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living peraon of the Pope• alone and exclusively. 

The pe1 .. sonalize,cl element 1n lJ1ssour1's doctrine Iom 

could not accept. I11 tb.eeia 11umber eight she says• 

l · ssouri maintained tbat the Antichrist. 1n the real 
sense of the word~ is the pope alone and5ftxcluaively; 
but v:ith t his assel'tion we cannot agree. -· f Tt"..at thia question, however, should be divisive to 

cb:1r ch f'ello\1sh:tp \7SS somet~ng completely foreign to the 

t hi nld.n{! or Io,:a. The Io\'1ans considered 1t an "open ques­

t ion" wilile ?disaou1"1 d:1.d not.~"" 

Oh111asm 

ri issoui,1 accused Iowa of ch111asm when she befriended 

too of its Ministers who hald such views. This accusation 

uae not at all .:far fetched since Diedendorf, the bistor1a.n 

of t he Iowai,s, aclm~ta in his history., that in 1858, many 

member s o:f thf> Synod held chiliastic v1e\7s tliough this was 

by no means the of':l'icial doctrine of the synod. 5~_\ Another 

argument 111. support of' the S&.:tt>n accusation was that Loebs 

bad expreasod lli L11oelf' several times as holding views in 

56
Ib1d •• thesis a. 

57.t.::taaouri eventually abandoned its stand when 1n 1876 
one of its pastors toolc Ion I a position. A debate in tba 
Western District resolved to regard the "personalized" 
interpretation of' the /,nt1ohI'1st as an open question. Tims, 
in essence., Missouri also came to regard this phase of' tbs 
dootr1no of ant1chl'ist as an open question. Ibid., PP• 297-
298. 

58 Buebr1ns. op. cit •• p., 43. 
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ae1"oor.ient ni th the "Biblical Oh11:2.osta. n In consequence of 

t lrl.s msny of' the men wbo bad bean aent from Ge:ttmany to tho 

Ioua Sy nod c01:1currod w1 th lli.-n in this belief• 59 

Tti.rou,gb. t:li:isour:L1a ef.rol.'ts and the Gi'f'orts of solllB of 

t be I o ;ans., thes e v:!.a,-vs wei~e all but abandoned. Iov,a her­

self stetes 0 in thesis eleven. hor agreement with M1ssolll'1. 

As l.'egaros the so-called Cb111asm. we agree ~1th our 
o~ponents in rojectins evol--y doctrine of a thousand 
years I reign wl'l:i.ch would at any ti:i:1e rob the spiritual 
!rin1.:1d om of om~ Lol!'Cl of its cbaractel"o as a spiritual 
ldngdo1u of grace snd tho croos• and conv35t it into 
an out warc.l. aeirthly and uorldly ldngdom. 

Eutp 0hile Iona did not disa,;ree with I.tissour1 on this 

ieouo• she d i d say t ha t tbs belief 1n Christ•a thousand 

yea~,s r ei6,tl11 as 1t 119 propllecied iri tile twentieth chapter of 

t tw Rovolat:lon of St. John, is st111 a mtter of .tul:f'1llment 

i n t·1e f uture, and is regarded as an opinion which the chul"oh 

my tolerate.61 This W.ss0Ul'1 could not accept. Discussions 

bottreon t ho t\-10, 110,·;ever, did tend to modify It'Iissouri I a view 

a 1:1d to ma:ce her more tolerant of tb1a opinion as not being 

a point for exo1uo1on from church fe1lowsht.p. 

The ob1e.f divisive :tesuo at utake tl:len wa the resur­

rection spokon of 1n Revelation twenty. \'/altller and Ll1os.our1 

maintained t~.at a double resll!'reotion could not be found 

59Neve, Loo. cit. 
60Ib1d•• thos1s 11. P• 442. 
61Ibid . 1 12 -•• thes a • 
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in tho p~uH.:iage and th.Qt any 1nterpreta;t;1on other than a 

complete single restu-rectio11 ns a denial or th.e one General 

r asurreotion.G2 

Io\Va did not 30 as far as li!1saour1 on this point but 

atotecl that she was not ready to be dogmatic 1n either 

direction since aho felt that there could pos31bly be room 

ror, a cl:wa l i.l'ltex-pretat:ton. The only heresy s!:1.o saw aaa 1f' 

i.f someone would s peo:lfy 11how and where. this reign of tho 

risen saints sball take place •. 1163 

This question was never entirely settled and became a 

point of suspicion in the union attempts of the nineteen· 

t,:1en tie a. 

