit- 
ting that the “dis tinc tive doc trines” were of fun da men tal value and that
those not in ac cord with them were “fun da men tal er ror ists,” made a dis tinc- 
tion be tween ma li cious, per sis tent and in ten tional of fend ers and oth ers who
were erring un con sciously and through weak ness.55 The Min ne sota Synod,
re al iz ing that this luke warm po si tion would even tu ally lead to union ism,
sev ered its re la tion with the Gen eral Coun cil in 1871.

[4] STATE SYN ODS.
Rec og niz ing the dis ad van tage of dif fer ent syn ods si mul ta ne ously work- 

ing in the same state (though they be syn ods of the same doc tri nal po si tion),
the ques tion of state syn ods was un der dis cus sion for seven years. While a
part of the synod fa vored a change which would make it a dis trict synod of
Mis souri, the ma jor ity, dis ap prov ing of a num ber of syn ods in one State, de- 
cided for State syn ods. Pres i dent Sieker, al ways work ing to ward Mis souri,
was called to St. Matthew’s, New York, and Pres i dent A. Kuhn, be ing of a
dif fer ent opin ion, sub mit ted a propo si tion, worked out in con junc tion with
the Wis con sin Synod, which pre vented a MERGER WITH MIS SOURI.56 Min ne- 
sota was per mit ted to make use of the the o log i cal sem i nary main tained by
the Synod of Wis con sin, and the two syn ods FORMED THE GEN ERAL SYNOD.

[5] CON CERN ING PRE DES TI NA TION.
The con tro versy con cern ing pre des ti na tion, which shook the very foun- 

da tions of Amer i can Lutheranism in the early eight ies, also af fected the
Min ne sota Synod. With the ex cep tion of three pas tors and two con gre ga- 
tions, who with drew from the synod dur ing the con fer ence which was held
with the Wis con sin Synod at LA CROSSE in 1882, the min is terium de cided
that Ar ti cle XI of the For mula of Con cord did not per tain to a pre des ti na tion
in the larger, but in the nar rower sense of the term. Like other syn ods, Min- 
ne sota was strength ened in its doc tri nal po si tion by this con tro versy.

[6] DR. MAR TIN LUTHER COL LEGE.
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When the project of a Gen eral Sem i nary, closely al lied with the idea of
State syn ods, was fi nally aban doned, the synod looked fa vor ably to ward the
es tab lish ment of its own ed u ca tional in sti tu tion. The name “Dr. Mar tin
Luther Col lege,” ded i cated Nov. 10, 1884. was given to the NEW ULM in sti- 
tu tion, be cause the plan for its erec tion had been con ceived on the 400th an- 
niver sary of the birth of Luther. This in sti tu tion, at first merely an acad emy
and a pro-gym na sium, was later en larged by the ad di tion of a prac ti cal the o- 
log i cal sem i nary. The the o log i cal de part ment was aban doned, how ever, af- 
ter the union of the syn ods of Min ne sota and Wis con sin. The col lege, which
is now a teach ers’ sem i nary for the Gen eral Synod, has 9 pro fes sors and 111
schol ars.

CON CLU SION. The Min ne sota Synod con sists of 104 pas tors and pro fes- 
sors, 113 con gre ga tions, 50 preach ing sta tions and 25.547 com mu ni cants.

III. The Michi gan Synod.

[1] PRE LIM I NARY HIS TORY.
The set tle ment of Wuertem berg im mi grants57 in 1831, not far from the

present Ann Ar bor, meant the be gin ning of Lutheranism in the State of
Michi gan. Com ply ing with a re quest ad dressed to them, the BASEL MIS SION

sent a young man, Friedrich Schmid, a na tive of Wuertem berg, to min is ter
to these peo ple. Schmid, hav ing ar rived in De troit af ter a jour ney of eight
weeks, held the first Lutheran ser vice in Michi gan58 Au gust 18, 1833. When
later F. P. Schwabe and J. H. Mann ar rived, the first Michi gan synod, called
the Mis sion Synod, was founded and or ga nized.

[2] LOEHE’S MIS SION AR IES.
Some mis sion ar ies sent out by Loehe united with this synod. Neuen det- 

tel sau jus ti fied such a step, be cause the Michi gan Synod had al ready
planned to ex tend its work to the In di ans. Con vinced that this was an op por- 
tu nity for com bin ing home and for eign mis sions, by hav ing the Gospel
preached to the hea then by con gre ga tions sur round ing them, Loehe placed
his In dian mis sion, founded by F. A. Crae mer, un der the con trol of the
Michi gan Synod.59 But CON FES SIONAL CON TRO VER SIES soon dis turbed this re la- 
tion. While the Michi gan Synod rec og nized the Lutheran Sym bols,60 it per- 
mit ted com mon ser vices for Lutheran and Re formed con gre ga tions, and did
not ob ject to the com mu nion for mula of the Prus sian Union, When Pas tor
Dumser, who re jected the Lutheran point of view, was made mis sion ary to
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the In di ans over the protest of Loehe’s dis ci ples. Pas tors Hattstaedt, Crae- 
mer, Lochner and Traut mann, by a solemn doc u men tary state ment,61 with- 
drew from the Michi gan Synod (June 25, 1846). which shortly af ter wards
ceased to ex ist (cf. § 22, 3).

[3] OR GA NI ZA TION AND CON FES SIONAL PO SI TION.
With the growth of con gre ga tions Schmid con ceived the plan of a new

or ga ni za tion, and com mu ni cated with In spec tor Josen hans of the Basel
Mis sion rel a tive to a synod of Michi gan mod eled af ter the doc tri nal stan- 
dards of Wuertem berg. Thus on Dec. 10, 1860 the SEC OND MICHI GAN SYNOD

was founded at De troit with eight pas tors un der the pres i dency of Schmid.
Two emis saries from Basel, Stephan Kling mann and Chris tian L. Eber hardt,
laid a solid DOC TRI NAL FOUN DA TION, the na ture of which may be judged by
the fol low ing state ment: “The Ev. Luth. Synod of Michi gan ob li gates it self
to all the canon i cal books of both the Old and New Tes ta ments, as the sole
rule and stan dard of faith and life, and to all the books of our Ev. Luth.
Church as the true in ter pre ta tion of Holy Scrip ture.”62

[4] UNION WITH THE GEN ERAL COUN CIL.
Hop ing to se cure a bet ter min is te rial sup ply by join ing some larger

church or ga ni za tion, the Michi gan Synod united with the Gen eral Coun cil
in 1867. At that time there was no Ger man the o log i cal sem i nary within this
body, and the Coun cil pro posed to as sist Michi gan by en cour ag ing the stu- 
dents from KROPP (§ 20, 1) to take up work in the Michi gan Synod.63 Michi- 
gan ob jected to the AKRON DEC LA RA TION (§ 18, 1) adopted by the Gen eral
Coun cil, and pre ferred the sim pler Gales burg Rule.64 It re mained in this at ti- 
tude of protest un til 1888, when the con ven tion of the Gen eral Coun cil was
held at Zion’s Church, MON ROE (a parish con nected with the Michi gan
Synod), where two of the Coun cil’s pas tors oc cu pied Pres by te rian pul pits.
Since all protests proved fu tile, the re la tion of the two syn ods, which had
ex tended over a pe riod of 20 years, was ter mi nated.

[5] UNION WITH THE GEN ERAL SYNOD AND THE SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCE.
Af ter with draw ing from the Gen eral Coun cil, the Michi gan Synod aimed

to unite with the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. This plan was car ried out in 1891,
af ter Michi gan, to gether with Min ne sota and Wis con sin, had founded the
Gen eral Synod. In 1891 Pres i dent C. A. Led erer and Di rec tor F. Hu ber went
to Min ne sota in be half of their synod to con fer con cern ing a prospec tive
field for mis sion ary ac tiv ity. On this oc ca sion they met of fi cers of the Min- 
ne sota Synod, who con tem plated a new or ga ni za tion for con cen trated ef- 
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forts in the North ern field. Michi gan, de sirous of strength en ing its in flu ence
and feel ing the need of a more thor ough train ing of its min is ters, par tic i- 
pated in the move ment. Del e gates were sent to a con ven tion, held at Mil- 
wau kee, April 21, 1891, where pre lim i nar ies were ar ranged for the prospec- 
tive or ga ni za tion of the Gen eral Synod. Here it was agreed that be fore
Michi gan should unite with Wis con sin and Min ne sota, it should first be- 
come a mem ber of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. This was done in the sum mer
of 1892 at the reg u lar con ven tion of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. Dur ing the
fol low ing fall the Gen eral Synod was founded and or ga nized.

[6] DI VI SION AND FOUND ING OF THE MICHI GAN DIS TRICT.
In con se quence of this union with the Gen eral Synod, the sem i nary at

Sag i naw was trans formed into a gym na sium. This caused a DI VI SION in the
synod. The ma jor ity, fa vor ing the re ten tion as a the o log i cal sem i nary of the
Sag i naw in sti tu tion, sus pended the mi nor ity of 10 op pos ing them. The lat ter
or ga nized the dis trict-synod of Michi gan and con tin ued to ful fill their obli- 
ga tions to ward the Syn od i cal Con fer ence and the Gen eral Synod.

[7] UNION WITH THE AUGS BURG SYNOD.
Af ter with draw ing from the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, the Michi gan Synod

united with the Augs burg Synod in 1897. The lat ter was merely a Con fer- 
ence, ex tend ing over a num ber of States, of some in de pen dent con gre ga- 
tions. It was soon dis cov ered that the doc tri nal po si tion of these two bod ies
was al to gether in com pat i ble, and in 1900 their re la tion ship ceased.

[8]. AD JUST MENT OF DIF FER ENCES AND PRESENT STA TUS.
Thus iso lated, the Michi gan Synod con sid ered a re turn to the Syn od i cal

Con fer ence, and, af ter hav ing with drawn the sus pen sion of the mi nor ity, de- 
cided for the RE UNION. The synod has at present 43 pas tors and pro fes sors,
51 con gre ga tions. 8,290 com mu ni cants and 2,670 vot ing mem bers.

IV. The Dis trict Synod Of Ne braska.

Eleven pas tors of the Wis con sin Synod, re sid ing in Ne braska, met at
St. John’s Church, Firth, Au gust 29, 1901, for the pur pose of with draw ing
from the mother synod and of form ing an in de pen dent dis trict. To avoid
mis un der stand ings as to the power of the Pres i dent rel a tive to the new or ga- 
ni za tion, the daugh ter-synod was ad vised to unite as an in de pen dent body
with the Wis con sin, Min ne sota and Michi gan Syn ods. Thus the Ger man Ev.
Luth. Dis trict Synod of Ne braska was or ga nized, Aug. 25, 1904. Dur ing the
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fol low ing year it united with the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. It is par tic u larly ac- 
tive in its mis sion ary work, which ex tends to South Dakota. Ac cord ing to
lat est sta tis tics it has 21 min is ters, 3 teach ers, 22 con gre ga tions, 14 preach- 
ing sta tions, 800 vot ing mem bers and 1,600 com mu ni cants. Dur ing the past
year it raised $40,210 for cur rent ex penses and $25,725 for syn od i cal pur- 
poses.

§ 26. The Slo vak Synod.

This is a small body con sist ing of 23 pas tors, 59 con gre ga tions and 8,000
com mu ni cants. It was founded in 1906 by pas tors who had ar rived from
Hun gary and oth ers who had been trained in Mis souri in sti tu tions or had
come out of the Mis souri Synod. They served Slo vak con gre ga tions, or ga- 
nized a dis trict and united with the Syn od i cal Con fer ence. Ad di tional min is- 
ters from Hun gary ar rived later, some of them tak ing a the o log i cal course in
Mis souri sem i nar ies. The ma jor ity of the pas tors are be ing trained in the
sem i nary at Spring field, Ill., where for a time a Slo vak pro fes sor was a
mem ber of the fac ulty.

NOTE: Here closes the con tri bu tion of the Rev. O. En gel.

§ 27. Prac tice of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence.

[1] In the mat ter of CHURCH POLITY the lo cal con gre ga tion holds supreme au- 
thor ity. The synod, be ing a hu man and not a di vine in sti tu tion, and ex ist ing
merely for prac ti cal rea sons, is the vol un tary con fer ence of con gre ga tional
rep re sen ta tives. En ti tled to vote are only pas tors and lay men who speak for
a con gre ga tion. Pas tors emer iti, pro fes sors and syn od i cal of fi cers have
merely ad vi sory power. But even the synod, prop erly con sti tuted by rep re- 
sen ta tives of con gre ga tions, is only an ad vi sory or ga ni za tion.65 “No syn od i- 
cal de cree is bind ing… it be comes so only, af ter the in di vid ual con gre ga tion
by a for mal res o lu tion has adopted and rat i fied it. Should a con gre ga tion
find a syn od i cal res o lu tion in com pat i ble with the Word of God or con trary
to the prin ci ples of ex pe di ency, it has a right to ig nore or re ject it” (Grosse,
Dis tinc tive Doc trines, p. 131). Again: “The synod has no pow.er to call
min is ters or to de pose them. This is prop erly the func tion of the con gre ga- 
tion. An in di vid ual con gre ga tion may trans fer its right to a syn od i cal pres i- 
dent or to a the o log i cal fac ulty, in call ing a pas tor or in the trial of min is ters,
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but the de ci sion of a pos si ble de po si tion be longs to the ju ris dic tion of the
lo cal con gre ga tion” (Grosse, p. 132). How ever, a con gre ga tion, not re spect- 
ing a syn od i cal res o lu tion per tain ing to THE CON FES SION OF FAITH, would be
ex com mu ni cated, be cause it is the cri te rion of the or tho dox church, “to ex- 
er cise rigid dis ci pline against those who in doc trine and life de vi ate from
the true faith” (Grosse, p. 126). Thus the in de pen dence of lo cal con gre ga- 
tions in cludes only non-es sen tial points, such as cer e monies, man age ment
of prop erty, of fer ings, con gre ga tional cus toms, etc. The same ap plies to the
trial of a min is ter whose life and teach ing do not har mo nize with the Word
of God. Should the con gre ga tion fail to act against him, both pas tor and
flock would be duly ex com mu ni cated.

[2] DOC TRI NAL DIS CI PLINE. Who ever dis agrees with any doc tri nal state- 
ment of the synod, whether per tain ing to fun da men tal or pe riph er i cal is sues,
will be ex cluded from syn od i cal fel low ship.

[3] Equally con sis tent is its at ti tude to ward UNION ISM. Ab so lute har mony
in all mat ters of doc trine is re quired for or ganic co op er a tion. “Open ques- 
tions” (§ 23) are not rec og nized, un less they be ques tions like this: “Was the
world cre ated on a Sun day or on a Mon day?” Even apart from or ganic
union, all pul pit and al tar fel low ship with those dif fer ing in the slight est de- 
tail, is not per mis si ble. Be cause Loehe did not agree with Mis souri con cern- 
ing the doc trine of the min istry, he was forced to sever his re la tion ship.
How rigidly con sis tent Mis souri’s at ti tude is ap pears from the fact that dur- 
ing any doc tri nal con fer ences be tween Ohio and Mis souri, a com mon
prayer is con sid ered sin ful union ism, inas much as there are doc tri nal dif fer- 
ences con cern ing pre des ti na tion and con ver sion.

[4] SE CRET SO CI ETIES. Against all lodges, and es pe cially those with re li- 
gious pro fes sions, Mis souri takes an un com pro mis ing stand. Grosse (p. 55)
gives the rea sons for this at ti tude, no tably the fol low ing:

In the lodge it is re quired to frat er nize with Jews, hea then, in fi dels and athe ists.

It is a duty to bury all lodge mem bers as if they were saved. No Chris tian can join in lodge
prayers oflFered dur ing the meet ings or at fu neral ser vices, be cause they are not ad dressed
to the tri une God nor to Je sus Christ, but rather to a fan cied idol.
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While the lodges are no re li gious so ci eties, they have re li gious ten den cies. They would
make men bet ter with out Christ. Their prayers, con sti tu tions and speeches prove that they
deny the to tal de prav ity of man. They only recog ni ize moral ity and their moral ity in no
sense ex ceeds that of the pa gan.

There are lodge mem bers in cer tain Mis souri con gre ga tions, es pe cially in
larger cities, but when ever a con flict arises be tween them and other mem- 
bers of the con gre ga tion, they are in vari ably ex com mu ni cated.

[5] It is a praise wor thy prac tice of the Syn od i cal Con fer ence that it
frowns on all WORLDLY AMUSE MENTS in con nec tion with the church. It does
not re sort to fairs, bazars, en ter tain ments and par ties or other worldly means
of rais ing church funds. It has no use for Santa Clans, nor any un de vo tional
per for mances in the sanc tu ary.

[6] Care of PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS. Be ing con vinced that the State has no
busi ness to teach re li gion, not even to en cour age prayers or Bible read ings
in the schools and con sid er ing the Sun day-school ut terly in ad e quate for re- 
li gious in struc tion, 1) be cause of the lim ited time, 2) be cause of in com pe- 
tent teach ers, the Syn od i cal Con fer ence main tains parochial schools, which
are con ducted by the pas tors or by trained in struc tors. A con gre ga tion in
Chicago has nine reg u larly em ployed teach ers and 929 schol ars. The morn- 
ing recita tions are in Ger man, the af ter noon stud ies in Eng lish. The course
pro vides for one hour daily of Bib li cal his tory and one hour of cat e chism.

1. Ac cord ing to the sta tis tics of 1914, it has 2,928 min is ters, 4,634 con- 
gre ga tions and preach ing sta tions, and 765,598 com mu ni cants.↩ 

2. From 1888 to 1911 the Eng lish Mis souri Synod was a sep a rate unit of
the Syn od i cal Con fer ence, but has now been merged into the Mis souri
Synod.↩ 

3. In or der to un der stand how Walther had been able to join Stephan, it
must be borne in mind that he, as well as the ma jor ity of the min is ters
and can di dates, lived at so great a dis tance from Dres den that a just es- 
ti mate of Stephan was hardly to be ex pected of them. In Walther’s
pres ence Stephan had al ways felt un com fort able. He called Walther his
Ju das. The fol low ing in ci dent may be added as bear ing on the psy- 
choIoRv of the case. Rudel bach pro posed to sug gest Walther’s name
for the po si tion of pri vate tu tor, but made this of fer con di tional on
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Walther’s re nounc ing Stephan. Walther replied: “Shall I desert a man
who saved my soul?” Rudel bach re sponded: “No, dear Walther, you
need not desert him; con tinue your as so ci a tion in the name of God; but
guard against idol iz ing a man.”↩ 

4. In this way the con gre ga tion learned to know him, and thus, later on,
called him as the suc ces sor of Haes bart.↩ 

5. It first ap peared in the “Eri ai iger Zeit schrift fuer Protes tantismus,” and
was af ter ward reprinted in pam phlet form.↩ 

6. The sub stance of this pam phlet, which clearly re veals Wyneken’s mis- 
sion ary zeal, is given by Fritschel, Vol. II, pp. 130-138. A num ber of
char ac ter is tic anec dotes of Pas tor Wyneken are re cited on pages 620-
630 of Dr. Mor ris’s “Fifty Years in the Lutheran Min istry.”↩ 

7. To Fritschcl helungs the credit of hav ing clearly ex hib ited, on the ba sis
of the re ports which Loehe pub lished in “Kirch liche Mit teilun gen aus
und ue ber Amerika” for the years 1843-1847, the im por tant part which
Loehe took in the or ga ni za tion of the strict Lutheran syn ods of Amer- 
ica, es pe cially of the Mis souri Synod, which hail such an un ex am pled
growth.↩ 

8. Dr. Scha ef fer was also pro fes sor in the sem i nary of the Gen eral Synod
at Get tys burg, Pa., from 1857 to 1864, and in that of the Gen eral
Coun cil at Phil a del phia from 1864 to 1879.↩ 

9. When Loehe founded the first of his colonies in Michi gan, hi.i pur pose
was to work among the In di ans. This mis sion, be gun by Crae mer and
con tin ued by Baier lein, is ad mirably de scribed by the lat ter in his book
en ti tled, “Im Ur wald bci den Roten In di an ern;” also in Fritschcls “Die
In di aner Mis sion in Michi gan,” a part of his Ger man “His tory of the
Lutheran Church in Amer ica,” pp. 198-217.↩ 

10. These last two names re call the rup ture be tween the Mis souri Synod
and Loehe (§ 28, 2), and the sub se quent found ing of the Iowa Synod (§
29. 1).↩ 

11. See § 27, 1, con cern ing: the prin ci ples of this con sti tu tion.↩ 

12. Stu dents from Neuen det tel sau were con tin u ally sent to Fort Wayne.↩ 

13. Wyneken, Sih ler, Fick, Siev ers, Roebbe len, Crae mer, Brohm. Buenger,
Fuer bringer, Lochner, Kehl.↩ 

14. We should men tion two other schools which, be tween 1860 and 1870,
sup plied stu dents for the Mis souri Synod. Prof. Fuer bringer says:
“Walther, at his sec ond visit to Ger many, con ferred with Pas tor Brunn
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of Nas sau con cern ing a Ger man pro-sem i nary where stu dents might be
pre pared for Amer i can in sti tu tions. Brunn agreed, and, though he had
only lim ited means, pro duced as ton ish ing re sults. The in sti tu tion was
opened in 1861 and closed in 1878. Dur ing this brief time it fur nished
our synod with 200 young men, who stud ied at Fort Wayne or at Ad di- 
son or at the Prac ti cal Sem i nary and be came pas tors and teach ers.
Brunn did not ter mi nate his ac tiv ity along this line un til the need
ceased to be press ing. Read his ‘Monthly’ and the notes from his life.
Theodore Harms has also helped in this re spect. Since 1866 he has sent
a num ber of young men who were ei ther com pletely trained in his
Mis sion House or grad u ated to our Amer i can in sti tu tions. On the other
hand, help was sent from this coun try for the sup port of the Her manns- 
burg Mis sion. Harms helped dif fer ent syn ods for fif teen years. On ac- 
count of dis agree ments, es pe cially con cern ing the doc trine of pre des ti- 
na tion, this re la tion ship ceased. The three vol umes of Hac cius’ ’His- 
tory of Mis sions” give some facts bear ing on this cir cum stance, which,
how ever, are not al ways re li able."↩ 

15. Hauck, R. E. 14, 198↩ 

16. Among these, C. Hochstel ter, who wrote a his tory of the Mis souri
Synod.↩ 

17. A mis sion among ne groes is part of the prac ti cal work, un der taken in
com mon.↩ 

18. An ac tual sep a ra tion did not take place un til 1887, when the op po nents
of the Mis souri doc trine of pre des ti na tion founded a sem i nary at
North field, Minn., un der the lead er ship of Prof. F. A. Schmidt, the vig- 
or ous pro tag o nist of Dr. Walther.↩ 

19. Syn od i cal Re port, p. 17,↩ 

20. Idem, p. 20.↩ 

21. Mueller, p. 158, 28.↩ 

22. Later on this state ment was ex pressly re pu di ated by the Buf falo
Synod.↩ 

23. It is true, Luther, in writ ing to the Bo hemi ans, ad vises them to choose
and or dain their own min is ters, con ced ing to them this right on the ba- 
sis of the spir i tual priest hood. He availed him self of this priv i lege
when he claimed the right of or di na tion hith erto vested only in the
bish ops. But this method was ne ces si tated by the cir cum stances of the
time (see Smal cald Art., p. 341, 60-72, 79). That Luther’s let ter to the
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Bo hemi ans presents only one side of his views may be seen from what
he writes at other places con cern ing self-ap pointed spir i tual ad vis ers.↩ 

24. See “Luther aner,” Vol. X, p. 193: “If you fi nally de mand from us that
we should in ter pret our no ble con fes sions ac cord ing to the Scrip tures,
we can not as good Luther ans com ply with such a de mand: in fact, we
are sur prised that you as Luther ans should ask for such a thing: for as
Luther ans we al ready pos sess in our con fes sions the pure sense and
unadul ter ated in ter pre ta tion of the di vine Word. And we would have to
re fer to the Scrip tures only in case of ar gu ments with non-Luther ans,
who still might doubt the ab so lute scrip tural ness of our con fes sions, or
in case that any in ter pre ta tion of the con fes sions were un in tel li gi ble;
but this is not the case.”↩ 

25. This char ac ter is tic is found in the Wis con sin “Quar talschrift,” in a se- 
ries of ar ti cles signed by Pro fes sors Koehler, Au gus tus Pieper and Di- 
rec tor Schaller.↩ 

26. “Noth ing is to be treated as an open ques tion which God has clearly
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8. In de pen dent Syn ods.

§ 28. The Joint Synod of Ohio.

I. Ori gin and Growth of the Ohio Synod.

The State of Ohio was ad mit ted into the Union in 1802, and as early as
1805 itin er ant preach ers of the Penn syl va nia Synod (§ 5, 3) be gan to gather
the nu mer ous Luther ans em i grat ing at that time from Penn syl va nia and Vir- 
ginia. The coun ties of Fair field, Terry, Pick away, Mont gomery, Stark, and
Jef fer son es pe cially were thickly set tled with Ger mans. The first two
preach ers in the held were George Forster and Jo hannes Stauch. In Oc to ber
1818, the Ohio Con fer ence was re in forced by ten ad di tional cler gy men, of
whom PAUL HENKEL, the great-grand son of Ger hard Henkel (§ 16), was the
most em i nent. The Ohio Con fer ence, now a part of the Penn syl va nia Synod,
met an nu ally. But as it had no right to or dain min is ters, but merely to li- 
cense them, and as the jour ney to the “Mother Synod” nec es sary for or di na- 
tion was too long and ex pen sive, it asked for per mis sion to found a min is- 
terium of its own. This re quest be ing granted, it OR GA NIZED IT SELF into a
SYNOD SEPT. 14, 1818, AT SOM ER SET, OHIO, which at its eighth con ven tion
chose the name, “The Evan gel i cal Lutheran Synod of Ohio and Ad join ing
States.” This synod adopted the “pro posed plan” ( §§ 7. 12) in 1819, but
when, in 1820, it learned that the New York Min is terium and the Synod of
North Car olina had re fused to join in the move ment, it de cided to re main
in de pen dent. It took the same stand in 1822. In the lat ter case its del e gates
to the Gen eral Synod, though elected, were not sent, be cause the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod had an nounced its with drawal.

THE PAS TORS en gaged in the mis sion ary held of Ohio were ei ther sup plied
by the Penn syl va nia Synod or had re ceived their train ing un der min is ters in
Ohio. Now and then a can di date ar rived from Ger many. As many Luther ans
came from the East ern States, a ten dency to ward a tran si tion to the Eng lish
was soon dis cernible. Ev ery ef fort was made to re tain the Ger man by or ga- 
niz ing Ger man-Eng lish and Eng lish con gre ga tions. In 1828 plans were pro- 
posed for the found ing of a THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NARY for Ohio. The lack of
min is ters was keenly felt, and the task of sup ply ing va cant charges was
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reach ing di men sions be yond the pos si bil i ties of the small num ber of min is- 
ters. Dur ing this year Wil helm Schmidt, a can di date from Halle, was sent to
Ohio by the Penn syl va nia Synod. He de clared him self will ing (1830) to
start the new sem i nary, and sub mit ted a course of stud ies which was ap- 
proved. In the fall of 1830 the sem i nary was founded un der his lead er ship
in the par son age at Can ton, Ohio, and was at tended by two stu dents. In
1831 it was trans ferred to Colum bus. The same year the synod was di vided
into an East ern and a West ern dis trict, to which in 1836 an Eng lish dis trict
was added.

Af ter the death of Schmidt in 1839 (at the age of 33), Dr. Demme, of
Phil a del phia, was cho sen as his suc ces sor. As Demme de clined, Pas tor C. F.
SCHA EF FER (Hager stown, Md.) took charge of the Eng lish de part ment and
(in 1841) Pas tor FRIED. WIN KLER (Newark, N. J.) of the Ger man de part ment.
The lat ter, while vis it ing with Pas tor Stohlmann, of New York, met two
young men who had just ar rived from Ger many (Ernst and Burger), and
pre vailed on them to go with him to Colum bus. In this way a re la tion ship
was es tab lished with the Fa ther land and the mis sion ary en ter prise of PAS TOR

W. LOEHE. Al though in 1840 the Eng lish Dis trict of Ohio united with the
Gen eral Synod, there still re mained in the synod a large num ber of Ger man
and Eng lish-Ger man con gre ga tions. The in flux of Ger man stu dents and
can di dates in creased the con fes sional party of the Ohio clergy. DR. W. SIH- 
LER be came the leader of the con ser va tives, who ob jected to the un-
Lutheran method of li cens ing min is ters, to the union ized com mu nion ser- 
vice (“Christ says,” etc) im ported from the Gen eral Synod, and the fact that
not all the Lutheran con fes sions were adopted. They de manded a change in
these fea tures. Says Pas tor Lehmann later on: “They were right in their po- 
si tion; but we could have co op er ated with them ten years sooner, had they
acted dif fer ently in their de mands.” Their just de mands were re fused, and
they with drew from the synod.

