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| dedicate this work to my Mother, Virginia, whouse gave up; and to my Father, Dale, who
has never forgotten who is number one.



Kto je luteran? Luteran je pravoverny kias, ktory v moci sily Bozej neustupne
stoji s Lutherom pri napisanom slove BoZom vo vgdtlotazkach, ktoré moézu
zkrsn. Verného luterana mozno poznzo tom, Ze kde ide oianie, o vieru,

0 vyznanie, nepyta sé& o tom hovoria viki, u¢eniludia a mocni sveta tohoto, ale
prvéa i posledni otazka jeho je: “Ako je napisa@ézovori Boh?” Vernému
luterdnovi je heslom: “Mluv, Hospodine, nebo slg&izebnik tw;j!”

Pravda, 15 August 1922, 174
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PREFACE

When the travel writer Hilaire Belloc began higgpiinage to Rome, he began his journey
at his home church. He reflected that “for onedtive place is the shell of one’s soul, and one’s
church is the kernel of that nut.’A religious immigrant traveling to a new landjigatly
tempted to return to his home church to find then&kof his soul. On the eve of the Pelikan
Movement, the editor ddvedok, Jan Pelikan, published an article that posed daimuestion;
that is, is it not true that the Lutheran Churcl®lavakia is the mother of the Slovak Lutherans
in America, and are not they the daughters ofrtiogher church? To which, the article
answered, “by all means.’Slovak Lutherans in America desired to returSlmvakia to find the
kernel of their soul—their national and religiodemntity.

This story is the history a religious immigrant aoomity, which had tried to continue their
journey partly in the old country and partly in thew. In their attempt to return to the old
country, their beginning did not lead them to tlestthation they had hoped. They found that the
kernel of their soul was now as much in Americé ass in Slovakia. They could not go home
again—at least not completely. Rather than retwgrito their homeland and to their home
church to begin a journey from a spiritual birtlgdathey instead found that their home had
changed (or they had changed), and their journeyehmerely reminded them that their true
home was now in America. The unrealized hope isfrigligious immigrant community’s
journey is the story of the Pelikan Movement.

At the turn of the last century, this immigrant coommity was in a pluralistic and
competitive religious environment. In this Amenazligious landscape, the community
struggled to maintain its Slovak and Lutheran idest As part of this effort to maintain this
identity, the first two generations of the Pelikéamily went as missionaries back home,
attempting to express their understanding of whaiigant to be Slovak and Lutheran. Like
spiritual pilgrims, they returned to their spiritiome in Slovakia and to their church home with
the hope to find, discover, or reanimate a condesdiLutheran expression of the Christian faith.

The conversion of the grandson, Jaroslav Jan Pelika(1923-2006), is in one sense the
end of this story of the Pelikan Movement. Hismgifather was Jan Pelikan (1870-1930), who
was the first of the Pelikan family to come to Amarand was one of the early presidents of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod. He was also the first roissiy from the Slovak Lutheran Synod. His
father was Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr. (1898-1973), whe born in Slovakia but moved to America at
an early age. Pelikan Sr. was also called to Slavak a missionary.

Pelikan, Jr., the famous church historian, taugbstmecently at Yale before his death in
2006. He began his career as a churchman andtandmisin the SELEand in association with

! Hilaire Belloc, The Path to Rome (Sioux Falls, SD: NuVission Publications, 2007), 5
2“Nase povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,3vedok 13, no. 3 (February 1, 1919): 41.

% In contemporary spelling, the Pelikan name islysspelled using its Slovak spelling. For thissea,
whenever | refer to a member of the Pelikan farilge the anglicized spelling of the name.

* SELC or Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Church waslaher name of the Slovak Lutheran Synod. The SELC
eventually changed its name to the Synod of Evacajdlutheran Churches (also SELC). Once it joittesd
Missouri Synod as a district, it became the SELE&Hit. For the purposes of this dissertation,dherch body will

(continued next page)
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The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod (LCMS or Miss&@ynod). Pelikan Jr. is reported to
have had a motto, which guided his understandirgeofg an historian; it is a quote from
Goethe'sFaust: “What you received as your legacy from your &) you must possess to
make it your own.? Although he was close to his father and serveH him for many years in
Chicago’, he did not follow the faith of his father or hisagdfather. Rather he chose the faith of
the church fathers.He resolved then the tension between his LuthanainSlovak identity in a
way that was unintended by his father and grandfath

At least three generations have passed sindgsh@elikan tried to shape the Lutheran
Church in Slovakia in the 1920s. The Pelikan Mogetis part of the legacy of the Missouri
Synod and its witness of confessional Lutheranstiné world. This dissertation takes Pelikan,
Jr.’s motto as a historical lens to understandmajy journey and the journey of this immigrant
community. Each generation of Pelikans went orragnal journey back to a place—real or
spiritual—where they hoped to find the kernel aditlsoul. The result of each journey was as
adventuresome as any that Belloc would embark uBan.the destination was never what the
pilgrims imagined when they first began.

be referred to as the Slovak Lutheran Synod.

® Hans Hillerbrand, “A Tribute to Jaroslav Pelika@yiterion: A Publication of the University of Chicago
Divinity School, Spring 2007, 10.

® Pelikan, Jr. served with his father from 1946 luk@i58. For a brief history of their time in mitigtogether
at Trinity Slovak Lutheran Church in Chicago, seet8J. Meyer, “Loss of Missouri Synod Churches in
Chicagoland,” Concordia Historical Institute Quarterly 80 (2007): 181-83. As an indication of their wtogether,
Pelikan Jr. also preached and wrote a hymn focdebration of his father’s 25 years of ministrge $2rogram
SluZieb Bozich, June 11, 1944, SELC District ArelsivBox 8, Folder 200.16-05-12-09-10-02/10, Conieord
Historical Institute, St. Louis

" Pelikan, Jr. would probably disagree with thiseaisn. In an interview on National Public Radie,
specifically stated that, because of his adherémtige creeds, he held the same faith as his fatgigrandfather.
The distinction here, then, is not that Pelikanwdrs outside of the faith, but that he no longed hightly to the
Lutheran confessions and the Lutheran traditiossgé down to him from his father and grandfattiglikan
would argue that the churches moved away fromrtditions and the creeds. He remained steadfiéstional
Public Radio Podcast. “Need for Creeds,” NPR Wigh, MP3 audio file, 53:27,
http://speakingoffaith.publicradio.org/programsikah/ (accessed April 10, 2009).
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ABSTRACT

Blythe, Richard J. “The Pelikan Movement: An Imnaigt Story.” Ph.D. diss., Concordia
Seminary, 2008. 306 pp.

The Pelikan Movement, led initially by Jan Pelikdre grandfather of the Yale historian
Jaroslav Pelikan, was a pivotal event in a Slovathéran immigrant community that desired to
provide a confessional Lutheran witness to theith@ocountry. Shortly after the First World
War, this immigrant community was resolute to retir Slovakia to share their confessional
Lutheran understanding of the Christian faithhe Hurban tradition, as well as their new
church polity and practices that they adopted inefica during the previous few decades. They
were initially well received, but soon found thiaéy were of a different spirit. After being
rejected as partners in ministry with their formeuntrymen, they determined that the best way
to ensure a confessional Lutheran witness wastotseir own mission and create their own
church against the desires of the indigenous Slaugieran Church. The Slovak Lutheran
Church received the missionaries as interlopessprocess of self-definition of a new European
church that was shaking off years of dominationaurtdungarian rule. They were not
understood as a confessional witness, but as dvesid sectarian. At the end of the movement,
the immigrant community retreated from their missilmsing interest in a direct relationship
with their mother church. Having failed to keeptr@isg connection to their home church and
culture, they chose to embrace their new Ameriealfity and to assimilate into America as an
American church. The Pelikan Movement marked trgrimeng of the end of one immigrant
community’s attempt to keep close ties with th@me culture and spiritual home.



CHAPTER ONE

THE PELIKAN MOVMENT: A QUESTION OF IMMIGRANT IDENTITY

Every immigrant group has a tipping point. Thigptig point is when they identify more
with their new country, rather than living with thelture and ideas of the land from where they
came. This study is of a group of Lutherans fromv8kia at the turn of the twentieth century,
living for many years in both cultures and ofteem®wn both countries. On the one hand, they
had great hopes for their situation in America.eLikue American pioneers, they were building
new churches, gathering together communities efiiknded believers, and creating a church
culture that conformed to their ideal of a confesai Lutheran church. But on the other hand,
they were always looking back to their homelandirthulture, and their history by reading
about the events of their church back in the Kimgadd Hungary, writing and interpreting the
events there to their fellow immigrants, and preseytheir language and culture, as best they
could, to retain their identity both as Slovaks asd_utherans.

The tipping point for the Slovak Lutheran Synod &egn 1918, when the Slovaks, who
were for a long time under the rule of Magyars (ganmans) in the Kingdom of Hungary, joined
with the Czechs to form a new state, Czechoslova#igas often the case with a new enterprise,
many applied themselves energetically to creatertw nation. Joining in this spirit of hope,
the Slovak Lutherans of the Slovak Lutheran Syrawd an opportunity in this new state. Having
embraced America and having created a new confeddiotheran church, they felt they were
uniquely able to share with their compatriots iov@kia how to be a free Lutheran church in a
democratic state. They believed that life in Amahad taught them exactly the skills and

attitudes necessary to survive, and even thrivihigmnew state. Enticed by the promise of the



separation of church and state in newly formed Gaslovakia, they embarked for the old
country, where they hoped to create a confessianthkeran church free of the interference of
the state and the burdens of history. They cowddtera true Lutheran church out of shadows of
the Hungarians, the Reformed, the Liberals and vuosls, flushed with the hope that God had
called them to return to their country. The Slotakheran Church, once freed from its most
recent history, would return to its true roots a®afessional Lutheran Church, which was
understood to have its genesis during the timeudiier. No longer watching events in Slovakia
from afar, they eagerly engaged their homelandjisgrtheir own pastors and missionaries to
re-create the confessional Lutheran church in &avaVith this, the Pelikan Movement was
born.

The Pelikan Movement was a critical event in aeseof events that led to the direct
engagement of an immigrant group returning to asié country. Problematically, this
immigrant group was not fully aware of how it hdthnged. They were no longer just Slovaks or
confessional Lutherans. They brought back to Slavtideir new American identity even though
most were native Slovaks, culturally and ethnicallljey were Lutherans, in their doctrine and
piety. But they had also become, at least in partericans. They were determined to create a
church similar to the one they had created in thew country. Unwittingly, they imbibed what
it meant to be an American church body.

This dual identity led to conflicts with LutheramsSlovakia. The members of the Slovak
Lutheran Synod strained to create a church basédeotlear teachings of the Lutheran faith, but
they were never accepted by the church in Slovdkiair enclave in eastern Slovakia gathered
some early momentum, but the conflict with the &lolzutheran Church proved too difficult to
overcome. The missionaries returned home, shakimgust from their shoes as they left, never

to return in force. They refocused on their miryistr America, no longer hoping to influence



their home culture and the new nation of Czech@@ They were no longer in two cultures,
stretched and torn between the aspirations of ealthre. Rather they had passed the tipping
point, becoming firmly transplanted in America. Baticcessive generation became less aware
of its Slovak heritage. They became an Americanahu

They could not live in the cultural space of th@at and new countries. Their failure to
export their Americanized understanding of the essional Lutheran faith and church polity
forced them to choose between their cultural atigioes identity. They had to decide whether
they could maintain their Slovak culture as theimary identity or would see themselves first as
confessional Lutherans, relinquishing their cultineritage to embrace their new American
home. They chose to emphasize their Lutheran lgerifBhe changes that resulted from the
Pelikan Movement were not initially radical. Buteafthe failure of the mission effort in
Slovakia, the Slovak Lutheran Synod gradually msttact with the Slovak Lutheran Church
and relinquished their Slovak identity in favortbéir confessional identity.

The legacy of the Pelikan Movement, then, is amgta of an immigrant community
making its transition from its original “ethnic” éditity to a new cultural identity as Americans
while seeking to preserve particular elements eifr tfeligious or confessional identity. The
events surrounding the Pelikan Movement led taaertation of the Slovak Lutheran Synod.
The historical and social difficulties that the &i&s faced in the Kingdom of Hungary, the
trends in European thought and the Western Mind th@ social and economic pressures on an
increasingly impoverished region in Europe all pléy role in how the Slovak Lutheran Synod
was formed and lived out its calling in America awéntually in Slovakia through the Pelikan
Movement. The theological identity, however, proteel most formational and resilient. The
bond that held them together and inspired theikwaas their understanding of confessional

Lutheranism.



In the broad sweep of history, the Pelikan Movenoamt be viewed as a minor
ecclesiastical controversy resulting from the atiéig of a handful of Slovaks and centered in a
few small villages surrounding Poprad in eastenv&tia. In fact, although it has historically
been called a movement, it may not deserve suobuwst title. However, the significance of the
Pelikan Movement is much greater than those fewsyaiathe turn of the last century. It was a
manifestation of the tipping point of an immigrandture as it transitioned from its home culture
to its immigrant culture. Their collective idegtibecame not their nationality but their

confessional identity, their Lutheran faith.



CHAPTER TWO

SLOVAK LUTHERAN HISTORY AND IDENTITY

The conflict between a confessional Lutheran idgrind a more broadly understood
Lutheran identity, which is more open to the inflae of national unity, Reformed theology, and
modernist trends in thought, is fundamental to ustdading the events of the Pelikan
Movement. For the Pelikan Movement, the divergiagspectives on the Lutheran faith between
the two continents provides the movement’s religiand theological conflict. The history of
Slovak Lutherans diverged most radically in theetéenth and twentieth centuries when large
numbers of immigrants came to America and forgaewa path on this religious frontier, mainly
independent of the religious and ecclesiologiaaidis in Slovakia. Yet, the origins of Slovak
Lutheranism, on both sides of the Atlantic, areeaded in the earliest histories of the
Reformation itself. Slovak Lutherans find a comnstarting point in the early expansion of
Lutheranism in the sixteenth century. In particutbey all find their identity in the common
roots of confessional Lutheranism, characterizethbyadoption of the confessional
compendium, the Book of Concord, as the documexttrtbrmed their understanding of the
Christian faith.

During the sixteenth century, nearly simultanepugth the much larger German
Reformation, a mix of Slovak and German speakirgp(es, living together in primarily the
central and eastern part of Slovakia, embrace®#iermation. They quickly began to dominate
the region and became the major religious group thié widest influence. In Eastern Slovakia

especially, where the Pelikan Movement found itsvaan the 1920s, we can find the origin of



the Slovak Lutheran identity and the nexus of fatiension between Lutheranism and Slovak
national, ethnic identity as expressed in the Raliklovement.

Initially, the Augsburg Confession was acceptesiaae level of authority by nearly all
Protestants in the region of Central Europe. Tha®ohical assertion was remembered well by the
Lutherans of the Slovak Lutheran Synod, who inltecatheir own history note that in the year
1557 two-thirds of the people in Hungary were Ludmé But the levels of and reasons for
acceptance varied. For instance, the acceptartbe éfugsburg Confession as a part abgous
doctrinaefor orthodox Lutherans in Central Europe—thathg, Formula and the Book of
Concord—is primarily limited to the seventeenthtcey adoption of the Book of Concord by
the Slovaks and Germans living in what was thenddpfungary: In Central Europe, they are a
significant example of a church, which receivedBoek of Concord during the Late
Reformation and followed the pattern of acceptimgunaltered Augsburg Confession as a
confessional document. The use and reception chtiggsburg Confession in this region helps
us understand how the Slovaks and Germans livitdpjer Hungary were able to join forces
with the adopters of the Book of Concord, wher@aspntrast, the Lutherans in Poland and the
Czech lands of Bohemia and Moravia did not. In,faghtrary to the example of the Slovaks and
Germans living in Upper Hungary, these fellow Cahturopeans took a decidedly unionistic
approach, joining with other Reformed movementglitisrent influences from different

reformed traditions also impacted the developmehtkeir confession. Noticeably, at this stage,

! [Jozef] Kuchérik, “Ev.-luteranska nsenicka cirkev medzi Slovakmi v UhorskigvedokL2, no. 3 (February
1,1917): 36.

2 For a through discussion of this event, see DRviBaniel, "Acceptance of the Formula of Concord in
Slovakia,"Archiv fur Reformationsgeschichi® (1979): 260-77. The Slovaks were consideretgiane Kingdom
of Hungary, and the region where the majority avaks lived was considered Upper Hungary. This,axbéch is
now mainly within the modern state of Slovakia,|Ww# generally referred to as Slovakia.



the unionism with wider Protestant movements predid solution for a broader confessional
understanding that could unite an ethnic group.

David Daniel's argument in his article on the reie@mpof the Augsburg Confession in
Southeast Central Europe makes a distinction tbatdwdrive the process toward or away from
acceptance of the Book of Concord. This distinctlescribes two main view points of the
Augsburg ConfessioAThe first is that the Augsburg Confession represarprocess for
recognition from the Empire. In this view, competiconfessions arose, which may or may not
agree with the Augsburg Confession, but which vegtempting to obtain a similar legal status.
Of the three areas of Central Europe used hergaasmes, the lands in modern Poland and the
Czech Republic would be in this first definitiorhdy used and “received” the Augsburg
Confession more as a starting point for findingrtbe/n confession. They usually ended up
relying heavily on Reformation resources as weléwfinding their own confessional voite.
The second, especially as the opinions in Germangemed towards what constituted true
Lutheranism and a viabl®rpus doctrinagsees thenalteredAugsburg Confession as the key
to conformity and recognition as a Lutheran. Thiser view was, perhaps ironically, supported
and promoted by the Hapsburgs as a tool in the @odteformation to limit the ever expanding
confessions penned by the different Protestantpgbu

The Czechs and the Poles often embraced the i@spwint. The Hungarians, rather,
embraced more directly the Reformed elements oR#fermation. This affinity for Reformed

teaching would have an impact on the Slovak Lutieravho were constantly influenced by the

% David P. Daniel, “The Influence of the Augsburgn®ssion in South-East Central Europ8ikteenth
Century Journall1 (1980): 112.

* Andrew Pettegree and Karin Maag, “The ReformatioBastern and Central Europe,”The Reformation in
Eastern and Central Europed. Karin Maag (Hants, England: Scholar Pres87),9.0-11.

® Daniel, “The Influence of the Augsburg ConfessimiSouth-East Central Europe,” 112.



Hungarian Lutherans and their drift towards Refainméluences. In 1563, for example, at a
Synod in Tarcal Hungary, the Hungarian Lutheratr®duced some Reformed teachings,
causing them to be highly influenced by Reformedkiimg, even within the Lutheran church.
The Slovaks, in contrast, refused to acquié$tet the trend towards unionism, or at least
syncretism, in Hungary was evident, and since Hiavwaas within the Kingdom of Hungary the
Lutheran churches in Slovakia were under pressuasgimilate with the events in Hungary
proper. Even though the early Slovak confessione wesigned to demonstrate that those
Christians who confessed the Lutheran faith wedeéa good Catholics, by the beginning of the
seventeenth century the Slovak Lutherans begaadlyoaround the unaltered Augsburg
Confession. By limiting the valid confession to pttie unaltered Augsburg Confession, the
Slovaks limited as well the wider Reformation moesits and any unionist tendencies in their
region.

The result was that they were highly influencedh®yLate Reformation in Germany and
what was to become orthodox or confessional Luthiena But at the same time, because they
lived in the Hungarian sphere of influence, theithpwas different than those dominated by
German and Austrian influences. They sought to taairtheir Lutheran identity and theology
while also finding an expression that would alldwern the free expression of that identity in
their cultural and political context. To achievestboal, they presented a number of confessional
documents that compliment and do not deny theiegatite to the Augsburg Confession.

The series of confessions spawned from the 154®tbt560s and in some ways they
correlate to the German efforts for find concordhe Late Reformation. But because the

confessions were often the result of political iegig to explain the followers of the Lutheran

® [Jozef] Kuchérik, “Ev.-luteranska nsenicka cirkev medzi Slovakmi v Uhorskigvedok1 February 1917,
36.



Reformation to the political and ecclesiologicalhenrities in the region, they have not only a
theological thrust, but also a political and eddlegjical purpose, which is the predominate
reason for the confessions. Much in the spirihef Augsburg Confession with which they were
modeled, the three confession€enfessio Pentapolitana, Confessio Heptapolitan&ontanag
andConfessio Scepusianare relatively short and direct documents thatargtey theological
points to clearly trying to avoid unnecessary dohfivhile at the same time not compromising
the faith.

These confessions, which are all formulas of cashooragreement, are designed to find a
moderating position with the Roman Catholic Chunttile maintaining the Lutheran faith and
theology. In short, “evangelicals of the AC in S&ia by their three confesions documented that
they are a believing people and want to live adogrtb their own effort in a renewed church,
and so to follow the apostolic church and its téagh™ Daniel makes the connection more
explicit to the Augsburg Confession. He argues #fighree confessions are “to show the
conformity of their own theology with that defingdthe Augsburg Confession recognized by
the Habsburgs in the EmpiréBut he also adds that they defended their faithaaderate,
“almost conciliatory languag€.Thus, like with the Czech Confession of 1575 a0
confessions in the region and of that era, theaé&ssions are intimately entwined with the

genesis of the Lutheran movement and the theolbthyecAugsburg Confession, but have taken

" Andrej Hajduk, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokotB17-1610,” irEvanijelici v Dejinach Slovenskej
Kultury, ed. Pavel Uhorskai (Liptovsky MikulaS: Tranosci2602), 19. My translation of “Evanjelici a. v. na
Slovensku svojimi troma vyznaniami dokumentovadi ski veriacimPud’'mi a chci 4 pod’a svojho svedomia v
obnovenej cirkvi, a tak nasledavapostolsku cirkev a jejcenie.”

8 Daniel, “The Acceptance of the Formula of Connolovakia,” 263.

° David Daniel, “Highlights of the Lutheran Reforriwat in Slovakia,"Concordia Theological Monthlg2, no.
1 (1978): 28. Not all the language that these astfies used was moderate. Stockel joined in theetondtions of
Mathias Flacius, labeling him the Antichrist. Séa Kvaala, Dejiny Reformacie na SlovensKuitp. Sv. Mikulas:
Tranoscius, 1935), 122.



on regional influences that make them unique espras of their Reformation faith. And
perhaps more importantly, and unlike the Czech €s8ibn, these confessions worked similar to
the impact of the Formula of Concord in Germanyhbiging and preserving Lutheranism in

these territories.

Confessio Pentapolitana in 1549

In 1548, King Ferdinand | had sent out a decreénagithe Anabaptists and the
Sacramentarians (usually those who followed Zwisgéachings), whom he saw as a threat. At
that time in the region surrounding SpisS, whicimighe eastern part of Slovakia, there were
many “menacing” Anabaptists. In response to thisceon and to distinguish its Lutheran
teachings from the Anabaptistdeaders from five towns in this region wrote enfessio
Pentapolitand* “In this way, they wanted to secure truly theirroreal religious (church) life in
the spirit of the Lutheran Reformatiott.”

As the name suggests, it was the confession ofdiyal free cities (Bardejov, PreSov,
KoSice, Levd@a, and Sabinov) in the regiddentapolitanavas written in 1549 by Leonard
Stockel* who was a highly regarded student of Melanchthahlauther. Jan Kvacala, in his

history of the Reformation in Slovakia, suggestt tBtockel wrote the text in the spirit of

1% Tibor Fabiny,A Short History of Lutheranism in Hungaf@udapest: Mihaly Téth-Szollés Press Department
of the Lutheran Church in Hungary, 1997), 9. Henpmobut that many of the less educated governnféoiats
labeled the Lutherans in the area also as “herétics

M Hajduk, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1517406 18.

12 Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stérd. My translation of “Tym si chceli zabezjp@pravo
na svoj vlastny nabozensky cirkevny zivot v duchuthlerovej reformacie.”

13 Although it was not published until 1613, whemits published in Latin. HajduKri Vyznania Viery Na
Slovensku V 16.stodh 1.

14 A first draft was written by Michael Radaschin Buvas rejected by the royal commissioners. Sy,
A Short History of Lutheranism in Hunga#s;.
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Melanchthon? The text emphasized baptism and the Lord’s Suippesntrast to the teachings
of the Anabaptists and the Zwingliali®reviously, these two groups had been condemre:d an
their expulsion was ordered at the Diet in 154Biatislava (Pressburg). The Lutherans had
joined the Catholics in support of this edict, otdybecome the targets of the edict at the hands
of the Catholic hierarchy.The Catholics sought to use the language condenthése sects to
include the Lutherans.

Much in the same way as the other formulas of cahcthe confession of the five eastern
Slovak cities was formulated moderatelyToth highlights the relationship to the Catholic
teaching when he suggests that “these tenets wane conservative than their German Lutheran
counterparts and accepted more from the Cathaihiags. In subsequent years, an independent
Lutheran Church became established in Upper Hungaegent-day Slovakia) on the estates of
the magnates supporting the Reformatitii hus the formula was a moderating confession,
designed to appeal to the catholic nature of thdnan Reformation in Slovakia. “Despite the
slight modification of the language used to exptassdoctrine of Free WillGonfessio
Pentapolitangis truly a Lutheran confession and can be comsii& be a theological

abridgement of the Augsburg Confessiéhiri this way, perhaps it is the most like the Augsp

13 Kvacala, Dejiny Reformécie na Slovensl®. | searched through the Book of Concord anthinthon’s
Loci Communeso find a way to link the language of the texthiese documents and could not find any link.

18 Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stérd..
" Daniel, “ Highlights of the Lutheran Reformatian$lovakia,” 27.

18 Hajduk, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1517406 19. My translation of “Vyznanie viery piatich
vychodoslovenskych miest bolo formulované mierne.”

9 |stvan Gyorgy Toth, “Old and New Faith in Hungafyrkish Hungary, and Transylvania’Companion to
the Reformation Worlded. R. Po-chia Hsia, (Malden, MA: Blackwell Puk004), 209.

2 David Daniel,The Lutheran Reformation in Slovakia, 1517—1@28D diss., Pennsylvania State University,
1972), 214.
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Confession in that it was Lutheran in doctrine, toying to demonstrate that it still was Catholic

as well.

Confessio Heptapolitana or Montana in 1558

This next confession, which goes by both tittbeptapolitanaandMontang was produced
during a time when the Catholic Church was perseguhe Lutherans. It was based on the
Confessio Pentapolitarfabut it was also an abridgement of the views helihe Augustanaand
the Smaldcald Article$.In fact, it is very similar td?entapolitanaonly removing one article
and adding another; namely, it removed th8 48icle on Free Will and added an article on
clergy vestment&. When the Lutherans from the seven free citieemtral Slovakia (Kremnica,
Banska Bystrica, Banska Stiavni€abietova, Pukanec, Banska Bela, and NovaB#ied to
explain themselves they were rebuked. They theghadwelp from Emperor Ferdinand I. They
were trying to convince him that their faith wag heretical but “identical to that of their
German brethren in the Empir&.But as Hajduk explains, “Ferdinand answered therdealy,
saying that the AC belongs only to the Germansrantdo Hungarians?® The local bishop
wrote up a series of articles, which were Romarn@eat in content, and asked that a number of
priests approve them. They were not approved by dii@erans. But in response Ulrich
Cubicularius (Kammerknecht) wrote thieptapolitanain 1559. This confession, however, did

not bring peace. They had to repeatedly defendsbbms in 1569, 1577, and 158 the end,

2 Hajduk, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1517406 19-20.

% Daniel, The Lutheran Reformation in Slovakg2.

% Kvacala, Dejiny Reforméacie na Slovenski8. HajdukTri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.sttr&.
4 Daniel, The Lutheran Reformation in Slovakeg5.

% Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stér&. My translation of “Ale Ferdinand im surovo
odpovedal, Ze Augsburské vyznanie patri len do M&ee nie do Uhorska.” See also, Tibor Fabkghort
History of Lutheranism in HungayQ.

% Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stor&.
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the King and Archbishop did not have the suppotheflocal magistrates and were ineffective in

thwarting the Reformation at that tirfle.

Confessio Scepusiana in 1569

In this case, the political and ecclesiologicalaiton and conflict was primarily over the
use of the Lord’s Supper in both kirddt was written by 24 towns around SpiS, Melanchtho
students Valentin Megander (Grossmann) and Cyrlado@aeus (Koch). Spis was the region, in
which Pelikan would begin his church and his moveimglegander studied with Melanchthon
in Wittenburg and Obsopaeus also studied with Meitron as well as with Stdckdl.

Completed and reportedly accepted by the localdpish 1569, it was not an original
work, but built on the work done iHeptapolitanaandPentapolitana® Like the other texts, the
goal of the formula was to show that “they were mertetics, but that they faithfully upheld the
teachings of Holy Scripture?”’Characteristically, the teaching of the churchare strongly
formulated in this confessichBut at the same time, while remaining Lutherafadks the
“polemical language” of its German counterpétts.

Once the Book of Concord was available in 1580 otflieodox Lutheran corpus was
championed by Georg Meltzer. He was in conflictmiihomas Froehlich, who had earlier been

accused of being a Philipist. Eventually, the Bobkoncord was accepted in 1610 at the Synod

" Daniel, The Lutheran Reformation in Slovakeg6.

% Hajduk, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1517406 20.
# Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.strd 2.

%0 Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stdrd 2.

31 Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stérd 2. My translation of “nie st nijakymi bludarraie
Ze sa verne pridrziavaj&enia Pisma svatého.”

32 Hajduk, Tri Vyznania Viery Na Slovensku V 16.stdérd 2.

33 Daniel, The Lutheran Reformation in Slovake#s.
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of Zilina and 1614 at the Synod of SpiSské Podie#dihus, the issues that would end up
dividing German Lutheranism were largely replaye&liovakia. The resolution to the problems
was also to follow the German pattern. In the ¢nelacceptance of the Book of Concord in
Slovakia marks end of a single Protestant or ustanconfession for the Slovaks, but the
beginning of a Lutheran understanding based corpus doctrinaghat was to unite the

orthodox Lutheran remnant. This acceptance of tiieeeBook of Concord marks the Slovaks as
one of the early adopters of confessional LutheraniThey were throughout the latter half of
the sixteenth century increasingly aware of theitheran sensibilities, as evident from their own
home-grown confessions, which culminated with teenitive alignment with orthodox
Lutheranism. This alignment is in contrast to mamenistic approaches applied by others in the
Central European region. They were truly one offitts¢ non-German people groups to become
confessional Lutherans.

After the acceptance of the Formula of Concord, thedcevidential end of the Late
Reformation period in Slovakia, the Slovak Lutherarere soon pressed upon by the full weight
of the Counter-Reformation. Under the guidancéneftiapsburgs, whose peace accords with the
Turks allowed them to refocus their attention oardering the Reformation, the seventeenth
century was a time of recatholization of SlovaKike influx of the Jesuits and many other
orders, the rise of Catholic universities and sdeoy educational institutions, and the increase
in religious fervor on all sides were products #fiort* By the mid-seventeenth century,

through a series of rebellions and conflicts, thaéstants steadily lost ground, literally, as well

3 David Daniel, “Bartfeld/Bardejov zur Zeit der Retfeation,” inDie Reformation und ihre
Wirkungsgeschichte in der Slowaked. Karl Schwarz and Peter Svorc, (Vienna/Wierarigelischer
Presseverband, 1996), 48.

% Stanislav J. Kirschbaun, History of SlovakigNew York: St. Martin's Press, 1995), 67—73. Thw/&ks of
the Slovak Lutheran Synod also remember this tinterahearsed its negative influences on Lutheraimsm
Slovakia with its readers. See [Jozef] Kuchériky.“Riterdnska mtenicka cirkev medzi Slovakmi v Uhorsku,”
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as the support of the local magnates, the vastritvagd whom became Catholics. This
persecution also included losing churches and Heirgdden to build new ones. Because of the
conflicts within and the threat of the Turks frontheut, “the seesaw between rebel and royal
authority on their territory had not been condudivgood government”and the Slovak area
was in tatters politically as well by the end of beventeenth century.

By the eighteenth century, Hungary was considerafgigker from the conflicts, and it
became increasingly difficult for them to resistddburg absolutism. Under the Hapsburgs, the
Counter-Reformation continued in full force. Foaexle, from the highest levels of the state,
the very devout Empress Maria Theresa continuegaheies restricting the Protestants. They
were limited in their worship, allowed only gramnsahools, were forbidden to convert, and had
to swear a Catholic oath to hold public offfédhis religious persecution was impacted by the
encroachment of Magyar and Austrian cultures orBllbgak peoples as well as the import of
their respective languages.

The external challenges were many, including irgirgaconflict with the Catholic Church
and Catholic dominated parliamehfAn example was the law passed in 1715, which dichthe
Lutherans to worshiping only as a private persahrast as a congregatiéhThis act was
upheld in theResolutio Carolinaf 1731, which “upheld the restrictions imposeddeppold I;

it limited worship, allowed only Lutheran grammahsols, forbade conversion, and required the

Svedok1 February 1917, 36.
% stanislav J. Kirschbaum, History of SlovakigNew York: St. Martin's Press, 1995), 77.
37 KirschbaumA History of Slovakia81.

3 peter Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokocHl161791,” inEvanijelici v Dejinach Slovenskej
Kultary, ed. Pavel Uhorskai (Liptovsky Mikulas: Tranos¢iR802), 48—-49.

39 Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1610-17%0.
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swearing of a Catholic oath upon entry into theljgudervice.”® But there were also internal
conflicts. For example, the Lutherans were dividetbng themselves as characterized by the
Synod of Ruzomberk, where a conflict arose withRietists. This rise in the pietistic movement
was a result of Slovaks studying abroad and legritiom such pietistic leaders as Philipp Jakob
Spener! A significant amount of the pressure, at leasiftbhe Catholic Hapsburgs, was
released with the Edict of Toleratiohdlerarcny Patent by Emperor Joseph 1l on October 25,
1781. At that time, the Lutherans were able on@ratp build churches, schools, parsonages
and housing for teachers, if they had at leastfafGlies in a parist. Numerous other liberties
were renewed, such as the ability for Lutheramaaory in a Lutheran churchln short, it

opened up a “new epoch” for the Lutheran Chutdthus, both from inside and from outside the
Lutherans were under tremendous pressure to ngtremlain united, but just to survive.

The Slovak Lutherans have had a complex experigratalates back to the very beginning
of the Lutheran Reformation. Their theological gsiaf reference are founded in the history of
Lutheran orthodoxy and were forged in a crucibleaaituries of persecution, primarily at the
hands of the Catholics and the Counterreformatmportantly, they were one of the few
churches to embrace orthodox Lutheranism and oite eérliest adopters, as understood by the
subscription to the whole Book of Concord, whilsaatesisting Catholic persecution and
unionistic tendencies with the Reformed, which wereverwhelm most other Lutheran
confessions in the region. This heritage was furetdai to the self-perception of those

participating in the Pelikan Movement. Having sued the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries

“0KirschbaumA History of Slovakia81.

“1 Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1610-179%49.
2 Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1610-17%7.
3 Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1610-17%7.
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as an orthodox Lutheran church, subscribing tactimplete Book of Concord, the Slovak
Lutherans would later face another significantugfice; that is, their next big challenged proved
to be the liberal trends in theological thinkinggarope. It is these two religious experiences—
orthodoxy and liberalism—that formed the nineteentt early twentieth centuries’ Slovak
Lutheran church and set the stage for the theabdganflict at the heart of the Pelikan

Movement.

4 Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slovensku v rokoch 1610-17%8, 61.
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CHAPTER THREE

SLOVAKSAND THE MODERN PERIOD

During the nineteenth and at the beginning of Wentieth century, Lutherans in Slovakia
were confronted by new challenges. These challewges nationalism, unionism, and
liberalism. These three ideas are some of the neajuirolling concepts in the matrix of thought
affecting the formation the Slovak Lutheran Synbldese trends in European thought were often
perceived as contrary to the core of confessiontthéranism. They challenged the theological

identity of the Slovak Lutheran Synod and providedmpulse for action.

Confessionalization begets Nationalism

Nationalism is a concept that was foreign to theliesal mind. As Johnson notes in his
study of Central European history “the Middle Agesye a period devoid of nationalism in the
modern sense of the wortiRather, medieval national identity, if it can laled that, was more
of a product of the relationships between the robla ruling classes that dominated the events
of Medieval Europe. The Reformation marked a changlee European perceptions and could
be seen not only as a change in religious oriemtatiausing the trifurcation of Europe into
Catholic, Lutheran, and Reformed spheres of inftegisuch as at the Peace of Augsburg in
1555 where it was declareduius regio, eius religid which by making such a distinction

between Lutheran and Catholic regions could beite@ds beginning this process). This

! Lonnie R. JohnsorGentral Europe: Enemies, Neighbors, Frierf@xford: Oxford University Press, 2002),
36.
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accentuated the tie between confessional identyterritorial political identity. Moreover, the
states used the churches as agents of social @aldgical” control. This process of
confessionalization promoted the rise of the modation states and nationalism. Even though
the extent and precise character of the connebgtmeen the Reformation and the rise of
nationalism is debated, there is general agreethahthey were intertwined. Thus, the century
between the Peace of Augsburg and the Peace opWadist can be understood as the Age of
Confessionalization.

Even in the early stages of the Reformation, Luthesmmitment to bringing the Gospel
to the German people is an example of co-minglmglogical and national foci. In reflecting on
the beginning of the Reformation movement, Kolbesdhat “the concerns addressed in the
Augsburg Confession were concerns of all Germaiego? It is during this time, as Schilling
argues, that confessional identity became clodajped with what was to become nations,
either politically or more abstractly, as an ethgricup. As described above, many of the nations
of Central Europe also aligned theological doctand national interests. For examples, as
discussed earlier, the Czechs and the SlovaksheatHifferent confessions designed to address
their particular theological and political situatg

To amplify this societal change, Schilling offelnsstdefinition: “Confessionalizing’
means a fundamental sociological process of chahgeh includes changes in the church and
religion and in culture and mentality, as well astate politics and society.Thus, Schilling

argues that during this time there was not onlyrelémental change in religion and theology,

2 Robert Kolb,Confessing the Faith: Reformers Define the Chut&80-1580(St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1991), 35.

% Heinz Schilling, “Confession and Political Idegtih Europe at the Beginning of Modern Times Fiftéeto
Eighteenth Centuries),” iReligion and Nationalisgred. John Coleman and Miklés Tomka (Maryknoll, Néerk:
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but also in the public spheres of government awteso Modern nations were being born out of
religious and confessional distinctions. Viewing Reformation as more of a social and
economic event than religious, noted commentatarations and nationality, Gellner agrees and
adds that “the stress of the Reformation on litgd scripturalism, its onslaught on a
monopolistic priesthood, its individualism and knkith mobile populations, all make it kind of
harbinger of social features and attitudes whiclproduce the nationalist agéThus, some
perceive the Reformation as a movement. For atsaheological ambitions, this movement was
also a sociological force as well, aiding in theelepment of the modern European idea of a

nation.

Unionism as a Reaction to Confessionalization and Nationalism

In relating to German society, the leaders of ththeran Reformation also established the
possibility of state influence and even control roseclesiastical affairs as the state was now free
of church controt. At the time of Luther, the subjection of the chuto the princes provided the

Reformation the support it needed to carry outdligious and theological agentiBut it also

Orbis Books, 1995), 5.
* Ernest GellnerlNations and Nationalisrtithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), 40-4

® Spitz explains, “The Reformation forced men tooresider the concepts and relationships of churchstate
in radically new terms. This development meant nitbas merely another chapter in the old story efdtiuggle
between the spiritual and temporal powers. Thdipalicircumstances had altered, for the Renaigsatate had
burst the bonds of the feudal system. The sectd#e,dreed from any de facto control by the chuprbvided a
sanctuary for the development of Renaissance euétnd the possibility of independent churches. madieval
church could not maintain itself against the twdfattack of the secular state from without andirtcecased
religious concern from within. With the coming o&l@inism, Protestant piety took on a more polemézedt and
provided a religious ideology for the nationalisttcuggles during the half century that followetieTso-called
confessional wars stemmed from the close ties litiqgad and ecclesiastical-religious commitmentieTaison
d’état of the princely dynasties and, after 1789 of thigona was a natural concomitant of the more sharply
delineated particularism of the various seculaestas they developed during the fifteenth anesith centuries.
Lewis W. Spitz,The Renaissance and Reformation Movements: ThenRefon (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1987), 2:548.

® Kolb points out that as the Reformation continired the latter half of the sixteenth century tte
theologians were actually doing the confessionrastdhe princes, as was done at the time of thesBugy

20



changed the relationship of the church and the sg@ting the state important and sometimes
overwhelming influence over the church. As theestatProtestant areas grew stronger in
influence, it was able to shape the nature of timeeBtant church. Such powers eventually
enabled Prussia in 1817, at the@@@ar anniversary of Luther’s Ninety-Five Thesegjé¢cree
the forced union of the Lutheran and Reformed diestConfessional Lutherans perceived this
union as a tragic event, compromising the teachamgkintegrity of the historic Lutheran church.
This melding together of confessions was felt esfigan the church’s theology as expressed
through the liturgy and worship agenda. Through timion church in Germany, confessional
Lutherans felt that the Lutheran church had lostrb over the content of its theology.
Likewise, they felt that church became increasirsgligjected to the more liberal and rationalistic
theologians. Ironically, Frederick William 11l “hagoressed for the union of Lutheran and
Reformed in Prussia ... to overcome rationali$rafiionism as experienced in Prussia was not
only the mixing of two different ecclesiologies,tlalso of their theologies. Key points of
conflicted doctrine were justification and the saxents. Undue influence by the state over the
church was also a great concern. Because of tlootiieal and ecclesiological concerns,
confessional Lutheranism in the nineteenth centar@germany especially, often saw the state as
detrimental to the faith life of the Lutheran churc

Theologians and churchmen, struggling to restageottl order and orthodox theologies of

the previous eras, resisted state influence owechinrch. They sought to resist the unionistic

Confession in 1530. At the same time, even atithe bf the Formula of Concord in 1580, the prinaks® signed
the confession: “the princes claimed the rightubsgribe to the new formula of confession publicalbng with
their theologians” (131). KollConfessing the Faith: Reformers Define the Chut@h, 135.

" Salo Wittmayer Barorylodern Nationalism and ReligiogiNew York: Harper and Brothers Publishers,
1947), 121.

8 Claude WelchProtestant Thought in the Nineteenth Ceniitygene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 1972), 1:190n2.
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activities of the church as well as the state. Suirchmen included Claus Harms, who
published his owiNinety-Five Thesé@simultaneously with the Prussian Union. In his new
theses, he condemned the Union. He was joinedhsr churchmen, including Stahl, Léhe,
Vilmar, Klieforth, Kahnis, Philippi, and Hengstené® During this time, various schools of
thought, including the Neo-Lutherans and the Ergngchool, also sought to foster a more
conservative understanding of the Lutheran faitht.tBese churchmen and movements were
increasingly marginalized. In traditionally Lutharknds, the confessional Lutherans found
themselves an isolated minority within their owastbrically Protestant, if not, Lutheran country.
Some of these marginalized, confessional Luthei@nsed the initial Saxon immigration that
established the Missouri Synod in America. Likesth&ermans, unionism was also a concern of
Slovaks of the mid-nineteenth century living in Kiegdom of Hungary. In the nineteenth
century, many confessional Lutherans in Germanyiatige Kingdom of Hungary perceived
unionism as well as state interference as a thfé&t.Slovak Lutheran Synod in the early
twentieth century continued in this concern, pesiogi the threats of unionism and state

interference in both America and in their missifiorts in Slovakia.

Nationalism, Herder, and the Nineteenth Century Slovak

In the transition from confessionalization to natbsm, Slovak Lutherans in the Kingdom
of Hungary desired to remain truly Lutheran andepulovak. As was shown earlier, with the
subscription to the Book of Concord in the earlyesgeenth century, the Lutheran Reformation

in what is now Slovakia became a confessionaltsedlhe Lutheran Reformation became a

° For a translation of many of Harms accusationsmnasgthe church, see Robert C. Schultz, “The Eumape
Background,” inMoving Frontiers ed. Carl S. Meyer (St. Louis: Concordia, 1964)-@D.

2 For a more extensive discussion of the goals atidities of this confessional and reprisitinatimovement,
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source of identity and weathered the crisis ofGbenter-Reformation. Between the seventeenth
and nineteenth centuries, the region changed radasathe Lutheran majority became a
minority. Moreover, the process of confessionalmagave way to nationalism. The nineteenth
century became the era of nations and nationalsstheaold medieval order continued to lose
ground. New thinking on nations found an audiemcené trend towards nationalism. Klopstock,
Fichte, SchleiermachérHegel, and Rousseau, to name a few, provided hieking about
nationalism. All of these thinkers proved importembne degree or another, but for the rising
sense of national identity within the Slovak peoplerder’s concepts dfolk was particularly

core to their understanding of nationalism. SineeMas also sympathetic to the Slavs, Slovaks
received Herder’s thinking with a religious vigor.

Nationalism of the nineteenth century is more adywith contemporary notions of a
nation than its medieval and confessional predecssklodern definitions of a nation often
begin with Herder, who described a nation thatrditirequire a state. Herder’s view was
important to the stateless Slovaks because his prewided them, as well as other Slavs in
Central Europe, with important intellectual supdorttheir identity as a people. Herder’s idea of
a nation enabled them to imagine their people withe context of nations with states, such as
those with German and Hungarian influences. Fadhieasons, noted Central European
historian Johnson places Herder as the most impartuence on Central European

nationalism'? Herder and his followers in Central Europe heht thnation was comprised of a

see Claude WelcHerotestant Thought in the Nineteenth Centdryt 94-98.

M Schleiermacher had a particularly strong impacBenman nationalism. For a more detailed studyisn h
impact see 10. Jerry F. Dawsdingidrich Schleiermacher: The Evolution of a Naadist (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1966).

12 JohnsonCentral Europe: Enemies, Neighbors, Frienti30.
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cultural and linguistic commonality and had a rightlevelop these attributes; and a state was an
artificial phenomenon. If a state was to restriceeen eliminate another nation, Herder would
condemn this act as fundamentally unethical: “toroe the nation of this right was a crime
against humanity:® Thus, it would be impossible, in Herder’s view, éme nationality, such as
the Hungarians, to eliminate another one, suche@Slkvaks. Herder gave the Slovaks a
philosophical reason to justify Slovaks as a dgtmation. Ultimately, Masaryk, noted Czech
philosopher and the first president of the Czeahw@ Republic, reflecting on Herder’s
blending of nation and faith, opined that “Humanitgts for Herder religion, it was his ideal of
pure Christianity—nay, it was for him almost GdtiMasaryk demonstrated how the Slavs at
the turn of the last century perceived Herder. ldeghve them a new absolute that was
coterminous with Christianity—a Christianity whiahleast believes in divine providen€te.
Thus, Herder gave the intellectual and moral argus®r the existence of their nation, even if
they did not have a corresponding state on theeam¢h-century European map.

Important to Slovak nationalists of the nineteerghtury, Herder also asserted the idea
that each people group ha¥alksgeistwhich was their collective voice, including natlyp
their language, but also their poetry, songs, @achture® Barnard points out that for Herder a

nation is not necessarily a political entity, atuat state, but an organic ensemble of people. He

13 peter BrockThe Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thdl@utial history of east central Europe
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1976), 38.

14T, G. MasarykModern Man and ReligiofWestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1938), 122.

5 Herder and Stur did not have a traditional or @dthx Lutheran understanding of the Divine’s rol@ation
building. See Josette A. Baer, “National Emancgogtnot the Making of Slovakia: Ludovit Stur’s Ception of
the Slovak Nation,Centre for Post-Communist Studies at St. FrancigetdJniversityOccasional Paper no. 2
(2003): 29-30, http://www.stfx.ca/pinstitutes/ctgdies-in-post-communism/Baer2003.pdf [accessed 2M2a
2008].

'8 JohnsonCentral Europe: Enemies, Neighbors, Frienti31.
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explains that for Herder: “Becoming conscious dhiea Russian or a German is a wholly
integral process that is inherent in the dynamfdsuman and social existence, an internal
culture, so to speak, that requires not exterrastsice by a lawgiver and no formal drawing up
of a social contact:” This definition of nation depends more on cultanadl linguistic proofs
than actual political power. It gave the Slovakioralists reason to believe that Slovakia,
without a state but with its own language, poatng songs, was a nation. As seen through
Herder’s idea of a nation, Slovakia deserved nbt tinsurvive but also to thrive as a nation and
even as a political entity. Typical of this view svdne nationalist and confessional Lutheran,
Hurban, who advanced his own ideas that were gitalblerder’s in his concept of the “tribal
unigueness’Kmeiova svojbytna$ of the Slovak peopl&.Palkovi, another Lutheran
nationalist, was a student of Herder’'s work whigestudied in Jena. It was in Jena that he began
to dedicate his literary work to aid in the realiaa of a Slovak natioff. Stdr is the most cited
example of a Slovak leader who had imbibed Herdaitsking. All of these Slovak nationalists
incorporated Herder’s ideas (as well as other par@h century philosophers) to advance the
agenda of Slovak nationalism.

Herder also had a number of noble assertions dbeglavic peoples, which endeared him
to them. He even went as far as to proclaim treStavic race was the future leader of Eur§pe.
The “historic” nations of Europe, which include@dt@ermans, Hungarians, Poles, and French,

often utilized his ideas for their own politicalpastions. As a result, the Slovaks were placed in

" E. M. BarnardHerder on Nationality, Humanity, and Histo(ylontreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press,
2003), 47.

18 Slovensky Biograficky Slovni&v. “Hurban, Jozef Miloslav.”
9 Slovensky Biograficky Slovniv. “Palkové, Juraj.”
2 Suzanna Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and the Panslaviciéiment,”Slovakial6, no. 39 (1966): 105.
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the “unhistoric” category, along with such othetioas as the Ukrainians and Romani&nghis
bifurcation set up the theoretical possibility epression by the Hungarians, which came to be
known as magyarizatiol Magyarization became one of the chief threatddoek identity in
the nineteenth century. Through this process, tinegidrians sought to make all the peoples
under their rule ethnically Hungarian, that is, Mag

It is perhaps possible to be skeptical of Herdeflsience, especially considering the
influence of Schleiermacher, Hegel, Kant, and Reasn the Slovak as well as European
intellectual public. Moreover, later thinkers andvaments often misused HerdeéAbuse of his
thinking sometimes tarnished his legacy. HoweweiVasaryk intimates, for Central Europeans,
especially those like the Slovaks who were considléunhistoric,” Herder, rather than Kant and
the others, proved more influential because henasd with their ambitions for their nation.

Herder had a large influence on Slovak identity aagionalism in the nineteenth century.
In particular, his influence on Slovak Lutheranswgtrong. Two early examples are Jan Kollar
and Pavel Jozef Saféarik. Kollar, a member of thie §éneration of Young Slovaks, was
considered “the father of the idea of nationho8d&Kbllar was very much influenced by the

German national movement: “He was profoundly a#ddiy the writings of Herder and Arndt

2 JohnsonCentral Europe: Enemies, Neighbors, Frienti85.

%2 The Hungarian word for their own nation\egyar. Magyarizationis the process of changing a people
group into a culturally Hungarian one.

% |In terms of the historical impact, Herder at tirhas received criticism for his so-called influencelater
nationalist rhetoric. But as Evrigenis and Pellgraint out that Herder rejected all “chauvinism amy form of
aggression in the service of the nation, he has beeused having laid the foundations for subsechenries of
aggressive nationalism” (xxxvi). And, in particul&ie has been accused of being directly linked Gighman
nationalism and even National Socialism (xxxvif) both cases, he is guiltless of either chargennection. It is
fair to assert that his views were often misusedéch purpose$ee loannis D. Evrigenis and Daniel Pellerin’s
introduction to Johann Gottfried Herd@nother Philosophy of History and Selected Polltid&itings,
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 2004).

% peter PetroA History of Slovak LiteraturéMontreal: McGill-Queens University Press, 1999,
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and his participation in the huge demonstratiofsleymany’s nationally minded youth at the
Wartburg castle in 1817 on the tercentenary of étghfamous declaratiort”What Kollar
brought back from his studies in Jena was a new fiolethe region: “cultural and linguistic
nationalism.® Likewise, Saféarik, another early Slovak natiortajisiblished a text entitled,
Proclamation to the Slav#\ perceived awakening in the Slavs toward a maficdentity
enlivened him. He conjured up the spirit of Herded Herder’s texStimmen der Volker in
Liedern(1778, 1779), “the formative work that inspire@® to turn their attention to their folk
literature.™ This focus is important because Slovak linguisteehalways been, according to
Johnson, “theoreticians of Slovak nationalisfriThese nationalists were able then to latch onto
their literature and folk culture to find that orgacommunity, which is a Herderian concept of a
nation.

Slovak nationalism was just one implementation efdian thinking. A close ideological
relative of Slovak nationalism was panslavism, \whstrived to unite all Slavs in the region.
Other nations feared panslavism because they samdlrement as an attempt to replace their
own culturé® or as a tool of Russian foreign policy to incitefdems in the region, especially in
the Kingdom of Hungary. The Hungarians, for example, reacted to the peedeihreat of

panslavism by persecuting the Slovak nationalisteé latter half of the nineteenth century.

% Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteial history of east central Europ21.
% Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteal history of east central Europ21.
27 petro,A History of Slovak Literaturess.

2 JohnsonCentral Europe: Enemies, Neighbors, Frienti4?2.

¥ Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and the Panslavic Movemerit06.

% Gabor Vermes, “The Slovak Dilemma in Austria-HurygaSlovakia25, no. 48 (1975): 114.
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Twentieth century Slovaks were still aware of Heslafluence. Bajus, in his brief
account of the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s origins psufs the connection to Herder. In reaction to
the attempts of the Hungarians to remove the Skffakn history, typified by the Hungarian
proverb “The Slovak is not a man,” Bajus argues tina Hungarians tried to stifle the Slovak
cultural and language. Bajus continues:

It meant the confiscation of educational institnipthe suppression of Slovak

Literature, the forceful introduction of Magyar anthe educational system and the

church service; it meant fines, imprisonment, aeatll. Well could the words of

Herder be applied to the Slovak®yér mir meine Sprache verdraengt, will mir auch
meine Vernunft und Lebensweise, die ehre und dite Réeines Volkes raubgt

Thus, in the context of nineteenth century thinkimgnationalism, in Herder’s view of a
nation, the Slovak Lutheran Synod found itself heithat strong legacy of seeking legitimacy
and national identity.

To some, much of what Herder argued is no longesidered normative. For example,
Gellner argues that the notion of a folk havingpacsal spirit that binds them together, culturally
and linguistically, is not useful. In fact, Gellneyntests that modern nations are highly
specialized educationally and bureaucratically eretbentities: rather than a people having a
spirit that compels them to become a nation, the of the industrial age is the stimulus to the
rise of the modern nation. The key factor in nadi@m is notVolk culture, as Herder might
argue, but power, education, and a shared highreulall of which are maximized in a modern,
industrial society.

But nationalism ishot the awakening of an old, latent, dormant forceugh that is
how it does present itself. It is in reality thensequence of a new form of social

31 John Bajus, “The Slovak Lutheran Synod, 1902—19@®ncordia Historical Institute Quarterlg5, no. 3
(October 1942): 84.
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organization, based on deeply internalized, edoatependent high cultures, each
protected by its own staté.

Thus, what some early twenty-first century thinkeight understand as a nation appears
in contradiction to the understanding of the Sl®vakthe nineteenth century or the Slovak
Lutherans in America in the early part of the tvietht century. Although outside of the scope of
this work, it could even be argued that Herderdarstanding is still the dominant view of
contemporary Central Europeans. Whatever the dutfienries of nationalism might suggest or
the conventional wisdom on the ground in contemyo@entral Europe might appear, at the
turn of the last century, they understood natioa &sk people, a lyrical ideal of a people bound
together by language and culture. Herder’s idemmdtion was also a part of the Slovak

Lutheran in America at the time of the Pelikan Monant.

Modernism, Rationalism, and Liberalism

During the nineteenth century, a host of intellattmovements captured the attention and
imagination. A number of the movements became téhaiswere in general usage. These terms
had, and still do have, very fluid meanings. Faragle,modernisms a difficult term to define
well as there is little agreement on the definitiGenerally, modernism is some form of

foundationalism, essentialism, and realfiBome historians trace its origins back to

32 Gellner,Nations and Nationalisp8.

% |In Germany, modernism was first associated withrttovement called realism, which “was to preséatds
it was, low life as well as high, sexual as welt@asantic.” See William R. Everdellhe First ModerngChicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1997), 20-21. HexeEverdell argues that Modernism rather thaneating its
goal of honestly reflecting reality in art and taéure, in fact, is distinguished by “ontologicadabntinuity” (347).
And that post-modernism is merely another aspentaifernism. Moreover, the Catholic Church undei$too
modernism was a reaction within the Catholic Chuts#if to similar intellectual tendencies in thdtare. This
understanding of modernism is not as useful aa# fecused, if not limited to the Catholic Churgbr a
description of this use of the word and a shottoinysof the attempts within the Catholic Churchirtoorporate
modernism into the contemporary late nineteenthesmty twentieth-century church, see Alec R. Vidre
Church in an Age of Revolutigilew York: Penguin Books, 1990), 179-89.
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Renaissance Humanism and declare that its fatlizggsartes, who asserted his philosophical
foundation based on man’s ability to reason fromdhe fact he could not doubt, which is that
he exists! One useful definition is that modernism is that tbonnections about our knowledge
of Nature, of ourselves, and of history and socatysaid to be objectively determinétlt is
marked by an attempt to understand the world ratipnHowever, reason is not bounded by any
external authority. Said another way, reason iotilg authority. This view of modernism led
one Slovak Lutheran to observe as the chief chenatit of modernism the freedom from
authority?®

Another important and related term that had becpantof the lexicon of the time was
rationalism. Rationalism, which suggested thatoragas superior to intuition or spirituality,
was a part of the modernist project. Rationalisms w&ull force in Great Britain by the
seventeenth century, championed by philosophets asi¢tiobbes and Hume, and migrated to
the Continent in the later centuries. Considerirgguse of the term in public discourse in the
nineteenth century (especially by Lutheran pasabtie turn of the last century), rationalism is
often crudely used interchangeably with modernisrb@h are understood as relying on a
confidence in reason to solve the most difficullggophical problems. Thus, a key

characteristic of rationalism was the goal of “maebleness” in religion, which encompassed

3 Assuming that Descartes is the beginning of theomodernism is a good starting point. This \éeav
supported, for example, by the noted philosophertrBnd Russell. For his description of Descantdisience, see
Bertrand RussellA History of Western PhilosoptiNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1945). Of courserd is no
complete agreement. Others, for example Dupréeptae beginning of modernity in the Middle Ages avith the
nominalists. See Louis Dupreassage to ModernitfNew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1995).

% Joeseph Natoli and Linda Hutcheon, eds., prefageRostmodern ReadéAlbany, NY: State University of
New York Press, 1993), 3.

% Martin Razus, “Je nasa cirkev ohroZer@itkevné Listy28, no. 2 (February 1914): 34. This analysis is no
far from Peter Gay's text suggesting that thatyadtearacteristic of modernism is the desire toatep@rms in
pursuit of cultural heresies. See Peter Gégdernism: The Lure of HeregiMew York: W. W. Norton and
Company, 2008).
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rigorous analysis as well as the general sendgeddge, including antidogmatic and
antienthusiatic attitudes, which were often peredias antireligiou¥.It was largely driven by
the dramatic gains in scientific knowledge thatrirome to time challenged key elements of
faith and doctriné®

Rationalism was not necessarily irreligious, evahwas not orthodox Christian; rather
advocates either attempted to show how Christiaméty reasonable, or they drifted
intellectually into a form of natural religion. Johocke was a champion of this early approach
as exemplified in his texthe Reasonableness of ChristiaditiEventually, and by the nineteenth
century, the modernist and rationalist projectsapeip challenge the reasonableness of such
biblical events as miracles, to ponder difficukadlogical concepts such as theodicy, and to
engage in biblical criticism. Even those who defmhdatural religion were to fall under the
analysis of the rationalist philosophers such asieland Kant. To many, rationalism was as an
intellectual approach that undermined a traditipaghodox understanding of the Christian
faith, regardless of a particular confession. Ofitfelosophical ideas might be considered part of
modernist movement such as the romanticist reattioationalism. However, in less
philosophically rigorous environments, such asra tf the century parish in a Slovak
immigrant community in America, the combatantshef Pelikan Movement often used the terms

with less than academic precision. Whether the @mscwere modernism or rationalism, both

37 Martin Razus, “Je na3a cirkev ohroZzen4,” 35-3&uR4nakes this very point, noting that agnosticigas
the fruit of this course of thought and that it vilamgerous to the faith. Razus points out thakérgisuch as
Thomas Huxley felt that rationalism could not commtneith any certainty on the supernatural, makimg agnostic
position the most intellectually honest.

3 For a general discussion of rationalism as it waderstood from a theological perspective, see lyelc
Protestant Thought in the Nineteenth Centdrg0-51.

39 Locke, John, and John C. Higgins-Biddl&e Reasonableness of Christianity: As Deliveretthén
Scriptures Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999.
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represented the entire nineteenth century prdpattseemed to undercut the orthodox Lutheran
faith. In fact, it may be that what the parish pastas reacting to was not the erudite arguments
of philosophers, but the secularization of the \WiesMind as the populace began to live out the
ramifications of modernisri.

As Jan Boor, one of Pelikan’s early mentors, opifiBationalism is truly a brother of
Liberalism, and with Liberalism, it walks hand iartd.™ Liberalism was more broadly
understood as those who were for “liberty all adjuiberty of the press, of association, of
education, etc® In this sense, liberalism is really an anti-auitaoian movement that was
interested in pursuing goals—intellectually or tleggcally—that each individual desiréd.

Those desiring to pursue a rationalist critiqueenaten considered liberals, mainly because
they worked outside or against traditional autlesitBut liberals were also characterized by a
sense of positivist progress that was very muchgiahe general ambiance of the nineteenth
century:

... they did tend to assume that, once men had ledres and given an opportunity

of education, everything would be lovely. The natyerfectibility of human nature,

the inevitability of progress, a vaguely conceivgopia on earth, and romantic
notions about nationality—such ideas captivatertineaginations'

Their optimism and freedom probably best charanterthe positive expectation of liberal

thinking; and these same attributes would have ntadtllectually attractive, except to the

“0' For a discussion of the impact on the wider pylsiée Owen ChadwicKhe Secularization of the European
Mind in the 19th CenturgCambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press, 1975).

*1 Jan Boor, “Budlcnasnasej cirkve, Cirkevné Listy8, no. 10 (October 1894): 152.
“2Vidler, The Church in an Age of Revolutjd#8.

3 This analysis is not far from Peter Gay’s argungmjgesting that that an important characteristic o
modernism is the desire to reject norms in puisiuitultural heresies. See Gayodernism: The Lure of Heresy

“4Vidler, The Church in an Age of Revolutid®9.
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orthodox theologian who, because of his sober vigvgsn and humanity, was not nearly as
enamored with the inevitable rise and improvemémankind.

Modernism, rationalism, and liberalism are linked @o-existed in nineteenth-century
Europe. Conservative, orthodox Lutherans (or Catbolor that matter) would have rejected
these concepts. Conservative theologians and cmarchivere concerned with maintaining the
right teaching of the historic churéhthey would list these approachesashhominenattacks or
condemn them interchangeably in rhetorical disaauvembers of the Slovak Lutheran Synod
at the turn of the twentieth century participateduch a defense of the faith. These terms often
represented the perceived direction of theologydamuich polity, which were diverging from an
orthodox Lutheran view.

The reaction toward Germany of the nineteenth egn$upersonified in Bismarck.
Bismarck is an example of this approach and unaedstg. The famed German chancellor and
the architect of both the second German Empiretieadubsequent decline of the Austrian-
Hungarian Empire was known also for his suppofiba&fralism. This liberalism was turned
against the church, as demonstrated most strongheiattacks against the Catholic Church in
the famedKulturKampt But even in conservative Protestant circles, bhe gonsidered no friend.
The Slovaks noted this political pressure on thadinfor the sake of Bismarck’s liberal
agendd?® They further attacked Bismarck’s allegiance teddism as evident in his membership
to the Freemasons, which was, from the viewpoinhefSlovak Lutherans, unchristidrhis

entire cultural atmosphere concerned conservatitkdrans. Liberalism opened up many forms

> Boor, “Budlcnos nasej cirkve,” 149-53. He felt that rationalisior, €xample, was “unsheathed” on the
church and was a major force hurting the church.

4% J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Slovo o Bismarckovi,SvedokLO, no. 21 (Novemberl, 1916): 341.
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of thinking that were judged antithetical to trukriStianity. For conservative, confessional
Lutherans, Slovaks included, at the turn of thdwgmnthere existed a clear line of separation

between their worldview and the liberal-rationahsbdernist worldview.

Influence of the Hapsburg Empire and M agyarization

Philosophical and religious considerations werethetonly concerns pressing on Slovak
Lutherans. Since the inclusion of Slovaks intoktumgarian sphere of influence over 1000 years
ago and their subsequent assimilation into the blagsEmpire, the cultural and political world
of the Empire loomed large and provided the pdalltand cultural experience for Slovaks—
Lutherans and otherwise—until the end of First W&kar. As dominant as the Hapsburg
influence on Slovaks was, it is no secret thaehwork ethnic quilt that was sewn together to
make the nineteenth century Hapsburg Empire latkedohesiveness of both their continental
rivals, France and Germany. Built through centuoiegolitical, marital, and diplomatic efforts,
the Empire rose to be a great power in Central figirbut lacked the nationalistic cohesiveness
to bond the disparate people groups together onanon caus®. Where France had coalesced
during their Revolution (and well before under thasolute monarchy) and German unity
arguably reached its zenith in the latter halfhef hineteenth century with the rise of Bismarck

and the Second ReicBWeites Reich the Hapsburg Empire remained, as one chroniltre

47 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Slovo o Bismarckovi,” 342.

