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OHAFTER I
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this etudy has been to report om the stats of the
so-called "contemporary" (or "modern," or "funoti.oml“)l arohitecture
in American Lutheran circles. Specisl emphasis has been placed om
deseribing how Lutbsrans heve accepted modern design and the forms
which it has token in the churches they have bullt.

A definition of modern architecture which is well suited to the
purposss of this paper is that given by Albert F. Heino at e symposium
on Traditicnal and Contemporary Architecture: "Gontemporary architec-
ture is the expression of our 1life and times in the forms of existing
materials and technology, adapted to thes purposes of thes building. ne

Ths writer srrived et his interest in this field first of all by

1Theao terms (especially ths first two} have been used more or
less interchangeebly throughout the thesis. Uriters im the fleld
have apparently not yet achieved unanimity in the matter of a name
for ths new architecture, and it would be folly for the present writer
140 presums to make e definitive choice. Modern has not here been usad
in the limited sense referred to by Leopold Arnaud, dean of the achool
of architecture at Columbla University. He stated (in "Arghitecture
Todsy: 4 Symposium,” Liturgicsl Arts, November, 1950, p. 24) that the
word contemporary is preferred by many, because modern has come to de-
note a specific styllatic expression in architecture largely based on
the "International Bchool" of the 1920's. It was felt by the presenmt
writer that the word would not have this connotation for most readers
of this study. CUoncerning the third term employed above to designate
ths new arohitecturs, one of the pastors who offered material for this
thesis declared, "I hate ths use of the word functional® (El; ses infra,
ps & fn. 8, for explemation of this symbol), end used gontemporsry in-
stead, although he gave no reasons for this reaction.

2gdvard 9. Frey, "Thoughts on the Qhurch and Contemporary Archi-
teoture,” The Lutheran Brothsrhood Bond, PFebruary, 1955, p. 9.
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Way of occasional literary brushes with the contrast between the super-
fioiality of style-copyists end the genuineness for which modern archi-
tects strive. Then he was impressed by several churches of modern
design which ho waes eble 1o visit. Matters were brought to a more
procticel focus when during his interneship es a theological student
he found himself the leader of a very small mission congregation with
the need for s chepsl,; but with extremely limited means for filling
that need. 1In timo the problem brosdened out for him into an eware-
ness that moderm srchitects had been trying to £i11 auch meeds in
meny different situations, end & desire to bocome better ecquainted
with their solutions.

It soon become apparent that 1little had yet been writtem on the
subject of tho new architecture ae applied to churches, Lutheran
ckurchee in particuler. 4 bibliography was gathered, but was fouad
to be insufficient by itself as e basls for research. It would obvi-
ously have been out of place for the writer of this thesis, a layman
in the field of architecture, simply to propound his own unfounded
theories on church architecturs.

Ths only course that remained, thereft;re, was to base the study
on & number of conorete cases. Simpls reporting would be the chief
objective of ths research. And what was it that could be reported
on in the field of contemporary Lutheran church srchitecture? It
seemed that threo areas in psrticular lent themselves to this type of
reporting. The scope of the study wes therefore limited to theae

three aress, and they became the besis for the thres chapters of the
body of the thesis.
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The three ereas ere the following: (1) How has it come about that

verious Lutheran congregations have chosen & contemporary idiom for the
bullding of thelr new church? What were the factors that influenced
thelr oholcet (2) low do the Lutheran churches built in s contemporary
mode differ from tha older churches, and in whet waye are they similar?
(5) What have besn the reactions of church-members, commmity, and vis-
itoro toward the new churches after they are built snd put into use?
Havs they been considered successful or not? Ohspters II, III, and IV,
respectively, offer snewers to these questions.

First-band materiel in each of those areass wss gathered chiefly by
means of perscnsl correspondence on the part of the writsr with repre-
sentatives of various congregetions thet bave built contemporary churches.
4 schedule was set up whereby sbout forty-five modern churchss would be
selected for study from the six largest Lutheran bodles in Amerlca, a
number {rom eech in proportion to its totel number of congregantions. As
this wes worked out, fourteon churches were to ke chosen from the Luther-
eén OUhurch--Missouri Synod, thirteen from the United Luthsran Church in
hmerico, six eoch from the Evengelical Lutheran Ohurch snd the smerican
Lutheran Church, three from ths Augustana Zvangelicsl Lutheran Church,
and two from the Evangellical Lutheran Joint Synod of ilsconsin and Othsr
States. 4 totel of fourty-four was thus arrived at.’

The issues of tha officisl periodicals of each of theae bodies for

the last five years or mre" were then skimmed through and all the

".l'hla r.tguro wes leter reised by two, when two more Missouri Synod
churches were added to ths list.

In all cases covering at least the years 1950 to 1955.
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churohse of contenporary deasign plotured on their peges noted down.”
The appropriste number of churchas for each body wss thsn selected, giv-
ing first choice to those that secued to the writer to be ths most “"mod-
ern" in appesrance.

6

4t thia polint = gquesticmmaire was drafted snd printed.” It con-
tainod soven questions concerning the first znd third of the arees under
study. The intention of its wording wes to sllow 2 busy psstor to snswer
with & minimum of worde and time, while encoursging thoss who were so
inclined to snswer more fully. This questionneire was semt out via air
mail to the pastors of the forty-six churchss chosen, together with a
typed letter! explaining thes project and requesting ihe sending of sny
available printed materials describing the churckes. The latter materisls
were to provide the main body of data for the sscond sres of study men-
tioned shove,

8

Thirty-nine replies” were received from these forty-six requests--~

1% may be interesting to note in pessing that the pages of the
United Luthersn Church's weekly, Ths Luthersn, contained far fewer plc-
tures of churches then the Miseouri Synod's bilweekly Lutheran Witness,
for example, or the Lutheran Compenion of the considerably smaller Augus-
tans Lutheran Qhurch.

6599 Appoendix A.
Ty sample is reproduced in Appendix E.

&I'he churches on which data was received in this wey ere listed in
Appendix G, together with the periodical reference(s) and a symbol for
each church. These symbols (e.g., A5, }l2), instead of oft-repested
ohurch nsmes and locations, bave been used in the body of the thesls to
denignete the bulldings themselves or the congregations which erected
them. Ths seme symbols have olso been used to refer to the questionnaires,
together with supplementary correspondence, received from the rsapective
churches. These symbols appear in the body of the text itself. Aall
printed materisls, however, such as brochures, dedication programs, or
-rrt.i.elea in periodicals, are identifisd by complete referencee in the

ootnotes.
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@ response for which the writer is deeply grateful to all who halpﬂlog

"Ohurch architecture,” reads a statement in a professiomal jourmal
for architects, "is probably the most backward fieid of architecture in
the United States, becsuse behind it is the most confused thtnklng."m
The writaer's hope is thet the mtoﬂ.ﬂ. offered in the following pages
may be found useful, if even in the smalleat degree, toward dispelling

this unfortunste confusion.

9In four cases (A4, }M10, 51, Ul) the written informstion was sub-
nmitted by persons othar than the pastor of the congregation. The source
of such information has been noted when it 1s used in the text, in cases
where thls foot appeared to bave a possible bearing on its interpretationm.

10z, . as the opening stetement of a negative review of . W. Wat-
kin, Plenningz and Building the Modern Qhurch, 1951, in Progresasive Arghi-
tecture, Februery, 1952, p. 146.




CHAPTER II
HOW GONGAEGATIONS QOME TO OHOOSE THE CONTEMPORARY APPROACH
Who First Suggests This Approach?

In the adoption of contemporary architecture by a congregation, a
eignificant role, no doubt, is that of the person who mekes the first
serious suggestion thet this approsch bs considered. In order to find
out who that peraon most ofton was, the first item on the questiomnaire
sent to pastors of modern Lutheran churches was this: "From whom did
the initiel impulse towerd e modern, functional approagh to your archi-
toctural problem comei®

hocording to the answers which correspondents gave to this question,
it ves the pestor himself who most often made the first suggestion for
a gontemporary style. The architect was next in order of frequency,
while it wee leasst common for the move toward e modern approach to be

initiated by lay mombers of the congregationm.
In the thirty-nine cases under study, twenty-five times it was the

pastor, either alone or in conjunction with others, who begsn the move
for @ modern style. In many ceses (A2, A3, A4, E2, B4, M2, M7, M8, N9,
M12, M13, ¥16, 32, U2, U3) the pastors who so replied enumerated others
besldes themselves as furnishing tha initial impulse, but it is possible
that this wes often due to 8 modest unwillingness on the pastors' part
%0 oleim all the oredit. In ten (A5, &3, 25, M, M6, 83, Uk, U6, iil,
W2) out of the thirty-nine situstions, however, it was ths peator alone
who Purnisked the initisl impulse. Ome pastor wrote, "[The initisl im-

P
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pulse came ] from myself, I would bave to say. Having had a long-standing
interest in church buildings, I vieited new onea whenever possible. Mod-
ern churches impressed me" (Wl)., 4nd snothor seid, "For yesrs I dreamed
of the church that would hold on to the past and leap out to the future"
(ud),
But it is also noteworthy that eighteen out of the thirty-nine re-
Plies listed the srchitect os the imitistor, or one of the initiators,
of the functional spproach. In meny cases (A2, 45, Eh, M7, M8, M12,
M4, K16, 32, U2, U3, US, U8) it was the pastor end architect together
who made the first suggestion, according to the replies. But in five
instances (Al, £1, K5, 10, Ul) the erchiteot was remombered ss the sole
originetor of the idea. In one place, "ths people of the congregstion
had little or no ides of the possibilitles of a functionel spproach,"
and in this sltuation it was the architect who was the prime mover (Al).
Concerning enother case the pastor wrote:
I'm afreid that it must be admitted thet the initial impulse toward
adoption of a conteaporary style . . . camé as a result of popular
acceptance of the architect himself. Pletro Belluschli had becoms &
word that meant "the best" and a scongregation that wented ths best
wsp lmpelled to sesk him out (E1).
Somotimes ths viewing of several previous works of the architect sold
the congregetion on modern. Students or instructors from the loocsl en-
gineering or architectural school were influential in at least three
cases (43, 14, UT).
In only two instsnces (Mll, U7) did the initiel impulse coms solely
from lay people of the congregetion (in both cases, members of thes bulld-
iog coumittee). One of these (U7) was in a student congregation whose

building committee included several engineering college students. This

T i
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was one of the two 1.n-t-n¢u1 in which the correspondent who answered
the questionnaire was displessed with the resulting building. The pas-
tm'2 writes of these students,

When their fresh end rather wild suggestions went through, locel

members recigned in protest, end thus provided ue with s peraonel

problem which exists eslong with the beautiful bullding. . « « 7The

%8;32. people . . « have folt that something was "put over" on them
In the other ten csses in which lay members of the congregatlion contrib-
uted to the initial impulee for moderm (A3, M2, K7, K8, M13, Ml4, M16,
52, U3, UB), the passtor and/or architect were alao counted in. One pse-
tory who licted the architect, the pastor, snd the bullding committes as
all furnishing the initial impulse, wrote that "the congregation was en-
thusiastioc from the beginning" (7). In the majority of cases, however,
the lay members of the oongregetions were not from the very beginning
identified with ths move toward a contemporary srchitecture for thseir
new church.

Tho pestora, therefore, contributed most often--64 per cent of the
time--to the initial impulse for s modern erchitectural style. In 46
per cent of the cases, the architect firat made the suggestion, either
by himself or in conjunction with others. lay people of the congrega-
tion were included in only 31 per cent of the reported instences. This
distribution is visualized in Table 1.

From this it might be inferred that Lutheran lay people are gener-

ally not as well ecquainted with modern ecclesiastical architecture as

1Tha other was Ak, submitted by the churoh's janitor, in ths absence

of & resident pastor.
2\ successor to the pastor under whom the chapel was built.

T —

I———
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9
are the clergy. But, on the other hand, the fact that in a high percent-

8ge of casos the psstor initiated the movement towsrd a modern erchitec-
ture may be chiefly due to the leadership whioh the pestor naturally ex-
ercises in his congregation. At any rete, the paators have apparently
played a very slznificant role in causing congregations to consider the
poseibility of building in the contemporary mode.
TABLE 1
WHO FIAST SUGGESTS THE ALUOFTION OF CORTEMPORARY DESIGNT

Pastor Arohiteot Vember(s)
Alone 10 times: 26% 5 times: 133% 2 times: 5%
With Others 15 times: 38% 13 times: 33% 10 times: 26
Total 25 times: 6435 18 times: 467 12 times: 31%

The Influential Fesotors in the Choioce

of the Contemporary Approach

The Rev. U. Harry atkinson, executive director of the Bureau of
Ohurch Bullding, Hational Council of Qhurches, told & sonference on
Obristian Zducation and Qhurch Building why he thought the contemporary
design of churches is becoming more and more wideapread. According to
a report in the luthsran Witneas,

these are his remsons for the tremd: (1) Young architectural stu-
dents are no longer schooled in classical styling. (2) New building
meterials and constructions are available today. (3) Churches sre
now planned as functional meeting places, not "ss hugs monuments

into which the functions sre forced." (4) Architects in the U. S.
yearn to produce ecoclesiastical architecture "reflecting American
democracy end religious enthusiaem.” (5) The cost of skilled crafts-
men required for clessical building is prohlbltl.vo.’

5'3.113101:5 News," Luthersn Witness, February 1, 1955, p. 49.
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No doubt all these factors have beem important in the rising acceptsnce
of contemporary design.

Have Lutheran congregations felt the influence of these seme feo-
tors when they have been considering the possibility of e contemporary
approach to their architectural probleme? What wes it thet caused the
pastors, congregations, and architects hsre under study to selsct & mod-
ern design for their churches, instead of building in one of the tradi-
tional stylea? This is the question taken up in the following psges.

The second item on the questionnaire wes intended to provide dats
on this subject. It resd: "What were the factors that influenced the
choice of thia epproach? (If you can, please indicete which sppealed
most to the pastor, the congregation, snd the architect, respectively.)”
The next item on the questionnairs was directed specifically to one of
these factors: "How much more, proportionmately, would it have cost to
oconstruct equivalent fecilities in a traditional style?”

Nearly all the replieas offered useful informstion on these gues-
tions. 7This deta is erranged on the folloswing pages under verious hesad-
ings. ZSach one describes one of the persussive factors that has led
many Lutheran congregations to choose a modern, functional approach to

their architectural problen.

The Church with a Hessage for tho Fresent Ley Prefers a Contemporary

Architecture

This is a basic, if rether intangible, factor in favor of choosing
the contemporary idiom in architecture. It appeared in various forms
in a number of the replies received. It will be best to begin by simply

Br
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quoting.

“Jontemporary expression" is what ome pastor cslls it (U3). An-
other psstor wrote that one of the purposes for which he chose the mod-
ern style was “to use iLho contemporery to communicate the eternmal Gos-
pel" (23). 4An architect sew in it "the expression of the Eternal Faith
in contemporary structural idiom" (K12). A brochure describing cme of
the new churches states, "The church is contemporary in architecture,
Wwith the thought that Christiesnity must spesk to the present uge."“ The
pastor of the same church oxplained on his questionmaire, "This approach
appealed to me bagause 8 church ahould truly live in hsr generstion”
(U4). One pastor who made the initial suggestion for modern in his par-
ioh did so "bocause he believed that the church should proclaim even in
its architecture tiat the Gospel of Jesus Christ is as modern snd con-
temporary as todey” (45). Another congregation cemes to the comclusion,
under the influence of its architect; thet "our building was to be en
expresnion of our faith in our day snd in our setting® (El). The archi-
teots of @ small-town church explained to the congregstion,

Your church edifice is . . . B tangible expression of your faith
ln God. L] L L}

In this wood, steel and stone we have tried to capture the feeling
of Ohristienity--chenging, but unchsnged, appearing to esch gener-
ation fresh aa a vital part of their very belng. It is our hope
that you will feel yourselves in the great tradition of Ghristian
people who have exprgned their faith in a tangible way in the lan-
guage of their time.

4cssish, A Great New Ghurch for
u“)l p. 1-

Sbedication Dey for the Hew Bethsl Luthersn Qhurch, Ksy 15, 1955
(printed brochure, £4), p. 71

HNew World (printed brochure,
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hrohitect Pletro Bellusechi, in his "Dedicatory Words" for one of
the churches under study, points up the contrast bstween desd, style-
bound formalism snd the vitel faith that expresses itself in fresh, con-

temporary forma:

The design of a church is a very great challenge; unfortunately,
until recently most of us have met such a challenge timidly and by
rolying more on ths crestive ingenuity of pset generations than in
our own ability to produce eppropriate tsmples of worship.

lModern society bas besn accused of materialism, end eritics have

linked this creative heaitancy to the ebbing of our spiritusl faith.

Howaver, the recent religlous revivel hesa produced a more vital ap-

proach to church srchitecture; among the many others, ths Zion Luth-

oran (ongregation hae shown the faith end the courage to explore and
to prove to the world thst in building their church it wes possible
to schieve emotiona% fulfillment without copying the extermals of
peot, architsctures.

A vital Christienity, reflected in a "vitel approcach to church
architecture,” apparently will aleo welcome the use of present-dsy mate-
rials end techniques of bullding--even when these differ from those of
the classic periods of church srchitecture, end bring about & church
edifice that differs in sppesrance from the traditional. One congraga-
tion's ettituds towsrd the use of modern methods end materials im church
architecture is summed up in the dedicatlion booklet:

The churches of old were designed and built according to the then-
prevalont deseigning and construction methoda. . «

We . . . have faithfully followed in the footsteps of our predeces-
sors. We, too, plammed a$d built according to prevailing designing
and coustruction methoda.

