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Introduction

On each generation a date is imprinted. That date and the events that occurred on it become
embedded on a generation’s consciousness and define its era.

Every American alive on 7 December 1941 remembers hearing that “Japanese warplanes
brought sudden death and undisclosed destruction to the beautiful Hawaiian islands in their sudden
raid” on Pearl Harbor'—a day President Franklin D. Roosevelt predicted would “live in infamy.” No
one old enough to remember 22 November 1963 can forget where he or she was when news came
that “a gunman assassinated President John F. Kennedy with a high-powered rifle” from “the fifth
floor of a textbook warehouse” in Dallas, Texas.? Millions more can tell where they were on 28
January 1986, when “the Challenger exploded in a boiling ball of flame about 75 seconds after
blastoff from Cape Canaveral, Florida, killing teacher Christa McAuliffe and her six crewmates.”

Few Americans remember anything significant about Thursday, 17 August 1961. According
to the morning newspaper published in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, the next day, Communist rulers in
East Berlin were preparing to fight to preserve their “barbed wire barricades,” more than 89,000
guests visited the Wisconsin State Fair in West Allis, and a Whitefish Bay boy was killed playing

“pirates” when he was crushed by falling sand and gravel in an 8-foot ditch.!

' «U. S. Islands Bombed as Japs Start War,” MS, 8 December 1941, 1.
? «“Kennedy Slain by an Assassin,” MS, 23 November 1963, 1.
? “Disaster won’t halt shuttles,” MS, 29 January 1986, 1.

* “Allies, Reds, Gird for Berlin Fight,” “Metro Area Makes ‘Day’ Good as 89,130 Jam Fair,”
“Dirt Slide Kills Playing Boy,” all articles in MS, 18 August 1961, 1:1.



But the third headline on the front page of The Milwaukee Sentinel announced, “Wis. Synod,

25

Missouri Split,” and a front-page article in the afternoon paper, The Milwaukee Journal, heralded a
most traumatic event for what was then the fourth largest Lutheran church body in the United States.

The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod voted late Thursday to sever
relations with the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod.

The action was hailed as the “hour of decision” for the Wisconsin Synod. It

was approved, 124 to 49, by delegates in the final session of their 36th convention

which dragged on eight hours past expected adjournment at Wisconsin Lutheran

High School. . ..

The Rev. Werner Franzmann, chairman of the floor committee that

introduced the resolution, said the step was essential to avoid confused and troubled

consciences in the synod.

“We have gone the long mile of Christian love with the Missouri Synod with

the course and kind of admonition we have given until now,” he said. “Today a

sterner kind of admonition and love is required.”

Four decades later, Wisconsin’s decision to sever fellowship with the Missouri Synod
remains highly significant. Church members old enough to remember refer to it simply as “the split.”
Younger men and women with little knowledge of the issues involved and no personal recollection of
the antagonism aroused nonetheless come to realize its gravity. For those who.remember, wrote
Edward Fredrich, “the loss of the battles and of the war will always remain the most significant and
traumatic episode in their own personal version of their church body’s history.” Most of the synod’s

pastors and teachers and many of its members felt particular losses in the disruption of cherished

relationships. Painful as it was, the split “could have been tragic in the extreme,” as “dire prophecies

% James M. Johnson, “Wis. Synod, Missouri Split,” MS, 18 August 1961, 1:1.

¢ David A. Runge, “Wisconsin Synod Votes to Split With Missouri,” MJ, 18 August 1961,
1:1, 10.
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from without and within” warned that breaking with Missouri would spell the demise of the
Wisconsin Synod.”

Do LCMS members regard the break from Wisconsin and the dissolution of the Synodical
Conference with an equal sense of regret and loss? Certainly during the quarter century before 1961,
a powerful and vocal constituency within Missouri also detected changes occurring in their synod.
This constituency regarded Wisconsin as a valued ally and lamented the loss, fearing Missouri’s
“theological liberalism” would increase without the restraining effect of Wisconsin’s protests.®

The split appears to have had a much smaller impact on Missouri, however, than on
Wisconsin. Few Missourians feared their synod could not survive without Wisconsin; indeed,
members of both synods recall the caustic question some Missourians posed, “How long must the tail
wag the dog?” Missouri’s President John W. Behnken wrote in 1964 that he found it “difficult to
express in words the deep sadness™ he felt over the break. Wisconsin’s action was, in his view,
“certainly premature.”

A more revealing indicator of Missouri’s reaction to the break, however—or lack of it—may
be found in the first issue of the unofficial journal Dialog, which likened the Missouri Synod’s regret

over the dissolution of fellowship with the Wisconsin Synod to the sadness one feels when a long-ill

" Edward C. Fredrich, The Wisconsin Synod Lutherans: A History of the Single Synod,
Federation, and Merger (Milwaukee: NPH, 1992), 198. Fredrich’s history will be cited as WSL.

¥ In a letter read to Wisconsin’s 1961 convention, the Church of the Evangelical Lutheran
Confession [in the Dispersion in Germany[ expressed fears that “the once sturdily confessional
Missouri Synod might consort with lax and compromising Lutheran bodies if she became separated
from her confessional sister, the Wisconsin Synod.” Such fears, wrote Carleton Toppe, “imply that
the Wisconsin Synod has been a confessional anchor in the Synodical Conference.” But Toppe
added: “As long as God’s Word permitted its testimony to serve as a confessional anchor, our Synod
was willing to be that anchor. But a dragged anchor we could not be.” The anxiety of that overseas
church was also the dilemma of conservatives that remained in Missouri. “If a synod has drifted in
spite of confessional moorings, what will be its course without them?” C[arleton] Toppe, “Drifting,”
NL 48 (24 September 1961): 307.

® John W. Behnken, This I Recall (St. Louis: CPH, 1964), 178-9.
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patient has finally died. Insisting that doctrinal unity in the Synodical Conference had been “a pious
fiction” for some time, the Dialog editorialist added, “It was no secret that, among other things, the
Wisconsin Synod had been a drag on Missouri’s moves toward ecumenical participation.”"

Just as indicative of Missouri’s seeming lack of regret at severed fellowship with Wisconsin
was the way the LCMS communicated the split to its delegates at its 1962 synodical convention at
Cleveland. Behnken referred to Wisconsin’s suspension of fellowship in his report to the synod, as
did the convention’s Floor Committee No. 3 on Doctrinal and Intersynodical Matters. Delegates,
however, were never presented with the text of Wisconsin’s resolution from the previous summer,
which expressed “the hope and prayer to God” that the LCMS would “hear in this resolution an
evangelical summons to ‘come to herself* (Luke 15:17)” and “return to the side of the sister from
whom she has estranged herself.”"!

Perhaps the most blatant admission of Missouri disregard for the effects of its break with the
Wisconsin Synod came from Missouri’s Richard Koenig in 1962. Responding to one of seven
questions posed by E. Clifford Nelson regarding the future of inter-Lutheran relations following

Wisconsin’s convention resolutions, Koenig wrote that Nelson “overestimates the influence of the

Wisconsin Synod on Missouri. To be quite candid a good part of Missouri probably couldn’t care

1 “Autopsy,” Dialog 1 (Winter 1962): 70. An American Lutheran editorialist in 1962 wrote
that “deference to Wisconsin Synod objections™ had “stood in the way of many a Missouri attempt to
do something about the divided state of Lutheranism.” The editorialist questioned whether Missouri
would continue to back away from union efforts “for the sake of our Wisconsin brethren” now that
the synods were no longer in fellowship. “Cleveland and Lutheran Unity,” AL 45 (May 1962): 5. In
1963 another American Lutheran editorialist insisted that “for much too long” the LCMS had
“allowed the objections of Wisconsin Synod members to determine its relation to other churches.” It
was now “high time for Missouri to do what it ought to do” rather than what Wisconsin wanted it to
do. “Will the Albatross Remain?” AL 46 (October 1963): 5.

"' Wisconsin Proceedings, 1961, 198. There is a hint of Wisconsin’s hurt and frustration in
the report of Frederic E. Blume of Wisconsin’s Commission on Doctrinal Matters, “Report on the
Cleveland Convention of the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, July 20-30, 1962,” NL 49 (26
August 1962): 262-5.
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less about what the Wisconsin Synod did or did not do.” Wisconsin’s suspension of fellowship
“hardly had the power to evoke ‘a profound sense of humility.””"?

Wisconsin’s only official account of the story frames the demise of the Synodical
Conference as a purely doctrinal disagreement.”” Wisconsin has insisted repeatedly that church
fellowship doctrine and practice as carried out by the Synodical Conference was and remains correct,

and Wisconsin maintains that it still practices what the Synodical Conference used to preach.'

2 Richard Koenig, “‘Answers Seven’: A Reply to Dr. E. Clifford Nelson,” AL 45 (October
1962): 15. See E. Clifford Nelson, “Questions Seven: Concerning American Inter-Lutheran
Relations,” Lutheran World 9 (May 1962): 167-9. Nelson’s “Question 3,” to which Koenig
responded, seems not to have been balanced in the Wisconsin Synod’s favor. In full, Nelson’s
“Question 3” was: “Has the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod—dynamic, vital, progressive, and
powerful as it is—a profounder sense of humility as a result of the altercation within the Synodical
Conference? Has the experience with Wisconsin taught Missouri to see itself as other Lutherans
have seen it? Has its insistence on agreement in all details of doctrine and practice now become a
Frankenstein which has turned itself back on Missouri? Wisconsin has treated Missouri with the
same overbearing attitude that Missouri has been accustomed to demonstrate towards other
Lutherans. Does Missouri realize now what it means to be charged with false doctrine when it
knows itself as having sought to be evangelical and Lutheran? One of the Missouri leaders
complained about the break with Wisconsin: ‘I have relatives and friends in the Wisconsin Synod
with whom I no longer can be in fellowship.” To this a NLC leader replied: ‘Now you know how we
have felt all these years!” It is to be hoped that this experience will cause Missouri to deal more
understandingly and sympathetically with those who are eager to be her friends.”

¥ Edward Fredrich, “The Great Debate with Missouri,” WLQ 74 (April 1977): 157-73.
Fredrich’s account of the split in chapter 18 of WSL, “Break with Missouri,” 198208, is virtually
identical.

' Wisconsin seminary Professor Joh. P. Meyer cited a statement by Otto Geiseman in The
American Lutheran in 1962 to demonstrate that “we of the Wisconsin Synod are the ones who are
preserving the position and spirit of the Synodical Conference, and thus are the genuine
representatives of that church body.” [Joh. P.] M[eyer], “Is Conservatism Traditionalism?” WLQ 59
(April 1962): 148. O[tto] A. Geiseman, “Spirit at Work,” 4L 45 (March 1962): 6. See also
Clarleton] Toppe, “Better, A Hallowed Memory,” NL 51 (12 January 1964): 3. For similar, more
recent assessments, see E[dward] C. Fredrich, “Wisconsin’s Theological-Confessional
History—Viewed Especially in the Light of its Fellowship Principles and Practices,” LHC, Essays
and Reports, VI (1977), 105. Wilbert R. Gawrisch, “‘If ye continue in My Word,”” WLQ 90 (Winter
1993): 4.

See also “A Dead End for the Synodical Conference.” AL 46 (October 1963): 5: “Missouri
Synod members, of course, resent and reject the charge that their synod has departed from ‘the
historical doctrinal position of the Conference.’” Citing agreement between the Synodical
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Missouri protested at the time, sometimes in the face of mounting evidence to the contrary, that it had
not changed.” Now, however, Missouri historians freely acknowledge the transformation their
synod experienced.'® History has confirmed the validity of Wisconsin’s repeated charges that

Missouri had changed."”

Conference constitution and the Missouri Synod constitution regarding the Holy Scriptures and the
Lutheran Confessions as the basis for its doctrinal position, The American Lutheran editorialist
added, “Those faulting the Missouri Synod will be hard put to prove that the Synod as an
organization or any of its members has departed from the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions.”

'*In a 1955 letter, Behnken wrote that it was his “honest conviction that the Missouri Synod
has not changed its doctrinal position” during its efforts to establish doctrinal unity with the
American Lutheran Church.” John W. Behnken to “Taffy” (W. F. Klindwirth), 19 August 1955, in
CHI, Behnken papers, Suppl. 1, Box 15, Folder 9; cited by Thomas A. Kuster, “The Fellowship
Dispute in the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod: A Rhetorical Study of Ecumenical Change” (Ph.
D. diss., University of Wisconsin, Madison, 1969), 268.

' Reviewing Missouri’s 1962 convention, Martin Marty stated flatly, “Missouri is changing
and knows it.” He suggested that Wisconsin’s attacks on the Missouri Synod hurt “because they
were reminders of a cozy world of a century and less ago when Missouri had held some of those
positions.” Martin E. Marty, “Head First But Not Headlong: Missouri’s New Direction, 1962,” LS 2
(14 August 1962): 5. See also “Changing Missouri and Its New Course,” CL 23 (August-September
1962): 946, which cited the 24 June 1962 Cleveland Plain Dealer, the 21 August 1962 Lutheran
Witness, the August 1962 American Lutheran, and the 18 July 1962 Christian Century on Missouri’s
new direction in 1962.

In 1964, LCMS First Vice President Roland Wiederanders admitted, “We have not dealt
honestly and openly with our pastors and people. We have refused to state our changing theological
position in open, honest, forthright, simple, and clear words. Over and over again we said that
nothing was changing but all the while we were aware of the changes taking place.” James E.
Adams, Preus of Missouri and the Great Lutheran Civil War (New York: Harper and Row,
Publishers, 1977), 124. ‘

In 1973, Richard John Neuhaus observed with greater insistence: “Leadership of recent
decades kept telling the people there were no changes in the Missouri Synod, when any village idiot
anywhere in the church knew there were changes.” People felt “lied to and cheated.” James E.
Adams, “Missouri Synod Lutherans: Conservative Takeover,” CC 110 (1-8 August 1973): 772. A
year later, Leigh Jordahl wrote that whatever one may think of the doctrinal issues that divided the
synods, it was “abundantly clear” that “Missouri had changed its position.” Leigh Jordahl, “Old
Missouri is Gone,” Dialog 13 (Spring 1974): 86.

7 See, for example, Edmund Reim, “Dr. Graebner and the Lutheran Witness,” Qu 46 (April
1949): 130-2. “An Overture and a Reply,” Qu 46 (July 1949): 207-10. “Who Has Changed?” NL 39
(14 December 1952): 396-7. Im[manuel] P. Frey, “The Voice of the C.U.C.: Joint Prayer and
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The following study presents the stages of the intersynodical debate that led the Wisconsin
Ev. Lutheran Synod to exit the Ev. Lutheran Synodical Conference during the thirty years, 1931-61.
Official source material is abundant. The synod’s theological journal has presented a consistent
viewpoint regarding the Scouting movement, the military chaplaincy, applications of the synod’s
teachings regarding church fellowship, and the inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible, all of which
played key roles in Wisconsin’s exit."®

The synod’s first magazine for lay readers, the Ev. Lutheran Gemeinde—Blatt, was launched
in 1865' and continued publication until 1969.%° Its English counterpart, The Northwestern

Lutheran, appeared in 1914% and, paralleling the synod’s transition from German to English

Church Fellowship,” NL 43 (19 February 1956): 56-7. Irwin J. Habeck, “The Religious Press and
Our Problem,” NL 47 (18 December 1960): 410-1.

18 The Wisconsin Synod’s Quarterly is “the oldest surviving Lutheran theological journal in
the world.” Gawrisch, ““If ye continue in My Word,’” 3. Having first appeared in 1904, it made,
along with its synod, the gradual but inevitable transition to English. For 43 years under the title
Theologische Quartalschrift it contained articles primarily in German. Beginning with the January
1947 issue it retained the name Quartalschrift but appended Theological Quarterly. In 1960,
following the renaming of the synod to the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod (WELS), the
journal was also renamed as Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly, though it retained the subtitle
Theologische Quartalschrift. Editor Paul Peters admitted that it was only after being “importuned by
our own readers” that the seminary faculty decided to publish all articles in English and follow all
German quotations with English translations. Yet Peters asked his readers to bear with the subtitle,
fully expecting that “in our own circles the German name Quartalschrift will undoubtedly still and
always be used in preference to any English name.” P[aul] Peters, “Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly,”
WLQ 57 (January 1960): 72. Only eight years later, however, the German subtitle was dropped
because “a bilingual title if the periodical is not bilingual can be confusing.” Armin W. Schuetze,
“Foreword for Volume 65: A Last Vestige Disappears,” WLQ 65 (January 1968): 3.

¥ “Proceedings of the 15th Convention of the German Evangelical Lutheran Synod of
Wisconsin and Other States held in the German Evangelical Lutheran Church of Watertown, Wis.,
June 22 to 28, 1865, Watertown,” (printed by the power-press of the Weltburger office, 1865); trans.
Amold O. Lehmann, WHIJ 15 (April 1997): 15.

% H(einrich J.] Vogel, “Publication of Gemeinde—Blatt Ends,” WLQ 67 (January 1970):
60-1.

2! J[ohn] J[enny], “Introductory,” NL 1 (7 January 1914): 1-2. See also James P. Schaefer,
“From this corner,” NL 72 (1 January 1985): 2. James P. Schaefer, “From this corner.” NL 76 (1
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following World War I, the circulation of The Northwestern Lutheran overtook that of the
Gemeinde—Blatt.? Hoping to preserve intersynodical harmony, The Northwestern Lutheran seldom
printed news articles regarding the controverted issues that arose between the synods beginning in
the late 1930s. On 13 April 1947, however, a Northwestern Lutheran editor writer announced that
the time had now come to speak, “not for the purpose of disrupting now the fellowship about which
we were so concerned” but because “our members are surely entitled to know where our Wisconsin
Synod stands, and why it stands as it does.”®

As turmoil increased, the Wisconsin Synod responded with additional publications: a series
of eleven tracts in 1953 and 1954,% a point-counterpoint series of pamphlets—A Fraternal Word on
the questions in controversy between the Wisconsin Synod and the Missouri Synod from the Missouri
Synod in October 1953, “4 Fraternal Word” Examined from Wisconsin in early 1954, and 4

Fraternal Reply in July 1954—as well as numerous study papers and conference essays. Many

January 1989): 19. Morton Schroeder, “The magazine debuts,” (15 March 1989): 108-9.

2 The transition was not rapid, however. In 1938, two decades after the conclusion of the
war, Gemeinde—Blatt subscribers still outnumbered Northwestern Lutheran subscribers, 5600 to
4400. The balance did not tip in The Northwestern Lutheran’s favor until 1940. E[lmer C.]
Kiessling, History of the Western Wisconsin District (Watertown, Wis.: Northwestern College,
1970), 29.

# E[dmund] Reim, “A Time to Keep Silence, and a Time to Speak,” NL 34 (13 April 1947):
115. Reim’s subsequent series of Northwestern Lutheran articles was reprinted in 1950 by authority
of Wisconsin’s Committee on Tracts under the title, Where Do We Stand? An Outline of the
Wisconsin Position.

# All tracts were published by the Wisconsin Synod’s Conference of Presidents. The first 2
appeared in 1953, the remaining 9 in 1954: Number 1: Lutheran Bodies in the U. S. A. Number 2:
1938-1953. Number 3: Every Sinner Declared Righteous. Number 4: Not By My Own Reason or
Strength. Number S: If the Trumpet Give an Uncertain Sound. Number 6: Chosen by Grace From
Eternity. Number 7: Our Position Against Scouting. Number 8: Cooperation in Externals. Number
9: Antichrist. Number 10: Prayer Fellowship. Number 11: The Chaplaincy Question. See also
E[dmund] Reim, “As We See It: Something to Read,” NL 41 (21 February 1954): 57. Edward
Fredrich felt these tracts were “useful and necessary” because they “undoubtedly had the good effect
of strengthening the members of the Wisconsin Synod in their difficult stand,” yet “very few, it
seems, were persuaded to change views or sides.” Fredrich, “The Great Debate,” 163.
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pastors who lived through that era have files bulging with yellowed copies of conference papers,
folders filled with personal and professional correspondence, and homemade presentations developed
to interpret the issues in dispute to their congregations. Pastors from that era also share rich
memories of the issues, personalities, and events involved.

In addition to these many printed resources, this study is based on the results of a
questionnaire addressed to 105 Wisconsin Synod pastors in April 1997.% These pastors graduated
from the seminary as early as 1926, as recently as 1962. Many served on key district or synodical
committees or were present or participated in emotionally charged Wisconsin Synod or Synodical
Conference conventions. Eighty-two of the 105 pastors surveyed responded—78 percent, an
extraordinary response—many within days of receiving the survey.® Respondents were especially
generous in opening their personal files, forwarding conference essays, newspaper and magazine
clippings, letters, study papers, and other artifacts, all of which serve to transport the reader back to
those tense years.

The survey format offered respondents the choice of maintaining the anonymity of their
comments, but more than 90 percent chose the option “You may use my name in connection with ail

of the comments on this survey.” There was a sense throughout that this “great debate with

 See the Appendix for a copy of the pastoral survey and cover letter.

% According to E. R. Babbie, The Practice of Social Research, 5th ed. (Belmont, Calif.:
Wadsworth, 1983), 242, and D. R. Monette, T. J. Sullivan, and C. R. De Jong, Applied Social
Research: Tools for the Human Services (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1986), 49, return
rates are generally less than fifty percent, especially for surveys that contain no enclosed
compensation or follow-up mailings. A return rate of fifty percent is often considered adequate, and
rates exceeding seventy per cent are regarded as unusually good. Besides such practical suggestions
as enclosing a self-addressed, stamped envelope and attaching a cover letter, W. S. Martin, W. J.
Duncan, T. L. Powers, and J. C. Sawyer, “Costs and Benefits of Selected Response Inducement
Techniques in Mail Survey Research,” Journal of Business Research 19 (1989): 6779, reported that
respondents were more likely to answer surveys when “the importance and relevance of the survey
[were] clear to the prospective respondent.” All of the above data was contained in Lee Ellis,
Research Methods in the Social Sciences (Madison, Wis.: Brown and Benchmark, 1994), 183-5.
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Missouri” constituted the weightiest battle of their lives, though in the 1940s and 1950s many were
relatively young, inexperienced pastors. For this study the identity of all survey respondents has
been kept confidential; they will be referenced by number, arranged chronologically in the order the
surveys were returned.”’

Some respondents apologized for “slipping memories,” yet their recollections contain
numerous specific details fixed in their minds decades ago. The individual recollections of some
respondents are contradicted by those of other respondents; occasionally, comments even questioned
or challenged official synodical positions. Some differences may be attributed to regional variations
as intersynodical debate unfolded. Most significantly, their memories reflect their perceptions of
what happened, and it was on the basis of those perceptions that they served their congregations and
their synod, and ultimately made the decision to break fellowship with the LCMS.%

Chapter 1 presents a brief review of pertinent details in the synods’ intertwined histories up
to 1931. The Missouri and Wisconsin synods came to acknowledge each other’s orthodoxy in
teaching and practice, yet they retained distinctive synodical personalities and resisted efforts to be

joined into a single synodical organization.

#7 For a fuller discussion of survey results, see Mark Braun, ““Those were trying years!’
Recollections of the ‘split,”” WHIJ 18 (April 2000): 21-66.

2 Robert Preus, in a review of John Tietjen’s Memoirs in Exile: Confessional Hope and
Institutional Conflict (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), in Logia 1 (October 1992): 65, admitted
that “there is a risk in writing memoirs™ because “memory is often fragile and not always accurate,
even in the most scrupulous of men.” Preus quoted Jeremy Campbell, who observed in his book
Grammatical Man that “we construct meanings and remember our constructions.” Campbell added:

“There is evidence . . . to suggest that we reconstruct information when retrieving it from
memory. Only the gist of the information is stored. The details are added at the time of the
recollection, on the basis of what we expect to have been true. Reconstruction may seriously distort
that original information, but the rememberer may be quite unaware of the distortion. If the material
given to us is consistent with our knowledge or expectations, it is more likely to be recalled correctly,
but if it is inconsistent, then there are likely to be systematic distortions.” Jeremy Campbell,
Grammatical Man: Information, Entropy, Language, and Life (New York: Simon and Schuster, Inc.,
1982), 226.
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Chapter 2 traces the development of initial disturbances between the synods. Disagreements
over the doctrine of church and ministry provoked meetings, theses, and spirited correspondence in
the early 1930s, although observers then and since have not regarded those disagreements as divisive
of fellowship between the two bodies. Changes in Missouri policy regarding participation in the
United States government’s military chaplaincy program and acceptance of the Boy and Girl Scout
programs jeopardized the harmonious relation of the synods and provoked initial responses of hurt
and betrayal by Wisconsin Synod spokespersons.

By the late 1940s the Wisconsin Synod recognized that the common denominator underlying
its disagreements with the Missouri Synod was the doctrine of church fellowship—especially prayer
fellowship. Changes in fellowship practice and teaching, in fact, had been brewing in Missouri since
World War I. During the 1950s the LCMS moved toward a revised presentation of church
fellowship that came to be expressed in The Theology of Fellowship, which was granted formal
approval at its 1965 and 1967 synodical conventions. This story is told in chapter 3.

Chapter 4 concentrates on the Wisconsin Synod’s response to these changes. Wisconsin
refined and expanded its presentation of church and prayer fellowship, and by the late 1950s
summarized its doctrine and practice of fellowship under the term unit concept. In 1960, Wisconsin
declared that an “impasse” had been reached between the two synods, which led to the convention
vote in 1961.

Beginning in the 1950s fears arose in both synods that some of Missouri’s leading
theologians were abandoning their synod’s traditional teaching regarding the inerrancy and
inspiration of Scripture. The doctrine of the Word of God was never the presenting issue in
Wisconsin’s determination to leave the Synodical Conference, yet chapter 5 shows that this issue
nonetheless aggravated Wisconsin’s misgivings about Missouri’s theological position and

contributed to the break.
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This study concludes with brief observations on WELS development since its formal exit

from the Synodical Conference in 1963.
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Chapter 1: Sister Synods

Milwaukee historian John Gurda has described the 1930s as “a decade of deepening
darkness, a nightmarish descent into a totally unforeseen state of worry and want.” Neck bones and
spareribs replaced more expensive cuts of meat at evening meals, and “one-meatball casseroles”
became a popular staple. Many people deferred medical care as long as possible and ignored dental
care entirely. More than 53 percent of Milwaukee’s 1932 property taxes went unpaid, and public
works crews that had paved 52.7 miles of city streets in 1929 reduced their output to less than two-
thirds of a mile in 1933. Some even suggested that the heavier eaters at the Washington Park Zoo be
slaughtered for their nutritional value.'

