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During the decade of 1910-1920 the Synod% of stcpnéinQ Mfﬁnésota,
Michigan and Nehraska worked for closer'unity amdng themselves. By‘
the énd of the decade the wquiﬁﬁ unity that had “x19+édAsinC@ 1892
was'an organic unity. |
Durﬁnﬁ that same decade other, larger Tuthevan bolies vere also(
striving té unite, It is helpful fblggt an overview of fhése éfforts
in order to put the meetings at_Chiéago in March of 1919 into perspective,
The Norwegian Lutﬁeran Church and the United Lutheran Chrﬁch in  America
had also formedvduring this.period. Thus the varying smaller groﬁps
sought and'sounded each other out, forming unions éccording to their
confessional agTEQments or Tack thereof, as the cége ﬁay be;
| The ma.ny and diverse Lutheran bodies must have presented a stramﬁeA
picture to a country who. had paid dearly for unity a Qeneratibn bef ore
in the Civil Var. ‘Surely these -German immigrants would have to do more
"towards getting it all together if they were to have any influenoé
in a countyy that was exp%gfggcing an ‘industrial boom thé likes of
which the world had never seeﬁ before., | |
A different approach to this ﬁroblem‘was taken during this decade by'
C, H, L. Schuette, president of the Joint Synod of Ohio, who looked®
to 1917,‘thevfour~hundreth anniversary of the Reformation, as a target
date for unity. In 1912 he proposed free confefences as a means of
initiating the needed discuésiona The Towa Synod, the General Couhcii,
the General Synod and the United Synod in the South responded positively.
The Constitution.for the proposed Federatlion revealed‘the point that

made this effort unique: +the unit membership was *to be the local synods.



The large general bodies were by-passed iﬁ ﬂhis organizational strﬁcﬂufe.'
The project therefore Tailed. The larger genﬂrél bodies had siruéaled
into existence and they were not ready to weaken their hold in a giant
step towards a national Lutheran church.,

.The terrér of the FirSLZWOrld war‘shook up everything, The Crisis‘
dictated courses ﬁf action»that ﬁould have taken years uﬁder peacetime
circumstances, At Teast this is the theory of some, Yel it is perhaps
more a weakness of groups that are not whole~heérted inltheir_confessional
stands, The Missouri Synod did not fun scared in the facelof‘ihis.‘
'advergity hut raised a half a_millién dollars to support thelr Army
and Navy Board whigh stands in the shadbw of.the million énd a quarter
'raised by Knubei'for the Na£iona1 Commission for Soldier's and Sailor'sA
Welfare, but did not involve them in violating fellowship prinéiples.

The.National Commissibn for Soldier's and Sallor's Weifare was like .
a porch that invited those who would have thought it too great an
obstacle to struggle up into the high front door of wnity. There was
cood reason for the existence of the Commisslon. Soldiers were goihg of f
"to a foreign land to fight for freédom, They needed spiriﬁualﬂcafe
and the government could notlallow a number of small Luﬁheran groups
to each sehd‘spiritual counselors to tramp around ﬁhe ﬁattlevgrounds,

Tt was logical to unite in the orisisn |

Once on the porcﬁ the rest of the process of entering into unity
didn't seem s0 immense, Problems had drawn them together and now some
seemed even worse and new ones cropped up so itlwas logical ﬂo continue
to work tOvsolve these problems together,

A new structure was,needed since the original Committee could only -
deal with the war and the war was over, Meetings were held in July

and August of 1918 in Harrishure and Pittsbursh to form a natlonal



committee that would do a mmber of La sk for Lutherans in America:
1) pather statistical information
2) public relations administration

3) deal with problems arising from war and other emergencies

1@) co-ordinate efforts to solve "social, economic or lutellectual B
conditions or changes affection religious 1life and consclousness'

, 5) WFostering, - rlphl eous relation between ChTuch and State
as ,epnrqfe entities with correlated yo, (thmnctTy defined
functions."

On September 6, 1918 the National Lutheran Council came into‘being.
in Chiéago‘ This action was taken by fhe pregsidents of the vérious.
synods involved without~first‘béingkpresented to ﬁhe members of those
EIOUDS . Represénied in.theﬁfounding of the Council wefe: General Synod,
Ceneral Council, Ohio Synod, lowa Syned, Augustana Synod, Norweglan
Lutheran Church, Tutheran Free Church and Danish Lutberam Church.

Some of the presidents had 1ittle trouble in Convincing'their synods
that the oun011 was a good group in which to have membership. Fg

H, G. Stub, although elected the president of the Council, had problem%

. wigﬁ some of the Norwegiané in the Synod he had recently helped Lo

organize and for whom he algo acted as president.

