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INTRODUCTION

fio ono atudies The historiocc of tho liiassourl, Iowa,
Chio, and INuffz2lo Synods he is struck by the frequency with
which they attempted to unite with ono anothor, ©Even slnce
1050 when Ohlo, Ious, and Buffalo mergod into the American
elhoran Church, efforta have bosn put forth by both Hlasouri
and the 4e Le Ce Uo Docomo onee In overy case, however,
lasting union hos never boen achliovod., Xach time union was
attompted, it ended in fallurce

This thoois discusses the union atiempis which ook

pilace durlng the Nincteon-twenties, It was during this doce

ade that tho four synods :':!ent'.ianed above all tried to unite
with ono another, for tho firat time,

In view of the fact that three of these synods (Ohio,
Iowa, and Buf ralo) did ovontually unite into the American

Imtheran Churcl, one i3 immediately urged to ask himself the

e

moeation, "Why A4id not lilesourl also onter into the iAs Le Ce
morzer® It is, thorofore, tho goal of this chesis to answor
this quontione o do this it is necossary to reach into theo
hiatery of lissourita connections with the other three
aranods during the latter half of tho ninoteconth conturye
linny roagona for withdrawal from the 19350 A. L., Ce. morger
can be found in this poriods To show the trend of dovolop=
monts as thoy took place during tho Twenties, Convention

roports from 1020, 1923, 1926, and 1280 have been studied
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thoroughly and tho resulis recorded. Ilierein are expressed
the accomplisihments, feoelings, and findings of the lMissouri
Synod Union Committeecs and the reasons why they reeommen@ad
not uniting at the 1929 convention of the Missouri Synod in
River Foresat; Illinoia.

This vhesis is written from lMissouri Synod's point of
viow. It attempts to answer why she did not unite with
Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo and nothing more. It reatates the
reasons wiich lMissouri hergelf gave and the union attempts
which she put forth. It noither atiempts to give the viewe
points of the other participating synods nor a defense of

Higaouri's nositione
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HAPTER II

HISSOURI'S EARIVY REIATIONS WITH THE
OifZ0, IOWA, AND BUFFALO SYNODS
The union atiemnis of the lilncteon-twontiez cannot be
fully understood without certain background information of
the econnections of these four groupa. During the history
of Ghoir developuents frogquent doctrinal difforences arose
which ncither of them could simply ignoro in thelr attempis

to find a doetrinal basis for union in the liinetoconeiwentics.

L LR

thily & e ) = i . aut
<ala chapter ghall strive ©o point up the carly conncctions

fLenan ihy e loy

@

L the four synods involved, the doctrinal Lsoues which

separatod thom, and the resulta of their matual activitiose
The lNisgouri Synod mnd the Buifalo Synod

The Duffale Synod was organized on June 25, 1845 in

Hilwaulktee, Visconsln by Neve Je & A« Crabauw, its earllest
rocopnised leador, threo other clergymen, and oighteen lay-
nzcm..1 its membership was composed predominately of Prussiams
who left thelr bomeland for the presorwvation of pure Luthoran
doctrine which they were forced to sacxifice because of the
Prussian Union of 1817, Prussian Cermany vas at the timo of

tho “russion Union chiofly composed of Lutheran and Hofomzed,

bl

Pe ils Duehring, The Spirlit of tho Amoxican Lutheran
Clumohe  (Goluwibugs = The LathoDan HOOE Concorn, Ce »
e °




4

"Eing Fredericlk William III (1797-1840) conceilved the idea
of an external union of the two churches, in which both
Imtheran and Reformed should be privileged to retain their
reapactive confesslons but carry on no controversies over the
points in which they diffored."® Such unionism especially a
forced unionism, could not be tolerated by staunch Lutheran
con8clencea. After numerous attempts to convince the govern-
ment of the fallacy of this move, approximately 1000 souls
under the leadership of Reve. Crabau, embarked for the new
world arriving in New York City in October of 1839,° The
majorlsy of these immlgrants settled in upper New York State
around Albany and Buffalo.4 During the following years
aeveral more dissenting Lutheran groupsa amiérated from
Prusgia under the leadership of Pastors Kindermann, Krause,
and FEhrenstroem, A large percentage of this group; plus a
fow from the first emigration, pushed their way further in-
land and settled in the state of Wiaconsin.s

Of the VWisconsin settlers there were some who settled
in districts somewhat isolated from .others of their group.
Because of the acute shortage of pastors, some portions of

the Prussian flock were left unserved. Most effected was a

2Ibid., ppe 15-16.
S1pid., p« 20.
5Tpid.

R T RN R RN RS,
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group of about Lorty familles who journied to Wisconsin
under the leadership of one Captain von Rohr, settling in
the neighborhood of Milwaukne.s For nearly a year thoy
lived without pastoral care., By means of letters they de=-
geribed their plight to Grabau in Buffalo, When several
attempts falled to secure an answer, they took matters into
thelr own hands and clected a teacher, Joachim Luck, %o cone
duct their services and administer the sacraments until sgch
time as a pastor could be set:.u:ﬂati’c.'7 Upon hearing of this,
Grabau became vory alarmed since this proceedure was a
viclation of what he considered to be the true ministerial
office and the rights of tho congregation. To inform his
congrepationa of the correct teaching and proceedure in this
matter he sent out a cirecular letter (Hirtenbrief) to his
congrogations. This was the first public statement in which
the theories, beliefs, and practlces of Grabau were openly
gset forth and presecnted.

About thilis time a group of Saxons emigrants, who had
settled in Missouri, became the object of Grabau's interest.
0f the several ILutheran groups which had settled in America,
this is the one to which Grabau felt the closest., Therefore

6
ij-d.’ Pe 24,

7
Ibide
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he submitted one of hias lotters to thom hoping to secure

L% is Intereating that tho Sazxions should receive
Grabauls lotier dealing with the doctrines of the Church and

the Hinistry only a short time before the Altenburg debate

which found its foecal point in the same two doci;rinaﬂ.g
The almoat complete disillusionment which the liisaourl
Jaxzong guifered at thoe hands of hierarchial Pastor Stephan
cauzed Pasvor C. Fe V. Walther and other pastors to formi-
late orecilgoly a doctrine of the Chmxrch on tho basia of
Seripture and the Confossiona, and embodied it in the Altenw-
burg Thesess It was these thesez which formed the substance

of liigocouri's answor to Grabau's Hirtenbrief.

Thuaao Misgouri and Buffalo had thoir first formal cone
tacty one which gowod the soceds for a hilabory of parted ways.
In a truo ccumenical apirit reconciliatlon was attempted in
1866 at the Buffalo Colloguy whore representatives of both
geouns et for digcusoion. Since the positions of both are
off imnortance for undorastanding the union attempts of tThe
twonties, a short synopala of the controverted points are A<

includods The doctrines under discusaion at the Buffalo

Cirthur Both, "The Missouri Synod and the Buffalo
Synod, " Ebonezer, Edited by We He Te Daus (Ste Louiss
Concordia FuTS’Iinin‘g Tiouso, C«1922), p« 124,

%For future roference "Altenburg Debate,”™ Iutheran

gxclouedia, Edited by Evwin L. Lueker. (St. Louist
onco Fublishing Youse, Cel1954), pe 21,
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Colloquy were the doctrines of the Church, the MHinistry, and
the Office of the Keya,

The Doctrine of the Church

Grabau's doctrine of the Church strongly emphasized its
viaiblilitye. In hls fifth pastoral letter he statea, "that
by it (the one holy Church of God) are not meant secattered
believers and saints, but those who gather about the Word
and Sacramonts” and "that these church gatherings are such
as have the Word and Sacraments in purity in the ministry, ™10
He oven wont so far as to say that outside the Imtheran
chuirch thore is no salvation, This thesis he explained in
his second pastoral letter in the following way: "When
we oay that outside the ITmtheran Church robody can be gaved,
we moan to say that a man must be a living member of this
orthodox communion, and that he 1s in duty bound to flee all
meetings of heretics and schiasmatica." ! ¥o make his thesis
vot stronger he denied that Christians could be found where
the WOﬂgh and Sacramentass though obscured, are noi altogether

denled, but romain in essonce e+

1050th, ope gibes De 128

1l1p14,

125. L. Neve, "Doctrinal Controversies of IMissouri,"

A Brief Histo of the Imtheran Church in America, Revised
¥aTtten. (BirTinetor Tasi The dermen Iltarary Board,
c, 1916 3 De 281,
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I asouri, on the other hand, maintained on the basis of
Iuke 20,21 that the Church 1s invisible in every sense of the
worde, It held firmly to the words of Luther, namely, that
"Christondon is scattered bodily but united spiritually,™d .
It would have it understood that according to the confes-
8ions there are yot children of God outside the Lutheran
Church and that because of them, even commnions holding
false doctrines, but not denying God's Word outrightly, may
still be called churches.t? Salvation, it stated, is not
depondent upon any visible communion, but upon the sacrifi-
cial merits of Jesus Christ appropriated to the sinner by
£alth, 1o

