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I must admit that I have always had a sort of fascination
for the "Protestant Controversy.”" I think I am intrquied‘by
this controversy that arose in our Synod because 1t s;é%; to te
a very well kept secret in our Synod. As far as I can recall,vl
never once heard of the Protestant Controversy until I was at
the Seminary here in Mequon., I remember that when this contro-
versy was first mentioned by the professors, which one I forget,
I 1mmediately went to the bookstore at the morning break and
purchased my volume of J. Pn. Koehler's "History of the Wisconsin
Synod," I soon found, to my dismay, that Koehler does not speak
of the Protestant Controversy. Only in the introduction is this
controversy mentioned and there in almost an outline fashlon,
However, my zeal for knowledge concerning the controversy soon
want;d. I puess I came to the conclusion that whatever the
point of controversy was, no matter how the controversy came
atout, those who left our Wisconsin Synod must have been in the
wrong and we must have been right in this matter. The very
recent dealings wlth the Missouril Syno@ during my synodical
higher education seemed to cement thgfeeling that in this doc-
trinal controversy too, the Wisconsi% Synod must have acted
correctly according to God's Word. 1T then gave the Protegtant
Controversy no further thought.

Then came Senior Church History with the assignments of term
papers during the second quarter. Once again my interest in
the Protestant Controversy was kindled. Once again, I bhegan to

to look in the Protestant Controversy, this time to {ind out

what really happened and who was really right, without blindly



accepting that the Wisconsin Synod just had to be ripht. Ag I
btegan to look into the Protestant Controversy I was at first
more Interested in the end results. The more I lock for end
results, the more I realized that I didn't know very mich about
how the Protestant Controversy came abtout. Oh, I knew the
names involved, the Watertown Case, the Ft, Atkinson Case, the
Beitz Paper, the Gutachten, the Western Wisconsin Distr}qﬁp,
etec., all, and yet the actual origins were still unknowg)to me.
For this reason I decided to look deeper into the so-called
"Watertown Case." I chose this specific case because it seemed
to be one of the very first occurances that tegun the Protestnat
Controversy. The main varticipants In the Watertown Case were
on the one hand, the Faculty members of Northwestern College
and the Northwestern Board of Control on thgbther hand. For
this reason I decided to make the thrust of this paper the
extent to which btoth of these groups contrituted to the begin-
ninegs of the Protestant Controversy, by their participation in
the "Watertown Case." Now in order to evaluate the roles of
the N.W.C, Faculty and the Board of Control, we must first of
all look at the detalls of the Watertown Case. But before I
tegin to relate the detalls of the "Watertown Case," let me
state that the majority of my material in English was gathered
and c}mpiled by the Protestants themselves. The one ma jor
exoebtion to this rule 1is theCentennial Story of Northwestern
Collepe by E.E. Kowalke. Now of course, the Centennial Story

of N.W.C. is not an original source. And vet, Kowalke was the
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President of Northwestern before and after the Watertown Case and
as such had a first hand knowledge of the faculty and Board of
Control meetings that took place.

The "Watertown Case' revolved arcund several cases of theft
by students at N.W.C. in the late winter and spring of 1924,
What made these cases so alarming seems to be not the numbers
of toys involved, 24 or 25, (all the sources I read say 24, except
Kowalke, who says 2%), not the value of what was stolen, although
the total stolen was'more then petty, not the fact that thefts had
occured both in the dorn and in Watertown. What made these
cases of theft so alarming and what necessitated such immediate
actlon iIn the thinking of the N.W.C. Faculty was that these
thefts occured over such a short span of time. Now of course
any sin, theft included, is serious, tut this rash of thefts
seemed especlially serious, These thefts began the "Watertown
Case" but really the '"Watertown Case" is more concerned with the
action of the N.W.C. Faculty and the reaction of the N.W.C.
Board of Control. Sometime on or very shortly before March
30, 1924, several students brought to the attention of the dorn
tutors, the rumor that there had been frequent cases of thefts
by other students in the near past. The dorm tutors seemed to T
first of all instructed the students that they should first of H;VG
all get more concrete evidence concerning these %}1gations of
thefts, 1§ indeed they were valid. When these students returned
to the tutors with hard evidence, the tutors Immediately proceeded
to make thelr own investigation, even waking some of the btoys

out of their sleep to question them. When they found that
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stealing had indeed been going on, they in turn brought the
matter to the attention of the N.W.C. Faculty on the morning
of Mareh 31, 1924.