Y

There were difficulties already in the merger which put th Haupg

‘Synod, Norwegian Synoed, and United Norweeian Lutheran Church into one

unit: the Norweglan Lutheran Church 1n America. Because these difficulties
existed Stub knew that a confessional basis would have io be ﬁareed

upon among the Coﬁncil;ﬁember gynods if the Noiwegians were tp take

a co-operative part. This involved séttling a nunber of long-standing
Tutheran disagreements, This led to the Chicago meetings in March, 1919.

Before going any further it will be valuable to st down a thumbnail

sketeh of the two chief men involved in the Chlecago meetings -~ Stub and Knubel,



Hang Cerhan.S%nb was horn in Nﬁsk@ﬂﬁ,.WiSPOPﬁﬂn on Féebruary 23,
1840, His parewts sent bim to Norway where ﬁe bent to school from
1861-65,  Returning to America he continued his educafion by attending.
Luther Collere, Decorah, Towa and Concordia Célleg@,'?drﬁ wgvné;

Conecordia Seminarv, St. TLouis compleiﬁd'his Tormal training and he

was ordained in 1877, With this conservative bhacksround he worked

‘hisway up from a pastorate in Minnesota (1872-78), to profe&soréhip

c
H

at Luther Semipary, Madison, Wisconsin and Robbinsdale, Miﬁnesota
(1873«06),.to pastor/professor at Deéorah (1896-1.016). and into tha__
vice-presidency of the Norwegian Syﬁod 1906-11. As was said 5efore hév
was instruméntal in Qrganizing the Norwegian Lntheran Qhufch in
Americé in 1917.and served és president of the group until 1925,

Stub made use of his Norwegian heritage to edit Norwegian thenlogical -
! £ & _ d

journals and also wrote historical works dealing with pioneer days.

His death came Avgust 1, 1931,
Frederick Herman Knubel was bofn May 22, 1870 in New York City,

New York, Graduating from Geﬁtysberg Lutheran Seminary in 1895 he

“went to the University of Leipzic:ﬁyG'gradua%é work., He was ordained

in 1896 and that vear founded the'dhurch of the Atonement in New

York CQity, acting as pastor there until 1923, His union efforts

led him Lo the position of first president of the newly formed United

Lutheran Church, a poét he held from 1918-1936. He was also active
In the work of the American Bible Society and the Americaﬁ.Trdcﬁ _
Society, as well as being one of the early leadérs in the Lutheran
World Convention, He died October 16, 1945, |

These two men t&pified the groups they represented. The Midwest

conservative and the progressive man from the. east coast found them-

selves working together in the National Lubheran Council, They



cory nondod F1oquon11y. A Tew of these J@ttp'ﬁ, along with letters
to other offchWs, as well as the mlﬂﬂi@& of the Maxch, 1919 meefing
make up the source malorﬁal for this paper, Thanks to Lulher Seminary
Libnary; St. Paul, Minnesota these materials Qere made aVai]abie on |
microfilm,

'The guiding brinciples_set'down by the Natioﬁa] Eutﬁeran Council were
broad enough Lo cover nearly 1nvlh1np the leaders felt was important;
Perhaps the fourth point listed above could be used to defend the
moves towafd co~-operating in home miésion work. After NOrid wér I
many people héd moved to‘industyiallcenters“ This would £it under
"social, economic ox inﬁellectual conditions or changes affecting
religious 1ife,4 Therefore.members of the Council could rightfuliy

Join together in this work, As Nelson writes "Clearly this ought

[

to be a Cooperative enterprise because the hﬁme mission boafds of
individual qhurch bodies were unable to cope with the situation,"
Tt would be more truthful to say that-they never tried,v»They'looked
‘at the task and decided it would be easier to use the Council as a
‘means for doing the job togethef,

To beegin this work a meeting was held at Columbus,‘Ohio December
18, 1918 which brought fhe execultive committee of the C .ounc11 together
with the home mission 7Ppreaenl%ijve of" the participaﬁing church
bodies. These men agréed ‘that the work should be done jointly undei
the direction of one program, Taiher han each group working for ]LbPlf
The logic is unshakable,‘but the whole picture ﬁas not taken into
consideration, The orlginal publicity for the founding of the Council
wvas that cooperation would be only in external affairs.. Exactly
what was to be included under the term ”external" was never clear to

anyone, but home misslon work was delinitely an internal maitter.,



' s . . . 2
told me, there is a propaganda going on against the Council.”

This did not great1y disturb a large pércentage of the Council
members, but there wasvenough pressure wiﬁhin:fhe Norwesian churcﬁ
to cause their president Stub to insist that a meeting be held to
considef the old questions of doctrine and préctice fhat'had hindered
union before the crisis caused by the war had pushed them all togeiﬁer.‘

Stub’'s concerns aré spai]ed out in a letter which hé wfote to
Knubel on February 20, 1919, »The letter was prompted by a %eleéram
from Knubel in which he apparently urged Stub to get. on with nominating'
commissioners for Carrying on reconsﬁrgction of th@kLutherﬁn oﬁufch
in Furope, Stub tells him thatvhe Bas doubts about.whom he should
pick. The men He feels'oould handle the work cannot be sﬁaredAfrom
thelr present pésts.