The Doctrine of the Ifinlsterial Office

In Grabau's estimation the chief criterion for a wvalid
call is that a congregation be assisted by the ministerium
in gelecting a pastor and that it is not the congregation
alone that calls but in a sense the entire (:!::.1.11':3!:.:"6 Minis-

ters who are not called in this manner have neither right

1350th, ops olt., Dp. 127-128,
1413q,
151p1a,

lsIbid. s De 1l31.
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nor power to officlate, and the Lord'!s Supper, given by
them, is merely bread and wineel’ Ho denled that the call
alone makes a minister but stated that it is the call plus
the rite of o*diration.le

In his doctrine of the Ministry, Grabau found room for
almost unlimfited ministerial aquthority. To emphasize this
poaition he get forth the belief that the ministry forma a
separate and distinet class, that the layman must obey his
ninister; and that the congregation does not have the right
to judge the doctrine of its pastor.ls'

Walther; representing ilssouri, held views which were
1n strict oppositilon to the: absvae | He'hald! thab the OZfics
of the ministry 1s conveyed by God through the congregatiop

alone and that it is the call which makes a man a minister,

ordination being merely an eccleslastical rite which publicly

witnesses to the accentance of a calle In his interpretation

every Christian is a priest of God who has the right of the
office of the keys; to baptize, to bless and consecrate the
holy bread and wine, to retain and remit sins, to offer
sacrifice, to pray for others, and to judge doctrine. But
since all Christians cannot exercise simltaneously these
offices; God commanded that the many spiritual priests

17teve, op. gite, pe 282,

181h14,

9
= Both, ODe cit., pe 1351,
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choose one among them as pastor, who, as a representative of
the whole congregation, performs the ministerial rites.zo A
call is valld which 1s extended by a congregation, not the
entire church, though it may seek tho advice of another minis-
tor. He strongly abhored the teaching that the ministry is
a separate and holy rank and stated that a congregation mst

obey its pagtor only in so far as he speaks the Word of

The Office of the Keys

After studying Grabau's teaching on the office of the
liinistry his doctrine regarding the office of the keys can
take only ono course. This course i1s, that the power to
renit and retain sins 1s vested alone in the ministry. The
congregation has the right to exhort a sinner, but the minige
ter alone can forgive or retaln his ains, Excommnication, he
taught, 1s a mark of the true visible chnrch.22

On the -other hand, in line with his teaching on the
office of the lilnistry, Walther maintained that the office

of the keys is glven to the whole Church, each group of

200, . W, Walther, "The Voice of Our Church on the
Question Concerning the Church and the Ministry," WNalther
and the Church, edited by VWm. Dallmann, W. H, T. Dau, and
Th. Engelder (St. Louis: Concordila Publishing House,

c. 1938) Pe 76, 3

211bid., pe 79-85.
22“6‘73, Loce cite




11
Chrigtiang, to all spiritual priests, and the minister
oxerciges them In their namo.25 Thus each Christian haa the
right and power to remlt and retain the sins of another;
though the minister often does it as his representative,
Excommunicatlon is not a mark of the true visible Church but
only a duty of it,

Because of the wide divergency of beliefs on these
doctrines, and because of the stern apologetics of both
varties, bitterness of feeling grew between the two groups,
The ultra-dogmatism of Grabau and his associates only tended
to emphaslze this feelinge. When Buffalo applied its the=-
orlies of the Church and the linisterial Office to practice,
it pronounced excommunication upon individuals, factions,
and entire congregations which did not agree with their
teachin;_-;.z4 liigsourl did not hesitate to supply these con=-
gregations with ministers, and the bitterness grew yet more.
The final break came in 1859 when Buffalo pronounced ex-
commnication upon the entire Missouri Synod (over 200
eongrogationa.)zs
The result of the Buffalo Colloquy was that Buffalo was

divided into three factions. One faction of twélve ministers

joined the lMisgsourl Synod while the other two parted ways

2380th, one clt., p. 131,
24Buehring, Op. cit., D. 29,

25"Buffalo Synod," Iutheran Cyclopedia, p. 148,
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under the leadership of Grabau and von Rohr raspectivalw.ze
This apllit took place in the same year as the Buffalo
Colloquy.
After 1866 a milder spirit gradually developed in the
Buffalo Synode P. H. Duehring in his book, The Spirilt of

the American Iuthoran Church, quotes Dr's E. Denef; historian

of the synod as saying,

Tho rigorous practice of banning and excommunicatlon,
of which so much was heard before, now diaappears
almost ontirely from the synodical recordse: « s e
Vhereas formerly the theory was maintained that the
Ministerium had the power to make regulations for
congregations, we now soon read that congregations are
requested to make their owm rules, for example, with
referance %o collections: and in the syncdical con-
atitution adopted later, the sentence apvpeared, 'The
congregations administer all their exteirnal and
internal affairs independenily! -~ a statement which
is also found in the congregational constitutions,
At this time we have the impression that perhaps
nowhere the rights of the congregations are guarded
8o anxioudly gnd congcientiougly as in the Buiifalo
E’-y'nod. s o -" '’

The lissouri Synod, Loehe; and the Iowa Synod

One can hardly discuss either the Iowa or the lissourl
Synoda without mentloning the name of Wilhelm Loehe of
Newendettolsau, for he 1s intimately connected with the be=
ginnings of both., Through his intereat ln American

zsIbido

szuehz':!.ng, OD. cltey PDe S1=32,

s =)
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Intheranism both money and personnal were sent over in
generous amcuntse H1s earliest connectlons with American
Imtheranism were with the lMichligan and Ohio Synods. This
relationship was, however, of short duration, since he found
both aynods unsound in doctrine.28

As early as 1844 Loehe asought to get in touch ﬁith the
Saxons 1n St. Louls, Vorking through his men and by way of
correspondence, and upon recelving issues of the Lutheraner,
he concluded that the Saxons of liisgourli were of sound
doctrine and that he could thus work with them in harmnny.ag

One of Loehe's primary interests was the education of
the clergy and teachers of the Church, Only in this way did
he feel that the Church could do an effective joﬁ of meeting
the world. Upon the suggestlon of Dr. Sihler, whom Loehe
regarded highly, a theological school was established at
Fort Wayne which was, in 1847, at the organization of the
llissourl Synod in Chicago, turned over to Misaouri.so This
was a very gonerous gift considering the land and bulldings
involved.

When the Missouri Synod was organized (1847) certain of
Loshe's men became a part of it. It 1s true that when Loehe

283onn_H, C. Fritz, "lissouri and Iowa," Ebenezer,
on G_i_'g, De 162,

291b1d.

Ompia,

o
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saw the draft of the first synodical constitution he did not
agree with it In all respects: but neverthelesa hs permitted
his men %o continue within the new Synod. In 1851 Walther
and Wyneken paid him a visit and discussed theilr differences.
Loche admitted that he could voice no djectlons but that he
was not altogethor satisfied with their Seriptural baasils.
ile had a tendency to lean toward Grabau, although he was not
nearly as extreme In his views. On the other hand, he
dreaded the lMissourilan theory of congregatiocnal independence

as "amerilkanische Poebelberrachaft” (American mob=rule) .+

The issue upon which Loehe and the few men who organized
the Iowa Synod finally departed from the lissourl Synod, was
that of the Church and the Ministry.°® The occasion for the
8plit came in a private dispute between G. li. Grossmann and
kis pastor at Saginaw, Michigan, Crossmann had come to
Saginaw under Loehe with several studentas o organize a

teacher's nominary.ss

He joined the lisgouri Synod congre-
gation there which was ministered to by Pastor Cloeoter,
Grossmann, of course, hold Loehe's views while Cloeter held

Migsouri's. Decause Grossmann held different views, Clooter

Slruenring, op. cits, De 37e

52“11323 ODe eites Do 164,
33

Groasmann worked under Loehe and strongly advocated
his viewse
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had him excommunicated from his congregation. Grossmann

vas deeply effected by this move because he did not feel
that his differences warrented such gserlous action.35 To
arbltrate in the matter the synocdical president; Pastor
Wyneken, was called in and a setileoment was made, Grossmann
being reastored into the Saginaw congragation.ss
Nevertheless, President VWWyneken together with a pastoral
conference held in Saginaw, insisted that the founding of the
teacher's seminary was a schismatic act, that Loehe and-

Crossmann must either give it up entirely, or turn it over

to the Hissouri Synod, or relocate in another part of the

coz:u'xi;::';s)'.5‘7 In a private conversation with Grossmann, Vyneken
sugreated that Iowa might be a favorable place. Grossmann,
Diedendorf, and a layman named Cotitlieb Amman siezed on the
idea and departed in a company of twenty people in September
of 1853,

The Iowa Synod was organized on August 24, 1854, by

54Buehr1ng, ODe. Oitu, De 138,

35G-ro=amann was an early organiser of the Iowa Synod.
His views on the Church and the ministry were held throughout
the history of his aynod.