This ac tion, to gether with con tin ued at tacks on the part of cham pi ons of
the so-called “Amer i can Lutheranism,” caused the synod to place it self
more and more un com pro mis ingly on a con fes sional ba sis. Pas tors
LEHMANN AND LOY, who had grown up with the synod and were held in
great es teem, took a lead ing part in this mat ter. An ever-in creas ing im mi- 
gra tion from Ger many and the strong Lutheranism of its great ri val, the
MIS SOURI SYNOD, also in flu enced Ohio to de clare, two years af ter the with- 
drawal of the Loehe party, its un con di tional ad her ence to all the Lutheran
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Sym bols (1847). With the grow ing use ful ness of the sem i nary, the in flux of
the o log i cal can di dates from Ger many and the ab sorp tion of the lit tle In di- 
anapo lis Synod, the Ohio Synod grew rapidly. In the early fifties (1855,
1856, 1857 and 1858) it held a num ber of con fer ences with Mis souri, and
thus the in flu ence of Mis souri in creased.

When in 1866 the “Mother Synod” in vited all syn ods sub scrib ing to the
Lutheran Sym bols to form the GEN ERAL COUN CIL, Ohio ap proved of the pro- 
jected con sti tu tion; but it charged its del e gates not to unite with the new or- 
ga ni za tion, un less that body would de clare its at ti tude con cern ing the “FOUR

POINTS,” namely, al tar fel low ship, pul pit fel low ship, se cret so ci eties and
Chil iasm. As the Gen eral Coun cil re fused to do this and as, more over, the
ENG LISH OHIO DIS TRICT was ad mit ted to the new or ga ni za tion, Ohio de clined
to unite with it. Mis souri mean while (1866) rec og nized Ohio as an or tho dox
body, and planned the found ing of the SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCE in whose de- 
lib er a tions Ohio took part (1871). It is not dif fi cult to trace Mis souri’s in flu- 
ence in Ohio’s syn od i cal dis cus sions. Ohio stood ready to sac ri fice its iden- 
tity and its sem i nary to a gen eral gen uinely Lutheran synod. This FA VORITE

PROJECT OF WALTHER might have suc ceeded, had it not been for the at ti tude
of the Wis con sin Synod. In 1877 Ohio in structed the board of its col lege to
con fer the de gree of D. D. on Walther, and in 1880 called Frank, a Mis- 
sourian, in pref er ence to Prof. F. W. Stell horn, as suc ces sor to Lehman (suf- 
fer ing with can cer). When the con tro versy con cern ing PRE DES TI NA TION re- 
sulted in Loy’s sid ing with Prof. F. A. SCHMIDT, Frank re signed, and STELL- 
HORN, who had vig or ously op posed Walther at Chicago, was called in his
place. At Wheel ing (1881) the synod took a stand against Mis souri, and
with drew from the Syn od i cal Con fer ence.

Dur ing the fol low ing years OHIO GREW very rapidly, largely be cause the
con tro versy with Mis souri had opened for it the West ern and the North west- 
ern ter ri tory, where some men and churches had with drawn from Mis souri
and had joined the Ohio Synod as a new dis trict. Soon the prac ti cal de part- 
ment of the Colum bus Sem i nary was trans ferred to Afton (later to St. Paul).

In the course of time, es pe cially through neigh bor ing spheres of work,
Ohio and IOWA came into touch with each other. As early as 1883 Prof. Got- 
tfried Fritschel ar ranged for a pri vate con fer ence be tween the lead ers of
these two syn ods, but ap par ently with out re sult. In 1893 a col lo quium took
place in Michi gan City, Ind., where cer tain the ses were adopted rel a tive to
Iowa’s doc tri nal po si tion. These the ses, how ever, did not fully sat isfy ei ther
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Ohio and Iowa; they led to a sec ond col lo quium (1908). held in Toledo,
Ohio, where the ses were adopted which proved ac cept able to all con cerned.
Ohio and Iowa main tain church fel low ship, al though Iowa’s re la tion to the
Gen eral Coun cil is not al to gether to Ohio’s lik ing.

[2] SYN OD I CAL CON TRO VER SIES.
[a] AGAINST UNION ISM. The Ohio Synod, be ing a CHILD OF THE TIME,

emerged only by a slow de vel op ment from a luke warm Lutheranism to a
rigid con fes sion al ism. It was a child of that time, and shared the doc tri nal
po si tion of the “Mother-Synod” (§ 8, 2), whence it re ceived its min is te rial
sup ply. While it did not take part in the form ing of the Gen eral Synod, it re- 
frained from do ing so, not on ac count of the doc tri nal scru ples which de- 
terred Ten nes see, but be cause it did not feel the need of a gen eral or ga ni za- 
tion. Al though the “pro posed plan” was ac cept able to Ohio, it did not join
the move ment be cause it learned that not all syn ods would join the new
body. In 1823 res o lu tions were adopted in fa vor of such a union, but the
mat ter was not con sum mated, be cause it was learned that the Penn syl va nia
Synod was about to with draw. Ohio shared the am bi gu ity of the time. As
late as 1839 it was will ing to unite with the Re formed. But the doc tri nal
STRUG GLE be tween “Amer i can Lutheranism,” ad vo cat ing the NEW MEA SURES,
on the one hand, and a more pos i tive wing, on the other, clar i fied the at mos- 
phere for a health ier point of view. This con flict caused the WITH DRAWAL OF

THE ENG LISH DIS TRICT (§ 9, 1) and its sub se quent union with the Gen eral
Synod. Thus the Eng lish work had to be re sumed by the con ser va tive el e- 
ment. This was dif fi cult, be cause the Eng lish speak ing clergy were gen er- 
ally tainted with “Amer i can Lutheranism,” while the Ger man and the Ger- 
man-Eng lish con gre ga tions held to a more con ser va tive po si tion. The syn- 
od i cal records bear wit ness to this strug gle which, in its con fes sional ten- 
den cies, was re in forced by the in flu ences of Loehe and his fol low ers. THE

ENG LISH CLERGY WITH DREW AGAIN in 1855. and united with the Gen eral
Synod as a sep a rate dis trict. This oc curred a THIRD TIME, when the Eng lish
Dis trict be came a part of the Gen eral Coun cil. But these re peated with- 
drawals of the Eng lish el e ments STRENGTH ENED THE DOC TRI NAL PO SI TION of the
Ohio Synod. In op po si tion to the Gen eral Synod, it de clared in 1848 for al- 
le giance to all the Sym bol i cal Books. It drew in spi ra tion from con fer ences
with Mis souri (1854-1858). When the GEN ERAL COUN CIL was or ga nized
(1866). Ohio de clared its ap proval of the doc tri nal plat form adopted by it.
but in sisted that the o ret i cal cor rect ness should be fol lowed by a con sis tent
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prac tice (the “FOUR POINTS”). The Gen eral Coun cil’s un will ing ness to com- 
ply with this re quest caused Ohio to drift to ward Mis souri, which synod
rec og nized Ohio’s po si tion as or tho dox 1868).

[b] The op po si tion of the Ohio Synod against SE CRET SO CI ETIES is all the
more note wor thy be cause this synod, be ing largely com posed of mem bers
of East ern syn ods who had moved to the West, was con fronted with the
prob lem of lodges much more se ri ously than syn ods deal ing with im mi- 
grants from the old coun try. The mat ter was first dis cussed in 1852 by the
con fer ence of the West ern Dis trict, and since that has been re peat edly dealt
with1

[c] Against MIS SOURI’S DOC TRINE OF PRE DES TI NA TION. As has been said,
with con fes sion al ism in the Ohio Synod, came closer re la tions with Mis- 
souri. When the Syn od i cal Con fer ence was or ga nized in 1872, Ohio par tic i- 
pated in the move ment, and was even will ing to sur ren der its iden tity to this
body in case other syn ods would do like wise. But ten years af ter wards it
with drew from the Syn od i cal Con fer ence (Wheel ing, W. Va., 1881), be- 
cause it ob jected to Walther’s the ory of elec tion. 119 Ohio min is ters voted
for and 19 against with drawal. While the ma jor ity of the lat ter joined Mis- 
souri, Ohio was strength ened by the op po nents of the Mis sourian doc trine
in Min ne sota, Wis con sin and Mis souri.2

The dif fer ence be tween Mis souri and Ohio may be sum ma rized in the
fol low ing FOUR POINTS:

[1] Ohio teaches that God’s de cree of elec tion is none other than the uni- 
ver sal coun sel of grace re vealed in the Gospel: “He that be lieveth and is
bap tized shall be saved.” Mis souri, on the con trary, as serts that there are
two en tirely dis tinct de crees, be tween which an anal ogy is not even to be
looked for.

[2] Ohio teaches that the con ver sion of men and their preser va tion in the
faith are the re sult of the gen eral benev o lent will, and not of the de cree of
elec tion, if the lat ter word is taken in its nar row est sense; that elec tion, in
the fore knowl edge of God, pre sup poses faith; and that God elected IN TU ITU

FIDEI. Mis souri, on the con trary, main tains that from the gen eral benev o lent
will there could at best re sult only a tem po rary faith; that a stead fast and re- 
ally sav ing faith can flow only from elec tion; and that God elects UNTO faith.

[3] Mis souri fur ther main tains that the rea son why God has not elected
all men, or why He has elected some and not oth ers, is an un fath omable
mys tery; and that there fore it is im pos si ble to har mo nize the doc trine of
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pre des ti na tion with the uni ver sal prom ises of the Gospel. Ohio, on the other
hand, main tains that we have here not a the o log i cal, but an an thro po log i cal
or psy cho log i cal mys tery; that the rea son why God has cho sen only a few is
re vealed, and is found in the fact that the ma jor ity of men will fully and per- 
sis tently re sist His Holy Spirit; but why among hu man be ings who are all
alike to tally cor rupt, some thus re sist and oth ers do not — this is some thing
which we can not ex plain.

[4] Mis souri charges Ohio with hold ing a syn er gis tic view of con ver sion,
be cause the lat ter de nies that God has de cided by an ab so lute de cree who
and how many “shall and must be lieve,” and thus leaves the de ci sion,
whether he will be lieve or not to man. Ohio stren u ously re pels the charge
on the ground that it teaches that con ver sion from be gin ning to end is the
work of the Holy Spirit, and that man can do noth ing to pro mote it, though
he can hin der it. It claims that the con trary doc trine im plies an ir re sistible
grace in con ver sion.

It be came clear at the in ter syn od i cal con fer ences (1903-4) that be tween
the two par ties there was a DIF FER ENCE OF VIEW WITH RE GARD TO THE ANAL OGY

OF FAITH. Ohio as serted that we dare teach noth ing con cern ing the de cree of
elec tion in the nar rower sense which would con flict with the gen eral benev- 
o lent will of God; that is, which ould be con trary to the anal ogy of faith,
and which would fail to har mo nize with the other pas sages of Scrip ture
which treat of our sal va tion. Mis souri as serted that there need not be be- 
tween the dif fer ent doc trines of Scrip ture a har mony rec og niz able by the
the olo gian, be cause the ar ti cles of faith are not some thing sub jec tive, but
some thing ob jec tive; and that, if the pas sages treat ing of the spe cial de cree
of elec tion state some thing which we can not har mo nize with those pas sages
which treat of the gen eral benev o lent will, we must take our rea son cap tive,
ac cept the doc trine nev er the less, and say, “Speak, Lord, for Thy ser vant
heareth.” The cri te rion for the cor rect in ter pre ta tion of a Scrip ture pas sage
treat ing of the spe cial elec tion is not the har mony of Scrip ture as a whole,
but only the pas sages which are the “sedes doc tri nae” for the elec tion of
par tic u lar per sons. The third con fer ence in April, 1904, at De troit, Mich.,
also re sulted in a fail ure to reach any agree ment. Dr. Stell horn, in the name
of the Ohio Synod and of the Iowa Synod de clared: “The Chris tian doc- 
trines form for the Chris tian, es pe cially for the the olo gian, a rec og niz able
har mo nious whole or sys tem, which is com posed of doc trines drawn from
per fectly clear pas sages of Holy Scrip ture. This or ganic whole is the high est
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norm of Scrip tural in ter pre ta tion, and stands above even the par al lel ism or
com par i son of the pas sages which treat of the same doc trine.” On the other
hand. Dr. F. Pieper, as the rep re sen ta tive of Mis souri, de clared: “Ev ery doc- 
trine which is not drawn solely from the Scrip ture pas sages which ex pressly
treat of that doc trine is not a Scrip tural doc trine, but a hu man opin ion.” He
as serted that it is mod ern the ol ogy to at tempt to bring to gether into a sys tem
doc trines (in this case those of the gen eral and spe cial benev o lent will of
God) whose con nec tion is not shown by the Word of God it self. To ward the
re moval of this dif fer ence, which lies at the root of the oth ers, no progress
was made.

[3] CHAR AC TER IS TIC FEA TURES OF THE OHIO SYNOD.
[a] It has over come the LAN GUAGE dif fi culty (see the ex o dus of the Eng- 

lish Dis trict thrice re peated), and is now pro gress ing har mo niously. A third
of its con stituency is us ing the Eng lish lan guage and an other third both lan- 
guages. Its pe ri od i cals are “Lutherische Kirchen zeitung” and “The Lutheran
Stan dard;” the “The ol o gis che Zeit blaet ter,” are half Ger man and half Eng- 
lish.

[b] In re gard to its THE O LOG I CAL PO SI TION, it dif fers from Mis souri in the
mat ter of ELEC TION AND CON VER SION. Rel a tive to the doc trines of the min istry
(Syn od i cal His tory, p. 192, 202), the An tichrist, Chil iasm and “Open ques- 
tions,” its old syn od i cal res o lu tions are in ex is tence (orig i nally for mu lated
in op po si tion to Iowa); but at the con fer ences at Michi gan City 0893) and
Toledo (1908, 1912) Iowa and Ohio joined hands in the Toledo The ses,
given in Ap pen dix III. at the end of this book.

[c] IN ITS PRAC TICE per tain ing to doc tri nal dis ci pline, union ism, se cret so- 
ci eties, worldly meth ods in the church, and parochial schools, it shares the
at ti tude of Mis souri (§ 27), al though it may be some what less rigid (§ 27, 3)
in in di vid ual cases.

[4] ITS IN STI TU TIONS AND MIS SION ARY AC TIV I TIES. [i] ED U CA TIONAL IN STI TU- 
TIONS.

[a] THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NAR IES. A. The sem i nary at COLUM BUS, OHIO (the
the o ret i cal sem i nary of the synod) shares the build ings of Cap i tal Uni ver- 
sity of that city. Fac ulty: Dr. F. W. Stell horn, Dr. G. H. Schodde, Dr. K.
Pfeif fer, Dr. Theo. Mees. Dr. R. C. H. Lenski. — B. The Prac ti cal Sem i nary
at ST. PAUL was orig i nally con nected with Colum bus, sep a rated from it in
1885, trans ferred to Afton, Minn., and then per ma nently lo cated at St. Paul
in 1892. A pro-sem i nary, of fer ing a four years course, is con nected with it.
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This in sti tu tion is un der the man age ment of Prof. Dr. H. Ernst, as sisted by a
fac ulty of five pro fes sors.

[b] COL LEGES. A. CAP I TAL UNI VER SITY, Colum bus, was founded in 1850.
The pro fes sors of the sem i nary, to gether with seven other pro fes sors, con- 
sti tute its fac ulty. Prof. Otto Mees is pres i dent. A ma jor ity of the stu dents
pre pare for the min istry. This in sti tu tion con ferred the de gree of Doc tor of
Di vin ity on Dr. Walther at the sug ges tion of the synod (1877), a few years
be fore the con tro versy with Mis souri con cern ing elec tion arose. Af ter wards
the same de gree was con ferred on Prof. F. A. Schmidt. — B. HE BRON ACAD- 
EMY, He bron, Neb., founded 1911. It is a co-ed u ca tional in sti tu tion, with a
fac ulty of three pro fes sors. — C. Melville Acad emy (founded in 1914),
Melville, Saskatchewan, Canada, prepara tory to the pro-sem i nary at
St. Paul, has three teach ers, 35 stu dents (H. Schmidt, Prin ci pal).

c. The Teach ers’ Sem i nary of the synod is lo cated at Woodville, Ohio,
and has six pro fes sors. Prof. K. Hem ming haus is pres i dent. The Ohio
Synod has 135 parochial schools, which are be ing served by spe cially
pre pared teach ers of both sexes.

[2] MIS SION ARY WORK.
[a] HOME MIS SIONS. In this re spect Ohio has been very ac tive. Af ter new

con gre ga tions had been founded with out any def i nite plan for sev eral
decades, a mis sion board of five mem bers was or ga nized in 1884, and was
en trusted with the man age ment of a fund con trib uted for this pur pose. It
con sid ers ap pli ca tions and aids wor thy en ter prises. At its meet ings of the
Dis trict Syn ods mis sion ar ies from dif fer ent fields present re ports of their
work. These fur nish the ba sis for the pres i dent’s rec om men da tions con cern- 
ing pos si ble as sis tance to be ren dered. Dur ing its ex is tence of twenty-nine
years the board has sent mis sion ar ies into half of the states of the Union. In
1914 it col lected $80,140 for this pur pose. Be sides this fund, it main tains a
fund man aged in the in ter est of poor con gre ga tions who bor row with out
pay ing in ter est for the build ing of new churches.

NOTE: Spe cial men tion should be made of the work done by Ohio in the
north west ern sec tion of Canada — Man i toba, Saskatchewan, Al berta and
British Co lum bia. Af ter an ac tiv ity of ten years (see Al manac for 1915), it
has a Cana dian Synod con sist ing of 55 cler gy men and 150 con gre ga tions
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and preach ing sta tions. The min is ters for this field come from the prac ti cal
sem i nary at St. Paul, Minn.

[b] FOR EIGN MIS SIONS. Up to 1912 the Ohio Synod sent its mis sion ary
con tri bu tions to Her manns burg; but, af ter pur chas ing from that so ci ety a
por tion of its field and from the Lon don Mis sion ary So ci ety the ter ri tory ad- 
ja cent to it, this body now car ries on its own work from the cen tral sta tion
of Ra jampt, In dia, with Pas tor Jesse P. Pflueger as its rep re sen ta tive.

[c] A mis sion among the NE GROES has been es tab lished at "Bal ti more,
Md.

[d] IN NER MIS SION work is be ing done by the con gre ga tions at Toledo,
Pitts burgh and Colum bus in these cities.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

PROF. W. F. LEHMANN was for many years in flu en tial in the synod. Af ter
Dr. Win kler’s res ig na tion, he was for thirty-four years the head of the
Colum bus Sem i nary and also a mem ber of the col lege fac ulty. In 1859 he
be came ed i tor-in-chief of “Die Lutherische Kirchen zeitung,” which po si tion
he held un til his death. He was not a polem i cal, but rather an irenic writer,
cau tious and de lib er ate in his method. Born at Markkro nin gen, Wuertem- 
berg, in 1820, he came with his par ents to Phil a del phia as a mere lad of
four. Pas tor Demme took an in ter est in him, and sent him to Colum bus,
where he stud ied the ol ogy amid the pri va tions of ex treme poverty, liv ing on
46 cents per week, sleep ing on sacks filled with straw, and sub sist ing on
corn-bread and pota toes. In 1840 he took charge of eight con gre ga tions in
Fair field County, Ohio, and later had a suc cess ful pas torate at Som er set,
Ohio. In 1847 he be gan his long and hon or able ca reer as pro fes sor in the
sem i nary at Colum bus. His death oc curred in 1880.

PROF. MATTHIAS LOY, D. D. Prob a bly the strong est per sonal in flu ence in
the set tle ment of the doc tri nal po si tions of the Joint Synod was that of
Dr. Loy. Born in Penn syl va nia March 17, 1828, of a Ro man Catholic fa ther
and a Lutheran mother, and reared in lowly cir cum stances, he came as a
young man to Ohio, grad u at ing from the Colum bus sem i nary in 1849. The
only pas torate he served was at Del a ware, Ohio. From 1866 un til he be- 
came Pro fes sor Emer i tus ten years ago, he was con tin u ously a pro fes sor in
both the col lege and sem i nary at Colum bus. He was al ways the ex po nent of
pos i tive con fes sion al ism, and in a prac ti cal way ex er cised his in flu ence
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chiefly as the ed i tor of “The Lutheran Stan dard” from 1864 to 1891 and of
the “The o log i cal Mag a zine” from 1881 to 1888. He pub lished a se ries of
use ful books, among them, “Ser mons on the Gospels,” “Ser mons on the
Epis tles,” “An Es say on the Min istry,” “Chris tian Prayer,” “The Augs burg
Con fes sion,” “The Doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion.” The de tails of his ca reer are
re cited in a graphic man ner in his “Story of My Life” (1905). He died in
1915.

PROF. FRED ER ICK WILLIAM STELL HORN, D.D. The sub ject of this sketch
was born in Hanover Oc to ber 2, 1841, and was ed u cated at Fort Wayne and
St. Louis, the chief in sti tu tions of the Mis souri Synod. Af ter serv ing pas- 
torates in St. Louis and In di ana, he be came pro fes sor in the col lege of the
Wis con sin Synod in 1869 and at Ft. Wayne in 1874. In 1881, as the re sult of
the pre des ti na tion con tro versy, he sev ered his con nec tion with the Mis souri
Synod, and ac cepted a po si tion in the col lege and sem i nary of the Ohio
Synod at Colum bus. For a num ber of years he was ed i tor of “Die
Lutherische Kirchen zeitung,” and has been the sole ed i tor of “The ol o gis che
Zeit blaet ter” since it was es tab lished in 1881. He is pre em i nently the
scholar of the Joint Synod, and has pub lished com men taries of the Gospels,
the Acts, the Pas toral Epis tles, and Ro mans. He also wrote a “Dic tio nary of
N. T. Greek,” a “Com men tary on Bib li cal Proof pas sages in the Cat e- 
chism,” etc. He is pro fes sor of Dog mat ics, Ex e ge sis and Ethics in the sem i- 
nary at Colum bus.

PAS TOR H. A. ALL WARDT, D. D., was born March 2, 1840, at Wachen dorf,
Meck len burg-Schworin, and came to Amer ica in 1853. He stud ied in the
prac ti cal sem i nary of the Mis souri Synod (1858), the gym na sium at Ft.
Wayne and the sem i nary at St. Louis. He was pas tor at Crys tal Lake, Wis.
(1865-1873), and at Lebanon, Wis. (1874-1910). He protested against
Walther’s doc trine of pre des ti na tion, at first pri vately (1878-79), then pub- 
licly, es pe cially at the Chicago con fer ence in 1880 and in “Altes und
Neues” (1880), “Zeit blaet ter” and “Kirchen zeitung” (1885). He was sus- 
pended from syn od i cal fel low ship by the pres i dent of his synod, which ac- 
tion was rat i fied by the synod it self, af ter he had been warned that fra ter nal
fel low ship with him would cease, should he fail to re tract his views. Then
in No vem ber, 1881, All wardt and a num ber of in sur gent Mis souri pas tors
founded their own con fer ence. The North west ern Dis trict was formed in
May, 1883, All wardt be ing its pres i dent un til the di vi sion of 1890. He was
pres i dent of the Wis con sin Dis trict un til 1899. The de gree of Doc tor of Di- 
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vin ity was con ferred upon him by Cap i tal Uni ver sity in 1898. He was pres i- 
dent of the board of Ohio’s prac ti cal sem i nary at Afton and St. Paul from
1884 to 1910. He con tin ued his bat tle against Mis souri, es pe cially at in ter- 
syn od i cal con fer ences (1903-1906) un til his death. Agree ing with Mis souri
in ev ery thing but the doc trine of elec tion, he protested against the “Michi- 
gan The ses” (1893), which en cour aged union with Iowa. He was one of the
sign ers of the “Toledo The ses” of 1907. Con vinced of the truth of
Lutheranism, he took a firm and fear less stand, which made him the ob ject
alike of strong en mity and en thu si as tic ad mi ra tion. His death oc curred in
the midst of his labors April 9, 1910.

PRES I DENT C. H. SCHUETTE, D. D., was born in Vor rel, Hanover, June 17,
1843. He em i grated to Amer ica in 1854, and re ceived his clas si cal and the- 
o log i cal train ing at Cap i tal Uni ver sity (1859-72). From 1872 to 1894 he
was pro fes sor of math e mat ics at this school, and be came the o log i cal pro fes- 
sor in the sem i nary in 1881. Since that date he has been Gen eral Pres i dent
of the Ohio Synod. In this ca pac ity he has col lected more than $400,000 for
ed u ca tional work. He is the au thor of the fol low ing books: “Church Mem- 
ber’s Man ual,” “State, Church and School,” “Be fore the Al tar” (a work on
litur gies), and “Ex er cises unto God li ness,” the last con tain ing two brief ser- 
mons for each Sun day and Fes ti val Day of the Church Year and also daily
morn ing and evening de vo tions.

DR. GEORGE H. SCHODDE. Dr. Schodde was born in Pitts burg, Pa., April
15, 1854, and was ed u cated at Colum bus, Tue bin gen and Leipzig (Ph. D.).
Since 1882 he has been pro fes sor of Greek in the col lege at Colum bus and
since 1895 also a mem ber of the sem i nary fac ulty. He has pub lished a num- 
ber of trans la tions and other books, and has con trib uted to many philo log i- 
cal and the o log i cal jour nals. For twenty years he was one of the ed i tors of
“The Lutheran Stan dard,” and for ten years edited the Mag a zine. He is a
trusted in ter preter of the Scrip tures.

§ 29. The Iowa Synod.

Con trib uted by the Rev. Prof. Geo. J. Fritschel.

1. The Ori gin of the Iowa Synod.
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The at ti tude of the pas tors near Sag i naw, Mich., brought about a rup ture be- 
tween Loehe and the Mis souri Synod. At the in stance of Pas tor Cloeter, of
Sag i naw, Pres i dent Wyneken in 1853 came to Sag i naw, and at a con fer ence
the two ad her ents of Loehe (In spec tor GEO. GROSS MANN, of Sag i naw, and
JO HANNES DEIN DO ER FER, pas tor at Franken hilf) were given the al ter na tive ei- 
ther to dis con tinue the sem i nary founded by Loehe, or to turn it over to the
Mis souri Synod. Fail ure to do so, would cause the in sti tu tion to be con sid- 
ered “schis mat i cal.” The same de mand was for warded to Loehe in writ ing
by Wyneken as pres i dent of the synod. At the same con fer ence Wyneken
ex pressed the idea that, should the ad her ents of Loehe em i grate to a ter ri- 
tory not yet oc cu pied by Mis souri (Iowa for in stance), con flict might be
avoided. With the con sent of Loehe, his ad her ents, a lit tle party of 22, jour- 
neyed to Dubuque, Ia., in the fall of 1853 in or der to es tab lish a new mis- 
sion in that state, which was just then be ing opened to im mi gra tion. On ac- 
count of lack of funds only a part of these peo ple, un der the lead er ship of
Dein do er fer, went sixty miles far ther north west and founded the colony of
“St. Se bald at the Spring.” Gross mann and the five stu dents who had ac- 
com pa nied him (the oth ers had be come teach ers in the Mis souri Synod)
found DUBUQUE a promis ing field for their ac tiv ity. Shortly af ter wards Sig- 
mund Fritschel and M. Schueller ar rived from Neuen det tel sau, and. in con- 
junc tion with Gross mann and Dein do er fer, or ga nized the Iowa Synod at
St. Se bald, Aug. 24. 1854. All per sons who have de scribed the be gin ning of
this synod agree that no synod was ever founded un der more dis cour ag ing
cir cum stances. Dein do er fer lived at first in a small de serted log cabin, and
af ter wards, to avoid freez ing, moved into the house of the first set tler in
St. Se bald, whose soli tary room was di vided into two parts by a board par ti- 
tion, so as to ac com mo date the two fam i lies. Re peat edly in the sem i nary the
last dol lar had been ex pended, and the last piece of bread eaten, while no
one knew whence more was to be ob tained. At one time the fi nal pay ment
of $1,000, to gether with in ter est of $100, be came due, and there was no
money in sight when the pay ment had to be made. Loehe, who was to send
this sum, could not raise it. But some how (from some un ex pected source)
the ex act amount ar rived two days be fore the debt be came due. Many had
turned away from Loehe; the treat ment of the mis sion friends in Eu rope at
the hands of Mis souri ALIEN ATED Ger many’s IN TER EST in the Amer i can field.
More over, Loehe, by his strong con fes sional at ti tude, had of fended many
within the State Church. Hence less money was placed at Loehe’s dis posal
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with which to carry on the work. Re trench ment be came im per a tive. The
Dubuque Sem i nary had to serve at the same time as a school, a church and
the di rec tor’s res i dence. Once it had to be tem po rar ily closed for lack of
funds, and S. Fritschel took charge of a mis sion that had for merly been sup- 
plied from Dubuque.