Churches suffered along with the rest of the nation.? Researchers H. Paul Douglass and
Edmund S. de Brunner reported that 20 of 35 “leading denominations” compared in 1934 had
reduced their total expenditures by 30 to 50 percent, and five more than 50 percent.> From 1930 to
1935, Methodist, Congregational, and Presbyterian churches suffered a 38 percent decrease in giving,

and the Episcopal Church experienced a 35 percent decline in receipts between 1929 and 1934. In

! John Gurda, The Making of Milwaukee (Milwaukee: Milwaukee County Historical Society,
1999), 278-80.

? Wisconsin Synod historian Edward Fredrich liked to point out, however, a bright spot in
those difficult times: “In the depth of the Depression, in 1932, experts in economics tell us, the share
of ‘total personal consumption expenditures’ spent for religious and welfare activities stood higher
than it ever has been since.” While the figure was at .02 percent in the 1930s, it dropped below .01
percent in the more prosperous 1950s and in 1970 it was .014 percent. Fredrich concluded that
people “seem to need an economic setback to put a brake on their selfishness and materialism.”
E[dward] C. Fredrich, “Depression Nostalgia, NL 67 (20 July 1980): 227

* H. Paul Douglass and Edmund S. de Brunner, The Protestant Church as a Social Institution
(New York: Harper and Bros., 1935), 208; cited by Robert T. Handy, “The American Religious
Depression, 1925-1935,” Church History 29 (March 1960): 9.



the dollar equivalent of the time, contributions to missions in the Episcopal Church declined from
$2.25 per person in 1930 to $.96 in 1940.*

In the two largest synods of the Ev. Lutheran Synodical Conference of North America, the
Depression was also felt. At Missouri’s 1932 convention, pleas to improve and expand colleges and
seminaries in the synod’s school system had to be rejected or postpone&. Delegates proposed an
“Emergency Collection” because they considered it “absolutely necessary” that a special effort be
made to bring receipts up to budget requirements “by a Synod-wide self-denial offering.” In the
Wisconsin Synod, only 38 new congregations were organized during the 1930s, the lowest total for
any decade in the synod’s history. Only half of its 1931 seminary graduating class received calls.®
By 1933 synod President G. E. Bergemann reported that the salaries of professors had been reduced
by 36 percent during the previous biennium, and those of missionaries by 28 percent.’

Yet the 25 September 1932 issue of The Northwestern Lutheran featured a glowing report of
that summer’s Synodical Conference convention, held at Mankato, Minnesota. Convention days
were “pleasant and profitable.” The “best hours of each session” were devoted to a paper presenting
“Christ as our King,” in which Wisconsin’s Professor Joh. P. Meyer “drew beautiful word pictures”

and his listeners were “stimulated anew to loyal service to such a King.” Mission reports noted that

* Martin E. Marty, Modern American Religion, Volume 2: The Noise of Conflict, 1919—1941
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 256. Robert Wuthnow, The Restructuring of
American Religion: Society and Faith Since World War II (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University
Press, 1988), 25. David L. Holmes, A Brief History of the Episcopal Church (Valley Forge, Pa.:
Trinity Press International, 1993), 150. Thomas C. Reeves, The Empty Church: The Suicide of
Liberal Christianity (New York: The Free Press, 1996), 115-6.

* Missouri Proceedings, 1932, 208-9. Paul M. Heerboth, “Leaning on the Lord during the
Lean Years: The Lutheran Church during the Great Depression,” CHIQ 70 (Winter 1997): 221-2.

$ Robert C. Hartman, “The Growth of the WELS through the Years,” WHIJ 9 (Spring 1991):
36.

" Edgar Hoenecke, “‘Reflections’ on the World Mission Development in the Wisconsin
Synod,” WLQ 75 (July 1978): 205-6.



joint efforts among the “colored people” were being richly blessed. The hospitality of the host
congregation “cannot be too highly praised,” and delegates transported to Wisconsin’s Dr. Martin
Luther College at New Ulm and the Norwegians’ Bethany Lutheran College in Mankato came away
with “a most favorable impression.”

That summer also marked the sixtieth anniversary of the founding of the Synodical
Conference. Missouri’s Ludwig Fuerbringer, Conference President, credited the grace of God for
keeping the four constituent synods “still true to the original ideals and principles” the conference
adopted at its founding.®
Different foundings

These sister synods had been established as part of the vast wave of German migration into
North America during the previous century. Between 1820 and 1929 almost six million German
settlers arrived in the United States, a million and a half before the Civil War. By 1900, German
stock in the United States (immigrants and their children) numbered more than eight million. At the
turn of the century, three-fourths of the foreign-born population of Cincinnati, two-thirds of that of
Milwaukee, and more than half that of St. Louis were German. The numbers were even higher in
rural areas: ninety percent of the foreign-born in Franklin County, Missouri, and eighty percent of the
foreign-born in Jefferson County, Wisconsin, were German.’

Included in this wave of migration were pastors and mission workers, eager to gather or

reclaim their countrymen for the faith. Serving these new arrivals was not for the faint of heart. A

§ M[artin J.] W[ehausen], “Convention of the Synodical Conference, Mankato, Minnesota,
August 10 to 15, 1932,” NL 19 (25 September 1932): 310.

* E. P. Hutchinson, Immigrants and Their Children (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1956), 5, 10, 333. U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census Population, 1900, Vol. I (Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1901), Table 34. Both cited by Charles H. Anderson, White
Protestant Americans: From National Origins to Religious Group (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1970), 80-1.



missionary visiting the Norwegian settlement at Dane County, Wisconsin, in 1850, remarked, “Such
gross immorality I had never witnessed before.” A minister in the state of Missouri described the
members of his church at Deep Water as “so unaccustomed to attend on the means of grace, their
minds so little cultivated, their feelings so blunted,” that he sometimes felt himself in “a land of
darkness and death.” Many who left the Old World wanted to leave the old faith behind. An
Evangelical pastor at Belleville, Illinois, complained that Germans there were “most all infidels or
rationalists” and disparaged the Bible as “an old rusted book.” An American pastor agreed that the
German church in Belleville was “almost entirely made up of skeptics and loose moralists.”*°
Coming from the European state church, German immigrants were unaccustomed to the
bewildering array of denominations and the voluntaryism of American religion. Many would join
any church that wasn’t Catholic.!! An Iowa minister’s eleven members included three who had been
Congregationalists, two Associate Reformed Presbyterians, one Lutheran, two Methodists, two
Cumberland Presbyterians, and “one person reared under Presbyterian influences.”’? Pastors of both
the Missouri and Wisconsin synods seem to have shared (with Lutherans in general) a particular
distaste for Methodists, accusing them and other aggressive sects of sheep-stealing immigrant

Lutherans.”

19 Mark Wyman, Immigrants in the Valley: Irish, Germans, and Americans in the Upper
Mississippi Country, 1830-1860 (Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1984), 54, 70, 107, 114.

' Eldon Weisheit, The Zeal of His House: Five Generations of Lutheran Church—Missouri
Synod History (1847-1972) (St. Louis: CPH, 1973), 46.

'2 Wyman, Immigrants in the Valley, 114.

1 Walther once wrote that “the Methodists are thieves who gladly break in when the
shepherd is not there. They do not come except to steal, to seize, and to destroy.” C. F. W. Walther
to E. J. M. Wege, 29 July 1844; in Letters of C. F. W. Walither: A Selection, ed. and trans. Carl S.
Meyer (Philadelphia: Fortress Press), 68. Martin Marty remarked that Lutherans “never tired of
telling stories like the one about a Methodist ‘spiritual vulture’ who conducted a communion service
for immigrants in Michigan and boasted, ‘Look here at all the money the dumb Germans have given
me for the little bread and wine I gave them!” Methodists were ‘wolves and hucksters’ who ‘plied
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Neither Johannes Muehlhaeuser, founder of the Wisconsin Synod, nor Carl Ferdinand
Wilhelm Walther, key figure in the formation and early development of the Missouri Synod," could
be regarded as faint of heart. Both conducted their ministries amid rugged circumstances on the
western edge of the American frontier. Both brought to America fiercely held convictions regarding
Lutheran teaching and practice. Both brought a zeal to serve souls with the gospel. Yet their
differences, rather than their similarities, impacted their church bodies and set their respective synods
on parallel but disparate courses.

It is impossible to overestimate the importance of Walther’s theological acumen, evangelical

spirit, and compelling personality to the development of the Missouri Synod. He has been called

their wares of false doctrine.’” Righteous Empire: The Protestant Experience in America (New
York: The Dial Press, 1970), 174

14 E. Theodore Bachmann, “The Rise of “Missouri Lutheranism’” (Ph. D. diss., University of
Chicago, 1946), 199, remarked, “The usual interpretation in the Missouri Synod has made Walther
the guiding genius of the Synod. Sihler, Wyneken, and others are said to have read the early issues
of Der Lutheraner and rejoiced, urging upon Walther a union of like-minded pastors. Indeed, the
testimony of these men praise Walther.” This one-sided emphasis was preserved in such standard
works as W. H. T. Dau, ed., Ebenezer: Reviews of the Work of the Missouri Synod during Three
Quarters of a Century, aug. ed., (St. Louis: CPH, 1922), 94ff; W. G. Polack, The Building of a Great
Church: A Brief History of the Lutheran Church in America with Special Reference to the
Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States (St. Louis: CPH, 1941), 65ff; Carl
Mauelshagen, American Lutheranism Surrenders to Forces of Conservatism (Athens, Ga.: University
of Georgia, 1936), 113ff; and Carl S. Mundinger, “The Genesis of Decentralized Government in the
Missouri Synod” (Ph. D. diss., University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, 1942), 275ff. Jack Treon
Robinson, “The Spirit of Triumphalism in the Lutheran Church—M issouri Synod” (Ph. D. diss.,
Vanderbilt University, Nashville, 1972), 21-3, added Martin Gunther, Dr. C. F. W. Walther (St.
Louis: Lutherischer Concordia—Verlag, 1890); D. H. Steffens, Doctor Carl Ferdinand Wilhelm
Walther (Philadelphia: The Lutheran Publication Society, 1917), 78-9; and W. G. Polack, The Story
of C. F. W. Walther (1st ed. St. Louis: CPH, 1935; 2nd ed., 1941). Robinson credited Bachmann’s
work with presenting a more balanced account of the roles other men played in Missouri’s founding
and early history. Bachmann influenced later accounts, such as Walter Baepler’s “official” history
prepared for the centennial celebration of the synod’s founding, A Century of Grace: A History of the
Missouri Synod, 1847 to 1947 (St. Louis: CPH, 1947), and August R. Suelflow’s chapter, “The
Missouri Synod Organized,” in Carl S. Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers: Readings in the History of the
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod (St. Louis: CPH, 1964, 1986), 142-93.
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“the American Luther,”" and his theology and career were shaped by a crisis of faith similar to that
of the Great Reformer.'® When he left the Gymnasium at age eighteen, Walther lamented that he had
“never heard a sentence of the Word of God coming from a believing heart.”'” He considered all but
three of the members of the theological faculty he met at the University of Leipzig to be “coarse
rationalists.” By his own estimate he spent more than eight years of his student life unconverted.'®
Searching for theological certainty, Walther read the pietist classics. “The less a book
invited to faith and the more legalistically it urged contrition of the heart and total mortification of
the old man before conversion,” the better he held it to be. Yet by his own admission, “praying,
sighing, weeping, fasting, struggling, was of no avail.” He found no peace of God." It was through
the correspondence and preaching of Dresden Pastor Martin Stephan that Walther was pointed away
from himself to Christ. His exuberant spiritual relief echoed Luther’s joyful tower experience: I
felt as though I had been translated from hell to heaven. Tears of distress and sorrow were converted

into tears of heavenly joy.” Stephan “applied the Gospel to my own soul.”?

' A recent biography by Arthur F. Drevlow, J{ohn] H. Drickamer, and G[lenn] E. Reichwald
is entitled C. F. W. Walther, The American Luther (Mankato, Minn.: Walther Press, 1987).

'8 Preaching at Concordia Seminary on 14 May 1887, one week after Walther’s death, Rev.
H. Birkner called him “this most gifted son of the great Reformer” and “the Luther of our American
Church.” H. Birkner, “The Great Work of Our Missouri Synod at Fort Wayne, Ind., and its Great
Sorrow at St. Louis, Mo.,” LW 6 (7 June 1887): 5.

' Ludwig Fischer, Das falsche Maertyrertum oder die Wahrheit in der Sache der
Stephanianer (Leipzig, 1839), 71f; cited by Baepler, A Century of Grace, 41-2.

'8 Walter O. Forster, Zion on the Mississippi: The Settlement of the Saxon Lutherans in
Missouri, 1839-1841 (St. Louis: CPH, 1953), 25.

¥ C. F. W. Walther, Kurzer Lebenslauf . . . J. F. Buenger (St. Louis: F. Dette, 1882), 17-8;
English text in Polack, The Story of C. F. W. Walther, 15. Julius A. Friedrich, “Dr. C. F. W.
Walther,” in Dau, ed., Ebenezer, 24.

% Friedrich, “Dr. C. F. W. Walther,” 24. Forster, Zion on the Mississippi, 25.
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Understandably, Walther maintained a lifelong aversion to pietism. Among Lutherans in the
New World he emphasized Luther’s teaching on justification as expressed in the Lutheran
Confessions. Pietists, Walther wrote in an 1846 letter, “emphasize repentance and crushing of the
heart” and “identify so many signs of a truly penitent heart, which can then first dare to approach
Christ.” The result is that “Christ with His grace and mercy is pushed very much to the background,”
and Christianity becomes “a serious burden.”?! Remarking on Walther’s forty-year career and
influence on Missouri, his student and successor Franz Pieper wrote:

We believe that it is not saying too much when we declare that after Luther

and Chemnitz no other teacher of our church has attested the doctrine of justification

so impressively as did Walther. It was particularly in this doctrine that he followed

Luther, and he united into one shining beam of light all other bright rays on this

doctrine radiating from our later dogmaticians.”

Born eight years before Walther, Muehlhaeuser was trained at the Pilgermission in Basel,
Switzerland, as a traveling missionary and distributor of evangelical tracts.” He acquired only a
fundamental knowledge of the Bible and never possessed exegetical proficiency in the biblical

languages. Muehlhaeuser’s training did not include an understanding of the Lutheran Confessions as

a clear exposition of scriptural teaching.?* Indeed, Muehlhaeuser once dismissed the Lutheran

2 C.F. W. Walther to L. E. F. Krause, 19 January 1846; in August R. Suelflow, ed., Selected
Letters of C. F. W. Walther (St. Louis: CPH, 1981), 60. See also Walther’s reminiscences, almost
forty years later, of his experience with John Philip Fresenius’ Book on Confession and Communion,
in Walther’s The Proper Distinction Between Law and Gospel, trans. W. H. T. Dau (St. Louis: CPH,
n. d. [1928]), 140-50.

2 Franz Pieper, “Dr. C. F. W. Walther as Theologian,” Lu 36 (January 1890): 10—4; trans.
John Theodore Mueller, CTM 26 (December 1955): 914.

3 For a brief history of history of the Basel Mission Society, see James G. Kiecker, “A
distant echo,” NL 72 (15 May 1985): 164-5.

% Edwin A. Lehmann, “The Pastor Who Possessed an All-Consuming Love,” WHIJ 1
(Spring 1983): 9-10.



Confessions as “paper fences” and appears to have resisted requiring a quia subscription to the
Confessions in the articles of organization of the Wisconsin Synod.”

But Muehlhaeuser was “sound in regard to justification,” once criticizing a Lutheran pastor
in New York for being “unclear and inexperienced in the main matter of the gospel, namely, the
righteousness which is granted to men by grace through faith.” He modeled “a personal living faith,
child-like trust in his Savior, and a burning zeal to build His kingdom and spend himself in the
work.”* But Muehlhaeuser also practiced a “relaxed” brand of confessionalism. In the articles of
incorporation of Grace congregation that he founded in Milwaukee in 1849, Muehlhaeuser included a
provision that “never may or shall a preacher of the said congregation use the rite of the Old
Lutheran Church, whether in Baptism or the Lord’s Supper.”?’ At the congregation’s cornerstone
laying in 1851, six English-speaking preachers of various denominations, a German evangelical
preacher, and a Methodist preacher were present to give addresses and offer the closing prayer.”®

While Walther found theological assurance in the doctrinal tenets of “Oid Lutheranism,”

Muehlhaeuser disdained “Old Lutherans” he met in the Missouri and Buffalo Synods. As he saw it,

% John Philipp Koehler, The History of the Wisconsin Synod (St. Cloud, Minn.: Faith-Life,
1970), 41, 45. Koehler’s History is hereafter abbreviated HWS. The wording of the synod’s
constitution according to the “original authentic manuscript” followed an old European Lutheran
form prescribing that it be “based on the Scriptures, [the] Unaltered Augsburg Confession and the
other Lutheran symbols.” But those terms had been crossed out, and in their place were inserted
“reines Bibel christentum” or “reines Bibelwort” (true Bible Christianity or true Bible word). In the
questions to the candidate for ordination, “the fundamental doctrines of holy Writ and the Articles of
Faith of the Unaltered Augsburg Confession” were left undisturbed. Koehler was uncertain who
made the insertions. Muehlhaeuser would have preferred a milder confessional statement in the
constitution.

% J. P. Koehler, HWS, 35, 72.

%7 Kirchen-Ordnung der Deutschen Evangelische Lutherische Gnaden-Gemeinde in
Milwaukee (Milwaukee: Druck der Germania Publishing Co., 1851), 1; trans. Edwin Lehmann, “An
All-Consuming Love,” 10.

% Edwin Lehmann, “An All-Consuming Love,” 13.
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doctrinal controversies were often mere disputes over words, fomented by contentious spirits, that
accomplished little but often hindered the work at hand. The real battle was against rationalism and
unbelief.”” Muehlhaeuser regarded as his ally any pastor who shared the message of “the
righteousness which is granted to men by grace through faith,” regardless of denominational label.
He urged his fledgling Wisconsin Synod at its very first convention to support a traveling missionary
(Reiseprediger) and vigorously collected money for heathen mission work.*® Grace congregation’s
church minutes report that in the first dozen years of its existence the congregation was instrumental
in helping to establish more than twenty other Lutheran congregations.®' .

In an oft-quoted letter from 1853, Muehlhaeuser voiced his theological leanings:

Just because I am not strictly or Old-Lutheran, I am in a position to offer

every child of God and servant of Christ the hand of fellowship over the

ecclesiastical fence. Have quite often been together with English preachers of the

various denominations in ministerial conference and we respected and loved each

other as brethren and deliberated on the general welfare of the church. So I am not,

dear Methodist brother, withdrawing the hand of brotherhood from you if you are a

Methodist in the spirit of the Methodist church's founder.
Yet Muehlhaeuser chided the recipient, a fellow Basel-trained missionary who had “defected” to
Methodism.

As a non-theologian I am wondering how you, a theologian pledged to the
confessional books, could take the step [to Methodism] without a struggle. You

won’t expect me to believe that the teaching of the Methodist church, especially

regarding the Sacraments, yes, even pertaining to justification and sanctification, is
Lutheran?*?

¥ Armin Engel, “Our Presidents: Johannes Muehlhaeuser,” NL 63 (2 May 1976): 136.

% Armin W. Schuetze, “Muehlhaeuser, Founding Father of the Wisconsin Synod,” WLQ 72
(July 1975): 202-3.

3! Edwin Lehmann, “An All-Consuming Love,” 14.
32 Johannes Muehlhaeuser to Gotthilf Weitbrecht, November 1853; cited in J. P. Koehler,
HWS, 43—44. Commenting on the incident, Koehler called Weitbrecht “a sentimental tommy and

easily moved to tears,” someone to whom “Methodism appealed.”
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Barely cousins

Small wonder, then, as David Schmiel has remarked, that the casual observer in the 1850s
“would hardly have imagined two more disparate groups of Lutherans than the Wisconsin and
Missouri Synods.” Their differing theological positions shaped their development, as did
circumstances that brought the two together. The Missouri Synod “stemmed from an unusual
movement, a rebellion against the existing union of Lutherans and Reformed in Germany.”**

Schmiel’s reference is to the attempt by Prussian King Frederic Wilhelm III to unite
Lutheran and Reformed believers into a single church. By inserting the phrase “Our Lord Jesus
says” into the words of institution for Holy Communion, Frederic’s liturgy relinquished
interpretation of the words to the individual worshiper. Lutherans could insist that Christ’s true body
and blood were present in the Sacrament, but the Reformed were free to profess that the elements
were something else or something less than Christ’s true body and blood.*

Instead of uniting Lutherans and Reformed, however, Frederic Wilhelm produced a third
non-Catholic church: uniert (union) congregations. Seeing little hope of resolving their difficulties
peacefully, yet refusing to abandon their religious convictions, some “dissident” pastors and
congregants chose to leave Germany for America and Australia. Among those convinced of the
impossibility of maintaining Lutheran convictions on German soil was Martin Stephan. “Will it not
come to this that we must leave Babylon and Egypt and emigrate?” Stephan asked in 1833.

“Everywhere there is great hatred and deprecation of the pure Lutheran doctrine.” Stephan was

% David Schmiel, “The History of the Relationship of the Wisconsin Synod to the Missouri
Synod Until 1925,” (master’s thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1958), 1.

3 [Joh. P.] M[eyer], “Unionism,” Qu 42 (October 1945): 221-2. Kim DeVries, “The
Prussian Union,” CHIQ 49 (Fall 1976): 136.
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directed to North America “where there dwells not only political freedom, but love for the pure
Lutheran religion as well.”*

Forming an emigration society in 1836, Stephan led a five-ship flotilla from Bremen for New
Orleans in November 1838. Four of the ships, almost 700 passengers, and most of their supplies
arrived in New Orleans in January 1839, then settled on a 10,000 acre parcel in Perry County,
Missouri. Others journeyed farther north, settling in and around St. Louis. Among them was C. F.
W. Walther.

Some aspects of the migration are distasteful to later readers,*® and Stephan himself was later
disgraced and deposed from the community.”” Yet the Saxon immigration became a major piece of
synod hagiography—*a romanticized type of Missouri Synod history, not always consistent with
fact”**—which provided the young synod with important self-definition. Marking Missouri’s 75th

anniversary in 1922, W. H. T. Dau placed a retelling of the Saxon migration at the head of a

3 Martin Stephan to Benjamin Kurtz, March 1833, bound MSS, CHI; cited by Forster, Zion
on the Mississippi, 87.

* Pastors even encouraged the separation of spouses who could not agree on leaving Saxony.
They even helped several underage girls disguise themselves as boys, in effect smuggling them out of
the country. Forster, Zion on the Mississippi, 151-3. J. F. Koestering, Auswanderung der
saechischen Lutheraner im Jahre 1838, 2nd ed. (St. Louis: Wiebusch and Son, 1867), 13—4; cited by
Linda Schelbitzki Pickle, “Women of the Saxon Immigration and Their Church,” CHIQ 57 (Winter
1984): 146-7. One woman followed Walther to Missouri, leaving her husband and four children
behind. Her husband eventually brought suit against Walther. Minutes of Trinity congregation, 14
March 1842; trans. Carl S. Mundinger, Government in the Missouri Synod (St. Louis: CPH, 1947),
41. Walther also was accused of kidnaping his orphaned niece and nephew. Forster, Zion on the
Mississippi, 194-7. Mundinger, Government in the Missouri Synod, 112-3.

’7On 5 May 1839, three young women confessed to their pastor, Gotthold Loeber, that
Stephan made improper sexual advances toward them. On 30 May, Stephan was excommunicated
and shipped across the Mississippi River to Kaskaskia, Illinois. One week later a fourth member of
the colony, Stephan’s housemaid, signed a confession stating that she had illicit sexual relations with
Stephan for a period of seven or eight years. Forster, Zion on the Mississippi, 393, 423—7. Carl E.
Vehse, Die Stephan'sche Auswanderung nach Amerika. Mit Actenstucken, Dresden, 1840, 17,
144-5; trans. Mundinger, Government in the Missouri Synod, 82, 86-8.

3% Robinson, “The Spirit of Triumphalism,” 22-3.
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collection of celebratory pieces about the synod’s history, doctrine, and growth. The author,
Theodore Buenger, regarded the Saxons as one of the few groups united by common motives and
glorious purpose:

This noble band came to America not to gain more of this world’s goods

than they were to acquire in the land of their birth, but to seek freedom of

conscience; they did not come as hunters of fortune, but because “they desired a

better country, that is, a heavenly one.” Many gave up advantages that they could

not hope to find here and severed connections that were dear to their hearts. The

majority emigrated in the conviction that, if they remained at home, they would lose

something greater and more valuable than anything that fatherland, prosperity, and a

happy home could offer.*

Walther and Missouri’s other founders articulated a distinctive self-awareness of their church
body as the lone voice of true Lutheranism in a sea of rationalism and American Protestant
subjectivism. Der Lutheraner, which began publication in 1844 (three years before the founding of
the synod in 1847), seized upon any shift toward firmer confessionalism it detected among Lutherans
in America and Germany. By 1850 it noted with pride that the seed of discord it was sowing within
the “American Lutheran” camp was bearing abundant fruit.*°

Walther insisted that all doctrinal issues had been settled long ago. Luther’s understanding
of the Word was correct and Missouri was in complete possession of it. Der Lutheraner s epigram

reminded readers,

Gottes Wort und Luthers Lehr’
vergehet nun und nimmermehr.*'

* Theo. Buenger, “The Saxon Immigrants of 1839,” in Dau, ed., Ebenezer, 1-2.
“ Mauelshagen, American Lutheranism Surrenders to Forces of Conservatism, 108.
! “God’s Word and Luther’s doctrine pure now and ever shall endure.”
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“Thus we say with St. Paul,” Walther wrote, quoting Luther, “in most certain and unmistakable
terms, that all doctrine not agreeing with ours is damned and diabolical.”**

Marking Missouri’s silver jubilee in 1872, Walther and Vice President Theodore Brohm
expounded the theme of Missouri’s doctrinal correctness and, as a consequence, its persecution. At
its founding the synod occupied a solitary position, “looked at askance, or even despised by other
church bodies,” Brohm wrote. As it testified to “the pure truth” Missourians had to “battle
ceaselessly with old and new enemies of our Church,” Walther recalled, “who seem to have gathered
here from all parts of the world into one vast army.”

I seem to hear all the enemies say sneeringly, “Yes, yes,” “Reine Lehre,”

“pure doctrine,” “orthodoxy,”—that’s it, and that’s about all you glory in.