The real problem, however, runs deeper. 3tub says, “There has
been more or less dissatisfaction among pastors on account.of the
organizatiop of the Council, which they thought should have been
left to the Church conventions to decide, Prof. Boe veslterday

told me that at a conference in Northfield, Minnesota (Rev. Boe him-

" self was not present, being in Wisconsin) the Council, and especially

mj pusition, was strongly criticised for having usurnedlan authority

which T did not have, But I will have to fight it‘out; But as Bée

The reference to uéurﬁing authority was, of course, due to the fact

that the CouncilAwas organized and approved only by the presidents

of each church body, not by officlal action of fhe.bodies themnselves,
Theée Tactors prompted Stub to say, "Ihope, my dear Dr. Knubel,

thét you ﬁil] now better understand my reasons for holding back and

my specific reasons for having advocated so strongly the meeting in

Chicago on doctring and practice. If I had nol insisted so strongly



on this meeting which 50 many regarded as eﬁtirely superfluous, I
would havé made myself subject to the charce o:{.“_‘un:i.on:‘lsmn"j

The influence of»thé Missouri Synod in the midwest was largely .
responsible for this healthy attitﬁde towardS unionismp 'Stub<goes
on to list é number of instances where ﬁhegCounci] had already assuﬁeﬁ
too much in the area of fellowsﬂip4 "T may also state, Between us,
that I receivedva letter from Dr, Richter in which he states his earnest
scruples., He stated that: 'Dr., Smith speaks and writes as if we
already wefe in unity of faith with ﬁhg F'rench Church. Welougﬁt to
remember that we as a Council‘dp no{ have church fellowship and
consequently cannot establish church fellowship with othefs and act
as if we all wefe in comple£e unity ﬁith them. "Hier droht unsleine
Gefahr, die das Konzil sprengen muesste, wemn wir ihr nicht begegnen,”
+ » « Ve must be on our guard in oxder that we may not be 1éd ihto
ways which we cannot go, if we want to be true to our great principles, '"

The Dr, Smith meutioned in the quote above was a zealous promoter

of the Council's work. He comes in for fire again later in this same
‘letter when Stub takes him to task for svreading incorrect information

regarding the conditions in Fvance,  Smith had been one of the investi-

gatore sart to France hy the Council in order to ﬂ%+ﬁrﬁine a course of
action, He returned with stories étressinq the deplorable conditiéns
in France and his a,udiénoese as well as the public press, eagerly
swallowed them, For example , he szid there were BO0,000 Lufheraﬁs

in Alsace who were being served by 300 ministerg Trom Germany .whom
they did not 1ike. These ﬁastors were to be sent back fo,Germany

and then Alsace wouldvhave no minlsters at all. He also»saidithat the

financial conditiovns were bad,



Stub countered all this with information From the official

organ of the French Lutheran Church (Lp ]OWOIPHQPQ\ hich sald that

there were no less lhan 220 pastors, the majority of " whom weve native
to the éountry, The publication stated that due holsevefal lane,
donations the treasury would -finish the year in the bﬁl_'a,c.'k‘pl3

FPurther evidence of the neéd for discussion of dnoi13nv and
practice is giﬁen in this same letter when Stubitells of concern
within the ULC: "One of the best known profeésors in your own Church,
the United.Lutheran Church, writeé mé:v 'T am glad that yoﬁ wiil have
a meeting for the discussion Oflth{ difficulti lhat are in the way
of real uvnion, A stronﬁ testimony of Twtberan conscience against lodge
and unionism wlthout exagpofahlong and without going Loo far JDLO'

wil bk ) N
'Konsequenzumarhereien' will aid the best element in the Merger,’"

Stub Bad also objected to admitting the Danish Lutherah Church
and explains‘that it is because, "altho it bhas the name of being a
Lutheran Church, has a different conception of the Holy Scripture‘and
we do not believe in the regenerating power of the Word (A power which
is bnly attributed to baptism.)"u‘ Similarily Dr, Brandelle had re-
fused fo allow the Swedish Waldenstpﬁm Soclety ov ”Missibh Friends"
to be invited ”b@ cause they have an @niljoly d1Ff0ronticoncop[ ion of
the Atonement than we in the Lutheran Church, altho the Waldenstrgns
in the Protestant Direétory of Misgions sre designated as Lutheran,"”

Yet Stub's Conéern Tor true confessional Lutberanism does noﬁ
seem Lo be the main motivation in lhcse dealings, but rather .
political expediency, for he goes on to say, "If the bodies thatl were
really represented in the organization of the Council can unite, then

ve may later on invite these smaller morve sectarian bodies, who, with

1

more of less right, claim to come under the heading of Tulbhérans.



