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AN ANALYSIS OF THE SOURCES

For a peper of this type, 1t was consldered helpful to
the next researcher to give a critical anaslysis of the sources
used herein, since very little hss been written s2bout the
subject, except that found in primery sources.

Very few original manuseripts were avallable on the
subject. The Concordis Historleel Institute Archives had
one letter written by Schlieferdecker, but closer examinstion
showed that i1t did not pertain to the subject. One manuseript,
however, in the Concordia Hilstorical Institute Archives proved
to be quite interesting, though it also furnished very little
information on this subject. That wes the minutes of an ir-
regulsr Western Distriét Convention, held in Fort Wayne in
1857 in connection with the Synodiea2l Convention there that year.
Quite a wealth of information, however, wes found in the
folio volume of the original minutes of the Altenburg Congre-
gation, contzining the minutes from November 25, 1846 to
Mey 2, 1858; also writings of protest, and the like. These
proved very helpful, especially in regard to Schieferdecker's
relation to his congregation in the years 1856 to 1858. These
minutes were leaned to the writer through the kindness of the
Rev. A. Vogel, pzstor of Altenburg, Missomri.

A great amount of informatlon was culled from printed
documents. Among them Fritchel's Quellen und Dokumentfg proved
valuable, since a number of the early Bynodical Reporte of the
Iowa Synod were not available to the writer. 1In his QJuellen
und Dokumente, Fritschel worked through much of Iowa's source
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materisl and collected it in that one volume work. The Synodal-
Brief of the Buffalo Synod furnished some good information on
the early stand of Iowa on chillieem, something which perhaps
would not have impressed itself on the writer's mind 2e much,
had Buffalo not had relations with Iowa. As hess been stated
before not 211 the Iowa Synodsl Berichte were avallable, but
those that were proved very helpful with reference to Iowa's
stand onchiliasm. A good source of information came from the
Missouri Synodal Berichte. It ie from these that the first
hand information on Schieferdecker's trcatment by that Synod
w=g found, The same holds true for the Western and Northern
District Reports.

Der Luth.eraner offered a wealth of material since it

reported what was going on in 8ynod as an impartial bystander.
Here, the writer h 4@ to go through the Lutheraner, page for
page and volume for volume in order to get this valuable
information since 2t times the indices are very lncomplete,
especlally to the short references pertained to the subject.

Of the secondary books, Schieferdecker's and Koestering's
proved to be of most value. However, a8 these two had slmost
conflicting =zccounts, the evidence had to be weighed and
pleced together, often with the help of the Lutheraner articles.
On the whole, though, these two sources ere good foundation
material, since both presented the controversy favorable to their
side. J. Deindoerfer's book, written at the 25th anniversary

of the Iowa S8ynod, did not ocontain much useful information. It




111

was written, 1t seems, more as an apology of Iowa's stand, than
a pelce of history. With the exceptlon of two or three books,

most of the source material was in German.




CHAPTER I

Georg Albert Schieferdecker was born on the 12th
of March, 1816 in Leipzig, the fourth and youngest son
of the family. His father was Christoph Friedrich
August Schieferdecker, a merchant. His mother was
Ohristiana Caroline nee Artzt, daughter of a Saxon
preacher,.

Already in his early youth, his parents wanted him
to enter the ministry, and, in order to achieve this end,
mede every possible sacrifice. From his sixth to tenth
year, he attended the Buergergchule in Leipzig. But,
a8 was the general tendency at that time, the boy
Bchieferdecker did not learn to know Jesus as his Bavior
at this school. He once remarked, "I hardly learned the
ten commandments here'% Consequently, he was well on his
way of becoming an unbeliever a2t this school., The rankest
unbelief swept over Germany at this time. Ohristianity was
looked upon as an outmoded religion. Here and there pious
parents would, however, teach their children the fundamentals
of Christianity, and, 28 it seems, Georg Albert's parents
were of this type, because later in life, he remarks that
his parents taught him Christian hymns and prayers. Through
this fortification of Christianity, he went through this

1. All information contained in this ochapter, unless.

otherwise noted, is from Der Luthersgner, vol., 48, p. 144 f.,
161 f. , 1eB%
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8chool unharmed in soul.

After Georg had reached the tenth year of his life,
he entered the Nicolsischule which also was located in Leipzig.
The purpose of this school was to prepare its students to
enter the university. However, young Schieferdecker was
not destined to remain here long. B8Soon after Schieferdecker's
enrollment, his father moved to Vienna, where he felt he had
better business opportunities, But, at his arrival at Vienna,
the father found that his business opportunities were not
as favorable as he had expected. Boon after, the mother
got slek, and had to leave Vienna. With busliness reverses
and a sick wife, the worrlies soon got the best of the fathey
and after a year and a half, died, in 1828. Georg and his
mother had already moved to Gera, where the son entered the
Gymnasiun. Hle professors here were Rein, Herzog, and
Lipsius. By the Spring of 1833 he passed hies examinations,
and graduated with honor from the Gera Gymmasium.

Upon his completion of the Gymnasium courses, he en-
rolled at the University of Leipzig, inithe department of
theology. His professors here were the rationalists, Winer,
Theile, Groszmann, and Niedner. Georg attended the University
under these professors till 1836, learning plous thoughts,
but nothing about Christianity. One of the text books that
he used was Bengel's dogmatics, which had chillastiec tenden-

cies. According to Pastor Geyer, it was the study of Bengel,
not the later influence of his father-in-law, Pastor Gruber,
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which took Georg upon the chiliastic path.2 Though almost
all of his professors were rationalists, 1t 1s entirely
pogsible that Lind%r, also one of his professors at Leipzig,
was not & rationalist. However, it 1s not definite whether
Lindér exerted any influence on young Schieferdecker.
Rationalism was the way of thinking at this time in Germany.
Pastors no longer preached the Gospel, but preached only

a worldly wisdom. The volce of the Holy Ghost was no longer
heard, but only the ery of blind unbellef. But, through
this period of unbellief small groups of Bible students would
gather and study the writings of sound Bible teachers. Pastor
Keyl of Frohna in Muldenthal was the gulding spirit of such
a group. Here Schieferdecker, through joining Keyl's study
group came into close contact with that orthodox pastor.
8ince Schleferdecker had preached the Gospel early in his
life already, and because of the friendship that had sprung
up between him and Keyl, Keyl had enough confidence in him
to occaslonally let him preach in his pulpit.

In 1838 Schieferdecker passed his courses at Leipzig
with flying colors. Thereupon he took a teaching position
with Dr. Schnable in Breitenbrunn, where he stayed till
Easter of 1837. He then became a private tutor in the home
of a merchant in Chemnitz. But, he did not stay here long

because his employer was a strong enemy of the Gospel,

2. Der Lutheraner, vol. 48, p.l 7b.
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and Schieferdecker did not desist from teaching salvation
through Christ. By Christmas of that same year, he again

.wés released from his dutiee. At about this same time,

~hle mother, whom he held very dear, dled. He was highly

affected by these blows, expecially since he was of a
melancholic nature. However, he was not worried about
his future, eince he had firm faith in the Lord#, who he
was confldent would teke care of him. In this hodgg;everaea,
the Lord shaped matters so that he met C. F. W. Walther.
This friendship lasted throughout their lives.

Around Easter in 1838, Schieferdecker agzain received
a teaching position, this time from the Qount (Fuerst) of
Schoenburg-Waeldenburg, but resigned the following September,
80 thot he could join the Saxon group of Lutherans under
the leadership of Pastor Martin Stephan, which was planning
to emmligrate to America. Sohleferdecker realized more and
more, that he could not fulfill his duties to Christ in
rationalistic Germany. So, with the other Ssxons, he left
Germany. His ship, the CopernéRus, the first one of the
five ships tﬁ; Saions had chartered, set sall on November
third, 1839 from the port of Bremen. After a trip of almost
two monthe, the Copernikus finally entered the harbor at
New Orleans on December 3lst, almost a month before the
Olbers, the ship that carried young C. F, W. Walther, sailed
into New erean:.8 In January of 1839 the group msde their

3. Polack, The Story of C, F, W, Walther, p. 3B6.
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way up the Mississlppi to 8t. Louls. Here the group of
emnigrants stayed until May 30th, A part of them then moved
down to Perry County, snd founded the varicus settlements
down there. Bchieferdecker msettled in Wittenberg. Because
of his training, Schieferdecker taught the children of the
esolony. From his diery we learn that this geemed like a
very hard task for him, He felt that he did not have the
gifts to teach Luther's Catechism the way he should. Besides
this he was stricken with a oelimatie fever, which overran
the colony. Many of the emmigrants died, but Schieferdecker
survived. At this time yet, Bchleferdecker was still very
much under the influence of the law, and thought he had to
mortify hie flesh in order to gein heaven. He was a very
plous young man. In June of 1840, he left the colony, and
came baeck to 8t. Louis, where he opened a private school.
He continued in the position for almost a year, when he
was called into the ministry to serve a congregation in
Monroe County, Illinols. C. F. W. Walther ordained him
here on June 10, 1841.

The young pastor must have been a very conseorated
man. We have evidences of this in his diary, where he writes
that a pastor shoulld not be as a eanal, through which te
Gospel truthe flow, without affecting the esnal itself, but
rather, should be as ® well, out of which the sweet messages
of Christ bubble. He added, a pastor should be just bubbling
over with the Gospel. In another entry he states that he




wants to be a resl "seelsorger®, to wern when necessary, and
ecomfort people when they are low in apirits. He wants to
use psychology when dealing with people, 8¢ as not to offend
them unnecessarily. On the other hand though, he doces not
intend to be influenced by people, when 1t is his duty to
warn them cgainst theilr sins. "A pastor", wrote Schiefer-—
decker in his diary, "must always be ruled with love® He also
wrote that 1t was the love of the sinner's soul, that promp-
ted a pastor to warn his people against their eins, and that
thls same love should rule the pastor when opponents rise
up against him. Schieferdecker bellieved that a pastor
should not be argumentative, but should be friendly, one
who is well able to bear the attacks of his opponents with
long-suffering. All these enfries in his diary show us that
the young pastor was a God-fearing, devout young man, one
who reslized the importance of his high office, and one who
wented to 1live his own 1life, and lcad the life of his
parishoners sccording to the will of God.

It might be interesting to note here, that shortly
before Schieferdecker received the esll to Monroe County,
hie name had zlso been placed on the list of candidates,
when Trinity Congregation of 8t., Louls wss ealling a
pagtor after the death of ©. H. Wslther. But, since C. F. W.
Walther had the majority of the votes caat, he was called.

During his pastcrage in Monroe County, Illinois, SBchiefer-
decker did not only eonfine himself to his parish work. He
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also wrote articles for Der Lutheraner. Already in the second
issue of Der Lutheraner he had an artiecle on St. Bernhard.4
In the March 1845 issue of Der Lutheraner he hsd his seecond
article. This time he wrote "An Exortation to Lutherans who
Joined Congregations of other Denominatione".6 His third
artiele sppeared in Der Lutheraner in May, 1845.6 In this
artlicle he shows the reader Bhat the Methodiste are a seet.
From both of these articles we can see that Pastor Schiefer-
decker was oonscious of the things that were going on about
him, and that he was very interested in preserving the
Lutheran heritage.

In 1845, the young pastor married Maria Gruber, the
0ldest daughter of Pastor C., F. Gruber. During the course
of their married life, the Lord blessed them with a large
family. They had ten children in all, one son, and nine
daughters. However, three daughters dlied very early, and
three older daughters died even before the father did. The
firet one of the older daughters that dled, was Clara, the
wife of Pastor Heckel. Clara dled ih Knoxville, Tennessee.
The second one was Elisabeth, wife of Pastor Caemmerer, who
died in Chandkerville, Illinois, leaving two ohildren. The
third daughter to die was the nineteen year 014 Hulda, who

4. Der Lutheraner, vol. I, p. 8.
6. Ibid., p. 89.

€. 1Ibia.,, p. 89.
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dled in Gehlenbeck, Illinols. The three daughters that
outlived thelr father were Minna, the wife of Pastor Gose

of Grant Park, Illinois; Johanna, the wife of Teacher Wukasech
of Frohna, Missourl; and Caroline, the wife of Pastor
S8teinmann of Babbtoen, Missouri. Of Schieferdecker's only
son very little is known. e é&o kmewp. We do know, however,
that he had studied at the log cabin college in Altenburg

for a while, and was quite a faithful, well-behaved student.
But when the Civil War broke out, he joined the Union Army.
Bhortly before this time already he had shown sign of mental
instability, but this wes not detected by the army officials.
The result was, Shat after a short time, he had to be placed
in the insane assylum for soldiers in the District of Columbia.
According to the laws of our government he could not be re-
leased here until his condition showed lmprovement. His
insanity was not constant, for he had moments when he would
be very normal. What finelly happened to him is not known.
to thé writer of this paper at time of writing.

In August 19, 1847, the pastoral conference of St. Louils
and vielnity met at the home of Pastor Loeber in Altenburg,
Perry County. The pastors presént were: Keyl, from Frohna,
Walther, foom S8t. Louis, Best, from Palmyra, Missouri, Saupert,
from Evensville, Indiana, Loochner from Collinsville, Illineis,
Wolf, from Perryville, and Fick, from New Melle, 8t. Charles,
Missouri. That the ugly head of Ghlliasm wss already showing

1te head in American Lutheranism can be seen from the
FVLUARE MEMUKIAL LIBRAK Y
CONCORDIA SEMINARY
ST, LCU:.S\ 4 8
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discussion that the pastors had at this conference. Both,
Pastor Gruber and Pastor Brohm hed papers on this subject.
During the course of the discussion it was brought out that
the theologian Bengel was not in agreement with Luther.
Pastor Brohm dso pointed out that they were already living
in the thousand years of Revelations chapter 20. Among other
things, they decided that the chiliastic view, which st=tes
that the church will grow in spirituality in the later days
of the 1000 years was wrong according to the Word of God,
and also judging from world condltions. The conference
stated that chilissm must be Judged according to the analogy
of feith, and not ‘ccording to resson. Furthermore it stated
that they couldn't be sure sbout the 1000 years since no
propheocy can be interpreted with sureness by human beings
until it has been fulfilled. The conference also warned
agalnst chiliasm because it does not rest on Seripture but
on the vacillating suthority of human interpretation. B8Since
the judgement day comes as a thaef in the night, all specu-
lation a8 to the coming of the last day as chillasm wants
to do, 1is false.

Just a2 month after this conference had met in Altenburg,
Der Lutheraner ocarried an article on chlliasm, indieating
that chilliaem was a ﬁuch discussed tople already in 1847.
The article appeared under the title, "Is the Modern Chiliasm

7. Der Lutheraner, vol. 4, p. 4.



In Accord with the 17th Artlele of the Augsburg Confession,*
The author of this article signs himself as "Th B.", pre-
sumable Theo. Brohm. In the first part of his essay, Brohm
briefly goes into the history of chiliasm anc states that,
outside of Bengel and Spener, the past-Reformation dogma-
tiel=sne held no chilliastic views. Bengel was 2 more strenuous
agifator of chiliaem than Spener. Spener, though he hoped

for "better times" when the devil would be bound for =
thousand years, did not make his chiliastle views an article
of faith. His student Bengel, however, worked up quite a
eystem. He even went so far as to ealeculate the astual
starting point of the thousand years. According to his views =
on chiliasm, he sep up the following five points: 1) the
devil will be entirely powerless, 2) complete collapse of

the papszey, 3) conversion of all Jews, 4) greater spiritual-
ity in all bellevers, 5) greater fruitfulness of the earth.
When Bpener and Bengel were criticized for their views

on the basis of the 17th article of the Augsburg Confessilon,
they answered that their period of a thousand years of peace
did not refer to an earthly kingdom, nor dld they teach the
destruction of all unbellevers by force, nor 4id they make

out of the church militant a church triumphant. Furthermore,
they answered that the 17th article of the Augsburg Confession
did not oppose their views on "Bible" cghiliasm, as they called
it, but was only ageinst the orass chllliasts, the anabaptists

a

goes

of Luther's time. Brohm on and says though it is true, that

there is a difference between crass chiliasm of the anabaptists

condemned in the Augsburg Confession and Spener and Bengel's
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views, yet, he also holde Rhat thls finer chilliasm is also
eondemned in the Augsburg Oonfession and sbove all, is
against Seripture for the following reasons: 1) The church
18 and will remain an afflicted group, and may not hope for
&ny peace in this world. The closer the Judgment Day draws,
the more evil the days will be. 2) All signs in the heavens
that the Judgment will come soon have been fulfilled., 3) The
Gospel has been presched to all men since the time of the
apostles. The converslon of the heathen has been going on
8ince that time, and the total conversion of 2ll heathen is
not taught in Seripture. (Ist nicht zu erwarten). 4) The
total converslon of the Jews 1s also not taught, though
individually they have been converted throughout all
centuries. 6) One of the chief enemies of the Christian
Church, the Turk, will be conquered shortly before Judgment
Dgy, (not a thousand years before). 6) The second chief
enemy, the papaey, will not come to its end, though already
condemned by the Gospel, untll the second coming of Christ
for the judgment. %) The thousand years mentioned in
Revelation are already at an end, 8) Thereforewe may wait
for nothing else anymore than Judgment Day, which Luther
already believed to be very near.

