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Mann said. +7 fhe Augustana is, and ever shall be cor- 

rect ii8 because Jesus' words mean exactly what they say. 

When Jesus says to Wis disciples, "Ihis is my blood," then, 

"this is my blood.« gic) 149 wenn felt that it was strange, 

indeed, that the authors of the Platform felt so strongly 

about the Christian Sabbath, yet were so shallow on the 

Sacraments.°9 

In 1857 Pastor Mann wrote an essay entitled, "Imther- l 

anism in America,"/51 sn which he described the church as 

having two wings and a center. The left wing was made up 

of those in sympathy with Doctors Kurtz and Schmucker, whom 

he calls "Know-nothings.® The right wing is the confession- 

al group of Lutherans in America examplified by Missouri 

and Buffalo.453 ana despite the fact that Mann belonged to 

a synod which he called the center group because they 

  

U:7Ibid., ps 293. 

U8toc. cit. 
149Loc. cit. 

L50rbid., ps 29h. 
15ly, J, Mann, “Lutheranism in America", Lehre und |! 

Wehre, III, (1857), 123. : 

152 Loe, cit. 
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wented to tread between the tro extremes, his sympathies 

were with the Missouri Synod./94 and later in life, 

Dector Mann became a very strong defender of the Confes- 

sional writings. . 

Although the Definite Platform had caused a great 

stir within the church bodies, the authors had composed 

  

  

it for a different purpose. They wanted it adopted by 

the various district synods of the General Synod. The 

following is a compilation of the action taken by those 

synods. Some of the synods are also included which were 

not in membership with the general body. 

In September 1856 the Pennsylvania Synod unanimously 

resolved to ask their representatives to vote against 

it.156 380 in 1856 the Alleghany Synod adopted the 

doctrine, but rejected the Platform.” The East Pennsyl- 

vania Synod rejected the Platform already in September, 

1855.298 Maryland had a resolution on the floor to oppose 

the Platform but the secretary failed to record whether 

this synod, to which Kurts belonged at the time, passed 

  

  

L5hTbid., Pe 12k. 

15>gpaeth, op. cit., pe 98. 

156Ferm, op. cits, Pe 318. 

I57Ibid., ps 320. 

158rpid., pp. 236 fe
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the resolution in 1855,299 

fhe Hartwick Synod drew up its own doctrinal declarae 

tion in preference to the Platform for reasons of its own. 160 

In 1855 the Virginia Synod condenned the document to and 

Korthern Illinois added ite rejection in 1856.16? Although 

western Virginia heartily agreed with the doctrine of the 

Platform the synod unanimously condemned 1t in 1856, bee 

cause “it is deprecatinge for a controversy ."263 Herth Caro- 

lina Syned veted that there be no new doctrinal statements 

anc no changed requirements from those held by the general 

vody e264 ess Pennsylvania, which had Schmucker within its 

membership, warned against the Definite Platform in 1855-165 
    

The German Pennsylvania Hinisterium rejected the motherless 

document and asked that the other synods be warned against 

it. She encouraged all to renain loyal to the Unalterad 

sugsburg Confession.” siomt agreed with the doctrine, 

  

L59rhid., pe 255 

160yeve and Allbeck, op. cit., Pe 99. 

W6lrern, op. chte, pps 2h7 fe 

162rpid., pe 320. 

L63rpid., Pe 316. 

1Ghrpid., pe 326 
165tbid., pp» 2h2 fs 

166rpid., ppe 310 £.
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but rejected the Definite Platform in 1856, 167 As early 

as 1855 the English District of the Joint Synod of Ohio 

rejected the document, in the form of a solem protest 268 

The synods which were favorably disposed towards the 

Platform were: the Olive Branch Synod in 1855 ;169 the - 

Wittenberg Synod, a district synod of Ohio;270 the English 

Synod of Ohio in 1855;472 ana the Central Pennsylvania 

Synod in 1856.172 However, Central Pennsylvania 1ad such 

an internal disturbance thereafter that the. president 

called a special meeting the same year to ‘clarify their 

action on the Platform.?73 : 

’ It became evident that the Definite Platform 4ncited 
    

people to action, but generally not favorable towards\ the 

document. A growing confessional consciousness was defi-. 

nitely on its way up in America and the proponents of * 

  

167yeve and Allbeck, op. cite, p» 99s 

168fern, o Ope cit., PPe 264 fen 

169nyorwort su Jahrgang 1856," Lehre und Wehrd \rt\ 
(1856), 3. 

170: eve and Allbeck, op. cits, ps 99s 

17luyorwort ‘su Jahrgang 1856," Lehre und wehre, IZ 
(1856), 3. 