“8 Droz quotes Aurel Popovici, author of the téhtie United States of Hungaf¥906), as suggesting that
there were 15 major ethnic-nationalities in the tAas-Hungarian Empire at the turn of the last aentDroz lists
these groups: German Austria, German Bohemia, GeMuaavia, Czech Bohemia, Polish Galicia, Ruthenian
Galicia, Rumanian Transylvania, Croatia, Carniald the Slovene country, Slovakia, Serbian Voivodihe
Magyar territories of Hungary, the Szekler counthg Italian Trentino, Trieste and the Italian gats of Istria.
Although this list could easily be disputed, it dematrates the varied ethnic groups that struggledhfluence in
Central Europe. See Jacques Droz, "The Empireir¥iof a Loss of Political Will," inThe Austrian Empire:
Abortive Federation?Lexington, MA: D. C. Heath and Company, 1974414
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early twentieth century called, “a loosely knititiokl unit, in no sense a nation-stat&lt
lacked the Herderian basis for a nation. For #&son, by the nineteenth and twentieth

centuries, the Hapsburg Empire proved very diffitolrule.

Revolts and Revolutions

Long before the end of the Hapsburg Empire afterRinst World War, tremors cracked
the foundation of the empire in 1848, which wa®aryof revolts and revolutions throughout
Europe. In Vienna, the heart of the Empire, thehaion in Austria was brutally suppresséd.
During that time in the Austrian sphere of influen8lavic nationalism was gaining ground as
the panslavic Prague Congress convened. This cemgepresented the first great event of
panslavism in the regionln the Hungarian sphere, this epidemic of revpits/ided the
conditions for the Slovaks finally to resist Hunigarpolitical and cultural influence.

The revolts in 1848 inspired the Slovaks alsode tip against the Hungarians and pursue a
nationalistic agendd.The Slovaks had their own political insurrectiamich was only

successful for a tim&.Such an event was marked by the meeting of theagldssembly on

9 Tomas CapelQrigins of the Czechoslovak StgMew York: The Revell Press, 1926), 20.
0 Andrew WheatcroftThe Habsburgs: Embodying Empifféew York: Penguin Books, 1996), 260—64.

*1 Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and the Panslavic MovemeritJ8—9. “The time seemed opportune for action en th
part of the Slavs as well. Star offered the idegrotlaiming a Slavic Congress, and on May 31, 1848as chosen
for the Congress, and a total of 362 delegates flenvarious Slavic nations arrived. The delegate® largely
from among the Slavs under the Hapsburg rule, BiRdles and Russians also were represented.” Sedaaette
A. Baer, “National Emancipation, not the MakingSibvakia: Ludovit Stur’'s Conception of the Slovaktin,”
15-16.

*2 Joseph Paw, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle fational Life,” Slovak Studies (1961): 79.
Pawo notes that the Croats, Serbs and Romanians herfet to claim national rights. See also Mikulajdovit
Stur and the Panslavic Movement,” 108.

%3 Stefan Polakovic, "Evolution of the Slovak NatibRailosophy," inSlovakia in the 19th and 20th
Centuries ed. Joseph M. Kirschbaum, (Toronto: The Slovakl&/G@ongress, 1973), 25.
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May 10, 1848, in Liptovsky Svéty Mikulas in whictd®& Hurban, and HodZa attendédhe
key issues were civil liberties, national autonomryd universal suffrag@ They were keen to
find some sort of autonomy under their Hungaridarsu

However, the Hungarians were unresponsive to thesires, and Star, Hurban and Hodza
went in exile in Vienn&: The Slovaks then raised an army and began a ygaréwolt, in which
they aided the Austrian emperor to overcome thegdtians’ After March 1849, when the
Austrians crushed the Hungarians, the Slovak arey gquickly demobilized and nearly as
quickly forgotten by the Austrians. Another senaéetings in what became known as the Slovak
National Council occurred in September, which lethe Council declaring separation from
Hungary. The Slovaks eventually met with the yotngperor Franz Joseph, and for a moment,
it seemed that their hopes for an independent 8layander Austrian and not Hungarian rule,
were to be realized.In the end, when the Hungarian Revolt was suppteshe Hungarian
lands were reorganized and a Slovak state remguisedn aspiration. Slovaks persisted in the
Hungarian sphere of influence. Only for a shorttjthhey were allowed to have some freedom in
the use of their language, including the teaching§lovak in the grammar schodfsSoon the

Slovaks were under a harsh Hungarian rule agains Began a long season of repression and

** Mary Lucille Blizman, “The Slovak Position and Ariwan Collaboration in the Formation of
Czechoslovakia” (master’s thesis, University ofio#t 1950), 1. For a complete list of the request® Joseph
Pauo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle Kational Life,” 79-80.

5 Milan HodZa, “The Political Evolution of Slovakian Slovakia Then and Nowd. R. W. Seton-Watson
(London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1931), 70.

*% pawo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle Mational Life,” 80.

" pawo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle Mational Life,” 81-83. The Hungarians, who saw
the Slovak nationalists as playing all sides, vigwach activity as duplicitous. See Gabor Verm&hg"“Slovak
Dilemma in Austria-Hungary,” 113.

%8 Stanislav J. Kirschbaun, History of SlovakigNew York: St. Martin's Press, 1995), 191-92. Baer
“National Emancipation, not the Making of Slovakiardovit Stur's Conception of the Slovak Nationg.1
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magyarization that characterizes the latter hathefnineteenth century and early twentieth
century in Slovakia.

Because the Slovak revolt was unable to mobilieegmeral populace in a widespread
revolution, it proved that the “national conscioess was still confined almost exclusively to a
small intelligentsia split along confessional liri&Namely, the Lutherans (for example, Stdr,
Hurban and Hodza), who represented a large voitieeiislovak intelligentsia, stood primarily
alone in their efforts for a wider Slovak nationavement; moreover, the revolutionary spirit
had not been effused into the masses—it remaireeddhl of the intellectuals only.

Rather than pursuing Slovak national goals, thea&s could have sided with their fellow
Slavs, the Czech$which would later come to fruition in the strug@te the Czechoslovak state
at the turn of the twentieth century. For examflel)ar and Safarik both had wider panslavic
aspirations. However, “when the leader of the Cgettiring the 1848 revolution asked the
Slovaks to join with the Czechs in a new autononsgtate within Austria, Miloslav Hurban and
Michael Hodza, two [Lutheran] Slovak leaders, reflithe suggestion because they hoped to
win an autonomous Diet within the kingdom of Hung&? The Hungarians had reacted against
the rise of panslavism; the Batthyany Cabinet oty W& 1848, “instructed all the country
authorities to set all the rigors of the law in fotagainst all Panslav movementThe Slovak

nationalists had a desire for greater politicakpehndence, but their identity remained within the

% KirschbaumA History of Slovakial21.
%0 Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteal history of east central Europ82.

1 Some Czech support came with the leadership obliveak insurrection. See Rany “Slovakia's Mid-
Nineteenth Century Struggle for National Life,” 89.

52 Marian Mark Stolarik, “The Role of American Slowak the Creation of Czecho-Slovakia, 1914-1918,”
Slovak Studie8 (1968):11.

83 Blizman, “The Slovak Position and American Colledt@n in the Formation of Czechoslovakia,” 3.
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Hungarian political and cultural world. Even thouglkey were more inclined to see themselves
in the Hungarian sphere, through the revolts o8184e Slovaks had “given notice that they

were no longer an ‘amorphous nation’ but a forcke@eckoned with®*

Magyarization: Cultural and Religious Dimensions

The Hungarians were also under the influence oHiglerian understanding of a people,
finding unity in language and culture. All peoptethe Kingdom of Hungary were Hungarians,
whether they were culturally Hungarian, SlovakRamanian, for example. Magyars are the
cultural Hungarians. Magyarization was an attenyple Magyars of Hungary to make Magyars
out of all the other nationalities in the KingdomHungary. By pursuing this sense of being
Hungarian as a goal for all people in the Kingdamagyarization ended a long tradition in
Hungary of trying to coexist as different natiotiak. The Slovak Lutheran Synod’s relationship
with the Hungarians was seen primarily through against the Hungarian Lutheran Church.
This change from a church united by a common tegcand practice began when the church
office moved to the Hungarian city of Pest on AudLs 1791°% This year also marks the time
when the Hungarians officially rejected Germanhasdfficial language of the government,
which Emperor Joseph Il of Austria endeavored siitiate throughout the empire. They rejected
not only German but also Latin, which was lingua francaof the Kingdom of Hungary. In its

place, they made Hungarian the national languagieedtingdon??® This change was the

% KirschbaumA History of Slovakial22.

%5 “Synoda a oddelinie sa slovenskych evanjelikov. @d Grande cirkve v UhorskuSvedok7, no. 3
(December 15, 1912): 40-43.

% M. Mark Stolarik, “lmmigration and Eastern Sloviditionalism,”Slovakia26, no. 49 (1976): 13.
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beginning of a Hungarian nation that was culturMiggyar; it was the beginning of a church
body that was dominated by Hungarians as well.

The Hungarians did not see themselves as the pgosecThey viewed their church as a
positive influence on the national culture, supipgrthe many nationalities in one unified
Kingdom of Hungary. “The Hungarian Lutheran Chuhels for centuries done the care of its
members in Hungarian, German, Slovak, and Vendrelwere pastors who preached in three
languages on the same Sunday. Each languagefaeagmers prefer to name, each nationality
has fully equal rights with the others, which iagtices in its individuals®” The Slovaks did not
commonly hold this view of the Hungarian Lutheramu@h in the nineteenth century.

In events that parallel the general feeling of shie the mid-nineteenth century, religious
tremors were also being felt in the Slovak Luthesamld. In September of 1840, the tensions
between the Slovak Lutherans, who were primaryrfipeasant stock, and the Hungarians, who
were more urban and intellectual, heightened viighactivity of Count Kéroly Zay, who was
appointed as the chief inspector of the Protestangregations and Schools on Septembéf 10.
Zay had a twofold program to reform the Hungariathieran Church: first, he intended to make
Hungarian the official language of the church, aadondly, he wanted a union church between
the Lutherans and the Hungarian Reforritesh aspect of this program was to magyarize the
Slovak school$? Fundamental to Zay’s efforts was to eliminateuke ofbiblictina, which at

the time was the Protestant Slavic language ofcehfoir Slovaks as well as Czechs, in the

%7 Lajos Ordass (ed.J;he Hungarian Lutheran Church of Toddynd, SE: Cal Bloms Boktryckeri A.-B.,
1947).

% Edward A. Tuleya, “The Slovak National Awakenin§fovakia21, no. 44 (1971): 92.
% Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteial history of east central Europ®9.

" Tuleya, “The Slovak National Awakening,” 93.
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elementary schools, replacing it with Hungariaday justified his program of linguistic, and
thus cultural, changes, as a necessity based dhréegt of Russia and Panslavism: “The
Magyars, especially Protestant Magyars, stoodilberty, culture, and progress; Russia and the
Slav cause for ignorance and despotistZay’s colleague, Ferenc Pulszky, perhaps voiced an
underlying racial sentiment when he suggestedtkigablovaks were made up of the “lowest
material of civilization.™ Zay is reported to have said that “we will notLthgherans, nor
Calvinists, nor Unitarians, nor Jews, but we wdlddl Hungarians™ In this way, his goals for
the church mirrored the wider goals of the KingdoiniHungary. Being a Slovak Lutheran, then,
was a difficult path. They often aligned with timallectual trends in Europe. However, as their
Slavic or Slovak nationality and culture became enmentral to their identity throughout the
nineteenth century, they became more aware ohtleatt of magyarization.

The danger of the unilingual Hungary was greaSiowvak culture, and in particular, for
the Lutheran Slovaks, whose concerns were voicetlina 4, 1842 in Vienna. Star and Kollar
worked together to resist the efforts of the Huregaliberals, led by Za¥. The results of this
petition were modest. They had successfully residte church union but the overall program of

magyarization continued. In 1844, Hungarian waserthd official language of the Kingdom of

" Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteal history of east central Europ40.
2 Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteial history of east central Europ40.
3 Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteial history of east central Europél.

" Karol Zay, “Evanijelicka a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uistiu a v teraj$efeskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné
Listy 34, no. 1-2 (January—February 1920): 35. “N&v@ropagator Unie grof Karol Zay vydal heslo: Né&me
ani luterani, ani kalvini, ani unitari, ani Zidiale bu’'me v3etci Mdari.” Zay's important work supporting a union
church wasNep‘edpojaté nahledy o Un{iL846). See also Jadurovi¢, “Evanjelictvo a narod slovenskyCirkevné
Listy 35, no. 8-9 (August-September 1921): 177-82.

5 Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thdléu@al history of east central Europ@3.
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Hungary’® Star himself felt the sting of magyarization;ais 1844, he lost his post as a
professor in Bratislava because he resisted Zajtsms!” Unable to thwart magyarization, the
nationalistic Slovaks new strategy was to strengthe people to resist magyarization. Saw
this strategy as a failure of “high” politi€&The strategy in the early 1840s of the Young
Slovaks, characterized by three of their leadiggts—Star, Hurban, and HodZa—moved away
from Czech-Slovak unity and focused decidedly @lavak only solutiorf? This change was
different from earlier nationalists, such as Koléd Safarik, who were either panslavists or
forerunners of a Czechoslovak unity. Stdr, in pattr, provided a voice for Slovak nationalism,
publishing his paper, thelovak National New$rom 1845-48, where he “demanded the
abolition of serfdom and the establishment of awitl national liberties, without any distinction
of race.”™ These historical events of the 1840s showed, 1ih paw a Slovak Lutheran identity
was forming independent of Czech and panslaviaémites in its efforts to resist magyarization
and express a true Slovak nation.

The revolts in 1848 did not mark the end of the $tapgs. The turning point in Hapsburg
hegemony came a few years later. The Hapsburgssmos859 to French and Sardinian
(Piedmontese) forces in the fields of Italy waswshing blow to their prid&.More importantly,

the loss marked the shift of power from the Hapgbto the Prussians, who used the defeat to

® Edita Bosak, “Czech-Slovak Relations from the 18#01914,"Slovakia35, no. 64-55 (1991-92): 63—64.

5 " M. Delphina Opet, “Political Views dfudovit Star,”Slovakia21, no. 44 (1971): 39. According to Tuleya,
Star had worked and resigned from a post on Zagtate in the 1830s. See Edward A. Tuleya, “The &ov
National Awakening,” 89.

8 Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thel@uteial history of east central Europ43.
" Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An essay in thdlémtial history of east central Europ46.
8 Hodza, “The Political Evolution of Slovakia,” 69.

8. For an expanded understanding of the unificatidtady and the demise of Hapsburgs in the regsee,
Barbara JelavictiThe Hapsburg Empire in European Affairs, 1814-1@&mden, CT: Archon Books, 1975), 83—
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extend their own reach. The subsequent loss afanfie by the Austrians to Bismarck and the
Prussians, who would dominate a united Germanysuslly marked in the battle of Kdniggratz
in 1866, in which the Prussians territory crusheglAustrian army in Bohemian; this defeat was
catastrophic to any larger Austrian goals of empifes one historian points out, “The most
spectacular proof of the bankruptcy of a systerabsolute government is indeed military
defeat.®® The victory of the Prussians over the Hapsburgs semething that Bismarck had
planned for some time; he had asserted that th&iAns had to be “forced out” of German
affairs® This marks the beginning of the end for the Hapgliimpire as it became a second-
rate power in the region as compared to a unitathGey.

After those battles and before First World Wars theriod is characterized by disruptions
in the Hapsburg universe. The battle also markedltral kingdom between Austria and
Hungary, in which there was one crown, but twoaratf* It is during these disruptions that the
Slovaks were able to pursue some of their own nalistic goals, continuing their efforts from
the previous decades. As one commentator notesatkivity took on significant effort:

From 1859 to 1867, while Vienna negotiated with 8pelst about a possible accord

between the Hapsburgs and the Magyars, Slovakresatek advantage of the

relative freedom that prevailed and demanded ratiogras a nation. In 1861, over

5,000 nationalists from all parts of the countryt imeTurciansky Svaty Martin in
central Slovakia and drafted a ‘Memorandum of tlow&k Nation’ to the Budapest

90.

82 For a description of these events, see RobertahinkA History of the Habsburg Empire 1526-1918
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1974J4276. See also Barbara Jelavithe Hapsburg Empire in
European Affairs, 1814-19181-106. The Prussian victory emboldened the Higugsto assert themselves vis-a-
vis the Austrian dominated Hapsburgs (100-132pek inOrigins of the Czechoslovak Statakes the argument
that the fear of Hungarian power created the doefigat excluded the Czechs from power (24).

8 Kann,A History of the Habsburg Empire 1526—-19289.
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Parliament. The Hungarians reaction to the Memarandas that it was an act of
separatism and rejectedit.

Its themes were similar but its aim was the sante@slemands of the 1848 uprisitig.
They demanded the right, for example, to use Slagatheir official language, which the
Hungarians refuseti Besides demanding certain civil rights, they adledome rule in the
region called ‘Upper Hungary'. In this way, theyr@aseeking a federated union within
Hungary® Stdr and his co-workers had many of the same goals

The Slovaks were not the only ones resisting Huagdregemony. The Serbs at this time
had a similar cry for a voice in their own destthyough at least partial self-governaftalso
in 1861 and in reaction to the demands of the @liffenationalities within the Kingdom of
Hungary, the Hungarians had introduced the Lawatfdvalities. This law had some provisions
for the rights for the individuals, but it had rexognition of the rights of people groups, or
nations, within Hungary. This Law of Nationalitiess modified in 1868 soon after the Austro-
Hungarian Compromise of 1867 with a similar lawhaituch less potent protections of
individual civil rights?* In reality, the law remained a “dead letter fomsnonses were issued in

Magyar, and verdicts given in Magyar and the neeah interpreter was disregardéd.”

8 Marian Mark Stolarik)mmigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experignt@70—-191§New York:
AMS Press, Inc., 1989), 137.

87 Blizman, “The Slovak Position and American Colledtn in the Formation of Czechoslovakia,” 4.
8 Hodza, “The Political Evolution of Slovakia,” 73.

89 Marian Mark Stolarik)mmigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient@&70-1918136. See also
Slovensky Biograficky Slovniv. “Hurban, Jozef Miloslav.”

 Hodza, “The Political Evolution of Slovakia,” 74.

I Hodza, “The Political Evolution of Slovakia,” 7¢ermes, a Hungarian, notes that the law granteeheite
civil rights, even if it did not recognize the d@ifent nationalities. See Gabor Vermes, “The Sld¥iémma in
Austria-Hungary,” 108.
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However, these openings did provide a brief sea$tiope, which was demonstrated by the
building of new church schools and the foundinghefMatica Slovaskaa Slovak literary and
culture society? By the end of this period, the Slovak nationalfsisl made little progress
towards their goal of a Slovak nation. The progtaagun in the 1840s by Zay and his
contemporaries was able to exist and increasavorfe

For the Slovaks, Hungary's rise to power after8.B6the Austrian-Hungarian Empire
meant more changes—for the worse. This rise in lddag power and subsequent increase in
magyarization was, in part, based on their featesifg their own cultur&. Panslavism, in
particular, was seen as part of “dark conspiratongchinations.® In 1873, the Hungarian
leadership changed, and magyarization was intedsiBome schools were closed because they
were “bastions of pan-Slavisrf.By 1875, the Hungarian Prime Minister Koloman @is\d
declared that the Slovak nation does not ékiStich a declaration shows the continued pressure
of magyarization as well as the failure of the Slownationalists to make any progress since their
attempt at a memorandum in 1861. The eastern ptré@ountry, which is where most of the
immigrants to America came from and where the Raliklovement would return to, was hit the

hardest: “The plan [of magyarization] seemed tovbeking in the 1880’s; western and central

9 Stolarik, “Immigration and Eastern Slovak Natidsad,” 14—15.

% Vermes comments on the feelings of Hungarian geartd their middle class mentality: “Being alone,
feeling isolated in the midst of ‘aliens'—GermaBavs, Rumanians—was a source of both real prideeal fear,
but fear could never be openly confessed, speltifibacause of the accompanying sense of prides [Blek of
balance, therefore, created an unhealthy atmosptiémationality and arrogance, which in turn poked an
equally irrational and arrogant response from #pesentatives of the nationalities; thus, graghaaid tragically,
all the bridges were burned.” See Gabor Vermese“Jlovak Dilemma in Austria-Hungary,” 110.
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Slovaks could find few nationalist leaders, bookea@wspapers in the eastern countrif@\h
example of this kind of persecution comes fromdfierts the Hungarians made to restrict the
activities of some of the more nationalistic groupsr instance, on January 20, 1875, the
directors of theMatica Slovenskaa Slovak organization dedicated to Slovak cujtwere not
allowed to meet and three months later, in Aptilpatheir activities and properties were under
surveillance? Magyarization was forced into all aspects of etiooa Starting in 1873, the
Hungarians waged a campaign against Slovak gymmadiigh schools), because Hungarians
considered the schools to be hotbeds of pansla¥isrhe Education Act of 1879 made
Hungarian a required subject in all Slovak primsekiools and all teachers had to show
proficiency to teach in Hungariatt.Between 1880 and 1914, the number of schools Stikiak
instruction sank from nearly 2,000 to 345By 1918, there were a total of 3,777 Hungarian
primary schools and only 415 Slovak (and only 2Garman)? At the same time, in a church
body of about one million people (600,000 Slov&&s),000 Germans and 150,000 Hungarians),
the Slovaks had only one gymnasium still open, evtiie Hungarians had elevéhFinally, they

even required the Slovaks to change their nafitist 1898, the Prime Minister of Hungary,

% Stolarik,Immigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient&70-1918138.

% Blizman, “The Slovak Position and American Colledt@n in the Formation of Czechoslovakia,” 5.
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Dezso Baffy, decreed that all state officials Maggatheir names:® In short, while the
immigrants to American were experiencing new freegldo express both their Slovak heritage
and their religious predilections, a Slovak in Kiegdom of Hungary was increasingly
culturally and legally a non-entity.

Internal problems within the Hapsburg Empire alygd a role in the attempt to include
new partners in power. The result of these milidefeats at the hands of select Italian powers
and the Prussians, being cast out of the Germafe@eration, and the internal rise of Hungarian
desires for power and more self-determination,ltedun the Austrian Hapsburgs trying to
move their center of power toward the Slavs inrtkigigdom:°” Thus, the Hapsburgs reasserted
the rights of the Crown of Bohemia, attemptingt@ate a ruling system with Austria, Bohemia,
and Hungary® This effort for a new formation of the state waslane by Austrian and
Hungarian forces dedicated to the dual monafthy’hen the Hungarians were able to solidify
their hold on power in the latter half of the neetth century as a partner in the dual monarchy,
they ended the hopes of the Austrians to mitigateddrian political power and felt emboldened

to embark on a culture war against the Slovaksaginelrs. This new effort resulted in an intense

106 Blizman, “The Slovak Position and American Colledt@n in the Formation of Czechoslovakia,” 8.

197 Jacques Droz notes that this was also a necégsitye Austrians if they wanted to disenthrallrtiselves
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declaration of independence, Masayrk, StefanikBemnks asserted their historical rights of indepeodelating
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198 This approach was supported also by many CzeahbyStir himself, and was denoted as
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for Slavic unity. See Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and tRanslavic Movement,” 108-112.

199 capek Origins of the Czechoslovak Sta®. Hugo Hantsch develops the details of thergits of the
Czechs to assert the perceived rights, the rejectithose rights by almost all concerned partieerA@ns,
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period of magyarization. This period of persecutiifferentiated the Slovaks from many other
Western Slavs, such as the Czechs, who were iAuk&ian sphere of influence and did not
have to withstand this cultural persecution.

Thus, the Compromise of 1867 provided for the DMaharchy and for the persecution, or
as Slovaks called it, the chauvinism against tlwa&ds; it also had significant impact on the
activities of the three major confessions: LutheR@formed, and Catholic. The establishment
of the Dual monarchy, where the Austrians and tbeddrians divided the internal rule of the
different nationalities in the Empire while the Auans retained the ability to speak for the
Empire externally, eliminated any protection thev@ks could have hoped for from the Austrian
half of the empire. “Under the Compromise the Sksvstood face to face with the Magyars,
their masters® Moreover, “After 1867 the Magyars were so stramaf they could proceed to
put into effect an idea which had been developingesbefore the days of Joseph Il: the
transformation of the Hungarian state into a Magyate as a legal and institutional fatt.”
However, as mentioned earlier, the Hungarians dg$n 1868 a Law of Nationalities, “which
permitted, among other things, that the citizenrgll non-Magyar districts might use their
mother tongue™? For practical purposes, this law also enableditfeeof the use of national
languages in the “lowest levels of county governte@s in the primary and high schoofS.”

Even though the Hungarians did not give prefereéadbe Catholic$!* as was characteristic of

MA: D. C. Heath and Company), 68—76.

109 samuel Harrison ThomsoBzechoslovakia in European Histaigrinceton: Princeton University Press,
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Austrian Hapsburgs, who had long persecuted thiedrahs and other Protestants, they replaced
religious persecution with ethnic persecutitOften this persecution was done under the guise
of fighting panslavism. Hungarians resisted mamgnapts to place a Slovak-speaking person in
a leadership role, such as teacher or paSthr fact, in the latter half of the nineteenth eagt

no major confession in Slovakia maintained botfeitsic and religious identity while
maintaining national leadership.

By 1875, regardless of a confessional stance, thregatian prime minister confidently
declared that “there was no Slovak nation in Hupg&fr Concerning the church, as Seton-
Watson points out “the Slovaks, among whom the @mthLutheran, and Calvinist churches
alike had been converted by the Budapest Governminpowerful instrument of assimilation,

were steadily growing weaker. Especially afterribeorious Education Acts of Count Appot¥i

many more were hurt. The violence revolved arou@tholic priest, Andrej Hlinka, who insisted tlkaSlovak
Bishop perform the consecration a new church gidwhich he had built. When the church sent a Huag
bishop, Hlinka resisted and violence ensued. TWememarks a very famous example to Slovaks, eajheci
Catholic Slovaks, of the repression of magyarizatiglinka became an important voice in the proadss
establishing the Czechoslovak state. For the dliieviews of the events of that time, see RomareEldiTragédi
v Cernovej po sto rokochpistoria 7, no. 5 (September—October 2007): 34-37. Hlitketed as a peasant and
ended a Monsignor of the Catholic Church. He wis@e in the formation of the new Czechoslovakestaid in
the politics of the nation. For an overview of hoge inCernova and his life, see Joseph N. Misany, “Faftneirew
Hlinka,” Slovakial5, no. 38 (1965): 68—77. For a Hungarian persgeof Hlinka and the events {ternova, see
Gabor Vermes, “The Slovak Dilemma in Austria-Hungaf 09-110. See also Mary Lucille Blizman, “Theo@&hk
Position and American Collaboration in the Formatid Czechoslovakia,” 11, and SME Newspaper,ZiRou
cernovskej tragédie bol pba Slotu vé&komatarsky Sovinizmus,” http://www.sme.sk/c/3558403/oai-
cernovskej-tragedie-bol-podla-Slotu-velkomadarstiyhsizmus.html (accessed December 3, 2008).
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in 1907 the process of Magyarisation [sic] was adireg by leaps and bounds?Consequently,
by the beginning of First World War, the Hapsburggdire had become arthritic economically,
politically, and socially. But at the same time,stweestiges of Slovak culture were also
officially absorbed in the Hungarians program ofgyexization. Not a single school that spoke
Slovak—Catholic or Lutheran—remained; nor was tlearen a Slovak Catholic bishop: “the
Catholic hierarchy was uniformly Hungariali®The churches then, as much as the wider
society, were changed by the influence of magytora

In the context of this intensive program of maggation, all attempts to smooth the
tensions between the regions and nationalitietydinoy Slovak and Hungarian antagonism,
proved difficult and superficial “for regional agments could calm and soothe the provinces,
but not the peoples? Any efforts by the Austrians also proved fruitle§ke divisions between
the nationalities remained strong, even thoughAilstrians worked diligently to include the
Slavs into their empire. The result was that thestharg Empire had become, in essence, less
German and concerned with German problems, haweeg bxcluded from the rise of a united
Germany. In terms of its other nationalities, tmedie had endeavored to become more Slavic
in some areas, as a result of the Austrian Hapshattgmpts to include the Slavs more and more
in the halls of power. But the Kingdom of Hungatyl &xacted a strong Magyar influence,

which dominated all of the nations in the Kingdontjuding the Slovaks.

19R. W. Seton-Watson, “Introduction. Czechoslovakia the Slovak Problem,” ®lovakia Then and Now
ed. R. W. Seton-Watson (London: George Allen andiidritd., 1931), 25. Vermes, a Hungarian, in refieeto
this quote by Seton-Watson, challenges this degpbint that believed at the turn of the centugy $fovak culture
was on the verge of destruction because of magtai, stating that “the term extinction becomesmswhat
exaggerated and overly pessimistic.” See Gabor ¥grtiThe Slovak Dilemma in Austria-Hungary,” 106.
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The First World War ended the Hapsburg Empire. milgary defeats and the internal
turmoil that gripped the war-torn nation proved toch and the country became undone,
splitting into multiple groupings roughly basedtbe many nationalities once held together by
dynastic marriage and alliances. Modern trendsatronalism and new modes of identity
overcame the medieval glue that held the Empirettaay. Moreover, the stress of the war,
including the overt efforts of the allies to bresgart the Dual Monarchy, were irrepressible.
Examples of the forces that broke the Empire weeestipport of the Czech Legions in Russia,
who fought against the Empire, the declarationsdépendence by leaders such as Masayrk,
Benes§, and others, meetings of the “oppressednadities” under the allies’ auspices in Italy,
support of the Americans and President Woodrow &Mik®wards the self-determination of
small countries, and eventually the Austrian acege of Czechoslovak independefié&y the
end of the war, the Hungarian forces that woulcehaliminated a defined Slovak culture and
nation had lost their grip. The Slovaks had suiweagyarization. Likewise, the Slovak
Lutherans, who also clung to their own heroes efftlith and the nation, withstood the pressure.
Their identity too was bruised, but intact. Slovéksn turned to a new nation that was no longer
entwined with the policies of Catholic suppression magyarization. The new nation allowed
for a modern definition of a Slovak nation basedlmEnlightenment ideals, similar to France
and America. The new free Czechoslovak state pemrfreedom of religion as well as the
separation of church and state. Those expressatsild®ked and felt like the situation that the

Slovak Lutheran Synod experienced in the Ameriogreement. Such large changes in the

122 capek Origins of the Czechoslovak Sta8¥—65.
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situation in Slovakia made it possible for thoséh@ Pelikan Movement to reinvigorate

confessional Lutheranism in Slovakia.

Slovak Lutherans as Nationalists

From the waning influence of the Hapsburgs andnduttie height of Hungarian
persecution against the different ethnic groupsubh magyarization, the individual people
groups within the region asserted their own foringation and identity. As noted, this greater
awareness of national and ethnic identity was pancl&n Europe; in addition, in Central
Europe, the rise of nationalism impacted not ohgy $lovaks, but all of the people groups within
the Hapsburg Empire. Slovak intellectuals assdtheinl nationhood. Polankavremarks that
“our nation was profoundly shaken by all that waswulsing Europe in those days: the spiritual
commotions of the eighteenth and nineteenth casgwestroyed the walls imprisoning the
Slovak spirit which had begun its arduous marcharals the realization of its won natural
rights.”*® Such sentiment shows the competing and compeikiigre of Slovak nationalism.
Slovak nationalism was viewed as a spiritual fmt&eedom, which had fermented in the
intoxicating historical necessity of the traditiasfsHegelianism, Herderism, and the other
nationalist thinkers. However, concerning the impacthe Slovaks, the rise of Slovak
nationalism and Slavic pan-nationalism (panslavisnihe nineteenth century provided the
antidote to resist magyarization and to establistodern Slovak identity, which proved ready
for the events of the early twentieth century.

Slovak nationalism and panslavic movements foued tloice with a series of writers,

poets, and polemists who asserted a Slovak ideittityas during this time that most Slavs were

123 polakovic, "Evolution of the Slovak National Plstiphy," 17.
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under the influence of some other Central Europeaver, the Czechs under the Germans and
the Slovaks under the Hungarians, for exampleit¥eas from the Germans—namely, Herder,
Kant, Goethe, Lessing, and Schiller — that the 8itallectuals and poets learned how to rouse
the nationalistic and panslavic emotions of theogles. And, as shown, of these German
philosophers it was Herder who was the most infia&*

Two of the most important writers were the lingsiidén Kollar (1793-1852) amaidovit
Star (1815-1856). They are important not only beeaaf their influence on Slovak nationalism,
but also because they represent two different ambies in achieving a form of Slovak identity.
Kollar is considered a “mystic humanitarian” panga'® He typified a literary or spiritual
panslavism that had little desire or hope of pmditimanifestatior?® Of Kollar, it was said that
he “mentally lived in Slavdom, a beautiful but ualistic fiction.”*” Joined with his classmate,
Paul Joseph Saf& (1795-1861), Kollar was able to charm the Slevaith his ideas of a
united Slav peopl&2 Safaik provided the intellectual support, with a sysagimstudy of the
Slavic nations and cultur&.For the Slovak context, these two men can be foesghfathers of

Panslavism®° Both men, notably, were Lutherans. Kollar wadait, a Lutheran minister, who
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z Herdera, Ze kazdému narodu pri jeho pevnej tpbbezdelanosti prave blastenectvo nalieva ohnaldoSee
Karol Gol&, Sturovske PololeniBratislava: Vydavatelstvo Slovenskej Akademied/i#964), 27.

125 Kann,A History of the Habsburg Empire 1526-19389.
126 Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and the Panslavic Movemerit(7.
127 petro A History of Slovak Literatures8.

128 Capek The Slovaks of Hungargp.

129 Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and the Panslavic Movemerit(7.

130 Mikula, “Ludovit Stur and the Panslavic Movemeri(4.
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was noted for his “preaching of unity among thev§I&* Czechs and Slovaks, who were in
favor of the union of their two nations, often ugkdse two panslavists as resources when the
Czechoslovak state was born, giving intellectua threological reasons for Slovak and Czech
unity, especially among the Protestants.

On the other hand, especially early in his car8gr was an ardent Slovak nationalist. He
founded a Slovak literary journal and was a codibewritten Slovak, having produced a
grammar that became the standard for literary 884l is often best remembered for this
standardization of the Slovak language. His chofdée central Slovak dialect proved enduring.
As Pauo states, “the outstanding nationwide achievemetiteoschool of Stlr was its success
in bringing the whole country to accept the onedéad of literary expression?® In addition,

Star admittedly standardized the language as emattto unify Slovak cultur* He understood
that through language, the Slovak nation was todsa. Stur supported an independent Slovak

identity,'* whereas Kollar intended that the Slovaks becomiegba great Czech-Slovak

131 Capek,The Slovaks of Hungargs8.

132 Star was not the first person to attempt this tfstodifying the Slovak language. Famously, Anton
Bernoldk (1762-1813), a Catholic priest, also dedithe Slovak language, using the Western dialéistwork,
which was published in 1787, was very popular am@atholics for 50 years, but because it did not t@support
of the Lutherans and those in eastern Slovakiagduéfication eventually was surpassed by Starfsref. See M.
Mark Stolarik, “Immigration and Eastern Slovak MNaualism,” 13, and Edward A. Tuleya, “The Slovak iNa&l
Awakening,” 87—-88.

133 pawo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle Fational Life,” 69.
134 pawo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle Fational Life,” 70.

135 Not all see Star as only a Slovak patriot. Vardyvides a Hungarian viewpoint on him, noting thatamd
many of these Slovak nationalists were both prax8tand pro-Kingdom of Hungary. He notes that “[8ievak
nationalists] were also patriotic and they alsalded their people. But having become familiathwitungarian
history, language and culture, they wished to csiexith the Magyars in a common state accordirtpeowell-tried
principles of national harmony and cooperation.é S¢even Béla Vardy, “Hungarians and Slovaks imafrthe-
Century America,'The First Millennium of Hungary in Eurog®ebrecen, HU: Debrecen University Press, 2002),
568.
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nationality?*® Both represented attempts to resist the corrgmiveers of the state and church in
the Kingdom of Hungary that worked against a Slovatonal identity*’

Star studied in Germany, devoted himself to Hegédia*® and even though was a son of
the church, he felt that only through a strongoratl consciousness could the Slovaks be raised
to a “higher plane, morally, socially and intelleglly.”*** Having studied theology in the mid-
1830s, he was much more engaged by the ratiotiaiidters, and soon dropped his theological
focus to study philosophy® Many Slovak scholars and nationalists, includitigr Svere also
followers of Herdet!* From Herder they understood the survival of thev&k language as being
the most critical aspect to the survival of thev@lonation. “Slovaks had to survive or die with
their language™ Herder, and his idea dolksgeistwhich Star internalized as a spiritual force
or “life of a nation” was mainly found in a natieafanguagé?® For this reason, his work with

the Slovak language was much more than a litenalipguistic event. His prime goal was “to

136 This focus on Czech-Slovak unity and panslavismgerceived risks to the Slovak nation, as theonati
would be submerged into either a Czech or Slavitwia Only by focusing on Slovak as a distinctteré or nation
could the Slovaks maintain their identity and, aidPargues, their Lutheran faith. He argues thaitd and Hodza,
for example, were proper examples of what was rie&den Slovak Lutheran churchmen. Jan Palic, “Nasa
najvasia bieda v cirkvi,'Cirkevné Listy24, no. 5 (May 1910): 138—42.

137 palic, “Nasa najwia bieda v cirkvi,” 142. Palic comments that these forces, the state and the church,
worked to “beat down” panslavism.

138 Opet, “Political Views ofzudovit Star,” 23.
139 Capek The Slovaks of Hungar{34.
140 Gola, Sturovske Pololeni@3.

141 Star was a follower of Herder until the failuretbé Prague Congress of 1848. At that point, Hogehme
a more significant influence. Herder provided Stith an intellectual model for the Slovak natiorftek 1848, Stur
moved away from Slovak nationalism and began enmiggzanslavism, with the hopes of Russia beingifying
force for Slavdom. Hegel’s idea Gfeistprovided Star with a model for his panslavism. Big important that for
his purposes, he found Herder and Hegel complimgrr a detailed discussion of this developmégtar’s
thinking, see Josette A. Baer, “National Emancgrathot the Making of Slovakia: Ludovit Stur's Ception of
the Slovak Nation,” 1-52 and Anthony X. Sutherlatdidovit Stur and Slovak Cultural Nationalisn§lovakia25,
no. 48 (1975): 134-47.

142 polakovic, "Evolution of the Slovak National Phitiphy,” 19.
143 sutherland, “Ludovit Stur and Slovak Cultural Natalism,” 139.
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unite the Slovak people culturally, politically asdcially.”™** His blending of Slovak language
and culture was in part a reaction to the oppressature of magyarization during his time.
During the nineteenth century, the Hungarian LwheZhurch was being reorganized and
its official language was determined to be Hungariven though Stdr was, like many
Lutherans, accustomed to writing in Czech, he chosdandon Czech in favor of Slovak in
order to resist® His efforts led to the eventual acceptance ofraraéSlovak dialect as the
official language by both Catholics and Lutherartgs new literary language was eventually
labeledStarwina after its foundet!® By providing proof through a grammar that Sloveadksva
distinct language, he proved that the Slovaks aatistinct peopl&’’ His efforts to define the
Slovak language paralleled his larger project dédeing Slovak as a nation and a state. His
work gave “full philosophical justification for Skak statehood*® This right to use one’s native
language was also seen as a result of the Refamathich enabled each nationality to worship
in its own languagé&? Whether from Herder and the other nineteenth cgrhinkers or the
Reformation and its principles, the focus on savirglanguage was not only in the national

interest, but also in the interests of the inhesitaf the Lutheran Reformation.

44 Opet, “Political Views ofzudovit Star,” 22.

145 KirschbaumA History of Slovakial00. Ramet argues that Stur adopted the CertraalSdialect as “a
concession to Catholic sentiment.” See Pedro Rai@ktjstianity and National Heritage among the Ceeand the
Slovaks," 271.

148 Hugh LeCaine Agnew, "Czechs, Slovaks, and theaidinguistic Separatism of the Mid-Nineteenth
Century," inThe Czech and Slovak Experiened. John Morison, 21-37 (New York: St. Martinfed3, 1992), 26.

147 This was an assertion of Herder in particular. Bamard Herder on Nationality Humanity and Histqry
38. This effort was not well received by the Czeatiso saw a separate Slovak language as detrinfentidde unity
of the regions’ Slavs (Czechs, Moravians, Slovald some Silesians). As Bosak points out “The Czedrs
involved with the process of establishing their cseparate identity from that of the Germans andhgst refused
to see or accept the same nationalism in the StoV8lee Bosak, “Czech-Slovak Relations from the0s84 1914,”
64-65, 67.

148 polakovic, "Evolution of the Slovak National Plstiphy," 25.

149 evanj. a. v. titel', “Materinské ré v evanj. cirkvi,”Cirkevné Listy9, no. 10 (October 1895): 165.
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Importantly, these two large personalities—Kollad &tir—typify the movement for
Slavic and Slovak national identity, and their gpation demonstrates that this movement was
strongly supported by Lutheraf8However, Star’s vision of a Slovak language anitLice
proved to be the more resilient, especially fov8loambitions in the early twentieth century.
He was also able to intertwine Lutheran and Sladektity. Perhaps this mixing of Lutheran
and Slovak identity is best recounted in the stirfhe beginnings of Stdr's movement as
recounted by Agnew:

When a small group of Slovaks, meeting at the Egbea) lyceum in Bratislava

early in 1843, decided from thence forth they wowtde only in the Slovak

language, they were in effect publicly declaringitlexistence as an independent

nation in Central Europe. Though only some six sfitsl and their leadetudovit

Stur, were present, their decision was quickly ptarkby most active Slovak patriots

... the language of these patriots codified esthbli itself as the separate literary
language of the Slovak natién.

The Evangelical lyceufitf was the Lutheran Gymnasium that spawned mucheoBtbvak
nationalism movement. The Lutherans of the ningteeentury had often blended their religious
understanding and their national identify. Agnewaggls the origins of Slovak nationalism in this
Lutheran context, demonstrating the close conned¢tian independent Slovak identity and a
Lutheran one.

Others who were important in the formation andatieancement of Czecho-Slovak

literature and linguistics include Jozef Hurban1(2-81888) and Michael Hodza (1811-1870)

%0 Masaryk had a similar view. He converted from @fitlism to Protestantism, specifically to Hussitjsas
an act of nationalistic defiance. He felt that tmlerstand the Czech national spirit and soul wésdio to the
Hussite Era for inspiration. See Pedro Ramet, 'sHianity and National Heritage among the Czechsthad
Slovaks," 272.

151 Agnew, "Czechs, Slovaks, and the Slovak LinguiSgparatism of the Mid-Nineteenth Century," 21.

152 Agnew recognizes that the Lyceum was an “importantre for this new generation of protestant
intellectuals.” See Agnew, "Czechs, Slovaks, amdStovak Linguistic Separatism of the Mid-Ninetde@entury,"
23.
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and Juraj Palkovi(1769-1850), who were also Lutheran ministersfaedds of Star and who
were to be resources for the confessional Luthieatition in Slovakia. The first two with Star
were the leaders of the Young Slovak movement, lwvas important to the Slovak national
revival in the mid-nineteenth centufy As nationalists, these men also lived in the ctile
memories of Slovaks. What has been lost to mostieasimpact on the church. In particular,
Hurban and Hodza were both ardent confessionaldtatis and contributed to the life of the
church®* Hurban had a greater confessional influence. kamgle, he famously defended
Lutheranism against unionistic sentiments in thegdom of HungaryWnia cili spojeni

lutheran: a kalviny v Uhrach**® Later in his life, in an address at a pastorafe@mce, he also

153 pawo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle fational Life,” 70. Pa&o asserts that the work of
these three men, starting at a conference in Hikfokénally began the effort of using language a&suhifying event
for the Slovak nation.

154 Recent research is this field suggests that Huhaana much larger impact on the church and thgdioan
previously thought. For example, Radoslav Hanwadtesmpting to recover the confessional impact ofttdn on the
church. Much of the later twentieth-century analysi Hurban in Slovak limits or marginalizes hisdlogical
contribution while emphasizing his contributionnationalism. This bias could be the result of tifuence of
nationalism and communism on the scholarship dffiedod. Hanus has compelling evidence of Hurban’s
confessional impact during the latter half of tleteenth century and the beginning of the twelntigtanus goes as
far as to argue that Hurban is the representafiteitheran orthodoxy in nineteenth-century SlovaBae Radoslav
Hanus, “Project dizertaej prace na tému: Jozef Miloslav Hurban ako z&stwgvanjelickej ortodoxie na
Slovensku” (proposal for Ph.D. thesis, Evanjelibkdoslovecké fakulta Univerzity Komenského v Biatis,

2008), 8.

1% Hurban's famous text has a similar goal as Fra®ieiger’s discussion on the same topic. In it, ldarb
sought out a defense against those who were eagyss over the differences between the LuthendnReformed
traditions, including the Hungarian Count Zay, wiaal begun just such a program in 1840. But moreifiqely,
Hurban is responding to an Hungarian author, Emaviliam Simko, and his defense of such a UniontéNihat
the Prussian Union, which was a source of frictloat was part of the impetus for the Missouri Syaddrefathers'
exodus from Germany, is mentioned. Daniel comméBisako’s tract defended and justified the attemipKarol
Zay to achieve an organizational merger of the &rgh and Reformed churches in the kingdom of Hungster
considering the historical circumstances that bnbadpout the separation of the evangelical reformrement into
Lutheran and Helvetic Reformed confessions in Hangdimko argued that there were just three isshuzts
separated the Reformed and the Lutherans: Fiedt,dhderstanding of the Lord’s Supper; Secondr the
understanding of predestination and; three, tteiemonies and administrative traditions. Noting talvin had a
high regard for the Augsburg Confession, he argbhatimost of the issues that separated the Luthenad the
Reformed were actually insignificant and essentia#ld been overcome in the recent past. He ci@sgbes from
German history, both distant and recent, espedia#lyPrussian Union, in support of his argument ithanion
would benefit all Protestants in Hungary. He cafledGerman and Lutheran evangelicals to join vlith Magyar
Reformed to form a united, national Protestant Chim the kingdom.” David P. Daniel, “Konfesionatins
a unionizmus v Eurdpe 19. stéra,” in Jozef Miloslav Hurban, evanjelicky teol6g a naroweln ed.Cubomir
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reaffirmed his defense of the Book of ConctfdHe was a prolific writer for the laity as well as
theologians. He produced numerous works in theglbgihe also provided many articles for
church magazines such@skevné ListyandStraz na SioneHis work inCirkevné Listywas
from 1863 to 1875 At the time of the Pelikan Movement, the Slovaledlied him as saving
both Lutheranism and Slovak nationali§fAs Daniel highlights, “Like his counterparts in
Germany, Hurban argued that the theology presentiéek Book of Concord promoted the
ecclesiastical identity and theological integrifyatheranism.** In Slovakia at the turn of the
century, Hurban was still remembered for his ard@denfessional stance. His faith was
contrasted to the more liberal Kollar and morerkibget, but contemporary, Masaryk, whose
faith was not in doubt. That dubious honor wasmesgfor the more radical liberals such as
Strauss and FeuerbathHurban was understood to be “standing on the palgar Lutheran
teaching, on the basic symbolic book8 He was viewed to be completely contrary to the

contemporary liberal theolog¥.Because he was able to defend both the Slovatmatid the

Hurban,Unia cili spojeni lutherati a kalviny v Uhract{Budina, Slovakia: J. Gyurlana a M. Bago, 1846).

1% Daniel, “Konfesionalizmus a unionizmus v Eurépe d@raia,” 65-66. For a concise record of all
Hurban’s activities, poetry, prose and religiougksp seeSlovensky Biograficky Slovpi&yv. “Hurban, Jozef
Miloslav.”

15" Radoslav Hanus, “Project dizeftej prace na tému: Jozef Miloslav Hurban ako z&stigvanjelickej
ortodoxie na Slovensku” (proposal for Ph.D. theBignjelicka bohoslovecka fakulta Univerzity Komiegiso
v Bratislave, 2008), 4 and bibliography. For a ctetelist of Hurban’'s major works, see Hanus’ lmgliaphy.

138 «Evanjelicka a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vaigejCeskoslovenskej republike,” 35.
139 Daniel, “Konfessionalizmus a unionizmus v Eurépe Storéia,” 66. Translation by Daniel.

18035, Ostriezsky, “Hurban, Kollar, Masaryk a dneSwknokari,” Cirkevné Listy 24, no. 10 (October 1910):
306. “Jeho nazor ndbozensky nie teologicky, lezéficky, a bars aj stoji na tomto stanovisku, & uznania
Kristu, kreganstvu a protestantizmu, a nie je ako mnohi liligtral la Strauss, Feuerbach, vSetci materialisti—
a kon€ne dnesni pokrokari. ”

1®10striezsky, “Hurban, Kollar, Masaryk a dnesni pdiém,” 300.
1520striezsky, “Hurban, Kollar, Masaryk a dnesni pdiém,” 302.
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Lutheran faith, Hurban became a reference for gsnd@al Lutheran Slovaks on both sides of
the Atlantic.

Like Hurban, Hodza also wrote his own text agaimsbnism in 1863 and was very active
in the literary efforts of the Slovak revival movent. He resisted magyarization after the
Protestant Patent of 1859 reorganized the Luth&hamch in Hungary. He fled into exile to
Cesky Tsin, avoiding further conflict with authoritié8 Palkovt also participated in the same
work of literary development and nationalism; angbarticular, his polemic against
magyarization can be found in his téikunft der Magyare(Ll827):** Although a Lutheran, his
work was primarily as a writer, publisher, and emtoc. He was equally remembered as a true
Christian and was an example to the Slovak Luth@amrch as a man who blended national
fervor and the Christian faitf:

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth censyigesecond wave of important
personalities reinvigorated the Slovak nationalratipns. One was a poet; the other was a
soldier. The most important poet of the Slovak peopavol Orszagh Hviezdoslav (1849-1921),
provided a voice for the Slovaks at the turn ofdbetury and tried to capture the essence of
Slovak rural culture in his writing’$® He was also a Lutheran. Another guiding light wees

more political example, Milan Rastislav Stefani8g0-1919), who was the major Slovak in the

183 Slovensky Biograficky Slovnikv. “HodZa, Michal Miloslav.”
184 Slovensky Biograficky Slovnikv. “Palkové, Juraj.”
185 samuel Zoch, Gasopisu ‘Pravda’,Cirkevné Listy36, no.10 (15 May 1922): 153.

186 Jaroslav Vajda translated Hviezdoslav into English950. As he notes in his introduction, Hviezdes
was a voice for Slovak Slavdom, which argued feeparate but equal relationship between the diffed&av
nationalities. He also wrote in defense of Slovaldainst Hungary. In all, he was able to vocalizeynof the
nationalistic themes of Slovaks in the late nineteeentury. See Hviezdoslaloody Sonnetdrans. by Jaroslav
Vajda (Scranton, PA: Obrana Press, 1950). WhenzZdeiglav died, the Slovak Lutherans in Slovakia maered
him fondly, as a “true son of our Lutheran churcBee “Pavol Orszagh-Hviezdoslairkevné Listy35, no. 11-12
(November—December 1921): 274
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leadership (along with Czechs, Masaryk and Bere)dastablished the Czechoslovak state. He
was the son of a Lutheran pastor and was well rdmesd by Slovaks for his contribution. By
the time of the Pelikan Movement, many of thesdées of the second wave of Slovak
nationalists were passing. These examples of radists in the nineteenth and early twentieth
century demonstrate that in Slovak literary andtjgal history, Lutheran Slovaks played a
critical role in national identification—for bothé¢ Slovak nation and the Czechoslovak state.
These examples also reveal the intimate role ofyncanfessional Lutherans in the national
development. The confessional Lutheran traditioom@gthe Slovaks, as typified by Hurban,
provided a parallel heritage that would be callpdruby the Slovak Lutheran Synod and the
Pelikan Movement.

Moreover, this close association between Slovaktitjeand Lutheranism played a major
role in the Slovak Lutheran support for a Czechemtcstate. The new state, which was
established by key support from Czech ProtestardsSéovak Lutherans, was to become the
realization of a new opportunity for Slovak LuthesaThis new state was a state that also broke
away from the Catholic Austrians and Hungariansv&k Catholics resisted such a union with
the Czechs, wanting a more independent federgditt.SThe Czech Protestants, such as
Masaryk, and the Slovak Lutherans were eager aflidgs work of nation building. Slovak
identity in the new Czechoslovakia became an ingpompart of what it meant to be a Slovak

Lutheran.

Economic I mpact on the Slovak | mmigrant Communities

Confessional identity, the political realities, ahe underlying growth of nationalism and
Slavism were important characteristics of Slovékil the late nineteenth and early twentieth

centuries. These religious and cultural forces fm8lovak identity. This understanding of
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Slovak identity came with the immigrants to Ameri€tovak identity was also a reaction to the
repressive economic efforts of the Hungarians. étedh before, during the nineteenth century,
the Hungarians executed a concerted and comprefeesffort to implement of a program of
magyarization in Slovakid! In part, because of Hungarian rule, the Slovalkispagh coming
from similar historical-linguistic beginnings axtzechs, developed quite differently
economically. Whereas the Czech lands (includingavia and Czech Silesia) grew
economically and intellectually, the area in Huygavhere Slovak speaking Hungarians lived,
proved to be rural, poor, and relatively uneducakéalgyarization was certainly cultural. As one
commentator notes, “It remains a historical faet tm the period when the Slovaks as a nation
were oppressed, the emigrants brought home tavhieed world just how much political,
cultural, and social oppression Slovaks were expptsén the Hungarian stat€*However, the
impact of the magyarization was pervasive not ealjurally but economically.

Because of the revolutions in 1848, the HapsburgiEnabolished serfdom, which eased
some social tensions but at the same time, beaduke way the land reform was done, using
the ownership standards from Maria Theresa’s Uab&atent of 1767, the serfs actually lost
land. Subsequently, they lost economically in thecpss® This act was an important trend in
the economic life of the Slovak peasant, which wexy difficult and only made worse by the

events in the mid-nineteenth century. Eventualiyth@y continued to lose ground, literally, they

187 According to Capek, the Hungarians implementedrtite series of measures to enforce the magyamizat
of the nation, including a law in 1790 to ensurat tHungarian was taught in all higher educatiofitiunsons, an act
in 1830 when the Diet recommended that all busibesdone in Hungarian, and a law in 1848 when Magya
Hungarian was made compulsory in all schools. Seanks Capekihe Slovaks of Hungary79.

188 Frantisek Bielik, "Slovak Emigration in the Yed880-1939 and Problems Involved in Its Study," in
Overseas Migration from East-central and Southeasiirope, 1880-194&d. Julianna Pukas (Budapest:
Akademiai Kiado, 1990), 61.

189 Stolarik,Immigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient&70-19182.
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found themselves compelled by economic reasonargup solutions to their poverty. Many left
for America.

For the Slovaks, the poverty and lack of econompitons were severe as compared to
other Central Europeans. In a study of land ownpiish1869, those Slovaks who worked in the
agricultural industries had “mere patches of laofl&round 10 acres or less, and only one-tenth
of the farmers were wealthy enough to sell theind@od!™ In the later part of the nineteenth
century, only 11.2 percent of the Slovak populahad jobs in industry in contrast to the 59
percent still working in agriculture, who were ubyavorking on small farms$’™ As Sayer points
out, the situation in the twentieth century wasvely different. In regions such as Silesia and
Bohemia, the percentage of workers employed instrgiiwas as high as 50 percent, and in
Slovakia, that same percentage was as low as tBmi&? Although many of the peoples in
Europe in the early part of the twentieth centugrevhard pressed economically, the Slovaks
were some of the most challenged. The Slovak faonpeasant was squeezed by poor
agricultural land, harsh treatment by landlordsg; Weages, high land prices, and predatory
banking}” Slovak nationalists did not miss this situatiotha mid-nineteenth century. The

Sturists were very much aware of the plight oftifpical Slovak and strove to create awareness

10 adislav Tajtak, "Slovak Emigration: Its Causes &onsequences," Bverseas Migration from East-
central and Southeastern Europe, 1880-1%tD Julianna Pukas, (Budapest: Akademiai Kia860}, 74 and 76.

1 Frantisek Bielik, "Slovak Emigration in the Yedr880-1939 and Problems Involved in Its Study," 806
Tajtak adds that in 1869 only 37 percent owned theh farms. Most were agricultural labors. Seddlqj"Slovak
Emigration: Its Causes and Consequences," 74-75.

2 perek SayerThe Coasts of Bohemia: a Czech Hist{Ryinceton: Princeton University Press, 1998), 163
and 172.

173 7atko, “Early Beginnings of the Slovaks in America0-11.
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as well as to pursue practical steps to improvetmalitions'’ It became part of the nationalist
program to not only promote the Slovak languageatidire but the well-being of the people.
This immigration came naturally in many ways, amel $lovaks had a history of migration:
in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 200,000 migrated en masse to the Banéat and
Backa regions of Hungary, in the middle of nineteerghtury thousands went to Austria and
Russia, and numerous villages and small citiesteawise and fall of their populations as the
Slovaks moved internallyf? Importantly, however, opportunities arose to lethese
economically depressed areas. Especially the egséer of Slovakia, which did not have the
industrial strength of nearby regions, the Sloveksgrated from their home country to America.
Hundreds of thousands of mostly young men left@odsed the Atlantic to find a better way to
provide for themselves and for their famili&sMany intended to return to Slovakia with their
newly earned wealth. In 1873, a wide spread dejress Austria-Hungary racked the region,
which was in addition to a wide spread choleraemid. In this context, plus the decreasing
economic opportunities over the previous decadasstaof immigrants came to America from
Slovakial’ In fact, in terms of population lost during theipd of 1871 to 1914, only Ireland
lost more people as a percentage of the populadiemigration'’® At the same time, it is very

difficult to measure how many went to the Unitedt8¢ because many times the immigrants to

" pawo, “Slovakia's Mid-Nineteenth Century Struggle fational Life,” 74—76.
175 Stolarik, Immigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient&70-19187—27.

176 Demonstrating this disparity between male and ferilamigrants, Capek notes: “The number of males to
100 females in 1910 was 154.6 for person born istda 160.8 for persons born in Hungary, 190.6pfenrsons
born in Italy, and 137.3 for persons born in Rués&e CapekCzechs and Slovaks in the United States Census
(New York: The Paebar Company, 1939), iv. See 8tetérik, “Slovak Migration from Europe to North Asrica,
1870-1918,'Slovak Studie20 (1980): 5-24.

Y7 Stolarik,Immigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient&70-19186.
178 Stolarik,Immigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient@&70-191825.
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America were categorized by “country of origin” aaidother times they were counted by “race
or people” and only in 1910 did officials startdount them by their “mother tongu&?For
example, before 1899, it is impossible to deternhio@ many Slovaks entered the country as all
immigrants were classified by country of origiiWhether they stayed in America or returned
home, they came to alleviate the economic and palkardships of an economically backward

Slovakia suffering under Hungarian rule.

Slovak Immigration to America

Sparked primarily by economic hardships, the hystdrSlovak immigration to America is
a relatively brief tale, but important to understisng the particular impulses driving the Pelikan
Movement. Before the outbreak of First World Waiouand 750,000 Slovaks had emigrated
from Slovakia to the United Stat€§These estimates are rough. At the time of Pelgarrival,
the Slovak church in America estimated that thezeewl 00,000 immigrants, with 20 percent of
them being Lutheran®: In just the years between 1900-1913, it is suggetkiat 360,000
Slovaks crossed the Atlantic to Ameri€aThis group of Slovaks represents the biggest vave

immigrants from Slovakia in histo/. There were other waves, between the wars, andhor

17 stolarik, “The Role of American Slovaks in the &ien of Czecho-Slovakia, 1914-1918,” 13.
180 7atko, “Early Beginnings of the Slovaks in America5.

181 Bielik, "Slovak Emigration in the Years 1880—19@%& Problems Involved in Its Study," 62. Capek repo
that in 1920, 619,866 Slovaks were in Americas Wifficult to know the precise numbers as the résavere often
confusing. People were often classified incorre@tyd many who came to America returned to thaindlands.
For a more detailed description of the Census wkeda the time of the Pelikan Movement, see CaPekchs and
Slovaks in the United States Censlssl9. This blurring of identity is important iight of magyarization. Polakoyi
reports that at the turn of the century nearlys#divak children in the Hungarian dominated schgsteam declared
themselves Magyars. See Polakovic, "Evolution ef$tovak National Philosophy,” 31.

182 Michal Mako, “O evanjelickych Slovakoch v AmerikeSirkevné Listyl5, no. 4 (April 1901): 110.

183 Tajtak, "Slovak Emigration: Its Causes and Consegas," 85. Zatko, “Early Beginnings of the Slovaks
America,” 15.

184 At some level, the Slovak American Lutherans wamare of this steep decline in numbers. In anlariic
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after Second World War, but this first wave proddke bulk of the immigrants and represented
those who would later engage themselves in Amebanch life.

These immigrants to America were determined tarnetiome'®> Meanwhile, they sought
work primarily in the mines and mills in the Nor#s® and Midwest. The largest portion of the
Slovaks went to Eastern States to work in thesestgs; Pennsylvania was the favorite state,
but by 1930 Chicago had the most Slovaks of ampweith over 122,000%° As it has been noted,
most Slovaks worked in the agricultural sector beeflmming to America. The majority of the
immigrants worked in the industrial sector. Thisds on industry over agriculture was probably
because the location of the initial immigrant conmitias was near industrial areas. New
immigrants were attracted to these established aomties more than they were interested in
finding employment in their previous profession. fglaver, immigrants from previous
generations already took most of the farml&hlkaving few options in the agricultural sector of

the American economy for new immigrants. They oftent the money they earned to their

Svekokthe editor noted that in the three-month peripitha beginning for the First World War (Augustahgh
October), the number of immigrants decreased frBH&EL0 in 1913 to 154,642 in 1914. From Novembelraif4
to June of 1915, the number of immigrants was agee208,945 in total. Although this number wasttital
number of immigrants, it showed the drastic changmmigration to America and that the Slovaks weuite
aware of the changes. See “Zpravy zo sv&agdoKL0, no. 7 (April 1, 1916): 110.

185 Bielik, "Slovak Emigration in the Years 1880—198% Problems Involved in Its Study," 72.

18 Capek Czechs and Slovaks in the United States Ceiisuis. Chicago was an important location for
Slovak immigrants. A Slovak Lutheran Synod missigria Chicago commented as such when he reporétd th
many families from a Lutheran tradition had arrifezin Slovakia to Chicago, and yet they were nobined in
any Lutheran church. The Slovak Lutheran Synodtbese immigrant populations as opportunities fassmin
work. For exampleSvedolcontinued to note that there were great opporiamfior missions in “New York,
Chicago, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, and so on.” Segd@pz Ameriky: Nova Missia,SvedokL0, no. 9 (May 1, 1916):
143.

187 capek,Czechs and Slovaks in the United States Ceiisus

65



relatives or saved for themselves with the intériteang able to set up a new, better life upon
their hoped for returtf?

The primary source of new Slovak immigrants to Aiceewas from Eastern Slovakia,
including the counties of Spi§, Abov-Turna, Zemp#nd Saris. The Spi$ region was where the
Reformation first took hold. It was also the looatiof the Pelikan Movement's mission efforts.
Germans originally dominated these towns. In 1&7/Ggrman majority populated most of the
towns in SpiS. Yet, by 1905, all of the cities e region had a Slovak majorii}.This region
was growly rapidly with those of Slovak ethnicifyhe Slovaks considered these regions the
“cradle of emigration™ It is estimated that 90 percent of all Slovak irgration to America
came from Eastern Slovakia Four-fifths of the emigrants from Slovakia spokighvan Eastern
Slovak dialect; many of the early papers publisinethat dialect as welf? Eventually
thousands, though, would return to the countryds these returning Slovaks, who had learned
new habits and made much money, relative to tre@rgpwho remained in Slovakia, who began
to be perceived as forces of instability as theymserted themselves into the fabric of the
country. Allowing for a Marxist bias, one historimom Central Europe sums up well the

attitude of and towards these tainted nationals:

188 pelikan Sr. reported this perception: “Now theigyal life of these emigrants thirty years aga tefich to
be desired. Their one and only aim seemed to bpaeahwell-being. Oh, how they worked and slavedi-they
hoarded their hard-earned dollars and what greatspke they derived from the fact that within arstime they
were able to send unhearted [sic] of riches ta tihear one at home!” See Jar.[oslav] J. Pelikahg“Silver Jubilee
of the Slovak Evangelical Synod of the United StatEAmerica,’Svedok1, no. 18 (September 15, 1927): 432.

189 Stolarik, “Slovak Migration from Europe to Northerica, 1870-1918,” 20.
190 Tajtak, "Slovak Emigration: Its Causes and Coneegas," 75 and 77.