He furﬁhér shows his stand when he ekplaihs; "I vou, my dear Dr,
bKnuhel, had been in my position, T know that ydu would have taken

my position in these matters, I khow our pebple_and-T know. how
careful I have to be. I am prepared for sevefe eriticism at oﬁr
Churph meetinegs, bui I‘hope that T may be able to defend the positién
n? '

taken so far,

+ Stub had gained the confidence of the governing body of his own

church for he reports to Knubel that the ten District Presidents and

ten laymen who sal on their Counecil had agreed s
", That we heartily endorse and approve the organization and

work of the National Lutheran Council.

2. That we urge all our Chnrch people to respond to the call

For funds in the rresent drive in the same loyal, wholehearted and

generovs spirit which they manifested in +he National Lutheran
Commission drive a year ago."

This group did not approve of any cooperation in home mission

work until the Ghicago meeting worked out a safe Foundation Ffor unity

“in falth and practice, Therefore Stub‘laid great stress on the success

of that meeting to determine the future effecﬁiveness ofvthe Natiénal
Lutheran Council, | |

The meeting was held at the LéSalle Hétel in Chicago the eleventh,
twelfth and thirteenthicf March, 1919, Dr, Stub was elected chairman,

; . 8
Present. for the opening session were the following representatives:

United Lubheran Church Avgustana Syned .
Kunubel
Dr, ¥, H, Kueb=l Dr, 8, 0. Youngert
Dr, H, B, Jacobs _ Dr, 0. J. Johnson
Dr, G. H. Bauslin Dr. G. A, Brandelle
Toya Synod | Hovwerrian Church
Dry ¥, Richter . Dr., H. G¢ Stub
Dr, M. Fritsche}l Dr, J. N. Xildahl

Dr. M, Reu : Rev, C. J, Eastvold



Joint Synod of -Ohio - United Danish Synod

Dr. €. W, L. Schuette Rev. I. Certsen
Dr. R. C. H. Tenski - - _ ' Dr. P. 8. Vig

Free Church

Fev, 5, Rigloev
Rev, P. Winther

Four of these men Bad been assigned papers which were Lo be
representative of‘the point.of view of their respective bodies, These .
were: Richter (Iowa) chuette (Chio), Jacobs (ULC), and Stub (Norwégian).
In additibh Knubel (ULG) waé to prepare a paper of the ”Eséenﬁials o
of a True Catholic: Spirit",

It was resolved that Knubel pngLHt his paper first, dhpn he
finished Jacobs ‘preoénted hls and this completed the Tueeday morning
(March 11) session, The minutes make no comments nor supply anything.
‘on the content of.either of these papers at this point.

The afterncon session began with Schuette's paper which was in
the form of’a set of érticles of agreement which were designed to
aid in cooxdinating the work of the churches which belonged to the
- Council, These articles wére prefaced with a preamble which said that
it was assumed that all Cbunoil churghes acknOW1edgéd without reser-
vation the»Unaltered‘Augsberé Oonfeséi@n and agreed to the inspirdtion
-and inerrancy of Sceripture, It further states that the arficles
proposed are intended to be "Of an advisory and not of any legislative
or mandatl ory foroe n? I+ oonciudod that since the dlffPTbNCQO ]HVO]VGd
had to do with "The life of the Church and its work, it is hoped
that wherever shortcomings are met wifh, these will be . ascribed to
some aberration of the mind rTather than to a refactorj héart; and this in
accord with I Cor. 13."10

The first of the articles quotes the ARrOﬂ/Galesburg rule;



NEN

"Tutheran pulpits‘for Tiutheran pastors only; and Lutheran altsrs for
Lutheran commimicants only"™. The second articfe anathamatizes

lodges ("oath bound secrét societies") as being "wholly incompatible
with membefﬂhib in a Christian Conpregation”,  The third of thé’
articles ig a‘commentary on the first w0 and says that they expressed
the ideal raﬁhev fhan +hé actuai sitvation. DPrayer ahd feraistence

are’ recommended in working toward lhe standard and sympathv is to.he

“had for brethern working to correct the ervors.

The remaining articles deal with practical rnroblems that would

naturally arise with a more organic union that wonld resnlt 1 these

o]

bodies ware Lo work ﬁmgéther in such irternal matters anbhﬁme missions,
When'two or more'conaregations exist in localities that do not wafrant
such concentration mergers of théﬁe churches should be worked butn

This situafioﬁ was not uncémmon in the midwest where a ULC‘church would
be across the street from an Ohio Synod church with poszibly an Towa

church a few hlocks away, Propaganda attempts which might arise if

menbers from one of the churches tried to draw members from the other

churches into their general body were to be discouraged, The nergers

vere to he handled by commitﬁees appointed by the presidents of the
general bodies involved,

The last article provided for”proviSiona1 enf'orcement, of these
Agreements unkil they éould he submitted for final approval of the
aynods who belonged to the Council, No action was taken on Schuette’s
paper during this session.