The Faculty felt that the situation demanded immediate
steps and they acted quickly and decisively. They first of
all suspended all classes for the day. As Kowalke says, the
Faculty felt that too many boys had been involved 1n too short
of a time to let more time elapse without the Faculty addressing
itself to the situation, Also the Faculty felt that they must
act quickly to show stealing for what it 1s, sin and nothing
less, because the cases of theft were openly known by merchants
and many students in the dorm., The Faculty felt that to deday
on their part would foster the idea sin may be taken lightly.

So the Faculty called a meetiﬁg for that morning, March 31,
1024, They then look%gver all the evidence, they heard the tes-
timony of the tutors, and then they called in those students who
were alledgedly involved in the stealing. The first student
that they summoned however could notrappear since he had the
previous evening, returned home. An éffort to call the students!
parents was made but failed because of an ice storm which downed
the telephone lines. This student, who was called but not
actually interviewed, may account for the difference of one
in the total number of students involved. The Faculty then
proceeded to question the students one by one for the purpose
of establishing theilr gullt or innocence, and‘ofﬂif quilty, to

the extent to which they were guilty and the extent to which they



acted on their own or were coerced by others into stealing.
Throught this investigation, the Faculty took a very evangel-
ical attitude toward the students, as far as I can tell. It is
my impression from all accounts and from my reve{ggqe for
ceftain members of the Faculty, especially Director E.E. Kowalke,
that the Faculty wanted mainly to bring the students involved

to a knowledge of their sin, to a repentant attitude, and to
failth in Jesus as theilr Savior from this sin also. For these
reasons the Faculty openly confronted the students with the
charge of stealing. Some students of course, immediately
confessed and were assured of their forgiveness. Other students
denied the charges until very concrete evidence was brought
forward. These students also confessed and were also assured

of the Lord's forgiveness. After all the students were heard,
the Faculty decided to stand by the rule which had been in effect
for quite some time. Stealing meant suspension, period. At
this point, the Faculty adjourned for lunch.

When they returned, however, it was decided that a blanket

suspenslon of all the boys iInvolved would not be equitable.

It was apparent to the Faculty that those who were involved fell
into three general proups. Some boys stole extensively., OSome
stole only minor items. Some of the boys of dourse, stole items
of moderate value. Also some boys stole of thelr own volition,
while others were encouraged to steal by the btad example of
older boys. Some boys received stole goods knowingly. This
last seems to have been the case with two room monitors.
However, 1in no case was there any doubt that the boys whom the

Faculty interviewed were in all cases indeed gullty of stealing



or recelving stoldén goods., Ag the Faculty found out that
there were btoys who had stole of their own volition, boys who
had stole more than others, and so on, they decided that each
boy should be judged individually,

For this reason it came about quite by accident, that the
group of 24 boys were divided into three groups of eight.
The action to be taken in each case was voted on by the Faculty,
which was in some cases unanimous in 1ts decision, Eight boys,
who 1t was determined stole to a very minor extent, were placed
on "campus arrest" for the remainder of the school year, They
were to be allowed off campus for only the most necessary trips,
such as doctor appoitmgnts and the like. In some of these cases
that ended up in "da%;us arrest," some ofthe Faculty members
voted against "campus arrest" and in favor of suspension.
Another grour of eight boys were suspened from school for the
remainder of the school year, but wo&ld“b; allowed to return in
the fall if they could somehow earn credit for the classes they
would of course miss. Because the likehood of the boys somehow
earning credit for the classes they missed seemed rather remote
at best, Dr, Ott consistantly voted against this measure. He
seemed to reason that in effect the boy was losing the entire
school year, and not Just the last few weeks. However in these
elght decisions, Dr. Ott was in a very extreme minority. The
final elght boys, who 1t was judged were the worst offenders were
suspended permanently from school with no hope of returning., In

all 24 cases the punishment went into effect Immediately.