2. Growth of the Synod.

The new synod, re al iz ing its lack of ex pe ri ence, did not at once at tempt to
for mu late a CON STI TU TION. In stead of this, an ex plicit con sti tu tion for con gre- 
ga tions gives ex pres sion to a clear con fes sional ba sis.

Pas tor GRABAU came to DUBUQUE in Sep tem ber, 1855, to con fer with the
mem bers of the Iowa Synod. As Walther and Wyneken had gone to see
Loehe, he had done like wise in 1853. Iowa (like Loehe) was will ing to
make com mon cause with both Mis souri and Buf falo. be cause the doc tri nal
dif fer ences (as they ap peared at that time) did not seem to jus tify a schism.
At Grabau’s re quest Iowa took charge of the con gre ga tions (con nected with
Buf falo) around Madi son, Wis., which Grabau was un able to sup ply with
min is ters. Thus Iowa gained MIS SION ARY TER RI TORY in south ern Wis con sin.

But the synod’s growth was slow. The sem i nary grad u ated one stu dent in
1855 (C. Beckel). Loehe. hav ing trans ferred his sem i nary to Neuen det tel- 
sau, whence FRIEDRICH BAUER, who de voted all his time to the in struc tion of
the fu ture mis sion ar ies, sent the fol low ing: Do er fler, 1855; J. J. Schmidt
(In dian mis sion ary), 1856; Burk, 1856; Got tfried Fritschel and J. List, 1857.
On ac count of the high cost of liv ing in the city, the sem i nary at Dubuque
was trans ferred to St. Se bald, where a part of the pro vi sions could be raised
on the sem i nary farm. There Gross mann and some of the older stu dents
erected a sim ple frame house, which, un til 1871 ac com mo dated the stu dents
and the fam i lies of two pro fes sors. Prof. S. Fritschel had taken charge of the
Buf falo Synod con gre ga tion at De troit at the re quest of Grabau (1856), and
Do er fler. un der sim i lar cir cum stances, of the church at Toledo, O. (1857).
But when the first num ber of the “Kirchen blatt” was is sued with the dec la- 
ra tion of 1856 con cern ing the synod’s at ti tude to ward the Con fes sions, and
when (in 1858) Iowa took a stand against Mis souri’s at ti tude con cern ing
Chil iasm, BUF FALO, af ter some fruit less con fer ences, joined the op po si tion
AGAINST IOWA. The synod now re called S. Fritschel to the sem i nary, where
he re mained un til his death. Do er fler and his con gre ga tion, hav ing been tyr- 
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an nized by Rev. Hochstet ter of the Buf falo Synod, united with Iowa. The
con gre ga tions founded by Iowa in the vicin ity of De troit by stu dents of
Iowa re mained loyal to it, thus se cur ing for that synod an east ern ter ri tory.

In spite of many ob sta cles and con stant op po si tion on the part of Mis- 
souri, the synod grew, slowly at first, but even tu ally at a rapid pace. In 1875
it had more than a hun dred min is ters. Dur ing a boom the Dubuque prop erty
had risen in value, and it was gen er ally sup posed that its sale would fur nish
sub stan tial ini tial pay ment for the pur chase of a farm at St. Se bald. But one
of those fi nan cial crises, which re cur in this coun try with omi nous reg u lar- 
ity, foiled all these cal cu la tions. The house, in fact, could not be sold at all.
Thus the synod was loaded with a debt of $6,000, which, on ac count of
small rev enues, in creased to $7,000 in 1860. Pro fes sor S. FRITSCHEL was
sent to Ger many to RAISE FUNDS. He was cor dially re ceived, not only in
Bavaria, but also in Hesse, Bres lau, Pomera nia, Meck len burg and par tic u- 
larly at Dor pat, Riga, and St. Pe ters burg. Here Frau von Helf fre ich be came
a warm friend of Iowa’s mis sion work, and a lady of no bil ity, Fraeulein von
Schwarz (“Aunt Au gusta”), vol un teered to be come ma tron of the Wart burg.
When Fritschel re turned in Oc to ber, 1861, the debt had been lifted, and
there was a nu cleus on hand for an en dow ment fund.

Iowa had de sired at all times to live har mo niously with Buf falo and Mis- 
souri. But both of these syn ods, rep re sent ing the tra di tion al is tic prin ci ple (§
20, II, 1), con tin ued to at tack Iowa’s doc tri nal po si tion. Iowa, on the other
hand, rec og nized Mis souri’s Lutheranism, merely ob ject ing to its nar row- 
ness of in ter pre ta tion, which seemed in com pat i ble with Ar ti cle VII of the
Augs burg Con fes sion. Even tu ally some of Iowa’s pas tors be gan to doubt
the cor rect ness of their synod’s po si tion. This caused Prof. S. Fritschel to be
sent to Ger many, not only to rep re sent the synod at the twenty-fifth an niver- 
sary of Neuen det tel sau, but to CON FER WITH GER MAN THE OLO GIANS, still rec- 
og nized by Mis souri, re gard ing the dif fer ences be tween the syn ods. The
Uni ver sity of Ro s tock re fused to pass an opin ion, but Chris tiani, Har less,
Luthardt, Muenkel, Gu er icke and the Uni ver sity of Dor pat ex pressed their
views and ad vised the synod. In a gen eral way they agreed with Iowa, but
crit i cized a few points. Their views were sub mit ted to the synod, meet ing at
Toledo, Ohio, in 1866, to gether with a pa per dis cussing the ques tion: “What
is es sen tial to church unity?” See the the sis in Dein do er fer’s Geschichte,
p. 127. The Chron i cles of the Iowa Synod of fer this com ment:



261

“Some of these opin ions, es pe cially those of Dr. Chris tiani, of Riga, and
those of the Dor pat Uni ver sity, give an ap prov ing opin ion con cern ing the
con fes sional po si tion of our synod; oth ers, like Har less and Muenkel, es pe- 
cially crit i cized our method of mak ing dis tinc tions be tween the oblig a tory
and nonobli ga tory doc trines of the Sym bols, by the for mal dis tinc tion of
con fes sional and con dem na tory dec la ra tions and the o log i cal am pli fi ca tion
and in ter pre ta tion. The synod, hav ing con sid ered these crit i cisms, de cided
to aban don this method, which was so likely to mis lead and also to be mis- 
in ter preted. Dr. Muenkel in sisted that all es sen tial ar ti cles were to be con- 
sid ered oblig a tory; what so ever is es sen tial re mains so, even though the
Sym bols men tion it only ca su ally. This re mark of Muenkel was found to be
com ple mented by the opin ion of Dor pat that cer tain things, though not in- 
her ently es sen tial in them selves, may be come so by their con nec tion with
fun da men tal doc trines. Thus ad vised, the synod cor rected its po si tion in
such a way that the for mal dis tinc tions hith erto recorded were given up in
the gen er al ity, while the prin ci ple that a dis tinc tion be tween things oblig a- 
tory and nonobli ga tory in the Sym bols must be made was re tained.”

In or der to reach a state of fra ter nal co op er a tion, Iowa, at the same meet- 
ing, pro posed to hold a col lo quy with Mis souri. This was held at Mil wau- 
kee, Wis., Nov. 13-18, 1867.

Iowa was rep re sented by Pres i dent Gross man, G. and S. Fritschel and
Mr. Becker. The Mis souri ans sent Prof. Walther, Pas tors Sih ler, Huegli and
Hochstet ter, and lay men Stutz, Wasser mann, Bier lein and Koch. Much time
was spent in the dis cus sion of the or der in which the top ics should be pre- 
sented. Fi nally it was agreed to be gin with the ques tion of the SYM BOLS.
Iowa de nied that it oc cu pied the po si tion im puted to it by the Mis souri ans.
When the ques tion was reached whether ev ery word of the Sym bols was
oblig a tory, Walther replied: “Ev ery thing per tain ing to doc trines.” His at ten- 
tion was called to the dogma of Mary’s per pet ual vir gin ity. S. Fritschel
proved from his Toledo The ses3 that the old dog mati cians agreed with Iowa.
Walther then agreed that there was a dif fer ence be tween fun da men tal and
pe riph er i cal doc u ments. This brought the two sides closer to gether; and this
agree ment was fur thered by his dis tinc tion be tween doc trines of faith and
prob lems. The two par ties reached an agree ment, by which both de clared
that all the oblig a tory doc trines of faith con tained in the con fes sions must
be con sid ered.
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Then the doc trine of the “LAST THINGS” came up for dis cus sion. Iowa de- 
nied that it as a synod had es tab lished a def i nite doc trine con cern ing Chil- 
iasm. The ex pres sion, “our Chil iasm,” had been used to des ig nate the the- 
ory held by in di vid u als con cern ing Rev. 20, which the synod did not con- 
sider con trary to the anal ogy of faith. This the ory had been held by the ma- 
jor ity in 1858, but was now (1867) held by prob a bly only a small num ber.
Got tfried Fritschel, who had pre sented the pa per on this sub ject in 1858, de- 
clared that he would with draw a num ber of ar gu ments which he had used at
that time, and that he would con fine his views to the plain state ments of
Rev. 19 and 20. In this Scrip ture, he main tained, merely the “that” was es- 
sen tial to him, and he did not ven ture to ex press any opin ion in re gard to the
“how.” Any in ter pre ta tion which did not square with the anal ogy of faith
must be re jected. For his part, he would not even as sert that Christ’s ap pear- 
ance for the pur pose of crush ing the Anti-christ was to be vis i ble; but
should any hold that it would be vis i ble, like Paul’s vi sion near Dam as cus,
he would find no vi o la tion of the anal ogy of faith in that view. This sat is fied
Walther, who de clared that, while he con sid ered the sub tle Chil iasm of
Spener, Brenz, etc., er ro neous, he would class it among things prob lem at i- 
cal. As long as the mat ter was sub mit ted “prob lem at ice,” the case was not
nec es sar ily hereti cal. Thus there was a gen eral rap proche ment. But the in- 
ter pre ta tion of Rev. 20:4, 5 led them apart. They could not agree as to
whether the res ur rec tion men tioned there was of a phys i cal or spir i tual na- 
ture. As the del e gates of Iowa had to at tend the first con ven tion of the Gen- 
eral Coun cil, the ne go ti a tions came to a close.

Iowa had en tered into friendly re la tions with the neigh bor ing syn ods of
MIN NE SOTA, WIS CON SIN and ILLI NOIS. That these syn ods had grad u ally been
re ced ing from the union is tic ba sis to solid prin ci ples of Lutheranism was, to
some ex tent, due to Iowa’s in flu ence. But if even the pas tors of the Iowa
Synod were shaken in their con vic tions by the at tacks of Mis souri, it was
only rea son able that these syn ods should be gin to view Iowa’s mod er ate po- 
si tion as not “gen uinely Lutheran,” and look for union with Mis souri, which
of fered bet ter ad van tages than the poor Synod of Iowa.

The Synod of Iowa had ob served with sat is fac tion the growth of
Lutheran con scious ness in the dis tricts of the Gen eral Synod. Af ter the rup- 
ture of 1866, it had par tic i pated in the dis cus sions at Read ing, Pa., and at Ft.
Wayne, Ind., ap prov ing, as did Ohio and Mis souri, the con fes sional po si tion
of the Gen eral Coun cil. It had even de cided to join the Gen eral Coun cil; but
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be cause that body re fused to draw the prac ti cal con clu sions by declar ing it- 
self rel a tive to the “Four Points,” it sub se quently re versed its de ci sion.
How ever, Iowa con tin ued to sus tain friendly re la tions with the Coun cil, and
re tained an ad vi sory voice in the de lib er a tions of that body. This re la tion
has led to in creas ingly cor dial feel ings be tween the two syn ods. Iowa, in- 
stead of pub lish ing its own Hym nal, took part in the edit ing of the
“Kirchen buch.” The two Fritschels con trib uted valu able ar ti cles on the
prob lems of the day to the “Brob stsche Monat shefte.”

In 1873 at Dav en port, the synod was di vided into the East ern and West- 
ern Dis tricts. At this meet ing the dif fer ences be tween Iowa and Mis souri
were dis cussed, and Iowa for mu lated its po si tion in the Dav en port The ses
(see Ap pen dix). The con sti tu tion was re vised,4 the ter mi nol ogy of the for- 
mula of or di na tion be ing sub sti tuted for the so-called “Stiftungspara graph”
(see above). Pas sa vant’s sug ges tion that the synod pur chase the aban doned
prop erty of Men dota Col lege for sem i nary pur poses was acted upon fa vor- 
ably. This caused the trans fer of the WART BURG SEM I NARY to Illi nois in 1874
and the sub se quent open ing of a new mis sion ary field. In the same year
Iowa came to the MOST CRIT I CAL point in its de vel op ment. While the older
min is ters, who were largely trained at Neuen det tel sau, wished to ad here to
the doc trines of their teach ers in that in sti tu tion, and sus pected in the Dav- 
en port The ses a move ment to ward Mis souri, the younger min is ters, de sir ing
har mony, were in fa vor of fol low ing Min ne sota, Illi nois and Wis con sin into
the Mis souri fold. The REV. J. KLIND WORTH, with out show ing his hand, suc- 
ceeded in or ga niz ing both par ties, his aim be ing to dis place the lead ers. The
Mis souri fac tion ( Schiefer decker) en tered into ne go ti a tions with Walther.
To aid this move ment, the Nor we gian, Prof. F. A. Schmidt, then at
St. Louis, pub lished a se ries of ar ti cles in “Der Luther aner,” in which he
tried, on the ba sis of so-called “doc u men tary proofs,” to prove the dis hon est
char ac ter of Iowa’s pas tors and con gre ga tions. They were reprinted un der
the ti tle. “Iowas Missver staend nisse und Be maen telun gen.” On the other
hand, In spec tor Bauer sent a cir cu lar let ter to the Neuen det tel sau grad u ates,
and ad dressed a “Denkschrift” to the synod, plead ing for a re turn to the
orig i nal po si tion of Iowa. At the syn od i cal meet ing at Madi son, Wis., a
lengthy dis cus sion dis closed the at ti tude of Klind worth. In the Madi son
The ses5 the synod de clared its ad her ence to the synod’s orig i nal po si tion,
ac cord ing to which, as an or ga ni za tion, it placed it self above all fac tions on
the gen eral Lutheran po si tion. The two Fritschels, who, ac tu ated by Chris- 
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tian for bear ance, had re fused to re ply to Schmidt’s per sonal method of at- 
tack, were in structed to pub lish a doc u men tary pre sen ta tion in “Kirch liche
Zeit schrift,” the ti tle to be “Iowa and Mis souri.”

At the twenty-fifth an niver sary of the Iowa Synod (1879) In spec tor Joh.
Deinzer (suc ces sor to Bauer) was present, and af ter ex press ing his en tire
ap proval of Iowa’s fi nal at ti tude, promised con tin ued sup port from Ger- 
many. This as sur ance was all the more wel come, be cause of the in creas ing
stream of im mi gra tion into Iowa’s ter ri tory. Help ar rived in the form of stu- 
dents ed u cated, or at least pre pared in part, at Neuen det tel sau, Hesse (Pas tor
Schedler of Drei hausen), Meck len burg (Gotteskas ten), Hanover, and later
by Pas tor Janssen of Strack holt. Thus Iowa was able to look af ter the spir i- 
tual needs of west ern im mi grants. Hav ing passed through this doc tri nal cri- 
sis with the loss of twenty min is ters, who for the most part united with Wis- 
con sin,6 the synod’s growth was steady and rapid.

There is lit tle to re port about Iowa’s move ments in re cent his tory. The
synod was slightly af fected by the con tro versy con cern ing pre des ti na tion,
which ag i tated Mis souri in 1880. In the the ses of St. Se bald (1881) and
Dubuque (1882), Iowa de clared against Walther’s con struc tion. Many ar ti- 
cles in “Kirch liche Zeit schrift” il lu mined the doc trine from var i ous points
of view.

Af ter the Ohio Synod had with drawn from the Syn od i cal Con fer ence,
the Iowa Synod sought to es tab lish FRA TER NAL RE LA TIONS WITH THE OHIO

brethren. Got tfried Fritschel ar ranged a con fer ence of the syn od i cal lead ers,
who met at Rich mond, Ind., and recorded their agree ment in the Rich mond
The ses."7 But a union was not ef fected be cause of for mer prej u dices. Ohio
pro posed a col lo quium in 1887, which, how ever, did not take place un til
1893 in Michi gan City, Ind. But Ohio’s for mer Mis souri ans, es pe cially All- 
wardt and Klind worth, pre vented the adop tion of the ar ti cles of agree ment
that had been pro posed. These were re vised in 1909 at Toledo. Ohio, and
then adopted by both syn ods. (See Ap pen dix.)

In 1896 the Texas Synod,8 in the in ter est of its mis sion ary work, be came
a dis trict of the Iowa Synod. At the fifti eth an niver sary of the Iowa Synod,
meet ing at Dubuque. Ia., Dein do er fer only, among the founders was still
liv ing.

Iowa’s ter ri tory ex tends from west ern Penn syl va nia to the Rocky Moun- 
tains and from the north ern bound ary line of the United State down to
Texas. Dur ing its ex is tence of 60 years the synod has had but three pres i- 
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dents (Gross mann. Dein do er fer, Richter) and four sec re taries. Since 1893
the pres i dent re ceives an of fi cial salary, and de votes his en tire time to the
af fairs of the synod.

3. Char ac ter is tic Fea tures of the Iowa Synod.

[a] CON STI TU TION. In this re spect the synod is very ex plicit. The low est cir cle
is formed by the CON GRE GA TION, which, in turn, is the high est tri bunal in all
mat ters per tain ing to con gre ga tional af fairs. For the set tle ment of con tro ver- 
sies which a con gre ga tion is un able to ad just, the aid of syn od i cal of fi cers
may be so licited. The synod, how ever, has merely an ad vi sory voice in con- 
gre ga tional af fairs, and has no power be yond the weight of its ar gu ments.
An of fend ing con gre ga tion, un will ing to re form, can be pun ished only by
ex clu sion from syn od i cal fel low ship. The dif fer ent con gre ga tions, to gether
with their pas tors, con sti tute the SYNOD, at whose gath er ings con gre ga tions,
ac tu ally con nected, have a vote, while oth ers have merely the priv i lege of
the floor. All pas tors have a seat in the synod and also the right to vote. Its
mem ber ship be ing widely scat tered, the synod is di vided into dif fer ent DIS- 
TRICTS, which de cide their af fairs so far as they per tain only to their ter ri tory.
The whole synod meets tri-an nu ally (since 1888) as “A CON VEN TION OF DEL E- 
GATES,” at which time gen eral mat ters, such as mis sions, ex ten sions, pub li- 
ca tions, in sti tu tions, etc., are sub mit ted for dis cus sion. Since its very be gin- 
ning Iowa has ar ranged a sys tem of vol un tary con tri bu tions. On cer tain
days all con gre ga tions re ceive of fer ings for spe cific ob jects. Spe cial col lec- 
tions are taken only for ex tra or di nary pur poses.

In CASE OF COM PLAINTS ap peal may be made to the synod at large, but the
de ci sion is bind ing only if it re ceives the con sent of the par ties.

[b] Hav ing been founded by the litur gi cal ge nius of Loehe, the synod
has, from the start, laid great em pha sis on LITUR GI CAL FORMS of wor ship, pri- 
vate con fes sion in ad di tion to pub lic con fes sion, and the ex am i na tion of
those ap ply ing for re cep tion into the con gre ga tion (cat e chu me nate). But in
the case of many con gre ga tions the ef fort of the synod in this di rec tion met
with lit tle ap pre ci a tion, and, ac cord ing to the judg ment of Dein do er fer, too
great in sis tence on these mat ters of ten hin dered the synod’s growth.

[c] Over sight of the doc trines and prac tices of pas tors and con gre ga tions
was pro vided for from the be gin ning, by a qua dren nial VIS I TA TION of ev ery
con gre ga tion by the pres i dent or some spe cial of fi cials of the synod. De tails
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of this vis i ta tion can be found in the “or der of vis i ta tion,” as given by Dein- 
do er fer, pp. 280-284.

[d] From its very be gin ning Iowa has taken a stand against SE CRET SO CI- 
ETIES that make re li gious pre ten sions. It de manded a sim i lar at ti tude, at least
in prin ci ple, from the Gen eral Coun cil, declar ing it self sat is fied with the
Pitts burg Dec la ra tion (see “Four Points”). In the mat ter of prac tice it agrees
with Mis souri and Ohio.

4. Ed u ca tional In sti tu tions.

In a sense, the Iowa Synod is the out growth of the sem i nary which was
trans ferred from Sag i naw, Mich., to Dubuque, Iowa. Af ter its re moval to
St. Se bald in 1857. it was known as “The Wart burg Sem i nary.” It de vel oped
un der many hard ships, be ing in ad e quately sup ported by the con gre ga tions
and the sub si dies from Ger many and Rus sia. The es tab lish ment of a sep a- 
rate col lege at Galena, Ill., pre vi ously the prepara tory de part ment, was
some what pre ma ture. In 1874 the sem i nary was re moved to Men dota, Ill.,
and fi nally re turned to Dubuque (1889), where at present, in com mem o ra- 
tion of the Ref or ma tion Ju bilee (1917), an im pos ing struc ture is be ing
erected. The first pres i dent of the in sti tu tion was In spec tor Gross mann,
joined later by the two BROTH ERS FRITSCHEL. Af ter the trans fer to Men dota,
Gross mann de voted his time to the Teach ers’ Train ing School at Wa verly,
Ia. The two Fritschels car ried on the sem i nary work al most with out any as- 
sis tance for many years. Af ter their death (1889 and 1900) Wil helm Proehl
and af ter wards Max Fritschel be came pres i dents. The in sti tu tion was al to- 
gether Ger man at first, but is grad u ally and in creas ingly adding Eng lish de- 
part ments. It has a prac ti cal and a the o ret i cal course, each ex tend ing over a
pe riod of three years. The fac ulty con sists of: Max Fritschel, pres i dent;
Dr. M. Reu; Geo. J. Fritschel; G. J. Zeilinger. A fifth pro fes sor is to be
elected in 1916.

WART BURG COL LEGE dates from the year 1868, when it started as an in de- 
pen dent in sti tu tion at Galena, Ill. In con se quence of the Klind worth dif fi- 
cul ties, it was re moved to Men dota in 1875, and con ducted there as a
prepara tory de part ment of the sem i nary. In 1885 it was com bined with the
Teach ers’ Sem i nary at Wa verly, Ia. Since 1894 it has been lo cated at Clin- 
ton, Ia. The TEACH ERS’ SEM I NARY at Wa verly, Ia., founded in 1879, is con- 
ducted in con nec tion with an acad emy and a pro-sem i nary. In sti tu tions of
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dif fer ent DIS TRICTS are lo cated at Ster ling, Neb., Eu reka, S. Dak., and
Seguin, Tex.

5. Mis sion ary Ac tiv i ties.

The synod has at all times con sid ered it of ut most im por tance and wor thy of
stren u ous ef forts to or ga nize scat tered Luther ans into con gre ga tions. Spe- 
cial funds for mis sions and the sup port of mis sion ar ies were for merly un- 
known, but since 1879 this mat ter has been def i nitely ar ranged. At first
there was a GEN ERAL BOARD and later dis trict boards which con ducted the
work of mis sions. Loehe also en cour aged the work of for eign mis sions in
the Iowa Synod. An IN DIAN MIS SION was or ga nized, the fi nan cial sup port for
which was re ceived from Ger many. But on ac count of In dian in sur rec tions
dur ing the Civil War, this work had to be aban doned. (See Geo. J. Fritschel,
His tory pp. 347-359). When the Gen eral Coun cil be gan its mis sion ary
labors in In dia, Iowa took part in the en ter prise. Later it co op er ated with
Neuen det tel sau in the mis sion of New Guinea. Some in di vid ual gifts are be- 
ing con trib uted to the Coun cil, to Leipzig and to Her manns burg. The Synod
has OR PHANS’ HOMES at Wa verly, Ia., Toledo, Ohio, and Mus ca tine, Ia. The
or phans’ homes are con nected with HOMES FOR THE AGED.

6. Pub li ca tions.

Like other syn ods, Iowa has a num ber of pub li ca tions: “Kirchen blatt”
(semi monthly); “Kirch liche Zeit schrift” (monthly); “Ju gend blatt;”
“Lutheran Her ald” (monthly); it has re cently de voted con sid er able at ten tion
to Sun day school lit er a ture. The Wart burg Pub lish ing House has its of fices
at Chicago and its press equip ments and store house at Wa verly, Ia.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.

THE FRITSCHEL FAM ILY. The BROTH ERS FRITSCHEL, de scend ing from an an cient
fam ily of ar mor-mak ers of Nurem berg (which can be traced back to 1632),
were the first the olo gians of their fam ily. Their par ents be longed to the cir- 
cle of be liev ers in touch with Loehe. The two broth ers re ceived their train- 
ing un der Bauer and Loehe at Nurem berg and Neuen det tel sau; Got tfried
was sent to Er lan gen, where for a year he stud ied un der Hof mann, Thoma- 
sius and Har nack. In 1853 Sig mund em i grated to Amer ica, took part in the
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or ga ni za tion of the Iowa Synod and as sisted Gross mann in the work of the
sem i nary. Fi nan cial sup port be ing mea ger, he took charge of a con gre ga tion
at Plat teville. Wis., whence he started suc cess ful mis sion ary work. Later, at
the ur gent re quest of Grabau, he served the Buf falo Synod con gre ga tion at
De troit and joined the Buf falo Synod. In 1857 the younger brother was
called to the sem i nary, and Sig mund re turned to it a year later. The two
broth ers worked side by side most ef fec tively at St. Se bald, Iowa, and at
Men dota, un til they were parted by death. Their in flu ence ex tended far be- 
yond the bounds of the synod whose lead er ship made them fa mous. Got- 
tfried died at Men dota, Ill., in 1889, and Sig mund at Dubuque in 1900. Both
were pro lific writ ers and reg u lar con trib u tors to “Kirchen blatt,” “Brob- 
stsche Monat shefte” and “Kirch liche Zeit schrift.” Got tfried is the au thor of
the “Pas sions be tra ch tun gen,” “His tory of In dian Mis sions in the 17th Cen- 
tury,” and a se ries of pam phlets. At the twenty-fifth an niver sary of the
synod both re ceived the de gree of D. D. from Muh len berg Col lege. Their
sons, too, have be come prom i nent in the Iowa Synod. The two old est sons
of Sig mund died soon af ter their or di na tion. John Fritschel has been pro fes- 
sor in the col lege since. 1888 and its di rec tor since 1904. His brother Max
has been pro fes sor in the sem i nary since 1892 and its di rec tor since 1906.
Got tfried’s son, George J. Fritschel, hav ing served con gre ga tions at West
Su pe rior, Wis., Galve ston, Texas (caus ing the sub se quent union of the
Texas and Iowa Syn ods), Lo ganville and Fond du Lac, Wis., now oc cu pies
his fa ther’s chair in Wart burg Sem i nary, va cated by the death of Prof. Wm.
Proehl. He is the au thor of a Ger man “His tory of the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica” and of “Schriftlehre von der Gnad c n wahl.” His brother Her mann
is the suc cess ful man ager of Pas sa vant’s char i ta ble in sti tu tion; Got t lob is
pas tor at New Hamp ton, Iowa, and Con rad a teacher at the col lege at Clin- 
ton, Iowa.