According to Brohm, these eight points, with the ex-
ception of the fcurth point which even Luther held at one
time, were accepted by all Lutherans of the Reformation




perliod. Thereforemodern chilissem was also condemned by
the Augsburg Confession.

In coneclueion, Brohm remerks that(he chillastic views
have geined adherents, 2lso among the Lutherans. It has
dome to such a pass, that 1t no longer was considered a
perscnal hope, or a theologieal problem, but an article
of faith, around which many a Lutheran is centering his life.
Brohm, however, mentions no names, since, as he put 1t, the
adherents of this false doctrine were too dear to hinm,
because of other fundemental doectrines that they teach
correctly. All he wanted to do with his artiele was to
show that the case a2gainst the modern chiliasm was not a
eut and drled case on the baski-of the Augsburg Confession.
He invited anyone to take up this work and prove that chiliasm
wes antioSoriptural.a

During his time Schieferdecker was faithfully serving
his congregations in Monroe County, Illinois. Just what
his views on whilissm were at this time is not known, since
none of his writings of this time, 1f any are extant, were
available to the writer of this paper. Although Brohm,
as mentioned before, does not indiet any specifie lndividuals
in his article on chiliasm, yet, in view of later develop-

ments, 1t seems to be a safe assumption that Brohm wrote

agalnst Schieferdecker, and that Schieferdecker already at

8. Der Lutheraner, vol. 4, p. 11 f.




this time had hls chilliastic tendeneles, though perhaps
not airing them openly.

In May, 1849, Pastor Bchieferdecker left his congre-
gation at Waterloo, Monroe County, Illinois, after h-oving
accepted o 621l to the newly organized congregaticn in
Centerville, St. Clair County, Illinois. On Ascension
Day he wzs ordesined. The Rev, Carl Schlipsiek from Westphalise
wag called by his former congregation in Monroe County, and
installed by Schiererdeeker.9 Pastor S8chieferdecker's new
fleld grew so much that a2 second pastor had to be ealled
soon, Oandidate Heinrich Wunder wes called to fill this
need,

It was during the year 1849 that the cholersa epidemie
wae especlally severe in the 8t. Louis sres. It so heappened
thet C. P. W, Walther had left St. Louls for bueiness
reasons, and Pastor Buenger was 211 alone, sdminlstering the
Recraments to the stricken Germsn Lutherans there. Pastor
Buenger then notieced that he could not reach all of his
people st thies time of need, so he turned to the neilghbor-
ing pestor, Schieferdecker, for help. Schieferdecker was
willing and glad to help out like this., Certainly a
sserificiesl service on the part of Pastor Schieferdecker!
After he had received the permission from his congregation

he set out for the plague infested cilty of 8t. Louis. 1In

9. Der Lutheraper, vol. &, p. 160.
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his diary he writes: "With the permission of my congregation,
and with my own sincere willingness I left for 8t. Louls,
Sorrowfully I took leave of my dear wife, with the firm
eonvietion that with the help of God we would see each other
aGain.”lo Schieferdecker also mentions that close to two
hundred people died daily in St. Louls. The hearses were
busy twenty-four hours of the day. That was the St. Louis
to which Pastor Schieferdecker gave his services in 1849,
These were terrible times when house after house was amitten
With the terrible dread dlisease. Schleferdecker remarked
that even unbelievers turned to the Gospel. Truly Schiefer-
decker lived up to the precept that he had entered in his
dlary years ago, namely, that a pastor should be the servant
of the people. However, he was not destined to administer
to the sick in 8%, Lou’s long. BSoon the cholera epidemic
also broke out in his own parish. He had to rush home.

Hie own house was not spared either. Both his young children
were overcome with the cholera. The one died shortly, but
the other survived., After that his wife became deathly

8ick with the dread dlsease, so much g0 that Schieferdecker
had alresdy given up hope that she would live. But, the
Lord enswered his prayers. After a long sérious illness,

she finally passed her crisis, and got better again.

10. Der Lutheraner, vol. 48, p. 151.
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Bch¥ferdecker himself, however, was spared from sickness
through these trying days.

On August 19, 1849, Pastor Gotthold Heinrich Loeber
dled in Altenburg, Perry County, Missourl. The congre-
gatlon in Altenburg then called Schieferdecker to be their
pastor. At the ssme time, however, he hzd slso received an
urgent M=acedonian eall from a congregation in Louisville,
Kentucky. Wh=t was he to do? He went down to Loulsville
to help straighten out the affairs there. When he arrived
there, he found that the congregaetion wae in a very poor
stzte. Rationalist preachere h2d been busy again, so much
80, that the congregation had split. The small orthodox
group hsd sent the csll to Schleferdecker. Whlle he was among
them, he preached for them, and held many meetings with themn,
helping them to straighten out their affairs. That this
endeavor bore its frults may be seen from a letter written
by Dr. Walther to Rev. O, Fuerbringer, dated February 25,
1850, in which Walther refers to the request by Schieferdecker

to preach & trial sermon there.

"As I recognized the importance of this matter,
I urged him to grasp this opportunity to bear testimony
to the truth in the beautiful metropolis Loulsville., We
have been ende~voring, st great effort and expense, to
gain entrance in the large cities, but mostly in vain;
here, unsought, a door 1s opened to us in one of the
best-situated eities in the United States; anéd this dare
and must not happen in vain. Bechieferdecker allowed
himself to be persuaded and traveled tc Loulsville. He ph |
was received joyfully. Hie sermons made a good impression.

11. Polsock, 0. F. W. Walther, p. 151.
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He had not been there more than nine days, when the Altenburg
congregation pressed him for an answer to theilr call. Upon
this urgent request for an answver, Schieferdecker declded to
accept. He returned to his parish in 8t, Cleir County,
preached his farewell sermon, and prepazred to leave for
Altenburg. PFaithfully he had been working here in this
vieinity for over eight years. During hls years of service,
he had organized meny preaching stations, and built churches.
Reluctantly, because he loved his parish, yet with antici-
pation of his new fleld, he left for Altenburg. Oandidate
Johannes Rennicke from Curland, a graduate from Fort Weyne,
was called =8 Schieferdecker's aucceasor.la

On December 31, 1848, Schieferdecker arrived at Wittenberg,
a Baxon settlement near Altenburg, where ten years 2go he
h=d been teaching schocl. The news that thelr new pastor
had srrived quickly flashed to Altenburg. The elders of the
eongregstion came out to meet and greet him. Joyfully they
took him and his family to the parsonage, which had been
decorated for the festive occasion. Above the door the
congregation h=d put up the Psalm, "The Lord shall preserve
thy going out and thy coming in from this t%ime forth, and
even for evermore® Schleferdecker wrote the following to
his friend Walther in 8t. Louls after he hed errived in
Altenburg:

"Monday sfternoon, the 3lst of December I arrived in

Altenburg. Though I was not expected at this time of

the year, suech a Joy, such a great Jjoy came into my
heart, and, because of the great love and strong

12. Der Lutheraner, vol. 6, p. 120. iz
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confidence they exhibited to me, I felt ashamed of
myself. The parsonage hsd already been decorated with
cedars and garlands. I was privileged to begin the
new year with my new congregation, therefore 1 just
hzd to give the congregation a sermonette on that same
afternoon®,
He preached on I Peter 1, 24.25. In the come of the sermon
he pointed out that the grace of God would remain with them
as long 28 they would remain grounded upon God's clear,
13
unadulterated Word. On New Year's day 1850 he preached
his first sermon at his new charge, and was installed by
his father-in-law, Pastor Gruber from Paltzdorf on January 6.
In that same letter to Walther, Schieferdecker writes, "My
desr father-in-law, Pastor Gruber, preached my installation
14
sermon®, Schieferdecker served three congregations here,
156
Altenburg, Dresden, and Seelitz.
At this same time the Frohna Congregation, whose former

pastor E, G. W. Keyl had been called to Milwaukee, Wisconsin,

and which had been joined with the Altenburg congregation for

two years, also calléd their own pastor again. They called
Henry Loeber, the son of deceased Pastor Loeber of Altenburg,

He was ordained and installed by the Pastors Gruber and

13. Der Lutheraner, vol. 6, p. 103 f.
14, 1Ibid,

16. BSynodal Berioht, 1860, p. 12.
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Sehieferdecker on January 13,

With great enthusiasm SBchleferdecker began his work
in the new parigh. Conditions in Altenburg were not as
S8chieferdecker had pietured them to himself. The congre-—
gation was confronted with many weighty and serious problems.
For this reason they needed a strong leader. It seems ze
though Schieferdecker was not of that type.lv Of thls we
ghall hesr more in the next chapter. After Schieferdecker
had been in Altenburg for six montha, the new Concordia
College wes dediceted 1n 8t., Louls, after 1t h-d been moved
up from Altenburg. Schieferdecker was one of the speakers
at% the dedlcetion. In his address he pointed out the
ben#fite the e¢hurch derives from having such a school.
Perhaps 1t was the moving of the ecollege from Altenburg to
Bt. Louis that caused some of the trouble in the Altenburg
eongregation. It seems plausidble that since a group of the
members there were not in favor of moving the school to

8t. Louis, and another group was, that trouble could result.

16. Der Lutheraner, vol. 6, p. 103.

17. Sohieferdeeker

18. agr_.ma_mg:.vol 6, p. 180.




CHAPTER II
SCHIEFERDECKER IN ALTENBURG

With an unyielding congregation on one silde, and a
pastor who was not sure of himself on the other, trouble
was bound to break out. Sechieferdecker remarks that some
of his parishioners felt that he did not alweys have the tact
and sureness that their former pastor had. The firet opposition
to the new pastor csme when he tried to introduce a different
mehkod of singing, a rhythmie singing. (rhythmischen Gesang)
It ie reported that Schieferdecker was quite a musicilan.

" In an unwise manner Schieferdecker went about trying to gain
adherents to this way of singing. Instead of bringing it
before the voters, he went about =nd gathered signatures for
this melhod. of singing. There were many people in the cong-
gregation who were slready opposed to that method, and when
S8chieferdecker employed an unorthodox manner of gaining
adherents, a large group resisted his endeavors.

Another incident that caused opposition to the pastor
was a case of diseipline. One of the fatheres had married off
his daughter to a doctor of the neighborhood. When i1t was
reported to the father that the young couple was not getting
along as they should, he went over th¢ the daughter's house,
and took her back home again. When the young husband returned
home and found what had happened during his absence, he went
over to the homep of his father-in-law to reclalm his wife.
But the father-in-law would not give her up. When no é#fforts
on the part of the young doctr succeeded, he finally todd the

Tiry
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eongregation about 1t, which took steps to help him on
Seriptural grounds. The father and daughter were stubborn,
and would not yield. Finally thinge came %o such a pnss,
that the father left a voters’meeting, 2nd renounced his
church membership. Had the congregation only left it at
that, and declared such a man outside of the Christian
Chureh. But, againt it seemed that Schieferdecker though he
had good intentions, did the wrong thing. The congregation
went through the steps of exooﬁﬂnlcation. When the vote was
taken, 1t was found that one man§ had voted against it. Now,
instead of dealing with that individuml, Schieferdecker said
that the congregation could excommunicate the father anyway,
8ince the opposing member did not give any reassons for hie
opposition to the excommunication. The excommunication was
then made. But when the excommunicated man heard of the
proceédure, he returned and told the congregation that they
had not dealt with him rightly. What could be done now?
Even some of the members felt that the man had not been dealt
with rightly. The congregation now called upon President
Wyneken. He came down to Altenburg, and told the congregation
that their excommunication seemed to rest on valid ground,
but that theilr method of procedure was wrong. The whole
excommunication was then cancelled, after the é&rring father

b §
had repented of his sins.

1. Koestering, Auswanderung, p. 153 rr.
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In the winter of 1853 Schieferdecker received a eall
to the 8t. John's Congregation in New Orleans. Psstor Volk
had died, le=ving his congregation without a paator.2 Again
Schieferdeciker did not know what to do. A part of the congre-
gation dld not want to see him leave, Yet, at first he was sure
that his call was the voiece of the Holy Ghost. When Schiefer-
decker eould not make up his mind what he should do, he
agked President Wyneken for advice. After waiting for nine
weeke for an answer, which stated the urgeney of the call,
Schieferdecker was convinced to accept. But then he received
a letter from the New Orlesns congregation informing him that
they had c2lled m unlted-evangelical (uniert-evangelisch)
Preacher, becanuse they got tired of walting for an answer
on thelr first call, This then releseged Schieferdecker from
hls e211. But, gince he heard of the conditions in New
Orleans, he was more convineced than ever that he should go,
2t lesat for: s while. Schieferdecker then asked his
congregatlion for a leave of absence. This was granted him,
80 he set out to the yellow fever infested country of New
Orleans on the 24th of February, 1&':154.:5

Koestering in his book,‘ glves an entirely different
analysis of the situation. He st2tes that Schieferdecker

2. Der Lutheraner, vol. 48, p. 167,
3. Schieferdecker, Geschighte, p. 24 f.

4, Koestering, Augwanderung, P. 187,f.
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was a very vaclllating sort of person, and thus could not make
up his mind elther to accept the scall or to decline. Schiefer-
decker then decilded to go to New Orleans, and was convinced
that hls eall was divine. According to Koestering, he re-—
celved 2 letter from a widow in hie congregetion, wurging him
to stay. This letter from an individuel member says Koestering
supposedly influenced him so much, that he then declded to
gtay. 1In a footnote in his book, Koestering ssks the guestion
with reference to Schleferdecker's statement that the New
Orleans Congregation had canceled the eall, why he still
agked a leave of absence from his congregation. Thils does
not seem very odd, when we look at the situfition this way.
After due deliberation, and after receiving the letter from
Wyneken urging him to go to New Orleans, B8chieferdecker saw
the great need of going there. And this need wae enlarged
in Bchleferdecker's mind when he received the letter from the
New Orlesns Congregation, so much so, that, though they had
celled & pastor already, he still felt conseience bound to go
down for a time at leaet, in order to counteract the influence
of the Evangeliecsl preacher and to bring the people back to
true Lutheranism, If anything, 1t seems commendable, that
Schieferdecker left for New Orleans, especlally since the
yellow fever plague swept over that part of the eountry, and
had already taken the life of Pastor Volk down there.

It, however seems as though this trip down to New Orleans
did something to Schieferdecker. While he was down there,




preaching, and working with a smsll orthodox group, things
did not work out as well as he wished them to be. In his
diary he wrote one day, wondering whether he was fit to stay
in the minietry. He felt as though he did not have all the
gifts that it took to be a good minleter of the Gospel.5

He began to doubt whether he had done the right thing by
leaving his congregation in Altenburg, to serve that little
group in New Orleans. But, he d4id not want to leave the small
group in New Orleans until they had called their own pastor,
and the pastor had sccepted. During thle time he was longing
for hie home, and his congregation. But he could not leave
yet. Then, one day he recelved the notlce that the cecholera
epkdemic had broken out in Altenburg, and that his two yesar
0ld daughter had already dled of 1i%.

Finally, in September, 1854, the congregation in New
Orleans had ealled 2 man that accepted the call. He was
Pastor Metz, whose young wife dled of yellow fever Jjust a few
weeks after he had come to New Orleana.s During Sohiefer-
decker's stay of seven monthe in New Orleans, his father-
in-law, Pastor Gruber administered to his congregation.v

After hie return to Altenburg, it seemed for a while as
though a1l the bickering and animosity between groups of

veople and Schieferdecker had disasppeared. He relates

5. Der Lutheraper, vol. 48, p. 168.
6. Ibid.

7. Bghieferdecker, Geschichte, p. 25.




that after his return, he wse happy to experience a new
eonfidence and love from his people; all mistrust seemed to
be forgotten and burted. Through God's grzce the congregation
grew in spilrituslity and 1ﬂpumbers, growing on the solild
rock of faith.

In 1864, from June 21 to July 1, thet is, during the time
B8chieferdecker wse down in New Orleans, setting that house
in order, the newly organized Missouri 8ynod met in St. Louls,
Missourli. Because of the diestance, Schieferdecker was not
eble to come up for that convention. Among other business
th=t wes transacted at this convention, we note the splitting
un of 8ynod into fowr districts, namely into the Western,
Middle, Northern, and Eastern Diatricts. B8Bchieferdecker was
elected president of the Western Didtrict. 8ince he was not
even present for thie important convention, we may safely
asgume thet he was quite an lmportant figure in that district
to become its first president.g It is also interesting to
note, that J. P. Koestering, the later blographer of Schiefer-
decker and also one of his succesesors in Altenburg, who wrote
2 severe criticism of Schieferdecker's chiliastie trouble
there, wag taken into the Bynod at this convention, after
he hsd finished the ministeriliasl couree of Synod.lo Nothing

wes B8ald about chilisem at this conventlon.

8. Schleferdecker, Geschichte, P. 28,

9. 8Synodsl Berieht, 1864, p. 16.
10, INAd. ;P
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No matter on which side we stand, whether we condemn
Schieferdeclter for making that trip down to New Orleans, and
leaving h&s congregation for sbout six months, or whether we
think he did the wise thing by going down there to bring those
People back to true Lutheranism, we must grant this one thing,
that Schleferdecker accomplished thet for which he had set
out. In a March issue of the Lutheraner, in 18565, we see
an artiele sent in by the congregation from New Orleans, ask-—
ing all the congregations to thank God with them for bringing
the Gospel to them. It was Schleferdecker who first brought
them back © the right faikh. They alsoc mentioned in the course
of their letter, that Rev. Volk and Mre. Metz had died of
yellow fever, and, though Pastor Metz and Cantor Buenger had
been stricken with it for a while, they had recovered.

