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ABSTRACT

The Election Controversy among Lutherans in the Twentieth Century: Anixi&on of the
Underlying Problems.

Author: John M. Brenner

The Election Controversy of the nineteenth century re-shaped theffagefessional
Lutheranism in America. The Evangelical Lutheran Synodical Confereridertsf America, the
leading voice of confessional Lutheranism in America, bore the bruhéafispute and
ultimately dissolved. This dissertation examines the Election Cargpwith special attention
to the twentieth century attempts to resolve it in order to discovemtterlying problems that
have prevented the opposing sides from reaching a resolution. The ti@sestaritten from
the viewpoint of the Wisconsin Synod, one of the synods involved in the controversienut
ignored in the discussion of it. The study is needed because contemporargrshdemnot have
a good understanding of confessional Lutheranism and Lutheranism’s histphass on
doctrinal purity. The dissertation demonstrates that the underlyingscatihe controversy and
the failures to resolve it were departures from Luther’s appraeittedlogy and from the historic
Lutheran stress on doctrine and doctrinal agreement for the expression bffeliaveship.
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INTRODUCTION

Hans Robert Haug produced a massive (961 pages) study of the Election Coninovers
1967 entitledThe Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran Church in North Améridas
Ph.D. dissertation (Temple University) concentrated on the controvettsy irineteenth century
and included only brief comments on the twentieth century aspects ipilitngue. Haug also did
not address the reasons why the twentieth century efforts toedhel controversy failed. In
addition, he paid little attention to the role of the Wisconsin Synod in theowensy.

Charles F. Bunzel wrote a master’s thesis on the Chicago (Interssf)ddieses in 1964
(Concordia Seminary, St. Louis) entitldthe Missouri Synod and the Chicago Thés&s my
knowledge this is the only serious study of the intersynodical movement athe$les the
movement produced. Bunzel, however, devotes only ten pages to a discussioreef the fr
conferences of the first decade of the twentieth century. Hiss @les does not include the
Wisconsin Synod. The purpose of Bunzel's study was to discover why the negotiattons o
Intersynodical Committee and the theses the committee produced dait=blve the Election
Controversy. He claims that the efforts failed because the MisSgioid’s theologians, who
were not on the Intersynodical Committee, focused their attention on past hasbar than
determining whether there was agreement on the doctrines in questieriueth | believe that
his conclusion is simplistic and faulty.

Furthermore, both Haug and Bunzel write from a perspective of modern eammenis
which often fails to grasp the historic Lutheran stress on agreementiimeldor the unity of the
church and the expression of fellowship between groups of Christians. Sihdddog and
Bunzel exclude the Wisconsin Synod from their studies, they do not offer a cop@séntation

of the issues. | believe that a new study is necessary to offer a morekbengive picture.

! Hans Robert HaugThe Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran @htin North America Ph.D.
Dissertation, Temple University, 1967.

2 Charles F. BunzeTThe Missouri Synod and the Chicago (IntersynoditaBsesMasters Thesis,
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, MO. 1964.



Such a study can shed light on the differences between Lutherans in Am@aiza To a certain
extent, the differences that became evident during the Election Cerstyare still apparent in
the present alignment of the various Lutheran synods.

There is a much more basic reason for the failure of the twentietincattempts to
resolve the controversy than Bunzel suggests. The root of the preblethat the two sides
differed in their approach to Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions anit imtterstanding of
the historic Lutheran emphasis on the importance of agreement in doctrihe @mity for the
church and the expression of church fellowship. The Lutheran doctrine of éhlloarship is
intimately involved in the failures to resolve the Election Controverfiyariwentieth century.
These differences continue to divide Lutheranism in America and theodwigill not be
mended without a resolution of these differences.

Many in contemporary America have trouble understanding the underlying &stie
motives of sharp doctrinal disputes like the Election Controversy. Sudiowersies are often
quickly dismissed as irrelevant to the contemporary religious scdrecohtemporary scene,
however, is shaped by past experience. If people do not understand that expleeienaanot
hope to understand current differences and contemporary problems. This stuithg expjethe
two sides initially considered these doctrinal issues so importdrihthawould forfeit an
outward unity rather than compromise their teachings even when thatduwtmity seemed to
offer so many benefits. The failure to resolve the doctrinalrdiftees between synods in the
nineteenth century caused a break between synods in the nineteenth aeehtagain in the
twentieth century.

This study will also explain the failures to resolve the contsyveEven when union
movements succeeded in establishing outward union, there was no realoesdltite basic
issues. Doctrinal differences came to be seen as irrelevant. Thideattiarked a departure
from the historic Lutheran stress on doctrine and doctrinal agreemen fexpgression of church

fellowship.



This is a critical historical-theological analysis of thedlon Controversy in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries in Midwestern Lutheranism andohes & resolve it. The
background necessary to understand the origins of the controversy and theesuleféayts to
resolve it is provided first of all by examining the doctrine of electiod Lutheran theological
characteristics in the writings of Martin Luther, Philipp MelanchthoaFtirmula of Concord
and the Lutheran dogmaticians in the Age of Orthodoxy. Secondly, the study examimegothe
essays, articles, and theses produced during the Election ControversyMiahoegtern
Lutherans in the nineteenth century to show the issues which sepheate sides in the
conflict. The study then explores the attempts to resolve the Electioro@asy in the
twentieth century by examining the major essays, articles, theses, aedttmmvesolutions of
the participants to show the reasons for the failure to resolve thesty.

In this dissertation | contend first of all that the two sides in the comsp¥ad a basic
difference in approach to Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions and in amdiagsthe
historic Lutheran emphasis on the importance of agreement in doctrihe famity of the
church.. Secondly, | contend that the genuine Lutheran emphasis on doctrinal purity was
compromised to some extent in Midwestern Lutheranism in the Election Contraxdcsy
divided various Lutheran synods in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, ahe wasse in
the 1950s and early 1960s of a major break between the Missouri and Wiscohsiah.ut
Synods. The long American debate on the meaning of election and conversionaii&mlinv
issues of the fundamental criteria for church fellowship.

The Lutheran emphasis on purity of doctrine and on the understanding of divine election,
of course, had its roots in Luther’s theology and the Age of Orthodoxy as Luther and his
followers distinguished the Lutheran position from Roman Catholicism anahéhieamd, and
Calvin and the Reformed tradition on the other. | argue here that the Wis8gnsd, in fact,
was more in continuity with Luther’'s emphasis on preserving the purity ofirtmetnd his

understanding of divine election than were some of the other Lutheran Synods inltestVi



Chapter one explores key aspects of Lutheran theology in the Reformatiorstind Po
Reformation eras to demonstrate that the seeds of the Electiawv@sy in the nineteenth
century in America were sown already in the sixteenth, seventeadthjghteenth centuries.
Martin Luther (1483-1546) and the Lutheran Confessions are consistentiliingsthe cause of
salvation to God alone apart from any human merit or effort. In his kedes Yhilipp
Melanchthon (1497-1560) began to speak of a cause of conversion also in human bengs. T
Lutheran systematicians in the seventeenth and eighteenth centgaasiplaining the doctrine
of election using the expression, “electiatuitu fidel’ (election in view of faith). This
expression was at the heart of the election controversy among Midwestberans in America
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The Election Controversy incarma¢so involved
differences in approach to Scripture, the Lutheran Confessions, andalagtbal task.

Lutheran theologians in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and early eighteatiry are cosnsistent in
their stress on the importance of doctrine and doctrinal agreement.

Chapter two first sets the stage historically to understand thegsiettAmerica and the
trends in Lutheranism in this country. Then the causes of the cosyamt the various
theological issues involved in it are presented. The issues in the cosyroasulted from
differences in the approach to theology. One side followed Luther and thedru@@nfessions.
The other side insisted on the terminology and theological approach of thatibigns of the
Age of Orthodoxy and began to place a stress on human reason in theology that marked a
departure from Luther’s approach to theology.

Chapter three examines the first attempts to resolve thedelébtintroversy through free
conferences in the first decade of the Twentieth century. Althoughftbessonferences began
with high expectations, no agreements could be reached because of kenckffdan the
approach to the theological task. The differences came to a headxptkssioranalogy of

faith. This chapter discusses these differences and demonstratesew@tition of the



controversy could not be reached because of a basic disagreement in bécsiand approach
to the theology.

Chapter four demonstrates that the union efforts among Norwegian Lutblitzios
result in a true resolution of the Election Controversy but in doctringbamnise. The
theological disputes among the various Norwegian synods were complicatedladdd
conflicts over atonement, justification, the gospel, absolution, Sundaywabser lay preaching
and the public ministry, as well as the doctrine of election. The ctanfliere intensified by a
number of conflicts over church polity and ecclesiastical practicenythe disputes reflect
conflicts that were already going on in Norway. The chapter notes a numbasafsevhy the
push for union was so strong that confessional Lutherans became willing tecsalodtrinal
clarity. Those reasons include Norwegian ethnic pride, weariness offjghter doctrine
particularly among the laity, the process of Americanization, the Imedéyal production of
worship materials in English, and the ecumenical spirit of the timesatiaeld outward unity
without regard to doctrinal agreement. The eventual union was achidhedeapense of
glossing over the doctrinal conflict that still existed.

Chapter five offers an overview of the Intersynodical Movement tordeterwhy the
venture failed to attain its goal of bringing about a settlement of theowergy that divided
Midwestern Lutheranism. Several answers are proposed. Theoffikttimes fostered union at
the price of true doctrinal unity. Doctrinal indifference was on tlee rithe lowa Synod’s
historic position on “open questions” led to a willingness to ignore certainmid differences
while the synods of the Synodical Conference insisted on full doctrintglfoniexpressions of
church fellowship. The chapter also suggests that the members of thgnimdézal Committee
were not always on the same page theologically as others in thetiesggnods.

Chapter six deals with the Intersynodical Controversy that began in 1938/amadated
in fellowship ties being terminated in the early 1960s. This chapter deatesstrat Missouri’s

official change in the understanding of church fellowship resulted in egdist for the historic



differences between the Missouri Synod and the ALC in the doctrines obe|exinversion, and
open questions. The issues dating back to the Election Controversy becassuesriar the
Missouri Synod while they remained issues for the Wisconsin Synod aRN@tivegian Synod.

In Missouri's quest for fellowship with the ALC the importance of doetfaded into the
background. The issue in the doctrine of election was not that Missouri haddaelepteon

intuitu fidei but that the Missouri Synod was no longer concerned that such a teaching must be
clearly excluded by any confessional statement claiming to resolvdifiesences. As a result

the Missouri Synod forfeited longstanding fellowship with the Wisconsin Sgnddhe

Norwegian Synod.



CHAPTER ONE
THE LUTHERAN DOCTRINE OF ELECTION IN THE REFORMATION
AND AGE OF ORTHODOXY

The election controversy among Lutherans in American in the ninetaedtwentieth
centuries cannot be understood without an examination of Lutheran theologyutioen through
the age of orthodoxy. The starting point for Lutheran theology from Luther through the age of
orthodoxy has always been the grace of God rather than the sovereignty of God. tfiine ofoc
predestination or election was not a matter for speculation, but a teachorgfoftdor the
believer. At the center of Lutheran theology is the doctrine of justditdy grace through faith.
Luther was primarily concerned with the salvation of the sinner. Themmaotrelection serves
to guarantee salvati@ola gratiaand to give comfort to the sinner.

Martin Luther (1483-1546) and the Lutheran Confessions are consisteatilingsthe
cause of salvation to God alone apart from any human merit or effort. Inenigdars Philipp
Melanchthon (1497-1560) began to speak of a cause of conversion in human beings. The
Lutheran systematicians in the seventeenth and eighteenth centgaaskplaining the doctrine
of election using the expression, “electintuitu fidei’ (election in view of faith). This
expression was at the heart of the election controversy among Midwesteerans in America
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The Election Controversy incanaso involved
differences in approach to Scripture, the Lutheran Confessions, anddlagtbal task. These
differences can be seen in incipient form during the Reformation andREBfmstnation eras.

This chapter explores key aspects of Lutheran theology in the Refommaati Post-
Reformation eras to demonstrate that the seeds of the Electiam&ray in nineteenth century

America were sown already in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteatiries.

% The age of orthodoxy can be dated from the puibiishf the Book of Concord in 1580 to the deatlhef
last great representatives of Lutheran orthodoxayitbHollaz (d. 1713) and Ernst Valentin Loescher (
1749).



Lutheran Doctrine in the Age of the Reformation

Luther’s concept of reformation was somewhat unique compared with the nefavine
preceded him. Luther believed that the reformation the church needed wadydowetrinal
rather than moral or ecclesiasti¢aDoctrine is the source of life. Therefore doctrine is more
important than the Christian life or Christian love. For Luther doctrine shioewvay to heaven
and consequently cannot be treated as unimportant or uncertain. In his lecturegiansGa
(1535) he explains,

With the utmost rigor we demand that all the articles of Christiatridecboth large and
small—although we do not regard any of them as small—be kept pure and c€hiigin.

is supremely necessary. For this doctrine is our only light, which illewnd directs us
and shows us the way to heaven; if it is overthrown in one point, it must be overthrow
completely. And when that happens, our love will not be of any use to us. . . Therefore
there is no comparison at all between doctrine and life. “One dot” of doistrivarth

more than “heaven and earth” (Matt. 5:18); therefore we do not permitghtesti

offense against it. But we can be lenient toward errors of life.

Good works flow from faith. Therefore correct doctrine is the source of itydsatause

faith flows from correct doctrine, not from false doctrine. Luther write
When we speak about godliness and ungodliness we are not speaking about manners, but
about convictions which are the fountainheads of the moral life. The man who is
orthodox concerning God cannot help but do good works and be good in his life. Even if
he falls seven times a day, he rises again just as many times. Bogtuy fall to the
ground and do not rise again.

The importance of doctrine for Luther can be seen in his refusal t@wingli (1481-

1531) the right hand of fellowship at the Marburg Colloquy (1529). Luther refabed$hip

* Owen ChadwickThe ReformatioriThe Penguin History of the Christian Church, &{London:

Penguin Books, 1972), 13-14. Heiko Obermarther: Man between God and the De(iNew York:

Image Books, 1992), 56-57.

® Martin Luther.Lectures on Galatians(1535h Luther’s WorksAmerican Edition (55
vols.; ed. Jaroslav Pelikan and Helmut T. Lehmann; Philadelphia: Muehlenberg and
Fortress, and St. Louis: Concordia, 1955-86), 27:41. Hereafter the citations ofidisis ser
will be LW.

®D. Martin Luthers Werke: kritische Gesammtausgélt®4 volumes, Weimar, 1883-2009), 5:28.

Hereafter, cited as WA. QuotedTine Doctrine of Man in Classical Lutheran Theologg. by Herman A.

Preus & Edmund Smits (Minneapolis: Augsburg PulbtighHouse, 1962; Concordia Heritage reprint,
1982), x.



with Zwingli because the two parties were not agreed as to whether tharmbtlood of Christ
are truly present with the bread and wine in the Lord’s Supjeem a military standpoint it
would have been advantageous for the German and Swiss reformers to pregedtfeonni
against the forces of the Holy Roman Empire. However, for Luther doatasaot to be
compromised even if it meant physical harm. Doctrine was not to be compddneisause it
was God’s doctrine, not Luther’'s. “In theology a tiny error overthrows the vbadding. . .
Doctrine belongs to God, not to us; and we are called only as its ministerefof&éeve cannot
even give up a dot of it (Matt. 5:18).”

The importance of doctrine for Luther and Lutheranism is reflectedtimekanism’s
attitude toward public creeds and confessions. A confession of faith isstigisistatement of
what he believes on the basis of God's Word. For Luther making a confesith afas not
optional for the Christian. Commenting on Romans 10:10 Luther declares, “fiassile for
anyone to be saved who does not confess with his lips what one belidves@art® A
Christian not only makes assertions on the basis of God’s Word, he deligbiag sd?°
Making a public confession gives consolation, defends against heresy andrerserves for
the betterment of brothers and sisters in Cliist.

Luther produced his own brief, private confession of faith in 1528 entitled, “Camnfess
concerning the Lord’s Supper.” He explained his reason for doing so. He wantedtpémpoles
what he taught and believed on the basis of his careful searching ajl{h®dtiptures. The
purpose of the confession was to keep people from appealing to Luther to supporfi\&itten
confessions distinguish between truth and error on the basis of Scripture. utitber

| see that schisms and errors are increasing proportionately wiphhghage of time, and
that there is no end to the rage and fury of Satan. Hence lest any personsguring

" Martin BrechtMartin Luther: Shaping and Defining the Reformati@621-1532trans. by James L.
Schaaf (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 333.

8 Lw, 27:37.

LW, 25:90.

9 Lw, 33:19-20.

Y Lw 38:224-225.



10

lifetime or after my death appeal to me or misuse my writings to confirmetiter, as

the sacramentarian and Baptist fanatics are already beginning to doe vd#sihis

treatise to confess my faith before God and all the world, point by point. . . Hence

anyone should say after my death, “If Luther were living now, he would teach and hold
this or that article differently, for he did not consider it suffidightetc., let me say once
and for all that | have most diligently traced all these articlesigir the Scriptures, have
examined them again and again in the light thereof, and have wanted to deténd all
them as certainly as | have now defended the sacrament of th¥ altar.

Sometimes the church must produce a written confession to clarify and etgplain i
teachings and to distance itself from error. Luther regarded thedisteeds of the church as
binding. In theSmalcald Articled.uther appeals to the Apostles and Athanasian Creeds in his
article on the Trinity. A brief treatment and an appeal to the creeds waghefioo Luther
because this doctrine was not in conflict between the Lutheran and pajes’part

The Lutheran Church was born when fegsburg Confessiomas presented to Emperor
Charles V at the Diet of Augsburg on June 25, 1530. The evangelical princesaogidins in
the territories of the Reformation united behind this statementtbf fahe confession served the
purpose of uniting the evangelical or Lutheran party, clarifying their rejeof many ancient
heresies, distancing themselves from Zwingli and the Anabaptists, arishgaiut the areas of
agreement and disagreement with Rome. Luther was pleased with theioardedsts public
presentation. In letters following June 25 he called it a “most beautiffdsgion.” He rejoiced
because Christ was publicly proclaimed when the teachings of the evahpeliy were
confessed?

Luther wrote a confession of faith in 1537 to be presented at the proposediGene
Council at Mantua. This confession, which became known as the SmalcaldsAgientually

received confessional status in the Lutheran Church and was inatudhedbok of Concoraf

1580. Luther was careful to note that the articles had been unanimously acaltieat ahe

21w, 37:360.

3 Smalcald Articles, |, 4. Hereafter, SA, cited atfing to article and paragraph numb@&he Book of
Concord Robert Kolb and Timothy J. Wengert, ed. Charlesnl, Eric Gritsch, Robert Kolb, William
Russell, James Schaaf, Jane Strohl, and Timothyjedgert, trans. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000.
LW, 49:354-355.
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representatives of the Lutheran party were willing to take theid sia this public document and
presentation of their faith and teachifigfor Lutherans a confession is meant to unite and must
be adopted as a common declaration of faith. A confession is meaninglespenlge are
willing to take a stand on it. Both tiaigsburg Confessicand theSmalcald Articlesvere
signed by those who were willing to say publicly that this was their csinfesan expression of
what they believed on the basis of the Holy Scriptures. Princesrsitotia representatives
rather than theologians signed thegsburg Confessidpecause it was presented at a German
Diet of the Holy Roman Empire. Theaugsburg Confessionas originally intended not only to
be statement of belief, but also a defense of the rulers concerninfptimeateon they were
allowing to be carried out in their territories. Theologians rétieem governmental officials
affixed the signatures to tl&malcald Articledbecause this document was to be presented to a
General Council of the Church. In both cases the signers recognized the impofrtaa&eng a
public confession to clarify what they believed on the basis of Scripturegrf® unity, and to
reject error.

Crucial for understanding the importance of doctrine for Luther and hosviak is
understanding the central role of Scripture. Luther seems to have come t@estanuting of
the reformation principle cfola scripturabefore he graspesbla gratiaandsola fide™® In his
studies Luther began to doubt the reliability of human reason and trdditidactrine and faith.
He came to question both the authority of tradition and the claims of theiastBwgho believed
that the Holy Spirit comes to people directly apart from the external woedlitidn, scholastic
theology, and every teaching apart from God’s Word are useless tolstrenginds or pacify the
conscience’ God’s Word asserts Christian freedom based on Christ’s work of reédarapd

does not allow one to be brought into bondage by human traditions and IBesLuther the

15 3A, Preface, 2.

16 See Oberman,uther: Man between God and the Deti1, 164, 192, 221.
7Lw, 17:250.

8 1Lw, 33:54.
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Scriptures are sufficient for faith and the Christian life. No otberce is necessary or possible.
He declares, “The Word of God—and no one else, not even an angel—should estatiésioé
faith.”® Commenting on Galatians 1:9 Luther writes,

Here Paul subordinates himself, an angel from heaven, teachers on earth, @herany

masters at all to sacred Scripture. This queen must rule, and everyareb ey sand be

subject to her. The pope, Luther, Augustine, Paul, an angel from heaven—these should
not be masters, judges, or arbiters but only witnesses, disciples, aaslsoogfof

Scripture. Nor should anything be taught or heard in the church except the¥God.

Otherwise let the teachers and the hearers be accursed alongwittottrine’

The purpose of Scripture is to point to Christ. The Bible revealssGah of salvation.
Without Scripture the way to salvation would remain a mystery. WithoustCuripture is
meaningless.

For what still sublimer thing can remain hidden in the Scriptures, nawhiéageals have

been broken, the stone rolled from the door of the sepulcher [Matt. 27:66, 28:#jean

supreme mystery brought to light, namely that God is three and one, thath@hrist
suffered for us and is to reign eternally? . . . Take Christ out of Serigha what will
you find left in them?%

Luther believed in the efficacy of Scripture. He also asserted that@&sddt give his
Spirit or impart his grace to anyone apart from or before contact withtimal Word?* The
external Word is the Word that strikes the senses. Summariegptdiistiteaching and the
proclamation of God’'s Word are God’s Word because they convey the meaningpufr8cr
Luther was very much opposed to the Anabaptists and the radical reformessligkied that the
Holy Spirit converts or strengthens faith directly apart from the meagmoé>® Rather than a
direct or immediate working of the Holy Spirit he believed in a mediat&ing through Word
and Sacraments. Luther believed that if God’s Word is being proclaimedolh&pirit is
bringing sinners to faith. You cannot separate the work of the Holy Spirit famis ®/ord. He

was so certain that God’s Word would never return without accomplishing @lad’'sind

YgA, Part ll, 2, par. 15.

2w, 26:57-58.

21w, 33:25-26.

22 3A, I, 8, 3-13.

% See “Against the Heavenly Prophets,” LW, 40:79-223
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purpose that he wrote, “And even if no other sign than this alone, it wolikLfiite to prove
that a Christian, holy people must exist there, for God’s Word cannot be withdis i2ople
and conversely, God’s people cannot be without God’s Wdérd.”

Luther saw the Bible as the sacred p&géiod is the author. Lecturing on Genesis 29:1-
3 Luther addressed the inclusion of the mundane on the pages of Scripture. Heéesoritflwe
believed firmly as | do, even though | believe weakly, that the Holy Spirit aad tBe Creator of
all things, is the Author of this book and of such unimportant matters, asebeyto our flesh,
then we would have the greatest consolatférife says that the Holy Spirit himself composed
Psalm 9G. Since the Holy Scriptures are God’s Word they cannot lie t Tise holy teachers
of the church can err, but Scripture has never éfréthr that reason one cannot give preference
to human authority over the Holy Scriptures. “Human beings can err, but the Word isftGed
very wisdom of God and the absolutely infallible truify.”

Luther also believed in the basic perspicuity or clarity of Scripttie vehemently
disagreed with Erasmus (ca. 1469-1536) and others who claimed that the Bible euss.obs
Scripture claims clarity when God’s Word is called a “lamp to mydadta light for my path®*
The Bible brings light for believers, but blindness and shame for unbediev

God’s Word has to be the most marvelous thing in heaven and on earth. Thmwattis w

must at one and the same time do two opposite things, namely, give pehfieand

glory to those who believe it, and bring utter blindness and shame upon those who

believe it not. To the former it must be the most certain and best knowntohgd;tto

the latter it must be the most unknown and obscure of all things. The forntezxials

and praise it above all things; the latter must blaspheme and slaaldevetall things.
So does it operate to perfection and achieve in the hearts of men no icargniforks,

2L W, 41:150.

% See Kenneth Hagehuther's Approach to Scripture as seen in his “Coentaries” on Galatians 1519-
1538 (Tuebingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1993)f.17

%% W, 5:275.

2w, 13:81.

% arge CatechismV, 76. Hereafter, LCThe Book of ConcordRobert Kold and RTimothy J. Wengert,
ed. Charles Arand, Eric Gritsch, Robert Kolb, Vitfi Russell, James Schaaf, Jane Strohl, and Timdthyy
Wengert, trans. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000.

2 W, 32:11.

01w, 1:122.

LW, 33:92ff.
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but strange and terrible works. As St. Paul says in Il Corinthians 4f[dgir gospel is
veiled, it is veiled only to those who are perishihg.

Scripture is important because it reveals the God who would othdsevisilden. Luther
carefully maintained the distinction between the hidden (unrevealedirboithe revealed God.
In so far as God has not revealed himself “there is no faith, no knowledge, and no
understanding® He has revealed himself both by sending his Son into the world and by giving
the Holy Scriptures. God’s majesty is hidden in CHrigho brings us into God’s kingdom
through his Word and Baptism. We can, therefore, seek and acknowledge God onlgtift Chri
We can find Christ only in the Holy Scriptures. We find him in Baptism anddretd Supper
because God’'s Word and promises are attached to the sacraments. In féoig€3odimself
when He takes His Word and grace away and leaves us with our endeavoenarfi We
must not try to peer into the mysteries of God that he has not revealedTtbaysare
unknowable and are none of our concern. Indeed God has forbidden such invesfigation.

Luther also notes that because of original sin even the revealed wisd&od 6f hidden
under the appearance of stupidity, and truth under the form of lying—for soaiftedMGod, as
it often comes, comes in a form contrary to our own thinking® . .”

Luther recognized human reason as a gift of adowever, he was suspicious of
human reason because reason is corrupted by sin. Reason is always to sesteziénirsie)

rather than be exalted above Scripture (magisterial use) and standnrejudiyer God’'s Word.

%21 W, 45:146-147.

B1Lw, 5:44.

34 Some claim that this emphasis on the hidden Gadkisy difference between Luther and Calvin. Luthe
believed that faith “must be given to one to seegbwer and love of God in his [Christ’s] lowlindsSee
John Dillenberger and Claude Wel&hotestant Christianity: Interpreted through Its @dopmen{New
York: Charles Scribner’'s Sons, 1954) 43-45.

1w, 28:126.

®Lw, 17:279.

LW, 5:44.

LW, 25:438-439.

39 Small CatechisprExplanation to the®iArticle of the Creed; hereafter, SC. LC! Article, 2. The Book
of Concord Robert Kold and Timothy J. Wengert, ed.
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We are “to be content with the words of God and believe quite simply wlyasae®® We are
to pay attention to the gramnfiaand the original languagés.We are to take the words of
Scripture in their ordinary grammatical sefi&\Ve are to give attention to “the text itself and
what precedes and follows it, from which the meaning should be s&uahd’to the subject
matter and intention of the speak&rThese are all proper uses of reason.
The magisterial use of reason is to be condemned because reason islpyaided
making the teachings of God’s Word appear to be foolish.
For faith speaks as follows: “I believe thee, God, when Thou dost speak.” @ésat d
God say? Things that are impossible, untrue, foolish, weak, absurd, abominable,
heretical, diabolical—if you consult reason. For what is more ridiculoussipaid
impossible than when God says to Abraham that he is to get a son from the body of
Sarah, which is barren and already déad?
Luther taught that human reason after the fall is totally corrupt. Blihéness of human
reason is so incomprehensible and infinite that it cannot form sound judgmem@b®wut life
and works, much less about the doctrine of fdithEven in believers the sinful flesh and human
reason resist the Spifft. That is why the Christian must not allow reason to stand in judgment
over Scripture, but must take his reason captive to God’'s Word.
But what is more preposterous than that we undertake to sit in judgment on Gosl and hi
Word, we who ought to be judged by God? Therefore we must simply maintain that
when we hear God saying something, we are to believe it and not to debate about it but
rather take our intellect captive in the obedience of Cli€iqf. 10:5)°
Luther was generally critical of the use of Aristotle because & ghilosopher was an

unbeliever whose use of reason therefore could not be trusted in refigatiess’ Luther

complained that Aristotle did not know the true God but had devised a god who only

401w, 33:175.
11w, 33:167.
421 W, 33:216.
431w, 33:217, 236.
41w, 33:234.
451w, 33:239.
)W, 26:227.
ATLW, 27:57.
48 W, 27:54.
91w, 1:157.
01w, 51:64.
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contemplates himself and will not look at suffering or injusticristotle denied that God had
created the heavens and the earth and asserted that the world existetifnity’” In “Against
Latomus” Luther calls the philosopher the “twice accursed Aléstot He faults Thomas
Aquinas (1224/27-1274) because he believes Thomas is responsible for thefrigstotle,

the destroyer of doctrin€® Luther did not necessarily reject everything Aristotle wrotejt he
faulted the use of Aristotle in theology by the scholastics and condehmedpression these
theologians gave that there was complete agreement between éasittihe teachings of Christ
and Pauf® He rejected the scholastics’ claim that no one could be a theologfautvi
Aristotle >’

Luther believed that the Christian should not use his reason to try toaknaipparent
contradictions in Scripture. Luther’'s own thought in many ways is cheesctdy his use of
paradox based on the paradoxes he saw in Scripture. Luther noted thateStrgutnes that God
both punishes sin and forgives sin. Luther used a paradox when he taught that alevaygsst
flee from God to Godi.e, from the wrath of God to the mercy of G8dOne of Luther’s better-
known paradoxes is his teaching that a Christian is at the samsatimend sinness{mul justus
et peccatoy. Although a Christian remains a sinner after Baptism, his sins airamated>®
Luther’s teaching of justification by faith alone involves a paradox &v¢ justified not because
we are righteous, but because Christ is righteous. By nature human beings tininisiof
rewards for proper behavior and punishment for improper behavior. Lutreatsrtg involves a

rational paradox for human beings in that “in the place of the logicataqoce of morality,

LW, 33:171, 291,

2 LW, 37:30-31.

LW, 32:217.

> LW, 32:258.

%5 e.g., Aristotle can be used to improve tempofal to learn a trade or civil law, but not for the
edification of the soul. LW, 52:39.

%% Siegbert BeckefThe Foolishness of God: The Place of Reason itie®logy of Martin Luther.
(Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1982) Sée LW, 51:64-65.

> W, 52:178.

8 Bernhard LohseMartin Luther: An Introduction to His Life and WorRobert C. Schultz, trans.
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), 171.

LW, 32:19-29.
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reward and punishment He (Christ) puts forgiven&sghis recognition of paradoxes in
Scripture can also be seen in Luther’s teaching on law and gospel.

Central to Luther’s approach to Scripture is his understanding offfaeedce and
distinction between the law and the gospel. He writes,

Now the first sermon, and doctrine, is the law of God. The second is the gosps#. The

two sermons are not the same. Therefore we must have a good grasp of thiea matter

order to differentiate between them. We must know what the law is, andhstgadpel

is. The law commands and requires us to do certain things. The law ditected

solely to our behavior and consists in making requirements. . .The gospel, haloege

not preach what we are to do or avoid. It sets up no requirements but reverses the

approach of the law, does the very opposite and says, “This is what God has done for
you, he has let his Son be made flesh for you, has let him be put to death for gdur sak

So, then, there are two kinds of doctrines and two kinds of works, those of God and those

of men. Just as we and God are separated from one another, so also theseihge doctr

are widely separated from one another. For the gospel teaches exchubiaehas been
given us by God, and not—as in the case of the law—what we are to do and give to

God?®*

Both the law and the gospel are God's Word. Each has its own purpose and is tb be use
as God intended. The chief purpose of the law is to show us our sins. The |lawtdgiesy us
what we are able to do, but what we ought to do. The law makes us recognizditity ioalo
what God command®. The law is like a mirror which reveals our sin, but it does not have the
power to free us from our sif. If the law had not revealed our sin and our inability to do what
God commands, the gospel would be meaningless. Nevertheless, only the goajsethatall
of our sins have been forgiven for Christ's sake. We obtain that forgs/bgdaith®

Luther had a strong sense of original sin and its effects on human beingsiekiedbel
that human beings could not begin to grasp the depths of their sinfulnéssaap&tod’s

revelation. He confessed, “This inherited sin has caused such a deeprraption of nature

that reason does not comprehend it; rather it must be believed on the Hasisewélation in the

8 Werner EhlertThe Structure of Lutheranistwalter A. Hansen, trans. (St. Louis: ConcordidlBhing
House, 1962), 98.

L1 w, 35:162.

®2) W, 33:137-138.

LW, 22:143-144.

* LW, 22:146-148.
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Scriptures (Ps. 51[:5]) and (Rom. 5[:12]); Exod. 33[:20]); Gen. 3[6ff])He argued that human
beings are born spiritually blind, are under the dominion of Satan, and imprisatatknes§®
Sinful human beings do not have free choice because that is a term that cdg ppmied to
God aloné’ In conversion human beings are purely passive. They do nothing, but become
something by God’s powé?. Luther confesses, “I believe that by my own understanding or
strength | cannot believe in Jesus Christ my Lord or come to him, but instead yHepititlhas
called me by the gospel, enlightened me with his gifts, made me holy and kepth@adrue
faith.”®

Luther understood grace as an attitude in God rather than a quality whichf@sed i
into human beings. In an exposition of Psalm 51:10 Luther writes, “Grace is one thihg and t
gift of grace another. Grace means favor by which God accepts us, forghsrandijustifying
freely through Christ. . . So you should not think it is a quality, as the schsldstiamed’®
God forgives and justifies the sinner because he is gracious and meotifidcause we are
worthy. In his grace he offered up his Son as a sacrifice for the sins of {de wor

Luther not only taught that salvation is by grace alone but also thaedeived by faith
alone without any human works or merit. Faith merely receives the promizgioEhess and
salvation. It does not merit anythifigFor Luther the teaching of justification by faith alone
serves to guarantee that justification is by grace alone becatifiegtion by faith excludes
human works and merit.

Furthermore, “All have sinned,” and “they are now justified without merhibygrace,

through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. . .by his blood” (Rom 3[:23-25]). Now

because this must be believed and may not be obtained or grasped othervasg with
work, law, or merit, it is clear and certain that this faith aloséfjas us’?

SsA I, 1, 3.

%8 |w, 33:98.
57w, 33:68.

%8| w, 33:157.

8 sc, & Article, 6.
OLw, 12, 376-377.
TLw, 12, 377.
2SA I, 1, par. 3-4.
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Justification is always based on Christ's redemptive work alone. Althaugénsains in
the Christian, God regards him as completely righteous and holy for’€kake through faitf?
Since Christ is the only Redeemer, it follows that salvation is Geaor'k alone. Faith is not a
cause of salvation, but the way the sinner receives salvation. Raithcomfort and certainty
that the sinner has a merciful GGdTo teach that human beings contribute to their salvation is to
diminish Christ’s work of redemption. Luther writes, “If we believe thiati€® has redeemed
men by his blood, we are bound to confess that the whole man was lost; otherstsaud
make Christ either superfluous or the redeemer of only the lowest paanofwvhich would be
blasphemy and sacrileg&”

Because of his sometimes bombastic style, his love of paradoxess ayifd flor making
striking statements, Luther must be read carefully. One scholar,WBynmaking a judicious
selection of isolated statements it is easy to turn Luther irglboaver of either Barth or Butler.
Only a wide acquaintance with Luther’s writings can guard against bo#megr*® This seems
to be particularly true in trying to understand Luther’s teaching ofiefe’”” Luther must also
always be read in context. It is important to know the occasion of hisg\aihd the particular
opponent he is addressing.

Luther wrote at some length about the doctrine of election iBdrislage of the Wil
He wrote this treatise in 1525 in response to Eras@osterning Free ChoiceLuther praised

Erasmus for getting to the nub of the controversy and the heart of the Redarrfta attacking

BSA, I, 13, par. 1.

" Werner ElertThe Structure of Lutheranisri20-121.

LW, 33:293.

% Siegbert BeckefThe Foolishness of Gp80.

" Robert Kolb,Bound Choice, Election, and Wittenberg Theologhathod: From Martin Luther to the
Formula of Concord(Grand Rapids: Wm B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 208®Ib’s study is the best
available on the Lutheran doctrine of Electiontia Reformation era.

8 The Latin title of this worlDe servo arbitriois better translated “concerning enslaved choiddg
Bondage of the Wijlhowever, has become the commonly acceptednitienglish. See the brief
introduction to volume 33 dfuther's Works American Edition, by the translator Philip S. \8tat, p. xi-
Xii.
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the real issue, the question on which everything else hifigeise real issue for Luther was
whether salvation is by grace alone or whether human beings have a role to ipdaryown
salvation. Do human beings by nature have the power and ability to choose to serve God and
believe in him or is salvation, including conversion and election, entire¢hei hands of God?

It is important to note that Luther wrotée Bondage of the Witk response to Erasmus
rather than in response to John Calvin (1509-1564). A cursory readingBifrttlage of the Will
might lead one to conclude that there is little or no difference betlug@er and Calvin on the
doctrine of predestination. For instance, Luther writes,

But if God is robbed of the power and wisdom to elect, what will he be but adalse

chance, at whose nod everything happens at random? And in the end it will come to this

that men are saved and damned without God’s knowledge, since he has not determined
by his certain election who are to be saved and who damned, but after offeringea all
generally the forbearance that tolerates and hardens, then the na¢mmyrtects and

punishes, he has left to them to decide whether they want to be saved or damred, and t

in the meantime he has himself, perhaps, gone off to the banquet of the Ethimpians

Homer say$’

It is likewise the part of this incarnate God to weep, wail, and groan ovpettigion of

the ungodly, when the will of the Divine Majesty purposely abandons and regobate

some to perish. And it is not ours to ask why he does so, but to stand in awe of God who

can do and wills to do such things.

Nevertheless, there are significant differences betweernGaid Luther on electiof.

For instance, Luther taught that God’s grace is universal. “Godres/agantly rich in his grace:
first, through the spoken word, in which the forgiveness of sins is preacheditbdleeworld
(which is the proper function of the gospéf).Luther taught universal atonement. Christ died

for the sins of the whole world. God also wants all men to be saved. Fmraban he desires

that the gospel be proclaimed throughout the world. In a sermon on the words &'lyprais

LW, 33:294.

801w, 33:171.

81w, 33:146.

82 See Burnell F. Eckhardt, Jr., “Bondage of the Wiklvin and Luther.Logia 7 (Reformation 1998): 23-
30.

8 SA, Ill, 4. See LC, ' petition, 54 for a similar statement, “All thisristhing more than to say: ‘Dear
Father, we ask you first to give us your Word, st the gospel may properly be preached througheut
world and then that it may also be received irhfait™
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Father. . .because you have hidden these things from the wise and |étn&tl’25), Luther

writes,

Such words must not be understood as though there were something lacking in God, as
though he did want to grant the knowledge of the gospel to all. For he is a God who
wants all men to be saved. Therefore he gives his Son not to this man orrthiat ma
particular, but to the whole world (John 3). He sends the preaching of his Sonyrtot onl
this place or that, not in a corner, but openly to all the world, so that one mtisaske
would gladly have all men receive it, believe it, and be s&ved.

Luther not only taught that God wants all men to be saved but that he afscghaen
all people apart from faith, whether they believe it or not. The gos@elds message of
forgiveness directed to all.

Even he who does not believe that he is free and his sins forgiven shadaaiso |

in due time, how assuredly his sins were forgiven, even though he did not believe

it. ... He who does not accept what the keys gives receives, of course, nothing.

But this is not the key’s fault. Many do not believe the gospel, but thisrduie

mean that the gospel is not true or effective. A king gives us a cdstlau do

not accept it, then it is not the king’s fault, nor is he guilty of a lie. But yoe ha

deceived yourself and the fault is yours. The king certainly g&ve it.

Luther did not try to harmonize God'’s will to save all and his particular ptied&on of
the elect. The answer to that apparent contradiction belongs to tlea vdidof God. Human
beings are not to inquire into this nor would it do any good for them to try.

It is right to say, God does not desire our death. . . It is right, | mean, if you sp@aH of

as preached; for he wills all men to be saved [l Tim. 2:4] seeing he comebewtbrd

of salvation to all. . .But why that majesty of his does not remove or change titsalefe

our will in all men, since it is not in man’s power to do so, or why he imputes fieistde

to man, when man cannot help having it, we have no right to inquire; and though you
may do a lot of inquiring, you will never find it offt.

Luther was content to let this paradox or apparent contradiction stangeison is saved
it is completely to God’s credit; if a person is lost it is compyettedht person’s own fault. He did
not try to find an explanation that would be satisfactory to human reason and huroan logi

Luther also allowed another paradox to stand. Although everytiilsthappen

according to God'’s foreknowledge, God is not responsible for the evil thantemags do.

8 WA, 52, 618. Quoted in BeckéFhe Foolishness of Gpd36-137.
8 LW, 40:366-367.
8w, 33:140.
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Luther explained that God does indeed foreknow perfectly everything thaapien and

everything must of necessity happen according to his foreknowledge. For God caaig dr

be deceived. Nevertheless the wicked act willingly and not under comptiidibtbelievers are

not compelled to sin against their own will. They do what they want  Gmd is not to be

blamed for those who are lost. Luther was once asked whether God'’s judginardening was

to be taken literally or figuratively. Luther replied,
Literally, but not actively, because God doesn’t do anything that's bad. sret hi
omnipotence does everything, and as he finds man, so he acts on him. Pharaoh was by
nature wicked; God acted on him, and Pharaoh continued to be wicked. His heart was
hardened because God didn’t hinder Pharaoh’s ungodly plans by his Spirit and grace.
Why God didn’t hinder them is not for us to &8k.
God'’s foreknowledge, however, is not the basis of election. In his Lecturesr@anf&o

Luther points out that there was no difference between Esau and Jacobdl ytoSe the one

and not the other. “There is no doubt that both of them were evil because ckdmedf

original sin. . .by their own merit they were the same and equal and belongedaméhmass of

perdition.”® Predestination is not based on anything within human beings. It is based on God’s

will and mercy. “The apostle gives no other reason as to why there isusitaajwith God than

to say: ‘I will have mercy on whom | will have mercy’ (v. 15), which is thme as saying: ‘|

will have mercy on whom | wish,” or to him who is predestined to receiveyigrdn his

Preface to the Book of Romans (1522) Luther states that from God’s etehestpration

precedes who will believe so that salvation can be taken entirely the sinners’ hands and left

in God’s hands alon®.

87w, 33:185.

8| w, 33:64.

8w, 54:385.

% w, 25:386.

1 LW. 25:386. See also LW, 54:87.
9w, 35:378.
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Luther was not a fatalist. He taught that human beings have free wiledofmeof

choice in those things that are subject to reason. He warned peopleytfzetteemake use of

the means through which God gives his blessings.
This example should be carefully noted on account of those who refer evergthing t
predestination and thus do away with all the activities and means God hasardeor
this is what they say: “If these things must happen, they will happen edsigg even
without work on my part.” Or if they should expose themselves to needlessgjahgg
promise themselves protection and defense, since God would do this of gégessit
accordance with His promise. These thoughts are wicked and impious, b8cause
wants you to make use of the means you have at your disposal. He wants you to embrace
the opportunity presented to you and to use it, since it is through you that téetavan
accomplish the things He has ordained. For thus He wanted your father toduegaty
your mother to nourish you, although He would have been able to create and nourish you
without parents?
For Luther predestination is always based on God'’s grace demonstratedtonihg

work of Christ. We receive the benefits of redemption through faith whiie#&ed and

sustained through the means of grace, the gospel in Word and Sacrédniénise who are

troubled by thoughts of whether they are among the elect or not should ndteseekainty of

their salvation by trying to peer into the hidden will of God but are to fienl tertainty in God’'s

promises of forgiveness for Christ's sake.
Accordingly, you who are listening to me now should remember that | have taught that
one should not inquire into the predestination of the hidden God but should be satisfied
with what is revealed through the calling and through the ministry of the Wordhén
you can be sure about your faith and salvation and say: “I believe in the Son off®od, w
said (John 3:36): ‘he who believes has eternal Iite.”
Predestination ultimately pertains only to the elect, not to the damned saxstrould

not trouble himself about those who are not chosen. Such thoughts can only lepdito des

his “A Sermon on Preparing to Die,” Luther writes, “You must not regard hell andhkpein in

relation to predestination, not in yourself, or in itself, or in those whdareed, nor must you

S 1w, 5:173.
LW, 5:46-47.
% LW, 5:50.
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be worried by the many people in the world who are not chosen. If you are not, ¢hegful

picture will quickly upset you and be your downfafi.”

Melanchthon’s Theology

Next to Luther, Philipp Melanchthon was the most important and influential of the
Lutheran reformers. He was the author ofAligsburg Confessiof1530), usually considered
the primary confession of the Lutheran Church. He also wrotépblegy of the Augsburg
Confessior(1531) as a defense and explanation ofihgsburg Confessidn response to the
Roman Catholi€onfutation The Apology also received confessional status in the Lutheran
Church. Melanchthon’soci Communeg1521)7 based on an outline of St. Paul's letter to the
Romans, was the first Lutheran systematic theology. His contributidghe field of education
earned him the titl®raeceptor Germaniae

In the early years of his association with Luther Melanchthon was in tegkyith the
Wittenberg Reformer theologically. In the last years of LuthdeésMielanchthon began to show
some theological independence which resulted in several controetigiesng Luther’s death.
Among the doctrines he began to express differently from Luther were thendsdifielection
and conversion.

Throughout theAugsburg Confessicand theApologyit is evident that Melanchthon
believes that God is the author of the Holy Scriptures. In fact, he ofterihesterms Scripture

and the Word of God interchangeailyMelanchthon does not set out to argue that the Holy

% LW, 42:105. WA 2:690 — the word translated “pretifeation” isVorsehungn the original.

" The Loci Communes of Philip Melanchthtmanslated by Charles Leander Hill. (Boston: Mzad
Publishing Co., 1944). Hereafteoci Commune$l521).

% Ap II, 12-13. All references to thipologyare to the text published in t@®ncordia Triglotta(St.

Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1921). Theticites are by article and paragraph number, hereafte
Ap. The Kolb-Wengert edition of the Book of Conddranslates the revised “Octavo” text of September
1531. ThéeTlriglotta uses the longer “Quarto” text of May 1531, alsown as thesditio princeps The
compilers of théBook of Concoraf 1580 opted for the “Quarto” text even thougé tctavo” text seems
to have been in more frequent use before that tifoe.a discussion of these texts of Apologysee
Charles Arand, “The Texts of the Apology of the Abgrg Confessionutheran Quarterlyvol. XII #4
(Winter 1998) 461-484. There are no real theoklgiifferences between the two texts. This witites
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Spirit is the author of the Scriptures. That was not a point of consyoire1530 or 1531° He
simply assumes the divine authorship of Scripture. For instance, heagwsrtpht the authors of
the Confutation® “have condemned several articles contrary to the manifest Serigtthe

Holy Ghost.*®* He writes, “Truly it is amazing that the adversaries are in no veasdby so
many passages of Scripture, which clearly ascribe justificationtto &d indeed, deny it to
works. Do they think that the same is repeated so often for no purpose? Do théyathih&se
words fell inconsiderately from the Holy Ghost?”

Since the Holy Spirit is the author of Scripture, Scripture aloterm@nes doctrine and
practice. Melanchthon always bases his argument on Scripture. faocgshe claims to have
shown that remission of sins for Christ's sake is received by faitie &both from testimonies of
Scripture, and arguments derived from Scriptdf2.”

Truths established by Scripture are binding by divine right and command. lfhéogne
cannot be established by Scripture it is not binding on God’s people. Agaicsiauri
confession the Apology states, “But in the enumeration of offenses irssmifewe have said
that it is not necessary by divine right* In private confession pastors are to pronounce

absolution and not investigate secret sins or act as judges handing downesetitderefore

chosen the text of thEriglotta because he is more familiar with it and becausad the text included in
theBook of Concoraf 1580.

% Throughout the 1Band into the 1 century the divine inspiration of the Scripturessvassumed rather
than argued by Lutheran theologians because theimevas accepted by Calvinists and Roman
Catholics. “Generally little effort was expendeging to explain the How of inspiration and the Theas
taken for granted.” See Eugene F. KIEggym Luther to Chemnitz: On Scripture and the Wdfrand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1971), 154.

1% The Confutation(Confutatio pontificaor Responsio pontifidavas written by papal theologians and read
to the Diet of Augsburg on August 3, 1530, as tfiieial theological response to tlfagsburg Confession
It was not published until 1559. The evangelicattypwas not permitted to have a written copy ef th
Confutationunless they promised not to publish it, promisetita reply to it, and promised to accept its
conclusions. The evangelical party refused toebilthose conditions. Melanchthon received a hand
written copy from members of his own party who lekkbn notes in shorthand. For an English tramsiati
of theConfutationseeSources and Contexts of the Book of Concedd by Robert Kolb and James A.
Nestingen (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001) 13%b-1

101 Ap, Preface, 9.

192 Ap IV, 107-108.

13 Ap 1V, 117.

104 Ap VI, 5.
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ministers in the church have the command to remit sin; they have not the mdtmiavestigate
secret sins. And indeed, they absolve from those who do not remember; for which rea
absolution, which is the voice of the Gospel remitting sins and consoling cares;idoes not
require judicial examinatiom® Celibacy is not to be exalted over marriage because marriage is
sanctioned by Scripture. “In believers marriage is pure because gdrasanctified by the
Word of Godj.e., it is a matter that is permitted and approved by the Word of God as 8griptu
abundantly testifies!®® Without a statement of Scripture, a Christians cannot be sure of God’s
will. Christians can have no certainty about the God-pleasing natureks amd services to
God prescribed by human beings (e.g., celibacy) without clear testimony otigzriflBut as
these services have no testimony of God’s Word, consciences must be in doukhether they
please God™’
Scripture constitutes a higher authority than the church. “The consertbespobphets
is assuredly to be judged as the consensus of the Church universal. We ceitbhedéorthe
pope nor the church the power to make decrees against this consensysaghbes.**® |f
bishops teach contrary to God’s Word, they are not to be listened to eddbey
Scripture is also to be preferred to the fathers and is the soseiffictent source of
Christian faith and life. In hisoci Communesf 1521 Melanchthon writes,
I would desire nothing quite so much if it were possible, as that all Chrisians
thoroughly conversant with divine letters alone, and be wholly transforrreethair
nature. For since the Godhead has expressed its most complete image indhenot
from any other source be more surely or correctly known. He is mistaken wisatseek
form of Christianity in any other source than Canonical Scripture. For indeethbch
do the commentaries lack the purity of Canonical Scripture? In Canonigatuerione

will find nothing but what is worthy of honor, while in the Commentaries how many
things depend on human reasth!

195 Ap VI, 7-8.

196 Ap XXII1, 28.

197 Ap XV, 17.

198 Ap XII, 66.

109 Ap XXVIII, 20-21.

101 oci Commune$l521), 64-65.
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The wordtradition is usually used in a negative sense by Melanchthon iubsburg
Confessiorand Apologyto refer to human rites and ceremonies which are contrary to Scripture
He objects to them when they are forced on people as necessary Seémidastituted to merit
grace™? Although he notes that many traditions are kept cheerfully by the evaigelity and
have value for the sake of good ordéhe draws a sharp distinction between traditions and the
things commanded by Gd. Human traditions are not binding. “The Apostles violated
traditions and are excused by Christ; for the example was to be shown tisedzhtnat these
services are unprofitablé®

Melanchthon frequently cites the fathers in bothAhgsburg Confessicand the
Apologynot as sources of doctrine but to demonstrate that the Lutheran teaakingt an
aberration or something new. Melanchthon claimed that the Lutheramigas in historic
continuity with the apostolic churcf

Melanchthon, however, had a higher view of the value of philosophy than Liitker.
was less inclined to be critical of Aristotle and more inclined toemese of him. He recognized
Aristotle as an unsurpassed teacher of civil morals and ethimst, noted that such civic
righteousness should not be “praised with reproach to Chfist.”

Melanchthon taught that original sin consisted not only in a lack ohatigghteousness
but also in an inability to believe or do anything that is God-pleasing. ¢ $tirecfall of Adam all
human beings who are born in the natural way are conceived and born in sin. This means that

they are full of evil lust and inclination and cannot by nature possededmef God and true

1L Ap XV, 49ff.

12 Ap, XV, 21.

13 Ap, XV,20-21, 38ff.

14 Ap, X, 3-4.

15 Ap, XV, 36.

116 Augsburg Confession, Conclusion, 4-5.; hereaft@r Bitations of the Augsburg Confessions are by
article and paragraph number, Kolb-Wengert traimsiat

17 Ap, 1V, 14.

Y8 Ap, 1V, 24.
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faith in God.™*° Although human will is by nature free in regard to those things which are
subject to reason, human beings have no power by nature to produce spiritual ngsgous
“This righteousness is worked in the heart when the Holy Sphetisived through the Word?

For Melanchthon grace is not a quality which God infuses into human beings the “i
favor, mercy, and gratuitous benevolence of God towardfisConsequently, human beings are
saved by grace alone through faith alone because of Christ’s worleafpgdn.

Human beings cannot be justified before God by their own powers, merits, or iBarks

they are justified as a gift on account of Christ through faith when theyvbdhat they

are received into grace and that their sins are forgiven on accountf @ho by his
death made satisfaction for our sins. God reckons this faith as rigmssy&om.

3[:21-26] and 4[:5])}*

Melanchthon defines faith as trust or confidence in the promises of Godh i$-ai
nothing more than reliance on the divine mercy promised in Cfis&’promise can be
received only by faith?* To be justified means to be accounted or pronounced rightéous.
Faith justifies because it receives the forgiveness of-Sins. fact, Melanchthon equates
justification with the forgiveness of sif€. Faith justifies not because it is a good work but
because it apprehends what God promises. Thus it can be said that God eettkass f
righteousness to those who beliéfe Melanchthon is careful in his use of prepositions to

indicate that faith is the means through which we receive forgiveness ahsirse saved. It is

not acauseof salvation. “We cannot obtain forgiveness of sin and righteousniese Bod

19AC, II, 1, German version. The Augsburg Confessi@s written in both Latin and German. One is
not strictly speaking a translation of the othkrseems that Melanchthon sometimes worked on one
version and sometimes the other, while at otheegiime worked on both at once. Because one is not
strictly speaking a translation of the other thame some differences between the two versions. tWhe
versions, therefore, serve to supplement or exgaah other. Although the German version was the
version read at the Diet of Augsburg, both versioase presented to Emperor Charles V and both are
considered authoritative.

20 ac, XVl 1-3.

1211 oci Commune$1521), 171.

122 AC IV, Latin version.

1231 oci Commune$1521), 177.

124 Ap, IV, 84.

125 Ap, IV, 72.

126 Ap, IV, 72.

127 Ap, IV, 76.

128 Ap, IV, 86.
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through our merit, work, or satisfactions, but that we receive forgigsesfesin and become
righteous before God out of grace for Christ’'s sake through faith when wed#at Christ has
suffered for us and that for his sake our sin is forgiven and righteousmkestemal life are given
to us. %
Faith is a gift which the Holy Spirit bestows on the sinner through tetgonation of the
gospel and the administration of the sacraments. The bestowal of faittact of God dependent
on his will, rather than on the will of sinful human beings. As Melanchthon vimithe
Augsburg Confession,
To obtain such faith God instituted the office of preaching, giving theejesd the
sacraments. Through these, as through means, he gives the Holy Spirit who produces
faith, where and when he willh those who hear the gospel. It teaches that we have a
gracious God, not through our merit but through Christ’'s merit, when we so believe
Condemned are the Anabaptists and others who teach that we obtain tiSpidoly
without the external word of the gospel through our own preparation, thoughts, and
works*°
As seen above, Melanchthon in thegsburg Confessigipology and early editions of
his Loci Communetaught that the will of natural man was enslaved and not free to choose thos
things pertaining to God. However, in later editions ofLloisi Melanchthon began to ask the
guestion, tur alii, prae aliis?” (Why are some saved and not others?) He answered the question
by finding a cause in human beings themselves for their election and convensidi#3
Melanchthon wrote,
Nor does the conversion of David take place like a stone might be turnedfigtoBut
the free choice did something in David. When he heard the rebuke and promise, he
willingly and freely made his confessioH.
Know that God wills in this very manner we are to be converted, when we gray an
contend against our rebelliousness and other sinful activitiesefdhesome of the

ancients put it this way: The free choice in man is the ability to applelbneward
grace, that is, our free choice hears the promise, tries to &s#emind rejects the sins

29AC. IV, 1-2. Ap. IV, 1.

10 AC, V, 1-4 (German text). The German text stétes the Holy Spirit produces faitho und wann er
will. The Latin text states that he effects failt et quando visum est deo

131 philipp Melanchthonl.oci Communes 1543rans. By J.A.O. Preus (St. Louis: ConcordialBhng
House, 1992), 43. Hereafteoci Commune§l1543).
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that are contrary to conscience. Such things do not take place in dedtefofé we
must consider the difference between the devils and the human radser Rhdse
points become clearer when the promise is considered. Since the pramisersal
and since in God there are not conflicting wills, it is necessaryttbiat is some cause
within usfor the difference as to why Saul is rejected and David receiveds ttredrie
must be a different action on the part of the two.m&tmen these points are rightly
understood, they are true and useful in the exercise of faith and tru¢ationscSince
our souls rest in the Son of God who is shown to us in the promise, this wilbast
upon the connection of the causes which are the Word of God, the Holy Sptheand
will of man**?
This third cause in conversion, namely, the will of man either cooperatinghe Holy
Spirit or not resisting him, was one of the contributing causes of the sstieogintroversy
among Lutherans after Luther’s death. The doctrine of conversion (whebhergistic or

synergistic) became one of the theological issues in the Elgctintroversy in America.

Formula of Concord1577)

TheFormula of Concordf 1577 was written to settle a number of controversies that had
arisen in the Lutheran Church in Germany after Luther’'s death. The p@awidnors were Jacob
Andreae (1528-1589) and Martin Chemnitz (1522-1586prticle XI (Election), however, was
not written because of any specific controversy among Lutheran theologiacs. “8olent”
disputes, however, had arisen elsewhere and theologians had not always betmtamgheir
use of language and terminology in teaching this doctrine, the authorsrafrthela of Concord
decided to include this article. They were hoping to prevent a contrawetrsy future-**

TheFormula of Concordlistinguishes between God’s foreknowledge and his eternal

predestination. Although God’s foreknowledge extends over all, he is not theotawile>”

1321 oci Commune$§1543), 44. (emphasis mine)

133 The following were also involved in the productioitheFormula of ConcordDavid Chytraeus (1531-
1600), Christoph Koerner (1518-1594), Andreas Mlsc(1514-1581), and Nikolaus Selnecker (1528/30-
1592). Koerner and Musculus had a very minor réler information on the other four see Theodore R.
JungkuntzFormulators of the Formula of Concord: Four Arclite of Lutheran UnitySt. Louis:

Concordia Publishing House, 1977).

134 Formula of Concord, Solid Declaration, XI. 1. Teermula of Concords divided into two parts,

namely the Epitome and the Solid Declaration. Bxgltts treat the same articles. Hereafter, FC,a80,

Ep, article and paragraph number. Citations froenKolb-Wengert edition.

15FC, Ep, XI, 2-4.
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God'’s foreknowledge does, however, set limits on evil. God'’s predestinatiainpeo those
who are saved, not to the reprobate, and is a cause of their salvatimeiicireg that belongs
to it.>*® In fact, “salvation rests in the gracious decision of God, which he hadad\e
Christ.™’
There is no double predestination. People should not speculate about preciestinth
try to pry into the secret counsels of God, but seek certainty in the tfWforayh which Christ
calls sinners to himself and through which they receive the Holy Spitithe gift of salvatiol?®
For “God has maintained silence and has hidden a great deal relating tgsteis/nreserving it
for his wisdom and knowledge alon€” We cannot and should not try to find a basis for
everything in this articlé’® Eternal election should be thought of only in connection with God’s
gracious gospel promises contained in Word and sacrament.
The Word holds Christ before our eyes as the “Book of Life,” which he opensaals
for us through the preaching of the holy gospel, as it is written, “Those whoashe h
chosen, he also called” [Rom. 8:30]. In Christ we are to seek the Fateensl e
election. He had decreed in his eternal divine counsel that he will save apashom
those who acknowledge his Son Christ and truly believe in him. . .We have a glorious
comfort in this salutary teaching, that we know we have been chosen for Bterinal
Christ out of sheer grace, without any merit of our own, and that no one candediotis
his hand [John 10:28-29]. For he has assured us that he has graciously chosen us not only
with mere words. He has corroborated this with an oath and sealed it whkhiyhe
sacraments. In the midst of our greatest trials we can remind ourselliemptomfort
ourselves with them, and thereby quench the fiery darts of the'tfevil.
If anyone wants to speak about election or predestination correctly, he kevisttda

account God’s complete plan of salvation as revealed in the Scripturesoiifession declares,

“the entire teaching of God’s intention, counsel, will, and preordination congawdemption,

¥ FC, Ep, XI, 5.

B7EC, SD, XI, 90.

8 EC, Ep, XI, 6-11.

B9FC, sD, XI, 52.

¥O0FC, SD, XI, 64. See 57-63.
41EC, Ep, XI, 13.
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justification, and salvation must be taken as a urffy TheFormulasummarizes God’s will in

eight points:

1.

That the human race has been truly redeemed and reconciled with God through
Christ, who has merited with his innocent obedience, suffering and death both the
righteousness that avails before God [Rom. 1:17; 3:21-26; 2 Cor. 5:21] and eternal
life.

That this merit and the benefits of Christ are to be offered, given, sinidbutied to

us through his Word and sacraments.

That God wills to be effective and active in us with his Holy Spiritughothe Word,
when it is preached, heard, and meditated on, to convert our hearts to true oepentan
and to enlighten them in true faith.

That he wills to make righteous all those who in true repentance &ioegt by

faith, and he wills to receive them into grace as children and heirs ddldifern

That he wills to sanctify in love those whom he has justified, as St. Bauhsa
Ephesians 1 [:4].

That he wills to protect them in their great weakness againsetiiettie world, and
the flesh, to guide and lead them in his ways, to lift them up when they fall, and to
comfort and preserve them in cross and trials.

That he wills to strengthen and increase in them the good work that he basrbeg
them and to preserve them to the end, when they abide in God’s Word, pray
diligently, persevere in God’s goodness, and faithfully use the gifts tivey ha
received.

That he wills, finally, to save and glorify forever in eternal life thebem he has
elected, called, and justifiétf

TheFormula of Concordloes not attempt to find an answer that is satisfying to human

logic to the question why some are saved and not others. Its authors aretoagrnhat if

someone is eternally condemned the fault lies with the person himselftfzh with God's

election and God'’s desire to save'#ll.

TheFormulacondemns the teaching that God does not want all to be saved or that he

does not seriously intend that all people should come td“fithalso condemns the teaching

that “without regard to their sins—only because of God’s naked decisiomtjanteand will—

some are designated for damnation, so that there is no way that they could bé&*8aveejécts

“2FC, SD, XI, 14.
“3EC, SD, XI, 15-22.
“4EC, Ep, XI, 12.
¥SEC, Ep, XI, 17-18.
Mo EC, Ep, XI, 19.
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every teaching that finds a cause of election in the individual himBelfthe causes of election
are exclusively God’s mercy and the merit of Chfiét.

The authors of thEormula of Concordare careful to call faith thmeanghrough which
a sinner receives forgiveness of sins and salvation rather thiaug ¢aith acauseof salvation.
Faith is not meritorious.

Poor, sinful people are justified before God, that is, absolved—pronounced #&ésiog
and of the judgment of the damnation they deserve and accepted as childreinsasfd he
eternal life—without the least bit of our own merit or worthiness,tdpam all

preceding, present, or subsequent works. We are justified on the basisrafrabe,
because of the sole merit, the entire obedience, and the bitteimguéfed death, and the
resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ alone, whose obedience is reckoned to us a
righteousness.

The Holy Spirit conveys these benefits to us in the promise of the holyl géspth is

the only means through which we lay hold of them, apply them to ourselves and
appropriate them. Faith itself is a gift of God, through which we aclaumel Christ our
redeemer in the Word of the gospel and trust in him. Only because of his obedience does
God the Father forgive our sins by grace, regard us as upright and riglatedgsve us

eternal salvatiofi’®

Articles I-1l of theFormula of Concordaddress the doctrine of original sin and free will.
Following Luther thé~ormulastates

On the other hand, we believe, teach, and confess that original sin is gbt a sl

corruption of the human nature, but rather a corruption so deep that thererig noth

sound or uncorrupted left in the human body or soul, in its internal or external powers.

Instead as the church sings, “Through Adam’s fall human nature and our essence are

completely corrupted.” The damage is so indescribable that it canrextdgmized by

our reason but only from God’s Wolt.

Melanchthon’s synergism is condemned even though the authors are careful not to
mention him by name. Theormularejects the teaching that “in human beings, human nature
and its essence are not completely corrupted but that people stidraething good about

them, even in spiritual matters, such as the capability, aptitudiéy,adsi capacity to initiate or

effect something in spiritual matters orcmoperaten such actions*®° Likewise the authors of

“TEC, Ep, X, 20.
¥8EC, SD, IIl, 9-11.
“9FC, Ep, I, 8-10.
10FC, Ep, |, 16.
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the Formulareject the teaching that “once the Holy Spirit has made a beginning bhitueig
preaching of the Word and in it has offered his grace, the human will is aldéitsuown natural
powers to a certain degree, even though small and feeble, to do somethilgatuwrmoperate,
to dispose and prepare itself for grace, to accept it, and to believe et §ts

TheFormula of Concoratonsciously follows Luther in hiBondage of the Wilh
denying to the natural will of man any ability to cooperate with God in conversitando
anything spiritually good in God’s eyes before conversion. By teaching adataption of the
human will and reason since the fall into sin the authors seek to guararneddimeation
principle that salvation isola gratia

Adhering to the principle afola scripturatheFormula of Concorgledges allegiance to
the prophetic and apostolic writings of the Old and New Testaments aladedethat “God'’s
Word alone ought to be and remain the only guiding principle and rule ofciirtgaand that no
person’s writing can be put on a par with it, but that everything must be tathjgcsto God's
Word.”*? The Lutheran Confessions are important because they are faitphgitions of
biblical truth, but are not placed on the same level as Scripturandtance, th&ormula of
Concordprofesses allegiance to the first, unaltered Augsburg Confession, trantdeeait was
written by our theologians but because it was taken from God’s Word analisdind solidly
grounded in it.**® For these reasons Lutherans refer to the Scriptures asrtha normangthe
determining standard) of faith and the Lutheran Confessions astima normatgthe standard
that has been determined by another). Confessional Lutheran candiddiesrioristry have
historically pledged themselves to the Lutheran Confessions becaigetiey are in agreement

with the Holy Scriptures rather than in so far qsaenuythey are in agreement.

BLEC Ep, II, 11.

152EC, SD. “Concerning the Binding Summary, BasisieRand Guiding Principle,” 3, 9.

133 EC, SD. “Concerning the Binding Summary,” 5. TR@mula of Concordalso recognizes th&pology
to the Augsburg Confession, Luther's SraalllLarge Catechismsand theSmalcald Articless “official”
confessions of the Lutheran Church. These weteegad inthe Book of Concordf 1580.
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Lutheran Doctrine in the Age of Orthodoxy

The Age of Orthodoxy* was a period of consolidation and entrenchment for the
Lutheran Church. It was also a time of contrasts. During this period Lutheremvinyters
produced a wealth of hymns and chorales that are beloved and treasured by Ltdttaisusay.
Lutheran theologians produced sermon books and a great quantity of devoti@nzll ttabe
used at home by the laity. This was also the age of the great Lutheramasigséms who
produced mammoth dogmatics works which at times fostered an over-inteikatioalof
Christianity.

During the Age of Orthodoxy Lutheranism was fighting for its very survivahany of
the lands of the Reformation. The Jesuits and the Catholic or Countem@gbn re-won large
areas of Europe for Catholicism. Lutheran theologians did battle in ptimReman Catholic
apologists like the great Jesuit Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621). Lutheesaslso involved in
bitter controversies with Reformed theologians as Calvinism began toinma&ds into Lutheran
territory. The Thirty Years War had a devastating impact on the tasti@hurch in many parts
of Germany. The Peace of Augsburg (1555) and the Peace of Westphalia (164 tbster
principle ofcuius regio, eius religi¢the ruler could determine the religion of his realm).
Problems arose when rulers changed religious allegiance. In the lastsdefcdmbeperiod
Lutheran Orthodoxy struggled with Lutheran Pietism. Reacting to a perceived ove
intellectualization of religion Pietism emphasized religious eepeg and downplayed the
importance of doctrine. Among pietists sanctification replacedigaion as the chief emphasis

in Lutheran preaching and teaching.

154 This period of Lutheran history has not receiveglattention it deserves. For a brief overview see
Robert G. ClouseThe Church in the Age of Orthodoxy and the Enligimtent (St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1980); Bengt HaeggluHistory of TheologyTrans. by Gene J. Lund (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House,1968), 299-324; KurtnfllaA History of Christianitytrans. by James L.
Schaaf (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982), 4&t01—265; Otto HeickA History of Christian Thought
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1965), vol. |, 488:;Robert D. Preughe Theology of Post-Reformation
Lutheranism2 volumes (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing Hou$0, 1972).
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Some of the Lutheran theologians of this period wrote massive workstefratic
theology. They labored to see the logical relationship between tbewvéeachings of Scripture.
Luther’s concern for purity of doctrine is evident in their work and effottén spite of their
massive doctrinal tomes, their goal in theology was practical. Theyasecerned about
preaching, the devotional life, pastoral care, and parish administrétiodeed, they considered
the work of the theologian to behabitus practicus

These theologians quote Luther, but quote him sparingly. They do not consider Luther
inspired or place his writings on the level of Scripture or even theetan confessiors’ They
follow him “simply because in their judgment he understood how to extract ingesense of
the Biblical text.**® There is frequent reference to the Lutheran Confessions whengriatse
doctrines which the confessions treat. The confessions, however, ays abmsidered a
secondary norm. Scripture is the determining norm. sbkescripturaprinciple of the
Reformation, therefore, was evident in their approach to theology.

For the theologians of this period Holy Scripture is God’s Word, given by atigpi.
Scripture is sufficient for Christian faith and life and the justgevery doctrinal controversy.
They emphasized theensus literali®y which they meant the original intended meaning of a
given passage. They did not look for multiple layers of meaning. They alsedakin the
efficacy of Scripture as a means of grace because one cannot sty@m&eptures from the
working of the Holy Spirit. Since the Bible is God’'s Word the Holy $@ralways active when
it is read or proclaimet?’ Nevertheless, these orthodox systematicians also had an appreciation
for church history and the fathers. Chemnitz is credited with beingifthed bring the

systematic study of church history and the history of doctrine into a bookglspécifically

155 preus The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranisah |, 40.
%6 The Doctrine of Man in Classical Lutheran Theolog.
157FC, SD. “Concerning the Binding Summary.” 9-13.

158 1bid., xviii.

159 HaegglundHistory of Theology306-308.
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with Christian doctrine*® Others followed his lead in the study of the fathers and church

history. These theologians were particularly cognizant of the greaindgdcontroversies that
had occurred throughout the history of the Christian Church.

Although Luther had been opposed to the use of Aristotle in theology, the thaslofia
the age of orthodoxy began to make use of Aristotelian categories and termindiog
construction of their theological systems. Martin Chemnitz is an 8aoefHe did not make use
of Aristotle even though he was a student of Melanchthon and followed his methodo He als
believed there ought to be a limit on distinctions and theological subtliétleeology ought to
remain simple and “unencumbered with scholastic and philosophicahtéogy.™®* John
Gerhard (1582-1637) warned about the dangers of philosophy but then justified His use o
Aristotle by saying it was necessary to use philosophy because hisaths&had done so in
their polemics. A cautious use of philosophical terminology made itréasiefute their errors.
Some wonder whether Gerhard always followed his own cautions about thiephsiesophy:®?

Luther and Chemnitz were generally content to let apparent coniwadieind paradoxes
in Scripture stand. The theologians of this period were not always wilidg so. Their method
of asking questions led to ever more subtle distinctions and definitionsyasttémapted to
harmonize all of the teachings of Scripture. The questions they adsoiere raised new
questions to be address&4d.

Aristotle’s emphasis on causality came into common usage among Lutheragitre
For instance Leonard Hutter (1563-1616) speaks of three causes ofgtistificl. The grace of
God; 2. The merit of Christ; 3. Faith, which in the promise of the Gospel atbepésdivine

blessings.®* Hutter explains that faith is a cause of justification “becausedhitte is that

10 preus;The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranisod. |, 92-93.

*1bid., vol. I, 95.

1°2hid., vol. I, 122-131.

183 Aland, A History of Christianitytvol. 11, 225-226.

164 eonard HutterCompend of Lutheran Theolagyans. by H.E. Jacobs and G.F. Spieker (Phil4nitlp
The Lutheran Bookstore, 1868; The Johann Gerhatitute, reprint, 1997), 100.
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meansandinstrumentby which we can appropriate and receive the grace of God, the merit of
Christ, and that righteousness found in him which alone can endure God'’s juddthen
Although his explanation of faith as the instrument which receives the gf&od is consistent
with the teaching of Luther and the Lutheran Confessions, Hutter'sg#dlith acauseof
justification is a departure from earlier terminology and perhaps opeeetbor for later
misunderstanding.

Martin Chemnitz was the primary author of the Solid Declaratiohefférmula of
Concord His presentation of the doctrine of election in his other works correspmmndsat he
had written in th&=ormula’®® He wrote, “For the election of God does not follow our faith and
righteousness but precedes it as efficient caliéeFor Chemnitz the usefulness of this doctrine
involved overturning any teaching that undermined salvation by grace alonerotde w

This article overturns all opinions by which something is ascribed toatioeal powers

of our will in spiritual things and actions. For God, before the times ®fatbild, in his

eternal counsel, decreed that He Himself wanted to effect and work in ushthfisug

Spirit, all the things that belong to our conversion. And man, without this working of

God and left to himself, is, per se and of himself, with all the powers of his Inaiilira

the spiritual things that concern our conversion, nothing but enmity a@odstRo 8:7;

Gn 6:5:%

Younger contemporaries of Chemnitz, however, began to employ terminology and
explanations foreign to Chemnitz and tfrermula Their intention was to safeguard the doctrine
of election against the teaching of strict Calvinism.

A turning point in the development of the Lutheran presentation of predestisa@ons
to have been the Colloquy of Montbeliard in 1586. Theodore Beza (1519-1605), John Calvin’s
successor, debated key doctrinal differences with Jakob Andreae (1528-1590)thenehidf

authors of the LutheraRormula of Concord Among the doctrines that separated Lutherans from

185 Hutter,Compend of Lutheran Theology03-104.

186 See Martin Chemnitavlinistry, Word, and Sacraments: An Enchiridigrans. by Luther Poellot (St.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1981), 85-96¢lPt’s translation is based on the German editibn
1593 and the Latin edition of 1603. See also Rdkelb, “Preaching Justification: Martin Chemnitz’'s
Proclamation of God’s Election of Believer€bncordia Journgl28 (January 2002), 23-40.

187 Chemnitz An Enchiridion 90.

188 Chemnitz, An Enchiridion 93.
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the Reformed was predestination. Andreae opposed the double predestination and
supralapsarianism of Beza as well as his doctrine of limited atonemerstatdd that the cause
of damnation lay within the damned, not in the will of God who wants all men to be saved.
Andreae contended that God'’s call is always sincere and efficaciousjectéd Beza's teaching
that God loves some but hates others. God’s grace is universal and dovs.hide rejected the
teaching that God in his eternal, hidden and secret counsel made ah absolate, immutable
decree that the greater part of humankind was to be dafined.

Following the Colloquy of Montbeliard Samuel Huber (ca. 1547-1624) left the Reforme
camp and subscribed to thermula of Concord In attempting to oppose the Reformed doctrine
of limited atonement Huber equated election with the universal atonement aa®fod.
Including unbelievers, heretics, and the godless in a far reaching elecgi@acef he fell into
universalism and rejected a particular election. His teaching was opgppsetheran
theologians throughout GermaHy.

It seems that Lutheran theologians began to give more elaborate defimiions a
explanations of the doctrine of election to counter the teachings of bothriBekulber.

Following the example of thieormula of Concordhese theologians wanted to speak of election
only in the context of the whole order of salvation. For instance, in themaabf the doctrine
they pointed out that there is no salvation apart from faith in Christ ahddaibt possible apart
from the means of grace. Hutter states,

But why is this election particular? Because, just as God in misaétmunsel, ordained

that the Holy Ghost through the word, should call, enlighten, convert, justifyarangpto

eternal salvation all those who embrace Christ in true faith; so als®etelnnal counsel,
he decreed that he would harden, reject, and give over to eternal damnatiemwtio,

called through his word, reject the call, resist the Holy Ghost (dg$o work in them
effectually through the word), and obstinately persevere in their foresstn

189 Jill Raitt, The Colloquy of MontbeliatdNew York: Oxford University Press, 1993) Raitesents the
debate on predestination on pages 147-156.

170 Realencyklopaedie fuer protestantische TheologieKirche Begruendet von J.J. Herzog (Leipzig,
1900) Achter Band, 409-412.

1 Hutter, Compend of Lutheran Theolagy17-118.
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Note that Hutter virtually equates election with God’s will to dagtevers and to damn
unbelievers. In addition, he states that God has electethmew oftheir future faith,
apparently making faith a cause of election rather than a result.
Do you therefore state that God has elected men with respect to for@gie2n/fhat
else should | state, when the Holy Scriptures with such exceeding cleaewase this
truth? The Apostle certainly affirms, Eph. 1:5, that God has predestunsaignto the
adoption of children. But now Christ gives the power to become sons of God, not to
those who have been born of blood, or of the will of the flesh, or of the will of man, but
of God i.e, according to the interpretation of John, those who believe on his name. John
1:12. .. James 2:5. “Hath not God chosen the poor of this wiatdn faith?”!"2
Aegedius Hunnius (1550-1603) seems to have been the first to make use of the
expressions “electiomtuitu fidei’ and “electionintuitu Christi meriti fide apprehentiivhich
came into common use by later theologians. Hunnius was always carefuktthatielection
took place in eternity ndiecause ofaith, but because of Christ’'s merits appreherugfaith.
He also seems to have been the first Lutheran to make a distinctiorib&wad’'s antecedent
and consequent will in speaking of electtéh.
The Lutheran theologians called the universal benevolence of God to seod tosd&
for the sins of the entire world tlatecedentvill of God. Included in the antecedent will of God
is the order of salvation by which he brings sinners to salvation by faitsus ¥@rked by the
Holy Spirit through the means of grace, the gospel in Word and sacraniedornBequentr
subsequenwill of God involves the particular election of believers in etgrHit Lutheran
theologians were consistent in rejecting the absolute predestidtiohn Calvin. Calvin had
placed election in the antecedent will of God. The Lutherans maintaineéfarbtie universal
atonement, the universal grace of God, and his will to save all humankirdatwkiile same time

holding to a particular election of God. Foreseen faith began to be seemssrawhly some are

saved and not others.

72 Hutter,Compend of Lutheran Theolagh20.

3 Robert D. Preus, “ The Doctrine of Election asghtiby the Seventeenth Century Lutheran
Dogmaticians,'Quartalschrift: Theological Quarterlys5 (October 1958), 248-252.