GEORGE MAR TIN GROSS MANN, born in Hesse (1823), grad u ated from the
Teach ers’ Sem i nary of Fried berg at the age of 19 and served that in sti tu tion
as as sis tant teacher. Later he was in struc tor in the pri vate schools of Rot- 
theim and Lol lar. Here he was con verted through the in flu ence of Pas tor Di- 
ef fen bach, and placed him self, though mar ried, at the dis posal of Loehe for
the Amer i can ser vice. Af ter study ing the ol ogy at Er lan gen. he went to Sag i- 
naw, Mich., as founder and in spec tor of the Teach ers’ Sem i nary. Af ter the
or ga ni za tion of the Iowa Synod, he was pres i dent of that body for thirty-
nine years. He was pres i dent of the sem i nary un til 1875. when, on ac count
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of his health, he re signed for a time, but, hav ing re cov ered, started the
Teach ers’ Sem i nary. From 1885 to 1895 he was also pres i dent of Wart burg
Col lege at Wa verly, Ia. He re tired in 1894, and died three years later on the
forty-third an niver sary of the synod which he had served in many ways.

JO HANNES DEIN DO ER FER, D. D. born, 1828. at Rosstall, near Neuen det tel- 
sau, re ceived his the o log i cal ed u ca tion at Nurem berg and Neuen det tel sau.
On Sep tem ber 14, 1851, he was (like Gross man and S. Fritschel) or dained
as “shipchap lain” by Pas tor Meinel of Ham burg. He was pas tor of a con gre- 
ga tion (“Franken hilf”) near Sag i naw. To gether with Gross man, he em i- 
grated to Iowa in 1853, and be came pas tor of “St. Se bald at the Spring”
(Iowa), serv ing there un til 1856; pas tor at Madi son, Wis., un til 1860; at
West Union, Iowa, un til 1865; Toledo, O., un til 1870; De fi ance, O., un til
1889; Ripon, Wis., un til 1894. As long as Gross mann was pres i dent, Dein- 
do er fer served as vice pres i dent, and suc ceeded him as the salaried pres i- 
dent. For si.xteen years he was also pres i dent of a dis trict. His many tal ents
and his able pen were de voted to the ser vice of the synod, whose dis tinc tive
fea tures he em pha sized as a true dis ci ple of Loehe. Note wor thy among his
books are his “Geschichte der Iowa Syn ode,” and also his three
“Denkschriften,” 1864, 1879, 1904.

F. RICHTER, D. D. (Gen eral Pres i dent), born in 1852, is the son of a pas tor
in Sax ony. Pri vate tu tor ing and a course in the gym na sium pre ceded his the- 
o log i cal train ing, which he re ceived at St. Se bald (1870-1874). A visit of S.
Fritschel at his fa ther’s house was the cause of his em i gra tion. He at tended
the uni ver si ties of Er lan gen and Leipzig 1874-1876. Af ter his re turn to
Amer ica, he be came as sis tant teacher in the sem i nary and col lege at Men- 
dota. He took charge of the con gre ga tion in the city (1879-1894). From
1887 to 1904 he was pres i dent of the South ern Dis trict. In 1894 he was
elected pres i dent of Clin ton Col lege, hold ing that po si tion un til 1902, when
he be came ed i tor of “Kirchen blatt.” Since the fifti eth an niver sary of the
Synod in 1904 he has been the pres i dent of the Iowa Synod, be ing the third
in this hon or able suc ces sion. In 1901 Thiel Col lege con ferred on him the
de gree of Doc tor of Di vin ity.

PROF. JOHN MICHAEL REU, D. D., born at Diebach (near Roten burg),
Bavaria, in 1869, re ceived his ed u ca tion in the Latin School of Oet tin gen,
through pri vate tu tors and at the Mis sion School of Neuen det tel sau. He
came to Amer ica in 1889, was called to Rock falls, Ill., in 1890, and to the
fac ulty of the Dubuque Sem i nary in 1899. Among his lit er ary out put we
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would men tion “Old Tes ta ment Peri copes,” 1901-6; “Kat e chis musausle- 
gung,” 1904; “Wart burg Lehrmit tel,” 8 small vol umes; “Cat e chet ics and
Ethics,” 1915, and es pe cially “Quellen zur Geschichte des kirch lichen Un- 
ter richts zwis chen 1530 und 1600” (1904), four vol umes be ing pub lished up
to the present. In recog ni tion of this book the Uni ver sity of Er lan gen (1910)
con ferred on him the ti tle of “Dr. Theol.” — a dis tinc tion not shared by any
Amer i can since 1845 (Philip Schaff.). Be gin ning with the third vol ume, this
great work by Dr. Reu is be ing fi nanced with the aid of the So ci ety of the
His tory of the Ref or ma tion and of the Berlin Kul tus min is terium. The first
half of Vol ume V, com pris ing 500 pages, has been pub lished. A sixth vol- 
ume will con clude the work. Since 1905 Dr. Reu has been the ed i tor of
“Kirch liche Zeit schrift,” which is the the o log i cal monthly mag a zine of the
Iowa Synod. He is also a con trib u tor to the “Kat e chetis che Zeit schrift,”
“Archiv fuer Reior ma tion s geschichte,” “Zeit schrift fuer Geschichte der
Erziehung und des Un ter richtswe sens in Deutsch land,” etc.

§ 30. The Buf falo Synod.

Eight months af ter the de par ture of the Sax ons, PAS TOR J. A. GRABAU and
his Er furt con gre ga tion em i grated to Amer ica (1839). Among the mem bers
of his flock was H. von Rohr, cap tain of the Prus sian ar tillery. The ma jor ity
of these “Prus sian Luther ans” set tled in the neigh bor hood of Buf falo, N. Y.
Grabau, hav ing dis cov ered the spu ri ous char ac ter of a union be tween
Luther ans and Re formed, took of fense at the royal de cree which abol ished
the old church books. Hav ing re quested the priv i lege of re tain ing the
Lutheran for mula, he was sus pended and im pris oned, but re fused to yield.
His con gre ga tion urged em i gra tion to Amer ica, where re li gious free dom
seemed to be as sured. Grabau, still hop ing that Prus sia would re cede from
her at ti tude, re fused at first, but when a writ ten state ment was made by
Fred er ick William HI. to the ef fect that Lutheranism would be tol er ated
only within the bounds of the union, he left for Amer ica, and set tled at Buf- 
falo in the fall of 1839.

Dur ing the time of his trou bles he had come into touch with the Luther- 
ans of the Uck er mark and of POMERA NIA, who were fol low ing the lead of
Pas tors Ehren troem and Kin der mann. It was hoped that they might de cide
to em i grate. When the king died (June 7, 1840),9 his suc ces sor (Fred er ick
William IV.), dis card ing his fa ther’s meth ods, con ceded cer tain rights to the
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Lutheran Church. This halted the em i gra tion project of the Prus sian Luther- 
ans, es pe cially as the Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of Prus sia (BRES LAU

SYNOD) de clared against em i gra tion. Soon af ter wards the school ques tion
roused op po si tion, be cause Lutheran chil dren were forced to at tend the
schools of the Union, and Luther ans were not per mit ted to em ploy their
own teach ers. While the Bres lau peo ple fi nally agreed to this rule and pri- 
vately in structed their chil dren in re li gion, Kin der mann’s and Ehren stroem’s
fol low ers saw in such a sub mis sion a de nial of the faith. They in sisted on
em i gra tion. Their faith in the Bres lau au thor i ties seemed to have been
shaken when these con ferred upon the el ders part of the pas toral care and
the of fice of the keys, and es pe cially when they claimed the right to de pose
min is ters. The warn ing against em i gra tion was looked upon as a chil ias tic
heresy. While KIN DER MANN and EHREN STROEM bowed to these de crees, their
con gre ga tions re belled. This fi nally re sulted in a with drawal from the Bres- 
lau Synod and a sub se quent de ci sion to em i grate. The Bres lau Church au- 
thor i ties re fused com mu nion to the in sur gents, and tried to pre vent em i gra- 
tion by trans fer ring Kin der mann from Pomera nia to Bres lau. But the con- 
gre ga tions re mained firm. In 1842 TWO EM I GRANT OR GA NI ZA TIONS were
formed. In sev eral ships the Pomera ni ans left Stet tin for New York, where
they ar rived in Sep tem ber, while the Uck er mark peo ple went by way of
Hamhurg to Buf falo. Ehren stroem mean while was ar rested in Ham burg on
ac count of his ser mons con demn ing the Union, and was turned over to
Prus sia; he fol lowed his flock in 1844.10 Kin der mann and his peo ple set tled
in the forests near Mil wau kee. Kin der mann died (at Kirch hain) in 1854.
Pas tor Krause was lo cated at Freis tadt.

Dur ing tur bu lent times like these the SYNOD OF BUF FALO came into be ing.
Its first meet ing was held at Mil wau kee and Freis tadt, Wis., June 12-15,
1845. Four pas tors were present: Grabau, Kin der mann, Krause and H. von
Rohr. Pas tor Brohm of New York was in vited to at tend, but de clined be- 
cause his friends in and around St. Louis had not re ceived an in vi ta tion.
While the con fer ence de cided on the name, “Synod of Lutheran Em i grants
from Prus sia,” it was com monly known as the Buf falo Synod. The lat ter
name it af ter wards adopted.

As early as 1840 Pas tor Grabau sent a PAS TORAL LET TER (writ ten, not
printed) to va cant con gre ga tions warn ing them against min is ters who had
not been prop erly or dained (§ 23, I, 1). This let ter, hav ing been sent to
St. Louis, caused the CON FLICT be tween Grabau and Walther, who scented in
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it those hi er ar chi cal ten den cies which he had ex pe ri enced amid bit ter cir- 
cum stances. In con se quence of this con tro versy Mis souri op po si tion
churches were es tab lished (“rab ble con gre ga tions,” ac cord ing to Grabau) in
the ter ri tory of the Buf falo Synod. The strife be tween the two fac tions be- 
came ex ceed ingly caus tic and per sonal. In 1853 Grabau vis ited Ger many
for the pur pose of win ning friends to his cause. Tem po rar ily he main tained
PLEAS ANT RE LA TIONS with the IOWA SYNOD, trans fer ring con gre ga tions around
Madi son to that synod, and call ing Fritschel and Do er fler to va cant Buf falo
Synod churches. But in the con tro versy be tween Iowa and Mis souri,
Grabau sided with the lat ter. Ow ing to its many pe cu liar i ties and Grabau’s
un yield ing tem per, the Buf falo Synod did not grow rapidly, even though a
the o log i cal sem i nary, with Grabau as in struc tor, had been es tab lished.

In 1886 von Rohr and Grabau failed to agree. Two fac tions arose in the
Buf falo Synod, each claim ing to be the pure orig i nal synod. A col lo quium,
HELD AT BUF FALO be tween the Mis souri ans and the nu mer i cally su pe rior fac- 
tion of von Rohr, re sulted in the ad mis sion of Hochstet ter and eleven oth ers
into the Mis souri Synod, while the smaller por tion of von Rohr’s party con- 
tin ued to ex ist un til 1877. Af ter wards a part of it re turned to the Grabau fac- 
tion, while oth ers cast in their lot with var i ous other syn ods. Von Rohr’s son
be came in flu en tial in the Wis con sin Synod.

Pat terned af ter the old Saxon and Pomera nian con sti tu tions, the Min is- 
terium (min is ters only) chose a “se nior min is terii” as their syn od i cal leader.
This ti tle, how ever, was changed into “pres i dent” at the meet ing in 1886.
Buf falo de clares, in op po si tion to Mis souri, that or di na tion is an es sen tial
part of the “rite vo ca tus” of the Augs burg Con fes sion (Art. XIV) and that
the Churih is es sen tially vis i ble and has in vis i ble glory.11

Like its op po nent, the Mis sonri Synod, Buf falo is very rigid in doc trine
and prac tice. Its pas tors are pledged to all the books of the Con cor dia. The
eleventh ar ti cle of the Au gus tana is lit er ally in ter preted; so that ev ery con- 
gre ga tion has PRI VATE AB SO LU TION, pub lic ab so lu tion not hav ing been per mit- 
ted un til 1891. Gross sins are pun ished by ex com mu ni ca tion, and the of- 
fender can be re stored only af ter pub lic con fes sion in the pres ence of the
con gre ga tion. No mem ber is al lowed to be long to a se cret or der.

A RE VI SION of Buf falo’s syn od i cal CON STI TU TION in 1886 re sulted in a
quiet set ting aside of many of its pe cu liar i ties. The synod ex tends from New
York to Min ne sota, and has two con fer ence meet ings bian nu ally. while the
whole synod con venes once in three years.
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1. See “Syn odalgeschichte.” by Pe ter and Schmidt, pp. 126. 128, 139,
144, 191. 264.↩ 

2. A vivid de scrip tion of the syn od i cal trans ac tions at Wheel ing, to gether
with a re print of the res o lu tions per tain ing to the view point of Ohio,
may be found in the vol ume of Pe ter and Schmidt, pp. 227-238,↩ 

3. Pub lished in Brobst’s Monat shefte, 1S67.↩ 

4. The dif fer ent forms of the con sti tu tion are found in Kraushaar,
pp. 373-89.↩ 

5. They form an ap pen dix to the con sti tu tion.↩ 

6. Also Klind worth, who had failed to es tab lish an “orig i nal” Iowa Synod
with the aid of the mal con tents.↩ 

7. Never printed, but partly found in the con clu sion of S. Fritschel’s “Dis- 
tinc tive Doc trines.”↩ 

8. Pas tor Joh. Roehm, who stud ied on the Wart burg, caused Geo. T.
Fritschel’s call to the col lege at Bren ham through which con tact with
Iowa had been es tab lished.↩ 

9. On the same day when the church of the em i grants was be ing ded i- 
cated at Buf falo.↩ 

10. Soon he be came a vic tim of strange hal lu ci na tions, tried to per form
mir a cles and even tu ally lost his faith al to gether. He trav eled from Wis- 
con sin to New York, thence to San Fran cisco and died in a poor house.
By ex com mu ni cat ing him, Grabau had de prived him of any kind of in- 
flu ence among the Prus sians.↩ 

11. These state ment do not in di cate whether Buf falo con sid ers the fea ture
of in vis i bil ity es sen tial to the true church.↩ 
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9. The Nor we gians And Danes.

§ 31. The Nor we gians.

I. Con di tion Of The Church In Nor way.

In or der to un der stand the de vel op ment of the Nor we gian Lutheran Church
in Amer ica, we should have some prior knowl edge of the con di tion of the
Church in Nor way. This we will pro ceed to give.

At the be gin ning of the nine teenth cen tury a wave of ra tio nal ism del uged
the Church of Nor way, as it had other Eu ro pean coun tries, and put its mark
on ev ery fea ture of that coun try’s spir i tual life. Then there came an AWAK EN- 
ING over the whole land through the earnest preach ing of a pi ous lay man,
HANS NIELSEN HAUGE (1771-1844). He was con verted in 1796, and soon be- 
gan to preach the Word to the peo ple. He trav eled all over the land, mostly
on foot, and ev ery where he went his la bor bore rich fruitage. He also in- 
duced other Chris tian lay men to take up the work.

He did not put him self di rectly in op po si tion to the clergy; but, while
their ser mons were per me ated with ra tio nal is tic views, lead ing to re li gious
in dif fer ence, if not to open un god li ness, he preached the gospel in its pu rity
and sim plic ity, telling sin ners to re pent, find for give ness in Je sus Christ,
and live a new life. In the opin ion of many of the min is ters Hauge was a fa- 
natic, and so they put ev ery pos si ble ob struc tion in his way. By their in flu- 
ence the gov ern ment, in 1804, had him ar rested for preach ing in pub lic,
which was for bid den to lay men by an old sec tion of the law. On ac count of
the ex am i na tion of six hun dred wit nesses and other de lays, his case dragged
on for years. Mean while he was con fined to jail. In all, he spent ten years in
prison, and came out bro ken in health. Dur ing the last eight years of his life
he resided on his farm, called Bredtvedt, near Chris tia nia. Nor way, di rect- 
ing from there the re li gious move ment be had in au gu rated. He died March
29, 1842, re ceiv ing honor at the last from both friend and foe.

The per se cu tion and death of Hauge did not slacken or quench the fire
he had kin dled. Oth ers took his place and con tin ued the work. Less broad- 
minded than their great leader, they some times showed a more un friendly
feel ing to ward the clergy than he did. but there was no sep a ra tion, for
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Hauge was a faith ful Lutheran. and earnestly ad vised his friends not to
leave the Church.

Even tu ally the younger min is ters (as was the case in Ger many) felt the
in com ing tide of the new life. Pro fes sor Stener Jo hannes Sten ersen (who
taught in Up sala, 1814-35). Svend Ror ck mand Horsleb (1814-36).
Rev. Wil helm An dreas Wexel. Prof. Karl Paul Cas pari (1847-92), and Gisle
Johnsen (1849-94), all ex erted a great and salu tary in flu ence on the young
the olo gians. They were STRICTLY CON SER VA TIVE LUTHER ANS, so that there
should have been the great est har mony be tween them and the Chris tian lay- 
men; but un for tu nately their very con ser vatism was viewed as a hi er ar chial
ten dency by some of the friends of Hauge. To this may be added, that many
of the clergy did not look with fa vor on the lay preach ing so dear to the
Hau gians. The dif fer ence be tween these two al lied wings be came ev i dent in
its Amer i can de vel op ment.

II. Or ga ni za tion Of Nor we gian Syn ods.

In the year 1839 a young Nor we gian trav eler pub lished a book telling about
his ob ser va tions in Amer ica. This gave a new im pulse to the em i gra tion al- 
ready be gun. Wis con sin and North ern Illi nois, at that time the wild North- 
west, seemed to be the most at trac tive lo cal i ties to the Nor we gians. Later on
they also moved into the bor der states of Iowa and Min ne sota. It is said that
in 1847 there were 15,000 Nor we gians in Wis con sin and 33,000 in Illi nois.
These fig ures may be too high, but the num ber cer tainly was not in signif i- 
cant. Among them were sev eral “Friends of Hauge.” For mu tual ed i fi ca tion
they met in their log cab ins, singing, pray ing, and read ing a ser mon or lis- 
ten ing to a lay preacher. One of the most prom i nent of these was ELLING

EIELSEN, who was born in Vos, Nor way, Sept. 19, 1804, and came to Amer- 
ica in 1839. He had been preach ing both in Nor way and Den mark, and con- 
tin ued his work here. He held his first meet ing in the house of an Eng lish
woman in Chicago, and went from there to Fox River, Illi nois. where he
found a large Nor we gian set tle ment. Here he built a house, and used the
sec ond floor for meet ings. On Oct. 3. 1843, he was or dained by Rev. Hoff- 
man, the Lutheran pas tor at Dun can’s Grove,1 about twenty miles north of
Chicago. Eielsen trav eled ev ery where among the Nor we gian set tle ments,
and es tab lished many preach ing sta tions.
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THE FIRST SYNOD. The need of some kind of or ga ni za tion was soon felt.
The “friends from far and near” there fore met at Jef fer son Prairie, Rock
County, Wis con sin, April 13-14, 1846, and or ga nized the “Evan gel i cal
Lutheran Church of Amer ica,” a rather high-sound ing name. Eielsen was
now as sisted by two young men, Ole An drewsen and Paul An der sen. For a
time they worked to gether har mo niously; but af ter a while dis cord arose
over litur gi cal forms and cer tain doc trines, and in 1848 a sep a ra tion took
place,2 leav ing Eielsen alone.

THE SEC OND SYNOD. The mis sion work of the Ger man Luther ans ev i- 
dently brought some of the young clergy in Nor way to think about the duty
they owed to their brethren in the faith across the sea. A Nor we gian min is- 
ter writes to Pas tor Loehe:3 Since my visit with you we, too, have taken an
in ter est in Amer i can af fairs. You know, of course, that sev eral thou sand
Nor we gians have em i grated to Illi nois and Wis con sin, where they have
lived un til now with out the ser vice of a min is ter of the gospel. Dur ing the
last sum mer, how ever, a young Dane (C. L. Clausen), a truly pi ous and
earnest man, with sound Lutheran con vic tions, went over there, and has just
been or dained. And this month Rev. J. C. W. Di et rich sen, a Nor we gian, who
was with me in the greater part of my trav els in Ger many, will also go to
help our beloved coun try men in North Amer ica. A Chris tian man here
(Sorensen) has of fered him 3,000 Gylden ($500) for that pur pose. It would
be very de sir able that Ger man and Nor we gian Luther ans should work hand
in hand in Amer ica."4

From the Nor we gian Lutheran Church in Muskego, Racine County,
Wis.,5 a del e ga tion came to Rev. Krause, in Freystadt, ask ing him to or dain
a young man, by the name of CLAUS LAU RIZ CLAUSEN, to the min istry of the
gospel. He had been called as their pas tor SEPT. 13, 1843, which is re garded
as the BIRTH DAY OF THE NOR WE GIAN LUTHERAN CHURCH IN AMER ICA. Spir i tual
work had been go ing on for some years, but this was the first time Nor we- 
gian Lutheran Chris tians came to gether to form a con gre ga tion and have the
min istry of the gospel es tab lished among them. Hav ing passed a cred itable
ex am i na tion, Clausen was or dained on the eigh teenth of Oc to ber of the
same year, in the pres ence of the Muskego con gre ga tion. From that time or- 
dained pas tors ar rived from Nor way, among them the fol low ing: J. W. C.
Di et ric, 1844; H. A. Stub, 1848; A. C. Preus, 1850; H. A. Preus, N. O.
Brandt and G. F. Di et rich sen, 1851; J. A. Otte sen, 1852; and U. V. Ko ren,
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1853. These men, wnth del e gates from their con gre ga tions, or ga nized, in
1853, the Nor we gian Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of Amer ica.

THE THIRD SYNOD. Revs. P. An der sen and O. An drewsen, who sev ered
their con nec tion with E. Eielsen (see above), united with oth ers in the
North ern Illi nois Synod, and. with the Swedish pas tor Es b jorn, formed a
Scan di na vian con fer ence. In the fifties sev eral other min is ters, both Nor we- 
gians and Swedes, joined this synod, but in 1860 they all with drew and or- 
ga nized the SCAN DI NA VIAN AU GUS TANA SYNOD. The meet ing was held in
Rev. O. An drewsen’s church at Jef fer son Prairie, Rock County, Wis con sin.
The two na tion al i ties worked in per fect unity, but, as the mem ber ship in- 
creased, the Nor we gians asked per mis sion to form a synod of their own, to
which the Swedes will ingly gave their con sent.

Thus we see that the Nor we gian Luther ans in Amer ica were DI VIDED

from THE VERY BE GIN NING, and. as we shall see, more di vi sions came later.

III. His tory Of In di vid ual Nor we gian Syn ods.

[1] HAUGE’S SYNOD.
In 1850 a young man with a good ed u ca tion, P. A. Ras mussen, came to

the Eielsen Church, and taught parochial school first at Nec nah, then at Jef- 
fer son Prairie. Wis con sin, and fi nally at Fox River or Lis bon, Illi nois. The
con gre ga tion here called him as their pas tor in 1852. Be fore tak ing charge,
he de sired a bet ter the o log i cal train ing, for which pur pose he went to the
Lutheran Sem i nary at Ft. Wayne, In di ana. On Palm-Sun day, 1854, he was
or dained by Prof. W. Sih ler and Prof. F. A. Crae mer. He as sisted Eielsen,
who had no or ga niz ing tal ents and placed lit tle value on form and or der. But
Ras mussen had a clearer view, and pointed out many things in the con sti tu- 
tion that needed im prove ment. This of fended Eielsen. He looked upon the
young as sis tant with sus pi cion at once, fear ing he might bring about new
and dan ger ous changes. Their re la tion be came more and more strained, and
af ter a stormy meet ing at Prim rose, Wis con sin, in 1856, Ras mussen and his
friends left Eielsen. In 1862 he joined the Nor we gian Synod. For the sec ond
time Eielsen stood alone; but he soon or dained some of his most ca pa ble lay
preach ers, and in 1861 there were four or dained min is ters in his synod. The
field also in creased and the church grew; but, much to the an noy ance of
Eielsen, the peo ple con tin ued to find fault with the con sti tu tion, and de- 
manded a re vi sion. At the meet ing in 1874, it was de cided that the min is ters
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should meet at Min ne ap o lis in July, take the mat ter un der con sid er a tion, and
re port to the next an nual con ven tion. The re port con tained both a draught
for an en tirely new con sti tu tion and a re vi sion of the old one. For the sake
of peace and har mony those who were in fa vor of a new in stru ment with- 
drew their propo si tion, and de clared them selves sat is fied with a re vi sion.
But Eielsen thought they went too far, and there fore he held a pri vate con- 
sul ta tion with seven of his friends. They agreed to a few mi nor changes, and
said the synod might add ex plana tory notes to ob scure para graphs. To pre- 
vent a schism, this was agreed upon. So amended, the con sti tu tion was tem- 
po rar ily adopted. The name was changed to Hauge’s Synod. Al though
Eielsen and his friends had given their con sent to the re vi sion, they held a
meet ing in Jack son County, Min ne sota, dur ing the win ter of 1875, and de- 
cided to stand by the old con sti tu tion as it was, thereby OR GA NIZ ING THEM- 
SELVES INTO A CHURCH BODY. They elected Eielsen as pres i dent.

By this time Eielsen was grow ing old, and so did not seem to re al ize the
im port of all that was tak ing place. He came to the next an nual con ven tion
of Hauge’s Synod, look ing upon him self as a mem ber of that body. It might
have been just as well if the meet ing had rec og nized him as a mem ber,
harm less as he now was; but when they asked him about his con nec tion
with the Jack son party, they could get no sat is fac tory an swer. A com mit tee
which in ter viewed him three times pri vately suc ceeded no bet ter. Be fore his
case was de cided, he sent a let ter to the Synod — prob a bly writ ten by oth- 
ers — ac cus ing it of har bor ing new and dan ger ous ten den cies to ward hi er- 
ar chy and church for mal ity. This in di cated his at ti tude. A res o lu tion was
then passed by the Synod re gret ting the ac tion of Eielsen and his fol low ers
and declar ing that fel low ship with them must be looked upon as bro ken. A
later at tempt to re store har mony also failed, be cause Eielsen in sisted that
synod must ac knowl edge its sins, and come back to the old con sti tu tion.
This the synod could not do. Eielsen died in 1883, but his “old friends” still
con tin ued as a sep a rate or ga ni za tion.

The year 1876 turns A NEW LEAF in the his tory of Hauge’s Synod. It then
had twenty-three min is ters, and from that time made steady progress in all
branches of ac tiv ity. On the whole, a spirit of peace pre vailed. But in the
nineties a con tro versy arose be tween H. H. Bergs land, Pro fes sor of Sys tem- 
atic The ol ogy at the Red Wing Sem i nary, and Rev. O. S. Me land, who also
had been a pro fes sor at the same in sti tu tion and was now pas tor of the
church which the sem i nary peo ple at tended. Rev. Me land ac cused the pro- 
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fes sor of false doc trine. For a time the dis cus sion grew hot, and it looked as
if there might be a dis rup tion; but the synod found no heresy in Prof. Bergs- 
land’s teach ings (1896), and the mat ter sub sided. Bergs land con tin ued as
pro fes sor un til his death (1907).

The OF FI CIAL OR GAN of the synod, “Bud baeren” (“The Mes sen ger”), was
founded as a monthly in 1863, with Revs. O. Hansen and O. A. Bergh as
ed i tors. For many years it has been pub lished as a weekly. The synod also
pub lishes a Nor we gian Sun day-school pa per, “Born even nen” (“The Chil- 
dren’s Friend”), and, in con junc tion with the United Church, also an Eng- 
lish Sun day-school pa per, “The Chil dren’s Com pan ion.”

Af ter var i ous fruit less at tempts a Church Col lege and Sem i nary were es- 
tab lished at Red Wing, Min ne sota, in 1879. Up to the present time the sem i- 
nary has grad u ated 165 stu dents and the col lege 266 (27 with the A. B. de- 
gree). The sem i nary fac ulty con sists of Pro fes sors E. W. Schmidt, M. A., O.
M. Wee, and G. M. Bruce, M. A., B. D. The sem i nary of fers a three years’
and the col lege a four years’ course, the lat ter cul mi nat ing in the A. B. de- 
gree. The acad emy (four years) pre pares for the col lege and the State Uni- 
ver sity. There is also a com mer cial course of two years. These in sti tu tions
were orig i nally for boys and young men, but women are now ad mit ted to
the col lege. A co-ed u ca tional school is lo cated at Jew ell, Iowa, known as
the Jew ell Lutheran Col lege.

