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Introduction and Thesis

To the eyes of church historians, the twentiethtuy was a century of
revolution. For over a thousand years the Chrstiligion had known only
division. When serious disagreements erupted tabkshed churches, factions
would form, and one faction would separate itself e expelled from) the
other’ Once separated, churches simply did not seekileunThis was the
established pattern.

In the twentieth century, a series of church uniaksred the pattern and
pointed to the beginning of a new era in churchonygs One of the many unions
that characterized the century was that of the gstical United Brethren (EUB)
and the Methodist Church. When these two churcloésdvto adopt a plan of
union in the mid-1960s, the resulting merger reathithree religious movements
that had been only narrowly separated in the d800s.

It is impossible to deny that the resultant Unitéethodist Church (UMC)
came into being as a unified entity. On a veryidbesel, from precisely April
22, 1968 until the present, there has been onetdhethodist Church. Under
the plan of union, the two churches became straltjupne. Their ministers,
funds, administrations, Conferences, propertieseds, and hymnals all con-
verged, and, within a few years of the merger, vegetematically unified.

But on another level, a question still remains: kas United Methodist
Church developed a unified identity? In other veprdo United Methodists still
actively think about their churches in terms ofnfier denomination, and, more
importantly, do they base actions on such thoughts?

One approach to answering this question is to Etdkcalities that have,
historically, been strong centers of both EUB anethddist activity. One such
locality is Williamsport PA. Situated in centraghsylvania on the Susquehanna
River, Williamsport is the home of two of the stateore historically prominent
United Methodist Churches. One of these churcli@ise Street United
Methodist, is a former Methodist church. The otf@rst United Methodist, is a

! For examples of this phenomenon, see Roland Baifitee Reformation of the Sixteenth
Century(Boston: Beacon Press, 1952).

2 paul Washburmn Unfinished ChurckNashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 1984), 115.

¥ Washburn, 115. Note that this is an oversimpiiiiin, there were a smallish minority of EUBs
who refused to participate in the union and fortfelEvangelical Church of North America in
1968 (cf. Washburn, 112-114.).
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former EUB church. Through the examination of aieseof interviews of

laypeople conducted by the author, a statisticalyais of membership trends in
the two churches, and an analysis of certain palsteervice records and
interviews, it can be conclusively shown that althio “former denomination”

prejudice played a role in the life of Williamsperichurches throughout the
seventies, by the mid eighties it was clearly dyigd is now, for all intents and
purposes, a dead issue.

This analysis could be conducted in isolation armule make perfect
sense with regards to modern history. Howevethaut a more detailed history
of the churches involved, most people would bénendark as to the larger issues
and context of this identity study. Even amongtethiMethodists, very few are
aware of their various congregational and denoritnat heritages these da¥s.
For this reason, two histories will precede thelysis as a supplement of
important information.  The first is a generaltbrg of the United Methodist
Church. The second consists of two local histottesse of Pine Street UMC and
of First UMC.

TheEarly Divisons and Attemptsat Union

In the late 1700s, three separate but closelyeeleeligious movements
were occurring in the infant United States of Aroari All three sprang, in some
respects, from a combination of the theology aadhigs of the famous English
circuit rider John Wesley and from the German relig movement known as
“pietism.” > Emerging shortly after the American Revolutiohege religious
societies were led initially by Francis Asbury, [RhiWilliam Otterbein, and
Jacob Albright. Because early attempts made tcaamate the movements
failed, the result was the formation of three semarchurches: the Methodist
Episcopal Church, the United Brethren in Christ,d athe Evangelical
Association’

Although the theological heritages, personal expees, doctrines,
methods, and ecclesiologies of the principal fousideere nearly identical, the
young churches failed to unite.The failure of an early union might not seem
quite so odd if these men had not known each athéad not enjoyed the very
cordial relations that they did. But the factstaand it is very clear that Asbury
(the Methodist Bishop) considered Otterbein (thenfiter of the United Brethren)
a sort of spiritual father. In fact, Asbury evesnducted Otterbein’s funeral ser-
vices as a tribute to him. Similarly, Albright é¢Hounder of the Evangelical
Association), served for a time as a Methodist stéri and, when forming his

* Rev. Dennis Otto, interview by author, 18 Novem®@®3, Williamsport, in the possession of
the author.

®> Washburn, 41.

® Washburn, 43.

" Washburn, 37-42, 48.
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own denomination, insisted that the Evangelical o&g&gion use Methodist
materials translated into GermarCoupling the fact of the ecclesial/theological
interdependences of these churches with a knowleflghe exceptional early
relations they shared, it seems surprising thatetttaree groups did not either
merge into one denomination initially or do so with short time.

The thing that kept these three groups separat@lly, was the refusal of
Francis Asbury to allow Methodist worship and pteag in the German
languag€. Because of this, Otterbein, though a good frievmyld never join the
Methodist Episcopal Church, as he considered hssion to be to “minister
among the German-speaking people in the New WdfldAlbright, as noted
above, had joined with the Methodist Episcopal €Chuand even served as a
minister’’ He left the Methodist Episcopal Church after arsmeeting with
Francis Asbury in which Asbury made it clear thare was to be no work in the
German language. Tradition records him as sayihghere is no room in the
Methodist Church to work in the German language @ the Pennsylvania
Germans, | am going back to do that wotk.Because of the disagreement over
language, three churches were formed where only bmbenged (in terms of
doctrine and polity).

In the early 1800s, all three churches would gbteah one time to merge
with each of the other two. The United BrethrerCinrist initiated the first two
attempts at merger. Key Brethren leadership, qddily Bishop Christian
Newcomer, began to see no reason why three bodibssuch similar doctrine
and polity should remain separate. However, Newatsnproposals were
rejected because the Methodist and Evangelicaklshgp argued that the United
Brethren in Christ were not “sufficiently formedtana denomination” to be
considered an equal partner in a merger.

The third proposed merger sprang out of the Mesisdiaving formally
established a German mission in 1835. After thattdeof Asbury, many
Methodist leaders came to the realization that ais vioolish not to conduct
ministries among so sizable a population. ManyHhddists began to favor a
union with the Evangelical Association, so that Eangelicals could run the
German wing of the Methodist Church. “After allligy reasoned, “because the
German language was our only real cause for divjsie should once again be
part of one fellowship.” After a long series ofoposals and debates, the
Association General Conference of 1871 was readyte for a merger with the
Methodists. The vote resulted in 38 favoring tiéon and 37 voting against it.

8 Washburn, 49.

° Washburn, 41, 49.

9 washburn, 43.

™ Charles Miller and William Rakefhe Histories of the Pennsylvania and Central Rghrania
Conferences of the Evangelical United Brethren €h¥ork, PA: Craft Press, Inc., 1968), 509.
12\washburn, 49.

13 Washburn, 50-51.
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The presiding bishop, J. J. Esher, ruled that thpnty was “insufficient for so
far-reaching an action,” and the idea of a mergas, for a time, laid to rest.

In spite of the various attempts at greater utliigt were made in the
1800s, it was division, not unity, that this cegtwould bring on all three of the
churches. The Methodist Episcopal Church wasitsetb endure a major split.
Like many American Churches, the Methodists weraddd over the issue of
slavery. In 1844, the issue came to a head an&Gémeral Conference voted to
divide the Church along geographic boumtisWhile the Methodist Episcopal
Church did parent many splinter groups in the ybafsere the Civil War, none of
these groups robbed the mother church of nearljnasy members as did the
North-South split of 1842°

Neither the United Brethren in Christ nor the Eyelical Association
suffered splits in the antebellum period. Thiswoence owes much to the fact
that each of these churches were primarily regieharches, whose followings
were strongly concentrated in the northern stdteShe splits that came to these
churches came in the late nineteenth century, aodreed primarily over church-
political issues.