In the massags he wrote for the dedicetion of ansther of his churches,

6pedication, Zion Luthersn Qhurch . . (printed brochure, K5),
Pe 12,

Tbedication, 1952, Feace Evangelicsl Luthersn Ohurch, Sun Frairie,
Wisconsln (printed brochure, st. p. 12.
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Fietro Belluschi sleoc epoke of using modern means:

If there is any conscious striving for beauty it must come not from
cut-rate imitetlon of the fruits of past civilizstions ss developed
in alien lands, but from our own methods with our own materials,

and from o judioious end semsitive use of space, color, and toxture.8

The pastor of this church reflects his architect's words as hs writes,

lihen we ware so indoctrinated by the architect as to grassp that
the emotion of reversnce was resultsnt from the judicious use of
light and space end color end texture, snd wes not dependent upon
towering spires alone, we becams thrilled at the possibilities be-
fore us. Our church could be s symbol of feith in our day (=1).

Another pestor described his eoxperience in arriving st the opinion tiat
our churchea should make use of modarn means: :
!

Having had a long-atanding interest in church bulldings, I visited
new ones whensver possible. Hodern ohurchos impressed me. I was
disireseed by the drab sameness of churches belng built on tradi-
tional lines. 1o ses one is to ese them all. I feel that an sge
which produced its own design in houses, cara, furniture, etc.
should also be able to produce its own church architecture (il).

In still enother psrish, it was "the mnew type of materisl and construc-

tion used in prescut-day building" that helped bring about the decision
for modern (}10).

In a more general way, other pastors and congregations felt the
influence of what one pastor called "the modern trend" (M3). The pastor
of a mlenion congregation, for instance,; "was sn admirer of Zliel Saari-
nen, the Finnish architeot, who had pionesred the moderm styls in church
erchitecture® (US). One interesting reply lisis two weys in which ths
trend toward modern design beceme apparent to the members of & congre-
gation:

Texas A. & M. College bas a School of Architecture. ihen we were

"5_122. Dedication, Centrsl Luthersn Church (primted brochure, El),
pe 14,
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beginning to think in terme of possible designs, we contracted with

the School of Architecture to use our building progrsm as & class

project. The result was cach of 31 members in the 4th year design

class presented his solution to our needs. Eech one of these 31

solutions was very contemporary in design. About this time, the

Luthoran Standard was publishing pictures of meny new ILutheran

churches throughout the states. Many of these were of contempo-

rary design. Our members recognized this trend in Luthsren church
architecture and began thinking in terms of this type of design

for our church (A3).

Another college-town church had s similer experience: "Since we are lo-
cated in the seme town with Ksnsas State College we were slso motivated
by the staff and other personnel comnected with the depsrtment of erchi-
tecture® (M14).

h good way to scqueint the members of a congregation with the mod-
ern trond when they are preparing to make the final decision is exempli-
fied by this action of the building committee in eanother parish:

The next objective was to decide as to the type of bullding we

wanted. To prepare ourselves for this decision we obtainmed four

speskera who opoke on various forms of architecture and all of them

Btressed the trend towords modern design. Another vote was takesn

and about 60% of ths comsunicants voted for e church of modern

deaign,

Evidently, therefore, meny Lutheran congregations have felt that
it is desirable to follow the present-dey trend in architecture. Some
have done this in the conscious reslizationm that iI the Church really
has e message for the modern world she can snd should express this fact
by using modern materials end techniques in her architecture. Psrt of
the Qhurch's responaibility is to christen every erea of contemporary
1ife and culture--architecture not excepted--and to use it in the ser-

vice of her Lord.

SMartin J. Ittmer, et al., Final Report on Activities of the Build-

ing Oommittee, St. John's Lutheran Church, Midlend, Michigan, January 8,
1 mimeographed brochure, lﬁl}i. p. 1.

e ===
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Modern Arohitecture is More Likely to Fulfill the Requirements of Pumo-
tiomality

This factor was second only to economy in freguemcy of mention.
The word "functional" is, of course, a broad term, end many of the fao-
tors to be treated later ere simply sapects of it. But since many of
the repliez spoke of funotionality in general ss en importsnt factor,
some of the typical expressions are hesre indiceted .10

Firat, however, s general definition of the term "functional" may
be in placs. The funectionel way of deeigning snd constructing & build-
ing ia that way in which the most sultsble meterials sveilable ocan be
combined most simply, strongly, and economicelly, for e given purpose
and at & given location.

In one parish, "The pastor end members of the building committee
visited e number of new churches and were impressed by the fact that a
modern, contemporary design could be so much more functionsl then other
styles” (42). Another congregation placed "great emphasis upon funo-

tionel approach” in meking its decision (M9).

Since a functional building is one that is as practical as possible,

it ies to be expected that this feature would be especially persuasive to
the precticul fLmericen mind. VWrote one pastor,

It was sensible to go functionel. This epprosch appealed to me be-

cause all of the space would be usaeble and flexible in its use. . . .

It appeared to be a sensible, attractive, prectical, and econmmical
thing to do (Al).

Out of the thirty-nine replies, fourteen (Al, A2, E2, B}, M2, M),

10put with these compsre the negative reaction to the term "func-
tional" expressed by one pastor (21), quoted supra, p. 1, fn. 1.

T
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K5, ¥8, ¥9, K10, M12, M13, 82, U5) explicitly mentioned functionality
28 a factor. iMeny more mentioned specific functions which they wanted
thelr building to serve end which led them to choose the modern, func-
tional epproach. Hence it seems quite apparent that the functionality
of contemporary architecture was one of the most lmportant factors con-
tributing to its scceptance in the parishes studied.

leny of the following fectors will be seen to be related to, and
even to be mspects of, the feotor of functionality (as alresdy mentioned).
Suffice it here to say that emong arohitects the principle that "form

follows function” han already long been a coumon axiom. The functional

approsch is teken for gramted, even if it may not always be consistently
applied. is one pastor expressed his architect's attitude, "The only
eolution Lo en architectursl problem is to study the needs, the site,
and the problems, and then to express that solution in the simplest,

(most] economical solution possible® (E3).
lodern Architecture Better Meete Special Needs

& veriety of special needs snd problems prompted the sdoption of
the contemporary spproach in individual instences. In sll these cases
the conclusion was resched that the modern psttern of building offered

e better solution then eny traditionel style. "The need for future ex-

pansion" (A2) was cited saveral times. In one case a small misalon
chapel wes required, which "must be expsndable into s major church that
would be en architectural coredit to the synod," and at the seme tiume
"must serve worship, Sunday School, church dinneras, recrestlion, and ad- ‘;

ninistration"~--all on a very strict budget. Only a modern, functional 1
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Plen, it was eeen, would provide the solution.l? Likewise, snother con-
groegetion chose its architectursl atyle partly with an eye to

the futuro use of the building--it ked to serve the meeds of the

congrogution ae 8 church (eince there are few buildings here which

even look llke s house of worship) snd also as the educational arm

of the church. It bad to have a duasl purpose (U2).
A oity parish which was converting its former church into & psrish hall
end was bullding ths new church next door found that

a8 treditionsl type of architecture would have necessitated a high

building, much higher than the parish hsll. Anything less than

that would heve given the impression of a small building on the

corner beside a hlgh snd large parish hall (83).
So thin congregation neaded s church which "beczuse of its unique design
e o o lmmediately attracta the atteation of the passerby, [_so tht] the
large parlsh hsll to which 1t ia etteched recedes in importance® (33).

Une of the speclal problems whloch coagregstiona most frequently
oonfront in bullding e church is that of limited apace. Ilisny congregs-
tions found their solution in contemporary architecture. Ons pastor
wrote, "Becsuse of the limitations of the lot size, and becsuse of the
location of other structuresz on the lot, « « « it seened wo nesded a
tailor-made building® (Al). In a similar situstion, it was the "s=all
lot--practicelly no lswn space” that gave ths architeoct his mein srgu-
ment for urging ¢ functional eapprosch (E4).

An unususlly vivid example of this space factor (and other special
needs as well) coming into play is furnished by one downtown church (S1).
This congregation "realized that ths grester the strides an historic

church makes toward steble maturity, the more it becomes a miseion."

1lgulver Heston, "A Mission, a Message, snd §25,000," Luthersn Oom-
nion, March 10, 1954, p. 9 (S2).

A AT w———
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The responsibility of thelr church, they recognized, wes to the pesople

of the eres in which it wes locsted--en ares which

seema Lo be exchenging the definition "friuge" for "solidly oity
center." It goss without saying that thie will intensify an slready
considerable sociel und referral ministry, for 1t 1s in precisely
such en ares as this that the community's disinhsrited and psycho-
loglcally sick find their sad solace. For just such peopls as these
did Chriast puffer and die, end to these zust Gethsemane urgently
minister. This adjustment--from & constituent ministry to a commu-
nity ministry--is what was really implied in the decision to build
to the glory of God in 8 location whsre tog msny are too bewildered
end too busy to give Him s second 'I'.l'xcaugl'nﬂ.'..:l'2

But ths very locatlon that gave them this responsibility slso placed
great restrictions on the space available for the needed fecilities.
This was what made the choloce of s contemporary approsch imperstive, es
releted in a paragreph from e very helpful letter written by the congre-
getion's office secretary:

After Gethseumsne Church decided to remain in the heart of the ecity,
the building committee met and decided what facilities they thought
we nesded to carry on o downtown church program. They made a list
of thove end called in some erchitects. Ths problem was we bad a
lot of 113' by 120" with no adjacent property aveilable, and the
list of requiremesnts were & mein worship unit, small chapel, ockurch
school rooms, offlice apace, choir roome, social roomes for both
large ond small gatueringoe, coretaker's epsrtment snd hecting
plent. Since we are im the downtown esrea end wo have many visitors
we wanted one part of the bullding that could be aveilsble at sll
times for people who were only spending a few hours in the city.

i they wanted 4o come in end read, we wanted a library available
to them, If they wented to visit with friends, the fireside room
should Le eesily asccessible. Or if they wanted a smack, a hot
plate, coke machine, refrigerstor or sink should be easily avail-
able, end then something for recreation like ping pong. Of course
the chapel and offices are to be in a2 prominent place. As you see,
with limited property end e lerge vision we couldn't bind our archi-
tect by making demands &s to the type of architacture we wanted.
lfod;rn functionnl was thes only thing that could meet our demends

8l1).

12jemes R. Anderson, "A Ministry to Multitudes,” Lutheran Compshion,
February 16, 1955, p. 9.

e S v
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This drestic limitation of space, since it was not sccompanied by a sim-
iler linmitstion of the erchitect to traditional atylea, was met Ly the
architoct (s momber of the congregation) with e besutifully sppropriate
solution, kaving s remarksbly spacious effect. Our correspondent testi-
fies that "the edditional property we would have needed to bulld in a
treditional ostyle would have cost us approximstely another $100,000.00.°

Yet, in order to ward off the possible rejoinder that where space
is not limited we mlght perhaps do well to imitate old styles, the fol-
lowlug exsmple should eleso bs quoted: "Another fector,” wrote s pastor
ia en urben residentisl arees, "is thet we have over two zcres of land
and it msomed bettar to spresd the bulldings ranch type" (U8).

The functional approach applies to sny set of nesds, snd offera an
individualized solution for each. Hany imthoran congrcgations have come
to realize this new adeptability snd to chooss tho contemporary approszch

on this account.
The Simplicity of Modern Architecture Appsals to Hany

h nuzber of replies indicated the appesl which "simplicity of de-
sign" (49, ¥10) snd "simplioity of comstruction® (M7) hold for modern
poopla.

One pestor expressed his liking for "the simple end clesn lines"
of modern architecture (31). Asnother wrote that he "found in its sim-
plicity o reverence missing in ohurches of conventional decign® (%2).
An architect was repressnted as holding that ths beat solution to eny
serchitectural problem is, among other things, "the slmplest . . . solu=-

tion possible” (25). "Traditiomal church srchitecturs,” said on sward-
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winning architect in & newspaper interview, "is a victimof . . . a
gowing desire among people of all faiths for strength, simplicity, snd
utility."1> Another architect expressed the conviction that mot only
he himself, but elso the pastor and members of the congregation with
which he had worked, had built their church "in the belief that spirit-
uel quality is more forcefully echieved by simple means thsn by badly
built end pompously designed moruments. 14 The simplicity of contempo-
rery erchitoctiure, thereofore, appears to be en appealing factor for

many of the people imvolved in building ckurches today.
Hodern Architecture is Conaldered to be kore Honest

The modern architect has found thet his integrity will prevent him

from bullding with the tools of the past, or to use deception in

foroing old architectursl forme onto modern materiels. . . .1
This ststement by en architect expresses part of what is meant by the
honesty of contemporary srchitecture. An erchitect's homesty will not
allow him to meke something seem to be that which it is not. This at-
titude 1s directed ageinst the deceptive practices that have long been
common in architecture--especlslly, it would seem, in church architeoc-
ture, where richneas and grandeur are often simulated when they cemnot

be afforded in their genuine form. This dishonesty masy teke the form of

vood-and-plaster rib vaulting, plaster wells peinted to resemble stone,

Suoted by Dsn L. Threpp, in "Piny Church Wins Awerd for Design,"
Los Angeles Times, January 16, 1954, part II, p. 3 (32).

“Dadteauon. Zion Lutheran Church . . . (printed brochure, XK5),
p. 12.

Dpietro Belluschi, in "Architecture Today: A Symposium," Litur-
gleal Arts, November, 1950, p. 21. S
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or false displey pipes in front of the organ cbsmber, to mention only a
few exsmplea. In such weys, "a building cen be the visual expression of
8 dishonest amction," as it was put by 1'Abbé Reégre, tho priest who com~
miseioned the famous modern church of Notre Lame du Reincy in Faris.
"Hany priests," he wrote, "complain of the poor results from their preach-
ing--no wonder, if the word of truth is hsard in a monument of false-
hood , *16

Something similer secms to have motivated several of the Lutheran
songregations under study in their cholge of modern architecture. 1In
answer to the question sbout the relative cost of the eon.temporary style,
one pastor emphasiged, "The cost was NOT the main comsideration that di-
rected us toward the contomporary pattern. The stress slways was upon
the honesty end not upon the economy of the contemporsry form" (E1).
"It elmost seemsd dishonest to consider pseudo-Gothio," he added. This
is reflected by ancther pastor's smsertion thet he wes influenced in ths
favor of modernm srchitecture partly by the fect thet it 1s "homest" (23).
And in the following passsage a mew church is extolled for its honesty of
design:

Here, then, ls 8 bullding that is an unashamed confession of ite

plen. This expression has bsen made by the honeat use of good ma-

terials, and with a sincere attempt to exploit the natural texture

and golor of the materisls. Thus e simple end chaste back-drop is

provided for the religious drema of God's meeting with men in Word

snd Sacrament.l?

Although the explicit references to the homesty of modern architec-

ture were found to be fow, it is to be noted that the more luridly dis-

16Quoted by Jesn labatut, ibid., p. 24.

17a Guide to Our Ohurch (printed brochure, Z2), p. 1.
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honest practices which were once common are now falllng into healthy
disuse. The completed churches studied by thls writer show that the
virtus of honesty is now quite generslly, if tacitly, homored. Accord-
ing to Jesn Labatut, this 1s as 1t should be: *If the triumph of courage,
honesty, and truth over timidity, ignorsnce, and freud cen be expressed
visuelly, i% should certainly be doms, first of sll, in church srchi-

tecturs,."18
Modern Architecture Appeals to Many as being More Beautiful

Already there are a number of people who think highly emough of the
new architecture to report that they were influenced in their choice for
modorn by its "appearance® (M4), its "besuty" (M13, 83), or the feeling
that it is "attractive" (Al). A pastor wrote that he was impressed es-
pecially by its promise of "a fresh beauty for s new dey®” (32).

hn srchitect furhished us with the beginning of sn analysis of this
new kind of beauty when he wrote that he end his olients "acted in the
belief that beauty emerges not from stale ormement but from such simple,
bsslc things as light, space, texturs, end color."1?

The conviction that such things csn produce real beauty is one that
will no doubt bescome more snd more common as examples of the new srchi-

tecturc become more numerous and better known.

180an iabatut, op. oit., p. 23.

19pietro Bslluschi, in Dedication, Zion Luthersn Qhurch « « .
(printed brochure, M5), p. 12.
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Modern Arcghitecture Offers Greater Distinctivensss

Joms have evidently seen in contemporary architesture not so much
it besuty es the fact that it is different end distinctive. One Teply
stated that their architect preferred the modern, functionsl approach
becsuse it offsred him “the opportunity to do something different” (M3).
In enother cose, “"a desire to be different," smong other things, "plsyed
@ part in the cholce of the modern design® (A2). A rpntor gave ss his
peracnel reason for choosing contemporary the feeling that "our setting
here in ths [thk] Hllle seemed to call for something striking end dif-
ferent” (Z4). A desire for distinctiveness 1s also implied in the ex-
perionce of the pastor who "was distressed by the drab sememess of
churches being bLuilt on traditional lines. To see one is to see them
all" (Wl1). He evidently folt that modern design could give his church
sonething different from ths rest.

One congregation was "sold" on modern whem it requested of its
architoot, end recoived, "an exterior that would be distinctive to ths
point of attracting pesople snd their ettention® (Ml4). This congrega-
tion evidently felt that in the university town in which it wss located
the public notice which e moderm church would attract might have s defi-
nite publicity velue. Simllarly, ths possibilities for distinstiveness
must have been in mind when the pastor of e large city congregation
wrote that for himeelf the "promotiomal velue" of the contemporary type
of architecture was sn influence on his cholce (E2).

It ia inevitable that as long as churches of contemporary desizn
sre still in the minority they will seem to be "different," perhaps

strikingly so, to the ordinary person. Some congregations have found
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this to be a valusble factor in ite favor.