The Synod main tains a MIS SION IN CHINA, which was started in 1891, with
Fancheng as the cen ter. In this city it has a high school, a hos pi tal, a dis pen- 
sary, an or phans’ home and schools for boys and girls. Be sides Fancheng,
there are the three main sta tions of Tszho, Taip ing tien and Sinyeh. From
these cen ters the work ex tends to forty outer sta tions and a num ber of day
schools. The the o log i cal sem i nary at Han kow is be ing jointly main tained by
four Lutheran mis sion ary so ci eties. Pas tor O. R. Wold, of Hauge’s Synod, is
pres i dent. The synod has 17 mis sion ar ies, among whom are one physi cian,
one nurse and five or dained pas tors. These are be ing aided by some 90 na- 
tive work ers f Bible women and teach ers). It has 1,000 con verts. HOME MIS- 
SIONS are be ing car ried on in Canada and the North west, 30 mis sion ar ies
cov er ing the ground. It sup ports an OR PHANS’ HOME with 60 chil dren and a
HOME FOR THE AGED at Beres ford. S. Dak., where 30 old men are be ing cared
for.

[2] THE NOR WE GIAN LUTHERAN SYNOD.
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This synod was founded in 1853 by the co op er a tion of Pas tors C. L.
Claussen (or dained by Pas tor Krause). A. C. Preus, H. A. Stub. H. A. Preus,
G. F. Di et rich sen. N. Brandt and J. A. Ot tensen. All of these were or dained
in Nor way for the Amer i can tield. From the very start the synod has rep re- 
sented RIGID LUTHERANISM. It sus tained re la tions with the faith ful in the Nor- 
we gian State Church. Soon it made COM MON CAUSE WITH THE GER MAN

LUTHER ANS (a union hoped for at Di et rich sen’s de par ture; see let ter to
Loehe). At first no at tempt was made to start a sem i nary. A com mis sion, in- 
ves ti gat ing dif fer ent Lutheran in sti tu tions, de cided in FA VOR OF THE SEM I NARY

OF THE MIS SOURI SYNOD. This was made the sem i nary of the synod, and
Laur. Lar son, in 1859, was called by its fac ulty as Nor we gian pro fes sor. But
when, dur ing the Civil War Walther’s sym pa thies were with the South, the
Nor we gians, op pos ing se ces sion and slav ery, took of fense, with drew from
St. Louis, and opened THEIR OWN SEM I NARY at Half way Creek, La Crosse
County, Wis con sin, with Lar son and Schmidt as pro fes sors and an en roll- 
ment of eleven schol ars. In 1862 it was trans ferred to Dec o rah, Ia., where in
1864 the cor ner stone was laid for a build ing cost ing $100,000, which was
ded i cated in Oc to ber, 1865. In 1872 F. A. SCHMIDT was sent to St. Louis as
Nor we gian pro fes sor. When the prac ti cal de part ment of St. Louis was trans- 
ferred to Spring field, Pas tor O. B. As per heim be came a mem ber of the fac- 
ulty. But a year af ter wards the Sol diers’ Or phans’ Home of Madi son, Wis.,
be came the home of this prac ti cal de part ment. Here Pro fes sor F. A. Schmidt
was ap pointed sec ond pro fes sor. H. G. Stub came to this sem i nary as a suc- 
ces sor to As per heim in 1878, and the the o ret i cal de part ment of St. Louis,
hav ing been trans ferred, was united with the prac ti cal de part ment. In 1872
the synod took part in the form ing of the SYN OD I CAL CON FER ENCE, to which it
be longed un til 1883. For a long time it was the largest Scan di na vian body in
Amer ica. Rep re sent ing con ser va tive Lutheranism, it had to re sist var i ous
doc tri nal on slaughts. Pro fes sor As per heim in 1878 was ac cused of heresy
by the Pas toral Con fer ence in Mil wau kee, be cause he had crit i cized
Walther. As per heim re signed, took charge of a New York con gre ga tion for a
time, and even tu ally re turned to Nor way.

The most vi o lent con tro versy within the synod raged around the QUES- 
TION OF PRE DES TI NA TION (1880). Schmidt at tacked Walther’s the ory of elec- 
tion con tained in the syn od i cal records of 1877 and 1879. The synod was
di vided into two op pos ing camps. To pre vent a di vi sion, it LEFT THE SYN OD I- 
CAL CON FER ENCE in 1883. How ever, a schism oc curred seven years later.
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Schmidt and his fol low ers (a third of the synod) with drew and formed a
“broth er hood.” In 1890 they united with other bod ies, form ing the United
Nor we gian Lutheran Church.

Though greatly weak ened, the synod con tin ued its work with much zeal
and ex tended its ac tiv i ties in many di rec tions.

It has put great em pha sis on re li gious train ing. Luther Col lege, the old est
Scan di na vian High School, lo cated at Dec o rah, Ia., has an en dow ment fund
of $250,000. LUTHER SEM I NARY (lo cated at first at Madi son, Wis., af ter wards
at Rob bins dalc, Minn., and now at St. Paul, Minn.) has the fol low ing fac- 
ulty: Revs. Prof. H. G. Stub, D. D., Joh. Ylvisaker, D. D., O. K. Brandt, B.
A., and E. Hove, B. A. It has an av er age at ten dance of 50 schol ars The
Lutheran TEACH ERS’ SEM I NARY, of Sioux Falls, S. Dak., has 10 pro fes sors
and about 200 stu dents. The Girls’ Sem i nary at Red Wing, Minn., and ten
acad e mies at var i ous places are be ing main tained by pri vate funds. The
synod con ducts two homes for the aged and three or phans’ homes. A num- 
ber of hos pi tals are be ing sup ported by in di vid ual mem bers of the synod.

It has FOR EIGN MIS SIONS in South Africa, China and Alaska, and an In dian
mis sion not far from Wit ten berg, Wis. Home mis sions are be ing main tained
in Utah, New York and Galve ston (im mi grants), and sea men’s mis sions in
New York, Galve ston and San Fran cisco. Its com bined prop erty is worth
$1,000,000.

[3] THE UNITED NOR WE GIAN LUTHERAN CHURCH IN AMER ICA.
Af ter with draw ing from the Synod of North ern Illi nois, the Scan di na- 

vians, in 1860, or ga nized the SCAN DI NA VIAN AU GUS TANA SYNOD in a lit tle
Nor we gian church at Jef fer son Prairie, Wis. Ten years af ter wards this synod
met at the new Swedish church of An dover, Ill. At this time the num ber of
Nor we gian min is ters had greatly in creased, and they de cided to or ga nize a
synod of their own. To this the Swedes gave their unan i mous con sent. The
Nor we gian pas tors and del e gates then with drew to the old church nearby in
or der to or ga nize the new synod (§ 19, 5, 6). Rev. O. J. Hatlestad was
elected chair man and Rev. J. M. Eggen sec re tary. A pre vi ously ap pointed
com mit tee on con sti tu tion re ported. Mean while only two para graphs were
adopted, re lat ing to con fes sion and name, the lat ter be ing “The Nor we gian
Au gus tana Synod.” The rest was laid aside un til a con fer ence could be held
with Rev. B. Gjel daker, of Sil ver Lake, and Rev. C. L. Clausen, of St. Ans- 
gar, Iowa, who had left the Nor we gian Synod on ac count of that body’s at ti- 
tude on the slav ery ques tion. If these men, with their large con gre ga tions,
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would join in the for ma tion of the new synod, it would be de sir able to have
them do so, and it was de cided that they should have a chance to take part
in the dis cus sion and adop tion of the con sti tu tion.

The con fer ence was held at St. Ans gar, Iowa, in July of the same year
(1870). Find ing no doc tri nal dif fi cul ties. Rev. Hatlestad read the re port from
An dover. and Rev. Clausen sub mit ted a new draught for the con sti tu tion.
This was fi nally adopted, the res o lu tions from An dover re scinded, and a
new so ci ety was formed called “The Con fer ence for the Nor we gian Dan ish
Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church in Amer ica.” Clausen was elected pres i dent.

The out look now was bright for a time, but, sad to say, for only a short
time. Be fore he left. Rev. Hatlestad handed in a protest against the re peal of
the An dover res o lu tions, and later on called the Nor we gian Au gus tana
Synod to meet at Jef fer son Prairie, Wis., the same fall. Here the res o lu tion
adopted at St. Ans gar. re peal ing the adop tion of the two para graphs of An- 
dover, was de clared null and void, and the meet ing re solved to com plete the
An dover or ga ni za tion by adopt ing the rest of the pro posed con sti tu tion.
Thus the year 1870 marks both a union and a dis union. The ma jor ity fol- 
lowed Clausen and Gjel daker, while the mi nor ity or ga nized the Nor we gian-
Dan ish Au gus tana Synod. An tag o nism be tween these two fac tions was
strong at first, but later on a bet ter feel ing pre vailed.

The ANTI-MIS SOURI ANS had mean while with drawn from the Nor we gian
Synod. They ef fected a tem po rary or ga ni za tion, hop ing for an even tual
union with the two other syn ods. At a se ries of con fer ences the con clu sion
had been reached that there were no fun da men tal dif fer ences be tween
Hauge’s Synod, the Con fer ence and the Au gus tana Synod. This caused the
merg ing of the three cur rents (Nor we gian Con fer ence, Au gus tana Synod,
and Anti-Mis souri Broth er hood) and the form ing of the UNITED NOR WE GIAN

LUTHERAN CHURCH OF AMER ICA.6 The Con fer ence had 379 con gre ga tions, the
Broth er hood 231 and the Au gus tana Synod 41 con gre ga tions. With out a
dis sent ing vote they de cided for union.

Such a united front seemed to pre clude any pos si ble rup ture. But when
the AUGS BURG SEM I NARY, hith erto the prop erty of the Con fer ence, was to be
trans ferred (ac cord ing to agree ment) to the United Church, the trustees re- 
fused to ac cede to such a de mand. A sub se quent trial, ap pealed from court
to court, re sulted in the synod los ing the build ing, but re tain ing the en dow- 
ment. The real cause of the trou ble was dis sat is fac tion with Profs. Of tedal
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and Sver drup, who re signed and founded the FREE CHURCH (1893). Since
then peace has reigned in the bor ders of the United Church.

Its the o log i cal sem i nary is lo cated at St. Paul, and has the fol low ing fac- 
ulty: Rev. F. A. Schmidt, D. D., Pro fes sor emer i tus; M. O. Bock man, D. D.;
J. N. Kil dahl, D. D.; E. Kr. Johnsen, M. A.; C. M. Weswig, D. D.; M. J.
Stolee, B. M. The col lege is lo cated at North field, Minn., and has 32 teach- 
ers and 500 schol ars. It is one of the great est church in sti tu tions of the Mid- 
dle West. A Teach ers’ Sem i nary is lo cated at Madi son, Minn. Schools for
higher ed u ca tion are lo cated as fol lows: Pleas ant View Luther Col lege, Ot- 
tawa, Ill.; Scan di navia Acad emy, Scan di navia, Wis.; Wal dorf Col lege, For- 
est City, Ia.; Con cor dia Col lege, More head, Minn.; Spokane Col lege,
Spokane, Wash.; Co lum bia Col lege, Ev erett, Wash.; Cam rose Col lege,
Cam rose, Al berta, Can. The last named in sti tu tion is jointly owned with
Hauge’s Synod. In all these in sti tu tions the ENG LISH LAN GUAGE pre vails,
while the sem i nary is largely NOR WE GIAN. The ser vices in the con gre ga tions
are con ducted mostly in the Nor we gian lan guage, but Eng lish is grow ing in
fa vor. Some con gre ga tions di vide their ser vices be tween the two lan guages.
“LUTHER ANEREN” is the Nor we gian or gan, “THE UNITED LUTHERAN” the Eng- 
lish or gan of the synod. The Sun day-school pa pers ap pear in both lan- 
guages.

The United Synod is zeal ous in HOME and FOR EIGN MIS SION WORK. It has
for eign mis sions in Mada gas car and in the dis trict of Ho nan, China, and,
be sides, sup ports many oth ers.

Among the CHAR I TA BLE IN STI TU TIONS may be men tioned the Dea coness’
Moth er house in Chicago, a num ber of or phans’ homes and hos pi tals in the
Mid dle West, or phans’ homes at Wit ten berg, Wis., Be loit, Ia., and Lake
Park, Minn., homes for the aged at North w Dod. N. D., and at Wit ten berg,
W^is. The synod has a pen sion fund for its pas tors and pro fes sors. Its prop- 
erty is worth $2.000,000.

[4] THE NOR WE GIAN LUTHERAN FREE CHURCH.
This or ga ni za tion gath ers around Augs burg Sem i nary as its cen ter. The

sem i nary was opened at Mar shall, Wis., 1869, and is the old est the o log i cal
school among the Nor we gians in Amer ica. In 1872 it was trans ferred to
Min ne ap o lis, Minn. Its first pres i dent was Prof. A. Weenaas. Prof. George
Sver drup served as its pres i dent from 1876 to his death in 1907. Dur ing a
pe riod of 44 years it has trained 367 pas tors. En trance to the sem i nary
proper is pre ceded by a four years’ col lege course, in which Greek is the
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prin ci pal lan guage, in ac cor dance with the rules of the in sti tu tion, re quir ing
that the Word of God shall form the chief sub ject of study.

In 1890 the Augs burg Sem i nary be came the the o log i cal school of the
United Church, but in 1893 the an nual meet ing de cided to with draw its sup- 
port, un less the sem i nary or its con trol was turned over to the United
Church. This brought the res ig na tion of Profs. Sver drup and Of tedal as pro- 
fes sors in the United Church; but they con tin ued their work in the sem i nary.
In this they were sup ported by about 50 min is ters and 60 con gre ga tions,
who formed a sep a rate or ga ni za tion. The Free Church dif fers from other
Nor we gian Lutheran syn ods in this re spect: it has no con sti tu tion, and its
an nual meet ing is not a rep re sen ta tive body of del e gates elected by the con- 
gre ga tions, but a free gath er ing in which any one who agrees to the Free
Church prin ci ples can take part. Chris tian schools, mis sions, etc., are sup- 
ported by the con gre ga tions, but the con trol is in the hands of dif fer ent
boards, as Boards of Trustees for Augs burg Sem i nary, of Mis sions, etc.
They have three schools for higher ed u ca tion, Augs burg in Min ne ap o lis,
Minn., a Ladies’ Sem i nary in Fargo, N. D., and an Acad emy at Ev erett,
Wash. In the line of mercy they have a Dea coness’ Home in Min ne ap o lis
and two Or phans’ Homes at other places. Be side sup port ing the Jew ish and
San thal mis sion, they have their own field in Mada gas car and have of late
de cided to take up mis sion work in China.

[5] THE CHURCH OF THE LUTHERAN BRETHREN.
This body was or ga nized in 1890, with Rev. K. O. Lun de berg as pres i- 

dent. He is an earnest Chris tian, and de plored the world li ness of the
churches. On a visit to Nor way he fell in with the prin ci ples of the Free
Church there. They ad vo cated the Do natis tic idea of pure con gre ga tions.
Re turn ing to Amer ica, he be gan to preach and prac tice that doc trine, with- 
drew from the United Church and gath ered the “Brethren” into a sep a rate
or ga ni za tion. Be ing sin cere in his ap pli ca tion of the rule, he soon found that
his the ory was only an ideal, a dream, ac knowl edged that he had erred in
his views and in ter pre ta tion of the Word of God. and re turned to the United
Church. Mean while Rev. K. M. Broen left the Free Church, be cause he did
not think they prac ticed as they preached, and joined the “Brethren.” They
have a Bible School in Wah peton, N. D.. and their re port for 1914 shows 11
el ders and 20 con gre ga tions, with about 1.000 mem bers. They are very
much in ter ested in for eign mis sions, and have a field of their own in Cen tral
China.
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IV. Prospec tive Union Of The Nor we gians.

The United Nor we gian Synod. hav ing com pleted its or ga ni za tion, ar ranged
for a num ber of con fer ences with the rep re sen ta tives of the Nor we gian
Synod. This move ment re ceived a new im pe tus when Hauge’s Synod
(1905), af ter some dis cus sion, reached an agree ment with other syn ods con- 
cern ing ab so lu tion and the work of lay men. In sub se quent con tro ver sies the
doc trines of ELEC TION and CON VER SION (1907) and PRE DES TI NA TION (1911)
came up for con sid er a tion. While the last dogma pre sented some dif fi cul ties
and pre vented a fi nal agree ment at the con fer ences of 1908, 1909 and 1910
(five con fer ences), the op pos ing par ties ap proached com mon ground. With
ad mirable pa tience — a splen did ex am ple for all Luther ans — the pur suit
of union was con tin ued with the as sis tance of the laity. At the con fer ence at
Madi son, Wis. (Feb. 22, 1912), a num ber of con cil ia tory res o lu tions were
adopted. They bright ened the prospects for an ul ti mate union, which now
seems all but as sured, in spite of the op po si tion of the Syn od i cal Con fer- 
ence. We re print the Madi son The ses be cause of their im por tant char ac ter:

AGREE MENT.

1. The Synod and United Church Com mit tees on Union ac knowl edge unan i mously and
with out reser va tion the doc trine of Pre des ti na tion which is stated in the Eleventh Ar- 
ti cle of the For mula of Con cord (the so-called “first form of the doc trine”) and in
Pon top p i dan’s Ex pla na tion (“Sand hed til Gud frygtighed”), Ques tion 548 (the so-
called “sec ond form of the doc trine”)-

2. Whereas the con fer ring Church bod ies ac knowl edge that Art. XI of the For mula of
Con cord presents the pure and cor rect doc trine of God’s Word and the Lutheran
Church re gard ing the Elec tion of the chil dren of God to sal va tion, it is deemed un- 
nec es sary to Church union to con struct new and more ex ten sive the ses con cern ing
this ar ti cle of faith.
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3. But since, in re gard to the doc trine of Elec tion, it is well known that two forms of
the doc trine have been used, both of which have been rec og nized as cor rect in the
or tho dox Lutheran Church, viz., that some, make the doc trine of Elec tion to com- 
prise the en tire sal va tion of the elect from the call ing to the glo ri fi ca tion, —
cf. “Thor ough Ex pla na tion,” Ar ti cle XI., 10-12 — and teach an Elec tion “to sal va- 
tion through sanc ti fi ca tion by the Spirit and faith in the truth;” while oth ers (like
Pon top p i dan, in con so nance with John Ger hard, Scriver, and other ac knowl edged
doc tri nal fa thers, de fine Elec tion chiefly as the de cree of fi nal glo ri fi ca tion, with the
Spirit’s work of faith and per se ver ance as its nec es sary pos tu late, and teach that
“God has or dained to eter nal life all those who from eter nity He fore saw would ac- 
cept the prof fered grace, be lieve in Christ, and re main stead fast in this faith unto the
end;” and since nei ther of those two forms of doc trine con tra dicts any doc trine re- 
vealed in the Word of God, but lets the or der of sal va tion, as oth er wise pre sented in
God’s Word and the Con fes sion of the Church, re main en tirely in tact and fully ac- 
knowl edged, we find that this fact ought not be di vi sive of Church unity, nor ought it
dis rupt that unity of spirit in the bond of peace which God wills should ob tain be- 
tween us.

4. Since, how ever, dur ing the doc tri nal con tro versy among us, words and ex pres sions
have been used — rightly or wrongly at trib uted to one party or the other — which
seemed to the other side a de nial of the Con fes sion of the Church, or to lead to such
de nial, we have agreed to re ject all er ro neous doc trines which seek to ex plain away
the mys tery of Elec tion (For mula of Con cord, Art. XI, 39-44) ei ther in a syn er gis tic
man ner or in a Calviniz ing way; in other words, we re ject ev ery doc trine which ei- 
ther, on the one hand, would rob God of His honor as the only Sav ior, or, on the
other, would weaken man’s feel ing of re spon si bil ity for the ac cep tance or re jec tion
of God’s grace.

5. On the other hand, we re ject:

a. The doc trine that God’s mercy and the most holy mer its of Christ are not the sole
rea son for our elec tion, but that there is also in our selves a rea son for such elec tion,
for the sake of which God has or dained us to eter nal life.

b. The doc trine that in Elec tion God has been de ter mined by, or has taken cog nizance
of, or has been ac tu ated by, man’s good re la tion, or by any thing which man may do
or not do, “as of him self or by his own nat u ral pow ers.”

c. The doc trine that the faith in Christ which is in dis sol ubly con nected with Elec tion, is
wholly or in part a prod uct of, or de pen dent upon, man’s own choos ing, power or
abil ity.

d. Or that this faith is the re sult of a power and abil ity im parted to man by the call of
grace and there fore now dwelling in, and be long ing to, the un re gen er ate man, to
him self de ter mine to ac cept God’s grace.
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6. On the other hand, we re ject:

a. The doc trine that in Elec tion God acts ar bi trar ily and with out mo tive, and picks out
and counts a cer tain ar bi trary num ber of in dis crim i nate in di vid u als, and or dains
these to con ver sion and sal va tion, while pass ing by all the oth ers.

b. The doc trine that there are two dif fer ent kinds of will to sal va tion in God, one re- 
vealed in the Scrip tures in the gen eral or der of sal va tion, and an other, dif fer ing from
this, and un known to us, which re lates only to the elect and im parts a deeper love, a
more ef fec tive call from God and a larger mea sure of grace than are brought to him
who re mains in un be lief and con dem na tion.

c. The doc trine that when the op po si tion, which God in con ver sion re moves from those
whom He saves, is not taken away in oth ers who fi nally are lost, this dif fer ent re sult
finds its rea son in God and in a dif fer ing will of sal va tion in His act of elec tion.

d. The doc trine that a be liever can and must have an ab so lute as sur ance of his elec tion
and sal va tion, in stead of an as sur ance of faith, built upon the prom ise of God, and
joined with fear and trem bling and the pos si bil ity of fall ing from grace, which, how- 
ever, by the mercy of God he be lieves will not be come a re al ity to him.

e. In a sum mary, all views and doc trines re gard ing Elec tion which di rectly or in di rectly
come into con flict with the or der of sal va tion and do not give to all a full and there- 
fore equally great op por tu nity to sal va tion, or which in any man ner would in val i date
that Word of God which de clares that “God will have all men to be saved and come
unto the knowl edge of the truth” — in which gra cious and mer ci ful will of God all
elec tion to eter nal life has its ori gin.

On the ba sis of the above Agree ment the Com mit tees on Union de clared
that the es sen tial unity con cern ing these doc trines which was at tained was
suf fi cient to war rant Church union.

The two bod ies will take these res o lu tions un der con sid er a tion at their
reg u lar con ven tions. We do not pre sume that an agree ment will be reached
with out some dif fi culty; but it is to be hoped that the syn ods, rec og niz ing
their es sen tial doc tri nal unity, will not rest con tented un til the Nor we gians
of this coun try are ral lied around a com mon stan dard, and thus will be thor- 
oughly or ga nized to ac com plish the great mis sion as signed to them by the
liv ing God.

Bi o graph i cal Notes.
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Note: these, with the ex cep tion of the last two, have been writ ten by the Rev. J. A. Bergh.

REV. ELLING EIELSEN was born in Vos, Nor way, Sep tem ber 19, 1804. His
par ents be longed to the friends of Hauge, and so from child hood Eielsen
was un der Chris tian in flu ence, but did not find peace with God un til he was
about twenty-five years of age. From that time he felt it his duty to preach
to oth ers, ad mon ish ing them to re pent of their sins and turn to God for par- 
don. Hav ing trav eled as a lay preacher over a large part of Nor way and part
of Den mark, he landed in Amer ica in 1839. He preached his first ser mon in
Chicago. Then he went from place to place preach ing to his widely scat- 
tered coun try men. In 1843 he was or dained (or li censed), and in 1864 he
and his friends or ga nized Hauge’s Synod. Eielsen was a strong char ac ter,
and was very earnest in his work. He also loved the Lutheran Church as he
knew it through his beloved Pon top p i dan, whose ex pla na tion of Luther’s
Small Cat e chism he went all the way to New York — mostly on foot — to
get printed; but he came at times in col li sion with the clergy in Nor way, and
had a great dis taste for ev ery thing that had, in his opin ion, a taint of state-
churchism, much of the liturgy in cluded. He died at his home in Chicago in
1883.

REV. CLAUS LAU RIZ CLAUSEN was born on the is land of Aeroe, Den mark,
No vem ber 3, 1820. Al though a Dane by birth, the Nor we gians are in clined
to count him one of their own, as he spent nearly all his life among them.
Like his con tem po rary, Eielsen, he came from the pietis tic cir cles in Nor- 
way and Den mark. He had planned to go with Schroeder as a mis sion ary to
Africa, but on re ceiv ing an earnest ap peal from Nor we gian pi o neers in the
wilder ness of Wis con sin, he fi nally de cided to come to Amer ica. He ar rived
at Muskego, Wis., in Au gust, 1843, ac cepted a call as pas tor to the
Muskego church Sep tem ber 13th, and was or dained by a Ger man min is ter
Oc to ber 18th of the same year. Be ing bet ter ed u cated and hav ing a broader
view than Eielsen, Clausen saw not only the im por tance of the sal va tion of
the in di vid ual, but also the ne ces sity of the es tab lish ment of a Chris tian
church. As far as pos si ble, he there fore gath ered Nor we gian Luther ans into
or ga nized con gre ga tions, and worked most of his time as a set tled pas tor.
Preach ing the doc trine and us ing the rites of the Church of Den mark and
Nor way, he trans planted the church of the Fa ther land as far as pos si ble to
the new soil of Amer ica. He has the honor of lay ing the first stone in the
foun da tion of the Nor we gian Lutheran Church of Amer ica. Clausen was not
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rugged in health, yet for many years he took a prom i nent part in the de vel- 
op ment of the church. It was in his church at Luther Val ley, Rock County,
Wis., that pas tors and del e gates met in 1851 to or ga nize a synod; it was also
here that the or ga ni za tion of the Nor we gian Synod was com pleted in 1853,
Clausen be ing elected Su per in ten dent in 1851 and Vice Pres i dent in 1853.
He was also the first pres i dent of the “Kon fer ents” formed in his church at
St. Ans gar, Iowa, in 1870. He was too fee ble to at tend the meet ing at Min- 
ne ap o lis, when the United Church was or ga nized, but sent his greet ing. He
died two years later, 1892.

REV. PEDER AN DREAS RAS MUSSEN was born in Sta vanger, Nor way, Jan u- 
ary 9, 1829. He came to Amer ica in 1850. At first he taught parochial
school, but in 1853 he re ceived a call from the Lis bon Church, Fox Hill, Ill.,
to be come their pas tor. To fit him self bet ter for the work, he at tended the Ft.
Wayne Sem i nary for one year, and was or dained in 1854. Ras mussen was
one of the most im pres sive speak ers of the Nor we gian Lutheran Church in
Amer ica in the last cen tury, and took an ac tive part in its work un til a short
time be fore his death. What ever he did was done with his whole heart. He
took a lead ing part in the con tro versy be tween Eielsen’s friends and the
Nor we gian Synod, be tween the Synod and the Kon fer ents and be tween the
Mis souri ans and the Anti-Mis souri ans. But the great est ser vice he ren dered
his church was the prom i nent part he took in the move ment that re sulted in
the union of the Kon fer ents, the Au gus tana Synod and the Anti-Mis sourian
Broth er hood in the Nor we gian Lutheran Church of Amer ica. In this im por- 
tant work Ras mussen was in the front rank, and prob a bly ex erted a greater
in flu ence than any other man. Be side be ing an elo quent speaker, he wielded
a flu ent pen. For fif teen years he edited his own pa per, wrote sev eral pam- 
phlets, trans lated and pub lished books like Arndt’s “True Chris tian ity.” He
was a warm hearted friend of for eign mis sions, his con gre ga tion send ing
more money to the Mis sion So ci ety of Nor way than any other. He died in
1898, leav ing four sons in ac tive ser vice as min is ters of the gospel in the
United Church.