The next reporf to be heard was that of Dr. Richter of the Iowé.'
Synod. He was mentioned above in the Stub-Knubel lefter of February QO,J
1919, Stub quoted Richter as being wary of assuning hLhat ﬁhere wasg

unity of doctrine and practice bhefore it had been firmly established,

i
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Unfortunately he withheld his prepared statement which listed "the points
that needed adjustment before the home mission and other work of the
- - . Wi e
churches could be properly coordinated because he didn't want to .
have too many papers before the committee for discussion. - Perhaps
he was counting on Stub to sufficiently cover those points,

Dr, Stub's paper was next on the agenda. Tt is his paper which

became known as the Chiéago Thesis (not to be confused with the

Intersynodical Chicago Theses of 192F528), There are severalvpages

of ”Introduetorykﬁemarks“ worthy of consideration, Theﬁimportaﬁce
of these remarks is that they are Sﬂub's Justification for the actionsg
taken thus far by Council,

Point I, ekplains that the Natiohal Lutheran Commission for éoldiefs'

and Sallors' Welfore was Just what the name says: a war emergency effort

for the benelit of the American Lutheran soldiers and sailors who were

trained at camps far From Lheir home churches and sent abroad to fight,

Since‘the government would deal with Lutherans only as a unit and not

with the vari§u§ divisions the Commission had to operate the way it did,
Point TT tells why the National Lutheran Counci1 came into‘béing

after the Commission had served its purpose, -The Council was an

alter-wvar organizaﬁioh,vhe explains, ”fequired both by the conditions

in our own country and in Europe wﬁich plabed bUr Lutheran Chruch-

face to face with problems which had to he solved at once, or at

nl?2

e

least in the near future, The war time Commission was not stiructured

to handle these problems, nor could money given to the Commission
rightfully be used to finance the work of the Council.
The problems that they felt necessitated the Formation of the

Council are emimerated. The things he lists are the concrete

reasons behind the general principles set down atl the founding of



~3

the Council (which are given earlier in thig D
There was the matter of public relations: "Th
our country was more or less under 4 cloud on

common éharge of disloyalty repeated again anﬁ
avcharge that even to some extent ﬁa$ helieved
in wéshinﬁton, Qur Church bad ﬂo sﬁeak in its
' Thén therevwas the problem that the men S
war had come upon, The Lutheran Church there
need of heip both matérially and religiously,
course, were obviously due to the démage A war
The religious needs came about through the resn
feformed churchés might také over thé Lutheran
- o
éffort of theirtpwn, thereby using the chaotic
advantage, Such situationé also prevailed in
the Baltic shates, Fﬁnland and others, . Our g0
recognize only one Lutheran unit and financial

reach of any individual synod to wobk overseas

A third motivating force was the large nu

aper on page 3),
e Imtheran Church 4in
account, of the quite
agaln in the neﬁSpapers,
in official ecircles |
défens‘ af headquarters,”is,
ent to France during the
appeared to be in desparate
‘The materiai neédS, of
zZone country reaps;
1 possibilify that
churches through'a'reiief
conditions +to their
countries anéh as Germanyf
vernment ﬁould again
ly it seemed beyond the

+ 80 the Council was needed,

mber of people who had moved

to large industrial centers to get the good paying jobs offered. there,

ey

As Stub put 1t: "Should these people be left +o themselves or to the

'somcalled Community Service, or shbuld not the
step in with its offer.to take care of the peo
bad already sent men into some of these areas
installed, but a belter system way&nw sought ,
Poin£ ITT. represents the middle-of «the-r
decade later would result in the formation of

the Council "Had to he organized, not to repre

 of the bodies taking part, not to be a Federal

Lutheran Church
U s
ple? The Council

and ministers had been

oad position that g

the ALC, Stub says that

sent any organic union

lon of synods or church
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bodies, yea, not even ﬁq be a body of men who had the righl to declare
that the Lutheran Church bodies taking part théreby had Dbecome oné‘
in faith and practice.and therefore now al once cou1d unite in
permanent church wdrk and coordinate and ooopérdte in home and
Toreign mission work”"15

.In spite of the lack of‘unity in doptrine and settihg aside the
desire to unite.the church bodies organically or even fedérally Stub
stil) finds an overriding'force that céused the Council Lo somehbw
be born an& Tunction: "having in thé first place reason'té beiievg
that these Church bodies whichvby tﬁe hand of God had been thrown:
together thru the war and afterwar conditions, and in ﬁhebseCond
place, having mﬁﬁually asceftained that we as Lutherans had so much
in common, had so many points of contact, had so many common ains,
the question naturally aroée and impressed’ itsell upon us:. Must it
not‘be the wi]l of God that we regard it as our duty to find.out.
how far from, or how near to each other these Church bod® s are

in regard to confessional Lutheranism and church practice?" Since

" God had forced them together it seemed high time to settle the differences

they eachrhad as to what God's Word tells us in Certainlareas thaﬁ had
in the past kept them apart.