Parents, of course, were notifed by letter as soon as possible.

The dispute that later arose between the Faculty and the
Board of Control had it's basis, at least partially, on thils
very point, that the parents of the boys involved were not
summoned and were not present when their sons were interviewed.
However, as we saw abowe, the Faculty was hampered by the lack
of communications that existed on that day. Dlore importantly,
the Faculty felt that these cases had to be dealt with STReMei-y
and qulckly if the proper pedagogical effect were to be achleved
in the entire student body. Also they felt that to delay would
only proléng the misery and worry of the boys involved, con-
cerning their future at N.W.C. Finally, there was no doubt
whatsoever as to the guilt of the boys involved. The pressence
of their parents in no way could have altered the facts. And
vet this was one point on which the Board of Control found
fault with the actions of the Faculty. But I'm getting ahead
of myself in the telling of this event.

Following the action of the Faculty, parents of some of the
boys involved made immediate appeals to the N.W.C. Board of
Control, which action was of course, completely within their
rights. Just as quickly it became obvious that the Board of
Control was not going to endorse the actions of the Faculty.

The Board of Control'differed with the Faculty on several points.
These points when taken as a whole formed the basis for the
Board of Controlt's reversal of the Faculty's suspensions‘ How
in order to determine how each side contritbuted to the rift

between the Board of Control and the Faculty, let us look at



the criticisms which the Board of Control brought against the
Faculty.

- First of all,the Board of Control criticized the Faculty
for not calling in the parents of the boys involved. The Board,
(henceforth, I will refer to the Board of Control simply as the
Board) it seems, felt that the matter was not so serious that
.1t demanded immediate action. They felt that a delay of a few
days would not have hurt the situation at all, but would have
helped 1t. The Board very @bviously félt that the situation
was no where as serious as the Faculty felt it was., It was the
position of thé%bard that there was no need to act without the
parents of thé boys involved being present.

In somewhat the same line, the Board questioned the inves-
tigation that was carried on by the dormitory tutors, which of
course led directly to the Faculty's actions, Was it trune that
the tutors carried on their investigation past midnight even to
the point of waking some boyé from their sleep? Yes, that did
happen! The Board wanted to know why the President had ﬁot
been present at the investigation by the TuTorg s Since he was the
dorm inspector. The answer to this question was easy. The
President never knew that an investigation was goinﬁon. Pres-
ident Kowalke first learned of it on March 31st in the morning.
However, this does not tell us why the tutors did not contect the
President during their Investigation, It sees that the tutors
did nol'see the need for the President to be present or that they
simply forgot”to notiry him. At any rate, this wes another

point at which the Board found fault with the Faculty, that they



had acted upon information that had been gained without the
President's guidance and counsel, In thls same line, there were
rumors to the effect thaf "third degree" tactics were used in
the questiondng, Kowalke states emphatically that such was not
the case. He allows that the tutors methods of questioning may
not have been the best, but in no way did they badger or harrass
any student. Also the Board wanted to know if two students, a
Junior and a Senior, participated in the questioning. The
answer was no., All these students did was to fetch certain

boys whom the tutors wanted to gquestion.

All of these questions mentioned above were discussed

extensively by the Board with the President(éﬁ%fiﬁgividuall§lﬂ
the. Faculty as a whole. Howeveamthey did not form the real
content of the disagreement between the Board and the Faculty.
Basically the Board had two objections. First of all, that the
action‘taken by the Faculty was much too severe. Second, that
the Faculty on it's own had no right or authority to suspend
students. Only the Board could do that. On these two points,
the Faculty and Board never did come to an sgreement. The
Faculty, of course, very naturally felt that the suspensions
were net too harsh., They felt that the situation was grave and
did demand strong and quick action on their part., The Board,
as I have shown above, felt that the situation was not nearly
as serlous.