Open Questions 

Differi11g teachings on "open questions" continued to lay 

at the basis of the r.11aooU1'1-Iowan oontl'ovel."a-y. If complete 

asreement could not be reached on a doctrine discussed 

either in Script-ure or in the confessions, Iowa termed it 

an "open question" and tolerated the difference on the 

theory that not enough basis could be found ( t~ugh iuture 

and further exegetical stud7 mght reveal it) to unquestion­

ably support eitber view.64 

62Ib1d •• ~heses 13-14. 
63Ib1d •• thesis 15. 

64Ib1d•• PP• 290-291. 
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M1ssoUl'i1 on tbs other band., hold that to allow two 

different views to exist on any doctrine of Scripture was an 

indication of disloyalty to the Word of God; In her opinion, 

the Church was to decido which view 1t would hold when tbere 

waa disagreement. Not to do this she regarded as a 

schismatic aot.65 -/ The 1nany controversies which clustered around these 

doctr i nes res ulted in feelings of bitterness between tbe two 

groups. 66 .4'. t ".its twenty-fifth &lmiversary (1879) Iowa dre\7 

up sevoral t heses, number 10 of which shows definite traces 

of ani mosity towards tho Missourians, particularly because 

of t heir s trict :i.ntole1•ance. 67 'What f'eelinBB they possessed 

\'7Cn'"e certainly s t.iared by I,iiss our1 although time and the 

gr a ce of God had some,.,hat healed them bJ" the time of tbs 

negotiations of tho ninoteen twenties. Nevertheless, some 

of them no doubt still existed at· that time and played into 

the deliberations. It must be emphasized that the feelings 

9-5Ibid. 
66m1nor discussions were also held on the question o~ 

Sunday and usury but since they are of minor importance we 
will omit them here. Iowa also pla7ed a part 1n the 
predestinarian controverq. S~nce., however. it was Ohio 
who pla7ed the major part with Missouri on this dispute, 
predestination will be considered under the next chapter. 

67 
Fritz• 22.• .!!.!!•, PP• 168-169. 

I 
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were not personal but were reactions against the differing 

types of' f'eel1nga ~h1ch existed within the two groups.':!!_) 

The M1soour1 Synod and the Ohio Synod 

In the latter part of the eighteenth and early half of 

the nineteenth centuries when industrious Americana set 

tbe1~ eyes westward across the Allosheny Mountains 1n quest 

for land and opportunity, there was among the many thousands 

of' m:lgrs tors a goodly portion of Lutherans. Ohio was refer­

red to :1.n those days as part of the great northwest and into 

this area., especially from Pennsylvania, came many members 

of t he Pennsylvania fil1n1ster1um. As settlements bepn to 

sprint u p several far seeing pastors, serving 1n Pennsylvania, 

saw the need for their serv1o~s among th.eso newly settled 

brethren in the faith. Some of these men settled 1n Ohio 

nh:1.le others L'J&de missionary journeys among the Lutheran 

settlers. 

During most of the first two decades of the nineteenth 

can tuey, this new field was referred to as a branch of the 

Pennsylvania M1n1ster1um. Conferences among the ministering 

pastors were held yearly and 1n 1816 a petition waa sent 

to the mother synod asking fo~ permission to organize a 

separate ministe:rium •. 69 By 1818 final plans were completed 

68These fee11nga being, namel.J'. tbat Icma .,resented • 
Missouri's strict intolerance wh11e K1asoUl'i resented Iowa's 
libera 11am. 

69suehr1nG, .22• .!!!!•, P• 61. 
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and on September 14, ten clergymen, two candidates, and 

eight lay .delegates met at Somerset, Ohio and organized 

\'7hat was later called the Joint Synod ot Ohio. 'lO 

Thus the joint Synod ot Ohio was mothered and nurtured 

by the Pennsylvania Uinisterium. It was, then, not at all 

unna ttU"a l that she should inherit and for a time oarl'J' some 

of its cbsracteristics. One of these characteristics was 

a tendency touard a liberal unionism. If one would examine 

Ohio's first constitution, he would be surprised to find not 

a trace of a confe ssional statement. The reason for this 

nas t ilat youna Ohio had adopted verbatim the constitution 

of the Pennsylvania Ministeriwa.71 The succeeding years of 

its existance, however, show a trend toward a more confes­

sional and conservative theology especially through the 

inf luence of the small conservative Tennessee Synod and later, 

most particularly, of the Missouri Synod. Thus it came about 

that in 1831, when a constitution for their young seminary 

1n Colombus was drafted, it contained the following state­

ment: 

It is also the object of tb1a institution to teach 1n 
the courses 1n theology the doctrines of our Church 
as they are contained 1n the Augsburg Con:ression and 
1n tbe other Symbo1ical Books Qi our church, purel.J' 
and without &fl1' adulterat~ons.7 

'70 
!!?&a.·· P• 62. 