Vainglory? But, my brethren, let them mock us if they will; by such mockery they

reveal what manner of spirit they are.”

At Missouri’s 75th anniversary, a half century after Brohm and Walther’s sermons, Martin
Walker observed:

We are deeply impressed with the sturdy orthodoxy of our fathers, their
unswerving loyalty to the divine Word, and their holy determination to continue unto

the end ‘to contend for the faith once delivered to the saints.” In these documents we

find much holy joy, but no sinful pride; much glorying in God, but no boasting in

self. ...

As Elijah’s mantle fell upon Elisha, so may the faith and love, the courage
and confidence, the zeal and self-sacrifice of our fathers come upon us of the third

and later generations!

“Faith of our fathers, holy faith,
We will be true to Thee till death.”*

“2 “Hat Dr. Luther das Werk der Reformation fuer unvollendet ansgeben?” DL 2 (30 May
1846): 80, quoting from the Walch edition of Luther’s Works, 8:166; cited by Bachmann, “The Rise
of ‘Missouri Lutheranism,’” 261.

“ Brohm and Walther are both cited by Martin Walker, “The Jubilee of 1872,” in Dau, ed.,
Ebenezer, 310-2.

“ Walker, “The Jubilee of 1872,” 320.
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Everything that embodied Missouri from the start—*“an internally homogeneous and compact
group” united by convictions of pure Lutheran doctrine combined with freedom in church
government, the “thorough academic education” of its pastors and pastoral candidates, the “fiery and
dynamic leadership” of the “exceedingly able and unusually energetic” Walther, who “surpassed all
the others intellectually, had good practical insight, and was a person to whom the rest at once
deferred”—was utterly lacking in the “conglomeration of pastors™ who formed the Wisconsin Synod
in 1850 and the Minnesota and Michigan synods in 1860.%

J. P. Koehler attributed Wisconsin’s divergent character to the fact that the synod had not
been shaped by the Prussian persecutions, nor molded by the Saxon migration. Because its founders
hailed from locations in Germany where unionism was more commonly accepted, the Wisconsin
Synod maintained ties to the Prussian church for most of its first two decades. Wisconsin’s leaders
went about their task with what Koehler described as “Lutheran open-mindedness.”*

Unlike Missouri, wrote August Pieper, “Wisconsin was not of one mold.” At its beginning
“it was a conglomeration of people of various confessional leanings,” unschooled in Lutheran
doctrine and unknown to one another because they came from different parts of Europe. Upon
arriving “they had no outstanding or even authoritative leader and no strong unifying force.” Though
working faithfully with “whatever pastoral insight they had,” Wisconsin pastors and members “did

not really know what they were, what they wanted to be or how to go about doing something useful.”

% August Pieper, “Anniversary Reflections: Carl Ferdinand Wilhelm Walther, 1811-1887,”
originally published under the title “Jubilaeumsnachgedanken,” Qu 20 (January 1923): 1-18; (April
1923): 88-112; (July 1923): 161-77; (October 1923): 254-70; 21 (January 1924): 22—45; (April
1924): 104-11; trans. R. E. Wehrwein, in Curtis A. Jahn, comp. ed., The Wauwatosa Theology, 3
vols., (Milwaukee: NPH, 1997), 3:272.

% J. Ph. Koehler, “The Synodical Conference in the History Of The Lutheran Church in
America,” originally published in Qu 19 (July 1922), trans. Paul Hensel, F~L 29 (May 1956): 3—4.
See also E[lmer C.] Kiessling, “The Tie That Binds,” Wisconsin Proceedings, 1957, 107-8.
Kiessling’s entire essay, 10618, is useful for understanding Wisconsin’s synodical personality.
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Yet one thing they were sure of: “they wanted synodical independence and autonomy.” Thus
Wisconsin’s personality stood in marked contrast to “the enormous synodical energy of the
Missourians.”’

From its beginnings, the Wisconsin Synod was “a house divided” in its doctrine and practice.
Eager to bring the gospel to one of the many little settlements sprouting up around the state, a
Wisconsin pastor would find in a given location some Lutherans, some Catholics, and some
Reformed. He knew where lines were to be drawn between Lutherans and Catholics, but
demarcation between Lutherans and the Reformed was less clear.® Such a pastor learned he could
increase his preaching opportunities by advertising, “Kann auch Evangelisch predigen” (“I can also
preach Evangelical”).*

At first the Wisconsin Synod seems to have escaped Missouri’s notice, but because the two
synods established congregations close to one another in locations such as Watertown and
Milwaukee, “Wisconsin began to be looked upon as an opposition synod.” Disputes between the
synods were often doctrinal: Muehlhaeuser considered the Missouri, Buffalo, and Iowa synods as
“Romanizing sects,” and they regarded the Wisconsin Synod as “unionistic.” Yet Koehler remarked
that “on the whole, the argumentation in the controversial cases seems to reveal that the real issue,
then as later, was the territorial rights of the congregations concerned.”*®

By the mid-1850s Buffalo and Missouri were well aware of Wisconsin’s existence, and their

church papers—Buffalo’s Das Informatorium and Missouri’s Der Lutheraner— began sounding

47 August Pieper, “Anniversary Reflections,” 272.

8 Fredrich, WSL, 27.

* Clayton Krug, “Shifts of Fellowship Teachings in WELS, 1860-1996; a Personal View”
(paper presented to the Winnebago Pastoral Conference, Northern Wisconsin District, Wisconsin
Synod, 17 September 1996), 3.

50 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 79.
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warnings and leveling accusations.” John Deindoerfer, pastor in Frankenhilf, Michigan, castigated
“the deceptive and lying nature of [this] union church,” later labeling the Wisconsin Synod
“thoroughly unionistic.”?

In 1860 a young preacher published a heated attack in Der Lutheraner against the Wisconsin
Synod pastor in Oshkosh, then recklessly applied his charges to the synod as a whole. In 1861 a
Missouri writer criticized Wisconsin for receiving subsidies from Germany and Pennsylvania,
commenting, “These gentlemen are bound to have their comfortable living assured, in order to
missionize where the Gospel is already being preached.” The writer charged further that “the
preachers of the Wisconsin Synod like to gather to themselves a crowd of all kinds of people; the
worst of it is that they are not very scrupulous in the choice of means to augment their numbers.”
Charges of “unionistic synod” and “exclusive Lutheranism” flew back and forth between the two
synods.*

In 1862, Missouri’s J. N. Beyer reported that Wisconsin’s Johannes Conrad in Racine had
sent mission offerings to seven other preaching fields, all of them unionistic. During an especially
vexing dispute between Missouri and Wisconsin churches in Watertown, one Wisconsin Synod
official was quoted in the Lutherischer Kirchenbote of 18 July as saying it was “high time that our

Synod came to Watertown” because “Methodistic enthusiasm was rampant on one hand and “the

rigoristic exclusivism of the [Missouri] Old Lutherans” on the other. “The poor hungry souls didn’t

5! Kirchliche Mittheilungen aus und ueber Nord-America (1854) 1, col. 5; cited by Edward
Fredrich, “By God’s Grace a Confessing Confessional Lutheran Church,” (paper presented to the
Southeast Wisconsin Pastor-Teacher Conference, 11-12 June 1975), 4.

52 Johannes Diendoerfer, “Die Wirksambkeit der evangelisch-Lutherischen Synode von Iowa
in Staate Wisconsin,” Kirchliches Mittheilungen aus und ueber Nord-Amerika 19 (October 1861):
72-3; cited in Fredrich, WSL, 28, 272.

% Fr. Ruhland, “Kirchliche Nachtrichten aus dem noerdlichen Wisconsin,” DL 17 (18
September 1860): 20-2. F. Steinbach, “Neueste Praxis der Wisconsin Synode im Missioniren unter
den Deutschen,” DL 17 (5 March 1861): 116. J. P. Koehler, HWS, 80.
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know where to turn.” Missouri’s Lehre und Wehre responded that Wisconsin leveled such
accusations because of Missouri’s “unrelenting adherence to Christian doctrine and practice.” Yet
“when one knows what the congregational practice of such gentlemen is like,” Lehre und Wehre
continued, it is not surprising that those lukewarm in doctrine or eager to avoid church discipline
“find a refuge for their sensitive skin in such a congregation” under the pretense of still remaining
Lutheran.*

While granting that even Missouri’s harshest critics acted in good faith, Koehler maintained
that an unbiased reader can’t help feeling such strictures “overshot the mark.” It did not have “the
right ring” when Missouri continued warning Wisconsin “not to fail to appreciate the love” contained
in their sharp rebukes. “They were right about their protest against unionism, but the question keeps
popping up whether they could not have rendered their testimony in a better manner, in view of the
situation at the time.”* In an essay delivered to Wisconsin’s 1861 convention, Gottlieb Reim was
clearly referring to Missourians when he chided “that loveless contentiousness” that believed “Christ
resides only within its chambers, and indulges in hairsplitting and wars of words” to cast suspicion
on other Lutheran synods. “The Wisconsin Synod does not know, nor does it want to know” that sort
of Lutheranism.*

A century later, a Wisconsin Synod professor maintained that if Missouri had shown greater

understanding for Wisconsin’s different background, and regarded them as weak brothers but

% J.N. Beyer, “Die Wisconsin Synode,” DL 18 (5 March 1862): 120. “Die Synode von
Wisconsin,” LuW 8 (August 1862): 252-3. J. P. Koehler, HWS, 83-6.

%5 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 86. Koehler documented numerous other examples that occurred right
up to 1868: HWS, 93, 97-8, 107-8, 115-7.

% Wisconsin Proceedings, 1861, 16; cited by Martin O. Westerhaus, “The Wauwatosa
Theology: The Men and Their Message,” in Jahn, The Wauwatosa Theology, 1:18.
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brothers and fellow Lutherans nonetheless, Wisconsin undoubtedly would have sought and accepted
Missouri’s help.
As it was, the almost contemptuous treatment [Wisconsin pastors] received

at the hands of the Old Lutherans, the haughty condescension with which they were

occasionally met caused hurt and confusion, and kept them away from the synods

already at work in Wisconsin. These early Wisconsin men certainly did not lay

claim to being perfect; they were no angels, but neither were the Old Lutherans.’’

Right turn

As Missouri attacked, it failed to notice that Wisconsin was undergoing a theological change.
In less than two decades Wisconsin’s doctrinal position came to coincide so completely with
Missouri’s that the two synods recognized one another’s orthodoxy, called each other “sisters,” and
declared organic union that formed the basis of the Ev. Lutheran Synodical Conference of North
America for more than 90 years.

While Muehlhaeuser preferred a milder confessional stance for his new Lutheran synod,
Wisconsin’s two other chief founders, Johannes Weinmann and especially William Wrede, insisted
on clearer confessional statements. Quite likely they overruled Muehlhaeuser, causing the
“Unaltered Augsburg Confession and the other Lutheran symbols” to prevail in Wisconsin’s
constitution.*®

When the synod’s 1854 convention resolved to allow a congregation at Schlesingerville to
use both bread and wafers in the Sacrament, a Pastor Goldammer “violently opposed” this “double

offering,” calling it “contrary to the essence of the Lord’s Supper, which should demonstrate the

communion and oneness of the Lord’s Supper guests.™® At its 1856 convention, Wisconsin

" M[ax] Lehninger, “The Development of the Doctrinal Position of the Wisconsin Synod
During the Century of its History,” Qu 47 (January 1950): 12-3.

58 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 41.
* Wisconsin Proceedings, 1854, trans. Arnold O. Lehmann, WHIJ 10 (October 1992): 5.
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“categorically rejected” Samuel Schmucker’s Definite Platform, maintaining that “the Unaltered
Augsburg Confession is based on the Word of God” and warning that acceptance of the Definite
Platform would amount to “nothing else but a definite suicide of the Lutheran Church.”®

Thus the seeds of a stronger confessionalism existed in Wisconsin from its beginning. New
pastoral arrivals from Europe embraced a more vigorous confessional commitment. In 1853
Johannes Bading came from a mission school in Hermannsburg, where under Ludwig Harms he had
received a more confessional training than had Muehlhaeuser.®' Moving to Theresa, northwest of
Milwaukee, in 1855, Bading soon met other like-minded pastors—Gottlieb Reim at Ashford, Philipp
Koehler in West Bend, and Elias Sauer in Schlesingerville. Together they formed the “Northwestern
Conference,” working where they could to bring about a more confessional Lutheranism in
Wisconsin,®

The synod’s choice of Bading to succeed Muehlhaeuser as Wisconsin’s president in 1860
was in itself an indicator of Wisconsin’s growing confessional stand.®® In his first two presidential
addresses in 1861 and 1862, Bading stressed the importance of adhering to the Lutheran Confessions

in practice, not just on paper. Also in 1862, in another incident involving the Schlesingerville

% Wisconsin Proceedings, 1856, trans. Amold O. Lehmann, WHIJ 11 (April 1993): 6.
Fredrich, “Wisconsin’s Theological-Confessional History,” 87, remarked that the resolution was
“sandwiched between routine decisions that regulated convention preaching assignments and
established a treasury for pastors’ widows.” The Proceedings provide no other clue why the Synod
was moved to make such a resolution.

§! Fredrich, WSL, 30. J. P. Koehler, HWS, 45. See also Armin Engel, “Our President—
Johannes Bading,” NL 63 (16 May 1976): 152—4.

62 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 49-51, 74. Wisconsin’s numerous Northwestern namings were
granted to honor the confessional leadership of this conference: Northwestern Preparatory School
and Northwestern College at Watertown, Wisconsin, 1865-1995; Northwestern Lutheran Academy
in Mobridge, South Dakota, 1928-79; and the synod’s English magazine since 1914, The
Northwestern Lutheran. Fredrich, WSL, 31-2.

83 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 74.
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congregation, synod delegates censured its pastor for using both bread and wafers to please its
Reformed communicants—thus reversing its 1854 admonition.*

Most significant was the service of Adolf Hoenecke, who arrived in 1863 and became
Wisconsin’s leading theological teacher until his death in 1908. Possessing neither the inner fire nor
the outward energy of Walther, Hoenecke was blessed instead with “utter seriousness, genuine fear
of God, firm stand on Scripture, sound Lutheranism, superior mind, theological perception and
depth.” Averse to any display of pomp or greatness, Hoenecke “wanted to work solely on people’s
hearts, persuading, winning and edifying them through God’s Word, through the gospel, without
using any outward force.” Bading possessed gifts of natural leadership, but Hoenecke was “in the
good sense the power behind the throne.”

Muehlhaeuser accepted Wisconsin’s theological shift gracefully. August Pieper, who knew
Muehlhaeuser only from the recollections of others, called him “an exceptionally fervent disciple of
the Lord” who showed “great modesty, humility, a love for his fellowman, and a capacity for self-
sacrifice.” Koehler, who knew Muehlhaeuser through his father, Philip, said Muehlhaeuser “did
not resent correction on the part of the younger men, and even when of another opinion would lend

his support.”®’ For their part, these younger, more confessionally-minded pastors (Bading was more

 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1861, 6; 1862, 13; cited in Fredrich, WSL, 30-1.

% August Pieper, “Anniversary Reflections,” 272. August Pieper, “The Significance of Dr.
Adolf Hoenecke for the Wisconsin Synod and American Lutheranism,” originally published under
the title, “Dr. Hoeneckes Bedeutung fuer die Wisconsinsynode und die amerikanisch-lutherische
Kirche.” Qu 32 (July 1935): 161-74; (October 1935): 225-44; 33 (January 1936): 1-19; (April
1936): 81-101; trans. Werner Franzmann, in Jahn, ed., The Wauwatosa Theology, 3:374-5.

¢ August Pieper, “The Significance of Dr. Adolf Hoenecke,” 356.

7 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 73.
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than twenty years Muehlhaeuser’s junior, Hoenecke more than thirty) accorded Muehlhaeuser
fatherly respect during his presidential tenure and to the end of his life in 1867.%

When some member bodies of the General Synod withdrew to form a more confessional
body, the General Council, in 1866, Wisconsin was alert to the opportunity. It was represented at the
Council’s founding convention in Reading, Pennsylvania, and became, with 12,741 communicants,
its second largest body.®

Delegates to the Council’s convention in late fall, 1867, at Fort Wayne, Indiana, were faced
with questions raised by the Ohio and Iowa synods regarding the “four points”: 1) millennialism:
acceptance of a physical thousand year reign of Christ; 2) pulpit fellowship: only Lutheran pastors
for Lutheran pulpits; 3) altar fellowship: only Lutheran communicants at Lutheran altars; 4) lodge
membership: church members belonging to secret or antichristian societies. Wisconsin’s delegates
considered the Council’s reply to Ohio and Iowa evasive and ambiguous. Though President Bading
hoped the General Council might offer more substantive answers to the “Four Points,” the Council’s
1868 resolutions still proved unsatisfactory. Wisconsin reaffirmed its withdrawal from the Council
in 1869.™

After terminating its membership in the General Council and severing its relations with the

Berlin mission society, Wisconsin expressed willingness in 1868 to meet with Missouri to seek a

88 At the first synodical convention following Muehlhaeuser’s death, Bading praised the
“great self-denial” Muehlhaeuser showed and the “personal sacrifice” he made in establishing his
congregation and the synod. “Most of us know with what love and patience he nurtured the synod
and how faithfully he labored and prayed for it.” Wisconsin Proceedings, 1868, 6; cited in Fredrich,
WSL, 68-9.

 Fredrich, WSL, 41.
" Fredrich, WSL, 42-5. The General Council later charged Wisconsin with initiating a
“hasty withdrawal” on grounds that were “obscure and dubious.” General Council Proceedings,

1869, 32-4.
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common understanding.” Walther and other Missouri representatives met with Wisconsin men in
Milwaukee in October and were clearly pleased with the outcome: “We must admit that all our
suspicions against the dear Wisconsin Synod have not merely disappeared but were also put to
shame,” said Walther. “God be thanked for His unspeakable gift.””> By 1872 arrangements between
Wisconsin, Missouri, and four other midwestern synods were approved, and the Ev. Lutheran
Synodical Conference of North America was officially formed 10-16 July at St. John’s Church in
Milwaukee.”

It has been persistently maintained that Missouri’s public attacks and private persuasion
provided a key element in Wisconsin’s turn to the right. The Missouri synod, Walther, Lehre und
Wehre, and Der Lutheraner are frequently invoked as a blessing God gave Wisconsin when
Wisconsin needed it most.” That said, Wisconsin historian Edward Fredrich has insisted, “It was
much less the polemical writing in Missouri periodicals, often given to exaggeration and based on
misinformation, and much more the personal and brotherly example and encouragement of a good

Missouri neighbor” that helped move Wisconsin to the right.” Bading, Hoenecke, the Northwestern

™ Wisconsin Proceedings, 1868, 28; cited by Walter D. Uhlig, “Eighteen Sixty-Eight—Year
of Involvement,” CHIQ 41 (August 1968): 109.

2 C.F. W. Walther, “Wieder eine Friedenbotschaft,” DL 25 (1 November 1868): 37-8; cited
in Uhlig, “Eighteen Sixty-Eight,” 109.

™ Fredrich, WSL, 50-5.

™ That this reading of events has endured for a long time is illustrated in a comment made to
the author in September 1996 by a third generation Wisconsin Synod member who lived all his life in
east central Wisconsin. During his young adult years, in the 1930s and 1940s, it was still commonly
repeated that Wisconsin owed Missouri a debt of gratitude because “in the early days, Missouri had
to set Wisconsin straight.”

5 See Edward C. Fredrich II, “Dr. C. F. W. Walther: ‘American Lutheranism has had no
equal.’”” NL 74 (15 May 1987): 189.

™ For an outstanding example of Missouri’s “neighborliness,” see J. P. Koehler, HWS, 45.
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Conference pastors, and other factors brought about a change in Wisconsin long before Missouri ever
noticed the existence of the Wisconsin Synod or directed “loving” criticisms its way. Over the
intervening years “there has been a tendency to exaggerate the Missouri role in Wisconsin’s
improvement.””
When they were young

On the eve of the formation of the United Lutheran Church in America in 1918, The
Northwestern Lutheran boasted that “the Synodical Conference still easily holds first place” as the
“biggest Lutheran body in America.””® Wisconsin and Missouri comprised the largest share of
Synodical Conference members until the demise of the conference in 1967. After discovering their
doctrinal agreement, they enjoyed nine decades of joint fellowship, harmonious working
relationships, and shared ministries.

The most obvious feature of the two synods during the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries was their German-ness. Jay Dolan has traced the importance of the use of German by

Roman Catholics for preserving the faith and for maintaining the old culture and keeping memories

7" Edward C. Fredrich, “Wisconsin’s Interchurch Relations in the Early Years,” WLQ 73
(April 1976): 99. This was especially true in the 1950s, Fredrich added, “when Wisconsin
admonitions to Missouri for liberal and unionistic tendencies were so often and so emphatically
prefaced by the assertion that Wisconsin in 1955 was only trying to repay what Missouri had
provided Wisconsin a century earlier. That approach was over played.” See, for example, Edmund
Reim, “As We See It: A Bit of History,” NL 41 (24 January 1954): 23—4, who wrote that Wisconsin
always recognized its “deep obligation to the Missouri Synod for its service in the early days of our
Synod in leading us away from gross unionistic practice and showing us the way to honest Biblical
teaching and practice.” Missouri’s criticisms were “bitter medicine, needlessly so,” yet they offered
“a most valuable” service. “Missouri was upholding the idea of sound confessionalism, against
unionism and indifference.”

™ F[rederick R.] W[ebber], “The Synodical Conference Still the Largest Body in America,”
NL 5 (14 July 1918): 110-1.

™ According to 1927 statistics, the Missouri Synod, with 1,034,404 baptized members, was
second in size only to the ULCA among American Lutheran bodies. The Wisconsin Synod had
229,242 baptized members, the Slovak Synod 14,759, and the Norwegian Synod 8,344. “The Latest
Lutheran Statistics,” AL 11 (April 1928): 1.
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of the past alive. It was all right to learn English, one priest counseled, because “in English you must
count your dollars, but in German you speak with your children, your confessor, and your God.”%

German Lutherans encountered the same uncertainties, and in the familiar phrases of their
faith they found a measure of reassurance they may not have yearned for as intensely in the old
country. For some “the comforting assurances of religion took on deepened meaning in America.”
Religious rites such as baptism, confirmation, communion, marriage, and burial “took on added
value, especially when observed in old, familiar language.”®

In a 1939 festival address marking the 100th anniversary of the founding of Concordia
Seminary, Theodore Buenger insisted it was never Missouri’s policy “to preach only in German.”
The accusation that Missouri’s fathers had feared pure doctrine could not be preserved if preached in
English was dismissed by Buenger as “one of the silliest slanders” he had ever heard.®

Early leaders in both synods advocated the transition to English. In a note to his brother Otto
around 1840, C. F. W. Walther expressed the urgent need for translating excerpts of the Lutheran
Confessions into English. In 1852 the Missouri Synod discussed establishing an English college at
Fort Wayﬁe, Indiana, because “it was self-evident that such an institution would be needed.” A year
later Der Lutheraner advocated the establishment of English academies so that well-trained youth of

the church “might exert a positive influence on the general public.”®

8 The Church of St. Joseph of Yorkville New York: n. p., 1932); cited by Jay P. Dolan, The
American Catholic Experience: A History from Colonial Times to the Present (Garden City, N. Y.:
Image Books, 1987), 169.

8! Alan Graebner, Uncertain Saints: The Laity in the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod,
1900-1970 (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1975), 10.

82 Theo. Buenger, “Festival Address at the Academic Service Commemorating the
Centennial of the Founding of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, June 3, 1939,” CTM 10 (August
1939): 611.

% Buenger, “Festival Address,” 611-2.
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F. W. Foehlinger charged in 1865 that the argument that it was impossible to preach the
gospel as fruitfully in English as in German “cannot be meant seriously” because the gospel was not
originally preached in German. One might as well argue that “since the Holy Ghost on the first
Pentecost did not preach in the German language, consequently also the Gospel could not be
preached as well in the German language as, for instance, in the Greek language.” In the first
doctrinal paper presented to the Synodical Conference in 1872, Ohio professor Matthias Loy insisted
that “without question” the Evangelical Lutheran Church had as its mission “to proclaim the great
deeds of God in the English language in this country.” The Conference could not claim to be
relieved of this obligation by ministering only to Germans and Scandinavians, or even by leaving the
field to other Lutherans, because “they disseminate false doctrine with disdain.”®

An extended series in The Lutheran Witness in 1886 and 1887 pleaded:

If we wait till Americans are willing to learn German or Norwegian or

Swedish, before we approach them with the pearl of great price, we may as well

label our doctrine, our churches, our periodicals, our seminaries, our colleges, our

normal schools with the motto: For Germans only and always. This would prove

that we are German Levites and Priests, and not Lutheran Samaritans %

Yet early leaders in both synods—Walther, Muehlhaeuser, Hoenecke, August and Franz

Pieper, Koehler—worked almost exclusively in German, well into the 20th century. It was not

uncommon for Missouri and Wisconsin churches to require worship and instruction be conducted “in

# F. W. Foehlinger, “Bildung evang. Luth. Gemeinden unter unsern englisch redenden
Nachkommen,” LuW 11 (August 1865): 236—42; cited by H. B. Hemmeter, “The Missouri Synod and
English Work,” CTM 17 (May 1946): 324-5.

% M[atthias] Loy, “Our Duty Toward the English-Speaking Population of our Country,”
cited by A. W. Meyes, “The Organization of the Synodical Conference,” in Dau, ed., Ebenezer,
329-31.

% “The Rightful Claims,” LW 5 (21 January 1887): 132.
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German forever.”” German pastors feared a “tricky translation” of pure Lutheran doctrine. English
congregations that gained many new members were suspected of proselyting.®®

As late as 1911, when 95 percent of communicants in the United Lutheran Synod of the
South and 80 percent of General Synod churches used English exclusively in their worship, only 13
percent of churches in the Ohio Synod, 3 percent in the Synodical Conference, and 1 percent or less
in Norwegian bodies used English.® A Missouri pastor wrote in 1914 that “the German language is
here still the everyday language.” He repeated the argument that “experience demonstrated” that
“the loss of the German language is frequently accompanied by the loss of true Lutheranism.”*

In the Wisconsin Synod, August Pieper granted that “dogmatic concepts can be expressed
with clarity and precision in English just as well as German.” Yet he considered the King James
Version more the product of Calvinism than Lutheranism and characterized English as “the language

of a people whose prominent characteristic was a practical materialism, a desire to make money.”!