The Iind of structure that Sﬁub envigioned was one where the
member bodies would Céntinue "to be separate and independent".but
“could come so far that they could look upon each othér 25 brelbhemm
in faith . , . by electing a committee or a comﬁissiom that could
act in every case where the present Church condiltiouns in local Twtheran
circles in some meesﬁré, at least, could be improved, or where the

organization of a new congresation mirht create a Triction and strife,



csatisfaction of all.

~1 -

A commission of conscientions, impartial, and efficlent men wmight
in the large majority of cases be able to adiust matters to the
W16 L o ) ‘ e
"7 It is interestineg to note that similiar
thinking seems to 1lie behind the Articles of Agreement that Schuette
had already presented, especially #-12.7"

The purpose of the meeetings in Chicago, in Stub's estimation,
was' to come to enough agreement in doctrine and practice to carry
on such cooperation, It is not hard to see this reflected in the Theses.
themselves. They are brief and to thﬁéoint, There seems to be enough

. ~
to gettle the questions without steppine on persomalities or inler-
Jecting semi~philosophical opinions which could be said of the:
lengthy Knubel statement,

There are two main parts, the first: "Mutual Declaration

Regaxrding Doctrine", the second: "Mutual Declaralion Regarding

Practice”, ‘Under the first part the authority of Scripture as being

t be inspired and inerrant Word of God and the only rule of faith,

doctrine and practice is laid down as the fourdational doctrine.

‘Upon this the Unaltered Augsberg Confession and Luther's Small

Catechism are declared to be a true exposition of the doctrines
contained in the Pible,

Then follows statements on eight areas that had been in con-
troversy among Lutherans in.America:

Vork of Cﬁrisi; redemption and reconciliation - "Jesus Christ,
God and Man, has not for the benefit Qf, but in the place of the human
race, taken upon Himself the sins of the‘world, . aletae,

Gospel - "is not only a story . . . it offers and gives the

result of the work of Christ.”



‘of:which God hes elected ﬁs to eternal life.

..,1(‘-

Absolution - "does not essent 1olly differ from the pﬁéachinglof
the Gospel . ., , is not a Judement, passed by ﬁﬁe pastor on those
being absolved, | | |

Raptism ~ has "the pover-of regeneration,

1Justification.~ "not an act}in man; but an act bvaqd in heaven,"

Faith - "nol in any measure a human effork,*

Conversion,an& repentencé‘~ "If man is not converted or does not
repént, the requhsibility and guilt_fall»on ﬁanv, o o If man is
converted or repents, the honor'belohgs Lo God alone,"

Election ~ "The cauzes of election to salvation aie the mercy
of God and the most 1oly mer11 of Christ; nothing in us on aecOunf
.18 ‘

The sccond part rogardlng practice states once again the ﬁfinciplé:
Lutheran pulpits for Lutheran pastors only and Lutheran altars for
Lutheran commnicants only and follows with the pledees  "Ve thefefore.
promise each other that it shall be our earnest endeaver to impress

this rule in order that it may be recognized and enforced everywhere

in all the Church bodies represented in the Nafional Lutheran Council,’

Then an anti-lodge paragraph appears and it is followed with a promise
that "it shall be our earnest purpose to give fearless testimony and
do our vhtmost *o place our respective Church bodies in the right

_— : 20
Christian position in this matter,"

The last paragraph of the Theses calls for a commission which
would coorxdinate home and foreign mission efforts if the Counecil
and the member church bodies would accept the Theses,

When Stub finished reading his paper Jacobs moved that Stub's

doctrinal statements be discussed sipee Schuette's Azreements pre-
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supposed Compléte doetrinal unity, Apparenfly Jacoh's‘fe1t Lhat
Stub's Theses 4id not. The .motion was seconded, s0 the Teeling was
not his alone, Stub then said that he had not thoughl there wag
any lack of agreement among those present on tao points bresenﬁédq
His intention was that thig might be a possible puﬁlic gtatement of‘
the feachingﬂ represented in thé Counecil., This all seemé a bit.
confusing because the members of the Council did have varying.opiniohs
on the docltrines Stub presented; at least when Judged by the more
eritical s;andards‘our oun 8Synod holds today. But the bre?ity and
rather meneral wording of the Th@ 506 ay.hive allowed'these men Lo
honestly say the prveda
At any Tate a. dlsCqunon 1nsued which 1nd1cq(es 1lat there was

some lack of c]arjty on the purpose of their meeting, Lenski thought
"a

1t . would bhe proper to flro( decide what matters of cooperation "in

n
D

externis” rightly belonged to the Council, He pointed out that the
papers presented all went farther in that.they aimed toward building

up unity within the Lutheran bodies, He saw the importance of that

‘unity, but felt it better to figure out which areas could now be

acted and spoken on together and then take up the more vital mattér‘of
doctrine,
Schuette pointed out that Knubel had 1L,1ed five or six such
"in externis" QUGSLlODU, He went on to say that the Coﬁncil was
aiming towards unity and that the Lutherans were causing of fense
and hindering the church's work with all the divisions that existed.,
Bauslin favored taking up Stub’s Theses in which he saw practi¢a1
value, DBrandelle then expressed his idea of Lhe mirpose of the
Cbnnci] A8 %eing.a body which would épeak for the church "in externis”

and he agreed thal doctrinal unity was important since the neeting
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“included in the term "in externis