" 1bid., 230-232.
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John Gerhard is usually considered the most important theologian ofttlerdmuChurch
after Luther and Chemnitz. Hisci Theologiciwas published in twenty-four large volumes and
is noted for its clarity and precisidft. In his explanation of election he states unequivocally that
the merit of Christ alone is the cause of election and nothing in a man, not gdadowthe use
of free will moved God to elect him. However, he continues

Nevertheless, because the merit of Christ does not have a place in ewintiesaugh

faith, therefore we teach that election was made in view of the m&hradt being

apprehended through faith. Therefore we say that God elected from edéiriipse and

only those whom he foresaw would believe in Christ the Redeemer by the efficacy of the

Holy Spirit through the ministry of the gospel and would remain in faith to féitlf®

Sinful human beings apart from foreseen faith are outside of Christ. Titeeseaftul

humans are not elected without foreseen faith. Likewise as Paul says, Ephddv 4, G

chose us in Christ. So, 2 Thes 2 v 13, he says God chose us in faith because he is not

able to elect in Christ except under the consideration of faith apprehendisg(dibr

sub fidei Christum apprehendentis int(it(/

Other theologians, concerned about the possibility of a synergisticstarting of
intuitu fidei,issued cautions. Abraham Calov (1612-1686) warned that faith must always be
considered passively. He insisted that foreseen faith iscaiseof election. A human being is
not predestineblecause ofaith butthroughfaith!’® John Conrad Dannhauer (1603-1666) tried
to avoid the appearance of synergism while calling fatthuseof election. He writes, “Not
because God decreed that Paul should believe does he believe, but becaltdeRadikd the
end and did not resist the means of salvation has he been elected. No | sastimaisrnot a

cause, properly speaking, certainly not a meritorious cause, but a ertvdidle order of

predestination?”®

75 preus;The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranisri2-53.

176 Johann Gerhard.oci Theolgici(Jena, 1610, edited by Ed. Preuss, Berlin 1868)is@septimus, caput
IX, 161.

Y7 Gerhard)oci, Locus Septimus, caput IX, 162.

178 Abraham CalovTheologia PositivdWittenberg, c. 1682) Sectio IV, Caput XIV, TheBisma. “ldq;
non absolute, sed in Christo, Eph. I, 4, non afidg; sine qua nemo Deo placet, Ebr. XI, 6, sed per
fidem.”

179 preus, “The Doctrine of Election as Taught byt Century Lutheran Dogmaticians,” 246.



42

John Quenstedt’s (1617-1688) dogmatics is generally considered the thiebkgre
Lutheran dogmatics after the works of Chemnitz and Gerhard (John Gerhard waséji$®
Quenstedt also tries to eliminate any thought of human merit in his undengtahéiection
intuitu fidei by stating that faith is worked by the power of the Holy Spirit through the lgospe

We express the definition of predestination in this way: Predestinat{d@) an action (2)

of the divine will by which (3) God (4) before the foundation of the world (5) not

according to our works, but out of pure mercy (6) according to his purpose and good
pleasure which he purposed in himself (7) in view of the merits of Clppselended by

faith (8) he ordained to eternal life (9) men (10) who by the power of the Igoiy @1)

through the preaching of the gospel in Christ (12) would persevere and belibeeshd

(13) to the praise of his glorious grdék.

Other theologians in the age of orthodoxy were not as careful asrGethtov, and
Quenstedt in trying to exclude any thought of synergism from their teasheigction. John
Baier (1647-1695), for example, makes faith a cause of election in a waptitdimply that
God took human responsibility into his decision to elect. Baier writes, “TOvenm external,
less principal cause of the decree of election is faith in Christhandinal.™®* Preus suggests
that Baier is not totally free from synergisfa.

Lutheran theologians in the age of orthodoxy were particularly concerned about
distinguishing their doctrine from that of Calvinism. Gerhard devote$yrteaf of his
presentation of election to a refutation of Calvini§fmNevertheless, the theologians of this
period introduced terminology and logical argumentation into their presentatdectibn that

caused confusion and misunderstanding in nineteenth and twentieth centenahisiin in

America.

180 preus;The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranisoi. I, 62. Preus writes, “Quenstendt’s lifework
is so big, so complete, so concise and systenaatitso excellent that no later Lutheran ever cdosedo
equaling it.”

181 yJohann Andreas Quenstetiheologia Didactio-PolemicéWittenberg, 1685). Caput II, Thesis IX.

182 j0hann BaieiCompendium Theologiae Positivdéena, 1691) Part lIl, Caput XII, p. 953.

183 preusThe Theology of Post-Reformation Lutherani$rb6.

184 preus, “The Doctrine of Election as Taught byt Century Lutheran Dogmaticians,” 257.
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Summary

The Election Controversy among Lutherans in America during the nineteghth
twentieth centuries must be seen against the backdrop of the ReformatiBost-Reformation
periods. There are certain themes from these periods that help one tcamddiestintensity of
the conflict, the arguments used, and the terminology at issue.

Luther and the Lutheran Confessions stressed the principdetaajratiaandsola fidein
teaching soteriology. Election, conversion, and justification are baseddis §ace alone
without any human works, effort, or merit. Luther and the Lutheran Confessimyhd thvine
monergism and rejected any hint of synergism. At the same time Luther dndlbean
Confessions reject absolute predestination. Lutherans rejecethefidn arbitrary choice by
God but always condition his election on his grace and Christ’s merits. Gadé&s €hrist's
atonement, and God’s will to save are universal. God’s election is notimargréxercise of his
will, but election is alwayg Christ

Luther and the Lutheran Confessions also stressed the princggaafcriptura The
Bible is the only source for doctrine, faith, and the Christian life. &tureason can be used in a
ministerial way in theology, but never in a magisterial way becausarhtgason has been
corrupted by sin. Luther was suspicious of the use of philosophy in theology befctgse o
corruption of human reason. The Christian must always take his reason cafiw&\tord of
God. For that reason Luther and the Confessions do not try to harmonize paradoxesrantl appa
contradictions in Scripture. At the same time there is the asséntat Scripture is self-
interpreting and clear. There is a strong emphasis on the importance, dfiplical doctrine. In
fact scriptural doctrine takes precedence over the Christian lifesetae Christian life flows
from doctrine. Every doctrine of Scripture is precious because it is @odtrine. Christians
are expected to make public confession of their faith. Written, public siorisshave lasting

and binding value because they are a statement of biblical truth.
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Philipp Melanchthon’s teaching and approach to Scripture and theology arenonlgar
with Luther in the official editions of th&ugsburg Confessiothe Apology and in the early
editions of hid.oci. Melanchthon, however, was less suspicious of human reason and philosophy
than Luther and more inclined to try to harmonize the teachings of Scnytbreuman logic.
In later editions of hitoci he tried to answer the question why some are saved and not others
(cur alii, prae aliis?) by finding a cause in human beings themselves why some are chosen and
converted. Melanchthon’s teaching of a third cause (beside God’'s WibttleaHoly Spirit) in
conversion precipitated the synergistic controversy among Lutherankfter's death.
Melanchthon’s synergism was rejected byFeemula of Concord

The Lutheran theologians of the Age of Orthodoxy introduced Aristoteliais iatm
Lutheran theology and tried to fit all of the teachings of Scriptucedritarmonious system.
Their method of raising and answering questions led to ever more eladuatdricate
theological systems. They were often less content than Luther ardelgxes and apparent
contradictions stand. Nevertheless, they considered doctrine to be of mipmsance for the
life of the church. Reacting to the increasing influences of Calvinisneimény and the
Scandinavian countries they introduced into their presentation of thindauftielection
terminology that excluded the absolute predestination of Calvin, but wagnfeoeiuther and
the Lutheran Confessions. They began to speak of eléatiotu fidei or intuitu Christi meriti
fide apprehendi Many began to speak of persevering faith in one sense or another as a cause of
election rather than a result of election. These expressions openedrthe ldter

misunderstanding.



CHAPTER TWO
THE ELECTION CONTROVERSY AMONG LUTHERANS IN AMERICA
IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY, 1879-1900

After the Age of Orthodoxy, Pietism and Rationalism came to dominate Laotbreran
Europe. By the beginning of the nineteenth century Rationalism was supreragyrenery
university and theological department in Germany. Pietism was #retivhat was perceived
as an excessive stress on doctrine and a lack of spiritual life stetieechurches of Europe.
Lutheran Pietism introduced a decidedly subjective spirit into the tantf@hurch and exalted
sanctification above justification. Rationalism introduced variougaripproaches to the study
of the Bible and undermined the Lutheran emphasis on objective truth.

In the nineteenth century a revived Pietism and resurgent Lutheranstomddisnt®®
arose to challenge the dominance of Rationalism in Europe. The revival e$sionflism soon
spread to America. As confessional Lutheranism grew in America a noibenfessional
synods in the Midwest banded together in the Evangelical Lutheran Synodidarence of
North America. During the first decade of the Synodical Conference’egét controversy
over the doctrine of election broke out. The Election Controversy pittedisedi Synod,
Wisconsin Synod, Minnesota Synod, and most of the Norwegian Synod against the Ohio Synod,
lowa Synod and one third of the Norwegian Synod. It resulted in two synods leaving the
Synodical Conference and changed the landscape of Lutheranism in AHeridze controversy
remains unresolved to this day in spite of attempts in the twengethry to resolve it.

In this chapter we will first set the stage historically to usi@ed the setting in America
and the trends in Lutheranism in this country. Then we examine the causesaofttbeersy

and the various theological issues involved in it. We also deman#igdtthe issues in the

185 A confessionalutheran is one who believes that the Lutheranf€ssions have a continuing
significance for the church of all times and remagmmative because they are statements of the elemsg
truths of Scripture.

186 See Appendixes A-E for an outline of synodicahtiens.
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controversy resulted from differences in the approach to theology. Onelgidetl Luther and
the Lutheran Confessions. The other side insisted on the terminology alogits®@pproach of
the dogmaticians of the Age of Orthodoxy.

Confessional Revival in Europe

To understand Lutheranism in nineteenth century America one must tvabepteents
in seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth century Europe. Continendat Brese in the
seventeenth century and profoundly affected Lutheranism in both Europe andaAiméhe
eighteenth century. Pietism stressed subjective experience ow@nelaad sanctification over
justification. Pietism’s downplaying of Christian doctrine helped preparedlydor the
dominance of rationalism in the second half of the eighteenth centutisnPamd Rationalism
caused confessional Lutheranism to fade into the background.

In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, reacti@t®tmlism and the
devastating impact it had on Christianity can be seen in a resurgéstrPand a resurgent
confessional Lutheranism in Europe.

TheDeutsche Christentumgesellschatis founded in Basel in 1780 to unite Christians
around the fundamental doctrines of Christianity in opposition to thedsimfaRationalism. The
Deutsche Christentumgesellschstfited this general aim:

Our purpose is that in these days, when the foundations of Christiantigiag

deliberately undermined, the Christian brethren of all confessions must helldetog

We want to transmit the doctrine that since the Apostles’ timegalty has been sealed

with blood undefiled to our descendants. Our special concern is that weéharslrait be

filled with doubt as to doctrine, so much attacked today, of the divinity of Jesiss Chr

and of His work of atonement, and that the blessed confession be maintained ¢hag if w

in Christ there is no condemnation to us, but that we rather dicffaith, of the fullness
of God and Christ may receive grace for gHe?Ze.

187 Quoted in J.P. KoehleFhe History of the Wisconsin Synedl. by Leigh Jordahl (St. Cloud, MN:
Sentinel Publishing Co., 1970), 20.
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Other Christian societies were also formed throughout Europe in opposition t
rationalism. These societies were in contact with each other and did meelvéoan interest in
historic Christianity.

From these Christian societies flowed mission societies to cargo#ipel to foreign
lands. In 1815 the Basel Mission Society developed frorbéuwtsche Christentumgesellschaft
Other mission societies quickly followés One purpose of the mission societies was to bring
the gospel to the heathen. Another purpose was to serve the scatterad iGenigrants and “to
protect the distant brethren and sisters frormigiirom the faith and to lead the erring upon tlag w
of truth, to supply them with the Word of Life, atwdgather them into congregations, in order that t
them and their descendants the possession oetimite of evangelical doctrine might be
assured®

Many of these societies sent out pastors and missionaries who were wikieiye both
Lutheran and Reformed congregations. Depending on the leadership of ibe hisses or
societies at any given time candidates for the ministry may have hadtargr lesser
confessional Lutheran training. Other societies like Louis Harms’ {1868) Hermannsburg
Mission Society and Wilhelm Loehe’s (1808-1872) in Neuendetelsau trainety stonfessional
Lutherans. Harms sent men to both Africa and America. Loehe sent numerous grastor
candidates for the ministry as well as whole colonies of immigraritetUnited States.

Other developments in Germany gave an impetus to confessional Lugheradiussia
was predominantly Lutheran from the time of the Reformation. In 1613 ElettorSlgismund
(1572-1619) converted to Calvinism. In 1617 he issue@bidgessio Sigismundi an attempt to
unite the Lutherans and Reformed in his realm. Although the confessioedepzdvin’s double

predestination and used definitions of the sacraments as close to higtmeaa possible,

188 Kurt Aland, A History of Christianitytrans. by James L. Schaaf (Philadelphia: ForfPesss, 1986),
vol. Il, 352-353.

189 Quoted inContinuing in His Word: The History of the EvangeliLutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin
and Other Statesvlax Lehninger, ed. (Milwaukee: Northwestern Psitilng House, 1951), 12.
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Lutheran pastors and theologians quickly warned about the Calvinism that tineetidc
contained. The two groups, therefore, did not uiite.

Although there were some attempts to modify the differences between Inishesnd
Calvinism (particularly in the externals of worship) in the yealls\iing the death of John
Sigismund, little was accomplished in overcoming the division. FrederitheliGreat” (1712-
1786, ruled 1740-1786) was a Deist and showed little interest in the religfieusrtes of the
two groups. Frederick’s great nephew, Frederick Wilhelm Il (1770-184€q] Ad97-1840),
however, was a devout Calvinist and was quite concerned about the divisioarbetwleerans
and Calvinists in his realm. He ruled like a seventeenth centurgtdasg was willing to use the
force of government to bring about a union. He began his efforts to force a union of the
Lutherans and Reformed in Prussia in 1817. On th8 &06iversary of the Lutheran
Reformation he announced the union of the Lutherans and Reformed into one aomy@Echis
court and appealed for the voluntary union of Lutherans and Reformed throughoiat &ndss
elsewhere in Germany. By 1821 candidates for the ministry were r@dqoipéedge loyalty to
the union at their examination. In 1823 Frederick Wilhelm required pastorsieptethe
confessional writings of the United Evangelical church in so far as tbagessions were in
harmony. In 1830 the Prussian government decreed that “Evangelical” wastitusedbfor the
names “Lutheran” and “Reformed.” The Union Agenda or service book was prescribed in
18349 This forced union became known as the Prussian Union and soon was adopted in
principle in other areas of Germany.

Some Lutherans in Prussia and neighboring lands began to oppose the Union because i
compromised distinctive Lutheran doctrine. In honor of thd"@@Miversary of the Reformation
in 1817 Claus Harms (1778-1855) issued a new edition of LutNer&ty-five Theseand

included ninety-five theses of his own. His theses championed confessidmeatdnigm in

1% Martin O. Westerhaus. “The Confessional Lutherariggations from Prussia and Saxony around
1839.”Wisconsin Lutheran QuarterlB6 (Fall 1989), 249.
191 utheran Cyclopediaed. by Erwin L. Lueker (St. Louis: Concordia Rshing House, 1975), 644.
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opposition to rationalism, the religious theories of Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), apbfosed
Prussian Uniort®? Even though Harms was writing from outside of Prussia in Schleswig-
Holstein his theses had a profound effect in Prussia and throughout Gé??némpn groups of

“Old” Lutherans (the label given to those who refused to go along with tissiBn Union) began

to form. Noteworthy leaders included Johann Scheibel (1783-1843), John Grabau (1804-1879),
and Martin Stephan (1777-1846). Stephan and Grabau led emigrations of “Old” hatteera
America’®*

Confessional Lutheranism in America

Lutheranism in America in 1800 was influenced by Rationalism. Lutherantpaidr
no attention to the Lutheran Confessions with the exception of Lutheratl CatechismThe
Second Awakening began to crystallize opposition to rationalism and Deigwvivagism swept
America. The revivals crossed denominational lines and began to break dammrdgonal
distinctions and foster unionish> The combination of rationalism, unionism, and revivalism
brought Lutheran consciousness to an all timef8w.

Some attempts were made to preserve the hamheranin America. The General
Synod, a federation of Lutheran synods, was such an attempt. Founded in 1820, it insts the f
federation of Lutheran synods in America and eventually united most ofrtbdssin the Eastern
United States. Samuel Simon Schmucker (1799-1873), later professor abGettgeminary,

was one of the prime movers in founding this organization. Among the accongiishof the

192 An English translation of Harms’ theses can benébin theLutheran Cyclopediaed. by Henry Eyster
Jacobs and John A.W. Haas (Charles Scribners’ 3899).

193 Aland, A History of Christianityyol. II, 335.

1% For an overview of the reaction to the Prussiaodiin Germany and the subsequent “Old” Lutheran
emigrations see the entire article by Westerhalise ‘Confessional Lutheran Emigrations from Pruasid
Saxony around 1839Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly86, 247-264; 87, 38-60; 123-163; 192-208; 8B-28
293; 88, 34-63. See also Walter O. Forsgarn on the Mississippi: The Settlement of the Béxaherans
in Missouri, 1839-184.1(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1953).

195 Unionism is the term used to described variousl&uf cooperation (including worship, mission work
and organization) between religious groups whosdipdoctrine and confession differ.

1% The Lutherans in North Americad. by E. Clifford Nelson (Philadelphia: Fortrésess, 1975), 95.
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General Synod was the establishment of a seminary in Gettysburg, Ranizgyh 1826.
Schmucker was also instrumental in the development of this school.Géttiisburg Seminary
was established Lutherans in America were dependent on Europe fos p&iey parish pastors
also took promising young men under their wings and trained them privatelgk Afla steady
supply of well-trained pastors plagued Lutheranism in America from thestaolonial times
until well into the nineteenth centujrig/?

Most members of the General Synod were not confessional Lutherans. Thd Genera
Synod was founded about the same time as the Prussian Union was being inaugurated in
Germany and it shared the confessional ambiguity of the Union. There is no noémiignof
the Lutheran Confessions (not even Awgsburg Confessigin the original constitution®®

Some Lutherans in America were deeply affected by the Second Awakediagepted
the methods of revivalism. They believed that the only way Lutheranism couidesitr
America was to discard some of the distinctive doctrines and pracfites Lutheran Church
and become more like the Protestant denominations that seemed to be thiilriagountry.
Some of these “American Lutherans” even issuBeéeension of the Augsburg Confessioa
document authored by Schmucker in 1855 called#fenite Synodical PlatformTheRecension
removed from théugustanahe distinctive Lutheran doctrines that separated Lutherans from the

generic sort of Protestantism that had developed in Am%gﬁcblearly every Lutheran synod in

97 The Lutherans in North Americ416-129.

198 3.L. Neve and Willard D. Allbecl History of Lutheranism in Americdohn W. Drickamer and C.
George Fry, ed. (Ft. Wayne: Concordia Theologieah®ary, 1979), 53. This volume is an updated
edition of the third revised edition @he History of Lutheranism in Ameritg Neve and Allbeck.

199 For an overview of the “American” Lutheran conteosy see David A. Gustafsdnjtherans in Crisis:
The Question of Identity in the America ReputMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993). The fivedies’
eliminated from the Augsburg Confession by the Aioaer Lutherans were (1) the approval of the
ceremonies of the mass, (2) private confessiora@gdlution, (3) denial of the divine obligationtbé
Sabbath, (4) baptismal regeneration, and (5) talepresence of the body and blood of our Savidhén
Lord’s Supper. For the complete text of the DeédirSynodical Platform see Richard C. Walfjcuments
of Lutheran Unity in AmericéPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1966), 100-104.
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the United States rejected thefinite Synodical Platford®® Confessional Lutherans were
horrified. The young Wisconsin Synod, though not known for its confessionalismtia¢he
also rejected thBefinite Synodical Platformat its 1856 convention. The synod declared that
“the adoption of the Platform was nothing else but a definite suicitteedfutheran Churctf®

By the third decade of the nineteenth century the revival of confessigtiaranism in
Germany began to have an influence in America. Among the early leadassaufrtfessional
movement were Paul Henkel (1754-1825) and his sons. The Henkel family supplied ma
pastors to the Lutheran Church in America and established the Heegshrich produced the
first English translation of thBook of Concordh America in 18512

Some of the “Old” Lutherans in Germany, longing for religious freedom, etadjta
America. John Grabau and his followers sailed from Prussia and settifedarea around
Buffalo, New York, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin. They founded the Buffalo §39ﬁhd1845.
Followers of Martin Stephan left Saxony and settled in Perry County and St, Miggsuri.
Wilhelm Loehe sent whole colonies from Franconia to Michigan. He hopethéhbiative
Americans in Michigan would be so impressed by the Christian livegsé ttolonists that they
would desire to become Christiaffé. The Saxons in Missouri and the Franconians in Michigan
founded the Missouri Synod in 1847. Some of Loehe’s men refused to join the Missouri Synod
because of differences on the doctrine of the church and ministry. Thesechashkaries moved
to lowa and founded the lowa Synod in 1854. lowa and Missouri also came to differ on “open

guestions,” confessional subscription, and their approach to the Lutheran QmEESsi

200nly three small synods adopted efinite Platform the East Ohio Synod (founded 1830), the
Wittenberg synod(1847), and the Olive Branch Sy{i@#8). Sedhe Lutherans in North America24.
21 An English translation of the minutes of the 1&888ivention can be found in théELS Historical
Institute Journalvol. 11, #1 (April 1993), 3-6.

292 Eor more information on the Henkel family see &tes HenkelHistory of the Evangelical Lutheran
Tennessee SyngNew Market, Virginia: 1890).

23 The synod was officially named “The Synod of theHeran Church Emigrated from Prussia.”

24 Herman F. ZehndeT.each My People the Truth: The Story of Frankenmibhigan(Frankenmuth:
Herman F. Zehnder, 1970), 11-150.

2% Nelson,The Lutherans in North America28.
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Confessional Lutherans from Norway founded the Norwegian Synod in 1853 and sooth entere
into fraternal relations with the Missouri Synod.

Other Lutheran Synods were founded in the upper Midwest by pastors senhout fro
various European mission societies and mission houses. For example the WiSgopsdi was
organized in 1850 as a “New” Lutheran Syr%8(&l.During the first two decades of its existence
the Wisconsin Synod developed a greater appreciation for the Lutheran @osfessl
gradually moved closer to the “Old” Lutheranism of the Missouri Synod.

TheDefinite Synodical Platformaused many Lutherans in America to reexamine their
Lutheran heritage and attitude toward the Lutheran Confessions. C.F.\Wek\&811-1887) of
the Missouri Synod provided confessional leadership through the peridderalsitheraner
(founded 1844) andehre und Wehr€l855). In the forward thehre und WehréJanuary 1856)
Walther issued an invitation to all who called themselves Lutheran andibeldseithout
reservation to th&/naltered Augsburg Confessitm hold “Free Conferenceé” Four
conferences were held between 1856 and 1859. Members of the Ohio, Pennsylvaniariew Y
Missouri, Tennessee, Pittsburgh, and Norwegian Synods attended at least swmne
conferences. Men from the Wisconsin Synod expressed interest, but wereriotadtdnd. The
Augsburg Confessiomas the subject under discussion and the participants demonstrated a fai

degree of unanimity.

2% The name “Old Lutheran” was originally applied.tatherans who refused to join the Prussian Union.
In America the name was given to confessional Lnathe who had migrated to this country from Prussia
and Saxony. The name eventually referred to thdsetook the Lutheran Confessions seriously and who
had a strict understanding of the scriptural pphes of church fellowship. “New Lutheran” was thenme
given to those who were willing to go along witle tRrussia Union in Europe while striving to remain
Lutheran. In America “New” Lutherans were willitg serve German Reformed congregations. Although
they subscribed to the Lutheran confessions, therg wometimes inclined to view those confessions as
“paper fences” which kept Lutherans from joint esnars with the Reformed and interfered with mission
work.

297 A free conference is an open forum for discussibtioctrinal and practical issues. The conferésce
free in the sense that none of those who attendaags an official delegate or representative gfsynod.
Discussions at the Free Conferences of the 1850s imiended to see first of all whether there waityu
among Lutherans in America and secondly, to wowkatal such unity of understanding and doctrine.
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As more confessional Lutherans came to American during the great peGednodn
immigrations, the Pennsylvania Ministerium (founded 1748), the New Yorlstdiium (1786),
the Ohio Synod (1818), the Wisconsin Synod (1850), Michigan Synod (1860), and Minnesota
Synod (18602)08grew more and more confessional. This trend led to the founding of two new
federations of synods.

When the Pennsylvania Ministerium withdrew from the General Synod in 1866 because
of the General Synod’s lack of confessionalism, the stage was set fouttding of a new
federation of more confessionally-minded Lutheran synods. Pennsylvanihassumitation to
all Lutheran synods in the United States and Canada which accepfadydimirg Confessiaio
meet to discuss the possibility of forming a truly Lutheran organizatiomte&h synods
responded favorably, including the Wisconsin, Michigan, and Minnesota Synotise A
preliminary meeting in Reading, Pennsylvania, December 12-14, 1866, the eminessicor
theologian, Charles Porterfield Krauth (1823-1883), delivered an essaycim ehemphasized
subscription not only to thenaltered Augsburg Confessidout also to all of the Lutheran
Confessions contained in tB®ok of Concord The delegates established a committee to prepare
a constitution and elected officers. Three synods, Ohio, lowa, and Missawriymeilling to
join because they believed that complete theological agreement had naryestablished
among all of the participan?g?

The General Council held its first regular convention in Fort Wayne, Indiana
November 20-26, 1867. The Ohio Synod sent delegates who were granted the right to
debate. They did not have right to vote, however, because Ohio had not joined the Council.
Ohio’s delegates asked for clarification of the Council’s theologicalipo®n four points:

altar fellowship, pulpit fellowship, chiliasm, and secret societies.ddubt, Ohio was

2% The Wisconsin, Michigan, and Minnesota Synods bdrtdgether in 1892 to form a federation known
as the Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisanrginnesota, Michigan, and Other States. A final
amalgamation of the three synods into one tookepilad 917. By that time the Nebraska Synod haal als
joined the Wisconsin Synod.

299 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America30-237.
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concerned about chiliasm because a prominent member of the delegatien of t
Pennsylvania Ministerium, Joseph Seiss (1823-1904), was a well-knolennialist?*°
Lodge membership was an issue in many conservative church bodies of.the da
Fellowship, whether altar or pulpit, was a key doctrine for all who wanted todwenkas
confessional Lutherans.
The answers of the General Council to the “four points” at the Pittsbargieition in
1868 were less than satisfactory to some of the synods. President John(B824r913) of
Wisconsin, President Stephen Klingmann (1833-1891) of Michigan, and President Reinhold
Adelberg (1835-1911) of the New York Ministerium attempted to strengthestgtement
adopted by the majority of the delega?éé. Prior to the General Council convention in 1868 the
Wisconsin Synod had resolved to break with the Council if suitable antwtées“Four Points”
were not forthcoming. When Bading reported to the 1869 Wisconsin Synod convention the
answers given to the “Four Points” by the General Council in 1868, Wisconsialbffic
withdrew from membership. The Minnesota and lllinois Synods withdrew tinenCouncil in
1871. The Michigan Synod withdrew in 1888.
Walther and the Missouri Synod had been critical of the Wisconsin Symeslis the
unionistic European mission societies and the synod’s lax practice condregational level. In

addition there were problems between Wisconsin Synod and Missouri Synodgadiggrs,

particularly in the Watertown area. Missouri's periodicBig; LutheranerandLehre und Wehre

#0 For information on the life and work of JosephsSeiee his autobiographyotes on My Life

transcribed by Henry E. Horn and William M. Hornuitington, Pennsylvannia: Church Management
Service, Inc., 1982).

211 General Council of the Evangelical. Lutheran Church in AmerithCanvention.
Pittsburgh, Penn. Nov. 12-18, 1868. Pittsburgh: Bakewell & Marthens, 25. In 1869
Adelberg accepted a call to the Wisconsin Synod’s Northwestern Univiersity
Watertown and later served as an English professor at the synod’s Wauwatosa\s

22 Edward FredrichThe Wisconsin Synod Lutheraiilwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1992),
40-45.
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did not hesitate to point out and criticize Wisconsin’s failings. As time amethere was less
and less justification for these criticisAts.
In 1867 the Wisconsin Synod adopted resolutions condemning all doctrinal unionism and
declaring alignment with those in Europe who wanted to see the forced uni@ebetutherans
and the Reformed annulled. The resolutions, however, attempted to jusifyimg money and
men from the unionistic mission societies. It was noted that there weoestédssional
Lutherans within the state churches who protested against the unitimetyatvernment had
imposed on them. So long as these groups remained confessional and protestethagaiion,
it was possible to accept their aid with thanks. The mission sxigére the agencies through
which such help from these confessional Lutherans came to the synod.
The mission societies reacted sharply to Wisconsin’s resolutions ofrertene they had
been concerned about the theological direction of the synod. They saw thesoletores as a
slap in their face. They accused the Wisconsin Synod of ingratitude stmyGside former
friends for the sake of new friends (a veiled reference to the MiSszmmd).214
The Wisconsin Synod convention in Racine in 1868 marked an important turning point in
the history of the synod. In his president’s report Bading stated thanthéot a break with the
unionistic mission societies had come. The synod’s prior vacillation beitedeve for
confessional Lutheranism and its gratitude toward the societies trth# help they had given
made it difficult for anyone to understand the position of the synod. Follovadm@s lead the
synod broke with the societies while expressing thanks for all the help gy them to the synod
up until that time. At the Racine convention Wisconsin also took a stand @fotlmePoints”
under discussion in the General Council. The convention resolved to break v@ibwhe! if
satisfactory answers on the “Four Points” were not given. When suéablvers were not

forthcoming, the 1869 convention broke with the General Council according to theigme\of

23 Armin SchuetzeThe Synodical Conference: Ecumenical EndegMbiiwaukee: Northwestern
Publishing House, 2000), 38-40.
24 Koehler, The History of the Wisconsin Synad2-114.
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the 1868 resolution as previously noted. Finally, the Racine convention direesitkRt
Bading to initiate discussions with the Missouri Synod not only to addressmpobétween the
parishes of the two synods, but also in the hope of establishing brothdibnselaNisconsin
saw no “church divisive differences” between the two syﬁﬂ)ﬁs.

Discussions with Missouri proceeded rapidly and with great suttegster the
convention’s close Bading traveled to Milwaukee to present the ries™ubd Missouri's
Northern District which was then meeting in convention. Walther was prasérsuggested that
the committee to be appointed by the Northern District should represent treeMiksburi
Synod. The meeting between Wisconsin and Missouri took place on October 21-22, 1868, in
Milwaukee. The two sides discussed all of the doctrinal questiossus among Lutherans of
that day. The discussion demonstrated complete doctrinal unity to the joyhaf pdirticipants.
Walther, who had been a sharp critic of Wisconsin, showed himself to be a @harisbian
humility and integrity by writing in the November 1 editionér Lutheraney “All of our
reservations about the dear Wisconsin Synod have not only faded but have been put.to sham
God be thanked for his inexpressible gﬁjflz’ Koehler reports that Walther closed the meeting
with Wisconsin with this declaration, “Brethren, if we had known beford wkadknow now we
might have declared our unity of faith ten years ﬁ%

In May 1869 the two synods worked out a reciprocal worker training agreement.
Wisconsin was to close her seminary and transfer her students to Coismrleary, St. Louis,
and supply a professor. Missouri’s students in Wisconsin would attend Naehwies
Watertown and Missouri would supply a professor to that institdfidrLater that year both
synods in convention ratified the agreement and the mutual recognition of orthodwoxy. F

various reasons the Wisconsin Synod was not able to supply a profesgottari§ The

215 Fredrich.The Wisconsin Synod Lutheragq.
218 Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Syndd..
27 Der Lutheraner Nov.1, 1868, 37.

218 K oehler, The History of the Wisconsin Synad.
29 5chuetzeThe Synodical Conferencé]-42.
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Missouri Synod’s Frederick Stellhorn (1841-1919) served at the Wisconsin Synod’s
Northwestern College from 1869 to 1874.

Wisconsin's fellowship with Missouri was part of a growing confessionaemewnt
among Midwestern Lutherans. The Norwegian Synod, founded in 1853, had been in fiellowsh
with the Missouri Synod and had a working arrangement for the training afelgan Synod
students at Missouri's St. Louis Seminary since 1857. The Ohio Synod, founded in 1818, had
grown more confessional through the immigration of German Lutherans wh@eereg into
the region and the efforts of men like Wilhelm Lehmann (1820-1880) and Christidm&pié*
Matthias Loy (1828-1915), a younger contemporary of Lehmann and Spielmann, wasdgobytic
sympathetic to the Missouri Synod’s doctrinal posifidnRepresentatives of Ohio and Missouri
met in colloquy in 1869 and found that they were in complete doctrinal agreementlinbiee |
Synod sought closer ties with the Missouri Synod between 1868 and 1870. Fellowship was
declared in 1872. Minnesota’s withdrawal from the General Council in 1871 lelbiwship
with Wisconsin. Missouri representatives recognized unity of &ithmeeting with Minnesota
representatives in January 1872 which led to a declaration of fellowdsipHat same year.

The stage was set for the founding of a new organization of confessionakingthén
June 1870 the Eastern District of the Ohio Synod in convention urged the Ohio &yaloel t
steps toward establishing cooperative activities with the MisSymiod, particularly in
educational institutions. That October Ohio’s President Matthias Loynended to his synod
“that steps be taken towards effecting a proper understanding betweendle 8fMissouri, of
Wisconsin, of lllinois, and our own Synod, which all occupy substantially the santiemaosnd

arranging a plan of cooperation in the work of the L&fd." The convention appointed a

220 Matthias Loy reports that these two men were “nomounced in their Lutheranism than was usual in
the Ohio Synod.” Lehman and Spielmann both seat¢de Ohio Synod seminary in Columbus, Ohio.
See Matthias LoyThe Story of My Life(Columbus: Lutheran Book Concern, 1905), 85.

221| oy, The Story of My Life211ff. Loy writes that he and Spielmann “leateaard Missourism” more
than Lehmann. In fact, Loy was a friendly oppora&ritehmann, his former teacher, on many points.

222 Dpocuments of Lutheran Unity in Americk86.
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committee to approach the officers of the other synods and the Norwegiaah t8yask whether
such joint work might be undertaken.

A preliminary meeting was held January 11-13, 1871, at a Missouri Synod church in
Chicago. Representatives from the Missouri, Ohio, Wisconsin, and Norwegian sytendied.
The president of the lllinois Syn?f& was present but did not actively participate because his
synod was still a member of the General Council. Meeting in six three-lssinrsethe
representatives drafted a constitution for consideration and adoptibeibyespective synods.
They also considered a proposal to provide a single seminary for the vanods 8y moving
Ohio’s Columbus seminary to St. Louis as the Wisconsin Synod had recently dorte with i
seminary program. Ohio was to move its college to Pittsburgh with Misssupport and
participation. The delegates scheduled a second preliminary meetingviembler 14-16 and
extended invitations to all pastors and teachers of the particigatiogls to attend.

When the November meeting convened at Pastor Wilhelm Sihler's (1801-1885) S
Paul's Church in Fort Wayne, representatives of the Minnesota andsléiyodds were also
present. Both of these synods had recently left the General Council fesgional reasons. The
proposed constitution with a few minor changes was to be presented to tlite@oinsynods for
approval as the basis for the formation of the Synodical Conference.

Professor Friedrich Schmidt (1837-1928) of the Norwegian Synod presenteera pap
entitled, “Memorandum containing a Detailed Explanation of the Reasons WBytiods that
are Uniting into the Synodical Conference of the Ev. Lutheran Church Are Upalser One of
the Already Existing so-called Associations of Synods in Our Cou?ﬁ?y?l”he paper stated that

the General Synod is Lutheran in name, but is completely devoid of theteharfacue

22 The Illinois Synod was formed in 1846 when the &yof the West divided. In 1848 lllinois joinedeth
General Synod. In 1867 lllinois left the Genergh&d to join the General Council. In May 1880 the
lllinois Synod merged with the lllinois District dfie Missouri Synod.

224 This was published under the tienkschrift enthaltend eine eigehende DarlegungGterende,
weshalb die zur Synodal-Confrenez der evangeletutkirche von Nord-Americ&Columbus, Ohio,
1871). The publication also included a brief higtof events leading up to the 1871 meeting and the
proposed constitution.
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Lutheranism. The General Synod holds tenaciously to the Lutheran name falityrnge
completely devoid of the essence and character that corresponds to that clamielt i®ted that
the United Synod, South, (founded in 1863 by six southern synods which left the General Synod
during the Civil War) made an attempt to be more confessional than thealGgyewod, but had
no interest whatsoever in the “exclusive Lutheranism of the Forrh@araord” or of the so-
called “Old Lutherans.” The General Council had a staunch, confessadat lin the person of
Charles Porterfield Krauth and the Council’s constitution commitsedf Mvithout reservation to
all of the Lutheran Confession. Nevertheless, the Council had faikake a decisive stand on
the “Four Points.” Schmidt argued that there was a need for a new Lubhgaaization, one
that would be decidedly confessional in theory and in practice.

Conspicuous by its absence in the discussions leading to the founding of thec&ynodi
Conference was the lowa Synod. Long-standing animosities between lowa and Missouri
precluded lowa’s participation. As noted previously, the founders of the lowa Synod had
separated from the Missouri Synod over the doctrine of the church and mitistiey also
espoused ahistorical approach to the Lutheran Confessions. In the course of time lowa’s
spokesmen contended that the only normative doctrinal statements in theiconsfegse those
dealing with the doctrines which were in dispute at the time of thisgvof those confessions.
Other doctrinal statements were open to further development and refinelowa claimed that
there were doctrines of Scripture that wepen guestionsAccording to lowa Lutherans did not
need to agree on these doctrines in order to join in expressions of chlmmbrf'rp.zzs The
founding members of the Synodical Conference strongly disagreed with loaads dowa’s
approach to the Lutheran Confessions epeh questiongould play a part periodically in the

various stages of the election controversy.

22> Charles P. Arandlesting the Boundaries: Windows to Lutheran Idgntt. Louis; Concordia
Publishing House, 1995), 119-149.
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The First Convention of the Synodical Conference was held at the churchaoindiiss
President John Bading, July 10-16, 1872. One hundred thirty-six pastors, professioessiea
and laymen assembled. Sixty of these were voting delegates chosen by tdeahdiuods
according to the provisions of the proposed constitution. Walther delitreresgrmon at the
opening service. He preached on 1 Timothy 4:16 using the theme, “How Importartiat M/&
Above All Make the Saving Of Souls the Purpose Of Our Joint Work in thediimgpf Christ.”
Walther was also elected the first presid&fit.

The delegates heard two essays. Matthias Loy of the Ohio Synod preserttatlis"dur
Task toward the English-speaking People of Our country?” Loy reminded hesshehtheir
mission responsibilities as confessional Luthefahs.

Friedrich Schmidt presented his “Theses on Justificatféh. The essay involved a

lengthy exposition of the cardinal teaching of Scripture on the basis okttiwlses. Among the

226 Besides Walther Professor Lehmann of Ohio was elected vice-presideot,PPast

Beyer of Missouri was elected secretary, and Mr. Joh. Schmidt, a layomai®fiio was
elected treasurerSynodical Conference Proceedings, 18§¥2.3. The following served

as president of the Synodical Conference during its ninety-four year hiStoRN\V.

Walther (Missouri) served 1872-1873; W.F. Lehmann (Ohio) 1873-1876; H.A. Preus
(Norwegian) 1876-1877; W.F. Lehmann (Ohio) 1877-1880; P. Larsen (Norwegian) 1880-
1882; J. Bading (Wisconsin) 1882-1912; C. Gausewitz (Wisconsin) 1912-1927; L.
Fuerbringer (Missouri) 1927-1944; E. Benjamin Schlueter (Wisconsin) 1944-1950; G.
Chr. Barth (Missouri) 1950-1952; W. Baepler (Missouri) 1952-1956; J.S. Bradac

(Slovak) 1956-1960; John Daniel (Slovak) 1960-1966.
27 synodical Conference Proceeding872. 14-20

228 |bid, 1872. p. 20-58. Schmidt's nine theses are printed below.

Thesis 1- The doctrine of justification is the most eminent principal article of the
Christian faith, a correct understanding and public proclamation of which are of
incomparable importance and an unqualified necessity for the salvation of individuals
and the welfare of the Church in everything.

Thesis 2— The Reformation of the Church by Dr. Luther had its starting point by the
grace of God in a renewed understanding of the pure evangelical teachingicéjiast

and in the corresponding unadulterated proclamation of this chief article oftthe fai
Thesis 3— In connection with the pure teaching of justifion as our Lutheran Church again presents it
from the Word of God and has taken its stand anghining light, treats it above all around threats:

(2) the doctrine of the universal and complete ngatéon of the world through Christ; (2) the docériof
the power and efficacy of the means of grace; 8nthe doctrine of faith.
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problems that were troubling American Lutheranism and would continue 4e tauble well
into the future was the question of the universal aspect of jasimiic Schmidt addressed the
relationship of universal justification and the individual’'s apprommadtf justification in several
of his theses. The essay was timely because of a dispute between thgi&oBSyaod and the
Augustana and lowa syno%l?sg. Schmidt and Gottfried Fritschel of the lowa Synod disagreed
sharply over this teachir‘?a? although later on would be on the same side during the Election
Controversy. Their exchanges over justification in the 1870s, however, ndéffieutt for them
to acknowledge each other in the later controversy.

In Lutheran theology justification is equated with the forgiveness of $iffsen Jesus
died and rose again, God declared the whole world justified or forgiMes proclamation of the

gospel is the proclamation of God’s forgiveness. That proclamation hpewiee to lead people

Thesis 4— As in Adam all men have fallen and come undemthath of God and eternal damnation as
punishment for sin, so also in Christ as the sedam all men truly have been redeemed from siathde
the devil, and hell, and God is truly reconciledhathem all.

Thesis 5— As through the substitutionary death of Chtist guilt of the sins of the entire world has been
blotted out and the punishment of the same has sigfégred, so also through the resurrection of &hri
justification, life, and salvation have been restored for thelevivorld and in Christ, as the Substitute for
all mankind, have come to all people.

Thesis 6— Through Christ’s work of redemption for all m@&od brings the acquired grace, forgiveness,
justification life, and salvation through the means of grdeer the gospel promise which is contained in
the word of the gospel and in the holy sacrament®t an empty sound or a meaningless promiserbut
efficacious offering and gift of all the good thaxgshich God in this word of his grace promises.

Thesis 7— Thus the gospel is not a mere historical accofitite work of redemption that has taken place,
but much more a powerful declaration of peace dr@aal’s gracious promise to the world redeemed by
Christ and thus always is an efficacious meansadey in which God on his part brings, presents,
distributes, gives, and bestows the forgivenesinsfand the righteousness won by Christ, althaagfall

to whom God extends his earnest call of grace ac¢hegpinvitation of the reconciled God and so wmidit
share in all the resultant benefits.

Thesis 8- Holy absolution is a preaching of the gospeirnie or more persons who desire the comfort of
the gospel. It is therefore in itself also alwagtid and efficacious because God in it declaresshif
through the mouth of his servant to be a God tre¢pnciled through the blood and death of Christ an
always distributes his gift of forgiveness and teglusness to all who are absolved although therenany
who will not be willing to partake of the gifts gface offered in the gospel because of their uabeli
Thesis 9— The means through which alone a man comesrimopipssession of the gifts of grace earned by
Christ and presented in Word and sacrament is fiibh believes God’s gracious promise and thukim
promise of God appropriates the offered gifts ef tierits and righteousness of Christ and trustisen
benefits of Christ as his Redeemer and Saviorn@ation mine)

229 gchuetzeSynodical Conferencgél.

230 gee Gottfried Fritschel, “Zur Lehre von der Reetitfung,” Theologische Monatshefté (1871), 1-24.
An English translation of this essay is included.itheran Confessional Theology in America, 18400188
ed. by Theodore Tappert (New York: Oxford Univer$tress, 1972), 141-165. Fritschel contended that
there is no forgiveness apart from faith. Ratlegi’eness is conditioned by faith. See p. 156.
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to believe God’s declaration of forgiveness. Through faith an individugivesand
appropriates the gifts of forgiveness and righteousness won by Jesus.

The constitution, which had been approved by all six synods, committed the
members of the Synodical Conference to “the canonical writings of the ONem
Testaments, and the confessions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church ofdkEgDthe
Concordia.®®' The purpose of the Conference was to express outwardly the unity of the
respective synods, to strengthen one another in faith and confession, to promyate
doctrine and practice, and eliminate any actual or threatening distesbaf the same.

One of the purposes of the Synodical Conference was to try to eliminatems
between its member synods and their congregations. Such problems had occurtiesl yeans
because the various Lutheran synods had congregations in the same gedgraatsica
Members of one congregation at times joined the congregation of anatberfey less than
sanctified reasons. Congregations did not always honor the church disciptliee out by
another synod’s congregation. One of the aims of the Synodical Confereritberasdeavor to
fix the limits of synods according to territorial boundaries” in ordetdal more effectively with
these inter-congregational problems. Another aim was “the consolidatdini.atheran synods
of America into a single, faithful, devout American Lutheran Church.thAge of the earliest
conventions of the Synodical Conference delegates considered “TheseRaifgiuRights” Jus
Parochialg which contended that parishes and congregations should have geographical
boundaries and their own territory.

President Johann Sieﬁé?r(l839-1904) of the Minnesota Synod had been assigned a
paper for the 1875 convention with the purpose of setting up rules for the merging of

congregations existing in the same geographical area and determaiirgyttodical affiliation.

21 gchuetzeSynodical Conferencé9.

232 gjeker had been trained at Gettysburg for seivithke Wisconsin Synod. He served at Salem,
Granville, 1861-1867. He accepted a call to Stl,dinnesota, in 1867 and became President of the
Minnesota Synod in 1869. He was instrumental adieg Minnesota out of the General Council and he
helped to found the Synodical Conference.
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Because of the press of his duties Sieker was unable to carry agsigisment, but
recommended to the 1875 convention that it might be time for the merging of the syoods i
state synods. The Conference established a committee to presentlgraptie next

convention to determine how this might be done. The committee concluddtttbatyt way to
eliminate the evils that existed among the rival German congregatantouwnerge all the
German synods of the Synodical Conference into one church body. This body wouldtsilide i
into district or state synods.

The proposal was voted down because it was seen as impractical, obstanctinet
feasible. A resolution, however, was passed to “advise all our synodstvdthay to take steps
to bring state synods into being, even if this does not happen everywhersattime, yet in
any case where it can be done without difficulty, detriment, and disadvantagesolution also
was passed to “to establish one joint seminary and place this under titod @iotiie Synodical
Conference.” A final resolution stated, “Until the dissolution of thgdasynodical bodies has
taken place, it should be left up to the respective state synods whethershed to join one of
the existing general synods.”

The reaction of the various synods was mixed. Wisconsin’s resolutions datéhe s
synod proposal provoked resentment and condemnation of the synod’s actions by Missmliri Sy
representatives. Wisconsin declared

1. The synod endorses and heartily approves the original plan to unite all orthodox
Lutherans within the Synodical Conference into individual, independent state
synods.

2. The synod asserts that it is ready for such an amalgamation inte aystat of
Wisconsin as soon as the possibility is precluded that this state syglodaia
district attach itself to an existing synod and thereby lose it sepdeattity and
independence.

3. The synod asserts that it cannot view any such attachment to an existing genera

synod either as commanded in God’s Word or as essentially necessarg forityu
and profitable and advantageous for our congregaﬁﬁ%s.

233 \Wisconsin’s discussion is recordecdMarhandlungen der Siebenundzwanzigsten
Varsammlung der deutsche Evangelisch-Lutherishce Synode von Wisconsin und anderen
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A final resolution turned down the proposal for establishing a jomirsey and
committed Wisconsin to re-open its own seminary. The synod believed thatldsireg
candidates for the ministry because there was no opportunity for tréneimgin Wisconsin. The
synod re-opened its own seminary in Milwaukee in 1878. From 1869 to 1878 Walther and his
colleagues at St. Louis trained a number of young men who eventually mad&amhpor
contributions to the Wisconsin Synod, including seminary professors, Augpst P1857-
1946), J. P. Koehler (1859-1951), and John Schaller (1859-1920).

There were more efforts within the Synodical Conference to proceed wghatkesynod
plan; within a few years, however, the project was dead. A bigger cergyowmvolving the
doctrine of election began to tear the Synodical Conference apart. Winer&ate Synod
Controversy had caused hard feelings between Missouri and Wisconsin, tienElentroversy
brought the two synods closer together.

Why did Wisconsin ultimately decline to participate in the state syngeqgb?o The
synod’s centennial historgontinuing in His Wordoffers this explanation:

It is sometimes said that Wisconsin rejected the idea of state syfbdswas not the

case. Our fathers favored the plan as such, but insisted that thesenstdsensyst

remain synods and not be reduced to the level of districts.

The reason is evident. Our fathers were afraid of bigness; thezerktiat bigness

easily leads to domineering. Bigness, in which the importance of the indimduazber

decreases in proportion to the size of the body, in which open deliberations aesl reduc
necessity and the work becomes departmentalized and mechanized, alniastiynev
leads to create a mentality of rulers and subordinates. Thistlsengpirit of the Church

in which all members are brothers. The idea of state synods was |asty MMisconsin

fathers were not guilty of scuttlingzﬁf.4

Although the State Synod Controversy caused hard feelings between Missouri and

Wisconsin, it did not bring about a break in relations between the two slyacasse it was not a

Staaten, gehalten zu Watertown, Wisconsin vom 31. Mai bis 6. Juni(h§¥71877),
19-30. Hereaftewisconsin Synod Proceeding§he resolutions are recorded in the
concluding pages. Translation of the three resolutions listed above by Edward C.

Fredrich,The Wisconsin Synod Lutherabg.
234 Continuing in His Word77.
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doctrinal controversy. The controversy revolved around a differencerabpmioncerning
outward organization, not scriptural teaching.

The Election Controversy

The Missouri Synod had been founded in part by pastors sent to America by Pastor
Wilhelm Loehe of Neuendettelsau in Bavaria. After the founding of theddis Synod Loehe
became concerned with the Missouri Synod’s doctrine of church and ministry. \washe
concerned about the congregational church polity of the Missouri Synod and tti@aigiiving
greater authority to the clergy might prevent problems in the churchhéWald Friedrich
Wynekeﬁ35 (1810-1876) traveled to Germany in 1851 to meet with Loehe in an attempt to
resolve their differences. In a letter to Loehe after higsmaMalther expressed his joy that the
differences had indeed been resol&dRelations between Loehe and Missouri deteriorated two
years later following J.A. Grabau’s visit to Loehe. Most of the Laeéie in Missouri followed
Walther in his doctrine of the church and ministry. Two pastors, George Grusgt823-1897)
and John Deindoerfer (1828-1907), broke with Missouri, left the Franconiame®in Michigan
and migrated to lowa. In 1854 they founded the lowa Sﬁf‘fod.

Problems between the two synods intensified over the handling of the ¢asergé
Schieferdecker (1815-1891), a Missouri Synod district president. Schiekerdeas convinced
that chiliasm was taught in the Bilfi’® He held the opinion that Christ's church would be

victorious over her enemies in the last times. He held out the possibiliyooide resurrection

22 \Wyneken had come to America in 1838 and returng@ermany in 1841 for a time for health reasons.
In Germany he published a document entitledruf to alert Lutherans in Germany to the great need fo
pastors in America. Wyneken came in contact witkhe through thBlotruf. Loehe helped Wyneken in
his development as a confessional Lutheran andi¢hendettelsau pastor began a monumental task of
sending pastors, candidates for the ministry, stisdend whole colonies to America to help meettieds
described by WynekerlLutheran Cyclopedil1975), 831.

232 To Wm. Loehe, June 5, 1852,Selected Letters of C.F.W. Walthedited by Roy A. Suelflow (St.
Louis: Concordia, 1981), 103-106.

%7 Fred W. MeusefThe Formation of the American Lutheran Chu¢€olumbus: The Wartburg Press,
1958), 24-25.

238 pugust R. SuelflowGeorg Albert Schieferdecker and His Relation toli@in in the lowa SynodA
Thesis Presented to the Faculty of Concordia Sesnibapartment of Historical Theology, May 1946, 30.
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of the dead and a double return of Christ. The matter was taken up by the Migsmatin
convention in 1857. After lengthy discussion it was decided that Schiefera#dknot stand in
the same faith as the Missouri Synod. The Missouri Synod consequentlydsiellereship with
him.?*° Schieferdecker joined the lowa Syﬁi‘)oobut renounced chiliasm in 1875 and rejoined
the Missouri Synod in 1876.

In 1858 lowa addressed the question of millennialism because of Missouri'st pnate
lowa’s acceptance of Schieferdecker and another pastor whom Missoatidpgahded because
of his teaching of chiliasm. The lowa Synod contended that Article XVII of thebAugs
Confession condemned “wild” millennialism, but left open further “thechlgtlaboration” of
the doctrine of the last things. The convention decided “that the elveatwersion of the Jews,
a future personal Antichrist, the return of Christ to subdue Anticthistijrst resurrection (of
believers), and a thousand year reign of Christ are correct elaboatitins theology of the
Confessions?*! The convention argued that these doctrines did not contradict the biblical
concept of the nature of the kingdom of God, because the millennial reign beopédt of the
life of the church militant and not a kingdom of glory and perfe(?t‘fanowa later made clear
that these matters were “Open Questions,” doctrines concerning witlodrans might have
different opinions without being divisive of feIIowstﬁ‘bsf The lowa theologians understood
Article VIl of the Augsburg Confession differently from the Missouri men.ickertVIl states,
“And it is enough for the true unity of the church to concerning the teaching gbipel and the
administration of the sacraments. It is not necessary that humarotradities, or ceremonies

instituted by human beings be alike everywhéf"é.’lowa understood the wogbspelin the

29 bid., 69-71.
240pid., 77.
241 Meuser,The Formation of the American Lutheran ChursH,
242 .
lbid., 57.
243 |bid., 57-58.
244 AC, VII, 2-3. Translation from the Kolb/Wengediton (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000).
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narrow sense—the way of salvation by Christ, justification by graoaghrfaith?45 Missouri
understoodjospelin the broad sen&® to include all of the teachings of Scripture because the
word gospelin the article is not contrasted with other doctrines but with humamoeres.

Relations between the two synods remained strained in subsequent dé¢hedes
group of laymen left the lowa Synod and requested the services of a Misgmdti gastor,
Walther wrote a letter of instruction to the pastor who was to m#iethem. He urged the
pastor to make sure that they were not under discipline in the congrdbatitimey were leaving
and that they understood the differences between lowa and Missouri. Walthethat the
pastor should make these laymen aware of lowa’s stance on doctrine, thedaaknglalified
acceptance of the Lutheran Confessions, the teaching on the Antichwess making open
guestions out of articles of faiffi/ and their toleration of those who taught chiliasm. He also
noted that lowa pastors “have a strong inclination to interpret the offibe ministry in an
imperial way and thus play the Lord of the Parigh”

In 1867 the lowa Synod adopted the Toledo Theses concerning church fellowship. The

theses attempted to answer the questions “What is essential to thef l11|n|d13church?2‘j'9 lowa

245 Herman L FritscheBiography of Drs. Sigmund and Gottfried Fritsch@llilwaukee: 1951), 70-71.

246 The wordgospelin broad sense — Mark | 1:1 — “The beginning &f gospel about Jesus Christ, the Son
of God.” The Formula of Concord states: “4. Howetke gospel is, strictly speaking, the kind afdieing
that reveals what the human being, who has nottkepgaw and has been condemned by it, shouldveelie
that Christ has atoned and paid for all sins aradtdmpm any human merit has obtained and won for
people the forgiveness of sins, ‘the righteousmédgsh avails before God,” and eternal life. 5. Hwer,
because the word ‘gospel’ is not used | just omseén the Holy Scripture—the reason this dispubse

in the first place—we believe, teach, and confaaswhen the word ‘gospel’ is used for the entraching
of Christ, which is presented in his teaching nimisas did his apostles in theirs (it is usechis sense in
mark 1[:15], Acts 20[:24], then it correct to sayto write that the gospel is a proclamation oftbot
repentance and the forgiveness of sins.” FC, Ep\A par. 5-6. (Kolb/Wengert translation)

247 \Walther seems to use the expressiditles of faithas synonymous with his understanding of the term
fundamental doctrines“Fundamental doctrines pertain to the ‘fundaroeritor foundation of saving

faith, forgiveness of sin in Christ Jesus. Prinfarydamental articles (e.g., person and work ofsthare
constitutive for saving faith and can be neitheknown nor denied without loss of salvation. Se@rgd
fundamental doctrines (e.g., Holy Baptism, Lordigfer) are related to the foundation of faith, ibiguch

a way that one may be ignorant of them, yet havingdaith.” Concordia Cyclopedi&1975), 319.

248 | etter dated July 17, 1865, 8elected Writing of C.F.W. Walther: Selected Letteanslated by Roy A.
Suelflow (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House81) 115.

#9\What is Essential to Church Unity?
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hoped that the theses might lead to a better understanding with Missleraddption of the
theses led to a colloquy with Missouri in Milwaukee, November 13-18, 1867. Howeve
agreement was reached on the disputed p%ﬁ?ﬂs.

The men in lowa also kept an eye on developments in Missouri. They weesavwaed!
of some discussions on the doctrine of election that had begun already in 185&m \8itler
presented an article which presented the doctrine in the manner of hieedrutheologians of the
seventeenth century, electimruitu fidei®>! Years later as the Election Controversy was
disrupting the Synodical Conference, Sihler publicly renounced his statemeitgstamnetuitu
fidei >

In 1856-1857 Ottomar Fuerbringer (1810-1§§§mublished a rather lengthy treatise on

predestination ilehre und Wehr&>* He also spoke of election in view of foreseen faith.

Thesis .The unity of the visible church consists in thegpreaching of the Gospel. This includes the
administration of the sacraments.

Thesis II.Not only formal preaching but also the public ess#ion of the church must be pure.

Thesis IIl.The public confession must hold fast, without eredl articles of faith if the church is to be éu
i.e., the pure one.

Thesis IV According to content, the Gospel is the doctrihgustification by faith, in connection with the
other fundamental doctrines of the Christian faith.

Thesis VTherefore, the unity of the church is truly a fantental unity but not an absolute one, because it
relates to the essential basic doctrines, notl tesd important matters.

Thesis VIComplete unity of doctrine has never existed enx¢hurch and must not be made the condition
of fellowship.

Thesis VII.Fundamental or essential doctrines, however, @remy those which are fundamental for the
individual Christian, but are all those which theicch has defined in its Confession.

Thesis VIlII.Accordingly, the symbols contain the sum of daowts on which doctrinal agreement is
necessary.

Thesis IXHowever, this does not refer to all the unesskatincidentally mentioned doctrines in the
confession, but to all articles of faith; these thesrecognized as definitely defined by the church
Kirchenblatt 1867, 61. English translation@ocuments of Lutheran Unity in Amerjaited by Richard
C. Wolf (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1966) #88other English translation is includedMoving
Frontiers, edited by Carl S. Meyer (St. Louis: Concordia lighiing House, 1964), 283-284.

Z0\W.G. Polack;The Building of a Great Churd{St. Louis; Concordia Publishing House, 1941),-106.
Meuser,The Formation of the American Lutheran Churg8;59.

#1«Neunzehn Thesen ueber die Lehre von der ewiggharbestimmung und der gnadigen Erwaehlung
zum ewigen Leben'ehre und Wehrel 855, 234ff.

22| ehre und Wehrel881, 58.

253 Ludwig Fuerbringer gives a brief biographical skeof his father ir80 Eventful Year§St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1944), 6-13. Ottomas & close companion of Walther's and came to
America in the original Saxon immigration. Ludweggotes Dr. A.L. Graebner who called Ottomar, “the
profoundest thinker among the fathers of the MissBynod.” Ottomar served as the president of the
Northern (later Michigan) District of the MissoB8ynod 1854-1871, 1875-1882.



69

In 1858Lehre und Wehrpublished an article by an unidentified writer on the Formula of
Concord and election. The author expressed his regrets over the dewetiengeaching of
election in the later Lutheran theologians. From 1860 to L86&#e und Wehrpublished a
series of anonymous articles on theological axiohhg¢logische Axiom@r theses consisting of
statements taken from Luther, the Lutheran confessions, and dogmatician®os dactrines.
The numbered statements were printed in Latin with a rather free G&amalation below each
statement. Axioms on predestination appeared in February 1861. Some of the mitccargigni
of these theses are listed below.

6. There are no contradictory wills in God.

10. Predestination is not the merit of works foreseen but the gracious Giticofvho

elects.

11. We are chosen for eternal salvation not because of faith but through faith.

12. God to be sure has chosen those who believe, but not because they believe.

13. God is not moved by human merits or the worthiness of the human race nor by

foresight of good works or faith with the result that he chose a ceeeson for
eternal life, but this must be ascribed alone to his undeserved antbigfiate.

17. God did not make the vessels of wrath, but found them. He did not find the vessels of

grace, but made thefr?’

In 1863 Walther wrote an article entitledifhige Bemerkungen ueber eine neue
Apologie der Reformierten Kirclien which he argued against an article in Bvangelist the
official periodical of the German Reformed Chufeh.The author of the article, E.W.
Krummacher, had accused the Lutheran Church of departing from Luther'm¢eactiree will
and election and holding to a form of Semi-Pelagianism. Walther conteaidbe Lutheran

Confessions oppose both the double predestination of Calvinism and Segifeba or

synergism. He states that foreseen faith cannot be a cause of eléctidhe cause of election is

#4474 der Lehre von der Gnadenwahl und einigen damimmenhaengenden Materielnehre und
Wehre 1856, p. 305-316, 320-330, 354-36&hre und Wehrel857, p. 16-24, 54-60, 71-81, 129-139,
161-170, 193-199. For a summary of this treatsetdans Robert Haughe Predestination Controversy
in the Lutheran Church in North AmericgPh.D. Dissertation, Temple University, 1964;#.

25| ehre und Wehrel 856, 324-325.

2% ehre und WehréFebruary 1861), 36-37. In some articles on téowus doctrines the sources of the
statements were identified. The sources of thwuarstatements on predestination were not ideuntifi
%7 ehre und WehrgOctober 1863), 284-302.
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“only and alone the free grace and mercy of God in CHit€t e also denies that Lutherans
have departed from Luther’s teaching on free 1.

In 1868 Johann A. Huegli (1831-19696presented an essay on predestination to the
Northern District of the Missouri Synod. The essay was entitliédrtindzwanzig Thesen ueber
die Lehre von den guten Werken auf Grund der Lehre vom freien Willen, von der @mladsiv
von der Rechtfertigun’g261 Huegli’'s essay was in line with Walther’s teaching on predestination
as presented in his 1868hre und Wehrarticle. The discussion of the Huegli article did much
to unify Missouri's pastors on this doctrifi&.

The first to respond to Walther’s teaching on election was Gottfri¢stkel of lowa.
Reacting to an essay by Walther on the charging of interest, Fritscheédd®/alther of being
too slavishly dependent on Luther. In a footnote Fritschel pointed to statdmeénther's 1525
De servo abitrio (The Bondage of the Wadh not being tenable. His remark in the footnote set
off a theological exchange that lasted two years. lowa’s articlespuated in th& heologische
Monatsheftgublished by S.K. Brobst in Allentown, Pennsylvania. Missouri’s articles we
published inLehre und WehreMissouri's chief spokesman were Walther, H (undoubtedly
Huegli), assisted by F.A. Stellhorn, A.Th. Grossberger, and Henry Wyneken (1844-1889). T
spokesmen for lowa were Gottfried Fritschel, D. Klindworth and John KlirttiW®833-1907).

It became apparent that the difference in the doctrine of electiondreMissouri and
lowa involved a difference in the doctrine of conversion. The teaching tilaetheologians
can be summarized as follows:

1. Prevenient grace gives human beings a free will which can assent toddagrof

grace in conversion. This assent is a refraining from resisting théngamf grace.
2. It can therefore be said that salvation depends on a person’s own persai@hdeci

28 pid., 298. Walther also quotes Johann Gerhard in stppthis point, p. 299-300.

29bid., p. 300.

20 Huegli served most of his ministry in Michigan amelped found the Lutheran School for the Deaf in
Detroit. He also served as the president of thehdon District of the Missouri Synod 1872-1875%eS
Lutheran Cyclopediged. by Erwin Lueker (St. Louis: Concordia Pulilighhouse, 1975) p. 395.

21 Northern District Report, 1868For an overview and summary of this essay segH83-102.

%2 Haug, The Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran €hun North America99.
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This assent or decision is not a meritorious cause of salvation bxplanatory
reason.

Election in the strict sense is in view of foreseen faith whiehasndition of election
but not a meritorious cause. Rather it is an instrumental cause.

Election in the wider sense—God’s eternal plan to save all who betidesus—is
the cause of faith.

The different destinies of two people who hear the gospel is not to be fotire i
hidden will of God but in the different attitudes of the two people. This diféere
the two attitudes is the enigma that cannot be explained.

lowa accused Missouri of teaching absolute predestination and itrlesg;ﬁlceg.es

Missouri’s teaching during this portion of the controversy can be summahizeday:

1.

No

Conversion is instantaneous—there is no middle ground. A person is either a
believer or an unbeliever. The ability to cooperate and a free will comaibeit
conversion.

Election is a free act of God'’s grace without any consideration of humamgwéks,
merit or worthiness. Election does not take platgtu fidei.

Election is the cause that procures, works, and guarantees salvation.

Those who are not elect will remain lost not because God has preddstimetbt
damnation but because of their own sin and unbelief.

Electionintuitu fideiimposes a human condition on God and makes faith a cause of

election which undermines salvation by grace alone.

The reason why some are chosen and not others is a mystery of God’s hidden will.

Missouri accused lowa of synergigﬁﬁ‘.

The literary controversy between the two synods was short but bittefrigslott

Fritschel labeled Huegli’s opposition to the expressauitu fidei“a gross insult to the

Lutheran Churc

h°

guilty of Calvinism (absolute predestination, irresistible grand)that lowa was guilty of

synergism were considered serious accusations by confessional Lutiidrarsame

charges would be made by the opposing sides when the Election Controversy bioke out

the Synodical Conference.

Missouri and lowa were sparring over election and conversion as the Synodica

Conference was being organized. It may seem somewhat surprisingigitioé later

developments that the theologians of the Ohio and Norwegian synods either took eictimete

23 Based on Haug's summary, 260-263.

% |pid., 263-266.

%5 Meuser,The Formation of the American Lutheran Churph64. See G. Fritschel, “Zur Lehre von der
Predestination, Theologische Monatshetg,(1872), 20-32.

Missouri also responded sharply. The accusations that Missouri was
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writings of the two sides or were not concerned about the doctrine obglastit was being
presented on the pagekLehre und Wehrelt was not until 1877 that lines began to be drawn in
the newly founded federation.

C. F. W. Walther had been presenting a series of essays to the Weéstiechdd the
Missouri Synod under the general theme, “The Doctrine of the Lutheran Chumth Blves All
Glory to God, An Irrefutable Proof That Its Doctrine Alone Is True.” Waltheabehe series in
1873 and finished in 1886. In 1877 Walther wrote on predestir?a?ﬁoﬁhe discussion of
predestination was moved ahead because “it was considered of vital mospdftat the doctrine
of predestination should be treated thorougﬁW.’Walther notes, “We have never had more
reason to approach our doctrinal discussion with fear and tremﬁﬁ%gt’Seems that the
exchange between Missouri and lowa a few years before and a desire to bresgdheip the
Missouri Synod to a better understanding of this doctrine and to maintain doatriiyal
prompted Walther’s presentati?)??. Since this essay was seen as a presenting cause of the
Election Controversy, we will examine it in some detail.

Walther proposed to answer a series of questions in his examination ofipetitdest

1. Does Scripture actually include a teaching of an election—involvimgited

segment of mankind—to eternal salvation?

2. How is this teaching constituted according to Scripture? Do we fintething in

our church, and again in the Confessions?

3. To what extent does this teaching, drawn up by our church from the Holy 8esiptu

give all glory to God?°

He briefly discussed the scriptural basis for the doctrine of electiotredting

Ephesians 1:3-6, 11 Walther particularly noted that predestination israaletecree of God

with God'’s grace in Christ as the eternal cause of election. Wepsedestined according to the

2% The first five theses with exposition were pubdidhin Missouri’sWestern District Proceedings, 1877
The quotations are taken from an English trangiatiatitled, “Predestination 1,” included in C.F.W.
Walther,Essays for the Chur¢liSt. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1992}, 20106-148.

%7 Introductory commentsbid., 106.

%% hid., 107.

29 gchuetzeThe Synodical Conference Luthera8g.

20 Walther, “Predestination 1,” 107.
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pleasure of his will, not because of anything in us. In Romans 8:28-30 forghraginosk)
meangpreviously chosef’* The understanding of this verb would be a point of contention as the
controversy played out. He lamented that the newer theologians in Europ@eleogtrine of
election, most notably Von Hoffmann, Vilmar, and Thomasius. A few other$hiippi still
retain the orthodox doctrirfé?
After these preliminary remarks Walther bases his discussior@égtination on six
theses, only five of which were discussed in 1877.
Thesis |- It (namely our Lutheran church) teaches according to God’s Word “that
God regards each Christian’s conversion, justification, and salvathuigtdy, and is so
truly concerned about it, that before the foundations of the world were laiddhe he
counsel and according to His purpose decreed how He would bring me and sustain me to
this end. Furthermore, that God desired to preserve my salvation sodmchly
certainly—since through the weakness and wickedness of our flesh it esiljdbe lost
out of our own hands, or through the deceit and power of the devil and the world it could
be snatched from us—that he decreed it in His eternal purpose, which canmoé fei|
and placed it in the almighty hand of our Savior Jesus Christ, out of which no one can
pluck us.” It also teaches that “God in His counsel, purpose and decree not ontggrepa
salvation in general, but graciously considered and elected to salvatioarehevery

person of the elect who are to be saved through Christ, and has decreethihatay,

as now recounted, He would through His grace, gifts, and working help, support, and

keep them?"

In his discussion of this thesis Walther explains the comfort theimkof election
contains. It is comforting because it teaches that salvation is ceregnitsies entirely in God’s
hands. Although an elect Christian may fall from grace for a time he willi@atithout being
restored to grace once agglm.There is a difference between Pelagianism,, Calvinism and
Lutheranism. The Pelagian says that certain people accept graosebwy are better than
others. The Calvinist says that because God has elected certairedraesrejected the others. A

Lutheran says that God grants his grace to one according to the good purposéllofvhifewhe

271 pid., 108-110.
272 |pid., 110-112.
273 |pid., 112-113.
274 bid., 113.



74

others reject God’s grace because of their unbelieftherans give all glory to God alone while
all dishonor belongs to human beiﬁég.

Walther notes that John Gerhard ascribes election to eternal Gfedte compassion
alone. He claims that this statement shows how Gerhard wants to be undetetodt speaks
of electionintuitu fidei. Walther, however, writes, “To be sure, the expression is not entrely t
be approved, for it gives the impression that our faith is a motivatiohdatdar Lord to choose
us; faith is not God’s motivation to save us, but rather the means wherelweidemes us in
bringing us to heaverf.*® The expression, electiamtuitu fidei,can lead to confusion. This
seemingly innocuous statement by Walther became a major point in gamtent

Thesis Il — It teaches: “God’s eternal election not only sees and knows beforéleand t

salvation of the elect, but by the gracious will and pleasure of God istQbsgus is a

cause which creates, works, helps, and furthers our salvation and all thahpéo it.

Our salvation is so founded on this that the gates of hell cannot prgamistit, as it is

written, ‘My sheep no one shall pluck from My hand’ [John 10:28]. Likewised‘'as

many as were ordained to eternal life became believers’ [AGI8]L3 Matt.24:24; Acts

13:48; Rom. 8:33-39;Hos. 13:9.

Walther distinguishes between simple foreknowledge and predetdominkbr
instance, God has the foreknowledge of evil because evil will happen. Evil ddegppen
because of his foreknowledge. The foreknowledge is dependent on the happertirgy, not
happening on the foreknowledge. In regard to salvation God has both foreknowlddge a
predetermination. The foreknowledge is dependent on his predetermﬁﬂtl‘ﬁhe relationship
between predestination and faith can be seen in Acts 13:48 —But when thesgeedild it, they
were joyful and praised the Word of the Lord; and as many as were dacetechtl life

d.278

believe The second thesis ascribes all glory to God because it tragesalto God and all

evil to the devil and human beinasg. Calvin with his double decree makes God out to be the

275 |pid., 114.
278 pid., 115.
277 bid., 116.
278 pid., 117.
219 pid., 117-118.
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and the Arminians succumb to Pelagianism because they ascribe a doopétatman

beings toward their salvatiGit

Thesis Il — It teaches that “it is false and wrong when it is taught thadmigtthe
mercy of God and the most holy merit of Christ, but also in us is a causetifretat
account of which God has chosen us for eternal life” (Eph. 1:5; Rom. 9:15; 1 Cor. 4:7);

be it now:

a.

~ooo00o

the work of man or his sanctification (2 Tim. 1:9; Titus 3:5; Eph. 2:8-9; Rom.
11:5-7);

man’s proper use of the means of grace (Acts 16:14);

man’s personal decision (Phil. 2:13; Eph. 2:1-5);

man’s longing and prayer (Rom. 9:16);

man’s nonresistance (Jer. 31:18; Is. 63:17);

man'’s faith (Rom. 4:163?2

In developing this thesis Walther refers to Ephesians 1:5-6: “and haeders to be his

children through Jesus Christ, according to the pleasure of his will, poaise of his splendid

grace through which he has made us acceptable in the Beloved;” and Romans 9rh&i6e

said to Moses: ‘| am gracious on whom | am gracious; | will have mercyhomw will have

mercy.’ So it depends not on anyone’s will or effort, but on God’s n?g?cyie notes that the

difference between Lutherans and Calvin lies in Calvin’s teaching of douldespretion,

irresistible grace, and perseverance of the saints. He claimsalliat &so relegates Christ to a

secondary role by making predestination and not Christ the cause of @uiosaR/

Walther notes that conversion is entirely the work of God. If someone is notteahoe

later falls from faith the fault lies not with God but with the sififuman being. Why some are

converted and not others is a mystery. Nevertheless we cannot blame Goddéovho are

lost28°

God?®°

On the other hand, human non-resistance to the work of the Holy Spirit is thefwor

280 |hid., 118.
21 |pid., 1109.
282 |pid., 120.
23 |pid., 122.
24 |pid., 123-124.
283 pid., 124-125.
286 pid., 134.
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Perhaps the most significant part of the essay for the later carstydiess in Walther’'s
rejection of electiomntuitu fidei

Gerhard says that God has choseimugew of faith Others have expressed themselves
contrary to this mode of expression, saying that if this [expressiosg, it behooves us
to explain it more carefully. Should it have the meaning that faith is thexghoaiuse?
This cannot be acceptable. If one thereby wishes to say that God has chasemvho o
does not come to faith, this is correct. Then it is a description efébt except that

faith is not the cause of election. The cause is Christ alone. Had He notlbmaonmo
one could have been chosen, because God can forgive no sins for which there has not
been an atonement. He is the righteous judge; He does not declare the guiltyelsse
the debt is paid. Each must have paid his debt of sin before he can bediizeta

Since we cannot do this of ourselves, God must accomplish this for us s Teéseéason
or cause why God is able to save us, why he could choose us from é?grnity.

Walther cites John Gerhard (1582-1637), John Olearius (1546-1623), John Quenstedt
(1617-1688), Abraham Calov (1612-1686), and Conrad Dannhauer (1603-1666) to show that
none of these men considered faith a meritorious or moving cause of elediber tRey taught
that faith is an instrumental cause—faith is part of the order of galy&tte way God has chosen
for humans to receive his promised salvafith.

Thesis IV — It rejects the teaching “that God does not desire everyone be saved, but,
alone by mere decree, design, and will of God, without regard for their sins, hesddec
their damnation, so that they cannot be saved”; it emphatically teacheth&maason

not all who have heard the Word, believe, and thus are more severely condenuted is
that God does not want salvation for them. They themselves are guilty,yfdrathe
heard the Word not to learn but to despise, blaspheme, and disfigure it; and/they ha
resisted the Holy Spirit who desires to work in them through the Word.5dtteaches
that “such rejection of the Word is not because of God'’s foresighpfaescentia, vel
praedestinatio Dgibut man’s perverted will.” (FC, Ep. Art. XI, par. 19; FC, SD, Art.
Xl, par. 781, 41) Ezek. 33:11; 1 Tim. 2:4-6; John 3:16; Rom. 11:32; Matt. 23:37; Acts
7:51; Prov. 1:24-31; Acts 13:46; Hos. 13:9; Rom. 9:22, cf. v 23, originai®ext.

After discussing a number of Scripture references which speak of thefl®a for all
of humankind and universal redemption, he presents several passages whietblayne for

rejection of God'’s grace at the feet of those who are lost. Walthgyares the teaching of

27 hid., 136.
28hid., 136-137.
29hid., 137.
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Luther with Calvin’s teaching and shows that Calvin taught a predestinatitamnation while
Luther did nof®

Thesis V- It teaches that “beyond that revealed in Christ, God has stilegsend
concealed much of this mystery, and has held this for His wisdom and knowledge al
We are not to probe these, nor are we to follow our own thoughts in this matter, dra
conclusions, or brood; but we are to hold to the revealed Word. Thisnsrales of

utmost importance. For with such matters our curiosity is prone to be statteel, than

with those which God has revealed in His Word, because we cannot harmonizethem, f
which we also have no command.” (FC, SD XI, Rom. 11:33-36, 9:18-21)

Walther emphasizes that the doctrine of election presents a mystehyminst be
believed because it cannot be fully reconciled with human reason. If reasoptstie resolve
the mystery, it will fall into error.

It is not to be denied that in our teachings much occurs which is impossible to
reconcile. Scripture teaches that whoever is chosen to eternanidedsosen for
having accomplished anything for which God had to or wanted to elect him, bGathat
had first removed the resistance in him. And it also teaches that thoseewbeeated
are cast away because of their own sin and guilt. Who can reconcile.thBe€ripture
teaches that God loved all men and desired their salvation. And yet weedifitat
entire nations did not have God’s Word for hundreds of years, and thereforenabte
to reject it. For centuries they sat in darkness and the shadow of death. . . .

The false church indeed blasphemes God and says: “God does not desire fo save al
men; hence He gives one the false word, the other the true one; the oss gadtats,
the other pious; the false teachers, the other believing.” Again otlyef$ sabecause
certain ones are better than others.” Or they may say: “The heathen dideiee the
Word because God foreknew that they would not believe.” Or: “They are saatsbec
they did receive the word.” Yes, one wants to resolve it by teachingviratéler death
there is a possibility for conversion. These are nothing less than humataspec Our
Lutheran church is not in agreement with this—it does not mingle human gjmctula
with the word of God. Hence our thesis states: “It teaches that concanairimeyond
this. . .matters which are not revealed tod5.”

The essay was received favorably and was approved also in the Synodicadi@mnfe
The Synodical Conference had the custom of having convention floor comnettens r
doctrinal essays presented in the constituent synods and their distriws doctrinal unity
might be maintained. At the Synodical Conference convention in 1878 the Wealther's

essay written by Pastor C.A. Frank of the Ohio Synod spoke of the “wonderfuhdbctr

290|hid., 137-144.
21 bid., p.144-145.
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discussion about election of grace . . .which can be read by every individua bigy t
blessing.292

The first to take issue with Walther’'s essay was Professor i€hesichmidt of the
Norwegian Synod. Schmidt had been a student of Walther's and a colleaguatd@thisouis.
Schmidt had learned Norwegian while a student at St. Louis so that heseorddas a
proofreader for the Norwegian Lutheran papérketidende He soon also began to preach
occasionally for a group of Norwegian Lutherans in St. Louis. While seagirgpastor in
Baltimore, Maryland, he was visited by the Norwegian Lutheran leademafeAmberg Preus.
Preus was surprised during their conversation when it became evidedthiaidt could speak
Norwegian. He asked Schmidt to teach at the Norwegian Synod’s Lutheg€atl Half-Way
Creek, lowa (later the college was moved to Decorah, lowa). In 1872 Schmata&t. Louis
to serve as the Norwegian Synod’s professor at Missouri’s St. Lemisary. When the
Norwegian Synod founded a school of its own in Madison Wisconsin, in 1876, it was only
natural for Schmidt to be called to serve at that institdtidn.