% F. Dean Lueking, Mission in the Making: The Missionary Enterprise Among Missouri
Synod Lutherans, 1846—1963 (St. Louis: CPH, 1964), 139. Lueking comments, 325, that this
requirement was contained in the 1840 constitution of Trinity congregation in St. Louis, served by C.
F. W. Walther’s brother Otto, only a year after the Saxon colony had come to America. The original
constitution of Emanuel First Ev. Lutheran Church in Lansing, Michigan, in 1856, said that services
“should forever be conducted” in German. “Emanuel—God With Us in His Word, 125,” NL 68 (18
January 1981): 27.

% Roger L. Sommer, “Martin Samuel Sommer (1869-1949),” CHIQ 23 (October 1950):
127-8.

% «“Church News and Comment,” LW 30 (28 September 1911): 157.

* Fuenfzehn Ansprachen an neuaufgenommene Glieder (St. Louis: CPH, 1914), 7; cited by
Alan Niehaus Graebner, “The Acculturation of an Immigrant Lutheran Church: The Lutheran
Church—Missouri Synod, 1917-1929” (Ph. D. diss., Columbia University, New York, 1965), 12-3,
108. -

%! Schuetze, “Foreword for Volume 65,” 3-5.
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Pieper was reported to have remarked, “Ich will deutsch selig werden” (“1 want to be saved in

German”).”

Even after harsh anti-German sentiments of World War I, the transition to English came
slowly in the Wisconsin Synod. In 1920 only 54 of 737 congregations held any English worship
services and only 9 used English exclusively.” In Wisconsin’s Dakota-Montana District, where
pastors were willing to switch to English, congregational members would object, “Der Heilige Geist
kann kein Englisch” (“The Holy Ghost cannot speak English”).>

In 1932 seminary Professor August Zich wrote, “We are under necessity to present our faith,
the most glorious faith on earth, to the masses of the American people in their language, clearly and
faultlessly spoken and written.” Zich urged that Luther’s writings, doctrinal texts, and church history
books be translated into English. Yet in that very 1932 volume of the seminary’s Theologische
Quartalschrift, only 75 of the volume’s 304 pages contained any English writing; more than a third
of those 75 pages were devoted to book reviews.” Old fears remained. “Why not translate all these
German works into English?” asked Gustav Westerhaus in 1936. That would solve the problem “if
such a translation were possible,” but Westerhaus remained skeptical. Translators “clearly do not

realize and see what a vast amount of time and effort it would require to translate only the most

% Kiessling, History, 29.
% Hartman, “The Growth of the WELS,” 33—4.
* Herbert A. Birner, “The Saga of a Mission District: Dakota-Montana, the First Ninety

Years, 1880-1970,” (paper presented to the Dakota—Montana District convention, 14—16 June 1994),
32.

% Aug. F. Zich, “On The Need of More Lutheran Books in English,” Qu 29 (October 1932):
252-6. See also E. E. Kowalke, “German to English,” NL 49 (18 November 1962): 355, 363.

27



essential and valuable of these works into English.”® As late as 1940 many lectures at Wisconsin’s
Thiensville seminary were still given in German.”

Many German immigrants came from a tradition of rural stability, with a strong desire to
restore and conserve the “old” way of life they saw being destroyed at home.” “Ministers and
synods of immigrant churches,” observed Marcus Lee Hansen, “have always been less liberal in
theology and ecclesiastical practice than the brethren they left behind.” With few exceptions,
immigrants did not possess faith in human progress or optimism regarding human nature, as did their
American-born neighbors. “Their European antecedents had taught them to be pessimistic, resigned,
unhopeful of changing the existing order of things,” wrote Maldwyn Jones. Government was
regarded primarily as an evil to be kept at arm’s length, rather than as a good to be embraced for
social improvement.'®

Missouri and Wisconsin synod churches and their leaders exhibited immigrant conservatism
regarding the role of government, and on such subjects as dancing, the theater, worldliness, and the
role of women in church and society. According to Frederick Luebke, it was only through

maintaining its conservatism and emphasizing its differentness from the surrounding culture that

% G[ustav] A. Westerhaus, “Why Do We Still Stress the Study of German at our Synodical
Institutions?” NL 23 (19 July 1936): 233. See also P. B., “The Fear of the Fathers,” NL 37 (1 January
1950): 9; (15 January 1950): 22.

*7 Bimer, “The Saga of a Mission District,” 32.

% Carol K. Coburn, Life at Four Corners. Religion, Gender, and Education in a
German—Lutheran Commumity, 1868—1945 (Lawrence, Kans.: University of Kansas Press, 1992), 9.

% Marcus Lee Hansen, The Immigrant in American History (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1940), 82-3.

'% Maldwyn Allen Jones, American Immigration (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1960), 231.
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Missourians believed they could preserve their religious identity.'” August Graebner likened the
Christian in the world to a passenger on a train that becomes unwillingly thrust into an impromptu
race with another car on a parallel track. The passenger is unavoidably involved but not responsible
for the outcome of the race or the catastrophe that may result from it. Likewise a Christian is present
but not accountable for injustices that occur in the world.'”? A Wisconsin Synod critique of the
social gospel accused “one of the strongest denominations in our country” of being, like Martha,
“cumbered about much serving.” Busying oneself with tasks that did not serve the gospel only
resulted in wasted time, diminished strength, and loss of standing in the community.'®

To the social gospel’s slogan “The Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood of Man,”
Missouri’s Theodore Graebner countered that there is a fatherhood of God through faith in Jesus and
a brotherhood among believers, but “outside the invisible Christian church there is neither fatherhood
nor spiritual brotherhood.”'® Forsaking the church’s primary mission of saving souls, the social
gospel seeks to make society better “by teaching the advantage of window screens, germless cess

pools, and painless dehorners to the farmers, and to the city dwellers the necessity of wide-topped

19! Frederick C. Luebke, “The Immigrant Condition as a Factor Contributing to the
Conservatism of the Lutheran Church,” CHIQ 38 (April 1965): 27.

192 Afugust] L. Graebner, “In der Welt, nicht von der Welt,” DL 50 (14 August 1894): 135;
cited by Alan Graebner, Uncertain Saints, 111.

' [Fred] G[raeber], “Be Ye Steadfast,” NL 2 (21 September 1915): 138. See also H[ans] K.
Mloussa], “Render Unto Caesar,” NL 1 (21 April 1914): 57. J[ohn] B[renner], “Urges Lutherans to
Political Activity,” NL 3 (21 September 1916): 138-9. H[ans] K. M[oussa], “‘Worth of Serious
Condsideration,”” NL 8 (7 August 1921): 245-6. J[ohn] J[enny], “Pressing the Church into Politics,”
NL 9 (5 February 1922): 35. [August F.] Z[ich], “Strange Gods,” NL 23 (1 March 1936): 68.
I[mmanuel] P. F[rey], “Church Forums,” NL 25 (19 June 1938): 199-200. [August F.] Z[ich], “The
Political Neutrality of the Church,” (25 September 1938): 309-10.

1% Theodore Graebner, ““The Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood of Man,’” LW 36 (6
February 1917): 38-9.
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nursing bottles for infants, playgrounds for the children, and properly chaperoned dances for the
factory girls.”'®

Quoting playwright Emile Zola, Missouri’s Martin Sommer charged that any discussion of
innocence on the stage was “useless” because “it does not exist.” At the theater “modesty and purity
are laughed at,” evil desires considered “but a jest,” and marriage employed as “merely a source of
ridicule.”'% A 1927 Lutheran Witness editorialist argued that “the chief motive for dancing, as a
rule, is to satisfy the lust of the flesh.”'” A Prof. Muenstenberg, whose book Psychology and Sanity
contained chapters “dealing with the craze for dancing,” was cited as an authority that “license,
eroticism, and imitativeness in high degree” were stirred up “by dancing movements.”'%

Franz Pieper opposed women’s suffrage in 1913 as “contrary to the natural order,” warning

that “wherever this order is perverted, His punishments are sure to follow.”'® In 1925 Pieper cited

the inauguration of a woman governor in Texas as proof “that even before its end the world has

1% Theodore Graebner, “Reject the ‘Social’ Gospel,” LW 36 (12 June 1917): 182-3.

1 [Martin] S[fommer], “Morality and the Stage,” LW 34 (27 July 1915): 235. See also
H[ans] K. M[oussa], “Modern Dictators of Fashion,” NL 1 (7 January 1914): 6. [Fred] G[raeber],
“Are You a Theater-Goer?” (21 January 1914): 9-10. H[ans] K. M[oussa], “The Age of Audacity,”
NL 3 (21 January 1916): 9. J[ohn] B[renner], “The Vampire of Movieland,” (7 May 1916): 65-6.
J[ohn] B[renner], “Waking Up?” (21 September 1916): 137-8. [Joh. P.] M[eyer], “Parents’ Duties,”
Qu 18 (July 1921): 193—4. I[mmanuel] P. F[rey], “Boycotts and the Church,” NL 23 (29 March
1936): 104.

17 «“The Dance,” LW 46 (28 June 1927): 218-9.

18 “The Dance,” LW 34 (6 April 1915): 110. See also [Fred] G[raeber], “Jazz and the
Dance,” NL 8 (20 February 1921): 51. H[ans] K. M[oussa], “At Last! An Argument For Dancing,”
NL 8 (27 November 1921): 374-5. O. Hensel, “The Christian Mother and the Dance of Her
Children,” NL 11 (13 January 1924): 8-12; (27 January 1924): 25-7; (10 February 1924): 39-41.

1% Franz Pieper, “The Layman’s Movement in the Light of God’s Word,” in What is
Christianity? and Other Essays, trans. John Theodore Mueller (St. Louis: CPH, 1933), 157.
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completely lost all common sense.”"'® A woman was to obey her husband, although her obedience
was to be that of a wife, not a servant or a child.""! Contraception made the marriage bed “far filthier
than a pigsty.” Preventing conception was “the sin of the age.” Recalling how Onan had practiced
conception prevention, only to be slain by the Lord,""? the writer warned that although God “may not
visit that dire punishment at once on such as perpetrate the same wrong today, still: “The soul that
sinneth, it shall die.””!*

Missouri and Wisconsin Synod stands on dancing, the theater, and other social ills put them
in good company with “Puritanical” Protestants. But Lutherans parted company with these
Protestants on drinking and smoking. Early writings consistently warned against drunkenness,'"* but

total abstinence was never considered a biblical command.'"® Pastors knew many of their

10 F[ranz] P[ieper], “Kirchliche-Zeitgeschichtliches: Texas hat einen weiblichen
Gouverneur,” LuW 71 (February 1925): 61.

! [Martin] Sfommer], “The Wife’s Obedience,” LW 34 (1 June 1915): 174. See also J[ohn]
B(renner], “‘What’s in a Name?’” NL 9 (5 February 1922): 38-9.

2 Genesis 38:8-10.

'3 Alan Graebner, “Birth Control and the Lutherans: The Missouri Synod as a Case Study,”
Janet Wilson James, ed., Women in American Religion (University of Pennsylvania Press, 1980),
236. A. W. Meyer, “Marriage a Success,” LW 34 (6 April 1915): 100-2. See also W. H. T. Dau,
“Regarding Birth Control,” TM S (February 1925): 51. [Martin] S[ommer], “Birth Control and
Divorces,” LW 46 (11 January 1927): 8-9. J[ohn] B[renner], “Birth Control,” NL 3 (7 July 1916):
99. [Fred] G[raeber], “Birth Rate Regulation and Wars,” NL 7 (12 December 1920): 388-9. [August
F.] Z[ich], “Birth Control,” NL 17 (21 December 1930): 406. [August F.] Z[ich], “The Falling
Birthrate and Christianity,” NL 18 (30 August 1931): 275.

14 See, for example, “Luther ueber die Trunkenheit,” DL 11 (19 March 1850): 109-10.
“Verhandlungen: Temperenz-Gesellschaft,” DL 10 (6 December 1853): 62. “Die alten
Kirchenvaeter ueber die Suende der Trunkenheit,” DL 11 (24 October 1854): 38-9. “Mein Lieber
Hans!” DL 18 (13 November 1861): 49-51. “It Was Drink That Did It!” LW 17 (7 June 1889): 7.
“What Drink Had Done For Him,” LW 20 (21 June 1901): 15-6. I[mmanuel] P. F[rey], “Liquor-
Guzzling Girls,” NL 23 (5 January 1936): 7-8.

!5 See J[ohn] Schaller, review of Religion and Drink by E. A. Wasson, in Qu 12 (October
1915): 276-9. F. S., “Prohibition and the Saloon,” NL 4 (21 April 1917): 61-3; (7 May 1917): 68-9.
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parishioners drank beer and wine in their homes and at restaurants and in beer gardens. They did
point out that saloons abounded with temptations and Christians were wise to avoid them.""® Richard
Jensen called the Missouri Synod “the most thoroughly wet denomination in America, or in the
world, for that matter.”""” Smoking was a popular habit at Concordia Seminary.'"®* When asked
whether it was proper for a seminary student to smoke, Friederich Bente replied, “Don’t you
smoke?” When the student answered, “No, sir,” Bente lit a cigar and told him, “You are not yet a
real Missourian.”'*
The certainty of their convictions
Real Missourians and Wisconsinites were known most for the certainty of their doctrinal
convictions. They were convinced that they alone possessed the entire truth of Scripture, and they
would practice church fellowship only with those churches that were in full agreement with them.
In an 1871 tract Walther defended the claim that the Evangelical Lutheran Church was “the

true visible church on earth.”

16 George Stoeckhardt, “Der Saloon,” DL 64 (7 April 1908): 106-8; (21 April 1908):
123-5; cited by Alan Graebner, Uncertain Saints, 13. Northwest District Proceedings, 1875, 4861,
Eastern District Proceedings, 1883, 45-9; Oswald F. Wagner, “Missouri in Montana,” Montana
District Proceedings, 1964, 67, cited by Frederick C. Luebke, “Politics and Missouri Synod
Lutherans: A Historiographical Review, ” CHIQ 45 (May 1972): 152. M. Brueggemann,
“Prohibition,” LW 35 (25 January 1916): 17.

! Richard Jensen, The Winning of the Midwest: Social and Political Conflict, 18881896
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971), 8.

'® Hugo Hanser, a student during Walther’s time, wrote in his diary that seminary students
smoked long Studentenpfeifen as they studied at their desks before classes. At five minutes before
nine “the pipes were set in a corner, and all the windows were opened so as to clear the air for
theological debate” when Walther arrived. Hugo Hanser, Diary, 1; trans. Roy A. Suelflow, “The
History of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Part I,” CHIQ 24 (July 1951): 60.

! Eric C. Stumpf, “Memories of Graduates, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1910-1923,”
CHIQ 59 (Spring 1986): 18. See also I[mmanuel] P. F[rey], “The Cigarette Shortage,” NL 32 (18
March 1945): 51. Herman Otten, in an undated clipping in Christian News, said he was told that “C.
F. W. Walther smoked so much that his parrot couldn’t live in his study. Past theologians did not
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To be sure, our opponents are much offended by this statement and say:

“Yes, we hold that the Lutheran Church is a church of Christ, but not the church.”

This objection obviously rests upon the idea that there is not only one, but a number

of true churches and therefore the Lutheran chur-h has no right to claim this name. . .

. But with this sweet dream of many true churches, whereby they quietly comfort

themselves, they only soothe their consciences which cry out. Thus they openly

testify of themselves that they are a sect and not the church of Christ.'*

At Walther’s funeral sermon in 1887, George Stoeckhardt announced, “We are in possession
of the truth—the entire, undiminished truth—because we know Christ crucified, and desire to know
nothing beside Him.”'?' Ten years later, at the synod’s golden anniversary, Friederich Bente wrote
that Missouri occupied “the very same doctrinal position as the Christians of the first century”—
maybe better: what “the congregation in Rome or Corinth knew in the year of our Lord 97, or should
have known, just that and not one whit more Trinity Church in St. Louis in 1897 knows.”'? Franz
Pieper insisted in 1905 that “as certainly as Holy Scripture is God’s Word—which it is—so certain is

it that our doctrine is correct.” Therefore, “whoever contests our doctrinal position contends against

the divine truth.”'®

120 Was ist ein Lutheran? oder warum nennst du dich “lutherisch?” (published by the
Deutsch—amerikanischen evangelisch—lutherischen Tractat Verein (St. Louis, n. d.), 11; cited by
Lueking, Mission in the Making, 65.

2l w. H. T. Dau, trans., “Dr. George Stoeckhardt,” TQ 17 (April 1913): 68. Stoeckhardt’s
funeral sermon for Walther appeared originally as “Rede gehalten bei der Ueberfuehring Leiche des
sel. Dr. Walther aus dem Seminargebaeude in die Dreieinigkeitskirche,” DL 43 (1 June 1887): 86.

12 Proceedings, Western District, 1897, 31-2; quoted by Quentin F. Wesselschmidt,
“Repristination Theology and the Doctrinal Position of The Lutheran Church—M issouri Synod,” in
John W. Klotz, ed., Light for Our World: Essays Commemorating the 150th Anniversary of
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri (St. Louis: CPH, 1989), 94.

12 Missouri Praceedirigs, 1905, 17, cited by Fred W. Meuser, “Business as Usual—Almost,
1900-1917,” in E. Clifford Nelson, ed., The Lutherans in North America (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1975), 377. Meuser also cited Friederich Bente’s editorial marking the 50th anniversary of
Missouri’s Lehre und Wehre in 1904, in which Bente insisted that Lehre und Wehre had been kept
untarnished by false teaching and had therefore no cause to repent or seek forgiveness for what it
taught because “that would be to accuse God Himself, indeed, to mock God, who has commanded
that these very doctrines be taught.” F[riederich] Blente], “Vorwort,” Lehre und Wehre 50 (January
1904): 1-20.
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There was in Missouri “a deep-seated belief that it had never undergone theological

change,”" coupled with an extremely high respect for the Synod’s fathers and “a heavy emphasis on
reine Lehre.”'* A pastor who entered the ministry in 1920 remarked how “it soon became evident
that the doctrinal stance of the Synod rested quite heavily upon the opinion of the fathers.” Walther,
Stoeckhardt, Pieper, and Lehre und Wehre were “constantly quoted as authorities in theological
matters.” Anyone who quarreled with their stand or questioned their authority “was immediately
labeled as ‘liberal’ and even ‘heretical.’”'*

The Wisconsin Synod praised Missouri’s orthodoxy and sought to emulate it. Northwestern
Lutheran editorialist John Jenny called it “a wonder of God before our eyes” that Missouri and
Wisconsin as “separate synods” testified to “the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,”
rejecting any compromise of their teachings to liberalism and “refusing to fraternize with any church
body that will not accept our Evangelical Confession.”'?’

Wisconsin also demonstrated the certainty of its convictions. The Lutheran, magazine of the

General Council, reported on a Pastor Beer who applied for a colloquium to the Wisconsin Synod in

In “The Twenties—Continued Change, at a Slower Pace,” Nelson, ed., The Lutherans in
North America, 433, Meuser observed that the new Concordia Seminary in St. Louis dwarfed all
other Lutheran seminaries in beauty, excellence and cost, calling it “a monument to the Missouri
Synod’s reaffirmation of its heritage and confidence for its future.” Its 1926 dedication, widely
covered by the press and attended by 75,000 people, was preserved on film for posterity to mark “a
new stage in Missouri’s sense of permanence and mission.” Having built the best, the Missouri
Synod “was determined to remain the best as far as strict Lutheranism was concerned.”

14 James W. Albers, “The History of Attitudes Within the Missouri Synod Toward Life
Insurance” (Th. D. diss., Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1972), 1.

125 Robinson, “The Spirit of Triumphalism,” iii.

16 Harold H. Engelbrecht, “Concerning ‘A Statement,’” CHIQ 43 (November 1970): 167.

127 J[ohn] J[enny], “Golden Jubilee of the Evangelical Lutheran Synodical Conference of
North America,” NL 9 (25 June 1922): 196. See also J[ohn] J[enny], “Diamond Anniversary of the
Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States,” (28 May 1922): 174. [August F.]
Z[ich], “Taking Heed Unto the Doctrine,” NL 23 (2 August 1936): 248.
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1898 in order to become a professor at its college in Watertown. A member of the Wisconsin Synod

commented:

We are somewhat at a loss to discover his unity in the faith with us, and have
consigned him to the relay depot [auf die Wartebank gesetzt]. He does not want to
become an Ohioan or Iowan, but neither does he want to become an out and out
Missourian. . . .

Then we had private discussions with him in Watertown, which showed that
B. did not occupy a correct position with regard to the power of the Word. At the
second colloquium here in Milwaukee, B. changed his position in regard to the State
to our satisfaction, but a yawning chasm between him and us remained in regard to
the doctrine of the efficacy of the Word.

B. declared our position—that Scripture in all doctrines produces in us a
divine conviction, or makes us infallibly certain, so that we can with infallible
certainty state in regard to all doctrines: “So Scripture teaches,”—. .. to be
deficient logic and a piece of Papism. Scripture doctrine, he held, is objectively
certain, but as soon as it passes through the mind of man and is reproduced by man
in the form of a doctrine, infallibility can no longer be predicated of it; we can, in
that case, speak only of the conception of individuals. In short, Beer is an Erasmus;
he refuses to come to any definite conclusion, as Luther says; he really has a
different spirit from us. . . . His greatest material defect is this, that he does not draw
his knowledge directly from Scripture, and his conscience is not yet in entire
captivity to the Word of God, so as to cause him to know nothing but the Word.

The Lutheran’s editor, G. F. Krotel, considered such declarations of “divine conviction” and
“infallible certainty” to be “cut out of the same cloth as the doctrines of papal infallibility.”'?*

There was no practicing fellowship with other Christians, or even with non-Synodical
Conference Lutherans. Complete doctrinal agreement was prerequisite for any expressions of church
union. Article 4 of the Synodical Conference constitution rejected “all ecclesiastical union and

cooperation that is not based upon the pure Lutheran faith,” including mixed congregations,

128 “The Lutheran Witness,” Lu 2 (30 June 1898): 616. Although The Lutheran cited this
story from an account in Missouri’s Lutheran Witness and referred to alleged “anti-Missourian
fervor,” it was clear to The Lutheran's editor that an identical doctrinal spirit existed in both synods:
“The colloquium would have been the same, of course, if he had applied to Missouri.”
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exchanging pulpits, open communion, and the formation of religious societies with sectarians.'”
“Missouri and Wisconsin were not known for peculiar teachings about justification by faith,” Martin
Marty has observed, “but for their refusal to pray with others.”'*

The signal event that solidified Missouri’s narrow practice of prayer fellowship was the
bitter rupture between Missouri and Ohio in the predestination controversy. After enduring charges
of Calvinism from F. A. Schmidt in his publication Neues und Altes, Missouri resolved at its 1881
convention: “We can no longer walk together. We also cannot pray with one another any longer.
For you [the Ohio Synod] will pray for our and we for your conversion.” Such joint prayer “is an
abomination in the sight of God.” Missouri then instructed its delegates to the next year’s Synodical
Conference convention neither to sit with nor to recognize any synod that had publicly accused the
Missouri Synod of Calvinism."!

Two decades later, following the third of five free conferences held between the Iowa, and
Ohio synods and the Synodical Conference in 1904 at Detroit, Friederich Bente explained why
Missourians had so resolutely refused Ohioan and Iowan requests to open these free conferences with
prayer. “The disagreements between the Synodical Conference and their detractors,” Bente wrote,
“certainly cannot be classified as nitpicking, but as of great and evident doctrine, clearly revealed in
God’s Word and of utmost importance to the welfare of the church.” Missouri would “consider it

treason to the divine truth” to sit “with hands in lap” while Ohioans and Iowans forged ahead. Bente

12 SC Proceedings, 1890, 34, trans. Edmund Stahlnecker; cited by Carl S. Meyer, “The
Missouri Synod and Other Lutherans Before 1918,” in Carl S. Meyer, ed., Moving Frontiers, 267.

130 Martin E. Marty, Modern American Religion, Volume 1: The Irony of it All, 1893—1919
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), 178.

B! Missouri Proceedings, 1881, 30~1, 45; cited in Fellowship Then and Now: Concerning
the Impasse in the Intersynodical Discussions on Church Fellowship (Milwaukee: WELS
Commission on Doctrinal Matters, 1961), 14.
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cited various doctrinal errors in these two “adversary” church bodies, along with chief scriptural
references forbidding “all communion of faith and prayer under these circumstances.”'*2

Speaking specifically to prayer fellowship, Bente argued that Ohioans and Missourians could
not pray together because “their teachings are as far apart as the earth’s poles” and so “their prayers
drift apart and against one another.” Not even the Lord’s Prayer could be offered together “with the
same implication.” Missourians could never join in worship with an Iowan or Ohioan because he
“would pray publicly for God to dissuade [Missourians] from their ways and convert them to the
Ohioan synergism.” Prayer union with “adversaries” in the Iowa and Ohio synods would inevitably
involve “lies and deceit, controversy and inconsequence.”'**

Bente also regarded the practice of joint prayer as a “slippery slope” that would inevitably
lead to other expressions of fellowship:

It follows logically that the Synodical Conference could not have stopped at

liturgical prayer services. The Conference would have had to push on inexorably,

further even than the Ohioans and Iowans would have wanted to go. Those who say

“A” and join the Ohioans and Iowans together in prayer and worship must also say

“B” and institute joint preaching and the Lord’s Supper. Anyone who offers joint

prayer with the Ohioans has granted them the deepest and most intimate fellowship a

Christian can give; he cannot deny them any other form of brotherly harmony. There

is no closer communion on earth than when people come together in the name of

Jesus to pour out the common desires of their heart before God. . . . If we unite with

the Ohioans in prayer, we must also invite them to our altars and bring them to our

pulpits and recommend their churches, pulpits and altars to our pastors and lay

people, and must silence all polemics.'*

Wisconsin’s Adolf Hoenecke wrote in his Ev. Lutheran Dogmatik that “to refrain completely

from all prayer fellowship and fellowship in worship with those who are of a different faith”

132 Friederich Bente, “Warum koennen wir keine gemeinsame Gottesdienste mit Ohioern und
lowaern veranstalten und abhalten?” LuW 51 (March 1905): 99-104. An English translation of
Bente’s article is in the WLS essay file, although the name of the translator is not indicated.