Pagstor Fiek was the present pastor. In conclusion, they asked
all congregationsg of Bynod to pray to the Lord, and ask Him
to spare them from this plague, and grant that their pastors
and teachérs may work on unhindefﬁ.l1

Then came the Western Distriet econvention imn Chiesgo,
Illinois. The convention met at St. Paul's church, from
April 25 to May 1. Thls was the first convention at whiech
Schieferdecker presided as distriet president. In his con—
vention address, Schleferdecker sald that at first glance
it might seem pathetle that so many of the familiar faces

were not present, to which one had beén drawn so close during

11. Der Lutheraner, vol. 11, p. 126.
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those first years of the synodical conventions, and that so

many of the men gifted in a particular way were also not

present, But on the other hand, he pointed out, it seemed

to be better, to meet with a smaller group like that. Now

all those little gifts that men have may be brought out so

much better, their problems may also be discussed so much

better, because before the districts were divided, there was

not too much time for suech discussions. In his conecluding

remarks, he makes a few suggestions for the succeeding con-

ventions to follow, namely that the conference sgree on eertain

questionsg that they woﬁld like to have discussed at their

next convention., In this way Schieferdecker thought the

discussion would be more to the point, and more people would

be prepared to talk on a subject. On the basis of Eph. 4, 18,

he urged that brotherly love should prevall, and that the

oneness of the falith sghould rule the whole group of paatorl.lz
One discussion of the conventlon which is of interest

with reference to later developments in this paper, is the

discussion on the depogition of pastors. The convention

ruleq that it wae not a two thirds vote, nor any kind of a

vote at all, that could expell a pastor from his congre-

gation except anti-Seriptural teachings, and an immoral 111‘0.1a
Rhythmie congregational singing wes also disoussed by

the group. It was decided that 1t was best to use the same

12. MNestern Distriot Report, 1855, p. 3 ff.
13. Ibid., p. 16 L.,
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manner of singing throughout all congregations. The body
also decided that the best manner of singing was the rhythmie
manner, It was pointed out that this kind of singing was
more indicative of a living falth.l4

Just what Schleferdecker's views on chilizsm were
at this time is a bit difficult to say, since no writings from
his pen, if any, were avallable. Koestering, however, states
that during a2ll thie time already Schleferdecker was airing
his chiliastic hopes in private and also in publie. These were,
& universal conversion of Jews, and hal&on days shead for all
Ghristiana.l5

In the December 4, 1855 1ssue of the Lutheraner, we

find a request to the Western Distriet to hold their oconvention
for that next year in Altenburg, instead as previously planned,
in chlcago.ls Chiliasm must have been discussed very much
around this time. It seems very probable, that, since
Bohieferdecker wes voicing his chiliastic hopes in private
and in publie, and since thls naturally would raise opposition,
that the two orposing groups would get together, and ask the
convention to meet in their own midst so that chiliasm could
be discussed better.

At the turn of the new year, namely on the festival of

Epiphany, Schieferdecker preached a chiliastic sermon in his

14, This ie the manner of singing that Schieferdecker
introduced in his Altenburg Gongregation shortly after he
arrived there. Western District Repory, 1855, p. 19.

15. Eoestering, Auswanderung, p. 164.

16. Der Lutheraner, vol. 12, p. 64.




- i -

echureh on I%lah 60. Thim sroused some of the people so much,
thet they grew angry with their pastor. After a few days
one of the parisﬁ%nera csme up to Schieferdecker to dilscuss
his sermon. The member polnted out to him, that his sermon
had not been Seriptural, since there would not be a universal
conversion of the Jewe. They had had their chanee. This
member, however, did not deny that there would always be a
few Jews converted throughout the years. On the other point,
nemely, that the last days of the Christisns would be haléon
days, the member also tried to tell Schieferdecker that it
waB unscriptural, slnce such days were no where described

in neither the 01d Testament nor the New. Schieferdecker,
hovever was not impreessed by his member. Koestering also
reports that Schieferdecker voiced his views st & meal he
had with another of his members. The parishiocner then took
his Bible and showed him that his chiliastic views were un-
sound., At another time, Bchieferdecker took the Zeitschrift
fuer Protestantismus und Kirche whieh contained a strongly
chiliaestiec article under the title, "Das prophetische Wort
von der Kirche® %o his school teacher, Mr. Whnter. This
article said that the Augesburg Confession, through force of
eircumstance, because of the strong teachings of the Anah*p—
tists, had denled certain chillastic views, but that not all
eould be denied. Furthermore, it states, that the churoh
muet grow in its understanding of prophecies, and thus
naturally 1t would follow, that Luther did not have a clear




understanding of this doetrine, but the church today eould.
Behieferdecker declared his whole hesrted support to this
artiele. Thip saddened Teacher Winter considerabley, because
he was afraid that Schleferdecker would ultimately lose all
Lutheranism, if he w-uld keep on holding such views. This
same article Schieferdecker then took and showed to others

of his congregation. Some accepted it as biblical, a2nd others
did not. Two opposing groups sprang up in the congregation.
It was then decided that 1t would be best, to bring this
question of ochiliasm before the convention that year, &7
The request of the congregation to hold the convention in
Altenburg wae answered.

At ten O'elock the second convention of the Western
District opened at Altenburg on the 10th of April. BSince the
president of the general body, Wyneken, could not be present
at this conventlion because he had pulmonary fever, he could
not head the opening devotion of the convention. However,

0. F. W, Walther was present, representing his congregations
in St. Louls. Pastor C. J. Gruber from Palzdorf, and Teacher
Winter from Xltenburg were present.18

According to custom, the president of the district,
President Schileferdecker opened the convention with an address.
In his address he again emphasized the importance of brotherly
love in these conventions, and sa2id that true unity could

17. Koestering, Auswanderung, P. 164 ff.
18. Western Distriot Reporg, 1656, p. 1 ff.
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only proceed from comrlete adherence to the Seriptural truxhoy}
Judging from Schieferdecker's preé¢slidential address, with
reference to his chiliastic views, we are again sssured of
his deep sinecerity. It wes not just a2 light matter with him.
He was positive that chiliesm was taught in the Bible. He
held not just a2 mere schwaermerish thought.

Two questions concerning chiliasm, whieh had been for-
mulated by Schieferdecker with the congragatioka assent,
were brought before the conference during its sesglons.
They were gs follows: What stand does the Bynod take with
refevence to Christ's second coming in regerd to the universal
eonversion of the Jews, Christ ruling over all people and
kingdoms, the mellenium, and other similar subjects. The
second question was, does Synod consider holding such views
devisive of church fellowship? Discussion on the first
question then followed. A group, led by Schieferdecker, said
that there would be a development of interpretation of prophe-
¢y because such later insight 1in prophecy had been promised
by God through Daniel. Because of th&s rezson, not a mere
traditional exegksis could Heclde the question of last things.
In opposition to this there was sald hy others, that there
wag no such development of interpretation of prophecy, but
that Adam and Eve already had as much knowledge of God's
eternal plan as did the theologians at the time of the
Reformation. Furthermore, it was added by this group, that

19. lestern Distriot Repvorg, 1856, p. 6 ff.
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prophecies could not truly be interpreted until after the
fulfillment of the prophecy had taken place.20

When Romens 11, 25 and 26 were quoted in defense of the
universal conversion of the Jews it was answered by others,
thet, the universal conversion of the Jews did not agree
With the snslogy of faith, Because, if all Jews would be
converted before Christ's return, then it would be safer to
become a Jew, than a Christian. It was pointed out that
these pessages referred to the elect of Isrsel, not to every
Jew., Against this interpretation then was a2sked the question,
why the word “myete;" weg used here, since 1t was not a
mystery to anyone that there always would be some Jews conver-
ted all over the world. This was answeked thus: <the mystery
eonsieted in this, though God had hardened the hearts of the
Jews, =nd though they had asked God's @¥ath upon them for
erucifying the Savior, yet some of them would gtill be saved.

The second argument that was voiced against those who
held that universal conversion of Jews wase not taught in
Rom. 11, was that acecording to that interpretation the term
"Israel" would have to be taken in a twofold sense, the first
as8 referring to the Jews as a national group, and the second
as referring to a epiritual group. That this dual meaning of
the term "Israel" would be hard to understand by the Romans,

20. 18668, p. 19 . All
informstion on this convention is taken from this report,
upless otherwise noted.

)
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end thus Paul would not have used 1t, was 2lso brought out.

To thie 1t wae snewered by the adherents of the interpretation
that the universal conversion was not meant here, that 1t hsppendd
in mang different cases 1in Seripture, that a single term has

two different meanings 1ln the same sentence, as for instance

the word "flesh" in John 3, 6, and "foreskin" in Rom. 2, 286,

It wap also pointed out that it was clear to the Romans, that

the double meaning of "Israel" was meant in Rom. 11, because
Israel referring to the nation, in the one sense, and Isrsel,

the people of God hed been used often in Seripture.

As their thers argument in favor of the totasl conversion
of Jews, the exponente of the teaching under Schieferdecker
pointed out thet meny church fathers and Reformation theologi-
ans as Hllary, Ambrose, Augustine, Chrysdstom, Luther,

Hunlus, Menzer, Beslduin, Flsolus, Melssner, Johann,Gerhard,
anéd others hed held this view. Againet this, the groups
oppoeing Schieferdecker answered that, though Luther had

held this view for s while, he had recanted it before he died.
Gerherd, it was said, did not condemn the teaching of the
univereal conversion, but by no means accepted it elther.
Since botkh sides could quote good dogmaticlans in their favor,
it was brought out in the course of the discussion how very
important it was not to rely on human authority, but to go
back to Seripture for all proof.

The second interpretation of the passage, that supposed-
ly taught the universal conversion of the Jews was, that God
had dropped the Jews as His holy pecple, not for the sake




of droﬁing them, but because He wanted thils to redound to the
salvation of the Gentiles.. The Gentiles should glory in
their salvation therefore. But how much greater weculéd their
glorying be, 1f sll Jews were also converted? The opposition
to this, then said that 1f that interpretetion were correect,
1%t would infer the total conversion of 21l Gentiles and Jews
on the basis of Rom. 1l1. Thsat thie inference was not ScRiptur-
al, wzs then pointed out on the basis of Hosea 3; 4,5, which
weg sald doee not necessarily refer to the very last days,
but could refer to the last times, eince Acts 2; 16,17 used
the same expreesion "last times", referring to the time of
the apostles. They interpreted to—the—timeof theepostles.
Rom. 11, ae meaning, that grose idolatry would not be prac-
tlced by the Jews et the time of Chriet. It was mentioned,
that this was Luther's interpretation of Rom. 11,

Schleferdecker znd his group aleo said that Leviticuslzﬁ i
4 to 45 wms referring to the conversion of 211 Jews. But this
peeeage, the opposition held, referred to the Jews in the
Bebylonian Captivity and thelr return from that captivity,
net tc the universal conversion,

Acts 1, 6 to 8 wes also discussed. One group, namely.
8chieferdecker and others, said that Christ had given Hie
dkeépples a discourse on the kingdom of God. Later the
diseiples asked Him when He would stert that kingdom of
Israel. The disciples could not have had the false aspect of

[




-54-

the kingdom of Israel after Jesus had jJust finished talking
to them on that subjeet. Christ also, did not tell them that
their view was wrong, but onlytbld them he could not tell
them the time and the hour. With %ﬂggz gggg;éggecker and his
adherents wanted to show that Christ had an earthly kingdom
of Israel in mind.

That this could not be true, was shown by the opposition.
First of all, they showed that the disciples were erring in
many things, and from Luke 24, 44 ff. that Christ never had
a worldly kingdom in mind.

Besides these arguments many mere were advanced from
the floor in favor of the teaching that all Jews would be
converted before Judgment Day. However, the opposing group,
which was in the mejority answered all these arguments on
the basis of Scripture.

8 After that, the second question Schieferdecker and his
congregation had ssked of the conventlon was dlscussed,
namely the question whether Christ would be ruling over all
people. Ruling over all people was understood in such a way,
that every person would honor and glorify Him. In favor of
Buch a view, Psalm 67, 3 was quoted: "Let the people praise
thee, O God; let all the people prailse thee". Those who did
not accept this interprefation, said that this referred to
the present, not to the future, therefore this argument
wWould not hold water.

Then the rule, that everything which glorified God, was
Soriptural, but all that which minimizes the glory of God,




is antiSeriptural wzs put forth. With this statement the
chiliasts tried to prove that their teaching, which stated
thaet Christ would rule over the whole earth, was glorifying
God, and thus Seriptursl. That this was not the case was
shown by the opposing group. They sald that God was not
glorified at all, because, if it werettue, then God's glory
Wwould be minimized since he had let all the heathen die during
21l these centuries already. Also in this question the
ehillasts were shown the unseripturalness of their teaching.

Next the millenium proper was dilscussed at length. The
belief, that Christ would rule the world for a thousand years
Was rejected for the following three ressons. In the first
Place, Seripture again and again tells us that the Church
in the latter day will be a suffering Church, not a blooming
organization. Yea, the last days will be so trezacherous,
that even the eleet would fall away, if 1t were possible.

In the second place, the 0ld and Nédw Testament church teaches
us plainly, that at Judgment Day all the dead will arise,

as brought out in the Third Article. And finally, Scripture

teaches that Judgment day will come as a thief in the night,

therefore, there 1is no rﬁom for a millenlum.

The convention then condemned chiliasm as, unscriptural,
as one of Satan's lies and as a poison from hell. It was also
shown that the system of a thousand years of Christ's kingdom
on earth could not work. No matter where the adherents
of such a view would start thes® thousand years, whether that
was at Christ's ascension, at the time of Jonstantine, or




2% the Reformation, they would run into trouble with chureh
history. On the other hand, it was shown how well the Soriptur-
al teaching would work out, taking Christ's kingdom as a
8piritual kingdom. Satan would be free for a while, shortly
before Judgment day. He would then gather all the heathen,
Gog and Magog under which the convention understood, the Turks,
athj®sts and a revolutionary party, as also the papscy. How-
ever, that thece forces were included under Gog and Magog was
not presceed as a doetrine, but as 2 passing thought.zl These
powers then would tempt the Christians until the last day,
when God would destroy them all with fire.

The great majority of the pastors and delegates moted
that chiliasm was a false doctrine.zz Only two members
Schieferdecker and Gruber declared, that they were not convin-
ced that chlllasm was antiSeriptural. Two other members,
one pzsgtor and his lay delegate said that they were not
pPrepared to give their decision yet, since the whole matter
was comparatively new to them.2

In answer to the two questions raised by Schieferdecker
and hies congregation the followling was then adopted by the
econference. On the first question, what stand the Synod took

with reference to Christ's second coming in regsrd to the

21. Mestern District Report, 1855, p. 28.
22. BSchieferdecker, Geschichte, p. 28.

23. ¥estern District,Report, 1856, p. 29.
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universal conversion of the Jews, Christ's ruling over all
people and kingdoms and the mellenium, this was answered.
They eccndemned the teachlng of a universal conversion of Jews
before Judgment Day eccording to Rom. 1l; 25,26, as an
antiferiptural teaching, leading to many chilliastic viewes.
Furthermore, they condemned every kind of chiliasm =s an
unseriptural taching, slnce it uprooted the artiecles of
feith as the spiritual nature of Ghrist's kingdom, the uni-
versal resurection from the dead, the teachings of Ghrlst;s
eoming for judgment, and the Judgment Day

On the second question, whether 8ynod considered holding
ehiliastie views ng divisive of church fellowship, the conven-—
tion =nswered: Even though Synod holds 211 forms of chillasm
28 antiScriptural, yet it granted that a true Christian may
fall into thia wrong teaching. Becanse this may be the case,
they decided that suech chiliastliec tendencles need not be
divisive of church fellowshlip, as long as the person holding
such views, does not teach or spread it. But, if there should
be a ccse like that, the Distriet held 1t as its duty, to
try the utmost in showing that person the unseripturalness

of his poa.ition.24

The econgregation in Altenburg and thelr passtor, Schiefer-

decker, put more questicns before the conventlion. They were:

R4. Western Distriot Repory, 1855, p. 24 ff,
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may a person be a member of s congregation, which 1s affilisted
with S8ynod, without being a member of Syncd 1tself? And, may

& congregation which is affiliated with Synod, expelil any
member because that member does not consider himself in
affilistion with Synod? And, how much consideration should

be given to weekness, and seruples of weak brethegrn etec?

These questions were answered thus. As to the first one,
Behleferdecker snd his congregation had already agreed that
eévery member of a congregation affilisted with Synod weas

also 2 member of Synod. TO the second, the convention ans-
wered that it was the congregation's duty to try and show

the individual who does not consider himself affiliated with
Bynod, that he actually 1s a member of Synod also. ®n the
third, how much consideration should be given individuals be-
cause of weakness and scruples, the convention pointed out

the great.benerlts that individuels and congregstlions received
from affiliation with Synod; The convention also showed from
Seripture, Aets 15, that membership in a congregation which is
affiliated with 8ynod, cannot but be a part of Synod also. It
wag brought out that especlally the lalty should be glad that
they can wolce their opinions at the conventions, and that these
decisions should be 2bided by. Probably these questions were
asked by the congregation beccuse some of 1ts members had probab-

1y contemplated severing connections wlth Synod already at this

time.