Schmidt was on Walther’s side when Professor Ole Asperheim of theebian Synod
expressed concern over Missouri’'s weaknesses and imperfections. Whengethtb explain
his concerns Asperheim is reported to have said concerning Missouri's\daftelection:

There exists a tendency toward a certain dogmatic deformity which becom

especially evident in the Missouri Synod’s doctrine of election. By excluditigds a

factor in election, Missouri places itself in a dangerous middle posiiavekn the

Calvinistic doctrine of predestination, and the Lutheran teachingsaexplained and
developed by the later Lutheran dogmaticians, e.g., Geftfard.

292 gynodical Conference Proceedings, 1878

293 udwig FuerbringerPersons and Events: Reminiscences of Ludwig EResbringer. (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1947), 148-151.

294 Georg J. FritscheGeschichte der Lutherischen Kirche in Ameril@uetersloh: Verlag C. Bertelsmann,
1896) Il, 362ff. Quoted by Haudhe Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran €hun North

America 271.
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In 1878 Schmidt defended Missouri. He called Asperheim’s charges “a nyewtdth
could not be tolerated in the case of a teacher of the chiffchWhen the Norwegian Synod
began to take steps against him, Asperheim resigned his professorshipeptddha call to a
parish in New York.

Schmidt seems to have sought the call to become Missouri's English prajess
theology in 1878°° He seems to have been hurt when he did not receive that’c@lh
January 2, 1879, Schmidt notified Walther of his objections to his 1877 essay. Heatthldr\V
“I can no longer go with you. . . | dare no longer keep sileAte Schmidt soon contacted
President Schwan of the Missouri Synod to let him know that he was going to make his
objections public unless circumstances changed. When he began to speakNajthiests 1877
essay at the convention of Missouri’'s Northwestern District in 1879 dergsschwan of
Missouri admonished him and arranged for a private meeting with Disteisident Fuerbringer

in Frankenmuth, Michigan. Schwan also reminded him of the Synodical Confereeemagt

2% Haug,, 271.

2% Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Synad 157. Koehler claims that at one time thers wa
documented proof of Schmidt’'s seeking the Saintit.puofessorship. See Christian Hochstebég,
Geschichte der Evangelish-lutherishen Missouri-8gnio Nord-Amerika, und ihre Lehrkempfe vond der
saechsischen Auswanderung im Jahre 1838 an bi® 884 .(Dresden: Verlag von Heinrich J. Naumann,
1885) p. 354-355. Hochstetter claims that Schsedt a postcard dated 7 May 1878 to a Missouriiclist
president expressing his willingness to accept sucall. He indicated that he had also been namdhfr
professorship at the Ohio Synod’s seminary in Ctlusn He hoped that Missouri would not consider the
needs of the Norwegian Synod and pass him by @rdutd have to accept the call to Columbus. Schmidt
seems to have thought that Walther had objectédrideing called to St. Louis. That evidently wes

the case. See “The Cost of Confessionalism: A &ebkepaper Tracing the Developments of the FivetMos
Significant Years of the Election Controversy witlihe Synodical Conference,” by Howard Festerling,
Senior Church History Thesis, 1977. Wisconsin LtaheSeminary, Mequon, Wi , 5-7.

297 Both Missouri and Wisconsin Synod historians hswggested that this may have been the reason for
Schmidt’s opposition to Walther’s teaching on dtett SeeMoving Frontiers ed. by Carl S. Meyer (St.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964) p. 271 Amdin SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenge. 93.
Schmidt’s brother-in-law, Pastor Henry Allwardtsplutes this accusation. He claims to have spol#n w
Schmidt about Walther’s essay in March 1878, ftlg months before the convention that failed todss
the call to Schmidt. Both he and Schmidt at tlraétwere one in their concerns about Walther'syessa
Henry A. Allwardt, “Appendix to A Testimony againte False Doctrine of Predestination recently
introduced by the Missouri Synod,” translated b€ Rl. Lenski and W.E. Tressel the Error of Modern
Missouri: Its Inception Development, and RefutatiGeorge H. Schodde, ed (Columbus: Lutheran Book
Concern, 1897) 788-789. On the other hand, ya#es Stellhorn still expressed resentment thatnide a
Schmidt were “not sufficiently orthodox to be catesied candidates for such a position.” See Stellhor
“The Present Controversy on Predestination: A Gioution to Its History and Proper Estimate, The

Error of Modern Missouri: Its Inception, Developntemd Refutation185.

298 illiam A. Baepler A Century of GracéSt. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1947),.200
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not to make public attacks against each other until all other wayglwfgsdoctrinal disputes had
been attempte%lg.9 Two Missouri pastors, Frederick W. Stellhorn and Henry A. Allwardt, were
among others who objected to what Walther had written.

Walther continued his essay on election at the 1879 convention of Misd¥estern

300

District. Since this essay served to enflame some of Walther's opponents, weawiihe it

in some detail. Walther explained his purpose and approach to the sulgjectioh in this way:

Two years ago when we dealt with election by grace, we were very katnye could
not also discuss in detail the final thesis, dealing withufesf this doctrine. | am now
firmly convinced that it was part of God’s gracious providence that we uvglgle to
discuss that thesis. In the first place, we could only have treatexy isuperficially even
though it is one of the most important, of the theses. At the same time it wag not
purpose to present the whole doctrine of election by grace in all of itScatons;
rather, we wanted only to speak about those parts of the doctrine which niedethat
our dear Lutheran church in its presentation of this doctrine alsoahvgery to God.
We left everything else asid&*

Walther admitted that the incomplete presentation in 1877 could hagenedtthings
“vague and obscure, possibly even offensive” to some readers. He hopbe firasent essay

would clear up any confusion that might have been caused by the essay presentadstwo ye

before®*? The presentation involved the discussion of five theses.

Thesis - All Scripture, inspired by God, should minister not to security and
impenitence, but ‘to reproof, correction and improvement’ (2 Tim. 3:16). Forter
everything in the Word of God is written down for us, not for the purpose of thereby
driving us to despair but in order that by ‘steadfastness, by the encouragethent of
Scriptures we might have hope’ (Rom. 15:4). From this it is beyond all doulhé¢hat t
true understanding aight useof the teaching of God’s eternal foreknowledgk in no
way cause or support either impenitence or desgaormula of Concord, Solid
Declaration, Art. XI?03

9 hid., 200-201.

30 This essay was published in Missoul¥estern District Proceedings, 187%he quotations are taken
from an English translation entitled, “Predestioatil,” included in C.F.W. WaltheEssays for the
Church (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1992}, #0149-197.

%% bid., 149-150.

392|bid., 150. See also 164 — “At our last conventionaswot our purpose to present the doctrine of
election systematically. That would, of courseyéheequired us to take up the entire doctrine. <ol
purpose then was to select from this doctrine tlteses which clearly show that the Lutheran chunch,
this doctrine just as in all the other doctringseg all glory to God alone. It is, therefore,uajust
criticism of our essay when one does not keepitthisind.”

%% bid., 150.
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In discussing this thesis Walther contended that the touchstone foneloziis whether
the teaching led to greater comfort and greater sanctification. Hesdldivat Calvin’s absolute,
double predestination can produce no comfort because it turns people to thdieatings rather
than God’s gospel promises in the means of grace. On the other hand, Caltiime dan also
lead to carnal security because of the related teaching of tlev@ensce of the saints (once
saved, always save?ﬁ‘.1

Walther admitted the difficulty of the doctrine of election for humasaeabut
contended that one should not try to do away with the difficulties in a misgutdetpato
protect one’s hearers. The proper application of the law and the gospgedegilpeople from
carnal security and despair. The doctrine of election is intendecdefoothfort of the Christian
in the certainty of his salvatioll® However, in explaining God’s grace in election Walther came
dangerously close to the Calvinistic teaching that God is not seriousthbauace he offers to
the non-elect.

When God gives the grace of faithfulness to the elect, the nonelect havbtrio rig
accuse God of not giving them the same rich measure of grace, for God doge neta
special, greater measure of it. . . Fathers act much the same wagrohtcetheir
children. Many fathers love one child more than others because it is obedigniemn
him more joy that the others do. He provides all of them with food and drink, also
provides them with much joy, but he shows a greater love to his “pet child.” Qur dea
God treats us in a similar way, except that he doesn’t even consideemivetiie been
obedient or not; He simply does what He wist{es.

Some would later point to this and other expressions as evidence thatr\Walshgilty of
Crypto-Calvinism; others agreed with Walther in substance but sought¢atoohat they saw
as imprecise expressions.

Thesis Il — An answer to the following question is necessary for the future ¢éwposi

andsalutary useof the teaching of God’s foreknowledge to salvatia divina

praedestione electorum ad salujei@ince only the elect ‘whose names are written in the

book of life’ will be saved, how can and should one comfort themselves with this
teaching? We should not pass judgment on the basis of reason, or on thethasis of

3041bid., 151-153.
305 1hid., 154-157.
308 hid., 157.
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Law, or on the basis of soroeitward appearancgFormula of Concord, Solid
Declaration, Art. XI?07

The doctrine of election is a doctrine of comfort. Comfort is based on thentedfi
one’s election and salvation. Certainty of election and certainty ctgalare one and the same
thing. The goal of a Lutheran pastor is to lead people to such certainty amatcomf

Such certainty cannot come from rational speculation about whether one isthmong
elect. When election is judged by human reason the natural restheisdgspair or an
Epicurean life. Calvin’s doctrine of absolute double predestinaticorde with human reason
but ends up in a fatalism that is not much different from that of the Titks.

Certainty of election cannot be based on the law of God because thenievrs. The
law removes any idea of worthiness or merit because it reveals thah&ame unworthy. Only
the gospel of God's gracious forgiveness in Christ alone can bring l;ye'erﬂa‘sralvationsf09

Walther warns about passing judgment on election by outward appearance or
circumstances. Outward success in this life is not proof that ongribered among the elect.
Neither are problems and suffering an indication that one is not amorigd¢he\We are to seek
certainty even in times of trouble in the sure promises of God’s Word.

Thesis Il — Neither should we permit ourselves to trgxplore the secret and hidden

abyss of divine foreknowledgénstead we must heed the revealed will of God. (Formula

of Concord, Solid Declaration, Art. XI)

The doctrine of election must be viewed in the total context of God’s platvatisn.

As Paul teaches in his letter to the Romans, “But those He predestinezbidalldd; those He
called He also justified; those He justified He also glorifieBdch follows the other. The elect
will be called, justified, and glorified. God has told us precisely whatilh€lo with each of
those whom he has chosen. Itis God’s plan to bring the elect to faith throygbdlzenation of

the law which convicts and the sinner and the gospel which comforts him wdth €utain

307 bid., 157.
308 | pid., 158-161.
309 pid., 161-162.
319 pid., 162.
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word of forgiveness. Walther notes that the Formula of Concord speagbtob@ints or
doctrines which must be emphasized along with the doctrine of election:

God has redeemed the human race;

Christ’'s merit and the benefits of his redemption are offered thrawagd and
sacraments;

The Holy Spirit works through the word to bring people to faith;

God justifies those who in faith accept Christ’

God sanctifies those whom he has justified;

God protects those whom he has justified from the devil, the world, and their ow
sinful flesh;

He strengthens and preserves them if they cling to God’s Word and perseles
grace;

8. He will finally save and glorify those whom he has elected, called, atirﬁbjdlgll

N

ougkw

N

These teachings must all be presented but they do not constitute the dé&ti@ctian.
A distinction must be made between the decree of election and how it is renethiedBible.
No one will be saved apart from this order of salvation. Christians findceémainty of election
by looking at God'’s revealed will in his Word by which God calls people to rapestand faith
and brings them salvatidh?
In this context, however, Walther makes a statement that some sawraal atithe
seriousness of God'’s offer of his grace to all. Walther writes,
This much | know: If my gracious God has not from eternity determined/éorse,
| would not be saved. Even if God gave me His Word and Spirit, | would stillfal.a
After all, Adam and Eve fell away, and they were better people than we. Wihkat
become of us? No, it is God who determined everything He would do in order to save
people3’®
Walther’s point was that salvation rests in God’s hands. If salvatiomdegeven partly on
human beings, they could not be saved.
Thesis IV — Therefore no one who wants to be saved should burden and torture himself
with thoughts concerning treecret counsel of God he has been elected to eternal life.
With such thoughts the troublesome adversary is accustomed to temgixgridus
hearts. On the contrary, they should liste€kwist, who is the “book of life” and of the
eternal election of God's children to eternal life, and who testiedl men without

distinction that God wants all men who are laden and burdened with sin to come to him
and find refreshment and be saved.

31 bid., 163-164.
3121hid., 164-165.
33 hid., 165.
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According to Christ’s teaching they are to desist from sins, repemy®élis promise,

and trust in him completely and entirely. And since we are unable to do this byrour ow
powers, the Holy Spirit wills to work such repentance and faith in us throagiveind

and sacraments. And in order that we e it through and abide and persevere,in it
we should implore God to give us his grace, of which he has assured us in holgnBaptis
andnot doubtthat according to his promise he will give it to us. (Formula of Concord,
Solid Declaration Art. XI [Tappert, pp. 627 ﬁj‘

Walther contends that when Peter encourages his readers to makallimgiand
election sure (2 Peter 1:10), he is saying that it is possible to bencdPaul uses the doctrine of
election to comfort his readers (Romans 8:28-30). Comfort would not be posailplerfon
could not be certain of his election. Having faith involves certainty amiibence. Walther,
however, distinguishes between being unmistakedly sure and being absolutelyesunéte$]

For | must always remember that, of course, if | were to become a mdlicweils
scamp who rejects the Lord Jesus, and if | were to plunge back into the moicthele
world, wallowing in it like a pig, then God has given mesecurity Then he will say,

“Let him die.” Then | would be even worse off than before. But while | knowattnils

always take it into account, yet | firmly believe that my dear Losds&vill not desert

me; for my comfort is not thathave chosen Christ, but tHdé has chosen me.; not tHat
am faithful, but thaHe is faithful; not that remain in Christ, but thade remains in me;
and therefore | am unshakeable in my convictionltehall be saved The Lord will see
me through*®

Certainty of election is based on Christ and the gospel and on one’s calliraitnd f
Absolute certainty is a certainty that remains in effect regssdiewhat a person doé&® Such
a certainty would be contrary to Scripture. A pastor should consider all oEhibens to be
among the elect, but treat them as if he still had to make them eleét.isFamly by calling
people to repentance and pointing them to their Savior that people are beooghwven. God
calls the elect through the gospel to bring them salvation.

Thesis V- Next, since the Holy Spirit dwells in the elect who have come todaite

dwells in his temple, and is not idle in them but urges them to obey the comméamdien

God, believers likewise should not be idle, still less oppose the urgfitige Spirit of

God, but should exercise themselves in all Christian virtues, in all gogilimesiesty,
temperance, patience, and brotherly love, slmalild diligently seek to “confirm their call

314 |bid., 167-168.

315 bid., 168-170; quote on 169-170.
318 pid., 179.

317 bid., 184-185.
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and election”so that the more they experience the power and might of the Spirit within

themselvesthe less they will doubt their electidfrormula of Concord, Solid

Declaration, Art. XI [Tappert, p. 628?]1)8

Christians do not do good works because they are forced or commanded to do so, but
voluntarily and with joy. No one has to tell a tree to bear fruit. It does so leetatss its
nature. In the same way it is the nature of Christian to do good. A Christealosizin doing
good not in order to become one of the elect, but in order to be sure that he is oredest the
When the Christian sees that God is at work in him leading him to do things wicbrarary to
his sinful nature, that gives him certainty. The more seriouslysapéakes the matter of
Christian living the more certain he will also be of his election. Sudtarddaithfulness are the
product of election, not the caudd.

When Walther continued his essay on election at the Western Distrigtrttion in
1879, Schmidt believed that Walther had violated the Synodical Confereimelpyospeaking
of those who had disagreed with his presentation without naming names.eétiagwith
Walther in July 1879 both Schmidt and Walther had agreed to abide by thatgmaliopt to
discuss their differences in the doctrine of election publicly tiey had another opportunity to
have another face-to-face meeting to discuss the issues.

Schmidt knew that when Walther mentioned his “opponents,” he had Schmidt in mind.
Walther probably thought that he had not violated the agreement because et \@ccusing
anyone by name and was merely continuing his series of doctrinal essays begun in 1873 (and no
completed until 1886) for Missouri's Western District. Perhapddwethought that “publicly”
meant in periodicals for the general public, not convention egé%ys.

In January of 1880 Schmidt began publishing a new theological journal Aiksdind
Neuego make his views known. The publication of this journal served to faratied| of

controversy into a raging fire. AccordingTbe Lutheran Witness January 1880 Schmidt sent

18 pid., 192.
9pid., 192-196.
320 Festerling, “The Cost of Confessionalism.” 9.
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a copy of his paper to every pastor and teacher in the Synodical ConfeFardist issue
contained this accusation: “In the publications of the Missouri Synod, amgoctmcerning
election had been set forth and defended, which to our knowledge, is an anti-Slcaipduanti-
Confessional Calvinizing error. In recent reports of the Western @igt877 and 1879) this
erroneous doctrine has fully ripene3 b

The appearance of Schmidt's periodical did not meet with a positive redpamsthe
periodicals of the Ohio, Wisconsin (and Minnesota), or Norwegian synods.th@enBeneral
Synod’sLutheran Observeseemed pleased that Schmidt was challenging Walther and the
Missouri Synoc?.22

Schmidt criticized Walther for rejecting the teaching of eleatituntu fideiand teaching
that election is the cause of faith. He accused the Missouri Syrd®t fateaching irresistible
grace and absolute predestination based on an unconditional, hidden will B @ehmidt's
approach to understanding Scripture involved the use of what he calbtbtbgy of faith.

In summa, the analogy of faith must also be the rule of proper exposition dti&cip

this question. God's word clearly and distinctly teaches that the peseed@ounsel of

God for salvation, which was hidden from the world, is revealed in the gospehaand t

the secret of God'’s will according to his plan and providence must most exgialy

with the revelation and actual materialization of His will in timeBut the revealed

gospel always makes the decision for salvation dependent on faith anhri
The difference in doctrine between these two theologians hadsatuitce a difference in
approach to Scripture. The expression “analogy of faith” and its use asenieatical tool
would receive considerable discussion in the first decade of the twergigury.

Walther was supported by the noted exegete on the St. Louis faculty sBré@esrge

Stoeckhardt (1842-1913). In 1880 Stoeckhardt published an artladdie und Wehrentitled,

“Scriptural Proof for the Doctrine of Predestination,” in which he layshmiexegetical basis for

321 The Lutheran Witnesg (June 21, 1882), 4.

322 3ee Festerling, “The Cost of Confessionalism,110-

32 Haug, The Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran @€htn North America345.

324 Eriedrich Schmidt, “Zeugnisse lutherischer Lelifieer die Gewissheit der Bekehrung und Erwahlung,
Altes und Neugeg1880) 125. English translation by Haug, 341.
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Walther's doctriné?® His purpose is to draw out the doctrine from the passages that bpeiak a
election and then show that the Formula of Concord teaches the same thing.

Stoeckhardt treats at length the verb “foreknew” in Romans 8:29 bebause t
understanding of this verb is central to the controversy. He notes thajabedflthat verb is the
same object of the verbs which follow (predestine, call, justify, glorifo add “who would
believe” to the words “those he foreknew” is not warranted by the contehe patallelism.
“Those he foreknew is a complete thought in itself. The word ‘foreknowréeksmeans ‘know
beforehand, take, make one’s own or in broader sense: resolve something bhaforéhae
contends that in the expression “chosen in him (i.e., Christ) before the fomnafathe world”
(Eph 1:4) the “in him” cannot be connected to “us” but must be a modifier of “cho€are”
cannot read “in view of foreseen faith” into the passage. The pasdhgemeans that we were
choserthroughChrist orfor the sake o€hrist. The Greek prepositi@vis used that way in both
classical and biblical Greek’ Although Stoeckhardt does not use the expression “analogy of
faith,” it is evident that he would be against that kind of hermeneuppabach to Scripture
which relies on a harmonization of the doctrines of Scripture. He tellsauiersethat the simple
words of Scripture must stand. One dare not rationalize or go beyond the simméz\%/dﬂe
believes that is the approach indicated by Scripture itself.

Holy Scripture, therefore, gives us — this remark by way of passing —rangfs

suggestion that in the exposition of the doctrine of election we should guard agains

drawing our own conclusions, even obviously correct conclusions, and hold simply to the
words and thought which the Holy Spirit has inspﬁ%’d.

32 The article appeared lrehre und Wehre26 (June-October 1880). An English translatian be found
in Dr. George Stoeckhard®redestination ElectianTrans. by Erwin W. Koehlinger. (Ft. Wayne:
Concordia Theological Seminary Press, nd) 1-70r&#rences will be to this translation.

3% |bid., 18-23. Modern scholarship supports Stoeckhatdtterstanding. See Walter BaukiGreek-
English Lexicon of the New Testaméimans by William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingri¢Bhicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1957), 710. See alsmplogical Dictionary of the New Testamegerhard
Kittel, ed., Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: WB1 Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1964)1, 715.

327 stoeckhardtPredestination-Election32-41.

*%1hid., 7, 67-68.

%9 pid., 49.
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President Schwan of the Missouri Synod called a special pastoral coefénebe held in

Chicago September 29-October 5, 1880, to secure unity in the understanding of the dbctr

election among the pastors of his synod. Over 500 pastors attended as wedl gaestimnfrom

the Wisconsin and Norwegian synods. The conference discussed and adoputibalime f

thirteen theses.

1.

We believe, teach, and confess, that God loved the whole world from eternity,
created all men unto salvation, none unto damnation, and that He earnestly will
the salvation of all men; and we therefore reject and condemn with all otr hear
the contrary Calvinistic doctrirn&®

We believe, teach and confess, that the Son of God came into the world for all
men, that he bore and expiated the sins of all men, and that He fully redeemed all
men, none excepted; we therefore reject and condemn the contrary @alvinis
doctrine with all our heart.

We believe, teach, and confess, that God calls through the means of grace all
men earnestly, that is, with the purpose that they should, through these means, be
brought to repentance and faith, also be preserved therein unto their end, and thus
be finally led to blessedness, conformable to which purpose God offers them
through the means of grace the salvation wrought by Christ's atonement and the
power to embrace this salvation by faith; and we therefore rejecoaddmn

the contrary Calvinistic doctrine with all our heatrt.

We believe, teach, and confess, that no one perishes because God was not willing
that he be saved, passed by him with His grace, and because He had not also
offered him the grace of perseverance and was not willing to bestow the sam
upon him. But all men perish because of their own fault, because of their
unbelief, and because they contumaciously resisted the Word and grace unto thei
end. The cause of this contempt of the Word is not God’s foreknowleelge (
praescientia vel praedestinajidout man’s perverted will which rejects or

perverts the means and the instrument of the Holy Spirit, which God ofters un

it through the call, and it resists the Holy Spirit who would be efficacods

operate through the Word, as Christ says: Matth. 23:37, How often would | have
gathered you together, and ye would near(n. of Concordp. 718 par. 41.)

Therefore we reject and condemn the contrary Calvinistic doctrine Wihral

heart.

We believe, teach, and confess, that the elect or predestined perstesoslyg t

true believers, who truly believe unto their end or yet at the end ofifapiwe

reject therefore and condemn the error of Hlffﬁjethat election is not particular,

but universal and pertains to all men.

We believe, teach, and confess, that the divine decree of election ingeablz

and that therefore no elect person can become reprobate and perish, but that

330 The theses are condemning the doctrine of limdtedement declared at the Synod of Dort (1619).
331 samuel Huber (ca. 1547-1624) was a Calvinistefiehie Reformed camp and subscribed to the
Formula of Concord In attempting to oppose the Reformed doctrinknafed atonement Huber equated
election with the universal atonement and grac8ad: including unbelievers, heretics, and the geslia

a far-reaching election of grace; he fell into @wmsalism and rejected a particular election.
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every one of the elect will surely be saved; and we therefore reject anantonde

the contrary Huberian error with all our heart.

We believe, teach, and confess, that it is foolish and soul-endangering, leads
either to carnal security or despair to endeavor to become or be suireogin

election or eternal happiness by means of searching out the eternatiserzet

of God; and we reject and condemn the contrary doctrine as an injurious fanati
notion with all our heart.

We believe, teach, and confess, that a true believer ought to endeavor to become
sure of his election from God'’s revealed will; and we therefore raejett

condemn the opposite Papistical error that one may become or be sure of his
election and salvation only by means of a new immediate revelation.

We believe, teach, and confess: (1) That election does not consist in éhaaher

that God foresaw which men will secure salvation; (2) That electiosomal

the mere purpose of God to redeem and save men, which would make it universal
and extend in general to all men; (3) That election does not embrace thage ‘w
believe for a while’ (Luke 8:13). (4) That election is not a mere decré@ofto

lead to bliss all those who would believe unto their end; we therefex eg)d
condemn the opposite errors of Rationalists, Huberians, and Arminians with all
our heart.

We believe, teach and confess, that the cause which moved God to elect, is alone
his grace and the merit of Jesus Christ, and not anything good foreseen loy God i
the elect, not even faith foreseen in them by God; and we thereforeamgjlect
condemn the opposite doctrines of the Pelagians, Semi-Pelagians and &ynergis
as blasphemous, dreadful errors which subvert the Gospel and therewith the
whole Christian religion.

We believe, teach, and confess, that election is not the mere divinglibi@si
prescience of the salvation of the elect, but also a cause of flrait@aand of
whatever pertains to it; and we therefore reject and condemn the opposite
doctrines of the Arminians, Socinians, and of all Synergists with alieaut.

We believe, teach, and confess, that God has also concealed and kept secret many
things concerning the mystery of election and reserved them for His wisdbm a
knowledge alone, into which no human being is able and ought to search; and we
therefore reject every attempt to inquire curiously also into ttnesgs which

have not been revealed, and to harmonize with our reason those things which
seem contradictory to our reason, may such attempts be made by Calvinistic or
Pelagianistic or Synergistic doctrines of men.

We believe teach and confess, that it is not only not useless, much lassignjur

but necessary and salutary that the mysterious doctrine of elentamfar as it

is clearly revealed in God’s Word, be presented also publicly to Gnrisdople,

and we therefore do not agree with those who hold that entire silence should be
kept thereon, or that its discussion should only be indulged in by learned
theologians‘?.32

332 pchtzehnter Synodal-Bericht der Allgemeine deutsche ev.-luth. Synode von Missouri,
Ohio, und anderen StaateYilersammelt als Dritte Delegenten Synode zu Fort Wayen,
Indiana, in Jahre 1881. St. Louis: Lutherische Concordia-Verlag, 1881, 33-35.
Hereafter Missouri Synod Proceedingd he English translation is printedMoving

Frontiers, ed.
Note that thesis 8 points to the revealed will of Gad, the universal grace, universal
atonement, and universal forgiveness revealed in the gospel. The gospel leads people to

by Carl S. Meyer (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964), 272-273.
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These thirteen theses were subsequently adopted not only by the Migsadrirsconvention
but also by the Synodical Conference in 1882,

The theses walk the middle ground between Calvinism and synergism. Treyudibt
between God's foreknowledge and his election and reject both the teachieguages election
with God'’s purpose to redeem and save all men and the teaching that equaitas with God'’s
decree to save those who believe until their end. The theses warn ag@gs$tuman reason to
attempt to harmonize teachings in Scripture which appear to contradiaitbaclor trying to
peer into the hidden will of God.

In an attempt to avoid schism in the Synodical Conference the theologicakprefesd
the synodical and district presidents of the various synods met in Midgad&nuary 5-10, 1881.
Synodical Conference President W. F. Lehmann had previously been asked t&pealah
meeting of the Synodical Conference to discuss the issues threateningalde&yConference.
He apparently did not believe that he had the authority to do so. He was akalyiibht the
time since he died on December 1, 1880The January 1881 meeting reached an impasse on
the meaning of “foreknow” in Romans 8:29. Schmidt and his followers statedithigrth
simply meant God’s consciousness of a fact. He knew who would believe. Walttemded
that the term meant an effective foreknowing—making them his own.reBfe colloquy
adjourned it was decided to destroy the minutes of the five-day méﬁiﬁ'g\e failure of the

colloquy resulted in what amounted to a declaration of theological war. An efliter Ohio

believe that they are forgiven and thus are among the elect. Thesis 12 condemns the
attempt to explain why some are saved and not others. This belongs to God’s hidden
will. Human reason will answer the question either by blaming God for thoser&vho a
lost (predestination to damnation) or finding a reason in human beings why they are
saved and not others (Pelagianism, semi-Pelagianism, or synergism).

333 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenck07.

%34 Roy A. SuelflowWalking with Wise Mer(Milwaukee: The South Wisconsin District of thatheran
Church-Missouri Synod, 1967), 118.

335|bid., 118-119. No reason was given for destroyingnireutes. It may have been an attempt to keep
people from fanning the flames of controversysdf it did not work. Even though there was nooidfi

record of the meeting adopted by the participe®teflow states that both Walther's and Schmidt’s
subsequent reports of the colloquy agree in thentisés.
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Synod periodicall.utheran Standardsadly commented after receiving a copy of an account of
the colloquy which appeared under Walther’'s nani@enLutheraner
But what surprised us and filled us with deep sorrow, is the combative sqmifested
at the Milwaukee colloquium and now threatened to be carried out. Afiegsthat
the proposition by Prof. Frank for holding another colloquium, and in the meantime both
parties withholding all controversial articles, had failed by Prof. Sdtsrdeclaration
that he could not and would not consent thereto, as he has God’s command for carrying
on this controversy,” Dr. Walther add&Vo6hlan, ihr wollet Krieg; ihr sollt Krieg hab®&
(Well, you want war; war you shall ha\ﬁé’f
About a month later Ohio’s Matthias Loy began the publication of his thealggurnal,
Columbus Theological Magazin& he doctrine of predestination was the main focus of the
magazine. Missouri's F. W. Stellhorn resigned from Missouri’s cellad-t. Wayne, Indiana,
and accepted a call to the Ohio Synod’s seminary in Colufiibus.
Loy published an article in 1881 summarizing his doctrine of election in commpavith
the teaching of Walther® Loy states that Missouri teaches an election unto faith rathemthan i
view of faith. Although he says that this expression of the doctrine can betoodecorrectly,
Loy objects to Walther’'s statement that the elect “shall and must be sancedq athers¥*°
Loy accuses Walther of teaching absolute predestination and contends thatiiy €od elected
only those whom he foresaw “did not pertinaciously resist the grace of Godalwattion. 0 If
faith were represented as a work which is meritorious, then faitd ocotbe considered a cause
of election. But “the question is not whether a soul must by its own strengitiebelid thus
acquire some righteousness of its own before God can decree itosalvatiwhether Christ

must first be embraced before God can look upon a child as his child antfheiftiere is a

close analogy between the relation of faith to justification on thénané and to election on the

338 utheran Standard39 (Feb. 12, 1881), 49.

%37 Meuser,The Formation of the American Lutheran Churd@v.

338 Matthias Loy, “Election and JustificatioriThe Columbus Theological Magaziné1881), 273-288.
The article is included ihutheran Confessional Theology in America, 18400188 by Theodore Tappert
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1972), 209-222ll references will be to the Tappert volume.

%9 hid., 209

*%1bid., 211.

*!1bid., 216.
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342

other. Missouri’s teaching always leads to an arbitrary will of God intiele¢where the bad

odors of Calvinism sicken the sodf*® Although Loy does not use the expressioalogy of
faith, he implies an approach to Scripture that attempts to harmonize the tsaufiffagipture
rationally on the basis of justification by faith.

The Missouri Synod convention held at Ft. Wayne May 11-21, 1881, adopted the thirteen
theses on election previously discussed in the pastoral conference iasliB&0official position
of the Missouri Synoc“f'4 The theses were presented and voted on without discussion, probably
because much time had been spent in discussion at pastoral conferencesveriehfive
dissenting voted?® The Missouri Synod convention also adopted these instructions for their
delegates to the Synodical Conference:

1. You are not to sit together and deliberate about church affairs with such iaypubl
decried us as Calvinists.
2. You are to recognize no synod as a member of the Synodical Conference waich as
synod has accused us of Calvinigh.

Because some in the Ohio Synod had accused the Missouri Synod of Calvinism, the Ohio
Synod was confronted with the possibility that their delegates might notteed s¢the
upcoming Synodical Conference convention. Missouri’s resolution and Missdomigant
numerical position in the Synodical Conference seemed to indicate that surtadswas
probable. In the aftermath of Ohio’s special synodical convention Loy eggl#iat Ohio was
forced by Missouri to take some actions the synod would have preferrexdtake.

We can see only sin in setting altar against altar, where there is no graomddéience

and unwisdom in dividing where union gives strength. But by the action of theuvliss

Synod all our hopes were frustrated. What could we do, when the doctrine ohitt sy

seemed to us to endanger precious souls, but to express our dissent from dppase

it as leading to a form of error which our Church has always condemned assfia®/

And because we have been constrained in conscience to declare our oppasition an
according to the gift imparted to us to give a reason for it, the greabMti Synod

342 bid., 219.

343 1bid., 220.

344 Missouri SynodProceedings, 18841

3% |pid., 41-42. The five were H.A. Allwardt, J.H. Doernmaf®. Eirch, H. Ernst, and C.H. Rohe. Allwardt

was the brother-in-law of F. Stellhorn. TReoceedingsnclude the reasons each gave for his “no” vote.
346 ||
Ibid., 45.
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declares that it will not meet with us and talk in a fraternal waytaheuifference. Our
Synod must take a strange position indeed, if it could consent to haaie oaeh, whom
it prefers to elect as delegates, set aside because Missouno \atger recognize these
as brethren, and elect others who may be acceptable to Mig¥ouri.

Ohio’s special synodical convention in 1881 thoroughly discussed the doctrine of
election on the basis of four published theses and adopted them as officiatalydodirine.
The theses make foreseen faith the rule by which God determined whom amuiuyasiihe
elected to salvation. They maintain that an individual cannot bercéefore the hour of his
death that he is among the elect.

1. If by election we understand, as is done in the Formula of Concord, the entire
“purpose, counsel, will, and ordination of God pertaining to our redemption,
vocation, justification, and salvation,” we believe, teach, and confdsaldiction is
the causef our salvation and everything that in any way pertains to it, therefore
also our redemption and vocation, of our faith and perseverance in fhitls. T
understood, election precedes faith as the cause precedes its effect.

2. Butif by election, as the dogmaticians generally do, we understargly this that
from eternity God elected and infallibly ordained to salvation certainighils in
preference to others, and this according to the universal way ofica)waé
believe, teach, and confess that election took praeew of Christ’'s merit
apprehended by faitftor more briefly stated but with the same seimseiew of
faith. According to this understanding faith precedes election in the mind of God, as
the rule according to which one selects, precedeslbetionitself, and thus
election properly speaking, is not the cause of faith.

3. The mystery in election consigistin this, that we do not with certainty know from
the Word of God according to what rule God proceeded in the selection ofiqers
but in this: (a) That no one except Gatbwswho belongs to the elect; (b) That we
creatures are unable to fathom and comprehend the wonderful guidance and
dispensation of the grace of God towards individuals as well as whole nations

4. Thecertaintyof the individual thahe belongs to the elect is, before his hour of
death,conditionalor regulated[geordnetgcertainly, that is, bound to a certain
condition or order; under this condition and in this order, however, it isiiéaf*®

The theses assert that the Formula of Concord teaches election in anselefdhe term
including the whole order of salvation. They claim that election in threwaense of the term
must include foreseen faith as a cause of election so that there istoyniy a hidden will of

God but a mystery in knowing who is to be numbered among the elect.

347 utheran Standard39 (Sept 24, 1881), 300.

348 Minutes of the Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Ohio and Other St&8@%, 10-
11 Columbus: Lutheran Book Concern, 1881. Hereé&iteo Synod Proceedings
Reprinted in Documents of Lutheran Unity in America, 203-204.
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That same convention passed the following resolution officially withidigafrom the
Synodical Conference only nine years after its founding.

Resolved, That the Joint Synod of Ohio and other States, much as it regst¢pthe

herewith separates itself from the Synodical Conference of Nor#riéa because the

honorable Synod of Missouri, which, as is known represents the great majahiey

Synodical Conference, has

1. Set forth and definitely adopted (last May) a doctrine concerningaestiich we

cannot accept; and

2. Has definitely declared that it cannot confer with the majority of thegetes our

districts have elected this year, because they felt it to bedilgipublicly to declare
that the above-mentioned doctrine is Calviniﬁﬁgg.

On November 16, 1881, nine former Missouri synod pastors, two teachers, four
congregational delegates and a number of guests and visitors met isl&hak lllinois, to
organize and unite with the Ohio Synod as a district of that synod. The ynajahte meeting
time was given to the discussion of five theses on election drawn up by RastcAllwardt and
Pastor H. Ernst. The theses became known as the “Blue Island Thelsedendthy discussion
was recorded and printed. An English translation was published irf1897.

The Blue Island group claimed that at the heart of the controversy was ttierqueas
the election determined by the merit of Christ as apprehended by faith or byetipdetasure of a

secret will of God®* The doctrine of election is not a mystery because the rule by which God

chose some instead of others was foreseen’f4itElection is revealed in the gospel that

349 utheran Standard39 (Sept 24, 1881), 300.

301 A, Allwardt, et al “A Testimony against the False Doctrine of Préidasion Recently Introduced by
the Missouri Synod,” translated by R. C. H. Lereskd W. E. Tressel ifthe Error of Modern Missouri: Its
Inception, Development, and Refutatied. by George H. Schodde. (Columbus: LutherarkEzmncern,
1897). All citations will be to this English trdaton. The five theses follow.

I. God has irrevocably elected unto salvation betbe foundation of the world all those who areesian
time.

II. Election is revealed in the Scriptures, anthirefore no more a “mystery” than any other aati

faith.

[ll. Election is revealed in the Gospel and notha law.

IV. The Gospel directs us to Christ—God has eleatedhrist.

V. Christ’'s merit is considered in election not elgras obtained for us, but also as apprehended-by
God has elected in view of faithbid., 576.

%1 pid., 707.

%2 pid., 595.
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whoever believes will be sav&d Election is based on God’s foreknowledge (Romans 8:29)
which must be understood in the sense that the people he foreknew werehihdsdieved,
making foreknown faith the basis for electii. The “analogy of faith” confirms this
understanding.
If election took place for Christ's sake just as well as the joatifin of a sinner took
place for Christ’s sake, then, as in justification, so in election, thepiion of
Christ’'s merit, occurring through faith, must be taken into account. Astifigason the
merit of Jesus Christ accepted in faith decided who should be justiiedso in eternal
election the merit of Jesus Christ accepted in faith decided whisbrgeshould be saved
and which should not. This follows necessarily from the analogy of faith. faus t
doctrine of election fits harmoniously into the whole body of the articlémitbf Thus
there exists not the slightest contradiction between this doctrinthafdhdamental
doctrine of the Gospel: “Out of grace, for Christ's sake through faithé dnalogy of
faith demands and confirms the doctrine, that God has elected in vieithdPfa
Allwardt and his colleagues insisted that they were teaching only twoxghoauses of
election and that God is not moved by any merit or worthiness on man’spast.rejected the
idea of free will in human beings by nature. They insisted that God mustcorareand there
is always the possibility of a human being willfully resisting the worthefHoly Spirit?>56
Those who willfully despise God’s Word cannot be converted. Therefore Eddaehll those
he foresaw would not foreclose the ordinary way the Holy Spirit brings ptﬂ)tsltih.357
Allwardt and the others were making a distinction betwestaral resistance andgillful
resistance. Synodical Conference theologians contended that thistidistimplied some free
will in human beings who were spiritually dead by nature.

Meanwhile the Wisconsin Synod was giving support to Walther primariby itr the

work of the synod’s leading theologian, Adolf Hoenet¥eHoenecke was a university-trained

%3 bid., 673.

%4 pid., 720-723.

%5 |pid., 752.

% |pid., 686-688.

%7 |bid., 667.

38 For biographical information on Adolf Hoenecke gegyust Pieper, “The Significance of Adolf
Hoenecke for the Wisconsin Synod and American Lrathism,” inThe Wauwatosa Theolog@urtis Jahn,
ed. (Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 9. 11l, 359ff. See also Im. P. Frey, “Wisconsi
Lutheran Seminary, 1863-1963)isconsin Lutheran Quarterlyol. 60 #3 (July 1963), 201-208. For an
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theologian who had studied under August Tholuck (1799-1877) at the Universityaf Hal
Tholuck had encouraged him to study the great Lutheran dogmaticians of tfeoatdp@doxy.
Hoenecke arrived in the United States in February of 1863 and became anpdtdlVisconsin
Synod. He soon came to the fore as the theological leader of the synod when &itedias c
Wisconsin’s seminary in 1865 and assumed the duties of editor-in-chief@étheinde-Blajt
the Wisconsin Synod’s periodical. Already in the early 1870s at a pastoral coefefehe
Western District of the Missouri Synod Hoenecke opposed Stellhorn’s undiengtah
conversion because Stellhorn denied divine monergism. Hoenecke was a dugesbatdrence
but took the lead in the opposition to Stellhorn, literally backing ther laft against the wall of
the churct?>® Hoenecke also wrote articles on conversion foGhmeinde-Blatin 1877 and
1878%°

As the controversy intensified, Wisconsin's pastoral conferent®7€ raised some
objections to certain statements of Walther that appeared to bmextiée conference asked
Walther to explain or clariffi?l Koehler reports that Walther offered clarifications at Miss®uri
pastoral conference in 1880. President Bading and Professor Ernst of tbhedivissynod were
in attendanc&®® Walther subsequently corrected these statements ir??)arihtoenecke wrote a
brief article on election to clarify matters for pastors ang lafithis synod. In the article

Hoenecke stated that in considering this doctrine one must hold los gsive to God's

overview of Hoenecke’s role in the election conamy see Jonathan Schroeder, “The Contribution of
Adolf Hoenecke to the Election Controversy of the&lical Conference and an Appendix of Translated
Articles,” WELS Historical Institute Journal7 (October 1999), 14-41.

39 Koehler, The History of the Wisconsin Synd&8.

30«wWas kann ich zu meiner Bekehrung bei tragen oderwerde ich bekeht?Gemeinde-Blaitl3 (Nov

1, 1877), 1*Wenn Gott allein die Menschen bekehren kann undznund solches thut ohne des Menschen
Zuthun, woher kommt es denn, dasz so viele Mensttmrkehrt bleiben?Gemeinde-Blattl4 (Jan 1.
1878), 1.

%1 Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Synd&8-159. Moving Frontiers.ed. by Carl Meyer (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1964), 273-274.

%2 Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Syné®. According to Koehler, Walther remarked taiBg
‘half-humorously,” “You put me on the spot rightfiont of my cohorts.”

33 Walther's correction is entitledSententiam teneat, linguam corrigahehre und Wehre37 (15
February 1881). He corrected his language in threas: that there are no conditions in God; tiedd
who are lost perish because their perdition isseea by God; that the elect receive a richer giaee.
Schroeder, 19.
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Word. The Bible teaches both universal grace and God'’s will to savedl, articular
election. On the basis of human reason God appears to be unjust in Scripaataisg of a
particular election.

Even in the Lutheran Church, which has always held to the principle: “@erijgtto be
explained with Scripture,” men who are unfaithful to this principle in tarohe of
predestination have quickly erred. This is because they feel theyusiify the holy

and righteous God in his unknowable counsel and actions. However, God needs no such
justification. He is always just, even if he appears to us to be umjesbvercomes

when he is judged. (Rom. 3:4)

In view of this, if we want to consider the doctrine of predestination rinitful way,

then we must beat down all our thoughts and all the conclusions of our reason which
contend against the Word of God. We must cling only to the revealed Word of God. The
only one who will derive true blessings and comfort from this doctrine, is thelume

falls with a believing heart in true reverence before God and his Wdtind Scriptures—

the one who, full of confidence through faith in the Word of God, can lift up hisdmert

can say: “Speak, Lord, Your servant is Iisterﬁﬂ"g.
A later colleague of Hoenecke at Wisconsin's seminary revealsght into
Hoenecke’s attitude during the controversy.

Privately he (i.e., Hoenecke) declared: Walther’s teaching is nbh&va, but the
teaching of the Scriptures, of Paul, of Luther, and of the Formula of Concbed. T
second waytfopog of presenting the doctrine (i.e., electiatuitu fidei), however, is a
dogmatic derailment. Walther, in his zeal, let slip several serg¢imaesaid too much,
and they will have to be set straight. But Walther stands directly guti8er and his
opponents are mired in reason. With him we stand on Scripture. SeveyaliVigas are
hard to bear, but on the score of theology we are of one flesh and blood withrWalthe
Therefore there can be no talk of separating from Missouri. He persuadeito
make a public correction of his dubious sentences, and he kept our synod on the right
track, although a small number of men—they were never really one with gerteteus.
Humanly speaking, our synod might well have been torn apart if Hoeneckezgyreol
not outwardly dazzling, but strong because it was Lutheran to the core—haddhos h

togethet?f65

At the colloguy in Milwaukee in January 1881 it was evident that Wisconsid stiblo
Walther. Walther publicly expressed his appreciation for the Wisconsin Sysiggport irDer
Lutheraner Walther wrote, “Praise God! We Missourians do not stand in this figheaThe

Wisconsin Synod, in the theologians of its faculty and in its many able merstaerds at our

%4 Hoenecke“Zur Lehre von der Gnadenwahl,” Gemeinde-Bldt6 (Apr 15, 1880), 121-122. An English
translation — SchroedeWELS Historical Institute Journdl7 (October 1999), 28-31.

3% August Pieper, “The Significance of Adolf Hoened&ethe Wisconsin Synod and American
Lutheranism,” inThe Wauwatosa Theologyol. I, 417-418.
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side.”®®

Nevertheless Wisconsin’s leadership apparently recognizeddhavery pastor and
congregation had yet had the opportunity to think through the issues in theveasy. In 1881
the synod in convention instructed its delegates,

that in the case the doctrinal controversy that has broken out withinrbdiSsi

Conference, at the organization or in the course of deliberations threatender its

organization or further existence, they are to consider their margisgeranated; but

that the withdrawal of our delegates in such a case will by no means signify
withdrawal of our Synod from the Synodical Conference or a decision irdregtre
doctrine®®’

The Synodical Conference ultimately did not meet in 1881 because of tiss dine
death of Synodical Conference president Lehmann (Ohio Synod) in 1880. Viceresiden
of the Norwegian Synod was not present for the opening of the convention in 1882 because h
was just returning from a trip to Norway. The convention was called to bydeastor A. C.
Frank, the Conference secretary. Pastor John Bading of the Wisconeoh\#ys elected
president. Bading served as president of the Synodical Conference untifi912.

Undoubtedly to help the synod’s pastors to think through the doctrine in dispute
Wisconsin Synod’s pastoral conference in October 1881 focused on the doctleetion.
Hoenecke was the essayist. Unfortunately the conference proceediadsebavost. According
to theLutheran Standara@ndKirchliche Zeitschrift Hoenecke presented the doctrine on the basis
of these two theses:

1. Just as Scripture teaches a general gracious will of God foaltregien of all men,

so also it certainly teaches God'’s special election of individuats\taton.

2. The eternal election of God is the cause of faith in the elect. Howsgetion did
not happen in view of the faith of the eldft.

Hoenecke evidently presented the doctrine in a simple fashion withimgf toyresolve

what appears to be a contradiction to human reason. The essay prompted dpoussion.

36 Walther, ‘Das Colloquiuni’ Der Lutheraney 37 (Jan 1881), 1.

%7 Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Syndé9.

38 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferencs.

39 Quoted by Gottfried FritschelZtir Chronik des PradestinarionesstrejteKirchliche Zeitschrift,

(1881) 183. Translation by Schroeder, “The Contidn of Adolf Hoenecke to the Election Controversy
of the Synodical Conferencel9.
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Ohio and lowa Synod periodicals seemed to imply that there was “neitharectmor consensus
on the doctrine of election.” The Wisconsin Syndd&meinde-Blatindicated that the essay was
received with jO);.70

Although Hoenecke and the Wisconsin Synod sided with Walther and the Missouri
Synod, the synod did not take an official stand until the synod convention in June 1882. The
Wisconsin and Minnesota synods were meeting separately in LaCrosse but ather fog a
plenary session to discuss the doctrinal issues of the day. Professor Auglste presented
an essay on the doctrine of conversion, a doctrine also at issue in the ceptréeebner’s
second thesis concerned the cause of conversion. At that point in Graelesatgagiion
Hoenecke was asked to give a brief presentation on election. Hoenecledrgjed€alvinistic
teachings of limited atonement and election without regard for Christ amiehits He explained
that Scripture teaches that God wants all men to be saved, that he hasdyadmall and calls
all earnestly and sincerely through the means of grace which angsglaaerful and efficacious.
Nevertheless he has elected only certain people for salvation.

One may ask: Can you make sense of that for yourself?—What then?—Godowants

save all, but again: He has elected only a few who alone are saved?-afNtonha@ke

sense of that for myself. However, has God revealed his truth to us s thladwd

make sense of it for ourselves? No exactly the opposite, we believeeihas revealed

it to us3"*

Hoenecke carefully avoided some of the overstatements Walther had mautgitotr
explain this difficult doctrine and was willing to let apparently conttady teachings in
Scripture stand side by side without trying to harmonize them. He allbwedytstery of why

some are saved and not others to remain in the unfathomable depths of God’s Hidden w

spokesman for the Minnesota Synod basically seconded Hoenecke’s pr%@ﬁatio

30 pid.., 19.

3" wisconsin Synod Proceeding882.33-34. English translation by Schroeder, “The Qbntion of
Adolf Hoenecke to the Election Controversy of thye&lical Conference,” 22.

372 For Graebner’s theses, Hoenecke’s presentatiohsatrsequent discussion a&esconsin Synod
Proceedings1882,13-63.
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That afternoon in a joint session a vote was taken to determine agreement
disagreement with what had been presented. Two Wisconsin Synod pastors;iuere é&ea one
congregational delegate registered negative votes. Three Miar@suid pastors did
likewise3"® By this vote both synods publicly declared their support for Missouri’s tegalnid
their rejection of electiomtuitu fidel. The Minnesota Synod lost one congregation and suffered
a split in another. Three congregations left the Wisconsin Synod aedther congregations
suffered split§.74

One such congregational split resulted in Wisconsin’s protest a&aimsidt being
seated as a delegate at the Synodical Conference convention ﬁ?ﬁ%&R)arently Schmidt and
Allwardt were agitating against Walther and Hoenecke's teaching difosiéa the Wisconsin
Synod’s Peace Congregation in Oshkosh, Wisconsin, while the congregatstoisvpeas
attending the La Crosse convention. Pastor Christoph Dowidat retorfied his congregation
in turmoil. Subsequently the congregation invited Schmidt, Allwardt andweatgnStellhorn to
be present at congregational meetings during which the doctrine wadiszbgsed. Pastor
Dowidat invited Graebner and Bading to be present at the meeting SchmidtveauadiA
attended. The congregation accused Dowidat of heresy and at a meetied bh&tellhorn
voted to join the Ohio Synod. About one third of the congregation siding with DaeftiReace
Congregation and founded Grace Congregation. Grace remained in the Wi&yorei and
Dowidat was called to be the pastor of the new congregation.

Up until the 1882 Synodical Conference convention the Wisconsin Synod had refrained
from making any public attacks on those who were contending for the teachiegtmfrentuitu
fidei. It seems that the synod’s leaders hoped that they might be able togapfa

intermediary between Walther and Schmidt. The hope was that Schmidt mighteadity

33 Wisconsin Synod Proceeding882,34-35.

374 Eredrich,The Wisconsin Synod Lutherag4.

37> The information in this paragraph is a summar§Gifristoph Dowidat, Confessor and Faithful Pastor,”
by Mark Grubbs. Senior church history paper, 19¥&consin Lutheran Seminary, Mequon, WI. 7-13.
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listen to Wisconsin representatives because they had not been himatsagHowever
Schmidt’s actions in the Oshkosh congregation and his accusations amst ggaWisconsin
Synod led the synod to join Missouri in demanding that Schmidt not be allowedeated as a
delegate at Synodical Conference convention. Wisconsin’s first stdpebado protest
Schmidt’s actions to his own Norwegian Synod. Since the Norwegian Synod had rianas ye
to respond to the charges against Schmidt, Wisconsin believed thahtidicay Conference
must do what Schmidt's Synod otherwise would have done—call Schmidt to rep@ﬁ?ance

The Synodical Conference devoted ten of eleven sessions to the discuiseon of
doctrine of election and the question of the seating of Schmidt. Schmidt'defehder was
Pastor Muus of the Norwegian Synod. The convention voted to bar Schmidt with dioly Pas
Muus voting against the resolutidfi. The convention voted to recognize Missouri's Thirteen
Theses adopted in 1888 and the Wisconsin and Minnesota Statements adopted at their
conventions in 1882"° Once again only Pastor Muus voted in the negative.

In 1883 the Norwegian Synod withdrew from the Synodical Conference but remained i
fellowship with the synods of the conference. The Norwegian Synod hopedttidriawing
from the Synodical Conference might make it easier to deal with Schmdidtthers who agreed
with him in their own synoagf0 Subsequent developments among the Norwegians will be
discussed in chapter four.

There were relatively few new developments among the other panteipahe

controversy. AfteAltes und Neueseased publication about 1885 the controversy died down.

376 \erhandlungen der neunten Varslammlung der evanglisch-lutherische Synodal

Konferenze von Nord-

Amerka zu Chicago, Illinois, vom 4. bis 10. Oktober 288&t. Louis: Lutherischer Concordia-
Verlag,1882, 42 43. Hereaft8ynodical Conference Proceedin§ee David Schmielhe History of the
Relationship of the Wisconsin Synod to the MissByniod until 1925Masters Thesis, Concordia
Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri, June 1958. 63-65.

377 Synodical Conference Proceedin882.38, 48.

378 Synodical Conference Proceeding882,78.

379 Synodical Conference Proceedin@882 64.

30 5chuetzeThe Synodical Conference: Ecumenical Endeal©8-110.
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Positions had become hardened. There were no real efforts at retionciliehe Ohio and lowa
synods, both of which taught election in view of faith, moved closer togeitné883
representatives of Ohio and lowa met in Richmond, Indiana, to discuss thelifessib
fellowship. Although nothing official resulted from this meeting, it waarbinger of things to
come. In 1886 Ohio suggested holding an official colloquy between the two synods. In 1893
representatives of lowa and Ohio met in Michigan City, Indiana, and producedittegan

City Theses ¥ Subsequent union efforts resulted in the 1930 merger of the Ohio, lowa, and
Buffalo synods to form the American Lutheran Church. These developmedrite @discussed in

a later chapter.

Theologians on both sides of the controversy continued to write articlee gartous
issues involved in the controversy. Although the articles rarely cextaimything that was
really new, they serve to crystallize the differences and shed impbgta on the underlying
issues.

Walther, who had always been accustomed to quote frequently from varioesaruth
fathers, presented an essay at the 1884 convention of the Synodical Cenéetétex, “Church
Fathers and Doctrin€® The essay attempted to maintain the Luthedda scripturaprinciple
that the Holy Scriptures are the only source of faith. Walther maintaiaed thith not founded
on Scripture is no faitf>> Even a simple Christian must rely on Scripture and not be dependent
on his pastor in matters of fait* Obscure passages must be interpreted in the light of Scripture,
not in the light of human reason. The Lutheran Confessions are not a source néddaire

quotes Scripture to show that his doctrine is true. One quotes the nu@w@rtessions to show

%L Ered W. MeusefThe Formation of the American Lutheran ChuréB-105.

%2 Synodical Conference Proceeding884 5-75. An English translation is included in C.F.Walther,
Essays for the ChurcliSt. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1992). #lp67-101. All reference with
be to this English translation.

*3hid., 81.

**1bid., 88.
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that his doctrine is Lutherafi> In times of controversy one must go back to Scripture. When a
teaching is well known one can quote the fathers because the fathersoofien the doctrine of
Scripture much better than one can on his SRriThe teaching of electiantuiu fideiis drawn
from the Lutheran fathers and not from Scripture. Romans 8 says that Gatkfenedrsons. It
does not say that he foreknew faith. Those who teach election in viewhadf@iimporting faith
into this passag%e’.7 Walther took issue with the way his opponents were using the expression
analogy of faith According to Walther, to interpret a passage of Scripture acgptdithe
analogy of faith means the explanation of that passage must not contiagligiagsages that
treat the same article of faith. It does not mean that the explanatioot ¢ contrary to
passages that teach other doctrittsTo prove that election is in view of faith one must not
guote a passage that speaks about justification, but must find a passaggs that faith is the
cause of one’s electioh’ Scripture, however, speaks of faith as the effect of electiomh@&ot
cause—All who were ordained to eternal life believigtts 13:48)3f90 Teachings of clear
Scripture that appear to human reason to be in contradiction are edtaononized by human
reason. Those teachings must stand whether we can harmonize therff br not.

That same year Schmidt wrote a lengthy article entitlediitu Fidei”3% Schmidt

contended thaola fideandintuitu fidei are two different formulas to express the same thing,

namely that a sinner is saved by faith aldteSince justification by faith is the chief article of

*hid., 82.

% |pid., 84.

**7hid., 83.

8 |pid., 70.

¥ hid., 82.

¥hid., 75.

*1bid., 82.

392 An English translation by R. C. H. Lenski and C.Ghodes is included ifihe Error of Modern
Missouri George H. Schodde, ed. (Columbus: Lutheran Bomkcern, 1897), 191-555. All references
will be to this English translation. An editoriabte (382) indicates that this essay was writteh8ig4. |
have not been able to determine where or whenrtbmal German version was published.

%% bid., 193.
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the Christian faith all other articles must harmonize with itThe doctrine of election must be
understood in the light of the doctrine of justification by faith. Theectloe doctrine of election

by way of the analogy of faith must be an election in view of fARHThe controversy revolves

396

around the expression “electionChrist. Schmidt maintains that the mystery in election is

solved in the individual’s use of free will.

Our fathers taught both that the call of divine grace, owing to its unierf$@iency,
enabled not alone the elect but all the called to be converted and saved herskitond
place, that all the called, and not only the non-elect, can if they so chgesktthe call

of grace without restraint and hindrance, and thus forfeit and lose dbést salvation.

And since God neither saves the former by irresistible grace, nos titetatter a kind

of grace which really is insufficient, therefore, the called aréraoted by the great

choice, either to permit their salvation according to the univerdal of salvation and

by the means prescribed therein, or to reject and frustrate, in thedreétbsir liberty,

the counsel of salvation which saving love has conceived. This being so, God, in
eternity, was constrained to see and inquire beforehand what each indiwitkech

would do in time and how he would conduct himself, in order to preordain in His eternal
purpose, according to His foreknowledge, who among the called should be elect. And
thus it was that many were called, but few chodén.

Frederick Stellhorn was a Missouri Synod pastor and theologian who tubbt
Wisconsin Synod’s Northwestern College in Watertown, Wisconsin, and sbiis Concordia
College in Ft. Wayne, Indiana, before joining the Ohio Synod because of his apptusiti
Missouri’s teaching on election. He taught at the Ohio Synod’s Capital iSityven Columbus,
Ohio, 1881-1919.

Stellhorn’s major contribution to the literature of the Election @wetrsy is entitled,
“The Present Controversy on Predestination: A Contribution to iterdiahd Proper

398

Estimate.”* Stellhorn begins his discussion of predestination with a brief présentdthe

Greek fathers and Augustine (354-430). He uses the works of Gottfried Therfl302-1875)

%9 bid., 243 footnote.

%% |pid., 413, 530, 543.

3% bid., 394 footnote.

7 |pid., 560-561.

3% This lengthy essay was originally written in Gemadter the break in fellowship between the Missour
and Ohio synods. No date is given, but it museHasen written between 1892 and 1897 because
Stellhorn quotes from a work published in Halledl892. The English translation by R.C.H. Lenski is
included inThe Error of Modern Missouri: Its Inception, Devpitoent, and Refutatiord. by George H.
Schodde (Columbus: Lutheran Book Concern, 18970@- All citations will be from this volume.
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and Christoph Luthardt (1823-1902) to summarize the teachings of the fathers.e$iwitiot
disapproval the synergism of John of Damsacus (ca. 675-ca. 750) anddistitite grace of
Augustine3.99 His treatment of Luther’s views is sympathetic. He notes Lghargustinian
background and Erasmus’ attack on the central doctrine of the Reformatienatter'sDe
Libero Arbitrio as the reasons for Luther’s strong statements iD&iServo Arbitrio He claims
that Luther later modified his view!& He claims that Article XI of the Formula of Concord is
teaching election in a broader sense than Walther underéfanisStellhorn’s opinion the
controversy revolves around Walther's understanding of Article Xl iimdigin to the Lutheran
theologians of the preceding 300 yeAS?IZS.SteIIhorn also believes that the doctrine of election
taught by “modern” Missouri is not the same doctrine previously taught bsh&/aind other

Missouri theologianéc.’3

Reactions to the Controversy outside the Synodical Conference

Some of Missouri’'s opponents outside of the Synodical Conference having fatirige
words of Walther over the years were bemused that he was on the reeaidiimgthis
controversy"ﬁ04 An opinion issued by the Lutheran Seminary faculty in Philadelphia requested by
the General Council “appeared to steer a course between the two sxtepnesented by C.F.W.
Walther and Matthias Loy‘f05

The great confessional Lutheran theologian of the General Councile€Rarterfield
Krauth, in a letter dated February 13, 1880, confessed that he had not as yet readswalt

exposition of the doctrine of election. He considered the appearaAttetind Neue® be “a

matter of doubtful expediency” and doubted that Walther could be guilty pt&Galvinism

¥9)pid., 3-10.

“Opid., 11-23.

“L|pid., 42,. 45.

“2pid., 123-124.

93 pid., 140-175.

404 Eesterling, “The Cost of Confessionalism,” 10-11.
%5 Confessional Lutheran Theology in Ameri2a3.



106

because that term implied a conscious act. He thought Walther might §eofuiticonsciously
approximating Calvinism in his expression. Krauth also expressed hisrofait Luther was
never a “Calvinist” but perhaps Augustinian with many points of divergenceGedainism

even when he was nearest to Calvin‘llQPnMany continued to encourage Krauth to write on the
doctrine in controversy.

After Krauth’s death a fragmentary manuscript was found among hisspafeuth
states that the disputants in the Synodical Conference neededa@agrstatement putting forth
the points on which they were in agreement and the points on which theydlifetieerwise
they would continue to “muddle the mind of the church” on this doctrine. Krauthscthat the
question, “Is our faith a cause of God's election or the result of it?” neusarefully defined.
Considered in the relationship between God and man, the answer would be on®tisidgred
in relation of one man to another the answer would be the opﬁ(gsil@rauth contends that faith
is not the cause of a general or a particular election. Faith

is the cause of the difference between the man who receives the beredétdioh and

the man who refuses them. This faith is indeed foreseen, but by that it dbesooe

the cause of the election; it is foreseen as an effect of the elastidherefore cannot be
considered as the cause . . . as a condition it is part of election and cannotdmr¢fie
cause of the whol&?

Krauth notes that Luther and the later theologians were contending dgaimsfferent
opponents: Luther against Roman Catholicism, the later theologians &ggliviaism.

The later divines, over against the absolutism of Calvinism, brought oarpence

election as it related to the responsibility of man. In this relatioti@beis not the cause

of a difference in result, for while faith is the result of it in thkdver, want of faith is

not the result of it in the unbeliever. Faith is the actual condition ofpihlecation of
election or its determination at this pofﬂ?.

% The letter is quoted by Adolph Spaeftharles Porterfield KrauthTwo volumes in one. (New York:
Arno Press and the New York Times, 1969), vol387.
7 The article was published by Adolph Spaeth, Krausbn-in-law, as “The Controversy on
Predestination, The Lutheran Church Revie®(1884), 68-71 The text is printed@onfessional
Lutheran Theology in Americ224-226. Current reference, 224.
408 |1.:

Ibid., 226.
“®bid., 226.
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The disputants in the Midwestern synods did not seem to take much notice of the

publication of this brief article by the late General Council thealuogi

Summary and Conclusion

In the early 18 century there was a revival of confessional Lutheranism in Europe that
spread to North America. New confessional Lutheran synods came into existdre&nited
States as well as two Lutheran federations dedicated to confession@imnof these, the
Synodical Conference, stressed the importance of unity in both doctripeaantide, particularly
in those teachings central to the Reformation, e.g., original sin and fres vélated to
conversion and divine monergism and justification by faith.

Controversy over the doctrine of election broke out in the Synodical Cordendran
Walther rejected the expression that God has elected those who will dendaie fidei (in
view of faith). He contended that the expreséiuitu fideiimplies a third cause of election in
addition to God’s grace and Christ’'s merits. He taught that faith ie$ét of election and not
the cause of it.

Friedrich Schmidt and others accused Walther of teaching election inthatayas a
subtle form of Calvinism. Walther and his supporters accused their oppohswyit®rgism
because they taught that there was a reason in a human being why God chosstdrimity,
namely his foreseen faith or his lack of wanton resistance to the Hoily Spir

The voluminous writing on both sides began to reveal that differencesriappeoach
to theology and the Lutheran Confessions lay behind the differences in thdimaloBesides an
exegetical disagreement on the meaninfpafknewin Romans 8:29, there was a more
significant disagreement on how to draw doctrine from Scripture anld itéac systematic way.
Walther’s opponents contended that the doctrines of Scripture were to mzaadrso that they
fit together according to human reason using the analogy of faith. Theydukthat the doctrine

of election was to be harmonized with the doctrine of justification bly.fAlalther contended
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that the proper understanding of the analogy of faith meant that one must pheig@ar
doctrine only from those passages of Scripture that teach that @artioatrine. One is to draw
the teaching of election from those passages that speak about elemtivom those passages
that speak about justification by faith. The two sides also disagreed paghsiach to the
Lutheran Confessions. Walther's opponents insisted that the Formula of €tamagit election
in the “wide” sense of the term including the entire order of salvatioalthéf’s presentation of
election echoed the expression of the Formula of Concord. He also contendeddbat i
misuse of the Lutheran fathers to insist on an expression in thaiingahat was not based on
Scripture. Walther's opponents departed from Luther by denying that thendaxdtelection
belonged to the hidden will of God. They believed that the questicur @flii prae aliswas
answered by the doctrine of justification by faith.

The difference in approach to theology between the two sides becamainhgomt of
contention in the first attempt to resolve the controversy in the tweeigtetury. That attempt

will be the focus of our next chapter.



CHAPTER THREE

THE FREE CONFERENCES OF THE FIRST DECADE OF THE TWENTIETENTURY

The late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries saw a continuattmn mcess of
mergers among Lutheran synods in the United States. The lllinois Synodimitgéhe Illinois
District of the Missouri Synod in 1880. The English Evangelical Lutherandlgecame the
English District of the Missouri Synod in 194%. The Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan
Synods joined in a federation in 1892. Not everything went smoothly during thatfedstrears,
but by 1910 issues were resolved. The problems that had developed were nudldngtri
organizational and procedufat. The three synods together with the Nebraska Synod were
amalgamated to form the Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, aedSdes in
19172 In 1918 the synods of the General Council, the General Synod and the General Synod,
South, joined to form the United Lutheran Church in America (ULCA). The lowa and Ohio
Synods also moved closer together, culminating in their merger with tfed8{nod to form
the American Lutheran Church in 1930. Some of these mergers were based oerigreem
doctrine and practice. Other mergers involved a willingness to jointanapiloctrinal
differences.

It is not surprising that as the various mergers took place there lsemesv efforts to
resolve the doctrinal controversy which had splintered the Synodicalr€onoéein the late
nineteenth century. The first of these efforts involved a seriegsetonferences in the first
decade of the twentieth century. The free conferences began glitexpectations. No

agreements, however, could be reached because of key differences in dhelappthe

10| utheran Cyclopediaed. by Erwin L. Lueker (St. Louis: Concordia Rshing House, 1975), 403, 551.
The English District of the Missouri Synod becanmmoa-geographical district.

“1Edward C. Fredrich, “Haste Makes Waste in theySodthe Michigan Synod’s Division,” iMichigan
Memories: Things Our Fathers Have Told.\@d. by Forrest L. Bivens, Richard A. deRuiterd &aniel L.
Schaller (Michigan District of the Wisconsin Evatigal Lutheran Synod, 1985), 215-242.

“12 Edward C. FredrichThe Wisconsin Synod Luthera88-105, 119-131.
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theological task. The differences came to a head in the exprassilmgy of faith The purpose
of this chapter is to discuss these differences
In order to understand the dynamics of these efforts to resolve thieretamtroversy
through free conference discussions, we must first consider the graduahgvafmelations
between the Ohio and lowa synods. Ohio and lowa stood together in opposition to the dbctr
election taught by the theologians of the Synodical Conference. Yet Ohio and éosvaot yet
united in their approach to theology. By 1930 Ohio and lowa would accept each other'slapproac
to theology.

Relations between Ohio and lowa

The mergers involving the Missouri Synod and the Wisconsin Synod involved the
amalgamation of synods that were members of the Synodical Conféfamcewere in complete
doctrinal agreement. Historically there were some significaaiggeements between Ohio and
lowa even though these two synods found themselves on the same side in ibe Elect
Controversy.

The lowa Synod was founded in 1853 by pastors sent to America by Wilhelm Loehe of
Neuendettelsau in Germany. Many of Loehe’s emissaries were among thieddatiters of the
Missouri Synod. Loehe broke relations with the Missouri Synod in 1853. Most of lsisagims
remained with the Missouri Synod, but two pastors in Michigan remainetiowsaip with
Loehe and his missionary enterprise. The two men were Johannes Deind@&28et907) and
Georg Grossmann (1823-1897). To prevent needless conflicts among Luthévacisigan
these two men moved to lowa with members of their congregations and founded tisyhoda
in 1854 at St. Sebald, Clayton County, lowa.

lowa differed with the Missouri Synod on the meaning of subscription to therauth

confessions. Missouri subscribed to the Lutheran confessions becguaeetheharmony with

“13The exception is the Michigan Synod which left @eneral Council in 1888. It joined the Synodical
Conference as part of the conditions set down hynlota and Wisconsin in the federation agreement.
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the Holy Scriptures. lowa distinguished between essential and nonesseitinbddg the
confessions. Certain nonessential doctrines were to be considered “open duastions
disagreement on these doctrines did not preclude felloW¥hismong the “open questions” in
the Lutheran confessions lowa included the teachings on the Antichrisiyitieerdecessity of
Sunday observance, and chiliaSm.

Representatives of both the Ohio and lowa Synods were present at theabigyaadi
meeting of the General Council in 1867 but neither became voting membleesfedi¢ration.
Ohio asked the General Council for clarification of its doctrinaltipmsiegarding chiliasm, altar
fellowship, pulpit fellowship, and secret societies. The lowa Synod warsteficeltion on the
latter three points but did not include chilid$tecause the synod considered some forms of
chiliasm to be “open questions” and did not make agreement on this teachingsityéae
church fellowship. lowa was given the right to debate at the sessions of thal@mancil but
not the right to vote.

lowa drew up “Theses on Church Unity” in 1867 to clarify its position on church
fellowship. The final five theses express lowa’s attitude towardideand the Lutheran
confessions.

Thesis VTherefore, the unity of the church is truly a fundamental unity but not an
absolute one, because it relates to the essential basic doctrinesesst to |
important matters.

Thesis VIComplete unity of doctrine has never existed in the church and must not be
made the condition of fellowship.

Thesis VII.Fundamental or essential doctrines, however, are not only those wich a
fundamental for the individual Christian, but are all those which thekhas
defined in its Confession.

Thesis VIlII.Accordingly, the symbols contain the sum of doctrines on which doctrinal
agreement is necessary.

Thesis IXHowever, this does not refer to all the unessential or incidgmgihtioned

doctrines in the confessions, but to all articles of faith; these mustbgnized
as definitely defined by the chureH.

1 Lutherans speak of being in fellowship with eatfieo or not being in fellowship. Other branches of
Christianity often speaking of being in “full commian” with each other.

*15Nelson,The Lutherans in North America28.

*®bid., 235-236.

“I" Documents of Lutheran Unity in Americ209.
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The Missouri Synod and the others that eventually comprised the Syrdidarence
rejected the claim that there were scriptural doctrines on whiah tetd be disagreement
without it being divisive of fellowship. They also rejected the iofe@ssential and unessential
doctrines in the Lutheran confessions.

For many years the lowa Synod maintained a rather lonely existetiee Wnited States.
The synod would not join the General Council because the practice of the Gzmearail was
not in line with its confession. On the other hand, the synod recognized that ¢herdostrinal
differences and differences in approach to theology and the Lutheran corgfegsioiine
member synods of the Synodical Conference, including the Ohio Synod. lowa operataa wit
“historical” approach to the Lutheran confessions. Following Wilhelm Loeheendtogssaries
founded the lowa Synod, lowa taught that doctrine is an historical developna¢tietfe was an
organic development of doctrine whereby God revealed to the church graatgtiirough
controversy. The Synodical Conference taught that doctrine does not devabpelatled in
Scripture. lowa held that only the doctrines in dispute in tec&6tury were binding in the
confessions and that other doctrines in the confessions were non-és3é@i&ynodical
Conference theologians made no distinction between essential and norakdeetithes in the
Lutheran confessions and believed that lowa’s approach amounted to a denial of éhan_uth
confessions and, more importantly, the clarity of Scripttire.

After the Ohio Synod withdrew from the Synodical Conference in 1881 there wasg a sl
warming of relations between Ohio and lowa. In 1882 Gottfried Fritschel abwse3$ynod
proposed a private meeting of representatives of the two synods to detarneither fellowship
might be possible. The meeting took place August 8-10, 1883, in Richmond, Indiana. Fritschel
presented what became known as the “Richmond Theses” as a basis forafisclissi

Richmond Theses reject Missouri’s accusation that lowa taught that otlindson which the

“18 Charles P. Arandlesting the Boundaries: Windows to Lutheran Idgntlt19-149. See also 87-118.
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church had made a decision in past controversies are doctrines of faitha@hdradloctrines are
open questions. However, on the subject of “open questions” Fritschel's deetee,

1) One of the most important and meaningful principles of the Lutheran Chkutdh:i
Agreement in the pure doctrine of the Gospel is sufficient for the titeafrihe Church

6) We are also of the opinion that there are secondary matters of eoatnioh do not

affect this basis of faith, on which there may be different convictiof®utithereby

terminating agreement in the pure doctrine of the Gospel, i.e., agreertrenfaith?'°

Because they had no authorization from their two synods the represenbaiiveio and
lowa could not take any action to establish fellowship in Richm@htlowever, lowa left the
meeting hopeful that fellowship might soon be established. Some in Ohio thoughiseher
Some Missourians who had joined Ohio as a result of the election censtravere still
suspicious of the lowa Synod’s approach to theology and the Lutheran camded8astor Henry
Allwardt’'s opposition to lowa greatly delaying the establishment ¢érfinal relations between
the two synod&?! Allwardt opposed Missouri’s teaching of election but he also hadesever
doubts about the theological approach of lowa.

Meuser, an historian who traces the history of the merger betweemho@hio (and
the Buffalo Synod in 1930), explains the difference in approach to doctrinextseed in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries between these two opponents afabie&y
Conference.

There was an important difference in the approach to doctrine in the tadssyOhio

was more conscious of a systematic theology, and interrelated whole afeloctr

Confronted by such as those on chiliasm, which involved difficulties of haratmniz

the Ohioans appealed to this “faith as a whole” and accepted the cotporatny,

called the analogy of faith, as the highest judge of the interpretatindividual

problematic passages. The more difficult might be interpreted figeisator they might

be allowed to continue as problems, but they ought not to be given a meaningingnflict

with the whole of Christian doctrine.

lowa, on the other hand, took a much less “theological” approach to suchsmatte
individual passages of Scripture must be taken seriously even if arargoment they

419 See Fred W. MeuseFhe Formation of the American Lutheran Chur@86-287. The entire Richmond
Theses are printed in the appendix of this book;280.
420 [|h;
Ibid., 76.
421 |bid., 77-82.
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cannot all be brought into complete systematic harmony. It was mainly tmda@das,
who had learned their eschatology at Neuendettelsau, who insisted thatlsach “c
passages as those last chapters of Revelation must be accepiduh@do their literal
meaning. Realizing, however, that difficulties of interpretation and hapatom were
involved, they did not insist that their interpretation was the only possibiiect one.
They were willing within bounds, to have such subjects be treated as “OpstioQsie
and not demand unanimity of interpretation as a prerequisite for fellof@hip.
The eventual merger of the Ohio and lowa Synods will be discussed in dngitgrc
Their differences in approach to doctrine and theology kept the two synod&agarhe time.
Eventually both approaches were accepted in the two synods. The synods of theabynodi
Conference rejected both approaches. Although Synodical Conference theologiéys rea
admitted that there could be matters of open questions in certainiexkegeéstions and where
Scripture was silent, they denied that doctrines of Scripture ceutdrsidered open questions.
They also disagreed with Ohio in that they denied that all the doctrirezipfuge could be
harmonized according to human logic. As Luther taught in the sixteenthycehay held that
apparent contradictions in Scripture must stand. The Synodical Caderemended that such
apparent contradictions are not irrational but super-rational. God’s Wimetimes is beyond

our ability to understand. Humans must simply take God at his Word and miveddit for

being infinitely wiser than they.

The Midwestern Free Conferences

As the twentieth century dawned Midwestern Lutherans were readyéw attempt at
settling the election controversy of the previous century. The primernmotles effort was
Pastor M. Bunge who had moved from the lowa Synod into the Wisconsin Synod. This new
attempt involved the calling of free conferences. A free conferenaeoisf@rence in which
individuals participate as individuals rather than coming as offie@kesentatives of their

respective church bodies. In 1902 Bunge called for a free conference to be hedidtjn Bel

4221hid., 93-94.
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Wisconsin. Because the conference was hastily called with liilermrtification??® there was

rather poor attendance and nothing was accomplished. Bunge servedraarcbéithe
committee involved in planning the next confererféés.

A second effort at calling a free conference proved more successfutomingttee
hoped for broad participation and extended an invitation to “all Lutherans who sultedhbe
Book of Concord.#*®> Attendance was high and 203 pastors and professors from twelve synods
attended?® The conference was held in the auditorium of the Wisconsin Synod’s Netémwe
University (College). Wisconsin had the most participants with 82. ddissas second with
60. The eleven synods represented by the participants comprised twotlittdsutherans in
the country with total membership of 1,800,000 communicant members in 7,350 congregations
served by 4,800 pastof§’ The meeting was chaired by Professor August Ernst, the president of
Northwestern Colleg&®

An opening address expressed a lament over this controversy in the Lutheraim &d
the problems the strife caused in the work of home missions. It was hopdetbanterence
might make strides in improving the situatfGh.

The main presenter at the conference was Dr. Franz Pieper of smuMiSynod. He
delivered an essay on the basic issues to be considered in the doctroreseddion and
election. In his essay he stressed five points. First of all, Scripagkes that the cause of
conversion and salvation is only the grace of God in Christ. Secondly, tleecfaumsn-
conversion and condemnation is the resistance and evil suppression of theywbtkie Holy

Ghost through the Word. Third, whatever else might be said beyond this beldmgs to t

2 Der Lutherische Herold(May 16, 1903), 3.

24 Eredrich,The Wisconsin Synod Lutherand 1.

%5 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferencis0.

% Der Lutherische Herold(May 16, 1903), 3. The eleven synods were tiesdliri Synod (German),
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, Missouri (EnglisBhio, lowa, Buffalo, Buffalo, Michigan
(Independent), the Norwegian Synod, and the Nevk ¥tinisterium. Sed&he Lutheran Witneqday 21,
1903) 85.

2 Der Lutherische Herold(May 16, 1903), 3.

“2The Lutheran WitneséMay 21, 1903), 85.