Now 1t does seem that the greatest majority of the stolen

",

items were of small monitary value, such as candy bars, pencils,
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gum, playing cards and so on. Also some of the stealing had
ocecured in the dormitory and as such, was something?gaways
occured from time to time. However, I am inclined in this
point of the dispute, to go along with the Faculty. It seems
to me that the Faculty just had to have a better knowledge of
the situation of the dormitory, especlally when it 1s remembered
that President Kowalke was also the dorm inspector, that is the
Dean of Men, as we would call him today. I fail to see how the
Board of Control, which was cbmposed of Pastors and laymen
who did nol live in the area of Watertown, could know tetter
than the Faculty, what discipline was needed. It seems to me
that the Faculty would best know what type of discipline was
needed in the dormitory in particular and the entire student
body in general, What reason the Board had for feeling that the
discipline was too harsh, I do not know. But it is sure that the
Board felt that the disclplihe was indeed too harsh and severe.

The other major point on which the Board challenged the
action of the Faculty was the rule that the Faculty had no right
or authority to suspend any students. They held that only the
Board could take such action. Now on this point the Faculty did
ndl differ with the Board, as to the%ruth of the statement that
onlyWéagogﬁépgnd students. BRather, the Faculty held that such
a rule Shoutd not be in existence., They feLt, and in this they
went back to the previous point of disagreement, that the
Faculty 1s in the best position to judege any situations that

might arise in the student body and thus would be able to best

dispense the proper discipline.
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Now 1t cannot bte disputed that the Board and only the Board
had the power to sugpgnd students. That is a hard fact. However,
whether or not the Faculty should have this authority, that could
be debated, What made thise case so unique was the fact that the
Board actually exercized its authority as the sole body that could
su§pend students. For many yearg the Board had always gone along
wlth the recommendation of the Faculty ooncerning the suspension
of students, However, in the '"Watertown Case" the Board felt
oonstrained to overrule the actions of the Faculty with only
Dr. Abtelman dissenting. The Faculty made one last attempt to
forstall the overturning of their actions by theBoard. In a
very evangelical attitude, trug}y believing that their actions
were what was need%;n this situation, they sugeested that the
entire case be referred to the Joint Synodical Conference. The
Board however rejected this suggestion also and reinstated all
of the suspended students, with the intention that all cases
should be reviewed.

This action by the hoapd precipated the next action, an action
that took us one step closer to the entire Protestant Controversy.
During the Faculty meetings of lMarch 31, 1924; especially the
afternoon meeting the possibility arose that the Poard might not
ratify the suspensions. In response to this possibility, two
members of the Faculty, Prof, Karl Koehler and Herbert Farisius,
expressed the sentiment that should the Board overrule the
Faculty's deécision, then they would have no-alternative but to
resign., It seems that thqbther Faculty members tried to persaude

Prof. Koehler and Parisius not to resign. But instead of rethink-
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ing their 1nteﬁtion to resign; they became more adamant, It seems
that they felt that if the Board overruled the Faculty then the
Board was in effect draining the Faculty of all power and author-
ity at N.W.C. They feit that such an action on the part of the
Board would lead to a general decline of discipline in the dor-
mitory. They felt that it would have a very detrimental effect
upon the students, in that the students would look upon the
Faculty as somebody who talked big but couldn't carry out his
threats. When the Board did indeed reinstate all of the sus-
pended boys, Frof. Koehler and Prof. Parislus immediately resigned.
However, they both offered their teaching services gratis for the
remainder of the school year. The Faculty gladly accepted,
mainly for two reason I believer, First, they did not want to
see their colleagues leave and second thelr departure would have
placed an extra burden éf work on every other Faculby memgss for
the remaining two months of school.

However, the Board of Control heard of the offer of the two
professors and stated if Koehler nad Parisius were allowed to
teach they would in effect be setting asidethe decision of the
Board. It must be sald here to the credit of the Board that it
did make a very concerted effort to try to persaude the two
professors to retract their resignations. Howevep Koehler and
Parisius said that their feslgnations stood. v which the
Board replied that their resignations were to become effective
immediately.