A Ohurch in a kKodern Architectural Idiom Fite Better into a Community

in which Other Structures Employ this Idiom

In a number of ceses it was felt that the style of architecturs
used in neerby buildings or in the community as a whole influenced the
choice for the church building. One reply read: "In keeping with mod-
ern homss and office buildings, it was felt that the ohurch might slso
have possibilitles in modern designe" (¥2). In snother case both pastor
end membero tended toward the modern epproech "probably partly because
it was folt thet since liidland is a city of unususl churches and houses,
ours should not be en exception" (M13). The pastor of e congregstion
in the Southwest iisted ms the second fsctor in the choice of contempo-
rary design "the pueblo style of srchitecture in residences in the im-
mediste community, i.e., a low, flat-roofed construction. Modern archi-
tecture, it wac felt would blend with the pueblo” (US). Another reply
stated simply that “the setting in the community" played a part in the
cholce of modern design (A2), while still snother cited the opinion that
such e style "fits in with the area better" (U8). A pastor chose modern
partly because it “fits in to the architecture of the community® (82).

A final exzample shows the direct influence of an adjecent complex of
modern buildings:

The fact that the Pottetown Hospitel snnounced its own building

progrem at this time influenced the design of the new church end

parish building. The architecture for the new hospital waa to be

of contemporary design. Mr. Mansell, with the consent of the
bullding committee, determined to make the church's buildings
harmonize with those to be erected scross the street.20
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Thie type of ressoning, however, convincing though it may be in
eertaln cesos, is not basic and cennot be defended in the opposite situ-
etion, namely, where all the adjacent bulldings snd those of ths entire
commnity are constructed in a style of ths past. In such cases his-
torioc precedent cen be appesled to in the way in which it is done in the
following excerpt from a dedication booklet:

The ohurches of old were designed smd bullt sccording to the then
prevalsnt designing end construction methods. The length of time
1% took to ersct many of the old world cathedrals extended through
seversl centuries. Each progressive atep is clearly defined in the
change in erchitectural styling end construction prevalent at that
particular tims. As many as four distinect styles of architecture
oen plainly be traced in msny of these Europesn structures.

We, through our building committee, have falthfully followed in ths
footsteps of our prodecessors. We, too, plenned and built eccord-
ing to prevailing deoigning end construction methods.2l

The Influence of en Architect May Help Bring About the Choice of Modern

Architecture

In several cases the srchitect himself was stated to have been a
prime factor in the congregetion's cholice of the modern spproech. The
following example is worth quoting et length:

Frankly, the whole concept of such an approsch floored the msjority.
Even the building committee had its misgivings. But they bad the
opportunity and the willingness to give the idea full considerstion.
It wes new. Once the initisl shock had passed it beceme essier to
acoept the principle. The architect (a member of the United Iuther-
an Church) had a sensible end patient approach. He bhad a calm and
sensible enswer ready for every question. Though few of the con-

20gdgar S. Brown, Jr., Guide to the Psrish QOhurch and School of
@race Luthsran Church, Pottstown, Pcnnaglvanh venia (printed broobure, Ul),
P. p. 10.

2lpedication, 1952, Pesce Svangelical Luthsren Ghurch, Sun Preirie,
Wisgonsin (printed brochure, W2), p. 12.
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gregation could visualize what the finlshed building would look
like, yot they went slong with confidomce in their commiitee snd in
the architect (Al).

A second example is perhaps even more vivid, since it is corrobo-

rated by testimony from both sides. Ths pastor wrote:

I'm afraid that it must be edmitted that the initial impulse toward
edoption of a contemporary style . . . came as & result of popular
acceptance of tho architect himself. Fletro Belluschi had become a
Word that meant "the best" and e congregation that wented the best
wos lupelled to seek him out. The architect wea the primery ssles-
man. & aingle meeting “sold" tho building committee on the possi-
bility and even the sdvisability of expressing reverencs through
contemporary idiom, From that time and on, it almost seemed dis-
honest to considar pseudo-gothic (E£1).

He terms it an "indootrination" on the part of the architect. From the

other eide, the architoct himself expressed his views on the relation-

ship between congregation end architect in his ®Dedicstory Worde":

It is importent that the plens progress in such a way that esch
atep is undorstood end spproved by the congregation. It is a mis-
take to assume that the architect may force the members of the con-
gregation to his way of thinking; he must rathsr try to find within
himself ths power end wisdom to interpret their wishes and guide
their decisions by logic end persussion. He should know their
various intimste problems end the scope of their activities; bhe
must have the ability to integrate sll needs into significent forms,
even in the knowledge that there is no perfect onawer to eny prob-
lem, end that he 1s a fsllible and limited human being.

The Central Luthersn Uhurch hes been e movl.gg example of coopera-
tion between church members and architects.

Cooperation such as this is certainly to be desired in every church

bullding project. ¥ hen such close relationships are set up it is inev-

itable that the srchiteot himself will become m highly influential fac-

tor in bringing about the adoption of good modern design on the part of

the members of the congregation.

221950, Dedication, Central Lutheran ghurch (printed brochure, El),

P- 15.
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Kodern Architecture 1s Ususlly Found to be More Economical

The relative econoay of the functional approsch to architecture,

88 compared to traditional approsches, was the subject of e separate
question on the sheet semt out. Question three read: "How much more,
proportionately, would it have cost to comstruct equivalent facilities
in e traditional style?" No doubt even without such special prompting,
the factor of relative economy of construction would have been a very
comzonly given recson for choosing the modern approach. The fact that
the polnt was specifically raised mado this factor even more prominent
end turned up some interesting replies, besides making possible some
roveeling statistics.

h totel of thirty-one of the questionneires returned offered a di-
rect snewer to the third question. Only one correspondent thought that
the cost of his church would have beem "probsbly less® if it had been
done in a treditional style (il3). This was a large church and educa-
tionel wing complex, of unusual design, costing just over $600,000. Two
more thought that in their ceses the cost of the two epproaches would be
about equal. One wrote, "I should think & traditionsl style church
would cost the same" (U4). The other, who was generally negative in his

attitude toward the completed church, wrote, "I cannot guess. . . . I

believe that the cost . . . is not proportionally less then tresditiomsl.”

The reason for this, he suggested, waes that "the contractors are alweys
quite e bit behind [thn lrchltcotl] in their abilitles, and thus we are
moeting ever-increasing repeir bills--in several cases we will be unable

to mke up for big 'goofs'" (U7). But these were the only three out of
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the thirty-one who were of the opinion that they had not saved money by
building in & modern etyle.

Among the other twenty-sight there wes s wide range of answers.
Eotimates of how much more s bullding in the traditionmal style would
bave cost over the sctually comploted one rsnged from 9 per cent to 600
per'cent. Leaving out of sccount the church which has been valued at
230 to 600 per cent its actual cost by those who had not beem told it
(43),23 the average reply was e fraction under 44 per cent.2% 1This meens
that the aversge pastor thought thst if traditionsl had been chosen, in-
stead of modern,; the cost would have bsen 44 per cent greater than what
it ectuslly wae. It should be noted that this figurs rspresents the av-
ersge estimate of cll those who thought thet their modern church was
more economicol to build tham one in e traditional style. To teke into
account sleo the three who did not rogard this to be true in their case,
@ median of =11 the estimates could be taken. This msdien reply would
bé 33-1/3 per cent (i.s., one third). At any rate, it is spparent that
the average Luthersn congregetion in the United States which has built
in & modern idiom is confident that in so doing it seved a very sizeable

amount of money.

23ihen this cese is also included, the overall sverage soars to 64
psr cent.

2hppig figure was arrived st thus: since many of tha repliea indi-
cated a renge of figures instead of a single figure {e.g., 20 to 50 per
cent [¥2], or "at least half again s much--perhaps two times the actusl
cost," 1.0., 50 to 100 per cent [M9]), both the upper and lower figures
were teken into sccount in determining ths oversll average, as if they
were two seperete estimstes. If, instoad of this procedure, only the
lower of the two estimates in such cases would have been teken into ac-
count, the overall average would still have stood at slightly over 40
per cent.
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Regarding this point, it will be interesting here to quote directly
from a few of ths questionnaires.

First, severel remesrks were made by passtors who declined to venture
8 specific estimate of how much more s traditional style would have cost.
One ansver to the gquestion "How much more?” read thus: "I have no idea.
To bulld a true gothie church, I do know, would have been out of our
resach finencislly. Cheap imitations of traditional style might be hed at
approximately the same cost es that involved in the church we did build"
(41). Another replied: "Gennot enswer this correctly since everything
depends upon whst style of traditicnal is used® (M10). Bath these re-
plies hint at the ungenuineness of building in a treditiomal style, at
leant in caees where not enough money is spent on 1t.25

Similarly, after offering hio estimstes concerning the comparative
economy of the functionel menner ("I would say that Golonial would bave
cost one thirc more and thet Gothle would have been at least double®),
one pastor made s telling thrust et ungenuineness: "Thsse figures depend
upon how Colonial or how Gothic the structure would have been made” (U8).

Interesting comparisons were made in seversl of the replies. A re-
port from a church whose actual cost was 347,000 stated:

It would have cost us from §25,000 to $50,000 more to have used

the traditional style for the equivalent facilities. Ve can seat

240 in our chapel, which is very churchly end sttractive, whereas

@ eslster congregstion in lenver, orgenized on the same day, hed to

spend over §$20,000 more to get a chapel thet will sest 125. Theirs
is traditionsl (U6).

25ang those who did not offer an estimste of the difference in
cost must be included this rather oryptic reply: "I have no idea and we
were not interested. We surely did not choose this type of architecture
beceuse of the lower cost--for it is generally sesumed that our type of
ohurch is cheaper in cost per cubic foot" (U5).
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The spokesxsn for & church in a downtown environment reported that

the additioncl property we would need to build in a traditionsl
style would have cost us approximetely amother $100,000.00,26 and
it wee estimsted that the building cost would bave been spproxi-
mately one half more than it cost us building in the modern func-
tional style (31).

Another reply offered s revesling comparison with the congregation's
previous place of worship:
Our old church was destroyed by lightning and fire. It was tradi-
tlonal, with e high steeple. In obtaining information for the in-
surance cgompeny we discovered that it would bhave coat us at least
¥110,000.00 to replace and furnish the bullding, possibly more.
Ihs functionel building we conatructed seets a few more people,
bas =n additional 54' by 18' Sundey School unit, end is well fur-
nished (including a Moller Pips Orgen), and cost $85,000.00 (Al).
It is resdlly apparent from all these figures and quotations that
the comparative economy of = modern over o traditional method of church
building hes proved to be ono of the most convinecing factors of sll in

leading Lutheron congregations to choose & modern, functional idiom.

26The total cost of the church ss sctuslly built was §360,000.




CHAPTZR III

THEZ ESXTENT TO WHICH CONTZMPORARY LUTHSRAN CHURCH=S
UEFART FROM THE TAADITIONAL

It 1o the intention of this chapter to show, wiihin ths limits of
the present study, how much snd in what weys the completed church build-
ings under considerstion differ from the older, more femiliar type of
ohurch. To thic end, many of the importent details of a modern church

building are here described end compered with the old.

ihile the deta mede uss of in the preceding clapter came chiefly
from the questionnaire sent out to the churches, the principsl source
of informntion for the present chapter has been the fund-raising bro-
chures, dedieation programs, ote. which were so kindly aent to ths au-
thor by meny congregations at his request, 2a woll ao the descriptions
of these churchss which have cppesred in church and architectural peri-

odicals,}
Easlo Shapes

Undor the heading of "basic shepes" we include both ground plans
and elevations. 3HRather than going into either of these in elaborate de-
tail, however, let it be our purpose hers simply to indiocate in broad

1mn referring to various parts of a ohurch, the following customary
terminology has been used: "east" means liturgical esst, 1.s., toward
the end of the church in which the altaer is placed, regerdless of sctusl
geographical orientation (for a roport on orientetion of modern luthersn
churchea, ses the sscond part of this chapter); "west,” then, is the op-
posite end of the church, where ths main entrance 1s ususlly locsted;
"north," or "Gospel side,” is to the left of a worshiper facing the al-
tar, “south," or "Epistle side," to his right.
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outline the basic forms of spatiel orgamiszation in the churches under

study, end to compere them with churches of the past.

By far ths most common ground plen (es was to be expected) is still
that bssed on the rectangle. In ito simplest form this plan calls for
four straight sides, forming a single rectengle that encloses within it
ell the main olements of @ church: mave, chancel, and often marthex or
entrancewey in addition. (For our presemt purposes we are disregerding
such secondary elements ae ssoristies, educational wings, offices, etc.
—-necessary though they may be.) Of the thirty-nine churches under con-
oiderstlon, five (7, Mll, M12, 52, S3) make use of the simplest floor
plen of all, including even the narthex within the basic roctanglo.z
¥oat of these ars quite small, sesting from 150 to 250 persoms. Another
commonly used plen is to cozbine mave and chancel within one rsctengular
space, but with a somswhat narrower marthex or entrancewsy added on the
outside of the basic rectangle. Such a ground plan is used by eight
churches (Al, A5, M2, #3, X9, Uk, U5, U6). Both of these plans result
in e spacious chancel that extends the full width of the nave.

Varistions on this simple basic plan inoclude a chencel that is ei-
ther wider or narrower than ths nave. In three churchss the chancel was
made marrower: l6 and U4, in which the narthex is the same width as the
nave, end U2, in which the marthex too is marrower.” Ome of the best-

25t least two of these (32, 83), however, bave roaoms inserted on
both sides of the chancel, within the rectengular outside walls. This
results, of course, in & chancel which is marrover inside than the nave,
even though on the outeide they appesr to be continuous.

3The two churches mentiocnmed in the previous footnote might also
have been put into this classification, although s far as outside out-
line 1s concerned they belong in the firast group.
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known churches included in thie study, however, adopts the opposite var-

iation: a chancel wider (also higher) then the nave (El). Furthermore,
the chancel of this ohurch is not rectengular but in the form of a broad
senicircle (see Figure 1). The sdded width in the chancel on either side
is used for choir seating, and the narrow strip of wall in the offset
that connects the wide chancel to the msrrower nave on either side is
glezed, furnishing the chancel with a source of natural light cutside

the congregation's line of sight.

Chancel Nave

t\\ Windows

Figure 1. Ground Plan of El.

8till enother veriation to the basically rectangular layout is the
cruciform plan, used in M10. Here likewise chancsl, nave, and narthex
form e simple rectangle, but to this are added transepts, so that the
ground plen is in the shape of e latin cross. This plan, as is well
known, wes much used during the Middle Ages, but M10 is the only one of
the thirty-nine modern ohurches under study here which uses it.

The church M5 will provide us with a link between the kind of
church discussed so far and the basilicsn style to be considered pres-
ently. The nave of the former type of church comsists of a single room,

e -
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with eimple walls to the right and to tho left (Figure 2). In the be-

8ilica type of oburch, however, the side walls are built farther out ta
the sides, and in their place a row of pillsrs or plers is introduced
on either side to support the roof over the main part of the mave (Fig-
ure 3)s The space along the sides, then, between these free-standing
supporting members end the outside well, becomes the "aisle”--a struc-

tural feature of very long tradition in Christisn church building,

Roof l 1|

//Supports ; Aisle |

|2 8 | = g 8| o q F o a o B g

| |

' : : Tmu !

| | I Supports |

| Nave Neve [

[ | ! [

I i ! I

I | i i

h_n r n_d b =©o o a o o

: Aisle :

(] Y |

Figure 2. Ground Flan of Figure 3. Ground Plan of
Single Room Typs of Nave. Basilica Type of Nave.

¥ 1s such a "f.hrae-nl.-lod"# church. Yet it does not strictly fol-

low the basilica pattern, because the entire nave plus sisles is roofed

"Dounting the nave proper as one alsle. "Three-aisled” is the
designation used in the article "Alsle®” in Zncyclopsedia Britannica
(Ohlcago: Znoyclopaedia Britamnics, Ine., 6.1951), 1, 479, and else-
where. Dom E., Roulin, in Kodern Ohurch Arghitecture, translated from
the French by C. Jornelis COreigle and Jobm A. Southwell (3t. Louls:

Bs Herder Book 0o.; ©.1947)s pp. 366 and 372, prefers to describe such

8 church as having three naves, and the type of Figure 2 se having one
nave.
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88 a single unit. Hence ths alsles sre as high as the nave itself (ex-
oopt as this is modified by the slope of the roof; see Pigure 5). In
Yhis church, incidentally, the aisles do not continue into the ohencel,
end so the latter ia only as wide @s the span of the arches (i.s., only
@8 wide as tho nave proper, without sisles).

Although thia church dooe have structural side misles, the effect
of the mingle roof over both nave and sisles ie definitely that of =
single large room--a *hall,” even though thers are pillars, or their
equivalent, along the sldes. In spatial organization, though not, of
gourse, in materiale and techniques, this is in the tradition of the
late Gothic Eallenkirche? in Germeny, which had its sntecedents slready
in the Aomanesque atyla.6

The more common form of church, however, throughout the Middle
hges as well as carlier, was the bssilice. The basilicen form also has
its counterpert in modern erchiteoture in the Luthersn Church=-=though
8gein not in its techniocal details, but in its basic spatisl organiza-
tion.

Ths basilica has the seme ground plen (Figure 3) ss M5, described
above, but its side sisles are lower in height than the nave itself.
The wells of Lhe nave proper, therefore, rise above the level of the
elisle roofa, forming what is called a clerestory (Figure 6). The effect

of this is to detech the aisles more completely from the nave proper,

In contrast to the Ssslkirche (Figure 4), as the church with s
nave consisting of a single room, unaisled, is called by Ferdinand
Pfanmetter, Betonkirchen (Einsiedeln: Bensiger Verlag, 1948), p. 126.

6Nikolaus Pevener, An Outline of European Architecture (4th editionm,
revised and enlarged; London: Penguin Books, 1953), p. .

S s
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Nave

Transverse Sec-

tion of & Typical Single Room
Ohurch, or Ssalkirche.
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Figure 6. Treneverse Sec-

tion of & Basilicen, or Clere-

story Church,

Figure 5. Transverse Sec-
tion of ¥5, & Hall Church, or
Hallenkirche., (laminated wood
arches between aisles snd nave.)

Figure 7. Trensverse Sec-
tion of Basilican Ohurch Without
Vertical Glerestory Walls.
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which results in a tall, narrow nave that directs all attention toward

the ohancel. 7The clerestory wall thus formed is often used for windows,
%o proved better natural 1ight for the nave.