133 Bente, “Warum?” 109-10.

134 Bente, “Warum?” 110-1. Edward Fredrich suggested that Bente’s comments constitute
“an argument for a ‘unit concept’ of fellowship even if that term is not used.” WSL, 280.
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constituted the only proper course of action in agreement with God’s Word. Prayer fellowship with
errorists sets aside the duty to confess Christ, “and this confession includes everything that Scripture
teaches about Him, His person, His office, His work.” Citing injunctions in 1 Thessalonians 5:22
and 2 Corinthians 6:14 to “abstain from every form of evil” and to avoid being “unequally
yoked” together with unbelievers, Hoenecke argued that unionism “opens the doors wide to
indifferentism. . . .

All unionism is based on the assumption that the truth of Scripture will not

be urged in earnest, especially not in so far as it condemns all errors, even the

smallest, and warns against them as poison to the soul. For as soon as this would be

done, such a union would collapse.'**

“Amalgamation would mean disbanding the Wisconsin Synod”

With such similarities in culture and background, and with mutual admiration for one
another’s doctrinal purity, why did the two synods never become one?

Had Walther had his way, they would have. Following Missouri’s recognition of
Wisconsin’s orthodoxy, Walther sought to persuade congregations belonging to the various member
synods of the Synodical Conference to relinquish their synodical affiliation, in order to form united
state bodies. Such a “state synod plan” was outlined at the 1873 Synodical Conference convention.
Wisconsin initially expressed enthusiasm for such a plan, hoping it would aid in “the more powerful
unfolding of the gifts and powers” given to the church; soon, however, Wisconsin objected to

Missouri’s presumption that such territorial division was “the one correct and normal method, and

that every other one is per se disorderly.” By 1875 Missouri claimed apostolic warrant for dividing

135 Adolf Hoenecke, Ev. Luth. Dogmatik, II1 (Milwaukee: NPH, 1912), 441-2; cited in
Fellowship Then and Now, 31; emphasis in the translation. See also H[ans] K. M[oussa],
“Federation Plans,” NL 2 (21 June 1915): 89. H[ans] K. M[oussa], “Conventions and Invocations,”
NL 3 (7 July 1916): 97-8. [Fred] G[raeber], “Prayers at Convention,” NL 7 (22 July 1920): 210.
[Fred] Graeber], “Why Prayer At Al1?” NL 8 (6 February 1921): 36-7. H[ans] K. M[oussa], “At
Last, Chicago Becomes Religious,” NL 12 (22 February 1925): 53-4. [August F.] Z[ich], “Sobering
Words,” NL 23 (10 May 1936): 149-50. [August F.] Z[ich], “The Christian and Other Churches,”
(10 May 1936): 151-2. [August F.] Z[ich], “Narrowmindedness,” NL 25 (22 May 1938): 165.

38



territories into geographic parishes. To have two church bodies in doctrinal agreement competing
against each other, Missouri maintained, militated against love and gave offense."*®

In essence, Wisconsin was being asked to “die a graceful death in favor of Missouri.””*’ If a
“state synod of Wisconsin” were to be formed, and if Missouri Synod members in the state of
Wisconsin were to join that state synod, and if that “state synod of Wisconsin” were then to vote in
favor of joining the larger Missouri Synod, soon there would no longer be a Wisconsin Synod.
Wisconsin remained unconvinced of the necessity and the advisability of forming one organizational
body. “One should guard against the allegation that territorial division is the only true order, and
everything else is disorder.” Wisconsin’s August Ernst advised, “Do not put too much stock in
constitutional projects.”'*®

The showdown came at Wisconsin’s 1877 convention at Watertown. When Missouri’s
District President Karl Strassen insisted that two church bodies inwardly united must necessarily
form an outward union, and that Wisconsin’s unwillingness to do so revealed that “the Wisconsin
Synod does not love the Missouri Synod,” Wisconsin’s Adolf Hoenecke was quick to respond:

It is no more necessary for two church bodies which agree in doctrine and
practice, to desire to be united in one body, than it would be for two Christian

persons who love each other to want to marry. We love each other as two church
bodies, yet it is not necessary for us to be joined organically."”’

16 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1871, 28. SC Proceedings, 1874, 15; 1876, 15-6. All cited by
David Schmiel, “State Synods and Geographic Parishes: The Abortive Movement of the 1870’s,”
CHIQ 38 (January 1966): 193.

137 Roy Arthur Suelflow, “The History of the Missouri Synod during the Second Twenty-Five
Years of its Existence” (Ph. D. diss., Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1946), 65.

138 SC Proceedings, 1874, 15. August Emst, “Ein Wort ueber Staatensynoden,” GB 12 (1
May 1877): 6. Both cited by Schmiel, “State Synods,” 194-5.

199 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1877, 27, in Schmiel, “State Synods,” 195.
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August Pieper, in attendance at that 1877 convention, recalled hearing one delegate remark, “We
have a history of our own behind us, and we do not intend to deny that.”'*

According to Roy Suelflow, Wisconsin’s “stubbornness” could be explained only by its fear
of “losing prestige if it were to get too close to the larger and more important synods of Missouri and
Ohio.”"*! Walther even accused the Wisconsin Synod of committing a widergoettlich (ungodly)
trespass against Christian liberty.'*? According to Koehler, the intersynodical animosity occasioned
by Wisconsin’s rejection of the state synod plan “did not abate in smaller Wisconsin and especially
Minnesota circles for years.”'** Wisconsin “acquired a not altogether deserved image of an

isolationist and individualistic church body.”'*

140 “Reminiscences from Professor August Pieper,” WHIJ 1 (Fall 1983): 53.

4! Roy Arthur Suelflow, “History of the Missouri Synod,” 55. While this observation
appears justified, Suelflow’s continued discussion of the failure of the state synod plan turns unduly
harsh. Suelflow recalled Walther’s repeated warnings at the first Synodical Conference convention
against the dangers of seeking to win souls for the attainment of individual synodical honor. Citing
no supporting evidence for his claim, Suelflow then wrote, 56-7, “Probably [Walther] knew the
character of the Wisconsin men quite well, and tried to avoid just such a display of petty jealousies™;
emphasis added. Schmiel, “History of the Relationship,” 56-7, though acknowledging that such an
attitude “can be categorized as nothing other than sin,” charged that “it was to be found in individuals
of both synods.” To blame one synod but not the other is “questionable historiography.” The
original wording of the state synod plan indicated that the Missouri and Ohio synods were to remain
intact, and each state synod to be organized could affiliate only with those two synods. “Wisconsin’s
objections always pointed to this, and that the final formulation of the Synodical Conference
recognized the validity of this objection by removing the offending stipulation, seems to be ample
evidence that Wisconsin’s hesitation was justifiable.”

2 Schmiel, “History of the Relationship,” 52.
143 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 160.

14 Edward C. Fredrich, “Wisconsin’s First Federation Memberships,” WLQ 73 (October
1976): 278-9. Hans Moussa wrote in 1925 that “there was at all times a healthy opposition” in the
Wisconsin Synod to anything like the state synod plan. Some might view such opposition as the
application to the church of the axiom that “competition is the life of trade.” Others may emphasize
the importance of allowing organizations to follow their historical trasitions. Still others may warn
against the dangers inherent in mere size and hugeness of organization. “It is debatable,” Moussa
concluded, “whether desirable uniformity is not better served by having a number of independent
units rather than by having a huge, unwiedly mass, that can be taught the goose-step—at the sacrifice

40



Admittedly, the Missouri Synod had grown more rapidly to become considerably larger than
the Wisconsin Synod. Missouri grew 58 percent during its first three years, 343 percent during the
1850s, and another 154 percent during the 1860s, so that by its silver anniversary in 1872 it
numbered 415 pastors serving 77,832 members in 26 states. During the next quarter century it grew
more than 800 percent to 687,334 baptized members in 1,986 congregations and 683 additional
preaching stations. By the turn of the century, Missouri had members in all but three states in the
United States, plus 42 congregations in Canada.'* Add to that the synod’s burgeoning efforts in
foreign missions, its extensive establishment of Christian day schools'* and its system of Concordia
colleges, and the prodigious output of its Concordia Publishing House'¥’—all combined to produce
what some observers called an extraordinary synodical esprit de corps and others labeled

“triumphalism.”

of initiative and individualism.” Hfans] K. M[oussa], “Seventy-five Years of the Wisconsin Synod
in Brief Survey,” NL 12 (1 November 1925): 344.

45 Weisheit, The Zeal of His House, 43, 57. Baepler, A Century of Grace, 167, 217.

46 Missouri writers admired Catholicism’s commitment to parochial education. Noting the
“surprisingly rapid progress” of the Catholic church in America, a Lutheran Witness observer
remarked that “whenever parochial schools have been established, the church has grown.” The
reason for “the unparalleled growth” of the Missouri Synod was “chiefly because the founders of our
Synod have from the beginning seen the necessity and benefit of parochial schools wherever they
were placed.” E. Heinemann, “Some Thoughts About Parochial Schools,” LW 1 (21 March 1883):
168. Christian Day Schools proved to be powerful missionary agencies. Through its schools
Missouri churches contacted and then incorporated thousands of new immigrants. The pastor of St.
James church in Chicago baptized 586 children in 1883 alone, and more than 13,000 during his
twenty-seven year ministry. Seventy-Fifth Anniversary of St. James Evangelical Lutheran
Congregation, Chicago, Illinois, 1944, 6-T; cited by Albert G. Merkens, “Early Lutheran Settlers
and Schools in Northern Illinois,” CHIQ 21 (January 1949): 185.

17 See E[dward] Seuel, “Publication Activity of the Missouri Synod,” in Da, ed., Ebenezer,
293-5. Otto A. Dorn, “Early Printing in the Missouri Synod,” CHIQ 24 (April 1951): 1-23. Albert
W. Galen, “Concordia Publishing House’s One Hundred Years,” CHIQ 42 (November 1969):
158—67. CPH became the third largest Protestant publishing house in the United States. Adams,
Preus of Missouri, 16.
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Missouri’s sense of esprit de corps stood “unsurpassed by any American denomination at
any time in its history.”"*® Reaching its peak in the 1930s, it was, in Leigh Jordahl’s estimation, a
synodical loyalty “not always indistinguishable from chauvinism.”** August Pieper characterized
Missouri’s spirit as “remarkably intense,” a “strongly pronounced synodical patriotism, a strong
tendency to stick together, not only against all enemies, but also over against friendly synods.”
Though “essentially a Christian, spiritual thing,” Pieper also recognized “quite a human element in
all of this” and noted “some things that are offensive.”'*

Leigh Jordahl suggested that “a sharp motif of triumphalism” pervaded Missouri history.'*!
Analogous to “Manifest Destiny” in American political history, Jack T. Robinson defined
triumphalism as “that deep and abiding motivating force, unarticulated,” coloring the life of the
Missouri Synod, that “looked for the final conquest of all opponents” and “required perfect harmony
among those who would conquer.”'*2

Although Adolf Hoenecke held Walther in high personal regard and appreciated his doctrinal

orthodoxy, he acquired a certain dislike for some of Missouri’s methods and manners. Hoenecke felt

148 K uster, “Fellowship Dispute,” 80.
149 Jordahl, introduction to HWS, ix.
10 August Pieper, “Anniversary Reflections,” 245.

15! Leigh D. Jordahl, review of Moving Frontiers by Carl S. Meyer, Una Sancta 22
(Pentecost 1965): 51-6.

12 Robinson, “The Spirit of Triumphalism,” 18. A more recent chronicler of Missouri
history, Robert M. Hess, “Prayer Fellowship in the First Half of Synod’s History” (master’s thesis,
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1985), 31-2, criticized Robinson’s selective research:

“While it may appear to Robinson from his very selective choice of material that Missouri
came at fellowship with an overpowering spirit of conquest, the fact is that Missouri was quite aware
of its shortcomings. . . . Robinson is guilty of the type of research which comes at research only to
find material to support his presuppositions. This biased approach not only enables him to fit
presuppositions and conclusions snugly together, but causes him to ignore material which might get
in the way of his conclusions, or even cause him to alter them.”
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it better that Wisconsin carry on its own work according to its own inclinations in peace with
Missouri.'® In 1878 Hoenecke also remarked to J. P. Koehler, “There is something sectarian about
Missouri.”!*

Koehler sometimes directed harsh words at Missouri’s “cocksureness.” Synodical literature
“since the very founding of the Synodical Conference” revealed that the relationship between the two
synods “was not entirely as it appeared on the surface.” Missourians followed Walther’s lead on
such ideas as the state synod plan because they were his “devoted disciples.” The desire for a large,
uniform church organization “was the nature of such a well-disciplined, single-minded, large,
successful body.” Wisconsin, Koehler said, felt just the opposite “because of an inferiority complex,
superinduced by its continued insecurity.”"

August Pieper remarked on “the Missouri Spirit” that grew out of “the extreme narrowness”
of its almost exclusive use of “dogmatic-practical education” learned from Walther. “It was
psychologically inevitable that a bad attitude became entrenched in many in the synod.” Missourians
boasted they were “the only ones who are completely orthodox and competent,” manifesting that
attitude not only toward Lutheran bodies outside their fellowship “but also toward those which in the
course of time were recognized as sufficiently Lutheran”—undoubtedly a reference to the Wisconsin
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Synod.

'3 August Pieper, “The Significance of Dr. Adolf Hoenecke,” 378-9. August Pieper,
“Anniversary Reflections,” 278.

14 3. P. Koehler, HWS, 251-2. Jordahl, xxiv, explained: “Neither Hoenecke in making the
remark nor Koehler reflecting upon it intended to fault the doctrinal position of the Missourians, but
both rather had reference to a certain mind set.”

135 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 166.

15 August Pieper, “Anniversary Reflections,” 266-7. Nevertheless, Edward Fredrich
remarked that as his seminary teacher Pieper “could wax eloquent when describing his debts” to his
teacher Walther. E[dward] C. Fredrich, Review of Editorials from “Lehre und Wehre,” translated by
J. A. Bouman, WLQ 79 (Winter 1982): 76.
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Though Wisconsin grew more slowly than her big sister (Missouri was half again as large in
1897 as Wisconsin is more than a century later), its emergence from unpromising beginnings was
nonetheless impressive. The 1915 statistics of the four synods that merged to become the
Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States'*” two years later show Wisconsin
to be by far the largest of the bodies with 306 pastors, 150,000 baptized members, and 438
congregations and preaching stations. An additional 46,555 baptized members came from the
Minnesota, Michigan, and Nebraska synods—Minnesota being twice as large as Michigan, and
Michigan being almost five times as large as Nebraska.'s®

In contrast to Missouri’s energetic world mission efforts, Wisconsin left a mixed legacy. Its
mission policy, as enunciated by Johannes Bading in 1883, was to “stay close to home and establish a
firm base.” The flood of German Lutheran immigrants into Wisconsin each year, “filled with a
preoccupation for physical advancement” but “neglecting their spiritual needs,” provided the Synod

with “a holy and important mission,” which Bading felt the Synod “will not be able to finish in our

whole lives.”'” Yet congregations celebrated mission festivals, as the Gemeinde-Blatt noted in 1884,

157 James P. Schaefer, “From this corner,” NL 75 (1 February 1988): 59, noted the changes in
name the Wisconsin Synod has experienced: “The original name adopted in 1850 was the ‘German
Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Wisconsin’ (‘Das Deutsche Evangelische Ministerium von
Wisconsin’). In 1892 when the synods of Wisconsin, Minnesota and Michigan formed a federation,
the name was changed to the ‘General (4ligemeinen) Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Michigan, and Other States.” In 1917 when the three synods merged, the name was
shortened to the “Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States.’ The final
change to the ‘Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod’ was made in 1959.”

18 Hartman, “The Growth of the WELS,” 34.

'® Moussa, “Seventy-five Years,” 346, wrote, “They were themselves missionaries but they
established a treasury for foreign missions just the same. It is true, no very great sums were realized,
but it was more than a mere gesture; it was an act of the same fibre as the widow’s mite.”
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“not because God commands them but because we are driven to it by our love to the heathen and our
thankfulness to God.”'%°

In view of such circumstances, Wisconsin’s mission endeavor among the Apache Indians in
Arizona, begun in 1893, was truly remarkable. “The early men who stepped off the Southern Pacific
[Railway] at San Carlos or the Santa Fe in Holbook were absolutely untrained and unprepared for
what they were about to undertake,” wrote Arthur Guenther, a veteran in the Apache mission work.
“The only job description was simple: ‘We need a man in Arizona—will you go?’ No special
training—no linguistic studies. No philosophy of Indian missions. Just, ‘Go, and, prayerfully, do the
best you can.’” Some failed “and got back on the train as soon as the opportunity presented itself.”
Others “tried, gave their best,” but still failed. Others “tried, failed, tried again, improved, gave of
time, talent, love, patience, health, and even life, and succeeded.”'®!

But it was in that very context that some remarks made by Koehler caused a lasting impact
on the synodical personality. “There are organizations, like people,” Koehler wrote, “that remain
small in number” and are meant to do “intensive rather than extensive” work. “The Wisconsin

Synod had a college that was off to a good start,” and to maintain and develop that “was mission

' Bading is quoted from Wisconsin Proceedings, 1883, 13-14. “B,” “Unsre Missionfeste,”
GB 19 (1 July 1884): 167-8. Both cited by Eric Hartzell, “Mission Zeal of the Infant Wisconsin
Synod, 1850—-1893,” senior church history paper, Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary (1976), 2, 7, 16.
Hartzell provides, 24-5, some thought-provoking financial computations to illustrate his contention
that the Wisconsin Synod was far more mission-minded than generally given credit for. In 1886 the
annual salary of a Reiseprediger was listed at $300 a year; a $30,000 salary for a called worker today
is one hundred times greater than the Reiseprediger’s salary. According to Wisconsin’s 1880
Proceedings, the synod’s outstanding debt on its institutions totaled $19,662.91; a comparable
synodical debt today would be one hundred times greater, $1,966,291. Add to that the poverty of
many of Wisconsin’s members in 1880, then add the far smaller number of members in the Synod,
and Hartzell concluded, “In view of just that fact alone, who would dare or care to ask why there was
not more flashy mission endeavor?”

16! A[rthur] A. Guenther, “The Ministry among the Apaches after 100 Years” (paper
presented to the Arizona Pastoral Conference, San Carlos, Ariz., 4-5 May 1993), 5; emphasis in the
original.

45



enough for a while.” There was something “not entirely sound” about the Apache mission effort.
The very notion that Wisconsin failed to live up to its obligations unless it did “foreign” mission
work was to Koehler “dogmatism, with a streak of pietism.”'? Despite the synod’s Apache work and
its efforts to assist World War I refugees in Germany and Poland, Koehler’s comment remained “a
formidable factor” for the next half century and was invoked even when the Wisconsin Synod
became more aggressive about overseas missions following World War I1.'6

“Basically,” remarked W. F. Dorn, “the relationship [between the synods] was a good
one.”'* In several locations a “gentleman’s agreement” existed, under which each synod refrained
from opening congregations in the other’s area, particularly in the cities.'® By general consensus
“Missouri did the towns and [Wisconsin] did the country.”'® A recently retired Wisconsin pastor
admitted that Wisconsin and Missouri Synod churches often lived “side by side in a love-hate
relationship” and offered recollections of two anecdotal feuds, yet “you could write a book about all
of the evidences of Christian love members of the two synods once felt among and displayed among

themselves.

162 3. P. Koehler, HWS, 196, 198.

'3 E[dward] C. Fredrich, “The WELS Mission Enterprise Among the Apaches,” presented to
the LHC (San Francisco, Calif., 6-9 November 1986), 15.

16 W. F. Dorn, “The Thirty-Year Controversy Between Missouri and Wisconsin,”
mimeograph commentary, 1983, 4. A copy of this document is in the possession of Prof. Wayne
Schmidt of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. Cited by George J. Gude, “A Description and Evaluation
of the Pressures and Difficulties within the Synodical Conference which led its Destruction”
(master’s thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, May 1986), 1.

165 This “agreement” may never have been as formal as such a comment makes it appear.
According to respondent 39, the agreement regarding the division of labor between the states of
Arizona and California may have occurred when Wisconsin Synod pastor E. Amnold Sitz met a
Missouri Synod pastor from the area on board train and suggested that each synod work in the
corresponding area.

1 Birner, “The Saga of a Mission District,” 4, 38, 16.
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Ministers met in mixed conferences, socialized, preached at each other’s
festivals, accepted calls interchangeably. As I remember, we got along well. The
Missourians were cordial lovers of cigars and good humor. They looked and talked
like good Christian men, as indeed they were. In 1929, I recall, some five thousand
of us joined together in a service of praise at Oshkosh Fairgrounds, commemorating
the 400th anniversary of Luther’s Catechism. In Milwaukee members of the two
synods got together to start Milwaukee Lutheran High School. One thing that bound
us together powerfully in love and fellowship was the then-famous Lutheran Hour,
and preacher Walter A. Maier. Attwo o’clock on every Sunday afternoon it was
broadcast on countless radio stations across the country and beyond, including pricey
first liners like WGN in Chicago. In its palmy days the program was called,
“Bringing Christ to the Nations,” and nobody laughed. Everyone we knew sat down
and listened. . . .

When I was a member of Winnebago Academy choir in the early thirties we
were proud to sing at a Lutheran Hour rally in an Oshkosh theater, and WAM, as he
was known, was the preacher. . . . Missouri churches everywhere were happy to
emblazon “Church of the Lutheran Hour” on their bulletin boards, to the envy of us
of Wisconsin. Maybe the best part of every broadcast, though, was when the smooth
as silk student choir of “Concordia Lutheran Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri”
immediately opened the hour with the lovely strains of “Beautiful Savior, King of
Creation, Son of God and Son of Man. . . .” In those days the Missouri Synod stood
for something, and thanks to the Lutheran Hour everybody knew what that was. '’

Another recently retired Wisconsin pastor remembered growing up in the Saginaw area, where a

close harmony existed between the two synods. At Michigan Lutheran Seminary, a Wisconsin

Synod school, many of his classmates came from Missouri Synod congregations. “I came and went

in [the home of an area Missouri pastor] almost as though it were my own.” Joint Sunday afternoon

Lenten services held in the city auditorium regularly attracted up to 4,000 worshipers. “The farthest

thing from anyone’s mind was that this could all one day come to an end.”"®®

Yet there was on both sides an innate understanding that the synods retained distinctive

personalities. One Wisconsin Synod pastor recalled how his grandmother, born in a well-to-do

Missouri family, used to remark about the spiritual house she left, “Dieser Missourianer, sie hatten

17 Krug, “Shifts of Fellowship Teachings in WELS,” 5-6.
18 Theodore A. Sauer to Mark Braun, 18 April 1997; copy in possession of the author.
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schliff! ” (“These Missourians— they were polished!”).'®® By contrast, August Pieper was fond of
saying, “Wir sind in der Wisconsin Synode; wir machen kein ‘show’” (“We are in the Wisconsin
Synod; we don’t put on a show”).'”

Wisconsin “was not so exposed to the rapid Americanization process” and “rooted more in
traditionally Lutheran and even German areas.” Its membership was “still more inhibited by the
habits of the German, often Pomeranian, farming communities, who are not inclined to move very
fast.” In addition, Wisconsin’s comparative lack of modern synodical machinery may have slowed
the growth of its missions.'”! And “some Wisconsin pastors were no great friends of Missouri.”'"?
Philip von Rohr, pioneer Minnesota pastor, apparently empathized in 1875 with those in Wisconsin
who “resented the pressure (real or inferred) that Missouri was applying” toward the formation of a

single synod. Though he could have joined the Missouri Synod, von Rohr chose not to.'”

1% Paul Wendland to Mark Braun, 3 October 1996; copy in possession of the author.
170 Martin Westerhaus, interview by author, Mequon, Wis., 10 February 1997.

"' Wlilhelm] M. Oesch, Memorandum Inter Nos: Presenting a Series of Observations on the
Present State of American Lutheranism of the Synodical Conference and the Lutheran
Church—Missouri Synod (Gross—Gerau, Hessen, West Germany: Druck-und Verlagshaus Phil. L.
Fink, 1960), 21. According to 1926 statistics assembled in “Our Rural Field,” AL 9 (July 1926): 7,
by Gerald Jenny, 67.3 percent of Wisconsin Synod members lived in rural areas or in towns with a
population of 2,500 or less. That figure compared with 58.3 percent for all Lutherans in the United
States and Canada. Seven Lutheran bodies had a still higher percentage of rural or small town
residents, among them the Eielsen Synod (80 percent), the Finnish Apostolic Synod (86.4 percent),
and the Icelandic Synod (93.4 percent). Missouri’s membership was also predominantly rural and
small town, 59.3 percent. A half century later, the WELS continued to have “a small town or rural
flavor.” Two-thirds of its membership lived in cities with a population of less than 50,000, in small
towns, or on farms. Glenn R. Barnes and John R. Isch, “Who We Are,” NL 69 (1 Mat 1982): 139.

172 Birner, “The Saga of a Mission District,” 38.

13 Richard D. Balge, “Von Rohr: a Beloved Brother and Faithful Minister,” WLQ 72 (July
1975): 218. See also Philip von Rohr Sauer, “The Rev. Philip von Rohr: Devoted Pioneer Pastor and
Leader of the Wisconsin Synod,” WHIJ 5 (Spring 1987): 12-3. Armin Engel, “Our President—
Philipp von Rohr,” NL 63 (30 May 1976): 169-70.
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In a particularly acerbic comment, Koehler lamented the parliamenteering tactics of some
Wisconsin pastors at the 1908 Synodical Conference convention, yet he insisted the Wisconsin men
“were still novices” at such practices. Wisconsin’s behavior “did not shock the Missourians out of
their coma of orthodox infallibility; in four instances later, of the same rawness, the writer had
occasion to observe their employing such tactics, no doubt with the firm conviction that it is best so
for the church of God.”""

Two attempts early in the twentieth century to unite the synods into a single organization
made little headway. A movement that came to be known as the Laienbewegung began when a
layman from Racine, Wisconsin, convened a meeting of church members at the Wisconsin
Conservatory of Music in Milwaukee. A committee of 12 appointed at that meeting submitted a
written proposal for union to all congregations of both synods. On 9 March 1913, almost five
hundred people met at St. John’s Church in Milwaukee, and despite objections from Wisconsin’s
professor August Pieper (who later likened the movement to the Peasant’s Rebellion in 1525)"”* and
President Bergemann, the group overwhelmingly supported union of the two synods.'” Missouri’s
1914 and 1917 conventions reacted favorably,'”” but a previous proposal initiated in 1911 by the
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, and Nebraska Synods, federated since 1892, was already in
process of implementation. The result was the formation of the Joint Ev. Lutheran Synod of

Wisconsin and Other States.'”®

174 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 219.
15 J. P. Koehler, HWS, 241.