363uahring, loc. cit,

3 bia,

5BIbid., PDe S8=39,
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four men in St. Sebald, Iowa-sg

Belng but young men with
limited experience they did not draw up an involved con=
stitution for their body, but contented themselves with a
brief confessional statement which read thuss

The Synod accepts all the Symbolical Books of the

Evangelical Lutheran Church,; because it believes that

all their symbolical decisiona of disputable questions

which had arisen before or during tho time of the

Heformation were made in accordance with the Vord of

God. DBut because within the Lutheran Church there

are different tendencies, Synod declares itself in

favor of the tendency which, by means of the confessions

and on the basis of the VWord of God, strives toward a

groator completencns.40

lMlgsaouri was immediately struck with the unspecific cone
tont of this confesasion. It pointed out that by it a conside
erable portion of our Luthoran Confessions were excluded and
that espocially the second part of the statement offored a
wide open door to every kind of heresy. This accusation
forced Iowa to formulate her views on the Church and the
Ministry. A series of theses was drawn up and published in
the synodical church paper, the Elrchenblati, which at once
drew fire from Migsouri, About the same time Iowa beiriended
two former members of the Missouri Synod who had been suse
pended for holding rather chiliastic views. This caused

Misasouri to charge Iowa with eschatological errors in

D@Jmf)é.f ‘acer

39he four were Grossmann, Diederdorf, Fritschel, and
Schueller. The last two were sent over by Loehe in July of
1854,

4oBu.ehring, ope clte, DPe 41-42,
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addition to its other faults.2l

In its convention of that same year (1858) Iowa dis-
cussed two papers dealing with the proper attitude toward
the confessions, the doctrines of the Church and the
Ministry, and of tho Last Things. With regard to the
proper attitude toward the Confessions, Iowa stated that
the Confessions are historical documents and can only be
interpreted in the light of their times, Hence their doc-
trinal statementa can only be considered binding in so far
as they apply to issues in tholr own time or to gimilar
issues today.42 This historical interpretation than also
contains the corollary that the doctrinal development of
the church ia not complete and must be enlarged upon on the
nerits of each new situation on the basis of Scripture,

In the framework of the above, Iowa concluded on
eschatology that since the confessions are not specific on
this matter, it 1s nrobable that conflicting views wlll
prevall and should be tolerated, provided that they are
not contrary to the Word of God, untlil such time as the
Church may set forth a confessional declaration.43

It must be noted that Missourl and Iowa differed

severely on this point. Ililssouri was a strict confessional

41p14,, p. 42,
42
Ibid. s PPe AR=dS,

4“3Ib1d-, De 43,

e e R e e
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synod because she believed that the lax and divergent
theology of American Lutheranism was due to 1ts de-emphasis
on the Confessions. To her the Confessions were as perti-
nent to her tlme as they were to tﬁa sﬁxteenth century and
should not be departed from one :I.o!:a.44 Had Jowa and
Higsourli come to agree on this issue, they would possibly
have agreed on all the others as woll, for this basic dis-
agrecment lay at the foundation of all their differences,
Vhille lissourl said that for Church unity there must be come
plete agroement on all doctrinal issues unless they were
neither dealt with in Seripture nor the Confessions, Iowa
said in its Toledo conventlon (1867), "There never has been
an abgolute doctrinal unity in the Church and it ought not
to be made a condition of church-fellowship.™%® CAlE

At the same conventlion, in view of the exlsting dif-
forences between herself and Missouri, 1t was resolved that
a colloguy be held with Missourl for the purpose of discus-
sing doctrinal differences. This colloquy was held
November 13-18, 1867, at llilwaukee, Wiaoonain.46 At this
meoting the attitude of both synods to the Confessions and

to "open questions® and some points on eschatology were

44Neve, Ope cit., De 286G,

48ppits, op. olt., pe 166

41pad., p. 167.
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discugsed. Time did not permit discussion of the Church
and the ministerial office; on which the two synods had
originally saparated.év The results of this colloguim are
atated very well by Buehring. He says

¢« o o Whlle a compnlete agreement was not arrived at,
unquestionably it resulted in the clarification of
several imporitant issuos. Iowa agreed that the
ocbllgation of the confessionsa extenda over all
articles of faith, no matter in what form they
appear in the Symbolical Books, It also agreod

to drop the terms "open questions", while both
aldes agreed that thore are certain "theological

or oxegetical problema"; i, e., matters which

are not clearly set forth in the Holy Scriptures

or are not touched upon at all, and that such
"sroblema" are not to be considered divisive in

the charchs On several other points a reproache
ment was achleved, mainly because the Iowans showed
a readiness to modify some of their more extreme
eschatological statements of former years, and
explained others in a manner that seemed tolerable
to lilssouri.48

It goes without saying that the two young synods
moved closer together in thelr Milwaukee discussions. Ilow-
ever, there were still many other things which kept them
apart. The reader will take note of Buehring's commuent on
"open queastions.” This was the issue which sgparated
Miggourli and Iowa more than anything else. It echoes back
to what was saild previously about the Iowan interpretation
of the Confessions, | What could not be fully stated and

47":1:0193 and Other States, Ev. Luth. Synod of,"
Lutheran Cyclopedia, op. cit., pP. 520,

4®huehring, op. cit., Pe 4.

a—
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what was regarded by them in the Confessions as speaking
only to the historical situation of the sizteenth century,
was labeled an "open question.”™ This appeared as craas
liberalism to lilgsourli. The lillwaukee Colloguy succeeded in
sof'tening the tone of this desagreement but never solved it
coznplei:ely;;:

In 1875 the Northern Iowa Conference of the Towa Synod
requeosted its Synod, in session at Davenport Iowa, to state
its position over against liissourl, especially for the sake
of those pastors who had recently joined their ranks and
hence were not acquainted with the course of the controversy.
Ap a result twenty theses were adopted which sought to
speciyy to what point the two synods had progressed in thelr
differences up till that year (1873).%° The document was
called the Davenport Theses and treated the following
doctrines: Church and the Hinistry, Confessions, Antichrist,
Chiliasm, and "Open Questions.™

In order that the differences of the two synods might
be clearly seen, each major doctrine will be discussed, and
on the basils of the Davenport Theses, the differences will
be pointed up.

49"'Davonport Theses," Iutheran Cyclonedia, op. cit.,
Pe 283«
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Doctrine of the Church and the Hinistry

The AQiffercnces on the doctrine of the Church are
almost negligible. For a time Iowa and Loshe emphasized
more of the visibility of the Church than Missouri, Thesls
two stated:

e o ¢ we maintain that the Cimwrch isy,; indeod, chieflly

the communion of the Holy Chost and of falth in the

heart, but 1t iz also the commnion of the Vord and

the bacraments, and thgg in this sense it is at once

visible and invisiblo.Y

Hgoouri found this tolerable aince it too taught the
visible communion of the VWord and Sacrament but continued to
emnhasize that for salvaticn commmnion with the invisible
Cimrch was alone necegsary.

It was on the doctrine of the linistry that there was
a wide margin of difference., Jowa sets forth its position
in thesils four whon it says:

On tho doctrine of the ministry, we cannot concede that,

according to the confession of our Church, the ministry

originates through the transference of the rights of
the apirituil priesthood possessed by the individual

Cbristiane®
It was emphatically stated that the office was conferred by
Christ upon the Churchk as such by the call of the congre=

: . 52
gation and the ordination,.

soﬂeve, "Davenport Theses," Thesis 2, o2. cit.,, p. 440.

®lipig., thesis 4.

521b1d., thoals S.

The ordination was, according
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to Seripture, the liturgical form of the transference of
the call,

lilasouri stated to the contrary that the office of the
ninigtry hag been conferred upon tho Church in the spiritual
pricsthood of all believers and is transferred upon an
individual by the individual members of the congregation,
Tho Church (the ministerium and the congregation) does not
hold the authority of the ministry but the individual members
of the priesthood banded together in a congregation. God
works Ghrough the congrogstion (laymen and pastor ag part of
ne body, being brothers in the faith) in choosing men for

! &0 ra ] - 54
thio offico of the ministry.