The besilicen style, with eisles on either one or both sides, was
used in seventeen of the modern churches under study, ae compared with
the nineteen aisle-less churches slready mentioned.! Of the seventeen
alsled ohurches, eleven (a2, A4, &5, M1, M4, M8, Ml4, N15, U7, U8, Wl)
mintain the traditionel symmetry, with sn aisle on either side of the
nave.8 The other six (52, B4, M16, 31, U3, H2), however, introduce an
ssymmetricesl element by baving en misle on one side only.’

The proportionate height of the clerestory ss compered to the
height of the aisle veries widely among these basilicsn churches. In
five cases (A2, B4, U3, Wl, W2) the two are about equal in height, so
that the lower oue half of the nave opens out into the aisle, while the
upper ons half is encloeed by the clerestory. In four more cases (E2,
EJ» M1, U7) the ratio is epproximately two to one: the lower ome third
is alsle, the upper two thirde clerestory. Ome church (51) has a clere-

story a full three times es tall es the side aisle. But there is also
on instence (M8} where the alsle takes up two thirds of the height, with

Tand the aisled church (M5) discussed sbove, which, as was demon-
strated, may be considered e link between the two more common types.
The other three churches (making a total of thirty-nine) depart from
thotl;uican;r roctangular shepe, and will be trested at the end of this
section.

%ﬂerth&lna. two of these (M4, M15) depart from strioct symmetry
by making the sisle on the Gospel side much . der then the other, which
is of ordinary width. In the case of M4 this wes called the "socisl
aisle," perhapa referring to its use either as & meeting room and game
room or simply as s place to greet friends before snd after services.

931 end U5 on the Gospel side, the othsrs on the ipistle side.

L1 EEETI SToRend e o R R e . .
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the clerestory adding only one third at the top. And then (just, it

would seem, to prove that contemporary architeosts do not alavishly fol-
low tho patterns of the past) eix (A4, M4, M14, ¥15, W16, UB) of the
8isled churches do not have enough of & vertical expense of wall ebove
ths level of t¢ha aisle roof even to qualify as & clerestory in any tra-
ditional sense (Figure 7). This is becsuse in many csses (though not

in el11) & laminated wood arch begins its curve swey from the verticsl
already immedistely above the roof level of the aisle, so that one might
sey that here elresdy the well ends and the roof begins.

In the matter of chencel width es related to nave width, the sisled
ohurches display e more uniform practice than do the unaisled examples.
Out of the meventesn basilics type churches, eleven (A2, A4, =4, E5,

Ml, Ml4, M15, K16, 51, Wl, W2) have chancels whose width equals that of
the nave proper, exclusive of the sisle(s). This appears to be the most
netural wey of making the transition from nave to chancel. In three
cases (M4, U3, U7) the chancel is made somewhat narrower than the mave
minue ite eieles. But instences also ocour in which either one (E2) or
both (18, UB) aisles continue all the way into the chancel esrea. In st
lesst two of these cases, the space thus gsined next to the chancel is
used for the seating of the choir. In many of the other basilican
churches, that space elongside the chancel which corresponds to the
Space teken by ths aisle(s) alongeide the nave is enclosed snd desig-
nmated an the eacristy (or for other purposes),

The sisled churches also appear to have grester uniformity :I.n.f.ho
placement of ths narthex then do the simple, one-room Ssalkirghem. A
full fifteen of the seventeen devote a section sll the wey scross the
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west end of the main body of the church to the marthex, snd do not deem
it necessary to edd a separate wing for this purpose, as zany of ths
Sealkirghen do. Some of these do, however, lave e small, separate en-

e ————

trance vestibule in eddition to, end leading into, the narthex itself.

But A4 places the narthex in en auxiliary wing adjoining the ohurch on
the Epistle side neer the west end, while A2 places the narthex in s
large wing wider than the mein body of the church itself snd plsced
sgeinst its west end like the orossber of s "T",

All the churches thus far discussed are besed on a ground plan that
is fundamentslly rectanguler in outline. 10 But three of the thirty-nins
ohurches included in this study depart guite redieslly from this tradi-
tional plan.

Ml3 is @ widely-publicized example of the centrel plen in ecclesi-
asticel architecture. Such a building is plemned eround s cemtral
polnt (radial symmetry), rether thsn a longitudinel saxis (axial sym-
metry). It may be circulsr or polygonal, with or without sn ambulatory
round about, or it msy be in the shape of & Greek cross, i.e., with the
four arme of equal length. Ohurches in such designs have sppeared oc-
casionslly throughout the history of Ohristienity, snd especislly in
the Byzentins ers. These were usually "beptisteries and memorisls or
mausoleum chapels, for which, on & Romsn precedent, centrslly plsnmed

buildings were 5:nforred."n Even these often lad s longitudinal motif

mhlthough M16 1is actually somewhat coffin-shaped, since the clurch
is slightly wider =t its east than its west end, and the sast wall ias
pushed out into s shallow trisngle instead of being streight across.

lllikoll\ll PO‘!'IIIOP. _020 _0_!_.‘5-. Pl ”l
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in addition to the cemtral one (as by tha adding of a ohancel and apse
8% the east end end s nerthex st the west). M5, however, probably is
88 close to being e completoly consistentcentral plan ss it 1s possible
to attain in a church. 4n octagonal altar forme the center of the en-
tire plan; it is surrounded by an octegonal chancel, then an octagonal
nave, then sn octzgonsl embuletory (corridor), which serves es & nar-
thex. The final touch is @ series of meeting rooms jutting out from
the enbulatory, one from esch of the eight sides. The roof system will
be expleinad hero, since it hes 1little relstion to that of the other
ohurches in this study. Eight soparate gable-roof units radiate from
8 central point sbove the elter (marked by a fleche)--ome to cover each
soguent of the octsgon. Thus there sre eight roof ridges and elight
velleys between them, producing en effect reminiscent of the petels of
8 flower. Zsch of these eight roof unite is, in turn, divided into
three levels, with steps between: the ridge of each roof slopes upward
from the central point to v point sbove the edge of the chamcel, where
& vorticel drop occurs; from there the ridge rises again over the nave
to the point where the smbulatory begins, where it drops once more and
continues horizontslly over the embulatory end one of the radlating
meting rooms. The space in esch of the vertical drops is filled with
glass, thue providing clerestory lighting for the nave and chancel,
which otharwise kave no windows becsuse they have no outside walls.

The other two churches which depart from the rectangular plan are
based on a triangle motif. In the case of E3 a wedge shape wes dictated
by the shaps of the lot. Ths ohencel is placed in the narrow end of the
vedge, with the very tip reserved for s small chapel. The narthex is in
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the opposite, wido end of ths wedge, and suxilisry meeting rooms sround
8n open court gontinue the wedge shape still farther to the west. The
roof of this building is flat, but slopes upward from the narrow esst
end to the wider west end.

Another trisnguler plsn ie put into effect in 45. Again, ths chen-
cel is pleced in the apax of the triengle end the narthex slong the base.
In this cese, howevor, the roof slopes in the opposits direciion, from
ito lowest point over the morthex to a dramatic high point above the
sltar. A sacristy is added oo a smeller end lowor trisngle east of the
ohsncel-apex of the mein triangle.

From this description of tho bssic disposition of apace in the

thirty-nine churches under study, it is resdily spparent that there is

no lack-luster uniformity in comtemporary ILutheran srchitecture. Yet

there has beon no wholesele departure from the besic shapes that have
long been regarded ms the most sultable for church bodies in the main
streem of the COhristisn tradition. About forty-four por cemt of the
ohurches studies (seventeen out of thirty-nine) have adopted or adspted
the plen of the Christian bosilice in some formy this 1s probably =
higher percentsge then ot eny time in the recent pesi. Moat of those
which do not follow the plen of the sisled busilice do at leest retain
the form of the long end relatively narrow hell, which 1s corteinly in
the best tradition. Thare wes not & single exsmple of the squsre or
longer-than-it-is-wide type of church which was once so popular, but
Which is now regarded ss unfortunate by most persons of ecolesisstical
taste. While deferring to good tradition, however, contemporary srchi-
tects have been willing to adopt modern techniques and materials. As
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individuel details are taken up, this will bacoms more spparent than it

lss been under tho heading of bseic shapes.
Orientation

For many centuriecs it had been treditionsl to plece the chancel end
of the church toward the esst. In fact, our terminology in denoting the
various parts of s church is etill besed on thet sssumption. But 1t
Would appear thet almost 1l trece of that tredition has mnow been lost,
or et leest is being ignored, in contemporary Luthersm architecture.

The uriter feels that ho has escerteined the orientation of thirty-
four of ths churches under study with a reepectelble degree of probabil-
ity. Of those, no more than nine ere oriented towerd the east, and two
of these ere uncertain. About sn egual number faces in esch of the
other directione. Hence it eppesrs probsble that there is now almost
Ro adherence to the old rule sny more. In one cess (}12), however,
eastern orientetion waes explicitly requirsd becsuse of “liturglcsl con-
siderstions."12 gppy, wsy have been true in one or two other ceses in

add ’.t’.m-
Techniques and Materials

Certain building materiels are available in modern times which ths
bulldere of the historic ccclesiasticel styles did not have st thelr dis-
posel. These include such matericls as stesl, concrete, and ths lami-

nated wood arch. Each of these makes possible, even necessary, methods

1 la'mtheun Church," Progressive Architecture, Dscember, 1952, p.
03.
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of building which ere differsnt from those precticed in previous centu-
ries. As is to be expacted, these changed methods of building ususlly
sffect the appesrance of the churches now being built.

One of the most interesting of these developments is the now wide-
Bpread use of the lsmineted arch in church building. Such an srch is
glued up from separste piecen of wood, shaped and fitted together in
such a wey that e one-piecs, curved framing member is formed, which 1is
8ble to serve the functlion both of a verticsl post in the wsll and of
8 roof truss. Thus the entire weight of the roof is trsnsmitted to the
ground by those archea. Tha side walls, since they need support no more
than their own weight, can be moved ocutward, leaving a space for the
8isle botwsen the arch and the outcide wall. Furthermore, well-designed
leminsted arches can add much to the besuty of a church's interior, ris-
ing s they do in o long graceful ourve from floor level to the ridge
of the roof.

Zloven of tho churches under study meke use of the laminated wood
eroh in their constructlon. Threes of these (Al, El, U5S) sre built es
elsle-less churchos, but ths rest of them conform to the basilican plan
8t lesst to ths extent of heving structural side aisles. But only two
of the latter group (U3 on one side only, and ¥1) bave an actual, ver-
tical clerestory wall, while in the remsinder (A4, M4, M5, Ml4, M15,
M16) the erch begine ite curve immediately above the level of the aisle
roof,

In other respecta, too, there is opportunity for considerable vari-
ety in building with the lemineted arch. The shape of arch used is de-
termined by tho individual architect. Hence some may be tall and grace-




hdy

ful (M5), othors very much flattened out (51).15 Two examples of a
Prabolic arch occur among the churches studied (M15, A4). In another
ohurch (U3) e lean-to effect is achieved by using half-arches only, with
the free upper end resting upon brick piers in ths opposite wall of the
churgh,

The so-called "A" frame type of comstruction 1s somewhat relsted
to the lominsted arch plan. In this typs, too, the principal framing
members rise all the way from floor level to ths ridge of the roof in
one continuous unit. But in this camse those framing members are straight
rether than ourved. Tho besie shape of the elevation, thereforse, is
thet of en isosceles trisngle--sll roof snd no wells. (Short walls are
usually added, however, leaving the lower emds of the framing timbers
out in tho opsn, resembling miniature flying buttresses.) The roof
Pitoh required in the “A" frame msthod of comstruction is comparatively
steep. Two (37, M1l) of the three examples of this type show s pitch
of approximately seventy degrees from the horisontal, snd the other (S2)
8ixty degrees. This steep pitch cen be a definite adventage, since the
dignity of height is thus achieved even in a very smll church. An
srchitect wrote of one such church which he had designed: "The simple
'A! frame construction not only added to the economy but provided a ver-
tical motif, 1ifting the worshipers sbove the squst proportions of the
conventional mission church."i4

The steel frame is enother modern development now often used in the

15Both. incidentally, designed by the ssme architect.

Vigulver Heaton, "A Mission, a Messags, and $25,000," Luthersn Com-
penion, March 10, 1954, p. 9.
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eonstructlion of churches. But only three of the churches here under
study allow the ateel fremework to boe expased to sight in sany appreci-
8ble degree. In i13 the slender steel posts that support the low roof
8ll around stend in the open, unhidden. The architect of Ml2, a modi-
fied "A* freme type of structure, allowed the large, built-up steel roof
trusses to romsin fully oxposed on the inside. And In A3 (with a tri-
fngular ground plan), the complex network of steel beams in the walls

8nd roof is entirely visible, snd forms an interosting element of the
Votel dosign. It is interesting to mote that all three of these churches
8re among those which differ mostradically from the traditionsl patterns.

It happens mors oftten, however, that the steel skeleton, all-
importent though it is in the structure of the building, is in no way
exprossed or even hinted at on ths surface of walls or ceiling. For
instence, it is @ very common practice, especially in flast-roofed build-
ings, %o instell & smooth end uninteresting ceiling, which in no way
éxpresses the meens by which the roof is supported. Again, in W2 the
horizontal roof trusses of steel are overlaid with wooden boards in such
8 way that et First sight the roof sppears to be supported by wooden
beams instead of steel. No doubt as the new architecture matures the
potentialities for besuty inherent in steel itself will be more widely
realized.

Reinforced or prestressed concrete is used as & basic structural
mterial in several of the churches under conmsideration. Ul is built
around masesive trusses of reinforced concrete, poured in place and then
ground to a fine finish and polyohromed. In the preceding peragraph M12

wae cited ms an exsmple of the use of a steel framework; it sleo is note-
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¥orthy in that tho roof which is attached to the steel modified "A"
frame consista of "overlapping, hollow-core, precast, prestrassed con-
crete” planks laid up on the sew-toothed upper odgas of the steel
trusses.15 7Tho same church also mekes use of concrete’ pylons to mark
the main entrence end to merve as 8 tower. 351 is bullt almost entirely
of reinforced soncrete, faced with brick inside end out. In the more
Prosaiec form of plain concreto blocks this materisl is used in at
lesst four more ochurches (110, A4, Ul, Wl), in all cases left exposed
on tho latorior but covered with briok or stone on ths exterior.

Probebly it is in large part due to the use of modern materisls
that the roofs of contemporary churches have flettened out to the ex-
tont that they heve. 4 full nineteen exsuples have roofs pitched st
o0 angle of fifteen degrees or less from ths horizontel, as opposed to
eightesn with & steseper p!.t.oh.“ Eight of these are virtuslly flat--
8 plan not ordinarily seen in the styles of srchitecture formerly used
in ths Lutheren church. 1In additlion, ten out of the seventeen basilican
churches employthe flat roof for the side aisle(s). At the other ex-
trems, of course, ere six churches in which ths main roof has a pitch
of aixty degrees or more.:7

The use made by modern church srchitects of seversl more tradi-
tional meterlals might slso be mentioned. Brick (either solid or as s

venmeer) appears as sn importent material for the walls in thirty-four

151"01' detalls see "Lutheran Oburch," Progressive Architecturs, De-
cember, 1952, pp. 101-03.

16p4 and K15, being parabolic, are mot included in this tabulstion.

17Three of these are those built on the wooden "A" frame principle.
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of the thirty-nine ohurches. Furthermore, in all but five of these the
brick is left exposed, uncovered by plaster or anything else, also on
the interior wells. Stone, on the othor hend, is used to eny great ex-
tent in less than five of the churches studied. In U5 a slate floor

throughout. produces = pleasing effect.
Concerning two of the churches, materisl evailable to the present

vriter shows that the effective use of color was a matter of special
eoncern to the architects. A description of the emplyment of color in
M4 Ls found in the dediostion booklet:

The arrengement of color in the glees and solid psnels was executed
by Artist Eetty Dickerson, of Wichita.

The panel walls were plenned to produce en ever chenging pattern of
light and color. iihen viewed from the outside during the day the
solid panela carry pattern while tho glase becomes relatively neu-
tral. As seen inside during the day the color is provided by ths
gless and the solid panels become msutral. At night this 12 re-
versed by tho solid panels providing a subdued color pattern inside
under artificial 1light ond the glass presenting ita color to the
viewer outside. Incorporated in ths design of the chancel wall are
the five liturgloal colors: White, symbolic of Epiphany and Esster;
Violet, Advent end Lent; Red, Fentecost; Green, Trinity; Black,
Good Fridey.l8

In the c2oe of 52, a small mission chapel built on a very strict budget,
the erchitect himnolf tells us the story in a newspaper interview:

"Color beceme & prime fector with simplificetion of the architec-
tural form," said Heston, "and I ineisted upon epproval of my se-

lection of colors."l
And in a magazine erticle he describes the result:
The colors radiate from the sanctusry, with 2 ceiling of soft blue-

187he pedication, Seint Luke's Luthersn Qhurch . . . (printed bro-
chure, M1%), p. 10.

190an 1. Thrapp, "Tiny Churoh Wins Award for Design,” los Angeles
fimes, January 16, 1954, pert II, p. 3.
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gray, beams of dark blue, and the wood walle of the chancel warm

redwood. The chancel furniture is a blending red mahogany, with

the doserl curtain natural and gold, the large croas of aluminum,
end candlesticks of brass. The walls of the nave are yellow ochre,
and tke floor tan.

The acience of acoustics kss slso had its influence on the design
of modern Luthersn churchss. The following quotstion from ths dedica-
tlon booklet of E5 applies with equal force also to Ml (after which, in
gomeral, 25 io patterned) "A slanted ceiling and curved wall surfaces
sontribute to an elmost perfact acousticsl aetting, both for ths spesk-
ing from the chancel end for the music from the loft."2* In addition,
one of the sido walls of the nave in Ml ie deliberately made wavy, so
that mo two wolls sre parallel (thus reducing scho). To heighten this
effect still further, weveral psnels of brick in that wall sre so laid
thet the ourfece Ls broksm up instesd of remsining flst. A similar

techinigue is the * punctuated brick" sffect used in 31.
The Chancel

#e now turn our attention to certain of the individual components
of a contemporary Lutheren church building. The first of these will be
the changel, with its furnishings.