%1 Monika Glettler, "The Hungarian Government Positim Slovak Emigration, 1885-1914,"@verseas
Migration from East-central and Southeastern Eurd®80-1940ed. Julianna Pukas, (Budapest: Akademiai
Kiado, 1990), 107.

192 Glettler, "The Hungarian Government Position oov@k Emigration, 1885-1914," 109.
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The situation changed in the following years, nbtalfter 1905, when the
Government, along with conservative political as;lbegan to regard the returning
emigrants as a real threat because of their fradkvacal comments, their political
influence and their class consciousness. The mygstritant change occurred in
Eastern Slovakia, which had, till then, been com®d the safest part of the country,
as the population there was untouched by the redtfmslitical movement of Western
Slovakia and was indifferent to the patriotic effoof the Slovak press and cultural
leaders?™

Not only religious leaders returning from Ameridéeoed insights. Back with the Slovaks in
Hungary or later in the Czechoslovak Republic,ehgere literally thousands of Slovaks
returning with a confidence that their experientédmerica gave them. They became “eloquent
apostles of ideas dangerous to the stdtd.he Pelikans and their coworkers were part of this
wave of returning American immigrants.

What were these dangerous ideas? Liberalism wasragdorce that the confessional
Slovak Lutherans resisted. As will be shown, Slokatherans resisted liberalism as it pertained
to theology, but what is also true is that in othexas, the Slovak living in America actually
participated in liberalizing trends. This shiftattitude can be seen in their idea of the proper
relationship between church and state or in theicglship to traditional church hierarchies and
eccesiologies. The Slovak Lutherans in Americaomgér felt bound to these traditional
relationships and Tillich’s “curses of Europeartdrig.”*** The returning immigrants then were

mixed in their respect for authorities. They embcha number of new, liberal freedoms, such as

193 Tajtak, "Slovak Emigration: Its Causes and Conseggs," 86.
194 Glettler, "The Hungarian Government Position oov&k Emigration, 1885-1914," 116.

195 Tillich, Theology of CulturéNew York: Oxford University Press, 1959), 167 eTll quote from this
comment from Tillich is helpful in that it showsetfransformation of the immigrant’s mind from Eueap to
American: “The whole history of America has turried American mind in a horizontal direction. Theagoest of a
vast country with a seemingly unlimited extensithie, progressive actualization of the infinite pb#iies in man’s
dealing with nature and himself, the dynamics df/i@d&m and early capitalism, the freedom from addng
tradition and from the curses of European histori-thés has produce a type of thinking which istquiifferent
from the predominantly vertical thinking in Europe.
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a free press, while defending other traditionahatities, such as Scripture. In this way, they
were not only holding to traditions and thinkinkdian “old” European, but they also embraced
their liberal American culture.

More importantly, perhaps, was the role of newspaps the mass media of choice in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Gtdlerstood this well. He saw the newspaper as
a necessity for a nation that wanted to devel@ifit¥ From a Hungarian perspective, the influx
of Slovak-American newspapers provided the gregisteived challenge. Between 1905 and
1908, the Hungarians pursued 43 court cases adglmsk papers, primarily on the grounds of
panslavisnt’’ Before 1914, the Hungarian government banned d@a&American
newspapers? Even with such great concern from the HungaridresEastern Slovak migration
proved to provide little actual instability to thiingarians before the First World W&The
war proved to be much more destabilizing to Huragannterests and national ambitions.

Once in America, the immigrants coalesced into comities. To maintain these
communities and to absorb the onrush of new immigrahe parish became the main force to
organize the immigrant groups and sustain cultwmély. Coupled with the parishes are the
numerous societies that also sprung up to provigieiah support. As Barton notes, “Slovak

clerical and lay leaders ordered the community leams of a network of parishes and mutual

1% Agnew, "Czechs, Slovaks, and the Slovak LinguiSgparatism of the Mid-Nineteenth Century," 25.

197 7atko, “Early Beginnings of the Slovaks in America. The contribution from Slovak Lutherans in
America were many. According Bvedokthe first Lutheran newspaper walevenska Pravdastablished in 1893.
Others soon followed, includirigutheranin 1900,Slovensky Siom 1903,Slovensky Hlasnikn 1904 andsvedokn
1906. See J. V. “Zo vSetkého po troSk&yedokl4, no. 15 (August 1, 1920): 343.

198 Glettler, "The Hungarian Government Position oov@k Emigration, 1885-1914," 115.
199 Glettler, "The Hungarian Government Position oov@k Emigration, 1885-1914," 118.
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benefit societies? This loyalty to religious groups is a charactécisf Slovak communities.
Contrasting with Italians and Rumanians, Barton aiesirates that religious identity played a
more important role in Slovak immigrant identitthmany other newly minted immigrants.
Thus, the Slovaks created communities that valuédrand maintaining community within the
ethnic group?® The Lutheran as well as the Catholic parishesrheazentral to the life of the
Slovak. June Alexander’s study of the parisheditiisifurgh demonstrates the close connection
of the Slovak immigrant to parish life. As sheiflines, “the formation of ethnic churches is
perforce the story of immigrants coming togetheat eatognizing their shared goals and interests
as well as their common language, religion anducelt?® The parishes were, in short, the touch
points for the Slovak immigrant’s cultural and gabius identity. Through these ethnic
communities, the connection between the homeladdt@new land was strong. Since many
Slovaks continued to understand themselves as IShataer than American, their first
allegiance was to the Slovak nation (even thougtate did not exist) and culture; and their
efforts to stay connected with other Slovaks in Aoge and their countrymen in what was to
become Czechoslovakia, remained strong. They asedito communicate and they desired to
have a common cultural experience. They oftena@kiround their local parish. In other words,
they had not made the leap to becoming Americasis ihey had yet to experience that tipping

point.

200 josef J. BartorPeasants and Strangers: Italians, Rumanians, anda®k in an American City, 1890-1950
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975), 71

201 Barton,Peasants and Strangers: Italians, Rumanians, aoda®k in an American City, 1890—19%809.
202 Barton,Peasants and Strangers: Italians, Rumanians, dodafs in an American City, 1890-195(2.

203 June Granatir AlexandeFhe Immigrant Church and Communi¢Rittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh
Press, 1987), 134.
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Each of these elements—the influx of new money, ieas, new voices all supported
with new media—are all evident in the Pelikan Moesin Riding the wave of returning
immigrants, the Pelikan Movement provided manyhef$ame characteristics, including the
influx of money, which was supporting the missioorky and the printing of numerous Slovak-
American newspapers. The movement represents ampéxaf the overarching historical

memory and social forces that were in full forcénatend of the First World War.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE SLOVAK LUTHERAN SYNOD BRINGS ITS HERITAGE TO AM ERICA

The genesis of Slovak Lutheranism, which tracedlgstity in the historical events of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and the péiseauthe eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, found a confessional Lutheran expressitime Slovak Lutheran Synod, which
became a close ally and institutional partner catvihas to become The Lutheran Church—
Missouri Synod (Missouri Synod or LCMS). While diieg a new church in America, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod’s collective historical megnof Slovakia and the contemporary
situation in the “old country” at the turn of thentury proved to be opposing perspectives; and
this conflict of perspectives turned into obstaelé®n they tried to establish a free, confessional
Lutheran Church in Slovakia. The juxtaposition afional sentiment with confessional
Lutheranism contributed to the formation of thev@lo Lutheran Church but also challenged it
as it confronted the problems created by magyaoizatinionism, liberalism, and modernism.
The Slovak Lutheran Synod was, therefore, a churtfansition with one foot rooted on the
shores of the old world while the other was beitagied in the new. The founders identified
with both a national and a confessional heritagktdad to synthesize both as they also
attempted to bridge the gap between old churcmamdsynod. The Pelikan Movement made it
clear, however, that it was difficult if not impdsie to function effectively in two worlds, with

two cultures, two worldviews or two confessionadritities. One would have to take precedence.

Slovak Lutheran Identity within the Slovak Lutheran Synod

In 1914, J. Mé&ka, a contributing writer to the Slovak Lutheram8¢'s church magazine,

Svedokexhorted Slovak Lutherans to remain united, emdis article with this final thought:
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To defend our Lutheran Church and Slovak natiaisholy chargé With this statement, he
tried to resolve what was actually in tension:tile foci with which the members of the Synod
would struggle—their allegiances to their religiaavictions and their cultural heritage. Early
in the process of establishing an identity in Aroarithe Slovak Lutherans that formed the
Slovak Lutheran Synod focused first on clear teaghpreaching, and practice. In the inaugural
issue of thesvedolkchurch magazine the editors staked out their iposior their Synod,
emphasizing their focus on the teaching and coitfiess the church. The main concern was the
adherence to the Word of God as understood thrtheghonfessions of the historic Lutheran
Church; that is, “so that the application of thdyH®cripture for our Slovak Lutherans of the
Augsburg Confession in this land would come tovahee, our Synod serves towards this
goal.” Secondarily, and perhaps a close second, theg dadire to witness in the context of
their own culture and language. They were dedicttedinistering in their mother tongue so
that they could continue to share with their Ludlmepeople as well as maintain the language
they loved®

However, the founders of the Slovak Lutheran Symadle it clear which value would
dominate. Demonstrating a willingness to divestrtbelves of aspects of their culture for the
sake of their dedication to the Lutheran church tandifferentiate themselves from goals other
than the faith, including political, national aratial identities, they aligned themselves to others
who were of the same belief and teaching as tlgifessional Lutheran beliefdn this way,

they set their course. They remained faithful i tourse throughout the Pelikan Movement,

1 J. Maika, “Aby sa sl. ev. a. v. v Amerike spoijiliSvedol8, no. 16 (July 1, 1914): 219.

2«Co chce nasa SynodaSvedok, no. 1 (November 15, 1907): 3. “Aby tato ZiatlBssma svatého pri nas
slovenskych evanijelickoch augsp. vyzania v tejtideplatnosti prisla, tomu cfe slizi nasSa synoda.”

3 «Co chce nasa SynodaSvedok, no. 2 (December 1, 1907): 17-18.
*«Co chce nasa SynodaSvedok, no. 1 (November 15, 1907): 4.
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and arguably throughout the twentieth century. Tighmut this time, they denied neither their
nationality nor culture, but subordinated thosecewns to the demands of their faith. This
priority of religious identity over and against turhl identity, allowed them to create strong
relationships with other Lutherans, whose origirswat Slovak, such as the ethnically German
Missouri Synod. It also enabled them to distaneentdelves further from their Hungarian past.
Slovak Lutherans immigrated to America in signifitaumbers the late 1800s, and those
immigrants established the first churches at ihig £ By the turn of the century, the number of
congregations they had established enabled théanrtoreligious associations and churches.
Dolak reports that by 1895, nine pastors were éncibuntry’ Societies and associations such as
the Slovak Evangelical Union (SEUyvhich was formed in 1893, were also flourishinichere
were attempts to form basic organizational disgriomely, &eniorat which was proposed at
the national convention of the SEU in 189hose efforts, although well-intentioned, failed t
create a viable church body. An early historiathef Slovak Lutheran Synod wrote in 1930,

suggesting that the reason for this failure was‘thare was not a desire for true spiritual union,

® The first Slovak Lutheran congregation in Amenizas founded in Freeland, Pennsylvania in 1883.fifse
pastors, Karol Horak and Cyril Droppa, arrived 882 and 1884 respectively. For a short historjnefwork of
these two men and a list of congregations and tbairding see George Dolak,History of the Slovak Evangelical
Lutheran Church in the United States of Americ2EA927(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1955), 16—
17, 26. See also John Bqodyistory of the Slovak Zion Synod L@2hicago, Slovak Zion Synod, 1976), 114 and
Fedor RuppeldiSlovenski Evangelici v Amerik@uzomberk, SK: Cirkev evanj. a. v. na Slovendi@82), 35.

® Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902—19P7.
" The Slovak Evangelical Union was known as the [alaké Slovenské Jednota.

8 Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuircithe United States of America, 1902—-1925.
For an early account of the history, see also “Stské evanjelicka Jednota v Amerik€ftkevné Listyl3, no. 7
(July 1899): 196-99. The date for the beginninthefSEU is stated here as 1892. Many of the pebptevould
later play a role in the founding of the Slovak hertan Synod as well as the conflict between thenewident, such
as Daniel Lagek, the first President and C. L. Orbach, a foPalfkan.

°S. G. Mazak, “A Brief History of the Slovak Luttzer Synod of the United State€bncordia Historical
Institute Quarterly3 (1930): 85. DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of
America, 1902-192783. “Zpravy,”Cirkevné Listy8, no. 8 (August 1894): 130-31.
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but for outward secular union for the sake of pedtehis perspective probably reflects more
the polemic of the time. However, this understagadlamonstrated the lack of unity in purpose.
Moreover, these young congregations were greatldtéy the logistical circumstances. In any
case, it was too difficult to create a functioncigirch body.

Unity was not far off. The Missouri Synod would pide an example for the Slovak
Lutheran Synod. The Missouri Synod had contactk itherans from Slovakia living in
America. Some of these Slovak immigrants welconhedMissouri Synod’s understanding of
the Lutheran faith as “true Lutheran teaching<C’ L. Orbach, who would later leave the Slovak
Lutheran Synod and would be in conflict with Pelikar many years, saw the Missouri Synod
as a close, kindred church, with a similar undexditag of the Lutheran faith. He was trained at
the Missouri Synod seminary in St. Louis.

[Orbach] showed that many of [the American Luthesharches] have only the name
of Evangelical Lutheran, surely, but they are aryfrom the teachings of the
Lutheran Church. Clear and true evangelical Luthégachings are ascribed to only
the Missouri Synod and for this reason our broBlervak Lutherans make
adjustments so that when one of our Slovak Luthpeators are not nearby, they
only turn to the pastors belonging to the uniothef Missouri Synod.

The Slovak Lutherans in America, even before tleatoon of the Slovak Lutheran Synod, had
close ties to the Missouri Synod. In the Missoym&l, they saw something that they aspired
to—a truely confessional Lutheran church in Ameridae Synod was the example of an

immigrant, confessional Lutheran church that bectraeSlovak Lutheran Synod’s goal.

193, G. Mazak, “A Brief History of the Slovak Lutlzer Synod of the United State§bncordia Historical
Institute Quarterly3 (1930): 86. Bajus, on the other hand, givesaeason for failure of this initial effort, only
remarking that the effort was revived five yeatelaSee John Bajus, “The Slovak Lutheran Syno@219942,”
Concordia Historical Institute Quarterly5, no. 3 (October 1942): 85.

™ Gustav Krno, “Dopisy, Cirkevné Listy9, no. 1 (January 1895): 16. This article is aorefrom a
congregation in Chicago—Trinity. Trinity is the gregation that Jan Somora would arrive at in 1905.

12 Michal Mako, “Dopisy,”Cirkevné Listyd, no. 8 (August 1895): 139Cisté a pravé evanj.-lut.dénie
vyznava len Missouri-synoda a preto naSi bratiapwovenski sa upravuju, aby, kde niet na bliz&gho ev.-lut.
Slovenského #aza, obratili sa len naikzov, patriacich do svazku synody Missouri.”
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A few years later, this situation was to changeatdeemed impossible was now possible.
The Slovak pastors organized a series of threeingsdeading up to the formation of the
church, focusing their discussion around four meithe Four Wilkes-Barre Points—crafted
during the first meeting in 1899They rallied around these four points to find yrior at least
enough unity to form a church bothOf these four points, three of them proved proigtatthe
issues that would challenge Slovak Lutherans in #eador the decades to come. The second
point included a statement that focused the Gaspgt of the Synod on “pure evangelical
teaching.” This focus on the pure teachings off@are and the Lutheran Confessions was to be
a rally cry for the Slovak Lutheran Synod. As Bapismates, this point was “a defense against
the insinuations that they were becoming dislogdhe Slovaks of America by fostering friendly
relations with the German Lutherarti8The new synod was to maintain this teaching artid no
corrupt it by any association outside of the Slokatheran cultural-religious tradition. This
point was a foreshadowing of the difficult identitgcision the synod would have to make: was
unity within the synod primarily theological or tuttal? The third point is particularly against
the administration of communion with the Reformiglis avoiding unionistic practices.
Unionism, which was a theme in the Slovak Luthesarsistance to magyarization, proved to be
a concern throughout the early years of the Symolddaring the Pelikan Movement. The fourth

point condemned the holding of picnics and ballsiciv was probably a reference to some of the

13 The First Catholic Slovak Congress in 13 Septeril6é6 was also in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania.

% To see the four points in translation see S. Gzala“A Brief History of the Slovak Lutheran Synofithe
United States,Concordia Historical Institute Quarterlg (1930): 106, George Dolak, History of the Slovak
Evangelical Lutheran Church in the United Stateduferica, 1902-19236, and John Bajus, “The Slovak
Lutheran Synod, 1902-1942,” 85-86. To read a dfistory of the Synod and the four points in Slovsde P.
Rafaj, “Historicky vyvin Slovenskej Ev.-Luteransk®ynody v Spojenych Statoch AmerickycByedok1, no. 18
(September 15, 1927): 413-19.

15 Bajus, “The Slovak Lutheran Synod, 1902-1942,” 86.
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activities of the SEU. This point also restricthd pastors from engaging in “worldly pursuits.”
This last point emphasized that the Synod was tore, according to its leaders, the best
example of spiritual care for the immigrant Slovakheran.

In 1900, an attempt to form a Slovak Lutheran Sywad aborted because of conflicts with
memberships in existing synods. Slovak Lutheramgps,swho were also members of the
Missouri Synod, refused to join. They refused beeahey were concerned about being in
fellowship with other synods, such as the Ohio Slyand the General Coun¢ilThey saw the
risk of unionism. The result of this activity anther events reported back to the church in
Slovakia was that the Missouri Synod was gainingmety in Slovakia for the perception, at
least, that it was divisive towards Slovak Luthésem'® The Slovaks in Slovakia saw the
resistance to unite on a cultural or national basidetrimental to the unity of Slovak
Lutheranism in America.

On September 4, 1902, in Connellsville, Pennsylahie Slovak Evangelical Lutheran
ChurcH? in the United States of America was born, with iBhhautek as the presidefftin his
presidential address, L&k ushered in the synod with themes that would datsiits internal
and external discourse. He was concerned aboutingptgether to form a new way, based on

the Word of God, with a different spirit than inrGpe. He was also troubled with the influence

16 Bajus, “The Slovak Lutheran Synod, 1902-1942," 86.

" George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirclthe United States of America, 1902—
1927 68-69. “Z cirkve evanjelickej slovenskej v AmezjkCirkevné Listyl5, no. 6 (June 1901): 173-75.

18«7Zpravy,” Cirkevné Listyl5, no. 9 (September 1901): 287.

¥ The church body went under a series of namessiflicity, | continue to identify it as the Slovak
Lutheran Synod throughout the text.

20 Body, History of the Slovak Zion Synod LCIA8. See also page 118 for a list of all theceff of the first
synod. See also Dolak, History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuircithe United States of America, 1902—
1927 167-68. See aldéudovit A. Engler, “VSeobecnd evanjelicka augs. vystavenska cirkev v Amerike,”
Cirkevné Listyl6, no. 10 (October 1902): 294-96.
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of rationalisn?* Moreover, Ladek recognized the tension between Lutheran andalmentity,
suggesting that the tension could not be resoleedptetely. He shared that the new Synod must
not let the nationalistic teachings overwhelm tressage of the salvation; however, it was
important that they also maintain their nationantity, as “the love of the nation is a great help
and a sharp weapon in helping salvati&m®hd he recognized, in conclusion, the new freedom
in America enabled them to pursue their goal of € tdith* He was referring to the separation
of church and state.

Any concerns of unionism were, for a moment, retbae the immigrant Slovaks rallied
around the Missouri Synod’s teachings. To showyupgised on theology, the “[Slovak Lutheran
Synod] declares that in doctrine and practice d@nie conviction and faith with the orthodox
Missouri Synod.™ The Missouri Synod then filled a necessary gapeieded support. For
example, especially in terms of education, Pelil@myemarked in retrospect “where the Slovak
Lutherans [European] failed to do their duty, thesdduri Lutherans courageously stepped in
and filled the breach’ The Missouri Synod was not only a model for thie@ological
understanding, but also a model in terms of palitg education. Just a few weeks after the

founding of the synod, Pelikan arrived in AmerinaNovember, 1902.Pelikan quickly found

2L First Presidential Address of D. Z. Lk, September 6, 1902, SELC District Archives, Seimental Box
2, Folder 44, Concordia Historical Institute, Stuls.

2 First Presidential Address of D. Z. Lk, September 6, 1902, SELC District Archives, Seimental Box
2, Folder 44, Concordia Historical Institute, Souis. “... laska k narodu je velika pomoc a ostraogha
pomabhiajlcia posvatenie ... ."

Z First Presidential Address of D. Z. Lk, September 6, 1902, SELC District Archives, $eqmental Box
2, Folder 44, Concordia Historical Institute, Stuls.

4 Bajus, “The Slovak Lutheran Synod, 1902-1942,” 88

% Jar.[oslav] J. Pelikan, “The Silver Jubilee of 8levak Evangelical Synod of the United States wfefica,”
Svedok1, no. 18 (September 15, 1927): 433.

% Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirthhe United States of America, 19021927
49. See footnote 2. The Slovak Lutherans in Slavalso noted the establishment of the church inrkraand
their meeting in 1903 in Cleveland. It is notewgrthat they were encouraged by the freedom the granis were
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that this new church body was embolden to be aessidgnal Lutheran church and equally
wedded to its Slovak heritage. The new church wasaspiritual home for Pelikan.

Unity and harmony did not last long. Dolak notest ttine first President of the Slovak
Evangelical Lutheran Church in 1902, kak, who was noted for his “Slovak convictions,”
broke away from this very same church because rdioepto his perspective, the church was
operating in such a way as to be overly predisptséareign influencé’ This language was
almost certainly intended to attack the closeiih the Missouri Syno& Lautek’s concern
harkened back to the second Wilkes-Barre pointclwvinias designed to inhibit the influence of
non-Slovak denominations. Dolak further argues tihatsituation was probably more
complicated than merely rejecting the cultural emaes of the synod. Theological concerns
were also important. This difference is also re¢edrby the Zion Synod of the ELCA, adding
that “the pastors ordained by the Missouri Synak tine position that the congregations should
accept the practices of that body, and attempteldate the congregations into that organization.
Opposing this position were the other pastors, whshould develop and continue its work

independently of any other influencé8Dolak adds, however, that many in the Slovak Ligthe

experiencing in the new land. Also, Jan Pelikdisted as a pastor in Chicago at this time. SedAreriky,”

Cirkevné Listyl7, no. 11 (November 1903): 350-352. Besidesdiésin the polity of the nascent church, Pelikan’s
early activity as a pastor in Chicago was highkghin the home country. See “Z Amerikgirkevné Listyl8, no. 3
(March 1904): 95-96 and “Z AmerikyCirkevné Listyl8, no. 5 (May 1904): 163.

%" Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 19021927
167-68. See footnote on page 168 as well. Dolakralsorts that Drahotin K¢ala left “because [the Slovak
Synod] was entering into friendly relations witle tissouri Synod” (57).

% The influence of the Missouri Synod was also regmbin Slovakia, where it was understood that Misiso
affiliated Slovak pastors were encouraging peoplgtép away from any association with the SEU."Epeavy,”
Cirkevné Listyl6, no. 2 (February 1902): 62. The Slovaks in St@vavere aware of the Missourian perspective,
even printing a speech of Francis Pieper’s. Piepar President of the Missouri Synod in 1902. Theesh stakes
out the claim that the Missouri Synod taught tlreackeachings of Scripture and the Lutheran CoitflessThis
theme is also repeated in the texts of many Slavakeran Synod publications. See Francis Piepex,“Rourou
otvoril zasadnutie missurskej synody Fr. Piepezdpeda synodyCirkevné Listyl6, no. 11 (November 1902):
332-34.

29 Body, History of the Slovak Zion Synod LCK 8. See also Dolak, History of the Slovak Evangelical
Lutheran Church in the United States of Americ)2t.927 37—-39, 69. Dolak expresses also the conflict with
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Synod felt that Lakek had difficulties not being able to lead in hiefprred authoritarian styf®.
These varied reports hint that more than one relegbto the split. The early conflicts within the
Slovak Lutheran Synod were religious allegianciéewéng partnerships to grow across cultural
lines, such as with the Missouri Synod, and cultnicenogeneity, blending national feeling and
religious confession into a unified Slovak Lutheexperience.

Another element that could have contributed tosihlé was the generational difference.
The older pastors generally represented the fattiainsought a Slovak only solution. They were
those who mainly left the nascent church body. fidw leadership was younger and more
focused on maintaining the purity of confessionatheranism at the expense of cultural unity.
The Slovak Catholic communities also experiencéxighnerational effeét.The split indicated
that those who remained with the Slovak Lutheramo8ywere consistently siding with
confessional stridency and doctrinal alliancesamathan cultural affiliations. The generational
difference also was a part of the personal conflettveen Latek, Kvatala, and others who
consistently opposed the Slovak Lutheran Synodc#aaand four other pastors latter joined the

opposing Synod in 191%.

independence from and association with the MissBymiod, noting that three of the early congregatiware
actually considered mission church plants, ancethers a movement to try to create a separate swioch would
be in alliance with the Missouri Synod, under thepices of the Synodical Conference. This effdkeda

% Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 19021927
167-68. This conflict can be best understood asciridal fight about a confessional prayer in trgeeAda of the
Lutheran Church of Hungary. See Dolak pages 56Msizak agrees stating that Lk “had left the synod because
it would not conform to his hierarchical demand3ge S. G. Mazak, “A Brief History of the Slovak hatan Synod
of the United StatesConcordia Historical Institute Quarterl¢ (1930): 111, and also Marcis, who recallsdek’s
authoritarian ways, John M. MarcisS, “Dvadp&’ rokov zZijeme,”Svedok1, no. 18 (September 15,1927): 427.

31 Marian Mark Stolarik, “Slovak Migration from Eurepo North America, 1870-1918Slovak Studieg0
(1980): 58-59.

32 Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 19021927
66. By 1922, at the celebration of the twentiethieersary of the synod, through attrition, defesti@nd deaths
only one remaining pastor of that initial meetingl®02 survived, that is, Daniel Bella. See P..J.Fhe Watch
Tower,” SvedokL6, no. 20 (October 15, 1922): 466.
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By the turn of the century, after a number of fatets, the Slovak Lutheran Synod had
begun its journey on the American scene. Earlysimistory, it had already experienced a
division based on national identity and confesdiad&erence. The pastors in the church body
who had adhered closely to a traditional confesdierperience became the leaders of the
church body and continued to guide it along thégpemce of theological unity over and against
national unity, whenever the two would come intaftiot. The strong relationship between the
Slovak Lutheran Synod and the Missouri Synod wgabéished, also demonstrating the
preference of theological over ethnic unity. Evenadter this early conflict, the work of the
church, the pastoral work of the care of souls, thednissionary task of gathering together

Slovak Lutherans in America continued under Pelikéradership as president of the Syrfod.

Early Pelikan in the New Synod

Pelikan was a key leader in the early history ef$fovak Lutheran Synod. He was its
President and often its voice during the first tezades leading up to the Pelikan Movement. In
many ways, the beginning of the synod coincidedh Wit rise of Pelikan’s leadership. Pelikan
influenced the course and views of the Slovak Liathé&ynod greatly.

When he arrived in America, he came ready to puasomnistry as a confessional
Lutheran. His personal history is closely linkedrtany of the major confessional theologians
and pastors who served in Slovakia in the nineteeentury. He grew up imbibing confessional
Lutheran thought and doctrine, making the new S{dugheran Synod an ideal vehicle for his

vision for an orthodox Lutheran ministry to Slovaks

3347 Ameriky,” Cirkevné Listyl9, no. 12 (December 1905): 396-97. For a desorigif the pastoral work of
both Jan Somora and Pelikan as described by theessahile both were serving in Chicago, see Jandgamand
Jan Pelikan, “Z Ameriky, Cirkevné Listy20, no. 3 (March 1906): 84-88.
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Pelikan was born in Halj on July 24, 1870, in the Kingdom of Hungary. Hewgup in
Holi¢, receiving his elementary education and then naetl his studies at the gymnasium in
Skalica. In Hol¢, his pastor was Jan Jaromir Boor, who began hisstry in 1876 Boor was
an effective pastor in that he was completely dedit to the ministry. He was also equally
dedicated to the nation as he was to the chiilamportantly, he regulated his theology
according the orthodoxy of Hurb&Perhaps it is in this environment, with a dedidaighodox
Lutheran pastor, steeped in the nationalist arftbddx traditions of Hurban, as his example in
life and ministry that Pelikan assumed a similde for his work in Slovakia and in America. In
1888, he enrolled at the Lyceum in Bratislava, Wwhi@s famous as the school that educated
many of the heroes of the Slovak National Revisath as Hurban and Star. Perhaps more than
most he was aware of the strong tradition of Slavationalism among the Lutherans as well as
the teachings of such confessional luminaries ab&iu He was a student in Erlangen in 1891—

92 ¥ which at the time was considered a conservatithdran university® Erlangen, indeed,

3 Ladislav PaulinyDejepis superintendcie nitransk@f Senici: Jan BeZo a spol., 1891), 62.
% pavel ProksaStank Bozi £udmi (Senica: RECO print servis, 1995), 165.

% pavel ProksaStanok Bozi fudmi (Senica: RECO print servis, 1995), 165. “Mal miiadne rénicke
nadanie, basnicky talent a duchovnopastiersku nstigpoudentia pastoraliy ktora vrastala z jeho vzdelania |
srdca usmeaiovaného zivou pravovernésu typu Hurbanovho.” Jan Boor son, Peter Boor, afso studied in
Skalica and Bratislava, was also a confessiontiipdpx Lutheran. See Pavel ProkStnok BoZi udmi (Senica:
RECO print servis, 1995), 167. “Vimi hojne z neho priliehavo cituje a exegetuje vecaeichu Symbolickych knih
a aplikuje na Zivot svojich posluat@v diferencovane pdd patrénych s@asnych okolnosti.” Peter Boor also
would also work with Julius Bodnéar in the 1920g] avas the person who kept his guardianship. Bond&rwith
Pelikan in Bratislava in the 1890s and was consilene of the Slovak Lutherans who suffered foir thational
and orthodox beliefs. See P. B., “Julius Bodnani@enitriansky, 60-rény,” Evanjeliky Posol Zpod TatieR0 no.
10 (October 1930): 230-31. Peter Boor was alsahl@man of the Nitra seniorat (district) pastaahferences,
which Hurban began in 1872. See Pavel PraB&mok Bozi fudmi (Senica: RECO print servis, 1995), 168.

37 Other important Slovaks who studied at Erlangen would have been contemporaneous with Pelikan are
Theodor Balent (1893) and Julius Bodnar (1893)eB@éserved with Pelikan in America. Both were vidilikan in
Bratislava as persecuted theologians. For a comp#ttof all the students from Slovakia to Erlamgsee S.
Ostriezsky, “Slovaci na erlangeskej universitgitkevné Listyl5, no. 11 (August 1911): 244-45. Dolak has Palika
in Erlangen in 1892. See Dolak,History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United States of
America, 1902-1927.68, and Jan Baédy, et. dPamatnik Souvenir: Slovenskej Evanjelickej a. eirkvi Sv. Petra
a Pavla v Chicago, lll(Chicago: The Mally Press, 1936), 12. This docuinielocated in SELC District Archives,
Supplemental Box 8, Folder 23, Concordia Historipatitute, St. Louis.

81



was famous for its Neo-Lutheran school of theolagyich tried to combine the historical
Lutheran teachings with the new learning of thequkrThis school was not the same as
repristination theology, which is often associateth the Missouri Synod theologians.
Repristination tried to conserve orthodox Luthetfaeoplogy without adapting to nineteenth-
century theological movements. Partly, it was aseovative attempt to react to the Prussian
Union and the growing liberalism in German theotadjithinking. Pelikan could have been more
than open to the Missourian approach of reprisbnatecause he had studied in Erlangen. He
graduated from Bratislava in 1892, ready for mmisind steeped in a conservative Lutheran
understanding of the faith.

Even early on in his life as a pastor, the reshefSlovak Lutheran Church knew
something of Pelikan. He began his ministry in Marear Bratislava, in 1893. He was
ordained in Modra by Bishop Baltik in SeptembeQ38 He was soon in conflict. The conflict
in Modra was purportedly for his Slovak convictipndile serving under another pastor.

Remembering his strong ties to Slovak nationaliaohtae intense program of magyarization at

% The Erlangen School produced many famous neo-tamiseincluding Theodosius Harnack and William
Loehe (or Wilhelm Léhe). But its main focus was refiristination, which Pelikan would find in the $8buri
Synod. The focus of the Erlangen Theology was durgxof confessionalism, which they always empteasend
experience and other modern thinking, which they as confirming their confessionalism. They wereaction
against the growing force of rationalism in the @an theological faculties, and in this sense, these partners
with the repristinators, who also sought to retfistonslaught of rationalism and modernism. Forenmr the
Erlangen School, see Claude Welehptestant Thought in the Nineteeth Cent(iMgw Haven: Yale University
Press, 1971), 1:218-27. If Pelikan was aware oftiheols heritage, and it is likely that he waswoeild have been
exposed to the conservative, orthodox theologhefschool. Moreover, he may have been aware dflibsouri
Synod, considering the connection to Wilhelm Lohd the similarities with the repristination theojoof Claus
Harms, August Vilmar, Theodor Kleifoth, F. A. Phiti, and Ernst W. Hengstenberg. For a short, buemo
complete understanding the movement, see See Walotestant Thought in the Nineteeth Centurny 94-98.
Importantly, F. H. R. Frank, the last, major regmative of the Erlangen school, would have bedinesiching
when Pelikan as there, and Frank was a noted amish See Martin Heirl,utherisches Bekenntnis und Erlanger
Theologie(Gitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshous Mohn, 1988)-31.

% Miroslav Hvoifara, "Historia Evanjelického Augsburského Vyzna@iakeveho Zboru v Zarig,"
Zéariecie, edited by Emila Novosadova Sidlikova (Biaimy: Ametyst, 1998), 34.

0 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirthhe United States of America, 1902—
1927 168.
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the turn of the century, conflict over his Slovaluictions is likely. Pelikan proved to be
intensely anti-Hungarian. However, it was also pgmeghat he was persecuted for his orthodox
beliefs. Even after his death, the Slovak Lutherar8lovakia recognized him (as well as
Theodore Balent, who served with Pelikan in Ameraspecially as an editor 8isedokand

who also was in Slovakia and supported the missioite serving as a chaplain in the
Czechoslovakian army) as one the pastors and tfieo®who was persecuted during this time,
especially for his work as a theological educétor.

After he had served in Modra, he then served ire®ré as a chaplaikgplan, where he
stayed until 18972 When he was there, he worked with Jan LeSka (1B319). LeSka served in
Brezové from 1881 until 1908 held the rank o$eniorof the district’ and translated the Book
of Concord into Slovak. The Slovak Lutheran Synod also reprinted LeSkaisdlation in
AmericaZ® He was also well known for resisting magyarizatiespecially within the church.
The parish in Brezova was also famous for its oamfessional roots. Hurban had served as

akaplanin Brezova from 1840-43 and also finished his simgiin Brezova where he died in

“p. B., “Julius Bodnar, Senior nitriansky, 6@&mg,” Evanjeliky Posol Zpod Tatie?0, no. 10 (October 1930):
230-31.

*2 Julius DérerAj, Stanek BoZi s Lidmi, 1835-1938,T. Sv. Martine: Tl&ou Kinihtlasiarsheho, 1936), 15.
He served in Brezova September 1893 to May 189%GeiQipurces say he was in Brezova until April, 1885 Jan
Body, et. al. Pamatnik Souvenir: Slovenskej Evanjelickej a. ¢irkvi Sv. Petra a Pavla v Chicago,.JIL2.

3 Darina Lehotska, "Dejiny Brezovej od Najstars{tias do Roku 1918," iBrezova Pod Bradloned. Jan
Michaleck (Bratislava, SK: Stimul, 1998), 139.

4 Slavomir MichalekBrezova Pod Bradlom Osobnosti (Ne)zngBatislava, SK: Vydavatstvo, 1999), 63.
*5 Miroslav Hvoifara, "Histéria Evanjelického Augsburského Vyznafllakevného Zboru v Zari," 34.

%6 Leska’s translation of the Book of Concord wasilabée during the turn of the century. The book was
available to buy; see “LiteratiraCirkevné Listyl2, no. 12 (December 1898): 192. According toatinor’s
preface, the book was completed in Advent of 1898 .(For LeSka’s preface describing his thoughigte Book
of Concord and this translation, see Jan LeSkastiiéniha Svornost{East Akron, OH: Nakladom Slov. Ev. Lut.
Vyd. Spol@nosti, 1918). In the preface of this American pnigt the author, who is unknown, quotes Hurban,
when referring the worth of the Book of Concord (ivthe Slovak printing of the same text is Jan kesians.,
Kniha Svornost{W BékésCaks: Nakladem Ewanjelického Cirkewniho Knihkupectw898). See also T. B.,
“Nemecke litery,"SvedokK, January 1919, 10-12.

*" Lehotska, "Dejiny Brezovej od Najstarsitias do Roku 1918," 140.
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1888 During his ministry in Brezova, Pelikan would hawaed many opportunities to further his
dedication and study of orthodox Lutheranism. Lea@ad legacies of confessional Lutheranism
in nineteenth-century Slovakia surrounded Pelikahis early years of ministry.

He then moved to Zaree in 1897, when shortly after his arrival he medrMilka
Gavorova. Jaroslav Jan Pelikan, Sr., also a futtwechman of the Slovak Lutheran Synod and
missionary in Slovakia, was born the next yead,888, and their daughter Anna in 1900. While
serving Zarieie, Pelikan was known for his affinity for orthodbxtheran theology and his
defense of the Book of ConcotdMoreover, he was also noted for his strict congtiegal
discipline® His sense of congregational discipline was a vakigvould bring with him to
America. As a pastor, he also demonstrated carhéopersonal welfare of his parishioners; for
instance, Pelikan sent a thank you to the Churdaaziae Cirkevné Listythanking individuals
for financial support during a difficult tinTé.

Besides the contact Pelikan had with orthodox Liatheupporters within the Slovak
Lutheran Church, while still in Slovakia, he showbdt he also aligned with the Missouri Synod
in its polity. He argued, just a few months befbecleft for America, that a congregation and not
the district was independent theologically, hintatdnis affinity for the congregational polity that
was and is one of the tenants of the Missouri’sdByecclesiology? In addition, before he
arrived in America, Pelikan was strongly pro-Slowakd anti-Hungarian. Back in Slovakia,

before he came to America, Pelikan and Balent wigslly argued for a Slovak cultural agenda,

8 Michalek,Brezova Pod Bradlom Osobnosti (Ne)znafg
9 Miroslav Hvo#lara, "Histéria Evanjelického Augsburského Vyznaflakevého Zboru v Zaris," 34.

0 Miroslav Hvo#Para, "Histéria Evanjelického Augsburského Vyznafllakevého Zboru v Zarid," 34. For
example, if a congregational leader or elder (presh missed one meeting, they were fined 50 crovirikey
missed two meetings without an explanation, thesevexpelled from their office as elder.

°1 Jan Pelikan, “Verejnadiaka,” Cirkevné Listyl1, no. 12 (December 1897): 196.
*2F. P., “Zo senioralnych konvento\Cirkevné Listyl5, no. 8 (August 1901): 231.
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arguing in a district meeting that those meetirgsufd be held in Slovak and not Hungarian.
His confessional Lutheranism and Slovak nationaliggne strongly evident on the eve of his
arrival in America.

His son, Jan Matej, was born on February 7, 1902his wife died a week later, which
probably precipitated his taking the call to StsteP and Paul in Chicago. He resigned his call in
Slovakia on October 23, 1902 and left for Americarsafter. He arrived in America with his
family in November, 1902. In Chicago at Holy Trinltutheran Churcf, which would become
the church of Jan Somora, the last missionary ta part of the Pelikan Movement, Jan Boor’s
brother Ladisla¥ was the pastdf.Ladislav was eight years Pelikan’s senior, bub algraduate
of Erlangen. He was the first Slovak to study atMthissouri Synod’s seminary in St. Lodis.
Perhaps this connection brought Pelikan to Ameaiwhto Chicago.

Upon arrival in America, he served at Sts. PeterRawl in Chicago from 1902 to 1907.
The split from Sts. Peter and Paul happened ore8dar 12, 1906. The issue was communion

announcement. Many of the parishioners felt thik®e was importing a foreign element based

3 F. P., “Zo senioralnych konvento\Cirkevné Listyl5, no. 8 (August 1901): 231.

>4 Holy Trinity is the oldest congregation in Chicadfovas founded in 1893. See Peter Hletko, “Thmv&ks
of Chicago,”Slovakial9, no. 42 (1969): 36.

%5 For a short history of his experience at Holy Tyiin Chicago, se&@he Congregation of Holy Trinity,
Chicagq Dejiny (Chicago: The Mally Press, 1943), 16—25. Boor swasacher from Slovakia and was ordained by
the Missouri Synod; he became a member of the Mis&ynod. But because the Missouri Synod only pismk
German-speaking congregations at the time, Trzotyld not join the Missouri Synod. See The Gues$tslo
church newsletter, Special Issue, November, 19B5CDistrict Archives, Supplemental Box 8, Foldér, 1
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

*5 Dagmar Oupické, List of Lutheran families, httpww.volny.cz/ms-oup/dagmar/genopro/index.html
(accessed May 1, 2008).

3770 Zivota nasich bratov za moronitanovsky Evanjelicky Kalend&w Lipt. Sw. Mikuléssi: Nakladom
spolku “Tranoscius”, 1903), 142-3. Ladislav Boorsvame of the founding members of the Slovak Luth&gnod
and the first vice-president of the church. He ¢wally split with the Slovak Lutheran Synod in 19Ebr more
information on Boor, see Dolak, History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirclthe United States of
America, 1902-192717, 37, 39, 40, 42, 44, 66.
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on the Missouri Synod communion practit€rom 1907 until 1911, he served in two
congregations, one in St. Paul’s in Whiting, Indiamd Bethleheffin Chicago. From 1911
until 1927, save the period he served in Slovdiéayas in Pleasant City, Ohio at Holy Trinity.
It was during his time, at this last parish, thatdfso served as president of the Slovak Lutheran
Synod and was the representative from the syntitet&lovak Lutheran Church during the
beginning of the new Czechoslovak state.

Pelikan’s early life was as a confessional, Slovatheran finding his way in a liberal,
Hungarian church body. When he arrived in Amereatook these experiences and applied
them to his American context. In America, he foangumber of likeminded, young pastors

interested in creating the denomination they omgached of back in the Kingdom of Hungary.

American Slovak Lutherans and Their Hungarian Past

As exemplified in the early life of Pelikan, mankp®k Lutheran immigrants came with
their own sense of history and personal experieralative to the Lutheran Church in Hungary.
These experiences included resisting current tranttee political and theological culture, such
as magyarization, unionism, and liberalism. Thed#igal and theological realities limited their
confessional witness in Hungary. Having been infagsl by Slovak confessional Lutherans such
as Hurban, who resisted all three of these idecddgnovements during the nineteenth century,
the Slovak Lutheran Synod pastors carried on fighit against these influences into the

American context.

8 Body, et. al.Pamétnik Souvenir: Slovenskej Evanjelickej a. irkvi Sv. Petra a Pavla v Chicago,.JIL7.
For a more complete description of this confliee ©olak A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirch
the United States of America, 1902—-1926-62. See also T. Bakaly@rjiny: Slov. Ev. LutheranskejalA. V.
Cirkvi Betlehem v Chicago, IllinoiChicago: J. Rosko, 1920), 6—19. This documentbeafound in SELC District
Archives, Supplemental Box 8, Folder 24, ConcoHigtorical Institute, St. Louis.

%9 Bethlehem arose from the split with Sts. Peteradl. See Body, et. aPamatnik Souvenir: Slovenskej
Evanijelickej a. v. v. cirkvi Sv. Petra a Pavla viéago, IIl., 16.
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Perception of the Hungarian Lutheran Church

Many in the Lutheran community saw the church iov8kia as a tool of the Hungarian
state in its campaign of magyarization, which begandiscussed earlier, in the mid-1800s as
part of a program to make all of Hungary, includigper Hungary or Slovakia, more Magyar
in language and culture. The Hungarian Lutheranr€halso had a growing affinity throughout
the nineteenth century towards rationalism and motleology. Added to that was its historic
attempts to unite the Reformed Church with the etah Church within its lands. These three
factors—magyarization, rationalistic theology, amilonistic practices—made the Slovak
Lutheran Synod very concerned about the role ofHimegarian Lutheran Church both in
America and back in the “old country.” The Slovaktheran Synod related not only the spiritual
needs or confessional concerns of their church neesnbut also recognized how church and
national issues intertwined. In its polity and mstny, the Hungarian Lutheran Church had
intertwined these ideas into the fabric of the chuthe Slovak Lutheran Synod had the
opportunity to unwind them and create what theysaered a pure Lutheran church for Slovaks.
These three threats of magyarization, unionism,lidedalism, as seen by the Slovak Lutheran
Synod, were embodied in the Hungarian Lutheran €hurhe greatest of these was
magyarization because it embodied the most visitikck on Slovak Lutheranism.

The largest segment of immigrants from Slovakia fk@a® the eastern counties. It was not
obvious at the time that those from the easterhgieéBlovakia subsequently would be anti-
Hungarian. By the time the Slovak Lutheran Synod feamed an important change had
occurred in the Eastern Slovak immigrants. Theydwde to America, usually, the most loyal

to the Hungarian regime and to Hungarian cultuses®own from the Slovak-American

0 Body, et. al.Pamétnik Souvenir: Slovenskej Evanjelickej a. irkvi Sv. Petra a Pavla v Chicago,.JIl2.
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newspapers of the latter half of the nineteenthuwgnthey later became nationalists in their new
country, switching, for example, from their eastdraect to the more widely accepted central
dialect, which Star had supportgdis Stolarik adds, “Therefore, while central Slosdérmed
the bulwark against Magyarization in the Old Coyngérastern Slovaks did so in Americ¢a.”
These Slovaks in America were very concerned ath@utnagyarization of the people back in
Slovakia. The Slovak Lutheran Synod was no diffgrexpressing its own concern over the
decline of Slovak language and culture relativehtincreasingly intrusive nature of Hungarian
magyarization and the not-so-subtle persecutiddurfgarians against Slovaks dedicated to
maintaining their cultural identityt.

Their perception of the Hungarian Lutheran Churels what it had lost its way
theologically. As one observer in Slovakia notéa, tutheran Church in Hungary was “sick.”
In 1908, the Hungarian Lutheran Church, accordnBelikan, was viewed as a source of errant
teaching and unchristian practice, and ultimatelg &alse Lutheran witne&sThe early
members of the Slovak Lutheran Synod understoddhieachurch in Hungary had drifted away
from a true witness of the Christian faith and ttéheran understanding of that faith, and that if
the Hungarian Lutheran Church did not reform, itNdobe necessary to split or disconnect from
that church? In response to this situation, Pelikan even watdetteate a brochure outlining the

difference between the false teaching of the Huagdrutheran Church and true teachings of

®1 Marian Mark Stolarikmmigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experignt@70—-191§New York:
AMS Press, Inc., 1989), 140-45. M. Mark Stolariknfnigration and Eastern Slovak Nationalisi8|ovakia26, no.
49 (1976): 16.

62 Marian Mark Stolarik)mmigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experient&70-191§New York:
AMS Press, Inc., 1989), 145.

83 «Zpravy zo starej vlasti,Svedol8, no. 1 (November 15, 1913): 14.

% Jan Palic, “Nasa najudia bieda v cirkvi,'Cirkevné Listy24, no. 5 (May 1910): 138.
% Jan Pelikan, “Verejna odpo¥¢ Svedok?, no. 11 (April 15, 1908): 171.

% Jan Pelikan,“Verjna odpode’ Svedok2, no. 11 (April 15, 1908): 171.

88



the Slovak Lutheran Synod. He argued that it wasliee of the false teaching that the
Hungarians were splitting the churéiHe supported a perspective that the members of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod were the faithful ones remagimvithin the church and the Hungarian
Lutherans were the ones leaving the church.

The teaching of the Hungarian professors and teaghing of their pastors was perceived
as in violation of the clear teachings of the Biatal of the Lutheran Confessidfdhis
rejection was in part theological and in part nadilistic. The Slovak Lutheran Synod recognized
that the majority of the Slovaks who immigratedAtoerica did so under the rubric of national
consciousness, even though some immigrated fagioab freedoni® Though it is difficult to
know how much of their distrust of Hungarians wtseally driven or theological caused, both
elements were evident in their reaction to the Huwiag Lutheran Church. The perception of
chauvinism in the Hungarian Lutheran Church agéhstaks was understood as “godless” and
included violence against Slovaks, which causedtgleepticism of any alliance within the
Hungarian Lutheran Church between Slovaks and Hiarge® The Hungarian Lutheran Church
appeared flawed in a myriad of ways. These flawdantdifficult for Slovaks to relate to their
mother church positively. Once these immigrantseweosed in America, they charted a path

often independent of the Hungarian Lutheran Church.

67 Jan Pelikan,“Verjna odpode’ Svedok, no. 12 (May 1, 1908): 185.
88 Jan Pelikan,“Verejna odpode¢ Svedok, no. 9 (March 15, 1908): 140.
%9 “Reformécia v Slovenskom Narode VobeZApisnica 1919, 90.

® Theodor Bélent, “O hlavnych Glohach pravoverngdansko=evangelickej aug. vyz. synodgvedok3,
no. 11 (April 15, 1909): 162-63.
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Slovak Theology Taught in Slovakln contrast to the dire situation of Hungarian rule
their new home in America provided welcome relrehi their Hungarian dominated past.
Pelikan in a lecture, originally in German, hongrihe first Slovak Professor, Stefan Tuhy, to
the faculty at the Missouri Synod’s Springfiéldllinois seminary, remarked that at that tife,
that in Hungary Slovaks did not have opportuniteestudy theology at any theological faculty
and hear lectures in their own languateelikan considered an opportunity to study in sne’
own language and in America as remarkable. Pelkappreciation for this historic event was
one of gratitude. He intimated that “the sisteri@an Missouri Synod was always well-disposed
to us Slovak Lutherans in heartfelt Christian |8{éHe also recognized that their new bond was
not cultural, but theological, adding that the Miss Synod does not know the difference

between nationalities and languadeBhis opportunity for Slovaks to teach Slovaks odibx

" The Springfield Seminary was the most likely plémea Slovak Lutheran to study within the Missouri
Synod. The Synod positioned this seminary as thectical” seminary, but also as the seminary thed test
equipped to work with other immigrant groups. Ngas$ soon as Slovak pastors could be trained, ihsduri
Synod was training them at Springfield. For a dpsion of the early years, see Michal Mako, “O gedinkych
Slovékoch v Amerike,Cirkevné Listyl5, no. 4 (April 1901): 109 and Jan Pankuch, @die naSich bratoch
v Amerike,” Tranovsky Evanjelicky Kalend&w Lipt. Sw. Mikulassi: Nékladom spolku “Tranossjti1902), 135.

"2 Tuhy was installed at the Springfield Seminary2driNovember 1909. See Pelikan’s lecture at Tuhy’s
installation in Jan Pelikan, “Rektora povedal preseda synody djct. p. Jan PelikamsStallacii slovenskeho
professora djct. p. Stefana Tuhého v Springfidld? ISvedold, no. 4 (January 1, 1909): 54-58. See also @stisd
report of the event in Stud. Mladez, “InStalladiavs ev. theologického profressora na theologiclsamenisti
v Springdfield, lllinois,” Svedok4, no. 4 (January 1, 1909): 63-64. See the répde Slovak Lutherans in Slovakia,
“Zpravy,” Cirkevné Listy24, no. 1 (January 1910): 29-30. Tuhy had graduaten Springfield in 1906. He was
ordained in Chicago at the congregation St. PetéiSi. Paul by Pelikan and Somora in June, 1906:5e
Ameriky,” Cirkevné Listy20, no. 7 (July 1906): 216.

3 Jan Pelikan,Rec, povedana predsedom synody, slov. ev. a. RelikAnom,”Svedol, no. 6 (February 1,
1909): 87.

"4 Jan Pelikan,Rec, povedana predsedom synody, slov. ev. a. Relikdnom,” 87. “Sestersk& nemecka
missourska synoda bola nam slovenskym luteranom vigrimnej kreganskej laske naklonena.”

5 Jan Pelikan,Rec, povedana predsedom synody, slov. ev. a. Relikanom,”Svedok87. “Ona néini
rozdiel medzi narodndami an réiami ... .” Tuhy’s time at the seminary was sharedl. By September 1, 1910,
Svedokeported that Tuhy had taken a call to the coragieg in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania. See “Zpragyedok
4, no. 20 (September 1, 1910): 315. In the minfrtas a conference held in September 1910, Tuhy tednthat he
did not desire to be a professor because of his$ege Stefan Tuhy, “Zapisnice zasedani slov. k. Bynody
v Spoj. Statoch Ameriky, odbyvanych iath 6., 7. a 8. sept. 1910, v chrame cirkve sloviugh. Sv. Petra,

v Connellsville, Pa.,'Svedolb, no. 3 (December 15, 1910): 31.
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Lutheran theology is also an achievement that tbea® Lutheran Synod noted to their fellow
Lutherans back in SlovakiaJust a few years after the foundation of the Stdugheran Synod,
Pelikan and the Slovak Lutheran Synod realizedrdedlom to pursue a truly confessional
Lutheran church in his new American context. Theyenable to experience the freedom of
teaching and learning theology in their own langyagthin the context of their own culture,
and in support of their national identity.

In contrast to the revitalized Lutheran educattbe,Hungarian Lutheran immigrants,
considering their leanings towards Reformed theglagere seen from a Slovak vantage point as
joining with all forms of Reformed churches in Anoa, lacking any real understanding of their
Lutheran faith and heritagéThe Slovaks did not see joining with their fornseuntrymen as a
viable option. Pelikan’s denunciation of the theptal education system in Hungary and the
praise of their experience with the Missouri Sydedhonstrated this preference for religious and
confessional identity over and against a national dt is simply more important to be educated
as a Lutheran—in America by German immigrants—tioelme educated by their mother church,
which was liberal and primarily Hungarian. In thniay, their experience with the Missouri
Synod and the ability to choose their partnersfiggithe possibilities that were now open them
in opposition to the repressive situation they tiedty left back in Hungary.

Hungarian Lutheran Church’s Leadership Failure. Having found a means to teach
orthodox Lutheran theology in Slovak, the Slovalksewn their way to achieving their
aspiration of a truly Slovak and a truly Lutherdouich. They were free to cast off their old ties
to the Hungarian Lutheran Church. In relation ®work of the Hungarian Lutheran Church in

America, the Slovak Lutheran Synod was sure inatsviction that they did not need the

® Ludovit] A. Engler, “Bratrstvo milujte!,"Cirkevné Listy24, no. 1 (January 1910): 4.
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structure or the support of the Hungarian Luth&Zanrch. The Slovak Lutheran Synod’s
alliance with the Missouri Synod provided the stawal support the small denomination needed.
Besides church administration, the Slovaks wereiooed that the Hungarians were a church of
false teaching, and thus a poor guide to theirahur the new land. Their concerns were not
only about the theological teaching of the chuwehich Pelikan and others routinely
condemned, but also their abuses of power and¢hainvinistic policies against the Slovdks.
During the years before the Pelikan Movement, thentbeat of news from Hungary, according
the voices from within the Slovak Lutheran Synoéyevfull of accounts of the systematic
persecution the Slovak Lutherans under the hedlseaf Hungarian Lutheran oppressors. For
example, in providing examples of the chauviniptticies against the Slovaks by the Hungarian
Lutheran Church, the editors $fedoketold a story from Slovakia. In one small towme t
citizens tried to find or call a Slovak-speakingfoa. The Hungarian Lutheran Church interfered
with the process, pressuring the Slovaks to adbet candidate insteddSecondly, the editors

of Svedoknoted that in one church distrisehiora), Sari$, which was in the Eastern part of
Slovakia, 18 of the 22 congregations were Slovaakmg, but the leading pastor of the district
did not know a word of Slovak.Many of the stories from the old country were atibe
Hungarian Lutheran Church denying Slovaks positmfisower and influence within the

church. The stories of chauvinism against the Sdswantinued in America in much the same

way as they had in Slovakia in the nineteenth agntu

" Lud’ovit] A. Engler, “Bratrstvo milujte!,” 3.
8«Zpravy,” Svedolé, no. 3 (December 15, 1911): 51.
9 «Zpravy,” Svedolé, no. 3 (December 15, 1911): 51.
80«Zpravy,” Svedols, no. 5 (January 15, 1912): 83.
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The Hungarian Lutheran Church also persecuted tvbsespoke Slovak, working in
cooperation with the state’s plan of magyarizatibime Slovak Lutherans felt that when the
church accepted support from the state, it sevedtate and the political power of the state.
This cooperation between the Hungarian state améitmgarian Lutheran Church was seen in
the ability of the two estates to work togethefai@e worship services in Hungarian instead of
Slovak® Such accusations were accompanied with the asgamtpat the church had a broad,
meaning liberal, understanding of the Scripturastae Augsburg Confession. The implication
was that the church, which was understood as deastanany ways, was reaping immoral or
heretical thought and behavior. It was also undesto be no longer a strong, orthodox
Lutheran church. The Hungarian state and churetioelship made the church less of a church
and more of a tool of state oppression.

For example, in rallying against in the influenddBashop Baltik (remembering that Baltik
ordained Pelikan) and the magyarization of the cines in Slovakia, Vojtko, a pastor of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod and vocal opponent of unmanexpressed deep concern about how
candidates for the pastoral ministry were acceptadisqualified for service. His concern was
that they were not approved or rejected basedanttieological understanding and pious life,
but on their willingness to support the Hungariationalist campaign of magyarization as well
as their overall nationalist agenda, includingdbstruction of some churches for the sake of this
agend&? In contrast, according to Vojtko, also the assistdlitor ofSvedolat this time, a

proven Slovak candidate, who upheld right doctand who lived a good life, was considered a

81 Jan Pelikan,“Verejna odpod¢ Svedok2, no. 10 (April 1, 1908): 154.
82 Jan Pelikan, “Verejna odpa¥¢ Svedok, no. 10 (April 1, 1908): 154.
8 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Anarchia--Hierachia,Svedols, no. 19 (August 15, 1911): 295.
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believer in panslavisitt.This accusation is the same that a nineteentlugeStovak nationalist
would have received, such as from Zay, the Hungartaunt who proposed the union church in
the 1840s. Vojtko further added the slurs of hungojes, Lutheran popes and Jesuit inquisitors
to the attributes of Hungarian Lutheran leader&hife intensity of the distrust of the

Hungarian Lutheran Church is evident in this polenriihe leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Synod
viewed the Hungarian influence as detrimental tiwe Lutheran church.

Church without the Hungarian Lutheran Church. Considering the possibility of a
Slovak Lutheran experience without the failed lealg of the Hungarian Lutheran Church,
some members of the Slovak Lutheran Synod beganagine a world without the burden of
their home church. As early as 1911, in an almogpipetic voice of the strategy embodied in the
Pelikan Movement, the editors ¥edoldreamed of the day when a true Slovak Lutheran
church would secede from the Hungarian Lutheranr€@tifiReflecting on an article from a
Slovak nationalistic magazine, which called upothiewans in Slovakia to push for an
independent church, the author suggested a miatamalistic and religious chauvinism was
oppressing the SlovaKsThis mix within the Hungarian Lutheran Church,tpaagyarization
and part theological liberalization, made it difficto determine which was more pernicious.
However, if Slovaks Lutherans would throw off tharigarians, confessional Lutheran teaching
would dominate. They would reject both the libeéheology and magyarization. This

expectation was fundamental to the Pelikan Movement

8 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Anarchia--Hierachia,” 295.

8 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Anarchia--Hierachia,” 295.

8 «Zpravy,” Svedolé, no. 3 (December 15, 1911): 51.
87Ky., “Zpréavy,“ Svedok7, no. 1 (November 15, 1912): 13.
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Upon further reflection, the leaders of the Slolakheran Synod called for a split in the
Hungarian Lutheran Church. At stake was a churdtedry teaching and practice versus a
church beholden to the state. The church shoutthbéed into those who are willing to uphold
clear teaching and those who do fidthey were well aware of the many sins of the Huiaga
Lutheran Church: the connection between the statedvement in church affairs, the
chauvinism of the Hungarians, the unionistic atiggi of the church, and the influence of the
rationalistic and liberal teaching of the chuf¢More than once, the Slovak Lutheran Synod
repeated this call for a Slovak Lutheran Churclepehdent of Hungarian dominatitihe
Slovak Lutherans in America could not have knowat tess than decade later their goal of a
Lutheran church separated from the Hungarian Lath&@hurch would be realized; but they had
the vision of a confessional Slovak Lutheran chwghout Hungarian influence. What they did
not foresee is that Slovak Lutherans in Slovakieewmt developing in the same direction,
theologically, as the Slovak Lutheran Synod. A éangovement in Slovakia towards
confessional Lutheranism was not waiting to riserfithe ashes from the Hungarian Lutheran
Church. To create a true orthodox Lutheran chuacbording to Pelikan and his coworkers, a
schism from the Slovak Lutheran Church would alsived necessary.

In 1913, the Slovak Lutheran Synod continued tgeptrthat the church back in Hungary
needed to be cleans&dy the end of the 1913, the editorsSMedokvere calling again for the a

new start in Slovakia, as the Hungarian Lutheraar€iwas not calledsyolang and a new

8 «Synoda a oddelinie sa slovenskych evanjelikow. @d drande cirkve v UhorskuSvedok7, no. 2
(December 1,1912): 21-25.

89 «Synoda a oddelinie sa slovenskych evanjelikov. @d drande cirkve v UhorskuSvedok7, no. 3
(December 15, 1912): 40-43.

% “sStarokrajova generélna cirkevSvedok7, no. 3 (December 15, 1912): 43.
91 «7Zpravy zo starej vlasti,Svedok7, no. 23 (October 15,1913): 359.
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work needed to be done, a church in which thetspas clear and clean. The Slovak Lutheran
Synod saw itself as an example of a purified cheidey implied that the members of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod would be source of a puriéalak Lutheran Church. By the eve of
war, Pelikan, in his role as the then PresidemthefSlovak Lutheran Synod and speaking at their
annual convention in 1913, held the line that thdirian Lutheran Church was not a church
held together by clear teachings. Rather it wamhdf the Hungarian statéThis association
again linked the chauvinistic practices of theestatthe work of the church. Instead, the church
should be focused on the office of preaching of '&¥dord—the clear Gosp&.To emphasize
the growing divide between the Slovak Lutheran Slyaond the church in Hungary, Somora
observed in 1914 that his Synod did not have afigialf contacts or activity with Lutheran
church back in Hungar§.The members of the Slovak Lutheran Synod had sestat the only
way to save the Lutheran church in Slovakia wadigenthrall itself from the Hungarians; and
perhaps more to the point, the Slovak Lutheran 8ysoa free, orthodox Slovak Lutheran
church was the model for such change.

Hungarian Neglect or Slovak SeditionEven though they were not eager for Hungarian
help and even dreamed of a complete separationtiteinmother church, many of the Slovak
Lutherans in America felt abandoned and neglecyetthdo Hungarian Lutheran Church. In a
speech printed in 1914, then President Tuhy refteon this feeling of neglect as he discussed
the topic of national or inner mission. In his opgyremarks, he noted that the Hungarian

Lutheran Church neglected them, withheld from tisg@mitual provision, and did not send them

9247prévy zo starej vlasti,” 359.
93 [Jan Pelikan], “Zprava synodaineho predse@ygdok?, no. 21 (September 15, 1913): 325-26.
% [Jan Pelikan], “Zprava synodalneho predsedu,” 325.

% Jan Somora, letter, February 5, 1914, SELC Distichives, Box 8, Folder 200.19-15-13-15-18-01,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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missionarie$® In the midst of the war, in 1915, Pelikan noteat the state of the Hungarian
Lutheran Church was in a dire condition, rife wehders who did not believe in the Word of
God and did not care what the Holy Scripture daid,saw the church as tool of Magyar
chauvinism against the Slovaks'he Hungarian Lutheran Church was not providingtaithe
Slovak Lutheran Synod.

Complicating the relationship even more was thérfgehat the war had turned into a war
against the Slavic nations. First the Germansalsat their allies, the Austrians and Hungarians,
were blamed for aggression against all Slavs. Arnentator fronSvedokwrote that “the
Hungarians with the understanding of the Germaasgainst us Slovaks on political, cultural,
and yes even on religious groundsThus, as the war continued, the intensity of Huiaga
persecution against Slovaks increased. The walgedwet one more example of the lack of
care for the Slovaks and the Slovak Lutherans.

What the Slovaks saw as persecution, the Hungasmnsas sedition. The Hungarians
accused the Slovaks of seditious attitudes agdirgtiungarian led institutions, including the
church. The Slovak Lutheran Synod noted one suchsign when it reported on a meeting of
the Hungarian Lutheran Church in December of 1@18ing this meeting, some Hungarian
church officials raised concerns about the loyaftthe Slovaks, labeling the Slovaks as
panslavists, separatists, and dangerous Hungdfi@hese complaints against the Slovaks were
based on history as the link between a Slovak sgpye of confessional Lutheranism was

perceived as seditious to the state and even thgafian Lutheran Church.