Attitude toward the Confessions

The differencea on attitudes toward the confessions
has been discussed previously. However, by this time (1873)
the atititudes of both hadé been somewhat modified. It is

ignificant to note that in thesis gix, where Iowa points

©

out her differences with Missouri, she spealks in the past
tense. Evidently she is recounting the disagreoment as it
existed bofore the Iilwaukce Colloguy. AL the time of the
writing of the Davenport Theses har view had come to a point
of compromise with Xissouri, To illuastrate thils, thesis

551bide, Pe 294
MIbido
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8lx is hore reproduced,

A% the colloquitm in KMilwaulkes, llssourl abandoned the
assortion that each and every doctrine which occurs
In any manner in the symbola 1s on that very account
binding: and we on our part abandoned the attempts,
by meacna of a distinetion betwoen confessional state=-
ments and olaborative or demonatrative statements, to
define the boundary between what 1s binding and wﬂat
ia not binding in the symbola. An agreement was
reached, in accordance wlth which both sides designated
all the articles of raigg contained 1n theo symbols aa
confessionally binding,

The Antichrist

By her own admission Iowa accepted everything which the

Symbolical books had to say on the doctrine of the Antichrist,
she openly asserted, with the confessions, that the anti-
chrlistian character of the pope; and she ackrowledzed that j
all tho characteriastics of tho Antichrist agree with the i
Popes kingdom and members. She, however, felt that the 1
exegetical asido of this problem atill had room for developw ?
ment and thersfore questioned whether the nrediction of the E
Antichrist, as foretold in Daniel 11, refers to a specific Q
individual. |
Kisgouri did not disagreo with Iowa on this point bub
rather accused ner of not going far enough. She held that
in tho predictions of Danlel 11 a specific person, namely
the exlsting Pope and succeeding Popes, are referred toe. by

her standard the Antichrist of the last times existed in the

50 1p1d., thesls 7. p. 441.
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living person of the Pope, alone and exclusively,

The peraonalized slemont in Mlssourits doctrine Towm
could not accepis In thesis number eight she says,

liizsouri malntained that the Antichrist, in the real

Tut with this anshciion we. cLpnohmiAseiESR R Sl

.

fT&nt this quoation, however, should be divisive to
church fellowshlp was somothing completely forelgn to the
thinking of Iowa, The Iowans considered it an "open quese

tion®” while Missouri did not.57/3

Chlllasm

Missouri accused Iowa of chiliasm when she befriended
oo of 1%s ministers who held such views. This accusation
vas not at all far fetchod since Diedendorf, the historian
of the Iowans, admits in kils history, that in 1858; many {
members of the Synod held chiliastic views though this was
by no means the official doctrine of the synod.sg_]Another
argurent in support of the Saxon accusation was that Loehe

had expressed himself several times as holding views in

og id-.. thesis 8,
57,

Hisaouri eventually abandoned its stand when in 1876

one of its pastors took Towa's position. A debate in the

Veatern District resolved to regard the "personalized”
interpretation of the Antichrist as an open guestion., Thma, ‘
in ecsonce, Missourl also came to regard this phase of the

doctrine of antichrist as an open question. JIbid., pPe 297=

208,

saBuahring, ODe git., De 43.
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agroemnent with the "Bibllical Chillaats." In consequence of
hio many of the men who bad been sont from Cermany to tho
lowa Synod concurrod wlth him in this belief.s?j

Through llssourl's eéforts and the efforts of some of
the Towans, these views were all but abandoned. Iowa here
gelf atates, in thoasls eleven, hor agrecement with llisscuri,

As repards the so-called Chiliasm, we agrec with our

opoonenta in rejecting every doctrine of a thousand

veara! reign which would at any time rob the spiritugl
ingdom of our Lord of its charactera as a spiritual
kinﬁa?@ of grace and tQQ croas, qnd convgsb it into

an outward, earthly and worldly kingdom,

Duty, while Iowa did not disagrec with lissourl on this
lssue, she did say that the bellef in Christ's thousand
vyeers reign, as 1t is prophecied in the twentieth chapter of
the Rovelation of B8t John, is still a mtter of fulfillment
in the fature, and is regarded as an opinion which the cihmrch
may tolorato.GI This Iilssouri could not accept, Discuasions
botwecn the two, however, did tend to modify Missouwri's view
and to make her more tolerant of this opinion as not being
a roint for exclusion from church fellowship,

Tho chief dAivisive issue at stake then was the resur-
rection spoken of in Revelation twenty. Walther and Hissouri

maintained that a double resurrection could not be found

sgﬁeva, Logce cite
601p1d,, thesls 1l. De 442

61Ibid., theasls 12,
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in ths passage and that any interpretation other than a
complete singls resurrectlon was a donigl of the cne general
resurrection, &2

Towa did not go as far as lilssouri on this point bub
atated that she was not ready to be dogmatlc in elther
direction since cho fel%t that there could possibly be room
for a dual interpretation, Tha only horesy sho saw was if
if someonso would specify "how ard whers this reign of the
risen saints shall take place. 'S

Thia question was never entirely settled and became a
point of suspicion in the union attempts of the nineteen

twentica,
Open Questions

Differing teachings on "open guestions™ continued to lay
at the basis of the lissouri-Iowan conitroversy. If complete
agroement could not be weached on a doctrine discussed
oither in Scripture or in the confessions, Iowa termed it
an "open gquestion" and tolerated the difference on the
theory that not enough basis could be found (though future
and further exegetical study might reveal it) to unquestion=-

ably support either view.64

621n1d,, theses 13-14,
831pid,, thesis 15.

641p34,, pp. 290-291,
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lMissouri, on the other hand, held 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 decide which view 1t would hold when there
wasa disagreement. Not to do this she regarded as a
schismatic act.®®

[The many controversies which olustered around these
doctrines resulted in feelings of bitterness between the two
grouns.©® At its twenty-fifth anniversary (1879) Iowa drew
up several theses, number 10 of which shows definite traces
of animosity towards tho Hissourians, particularly because
of their strict intolarance.e7 inat feelings they possessed
viere cortainly shared by Missourl although time and the
grace of God had somewhat healed them by the time of the
negotiations of the nineteen twenties., Nevertheless, some
of them no doubt still existed at that time and played into
the deliberations. It must be emphesized that the feelings

851,14,

66Minor discussions were also held on the question of
Sunday and usury but since they are of minor importance ve
will omit them here. Iowa also played a part in the
predestinarian controversy. Since, however, it was Ohio
who played the mnjor part with Missourl on this dispute,
predestination will be consldered under the next chapter.

67
Frltz, op. clt., pps 168-169.
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werec not personal but were reactions agalnst the differing

typea of feelings which existed within the two groupa.?i//
The lissourl Synod and the Ohlo Synod

In the latter part of the eighteenth and early half of
the nineteonth centuries when industrious Americans set
thelr eyes westward across the Allegheny liountains in quest
for land and opportunity, there was among the many thousands
of migrators a goodly portion of Lutherans. Ohio was refer-
red to in those days as part of the great northwest and into
this area, especiaily from Pennsylvania, came many members

of the Pennaylvanla blinisterium. As settlements began to

spring up several far seeing pastors, serving in Pennsylvania,

saw the need for thelr services among these newly settled
brethren in the faith. Some of these men settled in Ohio
while others made missiornary journeys among the Lutheran
gsettlers, ; |

During most of the first two decades of the ninetesnth
century, this new field was referred to as a branch of the
Pennsylvania HMinisterium. Conferences among the ministering
pastors were held yearly and in 1816 a petition was sen$

to the mother synod asking for permission to organize a
separate ministerium;eg By 1818 final plans were completed

68Thaae feelings being, namely, that Iowa: resented
Missouri's strict intolerance while Hissourl resented Iowa's

liberalism.

69Buehr:lng;, ope. cits, Pe 6l.
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and on September 14, ten clergymen, two candidates, and
elght lay delegates met at Somerset, Ohlo and organized
what was later called the Joint Synod of Ohio.vo

Thus the joint Synod of Ohio was mothered and nurtured
by the Pennsylvania HMinisterium. It was, then, not at all
unnatural that she should inherit and for a time carry some
of its characteristics. One of these characteristics was
a tendency toward a liberal unionism. If one would examine
Ohio?s first constitution, he would be surnrised to £ind not
a trace of a confessional statement. The reason for this
was that young Ohio had adopted verbatim the conatitution
of the Pennsylvania Minlsterium. 't The succeeding years of
1ta existonce, however, show a trend toward a more confes-
sional and conservative theology especially through the
influence of the small conservative Tennessee Synod and later,
most particularly, of the lilssourl Synod. Thus it came about
that in 1831, when a constitutlion for their young seminary
in Colombus was drafted, it contained the following state=-
ments

It is also the object of this institution to teach in

tho courses in theology the doctrines of our Church

as they are contained in the Augsburg Confession and

in the other Symbolical Books $f our church, purely
and without any adulterations.’<

voIbidn’ Pe 62,

"Lrbid., pe 0.