25. Western District Report, 1855, p. 30 ff.
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B8ince the conventlon was held right in Altenburg, it
1s very probsble that many of Schleferdecker's parishioners
were present for the discussions on chliliasm. We may well suppose
that the two factlons were more set in their ways after the
convention. Those on Schieferdecker's side were more opposed
to 8ynod now than before, and those against chiliasm were

more convinced of thelir rightful stand.

T
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OHAPTER IIIX
CONTROVERSY IN ALTENBURG

It now seemed as though all hope of reconciliation was
gone, To meske matters worse a serlies of articles on the book

of Revelation appesred in Der Luthersner. Pastor K. A. W.

Roebbelen of Frankenmuth, Michigan =g the suthor. 1In April of
1856 he concluded his exegetical series on Chapter 20, always
speaking strongly agelnst chiliasm, with a quotztion from Luther
that he did not =2ccept the book of Revelation as belng neither
prophetic nor apostolio.l But Luther hﬂév;ound anyone's
consclence to believe as he did. Roebbelen then adds, after the
quotation from Luther, that though the book need not be aeccepted
a8 apostolie or canonical, yet this should not detract from the
high plsce 1t should hold among Christisns. But, Roebbelen
goes on and stated that no doetrine may be derived from any
setztements of the book.2 This was more than Schieferdecker was
willing to sdmit. The oppenents of chiliasm on the other hand
felt that this was the death blow to chiliasm. That Schiefer-
decker consider=d the book en antllegomena is brought out later,
but he could not agree with Roebbbelen that Revelatlon was not
even caenonical. If the book of Revelation could not be used

to prove any doctrine, the props of chlliasm would be knocked

out. Schieferdecker realized this. What econfusion this daring

1. Der Lutheraner, vol 12, p. 139.
2. Ipid., p. 140,

|
|
5




- 80 -

attack of Roebbelen 8n the canfoni®ity of the book of Eevelation
was to produce becomes apparent when we read the accounts of

the meetings whidh Schieferdecker held with his congregation.
Sehieferdecker %tried hard to uphold the eanonicity, and tried

to refute Roebﬁien's audachous attack on Revelation. Schiefemdecker
was also convinced that the book was canonieal, and so felt

it his duty to tell his parishioners in a sermon. This sermon

on the cancnicity he preached on Pentecost Sunday.3 He warned

his congregation against the statement in the Lutheraner, and

fold them not to accept Roebblen's view as put forth in the
Synodical paper. Immediately the two factions were up in

arms again. I{ might be mentioned here that Schieferdecker did

not mention chiliasm in his sermon at all.4 A number of mem-

bers of the congregation, in their great disgust for Schieferdecker
sermon, wanted to eall a votersi meeting that same Sunday
afternoon. However, through the levelheadedness of one of the |
elders, this meeting was postponed with the promise that the hoardf
of elders would call on the pastor. This mecting then took

place on the following Friday. Here the board wanted Schief- p
erdecker to retracect certain sentences of his sermon, those in E
which the pastor had preached against the Lutheraner.Schiefs B
erdecker, however, did not want to reiract, and showed the

board that John Gerhard had said the book of Revelation

belonged to the canon. When the board and the pastor cecould

not agree, Schieferdecker suggested that the voters meet the

3., Schieferdecker, Geachighte, p. 30
4, 1Ibid.




following Sunday. This meeting took place on May 18th.

Schieferdecker reported in his book, "The meeting was held,

but, oh, what a bitter sentiment was expressed there, what

accusations were heaped upon me".5 The majority of the voters

8ald that such a sermon agsinst the Luthersner was totally uncalled

for. Emotions ran high, and confusion reigned supreme. It

Was quite a2 while before the assembly became quiet enough that

Schieferdecker could speak. When finally he got the floor,

he sterted to prove to his congregation that Revelation had

always been consldered canonical by the leading Lutheran dog-

maticians, especlally John Gerhard. BSchieferdecker also told

hls congregetion that he had deemed it his duty to warn his

parishioners, especlally when the canonleity of a eertain book

of the Bible had bheen attacked. Further it was st=ted by

Schieferdecker that he had not attacked the BSynod, nor the

Lutheraner, but only the article of Roebbelen on the canonieity

of Revelation. The congregation then calmed down. In a brother-

ly fashion they then decided that Schieferdecker should write

an artiecle for the Lutheraner in refutation of Roebbelen's

artlcle.6 This Schieferdecker wes willing to do. ;
Things begen to look normal again in Altenburg. For the

moment the parishionere went quietly back © bthekr work. That

Schieferdecker was still considered in good standing by his

5. B8Schieferdecker, Geschichte, p. 30.
6. IBid.;p. 8




brethren in the ministry may be seen from the fact, that when
the Frohna Congregetion dedicated their new church building
in the early part of June, Schieferdecker prezched the sermon
for the afternoon service. Pastor Lehmann preached the sermon
in the morning.v
In July, 1856, Schieferdecker's erticle refuting Roebbelen's
appeared in the Lutheraner. Again, Schieferdecker quoted from
John Gerherd, who had saild, that throughout history the Book
of Revelation had slways been accected as a canoniezl book
by the leaders of the church, but as a book of the second
degrece by the ancient councils. Nexf Schieferdecker quoted
men like Mentzer, Hsfenreffer, and Schroeder who said that the
book belongs in the canon, though there might be doubt as to
the authorship, even as there is doubt concerning the author-
8hip of some 014 Testament books as Ruth, Esther, and Judges.
Schieferdecker sald, the booki of the Bible are in the
claes of anti-legomena, yet we may derlve doctrines from these,
since they are slso inspired by the Holy Spirit. His proof
for this he again takes from Gerhard. From Conrad Dietrich's

Cztechism Schieferdecker proved that emen the apoeraphal

books of the New Testament (not so the 01ld Testament) since

e 1 g

they contain nothing in direct contradietion o the canonieal
books, mey be used to prove certain doctrines. How much more

should not an antilegumena be useful in proving a doctrine!

7. Der Lutheraner, vol. 12, p. 176.
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Though the Epistle of James had been coneidered uncanoni-
cal by many, Schieferdecker poilnted out that this widespread
rejection never took place with reference to the book of
Revelation. This book is very &mportant to the Christians
8ince is fortells the future of the Christian Church on earth.

Again Schieferdecker quoted Gerhard, who had proved
from internal evidence of the book, that the apostle John is
the author. First, from the introductinn, when the author
claims divine inspiration in the same manner, as he does in
the Gospel. Secondly the style compares with that of the Gospel.
Thirdly, the time and circumstances referred to in the book
fit the description of secular writers of the age. Fourthly,
the prorhecies contained are very much like othlar prophecies
in canonical books, especlally Ezekial. Fifthly, the partial
fulfillment of the prophecies have already appeared. Sixthly,
the promise to Danlel, that the period of time when 1dolatry
and tyranny were to rege 1s given in Revelation. Seventhly,
the prophetic content is of such a high grandewr, that i%s
authorBhip cannot be aseribed to human beings. Eightly,
the purpose of khe book fits in beautifully with the times.
Else the latter New Testament church would be morge off than

JIT T TR S e S

the earlier New Testament because 1t would have no gulde

through the darkness and tyranny of the anti-Christian period.

Ninthly, the testimony of the anclent councills ( Amyra 316,
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Carthage 397, Toledo 633 ) And fathers, as Justin, Sraeneous,
Theophilus of Antioch, Malito, Bishop of Sardes, Athenasius,
Tertullian, Oyprican, Hilory, Amroese, Augustine, and many
others.

Again quoting from Gerhard, Schleferdecker met the argu-
mente against the canonlcity of Revelation. The first one is
that the author of the Gospel and Eplstle does not nome himself
as John the Apostle, es he does in the book of Revelation.
Gerhard had answered this by saying that John mentioned
himself as author in the book of Revelation because he knew
that the canonicity of the book would be doubted in later
Years. He wanted to maeke sure that the book would be sccepted
as canonical. Because John is named as the author so often,
Gerhard argued, we should have no doubt at all as to the canonile-
ity of the book. Again St. John 4id this even as Daniel did
in his propheey. Next, there is a difference between Revelation
and the Gospel history. The historical section of the Gospel
wes widely accepted as authentic, but the prophecies contained
in the book of Revelation was not so wildely accepted, so the
author namees himself again and again in this book. The name
of theologian is glven John, the authop of Revelation. No
other John received that name. John, however, recelved it
because he so strongly taught the delty of Christ. The
superscription in the oldest texts had the words, "The Reve-
lation of the Holy Apostle and Evangellist John the Theologian®,

The next argument againset the canonleity is that there
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are many terms, as for lnstance the words: light, love,
darkness, truth, grace, ete., which are found in the Gospel
of John a2nd are not found in Revelatlon. This was answered
With this, that the subjects matter treated in these two
books are so extremely different. The third argument against
the canonieity: St. John makes no reference in either his
Epistle or Revelation or Gospel to the other books. As the
first proof ageinst this charge, Gerhsard said, that Paul does
not mention some of hils other eplstles elther, therefore we
eannot argue, becauce he didn't mention these other books,
that therefore he didn't write the others. Argument number
four was that, in the Gospels John uses literary Greek, but
not ec in Revelationg. This was explained in the followilng
manner: John has many references to Daniel's prophecies and
this mekes his estyle a trirgﬁ ponderous. However, Gerhard
8ald, there nevertheless, 18 a greet deal of similarity in
style anyway. The fifth argument that some of the anelent
Chureh fathers mention nothing of John as the author of
Revelation, but mention him as author ogyhoapel, was met in
the following wag. This proved nothing, but that the book
belongs to the antllegomena, Besldes, the majority of the
encient fathers and councils name John as author of Revelation.

In fact, Eusebius, who was unecertain about the authorshlp, does

not doubt the canonicity at all. Agalnst the sixth argument,

that the book is obsocure, Schieferdecker said, that it was

no more obscure that Ezekial or Daniel. .If Revelation be
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éropped, then those two booke ought to be dropped too.
Furthermore, 1t wse poilnted out that the obscurity consisted

in the subject matter treated. Not 21l prophecies can be
re=dlly understood. This obscuwrity 1s taken wway, when the
prorheciee are considered in the light of church history,—

as for instance the falthfulness ard psatience of the Christians
in times of persecution. The seventh argument that the

eontent of the book pointed against John the apostle as

author weeg also refuted, The argument was, that the chureh

at Thyatira of which John spesks, was not founded till afte r
John's death. According to Gerherd, this is explained in the
following manner. If the founding of the Thyatira Congregation
took plece so much later than John's time, it refers to the
second est=blishing, that 1% had already been established during
the time of John the first time. And finally, Gerherd nmeets
the attzck of Rellarmine on Luther, that Luther had not
coneidered Revelation a canonical book with this, that in
Luther's introduction he so ably helps the reader of the book
to the right understanding of the prophecies, that he could
not have considered Revelatlon s8 a mere secular book, but as
apostcelie.

| 3chieferdecker closed hls article with the hope that all
who read Revelation will be able to say wlth Gerhard that

it certainly is an zpostolic and canonieal book, and that all
Christians may make use of 1%, especially in times of tribu-
lation caused by the ant&-ﬂhrlst.S'

8. Der Lutheraner, vol. 12, pp. 177-180.




For a few weeks peace reigned in the congregstion. Howéver,
at the following voter's meeting, the old sore was agein rubbegd.

Sehieferdecker was agaln nceused of hoving attacked the Lutheraner

and Bynod openly in hls eongregation, without first telking to

the editors of the Luthersner, and officials of Synod.

During the following weeks, both sidees tried to influence
the undivided members of the congregation, At this time
Schleferdecker began to take every opportunity he ecould
to win adherents. There also was a group in the congregation
which was not well disposed toward SBynod, Perhape there were
8ome in this group who did not faney the idea at sll that the
Log Cabin Seminary wae moved to St. Louis in 18492, Whagever
the causes these people had to dislike Synod, Schieferdecker
found the m fertile ground amomg them to spresd his views.

Another voter's meeting followed on July 20, 1866. In
this meeting the questlion was rssked whether the congregation
wanted to aseribe to the statement mede by the District
Oonvention earlier in 1856 with reference to the guestions
that the congregation had put befor: the eonvention. The great
majority answered yes. The minority then was agked to atate
other ressons for not wanting to subsoribe. Some of those g
oppoging the convention's statement said that they could sub-
seribe to its statement, but dld not like the manner in which
the District condemned chillasm. Others said they were still
uncertain about the whole matter. 8till another group =ecused

9. Koestering, juswanderung, p. 185.
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Synod of poptsh fanatlcism.lo When the congregation noticed

that mottere would not imorove, =nd since President Wyneken
had heard of the controversy, he sent Professor Biewend and
Pastor Schaller down there, to help elear things up. These
two dletrict representatives arrived in Altenburg on August 3,
1856.11 Profeasor Blewend and Pastor Schaller met with both
perties individually firet. Then came the voter's meeting

on August 5, 1856,12 Here it was declded to discuss first of
8ll, the canonlecity of the book of Revelation, ané then, whether
the manner of Hchieferdecker's atteck upon the Luthersner had
been justifled.la In the course of the morning's @tscuszsion,
the group egrsed on the followingk points: Filrst, that they
eccept Revelation as a canonleel book. Second, thet the lzat

article of Roebbelen in the Lutheraner did not accept Revelation

28 o gulde and norm of faith, znd that with such a statement
Roebbelen wae contradicting hie own previous artiele on that
book. Third, that it was Schleferdecker's duty to uphold the
canonieity of the hook of Revelation, though he did not practice
the Christian law of love in the m2nner in which he upheld is.
In the afternoon gession the group assembled agkeed on two

more cointe. One, that Schieferdecker ghould not spread his

10. Minutes of Altenburg Congregation, July 20, 1856,
P. 162 in the follo collection. Bee also Koestering: Auswanderung,
p. 187. _ :

11. Koesteringj Auswsnderung, ». 187.
12. Altenburg Minutes, August &, 1856, p. 164 £,

13. Koestering; Auswanderung, p. 188.
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chiliastic views neilther in »nublie nor in private, end tﬁo,
neither side should try to nersuade the other of its rightful
Btand.14

This meeting seemed to have restored peace in the congre-
gation for a while at leaet. Both grouns did not try to
influence the other. But, then the dark cloud appesared agsin.
In the following voter's meeting the thought was voieed, that
the preceeding meeting h2d made a2 false peace, that a peace
whieh wee not solely besed on God's Word was no peace at all,
80 the whole questlion wae thrown on the floor zgein, Schiefer-
decker then sugpested that 2 committee be appointed to formulate
plang for the next meatingl5 with reference to pointe which
should be discusgsed., This meeting was then held., The report
of the committee wss read. It repeated the pointe that were
agreed upon, when the two delegates from St. Louls were present,
and added, that all who were no longer 1in agreement with them,
need no longer do any debating on the question, because it would
be uselesa.l6 A very heated discussion followed. Tempers
ren high, and general confusion reigned. When Schieferdecker
saw that nothing more could be accompléshed, he left the
meeting, because he thought that as pastor he sghould notf be

present in such a rumpus. ©One of the elders was then sent over

14, Schieferdecker: Gesghichte, p. 32.
15. Altenburg Minutes, September 22, 1856, p. 1686.

16. 8chieferdecker: Geschichte, p. 33 f.




to his house to call him back. F1nally, he =2greed to return.17

By this time the group weze more quiet, but still nothing was
aceomplished.

The next voter's meeting fell on the 22nd of Ootoier.le
Schieferdecker was agein accused of wrongly leaving the assembly
at the 1laet meeting. B8Bechieferdecker tried to «<cuse himself
on the Word of God, saying that @od's house was a house of
prayer, and not a place ﬁere hezted arguments should take place.
At this meeting also, a number of the members handed in their
regignatlione, and sald they no longer wanted to be under the
pastoral care of Pastor Schieferdecker. No settlement was
reached.

By this time things looked as though they could never be
settled peacefully anymore. No longer were the discussions
on a purely scriptural basis. Personal differences entered into
the controversy more than ever. People were offended at the
slightest moves made by elther of the two opposing groups.

In the early part of November, Roebbelen wrote a letter to
the Altenburg Congregation. Very likely he had heard by this
time of the commotion and disunity he had created with his

erticle in the Lutheraner. In his letter to the congregation

Roebbelen tried hard to restore unity by explaining his views
on the book of Revelation, and stating that he had not meant

17. Koestering: Auswanderung, p. 194.

18. Altenburg Minutes, October 22, 1856, p. 169; also
Koestering: Auswanderung, P. 196.
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to strike out Revelation from Seripture at all.
too late. The terrible conglagration hédd alre=dy gone too far.
By this time Schieferdecker's stand on chilissm must have
been quite widely known in 8ynod. Another article on that
subject appeared in the Lutheraner, written by Pastor Herman
Fiek. 1In his introduction he mentioned, that since there
were still ~sdherents to chillasm, he thought 1t the duty of
all Christians, to write on chilizsm, and study 1t, to find
out whether it were seriptural or not. Then he limlited his
dlscussion to that chlliasm, which holds that, Chrilst will
reappear on earth before Judgment day and rule the world with
his almightyppower for 1000 years. But he gaid that this
was not the only chiliasstic teaching. Others were: Christ's
reappeasrance will be a visible one; then the first resurrection
of believers will take place; not only will the devil be bound,
but the papaey also, and all enemies of God; universal conver-
gion of Jews will take place; even nature willl return to ite
pristine glory; all bellevers will rule the new world with
Christ. There will be no hypocrits or unbellevers in this
kingdom.
Rick sald these teachings are not teneble according to

the analogy of faith. To prove his point, he mentioned Xen

points to dlsprove chiliasm.