2 Der Lutherische Herold(May 16, 1903), 3.
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incomprehensible judgment and the ways of God that cannot and should not be i@k styee
should not speak as if some people are in a better condition or do not resist Goelis ghe
same degree. The guilt of the sinful nature of man as the cause of beingddgbibe placed in
opposition to the grace of God as if God did not earnestly want all men to be saeedebe
Scripture most clearly teaches the general grace of God and the eam@sg of the Holy Spirit
in all who hear the Word. Fourth, since according to Scripture God's tgrgeneral and all men
lie in the same completely ruined condition, there is here on earth oallagswer to why all
men are not converted and saved or why among men one person before anothernteicamye
saved. To answer the question on the basis of human logic one will either elgeyénal grace
of God or place a cause of salvation in man. In the fifth place, we canria fatt that the
gospel has not reached all peoples and every single person cause us to doutibtisevgof
God or to propose contrary wills in God. With the Formula of Concord we must recogtfiize a
point an unsolvable mystery in this life. In eternity we will understarsdntlystery**°

An independent account reported that Pieper declared “that he hasangrain
absolute predestination but an election to blessedness, which is bound with amtdiepe the
way of salvation.” He also said, “No one should say, ‘If | am chosen, then | will tofaih
and be saved,’ rather much more thus: “because | am baptized, hear God’s Woid, stand
repentance, and am confident of the merit of my Savior, that is why | knowaimthosen.™
He regretted some of the expressions and comparisons that had been useohindgtersy and
stated that Missouri had long ago taken certain of these back publiclysdigatkd that
Missouri did not consider Walther infallib"

After the conference the prevailing mood of the participants and outsidwerisseas

quite hopeful. In the aftermath the New Y dnklependentlescribed the conference as “a

religious convention that promises to be the beginning of one of the gdatast union or

“3%Der Lutheraner (May 12, 1903), 150-151.
“31 Der Lutherische Herold(May 16, 1903), 3.
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federation projects in the history of American Protestantf§mMissouri’s official English
paper reported, “The outcome was a feeling which permeated the whotblstdet a step has
been made toward unity and that the best of results may be expected i€tissidiss are
continued, and carried on in the same spirit in which the sessions in Wateroevanded?**
Franz Pieper also expressed eager anticipation of a next confeydigcheld in the fall of the
year?®* Pastor Henry Allwardt, a former Missourian, is reported to have saiil Missouri had
always spoken in this way, he never would have left or taken up the fight's IGearge
Fritschel, the son of Gottfried Fritschel, stated that so far as hetkeewembers of the lowa
Synod in attendance were perfectly satisfied with the presentation ey Brep

Professor J.P. Koehler of the Wisconsin Synod’s seminary in Wauwatitisg several
years later remembered a point which he raised toward the end ofdhd say of the
conference. Pastor Doermann of the Ohio Synod used thamatogy of faith This term had
come up in the election controversy of the nineteenth century and had beerooxderat
variety of ways. According to Koehler, Franz Pieper in the Watertosausision briefly
addressed the issue by saying that the doctrine of justificatiothevamalogy of faith and that all
Lutheran teaching of Scripture must be in accord with that doctrine. &detrhediately
suggested that the analogy of faith as a hermeneutical principliel fieodiscussed at the next
conference before addressing the differences in the doctrine tibefée

A committee of eleven was formed to draw up plans for the next freerenoéeto be
held in either Chicago or Milwaukee.

Some seven hundred participants from eleven synods gathered in Lincoln Hall in
Milwaukee in September with the hope of making further progress. Approkmiggshundred

pastors and professors registered by name and and the synod to which thesdb€eldrage were

32 Quoted in the.utheran StandardMay 23, 1903), 331.
*3The Lutheran Witnes¢May 21, 1903), 85.

34 Der Lutheraner (May 12, 1903), 151.

3> Der Lutherische Herold(May 16, 1903) 3.

43¢ Koehler,History of the Wisconsin Synag#1.
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also visitors from other Lutheran groups including Dr. Juergen L. Neve (1865-1948) of
General Synod’s Western Theological Seminary. Neve offered a faidyedeaccount of the
proceedings in two issues Dhe Lutheran Observer

Koehler’s suggestion to discuss the hermeneutical principkedddle analogy of faith
was not followed. Instead Pastor Allwardt of the Ohio Synod presented a@sexefcertain
passages, especially Matthew 22:1-14. He offered this parabledi®pelectionintuitu fidei
Franz Pieper and Adolph Hoenecke said that the doctrine of election musiied fieam
passages like Ephesians 1:1-6 and 2 Thessalonians 2:13 which speakdfiedettion®*” In
the course of the discussion it became apparent that it would have beémfaitesv Koehler’s
suggestiorf®® Allwardt said that he would never agree with any interpretation of @saga of
Scripture speaking about a special election of God that was not in harrtbrlgeranalogy of
faith. Wisconsin’'s Professor August Pieper (1857-1946), the younger brotframaf forcefully
disagreed with such an approach that accepts a statement of Scrifyuireso far as one with
his reason could see it in harmony with the analogy of faith. MissowaizPieper said that the
analogy of faith is something objective and not a theologian’s speculationsthe connections
between biblical doctrines. Allwardt meanwhile insisted that one coulaceept any teaching
of a special election that contradicted the gospel declared in Johti°3:16.

J.P. Koehler recalled that Wisconsin’'s Adolph Hoenecke understood tbeyanafaith
differently from Missouri’s Pieper. He viewed faith in Romans 12:6 to bédee qua creditur
not thefides quae creditur In hisHistory of the Wisconsin Syn#&aehler summarizes
Hoenecke’s comments.

Theological procedure in establishing Scriptural doctrine starts duasgembling all

the passages that expressly deal with a certain doctrine. Theseaaged according to

the essential elements of teaching, as they appear in the Scriptieralestis. Next is the

study of this detail according to the wording of the Scriptures. The wotdimgrises
the meaning of the individual words according to their etymology and usage in the

“37J. L. Neve, “The International Conference at Millkae.” The Lutheran ObservéOctober 23, 1903), 4.
“3¥The Lutheran Witnes¢September 24, 1903), 157.
439 Neve, The Lutheran ObservéDctober 23, 1903), 3.
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particular context. After these details have been established, thagssambled; and

then it will appear that, again and again, there are such utterartbesSyirit that remain
paradoxical to our human reason or that we cannot adequately express. Forritne doct
deals with the divine, eternal truths of salvation that on practicadisyyecount is beyond
our comprehension and human concepts. And in want of the conception, our expression
and language is likewise lame, so Scripture itself time and agaitsrésé@gurative and
parabolic speech. The dogmatician’s business then is not to try to re¢cbederiptural
truth to our human mind and make it plausible; that is the way of rationaliemhdt
reason Paul in Rom. 12 addresses himself to faith that is wrought by the Hoty Ghos
Faith can grasp what our human mind rejects, which also remains a mystrgebet

the individual differences of mental and spiritual maké0p.

Neve offered this insightful explanation of the difference in appraatieblogy
between the theologians of the Synodical Conference and the theologians ah@liwva.

The difference between the two sides, it seemed to me, was this: Ohistoaddy the

analogy of faith the systematic connectiaexXu$ of the clear passages of Scripture and

insists that the passages on special election be interpreted so as b@aimeany with that
system of doctrine. Missouri denies that the analogy of faith is theabithoctrines in

their systematic relationto say that the harmony between two doctrines merstssarily

be seereads to modern theology. The disagreement on this point was very unfortunate.

The conference had assembled this time in order to treat exegedltpthssages of

Scripture bearing on predestination, and now they could not agree on principles of

interpretation. When Missourians thought that they had proved that in cedaagpa

special election was taught in their sense, then the Ohioans declisedo@&s not agree
with the analogy of faith, such interpretation does away with the gospel heitiear
doctrine that all are elected for salvatiéh.

A stalemate was quickly developing. This basic difference in the uadénst) of the
theologian’s task and hermeneutical principles meant that consensus ccutdreathed.

The discussion was heated but the participants made an effort to remaah ddfiaken
asked by a member of the lowa Synod to give his opinion concerning those who hettido ele
intuitu fidei, Franz Pieper responded that the expresasioiew of faithshould not be used
because it was misleading and had no foundation in Scripture. Yet he would aotoak a
synergist who used this term without false notions connected to it and whsowaskin his
doctrine of conversion. Professor Stellhorn of Ohio was asked to statedeistanding of the
theologian’s task in interpreting Scripture and he promised to do sotingwiiihe participants

chose Detroit as the location of their next meeting to be convened on the Wgdifessdaaster.

440 K oehler, The History of the Wisconsin Syn@d3.
41 Neve,The Lutheran ObservefQctober 23, 1903), 3.



The Lutheran Witnesgported that there was joy in the faces of all as the resolutioadotass
meet again in 1904. Evidently enough progress had been made in defining issues and

understanding the various positions that there was hope for continued phognestiture’*?

Ohio wanted the next discussion to be based on the Formula of Concord. Thedynodic

Conference wanted to settle the dispute concerning the meaning of palsaadealtwith special

election. The greater number of Synodical Conference participantabler® outvote the

others. Neve rightly concluded that from a human point of view there was not muchf hope o

perfect agreement between the two sides because their theolpgicach was different.

There are two absolutely differeiiRichtungen” opposing each other, and of this
difference in the way of treating theological subjects the differenttee doctrine of
predestination is only a symptom. Even if they should come to an agreementdrtoega
the terms to be used in order to express the biblical meaning of electiandhenental
difference between the two sides would not be extinguished. | had always bdiatyed t
except on the question of predestination, the Ohioans were practicasiguvians, but

that | have been mistaken in this | discovered at the conference in MdeiaBoth
represent two fundamentally differdRichtungen This was illustrated at Milwaukee by
the following little occurrence: Dr. Shellhorsi€) declared in the course of a speech that
the exegete must have the right to draw consequences and to form concluditiesasin

a theologian considered it his calling to harmonize the single passB§eripture and to
bring them into a system. He expressly guarded against the supposition thanhbyme

it the development of a system out of one principle (as does Frank). But tars flist
frightened his opponents, and a motion was made to put it on record. The mairt difficul
(sic), therefore, is not the disagreement in the doctrine of predestinatioalfinktg is

the fundamentally different way of doing theological work, out of which the
disagreement on election is the reétilt.

Since it had been decided to hold another conference, a committee was dgpointe

come up with a proposal that might serve as a basis of discussion. Theteemmai in Chicago

the week after Christmas in 1904 but was not able to agree on thesessttubsedl. The

committee also apparently met a few days before the convening of theecoefe Detroit. On

*42The Lutheran Witnes¢September 24, 1903), 157-158.
“3Neve, “The International Conference at Milwauk€enclusion.”The Lutheran ObservefQOctober 30,
1903), 3.
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behalf of the committee Adolph Hoenecke suggested that speakers coutts addrguestions.
1. What is the analogy of faith? 2. How is this analogy to be tfed?

Attendance was down somewhat from the attendance in Milwaukee. Fully 3%@ensini
registered®® The main spokesmen were the leading theologians from each synod, many of
whom had been involved in the controversy in the nineteenth céfituffiree issues came to the
fore, all of which involved the method of interpretation or approach to theolbgg first issue
revolved around the expressianalogy of faithand its use in drawing doctrine from the
Scriptures. The second was closely related to the first. Whdtedi@tio and lowa Synods
mean by the expressi@cthriftganzethe entirety of Scripture or the aggregate of Scriptfte)?
The third involved the role of the Lutheran confessions in this controversy

The Lutheran Witnegeported that Franz Pieper explained the understanding of the
Synodical Conference of the expressamalogy of faithin this way:

By the analogy of faith we mean the clear Word of Holy Writ. As regardpaigular

doctrine we find the clear Word in those passages of Scriptuoh whiat expressly of

the doctrine under consideration. The relationship between various dsdsrimot to be
determined by men, but again by the Scriptures alone, inasfar as it is tieaiedev

Passages that explain one doctrine must not be dragged in to explain otheesf6ttri

The Ohio/lowa spokesmen countered by contending that the exegesis of ang passag

must be compared with the analogy of faittsdnriftganzethe entirety of Scripture or aggregate

44 Der Lutherische Herold(April 30, 1904), 2. See also Koehl@he History of the Wisconsin Synod
243. Koehler mentions the following as meetin@€hicago: Max Fritschel and Michael Reu of lowa,
Franz Pieper and George Stoeckhardt of Missougriann and Henry Allwardt of Ohio, and Adolph
Hoenecke and August Pieper of Wisconsin. Koelitended the meeting as a guest.

> Neve, “The Inter-Synodical Conference of Detrofitie Lutheran ObserveJune 3, 1904), 3. Neve
lists the following from each synod or group: 14&1 the Synodical Conference, 94 from the Ohio gyno
28 from the lowa Synod, 23 from the Michigan Synéd,om the Buffalo Synod, 10 from the General
Council, 5 from the General Synod, 2 from the Nagi@a Synod, and 1 from the United Norwegian
Synod.

“%F W. Stellhorn. “Free Intersynodical Conferencen@med at Detroit, Mich., April 6,7 and 8, 1904.”
Lutheran StandardApril 16, 1904), 242. Stellhorn lists the followy spokesman: Drs. F. Pieper and G.
Stoeckhardt of the Missouri Synod; Dr. A. Honeckd &rof. A. Pieper of the Wisconsin Synod; Dr. F.
Richter and Profs. M. Fritschel and M. Reu of thed Synod; Prof. F. Beer of the Michigan Synod; Dr.
F.A. Schmidt of the United Norwegian Synod; Dr. HSub of the Norwegian Synod; Drs. H.A. Allwardt,
C.H.L. Schuette and F.W. Stellhorn of the Ohio S}no

4’ Neve, “The Inter-Synodical Conference of Detrofttfe Lutheran Observefjune 3, 1904), 3-4.

“8The Lutheran Witnes¢May 5, 1904), 77.
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of Scripture). When asked what was meant by the entirety of Scri@tuie stated “The chief
principles of the order of salvation; the Apostles’ Creed; somewnhalifeed, the Smaller
Catechism; and, still more comprehensively, all the confessione ohtlrch.**® Stellhorn
replied that Christian doctrine forms “a harmonious whole or systewgmeable to the
Christian, particularly to the theologian.” This doctrinal systeuerived from the perfectly
clear passages of Scripture. He went on to claim, “This organic whiodéitates the highest
norm of interpretation, and is more important than even the parallelisompacison of passages
that deal with the same doctrin&* When the Synodical Conference representatives pressed the
point by saying that an entirety consists of parts and can only be thought ofdxtite after
another, F. Schmidt of the United Norwegian Synod, whose challenge of Whedthstarted the
Election Controversy and who was appearing at the free conferenties fiost time, explained,
All articles of faith have a two-fold side: on the one hand, they expresdieular and
characteristic doctrine, so that they contain just this individutid tnd no other; but, on
the other hand, they also contaigemeraltruth which lies at the basis of all articles of
faith, and is shared by and with all other passages, just as one and theosaime bl
pulsates through the different members of the human body. This general tineth is
gospel pervading the whole Bibfe.
Wisconsin’sTheologische Quartalschrifeported that Schmidt also stated that God gave
man the ability to reason so that he might harmonize contradictory statém®atipture. In
fact, Schmidt claimed that such harmonization was the theologian’s resliyn’ibi
Neither side was willing to give up what was considered a key hermeadearinciple
which guided their approach to doctrine and theology. Professor Beer ofdhigdti Synod's

seminary in Saginaw, however, believed that the two parties mighoser than they thougfit

He suggested that statements by Missouri’s Franz Pieper seighg as a basis for agreement.

“49The Lutheran Observefjune 3, 1904), 4

*50F_R(ichter), "Die Intersynodale KonferenzKirchen-Blat 47 (April 30, 1904), 111.

*>1The Lutheran Observefjune 3, 1904), 4

52 Theologische QuartalschriftJuly 1904), 175. See also Schuefmodical Conference: Ecumenical
Endeavor 183.

453Die Intersynodale Konferenz in DetroiDer Lutherische Herold(April 30, 1904), 3.
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At the Watertown meeting in 1903 Franz Pieper had said that the analogi efdaithe
doctrine of justification and that all teaching has to be inconformity tiiat one doctrin€’ In
January 1904 Pieper had published an article in Missdwefise und Wehra which he
explained his position more fully. He concluded his article with a summary in tinelses. He
wrote that the term analogy or rule of faith meant clear Scripset.i The teachings of
Scripture must be drawn from the clear Scripture passages whithtied doctrine. Those clear
passages are known as #eeles doctrinaeAny teaching that is not taken from the passages of
Scripture that explicitly teach that doctrine is not scriptural deetsut human thoughts. There
can be no contradiction between teachings thus drawn from Scriptured8capsure in all its
words is God’s Word which cannot contradict itself. The harmony betweendbesmes is not
to be constructed by the theologian by looking away from Scripture but is to be fdoav
Scripture in so far as it is revealed. The doctrine of justifindiy grace through faith is the
scope and brief essence of the entire Scripture. Therefore evéipelttat militates against the
article of justification is wrong and upon closer testing shows itself tofg@¥version of the
words of Scripture. Other doctrines, however, are not to be drawn fromtitthe @n justification
but solely from the passages of Scripture that treat those doctrinesaridlogy of faith
correctly used is not a watchman for Scripture, but for interpretésave inclined to drag their
own thoughts into dark passages, and even sometimes into clear pa$sages.”

A committee met to determine whether Pieper’s theses might seaveasss for
agreement. The next morning they reported that they had not reached agreemhent but
Synodical Conference representatives stated that the position@hib&ynod “was a healthier

and more accurate one, than they had held up until fféw.”

54 Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Syn@d1.

“%5 Franz Pieper, “Gebrauch und Miszgebrauch der Ayialdes Glaubens|’ehre und Wehres0 (January
1904), 26-27. The entire article runs from page20

¢ Die Intersynodale Konferenz in DetroiDer Lutherische Herold(May 7, 1904), 3.
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There were those who noted that Pieper made no mention of justification in his
statements about the analogy of faith in DeffSitPieper had evidently discarded the explanation
he had given at the Milwaukee Confererfce..

Toward the end of the proceedings a debate once again arose over how to proceed.
Representatives of lowa and Ohio wanted to continue discussions on the basideXhof the
Formula of Concord. The representatives of the Synodical Conferentedribist any
discussion of doctrine must be based on Scripture because the confessions oughtaorkeeéxp
through the Scriptures, neice versa.The two parties were not agreed on their approach to the
Lutheran Confessions and the role the confessions play in resolving docsmakdi Once
again Professor J.L. Neve, an observer from the General Synod, cortbladedth sides were
guided by truly religious principles, but because of two absolutely ditféeadencies
(Richtungehit was unlikely that the two groups would be able to resolve their dattri
differences any time sodr’

Others expressed some hope for the future. Stellhorn reported that those prese
fervently desired agreement in all the contested points anddesdteusiastically whenever
anyone alluded to such a possibility. Stellhorn, however, recognized that tleefdiesnity was
fraught with danger. His warning would prove prophetic later on in some Luthergarmer
the twentieth century.

Laudable as this sentiment certainly is—and who does not join it?-atfgedconnected

with it is that the differences really existing may be minimizeduch an extent that

divine truth is sacrificed for the sake of an external peace and union. Ohehéand,

of course, the existing differences should not be exaggerated so asudetkel
possibility of final agreemerit?

*57"Die Intersynodale Konferenz in DetroiDer Lutherische Herold(April 30, 1904), 2.

58 Koehler,The History of the Wisconsin Syn@d4.

59 J.L. Neve, “The Intersynodical Conference of DigffdThe Lutheran ObservetJune 10, 1904), 738-
739.

40 W. Stellhorn, “Free Intersynodical Conferen@envened at Detroit, Mich., April 6, 7 and 8, 1904,
Lutheran Standard/April 10, 1904), 242.
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The different approach to doctrine and practice between the two sidesoctnadore in
another development at the end of the conference. Because the two selestvrefellowship
with each other the conferences had not been opened with joint prayer. Any@dib S
spokesman made a motion that future conferences include such joimt pragemotion failed
when the Synodical Conference representatives explained that fojoineprayer was an act of
fellowship, the same as exchanging pulpits or joint celebrations obtidésLSupper. To join in
such activities would give the false impression that there were nordoddifferences between
the two sides and that they were one in faith and spirit. Franz Pigpeined, “Ohio has
withdrawn from church fellowship with Missouri (in 1882). Nobody would think u®gsrif
now all at once, without unity of doctrine being restored, we should pray toge8tetouis
Seminary Professor George Stoeckhardt stated, “We are unable to dérdmmiatck of love or
from contempt for our opponents, but it is against our conscience. Provided omly freternal
prayer is demanded, can we continue these conferefites.”

The participants believed that the conference was valuable enough that &edtleld
the following year. They chose Ft. Wayne, Indiana, as the site.

Both before and after the Detroit conference the theological jeuohaloth parties
contained essays on the analogy of faith and its role in the theologsin’sTiae Wisconsin
Synod's theological quarterly began publication in 1904. In consequence of thaidiseurs
Milwaukee Professor Koehler contributed a lengthy article onrthgy of faith which ran for
three issue¥? Koehler began with an exegetical treatment of Romans 12:6 which some had
pointed to as the basis for their teaching of the analogy of faith. Kaeblezd that the phrase
ellte mpognteiov xatl] tllv [varoyiav Tl1g miotemg was speaking about tifides qua creditur

rather than théides quae creditur Koehler contended that in New Testament Greek the root

613, L. Neve, “The Intersynodical Conference of Bift The Lutheran ObservefJune 10, 1904), 739.
%62 J.P. Koehler, “Die Analogie des GlaubenBtieologische Quartalschrifl. (Jan-Mar 1904). An English
translation is included imhe Wauwatosa Theologgd. Curtis Jahn (Milwaukee: Northwestern Pubtighi
House, 1997), 1:221-268. All references are te tit@inslation.
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meaning opistisis “the trustful grasping of thearis that God offers.” The objective meaning of
“doctrine of faith” is improbable. In the Middle Ages the Latin whdesreceived the objective
meaning of “doctrine of faith.” With the German wayidubenthat meaning is natur&f®
“Pistisis the psychological foundation for tbkarismof propheteia’ In this passage the sense
is “if one practices prophecy, he must not allow something of his own to sligtimust remain
within the bounds that the gift of grace, his measure of faith, has $etfst® Koehler
concluded that the passage is not offering a hermeneutical prirecipeatpplied in exegesis. He
also found no basis for the analogy of faith as a hermeneutical principle iise of the Old
Testament made by either Jesus or the apdStles.

Koehler noted that in the ancient Christian church the similar estpresgula fideiwas
used against heretics. It was not a rule of interpretation but nzestdyement “that only a
believing Christian can interpret Scripture correctly through the iiation of the Holy Spirit.
But because his faith is that of the church, most interpreters carry oadtigity according to
theregula fidei” The expression was used against unbelievers who did not acceptlthasBib
the Word of God or set their reason above Scripture. “As regards heriognigt lack of
clearness in understanding purely linguistic matters remains, sbéhsttdrp distinction between
the analogy of faith and the clear wording cannot arise at all, becaugegbssible only among
people who agree in regarding Scripture as the norm and foundation of dotfrikeghler
readily admitted that Luther’s translation of Romans 12:6 was notaecuBut he also noted
that Luther used the analogy only to explain figures of speech not to chrangdity clear
expression of Scriptuf®’ The Lutheran dogmaticians of thé™century begin to use the

analogy of faith as a dogmatic control with the emphasanafogyrather than ofaith. Koehler

483 |pid., 232-233.
484 |bid., 236.
485 |bid., 244-250.
466 pid., 254.
%7 bid., 255.
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saw this use of analogy as partly the symptom of and partly the decéreg#sis and evidence
of a growing subjectivism and rationalizing tendefféy.

Koehler claimed that the task of the Lutheran theologian was to gtathes
grammatical and historical sense of Scripture and not try to toficzeming into any text® He
contended that the correct procedure in controversy would be to drop thesexpealogy of
faith for three reasons:

1. Itis not found in Scripture and it involves an incorrect exegesis of Romans 12:6.

2. ltis natural for it to develop along the incorrect lines of forceerpretation.

3. It causes us in controversy always to be on the defensive for thesfatiteto

contend with all sorts of unnecessary wrangling, instead of going boldly into
Scripture itself."°

The Ohio Synod’s C.C. Hein wrote from a completely different perspective. Hedef
analogy of faithas “the sum of all the principle articles of faith contained énSbriptures, and
these doctrines and articles of faith are to be found in the Scripturgeasdaich clearly and
unmistakably teach these doctrinés."He stated that the analogy of faith is contained in the
Lutheran catechism which sets forth the chief doctrines of Scrifftutée averred that the term
was used in a twofold sense to denote the “harmonious relationship of thiredoaimong
themselves” and as a sum of all the articles of faith. In the latise $becomes the rule of faith
(regula fide).*”® The theologian must use the analogy of faith when interpreting those passages
that need interpreting. This provides “a safeguard against all etforidé claimed that
Lutherans rejected Calvin’s doctrine of predestination because ah#hegy of faith even

though Calvin’s doctrine “seems to be contained in Romans and in some other palssages

Scripture.*”® He also cited the example of the formulators of the Formula of Concord who

“%8 |bid., 256-258.

*bid., 267.

*"1bid., 268.

471 C.C. Hein, “The Analogy of FaithColumbus Theological Magazit2d, (April 1904), 74.
*"21bid., 76.

*3bid., 77.

“"bid., 81.

" bid., 78.
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rejected the teaching that there is no difference betweengbeoesof man and original sin even
though certain passages teach that. The Formula of Concord rejecis suterstanding of
those passages because of the analogy of faith. Hein noted that the Formula dode aot quo
single passage of Scripture that would prove that teaching'false.

Hein claimed that the use of the analogy of faith in theology was a landkst) practice
in the Lutheran Church. He believed that Missouri’s false teaching cimggredestination had
led to a false understanding of the analogy of faith (not vice versagsuited in a completely
new teaching. He also believed that Missouri’s teaching of predestirzdsio resulted in false
doctrine concerning conversi6f.

The topic for discussion in Ft. Wayne was the exegesis of those maes&geipture
cited in the Formula of Concord’s Article XI (Election). Each speakenavhe given ten
minutes. The order of the speakers was at the discretion of the conféramoen’’® The
participants elected the Rev. H. K. G. Doermann of Blue Island, lllinois, asnemi® The
main speakers for the Synodical Conference were Professors K@#fdeonsin Synod),
Stoeckhardt (Missouri), and Hoenecke (Wisconsin). The main speak#rs fohio/lowa
position were pastors and professors Fritschel (lowa), AllwartibjOSchmidt (United
Norwegian), Appel (Ohio), Schuette (Ohio), and Stellhorn (Ofifd)rofessor Hans Stub
(Norwegian Synod) spoke in favor of the Synodical Conference position. Prdiesso
(Michigan Synod) and Pastor E. von Schlichten (former Missouri) took a midsiigop:®*

Before the actual discussion of the pertinent passages beganpgatsiérom the Ohio

Synod voiced an official objection to a report presented by Presidett Preper presented to a

“’®|bid., 79. The passages he cites as teaching no diffeteetween the essence of a human being and
original sin are John 3:6, Romans 6:6, Collosiafs BJohn 3:4).

“"bid., 84.

“’8 Gemeinde-Blaft40, (Sep 1, 1905), 132.

#79 Lutheran Standards3, (Aug 26, 1905), 530. Koehler records thatt®aPhotenhauer of the Missouri
Synod was elected chairmatlistory of the Wisconsin Synad244. | have not been able to determine the
reason for this discrepancy. Koehler seems to leeror.

80| ytheran Standardé3, (Aug 26, 1905), 531.

81 Koehler,History of the Wisconsin Synagi4.
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recent meeting of the Missouri Synod. The Ohio men objected to Pieparsaton that Ohio
through the principle of thenalogy of faithtaught that not only the Holy Scriptures but also
human reason furnished articles of faith. They called such an approaclptor&€dalse
teaching, declared that they had never taught such a thing, and demanded ¢n&itReprove
his statements of retract them. The conference did not discuss tlst pubtiead it placed in the
official minutes:®?

Actual discussion of the pertinent passages began with the treafripitesians 1:3-14
and did not go beyond that passage. There was disagreement on the meskiaggesthai
(election, choosing) and the grammaeafChristo(in Christ). Dr. Schuette of Ohio claimed that
election included the whole worfé The two sides disagreed on whetime€hristwas
adverbial, modifyingchoseror attributive, modifyingus The Ohio/lowa speakers contended
that to bechosen in Chrisineant to be chosen because of faith in him since one darCbeist
only through faith. The Synodical Conference speakers stated that dgieatignan Christhad to
modify chosen and than Christomeantfor Christ's saké'®*

As in the controversy in the nineteenth century, the official periodi¢ale contending
parties accused each other of departure from Lutheran doctrine. At theenoafeach side
denied the accusations made by the other. Schmidt of the United Norwegian Sgiribdtdze
was opposed to the teaching of three causes in election. Hoenecke of the WiBgood stated
that it was a misrepresentation to claim that the Synodical Conéenesic taught that there was
more than one kind of graé®&.

Nevertheless no progress could be made because the two sides hadracdiffer
approach to theology and the exegetical task. The Synodical Conferencrspeakended that

the exegetical task involved understanding the language and grammar of & pagsagjven

82| utheran Standard63, (Aug 26, 1905), 530-531.
“83 Gemeinde-Blaft40, no.17 (Sep 1, 1905), 133.
84 K oehler,History of the Wisconsin Syna2¥5-246.
85| utheran Standardé3 no. 34 (Aug 26, 1905) 531.
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context?*®

Hoenecke declared that grammar is the emfésEhe account of the conference
contained in Missouri's theological journal warned that if one segmhas theological reflection
from the text, context, language and grammar, he is in danger of falling intoreus
theological sleight of hand. It is true that the Holy Spirit must eigls, but he makes us
certain of divine truth through the Scriptures and has inspired thaxsestend words of the

Scripture?®®

On the other side G. Fritschel maintained “that exegesis requirgts tikat we find
what the Holy Spirit says. Second, that we then apply the test asftusadsin the analogy of
faith. Third, that we compare what we have thus found with our confe$&fobr’ Schmidt of
the United Norwegians claimed that the election of a few implied thdiogjeaf the rest. “He
also stated that while ‘in Christ’ might not be connected with ‘us’ agogtd the rules of Greek
grammar, it certainly must be connected with it theologically. &krearChrist is offered the
election is offered?*®°

Hoenecke recognized that the sides were going nowhere in their disclesianse they
had never resolved their basic differences in their approach to thedivabtask. He said, “We
are not arriving at unity even with exegesis because our opponents frbagthring have had a
different understanding of the analogy of fait.”

In the course of the discussions Stellhorn of Ohio tried to resolve thecleag
proposing that there is a difference in the individual human being tteaitrdiees why one is
saved and not another. He spoke of a natural resistance to the work ofyti@pldothat is

present in every human being and a willful resistance to the Holy $ytinbse who are not

saved™®? This distinction led naturally to a suggestion for a topic for disousg the next free

88| ehre und Wehres1, (Aug 1905), 372.

“87 Theologische Quartalschrjf2, (Oct 1905), 271.

“88| ehre und Wehres1, (Aug 1905), 372.

89 utheran Standard63, (Aug 26, 1905), 531.
*0bid., 532.

9 Theologische Quartalschrjf2 no. 4 (Oct 1905) 275.
*92bid., 275.
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conference — “Whether, and to what extent, the conduct of man comesrisideration in the
work of conversion

Although there was not universal support for holding another conferemtieulpaly
among the members of the Synodical Conference, nevertheless ésob®d to schedule
another. Hoenecke for one believed that to resolve the differdrecdstussions would have to
expand to include a discussion of the doctrine of convef&ion.

Declining interest in the free conferences was evident in the numberttwhdesl the
second conference held in Ft. Wayne. Approximately 120 pastors, a humbehefdea
laymen, as well as some 50 students from the Missouri Synod’s Concordia Gokegé/ayne
were present for the deliberations. Some of the notable theologianthEdynodical
Conference (Dr. Hoenecke, Franz Pieper and August Pieper) who had padiagipte past
were not present. The Ohio Synod had the largest representation witdGpators in
attendance. The Ohio spokesmen included Dr. Stellhorn, Dr. Allwardt, Dr. &glaret
Professor Doerman who served as chairman of the conference. TheEvpastors from the
lowa Synod. The lowa spokesmen were Dr. Richter and Professor GeasghdtritDr.
Schmidt from the United Norwegian Synod was present once again in support ofdhevzh
position. The Synodical Conference was represented by some 30 Missourisendsivi Synod
pastors with Professor Koehler, Dr. Stoeckhardt, and for the firsf Bnofessor G. Friedrich
Bente (1858-1930) serving as spokesman. Professor Hans Stub of the Norwegan Sy
supported the Synodical Conference position. Professor Beer of the &fic®ygod’s seminary
in Saginaw and Dr. Nicum of the New York Ministerium were also in attend&peakers were

limited to ten minute$®

93| ehre und Wehres1, (Aug 1905), 372.

494 Koehler,History of the Wisconsin Synae#8.

9 Kirchen-Blatt 49, (Nov. 10, 1906), 365. Theitheran Standardeported that Dr. Stub generally
supported the Synodical Conference position andRhaBeer took an intermediate position though in
general he seemed to side with the Ohio/lowa positiutheran Standards4, (Nov. 3, 1906), 694.
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The differences between the two sides quickly became obvious. Thitbo@haionen
spoke of conversion agp@ocess They taught that there wasatural resistance to the Holy
Spirit which God could overcome through the means of grace. Some unconvertedrhoweve
were guilty ofwillful resistance which the Holy Spirit could not overcome. Conversion,
therefore, depended in part on the conduct of the individual. However, @m@edlto ascribe no
meritorious or effective cause to the behavior of the individuabmversion. They accused the
Synodical Conference of teaching Calvinism with a two-fold grace dfabd irresistible grace.
Koehler, on the other hand, declared that with their approach to theology tieo®@himen
were in danger of falling into the error of synergiSh.

The Synodical Conference spokesmen contended that Scripture siéfddngatural man
is utterly depraved and unable to discern or do anything spiritually good. Hhihiogl a human
being can do by nature is resist the Holy Spirit. They rejected tihgectieat they taught varying
degrees of grace or irresistible grace by pointing to Ephesians 2 (“Goid wibh in mercy made
us alive in Christ when we were dead in transgressions.”). Conversioraipramess, but is
instantaneous. A person is either a believer or an unbeliever. Therentermediate state.
“Not before there is faith, and be it only a spark, is there any life, and faithrosritself with
the forgiveness of sins and not with any spiritual attitude of the hatarathat lends itself to
regeneration?®’

In his summary of the debates Koehler claims that the discussion was utigeoduc
because the pertinent passages of Scripture were not examined akggedie also states that
the discussion should have stuck to one point until discussion on that point wasteahthen
the discussion should have proceeded to the next point. He complains thateksicoal
writings became the ground of debate instead of the Scriptures.

Koehler’'s conclusion can serve as a summary of the Synodical Qu#gresition.

49 Kirchen-Blatt 49, (Nov. 10, 1906), 365-366.
497 Koehler,History of the Wisconsin Syna2#9.
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Thus the expressiomgatia irresistibilis (irresistible grace) and ‘to aotere passive’
(purely passive) are misnomers that in the Latin texts of the soories books do not
have the meaning which we moderns are apt to inject into the Latin wordlse Gia
sublime concept, not only because it is divine and eternal, but becausevewitlude
the full grasp of our human reason. Not even when grace has conquered the heart can the
believer analyze the phenomenon and make it plausible to his reason bydéption of
gratia praeveniengadvance grace) operative before actual conversion, or by a distinction
between ‘mighty’ and ‘almighty’ grace. It was illogical for the otlidego speak of a
passive attitude when their own definition of the attitude credited man statteeof
conversion with activity. What the fathers meant witbre passivevas to describe the
state of man which excludes any cooperation on his part in conversion. Tharrgfrai
from willful resistance, no matter what the explanation of that may beptéake place
before conversion, because, according to the Scriptures, unregenerateleahirssins;
so the refraining from resistance and regeneration or conversion iac&leaot or
identical. And Paul is very decided about the idea of any human cooperaticoevieat
Eph. 2:9%®
The Synodical Conference believed that the Ohio-lowa theologiansagaire
attempting to answer with human logic the question, “Why are some saved artiens?5?
Hans Stub of the Norwegian Synod, agreeing with the Synodical Conferexted,the answer of
Scripture which defies human logic, “Non-conversion has its cause attitude of man;
conversion does not have its cause in the attitude of iffan.”
When Chairman Doerman at the end of the sessions asked the question of whether to
hold another conference, the participants from the Synodical Conferemckthtitthey would
not attend another conference. The motion to hold another conference, howevatledasnd
was passed by the Ohio/lowa majority. They believed that besides convdesibaneand the
analogy of faith there were enough other matters that could be fruitfutlyssisd without the
participation of the Synodical Confereri€e.
The Wisconsin Synod'&emeinde-Blatteported that nothing new had been produced at
the conference that had not already been said in the course of thefiweeggar controversy.

The Gemeinde-Blatalso opined that the questions in controversy would not be settled through

debates in large assemblies in which so many speakers come forward. Seidwmt followed

8 |bid., 250.

9 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferencss.

00 K oehler,History of the Wisconsin Syna250.
%1 Kirchen-Blatt 49, (Nov. 10, 1906), 366
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through to the end by each side and brought to resolution. Often speakers do intd take
consideration the interpretation their opponents place on their own wordsesTifids a

disagreeable tone in the ecclesiastical periodicals that dosemetthe peace of the churth.

Conclusion

In the first decade of the twentieth century a sincere eff@tmade to resolve the
doctrinal difference between Midwestern Lutheran synods which had beafeckiethe
Election Controversy of the previous century. Even though the two sides fivet free
conferences (six if one counts the lightly attended meeting in Beloitgah@rogress was made.

No doubt there were many reasons for the lack of success. One historisstsstigge
enough of the original nineteenth century opponents were active in tfase tef make a
resolution unlikely’®® Some might argue that large conferences with many speakers who do not
carefully listen to what their opponents are saying make it diffiouttdke real progress. Others
might fault the organizers for not insisting that a point be broughstduteon before a new point
is introduced.

The overriding reason for failure, however, was the fact that theides lsad different
approaches to the theological task and a different understanding of how on€Htrestian
doctrine from Scripture. The Ohio/lowa representatives wanted taosetsng called the
analogy of faith or the aggregate of Scriptel(riftganzgto determine doctrine and the
meaning of individual passages of Scripture. The Synodical Confergmesertatives claimed
that a doctrine of Scripture must be determined only by examining those pasbadespeak of

that doctrine. The theologian is to understand an individual passage by loatkiayatabulary

2 Gemeinde-Blaft41, (Nov. 15, 1906), 170-171. The reporter mayehhad in mind an article that had
appeared in th€olumbus Theological Magazitgy “An Ex-Missourian” which gave a caricature of
Missouri’s teaching. See “The Leaven of MissouNsw Dogma of Election,Columbus Theological
Magazine 26, (October 1906), 264-272.

93 Edward FredrichThe Wisconsin Synod Lutheradd 1. Fredrich mentions Franz Pieper, George
Stoeckhardt, and Adolph Hoenecke for the Synodicadference and Friedrich Schmidt, F. W. Stellhorn,
and Henry Allwardt on the Ohio/lowa side.
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and grammar of the passage in the original languages and the given obttiextassage. Since
the two sides could not agree on the theological task and basic herc@r@uiciples, it was
impossible for them to reach agreement.

In the next chapters we will examine why subsequent attempts to rdsolzkection
Controversy failed. Midwestern synods began to display a desire for duinian without

complete doctrinal unity.



CHAPTER FOUR
THE MADISON SETTLEMENT (OPGJ@R)
AND THE DRIVE TO NORWEGIAN LUTHERAN UNION

No Lutheran Synod in America suffered more as a result of the Eleatittno@ersy than
did the Norwegian Synod. Approximately one third of her pastors and congregationthende
leadership Friedrich Schmidt severed their relations and formed an oppfaitaship. In
spite of the bitterness of the controversy many Norwegians longed for a paedim Lutheran
church in America. In the first two decades of the twentieth centisrddisire became a reality.
The pull of Norwegian culture, the weariness of doctrinal strife, and thiedfgthe times
brought about a union based on a compromise agreement on the doctrine of electioth.ofinstea
resolving the doctrinal differences the decision was made to alldwfeoms” of the doctrine to
stand. A small number of pastors and congregations rejected a mesggiohaa compromise
agreement and formed a new synod which subsequently joined the Synodical iidenfere

This chapter will demonstrate that the union efforts did not resultaaddution of the
Election Controversy but in doctrinal compromise. The theological dspateng the various
Norwegian synods were complicated and included conflicts over atonemefitatish, the
gospel, absolution, Sunday observance, lay preaching and the public ministry, assthel
doctrine of election. The conflicts were intensified by a number of canflictr church polity
and ecclesiastical practice. These disputes reflect confiattsvere already going on in Norway.
We will note a number of reasons why the push for union was so strong that coralessi
Lutherans became willing to sacrifice doctrinal clarity. Thossaas include Norwegian ethnic
pride, weariness of fighting over doctrine particularly among thg ke process of
Americanization and the production of worship materials in English, and theeeaispirit of
the times that favored outward unity without regard to doctrinaesgent. The eventual union

was achieved at the expense of glossing over the doctrinal conflistithatisted.
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The Lutheran Church in Norway

To understand the dynamics of Norwegian Lutheranism in America one ndeatset
the religious developments in Norway and Denmark in the eighteenth and miheteeturies.
There were a number of different religious impulses, tendencies, andttiahdame from these
Scandinavian countries to America in the tide of Norwegian emogré&ai this land. It will be
necessary to describe the scene in Norway before we discuss the difenencg Norwegian
Lutherans in America.

Lutheranism in Norway in the nineteenth century had a number of competiegdters]
Pietism had made an impact by the early eighteenth century. Becausarbemed Norway
until 1814 religious developments in Denmark affected Norway as well. Madilpohe
exposition of Luther'small Catechisrby the Norwegian/Danish professor and bishop, Erik
Pontoppidan (1698-1764), entitl@duth unto Godlineswas as influential as it was popular.
Pontoppidan’s exposition was mildly pietistic and taught eleatituritu fidei. Pontoppidan did
not go into much of an explanation of the doctrine of election but merely usexjitession that
had become popular among the dogmaticians of the seventeenth and eighteenth.céhturies
popularity of his exposition of themall Catechisreerved to engrain the expression in the minds
of the Norwegian laity. This catechism was brought to America by Npaweémmigrants and
was rather quickly translated into English.

A new pietistic awakening took place in Norway in the late eighteemtearly
nineteenth centuries through the efforts of Hans Hauge (1771-1824), the sanmnoéiaand
champion of the working and middle class. Hauge read Luther and Pontoppidan in his youth and
was familiar with some of the literature produced by the pietists in Gern@myApril 5, 1796,
Hauge had a profound religious experience whiclhietto believe that he had a call from God to
arouse his fellow countrymen from their spiritdakep. For the next several years he traversed

Norway as an itinerant lay preacher. He was repbaarrested for violations of the Conventicle
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Act which forbad itinerant lay preaching. Mosttloé time the authorities released him after a short
imprisonment but in 1804 he was arrested and iimped for the next seven years. He was released
in 1811 but sentenced in 1813 and 1814 for viatatiof the Conventicle Act. He retired on a farm
near Oslo, a broken man but also somewhat of anatihero. Unlike many of the pietists in
Germany, Hauge cautioned his followers againstragpan from the state church. His followers
developed a low church party within the Lutheramni©€h of Norway, emphasizing lay preaching,
simple worship, obedience and sanctification ratimeen justificatior?.04

In Denmark Nikolai Grundtvig (1783-1872), a unsigy-trained Lutheran pastor, for many
years was refused a parish because of his deditatmnfessional Lutheranism. In 1824 Grundtvig
experienced what he called his “matchless discéwemyhich he determined that the Bible was the
dead word of God and the Apostles Creed and thdsaadrinstitution of the two Sacraments
constituted the living word of God. He believedtthot only the words of institution had been given
by Christ to the Church but also that the wordhefApostles Creed had been given by the apostles.
Since the creed and the words of institution weelun the Church from the beginning, they
constituted the living word of God. This “living¥/ord of God could serve as the basis for church
union. Grundtvig was also a nationalist who becamauthority on Anglo-Saxon and Norse
literature. He promoted “folk” high schools andreared many hymns. His followers became the
most rationalistic of the church parties in Denntirk

Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855), philosopher and theologian, was critibal déminant
Hegelianism in Denmark and what he perceived to be empty formalism &raf Earitual life
in the Danish Lutheran Church. He believed that the clergy were guittakihg an effortless

Christianity by not demanding that the whole person and his entire life be dddic&hrist. He

% Encyclopedia of the Lutheran Churchulius Bodensieck, ed. (Minneapolis: Augsburg Bhirig
House, 1965), vol. Il, 988-989. See also Einarl&tal, Church Life in Norway, 1800-1958larris Kaasa,
trans. (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House,1952enwood Press reprint, 1978), 1-34; and, G.
Everett ArdenFour Northern Lights: Men Who Shaped Scandinavibor€hes (Minneapolis: Augsburg
Publishing House, 1964), 51-76.

% The Encyclopedia of the Lutheran Churebl 11, 964-965. See also G. Everett ArdEour Northern
Lights 78-113.
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was a strong opponent of rationalism but also denied the possibility ofeativebsystem of
doctrinal truths. He tied truth to the subjecheatthan the object, claiming that if something was
true for the individual it would have an impacthis life. His stress on repentance and the négessi
of Christ’s redemption had an affect on some othigtemporaries, even leading a few toward
confessional Lutheranism, but his influence orr lgemerations was far more significant. Both
existential philosophy and the twentieth centuigt&stant movement known as Neo-Orthodoxy
trace their roots to Kierkegaa‘?%ﬁ.

In the mid nineteenth century Danish Lutherans wgwdd not cooperate with the followers
of Grundtvig established the Inner Mission. Aft861 this movement flourished under the
leadership of Johan Vilhelm Beck (1829-1901). Beek an orthodox Lutheran who was
influenced by Kierkegaard'’s attack on the stateahurhe movement reorganized under the name,
Church Society for Inner Mission. It emphasizeggghing by both pastors and laymen. The
purpose of the movement was to distribute Chridierature and to encourage works of charity.
Indirectly, it fostered Christian mission work. é'mner Mission became the strongest of the groups
in the Danish Lutheran Churcf’

The Norwegians established a university at Chnsti(Oslo) in 1811. Before that time most
Norwegian pastors attended the University of Copgah. Gisle Johnson (1822-1894) exerted a
strong influence on Norwegian church life through his teaching at Christimhason had
studied under Adolf von Harless (1806-1879) at the University of Leipzig. HeHirtmig
Christiana a confessional Lutheran spirit that embraced Lutheran orthaub#yaé sought to
awaken the spiritual life of the church in Norway. He “sought to imbue his studiémis spirit

of orthodoxy which blended the passion and subjectivity of a revival preachahwiintellect of

% samuel E. StumpSocrates to Sartre: A History of PhilosopiiNew York: McGraw-Hill Book Co.,
1966), 455-465 and Justo . Gonzalgzlistory of ChristianThoughfNashville: Abingdon Press,
1992),vol. lll, 364-374, 434.

07 Lutheran Cyclopediaed. by Erwin L. Lueker (St. Louis: Concordia Rshing House, 1975), 231.
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an orthodox sytematiciar?.o’8 Many in the state church were opposed to the Haugean lay-
preaching movement, but Johnson believed that in an emergency an unordained laydnan coul
preach. He worked to establish congregational rights in selecting aind galstors and tried to
establish a national church assembly to separate the admioiistfthe church from the state.

He supported the inner mission movement in Norway that aimed at evangelisiistribation

of Christian literature, missions, charitable work, 8fcHe also took an interest in the
Norwegians who had emigrated to America.

Johnson’s work was augmented by Carl P. Caspari (1814-1892), a Jewish tmnvert
Lutheranism. Caspari was an Old Testament scholar of confessiohatdmtonvictions. His
Lutheranism did not have the pietistic edge that could be seen in Johnson.

E. Clifford Nelson notes four important results fostered by the confieddiatheran
revival of Johnson and Caspatri.

« The majority of the pastors of the Norwegian Synod and the NorwegiastDani
Conference in America received their training at the University ofs@dmia and
brought with them to America an appreciation of scholarship and conservative
Lutheran theology.

« The preaching of the Johnsonian revival was aimed at the self-righteous andlnom
state-church Christians. Johnson’s sermons could often appear negatvieied to
shock people out of their spiritual lethargy.

« The Johnsonian revival had a restraining effect on Grudtvigian rasomali

. Johnson developed the “emergency principle” which contended that ordinayily onl
pastors should preach and the laity was to confine itself to prici@oay.

However, in times of shortages of pastors and the infidelity of the cGelayman
could preach.10

The state church in Norway by the mid nineteenth century had elementsvofealr

Lutheran confessionalism, Haugean pietism, Grundtvigian rationalism, loshcteurdencies,

and high church tendencies. The Johnsonian revival of confessional bigheveas dominant,

°%8 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America59-160.

%9 pjid., 160.

*19E  Clifford Nelson;The Union Movement among Norwegian-American Lutiefeom 1880 to 1917
(Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, inc., 1967), 561.
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but Norwegian Lutherans brought all of these elements to America. To ia estent the

divisions in the Lutheran Church in Norway became amplified in Améetica.
Norwegian Lutheranism in America

Notable Norwegian emigration to America began when the sloop “Restaerst
brought about 53 immigrants to settle in New York in 1825. Later groups arrived imd834
1835 and settled along the Fox River in lllinois. From 1840 until the close of theenittet
century about 500,000 Norwegians immigrated to the United States. Thé&ywegoe
Lutherans. The largest settlements were in lllinois, Wisconsin, loivendgota, North and
South Dakota, Nebraska and Kansas. Some soon made their way to Utah, Califdriina, a
large Pacific coast pori_’é.2

The followers of the itinerant lay preacher, Elling Eielsen (1804-1883hdied the
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, popularly known as the Eielsen Sydedfeaton
Prairie, Wisconsin, in April 1846. The Eielsen Synod stressed conversion, repeatathtay
preaching, and was opposed to the ritualism and formalism of the state churcwayﬂar

In 1875-76 a split in the Eielsen Synod over Eielsen’s leadership and the incidsmf the
original constitution of the synod resulted in the formation of Hauge’s SynadgetéaSynod
retained the pietism and lay preaching emphasis of the Eielsen Synod baimadiatmore
formal organization and constitution than did the predecessor churcﬁlﬁody.

In 1851 three pastors, Claus Clausen (1820-1892), H.A. Stub, A.C. Preus (1814-1878),
and representatives of six congregations formed The Norwegian Evahgatiteran Church in

America. In 1852 their numbers were augmented by newly arrived pastors, HambangA

*11 Jane Marie PedersoBetween Memory and Reality: Family and Communifgunal Wisconsin, 1870-
197Q (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press,1992p.

12 Grace for Grace 1853-1943, 1918-1948.. by S.C. Ylvisaker (Mankato: Lutheran Synod book
company, 1943), 11-12.

>3 The Lutherans in North America8s.

*1bid., 186.
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Preus (1825-1894), G. F. Dietrichsen, and Nils O. Brandt (1824-1921). H.A. Preus soon
recognized a Grundtvigian error in the constitution of the newly founded syiied.
confessional paragraph “tended to place the baptismal confession (Afitrstésl) above
Scripture as the criterion of Christian teachiﬁjgs."Preus moved to strike the error and when the
motion passed the synod had to dissolve itself because it had changed onaaltdnable
articles of the constitution. In 1853 a new constitution was adopted and Thediamw
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America was founded a secondifinignis group was
popularly known as the Norwegian Synod.

The Norwegian Synod soon developed very close relations with the Missouri Synod and
entered into a worker training agreement with Missouri in 1857. The Naw&ginod agreed to
supply a professor for Missouri’'s Concordia Seminary in St. Louis and Coneardid train
Norwegian students to serve as pastors in the Norwegian Synod. The sphdabrestated

This temporary arrangement would bring a three fold advantage: 1) ptesitteers for

the Church in the near future; 2) help the Synod to gain experience baftirgsts own

school; 3) bring the Synod into contact with a church body which had beenststdhin

a truly Lutheran foundation and thus help it to become strengthened in the dgewfe

Christian doctrine and of matters pertaining to church govern?‘%nt.

The close relationship between the Missouri Synod and the Norwegian Synloel led t
latter to become a charter member of the Synodical Conference in 1872. At the fafrdang
Synodical Conference the Norwegian Synod was asked to pledge itsetiftthal confessions in
the Book of Concord. The Lutheran Church in Norway pledged itself only to LuBragd

Catechismand theAugsburg ConfessionSince the Norwegians had neither been a part of the

controversies leading to the writing of thermula of Concordor involved in the gathering of

*1>Nelson,The Lutherans in North Americ487. The confessional paragraph stated, “Théridecof the
Church is that which is revealed through God’s HMgrd in our baptismal covenant and also in the
canonical books of the Old and New Testamentsrpraéed in agreement with the Symbolical Writings o
the Church of Norway, which are: 1) the Apostoli@€d, 2) the Nicene Creed, 3) the Athanasian Cred,
the Unaltered Augsburg Confession which was detidéo Emperor Charles V at Augsburg 1530, 5)
Luther's Small Catechism.

*18J. Herbert Larson and Juul B. MadsBaijlt on the Rock: The Evangelical Lutheran Syn@kventy-
fifth Anniversary, 1918-1993Mankato: Evangelical Lutheran Synod Book Compd®g2),7-8.

*17 English translation iGrace for Grace: 1853-1943, 1918-1949.
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theBook of Concordthe Norwegian Lutheran Church had never subscribed to the other
confessions contained in tB®ok of Concord The minutes of the founding convention of the
Synodical Conference offer this explanation:
But since the honorable Norwegian Synod has attached to its completetasse
Constitution the question whether it could enter the Synodical Conferenceesstzer,
even though as an individual synod it pledge itself, as is well known, only to the
Unaltered Augsburg Confession and Luther’'s Small Catechism, the explanason w
given by the Synodical Conference that the Scandinavian Lutherans hgd beea
regarded as orthodox, even though not all symbolical books had achieved official
ecclesiastical recognition among them; nevertheless the Synodical€mefmaturally
demands that the honorable Norwegian Lutheran Synod, in so far as it is a part of the
Synodical Conference, pledge itself to all the confessional wsitiithe Evangelical
Lutheran Church and in the event of a doctrinal controversy to be guided and judged
thereby. Since this was agreed to by the representatives of the honoratdgibior
Synod, the Conference found no impediment to its accep?é%ce.
This agreement had important implications for the Election Controvershwvould break out
about seven years later.
Another Norwegian synod traces its origins to the Northern lllinois Synod, ddund
1851. The Northern lllinois Synod was unique in that it combined “American,” Germa
Swedish, and Norwegian Lutheran elements. The harmony was ratheivelipfidwever. In
1860 the Swedish and Norwegian elements withdrew from the Northern lllinoisl gcause of
the latter’s lack of confessionalism. The name of the new synod indibatedrifessional
concern of the Scandinavians. They called their synod the Scandinaviarli®znhgtheran

Augustr:maSynod‘L.319

In 1870 the Norwegian and Danish elements of the Augustana Synod
peacefully split off to form The Norwegian-Danish Augustana Synod. simisd subscribed to
the entire Book of Concord. Influenced by Haugeanism, this little synod often feetidrit

opposition to the position of the larger Norwegian Synod. In 1870 another group of Norsveg

split off from the Augustana Synod to form the Conference for the Norw&giaish

*18 Synodical Conference Proceeding872. 13. English translation by Edward C. Figtgr‘The Formula
of Concord in the History of American Lutheranisrim’No Other Gospel: Essays in Commemoration of
the 408" Anniversary of the Formula of Concord, 1580-198&fhold J. Koelpin, ed. (Milwaukee:
Northwester Publishing House, 1980), 114.

19 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America70-171. The Augsburg Confessions is often catied
Augustanan Lutheran circles.
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Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. The Conference specified onlgrdeedcumenical
creeds, the Unaltered Augsburg Confession, and Luther's Small Cateshisrdactrinal basis.
The Conference tried to take a position between the Norwegian Synod démd-tieirch
Haugean pietistgéz.0

By 1875 there were five distinct Norwegian synods in the United Sta¢eRBidlsen
Synod, Hauge’s Synod, the Norwegian Synod, the Norwegian-Danish Conference, and the
Norwegian-Danish Augustana Synod. The Norwegian Synod was the largesbagdst of the

five synods‘r’.21
The Nineteenth Century Break in the Norwegian Synod over Election

The chief protagonist in the Election Controversy in the Synodical mde was the
Norwegian Synod’s Professor Friedrich Schmidt. Schmidt had been a studerthafrwand a
colleague of his at St. Louis. Schmidt had learned Norwegian while a stu@&nktauis.

Schmidt was later called to teach at the Norwegian Synod’s Lutilerg€ at Half-Way Creek,
lowa (the college was later moved to Decorah, lowa). In 1872 Schmidt |a&rL.@ollege and
came to St. Louis to serve as the Norwegian Synod’s professor at M&sseminary. When the
Norwegian Synod founded a seminary of its own in Madison Wisconsin, in 1876, it was only
natural for Schmidt to be called to serve at that institatdn.

In 1879 Schmidt challenged Walther’s teaching on election and soon had about one third
of the Norwegian Synod'’s pastors and congregations on his side. Parapp#s in Schmidt's
teaching came from the nearly universal use of Pontoppidan’s catemmeng Norwegian
Lutherans. Question 548 of Pontoppidan’s exposition of Luther’'s Small Catechidrh taug

electionintuitu fidel. “What is election? God has appointed all those to eternal life who He from

2 |pid., 188-190.

2L |pid., 189.

%22 Ludwig FuerbringerPersons and Events: Reminiscences of Ludwig EFesbringer (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1947), 148-151.
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eternity has foreseen would accept the offered grace, believeigt &gt remain constant in this
faith unto the end>>

Schmidt was opposed by the leaders of the Norwegian Synod including, Rreside
Herman A. Preus, Pastor Jakob A. Ottenson (1825-1904), and the “Norwegian \Waklktor
Ulrik V. Koren (1826-1910). Koren was especially noteworthy for his thezdbtpadership.
Schmidt and his followers accused the leaders of the Norwegian Synaaidbf fdllowing
Walther and his “new” doctrine of election. Koren maintained that the dec¢hat Walther
taught was the doctrine that they had learned from Gisle Johnson at thesltinofeChristiana.
Koren explained,

The claim was made that a new doctrine had come into being in Missouri. This

frightened many. How untrue this was has been demonstrated by Professors Frich and

Stub, by President Halvorson, the Rev. J.A. Thorsen and other pastors, and besides, by

several laymen. The Norwegian pastors had this doctrine with them fromailoftt

was taught at the university and, in the main points, just as in the I\“Ai@gtmla)dtr’z4

In 1882 Schmidt was chosen to be one of the Norwegian Synod’s delegates to the
Synodical Conference convention. Missouri refused to seat him as atdddegause he had
accused the synod of false doctrine. Wisconsin joined with Missoutuse&chmidt had
interfered in Wisconsin’s congregation in Oshkosh, Wisconsin. Hisenégée resulted in the
majority of the congregation leaving the synod and a minority founding a riggokigin Synod
congregatior'?.25 Fully ten of the eleven sessions of the convention dealt with Schmidtend t
Election Controversy. In 1883 the Norwegian Synod withdrew from the Synodicalr@uceen
order to deal with the growing problem in their midst. The synod, however, remained in

fellowship with the conferenc&® A later historian offers this explanation:

In 1883 the Norwegian Synod also resolved to withdraw from the Synodical Comferenc
not because of disagreement in doctrine with the other synods, but becausé thhbpe

2 Quoted inThe Union Movement among Norwegian Luther@6®, footnote 2.

24 UlIrik V. Koren, “Why Is there No Church Unity amgiNorwegian Lutherans in America?”
Kirkentidende(1905). English translation by C.U. Fayeyw.blts.edu/essays/KorenU\rhe quote is on
page 16 of the English translation.

2 Eredrich, The Wisconsin Synod Lutheragd.

%26 Armin SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenck06-111.
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settlement of the controversy which raged within the Synod itself might easily be

reached. Since the discussions in the Synodical Conference were carpethen f

greater part in the German language which was not understood by theynudjthré

Norwegians, it was feared membership in this body would complicate nattbraake a

settlement more difficuft®’

Prior to the withdrawal from the Synodical Conference the dispubéwtite Norwegian
Synod had become quite heated. Both sides printed pamphlets and publishedrarticle
periodicals. “Schmidt’s battle against Walther had become a civilnntheiNorwegian

Synod.’528

Through the influence of Schmidt the congregation at Norway Grove, nEard3g
Wisconsin, deposed their pastors, father and son. On Good Friday 1883 supportersaif Schmi
actually carried President Herman A. Preus physically out of his owneteif?

In 1884 the Norwegian Synod convention in Minneapolis discussed a set of theses
produced by a “Peace Committee” but did not succeed in bringing about a retioncit? That
fall the General Pastoral Conference met in Decorah, lowa, and discussedreedt prepared
by Ulrik Koren entitled, “An Accounting to the Congregations of the Norm@ynod.531 In
the introductory paragraphs Koren complained that the Norwegian Synodtyriagal been
charged with errors of two kinds. The one set consisted of doctrine theyJeaidangght and
actually had repudiated. Koren, no doubt, had in mind the accusation that theyrtaagtible
grace and contradictory wills in God. Nevertheless their opponents cahtmaecuse them of
teaching what they had indeed rejected. The second set consisted of dogttngheyhtaught
and confessed because it was the doctrine of Scripture and the LutherassiOoafeBy the

second set Koren undoubtedly meant the teaching of election by grace alonerajettion of

the expression electiantuitu fidei. The Norwegian Synod majority denied that faith was a cause

°" Grace for Grace: 1853-1943, 1918-1949-61.

2 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenck09.

2 John A. Moldstad, JPredestination: Chosen in Chrig¥ilwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House,
1997), 87.

30 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferencg09.

%31 An English translation of this entire documenpiisvided inGrace for Grace173-188.
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of election. They also rejected the teaching that some unregenerate theings resist the Holy
Spirit less than others. Koren continues by explaining the purpose actosinting

We owe our congregations an accounting for what we teach and confess; amghaltho
we dare to believe that our hearers both know our testimony and will judlgevhiat

they hear of us and not by what others say, we have still considered it ouwr pregent
to you now this our common complete accounting, in which we hope no essential
guestion that concerns the disputed doctrines has been unansirered.

“The Accounting” included theses on universal grace, conversion,cgleatid the
certainty by faith of preservation in faith and salvation. His thes#isese doctrines echoed the
teaching of Walther and the other theologians of the Synodical Conference.

Koren’s approach to theology was the same as that of Walther, Hoenecltes atiter
theologians of the Synodical Conference. Reason must be taken captives tclesdr, but
apparently contradictory statements to stand and one must formulate dootrirthd passages
of Scripture that treat that doctrine, not from passages that theatdoctrines.

There is no real contradiction between Scripture’s doctrine of uaivgmgce and that of
election, although these doctrines cannot be harmonized by reason. He who seeks to
harmonize them before the judgment of reason will not succeed in doing so, except by
limiting or changing one or the other of them, and must, on the one hand, depart from the
Scripture doctrine concerning election, and, on the other hand, from theuf&cript

doctrine of the universality of God’s grace (Calvinism) or from the Seeploctrine
concerning man’s complete corruption (Synergism). Scripture gives us mo othe
explanation than that in Hos. 13,9: “O Israel, thou has destroyed thyself; beiisn m

thine help.” 1l Cor. 1,18-19, | Cor. 2,12-13, | Tim. 2,4; cf. Acts 13,48; Matth. 23,37; cf.
Rom. 9,16.

Every article of faith must be sought in those Scripture passagesah thkirespective
doctrine is specially and thoroughly treated by the holy writers. Otheagwsss which
the doctrine is only incidentally mentioned must be explained in accordafcthese
passages. Rom. 12:6; | Pet. 4,11.

It is therefore an improper way to treat Scripture when people in theéngootrelection
partly set aside more or less those passages where this teacpegafiysand
thoroughly treated, partly want to explain these in accordance with suclypsss
either treat this doctrine only in passing or do not treat it atall.

*324An Accounting” inGrace for Grace173-174.
>3 |bid., 182. See also Koren’s 1881 essay, “Can and Cu@liristian Be Certain of His Salvation?”
English translation ihutheran Synod Quarterlyol. 43, 2-3, 148-188.
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The majority of the Norwegian Synod’s pastors and professors signed ¢toemting,”
but Schmidt and an “Anti-Missourian” minority refused. The latter group niRRethWing,
Minnesota, in October of 1885 and adopted some far-reaching resolutionsre3bleed that all
who signed “the Accounting” and did not recant were to be deposed from offieg. HBjstad
(1848-1933), the president of the Minnesota District, and Ulrik Koren, the presidée lowa
District, were among those they believed should be removed. They als@debait’/Hans G.
Stub (1849-1931) and Joh. Ylvisaker (1858-1917) should to be removed from themdeachi
positions as seminary professors at the Norwegian Synod’s seminardigolaNisconsin. In

1886 the Anti-Missourians established a seminary of their own at St. Qtdftsol in Northfield,

534

Minnesota.™" St. Olaf's had been founded in 1874 by an independent group from the Norwegian

Synod. Since the school was independent the synod did not have direct supemdisSonGlaf's
became affiliated with the Anti-Missourians and their succesgsard.

In 1887 the Norwegian Synod took action, declaring that the opening of an opposition
seminary was divisive. The synod in convention passed the following readiytia vote of 230
to 98:

1. The Synod cannot but consider the erection of a new theological school at
Northfield

(a) as an act of opposition to break down the Synod’s schools which have been
established in accordance with its constitution;

(b) as a breach of the Synod’s constitution and of the obligations those who enter
the Synod have assumed over towards resolutions regarding how the schools
are to be erected, how teachers are to be appointed at them, and how the Synod
is to exercise supervision over them;

(c) as an act which in itself is divisive, and which, as surely ascivmtinued, will
steadily tend more and more to tear asunder and split the Synod and thus
undermine not only its constitution and schools but also the Synod itself.

2. Therefore the Synod cannot tolerate in its members that such an astoetytinued
and must earnestly admonish those who have been along in it to admit their error
and withdraw from it>°

That same year the dissenters left the Norwegian Synod and formed tivigsatisian

Brotherhood. In 1890 the Anti-Missourian Brotherhood joined with the Norweggaunsb

34 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferencgl0.
3% English translation iGrace for Grace189-190.
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Augustana Synod, and the Norwegian Danish Conference to form the United Morweg
Lutheran Church in America.

Although there were some key differences separating the various Nanveggods,
there were also some early efforts to seek understanding and agreémibptearly 1870s there
were two free conferences attended by pastors and professors froortregin Synod and the
Norwegian-Danish Conference. The first was held in 1871, in Decorah, lowa. cbingl seok
place in 1872 in Rock Prairie (Luther Valley), Wisconsin. At the urgingarfvegian Synod
Pastor B. J. Muus (1832-1900), the founder of St. Olaf's school and presideaisghbd’s
Minnesota District, nine regional free conferences were held withberesnof the Norwegian
Synod, Hauge’s Synod, and the Norwegian-Danish Conference participating. By 1880 is w
evident that a grass roots movement of pastors and laymen aimed at pea@ntarad enion had
developed's.36

In the early 1880s members of the three synods came together for threesmore f
conferences. The first was held at St. Ansgar, lowa, June 24-30, 1881. Artag®h341
assembled (164 from the Norwegian Synod, 138 from the Norwegian-Danish Coafenhthe
remaining 39 from Hauge’s Synod, the Norwegian Augustana Synod, and the Swedislaraigust
Synod). The topic was objective or universal justification (usually spokeNdrwegian circles
as the “justification of the world”). This doctrine had been a point diection for some time.
The Norwegian Synod taught that absolution “is a powerful impartatitredbrgiveness of
sins.” The Norwegian Synod, pointing to 2 Corinthians 5:19, taught that if the was
reconciled to God because he did not count men’s sins against them, then dh&asqtlstified
or forgiven. The Augustana Synod, however, held that “the Gospel containsitprease offers

the forgiveness of sins to all who hear it, but this forgiveness és gimparted and bestowed

3% E, Clifford Nelson and Eugene L. Fevokhe Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americans: A
History of the Evangelical Lutheran ChurdiMinneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1960, 1, 39-
311.
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only to those who have faith in it.” The Augustana Synod was concerned that thesiexpre
“justification of the world” denied the necessity of justificationfaigh 537

Pastor Rasmussen and Professor Schmidt of the Norwegian Synod begarttie fault
teaching of their synod. Since Schmidt in the Election Controversy wandmgédor election
in view of faith, he was beginning to have difficulties in speaking of dipation of the world
apart from the faith of the individuaf® In fact, Schmidt declared that the real issue in conflict
was justification‘rf39 Schmidt’'s essay on justification presented at the very first coovenitithe
Synodical Conference, however, had clearly taught a justification ofaHd.w

Two more free conferences were held. The next conference took placend,Rovea,
in October 1882. General agreement was expressed on five theses dishesspgdpriation of
the fruits of Christ’'s work of redemption by faith. The final free eoefice met in Goodhue
County, Minnesota, June 27-July 4, 1883. The subject for discussion was tiveedufctr
absolution. One side historically taught universal or objectivdipagton (justification of the
world), contending that the pronouncement of forgiveness won by Christ anceddnyaGod to
the world leads people to believe in their Savior. The other side wasllimg vd speak of
justification apart from faith (subjective or personal justifiza}i A set of theses seeking to
harmonize the differences on this doctrine was adopted with little ogpositihe conference
revealed that many in the different synods considered themselves of onetfind.”

Prior to 1883 there were internal problems not only in the Norwegian Synocebettree
Norwegian Synod majority and the Anti-Missourian minority, but also in thesbaxorwegian
Conference. In the 1870s the Conference was divided between Old School and New School
factions. The New School trumpeted congregational freedom with uctedtay activity and a

“democratic” ministry. The New School was particularly concerned abamisterial

*3"Herman A. Preus, “History of Norwegian LutheramsAimerica to 1917.Concordia Historical Institute
Quarterly.vol. 40 (October 1967) 112.

>3 Nelson and Fevoldihe Lutheran Church among Norwegian Americavsl. |, 315-317.

*%Haug, The Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran €hun North America787.

4% Nelson and Fevoldihe Lutheran Church among Norwegian Americans, |, 323. See 322-324.
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“authoritarianism” and an “over-emphasis” on doctrine. They believed thadgtidan’s
exposition of LuthersSmall Catechisnwas sufficient for cooperation among congregations. In
fact, the New School men favored cooperation between synods rather than theahtrg
synods. The Old School men were concerned that the New School did not apfireciate
importance of doctrine and doctrinal discussions. They feared that suitiuaie avould result

in lack of doctrinal clarity. They believed that the New School did not raatigrstand the
proper relationship between the universal priesthood and the public miristd883 the

conflict between the two sides had subsided, although it would break out bgairaalecade

later>**

This lack of appreciation for doctrine and doctrinal clarity evéiyttreumphed in the
Norwegian merger of 1917.

After the free conference of 1883 the Norwegian Synod, the Danish Norwegian
Conference, the Norwegian Augustana Synod, and Hauge’s Synod held joint megtings
official representatives chosen by each of the synods in an effeddb mutual understanding
and agreement. The first joint meeting was held in Chicago, January 28 tor{F&hil#85. The
discussions on contested doctrines produced little agreement, but the four sgrpyddute a
statement about the requirements for recognizing each synod as Luthtértrewjoal of
eventually forming one synod.

1. That they accept the canonical books of holy Scripture as God's réWalel and
therefore the only source and rule of faith, doctrine, and life.

2. That they without reservation accept and firmly maintain the cdofedswritings of
the Norwegian Lutheran Church.

a. The three ancient symbols: the Apostolic, Nicene, and Athanasian.

b. The unaltered Augsburg Confession and Luther's Small Catechism.

3. That the church bodies do not by any official act deny their acceptance of said
Scripture and confessioh

>4 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America37-339.

*42Referat af Forhandlingerne | det farste Feellesmindele fire norskitherske Kirkesamfund i Amerika
afholdt i Chicago, lllinois. . . 188B8Chicago: Norwegian Lutheran Publishing Society,yn 35. The
English translation is in Nelson and Fevalthe Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americas. |,
326.
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There was another joint meeting in Goodhue County, Minnesota, May 14 to 20, 1886.
Hauge’s Synod sent no representatives. Before the third meeting cdéttibe 1887 a split
had occurred in the Norwegian Synod. The Anti- Missourian Brotherhood consistimgubiaa
third of the synod’s pastors and congregations broke off and formed a fellowship.

When the Anti-Missourian Brotherhood separated from the Norwegian Synodidhe
not form a new synod but established a fellowship with the goal of bringing abouter nvithy
some of the other Norwegian Lutheran groups. They asked the Danish Nor@egiference,
the Norwegian Augustana Synod, and Hauge’s Synod to choose represematisesdithem to
another joint meeting. In order to promote their proposal the Brotherhoo@dgergantatives to
the conventions of each of those synods to encourage particif‘)“ﬁtion.

The first of the meetings took place in Eau Claire, Wisconsin, August 15 to88, I8
was evident already at this meeting that the Hauge’s Synod was ngtdotamitted to merger.
That synod chose not to join the merged synod in 1890. Nevertheless the repvesesttéte
four synods hammered out an agreement that made the Holy Scriptures, the d\ugsbur
Confession, Luther's Small Catechism, and Pontoppidan’s exposition thédoasign. The
agreement also stipulated that previous disputes on the atonementifindtjost the gospel,
absolution, Sunday observance, and election had all been 3éttled.

The Norwegian Synod having suffered the painful loss of one third mieitsbership in
the Anti-Missourian Brotherhood separation was not interested igipating in the merger
talks. A later Norwegian writer was skeptical that the threedy had reached real agreement in
the disputed doctrines.

It is no exaggeration to say that the only bond of union between these thregwasup

their common hatred of the Norwegian Synod and its uncompromising adherenee to “th

Word Alone and Grace Alone.” For Dr. Schmidt had been a leader in the cosyrower
Absolution, the Gospel, Justification, etc., on the side of the NorwegiadSyr et

*3E. Clifford Nelson,The Union Movement among Norwegian-American Lutigefsom 1880 to 1917.
244
**1bid., 251-257.
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nothing was done to reconcile the differences between him and the AnsgBgteod
and the Conference on these and other pf’ffﬁts.

A second meeting took place in Scandinavia, Wisconsin, November 15-21, 1888. The
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the report of the Eau Clairagnekte organizers of
this meeting encouraged all the congregations of the four synods as indipandent
Norwegian Lutheran congregations to send congregational represent®Rigpresentatives of
the Hauge’s Synod raised some objections to the wording of certain sectionsapfatiebut the
major discussion took place over a practical matter rather than a docitber, The major
disagreement was on the establishment of a “professor’s fund” to suppanirtisterial
educational program of the proposed merged synod. Set dollar amounts of support were
established for each participating synod. The Hauge's Synod raisedadtesgodbjection to the
proposal. Nevertheless the proposal passed and the meeting was conclu@gaint
celebration of the Lord’s Suppﬁﬁ.

In 1889 the Hauge’s Synod withdrew from the merger process. The three remaining
synods each met in Minneapolis on June 11, 1890, for the last time as independénaties:
On June 13 the joint synod met under the name The United Norwegian Lutherani@hurch
America®*’

Soon some of the old animosities between the “New School” and “Old Scho@hfact
of the Norwegian Danish Conference came to the fore once again. The “Neal"Suen had
always been concerned about the rights of the congregation over #dgaswgtod and the
minority over against the majority in a synod. They also had differencetheveature of
theological education. The United Church had chosen the Augsburg Seatnaotled by
“New School” men to be its seminary. The “Friends of Augsburg” actually ovingeseiminary

and refused to turn it over to the United Church. The “Friends of Augskepgtated from the

¥ Grace for Grace190.
%4® Nelson,The Union Movement among Norwegian-American Luthefeom 1880 to 191263-270.
**Ipbid., 281-289.
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United Church in 1897 to form the Lutheran Free Church. A MinnesotarSe@eurt decision
declared in 1898 that the Friends of Augsburg were the legitimate ownbess#minary. The
Conference had never legally owned it and therefore could not transfemigsship to the
United Churci?*®

Already in 1890 there were some efforts to reach mutual understanding métee=w
United Church and the Norwegian Synod. The Norwegian Synod actually toeiathiey
inviting representatives of the United Church and the Hauge’s Synostctesdithe possibility of

union>*°

Responding to a memorial sent in by its Minnesota District, the Norwegnod S
passed the following resolution at its 1890 convention:

1. The Synod acknowledges its obligation to work for unity among Norwegian Lothera
church bodies here in this country, and shall according to ability seekilidHid
obligation.

2. The further development of this matter shall be the task of the corareiéeted by
the Synods.50

President Th. N. Mohn of St. Olaf's also arranged for a meeting of proféssorst.
Olaf’'s, Augsburg Seminary, and the Norwegian Synod’s semfﬁéry.

The Norwegian Synod'’s resolution resulted in a preliminary meeting in ©891 t
determine how to proceed. Representatives of the Norwegian Synod and tleGbiteh
decided to have each synod choose thirty representatives to discuss duriesufds that
separated them. An invitation was also sent to the Hauge's Synod. Thegnaat place in
Willmar, Minnesota, January 6-12, 1892. Interestingly enough the meeting wastiettded
by the Norwegian Synod than the United Church. The Hauge’'s Synod did nappteticThree

issues emerged: whether the two groups ought to join in prayer fello?/\riémpether the

inspiration of the Scriptures ought to be a condition of union, and whether subsdaptne

>4 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America89, 341-344.

49 Theodore A. Aaberd) City Set on a Hill(Mankato: Board of Publications-Evangelical Lute
Synod, 1968)45,

50 Nelson,The Union Movement among Norwegian-American Lutefeom 1880 to 1917207-408.
5! Aaberg,A City Set on a Hill45

52 Historically confessional Lutherans insisted omptete doctrinal unity every expression of church
fellowship, including joint prayer.
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entire Book of Concord would be requiré?f The United Church reluctantly agreed that the
meeting would begin only with a devotional reading without joint prayer. In tes ttvo
matters the opinion of the United Church prevaﬁ%“d.‘l’he Norwegian Synod had pressed for a
statement on inspiration because it was a burning issue of the day and somgiddobwtheran
pastors had forsaken the old Lutheran doctrine of inspiration. Some weremjogdtie divine
character of the Bible. A committee was appointed to prepare a sthm®cripture that
would find acceptance. The committee produced the following resolutiam whssed
unanimously.
In regard to church union between the Synod and the United Church we consider the
unanimous acceptance of the canonical books of the Holy Scriptures asr&@diled,
infallible Word on the part of both church bodies as a fully sufficienstfaschurch

union.

Note.Our position in relation to Holy Scripture is given expression in Pontoppidan’s
answers to Questions 12, 15, and 18amdhed til Gudfrygtighe‘rtf’.5

The meeting ultimately did not accomplish anything substantial. Howeveg, the
remained an openness to meet in spite of the new issues which had leskn rais

The next free conference did not take place until September of 1897. Theatace
Lanesboro, Minnesota. As the doctrine of election was discussed theecorfaurned also to a
discussion of conversion, free will, and the power of a human being to cooperatewnhi
conversiorr>® Those who held to election in view of faith posited an element of free human will
in conversion. They believed that there was a difference in theares2stf some unregenerate

which accounted for their conversion. The old divisions were apparent dnidgwas

*3The Norwegian Synod for some time had subscribetie entire Book of Concord. The United Synod
followed the pattern of the Church in Norway, sutidog only to the Unaltered Augsburg Confessiod an
Luther's Small Catechism. They declined to sultectd the other confessions in the Book of Concord
because they were unfamiliar with them.

54 Nelson,The Union Movement among Norwegian-American Lutefeom 1880 to 1917410-417.

% Referat af Forhandlingerne i Delegatmgdet mellemieer valgte af Synoden for den norske evang.-
lutherske Kirke i Amerika og den forenede norskiediske Kirke | Amerika, afholdt | Wilmar, Minrraf
onsdag de 6te Januar til den 12te Januar 1§8&corah, lowa: Lutheran Publishing House, 1899),
English translation in Nelsoifhe Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams. 2, 135.