In Columbus had enlareed the pro&ramAto include home miﬂsibns in
the realm.of oxiernaWUn |

Stub said it waS'diffioult tobdefine éxacfiy whéf could be
" as Lenskl had indicated, Tﬁis,
conld be seen in thevwork with the Frehéh and German churches,
But the opportunities seemed Lo be too great to pass hy, s0 unity
had'to be striven for,

Richtgr felt that they were not.in'this ﬁeeting representing
the Council as such, but rather their own individual synods, There~
Tore thevy were to present. the conclusions reached to fh@ir avnods
who had the fingl authoiityﬁ He seemed to favor getting on with Stub s
paper, but Lenski still insisted that it would be a distinct gain to Jettle
externals first, . (Anyone who has studied Lenski's exegetical and

homiletical works can understand how hard it would have been to move

him from any opinion he had taken,) Tenski’ s point was consistant

N~
s

with the motives that ori ginally had brought the Council into

existence, He said that he viewed the Council as a clearing houge for

the coordination of work and distributing of labor to the various

synods, This sort of thing could be done, he felt, but we must
remember that the Missouri Synod had re}ecfod this idea after their

experiences with the PommLJSion for Soldiers' and Sallors' Welfare

'Y

in externis" principle iz ton imprecise tao

"

druing the war, The
L A

"

be put into nse and sti17 vphold one's Oonfoauvon11 position.

The minvtes state that the mot.ion was unanimously nascaed,; so
Lenski must have given in. The discussion of the paper took up the

rest of the second day's session, Some recasting of the form that

the Theses appeared in was done and minor word changes were made,
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In some cases the wording couldn't be exactly determined, so Stub

reworked these points and they were discussed. and adopted the next

day. The minutes do not hint at any hand stands taken by any of the
men, The chaﬁﬁes seemed to aim towards clarify. rather hhén aﬁyone
trying to grind an ax, Perhaps this éou1d3be proven to bé a false
assuﬁption‘bv someone who had mére material at his dispoéﬁl which
would allow him to read between the lines of the mihutes, which state
only the bare facts, |

WGdneé*ay morning. was taken'up,vthen, with the discuséioni
and reworking of‘Stub’s paper, the éftérnoon being left for Schuette's,
Knubel began to be concerned that there wouldn't he enougﬁ time to
discuss hi;papef on catholié spirit sb he asked for the floor énd‘at.
the begimming of the afternoon session made a rather lengthy speech,
considering his motion dealt with a matter of procedure. Hé began
by reading the resolution of the Council that asked Tor a paper on

the "essentials of a catholic spirit" to bhe presented at this meeting,

He then said that he was satisfied with the way the meeling was running,

‘but felt that there would not be time to get to his paper, This did

not bother him because "in order that the statements of doctrine

and practice here adopted may be as helvful as poeéi%ie.théy should

He formed in suech a way as to gain.theAentﬁusiastic support of'all bodiesn”21
Knubel then gathefed steam and, according to the minutes, continued

as Tollows: "In view of the impressionable age in which we are now

living, it would Turther seenm that the day Tor Lﬁtheranism, with its

great and abiding truths o' God and is harmony with the ldeals of

American 1life, had come to make itself felt as a world force. No

other demonination could meet and agree in such wonderful harmony
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as we have experienced al this meeting, We must now disseminate our
truth as never before, We must face outward and give a statement of

what catholic Christianity really is, Many will welcome it, VWe owe

,

it to the world as to ourselves,"zz Krubel then moved that if>thére
wa.s not time to discuss his paber at the meeting, that a. committee
be abpointed to wdrk on this subjeot and preseht his Findings at
anothef meeting, |

Knubel's action and words atvthis point in the conference make
one wonder‘if there wasn't éome shra{egy involvea. It seeﬁg a.iittle
early‘to be so concerned about the time element, The Conférence Was
only half over., And why the pep talk abouﬁ the importancé of the subject?
There must have'been sSome quéstion in the minds of the othexr men
present also, for;they discusséd the motion and decided to go on-
with the piah fof the rest of the day and Knubelywifhdrew his mdtion
with the understanding that the subject sugeested in his motion
could bhe taken upvlater,'

A defendable theory might be tha{ Knubel could see which way

“the wind was blowing in Chicago that week in March, Stub's paper

has been characterized by Nelson in Lutheranism ig'ﬂorth'America 1914»1970
as ”exclugive confessionalisﬁ”. Kﬁubel’s is bfandéd as‘”ecumenioal
¢onfessionalism”, Surely Knubel could see‘where he and Stub differed

in their viewpoints, The confer¢nce was demounstrating their preference
for the "exclusivef stance in that they were willing to polish up