By the late 1880s, both churches had been cordrbleradical conserva-
tives for long periods of time. So-called “progegs” in both churches came to
challenge the authority of the conservative fadiorin the case of the United
Brethren in Christ, the progressives won their lbattin 1889, many of the
indignant conservatives left the denomination avst their legal battle to keep
their church properties. They formed the UnitedetBren in Christ (Old
Constitution), which name expresses their desiréhdtdl on to some of the
polity/doctrine of their Church that the progregsiwvere throwing out. They
never reunited with their mother church, and renaaseparate entity to this d&y.

The results of the church-political differencesreveery different in the
Evangelical Association. Between 1891 and 1894, tbnservative, ultra-
authoritarian Bishop J. J. Esher, who had singledbdly defeated the proposed
Evangelical-Methodist merger in 1871, won his leattith the progressive faction
led by Bishop Rudolph DubS. Dubs, a leader of the group that had favored the
merger with the Methodist Episcopal Church, hadesewdisagreements with
Esher and his followers, particularly on issuesraurding the power of the
ecclesial hierarchy and the continuing use of Gerimaworship services. As
hostilities came to a head, conservatives and pssgres separated, each holding

1 Miller and Raker, 551 and Washburn, 59.

15 Rev. Frederick E. Mase¥ethodism in Central Pennsylvania 1771-1466banon, PA: Sowers
Printing Company, 1971), 120.

% Maser, 117, 118, 122, 124, 125, 126.

7 Miller and Raker, 515.

8 \wWashburn, 55.

19 Miller and Raker, 557.
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their own General Conferences in the year 1891n 1894, after loosing a long
series of court battles, the Dubsite faction wasdd to yield all their property
(church buildings, etc.) and the right to use thma “Evangelical Association” to
the Esher faction. The conservatives triumphed,afdime, and the expelled
progressives regrouped under the name of the UBNadgelical Church®

The Evangelical Churches of Williamsport, whichrevéypical of Central
Pennsylvania Conference churches, almost all sideth Dubs’ United
Evangelical Church. The only holdout was First iigelical Church, which was
better known as “the German-speaking chuféh.”All of the other local
Evangelical churches sided with Bishop Dubs andgcansequence, lost their
church buildings® Tempers flared, and personalities clashed, aritiaviisport
took on a special importance to the United Evangtdi as they came to the
English-speaking Bennett Street Church to orgatize Central Pennsylvania
Conference of the United Evangelical Chufth.

The Century of Reunion

If the nineteenth century can be called the cgntirdivision for the
spiritual grandchildren of Wesley, then the twethtieentury was the century of
their reunion. The ecumenical movement was comoingge in America, and,
like many other churches that had been torn aparsdsues such as slavery, the
Wesleyan churches were becoming increasingly willio lay aside their past
differences and to attempt to reunite.

The Evangelicals decided to reunite first. Thissvpartially due to the
Evangelical Association’s having come to see Ehgés the language of their
constituency in the future, and partially due tealing of shame and foolishness
(on both sides) at having let things get so oltanfd at the end of the nineteenth
century. As early as 1907, the two denominaticegah to seek a reunién. In
1916, joint services were held to commemorate tleefmundredth anniversary of
the building of the first Evangelical Associationuecch building. In 1922, when
the question of reunion was formally addressedperwhelming majority of
both groups voted in its favof.

The road to Methodist reunion was a much morecdiff and long-drawn
affair than was the Evangelical one. As was tlee agith the Evangelicals, there

2 paul G. Gilmore, “The 1894 Evangelical Associat&piit and the Williamsport Evangelical
Churches, The Chroniclevol. 5 (1994): 57.

L Gilmore, 58.

22 Gilmore, 59 and Lenore Losch, “Our Histos@" Anniversary Celebratioby First United
Methodist Church (Williamsport, PA: Publisher Unrein1974), 10.

% Gilmore, 59-60.

4 Gilmore, 62 and Miller and Raker, 558.
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were no formal theological distinctions separatihg northern Methodists, the
southern Methodists, and a smaller group which livaten with the Methodist
Episcopal Church in 1830, known as the Methodistdatant Church! What
made the reunion of these three churches moreculiffwas their differing
leadership styles and the understanding, on thte pamembers of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, South, and the Methodist PratésEhurch, that their ability
of self-governance would be drastically reducediswas because the northern
Methodist Episcopal Church was so much larger thanother two bodies. As
early as 1911, members of the respective denoramsatbegan to actively seek
reunion. In 1939, the denominations merged and tbe simpler name, the
Methodist Churci®

As has been noted, the United Brethren in Chesenreunified. How-
ever, they had continuously enjoyed good relatiavith the Evangelical
Churches. This has been attributed, historicallytheir similar doctrines and
their zeal for reaching German-speaking AmericaAsd so, in 1911, once the
Evangelicals began to openly seek a reunion, theetVBrethren “registered an
interest in making it a three-way union.” Theiquest was rejected, but only
because the consensus in the Evangelical Churcasghat “[the] reunion of a
divided church was too delicate a task to attempluiling a third body?® It
took more than 20 years after the formation of “Bhengelical Church” for a
plan of union to be approved by both the Unitedtien in Christ and the Evan-
gelicals. This union was difficult because of éi#nces in church polity and
confessions. In spite of the difficulties, the talourches came together in 1946,
taking the name Evangelical United Brethren (EUB)mM a simple combination
of the names of the parent churcf®s.

Ecumenism and interest in mergers did not dieetlaenong the spiritual
descendants of Wesley, and in 1968, with the iséube German language now
long dead, the Methodist Church and the Evangelicaied Brethren, after long
periods of exploration and negotiation, merged domf the United Methodist
Church (UMC) as the second largest Protestant dieraion in America’

The History of Pine Street UMC

Laying larger macro-historical issues aside, theosd sort of useful
history is that of the local churches to be studi€khe first key to finding an
understanding of just who and what “Pine Street UMCcan be discovered in
the very origins of the church. The Methodist Gluat Pine Street has always
been proud of the fact that it is the primary desleat of the very first Methodist

2"\Washburn, 58, 61.

2 \Washburn, 60-61.

2 Miller and Raker, 561.
30 wWashburn, 62-63.

31 Washburn, 162.
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fellowship to meet in the modern city limits of \llAmsport. In the bulletin of
the 1929 “103rd Anniversary” service, the writetesthat “four years before the
town of Williamsport was laid out, in the humblenhe® of Amariah Sutton... the
first Methodist Class Meeting was organiz&d.” That class meeting grew in
numbers, and eventually the need for a regular cthdouilding became ap-
parent® In 1796, Sutton deeded a plot of land (on the enodorner of Fourth
and Cemetery) to the Methodist Episcopal Churchetaised as a site for Meth-
odist services? This land near Lycoming Creek became the sitehef first
Methodist church building in Williamsport. It wanstructed at some point
between 1802 and 1805, and was appropriately naywsming Chapef®

In 1825, due to the pressures of “the growing &gtiin Lycoming
Chapel, the congregation purchased a lot on PimeetSt In 1826, the
congregation completed the construction of a neurath building. Pine Street
began to count that church as its first churchding, and has celebrated its
congregational anniversaries from the completiotthef constructioi® Perhaps
the reason for this method of counting, which hasrb reported but not
commented on in Pine Street’s telling of the stmryover 150 years, is that the
entire congregation at Lycoming chapel did not liméVilliamsport. In fact, a
goodly number lived in Newberry, and they went anfound a church in
Newberry, which was formally established in 1854However, the fact that Pine
Street numbers its congregational birthyear frorB618nd not, say, 1796 or the
like, indicates one of three things. Either théuatsite of the church, or the
gathering together of the distinctive congregationsome combination of both
was the basis around which the congregation foritsddcal identity.