'11n, 14 •• P• '10. 

72Ibtd., P• '11. 
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This trend continued until, 1n 1836, Ohio demanded that 

all its pastore adhere strictly to the Lutheran coni'essiona~ 

Finally in 1882 it adopted almost vord for word the strict 

conservative confessional statement of the mssouri Synod 

in its new constitution of that year. 73 Another definite 

indication or this trend was its refusal to unite with the 
., ,, 

eomewhat libal'"&l General Council at its organization 1n 

1866.74 

Although various contacts between Missouri and Ohio 

ware made dUl'ing tile Eighteen-forties, its most important 

.first coL-itacts were made in a series of free conferences 

held between 1856 and 1859.75 The AU6sburg Confession na 

discussed at tllese moetings and invitations were extended 

to all ~ho subscribed W1cond1t1onally to this confession.76 

Oh.1.o f elt the influence of Missouri veey strongly at these 

meetings and it can be safely said tbat here were sown tl'le 

seeds ~or t~ Synodical Conference. 

During this period and all the way up until 1880 the 

relations between the two synods were indeed happy. The 

free conferences of the Fifties brought about a mutual 

73Ib1d., PP• 72-73. 
7

4Neve • .22• ~•• P• 350. 
75conferenoes were held at Columbus. Ohio (Oct. 1-7• 

1856)f P1ttsburgh1 Penn. (Oot. 29-Nov. 4~ 1857)• Cleveland• 
Ohio Aug. 5-11, ~858), and Fort WaJ'lle, md. (1859). nFNe 
Lutheran Conferences," Lutheran Cyolo}?ed1a• .22.• s!!i.•, P• 390. 

76Ibid. 
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zteoogn:ttio11 on the paztt of' both, 1n 1866• aa oztthodox 

Luthera11 Synods. 77 Ohio bas always maintained an ecumenical 

spirit which r eached out to other Lutheran groups who were 

one i n f'aith and confession with her. Therofore, it \l&B 

that she -:,rery willingly became a part of the Synodical con­

ference with Missouri and other participating synods, 1n 

1872. 
78 

So interested was Ohio 1n a genuine Lutl:leran union 

of' t ~e various orthodox bod'-es 1n America that Neve tells 

us, 110h.io stood ready to sacrifice its identity and its 

seminary to a genera1 genu1ne17 Lutheran S7nod.n79 

Although an orthodox Lutheran union of the various 

orthodox synods was in the minda or ma117, it was the Eastern 

Distri ct of tho Joint Synod of Ohio, convening 1n Youngstown, 

Ohio in 1870 wbioh gave the first incentive to the Synodical 

Conference. Unanimously this district aclmow~edge~ 141saour1 

as orthodox and resolved to ask its synod to appoint a com­

mittee to meet and discuss union with them.80 In October 

of' that same year Ohio accepted the reao1ution of its 

Eastern District and resolved to appoint a committee of 

five pastors to continue correspondence with the Missouri 

77 
Buehring, .,22.• s.ll•• P• 67. 

'1Bxb1d., P, 88, 
79New. Loo. cit. 
80A. w. 1.fe7er, "The Organization of the Synodical 

Conference," Ebenezer, 22.• cit., P• 32G. 
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Synod and to open oowespondenco with other orthodox synods 