172Fern, Op. cit., pe 309. 

173tpid., pp. 316 f. 
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liberalism became increasingly unpopular. But they did not 

give up easily. f&ven a native Lutheran preacher from Colume 

bus, Texas, a Mister Scherer, complained to Kurtz of the 

growing number of confessional clergymen in his state.-74 

Schmucker noted in the Observer of Decenber 21, 1855 

that the Evangelical Review!75 had taken a stand against 

the Platform.176 Aiso the New York Lutheran Herold pro- 

claimed that treason had been committed against the hise 

toric Symbols of the church. Schmucker branded the writers 

as “forelgners" who did not know how "to appreciate the lib-e 

erties of jmerica, either civic or religious. "177 

Walther noted that with the exception of the Observer, 

‘the Lutherische Kirchenbote!?® of Gettysburg and the Evan- 
  

gelical Lutheran!79 of Springfield, there was no official 

publication of. any Lutheran synod which recommended the 

  

L74nxirchlich-Zeitgeschichtliches," Lehre und ‘ehre, 
III (1857), 61. oer eee 

175Founded in 1849 by Prof. #. M. Reynolds then of 
Pennsylvania College. It existed within the General Synod. 

176Fern, op. cit., p. 276. 

17Tioc. cit. , 
178of the General Synod and under the same influence 

as the Observer. 

179the. periodical was influenced by Sprecher and was 
published by S. We Harkey. 
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Platform. All other leading publications opposed at 180 

And, certainly, those edited by him in the Missouri Synod 

were opposed to it. Pastor Walther was happy that the 

Platform was being so largely rejected by the bodies and 

181 their papers. In January of 1656 he called the docu- 

ment a dark cloud, hanging over the horizon of American 

Lutheranism.2°2 

When the Definite Platform rather divided the General 

Synod than helped unite her, md when it became evident 

that the controversy carried on in the pages of the 

Observer harmed the body further, leading men from both 

sides of the dispute in the General Synod signed an agree- 

ment and published it in February 1856, stating that they 

would desist and declare peace. 293 In this peace treaty, 

called the “Pacific Overture", the men agreed to 

Unite and abide on the doctrinal basis of the General 
Synod of absolute assent to the ra of God as th 
only rule of faith and practice — sic 

aercenent with the Augsburg Gosbaretons note [sg ] 

  

180nyorwort gu Jahrgang 1856)" Lehre und Wehre, II. 
(1856), 3. 

18lipid., pp. 3 f. 
18200. at. 

183Ferm, Ope cit., PP. 295 £. 

18hipid., pp. 312-31.
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Schmucker was one of those signing the overture, but 

since he was certain that some would not take his signa- 

ture as genuine, he also inserted another article in the 

same issue of the Observer attesting the fact that he had 
  

really signed the agreement._29 But later he decided that 

he was not obligated to silence except in the church peri- 

odical. He felt the need of answering Toctor Mann's 

pamphlet. He wanted to place the Platform in as favorable 

a light as possible for the coming conventions. So in 

April, 1856 he published a book of 192 pages bearing the 

title, American Lutheranism Vindicated; Or, Examination 

of the Lutheran Symbols, on Certain Topics: Including a 

Reply to the Plea of Rev. W. J. Mann.186 
But even after this was done, it had to be admitted 

that the Definite Platform failed to liberalize the General 
  

Synod, “but it encouraged the old school to prosecute its 

views with more boldness and ardor, %187 Many concluded 

that Schmucker with his liberal propaganda was actually 

harming the church of Christ. A. Biewend of Missouri was 

  

185tpid., pp» 295 fs 

186qpid., p. 300. 

187rp14., Pe 33h.
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one who was convinced of this. 288 

Finally in 1864, a document known as the Pittsburgh 

Agreement , 289 Grawn up by Charles Porterfield Krauth, 

was adopted by the General Synod. ‘his agreement repudi- 

ated the doctrines of &. S. Schmucker ,299 thus under- 

scoring the contention of many that Schmucker had acted 

most unwisely, even for his owm interests. He defeated 

his own purpose by the manner in which the Definite Plat- 

form was distributed. He turned people against it who 

would have subscribed to its doctrine. After this set- 

back liberal “American Lutheranism" never rallied there- 

after. 291 

  

168,, Biewend, "Wo die Lehre falsch ist, ist das 
Leben auch nicht recht," Lehre und Wehre, IV (1858), 70. 

189rerm, op. cit., pp. 312 ff, 
This document is not to be confused with the "Pittsburgh 
Agreement" of the twentieth century. 

190Ferm, op. cit., pp. 340 f. 

Wlyeigie, ope clt., ps. 1x.