19. Koestering, Auswanderung, p. 181 ff.
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1) Nowhere else does Seripture teach a visible return
of Christ for sueh a kingdom.
2) Christ taught us to await his return at any second.
3) According to Revelation the papacy will exist $1ill
Judgment Day.
4) The lost days of the world will be terrible for
Chrigtians.
5) Christ's kingdom on earth will always be one of affliection.
6) There will always be hypocrif% in the kingdom on earth.
7) Chiliaem does not make a distinction between the king-
dom of the world, and Christ's Church, and between the kingdom
of Grace and kingdom of glory.
8) Because it makes Christian faith and hope into something
visible and temporal.
©) According to Seripture only one resurrection is
spoken of,
10) The opposite of chilliasm is taught in Revelation 19 and 20.
This articleé also, did nothing to clear up the controversy

20

in Altenburgh. "

Again a voter's meeting was called and held on November 23.
At this meeting Mr. Weinhold, a member, presented a paper in
which he set forth his accusations against Schileferdecker.

Briefly they are as follows: 1) That the pastor did not do

20. Der Lutheraner, vol. 13, pp. 6-8, 10, 12, 15, 16, 24.
21. Altenburig Minutes, November 23, 1856, p. 171.
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the right thing in attecklng Roebbelen's ertiecle in the Luther-
aner in the manner that he did. 2) That the pesstor was
knowingly ereating two groups in the congregation. 3) That the
pestor claimed he punished the congregation for their benefit
when he walked out of the previous voter's meeting. 4) Thst
the pastor hrd told Mr. Weinhold that he should read Revelation
20 and pray to God for the right understanding. Weinhold
understood it thus: He would read it, and then also fall into
chilisgtic views so he would not read i1t and thereupon the
Pastor was supposed to have lamented, that his parishioners
wouldn't even take his sdvice anymore. b5) That the pastor
thought he once said he wasn't sure z2bout his chiliastie
teachings, later said that one pust believe in a millenium

and in the universal conversion of the Jews and thet Judgment
Day eould not come before those things had taken ple.ce.22
After VWeinhold had read his paper, Schleferdecker asked for
more time in which he could think the accusations over. Three
days were granted him. Schleferdecker also asked for the
paper, so that he could study it closer. The meeting then
adjJourned. B8Bchieferdecker walked home with the list of accu-
sations. BSBoon after thet, Weinhold came %o the parsonage

and asked for the paper agein so that coples could be made.
Schieferdecker then handed it over but made Weinhold promise
to return it which Weinhold did. Tuesday came, and Schiefer-—
decker had not received the paper yet, s0 he went to Teacher

22. Schieferdecker: Geschiohte, p. 36 f.
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Winter's home, who was to make the coples. Winter told
Behieferdecker then, that Weinhold had forbidden him to give
the copy to Schileferdecker. The result was that Schieferdecker
did not get the paper, on the basis of which he wanted to

work out his defense.

Koestering presents a slightly different story. He ecould
not understand why Schleferdecker wanted to have time to prepare
hig defense. %Yo an unblesed reader it seems entirely lodeal
that Schieferdecker should be granted some time for preparation.
Koestering mentions nothing of the trouble Schieferdecker had
with the paper resd by Weinhold. ¥Yidn't he mention this
indident in order to smooth over the mistske made by Weinhold?z4

On Wednesday25 the annual meeting was held. All other
businees was dispensed with, even the election of officfers
for the following year. Of Schieferdecker's defense of the
" paper read by Welnhold nothing was sald ath all

In the afternoon session of this meeting Weinhold
apologized for his actions in connection with the paper he
h2d read in the previous meeting. It also was decided that
the congregation defer action on this paper until after
President Wyneken had come down to Altenburg.25 This time the
congregation tried to corner Schieferdecker 1ln a different

manner, Three questions were put to him coneerning his stand

23. Schieferdecker: Geschichte, p. 36.

24, Koestering: Auswanderung, p. 201
26. Altenburg Minutes, November 26, 1856, p. 173.
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on chiliasm. The first one, how much of the crass chilizsm
did Bchleferdecker relect? He answered that he rejected all
chiliasm rejected in the 17th article of the Augsburg Confession.
When he was asked whether the Augsburg Confession also condemned
the subtle chilissm, Schieferdecker snswered that it didn's.
The second question, abotit what part of chiliassm Schieferdecker
Was stlll not cleer, he snswered that he was not sure whether
the millenium would be 2 vigible or invisible kingdom, whether
the first resurrection would be a spiritual or physiecal,
wWhether the number 1000 was a fixed time or not. iowever he
waeg sure 1t was not just one day. Schieferdecker was certain
on the followlng points: that the millénium would be Christ's
kingdom with all believers, that 1t would take place on earth,
not in heaven, and that the millenium would still be coming,
Bince the anti-Christ was still ruling.26 However, at this
meeting nothing was accomplished either. The congregation then
decided to call President Wyneken down to help them straighten
out this affair. Wyneken esked the congregation to list the
reasons for his coming. This the congregation did, or rather
we should say, the anti-chiliastic group did. They were:

1. Schieferdecker had never agreed wilith Synod's stand
on chiliaem.

2. B8chieferdecker cennot be convinced that chillasm as
B holds 1% i# anti-seriptural, andfthus, could no longer be

a good pastor.
3. Sehleferdecker claimed that not all of his parishioners

26. Koestering: Auswanderung, P. 202 f,
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were far enough developed spiritually in order to understand

chili=sm.
4, Sehieferdecker was looking forward to the time when

he eould openly preach his chillastic views.

6. BSchieferdecker puts chilizstie thoughts in his sermons
in eonnection with his sermone on the last times, and had been
fostering a party spirit in his congregation.

6. Schieferdecker put the Judgment Day off until after
the anti-Chriet h-d been re?ealed.zv When this letter was
read %o the voters, gquite a fiery and heated meeting fhdlowed.
Sehieferdecker did not want it to be sent that way, and his
opponents insisted i1t be sent Just that way. The meeting was
adjourned with this indleision.

The following evening another meeting was held. At this
meeting the majority decided to send the letter to Wyneken
with the above six points. Schieferdecker's followers, however,
wrote snother letter to Wyneken. This letter contained the
following points briefly.

1) Ve cennot condemn our pastor because he interprets

Seripture differently than Synod does.
2) We cannot condemn him as an un-Lutheran teacher because

of his views, since many older dogmaticlans held those same

views.

3) We cannot bind our pastor to human interpretation of

27. Koestering: Auswanderung, p. 209 ff.
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Seripture.

4) We are satisfied with our pastor's promise not to
teach chilissm openly.

5) Onr pastor had always kept his word with reference to
this promise.

€6) He did not try to influence others with his views on
cehiliagm,

7) He ls not responsible for the continusfice of the con-
troveray.

8) He has not fostered the party spirit.

9) Our group is not the cause of the eontroversy.

10) Our pastor is a true "Seelsorger".

1l) Ve see no reason why psrishioners should sever their
connection from our congregation because of our pastor.

12) Finally, we adhere to all esnonieal books, the Symboli-
cal books of our Church, and the Unaltered Augsburg Confession,
slso to the seventeenth article. Thirty nine members of the
congregation signed the letter after it had been read in a
voter's meeting.aa This letter was sent to Wyneken.

In Janusry of 1857 another artlicle appeared in the
Lutheraner on the universal conversion of the Jews. 014
Lutheran dogmaticlians were quoted against this teaching.

oy
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28. BSchleferdecker} Geschichte, p. 44 fr,
29. Der Lutheraner, vol. 13, p. 84 ff., p. 97 ff.




In the second part, the suthor of the artiecle met the arguments
of a certain Pastor Vogelbach, the edltor of Zeichen der Zeils,
who was a strong exponent of this teaching?o In the next of these
serlal articles on thie doctrine, the author went intoc detall
concerning what Seriptume said on this doctrine?1 But thies article
did not seem to have any effect on Schieferdecker and his chiliastie
followers.

Schieferdecker and Wyneken had been corresponding during
this time. Wyneken Imeied to get Schieferdecker back on Seriptural
grounds, but did not succeed. Towards the end of Febbuary, 18857,
Wyneken saw hls way clear to visit the smitten congregation. The
first step which Wyneken took was a csonference with Schieferdecker
and the elders. During the discussion Wyneken noticed that he
could not persuade Bchieferdecker of hls unscriptural stand, As
a last resort then Wyneken suggested to Schleferdecker that he
cone up to St. Louis, where the whole question of chiliasm could
be discussed with the clergy there. After Schleferdecker had a
chance to think this suggestion over, he announced that he was
willing to make the trip. When the congregation came together i
for the meeting the following day, President Wyneken announced his |
plan to them. Thereupon the meeting was adjourned.az

That same day Wyneken and Schieferdecker Aaft for St. Louls.
The discussion there lasted fowr days. Walther, Wyneken, and

Schieferdecker were the chief consultants. In some of the sessions

30. Der Lutheraner, veol. 13, pp. 84 ff.; 97 ff,
51. m. ' pl 105 rr.

32. Koestering: Augwanderung, p. 223.
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however, Pastor Schaller and Prof. Biewend took part also. Since
Bchieferdecker was permitted to plan the outline of the discussions,
he suggested that Rev. 20 be discussed and etudied exegetically.

The results of the discussions may be summed up in the following
points:

1) that the text of Rev. 20 be accepted as God's Word;

2) that Rev. 20 be acknowledged as containing divine mysteries,
which no cne could interpret with complete sureness;

3) that no one should elalm without doubt that the fulfillment
Oof this propheecy had elready taken place, or that i1t was yet to be
fulfillled;

4) that, if on the basis of this and similar texts, anybody
harbored hopes for better times for the Church in the last times,
such hopes should not be classed as false doctrine.35

After thilis four day conference, Schieferdecker returned to
Altenburg. Wyneken urged the congregation to keep the peace which
had been established, and added that if difficulties would arise
again, he would blame not Schieferdecker, but his opponents in the
congregation. Peace reigned for a while. People who had stayed
away from the Lord's table agaln attended. A feeling of normaley i
returned, although withl measure of restraint, since some of
Bchieferdooker‘a strongest opponents did not believe that the
controversy had been settled, His sermons were closely watched and
oriticized, but no chiliastie tendencles could be found. Both

sides remained tencse, .

33. Bchieferdeoker: Geschichte, p. 58 r.
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When the time drew near that the Delegate Synod was to
éonvene, a group of men on Schieferdecker's eide sent in s protest
to Wyneken because of the way in which chillasm had been trested at
the Western Daastrict conventlon in 1856. This wee signed by
feventeen members of the congregation.34 Some of the members of
the Frohna congregation sent a similer protest to Wyneken in St.
Loulg, informing him that they were not at &ll sgreed with the
Didtrict's stand on chiliasm and reliated subjects.

During the course of the following months article after article
appeared in Der Lutheraner ftreating the subjeet of chiliasm, One
of these was again wrltten by Hermann Fick. In this artiecle he
proved that the Prophet Zecharigh was not a chiliast?a Another
article contained a bit of anclient church history, dealing with
the chiliasm of Dionysius' and MNepo's time. At Nepo's death, a
man named Krakion ceme to be the head of the chilisstic party.
The Church had been split, but Bishop Dionysius of Alexandria did
not exerﬂhis authority and influenece to condemn all these chiliasts,

but rather polnted out thelr anti-Seriptural character, and won them |

over. The Luthersner then commended the anclents, first the

R NIE s

bishops, for talking with the chiliasts as brethren, and secondly
the chiliasts, because after they had been shown their erroneous
stand, they returned to the Church and orthodoxy. The author of

this article ended with the words: "Let us do 11kewlse.“87

34, Schieferdecker: Geschichte, p. 60.
36. Ibid., p. 683.

36. Der Lugheraner, vol. 13, p; 134.
37. Ibid., p. 168,

N
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Another of these articles appeared 1n the Lutheraner in June,
1867, This article, of which the author is unkmown, quoted from

Luther 's Kirchen-postille, and showed that John 10, 1 does not%
refer to the second resurrection of the 0ld Testament believers,
and that the devil brought thie idea into the world, to confuse
the bellevers., It also stated that, although some chiliasts explain-
ed this verse as referring to the cohversion of all heathen shortly
before Christ's return, Luther denled this by saying that the last
times will be evil and that the Gospel will have to be preached more
than ever, so that a few might be won. With these statements, the
Lutheraner pointed out that Luther knoscked the props out from under
the chlllasta.sa

The third article on chillasm appeared in the Lutheraner in
July of the same year. Thik# article set out to prove that every
form of chiliasm was condemned by the 17th Article of the Augsburg
Confession. It stated, that the Lutheran chiliasts held that the
Augsburg Confession condemned only a crass chiliasm, but not,as
they put it, "a holy, spiritual, wonderful kingdo,m of a 1000
years." This, according to the article, 1s also condemned in the

Augsburg Gonfession. The reasons given were:

1) chiliastic views are condemned by the Augsburg Confession

EWEng oy

because they are unseriptural. Older dogmaticlans are again gquoted

to back up the statement;
2) the Augsburg Oonfession condemned all those who believe

in the universal conversion of the Jews or heathen. This then,
apcording to the article, also disprofes the idea that the Church
during the last times will be especlally prosperous;

38, Der Lutheraner, vol. 13, p. 167.
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3) esince a world kingdom of Christ before Judgment was
condemned as uneoriptural by the Augsburg Confession, sll
chiliastic views, also those held by the subtle chiliasts, were
algo condemned,

On the basis of these three points, the author of the article
in the Lutheraner said that the Augsburg Confession condemned all
forme of ohiliaam?g All of these articles, however, did not change
8chieferdecker's and his followers' view on chillasm.

The time to chose the lay delegate for the Fort Wayne
conventlion now came. The congregatlon chose Mr. Welnhold, one of
Sehieferdecker's strong opponents. Schieferdecker's followers
Yoted for him, but with the understanding that Weinhold should not
represent them in matters pertalning to chillasm. Schieferdecker
then added o clause on the identification card of Weinhold, that
Welnhold d41d not represent the whole congregstion on matters
pertaining to chilisem. The elders were to sign this statement,
but refused. Schleferdecker and his group then held their own
meeting and elected Mr. Popp from Frohna as their delegated. They
also gave him an identification card stating the reassons for their
actiong with forty-five signatures on 1t of Altenburg and Frohna
members.‘o Schieferdecker and Popp for one side, and Weinhold for

the other, then started their Journey to the Synod held in Fort

Wayne in QOotober, 1887,

39. Der Lutheraner, vol. 13, p. 189.
40. Koestering: Augwanderung, p. 230 f.




CHAPTER IV
THE CONVENTION OF 1857

Sehleferdecker was enthusisstically looking forward to
the convention, still hoping, that his chilisetic views would be
accepted by Bynod. However, after looking at the events of the
convention, we will see that he was doomed to disasppointment.
The convention opened at nine o'clock sm the fourteenth
of October with a divine service in S8t. Paul's Church, ¥ort
hayne, Indiana. Twenty sesslons were held in all, one in the
morning, and another in the afternoon of each day. 8By the
twentyfourth of Oectober, the convention adjourned. Eighty-
8l voting pastors, fifty-four advisory paestes, and fifty-six
Voting delegates were present. DBesldes this number, there
were zlso five pastors from other Bynods and a number of visitors
present for e me of the sessiong. It is interesting to note

thet Pastor Koestering was present, but Pastor Roebbelen was

1
noto

President Wyneken, according to custom, addressed the
convention, During the course of his lengthy sddress, he

mentioned that so far they had always beenprivileged to fight

F
agalnst a2 common enemy. *his time, however, the convention

had to tackle and enemy within thelr own boundries, because
of chiliestiec views. He lamented the fact, that even some of

the bfethren in the ministry had fallen into thls unseriptural

1. Synodal Beriehf, 1857, p. 2 f.
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teaohlng.z This paragraph of Wyneken's address cergainly must
not hsve sounded very encouraging to Schieferdecker. In his
book he wrote, "One could already sece from the S8ynodical =ddress
of the President (Wyneken) how much could be =ccomplighed®.

That muet have been the beginning of Schieferdecker's hardest
days. How had he not looked forwsrd to seeing all the brethren
at this convention in 1865 already, when the Western District
convened! Yet, 1t was this body assembled in Fort Wayne that
severed their connections from one who had helped organilze

the Synod ten years before,

After each Dissriet President gave his report, the conven-
tion immedistely turne& their attention to the problems of
chiliasm as they were introduced to it by President Wyneken.4
He recounted the questions that had been put 68 the Western
Distriet convention in 18556 by the Altenburg congregation, and
the answers that the conference hnd given. Thereupon it was
announced thet certain individuals from the Altenburg and Frohna
Congregations had sent in a protest cosserning their delegate.
However, it waee decilded that only duly appointed delegates could
be given the floor, others only by permission.