Luthsran churches built in ths recent past commonly had a very
small chancel. It wae oftem bullt on ma e separats little room added
to the east end of the nave. But of the thirty-nine churches here under
study, only ten (A3, 23, 14, 6, 52, S5, U2, U3, U4, U7) bave a chancel

2Ogulver Heaton, op. glt.s p. 10.

2lpedication Week, Trinity Luthersn Qhurch, Yankton, South Uakotas
(Pr’-m.d bronhur°| E5)| Pe 5-
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Whose inside width 1s less than that of the mave.22 And even among
thess there are almost none with a chencel ss smll as once was quite
gommon. This enlarging of the chencel mey be due to a heightened 1i-
turgicel ewarenecs in the Lutherem clurohes of hmerica.2?

Hodern architecta heve succeeded, perbaps better than meny previous
ones, in directing all ettontion towsrd the chencel with its elter. An
importent part in this schiovement is due to the many weys developed by
contemporary srchitects of setting the choncel area off from the nave
end making it more conspicuous. One comzonly used method is to provide
Wood paneling for ths walls of the chancel, while in the nave the bere
walls (ususily of briok) are left exposed.

& technique which can lay more clainm than this ome can to being a
truly modern development is that of flooding the whole chencel, or the
sltar-spacs in psrticulsr, with natural light, usually from windows
that ere hidden from the worshipers' eyes. 1}l is a femous exemple of
this tochnique: & tall, narrow, clesr gless window, reaching from floor
to ceiling, is placed in the chancel well on th® Gospel elde, directly
sbutting ths eest well. This throws a bright stresm of light mcross
the eltar-space end the east well, with its sixteen-foot wooden cross.
The neve is relstively dark, with no windows at ell in the clerestory
welle. The source of light beside the altar 1s hidden from the view of

the nave by s tull screen in the form of verticsl louvers, projecting

22_1.3.. the nave proper, not including the side aisles, if any.

2J0ne 1ink between the two s perhbsps to be found in the incressed
importence now given to the communion reil, which tends to require a wi-
der ohancel.
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from the side well ilmmedietely in front of the window.

This ides of scoenting a part of the chancel with deylight is re-
Peeted in sous form in at least seventeecn of thess churches (A3, El, =4,
s K1, ¥4, 43, W7, W15, 81, UL, U2, Uk, US, U6, U7, W2). This seems
elmost encugh to quelify as one of the distinctive motifs of contempo-
Tary echurch zrchitecture. It assumes verious forma, of course, although
Rany examples resemble the trestment of Ml. In Ul the windowe flanking
the alter ere made of gless block, sendblasted with ecclesisatlical asym-
bols, but hidden from the nave bty vertlcal conorete fins. & differenmt
working out of the semo ides is found in M7, where a portion of the
stesp, "A" frems type roof sbove the sltar to one side is replaced by
@ sheet of greenish, trenslucent corrugated plastic. In M15 the entire
essternmost bey between the parsbolic laminated arches is roofed with s
similer plastic msterial.

Other methods of setting off the chancel as the special center of
interest in the church are the following: & gable end filled in with
petterned ceramic tile (4l); & higher roof and lighter-colored walls
in the chencel thon in the nave (&l); richer colors in the chancel (92);
elaborete polychroming of the concrete erches in the chancel srea and
especlally of the ceiling above the altar, "in keeping with the sncient
tradition that the slter must heve & fit emurer!.nz:,"2~ (Ul); a facing of
white marble on the esst well (35); a diaper pattern painted on the esst
vall (#6); a cersmic mosaic (M15) or a tsll stained gless window (M10)

akﬁdpr 8. Brown, Jr., Guide to the Farish Church snd School of
race I..ut.haran Ghurch, Pottstown, Fennsylvanis venis (printed broobure, Ul),
P. g
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in the center of tho east well; a floor covering different from thet of

the neve, whether it is cersmic tile (%2), marble (M16), or carpeting
(81, £1, and othera); and, finally, planter boxzes to provide greemery
(ueed in et loaet six cases: B2, Eb, M1, M15, 91, 42).

The altar iteelf is of wood in about helf of the churches studied,
ond in the other half stone. At least seven (A3, Bl, B2, M1, Ml4, U3,
W2) of the stone altars sre of the tomb style (1.6.) & solid, or eppar-
ently solid, rectsnguler ness), and eight (M8, M12, M15, M16, 51, S3,
Ul, U7) of the teble type. The latter type exhibits a considerable va-
Tlety in deeizn of the stone pedestal(s) upon which the mensa rests.

In two cases, in fect,; there are no pedestals et all, end the sladb which
forms the monse is simply cantilevered out from the chancel wall(Sl,
83).2% The eltar of M3 is sheathed in copper end topped by a stone men-
88, Wl hae & lerge "tabernaele"as built into its alter, with doors of
cast bronze exhibiting s wheat end grapes design in relief. Many of the
Vooden altars, however, eppeer to be stock designs, not designed to the
srchitect's order.

The use of a dosszl curtain or ¢ reredos with the altar eppears to
have lost in populerity smong contemporary church architects. Of the
thirty-three on which dats could be obtained, only seven examples of the

25The correspondent for Sl writes: "Perhaps the most criticism
¥elve bad 1s of the mltar itself. Some people don't like it bscause
it looks too much liks & shelf. They feel it would be better if it
had same connection with the floor. It undoubtedly will look much bet-
ter when we get our paraments made."

aGDMH.mn.iom. Feace Luthsran Church, Green lake, Wisconsin (print-
od brochure, ul), pp. 5 and 7.
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doseal curtain era to be found (A2, M2, M8, 82, US, U7, ¥1). There are
10 more than throe ocourrencea of s reredos of any descoription whatever:
A3 and U1, where tho reredos consists of s plain marble facing applied
Yo the elter nlche, end E1, which hea e very wide wooden screen behind
the altar end extending to either side.2!

A mevw motif, however, whioh has become very commonly accepted in
Contemporary Lutheran churches, is thet of ths very large cross placed
8gainst the eoat wall of the chancel, above the altar. Of those churchss
for which the uriter has information on this matter, twenty-five (41,
b2y 21, B2, 53, &4, £3, W1, M3, W4, M5, M6, KT, H1Z, M15, M16, 81, 82,
83) Ul, U3, U4, US, Wl, W2) have a large cross of the aort described,

In contrest to o mere four (48, M13, #l4, U7) which have no more then

£ Such orosses are usually

the traditioral croas otanding on ths altar.
fastened to the esst wall of the chancel, often in such a way that they
stend off e short distsnce from the wall, thus cesting s prominent shad-
04 when lighted by the side windows. Sometimes neon or fluorescent tubes
8re installed behind s cross thus mounted, for & back-lighting effect.
Occasionally the cross is hung from the ceiling instead of baing fas-
Yened to the well. jMateriels vary, wood (redwood, mshogany, etc.) being

the most common. Several ere made of eluminum (Al, S2), one of copper

(¥5), another of wood and heevily silver-plated brass (£2). The height

271101- only in this connection but slso elsewhere it may be kept in
mind that ths writer had no deteiled information at hsnd concerning the
interiors of some of the churches under study. This must at times be
taken into account when determining the proportionste mumber of churches
that exhibit a given festure.

28rhree (M1, M3%, M15) of the twenty-five with large orosses have sn
altar oross in eddition.
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of these orosees renges upward from about three feet, which is unusually

omall, to fifteon (k15), sixteen (1), eighteen (M16), or even nineteen
foot tall (15).

The greet usjority of these are simple crosses, without the corpus.
h orucifix 1s used in only three cases (M4, M12, Ul), the firat two of
them reletively omall in size. Tho first end last of these three are of

the Christus vigtor type, the description end significance of which are

vell set forth in the gulde booklet published by Ul:

Unlike the treditional crucifix which depicte our Lord in His eter-
nel Sacrifice, the style employed here is somewhst different. . . .
In front of ths Crosa, yet attached to it is the hand-carved figure
of the Saviour of the world, His arme outstretched, not in pinioned
8gony, but in invitetion. His body is covered with e long white
robe, with colorful ornementetion, snd in His hends snd feet the
print of tho neils are pleinly visible. This type of crucifix ls
comzonly cslled the Qhristus Victors or Ghrist the Victor, snd ie
deslgned to show et tho same time both the Saorifice of Christ and
His Victory over desth end the greve. Historians end theologlisns
8re well egreed that this type of representetion is of sn earlier
origin in the Church's prectice than the more common suffering oru-
cifix. 1he celebrsted Lutharsn theologizn, Guetaf Aulen, in his
famous book Uhristus Victor (Msomillen, 1951) says: “iWe have already
8lluded to the disappesrance of the triumph-crucifix in sacred art.
But, even if this type wes ousted by the other, we muot not forget
that the crucifixes oi' the older type dste from the finest period
of medievel art, snd thet they portrey exactly the clessic ides of
the Atonement. They ohow Christ as st once the Sufferer end the
Victor who gains His triumph by the sacrifice of Himself. It is
further to be remembersd that these works both of postry and art,
which dste from before the fourteenth century, remsined in exis-
tence in the later period to bear their witness to the idee of re-
demption which they expressed.” (Fage 99). The use of this par-
tlcular form is most eppropriate in Grace Church as it harmonizes
with the words of Christ which asre carved upon the Altar. oOur
Lord's promise to 1ift up all men, if He is lifted up, recalls to
mind fls own three "liftings-up”: onm the Cross, from the Tomb, and
into Hesven. Thus we bave bafore us s most pleasing reminder of
8ll that our Saviour has done for us end also of the Hope that is

ours because of Him.29

apﬂdpr S. Browns Jre.s op. 2_’_.&.’ PP 4o,




e o

5h
Almost all contemporary Luthersn oburches, apparently, are equipped

¥ith a communion reil. The only exception known to this writer smong
the thirty-nino churches studied is A3. In most cases the rail is built
of wood (twenty oxsuples), although several are in bress, wrought iran,
Or other metals (six exsmples). More thsn half of the exemples which
could be studied showed a8 very simple foram of construction, consisting
of plain upright membere supporting & plain horizountal rsil. Others, of
course, are wore claborately adorned, often by means of en abstract
§rille-work filling in the spaces between uprights, less often by carv-
Ings or other decoration. In at least twenty-two of the churches the
il is bullt in o straight line scross the width of the chancel. But
olght tises or more the rsil is not straight (El, E2, E4, M8, H13--in
this centrally planned church, the rail consists of elght kneeling bench-
93, one et each corner of the octagonal sltar space—, K16, US, S3).
Ususlly in such cases it extends around the sides of the altar, as well
88 being in front of it.

Sevoral other items might also be mentioned briefly in conmection
vith the chencel. 4t lesst two of the churches under consideration have
@ ssnctuary lemp henging in the chancel. The pastor of one of these
churchea wrote, "We have a ssnctuary lemp; but nobody seems sure why it
is in the church* (M5).5° The other, however, was more sure, end in-

sertad an entire paragraph in explanation, saying that ths ssnctuary

Ouritten by a sucoessor of the psstor under whom the ohurch was
built. The congregation's dedication booklet, Dedication, Zion Luther-
8n Ohurch . ., . (printed brockure, M5), p. 14, bad explained the sanc-
tuary lemp en “signifying God's sbiding presence in His temple.
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laap "symbolizes the preaence of God in Hie (:hlu'oh."’1 The chancel of

the latter church conteins enother item, too, which has its tresditional
Place but 1s no longer often seen--the sumbry, s safe placed behind an
ornemental door built into the chancel wall, in which the conseorated

elements for communiceting ths sick end shut-in are kopt.’z
Wilndows

The mtter of windows, as might bs expeoted, is one in which there
ls considersble deperture from the forms of older srchitectursl styles.
Glass is now far mors o2sily obteinsble them it was in the periods when
the historic stylas were developed. Furthermore, modern construction
mteriels and teohniques lesve more of the wall spsce evailable for use
88 window eres. One expects, therefore, to see large expansas of glass
employed in modern church architecture.

Ihis expectation ie borne out in a great many cases. There are
oxamples whore gless fills the entire west wall (Al), esst wall (M1l),
north wall (H12), or south wall (A5, U5). In many more cases a good
deal more than fifty per cent of a wall is used for window sres. In
A3 no brici 1s used above the level of about seven feet from the floor
=~the atesl fremework sbove that level is filled entirely with gless,
811 the wey up to the roof. In not s few csses the entrence vestibule
is bullt with one or more wells almost entirely in glass (e.g., A4, M3,

K8, Us, li2). Often the doors themselves sre also glasa.

’Iﬂd@r S. Brown, JTa s op. _ﬂl_t|| P 4’0
%21b1d., p. 41.
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But spparently many architects heve concluded thst too much uncon-
trolled 1ight, or too much of & view through the windows, msy temnd to
distrect the attention of the worshipors from the sltar sres. It 1s
interesting to note the various devices that srohitects heve invented
for overcoming this difficulty. These ususlly consist of some varistion
on the louver idea, so designed as to shield ths eyes of the worshipers
from the bright light or the view, unless they turn sround snd look
toward the resr of the church. ¥Ml, for inetance, has vertical wooden
louvers between tho aisle windowe, which cirect all light in the direc-
tion of the chencel end of the church. In E5, M2, and 85 the walls
themsolves are built in the form of verticsl strips set at en angle,
like louvers. The cleer glaes windows sre then placed in the openings
betwean the strips, end canmot be seen by a person facing the east end
of the church. Ul hes @ somewhat different veristion: the nave windows
ere in the foras of tell, merrow, rectangulsr bay windows, having a
blank wall inetead of glass on tho essternmost side.

tindows are not in sll cases inserted in great profusion, sven
where modern construction techniques make it possible to do so. in ex-
smple is given us by those churches built eccording to the basilicen
Plan. Vhile sixteen out of the seventesn such churches do essign win-
dows to the side aisles, & full eight have no windows at all in the
clorestory wall. In six of thease ceses this is probesbly due chlefly to
the type of lemineted erch construction used, with the roof begimning
elmost immediately above the level of the side aisles; but two (M1, ES)

bave tall vertiocel clerestory walls, end yet no windows. Five more ba-

R —
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8ilicen plen buildings have windowe at the clerastory level on ome side
only, end four have them on both sides.

The faoct thut some churches may heve windows in one wall and none
fn the opposite side roints to anothsr characteristic of modern builld-
Ing. The freedom of asymmetry allows windows to be so placed thet thay
will not dizturb the worshipers with too nuch sunlight during the time
whon services are usuzlly held. This is pointed out in the dedication
booklat for u2.

Windous were eliminstsd from this high east wsll [s‘a.‘p!.ltl.e lldo] for

& very ssmsible resson. Most services being held in the mornming,

the rising sun would causs a blinding day-light problem that would

be difficult to control. The coatinuous bemd of windows sloag the
east wall of the low portion of the nave [i.e., the side sisle]
will ellow the sdmiesion of sufficient metural light without the
glering esunlight problem, due to the overhanging roof protection.

*» » « The west wall of ths nsve has large, serviceable windows

designed priwarily to hsndle successfully the natural light prob-

len without the necessity of controlling the glare from the bright

Borning sunlignt. This is but one of the adventages of modern

Plenning. Traditionally, both long walls of the nave would have

to be sinilarly deslgned regerdless of orlentetion. Iue to proper

Plenning in this direction, the use of artificial 1light is dogs

sway with, except under extremely dresry deylight conditioms.

In many ceses, appsrently, steined or colored glass in the windows
18 no longer comsiderad to be & necessity for meking the church look
like @ church. It wes used in st least fifteen of the churches umder
study, but the use of cleer glass seems to be just es common, with st
least eighteen clurches containing no colored gless st all, Sometimes
8 Window will contein several pemels of tinted or figured glass, and

the remainder will be left olesr (A2, A3, M10, W13, U8). No doubt e

55Dadlcutl.on i
» 1952, Peace Lvangelical luthersn Church, Sun Prairie,
Wisconain zprlnted brochure, ¥2), pe. 15.

S —————
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tendency in modern church architesture s tossrd lighter interiors, but

Portaps the chief remson for the less extensive use of stained glass 1s
13 cost. One church (U4) has 171 1ittle square windows in srt glass;
the cost was 38,0804 This, of cqurse, is sn unusuwsl example, in sn

unusuelly large end expensive church.
Furnishings Outside ths Chancel
Fulpit

The pulpite of modern Luthersn churches exhibit e wide variety of
stapes, but almost no veriety st all in materisls. As far as this writer
tould detersmine, the pulpits of all the churchss under study are bullt

of vood. 3cme stend in the old traditlions of good joinery, others teks

8dventegs of the new possibilities offered by plywood, which cen be bent
%0 form rounded corners. 4 few (e.g.» 51, 52) do not have solid sides,
but are onclosed in wooden slats or im & simple open fremework.””? The
RosL populer stepe for the modern pulpit appeers to be that of the sguare
Or rectangle, with at lesst eleven exsuples following this pattern.

Hext in frequency of occurrence is the trsditional octsgonmal shape, with
five examples. There are also two instsnces of cylindrieal pulpits (E2,
U1); one thet is in the shape of & reguler hezsgon, with the two back
sides lacking (M13), and at least two that are straight across and thus

5"'J.‘hn Hemorialized Stelned Glass Windows of Messiah Luthersm . . .

(printed brochure, U4), p. 2.