The fact that Pine Street was the first Methodiptscopal Church in
Williamsport was something that was not soon fdegoty her congregants. It
was repeated over and over in the congregatiotésature, and it was an idea
ingrained in the heads of the young for many gdimera It gave Pine Street a
certain feeling of a historical mandate to be thstlzhurch in Williamsport, and
certainly, the best Methodist church. It was cmntid, and passed down, and
each generation added further to the glory achiéyetie one before.

For example, in 1844, based, once again, on thespres of space
constraints, the congregation of “Williamsport &taf’ as it was then known,

32 Souvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniverss the Pine Street Methodist
Episcopal Churchby the Pine Street Methodist Episcopal Churchl{@visport, PA: Publisher
Unnamed, 1929), pages unnumbered, but this infoomé on the sixth page.

% David Brouse, Jr. and Mary Jo BrouseNarrative of Events in the Life of Pine Streefteth
Methodist Churci{Williamsport, PA: printed privately, 2001), 5.

34 Souvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniverss the Pine Street Methodist
Episcopal Churchsixth page.

% History and Directory of the Fourth Street MethstdEpiscopal Churchby the Fourth Street
Methodist Episcopal Church (Williamsport, PA: J. $throck, 1906), 17.

3 Souvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniggyf the Pine Street Methodist
Episcopal Churchsixth page.

3" Brouse and Brouse, 8.
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erected a new church building and a new parson@gdy a generation after that,
in 1869, the congregation so enlarged and remodk&dhurch that they came to
consider it an entirely different building tharhid been before the remodeliffy.
Each generation built off the successes of theppaeious to it, and, for the entire
nineteenth and the early twentieth century, pregessl growth were the order of
the day. Pine Street was, by all accounts, themiper” church among the ten
urban/suburban Methodist churches in the immed\dtkamsport area.

By the time of the merger in 1968, Pine Street bexhtly added to its
early achievements. Early in the twentieth centtimg church expanded again,
demolishing the old building and building a new oriEhe colossal sanctuary of
the new building could seat 2500 people in fulMvief the pulpit. The pinnacle
of the steeple stood an amazing 185 feet off tleirmt®® The church became
nationally famous. It hosted 11 Annual Conferenakethe Central Pennsylvania
Conference of the Methodist Episcopal (and latepsi “Methodist”) ChurcH?

It once received a generous contribution from And@arnegi€’’ The great

evangelist Billy Sunday spoke in the chuféh.Finally, when the nationally
renowned songwriter James M. Black (“When the RolCalled Up Yonder,”

etc.) married a Pine Street member, he chose msfénato Pine Street from the
other Methodist congregation in which he had begivex*

In fact, it became a fashion that great commuregders should attend
Pine Street! Perhaps in part because of this, Pine Street atspired a
reputation as a very giving church. For exampiel910, during the dedicatory
services for the fourth church building, an eighty geriod of celebration, the
congregation gave over 62 thousand dollars towaadsng off the church’s
building loans”™ (In modern dollars, this amount would be arourtd®Imillion
dollars.f® This is a testament both to the wealth and paviePine Street's
constituency and to their generosity. Not only thdy give to support their own
church, as the current Pastor of Pine Street, Bherman, reported, “no other
congregation gives back to the city like Pine Stames. We [currently] invest
$40,000 a year in social ministry [in Williamspotf[

38 Souvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniaerof the Pine Street Methodist
Episcopal Churchsixth page.

% Brouse and Brouse, 37.

0 Brouse and Brouse, 50.

*1 Brouse and Brouse, 37.

2 Brouse and Brouse, 38.

3 Brouse and Brouse, 27.

*4 Brouse and Brouse, 29-30.

*5 Brouse and Brouse, 37.

6 Many thanks to: http://www.westegg.com/inflatidor the site’s help in the quick conversion of
the dollar value.

*’'Rev. Drue Sherman, interview by author, 29 Oct@®83, Williamsport, written notes, in the
possession of the author, aBduvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniversd the
Pine Street Methodist Episcopal Chuysleventh page.

50



But in spite of increasing membership, increaswreglth, and increasing
social prominence, in the early twentieth centuwlger men and women looked
back and longed wistfully for the simpler days diaw they called “Old Pine.”
For these men and women, though Pine Street wasanewormous building,
“beautiful to behold,” and “a credit to our cityif’ was just not the same as the
Pine Street of their childhood®. Just before launching into the description of the
plans for the fourth Pine Street building projebg author of the history for the
103% Anniversary Services pauses to reflect on theygyears of the church in
the late 1800s. He writes, “Mighty men of God thvegre, who in those years
ministered at the Altars of old Pine Street Churdlney preached the gospel, in
the power of the Holy Spirit, and revivals of réig were almost continuoug”
From the late 20s on, the sentiment that “Old Pwa3, at least in part, better
than the church of the present, became a continstoeam of thought in the Pine
Street literatur&® Long-time choir director and prominent music fisttér F.W.
Vandersloot, for example, even compiled his gospethgs into a booklet
deliberately titledEchoes from “Old Pine.” This feeling that the present church
was not as good as the church of old became lockedthe identity of Pine
Street. They were at once proud of their heritaige present status, and wistful
for days gone by.

Unfortunately for the people of Pine Street, tlerygdays of Williamsport
were about to be over, and as went the town, sd iteegreatest church. Pastor
Drue Sherman asserted, in his interview, that temise of the Pine Street
congregation was significantly related to the ecnito downturn that hit
Williamsport in the twentieth century. As the ddauwn business district became
increasingly unprofitable, Pine Street began tan&hias its constituency moved
away>! According to the report of the Methodist “Tabokitwho studied the
Williamsport Churches in 1966, between 1940 andb1®ne Street had suffered
a membership decrease of 44.3%%The powerful members of the community
began to lose interest in Pine Street, and mangugily found their way to
churches in the suburbs.

The congregation at Pine Street had a deep sdnigs mots and its
triumphs in the past. It was specifically prouditsfMethodist heritage through

“8 Souvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniverss the Pine Street Methodist
Episcopal Churchseventh page.

9 Souvenir Program of the One Hundred Third Anniverss the Pine Street Methodist
Episcopal Churchsixth page.

*0 For two particularly good examples of this, s&aé Celebration of Consecration and
Dedication by the Pine Street United Methodist Church (\&fitiisport, PA: Publisher Unnamed,
1980),” a copy of which is housed in the Methodisthives at Lycoming College, and the current
official church history of Pine Street by Mr. andsviBrouse, which was cited above.

0 The Celebration of Consecration and Dedicationh#igpage.

* Interview with Rev. Drue Sherman.