Next, Pastor Gruber, Schieferdecker's fabher-in-law, had
his letter presented in which he explained that he could not

be present for the convention because of hls declining health.

2. BSynodsl Berioht, 1867, p. 12.
3. Schieferdecker; Geschichte, p. 66.

’ 4, All information on this convention 1s taken from the
Delegate Synod Report, 1857, unless otherwise noted.

_ . .5
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Then he put forth his views on chiliasm in the following four
polnts,

1) That according to Romens 11, there definitely will be
& universal conversion of the Jews.

2) Though there sre many different times when we may stert
dating the 1000 years of the millenium, yet this fact has not
changed his mind as to the actuality of the coming of this perioed.

3) It ie certain that Revelation 20, 10 refers back to ®Bhe
nineteenth chapter.

4) Revelation 20 definitely points to a chiliastiec teaching.
This Gruber baciked up with the dogmatlielans, Luther, Arndtg,
Spener, and Bengel. Thie letter was discussed verse by verse
in the fourth session especially. The argukments that were
advanced agalnet these points were the same that had been brought
out in all of the l=8t dlscussions of chiliasm, so we need not
repeat them again at this time. However, it is noteworthy to
mention, that Schieferdecker was the only one to argue in favor
of Gruber's views.

Most of the fifth and slxth sesslons were taken up with
the question of Roebbelen's artiele in the Lutheraner. As
usual$& Sehieferdecker spoke egainst the article, and defended
his own stand of attacking the article 1n one of his sermons.

A lengthy discussion followed. During the course of it, Walther
remarked, that he asccepted Revelation as apostolle, but that he
felt he didn't have the power to foist his views on the rest of
S8ynod, nor by his authority exolude any article from the Ljkheraner

R e i
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(referring to Roebbelen's article) esveclally not if it agrees
with what Luther had written. After more discussion folkowed,
the convention then passed the motlion that the protests against
Roebbelen's artiecle had been uncalled for.

The remaining time left of the sixth sesslion was spent
in discussing these three points put forth by Scechieferdecker.

1) The first Christians must have held that Christ's return
would come at the end of the 1000 years.

2) He also held that the 1000 years were yet to begin,
because the sntieChrist was still powerful.

3) Even with thag iﬂpind, Christians should live as though
Judgment Day would appear at any moment. Very strongly it was
pointed out to Schieferdecler that the darker passages of Serip-
ture hz=d to be interpreted by the cléarer ones. And thus the
pointe he brought out fell to naught. This lengthy discussion
Wag then closed wit: the motion that Schieferdecker be asked
whether he believed that Christ's second coming could take place
at any moment. Time was granted him till the next session, to
formulate his answer.

8 In the seventh session he gase his answer. In translation
this is 1t. "On the question, whethe-Sch:leferdecker believed

that Christ's second coming for Judgment Day may come today yet,
Sehieferdecker answered- That, though in comparing andhaklng notioce
of those prophetic passages which refer to the last things,

I hzve come to the conwluslion that not everything has been
fulfilled which Christ wants to have come to pass to His Church
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before tne end of His kingdom of Grace, yet Sehieferdeckesr
I do not deem 1t imposeible that the Lord may return a2t any
moment, because I do not consider myself infallible in deriging
at the meaning of those prophecies®. Uvon thie statement some
of the delegates present were happy, because they felt thet
Sehieferdecker had renounced most of his chillesm. On the other
hand though, otners felt that further steps should be taken
because SBchieferdecker hed not definltely accepted an article of
faith. This sescion was closed in rezding a paper which dils-
cussed the ehillastic controversy and the way it was handled
in Duke Ernst's oountry.5

In the next session Schieferdecker declared that he did
not wvant to make his views @n article of faith, but considered
them Christian hope until the contrary would be shown him from
Sertpture. It was pointed out by some, that if it was Christian
hope it also had to be Christian faith becszuse the subject of
Christian hope was at the same glme Chrigtian faith. This
subjeoct was debated for some time when flanlly he was asked
whether he could with all sureness prove that Christ may return
at any second. It was added, that only such things could be
taught of which one was absolutely sure. Thie question
Schieferdecker answered in the affirmative. He was then asked

whether he st1ll insisted on hie chiliasstle views since he

5. Der r vol. 14, nos., 8 and 9. g
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¢ould not prove them with absolute surety, and also because they
were opposed to a definite article of faith., Thereupon Schiefer-
deckker snswered that he was not ready yet to give up his chili-
astle hope. The convention decilded to give him more time to
think it over. For the remaining time of this session the con-
Vvention turned& 1ts attention to Pastor Gruber's letter. 8ynod's
answer mey be found under Bellage C, page 86 ff. In this letter
the Synod told Gruber in a brotherly manner, that his arguments
in favor of chiliasm were wrong on the basis of Scripture.

In the fourteenth session the discussion with Schieferdecker
was opened sgain, Behlieferdecker now presented his answer to
the question put to himy concerning his belief in the teaching
of chiliasm, Briefly he declared, that he adhered to the
fundzment-1l doctrine of Christ's second coming for judgment,
resurrection of the dead, and that the lot of the Bhristians
would be one of hardship snd sorrow through meny temptations
until Judgment Day. Furthermore he declared that the Chnrch may
await Christ's return at any moment, and that Jedgment Day may
come at any second. All he sald sbout chiliaem in thls confession
wag, that he considered it a personal hope, and would not folst
it uson anyone else. ;t seemed to some now as though the whole
controversy was over, Others, however held that if Schiefer-
decker really believed what he sald, then he would also have
to discerd his chilisstic views. Bince he d1d not discard those
views, it was held, that he either did not realize that he was
deceiving himself, or else he was trylng to deceive the assembly.
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The former was agreed to be the czse here. Next Synod unami-
mously ndopted the resolutions put forth by the Western District
8 year earlier, A committee was formed to formulate questions
to be put to Schieferdecker to find out still better just where
he stood. These questions Schieferdecker was to answer in writinsg.
These questlons were answered by Schieferdecker in the next
sescion. On the first one, whether Christ's church would remsin
an invieible church until Judgment Day, Schieferdecker answered
Yes, if it could be held also that in the last times the Chris-
tians would be viectorious over Christ's enemies. Question
two was, will all the dead, belglvers and unbelievers, without
exception, arise at the same last day? Schleferdecker sangwered
in the affirmative, but added that he could not subscribe to
the clause, without exception., On the third question, whether
Christ would return visiblyg on this last day, expressly and
8olely for the purpose of Judging all people without except-
tion, Schieferdecker acaln answered a yes, if he could still
hope in a previous return of Christ before Judgment, the manner
not being known. The fourth questioﬁﬁgaked, whether all
chilisstie views not covered under the firet three points
were opposed to the seventeenth article of the Augsburg
Confession. The fifth question Schieferdecker was asked,was
whether he would admit that he had erred, and whether he
would now subscribe to the resolutions of the Western

Distriet. In the fiylst place he saild, that he had never
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held crass chilisstic views and had ovposed the Western
District resolutions, because he had found it impossible %o
deny something which he considered doubtful. The final
question put to Schleferdeclker was whether he considered it

of utmost importance to report this confession on the
Preceeding five questions to his congrepation. In answer,

he expressed his willingness to put down the same confession
before his congregation. However, he added that hils consclence
Wag not =2ccusing him of false doctrine.

The following session was spent in considering Schiefer-
decker's answers. The convéntion was not at 211 satisfied
with the answers. They wanted a plaln yes or no, and
devlored the fact that Schieferdecker had slwaye added these
elauses. It wes then brought out, that sincd he had not
angwered all the questions with 2 plain yes, his answer had
to be taken to say no, since they could not be answered with
reservation. Finally, since nothing else could be accom-
plished, the convention decided to put further action on
the e¢sse into the hands of a committee. The distriect
presidents, pfofessors of the colleges, and one delegate
;rom each district comprised this committee. This committee
ﬁet.

At the next session they reported, that since Schiefer-
decker was casting aside articles of faith in favor of his
chiliastiec views, he was no ;ongdr on the same footing of

falth with Synod and that Bynod therefore deemed it necessary
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to withdraw the hand of fellowship from him. After a short

discussion the folkowing motlon was passed.

"Synod has realized that Rev, Schieferdecker does no

longer stand on the same faith with them, and there-

fore feels necessitated to sever the 8ynodical connect-

ion with him."

President Wyneken then turned to Schieferdecker and
briefly sdmonished him, and warned Synod against falling
into another controversy like that. Then S8chieferdecker
epoke. He said that through all these discussions he had
wrestled with himself, whether he was actually overthrowing
erticles of feith with his chillastic views or not. He also
stated that i1t was only hls consciénece which dié not permit
him to submit to the teachings of the Synod. He closed his
remarks with the request that he be reaccepted into Bynod
wWhenever he realizes his error. This request was granted him,
Upon C. F. W. 'f!alther's6 suggestion, the session in the
rhilowing afternoon was opened with a litany, the pastors
and delegates taking paert on their knees.v

8o ended the Synodical convention of 1857 for Pastor
S8chieferdecker. He left Fort Wayne that same day.a Feelings

must have run high. Some felt regret towards the things that

>

6. Schieferdecker: Geschichte, p. 84.

7. Synodal Beright, 1855, p. 48.
8. 9chieferdecker: Geschighte, p. 84.
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had passed; Others felt a sense of having accomplished
something for God. That Schieferdecker's chilisstic views
were unscriptural is not hard to see from the stztements he
made both at the Western District Convention in 1866, and
also at the General convention at Fort Wayne in 1857, yet,
%o a cerfalin extent we must admire a man like Schieferdecker.
He hacd the courage to go against the stream, while everyone
else was swimming with the current. 1%t is just too pathetie,
that this man had loet himself in error.

It is interesting to note that the Western District
met separately in connection with Synod in Fort Wayne. A
rare historical source provides us with the information that
the Western Dietriect met at this irregular time. They held
varicus sessions, some during the days that Synod convened,
and others after the general convention had adjourned.
Of chilissm nothing is mentioned. However, we note there
that the Altenburg Congregation asked the Distriet to help
them straighten out their affairs. Another item of interest
in these minutes is the regular election of district officers.

Pastor Schaller was elected president in Schieferdecker's

place.

1

That Schieferdecker took his expulsion from S8ynod very
hard may be seen from the following excerpt from his book.

2 o

9. Because these 2re the minutes of an irregular
meeting, they were never printed. It is fortunate that they
have beeen preserved by Ooncordia Historical Institute where
they may be found today under the Western District Department.
This folio volume containe the minutes from May 1, 1855 to 1889.




"With nothing but gloom in my mind, I returned home on
the 29th of Oectober. The Reformastlion festival lay before
us, For the last time, though members of the board of
elders tried to prevent me, I could enter my old pulpit,
from which I had preached God's Word according to my
best knowledge and consclence for eight and one-half
yesrs, Onee more I could testify that I agreed with the
teachings of the Evangelical Lutheran Church. Onee more
I could refresh myself with the congregation at Luther's
Reformation hymn, 'A Mighty Fortress is Our God'! ®, 10

A statement like that brings out the deep sincerity of the

man. He did not hold his erroneous views just to be stubborn

and obstinate, but because he felt conscience bound and

positive that chilizem was taught in Seripture.
Wiinhold's request that Synod help the congregation

in Altenburg with further sdvice wse granted. For this

purpose a committee was appointed which consisted of the

new district PBresident Schaller, and Professor Biewend?‘1

On the day after Reformation Day the congregation meﬂwith

these two men. Reports of the Synod's proceedings were given

by S8chieferdecker and Weinhold. Then the congregation was

asked whether they approved of the expulsion of their pastor

from Synod. The vote taken was fortyenine members agreed,

and twenty-six disagreed.12 Professor Blewend 1ﬂp1s report

13
to Synod gays two-thirds were in favor, and a third weme
opposed, Koestering however, says that forty-nine were 1n

favor and only twenty-four were cpposed, 'nd that seven were

10. Schieferdecker: Geschichte, p. 85.
11. Koestering: Auswanderung, p. 239,
12. Schieferdecker: legnggh&g, p. 87.

13. Der Lutheraner, vol. 14, p. 89.
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not ready for a vote yet. He adde, that in the next day,
one of the seven voted in favor of expulsion, railsing the
total to fifty.14 Though most of the other originsl minutes
of the Altenburg Congregation were in the hands of the
writer of this paper, just these impertant minutes were not.
They were not to be found among the folio containing the
minutes from April 1846 to May 1858.15 The minority with
Pastor Schileferdecker were put out of the congregation.

Professor Blewend reported16 that Gruber from Paitzdorf,
who had 2lso come to Altenburg et th&s time recanted his
chilisstic views after a thorough dlscussion. However, he
resigned from offiece on November 5, 1867.1 His son, pastor
Th. Gruber, who had been his assist-nt at Paitzdorf accepted
e call to Perryville, Misaouri.le

The chiliastiec views had made quite a stir in those
Saxon settlemente. Some pastors gave up thelr charges
on their own =zccord, others were forced to give their's wup.

The congregation in Altenburg had many long tedious meetings,

trying to depose theilr pastor.

14. Koestering: Auswanderung, p. 240.

16. Sineere thanks go to pastor A. Vogel, present
pastor in Altenburg, Missouri, for the loan of these minutes.
They are found in the archives of the congregation in Altenburg.

16. Der Lutheraner, vol. 14, p. 90.
1?. Western Distrioct, 1888, p. 7.
18. 1Ibid.
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On November 2, 18567, Schieferdecker and his followers
organized the Immanuel Congregation. Soon after certain of
the Frohns Congregation Joined them. At firet they held
their services in homes, but soon, afterjseven weeks, dedi-
cated a new bullding, which later served them as a school.19

In New Wells also, the congregation which Schieferdecker
h-8 served for a while, a controversy resulted. A groun of
20

them Joined Schieferdecker's group ae a silster congregation.

But, the stopm raged for a while in Altenburg. Since

the group loyal to the Miegsouri Synod kept the church
properties, Schleferdecker felt himself entitled to the
parsonage. He remained thers, also because he could find
n_o other place to live. He was ordered to leave by the
congregation with the threst, that they would sue if he
wouldn't lesve. Since Schieferdecker did not leave, the
Missouri group sued him around Easter of 1858, but lost the
case.21 Soon after they sued again. The court ruled this
time, that Schieferdecker had to leave. Schieferdecker then
appealed to 2 higher court. This whole procegdure lasted
almogt one year. This court decided that Schieferdecker had
to leave the parsonage, since he no longer wag the pastor of

22
the congregation that owned 1t. During the time that these

19. 8chieferdecker: Geschichte, p. 88 f.
201 Ibid., p. 89.

21. See Appendix for fubBher information orthis case:
Altenburg Minutes, March 28, 18858.

22. Koestering: Augwanderung, p. 246 f.
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court cnses wer- goln§ on, the Altenburg Congregstion called

Pagtor J. P. Beyer from Memphis Tennessee. He was installed

on Good Friday, 18568, by Ch. H. I:cnlnr.23

23. Der Lutheraner, vol. 14, p. 144.
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CHAPTER V
SCHIEFERDECKER IN THE IOWA SYNOD

When Schieferdecker was expelled from the Missouri
8ynod, he was expelled from a group which he had @Bjlped
organize ten years esrlier. These men had been his friends.
With a number of them he had started a friendship already
in Germany, before they emmigrated to Americz. These men
he h#d helped in organizing 8ynod. Later when Bynod was
split into four districts 1t was the Western Dirtriet which
elected him its first Presldent. Among them he had lsbored
1n good timee, and in times of distress. In this group he
hed admonished his brothers, snd had been strengthened in
the 7aith by them. Now every relation had broen severed.
After his expulsion, he jJoined the Iowa Synod. In order to
better underctand into what kind of & group Schieferdecker
had come, let us briefly review the early history of the
Iowa Synod.

Difficulties had arisen between the Buffalo 8ynod
and the Mi-souri Synod on the doctrine of the Church and
Ministry. Attempts were made to heal thies wound, but a
gsolution could not be found. Grabau went to Germany to air
hies views ther~, in opposition to Missouri'se stand.l Grabau,

through his actions in the conferences with the German

1. R. Suelflow: ¥he Relations of the Missouri Synod
with the Buffalo Synod up to 18668, p. 196, 8.T.M. thesis,
Concordia Seminary, 19465.
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theologians, was able to poison them against Misscuri. He

also was able to turn Loehe, who had helped the Missouri Synod

80 much in its infancy, sgainst Missouri. Loehe was afraid,

it seems, of losing control over the men he had sent over to
America, particularly to the Michigan colonies, so he had asked
them not to accept a ce2ll outside of Michigan. For this re=zson
Loehe also located the Pilgerhaus which he supported in Saginaw,
and not in Fort Wayne, where the Missourl men wanted it. Be-

cause of these reasons, a split betw.en Loehe and Missouri

occured. On account of the pplit, the two pastors who were

8til1l loysl to Loehe, namely Grossmann and Deindoerfer left
Miohigan and settled in Iowa2 in the fall of 1853.3 At

first the difference between these two Loeche men and Missouri

was only on the doctrines of the Church and Ministry. The differ-
ence on chiliasm came in 1ater.u The Iowa Synod was organized

on August 24, 1854 by G. Grossmann, 8. Fritschel and J. Deindoerfer
at S8¢t. Sebald, Iowa.5 Many und variant were the disputes

Missouri had with Iowa, after that Synod was mrganized. It

was an entirely different camp than Missouri. It was this |

body that Schieferdecker joined after his expulsion from his

2. Suelflow: Op. Cit., p. 110. .
3. @. Fritschel, Aus den Tagen der Vaeter, p. 122.

4., Deindoerfer: Denkschrift zur Fuenfunzwanzigyaehri
Yubelfeier der Ev. Luth. Synode von lowa, -ﬂ_mp. 4

5. Ibid..p. X.
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Missouri brethren. Just why he joined the Iowa Synod is not
Btated definitely, since at the time he joined, it was not
ovenly chiliastic. But, Iowa sympathized with Schieferdecker
when he was expelled from Missouri§ The main differences in
these years between Missouri and Iowa consisted in the guestion
whether the confessions should be suscribed to quia or quatenus;
whether the Pope was the anti-Christ; whether there werec teach-
ings which should not be treated as devisive of church fellowship;
and finally the question of chiliasm.?