This then 1s basically the "Watertown Case," The meetings

of boards and committees that followed were almost innumeratle,
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In no time at all the case of the boys who stole fell into the
background and the case of Koehler and Parisisus came to the
forefront of the Controversy. Very quickly the case grew in
scope from the N.W.C. Faculty and Board to the Western Wisconsin
Distriect, the Southeastern Wisconsin District, and Northern Wis-~
consin District and eventually the entire Synod. one of the
most famous of the meetings that followed the "Watertown Case"
was the meeting at the Withonkita Club in Watertown on June 12,
1924, It was at thils meeting that the "Probestants" began to
come into notice. At this meeting, which was almegt exclusively
attended by persons who sided with the two professors, the idea
ts very prominent that these two professors were completely in
the right and the position of the Board was just as completely
wrong. Neilther was there, it seems to me, any attitude of
compromise present among those who later helped to establish the
Protestant Conference. They were right, the Board was wrong and
thus the Synod was wrong as long as they lefr the Board decision
stand. Nowhere in the transcript of that meeting do you find
even the slightest mention or hine that Prof. Koehler and
Parisius might not have acted‘in‘éhé wisest manner. This meeting
did indeed, as Kowalke writes, form the nucleus of a third party,
a party that was opposed to both the Faculty and the Eoard,

Now of course I could go o with the story. But forthe purpose
of this paper, I feel that this is sufficient information to
Jjudee the "Watertown Case" as one of the oripins of the "Protestant
Controversy." Certainly everyone involved in the entire case

contributed to the beginnings of the Protegtant Controversy.
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There 1s no doubt in my mind on that point. The Faculty contri-
buted to the origins of the Protestant Controversy by acting too
quickly, by punishing too severely, and by objecting too stren-
ously to the Board's action. Now this is not to say thatthe
case dild not eall for quick action on the part of the Faculty.
This is not to say that the sins of stealing should have been
punished with a proverblal slap on the wrist. What I am saying
1s that if the Faculty had waited until the parents were notiried
and present and if the Faculty had bean more evangelical in the
meeting out of punishment then very possibly, all thejcontroversy
could have been avoided.

But what I say about the actions of the Faculty does not
exonerate the Board. They also contributed to the origin of the
Protestant Confroversy. Why did theBoard see fit this time to'
overrule the action of the Féculty? Numerous times previously,
the Board had endorsed the actions of the Faculty in cases where
discipline was needed. To my way of thinking, it hardly seems
possible that the Bpard could have been in s better position
than the Facutly to know what kind of discipline was needed.

Now I'm not saying that the Board should not have acted as they
saw fit. And yet, if they had not so obviously trampled over the
actlion of the Faculty, if they had accepted the Faculty's sugges-
tion to refer this matter to the Synod, then very possitly the
controversy could have been avolded. DMost assuredly the Faculty
did not use their best Judgment in their actions, but neither did
the Board., The very pownT that neither side was willing tc com=-

promise, so that finally the Board appealed to its position of



final authority, shows that they both contributed to the origin
of the Protestant Controversy.

And yet the Faculty and Board did not contribute completely
or even to the larger part to the origin of the Protestant Con-
troversy.  On their own, the Board and Faculty would have ironed
out their differences as they did indeed do. What took this inci-
dent above and beyond the realm of Faculty-Foerd relations was the
actions of Koehler and Parisius in this matter. With thelr action
of resigning, they polarized the dispute, they pushed the Board
into a corner. Certainly on the parts of Koehler and Parisius
there was no hint of compromise. They appear to be almost cemented
In their opposition to the Board as long as the Board did not act
as a rubter stamp for the decisions of the Faculty. Their action
forced the Board to stick by 1ts decision. Also thelr action, so
to speak, put the "Waterfown Case" on the Synodical map. Their
resignation was the most significant result of this entire case.
Very certainly these Proressors greatly contributed to the origin
of the Protegtant Controversy. They became & rallying point for
those who felt as did these two professors. They manifested a
very strong opposition to those in ruling posiions in our Synod .
Their hatred for what they called "officaldom" was first shown in
their resignations and others who held the same views quickly ran
to their side. Certainly these two professors, and especially
Koehler, contributed greatly to the origin of the Protestant
Controversy. Following this time, anyone who disagreed with their
pastor, with the Distfict, or with the Synod, seemed to gravi-

tate twoards this group that began to show i1tself in the "Watertown
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Case." Cerfainly all of the parties involved must SHARE responsi-

bility. And yet I feel that the most responsibility for makeing

"

the "Watertown Case" into one of the origins of the Protestant

Controversy must lie with Professors Koehelr and Parisius.