% preus, “History of Norwegian Lutherans in Amerioal917.” 116-117.
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accomplished. One final attempt at a free conference in 1899 in Austin, Mangastpoorly

attended and brought about the end of the free confergtices.
The Union Movement after 1900

In 1900 the district conventions of the Norwegian Synod issued an invitatian to th
United Church to discuss doctrinal issues in a colloquy which was to inbiegedsidents of the
two synods and their theological faculties. Two meetings were tademéhe condition that
there would be no minutes kept or reports published. Friedrich Schmidtdhiteel Synod did
not agree with the procedure and published an article which offered a pgotigtl on the first
meeting. He claimed that the theses discussed at the colloquy amountechfor@ntise
document. Schmidt had historically been opposed to glossing over the diffeoentte
doctrines of election and conversion. He broke with the Synodical Confdrecaese of
differences in doctrine and also separated from the Norwegian Synod. Idarig re

(Schmidt) called the talk about the two patterns of teaching “humbug” athd should

be buried. He maintained that it was not only a matter of two differentsaddeaching

but of two sharply conflicting doctrines. He argued that if someone does ievelblat

God considered man’s faith when he elected him, one also does not believe that God

justifies those in whom He found faith. “We disagree in the doctrine tifigaton,”

Schmidt declared. “This is the real point at issie”

After so many years of controversy the Norwegian Synod was growing tiredlaiglwith

Schmidt. The Church Council of the Synod in 1902 recommended that there be no more
meetings if Schmidt was going to be one of the participants and in factstedjtieat the United

Church replace Schmidt. When the United Church refused to do so, dhnel seeeting did not

take place. The Church Council of the Norwegian Synod eventually publishetpalpa

>’ Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams. 2, 138-139.
*®Haug, The Predestination Controversy in the Lutheran €hun North America787.
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claiming that Schmidt had proven himself unreliable and even dishonest in a rafrimtstances
during the continuing controversy on electoh.

From 1902 until 1905 there were no more inter-synodical discussions to resolve the
doctrinal and practical issues separating the various Norwegian grougsrthetess there were
developments which would pave the way for Norwegian Lutheran merger.

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries there arosébamoftNorwegian-
American societies which attempted to preserve Norwegian cultur@sted $ocializing among
Norwegian-Americans. Athletic and musical clubs sprang up in communhie®\there were
sufficient numbers of Norwegian immigrants and their descendants. drikeglan musical
heritage was particularly strong in binding Norwegian-Americanghege Performances of
secular and religious music by Norwegian composers and even Norwegianuiitkwere
weekly occurrences in some areas. Norwegian-American cultulal gnd identity began to
have a moderating influence on religious disputes. Common culture wasibggmtrump
doctrine.

Churches drew strength from the fact that ethnic identity was gltedlto religion

among immigrants, and eventually class hostilities brought from Nomagxpressed

in the doctrinal battles faded in importance. The result was a distawing of
traditions of both the Norwegian peasant culture and the Norwegies ielithe

American environment®

A rather unique organization calledbpgdelagalso developed. Aygdelagwas a social
organization comprised of Norwegians in America who had been born or cuddhieir
ancestry to a particular valley, community, or regioyg@ in Norway. According to one source,
“meetings resembled family reunions, but on a larger séitePastors and laymen from the

various synods were often members and leaders of thelsaydelag Meetings at times

included presentations on a variety of ecclesiastical matterieagttondag, theValdreslag had

9 Grace for Grace93-94. See also Nelsofihe Union Movement among Norwegian-American
Lutherans from 1880 to 191425-426.

0 pedersonBetween Memory and Reality35.

*!Arlow W. AndersenThe Norwegian-AmericangBoston: Twayne Publishers, 1975), 149. See the
entire chapter, 138-156.
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espoused the cause of church union, even though it was a non-religious‘r’%cﬁmye in their
Norwegian heritage became a strong contributing factor in the union moveménpridid, no
doubt, was enhanced by Norway becoming independent from Sweden in 1905.

In 1905 the Hauge’s Synod passed a resolution calling for the electionwf a ne
committee and the issuing of an invitation to renew merger talks. Thell8yiteod and the
Norwegian Synod responded favorably.

There were also some new developments in the Norwegian Synod. The samdaonvent
that accepted the invitation of the Hauge’s Synod also elected a reepwegident. Dr. Koren,
the leading theologian of the Norwegian Synod, had served as presidensyidhesince the
death of President Herman Amberg Preus in 1894. Koren had now reached theeagptypf s
nine and would not be able to serve as president much longer. The convention shothed him
honor of reelecting him, but most delegates realized that the vice-prtesmig@d have to take
over much of the work. The synod elected Dr. Hans Stub (1849-1931) to the latter $ifice
Stub was a professor, he did not have the right to vote at the convention.ndtis sy
constitution stipulated that the president must cast his vote in caserargntion vote ended in a
tie. To enable Stub to serve, the synod quickly passed a resolution thdututheny tie vote
would be considered lost. One opponent of the eventual merger gives this opirtian ©f S
election:

He was the candidate of the more liberal element which considered thadbeshép of

the Synod hitherto had been too strict. During the convention much propaganda was

carried on, and the slogan of the more liberal element was: “Let us brdagdbeah

ring!” . . . Stub was elected by 181 of the 328 votes Bist.

The “Decorah Ring” was a group of pastors and theologians in and arounalecor
lowa, led by Koren, which was opposed to the union if it meant compromising thesynod’
doctrinal position. Koren died in 1910. Thereafter Stub became a strong propuh&ader of

the union movement in the synod. Stub at one time had been a defender of the Synodical

%2 Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams. 2, 153.
*%3 Grace for Grace95.
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Conference position in the Election Controversy. It is somewhat difficulbderstand his
change in attitude. He may have been caught up in the spirit of Norwegian Irsaticna
ethnic pride or had grown weary of doctrinal controversy or had the desire foestge that
would be his as the leader of a larger church body.

The union committees of the three synods met three times in Minneiap®86. The
subject for discussion at the first two meetings was absolution. Aocwensly over absolution
had divided the Norwegians since 1861. The Norwegian Synod had defined absoltdion as
powerful impartation of forgiveness which seemed to some to minimizeijecive human
response to God’s objective act. The union committees adopted fivecbhetjsne'e"-steachinaf.54

The topic for discussion at the third meeting was lay ministries arnuéagzhing. A
controversy over lay activity had its roots in the Haugean Movement indyand surfaced in
America because of the activity of men like Elling Eielsen. Eigtgtdh were adopted by the
joint committee recognizing the validity of lay preaching and the chaigtsdom in using these
gifts while stating that lay preaching should not be unregulated but shocedrlael out only
after a call by a congregation of Christians.

Nelson notes the friendly atmosphere that prevailed at these meeithgaw as
significant that the Norwegian Synod representatives raised noiobgtd the joint prayer at the
beginning and end of each sessionIn previous meetings they had abstained from this

expression of fellowship.

%4 Nelson,The Union Movement among Norwegian-American Luthefeom 1880 to 1917437-438. The
first thesis spoke of absolution as God’s own alisglact through the ministry of the Word. The seto
and third theses spoke of absolution as a deatarafigrace to the sinner which was offered, dedand
bestowed by God in absolution and appropriatedalift.fThesis four declared that absolution is asvay
real and valid absolution of God. The fifth thestiessed that a minister had the duty to “give
conscientious attention to the profession in ward deed on the part of the confessors, lest thel®l
given to dogs and the pearls be cast before swiaét.(7:6).” Nelson finds it significant that theetheses
were basically the same as those written by Schamdtadopted by the Norwegian Synod in 1874.
Schmidt was now opposing these theses.

% |bid., 438-442. An English translation of these agreemntontained in Appendix C in Nelsdre
Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americangl. 2, 344-358.
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Two meetings in 1907 and one in 1908 discussed the call and conversion. At the latter
meeting the union committees unanimously adopted a set of six theses alhdhe eleven on
conversion. The issue of whether human beings played a role in conversion or midneasedl.
The theses were in harmony with the doctrine of the Synodical Conferendd bat dule out by
means of antitheses the synergism of Schmidt and the other Anti-MéssuNevertheless there
were clear enough statements on divine monergism in conversion that Schidtas/a
member of the United Synod’s committee, could object to them. For instaneé,$edrto
accept Thesis 11 on Conversion.

11. When man is converted, the honor belongs to God alone, because He throughout,

from first to last, without any cooperation on man’s part, works conversioe imahn

who is converted, i.e., acknowledges his sin and believes in>$8sus.

The Norwegian Synod raised no objections to these theses but members nbthe sy
demanded that antitheses be added “to make sure that false doctrmer$/fohampioned by
other Synods were no longer held by them.” The members of the Norwegian Synod’s union
committee assured their synod that this would be donantitheses were never added however.

In November of 1908 the joint committee turned its attention to the doofradection.
Three sets of theses by three different authors (Stub, Kildahl, raedknann) were presented.
The committee made the theses presented by Stub the basis of disc8tsimtheses were
basically a “mild” restatement of Koren’s principlesAin Accounting They echoed the
Synodical Conference teaching.

7. There is according to the Word of God no contradiction between God’s univelsal wil

of grace and His eternal election, although we cannot harmonize the two bysour. rea

Therefore election must not be torn loose from the universal grace in whahits

foundation, much less be put in contradiction to it. It is one and the same efficadious wi

of grace by which the elect are converted and saved and against which th@se loisb
harden themselves. Eph. 1,3 ff.; Matth. 22,1 ff., Rom. 8,28-30.

*%¢ Quoted inGrace for Grace193.

*57“Unity, Union, and Unionism.” (Mankato, Minnesofaublication Board, November 1938). An
electronic version of the pamphlet can be acceased
http://www.evangelicallutheransynod.org/believesisaiuu The quotation can be found on pages 14-15
of the electronic version.
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8. Scripture abides simply by this: When a man is not elected or does nothatiorsa

the reason for this must not besought in any foreordination of God or in any lack in Hi

will of grace, but solely and alone in the resistance which man oéf¢ine end to this

earnest call of grace from God; when a man is elected and saved, thisatetjuarsl

alone to God’s free grace in Christ. Hos. 13,9; Matth. 23,37; Rom. 11,33-37; Eph.

2,420

Stub’s theses were discussed at two subsequent meetings in 1909, but no wagyress
made. The joint committee appointed a subcommittee to see whether atsayi$fasis for
agreement could be reached. At the next meeting in the spring of 1910 the subm®ismitd
three sets of theses because it could come to no agreement. When tly ofdie joint
committee decided to continue the discussion on the basis of thesesgigpRresident
Eastvold of the Hauge Synod, the representatives of the Norwegian Syrtbd haﬁeetin&.69

The district conventions of the Norwegian Synod in 1910 approved Stub’s theses.
However, the President of the United Church, T.H. Dahl (1845-1923), rejected itienpufthe
Norwegian Synod as “unbliblical and un-Lutheran” at the United Synod’s coawertte placed
the blame for the disruption of the negotiations on the Norwegian Synaseegatives. The
United Church’s committee members then issued “Election and the Ueanént,” a
pamphlet that demonstrated that the two synods were no closer to adreerntendoctrine than
they had ever beett® The pamphlet contrasted Stub’s theses with their own statements on
election and conversion declaring Stub’s theses to be unbiblical and herdmtoctrine.”
Pastor Bjug Harstad, one of the Norwegian minority, ten years laterei:c

In [the pamphlet] the biblical, Lutheran doctrine was definitely reecfThe proofs were

essentially the same as we had heard from Schmidt, Boeckmann, Kildahhersdsaot

many times for several years. Consequently nothing is heard eitherdsfrtiand for

more proofs or from our Committee any refutation of the wretched rational amtgpime

and perversion of the teaching of the Scriptures and the Confessions of wvahich th
document is fulP’*

%8 Quoted inGrace for Grace194.

9 “Ynity, Union, and Unionism.,” 15.

*"pjd., 15.

"1 Bjug Harstad, “President’s Report” to the 1921ttJe] Norwegian Synod Convention, unpublished
translation by Pastor J. H. Larsen. Quoted by Rekry Gernander in “The Drive to Opgjer: The Ysear
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The union movement seemed to be dead.

Nelson suggests three reasons for the failure of the joint cteaniitreach agreement on
the doctrine which had separated the synods for so many years.

One centered around the illusive and hardly assessable factor of géeson@he

second was the apparent failure to recognize changes in the presgidrsds over

against the old Election Controversy. The third factor was the pegsiesiduum of
antithetical theological method?

Nelson’s observations are insightful, but a genuine resolution of thenddcontroversy
would hardly have been possible without a statement that demonstratetbdienal unity not
only with clear theses but also with clear antithesestieethe errors that had previously
divided them. Although the forthcoming Madison Settlement did contain anstbadae
doctrine of election, nevertheless it did not truly resolve the@eostsy. In reality the Madison
Settlement was a compromise agreement which allowed the contending {oeptiefess
agreement while continuing to hold conflicting doctrines of election and flefrbuman will in
conversion.

In the meantime as the Norwegians were becoming Americanized, th&gegrowing
desire for worship materials in English. The United Church, Hauge's Sgnddhe Norwegian
Synod in 1908 appointed representatives to a joint committee to produce an Enghsth dnyth
service book.The Lutheran Hymnarwas published in 19172 The joint project was an
expression of the desire for union and perhaps showed that the two synods had eotifatenc
merger would be consummated in the near future. Having a common English hgcheaehace

book also promoted union. When two groups worship with the same hymnal, doctrinal

differences become blurred, particularly in the eyes of the laity.

The Madison Settlement (Opgj@ar)

1900-1917 in the Old Norwegian Synod,” presentetthéoELS General Pastoral Conference, October 7-9,
2003, 9.

"2 Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams, 2, 166.

" pid., 102, 170-171.
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The union movement seemed dead in 1910, but by 1911 there were some signs of life. A
group of prominent pastors in the United Church signed a document in which theeddoat
the doctrinal position of the Norwegian Synod was not church divisive althbwgls somewhat
different from their own. Evidently they were expressing some gensgatidifaction with the
previous year's actions of their own synod’s union committee. The UnitedCémmgention in
1911 elected an entirely new committee and sent greetings to the Norwggoaisonvention.
The Norwegian Synod also elected a new union commitfe®@he new committee was
comprised only of parish pastors. Theological professors were egclude

Nelson suggests three reasons for the continued openness of the Bioi@ewd to a
pan-Norwegian merger. Leaders like Hans Stub and Peter Laurentes (A4833-1915)
believed that there was room for differences in the expression of thisndaftelection.
Secondly a joint committee of United Church, Hauge’s Synod, and Norwegiad $en had
been working on a common service book and hymnal since 1908. Finally, laymen began to be
vocal in their support of a unioh® In addition the Norwegian Synod had always tolerated the
expression “electiomtuitu fidei” so long as the expression was not used to mask the false
teaching that God was influenced in electing human beings by their conduct.effbera of the
synod were accustomed to the wording in Pontoppidan’s Catechism: “That Gayploased all
those to eternal life whom he from eternity has seen would accept tieepgoffered to them,
believe in Jesus and persevere in this faith unto the end.” The synocddbeptxpression as
explained by the great Lutheran theologian of the seventeenth celufunyGerhard (1582-
1637)>7°

The new joint union committee met in the fall of 1911 and again in February 1822. T

Hauge’s Synod was not represented because that church body had not been involved in the

" Grace for Grace99-100.
"> Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams. 2, 170-171.
®’®See Koren, “An Accounting,” irace for Grace183-184.
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Election Controversy. A sub-committee consisting of two represesgdtiom the United
Church and two from the Norwegian Synod prepared theses which were preséngeerttire
committee at the meeting in February 1912. The joint union committgxeal a statement
which became know as the Madison Settlement or in Norw@i@}intg;jrar(settlementf.77 The
Opgjegrcommitted the two synods to accepting both “forms” of the doctrine of election.

1. The Union Committees of the Synod and the United Church, unanimously and
without reservation, accept that doctrine of election which is sétifoirticle Xl of
the Formula of Concord (the so-called ‘first form of the doctrine’) anddppidan’s
Explanation (Sandhed til Gudfrygtighed), question 548 (the so-called ‘semonadf
the doctrine’).

2. Whereas the conferring bodies acknowledge that Art. XI of the Formula eb@bn
presents the pure and correct doctrine of God’s Word and the Lutheran Church
regarding the Election of the children of God to salvation, it is deemedassaeg
to church union to construct new and more extensive theses on this articlb.of fait

3. But since in regard to the doctrine of Election it is well known that twodaf the
doctrine have been used, both of which have been recognized in the orthodox
Lutheran church, some, in accordance with the Formula of Concord, include under
the doctrine of electioniz., that some, with the Formula of Concord, make the
doctrine of Election to comprise the whole order of salvation of the etentthe
calling to the glorification, (cf. ‘Thorough Explanation,” Articles 10-20)d teach an
Election ‘to salvation through sanctification by the Holy Spirit andhfimtthe truth,’
while others, like Pontoppidan, in agreement with John Gerhard, Scrivethend o
acknowledged doctrinal fathers, define Election specifically as theadetfimal
glorification, with the Spirit's work of faith and perseverance ametsssary
postulate, and teach that ‘God has ordained to eternal life all those wdram fr
eternity He foresaw would accept the proffered grace, believe istGimd remain
steadfast in this faith unto the end;’ and since neither of these tme fifrdoctrine,
presented in this wise, contradicts any doctrine revealed in the Word ob@deits
the order of salvation, as otherwise presented in God’s Word and the Gm¥eds
the Church remain entirely intact and fully acknowledged, we find thataitti®ught
not be divisive of church unity, nor ought it disrupt the unity of spirit irbthred of
peace which God wills should obtain between us.

4. Since, however, during the doctrinal controversy among us, words and exg@ession
have been used—rightly or wrongly attributed to one party or the othbichw
seemed to the other side a denial of the Confession of the Church, we hadaagre
reject all erroneous doctrines which seek to explain away the mystelgctibk
(Formula of Concord, Art. X1:38-64) either in a synergistic manner or in a
Calvinizing way; in other words, we reject every doctrine which either, contée
hand would rob God of His honor as the only Savior, or, on the other hand would
weaken man’s sense of responsibility in respect of the acceptamjeation of
gracef.’78

>’ “Ynity, Union, and Unionism,” 15-16.
>’ The English version can be found3gnodical Conference Proceeding912, 18-21. The paragraphs
guoted are on 18-19.
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A minority in the Norwegian Synod objected to the clause “or on the cdinerould
weaken man’s sense of responsibility in respect of the acceptargeation of grace.” They
believed that this statement was contrary to the teaching ofieallgtgrace alone, denied the
bondage of the will in unconverted human beings, and masked synergism. They didhoot see
it could be harmonized with the Formula of Concord or Luti@osdage of the Will They
proposed that the clause should be changed to read, “weaken man’s sense of idtityninae
the acceptance of grace and blame for the rejection of gsr?ce.”

The various districts of the Norwegian Synod met in the summer of 1912. Indsvidual
raised questions about the wording of the document and whether the synod by ddpgijterg
would be adopting the so-called second form of the doctrine of election. Meailibe union
committee assured the delegates that adopting the document in no plied the yielding of
any point of doctrine. Rather it simply meant that they could recogniz®trers those who
held the so-called second form of the doctrine in the light of therstate made in subsequent
paragraphs oDpgjer. Receiving such assurance, the districts supported the work of the union
committee>®

Other historians have suggested several other reasons for the dtenDestrict of the
Norwegian Synod voting with such unanimity in spite of the strong objectiohe tedrding of
Opgjer. No doubt these reasons applied to the other districts as well. Pasttagraen alike
were tired of controversy so that relatively minor concessiorsfisdtthem. Some did not
understand the full implications of rejecting or accepting the agreemeniNorvegian Synod
had become accustomed to allowing a few leaders to be spokesmen and many laakaddgee

to speak up or let their influence be felt. Everyone wanted an agreamesu they were

" preus, “History of Norwegian Lutherans in Amerioal917,” 117-118.
%80 Aaberg,A City Set on a HiJl52-53
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reluctant to say anything that might hinder unity. Synodical and digtaidetship also put
pressure on the voters to support the cause of dhton.

The Norwegian Synod’s English periodidalitheran Herald edited by the Missouri
Synod’s Theodore Graebner (1876-1950), was critical of the Settlement. lof I3 the
periodical contained a warning that if the Madison Settlement was adcefts upcoming
convention, the synod would be serving “notice to the world that it no longer stards it
stood with Dr. Preus, Dr. Koren, Dr. Larsen, and Dr. Stub thirty years ago.” fidie declared
that in the past the Norwegian Synod had tolerated the “second form” in, ditieitshad never
accepted the expression without certain “well-defined conditions.” Tepattat expression as
coordinate and equal to the “first form” after the “second form” had beed by others for thirty
years to cloak false doctrine simply was something quite ditfé¥en

In June 1913 Graebner announced his resignation as editorLafttiezan Herald He
claimed that he was not resigning because of developments relate®pilbe His stated
reason was that for too long he had been burning the candle at both ends andorgigdddst
other duties more attention. Nevertheless he did note a change that haedaoctire
Norwegian Synod involving Norwegian nationalism.

There has been in recent years, also among Norwegian Lutherans, a mosj amaz

assertion of theacial spirit. So strong has this spirit become, that even one who has by

long association learned to love and admire the “tusen hjem” in the Wdstlawv finds
himself rather a welcome stranger than a member of the householdonthesmon does

not seem unreasonable, that a Synodical organ, though English in its idiom, would make

friends still more rapidly, and exert a more powerful influence for good, #iiéwdited

by a native son of the Norwegian Synod, and not an adopte5(§3one.

Graebner’s observation of an ever-increasing pride in their Norwegt&grioand
among Norwegian-Americans was perceptive. This Norwegian prnideubtedly was the major

driving force behind the union movement. After Graebner stepped dowlit@s el utheran

Herald ceased to voice concerns about the proposed union.

81 Grace for Grace103.
824t Opgjer Stands Unmodified Lutheran Heraldvol. 8, (May 22, 1913), 478-479.
83 Theodore Graebner, “Persondliitheran Herald vol. 8, (June 5, 1913) 527.
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The leaders of the Norwegian Synod sought approval for the Madison Settieanent
the Synodical Conference at the latter’'s convention in Saginaw, Michiga812. Even though
the Norwegian Synod was no longer a member of the Synodical Conferendenthegian
Synod continued to maintain fraternal relations with the synods of the Confefersdent
Hans Stub and Professor Johannes Ylvisaker (1845-1917) of the Norwegahl®gught the
Opgjgrto Saginaw in the hope of receiving the blessing of the Synodical Confenetitis
union document. The convention devoted two days to the discussion of the Madison Bettleme
and then directed the praesidium to write a letter expressing concetrighabdocument.

The letter was dated August 19, 1912, and was signed by Carl Gausewitz (1861-1928)
and John Meyer (1873-1964), the president and secretary of the Synodicaktomfe
respectively. The Synodical Conference made these requests:

a) To eliminate from Theses 1-3 of the “Opgjor” the coordination of theaHeetfirst
and second form of doctrine, because only the first form representstthefttioe
Scriptures and of the Confessions, while the second form is not found in God’s
Word and the confessional writings of the Lutheran Church, and hence is not
entitled to such recognition in the Church.

b) Inasmuch as the present state of affairs in our American Lutheran Churahdsean
proper antithesis to synergistic doctrine, we pray you to take steps tabdoga
rejection of the teaching that man’s conduct, in particular, his omissibe sbt
called willful resistance, either by his natural powers or by the power cedfey
divine grace, is the reason by which we may explain why some are converted and
elected rather than others, as our opponents in the American Lutheran Cacinch te

c) We pray you to enter into a fraternal discussion with us, according to theuBzsipt
and Confessions and in the spirit of truth and love, of your former theses orlithe Ca
and Conversion and your present theses on Elettfon.

The convention appointed a three-man committee to deliver the letterdornhention
of the Norwegian Synod. The members of the committee were Professord\W\Daili (1864-
1944), Professor Franz Pieper (1852-1931), and Director John Schaller (185§§i%ﬂ)aller

resigned from the committee and was replaced by Professor Theodort&ablliMorthwestern

College in 1914%° The Norwegian Synod praesidium responded that to have a committee of the

% Synodical Conference Proceeding812. 24. The entire letter is printed on pageg2.
%8> Synodical Conference Proceeding912. 24.
%8¢ Synodical Conference Proceeding14. 44.



168

Synodical Conference come to their convention would “result in new conipfisatind instead
of helping would “do harm to the fraternal relations” the Synodical Confede®eed. The
letter expressed the conviction that there would not be enough timeNxrihegian Synod
convention for a thorough discussion of the points the Synodical Confdradcaised. Instead
the Norwegian Synod appointed a committee of President Hans Stub, &rdtdsmnes
Ylvisaker, and Rev. O. P. Vangsnes to meet at a future date withribdi€&yl Conference

committee>®’

For various reasons the two committees were never able té%éﬂ’ufcrtunately
Stub began to accuse the Synodical Conference of having changed its fortiem poghe
doctrine of election. He even used the term “New Missouri” to descriti@tadical
Conference teaching. This term had been the epithet that Friedrichdbtieepuently had used
some decades before to ridicule Walther's posﬁﬁ%n.

Even though the committees never met, Franz Pieper published an evalutt®n of
Madison Settlement with an appeal for Lutheran u‘?%?yPieper’s evaluation was relatively
mild. He noted that th®pgjar stated that the “Missourian” view was the doctrine of Scrgptur
and the Lutheran Confessiolis. He declared that it was a great achievement th&dplogar
rejected synergisr%g.2 He believed that discussions of election and conversion might be quite

593

profitable and that agreement could be reached by a modification©ptjer™"" He still

objected to the “second” form of the doctrim&\itu fidei) as an unscriptural expression that

87 The letter is printed iBynodical Conference Proceeding914. 38-39.

88 Eor an overview of the various attempts to meedttae correspondence between the Synodical
Conference and the Norwegian Synod Sgerodical Conference Proceedin9,14 33-44.

*% Grace for Grace106.

9% pjeper’s little book was published in both a Gemraad an English editioriZur Einigung der
amerikanisch-lutherische Kirche in der Lehre von Bekerung und Gandewa(®t. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1913)Conversion and Election: A Plea for a United Lutnr@sm in AmericgSt.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1913). All refeces are to the English edition.

*1 A Plea for a United Lutheranism in Amerjci2

%2 pid., 87.

% pid., 131-132.
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often provides a convenient cover for synerg?g?lnPieper also noted that the problem
historically was that the two sides had a different theological agproa
In the recent controver®ible-textand exegesis stood in opposition to each other. The
other side insisted with much emphasis that the few Scripture-teatsg of
Predestination were “obscure,” and must needs be “interpreted” in bademiversal
grace might be preserved. We on our part maintained that the texts tofdtiagtion
are sufficientlynumerousandclear. Just so our Confessions: “Holy Scriptures not only
in but one place and incidentally, but in many places, thoroughly discuss and urge the
same (doctrine of Election). The texts concerning Predestinationeggsilittle as the
sedes doctrinaef other articles, an “interpretation” in the sense that obscuréswounst
first be explained. What Luther says concerning Scripture textd f8hastian doctrine
applies also to the texts which treat of Election: “When Faith only heauBible, it is so
clear and bright to him that he says without any fathers or glosses: Tigat,shat |
believe.” We have, on occasion, requested the other side repeatedly thenser
The director of the Wisconsin Synod’s seminary, John Schaller (1859-1980a|lgri
commented on th®pgjgrin the seminary’s theological journdlheologische Quartalschrj?f’6
He objected to th®pgjars allowing two version of the doctrine of election to stand and the
Norwegian Synod’s attitude toward doctrinal differences. The synods Sytmodical
Conference were concerned about the theological direction of the glans&ynod. Union
based on a compromise agreement would result in a break in fellowship bdtev&maodical
Conference and the Norwegian Synod.
There was also a sizeable minority within the Norwegian Synod thatedbjiecthe
Opgjer. The leaders of the minority were Stub’s colleagues at the synodisasgim Decorah,
J. Ylvisaker, O. E. Brandt, and E. Hove. These three drafted ap@onskrify which they
sent to men who they knew were in agreement with them. They did not attactathes to the
document although the recipients knew who sent it to them. They soon idehtfiesklves as

the authors. When Stub received a copy he reacted negatively. He and Lawsehthie

petition as an underhanded attack on the agreement they had helped forge. dStub fase that

> pid., 15-16, 71=72.

%% |hid., 100.

% John Schaller, “Die Norwegische Sache auf der 8gtkmnferenze. Theologische Quartalschrijftol
.9, (October 1912), 269-28; “Die Norwegische Exyraslalsitzung und ihr Resultat.” Vol. 10, (October
1913), 225-247; “Ein lutherische ‘Opgjar’.” vol #l (January 1914), 59-60.
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the petition had been circulated anonymously to undermine the opponents of the Madison
Settlement. The authors of the petition had not had any devious motiesslingsthe document
anonymously. Those who received it knew who had written and sent it. Howevefiqithes
initially to affix their names to the document gave Stub fodder to discrettieffarts.

The petition was ultimately printed in thKérketidendeand Theodore Graebner published
this English summary in tHeutheran Herald

In a preamble the petitioners announced their loyalty to the movementabliskshg

spiritual unity between Norwegian Lutheran bodies in our country, but expeefear

that the doctrinal harmony necessary for fellowship has not yet beendttaine

Paragraph 1 points out the undeniable historical fact that the United Chuirott has
announced its agreement with the interpretation of Opgjar adopted Bynbd.

Paragraph 2 refers to the undeniable historical fact that the unfevprddpment passed
by the United Church theologians on the theses on election accepted by the Synod in

1910, has not been retracted. “The men who passed this judgment, and who also accepted

Opgjer, have since expressed their views which show that they have natahagig
opinion of the Synod’s doctrine.”

Paragraph 3 points out the differing interpretations of Opgjar.

Paragraph 4 deals with the difficulty caused by the brotherly relatiairgtained by the
United Church with church bodies with which the Synod cannot practice felfpwshi

The petitioners, in conclusion, give expression to the hope that no final neeasube
adopted, before the difficulties pointed out in this memorial have beaveeit?’

Stub had always maintained that he was upholding the doctrine of electiontds taug
historically in the Norwegian Synod. This was the doctrine of the Synodicdé@nce and the
Missouri Synod. He believed th@pgjarcontained that teaching. Leaders of the United Church
publicly stated the contrary. Kildahl, vice-president of the United Chutateds “The doctrine
contained in the Missouri Synod’s reports of the 1877-79 conventions is theelacfainst

which we fought; and that doctrine | do not finct)pgjfar.”598

In spite of this difference of
opinion on whaOpgjaractually said, Stub seems to have been determined that the union would

succeed.

97 _utheran Heralgvol. 8, (June 5, 1913), 527-528.
%8| utheran Herald vol. 8, ( May 15,1913), 457.
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Stub called a special convention of the Norwegian Synod in 1913 to adoptldmeset
that had been reached by representatives of the various synods in Madieana]drity report
at the convention urged adoption@pbgjar. The minority report expressed hope that nothing
would be adopted until the difficulties cited in Banskriftof Ylvisaker, Brandt, and Hove were
removed. The delegates voted 394 to 106 to approve the majority report.ofEhigag subject
to congregational approval. Stub had been the chief spokesman for the majdtitp.pdd the
convention he charged the minority with having been irresponsible in bothritemcof the
Banskriftand in their manner of bringing it forward. He urged the passage of thetynegport
so that the synod would not be guilty of breaking faith with the United Churchaugkets
Synod. He declared, “Therefore, | urge you as strongly as possible. . . . do not vae for t
minority report, but vote for the majority report! Nothing less is ingdlthan the honor of the
Norwegian Synod and the cause of uniom.”

As the result of the convention vote and the overwhelming support of the corgregati
of their synod, the members of the union committee of the Norwegian Synod cahsidere
themselves authorized to continue merger talks with Hauge’s Synod and Ohitech. The
minority were encouraged in their opposition by the support of Missouri Synoldgiens. Stub
continued his attempts to win the minority over.

Meanwhile the United Church attempted to broaden the mergemmeote The United
Church’s union committee approached the Lutheran Free Church, the Eieleeh &y the
Church of Lutheran Brethren to see whether there would be interest in aikgnltongstanding
differences with the United Church in doctrine and practice made tlesrepeach of these
three Scandinavian synods less than favorable. In spite of the negaivesessthe United
Church decided to keep the special union committee in the event thattaeg@tynods might

eventually reconsider and join the union moveniéht.

%9 Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams, 2, 195.
9 pid., 197-199.
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Stub set to work to win over the minority in the Norwegian Synod to the meBgéore
the 1914 convention of the synod, Stub met with Dr. J. N. Kildahl, the presidéetdnited
Church. Kildahl had publicly put a different interpretation on the contér@pgjarthan had
Stub. Kildahl had also rejected Stub’s theses on election in 1910 as teatséndpictrine. Stub
reported to the 1914 convention the results of that meeting. The two of tHeagrkead

1) that paragraph one of “The Settlement” does not speak of two forms ohepltrt

only about the doctrine in two forms, 2) that in paragraph four, the phrase, téense

responsibility in relation to the acceptance or rejection of graces’ motespeak—

“neither do the words say it—that a man stands in the same relatioratoctance of

grace as to the rejection of grace, since the reception flows fremtaely different

source than the rejection. . . , 3) that in point 6¢ which speaks of the resiataich God
in conversion has taken from those who are saved, it is self-understoddsti@add
alone, who takes away all resistance which hinders convéfion.

At the convention Stub also tried to prove that the position expres€gatjjarwas no
different from what the Norwegian Synod had taught in the 1880s. He quoted frontlen arti
written by Herman Amberg Preus in 1883. This article had also been signeslisyden, C. K.
Preus. C. K. Preus had become a leader of the minority who opposed the aca#iagper.
Stub stated

This then, says President Preus and also his son, was clear to the Synodtima1883,

there were two concepts of election in the Lutheran Church, which found eapriessi

two forms of doctrine, which did not stand in conflict with the analogy of faitie Mell
these words! And now will some take upon themselves the responsibilityifongphe

Synod, as was threatened in the last number of the “Kirketidende,” orotiedgpf a

form of doctrine which does not stand in conflict with the analogy of fth?

Stub’s tactics were clever, but his claim was not entirely accuhate883 the
Norwegian Synod clearly rejected any implication of synergism in conver3iogy accepted the
way electionintuitu fideiwas explained by the great Lutheran dogmatician, John Géfathe

Opgjar, however, stated that unregenerate man had a “sense of responsibilitselatiba to the

acceptance of or rejection of grace.” The Norwegian Synod in 1883 woulddjested the idea

€91 Beretning. . .Synoden, 19188-54. English translation in AabedyCity Set on a HiJl58-59
92 Beretning. . .Synoden, 191%6-57. English translation in AabedyCity Set on a HiJl59-60.
93 See Koren, “An Accounting” iGGrace for Grace183-184. This essay was presented in 1884.
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that an unregenerate man, dead in transgressions in sins, could have a sepesasibiléy
toward accepting or rejection grace.

Stub also reported that the congregations of the synod had overwhelming dgpeove
union proposals ratified by the 1912 convention.

Although there was considerable discussion of the union committee raporgte at the
1914 convention was overwhelmingly in favor of the proposed articles of union.rtichesa
were adopted 360 to 170. The vote of the pastors present was 138 for and 96 against. Th
laymen favored the proposal by a greater majority, 223 in favor to 74 a?j’éinst.

The special convention of the Norwegian Synod in 1915 was free from strife. Although
the resolutions of the union committee together with the constititadrhad been proposed for
the new merged synod were read at the convention, the delegates did nettisct

The special synod convention held in Minneapolis May 18-24, 1916, proved to be the
decisive convention for the merger movement in the Norwegian Synod.trmbgphere was
tense and charged with emotions. “An animated discussion, in which professtcss, and
laymen gave heated expression to their views, revealed that thelesorgre in no
compromising mood®® A month before the convention Stub had sent out a 48 page pamphlet
which attacked those who opposed church union on the basis@ptfier. This pamphlet, “The
Course of the Union Movement,” was intended as a supplement to the April 19,sE0E60f
Kirketidende It was not intended to calm the troubled waters at the convention, but tominele
the position of the minority. The minority responded with a pamphlet afdiai, “An Answer
to Rebukes®”’

Pastor I. B. Torrison presented a substitute motion when the propdisalusfion

committee was presented to the convention. Some 94 delegates had sigrmegake.pThe

€94 Aaberg,A City Set on a Hill60.

%95 pid., 60-61.

6% Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams. 2, 214.
897 Grace for Grace113.
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substitute motion asked that three changes be made@ptjer. 1) to strike paragraph one, 2)
to make the reference to tRermula of Concordn paragraph three to include paragraphs 1-20
(not just 10-20), and 3) to delete the words “acceptance of” in paragraplo finat she
paragraph would only speak about man’s responsibility in regard to théarjeicgrace. The
resolution also called on Hauge’s Synod and the United Church to make the sages el to
postpone the adoption of the constitution until these conditions were met.

After a long debate the substitute motion was tabled and the vote was takeruaioh
proposals. The convention voted to adopt the proposed constitution 520-203. The motion to
proceed with the union with the United Church even if the Hauge’s Synod chose moetb lma
a margin of 491-187. The motion to incorporate the new church and turn allsyhibe#'s
property over to it passed 482-1%%.

The minority, however, did not give up hope that they might be heard. In August of 1916
they began publishing a semi-monthly periodiBatlegning og Forsvato give voice to their
doctrinal concerns and complaints about the arbitrary actions of the tjmajsrihree-man
committee had been elected to act for the minority before and aftesrthention. This
committee published a statement during the 1916 convention which set forihtdrdions in
the light of the proceedings at the convention.

On the one hand there is a resolute majority which regards the questioaroasni

settled. . . On the other side stands a considerable and equally resoloriéyMi cannot

with a clear conscience enter the new church before the required cmsent made in

theOpgjar. The Minority has never been so strong, so unanimous, so firm as now . . .

Our answer is that we must try to right that which is wrong and in the meastintiaue

our work in the Synod as heretofore. This is our plain duty and our right acctordirey

Synod’s constitution.

Our schools and other institutions which we have founded and supported at coiesidera
sacrifice, we must also maintain and guard, as our above-quoted joint decktatgsn

That a split may be avoided is meanwhile our earnest prayer. The othdr bbdies
will now soon have their meetings. We do not know what will happen. The Lord rules.

698 paberg,A City Set on a Hill61-62.
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We still have our synod. Let us do our work in it and let the evil of each dayfloéest
unto it.

If the difficulties cannot be removed, there will be enough congregationk wiiic
remain in the Synod so that it will be able to live and assert itsieaiple: “The Word
alone and Grace alone.” No synod resolution can force a congregation out of the Synod
and into a new church body. This is a matter which the congregation alone cafHeci

By the time of the 1917 convention most of the minority changed their position on
entering the merger. Representatives of the minority had been magtinge Joint Committee
of the three synods in another attempt to have the changes which they had bestingugagde
to theOpgjar. The result of these efforts was the so-called Austin AgreeonSgttlement.

This was the agreement which led many in the minority who had been opposinga lvaserd
on theOpgjgrto change their minds.

After the Norwegian Synod met in convention in Minneapolis in 1916 thereonss s
concern that so large a minority in the Norwegian Synod still opposed therm@&itgerefore
representatives of the United Church met with representativae afihority to see if there might
be a meeting of the minds. The friendly nature of the meeting moved Brafesé. Preus and
Rev. I. B. Torrison of the minority to address a letter to the joint céeendn union once again
asking for a maodification of th@pgjar. They wrote

There are three things in th®pgjar’ adopted by the annual meetings of the United

Church, Hauge’s Synod, and the Synod, which the minority of the synod find they cannot

for conscience sake subscribe to. . . would it be possible for the three charatieptt

an agreement with us in which these three things which cause us screpasttd or

changed, viz.: Paragraph 1 @ggjar’ is omitted; “0” in the reference in paragraph 3 is

omitted so that it reads “Art. Il, 1-20,” instead of “Art. 1, 10-20,” and thatlast part of
paragraph 4 is changed so that it reads “or on the other hand weakenealamisdf
responsibility over against the rejection of grace,” instead of: “oh@wther hand

weaken man'’s feeling of responsibility over against the acceptandearar of grace.”

If the union committee could recommend this for adoption by the respectivdhebuvwe
have hopes they would vote for it.

If this request or resolution is adopted, it is our intention to join the uniost asis
consummation, do what we can to induce as many as possible to join, and labor to the
end that it may become a blessing to the Lutheran chfeh.

8% Grace for Grace114-115.
6193 E. Thoen, “The ‘Austin Agreement/’utheran Sentinekol. 8, (May 6, 1925), 276.
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Preus and Torrison met with the union committee on October 10, 1916, but the union
committee denied the request of the minority on the basis of legal adaitheatrequest might
hinder the union. The union committee appointed a subcommittee, ProfessiréVee
Tangjerd, and Rev. I.D. Ylvisaker, to meet with Preus and Torrison thatesamizg. The
subcommittee proposed a plan whereby the minority could express their iessraad still join
the new church. Preus and Torrison rejected the proposal.

The subcommittee then sent Preus and Torrison a letter suggestiting timetthod of
procedure proposed by the minority’s request could not be followed becawseiltitcause
misunderstandings, and difficulties and contention, since it is impos$siblese consolidation on
two unlike agreements of which the last adopted would necessarily supplasumersede the
first.” The letter said that the committee was willing to presethe annual meetings of the
three synods this proposal:

While the annual meeting retain®@pgjar’ unchanged as a basis for consolidation of the

three negotiating churches and, while the annual meeting is expresslychwa¢hree

reservations concerning paragraphs one, three and foOpgfgr; which is contained

in the request from Prof. C. K. Preus and Rev. |. B. Torrison, the annual meeting

nevertheless invites that group of men and congregations, whose views assezkpre

the above mentioned request, to join in forming the new church under completgyequali

and mutual fraternal recogniti(?rlﬁ

In other words, the subcommittee was taking note of the objections O plggat, but
was inviting the minority to join anyway. They evidently did not think thahtireority’s
objections were divisive of fellowship. Preus and Torrison did nopadoe invitation.

A new subcommittee was appointed (Dr. Kildahl, Professor Wee, and Reahl)@and
met with Preus and Torrison in Austin, Minnesota. This committee modifiedvitetion by
including the following paragraphs.

The annual meeting is expressly aware of the three reservationsmoggaragraphs

one, three and four ofdpgjer; contained in a request from Prof. C.K. Preus and Rev.

I.B. Torrison, and declares that in said request nothing is found which corstithéict
Scriptures and Confessions, but regards the position expressed in teeabtzd

511 hid., 277.
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request as an adequate expression for unity of faith, wherefore that gmoep ahd

congregations, whose position is declared in the above quoted request, adetapiin

the new church under complete equality and mutual fraternal recognition.

Note: it is self evident that the above stated resolution must noteboprigted to mean

that “Opgj@ar’ as the basis for union between the three contracting churcheggeisythe

abbreviated or changgaz.

This resolution became known as the “Invitation.” The “Austin Ageginwvas the
Opgjarwith the changes suggested by the minority. The problem was thatebartarging
churches never adopted the Austin Agreement, yet most of the minoritg jomenerger on the
basis of the Austin Agreement.

Preus and Torrison called for a meeting of the minority in January of 1917edeh&0
and 200 pastors and laymen attended. The two men informed the group that the United Church
and the majority in the Norwegian Synod had shown a different attitude anedsestimg to
yield to the “minimum demand” of the minority. On hearing this, the minodopted this
resolution.

The joint committee of the three negotiating churches has in accordah@nw

agreement between the subcommittee and Prof. C.K. Preus and Rev. I.B. Torrison

resolved to recommend to the respective annual meetings a resolutioeni a&xt
invitation to those men and congregations, who share the views of said perjeimshe
union.

The invitation acknowledges the attitude of the minority, since it dodgwaherein

anything to contradict Scripture or the Confessions, but regardsntateguate

expression of unity of faith, and gives the expression “responsibilityamagnst the

acceptance or rejection of grace” a satisfactory explanation.

It is self-evident that the note attached to the invitation does nobakentradict its
contents.

The minority hereby accepts the invitation, beseeching God to guide this mabite t
might be a blessing to His chureh.

The minority elected Preus, Torrison, and a layman Hon. L.S. Swenson, ta tinese
minority’s resolution to the joint committee. Unfortunately, Prawuud Torrison were unable to

attend and Swenson, according to the official records, said that theiogsobristituted an

612\hid., 277-278.
5131hid., 282.
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acceptance of the invitation to join the merger. The resolution dicombttadict anything in the
invitation nor did it need to be published or submitted to the annual meetingsiufetaenerging
churche$*

Most of the minority pastors and congregations joined the merger onsikeobthe
Austin Agreement. One wonders whether they knew or did not care that #esnagt was
never adopted by the three synods participating in the merger.

A large minority in Hauge’s Synod was also opposed to the merger. Their reasons
however, had little or nothing to do with t@pgjer. Low church worship practices and the
pietistic emphasis on rebirth led some to fear that the Haugean spildt beolost in the merger.
Some were afraid that the merger would result in having unworthy commuracahts
“unconverted” ministers in the church. In June of 1916 Hauge’s Synod met in Redwing,
Minnesota. A schism was forestalled by an interpretation of the artitlenion which enabled
the minority to enter the union without giving up cherished hopes and practiceartitles of
union prohibited unionism and cooperation with non-Lutheran groups. The inteooretefined
cooperation in a way that permitted occasional exchange of pulpits andaoetakiaring of the
Lord’'s Supper with those outside their fellowship. Members of Hauge’s Synednge to
participate in ecumenical mission societies and movements like thenBWalenteer Movement.
The minority was assured that they could retain non-liturgical worskipim fact, their way of
worship was on an equal plain with the liturgical worship of the Norwegiandsand the United
Church. TheDpgjer, the articles of union, and the proposed constitution were then adopted by a
sizeable majority voté®

The union movement among the Norwegians must also be seen against theunacf
the times. The later nineteenth and early twentieth cestsaw a downplaying of doctrinal

differences for the sake cooperation across denominational lines.diftieiEgh Missionary

4 pid., 282-283.
®1>Nelson,The Lutheran Church among Norwegian-Americams. 2, 212-214.
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Conference in 1910 is often viewed as the beginning of the modern ecumenieahemt, a
movement which stressed religious and doctrinal commonalities rasimedifferences.

As the 408 anniversary of Luther’s posting of the 95 Theses approached, Lutheran
mergers and the spirit of cooperation among Lutherans in America advarwtVisconsin,
Minnesota, Michigan, and Nebraska Synods merged in 1917 to form the preseon¥ii
Synod‘.516 This merger was based on agreement in doctrine and practice. In 1@l\8dbex
much larger merger involving the various synods of the General Synod, thelGamencil and
the United Synod, South, to form the United Lutheran Church in America (ULOA$. nferger
was based on the desire to put past differences behind without fullygstitise differences.
The way was prepared for merger by joint work on the Common Service, a dtaaedaon of
Luther’'s Small Catechism (1899), a common hymnal (1917), and a book of ministeyial a
(1918)%7

In 1918 the National Lutheran Council was founded to promote joint work among
Lutherans serving in the armed forces and to speak with a united voiceies if the day.
Participants included ULCA, Norwegian Lutheran Church, Augustana Synodyraatkree
Church, United Danish Lutheran Church, Danish Lutheran Church in Aamddelandic Synod,
Ohio Synod, lowa Synod, and Buffalo Synod. This cooperation was spurred by the nation tha
they were now all “American” church bodies with loyalty to the UnitedeSt Relief work
following World War | entailed cooperation among members of the Natiarthetan Council
even those member synods that were not in fellowship with eachSther.

The spirit of the times favored cooperation and merger in spite of dbdiffieaences.

The three synods ended their separate existence on June 8, 1917. Tiwevinstian of

the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America (later renamed the Evaaldalitieran Church)

was held June 9-14, 1917, in Minneapolis, Minnesota. “The merger was finalizeda. gretat

61 Fredrich,The Wisconsin Synod Lutheraf49-131.
17 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America73-377.
%18 |bid., 399-410.
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deal of popular acclaim on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean and the heartbidiakiag of the
Minority” *9in the Norwegian Synod. The spirit of the times downplayed doctrifafeliices
in favor of outward unity. Hans Stub, the president of the Norwegian Synod aremaver in
the union movement, was elected the first president of the new synod.
A small number of pastors and laymen from the Norwegian Synod who could not in clear
conscience enter the new church body met at the Hotel Aberdeen in St. Raulvera joined
by the Synodical Conference committee which had come to the Norwegian Synod conventi
an attempt to carry out the directive to meet with representatithe &ynod in a last attempt to
dissuade them from merging on the basis of a compromise agreement. Theswdriiwer
Synodical Conference committee included Dr. Franz Pieper and Dr. W.H.T. DanadrGia
Seminary in St. Louis and Professor Theodor Schlueter of NorthwestibegeCio Watertown,
Wisconsin. The Synodical Conference committee had requested a meétitigevilorwegian
Synod prior to the 1917 convention but their offer was declined. Stub wrote
The request made by you as the committee appointed by the Synodical Conference to
confer with the Norwegian Synod or any representatives of the samerd teghe
Madison Settlement, has been received. | brought this matter of the ntdedimg
committee with your committee before our Church Council, asking itsedtibe
Church Council declared unanimously that it would not be advisable or exptedhente
any meeting before the convention in June, when the three Norwegian biidiestev
into one large church. The time requested by you is too short. We havelatger
smaller meetings nearly all the time, in order to prepare for the tamvention.
Furthermore we have regarded it as our duty to take care of our churcts mattéry to
finish them before we begin conferences and other meetings with other.siftedsur
meeting in June we shall have time to meet with you, and the Synodical &meafeloes
not meet before August next year. The convention in June may appoint one morg membe
on our committee (we are only two at present), or may appoint anotheitteetio deal
with your committe&?°
Stub also declared that the Synodical Conference had done the Norwegiaaisynod
“injustice” by publishing the report of the Norwegian Synod minority in tlegedings of the

Synodical Conference convention that had taken place in Toledo, Ohio. Heusedribrcall it an

anonymous report.

19| arsen and Madso®Built on the Roc.59.
620 synodical Conference Proceeding920Q 18.
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This report is by us regarded as entirely unreliable, and we do not know who is
responsible for it. By spreading this report among members of the Synodicafélmef
you certainly have given them the impression that our last Synod meeting reiselea
“eine Raeubersynode.” The Church Council was unanimously of the opinion shatthi
of yours was an unfriendly att

Stub’s reluctance to meet with the Synodical Conference commitiedésstandable in
the light of all the preparations that were necessary for the upgaonvention. However, in
the year following the convention Stub informed the Synodical Conferencéi¢haerged synod
had no desire at this time to meet with representatives of the SyinGdidarence.

Although the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America through its chosen re@tegesnt
gladly would meet a similar committee of representatives of the Syaldchimference
and discuss the doctrines of God’'s Word with the end in view of coming to an
understanding and mutual recognition, the Church Council nevertheless is ofiba opi
that the opportune time for such a colloquium is hardly at hand. It might essxilyd

new controversies and complications, if we were already at this timeediately after
the union, to commence new discussions about the doctrine of election.

Our people desire and need peace and rest, and the Church Council thiéreioyh, its
President, desires to submit to the dear brethren of the Synodical @oefergrostpone
negotiations indefinitely, so that our Church, which lately, through the wonderful
providence of God has terminated a controversy of many years’ duration, maynave
to be strengthened in the unity of faith and brotherly understanding, which by thfe ai
God we have attainéd?

The Synodical Conference committee was nevertheless going to travelMwin Cities
before the convention to meet with representatives of the minority awcied Stub of their
plans.

We also note that your Church Council feels that an injustice has beetodbam by

our committee’s report to the Synodical Conference at Toledo in 1916. Our cemisitt
ready to answer any specific charges that may be brought againsugdet#his report.
We suggest that the proper time to discuss this matter would befattbaoming
meeting.

In order that no false construction may be put on our action, we wish to advise you that
we have been requested to meet at St. Paul with a number of our Norwetfiaerbr

who desire a conference with us. Our commission from the Synodical Corfdoetit

at Milwaukee in 1914 and at Toledo in 1916, instructs us to heed such réﬁﬁests.

21 1hid., 20
5221hid., 20-21.
5231bid., 18-19.
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No doubt the Synodical Conference committee still had hope of speaking with the
Norwegian Synod leadership prior to the convention, but no such meeting was fanthcém
representative of the Norwegian Synod, Dr. O.E. Brandt, had told Dr.tBaiLrfow was not the
time and that nothing could be accomplished.” Franz Pieper is reported tmloate minority
in these meetings in the hotel before the convention, “What | am espéadiatested in is that
youtestify Your testimony may not bear fruit for a hundred years, but it will bear frdit.”

The minority decided to rebuild the old Norwegian Synod on the synod’s old foundation.
They elected interim officers, but did not officially organize as a synoause they wanted and
needed the approval of their congregations. Pastor Bjug Harstad lafdakl/ashington, was
elected president. Harstad had founded the school which became Pattiicah University.
That school remained with the merged synod. Pastor John A. Moldstad of Chasgtewted
vice-president. Pastor C. N. Peterson of Minneapolis was elextextegy and Pastor O. T. Lee
Northwood, lowa, was elected treasurer. Lee died some nine months later.

The group decided to publish a bi-monthly periodicathersk Tidende (Lutheran
Times) The April 1, 1918, issue contained this notice: “Pastors and members cégatnyns
who desire to continue in the old doctrine and practice of the Norwegian Syhodadlwilling,
hold their annual meeting in the Lime Creek congregation, Pastor H. Ingelsritbamge, June
14 and following days(.”:’25 Lime Creek is in Winnebago County, lowa, close to the Minnesota
border.

Thirteen pastors and approximately 200 others gathered for the foundingtoammeé
the “Norwegian Synod of the American Evangelical Lutheran Church.” Howeseause the
governor of lowa in the heat of the nativism that was so prominent during Worltn&@r

decreed that only English could be used in public gatherings, the group hadltalicasteone

624 John A. Moldstad, “Lest We Forget,titheran Sentinvol. 26, (April 27, 1943), 114.
%2> Larson and Madsoiguilt on the Rock64-66.
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mile north into Minnesota and hold their convention in a tent. The detega¢sed the following

resolutions unanimously and recommended them to their congregations for adoption.

1.

2.

The name of this organization shall be The Norwegian Synod of the American
Evangelical Lutheran Church.

The only source and rule for faith and doctrine is the word of God as revedhed i
canonical books of the Old and New Testament.

The Norwegian Synod adopts as its confession all the symbolical books of the
Lutheran Church contained in the Book of Concord.

We elect a committee of three to propose the necessary changeslih the
constitution of the Synod. The committee report shall be published as soon as
possible, in order that congregations so wishing can consider and adopt it. The
committee report [is] to be prepared for final adoption at the next anmmagding of
the Synocfi.26

The convention re-elected the interim officers with Pastor A. J. Tswgesf Northwood, lowa,

replacing the deceased Pastor Lee as treasurer.

In 1919 the little Norwegian Syn%ﬁ applied for membership in the Synodical

Conference. The old Norwegian Synod had withdrawn from the Synodical Confereinee in t

midst of the Election Controversy without severing fellowship with the mesydfehe Synodical

Conference. Reacting to the application of the little Norwegian Synod, thei&inédnference

passed this resolution in 1920.

1.

2.

3.

ResolvedThat the Norwegian Synod of the American Evangelical Lutheran Synod
be accepted as a member of the Ev. Luth. Synodical Conference of North America

ResolvedThat we welcome these brethren with great joy, encouraging them in their

fight for the truth, and wish them God’s richest blessings for thegfutu

To our great sorrow we are compelled to state that “The Synod for theedlarw
Ev. Luth. Church of America,” by holding fast to ©@gjgrand its union with the
other two Norwegian synods in “The Norwegian Lutheran Church of Ameties,”
severed its bond of faith and church-fellowship with the Synodical Confetéhce

The Synodical Conferendé&roceedingsotes that 30 pastors and 20 congregations

belonged to the new synod. The Synodical Conference had suffered signifésast s a result

of the Election Controversy. The reception of the little Norwegian Syrmdyht joy to the three

6% bid., 66-68. There is a typographical error in poimee of the resolutions which | have correctede Th
resolution as printed iBuilt on a Rockeads “all the symbolical books of the Old and Nexgtament.”

See AabergA City Set on a Hill78.

%27 For many years after the founding of this synaalas called the “little” Norwegian Synod by members
of the Synodical Conference to distinguish it frisnpredecessor and from the merged synod.

%28 Synodical Conference Proceeding920. 23
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other members of the conference. In 1920 the Synodical Conference consisted skthaiMi
Synod, the newly merged Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan andSdakes, the
Slovak Synod, and the newly established Norwegian Synod. The doctrines ohedecti
fellowship continued to divide the Synodical Conference from other Midwelstgheran
synods.

Conclusion

Norwegian Lutherans brought with them to America a number of theologicahierd
and divisions from the Lutheran Church in Norway. These divisions were izthptifAmerica
and the divisions were exacerbated by the Election Controversy.

However, a number of factors promoted a desire for union. There was didsin{
Norwegian pride expressed in cultural and choral societies bylddelagmovement contributed
a sense of unity among Norwegian-Americans. The fact that in spite dbttrinal controversy
the United Church and the Norwegian Synod formed a joint committee in 1908Itecpran
English hymnal and service book demonstrated a desire for union and the beliefadhatould
be forthcoming.The Lutheran Hymnargf 1912 fostered the union spirit. Pride in Norwegian
heritage and growing Americanization both contributed to the union spirit.

Laymen began voicing a desire for union, expressing a weariness over continuing
doctrinal controversy. Many pastors were also tired of the theoldwittles. Relatively minor
concessions in the wording of doctrinal statements began to satisfy thera.n®isicvanted
union, many were reluctant to say anything that might hinder it. Others believéuketidactrine
of election could legitimately be expressed in different ways. The almogrsal use of
Pontoppidan’s exposition of Luther@mall Catechisramong Norwegian-American Lutherans
made most comfortable with the expression, eledtituitu fidei

A change in leadership in the Norwegian Synod fostered the union. Hans Stub did

everything in his power to silence and suppress opposition and to promote the rbryspirit
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of the times encouraged cooperation across denominational lines and merget settiing
previous doctrinal differences.

The Madison Settlement allowed those who had been on opposite sides during the
Election Controversy to join in a new church by declaring that the doctrineatiba could be
appropriately expressed in two different ways. The Madison Settlement asubtsgjuent
Austin Agreement did not really settle the Election Controversy bedstiaat the differences
were not divisive of fellowship. This action showed a departure fnerhistoric Lutheran
understanding of the importance of full agreement in doctrine before chuostrsteip can be
expressed.

A small minority refused to go along with the merger because they leblieaethe
Opgjerhad not settled past differences but was allowing doctrinal errertwdrated. That
minority organized as a synod in 1918 and joined the Synodical Conference in 1920.

About the time of the Norwegian merger a new grassroots effort arose #mdagrman
American Lutheran synods in the Midwest which nearly succeeded in bringingeatemaiution
to the Election Controversy. Unlike the Norwegian effort the new attempsolve the
controversy failed because one side was unwilling to allow ambiguous statéonentk
doctrinal disagreement and because of the desire to uphold historic mm#kkatheran

fellowship principles.



CHAPTER FIVE
THE INTERSYNODICAL MOVEMENT
AND THE CHICAGO (INTERSYNODICAL) THESES

In the early twentieth century a rather remarkable grasseffots developed in
Minnesota in an attempt to resolve the Election Controversy. Thenmeonegrew at a rapid pace
and almost succeeded in bringing about union on the basis of real agreementrin.dét¢tieast
one scholar, however, has suggested that the effort was misguided and doomed dtartfthe
Others have praised this effort highly. Wisconsin Synod historian Edwatddfrevrites,

When the writer had occasion some years back to travel every fortrmghiNew Ulm to

Arlington and through Winthrop and Gaylord, he never did so without paying a silent

tribute to the dozen or so pastors willing to meet in the hot Minnesota sumther i

cause of Lutheran unity. They did what they could. They pushed the venture beyond the

little towns in their rural county to a state wide and even Midwesternmeve It was

no fault of theirs that the effort finally failed in 1929. They put thedrtseand hands

into the cause and at the same time respected the consciences ehbesthmvolved

and informed™°

This chapter will offer an overview of the Intersynodical Movememtgtermine why the
venture failed to attain its goal of bringing about a settlement of theogengy that divided
Midwestern Lutheranism. Several answers will be proposed. Thedghe times fostered
union at the price of true doctrinal unity. Doctrinal indifference wasemise. The lowa
Synod’s historic position on “open questions” led to a willingness to ignorcerdctrinal
differences while the synods of the Synodical Conference insisted on fulhdbanity for

expressions of church fellowship. Members of the Intersynodical Commigieeperhaps not

always on the same page as others in their respective synods.

89 paul S. MeitnerStrangers to Sisters: The Growth of Fraternal Relas between the Wisconsin
Evangelical Lutheran Synod and the Evangelical etah Synod between 1917-1986Thesis submitted
to the Faculty of the Division of Church History@andidacy for the Degree of Master of Sacred
Theology. Mequon Wisconsin, 2010. 93.

830 Eredrich, The Wisconsin Synod Lutheran3s.
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Reformation Anniversaries, Lutheran Mergers, and Movements

Most Lutheran groups that immigrated to America formed synods in this godrtese
synods were usually formed on the basis of country or region of origin in th&/@Id,
language, or geographical area in America. Some synods were foundeskbefodistinctive
doctrinal issues or practices. From colonial times throughntbietieth century probably as
many as 150 separate synods were establféhédd.the nineteenth and twentieth centuries these
synods began to participate in common movements, federations, and synedgeaikm

The motivation behind these movements, organizations, and mergers femadif
forms. The main reason often was economy and efficient use of money and manpower. Since
Lutherans placed an emphasis on public doctrine and confession, doctrinalissslshad to
be addressed. Theological professors and synodical leaders were wfitensca_aymen often
took the lead in promoting joint work. The spirit of the times in Amettimanplayed doctrinal
differences and distinctions for the sake of outward union. In some synodsithenézal spirit
was strong. Other groups maintained that there could be no outward union withdoatoctr
agreement.

One observer in 1929 pointed to the spirit of the times in America that eagzhtse
prestige of bigness. After noting the upcoming merger of the Ohio, lowa,dfadoBsynods and
the completed merger of the Synod of New York and New England, New York &iaist and
the Synod of New York, he discussed a proposed merger of three ULCA senim#restate of
Pennsylvania.

In our estimation, the real sentiments underlying the desire for merging droppmost

unblushingly on the floor of the Maryland Synod: “Merging is in the thought of all

people today. Little congregations, synods and institutions are thinkingen tarms.

It does not mean that much to be able to say that one comes from this tittiidons or

that; it will mean much to be able to say that one comes from the United Lruthera
Church’s Seminary.”

81 Frank S. Mead and Samuel S. Hillandbook of Denominations in the United State¥' edition
revised by Craig D. Atwood (Nashville: Abingdon B$g2001), 205.
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We conclude by quoting the opening sentences of Harold Butcher’s report to the

“Lutheran” on the merger of the three eastern synods mentioned aboveis‘flaslay

of mergers. The merging of business organizations has become a commonplace. The

same tendency is evident in the churéf.”

Interest in joint work and mergers was also spurred on by anniversanegor events
in the history of Lutheranism. The 4b8nniversary of the Luther’s posting of the 95 Theses in
1917 and the 40Danniversary of the presentation on the Augsburg Confession in 1930 were
particularly significant. This Lutheran consciousness aroused the fted_utheran unity in
America and Lutheran union.

Although the free conferences of the first decade of the twiemiettury had ended in
failure, both Ohio and Missouri expressed interest in continuing intersyhogéetings to seek a
resolution to the doctrinal controversies that had divided Midwesternramisen. In 1912 the
Ohio Synod adopted this resolution. “We recommend (@) that intersynodicatarmrés within
smaller circles be encouraged, as these may be of great benefit, if eohdueiproper and
judicious manner®® In 1914 the Missouri Synod expressed similar interest and authorized the
president of the synod to appoint a committee to investigate the désimatiesuming such
conference§*

As 1917 approached merger talks increased. The Wisconsin, Minnesotigakiend
Nebraska synods merged in 1917 to form the present Wisconsin 8yniduls merger was
based on agreement in doctrine and practice among synods which were alrebagysuéiine
Synodical Conference and had been cooperating in a federation known as Evidngfbléran

Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, and Other StateereBiae merger took place

the Michigan Synod and the Michigan District Synod had to reunite afttingpbver practical

632 John P. Meyer, “Merging.Theologische Quartalschrif26, (Oct 1929), 276.
3 The Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Ohio and OthateSt Minutes]1912. 118.
34 Missouri Synod, Proceedings914 (English), 53.

3> The Wisconsin Synod Lutherand 9-131.
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issues involving ministerial educati6fs.

Prior to the merger of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, and Nebraskaeamabive ment
appeared, the so-callédienbewegung® This movement began in 1913 as an attempt to merge
the Wisconsin Synod and Missouri Synod. As the movement progressed it aimitich@tum
constituent synods of the Synodical Conference into state synods based ite gisdigraphical
boundaries. In the 1870s there was a similar suggestion in the Synodical Cortfesiehed
been backed by C. F. W. Walther. At that time the plan went nowhere because aiavptaos
certain provisions in Wisconsin and foot dragging in Ohio. When the Electiono@ersy broke
out the state synod proposal died.

In 1913 it appeared that the time was right for a new state synod proposakopbsal
came from laymen in Milwaukee and Racine although it received the suppaangfpastors.
Professor J. P. Koehler of the Wisconsin Synod’s seminary in Walanatashis support to the
idea and served on the committee that the laymen organized to pursue theiagpdder's
colleagues, John Schaller and August Pieper were not in favor. Pieperdigpmatied it a
Bauernrevolutiona peasants’ rebellion. President Gustav Bergemann issuedsi paoite
necessarily because he was against the proposal, but because a prapesaldraffect the
organization of the Wisconsin Synod was bypassing proper synodical channaks. Int
Wauwatosa seminary student body the opinion was that the movement would suereizryS
senior Immanuel P. Frey expressed that opinion in a letter to hisdiancé

In the afternoon three of us attended a meeting of congregation member slifierent

Milwaukee churches. The purpose of those meetings is to combine the Wdisc. a

Missouri Synods into one Synod. It certainly would be a good idea if this could be

accomplished. | don’t doubt that it will be accomplished eventually, butlitakié four
or five years to do it*®

638 John M. Brenner, “The Michigan Synod Separatioth Berunion."WELS Historical Institute Journal
28, (Fall 2010), 5-36.

837 See KoehlerThe History of the Wisconsin Syn@39-240. Koehler attended the various meetings a
gives a firsthand account of the proceedings. stimemary of the movement is based on Koehler's
account.

838 |_etter from Immanuel P. Frey to Elizabeth Janzré¥iall, 1913. A copy of the letter is in the autho
possession.
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The proposal of theaienbewegungaded as the merger of Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Minnesota, and Nebraska (also prompted by laymen) into the present-day siis®gmod
progressed.

The large Norwegian merger discussed in the previous chapigoalksplace in 1917.
This merger was based on the compromise agreement know@ggjee or Madison
Settlement.

In 1918 there was a much larger merger involving the various synods of thelGenera
Synod, the General Council, and the General Synod, South, to form the Unitech@herch
in America (ULCA). This merger was based on the desire to put fii@sedces behind without
fully settling those differences. The way was prepared for mergeiriiyyjork on the Common
Service, a standard version of Luther’s Small Catechism (1899), a common h$&1¥| énd a
book of ministerial acts (1918}’ A committee had been appointed for a joint celebration of the
400" anniversary of the Reformation. Already in 1914 that committee coaditiee suggestion
that these three federations work toward a merger. At the timetimittee declined because
the members did not believe the committee had the power or authorizatsuch a monumental
undertaking. On the final day the committee met (April 18, 1917) laymen once agadsteuga
merger. This time the presidents of the three federations supporsdytiestion and proceeded
at once to bring the merger to fruition.

In 1918 the National Lutheran Council was founded to promote joint work among
Lutherans serving in the armed forces and to speak with a united voiceesassue day.
Participants included the ULCA, Norwegian Lutheran Church, Augustana Syutbéran Free
Church, United Danish Lutheran Church, Danish Lutheran Church in Ameetandic Synod,
Ohio Synod, lowa Synod, and Buffalo Synod. This cooperation was spurred by the notion that

they were now all “American” church bodies with loyalty to the UnitedeSt Relief work

59 The Lutherans in North America73-377.
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following Word War | entailed cooperation among members of the NationagianttCouncil
even when those member synods were not in fellowship with eact8ther.

In 1930 the Ohio Synod, the lowa Synod, and the Buffalo Synod merged to form the
American Lutheran Church (ALC). That same year the American LuthdmamtiChelped to
form a new federation, the American Lutheran Conference (also abbde&la®. This
federation included the Augustana Synod, the Norwegian Lutheran Churclcdlégd the
Evangelical Lutheran Church or ELC), the Lutheran Free Church (LFC)hardhited
Evangelical Lutheran Church (UELC). The majority in the Augustana Synod wsrendiants
of Swedish immigrants. Danish immigrants were the founders of the UEDE Lutheran Free
Church and the ELC were comprised of Norwegian immigrants. The formatibe American
Lutheran Conference would help doom the efforts of the Intersynodical Movenresbtee the
election controversy.

The Intersynodical Movement

On May 11, 1915, a conference of Missouri Synod and Wisconsin Synod pastors meeting
in rural Sibley Count, Minnesota, began to consider how they might celéteato®
anniversary of the Reformation in 1917. According to a contemporary repergehting
marked the beginnings of the Intersynodical Movement. The pastor of theohgetgation for
the conference, St. John in Fort Ridgely, offers this explanation.
The first impetus toward these unity efforts was given there. lohgsdeen a byword,
how much annoyance, trouble, and unnecessary work could be spared us right here in
Sibley County, where parish boundaries are completely entangled in one ahdtkeer,

separated Lutheran synods, instead of mutually denouncing each other as aedetic
combating one another, were to work hand in hand for the upbuilding of the CGHurch.

*%hid., 399-410.

641 peter Schlemmer, “The Current Unity Attempts ia tutheran Church,Synodal-Bericht.
Verhandlung der Zweite Versammlung des Minnesos&rikis der Allgemeine Synode von Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Michigan, und andere Staaten. Gehaitater Evang.-Luth. Imannuels-Kirche zu Mankato,
Minneosta vom 24-30, Juni, 192Milwaukee, Northwestern Publishing House 1920),(Béreafter,
Minnesota District Proceedings, 1920y he entire report is printed on pages 18-62 @Ptitoceedings

All references will be to the German version comddli in the District Proceedings. The English \arss
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In July 1915 Pastor August Hertwig of the Missouri Synod sent out aatiowito the
members of the mixed conference in Sibley County and to the pastors dfith8y@od in
Sibley and the neighboring counties, to appear at an intersynodical confereedeeid in his
congregation’s school. Only a small group attended this July 12 meeting lparticgants
thought that there was hope for mutual understanding. Hertwig therefousantotice of
another meeting to be held on July 28 in Gaylord. Gaglord Hubprinted this report of the
meeting:

An unofficial conference of ministers of Lutheran congregations in thi®sevas held

at this place on Wednesday, JuIﬁ“Zﬁastors of the Missouri, Minnesota, and Ohio

synods being present. The meetings were held at the Immanuel Lutheremiglachool
building in the forenoon and afternoon and the conference was called for theepafrpos
forming a closer acquaintance and discussing matters of importanesréogachurch
matters. Free discussions were held and all present were called on lleiseggion%™

The group chose Pastor George Diemer to chair the conference and Pastdrut. .
be secretary. Both men served Ohio Synod congregations. The conferences ggiasinity
based on Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions. The group discussed the deetivagmf
with specific emphasis on the doctrines of conversion and election. Thagneas profitable
enough that a third meeting was scheduled for August 25 in Winthrop. In ordeeta baide
for discussion the group suggested that the recent Norwegian Madifem8&et orOpgjar be

used. Most Midwestern synods were already in the process of studying aimnd)reeittis

document.

an unpublished translation by the late Pastor Ygbaver-Hudson. Every historical account of thstfir
years of the Intersynodical Movement is dependarthis record by Schlemmer.

%42 Gaylord Hub July 30, 1915. The paper names the followingigipants: A. Hertwig of Gaylord;
Henry Boettcher of Gibbon; Theo. Rolf of New Geryai. F. Abraham of Arlington; Carl Reuter of
Green Isle; H. Prigge of Mountville; C. G. Seitz@ibbon; A. C. Bartz of Winthrop; R. Heidman of
Arlington; and Professors G. Taggatz of this plaed Val Bartz of Dryden; Reverends Geo. Diemer of
Brownton; Wm. Prigge of Winthrop; C. H. Kowelske $tiewart; C. Haerie of Stewart; A. Hoyer of
Arlington; H. W. Krull of Hector; R. H. Schmitt duffalo Lake, and E. Schipman of Gaylord.
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The conference also set up some ground rules for discussing the doctguestion.
They hoped to make a fresh start without dredging up statements made evtbasr
controversy.

Next it should be noted that all participants agreed among themselves ineativamoid
the historical record completee did not want to attempt to justify what has been
printed and written over the last thirty-five years, both publicly@nately, by the
opposing sides concerning the controverted articles of doctrine; for on thamheve
did not have the time, and on the other hand, experience had taught [us] tligpathth
our goal could only with difficulty be reached, [and] that on this rock, in faghyedious
attempts at unity were shattered. Therefore, we did not ask: whatetdhtbs write, and
what did Walther reply, and which of the two got it right? We have finadlglan
ourselves free from the thought, as though only theological faculties altré t set
forth the true Lutheran teaching, and therewith alone would doctrinal contes/besi
capable of resolutioff?

At the second meeting at Gaylord the assembled pastors adopted the folloegng
theses. These statements excluded any thought of human merit oationperconversion and
any attempt to resolve the problem for human logic in teaching that a pesatwaion is fully
dependent on God and that a person can blame only himself if he is lost. Bheyexied the
teaching that faith is a condition or pre-condition of salvation, in yealling out electionntuitu
fidei.

1. The conversion of a human being is solely a work of God the Holy Spirit.

2. The origin of the salvation of a human being is solely God’s grace and Chrésits
The origin of damnation is solely the human being’s guilt and sins. We must permi
both of these teachings, clearly maintained in Scripture, to stand alongside e
other, without making [any] attempt to make them tally according to human reason
and logic.

3. Faith is the means of salvation given by God. It leads into error to sagithasfa
condition of salvation. If faith were a condition, which people had to fukfills tit
would follow from that, that the human being had the power to fulfill the condition,
[and] thus [had the power] to believe based on his own decision. Against this, we
confess in the third article [of the Creed in 8maall Catechisinl believe, that | do
not believe in Jesus Christ by my own reason or power, etc. If one says it fait
the God-given means to salvation, then the “only by grace” remainsaiieas"

The August 25 meeting in Winthrop and the September 15 meeting in Arlingtdtece

in the “Sibley County Theses.” Although they used the NorweQagjeras a basis for

43 Minnesota DistricProceedings1920. 26-27.
% bid., 29-30.
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discussion, the group eliminated from Bpgjar statements which would have been
objectionable to members of the Synodical Conference. For instan@Gpdjer speaks in terms
of not wanting “to weaken a human being’s feeling of responsibility in regdhitacceptance
or rejection of grace.” The Sibley County Theses substitute the sipre®t wanting “to
diminish the guilt of a human being in rejecting grace.” The Sibley County J hésediffer
from theOpgjarin refraining from speaking about two forms of teaching the doctrine ofaglect

The new theses, however, follow t@@gjarin stating that since both sides accepted
Article 11 of theFormula of Concord“they see it as unnecessary to church unity to set up new
and more extensive doctrinal statements about this article of faitle’nd@w theses also
eliminated thesis #3 adopted at the Gaylord meeting. Pastor Schleffeng this explanation:

Point 3 was deleted. There was a long dispute about the phraseologyrartmudhich

God has elected in view of faith. It was expressed like this: Thisularhas been taken

up by the Church in the struggle with Calvinism. With this expression it oodpe $aid

that the stubbornly believing are the elect, and a rationalizing explamatght not be
given [as to] why some are saved instead of offfers.

In the long run it may have been beneficial if thesis #3 had been retained. Blegsrth
the Sibley County Theses reject the Calvinistic teachings of abgo&destination and
irresistible grace and the corresponding synergistic errors whiethgiman beings a role in
conversion and election.

At the Arlington meeting the group unanimously approved the theses. Twgiee she
document, including four Minnesota Synod pastors, five Missouri Synodgasital four Ohio
Synod pastors. One Ohio Synod pastor, although he did not vote against the thesdgprefuse
sign his name. Within a few days four more Minnesota Synod pastors and one Migsodri S
pastor subscribed. The group also decided to print 1,000 copies in the hope teahmhie

subscribe. They resolved to meet at a later date for a lardereace in St. Paul or

Minneapolis.

54 bid., 30-31.
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Those attending the meeting felt such unity that they joined in an expre$saith,
believing that they had indeed brought about a God-pleasing resolution to tlhwemytthat
had torn apart Midwestern Lutheranism. Schlemmer describes the experienc

After this discussion and improvement of thpgjoer, the Ohioans present explained that

they no longer took us for Calvinists, and we for our part responded that we ought not

take them for synergists any longer. We felt that we were so unitethrthat we

concluded the session with the hymn “Now Thank We All Our God” and a shared Lord’s

Prayer. In later gatherings this was indeed not done; but not because wehataned t

had been guilty of syncretism, but for the sake of such people who did not sufficient

understand the facts of the situation, lest some sort of offense be dreeneflresult of

our meetings in Sibley County is gathered together in the precedirigy &bunty

Theses *°

Although there may have been unity among the pastors at the Sibley Counhgsjeeti
events a decade or so later would demonstrate that unity had not been redehsgnods at
large.

The published theses aroused a lot of interest in the various Midwsgt®ds. The
result was a series of meetings in St. Paul, Minn&8bte first intersynodical conference took
place on November 9-10, 1915, in the Minnesota Synod’s Trinity congregation. Each of the
synods represented at the meeting chose its own secretary. PastortitheBaé Gibbon,
Minnesota, served as chairman. Pastor Seltz represented the Sibley Canfetence and gave
the background of the movement and the development of the Sibley County Theses. More tha
100 pastors were in attendance, meeting in five sessions over two daymalrbession was
dedicated to a discussion of the theses. The discussions seemed pasititteegh only half of
the theses were considered. The participants felt that furthengseebuld be beneficial.

Only pastors were invited to the St. Paul meeting. The seminary profesatiendance

were allowed to ask questions but were not allowed the right to debate. Sensiggested that

these ground rules, namely ignoring past history and not allowing profésspesak, were a

5% hid., 34.
547 bid., 23-24.
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fatal flaw in the hope for resolution of the controveéf8yJohn Wohlrabe suggests that the
movement began in opposition to the theologians based on antagonism that had undowstedly be
building since the free conferences held 1903-P408. P. Koehler, a seminary professor and
Wisconsin Synod representative on the later Intersynodical Committee gsit@oso negative.

He writes,

It really goes without saying that Boettcher and his associates dicted ito slight and

disrespect the advice of the professors; they thought that thetstojed a better chance

of moving along if the pastors felt free and could talk freely among theesselithout
professors monopolizing the floor; not mentioning at all, that the prajetd bave

divine blessing without the presence of professors. Besides, the profesddess

freedom of movement for the confereng®s.

The next meeting took place January 5-6, 1916. All five sessions were devaied t
examination of the Sibley County Theses. The participants made a fewamammes in the
phrasing of the theses and the sequence. A remarkable unanimity was omée egdence.

The theses were subscribed at the end of the sessions by 17 Ohio Synod pastesy8i Mi
Synod pastors, 7 from the lowa Synod, and 19 from the Minnesota Synod. One Ohio Synod
pastor voted against two statements in the theses. It seemed Wis@anticipants to send the
theses to pastors of the various synods so that they could discuss theimpeatstoral
conferences meeting during the Easter season. They also expresssitéhtbateanother
intersynodical conference might convene after the pastoral confereaddad the opportunity to
meet.

The third intersynodical conference met at Trinity in St. Paul on 344, 1916. The
participants considered suggestions that had been forwarded from thalgastterences. The
conference adopted the preface with an appendix and two omissions. The approged these

became known as the St. Paul Theses. The conference appointed a centitiéearhfour

pastors from the St. Paul area: Pastor Karl Ermisch of the lowa Synutat, R& Haase of the

68 Meitner, Strangers to Sister§4-95.

649 John Wohlrabe,Zur Enigung The St. Paul Theses—A Document Studyghcordia Historical
Institute Quarterly 56, (Fall 1983), 139.

50 K oehler,History of the Wisconsin Syna2b3.
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Minnesota Synod, Pastor A.H. Kuntz of the Missouri Synod, and Pastor Emil Letee@ifiio
Synod. The conference authorized the central committee to have BauEStheses printed and
distributed free of charge to anyone who requested them. A free will offeihgrgd at the
conference covered all costs.