Ever since the rift between Loehe's men and Missouri
came into being, Grabau courted the Loehe men, and sought to
come into doctrinal agreement with them. He made a personal
visit to Grossmann in September, 18558 for this purpose,
The discussion that followed concerned the doectrines of the
Ghurch and Minietry in which the two leaders found that they
agreed.9 At the convention of the Buffalo S8ynod in 1856, they
decided to send two delegates to the next convention of the
Iowa Bynod,lo This happened after Pastor Grossmann and S.
Fritschel had been present at the Buffalo oconvention in 1856.11

6. G. Fritschel: Geschichte, p. 23%.

7. Ibid.
8. Quellen Und Dokumente Synode von Iowa, p. 136

9. Op. Git., p. 154 £f,
11. Quellen Und Dokumente Synode von Iowa, p. 1h0.
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During the years that followed up 11l 1856 no mention wzs
ever made of chiliasm. The Buffalo S8ynod accused Iowa of teach-
ing that false dootrine. This, Buffalo stated, traced back to
Loehe, who had already believed in a universal conversion of
Jews in 1853 when Grabau visited him in Germany. It seems
as though the Iowans had received their chiliasm from Loehe's
men who were coming over from Germany around this time.
Relations between Buffalo and Iowa seemed a bit strained
especially since Grabau claimed that the Iowa men had assured
him in 1856 that they held no chiliastic views.

On April 10 to 16, 1858, two Grabau delegates met with
the Iowa Synod. Ohiliasm was discussed with the wo Grabau

delegstes. The following points came under discussion.

1) The anti-Christ is not the papacy itself, but an

individual person.

2) This kingdom of the anit-Ohrist will come immediately
before Christ's coming.

3) At the time of the second coming of Christ (to destroy
the anti-Christ) the universal conversion of the Jews has begun
at least. Isresel will then return to the land of its fathers.

i) At the end of three and one-half years Ohrist will appear
to destroy the anti-Christ, and to organize the millenium.

5) At the beginning of the millenium the first resurrection

12, Sechster Synodal-Brief, 1860, p. 4 f.
13. Op. Oit. 1860, p. 5.
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will take place, whhkoh will be a physical resurrection.

6) They reputed, as did also the Augsburg Confession,
before the universal resurrection a few saints would start
an earthly kingdom, and destroy all heathen.

7) They held that there would be sin in the millenium
and since there would be sin, they held that the Chruch would
be a suffering Ghurch until the end of days.

&) Between the end of the millenium and Judgment Day
there will be a period when $atan will be loosed, and lead
astray many peoples. That is the time of Gog and Magog.

9) After that the end of the world will come, with its
resurrection of the dead, the judgment, and the deatruction'A
of heaven and earth with fire.lu That these nine points of
Iowa on chiliasm wer: not much different from Schieferdecker's
may be readily seen. Just how great a part Schieferdecker
played in formulating these points can not be ascertained,
geince the Iowa proceedings of 1858 were not available to the
writer. The Buffalo delegates wanted to have Iowa promige not
to preach this chiliasm openly, nor teach it, but this promise
was not given to the delegates.15 The controversy went on
between Buffalo and Iowa on the question of chiliasm. Iowa
considered the question of fine chiliasm as one open question,

eince, as they held, it was not rejected in the Augstirg

14. @. Fritschel: Quellen Und DoRumemte, p. 156; See also
%eghater a¥5 dal-Brief, gﬁ??aio Synod I!!ﬁ, p. 61 ff. oconcerning
ese poln

odsl
8. '
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Gonfession.15 In the Synodical COonvention of the Buffale Synod
of 1859, we can see that Buffalo stood very much on chiliasm
as did Missouri. However, we need not go into thls controversy,
it suffices to know that Iowa had already had its chiliastic

hopes before Sohieferdeozer joined.
1
In August of 1861, the Lehre und Wehre carried an

article against the chiliesm agreeing with an article set forth
in "Neuen Zeitblatt" by Dr. K. K. Muenkel. This artiocle,

written by Dr. Sihler17 condemned chiliasm =gain, and pointed
the great undermining influence it had én chiliasm. However,
Sihler mentioned no particular group which taught chiliasm.
The Iowa Synod felt struck. 1In his opening address at the
Eowa Synod's convention in 1861, President Grossmann touched
on this accusation, having felt, that the Iowa Synod had also
been zttacked by Sihler's article. On the point mede by

8 ihler that a person having chiliestic tendencies could not
recain in falith, Grossmann said that no one could be a better
judge of Iowa's faith, than Iowa themselves. He also stated,
that they did not subscribe to the orass chiliaem, rejected
by the Augsburg Oonfession, but on}y to the fine ohiliasm.

On the basis of that he concluded in this point, that they
were still sound Luthoranl.l' Again we note, that Schieferdecker

15, Qp. Qit., p. 262 ff.
16. behre und Wehre, 1861, p. 202 ff.

17. Synodsl Bericht, Towa 1861, p. 12.
18. Op. Cit. p. 17 £.
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wase not present at this convention.

In the Bynodical convention of Iowag, held at St. Sebald,
Iowe in 186420 gchieferdeoker was present?l Pastor Doederlin,
who hzd bcen absent from these conventions for some time wes
present too. He had come for the express purpose to find out
just where Iowa stood in doectrines of open questions, with
special reference to chiliasm among others. The order of busi-
ness of the day was dropped, and Doederlin wae answered. The
convention explained to him, that, on the basis of their remarks
in the 1858 convention, no one could accuse them of teaching
chiliasm. But they did not deny, that the fine chiliasm was
there. Theypointed out, that Luther had not rejected the fine
chiliasm either, and so the fine chillasm was not rejected by
the seventeenth artiocle of the Augsbumg Confession. They added,
that this was exactly the stand that the Iowa SBynod %ook.
However, Doederlin was positive that tue Augsburg Oonfession
rejected all forms of chiliasm. When Iowa could not convince
him, that it did not, he left that body.

At this same convention they set down their official teach-
ings on chiliesm, Bo that no one ¢ uld accuse them of teaching
it, as they said. They declared, that they never had intended

t0 make chiliasm and a universal conversion éf the Jews ean

19, Op. Cit.,p. B
20. Iowa Synodsl Bericht, 186k, p. 1.

21, Op Oit., p. 2.
22. Op. Oit., p. 32 ff.
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offieial teaching. The discussion of chiliasm at the 1858
convention did not mean thet Iowa wanted to set up a dootrine,

but they only wanted to find out what divergent oninions they

had in their ranks. They decided, that wvariant views on chiliasm
were not devisive of church fellowship, and considered the questim
of the universal conversion of Israel and the millenium as
exegetical and theological problems, To the following points

the convention rejected unanimously.

1) The millenium in which the spiritual kingdom of Christ
will be turned into a worldly and secul-r kingdom.

2) The teaching, that the church at that time would not
be @ssentially and especially in dootrinal agreement.

3 3) The teaching that at that time Christ would use another
means for bringing people to Salvation.

4) The tendency of the enthusiasts who are not satisfied
with the present suffering church,,to hope for a millenium.

5) Every tesching which does not agree with justification
by faith, the way of S8alvation, and the means of grace. How-
ever, they agreed to ocontinue teaching that chiliasm which, as
they thought, was not forbidden by the Augsburg Oonrelaion§3
ALleo at this convention President Grossmann reported that he

had visited Schieferdecker in Altenburg in his official capaoity2d

23, Iowa Synodal-Bericht, 1864, p. 35 f£f£.
2. Xbid., b 3
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S8chieferdecker had also gainéd some prominence at this convention.
i He was put on the election committee.25 Teacher Fr. Doerfler,
it was reported by Grossmann, had joined the UHissouri synod.eé
.In 1867 the Iowa Synod met again, this time in Toledo,
Ohios Awmong other things, they decided to get together in a
colloquy with Missouri. The Northern District of Missouri
that time met at Adrian, Michigan, 4o a delegation was sent,
which was to inquire about the possibilities of such a colloquy.
Both sides were in favor of a colloquy.aT
This meeting between the two Synods was held at Trinity

28
church, Milwaukee, from November 13 to 19. The two sides

| first of all decided on a common starting point. Though
Missouri wanted to begin the ecolloquy with the discussion on
chiliasm on the basis of Scripture, the Iowans wanted to start
discussions on the basis of the Symbolicel books. Missouri
gave in, when Iowa showed them from an article in Lehre und
Egggggg that among Lutheran bodies a doctrinal discussion
should be held on the basis of the Symbolical books, and not
Soripture. After a Weferat from the Iowa Convention of 1858

25. Op. Oit. p. 43.

26. Op. Oit. pi 3.

27. Fritschel; ggsahiohte, p. 242,

28. All information on this colloquy, unless otherwise

stated is from the Oeffenthiches Colloguium abgehalten vom 13%.

bis zum 19. November A.D. LLhIlE3[II]!iIIlEIﬂ!ILECﬁDE?EEI! :
Tche zu Milwoukee ., zwischen dex Vertretern der & R

W[ﬂ.
utherischen synode von lowa.

29- 1855, p. ‘7'.

- .
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wes read, putting forth Iowels views cn the Symbolicel books,
on which both, Hiesouri encd Jowa decided that everything found
in the Sywbolicsl bocks is symboliec.

Next in line, the colloquiste turned their attention to
the ,yestion of open questione. Iowa considered those questions
open ,uestions, which werc not discussed in previous confessions,
es the eschatclogic questions. Upon further discussion, Iowa
agreed, thet only those points which were not taught or denied
in the Bible could be considered open questions.

The time to discuss chilissm came. On the basis of the
old Iowa Synodical reports this discussion was introduced.
The reports that were mentioned especially were those from the
years 1358, 1359, and 1861. The pointe discussed were:

1) The difference in the chiliasm of the anabaptists and

Iowa, 1354.
2) The difference in the degree of Scripturality of various

doctrines, 1853.

3) The millenium should be taught, because it belongs into
the whole plan of selvation, 1859.

4) The ohiliasm of Iowa is the same as that of Schiefer-
decker, and thus they do not want the name enthusiastic chiliasts,

but Scriptural chilissts, 1861.
5) Christ will return visibly at the end of the destruction

of the anti~-Ohrist, 1858. ‘
6) The beginning of the millenium is marked by the coming

of Ohrist, the firzt reaurrection, and the destruction of the
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anti-Christ, 1858.

7) The passages, Actdl, 7; 3, 20. 21; Gor. 11, 15; Zach. 8,
21-2%; Isaiah 2, 2-3; 65, 18-25; and Ez. 37 were quoted as
proving the chiliastic teachings, 1861

8) As soon as Christ has destroyed the anti-Ohrist,

Batan will be bound, most of his powers will be taken away,
and the Lord will begin his wmillenium, 1861.

9) Hie kingdom need not necessarily be of this world, 1261.

10) The naming of three and one-half years in conneoction
with the mwillenium,

11) 8chieferdecker's crasser chiliasm, which claims that
not only will the anti-Corist be destroyed, but also =211 forces
opposing Christ.

On those points Iowa declared, that:

1) The fulfillment of Rev. 20 still lies in the future.

2) The five points of the 1&64 convention were again
rejected.

%) As to the acousationg made against Iowa on the basis
of the 1858 convention report, Iowa answered: a) that it
containe certain sections which might be mispunderstood.

As for instance, it would be better to speak of a ruling of a
1000 years by the Saints, inetead of a kingdom of & 1000 years,
or as saying that $atan's binding would be zbsolute; b) That
the passages, Acta 1, 7; Acts 3, 20 had been given up by them
as proving the millenium; o) They withdrew from their former

etand and now said, that Rev. 19 does not refer to the durative




return of Christ, but to a passing one; d) That they felst
unjestly accused of their stand, that Rev. 20, 4 could not
refer to a visibld resurrection of saints and martyrs.

4) On Schieferdecker's chiliasm they said, that he did not
hold to the crass kind, as was claimed by Misso:ri, but heid to
the fine type.

These differences were next discussed and compared by the
two groups, from their own writings. The points under discus-
sion were:

1) Total conversion of Israel which Missouri did not hold
at all, adhering to the Aygsburg Confession. Iowa said it is
immeterial whether you believe it or not.

2) Missouri said the Pope is the anti-Christ in the
strictest sense of the term. Iowa said it is indefinite which
particular person it is, but whoever he is, he will be manifested
and destroyed Ity Christ.

3) One who has been instructed and still denies that the
Pope is the anit-Ohrist is not a Lutheran, much less a Christian.
Iowa said one need not be so definite,

4) Missouri declared it as compromising with chiliasm when
someone says the fulfillment of Rev. 20 still 1lies in the
future, this with reference to Schieferdecker's belief. Iowa
said it is Lutheran enough to say that chapter still lies in
the future.

5) Missouri said every type of ohiliasm is condemned by
the Augsburg Oonfession aleo with reference to what Schiefer-
deoker had held. Iowa said not every fpem was rejected by the
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Augsburg Confession.
6) The resurrection of all believers, without any exceptions,

will take place on Judigment Dgy. Iowa said, it is not at all
impossible that some of the saints should arise before Judgment
Day.

Some more péints brought out by Missouri against Iowa's
8tand were: namely that there would not be a twofold visible
appearance of Christ, because that teaching would militate
against the analogy of faith, and that there would not be a
twofold bodily resurrection from the dead, since this teaching
too, militated against a fundamental article of faith. Further-
more it was pointed out that Rev. 20 may not be used as a
sedes doctrinae because Rev. was a prophetic and emblematic
book.

Since the Iowa colloquists had to attend a meeting in
Fort Wayne, the colloquy was cut short. However, on the basis
of what had been discussed, Missouri said that they ocould not
g0 into fellowship with Iowa. It was deplored that time had
been so short, and that not all points cculd be discussed in
detail. Tye hope, nevertheless, was expepessed, that the two
groups could get together again at some future date for further
discussions. The committee representing Missouri consisted
of C. F. W. Walther, Dr. W. Bihler, Ohr. Hochstetter, A. Huegli,
K. Koch, ¢. Wassermann, Fr. Stutz, and G. Bilerlein. Iowa's.
committee was comprised of G. Grossmann, Sigmund Fritschel,
Gottfried Friteschel, and Fr. Becker.




-90 -

When reading through the arguments for chiliasm as pre-
sented by the Iowa Synod at this oolloguy, one cannot but note
the great similarity between them and Sohieferdecker's position
as he had expressed them earlier in his relation with the
Missouri 8ynod. But to claim that Schieferdecker was responsible
for the views of Iowa is entirely unfounded. Iowa's chiliasm
antidates Schieferdecker's entrance into that Synod. However,
chiliasm seemed to be the new doctrine in vogue amo g the
laxer Lutheran bodies at this time, also in Germany.

In 1873 the Iowa Synod met one of its gravest pneriods
of crisis. The unrest had started in 1870 already though
it was not noticed at that time. Because of various causes,
as for instance, the dootrinal stand of Iowa, and the general
trend of the times, to organize into lerger bodies. The lowa
8ynod met in this year at Davenprot, Ohio.30 Here the district
was split into the Eastern and Western Districts. A lso at
this meeting the differences between Iowa and Mjssouril were
discussed. Iowa then formulated its position in the Davenport
Thesis. The constttution was also changed, to clarify cersain
terms, on the instigation of Schieferdecksr and Klinlvorth.’l
Doubts were already raised at this convention, whether it
had been wise to change the constitution thn-.jz The older
pastors, who had been trained at Neuendettelsau, wished to

adhere to the doctrines of their teachers in that institution,

30, G. Fritschel: Jeschichte, p. 243,
31! m- m-, P Z“o
32. Deindoerfer: Denksghriff, p. 3.




while the younger group of pastors was very strongly leaving
the newly organized Synodical Conference.

In 1874 Schieferdecker had had a conference with Dr.
Walther at Ottowa Lake, where Schkeferdecker was pastor at
this time.Bh Things were lining up for a mass going over
from Iowa to lMissouri. HMuch propaganda weas also produced

35

for this going over into Missouri.

After this unrest and smoke was in the air, Iowa held
ite Synodical Oonvention in 1875 at Madison, Wisconsin, from
the 27th of May to June 2nd. Among the names of the pastors
present, we find many that later joined either the Wisconsin
or the Miesouri Synod. 8chieferdecker was present, and was
one of those who preached at one of the services in conneotion

with the oonvention.36 President Grossmann himself was not

33, TNeve: A Brief History of the Lutheran Church in
America, 2nd edition, p. . ‘

34, Fritschel: Geschichte, p. 2h5.