Stub's paper for presentatlon to thelr beodies. Knubel therefore was
killing to gi#e them_all the time theybcould take by making his
announcement so early, There would be less pressure to get the

discussion of hié view which would, in any case, receive liltle

enough time to clearly air the position., By having a committee work
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b

z on the subjecl, a committee he could'rightfully expect to be on,
he would have the opportunity to work on persuading a smaller group

who would not be under the direct influence of the apirit exhibited .

at thisvconferencem

: ' < ~Perhaps the 1ﬂét'paragraph only prdves that mountains really can
be méde Trom mole.hills, ﬁs.it iurned out, Knﬁbel’s paﬁer.djd not come
under discussion during this conference whether through his machinationé‘
Of not. Schuette's A&reements were écrutinizéd next, 0Of inﬁerest in
this disouésion ig the snag that was caused'by pulpit and éltaf
fellowship., Jacobs of the ULCvafefed a~substi£uﬁe for Schuette’s

"Lutheran pulpits For Lutheran pastors" stand which says that these

pieces of furniture should be cautiously guarded, but nowhere stipulates

that Lutherans must occupy then, only that the Word still be preached
"as our Church teaches it." The matter, alfter some discussion,
was defered to a committee consisting of Tenski, Jacobs and -Stub,

The same commiltee was also asked to‘formulate_a statement on secret

sociebies,

The final day of the conference opened with wreports from the.
committee mentloned above, Qn the matter of fellowship ﬁwo brief .
Paragraphs were offered which explained the reasons for having to limit
felloWShip-with the conclusion thaf "pulpit and altar fellowship with
pastors and people of éther confesslions ave to‘be*avoid@d{ as -contrary
Lo a true and consistent Lutheranisma”?'3 On the ladge issue antithiétian
societies were defined, condeﬁned and a promise was made that .each
church‘put its own house in order.

Several resolutions were made at the end of the day in regard to
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the papers that had heen presented dnring the conference. Those which had -

0

been discussed wvere to be présemted’to the Council and then tovthe synodsv;
belonging to the Gouncil; Knubel{s was 1o bhe furthéf Studied by a committee -
of threé: Knubel, Stub and Schmauk, |
The oriqinalvintent of thig paper ﬁas'{o investi@aﬁg Nelson's chafaéteﬁ4
.izationg of Stub and Knubel as representing "exclusive confessionalism" and
”edumen@ical confessionalism".respectively, Without regard to the evérépresent
limitations of time and space a skeﬁchy outline WAS made’aﬁd writing commended,
This;'then, is the half way point.in the originally condeived deerw
It shows how Stuh's viewpoint was “holding | sway durihg these seséions in/
: ‘ : - ) ; \:}"‘«’1 2
March, 1919, Tt also hints at Knubel's stand and indicates that there wag
variance, In further study of the microfilms one can more eMacﬂly pinpoint_y
Knubel;s stand and see how the difference of “opinion became mﬁre evident to

everyone durine the months and Years following this conference,

Unfnriunaﬁ&y‘the rress of time FTorces the study Lo end here, Other

work 1s due, It has been interesting working in this ares, more personal
. ] ;

enjovment has been derived from +his assignment than any  other history pro-~

ject undertaken in twelve years of synod schocling, The copies of the micre-

Film will be available in the 1ibrery and there ig still plenty of material

for continuing this study, should a student 4n “he fulire care to go into it,
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Deay Professor Fredrichs

Enclosed is a c@py of a paper done for your history of 1, theraniem
in Americs on wrs I had meant to ?&QV@ you & copy le
Prof, w@%%%fhaQS U%Qb% to me reque esting the vhoto ceopi

o

ples

microfilmed Knubel-Stuh ﬂ@f?@@p@ﬁé@ﬁ@gg He s2id a Senior thi
Year was intervested in this project, 7T+ - you wish to share my
Papsr with him it night be helpful sine e, as I stated in bhe

paper, only about half of' the micvefiln is representeq in my papey

w

Also of interest to you: I hagd found an 2pparent errvor in R, G,
lelson's Lubh@r@ﬁzﬂm Ain Nerth America, {of, page 26, baragraph 2
and foolnote #79 on - pag@ 37 « T E?@V@ you made a note of this
in your own copy of the book lasst year, ) Before seding the
mierofilnm coples back to the Sem ?EQ?Sﬂy T made soms notes on
this error ang intend to write Dr, Nelson about this when the
strain of Lent has passed, T will send f@u 2, C&py ofithe letter,

=

The ministry ig very much: *c@? & and, .yéb
amyﬁhi@g 1'd ever consi dered. Growing"ig a1

and out here it has been a ﬂﬁtb@? OEcErey Shy
respoy gi%imiiiess