By June 7, 1916, the theses were subscribed by a remarkable number of pastors, 555 in
all. From the lowa Synod 179 subscribed, 17 from the Michigan Synod, 80 from MennE&st
from Missouri, 3 from the Nebraska Synod, 70 from Ohio, and 50 from Wisconsin.

Two more meetings took place in St. Paul before the various synods becaratyoff
involved. On January 10-11, 1917, the conference met at Trinity Church to discesayn e
prepared by lowa Synod pastor, Karl Ermisch. The essay was entitled, “Thim®ot
Conversion according to the Lutheran Confessions.” After discussimgshg, those present
adopted it with a few changes. The central committee together with @ocdechairman, Pastor
Hy. Boettcher, called for another conference to be held May 9-10. At thismghPastor Seltz
presented an essay entitled, “The Concept of Election in the Doctrine bbileicGrace
according to Scripture and the Confessions.” After Pastor Seltz ieadday twice, the
conference unanimously adopted it with very little discussion and noehaBgcause of the
unanimity the group decided that there was no reason to meet on May 10.

Those gathered in St. Paul believed that the time had now come to turattbeaver to
the various synods for official discussion and action. The three meoflibesSynodical
Conference drafted the following memorial and sent it to each synodheitippropriate name
changes.

To the honorable Minnesota Synod, in the presence of President J. R. Baumann:

We pastors from the Minnesota, lowa, Ohio, and Missouri Synods, who

assembled here in St. Paul, Minn. at an intersynodical conference,

herewith submit for review to an honorable Synod the results of our

discussions in several conferences about the doctrines treated in the

accompanying documents, and likewise suggest that the honorable

Synod appoint a committee, which could examine these documents in
conjunction with similar committees of [the] other Synods; or that the
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honorable Synod would take other steps which appear to the Synod to

serve the same end, in order to attain a conclusive unity of doctrine

among the participating Synods.

In the name and with the mandate of the intersynodical conference

assembled here on 9 May [1917], signed with all respect of the

committee through its secretary.

H. Kuntz. Hy. Boettcher and A. C. Haase, Members of the Committee.
St. Paul, Minn., 10 May 191%*

The hope for the resolution of the Election Controversy and for tarthenion could
also be seen among officials of the Ohio Synod. District President CrCinkHs: address to the
Western District of the Ohio Synod stated that he did not believe that asguliSynod pastors
from the pulpit or in the classroom teach irresistible grace tolthen even though Ohio
accused Missouri of this Calvinistic error. He also said that heodlidefieve that a single Ohio
Synod preaches or a single Ohio Synod layman believes that man by his own in&enexht
power must do something for his conversion even though Missouri accused Olsibfalsin
doctrine. “The ordinary Christian, and not only he but many pastors in trentagonistic
synods, are convinced that exactly the same doctrine is preached in thegiuhmt Missouri
and Ohio synods, and | believe they are right!”

The prospects for success seemed bright if a leader in the Ohio Synod deaislictaa
claim. Careful readers of his address, however, would have taken noteithptd#ged the

Norwegian merger of 1917 and called it a union based on®ffuynodical Conference leaders

and theologians believed that the Norwegian merger was based on a compgyeeseent.

The Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses

The various synods acted on the invitation of the Intersynodical Comnaithess

quickly. The Minnesota Synod reacted favorably and elected represesitafour pastors, two

851 Minnesota District Proceeding4920. 24-25.

852C.C. Hein, “The Lutheran Church of the United &$an the Jubilee Year 1917.” (Columbus: Lutheran
Book Concern 1917), 9. See also 7-8.

3 bid., 9.
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teachers, and two laymen— to serve on the new committee to deal withenaqatives of the

other synod§>* One wonders why this was done. This was the last convention of the Minnesota
Synod. With the amalgamation of the Minnesota Synod with the Wiscoysid SMichigan

Synod, and Nebraska Synod into the Ev. Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Michigan, and Other States, the Minnesota Synod no longer had independent @xistdrad
become a district of the merged synod.

The first convention of the néW Ev. Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Michigan, and Other States was held at Trinity Lutheran Church in St. Paunk$éta, August
1917. The merged synod appointed a committee of five which now also included twargemina
professor$>®

The other synods followed suit. Missouri appointed three represestaitiuding two
pastors and one seminary professbrThe lowa Synod appointed four including a seminary
professof>® The Ohio Synod appointed five including a seminary profés$or.

This new Intersynodical Committee with official representativem each of the

participating synods began a series of rather successful meetings. Bromry&918 through

%4The elected representatives were Pastor Hy. Bwetaf Gibbon, Minn., Wm. Sauef Watertown,

South Dakota, Im. F. Albreclaf Fairfax, Minn., and J. W. F. Piepef Stillwater, Minn.; teachers
Kannenberg of St. Paul and Blauef New Ulm, Minn., as well as laymen |. SchaohRed Wing and F.
Christgauof Austin, Minn.

855 Unfortunately, the 1892 federation of these syrtmatsalso been called by the same name. To prevent
confusion Wisconsin Synod authors today will retethe former as the federation and the lattehas t
merged synod.

%58 The members of the Wisconsin Synod delegation Weséessors John Schaller and Herman Meyer of
Wauwatosa, Wis., and Pastors A.Haaseof St. Paul, secretary of the merged synod, Maxhlrederof
Plymouth, Nebr., and William Bodamef Toledo, Ohio. Each of the four synods which haetged to

form the new joint synod had a representative erctimmittee. Both Schaller and Meyer died suddenly
1920 and were replaced by Professors J.P. Koehted@hn P. Meyer, the older brother of Herman Meyer
Max Lehninger was called to serve at the WiscoB8sinod seminary in 1929 and remained on the faculty
until 1952.

857 professor George Mezgef St. Louis, MO., and Pastors O. L. HohenstiBloomington, ll., and J.
Kleinhansof Staunton, Ill., President of the South lllin@istrict.

8% professor George Fritschafl Dubuque, J. Beckaf Waverly, lowa, and G. BergstraesséSterling,
Nebr., and Pastor Karl Ermiscifi St. Paul, Minn.

%59 pastors C. C. Heiaf Columbus, Ohio, President of the Western Dis{sabsequently president of
American Lutheran Church formed by a merger of@o, lowa, and Buffalo synods in 1930), M. P. F.
Doermanrof Blue Island, Ill., A. Pfluegeof Clyde, Ohio, and W. D. Ardf Oshkosh, Wis., and Professor
Wm. Schmidiof St. Paul, MN.
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May 1920 the committee met six times in three-day sessions to discurspthntant teachings of
conversion and electidfi’ Schuetze cites this fact as evidence that the desire for unity was
strong since the committee was comprised of busy pastors and professorsrevidlling to
devote their precious time to mé&et.

In 1919 Professor George Mezger of the Missouri Synod presented six theses on
conversion which were thoroughly discussed. By May 1920 the committee had unanimously
approved ten theses on conversion. The 1920 Missouri Synod convention heard tthis repo
concerning the theses:

The committee . . . has examined said theses and found them not only confornieble to t

Scriptures and the confessions of the Lutheran Church, but also a consés#atien of

the Scriptural doctrine of conversion, offering a sufficient basisgreanent in

doctrine®®?

Since the goal of reaching agreement in the doctrine of election had beeye
achieved the Missouri Synod declared that it was “ready together witrstaerssinod of
Wisconsin to continue the doctrinal discussions with the lowa and Ohio Sytibds.”

In 1923 the report of Missouri's representatives on the Intersynodicahies
informed the Missouri Synod convention that the Buffalo Synod had also made tsuibésire
to join in the discussiorf§? It was also reported that from 1920 to 1923 three to four meetings
were held annually and that theses and antitheses on the doctrines of connersiestaon had
been adopted by the Intersynodical Committee. Because some in the synod latbatso |
protests against some of the theses, the Missouri Synod appointed ateertonist the theses
and to examine all objections lodged until the end of 1925 and report its finditigsnext
synodical convention in 1926. Other doctrines which had historically se@ah@ Missouri,

lowa, and Buffalo synods were now also being discussed by the Intersynodical @amnfmtie

850 Missouri Synod Proceedingk920. (German), 239.

€1 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conference97.

€52 Missouri Synod Proceedingk920 (English), 83Missouri Synod Proceedings 19@Berman), 240.
%53 Missouri Synod Proceedings920 (English), 84 Missouri Synod Proceedings, 19@Berman), 241.
4 Missouri Synod Proceedingk923 (German), 227.
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Missouri Synod expressed joy over these developments and resolved to continue the
discussion§®®
Ironically it was also reported that the Norwegian Synod of the AnmeEgalutheran
Church, which had broken with the merged Norwegian Church because the haelperen
based on doctrinal compromise, was now requesting permission to send itgitia¢ckndidates
to Missouri’s seminary in St. Louis. The Norwegians would supply a mafes their own for
the St. Louis institutioi®® The Norwegian Synod would soon be raising questions about the
Intersynodical Movement and the Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses.
Missouri’s representatives on the Intersynodical Committee (Jakinhéns, William
Arndt, and Theodore Graebner) reported to the synod’s 1926 convention thag¢tsgniodical
Committee had reached agreement not only on conversion and election, but also beraofium
other doctrines that had been in disgiteThe report also said
5. We believe that the sentences now before Synod cover all doctrinabgsiegtich
have been under controversy among the participating synods. Whether thertheses a
adequate in all points, Synod will have to decide on the basis of the report made by the
committee elected to examine the theses.
6. The question now arises whether adoption of these theses on the part of the
participating synods can be followed without more ado by a declaration of mnity i
doctrine and by fraternal recognition. Such, indeed ought to be the case. Ind¢m¢ pres
instance, however, we fear further obstacles must be removed, since nfiptesxa
touching the article of church-fellowship a different conception enigebtains in the

synods concerned. At all events a different practice is followed.wstitlught to

endeavor, by continued discussion, to attain unity also in those points wherendiés

still exist®®®

The issue raised about possible differences in the understanding of tiheedaiothurch

fellowship was the result of the efforts of the Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo sytweasistablish

855 Missouri Synod Proceedingk923 (English), 83.

656 Missouri Synod Proceedings923 (English), 83-84.

%7 The doctrines included in the Chicago (Intersynodl) Theses are the Scriptures; Our Attitude ¢o th
Lutheran Symbols; Church-Fellowship; The Churche Bpiritual Priesthood; The Office of the Ministry;
The Antichrist; Chiliasm; Sunday; and Open Question

%% Missouri Synod Proceedingk926 (English), 136.
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relations with the Norwegian Lutheran Church in America. This synod wasghk of a merger
based on the controversial Madison Settlement.

The committee appointed to examine the Chicago (Intersynodical) Thesesi(fé
Engelder, Richard Neitzel, and Paul Schultz) suggested a number of chaaddgions to the
theses for the sake of clarification and to avoid possible misunderstafidiegcommittee made
these suggestions for the thesis on election:

The “statement concerning the phrageitu fidei finalis’ ought to read as follows:
“Besides speaking of eternal election in the form presented intbgding theses (which
has been called the first form), the following form (called the second) tuais also been
used in the Lutheran Church: ‘Out of pure grace God decreed from eternityethat H
would on Judgment Day, bestow on those of whom He, as omniscient God, foresaw that
in time they would believe on Christ and persevere in faith unto the end, infvikis 0
their faith (or as it has been put: in view of Christ's merit apgmdbd by faith), the
crown of glory.” Thus according to the first form election would be the cafuseth,

and according to the second form faith would be the presupposition of eleditimea
deciding factor.

“Concerning this matter we take the following position”:--

Point 1. Change “since” to “if.” At the close of the paragraph placslaalad add:
“Since it must be our endeavor, according to the word of God, to ‘speak the sagye thi
everyone should accustom himself to speak of election in the terms of Scaptuthe
Confessions, all the more so, since the Scripture doctrine of eleatidn no wise be
presented according to the second form.” (Paragraphs 1 and 2 are thasddtegr
Add: “2. Whereas, according to the Scriptures, our election in Christ eawcause
which effects our salvation, our faith, and our perseverance (p. 9, parti)aghe
presupposition of election or the deciding factor in election is thergsted.
Employing the second form in such a manner involves an error which subverts the
foundation of faith.®*®
The Examining Committee was concerned that the controversy be settiedeait
statements that no one could use to hide the differences which had Higteeiparated the
synods.
On the basis of the report of the Intersynodical Committee and the report of the
Examining Committee, the floor committee at the convention made thesemendations

which were then adopted by the Missouri Synod in convention.

%9 Missouri Synod Proceedingk926 (English), 137-139.
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2. It must, however, be stated that the Lutheran doctrine has not yet imsdl rgaieived
such expression as is clear, precise, adequate, and exclusive of allbe@hanges
which the Examining Committee, elected by the previous convention, has proposed,
especially in the theses on conversion and predestination, are welldouralethis
reason the theses cannot as yet be recommended to Synod for aslopiedhiir

present form.

5. We furthermore recommend that the same Intersynodical Committeeibhed etad
that it continue discussions with similar committees of other synods, in ihesame
way as has been done hitherto, for the purpose of effecting a more exacafiomuof

the theses in those points to which exception has been taken, or of framinghattter, s

and simpler, theses, and removing other obstacles to which our Intersynodicaiti&mm

draws attention. To one of these obstacles our Intersynodical Comnigtesimats

report to Synod with the words: “Touching the article of Christian fellowshipfexeht

conception evidently obtains in the synods concerf@d.”

Many in the Missouri Synod were not yet convinced that full agreement kbad be
attained. The doctrine of church fellowship was recognized as an isshadrtatbe addressed.
Historically those Lutherans in fellowship with the Missouri Synod lagdi that agreement in
doctrine and practice was necessary for the expression of fellows$iwgenetwo church bodies.
Those who disagreed with this understanding were likely to toleraterddatoimpromise or
ambiguous doctrinal statements. The practice of the Ohio and lowa synodsavdiffe@lent
from the practice of Missouri and the other synods in the Synodical ConferEnedormer
were members of the National Lutheran Council which the Synodical Cordezensidered a
unionistic organization. The relationship of lowa and Ohio to the Natiartheran Conference,
as well as their involvement in a number of other conferences raistdggd Professor
Theodore Graebner was concerned enough that he wrote the following to Prbifessinre
Engelder in 1925:

By their practice they prove beyond the shadow of a doubt that their concafptimunrch

fellowship is different from our own . . . Undoubtedly, both are engaged in Unionistic

undertakings. And when they draw out of these it will be because inteeabiaigsted,
not because the thing is wrong. The Syrsg @re drifting into a middle-of- the road

policy which would spell ruin to our Synod and ultimately must destroy Lutheranism. . .
[1] will bring this out so clearly that none can misunderstand, not our kagitieer®”*

670 Missouri Synod Proceedingk926 (English) 140-141.
671 | etter of Theodore Graebner to Theodore EngeMevember 27, 1925, in the William Arndt File,
Concordia Historical Institute Archives. Quoted Nelson,The Lutherans in North Americd46.
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The Norwegian Synod of the American Evangelical Lutheran Church (ntenetange
to the Evangelical Lutheran Synod or ELS) was founded in 1918 by thirteen pastors and
congregations that refused to go along with the Norwegian merger. This ®gedeba member
of the Synodical Conference in 1920, but did not participate in the Intersynodizvahidnt.
These pastors’ experience with union negotiations had convinced thenetitataye had to be
taken lest there be doctrinal compromise.

The little Norwegian Synod was highly critical of the National Lutheraar(Cil which
brought together liberal eastern Lutherans and their former brothers irtgediNorwegian
Synod. Only a year after the Norwegian merger the National Lutheran Ceasdounded with
Hans Stub as its president and Lauritz Larsen as its secretary. fBo#sedomen belonged to the
merged Norwegian Lutheran Church. Professor S. C. Ylvisaker in andedbayed at the 1920
convention of the little Norwegian Synod wrote,

The Council may fitly be characterized as a blunder and a calamity. alaity, for

through the organization and work of the National Lutheran Council the fleesdgh

unionism and lodgery have been opened still wider and further sections oftieean

Church are being subjected to their destroying power. It also seeks taneois

build up, in one part, but destroys it in another; it seeks to unite, but had Gartiser

strife and dissension; it seeks to save Lutheranism in America aopekbut is robbing

it of its real strength and making it easy prey to the spirit of therRefbChurches. The

National Lutheran Council has brought a crisis in the history of the larti@nurch in

America. May God in his grace keep us fftth.

Since lowa and Ohio were members of the National Lutheran Council, the littl
Norwegian Synod was concerned about her brothers in the Synodical Confereagdevmsved
with the Intersynodical Movement and doctrinal negotiations with lowa &nal O

When it became evident that Ohio and lowa were moving toward fellowshiphe

merged Norwegian Lutheran Church, the little Norwegian Synod becameneve concerned.

The Minneapolis Theses of 1925 raised an alarm. A letter from Pastohddh b Pastor G.A.

6723, C. Ylivisaker, “The National Lutheran Councihfesented to thé%3Regular convention of the
Norwegian Synod of the American Evangelical Luthe@hurch, Minneapolis, MN, June 4-10, 1920. 80.
English translation in MeitneBtrangers to Sister99.
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Gullixson expressed concern over the optimism of many in Missouri toward ¢ngyimbdical
Theses and the Intersynodical Conferences.

| hope you can come to the meeting in St. Paul fren@l 18. We must do all we can to
prevent any kind of compromise. | cannot feel full confidence in our Missathren
who are so enthusiastic for these colloquiums. They do not realizartberd | am
afraid®™

The Norwegian Synod’s General Pastoral Conference in 1925 also sent to the
Intersynodical Committee these criticisms concerning the phmase fidei finalisin the current
version of the theses:

1. Concerning the term “election in a wider” and “a narrower sense” it isaon
that they should not be used in the manner which they have been employed in the
theses, because it gives the impression that there are two doofriglection in
Scripture.

2. The Committee’s position as stated concerning the second form does natitiyree
the sense of the words of the second form as quoted. In the second form as it has
actually been used, mamrepresented as acting, while in the statement of the
committee giving the meaning or what is meant by the second fornsGod
represented as acting.

3. The two forms, as they have been used during the controversy, do not teach the same
doctrine of election. The first form makes election “the catifaith,” while the
second form “presupposes faith and makes it the deciding factor iroelédfi the
last clause means anything at all, it makes man'’s faith the ofietection. (intuitu
fidei—ablative of causé&}’

When the Wisconsin Synod met in 1927, one of the committee members, Rrofdss0
P. Meyer who served at the Wisconsin Synod’s Wauwatosa seminary, reparszi/énal
meetings had been held in the previous two years, but the task was not yet.fiflished

That work was completed in 1928 and the official German version of theyimbelisal

(Chicago) Theses was published in the Wisconsin Syridaslogische Quartalschriff® An

673 etter of J.E. Thoen to G.A. Gullixson, February1826, ELS Presidential Files: 1920s. Evangelical
Lutheran Synod Archives, Mankato, MN. Quoted imlPdeitner, “Strangers to Sisters,” 98.

674 General Pastoral Conference of the Norwegian Syfiarithe Committee appointed to receive criticism
on the theses adopted by the so-called Intersyab@mmmittee,” dated August 25, 1925. This documen
is found in the William Arndt file (box 16a, foldé©). Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louisidgouri.
Quoted in Charles F. Bunzdlhe Missouri Synod and the Chicago (IntersynoditaBses3?2.

6>Wisconsin Synod Proceedind927. 68.

7 Theologische Quartalschrjft25, (October 1928), 266-288.
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English translation was published in the same journal in ¥92@rofessor Meyer presented the

theses to the Wisconsin Synod with these words:

Concluding Report of the Intersynodical Committee. — In the present volumengedor
print the Chicago Theses in the text accepted by the Intersynodicahi@eenon August
2,1928. — It was not the task of the committee to find an expression for preseating
teachings disputed between the synods, which would be acceptable to all, and under
which one could retain his hitherto existing meaning unchanged. That would éame m
coarse unionism. The sense of the task, to which each member of thistteenafnine
represented synods heartily agreed, was rather: to once again thoroughlseuily ca
test the present differences between us in the light of Scriptdréha confessions, and
then bring to expression the manifest truth in Scriptures in a cleafteuondi®
misunderstood witness. In wholesome horror of all unionism the committee has
constantly endeavored to avoid such an expression which could appear to have perhaps
two interpretations, so that the resulting theses would be always taodeby all in the
same sense, and in their clear wording rests the heartfelt confessianyobee of the
Committee members. The blessing of the Lord continued unhindered in the effibre
Committee. The living Word of our God demonstrated his uniting power. Tiye Hol
Spirit, who gathers the whole Christendom on earth, carried on his work of uthity wi
strength in the Committee members’ hearts, so that they found themseited in the
true faith and now lay before the church a unanimous confession with the accepted
theses.

Now the theses go to the individual synods for testing and their opinions. lewlieb
task of every member of those synods, especially the pastors, to becoitra fvith the
theses according to content and text, and to decide for himself whethardhbe
expression of his heartfelt belief or not. To this end we bring them tarmpthis
periodical, and our publishing house will prepare a special edifion.

Unfortunately two Ohio Synod members of the committee felt conscience bound to add a

disclaimer to the final report. Although the theses were the unanitootesssion of the

committee, the following statement had to raise red flags for thoséadhoot been a part of the

committee’s discussions because the disclaimer involved the disppredson, electiomtuitu

fidei.

The Theses treat the doctrine of election, or of the predestinationdaoptticen of
childrena posteriori,that is, from the viewpoint of believing Christians, and answer the
guestion: “Whence is my present, past, and future salvation?” Wedstieeright to

take this view, and also give it the preference for practical endsewoywe cannot
share the opinion that Scripture and the Confessions present the dofctiieetion

7" Theologische QuartalschriftOctober 1929), 250-273. Although this Englisinslation was
authorized, the German was considered the offigiedion.

678 Theologische Quartlschrif26, (October 1928), 289. English translation irvid&ipfmiller, “The
Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses.” Senior churahadny paper, 1979. Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary
Library, 17.
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chiefly from this viewpoint, and that, accordingbnly this form of the doctrine is to be
authorized in the Church.

Furthermore, we cannot say that the so-called second form of the doctrihehakibeen
used by our Church for more than three hundred years, gives expression to another
“doctrine”; we regard it rather as another “method of teaching”, ligwthe right
doctrine of election can be maintained to its full extent.

As regards the doctrinal contents of the Theses, we are in compl@eniyaherewith.

We offer this declaration, partly because we wish to act in peifesrgy, partly

because we cannot admit that our Lutheran Church for the entire perwdehtindred

years did not possess the right doctrine of election or of the predestinabaadoption

of children.

W. D. Ahl

M. P. F. Doermant{®

While opposition to the theses was not in evidence in the Wisconsin Synod, ¢herg w
number of voices raised against the theses in the Missouri Synod. Pastor &rBublighed a
booklet entitledMissouri, lowa, and Ohio: The Old and New Differende<d 928 or early
1929%° Buenger reviews the historic differences between the synods and looéeeatecent
doctrinal statements on church and ministry, open questions, millennium and i&ptibler
Sunday question, conversion and election, and the inerrancy of the ScriptueagieBuade the
purpose of the booklet clear in the introduction.

It is the purpose of the following articles to offer all that atergsted, ministers as well

as teachers and lay members, information about the doctrinal diterbatween the

afore-mentioned groups of synods so as to enable the reader to form his owenjudgm

To this end each chapter first presents the crude form of the errbidh avfalse

doctrine is easily recognized by any Christian, then, step by step, the moee geid

seemingly harmless forms are shown in which the same error tries fticsklfleIn this

way, by never losing the thread of thought, Christians will be ablerteipe even the

most subtle and skillful disguise of false doctfiffe.

Buenger does not examine the Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses but rexddwstdhic

differences between the synods and the more recent statements of Ohioan#i¢ofnds the

679 Theologische Quartalschrjf26, (October 1929), 272-273.

%80 The booklet was published under his name alone mdtdate of publication. The most likely date
seems to be 1928 because of the dates of some sbtinces he quotes. It most certainly was pudddish
before the Missouri Synod’s 1929 convention andouhdedly was intended to influence the synod’s vote
on the Intersynodical (Chicago) Theses.

881 3. BuengerMissouri, lowa, and Ohio: The Old and New Differes.
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recent statements of spokesmen for these two synods to be more subtie tiidartstatements
but still in error or lacking proper clarity. He suggests that there igegion on which
Missouri and lowa have never agreed—the amount of agreement necestalgviiship. lowa
in one way or another has always stated that the remaining differeneegtéhe two synods
“do not belong to the sphere of doctrines or articles of fafthAlthough lowa did not see these
differences as preventing fellowship, Missouri and Wisconsin sae tiferences as
differences in doctrine which must be overcome for fellowship to be isttethl Buenger
concludes his booklet with this warning:
It is true that the present time, in some respects, is more favorabledtilement than
any time before. The heat of the controversy is passed, the minds of theardsbave
calmed down, there is more common ground than ever because the contending parties
have come nearer to each other, and it is now possible to overlook the wiitoley te
But at the same time there is one grave danger threatening us. Begaggemany are
tired of doctrinal controversies, and the differences do no longer seerpatant, we
are apt to content ourselves with the common ground on which we stand overlooking the
differences that are still left.
Such a union without true unity in faith and doctrine, however, would be a tafami
the Lutheran Church, the testimony and the sufferings of our Fathers wouldtigen h

been in vain.

Let all who love our American Zion, by their prayers and their faithful aftoerto the
truth help to further true unity and prevent a false ufffon.

Some in important positions in the Missouri Synod also were concerned labout t
adoption of the Chicago theses. Bunzel notes evidencErthdtich Pfotenhauer (1859-1939),
president of he Missouri Synod was against the adoption of the fitsfstenhauer issued a
warning in his presidential address to the synod in 1929. He recounted theionafestand of
the Reformers in the sixteenth century and noted that the Lutheran Churcizbddgprity of

teaching as their greatest treasure. He bemoaned the fact tingeitetaitories of the Lutheran

%82 hid., 91-92.

%% |pid., 92.

%84 Bunzel cites a letter from J. T. Mueller to Fejr, January 2, 1928, in which Mueller reports;, “D
Pfotenhauer ist ganz und gar gegen die These®ieper File, Concordia Historical Institute, Stuis
Missouri. BunzelThe Missouri Synod and the Chicago (IntersynoditaBses49.
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Church purity of doctrine was no longer prized and a spirit of indifferercalltaved one
doctrine after another to be thrown overboard with little effort to indwtithe youth. He
reminded the delegates that the founders of the Missouri Synod resmbgjmézl_utheran
Confessions as a golden legacy. He also issued some warnings.
With sadness of heart we must register the indisputable faah that own generation
the appreciation and love of pure doctrine is waning. We can see this in marsy place
Our church is in danger of drifting into a state of lethargy . . .
In this attitude of our fathers, my dear brethren, there lies a solemn didmdomithe
Church of the present day. And how we need that admonition! The universal fendenc
of our times is to “get together.” Isolation in church-life is regdra®intolerable.
Those who keep themselves separate for the sake of the truth arecdehas bigots.
The well-being and prosperity of the Church is sought in the merger of churck bodie
even at the cost of truth. Sad to say, this destructive virus of unionisméeaeddlso
many Lutheran circles. This modern striving after external union degpiteial
disunion brings to one’s mind the words which God spoke to Israel by the propabt Isai
“Say ye not, A Confederacy, to all them to whom the people shall say, A confederac
neither fear ye their fear nor be afraid. Sanctify the Lord of Hostsétipand let Him
be your fear, and let Him be your dread.”
God grant the remembrance of the great events in this history of our Chyrdie taaall
of us a call of admonition and encouragement not to seek the well-being of tied ©hur
all manner of unions at the expense of tfith.
Floor Committee 19 at the 1929 Missouri Synod Convention considered a report from the
Missouri Synod members of the Intersynodical Committee, a report fronmxémeiing
Committee of the Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses, as well asv@ral sent to the convention
by the Northeast Special Conference of lowa. This conference of Missood $gstors
protested the Intesynodical Theses as “inadequate in many details rafor¢henserviceable for
purposes of union” and requested the synod “to reject the theses and taatedigtther
conferences®®
The members of the Intersynodical Committee explained that they hadvesildimes

with representatives from the other synods and that many of the recommesdadide by the

Examining Committee in 1926 had been adopted. The fact that some suggestionstwe

%> Missouri Synod Proceeding$929 (English), 7-8.
%8¢ Missouri Synod Proceedingk929 (English), 112.
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adopted “was not due to any differences in doctrine between the colloquéntsthmufact that

most of the colloquents considered the proposals liable to misundengswodisuperfluous.”

The Intersynodical Committee Report concluded with the following paragraph.
The theses are before Synod for adoption or rejection. We consider therqudsther
the theses can be adopted to be distinct from the question whether we cantemet fra
relations with the synods with which we have been conferring. Theiatepresent
excluded by the connections into which, sad to say, these synods have entered and the

fraternal relations which they maintain with Lutherans who are itbfdhto the

confessions. The theses are a matter by themselves, and Synod ought tiotaka ac

them®®’

The Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo synods had entered into fraternal relations witirgiee |
Norwegian Church without any disavowal of the Madison Settlement witbritpromise
agreement on the doctrine of election. It was a contradiction for theertaeges of Ohio,
lowa, and Buffalo to unanimously agree to the Chicago (Intersynodical) TiwkBegheir
synods were entering into fellowship with the Norwegians who toleratedomtcadictory
teachings on election.

Missouri’s representatives had joined the other synods’ représestan the
Intersynodical Committee in unanimously adopting the theses. They beliav¢leltheses
were doctrinally sound and could be acknowledged as such without considefrftataroal
relations with Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo.

The Examining Committee’s judgment on the theses was quite differbatlofical
leaders in the Missouri Synod, including seminary profe$8bweere divided over the adequacy
of the theses. Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, professors had been on thaddieady
Committee. Concordia Seminary, Springdfield, lllinois, professors haddrettre Examining
Committee. The Examining Committee advised the synod to reject tles tlassa possible basis

for union with the synods of Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo, since all chapters and a number of

887 Missouri Synod Proceeding929 (English), 110.

%8 professor Theodore Engelder had been a memblee @&xamining Committee that in 1926 had
proposed a number of changes to the theses.sltegarted to the 1929 convention that he had been
appointed to the Intersynodical Committee to fillawancy. Evidently he had no objection to theptido
of the theses.
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paragraphs are inadequate.” The committee noted that “at tinygghtbeheses) do not touch
upon the point of controversy; at times they are so phrased that both gartfeglan them their
own opinion; at times they incline more to the position of our opponents thanaaorit®® It is
noteworthy that the Examining Committee called the other synods “our oppbtiactetsn that
had not been used in these discussions and which harkened back to theditaieehistoric
controversy. In their opinion there could be no thought of union or using the thesessisfarb
church fellowship because the theses did not resolve the original doctriesdmies.

The Examining Committee claimed that the revision of the theses 5926 had not
improved them and noted that the great majority of their suggestions for imm@otvbad been
ignored. They claimed that “the chapter which suffered the greatesjechg insertion of the
declaration orintuitu fidei finalisis now less clear than before.” The synod’s representatives on
the Intersynodical Committee had expressly mentioned this insertionraprawement. The
Examining Committee also complained that “the Scriptural doctrineeaftiiversal will of grace
is not clearly separated from the doctrine of election by gradegy $tated that the distinction
between natural and malicious resistance was not ruled out. They claimexshaf the
paragraphs in Section D — “Theses on Other Doctrines” were inadeqimé&xamining
Committee concluded,

Your Committee considers it a hopeless undertaking to make these theses

unobjectionable from the point of pure doctrine. It would be better to discard shem a

failure. It now seems to your Committee a matter of wisdom to desist from

intersynodical conferences. By entering into a closer relationsttipivd adherents of
the NorwegiarOpgjoer, the opponents have given evidence that they do not hold our
position in the doctrines of conversion and election. In view of this actitrefu
conferences would be useless and only create the impression as if we wermend

to come to an understanding, which is not the case.

It ought now be apparent that the manner of conducting these conferencesh® wit,

exclusion of all historical matters, is wrong. As a result the oppohardsy understand
each othef®

%89 Missouri Synod Proceeding$929 (English), 110.
99 Missouri Synod Proceeding$929,(English), 112. The summary of the report of thxarBining
Committee is printed on pages 110-112.
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Floor Committee 19 had conflicting reports to consider. The report dfdbis
committee acknowledged with thanks that some progress had been made thrdiilgjetiie
efforts of the synod’s representatives on Intersynodical Committee aladatkthat they were
not impugning motives or questioning the personal faith or doctrine of anydudivi
Nevertheless they sided with the report of the Examining Committieey rEcommended that
the Missouri Synod not adopt the theses because of the serious objihetidred been raised
and because the Intersynodical Committee had not taken into consideratierh#torical data.
The failure to consider past history “was evidently not conducive to arfdératanding on the
part of the colloquents. We must begin with skegus controversiaé The committee
recommended that the synod be ready to deal with Ohio and lowa only when thedtdgsthi
development between these two synods “on the one hand, and the party of the Norwegian
Opgjoer, on the other hand, be taken up first and adjusted according to the Word offz®d.”
committee recommended that another committee elected by the synod @mesdwiekly as
possible a confessional statement in thesis form starting wiltdhes controversiapresenting
“the doctrine of the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions, in thesshombst simple
manner.” The committee finally recommended that the periodicals ef/ttual publish articles
on the pertinent doctrines of Scripture together with the old and neweditfes in doctrine.

It is worth noting that the floor committee did not mention any specific doctinails in
the theses or wording that was ambiguous, confused, or open to being understood snweys
by different parties.

The Missouri Synod in convention took the following action on the report:
1. Itwas emphasized that future discussions be contingent on the followdng tw
conditions:—

a) That the move toward fellowship between the Ohio and lowa synods, on the
one hand, and the Norwegian Lutheran Church, on the other, be first adjusted
according to the Word of God,

b) That future deliberations proceed from the exact point of controvedsiake

into account the pertinent history.
2. The report of the committee wadopted
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3. Regarding Point 4 it was especialsolvedthat the President appoint the
committee®®*

Convention Resolution three resulted in the publication and adoption of theullisso
Synod’'sBrief Statemenn 1932. The action by the convention indicated a rejection of the
Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses because of a flawed procedure whidted in a document that
could be understood in more than one way and because of the moves toward fellovisthig wit
Norwegian Lutheran Church by lowa and Ohio.

The Wisconsin Synod, meeting later in the summer of 1929, did not act on the theses.
Missouri’s rejection ended the Intersynodical Movement. The Wiscogsiod®roceedings
contain this brief statement.

Pastor M. Lehninger reported on the work of this committee. He statdtie¢tsd-called

“Chicago Theses” are the result of ten years of work and the unanimousscamfiefsall

participants. The committee recommended that Synod declare its mélisgo continue

this work with other synods and that all conferences be urged to study andesitazan

“Chicago Theses” in order that the result of ten years’ work be thaderoperty of all.

Synod adopted both recommendations of the comnfittee.

Of the remaining synods only Buffalo, the smallest of the synods involvedathfici
accepted the theses. This was rather meaningless in the facesofiiksrejectior?™

The Ohio Synod reacted rather sharply to Missouri’s actions. Prekidienin his
presidential address to his synod’s convention in 1930 suggested thattparpafblem was that
Missouri’s representatives had refused to pray with the othersesjiegives even after the theses
had been unanimously adopted by the Intersynodical Committee. He wondered whether the
problem was the theological professors who “all work for their own good,” éeeiglt he was

quick to state that not every professor had such an attitude. “The Bpsitlshown by some of

the pastors is another obstaci&."The Ohio Synod in convention in 1930 passed this resolution:

91 Missouri Synod Proceedingk929 (English), 112-113.
92 \isconsin Synod Proceedind$29. 47.

93 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenc2(5s.

%94 Ohio Synodlinutes 1930. 11
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We deplore the refusal of the Missouri Synod to adopt the Intersynodical Ttdashs

members of their own Seminary faculty at St. Louis had helped to formulatéepid a

We stand ready to re-open negotiations looking toward better mutual understahding.

The rejection of the Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses did not end déloatietlae content
of the theses in the Missouri Synod. Two pastors of Missouri’'s NorthpastaEConference of
lowa, Hanssen and Melcher, accused the synod’s representatives oargynbtical
Committee of false doctrine because they signed their namesttetes. The conference had
made overtures to the Missouri Synod conventions in 1926 and 1929 about the inadefluacies
the theses. Hanssen had been a member of Floor Committee 19 which had wtjed ofjie
theses at the 1929 Missouri Synod convention.

After the convention Hanssen complained that Missouri’'s Intersynodicam@tze had
publicly assented to false doctrine in signing their names to the theeaschapter D of the
theses contained doctrinal error. These charges were brought to the 1982ridgnod
convention which found the accusations of Hanssen and Melcher to béfigdjusthe 1935
Missouri Synod convention also rejected the appeal of these two pastoes. thNéy appealed to
the 1936 Synodical Conference convention, the Synodical Conference also founddbe char
unsustained”

Convinced of the correctness of his position Hanssen in 1936 published a booklet
entitled, The Historical OPEN QUESTIONS Among American Lutherdingas dedicated to the
pastoral conferences of the Synodical Conference and was intendea disbession of what
Hanssen considered the main problem in American Lutheranism, a limitahowahuch
doctrinal agreement was necessary to express fellowship. He exa@hmguter D” of the
Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses to demonstrate that lowa’s understahtdopgn questions”
had not been excluded and consequently lowa’s understandings of the dactiClespter D”

were not clearly ruled out. Hanssen wrote,

%9 Ohio Synod Minuteg,930. 109.
%9 The preceding summary of the Hanssen/Melcherisdsa&sed on the more complete report in Bunzel,
The Missouri Synod and the Chicago (Intersynoditaises.66-71.
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The Chicago Intersynodical Theses treat the “Open Questions” in Thesesi®D3 27-
29, especially in D. 28. However, they do not state definitplyreiple which underlies
the so-called “Open Questions” and by applying which one might know what is and is
not an “Open Question.” They also carefully avoid any hames, titles atitkaat

which might exclude from this term any one of the doctrines in the traditatebg of
“Open Questions.” These Intersynodical Theses are rather worded in sagtirata
champion of these errors can watlceptthese thesesithout giving upany of his pet
errors. This will become even more apparent as we progress in thissiist’’

John Meyer of the Wisconsin Synod seminary in Thiensville, Wisconsiewed
Hanssen'’s book in theheologische Quartalschriftwhile not agreeing with everything Hanssen
wrote, Meyer admits the truth of some of his accusations. Meygsyri

The author has rendered the Lutheran churches in America a valualde bgrthe
publication of this booklet. Its value lies not in this that all judgmarggerfectly true

to fact and may be accepted without further investigation. Rather aifeeseveral
instances in which the present reviewer disagrees with the authoaluks &s the
undersigned sees it, is mainly threefold. It points out that a church bodpansible
before God and the Christian world for any error it tolerates in its mitlpbints out that
the only way of correcting an error in doctrine is by honestly and openly disavawdng a
revoking it. Lastly it shows, and is itself an illustration of the iqadey of the so-called
Chicago Theses. . .

The undersigned was a member of the Intersynodical Committee. It islzatdesss

time was devoted to the theses in chapter D than to the doctrinecbbiziand
Conversion; but it is an overstatement to say that they “were redtitta discussed”.

And to say that “these clever omissions cannot be and are not accideritatybuust

be and are intentional, at least as far as the champions of te @yestions’ had a hand
in their formulation”, thus ascribing deliberate insincerity to our oppshnéntaccording
to the observations of the undersigned at the meetings, contrary to fathatHeason

we also deny the statement on p. 95 “that the ‘official’ colloquents of theolfisSynod
were trickednto giving a declaration” etc. On more than one occasion, when after a
thorough discussion a thesis seemed ready for adoption, it happened that one of our
opponents raised the warning question if all terms were really understothd by a
colloquents in the same sense. Far from any attempt to “trick” any oredopting any
ambiguous declaration, our opponents were as much concerned as we of the Bynodica
Conference to have the differences correctly understood and a real egreeached in

a statement of the truth, impressions to the outside world notwitirs¢an

Yet Rev. Hanssen is right when on p. 33 he declares: “Ambiguous and hazy as the
Intersynodical Theses D, 16-20, are, it is possible to read into theimgazitiher the
doctrinal conceptions of the Synodical Conference or the opposing conception of the
American Lutheran Church. And just for that reason they were and stilhaceeptable
to the synods of the Synodical Conference.”

97 Theodore Hanssefihe Historical OPEN QUESTIONS Among American Lather(Burlington, lowa:
The Lutheran Literary Board, 1936), 17-18.
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The undersigned, as stated before, shares the responsibility fomthation of the
Chicago Theses, and it is not a pleasant thing to admit that they atisfaogay, or
worse. But on re-reading them after eight years since the lashgbatie lapsed, | am
forced in the interest of the truth to express my agreement wittotive aerdict of Rev.
Hanssen. The subject matter of these theses having been thoroughkedisoiseveral
meetings of the Committee and the Scripture truths having been esthblishe
discussions, the representatives of the Synodical Conference found tlyetsetkie
expressed in the proposed theses. In the light of satisfactory oral diasubgly seemed
to be plain statements of the truth and entirely univocal. To an outsider, whot didke
part in the discussions, however, the ambiguities that neverthelpsmtoehe
phraseology are naturally more easy to détéct.

Theodore Graebner was one of the Missouri Synod'’s representatives on the
Intersynodical Committee. As a member of the committee he had adoptedstseahd
believed that they were acceptable as a statement of thes/acigptural doctrines they
confessed. For him the real issue was the doctrine of church fellowship.

In 1935 Graebner published a book of essays, the first of which surveyed the iuthera
scene in America and laid out what separated the various Lutheran §foups.

In the essay he documents the doctrinal problems in American Lutheran Chureti form
by the merger of lowa, Ohio, and Buffalo synods in 1930. He also noted that therseweus
doctrinal issues in the American Lutheran Conference, a federatisisting of the American
Lutheran Church, the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America, the Augustand,Slye
Lutheran Free Church, and the United Danish Church. These various Lutheran syrjodsehda
in a federation even though they were not united in doctrine. The desirédormwithout true
unity of doctrine seemed to be the major problem afflicting the variousrauntiggoups. Of the
Norwegians who had joined together on the basis of the doctrinal comprofrisesvtadison
Settlement, Graebner writes, “Unscriptural views of fellowship werkedded in the very nature

of the Norwegian union. You cannot unite on a compromise platform without creating a

psychology which prepares the ground for more compromi{&es.”

%8 Theoligische Quartalschrif83, (July 1936), 216, 218-219.

9 Theodore GraebneFhe Problem of Lutheran Union and Other Es{&}. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1935). The title of the book is also ttle tf the first essay.

" pid., 73



217

The conclusion that Graebner draws is that most Lutherans in Amefaadifrom the
synods of the Synodical Conference in their willingness to compromise doctdmne ot
recognizing the necessity of doctrinal unity before fellowship can lntiged. He believed that
they had a different definition of Christian fellows#ip.Graebner approvingly quotes from an
article on the doctrine of fellowship and its application to relatiatis ether Protestant
denominations written by a Tennessee Synod pastor and published in1915. Teheaaticides,
“It is not because of the true, but of the false teachings which theyaimaihat we cannot
consistently fellowship with them.” Graebner then asserts, “Agreem#nthei principle
underlying this presentation would eliminate one of the greatest @sstdaiot the greatest, to
Lutheran union.”?

Since the failure of the Intersynodical Movement to resolve thei&teControversy
seems to have been at least in part due to differences in understanding tkenrepafrclear
doctrinal agreement for the expression of Christian fellowship, wéosll at the development
of fellowship agreements between the Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo synods ansutbesquent
merger as well as their declaration of fellowship with the Noravebutheran Church and the

formation of the American Lutheran Conference.

Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo Fellowship and Merger

The Ohio and lowa synods from the time of the Election Controversy in the late
nineteenth century had been united in their opposition to the Synodical Coerfdaatrine of
election. However, there were other issues that separated thettveonof Ohio did not agree
that only those doctrines in the Augsburg Confession that were in confliet titne of the
Reformation were binding upon adherents of the Augsburg Confession. Ohio alsedtgect

lowa’s teaching on so-called “open questions.”

1hid., 102.
021hid., 105.
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In 1859 lowa defined open questions in this way: “A question concerning which no
symbolical (i.e., confessionally binding) decision has been put down in the siongdswritings
of our church, wherefore both ideas can stand next to each other in the ¢huigh dpen
guestions lowa did not mean exegetical questions or questions not settledhy&brit
scriptural doctrines on which it was not necessary to agree forraatBgnods to be in
fellowship with each other. The lowa Theses on Church Unity in 1867 stated:

Thesis I. The unity of the visible church consists in the pure preaching of the Gospel.
This includes the administration of the sacraments.

Thesis Il. Not only formal preaching but also the public confession of the church must be
pure.

Thesis Ill. This public confession must hold fast without error, all articlesitf ifiathe
church is to be the true, i.e., the pure one.

Thesis IV. According to content, the Gospel is the doctrine of justification bly, fisut
connection with the other fundamental doctrines of the Christian faith.

Thesis V. Therefore, the unity of the church is truly a fundamental unity but not an
absolute one, because it relates to the essential basic doctrines lInestimportant
matters.

Thesis VI. Complete unity of doctrine has never existed in the church and must not be
made the condition of fellowship.

Thesis VII. Fundamental or essential doctrines, however, are not only those which are
fundamental for the individual Christian, but are all those which the @as defined

in its Confession.

Thesis VIII. Accordingly, the symbols contain the sum of doctrines on which doctrinal
agreement is necessary.

Thesis IX. However, this does not refer to all unessential or incidentally mentioned
doctrines in the confessions, but to all articles of faith; these mustbgnized as
definitely defined by the churcf!

Although the lowa Synod later modified the wording of its position on open questions
and the necessary agreement for fellowship, the synod’s basic understerditayvship seems
to have been consistent. The Michigan City Theses of 1893 state:

Thesis IV. Open Questions

3) Complete agreement in all articles of faith is the indispensabiditton of church

fellowship. Persistent error in any article of faith always causes divisions

4) Complete agreement in all non-fundamental doctrines cannot bedhttengeon earth,
but is nevertheless to be the goal after which to sffive.

"3 George J. Fritschel, eQuellen und Dokumente zur Gescgichte und Lehrsiglie rev.=luth. Synode
von lowa u. a. StaateiiChicago: Wartburg Publishing House, 1927?), Z8anslation mine)

94 This English translation is included in RichardWolf, Documents of Lutheran Unity in Americ09,
document 92. The theses undoubtedly mean fundairmttrines when they speak of articles of faith.
"> \Wolf, Documents of Lutheran Unity in Americl4, document 95.
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Ohio historically was closer to the Missouri Synod’s insistendeatii@ement in all
doctrine including the “non-fundamental” doctrines was necessary for clalimhiship. In the
course of time Ohio became less demanding. Even Matthias Loy, the acknowledigeddfe
Ohio who had always been close to Missouri’'s approach, modified his views.

The years 1893-1896 saw a growing interest in fellowship between the Ohio arl@®lowa.
The participants in the Michigan City meeting which produced thegh®sthe same name
recommended that the two synods declare altar and pulpit fellowship.

Groups in both synods, however, were not so eager to declare fellowship. fOne pas
who had left the Missouri Synod to join Ohio as a result of the Election Cordyowvere
opposed to the lowa Synod on the basis of the other doctrines that had histdivaddig lowa
from Missouri. They rejected lowa’s position on open questions and believedthgliete
doctrinal agreement was necessary for church fellowship. Some irbligaed that the
Michigan City Theses smacked too much of theological Missourianism. Guoedm, however,
notes, “Because lowa’s attitude toward fellowship was somewhat mora liban Ohio’s, the
lowa minority did not oppose fellowship with Ohio but it did disapprove of the gechCity
theses.”’

The free conferences of the first decade of tec2@tury brought Ohio and lowa into a
closer relationship. As the interest in these free conferenceiw@hio and lowa decided to
meet for a renewed discussion of the Michigan City Theses.

Some in Ohio issued cautions. R.C.H. Lenski (1864-1%38%s concerned about lowa
Synod fellowship practices because of lowa’s continuing fraterngioredaip with the General

Council. Lenski warned in an issue of the church periodicsherische Kirchenzeitung

"% Meuser;The Formation of the American Lutheran Churt@?.

97 Nelson,The Lutherans in North America47-348. See also Meuser, 95-102.

98 Lenski served as a theological professor at Ot@aigital University from 1911 to his death in 193.
prolific author, he is probably best known in Lutie circles for his scholarly 12 volume commeniany
the entire New Testament. He also served as eafitartherische Kirchenzeitunigom 1904 to 1924.
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If lowa is going to hold its fellowship with the General Council, there is asgarct of
closer relation between Ohio and lowa. Close as the companionship in battle agains
Missouri has brought us, lowa'’s continued fellowship with the Generaiclouvould

build a wall separating us from her. lowa cannot embrace the General Guitmoihe

arm and the Ohio Synod with the other. As things now stand, this is an “either-or”

proposition’%®

Meuser notes that while Lenski was concerned about the lowa Synod’sepdctic
fellowship, John Klindworth and others were opposed to the doctrinal standaof Klimdworth
wanted a discussion to see whether lowa would publicly renounce its erroescomtéssions,
open questions, and chiliasm. He also wondered about lowa’s stand on secies§8ciet

lowa and Ohio met in Toledo, Ohio, in 1907 and produced the Toledo Theddwse
theses were based on the Michigan City Theses with some minor chargyegatément on the
Antichrist was removed. lowa’s doctrine of the church which seemed toseotife essence of
the church by making the marks of the church (the means of grace, the gosprel and/
sacraments) something which makes the church visible rather than sante#timerely
indicates that the church is present was still in evidence. Theami@pen questions still
showed lowa’s reluctance to insist on complete agreement in doctrine atidepiar fellowship.
The changes favored lowa’s historic position rather than Ohio’s.

Once again there was a mixed reaction. lowa adopted the Toledo Theses in 1@07. Ohi
did not. lowa was ready for fellowship based on agreement in the essentimsya® not. One
historian has noted that “in all the negotiations the lowa Synod was mdyethea the Joint
Synod of Ohio to allow for differences of interpretation and variations uotipea It did not
demand as complete agreement in doctrine and practice as the Ohio $§nod.”

A minority in Ohio saw the theses as glossing over the historic differbetesen the

two synods. This minority lost its two main spokesmen when John Klindworth died on

"9 R.C.H. Lenski, “lowa and Ohio'utherische Kirchenzeitungj7 (1906), 732, quoted by Meuser, 116.
" Meuser, 116-117.

"1 The Toledo Theses are printed in Walficuments of Lutheran Unity in Americ1,6-219, document
96; and in Meuser, 292-293.

"2 3ohn TietjenWhich Way to Lutheran Unity? A History of Effoxtslinite the Lutherans of AmericgSt.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1966), 107.
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December 1, 1907, and Henry Allwardt died on April 9,1910. Many others believeldehaio
synods were in doctrinal agreement but lowa’s continued relation weitGeneral Council was
problematic. Ohio’s opposition to the General Council was not only historics iaksa based on
recent experience. The District Synod of Ohio, which had separated from th&ydlod in the
1860s and had joined the General Council, recently accepted into memberstgmgregations
which had left the Ohio Synod because of the latter's stance againstiedgeership. Ohio
was understandably upset by this action

lowa finally left the General Council as that organization was ngoto unite with the
General Synod and the United Synod, South, to form the United Lutheran Church in@Amer
(ULCA) in 1918. When lowa severed its relationship with the General @piatiowship
between Ohio and lowa became a redlity.

The spirit in America that was willing to ignore doctrinal differeméor the sake of
outward union fit with lowa’s historic position on open questions and its undersjathdi
fellowship was possible without full doctrinal agreement. That spidtemtered the Ohio Synod
as well. Some outside observers took note of the Toledo Theses and sawithend@s
inadequate for establishing fellowship. The Wisconsin Synod’s Adolf Heeriagbeled the
document Kompromisstheseh He concluded that lowa had led Ohio into a trép.

In 1917 Pastor C.C. Hein, president of Ohio’s Western District, in his adréés
district in convention suggested that the Ohio Synod should fosteomslabt only with the
lowa Synod but also with the United Norwegian Church. His address was seceeled that
the district requested that it be published. Hein concludes,

Then there is the United Norwegian Church which, as it appears, is in adttordsw

doctrine and polity. Should we not try to get into touch with that body as sveitla

lowa, and so cultivate closer relations with our Norwegian brethren2nitsst® us that
the fostering of such relations with the lowa Synod and the United Norw@pianch

would be at least a step towards the realization of the visionedfutheran Church of
America, which, though divided into several synods, would be none the less arhb,in tr

3 Meuser, 120-160.
14 Adolf Hoenecke, “Die Toledoer UnionstheseBteologische Quartalschrifty (April 1907), 118-119.
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in doctrine, and in practice, grant mutual recognition, promote fellowshipaaitide

Lord shows the way, also cooperate in the work of saving souls in a world whilgh sore

needs the Gospel, and likewise in the upbuilding of our Lutheran Zion so dearlfo us al

and all this—the cultivation of closer relation and cooperation in common-wforkhe
glory of God and the Lamb who has redeemed us with his most precious*flood.

The moves to merge Ohio and lowa into a new church body gained some momentum
after the election of C.C. Hein as president of the Ohio Synod. By Novemif#2®approval
was given for a Joint Merger Commission which was to begin work on a planifor before the
end of the calendar ye&f. The comparatively smaller Buffalo Synod also asked to be included
in the merger talks. There were still some problems to overcomedaanited that it would only
be a matter of time before the merger took place and a short time at that.

However, a controversy soon broke out over the inspiration and inerraiiey of
Scriptures. The controversy came as a bit of a surprise becassera#id to be in agreement on
the doctrine of Scripture. Most Midwestern Lutherans opposed the inroads ahmodand
taught the total inerrancy of the Bible. The statement on Scripttine iChicago (Intersynodical)
Theses is unequivocal.

1) We pledge adherence to the Holy Scriptures as the only source and norminé doctr

and faith. (2 Tim. 3, 16; 2 Pet. 1, 19-21.) Over against modern theology we maintain,

now as formerly, the doctrine of the verbal inspiration. (1 Cor. 2, 13; 2 Tim. 3, 16.) We
believe and confess that Scripture not only contains God’s Word, but is Wodl and
hence no errors or contradictions of any sort are found thiéfein.

J. Michael Reu (1869-1943) of the lowa Synod raised objections to thegmragr
Scripture in the constitution proposed for the new church body. The paraggiphllyrhad
read, “The Synod accepts and adheres to all the canonical writings ofitbtadONew
Testaments as the written Word of God and the only source, norm and guide ariiddifi.”

After some lengthy meetings the paragraph was strengthened to read, fibdeaSgepts all the

canonical books of the Old and New Testaments as the inspiréaearaht Word of God and

15 C.C. Hein, “The Lutheran Church of the United &¢ain the Jubilee Year 1917.” (Columbus: Lutheran
Book Concern 1917), 11.

®Meuser, 173.

"7«Chicago Theses.” iTheologische Quartalschrif26, (Oct 1929), 267.
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the only source, norm and guide of faith and [f&lemphasis mine). Reu believed that
inerrancy was a derived doctrine and as such was an “open question” which shbeldnsctted
on as a condition of fellowship. He led opposition to a union based on such a demand even
though he himself believed that the Scriptures were without error.

There was consternation in the Ohio Synod because of this opposition to ¢jee omer
the basis of the proposed constitution. An editorial in Ohiotheran Standaréxpresses the
synod’s bewilderment.

Doubtlessly all delegates went to Synod fully expecting the union to tales pleaat it

was only after they had got there that ominous reports were heard. lowa hedetitsy
just the week before, and there, for some reason or other, certain oppesratopdd,
apparently unexpectedly. The result was that, though union was voted for by an
overwhelming majority, yet it was to take place only under certaiditons. These
conditions the proposed constitution, to which the representativestiofeslsynods had
agreed, had not provided for. . .Another condition, the more important, pertained to the
word “inerrant” as applied to the Scriptures. The proposed constitutioa n&th body

in the paragraph on its confession, has this section: “The Synod acceptzatigh&al
books of the Old and New Testaments as the inspired and inerrant Word aidaihe a
only source, norm and guide of faith and life.” lowa insisted that “inerran&rneved
from “Word of God” and placed before “source,” thus making the whole to ‘ibed,
inspired Word of God and the inerrant and only source, norm, and guide of faith and
life.”

Possibly the change did not mean much, and again it may mean a great deal. But
whatever the object of making the change was, the report that camne tef body
lacked a clear and satisfactory explanation of why the change was demaded, a
consequence it was impossible for the Joint Synod to vote intelligently gaésgon. . .

It appears that lowa had not threshed the whole subject as thoroughly as Ohio had done
and was therefore not prepared to take definite action, especiallytrstngeposed
constitution had not yet been considered by the disffitts.

Many in the Synodical Conference took note of these developments. Wiscdobin's
Meyer commenting on the editorial in thetheran Standarevrote,

The “Standard” is right about the proposed transposition of the word “ifeitanay

not mean much, and again it may mean very much. Can it be possible that the lowa
Synod, by demanding the change, is trying to give shelter to an opinion which, though
accepting in a general way the canonical books of both Testament3/ésrthef God

and as the infallible source, norm and guide in all matters pertainingisti@hfaith and
conduct, yet in the face of John 10, 35 and 2 Tim. 3, 16 dares to doubt the absolute

8 Meuser, 184.
"9 «Union with lowa and Buffalo.'Lutheran Standard 83, (Sept 18, 1926), 598-599.
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inerrancy of the Scriptures in all of its statements? We aretaat to even consider this

eventuality, let alone that we should permit this suspicion to gain a fdathour mind.

Unless we are convinced by irrefutable proof, we will not believe itcespein view of

the following theses on the authority of the Scriptures adopted by theyimelical

Committee of Synodical Conference and the Synods of Ohio, lowa and Buffalo: “Der

modernen Theologie gegeniiber halten wir nach wie vor fest an der Lehre von der

Verbalinspiration. Wir glauben und bekennéasz die Schrift nicht blosz Gottes

Wort enhélt, sondern dasz sie Gottes Wort ist, und das sich daher kenhei

Irrtiimer oder Widerspriiche, darin finden” (emphasis Meyer'sy’

Meyer trusted the lowa representatives on the Intersynodical Cammaitt believed
that they were speaking for their whole synod. He tried to put the bestuctioston lowa’s
actions, but he may have been a bit naive. A scholar has recently commentrdingrReu’s
position, “Here one can observe the old allegiance of the lowa Synod todhgdhepen
questions and its idea of a gradual progress in the development of dootmmalbtions based on
new exegetical insights through which God continues to be active in his cftirch.”

After two and a half years of discussion Ohio acquiesced to the lowa Synogreed @
a formula on Scripture that was essentially the same as that Reuggadted in 1926. The
proposed constitution for the new American Lutheran Church in 1929 stated, ‘ibe &ycepts
the Canonical Books of the Old and New Testament as the inspired Word of Gbe antj/t
infallible authority in all matters of faith and lifé*?

As Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo moved toward merger, they also moved toward fellowship
with the Norwegian Lutheran Church and planned for a federation with s®&oamradinavian
Lutheran churches in America. These actions were inconsistent witintl@vement in the
writing of the Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses. One must conclude thert giey were less

than forthright in stating their convictions in the Intersynodical Cdtemimeetings or their

members on the Intersynodical Committee did not truly represent the eomvict their synods

20 John P.Meyer, “Ohio-lowa-Buffalo Merger Postpofiétheologische Quartalschrif23, (Oct 1926),
281-282.

"2 paul 1. Johnston, “Johann Michael Reu and Inegrdr@oncordia Theological Quarterly66, (Apr-July
1992), 152.

22 Meuser, 222.
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or the goal of outward unity had become more important than the inner unitthaéXpressed in
full doctrinal agreement.

The move toward fellowship with the Norwegian Lutheran Church waisyarty
troubling for the Synodical Conference. When it was announced in 1926 that the Ohio Synod
was pursuing fellowship with the Norwegian Lutheran Church on the basisMfrtheapolis
Theses, John Meyer expressed some surprise and shock at the developmiatsndtieven
heard of the Minneapolis Theses. He noted the wrongs that had been conuaitietithe
minority who had left the Norwegian Synod at the time of the merger beteyseould not go
along with the Madison Settlement©pgjer. Meyer asked, “Are the synods of Ohio, lowa, and
Buffalo not aware of the unbrotherly and highly offensive treatment aattodbe ‘minority.”*

Meyer also expressed a concern that an observation by Nathan R. Melhorreditoio
of The Lutheranthe official organ of the United Lutheran Church in America, might becorr
Meyer quoted Melhorn’s observation from the September 16, 1926, is¥he bfitherarin
which Melhorn comments on a meeting of the Ohio Synod which he had attended and on the
Ohio, lowa, Buffalo merger.

“| asked several men why they were willing at this time, perhaps eaganribine with

other general bodies. The most definite response | got was that theeslisf a strong

central group in the development of Lutheranism on the western contineng. a8itie
larger groups now existent extend from the Atlantic to the Pacifiotraleevidently is

not territorial. What they mean is a body whose doctrines and practidestasen our

United Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod. We are deemed the libeyavd

Missouri the conservative group. While the proposed constitution does riaidalies

a safe guess that we were not forgotten when the instrument of goverrasdrmed.”

-- He adds in another paragraph: “I think their willingness to disstieir historic

organization (in so far as a merger in which they are the largest pafisaolve it) lies

in an honest disapproval of what they deem the liberal practices of ttesl Watheran
Church and the doctrinal ultra-conservatism of Missolifi.”

2 John P. Meyer, “What is the Purpose of OrganiZling Evangelical-Lutheran Synod of North
America’?” Theologische Quartalschrif23, (Oct 1926), 285.
?*1bid., 284.
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The proposed fellowship with the Norwegian Church seemed to be a move toward
establishing a consortium of synods occupying the middle position between theasd3GhAe
Synodical Conference.

After Meyer had the opportunity to read the Minneapolis Theses he dteinave
approved of their content, including the statement on fellowship. News#het believed that
by entering fellowship with the Norwegian Lutheran Church, Ohio, lowa, and Buitaltd
become a partaker of the Norwegian Church’s sins. He also offered suggé&simake this a
God-pleasing union.

The method to right this wrong is simple. The erroneous statements‘Gipjeer”

must be repudiated, the ambiguities must be replaced by unequivocal tessiwfathie

truth. That is one thing. The other is this: Those guilty of violatingonsciences of

their brethren, or acquiescing in such violations, owe their brethren anyapolog

We hope that the synods of Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo, who at present are seeking to br

about conditions of mutual recognition with the Norwegian Lutheran Church, improve

the opportunity and secure the removal of the existing scandal, so thedrue

untarnished church fellowship may be established, in which all true Lutheitins

rejoice!?

When Ohio announced in 1928 that fellowship had been declared with the Norwegian
Lutheran Church, Meyer reacted with disappointment and concern.

What does this mean? Does it mean that the Ohio Synod subscribes to thenMadi

“Opgjoer” with its ambiguous language on election and man’s “responsibility”

conversion? Does it mean that the Ohio Synod is willing to share the reproduh for t

treatment accorded by the Synod of the Norwegian Ev. Lutheran Church of Aroerica t

the “minority”, which protested against the “Opgjoer” for conscienakd® Does it

mean that the Ohio Synod spurns church fellowship with the Synodical Conference

which stood by the Norwegian “minority” and in vain administered brotherly adimonit

to the majority%°

Meyer saw the declaration of fellowship of the Ohio Synod with the Noamdgitheran
Church as a major obstacle to fellowship with the synods of the Synodical €w#erYet he
asked that the Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses be considered on their owirnespective of

what course the establishing of pulpit and altar fellowship by the Ohio Syittothe Norwegian

2 John P.Meyer, “Church Fellowship (in reply to @sfion of the ‘Pastor’s Monthly’).Theologische
Quartalschrift 24, (Apr 1927), 165.

2% John P. Meyer, “Pulpit and Altar Fellowship Deeldy’ Theologische Quartalschrif26, (Jan 1929), 57.
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Church may force us to adopgt” The differences in the understanding of what was necessary
for establishing church fellowship nevertheless doomed the Chicago\fddisal) Theses and
future discussions between the synods of the Synodical Conference and thdtsytwdsild

soon form the American Lutheran Church.

There were other differences in practice between the synods ofrtbdi&} Conference
and the Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo synods that spelled problems for future chuoststaf.

These latter synods all participated in the National Lutheran Counciy; Cldiened that their
involvement did not involve church fellowship but only cooperation in exterrigthe synods of
the Synodical Conference believed that membership in the NLC amounted tadteepof
church fellowship without agreement in doctrine and practice.

The National Lutheran Council was founded in 1918 to meet three pressingIjeeds:
defend Lutherans against efforts to abolish foreign languages during theklfv@erman
hysteria; 2) to meet the need for emergency home mission ministrytenthberary communities
growing up around shipyards and munitions factories; 3) the need to provide aid itruetioms
among European Lutherans because of the awful destruction and spivéosilic Europe caused
by the war’?® The purpose of the NLC was to promote the following:

1. True and uniform statistical information concerning the Lutheran Churchariéa.

2. Publicity in all matters that require common utterance by the Luth@narch.

3. Representation of our Church in its relation to entities outside of, igétiout
prejudice to the confessional basis of any participating body, as well asigringi
home to the Church a consciousness of general and specific needs fromadieht
action.

4. Activities dealing with, or the creation of agencies to deal with, thdgarsbarising
out of war and other emergencies where no such common Lutheran agencies now
exist, and to coordinate, harmonize, and unify the activities of existimgiage

5. The coordination of activities and agencies of the Lutheran Church inidenfer

the solution of problems arising from social, economic, intellectual er oth
conditions or changes affecting religious life and consciousness.

727 i
Ibid., 58.

28 Frederick K. Wentzlutherans in Concert: The Story of the NationalHaran Council, 1918-1966

(Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1968), 13.
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6. The fostering of true Christian loyalty and the maintenance of adghtrelation

between Church and State as separate entities with correlatestiyetlgi defined

functions’?®

The ULCA and some others thought that the various Lutheran groups in Ameried shar
enough doctrinal agreement to cooperate freely wherever needed. Otbdlge Morwegian
Lutheran Church, thought that the various Lutheran groups ought to work towardaloctri
consensus so that they could move into cooperation in internal matters. l@vad#iat so
long as there was doctrinal disagreement there could only be cooperaticermalextatters.
Wentz, however, notes that this latter “distinction was hard to makeawy precision or
agreement and almost impossible to apply in the face of emergency dppéels.”* The
synods of the Synodical Conference would have agreed with Wentz’ remarks.

After the war the lowa Synod protested that giving aid to churches aitdtioss in
Europe that were “liberal or at least not sufficiently orthodox” wasymglchurch fellowship
where it did not exist. In 1920 lowa actually left the National Lutheran Cooweilthis issué®
The Ohio Synod experienced some inner turmoil because an Ohio element agreedatsth low
objections to the Council. When a revision to the NLC constitution in 1926Gddtier member
synods that the NLC was not going to become or take the power of a super chuathdswas
to function as an agency of the member churches, many of the fears conceriNhg thvere
dispelled. Therefore when lowa, Ohio, and Buffalo merged in 1930 to form the Americ
Lutheran Church, the new synod retained membership in the NLC. Meuser melkesg a t
comment about this pre-merger episode:

Throughout most of the long premerger history, lowa displayed somewhaébroad

principles of church fellowship than did Ohio. In this case, strangely enowggs iDhio

that insisted on limited cooperation with the U.L.C.A while refusing tabésh

fellowship of pulpit and altar. This guarded, but real, friendship witthesgestrict
segment of Lutheranism distinguished the American Lutheran Church from the

2% |pid., 18.
30 pid., 22.
31 Nelson,The Lutherans in North Americd06-407.
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isolationist Synodical Conference and placed the new synod into a feevoradiating
position in American Lutheranisfif:

Contacts in the National Lutheran Council brought Ohio and lowa into closerratiope
with the Norwegian Lutheran Church and the Augustana Synod. The synods in theltILC he
several conferences in 1919 and 1920 to try to settle past problems betwdahwbstern
synods and the synods that had just merged to form the United Lutheran ChunoériceA
Hans Stub produced his “Chicago Theses” in 1919 and presented them at the 8rsincenteld
in March of that year. Although his theses received no formal recognition NLtBethey were
recognized when the Minneapolis Theses were adopted in 1925 by the synods thavrwould f
the American Lutheran Conference in 1930The declaration of fellowship and subsequent
participation in the American Lutheran Conference brought Ohio, lowa, and Buitalo i
fellowship with church bodies that had doctrinal differences with the syndtie &ynodical
Conference. In the years following the rejection of the Chicago (Imedgyal) Theses
Missouri’'s Theodore Graebner expressed criticism of these Scandinavaas saiming
especially strong comments against the Augustana Syhod.

Ohio, lowa, and Buffalo in the eyes of the Synodical Conference seemed attheaser
to be inconsistent in working toward an agreement with the synods of thei&ri@ahference
while declaring fellowship with synods whose doctrinal position was cgrtwsahe position of
the Synodical Conference. At worst they were talking out of both sidesiofhtouth or being
deliberately deceptive. The Chicago (Intersynodical) Theses could alvieréise Election
Controversy because there was a difference in the understanding of tireedufathurch

fellowship and what amount of doctrinal agreement was necessary forsteiotlo be declared.

32 Meuser, 235.

"3 The five synods that formed the American LutheZamference were the Augustana Synod, the
American Lutheran Church, the Norwegian Lutheranr€h in America, the Lutheran Free Church, and
the United Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church.

34 GraebnerThe Problem of Lutheran Unip#4-99. Graebner criticizes Augustana for a lafck
fellowship principles, millennialism, Sunday obsamee, etc.
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Conclusion

The Intersynodical Movement in the second and third decades of the tlveetitury
was a significant attempt to resolve the Election Controversy aiitle¢eenth century. The
Reformation anniversaries fostered an interest in Lutheran unityraoid. Many were saddened
by the divisions within American Lutheranism and tired of doctrinal contsgvel he merger
spirit in America at the time also encouraged larger organizationsefaake of efficiency in
carrying out the work of the church and because larger organizationsl egithighem more
prestige, respect, and influence. However, Lutherans in America wededdon what amount of
doctrinal agreement was necessary for practicing church fellowstlipamperating in the work
of the church. The lowa Synod with her historic position on open questions was in step with the
doctrinal indifference that had developed in America Christianity. Qtiie Synod also moved
toward a more open understanding of what was necessary for church fellowshipefro
understanding in the late nineteenth and the first decade or so of thetiweatitury. These
developments can be seen in Ohio’s move toward fellowship and merger with lowlae and
declaration of fellowship with the Norwegian Lutheran Church and the Swasian synods in
the American Lutheran Conference. The synods of the Synodical Conferentedinsi
complete doctrinal agreement for church fellowship. That agreenaantonbe seen in practices
that were consistent with the doctrinal position. Ultimately, the Imexigal Movement failed
to resolve the Election Controversy because the participating synoelsi@tarmified in their
understanding of the doctrine of fellowship and how much doctrinal agreement wasargdor
the expression of fellowship.

The final chapter of the Election Controversy played out in the Intersyhodica
Controversy between the Missouri and Slovak synods on the one hand, and the Wiscbnsin a
Little Norwegian synods on the other. This controversy ended the Synodicatébaefe That

will be the subject of the next chapter.



CHAPTER SIX

THE CONTROVERSY BETWEEN THE MISSOURI SYNOD
AND THE WISCONSIN AND NORWEGIAN SYNODS

The final chapter of the Election Controversy played out in a very unexpectedivay
Missouri Synod, which had been the chief proponent of Lutheran orthodoxy in America,
succumbed to the prevailing attitudes in America and began to seek f@tlavitththe American
Lutheran Church without resolving the historic doctrinal differencdsstfzarated these two
church bodies, including the doctrine of election.

Missouri’'s moves toward fellowship with the ALC resulted in the Intersyrabdi
Controversy which tore apart the Synodical Conference. In the view of therWiisSynod and
the Norwegian Synotf® Missouri’s change in the doctrine and practice of church fellowship
necessitated a break with the Missouri Synod. The Intersynodical Costrdsegran in 1938 and
culminated in fellowship ties being terminated in the early 1960s. Thisectdgrhonstrates that
Missouri’s official change in the understanding of church fellowship resurita disregard for
the historic differences between the Missouri Synod and the ALC in thengsabf election,
conversion, and open questions. The issues dating back to the Election Controer sy st
issues for the Missouri Synod while they remained issues for theWéim Synod and the
Norwegian Synod. In Missouri’'s quest for fellowship with the ALC thpdrtance of doctrine
faded into the background. The issue in the doctrine of election was notissatiMhad
adopted electiomtuitu fidei but that the Missouri Synod was no longer concerned that such
teaching must be clearly excluded by any confessional statement claimisglierpast
differences. As a result the Missouri Synod forfeited longstandirmafgtiip with the Wisconsin

Synod and the Norwegian Synod.

3> The Norwegian Synod changed its name to the Evimageutheran Synod in 1959.
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Background

From its founding the Missouri Synod was concerned about the historic confeasd
doctrines of the Lutheran Church. The concegtusé doctrinewas part and parcel of the
Missouri Synod spirit and a key factor in the synod’s doctrine of church felipwsh

Most people in the twenty-first century have trouble understandingasuemphasis on
the importance of doctrine and doctrinal agreement, but this emphasis waiseshgr
confessional Lutheranism from the time of the Reformation. Luther’s wastenal
Reformation. At the Marburg Colloquy Luther and Zwingli apparently agre¢teofirst
fourteen articles of the Marburg Articles but could not agree on teerith which dealt with the
Real Presence in the Lord’s Supper. Although Zwingli was willing to defgdowship in spite
of this disagreement, Luther refuséd. TheFormula of Concord1577) emphasizes the
importance of doctrine and doctrinal agreement when it declares conctdreAugsburg
Confession“This symbol distinguishes our reformed churches from the papists and other
condemned sects and heresies. We appeal to it just as it was custom tiod imctie ancient
church for later synods, Christian bishops, and teachers to appeal to the Glieed and confess
adherence to it™®’

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the subjectiviBiatisin and the inroads of
Rationalism served to undermine the importance of doctrine. Nevedtetemnant of
confessional Lutherans remained faithful to their Lutheran doctrimdhge.

Confessional Lutheranism revived in the nineteenth century. Wherriekedélliam 1

forced the Lutherans and Reformed to join in the so-called Prussian Ungatian among

confessional Lutherans set in because they wished to preserve theinhutbdtage. The Saxon

38 Martin BrechtMartin Luther: Shaping and Defining the Reformatith21-1532 trans by James L.
Schaaf (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 332-333

3 Formula of Concord, Solid Declaration, “Concernthg Binding Summary, Basis Rule and Guiding
Principle.” par. 5.
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immigration to Missouri was an attempt to preserve historic Luthenanishe new setting
because state church rationalism in Saxony and the spread of the Prugsmnaiaé#is to other
parts of Germany made it difficult for confessional Lutherans tdipeatheir faith unhindered.

In America C.F.W. Walther became a leading voice for confessional Lutberani
through his publication®er LutheranerandLehre und WehreHe and the Missouri Synod
opposed the ideas of the “American Lutherans” who wanted to make Lutimramiform
doctrinally to generic Protestantism in America. The Missouri Synod diginan fellowship
relations with the Buffalo Synod because of differences in the doctrihe chtirch and ministry
and refrained from fellowship with the lowa Synod because of the latteckitg on open
guestions and other doctrinal issues.

In 1868 the Missouri Synod and the Wisconsin Synod discussed the following theses on
open questions drawn up by Walther. It was on the basis of their discustiesetheses that
fellowship was entered by these two synods. To help understand thechistition of the
Missouri Synod it may be helpful to read the entire fifteen theses.

THESIS I. It cannot be denied that in the field of religion or theologytaee questions

which, because they are not answered in the Word of God, may be called open in the

sense that agreement in answering them is not required for the uratghadrid doctrine
which is demanded in the Word of God, nor does it belong to the conditianisecefpr
church fellowship, for the association of brethren and colleagues.

THESIS Il. The error of an individual member of the Church even agaitestiaVdord

of God does not involve immediately his actual forfeiture of church fellgysor of

association of brethren and colleagues.

THESIS lll. Even if an open error against the Word of God has infectedla elnarch

body, this does not in itself make that church body a false church, a body with which an

orthodox Christian or the orthodox church would abruptly have to sever relations

THESIS IV. A Christian may be so weak in understanding that he cannot graspna
case of a fundamental article of the second drfiénat an error which he holds is

38 «Fundamental doctrines pertain to the ‘fundamentoinfoundation of saving faith, forgiveness of &in
Christ Jesus. Primary fundamental articles (pgrson and work of Christ) are constitutive forisgv
faith and can neither be unknown nor denied withasg of salvation. Secondary fundamental articles
(e.g., Holy Baptism, Lord’ssupper) are relatedh® foundation of faith, but in such a way that oreey be
ignorant of them, yet have saving faith.” Erwinlieker, edLutheranCyclopedia (St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1975), 319.
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contrary to the Scriptures. Because of his ignorance he may also comfiisierror,
without thereby making it necessary for the orthodox church to exclude him.

THESIS V. The Church militant must indeed aim at and strive for comphitte of faith
and doctrine, but it never will attain a higher degree of unity than arerdal one.

THESIS VI. Even errors in the writings of recognized orthodox leaders @hbech,
now deceased, concerning nonfundamental doctrines of the secoritf o@ent brand
them as errorists nor deprive them of the honor of orthodoxy.

THESIS VII. No man has the privilege, and to no man may the privilege bedjramte
believe and to teach otherwise than God has revealed in his Word, no matharvuthet
pertains to primary or secondary fundamental articles of faith, to fumdahoe
nonfundamental doctrines, to matters of faith or practice, to historatédms or other
matters subject to the light of reason, to important or seemingly urtenponatters.

THESIS VIII. The Church must take steps against any deviation from tténeéoaf the
Word of God, whether this be done by teachers or by so-called laymen, by indiidua
by entire church bodies.

THESIS IX. Such members as willfully persist in deviating from the Wordoaf, Go
matter what question it may concern, must be excluded.

THESIS X. From the fact that the Church militant cannot attain a highezelefunity
than a fundamental one, it does not follow that any error against the Weatahay be
granted equal rights in the Church with the truth, nor that it may bettaera

THESIS XI. The idea that Christian doctrines are formed graduallyrat@dcordingly
any doctrine which has not completed such a process of development must bd count
among the open questions, militates against the doctrine that then@haittimes is
strictly one, and that the Scripture is the one and only, but fully suffistemte of
knowledge in the field of Christian religion and theology.

THESIS XII. The idea that such doctrines as have not yet been fixed syatigatiust
be counted among the open questions, militates against the historigabbtigg
Symbols, particularly against the fact that these were never intemgeesent a
complete doctrinal system, while they indeed acknowledge the enitent of the
Scriptures as the object of faith held by the Church.

THESIS XIlI. Also the idea that such doctrines in which even recognized orthodox
teachers have erred must be admitted as open questions militatesthgaiaaonical
authority and dignity of the Scriptures.

39 “Nonfundamental doctrines do not deal directlyhattie foundation of faith; therefore they may be
unknown, even denied, without destroying savinthfgirovided such a denial does not result from
conscious opposition to Holy Scripture. LutherargBaticians generally include in them such doctraees
the unpardonable sin against the Holy Ghost, imafiortof man before the fall, eternal rejectiontioé evil
angels, and the Antichristlbid., 319. | have not found the term “nonfundamentaitdnes of the second
order” used by anyone other than Walther. It setvaishe included in this classification thingelik
prohibition against paying interest which Walthensidered a doctrine of Scripture.
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THESIS XIV. The assumption that there are Christians doctrinegtottantained in

the Holy Scriptures, which nevertheless are not presented in thaty,destinctly, and
unmistakably, and that hence they must be counted with open questions mgizass a
the clarity, and thus against the very purpose of the divinity of the Holyt@&espwhich
is offered to us as the divine revelation.

THESIS XV. The modern theory that among the clearly revealed doctrities wbrd of
God there are open questions is the most dangerous unionistic principlesia§.our
which will lead consistently to skepticism and finally to naturali$h.