35. Ibid., p. 246. It is interesting to see that at
thie same Time, when Sehieferdecker was making provision to
return to the Missouri Synod, Pastor Kilian from Texas was
held for a while on chiliastic bonds. But soon on the
basis of the experience the Western Dbéstrict men had gather-
ed in their controversy with Schieferdecker in 1856, Kilian
was shown on the basis of Scripture that chiliasm was wrong.
Qoncordia Historicel Institute Quarterly, wvol. XVII, ne. 1,

p. 1B. .
36. Iowa Bynodal Bericht, 1875, p. 3l.
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able to attend this convention, but he had sent in his address,
which was re=dy by Vice-President Deindoerfer. He mentioned
in his address the causes for holding the convention, among
which we see the trend towards the Synodiezl Oonference.37
The first subject that was discussed by the convention
was the Denkschrift written by Inspector Bauer on the stand
of Iowa.;"s Under this topic, the convention discussed whether
they had changed their dootrinal position since its founding
in 1853. A group led by Klindworth, Schieferdecker, Matter,
and Kleinlein claimed that the Bynod had changed in doctrine
in reference to chiliasm. They held that formerly Iowa had
orass chiliastic views, while now they were only holding to
the subtle chiliasm of Spener. For this reason, this group
advocated that the Synod should openly report this change
in doctrine. Against this the other group said that Iowa's
position really had not changed, though individuals had
changed their views on chiliasm. They also maintained that
they hed never held chiliastic views as a2 Synod. On the
Confessione too, Iowa held that they had never changed their
position, but only clarified it. Wuen it was seen that the
"opvosition party" as Klindworth, Schieferdecker, and their

37. 1vid., p. 5 1.

38. Information contained in this section on the Iowa
Convention of 1875 is taken from the 83 :
1875, unless otherwise noted. Iowa Sy

have been used all the wayz throug pap :
of those used, no other ones were availdblo at that time.

It was reported, that the Bori to themselves were no longer
extant. ose used came ibrary of Ocncordia Seminary,

8t. Louls,
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groun were c=ll2d in the Iowa Report, and the other group
would not get togethsr on those points, it was decided that
a new ze% of Theses should be set up to show Iowa's present
stand. REight of these theses were presented to the convention.
Under the first, with reference to adherence to the Confessions,
B8chieferdecker inserted, that it sho:ld be considered 2 doctrine
thet the Pope is the anti-Christ. Iowa did not want to accept
thig Missouri doctrine because it said that no where in
S8cripture did we have the d4finite statement, that the Pope
was the anti-Christ. Therefore that stztement should be
considered a theological question since it was based entirely
on deductions. Also considered theological questions were.
t.0se on Rev. 20, and the universal conversion of the Jews.
Bchieferdecker objected to making the scope of theclogieal
guestions 8o wide that the doctrine of the anti-Ohrist and
others could be inecluded. Nevertheless, that's where Iowa
put then.

In the next theses the change in the doctrinal stand
was discussad. Schieferdecker maintained that Iowa had now
made something a doetrine, which formerly had not been con-
sidered thus. Iowa pointed out to him, that just because
he did now accepnt the Pope as the anti-Christ for example
did not mean that the whole Synod had ohanged its doctrinal

vogition.

On open questions, Iowa now set up the thesis that they
rejected the idea that all questions, though taught in Scripture,
but which had not yet been discussed in the Confessicns

because no -onuon:iy had mn iago.l over them, would be
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considered open questions. They also were willing to change
the term "open questions" to "questions not devisive of church
fellowships". This section on open questions was set up to
clarify I wa's stand for Missouri?g When these theses had

been presented to the comvention, Schieferdecker, and his group
handed in a protest. This group insisted that Iowa had changed
its decctrinal position for the following reasons and since

it h=d changed its doctrinal positiocn, should say so:

1) That Iowa had changed its position on open questions
in reference to the doctrine of the Ghurch. This group
considered this doctrine a clear doctrine of Scriptures
and not just a mere open question.

2) That the doctrine of the office of the keys, that
the church has it in the spiritual priesthood of believers,

18 not just a mere theological problem, but a doctrine of
Scripture and found in the Oonfessions.

3) That the doctrine of the anti-Ohriet, though not
really an article of faith, yet through the years it has
become a doctrins of the church and of the Confessions and
has to be recognized as such.

4) That a twofold coming of C prist and a twofold resur-
rection militakes against clear passasges of Scripture on the
visible return of Ohrist for Judgment Day and the resurreotion

of: all the dead, therefore those docitrines may not be con-

gidered as theological probleus.

39. The above is a very brief summary of the eight theses
set up in the convention. This summary wae considered adequate
for the needs of this particuler paper.
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To these protestations the Synod snswered that:

1) 8ynod has always considered the doctrine of the

L
hurch as a Soriptural teaching.

~

2) Synod has always considered the doctrine of the office
of the keys, and had neger considered it a theological question
as was asserted by HMissouril.

3) That on point number four they still consider these
guestions as theological problems. The third objection of
Schieferdecker and his group was not touched by Synod at all.

After a few other protests were handed in by various
groups, including Klindworth, Vollmar, Matter, Strobel,
Braeuer, Lutz, Kleinlein, Westerberger, Doehler, and others,
the convention finally settled down to business matters,

One can readily see how torn up with one controversy
after another this convention was. There didn't seem to be
any peace znd quiet left at all. The faction trying to gmet
Iowa into Missouri's fold was hard at work, and the other
groups trying to bring Iowa on a sounder confessional basis,
theugh without ulterior motives wer: also driving a hard bargain.
It is hard to tell whether Iowa had actually changed its
doctrinal stand in certain points, since Iowa's Reports are
biased on one side, and the Missouri sources on the other
hand are too. One thing however is quite clear in paging
through Iowa's sources, And that is that Sochieferdecker hasd
very little, if any, influence on chiliasm in the Iowa Synod.
We may suppose though, they accepted Schieferdecker into
their ranks in 1858 because their own number was small, they

were not on good terms with Missouri, and since Schieferdecker

Tl
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was expelled from that body, they were only too glad to acoept
him. In his last years in the Iowa 8ynod, Schieferdecker tried
hard to win that body over for Missouri, especially since he
rejected his chiliastic views. Now, asfter Igwa's convention
in 1875, when he saw that his efforts were futile in winning
that whole body for Missouri, he had to return to his former
Synod alone. There was not enough agreement among the pro-
testing group in Iowa at 1875, so some of them joined the
Wisconsin and others the Missouri Synod. Those that left,
left on their own accord, but Klindworth, who was a professor
at Iowa's College was auapended;uo Of Schieferdecker's return

to Missouri, we shall hear of in the next chapter.

40, Fritschel: Ges caichte, p. 251.




CHAPTER VI
SCHIEFERDECKER'S LAST YEARS

S8chieferdecker had had dealings with Walther earlier

1
already, concerning his return to Missouri. It so happened

that the Synodical Conferenoe met at Cleveland, Ohio, on

July 1k, 1875.2 Schieferdecker came to Cleveland and met
Walther there. Even before Koestering, who had been Beyer's
successor in Altenburg, had left for the convention a
member of the "Chilizstenkirche", Schieferdecker's former
charge in Altenburg, had told Koestering that Schieferdecker
hzd been contemplating a return to Missouri. And now,
when Walther saw Kpestering at the convention, he told him
about the news, and that Schieferdesker had asked for him.
Then Walther brought the two together.
At first both men were silent. Then Schieferdecker said:
"Here I am, my dear Pastor Kpestering, not only in body,

but also with my spirit. By God'e grace I have seen
that I have erred. I am agein in doctrinal unity with

my brethren in the Missouri Synod, also in unity of
faith and confession®.

When Koestering asked him whether the report, that Schiefer-
decker was returning for ulterior motives was true, Schiefew-
decker answered, "No power or majesty on earth could have
forced me to return, but God alone".

Next the conversation in COleveland turned to the
congregation in Altenburg, at times called the "Chiliasten-
kirche", which had been split because of 8chieferdecker's

1. Fritechel: Geschichte, p. 215.

2. Der Lutheraner, vol. 31, p. 133.
3. 1Ibid,, vol. l_u!_,'p. 176. e




chiliasm. Schieferdecker himself brought up the subject,

and suggested that he go to Altenburg and urge the people

who had branched off with him to rsturn to Missouri again.
Koestering added that his own congregation, whieh had former-
ly been served by Schieferdecker would be overjoyed in hearing
the news of Schieferdecker's return. 8chieferdecker was

then also to write an artiocle in Der Lutheraner to ppenly

disavow his former teachings. This Schieferdecker was
willing and glad to do.

S8chieferdecker wrote to the congregation in Altenburg,
but his letter never reached them.h The congregation organ-
ized by Schieferdecker in 1857 still exists to this day.

But many of Schieferdecker's former parishioners who branched
off with him returned to their former fold in the HMissouri
Synod.5

On August 1, 1875, Schieferdecker's article appeared
in the iutheraner.6 The first three questions that had been
put to him at the 1857 convention in Fort Wayne were repeated
by him in this article. He admitted his erroneous stand,
and gave the reasons for his views. B8ince these reasons

are very similar to the ones presented against him in 1856

already, we need not go infto them here.

4. Report has it in Altenburg, that this letter was

not permitted to be read to the oongregatlon by those who
had the suthority, also, that m he Frohna members who
had branched off with Sohiorerdcoker returned to Missouri.

5. Der Lutheraner, vol. X8, p. 182 f.

6. Vol. 71, p. 113. ' L
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He also admitted, that he could have avoided trouble
in Altenburg, if he had stuck to the agreement he had made
with the pastors in 8t. Louls when he was up there to discuss
chiliagm., He ended the first section of his article with
the sincere hope that the rift which he had made in the
S8ynod eighteen years ago would be entirely healed. He also
mentioned thet his sin of separating because of his error
had been eating on his conscience ever since he left.

We may sum up his reasons for leaving Iowa under the
following eix points.

1) Thet Iowa does not want to admit that it had changed
ite doctrinal position, and that it insisted its change only
consisted in form, and not in essence.

2) That Iowa did not admit changing its tendeney, though
they z2ctually h' d changed it.

3) That Iowa, instead of admitting the anti-scriptural
nature of their chiliastie tendencies held by them in 1854,
were trying to put them into a more corwenient form, which
could not be judged, whether 1t was right or wrong.

4) That Iowa, though early it h=d had false doctrine
in the doctrine of 6hurch and Ministry, would not admit the
change it had undergone over a period of years.

5) Thet Iowa was still wrong on the doctrine of Qhureh
and Ministry.

6) That Iowa's dootrine of the anxl-chrict"an wrong.
That in summary is Bchieferdecker's article recanting his
former orré:p.. and ntﬁuu his ;i'palenl for leaving Iowa,
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and rejoining Minsouri.7 He realized his error, Thise takes
ug back to the convention of 1857, where he asked that he

be readmitted to lilssouri at any time that he would see

higs false views. He saw his false views and asked to be
readmitted.

When 2 man has stood up for his cpnvictiona against the
rolling stream, and has bucked the current just because his
convictions would not permit him to drift along with the
current, we most certainly must admire him, even if his
convictions were not based on Seripture. How much more
don't we admire a man, who after he has erred and realizes
that he hss erred, is man enough to aéimit his former erroneocus
stand. Not every man would have returned to his former
church connections after having rcalized that he had made a
mistake in leaving them. BSuch a man was Schieferdecker.

He asked for readmission into the Northern District
because he received a call to the Hillsdale and Cold Water
Congregations in Michigan. We Eead the following report in

the Northern District Report of 1876:

"In die Bynode wieder aufgenommen wurde mit herzlicher
Freude Herr Pastor G. A. Schieferdecker. Derselbe war
von der Iowa-Synode ausgetreten und hatte im %
ein oeffentliches Bekenntniss abgelegt, in Folge des

er an die Synodalgemeinden von Hillsdale und Oold Watez,
Michigan, berufen worden war. Er gab das ernste Ver-
sprechen, hinfort durch goettliche Gnade alles Aergerniss
in Lehre und Leben meiden, den Ordnungen der Synode sich
fuegen und an dem Aufbau derselben nach dem nahla.htn
Maas seiner Kraefte redlich arbeiten zu wollen.,®

7. Dexr Lutherasner, vol. 31, p. 113 f£f.
8. Northern District Report, 1876, ». 7.
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Even =2t his return, the hearts were still not well disvosed
towards him as we can see from the above quotation. /

After Schieferdecker had served these two oongregationn‘h
Miochigan for about a year, he received a call to New Gehlenbeck,
Madison County, Illinois, through Dr. Walther's help.
Schieferdecker greatly appreciated this, since now he came
into the vicinity of S8t. Louis, Where his old friend Walther
lived, and where he could attend the profiteble monthly
meetinge of the clergy of St. Louis and vicinity.

On June 10, 1891 he was privileged to ®elebrate his
fiftieth amnniversary in the ministry.9 The congregation,
in order to show their deep appreciation for the services
their faithful pastor had rendered them during the past .
fourteen years, surprised him with a big celebration in his
honor. Koestering preached the sermon for the church service.
He hzd chosen as his text Psalm 115, 1. For his theme he
had chosen, "Gedanken eines frommer Dieners Christi am
Ehrentage seines BOé;éahrigen Amtsjubelaeums®. In the first
pary Koestering answered the qguestion why a pastor's fiftieth
anniversary should be a day of honor and of joy. The second
part treated the thoughts such a celebrant would have on
such zn anniversary.lo After the service Schieferdecker
remarked that Koestering had been too lenient om him in this

9. Der Iutheraner, vol. A8, p. 193.

1o. v.-luth. Homtletlk, vol. 16, ne. 2, p. 33.
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sermon, most likely referring to his former chiliastic
troubles. In the sfternoon Schieferdecker was persuaded %o
tell the story of his life, but Koestering says this became
quite 2 task for him, since he didn't like to talk =bout
himeelf. His theme was, "An mir und meinen Leben ist
nichts auf dieser Erd, was Christus mir gegeben, das ist
der Liebe warth'.ll Schieferdecker was very haspy about
the way his fiftieth snniversary was celebrated.

Five months after tihis celebration, Schieferdecker died,
on Moandey, November 23, 1891.12 0n the Sunday before, he
had etill preached in hig own pulpit, That afterncon he and
hie wife had called upon a parishioner and stayed quite late.
Cn the way home in the darkness of night he was crossing a
bridge with his horse and buggy. When he missed a turn,
occupants, horse, and buggy drove off the bridge. At first
thie accident did not seem to bother him, but by Friday he
developed pulmonary fever. From then until Monday his con-
dition grew worse. He realized that his death was near and
said with Siwmeon, " Lord, now lettest Thow Thy servant depart
in peace, according to Thy Word. For mine eyes have seen
Thy salvation"., And so this man of God died, after having
set his house in order here on earth, at the age of seventy-
8ix years, eight months and eleven days. On November 26,1891
on Thanksgiving Day he was buried in the congregation's
cemetery at New Gehlenbeck, Illinois, and thus a truly

11, Der Luthersner, vol. 48, p. 193.
12, pPbid., p. 19%. |

———————————————————
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great man was la2id to rest.

Schieferdecker had 2lso been doing some writing during
his life. Besides writing articles for the Lutheraner he
elso wrote booklets. Bome of these are Timotheus, a booklet

for confirmands, and, Beicht und Communionbuch fuer evengelisgh-

lutherigche Christen, which shows deep understanding in

Christianity and great experience in pasteral care. 13
When we consider Schieferdecker's life and work, his

trials and tribulations, his joys and fears, and his doubts
end hopes, we are reminddd of the verse Koestering quoted
in conclusion of his sermon at Schieferdecker's fiftieth
euniversary in the ministry,.

Hilf ferner Auch, mein treuer Hort,

Hilf mir zu allen Stunden.

Hilf mir an all und jedem Ort.

Hilf wir durch Jesu Wundsen;

Hilf wir im Leben, Tod und Noth

Durch Ohristl Schmerzen, Blot und Tod,

Hilf mir wie du geho&fen. Amen.

13. Der Lutherener, vol. B8, p. 194,
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APPENDIX A
Protokoll der Gemeindeversammlung vom 28 Mgerz, 1858
The first part of the minutes deal with matters not per-
taining to thies thesis

Mer (Gomeinde vurde zufoerderst von den Herrn Trustees
mitpeteilt, daez in Betrefs der hewuszten Klage gegen Georg \
Albert Schieferdecker,® der Termin deshalb nicht habe von |
gich gehen koennen, well die ¥orm der Flage nicht genau !
naeh der im Gesetzbuch vorgeschriebenen Rogel sel einge-— |
richtet gewesen,

2. Beschlossen, dasz unsere Herrn Trusteeg ferner
neeh ihrer besten Einsicht u(nd) nech Pflicht ulnd) |
Gewiansen handeln gollen, um in dem vorliegenden Falle das
saenvtliche Kircheneigenthum der e%y hiesigen ev. luth.

“emeinde zu sichemn nind) den Veg elnsehlsgen, der zum Zlele

fuelrs.,

1. The originel minutes first had "Pastor Schieferdecker®,
but this was erossed out with pencil, ané "Georg Albert"
substituted for "Pastor®,
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