REV. HER MAN AM BER PREUS was born in Chris tiansand, Nor way, June 16,
1825. He grad u ated from the the o log i cal de part ment of the Uni ver sity of
Chris tia nia, and was or dained on a call from Spring Prairie, Co lum bia
County, Wis. He came to Amer ica in 1851. In Nor way the ra tio nal ism of
the first part of the last cen tury was fol lowed by a strict or tho doxy. This
wave reached its zenith, and wielded its great est in flu ence in the for ties. At
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this time young Preus stud ied the ol ogy at the Uni ver sity, and took up his
work in Amer ica fully im bued with the or tho dox spirit of the Fa ther land.
On his ar rival here he de tected Gruntvi gian ism in an ar ti cle of faith in the
con sti tu tion of the Nor we gian Synod, just or ga nized, and showed his abil ity
by get ting the or ga ni za tion dis solved and a new one re or ga nized with a
truly or tho dox creed. He was one of the six min is ters who formed the Nor- 
we gian Synod in 1853, and was its pres i dent from 1862 un til his death in
1894. He was a born leader. His no ble and sym met ri cal physique, his fine
abil i ties and var i ous ac qui si tions al ways com manded at ten tion and re spect.
In dis po si tion he com bined gen tle ness with res o lute ness and in flex i bil ity.
With Rev. Preus at the helm there was no dan ger that the Synod should veer
ei ther to the right or the left. He had its des ti na tion clearly in view and its
course well un der con trol. With his strong con vic tions, he of ten clashed
with peo ple of other per sua sions. He strongly pre sented his views both on
the floor of con ven tions and in the press. For sev eral years he was as so ci- 
ated ed i tor of the synod’s of fi cial pa per. His ser mons lacked some what in
the emo tional fea ture, but were al ways clear and in struc tive.

REV. UL RIK WIL HELM KO REN, D. D., was born in Bergen, Nor way, De- 
cem ber 22, 1826, grad u ated from the Uni ver sity of Chris tia nia in 1852, and
came to Amer ica in 1853. He ac cepted a call from Wash ing ton Prairie, near
Dec o rah, Iowa, and was for sev eral years the only Nor we gian min is ter west
of the Mis sis sippi River. He joined the Nor we gian Synod, which was or ga- 
nized shortly be fore his ar rival and took an ac tive part in its work. It was
through his in flu ence that Luther Col lege was lo cated at Dec o rah, and as
the years went by he be came more and more a power in the Synod un til fi- 
nally, by com mon con sent, he was the ac knowl edged leader. From 1887,
when the Anti-Mis souri ans with drew, he oc cu pied nearly the same po si tion
in the Nor we gian Synod as Walther held in the Ger man Synod of Mis souri.
His word was law. When Preus died, 1894, the pres i dency fell upon his
shoul ders. Ko ren had all the qual i fi ca tions of a leader. He was a clear
thinker, an elo quent speaker, a strong de bater, a keen ob server and a fine
diplo mat. He knew when to praise and when to strike. Un der his able lead- 
er ship the Mis souri ans in the Synod grew from a mi nor ity to a two-thirds
ma jor ity. He has also the dis tinc tion of be ing the only Nor we gian pas tor
thus far who has served one con gre ga tion for more than half a cen tury. He
died in 1910.
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REV. GJER MUND HOYME was born in Waldris, Nor way, Oc to ber 8, 1848,
and came to Amer ica with his par ents in 1851. They set tled first at Port
Wash ing ton, Wis., but moved, lour years later, to Springville, Iowa. On this
jour ney of about 300 miles the fu ture “bishop” had to walk on his bare feet,
driv ing a cow, the only prop erty his par ents had be sides a yoke of oxen and
a wagon. His fa ther soon died, and young Hoyme had to work his way
through school. He stud ied at the Wis con sin Uni ver sity, and grad u ated from
Augs burg Sem i nary in the class of 1873. At first he sup plied a pul pit in Du- 
luth, Minn., but went later to Menomonie and Eau Claire, Wis. In the
United Church Hoyme was some times called “our bishop,” and there is
prob a bly no man who has won greater es teem among the Nor we gian
Luther ans in this coun try. His no ble char ac ter, pleas ant ap pear ance, warm
heart, and great elo quence won for him the ad mi ra tion of the peo ple. As
mod er a tor he proved to be em i nently fair in his de ci sions on any ques tion
that came up for ad just ment. He was for years an ac tive mem ber of the
Kon fer ents, and threw all the weight of his in flu ence in fa vor of a union of
this body with the Au gus tana Synod (Nor we gian) and Anti-Mis souri ans. In
1890 this was ac com plished, and Hoyme was unan i mously elected Pres i- 
dent of the United Church, a po si tion he held un til his death, which oc- 
curred in 1902.

PROF. GEORGR SVER DRUP was born De cem ber 16. 1848, in Balestrand,
Nor way, grad u ated from Chris tia nia in 1871, stud ied in Ger many and
France, and came to Amer ica in 1874, hav ing been called by the Kon fer ents
to a chair in the fac ulty of Augs burg Sem i nary. Sver drup be longed to a tal- 
ented fam ily. His grand fa ther was a prom i nent mem ber of the Ei dsvold As- 
sem bly, which gave Nor way its dec la ra tion of in de pen dence in 1814. His
fa ther was a well known cler gy man, and his un cle for years the lead ing
states man of Nor way, hav ing the dis tinc tion of be ing called the “un crowned
king.” One brother died as bishop, and an other is a pro fes sor of the ol ogy in
Chris tia nia. The sub ject of our sketch was prob a bly among the most gifted.
He was a very able teacher, and al ways at tracted close at ten tion, when he
took the floor in any meet ing. He had a pleas ant ap pear ance, and was demo- 
cratic in his views, but, like ev ery man born to rule, he had a strong will be- 
fore which ev ery thing had ei ther to bend or break. He was one of those
force ful per son al i ties who have warm sup port ers, but also many op po nents.
He could not ad just him self to the old ways of the Kon fer ents, and events in
the United Church did not turn out to his lik ing. He ten dered his res ig na tion
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twice, first to the Kon fer ents, when he was re-elected, and later to the
United Church, which ac cepted it. He con tin ued, how ever, as pro fes sor at
Augs burg Sem i nary, his friends be ing in the ma jor ity on the board of
trustees, and they started the Free Church move ment (1893). Sver drup was
a hard worker, and put the Church un der great obli ga tion by giv ing it the
full ben e fit of his em i nent tal ent for or ga ni za tion at the pe riod of the amal- 
ga ma tion of the Kon fer ents, the Au gus tana Synod and the Anti-Mis souri ans
into the United Church. He died at his home in Min ne ap o lis in 1907.

PROF. PE TER LAU RITZ LARSEN, D. D., was born in Chris liansand, Nor way,
Au gust 10, 1833. He grad u ated from the Uni ver sity at Chris tia nia in 1855,
and came to Amer ica in 1857. At first he served as a pas tor, but in 1859 he
was elected as the Nor we gian pro fes sor of the the o log i cal fac ulty at Con- 
cor dia Sem i nary, St. Louis, Mo. When the Synod, in 1861, dis con tin ued its
con nec tion with the St. Louis in sti tu tion and es tab lished a school of its own,
Larsen was elected Pres i dent, a po si tion he held un til 1902. For many years
he was on the ed i to rial staff of “Evan ge lisk Luthersk Kir ke ti dende,” the of- 
fi cial pa per of the synod, and from 1902 to 1912 ed i tor-in-chief. He was a
no ble char ac ter, an ideal col lege pres i dent and a hard worker. His la bor and
life are wo ven into the his tory of the Nor we gian Synod as few oth ers are.
He died in 1914.

PROF. FRIEDRICH AU GUST SCHMIDT, D. D., born at Leuten berg, Ger many,
Jan u ary 3, 1837, came to Amer ica in his youth and stud ied at the Con cor dia
Sem i nary at St. Louis, Mo. He served con gre ga tions at Eden, N. V. (1859),
at Bal ti more, Md. (1959-61), and was pro fes sor at the Nor we gian Luther
Col lege at Dec o rah, Ia. (1861-72). From 1872 to 1876 he was a mem ber of
the fac ulty of the Con cor dia Sem i nary, St. Louis; 1876-86 of the Nor we gian
Sem i nary at Madi son, Wis.; 1886-90 of the Nor we gian Sem i nary at North- 
field, Minn. Since 1890 he has been con nected with the sem i nary of the
United Nor we gian Church at Min ne ap o lis, Minn. He edited “The Lutheran
Watch man” (1865- 66), “Altes und Neues” (1880-85), “Lutherske Vid nes- 
bred” (1882-88), and has writ ten a num ber of ar ti cles on pre des ti na tion,
hav ing been closely con nected with the con tro versy on this doc trine in the
Mis souri and Nor we gian Syn ods.

PROF. HANS GER HARD STUB, D. D., born at Muskego, Wis, Feb ru ary 23,
1849, was trained in the schools of the Mis souri Synod, and later at tended
the Uni ver sity of Leipzig. Hav ing been or dained in 1872, he served a con- 
gre ga tion at Min ne ap o lis, Minn. (1872-78), and then be came pro fes sor at
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Luther Sem i nary, Madi son, Wis. (1878-88), con tin u ing in this po si tion af ter
the school was trans ferred to Rob bins dale, near Min ne ap o lis (1888-1900).
Since 1910 he has been pres i dent of the Nor we gian Synod, and has resided
at St. Paul, Minn. In the present con tro versy con cern ing pre des ti na tion he
takes a lead ing part as a rep re sen ta tive of the Nor we gian Synod, which for- 
merly be longed to Mis souri.

§ 32. Dan ish Luther ans in Amer ica.

Note: Con trib uted by the Rev. Prof. P. S. Vig.

1. Dan ish em i gra tion

Dan ish em i gra tion to Amer ica is, in one sense, very old. There were quite a
num ber of Danes among the Dutch of New Nether land, and some of them
were mem bers of the Dutch Lutheran con gre ga tions of New Am s ter dam,
Man hat tan, etc. There were also some Danes among the Ger mans in Penn- 
syl va nia and mem bers of the Lutheran con gre ga tions there. Among the
older Ger man Lutheran pas tors of Penn syl va nia, Pe ter Brunnsholtz and J.
D. Leps were Danes. Quite a num ber of Danes were mem bers of the Mora- 
vian set tle ments in Penn syl va nia, and some of their most gifted preach ers
were Danes, and had been Lutheran pas tors in Den mark, among them, Otto
C. Krogstrup, A. C. Lang gaard, Jakob Friis, Jor gen Solle and oth ers.

Dan ish em i gra tion to the United States, in the real sense of the word, is,
how ever, a fea ture of the NINE TEENTH CEN TURY. Be fore 1840 it con sisted
mostly of me chan ics, sailors, hunters, and a few physi cians, and was re- 
stricted mostly to the At lantic States. Be tween the years 1840 and 1850 em- 
i gra tion from the ru ral dis tricts of Den mark be gan and has con tin ued to this
day, so that the Danes in Amer ica now num ber about half a mil lion, about
one-sev enth of all the Danes in the world.

The Danes in the United States are SCAT TERED, and in more than one
sense of the term. As a rule, they are not found in great num bers in any one
place, with the ex cep tion of the great cities of New York, Chicago, Min ne- 
ap o lis, Om aha, Racine, Wis., and San Fran cisco, Cal. The larger ru ral set- 
tle ments of Danes in the United States are found in Michi gan, Illi nois, Wis- 
con sin, Min ne sota, Iowa, Ne braska, and the Dako tas. There are Danes in all
the states of the Union and in most of the large cities.
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In re gard to RE LI GIOUS AF FIL I A TIONS the Danes are, per haps, even more
scat tered. A great many of the Dan ish em i grants be tween 1850 and 1870
came to Amer ica as Mor mons, and their de scen dants are now mem bers of
that body. Not a few who came here, car ing for no re li gion, be came
Methodists and Bap tists, Ad ven tists, etc. It would be dif fi cult to find a re li- 
gious sect in Amer ica, among whose mem bers there are not some Danes.
But very few are Ro man Catholics, and most of those who are have be come
so through mar riage.

Not a few of the older Dan ish em i grants who would not leave the
Lutheran Church, be cause mem bers of the Nor we gian and Swedish
Lutheran churches in Illi nois, Wis con sin and Min ne sota. But the great ma- 
jor ity of Danes who came to Amer ica in ear lier days wore mem bers of no
church, and their de scen dants to day be long to the great un bap tized mul ti- 
tudes of the coun try.

2. Lutheran mis sion work among the Danes

Lutheran mis sion work among the Danes in the United States lags far be- 
hind that car ried on among the Swedes and Nor we gians. The first Lutheran
pas tor among the Nor we gians in the United States was a young Dan ish lay
preacher. CLAUS L. CLAUSEN (1820-1892), who came to Amer ica in 1843
and was or dained to the Lutheran min istry Oc to ber 18, 1843. near Mil wau- 
kee. Wis., by the Ger man pas tor, L. F. R. Krause, from Sile sia. Al though
Clausen’s work was among the Nor we gians in Iowa, Wis con sin and Min ne- 
sota, he did for his own coun try men what he could. He or ga nized sev eral
DAN ISH CON GRE GA TIONS, and through let ters and vis its to Den mark spoke of
the ne ces sity of send ing mis sion ar ies to the re li giously des ti tute Danes in
Amer ica. Mainly through Clausen’s in flu ence a “COM MIT TEE for the fur ther- 
ing of the preach ing of the gospel among Danes in Amer ica” was formed in
Den mark in 1869. a vol un tary as so ci a tion of four cler gy men and one lay- 
man. In 1871 this com mit tee sent THREE MEN TO AMER ICA, Pas tor A. C. L.
Grove-Ras mussen, of Gram in Schleswig — to sur vey the field of work and
re port to the com mit tee on his re turn — and two lay men, Mr. A. S. Nielsen,
who had worked as a lay preacher in Den mark for sev eral years, and
Mr. Ras mus An der sen, who had stud ied for the for eign mis sion field. In the
same year, 1871, TWO DAN ISH MIS SION AR IES among the hea then, Rev. N.
Thom sen from In dia, and A. Dan from Africa, came to Amer ica as pas tors
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for Dan ish con gre ga tions in In di anapo lis, Ind., and Racine, Wis., re spec- 
tively. A. vS. Nielsen was called by a Dan ish con gre ga tion at Cedar Falls,
Iowa, and was or dained by C. L. Clausen, No vem ber 17, 1871, at St. Ans- 
gar, Iowa. R. An der son was or dained in 1872 by A. S. Nielsen as pas tor of a
Dan ish con gre ga tion at Wau paca, Wis.

3. The First Or ga ni za tion.

Clausen, when he or dained Nielsen, was pres i dent of the NOR WE GIAN DAN- 
ISH CON FER ENCE (founded in 1870), and he nat u rally ex pected that the Dan- 
ish pas tors would unite with that or ga ni za tion. That hope, how ever, was not
re al ized. Pas tor Grove-Ras mussen, in his re port to the com mit tee in Den- 
mark on his re turn from Amer ica, had warned against union with the con- 
fer ence, it be ing, in his opin ion, TOO OR THO DOX. The truth is that Grove-Ras- 
mussen, as well as A. S. Nielsen and most of the mem bers of the com mit tee
in Den mark, were FOL LOW ERS OF N. F. S. GRUNDTVIG, and did not con sider
the Holy Scrip ture as the for mal prin ci ple of the Chris tian Church, but set
the Apos tles’ Creed above it — that, and not Scrip ture, be ing the Word of
God and the foun da tion of the Chris tian Church, con nected, as it was and
al ways has been, with bap tism, the door into the Chris tian Church. Of the
four Dan ish pas tors in the United States in 1872, three united with some
lay men un der the name, “THE MIS SION ARY AS SO CI A TION OF THE CHURCH”
(Kirke lig Mis sions foren ing) and started a weekly church pa per. “Kirke lig
Sam ler,” Rev. A. Dan, ed i tor, Af ter wards, in 1878. the name of the as so ci a- 
tion was CHANGED to “The Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of Amer- 
ica,” and a con sti tu tion was adopted on Grundtvi gian lines — em pha siz ing
the fact that said church was the true daugh ter of the Dan ish Na tional
Church. The church had no The o log i cal Sem i nary: its can di dates for the
min istry had to come from Den mark, and were ed u cated mostly un der
Grundtvi gian in flu ence.

Still SOME OF THE PAS TORS WERE NOT GRUNDTVI GIANS, but em pha sized the
Holy Scrip ture as the for mal prin ci ple of the church, and worked in ac cor- 
dance there with in their con gre ga tions. Deroga tory ex pres sions about Holy
Scrip ture were pub lished in the church pa pers, and fi nally a heated con tro- 
versy took place, last ing for sev eral years, be tween the ul tra Grundtvi gians
and the or tho dox Luther ans. In 1894 A RUP TURE oc curred in the church, the
Grundtvi gians hav ing adopted a new con sti tu tion and de cree ing that those
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who did not sub scribe to it be fore three months had elapsed would be con- 
sid ered non-mem bers of the church. Twenty-two min is ters and their con gre- 
ga tions failed to sub scribe to said con sti tu tion.

4. The Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church in North Amer ica.

In the fall of 1894 at Elk Horn, Iowa, the above named NON-SUB SCRIB ING

min is ters, with del e gates from some of their con gre ga tions, met and or ga- 
nized them selves un der the name, “The Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran
Church of North Amer ica,” elect ing Rev. P. L. C. Hansen, Cedar Falls, Ia.,
Pres i dent, Rev. N. L. J. So holm, Wau pasa, Wis., Trea surer, Rev. H. J.
Dahlstrom, Sec re tary. The new body pub lished a weekly church pa per, “The
Mis sion ary Mes sen ger;” ed i tors: Rev. N. P. Si mon sen and Rev. PI. P.
Jensen. The Dan ish high school at Elk Horn, Ia. (founded 1878), was pur- 
chased and used for a THE O LOG I CAL SEM I NARY. Rev. P. S. Vig was elected pro- 
fes sor. The weekly pa per, “Danskeren,” pub lished by Rev. J. N. Jer sild at
Neenah, Wis., was also the or gan of “The North Church,” the com mon
name of the new body.

5. The Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church As so ci a tion of
Amer ica of 1884.

This church body con sisted of Dan ish pas tors who had been ed u cated at
AUGS BURG SEM I NARY, Min ne ap o lis, Minn., and served Dan ish con gre ga tions
in the Nor we gian Dan ish con fer ence. In 1884 they, with the con sent of the
con fer ence, OR GA NIZED them selves un der the above name and started a the o- 
log i cal sem i nary at Blair, Neb., “TRIN ITY SEM I NARY.” “Kirke bladet,” pub- 
lished since 1877, be came the or gan of the new or ga ni za tion.

6. The United Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church in Amer ica
(1896).

Af ter con sid er able dis cus sion in the pa pers, and sev eral meet ings, the two
last named church bod ies AGREED TO UNITE. A com mit tee was ap pointed to
pre pare ar ti cles of agree ment, which were adopted by the an nual meet ings
of both par ties, and in the fall of 1896 del e gates from both met in Min ne ap- 
o lis, Minn., formed the United Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church of
Amer ica, and elected of fi cers. The united church HAD THEN 63 pas tors, 8
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mis sion ar ies, 127 con gre ga tious and 63 preach ing sta tions. It now (1915)
has 133 pas tors and pro fes sors, about 300 con gre ga tions and preach ing sta- 
tions, and a mem ber ship of about 23,000. Trin ity Sem i nary, Blair, Neb., 22
stu dents, 2 pro fes sors, P. S. Vig, pres i dent. DANA COL LEGE, BLAIR, NEB., has
10 pro fes sors and about 160 stu dents. High Schools at Ken mare, N. D.,
Racine, Wis., and Elk Horn, Ia. PUB LISH ING HOUSE, Blair, Neb., Mr. H.
Skov-Nielsen, Mgr. Two Or phans’ Homes, Wau paca, Wis., and Elk Horn,
Ia. Sana to rium for con sump tives. Brush, Colo. Old Peo ples’ Home, Brush,
Colo. FOR EIGN MIS SIONS: Japan — 5 mis sion ar ies; HOME MIS SIONS: Moodys,
Okla. — 4 mis sion ar ies; Mis sion in Utah. Rev. J. Th. Lund; IN NER MIS SIONS:
Em i gra tion Mis sions: Brook lyn, N. Y., Bos ton, Mass., and Sea mans’ Mis- 
sion at San Fran cisco, Cal.

7. The Dan ish Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church in Amer ica.

Af ter the rup ture in 1894, the Grundtvi gians were sus tained by help from
Den mark. Sev eral can di dates came over from Den mark and served for
some years in Amer ica. The Dan ish church now has 100 pas tors and pro fes- 
sors, about 100 con gre ga tions and a mem ber ship of about 20,000. THE O LOG- 
I CAL SEM I NARY at Grand View, Des Moines, Ia. HIGH SCHOOLS at Nysted,
Neb., Solvang, Cal, Tyler, Minn., and Ash land, Mich. OR PHANS’ HOMES:
Chicago, Ill., Pertham boy, N. J., Tyler, Minn. OLD PEO PLE’S HOME: Des
Moines, Ia.

1. This was the fa mous “Hans Buschbauer,” noted for his ar ti cles on agri- 
cul ture, con trib uted to the Mil wau kee “Ger ma nia.” At one time he was
vice gov er nor of Illi nois.↩ 

2. These two as sis tants first joined the Franck ean Synod, later the Synod
of Illi nois, and, to gether with the Swedes, or ga nized the Scan di na vian-
Au gus tana Synod in 1860.↩ 

3. Kirch liche Mit teilmi gen, No. 2. 1844.↩ 

4. He man aged this fund so care fully as to be able to re turn $168 to the
donor.↩ 

5. Kirch liche Mit teilun gen, No. 4, 1845.↩ 

6. The Hauges Synod did not take part.↩ 
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10. Small Syn ods of Dif fer ent Lan guages.

§ 33. Small Syn ods of Dif fer ent Lan guages.

1. The Ice landic Lutheran Synod.

The first set tle ment of Ice landers at Man i toba. Canada, and in Min ne sota
(1875) was fol lowed by an im mi gra tion to North Dakota and to North west
Canada. The Revs. Jon Bjor na son and Pall Thor lack son or ga nized churches
in Man i toba in 1877 and 1878. Thor lack son, af ter form ing con gre ga tions in
North Dakota, died there in 1882. In 1885 two pas tors (J. Bjor na son and H.
B. Ther grimso) founded a synod which now has 50 con gre ga tions, 15 pas- 
tors and two stu dents who serve as mis sion ar ies. Bjor na son was pres i dent
of this synod for 23 years. There are about 23,000 Ice landers in Canada and
North Amer ica. Many have no church af fil i a tion, and a num ber of con gre- 
ga tions are with out min is te rial sup ply. The synod pub lishes a monthly pa per
(“Sameiningin”). and has its own Sun day-school lit er a ture, liturgy and
hym nal. Its pas tors are mostly grad u ates of the Chicago Sem i nary (Gen eral
Coun cil). It shares the the o log i cal views of the Gen eral Coun cil, hav ing no
ten dency to ward mod ern lib er al ism. Two years ago it founded a high school
at Win nipeg, Man., nam ing it af ter Jon Bjor na son, the wor thy pi o neer of the
synod. The school has 3 pro fes sors and 30 stu dents. Re cently the synod ac- 
quired a home for the aged.

2. The Suomi (Finnish) Synod.

The Finnish Ev. Luth. Synod in Amer ica, also called the Suomi Synod, was
founded at Calumet, Mich., March 25, 1890. In the be gin ning it had 5 pas- 
tors and 9 con gre ga tions. To day (1915) it con sists of 35 min is ters, 85
church build ings, 132 con gre ga tions and 30,000 com mu ni cants. It main- 
tains 47 parish schools and 50 teach ers. To tal val u a tion of prop erty,
$369,924.00. For mis sion ary pur poses it raised $4,000.00 in 1915. Its main
en ter prise is the Suomi Col lege, con nected with the the o log i cal sem i nary at
Han cock, Mich. The school, opened in a rented house in the fall of 1896,
ac quired prop erty of its own in 1900 and has to day 10 pro fes sors and 140
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schol ars. The Pres i dent of the in sti tu tion is Dr. J. K. Nikan der. The the o log i- 
cal de part ment has two pro fes sors and 9 stu dents. Con fes sion ally this synod
is akin to the Swedish Au gus tana Synod and the Gen eral Coun cil.
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11. Con sti tu tional Forms of the Lutheran
Church in Amer ica.

§ 34. Con sti tu tional Forms of the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica.

AN NO TA TION: This is merely a sym po sium of the ex cel lent ma te rial col lected
by Prof. O. Kraushaar in his book: “Die Ver fas sungs for men der Luth.
Kirche Amerikas,” 1911. For a more de tailed ac count the reader has to con- 
sult the vol ume of Prof. Kraushaar. As in his book, so also here, we are not
able to con sider the con di tion among the Scan di na vians. This can not well
be done un til the Scan di na vians them selves have given to the Lutheran
Church of Amer ica a work like that of Prof. Kraushaar.

1. Con gre ga tional Con sti tu tions.

The con sti tu tional reg u la tions of the Lutheran Church in Amer ica are the
re sult of a grad ual de vel op ment closely con nected with the his tory of Amer- 
i can Lutheranism. This ap pears from a care ful pe rusal of the pre ced ing
chap ters. When MUH LEN BERG, the first to un der take the or ga ni za tion of dif- 
fer ent con gre ga tions, en tered upon his work, “he found a num ber of or ga- 
nized churches whose con sti tu tional rules were strik ingly alike.”1 He dis- 
cov ered con gre ga tions with el ders and coun cil men. The lay men who had
formed these or ga ni za tions had no doubt got ten their ideas from Re formed
con gre ga tions sur round ing them. Fabri cius car ried sim i lar prin ci ples from
New York to the Swedes in Penn syl va nia. Ger mans im mi grat ing to New
York prob a bly bor rowed them from the Dutch Luther ans. These rules pre- 
vailed also un der W. C. Berken meyer and Joh. K. Sto ever, the lat ter be ing
the chief or ga nizer of con gre ga tions in Penn syl va nia.

Lutheran con gre ga tions at Lon don and Am s ter dam, which served as
mod els for the Amer i can churches, had worked out some CON STI TU TIONS

WHICH WERE USED AS IDEALS at the found ing of new churches. MUH LEN BERG,
hav ing fa mil iar ized him self with these con sti tu tions at Lon don, Ebenezer
and New York, used them in 1750 in cre at ing a con sti tu tion for the Au gus- 
tus con gre ga tion of Trappe (New Prov i dence),2 and in 1762 in col lab o rat ing
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with Wrangel to give a con sti tu tion for St. Michael’s Church in Phil a del- 
phia. This con sti tu tion con ferred upon the CON GRE GA TIONS “supreme con trol
of their own af fairs, such as the choice of a cler gy man, the elec tion of of fi- 
cers, etc. It was a con gre ga tional gov ern ment, based upon the free will and
con sent of the mem bers, thus guar an tee ing an ac tiv ity along Scrip tural and
con fes sional lines.” The gov ern ment, on the part of the con gre ga tions, was
not di rect, but they elected pas tors and of fi cers, and these formed the COUN- 
CIL, which ad min is tered the af fairs. In case a pas tor was to be called or de- 
posed, SYN OD I CAL AD VICE was also pro vided for.3 This for mula of gov ern- 
ment was amended in 1791 to the ef fect that con gre ga tions should call a
pas tor, elect of fi cers, etc., with out the con sent of the synod. Should the min- 
is ter be come pres i dent of the coun cil, he would hold this of fice as a spe cial
priv i lege con ferred upon him by the con gre ga tion. All con gre ga tional mat- 
ters were be ing han dled by the coun cil which was ex pected to sub mit to the
con gre ga tions only busi ness of vi tal im por tance, such as fi nan cial con di- 
tions, etc. The church coun cil — con sist ing of six el ders, six dea cons and
the pas tor — re ceived new mem bers, dis missed them, ex er cised church dis- 
ci pline, even against the min is ters, of fi cers and mem bers, rep re sented the
con gre ga tion in court, is sued or ders, adopted by-laws and, in short, AD MIN IS- 
TERED ALL MAT TERS per tain ing to the preser va tion and reg u la tion of the
parish.