7 John C. Wohlrabe, Jr., “The Missouri Synod’s Unity Attempts During the Pfotenhauer
Presidency, 1911-1935,” (master’s thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1982), 66-9.

'"7 Missouri Proceedings, 1914, 53; 1917, 75-6.

' Fredrich, WSL, 131. Schmiel, “The History of the Relationship,” 101-2, concluded that
the Wisconsin Synod reacted favorably in 1915 only because the synod was “biding her time to see
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In 1931, a Wisconsin Synod church in Oshkosh, Wisconsin, petitioned its convention to
consider the question of merging the Synodical Conference bodies and to invite other member bodies
of the conference to do the same. A committee was directed to consider the question.'” Several
Missouri Synod congregations presented a memorial to Missouri’s 1932 convention calling for
amalgamation of the synods; Missouri in turn appointed a “Committee on Organic Union,” instructed
to work with other synods to determine if such a union were possible.'®® Wisconsin’s July 1932
Quartalschrift reported on the proposed merger,'®' and The Northwestern Lutheran noted conference
papers and discussions in 1932 and 1933 regarding a possible merger of the synods.'®

In 1935, however, Missouri reported that only the Norwegian Synod had appointed such a
committee. The Norwegians and Slovaks both cited language differences as a barrier to possible

183

merger, - and the report of Wisconsin’s Committee on Amalgamation at its 1935 convention was

whether the plan to form the Joint Synod would be brought to completion.” Once that plan was
carried out, further considerations about joining with Missouri ceased. “The Wisconsin Synod,”
Schmiel remarked, “was building its own empire.”

'” Wisconsin Proceedings, 1931, 76-1.
1% Missouri Proceedings, 1932, 164-6.

8! Joh. P. Meyer noted without comment that the Missouri Synod “favors an amalgamation
of the synods now federated in the Synodical Conference” and “has taken definite steps to open
negotiations with the Wisconsin, the Norwegian, and the Slovak synods with a view to
consolidation.” [Joh. P.] M[eyer], “Organic Union Proposed,” Qu 29 (July 1932): 230. The
following April, in reviewing the Proceedings of the 1932 Synodical Conference convention, Meyer
added: “A movement was begun by the Missouri Synod at its last convention, aiming at an
amalgamation of the synods affiliated with [the] Synodical Conference. It would seem that the
Conference, organized more than sixty years ago, and functioning smoothly since its inception,
would be the logical instrument, should any closer union be desired.” [Joh. P.] M[eyer], review of
Proceedings of the Thirty-third Convention of the Ev. Luth. Synodical Conference of North America,
Mankato, Minn., Aug. 10-15, 1932, in Qu 30 (April 1933): 157.

182 Pastoral conference listings in The Northwestern Lutheran included several conference
papers or informal discussions scheduled regarding the possibility of this amalgamation; see: NL 19
(25 September 1932): 314; 20 (20 May 1933): 170; (8 October 1933): 333.

18 Missouri Proceedings, 1935, 219.

50



tabled until the next convention.'® The next summer various districts of the Wisconsin Synod
accepted the determination of the synod’s Conference of Presidents not to pursue the proposed
synodical merger. “Amalgamation would mean disbanding the Wisconsin Synod,” the presidents
wrote, “something that would sadden us deeply. For our Synod has become very dear to us and has a
deep meaning for us. It has its own history and has gone through some fiery struggles for the
truth.”'® Fifty years later, retired Missouri President Jacob A. O. Preus remarked that “despite some
pious statements and resolutions I don’t think there was ever a serious intent on the part of anyone to
merge the Synods.”'®

At the Wisconsin Synod’s 75th anniversary in 1925, Hans Moussa admitted with some
chagrin that “synodical consciousness was never strong in Wisconsin.” Pastors who came from other
Lutheran bodies “soon learn to bear this easy yoke of Wisconsin affiliation.” Yet Moussa insisted
that this “spirit of individuality” did not betray a lack of loyalty to the synod but revealed instead “a
manner of asserting independence of all mass influences.” It was “ordinarily enough” for Wisconsin
Synod members “to say they were Lutherans,” yet they were not indifferent to the service their synod
provided in maintaining the purity of the gospel message. In what may have been an oblique jab at
the Missouri Synod, Moussa concluded, “Provincial prejudices can hardly thrive in the soil of the
Joint Synod [of Wisconsin and Other States]; the soil is not of that sort.”'*’

Such differences of size, history, and personality allowed these sister synods to maintain

separate identities, even as they worshiped and worked together, attended each other’s schools,

18 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1935, 111.
1% Cited by Kiessling, History, 42.

1% Jacob A. O. Preus to George J. Gude, 14 April 1985; cited in Gude, “Pressures and
Difficulties,” 12.

' Moussa, “Seventy-Five Years, 350; emphasis in the original.
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intermarried, and formed lasting friendships. It would have been all but impossible to predict that the
synods meeting together so congenially in Mankato in 1932 would soon be embroiled in argument

and division. The catalysts of those divisions, however, were already at work.
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Chapter 2: The Gathering Storm

The glowing report of the 1932 Synodical Conference convention offers one of many
indicators of the harmonious relationship that existed between the Missouri and Wisconsin Synods
during the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Yet Adolf Hoenecke’s remark that there was
“something sectarian” about the Missouri Synod' betrayed a difference in personality in the two
bodies, which endured and perhaps even intensified in the early twentieth century. Leigh Jordahl has
commented that “far into the 20th century and as late as the 1930s Wisconsin did not quite live up to
the orthodox ideals of Missouri.”?

That same summer, when several Missouri Synod congregations petitioned their synod to
initiate efforts to unite the synods of the Conference, one of the considerations they listed was that
“such a union would end much of the rivalry and friction now existing in some localities between
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members of sister synods.” Wisconsin’s 1937 Proceedings, for example, noted that “every effort
was made to settle the cases now pending between our Synod and the Synod of Missouri and to
prevent trouble in the future,” following principles of what was referred to as the “Wausau
Agreement.”™ The Proceedings then listed difficulties occurring in Portland and Oconomowoc,

Wisconsin; at the University of Wisconsin in Madison; at New Ulm, Minnesota; and in the Nebraska

District.’

1], P. Koehler, HWS, 118.
2 Jordahl, introduction to HWS, ix.

3 Missouri Proceedings, 1932, 164—-5. Wohlrabe, “The Missouri Synod’s Unity Attempts,”
145.

4 Respondent 29, who began his service as a pastor at about this time, also mentioned that the
“Wausau Agreement” was in effect between the synods. The agreement necessitated that “if either
the Wisconsin or Missouri Synod was in one place, the other Synod would keep out.”

* Wisconsin Proceedings, 1937, 17-8.



J. P. Koehler remarked that the failure of the Lainenbewegung two decades earlier “was
probably just as well” because pursuing the matter further “might only have served to set off another
doctrinal controversy, for which the tinder was already provided in the differences about the
doctrines of the Church, the Ministry, and the Keys.”®
Church and ministry

This tinder had been smoldering since the beginning of the century.” A Missouri Synod
member was excommunicated by his congregation in Cincinnati, apparently for choosing to
withdraw his son from the congregation’s parochial school. District officials disavowed the
congregation’s excommunication, and the congregation and its two pastors were suspended for a time
from synodical membership. When the congregation and its pastors applied for admission to the
Wisconsin Synod in 1903, Wisconsin became acquainted: with the details of the case but refrained
from taking sides. The case lingered for eight years. One pastor died; the other, together with the
church council, was deposed by the congregation.®

This'and similar cases compelled the Wisconsin Synod not:only to.reconsider the exercise of
church discipline but also to revisit more basic questions regarding.the nature of the church and its
ministry. Before the Cincinnati case, both synods seem generally to have assumed that church meant
the local gathering of believers in a congregation, and ministry referred to the congregation’s pastor.
As the Cincinnati case was being discussed, an article written by Wisconsin pastor Adolph Toepel

was published in the synod’s Quartalschrift in 1906.° According to Koehler, Toepel followed “the

§ J. P. Koehler, HWS, 241.

7 August Pieper reviewed the actions of the two synods in the Cincinnati case,
“Menschenherrschaft in der Kirche,” Qu 8 (January 1911): 30-44; (April 1911): 98-123.

® Fredrich, WSL, 107-8.

® A[dolf] Toepel, “Wird durch Susspension der Synodalgemeinschaft die
Glaubensgemeinschaft oder ‘Bruderschaft’ aufgehoben,” Qu 3 (April 1906): 65-87.
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traditional distinction” between “the local congregation and the synod, stating that the congregation
is a matter of divine ordnance, while synodical organization is a matter of option.” Toepel did not
realize that “the Savior employs the term ‘church’ differently from the Apostles [writing] later, who
at one time use it to refer to the church as a whole, at another time to designate the local
congregation.”'

Koehler, August Pieper, and John Schaller “set aside traditional thinking and dogmatical
formulations™ to “take a fresh look at what the Scriptures say about church and ministry.” They
found that “there was not as much said about local congregations and the pastoral office as was
frequently assumed.” What was said “never specified a single form or type of either.”"!

Pieper insisted in 1912 that Walther’s method of quoting the Lutheran Confessions and the
church fathers left much room for misunderstanding both and suggested that Walther himself may
not always have understood them rightly. Pieper then presented his revised view of the teaching of
church and ministry: any gathering of believers, whether congregation or synod, constituted church

~and-thus possessed the authority of the church. The office«6f preaching in a local ¢ongregation

represented one. form—but not the exclusive form—of the public ministry."?

19J. P. Koehler, HWS, 234.

"' Fredrich, WSL, 109-10. This effort to de-emphasize dogmatic theology in favor of more
exegetical and contextual study of Scripture has been called “The Wauwatosa Theology,” named for
the location of the Wisconsin Synod’s seminary in a western suburb of Milwaukee, from 1893 to
1929. Koehler came to the Wauwatosa seminary in 1900, Pieper in 1902. Both worked there during
the most productive years of their careers and wrote extensively in the synod’s new journal, the
Theologische Quartalschrift. Both exercised significant influence on the Wisconsin ministerium for
the next quarter century and beyond.

12 August Pieper, “Zur Verstaendigung in der gegenwaertigen Diskussion ueber Kirche und
Amt,” Qu 9 (July 1912): 182-208. John Wohlrabe, Ministry in Missouri Until 1962: An Historical
Analysis of the Doctrine of the Ministry in the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod (Th. D. diss.,
privately published, 1987), 21-2. Though disagreeing with August Pieper and the Wauwatosa
faculty’s understanding of church and ministry, Wohlrabe offers a helpful summary and evaluation.
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Koehler elaborated that present distinctions between local congregation and synod have “no
place in the Lord’s discourse at Matthew 18” regarding excommunication—the issue at hand in
Cincinnati. The additional distinction that the local congregation has as its purpose spiritual
edification, while the synod is devoted to outward business, “is a fallacy, notwithstanding what
synodical constitutions and quotations from the fathers, early and later, may say.” Koehler did not
object to use of the term Ortsgemeinde [local congregation] “rightly understood” for “the
congregation of believers at a given time and place concerned with a given matter,” as long as the
term could also be applied to a synod. “To assume that, in keeping with Jewish synagogue
organization, the Lord in Matthew 18 anticipated the founding of local congregations” (and that this,
in distinction to the synod, was of divine ordnance) was, for Koehler, “poor exegesis, to say. the
least.”®

In 1917 Pieper summarized Luther’s understanding of the teaching of church and ministry
under six points:

. 1. There is one office in the church, the office of the spiritual priesthood.
The public ministry is only another phase of this same priesthood.

2. This office, the command and authority to preach the gospel, is not an
official rank which from the very beginning has been established by Christ for public
dispensation, but rather it is the common possession of all Christians, who are rebomn
and ordained priests by God, yes, even so far as the use of practice is concerned.

3. The rights of the entire communion and the command to good order
demand that within the congregation such functions of the ministry cannot be carried
out by all at the same time without disorder and also such functions for which all
Christians are not equally capable be relinquished and turned over to capable persons
so that they may carry them out in the name of the congregation.

4. The Lord gives the church special gifts for the public administration of the
ministry, that is, capable people, and it is only to such that this office should be
entrusted.

13 3. P. Koehler, HWS, 236.
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5. Whoever is called to the public ministry by a congregation of spiritual
priests in a Christian way is called by God, and the faithful administrator of the
office of the ministry should be granted the honor prescribed by God.

6. Not only one species, the local pastorate, but the public ministry of the

Word in general is a divine institution. It takes its specific forms according to

circumstances."

This presentation by the Wauwatosa faculty was not easily embraced even within the
Wisconsin Synod. Some, notably August Ernst, professor at the synod’s Northwestern College in
Watertown, never accepted it."* “Strongest and longest opposition came from the Synodical
Conference brethren in the Missouri Synod,” chiefly Franz Pieper.'® Disagreement between what
were coming to be understood as the “Missouri” and “Wisconsin” positions became most
pronounced when the theses on church and ministry were drafted for the Intersynodical Theses in

1924. Among rank and file pastors in the two synods, however, little if any disagreement was

noticeable."”

4 August Pieper, “Luthers Lehre von Kirche und Amt,” Qu 14 (July 1917): 211-41; 15
(January 1918): 65-80; (April 1918): 101-26; trans. Harold R. Johne, “Luther’s Doctrine of the
Church and Ministry,” WLQ 60 (January 1963): 13—47; (April 1963): 81-110; (October 1963):
247-265.

'* Ernst authored 16 theses in disagreement with Koehler and August Pieper, entitled, Saerze
ueber Synode, Kirchenzucht und Synodalzucht, gedruckt auf Béschluss der allgemeinen
Pastoralconferenz der Synode von Wisconsin und den Gliedern derselben vorgelegt von August F.
Ernst. “Each of these theses,” Koehler responded, “was implemented with more or less proof-texts
from the Scriptures, the Confessions, Luther’s, Hoenecke’s, and Walther’s writings.” J. P. Koehler,
HWS, 237.

' Fredrich, WSL, 110. Koehler recalled two meetings in 1914 in Milwaukee between
members of the St. Louis and Wauwatosa faculties that resulted in “no agreement, both in regard to
the formulation of the doctrine and the method, as well, by which it is to be derived from Scripture.”
J. P. Koehler, HWS, 238.

'7 Martin Scharlemann, interview, 14 December 1981; Lewis Spitz, interview, 15 December
1981; in Wohlrabe, “The Missouri Synod’s Unity Attempts,” 143.
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The 1932 Thiensville Theses constituted another attempt to resolve church and ministry
differences.'® Koehler, who took no part in drafting the Theses," criticized them as “an
intersynodical modus vivendi, a compromise, whether intended or not, that leaves matters unclear and
both sides free to put their own construction on them and to pursue the even tenor of their ways.”?

Apparently other members of the Wisconsin faculty had not been entirely satisfied with the
theses either. In October 1932 Pieper restated the Wisconsin position more vigorously, effectively
nullifying whatever agreement the participants at Thiensville believed they had arrived at.?'
Missouri’s President Frederick Pfotenhauer called Pieper’s article “a crying shame” and lamented
that “it will probably be necessary to negotiate with the Wisconsin Synod in Summer.”2

When a member of the St. Louis faculty wrote to him about his statement, August Pieper
answered in a six-page letter, defending Wisconsin’s “peculiar” views on church and ministry.
Pieper noted that Missouri still stood by its original position “that only the so-called local
congregation is ordained by God,” and that only in that form are its members “capable and called to
be stewards of the treasures of the kingdom of heaven.” The church in any other form (for example,
synod or the Synodical Conference) “is not connected with the stewardship of the Word but is

“purely a human assembly and institution and contains only human rights and human duties.” But,

¥ Theodore Graebner, “Agreement with Thiensville Faculty,” LW 51 (21 June 1932): 224;
reprinted in NL 19 (11 September 1932): 301.

1 Fredrich, WSL, 110.
2 J, P. Koehler, HWS, 239.

2! See [Joh. P.] Mleyer], “Logenbeschluesse der Missouri-Synode,” Qu 29 (October 1932):
293-8.

2 Frederick Pfotenhauer to William Arndt, 9 January 1933. William Arndt papers,
Supplement 1, Box 14, File 5, CHI, trans. Meta Wolhrabe; in Wohlrabe, “The Missouri Synod’s
Unity Attempts,” 146-7.
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Pieper argued, as soon as Missouri made the local congregation “the only godly appointment” and
“the only one called for the handling” of the gospel, “we will not go along with it!”’
If we agreed with this we would have to cross out Matt. 18:20 and demolish
the freedom of the congregation of the saints (der Heiligen). The church, that is, the
congregation of the sanctified, has all the freedom and godly right to come together

in any means or number as long as the law of love is not hurt.

The Church is nothing other than the congregation of saints. God gives us
all the right to recognition and the right to speak.”

W. F. Dorn, who received his training at St. Louis but served as a minister in the Wisconsin
Synod, remembered the church and ministry debate as a “cause of discord” at many mixed pastoral
conferences. “The heat generated by the papers presented at these conferences and the subsequent
discussion of the papers was generally greater than the intensity of the light produced.” Discussion
mostly focused “always fuzzily” on questions of practical application. “I know of no pastor whose
position was altered as a result of these discussions,” Dorn recalled. At St. Louis, Theodore
Graebner interrupted a class lecture to announce that he and a faculty committee had just returned
from Thiensville where they had met with a Wisconsin committee on this vexing question. “He
reported, not without a modicum of smugness, that Wisconsin had seen the light and accepted
Missouri’s position as the correct one.” Dorn later learned that Wisconsin faculty members had told
their students that “Missouri had capitulated and was now in Wisconsin’s camp.”?

The church and ministry disagreement persisted into the 1940s, though it was pushed into the
background during World War I1.* The 1946 Synodical Conference convention appointed an eight-

member Interim Committee to study “matters relating to the doctrine of the call, the ministry, and the

2 August Pieper to William Arndt, 2 March 1933. William Arndt papers, Supplement I, Box
14, File 5, CHI, trans. Meta Wohlrabe; emphases in the original. Cited by Wohlrabe, “The Missouri
Synod’s Unity Attempts,” 147-8.

# Dorn, “The Thirty-Year Controversy,” 4.

3 Fredrich, “Wisconsin’s Theological-Confessional History,” 99.
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Church, where there has been disagreement, with the aim of achieving complete agreement.”” Two
years later the committee presented majority and minority reports. The majority (including two of
three Wisconsin members on the committee) concluded that “the congregation is the only divinely
designated body or unit of the visible church,” but “synod is not a congregation” and “has and
exercises only those rights and powers which are delegated to it by the constituent congregations.”
Extending a call to ministers of the Word “is the obligation and sole right of the local congregation.”
The minority (one dissenting Wisconsin pastor) insisted there were “marked differences” within the
Synodical Conference over church and ministry. “No group of believers within the ‘visible church’
has been specifically and specially designated as ‘ekklesia, Matthew 18,’ with the sole right and
privilege of all the functions of the Church, to the exclusion of all other gatherings.” Every believer
“as a priest and member of the Una Sancta” may exercise all the functions of the church. The local
congregation “cannot be taught as being the only form” of the church, established “of God by special
divine institution.”?

Yet the minority report insisted these were “not differences in doctrine as such” but
“differences in application.”® In 1952, recalling the Thiensville Theses, the Interim Committee
feared that “a great deal of misunderstanding” had clouded the doctrine of church and ministry,
“where unity of doctrine actually existed,” but there was no complete agreement within the Synodical

Conference when these basic concepts were translated into the practical life of the church.”®

% SC Proceedings, 1946, 61.

21 SC Proceedings, 1948, 135-44.
B SC Proceedings, 1948, 140-1.
® SC Proceedings, 1952, 144,
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These differences appear not to have been regarded by either synod as divisive of church
fellowship, and they arose between church bodies already in fellowship.*® Edward Fredrich has
noted that “the dividing lines were by no means along strict synodical lines,” but “Missouri practiced
what Wisconsin preached and Wisconsin practiced what Missouri preached.”' Had no other
disturbances arisen between the synods, discussions probably would have continued and the issue
may have been fully resolved. As it was, however, leading theologians on both sides perpetuated and
promulgated what came to be regarded as the “Missouri” and “Wisconsin” positions on church and

ministry.*

** In 1940 Theodore Graebner remarked that for thirty years Wisconsin Synod theologians
had asserted that “no Scripture proof can be adduced for the distinction which declares the local
congregation to exist by divine right while Synods exist only by human right,” nor could scriptural
validation be provided “for the doctrine that the local ministry as we have it in our congregations is
specifically a divinely instituted office.” Graebner asked, “Have we treated this heavily emphasized
doctrine of the Wisconsin Synod as a divisive error?” The answer to his rhetorical question was
clearly “No.” Graebner used this example in an attempt to demonstrate that the Wisconsin and
Norwegian synods were wrong to insist that church bodies must “speak the same thing” on all other
nonfundamental doctrines in order to have a sufficient basis for church union. Theodore Graebner,
“Not a Sect—VYet,” AL 23 (January 1940): 8.

In reply, Edmund Reim granted there were “marked differences of opinion” expressed
regarding church and ministry, but maintained they were “due solely to a failure to understand the
position of Wisconsin.” Reim believed there was “no difference in the doctrine” of church and
ministry, but disagreement only on application. E[dmund] Reim. “The Debate on Union: Doctrinal
Differences in the Synodical Conference?” NL 34 (3 August 1947): 245.

3! Fredrich, “Wisconsin’s Theological-Confessional History,” 98.

% For the “Missouri” view on church and ministry, see Edward W. A. Koehler, 4 Summary
of Christian Doctrine: A Popular Presentation of the Teachings of the Bible (St. Louis: CPH 1939,
reprint 1971), 250-3, 266—7. Francis Pieper, Christian Dogmatics, Volume 3, trans. Walter W. F.
Albrecht, (St. Louis: CPH, 1953), 420-2, 443-9. For the “Wisconsin” view, see Aug[ust] F. Zich,
“The Doctrine of The Divine Call With Reference To Present Day Abuses,” Qu 35 (October 1938):
227-8, 237-8. Reim, “Doctrinal Differences in the Synodical Conference?” 245-6. Harold E.
Wicke, “Is the Pastorate in the Congregation the Only God-ordained Office in the Church?” WLQ 68
(April 1971): 113-21.

Edward C. Fredrich, “Looking at the Religious World: Doctrine of the Ministry,” NL 51 (28
June 1964): 208, was “interested in and heartened by” the publication of A. C. Mueller’s The
Ministry of the Lutheran Teacher (St. Louis: CPH, 1964). Mueller considered it “a misunderstanding
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The gathering storm between the two synods gained greater impetus between 1932 and 1944
chiefly over the military chaplaincy and Scouting.
“We must limit ourselves to externals only”

According to Dale Griffin, the Missouri Synod provided chaplains for the armed forces
throughout its history, particularly in times of war.*® During the Civil War, C. F. W. Walther
announced in Der Lutheraner that “our dear brother, F. W. Richmann of Schaumburg, Cook County,
Illinois, has accepted a call to serve an Ohio regiment.” His service clearly extended beyond
Missouri Lutherans. Although the 58th Ohio Volunteer Regiment was composed mostly of German-
speaking soldiers, Richmann reported that already on his second day he had to bury a soldier who
died suddenly, “and I had to speak English, since the deceased was an American.” He added that he
would soon have to conduct services regularly in both languages “since between three and four
hundred men (out of a thousand) are unfamiliar with the German language.” Citing complaints
“throughout the country that chaplains in the main were neglecting their duty in a terrible manner,”
Walther hoped Richmann would “belong to the few who realize the responsibility of their
position.”*

Many young Lutheran men volunteered to serve in the Spanish—American war, and “since

among the chaplains of these regiments there was none to whom the spiritual care of the Lutheran

of Walther’s theses on the ministry that the pastor is the one divinely instituted office or ministry and
all other offices (teacher, professor, executive, writer) stem from it and are auxiliary to the
pastorate.” Mueller concluded that “the teacher in our school, being in the parish ministry, is related
to the pastor the way one elder is related to another.”

% Dale E. Griffin, “The Effects of the Participation of the Missouri Synod in the Military
Chaplaincy during World War II on its Subsequent History” (master’s thesis, Lutheran Theological
Seminary, Philadelphia, 1964), 7-8.

 “Ein Kaplan aus der Missouri-Synode,” DL 18 (28 May 1862): 167. K[arl] Kretzmann,
“A Chaplain from the Missouri Synod (1862),” LW 63 (21 November 1944): 380. See also Paul L.
Dannenfeldt, “Our Chaplains,” LW 60 (16 September 1941): 323.
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young men could be entrusted, the thought arose in our synodical circles to send a Lutheran preacher
as a chaplain into the camps who would serve these soldiers with the Word and Sacraments.” The
Wisconsin Synod’s 1898 convention resolved “with great enthusiasm” to send Pastor F. Eppling of
Algoma, Wisconsin, who had previously expressed willingness to go. The convention also resolved
that to support the costs of sending Eppling “the officers of the Synod should also make provision”
and recommended a special offering be gathered from the congregations.” Neither Eppling nor the
synod seem to have been opposed to accepting additional funds from the government. The synod’s
resolution called for synodical financing “in case he would not receive any support from the state.”
In his report to the synod, Eppling noted that after arriving in Madison, Wisconsin, “he had been
granted free transportation from Gov. Scofield to the South.” He conducted his first worship service
on 3 April 1898 in Jacksonville, Florida, “in the tent of the Y. M. C. A.” Eppling also reported that,
were it not for a change in circumstances regarding several regiments returning from Puerto Rico, he
“would have been appointed [the third regiment’s] chaplain by the government” and would have
continued his service to the soldiers “without any cost to the Synod.”’

Despite these instances of past chaplaincy service, the Missouri and Wisconsin Synods both
officially opposed involvement in the government’s military chaplaincy program during World War

1.* When the Norwegian Synod’s J. A. Stub urged his synod to be “one and dissoluble behind our

 F. Eppling, “Appointment of a Chaplain in the Army by the Wisconsin Synod During the
Spanish-American War,” CHIQ 19 (April 1946): 16.

% Wisconsin Proceedings, 1898, 84; cited in Eppling, “Appointment of a Chaplain,” 16.
‘7 Eppling, “Appointment of a Chaplain,” 17.