% Stephan Tuhy, “K&zeo vnitornej missii,'Svedol8, no. 16 (July 1, 1914): 222,
97J.[an] P.[elik&n], “Zpravy z UhorskaSvedol9, no. 22 (November 15, 1915): 364.

98 «Zpravy zo sveta,SvedokLO, no. 10 (July 15, 1916): 223. “Mlari s usrozumenim Nemcov s( proti nAm
Slovakom na politickom, kultrom, ano i na nabokems poli.”

9 «Zpravy zo starej vlasti,Svedol8, no. 4 (January 1, 1914): 49.
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Case Study: Bishop’s VisitA visit by a Hungarian bishop provided one of the
moments of direct contact between the two warridgss When visited by Bishop Alexander
Raffay®in 1914, the Slovak Lutheran Synod reacted stgoaghinst any association with the
representative or his church. Even though the dtat@son for coming to America was to assess
the situation and needs of the Hungarian (includayak) Lutherans, the Slovak Lutherans
rejected the visit on theological grounds. In tlsginodical magazin&vedokPelikan was
guoted in the Synod’s official rejection of Raff@elikan stated that the Slovak Lutheran Synod
should not cooperate because the Hungarians rep@$alse church with false teaching. He
compared the intent of the Hungarian Lutherandi@r&oh’s purpose towards the people of God
in Egypt’® Moreover, Pelikan recognized the Hungarian Luthé&hurch as a tool of the state
in their program of magyarizatidff.Later Pelikan rejected the trip of Bishop Raffayart
because Raffay had spent his time only with Hugakiutherans and not Slovaks. His

conclusion was again that the Hungarian Lutheramr€hwas not a true Lutheran chut¢h.

10 The Slovak Lutheran Church in Slovakia had a d#spust of Bishop Raffay and continued to attaick h
long after he had left the country. An examplehid is found in the a lecture given to the geneoalference on
September 30, 1920 in Martin, where the authoddnonska, condemned Raffay and the rich Hungariangs for
working against the interests of the Slovak Luthera international settings. See Jur Janoskaz{#évy,”

Cirkevné Listy34, no. 10 (October 1920): 216—19. On anothersiocnawhen one of the Slovak representatives and
Raffay met at a conference in 1922, the Slovakdugireeted Raffay and Raffay did not return thetng. Such

was the bitterness between this former Hungarigindp of the Slovaks. See “Odkaz na Horniak3ifkevné Listy

35, no. 20 (15 October 1922): 311-12. Raffay, wiielle was in Slovakia, as he was before the wan, Best after
the war, was constantly viewed as an enemy of Klbusheranism on both sides of the Atlantic.

101«pko sa zadrz@oproti Raffajovi,”Svedol8, no. 5 (March 1 1914): 91-92.
102«pko sa zadrz@oproti Raffajovi,” 92.

193«Dopré nasledky Raffajovho prichodiSiedol8, no. 8 (April 1, 1914): 126. The Slovaks in Slkia make
a similar complaint about his visit and reject tiogion, sardonically, that the trip was a succesis cused on
those of Hungarian descent. See “Ako sa staraimasia cirkev o svojich veriacich v cudzozemslirkevné
Listy 28, no. 11 (November 1914): 300. Pelikan’s reactigainst Raffay was strong. He would later us® thi
experience with Raffay as an example of the patédtingers of state control of church affairs atfdunding of
the new Czechoslovak state. See “Nase povinnogtotiduteranskej cirkvi Weskoslovensku,SvedoKL3, no. 4
(February 15, 1919): 61.

98



This lack of attention to the Slovak immigrant coomty demonstrated to Pelikan and others
that Hungarian Lutheran Church leadership did aot or their Slovak brethren.

If Hungarians viewed the Slovaks as seditious Slo&aks equally scorned the Hungarians
for their meddling role in American Lutheranism.eT8lovak Lutheran Synod understood
Raffay to be in collusion with the General Counail.utheran denomination in America not in
fellowship with the Slovak Lutheran Synod. The Slks saw both churches as having intent to
thwart the Slovak Lutheran Synod. Although theiahisplit in the Slovak Lutheran Synod was
based in part on the idea that the Slovak Luth8sarod was overly impacted by outside
influences (meaning the ethnically German Miss&ynod), the Slovak Lutheran Synod
perceived itself as independent. Even though itdtaxhg ties with the Missouri Synod and most
of their leaders were educated in Missouri Synaditutions, they still saw themselves resistant
to the influence of foreigners, that is, those wiere not Slovak® On the other hand, Raffay
was interested in cooperating with the General Cibufhe General Council had an official
organ that was interested in also establishing vaonkng the new Slovak immigrants—the
General Council’s Slavic Mission Board. This misstmard then appeared to the Slovak
Lutheran Synod to be an incursion on their workralviding what they felt was a truly Slovak
and a truly Lutheran Church to the Slovak immigsaithe worst, or so it was felt, was that the
General Council was raising money from Slovaksay for pastors that had been rejected by the
Slovak Lutheran SynoW: Pastor Kucharik, who would serve in Slovakia asissionary,

asserted that “the General Council wants to sé¢lbau Slovak Lutheran Church to the American

104«7pravy zo sveta,'Svedold, no. 11 (June 1, 1915): 185.

19547pravy zo sveta,’Svedok185. The Slovaks in Slovakia were well aware efltras of Raffay towards the
Hungarians and towards the General Council. Thehkeg is that the Slovak Lutheran Synod, which atake time
the largest representative of Slovak LutheransnreAca, did not fit Raffay’s understanding of a lganan
ministry or church, because they identified themesgls Slovaks and not Hungarians. The Generaldizun
approach was more pan-Hungarian; they had a “Tée &id Hungarian Mission Board.” See OstriezskyazRa
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Hungarian General Church. The insatiable wolf Rathisran emissary and a pastor of the
Slovak Lutherans from Mahanoy and the HungariandP&ody from Cleveland, a leader of
men of the General Council, are negotiating witfiff8aagreements about our churches without
our churches™ In short, the General Council was aiding the ofijors Their connection with
the Bishop’s visit only intensified their uneasewthe Hungarian Church’s and General
Council’s intentions towards the Slovaks Luthergndl.

The Slovak Lutheran Synod was situated betweemperceived enemies. The first enemy
was from the old country, the Hungarian Lutherami€h, which was a tool of the state. The
second was an American Lutheran denomination, gree€al Council. The General Council
focused on the same mission as the Slovak LutHgyand, competing for the same Slovak
Lutheran immigrant. Vojtko noted that Raffay’s censation partner on his trip was with the
General Council; and his understanding of the H{dwaheran Synod was biased by the General
Council’s perspective. His complaint is that bot#ffRy, who represented the mother church,
and the General Council with its own mission to &h@vak peoples, were poor representatives of

a true, pure Slovak Lutheran church in Americaalé®e dreamed of a time when all the Slovak

uhorskych evanijelikov v AmerikeCirkevné Listy38, no. 12 (December 1914): 318-21.

1% Rev. A. L. Ramer served for 11 years as past&@t.oflark’s Lutheran church in Scranton, Pennsylaani
He resigned his call there in 1906 to take on the of the leader of Slovak missions for the Geh€muncil. He
was to study the Slovak language for two yearsthed return to fulfill this role. According to antiale in
Standert January 10, 1906, “he will establish missions prature missionaries form Hungary to take chafge o
them.” See a copy of this article in SELC Distethives, Box 8, Folder 200.18-01-13-05-18, Conéard
Historical Institute, St. Louis. He assumed thigrevhich was a mission to the Slovaks, Magyar#tsl.e
Slovenians, Seibenbuerger, Poles and Italiansafistory of the 3% Convention that begun this work, see S. E.
OchsendfordDocumentary History of the General Council of thekgelical Lutheran Church in America
(Philadelphia: General Council Publication Hous#2), 316, 318. Ramer was long remembered fordiisity,
even mentioned as a poor example of unionistiwiggiuring the Pelikan Movement'’s falling out withe Slovak
Lutheran Church. See Slov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Syno@pej. St. AmerickychQdpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady
Ev. Aug. Vyz. Cirkve Na SlovengRittsburg, Tl&ou Ceskoslovenskej Ttiarne, 1922), 24.

197 Joseph Kuchéarik,('o General Council skutae w&i,” Svedol8, no. 15 (June 15, 1914): 213. “General
Council chce zapredanaSe slovenské ev.-lut. cirkve americké uhorskapgal cirkvi. Nenasytny vik Ramer je
agentom a mahanoysky farar slov. ev. a clevelands&aronsky farar Bédy a ,i&lIni muzovia“ General
Councilu uzatvéaraju s Raffayom dohody o naSichwéich bez naSich cirkvi.”
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Lutherans would come together in such a churchjmgakose who were enemies, frierittAs
mentioned, even the Slovak Lutherans in Slovakmateat Raffay was not recognizing the
cultural distinctions between the Slovaks and thed#rians® Nevertheless, they were not as
condemning of Raffay’s allegiance with the Gené&@alincil, in part, because they felt that the
Lutherans in Slovakia were not as sympathetic ég‘tiatholic” approach of the Missouri Synod
and the Slovak Lutheran Syn88iThe Slovaks back in Slovakia recognized that these more
conservative than the Hungarians, but they alsogrized (or were starting to recognize) that
their American brothers were of a “different spifit Raffay visit also showed the growing
divide between the Slovak Lutheran Synod and tbea Lutherans in Slovakia.

The Slovak Lutheran Synod was incensed. In a biigfeondemnation of Raffay’s trip to
America, Vojtko traced the impact of Raffay’s vigitough the perceptions of Slovak and
Hungarian magazines and was sure that a signifgzadtof the trip was not the care of souls but
the utilization of the Hungarian Lutheran Churchadeol for the Hungarian governmétit.
Raffay’s focus on seeing all the immigrants as Huiams was also seen from Slovakia.
Vojtko stressed that since 1902 the Slovak Luth&wamod recognized that the Hungarian

Lutheran Church and the General Council had falaehing at its base. He contrasted that with

108 5 [4n] V.[ojtko], “Odpove’ vzneSenej cirkvi v Mahanoy City, PaSvedol9, no. 11 (June 1, 1915): 182.

199 Ostriezsky, “Otazka uhorskych evanjelikov v AmerikCirkevné Listy28, no. 12 (December 1914): 320—
21.

10 Ostriezsky, “Otazka uhorskych evanjelikov v Amerik321. In particular, the “Catholic compliant” a
directed at the communion practices of both chiaties.

11 Ostriezsky, “Otazka uhorskych evanjelikov v Amerik320. “Ihr habt einen anderen Geist.”
112 5 14n] Vojtko, ‘Co vykonal Raffay v Amerike? Svedol®, no. 7 (April 1, 1915): 112.

13«Ako sa stara nasa Uradna cirkev o svojich vectagi cudzozemskuCirkevné Listy28 (November 1914):
298-300. The Slovak author here makes similar atiturss, namely, that during Raffay’s visit his feouas mainly
on those who were Magyars (ethnically Hungariansl) lze neglected the Slovaks in America.
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the Missouri Synod as a faithful Lutheran chuf¢fhe Bishop’s visit with the General Council
produced tremendous anger.

During the war, a revelation surfaced that sominefSlovak Lutherans concerns were
true. The Hungarian Lutherans were purposely négkpthe Slovak Lutherans in America. In
1916, noting that the Hungarian Lutheran Church weter the authority of the Hungarian
governmentSvedokeported that Raffay had admitted that the Humgagiovernment had
withheld resources to help form a seniorat (digtiic America:* This echoed the complaint of
the Slovak Lutheran Synod that the Hungarian LathéZhurch did not have spiritual interests
of the Slovaks in America at heart. Raffay, of a@jmwas not without his own polemical
abilities, labeling in the midst of the war the &k Synod as having a foreign spirit and an
“awkward” orthodoxy:* The Slovak Lutheran Synod might be eager to l#i®EHungarian
Lutheran Church as unionistic, chauvinistic, abedal. The Hungarians were just as eager to
see the Slovaks as unpatriotic and panslavic, edjyea a time of war. The Slovak Lutherans
also had a confessional stance that did not eambkh with the more liberal and inclusive
Hungarian church. The war years only heightenedligteust the Slovak Lutheran Synod had

with its mother church.

Magyarization, Unionism and Liberalism
The Slovak Lutheran Synod’s rejection of the Hurgat.utheran Church was not only
based on its relationships within America Luthesamibut also on its continued theological

dedication to unionism and liberalism. At the tofrthe twentieth century, the Slovak Lutheran

114 3 [an] Vojtko, ‘Co vykonal Raffay v Amerike? Svedold, no. 8 (April 15, 1915): 128.

15«zprévy z Uhorska: Uhorské Vidda Odoprelatodporu na Udrzanie Nadejného Senioratu Amerického
SvedoklLO, no. 6 (March 15, 1916): 95-96.

18134n] Pelikan, “Pozoruhodny ohla§vedokL0, no. 4 (February 15, 1916): 50.
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Synod was very aware of the history of unionism anidnistic tendencies with the Hungarian
Lutherans, which they could date back to the mxtiesinth century. The more direct contact with
Hungarian unionism was in the nineteenth centud/@ount Zay. In a direct reference to Zay,
the editors oSvedokvarned against this unionistic activity, whichyreaw all too clearly in
their own history of the nineteenth centdfyTo resist unionism, the Slovak Lutheran Synod
often invoked Hurbaft? The Slovak Lutheran Synod traced their Slovak etdh heritage not
only through the Slovak Reformation, which culmathin the early seventeenth century with
the acceptance of the Book of Concord as normétivealso through the Slovak national revival
and its parallel Lutheran revival in the last haflthe nineteenth century. Hurban was the leading
confessional theologian of this period and a soof@nti-unionism sentiment. The Slovak
Lutheran Church also felt that the concern of Haolbéime was the rise of Hungarian
nationalism at the expense of the clear teachihgsedRreformation.

The appeal for unity based on Hungarian nationaldg within the context of
magyarizatiori!® As shown, the eighteenth and nineteenth centprimged to be a difficult era
for the Slovak Lutherans in the Hungarian LutheZduurch. Beyond the forced magyarization,
which had a broad cultural impact on all Slovaks, $lovak Lutherans Church identity was also
threatened. During the early 1840s, the Hungaiiaasa concerted effort to create a united
Protestant Church; and although this effort mightenfaded in the minds of the Slovak
Lutherans, the historical memory of this event wexy much intact within the Slovak Lutheran

Synod. Under the auspices of Count Zay, the Catanwho were mainly Hungarians, sought to

H17«Cirkevné Zpravy,"Svedok?, no. 23 (October 15, 1908): 364.
H8«Cirkevné Zpravy,” 364.
19 «Reformécia v Slovenskom Narode VoébeZ&pisnica 1919, 89-90.
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unite with the Lutherans, who were mainly Slov&K he role of Zay was still an important part
of this history, and the influence of the Hungasiamd the Reformed was still pressuring
Lutheranism in Slovaki&: In the tradition of Zay, the Hungarians were alsealaiming that all,
including the Germans and the Slovaks, wanted ufion

Many Slovak Lutherans in Slovakia still had sigradnt theological issues with union,
including the theology of the Lord’s Super and mstthation'?® If the Hungarians saw Germans
as eager for union, the Slovaks saw Germany a$jantdesson of the risks of unionism. The
Slovaks attributed such activity, which they untl@rd was lead by Schleiermacher, to the
“dilution” of the Lutheran church in Germardy.If not a dilution, unionism was a self-
annihilation!*® Unionism was encouraged by the Hungarians buéfeby Slovaks on both sides
of the Atlantic.

Pelikan was a young man during this dynamic tim8lovak national and religious
history. He would have experienced this conflicedily. Jan Boor, who was a colleague of
Pelikan, highlighted in one article the unionistidivities by the Hungarian leadership. Boor
noted that this kind of leadership, which leadsamg unionism, would make not him a “good
Lutheran.™® For Pelikan and others, the concerns about Huag@fforts towards Lutheranism

were born not just out of their historical memdoyt from personal experiences. Coming to

120 Hugh LeCaine Agnew, "Czechs, Slovaks, and theaidinguistic Separatism of the Mid-Nineteenth
Century," inThe Czech and Slovak Experiened. John Morison, 21-37 (New York: St. Martinfed3, 1992), 24.

12Leynia a millenium,”Cirkevné Listyd (February 1895): 31-33.
1224705r4vy,” Cirkevné Listyd (September 1895): 162.

123470 r4vy," 162.

1244Unia a millenium,”Cirkevné Listyd (May 1895): 86.

125 «Ynia a millenium,”Cirkevné Listyd (May 1895): 86.

126 3an Boor, “Budtcnasnasej cirkve, Cirkevné Listy8 (November 1894): 168.
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America, the members of the Slovak Lutheran Syramtidertainly heard voices warning them of
the considerable dangers of unionism to confesklartheranism.

In terms of unionism, the Slovak Synod Lutheraeseanconcerned about the
magyarization relative to its impact on the Lutimenature and identity of the Slovak Lutherans
back in the “old country.” For example, during aetieg in October of 1913 in Budapest, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod noted that the Slovak Lutietead to defend against trends in the
Hungarian Lutheran Church to unite the Reformedlanierans? The Hungarian experience
had taught the Slovak Lutherans in America to dgitthe liberal theology that seemed to walk
hand-in-hand with union movementsThe feelings of antipathy were mutual. As muclhas
Slovak Lutherans disliked and even feared the Huagd.utherans, the Hungarian Lutherans
were noted enemies of the work of the Slovak Lwtheé3ynod. And as much as the Hungarians
and Slovaks read the papers coming out of Amesaoo the Slovak Lutherans in America
read the papers coming from the “old count®The leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Synod did
not want to cooperate with the Hungarians for mati@nd theological reasons. Thus, the anxiety

over theological unionism interlaced with the feafrsnagyarization.

12747pravy zo starej vlasti,Svedok15 December 1913, 36.

1281t was noted in Slovakia that many of their peapére choosing the Slovak Lutheran Synod over other
options, closer to the Hungarian church in theolagyg ethnicity. The Slovak Lutheran Synod appetvdthve
“Catholic” influences to many in Slovakia, espelgi@h the manner in which they understood and adstened the
Lord’s Supper. But the conservatism of the immigsaver came those concerns; Slovaks immigratirgnterica
were more concerned about Hungarian liberalism thay were the seemingly Catholic practices. SaedaZsky,
“Otazka uhorskych evanjelikov v AmerikeCirkevné Listy38 (December 1914): 318-21. The concerns about the
Lord’s Supper may be an allusion to Pelikan’s owfiadiities with communion practice in 1906. BottaBnt and
Pelikan had significant conflicts concerning comioanin their congregations. Pelikan’s conflict wamsicerning
the communion announcement. He supported thisipedstit was also significantly pressured by Miss&ynod
pastors to implement it quickly. See Dol&kHistory of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United
States of America, 1902-1956—62. Pelikan also concerned Slovak Lutheraltis this practice. The Slovak
author argued for a more open form of communion fPelikan desired. See Igor Stefanik, “O zpove@irkevné
Listy 20 (December 1906): 368—69.

1294Cirkevné Zpravy,”Svedok2, no. 23 (October 15, 1908): 364.
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Even though the Slovak Lutheran Synod was conceshedt magyarization, resisting
unionism was more important than losing nationahidy. Even when pondering the possibility
of a union with other Slovak Lutherans, the Slokakheran Synod would only do so when all
parties agreed on the clear teachings of the Halptires and the symbolic or confessional
texts of the Lutheran ChurcH.In fact, on the eve of the end of the war andoiaginning of the
Pelikan Movement, they were equally resolute: “Afouwr joint work, there cannot be any talk
about that while they do not show us by the writiemd of God that we teach falsely or while
our opponents do not accept that they teach fal$gligven though unionism and magyarization
were often one in the minds of Slovak Lutheranstose in the Slovak Lutheran Synod, the
reality is that unionism was still primarily a tHegical and not national concern. This
perspective on unionism and nationality would dtiveir relationships within America and
eventually with the Slovak Lutheran Church.

Magyarization was closely linked to the rise oeliélism within the church. In a lecture
reprinted inSvedokBalent linked the church in the Hungary with trseng tide of liberalism
and rationalism as well as an antagonist againetltutheranism?® In 1910,Svedolaligned the
Hungarian Lutheran Church with modernism and liiema The answer to this modernist plight

was the clear teaching of the Lutheran understgnafithe Christian faitk* Svedokamented

130 3 [1&n] V.[ojtko], “Spojenie slovenskych evanjelikb Svedokl1, no. 7 (April 1, 1917): 108. The author
continued his argument to include a rebuttal teéwho might suggest that Lutheranism needed a new
Reformation. Rather he suggested that they shetldr to the old Reformation, where the goal im#&intain the
theology and values of a previous era of Lutheranls this case, they intended to repristinate essibnal
Lutheranism.

1311 Jozef] Kuchérik, “Posledna zprava hlasu o nadgnogalnom shromazdeni v Akron, OS¥edoKL1, no.

17 (September 1, 1917): 271.

132 Theodor Balent, “O hlavnych Glohach pravovernggiénsko-evangelickej aug. vyz. synodgyedol3, no.
11 (May 15, 1909): 196.

133«podivné,”Svedokt, no. 18 (August 1, 1910): 280—81.
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that the church in Hungary was becoming more anekilgeral™** The result was a grim end for
the church as it would necessarily become deréfict.

The leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Synod felt agjiinkage existed between
magyarization and the liberal apostasy of the Liath€hurch in Hungary. The Slovak Synod
Lutherans viewed the Hungarians as supportingibleedl, rationalistic theology, which they
understood as a godless understanding of the'faithey juxtaposed unionism with the
Hungarian Lutherans interest in liberal, worldlyndwiew. When asserting evidence of the
Devil's work in the attitudes and events of the Hamnan LutheransSvedokvas able to answer
why their mother church was so far gone. They anssvehat in Hungary the church had a desire
for worldly or secular things as well as magyaimaiand unionism; on the other hand, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod was only concerned with deaching?’ In terms of ecclesiology, the
Lutheran Church in Hungary, typified by Balent'safysis, was beholden to clericalism and
church bureaucracyf He also observed that most Slovaks coming fromgdanwere Lutheran
in name or according to their family heritage ofiyf he Hungarian Lutheran Church was
viewed often as the source of the many theologlisaincluding liberalism, which contributed
to poor personal piety, if not ambivalence, to @teistian faith. For example, the impact on the
schools and complicity of the church hierarchydiliag in this program of cultural hegemony

only aided in the wounded piety as evident the sgbsnt closing of church schod1$The

13447pravy,” Svedols, no. 15 (June 15, 1911): 233.
1854zpravy,” 234.

136 «Cirkevné Zpravy,"Svedok?, no. 23 (October 15, 1908): 365.
137«Cirkevné Zpravy,” 365.

138 Theodor Balent, “O hlavnych tlohach pravoverng&giéansko=evangelickej aug. vyz. synodgvedol3,
no. 11 (April 15, 1909): 162.

139 Theodor Balent, “O hlavnych tlohach pravoverng&déansko=evangelickej aug. vyz. synody, " 163.
14047pravy,” Svedold, no. 24 (November 1, 1910): 3609.
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Hungarian Lutheran Church had become too closéeadl teachings, secularization, and
worldly pursuits.

Slovak Lutherans in America often traced their ggias to the theology and policies of the
Hungarian Lutheran ChurcByvedoksupported the separation of church and statesidipe that
they would never revisit those struggles. The Stduatheran Synod’s constant struggle with
magyarization, unionism, and liberalism never war@ualy their concerns changed. Once the
Hungarians were no longer a concern, other Amerilegrominations and the Slovak Lutheran
Church appeared to be afflicted with the same amsc&verywhere they looked, the leadership
of the Slovak Lutheran Synod found the same thineflenges: a nationalism that threatened
their Slovak culture, a spirit of Christian unityat challenged their confessional identity, and

theological innovations that challenged their odiby.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SLOVAK LUTHERAN SYNOD’S AMERICAN IDENTITY

The Slovak Lutheran Synod was aware of its pastuaed its understanding of Slovak
Lutheran history to help shape its view of chuiitdih Hungary and its relationship with the
Hungarian Lutheran Church. The synod’s understandirhistorical forces affected the way it
also related within the American context. Manyla same issues members had with the
Hungarian Lutherans were also targets in Amerigeh ®s unionism, liberalism, and
chauvinism. By the time of the Pelikan Movemeng 8iovak Lutheran Synod was also
becoming increasingly Americanized, often beingwara of the changes taking places in its

community.

Resisting Unionism in America

Unionism was a concern of Slovak Lutherans lon@teethey arrived in America. Their
contact with unionism as well as liberalism and gaagation in the Kingdom of Hungary and
by the Hungarian Lutheran Church was a long arehs# experience. Such an experience lived
in the common memory of Slovak Lutherans. As shdwa conflict between the Slovaks and
the Hungarians continued within the Slovak Luthe8gnod immigrant community. In the
American context, unionism became an important twapaintain their theological identity in a
sea of American denominations. Avoiding unionisnswaeful to maintain a pure expression of
Slovak Lutheranism in America just as it was usefuts defense of Slovak Lutheranism in

Hungary.
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To avoid unionism, the Slovak Lutherans in Ametiganed to the Book of Concord, the
standard for their Lutheran identity since the hagig of the seventeenth century. LeSka, who
supervised Pelikan in Brezova, translated the Bidkoncord into Slovak. His translation was
the definitive translation for Slovaks. This traatgdn was published initially in Slovakia (at the
time, the Kingdom of Hungary) in 1898 and was ggblished in 1918 in America. The
American preface to the text specifically laudeel Book of Concord as a remedy for the
unionism that befell the church in Germany and e promoted by the church in Hungary.
The immigrant Slovak Lutherans saw the Book of @od@s a solution for unionism not only in
Slovakia but also in America. By tenaciously adhgtio the Book of Concord, they could, they
hoped, maintain their orthodox, Lutheran identity.

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in &iay#he Book of Concord was how many
Slovak Lutherans measured their Lutheran faith Htuagarian church that was seeking to bring
together the Reformed and Lutheran churches. Ithepsd that in America the Book of
Concord would likewise be a tool for Lutheran idgntiin America, they were confronted with a
plethora of denominations and confessions, whiclarthe American religious context
substantially different from the European one. perm the nineteenth century still had mainly
three confessions: Lutheran, Reformed, and Cathdhiwerica was confessionally more diverse
with hundreds of different religious communitieedanany denominations shared the same or
similar confession$For the immigrant Slovak Lutheran, the denominmetldandscape was

much more complex than they had seen before.

! Jan Leska, trans., preface to the American edikaiha Svornost{East Akron, OH: Nakladom Slov. Ev.
Lut. Vyd. Spol@&nosti, 1918), v.

2470 zahrantia,” Cirkevné Listy26 (February, 1912): 71. Although the editorshi$ Slovak magazine did
not indicate a source for their data, they are awéthe many denominations in America. In thisrshaicle, they
state that there were 215 different confessiond,P¥btestant, 23 Lutheran, 17 Baptists, and 12ogtesans.
Moreover, they added that there were a numberhafrdaiths including Buddhism, Hinduism, and théh&afaith.
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Unlike the Kingdom of Hungary, America had manyeliént Lutheran bodiesEach of
these organizations was free, independent, angspfforting. Some maintained orthodox
expressions of the Lutheran faith. Others, ofteleoLutheran groups, found a home in the
evangelical consensus, which led to a broader atdraf confessional and denominational
allegiances. The General Synod is a historic Anaericutheran church and one example of the
Americanization of Lutheranism. Maintaining an itdgnin the cacophony of theological voices
was challenging. Standing against unionistic chyretttices was useful in maintaining
confessional theology and identity.

For Slovak theologians such as Hurban, unionismanaancern that would grow as the
Hungarians began to dominate the religious hiesaothhe Lutheran church in the Kingdom of
Hungary in the latter half of the nineteenth ceytim addition to the Book of Concord, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod minded Hurban’s theologicdition. When resisting unionism in
America, the Slovak Synod saw Hurban’s work as dehof resistancéMoreover, as Pelikan
notes, Hurban was an ideal and example for Slovdkdrans. He was not only a nationalist and
a true Slovak, but a true Lutheran theologian dt ®e when Bishop Raffay of the Hungarian
Lutheran Church accused the Slovak Synod of agorgpirit and an odd orthodoxy, Pelikan
could answer by calling on the blessed memory abH, who served as a counter example to
Hungarian Lutheranism. Hurban was a “good, Slowationalist” but he was also an “orthodox

theologian,” who was able to refute the risingaatdilistic theology of such intellectuals as

Thus, Slovaks, including those in Slovakia, wouldidrbeen well aware of the different theological egligious
landscape in America.

% For a wider description of American Lutheranisee €harles P. Arandgesting the Boundaries: Windows to
Lutheran Identity(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1995). &short description from a Slovak Lutheran
perspective, see See Jaroslav Pelikan, “TesSte issOMrEania,” Ze nie ste tdami United Lutheran Church in
America,” Svedokl4, no. 3 (February 1, 1920): 53-57.

* «Styristorainé narodeniny Kalvina3vedok3, no. 17 (July 15, 1909): 258.
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Strauss and RendrPelikan embraced the accusation, agreeing witlhithrgarian assertion that
he and the Slovak Lutheran Synod were orthodoxeraiins, which was a different spirit than the
Hungarian Lutheran Church. He called upon a hisébrnodel from the nineteenth century for
right thinking Slovak Lutherans in the early twesthi century.

Mining a mix of Slovak sources and new Americanrses,Svedokvas vigorously
opposed to unionism. This rejection of unionismaseagenda and a tone that would remain
throughout the early days of the Slovak Lutherand8ly Their American source was primarily
the Missouri Synod, which had many years of leayiow to express confessional, orthodox
Lutheranism in the American context. For examgle,aditors oSvedolquoted from a sermon
by Franz Piepéron Ezra 4. In that sermon, Pieper warned earlggainst the impact of
unionism on the church. Franz Pieper was one obtithe most, important theologians of the
Missouri Synod during the latter decades of thet@anth century and the early decades of the
twentieth century. He was considered the heir ¢oMinssouri’s Synod most famous theologian
and churchman, C. F. W. Walthdre was at his peak of influence within confessidnaheran
circles during the time before and during the Relikovement. Pieper stated that “unionism is
then indifference against the truth; it is withautonfession, yes, renouncing Christ and his
words.”® This view against unionistic church practicesnigpéfied in his text on unionism,

which was later translated by the Slovak Lutheramo8l pastor, Vojtkd.

® [J&n] Pelikan, “Pozoruhodny ohlag§vedokLO0, no. 4 (February 15, 1916): 50.
® L. Fuerbringer, “Dr. F. Pieper als Theologbncordia Theological Monthlg, no. 11 (1931): 721-29.

" For an overview of Walther's life and theologye skugust R. SueflonServant of the Word: The Life and
Ministry of C. F. W. WalthefSaint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 2000).

8«7 Pieperovych homilii,’Svedok2, no. 5 (January 15, 1908): 66. “Unionismus {el'hostajnoou oproti
pravde, je bezkonfessionalosi, &no zapieranim Krista a jeho slova.”

® Franz PieperUnionizmus Trans. Jan Vojtko. Concordia Historical Institu$. Louis, MO. For an English
translation of the text see Franz Pieper, “UnioriisGoncordia Journalll, no. 3 (May 1985): 94—100. The editor
of the Concordia Journal remarks: “Dr. Franz Pigpesented an essay on Unionism und the title geildaetze
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In addition to the Missouri Synod’s theologians tthhurch magazines and other church
publications also influenced the Slovak Lutherandly Unionism was a theme dheLutheran
Witnessthe Missouri Synod’s English newspaper. The paften reminded its readership that
the Missouri Synod would only join in worship witther churches that adhered to the same
doctrine: “We hold it to be a self-evident trutlathwhere there is no unity of faith, there ought
to be no unity of worship'® A drumbeat of arguments against unionism from MissSynod
sources was steady leading up to the Pelikan Momeme

This resistance to unionism was extended beyonret diltheran groups to the larger pan-
protestant movements. The Interchurch World Movdrgeane example. This movement was
formed to promote world evangelism. The responsghefLutheran Witnessas to reject the
organization but also to link such movements taches “which are honeycombed with
rationalism and unbelief, while the Churches thaa measure remain loyal to the Gospel have

withheld official approval.™ Resisting unionism was a tool to thwart the introof ideas such

ueber den Unionismus.” The 1925 Convention autkdri translation.” Pieper here defended the MisSymod’s
stance on Unionism and rejected criticism of thad@lyfor its hard line against such activity. Intgadar, he
rebuked those who would assert that the Missoutb8yacts contrary to Christian love or out of aamoge. To
them, Pieper responded “it is God’s Word that naesermine for us what Christian love is” and “Galso
arranged His Word that we not omhayknow the truth, bumust knowt as long as we by faith continue in the
words of Scripture and refuse to take our eyeshafn” (98). In short, he argued that unionism esrdjection of
the truths that are found in Scripture and thogthgrare attainable. Love, then, becomes sharvggttruths for the
sake of one’s salvation and not for an artifictalfward form of unity. He concluded: “We can neitkstablish nor
maintain churchellowship except with those with whom we are in agreemeihé Christian doctrine” (100).
Thus, to reject unionism presupposes for Piepet {fams for Vojtko) the rejection of any fellowshaprangement
that would violate the Lutheran Churches doctrime$ound in the Holy Scripture and the Lutheranf€ssions.
For the entire text translated in to English seanErPieperyUnionism: What does the Bible say about Church-dnio
(Oregon City, Oregon: Oregon City Press, 1925). 8@ Vojtko’'s own work on the topic, Jan Vojtkiednota
Ducha vo Svazku Pokof&hicago: Narodnej Tiskarne, 1918). A copy is ke in SELC District Archives, Box
8, Folder 371.03, Concordia Historical Institute, [Duis.

% ITheodore] G.[raebner], “Joint Reformation Celgimas,” The Lutheran Witnes36, no. 19 (September 18,
1917): 292. Other examples aboundire Lutheran Witnes3 hese articles would have likely had an impactran
Slovak Lutheran Synod’s leadership, who would ha@aal such statementsThe Lutheran Witnesws The
Lutheranerprior to the Pelikan Movement

" Theodore] G.[raebner], “The Interchurch World Marent,”The Lutheran Witnes9, no. 3 (February 3,
1920): 39. Graebner began a series of short ealsaagainst this aspect of unionism in 1920, whigfnlighted an
additional “leviathan” for his readers. For oth&amples of this line of argument frofilne Lutheran Witnessee:
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as rationalism, which might unduly influence thenah. Stronger words were to come. In the
rejection of the interchurch movement, Graebner eeaain of the illegitimacy of these
movements. He said: “The Interchurch Movement i§-@murch. Its principles are destructive
of church-life. It proceeds on the assumption thatchurches may unite for work no matter
what their teachings may b& Moreover, such interchurch movements were seémeasource
of the decline of Protestantism in America. Frona€kner’s viewpoint, the interchurch
movement was not founded on optimism, but rathéirain, decay, bankruptcy, and despdir.”
He added that the failure of a church, which ismghavith its woeful lack of pastors and new
members, is rooted in “tolerance of false docttitie.

The intensity of the polemic is important. Unionigras aid to the enemies of the Lutheran
church and to the spiritual detriment of souls. flaBommer encapsulates this reaction well
when he wrote:

... the daily press gladly prints unionistic sentinsefThe Romanists like to read

them; they know that such sentiments cause thefeoits to look with admiring

eyes upon the unity of Rome. And the lodgemen towead them. For isn’t that just

exactly what the lodge stands for? And our peoecadangered by reading them!

We dare not cease, therefore, to give proper ictstmu concerning this soul-poison,
and to warn our people againstit.

[Theodore] G.[raebner], “The Meaning of Interdennational Movements,The Lutheran Witnes39, no. 6 (March
16, 1920): 88-89; [Theodore] G.[raebner], “The tateirch Mess of PottageThe Lutheran Witnes89, no. 6
(March 16, 1920): 89; [Theodore] G.[raebner], “Lesthns in Interchurch?The Lutheran Witnes39, no. 7 (March
30, 1920): 102-103; [Martin S.] S.[ommer], “Is Undr Union Close at HandThe Lutheran Witnes39, no. 9
(April 27, 1920): 133-34; [Theodore] G.[raebneiTht Interchurch LeviathanThe Lutheran Witnes39, no. 9
(April 27 1920): 134; [Theodore] G.[raebner], “A 8around of Ruin and DespaiThe Lutheran Witnes39, no.

9 (April 27, 1920): 134-5; [Martin S.] S.[ommerEHhall the Church Take Orders from the Worl@kie Lutheran
Witness39, no. 10 (May 11, 1920): 149-50; [Theodore] &fmer], “ The Interchurch Failurelhe Lutheran
Witness39, no. 12 (June 8, 1920): 181-82.

12.G.[raebner], “The Interchurch Leviathan,” 134.
13 G.[raebner], “A Background of Ruin and Despair341
14 G.[raebner], “A Background of Ruin and Despair351

3 IMartin S.] S.[Jommer], “Unionism in the Daily P The Lutheran Witnes39, no. 4 (February 17, 1920):
56.
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Sommer illuminated the linkage between the interchmovement and the American Christian
context when he said: “The Interchurch movementatiabe earmarks of being inspired by
Satan himself In response to any who would see such statememtsmabative, Sommer
guoted Pieper, who spoke at an Atlantic Districhfécence, saying “we who are known as
Missourians are generally accused of an extraorgimafriendliness.” Sommer added that this
perception is in part because Missourians “not oefyse to practise [sic] altar- and pulpit-
fellowship with sectarians, but also refrain frohucch union and fraternal intercourse with
those Lutheran synods that sill countenance arfdrsnftheir midst false doctrine and unionistic
practises [sic].*” Finally, unionism is not a goal of the Missourin®g nor is it the goal of the
Christian church: “Let us keep in mind that extéunaon of all Christians into one synod or one
church-body for business purposes is neither cordeim God’s Word, nor is it essential for
the best interests of the churc¢hlUnionism, then, was a significant concern of thev&k
Lutheran Synod’s partner and most influential chusody. That concern was to avoid unionism
for the sake, if not the survival, of the orthodaxheran church.

From such polemics, members of the Slovak Luth&warod projected a similar voice in
their own church and within the Slovak Lutheran cwmity in America. In a lecture reprinted
in SvedokBalent reiterated the concerns of the Slovak &xgth Synod towards unionism in the
world, which he saw clearly in Germany where thegld out” the Lutheran faith and where he

saw the church working closely with the liberaliamd rationalism? Balent, who had

16 5 [ommer], “Shall the Church Take Orders from\ttierld,” 150.

7 Martin S.] S.[Jommer], “Are Missouri Lutherans Uigindly and Unsocial?, TheLutheran Witnes88, no.
19 (September 16, 1919): 297.

18 5 [ommer], “A Sane and Sober Statement on Churibr)’ 315.

% Theodor Balent, “O hlavnych tlohach pravovernggiansko-evangelickej aug. vyz. synod$yedok3, no.
13 (May 15, 1909): 196.
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experienced significant strife over such issudsvimprevious congregations, went on to outline
the basis of true union between churcFede noted that a union between churches is not
primarily through a common, national language. Hes weferring to the Slovak Evangelical
Union (SEU), who he felt had placed culture andjlaage above confession. He also added that
true church union did not depend on having theragatecommonality in the forms of worship
(orders and ceremonies), nor the agreement orrtibkes of faith, if the meaning is understood
differently, nor in the unity of common ministrisach as missions. Unity must be based on the
same spirit, the same faith, the same thinkingtaeacgame teaching in all the articles of faith. In
this way, he hoped to avoid unionism, such aserréhationships between the Lutherans and the
Calvinists, the London Evangelical Alliance, and theneral Syno#.

This early reference against unionism staked quatsiion that would affect the church
greatly in its relationships within the Slovak coommity. The Slovak Lutheran Synod aligned
itself with churches and organizations that agmehl it confessionally rather than associations
based on a mutual cultural herit&g€or a theologically driven group, relationshipatttvere

ethnically close proved difficult to maintain. TB&vak Lutheran Synod had great angst in its

2 June Granatir Alexandefhe Immigrant Church and Communi¢Rittsburg: Univerisity of Pittsburgh Press,
1987), 74-82. Alexander recounts Balent's expegatdioly Emmanuel Lutheran Church in Pittsburgh.léft
that congregation because of their communion grestand other “religious irregularities” (76). Bétldad similar
problems with the congregation Saint Luk&s; Pelikad the same conflict with his early congregat®aints Peter
and Paul, in Chicago. See George Dokalistory of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuircithe United States
of America, 1902-192(5t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1955),68B—

% Theodor Bélent, “O hlavnych Glohach pravoverngiéansko-evangelickej aug. vyz. synodgyedol3, no.
16 (July 1, 1909): 241-43.

2 Roger Finke and Rodney Stark posit the thesis iindact, those denominations that have “high deaisa
and distinctive boundaries” (249) have historicalighin the American context resisted unionism and
ecumenicalism best and grown the most. In shagtyrthre costly the religion is, the more rewardirgeicomes.
They also add that denominations that choose wstionielationships are almost always statisticadlthe decline
and lack an internal vigor (236). This vigor, ifeleding a strict understanding of Lutheranism dredgeeming
unending growth of the Missouri Synod impressednthely formed Slovak Lutheran Synod. See especially
chapters six, “Why Unification Efforts Fail,” andwen “Why ‘Mainline’ Denominations Decline” of RogEinke
and Rodney Starlhhe Churching of America, 1776—-2005: Winners ansek®in our Religious Econonfidew
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2005), 197-283
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dealings with the SEU. The accusation of unioniand(syncretism) was levied against the SEU
because the Synod perceived that the SEU was noenwed with the clear teachings of the
Bible and the Lutheran Confessich3he fight between these two Lutheran entitiesiocoed

on the same theological grounds for many y&arkis conflict was one of the more potent
examples of the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s applicatibanionism.

Other Lutheran bodies provided foils for the protgeof unionism as well. If the Missouri
Synod was a theological and intellectual influenaeving the Slovak Lutheran Synod against
unionism, the General Council provided an examplé® perceived dangers of unionism.
Because of the influence of the Missouri Synod,Slevak Lutheran Synod’s view the General
Council was not formed independently. Represergatikom the General Council and the
Slovak Lutheran Synod bantered in various SlovaleAoan periodicals. For example, a pastor
associated with the General Council was againstraan of Missourian and professor Franz
Pieper, showing the theological divide betweenéhmding with a Missourian viewpoint, such
as the Slovak Lutheran Synod, and those with thee@é Councif?

The Slovak Lutheran Synod was just as concernedtdbe general problems of unionism
in American Christianity. A highlight of this Amean experience was the shared religious event
at the 1916 Republican Convention, in which spesakem a number of different church bodies,
including the Presbyterian, Catholic, Methodistyid@, and Episcopal representatives, provided

worship and prayers. The Slovak Lutherans expretbe@ddeep concern about this event, but

% Jan Pelikan, “Verejné osvéehie,” Svedok?, no. 15 (June 15, 1908): 231-3. In anotherlartichich was
marking the celebration of the fifteenth anniveysairthe Slovak Evangelical Union, there was anogitack on
the syncretistic activities of the SEU and of itethpromises with the world.” See “15&re jubileum Slov. Ev.
Jenoty,”Svedok, no. 15 (June 15, 1908): 236-37.

%4 For an expanded understanding of the conflict@eerge DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical
Lutheran Church in the United States of Americ)2t4.927 63-67.

% «Cirkevné Zpravy,"Svedok, no. 14 (June 1, 1908): 221.
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also highlighted that the link was as liberal ctumen bonding togethérThey perceived this
act of unionism as “sheer comedy.The Slovak Lutheran Synod had no interest in fmjrwith

a larger pan-church movement.

Maintaining a Slovak Culture in America

Expressing their Lutheran understanding of the &Tilan faith was paramount to the Slovak
Lutheran Synod. At the same time, these immigraet® keen to remain Slovak in culture and
heritage and worked hard to maintain that aspetttedf identity. To maintain this identity, they
preserved their literature and language withiniélaelership of the church. The connection
between nationalism and literature was evidernteatcbllegiate and seminary levels. Within
these institutions of higher learning, the Slovaitieran Synod attempted to keep alive its
national and Lutheran traditions. Much of this tege, they felt, was previously suppressed
through the imposition of magyarization and ratimma. The Slovak Lutheran Synod had its
own professor, who assisted in the teaching oBlbgak seminarians at a Missouri Synod
seminary. The first Slovak professor to teach atsteminary level, Professor Stefan Tuhy, noted
that a seminarian’s training in 1909 included thulg of literature, and in particular, Slovak
literature. Beyond the core studies in the Biblestéty, Church History, and the Confessions,
the students not only studied literature, suchlagksvicov’'s Detvan but also participated in a
“literary circle.” Here they read articles, lectay@oems, and participated in debates. He reported

that “the students love to learn Slovak, they catgdy study our writers?® As part of the

% «7pravy z Ameriky: Liberalismus a Unionismus Notu® Ultra,” SvedokLO, no. 12 (June 15, 1916): 191—
92.

27«7pravy z Ameriky: Liberalismus a Unionismus Nolu® Ultra,” 192.

28 Stefan Tuhy, “Zapishice zasedani slov. ev. lugmdBly v Spoj. Statoch Ameriky, odbyvanychiodh 6., 7.
a 8. sept. 1910, v chrame cirkve slov. ev. luth.Matra, v Connellsville, Pa.3vedols, no. 3 (December 15, 1910):
31-32. “Studenti sa radtia slovensky, pilne Studujd naSich spisolate... .”
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theological education for a Slovak Lutheran pagte,Slovak Lutheran Synod had designated
national literature as a core element of the culuim to maintain their Slovak identity.

Likewise, other students were experiencing a beshdtation in Slovak culture and Slovak
Lutheranism. In 1915, Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr. studigebrt Wayne. Like the rest of the students,
he had a rich program in the old gymnasium tradjtgtudying a host of subjects, including
math, history, and geography to name a few. Hettnatidy many languages, including
German, English, Latin, Greek, Hebrew, and Frefbtley also learned theology in German,
English, and Slovak, being able to quote from tbéhkeran Catechism (by Schwan) in all three
languages. Their courses demanded that they readiSinagazines and Slovak history books
(namely a text by Lajaka), and memorize hymns from the Slovak Hynifla¢y also learned
non-religious Slovak folk song8ln these many ways, the next generation of Sldwakeran
leaders kept close to the Slovak language andreultu

This attempt to pass on Slovak culture to the gexeration was not just for the future
pastors of the church. As Vojtko, the pastor atdhegregation in Lakewood, Ohio reported,
their youth had formed a “circle” dedicated to paty studying church literature, but also
literature of the Slovak nation—all of it in Slov&kNot only did the Slovak Lutherans want to
preserve their own Lutheran identity through ediecatout also their cultural heritage. Whether
at the highest levels of education or in the patisé literary and historical aspects of the Slovak
culture and nation remained important to the membéthe Slovak Lutheran Synod.

For the common parishioner, the Synod took careitdorce the Slovak expression of the
faith through the hymnal. The hymnal was, in paiic, an important part of the Slovak

Lutheran experience not only because it was impobttathe piety of the people, but also

29 “Nasi Studenti vo Fort Wayne, Ind Svedol®, no. 6 (March 15, 1915): 101-103.
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because the hymnal was a battle ground for orthppdaxSlovakia in the mid-nineteenth
century, the Lutheran Church in Slovakia publishetew hymnalZpevnik (1842). This new
hymnal replaced the old hymnalianoscius The old hymnal had roots back téi Jiranovsky
(1592-1637};! who compiled the hymnal in the seventeenth cerituojd Czech (1636). This
older hymnal was originally calle@ithara Sanctorum, Pisni DuchovnichKancional® It was
also in common use with the Czechs as well asithsi&s, who used the hymnal until 1865.
During the very difficult years of the Counter-Refation, especially in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, this hymnal went throughralmer of printings, often in areas outside of
Slovakia, providing a common bond for a persecptaple®* The time of rationalism, as the
famous theologian and publisheriainosciushymnal, Jan Mocko, called it, ended the
dominance of the old hymn&lThe perceived difference between the two hymnals stark to
orthodox Lutherans. They saw the new hymnal aglgigfluenced by rationalism. Many,
including the founding president of the Slovak lardn Synod, Latek, viewed the document as
the Devil's book kniha diabolsk®*

What was the difference to the typical parishior&s3vas recounted in the Slovak

Lutheran Synod’s church newspap@ravda “The person who purchases fhi@noscius

30 J.[an] V.[Vojtko], “Pracujme!,"Svedolé, no. 20 (September 1, 1912): 331.

3L Tranovsky was important not only for his work e tiymnal and his ability to work with a number of
Slavic nations in the region, but he also trandldite Augsburg Confession into Czech in 1620. Faescription of
his career as a pastor, theologian and hymnistofiggnal hymnal had about 100 of his own hymneg sndrew
Wantula, “The Slavonic LutherConcordia Theological Monthl¥7, no. 10 (October 1946): 728-37.

32 Mich. Bodicky, “Zpsvnik a Kancional,’Svedok7, no. 11 (April 15, 1913): 166. See also [JandsRelikan,
[Sr.], “The Tranoscius Tercenenary;oncordia Theological Monthly, no. 2 (February 1936): 144-45.

33 Mich. Bodicky, “Zpsvnik a Kancional,” 166.

34 Jan Mocko, “Pedmluva k novému vydani Pisni DuchovnichranosciugAkron, OH: Nakladem Slov.
Lut.Vydavatelské Spotamosti, 1918): 8-19.

% Mocko, “Predmluva k novému vydani Pisni Duchovnich,” 19-27.

% Jozef KuchéarikRozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom ad&pikom(Streator, IL: Svedok Publishing House, 1917), 1.
For a copy of this text, see SELC District ArchivBsx 8, Folder 405, Concordia Historical Institus. Louis.
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hymnal buys 99 pounds of sugar and one pound af, arn the person who purchases the
Zpevnikhymnal buys 99 pounds of sand and only one pofisdgar.® That is to say, that the
Tranosciushymnal was viewed as more orthodox in its theolagg much more edifying to the
worshiper. For members of the Slovak Lutheran Syaratiother orthodox Slovak Lutherans,
adopting theZpevnikhymnal was considered a theological and spirtiagledy. This conflict
waged continuously in Slovakia for decades.

In particular, these orthodox Lutherans suggestatiZpevnikintroduced a host of
theological errors, including the idea that God miad come in the flesh, He did not become a
man, Christ is not true God, Christ is not in Glangh the Father, Christ did not redeem and free
the world from sin, the world and the Devil, andast® These assertions and many more were a
result of the critical, rational study of the Bitdi text during the nineteenth century. The new
hymnal introduced a host of errors into the hymansied over from the old hymn&Moreover,
there was a radical increase in the number of hymoh&om the old hymnal. Only 332 were
carried over into the new hymnal, which had 842 hgnand only 55 of those 332 were
unchanged® Particularly, hymns that were very specific to theheran experience, for
example, about the Augsburg Confession, were aktefeccording to the Slovak Lutheran

Synod, all of these modifications were productsatibnalism.

3" “Rozdiel medzi Tranosciusom a &mikom,” Pravda2, no. 7 (July 15, 1922): 157. “Kto kupuje Trariasg
kupuje 99 funtov cukru a funt piesku. Ale kto kupdjpEvnik, kupuje 99 funtov piesku a len funt cukru.”igh
article is from Jozef KuchérilRozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom aépikom

3 Jozef KucharikRozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom a&pikom(Streator, IL: Svedok Publishing House, 1917),
4-5,

39 Kucharik's text has listed out all the errors begw the two hymnals. See Jozef Kuch&Rzdiel Medzi
Tranosciusom a Zwnikom 5-28.

“0 Kuchérik,Rozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom adpikom 39.
*1 Kuchérik,Rozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom ad&pikom 33.
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Mocko, the Slovak champion of the movement to mmiriBranosciugnto the life of the
church, was a pastor who recognized that ratiomatiad infiltrated the church through the
hymnal¥ He provided the most recent printing of the hyn{d&895)?® Mocko andTranoscius
are important because most Slovak parishionerabyxperienced orthodox Lutheranism
through worship and the hymnal. As a champion tfaztox Lutheranism, Mocko and the old
hymnal are part of the Luther-Tranovsky-Hurlidaradition. For example, Kollar, HodZa, and
Hurban were all supportive initially of the new hyat, but Hurban as well as his son, returned
to theTranosciushymnal?® In contrast to the Slovak Lutheran Synod, the &tdwtheran
Church acceptedpeévnikas their hymnal of choic® Following the Mocko and Hurban
traditions, the Slovak Lutheran Synod continuetighbt for theTranosciushymnal in America,
imbedding their congregations in the orthodox tbgglin a very practical way.

In addition to encouraging Slovak literature antiaage at the seminary and university
levels as well as finding ways of encouraging tagghioner to engage Slovak Lutheran culture
in an orthodox fashion, the Slovak Lutherans wemg eoncerned to stay connected to the great
Slovak nationalists, who they were quick to adden@hristian thinkers as welvedols editor,
Theodor Balant, in 1909, when visiting the Slovaldents in Springfield, found that they had a
literary circle, where they read poetry from Hviegthv, which greatly pleased Balant. He

commented that “our students did well in that td&/not forget the memory of the great man of

2 Kucharik,Rozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom a&pikom 3—4.
3 Mich. Bodicky, “Zpsvnik a Kancional,"Svedok?, no. 11 (April 15, 1913): 166.

*4 Kuchaérik links Hurban to the old hymnalanoscius directly. KucharikRozdiel Medzi Tranosciusom
a Zpevnikom 1-2.

> Mich. Bodicky, “Zpsvnik a Kancional,'Svedok’, no. 11 (April 15, 1913): 168.

¢ Bishop Jur Janoska provided a preface to the p8infing of this hymnalZpévnik (Lipt. Sv. Mikulas:
Nékladom Spolku Tranoscius, 1921).
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ours.™ The literature circle was a going concern as dns gtudents, J. M. Marci§, made a plea
for money to buy books for this purpd$&.or example, in 1911, the Slovak Lutheran Synod
made another request for Slovak books to helpttiests in Springfield continue in their study
of the Slovak language and literatdte.

In an effort to regain the Christian nature of thetroes, members of the Slovak Lutheran
Synod resisted the effort by others to distill Gtianity out of their Slovak leaders. The irony of
using Christian Slovak thinkers, such as KollaurSHurban, Safarik, and Hviezdoslav for
purposes other than Christian ones is not losherStovak Lutheran Syné#iFor them, the
reality is the opposite; they argued that when irgpdny of these poets, it is clear these great
thinkers and theologians profess Gbiihis study of the confessional leaders of theteigreth
century was supported in Slovakia as weBlovak Lutherans strove to keep these Slovak
writers and philosophers in front of their congrieyas and people so that the connection
between their culture and their faith could be rteaimed.

One of the greatest writers and poets of Slovalda Hviezdoslav. Even in contemporary
Slovakia, he is hailed often as the nation’s premvigter. Many within the Slovak Lutheran
Synod also had great respect for him. For exanB#@ignt's evaluation of Hviezdoslav raised the

poet to mythical heights, but also recognized hisl dole as a religious writer and a nationalist.

*" Th.[eodore] B.[4lent], “Hviezdoslavov sierok,“ Svedok3, no. 8 (March 1, 1909): 126. “Dobre urobili nasi
Studenti, Ze nezapomenuli na tato pamiatkikébo muza nasho.”

“8J. M. Marci$, “Prosba,Svedols, no. 2 (December 1, 1910): 22.
9. Kolarik, “Dopisy,”Svedols, no. 22 (October 1, 1911): 362.
%0 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Poskvitovanie mien slavnych muzovSvedold, no. 17 (September 1, 1915): 272.

°1 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Poskvitovanie mien slavnych muZov,” 273. The Slovak LugimeBynod was concerned
with the mixing of secular elements with the chuactd its truth. The author added that they shadé to the
pastors of the Missouri Synod for an example ofcug of pastors who worked together, being of Haes spirit.

247prévy,” Cirkevné Listy34 (November 1920): 262. Here the magazine anmmbiadHurban reading circle.
The editor quoted a Hurban poezntemné noci bludnych mamewhich invokes the passion of Christ on the cross.
See M. J. Hurban, “Z temné noci bludnych mame@itkevné Listy34 (December 1920): 266.
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He commemorated Hviezdoslav by saying that “ha isuth a star, which is to us a gift of God

... So that he revealed to our nation in darknegdifiisult church as well as national
enslavement?® This example of how they interpreted the guidigbts of Slovak language and
culture demonstrated their desire to stay firmlypedded in their culture and their Lutheran
heritage. It was a high value of the Slovak Luthe®gnod and eventually the Pelikan Movement

to prove that they were true Slovaks in all waysvall as faithful Lutherans.

Relationships with the Lutherans in America

From this dual identity, in which the Slovak LutherSynod emphasized its strong
orthodox Lutheran beliefs through its rejectioruafonism, rationalism, and liberalism, and its
continued allegiance to its Slovak heritage anddétsompanying rejection of its Hungarian past,
the synod entered into relationships with otheugsoof Lutherans and Christians in America.
These two identity traits were high thresholdswteroome. Other groups were rarely strong
enough confessional Lutherans or faithful enougthéoSlovak immigrant community.

Resisting unionism in America became an importaay o resist the weaknesses of these other
groups. Because of their theological understandimdytheir historical reaction to their European
past, the Slovak Lutheran Synod pastors and menfitiered their relationships with the
American Lutheran denominations and societies tjinabhose experiences. Although they were
well aware of the plethora of American denominagiand even the rise of
nondenominationalism, what was new to them wasitimeber of American Lutheran churches

and groups:

%3 Th.[edor] B.[4lant], “Hviezdosavov vierok,” Svedok3, no. 8 (March 1, 1909): 126-27. “Je opravdovou
hviezdou, ktora nanto dar Bozi, slietla s neba, aby svietila narodeemasvo tméch jehazkej cirkevnej
i narodnej poroby.”

*T. B., “Nedenomin&nog’,” SvedoKl3, no. 5 (March 1, 1919): 83-86.
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They had many contacts with other Lutherans in Avagbut three relationships were
most important in their early history. First, thegd a strong relationship with the Missouri
Synod, which was cemented by their inclusion inSlgaodical Conference. Secondly, they were
at odds with the other major Lutheran denominationsably the General Synod and the
General Council as well as the subsequent Uniteddran Church in America, which was
formed primarily from the union of these two denoations. Thirdly, the closest relationship,
which was also the most painful, was the relatignttrey had with the Slovak Evangelical

Union, which started strong in the early yearshef$ynod, but ended in bitterness.

Relationship with the Missouri Synod

The Slovak Lutheran Synod, which formed on Septer@b&902 in Connellsville,
Pennsylvania, had nine pastors, four of which weeenbers of the Missouri Synod. From the
beginning, the Missouri Synod had a large impadheformation of their pastors. At that time,
the church announced that it was in “full accordthvthe Missouri Synoé. Their cooperation in
theological education intensified their early coctiens. Even in Slovakia, the connection with
the Missouri Synod was explicitly trumpeted, esaligiin terms of training and doctririeln
1908, the Missouri Synod joined in fellowship witte Slovak Lutheran Synod. As one
commentator notes:

The Slovak Synod’s resolve to live up to its oiity declared confessional position

was tested by two decades of controversy over akisues including the practice of

open communion. Though it suffered losses becallisetioe synod stood firm in

opposing the unscriptural communion practice. Uaablestablish a seminary of its
own, the synod’s pastors received their traininilisisouri’'s seminaries, particularly

> Armin W. SchuetzeThe Synodical Conference: Ecumenical EndegMbiwaukee: Northwestern
Publishing House, 2000), 122.

5 “Nabozensky'y a cirkevny Zivot nasich bratov v Aike,” Cirkevné Listyl9 (October 1905): 291-96.
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at the Springfield Concordia. The close relatiopshith Missouri would continue
until after the dissolution of the Synodical Coefece ... >’

Also in 1908, as a sign of the close relationsl@peen synods, the Slovak Lutheran Synod had
17 students at the different faculties of the Miss&ynod. By 1912, the number had risen to
2122 1n just a few short years, the Slovak Lutherand®lywas in official church fellowship and
had integrated their theological educational systetin the Missouri Synod. This close
cooperation enabled many of the pastors and cHeacters of the Slovak Lutheran Synod to

learn and grow side-by-side with the Missouri Syadbeologians and pastors.

From the contact between students who participatéae Missouri Synod’s educational
system, the relationship between the synods caedite grow and strengthen. This relationship
grew into admiration in terms of its mission andate. As the year 1912 approach8dedok
informed its readers of its admiration not only floee Missouri Synod’s clear teaching and
practice, but also for its growth and mission wrkhey greatly appreciated the synod’s ability
to extend their reach as a growing, dynamic chbarty through the Synodical Conference. At
the same time, they recognized and asserted #naitbre an independent church body. They
were committed to fellowship with the Missouri Sgndut they wanted to find their own way,
unbound by church or state interference. In rafigobn a copy of the church annual from the
General Council, they noted, with some pride, thatSlovak Lutheran Synod was listed as a

separate and independent church body from the MisSgnod and not as a puppet of the

" SchuetzeThe Synodical Conference: Ecumenical Endeal@®.
%8 “Reformécia v Slovenskom Narode VobeZApisnica 1919, 89.

%9 Jan Vojtko, “Ni€o o Missii,” Svedok, no. 1 (November 15, 1911): 11. The Slovak Luths in Slovakia
also reported that the Missouri Synod was the Ergkthe Lutheran church bodies in America. Sei€¥sky,
“Otazka uhorskych evanjelikov v AmerikeCirkevné Listy28 (December 1914): 319.
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Synod® For the Slovak Lutheran Synod, this loose conpaatiith the Missouri Synod was
ideal. They were bound theologically into a brotfwerd that gave them the reach of larger
national and international church, yet they feltf@etly free to manage their own affairs.

To show the positive relationship with the Missdbynod, the Slovak Lutheran Synod
used the Hungarian Lutheran Church as a foil. bhséering attack on their former church, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod denounced the lack of sugpest had received from the Hungarians,
including the dearth of missionary support from dfek country. Conversely, they contrasted that
support with the embrace they had received fronMissouri Synod. This German synod, or
“Good Stepmother,” had by 1913 educated 23 of tBkivak youth at the Missouri Synod
seminaries. They were starting to sense their grgwability to minister. Since they were
developing the resources of a proper church, thdtrevas the realization that the Slovaks in
America were duty-bound to help the Slovaks in Harg§' It was in part the example of the
Missouri Synod to the Slovak Lutheran Synod thabeinaged them to imagine a place and time
where they would be able to share what they unoledsand believed as right theology and right
church practice with the Slovaks in the KingdonHoingary. The Missouri Synod was
important to opening up possibilities to the Slotaktheran Synod to go beyond its American
ministry.

Likewise to highlight the positive influence of tMissouri Synod, the Slovak Lutheran
Synod used other American Lutheran groups as exam$itedokemphasized that the Missouri

Synod was according to the heart of Golh contrast, their mother church in Hungary aral th

€9 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Zpravy,”Svedoks, no. 21 (September 1, 1912): 342,
1 «Ak missiu by bola mala kotizirkev ev. a. v. v Uhorsku?3vedok?, no. 24 (November 1, 1913): 374.
62K nasim pomerom,'Svedol8, no. 14 (June 1, 1914): 187.
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General Council were lumped together as both phiaesand fals€ This distinction was not
solely theological as the Slovak Synod Lutherase Bhd the perception that the General
Council, for example, was working against the gaditheir independent denominatiéfriike
the comparison with the Hungarian Lutheran Chuttod Missouri Synod looked like an able
and willing partner in their quest for Lutheranhmrtioxy. Other American Lutheran
denominations looked suspiciously like their Hungarfoes.

In 1915, in an explanation made to the membereeBiovak Lutheran Synod, the
connection between the two Synods was clearly nthppefor their parishioners in terms of
importance, polity, and leadership. First, the Slolzutheran Synod was part of a large,
important movement in that “the Synodical Confeeeiscthe largest Lutheran body in America
and is most extensively distributed in the entiggld.”* For a small church, a connection to a
larger, dynamic church body was important to idgritieir place in the world. They were part of
a very large confessional Lutheran movement.

Secondly, this fellowship had a new polity. Thigeotion of a European-style ecclesiology
demonstrated a level of comfort in the Americanarabf the Slovak Lutheran Synod. This
church polity was in contrast to the authoritamale of the Hungarian Lutheran Church. With

this in mind, leaders of the Synodical Conferemtepontrast to Bishops, acted only as “humble

83K nasim pomerom,” 188.

84K nasim pomerom,” 188. The negative impact of @eneral Council was the attempt to do mission work
among the Slovaks, in effect, splitting away a seginof the Slovaks from the Slovak Lutheran Syridds split
was realized after the war and nearly simultangowith the Pelikan mission effort. The article adrnshed the
Slovaks to rally to the Slovak Lutheran Synod, al@ning themselves with the General Council ararttequests
to join in union with them.

% Americky-Kalendar na Rok 191Streator, IL.,: Svedok Publishing House, 1915);30 cited in Carl S.
Meyer, “The Missouri Synod and Other Lutherans Beft918,”"Moving Frontiers ed. Carl S. Meyer (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1964), 261. Meyer atits the following note: “The author is unknown—sgiblky
Rev. Jan Pelikan. Trans. Kenneth Ballas, rev. BynXova.”
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servants.® These Slovaks were most impressed with the clarant theology of the men who
served in the Missouri Synod, remarking that “h@oel’'s Word is presented in its truth and
purity.”®” Although the size, polity, and character of thegle were appreciated, the doctrinal
bond held the Synodical Conference, the Slovak eénatth Synod, and the Missouri Synod
together.