Walther and the Missouri Synod were consistent in following these principhes; were
patient in dealing with those whom they considered to be weak brothers. Se bbpgraon was
willing to listen to instruction from the Holy Scriptures they treated &$ a weak brother. When
a person or church body was no longer willing to be instructed from God’s Wdesr@anded
acceptance of their false teaching, they were considered persistergts with whom fellowship
could not be practiced. The position of Walther and the Missouri Synddafomtit 1940) on the
doctrine and practice of church fellowship can be summarized in this way:

1. agreement on the complementary biblical principles that we are to admadkh w
brothers and we are to separate from persistent errorists;
2. agreement that unity in all doctrine is necessary to church fellpwshi
3. agreement that church fellowship is not limited to altar and pulpit fehgwbut
includes prayer;
4. concern that our actions will not cause offense, especially to the(Veak
This was also the consistent understanding and practice of church fellowshig the
synods of the Synodical Conference. The Ohio Synod in the late ninetestoily cenderstood
the principles of church fellowship in the same way. When it becameesppiaat there were
real doctrinal differences among the synods of the Synodical Conferen@hith8ynod left the
Synodical Conference and broke fellowship relations with the MisaodriWisconsin synods.
Walther and the Missouri Synod had been consistent in their practiceoofdiip over

against the Wisconsin Synod. In the first two decades of the Wisconsin Sgxadence the

young synod had to wrestle with the question of what it meant to be a truly comééssitheran

0 The English translation of Walther's 1868 “ThesasOpen Questions,” is idoctrinal Statements of
the WELSPrepared by the Commission on Inter-Church Relatdf the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran
Synod, 1997.

1 John Brug, “Walther and Fellowship¥isconsin Lutheran QuarterlyL09, (Winter 2012), 35.
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synod in America and what it meant to practice scriptural fellowshighelearly years many of
the synod’s pastors were willing to serve both Lutherans and German Retfaraméte of the
doctrinal differences between the two groups. Nevertheless theyotezatirely indifferent to
doctrine. When some “American Lutherans” in Eastern synods issued a $kRecefthe
Augsburg Confession” contained in a document cdlleel Definite Synodical Platforamd

mailed it anonymously to Lutherans throughout America in 1855, the young Wisconsin Synod
rejected the document at its 1856 convention. The synod declared that “the adoihtgosoof
called Platform is nothing else but a definite suicide of the LuthehancB.”*> The Recension
removed from the Augustana the distinctive Lutheran doctrines thattspautherans from the
generic sort of Protestantism that had developed in Améfica.

The Wisconsin Synod’s confessional understanding improved as men with loditteraln
training and a greater confessional consciousness entered the ranksyobtlie pastors. To his
credit the synod’s first president, John Muehlhaeuser (1804-1867), did notrsthadnay of the
growing confessionalism. Nevertheless, as late as 1867 his confessakakases were still
evident. During the synod convention that year there were doctrinassisns with
representatives of the lowa Synod. lowa considered millennialismlisahian “open
guestion,” a doctrine on which Lutherans could disagree and remain in fafpowkhe minutes

record that during the discussion Muehlhaeuser “cited a saying feogeB(1687-1752§—

"2\Wisconsin Synod Proceeding$56 trans. by Arnold O. LehmankiVELS Historical Journall, (April
1993), 6.

3 The five “errors” that the American Lutherans oled needed to be eliminated from fhegsburg
Confessiorwere (1) the approval of the ceremonies of thesm@3 private confession and absolution, (3)
denial of the divine obligation of the Sabbath, l§dptismal regeneration, and (5) the real presehtte
body and blood of our Savior in the Lord’s SuppEor the complete text of the Definite Synodical
Platform see Richard C. Wolocuments of Lutheran Unity in Americdad0-104.

744 Johann Albrecht Bengel has been called the forepust-Reformation theologian in Wiirttemberg. He
was a New Testament scholar who was a pioneeeitettiual criticism of the New Testament. His
Gnomon Novi Testamentias his greatest work and was widely used by lrathpastors. Bengel,
however was a chiliast and predicted that the Midlam would begin in 1836.
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You chiliasts can subscribe to the confessions with a good conscience. ThedQ@dgyeis not
in the Augustana, but it is in the Biblé” Muehlhaeuser passed away that same year.

The Wisconsin Synod became a charter member of the General Council in 1867. The
General Council was founded by Lutheran synods opposed to the lack of confessimnéiesm
General Synod (founded in 1820). The Ohio Synod sent representatives to the General Coun
but did not join. Ohio wanted clarification on the following “Four Points” keefbey would
commit to the new organization: chiliasm, altar fellowship, pulpio¥eship, secret societies. In
1868 Wisconsin resolved to withdraw from the General Council if adequate anggrernot
forthcoming’*® Wisconsin officially withdrew from the General Council in 1869 forfessional
reasons.

Wisconsin’s Racine convention in 1868 was noteworthy not only for its stand on the
“Four Points,” but also because of the stand taken over against the unioigsian societies in
Europe. These societies had provided the young synod with pastors and firssistiahee, but
had expressed displeasure at Wisconsin’s growing confessionalism., thégdhformed the
synod that because of Wisconsin’s convention discussions and resolutiong mol&6re gifts
and workers would be sent. The 1868 convention thanked the mission societigh&bitizey
had done for them in the past, but stood firm against continued uni6ti$m1868 the synod
also resolved to make efforts to establish proper relations withigsii Synod. Missouri for
some time had been criticizing Wisconsin’'s practice in BehLutheranerandLehre und
Wehre But after the colloquy with Wisconsin in October of 1868, Walther publicliadstin
Der Lutheraney “All of our reservations about the dear Wisconsin Synod have not only faded but

have been put to shame. God be thanked for his inexpressibl€iftkvas not until Missouri

"5 Wisconsin Synod Proceedinds$67. 14.

"8 Wisconsin Synod Proceedind$68. 14-15.

"7 Eredrich,The Wisconsin Synod Lutherag$-36.

"8 Der Lutheraner Nov.1, 1868, 37. (translation mine)
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recognized in 1868 that the Wisconsin Synod was in agreement with her in daotfipeactice
that fellowship was declared.
In the early 20 century the Missouri Synod reiterated her understanding of the doctrine
of church fellowship. In 1904 Missouri Synod Professor Gerhard Bente explainsolkils
position on fellowship with the Ohio and lowa synods in an essay entitled, “Wiiy\Ga
Establish and Maintain Common Prayer Services with lowa and Offida"1932 the Missouri
Synod published thBrief Statemenia confessional statement authorized by Missouri’'s 1929
convention which had rejected the Chicago (Intersynodical) Th&s&he committee appointed
was to draft as quickly as possible a confessional statement i fib@sistarting with thetatus
controversiagconcerning those doctrines in contention in the Lutheran synods incdaneri
presenting “the doctrine of the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confedgitims shortest, most
simple manner.” Th8rief Statemenivas based on Franz Pieper’s formulation of 1897 entitled,
“Ich glaube, darum rede ich."Concerning the doctrine of fellowship tBaef Statemenstated:
28.0n Church Fellowship- Since God ordained that His wandly, without the
admixture of human doctrine, be taught and believed in the Christian Church, 1 Pet. 4:11;
John 8:31, 32; 1 Tim. 6:3, 4, all Christians are required by God to discriminateeipet
orthodox and heterodox church-bodies, Matt. 7:15, to have church-fellowship only with
orthodox church-bodies, and, in case they have strayed into heterodox church-bodies to
leave them, Rom. 16:17. We repudiatéonism that is, church-fellowship with the
adherents of false doctrine, as disobedience to God’s command, as causing divisions
the Church, Rom. 16:17; 2 John 9,10, and as involving the constant danger of losing the
Word of God entirely, 2 Tim. 2:17-2%*
Although Theodore Graebner would soon be critical of Missouri’'s historicide@nd
practice of church fellowship, he upheld Missouri’s doctrine , in a book peblig 1935 by

explaining why fellowship between Missouri and the United Lutheran Char&merica was

not possible.

9 ehre und Wehrevol 51 #2 (February 1905), 49-53 and vol. 51 March 1905), 97-115. English
translation in Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary Librasgay files, (EF 124).

50 Missouri Synod Proceeding$929 (English), 112-113.

1 Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of thesdiuri Synod(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1932), 13.
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Let us be clear on this point. Many have been led to regard Missouegadiatic body,
which at once proceeds to curse with book, bell, and candle every person that does not
conform to strict Lutheran standards in doctrine and practice. Thialseampression.

We of the Missouri Synod are able to bear long, even within our own body, with those

who errthrough ignorancer whothrough weaknedsil to conform their practice to

their Christian profession. But we insist that all errorists, andtadl depart from sound

churchly practice, shall be admonished and, if that fail, be publicly rebuked, &nd tha

when no remonstrances are of avail, such a person shall be “rejected,” asiteaub

Titus. Not because there is un-Lutheran practice, but because sudatepsapenly

tolerated not because there are errorsts in the U.L.C., but because false taaghers

permitted to sow their false doctrines unrebuked by their synodical body aenkare
recognized as leaders in the Church do we object to the easy and thowgmbassion

that bodies subscribing to the same confessional platform should clasp har—dsee to

“let bygones be bygone$>? [emphasis his]

In the same essay Graebner was quite critical of the doctrinaésththe Scandinavian
synods in the American Lutheran Conference, particularly the Augustana Syrend arnazing
about face he would soon be advocating fellowship with the American Lutheran Cliucbh w
was a member of the American Lutheran Conference and thus in fellowshipegéh t
Scandinavian synods Graebner had criticized. Reasons for this aboutlféecoffered later in
this chapter.

Winds of Change

By the early 20 century some in the Missouri Synod began to think that there was a need
to improve the public image of their synod. Missouri Synod Lutherans in therikastited
States and those who were predominantly English speakers were pdytarnaitive to the
image of their synod as an insular, German-speaking church body. The an#rGsmirit and
hysteria that developed during World War | served to increase those cofiterns

In 1914 a group of Lutheran pastors and laymen in the Eastern United States founded the
American Lutheran Publicity Bureau to help Missouri Synod congregatibmgpublicity and

advertising. “The men forming the Publicity Bureau clearly felt tinatsynod needed, and the

2 Theodore GraebnefThe Problem of Church Unio(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1935) 43-
44,

>3 For a brief account of the anti-German spirit #relLutheran response see Nelsbme Lutherans in
North America 396-403.
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sooner the better, a major reform—one that would in some yet undefined maaineititéhe

bad public image created by its ‘conservative stance.” The Buresia yavate endeavor and
as such was not sponsored by the Missouri SyHo@ihe Missouri Synod, however, recognized
it as a para-church organization. In 1922 one of the founders of the Bureau exjilainalue of
the organization.

From the beginning the Bureau proved itself a welcome addition to the férSgsanl,
and while not an officially appointed or created body, it set itself etteartedly to
further Synod’s interests. The fact that the Lutheran Church today can eo lbeng
stigmatized generally as an “unknown Church,” and that it is throughoobtimtry
energetically presenting its case to the American people, is inrpeamEure due to the
activities of the Bureau. Its work has been perhaps primarily stimylatiggestive,
inspirational, seeking to arouse local circles and congregations to ya @gtiablicity for
the previous wares they have to offer the souls of Hen.

The American Lutheran Publicity Bureau soon gave birth to a periodicedrican
Lutheran to promote the Missouri Synod through advertising and publicity and, indeed, to
change the synod’s image.

In order to keep alive a general interest in the important cause of ntbeblicity, and

to encourage local congregations to a full use of their powers fepthading of the
Kingdom in their particular localities, the Bureau has since 1918 beengssunagazine
called theAmerican Lutheran This magazine has been an exponent of general matters
pertaining to publicity, and has tried to advance the use of congregatiaciaheff. It

has dealt with the practical side of church-work, and has endeavored tpfokihel
suggesting modern methods of congregational work. Since it refrains fronsslisg
doctrinal topics and does not bring devotional material, but confinestagmtctical
phases of church-life, it is really a Lutheran technical magazinetatkto the cause of
the expansion of the boundaries of Zich.

Those who founded the Bureau set out to change the image of their synod, lldimgso
also ultimately changed the doctrinal stance of their synod.

By creating a special unofficial organization within the synod to promisteeform, the

Bureau members further implied that they held little hope for suchmrefporiginate

from official sources—the synod would not change of itself, but would have to be
changed. Further by choosing to place its emphasis on practical, not doctrireals,matt

>4 Thomas Arnold KusteiThe Fellowship Dispute in the Lutheanr Church—Misis8ynod: A Rhetorical
Study of Ecumenical ChangéPhD Dissertation, University of Wisconsin, Msali, 1969), 48

5 paul Lindemann, “Publicity Work in the Missourir®d,” in Ebenezer: Reviews of the Work of the
Missouri Synod during Three Quarters of a CentWH.T. Dau, ed. (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1922), 463.

" 1bid., 464.
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the Bureau implied that this new favorable impression of the MissgndadSvould not

be made entirely on doctrinal grounds. Though they did not suggest a change in the

synod'’s doctrinal position, they were suggesting that a doctrinal positaitdstot be
made the only basis for synodical identity. Although the fact was perhapecoghized
at the time, this slight shift in emphasis contained implicationdhéosynod’s traditional
fellowship principle, for that principle takes for granted that drdw position is the
only relevant synodical identity in relation with outside gro(ifs.

Although the Bureau claimed that tAenerican Lutheranvas only a “technical
magazine” which suggested “modern methods of congregational work,” in thedr@B8bsyond
it contained articles advocating fellowship with the ALC and promotingnalerstanding of
church fellowship that was contrary to the historic practice of the MisSgnod.

One might also wonder why the name of this periodical was chosen. Pertiapsdesrs
merely wanted to shed the “German” image of the Missouri Synod. However, amylore
knowledge of the history of Lutheranism in America would have recognizetiAiimatrican
Lutheran” was a loaded term. The “American Lutherans” in the nineteenttry sparked a
controversy by issuing tHeefinite Synodical Platforrwith its American Recension of the
Augsburg ConfessionThis document, issued anonymously, removed from the Augsburg
Confession anything that smacked of Roman Catholicism and was at odds wehehie g
Protestantism that had developed in America. The “American Luthetamgjht that the only
way that Lutheranism could survive in America was by accommodating tisngoio the
American religious scene. Thefinite Synodical Platformvas rejected by the majority of
Lutherans in Americ&?

Some also began to react to what they perceived as a near-sightedilagapplying

Missouri’s fellowship principles and lovelessness in matters opadian (things which God has

neither commanded nor forbidden). Concerned individuals met at least fear(fié26, 1937,

5" Kuster,The Fellowship Dispute in the Lutheran Church—Miss8ynod 49.
8 Eor an overview of this “American” Lutheran contensy see David A. Gustafsdnytherans in Crisis:
The Question of Identity in the America Repulffdinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993).
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1940, and 1941) in an attempt to counter these tréhds.the 1940s an unnamed author
(Theodore Graebner?) writing in defense of those who were challengiagudlis doctrine of
fellowship listed a number of examples of what he considered légalidbveless behavior. His
frustration is obvious.
In 1936 | wrote to a friend: “More important than unionism is the question whethe
shall become a legalistic body in which men can be accused and attacked even behind
their back without the least regard to friendship as soon as tinsgtess some abstract
principle accepted in our Synod, without being guilty of violating any Word of God on
which that principle is built. | have often referred to this processedsstiiating of a
principle.” Anything seems fair against the man who makes a gesturany to the
traditions received among us. | despair of ever making clear typleiof Missourian the
Bible concept of unionism or that of separation of Church and state. They Havedsu
a hardening of brain fibre on these spots.”
| wrote a brother who wanted an article on bowling alleys in parish house$/dmah
14, 1934: “Knowing the legalism which has taken root in our Synod, and which ignores
all adiaphora, an article like this would be considered as an official cowdiemand the
demand would be made that congregations conform or get out. | have seen this
intolerance in action and often wish that those guilty would spend somestugiag the
older issues dber LutheranerandLehre und Wehrand thus recapture the original
Missouri Synod attitude on these questiofi8.”
No doubt, the fact that two Missouri Synod pastors brought charges agamiseraef
the Concordia, St. Louis Seminary faculty for signing their names to thagohfmtersynodical)
Theses angered many in the synod. The two men complained that Missouri's Inteadynodi
Committee had publicly assented to false doctrine in signing their rarttestheses when
chapter D of the theses contained doctrinal error. These charges weld bydabg 1932
Missouri Synod convention which found their accusations unjustified. The 193&udiSynod
convention also rejected the appeal of these two pastors. When theydppehaé 1936

Synodical Conference convention, the Synodical Conference also found thescharge

unsustained®*

9 Speaking the Truth in LovEssays Related to A Statement, Chicago, Ninetegy-fice. (Chicago:

The Willow Press, n.d.), 17

"id., 17.

1 The preceding summary of the Hanssen/Melcherisdsased on the more complete report in Bunzel,
The Missouri Synod and the Chicago (IntersynoditaBsesMasters Thesis, Concordia Seminary, St.
Louis, Missouri. May 1964. 66-71.
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Some of those who noted the legalism and lovelessness in their synod eventually
challenged their synod’s doctrine of fellowship rather than dealingtiétlegalist application of
that doctrine. They chafed under what they saw as a legalisticaslran unhealthy synodical
pride in Missouri’s orthodoxy and correctness. They thought that their synddaasiexible
and isolationist and they set out to change it. The opinions of these menrgamedtum and
began to dominate. In fact, a recent Missouri Synod publication has admittétbtisomething
like 25 years prior to 1969 the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod was controlleddayitzon
of liberals and moderate$®?

In 1935 Pastor J. F. Pfotenhauer (1859-1939) was voted out of office as presttent of
Missouri Synod and Pastor John Behnken (1884-1968) was elected in hiSpMdether the
delegates thought that Pfotenhauer was simply getting too old for it affsynod president
(he was nearly 74 at the time) or whether the vote was an indicationetmaajbrity in the synod
wanted a change in leadership to project a new image of the synod at tiedesynod toward
more openness to relations with other Lutherans is difficult tordeter Nevertheless, the
election of Behnken did mark a turning point in Missouri’s history. Although noauld ever
deny Behnken’s personal Lutheran orthodoxy or accuse him of not being a Christian@gntlem
he lacked Pfotenhauer’s ability to exercise firm doctrinal digs@plMissouri was also striving to
rid herself of her reputation as a German immigrant church. The strongeantan spirit
fostered by America’s involvement in WWI and new developments in Nazi Ggmaadoubt
contributed much to that desire. With her strong emphasis on doctrine, thetyaotfh®cripture,

confessional Lutheranism, and strict fellowship principles, Missourionaisf step with the

752 John Strietelmeier ifihe Cressequoted by Thomas BakaNatershed at the Rivergai&turgis, MI:
n.p., 1970). Quoted by Paul A. ZimmermaArSeminary in Crisis: The Inside Story of the PrEast
Finding Commission(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 2007)287

763 John W. BehnkerThis | Recall(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964)A87-Behnken’s
account of the interchange between these two mentprthe final vote reveals the humble Christian
character of Pfotenhauer.



244

times. Pfotenhauer was the last of the Missouri Synod presidents tbdgvéorn in Germany.
Behnken was the first to be born in America.

Missouri — Wisconsin Controversies

In 1935 the United Lutheran Church in America (UL&Agxtended an invitation to the
synods of the Synodical Conference to meet to consider closer relations. Upingebe
invitation President John W.O. Brenner (1874-1962) of the Wisconsin Synod agmointe
committee to bring a recommendation to the 1935 synod convention. This ad hatteemm
became the Standing Committee on Church Uffioide also requested a member of that
committee, Pastor Edmund Reim (1892-1969), to deliver at the upcoming synod conaention
essay he had previously prepared for a convention of the Northern Wiscongirt Bighe
Wisconsin Synod. The essay was entitled, “Church Fellowship and Its IngigatReim
added an additional section to the paper for the synod convention, “With Addlilotes on the
Possibilities of Lutheran Union.” Pastor Henry C. Nitz (1893-1968) was askisdiver an
essay entitled “Another Gospel.” Both essays were intended to haigbensin Synod meet
the challenges of the modern ecumenical age in general and the Lutheran unioenisve
particular. Both the Wisconsin and Norwegian synods declined the invitatiba biLCA.
Missouri representatives met twice with ULCA representativedatkg ended on a
disagreement concerning the inspiration of the Holy Scriptlites.

In June 1934 the Atlantic Distriéf of the Missouri Synod drafted a memorial to the
synod to set up an Army and Navy Commission to recommend men to the Unigsd Stat

government for service as military chaplains. The very next yeafShgovernment made an

"% The ULCA was a result of the 1918 merger of theoslg of the General Synod, the United Synod-
South, and the General Council. It was the mostéibof the major Lutheran synods.

% The Standing Committee on Church Union was thertomer of the synod’s Doctrinal Commission.
Later it became known as the Commission on Intasr€th Relations.

%6 Missouri Synod Proceedingk941. 286. See alddissouri Synod Proceedingk938 227-228.

*" The Atlantic District and the non-geographical EstyDistrict of Missouri took the lead in changing
Missouri’s direction.
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official request to the Missouri Synod for chaplains. The 1935 conventior Miisouri Synod
passed a resolution authorizing an Army and Navy Commission to inveshgadssurances
which had been given that Missouri's principles would be honored by the govermn¢im
time the Missouri Synod met in convention only every three years. By theamertion in
1938 there were several Missouri Synod chaplains serving in the armesl force

The Wisconsin Synod received the same request from the U.S. government, but took
different action. The 1937 Wisconsin Synod convention recommended appointing ateemmit
to look into the issue and bring a report back to the 1939 convention. The 1939 convention
decided not to recommend or commission Wisconsin Synod pastors for thendyegdavice
because the fundamental principle of separation of church and stattied/lmy such
appointments and because it would become a practical impossibility fortmhios to practice
sound doctrine and confessional Lutheranism once they were in the miffitarye 1941
convention unanimously rejected participation once again, this time addirpgmnhtments to
the chaplaincy conflicted with the synod’s doctrinal stand on the divinity afathend noted the
doctrinal indifferentism that pervades the regulations of the Waaapnt. Such doctrinal
indifferentism fosters unionisf?

Wisconsin’s decision on participation in the military chaplaincy was ngtteasake as
war clouds loomed on the horizon and the nation was eventually drawn into thet camfivas
it necessarily popular. President Brenner wrote letters to thee@fff Civilian Defense giving
assurances that the synod was not pacifist, that between 6,000 and 7,000 of loeirsnaeare
willingly serving in the armed forces (1942), and that the synod wiae actdistributing
religious materials to their members in the service while agpgititeir own camp pastors
whenever possible. He also pointed out that the synod believes thatrkhand responsibilities

of the civil government and the church are not to be confused or mixed. A secand lett

"*8\Wisconsin Synod Proceeding939. 67-68.
" Wisconsin Synod Proceeding941. 43-44.
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explained by way of quotes from the government’s chaplaincy manual why the sytebdatou
indorse men for the chaplaincy. Brenner wrote, “In our estimation theacivaamp pastor’ of

the First World War came much closer to meeting our requirements.” THo®Wgin Synod’s
General Synodical Committ€8 resolved that the two letters be printed and sent to the pastors
and teachers of the syn6d. In 1943 the synod also requested the synod-wide distribution of Dr.
Martin Luther College President Carl Schweppe’s (1892-1969y €842 Government
Chaplaincy: An Appraisal’™?

Wisconsin’s decision not to participate in the military chaplaincy progvas difficult to
make even before the involvement of the United States in World War |, but becam more
painful after Pearl Harbor. Missouri’s participation involved hergrash many compromising
situations and led to unionistic practices. No doubt, Missouri leaders angensewanted to be
seen as loyal Americans. They tried to put safeguards in place to pmetegtrinciples. For
instance, in 1938 Missouri resolved that “the Commission (Missouri'syAamd Navy
Commission) will endorse only such applicants as will not violate the piesogh separation of
Church and State nor be involved in unionistic practi€€sThey also received some assurances
from the government that chaplains would not be required to do anything contragiy to th
religious principles. The government, however, had no grasp of the doctrinkewshep. The
U.S. Armed Forces required chaplains to be the pastor of all the merr inrieiThey were

told, “When a soldier is assigned to a permanent unit, the chaplain withotitié&aw because of

" The General Synodical Committee served as a §esazutive committee for the various areas of
ministry for the Wisconsin Synod. Later this cortie® became the Coordinating Council with more far-
reaching responsibilities. Today it is called 8yodical Council.

" The first letter was dated 11-2-42. The seconsl daied 3-31-43. The two letters were printedttuge
according to the request of the General Synodioah@ittee, but there is no publication date indidate
Several copies are in a folder labeled “Militaryaplaincy” in the Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary Lilytar
vertical file.

"2 For the Report of the Spiritual Welfare Commissaml the resolution authorizing the publicatiorihef
Schweppe pamphlet s@¢isconsin Synod Proceedind943. 30-31, 71.

"™ proceedings of the Missouri Synd®38. 160.
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national origin or religious denomination becomes his pastor, his confidantsarieru.”"*

Chaplains were warned, “The chaplain is the servant of God for all, and nw sactrian spirit
should color his utterances, nor should his personal work assist only d gpmgia” "> In time
of war chaplains in the government’s employ found it very difficult to uphalgtacal
fellowship principles. What was done at first perhaps only in emeyga@ntually became
accepted practice for some. The ALCigheran Standargbrinted this account from one of her
chaplains in 1945:

This is not the end of the story. My orders stated to proceed also to APOswmfand

the purpose of attending a chaplain’s conference. Again | was delayed\md arst in

time to take part in a Lutheran Communion service. Here | was deeply intpbysite
fact that in far away Assam a missionary from Madras, a foBuffalo Synod brotherl

Missouri Synod chaplajiwo Lutheran enlisted men, and I, American Lutheran, could

kneel side by side to take the Lord’s Supperemphasis mine)

The military chaplaincy also led the Missouri Synod into cooperationthdgtiNational
Lutheran Council. Missouri officials claimed that their efforts inedlwnlycooperation in
externals but at least one historian has noted that the first meeting betwesouviand the
National Lutheran Council (1/20/41) accomplished “a minor breach in theofataé Missouri
Synod.””" In 1951 Missouri entered into a joint communion agreement with the National
Lutheran Council which allowed chaplains of each group to commune members dfethia @in
emergency’®

The Missouri Synod’s desire to become more American can also be seenhartge im

its attitude toward participation in the Scouting movement. Few thingjst seem more un-

American than voicing objections to the Scouting movement, but in the eariyig¢th century

\Wm R. Arnold, Chief of Chaplains, Office of the i€hof Chaplains, Washington D.C. Circular Letter
#266 (1/15/43), 4. Chaplains Folder no. 2, Vertle&, Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary Library.

" Training Manual 2270-5June 10, 1937. Section V, 15. Chaplains Folde2nVertical File,
Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary Library.

"% utheran Standardune 23, 1945, p. 5.

""" Nelson,The Lutherans in North Ameri¢®hiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 478.

"8 For a detailed discussion of Missouri’s involvernierthe military chaplaincy with the implicatiofisr
the doctrine and practice of church fellowship Bk E. BraunA Tale of Two Synods: Events That Led
to the Split between Wisconsin and Misso{Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 2008)102.
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all of the synods in the Synodical Conference had religious objectidms tmganization. In

1927 an entry in th€oncordia Cyclopediproduced by the Missouri Synod stated, “Considering
that the Boy Scout movement seeks to develop character and virtues ardGodk the
organization not only has a religious character, but seeks to do on the batisadfraligion

what can only be done by means of the GospélObjections to the organization revolved
around the works righteous spirit that permeated Scouting, the Scoutn@dthve, and the
unionistic worship services that were part of Scout jamborees angbcan 1917 or 1918
Theodore Graebner wrote a pamphlet on Boy Scout morality. He summed up the prdtitems w
Scouting in this way,

1. Scouting has a moral, even a religious purpose, which it wants to attain
without the use of the Law and the Gospel. It aims at character without
conversion.

2. While the Scout obligation has not the form of an oath, yet it is officially
called an oath and is treated as having the force of an oath.

3. lts custom of receiving reports on daily “good turns” tends to foster a
pharisaic pride.

4. Inasmuch as the scout troops are bound up in a local organization, they are
frequently called upon for joint (unionistic) worship and w6fk.

Many wondered whether the objectionable features of Scouting could be resooted
congregations within the Synodical Conference might be able to sponsor tidwpslissouri
Synod’s Board for Young People’s Work began working with the Boy Scout organizager
whether exceptions could be made to the general policies of Scouting. dfter&oorted to the
Missouri Synod in convention in both 1935 and 1938 that much progress had beéf made.

In 1944 Missouri’'s Saginaw convention opened the door for congregationalpgzditici

in the Boy Scouts of America. The synod adopted a report which declareceteavdts, “no

Boy Scout authority that supersedes the authority of the local PadttieaCongregation in any

"9 The Concordia Cyclopedied. by L. Fuerbringer, Th. Engelder, and P.E. #renn (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1927), 90. The thtb®is were professors at the Missouri Synod’s
seminaries.

80 Quoted in Carl J. Lawrenz, “The History of the B®gout Issue.” Presented at a special Michigan
District Convention, WELS, held at Michigan Luther&eminary, Saginaw, Michigan, June 28-29, 1951.
Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary Library, (EF 758), 3.

81 SchuetzeSynodical Conference: Ecumenical Endead#3-244.
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place of the program affecting the spiritual welfare of Lutheran men amdrib&gouting.” The
convention resolved that “the matter of Scouting should be left to the indiGdagregation to

decide and that under the circumstances Synod may consider her irstgffessently

protected.™?

The Wisconsin Synod and the Norwegian Synod took a different path. In 1951 Carl
Lawrenz explained Wisconsin’s objections to participating in the Sconrtingment.

Why have we consistently held that our young Christians cannot identifyahesisvith
the program which Scouting offers? Why do we hold that the church cannot use the
program of Scouting for the purpose of training its own children for a God-miglisi?

A great deal might be said here. At this point, however, we shall concesirtite reli-
gious objections which we are compelled to raise against the mandsatmes of the
Boy Scout program. Every Boy Scout must know and subscribe to the Scout Oath or
Promise and the Scout Law. These mandatory features are the venideassence of
the Scouting program. They have not changed and cannot change. To give up these
mandatory features and not make them obligatory for every Scout would mianugiv
the very program of Scoutir§®

82 Missouri Synod Proceedingk944. 257-258.
83 Carl Lawrenz, “The History of the Boy Scout Issue.” 1-2. Lawrenz corgjrili@e
Scout Oath asks every Boy Scout to say: ‘On my honor | will do my best to do my
duty...to God...'Thereby Scouting endeavors to lead boys to do their duty to God
without conversionA Christian youth will say: ‘For Jesus’ sake and by the power of his
grace and pardon | will strive to do my duty to God.’ In Galatians 2:19-20 we heat: ‘F
through the law am dead to the law, that | might live unto God. | am crucified with
Christ: nevertheless | live; yet not |, but Christ liveth in me: and the lifehaimow live
in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me.’

The Scout Oath says: ‘On my honor | will do my best...to keep myself morally
straight.” By asking every Boy Scout, regardless of his religion, to nhégkeromise
Scouting aims to train character without the Gosfd’'s Word says (Ro 8:8): ‘So then
they that are in the flesh cannot please God.’

The Scout Oath itself is condemned by God’s WbtHe phrase ‘on my honor’ is
not to be a meaningless babbling, if it is not to be an expression of arrogantiaeterel
and thus a gross abuse of God'’s gift of our honor—then it is an implied reference to God,
the giver and preserver of our honor. It is an oath no matter how much men may try to
tone it down, and a God-displeasing oath. We cannot leave it to the Scout authorities to
decide whether it is an oath or not. They may be personally sincere enough in thre answe
which they give to us, but this cannot decide the matter for us. If we ask a Catholic
theologian whether there is anything in Catholicism that is againsitites Be would
unequivocally deny this. Yet we would feel constrained to form our own judgment on the
basis of God’s Word. We need to do the same thing when we judge the religious features
found in Scouting. Concerning its Oath we need to heed the Savior's word in Matthew
5:33-37.
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Of greater concern for the Wisconsin Synod and her Synodical Conferdecesgimd,
the little Norwegian Synod, was Missouri’'s move toward fellowship wie American Lutheran
Church (ALC)’® The ALC had extended an invitation to Missouri to meet for dismussin
future fellowship. Neither the Norwegian Synod nor the Wisconsin Synodeddais
invitation. In 1938 the ALC declared at its Sandusky convention: “We arg/faonivinced that
it is neither necessary nor possible to agree in all non-fundamentaheed®> Earlier that year
the Missouri convention resolved that its 1932 confessional declarati@rj¢hStatement
together with the “Declaration of the Representatives of the Anmekigtneran Church” be
regarded as the doctrinal basis for future church fellow&hifhe convention also declared that
“we endeavor to establish full agreement” and indicated that theqaractihe ALC needed to be
in harmony with their doctrinal position, particularly in regard to the isslmdges. The
president of the Missouri Synod was given authority to declare fellowshipfathagreement
was reached. The sticking point was the discussion of non-fundamentateo(articularly

those which had historically been at issue between Missouri and lowa—th€lkist; the

Scouting compromises our Christian confession whielare to make before the warlthe 12th
Scout Law says: ‘A Scout is reverent.’ This is expéd to mean that he is faithful in his religialugies.
Yet it defines neither these religious duties e God whom he is to serve. Scouting is basically
syncretistic and unionistic. It holds that the wofkhe various religious bodies serves the caggiut of
the Scout program. At the same time it imaginesiteawn program will materially aid all religious
programs in carrying out their educational worko@®mg assumes that such an integration can betivfie
with benefits to both parties under the tacit agsion that Scoutism as such represents what is basill
religions. This is the spirit which Scouting nally&ngenders by insisting on belief in God bubwaling
all forms of worshipping God to be of equal valMéth its practical declaration that all religion® af
equal value, that all religious education, whethesed on man’s innate goodness or solely on Godizg
in Christ Jesus, is equally effective for true elwder building, Scouting produces a unionistic viife,
even though upon request unionistic worship magliseouraged.
84 The ALC was a result of the merger of the Ohisydpand Buffalo synods in 1930. There were a
number of doctrinal issues that had historicallyasated these synods from Missouri and Wisconsin
including the various doctrines in contention dgrthe Election Controversy of the*i@nd early 28
centuries and lowa’s historic position on “Open Qimns.”
8 American Lutheran Church Proceedind$38. 255.
8¢ Missouri Synod Proceedingk938. 231.
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conversion of the Jews, the Millennium, etc). The ALC also had some probltdntke
wording of theBrief Statement’

Some in the Missouri Synod soon raised concerns over the synod’s actions. Th&939
Crucible, edited by Dr. William Oesch, and published in London, England, showed the dangers
involved in Missouri’'s actions. In 1940 Pastor Paul Burgdorf of the Missouri Synod began
publishingThe Confessional Lutherdan demonstrate that the “St. Louis Union Resolution” was
unacceptablé® A number of memorials at future conventions also called for thendisgiof
the 1938 resolution.

The American Lutherapwhose stated purpose was practical matters of publicity and
public relations, began running articles advocating fellowship with ti@. AThe periodical
seems to have been well-funded, was professionally produced, and attaintdedyrslacable
readership, particularly among Missouri Synod pastors in the Easterid Steties.The
Confessional Lutherawas privately published by pastors and had a smaller readership, mainly in

the Midwest. An analysis of the argumentation of the two periodicatgpnoae helpful.

The American Lutheran The Confessional Lutheran
1. (The need for fellowship) 1. (MAJOR) The only proper
a. in American Lutheranism: Other Lutherans basis for fellowsliyes
are becoming more conservative. (4) agreement in doatrihe
b. in Christendom in general: A united pract{d®)
Lutheranism could be a vital force (6) 2. (MINOR) This proper basis
c. in world in general: critical world situation has not been achieved
requires Lutheran cooperation. (4) between the ALC and
Missouri. (6)
d. Therefore to remain aloof in view of the Doctrinae Defender{dae
need would hurt the synod’s image. (3) a. fellowship
2. (Fellowship is popular): Cooperation & union b. the Church
are favored both inside & outside the synod.(3)  c. the Last Things
3. (Lutheran divisions cannot be defended in the d. Scripture
case of ALC & Missouri) e. Election and Conversion
a. Agreement on all points of teaching is not 3. (CONCLUSION)

87 Missouri Synod Proceedingk938. 232. For a more detailed discussion of thedis resolutions and
the implications of those resolutions see Mark Bdv&angerin A Historical Evaluation of the Lutheran
Church-Missouri Synod Fellowship PrinciplgSt. Louis: Concordia Seminary, 1978), 13-15.

8 Armin SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenc277. Promoting the cause of union with the ALGave
Missouri Synod contributors to tiemerican Lutherampublished by the American Lutheran Publicity
Bureau and th€rescenpublished by Valparaiso University.
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necessary for union. (1) The 1938 Union Resolutions
b. Agreement on a certain formulation of should be rejected. (1)

words is not necessary for union. (3) 4. The synod’s new stance is
c. The current divisions are not caused. is damaging its image. (4)

by doctrine (7)
d. Whatever doctrinal differences exist
are not divisive. (1)

e. Therefore, there is enough doctrinal 5. Those who favor fellowship
agreement for fellowship between under the present
ALC and Missouri (3) circumstances

are not to be trusted. (8)
4. Those who oppose fellowship under the present
circumstances are not to be trusted.(10)
a. Union negotiators on both sides 6. Public protest against
are to be fully trusted (3) opponents is justified’®{5)

The Missouri Synod was a house divided. Tmafessional Lutheraraised many of the
same objections as were raised by the Wisconsin and Norwegian synods.eH oe=apinions
of theAmerican Lutheramventually prevailed in Missouri.

Both the Norwegian and the Wisconsin synods reacted with concern to Missouri’
agreement with the ALC. The Norwegian Synod declared that they could nat tlegar
documents as an adequate basis for future church felloWSHijne Wisconsin Synod held that
the ALC’s Sandusky resolutions indicated that doctrinal agreement hadenmotdaehed. The
synod also declared, “Not two statements should be issued as a basiedoreadr a single joint
statement, covering the contested doctrines thetically and antillyediod accepted by both
parties to the controversy, is imperative; and furthermore, such dda@ement must be made
in clear and unequivocal terms which do not require laborious additioreahstatls. The

sincerity of the statement must also be evidenced by a clean churtibga¥d" Negotiations

between representatives of the ALC and ULCA and the agreementddaetiveen the two at

8 Analysis by KusterThe Fellowship Dispute in the Lutheran Church Miss&ynod 100. The numbers
show, on a 1 to 10 scale, the relative emphasi®fins of how often the argument occurs) giveraithe
with the most-used argument rating 10.

90 3. Herbert Larsen and Juul B. MadsBnilt on the Rock: The Evangelical Lutheran Synede@ity-fifth
Anniversary, 1918-199@ankato: Evangelical Lutheran Synod, 1992), 80r the ELS account of the
entire controversy with Missouri see 84-107.

“IWwisconsin Synod Proceedings, 1989.
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Pittsburgh in 1948% made it evident that there was no real doctrinal agreement betvee8h@
and Missouri.

Part of the problem for the Wisconsin and Norwegian synods and for sonissiouik
was the ALC’s continuing membership in the American Lutheran Conferéhdeis
conference included the Norwegian Lutheran Church of Anfétiitamed by the merger of
Hauge Synod, the Norwegian Ev. Lutheran Church in America, and the United Norweg
Lutheran Church in America in 1917. The merger was based on the Madisem&etttl
(Opgjen of 1912, a compromise agreement which allowed the doctrine of electionaiog in
two conflicting ways. In 1918 thirteen pastors and a number of congregationsreftsdd to
participate in the merger formed the Norwegian Synod of the Americarukherian Church or
the Evangelical Lutheran Synod as it is known today. The merged Norwegian syad wa
participant in the founding of the National Lutheran Council in 1918, the Lutherad Gouncil
in 1923, and the Lutheran World Federation in 1946.

The ALC saw no contradiction between her agreement with Missouri and heueoint
membership in the American Lutheran Conference. As the ALC declared in 19381H&
Brief Statement viewed in the light of our Declaration is not in corttiadi to the Minneapolis
These&” which are the basis of our membership in the American Lutheran Carderdve are

not willing to give up this membership® The American Lutheran Church also continued to

92 The Pittsburgh Agreement between the ULCA andMh@& was an attempt to resolve the differences
which precluded fellowship between the two syngadsticularly on the issues of secret societiesthad
inspiration of Scripture. “Although both bodiesheaically accepted the Agreement, it was with such
reservations and limiting conditions that the doeatproved ineffectual.” Richard C. Wolbocuments of
Lutheran Unity in America372. Wolf includes an abridged version of thesBittgh Agreement on pages
378-379.

"3 The American Lutheran Conference was a federatidhe ALC, Augustana Synod, ELC (Norwegian),
Lutheran Free Church, and UELC (Danish). The Qemfee was formed in 1930. In 1953 the Augustana
Synod withdrew and in 1960 the remaining synodsgeeto become The American Lutheran Church.
9%|n 1946 this synod adopted the nafiee Evangelical Lutheran Church.

95 Adopted in 1925 by the Buffalo, lowa, Ohio and gest Norwegian synods, the “Minneapolis Theses”
formed the doctrinal basis for both the Americathieman Church and the American Lutheran Conference.
9% American Lutheran Church Minutek938. 255-256.
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pursue fellowship with the United Lutheran Church in Amefitdn 1946 the American
Lutheran Church approved the practice of “selective fellowship” wittoaand parishes of
other Lutheran synods, including Missouri and the ULCA, which agreed with treratémhs
contained in Sections 1, 2, 3 and 4 of Article [I—Confession of Faith of the Qiestiof the
American Lutheran Churchi® The practice of selective fellowship was contrary to the Missouri
Synod’s principles, but instances of Missouri pastors and congregatiorisipgastich
fellowship with pastors and congregations of the ALC were evidentwidssan issue for the
Wisconsin and Norwegian synods.

In 1940 the Synodical Conference asked Missouri not to enter fellowshipheitk C
and to consider the advisability of framing one document of agreémeviissouri’s 1941
convention resolved to continue negotiations with the ALC, but recognized thabdigiof
having one document establishing doctrinal agreement. Missouri asketkitsygm®ds to send
representatives to the joint meetings of the committee to prepasottument. Both the
Wisconsin and Norwegian synods declined. Dr. J. Michael Reu (1869-1943) diGhie &
published article intimated that the ALC might object to the inclusioheoELS and the
Wisconsin Synod in the discussions because his church body had not invited the @#yeronis
previously for reasons of its oW,

In 1944 Missouri and the ALC produced the joint document “Doctrinal Affirmatf§*
The “Doctrinal Affirmation” was an attempt to provide the single docunferitWisconsin had
earlier asked for to demonstrate that the previous doctrinal difeesdretween the Synodical

Conference and the ALC were now settled.

97 American Lutheran Church Minute$942. 254-255.

98 American Lutheran Church Minutek946. 279-280.

%9 Synodical Conference Proceeding94Q 89, 92. See 81-92.

80wisconsin Synod Proceedind943. 65. See Schuet8ynodical Conference: Ecumenical Endeavor
278.

801 poctrinal Affirmation of the Evangelical Lutheragr®d of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States and of the
American Lutheran Churci{St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1944).
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Not everyone in the Missouri Synod was satisfied with this product. Thedierks
(1899-1959) privately published a 63 page examination of the “Affirmation” utbadighe
document be rejected. At the very beginning of the document he set forth his.reasons

A careful analysis reveals much ambiguity, weakness of confesssoiffjéient rejection

of error, compromising statements. We should be fully prepared to demand a clea

confession of faith to establish unity before considering union with any church body not
now in fellowship with us.

The present document is not a clear and sharply defined, adequate cordefesib, it

leaves room for views which have rightly been barred by the Brief Statedmo#rds

the Brief Statement’s clear confession of inspiration and infatlilbf every word of

Scripture, leaves room for a false doctrine of conversion, introdatsesdoctrine in

regard to the election of grace, does not bar false doctrine in regard tgeitteaod

effect of the Lord’s Supper, permits the false doctrine of a eisildle of the Church
when defining its essence, removes the Scriptural bar to unionism, patiallawvs
churches to disagree in non-fundamental doctrines, does not rejearalidbchiliasm,
as Scripture does, does not take a definite position in the doctrine aftibbrist,
permits un-Scriptural doctrine regarding the conversion of the, #&s not reject false
doctrine concerning the resurrection of the martyrs.

It subverts the Scriptural position of the Missouri Synod.
It must be rejected!®%

Both the Norwegian and the Wisconsin synods saw this effort as an imgnovever
using two documents for the resolution of doctrinal differences, but neithed saw the
document as a satisfactory statement or settlement of the histeieddés between the ALC
and Missouri. The Norwegian Synod believed that the “Doctrinal Affirmahad weakened the
Brief Statement. Wisconsin was not satisfied that all previgossenad been excludé&¥.

A Missouri Synod committee tried to meet the objections of the two systeds and
proposed some clarifications to the ALC committee. The ALC in conventiod tailgpprove
the “Doctrinal Affirmation®" because the delegates believed that the document failed to

safeguard the ALC’s position in certain articles. Consequently thewffion ceased to function

892 Thepdore DierksAn Examination of the Proposed Doctrinal Affirmati¢Theodore Dierks, 19457?), 3.
803 SchuetzeSynodical Conferenc€79
894 American Lutheran Church Minutes946, 280.
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as a working document. As a result the Missouri Synod in 1947 reaffirmdi¢h&tatement
and set aside the other union documents as a basis for fellowship with tH&°ALC.

At the 1944 convention Missouri made an official distinction between “joiyeptand
“prayer fellowship.” The synod claimed that “joint prayer” at isymodical conferences, asking
God for his guidance and blessing upon the deliberations and discussions of his tMood, di
militate against its previous stand of no prayer fellowship with steosio long as such prayer did
not imply denial of truth or support of erf8f. This resolution involved a departure from long-
standing Missouri Synod and Synodical Conference teaching on fellowship anoffiEak
sanction to false practice.

Another issue that had come to the fore by this time involved cooperativis &tween
the Missouri Synod and synods outside its fellowship. Missouri called fhies efforts
“cooperation in externals.” Wisconsin believed that some of the thingsobtii termed
“externals” were not, and some things that were “externals” were leltigsguri's pastors and
people into unionistic practices.

Wisconsin Synod President Brenner sent a letter to the Synodical €ween 1944
protesting that “we have been seriously perturbed by numerous instances tidipatam of a
union not yet existing, or as it has been put, not yet decl8fed3s a result of this letter the
Synodical Conference established a Committee on Intersynodical Retaiimisting of the
presidents and two appointed men from each s§ffofihe two Wisconsin Synod men appointed
were Pastors Edmund Reim and Arthur P. Voss (1899-1955) both of whom would soon become
professors at the Wisconsin Synod’s seminary.

Meanwhile there was growing evidence of disunity within the Missouri Synagtoup

of some forty-four pastors and professors, including four district presidesmt members of the

805 SchuetzeSynodical Conferencg78-280.

808 Missouri Synod Proceeding$944. 251-252.

87 synodical Conference Proceedings, 19431-102.
808 Fredrich.The Wisconsin Synod Luthera@§0-201.
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St. Louis faculty, and the editor of t@®ncordia Theological Monthlgnd theLutheran Witness
met to discuss “a strange and pernicious spirit” that had invaded their®yriite result of the
meeting was the issuance of “A Statement” consisting of twelve prigpesivith comments.
Some of the propositions contain warnings that are always valid for doni@dsutherans.
Others challenged the exegesis of Romans 16:17-18 and the historic fellorashigepf the
Synodical Conference. Number six opened the door to selective fellowshipalithave made
it virtually impossible for a synod to maintain doctrinal discipline@agits pastors and
congregations.

Five —We affirm our conviction that sound exegetical procedure is the loassdnd
Lutheran theology.

We therefore deplore the fact that Romans 16:17, 18 has been appliedniosabucs
who differ from us in certain points of doctrine. It is our conviction based on sound
exegetical and hermeneutical practices, that this text does not appdypiesent
situation in the Lutheran Church in America.

Six —We affirm the historic Lutheran position concerning the central importahtiee

una sanctand the local congregation. We believe that there should be a re-emphasis of
the privileges and responsibilities of the local congregation also in the nadtter
determining questions of fellowship.

We therefore deplore the new and improper emphasis on the synodical digariza

basic in our consideration of the problems of the Church. We believe that no
organizational loyalty can take the place of loyalty to Christ andCHigch.

Eight —We affirm our conviction that any two or more Christians may pray together to
the Triune God in the name of Jesus Christ if the purpose for which they meehpaisl
right according to the Word of God. This obviously includes meetings of groups called
for the purpose of discussing doctrinal differences.

We therefore deplore the tendency to decide the question of pragerstal on any

other basis beyond the clear words of Scripttite.

President John Behnken received a copy of “A Statement” in September ais18d5
was about to leave on a foreign trip. He asked that it not be published urdil tige

opportunity to meet with the signers. The proponents of the “Statemdret BOtty-four,” as it

89 The signers included Professor William Arndt (188%57), Professor Paul Bretscher (1893-1974),
Professor Theodore Graebner (1876-1950), Proféddbam Polack (1890-1950) and eventual Lutheran
Hour preacher, Oswald Hoffmann (1913-2005).

810 The entire text of “A Statement” eventually knas/“The Statement of the Forty-four” is printed in
Moving Frontiers Carl S. Meyer, ed. (St. Louis: Concordia PublighiHouse, 1964), 422-424; and in
Speaking the Truth in Love: Essays Related to fe®ent, Chicago Nineteen Forty-fii@€hicago: The
Willow Press, n.d.), 7-9.
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came to be known, published it anyway. The publication provoked a storm of protest ioleth ins
and outside the Missouri Synod. Behnken appointed a committee to deal withém&iat

This Committee of Ten met with ten representatives of the sigidesreport of the Committee

of Ten called for firm doctrinal discipline because “A Statemerngbased exegesis and practice
that would disrupt the unity that had always characterized the MisgowdS Nevertheless,
Behnken ignored the recommendation of his committee, met with the signdéssaswnhand
allowed the document to be withdrawn from consideration rather than eetesctontaining
error®*!

Behnken’s actions were a foretaste of Missouri's future handling optirszi In 1948
the Norwegian Synod complained about Missouri’s response to those who weaipadarg in
unionistic worship services and other unionistic activities.

We have continued to hope that the Missouri Synod would take action against the

offenders, and we have awaited such action with patience. Instead, the offenéers h

not only been continued as members in good standing, and in such offices as they held,

but some have even been assigned to new offices and given greater respassibiliti

Offended brethren and synods have been given very little comfort, if any, whestgprote

have been madé?

This pattern of dealing with doctrinal problems continued. In 1947 Missoposés of
the “St. Louis Union Resolution” of 1938 without admitting that the resmiuttad been wrong or
even ill advised. In 1956 Missouri gave themmon Confessiannon-functioning status
without admitting that this document had not settled the doctrinal diffessbetween Missouri

and the ALC. This unwillingness or inability to exercise doctrinal diseipvas a major factor

leading to the break in fellowship.

811 5ee Curtis A. Jahn, “A Statement’ of the Fortysfothe Dam Breaks Loose in Missouri,” Senior
church history paper, 1981. Wisconsin Lutheran 8anyi Mequon, WI.
812 Synodical Conference Proceedings, 19487-149.



259

Before 1947 the Wisconsin Synod’s synodical periodNatthwestern Lutherardid not
make many direct comments about developments in the Missouri 8ynadcording to a
Northwestern Lutheragditorial, it had been the magazine’s policy “with but a few excepgtions
not to discuss the issues dividing the two synods. There had been an agrésomsigth the
editors of Missouri’s periodicals to refrain from discussing the coetsi issues in periodicals
designed for the laity. Wisconsin’s theological jourfifleologische Quartalschrifhow called
Wisconsin Lutheran Quartepkept the pastors informed of the various developments. The
pastors were expected to provide their people with the informatipméesled**

Before 1947 articles in thidorthwestern Lutheradid discuss unionism and the doctrine
of fellowship and reported on actions taken at Missouri Synod conventions. éfoivemn 1947
theNorthwestern Lutheratook an active role in presenting the issues involved in the growing
controversy with Missouri. Reim explained the reason for the charnmmiay.

Indications are that this year of 1947 will be one of momentous decisions, in tich t

eyes of Lutherans everywhere, liberal as well as conservativeoafessional, will be

fixed on our sister synod, eagerly seeking to determine what its future stebe. wi

Under such conditions, our members are surely entitled to know where our Sifiscon

Synod stands, and why it stands as it does. We therefore intend to take upribase va

matters in a series of articles, to discuss the issues involveth arplain our position

and the reason for it. We know full well that only such reasons as are thigroug

founded in God’s Word will prevaff-

Reim followed with a series of articles discussing everything from tiseduri/ALC

“Doctrinal Affirmation” to cooperation in externals. Beginning in 1949 Reimipbbt a series

of articles under the heading “Where Do We Stand.” After the appeashtitCommon

83 See Joseph M. Wright. “I Have Made You a Watchimblow the Northwestern Lutheran Prepared the

Wisconsin Synod for the Break in Fellowship witle thutheran Church-Missouri Synod.” Senior church

history paper, 1995. Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary.

:i: E. Reim, “A Time to Keep Silence, and a Time t@&p” Northwestern Luthergmpril 13, 1947, 115.
Ibid., 115.



260

ConfessiorReim began a series entitled, “As We See It.” From 1950 to 1955 Reim wrote ove
fifty articles for this serie&'°
TheQuartalschriff!” kept the synod’s pastors abreast of developments in Missouri, the
Synodical Conference, and American Lutheranism in the “News and Commaentish s the
journal. Convention reports and resolutions, excerpts from other magazinesn&ssional
statements were often reprinted so that readers could see foelesf!8 TheQuartalschrift
also published numerous major essays on key doctrinal issues, exegétieal antkey sections
of Scripture, and important historical studies. Every effort was magi®tmd pastors in the
truth and to keep everyone in the synod walking together doctrinally.
The vast majority of the numerous articles, essays, pamphlets, and comvestlutions
produced by the Wisconsin Synod during the long controversy with Missowingerindictive
or vituperative. More often than not the tone was apprehension, sadnssatidmn, and
Christian concern toward the Missouri Synod, the members of the Wis&@yrsod, and future
generations. An article by Professor Max Lehninger illustrates #giggeles and emotions.
We dare not close without expressing our concern about the growing estrahgeme
between our Synod and our sister synod of Missouri, which is torn by strife innits ow
midst. Of late, the men in authority in our sister synod are either unable oitlimgt @
cope with certain of their own members who, under the guise of external conpeasd
actually practicing fellowship with men from whom the Synodical Conferencbden
divided on doctrinal grounds for many years. It is not just an isolated occuamnce
more, but an ever growing number of them, which fills our hearts with deep
apprehensioft:’
Who are we to disagree with such a large body of men who have held aloft thedfanner
Lutheran orthodoxy for over a century, a synod, which by its example has stredgthene

us when we were weak, to which we are sincerely grateful, and for whichveregteat
love in our hearts? We tremble in the consciousness of our unworthiness, our

818 \Wright, “I Have Made You a Watchman’: How the Nawestern Lutheran Prepared the Wisconsin
Synod for the Break in Fellowship with the Luthe@murch-Missouri Synod,” 14-27.

87 TheTheologische Quartalschriftas renametlVisconsin Lutheran Quarterip 196Q

818 See Steven J, Pagels, “Sounding a Clear TrumgktT®a Role of théWisconsin Lutheran Quarterip
the Break in Fellowship with the Lutheran ChurchsBtiuri Synod.” Senior church history paper, 1999.
Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary, Mequon, WI.

819 Max Lenhininger, “The Development of the Doctrifadsition of the Wisconsin Synod during the
Century of Its History, Quartalschrift: Theological Quarterly}7, (April 1950), 106.
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weaknesses and failings. But for the sake of our own and the salvation afdhisg

after us we cannot do otherwise than witness the truth againsinsthgars, and be they

nearest and dearest to%d.

The disposal of the “St. Louis Union Resolution” and the “Doctrinal Affiromdtdid not
reverse Missouri’'s course. In 1949 the Wisconsin Synod convention resohagtBriesident
Brenner address six question to the 1950 Missouri convention regardingcsgefations of
Missouri’s teaching on unionism as presented irBitief StatementWisconsin called for a
direct answer that would clarify Missouri’s position by public disavawakmoval of the
offenses that had been given. The questions addressed participation ofriMigpsstors in
intersynodical laymen’s organizations like the Lutheran Men in Amgcaoperation with other
Lutheran welfare agencies in which that work was inseparably asswevith spiritual
implications, cooperation with the National Lutheran Council in matters whiex theLutheran
Witnessecognized as no longer externals, etc. The question was pointedly askieet wiee
Missouri Synod still held to its former position that Romans 16:17 appliesdo@lists whether
Lutheran or not. That question was followed by another—if so, what wilbbe to correct the
growing impression that this is no longer the c¥3eMissouri’s convention directed Behnken to
draft a reply to Wisconsin’s questions. The response politely rejectetigin’s claims that
violations had been committéd.

A new joint ALC/Missouri document, theommon Confessipmwas presented to both the
Missouri and ALC conventions in 1950. Missouri accepted the confession asnaestbof
doctrine in harmony with the Scriptures. The Norwegian Synod pastoral car@ereeting in
November concluded that tigdammon Confessidell far short of its intended purpose. Some in
the Norwegian Synod were already recommendinig atatu confessiorfi§’ declaration over

against Missouri. The Wisconsin Synod meeting in convention in August 195fedétlat the

820 |pid., 107.

821 wisconsin Synod Proceedind949. 111-113.

822 gchuetzeSynodical Conferenc@85-286.

823 An “in statu confessioriigleclaration is a declaration that a group is Biate of protesting fellowship,
the final step before declaring a break in felloipsh
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Common Confessionas unacceptable in its statements on justification, conversiotipe|déhe
means of grace, Scripture, and inspiraffdn.

Some concerned individuals now began to leave the Missouri Synod. In 1951 Professor
Paul Kretzmann, a professor at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis anthioe af the four-
volumePopular Commentary of the Biblend a few others withdrew from Missouri and formed
the Orthodox Lutheran Conferente.

In 1952 the Norwegian Synod directed an overture to the Synodical Conference that
sufficient time be allotted on the agenda for a thorough discussion @bthmon Confessicnd
the continued doctrinal negotiations between the Missouri Synod and the Americarahuth
Church. The preamble of the Synodical Conference’s floor committee’s ogpmerning the
Common Confessiatated that the confession in its present form was inadequatetiement
of differences and that the document had disturbed the unity of the Synodical@oefefhe
convention, however, dominated by the Missouri Synod, struck the preambldastiige
motion was passed to postpone all further action on the subject until PatdQdmmon
Confessiorwas availabl&®® The voting showed a deeply divided Synodical Conference with the
Missouri and Slovak synods on one side and the Norwegian and Wisconsin Synods om.the othe
Because of the size of their synod Missouri had the majority of detegjatiee convention. That
majority reacted vocally in approval or disapproval of those who spokedn da against the
Common ConfessionThe Wisconsin delegation met privately and declared that theyinvere

statu confessioniwith the Missouri Synoff.’

824\Wisconsin Synod Proceedind®51. 145. See p.110-149.

825 The Orthodox Lutheran Conference was formed oneBaiper 26, 1951. Its members had previously
signedConfession of Faith Professed and Practiced bylAle Lutherans The Conference disbanded
about 1962 with some of the members entering thecivisin Synod in 1963. A remnant of the
Conference continues to exist as the ConcordiadrathConference. In 1964 some members of the
Orthodox Lutheran Conference together with othesdduri Synod dissidents formed the Lutheran
Churches of the Reformation.

826 Synodical Conference Proceeding952. 158-159.

827 SchuetzeThe Synodical Conferenc299-303. Armin Schuetze was present at this eotion.
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In 1953 Missouri and the ALC completed Part Il of @@mmon Confessidn an
attempt to meet the objections to Part | that had been raised both withirsgmNMBynod and
outside it. Part Il was published too late for consideration at Missaumiivention, so the
discussion of it was postponed until 1956. Missouri in those years met in convevdtry three
years. Wisconsin’s convention met in August and again in October 1953. Padtadwin
Schaller, the secretary of the synod, presented a proposal to the conveptéasting a break in
fellowship with Missourf?® The synod in convention adopted the following resolution. Because
of its significance, it is quoted at length.

1. That we declare that the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod

a) By reaffirming its acceptance of the Common Confession as “settlempasiof
differences which are in fact not settled (Proc. 1951, page 146), and

b) By its persistent adherence to its unionistic practices, (the Commor<Snf,
joint prayer, scouting, chaplaincy, communion agreement with the National
Lutheran Council, cooperation in externals; negotiating with lodges and Boy
Scouts of America with the plea that this gives opportunity to bear witness, und
the same plea taking part in unionistic church federations; negotiating
purposes of union with a church body whose official position it is that it is
neither possible nor necessary to agree in all matters of doctrinenaid w
contends for an allowable and wholesome latitude of theological opinion on the
basis of the teachings of the Word of God) has brought about the presennhbreak i
relations that is threatening the existence of the Synodical Confexrdcthe
continuance of our affiliation with the sister Synod.

2. That we without delay make this declaration known to the President ofitherain
Church—Missouri Synod, to the President of the Synodical Conference, and to the
other Presidents of the constituent synods.

3. That we herewith approve the Protest agreed upon by our representatives
immediately following the St. Paul convention of the Synodical Confereis2.

4. That we prevail upon the President of the Synodical Conference to aarpnogram
for the convention that would devote its sessions to a thorough consideration of our
declaration in Point 1 and of the doctrinal issues involved.

5. That the Conference of Presidents make a special effort during the ogeramip
provide all our congregations with thorough instruction regarding thesissuke
doctrines involved.

6. That while during the period up to the next meeting of the Synodical Confevence
in view of President Behnken’s offer, still anxiously and prayerfully tami
indication that the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod will not persissiprisent
stand as set forth in Point 1, we remain in a state of confession.

Gal. 6:1-2: Brethren, if a man be overtaken in a fault, ye which areugpiéstore
such an one in the spirit of meekness; considering thyself, lest thou aésogied.
Bear ye one another’s burdens and so fulfill the law of Christ.

828\Wisconsin Synod Proceedind$53. 105-106.
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Rom. 15:5-6: Now the God of patience and consolation grant you to be likeminded
one toward another, according to Christ Jesus; that we may with one mind and one
mouth glorify God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus CHfist.
In the tumultuous year of 1953 the aging President Brenner announced that he would not
stand for re-election. Pastor Oscar J. Naumann (1909-1979) was electedand{fS ;A\
change in presidents, however, did not mean a change in direction or attitude Namehann
the Wisconsin Synod continued to protest the Missouri Synod’s deviationsvitamAisconsin
saw as the historic doctrine and practice of the Synodical Conference.
In 1953 Missouri prepared a pamphlet entitled, “A Fraternal Word,” in codexglain
its position on the issues in controversy. This publication began a pamphletweere
Missouri and Wisconsin. Wisconsin replied to “A Fraternal Word” with “atémal Word
Examined.” Missouri followed with “Another Fraternal Endeavor.” In early 195€c@fisin
produced eleven tracts covering all of the main issues between the two. syhedsacts were
published under the general theme, “Continuing in His Word.” Most of them ddaliheit
Common Confessiand Missouri’s continuing negotiations with the AB.Missouri then
published a final pamphlet, “A Fraternal Reply.” All of the pamphlets warete all of the
pastors of the Synodical Conferefite.
As requested by Wisconsin in 1953, the 1954 Synodical Conference conventioll gave a
of its attention to seven essays on the issues in controversy. Thige@ssaerned thEommon
Confessionone each by a representative of the LCMS, Wisconsin Synod, and the Norwegian

Synod. Two essays presented the military chaplaincy and Scouting, one by an LCMS

representative and one by a Wisconsin Synod representative. Two essagd eaxieus other

829\Wisconsin Synod Proceedind$53. 104-105.

80\wisconsin Synod Proceeding€53. 7.

81 The eleven eight-page tracts were entitled, 1héxen Bodies in the U.S.A, 2) 1938-1953; 3) Every
Sinner Declared Righteous; 4) Not By My Own Reasp8trength; 5) If the Trumpet Gives an Uncertain
Sound; 6) Chosen by Grace from Eternity; 7) Ouiitiwsagainst Scouting; 8) Cooperation in Externals
9) Antichrist; 10) Prayer Fellowship; 11) The Chaipty Question. Tract #4 spoke of the historic
differences between Missouri and the synods oAIh@ on conversion. Tract #6 addressed the historic
difference on the doctrine of election.

832 SchuetzeSynodical Confereng805-307.
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issues related to fellowship, one each by Missouri and Wisconsin. Prddalenann appointed
Pastor Edward C. Fredrich (1917-1995) and Pastor Ernst H. Wendland (1916-2009), two
relatively young men of the Michigan District, to present the essays onr&cant the military
chaplaincy and th€Eommon ConfessionJndoubtedly his purpose was to demonstrate that the
younger generation in the Wisconsin Synod (and perhaps the Michigan Distietpwthe same
page doctrinally as the older generation. The venerable president lofvistern College, Erwin
E. Kowalke (1887-1973), presented the thfrd.

Fredrich explained Wisconsin's opposition to the chaplaincy in accordhweith t
Wisconsin Synod’s objections voiced already in 1941. The chaplaincy conflictdher doctrine
of the divinity of the call, it violates the principle of sepamatbetween church and state, and it
fosters unionism. Fredrich voiced four basic objections to scoutirf@cditing has
objectionable religious features, 2) the Scout oath or promise is an oatimoeadey the Bible,
3) even in a church troop Scouting retains its objectionable featuteg, Mljissouri Synod has
changed its position on scouting. Membership in such an organization themetdves a
contradiction to the testimony of a confessional Lutheran church. éhetbied that as late as
1941 Missouri in convention voiced objections to participation in the movefient.

Wendland noted that tt@ommon Confessiomas to be faulted not so much for what it
said, but for what it did not say. Tl®wmmon Confessiatid not contain false doctringer se
but permitted false doctrine to stand and claimed to settle doctrinasisxluding the doctrine

of election that were not in fact settled. In his clear and reesyle President Kowalke

83 The titles of the three essays are “The Militaha@laincy and Scouting,” by E.C. Fredrich, “The
Inadequacy of the Common Confession as a Settleofiétdast Differences,” by E. H. Wendland, and
“Unionism, the Communion Agreement, Negotiatinghalibdges, and Joint Prayer,” by E.E. Kowalke.
Prof. Schuetze provides a summary of the essaylsed@®ommon Confessigoresented by Pastor
Wendland, LCMS Pastor Nickel, and ELS Prof. Norrveadson inSynodical Conference: Ecumenical
Endeavor pp. 308-317. The Missouri Synod essays: Th.Ek&lj “A Defense of the Common Confession
in Order to Preserve the Wonderful Gift of Felloipsbf Truth as Found in the Synodical Conference
These Many Years.” M. Scharlemann, “The Boy Sco@ismerica and the Military Chaplaincy.” A.
Grumm, “Other Issues Causing Tension between Wgnand Missouri.” Norwegian Synod essay: N.
Madson, “The Norwegian Synod’s Reasons for Rejgdtie Common Confession.” All of the essays are
printed in theSynodical Conference Proceeding954. 17-111.

834 Synodical Conference Proceeding954. 57-79.
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presented the Wisconsin Synod’s case against Missouri on most of theingnmesgues. Quoting
theBrief StatementheConcordia Cyclopediaand even John Behnken on unionism he
explained Wisconsin’s objections to Missouri’s efforts toward estdbtisfellowship with the
ALC, the Joint Communion Agreement with the National Lutheran Councisddigs
negotiations with top officials of various lodges, and the distinction lestyeent prayer and
prayer fellowshig®®> The Missouri essayists, however, were not willing to acknowledgatiyat
of her actions were unionistic.

After hearing the essays a majority in the Synodical Conference passsadudion
requesting that the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod not usedirenon Confessicas a
functioning union document without, however, passing judgment pro or con on the doctrinal
content of the&Common ConfessionThe resolution asking Missouri not to use @@nmon
Confessioras a functioning document was not an indication of any change in Missourtismosi
TheCommon Confessiomas passing from the scene anyway because the ALC was moving
toward union with the other members of the American Lutheran Conferencey dehegates
from the Norwegian and Wisconsin Synods asked that their negative votelsed. An
additional twenty-three advisory delegates had their protest retSfdan overture presented
earlier in the convention asking the Synodical Conference to rejeCbthenon Confession
because it did not define or safeguard the Scripture doctrine faupbeBrief Statemenivas
signed by fifty-one Missouri Synod membéts.Missouri was a house divided.

By 1955 the controversy among the members of the Synodical Conference had come to a
head. That year the Norwegian Synod suspended fellowship with the MiSgaod, but
remained in the Synodical Conference and in fellowship with the Wisconsin Syiisconsin’s
floor committee brought to the convention floor a report whose preambleetetita 1953

declaration and pointed out that this was the kind of situation to which Romansl 86,/B&

835 Synodical Conference Proceeding854. 17-38.
8¢ Synodical Conference Proceeding954. 193-196.
87 Synodical Conference Proceeding954. 200-202.
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applicable. The resolution stated, “that whereas the Luti@narch Missouri Synod has created
divisions and offenses by its official resolutions, policies, and practmes accord with
Scripture, we, in obedience to the command of our Lord in Romans 16:17-18, terminate our
fellowship with the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod.” The floor committetedtthat final
action on the resolution was to be taken at a recessed convention in 1956ssterivinet so
that the Missouri might have the opportunity to express itself on Wis¢®d8§if3 admonition.
The preamble passed unanimously. The resolution with its proposal of a yesy'wds|
strongly debated and passed 94-47 (the negative votes cast because ofthd delaty-four
voting delegates and nineteen advisory delegates recorded their ngresst of the delay.
Professor Reim issued a written statement declaring that he coultbeantfellowship with his
synod only under clear and public protest. He resigned as secretary of thegStamdmittee
on Church Union and placed his resignation as president and professor of therséefiore the
synod and seminary board. The convention gave him a unanimous vote of confidence and asked
that the seminary board not accept his resignation. Reim remained dsigresthe
seminary’*®

The Missouri Synod convention in 1956 declared thaCitimon Confessiomould no
longer function as a union document (although still viewing it as a statemeartiory with
Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions) and gratefully acknowledgednberns and
admonitions that had been addressed to the synod. The Norwegian Synod thanksddte Mi
Synod for consideration given to the causes of their suspension of fellowshigtédttisat more
time was needed to see whether the causes for the suspension ahiglload been removed.
Wisconsin’s 1956 convention resolved to “hold in abeyance” the 1955 resolution itoatierm
fellowship, but to continue in rigorously protesting fellowsHipThe Synodical Conference met

in December. The convention resolved that the Union Committees of the n®mbds were to

838 Wwisconsin Synod Proceeding955. 77-88. See also Fredridihe Wisconsin Synod Lutherag®3-
205.
839Wisconsin Synod Proceeding956. 60-61.



268

meet jointly and draw up a list of problems stating clearlysthtus controversiaef each case;
set each synod's view properly expressed in thetical and antthfetim, discuss them
throughout the various synods and present their evaluations to thedt®&®ion. It also
suggested a “conclave of theologians” of overseas brethren toimssessolution of the
unresolved doctrinal probleri&.

The Joint Union Committee began meeting in January and resolved thatr@cniptild
be the final authority, that there must be a willingness to come to gripallitie issues, to
condemn all matters contrary to the Word of God; and (added later) atatignent must aim at
nothing less than full agreement. The problems to be considered werkiptadhree groups:

1. Atonement, justification, and the dynamic, or motivating power for the Christia
life, with practical application to the question of Scouting.

2. Scripture (revelation, principles of interpretation, open quesgtams the practical
application to the question of fulfillment of biblical prophecy in historyfas,
example, in the doctrine of Antichrist.

3. Grace, conversion, election, and church and ministry, with practical afpphi¢o
guestions of fellowship, unionism, separatism, church discipline, and tharnilit
chaplaincy?**

The WELS floor committee recommended to the 1957 Wisconsin Synod convention to
terminate fellowship. The resolution was defeated 61 ayes to 77 noeson¥eaton resolved
to continue vigorously protesting fellowship and urged a continuation of effaréstore full
unity. Professor Reim resigned from the seminary and terminatedidwestap with the
Wisconsin Synod. Two district presidents also terminated feligwsith the synod-?

The Synodical Conference in convention in 1958 received a statement on Séffpture
was also reported that a statement on the Antichrist was nearing acomget that extensive
agreement respecting the principles underlying an evaluation of therSoeernent was brought

to light. In October the Joint Committee adopted the final form of thensémt on Scripture and

on the Antichrist.

840 synodical Conference Proceeding956. 144-146.
81 synodical Conference Proceeding958. 41.
842\Wisconsin Synod Proceedind955. 141-148.

843 Synodical Conference Proceeding958. 42-46.
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All four constituent synods of the Synodical Conference met in 1959. Missouri,
Wisconsin, the ELS, and the Slovak Synod all adopted the statement on Scifgiscensin
also adopted the statements on the Anticf{ffsMissouri stated that it should not adopt the
statement on the Antichrist until the Synodical Conference in conventioh&agportunity to
discuss it. Missouri devoted much time to the discussion of theologigeibsit also reaffirmed
its 1944 statement on Scouting.

The Conclave of Theologians (from Australia, England, Germany, India, Amgent
Brazil, Canada, and Japan) met in Oakland, California, in 1959. The GConud\again in
Thiensville, Wisconsin, in 1960, but was not able to prevent the break thabevatde
declared.

For several years there had been a trickle of pastors, professors argdjatiogs leaving
the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods. Those who left believed that a breakisgtuiwas
overdue and that the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods were becoming guiligsofiMs
unionism. In 1960 those pastors and congregations organized the Church of the Lutheran
Confessiorf*

The Wisconsin Synod had instructed its theologians on the Joint Committaditaue
to work until agreement in doctrine and practice had been attained omuintippasse was
reached indicating that no such agreement could be brought about. In May 1960 th&t€ommi
declared that such an impasse had been reached on the doctrine of fellGvghifvisconsin
Synod and the ELS produced statements in accord with the historic teachiagghtdical
Conference that no fellowship can be practiced without full doctrinabagmet. In opposition to

this “unit concept” of fellowship the Slovak and Missouri Synods maintairtistiaction

844 Wisconsin Synod Proceedind959. 200-205.

845 The CLC’s Board of Education published a brief (2@es) history of their synod in 1984. The histor
is entitled, This is Your Church: Church of the Lutheran Conifass The history of the CLC published for
the synod’s 59 anniversary: David LawQut of Necessity: A History of the Church of théhienan
Confession(Eau Claire, Wisconsin: CLC Board of Educatiod &ublications, 2009). For an overview of
the relations between WELS and the CLC see Johg,Brtuurch Fellowship: Working Together for the
Truth. (Milwaukee: Northwester Publishing House, 1983)97.
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between joint prayer and prayer fellowship and contended for a “growintj @dgdowship
toward those outside their synods. The 1960 Synodical Conference convention hatdsssdr
until May 1961, but could not resolve the impasse on fellowship when the comventio
reconvened. The Wisconsin Synod in convention, having received the reporinop#sse on
fellowship, voted to terminate fellowship with the Missouri Synod by a vo1@4#49%°

In 1962 both the ELS and the Wisconsin Synod asked the Synodical Conference to
dissolve itself. When that did not happen both synods withdrew from Synodic&lr&urd
membership in 1963. The Synodical Conference met for the last time in 18ééeAt year the
Missouri Synod passed resolutions dissolving the Conference and asked #ies Slado the
same. The Slovak Synod merged with the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod if{1971.

Conclusion

The final phase of the Election Controversy played out from 1938 to 1961. A number of
people in the Missouri Synod worked to soften their synod’s image from thatraétaGerman
denomination to that of an America denomination which was open to relations beyoyaotie s
of the Synodical Conference. They tried to improve their synod’s imagefteyiag the synod’s
stand on the doctrine of fellowship and the synod’s insistence on full agmeendoctrine and
practice. Missouri’s change in the doctrine of fellowship can be seba gyhod’s participation
in the military chaplaincy, allowing congregations to participate irStt@iting movement,
distinguishing between joint prayer and prayer fellowship, numerous instahcengregations
and pastors participating in unionistic services with groups with whomatey/not in
fellowship, and openness to establishing fellowship with the American lami@urch without

clearly settling past doctrinal differences. Missouri's offictsange in the understanding of

846 Wisconsin Synod Proceedind®61. 197-199. See also pages 168-197.

87 The Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Church changedatse to the Synod of Evangelical Lutheran
Churches in 1959, In 1971 it became the SELK mistif the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod.
Historical Guide to Lutheran Church Bodies of No#merica 2" edition, edited by Robert C.
Wiederaenders (St. Louis: Lutheran Historical Coerfiee, 1998), 101.
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church fellowship resulted in a disregard for the historic differencesebatthe Missouri Synod
and the ALC in the doctrines of election, conversion, and open questions.

The issues dating back to the Election Controversy became non-isstresNtssouri
Synod while they remained issues for the Wisconsin Synod and the Nanv&giod. As a
result of Missouri’'s change in the doctrine and practice of feligwisoth the Norwegian Synod

in 1955 and the Wisconsin Synod in 1961 terminated fellowship Missouri.



CONCLUSION

The roots of the Election Controversy in America stretch back toxteesth and
seventeenth centuries and the historic characteristics of conf@dsutheranism. Luther’s
reformation was doctrinal reformation. As a result, his followers have stressed the importance
of correct doctrine. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries Luthedsfised itself
doctrinally over against Roman Catholicism, on the one hand, and Calvinism, ohethdrothe
doctrine of election Lutheranism attempts to steer a course betyremgism and the irresistible
grace and double predestination of Calvinism.

Confessional Lutherans rejected an approach to theology that relied owgaumtich
fathers or scholastic reasoning. The source of doctrine is Scripbuee dluther and the second
generation theologians were particularly careful to let Seempeak and let paradoxes or
apparent contradictory teachings stand rather than trying to harmormizeatienally.

Some in the Age of Orthodoxy, reacting to the absolute, double predestinatidwinf Ca
began to use new expressions to explain that the doctrine of electiomityésecarried out in
time through the means of grace through which the Holy Spirit leads gedpéeve and finally
be saved. The expression they used, however, was prone to being misunderstocgokéey
electionintuitu fidei, election in view of faith. Some suggested that faith was a cause abrlecti

When the Missouri Synod theologian C.F.W. Walther presented an essaydogcttivee
of election in which he said that the expression eledatituitu fidei should be avoided, Friedrich
Schmidt and others accused him of false teaching. Schmidt insistedhgrihesmanner of
teaching and the terminology of the theologians of the Age of Orthodoxy torekmadoctrine
of election. In so doing Schmidt and those who agreed with him placed a stress on lasoan re
for unfolding the mysteries of the Bible instead of allowing paradtmxetand. They tried to
peer into the hidden will of God. This approach led them to couch a synergastisiamding of

the doctrine of conversion behind the expression, eleittiaitu fidei
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The controversy over election became bitter because each side bdisvibey were
contending for God’s truth. Both sides recognized the importance of doctrine @ndadioc
agreement for the expression of Christian fellowship and unity. The Ohio Syntiale
Synodical Conference as a result of the controversy. The Norwegiad Slgo left because one
third of the Norwegian Synod pastors were making propaganda for elgttita fideiand were
accusing the other members of the Synodical Conference of error. Thediam&ynod
believed that they might better be able to deal with the disctndyfleft the Synodical
Conference. Although no longer a member of the Synodical Conference, the synogdemai
fellowship with the other synods that were members. Eventually the Nam8gnod lost one
third of her pastors and congregations. Those who left formed the Anti-MiBsotirerhood.

A difference in approach to the theological task became evident doerigge
conferences of the first decade of the twentieth century. TheissVisconsin, and Minnesota
synods saw the theological task as one in which the theologian was tolkthdypassages of
Scripture that teach a particular doctrine in order to draw thdtitepfrom Scripture. They did
not believe that it was the theologian’s task to try to harmonize clesdpled teachings of
Scripture when those teachings appeared to be in conflict. They Wiarg toi let the paradoxes
stand. They saw God'’s revelation and the doctrines of Scriptureexsratipnal, above human
ability to harmonize in a way that was satisfying to human reason. Theramydhings which
God has not chosen to reveal or explain to people. Humans cannot peer inddéneniil of
God but must look only at his will revealed in the Holy Scriptures. The thealagust let God
be God and not place his rational ability above the Holy Scriptures.