VR T

72_:_9_’;9_-.. .p. T1.
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This trend continued until, in 1836, Ohio demanded that
all its pastora adhere strictly to the Lutheran confessionsa.
Pinglly in 1882 it adopted almost word for word the atrict
consorvativo confessional statement of the lilssouri Synod
in its now constitution of that year.’® Another definite
indication of this trend was its refusal to unite with the
acmewhatllihoraileeneral Council at its organization in
1866, ¢

Although various contacts betwecn Missouri and Ohioc

were made during the Elghteen-forties, its most important

- Tirst contacts were made in a series of free conferences

k.

held between 1858 and 1859.75 The Augsburg Confession was
discussed at these meetings and invitations were extended
to all who subscribed unconditionally to this confession.76
Ohio felt the influence of Ilissourl very strongly at these
meetinga and it can be safely sald that here were sown the
ggeds for the Synodical Conference.

During thils periocd and all the way up until 1880 the
relations between the two synods were indeed happye. The

free conferences of the Fifties brought about a muatual

"S1bid., pp. 72-73.

rN'L!Iama, ope cit., De S50,

"Sconferences were held at Columbus, Ohio (Oct. 1-7,
1856), Pittsburgh, Penn. (Oct. 29-Nov. 4, 1857), Cleveland,
Ohio lAug. 5-11, 1858), and Fort VWayne, Ind. (1859). "Free

Lutheran Conferences," Lutheran Cyclopedia, op. git., pe. 390,

761h14,
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recognition on the part of both, in 1866, as orihodox
Lutheran Synodse'! Ohlo has always maintained an ecumenical
spirit which reached out to other Lutheran groups who were
one in faith and confession with her. Therefore, it was
that she wery willingly became a part of the Synodlcal cone
ference with Missouri and other particlpating synods, 1n
1872.78 So interestcd was Ohlo in a genuine Lutheran union
of the various orthodoz bodies In America that Weve tells
us, "Ohlo stood ready to sacrifice its identity and its
seminary to a general genuinely Lutheran Synod.“79

Although an orthodox Lutheran union of the various
orthiodox synods was in the minds of many, it was the Eastern
District of the Joint Synod of Ohio, convening in Youngstown,
Ohio in 1870 which gave the first incentive to the Synodical
Conierence., Unanimously this district aclknowledged Mlissouri
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 resolution of 1lts
Eastern District and resolved to appoint a committee of

five pastors to continue correspondence with the iMissourl

T Buohring, ops clt., Do 67e

"1pid., p. 68.

vgﬁeva, Loce cit.

80y, w, Meyer, "The Organization of the Synodical
Conference, " Ebenezer, op. git., P 326,
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Synod and to open correspondence with other orthodox synods
(meaning the Wisconsin, Illinois, Minnesota, and Horweglan

Synods).81

The response was favorable so that in 1871 the
approached synods met twice and adopted a draft for the
proposed union "declaring that the organization of a new
general body along strictly confessional lines, free from all
unlonlstic and lax practicea, was neceasary for the presers
vation and spread of Lutheran unityJBz The organizational
convention met July 10-16;, 1872; in Kilvaukee at which time
a constlitution was dravwvn up and adopted.a3
The relations betwecn Ohlo and Missouri, as joint
menberyg orf the newly organized body, grew in cordiality. In
1877 Ohio instructed the board of its college to confer the
degrec of Doctor of Divinity on Walther, and in 1880 called
a lissouri man, Prof. F. W. Stellhorn, to fill a vacancy in
the faculty of their seminary.>? But what might be called
the calm before the storm was soon to end. The calm ended
and the storm broke over a paper delivered by Dr. Walther to

the Western District of the liissourl Synod on the doctrine

81, P. Voss, Editor in chief. Continuing In His Word.

(liilwaukee, Wisc.: Northwestern Publishing fouse. C«1951),
Pe 74,

82

Imtheran Cyclopedias, op. cit., pe. 1030,
BaMeyer, Ope clte, Pe 327

84Nava, Ope cite; Do 551,

“Synodical Conference of North America, The Ev. Luth.,"
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of Prodestination.S° Here cortain differences appeared
which had not been discovered before, and Ohio immediately
took up the refutation., Walther and Missouri were accused
of crypltow=calvinism. A heated controversy on predeatination
and conversion followed which eventually resulted in the

wilthdrawal of Ohloc from the Synodical Conference in 1881.86

Conferences wore held in September 1880, January 1881, and
Iay 1881, but all werc unsuccessful in healing the breech.

The controversy centered chiefly around the following
four points,

l. MNMissouri affirmed that Cod, from eternity, out
of purso mercy and for the gsalke of the pure merits of
Chrlst, electod certain of hls children unto salvation
and conseguently to everything that pertaina to it,

namely, to rfaith, repentence, and conversion.87
In opposition, Ohio held the intuitu fidel which
teaches that God does not elect unto faith, repentence,

and converalon, but in view of thom.ae

85J. T, lmeller, "The Predestinarian Controversy,"
Ebenezer, op. clt., pp. 408=409,

88¢. v. Sheatsley, "meforta at Lutheran Unton,®
History of the Joint Synod of Ohio (Columbus: Lutheran Soo
Concern, c. 19155, PPe =184,

S7imeller, op. clte, Dpe 409-410,

8 1b1d,; pe 411,
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2, liigsouri held that God doea not elect because
of a general benevolent wlll for such an election could
at bast genorate only a temporary faith.

Ohio countered with the teaching that God does
@lect because of His benerous benevolent will because
of the faith which He foresees in mane5°

Je lissourl accused Ohio of a subtle synergistic
view of conversion becauso the latter denied that God
has declided by an absolute decree who and how many
must be saved. The lissourians based this on the Ohio
atand that God elects in view of faith, namely bacause
he could foresce some good in man, It was felt that
Ohic was hore allowing man to cooperate in his con=-
version.

Ohio denied this on the ground that it tesches from
beginning to end that conversion is the work of the Holy
Spirit, and that man can do nothing to promote 1it,
though he can hinder 1t. ©She opposed Hissourl on this
score because she felt that lMissourli was inserting into
this doctrine an irresistible grace and was thus
bordering on Calvinismogo

4, lissourl held that a man who has been brought to
faith can be completely sure of his salvation,

sgmeve; Ope cibe, Pe 354,

01pid., p. 355,
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Ohio argued that he could not be complotely sure.
Betwoen the yoars 1903 and 1906 four intersynodical cone
ferences were held with-Ohlo-in the hope of reconcillation,
but they all failed to accomplish reunion.gl ’E;B guestion
of predestination and convefsion thus could play nothing
but a very large nart in the union negotiations of the Nine-

tecn-twentios. \

imeller, op. clt., pp. 410-411,




CHAPTER III
UNION ATTENPTE RESUIED - 1917 TO 1929

The reader by now has noted that, generally speaking,
the orthodox Lutheran Synods of America have never gone into
unlon hastily., ZEven where union has been achieved it has
been the result of careful and thorough mutual examination
of the doetrines and practices of the Synods involved, For
strongly confescsional groups to unite satisfactorily, this
13 always necessary.

Equally as important for an orthodox body to enter into
union cautlously, is that she does attempt at all times to
unite with those who are one with her in faith., Orthodox
Christianity, while remaining separate from error, must at
the same time reach out to the erring in order that she
nlght bring them to the truth. So, in each case, whether a
body be one with her in faith or separate from her, she must
witness to them in an outreach of love, purging error with
divine truth,

Thus the four Lutheran groups, which have been thus far
considered, did not end their attempts to unite in the nine-
teenth century. They continued on into the twentieth century
and are continulng down to this present day. rifter the:=
intersynodical conferences held between 1903 and 1906,
formal attempts between Hissouri, Buffalo, Iowa, and Ohio

were interrupted for about a decade. Private negotlations
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were held betwoon individual members of the synods but no
offlclal committeos were appointed until 1917,

The trend to resume negotiations was stirred already in
1216 when committees of the interested synods met in St,.
Paul, iinnesota. The product of their meeting was a document
in thesis form which set forth the Scriptural doctrine of
converalon and was signed by 5656 Lutheran pastors of various
synods. In January of the next year a treatise "Die Lehre
von der Bekehrung," written by an Iowa pastor, Ermisch, was
read and adopted by this same central committee. A third
meeting in liay of 1917 heard and adopted a paper entitlad'
"Borgriff der Wahl in der Lehre von der Gnadenwahl,” written
by a lilssouri Synod pastor named Seltz. 'Both works were
printed and circulated among the interested synods for the
purnosae of atudy.l

The above events stirred up a thirst for further union
negotiations, Thus the lissouri Synod, in delegate Synod at

~7 Milwaukee in 1917 appointed Prof. G. liezger, Prosident G.