25This seems to be in the case of 92, a
perticularly appropriate ca ’
vory emll church, in which & more solid-looking pulpit might have de-

trected from the importance of the eltar.
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Provide no enclosurs for the preacher (A3, B4). One inmteresting pulpit

(85) 1o v-shaped in 1to floor plan, snd looke very much like the prow
of a ship polnting into the nave; its lesding edge slants upward snd for-
werd, for a rether oggresaive-looking effect. Both the oylindricsl pul-
Pito are worth describing in more detail. In 52 the front half of the
cylinder 1s of bent plywood, but the half that is behind the preacher's
beck is of brick, lsid up into a high semicircular wall, extending al-
most, half the height of tho tall mave. This is topped by s flat, cir-
cular teater, providing a canopy over the pulpit belosw. This device is
very effective for emphesizing the pulpit (although it in no way detracts
from the centrality of the mlter), end probably has éoountlcal value
8lso. The oylindrical pulpit in Ul is notable especially for its rich
ornsmentation. It stands on a four-foot-high fluted column, with the
niches occupied by twenty-four statuettes of great teschers end preach-
ore of the Qhurch, from John the Beptist to Henry Melchior Muhlenberg
and Oharles Porterfield Krauth. Ths body of the pulpit 1s decorsted
with l3-inch manile rope trimming elong top snd bottom edges, es well

a8 restrained polychroming snd s carved plaque depicting the ship of

the Ohurch. In two churches (U3, W2) the "center® aisle in ths nave is
actuslly off-center, so thet about two thirds of the nave seating is on
the seme side of the church as the pulpit. In both cases this imbalance
is partislly off-set by having the alter snd chencel cemtered on the

"center" aisle of the nave.

Nave Seating

In almost all csses, pews of the ordinary variety are provided for
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seating in the mave. iost have the stendord rectengular pew-ends, a
few have kmeelers (¥1, K5, Ml3, perhaps others), st lesot ome (K16) has
plastic-covered, foam-rubber cushions, 85 hss an interesting custom-
Bade design, consisting of molded oek plywood sests snd becks, supported
by black metsl stanchions; the pew-ends are low end consiat of e metal
engle-iron frames, trapezoidal in shape, filled with wire mesh, over
which e white cross is superimposed, ropeating a motif established in
the communion reil. In et lesst three cases (K7, K12, 82) seating is
provided on metal folding chairs. The last of these, a smell mission
ohepsl, hea ecoustigel partitions thet fold out from the side walls of
the nave, forming eleven smll clessrooms, into which the folding

chairs are placed for Sundey School clesses.

Baptiozal Font

lete on this itewm was more limited thsn on most previous ones. The
eightesn ozeees in which information was svaileble again show & profusion
of different designe. [Two fonts are trianguler in cross-section (A2,
M5, the letter with s carving representing a Feraon of the Holy Trinity
on each side), four sre octagonsl (A3, K5, Ml4, U3), one is square (%2),
and two more have round bowls set on s pedestsl of different design (M1,
K8). Two are bLracketod out from a well instesd of being set on the
floor (al, U2).

Equally diversified are the materiels of which ths fonts sre meds.
A full seven are of stome (E2, M7, ¥8, M1k, M15, M16, Ul), the first
one being granits, with a sterling eilver bowl, the latter two asrble.

The font of 17 consists of a lerge, unhswn rock with e matursl depres-
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sion in the upper surface, for which s sterling silver liner was made,
the whole being set on e hesvy pedestol. Pive more sre mede of wood
(83s ¥5, U3, w1, 95). The last one is a stock wooden "gothic® deeign,
in shocking contrest to all the other appointuents in the church, which
were spoclally designed by the architect, even the pews; probsbly it is
meant to be only temporary. Two more fonts are lsrgely of metel (M1,
U2}, one of stoneware (4l), end one interesting example is built up of
brick, with e otome top into which & bowl is sunk (W2). At lesst five
fonts ere equipped with e metel cover (43, A2, K1, K5, M7, M8). Many
heve some sort of beptiemal symbols cerved in the sides or ntteched to
the cover: 322, the "Tnu® cross snd s symbol for weter; 8, s cross ris-
ing from the cover, with shield and shell superimposed; M1l4, s dove;
K13, symbols for ths Trinity, slresdy mentioned sbove; Ul, & serles of
elght cervings, representing the fell of man, reconcilistion, snd bap-
tlen. 53 hss edded a peculiarly modern touch--sbove the font bangs a
mobile sculpturs in wrought iron, deplicting in e nuzber of symbols the
Trinity in crustion, redemption, end ssmctification. Ome of ths church-
3 (U1) has a eeparste baptistery, e room vielble through e wide, open
doorwey on the Gospol side of the nave, just in front of tha chancel
erch. In two more churches (1, Z5) the blank front end of the sisle
on the Gospel side is used for this purpose, and that srea is msde low-
er then the neve floor by ome or two steps. In both these cases the
font Ls still visible from all parﬁa of the nave, ss it is in every

case except that of Ul, just mentioned.
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Organ and Qhoir

Provisions for the seating of a choir in the chancel (or, in U2,
in the front pews of the nave) are made in fourteen of the churches for
which such informetion was available (A1, A2, E1, B2, M3, M7, Ml12, 81,
U, u2, vk, vs, ur, U8). . In sixteen churches choir and orgsn wers plaged
in ths reecr loft or belcony (A4, £3, B4, ES, K1, M4, M5, M14, M15, K16,
82, 83, U3, U5, ul, W2). ‘

Awong the churches for which such deta was st hsnd, there ers six-

tean pipe orgens, es compared to elght electronic lustruments.
Artificiel Lighting

In the older churches built since the sdvent of the electric light,
Vhe most comzon mesns of artificlel illuminetion was some sort of &
henging 1ighting fixture. Although they are mo longer the most common
Bource of artificial 1ight, hanging or suspended fixtures are still be-
ing used in contemporory churches. Two churches (A3, ¥3) use large,
simple glase globeo suspended from the celling. Others are modermistic
fixztures especlally designed for the church in which they sre used.
Some of the most elaborate sre found in Ul; they ere a hanging fixture
consisting of e base of wrought iron end brass together with a tall top
Fert of molded gless in the shspe of a drinking tumbler, on the surface
of which ecclesiastical symbols have beon send-blested. 83 and U> have
fixtures consisting of e henging horizontal bar, to which specially-
designed reflesctor units ere atteched, some pointing upwerds, othsrs
dovnwards. US, U7, snd W2 have other styles of suspended lighting fix-

tures.
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But several newer methods of lighting are now more common in mod-
dorn churches. One of these 1s the device called the scove light--a long
trough, almost invariably placed along the lower edge of the clerestory
¥8ll, and containing a 1light source (often fluorescent tubes). The
trough directs the 1ight towsrd the ceiling snd well, reflecting & soft,
diffused 1ight into the pow eares. This tecknique is used in at least
thirteen of the churches under study (A1, A4, B4, N3, Mb, M8, K13, Ml4,
H13, 51, W1, w2, M16).

Another much-used method of srtificial illuminstion is the use of
modern seslad-besm spotlights at the level of the ceiling. Often these
wmits are mounted flush with ths surface of the ceiling, or else are
hidden behind the wooden srohes or besms of the roof. At least thirteen
churches (3, A4, 55, M1, Mk, M5, M8, K16, 51, 92, U2, UA, U5) use this
systen of 1ighting throughout the nave and chsncel (in & few csses this
18 in addition to other 1lights). Another four (Al, Z1, M7, 53, snd
probebly many more) use !ptlatllghtﬂ only in the chencel, in order to high-
light the altsr snd other features. Perhaps sn extreme exsmple of the
uses to which spotlights cen be put in the church is given by U4, where
the center aisle of the nave

is drematically lighted with marching lights, which bathe the pro-

cessional in a pool of brillisnce. Ocnocsaled lights within the

wells of the sltsr sggce illuminete the sltar in color to fit the

attitude of worship. y

Another type of lighting fizture is used in the two similar churches,

o) 55;.--:.-1:. A Grest New Ohurch for a New World (printed brochure,
{ ] pi 5-
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Wl end 35. Thie is the torchier, @ reflector bowl mounted on sn aram
extending out from the olerestory wall snd directing its light upward.
The effect ia a diffused 1ight similar to that produced by the cove
lighting system. In both of thoee churches such fixtures are supple-

hentary to spotlights set into the ceiling.
The Intrance

The traditional position for the mein entrsnce of a church 1s in
the west facade, directly opposite the altar. This symmetricsl dispo-
sition is retsined in tuwelve (A3, A5, B3, Bk, M5, M9, H10, M16, U1, U3,
UA, W2) of the thirty-nine contemporary churches under study. Another
four (25, W4, 11, K15) have the entrance sst into the western facade,
but somawhere other thsm in the center. Four more (Al, 52, M14, 33)
bave a ssparato little wing in which the entrence is placed, added on
to the mein body of the church, snd yet with the entrence facing the
west. All tho rest of the churches’! have main entrsnges facing in a
direction othsr then the west end of the church. Five churches are so
constructed thet the mein entrance is toward the east (A4, M3, US, U6,
US). This is sccomplished by building & wing out to one side or the
other at the west end of the church, and then placing the entrsnce in
ths emsst face of that wing. In most cases where this has been done it
is because the chancel end of the church is closest to the strest. Sev-

en other churchss have the main entrance fsoing the liturgical south

5-'M.l but one of the thirty-nine ochurches have been taken into ac-
count in this tabuletion. The sole exception is M13, which is built
8ccording to the central plen snd hence eould not be fitted into eny
of the cetegories used.
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(K1, M2, u7, 18, M12, U2, ul), six the morth (42, El, M6, S1, 32, U7).
om0 of these main entrences that are at ome or the other side of the
ohurch open dirsctly through the north or south wall of the church (E1,
Kl, M6, M12, 51, 52, U2, UT), but others are placed in en extra wing
®dded es an entrencewsy (2, N2, N7, 18, Wl). It is quite apparent that
in the matter of the placing of the main entrance there is little uni-
formity emong contsmporary churchee, nor does there sesm to be & very
strong desire to follow the treditions of the past in this respect.

Mo srchitects found it desirable to ceter to ths needs of those
who come to church by eautomobile. Hence thay included in thelr plans
8 covered drivewsy entrence (callsd a porte goghere in the dedicaticn
booklet of 2)?3-_sither in sddition to (H15) or in conjunction with
(¥2) the mein entremce.

Kany interesting techniques have baen used by modern church archi-
teots to give srchitectursl importsnce to the msin entrence. Some of
these have boon very successful in emphesizing the entrsnce and msking
it inviting. Probably the most common method of achieving this effect
is the use of a coversd porch over the approsch to the main doors. A&t
least twonty-three of the churches studied have some such shelter over
the doorway (41, 45, 21, 55, M1, K2, M4, K5, M6, M8, M1l, K15, N16, 31,
%2, 83, u1, U3, U4, U6, U8, W1, W2). Very few of these sre monumental

in llﬁe;” instead, they are very humen in scale--usually no more then

58iJot:u.cslt.l.c:n'n. 1952, peace Bvengelical Luthersn Church, Sun FPrairie,
iiisgonein (printed brochure, i2), p. 13.

Sone example, however, is U4.
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olght to ton feet ebove floor level.

Another common mothod of glving emphasis to tho main entreznce 1ie
by @ssocleting 1t uith the tower. The doorwsy may bs placed sither
dirsetly in the bsae of the tower (25, M2, 12, UT), or in olose prox-
imity to it (so in at lemst fourteen cesess Al, Ad, A5, b, M6, N7,
¥9, M11, 115, 51, U2, U6, UB, Wl).

There is & wide variety of other mesns availeble to the modern
erchitect for emphasizing the entrence. The doorway cen bs more or
loss desply rscessed into the surfoce of the facade (i5, M4, M12). It
B8y bs glven strongly vertiecal lipes! in contrest to a horizontsl motif
alseshere (4Z). The surfaces immediately surrounding the doorway mey
display materiela which contrast with those of the rest of ths church
(81, 24, 35). 4 peculierly modern menifestation of this latter tech-
nique fe the use of largs expanaes of clear glass in the ares sbout ths
entrenceway (as 1o 44, 13, ¥8, M10, U2, ¥2). Often the doors themselves
&re glass. Tho entrance porch may be enclosed on one or mors sides
vith @ short well of brick open-work (M4, ¥6). Tho doors themselves
=y be painted in & contrasting color for emphssis (52, deep green; 52,
medium tlue). 4 sculpture, peinting, steined-glass window, or other
fyabolic festure may be placed nesr the doorwsy to invite entry (42, EA,
W4, ¥8, H14). And finelly, growing plents are sometimes used sround
the entronceway for the matural, inviting effect which thsy give (&4,
15, ¥5).

Thue it is readily appsrent thst contemporery architects have in
their designing of Lutheran churches devised meny effectivo ways of mak-

ing an entranceway that "welcomes sll to enter into the Beauty of Holi-
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ness, "0 ag gne dedication booklet phrases it.

The Tower

No tower of eny desoription is to be found on seven of the thirty-
Bne churches (43, 13, uh, ¥l4, H16, 53, US; H16 was originelly plenned
%o have a tower, but 1t has not been built). 4Among those which do have
@ tover of some kind, the most popular type is one of substential bulk,
¥hich rises from ground level to & height ususlly greater than that of
80y other part of the building. 4 tower of this type occurs on nineteen
of the buildings studied. OF these seven ere squere, or virtually so,
n ground plen (1, 45, M6, M8, M9, Uh, and ¥l, which has @ spire added
on top), whils eleven sre basically rectangular (45, &2, B4, X1, M2,
K13, 81, vz, U7, US, 42). One is L-shaped in cross-section (U3). One
¥8y in which these towers differ from those of some previous building
8tylos is in the fact that neerly all of them retain the sems oross-
8eotional sheps from the foundstion to the very top. In other words,
Lf 1t bogins square down at the bottom, it will be square at the top
%00, end of the seme diemeter all the way up. This simplicity is in
contrast to the progressive nerrowing toward the top snd the trsnsitioms
from one cross-section to another that characterize Gothioc or Georgilan-
Colonlel towerz, for instence. Nor are eny of tha modern towers artic- =
ulated into stories, as practiced by elmost all earlier styles. :

By fer the most common material for such towers is brick (used in

A5' g2, 85, M1, K2, Hﬁ. M8, M9, Hl‘s’ 02' u’l u"l u7l uai iz)' As com-

lh.obodlcatlon. Zion luthersn Qhureh . . . (printed brochure, M5),
p. 14, e '
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Pared with the fifteen towers of briock, there sre only two of stone
(%, ¥1) end ons or concrete (51). One interssting exsmple is made of
¥ood (21). It consists of a tell fremework of rough-sswn timbers, en-
closed with siding on two sidss only, and left open on the other two.
The reaction to this tower 1a desoribed by the pastors

When under conetructlon, we took & lot of "ribbing® end the open

fremework of our tower gave csuse for our building to be branded

"The Ghurch of the Holy Soaffold." But by the time we had bsen in

our bullding for & single yeor, the Oregon Journal gsve us the front

Pege in color, ploturing our tower over the hesding "An Invitation

to liorship" {s1).

In plece of a tower of good size rising all the way from the ground,
five churches (42, ¥5, M10, K15, Ul) have & spire or fleche set atop the
roof of the church. These are ususlly related guite clossly in design
Yo the epires of previous styles of occlesiasticsl architecturs, although
the meteriels cut of which they sre mow built ere often modern (ususlly
metal--steel, copper, aluminum).

4 number of modern architects have devised new substitutes for the
traditional tower. Oomnected with A4 by mesns of e cesnopied walk-wey
le & tower consisting of two free-stending brick piers, rectangulsr in
Gross-gection, stending at right sngles to esch otheor, but separated by
Severs] feet. They are connected only by & beam near their tops, from
Which a bell is hung. 12 has two tall pylons of concrete, in the shape
of right triangles, standing next to each other. The mein entrsnce is
Placed in the epace between the two pylons. They sre connected mear

the top by several horizontsl beams upen which bells msy be hung. This

gives something of the effect of a step-ladder. A motice in a news mag-

83ine calle it = "symbolic ladder, representing reach to heaven," and
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8dds that it has esrned the church "the irreverent title, 'Johmny Rebbit

%re on the Desert.'"l 4n article on this church in sm architectural
Journal refers lergely to this tower in stating that "Its unusual ap-
pesrence hos esrned for the structure such locsl epithets ss 'Catapult
Yo Heeven' . . . end 'Jacob's 1..-¢lclol'."“"2 Another interesting exemple
is the tall, deteched "campanile" which stands in frout of the entrance
to A1l. It coneists simply of two stsel chemnel besms set about three
feot spert into @ concrete foundation, and connectsd et reguler inter-
vals by seven horizontel members. The rectenguler spaces thus formed
&re filled mlternately with Latin end 3t. Andrew's orosees (the name of
tho church i3 ut. Andrew 's), which are also of stesl. The tower for
82 18 also formed of two upright membere connected by seversl lighter
horizontel bers. This time, however, the construction 1s of wood, snd
it 1o peinted e light yellow. U6 hes & lerge, free-stending cross mede
of concrete end plecod near the main entrance. M1l has & similarly
pleced, but more slender, cross. For £5 there are three crosses, still
taller, and mede of slender poles (probsbly metal). Thess, too, stend
epart from the building end in front of the entrence. M7 hes @ modern
form of the simplo bell-cote, of stone.

The tower; or ite eguivalent, whatever its shape mey be, is most
often placed et or neer the western end of tho church. In this respeot,
Sontemporary erchitecture is following what is probably also the most

Common usage of the past. HNine churches heve a tower which is directly

"1"1'ho New QChurches,” Time, September 19, 1955, p. 80.

"2"Hlthoran Church," Progressive Architecture, December, 1952,
Pe 101.
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in or ebove the western facade (a2, 45, 81, B35, M5, M9, UL, U2, U3).
Ten more place the tower at or mesr the northwest corner of the church
(24, 85, 11, 46, u8, ¥15, 51, 52, U7, UB), seven at the southwest
Sorner (41, A4, M2, K7, H1l, #1, ¥2). ‘Wo have the tower or its equiv-
8lent alongside the nave neer its midpoint on the south side (U4, UG).
The one cruciform church in the group (K10) bas its spire in a tradi-
tlonel plece for that type of church, over the crossing of the transept
end neve. Tho remeining three have towers in the sres of the chancels
&2, the north side of the chencelj M12 to the esst; M13 directly sbove
it (this 1s tho centrally plemmed church).