(meaning the v·1soonsin, Illino:1s, Minnesota, and Morweg1an 

Synods). 81 The responae was favorable so that 1n 1871 the 

approached synods met tr.ice and adopted a draft for the 

proposed w1ion "declaring · that the organization o:r a new 

genera l body along strictly confessional lines, free from all 

un:1.orliatic and lax p1"acticea, vms necessary for the preser­

va tion and sp~ead of' Lutheran un1ty~S2 The organizational 

convention met July 10-16, 1872, in Milwaukee at which time 

a cons titution nas dra~m up and adopted.83 

Tb.e r el a tions between Ohio and J4issour1, as joint 

members of' the nev1l7 organized body, gi-ew in cordis 11 ty. In 

1877 Ohio 1natructed the board of' its college to confer the 

dogree of Doctor o:r Divinity on Walther, and 1n 1880 called 

a " i s souri ·man, Prof'. F. w. Stellhorn, to 1'111 a vacancy 1n 

the faculty of their seminaey.84 But what mlght be called 

t he ca lm before the storm was soon to end. Tb.e calm ended 

and the storm broke over a paper delivered by Dr. Walther to . ' 
the Western District o:r tbe Uisaour1 Synod on the doctrine 

81A. P. Voss, Editor 1n ob1e1'. Continuing In Hi.a r:ord. 
(Milwaukee, Wisc.: Northwestern_Publ!ab!ni fiouai';ci';"J.lfflrT. 
P• 74. 

82 · "Synodical Conf'erenoe of North America, Tb.e Ev. Lut~••" 
Lutheran Czolopedia • .2P.• cit., P• 1030e 

83ue7er, SJ!.• o1 t. • P• 327. 
84-.. . 

-nave, SJ!.• cit •• P• 351. 
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of' Prodeet1nat1on.85 Hore certain differences appeared 

which had not baon d1scovo110d be.fore, and Ohio immedietel.J' 

took up t he ~of'utat1on. Walther and r.H.ssour1 were accused 

o:f' cx-ypto-calv1nism. A heated controversy on predestination 

Qnd conve:;."s1on f'o.llowod which eventually resulted in the 

wi t hdra~sl of Ohio from the S-:,nodical Conference 1n 1as1.86 

Conf erences were held in Septembor 1880, January 1881, and 

!Jay 1881, but all were unsuccessful in healing the breech. 

The controversy centered ch1ef'ly around the following 

:f'OUl" points. 

l. Missouri affirmed tbat God, from eternity, out 

of purs mercy and for the aake of the pure merits of 

CJ.n,1s t, elected certain of bis children unto salvation 

and consequently to o~terything that pertains to it, 

nomoly, to faith, repentance, and oonversion.87 

In opposition, Ohio held the 1ntu1tu fidei which 

teaches that God does not elect unto .faith, repentance, 

and convoraion, but in view of them.88 

85J. T. hiueller, "The .Predest1narian Controversy," 
Ebenezer, .22.• cit., P9• 408-409• 

860. 9
/• Sbsataley, "Efforts at Lutheran Union, 11 

H1sto:r,; of the Joint BYmff of Ohio (Columbus: Lutheran Book 
Concern, o. -nf1§) • PP• .1§'4. 

87Mueller, .!!It• -2..!1•, PP• .409-410. 
88 

Ib~d., P• 411. 



2. Missouri held that God does not elect because 

of a general benevolent will for auch an election could. 

at best generate only a temporary faith. 

Ohio countered with the toaobing that Goel does 

elect because of His benerous benevolent will because 

of t ne faith which He foresees in man.89 

3. Missouri accused Ohio of a subtle synergistic 

view of conversion because the latter denied that God 

bas decided by an absolute decree who and how maq 

must be aaved. The r.aseouriana based this on the Ohio 

stand th.at God elects 1n view of faith• namely because 

he could .roresee some good 1n man. It was felt that 

Ohio was here allowing man to ~ooperate in his con­

version. 

Ohio denied this on the ground that it teaches from 

begirm ing to end that conversion is the work of the Holy 

Spirit• and that man can do nothing t~ promote it, 

t hougll be can hinder it. She opposed !.!issouri on this 

score because she felt that Missouri was inserting into 

this doctrine an irresistible grace and was thus 

bordering on Calvinism.90 

4. lassouri held that a man who ·llas been brought to 

faith oan be completely sure of .his salvation. 

89 · Neve• j!J?,• cit •• P• 364. 
90 . 

Ibid•• P• 366. 
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Ohio arsued that be could not be complotel7 aura. 