Kleinhansa, and Pastor Hohenstein of Peoria as its official
intersynodical commlttee.? Wisconsin, Iowa, and Ohio

appointed simlliar committees which were quick to arrange

Lnpresent Status of Union Endeavors,” Proceedings of
the seminar for Pastors, Concordia Teachers College, June G-
13, 1945 (Seward: Collsge Book Store, 1945), p. 16,
(mimeographed) .

2Ib!.d.
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for meetings., By Juno 1920, at its convontion in Detroit,
lilgasouri's committee reported that it had, during the three
intervening years, held six meetings with reprosentatives
of VWilsconsin, Iowa, and Ohio and that among the joint group
a desire for true unity was evident. It further reported
that a series of ten thosos on conversion had been drawn up,
were considered by tho committee to he acceptable, and
recommended that they be given wide and earnest atudy.  They
also reported that they had discussed the doctrine of the
election of grace but had arrived at no definite conclusionsi® "

Missouri was oncouraged in its efforts when its inter=
gynodical committee reported that not only the members of the
Synodical Conference, but also the members of the other come
mittees had one goal before their eyes. This goal was not
only to come to an external union by setting aside certain
portinent doctrinea, but also with God's gracious assistance
to come to a genuine union in the apirit and in the truth on
the grounds of Scripture and the Confessions. !?t thus strong-
1y recommended that further negotiations be held and likewise
asked the convention to bring this matter before the throne

of Grace in prayer.4;!

Snntersynodale Angelegenheiten,” Synodal Bericht der

Evangelisch Lutherischen Synode von iigsouri o
andern Staaten, 1920 (Ste %ouia: Concordia PuSIIEﬂing House,
1520,' p. 5 @

“Ibid., pp. 239-240.
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At the same Synodical convention, Committee number
twenty-two, the Committee on Intersynodical affairs, was
charged with the duty of examining the product of the Inter-
gynodical confeorencea. In its report the committee offered
i%ts praiscs to God for bestowing His blessings upon the
doctrinal deliveratlons. It unanimously endorsed the ten
theses on conversion and recommended that further nego-
tiations be held, It alao requested that the same three men
be permitted to carry on the work of the Intersynodical
Comnittee., ' Synod adopted these reéommendations and requested

that all members present carry this high and important matter

-

prayerfully in their hearta.s,;
At the next lilssouri convention in Fort Wayne (June
1923) the Intersynodical committee could report that joint
meetings had been held annually with the result that theses
and antitheses had bheen drawn up on converslon and election
and that discussion had begun on the older doctrinal contro-
versies which had for so long separated especlally the
Hissouri, Iowa, and Buffalo Synods. It also reported that
Buffalo had requested to join the interaynodical negotlations
and permission was granted., It petlitioned synod to circu-
late the documents for examination and to appoint a speclal
examining committee to test and examlne all theses and

SIbid., pp. 240-241.
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antitheses drawn up by the negotiating committee.®

Although certain protost had been lodged against the
thesea on conversion and election from various corners of
synod, the convention Committee on Intersynodical Affairs
did not thoroughly examine the theses but merely seconded
the recommendation of the Intersynodical Committee to ap=
point 8 permanent examining committee to examine all docu-
menis and honor all proteasts that shall be lodged till the
end of 1925 and come to Synod with recommendations. To
serve on this committee it proposed Th. Engelder, R.
Neitzel, and P. B. Schulz, {Again it suggested that Synod
continue its union negotiations and gave thanks %o God for
Ais guidance.? |

The recommendaticns were adopted.

In 1225 when the Intersynodical Committse reported to
Synod in convention at Holy Cross Lutheran Church 1; St.
Loulis, one new name appsared on the roster. Prof, llezger,
whoe had a prominent part in drawing up the theses on con-
version and election had been detained in Europe. Sinecs he
was unable to serve on the committee Profs W. Arndt was
apnointed to serve in his place. Prof. Graebner also joined

the committee in 1926 in the place of Pastor Hohenstaeln,

6nIntersynodale Angelegenheiten,” Synodalbericht der 32

regelmassigen der Evengelisch Synode von lilssouri Oh:loE , und

andarn Staaten, 1923 (St, Louls: Concordia
3 9 PDa EEE 228. :

TIbia., p. 229.
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The committee roport stated that although certain
edditions had been made to the theses and antitheses on
conversion and slection their chicf taak, however, "con-
gisted in discussion and coming to an agreement on those
doctrines which had been under controversy since 1880, "8
In this connection theses were drawn up on the following
points: The Scriptures, Attitude to the Lutheran Confes-
siong, Church fellowship, The Antichrist, Chiliasm, Sunday,
Open Questions. The completed theses on these doctrines
was called the Chicago Theses of 1925, It further stated,
"o be sure, tho doctrine of the Scriptures had not been
under controversy among the participating synods. The conme
mittes, novertheless, considered it necessary to declare its
unity in this important doctrine,"®

It was also stated that the members of the several
commlttocs were in agroecment. The question'now remained,
can the participating synods adopt the Theses as a basis for
union? At that particular date the committee did not feel
that its synod could because of a differing attitude on

church-fellowship. fin its report it stated the followingt

8"Chica.go Theses,”" Lutheran Cyclopedia (St. Louis?
Concordia Publishing ﬁouae, Ce1954), De o

9"Report of the Intarsyhodicalicomm%t:gg,; Proceedings
of the Thirty-Third Regular Convention o ivangelica
Inthoran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and other States %92;
51 Concordla Publishing House, 1026), Ds 136.
(translation) :
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In the prosent inatance; however, we fear that further

obstacles must be romoved,; since, for ezample, touch-

ing the articles of church-fellowship a different con=

a1l avents 6 different praciice da ForlowadsiOn ik e

L=

Becauase of thias situation it recommended that further nego-
tiatlions be held with Buffalo, Iowa, and Ohio before a formal
adoption of the Chicago Thesas be made.1t

The report of the Examining Committee which followed
contained numerous changes and additiona which were to be
inserted into the intersynodical theses. This was done in
response to complaints which had been voiced against the
theses, and in order that the sentences and phrases in ques-
tion might receive clearer expression. The substance of the
chlef recommondations of the committee were:

l. llore emphasis should be placed on conversion asﬁ\‘
being solely the work of divine grace which man can
only resist and by nasture does resist. Such resistance
can only be overcome by the work of the Holy Spirit.l2

2. lore omphasls should be placed on non=conversion
as being solely and exclusively the fault of men. The
committee recommended the following formulation: "they
are not converted because they resist God-=who éarnastlw

desires to perform and finish the work of conversions

101344,
1l115., p. 137
12“Report of Examining Committee," Loc. clt.
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i in all men--and persist in their resistance to Him,"3
3¢ In the "intuitu fidel finalis" statement the

committee re-omphasized and strengthened the Scribtural
teaching that man is not elected in view of falth or
because God foresaw in him @ non-resistance and good
conduct, but that he through the merits of Christ, is
elected unto faith and non-resistance,l4

4, liore strength is put into the statement on the
questlon, Cur alll prae aliis? If the questlon is put
to indicate a particular grace for the elect, then it
met be rejected. But if it is put to point up the un-
solvable umystery as to why some are elected and others
are not, than it is in place.l®
In view of the foregoing, Committee 17, in charge of

Intersynodical matters, came to the floor with the following
recomnendations:

l. That Synod should express its joy over the inter-
synodical conferences and the progress which has been
made in the name of true Lutheran doctrine.

2. That Synod not accept the intersynodical theses
in their present form because the changes recommended

by the Examining Committee are well founded.

151p1d., p. 138.
| « 1p1s., pp. 138-130, ;
151h1d,, p. 130.
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9s That all members of synod, conferences, and
dlatricts, who havo not yet had the opportunity, study
the thescs thoroughly.

4, That Bynod retain the present Intersynodical
conmittee and continue discussions with Ohlo, Iowa, and
Buffalo for the purpose of effecting a more exact formu-
lation of the points in question,.

5 That aynod retain the present Examining Committee.

6, That "all Christians of our Synod diligentlye s« .
beseech the Lord of the Church that a God-pleasing,
perfect union in the truth and in love be achleved to
the glory of His name and the welfare of His Church,l®
The recommendations were adopted.

What up till 1920 may have seemed an eventual union of

Mlssouri with Iowa, Ohio, and Buffalo now takes a turn in

the other direction. Throughout the synodical reports éf the
1926 convention there seems to be a feeling of scepticisnm
over againat the outcome of the negotiations. There nowhere
appears a fatalistic attitude, but, nevertheless, one of
unsureness. This can be seen in the report of the Interw
synodical Committee which stated that there were dlfferences
in what conatltuted true chnrchpfellowship,lv and in the

16vRoport of Committee 17 on Intersynodical lMatters,"”
Ibid., p. 140.