% In a remark apparently intended to discount official Missouri opposition to the chaplaincy
in World War I, Otto Geiseman remarked in 1949: “Both during the First as well as during the
Second World War our church made strenuous efforts to provide as many chaplains as possible for
the various branches of our national military service. These church-provided and governmentally-
appointed chaplains ministered according to their respective abilities with the preaching of the
Gospel not only to the members of our own churches, but to all of the men who belonged to the
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boys,” suggesting that Lutherans “can return to our doctrinal, racial, or synodical differences after the
war if we must,” Lutheran Witness editor Theodore Graebner called Stub’s comments “cheap talk.”
Graebner insisted there was “no emergency imaginable that could move Missouri to deviate from its
principles.” If Scripture required separation from churches that teach false doctrine during
peacetime, “then these same words of Scripture certainly forbid our cooperation in the distinctly
religious sphere with these same bodies in time of war.”*® Graebner added, “We were glad to read in
the Northwestern Lutheran a strong reply to Rev. Stub’s malapropos remarks.”*

More troublesome were remarks in The Lutheran of the General Council, announcing that
because of the war “doctrinal fences are down.”

For the first time in American history, Lutherans from all synods were

marshaled together for the fulfiliment of a common task. It was a cheering sight.

Nationalistic walls and doctrinal fences were down for once, and it does not seem

that anyone was specially injured by rubbing his elbow against another who

happened to differ with him on some points not exactly defined in the Confessions.*'
Graebner called that assessment “simply not true.” The Synodical Conference had “not given up,
either in confession or practice, one jot or tittle of [its] confessional convictions for the sake of
aligning [its] work for army and navy with that of others.”*

President Pfotenhauer “drew a line through” a proposed arrangement for external

cooperation between the Missouri Synod and non-Synodical Conference Lutherans in the National

Lutheran Commission, announcing “a stand of absolute isolationism as the only Christian one for the

particular military ‘outfits’ to which they happened to be assigned.” O[tto] A. Geiseman, “While It
Is Day: Chaplaincies,” AL 32 (May 1949): 5; emphasis added.

% [Theodore] G[raebner], “Misrepresentations Regarding Chaplain Service,” LW 37 (2 April
1918): 107-8.

“ See J[ohn] B[renner], “Why Do We Not Cooperate?” NL 5 (24 February 1918): 31-2.
# “The Lutheran Church’s Response to the Call of the Nation,” Lu 22 (7 March 1918): 1.
2 Theodore Graebner, “Misrepresentations,” 108.
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Missouri Synod to take.”* Pfotenhauer appointed the Lutheran Church Board for Army and Navy to
oversee the spiritual care of Synodical Conference Lutherans in the Armed Forces.** The United
States government had adopted a policy of dealing with all Protestants through the Federal Council
of Churches and the YMCA.* In late 1917 Pfotenhauer reminded the board that in any connections
with the YMCA or other ecclesiastical agencies “we must limit ourselves to externals only.” If
mixed service were demanded of Missouri pastors, “we may in no case join, even if we could then
serve our boys very economically.” Pfotenhauer did not want Missouri’s soldiers coming back from
the camps “spiritually infected.”*

The Chicago-based Army and Navy Board resolved early in 1918 to sever all relations with
the National Lutheran Commission, but Missouri’s New York Pastoral Conference adopted a
contrary statement, urging cooperation with the NLC. “This war has shot more things to pieces than
the Cathedral at Reims,” wrote one New York pastor. While the Chicago board protested, “We here
in the East are working hand in hand with the National Lutheran Commission through our Eastern
War Board.”™’

After several months the Chicago board reversed its position, and in spring 1918 the

Synodical Conference agreed to cooperate with the NLC’s newly formed Commission for Soldiers’

 Theodore Graebner, “For a Penitent Jubilee,” CHIQ 45 (February 1972): 8.

“ Missouri Proceedings, 1917, 35. See also W[illiam] C. Kohn, “Lutheran Church Board for
Army and Navy, U. S. A.,” NL 5 (2 June 1918): 84-5.

% For Wisconsin’s misgivings about this arrangements, see H[ans] K. M[oussa], “The Y. M.
C. A. and the War,” NL 5 (6 October 1918): 156—7. H[ans] K. M[oussa], “Now Is the Time to Say
It,” NL 6 (27 July 1919): 115.

% Frederick Pfotenhauer to Theodore Graebner, 8 December 1917, TG MSS, 123; cited by
Alan Graebner, “World War I and Lutheran Union: Documents from the Army and Navy Board,
1917 and 1918,” CHIQ 41 (May 1968): 54.

47 Karl Kretzmann to Paul E. Kretzmann, 16 February 1918, Karl Kretzmann MSS, CHI;
cited by Alan Graebner, “World War I and Lutheran Union,” 58.
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and Sailors’ Welfare, created by the Inner Mission Board of the General Synod, in the following five
ways:

1. The Synodical Conference will cooperate with the National Commission
in every way possible.

2. Pay their share of all general expenses.
3. Cooperate completely with this Commission or its representatives in
dealing with the Government, camp and cantonment commandants, the Federal
Council of Churches, the Y. M. C. A,, etc.
4. Have their appointees as camp pastors sanctioned by the Commission.
5. But the Synodical Conference reserves the right to minister to the spiritual
needs of men from their congregations through their own representatives wherever it
is possible for them to do s0.*®
In its report to Missouri’s 1920 convention, the Army and Navy Board acknowledged that
the “greatest difficulty” in their work was caused by non-Synodical Conference Lutherans who
sought to cooperate with the Army and Navy Board and deemed it unnecessary to duplicate the work
of other denominations. The board “could not believe that the principles as laid down by the Word
of God for times of peace could be any other for times of war.” The board offered to cooperate

“along external lines, whenever and wherever this was expedient” to serve their own soldiers of the

Synodical Conference.*

% “Relation of Synodical Conference to National Lutheran Commission,” LW 37 (9 July
1918): 219; reprinted in NL 5 (8 September 1918): 144. For reports on the work of camp pastors, see
F. C. Streufert, “News From Our ‘Boys Under the Flag’ as reported by Our Camp Pastors,” NL 5 (13
January 1918): 10. Carl Kurth, “Synodical Conference Builds Hall for Soldier Boys at Army City,
Kans.,” (5 May 1918): 69-70. J[ohn] W. Behnken, “The Home Congregation and Her Boy Under
the Flag,” (19 May 1918): 78-9. H. F. Rohrman, “Our Lutheran Centers,” (22 September 1918):
146-7.

* Missouri Proceedings, 1920, 104; trans. in Baepler, 4 Century of Grace, 264. The report
regarded it as “a great source of pleasure and gratification to join hands with the War Committee of
the Joint Synod of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, and Other States.”
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Officially, Missouri’s Army and Navy Board took the same view the Wisconsin Synod’s

Michigan District had taken two years earlier:
The “Lutheran Brotherhood” . . . and the “Lutheran Federation” . . . told us

that if we Lutherans wanted to achieve these two things [erect barracks for worship

and certify chaplains with the government], then we would have to stand before the

government as a united Lutheran church, not as Missouri or Ohio, or Wisconsin or

General Council. . . . Thus it appeared at the outset that we would be compelled to

work outwardly with others, while at the same time also faithfully adhering to our

doctrinal position. Very soon, however, it became apparent that it was not possible

to maintain this separation of externals and doctrinal matters in joint practical work.

For those people have a definite purpose in mind in this joint work. They want to

erase the previously maintained boundaries and differences in doctrinal matters; they

want to employ the prevailing circumstances to force a general union.*

Despite earnest attempts to maintain these doctrinal boundaries, however, the minutes of the
Army and Navy Board “document the Board’s struggles with [the] problem of relations with other
Lutherans under the pressure of war” and give evidence of “an incipient break with Synodical
tradition.”' O. H. Pannkoke later observed that as members of opposition synods become
acquainted, they see that “neither has horns or cloven hoofs; they become more friendly and respect
each other, and so separatism becomes untenable.” During time of war “it was difficult for a
Missouri Synod camp pastor to consider a camp pastor from another Lutheran Synod as a traitor to

God. A few extremists did. Most did not.”? Although Pfotenhauer sought to limit Missouri’s

involvement to external matters, Pannkoke said that “experience has shown that in actual practice it

® Michigan District Proceedings, Wisconsin Synod, 1918, 75-7; trans. in Fredrich, WSL,
136-7. See also J[ohn] B[renner], “An Example,” NL 5 (10 March 1918): 34. “Proceedings of the
Michigan Dist. Synod Assembled at Scio, Mich., 1918,” (28 July 1918): 115.

3! Alan Graebner, “World War I and Lutheran Union,” 52. See also Erwin L. Lueker, “The
Stance of Missouri in 1917,” CHIQ 40 (October 1967): 124.

32 Q. H. Pannkoke, 4 Great Church Finds Itself- The Lutheran Church Between the Wars
(Quitman, Ga.: privately published, 1966), 91, 104.
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is impossible to define the point where external cooperation ends and spiritual fellowship begins.”
Such a distinction “may be made in logic,” but “it disappears in life.”"?
A parting of the ways

War’s end postponed resolution of questions regarding the chaplaincy and inter-Lutheran
cooperation, but by the mid-1930s threats from overseas dictators forced the issue to resurface.
Delegates to Missouri’s 1935 convention instructed newly elected President John Behnken to appoint
a committee to investigate whether calling men as chaplains into the army and navy could be done
without violating scriptural principles, and if so, to appoint an Army and Navy Commission for
Chaplains.**

Three years later, the five-man committee appointed by Behnken reported that in “reliable
testimony” from pastors who had served as chaplains and from the army’s Chief of Chaplains it was
emphasized “again and again” that “the chaplains are to function according to their respective creeds
or conscientious practice in each case.” Though under authority of their commanding officers,
chaplains received no “dictation as to their spiritual ministry,” and so “the conscientious Lutheran
chaplain can avoid all unionistic practices.” The committee was also convinced that offering their
pastors to become chaplains did not violate the Missouri Synod’s “accepted Scriptural position” on
the separation of church and state. Although the government contributed “a stipulated allowance”
toward maintaining the chaplaincy, individual chaplains remained free to perform their duties “in
conformity with the teachings of denominational beliefs.” Men were appointed as chaplains by the
government but called by their respective church bodies. “They represent us only as long as they

conform to the principles and practices of our Synod as members in good standing.”*

* 0. H. Pannkoke, “What Is Disturbing the Lutherans?” CC 61 (14 June 1944): 722.
3 Missouri Proceedings, 1935, 133-4.
55 Missouri Proceedings, 1938, 161.
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Thus the arrangement concerning external cooperation with the National Lutheran Council,
which President Pfotenhauer in 1918 “drew a line through,” became by 1941 the approved modus
operandi for conducting chaplaincy work.*

“It can only be viewed as the Lord’s guidance,” Behnken later reflected, that the 1935
synodical convention passed this “seemingly minor resolution.” Working closely with government
and military authorities, the Army and Navy Commission processed and called qualified pastors who
filled the chaplaincy quota allowed to the synod, distributed them among the branches of the military,
and built up a chaplains’ reserved corps. “Our church’s slogan, ‘They Shall Not March Alone,’ was
more than a pretty slogan.” The service of more than 236 Missouri chaplains, cooperating with the
NLC’s motto, “You serve your men, we serve ours,” moved Behnken to conclude, “I am convinced
that our church body did as much, if not more, than any other church body to hold the war’s spiritual
casualties to a minimum.”*’

President John Brenner reported to Wisconsin’s 1937 convention that he and the synod’s
district presidents had been asked for names of Wisconsin pastors to serve in the chaplaincy program.
“My stand has been that we have no authority to do this,” Brenner replied, “as long as our Synod has
not included such work in its program.” Faithfulness to the divine call would prevent a minister from

looking for a new field of labor on his own initiative. Brenner referred the matter to a committee,

charging it to answer three questions: 1. Was there need for this work? 2. Would such service

% Theodore Graebner, in a paper entitled, “The Burden of Infallibility: a Study in the History
of Dogma,” published in CHIQ 38 (July 1965): 88—94, but written and circulated privately in 1948,
wrote, 92, that during World War I Professor Edward Pardieck of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis,
“denounced chaplaincies with exactly the same arguments now employed by the Wisconsin Synod.
We went ahead in World War II and called chaplains. We never admitted that in World War I our
position had been a mistaken one.”

57 Behnken, This I Recall, 42-3.
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employed by the government be compatible with scriptural principles? 3. Should not the church
body take on the obligation of paying its own missionaries?®

Wisconsin’s 1937 Proceedings also included a brief report of the Committee on
Chaplaincies. Acknowledging their inability to make a specific recommendation on the chaplaincy
due to insufficient information, committee members nonetheless held that “any pastor entering into
such service is doing so without the sanction of the Synod until the Synod has definitely decided in
this matter.”*

An expanded Committee on Chaplaincies reported more definitively to Wisconsin’s 1939
convention. After thoroughly studying armed forces literature, it was “of the unanimous opinion that
we do not commission pastors to function in this capacity according to governmental regulations.”
Answering President Brenner’s three questions, the committee noted: 1. There was no need to call
Wisconsin pastors specifically to that work, because “any ordained minister is at liberty to minister
unto the men in service.” 2. To submit to government regulations and to accept government
remuneration would violate the separation of church and state. Despite official assurances that
commissioned chaplains would be permitted to practice sound doctrine and confessional
Lutheranism, the committee feared that “it will become a practical impossibility for them once in the
service.” 3. Feeling ill-equipped to offer definite cost proposals, the committee recommended that
respective mission boards survey stateside army camps and navy zones to determine whether such
action was needed.®

In 1941 the committee repeated its stand that “the commissioning of Army and Navy

chaplains by our Synod would conflict with Scriptural principles and Lutheran practice.” To

8 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1937, 16.
% Wisconsin Proceedings, 1937, 55.
% Wisconsin Proceedings, 1939, 67-8.
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participate in the government’s chaplaincy program would “conflict with Wisconsin’s understanding
of the divinity of the pastoral call,” create “a violation of the principle of the separation of Church
and State,” and expose pastors to “the spirit of doctrinal indifferentism” pervading the War
Department’s regulations.® Wisconsin’s 1943 convention authorized publication and distribution of
New Ulm Professor Carl Schweppe’s paper on the chaplaincy to all pastors and teachers of the
synod, as well as to all convention lay delegates, with the encouragement that the paper be studied
“under the leadership of a member or a representative of the [synod’s recently formed] Spiritual
Welfare Commission.”®
At war

After the outbreak of World War II, President Brenner reported, “We do not find that the
present emergency demands a change in the character of true leadership in the Church or in the

nature of its work.” The work of the church remained “purely spiritual in nature,” and its leadership

had “but one objective, that of ‘bringing every thought to the obedience of Christ.””® But

¢ Wisconsin Proceedings, 1941, 43-4.

S Wisconsin Proceedings, 1943, 71. Schweppe concluded that by the government’s
chaplaincy regulations “we are bound and limited in our preaching over and beyond the bounds set
for us by Scripture, and that is something that we can, under no condition, submit to.” Regarding the
call, Schweppe maintained that the government makes a chaplain “overseer over a definite flock,”
which was not as God intended it, and so “the Lutheran ministry and the chaplaincy are
incompatible, not identical, and for us impossible.” Carl Schweppe, The Government Chaplaincy:
An Appraisal (published by resolution of the Ev. Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other
States, convened at Watertown, Wis., 4-11 August 1943, for distribution to all delegates), 8, 18.

Missouri’s Martin Graebner, in a paper entitled “Army Chaplains,” (St. Paul, Minn.: n. p., n.
d.), responded, 14, that while army chaplains “will have to wrestle with many problems and
difficulties in order to comply with both the army regulations and the demands of God’s Word,”
those difficulties and problems seemed no greater than those “which many of our ministers must face
in their own parishes.” While admitting that “the office of an army chaplain is connected with many
temptations to sin,” Graebner insisted that the chaplaincy “has not been shown that it is in itself a
sinful work” that no Christian may undertake. “Therefore the general rule of the Bible must prevail:
Preach the Gospel to every creature.”

% John Brenner, “The Church and ‘War Work,”” NL 29 (29 November 1942): 374-5.
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Wisconsin’s decision not to participate in the military chaplaincy program had now grown less
theoretical and more unpopular. “The stand our Synod took on this question in 1939,” Brenner
remarked, “is not shared by other Lutherans, and, it seems, by some of our own members.”*

Chaplains’ ministries were highly regarded by members of other church bodies. Men were
recruited energetically, and the chaplains’ work was widely publicized in print and film. Between
1939 and 1945, nearly 10,000 men served as chaplains in the army, army air corps, navy, and air
force.®

A widely circulated story “The Silver Cord,” told the heroic account of four chaplains—
Reformed and Methodist pastors, a Roman Catholic priest, and a Jewish rabbi—who died aboard the
USS Dorchester after their ship suffered repeated torpedo fire from a German submarine. As panic
swept the vessel, the chaplains remained on deck quieting the doomed men. Suddenly four young
sailors appeared, all without life belts. After giving up their own belts, the chaplains knelt together
in prayer and linked arms as the ship went down. Though they were “as far apart theologically as the
poles are apart,” wrote the author of the account that appeared in the Christian Herald, among them
“ran that silver cord of the Spirit which binds true men of God together in that spiritual camaraderie
which only they and God can ever understand.

They serve one Church, and one alone, the Church Christ wants upon this
earth. In that wild moment on the deck they swept away those senseless barriers
between “the churches,” that make us purely, pitifully “denominational.” They knew

no creed here but the universal creed of faith unrationed, the common property of all
men who believe, the mystic union which exists between Christ and the children of

 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1941, 13. Dorn, “The Thirty-Year Controversy,” 10, wrote that
with the outbreak of war the chaplaincy became “a prominent and highly emotional issue,” and
remained so throughout the war. “The patriotic fever of the day made the Wisconsin Synod position
unpopular among its own members, particularly with those who had children in the military.”

% Gerald L. Sittser, 4 Cautious Patriotism: The American Churches and the Second World
War (Chapel Hill, N. C.: University of North Carolina Press, 1997), 156.
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God whether they worship in Protestant meeting houses, Catholic cathedrals, or
Jewish synagogues.%

The story illustrates the correctness of Wisconsin’s contention that a spirit of unionism and
doctrinal indifferentism pervaded the chaplaincy. Yet the cooperation of these four chaplains of
differing beliefs only heightened the story’s appeal for many readers.” Church leaders understood
how influential the chaplaincy minigtry was. By recruiting and dispatching chaplains, churches
demonstrated their patriotism, kept their own servicemen attached to the church, and expanded their
denomination’s influence beyond its boundaries.

“Some veterans of World War II were turned off decidedly because of our stance,” wrote one
Wisconsin Synod pastor, who himself served in the army during the war. “It was the Baptists that
honestly served us in the 101st Airborne and the 82nd.” Wisconsin’s doctrinal position was clear,
but “in serving our men we did not do enough.” Another remembered attending a Milwaukee area
pastoral conference at which one of the older pastors “made quite an impassioned plea for sending
chaplains, and criticized our pastors severely.” Referring to Missouri, he thanked God “that there
was a synod which provided chaplains for our boys.”® Another pastor recalled stronger emotions.

“Do not minimize the pain, even anger and disgust, caused to many of the lay people of the synod,

% “The Silver Cord,” Christian Herald 66 (June 1943): 21.

57 In 1942 the Lutheran Companion related a similar story about three soldiers—one
instructed by a chaplain of the Norwegian Lutheran Church, the other two by an Augustana Synod
minister—who received communion together for the first time at the Lutheran Service Center in
Alexandria, Louisiana. Two of them subsequently joined a ULCA church, the other an ALC
congregation. “The holy moment the soldiers experienced at the altar would have been lost” had
Lutherans not been discussing and working toward union and had they not been working together in
the military chaplaincy. “Dare we then endanger the welfare of souls by giving anything but our best
effort in the cause of greater united Lutheran action?” N. Everett Hedeen, “A God-pleasing Fruit of
Lutheran Unity,” LC 50 (15 October 1942): 1172; cited by Fred H. Lindemann, “The Churchman’s
Digest,” AL 25 (November 1942): 12-3.

¢ Responses 40, 4.
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and the same to some of us younger ministers,” he wrote. “[Lay people said], ‘They take our boys to
the battlefield to die while our preachers can stay safe at home!’”%

Wisconsin was not the only church body, however, that opposed the chaplaincy program for
doctrinal reasons. Congregational, Presbyterian, and Disciples of Christ leaders were reluctant to
subordinate their churches’ spiritual ministries to government control. The General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church USA urged chaplains to “strive to make their ministry distinctively spiritual so
that it be kept from becoming an appendage to the military establishment.”” Other church leaders
feared their spiritual integrity was being compromised to wartime exigencies. The Christian
Reformed Church petitioned President Franklin Roosevelt to address the flagrant violations of the
Sabbath that military and industrial defense work forced on soldiers as well as civilians. One
editorialist warned that America could win the war militaril); but still lose it spiritually if the Lord’s
Day was not protected.”

Other religious leaders challenged the chaplaincy’s policy on open communion. When an
anonymous writer in the Reformed Banner insisted that bringing the gospel to the men defending our
country was “more important than maintaining the rule on closed communion,” Banner editor H. J.
Kuiper countered that the sacrament would be profaned if it were distributed to unbelievers.”

Because chaplains were unable to conduct church discipline in the military, Christian Reformed

% Krug, “Shifts of Fellowship Teachings,” 7.
™ Steward M. Robinson, “The Box Butte Overture,” Presbyterian 110 (14 March 1940): 6.

" Chester M. Davis, “Are We Losing the War on the Spiritual Front?” Presbyterian 112 (2
April 1942): 7.

” H. J. Kuiper, “Should the Christian Reformed Church Administer Open Communion?”
Banner 77 (2 October 1942): 876—7; empbhasis in the original.
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pastors could not in good conscience serve as chaplains unless they were allowed to administer
closed communion according to the policy of their denomination.”

The Baptist Watchman-Examiner remarked in 1943 that “the meeting of all sorts of churches
in war efforts is to be commended,” but churches “should not forget nor abandon the principles for
which they have long stood and the doctrines which they have long advocated.” Wisconsin’s Joh. P.
Meyer called it “gratifying™ that the Watchman writer clearly discerned “the dangers of
indiscriminate coordination of war efforts,” yet Meyer wondered what kind of war efforts the writer
would commend. “If he is referring to strictly spiritual work, is any cooperation with other church
bodies possible at all without denying the truth?”™

With more restrained approval Meyer cited another Watchman-Examiner report, involving a
Baptist chaplain’s dismissal for “his extremely zealous evangelistic inclinations.” The Watchman
concluded, “Baptist chaplains under such restraints are not free to fulfill what they believe to be the
functions of a chaplain, and we are informed that many of them who have entered the chaplaincy
have resigned.””

Meyer cited disapprovingly an item in the News Bulletin of the NLC. Its editor praised the
“regiment’s finest” Lutheran chaplain for accompanying a group of Jewish soldiers 150 miles to
enable them to celebrate Passover in their own synagogue. “Brotherhood,” remarked the editor, “the
companionship of all men, has and always will be the backbone of our Army.” The Lutheran

chaplain, said the News Bulletin, “is minister, father, and rabbi to all the men in this area.” Is such

™ H. J. Kuiper, “The Chaplaincy Question,” Banner 77 (6 November 1942): 996-7.

™ [Joh. P.] M[eyer], “Cooperation in War Efforts,” Qu 40 (July 1943): 210.

 Henry W. Tiffany, “One Reason for the Dearth of Baptist Chaplains,” The Watchman-
Examiner 125 (8 July 1943): 648-9. J[oh. P.] M[eyer], “Why Some Baptist Chaplains Resign,” NL
30 (22 August 1943): 261.
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an attitude of confessional indifference inherent in the army chaplain? Meyer asked.”™ According to
The Lutheran of 14 July 1943, the chaplain “is a clergyman, priest, minister, or rabbi who, having
been given the ecclesiastical endorsement of his own religious group,” conducts worship, offers
spiritual leadership, and facilitates educational conferences to provide “religious ministration to men
of faiths other than his own.” This is not proselyting, Meyer concluded, but the demand that a
chaplain practice “personal accommodation [in military life] to a religious confession which in
civilian life he rejects.””

Even the Christian Century warned that “the proverbial camel was poking his nose under the
tent.”™ C. Stanley Lowell wrote in 1944 that “denominational exclusiveness was out” because the
chaplaincy program “cut across denominational lines.” While Roman Catholicism was allowed to
maintain its distinctive practices and services, “the rest must work together as a unit.” A practice
such as closed communion was “impossible,” according to Lowell. “Chaplains who feel they cannot
administer communion to all Christians are properly dropped from the chaplaincy during the training
period.””

A paragraph from the Presbyterian Guardian warranted careful attention, Meyer advised, by
anyone considering the chaplaincy:

The strange sight of a Roman Catholic chaplain conducting Protestant
services, a Protestant chaplain conducting Jewish services, and a Jewish chaplain

conducting both Romish and Protestant services, is not only provided for in the
rules, but is frequently seen. . . . A chaplain must be willing to conduct such a

7 [Joh. P.] M[eyer], ““Regiment’s Finest,”” Qu 40 (October 1943): 289-90; emphasis in
Meyer’s quotation.

77 “A Chaplain’s Duties,” Lu 25 (14 July 1943): 2. M[eyer], “‘Regiment’s Finest,’” 290;
empbhasis in Meyer’s quotation.

7 [Joh. P.] M[eyer], “Re-Thinking the Chaplaincy,” Qu 41 (October 1944): 267.
7 C. Stanley Lowell, “I Was a Chaplain,” CC 61 (28 June 1944): 773—4.
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“general service, ” reading from a book to fill the air with neutral though perhaps
Biblical words. It cannot be called worship.®

Missouri’s chaplains

The effect of participating in the chaplaincy program on Missouri’s 236 chaplains was
profound, as it was on the Missouri Synod as a whole. Milwaukee pastor William Kohn recalled
how his army chaplaincy experience, beginning in 1943, fostered an ecumenical vision:

My growth in attitude and outlook started. No longer were there just

professors and pastors around. My experiences broadened. I became acquainted

with chaplains of other denominations. I met young men in combat who were

injured, and there was no place for asking them about denominational distinctions.

Kohn said he discovered that “not every Baptist is a jerk who doesn’t really know about baptism,”
that not every Catholic is “a full-blown heretic,” and that “there are a lot of good Christians about,
and they weren’t all Lutherans.” The Missouri Synod needed to get more fully involved with other
Christians “with whom they were hardly acquainted.”®'

Missouri took seriously Wisconsin’s warning that participation in the chaplaincy would lead
to diminished confessionalism and disloyalty to Lutheranism. In 1941, Missouri chaplain Arthur
Carl Piepkorn charged that “the prophets of doom who have been forecasting the collapse of
confessionalism in our circles would have been disappointed” if they had attended a chaplains’
training conference. As numerous experiences were recounted, “it was plain that it is not only

possible for a chaplain to be uncompromisingly Lutheran but that our chaplains have been and are

unwaveringly loyal to our Church’s confessional doctrines and Scriptural practices.”®

80 Edwards S. Elliott, “Re-Thinking the Chaplaincy,” Presbyterian Guardian 13 (10 July
1944): 202. M[eyer], “Re-Thinking the Chaplaincy,” 267; emphasis in Meyer’s quotation.