The Ohio and lowa synods believed that the theological task involved devedoping
harmonious system of all the teachings of Scripture. They claimethihaould be done
through the analogy of faith by which one doctrine could be made to agree with another
according to human reason. They tried to solve the question of why somesae bhd@od by

using the doctrine of justification by faith as an explanation of the nyystelection. They also
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used the terrmschriftganzdthe aggregate or entirety of Scripture) to express their blelieftl of
Scripture must be used to understand each particular doctrine of Scaptuthat every doctrine
must fit in with all of Scripture as perceived by human wisdom and the use of hursan. rea

This difference in approach to theology doomed the free conferences. Nuioasof
the Election Controversy could be reached because the participants infédrerooes disagreed
on how doctrine was to be drawn from Scripture.

In spite of historic doctrinal differences various Norwegian groups cage¢hier on the
basis of a doctrinal compromise known as the Madison Settlem@mgper. The settlement
allowed both ways of teaching election to have equal standing. They agisdgree. They
lost sight of the historic Lutheran concern for doctrine and the ngcegsibctrinal unity before
fellowship could be expressed or mergers could be entered. There were aofurobéibuting
factors to this departure from confessional Lutheran standards: etitigicvpeariness of fighting
over doctrine particularly among the laity, the process of Ameriatioig, the intersynodical
production of worship materials in English, and the ecumenical spirit ¢ihtke that favored
outward unity without regard to doctrinal agreement. One small Norwegap gefused to
participate in the Norwegian merger and formed a new synod that rejoin®gribéical
Conference.

Many Midwestern Lutherans still longed to resolve the controversy ar tockeep
synods from competing with each other in certain geographical areas ancelibegus
recognized that there was a time when they were in fellowship. A grouptofg@sSibley
County, Minnesota, tried to celebrate the four hundredth anniversdrg pbsting of Luther’'s
Ninety-five Theses by bringing about a resolution of the Election Contsov@ttese pastors set
the Intersynodical Movement in motion. The Movement eventually produceditegs
(Intersynodical) Theses which appeared to many to have resolved the cogtrdvasseffort
failed when the Missouri Synod rejected the theses because the theses el outa false

understanding of the contested doctrines. It had become apparent that thedObiwsasynod
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representatives were trying to agree with the synods of the Synoditfrénce while at the
same time they were entering into fellowship arrangements with Scaiadirsgwnods that either
regarded the Synodical Conference teaching as erroneous or were twilligigee to disagree on
doctrine. The doctrine of fellowship and the Lutheran understanding of the ingmada
doctrine and agreement in doctrine for the expression of fellowship b¢lsamarderlying reason
that the Intersynodiocal Movement failed to unite the various synods.

The final phase of the Election Controversy played out in the mid twentigtimgeihe
Missouri Synod attempted to establish fellowship with the newly-formediaankutheran
Church. This new synod was formed by a merger of synods that had historically ojweosed
Missouri Synod in the doctrines of election and conversion. The ALC was alsmlaemof the
American Lutheran Conference, practicing fellowship with Scandinayiands that were
opposed to the position of the Missouri Synod.

Some in the Missouri Synod were trying to soften the image of the synod aaéidatm
appear more American. They succeeded in moving their synod from a positibndeanded
doctrinal agreement to a position of willingness to overlook some diffessfor the sake of
outward union. Although the Missouri Synod did produce some confessional statengents (e
Doctrinal Affirmation and the Common Confession) which they believed had rdsblee
historic controversies, these documents were rejected by the Wisconeth&\d the
Evangelical Lutheran Synod for not clearly ruling out the historic eafoifse ALC. Once again
the doctrine of fellowship and the historic Lutheran confessional undersggasfdhe importance
of doctrine and agreement in doctrine for the expression of fellowship becadrévihg issues
which resulted in the Wisconsin Synod and the ELS breaking fellowshipheitiissouri
Synod. Failure to truly resolve the doctrinal differences of theigte€ontroversy resulted in
another division in American Lutheranism.

Today the synods which historically had been opposed to the doctrine of election a

conversion as taught in the Synodical Conference have become members ainieliEai
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Lutheran Church in America, the largest and most liberal of the Lutheran syFhloe4$ utheran
Church-Missouri Synod is the second largest Lutheran synod in America adesca position
between the ELCA and the Wisconsin Synod and Evangelical Lutheran Synod. Tiaé offic
doctrinal position of the Missouri Synod remains closer to the Wisconsin Sywlathe ELS than

to the ELCA. But disagreements on the doctrine and practice of churchdieioremain.



Appendix A
Lutheran Federations*®

I. General Synod (General Synod of the Evangelical Lberan Church in the United

States of America) — 1820-1918

A. Founded in 1820

B. Doctrinal position — confessional ambiguity; thereswsa mention of any of the
Lutheran Confessions (not even thiggsburg Confessigmn the original
constitution.

C. Periodicals
Evangelical Revienl849-1871
Lutheran Quarterly1871-1928
Lutheran Observerl832-1915
Lutheran Church Work and Obsery@015-1918
Lutherischer Zionsbote897-1918

D. In 1918 the General Synod merged with the General Council and the United Synod,
South to form the United Lutheran Church in America (ULCA).

[I. General Synod, South (General Synod of the Evangedil Lutheran Church in the
Confederate States, 1863-1866; Evangelical Lutherageneral Synod in North
America, 1866-1876; Evangelical Lutheran General $ywd South, 1876-1886;
United Synod of the Evangelical Lutheran Church inthe South, 1886-1918)

A. Founded in 1863 by six southern synods which left the General Synod during the
Civil War.

B. Doctrinal position — made an attempt to be more confessional than theGenera
Synod, but had no interest in the “exclusive Lutheranism of the Formula of Concord”
or of the so-called “Old Lutherans.”

C. In 1918 this group merged with the General Synod and the General Council to form
the United Lutheran Church in America (ULCA).

[Il. General Council (General Council of the Evangelidd_utheran Church in Am,erica,

1867-1876; General Council of the Evangelical Lutiran Church in North
America, 1876-1918)

A. Founded in 1867

B. Doctrinal position — the General Council was fouhde a confessional reaction to the
General Synod. The General Council however digabits confessional stance into
practice. It never was able to come to grips withdcriptural principles of church
fellowship. Eventually liberalism dominated.

C. Periodicals
Lutheran 1882-1918
Lutheran and Missionary1861-1882

D. In 1918 merged with the General Synod and the United Synod, South to form the
United Lutheran Church in America (ULCA).

848 A federation is an organization of various syntidg exists for mutual encouragement and to caity o
activities of mutual interest. Most of the infortioa in this appendix has been gleaned fromHistorical
Guide to the Lutheran Church Bodies of North AngriRobwert C. Wiederaenders, ed. Lutheran
Historical Conference Publication No. 1 (St. Lowistheran Historical Conference, 1988).
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Synodical Conference (Evangelical Lutheran Synodid&onference of North
America) — 1872-1967

A. Founded in 1872

B. Doctrinal position — Attempted to promote true cesfenalism among Lutherans in
America. The Synodical Conference became the Igadiite of confessional
Lutheranism in America for nearly 100 years. Itiear out joint home and foreign
mission work and educational endeavors.

C. Disbanded in 1967 after the Wisconsin Synod andtt@mgelical Lutheran Synod
withdrew in 1963.

Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minrsota, Michigan, and Other
States — 1892-1917

A. Founded in 1892 as a cooperative organizationeo¥ffsconsin, Michigan, and
Minnesota synods to more efficiently carry our nmignigl education, mission work,
and publications.

B. Doctrinal position — the same as that of the SycaldConference

C. Periodicals
Gemeinde-Blatt]1865-1969 (Wisconsin Synod)

Theologische Quartalschriftoday —Wisconsin Lutheran Quartejy904- (Wis.
Synod)

Synodal Freund]1888-1910 (Michigan Synod)

Northwestern Lutheratoday —Forward in Chris), 1914- (Wis.Synod)

D. In 1917 the three synods together with the Nebr8gkad (joined in 1904) merged to
form Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of WisconBlimnesota, Michigan, and Other
States. Wisconsin Synod historians refer to thado as the Wisconsin Federation
and the latter as the Wisconsin Synod. In 1958yhed’s name was changed to the
Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod.

National Lutheran Council — 1918-1966

A. In 1918 the National Lutheran Council was founded to promote joint work among
Lutherans serving in the armed forces and to speak with a united voiceamadésu
the day. Participants included ULCA, Norwegian Lutheran Church, Augustan
Synod, Lutheran Free Church, United Danish Lutheran Church, Danish Lutheran
Church in America, Icelandic Synod, Ohio Synod, lowa Synod, and Buffalo Synod.

B. Doctrinal position — ecumenical Lutheran

C. Periodical
National Lutheran1931-1966

D. In 1966 the NLC disbanded and turned most of itstfans over to the Lutheran
Council in the United States of America

American Lutheran Conference — 1930-1954

A. Founded in 1930 by the America Lutheran ChurchEtfengelical Lutheran Church,
Augustana Synod, Lutheran Free Church, and theetl&vangelical Lutheran Church.
All of these were members of the National Lutheranri@il along with the United
Lutheran Church in America. The five, however, evsuspicious of the ULCA's size,
power, and theological liberalism.

B. Doctrinal position — moderate Lutheran

C. Periodicals
Journal of the American Lutheran Conferent@36-1940
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Journal of Theology of the American Lutheran Cosfiee,1940-1943

Lutheran Outlook1943-1953

The American Lutheran Conference disbanded in 1854960 its members merged
to form the American Lutheran Church. The Augustagnod declined to merged, but
became a charter member of the Lutheran Churcimeriga (LCA) in 1962.

Lutheran Council in the United States of America — 1966-1987

Founded in 1966 as an outgrowth of meetings involving representatives of the
American Lutheran Church, the Lutheran Church in America, the Lutheranizhurc
Missouri Synod, and the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Church. Formal operations
began on January 1, 1967.

Doctrinal position — ecumenical Lutheran

Periodical

Interchange 1967-

Disbanded in 1987 because of the organization of the Evangelical Lutheram Chur
in America (ELCA). The ELCA was formed by a merger of the Lutherandbhor
America, the American Lutheran Church, and the Association of Evarigelica
Lutheran Churches in 1988.
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Synodical Conference Membership

nod

Year Members Reason for gain/loss
1872 | Ohio Synod, Missouri Synod, lllinois Charter Members
Synod, Minnesota Synod, Norwegian
Synod, Wisconsin Synod
1875 | Ohio Synod, Missouri Synod, Minnesota | lllinois Synod merged with the Missouri
Synod, Norwegian Synod, Wisconsin Syno8lynod
1882 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, Ohio Synod left because of the Election
Norwegian Synod, Wisconsin Synod, Controversy. Concordia Synod joined.
Concordia Synod
1883 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, Norwegian Synod withdrew to deal with
Wisconsin Synod, Concordia Synod Election Controversy problems in her
midst but remained in fellowship with the
synods of the Synodical Conference
1886 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, Concordia Synod merged with the
Wisconsin Synod Missouri Synod
1890 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, English Synod of Missouri joined
Wisconsin Synod, English Synod of
Missouri
1892 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, Michigan Synod joined.
Wisconsin Synod, English Synod of
Missouri, Michigan Synod
1896 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, The Michigan Synod left the Synodical
Wisconsin Synod, English Synod of Conference but a remnant remained as the
Missouri, Michigan District Synod Michigan District Synod.
1908 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, The Nebraska Synod and the Slovak Sy
Wisconsin Synod, English Synod of joined.
Missouri, Michigan District Synod,
Nebraska Synod, Slovak Synod
1911 | Missouri Synod, Minnesota Synod, The English Synod of Missouri merged
Wisconsin Synod, Michigan Synod, with the Missouri Synod. The Michigan
Nebraska Synod, Slovak Synod Synod and Michigan District Synod
reunited in 1910.
1917 | Missouri Synod, Wisconsin Synod, SlovakThe Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan ang
Synod Nebraska synods merged to form the
Wisconsin Synod.
1920 | Missouri Synod, Wisconsin Synod, SlovakThe Norwegian Synod left the Norwegiatr
Synod, Norwegian Synod Church to form the Norwegian Synod in
1918 and joined the SC in 1920.

1963 | Missouri Synod, Slovak Synod The Wisconsin & Norwegian synods |
the Synodical Conference because of
differences on the doctrine & practice of
fellowship
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Scandinavian Lutheran Synods in America

The Norwegian Lutherans

A.

TheEvangelical Lutheran Church in America (Eielsen Synod)vas

established at Jefferson Prairie, Wisconsin, in April 1846 by Elliets&m
(1804-1883), a revivalistic lay preacher.

Hauge’s Synodbroke off from the Eielsen Synod in 1875/76.

Norwegian Ev. Lutheran Church in America (Norwegian Synodwas

founded in 1853. This was a confessional Lutheran synod led by Herman
Amberg Preus. From 1857 until establishing own seminary in 1876 the
Norwegian Synod's pastors were trained at Concordia Seminary, St. Loeis. T
Norwegians supplied a professor. The Norwegian Synod was a founding
member of the Synodical Conference. The ELS split off from this Synod in 1917
(1918).

Norwegian-Danish Augustana Synod in AmericgNorwegian Augustana
Synod) peacefully split off from the Scandinavian Ev. Lutheran Augustana
Synod in 1870. Constitution specified the whole Book of Concord as its
doctrinal basis.

The Conference for the Norwegian-Danish Ev. Lutheran Church in Ameca
peacefully split off from the Scandinavian Ev. Lutheran Augustana Synod in
1870. It specified only the 3 ecumenical creeds, the Unaltered Augsburg
Confession and Luther's Small Catechism as its doctrinal basis.

Anti-Missouri Brotherhood broke off from the Norwegian Synod in 1887 as a
result of the Election Controversy.

United Norwegian Lutheran Church in America was formed in 1890 by the
merger of the Anti-Missouri Brotherhood, Norwegian-Danish Augustana Synod
in America, and The Conference for the Norwegian-Danish Ev. LutheraniChurc
in America.

Lutheran Free Church was organized in 1897 by congregations leaving the
United Norwegian Lutheran Church over disagreements in union agreements,
and new trends in theological thinking, congregational life, and seminary
training.

Church of the Lutheran Brethren was founded by five Norwegian Lutheran
congregations in Milwaukee in 1900. These Norwegians were influenced by a
revival that swept through Norwegian settlements in the 1890s. Ttiedre
emphasize conversion experience, non-liturgical worship, lay actividy, a
mission work.

Norwegian Lutheran Church in America (later - Evangelical Lutheran

Church or ELC) was formed in 1917 by the merger of the Norwegian Synod,
the United Norwegian Lutheran Church in America, and the Hauge’s Synod.
The document which allowed the United Church and the Norwegian Synod to
join in spite of past differences on the doctrines of election and converagn

the Madison Settlement @pgjar.

The Norwegian Synod of the American Ev. Lutheran Church (today -
Evangelical Lutheran Synod or ELS)was founded in 1918 by thirteen pastors
and a number of congregations which refused to go along with the 1917 merger
of the United Church, the Norwegian Synod, and the Hauge’s Synod because
they did not believe that th@pgjerhad adequately settled previous doctrinal
disputes.
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Il. The Swedish Lutherans

A. The first Swedish Lutheran Congregations joinedg&Welutheran Synod of
Northern lllinois which was composed of four different national groups:
Americans, Germans, Norwegians and Swedes.

B. The Scandinavian Ev. Lutheran Augustana Synod in North Americavas
founded at Jefferson Prairie, Wisconsin, in 1860 when friction developed
between the “New Lutherans” in the Northern Illinois Synod and the more
conservative Scandinavian element. It was pledged to the entire Book of
Concord. The Augustana Synod’s seminary was established in Chicago in 1860.
The Norwegian-Danish Augustana Synod in America (Norwegian Augustana
Synod) peacefully split off from the Scandinavian Ev. Lutheran Augustana
Synod in 1870. The Conference for the Norwegian-Danish Ev. Lutheran Church
in America also peacefully split off from the Scandinavian Ev. Lutheran
Augustana Synod in 1870

lll. The Danish Lutherans

A. The Danish Ev. Lutheran Church in Americawas formed in 1872 as “The
Missionary Association of the Church.” The name was changed in 1878. The
constitution was Grundtvigian and not orthodox Lutheran.

B. The Danish Ev. Lutheran Church in North America was founded in 1894 by
22 pastors and their congregations who were expelled from the Danish Ev.
Lutheran Church in America for not subscribing to the constitution with its
Grundtvigian theology.

C. The United Danish Ev. Lutheran Church in Americawas organized in the
fall of 1896. It was a union of the Danish Ev. Lutheran Church in North America
and the Danish element which broke off from the Norwegian-Danish Cooéeren
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Main Participants in the Election Controversy
in the Nineteenth and early Twentieth Centuries

Synodical Conference Position

Synod

Main Spokesmen

Periodicals/Theological
Journals

Missouri Synod (founded
1847)

C.F.W. Walther
George Stoeckhardt
Franz (Francis) Pieper
Friedrich Bente
Thedore Graebner

Der Lutheraner
Lehre und Wehre
Lutheran Witness

Wisconsin Synod (1850)

Adolf Hoenecke

Gemeinde-Blatt

John Bading Theologische Quartalschrift
August Pieper The Northwestenr Lutheran
J.P. Koehler
John P. Meyer

Norwegian Ev. Lutheran Ulrik Koren Kirkelig Maanedstidende

Church in America [aka,
Synod for the Norwegian Ev

Herman Amberg Preus
Jakob A. Ottesen

Evangelisk-luthersk
Kirketidende

Lutheran Church in America] Hans Stub Lutheran Herald
Norwegian Synod] (1853)
Norwegian Synod of the S.C. Ylvisaker Evangelical Lutheranersk

American Ev. Lutheran
Church [aka, Little
Norwegian Synod,
Evangelical Lutheran Synod
(1918)

Bjug Harstad

Tidende
The Lutheran Sentinel

Election Intuitu Fidei Position

Ohio Synod (founded 1818)

Matthias Loy
Henry Allwardt
Frederick Stellhorn
John Klindworth
C. C. Hein

Lutheran Standard

Lutherische Kirchenzeitung

Theologische Zeitblaetter

Columbus Theological
Magazine

Pastors’ Monthly

Buffalo Synod [aka, Synod of
the Lutheran Church

Kirchliches Informatorium
Wachende Kirche

emigrated from Prussia, Forward
Lutheran Synod of Buffalo]

(1845)

lowa Synod (1853) Sigmund Frtitschel Kirchenblatt

Gottfried Fritschel
J. Michael Reu

Kirchliche Zeitschrift
Lutheran Herald

Anti-Missourian Brotherhood
(1887)

Friedrich Schmidt

Lutherske Vidnesbyrd

United Norwegian Lutheran
Church in America (1890)

Friedrich Schmidt
J. N. Kildahl

Luthersk Kirkblad
Samfundet
Lutheranen

The United Lutheran




284

Norwegian Lutheran Church
of America [Evangelical
Lutheran Church] (1917)

Hans Stub

Lutheranen
Lutheran Church Herald




V.

Appendix E
Major Lutheran Mergers
United Lutheran Church in America (ULCA)

A. Participants- General Synod, General Council, United Synod, South

B. Year--1918

C. Significance-- union of all of Eastern Lutherans, 1st step toward LCA and today's
ELCA

United Norwegian Lutheran Church in America

A. Participants- The Norwegian-Danish Augustana Synod, The Norwegian Danish
Conference, The Anti-Missouri Brotherhood

B. Year-- 1890

C. Significance-- 1st step toward pan-Norwegian union

D. Splinter Groups- Lutheran Free Church (1897); Church of the Lutheran Brethren
(1900).

Norwegian Lutheran Church in America (Evangelical Lutheran Church)

Participants- United Norwegian Church in America, Norwegian Synod, Hauge Synod
Year-- 1917

Basis-- Madison Settlement, 1912, compromise agreement allowing 2 forms of
doctrine of election so long as Calvinism and synergism are avoided

Significance-- United 92% of Norwegian Lutherans in America

Splinter Group- The Norwegian Synod of the American Ev. Lutheran Church
(Evangelical Lutheran Synod) 1918

mo ow»

Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod

A. Participants- Wisconsin Synod, Minnesota Synod, Michigan Synod, and Nebraska
Synod

B. Year—1917

C. Basis—the synods had been in fellowship for many years and had cooperated in the
federation known as the Ev. Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesotaghfichi
and Other States.

D. Significance- allowed four relatively small confessional Lutheran Synods to pool thei
resources and carry out their work more efficiently. Today the Wist@&vsiLutheran
Synod is the @ largest Lutheran Synod in America.

E. Splinter Groups- in the late 1920s and early 1930s the Protes’tant Conference was
formed. In 1960 the Church of the Lutheran Confessions was formed by pastors and
congregations that left the Wisconsin Synod and the Evangelical Lut8gnad (the
little Norwegian Synod).

American Lutheran Church
A. Participants- Ohio Synod, lowa Synod, Buffalo Synod

B. Year—1930
C. Basis— Toledo Theses (1918) and the Minneapolis Theses (1925)
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D. Significance- Brought together Lutheran synods representing a “middle” doctrinal

VI.

A.

OCOow

VII.

A.

position between the synods of the Synodical Conference and the ULCA.

American Lutheran Church

Participants — the American Lutheran Church (1930), the Evangklitteéran Church,
and the United Evangelical Lutheran Church. The Lutheran Free Churathijoine
1963.

Date — 1960

Basis — “United Testimony on Faith and Life” (1952)

Significance — Brought together synods with diverse national backgroundsdGe
Norwegian and Danish) demonstrating the Americanization of these groups.

Lutheran Church in America

Participants — United Lutheran Church in America, Augustana Synod, ¢andgv.
Lutheran Church, and the Suomi Ev. Lutheran Synod

Date — 1962

Basis — 1956 Joint Commission on Lutheran Unity was organized. They find
“sufficient agreement in the common confessions...to justify seeking orgaion.”
Significance — Gathered in one synod the most liberal Lutheran synods irc&mer
The doctrinal position of the LCA is a direct forerunner of the Evanddlicgheran
Church in America.



Appendix F
Theses

The Sibley County Theses

Preliminary Theses adopted in Gaylord*

1. The conversion of a human being is solely a work of God the Holy Spirit.

2. The origin of the salvation of a human being is solely God's grace and<Qhesit. The
origin of damnation is solely the human being's guilt and sins. We must permit both of
these teachings, clearly maintained in Scripture, to stand alongsiuetbar, without
making [any] attempt to make them tally according to human reason and logic.

3. Faith is the means of salvation given by God. It leads into error to sagithasfa [pre
]Jcondition of salvation. If faith were a condition, which people had to fulfill, thus
would follow from that, that the human being had the power to fulfill the conditind] [a
thus [had the power] to believe based on his own decision. Against this, we d¢ornifiess
third article [of the Creed in the Small Catechism]: | believd, Itda not believe in Jesus
Christ by my own reason or power, etc. If one says that faith is the God-geaaTs 1o
salvation, then the “only by grace” remains unasgaile

Final Theses adopted at Winthrof*

The Sibley County pastors of the Synodical Conference and of theSham held conferences
on July 12 and 28 in Gaylord and on August 25 [1915] in Winthrop, in orderitalar¢ our
doctrine and practice to one another. It was agreed in advangeitiodiscussion of historical
matters. Next, the doctrine of conversion was taken up for discussion.

1. We acknowledge unanimously and without reservation the doctrine of thierelaic
grace as it is set forth in the eleventh article of the Formula of @hnco
2. Since botlHsic] conferring church bodies recognize that Art. 11 of the Formula of
Concord contains the pure and right doctrine of the Word of God and of the Lutheran
Church about the election of the children of God to salvation, thettbieyesee it as
unnecessary to church unity to set up new and more extensive doctrinal stasdognts
this article of faith.
Point 3 was deleted. There was a long dispute about the phraseologyractmudhich God
has elected in view of faith. It was expressed like this: This fainas been taken up by the
Church in the struggle with Calvinism. With this expression it ought taidetisat the
stubbornly believing are the elect, and a rationalizing explanation ough¢ mten [as to]
why some are saved instead of others. This phraseology is not found in tHeckHptures or
in the Lutheran confessions. It leads easily to the erring propositiom tinet human being
there is an origin of the election of grace. One ought therefore to awightiaiseology.
4. Since during the church controversy among us, expressions and words have ¢@me to t
fore-with justice or injustice attributed to the contending partiesiwioiche other
[party] appeared as though they were a denial of the confession oriag ltedtiat, thus
we have united ourselves to cast aside all erroristic statembiats aitempt to explain
further the secret of the election of grace-F. of Concord, [S. D.,] Art. 11, seid- 52

849 Synodal-Bericht. Verhandlung der Zweite Versammbles Minnesota-Distrikts der Allgemeine
Synode von Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, und @n8taten. Gehalten in der Evang.-Luth.
Imannuels-Kirche zu Mankato, Minneosta vom 24-80j,J11920. Kilwaukee, Northwestern Publishing
House 1920), 29-30. Unpublished English transtalip Pastor John Weaver-Hudson.

#1bid., 30-34.
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whether [such explanation] is in a synergistic or Calvinistic fashi@smuch as [such
explanations either rob God of His honor as the unique Savior, on the one side, or, on the
other side, want to diminish the guilt of a human being in rejecting grace.

5. On the one hand, we reject:

a. the doctrine that the compassion of God and Christ's merit are not adone th
origins of our election, but rather that an[other] origin of it is alslable,
through which God is impelled to elect us to eternal life.

b. the doctrine that in election God is constrained or has paid attentiohas or
directed Himself according to the good disposition of a human being or anything
.that the human being is, does, or permits from himself or from his own natural
powers.

c. the doctrine that the faith in Christ which is indissolubly bound up withietect
is brought to bear in advance or rests upon the human being's own decision,
power or inclination, either entirely or in part (comp. F. of Concord, Art. 2, sees
52 and 61) [[900, 904];

d. or that this faith is the result of a capacity of power to make deelsion for
grace, imparted through the call of grace and indwelling or congenital on the par
of the unreborn human being.

6. On the other hand, we reject:

a. the doctrine that God in the election of grace conducts Himself
arbitrarily or randomly, since he designates a fixed, arbitrary quota
of some individuals or other, picks them out, and appoints them to
conversion and saving, with skipping over all the others;

b. the doctrine, that two distinct wills of grace exist in God,, angch
is revealed in Scripture in the genevatlo salutis,and one, which is
distinct from [the first] and unknown to us, which pertains onljho t
elect and furnishes them an inward love and more powerfulroail
God, a greater grace than [God gives] to the one who remalms in
unbelief and ruin;

c. the doctrine that when the resistance, which God takes avay
conversion from those who are to be saved, is not taken away from
the others who are lost, this has its basis in God and indediwill
to save in His election;

d. the doctrine that the believing person can and must have alutabso
certainty of his election and salvation, instead of a certaihfgith,
created out of God's promise; Note-This certainty of faith doés n
exclude, on account of the sinful flesh, the creation of salvatitm w
fear and trembling, and the warning against falling away.

e. In sum, all viewpoints and teachings about election, which djrectl
indirectly come into conflict with Scripture and do not want tcegiv
an equally great opportunity of salvation or in any way resthie
Word of God, which says that God wants all human beings to be
helped and to come to the knowledge of the truth, in which gracious
and compassionate will on God's part, all election to eternahdite
its origin. It should be noted at "equally great opportunity" thist
not thereby excluded, that God often permits a greater portion of
grace to be given to one person than to some others peascéeds
from the word of the Savior: Were such deeds done at Tyreidad S
as have been done among you, they would have repented in sackcloth
and ashes some time ago. And it happens not rarely that a human
being to whom much greater grace is imparted than to many others,
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nonetheless is lost, while many others, who have receivedgass,
are still saved.

Arlington, Sibley Co., Minn.,
15 September 1915
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"St. Paul Theses®*!

Guiding Statements, which were adopted at the intersynodical confeme¢heeEvangelical-
Lutheran Trinity Church at St. Paul, Minnesota on 3 and 4 May 1916.

Prefatory note: An advance agreement was attained to stay away $tonichl maters in the
discussion. Next, the doctrine of conversion was taken up for discussion.

1. The conversion of a human being is solely the work of God the Holy Spirit.

2. The origin of the salvation of a human being is solely God's grace and<Qhesit. The
origin of damnation is solely the human being's guilt and sins, namely his untédief
must permit both of these teachings, clearly maintained in Scriptutantbaongside
each other, and believe them. In regard to the question whence it agsesdir the
same grace and in the same guilt, one contingent of humanity is convertedaasdljs s
and the other [contingent] not, we stand before a secret, which is uttpdgsible and
also unnecessary for us human beings to explain satisfactorily.

3. We recognize unanimously and without reservation the doctrine of therletgrace,
as it is presented in Article 11 of the formula of Concord.

4. Since the participants in the conference recognize, that Attlct#f the Formula of
Concord contains the pure and right doctrine of the Word of God and of the Lutheran
Church concerning the election of the children of God to salvation, thus [tieiyzants]
regard it as unnecessary to church unity to set up new and more extensimaldoctr
statements about this article of faith. Since according to Article fifedformula of
Concord, God'’s gracious foreseeing or election of the children of God soindisis,
that the eternal God, on the basis of Christ's redemption which embracelsdle
human race, already before the foundation of the world-out of grace for Cémist-has
foreseen, foreordained, and elected all those, whom He calls out of gr&teit's sake
through the Gospel, brings to faith, and sanctifies, preserves, and gtsaval in the
true faith.

Note A: The phraseology that God saves one instead of another, or, that He has
elected one instead of another [human being], is found neither in Holy $eriptu
nor in the Lutheran confessions. This phraseology easily leads inrd $émse

to the erroristic notion, either that Gods grace in Christ does not extdhdwagra

a great contingent of human beings, or at any rate not in the same measure as
over others. Consequently, one ought to avoid this phraseology.

Note B: The phraseology that God has elected in view of faith, is found neither in
Holy Scripture nor in the Lutheran confessions. In its literal spiisetlaut] this
expression easily leads to the erroristic notion, that the fmefséh is an origin

of the gracious election of God. Consequently, one ought to avosd thi
phraseology.

5. On the one hand, we reject:
a. the doctrine, that the compassion of God and Christ's merit are not alone the
origins of our election, but rather that another] origin of it is alsdable,
through which God is impelled to elect us to eternal life.
b. the doctrine that in election God is constrained or has paid attentiohas or
directed Himself according to the good disposition of a human being or anything

81hid., 35-37.
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that the human being is, does, or permits from himself or from his own natural
powers.

the doctrine that the faith in Christ which is indissolubly bound up withietect

is brought to bear in advance or rests upon the human being’s own decision,
power, or inclination (comp. Formula of Concord, Art. 2, sees. 35 and 44) 1894-
61;

the doctrine that this faith is the result of an indwelling or inh@retination or
power of the human being imparted through the call of grace, [which] ddoides
grace.

6. On the other hand, we reject:

a.

the doctrine that God in the election of grace conducts Himself ailpitva
randomly, since He designated a fixed, arbitrary quota of some individuals or
other, picks them out, and appoints them to conversion and saving, with skipping
over all the others;

the doctrine, that two distinct wills of grace exist in God, one, whickvisaled

in Scripture in the generaldo salutisand one, which is distinct from [the first]
and unknown to us, which pertains only to the elect and furnishes them an inward
love and more powerful call from God, a greater grace than [God gives] to the
one who remains in his unbelief and ruin;

the doctrine that when the resistance, which God takes away at conversi

those who are to be saved, is not taken away from the others who are lost, this
has its basis in God and in a divided will to save in His election;

the doctrine that the believing person can and must have an absolute ceftainty
his election and salvation, instead of a certainty of faith, created out &f God'
promise; Note: This certainty of faith does not exclude, on account of fok sin
flesh, the creation of salvation with fear and trembling, and the warningsagai
falling away.

In sum: all viewpoints and teachings about election, which directly aectti

come into conflict with Scripture and do not want to give a complete opportunity
of salvation, or in any way restrict the Word of God, which says that God wants
all human beings to be helped and to come to the knowledge of the truth, in
which gracious and compassionate will on God's part, all election to eténal li
has its origin.
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CHICAGO (INTERSYNODICAL) THESES %2

[Notice. Herewith we lay before our respective synods tred fesult of many years of labor on
the part of the so-called Intersynodical Committee. The bextwith presented offers the
Chicago Theses in the form definitely approved by the Committethey were adopted after
careful revision at St. Paul, Minn., @é&ugust 2, 1928 For the purpose of clearly stating their
understanding of the Theses, two representatives of the Ven&waine of Ohio have added a
separate explanation to these Theses. Since the printing ofi¢sesTalways involved the Com-
mittee in special difficulties, a resolution was passeelease the Theses for publication by the
synods. Hence any synod cooperating in this endeavor has the rightish plidge Theses in the
version herewith submitted. It was decided that the German text Heprestented be the official
text of the Theses for Union. An English version is to lepared by a committee charged with
this task, and is to be published as by authority of this conanittewever, in case of possible
differences of interpretation the German text is to rentaéndeciding text. In the name and by
order of the Committed. C. HaaseSecretary. St. Paul, Minn., August 22, 1928.]

Brief Presentation of the Doctrine of Conversion and Election.

Without reservation we pledge our adherence to the doctrine of the lru@ienach
regarding conversion and election of grace, as presented on the basigtafeSin the
Confessional Writings of our Church.

This doctrine, briefly stated, is as follows

1) Holy Scripture teaches that through original sin man is by nature in statk afs
corruption that, on the one hand, he lacks all power and ability unto anything that is good in
spiritual respect, and, on the other hand, he is filled with a desire for dindtina to
everything that is evil.

2) Prompted by His mercy and unmerited grace, God in His love has taken upsthe ca
of the lost and condemned human race, and has prepared salvation in Christitboatl w
exception. He is not willing that any should perish, but that all men should beteohtceHim.

3) To this end He causes His eternal, divine Law and the savingl®@bspwist, the
Savior of sinners, to be preached in all the world.

4) The preaching of God’s Word is the means and instrument by which God praposes
work effectually in all and to save all. If God is to do His work in man, man mastlimne \Word.
(Baptism and the Lord's Supper are included in the Word; they are “the Vadedwvisible.”)

5) By the Word God works in them that hear the Word. By the preaching of thed.aw H
crushes our hearts and thus leads us to know our sin and the anger of God anketacexpe
heart a genuine terror, contrition, and sorrow. By the preaching of the holyl Gosperning
the gracious forgiveness of our sins in Christ He draws us in such amtizairee spark of faith
is kindled in us. (F. C. 601, 54; Triglotta 903.)

6) This work of conversion, according to the teaching of Scripture, ielgraind
exclusively God's work. Man can in no wise make himself worthy of it, prejpaszH for it,
nor, in general, conduct himself in such a manner that it would be because of man'stbamduct
God performs His work in him. True, natural man can make an external use of ttheMaud
by hearing and reading it. (F. C. 594, 24; 601, 53; Triglotta 891 and 901.) However, he can in no
wise contribute anything toward his conversion but, as much as in himaliesnty frustrate
this work of God in him.

824The Chicago ThesesTheologische Quartalschrjftol. 26, no.4 (October 1929), 250-273.
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7) True, even in the converted person there remains a certainmesisécause original
sin is not eradicated until death, but in the heart of the beliegdfdaly Ghost, by His power,
has brought forth a new life which daily overcomes this resistance.

8) The sinners failure to be converted and saved is in no wise due to Gedgrtirely
the fault of man, who either does not hear God’s Word or, having heard it, put®f his
mind, despises it, closes his ear and hardens his heart against it,lasdnartner blocks the
way to the Holy Spirit. A person who in this manner resists the Holyt pintinually and
persistently, and who forever rejects the grace of God wilfully, tisoioverted and perishes by
his own fault.

9) Accordingly, every true Christian confesses: “I believe, thathagby my own
reason or strength believe in Jesus Christ, my Lord, or come to Him; but th&kusy has
called me by the Gospel, enlightened me with His gifts, sanctified gmahriein the true faith.”
He will also “on the last day raise up me and all the dead and give to me andlalithat in
Christ eternal life.”

10) Even in eternity every detail that pertains to all that the Haljt 8as done, is
doing, and will yet do, in me and all believers has been considered and ordained by God out of
grace alone for Christ's sake, so that our salvation rests entirely faitdful hands and
whatever may befall us must work together for our good.

11) This eternal counsel of God regarding His children, revealed moHis Word
particularly for strengthening our faith in times of trouble and tribiatve call, in accordance
with the Scriptures and our Confessions, “God's ordination unto sonship arad kfet, or,
briefly, “the election of grace”.

12) We find our election revealed only in Christ who is the Book of Life, and only in
Him can we be assured of our election. The elect are not saved by any atheéhgrathat
which is trampled under foot by them that are lost. This constrains us tk éwbour salvation
with fear and trembling”, Phil. 2, 12. 13, which means, that we be careful tovaitiid€hrist
and His Word, that we pray diligently, that we faithfully put to use the gifteave received,
and thus “make our calling and election sure”. 2 Pet. 1, 10.

13) When our faith views this eternal gracious counsel of God regarding usadhrist
from which springs our entire salvation now and hereafter, we join with all adringhe
doxology of Paul in Eph. 1, 3 : “Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ who
hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly places istChri

In view of the controversies waged during the last decades we deemssagcto offer
this brief presentation of the Lutheran doctrine in an extended form and, e acait
statements, reject false presentations and errors.

A. Conversion.
l.

Without reservation we pledge our adherence to the doctrine of the lru@ienach
regarding conversion, as it is presented on the basis of Scriptuvelis places in the
Confessional Writings of our Church, particularly in Article 12 of the Augsonfession and
the Apology, in the Smalcald Articles, and in Article 2 of the Formula of Quinc

1) Since the Fall man is by natdkesh(John 3, 6), and hence an enemy of God (Rom. 8,
7). His intellect is darkened (1 Cor. 2, 14); his will is turned away fead and directed only
towards what is evil (John 8, 34; 2 Tim. 2, 26). He is dead in trespasses &(fphbirg, 1).
Being in this condition, man is of himself incapable of anything good and unifit Fbe wills,
and can will and do, only that which is evil and contrary to God. This is the Inatadition of
all men without exception. (Rom. 3, 12; F. C. 589, 7 ; Triglotta 883, 7.)

2) Out of pure mercy God the Holy Spirit approaches these men who are $piditaal
and enemies of God by the preaching of His Word. By the preaching of the Lawitds ties
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bring them to a knowledge of their sins and of the anger of God ; by the preachiad=zafdpel
He desires to produce in them the knowledge of salvation, of the freeofi@od in Christ. In
this manner He desires to convert them to Himself. (A. C. 12; F. C. 601, 54; comp. page 98, 61
171, 28; 173, 44 ff.) It is God's gracious wdtjually earnest towards all methat all be saved
and that all come to the knowledge of the truth. (1 Tim. 2; 4; Fzek. 33, 11; John 3, 16.)

3) Natural man in no wise meets this gracious operation of the Holy 8giig heart
(Rom. 9, 16; F. C. 589, 7), brgsistsit. He cannot but resist it, because he is unfit for anything
good, an enemy of God, and a servant of sin. (Rom. 8, 7; F. C. 592, 17. 18; 598, 44.) He resists
the grace of God with all his poweksiowingly, intentionallyandin a hostile spirit(F. C. 593,
18. 22.)Of his own accordhe strives onlyto frustrate the gracious work of God in him. This is
the natural attitude of all men towards the gracious work of God by His \Wdead as their own
will and ability are concerned.

4) This resistance against the Word and grace of God is expressed aredtedimf
individuals differently, according to their characteristic traita@rording to external
circumstances, but it is essentially g#amnein all men. In its real essence it is nothing else than
therefusal of grace, rebellion against God and His grg€e.C. 609, 88.) This resistance springs
from the innate evil nature of man, from original sin, and consists in the hostilatamppagich
man knowingly and purposely sets against grace. (F. C. 593, 21.) Over againat¢hef gsod
in His Word all men are by nature equally guilty ¢adem culpaRom. 3, 23. 24); this means,
that by nature their attitude towards the work and grace of God is evil dridyafplies equally
to those who are converted by the- grace of God and to those who are lost twthgiult. (F.
C. 716, 57. 58.)

5) Natural man cannot, by his own powers, omit, break, and hinder, nor even diminish
this resistance. Man is and remains an enemy of God and resists the Woilll eéh@ad, until
faith in Christ is wrought in him by the Holy Spirit. (F. C. 589, 5 ; 590, 11. 12; 593, 21 ; 602, 59.)
Nor can man omit this resistance by spiritual powers which God, as some holds confiem
before the creation of faith and which man is supposed to employ for his ownsionv&his
would presuppose that man after all has, by nature, or prior todaitifi,to convert himself and
also the ability to accept, and to properly employ, the spiritual powersaffiém.

6) True, even before faith is kindled a person receives in his heart vianjgnessions of
the operation of the Law and the Gospel, all kinds of emotions which he caadet(@etus
inevitabiles Mark 6, 20; Luke 4, 22; Acts 24, 25; John 16, 8-11.) However, these emotions a
personsuffersby the operation of God upon him from without, independently of his own
volition, yea, in opposition to the same. Before faith is kindled no inwamehfar thegood
takes place in the person, by which he would be enabled, even before conversioh,ttieoug
operation of grace, to submit to the grace of God, to assume a passive @tigrat=, to allow
the grace of God to continue its operation upon him, etc. (1 Cor. 2, 14.) On the cotitifaay, a
man is able to do, and does, of his own accord merely tends to ward off these impesabions
suppress these emotions. Until renewed by God his will remains the samatebstil that is at
enmity with God.There is no intermediate state between being converted and being
unconvertedbetween spiritual death and spiritual life. (F. C. 602, 59; 593, 20.21.)

7) God alone, by the operation of His mighty grace, can overcome this resistance
man against His grace and His Word. (Eph. 1, 19; 2, 5-10; Rom. 9, 16.) He does it by bringing a
person who has learned to know his perdition by means of the Law and is terriGed'lsy
anger, to faith in his Savior by means of the Gospel, thus drawing the pefdion, raising
him from spiritual death, regenerating and renewing him. (Eph. 2, S. 9; F. C. 609, 87; 603, 61.)
However, conversion does not take place by irresistible grace, or by coeisicmweuld be
the same thing; for conversion consists in this very thing that God, by means ofthel,G
turns a rebellious will into an obedient will, an unwilling person intolbngione. (F. C. 603,
60; 09, 87.88.)
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8) When faith is kindled man’s attitude towards the Word and grace of @atrisly
changed. In the power of God who works in him both to will and to do, the psiliogly
assents to what God proposé&sere arise in him good emotions and sensations of a truly
spiritual nature. These are the new spiritual life in him. Immediately begins to fear, love,
and trust in God. He is engaged in the daily practice of repentance and codpeyates
works which the Holy Ghost accomplishes in him. (F. C. 603, 63; 604, 65. 66605, 70; 609, 88.)
Indeed, even in the regenerate there still remains a certain resigiamecds the Word and
grace of God. Until death they bear the sinful flesh. However, God hasicie#ttem the new
man who willingly serves God. In the regenerate—and only in these—theseptake a
constant struggle: the wrestling of the spirit with the flesh, in whiclsiré, by the power and
grace of God, is victorious and conquers the flesh as long as the Christaih lojirfigs to the
Word and grace of God. (F_ C. 608, 84. 85; Gal. 5, 17; Rom. 7, 23. 25.)

9) It is God alone who is able to convert and quicken spiritually dead men, and does
convert and quicken them by His grace in the Word. But, alas, not all meoraested and
saved.This is in no wise God's fault. Higace is universdlniverrsalis);it is sufficient
(sufjiciens)for all, and efficaciougefficax)in all whohear the Word. By the preaching of His
Word God gives to all who hear it an opportunity to be converted and saved. Gocegdumbs
efficacious in all through the Word, to give to all the power and abilipctept His Word. (F. C.
710, 29.) However, the grace of God doesoperate iran irresistible mannefMan can resist it
and block the way to the Holy Spirit and His operations of grace, so that He¢ aahreve His
work in man. Anyone resisting the Holy Spirit continually and persistentlgrenthrusting the
grace of God from him continually and wilfully, is not converted, but is lost bgwaisfault. (F.
C. 602,57-60;713, 40-42.)

10) Accordingly, we confess

a) that conversion is solely and alone the work of divine grace whictbyna
nature does nothing but resist, and cannot but resist, until God gives him faith;

b) that God earnestly desires to work conversion in all men, but "cannanperf
His work" in them that are lost (F. C. 555, 12; Triglotta 835, 12), because bpwrefault they
wilfully persevere in their resistance, harden themselves and bdanoreasingly obdurate in
this condition the more earnestly God operates on them by means of His Word,sand thu
continue to heap up guilt against themselves (Matth. 23, 37), until finayiynthg be overtaken
by the condemnation of hardening.

Il. Antitheses.

On the basis of this truth we reject as contrary to Scripture aredgiaysteaching by
which the utter incapacity of all men for anything that is good in awsglinéspect and the
monergism of divine grace in the conversion and salvation of men are denielosanced; we
also reject any teaching which finds the ultimate cause of the non-smmvewen of a single
person in God and His means of grace and which charges Him in any way with tloé $aah
non-conversion; as, for instance, the teaching

1) that man by his own natural powers or by powers communicated to him bydee gra
of God can in any manner omit or diminish his resistance—whether it be ofatfuediior the
“willful” kind—against the gracious operation of God; or that he caamiynmanner contribute
anything to his conversion, cooperate with God towards it, or prepare and makH fiirfes the
same;

2) that prior to faith man himself, either of his own accord or through powens giv
him by grace, can determine to submit to the grace that is to convert horallmw converting
grace to continue its operation upon him. This “decision in favor of God” doesaueider
conversion (in the strict sense) but is the very conversion which God;works
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3) We also reject as false and contrary to Scripture the distinagfareén natural and
wilful resistance for the purpose of offering a uniféthexplanation why it is that some remain
in perdition and are lost while others are converted and saved thoughexdjuadly guilty and
maintain only an evil attitude towards the converting grace of God, andhtigoace works
with equal power upon all men. By this teaching conversion and salvation are magertd de
not on the grace of God alone, but also on meaonduct.

4) Again, we reject the teaching which makes non-conversion and rejegiemieat
not solely upon a person’s conduct, but rather on a secret decree of Gotljrayteddch
conceals or denies that the cause, the only cause, of non-conversiorsisvitial and persistent
resistance, i.e., that he either does not hear God’s Word, but wilfully despiseset, lus ear
and hardens his heart against it and thus blocks the way which the Holy Gheetlgrdursues,
so that He cannot perform His work in him, or, having heard it, puts it agiddistegards it;

5) Again, the teaching which employs the term “almighty grace” in the skasGod
converts men by irresistible grace or by coercion;

6) Again, the teaching that in order to accomplish conversion, universal gnatbenm
reinforced by a secret grace of election which is withheld from those iehmaconverted,

7) Again, the teaching that God by a secret decree has excluded from iconterse
who are not converted, or has passed them by with His grace;

8) Again, the teaching that God, while imparting a certain measure of gralégmparts
only to the elect the full measure of grace sufficient for conversion.

B. Universal Will of Grace.

1) Scripture teaches that everything which God has done, is doing and will e in ti
here on earth, in order to acquire and appropriate to men salvation in Chrikteslin
accordance with an eternal, premeditated will, counsel, and purposelpAd®; Eph. 1, 11.)

2) God has taken pity on the fallen race of men. In the fulness of time Henhagséhe
world for all men His onlybegotten Son, who laasgjuiredperfect salvation for all, for each
individual, also for me. God has done this in accordance with an eternaldgegatecounsel
and will. Before the foundation of the world, He has foreordained Christ as deefer of the
entire human race. (Acts 2, 23; 4, 28; 1 Pet. 1, 20.)

3) This fact, that Christ has fully acquired complete salvation lfonext, God has also
revealed and made knowmall menin the Word of the Gospélhis Gospel of His He causes to
be preached here in the world, in order that men may hear it, and thereby chenknovtledge
of the truth, and thus be saved. God has done and is doing this in accordance witiahn eter
purpose and counsel. (Eph. 1, 9.)

4) Through the Gospel which is His ever equally efficacious means andnest with
all men, the Holy Ghost approaches the individual sinner, lost by naturedieetmed by Christ.
After having brought the sinner to a knowledge of his utter depravity and hawitiigd him
with the anger and judgment of God by means of the Law, the Holy Spirit eamagibses to
bring him to faith in his Savior and thus to appropriate to hint the entireisale&ijuired by
Christ, to justify him, to preserve him in faith by the Word, to glorify him andigwrhanner to
carry out His work of grace unto the end. God does this in accordance withreah edensel and
purpose.

83 A uniform explanation of conversion and non-cowsi@n is offered by Synergists when they place
the cause of both in man. A uniform explanatiorcaiversion and non-conversion is offered by
Calvinists when they place the cause of both in.God
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From the doctrine of the Lutheran Church regarding the universal wilhoégpresented
in the foregoing, there is kept distinct in Scripture

C. The Doctrine of the Election of Grace or of God's Predestination ito the Adoption of
Children and Unto Salvation.

Without reservation we pledge our adherence to the doctrine of the Lu@lenach
regarding the election of grace, or predestination of man unto sonship, abéehgsresented,
on the basis of Scripture, in the Eleventh Article of the Formula of@dnc

Preambile.

In order to think and speak correctly concerning the election of grace, and imair¢ter
exceed the barriers fixed in this doctrine by Scripture, we must learn fnoptuge also the
proper mode of presenting this doctrine. The apostle takes the position tiribtea@ readers
here in time (Rom. 8, 28ff. ; Eph. 1, 3ff.) ; he reminds them of the blessing whichdttein
their possession at present; then he directs their gaze backwargtetémeporal source of that
blessing. He identifies himself and his fellow-Christians withetleet. Thus he would have us
contemplate the eternal election of God. True, Scripture also etéemshere, though briefly, to
the elect whom God has chosen, to the elect who are few in number as comparee mihyt
that are called. (Matth. 22, 14.) But wherever the apostles instrusti@hsi more fully regarding
the mystery of eternity they apply what they say to those in partishlam they are teaching.
Such a direct, practical mode of contemplating the mystery guards us agaion§taliprand
dangerous speculations.

l.

1) Holy Scripture teaches thats God alone whayy grace for Christ’'s sake, has called
us and all believers by means of the Gospel; has brought us unto faitHiesaant keeps us in
faith, and finally saves us. However, Scripture teaches likewisetkaything which God does
now and will yet do for us and all believéie has already in eternity considered in His counsel
and resolved to dq2 Tim. 1, 9; Rom. 8, 29; Eph. 1, 3-5; 2'Thess. 2, 13.) Conformably to
Scripture and the Confessions of our Church we call this eternal puwp@d to save us and
all believers according to the universal way of salvation the forelkigosi God (Rom. 8, 29),
or God's predestination of men unto the adoption of children (Eph. 1, 5; Rom. 8, 29), or the
eternal election unto the adoption of children (Eph. 1, 4), or the election ef(§tam. 11, 5).

2) The eternal election, or God’s predestination unto the adoption of chikiteat
eternal act by which God has prepared our salvation, not only in general, bubhas als
particular considered in His grace us and every one of His own, has electetb salvation
and has decreed that, and in what way, He will call us by the Gospel, bring tis, thefap us
therein, and finally give us eternal life in Christ (Eph. 1, Off. ; Rom. 8, 2&fPet. 1, 2 ; F. C.
707, 13-24; Triglotta 1067 ff.)

3) The cause of this eternal act of God concerning His childissiely the mercy o f
God and the most holy merits of Christjo by His living, suffering, and dying has redeemed
all men and reconciled them unto God. In ourselleee is not found anythirthat could in
any way have prompted God to make this gracious plan concerning us. This applieals
faith, which is not a presupposition, but a result and an effect of¢degimation unto the
adoption of children. (Eph. 4, 5; 2 Tim. 1, 9 ; Rom. 8, 28-30; F. C. 557, 20; Triglotta 837; F.
C. 720, 75; Triglotta 1087; F. C. 723, 88; Triglotta 1093.)

4) Accordingly, election, or predestination, is tdaisewhich effects and consummates
our salvation and whatever pertains thereto (hence also our faith and ewepanse therein).
Upon this immutable and insubvertible counsel of God our salvation is sy éatalblishedhat
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the devil, the world, and our flesh cannot deprive us @athn 10, 28-30; Matth. 16, 18; F. C.
705, 8 ; Triglotta 106S; F. C. 714, 45-49; Triglotta 1079.)

5) Every Christian can and should by faith be certain of his election unto eveglifsi
He does not obtain this assurance by his natural reasoning, nor by way of the hevegiews
his good deeds, but from the Gospel promises of grace, which are sealed byatinersisc
Accordingly, it is to the believer an insubvertible assurance; anaassy however, which does
not exclude the necessity that the Christian work out his own salvatiofieaitand trembling,
yea, prompts him to do so. (Rom. 8, 31-39; Eph. 1, 13.14; Phil. 2, 12. 13; 2 Pet. 1, 10; Hebr. 11,
1; F. C. 709, 25-33; Triglotta 1071 ff. ; F. C. 714, 45; Triglotta 1079.)

6) The election of grace, or predestination unto the adoption of children and unt
salvation, which pertains only to us and all believers, is in no wise iradictton to God's
universal will of grace to save all men through Christ. While, on the one hand, vkesahivill
of grace is the firm foundation on which the election of grace réstgléction of grace, on the
other hand, serves the purpose of giving the Christian a greater assfréire universal will of
grace, for it is the eternal decree of God to carry into effectttigrsal will of grace in us and
all believers. Accordingly, by the election of grace there is efféates, the elect, not a second,
different will of grace, but the identical universal will which Godnestly entertains regarding
all men, and which is frustrated in those that perish by their pasistiful resistance.

7) This election of grace is not paralleled byeection of wrathpy a predestination of
individual men unto perdition, by God's passing most men by with the fulness ofklés by
leaving them in their misery, by a will to work less in them, by a will tavdreem less
powerfully, and the like. On the contrary, God wills earnestly that all meavee and come to
the knowledge of the truth. The damnation of those who are lost is not duedegb#y or
indirectly, to God, nor to His decree of election, nor to the execution of the sarse|dhyto the
malice of men. (Matth. 22, 1 ff.; 23, 37; Acts 7, 51; 2 Thess. 2, 10-12; Rom. 1, 18 ff.; F. C. 555,
12; Triglotta 835; F. C. 711, 34-42; Triglotta 1075; F. C. 721; 78-86; Triglotta 1089.)

8) In regard to the election of grace and to reprobation there is, indeed, niu@bdha
has not revealed in His Word, and that men presumptuously desire to know. OuriGosfess
enumerate many mysteries of this kind, among them the following :\Wiske when we see that
God gives His Word at one place, but not at another; removes it from onespla@dlows it to
remain at another; also, that one is hardened, blinded, given over to a eepnistathtwhile
another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is converted again, etc.—iratitesnilar questions
Paul fixes a certain limit to us how far we should go, namely that iortagart we should
recognize God's judgment. For they are well-deserved penalties of sim&Geteso punishes a
land or nation for despising His Word that the punishment extends also tpdsteirity, as is to
be seen in the Jews; whereby God in some lands and persons exhibits Hig teetherse that
are His, in order to indicate what we all would have well deserved, and weworthy and
worth to receive, since we conduct ourselves evilly over against God's Wadroftan grieve the
Holy Ghost sorely; in order that we may live in the fear of God, and acknowdedgeraise
God's goodness, to the exclusion of, and contrary to, our merit, in and with us to \elmuesi
His Word and allows it to abide, and whom He does not harden and reject.” (F. C. 715, 54-57;
Triglotta 1081.) We are not to brood over these unsearchable mydtetigs cling to the clear
Word of God, in which everything that we need to know for our salvation is plaitdy.¢ka C.
711, 33; Triglotta 1073.)

In those who perish by their own fault we are to perceive the great earne$tGess
and His appalling judgment against sin, and thus be moved all the more tonstantly in the
fear of God, seeing that we deserve the same fate as the reprobaiese fxycnature we also
have only an evil attitude towards the Word of God.
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In ourselves who are saved we are to perceive the pure grace of Gifyaglbpraise
it all the more and render thanks to God also in this way that we appligghde to make our
calling and election sure. Anything that exceeds these limits we sudnertb the
statement of Scripture in Rom. 11, 33-36. (F. C. 716, 58-64; Triglotta 1081.)

1. Antitheses.

1) On the basis of these truths we reject every teaching whicls peeceause of
election or predestination unto the adoption of chileh@nsolelyin God's universal earnest
grace and mercy and in the merits of Christ, or, generally speaking, eaehyrig which in any
form and manner, or in any respect bases election on and explains it by, whaf wiaat he
has, does, or refrains from doing.

2) On the other hand, however, we also reject on the basis of theseuenghteaching
by which those who believe only for a season are numbered with the elect;cniggeehich in
any manner mingles unbelief or backsliding as well as punishment and jutdgina&od with the
doctrine of the election of grace, and thus confounds Law and Gospel; anpddachhich
different and mutually contradictory wills of grace are placed in Gogteaching by which an
irresistible andpatrtial grace is fictitiously ascribed to God ; in short, any view which diyresstl
indirectly, overtly or covertly, in any way conflicts with the doctrine ofi@are regarding the
one universal grace which is equally earnest and efficacious towar@éllyhich in any way
limits the Word of God which states that God would have all men to be saved antbdbme
knowledge of the truth. For instance,

a) the teaching that God has elected us Christians to salwvatfeferencce to
others(prae aliig, by granting us, in addition to universal grace which exists and is @fficac
for all, an altogether particular grace, namely, an “election grace’hiphvide would lead us
surely and infallibly to salvation in preference to others;

b) the teaching that it is due to this “election grace” that g of grace effect
conversion and salvation in some and not in others;

c) the teaching that it is a divine mystery, that is, a mystery in &ogdthe
means of grace do not effect conversion in many.

Declaration Regarding the Phrase Intuitu Fidei Finalis."

1) If the term “election” or selection in view of persevering faittkuftu fidei finalig is
interpreted in this manner only, that God has decreed from eternity to give oreftdpg—for
the sake of the merits of Christ imputed to them—the crown of glorpsetwhom He Himself
by His grace has brought to faith and has kept in faith unto the end, and whom byfisie o
omniscience He knows from eternity; —then such an interpretation egprésdeed, a truth
which is clearly revealed in Scripture, and which, moreover, asdanderns the last of the
decrees passed by God regarding the elect, can, indeed, be included in elgrgdesimation
unto the adoption of children and unto salvation. But neither in Scripture nor@Qottiessions is
this action called election or predestination unto adoption and salvation. Wipatirecand the
Confessions call election has not taken placwiitu fidel’ (see C. I. 1 and 2).

2) It is wrong to call the truths just outlined a second form of the dodfiGed's
election and predestination unto adoption of children and unto salvation, yea, ratlrer we
confronted with two entirely different truths, which cannot be designateddtgrm without
creating boundless confusion.

The doctrine of predestination unto adoption of children and the selection of thos®minue
in faith to the end unto everlasting glory differ in many points. For

a) the former treats of the entire salvation accorded to us (eigit$)oai all its
details; the latter treatmly of the last part, the consummatiaiatificatio);
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b) the former views the creation and preservation of faith agshé and as the
execution of God’s plan; the latter views the merits of Christ, &ppided by faith and kept to
the end, as the basis and presupposition of the eternal decree of God,

c¢) the former knows of onlgnebasis for the decree of God, viz., the grace of
God and the merits of Christ viewed as having been prepared; the latterdgthvesbasis the
grace of God and the merits of Christ viewed as having been apprehended by fagptdad k
the end;

d) the former understands by “electing” the action in eternity by whashare
taken from the kingdom of darkness and transferred to the kingdom of tyratatier
understands by “electing” the segregating, the singling out of one in preféceoihers for the
purpose of ushering him into heaven.

e) the former understands by “the elect” people who are in a state of geace; t
latter understands by “the elect” those who in the sight of God are belevée last;

f) the former answers the questions: Whence is my past, prasefifare
salvation? the latter the question: Why has God decreed in eternity éccpléain definite
persons at His right hand?

g) the former is, according to F. C. 9-11 and 12ff., the way to think and speak
“correctly and profitably” of the predestination unto adoption of childitemjatter is a
different way of speaking regarding the action of God in eternity.

3) It is an undeniable fact that by the rise of the doctrine of an eléatiotu fidei finalis
and by divergent use of the term “election” involved in this doctrine trardeconfusion have
been caused; the doctrine of the Eleventh Article of the Formula of Gbhasithereby been
pushed to the background; and an unsound mixture has been produced out of both.

4) Since the Lutheran Church binds its ministers by a pledge to adhieee to
Confessions, the doctrine of election or predestination unto adoption of chitdiemi@ eternal
life, that is, their being ordained unto the adoption of children etc., is e actrine within the
Church which may justly claim to be the Church’s doctrine of eternalaect

5) Accordingly, the only way to establish peace in the church is for alttstom
themselves to speak as the Scriptures and the Confessions speak.

Declaration Regarding the Phrase Cur alii prae aliis?”

As regards the use of the question : “Why are some converted in poef¢oeothers?”
since God's grace and men's guilt are the same, we declare the following:

A. If the question presupposes that in the last analysis thertéhes, iei God or in man, a
uniform cause of conversion and non-conversion, of election and reprobation, thencjonest
be rejected as false in itself and involving an error that uttedyests a fundamental truth.
Scripture and the Confessions know of no identical cause.

1) Scriptures teaches quite clearly whence it is that men arertsheed savedhat is
due solely to the grace of Gaahd in no respect to the activity or conduct of man. (See Theses on
Conversion 1, 1-7.)

2) With equal clearness Scripture teaches whence it is that men aoaveted and
saved, but remain in their lost, sinful conditidhat is solely their own fau(tthey would not”)
and in no wise the fault of God. (See Theses on Conversion |, 9.)

3) By means of our reason we cannot harmonize these two Scripture truthibavithe
grace of God is the only cause of conversion, and that man's fault isyreaosé of non-con-
version, just as we, by means of our reason, cannot bring Law and Gospel into haBaeny. (
Theses on Conversion Il, 3, with the footnote.)

4) Nor can we in many instances harmonize God's activity in the world vattetgaled
will.
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We cannot and will not attempt to solve these mysteries, since Scriptsraatesmlve them.
Therefore, on the basis of Rom. 11, 33-36, in agreement with the Confession of our Church, we
declare: F. C., Art. XI, 52-64, M. 715ff., Triglotta 1079ff.

B. The question is admissible, however, if the wopiaé aliis' do not imply a grace
that exists exclusively for the elegfrétia particularis praeteritio), but are used only for the
purpose of calling attention to the mystery referred to in A, points 3 and 4.

We should, however, like to point out, in particular, that the bare que§tioretii prae
aliis?” may easily lead to misunderstanding, and for that reason should be avoided.

D. Theses on Other Doctrines.
I. The Scriptures.

1) We pledge adherence to the Holy Scriptures as the only source and normiioé doct
and faith. (2 Tim. 3, 16; 2 Pet. 1, 19-21.) Over against modern theology we maintairs now a
formerly, the doctrine of the verbal inspiration. (1 Cor. 2, 13; 2 Tim. 3, 16.) Wevdand
confess that Scripture not only contains God's Word, but is God's Word, and hence rar errors
contradictions of any sort are found therein.

2) Accordingly, to us all doctrines and statements contained in Scrgpunesubvertibly
established, and our conscience is bound by them. (John 10, 35.) Although some of them may
seem, or be, more important or less important to our life of faith, stiigagds their divine
character all statements of Scripture are, to us, on the sarhe leve

3) On the other hand, we maintain likewise that only such things asrasdectin
Scripture can be an object of faith and doctrine. Although a doctrine may nud affainst
Scripture, no one has a right to believe or teach something as divine ithgbtwr beyond the
authority of Scripture. No error, though it seem ever so insignificamt;leam any right
whatsoever.

II. Our Position As Regards the Lutheran Confessions.

4) Our Confessions are a presentation and summary of the faith of tieedruChurch,
as it has found expression in its response to needs arising from time to timeoTiayclaim to
be anything else than a confession of the faith dwelling in the heart, dressf\ing truth to be
preached in the Church of God.

5) We pledge adherence to all the Confessions of the Lutheran Church abimtaires
Book of Concord of 1580, not “in so far as”, but “because” they are a presentatierpof¢h
doctrine of the divine Word.

6) Accordingly, any person assuming the office of teacher in our Church nhgsteb
himself to conduct his office in accordance with the aforementioned Gariss

7) The pledge to adhere to the Confessions relates only to the damiritezits (that is,
to the doctrine proclaimed as divine truth and to the rejection of c@towdteachings);
however, it relates to these doctrinal contents without exception atatiomiin every article
and part, no matter whether a doctrine is stated expressly as a confessiwma, dwovhether it
is adduced only casually for the purpose of explaining, substantiatingyrets.osher doctrine.

8) On the other hand, anything that pertains merely to the form of the ptesenta
(historical remarks, purely exegetical questions, etc.) is not binding.
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lll. Church Fellowship.

9) Church fellowship, that is mutual recognition of Christians as bretlitee éaith and
their cooperation in church activities, presupposes, according to God's Wongr &whe
fessions, their agreement in the pure doctrine of the Gospel and imfiession of the same by
word and deed. (Matth. 7, 15; Rom. 16, 17; Gal. 1, 8 ; Tit. 3, 10; 2 John 10. 11; M. 40, Art. 7 ;
337, 42; 561, 30; p. 16; Triglotta 47. 517. 843. 19.)

Ignoring doctrinal differences existing at the time when church fellowshiping established
and maintained or declaring them to be of no import is unionism which fictitipussents a
unity that does not exist.

10) The rule is: “Lutheran pulpits for Lutheran pastors only; Luthdtarsdor Lutheran
communicants only”. Pulpit and altar fellowship without unity in doctrine israadl of the truth
and a sin committed against the erring.

11) Church fellowship with a church body which persistently clings to aniearr
doctrine and practice must ultimately be dissolved, because unity éadyalreen disrupted by
that error.

12) Wherever disagreement in the confession of the one divinely revesledrises
through the deception of Satan or the frailty of the flesh, it devolves upon aisfés< the truth
of the divine Word, which alone can overcome error and close the breach.

13) Such confession is done by word and deed, and requires, in the first place, that we
take our stand firmly with those who confess the truth in its purity, and, settuad place, that
we oppose those who falsify the truth to any degree.

Note.How an error of this kind must be treated in individual instances, however, and
how long the erring must be tolerated in the hope that he can be led te foisakror, is a
problem to be solved by the brotherly love of Christians.

IV. The Church

14) The Church of Christ on earth, established and being built up by the Hoty Spiri
through the means of grace, is composed of all true believers, thatdtattg of those who put
their trust in the vicarious living, suffering, and dying of Christ anduaited with one another
by nothing else than this common faith.

15) Accordingly, we confess with the Apology: “However, the Christian €hconsists
not alone in fellowship of outward marks, but it consists chiefly in inwardraamon of eternal
blessings in the heart, as of the Holy Ghost, of faith, of the fear and lovedoRAGd yet, this
same Church has also external marks by which it may be known; namely, wheiis fhee use
of God's Word and the Sacraments are administered in conformity with thetlsareecertainly
is the Church, there are Christians; and this Church only is called the bGtyistfin the
Scriptures.” (NI. 152, 5 ; Triglotta 227.)

V. The Spiritual Priesthood.

16) Christ has made all believers kings and priests in the sight of God,tkis, Féad,
in the saving Gospel and in the Sacraments, has bestowed upon them as suagpiraib#tie s
possessions which He has acquired by His redemption.

17) Every Christian is to exercise this universal priesthood bestisnony in behalf of
the saving truth, according to opportunity and the measure of his knowledge agd abili
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VI. The Pastoral Office.

18) As distinct from the universal priesthood, the pastoral off&ee@ards its essence
and purpose, consists in this, that a person qualified for this office andadlelg to the same
edifies, teaches, and governs a certain congregation in Christ'®gte®ans of God's Word,
and administers the Sacraments in its midst.

19) This office is of divine institution, and its functions, aforatimed, are precisely
defined in God's Word. Accordingly it is the right and duty of every Christiagregation to
establish this office, and this is done by means of calling a pastora&umth is a function of
the universal priesthood.

20) The calling of a pastor is a right of that congregation in which thistani is to
discharge the duties of the office, and by such calling Christ appointsiiigters for the
congregation. Ordination is not a divine, but an ecclesiastical ordif@anites public and solemn
confirmation of the pastor's call.

VII. Antichrist.

21) As regards Antichrist, we confess with the Smalcald Artickastiie Pope is “the
very antichrist” (M. 308, 10-14; Triglotta 475), for among all the anttiam manifestations in
the history of the Church down to the present time there is none in whibl aharacteristics
predicted in 2 Thess. 2 are found as in the papacy. The papacy, then, beingdit@rhenemy
of the Church, must be fought with all earnestness. So much can be clearlypse2mfiess. 2.

22) Whether there will yet be a special development of the antichrstiger, and of
what character this will be, cannot be determined from the Word of Goaet-aith which our
faith has to be content.

VIII. Chiliasm.

23) Every teaching of a millenium (Rev. 20) which turns the kingdom of Jesiss Ch
into an external, earthly, and secular kingdom of glory, or in any manner tden@srmanent
crossbearing character of the Church on earth is to be rejected as a doatiimn
contradiction to clear statements of Scripture.

24) Even a conception of the millenium which does not bear this more or |sssaphy
character, but merely holds that a season of spiritual flourishinggdzhurch, or a general
conversion of the Jews, or a resurrection of the martyrs prior taghelay, and similar events
are still to be expected, has, on the one hand, no clear word of Scripture to $puppdrtan
the other hand, is contradicted by words of Scripture that are quite cle#nisF@ason it must
not be preached as a doctrine of Scripture. (See abov&.D, I,

IX. Sunday.

25) Luther's explanation of the Third Commandment in the Small and in the Lar
Catechism is a masterly presentation of this subject as regardstspfitrm, and spirit.

26) Every addition to the same which in any manner prescribes some exiatuna, fe
like a day or a form for worship, as commanded by God, is not in accord withugeigptthe
Confessions.

X. Open Questions.

Since the phrase “open questions” is understood in various ways, we deelfniéotving:
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27) We reject as a grievous error the attempt to designate as opeorgusstih
questions as, notwithstanding the fact that they have been answered in Gall'aré/tw remain
undecided and uncertain until they have been decided by a verdict of the Gtusdbaving
every body at liberty until then to hold his own opinion and to teach concerning thémevha
pleases. All doctrines clearly and plainly revealed in God's Word aretelfishecided because
of the unconditional authority of the divine Word, no matter whether the Caorisssay
anything about them or not. There exists in the Church no right whatevelidtedavany
manner from the Word of God.

28) However, if by open questions are understood such questions as are notobimgwere
Scripture, though they are suggested in the Scriptures or by the fwjptulifference of opinion
in answering them is permissible, provided that in doing so the teachicgmiug is not
contradicted. Human opinions of this kind, however, must not be representedriaesaft
Scripture, because they go beyond Scripture. (See above D, 1,3).

29) We recognize, indeed, that in an attempt to define the extent ofrth@pen
guestions” we meet with a difficulty. Practically, however, in any coetisial case when the
point in controversy is to be defined, it will be made plain by a thorough stugtyripture,
whether we are dealing with an article of faith or a so-called prollé¢heology. In the latter
case a difference in conviction must not be regarded as a cause for chisioh,diecause the
authority of Scripture is not impugned.

The principle expressed in the Confessions we are to heed “That a idistsiziuld and
must by all means be observed between unnecessary and useless wrangling, orati, one h
whereby the Church ought not to be disturbed, since it destroys more than iupugesl
necessary controversy, on the other hand, as when a controversy occurs stalkiessthre
articles of faith or the chief heads of the Christian doctrine, wibetbe defense of the truth the
false opposite doctrine must be reproved.” (M. 572, 15; Triglotta 857.)

With reference to the above Theses adopted by representativeBaffdie, lowa,
Ohio, Missouri, and Wisconsin Synods the following separate declaratiorfiesesidy two
members of the Committee, to be recorded in the minutes

Separate Declaration.

The Theses treat the doctrine of election, or of the predestinationdaptioa of
childrena posteriori,that is, from the viewpoint of believing Christians, and answer the question:
“Whence is my present, past, and future salvation?” We concedeghiéoriake thus view, and
also give it the preference for practical ends. However, we canmettblezopinion that Scripture
and the Confessions present the doctrine of election chiefly from thipaiigywand that,
accordingly,only this form of the doctrine is to be authorized in the Church.

Furthermore, we cannot say that the so-called second form of the doctritehakibeen
used by our Church for more than three hundred years, gives expression to“docthae”; we
regard it rather another “method of teaching”, by which the right aecti election can be
maintained to its full extent.

As regards the doctrinal contents of the Theses, we are in complenlaherewith.
We offer this declaration, partly because we wish to act in pesifesgrity, partly

because we cannot admit that our Lutheran Church for the entire perfiwdeohtindred years
did not possess the right doctrine of election or of the predestination untcoadufthildren.
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mention.

Lord Jesus Christ, with us abide,
For round us falls the eventide ;

Let not Thy Word, that heav'nly light,
For us be ever veiled in night.

O keep us in thy Word, we pray ;
The guile and rage of Satan stay;
Unto Thy Church grant, Lord, Thy grace,
Peace, concord, patience, fearlessness.

And since the cause and glory, Lord,
Are Thine, not ours, do Thou afford
Us help and strength and constancy,
With all our heart we trust in Thee.

A. C. HaaseSecretary.
SOLI DEO GLORIA!
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Chicago Theses (1918}
Hans Stub

In regard to the Work of Christ, Redemption, and Reconciliation:

Jesus Christ, God and Man, has not only for the benefit of, but in the plaechofmban
race, taken upon Himself the sins of the world with the just penaltiiseior. In the place
of the world and for its benefit, He has, by His holy life, fulfilled #m,land, by his
suffering and death, by his blood, paid the penalty for the whole world, truly and calmplet
satisfied the divine justice, redeemed the world from guilt and punrgiwhein, and
brought about reconciliation of God, whose wrath had come upon mankind on account of sin
and whose justice required satisfaction.

In regard to the Gospel:
The Gospel is not only a story, a narrative of what Jesus Christ has dondhbut a
same time it offers and gives the result of the work of Christ—aldh\fergiveness of sin.
Yea, it even at the same time gives the power to accept what it offers

In regard to Absolution:

Absolution does not essentially differ from the forgiveness of simexffby the Gospel.
The only difference is that absolution is the direct application oiengss of sin to the
individual desiring the consolation of the Gospel. Absolution is not a judgrasseg by
the pastor on those being absolved, declaring that they now have forgiveness.

In regard to Holy Baptism and the Gospel:
The Holy Ghost works regeneration of the sinner through Baptism and the GBspiekre
therefore justly called the means of regeneration.

In regard to Justification:
Justification is not an act in man but an act by God in heaven, declaring thiantpe
and believing just, or stating that he is regarded as such on accountoptitation of the
righteousness of Christ by faith.

In regard to Faith:
Faith is not in any measure a human effort. Faith is an act of man iasdfas man
who believes. But both the power to believe and the act of believing are God’sndagitta
in the human soul or heart.

In regard to Conversion:

Conversion as the word is commonly used in out Lutheran Confessions comprises
contrition and faith produced by the Law and the Gospel. If man is not converted, the
responsibility and guilt fall on him because he in spite of God’s all-seffiigjrace through
the call, “would Not” according to the Word of Christ, Matthew 23:37: “Howroftould |
have gathered thy children even as a hen gathers her chickens undeghanaiye were
would not.”

If a man is converted the glory belongs to god alone, whose work of grace it is
throughout. Before conversion or in conversion, there is no cooperation of man, \®rythe
moment man is converted, cooperation begins through the new powers given nsiconve

84The Chicago Theses (1919) are printed in Fred \Wudér The Formation of the American Lutheran
Church (Columbus: The Wartburg Press, 1958) 293-295.
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though this cooperation is never independent of the Holy Spirit, but alagach an
extent and so long as God by His holy Spirit rules, guides, and leads him.” Fanoord.

In regard to Election::
The causes of election to salvation are the mercy of god and the most hiblyf mer

Christ; nothing in us on account of which God has elected us to eternal life

On the one hand we reject all forms of synergism which in any way would deprive G
of His glory as the only Savior. On the other hand we reject all forms @h@ah which
directly or indirectly would conflict with the order of salvation, and would g tp all a
full and equally great opportunity of salvation, or which in any manner would vibkate
Word of God which says that God will have all men to be saved and to come unto the
knowledge of the truth. | Timothy 2:4.
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Minneapolis Theses 1928°
I. The Scriptures.

The synods signatory to these Articles of Agreement accept without iexcalpthe
canonical books of the Old and the New Testaments as a whole, and irr @attgias the
divinely inspired, revealed, and inerrant Word of God, and submit to tttie asly infallible
authority in all matters of faith and life.

“Il. The Lutheran Symbols.

1. These synods also, without reservation, accept the symbolical book€Eohtigelical
Lutheran Church, not insofar as, but because they are the presentation amatiexpdd the pure
doctrine of the Word of God and a summary of the faith of the Lutheran Churbis hag found
expression in response to the exigencies arising from time to time.

(The Norwegian Lutheran Church of America, in agreement with the grositithe
Lutheran Church in Norway and Denmark, has officially accepted only the Baumenical
Creeds, the Unaltered Augsburg Confession, and Luther's Small Catechisnpodihon does
not imply that the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America in any way whatsogeets the
remaining symbolical books of the Lutheran Church, as the constant refésghem in her
theological literature amply testify, but since the other symbolicaldanknot known to her
constituency generally, it has not been deemed necessary to require foisoapsoh to the
entire Book of Concord.)

2. Adherence to our confessions pertains only to their doctrinal contenthé.e., t
doctrines declared to be divine truth and the rejection of oppositersgi®)irbut to these without
exception or limitation in all parts, no matter whether a doctrine isfgadly cited as a
confession or incidentally introduced for the purpose of elucidating omgreame other
doctrine. All that pertains to the form of presentation (historical conanguéstions purely
exegeticaletc) is not binding.

lll. Church Fellowship.

1. These synods agree that true Christians are found in every denomirtatibias so
much of divine truth revealed in Holy Scripture that children of God can Ipeibdr that
according to the Word of God and our confessions, church fellowship, that islmdognition,
altar and pulpit fellowship, and eventually cooperation in the stéstbential work of the church,
presupposes unanimity in the pure doctrine of the Gospel and in the confeshmsaht in
word and deed.

Where the establishment and maintenance of church fellowship ignosestpiectrinal
differences or declares them a matter of indifference, theredaiami, pretense of union which
does not exist.

2. They agree that the rule, 'Lutheran pulpits for Lutheran pastorsamaly_utheran
altars for Lutheran communicants only," is not only in full accord with, bugssacily implied in,
the teachings of the divine Word and the Confessions of the evahgelicaran Church. This
rule, implying the rejection of all unionism and syncretism, must be obsergettiag forth a
principle elementary to sound and conservative Lutheranism.”

8% The Minneapolis Theses are printed in Fred W. Med$he Formation of the American Lutheran
Church (Columbus: The Wartburg Press, 1958) 295-296.
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IV. In points of doctrine

In 1920 all synods with the exception of Buffalo (to which they had not been sud)mitte
adopted theses on:

1. The Work of Christ

2. The Gospel

3. Absolution

4. Holy Baptism

5, Justification

6. Faith

7. Conversion

8. Election See thehicago These$919.

After discussion of these theses the representatives prasemtae the conclusion that
we are in full agreement in all essentials pertaining to thedardec

V. The Lodge Question.

1. These synods agree that all organizations or societies, secret aiopaneither
avowedly religious or practise the forms of religion without confessirggraatter of principle
the Triune God or Jesus Christ as the Son of God, come into the flesh, and oufr&avgim, or
teach instead of the Gospel, salvation by human works or morality, arehaistiat and
destructive of the best interests of the church and the individual soul, arntti¢hefore, the
Church of Christ and its congregations can have no fellowship with them.

2. They agree that a Lutheran synod should not tolerate pastors who havedffilia
themselves with any anti-Christian society. And they admonish their pastdrcongregations to
testify against the sin of lodgery and to put forth earnest effatibcly and privately to enlighten
and persuade persons who are members of anti-Christian societies, thaiewennection with
such organizations.

VI. Recognition

The representatives of the synods here present agree that the syeptisgthese
articles are one in doctrine and practice, recognize each other asuitudydn and may enter
into pulpit and altar fellowship.

The presidents of the synods here represented are asked to presegitedment to their
respective synods for adoption.
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