This for mula of gov ern ment was the model for the con gre ga tions
through out New York and Penn syl va nia. True, the syn ods of these states
later com posed con sti tu tions of their own (Penn syl va nia, 1872; New York,
1852), but these were based upon the orig i nal con sti tu tion of the pa tri arch.
This con sti tu tion of Muh len berg was (1823) re con structed into the “FOR- 
MULA FOR THE GOV ERN MENT AND DIS CI PLINE OF EV. LUTH. CHURCH” (en larged in
1827 and 1864), AND IN THIS FORM IT WAS REC OM MENDED BY THE GEN ERAL

SYNOD TO THE DIS TRICT SYN ODS. The changes made in the re vised edi tion
gave larger au thor ity to the pas tors and the syn ods.4 The con sti tu tion for the
Lutheran Church in the South moved along the same line. The Joint Synod
of Ohio and the Ten nes see Synod based their con sti tu tions on that of the
Gen eral Synod (1833 sq.). Here, how ever, the church coun cil and not the
synod is the high est au thor ity. When re vised in 1853 the obli ga tion to “the
doc trine of the Sym bol i cal Books of the Lutheran Church” was made un al- 
ter able. The old prac tice of pul pit ex change with the Re formed was elim i- 
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nated. In 1893 this old con sti tu tion, which could be traced back to the work
of Muh len berg, was dis placed by one of Mis sourian ori gin (1843).

WEST ERN SYN ODS or ga nized their con gre ga tions AB SO LUTELY IN DE PEN DENT

of con gre ga tional con sti tu tions in the East. BUF FALO SYNOD had no con sti tu- 
tion made in Amer ica un til 1886. In flu enced by Grabau’s ideas of the min- 
istry, the old con sti tu tions of Sax ony and Pomera nia were re garded as suf fi- 
cient. In 1886 a con sti tu tion for the con gre ga tion in Buf falo was cre ated,
which then be came the model for oth ers.5 Coun cil men are elected for life.
The pas tor has many rights and priv i leges, not on ac count of the of fice he
holds, but in the in ter est of good or der.

In the spring of 1843 Walther com posed a con sti tu tion of only 21 para- 
graphs for Trin ity Church, St. Louis.6 It dealt largely with ques tions of
mem ber ship, con tri bu tions and the con gre ga tional bal lot, con fer ring no
priv i leges upon the coun cil, but vest ing all au thor ity in the con gre ga tion,
which in its monthly meet ings de cides con cern ing the re cep tion of new
mem bers and all other mat ters per tain ing to the Church, This con sti tu tion
served as a model in the MIS SOURI SYNOD.

The IOWA SYNOD adopted Loehe’s con sti tu tion in the greatly sim pli fied
form given to it at a pas toral con fer ence, held in April, 1855.7 A pe cu liar ity
of this con sti tu tion con sists in this, that pas tors and of fi cers of the synod are
given a part in call ing the min is ters. The pres i dent of the synod sug gests a
can di date, while the elec tion by con gre ga tional vote takes place in the pres- 
ence uf some cler gy man, if it is at all pos si ble. It is not clear where the au- 
thor ity to de pose an un wor thy min is ter rests. Can di dates for mem ber ship
an nounce their in ten tion to the pas tor, and they “are re ceived among the cat- 
e chu mens.” A re vi sion (1850) added some reg u la tions con cern ing se cret so- 
ci eties, dances, etc. This con sti tu tion had as yet no rules about con gre ga- 
tional meet ings, prop erty and of fi cers. Here the churches were to be guided
by the rules of the state in which they were lo cated. An en tirely new con sti- 
tu tion was pre sented in 1877 (by Dein do er fer), and came into gen eral use.
Here those for mer pe cu liar i ties have dis ap peared. The con gre ga tion has
supreme au thor ity, and, while in case of un set tled con tro ver sies it may ask
the ad vice of the synod, such ad vice ends with the force of its ar gu ments.

All these con sti tu tions, whether Pres by te rian or Con gre ga tional in char- 
ac ter, rest on the PRIN CI PLE, ex pressed in the For mula of Con cord:8 “That the
Church of God of ev ery place and ev ery time has. ac cord ing to its cir cum- 
stances, the au thor ity, power and right to change, to di min ish and to in- 



303

crease them (the cer e monies), with out thought less ness and of fense, in an
or derly and be com ing way, as at any time it may be re garded most prof- 
itable, most ben e fi cial and the best for good or der. Chris tian dis ci pline, anrl
the ed i fi ca tion of the Church.”

2. Syn od i cal Con sti tu tions.

Muh len berg took part in the com po si tion of the CON STI TU TION OF THE MIN IS- 
TERIUM OF PENN SYL VA NIA OF 1781. This doc u ment, al though not recorded in
the pro to col un til 1781, was com pleted in 1778.9 It was re vised in 1792 and
again in 1841. An al most en tirely new con sti tu tion, was adopted in 1867.
The lat ter was re vised in 1886 and in 1906.

The con sti tu tion of 1792 be came the model for the syn od i cal con sti tu- 
tions of the NEW YORK MIN IS TERIUM of 1794 (re vised in 1816, 1870, 1883)
and of the JOINT SYNOD OF OHIO (1824 and 1848). On this same con sti tu tion
(of 1792) is also based the con sti tu tion which the GEN ERAL SYNOD rec om- 
mended to its dis tricts and which has been the in stru ment for the or ga ni za- 
tion of all syn ods that were ever con nected with that body. The SYN ODS OF

THE SOUTH also used this con sti tu tion. The Gen eral Synod adopted it in 1829
(cf. § 11, 1, a), re vised it some what in 1835 and 1864 and more thor oughly
in 1875. The con sti tu tion of 1792 con ferred upon lay del e gates the right to
vote (with cer tain lim i ta tions), which in the con sti tu tion of 1781 was given
only to the pas tors. Even tu ally the lay men re ceived the vot ing priv i lege un- 
re servedly.

The MIS SOURI SYNOD PUR SUED A PATH OF ITS OWN. The con sti tu tion which
Walther sug gested at the first meet ing was adopted as the ba sis for the
found ing of the Mis souri Synod (cf. § 22, 4). When the di vi sion into dis- 
tricts took place (1854). this con sti tu tion was re vised and is still valid.10

How ever, since 1914 a com mit tee has been au tho rized to make new re vi- 
sions. But such a re vi sion will have to be sub mit ted to ev ery con gre ga tion
be fore it can be ac cepted. While Walther’s con sti tu tion for the con gre ga tion
is very brief, the one for the synod is ex ceed ingly lengthy, con tain ing at first
(1846) 90 and later (1854) 120 sec tions. It dis plays the dread of hi er ar chy.
The synod is com posed of the lo cal con gre ga tions which unite for com mon
work. Con gre ga tions are rep re sented by pas tors and lay del e gates. The vote
is con fined to pas tors of con gre ga tions who have ac tu ally united with the
synod. Pas tors emer iti and pro fes sors are only ad vi sory mem bers. Only
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upon spe cial in vi ta tion can the synod take part in the elec tion or the de po si- 
tion of a pas tor. The con sti tu tion con tains a great deal which prop erly be- 
longs to works on pas toral the ol ogy, to church leg is la tion as a branch of sci- 
ence and to the min utes of syn ods. It can be changed only by the vote of all
con gre ga tions con nected with the syn ods. There is, for in stance, the propo- 
si tion of chang ing the mode of elect ing pro fes sors. Not even that could be
done with out pre vi ously con sult ing all the con gre ga tions. Of fi cers are
elected for a pe riod of three years.

THE BUF FALO SYNOD at first was gov erned by the rules on church gov ern- 
ment as they pre vailed in Sax ony and Pomera nia, adding thereto in 1861.
Not un til 1886 did it com pose its own con sti tu tion, which by greatly al ter- 
ing the orig i nal hi er ar chi cal fea tures, puts the Buf falo Synod prac ti cally on
the same ba sis as other syn ods. The dif fer ence is largely one of phrase ol- 
ogy, and a res o lu tion re quir ing proper in ter pre ta tion would re move the last
rem nant of what this synod orig i nally stood for (comp. § 23, 1).

THE IOWA SYNOD had no real syn od i cal con sti tu tion un til 1864, but in
place of it a num ber of res o lu tions bear ing on the ad min is tra tion of the
synod. The con sti tu tion of 1864,11 con tain ing only 31 brief para graphs, was
re vised in 1869, 1873 (di vi sion into dis tricts), and added to in 1879 and
1888 (rep re sen ta tion of dis tricts in a gen eral body). In 1904 all sec tions sub- 
jected to al ter ations were put into a class by them selves, and thus the con sti- 
tu tion was greatly sim pli fied. The lead ing idea is the cen tral iza tion in the
synod of all ef forts for the com mon cause. The dis tricts (as in the Mis souri
Synod) are merely ter ri to rial sub di vi sions, ar rang ing lo cal mat ters, and
serv ing as the in stru ment of the gen eral body for the guardian ship over doc- 
trine and prac tice of the in di vid ual pas tors and con gre ga tions. All min is ters
who, though their con gre ga tions are not con nected with the synod, take a
part in the gen eral work, are en ti tled to vote, while, as to the lay men, this
priv i lege is given only to del e gates of con gre ga tions which have ac tu ally
united with the synod.

1. O. Kraushaar, p. 7.↩ 

2. O. Kraushaar, pp. 18-25.↩ 

3. O. Kraushaar, p. 26.↩ 

4. O. Kraushaar, pp. 83-84.↩ 
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5. O. Kraushaar, pp. 107-113.↩ 

6. O. Kraushaar, pp. 126-129.↩ 

7. The first form vainly sought by Prof. Kraushaar is found in the syn od i- 
cal chron i cles, pp. 8-10; the al ter ations of 1856 on p. 16.↩ 

8. Ja cobs’ Book of Con cord, p. 645, a.↩ 

9. O. Kraushaar, pp. 234-244.↩ 

10. Some de mand ing am rnd ments.↩ 

11. O. Kraushaar, pp. 373-376.↩ 
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12. Gen eral Re view.

§ 35. A Dis cus sion of the De vel op ment of the Lutheran
Church in Amer ica.

Through Muh len berg the early Lutheran con gre ga tions were placed upon
the ba sis of the Lutheran con fes sions. It is true that Muh len berg’s
Lutheranism lacked the clear vi sion that comes only as a re sult of con flict
with op pos ing ten den cies. With the ex cep tion of the stand against the ad her- 
ents of Zinzen dorf, we do not no tice any par tic u lar the o log i cal op po si tion,
on the part of Muh len berg, to the var i ous Re formed in flu ences which sur- 
rounded him. We may even dis cover some em bry onic prin ci ples which, in
their ul ti mate de vel op ment, con trib uted to wards pro duc ing a ques tion able
type of Lutheranism (of. § 9). But there was not much of this with Muh len- 
berg, and it was un in ten tional on his part. He would have re jected the de vel- 
op ment which ap peared later in “Amer i can Lutheranism.”

Con nec tion with Ger many was in ter rupted for a time by the War of In de- 
pen dence. For sev eral years but few lay men and min is ters im mi grated to
this coun try. This at least brought the ad van tage that the -Amer i can Church
was not al to gether swamped with the Ra tio nal ism then dom i nat ing Ger- 
many. On the other hand, how ever, we no tice that a ten dency to ward union- 
ism, which is ever char ac ter is tic of Pietism, made head way in that pe riod.

The men who founded the Gen eral Synod were anx ious to pre serve the
iden tity of the Lutheran Church in this coun try. It was un for tu nate, how- 
ever, that they had drifted away from the Lutheranism of Muh len berg, and
had un con sciously in haled the at mos phere of doc tri nal in dif fer en tism, and
thus could not ap pre ci ate the fact that the his toric Lutheran Church can ex- 
ist only on a con fes sional ba sis. A fur ther mis for tune was the with drawal of
the Min is terium of Penn syl va nia (1823) and the lack of co op er a tion on the
part of the Joint Synod of Ohio and the Synod of Ten nes see. Even if there
were un-Lutheran ten den cies in these syn ods, es pe cially in the Penn syl va- 
nia and Ohio, yet, be cause of their Ger man blood, these syn ods ad hered
with great tenac ity to the tra di tions of the past, and would have given an en- 
tirely dif fer ent char ac ter to later de vel op ments, had they taken a part in the
form ing of the Gen eral Synod. Thus the Gen eral Synod as sumed an Eng lish
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phys iog nomy from the very be gin ning, los ing the ad van tage of Ger man in- 
flu ences, and this, too, at a time when Ger many, re act ing against Ra tio nal- 
ism and the Union, was ex pe ri enc ing a great re vival of Lutheran con scious- 
ness. Lay men and min is ters who ar rived from Ger many with a faith re- 
newed and strength ened, steered clear of the Gen eral Synod, and joined
other syn ods, which thus ac quired ex cel lent ma te rial for their con gre ga- 
tions, and es pe cially a su pe rior class of the o log i cal schol ars. The con fes- 
sional el e ment in the Gen eral S3 mod re mained in the mi nor ity, its press and
sem i nary be ing con trolled by lead ers of “Amer i can Lutheranism.” With the
in flux of other syn ods (Hartwick, Frankean, East Ohio and Melanchthon
syn ods), which, on ac count of their doc tri nal lax ity, pre ferred the Gen eral
Synod to other syn ods, the char ac ter of the Gen eral Synod be came in creas- 
ingly luke warm, un til it reached the cli max of Lib er al ism in the “Def i nite
The o log i cal Plat form.”

A re ac tion was bound to fol low. Un der the lead er ship of the Penn syl va- 
nia Synod, which had re turned to the Gen eral Synod, and whose lead ers
were men of strong Lutheran con vic tions, a rup ture took place at Fort
Wayne, re sult ing in the form ing of the Gen eral Coun cil. The ex plicit com- 
ments on this move ment in pre ced ing pages (§§ 9 and 10) make rep e ti tion
un nec es sary; yet we may raise the ques tion: “Was this rup ture un avoid- 
able?” Those who an swer in the af fir ma tive re fer to the de vel op ment of the
Gen eral Coun cil, which has, un hin dered by an tag o nis tic in flu ences, de vel- 
oped into a body of faith ful ness to Lutheran stan dards and of adapt abil ity to
the Amer i can peo ple. Oth ers — good Luther ans, too — an swer ing in the
neg a tive, ar gue that, if the Gen eral Synod has grown more con ser va tive in
spite of the ex o dus of the Gen eral Coun cil, how much more rapid such a de- 
vel op ment would have been, had the with draw ing el e ment re mained with
the or ga ni za tion (giv ing to it the ben e fit of its views) in stead of an tag o niz- 
ing it by a schism! But since the sep a ra tion has taken place, we must deal
with facts in stead of phi los o phiz ing about pos si bil i ties. We sim ply re peat
that the way which was not cho sen was not al to gether im pass able. Had the
two el e ments re mained to gether, se vere con flicts might have con tin ued for a
while, but the re sult would not have been doubt ful. Wher ever nega tions and
af fir ma tions clash, af fir ma tions will con quer in the end, al though nega tions
un der cer tain cir cum stances may make valu able con tri bu tions to the de vel- 
op ment of af fir ma tions.
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The found ing of the Gen eral Coun cil led nat u rally to the full ac cep tance
of all the Lutheran con fes sions. Dr. Krauth had al ready re al ized that the
adop tion of the Augs burg Con fes sion in its his tor i cal sig nif i cance was a
mat ter of vi tal im por tance. A fur ther im pe tus to this po si tion was given by
the prospect of at tract ing syn ods of very con ser va tive views. That a def i nite
and or ganic union among all con ser va tive Luther ans failed, was due to the
fact that the Gen eral Coun cil could not con cede in mat ters of prac tice what
was de manded by the West ern syn ods.

Along side of the old syn ods of the East (Gen eral Synod, Gen eral Coun- 
cil, United Synod of the South), the syn ods of the West formed an in de pen- 
dent stream. We are think ing of the Syn ods of Mis souri, Buf falo,1 Iowa,
Wis con sin, Min ne sota, the Swedes and the Nor we gians. While Ohio be- 
longs to the older syn ods, it has grad u ally adopted the at ti tude of the West- 
ern syn ods. Men like Walther, Loehe, Wyneken, Grabau, Loy de vel oped a
con fes sional wing which not only ac cepts all the sym bols of the Lutheran
Church, but in sists on ab so lute doc tri nal unity, does its parochial work on
the old Lutheran ba sis, and in its prac tice takes a bold po si tion against the
Amer i can spirit (church fel low ship and se cret so ci eties). The ma jor ity of
these syn ods are united in the Syn od i cal Con fer ence.2

A med i tat ing po si tion, em body ing vi tal el e ments of truth, is oc cu pied by
Iowa. While Mis souri and con ge nial syn ods have, in their pur suit of “dog- 
mat i cal-tra di tional” ideals, sev ered their con nec tion with the Church in Ger- 
many, Iowa has ad hered to a “his toric-ex eget i cal” point of view both in the
adop tion of the con fes sions and in the prin ci ple of “open ques tions.” Be ing
in more or less ac cord with the pos i tive the ol ogy of Ger many, it is also
closely re lated to the Gen eral Coun cil.

The Gen eral Synod has grown more con ser va tive. For a long time the
found ing of the Gen eral Coun cil and the bit ter ness re sult ing there from, im- 
peded such a de vel op ment. But af ter the smoke of bat tle had cleared away,
the way was open for an im par tial con sid er a tion of the con fes sional ques- 
tions. The Con ser va tives con stantly gained in in flu ence. The cul mi na tion of
this con fes sional move ment was reached at the Rich mond con ven tion
(1909). See the res o lu tions on pages 451-453. The con fes sional po si tion as
fi nally ex pressed was not ex actly the po si tion of the Gen eral Coun cil. The
Gen eral Synod did not put the Sec ondary Sym bols on the same level with
the Augs burg Con fes sion, but she de clared that by ac cept ing the Augs burg
Con fes sion she meant the In vari ata, and that she con sid ered the Sec ondary
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Sym bols to be of “great his tor i cal and in ter pre ta tive value.” In the ex press
adop tion of the Un al tered Augs burg Con fes sion the Gen eral Synod once for
all squared it self with his tor i cal Lutheranism; for it means the ac cep tance of
Luther’s the ol ogy as con trasted with that of Melanchthon, par tic u larly along
the two his tor i cally im por tant lines of Free Will and the Means of Grace.3

While the Gen eral Synod does not com mit her self to ev ery view ex pressed
in the Sec ondary Sym bols, yet, by adopted the In vari ata and rec og niz ing the
his tor i cal and in ter pre ta tive value of the Sec ondary Sym bols, she has placed
her self in the po si tion of rec og niz ing the le git i mate de vel op ment of the Au- 
gus tana, as that de vel op ment has taken place in the Lutheran Church; that
is, she ac cepts the Au gus tana in the his tor i cal sense.

While the Coun cil was formed by Ger mans, the de vel op ment in the Gen- 
eral Synod was in the hands of the Eng lish el e ment, sup ported by the Ger- 
mans.

How ever, an es sen tial dif fer ence re mains be tween the Syn od i cal Con fer- 
ence, Ohio, Buf falo, Iowa and the stricter Nor we gians, on the one hand, and
the Coun cil, the Gen eral Synod and the United Synod of the South, on the
other. The for mer group is be ing largely dom i nated by the Ger man spirit. It
ad heres to Ger man ideals of dis ci pline and con sis tency, ex press ing them- 
selves in the ap pli ca tion of con fes sional prin ci ples to con gre ga tional prac- 
tice; while the lat ter syn ods de mand an in creas ing adap ta tion to the Amer i- 
can spirit. Here any de fects in parochial af fairs are to be over come, not by
syn od i cal dis ci pline, but by a grad ual ed u ca tion. The prac ti cal views of the
Amer i can take the place of Ger man con sis tency of ac tion.

But in spite of such a dif fer ence, the prospects for the union of Amer i can
Luther ans are brighter to day than ever be fore. All agree in rec og niz ing the
Bible as the sole source, rule and stan dard of faith, ac cept the Augs burg
Con fes sion in its his tor i cal sense, and are con vinced that the Lutheran
Church stands for the most per fect form of re li gion which has been re vealed
to us by his tory. We may men tion as a symp tom of reap proach ment the
mod er ate tone be ing ob served in doc tri nal dis cus sions, and also the re spect- 
ful treat ment mu tu ally ac corded by the or gans of op pos ing syn ods.

§ 36. Re view of the Ex ten sion of the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica.
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The Lutheran Church be gan as a tiny plant. Tt had small be gin nings in two
lo cal i ties: New York and Penn syl va nia. Later we no tice scat tered set tle- 
ments along the At lantic Coast as far south as Geor gia. Since im mi gra tion
was largely di rected to Penn syl va nia, this state has ever recorded the strong- 
est growth of Lutheran churches. In the be gin ning of the nine teenth cen tury
the stream of im mi gra tion, cross ing the moun tains, flowed to ward the West,
and re sulted in strong Lutheran set tle ments, es pe cially in In di ana and Ohio,
where the de scen dants of East ern Luther ans (New York. Penn syl va nia, Vir- 
ginia) es tab lished them selves.

The great im mi gra tion of the nine teenth cen tury flooded the coun try
with Ger man set tlers. These filled the East ern church, which had been los- 
ing ground by the an gli ciza tion of its mem bers, formed new con gre ga tions
and even tu ally cov ered the whole West. Fi nally the stream of im mi gra tion
— then largely com posed of peo ple who had set tled in the United States —
was di rected to ward New Eng land.

Thus in course of time we find a strong Lutheran Church in Amer ica.
Sta tis tics, ever fluc tu at ing, have lit tle pur pose. Suf fice it to men tion th^
states in which the Lutheran Church com pares fa vor ably with the de nom i- 
na tions: Min ne sota, Wis con sin, North and South Dakota, Iowa, Penn syl va- 
nia and Ne braska; or ar ranged ac cord ing to the nu mer i cal strength of
Luther ans: Penn syl va nia, Wis con sin, Min ne sota, Illi nois, Ohio, New York,
Iowa, Michi gan. In di ana, Ne braska, Mis souri, Mary land. Sta tis tics of 1910
lo cate Luther ans in ev ery State of the Union.4

In Ger many and Amer ica, among friends and foes, it has be come cus- 
tom ary to com plain of the un happy di vi sions of the Lutheran Church in
Amer ica. Some one, re veal ing his own ig no rance, has spo ken of 60 kinds of
Luther ans. There are, to be sure, four large or ga ni za tions and 16 smaller
syn ods. But none will se ri ously as sert that the Finns, the Ice landers, the
Danes and the Nor we gians, though iso lated in their own spheres, rep re sent
dif fer ent types of Lutheranism. Nor can it be said that Iowa and Ohio, while
main tain ing in de pen dent or ga ni za tions, are dif fer ent kinds of Luther ans.

There are, in fact, only three di vi sions of Luther ans in this coun try: one
rep re sent ing con fes sional in dif fer en tism; an other a rigid con fes sion al ism;
and a third a con ser va tive Lutheranism. But these are not al ways con fined
to syn od i cal lim its.

The his tory of the Lutheran Church in this coun try has been marked by
vi o lent con tro ver sies. Look ing at these from the view point of Chris tian
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char ity, we do not doubt that much of fense has been given. Men have mis- 
taken their per sonal opin ions for the di vine truth. Hu man ob sti nacy may
have been sub sti tuted for holy zeal. But, on the whole, it must be con ceded
that the un der ly ing pur pose has been loy alty to the Word of God. These
con tro ver sies prove that the Church has not lost its vi tal ity, and is still able
to defy the new “sci ence,” with its scorn of an in fal li ble Bible.

We have called at ten tion to the dif fi cul ties of Lutheran progress. The
stage of tran si tion which marks the ris ing gen er a tion, lin guis tic and na tional
prej u dices, have of ten stood in the way. Again there has been a lack of com- 
pe tent men. But the Church has taken hold of these prob lems in an en er- 
getic spirit, pre par ing its min is ters and meet ing con di tions in Amer ica,
where it now oc cu pies the third place among the Protes tant churches. The
im pres sion is gain ing ground that this era of Amer i can Neo-Ra tio nal ism de- 
mands as its spe cial an ti dote the firm po si tion of the Lutheran Church.
Preach ing Christ cru ci fied, the jus ti fi ca tion by grace of the re pen tant sin ner,
it will give rest to the souls that starve un der mod ern pul pits. May the
Lutheran Church ever trea sure the teach ing of Holy Scrip ture con cern ing
sin and sal va tion; for the preser va tion of the old Gospel is her God-given
mis sion in this age of chang ing con di tions and wa ver ing faith.

37. Ap pen dices.

I. The Dav en port The ses. (§ §29; 23, 11.)

[1] The old est sub jects of con tro versy be tween the Synod of Iowa and the
Synod of Mis souri are the doc trines of the Church and of the Min istry. Con- 
cern ing the doc trine of the Church we could not agree with the Synod of
Mis souri when it de clared that the Church in its na ture is in vis i ble in the
sense that all that be longs to its vis i bil ity must be ex cluded from the def i ni- 
tion of its na ture.

[2] On the other hand, we main tained that the Church is, in deed, chiefly
the com mu nion of the Holy Ghost and of faith in the heart, but that it is also
the com mu nion of the Word and the Sacra ments, and that in this sense it is
at once vis i ble and in vis i ble.

[3] Since Mis souri in its col lo quium with Buf falo has con ceded that the
com mu nion of the means of grace must be reck oned as a part of the na ture
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of the Church, we no longer re gard our selves as hold ing views on this point
in op po si tion to those of Mis souri.

[4] On the doc trine of the min istry, we can not con cede that, ac cord ing to
the con fes sion of our Church, the min istry orig i nates through the trans fer- 
ence of the rights of the spir i tual priest hood pos sessed by the in di vid ual
Chris tian.

[5] In op po si tion to this view, we main tain that the pub lic of fice of the
min istry is trans mit ted by God through the con gre ga tion of be liev ers in its
en tirety and essence by means of the reg u lar call, be cause the “man da tum
de con stituendis min istris” (i.e., the com mand to or dain preach ers) is not
given to the in di vid ual mem bers, but to the Church as such.

[6] In con nec tion with the con tro versy con cern ing the Church and the
min istry, a dif fer ence of at ti tude to wards the Church’s Sym bols be came
man i fest. While Mis souri ex tended the obli ga tion of the sym bols to all the
state ments con tained in them with out ex cep tion, we lim ited the obli ga tion
to those state ments to which the sym bols in tended to give sym bol i cal fixed- 
ness; and ac cord ingly we dis tin guished be tween the thet i cal and an ti thet i cal
de ci sions as the sub stance of the con fes sions which is bind ing on the con- 
science, and the ca sual elab o ra tions, proofs, etc., as parts which do not pos- 
sess im me di ate and in de pen dent sym bol i cal au thor ity.

[7] At the col lo quium at Mil wau kee, Mis souri aban doned the as ser tion
that each and ev ery doc trine which oc curs in any man ner in the sym bols is
on that very ac count bind ing; and we on our part aban doned the at tempts,
by means of a dis tinc tion be tween con fes sional state ments and elab o ra tive
or demon stra tive state ments, to de fine the bound ary be tween what is bind- 
ing and what is not bind ing in the sym bols. An agree ment was reached, in
ac cor dance with which both sides des ig nated all the ar ti cles of faith con- 
tained in the sym bols as con fes sion ally bind ing.

[8] In the doc trine con cern ing the Last Things, which formed an other
sub ject of con tro versy be tween us and Mis souri, the first point to be men- 
tioned is the doc trine of the An tichrist. Mis souri main tained that the An- 
tichrist, in the real sense of the word, is the pope alone and ex clu sively: but
with this as ser tion we can not agree.

[9] As re gards the pope, we ac cept all the dec la ra tions of our Sym bol i cal
Books con cern ing his anti-Chris tian char ac ter, and ac knowl edge that all the
marks of An tichrist which they enu mer ate agree with the pope’s king dom
and mem bers.
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[10] But while we hereby ac knowl edge our ac cep tance of the state ments
of our con fes sion con cern ing the An tichrist as found by our fa thers in Dan.
11. and of the ap pli ca tion which they made of those marks to the pa pacy,
we can not con cede that the re spec tive pas sages in our Sym bol i cal Books
claim to ex haust the ex eget i cal in ter pre ta tion of the prophe cies cited, and
we do not re gard it as be ing in con flict with our con fes sion for any one to
hold that the per son i fi ca tion of all these anti-Chris tian el e ments in a par tic u- 
lar in di vid ual is fore told.