The theological connection cemented these diffematibnal cultures together. In 1914,
President Tuhy reflected this sentiment when hsgdathe 20 years of cooperation between the
synods. He was encouraged by the planned futunggecaton, not only in terms of Altar and
Pulpit Fellowship, but also in other areas of ntigisincluding mission work. Tuhy made the
distinction that the Missouri Synod was a Germamosy adding that the Missouri Synod was
not only a good partner in ministry, but also afitherent ethnic, cultural, and national
background? He understood that their unity was based on bgiregisely Lutheran” and not
based on bonds of nationalbfollowing Tuhy's criteria of church fellowship, lilge time of
the Pelikan Movement, the Slovak Lutheran Synodrhaded away from culture to determine
its partners in ministry. This attitude of choosthgological allegiances over national ones
foreshadows the eventual break between the Slouttiekans in American and in Slovakia.

On the eve of the actual Pelikan Movement in 1918 Slovak Lutheran Synod reiterated
the strong theological connection between the ymwds. Recounting their mutual history, they
shared that four of their original pastors wergumad on the sound, orthodox faculty of the

Missouri Synod. Two had completed all of theirtrag at the Missouri Synod’s seminary in

% Americky-Kalendar na Rok 191861.
87 Americky-Kalendar na Rok 191861.
% Stephan Tuhy, “Kazeo vnutornej missii,'Svedol8, no. 16, (July 1, 1914): 222.

% Stephan Tuhy, “Kazeo vnitornej missii,” 222.
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Springfield. Two had begun their work in Slovakat then finished at the other faculty in St.
Louis.” The Slovak Lutheran Synod found that they couid the kind of teaching and theology
that matched their own understanding of the cleachings of the Reformation at the faculties of
the Missouri Synod and the Synodical conferehddis declaration in 1919 coincides with a
turning point for the Slovak Lutheran Synod. Beftiis point, the Synod was still engaged in
the possibility, at least, of union with other Sd_utherans. This strong allegiance with the
Missouri Synod coupled with the break with the otBvak Lutherans who joined with the
ULCA made it clearer that the future of the Slotaktheran Synod was with the Synodical
Conference and the Missouri Synod. The reasorhuhion between the Slovak Lutheran
Synod and the Missouri Synod was the orthodox tegabf the Missouri Synod, which was felt
to be the same teaching as the Reformation so,

... that between the known, so-called evangelicah&rgn church bodies here in the

new world, the Missouri Synod upholds the divingcting most agreeably and most

faithfully; consequently, the Slovak Evangelicalutth of the Augsburg Confession

Synod proved that it wants to hold on also to thesir teaching of the Reformation
and the Word of God, of which the Missouri Synoétlsmn to”

Thanks in large part to the cooperation with thedduri Synod, the priority of theological

identity over cultural identity was firmly in thédnaracter of the Slovak Lutheran Synod.

Relationships with General Council, General Synodand the ULCA
Dolak reports that during the early 1900s, after$lynod was founded in 1902, the
Pennsylvania Synod of the General Council triedsiablish closer relations with the Slovak

Lutheran Synod, but these inquiries by the Ger@oaincil were rebuffed, based on the fear that

"0 “Reformécia v Slovenskom Narode VébeZapisnica 1919, 88.
" “Reformécia v Slovenskom Narode Vébec,” 89.

"2 «Reformacia v Slovenskom Narode Vobec,” 89.
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the Slovak Lutheran Synod would become a “missidh@ General Council’”® This rejection

of the General Council’s entreaties was a reacgainst being overwhelmed by a much larger
partner and to resist outside influences. The sgmbekire for independence was organizational.
They were comfortable making alliances based oconanton theology such as cooperating with
the Missouri Synod. Those alliances required theietwithin an ecclesiastical organization,
the Synodical Conference. However, the Slovak Lathé&ynod still treasured its independence
and did not want to be under the authority of aeottenomination or group.

Since no alliance seemed possible, the Generaldlldaggan to work with the Slovak
immigrants. The editors @vedolkejected the work on the General Council in thev&k
Lutheran Synod’s sphere of influence. In a stroablip rebuke and warning, they characterized
the General Council’s activity as the work of aemry. Singled out was their false teaching. The
General Council’'s motives and practices were aisgstions, since it had aligned itself not with
a church but a society with a hidden agefida.

Jozef Kucharik, who would serve in Slovakia as asminary, names this alliance. The
General Council had become an ally of those withnSlovak Evangelical Union seeking their
own expression of a Slovak Lutheran Church. Hisroemts, which were delivered at the
Missouri Synod’s Concordia College in Springfidltl, was a detailed and documented account
of the differences between the General Counciltaadslovak Lutheran Synod, covering such
topics as justification of a person before God,ltbed’s Supper, and Millennialism. The General

Council also did not follow the teachings of thetheran Confessions, because it did not assent

3 Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 19021927
54. Dolak also discusses the effort of the Gern@oaincil to court and recruit Slovak pastors fovser and
mission; Pelikan rejected what he feared was iaterfce in their Synod’s mission (70).

" «7pravy,” Svedolé, no. 2 (December 1, 1911): 27.
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that the Pope was the anti-Christ, which is onghefdoctrines of confessional Lutherdhin
studying one of their theologians, moreover, hantbfundamental flaws in the teaching of the
church, including the belief that man had a frek WKucharik’'s conclusion was that it was not
possible to work with the General Council. He adthed working with the General Council
would be a unionistic practice because the chuidimaot follow the clear teachings of the Word
of God!” Vojtko later charged that the General Council Wesmost dangerous form of
American Lutheranism for its many violations of t&ssional Lutheran doctrine and practite.

Likewise, the General Synod was also suspect$dhéology and practice. For example,
the official rejection by the General Synod of B@mula of Concord as an authoritative
document put them in the same pond “swimming invtheer of Catholicism and
sectarianism® However, the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s critiquehd General Synod was not
without some nuance. The General Synod’s seemkaylarm association with the Formula of
Concord provided some ambiguity. The Slovak Luthe3gnod stated that there were two sides
in the General Synod: one side was more dedicatdtetFormula and the other side did not

want to view anything through the Form@lalthough there was this struggle within the

> Jozef Kuchérik, “Rozdiel vaeni a praxi nasej Synody a nemeckej Synody zv&ejéral Council’,”
Svedolb, no. 6 (February 1, 1912): 97-100. See also Xuaeiarik, “Rozdiel v gdeni a praxi nasej Synody
a nemeckej Synody zvanej ‘General Councibyedol6, no. 7 (February 15, 1912): 109-110.

76 Joseph Kucharik,('o General Council skutoe &i,” Svedol8, no. 15 (June 15, 1914): 203. “... Ze je
General Council faloSne veriace cirkevné telesaianisticka cirkevna spotmog’.” In terms of the teachings of
one of their theologians, they used as an example Seisz, who taught that a person has free thdl is whether
one can decide for the Word of God or n@l¢vek ma svobodnu V@i, Zze bd’to méze prijd Slovo Bozie alebo
nie”). Kucharik responded with quotes from the Augg Confession, the Smalcald Articles, and therfeda of
Concord (204-205). Other concerns of Kucharik idellithe denial of the Real Presence (206) and isnin207).

7 Jozef Kuchérik, “Rozdiel vieni a praxi nasej Synody a nemeckej Synody zv&ejéral Council’,”
Svedolb, no. 6 (February 1, 1912): 100.

78 J.[an] V.[ojtko], “Spojenie luteranov3vedokl2, no. 2 (January 15, 1918): 22.

" Theodor Bélent, “O hlavnych tlohach pravoverngfansko-evangelickej aug. vyz. synod$yedok3, no.
13 (May 15, 1909): 196. “... ktora sa cele planiv@d katolicismu a sektarstva.”

80 «Cirkevné Zpravy,"Svedok15 April 1908, 174. For the seeming lack of resiier the Formula of Concord
within the General Council and General Synod, $s® ‘&asSe povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvi v
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General Synod, the conclusion was that “unionismihfitrated the entire General Syngd.”
Similar to the General Council, the Slovak Luthegaymod did not view the General Synod as a
trustworthy partner in developing a confessionahlesan identity in America.

Beyond the theological concerns, there were hihtdcoworld chauvinism. When the
General Council announced a new cathedral in MagMbsconsin, praising the introduction of
English language worship and the integration ofctnerch into American society, the editors of
Svedolkcondemned the new English ministry based on thaierience with the Hungarian
Lutheran Church. The introduction of one languagg @ne culture, in this case English and
American, respectively, appeared to be analogotiitmarian magyarization. Moreover,
chauvinism and poor theology seemed to go handimthThe General Council was seen as
deficient theologically, just as the Hungarian Llerdm Church was perceived in the old
country® The leadership of the Slovak Lutheran Synod wées takfind similar concerns in the
American Lutherans as they found in the Hungariathé&ran Church.

With the Missouri Synod, educational cooperatiors waderstood as a blessing. Education
became another point of contention with the othereAican Lutheran denominations. One of the
strengths of the Missouri Synod had been its edutatsystem, which was robust from the
elementary school through the university levelssTalatively large educational system was a
great marvel to the Slovak Lutherans, who saw &ngteat example of an ethnically specific,
confessional Lutheran system that reached frongtheée school level to the seminary level.
This system was in stark contrast to the KingdorAwfigary under magyarization. The editors

of Svedolkcame out strongly against the General Councilreefte war because the General

Ceskoslovensku,3vedoKL3, no. 12 (June 15, 1919): 223.
8L «Cirkevné Zpréavy,” 174. “Unionismus preniknul celgeneralnou synodou.”
8247pravy z Ameriky,”Svedokl2, no. 5 (March 1, 1918): 75.
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Council provided an educational alternative fon@loLutherans in America. The Slovak
Lutheran Synod saw this activity as a competital afialse church, trying to educate Slovak
students in the ministij.They saw the importance of educating their yonth confessional
manner. The leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Synoétaed also the small number of parish
schools in such denominations as the General Clowidch the Slovaks saw as a source of
their poor teaching and practitel his concern about the General Council parish @sho
probably had more to do with the theological teagltand practice, but nonetheless showed
concern over an association with the General Cband its less than competitive education
system.

The General Council and the General Synod mergéatitothe lion’s share of the new
United Lutheran Church in America (ULCA). Duringetdecade before the union, the Slovak
Lutheran Synod questioned the theological orthodixirose denominations. New immigrants
might not have been able to discern the differebedseen the Lutheran churches. To assist
them, the Slovak Lutheran Synod provided consisiaatysis of their failure as confessional
Lutheran Churches. For example, as early as 19¢8joknoted that the General Synod did not
accept the other symbols of the church beyond tngsBurg Confession, and they accepted the
Augsburg Confession in name ofilyThe conclusion was that “in truth they are ndt sti
Lutherans.®

Moreover, in 1911, an author 8vedoMlisted out many of the perceived ills of the Gaher

Council. Quoting mainly from documents written inet1870s, the author provided evidence of a

“Chraite sa faloSnych prorokov zo Synody General CouricBuedok?, no. 6 (February 1, 1913): 85-86.
84 «Zpravy,” Svedols, no. 23 (October 15, 1911): 375.

8 “Nie¢o o generélnej synodeSvedol3, no. 24 (November 1, 1909): 369—70.

“Nieco o generélnej synode,” 371. “V pravde nie su tevanjelici.”
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number of key theological errors, concerning thediSupper, Millennialism, and the status of
the Popé’ Foreshadowing the future union, the most sevemd@mnations were for the
unionistic practices of the denomination, whichuged sharing the pulpit and the communion
table with other churches of the Reformation, idatg the Calvinists, the Presbyterians, and
other Lutheran groug8.In conclusion, the General Council was understmen association
that was false and dangerous in it teachings abeutue churcf

Near the time of the union, in 1917, the polemiaiast three of the Synods, the General
Synod, the General Council, and the United Synatt@East continued, noting that even though
they might want to join in a union, they were dostmgwithout agreement on doctritién 1919,
the laments were similar. The two larger Synodsevaescribed together as part of a great
confusion babylonsky zmatdkwhich was a reflection of the myriad of diffeteheological
positions that were joining to make the union @S synod%.Moreover, it was judged as
insufficient to unite based on the Augsburg Contesalone. They should have stood together
in faith, in spirit, in teaching, and in practi€y implication, their union was not theologically
deep enough.

At the time of the union, the Slovak Lutheran Sypooduced a constant and consistent
drum of protest against such unionistic activitlaparticular, six areas of error were presented:
the teaching on the inspiration of the Holy Scripfuhe teaching on conversion, the false

teaching of evolution, the teaching on the Sabbety, Prohibition Movement, and the teaching

87 Farar—Mladik [pseud.],“Nie Osobné Veci, Ale Vedidhia,” Svedols, no. 10 (April 1, 1911): 143—-44.
8 Farar—Mladik [pseud.],“Nie Osobné Veci, Ale Vedidhia,” 144—45.

8 Farar—Mladik [pseud.],“Nie Osobné Veci, Ale Vedidhia,” 145.

90 «7pravy z Ameriky,” SvedoklL1, no. 16 (August 15, 1917): 254,

1 J. Manka, “Aky uZzitok maju cirkvi zo synodalnehmogenia?”Svedokl3, no. 2 (January 15, 1919): 254.
92«gpojenie,”Svedokl3, no. 12 (June 15, 1919): 215.
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on election and foreknowled§&wWhen the ULCA formed, the Slovak Lutheran Synaghily
rebuked the union. Any Slovaks who would join wiitlem were deemed equally misguidéd.
The issue here was not the heart of the individwals believe. It was rather with the church’s
teaching”

The ULCA would have agreed with an accusation ithaas unionistic in so much as it
sought, as its founding constitution illuminate$e‘ unification of all Lutherans in one orthodox
faith.”®® In their Washington Declaration of 1920, theyesththat “in the case of those Church
Bodies calling themselves Evangelical Lutheran, sufascribing to the Confessions which have
always been regarded as the standards of the Biaaldaitheran doctrine, The United
Lutheran Church in America recognizes no doctimeakons against complete co-operation and
organic union with such bodie¥.The ULCA was a force for unity within American
Lutheranism in the early twentieth century and picatdi three separate documents describing its
understanding of units.

From the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s viewpoint notvedils perfect in this new union. The
General Synod was concerned about only adherittgetédugsburg Confession and not all the
texts of the Book of ConcofiMoreover, the General Synod subscribed to the Bugs

Confessiorzo srdcaor from the heart® Conflict ensued between the General Synod and the

93 “Spojenie,”SvedoKl3, no. 13 (July 1, 1919): 232-35.
% «3pojenie,”SvedokL3, no. 15 (August 1, 1919): 273-75.
% “Spojenie,”SvedokL3, no. 16 (August 15, 1919): 295-97.

% Richard C. WolfDocuments of Lutheran Unity in Ameri¢hiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1966), 275. Wolf
has collected a series of documents describin@th@A’s position on church unity, which was to prdgia middle
way, as Wolf describes it, towards Church unitye fages 345-59.

" Wolf, Documents of Lutheran Unity in Amerjc50.
% Wolf, Documents of Lutheran Unity in Amerj@22.
9 “Vierovyznanska otazka v generalnej synod&/edok2, no. 6 (February 1, 1908): 88.

10 «/jerovyznanska otazka v generalnej synode,” 89.
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General Council over the issues of which books werenative and how they were to be
received? In spite of such concerns, the union went forwaard provided yet another example
to the Slovak Lutheran Synod of the problems obnisim in the American context.

The General Synod was ambivalent about the negdessuibscribe to the whole Book of
Concord. Thd.utheran Observerthe church magazine affiliated with the Genesaldl, argued
for lack of support for subscription to the Book@dncord:

Some of our Lutheran exchanges that represent $adiese confessional basis is the
entire Book of Concord have lately felt it incumben them to publish a good many
columns of the matter in explanation and defendbisfbasis. These articles have
been interesting in varying degrees, but they laaleked nothing new to the literature
of the subject. What they have set forth has bieerthe most part, some historical
facts connected with the origin of the differentdments that make up the Book of
Concord, together with brief summaries of the teaghset forth in each. What they
have not done is to explain why two-thirds of theHeran population of the world
have nevertheless declined to make the entire BdG@oncord their confessional
basis'®

This lack of worldwide support for the Book of Cand demonstrated their viewpoint that it was
enough to subscribe to the Augsburg Confessiomahthe entire Book of Concord. The Slovak
Lutheran Synod was very aware of the differencéwsdsen the two major synods, the General

Synod and General Council, noting in the pastt@iGeneral Council had protested against the
non-biblical teachings of the General Synod. Moegpthey recognized the General Synod as a

church body that often deviated from the clearh@agof Scripture and the Word of G&éThe

1013, s. Braren, “The Burning Questioffhe Lutheran Observéts, no. 6 (February 7, 1908): 6. This article
reviews the conflict confronting the General Symwtiich was discussed Bvedokand its discussions with the
General Council concerning subscription to the Awgg Confession and the Book of Concord. The artichkes
the distinction of thejuia “because they agree” agdantenusso far as they agree” modes of subscriptionirfgll
on the side ofjuantenuawith the Word of God. Importantly, Braren assetteat “I make bold to say, that there are
quite a few men in the Missouri Synod who are vestinder these unnecessary doctrinal restraintlfvare the
doctrinal constraints due to full subscription the Book of Concord]; and among them, without a doydu would
also find the above mentioned two classes.”

192M. H. Valentine, “Editorial Notes,The Lutheran Observét5, no. 46 (November 15, 1907) 15.

10347pravy z Ameriky,” SvedoKl 2, no. 15 (August 1, 1918): 250. This articlprisbably a reaction to an
article fromThe Lutheran Witnesthe Missouri Synod’s English language church mapsr.
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Slovak Lutheran Synod recognized the varied opmibat formed the ULCA and its mixture of
confessional backgrounds. The sum of the synodisred from the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s

theology and its goal of a confessional Slovak etdin church in America.

Last Chance for Slovak Lutheran Unity

Even though the confessional lines within Ameritatheranism were growing more
distinct, one last hope for Slovak Lutheran uniggsvattempted. In the spring and summer of
1919, the Slovak Lutherans made a series of ateetapesolve their differences and create one,
unified Slovak Lutheran church. There were two nfagtions, the Slovak Lutheran Synod and
those Slovaks associated with the ULCA. The memdietisis association with the ULCA were
a faction that broke from the original Slovak Luthre Synod, which was formed in 1902. This
new group included the first president and secyaiaithat nascent church body, Daniel Eeki.

In 1919 at the Slovak Lutheran Congress in Pitighuthe two sides sought to reunite their
disparate church bodies. The perception of theddwtheran Synod members was that those
representing the ULCA were interested in unity desmleng mutual cultural ties and a broad
understanding of religious convictions while thospresenting the Slovak Lutheran Synod
focused on unity based on doctrinal agreenféatt the end of the conference in April, there
seemed to be a general desire to “reconstructaigiaus-community life.** They were also

able to agree on eight points, including that thiem should work together on community, the

194 For a description of this event from the perspectif the Slovak Lutheran Synod, see “Kongress
slovenskych evanjelikov a. v.8vedoKL3, no. 14 (July 15, 1919): 257-62. From the atshoewpoint, and the
author was probably Pelikan, the issues were tiggzab The delegation from the Slovak Lutheran Sbhoought
their own document explaining their positiaiignky v NaSom Stanoviskavhich covered such topics as The Holy
Scriptures, God, Son of God, the way of salvatgim, and many others. They also expressed deegicenabout
the practices of members of the ULCA and their oisitic ways.

105 7apisnica z poradnej schédze slovenskych evanjedig. vierovyznanjgpamphlet, page 1, April 8, 1919,
SELC District Archives, Supplemental Box 16, Fol88; Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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Slovak language and religious tas¥sSurprisingly, at the end of the Congress, theeensel to
be unity—or at least hope remained.

This plan for unity did not last long. Pelikan tadtat the coming conflict when he asked if
the goal of the union should be more than an etbwganization; others were against the term
“union” (svaa.'” However, by the time of the national conferencéhefSlovak Lutheran Synod
later that summer, the synod had repudiated thtg on doctrinal grounds and refused to fund
the Alliance of Slovak Lutherans in the United 8&afSvaz Slov. Evanjelikov a. v. v Ameyjke
the official name of the all but defunct attemptiaity.**®® They had four points. First, the synod
claimed that they had true unity based on commachiag, faith, confession, and life. Secondly,
they would gladly join with others who stood witietWord of God and the Lutheran
Confessions. Thirdly, the Slovak Lutheran Synodrtiwant to stand with a church that did not
stand with the Word of God and the Lutheran Comdess Finally, since the ULCA did not
stand with the word of God and the Lutheran Combess they could not join with the ULCA or
its partners. In the end, the synod realized thaieeting was for nationalistic reasons, and for
the Slovak Lutheran Synod those reasons couldmoi the theological necessities for unttin.
The conclusion was that no church unity was posdibtween the Slovak Lutheran Synod and
Slovak Lutherans within the ULCA.

By the time of the split between the two SlovakHaran bodies in America in 1919, the

leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Synod had heardd¢hesation that they were the cause of the

106 7apisnica z poradnej schédze slovenskych evanjetildg. vierovyznania.
107 7apisnica z poradnej schédze slovenskych evanjedig. vierovyznania

1% Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirthhe United States of America, 1902—-1927
87-99. Dolak’s description provides a detailed aotof the many events leading to the last seradtesnpt to have
one Slovak Lutheran Church in America. These evar@sontemporaneous with the meetings for a new
Czechoslovak state.

19K ongress slovenskych evanjelikov a. \SvVedokL3, no. 14 (July 15, 1919): 262.

139



broken unity. In direct response to the choruscatiaations claiming that the Slovak Lutheran
Synod was a schismatic element in the world of &to&merican Lutheran unity, they made
their case. They argued that they had for the ptesviL7 years, from the founding of the Slovak
Lutheran Synod to that moment, “dedicated to adpiraaintain and to perpetuate peace, love,
and unity;” yet, they resisted and ultimately régecthe Alliance out of a desire to find unity
based on Biblical truth. They concluded that “ofise we condemn each false unity and love,
but we seek true unity and lovE”When forced to choose between the hand of fellgwaihd
truth, that people’s peace does not have to rdértith of God, but the truth [rules over]
peace!! This attempt at unity of Slovak Lutheranism in Arna lasted just a little more than a

year.

Rise of the ULCA and Zion Synod as an Alternative Bvak Lutheran Expression

After the rejection of the Alliance in 1919, thewm&lovak Evangelical Lutheran Church
(SELC)*?was watching the larger events in American Luthisra. They saw a great merger of
larger Lutheran churches; namely, the General GhuBeneral Synod, and the United Synod of
the South joined, forming what Slovak Lutheran S¥saw as a union of the body but not of the

spirit** This new church body, the United Lutheran ChurcAmerica, became the associated

10«Ret predsedu,Zapisnica 1919, 7.
H1Ret predsedu,” 10.Fudsky pokoj neméa opanuf/aravdu BoZiu, ale pravda pokoj.”

12 The name had changed at this point, but | willtitare to use the Slovak Lutheran Synod as the rafrire
church body.

13«Ret predsedu,” 6. “Ale toto je len spojenie bez sjadnia, jednota tel a nie jednota ducha ... .” For a
detailed discussion of the theological implicati@fishe merger see Charles P. Arafidsting the Boundries:
Windows to Lutheran Identit81—206. In this section, Arand expands uporitiBelogical “window” used by the
United Lutheran Church in America to form its unidte also adds how their perspective on the Luthera
Confessions as heirlooms influenced subsequentbhugodies formed from the ULCA. For a descriptidthe
events and reasons for the formation of the UL®&%&, Bred W. Meuser, “Facing the Twentieth Centu§Q:-
1930," The Lutherans in North Americead. E. Clifford Nelson (Philadelphia: Fortrese$%; 1975), 374-77.
Meuser notes here that “Doctrinally, the new Unitetheran Church in America stood precisely whese i
constituent synods had—the Scriptures as the edplord of God were accepted as the infallible afl&ith and
practice; the three ecumenical creeds were affirttedunaltered Augsburg Confession was recograzetie basic
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church body that proved to be in opposition toShwsak Lutheran Synod. Whereas the Slovak
Lutheran Synod was aligned with the Missouri Syand its understanding of doctrinal
agreement as the basis for church unity, the Slautiterans who associated themselves with
the ULCA were more concerned, it was felt, with stription to the Confessions without
declaring agreement with the individual doctrinefdhwithin them. It was enough to say that
one subscribes to the Confessions without delilmgrain the totality of the theological
ramifications of that subscription. This perspeetallowed for a broader understanding of
Lutheran identity.

The ULCA was established through its constitutiorNmvember 14, 1918! The merger
that formed the ULCA was rejected not only on tbhgalal grounds. The editor @he Lutheran
Witnesssaid that “faith without works is dead, and prefes without practice is a scrap of
paper.®* The view of any unionist activity was stronglyisted by the Missouri Synod:

The road of the unionists — do you see whithexadk? It leads to a dechristianized

Church, it leads towards Masonry, and those whardoemed know that Masons

hold in their hands the whip and the reins by whiehChurch is to be driven along

this road. But, praise be to God! there [sic] dlesome who are not ignorant of

Satan’s devices. Let us not make the first stefhmroad towards a dechristianized
Church, and we shall not make the fast.

doctrinal statement of Lutheranism, along with d¢liger Lutheran confessions as elaborations of lathdoctrine
... An invitation in the constitution’s preamble falt Lutheran Synods in America to unite with thevnghurch on
this basis was regarded by it framers as a grestibation to further unity but by the more consaive synods as
an arrogant affront.”

114 Richard C. WolfDocuments of Lutheran Unity in Ameri@hiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1966), 274-75.

115 Theodore Graebner, “The MergeThe Lutheran Witnes37, no. 22 (October 29, 1918): 341. For a
complete understanding of the Missourian argumegairst the merger that formed the ULCA, see alseotbre
Graebner, “The Merger,The Lutheran Witnes®7, no. 23 (November 12, 1918): 354-56, Theodoeelher, “The
Merger,” The Lutheran Witnes&7, no. 24 (November 26, 1918): 372—73, Theodaeekher, “The Merger,The
Lutheran Witnes87, no. 25 (December 10, 1918): 386—87, and Theo@oaebner, “The MergerThe Lutheran
Witness37, no. 26 (December 24, 1918): 403—406. Theolatbtis five part series deals most explicitly with
unionism. It concludes that “unfortunately, theywprinciple on which the Merger is built is unioti¢s un-
Lutheran” (406).

16 IMartin S.] S.Jommer], “The Road of the Unionist®hither Does it Lead?The Lutheran Witnesd
March 1919, 77.
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The Missouri Synod came out against the mergerefnded to entertain the idea of a merger
with the ULCA, even though they were invited tanjoAlthough they saw that on paper the
merger appeared Lutheran, in practice the ULCAdidbehave to the Missouri Synod like a
confessional Lutheran church. As one of the edivdishe Lutheran Witnesasked, “... what
will protestations avail when un-Lutheran pracpasses unchallenged in the constituent
bodies?*"’ Intolerance of unionism was a badge of honorHerMissourian:

May God preserve to us this truly Christlike intalece, and may He preserve us

from the tolerance of false doctrine and unscragdtpractice of some who bear the

Lutheran name. This He will do if we remain humiéhen we begin to glorify the

Lutheran Church as an organization, instead offglog Christ by taking upon

ourselves the reproach of the Gospel, we have bediomaterial for the unionistic

church-politician to work upot?
Graebner, the editor @the Lutheran Witnessvas very serious about the Synod’s understanding
on unionism: in short, it meant the death of therch. He opined that “without question, there is
an epidemic of unionism raging in the body of Pstaatism ... the Lutheran Church in the
United States was killed by unionism a century agtJnionism is a disease which is 100
percent fatal.™® These comments were reflections of the merger hMiuthe same way that
unionism was perceived to mean the death of cowfemsisLutheranism in the German and
Hungarian contexts, so too unionism in America p@eived as a significant problem for the
survival of confessional American Lutheranism.

The Zion Synod was formed on June 10-11, 1919 anl@vck, Pennsylvania as the Slovak

Evangelical “Zion” Synod. They were originally foet as a conference of the ULCA, but by

the end of session the pastors, with the helpmesentatives from the ULCA, formed a synod

17 ITheodore] G.[raebner], “Why We Cannot Join therfyée,” The Lutheran Witnes37, no. 2 (January 22,
1918): 22.

18 [Theodore] G.[raebner], “Intolerance of Paul theoétle,” The Lutheran Witnes38, no. 6 (March 18,
1919): 90.
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(or district) within the ULCA and had drafted a stitution?° The first synodical conference
was held November 11-12, 1919. Aided by represgetatrom the ULCA, they began to take
on a fuller role within the ULCA, including suppiorg the denomination’s efforts to help war
torn Europe and to perform mission work in Asia afidca.'?* By an October 1920 meeting of
the ULCA, these Slovak Lutherans had organized siahmes as a synod and provided a
constitution that satisfied the ULCA so that thetecutive boards recommended the reception of
the synod? The Slovak Lutheran Church in Slovakia respondadmwly to the ULCA’s
reception of this new synod. In their 1922 Bieni@ahvention, the leadership of the Slovak
Lutherans, including the Bishop, President of tem&al Evangelical Lutheran Church in
Slovakia, sent a letter greeting the conventiorihénletter, they also announced in the
conclusion “an agreement of co-operation betwes [{LCA] and our Church'* They made a
special effort to frame the greetings and fellowshiterms of the Zion Synod: “... and
particularly since our brethren, countrymen, asgiedn the Zion Synod, are members of your
great ecclesiastical organization, leads us toagmbr and address you, in order that we may
greet you with a brotherly greeting in your assenift The strong relational ties between the
Zion Synod and the Slovak Lutheran Church in Slavakere evident from the genesis of the

Zion Synod. This relationship proved to be in shaptrast with the relationship between the

191Theodore] G.[raebner], “UnionismThe Lutheran Witnes37, no. 37 (April 2, 1918): 98-99.

120 30hn Body History of the Slovak Zion Synod LQ@®hicago, Slovak Zion Synod, 1976), 133—-34. Body
includes the text of this initial constitution.

121 3ohn Body History of the Slovak Zion Synod L@hicago, Slovak Zion Synod, 1976), 135-36.

122 Minutes of the Second Biennial Convention of Theted Lutheran Church in America, (Washington, D.
C., October 19-27, 1920), 68.

123 Minutes of the Third Biennial Convention of Theitéd Lutheran Church in America, 311.

124 Minutes of the Third Biennial Convention of Theitéd Lutheran Church in America, 310.
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Slovak Lutheran Synod and the Slovak Lutheran Ghascevident in the events of the Pelikan
Movement.

The reaction from the Slovak Lutheran Synod wasegifferent. Their concerns about the
ULCA were already well established; they wantechimaf to do with the new church boé§yTo
the Slovak Lutheran Synod, the Zion Synod represkatstep backwards. The Zion Synod’s
allegiance to this heterodox new church body, th€A, was similar to the work of Raffay,
who was now famous in America for his mistreatn@rlovak Lutheran¥? The association
with Hungarian Lutheranism also represented anceatsan with liberalism and unionism. This
comparison also represented a cultural relativisah bent church to culture rather than putting
church under the authority of the Scripture andGbefessions$:” Once again, it was Hurban
who provided the counter argument to the Hungdrationalism and unionism” that the Slovak
Lutheran Synod now found extant in the Zion Syftbd.

In contrast, the best expression of orthodox Luthism was the Missouri Synod: “After
all, [the Missouri Synod] does not suffer in itsrowaircle sinful rationalism and unionism,
neither in teaching or in practic& Thus, only those associated with the Missouri Syaied the

Slovak Lutheran Synod had the right teaching aadtpre; those Slovak pastors who had joined

125«Na ktorej strane je vina?3vedoKl3, no. 17 (August 30, 1919): 320.

1264Na ktorej strane je vina?,” 322. See also [Jokeftharik, “Sion’ Synoda svaed sama proti sebe Svedok
13, no. 20 (October 15, 1919): 38388, where tllecumade more explicit the historical connectidiRaffay to
the General Council as well as other officials fritva Hungarian Lutheran Church and the General &yno

127«Na ktorej strane je vina?3vedoKl3, no. 21 (November 1, 1919): 413.

128«Na ktorej strane je vina?3vedokl3, no. 17 (August 30 1919): 322. Hurban was at&l as an example
of the defense against unionism with Czech prot¢stanfessions, which was becoming a real condettnisatime.
See J. V., “Dvojaké spojenie naSej cirkvi na Sleken’ Svedokl3, no. 18 (September 15, 1919): 350-51.

1294Na ktorej strane je vina?3vedokL3, no. 17 (August 30 1919): 322. “Wena netrpi v svojom kruhu
hrieSneho racionalismu a unionismu, anieni ani v praxi.” Examples of teachings that thedduri Synod
resisted included evolution, skeptical liberalisttheistic naturalism and the higher critical methtmstudy the
Bible. See “Na ktorej strane je vinaBVedokl3, no. 20 (October 15, 1919): 382.
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the ULCA “suffer false teaching and unchristiangbiee.”™* The Slovak Lutheran Synod held
tight to its viewpoint that they represented trugheranism, even embracing the insult that they
were in “the spirit of Prussian-Missouri absolutiifi Slovak Lutheranism was officially split
between two competing synods or Lutheran denonaingtiThe same basic concerns of
unionism, rationalism, and liberalism were repelgtegsurrected to remind the faithful within
the Slovak Lutheran Synod of the concerns of temasate expression of Slovak Lutheranism in
America as well as to explain the division that oot heaf*

By the next Biennial Convention in 1924, the twoups, the Zion Synod and the ULCA,
worked in full fellowship, allowing the exchangepdstors between the two churches, including
mutual support for a pastor’'s pension and thetghii study theology at each other’s
institutions. They even agreed to track, statifificthe movement of Slovak emigrates and
immigrates between the two church bodf#. was important enough to the ULCA that its
President, Rev. F. H. Knubel, remarked in his Feagis Report of the successful conclusion of
the agreement between the two churcffda.reference to the criticism toward the ecumdnica

nature of the ULCA, the President’s Report rebusech criticism, saying that “one thing is

130Na ktorej strane je vina?3vedokL3, no. 17 (August 30 1919):, 323.

131«Na ktorej strane je vina?3vedokL3, no. 18 (September 15, 1919): 346. Some witféeriovak Lutheran
Synod took this phrase as a badge of honor, itimh fighting the many ills of the liberal teactsngf the ULCA
and its Slovak pastors in the Zion Synod. See “Mdagk strane je vina? SvedoK 3, no. 20 (October 15, 1919): 382.
The phrase was also turned on its head, when theraasks “Na ktorej strane je ten prusiacko-baéovs
absolutisticko-unionisticky duch?”. See “Na ktosgjane je vina?,Svedokl3, no. 21 (November 1, 1919): 413.
Similar concern was over another derogative temthfose of adhering to a Missourian theology aratfice—
Missoukania. Pelikan, Sr. also was willing to claim thdét if it meant the adhering to the Word of Gadlahe
Confessions. See Jaroslav Pelikéan, “TeSte sa ‘Migsmia,’ Ze nie ste idami United Lutheran Church inefica,”
Svedokl4, no. 3 (February 1, 1920): 53-57.

132 For a further understanding of the perceived thffiees between the two main expressions of Slovak
Lutheranism in America, see J.[an] VojtkoCt nas rozdkiuje?’,” Svedokl4, no. 21 (November 1, 1920): 443-47,
J.[an] Vojtko, “Co nas rozdkuje?’,” SvedoKl4, no. 22 (November 15, 1920): 463—67, J.[an}kaj* Co nas
rozdd’uje?’,” Svedokl4, no. 23 (December 1, 1920) 489-93.

133 Minutes of the Fourth Biennial Convention of Thaitdd Lutheran Church in America, (Chicago, October
21-29, 1924), 93-94.
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certain, words of unloving and nagging criticismooke another, wherever practised [sic] are of
the devil.*®

The continued reaction of the Slovak Lutheran Syteathe rise of the Zion Synod in the
ULCA was retrenchment. Daniel, a Missourian, reftfegon the national meeting in 1919,
remarked about the unity of the Slovak Lutherand8lyin light of its conflicts the Zion Synod:

During the entire session the outstanding featwae tlve unity shown by all present.
This is especially gratifying since there has ba@movement on foot recently by
member of the Slovak Synod ‘Zion’ of the United hetan Church in America
(Merger Synod) to unite, and thus to draw the membeour Slovak Lutheran

Synod into that body. Instead of causing a splé,result has been a stronger bond of
unity amongst members of the Synod that standthéold and firm Lutheranism not
only in teaching, but also in practise [ST€].

Thus, the division of the two main Slovak Luthecduirches in America solidified. The Zion
Synod began their journey of close relationshipgh wie Slovak Lutheran Church and the
ULCA. The Slovak Lutheran Synod, having rejectey anion with the Zion Synod, also began
to look eastward to their mother church, with hoperoviding support, guidance, and an

example of a confessional Lutheran church in adoegety.

Conflict with the Slovak Evangelical Union

Besides the Zion Synod, the Slovak Lutheran Syramtehsignificant relationship with a
Slovak Lutheran parachurch group, the Slovak EviesajdJnion (SEU). The SEU was a lay
association of Slovak Lutherans that predated thalSlovak Lutheran Synod and the Zion
Synod of the ULCA. Dolak reports that the SEU warsrfed in 1893, with an initial membership
of 130 members. By 1902, when the Slovak Luthernamo8 was formed, it had grown to 92

chapters with 2,668 members. He further notesttiginitial focus of the Union was religious,

134 Minutes of the Fourth Biennial Convention of Theitdd Lutheran Church in America, 32.

135 Minutes of the Fourth Biennial Convention of Theitdd Lutheran Church in America, 33.
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and that there was great cooperation between tienlamd the Slovak Lutheran
congregation$’ This initial relationship was in contrast to Mazalater report, which
guestioned “whether this movement proceeded frameadesire for a spiritual union whereby
the Slovak Lutheran Church would be benefited ishdfl.”**® This conclusion reflected the
eventual deterioration of the relationship betwg#enSlovak Lutheran Synod and the SEU.

The conflict between the Slovak Lutheran SynodthedSEU became long-lasting and
bitter. The official voice of the Slovak Lutheragr®d, Svedokproduced a plethora of articles
condemning many of the activities and much of te&J'S theology. Although space and focus
permit only a cursory view of the many commentsrfiooth sides of the conflict, these conflicts
mark much of the internal conflict within the Slévautheran community. The conflict
characterized the tension between Slovak cultudetlagir confessional Lutheran heritage.

The polemic between the groups was strong. Thdicbbhégan early, stayed intense, and
was nearly constant. For example, as early as Bl&an, the President of the Slovak Lutheran
Synod, stated that a pastor could not in good éense be a member of the SE®In reaction
to this growing division, in 1911, the SEU was wail its way to forming a counter
denomination, calle®@ion which would later become part of the ULCA. Asadpd bySvedok,
pastors who were sympathetic to the SEU met asd@pendent conferencehe Slovak

Lutheran Synod viewed their actions as a betrayair pastors were false proph&tdn

136 A, Daniel, “Convention of the Slovak Ev. Luther@gnod,”The Lutheran Witnes38, no. 22 (1919), 349.

137 Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirclthe United States of AmericB902-1927,
51-52.

1385, G. Mazak, “A Brief History of the Slovak Lutteer Synod of the United State§bncordia Historical
Institute Quarterly3 (1930): 85.

139 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United States of AmericB902—
1927, 65.

14047pravy,” Svedols, no. 2 (December 1, 1911): 26. “Ze s tito ‘gelicki’ reverendi na vlas podobni onym
prorokom faloSnym, balovym v Izraeli, to dosvag celé ich smy&nie a jednanie.” See also George Dokak,
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response, the Slovak Lutheran Synod also then fbita®wn fraternal organizatidfi.By 1912,
elements of the SEU responded by forming their symod. The members were often former
members of the Slovak Lutheran Synod. Pelikan, lro&e the news of the new synod in the
pages oSvedokwas very critical of its members, calling thent by name for perceived flaws
in their teachings, their lives and their allegiesi¢? In 1912, Pelikan announced in his speech to
the church-wide yearly conference that what sepdrtite Slovak Lutheran Synod from other
groups (and it is safe to assume that he had thkeabHE the other Slovak Lutheran
denominations in mind) was the teaching and pratfic

In the conflict with the SEU, lingering tensionsuefaced. The conflict between Lk,
the first President of the Slovak Lutheran Synod stnong supporter of SEU, and his old
denomination continued even past his death. Inragieawritten by Pelikan at the death of
Laucek, he systematically discussed the differencesdsst the Slovak Lutheran Synod and the
SEU, which was led at that time by lcak. According to Pelikan, L&eak supported many
doctrines and practices not supported by the Slautikeran Synod—two of these practices
were unionism and syncretism. Pelikan sawde&is work as fundamentally syncretistit.
These remarks were his eulogy for the former Sldugkeran Synod president and a comment

on the state of the SEU.

History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chunchtie United States of America, 1902-16@.

141 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirclthe United States of AmericB902—
1927, 67.

142 Jan Pelikan, “Nova SynodaSvedol6, no. 8 (March 1, 1912): 126-28.
143 Jan Pelikan, “Zprava synodalneho predsedu z ré2,1 Svedols, no. 22 (October 1, 1912): 356.

144 Jan Pelikan,“Nic neriizeme proti pravdl,” Svedols, no. 14 (June 1, 1911): 209-211. For example,
Pelikan wrote on page 211, “Lebo on tatyto hrieSyiykretismus v Slov. Ev. Jed. nielen sdioxenl, ale bol zrovna
dusou tejto ‘evanjelickej’ missie”.
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To further their disassociation with SEU, the Slotatheran Synod rejected the money
associated with the SEU’s mission fund. They ditlfael it was right to use that money because
of SEU'’s teaching and doctrin®.This action is consistent with the Slovak LutheBymod’s
perception that the SEU did not stay focused omission. The SEU was not a church. Yet, it
chose to perform the functions of the church. Bwaen pursuing seemingly worthy goals such
as mission work, the Slovak Lutheran Synod felt tha SEU was destroying the order (rules
and responsibilities) implicit for the churéfiOne of the editors @vedoksaw the SEU as a
force that worked contrary to or in competitioniwihe church. By sending out missionaries of
its own, the SEU acted like a church. Because df sutivities, the Slovak Lutheran Church
viewed it as a sect, a lie, and an unsafe orgaaiz&dr true Lutheran§! They were also
compared to an enemy of the truth of God and elverévil himself'® The editors oBvedok
challenged the SEU'’s ability to even use the nantbédran or “evangelical” in its nanf&.The
Slovak Lutheran Synod felt, on the other hand, thatsynod was the Lutheran church to the
Slovak immigrants. In an article written in 19119medokthe difference between those
Lutheran Slovaks who were for the Slovak Luthergndd and those who were not (an allusion
to the conflict with the SEU) was simple: it wasrelg a matter of those who held tightly to the

writings, teachings, and life of Lutheran princpknd those who did n&t.

145 Synodal [pseud.], “Missijny Fond SI. Sv Jednotgyedoks, no. 2 (December 1, 1911): 22—24.
146450 Par Poznamok3vedols, no. 19 (August 15, 1911): 307.
147«Missijna praca S. E. JednotySvedold, no. 16 (July 1, 1910): 250-52.

1481 Jozef] Kuchérik, “Leg a zlos' nasich protivnikov v S. E. J.8vedoKL0, no. 14 (July 15, 1916): 219. In
another instance of a similar polemic, their teaghiwere compared to the Devil's theology; ses] E&ona,
“Diablovi bohoslovci,”SvedoKL2, no. 7 (April 1, 1918): 106-109.

149 vyysvetlenie klanku ‘Dorozumenie--nedoruzumenie’Svedok 15 June 1911, 222.
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Svedols, no. 19 (August 15, 1911): 297.
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In the minutes of the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s syraldneeting in September, 1911,
Vojtko puts the lion’s share of the blame for tlumftict on the SEU’s desire to attack the clear
teachings of the of the Scripture and the confessiblf he had not made his point clear
enough, Vojtko’s prayer for them was that God wardle upon them and forgive them,
because they did not know what they were déihigater in 1916, Bella asserted that a SEU
leader was propagating a works-righteousness-edenmadigion, contrary to the Lutheran
understanding of salvation. In quoting Matta, aespntative of the SEU, he said: “Now it is not
necessary to have a Savior, salvation from Goadti:ecessary, but a person must alone by
himself achieve ™ Bella added that this theology is a terrible dada

The SEU was as critical of the Slovak Lutheran Slyrio response to a painfully scathing
critiqgue by Pelikan, its newspap®lovensky Hlasnik/ 581) responded strongly, defending the
legitimacy of the synod, which was called into diges as well as offering a number of
character accusations against Pelikan him¥elhe newspaper accused Pelikan of seeking after
honor, being a self-appointed leader, and a Gerifiais.last insult demonstrates that the leaders
of the SEU perceived Pelikan as breaking with Staudture. Pelikan refuted all allegations.

But to the assertion that he was really a Germamanh a Slovak, he retorted that “no one will
curse a German to become a cockroach and hateshyouado, but will esteem German

Lutherans that have clear teaching, which comes fteem to us™ In the heat of conflict with

151 Jan Vojtko, “Poznamky k boju medzi nasou Synod&u B. J.,"Svedols, no. 22 (October 1, 1911): 353.
132y/ojtko, “Poznamky k boju medzi nasou Synodou &Sl.,” 354.

133 Daniel Bella, “Mélo je svetla medzi tdmi S. E. JeéGvedokL0, no. 13, (July 1, 1916): 201. “Tedy netreba
Spasit&a, netreba od Boha spasenie, ale si ho mustkéamk vydoby.”

154 Jan Pelikan, “AZ doki®,” Svedols, no. 18 (August 1, 1911): 281.

1%5 Jan Pelikan, “AZ doki®,” 282. “... nikdy nebude nad&vBlemcom do Svabov a nenavideh, jako vy, ale
bude si va#i nemeckych luteranov a tisté wenie, ktoré od nich k nam prislo.” The idea that 8iovak Lutheran
Synod was really a German Lutheran or German Lath@rfluenced church never went away. From the dingn
of the synod to the time of the Pelikan Movemem, accusation continued to be revived. See J.[jik¥, “ Co
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the SEU, Pelikan demonstrated that when pushedalhed his confessional theology above his
cultural allegiances.

Although the Slovak Lutheran Synod was often aatusdraving foreign influences,
which was understood as the influence of the Migs®ynod, they were at the same time wary
of any activity that was based on culture rathanttheology. Daniel Bella, in 1916, attacked the
establishment of a SEU school, because the teac®ea peasant and not a pastor. By placing a
peasant and not a pastor, Bella felt that the Slatked too much emphasis on the society and
culture rather than the pure teachings of the ¢htit@he Slovak Lutheran Synod considered
religious education and clear teachings more ingmdthan maintaining Slovak culture.

As late as 1915, the polemic against the SEU wihsirited. The editor oBvedok
accused many within the SEU as against the Wofgloaf, the witness of Jesus Christ, and the
preaching of His woré’ In addition, the SEU badgered the Slovak Luth&wnod for ten
years, while not standing up against the Generah€@band their pastors. The conclusion? The
members of the SEU must be Hungarians or drifiRéie view from the Slovak Lutheran
Church was that it was inconceivable for true eedingls not to adhere fully and tenaciously to
a confessional Lutheran understanding. To do otiserunplies that they were either
Hungarians, with all the unionistic, liberal, affthavinistic overtones or incapacitated. This
conclusion reflected well Mazak’s view that the SE&dl, as exemplified in their official paper,

Slovensky HlasnjKheralded forth unchristian views and condemrnedttue, Biblical stand of

nas rozdéuje?’,” Svedokl4, no. 23 (December 1, 1920): 490.
1% Daniel Bella, “Malo je svetla medzi tdmi S. E. Je&vedoKLO, no. 13 (July 1, 1916): 201.

157«Ten kultdrny a ndboZzensky vplyv a pokrok S. E. $vedol9, no. 16 (August 15, 1915): 252. J. Matta was
the president of the Slovak Evangelical Union at time.

%8 «Ten kultdrny a naboZensky vplyv a pokrok S. E. 252.
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our Synod.*® He continued, quotin§lovensky Hlasnjko provide evidence for such unionistic
thought and a poor understanding of justificationan article to its members, in reaction, in part
at least to the criticism found Blovensky Hlasnjkhey asserted that the Slovak Lutheran
Church was a true church with pure teachings, wbageauthority was Jesus Chri&Thus,
the Slovak Lutheran Synod preached the clear, ane total GospéeP' The article continued to
add a number of other attributes, including theigailf adhering strongly to the Scriptures,
which produces a strong he&ftThe Slovak Lutheran Synod positioned itself asra@ssional
Lutheran church in contrast to the SEU, which @wed as a non-confessional organization.
These conflicts did not always have the veneeh@blbgical discourse. At times, they
were very personal attacks. Dolak recounts onesbk#&h’s early controversies over communion
announcement. Pelikan embraced a similar commupriactice as was found in the Missouri
Synod. This practice required the member of a aaggjion to announce his intent to have
communion before the actual communion service.®lth there was a synodical action in
support of the effort and even though Pelikan wds # get a congregational vote in agreement
with this practice, it proved divisive. It was aftenderstood as an imported practice from the
Missouri Synod and perceived as a “catholic” inrimra Pelikan was eventually forced to leave
his congregation in Chicago, Saints Peter and Baal, this conflict. Somora joined Pelikan in

this communion policy as well. Because of this camimn practice, Slovak Americans,

1593, G. Mazak, “A Brief History of the Slovak Lutlaer Synod of the United State§bncordia Historical
Institute Quarterly4 (1930): 110. He added, polemically, but in chegafor the rhetoric of the time, that “we give
recent quotations to show that this organizationri@ changed and still stands on the side of Satdraids him in
his destructive work.” Later in the article he nfgetl his view slightly, adding “...even today the Sl.Hs not
entirely free of the spirit of indifferentism andians; it still tolerates men who are only profefigé utherans”
(111).

1804syazok v pravovernej SynodeSvedoKLO, no. 16 (August 15, 1916): 244.
181«3vazok v pravovernej Synode,” 245.

182«gyazok v pravovernej Synode,” 245.
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including the founder of the Slovak Lutheran Synoalek, and Slovaks in Slovakia waged a
war of words against Pelikan and the Slovak Luth&gnod:® Dramatically, the conflict
became intensely personal. In an article printeahiother Slovak magazinglovak v Amerike
on 22 December 1915, C. L. Orb&made the accusation that Pelikan’s first wife hharself
after childbirth. In response, the devastated Balikrote an article i®vedoldefending himself
against this accusation. Knowing that the wife’sisie would jeopardize his call as a pastor,
Pelikan felt it necessary to refute publically #ezusation by listing witnesses to prove that the
accusation was not trd&.A veteran of church conflict, this denunciationsvealevel of conflict
that was severe. Pelikan said:

| have been in America 13 years; | was here rigtélled by the congregation Peter

and Paul in Chicago; | was in the old country afiter death of my first wife not only

a pastor but also the secretary of the distrigtifg@lnym zapisnikom]; here | was

accepted into the Synod, and after eight yearsslitggresident. | have had many

fights for our clear, evangelical viewpoint andlkafids of antagonists, but never has
anyone come after me with such a vile lie as @ihach®®

Shaken by such a personal attack, he was tryiotptw his name and repair his reputation. He
also called on the Slovak Lutheran Synod to defeéadhonor'®” Pelikan found public discourse
much more than the mere defense of the Gospeltsatdih. A few years later, the accusation

was resolved in the New York Supreme Court. In td@irL. Orbach’s accusation was

183 polak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirclthe United States of America, 1902—-1927
58-62.

184 C. L. Orbach is briefly mentioned in George DolAKistory of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Church
in the United States of America, 1902—-1927, 34. He was a graduate of Concordia SemimatB87. He was also
an early editor of a Slovak church newspaper in Acae

185134n] Pelikan, “Zpravy z Ameriky,SvedoklL0, no. 2 (January 15, 1916): 32.

1861J4n] Pelikan, “Zpravy z Ameriky,” 32. “Som tu wnericke uz 13 rokov; bol som sem riadne povalany
cirkvou Petra a Pavla v Chicago, bol som v stagjtvypo smrti mojej prvej manzelky nie len fararaate
i senioralnym zapisnikom; tu bol som prijaty do 8gy a za 8 rokov bol som jej predsedom. Mal sommérimoje
precisté naSe evanjelické stanovisko a mnoho vseliakyotivnikov, ale posiaeste nik nevystupil proti mne
s takou podlou IZzou, ako C. L. Orbach.”

167134n] Pelikan, “Zpravy z Ameriky,” 32.
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determined to be a complete 1#&Pelikan was vindicated and Orbach was punishedjging
$500 in reparations. Thus, one of the more bitéargglements of the conflict between these
staunch enemies came to a legal end.

However, the polemic between the two did not endn article probably written by
Pelikan in 1919 (no authorship is providedswvedolbut Pelikan was the editor at the time), he
accuses Orbach of burying a man who had two wivas,in America and one back in
Slovakia‘® His argument was that these were the kind of @ethat were joining with the
ULCA and forming another witness to Slovak Luthesamin America. The conflict between the
Slovak Lutheran Synod members and other Slovakdratis in America was spirited and, at
times, brutal.

The conflict with the SEU proved to be theologicalthat the issues of ecclesiology,
unionism and basic tenants of the Lutheran faithaieed bitter points of public discussion. It
also proved to be part of the experience of Sldugkerans in America that led to the eventual
split of Slovak-American Lutheranism into the Slkvaitheran Synod and the Zion Synod.
From the side of the Slovak Lutheran Synod, thdlmbrvas viewed as one of upholding
Biblical truth and a pure Lutheran theological tedag versus a compromised theology for the
sake of a false unity. Any irenic sentiments weseallowed and no quarter was given in the

fight for a true, free Lutheran Church.

The Americanization of Slovak Lutheranism

The main influences of Slovak Lutheran immigraot&\merica have been explored;

namely, there was an intense focus on their relahip with their Hungarian government,

18 «pravota P. F. J. Pelikan Proti Denniku ‘Slovakmerike’,” SvedoKL1, no. 13 (July 1, 1917): 207.
189«gpojenie,”SvedoKl3, no. 15 (August 1, 1919): 274.
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Hungarian chauvinism, and the Hungarian Lutheramah especially as it related to unionism
and liberalism. The Slovak held the Hungariansaasible for these difficulties. Reporting on
activities in Austria, they highlighted that the penor Franz Joseph | had assured his people that
all protestant pastors were “completely free imgielus affairs.” This sentiment was the ideal

for them. Once upon the shores of America, it bexal®ar to them that to achieve their goal,

their best hope was in an American-like contexthafrch freedom from state control.

Influence of the Missouri Synod and American Lutheanism

The German-based Missouri Synod, because it didhmoe the same national or cultural
history, was seen as a primarily a theological @asion, not bound by the expectations that a
common past brings. They both found their idergriynarily as orthodox Lutherans—
repristinators or Neo-Lutherans. They both hadstohy of escaping from liberal churches,
which were bound to the state and flushed with misim. As shown, the Slovak Lutherans were
escaping the Hungarian government and church, whephsaw as chauvinistic, unionistic, and
liberal. In part, the Missouri Synod also was atiea to historical events; they rejected similar
trends in Germany at the turn of the previous agngpawned from the Prussian Union of
1817

The Slovak Lutheran Synod proceeded to take orr apects of the Missouri Synod’s
culture and practice. One of the aspects was guiellike the Missouri Synod, they strove to
create their own subculture within the Americanteat largely functioning independently of

the wider American culture. To achieve this gdagytsought the same linguistic and educational

10«zpravy,” SvedokB, no. 9 (March 15, 1909): 141.

T william W. Schumacher, “Civic Participation by Gbhes and Pastors: An Essay on Two Kinds of
RighteousnessConcordia JournaB0 (July 2004): 174.
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approach as the Missouri Synod, keeping their eopited in language and with a strong
Lutheran education, but also separated from Americdture and its influences.

Secondly, the American understanding and implentientaf the separation of church and
state enabled them, especially in the early y¢éamsmbrace this self-imposed isolation from the
wider culture. As a result, the Slovak Lutheran &/became fierce defenders of this
relationship between church and state, which wag meich different than the relationship of the
Kingdom of Hungary and the Hungarian Lutheran ChuFor instance, the Missouri Synod was
able to maintain the German language as their wotahguage, create numerous schools and
institutions of higher education, which worked pafy in German, and were often located in
areas that were dominated demographically by Geimamgrants. The Missouri Synod
tenaciously defended their isolation and separatistih after the First World War. Even from
Slovakia, observers of the American Lutheran sceieed this cultural isolatioti?

The official organs of the Missouri Synod, reachouj to pastors and laity alike with the
church’s perspective, weidhelLutheran Witnessan English language magazine, andiee
Lutheraner which was in German. Both magazines were puldishging the early twentieth
century and both reinforced a “siege mentality” agithe Missouri faithful against other
churches and sett The periodicals were often seen as polemical.etitr of the ofThe
Lutheran WitnessTheodore Graebner, responded that “such attaeks mecessary to keep the

people aware of the difference between the Misseymiod and other bodies and to show the

172 For example, although from the 1930s, one Slowitqy made a comment that the Missouri Synod “did n
have a does not have any thing in common with amyaoncerning the other 70 million Lutherans ia thorld.
“Neuznavajlc iné cirkve za pravoverné luteranskiepartych, ktoré su v Synodalnej Konferencii, adlje sa od
celého ostatného luteranskeho sveta, tedy od asilitthov evanjelikov, neche nia nema s nimi ibho
spolainého, nezéastiuje sa nijakej ich spdoej prace ... .” Fedor Ruppel@&lovenski Evangelici v Amerike
(Ruzomberk: Cirkev evanj. a. v. na Slovensku, 195@)

173 Alan Graebner, “The Acculturation of an Immigratibutheran Church: The Lutheran Church—Missouri
Synod, 1917-1929” (Ph.D. diss., Columbia Universiy65), 130.
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laity that issues were still alivé’”” As Meyer pointed out, this cultural isolation grated them
from many of the dangers of this periddThe isolation from the wider culture allowed the
Missouri Synod to maintain its identity in the eebianging and increasingly challenging

religious landscape in America.

Church and State

In this context of remaining separate, church datésssues also loomed large for
Missourians as well as for those in the Slovak etdh Synod. Missourians took very seriously
the separation of church and state, even raisitegtite level of doctrine: “It devolves, therefore,
upon those who do know the correct and Americaitipasupon the separation of Church and
State to publish and proclaim this doctrine evergrghnot only through our own religious press,
but wherever we have an opportunit{.According to Noll, a noted scholar of American
Christianity, this self-imposed isolation was mained until after the Second World WarBut

this isolation was closely linked, theologicallg,unionism. As Schumacher points out, some in

174 Alan Graebner, “The Acculturation of an Immigratibutheran Church: The Lutheran Church—Missouri
Synod, 1917-1929,” 129-30.

5 Carl S. MeyerA Brief Historical Sketch of the Lutheran ChurcMissouri SynodSt. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1963), 20. He writes: “During ytears [the turn of the century] Darwinism, soeablution, the
higher critical theories, social reform, and lidesa had invaded the American Churches. The S@&elpel, and
outgrowth of earlier reform movements, revivalisnd &uritanism had taken over in these churchesoldbg
which took solid heed of the Scriptural truths wa#ng sacrificed. The ‘cultural isolation’ of theiddouri Synod
protected from some of these dangers.”

178 Martin S.] S.[Jommer], “Tolerance and Tolerancétie Lutheran Witnes38, no. 12 (1919): 179. See also
William W. Schumacher, “Civic Participation by Clehies and Pastors: An Essay on Two Kinds of Rigisieess,”
173. Schumacher here argues that this blurrindpefah doctrine with the American notion of the gegian of
church and state was not a traditional Lutherarrah@c He quotes a LCMS theologian of the 1920s 20w J. H.
C. Fritz as making a similar statement as Somrhat,i$, he proclaimed the “doctrine of separatib@lourch and
State.” Schumacher responds that “the kind oftsteparation of church and state envisioned by Ras almost
never been the condition under which Lutheran diesdave lived, or have sought to live.”

" Mark Noll, “Change and Movements in American Lutirésm: American Lutherans Yesterday and
Today,” Lutherans Today: American Lutheran Identity in Tveenty-First Centuyr, ed. Richard Cimino (Grand
Rapids: William B Eerdmans Publishing Company, 20@3.Noll does not presume to know the actual source of
this desire for cultural isolation but writes: “Guattions to the wider worlds of American religioowld not be
reestablished to any significant degreed untilrafferld War II. Whatever brought about this sitoati—the
upsurge of immigration, a more strictly theologisalicitude for Lutheran traditions, or a morallyspect retreat
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the Missouri Synod viewed any religious activitythimn the secular sphere as unionistic activity.
He adds that this understanding of unionism goegdhd what was described in the Missouri
Synod’s constitution!” As Schumacher suggests, this understanding ohismorepresented
the practical application of this doctrine in tife bf the church within the state. The Slovaks in
America at the turn of the century saw a similatidction between church and state. This view
closely aligned them with what they saw as theitiathl Lutheran doctrine of the Two
Kingdoms: “We agree with the separation of the chdrom the state. The Church is the not
from this world; it is the kingdom of God and th&t® is the kingdom of the world”® They
would have understood such a doctrine of separafichurch and state in much the same way
as the rest of the Missouri Synod. The Slovak LitheéSynod also attempted to create an
isolated community for immigrant Lutherans to waypsin their native language and culture.
They relied heavily on the Missouri Synod’s intefation of the American style separation of
church and state to justify this island of religgoexpressior®

At the time of the Pelikan Movement, the view of Blovak Lutheran Church concerning

the separation of church and state was in conivabie growing feelings of cooperation between

form public activism to social quietism— the coucdd_utheranism was unalterably changed.”

8 william W. Schumacher, “Civic Participation by Glohes and Pastors: An Essay on Two Kinds of
Righteousness,” 172-73.

179«Stat a cirkev papezaSvedok3, no. 13 (May 15, 1909): 199. “My hlasame oddelasiikve od $tatu.
Cirkev je kr&ovstvo nie zo sveta tohoto, je Re&stvo BoZie a Stat je kifdvstvo svetské.”

180«potreba cirkevnych $kdl,3vedoki2, no. 7 (April 1, 1918): 105. The editors heverequoted the
Constitution directly, noting the States’ limitslegislating religion. In particular, they quotdtFirst Amendment
of the Bill of Rights, which states that “Congresell make no law respecting an establishmentligfioe, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging freedom of speech, or of the press; or the ofjthe people
peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Govarhfoea redress of grievances.” This separatiochofrch and
state helped them avoid moments of joint activ8tych as government sponsored prayer events, wheneaber of
denominations would meet under the auspices ojolrernment and conduct activities that were vieagd
unionistic. For an example of this attitude andtbgical perspective around the Pelikan Movemes#, ks V.,
“Modlitby na politickych konvenciach,Svedok1 July 1920, 297-98.
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the church and state in Czechoslovaki&vedokioted that there was a growing desire to find a
role in the new state. They Slovaks in Europe wereerned that they would not have the
protection they once had and were eager to sesdleeas their protector. The church polity that
the Slovak Lutheran Synod learned during their im&merica taught them otherwise. They
saw the separation of church and state as empay/&ifhey saw it as the best hope for the new
church in a free society. Thus, the argument fersgparation of church and state from the
Slovak Lutheran Synod moved from its American cenésad the new American partners to the
church back in Slovakia.

When examining other immigrant groups for examplessing in an American context,
they looked for the way they formed their immigragitgious community. In 1908, an observer
of the Slovak Lutheran context made the followihgervation about how the Missouri Synod
created its own subculture:

And for this reason, when our pastors and our dtegevill hold on so, as we see in
the example of the German pastors, which indeeabtlareate a political uproar, yet
they firmly hold on to their German language in limene, in the church, in their
associations (namely in the Missouri Synod) anth@r German denominations,
which they build for themselves their own Germaarch schools ...'#

18L«Evanjelické stredné Skoly na Slovensk8yedoKi4, no. 21 (November 1, 1920): 447—-49. In this gxam
the Slovak Lutherans in Slovakia were reportedaieetbeen eager for state cooperation and suppahdio
parochial schools. This seeking of support wasctegeby the author as against not only the roka@iocal
congregation and the local pastor (“According t® ¥ord of God each preacher is a bishop.”), but atminst the
Formula of Concord that the church body has ordy@ervisory role over the congregation. Thus, taesand the
church hierarchy were wrong to interfere in theeffem of the congregation.

182p_ “O rozluke cirkvi od $tatu3vedokl4, no. 8 (April 15, 1920): 171-74. The authorpwias probably
Pelikan, made the further distinction that the chwshould not be built primarily around love, but WWord of God.
He was distinguishing the between a perceivedid#iin Slovakia that a proper heart (that is, drlewe) would be
the defining characteristic of the church to thewheld widely in the Slovak Lutheran Synod that tfuth found in
the Holy Scriptures, which surely included lovefinied a proper church.