Between the years 1903 and 1906 four :lnteraynodical oon­

ferencos ~ere held w~tn- OMo- 1n the hope of reconciliation• 

but they all failed to accomplish reunion. 91 fTbe question 

of predestination and conversion thus could play nothing 

but a very large 9Srt 1n the union negotiations of tbe Mine­

tes n-twent1e s ~ 



CHAPTER III 

UliION ATTEl, PTS RESUli1ED -- 191'7 TO 1929 

The reader by now has noted that• generally speaking, 

the orthodox Lutheran Synods of America· bave never gone into 

union hastily. Even nhere union has been achieved 1t bas 

been the r esult of careful and thorough mutual examination 

of t he doctrines and practices of the Synods involved, For 

strongly confessional groups to unite satisfactorily, th1a 

is always necessary, 

Equally as important for an orthodox body to enter into 

w11on cautiously. :ls that she does attempt at all times to 

uni t e with t hose v,ho al'e one \'dth her in faith. Orthodoz 

Christianity, while remaining separate from error, ·m11st at 

the same time reach out to the erring 1n order tbat she 

might bring them to the truth. so, in each case. whether a 

body be one with her in faith or se.PQrate from her, she must 

witness to them in an outreach of love, plll'ging error with 

divine truth. 

Thus the four Lutheran e;roupa, which have been tbua far 

considered, did not end their attempts to unite 1n the nine­

teenth century. They continued on into the twentieth centlll'7 

and are continuing down to this present da7. 'Attar the,,e.. 

interqnodical conferences held between 1903 and 1906• 

formal attempts between Missouri, Buffalo, Iowa, and Ob1o 

were interrupted for about a decade. Private negotlationa 
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wore held betneen individual members of the synods but no 

official committees were appointed until 191'7. 

The trend to resume nesot1ations was stirred already in 

1916 nhen committees of the interested synods met 1n st. 

Poul, liinnesota. The product of their meeting was a document 

in thesis form which set forth the Scriptural doctrine of 

conversion and was signed by 555 Lutheran pastors of various 

synods. In January of' the next year a treatise "Die Labre 

vo1, de%" Bekehrung, 11 written by an Iowa pastor, Erm1ach, was 

read and Qdopted by this same central committee. A third 

meeting in L~y of 1917 heard and adopted a paper entitled 

"Bergri.ff' der Walll in der Lehl'e von der Gnadenwahl, n written 

by a Missouri Synod pastor named Seltz. ,Both works were 

p:t"inted and circulated among the interested synods for the 

purpose of study.1 

The above events stirred up a thirst for further· union 

ne5otiations. Thus the Missouri Synod, 1n delegate Synod at 
- "/I 7 Milvaukee in 1917 appointed Prof. G. Mezser, President G. 

ICle1nbans, a~d Pastor Hohenstein of Peoria as its offio1al 

intersynodical oommittee.e Wisconsin, Iowa, and Ohio 

appointed s1m111ar committees which were quick to arrange 

1"Preaent Status of Union Endeavors," Proceedings of 
the seminar for Pastora, Concordia Teachers College, June 6-
13• 1945 (Seward1 College Book Store, 1945), P• 161 
(mimeographed). 

2
Ib1d. 
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for meetings. By Juno 1920• et its convention 1n Detroit• 

Uiaaour11 s committee reported that it had• dUl'ing the three 

intervening years, held ail.: meetings with reprosentat1ves 

of \'Jisconsin, Iowa, and Ohio and that among the joint group 

e desire for true unity was evident. Zt .turtber reported 

that a series of ten theses on conversion bad boen draWD up. 

\·1ere considered by the committee to be acceptable• and 

recom.~ended that tl'l.ey be given wide and earnest study. J:lhey 

also reported t ha t they bad discussed the doctrine of the 

election of grace but bad arrived at no definite conclusions/ ~ 

ilis souri ws encourased 1n its efforts nhen its inter­

aynod1cal committee reported that not only the members of tbe 

Synodica l Conference, but also the momber11 of the other co. 

mittees bad one goal before their eyes. Thia goal was not 

only to come to an external union by setting aside certain 

pertinent doctrines, but also with God's gracious assistance 

to come to a genuine union in the spirit and in the truth on -the ~-rounds of Scripture and the Confessions. !_!t thus strong-

ly recommended that further negotiations be bald and likewise 

asked the ·convention to bring this matter before the throne 

of Grace 1n prayer.4] 

3"Intersynodale Angelegenhe1tenL" S;;ypodal Bericht S!£ 
Evan5elisch Lutheriachen Sfnode von m1ssolll'1. ffiott:4H 
andern Staaten• 1920 (st. ou!a1--Concordla Pu: a ouae, 
l.920), P• 239. 

4 
Ibid•• PP• 239-240. 