*2Howard S. Fitzgerald, “A Study of the Sixteen Mzdtst Churches in the Greater Williamsport
Area: The Tabulator's Summary” (Williamsport, PAhd Methodist Union of Williamsport, PA,
1967), 18.
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Amariah Sutton and the Lycoming Chapel, and alsmgbrof all its particular
accomplishments as a congregation. Thus, thesteeixboth a “denominational”
pride and a “local” pride. While they existed siol¢ side, however, they were
two separate phenomena. In 1968, as the MethBtiBt-merger loomed large on
the horizon, Pine Street had been suffering frameendous problem of falling
membership. This heightened the desire of the regadion to return to the bliss
and glory that, in their minds, the concept of “®litie” embodied?®

TheHistory of First UMC

Like Pine Street Methodist, First Evangelical h&s roots in class
meetings — first held by the Evangelical Assoomatin Williamsport in 1812.
Also like Pine Street, although without the samdftaess, the congregation
erected a small church building in town. Theydired the building in 1852, and
it was named the Williamsport Mission (later Marketreet Church) of the
Evangelical Associatiort.

In 1869, this mission gave birth to another migsidhe second mission
was made up of some of the younger members of dngregation who had
expressed a wish to have services held in Engligtithin a year, a lot was
purchased for the fledgling mission on Bennett &trand the English-speaking
congregation named itself Trinity Chapel of the Byelical Association. As
Lenore Losch reports in her bulletin-history ofgtiChurch from 1974, “A good
relationship existed between the two groups anéneiines Sunday School
picnics were held jointly as well as other sociihgrings.”

To say that the relationship of the two congremeti was negatively
effected by the 1894 church split seems a logioatlkusion, and indeed it must
have been, for Williamsport became a center of éshEvangelical Activity, and
the German-speaking congregation of the Evangefisabciation, which had, by
the time of the split, taken the name “First,” net@od alone as the only Evan-
gelical Association Church in town where there phegliously been fout®

In the period of the denominational division, thmited Evangelical
church grew tremendously in Williamsport. In smfehaving lost their buildings,
the three congregations (Trinity Chapel, St. Jotm’'the Newberry section, and
St. Paul's near Lycoming Creek) all grew substélgtia terms of membership.
Trinity Chapel changed its name to “First UnitedaBgelical Church,” and grew
to a membership totaling over 700 persons by £822.

53 Interview with Rev. Drue Sherman.
54 Losch, 5.

%5 | osch, 5.
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Although First United’s successes and growth mayehlaeen initially
offensive to some of the members of the Associatiomrch, by the time of the
Evangelical reunion in 1922, historian Paul Gilmasserts that, “there were no
traces of past hostility [in Williamsport].” In ¢4 the congregations so favored
the denominational reunion, that the older, Germ@anted church petitioned
Conference for the right to sell their building attdbecome one congregation
again with their daughter churéh.On the surface, this would avoid a seemingly
omnipresent problem in church merger talks, theblera of “where will the
united church meet?” Because the United church deshdy outgrown its
present sanctuary, however, it was not an optiothi® much smaller Association
Church to simply move in with the United Evangdlioae. Due to this fact, the
two congregations planned and built a new churdfichvhas been the home of
Williamsport First Church until this ddy. This experience was, in general, a
very pleasant one for First Church, and may haveritmted to the congrega-
tion’s willingness to take part in later mergera golocal and national level).

It is of note that the church merger had in no whyeatened the
congregation of First United Evangelical church,ickhrepresented the vast
majority of the post-merger parishioners of Firstkgelical. By sheer force of
numbers, it was evident to everyone involved thavauld be members of the
former-Dubsite church that would be calling thetsho

In a similar way, in the denominational sense,Uhnéed Evangelicals had
nothing to fear. As had been noted, all of therches in town joined the Dubs
faction save the Market Street parent church. ddreominational merger would
in no way effect the balance of power in the Des$triFor these reasons, this was
an easy merger for First Church.

In 1926, not long after the completion of its neuiltng, First Church
became a church of national significance whenitise General Conference of the
Evangelical Church was held within the buildfttg.Although it never achieved
the social prominence or membership that Pine Siviethodist achieved, First
Evangelical compiled an impressive record of itsnown 1933, its membership
reached an impressive all-time peak of 888 mentSertn total, between the
years 1840, when the Central Pennsylvania Conferasfc the Evangelical
Association was formed, and 1968, when the EUB Mredhodist Churches
united, First was host to 13 Annual Conferenceshef various Evangelical
denominations of which it was part. Like Pine Street, it was served by
impressive and well credentialed minist&sit was the Evangelical version of

% Gilmore, 62.

% Losch, 10.

® Losch, 11.

%2 osch, 10.

% Miller and Raker, 651-653.

% Dedicatory Program and other services commemoratiegcompletion of the New Church
Home of the First Evangelical Churchy Rev. A.D. Gramley, chairman (Williamsport, P@&it
Publishing Co., 1924), 7.
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the Pine Street Church in Williamsport. It wasdenhomination’s flagship church
in the city.

Approaching the 1946 merger of the Evangelicals a&ne United
Brethren, again, First could breathe easy. Theas @nly one United Brethren
church in town, and it was the relatively small 8hChurch of South Williams-
port® This meant that, once again, power structuréd/iifiamsport would be
unaltered. Whatever happened, First would contitoube the denominational
flagship church of Williamsport. In addition, riegr of the combining denomina-
tions dwarfed the other, and so there were no eapens of Evangelicals getting
“swallowed up” nationally by the United Brethrem,\dce-vers&® By this time,
First had passed through two denominational mergedsa church merger, and
never had its position of power or its voice witkiie resultant denomination been
threatened.

All this was about to change. When the MethodidBEunion was
proposed, First was, for the first time, in dangérbeing “swallowed up” by
another denominatioH. The differences were staggering; the Methodistr€tn
was huge. It boasted an enormous total of 11anililnembers, compared to the
EUB total membership of around 750,000 members.is Would mean that,
following the merger, only 6.8% of the resultanhdmination would be made up
of former EUB’s. Essentially, the EUB Church wageeing to be numerically
powerless if they joined the United Methodist CHfit

However, this general statistic somewhat blursréadity of the situation.
The EUB Church was a regional church concentratedhe Northeast and
Midwest areas of the United States. An EUB congieg in a district or
conference where EUB presence was numerically gtconld be assured that its
voice would be heard, even after the merger. Mais the case in Williamsport in
1968.

However, the Methodist presence in Williamsport a0 strong. Pine
Street was not alone in Williamsport, and the “GeedVilliamsport Area” was
home to exactly 16 Methodist Churc8s.As early as 1966, some Methodist
officials were hoping to bring the congregationd=o6t and Pine Street under the
same roof. Although no specifics as to the dynamicsuch a merger are given
in the report of the Methodist “Tabulator,” it iertain that what is meant is that
First should close its doors. The reason for teigainty is that First’'s building
simply could not have housed the combined congi@muatof First and that of

% Milton Loyer, “Systematized Backgrounds of Penmagiia’s United Methodist Churched he
Chronicle vol. 2 (1991), 56-86.

% Miller and Raker, 562.

67 Augustus O. Thomas, interview by author, 5 Noven#®93, Williamsport, written notes, in
the possession of author.

% Washburn, 69.