183«0dkaz redakcie,'Svedok2, no. 10 (April 1, 1908): 155. “A preto, &esa my farari a nase cirkve budeme
tak drza, ako kto vidime na priklad u nemeckych fararoeyikberobia sice politického hluku, ale hizevnate s
pridizaja svojej neriny v dome, v chrame, v spd@loosti (menovite v missourskej synode) a u nemeckyrivi,
ktoré stavaju svoje nemecké cirkevné Skoly ... ."
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They treasured and contrasted this freedom to worgith their previous experiences in
Hungary; they described such a contrast to theg&®oin Slovakia when sharing the news of
their growth and challenges in Ameri¢aSlovak elementary schools were perceived as l&ing
part of the effort to preserve the Slovak languagéure, and church® A Zion Synod pastor
argued:

Although in America, we had a completely Slovak g@gyation. It was isolated from
American life, and what is more, from American attulife, for it was without
interest in the work of the church as a wholeal fa nationalistic orientation, and the
emphasis in the name “Slovak Lutheran” was on HéVa

This quietism or isolated experience was a go#hefSlovak Lutherans to ensure that they

would continue to exist as a distinct group wita tkmerican culture.

Although probably imperceptible to the SlovaksniyiAmerica at the time, the Missouri
Synod was changing. German was becoming, evenebiferwar, a lesser and lesser part of the
life of congregations and the distri¢tsLikewise, even in the Slovak Lutheran Synod, which
only a few years prior had expressed concern abating English, awareness was growing

that the children of the immigrants were no longgaking Slovak, but were transitioning to

184 | ud’[ovit] A. Engler, “Bratrstvo milujte!,”Cirkevné Listy24 (January 1910): 5.

185D, Bella, “Cirkevna slovenskéa koleéSvedoKLO, no. 9 (May 1, 1916): 132. This call for thewn church
schools was revived in later issuesSeedokwith special reference to the positive exampléhefMissouri Synod
See “Potreba cirkevnych SkéBvedokl2, no. 7 (April 1, 1918): 104-105, and “Potrebaanych $kol,"Svedok
12, no. 8 (April 15, 1918): 104-105.

186 3. Igor Bella, "Transition from Slovak to Englisiutheran Quarterly(1953): 298. J. Igor Bella was
President of the Zion Synod from 1938 until 1948.whs involved in the post-World War Il reconstiotin
Slovakia and Yugoslavia until he was expelled lyy¢dbmmunists. He also served with the National &xah
Council of The United Lutheran Church in Americantinuing to give aid to the Slovaks in Europe itite 1950s.
See John BodHistory of the Slovak Zion Synod L@&hicago, Slovak Zion Synod, 1976), 155 and 159.

87 paul T. Dietz, “The Transition from German to Hslglin the Missouri Synod from 1910 to 1947,”
Concordia Historical Institute Quarterl@2, no. 3 (October 1949): 100-104. In particulsetz points out a few
key events, such as the dissolution of the Englidsion Board in 1905 and moving all the Englishrikvto the
districts, the absorption of English Synod as #idisin 1911, and the rise of English “stationsdrh 471 in 1910 to
2492 in 1919. Of course, he mentions the more shditanges that followed the First World War. ByL29only
62% of the churches were using German, and sonréctisvere primarily English speaking (106). Exdespof
such districts are the Atlantic (64%), Southerre43and the Western (51%).
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English as welt?® They were beginning to realize the need for a@ggnin English to this new
American. This goal, then, of being like the Missd&ynod, an isolated and yet pure expression
of confessional Lutheranism united through cultamd nationality, was almost certainly doomed
to fail. The reality was that the Missouri Synodswaable to maintain that distinct culture. The
Synod was also becoming more like its surroundingeAcan culture. The Missouri Synod was
still holding to its own confessional identity, btitvas losing its German culture and becoming
more and more American. The Slovak Lutheran Synodlavdo likewise.

The Missouri Synod and the Slovak Lutheran Synogkvsemewhat typical examples of
immigrant American Lutheran synods at the turnheflast century. As Meuser points out, “the
picture of Lutheranism before World War | as a ¢uaémost totally foreign-language church,
content to confine its activities to corporate wWiyps religious education, and private piety is
only partly accurate'® Exceptions to this norm are the more culturaltggmated churches,
namely the General Synod, the United Synod of thélg and elements of the General Council.
Those churches formed the ULCA. In contrast toghfsericanized denominations, the Slovak
Lutheran Synod desired to create an island of lawtheranism. Early perspectives from the
Slovak Lutherans saw the Lutheran church backerotd country as restrictive by its
association with the state and with the Hungarareghment’ The freedoms in America and

the separation of church and state allowed thefodios on their Lutheran church life and

188« zostaneme luteranmi, hoci sa aj poatigtie,” SvedoKL5, no. 16 (August 15, 1921): 340—43. For the
first “English Page” irSvedolsee, “English PageSvedokL6, no. 11 (June 1, 1922): 251.

189 Fred W. Meuser, “Facing the Twentieth Century: G:91930,” 389.

1% The same was true, according to Bella, in the Bgnod. He reported: “As one man said to me, ‘In
Hungary they forced Hungarian upon the church,r@wl you are trying to force English upon it.” gor Bella,
"Transition from Slovak to English," 297.
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theology rather than politic8. America became to them a new land where all thivgye

possible.

Wartime Changes: Nationalism and Confessionalism

Like many immigrant groups, Slovak Lutherans itigigrasped tightly to their national
heritage. At the same time, they found in Amerteaapportunity to leave behind their old
identity and form a new identity. This situationsadifferent in Hungary; in Hungary, the
oppression of the state was severe and America wasepen to new possibiliti€.The
Slovak Lutheran Synod was well aware of some ofhthgr differences, in terms of church and
state relations, between their homeland and Amelrncan explanation to the readersSyiedok
they staked out the differences, noting the roleuther’s two kingdoms and the distinction that
the Constitution made relative to these two estét@seir new synod in this new nation was the
real miracle. They intimated that they were moentaware of the impossibility of their own
Synod, the Slovak Lutheran Synod, in the contexhefKingdom of Hungary. They recognized
that without the Emperor’s permission, they “ar¢ algle to have a Lutheran synoé.In
Hungary, because of this relationship, the churahtae state were on the precipice of

destruction®®

191v0dkaz redakcie, Svedok2, no. 10 (April 1, 1908): 155. The section rederto ends with this quote:
“Ciastka vSak tohoto ¥azku, z Wacnosti oproti nasej novej vlasti, mohla bytbyenovana na podporu tunajsich
evanjelickych veci.” By the 1930s, when a Slovalrch official was visiting the different AmericamoSak
Lutherans, he made note of the different systenitsidilected that these different systems had dgesl within
different historical, political and spiritual influnces, recognizing the otherness of the Americatesyto the
(Czecho-)Slovak system. See, Fedor Rupp8ldiyenski Evangelici v Ameri@uzomberk: Cirkev evan;j. a. v. na
Slovensku, 1932), 34. “Je to szstem hodne odlighgasho, podmieneny celkom inym historickym, pokgim
i duchovnym vyvinom v Amerike. Dobre zhodnbtiba systemy vyzaduje dodromises’ a ducha pokoja a lasky
na oboch stranach Atlantu.”

192 30lius BottoSlovaci, vynin ich narodného povedon(@ratislava: Tatran, 1971), 430.
193 «Cirkev a $tat,"Svedol8, no. 21 (September 15, 1914): 299-300.
194 «Cirkev a $tat,” 300. “Bez jeho dovolenia nesmiidee ev. a. v. maSynodu.”

195 «Cirkev a $tat,” 300. “Ze mieanie cirkve so State Skodlive a zhubné, ako pre cirkev tak pre vét
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The conditions in Europe were dismal, accordintheéoeditors oSvedokDuring the early
months of the First World War, they identified tieason for the war and the sickness that was
Europe. The cause of the war was sin: “For thesesans [those of the Israelites], God
judgment and punishment, this horrible war, caméhemations of Europé? Each country had
its role to play in this growing tragedy. Germarsg@ames the role of the Israelites, once blessed
by God but now fallen from grace, rather and fd@ilbocialism, rationalism and irreligion,
apostasy, and obscenityThe Austrian-Hungarian Empire was as Sodom anddB@n
suppressing the Lutheran church and those Luthehevers'® The states of Europe were
proving their inability to lead the people spirifiya

The Slovaks saw the intrusion of the Hungariarestatrease as the war became in full
force. Once the war had started the level of catgprand the difficulty of communicating
became more evident. Many Slovak political newspapere closed. However, the national
paper Narodné Novinyand the ChurchGQirkevné listy newspapers were still availabtelt was
also a time of hope for the Slovaks as they reaegheven early in the war that the destruction
of war offered opportunity for a new beginning. T®levak Lutheran Synod hoped that the war
would cause the end of the political control of 8levak nation. They also dreamed of such
restrictions on the Slovak Lutherans, who weréngirtown Babylonian captivity within the

Hungarian Lutheran Churéff.Laws in Hungary were allowing for the free exeeais their

vidime zretedlne v Uhorsku, kde cirkev i Stat stogal prepa®u zahuby.”

196 «Myslienky o vojne,”SvedolB, no. 21 (September 15, 1914): 301. “Pre tie Saneehy BoZi sud a trest,
hroznou vojnou, priSiel na narody europské.”

197«Myslienky o vojne,” 301. “Teraz panuje v Nemechncialismus, racionalismus, neverectvo, odpadlictvo
a nemravnas”

198 «Myslienky o vojne,” 301-302.
1947pravy zahraniné,” Svedok8, no. 21 (September 15, 1914): 307.
20047pravy zahraning,” 307.
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faith—to a degree. Other laws required people tovp@at amounted to a church tax. Those
kinds of laws were not extant in Ameri€aThe Slovak Lutheran Synod asserted that autonomy
of the Hungarian Lutheran Church was an illusidme Thurch did not have any freedom,
independence or self-governance. They cited anett@nple of a teacher in Brezova who was
teaching the children to sing and read in Slovald, lsow he was denied his position because of
his work in the Slovak languad®.In America, the problems of Europe were relievite war

had shown them the sins of Europe and the hoperariga.

Although written in wartime, the stance of the Slk\utheran Synod concerning
nationalism and patriotism was clear: they felt th@tionalism was acceptable in the context of
its role in service of the Gospél.In the midst of the war, when questions of allages were
swirling about, Vojtko delineated between one’sgithnce to God and to a nation. In fact, “no
nation under heaven is Christiat¥.'He continued by arguing that Germany was not astin
country; it was rather a country that that had mfamjs, including Islam and Buddhism as well

as a legion of other “isms” such as rationalism smcialism that also demand allegian©es.

2luglovenské evanjelictvo v AmerikeSvedol3, no. 18 (August 1, 1909): 274.

2247nr&vy z Uhorska,’Svedols, no. 4 (January 1, 1911): 58. In a follow upgtSvedolclaimed that the
Nitra seniorat or district was forced to investeg#te teacher. See “Zpravy z Uhorskayedols, no. 7 (February
15, 1911): 102. See also Slavomir MichaBtezova Pod Bradlom Osobnosti (Ne)zna(Beatislava:
Vzdavatdstvo, 1999), 67. According to Michalek, this actswa association with the more severe laws of
magyarization instituted by Apponyi in 1907.

203«NArodovectvo a vlastenectvaSvedol9, no. 11 (June 1, 1915): 171. “... ki@ssvto a viera donasa ho so
sebou.” The author continues by quoting from Rontafis3, where Paul professes his love for his pesplmuch
that he is willing, for their sake, to be cut afbfn Christ. But the author remarks Paul did alihi$ for the sake of
the people for their spiritual development andtfair salvation (“... aby narodu zidovskému posl@ih
k duchovnému vzdelaniu a k spaseniu.”, 172). Thapnalism is appropriate for the sake of the @bapd its
advancement only. Importantly, it is necessarye®all nationalism in light of the Gospel and withthe Gospel
shining its light, one sits in the dark. See “Nareectvo a vlastenectvoSvedold, no. 12 (June 1, 1915): 188.
Likewise, see “Narodovectvo a vlastenectv®yedold, no. 14 (July 15, 1915): 222. This document shthwe
distinction that would create the structure for ldter decisions of the Slovak Lutheran Synod inasdmas
nationalism is not denied, but the priority of tBespel over nationalistic interests should alwagvail.

204 3 [an] V.[ojtko], “Narod a kregmnstvo,”Svedol9, no. 23 (December 1, 1915): 370. “Ziaden narod p
nebom nie je kra®nsky... .”

205 3 [4n] V.[ojtko], “N&rod a kre&nstvo,” 370.
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Likewise, what might normally be called pagan nagigould not be classified as such because
of the significant number of Christians in thosemies—for example, India or Chidd.The
same was true for the Slovak nation, noting that‘8iovak nation as a whole does not confess
the Christian religion®” He concluded then that there was a strict distndbetween a nation,
with its cultural and legal structures, and theistfan religion, which was based on the Bible,
and thus internationd® This separation of church and state was contiimuéite Slovak

Lutheran Synod even in wartime. In Slovakia, therch still saw a cooperative role or
partnership between the state and the chiit&y the end of the war, the Slovak Lutheran
Synod had moved farther away from any loyalty ®ald state, was less attached to its nation
and culture, and increasingly found its primarynitity in its doctrine and faith.

This metamorphosis can be attributed, at leasaity o the American cultural freedoms
and new paradigms they were taking advantage a$.cftange was accelerated by what
happened a few years later in the Pelikan MovenTdrd.leaders of the movement found that
they had begun the process of decoupling theionatiidentity with their religious identity,
making their belief in their understanding of ca#i®nal Lutheranism paramount but not

exclusive to their love of their culture.

208 3 [an] V.[ojtko], “Narod a kre&@nstvo,”Svedol9, no. 24 (December 15, 1915): 388.

207 3.[an] V.[ojtko], “Narod a kre&nstvo,” 388. “... narod slovensky ako celok nepdiza sa k naboZenstvu
kreg'anskému.”

208 3 [4n] V.[ojtko], “N&rod a kre&nstvo,”SvedokL0, no. 1 (January 1, 1916): 6.

209 Bukovinsky, “Nasa autonomia a diskrecionalne pra@rkevné Listy28 (May 1914): 140. This view was
not uniform within the Slovak Lutheran communitySiovakia. In a series of three short articles, cm&chman
makes the argument that Lutheranism, and Protéstaim general, is not nationalistic. This argumisrmore akin
to the view of the Slovak Lutheran Synod. Howetee, argument is much more philosophical and prgbabl
a reaction to actual experiences of the war.ISée Syeberénzi, “Protestantisumus a nacionalisihas, 1—
3"Cirkevné Listy31 (February 1917): 33-3, Z. Syeberénzi, “Protestantisumus a nacionalisiag, 4”Cirkevné
Listy 31 (June 1917): 137-42, aBdZ. Syeberénzi, “Protestantisumus a nacionalisiag, 5,”Cirkevné Listy31,
(July-August 1917): 161-63.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE PELIKAN MOVEMENT

By the beginning of the First World War, the Missadslynod was dedicated to a number of
Free Church movements in Europe. It was in fellogvshith 36 congregations in traditional
Lutheran areas in Germany and DenntafFke Slovak Lutheran Synod did not have such direct
international relationships. The Pelikan Movemeatkad the first effort for the Slovak
Lutheran Synod to reach beyond national concerdd@have a personal impact beyond its
borders. The Pelikan Movement was the first seffedbed mission of the Slovak Lutheran
Synod.

Although the opportunity for the Pelikan Movemeitd dot come until much later, even by
1912 there was a glimmer of a vision to do missuonk in the Kingdom of Hungary. In a long
article, Svedoldescribed mission work and its importance in tfeedf the Christian and the
Church? The article also outlined a Biblical basis for sims. Later that year, in his report from
the Synodical Conference meeting, Pelikan revealéis closing comments the necessity to
return to his homeland to begin mission wbgo even though the young synod lacked
experience in mission work, the leaders of the dywere aware of the theological imperatives

of such work.

! Fred W. Meuser, “Facing the Twentieth Century:@9930,” inThe Lutherans in North Americad. E.
Clifford Nelson (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 19361.

2ud. J. Karlovsky, “O Missii,'Svedol, no. 17 (July 15, 1912): 268—70.
3 Jan Pelikan, “Zprava vyslanca zo Synodalnej Karfeie,”Svedol6, no. 23 (October 15, 1912): 383.
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Their theological perspective was growing alongsidechanging world scene. In 1915,
Svedokwas increasingly aware of world events. This nexaraness was driven in part by the
war, as well as a greater sense of the missiomeottiurch, especially cross-cultural missions in
America. Highlighted was the work of the many Lutiremission societies, including the work
of the Synodical Conference with African-Americafke article ended with a call for greater
support of the mission work of the Synodical Coef@e! Their association with the Missouri
Synod and the Synodical Conference gave the syxyokare to national and international
mission work. However, the leaders of the Slovatheuan Synod still desired to return to their
homeland to share their understanding of the Gaapeblconfessional Lutheranism. Later, the
synod, as part of the Synodical Conference andteaby as a district of the Missouri Synod,
would do mission work in South American and Afriba this effort in Slovakia was the
synod’s first attempt to work with a free churchisade of the American context, even if the
effort was to its mother country and culture. Bef&elikan would leave for Slovakia, they were
preparing theologically and organizationally foe #vents and decisions that would propel them

on a journey home.

New State
At the turn of the twentieth century, many Slovakmigrants strongly desired to return to
Slovakia. If they could not return, they desiredkéep close connections. To do so, Slovaks from
all different backgrounds found reasons to maintlagse connections. In this spirit of unity and
purpose, the first Slovak Congress met in ClevetamtMay 26, 1907. At this congress, “the

representatives of all the Slovak organizationsectmCleveland and along with them 7,000

* Jan Javornik, “Podporujme pohanskl missByedold, no. 5 (March 1, 1915): 80.
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other Slovaks, of all creeds, beliefs and dial&tBuring this historic congress, the Slovak
League was formed. From organizations such aslthalSLeague, strong and practical bonds
were maintained between the immigrants and theaBkremaining in the Kingdom of Hungary.
For example, by 1908, the Slovak League of Amdnad sent 7,000 dollars to Slovakia, in part
to support the widows and orphariBhe Slovak League was one of many organizatioats th
provided the will and the means for Slovak involein Czech and Slovak affairs.

On a smaller scale, the Slovak Lutherans in Amesiege equally aware of these
movements and worked to stay involved. Nearly aade@fter the formation of the Slovak
League Svedokn 1916 recognized that the Slovak League in Aoczewas activé Moreover,
Svedokeported in October 1917 that the Slovak Leaguerhet. Such recognition of the Slovak
League implied that the readers were interestéldarpolitical events in the region. Significantly,
they did not report the results of that historicetingy, but instead reported the fact that a
Catholic priest led them in prayer. The focus aothgical concerns was never far away. Many
Lutheran pastors were upset because they felstiwdt an act of joint prayer was a
misunderstanding of the separation of church aae sand it demonstrated unioni&ven at
these critical moments during the formation of @mechoslovak state, for which the Slovak
League was partially responsible, the laser-lil@ifoof the Slovak Lutheran Synod remained

steady. They saw these events through their owsidbieal lenses.

® Mary Lucille Blizman, “The Slovak Position and Arien Collaboration in the Formation of
Czechoslovakia” (master’s thesis, University of io#t 1950), 12.

6 Marian Mark Stolarik, “The Role of American Slowak the Creation of Czecho-Slovakia, 1914-1918,”
Slovak Studiesvol. 8. (Cleveland: Slovak Institute, 1968): 19.

"«Zpravy zo sveta,SvedoKklL0, no. 10 (July 15, 1916): 223
8 “Drobnicky,” SvedoKL1, no. 24 (December 15, 1917): 387.
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Besides the growing ability of Slovak groups to regs their interests in their motherland,
Slovaks and Czechs were also working togetherdormaon goals. Numerous organizations rose
up representing both Slovak and Czech interestaeSu them proved decisive in the
organization of a Czech and Slovak state. Two tdagnd important results of this cooperation
were the Cleveland and Pittsburg agreements. Oob®cR5, 1915, the Slovaks and Czechs in
America joined in the Cleveland Agreement, whiclird the parties to pursue a federal state.
Masaryk established the agreement under his gueddiis agreement was the first major step
for a political Czechoslovak state. Masaryk promitet in the future state the Slovaks would
have governmental control of their own lands andlaide able to use Slovak as their official
languag€.Shortly thereafter, the Czechoslovak National @idumas formed in Paris in
February 1916. Stefanik, who was eventually naniee-president and was already by then a
hero of the Slovak people, was the council’'s leallersaryk was named President, and BeneS
was named secretary. These latter two became tdmgwoices for the Republic until the
country collapsed under Nazi pressures. This tdamugh, was able to provide the leadership to
guide Slovak-American and Czech-American supparindithe war years.

Even though the political landscape was changipglhg the Slovak Lutheran Synod
remained primarily focused on Christian truth. THest response was to pray. This reaction
was certainly a pious one, but it also demonstrttatithey felt limited in their ability to diregtl
impact the situation in Central Europe. They viewlez Slovaks as victims of German and
Hungarian aggression and prid&ven at the beginning of 1913yedokKocused more on the

400" anniversary of Lutheranism, which was marked teyahniversary of Lutherinety-Five

® Mary Lucille Blizman, “The Slovak Position and Arien Collaboration in the Formation of
Czechoslovakia,” 26-27.

0 «Myslienky o vojne,”Svedold, no. 2 (January 15, 1915): 29.
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Thesesn 1517, rather than the world-changing eventsehgulfed most of Europe in general
and Slovakia specifically. Their focus was theotadjand not political. An example of this was
a poem presented in February of 1917 that raisetdd@hner of the gift of the clear Gospel
teaching that they inherited from LuthéiThis orientation changed partially when the United
States formally declared war and entered the Wistd War on April 6, 1917. The Slovak
Synod Lutherans sensed that the time for changeneasand reprinted a speech of President
Woodrow Wilson’s declaring his conceris hey seemingly were waiting for a signal from
American leadership to become more engaged inviiete in Europe.

Although the focus was soon to shift to the Slovakd Czechs in Europe, support from
those in America proved useful in the formationha state. On May 30, 1918, the Pittsburg Pact
(or Declaration) was signed under the auspiceseBiovak League and by Masaryk as a
declaration of independence for the Czech and &lpeaples from Austrian-Hungarian Empire.
The Pittsburg Pact set the parameters for the neseti®slovak state, including the rights of the
Slovaks to have partial autonomy and linguistieftem. The founding of the state was only a
few months after the signing of this pact: on OetoP8 in Prague the new state was officially
established. American Slovaks, especially withm $lovak League, supported the pact and
united into a political front. This pact repeatbd promise from the Cleveland Agreement of the
political autonomy in a federalist government timany in Slovakia longed for—especially the
Catholics. It also promised the clear separatiothefchurch and state. These two promises from
Masaryk and others were touchstones for many inrlaeincluding those in the Slovak
Lutheran Synod. For Slovak Lutherans, the promigbeseparation of church and state, a

relationship that they learned to treasure in Anognwvas paramount. They focused on this

1 Joz.[ef] Kolarik, “1917,"SvedoKL1, no. 4 (February 15, 1917): 49-50.
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promise with the hope that the separation of charghstate would be a similar model as found
in America and allow the same result, which wasr&ssional Lutheran Church in Slovakia.
Yet, at the very time that the overall Americangamce in Europe was being felt, the Slovaks
and Czechs in the homeland were beginning to asgetttol of their own destiny.

In some quarters of the Slovak Lutheran Synod, thowre raised about Masaryk. In
time, many Slovaks questioned his political honessythe promises of a federalist state and an
American-style separation of church and state mrawdoe elastic. But the concerns of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod were not political, but tlogdal. Their analysis of him was that he was
not a complete atheist, but was certainly on tte sf rationalistic religior The hopeful
language from documents like the Pittsburg Pactsahdequent denial of that pact by Masaryk
created dissonance. This dissonance proved difficuthe Slovak Lutherans in Czechoslovakia.

In the creation of the new Czechoslovak state ghisals planted during decades of
nationalistic fervor became useful. A history wadiscovered to support thason d’étreof the
new state. Reflecting after the demise of the Casldvak Republic to the forces of German
Nazism, Edward BeneS, one of the founders of @ sind its last President, alluded to the
origins of the modern state reanimating the GreataMian Empire, which dated back 1000
years and before the Hungarians arrival in Ce@uabpe!* This assertion of a common history
and culture shared by Czechs and Slovaks, whiphrishistorical fact and part nationalistic
mythology, helped bind the Czechs and Slovaks kageand this rediscovered history was
much different from the Hungarian understandin@lasaks as part of the Kingdom of

Hungary. For this reason BeneS$’ understandingsibhy is important to Slovak identity. He and

12u7pravy z Ameriky,”SvedokL1, no. 7 (April 1, 1917): 110-11.
13p. Rafaj, “Zo svetovej histérieSvedokl 2, no. 13 (June 15, 1918): 193-94.

4 Edvard Benes[wo Years of German Oppression in Czechoslov@kiadon: Czechoslovak Ministry of
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others provided the historical precedent for Czseldwak nationhood that even predates such
people groups as the Hungarians in Europe, whaulad over the Slovak peoples for 1,000
years. Hungarian magyarization was subverted byexiidslovakian historical analysis.

The Slovaks were widely energetic in their suppdthe new republic. The role of
Slovaks in establishing a new state is hard toestenate. As Kann points out “the Slovak
contribution to the establishment of independeaiestood in 1918 was equal to that of the
Czechs and in regard to support by conationalsaabnarticularly in the United States, perhaps
superior.™ This understanding is one that Czechs often candgenes again:

From 1914 to 1918 the Slovak emigrants had colktiedrwith the Czechs, both in

the political campaign—Stefanik as one of the heddkis campaign together with

Masaryk and BeneS—and on the battle-fields in thecBoslovak Legions. Despite

the strong pressure that had been brought to Ipear them, those Slovaks who had

remained in Slovakia had never ceased to manhestdesire to found a common
State with the Czechs.

Thus, the work of Czech and Slovak immigrants inetica was important to the overall
establishment of the Czechoslovak state. The CaedISlovak immigrants formed the bond that
proved formational in the life of the two nationes in the new republic.

This hope and historical vision changed as sodgh&a$lovaks living in Slovakia gained
their own vision for their future. On October 3@18B, just two days after the allies in Prague
declared the new Czechoslovak Republic, Slovakelesadf the indigenous Slovak National
Council in Turciansky Svaty Martin were granted tiggt to speak for the Slovak peopidhis

declaration marked the end of Hungarian influengsr ¢he Slovaks and the beginning of the

Foreign Affairs, Dept. of Information, 1941), 7.

5 Robert A. KannA History of the Habsburg Empire 1526—-19Brkeley: University of California Press,
1974), 532.

6 BenesTwo Years of German Oppression in Czechosloydkia

17 Blizman, “The Slovak Position and American Colledt®n in the Formation of Czechoslovakia,” 36—38.
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Czech-Slovak relationship. It was also a sea chamay&ing the growing independence of the
Slovaks from the Slovaks in America. Since the sides of the Atlantic did not have the ability
during the war to communicate often or in deptkyttvere not always aware of their different
perspectives concerning the relationship the Slaaion should have with the Czechoslovak
nation. For example, the Slovaks in America wemenki®r autonomy, as stated in the Pittsburg
Pact, while the Slovaks in the old country wereabts to a national parliament. In the early
history of the new state, fault lines existed ia thundations of the transatlantic relationship
between Slovak immigrants and the Slovaks in Slavak

On February 5, 1920, in an official communicatiothvthe President of the Slovak
Ministry, Masaryk repudiated the Pittsburg Pacyjrsgin effect that the Slovaks in America had
no legal right to make decisions about the stat@zsfchoslovaki&. These events marked the
end of any hopes the Slovaks had for autonomy. dliasige in direction was especially true for
Father Hlinka, who was a famous Slovak nationalmt representative of Catholic interests. His
fame dates back to tiligernova tragedy. He continued throughout his lifeeédn conflict with
Masaryk. His People’s Party remained a strong vimcautonomy. Even though it was not
obvious at that time, this change in policy alsaked the future failure of the Slovak Lutheran
Synod’s work in Slovakia. The Slovak Americans wieoping, and not without reason, that an
American-style religious freedom from state intezfece would be in force in the new republic;
in fact, when they returned to Slovakia, they fotimat many of the old customs and laws were
to remain. The Czechoslovakian state would finavs expression of church and state
relations, making the American experience less/agieto the realities to Lutheranism in

Slovakia.

18 Blizman, “The Slovak Position and American Colledt®n in the Formation of Czechoslovakia,” 50-51.
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When the war ended, the Slovaks in America had lbbpenew beginning for Slovakia,
the Czechoslovak state, and the Lutheran Churaby fibd hoped that the Slovaks would have
freedom for themselves and their language. Theylss hope that they would have freedom for
their “dear church” from their Babylonian captivitpder the Hungarian Lutheran ChuféBut
it was also hoped that there would be a separafichurch and state, granting freedom for all
expressions of faith. The American-style separation of church and sta® one of the crucial
expectations for the new state. The Slovak Luth&yrod considered this separation the most
treasured American freedom. This freedom was censttla necessity for a confessional
Lutheran witness in the new Czechoslovak staBeit although this hope was clearly ebbing, the
Pelikan Movement held onto it throughout the migsimrk in Slovakia.

Even though the political realities were changiagidly and the perspectives on the future
were diverging, the ties between the Slovaks aadthvak immigrants were still strong after
the war. As the war ended, the Slovak Lutheran 8yaoused on human care. Even as late as
1919, the synod was funding its mission among thec@ and Slovak soldiers. They reported in
1919 having money set aside for both the “war marssand the “mission between the
soldiers.” Juraj Gona made a plea for a fund for widows aptians who were in Slovakia.
They were eager to provide human care for the weins.

At this time, the Slovak Lutheran Synod was surgsoidentity and the direction of its
future. Although they suffered no trauma as seasrevar, they had weathered conflicts within

their synod as well as within the Slovak Lutherammunity in America. They stated that they

19«zpravy z Ameriky,” SvedokL2, no. 23 (December 1, 1918): 390.

2 «7pravy z Ameriky,” 391.

2T, B., “NaboZenstvo ¢esko-Slovensku,3vedoKlL2, no. 24 (December 15, 1918): 404.
22 «74pisica v. ZasadnutiaZ4apisnica 1919, 22.
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were a unique combination of Slovak culture andessional Lutheran theology. As one
observer noted: “Our Synod is one complete wholis. pure Slovak, pure Lutheran, and the
pure, theologically complete churck.Some wondered if they should continue to do mrssio
work, considering the fact that the church was itred so complete. Pelikan rejected this
view.” Rather, in support of growth and change, Pelikantwn to support the role of a
traveling missionary within America.ln defense of his view and in a prophetic alludiothe
work in Slovakia, Pelikan added that it was Godsite to send out missionaries and God would
provide for the work. He also noted that there éisne when mission work had to happen.
Quoting John 9:4, he reminded the reader thatitfie ntomes, when no one will have the power
to work moreZ’ Even though many within the Slovak Lutheran Syfeddsome triumphalism
because of their success in America, many alscastn@ological imperative to continue in the
mission work of the Gospel.

Even though Pelikan and others desired to contwitrethe Biblical mandate for mission,
some already considered the primary work of the&{d_utheran Synod to be in America. This
perspective would grow after the failure of theilkai Movement. However, the question was
being asked: “Whether we in America do not havesponsibility towards the Lutheran church
in Czechoslovakia?® This question was posed after the war and bef@éw state was

formed. It was the next big challenge for Slovakhasans in America, and it reflected the

Z«74pisica v. ZasadnutiaZ4apisnica 1919, 27.

24T B. “S kym sa mame sp6jt Svedoki2, no. 9 (May 1, 1918): 136. “A na$a Synoda ¢ejekompaktny
celok. Jetisto-slovensk&gisto-luteranskagisto-nabozenska celocirkev.”

% Jan Pelikan, “Slovo k otazke vnatorno-missijn&yedoki2, no. 11 (June 1, 1918): 167—69. See also T. B.,
“Jaka véka potreba je na vnutorného missiondsagdokl2, no. 12 (June 15, 1918): 187-88.

% Jan Pelikan, “Slovo k otazke vnatorno-missijn&yedoki2, no. 11 (June 1, 1918): 169.
27 Jan Pelikéan, “Slovo k otazke vnatorno-missijnéjo.
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tension with their mission in America and theirpessibilities as immigrants to their homeland.

This question and tension played out through tHikd&eMovement.

The Tipping Point: Coming Home

If economics created a reason to leave the KingabHungary, the new Czechoslovak
Republic, founded on the nationalistic ideas of-determination, called the Slovak Americans
back. With a government that was no longer pro-@atlor for magyarization, Slovaks hoped to
fulfill the desire of a thousand years and to msatheir nation as a political entity. Not since th
Great Moravian Empire did Czechs and Slovaks hargemiuch political control over their own
destiny and their own national identity. They coctdate a state where Slovaks could be
identified and exist as a culturally independerdgbe in a political state. Slovak Lutherans, who
had suffered twice—once for being Slovak in an ety Hungarian state and once for being
Lutheran in a Catholic society—could now build tteirch they wanted. These events suggested
to those in the Slovak Lutheran Synod that a trtteodox Lutheran church might be reborn in
Slovakia. A Slovak Lutheran Church with the theglad its sixteenth-century forefathers and
the cultural and ideological mix of its nineteemtury leaders was now possible in the
twentieth century. The Slovak Lutheran Synod saat tihe time was ripe for a reassertion of
confessional, orthodox Lutheranism, based on sidberence to the Book of Concord, in one of
the most storied Lutheran lands in Europe.

The synod was looking forward to a new era forShmvak people. But concerns were also
on the horizon. In a far ranging essay that wagdighdxd in 1919, the author outlined the
concerns about the new Lutheran Church in Czechakia. But as the nation united into a

union of primarily Czechs and Slovaks, but alsorfsers, Hungarians and others, the author saw

176



the risk of being under a similar situation as$h@vaks in Hungary®. The new state would mix
Slovaks with other nationalities, which were notledir own ethnicity or theological persuasion.
The Slovak Lutherans in the new state should tlmeakonot only from the Hungarians, but from
any state interference or conttdAs proof, the experiences with Bishop Raffay’stsis
demonstrated how his work was politically motivagettl not in the best interest of the chu¥ch.
The concern was also shared that without the stejgaration of church and state the Catholic
Church would have an opportunity to influence ti@agion in Czechoslovakid. The American
experience was lauded as the example of the prefationship of the church and state and the
standard that Czechoslovakia should supPdrus, the Hungarian experience of state control
and the American experience of the separation wfothand state informed the leaders of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod to be against any new Luth@faurch in Slovakia whose relationship
was too close to the state. A close relationshth thie state would look dangerously familiar to
their experience with the Hungarians. The threeceors of chauvinism, liberalism, and
unionism were concerns again.

Secondly, the Slovak Lutheran Synod argued thaméwechurch within Czechoslovakia
should embrace a democratic church polity—no bishlke the Catholic Church, and no
Presbyterian approaches to church organizatioeréftRather they saw the future for the
Slovak Lutheran Church in terms of a congregatigadity. This recommendation is almost

certainly due, at least in part, to the Slovak keuéim Synod’s relationship with the Missouri

29 “Nase povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,3vedoKL3, no. 2 (January 15, 1919): 26-27.
30 “Nase povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,3vedoKL3, no. 3 (February 1, 1919): 42.

31 “Nase povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,3vedoKL3, no. 4 (February 15, 1919): 61.

%2 “Nage povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,SvedokL3, no. 6 (March 15, 1919): 98-100.
% “Nage povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,3vedoKL3, no. 5 (March 1, 1919): 81-82.

% “Nage povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,Svedoki3, no. 8 (April 15, 1919): 139.
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Synod. This democratic church polity was fundamleotéhe organization of the Missouri
Synod as this German-immigrant church attemptdohtbits own way in the American
context® In a nod to their own tradition, however, Hurbtdrg Slovak confessional writer, rather
than Walter or another Missouri Synod theologiaaswsed to defend this approach, adding that
such independence does diminish the role of tHeps® Importantly, according to Pelikan, a
congregational church polity would have formed altmeer church. For example, he cited the
control over the placement of pastors from theltigioal schools in the Kingdom of Hungary.
He noted that congregations were, in essence,ddocaccept pastors trained in rationalism and
unbelief (‘otravovali ich mladé srdcia racionalismom a neveéjoti This false teaching led to
cooperation with the Calvinist§With this democratic polity, the congregation ahne church
were best able to proclaim the pure Word of Godgchwkhe author defended from the Formula
of Concord and various passages of scriptUpelikan felt that through a separation of church
and state as well as through a congregational anwdratic church polity, a church could best
share the Word of God in its purity.

Thirdly, the Slovak Lutheran Synod wanted the nawrch in the new state to be an

“orthodox Lutheran church”The example of what this new church could be waolte from

% For descriptions of the Missouri Synod’s view amgregational polity, see John M. Drickamer, “Watth
on Church and Ministry,” il€. F. W. Walther: The American Luthed. Arthur H. Drevlow, John M. Drickamer,
and Glenn E. Reichwald (Freeman, SD: Pine Hill 8r&987), 69—82; August R. Sueflo8grvant of the Word: The
Life and Ministry of C. F. W. WalthéBaint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 200@5-128, 162—67; and
August R. Suelflow, “The Missouri Synod Organizelliving Frontiers ed. Carl Meyer (St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1964), 164—66.

% “Nage povinnosti naproti luteranske; cirkvleskoslovensku,SvedokL3, no. 8 (April 15, 1919): 141;
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the era of Kollar, Kuzm@ and Hurbar: For the Slovak Lutheran Synod and for Pelikan, the
nineteenth century is important for their visiortlo¢ future. During this time, Slovak Lutheran
orthodoxy was championed. For example, the isstleeokord’s Supper was vital, and the spirit
and text of Hurban was summoned to combat any stiomctivity concerning the practice of
the Lord’s Suppef: Such teachings were confessed in opposition tiRéfermed and liberal
theologies in the nineteenth century and duringkRels time.

The goal was the revitalization of the Lutheran f€hun Slovakia. To achieve this
revitalization, the church would be solidly orthagdbave a congregational polity, and maintain a
clear separation of church and state. They sawlthEaws and statues as a “rusty buckets”
(hrdyavé okovy™ They were no longer useful in this new era. Theay the answers as not
coming from academia, but with the power of Chsistamée’ They saw a coming conflict, as
they would become like soldiers who would returibtovakia to fight for a free Lutheran
church?* The new church looked largely like them.

Perhaps the greatest perceived danger was unioh@aever, this time the fear of
unionism was with the Czechs. As if inspired by Kobnd Saféarik, soon after the founding of
the new state, discussions about a union of Czedtskovak Protestants began. The Slovak
Lutheran Synod saw yet another example of Slovdkdranism, in their orthodox form, under

attack?’® This news from Czechoslovakia about the possjtilita new union caused the

1 “Nage povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,” 222.

*2“Nage povinnosti naproti luteranskej cirkvieskoslovensku,Svedoki3, no. 13 (July 1, 1919): 242. For
a larger description in the same article of Hurbawntribution during the nineteenth century, d¢ase povinnosti
naproti luteranskej cirkvi Ceskoslovensku,Svedokl3, no. 22 (November 15, 1919): 425-26.

#37J. V., “Doslov ku zprave z nasej cirkvi na Slovians SvedoKL3, no. 18 (September 15, 1919): 342.
4. V., “Doslov ku zprave z nasej cirkvi na Slovians 342.
4. V., “Doslov ku zprave z nasej cirkvi na Slovieans 343.

% [Jan Pelik]an, “Lutheré cirkvi Cesko-Slovensku hrozi {#&é nebezp&enstvo,”SvedoKL3, no. 23
(December 1, 1919): 466-9. For a more developedmtahding of Pelikan’s concerns and the differdresaw
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resurgence of a fear that defined much of Pelikemigstry. Not only did he fight unionism and
liberalism in Hungary and America, the new stater fiaced similar compromises in theology.
Those who were considering union between Czeclestarits and Slovak Lutherans traced the
Protestant heritage from Hashrough Komenskyfto Tranovsky"? Pelikan rather saw the
Lutheran confession passed from Luther through dvsky to Hurbar® Thus, their view of
church history supported their vision for its fleuFor Pelikan and his followers, the danger of
union meant the loss of the confessional Luthedaentity. In its place, a Czech-Slovak
protestant identity based on the Hus tradition eféeyed. Pelikan resisted this course of action.
This conflict set the stage for the Pelikan Movetiseattempt to save orthodox Lutheranism in

the Luther-Tranovsky-Hurban tradition.

Slovaks Lutherans in Slovakia React

On October 28, 1918, the Slovak Lutheran Churcholiied its association with the

Hungarian Lutheran Church. In September, 1920, toeyened a synod that lasted through

between Czech Protestants and Slovak Lutheranshwiei views as the influences of Zwingli, Calvianodern
dogma, see [Jan] P.[elik]an, “Na Nepravej CesB¥&dokl4, no. 6 (March 15, 1920): 128-31.

47 Jan Hus (1370-1415) was a Czech reformer and nwirte fifteenth century, a century before Luthée
resisted the authority of the medieval Catholic ©€huvhere it went against his conscience, andtenafompared
to Luther. He provided Czech and Moravian Protdstaiith a Reformer from their own ethnicity. Théicism of
Hus as a foe of the true faith was strong neatithe of the Pelikan Movement. Concerned about aiptesunion
with the Czech Protestants, Hus was labeled dmeali See J. V., “SlobodomysIny@i®echom na Uvazenie,”
Svedokl4, no. 1 (January 1, 1920): 15-16.

“8 Ja4n Komensky (1592-1670) or John Amos Comeniusawamous theologian, scientist and educator from
Moravia from the Brethren faith traditiodgdnota bratska For a short description of his impact on Slovak
Lutherans, see Peter Kénya, “Dejiny ECAV na Slokensrokoch 1610/1791,” InEvanjelici v Dejinach
Slovenskej Kultaryed. Pavel Uhorskai (Liptovsky Mikulas: Tranoscia®02), 37—-38.

9 Juraj Tranovsky (1592-1637) was a pastor and hyritar from the Czech regions, who worked
extensively also in Slovakia. He is often referreés the “Luther of the Slavs” for his work in migining the
Lutheran faith during a difficult time of perseaui

*0[J4&n Pelik]an, “Luthera cirkvi Cesko-Slovensku hrozi Vieé nebezpeenstvo,”SvedoKl3, no. 24
(December 15, 1919): 473-5. This anti-unionism argit, seeing the history of Slovak Lutheranismulgto
a Luther-Hurban heritage, was kept alive duringtiime of the Pelikan Movement. For an example wiilsir
argument, including the ad homonym attacks against evils as Calvinism, Hussitism, rationalisng aa on, see,
Ladislav Zguth, “Pré&o nembdZeme suhla’ss uniou?,”SvedoKkL5, no. 9 (May 1, 1921): 182-83.
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November to decide the organization of the newahuBy January18, 1921, after receiving the
support of the new Czechoslovak government, the $lewak Lutheran Church was batn.
Thus, in a few short years, the Slovak LutheranrCinior the first time in modern history had
independence. Like the Slovak Lutheran Synod, thitedran Church in Slovakia had a similar
hope of creating a church for and by Slovaks.

Since the establishment of the independent staeSliovak Lutherans were no longer
concerned about the influence of the Hungarianserims of the Reformed bias and their
magyarization policies. They recognized the twaiss of thinking within their church: the first
was a more liberal tendency, including the desirecboperation, and the second was a
conservative, more traditional approach. They dwir status within the new administration as
secure, because the Reformed wanted peace ag e} foresaw living side-by-side with the
Reformed, as in Erlangen, which was a strong cafteutheran teaching. As one author notes,
Lutherans in Slovakia would not join (unionism) aese the Lutherans did not join with the
reformed Hungarians under the care of Zay, Rad¥§mnsnd Pronay, and would not join with
the Reformed at that time as w&IBut the author added that the faith would not gumiil this
history was forgotten and they could move on fromhurdens of the past. It was more
important to be concerned about the spiritualthfen with certain principles, he add@d’he
idea was that the new country created an oppoytémita new relationship. This relationship
would not be burdened with its recent history, foe to maintain the church’s Lutheran identity

and peaceful relations with others.

*L“prv4 synoda cirkve evanjelickej a. vItanovsky Evanjelicky KalendfLiptovsky Sv. Mikulas:
Néakladom knihkup. a Vydav.ddst Spolku “Tranoscius”, 1922), 85-89.

*2 Julius Bodnar, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. sémskej weskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listy34,
no. 1-2 (January-February 1920): 2.

%3 Julius Bodnar, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. gémskej weskoslovenskej republike,” 2.
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As if echoing Hegel and Herder, the author alstedtthat the church should not be
concerned with the principles of a certain age paricular nation, but the spirit of the peofile.
Ruppeldt’'s journey to Great Britain in 1920 showtleid spirit. During his visits, he learned
about being involved in ecumenical groups and eyenich as World Conference on Faith and
Ordef*® and the World Alliance for Promoting Internatiofaiendship through the Church@s.

He reflected that the church should have the sasiedf pietistic living so that it might be
known as the church of clear teaching, virtuousrgjths, evangelical zeathich should give the
nation a strong Christian charactéhis emphasisy. Thus, the pietistic emphasis on good works
and cooperation led to an ecumenical focus. Thrabglactivity of Ruppedlt and others, the
Slovak Lutherans were reaching out to these ecwakoiganizations; they admired them and
they wanted to find their new place in Christenddimey were also confident of maintaining
their identity in the context of these new relasibips. A significant element within the church in
Slovakia was not interested in unionism. Howeusgytwould not stand in the way of

cooperation, if it meant the growth of the chunalits piety and witness.

** Julius Bodnar, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. gtmskej weskoslovenskej republike,” 6.

5 *5 For a more detailed account of the church’s expeg with the Faith and Order work, see Fedor Rdppe
“Styri pripravné otazky Konferencie Viery a Sprav@irkevné Listy35, no. 8-9 (August—September 1921): 189—
94.

% Fedor Ruppeldt, “Nasa cirkev a zahtamj’ Cirkevné Listy85, no. 1-3 (January-March 1921): 8-16. This
article is a description of Ruppeldt's experienteraconference of the World Alliance in Berne, &efland in
August of 1920. He went with a Czechoslovak dediegaincluding a representative from the theolagfaculty in
Prague. See also Ruppeldt’s report of anotherecen€e to this organization in August of 1922 ip&thagen,
Denmark. Fedor Ruppeldt, “Cirkevné konferencie \d&wi,” Cirkevné Listy36, no. 21 (1 November 1922): 330—
33, Fedor Ruppeldt, “Cirkevné konferencie v Kodagiirkevné Listy36, no. 22 (15 November 1922): 347-51, and
Fedor Ruppeldt, “Cirkevné konferencie v Kodar@jtkevné Listy36, no. 23 (1 December 1922): 364—67. By 1923,
Ruppeldt had an article in each of the issueSiddevné Listyon events and relationships from around the world,
including the United States. He continued to bekdherepresentative of the church in ecumenicaliatetnational
relations through the 20s. Thus, the ecumenicaligcof the church was emphasized positively tlgbout the
period of the Pelikan Movement within the churcl #s main organCirkevné Listy Of course, those in the
Pelikan Movement did not approve of such activitgd @aw his work in particular as part of the prablef
unionism with the Slovak Lutheran Church. See J‘Magna Carta alebo VSeobecné zasadné ustanosymoaly
v starej vlasti,"Pravdal, no. 10 (October 15, 1921): 325.

" Fedor Ruppeldt, “Nasa cirkev a zahtamj’ Cirkevné Listy34, no. 11 (November 1920): 254.

182



On the other hand, the Missouri Synod was not asigusly appreciated. For example, in a
short article, which praised the support and coapmr of Lutheran groups in American, in
particular, the National Lutheran Council, the edif the main organ of the Slovak Lutheran
Church mentioned the Missouri Synod, but offhangestid “the Missouri Synod, to which also
Pelikan with his synod belongs, stands alofi&/hat might have been seen as great praise from
some, who would admire such tenacity as to stamukdior the truth, was a poor witness to the
ecumenical Slovaks. The Slovaks defined their Liathédentity in a more liberal and pietistic
tradition that did not coincide with the Slovak hatan Synod and its partner, the Missouri
Synod. They felt they were fully Lutheran; and ybgy were unsure what these confessional
synods from America truly were.

The state was significantly involved in the actastof the Slovak Lutheran Church. In
addition to the rhetorical displays of collaboratisupport from the state was tangible. In 1920,
the Slovak Lutheran Church had secured over folliomicrowns in suppori This support is
one reason why the Slovak Lutherans in Slovakig&wery concerned to maintain good
relations with the state and to remain the soleasgntative of Slovak Lutheranism in the new
Republic. The church felt it should cooperate wiité state during these formative days. While
guoting Romans 13, @irkevné Listyauthor understood their new relationship with the
Czechoslovak state as similar to France or Amehbiganot immediately. Only by small steps
were they moving in that directiéhThe Slovak Lutheran Church was supportive of @angfr
separation of church and state, viewing variousetsds possibilities, but the church was not

eager to move too quickly in this direction. Thegwed the church as contributing to the culture

*8“Rozhlady,” Cirkevné Listy35, no. 8-9 (August-September 1921): 218.

9 «Statna podora evanjelickej a. v. cirkvi na Slostem” Cirkevné Listy34, no. 1-2 (January—February 1920):
29-32.
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of the nation and the stability of a Czechoslovaites They also saw their focus primarily on
Slovakia—»but not just the Slovaks. In reflectingtba role of the Slovak Lutheran Church in the
state, one observer asserted that the prograne ahtirch was to build a Lutheran church to the
service of the person, but not just Slovaks, bai&lt people, the whole natiof:"Thus, the

Slovak Lutheran Church wanted to contribute tosihecess of the new state and multinational
nation. The mutual support between the church tatd seflected the new realities of
Czechoslovakia.

To find common ground with their new compatrioklsstsupport was evident in their
openness to the Czech Protestants. Relieved diuttten of Hungarian domination, the Slovak
Lutherans were eager to move towards the Czechthelspirit of finding a new historical basis
for Slovak Lutheranism and, thus, Protestantisey tiediscovered a mutual history. They
revived a historical tradition that asserted that $lovaks and Czechs had a common religious
heritage in Hus, the same historic translatiorhefBible, similar religious services and worship
guides, and a spirit of unity with each otfdfor example, Ruppeldt defended the cooperation
between the Slovak and Czech Protestants basdtsorommon heritage in H§In the
November, 1920 issue @firkevné Listya number of articles were written in remembraoice
major historical events. These events were impottatheran events such as Luther’s burning
of the Papal Bull. The events surrounding the BatiflWhite Mountain, when the forces of the

Counter Reformation crushed the Czech Protestaritgeiearly seventeenth century, were also

€0 Jan Drobny, “Niektko myslienok o spréave cirkevneCirkevné Listy34, no. 3 (March 1920): 51.

b1 JanDurovi¢, “Evanjelicka cirkev a politika na SlovenskiGirkevné Listy37, no. 5-6 (March 1923): 111.
“... ato celéhd’udu, celého naroda (his emphasis).”

®2«Evanjelické a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vajsejCeskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listy34, no.
1-2 (January-February 1920): 38.

% This tracing of a common Protestant history thiotigis was a point of contention with those suppgrthe
Pelikan Movement. Rather than Hus and that traglitice Pelikan Movement focused on the Lutheraddesathat
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included. Moreover, important Czech Protestantdesdsuch as Komensky, who was a famous
education reformer in the Czech Brethren traditiwere put side-by-side with Lutheran heroes
of the faith. Juxtaposing theses influences on&{dwtherans demonstrated the desire to find a
connection between the two nations and a broadeéegtant traditior!

The challenges to this perspective were twofold fitst was that orthodox Lutherans
challenged this view of church history. As suggeste those in the Pelikan Movement, the
course of Slovak Lutheranism ran through Tranowesky Hurban and not Hus. Secondly, this
version of history all but ignored the true ethtyi@f the new state, in that many in the country
were neither Czech nor Slovak. Only 67% of the tguciaimed to be part of this Slavic union.
The Slovak Lutheran Church reflected this diversitiythe time of the Pelikan Movement,
Slovakia had 410,000 Lutherans—50,000 GermansPQ@;uingarians, and 350,000 Slovéks.
The suggestion of a Hussite legacy for Slovak Lahism did not include significant minorities.

What was more important for Ruppeldt and othethénSlovak Lutheran Church than an
historical basis for unity was the need to cooger@boperation was viewed as a moral mandate
after the First World War. This desire for pargarirrored Czechoslovakia’s need for an
alliance, which created the Little Entente. Thisaate was an attempt to create a defensive
league against Hungary, and to secure relationstithsmuch larger states, such as Great
Britain and France. By the end of the 1930s, tfiarteat security through treaties proved less
than successful. Smaller nations—and churches-thHelheed to find partners to not only
survive but also thrive. The Slovak Lutherans wkied through the war felt the need for irenic

church relationships. The Slovaks in America ditlhmve the same experience during the war.

lead to and in many ways culminated with Hurban.
64 “Nase pamatné dniCirkevné Listy34, no. 11 (November 1920): 233-35.

%5 “Evanjelické a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vajsejCeskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listy34, no.
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Moreover, for the Slovak Lutherans in Slovakia cer@pion rather than conflict with others was
a defense against the historic and negative infleef the Hungarian Protestants—certainly the
Reformed, but also the LutherdA®kuppeldt saw safety and security, and even suilitxg in
broader relations between nationalities and otheteBtants in Europe.

The Slovak Lutheran Church was heterogeneous ethnand theologically. Not all were
satisfied with the move towards a broader coopamatiith other confessions. Some looked at
the Czechs and saw a lack of morals. They connélaee@zech’s unionism or ecumenicalism
with the decline in morals. One Slovak author adgmat interconfessional faith is doused in
atheism and leads to bolshevism. The lack of goodhlm also leads to actions without the guilt
of sin. The author called the reader to returntwe heart towards Christ. The plea was for a
more pious faith that could only be found in cosfesalism?” Although ecumenical work was
important to the Slovak Lutheran Church, some ddite reform in the church and a return to
focusing on God’s Word and their Lutheran heritage.

At its genesis, the Slovak Lutheran Church deteechithhe enemies of Slovak Lutheranism.
The primary enemy was not the same as it was @P#likan Movement. The Pelikan
Movement dealt with the enemies from within, megrtime loss of a confessional Lutheran
identity. Rather the Slovak Lutheran Church waseraancerned with the enemies from
without, philosophical enemies, which included tiseng tide of atheism and bolshevism, and all
the antireligious enemies—namely, the antichfst$he result was not primarily a call to the

confessions or Lutheran orthodoxy, but a call pedy that could resist these modern influences

1-2 (January-February 1920): 39.
% Fedor Ruppeldt, “Nasa cirkev a zahtamj’ Cirkevné Listy34, no. 8-9 (August-September 1920): 153-56.
67« Cisté mravy, Cirkevné Listy37, no. 7 (15 April 1923): 142-43.
8 2. Bazovsky, “Potrebujeme novu reformaciGjitkevné Listy37, no. 20 (31 October 1923): 402—404.
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and the divisions they could cause. The questianiwav does a Lutheran solve the tension
between the need for cooperation and the needdatey piety? This concern is a different
emphasis on the Lutheran experience than whatdlieaR Movement suggested in terms of

Lutheran identity.

The Formation of the Slovak Lutheran Church

During the Pelikan Movement, the Slovak Lutherami€h was building its own new
church body. Even as Pelikan and his coworkers piarging a Free Lutheran Church in the
East of Slovakia, the Slovak Lutheran Church waklimg its own structure and finding its own
voice after many years under Hungarian dominatant of the strong reaction against
Pelikanism was that the Slovak Lutheran Churchri@d/et fully discussed or discovered what
independent Slovak Lutheranism would look likehe twentieth century. The fact that some
locations were underserved or that some held atimiyjy views of Lutheranism was due in part
to the chaotic nature of this new beginning.

The Slovak Lutheran Church compared this new béginio two other significant dates in
their history. The first was the Zilina Synod ofl06 where the Formula and the Book of
Concord were first accepted. The second is theddibleration of 1791, where the Lutherans
were granted a measure of freedom from the intpassecution of Counter Reformation.
Likewise, the Czechoslovakian state on Januaryl 809 granted new freedoms of worship in
the new stat&. Thus, the establishment of a Slovak Lutheran dhir¢he new state was a
historical occasion, making the formation of therc one of the major watershed events in

Slovak Lutheran history.

%9 Milan Ivanka and Jur Janoska, “Pred synod@lirkevné Listy34, no. 12 (December 1920): 266-9. For
similar associations see, Jur JanoSka, “Pri otigrerej synody cirkve evan;. a. v. na Slovenskoitkevné Listy
35, no. 1-3 (January-March, 1921): 1.
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The new Slovak Lutheran Church asked similar gaestas the Slovak Lutheran Synod.
Just as the immigrant Slovak Lutheran Synod wortteosv their American church should
develop, the leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Chasited questions on the mission of the church
in the Czechoslovak state. They were no longeremae with living with the legacy of
Hungarians—magyarization, liberalism, unionism—thaty were concerned with the radicalism
of the Czech and the clericalism of the Moravidnghey were troubled by their new
Czechoslovak culture, with an emphasis on theght®rs in Bohemia and Moravia, and not
their past, Hungarian culture. As their culturalieu changed, they changed their concerns;
however, even as their relationships changed,ititepded to maintain their Lutheran identity,
that is, their association with the Word of God #imel Confession$.Their church was, in their
estimation, what it meant to be a Slovak Luthera@zechoslovakia. Considering the daunting
task of creating a new church organization andifigdheir own mission, the Slovak Lutherans
in this new state pleaded for unity. In fact, tbiage this goal, it was felt the most important
aspect was solidarity.

The Slovak Lutheran Church sought out allianceh e Czechs and the ecumenical
organizations for a number of reasons, includingstablish links with their new countrymen
and to achieve legitimacy within the new natiorrthidgs most importantly, they did so to resist
continued Hungarian influence. For their relatidpshkith the Czechs, they recreated a common

cultural history so that they could argue not foityin all things but a common, working bond

0 Julius Bodnar, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. gtmskej weskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listy34,
no. 1-2 (January-February 1920): 1. This concerglfericalism was not a new experience that occuafeer the
establishment of Czechoslovakia. For this histooiocern, including Czech clericalism, see “Sjaeskych
evanelikov,”Cirkevné Listyl7, no. 11 (November 1903): 344—48.

" Julius Bodnér, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. sémskej weskoslovenskej republike,” 1.

"2 Julius Bodnaér, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. sémskej weskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listys4,
no. 1-2 (January-February 1920): 5.
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that would give the nation legitimacy. To achielis goal on an ecclesiastical level, they found
similarities in language, through a common Bibld arcommon religious language and history,
such as Hussitism. These are bonds they neverrtettheed with the HungariafiSMoreover,
they were thankful for their new state. Notably tlew state gave them, by law, autonomy
(samospravovanid* Through the work of Ruppeldt and others, they vedale to make many
international contacts, giving them legitimacy begaheir borders. If an international
organization recognized them as a bona fide, inuldg® church, then Hungarian propaganda,
which would argue they were not Slovaks but resiily Hungarians, was neutralized by
international recognition. Thus, they were ableptigh their connections with the Czechs and
international agencies, to secure their placeenatbrld and ensure that the Hungarian
hegemony that dominated their lives for hundredgeairs would not return. Even though the
international relationships were a way of protagtinemselves from a perceived Hungarian
threat, the Slovaks feared the growth of secte@alty as the sects were establishing
themselves in the Czech lands and coming from Exdgfal he situation in this new land was
not unlike the denominational situation in Americdhey had to balance those concerns, which
they shared with the Pelikan Movement and the sthveith the cultural and political realities of
Czechoslovakia in the 1920s.

The Slovaks were concerned about unionism. A greatecern was the spiritual health

and welfare of the people. More than doctrinalratignt, they were concerned with the

3 “Evanijelicka a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vagsejCeskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listy34, no.
1-2 (January-February 1920): 38.

" “Evanjelicka a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vagsejCeskoslovenskej republike,” 38—39.

5 Julius Bodnaér, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. sémskej weskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listys4,
no. 1-2 (January-February 1920): 6.
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destructive attitudes that could envelop the chiff@hey were aware of their own historical
conflict with the Hungarians and the CalviniSt€onsidering the continued propaganda by the
Hungarians against the Slovaks, working closelyhte Czechs seemed the best choice for the
church? The political landscape, both in terms of natidies and churches, compelled the
Slovaks to seek alliances with the Czechs, evdrege might appear to be too close to some.
They were equally interested in the separatiorhafch and state. Their perspective
differed from their American counterparts. They shat the state would embrace a separation
of church and state in the form of France or Aneerimut they also saw that it would not happen
overnight’”® They had the same goal, but their sense of urgemasymuch less. They valued the
continued cooperation and gradual change towasgparation of church and state. They did not
support revolutionary change. Theological conceonmapelled to them to consider the separation
of church and state, but the realities of estabvlgsh new country and new church equally
required them to consider the multivalent concerfrthie nation. This basic difference in
approach to the new situation in the CzechosloveuRlic would characterize the conflict

between the Slovak Lutheran Synod and the Slovalkdran Church.

Pelikan Prepares to Return
As soon as Pelikan ascended to the presidencedytiod for the second time, he
reasserted his personality and his dedication mdessional Lutheranism. At the Slovak
Lutheran Synod’s convention in Akron, Ohio on Augig to September 2, 1919, Pelikan was

elected President; at the same convention, Peltkanyas accepted officially into the Slovak

"6 Julius Bodnaér, “Ukoly cirkve evanglickej a. v. sémskej weskoslovenskej republike,” 2.

""“Evanjelické a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vajsejCeskoslovenskej republikeCirkevné Listy34, no.
1-2 (January-February 1920): 34—40.

8 “Evanijelické a. v. cirkev v byvalom Uhorsku a vagsejCeskoslovenskej republike,” 38—39.
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Lutheran Syno& Pelikan had become such a focus of the SlovakdrathSynod that his
presidency was a sign to many of his dominance theesynod. This accusation was rejected by
representatives of the Slovak Lutheran Synod (dolyldais coworker from Pelikan’s days in
Slovakia, Theodore Balent), who argued forcefuigttChrist through His Word was the real
authority in the Slovak Lutheran Syn8idRelikan and the synod'’s dedication to its theolagye
influential in the establishment of the Pelikan Moment.

The synod felt that the time was right to act glyick sharing that perspective with their
mother church in Slovakia. At the convention in Q9they decided that the synod would send a
representative to Slovakia. The three candidates ®Relikan, Joseph Kuchérik, aiddovit
Engler?? At that time, it was not clear that Pelikan wobklelected to represent the Slovak
Lutheran Synod. In a letter to the Synod’s archj\Relikan reported that he was second in the
voting with 11 votes, while Kucharik received theshvotes at 13. Engler received onl§} 8.
Pelikan did not even receive a majority of the gota subsequent ballots, the synod elected
him, and thus he began his preparations for hisiguand his role as representative of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod to the Slovak Lutheran Church

One act of preparation was a letter of introductient to the Slovak Lutheran Church.
Pelikan sent a letter to the Church in Slovakiafyiog them of his intention to visit Slovakia
and his desire to share with them the clear tegshof the Evangelical-Lutheran tradition. To

this end, Pelikan shared a litany of goals, alvbich revolved around boldly sharing the one

9 Jan Drobny, “Niekbko myslienok o spréave cirkevneCirkevné Listy34, no. 3 (March 1920): 51-52.
80 “Nage synodalne shromaZdeni8yedokl3, no. 17 (August 30, 1919): 317.
8L «“porutovaniahodna neznamysSvedokl3, no. 17 (August 30, 1919): 324.

82 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirthhe United States of America, 1902—
1927(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1955),r20

8 Jan Pelikan to Archivist, letter, September 24,9, BELC District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/09-
19/00-06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis
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gift that the Slovak Lutheran Synod could givettisathat the Lutherans in Slovakia “would
remain faithful to this more precious heritage aiwiays steadfastly next to this teachirig.”

Their reaction to Pelikan was to state that theahin Slovakia did not always agree with him,
but that all should welcome him as a brother. Tadyonished those that would close their door
to him, indicating that they would be sowing digtdn this way, they accepted him into their
fellowship, hoping that by warmly receiving him ttee relationships would form between the
two churches. At the same time, the church in d@vhad some early concerns about the goals
of Pelikan and this initial visit. An announcemenfnPelikan’s initial trip was also printed in
Svedokon March 1, 192¢.

The relationship between the Slovak Lutheran Syaratlithe Slovak Lutheran Church was
not the only important relationship for either otflubody. In contrast to Pelikan’s visit, the
relationship of the Slovak Lutheran Church with tHeCA was strong and calm. The Slovak
Lutheran Church admired the union of Lutherans fidhdifferent nationalities, which may have
been a more useable model for their multi-ethniomim the Czechoslovak Republic. They
noted how these American Lutherans had joined begeh English, because that was the only
practical language. Even though they were modifyinagr church practice to fit the American
context, these American Lutherans were still faikhd the Lutheran teachings from their mother
country, but also had a broader, more inclusiveewstdnding of LutheranisfAThe values of
the ULCA match more closely with the goals of thev8k Lutherans. They were very
interested, as a small church within a small natiofind a home within the context of world

Lutheranism, whereby they could have the best tf norlds: they could remain faithful

84 «“poznam redakcie Cirkevnych ListovCirkevné Listy34, no. 8—9 (August-September 1920): 198. “... aby
ste i Vy zostali verni tomuto najdrahSiemu dedicvpevne stali pri tomtoceni ...”