8 Richard Kenyon, “A dream: church merger succeeds,” MJ, 18 September 1982, 5.

82 A[rthur] C[arl] Piepkorn, “Chaplains’ Training Conference,” LW 60 (18 February 1941):
56; emphases in the original. While The Lutheran Witness claimed that Missouri’s chaplains upheld
their synod’s confessional practice, The Confessional Lutheran, an unofficial journal published by a
conservative faction within the Missouri Synod, reported on lapses in practice by Missouri chaplains.
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Articles in The Lutheran Witness throughout World War II headlined the virtues of
Missouri’s chaplaincy involvement. Pastors became more concerned about evangelism, and church
literature contained more articles discussing the pastor’s service as evangelist. Rather than
provoking doctrinal compromise, the chaplain’s duties provided opportunities to witness to non-
Lutherans who appreciated solid doctrinal instruction.® A Baptist major told a Missouri Synod
chaplain at Camp Robinson, Arkansas, “You Lutherans definitely have something on the ball!”*
Others reported swelling church attendance at camp worship services * and exemplary work among
German prisoners of war.* The chaplains’ heroic deeds and promotions to positions of

responsibility bolstered Missouri’s public image.*’

In one incident Missouri pastors joined ULCA, ALC, and Augustana Lutheran pastors and a
Methodist chaplain in dedicating a military service center; in another, a Missouri chaplain officiated
together with a Roman Catholic priest at the dedication of a new chapel. Yet The Confessional
Lutheran reporter supported the view that it was possible for chaplains to maintain their confessional
principles under the chaplaincy regulations. “No chaplain is compelled to do anything that is
contrary to the recognized doctrine and practice of his denomination. If we hear of a Lutheran
chaplain, a Congregationalist and a Jewish rabbi taking part in a joint service, it is a matter of their
own arrangement,” not something demanded by the government. “Beating The Devil ’Round The
Bush,” CL 6 (January 1945): 11-2. The development and significance of The Confessional Lutheran
will be discussed in chapter 3.

¥ Victor C. Frank, “The Response of the Air Corps Soldier,” LW 61 (18 August 1942):
291-2.

% W. J. Reiss, “Chaplain, You Lutherans,” LW 60 (25 December 1941): 419-20.

% Ben. G. Hoffmann, “They Do Come to Church,” LW 61 (17 February 1942): 60. L. E.
Faasch, “Governor Stevenson Takes Notice of Service Center,” LW 63 (23 May 1944): 174.

% Erwin R. Carter, “The Work of a Service Pastor,” LW 63 (24 October 1944): 347.

¥ “Fifth Army Chaplain Is Interviewed,” LW 64 (27 March 1945): 105. See also Theodore
Graebner, “Marshaling Resources for Conquest,” LW 62 (16 February 1943): 56. G[eorge] V.
S[chick], “News,” LW 63 (5 January 1944): 2. J. F. Wenchel, “Service Center at National Capital is
Dedicated,” (9 May 1944): 156. “Lutheran Service Center Opens in London,” LW 64 (16 January
1945): 24. G[eorge] V. S[chick], “News,” (9 October 1945): 330.
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When the war was over, Martin Sommer wrote that the Lutheran Church in the United States
had never received as much publicity as it had in the previous ten years. Along with Dr. Walter
Maier’s preaching on the Lutheran Hour and many more English publications from Concordia
Publishing House, “the activity of our chaplains has been very effective in directing the eyes of many
toward the Lutheran Church.” Missouri chaplains were “now in key positions” and had “come in
contact with important men. . . .

Those who have come in contact with these our clergymen, who have

listened to their sermons, profited by their advice, submitted to their guidance, their

influence will prove of immense value to the Church. As sure as God’s Word does

not return void, so sure we may be of the fruits of the chaplains’ work %

A survey of 198 Missouri clergymen who served as World War II chaplains, conducted by
Dale Griffin in June 1963, confirmed the wide-ranging effects this service had on the men involved.®
Almost half of the 118 respondents reported that their contacts with pastors of other denominations
helped them gain greater understanding of those clergy, and 24 of 54 respondents reported having
gained a greater appreciation of Lutheranism. “I had a narrow theological environment through
youth,” one respondent wrote. “[The chaplaincy] had [a] tremendous broadening effect without
[causing me to lose] appreciation of doctrine.” Said another, “I certainly received a broader outlook
of the Christian Church as a whole and that in other churches there are just as devout and dedicated
individuals—both lay and clergy—as our own.”*

Regarding relations with other Christians, one respondent feared that “too often our people

get the idea that the Presbyterians or Roman Catholics are to be shunned more than unbelievers.”

When these men returned to stateside ministries, the chaplaincy experience “has certainly helped to

% Martin Sommer, “Fruits of the Chaplains’ Work,” LW 65 (9 April 1946): 120.
¥ Griffin, “Effects of Participation,” 133-64.
% Griffin, “Effects of Participation,” 137, 155-6.
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move the Missouri Synod into the mainstream of American church life.” Missouri had much to give,
but much also to learn. “I do not believe that obedience to Scripture demands that we act as though
other Christian churches do not exist.” Said another:

Our chaplains saw what was on the other side of the woods and [it]

convinced them that one has to go over there and talk with the “other guys” to do any

witnessing. It could have been the chaplaincy that changed our church’s position on

relations with other churches, maybe not. But Wisconsin had no chaplains.”

At least some in Missouri were concerned, however, about the negative effect the chaplaincy
might have. A 1945 editorial in the Lutheran Herald predicted that the chaplaincy experience would
result in “the loosing of a progressive spirit in the church that we can well use.” These Lutheran
chaplains considered it “simply ridiculous having so many groups as we have today working
separately.” They were finding “a real harmony together” and declared, “So it should be at home; it
will be if we half try.””* To this an observer in Missouri’s unofficial conservative journal The
Confessional Lutheran responded that such a comment “substantiates the fears we have had” about
Missouri’s chaplaincy participation. “If our chaplains returning from the war share the opinion that
it is simply ridiculous to have church bodies working separately, then it will become increasingly to
discuss the doctrinal differences which keep us apart.””

“Our Synod will take care of the spiritual needs of all our boys”

While continuing to oppose participation in the military chaplaincy program on doctrinal

grounds, the Wisconsin Synod was especially eager to demonstrate that it could minister to its

*! Griffin, “Effects of Participation,” 157, 161.

%2 <A Chaplain Looks Ahead,” Lutheran Herald 29 (31 July 1945): 543. Robert Lee, The
Social Sources of Church Unity: An Interpretation of Unitive Movements in American Protestantism
(New York: Abingdon Press, 1960), 127, later affirmed what the Lutheran Herald editorial
suggested. Lee said there were “hints” that clergymen with chaplaincy experience felt “emancipated
from denominational ties” and found it “difficult to return to a local denominational church setting.”

% “Lutheran Union News Digest,” CL 6 (October 1945): 123; emphasis added. See also
P[aul] H. B[urgdorf], “Prayer Fellowship,” CL 8 (August—-September 1947): 93.
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servicemen with its own resources and without compromising its convictions.” Almost no
Wisconsin pastors entered the government chaplaincy program,” yet Northwestern Lutheran editor
William Schaefer stated flatly, “Our Synod will take care of the spiritual needs of all our boys in the
training camps of the land wherever they may be located.” Arrangements would be made for this to
be done “with the least possible disturbance and consistent with the gravity of the situation.”

By April 1941, Wisconsin’s Spiritual Welfare Commission, directed by Pastor Edward
Blakewell of Milwaukee, was making regular reports to synod members via The Northwestern
Lutheran.”” “Your Church has appointed a Commission to provide for the spiritual care of those we
are serving in the various units of our country’s defense forces,” Blakewell wrote in a letter
addressed to 713 men in the armed forces. “The Commission is extremely conscious of its
responsibilities.” With soldiers already scattered throughout more than one hundred camps and
bases, “it is not an easy matter to find a church and pastor of our confession at or near each camp and

base.” Wherever possible, men were being directed to Wisconsin Synod pastors and congregations.”

% See I[mmanuel] P. F[rey], “The Impact of the War on Church,” NL 32 (27 May 1945): 107.
E[dmund] R[eim], “Religion On The Battlefield—Sectarian Lines Vanish As Protestant, Catholic,
and Jewish Chaplains Hold Services for Men and Women of All Faiths in Midst of War,” Qu 42
(July 1945): 204-5.

% Survey respondent 3, who entered the ministry in the 1940s, could recall only one
Wisconsin pastor who entered the chaplaincy during World War II, a pastor from Detroit, who
reportedly gave as his reason, “There are no Ladies Aids in the Navy.” Krug, “Shifts of Fellowship
in WELS,” 7, estimated that “fewer than a handful of WELS clergy became chaplains, and those who
did were dropped from our synod.”

% W(illiam] J. S[chaefer], “Our Soldier Boys,” NL 27 (17 November 1940): 356. See also
W/(illiam] J. S[chaefer], “This We Can Do,” NL 28 (9 February 1941): 37.

7 Blakewell’s experience would seem to have made him an ideal candidate for this task.
After completing three years of preministerial education at Northwestern College, Blakewell entered
the United States Army on 4 September 1917, achieving the rank of second lieutenant of field
artillery before being honorably discharged in December 1918. Luther Voss, “Pastor E. R.
Blakewell,” NL 53 (21 February 1965): 60.

% E. R. Blakewell, NL 28 (20 April 1941): 123.
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President Brenner urged readers to “send the names and addresses of all of your members in training
to the Commission.”

In 1942 the parish hall of Salem Church in Milwaukee was transformed into the SWC’s work
center. Six full-time employees directed dozens of volunteers—almost all of them women—who
answered routine mail, updated address changes, and prepared mailings that went out twice in each
three-week period.'®

Throughout the war the Spiritual Welfare Commission reported on its work and encouraged
Wisconsin members to support its effort.'” “Our Father wants us to recognize the present time of
insecurity as one of great opportunity to direct the thoughts of men to spiritual activity,” wrote one
author.'”? By 1944, more than 17,000 men and women were listed on SWC files, 9,000 of whom
were stationed at over a thousand locations in the United States, the rest overseas.'”® Most were
members of Wisconsin Synod congregations, but “there are also quite a few young men and women
on our list who are not communicant members of any of our congregations.” In addition, “many of

our servicemen have put forth much effort in sharing their spiritual literature with their comrades, by

% John Brenner, “The Spiritual Welfare Commission,” NL 28 (9 March 1941): 71.

10 «Spiritual Welfare Commission: ‘1916 E. Thomas Avenue,’” NL 30 (7 February 1943):
38-40.

1! See E. R. Blakewell, “Spiritual Welfare Commission: For Our Men in Military Service,”
NL 28 (1 June 1941): 172; (14 December 1941): 391. E. Benj. Schleuter, “Spiritual Welfare Work
More Necessary Than Ever,” NL 29 (22 February 1942): 53. E. Duemling, “My Country,” (8 March
1942): 72. E[rwin] E. Kowalke, “Mail for the Soldiers,” (19 April 1942): 118. E[rwin] E. Kowalke,
“A Civilian Visits the Army Camps,” (14 June 1942): 183—4. E. Blakewell, “News and Notes,” (9
August 1942): 250. John G. Jeske, “The Work Expands,” (18 October 1942): 328. E[rwin] R.
Scharf, (13 June 1943): 186-8. E. Benj. Schlueter, NL 31 (20 February 1944): 54. W[illiam] J.
S[chaefer], “Our Sixteen Thousand Boys,” (19 March 1944): 66. E. Blakewell, “Your Church
Serving More Than 20,000 Members in the Armed Forces,” (6 August 1944): 165.

192 A. E. Frey, “Spiritual Welfare Commission,” NL 28 (4 May 1941): 138.
193 «“Our Contact Pastors,” NL 31 (16 April 1944): 88.
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placing it in their rooms, and by sharing God’s Word with others. In this manner we have received
many requests from the unchurched to be placed on our mailing list.” Pastors and laymen from other
denominations, as well as war workers, wives, and other relatives, received Wisconsin’s mailings.'®

One serviceman wrote, “I have been receiving the ‘Daily Devotional’ booklets for some time
now and I would like to thank you from the bottom of my heart. They are really the only attachment
to the church that I have.”'” Wrote another in 1945, “Your last literature reached me in a hospital in
England after following me all over France. You would be surprised how many of the fellows
wanted me to give them the gospel literature after I was through with it.”'® By war’s end the list
contained more than 22,000 names, including hospitalized servicemen, soldiers honorably
discharged, men listed as missing in action, even German and Japanese prisoners of war.'"’
No cease fire

The end of this war did not signal a cease fire in the chaplaincy dispute, but instead prompted
calls for a resolution of the disagreements. An overture to the 1946 Synodical Conference
convention urged that since the chaplaincy “appears to be a permanent institution in our nation,” the
problem “be studied thoroughly in an attempt to bring about mutual agreement” among the synods.'®
The eight-man Interim Committee appointed to study the chaplaincy question reported in 1948 that it
found disagreement on nine questions, including the nature and divine institution of the local

congregation, the doctrines of the call and the office of the public ministry, principles regarding

1% J[ohn] R[aabe], “Spiritual Welfare Commission: The S. W. C. Mailing List,” NL 31 (28
May 1944): 116.

15 E. R. Blakewell, “Spiritual Welfare Commission: For Our Men in Military Service,” NL
28 (19 October 1941): 328.

19 «Spiritual Welfare Commission,” NL 32 (18 March 1945): 56.
17 E. R. B[lakewell], “Spiritual Welfare Commission,” NL 32 (1 April 1945): 70.
198 SC Proceedings, 1946, 60-1.
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separation of church and state, and unionistic practices allegedly unavoidable in the chaplaincy.
Most of the 1948 report was then taken up with church and ministry issues.'”

In 1950 the Interim Committee could report only that it was “convinced that definite progress
has been made,” that it was “not deadlocked on any issue,” and that it was “nearer the goal than two
years ago.”'!® In 1952 the Committee determined that the chaplaincy question belonged to “problems
arising from the application” of church and ministry principles, and the question was referred to the
faculties of the synods’ seminaries.""! Thus, the stage was set for the most detailed and determinative
studies of the chaplaincy, to be presented to the Synodical Conference convention in 1954.

In the meantime, Wisconsin Synod literature continued explaining and defending its
chaplaincy position.'"” The Committee on Chaplaincies presented a lengthy report to the 1951
synodical convention, offering numerous citations from the War Department Technical Manual and
Army Regulations and warning that Wisconsin’s doctrinal stance would be compromised:

Experience and knowledge of the interpretation nationally placed upon the

concepts of common sense in religious matters and charitable regard for others warn

us that a strictly Biblical exercise of either virtue does not commend itself to the

latitudinarian religious ideals popular today and practiced in government as well as

in many areas of American life dominated by the spirit of unionism and lodgery. . . .

The government’s expressed attitude toward cooperation in religious

practice hardly conforms to the standard of confessionalism required by Romans
16:17-18 and other Scripture. To work conscientiously and without deviation from

19 SC Proceedings, 1948, 135-44.
110 SC Proceedings, 1950, 126-1.
' SC Proceedings, 1952, 145.

"2 Glervasius] W. Fischer, “An Unwarranted Attack,” NL 34 (28 September 1947): 312-3.
WTlilliam] J. S[chaefer], ““A Hybrid Arrangement,”” NL 35 (18 January 1948): 19. I[mmanuel] P.
F[rey], “Application of the Principle of the Separation of Church and State to the Chaplaincy,” (1
February 1948): 35-6. A[dalbert] Schaller, “Veterans of Foreign Wars,” Qu 46 (January 1949) 63-9.
M([ax] Lehninger, Review of 4 Handbook of Organizations, by Theodore Graebner, in Qu 46 (April
1949): 150-2. W[illiam] J. S[chaefer], “We Are Not Alone,” NL 37 (12 March 1950): 84. Walter
Pankow, “Government Chaplaincies,” NL 38 (20 May 1951): 146-8.

84



divine directives in such an environment might well be regarded by one who is under
obedience to Christ as an ambition beyond the reasonable hope of attainment.'**

Wisconsin seminary professor Edmund Reim reported on an agreement between
representatives of the NLC and the Missouri Synod, also in 1951, “according to which their
respective members in the military service are to be received for communion regardless of their
synodical membership.” Considering it “a step of far-reaching importance,” Reim cited one of the
agreement’s provisions: “While the pastor may deny communion to an applicant, e.g., for manifest
impenitence, he may not bring up the question of the doctrinal issues which still separate Missouri”
from other Lutheran synods. “What was introduced as an ‘exception’ is now covered by a rule, a
rule which even dares to speak with the mandatory ‘shall.”” Noting that this agreement was
“officially sanctioned by the Praesidium of Missouri” without “even a semblance of consultation
with its sister synods,” Reim asked, “Who is disrupting the Synodical Conference?”'!*

At the 1954 Synodical Conference in East Detroit, Michigan, Edward Fredrich of the
Wisconsin Synod, a Detroit pastor, and Martin Scharlemann, Missouri professor at Concordia
Seminary, St. Louis, represented their respective synods’ positions.'* Insisting this was not “a minor

difficulty” arising from misunderstanding or lack of consultation but “a serious difference regarding

'3 Wisconsin Proceedings, 1951, 71.

' E[dmund] Reim, “Another ‘Agreement’: Communion,” Qu 48 (April 1951): 141—4. See
also E[gbert] S[challer], “Has It Come To This?” NL 38 (25 March 1951): 84. E[gbert] S[challer],
“Confused Policies,” (6 May 1951): 132. E[gbert] S[challer], “Is God’s Will ‘Expendable’?” (6 May
1951): 132. E[dmund] Reim, “Twenty-Five Army and Air Force Chaplains,” Qu 49 (January 1952):
61-2. For Missouri complaints about unionism in the chaplaincy, see “Unionism Marches On,” CL
13 (February 1952): 24. P[aul] H. B[urgdorf], “Concerning Unionism Among Chaplains of the
Missouri Synod,” (April 1952): 38-9. A. V. Kuster, “The Armed Forces Communion Agreement,”
(April 1952): 45-8. P[aul] Peters, “Dr. Behnken on the New Communion Agreement,” Qu 53
(January 1956): 72-5. P[aul] Peters, “The Voice of the C. U. C.: A New Communion Agreement,”
NL 43 (22 January 1956): 24-5.

"> Edward C. Fredrich, “The Military Chaplaincy and Scouting,” SC Proceedings, 1954,
57-79. M[artin H.] Scharlemann, “The Boy Scouts of America and the Military Chaplaincy,” SC
Proceedings, 1954, 719-87.
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either the application of Bible doctrines or the doctrines themselves,” Fredrich urged that differences
over the chaplaincy “be given full and prompt attention and dealt with in all seriousness.”"'® He then
offered a sober presentation around Wisconsin’s traditional three objections to the chaplaincy:
disregard for the divinity of the call, violation of the separation of church and state, and involvement
in religious unionism.

“Though the government is willing to say that the chaplain’s spiritual authority is imparted in
ordination,” Fredrich wrote, “yet it jealously reserves for itself the right to say when and where, by
whom and for whom this authority is exercised.” The church surrenders its rights to the government,
as the government can set standards for chaplains, controls their recruitment by quota, transfer,
promotion, or discharge, and enforces numerous specific regulations on them. The principle of the
separation of church and state is violated when the state establishes by law the post of chaplain and
maintains it by public funds. “No matter what good motive or under what extenuating circumstances
or with what attempts at indiscrimination, the fact remains that in the chaplaincy system the State
invades the realm of the Church.”'"’

Unionism was “the most serious charge” Wisconsin made against the chaplaincy. Chaplains
were appointed spiritual leaders over certain groups with no regard for denominational boundaries.
While Roman Catholic and Jewish churches were granted separate classifications, Lutherans were
“lumped together” with all others under the heading “Protestant.” Fredrich cited particular incidents
where, in Wisconsin’s view, participation in the chaplaincy program not only tolerated unionism but

expanded it. “Many a chaplain may be able to report heart-warming experiences he has had,” and

116 Fredrich, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 57.
7 Fredrich, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 59, 61.
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listeners could be “swayed by any listing of results or by any proofs that the chaplaincy system is
more effective than a mailing program.”'®

Fredrich seems to have anticipated Scharlemann’s presentation. “Much has been written and
said on this subject, and it is not our purpose to repeat all the arguments pro and con.” With that,
Scharlemann signaled that he had little intention of granting serious consideration to any of
Wisconsin’s reasons for opposing the chaplaincy. Instead, he offered exactly what Fredrich had
chosen to avoid. “My approach is a personal one, and has its source in more than a dozen years of
service as a chaplain,” Scharlemann wrote. “This is a matter on which I speak from personal
experience and, I might add, with very deep feeling.”'"

The chaplaincy “presents the church with an unparalleled opportunity to carry out its primary
mission” of preaching the gospel to all. He repeated and applied to the chaplaincy— though
Wisconsin challenged its relevancy—'? Peter’s declaration after his visit to Cornelius, “What was I,
that I could withstand God?”'*! Each year more than 2,500 men were brought into the Missouri
Synod through the ministry of its chaplains. Scharlemann’s assignments at Sampson Air Force Base
in Geneva, New York, and at the Air Force Weather School in Chanute Field, Illinois, were but two
examples of this extraordinary opportunity. To the question, “How about the general Protestant
service that is to be held on every base each Sunday?” Scharlemann answered, “When a Lutheran has

that service, he makes it a Lutheran service.”'?

18 Fredrich, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 64-7, 68.
1% Scharlemann, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 84.

120 Paul G. Bretscher, “. . . As I Saw It: The Dissolution of the Synodical Conference, 1954,”
CHIQ 67 (Summer 1994): 72.

21 Acts 11:17.
122 Scharlemann, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 85.
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At least approaching the church-state issue, Scharlemann reminded that “the primary concern
of the First Amendment and the court decisions made on its basis is to keep any single or any group
of church organizations from receiving state sanction and support.” The chaplaincy reflects the same
interest in religion that undergirds American life as does reciting “under God” in the Pledge of
Allegiance, displaying the flag on Flag Day, and inscribing “In God We Trust” on our coins.'?

As promised, Scharlemann concluded with a deeply emotional recounting of communion
services held in North Africa the night before a bombing raid on Romania. The many men numbered
among the flight crews of the 70 planes that did not return, “now part of that ‘cloud of witnesses’
referred to in Hebrews chapter 12,” Scharlemann intoned,

must find it very strange indeed that someone should ever have raised the

question of my right to be in Benghazi, Libya, as a military chaplain on the evening

of July 31, 1943, with the means of grace to comfort men who knew that they would

shortly leave this vale of tears to be with the saints of all ages in the presence of their

Redeemer.'

Wisconsin delegates brushed aside Scharlemann’s presentation as unbiblical and an
argument from sentiment. Some Missourians charged that Wisconsin’s view of the separation of
church and state went beyond Scripture. Missouri chaplains pointed out that current government
regulations honored church bodies that rejected unionism, to which Wisconsin responded that for a

chaplain to summon a priest or rabbi to serve Jewish or Catholic servicemen would already constitute

an act of unionism.'?

12 Scharlemann, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 86.
124 Scharlemann, “The Military Chaplaincy,” 86-7.
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Armed Services Commission of the LCMS in June 1955.
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Reflecting on the 1954 Synodical Conference convention almost a year later, Edmund Reim
commended Fredrich’s presentation, and those of other Wisconsin men, for displaying “the evidence
of careful and thorough preparation,” “sober and factual argumentation,” “constant reference to

&6

Scripture for guidance and light,” “quiet and restrained wording of necessary criticism,” and “the
warm note of earnest appeal.” Wisconsin’s case was “never more ably and adequately presented
than at these most recent meetings.”

Why then did they not persuade the Missouri delegates? One important answer— “quite
obvious even to ‘neutral’ observers”—was “the strong organizational loyalty of Missourians to their
synod,” combined with “a reluctance to believe that a position could possibly be wrong, and a
willingness to defend such a position right down the line.” Reim also recalled a remark Missouri’s
Vice President Arnold Grumm made earlier that year at a Lutheran Laymen’s League rally in
Milwaukee: “As a Lutheran Church we are in the stream of life—why must we always say no-no-
no?” Reim believed Grumm’s remark shed much light on the intersynodical debate. Reim
considered it a dangerous thing “for a Church to find itself ‘in the stream’ and take pride and find
satisfaction in that unaccustomed role.”'?

The chaplaincy question “is loaded with emotional factors,” when “patriotism runs high” and
men are sent on distant, dangerous missions and their families feel deep concern for their spiritual
welfare. “It is even more of a problem,” wrote Reim, “when one finds brethren in which one could
once look for moral support now leading the chorus of disapproval.” Wisconsin’s stand was
“admittedly unpopular,” readily misunderstood, frequently misinterpreted—and, for the past two

decades, painfully solitary.'?’

26 E[dmund] Reim, “As We See It: Two Necessary Questions,” NL 42 (17 April 1955): 120.
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Wisconsin continued to present its case—sometimes as much to convince its own members
as to persuade others.'?®
A religious element in Boy Scoutism

The very first issue of The Northwestern Lutheran in 1914 criticized America’s “craze for
organizations.” In Boy Scouting and the Camp Fire Girls “we are confronted with a problem that
Christian parents must take cognizance of.” Both were “enjoying a high degree of popularity in our
midst and are tolerated if not encouraged in our public schools.”'® Scouting embodied “an oath-
bound order, invading the province of the church,” comprising “a league where boys of all
confessions and creeds are banded together on oath to ‘do their duty to God’—unionism in its worst
form.” Scouting constituted “a movement for moral uplift in which laws are everything and the
Gospel of Christ is at least totally disregarded if not despised.”’*® There is “a religious element in
Boy Scoutism,” but not that of the Bible; reverence “to be inculcated, but not reverence for the
Triune God”; character “to be developed, but without the Gospel of Jesus Christ.”"!

Although Scouting was undertaken “by good men of our country” who understood that the
“ailment” troubling the American boy was the development of his character and moral nature, Hans

Moussa insisted that “a Christian home that recognizes its responsibility toward its children will not
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delegate its heaven-imposed duty to any irresponsible agency, including the Boy Scouts.” After the
home, “a Christian 