% Howard Fitzgerald, 1.
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Pine Street. Pine Street’s building, on the otteerd, could seat 2500, well more
than the combined total of both of the congregati8n

Analysisfrom the Interviews of the Laity

To create pool of information to analyze, two sligltifferent interviews
were created and given to five members of Pinee§tfeur members of First, and
one woman who is, contrary to the rules of the UNdGth a member at Pine
Street and an associate member of First. The ignesh the interviews can be
divided into four categories: (1) personal backgbwuestions, (2) questions
about feelings surrounding the merger, (3) questianout the 1977 arson fire
which totally demolished Pine Street’'s church b and, (4) direct questions
about identity’*

The first questions, those on personal backgrowmrde included both to
affirm the value of each person as an individualrse and to interpret any
problems with the information received. The inteww group was balanced in
terms of gender, years of membership (the averad#/i8 years), and former
denomination. As none of them was under fifty geald, all had lived through
the merger and had memories of it. In additioayttepresented people attending
the traditional worship services at their respectoshurches. As the people
attending the traditional services are most likdlgse who would hold to older
notions of identity, this should not be viewed aseakness in the data. It should
also be noted that those interviewed had beeramhelship positions for virtually
their entire tenures at the churches, meaningathigtthe opinions of active mem-
bers were taken into account. As active memberganerally those who set the
tone of church business, however, the opinionshet¢ people are the most
relevant for this study. Finally, none of them ®edirectly before the merger,
involved in a Christian tradition other than the thtist or EUB traditions.
From the personal background questions, it is dlat no potentially serious
problems can be associated with the demographitteohterviewees.

The second category of questions focused on thendgieational merger
and the feelings surrounding it. When asked thig gigect question, “Can you...
[say] what people thought about the [Methodist-EWidrger at that time?,” the
previously Methodist members of Pine Street stasited. Their responses were
typified by that of Donna Bollivar, who said; “I did remember hearing a lot
about it. | don’t think it was as much of an isgaeMethodists [as for EUB’s].
It's not hard to add “united” to Methodist. It'skat harder to accept the name
change from the EUB [perspective]. The identityswsdll in the namefor the
Methodists.”* Mary-Virginia Girton, the dual member of Pinaett and First,

“Howard Fitzgerald, 7.

" The Celebration of Consecration and Dedicationh#igpage.

2 Donna Bolivar, interview by author, 17 Novembe®2pWilliamsport, written notes, in the
possession of the author, emphasis author.
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phrased her answer as follows: “I don't think tjeg. people from Pine Street]
gave it too much thought. It was more of... [an essor EUB’s], they had to
change from Evangelical to Methodisi1.” Although Girton probably did not
mean to say what she did in the way she saidritnheents such as that were prone
to slipping out in the course of the interview. aimother place she said at the end
of a thought, “...since we were all Methodists, théBEChurch didn’t exist, it
had merged into the Methodist” Girton’s actual intention was likely to com-
municate something like what Bollivar had said, het wording was that of
absorption, not union. Girton’s unintended phrésgp does, however, point
directly to the fears of the six people who canoenfithe EUB side of the merger.

The former EUBs, with an uncommon solidarity, an®dethe same
question by statements such as, “we thought we’dvimlowed up.” In fact,
three of them used the specific phrase “swallowgda express what the general
fear was. But just what were EUB’s afraid would dveallowed up? Knowing
that their church would be numerically insignifitan the national post-merger
denomination, it is likely that they weren’t afraod being swallowed up in a
numerical sense. Suzanne Heilman, a former EUBna@mchber of Pine Street,
clarifies by saying of the EUB’s that: “[On the fage] they were accepting...
[but] there was a sort of an undercurrent that [geopere afraid we’'dose our
identity”’®  The identity to which Heilman refers could onlyvie been
denominational identity.

The interviews indicate that denomination was aitsge for EUB’s, and
may or may not indicate the same for Methodistpédding on how far one
wants to take Mrs. Girton’s comments). What carsdid with surety is that one
group clearly felt that their identity was beingdaatened, and the other felt as
though the merger “was almost a non-evéht.”

When asked what they personally thought about teegen, the Meth-
odists all responded with answers like, “it didsétem to effect me too mucH®
The EUB'’s sampled seemed to hold no consistenti@pn Suzanne Heilman,
the only formerly EUB member of Pine Street (in s#anple) came right out and
said, “l thought it was fine, | was for if® Chester Harbach and Augustus
Thomas, members of First, seemed more neutral. €lhehed that he “didn’t
form any kind of opinion about it at that timé” Of the two remaining, Dale

3 Mary-Virginia Girton, interview by author, 8 Novérer 2003, Williamsport, written notes, in
the possession of the author.

" Interview with Mary-Virginia Girton.

> Interview with Augustus Thomas.

8 Suzanne Heilman, interview by author, 2 NovemlI&32 Williamsport, written notes, in the
possession of the author, emphasis author.

" David Brouse, interview by author, 18 November20&illiamsport, written notes, in the
possession of the author.

8 |nterview with Mary-Virginia Girton.

9 Interview with Suzanne Heilman.

80 Chester Harbach, interview by author, 23 Octol®&32 Williamsport, written notes, in the
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Bower said that he “felt that fear” that “the EUB\W@ch would be swallowed
up,” and Burnice Kackenmeister said, “I'm not suiveas happy about it*

What can be said with certainty is that there weoeovertly hostile
reactions among the sample. Even those who pdhgdeared the merger did
not take strong actions to prevent it. There wikay three reasons for this.
First, as several former EUB’s reported, “it wadegision that Conference made”
and “it's one of those things that the hierarchyptoms.”®® This means that most
people felt personally incapable of stopping thegee even if they really wanted
to. Secondly, there was a consensus among botlpgrihat “we pretty much
believed the same things.” Thirdly, as the Pinee@thistorian David Brouse
said, “Before it [i.e. First] was UM, we came toeoanother’s events. We were
very much alike, it was not like going to a Lutherehurch or an Episcopal
church.® Put simply, the lack of strong local resistancettte merger (on the
part of EUB’s) was a result of the powerful ecchstical system of the EUB
Church, an understanding of shared doctrine, deelang of kinship with former
Methodists that came both from an understandingsitdred history and a
similarity in worship styles. If resistance to thierger was in the open at either
Pine Street or First, none of those interviewechaskedged it.

Although this is true, denominational identity didt simply die with the
merger. Augustus Thomas, who had moved to Will@ortsin the late sixties and
was looking for a new church said, “we would gonfrone [church] to the other
and still know which was which. That [ability teltone from the other] probably
lasted another five year8” Dale Bower reported that he was commonly of-
fended in the early years when people would talkuabthe Methodist Church,”
omitting the word “United® Pat Wittig, a member of Pine Street, related two
stories about former EUB churches that she haddhead that she felt pertained
to denominational divides in the seventies andteigh The first was a story
about “a man... who used to scratch off the word ielist’ from his church
envelope every Sunday.” The second story was fofraer EUB congregation
that specifically requested a former EUB pastothaiis particularly note worthy
about this incident is that it occurred in 198&\png that former denominational
identities were not dead, even at that relativatg Hat&®

The third series of questions focused around tne Btreet fire. The
reason that the fire is even an issue is that fiest the first church to invite Pine
Street to meet with them after the fire. Pine &ges met at First for one Sunday,

8 Dale Bower, interview by author, 31 October 2088Jiamsport, written notes, in the
possession of the author and Bernice Kackenmeisteryiew by author, 20 November 2003,
Williamsport, written notes, in the possessionhaf author.

82 The first quote is from the interview with Bernikackenmeister, and the second is from the
interview with Augustus Thomas.

8 Interview with David Brouse.

8 Interview with Bud Thomas.

% Interview with Dale Bower.

8 patricia S. Wittig, interview by author, 21 Noveent2003, Williamsport, written notes, in the
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and then moved in with Calvary UMC, a former MetisodChurch. Subse-
guently, a congregational merger between First Bme Street was formally
discussed. In the end, the special commission fPame Street rejectedf. On
the surface, this has all the feel of former dematonal tension on a massive
scale. But when all the votes were counted, no eren thought that former
denominational identity had anything to do with #ffair.