8 J.[an] Pelikan, “Prihovor Vyslanca d@sko-Slovenska,Svedokl4, no. 3 (March 1, 1920): 114.
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Lutherans, but they would also expand their hoszioy learning from other Lutherans around
the world and the examples of how they cooperatethis sense, they were much more

ecumenical (in a pan-Lutheran sense) than memlbéne &lovak Lutheran Synod.

Pelikan Leaves for His Spiritual Home

Pelikan reported that he left New York on Junel®20% While traveling to France by
boat, he shared the difficult circumstances ottiyis—bad air, sick people and rough seas, as
well as the inability to get much work doftéVhile seemingly foreshadowing the future
conflicted situations he would encounter, he alyemtticipated his work as a “very difficult
task” and a “formidable obstacl&.'Yet he also had great confidence that God hachdiua
this important task He seemed steeled for the inevitable confrontai®mmwould have
presenting his confessional Lutheran approach.adenloned this approach in America. In an
impassioned declaration and prayer, Pelikan watsadkto the old country with great hopes. He
was to be the true representative of the Slovakénain Synod. As one observer noted, Pelikan
would be in Slovakia to “speak, write, preach, @ggte, teach, proclaim, defend, advocate,

explain, fight, drag, suffer, worik Your name and on Your behalf Thus, Pelikan began his

8 Fedor Ruppeldt, “Nasa cirkev a zahtamj’ Cirkevné Listy34, no. 10 (October 1920): 203.

87 J.[an] Pelikan, “Slovo na roalénie,” Svedokl4, no. 14 (July 15, 1920): 321. Taking into acudhat he
left on a boat from New York on June 22, 1920,1 fiad no acknowledgement ithe Lutheran Witnedbat the
Missouri Synod was aware of his efforts to returistovakia.

8 jan Pelikan, letter, June 30, 1920, SELC DisAichives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/13-09-19/00-06,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

8 Jan Pelikan to Archivist, letter, June 30, 1918L.S District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/13-09/00-
06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

% Jan Pelikan to Archivist, letter, June 30, 192BL.S District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/13-09/00-
06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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journey sensing he was a representative of Gdaet&lovak peoples—at least that was his hope
and the hope of the Slovak Lutheran Syffod.

At the same time, some in the Slovak Lutheran Symexe apprehensive about Pelikan’s
adventure. The Americanized Slovaks were concettmdhe Slovaks in Slovakia saw them as
rich and ripe to help fix buildings and scholélso limiting some of the excitement about this
overseas mission were the concerns at home. Asfdhe leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Synod
noted, they would always favor the work at homstfiforeshadowing a viewpoint that would
become more and more dominant: the first goal wadmiiid the church in America and not fix
the church in Slovakia. In addition, they saw tloeinfessionalism as the source of their success
in America. Only as the Slovak Lutherans in Slogakilhered to proper teaching and piety
would they be able to grow as well as the churcAnrerica?* With this hope, Pelikan went to
Slovakia so that the Slovaks in Slovakia would gmwa confessional understanding of the faith.
He did not go to repair buildings, but he went & the clear proclamation of the word of God
and the true administration of the sacraménitsa letter printed irstraz na Sionevhose editor
Pelikan also visited during his visit to Slovakrglikan laid out the following reasons for his
visit. He came, first of all, to explain the sitioat of the Slovak Lutherans in America, in
particular, the character of the Slovak Lutherandglyand its teaching and practice, which was
confessional® The second goal was to help the church in Sloviakiee the same kind of fruit or

success as the church in Americthle felt that he had experienced and learned what a

92]. V., “Modlime sa za nasho poslanca,” 263.

93], V., “Starokrajové prosby o podpor&tedoKl4, no. 12 (June 15, 1920): 268—70.

% J. V., “Starokrajové prosby o podporu,” 270.

% J. V., “Starokrajové prosby o podporu,” 270.

% Jan Pelikan, “Vysvetlenie dadom méjho prichodu a méjho Gkol$traz na Sion@8, no. 15 (1920): 110.

%7 Jan Pelikan, “Vysvetlenie 6adom méjho prichodu a méjho Gkolu,” 111.
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confessional Slovak Lutheran Church could beconeedidl not recognize, however, the extent

of his exposure to American and American Luthenaltuce.

Pelikan Arrives

Once in Slovakia, Pelikan stayed true to his messgonfessional Lutheranism,
orthodox piety and pride for the success of thee&l{td_utheran Synod in America. In a lecture
that he gave in Slovakia, and which was printeBvadokPelikan stated that the main task of
the Slovak Lutheran Synod was to offer the spilittesasure that they had experienced in
America?® Pelikan saw the Slovak Lutheran Synod as theessidnal Slovak Lutheran
standard. The spirit of the Slovak Lutheran Synoou$d be an example and not only in its
richness but also in its freeddfrtie wanted to provide proper spiritual guidance @aething as
a true Lutheran. The Slovak Lutherans in Slovakeaento decide whether they were willing to
receive the teaching he wanted to give th&melikan shared the same sentiment in an open
letter to the Slovak Lutheran Church. He made thiatpmumerous times that he and his church
were bringing the true, clear teachings of Luthesrari®* He offered the Slovak Lutheran Church
the opportunity to hear him lecture about this éag.'°> As he began his special ministry of
reaching out with confessional Lutheranism to tlev&k Lutheran Church, he also mentioned

that his main location in Slovakia would be a tdwenknew well: Brezov&? Like so many

% Jan Pelikan, “Dielo nasej Synody v zaujme oslob@levanijelicko-luteranskej cirkvi v naSom narode
ceskoslovenskom,Svedokl4, no. 14 (July 15, 1920): 312.

9 Jan Pelikan, “Dielo nasej Synody v zaujme oslob@levanijelicko-luteranskej cirkvi v naSom narode
¢eskoslovenskom,” 313.

190 3an Pelikan, “Dielo nasej Synody v zaujme oslobé@evanjelicko-luteranskej cirkvi v naom narode
ceskoslovenskom,” 315.

101 3an Pelikan, “Privet a vyzvaCirkevné Listy34, no. 8-9 (August-September 1920): 197.
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spiritual pilgrims, he was returning to his own reohurch to begin his journey and his
pilgrimage of spiritual awakening.

Pelikan reported some of his early experiencesdgahurch in America. Those
experiences were generally positive; he relatethbavas initially well receivef! He noted
that he met pastors who were readdvgdolkand who were sympathetic to the confessional
approach of the Slovak Lutheran Synod. He alsoslate kind words from a church official on
the help that was received from America, espec@lycerning their freedoms and the hope of
cooperation in the future. Finally, he mentionesl éxtensive plans to lecture, including at the
pastor’s conference in Revlca in August. At theeséime, he recognized that many were not of
the same spirit as the Slovak Lutheran Synod and net supporting the work of a confessional
church. Thus, even at this early date, having beln in Slovakia a few weeks, Pelikan
suggested, througBvedokthat they consider funding a truly free Luthe@murch in Slovakia,
starting with 8,000 dollars?

In July, writing from Brezova, where he served aska’s assistant, he reported that after
meeting with Bishop Zoch and Dr. Lany in Bratislaka was eager to have a lecture in
Bratislava about the Slovak Lutheran Synod and$katiokvas well-known in that regioff
Dolak reports that he made this presentation absuimes'®” He also found that as he presented

he had many conversations with Slovak pastors wére wympathetic to his understanding of

194 Jan Pelikan, “Privet, zprava a prosba vyslangagdokl4, no. 19 (October 1, 1920): 411-13. For a fist 0
the many parishes that Pelikan visited, see J\aitko, “Co piSe naS poslanec zo starej vlast®;&dokl4, no. 19
(October 1, 1920): 422-24.

105 3an Pelikan, “Privet, zprava a prosba vyslanch3: 4
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197 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirclthe United States of America, 1902—
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the separation of church and state, communionipes;tand church polity? He was not the

only Slovak from America interacting with the chluyin his conversation with Zoch, he learned
that the ULCA had given a substantial sum of mai380,000 Czechoslovak Crowns). Upon
reflection, Pelikan added that the Slovak Luthe3gnod had money to give as well, but
cautiously, for those who were willing to use it fbe Kingdom of God® The Slovak Lutheran
Synod was resisting the temptation only to fundréenstruction; the synod was more
interested in funding the church’s mission of remrag faithful, as they saw it, to the truth in the
Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions.

Pelikan continued his work, lecturing and debatiitiy church officials about the order of
the new church, including a stop in Modra, wherdaeé previously served as a pastor, to view
an ordination ceremonyf. The liberal teachings of the Slovak Lutheran Chwere becoming
clearer to Pelikan. He related a conversation ldewith Professor Osusky and another pastor
where each presented their positions on the churcluding views on the Scriptures as the
Word of God. The Slovak church officials felt, hoxee, that the Scriptures also contained
subjective opinions of people and some errors,ttlatonfessions include many incorrect and
imperfect statements, which must be corrected tlaaid_uther carried out the Reformation for

his time, but that they needed a new one HoWelikan was amazed at the liberalism, and he

198 jan Pelikan to Archivist, letter, July 12, 192EL§ District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/13-09/00-
06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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was anticipating a difficult experience with Bishdgnoska'* Pelikan sensed that Slovakia was
not as ripe for a confessional reawakening as dehbped.

By August, Pelikan reported that he had given tutecat the theological faculty in
Bratislava and that the lecture had been receivat*#¥He was planning on returning in
December, whereby he had hoped a new pastor woule and continue the work that he had
begun''* Yet, by August 28, despite the positive beginnjriilgis exploratory trip had proven a
failure. After a conference in Ttiansky Svaty Martin, Pelikan, who felt slighted by Slovaks,
began to see not hope, but despair, and the pdam®dperation were quickly turning into plans
for a new voice in Slovakia: His first manifesto on the ills of the church drid growing
conflict with the church leadership appeared iraditle inSvedokwhere he outlined these
growing points of conflict and the failure of thagtors’ conference in Martitf. His basic
complaint was that the leadership was not eagkstem to him, but was more interested in
listening to false prophets, Czech Protestantsremesentatives from Britaiff. The goal of the
Slovak Lutheran Church to engage in irenic ecunametations was confronting Pelikan’s

desire for a pure, orthodox Slovak Lutheran ChuFebm Pelikan’s perspective, the Slovaks had

12 jan Pelikan to Archivist, letter, July 20, 192ELE District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/13-09/00-
06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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rejected the truth and, hence also, a relationstilpthe Slovak Lutheran Synod in favor of
ecumenical relationships.

Perhaps the most vivid account of such perceived@mings in the Slovak Lutheran
Church was seen in his visit to a pastor’s confegen Martin, where a host of errors were
evident to Pelikan, including the following of Geamtheologians (presumably liberal) and the
praising of the Czech protestafifdn short, by end of Pelikan’s visit to Slovakia, iad found
what he considered all of the worst features ofctiech—unionism, modernism, rationalism,
and state influence—alive in the Slovak Lutheramnit€h. All that he had seen that was injurious
to the church in the Kingdom of Hungary and alk the had experienced in multi-
denominational landscape in America was again teygedself in the new state of
Czechoslovakia and the Lutheran Church in Slova#téasserted that,

Today we must truly already serve them with sonmgtltiomplete different,
something new, and adapt towards their thinking@mateption. Those, who dare to
defend the clear teaching and stand strongly apamen with false believers, are
considered reactionaries and are looked down uptimragret:*®

He argued that the church in America should joithwhose in the old country who are brave
enough to speak the truth and to remain true LatieerHe concluded that they should do so in

the tradition of Luther, Tranovsky, Hurban, andtatise who had suffered for their confessin.

During the middle of his visit, Pelikan continuedfind many ills in the church and the

country. He noted that there were many enemielseofrtie church, including representatives

118 3an Pelikan to Archivist, letter, October 20, 192BLC District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/@8-
19/00-06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis
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from many sects, Baptists, Calvinists, and unbelig¥' He also noted the influence of these
many factors on the leaders and teachers of thaSloutheran ChurcK? This heterodox
atmosphere was encouraging conversations betwesa Who said they were Lutheran, and the
church in Slovakia was moving in the direction afanism with others, including the Czech
Calvinists!® Moreover, he saw the Lutheran pastors adheritigetdius-Komensky theological
pattern, and he heard the leaders of church gippatfor the liberal theology from Germany,
linking Kollar and Star with Hegelianism as therisedf Luther'? Even Masaryk, the President
of the Czechoslovakia, was criticized for his suppba broader Czechoslovak Protestant
church®®> Overall, Pelikan felt that the pastors and theialog) saw the confessions as antiquated
and obsoleté&®

In reaction to the perceived degradation of theain Slovakia, Pelikan began looking
for a group of Lutherans dedicated to confessian#ieranism. He found such a group near the
town of Poprad and the Tatra Mountains. On OctdFe1 920 the congregation in Velk4, Saint
Trinity was born. The Slovak Lutheran Synod essditdd the beachhead of the first free
orthodox Lutheran Church congregation in SlovaKidhe Slovak Lutheran Synod’s efforts
changed from a church relations ministry to a misgf establishing a free Lutheran church.

This new congregation was just the beginning @frgdr goal. Pelikan reported in the same

12113an Pelikan], “Komu sa mame spof,” 486.
122134n Pelikan], “Ktomu sa mame spof,” 486.
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month that he had plans to visit the counties ofdtwad, Gemer, and Sp&.This birth was a
theological event to Pelikan. He saw this birthlhescontinued struggle of Slovak Lutherans to
find a pure and unified expression of orthodox leuéimism. Despairing of a wider solution
involving the Slovak Lutheran Church and assumivag the church was beyond reformation, or
perhaps repristination, he chose to pursue thief@itew and build upon that mission and

ministry in the foothills of the mountains.

Why Velka?

An article was published i8vedokjust weeks after Pelikan’s arrival in Slovakialan
months before the establishment of the missioryiagdfor spiritual care for the people of
Velka. The key problem discussed in the article thas a number of Slovak Lutheran families,
around 300, were not receiving spiritual care beedhe pastor was Germédhand only spoke
German and Hungarial® Since the local pastor did not speak Slovak aag#ople could not
understand German, the pastor had difficulty iatreg to the parishioners. The parishioners
were not able to get the proper spiritual food dndk from the nearby congregation in

Poprad?® The cry was that the Slovaks needed proper @stare in their national languatjé.

128 3an Pelikan to Archivist, letter, October 20, 192BLC District Archives, Box 2, Folder 111.4-2/@8-
19/00-06, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis
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The author was concerned that they would not bpguhy cared for spiritually and that other
sects might influence them inste&tiThe solution would be to find a confessional Slopastor
to minister to the needs of these Slovak Luther@he.location was a part of the internal dialog
of the Slovak Lutheran Synod well before it wasialty established as a mission site. The
appeal was primarily for pastoral support. Butdppeal was also understood as a missional
opportunity.

This first article was a reaction to a letter frtéme old country describing the plight of
these Slovak Lutherans. The author of the lettdniisited Velka often and had even contacted
the current bishop in Slovakia, Juraj JanosSka, abigweffort to minister to these people; the
bishop replied that at that time it was difficudtfind pastors to start such a mission station.
The conditions in the village were presented aleakipicture of Slovak Lutherans not being
cared for spiritually. Later, when the congregatizas formed, much concern was expressed
about the spiritual conditions vis-a-vis the Caith@hurch, who ran the local schools, and the
many sects that were influentt&l The Slovak Lutherans in this village had gone ihBp
Janoska for two years, begging him for help; he weble to help because of the limited
resources at his dispos@lNevertheless, through the help of the Americanssymmably
Pelikan—they were able to form a church with atiahmembership of 19 voting membétsin

the chaotic beginning of the Slovak Lutheran Chuitcproved too difficult for the Slovaks to

133 M., “Staros o cirkev na Slovensku,” 318.
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find the resources for that mission; in contrastas just the right opportunity for the Slovak
Lutheran Synod to find its place in the new repabli

The reaction of the German pastor was that thisgrewp of Free Lutherans was really a
sect, and he hesitated to let them use the chwitdirig. But as he knew the group better, he
consented willingly® Eventually his attitude would change. He would sigpport the work of
the Pelikan Movement, and the confessional Slowgtkérans who joined with the Pelikan
Movement could no longer use the church for wor$Hiphe restrictions on this Slovak
congregation were the beginning of the resistaftieeoSlovak Lutheran Church to the Pelikan
Movement. Initially, the congregation strugglediasy had no assets to speak of, but they were
eager to work with the Slovaks from America anddoee partners with them in ministi{).At
the close of their convention, they did not wanb&in union with others in deeds, but they
wanted to have union within the context of prinemljust like the Slovak Lutheran Syniéd.
This small group of Lutherans had found in Pelikad the Slovak Lutheran Synod simpatico
believers. This alliance was not a matter of coremee or the transfer of wealth, but a
theological union.

In 1921, Pelikan reported that this location wasaldor the new mission work: the region
was beautiful, had a healthy climate—it was a nateé for vacations and sanitariums—was

full of open country, and was in a good locationtfavel; and thousands of people came in the

138 pry4 slobodna slovenska lutheranska cirkev naeisku,” 509. For an example of the Germans
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summer for holiday. All of this was in additionttee possibilities and the “big future” (sikeu
buddcnosgou) that he felt the mission h&dThe joy of finding a home for confessional Slovak
Lutheranism was mutual. Many felt a great needpartual care in Velka. Secondly, the Slovak
Lutherans were eager to have pastoral support énoerof their own. Lastly, Pelikan was
looking for a place within Slovakia that would aptéis vision for a Slovak Lutheran church.
For these reasons, Velkad seemed like a good chaitkee mission of the Slovak Lutheran

Synod.

The Pelikan Movement'’s Rise and Fall

The call for the church in Slovakia to rise andnolés orthodox Lutheran heritage came in
the birth of the church newspapBravda Pravdawas the official church journal for the Pelikan
mission. As proclaimed i8vedokthis new periodical, which was produced and higd in
Slovakia, was an attempt to usher in a new tesst€ sa novej dobeand bring comfort to the
leaders of the Slovak Lutheran Church, who hadndessional Lutheran understanditfgn the
first issues oPravda the topics were presented and the themes werkasiinot completely
consistent, with the themes that were expressdeehigan and the Slovak Lutheran Synod
during the previous 20 years $vedokPelikan and his long-time collaborator, Bal&fityho
was then serving as an army chaplain in the Czémbads Army, joined to make their case to the
Slovak Lutherans in the new Czechoslovak statpalticular, they began by arguing for the

Bible and its place as the vessel of tititil.he confessions, or Symbolic books (The Book of

142 3an Pelikan to the Synod, letter, March 23, 1&HI,C District Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Fol&d
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

143 Jan Vojtko, “Novyeasopis ‘Pravda’,SvedoKL5, no. 4 (February 15, 1921): 77.
1441n 1906, Balent was also the first editorSafedok

145 7ahorsky, “Ako sme Bibliou svatou?Pravdal no. 2 (February 15, 1921): 4-9 and T.[heodorgglent],
“Slova Lutherove fararom a bohoslovcom, ako majiaidva’ bohoslovie,"Pravdal no. 2 (February 15, 1921): 9—
11.
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Concord), were equally trumpeted as the way to tataed the truths of the Bible and to resist
error and false doctriné They also staked out the key issue relative testheival of the new
Free Lutheran Church in Slovakia, which was thegldsfor separation of church and state,
which they argued was possible for both the Cathaniid Reformed churches as wéll.

They viewed the separation of church and stateRiblecal issue; moreover, they felt that
in America the example of this separation was pndeework ideally**® In this way, the editors
of Pravdadifferentiated their mission and church in two wayhe first way was that of all the
churches, they were the church most closely alignédthe pure teachings of the Bible, which
also meant that they were true orthodox Lutherasigecially in terms of church and state
relations. This assertion was core to their idgragt Slovak Lutherans and gave them a reason to
contrast themselves not only against the other ntajofessions, such as the Catholic and
Reformed churches, but also to the much largeré&lawutheran Church. They were willing to
embrace this understanding of Lutheran and Bibticdh in spite of the contention that the
Lutheran faith contained German cultural baggéageuther rather was not only a leader to the
Germans but also was given to the entire wtfl@his view of orthodox Lutheranism as the only
true understanding of Scripture, which was voidwfural influences, was also asserted back in
America. It was simply the truth—not German, naiv@k, and not American.

Secondly, having a theological justification, bethg one Lutheran church that was pure in
its teaching, they needed the actual political mdarachieve their new church body. They

needed a political realization of the concept ef skeparation of church and state that would

146 Zahorsky, “Symbolické knihy,Pravdal no. 3 (March 15, 1921): 63.

147 Torisky, “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal no. 2 (February 15, 1921): 11-14.
18 Torisky, “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal no. 3 (March 15, 1921): 66—69.
1494 uteranska povinnas’ Pravdal no. 11 (November 15, 1921): 339.
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allow them to pursue their goal of creating thisv@k Lutheran identity in the Czechoslovak
state. This much was not only deducible from th&teat ofPravda but was stated in a report of
the activity in Velka. The first was to be ablepimclaim the teachings of the Word of God and
the confessions, and the second was to pursue#i®fchurch independencarkevne
osamostanipwith the understanding of the strict separatibotmrch and stat&' They wanted
what they thought Luther would have wanted: theveely kingdom here on earth and
expanding over the eartf.They desired that the truth be freely expressédémew
marketplace of ideas that was, in their prefertgdrg, the modern Czechoslovak state.

The constant foe of these two goals was the pexddiweat of unionism. The combatants
were different from those in the Kingdom of Hunga¥yp longer were the Hungarians and the
Reformed the dangers. Referencing Luther and HuRx@avdacame out strongly against any
union, instructing their readers of its risks ardiag not the Hungarians as a foe (or the
Americans). Rather the new enemy was the posgibilia union of the Czech and Slovak
Protestant$> In particular, the recent union of the Czech aratadian Lutherans with the
Calvinists in 1918 loomed large in their considierag>* Unionism threatened the identity of the
nascent church. The combatants were the Hungaaadsjow they were the primarily
Czechs? For the Slovak Lutheran Synod and its free chirc®lovakia, unionism in Slovakia

remained a concern.

1504 yteranska povinnas® Pravdal no. 11 (November 15, 1921): 339.

131«Dopis a zprava z Vigej v Spisi,”Pravdal no. 2 (February 15, 1921): 25-26. The lettet wes
published inPravdawas unattributed, but it is probably from Pelikan.

152« yteranska povinnas’ Pravdal, no. 11 (November 15, 1921): 341.

%S Ladislav Zguth, “ Préo nemdZme sthlasiiniou?,”Pravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 109-111 and
“Smutné nasledky nasilnej UnieGesku,”Pravdal, no. 11 (November 15, 1921): 345-46.

154 3. V., “Magna Carta alebo VSeobecné zasadné ustaimsynody v starej vlastiPravdal, no. 11
(November 15, 1921): 347.

1354T¢ nie je unionizmus?,Pravda2, no. 4 (April 15, 1922): 87-89.
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Both in America and in Slovakia, a rising choruglefractors was criticizing Pelikan and
the new mission effort, even though the initial sdvom Velk& was positive. Pelikan reported
that the early experience was both significantmednorable. He also noted that the task ahead
of them was resisted by the deVilThe problems were legion. For example, it wastfelt the
German Lutherans were unable and unwilling to sdrgeSlovaks. They also had problems with
the Slovak Lutherans, who were woefully educateithénfaith. They were forced to worship in a
private residence, locked out from the use of thech, making it difficult to do the acts of the
church, baptism, and the Lord’s Supper. Finallgytfound it difficult to disenthrall the people
of the power of the bishop so that they could sepdstor. Unionistic activities were also a
concern, such as the lliaSovce congregation hawviRgman Catholic teach&f.The Czech
“flight from Rome” was no solution as the Czechseaced in their own Hussitte and atheistic
traditions?*® The more opposition he felt, the stronger hislkesto resist the perceived power
behind it. Through all the challenges, Pelikan regmbprogress in overcoming these obstacles.
By the time of an open letter printed in 1921, fike church was serving 80 to 100 people
(souls) and singing without an organ but with tleeipy of the Tranoscius hymnél.

Although steeped in conflict, the Pelikan Movemeastisted the Slovak bishop’s

accusation that the movement was divisive. In #igep ofPravda they argued the opposite.

1%61J4n Pelikan], “Dopis z \i&ej, Zupy Spisskej, SlovenskdSvedoKL5, no. 5 (March 1, 1921): 97. See also
“Jednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 138, where the authmost likely
Pelikan shares these same concerns about the stipp&iovaks received from the German pastor &d h
congregation in Velka.

157«Nie&o o ‘rozharanych pomeroch v poniektorych spissksiatroch’,”Pravdal, no. 11 (November 15,
1921): 352-53.

138 | adislav Zguth, €o je to?,”Pravdal no. 11 (November 15, 1921): 355-58.

1391J4n Pelikan], “Dopis z Mi&ej, Zupy Spisskej, SlovenskdvedoKl5, no. 5 (March 1, 1921): 99. In
Slovakia, they challenged the view that only thesrewsing the proper texts with a Lutheran pieheyidemanded
that the writers oPravdalook and see that most churches in Slovakia hadgdme books and in their pulpits, there
was clear preaching of the Gospel. See Juraj Hutaktva pravda,Cirkevné Listy385, no. 5—6 (May-June 1921):
132-33.
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Rather than being the force of division and seatasim, they were very much concerned with
the unity of the church—"one spirit, one Lord, dagh, one baptism, one thinking, that is,
Christ’'s.”® True unity was agreement on the truth of the Bé#nld the Lutheran confessions,
and not on an ecclesiastical unity forced from dysh In fact, Pelikan and the others relied on
the assumption that the Word of God could be undedseasily and clearly. They should follow
the Word of God alone and not the insights or comdsaf anyone else, including Pelikan
himself!** They wanted unity, true unity, based on theoldgiciaciples; they were not going to
settle for an organizational or cultural unity vath the strict adherence to the Lutheran
Confessions.

The Slovak Lutheran Church placed the responsitwfithe conflict and schism on
Pelikan, who was seen as the catalyst of thesefneew_utheran congregations. In fact, Bishop
Janoska placed responsibility firmly on Pelikamparticulari®? Yet, to those who might think of
Pelikan’s work in Slovakia as an invasion or in&riron in Slovak Lutheran church life, another
rebuttal was offered. Rather than being an outsgnt, at least some in Velka felt Pelikan was
quite at home in this new community: “In the ye@RQ, a guest visited us, who was a bone of
our bones, a flesh of our flesh, our brother arambating to faith, the native faith, Jan Pelikan,
Lutheran pastor and president of the orthodox Liatih&lovak Synod in the United States in

America.”® The community received him not as an interlopérasua brother and with jd$/.

180 Klimentov, “Rozkol musi by,” Pravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 117.
161 74horsky, “Oto ide ‘Pravde’,"Pravdal, no. 5 (July 15, 1921): 172.

162«Nje¢o o ‘rozharanych pomeroch v poniektorych spisskgtobroch’,”Pravdai, no. 11 (November 15,
1921): 351.

163 7&horsky, “Pohostinnds’ Pravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 132. “Roku 1920 zaviabtam hos, ktory je
kos’ z nasej kosti, telo z tela nasho, nas brdaiwdery, domaci viery Jan Pelikan, ev. a. v. far@aredseda
pravovernej luteranske synody slovenskej v Spojerstatoch v Amerika.”

184 Kolarik, “Pelikan zutekal,Pravdal, no. 9 (September 15, 1921): 309.
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They credited Pelikan for providing the grace anddywill that the Slovak Lutheran Church
could not or did not provide. The Slovak Lutheramu€h was viewed, at least by some, in
respect to its character as indifferent, colorlesgrincipled in its unionistic practices, and
errant:® Thus, Pelikan was received as beneficial to tiaea hunger for his understanding of
Lutheran faith and practice. Some were concernadRblikan was buying his way into the
hearts of the people in Slovakia. They accuseddiimfluencing the towns of Velka and
lliaSovce with financial support. Of course, it wad as if the Slovak Lutheran Church was not
being impacted from gifts from the States as WelBoth sides did receive support from
America. The financial support was not the primagson for the support for Pelikan from
Velka.

Theological concerns were more important to thialsoongregation than financial
support. The people from the SpiS region deniedtoaisation that Pelikan was an agitator, who
put thoughts of orthodox Lutheranism into the heafdbie people. They argued that they had
always believed in a confessional Lutheran faitig & one went into their homes and churches,
and saw they had copies of the Bible, the Confassamd the Tranoscius hymnal as well as
sermons and prayer books, it would be obviousttiet were orthodox Lutheraff.lt is
probable that there was a segment in the Slovakdrah Church, and in particular, in this
region, that was looking for leadership to affiine tmore traditional orthodox Lutheran beliefs

and practices. It is not so much that Pelikan foilmedcommunity as that they found each other.

165 7&horsky, “Pohostinnds’ Pravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 132.
166 7ahorsky, “Pohostinnds’ Pravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 135.

1%7“Hurtayova pravda,Pravdal, no. 9 (September 15, 1921): 303-304. Thislarti@s completed by the
editor; at this time Pelikan had returned to Ameand the editor was probably the administratdhefchurch
newspaper, M. Hlava
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Besides being labeled as an agitator, the Slov#kdran Church saw his work of creating
church outside the Slovak Lutheran Church as saatafhey understood that the Slovak
Lutheran Synod was not really a Slovak Lutherarrahin that the Americanized Slovaks had
absorbed foreign influences (that is, the Miss@ynod German-American polity and practices).
The new mission had to defend itself from the grapvttacks of sectarian behavior. They
defended themselves, arguing that they did nottorrethe Gospel of Christ, but were in fact
adhering to it properly? They were not in error; rather it was the Bishad the church that
were in errof® Rather than being labeled and discarded, they deeabthat if the Bishop and
the Slovak Lutheran Church were to make such an¢liey needed to show in the Word of God
that they were indeed sectaridtBeing confident that they were not sectarian, ey
themselves as the true expression of the Lutheieim fvhereas the Slovak Lutheran Church was
not.

Closely related to the challenges they saw in thie £hurch was the question of church
polity. In terms of polity, the Slovak Lutheran Gbla remained hierarchical. The Slovak
Lutheran Church did not embrace the congregatipolily that was adopted by the Slovak
Lutheran Synod from their American context. In tl@spect, the new Free Lutheran Church was
appreciably different from the Slovak Lutheran GiturBecause of the hierarchical church
polity of the Slovak Lutheran Church, the Pelikanwdment labeled them Roman Catholic, and
linked their polity to the Hungarian Lutheran CHut€ At the same time, the Slovak Lutheran

Synod differentiated itself from the polity of sgcsuch as the Salvation Army, because sects did

188 Kolarik, “Sekta,”Pravdal, no. 10 (October 15, 1921): 333.

189 Kolarik, “Sekta,” 334.

10Kolarik, “Sekta,” 335.

1«Jednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuavdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 136-37.
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not follow the pure teaching of Christian faithThe Pelikan Movement separated and
differentiated itself from the Slovak Lutheran Cthis polity while not accepting the accusation
that that these differences made them a sect.

Likewise, since Pelikan and his coworkers saw limkie Slovak Lutheran Church to
Hungarian influences, they also saw the continnéidence of liberal theology. From Velka,
they continued to lament that the liberal teachimigsuch thinkers as Hegel, Schelling, Renan,
and Strauss still demanded the attention and fotimetheology of the churches in SlovaKra.
When the Slovak Lutheran Church came out withwa alentity statement, called tivagna
Cartain the pages dfirkenvé Listythe Pelikan Movement’s response was to question t
church’s identity. They thought that the Slovakharan Church did not represent true
Lutheranism, but rationalism and false German tegsti” The church became the supporter of
these dangerous theological ideas that were aifipthie ministry of the congregations. These
teachings were viewed as an extension of what waswrong about the liberal Hungarian
domination of the Slovak church. They also linkied activity to church bolshevism, which
limited the witness of the church through hieragshand sucH? Only God could command in
his own words?® In contrast, the Free Lutheran Church, founde@dlikan, wanted to pursue

freedom, so that they might preach and teach tleetéaching and condemn the false as well as a

12«Arméada Spasy a strazni evanjelického Siofrdvdal, no. 7 (July 15, 1921): 267.
13«3ednotné vedenie a cirkevny bol$evizmiavdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 137.

174 3. V., “Magna Carta alebo V&eobecné zasadné ustaimsynody v starej vlastiPravdal, no. 10
(October 15, 1921): 322-23.

1754Jednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuavdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 138.

176 «jednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuiavdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 171. “... lebo to sdm Bah
tak prikazuje v svojom slove.”

211



myriad of other freedoms that would allow them xpress their understanding of orthodox
Lutheranism in Slovakid’

When Janoska eventually came to the SpiS regiooaime, according tBravdg at the
request of the Hungarian and the German Luthet&® Pelikan, who was most likely the
author in the response, raised the issue thavta German clergy were underserving the
Slovaks. He implied that the church leaders thewesealvere not interested in serving the Slovak
Lutherans in the are&.Likewise, JanoSka was reported in a Hungarian miagdo have said
Pelikan was an agitator and troublemak&when Janoska visited lliaSovce, he did so with a
German pastor from Novy Ves, a town about seveanieters from lliaSovcE® One of the chief
complaints against Pelikan was that he was dangerolitically because he did not help to
establish the Slovak Lutheran Church in the netestaPelikan and his followers would not
have agreed that they were against the state. Howehey supported neither the close
relationship of the state to the church nor theelelationship of the church to the minority
German and Hungarian Lutheran populations. Pelkasa strong Slovak nationalist in the
tradition of Star and Hurban. He would have wargedore pure Slovak Lutheran expression
than JanosSka was willing or able to pursue as i$teop of the church body that was multiethnic.
As an example of such a perfect blend of nationdess and Lutheran faith, the Slovak

Lutheran Synod was offered as the example of véhaossible for Slovak Lutherat$ln an

17«3ednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuiavdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 167—69.
18 «Kronika pozoruhodnych udalostiPravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 142.
179«3ednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmiavdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 144.
180«zpravy a dopisy,’Pravdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 172.

181«Jednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuavdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 145.
182«Jednotné vedenie a cirkevny bolSevizmuiavdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 170-71.
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elegant summary of Pelikan’s intent and view ofgheation, one of the movement’s
interpreters shared Pravdathat:
[Pelikan] came freely as a brother to a free broiné¢his hope, that when this
unnatural union between Slovak Lutherans and Huagsmvas split, that our
brothers will want to establish for themselves amige in a free state as a free
church, so that it would not be possible to repdait had developed previously in

Hungary, when the church ... became the maid ofttite snd must do things, which
our Slovak Lutherans in the former government fodificult to bear®

In this way, Pelikan was understood in the wayrfterided. He saw himself as liberating the
Slovaks from their past entanglements with the Fwiags and the state, and implicitly with
false teaching that both represented. Pelikan'#estge was that the Slovak Lutheran Church
did not see the need for liberation.

By the summer of 1921, Pelikan had returned to AcaeHe did not run away as some in
the Slovak Lutheran Church had suggested. Rathkatheeturned to continue with his other
tasks, including his own ministry and congregatisnwell as his family2* The mission did not
end with Pelikan’s departure. His son continuedntiv@stry and the Pelikan Movement. On
November 21, 1921 with Pelikan Sr. arriving in thgion with two other missionaries a new
church constitution was created and sigfied.

Pelikan, Sr. was a naturally born Slovak. He was o Zarigie in 1898. He immigrated
to America in 1902 with his fathé¥. Although he was born in Slovakia, his formativerge

were in America. He graduated from Concordia SemgimaSt. Louis in 1919 and served in

183 Kolarik, “Pelikan zutekal,Pravdal, no. 9 (September 15, 1921): 309. “Prisiel sthioako brat
k slobodnym bratom v tej nadeji, Zedkbol roztrhnuty ten neprirodzeny svézok medzi stekgmi luteranmi
a Mat’armi, ze naSi bratia budu sa ctiseiadi’, sorganizovav slobodnom State v slobodnu cirkev, aby sa nemohl
viacej opakov8, ¢o sa dialo v byvalom M#arsku, kde cirkev ... Statnej stala sa sluzkow&é&husela konaveci,
ktoré naSi slovenski luterani za byvalej viadyraetazko niesli. ”

184 Kolarik, “Pelikan zutekal,Pravdal, no. 9 (September 15, 1921): 311.

185 Ustava Slobodnej Evanjelicko-Luteranskej Synodieskoslovenskej Republike, document, November 21,
1921, SELC District Archives, Concordia Historitastitute, St. Louis.
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Pleasant City and Coalbridge until he went to Stevérom 1921-1923% He was married to
Anna Buzekova on September 5, 1921. His first sas born in Slovakia, but died shortly after
birth.**® He returned from Slovakia and began his ministr$923 in Akron, Ohio at the
congregation of Jan Krstiteln Ohio, his three children were born, Jaroskav, Jr. in 1923,
Teodor Pavel in 1925, and Anna in 1926.

On the American side of the Atlantic, in termsiué Pelikan Movement, Pelikan was the
most famous member of the family. Yet, in the higif Slovakia from a Slovak perspective,
Pelikan Sr. proved to be the last great voice witlovakia from the Slovak Lutheran Synod.
Even in communist Slovakia, they remembered himhfemission work and for his orthodox
beliefs. It was asserted inaccurately, convolutitegbiographies of the father and the son, that
Pelikan, Sr. was President of the Synod, but it waderstood from the Slovak Lutheran Church
perspective that he was (as was his father) diviaid strongly orthodo%’

By 1922,Pravda now under the leadership of Pelikan, Sr., wagicoimg to argue for
religious freedom and the separation of the charahstaté;® knowing well that its very
survival was dependent on the establishment ofptfingiple in Czechoslovakia. Without the
support of the state and this definition of religgdreedom, they lacked the cultural and legal
support for their nascent church body to surviveanrihe pressure from the Slovak Lutheran

Church.

186 Slovensky Biblicky Slovnik. v. Pelikan, Jan Jaroslav.
187 Slovensky Biblicky Slovnik. v. Pelikan, Jan Jaroslav.
18 The Congregation of Holy Trinity, Chicagdgjiny (Chicago: The Mally Press, 1943), 81.

189 Slovensky Biblicky Slovnik. v. Pelikan, Jan Jaroslav. “Predseda slovSEmody amer., 1921-1923 je
vyslanec na Slovensku, kde vyvolal polarizaciu stw Cirkvi tym, Ze jefag’ ziskal pre ortodoxnejsi naboZensky
program.”

199 Nabozenska slobodaPravda2, no. 1 (January 15, 1921): 10-13.
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The conflict went beyond Church journals and newspa Both sides began publishing
position papers outlining their view and legal piosis. In January of 1922, the Slovak Lutheran
Synod responded to criticism of its actions in @kaa officially through the documer®dpove’
na Ohlas Generalnej-Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz. Cirkve naesiskuThe synod was answering a
charge made by the leadership of the Slovak Luth€faurch that the Slovak Lutheran Synod
was a force of division and not unif§.They rejected the accusation that they were losratid
resisted the temptation to join in the name callimgich they claimed included the desire of
their opponents to see them sent to 1i€lThe Slovak Lutheran Church defended the multiethni
nature of the Slovak church, arguing that the Huaggpastors in their midst were indeed good
pastors, who also embraced the freedoms of theLnélveran Church in CzechoslovakiaAt
the time, it was perhaps hard to imagine an etHaiegarian choosing to live in a Slavic state,
but the Slovak Lutheran Church rejected Pelikant fais follower’s view, which was that the
church was somehow less effective because it wiagunely Slovak. The Slovak Lutheran
Church argued that their expression of Lutheramigs more inclusive than those of the Slovak
Lutheran Synod as it continued to integrate difiereationalities into its church structure. These
efforts of cooperation may have looked like uniomi® Pelikan and his followers, but the
Slovak Lutheran Church embraced them. They reeegdrtheir faults and their weaknesses, but

also recognized that they were a church in proaedseconstructioti?

¥15lov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve Na SlovenskPittsburg, Tl@ou Ceskoslovenskej Ttaarne, 1922), 4. This comment is taken from a copy
the original “Ohlas” article published by the SléMautheran Church and signed Bydevit Simko, Jur. Jano3ka,
and VladimirCobrda.

1925lov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenski.

193 5lov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenski.

194 glov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenskd.
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The Slovak Lutheran Synod rejected this reconstmaif the Lutheran Church in Slovakia
and the inclusive attitude towards others ethnoupgs within the church. They saw the church in
Slovakia as being concerned about money and napiniéual care of the peopt&.Evidence
toward this case was presented in its continuegjialhce to unionism and rationalism—as well
as indifferentism and Darwinism—and that the chudichnot fight for the clear teachings of
Scripture!® The concern was not, as the Slovak Lutheran Chiuached it, on proper
churchman-like behavior. Rather the focus was #wdth of the church as expressed in proper
teaching and understandifigMoreover, if the Slovak Lutheran Church wantedpeak of
brotherly and Christian love, they should have kbko their own behavior in the Spis region,
where the members were unable to obtain propeor@dsare for many yeat¥. This conflict
with JanoSka was understood to have been growmog siefore the wat? The conclusion was
often that the two churches were of a “differentigp®® an assertion that both sides could have
agreed upon. In light of all the heresy and fagseehing, which trump any human attempts at
concord without first having agreement in teachthg, result was according to the Slovak

Lutheran Synod: “We have to establish and build tgulwark of our dear Zion in Slovaki&"

1% glov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenskd?2.

1% gloy. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenskud 2, 32.

197 5lov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovensku3.

%8 g5lov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenskud6.

199°5lov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenski24.

20 glov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovensk32.

21 glov. Ev. Nezm. A. V. Synody v Spoj. St. Americky©dpove’ na Ohlas Generalnej Rady Ev. Aug. Vyz.
Cirkve na Slovenskd1. “... mame stawaa budova hradby naSho drahého Siona na Slovensku!”
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Likewise Pravdacame out against ti@hlasarticle. It added similar condemnations and
highlighted the cooperation between the Slovak &xgh Church and the ULCA while defending
Pelikan. It rejected the view that Pelikan fomentedflict and was thus sent awd¥His
followers understood Pelikan to have returned ke tre of his church back in Ameri¢aHe
came only to teach and give advi€e-e also provided help, contrary to the opiniomainy of
those who accused him not being concerned fordbelp?®

Back home, this mission effort was viewed positnaso by the Missouri Synod. Dolak
comments that Pastors Willkomm and Reuter visitednission as well as Dr. F. Brandt, who
was the first vice-president. Willkomm and Reutame to help with the theological
curriculum?®® Brandt's report to the Synodical Convention of 29Rugust 30 to September 5)
was also described BvedokHe shared with the convention that he “met oethyen, rev.
Kolarik, rev. Pelikan[, Sr.] and prof. Kucharik\4él'ka. In a vivid manner he described to us the
work these pioneers are doing for the Slovak Lathe&ynod.™” The Slovak Lutheran Synod's
struggle for orthodoxy in Slovakia was understoséaoble effort in a difficult environment by
its sister synod.

This activity marks the highpoint of the missiomelmovement soon collapsed. By the end

of the Pelikan Movement, just a few months latetueally no news about the mission and the

22«0hlas Generalnej Rady cirkve ev. a. v. na Slokarsovenskym evanjelikom a. v. v Amerika alebo
NeuUprimnos a faloSnog Generélej rady ev. a. v. na Slovenskeravda2, no. 2 (February 15, 1922): 34.

23«Ohlas Generalnej Rady cirkve ev. a. v. na Slokarslovenskym evanjelikom a. v. v Amerika alebo
NeUprimnos a faloSnog Generdlej rady ev. a. v. na Slovensku,” 34.

24«Ohlas Generélnej Rady cirkve ev. a. v. na Slokarsovenskym evanjelikom a. v. v Amerika alebo
NeUprimnos a faloSnog Generdlej rady ev. a. v. na Slovensku,” 34.

25«Ohlas Generalnej Rady cirkve ev. a. v. na Slokarsovenskym evanjelikom a. v. v Amerika alebo
NeuUprimnos a faloSnog Generélej rady ev. a. v. na Slovensku,” 36-37

2% George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902—
1927 123.

27p J. R., “The Watch TowerSvedoKL6, no. 20 (October 15, 1922): 466.
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work in Slovakia was relayed throu@vedokExcept for a few lingering attacks against the
Slovak Lutheran Church for its liberal and unioigistays® and the continued recognition of
donations to the mission, very little was said dliba situation in Slovakia iBvedokRather the
articles became much more theological and pastmiimuch less political. Even the diatribes
against the SEU and the Zion Synod ab&tdtiwas as if the previous conflicts were no longer
relevant to the current situation of the Slovakharain Synod. The mission seemed to have lost
some of its focus and energy back in America. Atseards the end, iRravda the majority of
the content was reprinted from other sources, listraim America. Rather than continuing to
focus on issues in Slovakia, the last few issudzratdarecounted the history of the Missouri
Synod, which was celebrating its"7&nniversary™ It is difficult to understand the intended
audience for such articles in Slovakia. The end btisr, as demonstrated by one of the last
articles inPravda presumably by Pelikan , Sr., which recounts tin@erous lies and
accusations associated with his father by the ®ldutheran Church.* With words this strong
on both sides, there was no going back to the Hmdeaccompanied Pelikan’s arrival. The
opportunities for cooperation and the reconfessdipaizon of the Slovak Lutheran Church were

over.

208 Many articles follow the same pattern of reportimgevents as recorded in tBigkevné Listywhile
providing commentary. For example, in reaction teoenily in the church newspaper, the comment wasttte
direction and spirit were, among other things,dhk liberal, colorless, vague, compromised, ursbaiways that
were foreign to the words of God, the confessianstaue Lutheranism. See “Zpravy eskoslovenska,Svedok
17, no. 6 (March 15, 1923): 139. Another examplenisrticle reacting to a lecture supporting urbietween a
Czech Protestant churctig¢skobratska Cirkev Evanjelicka) and the Slovak ktah Church. See “Zpravy
z Ceskoslovenska,Svedokl7, no. 7 (April 1, 1923): 160-61 and “Zprav¢eskoslovenska,Svedokl7, no. 9
(May 1, 1923): 212-13.

29 They still published such articles from time tméi. For an example, see “Aké sny maju ktorysi siskée
evanijelici,” SvedoKL7, no. 20 (October 1, 1923): 460—-64.

#0For example, see J. Kolarik, “75-ro8né jubileutetanov spojeny v slobodnej ev. nez. Aug. vyznania
Synode Missouri, Ohio a inych Statovfavda2, no. 9 (July 15, 1922): 203-207.

2117, Pelikan, “Zamyselné zavadzanie a klamstvo msidnkom viastenectva a narodovectwrdvda2, no.
10 (Octovber 15, 1922): 235-38.
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In the 1920s, there were still calls for missiorrkvim Slovakia from the Slovak Lutheran
Synod. Using the Missouri Synod as an example, matb60 missionaries in Germany, France,
and Denmark, some in the synod felt that they shouote again return to Slovakia, especially
considering the crisis of the faith in the old ctowri*? By September of 1923, however, that hope
was also gone. The three missionaries who replBeéklan had also returned home, and all the
personal work in Slovakia had in effect come t@mplete stop®

The synod began a process of self-reflection attmutailure of the Pelikan Movement.

For example, in 1923, the Synod remarked thatiteelogical seminary activity was
premature’ However, these comments did not get to the héahiedfailure. Much later,

Pelikan, Sr. shared that even though they weredimit the task, they found two factors caused
the premature end of the mission. The first wagé¢haionships in Czechoslovakia and the
second was the financ&8The first issue was evident in the pageP@vda especially towards
the end of Pelikan Movement. Although the sourctheffailure was the poor relationship
between the Slovak Lutheran Church and the Slowakdran Synod, the tool to end the Pelikan

Movement was the close relationship between thecbhand the state.

%12 34n K....r, “Na3e dielo na Slovensk&yedok20, no. 8 (April 15, 1926): 178.

213 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United States of America, 1902—
1927 124.

24 Jaroslav Pelikan, “Tohotaé synodalne shromazdeni&vedoKl7, no. 17 (September 1, 1923): 388. The
Slovak Lutheran Church would have added that it a¥ss unnecessary. Moreover, the church asked kéhy t
Slovak Lutheran Synod chose to start a semina8jdmakia instead of starting one in their own coynfmerica.
See Andrej Rolik, “Pr&o na Slovensku a nie v Amerike theol. Ustav€itkevné Listy36, no. 5 (1 March 1922):
68-72.

215 Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to Establiskree’ Lutheran Church in Czechoslovaki@ghcordia
Historical Institute Quarterly33, no. 1 (April 1960): 1-11.
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Slovak Lutheran Church Reaction to Pelikanism

In the end, the poor relationship between the Hawaheran Synod and the Slovak
Lutheran Church was the catalyst for the failuréhef Pelikan Movement to plant a new church
body in Slovakia. From the beginning of Pelikarntegmsed activity in Slovakia, their
understanding of the intentions of the Slovak LtaheSynod were not positive:

In the magazine ‘Svedok,’ the official organ of Blevak Lutheran Synod they

publish sharp diatribes against our Lutheran Chur@®lovakia and its current

stewardship, how the church should be and howahdbned its confession, betrayed

and sold out to the Czechs, when they truly joiwetl the Czech Brethren Church.

The famous Pastor Pelikan withdrew from us, with sult that he would rescue
Lutheranism from its opponents.

This comment at the end demonstrated that evemeébBielikan arrived, he was not viewed well
in the Slovak Lutheran Church. At the same timthag were disparaging Pelikan, they
welcomed the representative of The Lutheran Nati@oancil, Prof. D. J. Morehead, who was
visiting Lutherans in post-war Europe to seek opputies to help them. He represented all but
the Missouri Synod and their partnérsit its beginning, the Pelikan Movement in Slovakax
significant relationship hurdles to overcome.

Perhaps missed initially, but later rediscoverbhd,dditor oiCirkevné Listytook note of an
article Pelikan wrote isvedokin which he said he was coming to Slovakia talsetSlovak
Lutherans freé® To that, the editor responded by asking from wiet Pelikan freeing them?
Then they recounted from their perspective thelmir#elikan had with the Slovak Lutherans

when he lectured in Martin, after his arrival. Thiew shows the perception of Pelikan as

28 “Rozhrady,” Cirkevné Listy84, no. 4-5 (April-May 1920): 113. “¥asopise ‘Svedok,’ Gradnom organe
Slovenskej evanj. a.v. synody uvengji ostré vypady proti nasej evanj. A. v. cirkvi 8Bvensku a jej terajSim
spravcom, ako by boli cirkev a jej vyznanie opustiladili a predali -Cechom, ke’ sa vraj spojili s evanj. Cirkvou
ceskobratskou. Znamy pén farar Pelikan vybral stogke@am, aby vraj ratoval luterdnstvo proti jelotjynikom.”

27«Rozhrady,” Cirkevné ListyB4, no. 4-5 (April-May 1920): 113.
28 The article in question is Jan Pelikan, “Priverara a prosba vyslanca&tedoki4, no. 19 (October 1,
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someone seeking conflict and control. This percepivas especially true after he was given a
limited amount of time to lecture. Pelikan also mgsed regret about the divisidhBut they

each looked at the conflict differently. Pelikas,slnown, and his supporters always framed the
conflict in theological terms. The Slovak Luthe@hurch saw the conflict primarily as personal
and a product of Pelikan’s ill will.

The Slovak Lutheran Church recognized that Pelid@ough the work of the synod’s
newspapers, presumably b&@hedolandPravdg had worked diligently as a guest to stir up his
own followers in an unchristian and unloving w&yThey accused him of taking the place at the
head of the table, which was inappropriate for esgun fact, they viewed Pelikan’s hubris as so
severe that they accused him of wanting to be Risiic&Slovakia® Moreover, they said that he
started his own congregations based on his owrawdl according to the pattern of the Missouri
Synod?? Those in the Pelikan Movement saw themselves@saks returning home to help
their land. The Slovaks saw Pelikan and his follena best as guests, not native sons. The help
from Pelikan was considered to be from a foreigmant or spirit.

The Slovak Lutheran Church had concerns otherttecombative personality of Pelikan.
One was the introduction of new church traditiond practices mainly from Pelikan’s
experiences in America. In terms of practice, faraple, they were concerned with the policy

of having people register before communion, whiesa practice that Pelikan was introducing

1920): 411-13.
#9«Rozhrady,” Cirkevné Listy34, no. 11 (November 1920): 260.

22047 pomerov nasej ev. a. v. cirkve v Amerik&vanjelicky Posol Zpod Tatigt2 no. 3 (March 1922): 54—
55.

22lv7 nomerov nasej ev. a. v. cirkve v Amerik&Vanjelicky Posol Zpod Tatiet2 no. 3 (March 1922): 55.
Accusations such as these flew both ways. BishopSka was also accused of wanting to be the Pophe @lovak
Lutheran Church. See Jaroslav Pelikan, “Panovi®ikhz Svedokl6, no. 11 (June 1, 1922): 239-42.

#22«7 nomerov nadej ev. a. v. cirkve v Amerik&vanjelicky Posol Zpod Tatiet2 no. 3 (March 1922): 55.
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to Slovakia, and which was viewed as a unique fdewised by hint?®* This concern harkened to
Pelikan’s initial communion crisis in Chicago 15aye earlier. Pelikan and his followers had
chosen different traditions since immigrating to émma. These new practices were viewed a
theological decisions by Pelikan, but cultural gnactical innovations imported from America
by the Slovak Lutheran Church.

The different Lutheran traditions also played & pathe division. As discussed before, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod accused the Slovak Luthetaured of being “leaven of false teaching,
unionism, sectarianism, unbelief, religious indiffiece, shallowness...??” When the new
Slovak Lutheran Church formeBravdacondemned the gathering as missing the spirit bf no
only Luther, but also the spirit of the Slovakstsas Tranovsky, Krman, and Hurban, who were
usually associated with the more conservative ddiRainderstanding of Slovak Lutherani&m.
For anyone considering union with any aspect ofc@Z&rotestantism, which was at fever pitch
at the time as the Czechs embraced the “Away fromd& movement, the memory of Hurban
was called forth, so that the Slovak Lutherans miighreminded that they resisted the same
unionistic spirit that characterized the Hungatiatheran Churci* The two churches, the
Slovak Lutheran Synod and the Slovak Lutheran Ghuwere relying on different theological
traditions.

Mocking Pravdds intent to speak the truth in a confessional eutim manner, some of the

authors of the Slovak Lutheran Church’s competimgrch newspaper ridiculed the intent and

22«7 nomerov nasej ev. a. v. cirkve v Amerik&vanjelicky Posol Zpod Tatiet2 no. 2 (February 1922):
31-34. For the reaction against this article, s&&,J'Jako niektori panovia na Slovensku falSugtdriu,” Svedok
16, no. 8 (April 15, 1922): 168-72.

224470 z&konodarnefinnosti tradnej evanjelickej a. v. cirkvé?tavdal, no. 3 (March 15, 1921): 79. ...
kvas faloSnéhodenia, unionizmu, sektarstva, nevery, nabozenskdtiferentizmu, povrchného ... .” The author is
not attributed, but he is probably Pelikan.

254709 zékonodarnejinnosti tradnej evanjelickej a. v. cirkve,” 80.
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the facts of the inaugural issti€They also challenged the view that they were usteft®
Rather, they were determined to be Lutheran and bgawd relations with other Christians. In a
direct response to Pelikan and his coworkers, tbrea® Lutheran Church declared it was
determined to remain true to Lutheran doctrineigsmidwn heritage; and the church was
determined to have friendly relations with otheotBstants in the Czechoslovak Republic,
including German Lutherans, Czech Brethren, andRésfermed?® In fact, it was not unionism
but brotherly dutygovinnosg) to be in communication and relationship with thether
Christians’® In Slovakia, many voices were certainly againsomism. At the same time, they
wanted a comity-like relationship whereby they cbebexist as friends and not steal each
others’ member&! Fighting unionism (and rationalism) was a voicarden Slovak
Lutheranism, independent of the Pelikan Movemeanmd,lang after it had lefé? The Slovak
Lutheran Church was trying to achieve a balancevdsst cooperation and maintaining its
Lutheran identity; they argued that they not war®mists or rationalists, but the true expression
of Lutheranism in Slovakia.

The Slovak Lutheran Church also saw its contributmthe success of the nation, which
was shown through cooperation in September of B928congress of Czech and Slovak

Protestant$® At this conference, the participants agreed thaichurch was not a state within a

226 «Naradna struna,Pravdal, no. 3 (March 15, 1912): 89.

227 3a4n Drobny, “Povedzme si pravduGirkevné Listy35, no. 1-3 (January—March 1921): 22—25.

28 «poyedzme si pravdu! Cirkevné Listy35, no. 1-3 (January—March 1921): 25-26.

229 «y8eobecné zasadné ustanovenia syno@irkevné Listy35, no. 1-3 (January—March 1921): 31-33.
230 Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’ pre pravduGirkevné Listy35, no. 4 (April 1921): 69.

#1gam. St. Osusky, “Tiez dojem z prazského sjastitevanjelikov,”Cirkevné Listy87, no.22 (30 November
1923): 446.

2324 yteranizmus — kalvinizmus Cirkevné Listy38, no. 3 (15 February 1924): 42-43.

#Bugjazdesl. evanjelikov v Prahe Cirkevné Listy37, no.19 (15 October 1923): 36972, “Sjast
evanjelikov v Prahe,Cirkevné Listy37, no.20 (31 October 1923): 392-96, and “Sjatdevanjelikov v Prahe,”
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state and was not political in that way. Practicahis relationship meant that there had to be a
separation of church and stateAt the same time, they felt a church in a Chrisstate had to
support that state and the society that it reptesleif his unity, founded in Hus and the other
panslavic reformers, bound the Protestants tog@tHaith?** The need for cooperation with the
state during this time of epic change proved adngfalue than the need for clear-cut doctrinal
division between confessions. The Slovak Lutheraar€h was not giving ground to the Pelikan
Movement that they were any less confessional, évaungh they often referred to the panslavic
tradition and not the Hurban tradition in theiralissions with the Czech Protestants.

The reaction of the Slovak Lutheran Church wasottdemn Pelikan, his actions and
teachings, and to hopefully isolate him from tlie &f the church in Slovakia. To do so, they
found a new label, Pelikanisfii.Pelikanism came to represent an expression obdoth
Lutheranism that was theologically exclusive anlducally limited to Slovaks. It had hints of
sectarianism. In an open letter to Bishop ZochSlevak Lutheran Synod argued that, in
essence, Pelikanism did not exist. What they walleng Pelikanism was really the true
teachings of the Holy Scripture and the Confessitidoreover, they were not alone in this

effort, but were joined with all those not necedgdnry family or national ties but by this

Cirkevné Listy37, no.21 (15 November 1923): 421-27.
#B4ugiazdesl. evanjelikov v Prahe Cirkevné Listy37, no.19 (15 October 1923): 370.

232 During this congress, they celebrated Safarikkmitir, who were panslavists and saw a future wider
Czech and Slovak cooperation. Not on the agendaHuasan and Star, who were better known for thév&k
nationalism. During a speech by Bishop Jano3kapkeifically cites Saféarik. Likewise, Klimo, who waoted for
his legal defense of having only one Lutheran ChimcSlovakia, said what held the Protestants togyetvas not
their language or nation, but their faith, whicliasted in Hus. See “Sjazdl. evanjelikov v Prahe Cirkevné Listy
37, n0.19 (15 October 1923): 370-72.

28 Eor example, see “Klimovstvo a pravd®favda2, no. 5 (May 15, 1922): 105-112, which is a direc
response to the Klima article. The original artisl@®ohuslav Klimo, “Pelikanstvo Cirkevné Listy36, no.7 (1 April
1922): 97-100. This article is probably the firstorrence of the concept of Pelikanism.

#7«Otvoreny List,”SvedoKL5, no. 4 (February 15, 1921): 75.
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common apostolic teachirif.Moreover, the Slovak Lutheran Synod was in cohtathe Zion
Synod a true Lutheran chur€fThe Slovak Lutheran Church, by attaching the lalbel
Pelikanism, placed the movement in a sectarian.ligh

The labeling of the movement as Pelikanism proedokta legal concern as well as a
theological one. Dr. Bohuslav Klimo, a church supendent, wrote an article on Pelikanism,
which appeared i€irkevné ListyIn the article, Klima argued a free Lutheran cmwvas
impossible because of state law. Secondly, he rmoedi to argue that no difference existed
between the churches confessionally. Lastly, thHi&k&eMovement was taking advantage of the
unstable situation in the governméfitn terms of the state law, he made an important
distinction. Recalling laws from the time of Hunigax rule (1868 and 1895) and with nothing
new from the Czechoslovak government, freedomlafiom was defined by the ability of a
person to change confession or choose no confeBsiorthe already existing church bodfés.
For a person to leave the Slovak Lutheran Churd) imeeffect, to choose to be without a
religion?** The implication was that if one would leave thev@k Lutheran Church for Pelikan’s
Free Church, they would legally be choosing to haveonfession. Moreover, in
Czechoslovakia, state law allowed only one chufdh@® Augsburg Confession so the
government should have no other choice but to demyproposed free Lutheran church the right
to exist?* This opinion was the end of the Pelikan Movemera &iable, alternative expression

of the Lutheran faith. The Free Lutheran Church axaentually denied by the government in

#8«Otvoreny List,” 75.

#9«Otvoreny List,” 75.

240K limovstvo a pravda,Pravda2, no. 5 (May 15, 1922): 106.

241 Bohuslav Klimo, “Pelikanstvo,Cirkevné Listy36, no.7 (1 April 1922): 98.

242 Bphuslav Klimo, “Pelikanstvo,Cirkevné Listy36, no.7 (1 April 1922): 99.

23 Bohuslav Klimo, “Pelikanstvo,Cirkevné Listy36, no.7 (1 April 1922): 99-100.
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Prague the right to exist as a second LutherarchbiitiiThus, the close relationship between the
church and state became a tool for the Slovak lath€hurch to use against the Pelikan
Movement; and the fact that Pelikanism was existiaigide of the main Slovak Lutheran
Church was the legal tool needed to deny the Fuatleeltan Church the legal right to exist.

The reaction to that article was firmly negativ&his article surely was very saddening for
every true Lutheran. Every argument, every linthdf article is the most rabid thought on
Lutheranism, on the Symbolic books, on the Augsl@imgfession of faith?* For the Slovak
Lutheran Synod, the fight was still theological,emsby the author questioned that Klimo had
even read the Augsburg Confession or had an inkifntg contents:® Nor is it clear to the
author whether the bishops of the Church in Slavalad any idea of the content and meaning of
the Gospet!’ In short, if Klima wanted to argue about Christieuth, he found a synod that was
a more than willing interlocutoPravdacame out equally against Klimo, arguing against hi
legal argument and even that the two churchestheldame confessidfi.To the challenge of
having the Prague government decide, the authibreddirticle inPravdachallenged the Slovak

Lutheran Church to run to Prague, that is, PorRilege, for a decision. In fact, they should run

244 This is the view that was widely disseminated imitihe Slovak Lutheran Synod for many years. For
example, in an article in tHautheran BeaconJoseph Kucharik, who was one of the missionaoi€lovakia,
reported that “the Slovak Synod sent him to Czelolvakia in September of 1921 to organize a Fredénan
Church in Czechoslovakia. The undertaking did natemalize. The state Laws of Czechoslovakia gdugrthe
church-state relationship would not permit the &xise of two church of the same denomination.” e J.
Kucharik, ed. “Springfield Seminary Confers D.D.dbee on Pastor KucharikT’he Lutheran Beacoh8, no. 5
(May 1961): 73.

23 Joz.[ef] B. Keméry, “Palit mate hekou zavist, a drazehi v srdci svém nechlubte se a neklamejte proti
praveE’,” SvedoKL6, no. 14 (July 15, 1922): 311-12. “Teutédnok iste vémi zarmutil kazdého opravdivého
luterana. Kazdy dévod, kazdy riadok talénku je ten najzarivejSi napad na luteranismusymabolické knihy, na
augsburgské vyznanie viery.”

24 Joz.[ef] B. Kéméry, “Palit mate hokou zavist, a drazahi v srdci svém nechlubte se a neklamejte proti
pravds’,” 314.

247 Joz.[ef] B. Keméry, “Palit mate hekou zavist, a drazehi v srdci svém nechlubte se a neklamejte proti
pravc’,” 314.

248 «K limovstvo a pravda,Pravda2, no. 5 (May 15, 1922): 108—109.
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to all the churches, including the pastors anddesadThey should run to all the authorities; but
in the end, he was sure of victory—the victoryroth, that ispravda®® In the end, the
government in Prague did decide, and “truth” ditwim. Neither the theological nor the legal
arguments argued by the Pelikanites proved pergiasi

The last concern of the Slovak Lutheran Church aBelikanism was its association with
the Missouri Synod. The Slovak Lutheran Synod waseenber of a much larger Lutheran
movement in America, joined together by the SynaldiZzonference. The Missouri Synod, which
had the same spirit as the Slovak Lutheran Synad,their partner and a great example to them
of how a true Lutheran Church believed and pradttbeir faith: “Our Missouri Synod is big,
but we know to value its size still better, whenneeeal that ... no worldly or synodical laws
drive its members® The Slovak Lutheran Synod was not only part oiggdér movement, but it
had its freedom as well. It was a member of onh@ffastest growing denominations in
America?* but it also was not a puppet of another churcivalk a synod uniquely situated, in its
view, as a true Lutheran Church, bound to otherthbly theological agreement, but free to act
as it pleased. Because of this association, whietStovak Lutheran Synod eagerly embraced,
Pelikanism was viewed as a having a “German SpifiThis label is one that the Slovak
Lutheran Synod would agree with insomuch as it meaihe spirit of Luther and the

confessional teachings of the Missouri Synod.