Almoat every one of the thirty-ome churches with towers has at
lesst ons representation of the cross appearing prominently on 11'..4’
Often this croes is a very tall ono and extends above the top of the
tower itsslf. oOtherwiss it is placed againet the side of the tower,
8ad souetimes it is repestad on each of the four sides. The towers of
2 and Ul also have other Ohristisn symbols applied to their surface.

Five of the towers contsin bells (A4, M7, K10, U7, Wl, perhaps
several more; U4 has & set of electronic bells in the tower). This
Would scem to be e low proportion, in view of the faot that it hss in
the pust usually been one of the chief functions of a church tower to
hold bells. 4 number of the rest of the towers, however, do have pro-
vielon for the sccommodation of one or more bells when the time comes
that they cen be placed.

The functional purpose of most of the towers represented in this

l',Thc only excaptions appear to be A4, A5, K7, snd 32,
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Study seems to bs chiefly thet of publicity. They sre intended to cell
to the attention of passers-by thet hers is & church, and further, per-
beps; to romind them of God snd of their relsticn to Him. Perhaps this
bas alveys baen the most important functlion of a church tower. At any
rete, the other purposes to which they msy be put in modsrn churches
(0:.2¢) to encloss steirisye or entranceways) hardly sesm to justify

thelir existenco in mgot ceses,
Ornementation

There appesrs to be a widespread dearth of surfece ornementetion
in modern Lutheran churches. The once commonly-used Christisn symbols
end figures are not gZenerslly seen in the new churches. Ths only uni-
Versslly-used emblom is ths oross; snd because of the lack of other sym-
bols, thie one 1s sometimes definitely over-used (compsre its eandless
repetition on commumion rail, pew ends, snd lighting fixturss in 33,
for inetsnce). ‘Thero ere many churches in which no other ecclesiastical
symbol or figurs once eppesrs (e.g., Al, 43, &1, K13, 81, 32, 83, U2,
U3, U5, UG).M A4 nuzber of churches do, however, have carved, embossed,
or epplied symbols on the front surfeces of altar, pulpit, font, etc.
(e.z., %4, ¥5, 8, 312, ¥15, UT). Flgured glass, too, sppesrs to bave
dwindled in popularity (used by 42, £2, &4, M8, M10, N16, Uk, Wl).

Some of the persons connected with modern church architecture are

eware of' thls relative deficiency. One pastor wrote; "There is very

Miundoubtedly a nuzmber of others could be included in this 1ist,
Af more informetion were svailable to the writer.
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little symboliem in the church to be explained. Very possibly this is
one of the fellinge of the architestursl design, thet it doesn't con~
tin more symbolism" (M3). But another pestor considered this lsck to
bs advantugeous: "The symbolism is extremely simple. e have little
difficulty expleining it. And that is & distinct adventsge in Baptist
8nd Methodiet Texss" (&3). An srchitect included this smong the limi-
tations put on him for the project:

It would be nsecessary to produce an srchitectural form so simple

that 1t could be built at an sbsolute minimum of cost, snd yet

creats a worshipful atmoaphere, thus eliminsting the need of ex-
g:::::Gt:::o:.o%::::;m:mo:t::i::hu%ch often is required to in-
E is u .
The economic factor is probsbly & very common resson for the comparative
lack of ornsmentstion in present-day churches. Undoubtedly there are
81%0 other rensons, for exemple, those having to do with a retura to
functionalism and the development of 8 now architectursl style.

Yot thero ara several oxceptions to this gemersl trond smong the
churches studied, snd smong these one is especislly outstsndings Ul.
Throughout this church much use has been made of the skills of srtists.
In it there are many interaesting oxamples of wood end stone carving,
polychromy, snd the send-blasting of designs on glsss. In M8 there is
8 lerge symbolic mursl just inside the main entrence, which depiots the
Triune God blessing the world. The clerestory wall of ¥2 has been left
blenk in expectation of & "biblicsl psmorsma” to be painted on it.
Smilarly, in ¥15 provision has bsen made for a tall mosaic panel to

be installed in the osst wall of the chancel. The dominating feature

%uhor Heaton, op. eit., p. 9.
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of the east chencel wall in 22 is not so much the cross (which is com-
Paratively small) as a large outline figure in wood of Christ as the
Good Shepherd (the neme of the church). This church also hes symbols
for the apostles on the ceiling of the nave. ¥l has an effective use
of lettering on stone panels above fomt end pulpit, as well ss the cast
bronze tabarnacle doore mentioned earlhr,“ with their symbolic repre-
sentation of wheet and grapes. The mobile sculpture above the font in
35 hae also been described alrcady.‘ﬂ

But boyond these examples, the interior ornsmentation in modern
cshurches is 1e rgely structurel end non-representetionsl, rather than
directly symbolic of thsologicsl idess. Into this cetegory fall the
decorstive brick-work which sppesrs in M1 end 81, and the incised geo-
metrical dosigns in the stone penels of the clerestory in &5. Such also
re the decorstive lighting fixtures found in K7, 33, U3, and U7. Other
items which f21) into ths cetegory of pon-ideographical ornsmentation
8re the linesr dosign in cersmic tiles on the east chancel wall of Al,
end the plenter boxss already moni*.tt:n:lod."a

When we move out to the exterior of the modern Luthersn churches,
We find 8 eimilar situation. Sixteen have no further symbolic decoration
on them then the cross(es) on the tower (A3, 45, 83, 34, M2, M5, M6,
K8, M9, K11, K13, U2, Uk, U8, Wl, W2). Besides (or insteed of) a tower
eross, enother fiftesn (Al, 42, A4, K3, K7, M10, M12, K14, M16, 81, 32,

463“21'&. p. D1l.
4Tsu ra, p. 61.

“Sugl'n » P 51-
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B U3, u5, US) have cne or more crosses sttaghed or built into the
¥alls of the church, or rising above the roof level, but no other ideo-
Eraphical oymbols. Subtracting these, only eight of the thirty-nime
ohurches under study have eny decorative symbols on the exterior, other
$en & oross (21, 82, @5, M1, Wh, K15, UL, UT). K1 hee four stome
Plaquen on its western facede, carved in & modern style and dapicting
faith, hope, love, and the tosching of Soripture. 52 is decorsted with
® large stone-carving of @ shepherd boy on the west wall, smother doplot-
log the “grist-mill of God" high up on the tower, &nd others near the
three entrences. K15 hae & series of slone psnele symbolizing the six
ohief parta of Christien doctrine according to Luther's Small Catechism;
these, too, ars placed on the western facade. Agein, E5 has on its west
face stone-cervings of a symbol for the Trinity (the mame of the cburch),
88 well @s a hand for the Father, a cross for the Son, a dove for the
Holy Spirit, end Luther's coat of arms. "fhus the church's front con-
fosses feith in the friune God, Father, Son, and Holy 3pirit, according
Yo the Luthsrsn coni‘aaalons."hg In U7, symbols of dove, book, and chal-
ice ere get into the masonry of the east wall of the chencel, directly
behind the elter. Flanking the main entrance of Ul, and also scattersd

elsewhere over the exterior, aro stone carvings of various historical

Ohristisn symbols. Worked into the masonry of the western facade there

8re also some crosa-shaped designe dome in vitreous tilss snd glass

blooks flashed with colors. M4 bas a striking Fsculpture" mounted

49ped1ca th Dakota
tion wWeek, Trinity Luthersn Ohurch, Yenkton, Sou
(Prmte bl'ochure ’ 55 i 3 Pe Do
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1ts facade; 1t is made of wrought iron end art glaes, end eymbolizes the
Irinity. according to the architect's plans the main entrance doors of
Zl snd the panel above thsm were to displey a decorative and symbolio
Surface deeign, but this has not yet been csrried out. The doors of M5
are sheathed in copper, which is decoreted very effectively with stylized
engels in repousss.’C

It ia undenlebly true, therefore, that there is some art work being
But the number

Gommissioned and executed for modern Lutheran churches.

of osses in which this is being done eppears to be unfortunately small

in proportion to the number of churchea built.

X hfoi"or picture see Faul Thiry, Richard K. Bm:::: lnglih::y L(;
mphosfner, Churches end Temples (New Yorks Rein Fublishing Cor-
poration, 19555: p. 54p.




OHAPTER IV
REACTIONS TOWARD THZ OOMPLATED BUILDINGS

The purpose of this chapter is to report on the reactions of ap-
Proval end disapproval on the part of (1) the pastors and members of
the churches under consideration, and (2) the church's commnity and
the outsiders who visit it. Informetion concerning these resotions
bas been glecned almost solely from the questionneires returned from
the congregations. Three of the questions deslt dtrootl; with this
subject;

4. Now that the ohurch is built and in use, what oriticisms of
it do you snd your parishioners havet

9. How extensive is any dissstisfsction among the parishiomerst

6. What 1s the typical reaction of the community and of visitors?

Naturally, data complled from the snswers to these questions will
not be one hundred per cent acourate. It is predictable that pastors
end members will tend to see the work of their hends in & more optimis-
tio light than would = completely disinterested bystender. Neverthe-
less, these ere the people for whose use the church was built, and
their own opinions about the church, whether colored or not, are the
ones that matter most. Hence this chapter msy yet have a certain degree

of validity and, the writer hopes, usefulness.

Reactions of Pastors end Farishioners

Of the thirty-nine churches in this study, two did not report on
this question (M1, H15), two expressed a predominantly negative resc-
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tion towsrd their new churoh (44, UT7), eleven said that some dissatis-

faction did exiet smong the members but was very limited (&3, E5, M2,
W3, M6, m11, m13, 31, u1, U6, U8), and all the remaining twenty-four
Foported that (at the time of writing, at least) there was no dissatis-
fection at a11. There were some who volced minor oriticisms of certain
features, but would not go so far as to say that there wes real disset-
isfaotion. We shall quoto statements representative of each of these
catogories,

The first of the two negetive replies coms from the pastor of a
combination etudent chapel-parish churohll

The inability of the contrsctor to make the walls, windows (glass
brick), and drains leak proof has resulted in stained walls in &
new tuilding. I believe thet contemporary architecture looks
lousy when it sges a little bit. Our people hava mot yet admitted
that it 1 good in any way. The students, however, sre charaed.
Biggoest mistakes--poor facilities for ohurch school; too smell for
student population; no parking space &t all; not emough § to fur-
nish corrsetly; should have paid more end allowed contractor to
finish rather then doing so much work ourselves--with result, it
will never Le finished (U7).

The other 1s written by the sexton of & church which was at the time

without e lgcal pastors

Since Criticiem would do us no good, there is none heard, exept

for a few errors the Architect made in design of the buildup roof
Which so far developed leeks evertime it rained. A hesvy rain

last summer developed a bad leak just above where ths Plano stood
end practicly ruined the plano. Also, the 10 csndles plsced into
the brick well just above the Altar, reaching out about 6 imches
from the wall, is a bad error. ihen they are lighted snd the fur-
nace ias on, the warm air being forced up to the cieling and fol-
lowing the cieling to the end snd then coming down the Brick wall
foroing the flame down thereby blackening them to look & fright and

Sometimes ruining them in one sunday.

1The correspondent 1s a successor to the pastor under whom the
church was built.
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We just make up with it and that is sll.

* » » I do aot like the looks from the outside but the inside is
nice snd lets one forget the outside. . . .

* » « FPoraonsly I believe thie modern conetruction of churches
osn be csrried to for. I belleve, One should be able to tell a
:hurch frog a2 distsnae rather then to wonder what kind of a build-
ng it ie,

The next category of replies is far mors positive and also more
uumerous. Thasa ars the onos who raported no more then a limited smount
of dissatisfaction with ths new ohurch. 4hat each of the eleven wrots
Goncerning the oxteni of dissetisfaction suong the parishioners is here
Quoted in full;

Vory little. Those who were very skeptical are now some of the
most vocal in thelr praise (23).

Very little (=5).

¥

Oriticisn or diosatiafaction on the type of building emong the
members has besn very emell. Therec sre a few of the glder members
who for soversl yesrs could not get acoustomed to it. I believe
that even some of the few would now prefer this type (H2).

Kot very extensive (i3).

(:f E-l".z deslgn itsslf almost none. Feople like it; are proud of
t (M6).

Nihil. Like tho common cold, complsints come and go, but mothing
of great significance (Ull).

Fractically nil (213).

Host of those who have worshipped here are very impressed with it.
» « » OFf gourse, you find people who will never sccept snything
but the treditional church architecturs. They have nothing against
tho building other than [that] it isa't gothic (31, by the office
secretary).

Very, very limited (Ul, by the secretsry of the Vestry).

2-‘31"111!:3 and punctustion ere reproduced exactly.
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We here at Grace Church sre very proud of our new buildings and
4re very well satisfied with them (U1, by the Parish Secretary).

There ia surprisingly little dissatisfaction umg the parish-
ioners. Iost people 1ike the church very mich (US).

Very emall. our people are very happy with the building (UB).
Obvicusly, saveral of these replies could slmost have been plaged into
the next category.

A full tweaty-five replies reported mo dissstisfection whatsocever
existing emong tho parishioners st the time of writing. Some of the
feplios that consistsd of more then just a simple "None" to ths question
about the oxtent of dissatisfaction are here quoteds

Taers is none thet I em aware of'. The people sre well pleased.
fnoy even like their big gless wall. The festure hardest for them
to understund end eppreciate is the fres standing tower. But if
it were suddenly removed, they would soon have a grester appre-
clation for it (al).

Fone with respect to contemporary style (45).

I know of ncne--we all ssem to lilke it more end more as we are in
it. The simplicity seems to grow on us (24).

fverybody is on the bandwagon. . . . Thers is mone (MS5).

None. . . . It hos been more economlcal to' maintain thean origi-
nally enticipated (K7).

Home. 41l are very satisflied and agree it is most beautiful; high-
ly conductive to worship; slmple direct lines; auch character. The
Bodern steained glass windows enhance the structure. . . . Abso-
lutsly no dissztisfection emong the members. All are delighted
with the magnificent design, beeuty of 1ine, and color blend (MlO,
by the paator's sascratsry).

Absolutoly none. 411 are in hearty favor and are sble to worship
in a spirit of holineas and senctity (H16).

Nono tims far. Zveryone is mors than happy end plessed (32).

There seems to be absolutely no dissetisfection smong the parish-
ioners. In fact, they ere resl proud of their building--they never

hesitate to tell others sbout it (U2).
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None--if you mean beceause of the type of architeoture. The peo-
Ple love it (U5)!

None whutsoever. We are completely happy with what we have (Wl).

b number of replies in this ocstegory, hawever, indiceted that et
firet there hed been some dissstisfection snd opposition among the mem-
bers, but that this died down e the people became sccustomed to its
8ppeerence end better scqueinted with its aedvantages. Those replies
8re here quoted;

None &t pressnt. At least overyone meems to be very happy about
their new church and what it is now helping to sccomplish for them
in the commumity. At first there wes & good deal of criticism
8bout the outside apposrence. After being used to s traditionsl
designed building, the new modern designed building did mot look
like a church to them. ie had no or very little oriticism about
the interior. The beauty snd usefulness of the interior of the
church soon helped the people to overocome their criticism of the
exterior design (52).

“hile I did hesr many criticisms during the time the church was
being built, I have heard none from our perishicners since it has
boen completed. They sre rather becoming more satisfied with it

88 wo continue to use it (A3).

We ere completely heppy. . . » There were pleniy of reservationa
at first. Aifter all, we are a conservative group by & large. But
by the time of dedication, there was not more than & 1% rumble snd
I haven't heard e word of dissstisfaction for the pust three years

(E1l).

a4t the present time there 1s no dissstisfaction. Howsver, lf.- thl'
beginning, there was adverse comment on the sterk lines and “bare
appearance (H12).

None hes lasted. & few initial, unspecified complaints--ss to de-
sign (U4).

It is probably safe to conclude from this thst &s contemporary design

in churches becomes more widely known end used, it will become gemerslly

8ceeptod end appreciated by our people.

Among those who reported thet thers is little or no resl dissatis-
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faction with the churches ss built, there were s number who neverthe-
less pointed out certain specifio criticlsms of ome or snother feeture
of their buildings. The most common criticism is the one exemplified
by this quotstion;

About the only compleint [which we have] 1s the common complaints

¥e do not have enough room for our Sundey School classes. This

¥e enticipated, but the stete of our finemces found deletions

necossery (Kl1l).
Thie oriticisa is, of course, not directed toward contemporsry archi-
tecture as such.” 4 total of eight correspondeats (Al, K3, M9, Mil,
K13, Ml4, U2, U6) referred to this complaint sbout insufficient spece.
dome needed the extrs room for Sundey Schogl classes, others in the
Porish sctivities wing, in the worship aree itsolf, or just for storage
Sp8ce. inother compleint (the ssme one mentioned by both of ths pre-
doninently negstive replies, ik and U'I)‘i is alluded to by one pastor's
statement;

The only criticiem I have of the building has to do with the work-

menship. Only @ few psople are ewsre of this, however. Farish-

ioners generslly do not imspect e church so thoroughly as have I

inspected this one (43).
One pastor dislikss the fact thet "pillars biscot @ fow pews om esch
slde, thus hindsring good vision of the sltar,” snd also has a comment
on the arrengement of the bseement (55). Another felt, "We wish thet
¥e might havs besn sble to spend more money on the air conditioning

system" (E3). oOne reply, already quoted, said that some dislike the

’Mat this is true is shown by the faot that most contemporary-
style buildings offer more space per dollar than something in en older
style Would,

bﬂ!&l Pe TT.
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Shelf-like altar and fesl that it should have some ocomnection with the
floor (31)-5 The feeling that “certain festures in the educstionsl
¥ing might heve beon improved, but these ers mot major," wes expressed
by the pastor of U3,

But in all, thess critiolsms are certainly not of eny grest impor-
tence, as meny of the correspondents indicsted. The common sttitude
my bs sumzed up in the words of the pastor of NZ2; "There ars several
minor changes that would be desirable if it were to be doneo agein. In

the main, we would try to continue along modern type of erchitecture."”
Reections of Oommunity and Visitors
Oommumity

Elghteen of the replies (A1, A2, A3, El, 55, K2, M4, M5, M7, M10,
Kll, K12, m14, m16, vz, US, US, Wl) made reference to the resactions
their churches had stimulated in the community in which they were situ-
8ted--and all eighteen reported predominantly good resctions.