With regards to meeting at Calvary instead oftFgeveral reasons were
given, and none of them pertain to the former danational question. David
Brouse gave a very convincing reason when he Sawge’'d have gone to First
[as opposed to Calvary] we'd have lost @angregationalidentity.” He then
cited the fact that when Pine Street worshippedh Witst, they worshipped as a
blended congregation. Maintaining the distinctidentity of the Pine Street
congregation was certainly on the minds of at Isaste of the leaders. Although
Calvary allowed Pine Street to meet for worshipaaseparate time, Brouse
reported with some dissatisfaction that even whth separate meeting time Pine
Street’s “identity was blurred” during the stayGalvary®® A second reason for
the move to Calvary that was commonly given inititerviews was the financial
trouble in which Calvary found itself. Because Bine Street's enormous
insurance compensation after the fire, the PineeBtcongregation had more
money than they knew what to do with. Calvary,tiba other hand, had a very
large building, and was struggling financially tedp it maintained. Thus, the
seemingly obvious reason for Pine Street to me€ahtary was to help them to
maintain their building. A third possible reasamr the move was supplied by
Mary-Virginia Girton, who said, “Personally, | thght that perhaps [Pastor]
Derwood [Strunk, of Pine Street] was afraid of hmshis congregation® As
Dale Bower also testified, Pastor Grubb at Firsti€h was a magnetic pastor.
During Grubb’s tenure, from 1976 until 1988, FiShurch grew from 445
members to 695 members, an increase of about S@mger Not only did Pine
Street fail to grow over the same period, it adjuekclined®® Therefore, Mrs.
Girton’s theory should not be casually discarded pastoral rivalry may have
played a part in the move.

Likewise, denomination apparently played no rolehe decision of Pine
Street to rebuild, rather than merge with Firshe Pprimary reason given was a
failure to agree on a place to meet. The peoplEirst didn’t want to give up
their building, and the people of Pine Street didmant to move into First's
building, because, as David Brouse put it, “we wohdve become secondary,
and lost the identity of the group®” The idea of joining First in their building

87 Interview with David Brouse.
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was intolerable. To many members of Pine Strde$ would have been a
disgrace to their glorious past, and an abandonofehe ideal of the grandeur of
“Old Pine.”

Disgrace or no disgrace, (the former-MethodistshBp Warman was
intent that Pine Street should not rebuild, and fiis actions that totally discredit
any argument that the proposed congregational mdrgeveen First and Pine
Street failed primarily on the basis of former dewmational antagonism. War-
man actively sought to have Pine Street merge HRiitét, but, when he saw that
that simply would not happen, he came to Wiliamspo plead with the
members of Pine Street not to rebuild. He sugdeststead that Pine Street
merge with Calvary, their host, and a smaller UMrch called Grac&® Both of
these churches were former Methodist, and so thaseno possibility of any sort
of former denomination based animosity among th&rine Street rejected this
proposal as well. Warman, angry at what he peeceito be a waste of the
Church’s money, decreed that nearby Lycoming Cellags to end its long-
standing relationship with Pine Street and begiretate primarily to First> This
must have been an intentional slap in the facerte Btreet, because a rivalry had
developed between the two congregations concermihigh was to be the
“flagship church” of Williamspor®

Finally, the last category of questions relateduaent identity and trends
in identity. Several things were made very cleantthe responses of the group.
First, all of the interviewees but one said thatytbelieved that, in general, de-
nomination (e.g. being Methodist, Lutheran, Bap&st.) is less important today
than it was to people at the time of the mergdihe(only person who dissented
said that he simply didn't know’) One man, Russ Lentz, cited the fact that
United Methodist sacraments are open to anyonehoistian profession as an
example of how denominational barriers were braakiown® Second, all
persons who were interviewed felt that most youegpte knew very little about
the denominational heritage of their respectivegcegations, and almost cer-
tainly had no strong opinions about the MethodidBEmerger, one way or the
other. Third, all of the interviewees but two sthdy believed that the UMC was
moving toward a more unified denominational idgntiOne of the remaining two
abstained to answer, and, exasperated by the vgodfithe last few questions,
exclaimed, “ask the ministe®® The other one said only that he felt that “things
are being taken over by the independent churclaessty unclear respon®.
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On another issue, there was slightly more divisiowhen asked the
guestion, “Do you think that the 1968 merger wascesasful in creating one
church out of two, speaking in terms of self-idgrtj” seven answered yes, two
answered no, and one gave a noncommittal answedly@nough, the two who
answered no happened to be the very oldest twoleedm were interviewed.
And even these two did not claim that there wadrangly divided identity.
Mary-Virginia Girton put her answer like this, “bd’t really think so, at least not
one-hundred percent® David Brouse, who argued in favor of a unifiedridty,
commented on those who might have felt differemthyen he said, “It [i.e. the
feeling of divided identity] is a dying feeling. sAthe older folks leave us, that
will go.” %2

The interviews lead directly to the following @hmsions. First, most
Methodists felt that nothing had really changedtmnlocal level during and after
the merger. Second, EUB’s felt that their identitgs threatened, but took no
strong actions to combat the perceived threatrd]hithough there were tensions
in the two churches even until the late eightiessiholder people now consider
themselves to be solidly United Methodist; they éaaccepted the change.
Fourth, according to the older people, most youmgeple (born during or after
the merger) have little recollection of their Metligi or EUB heritage and are
unconcerned with it. Finally, the interviews susfgihat denominational identity
in general is on the decline, and many modern getiphd to look at Christian
churches as Christian churches,” not as churchagafticular denominatioff®

Supplementary Analyses

Three types of additional analyses will be usedadnfy the conclusions
drawn in the previous section. The first is aistagl analysis of the records of
members who have joined or left Pine Street andt Since the merger. The
second is an analysis of pastoral service recarvdsote changes in the back-
grounds of pastors who have served the two churchBse third is further
gualitative analysis based on interviews with therent pastors of First and Pine
Street, and on the written comments of three fonpastors of those churches.

The numbers used in the first quantitative sectaoe based on a
combination of the records of the Central Pennsybv&onference of the UMC
as reported in the Official Journals for the yed®69 to 2003 and information
extracted from the Pine Street Register of MemberétO77-present). Due to
key omissions in the data, information from FirsRegister of Membership
proved impossible to manipulate in any meaningfayw

191 |nterview with Mary-Virginia Girton.
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The following chart gives a chi-squared analy$ighe data extracted from
the Register at Pine Street. The original entgmge the names of the churches
from which people came or to which they went (fralover the country). These
names were, in all but two cases, coupled to daed, hence, useful in the
analysis. Information about the former denominaldoackground of all of the
churches listed was provided by Dr. Milton Loydre tArchivist for the Central
Pennsylvania Conference of the UMC. In addition, Dbyer made determina-
tions about several UM churches that are the prodia merger between a
former EUB and a former Methodist congregation. &ssigned “Methodist” or
“EUB” to such churches, based on the relative gteiof the congregations that
merged. Unfortunately, as the Register only weminf1976 (the year before the
fire) to present, the exit data from 1968 to 1936ost — although the entrance
data of everyone who was a member in 1977 wasrstilided.