[11] As re gards the so-called Chil iasm, we agree with our op po nents in
re ject ing ev ery doc trine of a thou sand years’ reign which would at any time
rob the spir i tual king dom of our Lord of its char ac ter as a spir i tual king dom
of grace and the cross, and con vert it into an out ward, earthly and worldly
king dom.

[12] On the other hand, while we do not as a synod dif fer from our op po- 
nents by ac cept ing any form of Chil iasm, the be lief that the reign of Christ
and His saints for a thou sand years, as proph e sied in the 20th chap ter of the
Rev e la tion of St. John, is still a mat ter of ful fill ment in the fu ture, is re- 
garded by us as an opin ion which the Church may tol er ate, and not as an er- 
ror ne ces si tat ing ex clu sion from our church-fel low ship.

[13] Since Mis souri, on its part, has re tracted the as ser tion that each and
ev ery form of Chil iasm, even the sub tle and most sub tle, is not only er ro- 
neous, but con sti tutes an er ror which ne ces si tates ex clu sion from church
fel low ship, and we on our part have, to the sat is fac tion of our op po nents,
cor rected the ex pres sions to which Mis souri ob jected, par tic u larly with re- 
spect to a fu ture two-fold com ing of Christ, the dif fer ence be tween us on
this point is sub stan tially con fined to the doc trine of the first res ur rec tion in
Rev. 20.

[14] Mis souri not only most de cid edly re jects such an in ter pre ta tion of
this pas sage as would ap ply it to a bod ily res ur rec tion from the dead, but as- 
serts that any ac cep tance of a par tial res ur rec tion be fore the gen eral res ur- 
rec tion is in it self a de nial of the gen eral res ur rec tion, and there fore a fun da- 
men tal er ror, in con nec tion with which a chil ias tic opin ion which might oth- 
er wise be tol er ated be comes a schis mat i cal heresy.

[15] We, on the con trary, nei ther de sire to de liver any of fi cial syn od i cal
opin ion as to whether this pas sage must be un der stood as re fer ring to a bod- 
ily or to a spir i tual res ur rec tion, nor can we see in the ac cep tance of a par- 
tial res ur rec tion pre ced ing the gen eral res ur rec tion the shadow of a heresy,
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since in Matt. 27, at least, such a par tial pre vi ous res ur rec tion is taught be- 
yond the pos si bil ity of con tra dic tion or doubt. And fi nally we can never
con cede that an oth er wise un ob jec tion able view of the so-called thou sand
years’ reign can be come an hereti cal er ror through the in ter pre ta tion of
Rev. 20:4 as a bod ily res ur rec tion, pro vided that no at tempt is made to spec- 
ify how and where this reign of the risen saints shall take place.

[16] In the course of our ec cle si as ti cal con tro ver sies, the real fun da men- 
tal dif fer ence be tween Mis souri and Iowa has been seen to be the recog ni- 
tion of “open ques tions,” the ex is tence of which has on our part been ac- 
knowl edged and proved, but which has on the part of Mis souri been en er- 
get i cally de nied.

[17] By this ex pres sion we do not, of course, mean to say that the re- 
spec tive doc trines are in them selves doubt ful or un cer tain, nor yet that they
may be ar bi trar ily ac cepted or re jected, but sim ply that they are not to be re- 
garded as in volv ing sep a ra tion from church-fel low ship. In dis tinc tion from
ar ti cles of faith, with re spect to which there must ex ist within an ec cle si as ti- 
cal body per fect una nim ity, we have al ways un der stood “open ques tions” to
mean such doc trines as might be the sub ject of dif fer ence of views with out
thereby de stroy ing the broth er hood of faith or ec cle si as ti cal fel low ship.

[18] Open ques tions in this sense can not be such doc trines as are nec es- 
sary to sal va tion or to the ex is tence of the Church, but only such as ei ther
are not touched upon in God’s Word at all, or at least are not taught in per- 
fectly clear pas sages of Scrip ture — doc trines con cern ing which, there fore,
no con sen sus has been reached in the Church, but with re spect to which dif- 
fer ences of view have al ways been found among or tho dox teach ers. In ad di- 
tion to the points men tioned above, we in clude among these doc trines that
con cern ing Sun day, i.e.. that in the New Tes ta ment the ob ser vance of a par- 
tic u lar day rests for the Chris tians in no wise upon a di vine com mand, but
only upon an in ner ne ces sity.

[19] Mis souri, on the other hand, re gards has union ism to speak of doc- 
tri nal opin ions which may be per mit ted to stand side by side in the Church,
and at the col lo quium at Mil wau kee de clared that such a dif fer ence could
be tol er ated only when it re ferred to points con cern ing which God’s Word
con tains no state ment at all, while in all doc trines drawn from the Scrip- 
tures, whether they bear upon faith or life, there must nec es sar ily be only
one opin ion.
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[20] Re cently, how ever, Mis souri has been obliged, by the course of the
con tro versy on usury in her own midst, to aban don her prin ci ple and to
adopt ours.

[21] The par tic u lar dec la ra tion of our op po nents in which we find this
ac knowl edg ment of the prin ci ples ex pressed is the fol low ing: "Know them,
ev ery one who de sires to know, that we know how to dis tin guish be tween
ar ti cles of faith and such doc trines of Scrip ture as are not ar ti cles of faith.
We do not, in deed, per mit any doc trine of Scrip ture, whether it ap pear great
or small, to be made an open ques tion; but while we re gard it nec es sary to
con tend to the ut ter most for ev ery ar ti cle of faith as one on which our faith
and hope de pend, to con demn the op pos ing er ror, and to deny fel low ship to
those who ob sti nately con tra dict, we by no means re gard it nec es sary un der
all cir cum stances to go to the ut most ex treme in con tend ing for other doc- 
trines of Scrip ture which are not ar ti cles of faith, much less to pass the sen- 
tence of con dem na tion upon the op pos ing er ror, though we re ject it, nor to
deny to those who err on this point the fel low ship of faith.

“If in any con tro versy the ques tion is one con cern ing doc trines which do
not be long to the ar ti cles of faith, then for us all de pends on whether the op- 
po nents show that they gain say be cause they do not want to sub ject them- 
selves to God’s Word, that is, whether, while they ap par ently let the fun da- 
men tal doc trines of God’s Word stand, they over turn the foun da tion on
which all those doc trines rest, namely, God’s Word.”

II. The Thir teen Propo si tions Of Mis souri Con cern ing Elec tion.
(§ § 23, 111; 28, 2c; 29.)

Propo si tion 1.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that God loved the whole world from eter- 
nity, cre ated all men for sal va tion, and none for damna tion, and that He
earnestly wills the sal va tion of all men. And we re ject and con demn, there- 
fore, with all our heart, the op pos ing Calvin is tic doc trine.

Propo si tion 2.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that the Son of God came into the world for
all men, bore and atoned for the sins of all men, and re deemed all men with- 
out ex cep tion; and we re ject and con demn, there fore, with all our heart the
op pos ing Calvin is tic doc trine.
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Propo si tion 3.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that God through the means of grace calls
men earnestly, that is, with the pur pose that through the call they shall come
to re pen tance and faith, con tinue in it also to the end, and thus fi nally ob tain
sal va tion; and that to this end God through the means of grace of fers to
them the sal va tion ac quired by Christ’s sat is fac tion, and the power to ap pre- 
hend it by faith: and we re ject and con demn, there fore, with all our heart,
the op pos ing Calvin is tic doc trine.

Propo si tion 4.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that no man will be lost be cause God did not
de sire to save him and passed him by with His grace, nor be cause God did
not of fer to him also the grace of stead fast ness or did not de sire to be stow it
upon him; but that all men who are lost, are lost through their own fault,
namely, be cause of their un be lief, and be cause they ob sti nately re sist the
Word and grace lo the end; and that the “cause for this de spis ing of the
Word is not God’s knowl edge (vel prae sci en tia vel praes des ti na tio), but the
per verse will of man, who re jects or per verts the means and in stru ment of
the Holy Ghost which God of fers him through the call, and re sists the Holy
Ghost who wishes to be ef fi ca cious and works through the Word; as Christ
says: ‘How of ten would I have gath ered …and ye would not,’ Matt. 23, 27”
(Book of Con cord, Müller 713, Ja cobs 656). We there fore re ject and con- 
demn with all our heart the op pos ing Calvin is tic doc trine.

Propo si tion 5.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that the sub jects of elec tion or pre des ti na tion
are only the truly be liev ing, who till the end or at the end of their life truly
be lieve; we re ject and con demn, there fore, the er ror of Hu ber, that elec tion
is not par tic u lar but gen eral and in cludes all men.

Propo si tion 6.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that the di vine de cree of elec tion is im- 
mutable, and that there fore no elect per son can be come repro bate and be
lost, but that ev ery elect per son cer tainly will be saved; and we re ject and
con demn, there fore, with all our heart the op pos ing er ror of Hu ber.

Propo si tion 7.
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We be lieve, teach and con fess that it is fool ish and per ilous to the soul and
leads ei ther to car nal se cu rity or to de spair, to seek by means of in quiry into
the eter nal di vine se cret de cree to ac quire a cer tain per sua sion of our elec- 
tion or of our fi nal sal va tion; and we re ject and con demn with all our heart
the op pos ing doc trine as a per ni cious fa nati cism.

Propo si tion 8.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that a be liev ing Chris tian should seek
through God’s re vealed will to be come cer tain of his elec tion: and we re ject
and con demn, there fore, with all our heart the op pos ing pa pal er ror, that we
can be come cer tain of our elec tion or sal va tion only through a new im me di- 
ate rev e la tion.

Propo si tion 9.

We be lieve, teach and con fess: 1. That elec tion does not con sist sim ply in
the fact that God foreknew who would be saved; 2. that elec tion, fur ther, is
not sim ply the de ter mi na tion of God to re deem and save men, and there fore
a gen eral elec tion, in clud ing all men; 3. that elec tion does not in clude those
who be lieve only for a while (Luke 8:13); 4. that elec tion is not sim ply a
de cree of God that all those who be lieve to the end shall be saved; we re ject
and con demn, there fore, with all our heart the op pos ing er rors of Ra tio nal- 
ists, Hu berists and Armini ans.

Propo si tion 10.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that the cause which moved God to choose
the elect is solely His grace and the merit of Je sus Christ, and not some
good which God fore saw in the elect, not even the faith which God fore saw
in them; and we re ject and con demn, there fore, the op pos ing doc trines of
Pela gians, semi-pela gians and syn er gists as blas phe mous, dread ful er rors,
which over turn the Gospel and with it the en tire Chris tian re li gion.

Propo si tion. 11.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that elec tion is not sim ply the di vine pre- 
science or fore knowl edge of the sal va tion of the elect, but that it is also a
cause of their sal va tion and of all that be longs to it; and we re ject and con- 
demn, there fore, with all our heart the op pos ing doc trines of the Armini ans.
Socini ans and all syn er gists.
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Propo si tion 12.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that, with re spect to the mys tery of elec tion,
God has “still kept much un told and hid den, and re served solely for his own
wis dom and knowl edge,” which no man can or should search out; and we
con demn, there fore, the at tempt to search out these things which have not
been re vealed, and to har mo nize with our rea son what ap pears to con tra dict
our rea son, whether this be done by Calvin is tic or by Pela gian-syn er gis tic
hu man doc trines.

Propo si tion 13.

We be lieve, teach and con fess that it is not only not use less and still less
dan ger ous, but nec es sary and salu tary to pro claim pub licly to the Chris tian
peo ple the mys te ri ous doc trine of elec tion, in so far as it is clearly re vealed
in God’s Word; and we do not agree with those, there fore, who think that
this doc trine is one con cern ing which we should keep si lence or which we
should dis cuss only among the learned.

III. The Toledo The ses.

I. The sis. The Church.

The Church, in the proper sense of the term, is the com mu nion of true be- 
liev ers as it is be got ten through the means of grace and as by their use it ed- 
i fies it self. From this it fol lows:

[a] Ac cord ing to its real essence the Church is, and re mains in vis i ble on
this earth.

[b] Com mon par tic i pa tion in the means of grace is the nec es sary form of
the Church’s ap pear ance and the in fal li ble mark of its ex is tence; and in so
far the Church is vis i ble.

II. The sis. The Of fice of the Min istry.

[a] The rights and du ties of the spir i tual priest hood com pre hend not only
the gen eral com mand and call that be liev ers re duce to prac tice their fel low- 
ship in the Gospel and their right and ti tle to the means of grace, and ac- 
cord ingly teach and ad mon ish one an other in ev ery man ner, but also that
with out spe cial call, they preach the Word to hea thens and un be liev ers, and
in case of ne ces sity, ad min is ter the sacra ment of bap tism; and then also, that
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they es tab lish the ottUe of the min istry, inas much as this of fice has been
orig i nally and im me di ately given by Christ to the whole Church.

[b] The of fice of the min istry rests upon a spe cial com mand of the Lord,
valid through out all time, and con sists in the right and power con ferred by
spe cial call, to ad min is ter the means of grace pub licly and by com mis sion
of the con gre ga tion.

[c] The call (to the pas torate) is a right of the con gre ga tion within whose
bounds the min is ter is to dis charge the of fice. Or di na tion is a pub lic and
solemn con fir ma tion of the call; and is not an apos tolic churchly cus tom or
or der.

III. The sis. At ti tude to the Con fes sions.

[a] A bind ing sub scrip tion to the Con fes sions (of the Church) per tains only
to the doc trines of the faith therein set forth, and to these all with out any ex- 
cep tion.

[b] Whereas the doc trine of Sun day as taught in the Con fes sions is a
doc trine re vealed in God’s Word, it is not to be ex cluded from the body of
oblig a tory dog mas.

IV. The sis. Open Ques tion.

[a] All doc trines re vealed clearly and plainly in the Word of God are, by
virtue of the di vine au thor ity of said Word, dog mat i cally fixed as true and
bind ing upon the con science, whether they have been sym bol i cally set tled
as such or not.

[b] There is within the Church of God no au thor ity what ever of de part- 
ing from any truths clearly re vealed by the Scrip tures, be their con tents con- 
sid ered fun da men tal or non-fun da men tal, im por tant or ap par ently unim por- 
tant.

[c] Full agree ment in all ar ti cles of faith con sti tutes the ir re mis si ble con- 
di tion of church-fel low ship. Per sis tent er ror in an ar ti cle of faith must un der
all cir cum stances lead to sep a ra tion.

[d] Per fect agree ment in all non-fun da men tal doc trines, though not at- 
tain able on earth, is, nev er the less, an end de sir able and one we should la bor
to at tain.

[e] Those who know ingly, ob du rately and per sis tently con tra dict the di- 
vine Word in any of its ut ter ances what so ever, thereby over throw the or- 
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ganic foun da tion (of the faith), and are there fore to be ex cluded from
church fel low ship.

V. The sis. Chil iasm.

[a] Any Chil iasm which con ceives the king dom of Christ to be some thing
ex ter nal, earthly and af ter the man ner of the king doms of the world, and
which teaches a res ur rec tion of all be liev ers be fore the day of judg ment
shall come, is a doc trine di rectly con trary to the anal ogy of faith, and is to
be re jected as such.

[b] The be lief of some, to wit, that the reign of Christ and His saints re- 
ferred to in Rev. 20, is an event be long ing to the fu ture, as also that the res- 
ur rec tion there spo ken of is to be un der stood as a bod ily res ur rec tion of
some be liev ers unto life ev er last ing, is an opin ion which, though not in com- 
pat i ble with the anal ogy of faith, can not be strictly proven from Scrip ture,
no more than the spir i tual in ter pre ta tion of said pas sages can be shown to be
the true one.

VI. The sis. Pre des ti na tion and Con ver sion.

[a] The er ror of Mis souri on pre des ti na tion we find to con sist in this, that
thereby the uni ver sal gra cious will of God and His de cree of elec tion are so
sep a rated as to ex clude one an other, and that thus two con tra dic tory wills
are af firmed of God. This er ror ren ders un safe the foun da tion upon which
our sal va tion is based, and stamps as fun da men tally wrong other state ments
which might oth er wise ad mit of an ac cept able in ter pre ta tion.

[b] Con cern ing con ver sion, drawn into con tro versy in con nec tion with
the doc trine on pre des ti na tion, we con fess that, viewed as the plac ing or
plant ing of a new spir i tual life, con ver sion does not de pend to any ex tent
what so ever on any co op er a tion, self-de ter mi na tion or good con duct on the
part of man, nor con sist therein, but that it is wholly and solely the work of
the Holy Ghost, work ing the same by His gra cious power in the means of
grace. On the other hand, how ever, we deny that the Holy Ghost works con- 
ver sion ac cord ing to a mere plea sure of His elec tive will, or de spite the
most will ful re sis tance, for ex am ple, in the case of the elect; but we hold
that by such stub born re sis tance both con ver sion and eter nal elec tion are
hin dered.

IV. State ments Rel a tive To The Gen eral Synod’s Doc tri nal Ba sis.
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(Adopted by the Gen eral Synod in 1909, in re sponse to the Gen eral Coun cil’s The ses call- 
ing at ten tion to cer tain ap par ent am bi gu i ties in the Gen eral Synod’s po si tion. Only the most
im por tant para graphs are here given.)

While the Gen eral Synod’s for mula of con fes sional sub scrip tion men tions
only the Augs burg Con fes sion, with out spec i fy ing the terms, “al tered” and
“un al tered,” yet it is a his tor i cal fact that the Gen eral Synod has never sub- 
scribed to any edi tion of the con fes sion save the “un al tered” form, and does
not now sub scribe to any other edi tion. This is known as the Edi tio Prin ceps
of 153O-31. and is pre cisely the edi tion from which a trans la tion was pre- 
pared by a joint com mit tee of the Gen eral Synod, the Gen eral Coun cil, the
United Synod of the South, and the Joint Synod of Ohio, “as a com mon
Stan dard of the Augs burg Con fes sion in Eng lish.” (See page 299 of the
Gen eral Synod’s Book of Wor ship with Hymns and Tunes.) There fore, the
edi tion of the Augs burg Con fes sion re ceived by the Gen eral Synod is iden- 
ti cal with that re ceived by the Gen eral Coun cil. (Min utes of the Gen eral
Synod for 1909, pp. 56, 57.)

When the Gen eral Synod says, in her for mula of con fes sional sub scrip- 
tion, that she ac cepts “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 of our
Church founded upon that Word,” she means pre cisely what she says,
namely, that the fun da men tal doc trines of God’s Word are cor rectly set forth
in the Con fes sion. She does not mean that some of the doc trines set forth in
the Con fes sion are non-fun da men tal, and there fore may be ac cepted or re- 
jected; she means that they are all fun da men tal, and their ex hi bi tion in the
Con fes sion is to be ac cepted by those who ac cept the Con fes sion… The
Gen eral Synod there fore as serts that the chief or foun da tion doc trines of
God’s Word are set forth in the Con fes sion, and that they are cor rectly set
forth therein. (Min utes, ut supra, p. 57.)

RE SOLVED, That, inas much as the Augs burg Con fes sion is the orig i nal,
generic Con fes sion of the Lutheran Church, ac cepted by Luther and his
coad ju tors, and sub scribed to by all Lutheran bod ies the world over, we
there fore deem it an ad e quate and suf fi cient stan dard of Lutheran doc trine.
In mak ing this state ment, how ever, the Gen eral Synod in no wise means to
im ply that she ig nores, re jects, re pu di ates or an tag o nizes the Sec ondary
Sym bols of the Book of Con cord, nor for bids any of her mem bers from ac- 
cept ing or teach ing all of them, in strict ac cor dance with the Lutheran reg u- 
la tive prin ci ple of jus ti fy ing faith. On the con trary, she holds those Sym bols
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in high es teem, re gards them as a most valu able body of Lutheran be lief,
ex plain ing and un fold ing the doc trines of the Augs burg Con fes sion, and she
hereby rec om mends that they be dili gently and faith fully stud ied by our
min is ters and lay men. (Min utes, ut supra, p. 60.)

WHEREAS, The phrase, “the Word of God as con tained in the Canon i cal
Scrip tures of the Old and New Tes ta ments,” oc curs in our for mula of con- 
fes sional sub scrip tion; and,

WHEREAS, When our fa thers framed this lan guage, the the o log i cal dis- 
tinc tion be tween the two state ments, “The Bible is the Word of God,” and,
“The Bible con tains the Word of God,” had not yet been made, or at least
was not yet in vogue, and there fore there could have been no in ten tion on
their part of com mit ting the Gen eral Synod to lax or hereti cal views of the
in spi ra tion of the Sa cred Scrip tures, but, on the con trary, a sin cere de sire to
plant her firmly on the true doc trine of Bib li cal in spi ra tion; and,

WHEREAS, The Gen eral Synod has ever oc cu pied the same po si tion with
ref er ence to the true and com plete in spi ra tion of the Canon i cal Scrip tures;
there fore,

RE SOLVED, That we here with de clare our ad her ence to the state ment,
“The Bible is the Word of God,” and re ject the er ror im plied in the state- 
ment, “The Bible con tains the Word of God.” (Min utes, ut supra, pp. 60,
61.)

NOTE. If the reader will now turn to page 184 of this book, and read the
para graphs headed “Ar ti cle II. Doc tri nal Ba sis” and “Ar ti cle III. The Sec- 
ondary Sym bols,” he will see that the Gen eral Synod has hap pily elim i nated
all am bi gu ity from her con fes sional ba sis and state ments. These para graphs
give the present con fes sional sta tus of the Gen eral Synod. (§§ 11, 1, f: 35.
p. 435 sq.)

1. -The men tion of Buf falo in this con nec tion should not be sur pris ing,
when we re mem ber that this synod was well rep re sented in Wis con- 
sin.↩ 

2. The Swedes united with the Coun cil. The Ohio Synod with drew, also
the Nor we gian Synod. Mis souri never agreed with Iowa, which leaned
to ward the Coun cil. Some Nor we gians are in de pen dent. A union of all
Nor we gians is un der con sid er a tion.↩ 
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3. It in volves es pe cially Ar ti cles II, XVIII, IV, and V of the Augs burg
Con fes sion as op posed to Syn er gism, and Ar ti cles V, IX and X, on the
means of grace, with cor re spond ing ar ti cles on both sub jects in the
Sec ondary Sym bols.↩ 

4. See Car roll’s “The Re li gious Forces of the U. S.,” re vised and brought
down to 1910.↩ 



324

Copy right No tice

This book was pub lished 2020 by The Lutheran Li brary Pub lish ing Min istry Luther an Li- 
brary.org. Some (hope fully un ob tru sive) up dates to spell ing, punc tu a tion, and para graph di- 
vi sions may have been made. Unabridged. The “Sec ond Re vised and En larged Edi tion”
was the source of this Lutheran Li brary edi tion.

Orig i nally pub lished 1916 by The Ger man Lit er ary Board, Burling ton, Iowa.
Im age on im print page is Still Life With Bible by Vin cent Van Gogh.
This Luther an Li brary.org book is re leased un der the Cre ative Com mons At tri bu tion 4.0

In ter na tional (CC BY 4.0) li cense, which means you may freely use, share, copy, or trans- 
late it as long as you pro vide at tri bu tion to Luther an Li brary.org, and place on it no fur ther
re stric tions.

The text and art work within are be lieved to be in the U.S. pub lic do main.
370 – v5

ISBN: 9798567219522 (pa per back)

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/


325

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)

Ba sic Bib li cal Chris tian ity |
Books to Down load

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/103-gerberding-new-testament-conversions/


326

The Small Cat e chism of Mar tin Luther
The es sen tials of faith have re mained the same for 2000 years. They

are sum ma rized in (1) The Ten Com mand ments, (2) The Lord’s
Prayer, and (3) The Apos tles’ Creed. Fa mil iar ity with each of fers great
pro tec tion against fads and false hoods.
The Way Made Plain by Si mon Pe ter Long

A se ries of lec tures by the beloved Twen ti eth Cen tury Amer i can
pas tor on the ba sis of faith.
Bible Teach ings by Joseph Stump

A primer on the faith in tended for new be liev ers. Rich in Scrip ture.
Chris tian ba sics ex plained from Scrip ture in clear and jar gon-free lan- 
guage. Many ex cel lent Bible stud ies can be made from this book.

Full cat a log avail able at Luther an Li brary.org. Many pa per back edi tions
at Ama zon.

Es sen tial The ol ogy | Books to
Down load

The Augs burg Con fes sion: An In tro duc tion To Its Study And An Ex po- 
si tion Of Its Con tents by Matthias Loy

“Sin cere be liev ers of the truth re vealed in Christ for man’s sal va tion
have no rea son to be ashamed of Luther, whom God sent to bring
again to His peo ple the pre cious truth in Je sus and whose heroic con- 
tention for the faith once de liv ered o the saints led to the es tab lish ment
of the Church of the Augs burg Con fes sion, now gen er ally called the
Evan gel i cal Lutheran Church.”
The Doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion by Matthias Loy

“Hu man rea son and in cli na tion are al ways in their nat u ral state
averse to the doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion by faith. Hence it is no won der
that earth and hell com bine in per sis tent ef forts to ban ish it from the
Church and from the world.”

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/583-jacobs-luthers-small-catechism
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/190-long-the-way-made-plain/
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/709-stump-bible-teachings/
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/publication/
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https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/484-loy-augsburg-confession-introduction-exposition/
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/171-loy-doctrine-of-justification/
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The Con fes sional Prin ci ple by Theodore Schmauk
Theodore Schmauk’s ex plo ration and de fense of the Chris tian faith

con sists of five parts: His tor i cal In tro duc tion; Part 1: Are Con fes sions
Nec es sary?; Part 2: Con fes sions in the Church; Part 3: Lutheran Con- 
fes sions; and Part 4: The Church in Amer ica.
Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith by Henry Eyster Ja cobs

A Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith has been ap pre ci ated by Chris- 
tians since its orig i nal pub li ca tion for its easy to use ques tion and an- 
swer for mat, its clear or ga ni za tion, and its cov er age of all the es sen- 
tials of the Chris tian faith. Two es says on elec tion and pre des ti na tion
are in cluded, in clud ing Luther’s “Spec u la tions Con cern ing Pre des ti na- 
tion”.

Full cat a log avail able at Luther an Li brary.org. Many pa per back edi tions
at Ama zon.

De vo tional Clas sics | Books to
Down load

Ser mons on the Gospels by Matthias Loy. and Ser mons on the Epis tles
by Matthias Loy_

“When you feel your bur den of sin weigh ing heav ily upon you,
only go to Him… Only those who will not ac knowl edge their sin and
feel no need of a Sav ior — only these are re jected. And these are not
re jected be cause the Lord has no pity on them and no de sire to de liver
them from their wretched ness, but only be cause they will not come to
Him that they might have life. They re ject Him, and there fore stand re- 
jected. But those who come to Him, poor and needy and help less, but
trust ing in His mercy, He will re ceive, to com fort and to save.”
The Great Gospel by Si mon Pe ter Long and The Eter nal Epis tle by Si- 
mon Pe ter Long

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/104-schmauk-confessional-principle/
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/109-jacobs-summary-christian-faith/
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/publication/
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“I want you to un der stand that I have never preached opin ions from
this pul pit; it is not a ques tion of opin ion; I have ab so lutely no right to
stand here and give you my opin ion, for it is not worth any more than
yours; we do not come to church to get opin ions; I claim that I can
back up ev ery ser mon I have preached, with the Word of God, and it is
not my opin ion nor yours, it is the eter nal Word of God, and you will
find it so on the Judg ment day. I have noth ing to take back, and I never
will; God does not want me to.”
True Chris tian ity by John Arndt
The Ser mons of Theophilus Stork: A De vo tional Trea sure

“There are many of us who be lieve; we are con vinced; but our souls
do not take fire at con tact with the truth. Happy he who not only be- 
lieves, but be lieves with fire… This en ergy of be lief, this ar dor of con- 
vic tion, made the com mon places of the Gospel, the old, old story,
seem in his [Stork’s] ut ter ance some thing fresh and ir re sistibly at trac- 
tive. Men lis tened to old truths from his lips as though they were a new
rev e la tion. They were new, for they came out of a heart that new
coined them and stamped its own im press of vi tal ity upon them as they
passed through its ex pe ri ence…” – From the In tro duc tion

Full cat a log avail able at Luther an Li brary.org. Many pa per back edi tions
at Ama zon.

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/502-stork-sermons/
https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/publication/
https://www.amazon.com/s?i=stripbooks&rh=p_27%3ALutheran+Librarian&s=relevancerank&text=Lutheran+Librarian
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