1pnsg is, of course, the same issue which caused so
mach trouble with Iowa in the lillwaukee Colloquy in 1867
(See Chapter II.) E
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suggesated changes of the Chicago Theses made by tho Exame
ining Committec which were, in a sense, a judgement of the
inadequacy of the Theses,la end finally alao in the report
of Committee 17 which rocorunended that the theses not be
accopited at that time,

The next three years of deliberations merely watered
this feeling of scopticism toward the outcome of the union
endeavors. As more pastora and conferences found it
possible to study the Theses, memoriala of protest were
lodged againat them.lg The Hortheastern Pastoral Conference
of the Iowa district submitted in 1929 a formal protest to
tho convention againat the Theses and requested that they be
labeled unacceptablos®® The olimate of foeling seemed to be
predominantly against the theses so that they were finally
rejected at the 1929 convention assembled in River Forest,

Illincis,

IGSince most of these were on converaion and election
it indicates that HMissourl and Ohio stood somewhat where they
did ip 1881,

19npns138h Version of the Report of Committee 19,"
Proceedings of the Thirt Fourth.ReEg%gr Convention of the
EV. Lubi, Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States (Ste
Touis: Concordia Publishing House, 1920), DPe 112-113.

20u n

Protest gegen die Intersynodalen Theses Reports
T i 7y

and ifemorials for the Hineteenth lDelegate Synod, 19
Touis: oncordia rublishing House, s De 134,
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Vhatever views might have been held by some were
certainly not shared by the Intersynodical Commlittes. On
the floor of the 1929 convention they recommended adoption
of the Chicago Theses«>* The committee reports stated that
the recommendations of suggested changes in the theses,
banded to them by the Examining Committee in 1926 were dis-
cussecd and mostly accepted., Those which were not accepted
did not receive thils treatment bocause of any doctrinal
differences but on account of external points, since these
suggested changes, to the majority of the delegates, scemed
to be either liable to be misunderstood or superfluous.
Important changes, however, were made in the theses concern-
ing conversion and chiliasm, strengthening them both in
their Scrintural position.22

lioving on to the report of the Examining Committee one
is strucl with the completoly negative tone of their
presentation. In stern difference with the Intersynodical
Committee it recommonded that the theses not be accepted as
a possible basis of unity with Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo
because "it finds them in all chapters and in the majority

2lpotween 1926 and 1929 The Engelder moved from the

 Examining Committee to the Intersynodical Committee in the

place of Dr. Graebner while F. denger took his place on
the Examining Committeo.

229p1d., p. 130
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of the paragraphs fault:ﬂf."as Ono oven finds a trace of

ltterness in the statement, "By far the most of the sug-

geation advanced by your commliitteo of examination bLhree

years ago, have remained unconsiderecd, although they touched

oxtremely essentigl po:i.nts."24 It criticized the theses on

the basis that
that it is not
layman, a must
Criticism with
forth in order

the sum of the

it is more unclear than 41t was belfore and
phrased simply enough to be understood by a
in a confossional thesis of thia t:rpe.zs
ragard to doctrinal content are here set
that the reader might gain some insight into

Fzamining Committee's reporte.

1. The doctrines of the "general will of grace"

and the "election of grace" are not purely divided.

2. The explicit atatemont that God, in Christ has

elected certain persons to faith, sonship, endurance,

and eternity is nowhere to be found.

Se The difference between natural and willfull

reaistance has not been satlsfactorily extinguished.

4, The declaration about the question, Cur alii

prae aliia? is suspected as dangerous and misleading

gince it could be inferred from the presentation that

23npepicht des Komltees zur Prufung der Intersynodalen

Thosen" Ibid.,

De 151,

241p14., p. 152,

261b14,
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The myatery of electlon can be solved by reason, while
this 1s, In rcality, impossible,

5. The old differences on the Anilchwrist, chlliasm,
Chwarch, the ministry, and Sunday are not removed but
are merely disregarded, Rather thoy should be set
dovn as well defined docirines of Scripture and the
Confcsaiona.zs

in view of theseo shortccomings the committee feit that
1t was hopelecs to improve the theses so that they would
become faultless from the viewpoint of orthodoxy, It thers-
fore rocommonded that the intersynodical confersnces be

[#]
concluded.“7

One could draw numcrous hesty conclusions on the dif-
fering rescommendations of She Intersynodical Commitiee and
the Examining Commlittee but to do this would be unfalr to
boths. There is every reason to believe that each committee
based 1ts opinion on good evidence and that the recommenda-
tions which they made were built upon firm and honest Christ-
centered convictions. IHowever, in defense of them both
there is submitted one simple observation. It sesms clear
that the two committees based their judgements on two dif=-
ferent sets of standards. The Intersynodical Committee

261h1d., ppe 132-133.

z'rIbid.' pl 155.
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bad for over ten years sat in conference with committees
of the othor threec participating synods. Through these
deliberations ita members had come to know the theological
thoughts and emphases of the various members of the other
committees., With them they had worked out the theses and
on this basis lknew exactly how each group interpreted them.
With this experience, in all probability, they had good
reason for judging them theologically sound. The Examining
Committee on the other hand; had never sat with the other
gynoda., The judgements of the members of this committee
were bascd on the printed pnage and their conclusions were
drawn strictly from the finished document. They were thus
in no position to interpret the theses in the light of what
they knew the convictions of the various men-envolved.
This method of judgement is the only one that anyone, except
the Intersynodical Committee, could use, and therefore must
be the one employed. If the theses could not stand this
test, then they were inadequate. To anyone not on the
Intersynodical Committee, the printed theses could be the
only criterion for judgement. Therefore if it was too un=-

clear to be appraised orthodox by this means, it could not

‘stand as a document for union,

Although the two commltteess did not agree on the
acceptance of the Chicago Theses, they did agree that union
could not be effected at that time. These were the recom-
mendations of both committees for similiar reasons. The

P a——



30
Interaynodical Committee made this recommendation because
the synods of Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo had, while negotiating
with Mlssourl, also been working for union with certain non-
confeasional Lutherans (the Norwegian ILutheran Church) and
had on the basis of the Hinneapolis Theses,; entered into
fraternal relations with tnem.za'ﬁ'iw’his meant that while Ohio,
Iowa, and Buffalo had sald onae thigg in the Chicago Theses,
they had said something else by uniting openly with a ‘
liveralistic group, thus cauaing lMissouri to suspect them
of dishonesty.

Yot a third reason comes to light for lilssouri's withe
drawal from the attempted union, Farther on in the synodical
reporis there appear the recommendations of the conventions
Committee on Intersynodical Affairs, In their recommenda-
tions this committee stated that, the negotiating committees,
in drawing up the Chicago Theaes, did not start from the 3
"status controversiae."®® This meant that in drawing up the
theses, the committees disregarded the doctrinal differences
as they existed in the latter part of the nineteenth century.
The Examining Committee also referred to this but it was
stated much more emphatically by the Committee on Inter-
synodlcal affairs.

28
Locs cite, DPe 135le
2955, oite
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In view of the foregolng reports’ of the Intersynocdical
Committee and the Examlning committea,‘éha Committes on
Intersynodilcal affairs came to ths floor of the convention
with the following recommendationss
l. That the present theses not be accepted in its
present forie
2« That before further negotiationa be held, the
latest historical developments; namely, the move on
the part of Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo toward the
Tierwegilan ILmtheran Church, be taken up and adjusted
according to the Word of God.
5. That a new committee be formed to draw up docu-
nents in negotiations with the other three synods,
shis time starting from the "status controversiae,”

whichy, not having been done in the present negotiations,
seemed %o be one of the causes of their failure.o0
The recommeondations were adopted. :
Thus the union endeavors between tho lissourl, Ohio,
Iowa, and Buffalc synods conducted during the liineteen
twenties, ended in failurees In some respects it can be
gaid that the four aynods were drawn closer together
through their mutual effortas, but not nearly close enough

to establish a union. This, however, was not to be their
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last attempts The early thirties saw them opening new nego-
tlations which have continued down to this present day.




CHAPTER IV
RESTATELENT OF NISSOURI'S REASONS FOR WITHDRAVWAL

The nreceding chapter followed the union attempts of
the Ninetoen-twenties showing what efforts were put forth
by the four aynods involved and the ultimate outcome of the
attompts as far as they pertained to Missouri. This synodis
reasona for wilthdrawing from the attempted union have already
been cited but since it is the goal of this thesis to point
out exactly why Missouri did not uniie with Ohio, Towa, and
Buifalo, it is felt that these reasocns should be set forth

clearly and preciscly.