In examining the following data, several possitéeises of error must be
considered. First, these charts count membersoutittegard to family units —
and so, while singles count only once in the datasgried couples count twice,
and families with confirmed children carry even maeveight. Secondly, the exit
analysis assumes that location is not a factoh@oce. This is simplistic, as there
are some areas that have no former EUB/Methodistchles within a reasonable
driving distance. Third, the entrance analysisiaes that all those transferring
in from former EUB churches were former EUB, andtthll those transferring in
from former Methodist churches were former Methtsdis Finally, churches
listed without addresses in the Register were asdutm be other churches in
Williamsport — as opposed to distant churches wighsame name.

PINE STREET
FROM
Meth EUB Other Total
1968-1979 63(49.6)  13(19.0) 14(24.1) 90
1980-1989 94 (102.2) 46 (41.5) 4632 | 196
1990-2002 87 (94.9) 40(38.5) 55.¢3 182
Total 244 99 125 468

X2 =14.62 df =4 p-value = .006

The chi-squared analysis indicates a statisticsilfyificant trend in the
former denominational background of people who rdoie Pine Street across
three periods, which roughly follow the decadeshsf seventies, eighties, and
nineties. The data indicates a downward trenthénpercentage of members who
came from former Methodist backgrounds, and aneswed percentage of

" The values in parenthesis are the expected vafiths, two variables (former denominational
background and time period) were independent. riLimbers not in parenthesis are the observed
values.
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members joining the church by transfer from botimfer EUB churches and other
denominations. From 1968 to 1979, fully 70% (i@30of 90) of the people
transferring into Pine Street were transferringgam former Methodist churches.
About 14% of the remainder came from formerly EUBiitdd Methodist
Churches, and the remaining 16% came from othesrderations. In the 1980s,
the percentages changed noticeably. Over the eairthat decade, about 48%
of those who joined Pine Street were from formetiMdist backgrounds, 23%
from former EUB backgrounds, and 28% from otherameimations. There was
very little change in the trend that was establisive the eighties during the
nineties.

This substantial turnaround in where people camm fwho transferred to
Pine Street might be indicative of either a dedrepdormer denominational
identity among Pine Streeters, a decreasing fodaeominational identity among
those entering the church, or both.

As was mentioned before, the exit data based erPihe Street Register
excludes 1968 to 1976. Because of this, the deccdrend of the seventies,” is
based entirely on the three remaining years. Begd years were very turbulent
ones for Pine Street, being the years they spadalatry. As such, the following
findings should be taken “with a pinch of salt,”the saying goes.

PINE STREET
TO
Meth EUB Other Total
1976-1979 36 (42.3) 21(13.3) 24 (25.4) 81
1980-1989 72 (75.7) 20 (23.9) 534 145
1990-2002 82 (72.0) 19(22.8) 33.24 138
Total 190 60 114 364

v’ = 10.47 df =4 p-value = .033

The trend shown by this data is counterintuitive shows that, between
1977 and 1979, 25% (i.e., 21 of 81) of people leg\Rine Street went to former
EUB churches. It further shows that in both thghtes and nineties, roughly
14% of all those who left Pine Street went to forB&B churches. Following
the logic used in the last section, this would séemdicate that members of Pine
Street are now more conscious of former denominatibhe problem with taking
that approach is that it doesn’t factor in the grafi people who left Pine Street
and joined First in protest of Pine Street’s regtbf the merger. To be sure, the
group favoring merging the congregations was ssfgllbut, as Mary-Virginia
Girton indicated in her interview, people did leakene Street over just that
issue'® When the records are analyzed, it turns out éfgtit of those twenty-
one people in the category of “To EUB” went, intfado First. The presence of

194 |nterview with Mary-Virginia Girton.
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this group of eight dissenters biases the statistiélthough they were certainly
men and women who didn’t give much consideratiofotmer denomination, the
crisis event of the fire made them show (in terhthese numbers) their lack of
concern for former denomination in an irregular wakhe actions of these eight
people unbalance the trend, making the deviatiomfthe expected variation
statistically significant. However, a proper exgéon for this deviation must be
the unusual circumstances of the Pine Street fi@mer denomination can only
be seen as a background issue in this situation.

For First UMC, the data is very different. Beoautsis from the Journals
of the Central Pennsylvania Conference, it is distaly in terms of transfers
from/to UMC and from/to othel®® Thus, there can be no analysis of the former
denominational identity question from it. Howevér, might be useful in
indicating that the concept of denominational ltya, on the whole, in decline.

FIRST
FROM
uMC Other Total
1976-1979 108 (94.7) 31 (44.3) 139
1980-1989 99 (113.0) 67 (53.0) 166
1990-2002 128 (127.3) 59 (59.7) 187
Total 335 157 492

v¥=11.31 df =2 p-value = .003

The above data from First indicates a strong as@dn the percentage of
non-United Methodists joining First in the 19808da consistently higher per-
centage in the 1990s as opposed to the 1970s. migtd indicate that over the
two decades since the 1970s ended people joinmsgffdm outside the denomin-
ation might have considered denomination less d&ctor as they selected a
church. There is, of course, no way to be suretwhased this trend. It may
simply have been the ministry of magnetic pastachss James Grubb.

Finally, the exit data from First UMC did not pevo be statistically
significant across the decades; when analyzedadt & p-value of .071. The
fluctuation cannot be comcluded to be other thactélation of a random nature.

In conclusion, it is clear that Pine Street’s ante data is by far the most
helpful, in that it suggests a substantial chamgéhé trend of the sorts of people
joining Pine Street since the 1970s. People witfmuner Methodist background
seem to have become much more comfortable witiddeeof joining Pine Street,
both from former EUB backgrounds and backgroundsther denominations.
First’'s entrance data is also mildly helpful, irogling that, percentage wise, more

195 Official Journal(s) of the Central Pennsylvania Asah Conference of the United Methodist
Church Eds. John Buhler (1969-1976), William Brown (12000), and Shirley Sowers (2001-
2003), (Mobile Alabama: M.A. Publishing, 1969-2008jilliamsport District Sections.
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people from other denominational backgrounds airgng First now than were
thirty years ago. Because of the circumstancewsuding the exit data from
Pine Street, it proved to be skewed and less tefpiut. And finally, First’s exit
data can establish no change in trend since th@sl3%&cause of its statistical
insignificance.

A second type of quantitative analysis consistexamination and inter-
pretation of the service records of the pastors hdnge served First or Pine Street
since 1968. The service records, like the Redikiarnal numbers, also suggest a
quiet breakdown of former denominational identity.