Almost the only community resotions reportad thet could imaginably
be termed negetive were the two ceses, alresdy mtlonod.‘ in which the
unusuel styling of the church causad the locsl people to apply to it
verious epithets. In addition, one pestor is frank to admit that some

few members of the commmity dislike the new ohurchs

The typicel commmity resction is very favorable. However, some
individuels there are who simply cennot see it. I believe that it

5§“_Lr.._! P- 51! mo a-
622!.!_- pp. 68 (Z1) end 69 (M12).
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¢en be seid that people either 1iks it or do mot like it. The
reaction is & very dofinite one (43).

It ceems to be true, howevor, thet most of the comamity resction
that finds its way back to the pastors is fevorsble. Some have foumnd
the Publicity velus of ths new modern church to be high.
It hee meant much to our church snd its public relations in the com-
mmnity. fThe building has reslly made en impact on the commmity.
A treditionel church would heve been just snother little church in
8 oity of meny lsrge churches. Now, though & comparatively smsll
church of 500 sesting, we sre known end recognized (23).
Another wrote,

The entiro community is proud of the church. It 1s one of the
Ploces to which psople taks visitors in touring ths city (Ml4).

Otheras second these stetementas

In the community our church is singled out by the Visitors' Infor-
mation Burszu ea the ome church thay MUST see (5).

The community is very proud of this church end it hse been fsetured
2'“ local papers, San Francisco papers, snd photographers' msgazines
K10).

Peopls in Fort Worth, many of them, consider it the show-place of
the city (116).

Tho commmnity, I think, is proud of this sddition (¥1).

Such etetements could be multiplied considerably from the snswers re-
ceived in the queationnaires.

Some even found that the modern new church helped bring in new
memberss "ie hed 140 new members in the first year," ome correspondent
writes. Another mekes the olaim, "We have had a 20% increese in active
adult membership since we dedicated in 1952--compared with & 127 increase

{n @ comperative period before® (US5).
It appesra that Luthersn churches of contemporary design sre, in

genersl, meking & very favorable impact upon the commmities in which
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they are lacatcd--and thst in many ceses the contemporary design itself

10 8 fector in meking the church better known snd enhsncing its witnesa

in the community.
Visitors

Host of ths churchea also reported on the impressions of the visi-
tors who come to their new church. Their typical reaction, eccording
to these replics, is "very good,” "very favorable,” "excellent," "very
Mich impressed,” or words of similer effect.

iven one of the two correspondents who were quite megative about
their new churches admitted that visitors were impressed, although he
wes dublous sbout the permsnence of this impression. To the questionm,
"Wbat is the typical resction of visitors?® he snewersd,

Excellent! Fee] that church is contemporary. deaction is in di-

Tect proportion to the smount of commitment and work we get from

them. 4s visitors they love it; es workers, they sre not too

sure; as old residents, thay ere emberrsssed by it (UT7).

The other correspondent who was displeased sbout his modern church wrote
.1E1131'1y=

Hany have visited the church from mesr end far and if we con be-

lieve whet they write into the guest register they are impressed

with the new style and coll it a beautiful church (A4).

4 number of replies made specisl mention of the large number of

visitors whioch their churches had sttracteds

We have visitors from nll over the world, end our attendance shows
8bout 24% visitors at Sundsy Services--quite remsrksble after five

years in & suburb (52).

1200 tourists end visitors signed our guest book during the e
Very genmerous in comments (54).

Hundreds of people visit the church ennuslly just to inspect the
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building (M12).

"Beautiful® 1a tho description used by most of the meny hundreds

Who have seen it. "Unique," "magnificent.” fiholo olasses of

8rchitecturs students from several universities have seen it.

They 1ike it (113).

Visitors from ell over the United Stetes have coms to inspect our

Rew church and parish school end have bsen very well plessed with

them (U1). ’

This is not to say that there mre no exceptions to this gemerslly
favorsble reaction on the part of visitors. At AS the resction of visi-
tors is said to be "very good as & rule." But "once in  while somecne
¥ill remark thet he likes the old styls better.” 35imilarly at K3: "The
typical resction is favorable. Some are a little depressed, but for
the most part people like it." A specifio resotion is noted Ly one pes-

tor;

One criticism that we have occasionally heard is thet the brick

intericr gives a feeling of coldness, wheress many more people,

Somo who are visiting it for the first time, cleim that it is

beautiful, churchly, end has & feeling of warmth about it (U6).
ind enother correspondent reporta, "The first few yesrs the reesction
of visitors wee sbout 50-50. . . . Now most of the visitors comment
very favorebly® (i2).

Perbaps the last quotation may even be taken as an indicstion that
the climete of public opinion towsrd modern chburch architecture has sc-
tually become more fevorable in the time simce that church was erected
(in 1950). A8 more people become acquainted with good modern srchi-
tecture, this will almost inevitebly happen. This comes about as de-
soribed by the pastor of W2: "Frequently visitors come prepsred not to
like modern, but go away singing its praise.”

We may oclose by quoting the worde of two more pastors. The first
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Points out the need for good contemporary design when hs writes that
the typica1 recction of visitors to his church is

Very, very favoreble. This is due largely no doubt to the fact
that the bullding hes a definite spiritual stmosphers sbout it.

The design 1s not extreme but has resl mesning snd purpose. There
18 of course both good and bed design in eny period of architec-
ture., Zven contemporary design must be good to be soceptable (82).

The second voices mevernl challenging views;
Fersonsally, I think thet thoss who always stick to the traditionsl
lack vision and imaginetion. It takes vision snd imagination to

800 beeuty in new forms. . . . By end large, people do like mod-
ern architecture in a church. That has been our experiemce (US).

SOLT DSO GLORIA




APPENDIX A

OOPY OF QUESTIORNAIRE

See next page.




REQUESTED INFORMATION CONCERNING NEW cu;u:;: :
' (Please go into further detail on reverse side, if you so desire.

: From whom did the initial impulse toward
4 modern, functional approach to your archi-
tectural problem come?

What were the factors that influenced the choice
of this approach? (If you can, please indicate
Which appealed most to the pastor, the cong-
Tegation, and the architect, respectively.)

+ How much more, proportionately, would it have
Cost fo construct equivalent facilities in a trad-
itional style?

4. Now that the church is built and in use, what

criticisms of it do you and your parishoners
have?

L]

- How extensive is any dissatisfaction among the
Parishoners?

6. What is the typical reaction of the community
and of visitors?

7. What steps are you taking to explain your new
church and its symbolism to new members or
candidates for membership?

rdia
Thank you very much. Please return promptly to: Arlis Ehlen, Box 165, Conco
= —

Seminary, 801 DeMun Avenue, St. Louis 5, Missouri. "y B




AFPSNDIX B
SLEPLS OF LETPSR ACUONPANYING QUSSTIONNAIRE

Gonoordia Jeminary
S5t. Louls 5, ko.
January 14, 1956

Reverend and dear Sirs

St. Andrew's parish of Farmersville has bullt a church which, I
believe, well exemplifies the modern trend toward fumotiomality in
ghureh architecture. This places it within the sacpe of & study in
Hodern Architecturs in the Lutheran Church of America® that I sm mek-
ing in partiel fulfillment of the requirements for the Bachelor of
Dlvinity degres at Goncordis Seminary, St. Louis, Hissouri, under the
faculty guidence of ir. Arthur Osrl Plepkorn.

I know that you must be very proud of your mew church. Hence I
cone to you with these two requests;

firet, will you please lend me s copy of the brochure which de-
8scribes your church? I enclose an address label which you can affix
to the envelope with very little trouble. Upon receipt of the bro-
Shure I will immediately reimburse you for the cost of postage. I
will return the brochure before July 1, 1956.

Second, will you plezss slso snswer the few questions on the en-
closed sheet end return it to me in the envelops provided? I should
prefer short answers to no enswers at sll, but I shall be very grate-
ful 4f you meke your answers as full as your busy schedule permits.

h'mnnktng you sincerely for your interest and cooperation, I
rema

Very truly yours,
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LIST OF OHUAGHES STUDISD

The churches concerning whioh informsticn was received for this

Study are here 1isted under the six Luthersn bodies to which they be-

long.

With each ie given the symbol by which the respective church

8nd the correspondence rolating to it are referred to in the text, the

eme of the pestor who sent tho informetion (if other than pastor, this

is

the church is feztured, and the name of the architect.

indicated in parentheses), page references to periodicals in which

Sym- Neme of Information Periodical Architect

bol ghurch Sent by  Referemce

American Lutheran Ghurch

Al  St. indrew's Oarl Linder, Luthersn Standard, Marlin L.
Farmersville, Jr. May T, 1955s p. Heist
Ohio

A2 Americean R. Beokman tho ran Standsrd, Donsld R.
Gothenburg, iE ip_jﬁ Hollis
Kebr. pp. 1 t.

A our saviour's Thomss H. Lutheran 3tandard, ESrnest lang-
Oollege Sta- Swygert Nov. 20, 1 ford, Frsnk
tion. Texas PP Tf. uly.r

Ah  5t, peter's (by sexton, hersn Stendard, Donald R.
hsﬂll. Kﬂn.o 0- “- r.b- 1 f 1”" ’C 1’ Bollt.

Schiller)

A3 Prince of Feace 0. H. thersn Jtandard,

Denver, Golo.  Hinkhouse May 10, 1952, p. 12




Kens.

) §
:z';' g;:: :f Information Periodical Arohiteot
——=_>llurch Sent by Reference
Svangelical Lutheren ghureh
81 Qentra} A
rme Lutheren Herald, Pletro
Portland! Ore. Uhrlﬂtﬂn.ﬂn Nov,. lﬂl 1”0] P Belluschi
1110; Oot. 21, 1952,
R
s L ?
Feb. 3, ﬁ. p- 103
Architectural Forum,
Deo., 1951, pp. 165-67
sz Good Shephord Theodors Lutheran Herald, Hills,
Kimneapolis, Heimarck Nov. 28, 1950, Gilbertaocn,
Minn, pp- 1166, 1184; & Heyes
The Lutheran,
Mar. 23, 1955, p. 14
£} Trinity John A. Lutheran Herald, Arthur Pehr,
Fort vorth, Groettum Kov. 25, 1954, p. Oharles
Texas 1095; Oct. 11, 1955, Granger
pp. 919f.
24  Bethel Paul B. Luthersn Herald, Thorson,
Leed, 3, Dak, Pieraon June 1%, 1955, p. 587 Thorson, &
Madson
& Trinity C. G. lygre Lutheran Hersld, Williem
Yankton, 5. Dak. July 7, 1953, ps 655  Beuttler
Luthersn Church--}iissouri Synod
Ml Christ W. A, Buege Luthersn Witness, Eliel
Kinneapolis, Oot. 3, 1950, p. 516; Saarinen
Minn. Walther Lesgue Messen-
‘!‘%; N“lé » PP~ 12-1"
Lutheran EE!!%-
Feb. 5. 1950, p. 43
Architectursl Foru,
July, 1950, pp. 80-D;
L'Architecturs d'Au d 'hui,
Dec., 1950, pp. 79-83
M2 st. Paul's Ao &, Luthersn Witness,
Olay Center, Stolte Nov. 28, 1950, p. 382
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g sitid Information Periedical Architect
=0%_Ohurch Sent by Reference
¥ 5t. Johm's Bonald V. Lutheran Witness, Faul Harris
lawton, Okla.  Hefemenn Nov. 28, 1950, p. 382
M Mt. Zion 2
LI F. B luthersn Witness, Armstrong &
Kinneapolis, Geske Sept. 18, 1951, p. 517; Schlichting
Minn. Mar. 16, 1954, pp. 8523
E.'..U_‘L'f#-
Feb. ,' 1 » Pr 16’
Luthersn 0 ,
lh!- 10' l ] P' a
¥5 aion Edwin O. Luthersn Witness, Pietro
Forilend, Ors. Zschoche ¥ar. 8, 1991, p. 163 Belluschl
Luthersn Jompanion,
Nov. 15.' m. P' “’
May 26, 195“. 5- 9
srehitecturs] Forum,
Jen., 1991, ppP: 1 -"6]
Luthersn Amnusl, 1956, cover
46 Shore Haven Zdwia O. thersn Witness, werd &
Euelid, Ohio Abendroth Mar. 6, 1951, pp. 16f. Oonrod
M7 Atonement Justus P. Lutheren liltnsss, Harris
zlortassnt, Kretzmsnn ¥ar. 30, 1#- p. 110; Armstrong
0. Reader's Digest,
Mer., 1955, p= 10
8 Trinity Harlen Luthersn Witness, I. L. Roark,
Mission, Kemns. Hartner apr. 15, lﬁ. ps 2 Jr. & David
Mackie
H9 Community Audolph H.  Luthorsn Witness
":::. Burlington, Eerm dug. & 1997 pe 2
M10 Redeemer John E. Lutheran kitness, Jannsen,
Redwood Gity, Maerosik (by Nov. 9 y p. 382; Daseking,
Celif. lois Turner, GCalifornis snd Nevads Keller
secrotary) g.;t_m? (Distriot Sup-
plement), Dec. 22, 1952
pp. 1f.
Mll Grace Arthur Lutheran Witness,
llI” Alamos, Ledebuhr June 21, 1995 P+ 10}
« Mox.

e b b
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’n" :'l- of Information Periodicsl Architect
-——-&“L';*_l_ Sent by Ref'erence
K2 Paith Raymond Progressive Architecture,
Tucson, iriz.  Buck Deec., 1952, pp. 101%,!%"1:“ T.
Time, Sept, 19, 1955, Brown
p- 19
K13 5t. Jom's G. Walter Luthersn Witness, hAldem B.
Midlend, Schoedel Nov. 8, 1955, p. 2j Liow
Mich. theran Laymen,
Sept. 1, 1955, p« 33
Luthersn Standerd,
Sept. 17, 1925; p. &
é&‘;!‘.‘.‘.'..’.‘"& orum,
Dec., 1955, pp. 3!“‘"3
Time, Sept. 19, 1955,
p. 81
K14 5t. Luke's Re J Luthersn Witness Ra
¢ - L4 . pri Ll Ly m &
;::ﬂhlttun, Schmidt Oct. 13, 1953, p. 344 Himes
na,
K15 Holy Oross M. Harten-  The Luthe Ramey &
Wiochite, Kems. berger (by W.Tﬁ: Himes
Uel 0. Remey, pp. 14f.
architect)
K16 5t. Faul's Walter E, Lutheran iiitness,
Fort Worth, Dorre June T, 1955, p. 2
Texas
Augustena Gvengelicsl Luthersm Church
31 Gethsemane (by Alva Luthersn Oompanion, J. Emil
Seattle, Jolmson, Sept. 5, 1951, Anderson
Kash, secretary)  2f.; May 26, 195:
p. 8; Feb. 16. 1955,
PP- 8‘.
52  Ohrist the King David A. 8. Luthersn Compenion, Culver
Ven Nuys, Calif. Sward ¥ar. 10, 1%, Pp- Heaton
a“-'
Ford Times, July,
Wl pe 47
83 Celvary John A, thersn C iom,
Ohicago, I1l.  Melvin Apr. 20, 1955, pp. 12f.
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::T 2‘"’ gL Informetion Periodiecsl Architect
=21 _Ohureh Sent by Reference

United luthoran Church

1) § Grace
Pottatown,
Penn.

U2 Bethlehem
Los &lemos,
N. Mex.

U5 Messiah
Clevelend,
Ohio

U4 Messian
Philedelphia,
Pemn.

U5 st. Kerk's
North 5t. Paul,
Kinn,

U6 St. Timothy's
4lbuquerqus,
K. Mex.

UT University
Cembridge, kees.

U8 3t. peter's
®ashington, L.0.

(by lira. The Lutheran, T. Normsn
Hathaway K. Aug. 25, 1954, Hansell
Geyer, par- pp. 42f.;

ish sec'y,  COhurch Msnsgement,
aud by sec'y Jen., 1956, pp. 8ff.

of Vestry)
lL=le L. The Lutheran, Stenley
Knudeen Bug. 18, 1954, pp- & Wright

]
Lutheran O ni
Nov. 2h, 1%. PPe 1°f-

Oliver 4. The _l%thora David M.
Hﬂjﬂlﬂ J‘n. 2‘, y‘“. %m. H.
3 Pe

June 16. 1 COonrad
Roes i, 'l'h.Q Lut (] 4“5- 50] nll'l'y G.
Stover Des. %1, Stewart

1952 pp- A‘! - Moy
27, i”’l PP- ’6- 58

L. 3. Rees The Lutheren,
.D.G. ’1) 1”2' ‘De “

Hatthew N. The Lutheran, Ferguason

Lepisto Oot. 17, 1901, & Stevens
PP. ‘OOf 0}

Henry E. The Lutheran, Arlsnd A.

Horn Jlll, 5. 1 1. Pe ,5 Dirlam

Doneld P. The Iuthersn,
Brake Jan. 12, §955. pe 43

Svangelical Lutheren Joint Synod of Wisconsin amd Other States

Wl Ppeage
Green jake, uWis.

W2 P“°.
Sun FPrairie, uis.

C. E. Krug Northlnt.ﬁ gtho%. A. H.
Feb. T, 1 .-”. f. Siewert

Z. Toepel Northwestern Luthersn, Steffen
4 May 17, 1995, p- 155 & Eemp
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