The first recason which can be clted for Missourits
failure to unite with the throe interested synods is that,
the Chicago thesis of 1925, which was the document drawn up
by the joint intersynodical committees as a basls for union,
were inadequate. This was strongly pointed out by the
BExamining Committee in 1929 and was endorsed by the cone

~-vention of Synod when it accepted the recommendations of its
Committee on Intersynodical Affairs, Even if there would
have been a large enough majorlty at the convention to
accept the Chicago Theses it would have been unwise to do
B0, since a part of the aynod waa sirongly opposed to it.

The request of the Northeastern Pasioral Conference G Iowa
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to Synod to roject the theses and the feeling of the examin-
ing committee is ample testimony of thls facte Had 1t been
accepted it would have created internal difficulties within
Synod itself which may have ended 1n misfortune,

Secondly, the union attempta failed because the Ohio,
Iowa, and Buffalo Synods, had during the course of the
nogotiations, established fraternal relations with The
Korwegian Lutheran Church. This series of events built it-
self up around a document called the linneapolis Theses of
1925.1 It was on the basls of these theses that the American
Lutheran Church and also the American ILutheran Conference
was formed in 1930, This document was quite brief and
genoral in tone. This is attested by the fact that The
forwegian Lutheran Church, a somewhat liberalistic and non-
confessional group, was able to accept it. On the strength
of this acceptance, they were recelved into fraternal rela-
tlons with Buffalo, Iowa, and Ohlo in 1928 and later entered
the American Lutheran Conference in 1950.2

This chain of events caused liissourl to lock upon her
co-deliberators with suspicion. Could they (Ohio, Iowa, and
Buffalo) agree to the Chicago theses which were comparatively

thorough and precise, and at the same time endorse the

1“Minnoapolis Theses, " ILutheran Cyclopedia (St. Louiss
Concordia Publishing House, c.1952), De .

21h1d,
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Hinneapolis Theses which, because of its brevity, invited
unioniam? ﬁ?gre they being truthful when they told liissouri
one thing and then seemed to say something altogether dif-
feront to the Horweglans? Wexre they one with Miassouri in
thelr estimation of what constitutes true church-fellow.
ship when they fraternized with groups who were not in com=-
nlete agreement with them? Had they really dlscarded the
cld Ohio teaching on M"intuitu" fidoi" (God elects--unto
faith) when they tolerated the lNorwegian Lutheran Church
which maintained 1t7°

In NMarch 1927, in its official theological jJournal,

the Theological Honthly, Hissourl expressed her rejection

of the linneapolis Theses whon ghe criticized them as being
%0 incomplete and indefinite. In what the theses actually
sald they were commendabla. They were, however found un-
satisfactory because of what they failed to say, especially
n such questions as the lodge, church fellowship, and
eloction. The fact that nothing at all was sald about
Chiliasm, the Church, and the office of the ministry, con-
Firmed Missouri's diaapproval.4

This was probably one of liissouril!s strongest reasons

Sr. T. iueller, "Meologloal Observez," Theolozical

Honthly, VII (March, 1927), 117.

4114,
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for not uniting with the three other participating synods.
Had Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo not entered into fellowship
with the loosely confeasional Norweglan Lutheran Church, and
had not adopted the !linneapolis Theses, lissouri would per-
haps have merely recommended further revision of the Chicago
Theses rather than rejecting them., The weight which this
reason held can be sean from the fact that both the Inter-
synodical Committeo and the Examining Committee exnressed
this as one reason why The Missouri Synod could not enter
union at that time.s

The final roason for the fallure of lissouri's union
attempts of the Twenties was, that the Intersynodical Com-
mlttees, in drawing up the Chicago Theses, did not start
from the "gtatus controversise." lMissouri's Examining Come
mittee stated this as one of the reasons for rejecting the
Chicago Thases.G The conseguence of this approach was that
there was hardly any mutual understanding between the
neogitating committees. Had the doctrinal differences of
the four synods been dealt with and theses drawn up from
there, the result would have been much different., As it

was, the joint committee drew up theses which were only an

5"?erioht des Komitees zur Pruf:;g g:r intezg?gogaleg
Thesen,"” Reports and iiemorials for the Nineteen elegate
Synod, 1929, (St. Loulst Concordia Publishing Hou: Houss. 16297,
PDe 131=133.

61p1d., p. 133.
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expression of mutual doctrine but did not speak against
the errors which existed at the time~of the last previous
negotiations, Consequently, one could not fully determine
whether those errors still exzisted or not,.

In summary, then, the chief reasons why the attempts on
the part of lissouri, Ohio, Iowa, and Buffaloc to unite
during the nincteen twonties ended in failure are the
followings

1. The Chicago Theses, the union document, wasa
congidered by Missourl to be inadegquate for union,

2. 0Ohio; Towa, and Buffalo established relations
with the Norwegian Lutheran Church and were thus
suspected of insincerity by lissouri.

Se The Intersynodical Committee, in formulating
the Chicago Theses, did not start from the "status
controversiae,” but completely disregarded the
historical differences of the four negotiating

8yNOoGS,




CHAPTER V
SUILARY

It has been the goal ofi thie foregoing thesis to state
the reasons why lissouri found it impossible to unite with
Ohio, fowa, and Buffalo in the union attempis of the nine-
toen twenties. Since one of their reasons was that the
nogotiating committees did not start from Llhc "status con-
troversiac" but drew up their union theses without first
considering the doctrinal diffiocultlies between the four
synods in the previous years of their history, chapter two
points up the historical connections of liissouri and the
Ohlo, Iowa, and Buffalo Synods and the doctrinal differences
which stood between them. In doing this it wont back
primarily to the seccond half of the nineteenth century and
recounted the differences there. This was necessary since
the diffeorences between these groups in the Nineteen-
twentics have their roots in the dlsputes of that period.

In the case of Buffalo there was wide dilfferences on
the doctrines of the Church, the linistry, and the Office
of the Xeys. Reconclliation was attempted in the Buffalo
Colloquy of 1866 but without success. The dlsagreements
were brought to light in Crabau's Hirtenbrief which he sent
to the liisgouri Saxzons for their criticism alroady in the early
eighteen forties.
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The connections with the Iowa Synod were more involved
and centered around a greater number of doctrines, Dif-
ficulties arose with liissouri on the proper attitude toward
the Confessions, the doctrines of the Church and the minils-
try, the antichrist, chiliasm, Sunday, and open guecstions.
It was pointed out that it was on the Iowan conception of
open questions that the greatest difference actually arose,.
Had agreement boen reached on this question, other disa-
greements may have vanlshed as well. The Iilwaukee Colloquy
was held in 1867 in hope of reaching an agreement but none
was reachod,.

The Davenport Theses, dravn up by Iowa for showing her
newly admitted pastors just where Iliissouri and Iowa stood in
their doctrinal difficulties were used to show the doctrinal

differences of the two synodse.

iligsgouri onjoyed 1ts most cordial relations with the
Joint Synod of Ohio. They mutually recognized one another
as being orthodox in 1866 as a result of the series of
free conferences held between 1856 and 18569, It was also
Ohio who gave the first incentivae to the Synodical Con-
ference in which organic union liissouri also participated.

This happy relationship wvas broken in 1881 when Ohlo
withdrew from the Synodical Conference. Her reason for
this action was on account of a differing doctrine on con-

version and election., Ohio, at that time, held to the
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toaching that God elects in view of faith while liissourl
taught that God elects unto faith. Discussions on this
doctrine were held between 1903 and 1906 but they failed
to accomplish agreement.

With this background material as a basls, the history
of the union attempts of the nineteen twentles were dis-
cuased in chapter three., In this chapter 1t was shown how
the new negotiations started, who took part in them, and
the progressive results of the efforts, especially as they
portained to Missouri. Throughout it was shown just how
ligsouri reacted to these attemnts and the efforts she put
forth to offect a lasting union. Though it looked for a
time like succoss was in the offing, Ilissouri rejected the
interaynodical theses (Chicago Theses) in 1929 and did not
enter into the A. L. C. merger of 1930, Since it was the
goal of this thesis to answer.the question, why did
liissouri not enter into the A. L. Ce. morger of 19307?
chanter four pointod up these reasons very precisely on
the basis of the reasons which lilssouri herself gave in
1920, The reasons which she gave were: 1. The Chicago

Theses, the union document, were inadequate. 2. During

the negotiations, Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo established

fraternal relatlons with the unionistic Forweglan ILutheran
Church. 3, The Intersynodical Committee, in formmlating
the Chicago Theses, did not start from the "status

controversiae."
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Since 1930 new deliberations have been effected and
new theses have beon formulated. As the negotiations con=-
tinue, even in this present day, we pray God that e will
bless them abundantly and establish between these groups

a firm and lasting union.
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