In 1968, Pine Street and First were being serye@homas Hopkins and
Melvin Whitmire, respectively. Whitmire never sedsa former Methodist for
the simple reason that he retired from First in51%¢ Hopkins also never served
a former EUB church, although he had the chancéH®was moved in 1972 to a
former Methodist church in Tyrone, PA. He retifesn that church in 197%’

The next pastor of Pine Street was Owen D. Brubakie was a former
Methodist, and he, like Hopkins, never served antr EUB church in his
career:®

In 1976, both churches got new pastors, and PireeiSexplored new
territory. Derwood Strunk, the new pastor of PBteeet, had actually served a
formerly EUB church before he was assigned to Bimeet. Although he was a
comfortable former Methodist, he had experiencekmgr with men and women
from the other side of the merdéF. In contrast, First got James Grubb, who had
never served a former Methodist church (althoughvbeld go on to do so after
his tenure at First):’

In 1984, Strunk was replaced by Walter Schell, waweer served a former
EUB church. Schell served at Pine Street untitetiged in 1995 In 1988,
Grubb was asked to be the District Superintendémhe State College District.
He accepted his appointment, and was replaced ajhenformer EUB, Robert
Close. Like his predecessors at First, Close lea@mserved a Methodist church.
He had served as a District Superintendent, howeseethis might be described
as the first time First was served by a ministeowiad extensive experience
working with former Methodist churché&

In the mid-nineties, both churches changed pastgasn. First was sent
Dennis Otto, who was, like all his predecessofferimer EUB. But unlike those

198 Official Journal of the Central Pennsylvania Ann@onference of the United Methodist
Church Ed. William Brown, (Mobile Alabama: M.A. Publistg, 1987), 422-423.
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who went before him, Pastor Otto had actually sttrae a former Methodist
church before coming to First. To date, First hager had a former Methodist
pastor™® Pine Street, however, finally got its first fonmEeUB pastor in 1995.
The Rev. Thomas Jacobs was a man both of EUB bawgkdrand who had
primarily served former EUB congregations during hiinistry. He was Pine
Street’s trendbreaker, breaking a trend that hayetcbeen broken at FirsSt! In
2000, he was replaced by Drue Sherman, anotheromitethodist background.
However, like Pastor Strunk before him, Pastor ®laer had already served in
formerly EUB churche$§™

What is truly amazing is that in 35 years, onlg @astor serving either of
these two churches has been a pastor of the opgositer denomination. Out of
a combined total of 70 service years, only fivedhbeen filled by the presence in
one of the churches of a pastor of opposite fore@omination. What is signifi-
cant, in terms of the larger analysis, is thateheas an increasing trend of former
denominational mixing among the pastors who sebat churches. While First
has not yet been appointed a formerly Methodistgpathe trend is clearly going
in that direction, albeit much more gradually thiae trend at Pine Street.

The final analysis used in this paper is basetherresponses of the two
current pastors of First and Pine Street, and tbfetheir predecessors, two of
whom served Pine Street, and one of whom served, fir a standard “pastoral
interview,” which was created to supplement thenviews with the laity. The
surveys/interviews of these pastors serve to gladiveral residual issues in the
analysis as presented thus far. They can be ndiilyed into two categories.
The first category is those questions that pertaithe reasons behind pastoral
appointments, and the second are those that peddime attitudes/identities of
the congregations.

Beginning with the first category, when asked thestion, “why do you
think you were appointed to this particular chufcRastor Close wrote that he
felt that the reason he was appointed to Firstiviprevious experiences in large
churches!® Pastor Jacobs said that he thought that he wgignasl to Pine Street
in order to assist them in a move from traditiotmlcontemporary worshifd’
Pastor Otto was quite forthright in saying thafélehe was appointed because of
his track record in “numeric/ministry growth'® Pastor Sherman said he felt
likewise!® The final respondent, Pastor Schell, indicated ke thought that he

3 bid., 450.

14 bid., 431.

5 bid., 461.

118 Rev. Robert L. Close, written response to a subsethe author, no date given, Lewisburg,
PA, in the possession of the author.

17 Rev. Thomas Jacobs, written response to a suiwéyebauthor, no date given, State College,
PA, in the possession of the author.

118 |nterview with Rev. Dennis Otto.

119 |nterview with Rev. Drue Sherman.
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was appointed to Pine Street because he was “itgiyneamiliar with the needs
of the church *?°

When asked specifically, “Might your appointment.ave had something
to do with your previous denominational affiliatiomnd the previous
denominations of the churches you served at prely@l the response was a
uniform, “no.”

In order to “beat a dead horse,” as it were, athimore specific question
was leveled at the pastors, namely, “Do you thhrk hishops have intentionally
appointed former Methodists to Pine Street and é&rElUB’s to First?” Again,
the pastors responded with a universal, “no.” étaStose elaborated on this by
writing, “as a member of the [Bishop’s] Council in01971-'77, that factor was
rarely mentioned**! The implication is that, if such things were targpoken of
in the seventies, they likely were not spoken ddlhin the eighties and nineties.
While affirming the clear trend of the pastorahses data, the pastoral interviews
seem to suggest that such data is not good evideitioer for or against the
presence/strength of former denominational identititin the two churches.

In the second set of questions, an interestingg@inenon played itself out
in the surveys/interviews. It was based around estijpn asking the pastors
whether their church had a strong former denononati identity; the three
former pastors affirmed it as a still living phermmon, while the two current
pastors disagreed somewhat. Where Pastor Jactdas “Eline Street's older
members” as feeling “strongly” about their Methadisackground, Pastor
Sherman seemed more unstffe.He said he felt as though some of the older
people were more staunchly “former Methodist” tlhers'*® Pastor Otto, on
the other hand, said that his people “didn’t kndaut it.”***

All of the pastors agreed, however, that formemasheinational identity
was a dying feature in the life of the two churchés Pastor Schell put it, “less
and less are [the] people aware of heritad&s.”

So, to recapitulate, it can be said that the pasto general, echoed the
sentiments of the congregations. They favoredonetithat former denomina-
tional identity was becoming increasingly unimpatfabut were divided over
whether or not to call it a totally “dead” issudn addition, they rejected the
argument that the bishops had appointed pastdfgdband Pine Street with the
former denomination of the pastor as a key priority

120 pev.Walter Schell, written response to a surveshieyauthor, no date given, Williamsport, in
the possession of the author.

21 Syrvey taken by Rev. Robert Close.

122 gyrvey taken by Rev. Thomas Jacobs.
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125 Survey taken by Rev. Walter Schell.
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Conclusion

In the late twentieth century, beginning with therger of the Methodist
and EUB Churches, the three religious movements lthd been so narrowly
separated two centuries earlier converged. Duthmg early stages of this
convergence in Williamsport, things were not alwplesasant. At times, feelings
ran high, particularly among the former EUB’s. Hmwer, in spite of some minor
offenses and causes for hostility, both former E&J&\d former Methodist failed
to think former denominational identity so impotteas to impart it to their
children. As the interviews, both with the pastarsl with the laity have con-
firmed, young people in the churches are not omlgomcerned with denomina-
tional heritage, they are becoming less concerneeh ewith their current
denominational identities. Many young believerseneome to the conclusion that
denominations are meaningless, and are now “ofofhieion that we have too
many denominations, and can't figure out wh$?"These changes in the way that
young people think about denominations and relgjimentity have led directly
to changes in the patterns of membership tranatdfgst and Pine Street.

Thus, this generation is witness to a great irovhat is ironic about this
study of identity is that the final conclusion thmatist be drawn from the data is
not that the identities of United Methodist paresiers have ceased to be
“Methodist” or “EUB” and have become “United Methstd’ but rather,
identities have found new, non-denominational foEhe convergence of identity
in the United Methodist Church has been a convesgem a higher “Christian”
identity, which exceeds denomination. As Marygiiia Girton put it, “narrow
denominationalism died with my parents’ generatioh.

As the ecumenical movement came of age in Ameirtchroke down
identity barriers among people of most denominatioCalvinists began to feel
more at one with Baptists, Protestants more atwotieCatholics. This feeling of
a larger identity has helped modern Christians&vé behind the denominations
in which they were raised, and to join other dem@tions that they find more
appealing. However, modern choice of denominasamarely determined by the
official theological positions of the church bodiésit rather, it rests on the doc-
trines, ministries, and outreaches of local chuscha the America of the twenty-
first century, “denomination” is not chosen; itcisurches that are chosen.

128 |nterview with Russ Lentz.
127 |nterview with Mary-Virginia Girton.
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