249 «K limovstvo a pravda,Pravda2, no. 5 (May 15, 1922): 112.

20 Joz.[ef] B. Kéméry, “Palit mate hokou zavist, a drazahi v srdci svém nechlubte se a neklamejte proti
pravck’,” Svedokl6, no. 15 (August 1, 1922): 331. “Kk& je t& naSa Missourskad Synoda, ale j€keg’ vieme eSte
lepSie oceni, kad’ si vyjavime, Ze ... Ziadne svetské ani synodéhe@my nenahéaju clenov.”

1 There are many examples of the triumphalism aasextiwith the being a member of the Missouri Sytiod.
was often noted that the Missouri Synod was thgekstrLutheran denomination as well as the fastestigg
Protestant denomination in the last 30 years. kamples of the pride the Slovak Lutherans had éir fhartner
Synod, see “English PageStedoKkL6, no. 11 (June 1, 1922): 251 and “English Pageg¢dokL6, no. 14 (July 15,
1922): 322.

#2«Qyocie’ nasho diela na SlovenskiBvedokL6, no. 24 (December 15, 1922): 555.
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This “German Spirit” led the Slovak Lutheran Syrtodail to understand what post-war
Slovakia was like. Pelikan, who was understoodawehhad a similar spirit to the German clergy
who fought the war “with a weapon in hand,” wagaéd with those who chose to fight.

Rather the proper response to a post-war Slovak@rding to the Slovaks who experienced the
war, was to pursue peace: “The Church has durilmy tabuild peace. In war, her task is
charity.”?** The Pelikan Movement, it was argued, needed lesrttifight to exist®> The

guestion then becomes whether the Slovak Luthenafmerica had truly thought through the
ramifications of the use of God'’s resources forstdéctive practice”rfa destruktivnu praguof

the Pelikan Syno#? The combative association of the Slovak Luthengmo8 to the Missouri
Synod proved yet one more reason to see the Pélkaement as something foreign to the
culture and practice of the Slovak Lutheran Church.

By the 1930s, the relationship of the Missouri SYtmthe Slovak Lutheran Church was
clearly strained. One observer from Slovakia ofAngerican scene in the 1930s was able to sum
up, in part at least, the reputation that develapdte proceeding decades. The author, a Slovak
pastor and church official, Ruppeldt, who was ingjtthe Slovak Lutherans in many of the
church bodies in America, saw the Missouri Synod psculiar church body, which was
understood almost as a sect, with its own spidtigsown understanding of orthodox

Lutheranisnt’’ The Pelikan Movement was the embodiment of thistgmd orthodox

%3 Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’pre pravdiCirkevné Listy85, no. 7 (July 1921): 149.

%4 Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’pre pravduCirkevné Listy85, no. 7 (July 1921): 149. “Cirkev ma v pokoji
budova mier. Vo vojne jej tloha je charitativna.”

25 Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’pre pravdiCirkevné Listy35, no. 7 (July 1921): 150.
2% Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’pre pravdiCirkevné Listy85, no. 7 (July 1921): 151.

%7 Fedor RuppeldiSlovenski Evanjelici v AmerikRuZomberk: Cirkev evanj. a. v. na Slovensku, 393@.
“Meno Missurskej synody znamena zvlastny zjav lérmu, osobitni cirkesi sektu, ktora méa zvlasStneho ducha
a poklada sa za jedine pravoverny luteranizmus.”
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Lutheranism in Slovakia in the 1920s. The Slovatkhevan Church rejected this spirit and its

messenger.

Church, State, and the End

By the end of the Pelikan Movement, the relatiopdietween the churches was at best
poor. However, legally and officially, the movememnided because of the failure to realize an
American style separation of church and statekBe]iSr. asserted that the different viewpoints
of what constituted the separation of church aatestas a deciding factor in the breakdown of
the relationship between the leaders of the Pelldamement and the Slovak Lutheran
Church?®® From the perspective of the Slovak Lutherans irefioa, this assertion was true.
They felt that they were best suited to teach hdkeea Lutheran church should behave. They
said that “our megalomaniacs in Slovakia shouldedonAmerica to learn the true concepts
about the freedom of religion, and also about teedom of politics, society and national
economics, etc?® They felt that the Slovak Lutherans in Slovakiaeveot in a position to
comment on how to run a free church in a free $pcdmaving never really experienced such a
relationship. Only churches formed in the cruciii¢ghe American political and religious system
were capable of having the knowledge of what a ¢teech really was. This confidence in the
American idea of the separation of church and stadpelled the Pelikan Movement onward and
eventually caused its defeat.

While in Velkd, the representatives of the Pelikémvement were strong advocates of the
separation of church and state, commenting ofteitsarecessity. The ideal of the freedom of

religious speech was strong in the Americanized&is. They saw this freedom as the “dearest

%8 jJaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to EstablisRree’ Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia," 3—4.

29 3.[an] V.[ojtko], ‘Ci v Cesko-Slovensku je naboZenskéa slobod&9gdok5, no. 6 (March 15, 1921): 124.
“Nasi velikasi na Slovensku mali by pfido Americky nagit’ sa pravym ‘pojmom’ o nabozenskej slobode, jako aj
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freedom,” which they interpreted as the “freedomvidhessing and confessing® Their
experience in America was formational and exempgfaiyhey also understood this freedom
from the Czechoslovak Constitution as promised @gha?®* They feared that many, some of
which the Catholics were chief offenders, were dedly against this freedofft.

Not only were the Catholics to blame. The evang#digvere also engaged in restricting
this freedom. Even though they recognized thaStlbgak Lutheran Church was for the
separation of church and state in principle, tHeg eecognized that it did not want such a clear
distinction because it felt it needed continuedessaipport® This both/and approach to the issue
appeared to those publishiRgavdato be against the Word of God, which explicitlypparted
such a separatiofr.In this way, however, the Lutherans in Slovakiaengeen as giving more
support to non-Lutherans, through the state’s astaf supporting the different church bodies
(namely, the Catholics and the Jews), rather tharrtie sharing of the Gospel through their
own evangelical witnes¥ The Pelikanites rejected any concerns about seetsunning the
nation or the break between the historic relatigpgsbetween the church and state. They saw
America as an example of how the freedom of retigian function in such a way that all are

content?® Ultimately, the Word of God and the Confessiongpgut this separation. The “true

o slobode politickej, spot@nskej, narodo-hospodarskildt
20T B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 120. Probably Theoddidt.
1T B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 122.

%27 B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 123. The author is alol€uote a
number of paragraphs from the constitution in whietunderstands that the rights of religious freedoe
guaranteed.

237 B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 4 (April 15, 1921): 124.
%41 B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 162-63.
25T, B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 163.
26T B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 5 (May 15, 1921): 163.
27T, B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 7 (July 15, 1921): 246-47.
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teaching and position according to the Word of @ond our confession” dictates the need for the
proper separation of church and state; accorditiged’elikan Movement, this dictate went
unknown or unpracticed in the new Czechoslovalestat

The Slovak Lutheran Church saw the role of pastéhe new state differently than those
in the Pelikan Movement. Whereas the Pelikan Movemeas focused on the separation of
church and state for its survival and for the cteaching and preaching of the Gospel, the
Slovak Lutheran pastors were focused on suppottiegtate. Ideally, they argued that the pastor
would only work on his professicff.But the demands of their role, which included &tical
element and the need for financial support, deméaderoader role than the one envisioned by
Pelikan?” The Slovaks in Slovakia reminded and admonishesktlin the Pelikan Movement
that they were not in Ameri¢&. American ideals of the role of a pastor did nqilgp
Historically, pastors in Slovakia had always bagrolved in national politics. Hurban and
Kollar were invoked to support the historical rofgpastors in the Slovak natiéfi.Slovak
pastors had been and were expected to play a nwégoin the nation; they were not expected to
retreat from the public arena. No sense of theragéipa of church and state would be supported
if it would change this fundamental characterisfi@ Lutheran pastor’s role in the life of the
Slovak nation.

Despite this argument for the cultural concernSloizaks in Czechoslovakia and the sense

that the Pelikan Movement was seemingly unawatewaf American they had become, towards

28T B., “Rozluka cirkve od $tatuPravdal, no. 10 (October 15, 1921): 330.

29 Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’ pre pravduGirkevné Listy35, no. 4 (April 1921): 70.
2% Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’ pre pravdu,” 70.

2" Martin Razus, “O ‘Pravde’ pre pravdu,” 70.

22 JanDurovi¢, “Evanjelictvo a narod slovenskyCirkevné List85, no. 8-9 (August-September 1921): 182.
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the end of the Pelikan Movement, the position ef$fovak Lutheran Synod on the separation of
church and state remained as fervent. They stasgd t

The Church should not meddle in and interfere wittters of the State. The Church

as such is concerned about nothing else than prepttte Gospel. Its members as

citizens individually, are concerned about the alpgolitical and economic welfare

of the nation, but the Church itself should notlnes active and should not introduce

such matters into its work. These two domains @ateetkept absolutely separate.

...That is Lutheranism, that is Americanisfh.
It was still clear to them that the separationtairch and state was as much a Lutheran dogma
as it was an American principle found in the cansitn? In Slovakia, Pelikan, Sr. started to
despair of change, noting that the state and thechiwere not separated, only seemingly so.
Because of the financial and societal ties, suadheasupport of the state for church schools,
there was no real separation of church and $tderhaps more importantly, he could find no
sign of change towards separation. Ironically, evenigh they feared the Czechs as possible
partners in unionism, the Slovak Lutheran Synodited the Czechs for pursuing and fighting
for the separation of church and stét®y 1923, they were eager to see such a chand&so t
they could have an opportunity to express thethfaieely in Czechoslovakia. Their best hope
was, perhaps, the Czechs, who were better knowthéarsecular tendencies rather than their
confessional fidelity.

More than any legal argument or any concern reggritie proper role of the state and the

church, Pelikan was rejected, as well as his mowngrbecause he did not come as a friend but

2P J. R., “The Watch TowerSvedoKL6, no. 21 (November 1, 1922): 491.

274« _utherans Uphold United States ConstitutioByedokL7, no. 17 (September 1, 1923): 404. “[Lutherans]
threefold hold to be wrong for any Church to plajitics and to meddle with public affairs, justiagould be
wrong for the State to interfere with any Churatekgion.”

275 Jaroslav Pelikan, “Hlasy o rozluke cirkvi a $tatBravda2, no. 4 (April 15, 1922): 89-90.

218 «3ako wahuiju slovenski autonomisti cirkevné veci do pokiéiho boja,"SvedokL7, no. 17 (September 1,
1923): 400-402.
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as an “emperor’ifnperaton.?’” His help was not the kind of help that the Slolzakheran

Church felt they needed or wanted. But the actaalide of the Pelikan Movement was the
state’s intervention in church affairs. After thaimeffort of the Pelikan Movement was over,
the Slovak Lutheran Synod still wrote articles lairgg the involvement of the Czechoslovak
government’s restrictions on the freedom of religi@ They still had some hope of maintaining
their relationships in Slovaki& At the time,Svedolalso repeated the key issue of the mission
as the separation of church and state. In fasiast the most important issue for the church in
Czechoslovaki&® They felt that the spiritual care of the peoplewdtl be more important than
the potential loss of support from the state. Chrapthe state support over spiritual health was,
to the author, dangerous. Remembering the earlyiges almost a decade earlier, the Slovak
Lutheran Synod felt betrayed by the Czechoslovatesind by President Masaryk. They were
particularly concerned about the reliance on oldidgituian Laws to support the connection
between church and st&teThis concern proved real, as the Free Lutherarrdbhin Slovakia
was denied the right to exist legally because wtlthat would allow only one expression of a

confession (i.e. there could not be two Lutheramrcies in Slovakiaf? Even though the cause

277 Juraj Hurtaj, “To americké posolstvaGirkevné Listy35, no.11-12 (November-December 1921): 288-91.

278 M. “Nasa povinnog§ poméha bratom k ndm volajdcim i na Slovensk&Uedokl7, no. 18 (September 15,
1923): 418-19.

219 M. “NaSa povinnog poméahd bratom k nam volajicim i na Slovensku,” 420.

207, B., “Cimze sa da skor zahravaluSiamiludu BoZiehogi Zivotom a majetkom fararov?Svedokl5, no.
14 (July 15, 1921): 299-300.

BluMadarské zakony a P. Dr. B. KlimoSvedoklL6, no. 11 (June 1, 1922): 248. Pelikan Sr. expamcthis
topic, referring to the “Hungarian Law of 1895,” iwh outlined the rules and regulations betweercthech and
state. See Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt talidish a 'Free’ Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia,

22 jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to Establiskree' Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia," 10-1dt, Y
the Slovaks in America did wonder aloud why idttthe German and Hungarian Lutherans could censid
separate Lutheran Church body (the Germans incpéatiwere trying to organize one) and why wereatier sects
allowed to organize. In a free society, they shdaddable to organize their own church body. Saé 9Ci v CSR.
panuje ndbozenska sloboda3yedokl6, no. 15 (August 1, 1922): 335-37.
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was the difficult relationship between the two catipg church bodies, the result was the

church and the state worked together to upend tesion work of the Pelikan Movement.

The Somora Era

Even though the mission failed to find a legal Fadtl in the new Czechoslovak Republic
and their relationships were in disarray, the Stovatheran Synod still wanted to work with the
two congregations in Velka and IliaSovice. To reriteevwork, they thought they would send
another candidate over. Four names were considéedsomora, Pavel Rafaj, Jaroslav Pelikan,
and Jan Pelikafi* Somora was the choice to renew the ministry iv&t@?*

He was born in 1878 being one of nine children in the family. He stdlin Bystrice,
Stiavnice, Sopron in Hungary, and Rostock in Geyni#rHe had served as a professor in
Budapest and Kremnica. By the time he was almosea@s old, he came to the United States
because of the call he received to Trinity Slovakrigelical Lutheran Church of Chicago in
1905. Here he was remembered as a great teachelifflault to understand because of the
complexity of his communicatiofi’ In 1906, a communion controversy erupted as Somora
stated that each person must announce before comgnwhich was the practice that Pelikan
pursued at his congregation, Sts. Peter and HaaliraChicago. In 1908, refusing to bend to the

will of the Slovak Lutheran Synod and its Presideelikan and accept this practice, this conflict

83 Jaroslav Pelikan, “Tohotaé synodalne shromazdeni&vedoKi7, no. 17 (September 1, 1923): 388-89.
84 Jaroslav Pelikan, “Verejna Vyzva a Prostyedokl8, no. 7 (April 1, 1924): 200.

285 Dolak reports that he was born in 1877, but & WsBomora’s grave site indicates that he wasadigtborn
in 1876. DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902-1927
170. Somora’s own account has him born in Jun@46 Iv MoSovcach (Tdr St.)); see Jan Somora to [Theodor
Balent], letter, October 16, 1905, SELC DistricthAives, Box 8, Folder 200.19-15-13-15-18-01, Codizor
Historical Institute, St. Louis.

286 3an Somora to [Theodor Bélent], letter, October1®®5, SELC District Archives, Box 8, Folder 208.1
15-13-15-18-01, Concordia Historical Institute, IStuis.

%7 The Congregation of Holy Trinity, Chicagbgjiny (Chicago: The Mally Press, 1943), 32.
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caused the congregation to leave the Synod itgoimd 902. They blamed Pelikan for causing
the conflict?®® Somora remained at Trinity until 1909. By unanimeote, the congregation
asked him to vacate the parsonage, and he wagbffierminated® In that same year, he
became the pastor to Zion, which included membrers fTrinity, who were loyal to hirff® He
married Pauline Jarmek in 1911, who was a teawltele on a visit to Slovakia. He served in
many roles until 1924, including a short time assRtent from 1921 t01922, at the beginning of
the Pelikan Movemerit! He was a consistent contributorSeedolkand in all ways seemed
involved in the life of the Slovak Lutheran Synod.

His return to Slovakia marked a change in tonglfermission. Long gone were the
conflictual days of the Pelikans. Somora, by Pa&ljkér.’s own admission, was always a Slovak
and never quite adjusted to American life. He wasenattuned to European sensibiliti&€ven
in 1914, Somora showed that he had some sympadthike conditions of the Slovaks,
remarking in a private letter that he doubted weetelikan or anyone could really know what
is going on in Slovaki&® He even tried to write letters to the bishops leadlers (JanoSka and

Bodnar) back in Slovakia, which were not answéttlde seemed to have had some sympathies

28 The Guest-Has church newsletter, Special Issue, November? 18BEC District Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 15, Concordia Historical Institute, [Souis.

%9 The Guest-Has church newsletter, Special Issue, November? 18B&C District Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 15, Concordia Historical Instituté, [Souis.

20 The Guest-Hasarticle, church newsletter, December, 1962, SEIligridt Archives, Supplemental Box 8,
Folder 12, Concordia Historical Institute, St. LeuPelikan, Sr. notes that Somora was part offitietkat proved
to be a bitter split. Relations remained strainethieen the two congregations.

21 Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902-1927
170. Dolak’s source for this short history of Somuaras from J. Baju®amanik ev. a. v. cirkvi Bozieho Siona,
Chicago, 1909-1944Chicago: Mally Press), 9, 10.

292 jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to Establiskree' Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia," 11.

293 3an Somora, letter, February 5, 1914, SELC Dis#richives, Box 8, Folder 200.19-15-13-15-18-01,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

294 Jan Somora, letter, April 1, 1914, SELC Districthives, Box 8, Folder 200.19-15-13-15-18-01,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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towards their plight and some restraint in the poteagainst the Slovak Lutheran Church. Thus,
his reintegration into Slovak life was easier tiRatikan’s.

Meanwhile, during this time of transition from ttlegee previous missionaries to Somora,
there was a visit from Pastor Michal Gotthardt @23, who served as a missionary there while
recovering from iliness. Gotthardt had great hdpeshe mission and the mission in Velka as a
treasure; however, little more was said about hssion as he soon diéd.The evaluation of the
situation in Slovakia in general was that the chuife there was near deatfiThe church was
viewed as being without a Lutheran spirit and megnit had become a church more about
politics than being the vineyard of the Lgfd.

In 1924, the flow of information about the missiarSlovakia was slowing. For example,
an article appeared Bvedolkasking the question of what was going on in thesioin?®® Articles
against the church in Slovakia still appeared, egfig against the liberal and unionistic practice
of the church?® The same was true of the SEland the Zion Synod. Little was said about the
mission, until the financial crisis forced someeakations about its progress. In response to the
financial concerns, Pelikan, Sr. in a passionata fipr support of the mission admitted that little

had been shared about the missfoivet, they needed a new infusion of support to seohora

2% «7pravy z Ceskoslovenska,SvedoKl 7, no. 21 (November 1, 1923): 499-500. For imfation on his
death, see “N&s missionar dvct. Mich. Gotthardhag% SvedoKkL8, no. 7 (April 1, 1924): 208-10. For Gotthardt's
last thoughts before his death, see also M. GattharJan Pelikan, letter, February 28, 19247, SBisirict
Archives, Box 8, Folder 200.07-15-20-08-01-04/1n€ardia Historical Institute, St. Louis, and fos hvife’s
recollection of his death, Zofia Gotthardt, lette924?, SELC District Archives, Box 8, Folder 2G015-20-08-01-
04/1, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

2% M. “Ci je chora cirkev ev. luteranska na Slovensl@yedokl7, no. 22 (November 15, 1923): 510.
297M. “Ci je chora cirkev ev. luteranska na Slovensku,”.512

298 St, Jurkow, “Co je s naSou missiou na Slovensku®yvedoKL8, no. 4 (February 15, 1924): 103-105.
29«7pravy z Ceskoslovenska,3vedokl8, no. 5 (March 1, 1924): 149-51.

300«Smer Slovenského Hlasnika, organu Slov. Ev. Jadh&vedokl8, no. 5 (March 1, 1924): 137-40.
301 Jaroslav Pelikan, “Verejna Vyzva a Prostyedokl8, no. 7 (April 1, 1924): 200.
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back to Slovakia and to continue to support thesimisand those congregations. By June of
1924, Somora had arrived in Velka and began hikwomediately?®> On the June 15, the
congregations in Slovakia met and subsequentlyenadétter, thanking the Slovak Lutheran
Synod for sending Somo#&.At the Synodical Conference in Streator, lllinmidate-August and
early September, the Slovak Lutheran Synod ageedritinue the work in Slovakia, but at the
same time the financial difficulties were growingdathe Synod asked the church to give a “big
sum” for the sake of the missi@iReports from the field were still coming in anérd was
discussion of the addition of an extra chapl&ap(an joining the ministry team in Slovaki&.
Efforts to raise funds continued for the missin.

Somora began his pastoral ministry and found ménlygosame concerns as Pelikan did a
few years earlier. Dolak reported that Somora foilnad the people were uneducated in the
confessional Lutheran faith and that they fourdifftcult to understand what it meant to be a
“truly free Lutheran congregatiori®” He also faced logistical struggles. Somora haficdifies
with his passport, and needed help from Americgetture a new on&.Even in 1925, the
concern coming from Velka was similar in that tlvegre concerned about religious freedom and

felt that the state was not executing the lawsuppsrt of their right be a confessional Lutheran

3024p4n farar Somora uz vo Viej pod Tatrou,'Svedokl8, no. 12 (June 15, 1924): 371.

303«7pravy z Ceskoslovenska,3vedokl8, no. 14 (July 15, 1924): 440-41.

304«prihovor vyboru pre missiu €eskoslovensku,SvedokL8, no. 19 (October 1, 1924): 582.

305 «Dopis z Ve'kej pod Tatrou na SlovenskuSvedoKL8, no. 21 (November 1, 1924): 634-35.

3% «Cirkevni slavnos a shierka na cirkev v lliaSovciactSvedokL8, no. 24 (December 15, 1924): 698—700.

397 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902—
1927 126.

308 zprava Vyboru pre Missiu v Starej Vlasti, SELC @it Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis and Jam®ra to Dinda, letter, December 11, 1929, SELGrts
Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64, ConcoHiitorical Institute, St. Louis.
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church, free to worship as they plea&édhey still clung to the hope that the state would
recognize them, or more specifically, that theestabuld uphold its own laws on the separation
of church and state. They were also being tempiey &rom the influence and faith of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod. In lliaSovice, they repotteat the ULCA church had offered money,
but they refused the financial support, faithfudg by Somora, and stayed true to the
confessional Lutheran cause.

In 1926, the Free Lutheran Church continued taggiiwith the Slovak Lutheran Church
and the state. They were challenged to catech&echildren. The Slovak Lutheran Church felt
that catechetical training should only happen utideir auspices. They were also challenged
about ringing their church bells at a funetaBoth challenges were focused on the fact that they
continued to be perceived as a sect. They werecalstinually tempted by Bishop Janoska to
return to the Slovak Lutheran Church. They resisg&hding firm with their brothers in
America®?

Pelikan was still involved in fund raising as lae1927 for the mission in SlovakiaThe
support for a church building in lliaSovice wasoatsequested by the congregation itself, once
again reminding the Slovak Lutheran Synod of ittsdif not its responsibilities) to the building
project it had begun under Kolarik in 1924They also reminded them of the 34 families that

still clung to the same faith as they did back mekica. Pelikan must have felt that there was

39 Michal llavsky, “Ve’k& pod Tatrou na SlovenskiSvedoKL9, no. 7 (April 1, 1925): 156-57. In particular,
llavsky was reacting to an article publisheCinkevné Listythat asserted the existence of Pelikanism anédink
this movement to anarchy.

310«Nasa cirkev v lliasoviach je pokusana, ale z stil@oZej stoji,"Svedokl9, no. 19 (October 1, 1925):
450-51.

311 «povzbudzujlce zpravy o nasom diel€eskoslovensku,Svedok0, no. 1 (January 1, 1926): 22—23.
312 jozef Klein, “lliasovce, Spis, Slovensk&Vedok0, no. 4 (February 15, 1926): 88.

313 Jan Pelikan, “Vzne3ené CirkveBvedok21, no. 8 (April 15, 1927): 188-89.

314 Michal Smyk, “Zo Zivota nasich bratov na Slovengksvedok21, no. 16 (August 15, 1927): 371-73.
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still some possibility of making a confessional lheitan witness to the people in the Slovakia. He
made an impassioned plea for such a renewed afdéte as 1927, arguing that there was still
time for the Slovak Lutheran Synod to proclaim ¢hear Gospel of Christ> He reminded the
Synod of its commitment to Somora and to lliaSovte added that the mission was not about
worldly things, but “about the preservation of thear teachings of the Word of God and our
Evangelical-Lutheran church in the bosom of our &avak nation and the preservation of the
many souls in that natiori*® Even near the end of his life, he was still passie about his
Lutheran faith and its orthodoxy as well as thesmis to the Slovak peoples. He was still living
out his confessional Lutheran and Slovak identitis1929, financial concerns were still shared
between the church in Velka and the Slovak Luth&amod as well as construction plans for
building on their plot in the villag&! Pelikan died in Lakewood, Ohio in 1930The voice that
championed the mission work to Slovakia was noensiéd, and Somora was to soldier on
virtually alone for decades.

In 1930, the congregation in lliaSovce sent atetquesting that Somora could continue

to remain as their pastdf.Beyond the continued requests for money, Somasraraported

315 [3an] Pelikan, “Otvorené dvereSvedok21, no. 18 (September 15, 1927): 421-44.

318 [3an] Pelikan, “Otvorené dvere,” 424. “... o zachaieaistého @enia slova BoZieho a nasej evanjelicko-

luteranskej cirkvi v lone nasho milého naroda stskeho a o zachovanie mnohych dusi v tom narode.”

317 Michal Dindos$ to Slovak Lutheran Synod, letter vidmber 25, 1929, SELC District Archives,
Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64, Concordia Historinatitute, St. Louis and JaAn Somora, letter, 19382 C
District Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64nCordia Historical Institute, St. Louis and. Soaisietter
contains a drawing of the plot where the curreiiding was and where the new building is proposed.

38 The Congregation of Holy Trinity, Chicagbgjiny (Chicago: The Mally Press, 1943), 79.

319 Somora had two letters sent so that he couldiggidssport processed; he had one sent from eahbk of
two congregations. See Free Lutheran Church igdliee, Slovkia to Slovak Lutheran Synod, lettehrbary 23,
1930, SELC District Archives, Supplemental Box 8|der 64, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Lquasid Free
Lutheran Church in Velka, Slovakia to Slovak LudreSynod, letter, March 2, 1930, SELC District Avels,
Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64, Concordia Historipatitute, St. Louis and Jan Somora to Dindagtetlarch 4,
1929, SELC District Archives, Supplemental Box 8lder 64, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Lauis
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continued clashes with the local Church authorgiesut the church’s legitimaésf.In 1932, he
continued to have passport problems and conflidts the Bishop’s officé? The Bishop’s

office was encouraging Somora to liquidate the ches’ possessions and threatened to evict
them from their property. But he also had plansetwvate a local pharmacy for the work in
Velka*? In the summer of 1932, there was a resolutiomtbthe mission, sell off the
processions, and offer Somora the opportunity tiormeto America® Although his work was
clearly difficult—never legally recognized, haradd® the government and the Slovak Lutheran
Church, and having modest fruit for his labors—Soatelong marathon had in reality just
begun.

Even though the mission of the Pelikan Movementinaed for many years in the person
of Somora, the reality is that the interaction whbk Slovak Lutheran Church, the free
congregations established by the Pelikan Movenagnt,Somora’s effectiveness all diminished
over the years. Moreover, the interest of the S{dugtheran Synod in the state of Slovak
Lutheranism in Slovakia also decreased. The faidfitbe Pelikan Movement proved to be the
tipping point of the Slovak Lutheran Synod’s inveiwent in Slovakia. The church would no
longer be focused on its homeland. The Slovak Lath&ynod had progressed like many
immigrant churches by assimilating into its new iigrant culture—America. The failure in
Slovakia began the long process of minimizing itkural heritage and emphasizing its

theological beliefs. No longer did these two idiées remain in such tension.

320 3an Somora to Dinda, letter, March 4, 1929, SEL&rt Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

321 3an Somora to Mission Board, letter, August 1,21SELC District Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Fid
64, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

322 3an Somora to Mission Board, letter, August 1,21SELC District Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Fald
64, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

322 Memo from Holy Trinity in Garfield New Jersey tgr®dical President Jan Bragduly 1932, SELC
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Somora’s Marathon

The failure to establish a legally recognized Hretheran Church marked the end of the
Pelikan Movement. The subsequent departure of &el®r. and his coworkers in 1923 marked
the end of the significant involvement of the Skotaitheran Synod in Slovakia. Their departure
was the tipping point for this immigrant communitigey no longer saw themselves as Slovaks
living in America, but as American-Slovaks.

Somora’s arrival also represents the end of thikd&deMovement, but he soldiered on for
more than forty year&*He not only represented the last missionary gent the Slovak
Lutheran Synod to Slovakia in the 1920s, but he was the last visible sign of the mission
work in the region. The buildings and structurest the mission bought in Velka are all but
gone. The only remaining building is his house,chihas been enlarged and renovated to the
extent that it is nearly completely different frahe original. After the other missionaries left the
congregations in Velka and lliaSovce, Somora rexbey combined call from the Slovak
Lutheran Synod and the two congregations F&2is story is the last remnant for the Pelikan
Movement.

He never returned to the Slovak Lutheran Church pastor. He remained a separate
ministry, staying true to the principles of theiRah Movement, sharing his faith with his
congregations of a few dozen families. After hisine to Slovakia, the history of his life is little
known. He conducted worship in the German churdhchwvis the church that is standing and in

use now. But after the Second World War, his cogafien was eventually absorbed into the

District Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 64nCordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

324 Much of the information about Somora was shareoligh an interview with Bishop Filo. Bishop Julius
Filo, interview by author, Bratislava, Slovakia, {8, 2008. The Bishop also contacted his motbeisbme of the
information.

32> Dolak, A History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902-1927
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Slovak Lutheran Church and he moved his worshig. diturch had no hope of becoming a
recognized, legal church body, but the work corgthwith the faithful few in these two cities.
In the larger community, the ministry of Somorakam the character of a sect, often being
included with other groups such as the Baptiststaadhdventists. They continued to meet in
meeting houses in both cities. Somora continugdaoh a very strict version of the Lutheran
faith, demanding that even the adults would be tbtecite the catechism on demand. He
continued the practice of announcing for communidis.wife was equally dedicated to the
education of the children, though they had no caiidf their own. Remarkably, Somora and his
wife maintained a formal way of communicating, @gsihe formal “you” in the Slovak language.

In 1943, through some donations from America (pbbpthe SELC or Missouri Synod),
the members of the Velka congregation began tallzugdmall house for Somoféajt was
intended as a meeting place and a home for thdedsince this effort was during the Second
World War, when advancing troops came through,ghomops took the money so the building
process continued but the quality and size weldngc A greater tragedy happened when
Somora’s wife passed away on December 1, 194&head attack.

It is not clear when exactly they lost control loé tuse of the land where they originally
began, but by 1952 they were worshiping and legrmrSomora’s home. During this time,

Julius Filo, Sr®”who was the Slovak Lutheran pastor in that toworked to protect Somora

170.

3% |n the financial reports associated with the MiasBoard, there is no record of any support for G@m
The report for 1941, in reference to the “Home litiss in Czechoslovakia” that there were “no regplayments.”
Perhaps this support was from private individug@ise Mission Board Treasury Report August 21, 19#1,C
District Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 5&nCordia Historical Institute, St. Louis and MissiBoard
Treasury Report May 1, 1943 to July 31, 1945, SEligrict Archives, Supplemental Box 3, Folder 53nCordia
Historical Institute, St. Louis.

327 Julius Filo, Sr. served in Velka from 1952 un8I7D. In 1970, he became Bishop of the EasterniEtistnd
relocated to KoSice, Slovakia.
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from the authorities so that he would never hawbl@ms with the communists. Pastor Filo
considered him part of their worshiping communétighough he never joined or integrated with
Slovak Lutheran Church. Somora was probably maretes for his work as a natural healer,
often using herbs and such for his own healthy uned. He was very well thought of for this
skill. Many considered this role as healer to leefinst calling to the community. He offered his
medical services for free, living off a small stigefrom America as well as donations from the
members of his congregations. Yet, he would alsendie alone and chose to stay isolated in
many ways from the rest of the community. In thet faw years before his death, he preferred to
be absolutely alone, often hiking into the hillgle night by himself. He stopped serving as a
pastor in 1966. Somora was still receiving supfrorh the SELC as late as 19867.

Two weeks before his death on December 1, 1968tdmped eating and drinking, often
taking cold baths. He was buried with a full fuextethe local Slovak Lutheran Church by then
Pastor Filo. His grave is in the Velk& graveyamktrio one of his sisters. His gravestone states
that he was a Lutheran pastor.

The community always considered him a very spititoan, who taught the clear teachings
of the Lutheran faith. He was also considered ta beous man who truly lived out the truths of
the Bible in his life. But he was also viewed am @dan, never really integrating with his
community. The Pelikan Movement’s last remnant dritie way it began, separate and small,
but true to its convictions. The confessional Luimeinfluences in Slovakia continued, but not

from the influence of the Slovak Lutheran Synode Biovak Lutheran Church continued to

328 SELC Mission Board Treasury Report, December 3187, SELC District Archives, Supplemental Box 3,
Folder 53, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Lault that time he received, a total of $303. SEliSsion Board
Treasury Report, August 31st, 1966, SELC Districthives, Supplemental Box 19, Folder 16, Concoktigtorical
Institute, St. Louis. At that time he receivedotat of $100. Synod of Evangelical Luther Churchtssion Board
Treasury Auditors’ Report, December 31, 1962, SEli§trict Archives, Supplemental Box 19, Folder 16,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis. In 196 received $200 and in 1962 he received $10Ghby
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honor its confessional heritage, including Hurbad Hodza, even as it also assimilated the
many influences of its culture and time. The Slolatheran Church rejected the new hybrid of
American-Slovak confessionalism, based on the tfliggodnd practice of the Missouri Synod,
which found its form in the Slovak Lutheran Synaoul ahe Pelikan family. Slovak Lutheranism

remained its own, with its own history and path.

Why the Pelikan Movement Failed

Although not rich in study, the Pelikan Movemens ltcaused some to ponder why it never
reached the dreams that it embraced. George DSEC historian, and Pelikan, Sr. both
provide accounts of the failure of the Pelikan Moeat. Their accounts examine the personal
and theological concerns that were important dtttivee. The details of the events during the
almost three years the Pelikan Movement existe8lovak soil are well-documented in Dolak’s
text3*° In Dolak’s account, the history of the movemerygllike a drama. The movement
begins with the initial arrival full of hope, thelescends quickly into despair as Pelikan realizes
that his worldview clashes mightily with the leasldp of the Slovak Lutheran Church.
Momentarily hope is revived by the founding of aafinchurch from a remnant of underserved,
faithful Lutherans. The Pelikan movement eventuadlyeats to America as the forces of church
and state in Czechoslovakia, working together, av@e the efforts of the movement.

Dolak’s account puts the blame on the contentielegionships between Pelikan and the
Slovak Lutheran Church’s leadership. After Pelilsaarrival, which was marked by some
warmth, the relationship quickly turned bitter. dgntioned, the turning point was at a

conference in Twiansky Svaty Martin, where Pelikan was receivedriyo®elikan’s reaction to

continued to plan for $200 each year.

329 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902—
1927 106-127.
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this rejection was theological. He saw in theieogion an anti-Lutheran and unionistic spirit,
which proved to him that the Word of God and theféssion had no place in the Slovak
Lutheran Church® After the church in Velkd was established andrdtikan had returned
home to report on the progress, urging the Slougkéran Synod to pursue the confessional
witness in Velkd, the Slovak Lutheran Church cameagainst Pelikan, seeing him as a sower
of discontent® Pelikan was viewed as a force of disunity at @timmen the Slovak Lutheran
Church was desperate for unityFor Dolak, Pelikan and his approach were the cafifee
intense conflict between the Slovak Lutheran Syawod the Slovak Lutheran Church.

Importantly, Dolak notes that the Zion Synod wale ab present itself as a positive partner
to the Slovak Lutheran Churél.Thus, Dolak hints at the changing relationshigsvben the
Slovak Lutheran Church and the two American Luthe3gnods. The Slovak Lutheran Synod
soon became an antagonist of the Slovak LutheramaBhthe Slovak Lutheran Church viewed
Zion Synod more and more as a partner. By the agB4, only Jan Somora was in Slovakia
and faced tremendous odds, including poorly eddgageishioners, resistance from the Slovak
Lutheran Church, and the resistance from the state.

According to Dolak, the Pelikan Movement was perediat the time as a theological and
pastoral event. They sought to find a way to mamigd those willing to adhere to an orthodox
Lutheranism that was part of the Slovak Lutheradition as well as molded from their

experience in America and the Missouri Synod. Rgito engage the Slovak Lutheran Church

330 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United States of America, 1902—
1927 111.

31 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United States of America, 1902—
1927 112.

332 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlthe United States of America, 1902—
1927 120-22.

333 George DolakA History of the Slovak Evangelical Lutheran Chuirtlhe United States of America, 1902—
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positively, the Slovak Lutheran Synod felt the omgy to continue on their mission was to
minister independently of the Slovak Lutheran Churc

Pelikan, Sr., upon reflection, sees the failura &aslure of culture and politics, which
shows a richer interpretation based on the changahges and abilities of the immigrant
community. He notes that by the time the Slovak Acaas returned to Slovakia, they still had
command of the Slovak language, but they foundttiet were of a different cultural ilk: “First
of all it should be said that the [Slovak Luthe&mod] and the [Slovak Lutheran Church] spoke
the same language, but the words used did not thessame thing®* Secondly, he opines that
it was unrealistic that the Slovak Lutheran Chusduld reject its Episcopal polity it had since
the time of the Reformatio¥: Lastly, he argues that the Slovak Lutheran Chwra$ fearful to
lose its historic relationship with the State andld not support itself without State support,
even it meant state interfereriéeln this way, the Lutheran Slovaks, both in Amanand in
Slovakia, had in fact already grown apart, nevallyable to unite again as one ethnic people.

Pelikan Sr.’s view that the failure was, at leagpart, one of cultural differences and
Dolak’s view that the failure stems primarily frahee personal and theological conflict that
Pelikan had with the Church in Slovakia both hawitand are well-supported. The Slovak
Lutheran Synod grew in its understanding of thehktan faith in an American Lutheran
context, nurtured by the Missouri Synod. It adoptisghs that were foreign to Slovakia, such as

an American-style separation of church and stateedlsas congregational polity. Pelikan had a

1927 118.
334 Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to Establiskree' Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia," 7.
332 Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to Establiskree' Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia," 8.

33 Jaroslav Pelikan, Sr., "An Attempt to Establiskree’ Lutheran Church in Czechoslovakia," 8. Aareple
of state interference was the ability of the stateppoint the church’s bishops. But it was celydfimancial as well.
See Bohuslav Klimo, “Statna podpor&itkevné Listy36, no.22 (15 November 1922): 359-61.
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history of conflict, including conflicts in Sloveakibefore he immigrated and in America. He was
a capable pastor and a visionary, but lacked thean of a diplomat. This latter skill proved to
be necessary for continued cooperation betweetwiigroups and churches.

However, neither historical recollection fully regozed the theological tradition that
Pelikan and his followers pulled upon. Pelikan &adrong adherent to the Luther- Tranovsky -
Hurban tradition. This tradition was a uniquely &k expression of confessional Lutheranism
that was specific to the historical circumstandeSlovakia in the Kingdom of Hungary. It was
this tradition that made their experience as imamgtutherans to America like no other. In
America and with the Missouri Synod, Pelikan fo@npartner that had a similar theological
stance. However, the historical foundation forMissouri Synod was based on a German
experience in the nineteenth century. Upon ariivéthis new land, he with his fellow Slovak
pastors found a theological commonality with ther@n-based Missouri Synod. This
commonality overcame cultural differences. Evenutitothey were not joined as one church
body, they joined in ministry and fellowship. Thegre bound together solely on their
understanding of the truths held in the Word of @ad the Lutheran Confessions. Culture, in
their estimation, was secondary and impotent ageoed to the spiritual realities found in the
Word of God. The Bible and the Gospel provided tragy, creating bonds that go far beyond
culture. Their own confessional Slovak traditioraleled them to make this adjustment in their
immigrant home.

Their adjustment to their new immigrant home waserw less unperceived. It is the
failure of Pelikan and others to recognize thairt8gnod was becoming Americanized that led
to their failure to relate properly to their homdtare. In this sense, Pelikan, Sr.’s analysis,
which noted that the two groups of Slovaks had grapart culturally, is helpful. Pelikanism

then becomes a failure to see the impact of cutinrtheology; or said another way, Pelikanism
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failed because the Slovak Lutheran Church was ermablinwilling to revert to a nineteenth-
century confessional Lutheran tradition, and the/&k church was also unable to adapt to an
American (or at least, Slovak-American) Lutheranssaility. It failed on both accounts: it was
unable to turn back the clock to a former era amt even if was a golden era, and it was
unable to transfer its new Americanized experidndes previous culture. Cooperation proved
impossible, as neither goal was mutual. Their idiestwere fundamentally different, and
perhaps neither the American-Slovaks nor the Skovadre aware of the extent of the difference.
This difference between the Slovak Lutheran Chuarath the Slovak Lutheran Synod was
also the difference between the Slovak Lutheraro8ynd the Zion Synod. After Pelikan had
returned from Slovakia, he was again defendingptigition of the Slovak Lutheran Synod and
its relationship, or lack thereof, with the Zionr®y. In response to the question of why the
Slovak Lutheran Synod could not join with otherherans, he made the consistent argument
that he and his synod belonged to the traditioAtb&nasius, Hus, Luther, and Hurban,
representing a true expression of Lutheranismaohimg and practic&’ Rather, the other
churches were full of false teachings such asmatiem, Tolstoyism, sectarianism, false
morality, and humanism, and they were full of sinfmionism and indifferentisri¥® Moreover,
it was a shock to the Slovak Lutheran Synod thgbae else could legitimately represent Slovak
Lutheranism from America back to Slovakia. The wibrit the Zion Synod did with its partner,
the ULCA, was judged according to the perceivegeabaching it brought. The Slovak

Lutheran Synod had a concern that the Zion Syncdabée to share this teaching with the

3371J4n] Pelikan, “Hlasatelia falosnej trpezlivosvedokL5, no. 20 (October 15, 1921): 425.

338 3an] Pelikan, “Hlasatelia falodnej trpezlivos#25—26.
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Slovaks Lutheran Churc®.Both in Slovakia and in America, in teaching amagpice, there was
no peace.

The Pelikan Movement's failure suggests that ag Esan immigrant remains in his
adopted country, he cannot go home again. He isatesl by nostalgia, which binds him to an
idealized past that does not exist in the conteargarulture. For Pelikan, this nostalgia was the
theological conservative Hurban tradition as heeglgmced the tradition in the nineteenth
century. He was also overly confident of his apila transfer the new teachings and methods he
had learned in America. The Slovaks in Slovakiaenest as able to cast away the tradition and
cultural norms that bound the people togethertHfersake of innovations from abroad. In the
end, Pelikan, his son, and the church that supgdineam had also moved on. At the time of the

Pelikan Movement, they just were not aware thay tieal already done so.

3397, V., “Vemi tazka Gloha,’SvedoKl6, no. 9 (May 1, 1922): 189-92.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

CONCLUSION

Because of the failure of the Pelikan Movement Slevak Lutheran Synod redoubled its
efforts in America. It did not give up its Slovadentity immediately, but strove to carry on as a
unique expression of the confessional Slovak Laihéradition. As time wore on, they resolved
the tension between their immigrant heritage aed tontemporary reality. To resolve this
tension they began a process of accommodatingribeirculture and nation. Even if
begrudgingly, these immigrants created an Ameratamch. Niebuhr remarks that
accommodation is necessary, if not inevitable agformmigrant church:

The choice between accommodation and extinctiallfilnecomes a forced choice.
Though churches may delay the moment of their adee few elect to perish with
their mother tongue. With the adoption of Englishttee church language other
changes inevitably set in ... the change of langisgely one aspect of adjustment
to the total culture with its democratic spirig ihdustrialism, its patriotism. The
process of accommodation as a whole graduallyftvems the churches of the
immigrants into American denominations with markadilarities and with
remarkable dissimilarities from the parent churahieBuropé'

At the time of the Pelikan Movement, the connecbetween the immigrant Slovak culture and
the home country was strong. However, this trendldvor could not be sustained. The
assimilation of Slovaks in America, and thus thenguage and culture, occurred at a greater

pace than most cultures from Central Eurtpe.

! Richard NiebuhrThe Social Sources of Denominationalism (New York: Meridian Books, 1929), 212-13.
2J. M. Kirschbaum, “The Assimilation Process of Aioan Slovaks,’Sovakia 21, no. 44 (1971): 79-84.
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Niebuhr adds that “after accommodation has setfter the old language and the old ways
have been irretrievably lost, after contacts walive churches have increased, the battle ground
of competition changes. Ecclesiastical and dodtrgsaies replace the cultural lines of division,
and the loyalty of an English-speaking, second geiom is fostered by appeal to different
motives than were found effective among the imnmtgdhemselves’'The two Slovak-
American Lutheran churches made this choice. imgesf their identity, the Slovak Lutheran
Synod (eventually the SELC) chose to rally arouactidne, aligning themselves ever more
closely with the Missouri Synod. The leaders ofZien Synod focused around ethnicity,
accepting a broader definition of Lutheranism a§ agmaintaining their contacts with the
culturally similar Slovak Lutheran Church. Undee tjuidance of the Missouri Synod, who
eventually absorbed the Slovak Lutheran Synod asbits non-geographic districts (SELC

District), these Slovak Lutherans assimilated istoerican Lutheran culture.

Tale of Two Synods

Throughout the 1920s, many Slovak Lutherans coatlria talk of a merger between the
church bodies, namely, between the Slovak Lutheratiee Zion Synod and the Slovak
Lutheran Synod. Repeatedly the Slovak Lutheran &yegcted this merger. They continued to
perceive significant differences in teaching angractice’ Personalities certainly played a role.
The failure to find unity within Slovak Lutheranisnas often leveled at PelikaWhether or
not another orthodox, confessional Lutheran leaderd have arisen and found a way to unity

is purely hypothetical, but unlikely. The choruscohfessional sentiment in the Slovak Lutheran

® Richard NiebuhrThe Social Sources of Denominationalism, 229.
* Jos.[ef] K.[olarik], “ESte o tom spojeniSvedok 19, no. 4 (February 15, 1925): 83.
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Synod demonstrates that Pelikan was not alonesisympathies. Moreover, since most pastors
of the Slovak Lutheran Synod were educated in Miss®ynod institutions, many of them
would have had a similar education and presumatglgilections similar to Pelikan’s. Although
Pelikan was determined to express his understamditige Lutheran faith under a specific
theological and practical rubric, even if it mepaitisoning certain aspects of national unity and
alienating potential friends in the faith, it woldé saying too much to put the complete burden
on him for the division of Slovak Lutheranism. T¢@nflicts were more than personal. They
were more than cultural. From the Slovak Luthergnd8’s perspective, they were primarily
theological. For Pelikan and others, more importeas that the Hurbarradition remained
strong.

The determined resistance to unionism did not sfitip Pelikan. The rejection of
unionism, either in America or concerning uniormistctivity in Slovakid,continued to be part
of the discourse in the Slovak Lutheran Synod. Tbiginued concern about the unionistic
activities in Czechoslovakia and the ecumenicaVdiets in Europe demonstrated a connection

to the Slovak Lutheran Church after the Pelikan &oent. However, most of these comments

® Jos.[ef] K.[olérik], “ESte o tom spojeni,” 84.

® Even in the 1920s, Hurban was being referencéieimages o®vedok with significant regularity. For
example, see “Kreania sa maju strahtych, ktoricinia réznice a pohorSenie na odg@tému @eniu,” Svedok 19,
no. 5 (March 1, 1925): 102.

" The concern over unionistic activities in Slovagantinued into the twenties. For example, see yVIn
zhubného unionismu sa dvihaju a zaplavuju cirkewaev. na Slovensku3vedok 19, no. 5 (March 1, 1925): 105—
109, “Uz sa dohodli,'Svedok 19, no. XMarch 1, 1925): 109-112, “Komediantstvo v Uradmeja. v. na
Slovensku,”Svedok 19, no. 9 (May 1, 1925): 201-204;i“Gradna cirkev ev. na Slovensku zaitay&niu?,”Svedok
19, no. 12 (June 15, 1925): 272—73, and “Biskupb3ka a Zoch vedu lefalej cirkev ev. a. v. na Slovensku do
mora sektarstva 3vedok 20, no. 11 (June 1, 1926): 246-49, J.[an] V.[djtkOnia alebo nednia,Svedok 20, no. 17
(September 1, 1926): 389-92, and “Sion kvili pregale, Sion to mesto Bozi..Bedok 21, no. 9 (May 1, 1927):
200-202. These unionistic activities were recoguhiacross the world. See J.[an] V[ojtk]o, “ ‘ChuiRbace
Union,’ alebo ‘Cirkenva Unia Pokoja’ Qvedok 19, no. 19 (October 1, 1925): 272—73 and [Jark&e| “Zradna
praca strazcov luterdnskeho Sioraédok 19, no. 20 (October 15, 1925): 466-69.
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came from the older pastors, such as Pelikan aijtda/ahose who had fought long and hard for
a confessional Lutheran Church in both America Sladakia? The pages written in Slovak
within Svedok remained focused on issues in the old countrythmipages ofhe Watch Tower,
the English section d@vedok; provided virtually no mention of the events i&lkia, the
conflict with the Zion Synod, or the mission in ¥&l Concerns over unionism, chauvinism, and
liberalism were less in focus as well. The isshas sparked the Pelikan Movement were fading
in the Slovak Lutheran Synod as the Slovak langage presumably culture) also waned.
These changes are signs of the assimilation dblibeak Lutheran Synod into American culture.
By the 1930s and 1940s, the publications of the&d.utheran Synod rarely mentioned
the work in Slovakia. Rather, all mission activitgs focused on mission plants within America
and Canada as well as new mission work in Argenkwantually, their support of mission work
would expand into Africa in such places as Nigand Ghana in support of the mission work of
the Synodical Conferenéd.ike many American churches, they focused on thehmarger
guestions of world evangelism.
In one of the last attempts to find a way to uthiee Slovak immigrant communitieghe
Lutheran Beacon produced an editorial by Jaroslav Vajda that ssggkunofficially that the
time might be right for a union of the two Slovaj®ds, noting that the activity of ULCA
weakened “the Lutheran stand on the Lord’s Supiéfdjda’s concerns were a matter of

theological identity. The first was the loss of lhetan identity, which he felt would happen to

® Pelikan continued concern for the false teachmglovkia is evident in the fewer and fewer arsdie wrote
in Svedok. For example, see J.[an] P.[elikan], “Zpravgeskoslovenska,3vedok 20, no. 10 (May 15, 1926): 226—
27.

° See Mission Board Reports from 1920-68, SELC Biséirchives, Supplemental Box 3, Folders 43-62,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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the Zion Synod if they went forward with their deegmmersion into the polity of the ULCA.
As if echoing Niebuhr, Vajda went on to explaintttepokesmen from the Zion Synod [were]
historically accurate when they predict[ed] thattaaual compromises in doctrine for the sake of
union with other churches [would] eventually resaltiberalism and the loss of the Word He
further warned that if they stayed in the ULCA amthained true to their confessional Lutheran
doctrine, they would be “called obstructionists améchronisms in an age of heedless, headlong
unionism.™? Later, after a positive response from the ediforhte Zion, Vajda added with a hint
of expectancy and insight into the past conflibt texcitement over the present proposals
betray[ed] a long-buried desire for unity amongHarans of Slovak ancestry, a desire frustrated
in the former negotiations a quarter a centurydagjblere, Vajda appealed to cultural identity.
Although the unity of Slovak Lutherans was desieakilwould not be pursued at all costs.
Theological identity was still most important. Rath'it is our synodical principle, as we have
always believed it to be the synodical principlehed Zion Synod, to keep loyalty to the Word
... """ Even 40 years after the Pelikan Movement, theassidnal Lutheran priority of the
Slovak Lutheran Synod dominated. Unity must bedatdne and not based on national or
cultural ties.

During the next decades, mergers and schisms caatirMerger talks continued between

the American Lutheran Church (ALC) and the Miss@ymod. The Lutheran World Federation

% 1Jaroslav Vajda], “Hold Fast, Zion SynodThe Lutheran Beacon 17, no. 11 (1960): 170.
1 [Jaroslav Vajda], “Hold Fast, Zion Synod!,” 171.
12 Jaroslav Vajda], “Hold Fast, Zion Synod!,” 171.

13 [Jaroslav Vajda], “Further Comments on Proposalitm Synod, The Lutheran Beacon 18, no. 1 (1961):
10.

1 Ivajda], “Further Comments on Proposal to Zion &y 11.

254



moved forward with its pan-Lutheran agenda. Thertdste of the breakaway of the Wisconsin
Synod and the Evangelical Lutheran Synod from §reo8lical Conference lingered. The Slovak
Lutherans, heirs of the Slovak Lutheran Synod,gdim the concern about such unions. As one
of their pastors noted, in reference to such alpdgheran event held in England, that “as
beautiful as this [union] may sound, therein lies danger. Union without unity in Doctrine, as
we mean Doctrine that is Scripturally true and pweuld be a tragedy for the Church, for it
would soon destroy the very Church it contemplédeierm.™® This viewpoint is consistent with
those held by the Slovak Lutheran Synod sinceniteption around 60 years earlier. The heirs of
the Slovak Lutheran Synod had in their organizai@NA a desire to remain theologically pure
and disenthralled from other churches that they asWweterodox.

Even though the focus was at home in America, &iewaas never completely forgotten.
After the Pelikan Movement, hopes of a confessidngtheran Church in Slovakia in the
tradition of Hurban were dead. They were, howes#t,interested in events in Czechoslovakia,
such as loosening the binds that tied the Slovakleucommunist contrét.A survey of theThe
Lutheran Beacon shows that the editors would often include shemsarticles on the events in
Slovakia during the 1960s. Likewise, Dr. John Dhnieen the president of the Synodical
Conference, visited Czechoslovakia and the Soungdiin the summer of 1963, keeping up
personal contacts with the region. He commentstabeir situation: “... we noted that the
hearts of many people are spiritually disturbed fafohg as they are almost overwhelmed by

the storms of strife and conflict, by the fierceditls of violently opposed propaganda and

15 Stephen G. Mazak, Sr., “A Thorough Examinatiotthef discussions and conclusions of Lutherans Reache
at Cambridge, The Lutheran Beacon 21, no. 4 (1964): 56.

% “Door Opened for Assistance to Czechoslovakidg Lutheran Beacon 21, no. 6 (1964): 90.
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opinions, by the threats and fearsome actualifiegao and revolution in their own countries and
abroad.” In voicing his sympathy, he adds, “we are concg@mi¢h the spiritual threat of this
godless power which has in certain areas overcehmeinated, subdued, and subverted the
Christian churches in eastern Europe and Asidhdrface of this monstrous threat to the
allegiances, faith and fate of men, all Christiemsst stand togethet®The Slovak Lutheran
Synod still had a love for its homeland and thepgbeavho suffered under communism. They
just did not imagine being agents of confessiondh&ranism in Slovakia.

One of the legacies of the Pelikan Movement isatiempt to recover a confessional
Lutheran identity in Slovakia. When the country ir@e from its Hapsburg and Hungarian past,
the time felt ripe for such a change. Like so mefigrts to reanimate history, the reality was
that the country, the people, the nation, and tthérans had moved on. Once Slovak Lutherans
in Slovakia had traveled through the era with maggsion, liberalism, and unionism, it was
difficult to resurrect nineteenth-century confessilism. America, which enables a community
to create a new identity, unburdened by pesky rdergof history, provided a way for Pelikan
and the Slovak Lutheran Synod to pursue this gbadarveating their understanding of
confessional Lutheranism. However, American freesldid little to help the Pelikan Movement
as it attempted to recreate a confessional Luthenarch in European Slovakia.

In Slovak Lutheran circles, Slovakia is remembédaedts early Christian history:

“Slovakia became a center of Christianity for maenturies.” Pelikan, his son, and many

7 John Daniel, “Address and Report of President Jadmiel, D.D. to Synodical Conference, Ann Arbor,
Mich., at Concordia Lutheran College July 28, 19G#e Lutheran Beacon 21, no. 10 (1964):147-48.

18 Daniel, “Address and Report of President John 8lafi.D. to Synodical Conference, Ann Arbor, Micht,
Concordia Lutheran College July 28, 1964,” 148.

¥ George D. Plvan, “Eleven Centuries of Christiamitgong the Slavs The Lutheran Beacon 20, no. 7
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others tried to create the center of confessiolale® Lutheranism in the mountains near
Poprad. Confessional Lutheranism in Slovakia hadedmn; although Hurban remained
important, the church was pressed to consider aisygects of the rapidly changing cultural and
political context in Europe. For the Pelikan Moveéhe last little glimmer of confessional
Lutheranism in Slovakia died when Somora endednisstry. John Somora was still
remembered as a pastor of the SELC until 988 his passing, the last elements of his mission
were finally assimilated into the Slovak Lutheramu@h; an American immigrant culture
assimilated into contemporary Slovak culture.

Back in America, one of the most vocal confessistabf the Pelikan Movement
championed the process of assimilation. Upon higmePelikan, Sr. continued his ministry at
Emmanuel in Pittsburgh in 1933; he then returne@hmago in 1936 to begin his ministry at
Holy Trinity.”* He remained there until he retired from activeistiig on June 16, 1963. The
congregation was an independent congregation (nmaraber of the Slovak Lutheran Synod)
and remained so even until Pelikan, Sr. retired.4dn, Theodore, who also served alongside his
father in ministry after returning from African rsisns, continued at Holy Trinity. Theodore,
much like his father and his mother, deplored titependent status of the congregatfon.

Ironically, from a man who helped lead a missiorvement that was unwilling to integrate

(1963): 101.
2 «pastors and Churches of the S.E.L.@he Lutheran Beacon 25, no. 3 (1968): 44.
2L The Congregation of Holy Trinity, Chicagbgjiny (Chicago: The Mally Press, 1943), 81-82.

22 For Theodore Pelikan’s comments see, The Guest;ldbarch newsletter, May, June, 1963, SELC District
Archives, Supplemental Box 8, Folder 12, ConcoHigtorical Institute, St. Louis. For Anna Pelika@mments,
see The Guest-Hoschurch newsletter, November, 1962, SELC Disthicthives, Supplemental Box 8, Folder 12,
Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.
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within the Slovak Lutheran Church, his own congtEgawas never able to integrate into the
Slovak Lutheran Synod.

Pelikan, Sr., at the end of his own active miniséf§ected on the state of his congregation,
and its identity® He noted a number of key “facts.” First, he aszbthat the move to English
services saved the congregation: “without theseeserrinity would inevitably have become an
insignificantly small and foreign little church wé® end would have been only a matter of time.”
¢ Secondly, he remarked that the Slovak immigratagsped coming, and the church could no
longer depend on remaining an immigrant church;eoeer, as the second generation became
involved and because they did not always marrylerdslovak American, the congregation
would necessarily have to change. Rather than foouts Slovak identity, Pelikan quotes
himself from 1943, “it is therefore very appardmattif our congregation is to assure its future, it
must limit its action to the community in whichistsituated and upon this community it must try
to make it greatest impact’He noted in 1963 that this was already happensrihe&ir second
and third generations were transferring their maestiops away from Trinity to a church close to
them. He concluded that “we must therefore by fiignvord and deed prove to all in our
community that we are concerned about their spiritvelfare even though they are not of

Slovak descent?® He argued for the assimilation of his immigrantirin into American culture,

% The Guest-Has church newsletter, November, December, 1962, SBis@ict Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 12, Concordia Historical Institute, [Souis.

% The Guest-Has church newsletter, November, December, 1962, SBis@ict Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 12, Concordia Historical Institute, [Souis.

% The Guest-Has church newsletter, November, December, 1962, SBisBict Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 12, Concordia Historical Instituté, [Souis.

% The Guest-Has church newsletter, November, December, 1962, SBis@ict Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 12, Concordia Historical Instituté, [Souis.
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while maintaining what Niebuhr called ecclesiadtarad doctrinal issues as the binding agent for
the church.

Toward the end of his ministry, he realized thatfiture of their witness was in America
to fellow Americans. If they were to survive, nmgier could the Slovak culture be the glue
holding them together. They needed to find a miyitt the people that surrounded them. In a
sense, his journey and the Pelikan family’s jourwag the Slovak Synod’s journey and,
perhaps, the journey of most immigrant peoplesnmeAca. Eventually, as the process of
immigration deepens, it is necessary for a commuaiassimilate, as Niebuhr suggests or fall
into oblivion. The Slovak Lutheran immigrant, Pelik Sr., who fiercely defended both his
nation and his theology, assimilated into Ameritatheranism, ever remaining strongly loyal to
his confessional roots.

Star pondered changing his confession after theréaof the Prague Congress of 1848.

“As a former vicar of [the] Lutheran faith, Sturpported Orthodoxy as the church of the future
imploring the ‘mother of Slavs’ to return to thé#s placed under Catholic domination: Czechs,
Slovaks, Poles and Croats. Once the hated foreigrended, so Stur believed, the Orthodox
Church was welcomed by its true believerdde viewed the religious divisions in Western
Europe as part of the problem and the subjectidheSlovaks and Slavs in general. “The Slavic
alternative to Western dualism consisted of theistimnsystem of emporia and Church By

uniting as one state with one religion, his gogbamslavism could be realized. In this effort and

27 Josette A. Baer, “National Emancipation, not thekiMg of Slovakia: Ludovit Stur’'s Conception of the
Slovak Nation,"Centre for Post-Communist Sudies at S. Francis Xavier University Occasional Paper no. 2 (2003):
38-39, http://www.stfx.ca/pinstitutes/cpcs/studiegpost-communism/Baer2003.pdf [accessed May 228R0

% Baer, “National Emancipation, not the Making ob&ikia: Ludovit Stur's Conception of the Slovak
Nation.”
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in concurrence with Herder, he also suggestedusmsfng force using Russian as the common
language. In essence, his goal of a Slavic natias4ekie of his nation and culture—overcame
his Lutheran confession.

Pelikan, Jr. resolved the question of Slovak Lwthadentity by becoming Orthodox. From
his perspective, the world had changed and he heasrie that remained the same: "When the
Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod became Baptist,thedevangelical Lutheran Church in
America became Methodist, | became Orthod®®e&likan, Jr., as the Lutheran churches
assimilated, adopting considerable cultural andltgcal cues from American culture, felt that
to remain confessional would mean haveing to chaigeonfession. He too, like his fathers,
stood firm in his beliefs so that he would not mewth the culture, but remain true to his
understanding of historical Christianity. His sep$eemaining a confessional Christian in light
of the cultural changes of the American Lutheramrches overcame his allegiance to his
confessional Lutheran heritage.

It has been said that a person can never go hoame. &g recounting the ancient tale of
Odysseus, Czech author Milan Kundera, the famoegiCmmmigrant author, who lived most of
his adult years in exile, makes that very pointwhe said: “During the twenty years of
Odysseus’ absence, the people of Ithaca retaineg neaollections of him but never felt
nostalgia for him. Whereas Odysseus did sufferalgist, and remembered almost nothiffy.”

The risk of any immigrant group is to become nagtalvithout remembering really anything.

% Uwe Siemon-Netto, “Eastern Rite Lures Western 8exkUnited Press International, http://www.ortbae
church.info/eureka/asp/becomingorthodox.asp (aede@stober 21, 2008).

39 Milan KunderaJ)gnorance (New York, HaperCollins, 2000), 33.
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Nostalgia creates an idealized world that nevestegiand runs counter to the discipline of
remembering and of history.

Using Odysseus, Kundera tells the story of the ignamt who returns home. Everyone at
home thinks he is interested in the events he whiagele away for 20 years. No one asked him
about what he experienced, what he learned, antivehsaw. “For twenty years he had thought
about nothing but his return. But once he was blaekyas amazed to realize that his life, the
very essence of his life, its center, its treaswis outside Ithaca in the twenty years of his
wanderings. And this treasure he had lost, anddoaitieve only by telling about i£” And so
he left and ended up in another king’s court. Beeatere they asked him to tell his story and at
home no one ever did.

The immigrant experience as retold by Kundera, esmigrated from Czechoslovakia to
France in the 1970s, relates the axiom that oneatayjo home again. By trying to go home, the
immigrant realizes that his center is now no lorjgst in the land in which he was born. His
center has moved. Because in his home countrynasays, “tell us!” The Pelikan Movement is
an immigrant story. They returned after 20 yearayafrom their ancestral home. They desired
to create an idealized past of Slovak confessismain their home culture and nation. They
wanted to tell the story of their great succes&nrerica as a free church. The Slovaks in
Slovakia did not want to hear their stories. Beeahgy could not tell their story in their
homeland to their home culture, the immigrantsrregd to another “court’—America, where
their story proved more vital than did their mingst~rom that point on, slowly the leaders

understood that the future of an immigrant congiiegaor a church was not in its ethnic

31 Kundera,gnorance, 34.
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identity. They can only tell their story as confessl Lutherans at court. The Slovak Lutheran

immigrant learned to hold court “one mile in eadtection™ from their local congregation.

%2 The Guest-Has church newsletter, November, December, 1962, SBis@ict Archives, Supplemental
Box 8, Folder 12, Concordia Historical Instituté, [Souis.
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