
Our Statement of Confession

In order to retain our membership in the Missouri Synod with a clear conscience, we must plainly state that we do not agree with nor do we tolerate these false teachings. The above six points are not occasional errors that are in the process of being corrected. Either these false doctrines have been approved by our Synod in Convention and become the new "official teaching," or the widespread practice of false doctrine and corresponding lack of discipline means they are the de facto teaching of our Synod. Those who desire to continue to have fellowship with us need to disavow these new false teachings. In keeping with God's Word, that we not participate (share) with those who do not continue to hold to the Apostolic teaching, we hereby declare that from June 28, 2005 we are in a state of confession against these errors.  If these errors are not addressed (in due time(, we will refuse altar and pulpit fellowship with those who err in these six points or with those who practice fellowship with those who err in these six points…. 
Over the next three years, we pledge to take advantage of every opportunity to speak the truth in love in order to call back our Synod to her former doctrine and practice.  Furthermore, we willingly offer our service to those who have questions regarding this statement of confession.

The above remarks are a quote from the Statement of Confession Trinity Lutheran Church entered into over against the new positions taken by our Synod in the 2004 Synodical Convention.  Our Statement was sent to the congregations in our circuit, to the Commission on Theology and Church Relations (CTCR), and I gave it orally to the pastors of the 3 circuits in the Austin area (about 25 in attendance) on September 20, 2005.  I have spoken with my circuit counselor, Rev. Kevin Westergren, about it on 3 occasions. I have written a major article for the theological journal Logia on the subject of civil religion.  I have written or published numerous newsletter articles on the points of our Statement of Confession.  I have preached about them, and taught extensively (to the handful of members willing to attend) about these matters.  In addition for the last three years, I have submitted resolutions to the voters assembly for the 2006 District Convention and the 2007 Synodical Convention addressing our points of confession.  The resolutions were submitted to the District Convention with the intent that they be passed and sent on to the Synodical one.  Failing that, the same resolutions were submitted to the Synodical Convention.  I will go over in detail how the 2007 Synodical Convention dealt with the resolutions.

As to our Statement of Confession, in February 2007 the CTCR officially responded.  They addressed 4 of our 6 points of confession declaring that we were wrong.  The Synod had not changed it positions on worship by encouraging diversity; on praying with pagans by allowing serial prayer; on requiring those who have Word and Sacrament ministries to have regular calls by allowing lay ministries to continue; on women in the church by allowing that women can have authority over men in church offices created by men, on ecclesiastical supervision by leaving it solely to District Presidents and the Synodical President to decide if charges of false doctrine could be brought against a pastor.  Furthermore, the CTCR said in their letter to us that our dissent concerning “close(d) communion and ‘revivalistic worship’…do not fall into the category of ‘dissent’ from the Synod’s position, but should instead be directed to those entrusted with ecclesiastical supervision in the Synod.”  As for the remaining 4, the CTCR document, which I went over in great detail in Bible class (again to the handful of members willing to attend) said we were either in error about what the Synod was really saying and/or about what the Bible really said.  Repeatedly, the refrain was, “We have no ‘thus says the Lord’ on this so we must be silent.

I responded to them with the following letter on August 14, 2007:

Dear Commission:

Thank you for your letter of February 15, 2007 and the copy of “CTCR Response to Expressions of Dissent (2004-2006).”  Our congregation studied these thoroughly for 12 weeks during our Sunday morning Bible class time.  A response should be forthcoming from the congregation.  What follows is my response.

You declined to address our concern about open communion and revivalistic worship saying that you did not believe these fell into the category of dissent from Synod’s position.  Perhaps our concerns are not part of the Synod’s official position, but they were part of President Kieschnick’s official report to the Synod, and the Synod in convention officially accepted them.

The convention officially accepted President Kieschnick styling open communion as a difference in practice not doctrine (”The President’s Report” Convention Workbook, pp. 4-5).  Also in his official report and accepted by the Synod in convention was his calling “‘contemporary worship…even in place of traditional liturgies and hymnody…God-pleasing” (Convention Workbook, p. 5.).  When the treasurer gives his report to my congregation, it is not officially accepted by the voters unless it is deemed correct.  The same is supposed to be true of the Synodical President’s report.  The convention accepted his reports thereby validating his remarks. Furthermore, Resolution 2-04 did call for “the development of diverse worship resources” (Convention Proceedings, p. 124).  While our Confessions admit that worship practices will be different from place to place, they don’t encourage diversity but unity wherever possible. Furthermore, our official position is that close(d) communion is our doctrine, not merely a practice.  Even if it were only a “practice,” the 7th objective listed in our constitution is that the Synod “shall…Encourage congregations to strive for uniformity in church practice.”  President Kieschnick officially encouraged the opposite and Resolution 2-04 called for the opposite.  Therefore, I continue to dissent in these two matters.

I found your lengthy introduction regarding “The Right and Responsibility of Expressing Dissent” unhelpful.  You quote our Bylaws, but leave out this salient point in 1.6.2.  A doctrinal statement “shall be…resubmitted to the congregation for ratification in its final form.”  This was added by the 1977 convention.  There have been no official doctrinal statements since.  What has happened is that lengthy statements on doctrine like “Guidelines for Participation in Civic Events,”  “Ecclesiastical Supervision and Dispute Resolution,” “The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices,” and “The Lay Worker Study Committee Report” are subsumed in doctrinal resolutions that are much easier to enact.  Therefore, doctrinal resolutions which have behind them lengthy doctrinal statements are passed at the Synodical convention where only about 11% of parish pastors and congregations are represented but virtually 100% of District and Synod bureaucrats are represented.  Since they are resolutions and not statements they don’t have to be ratified by the 6000 plus congregations to go into ‘law.’  A Synod that prides itself in its congregational polity has established a system that sounds democratic but in reality is oligarchic.  The power to set the agenda, enact the agenda, and enforce the agenda is in the hands of the few who maintain the legitimacy of what they do by saying, “The Synod decided this in convention.”  In reality less than 11% of the Synod made the decision.

In regard to participation in civic events the CTCR says: “the commission agrees with the dissenters that ‘joint prayer and worship’ with non-Christians must not in any way or under any circumstances be condoned or encouraged in the Synod.  It does not believe, however, that the dissenters have provided evidence to show that this is what the Synod has done with the adoption of Res. 3-06A and/ or 2001 Res. 3-07A.”  Resolution 3-06A commended GPCE “for study to help pastors, teachers, and church workers make decisions about participation in civic events.”  This document says that the majority of the CTCR believes that there are some circumstances where an LCMS pastor may engage in serial prayer in a civic setting without compromising our position regarding unionism.  I agree with the minority of the CTCR which believes that serial prayer is joint worship under any circumstances.  The Synod in convention accepted both views.  This is a change from what we have concluded in the past, so my dissent remains valid.

In regard to Ecclesiastical Supervision and Dispute Resolution, your response doesn’t even address our concern that only District Presidents and the Synodical President can ultimately bring charges.  All a layman can do is appeal to these officers of Synod.  He cannot on his own bring charges that have to be formally answered.  The sheep no longer have the right to judge doctrine; they only have the right to appeal to an officer of Synod who doesn’t even have to answer them with the Word of God.  He can simply say, “I disagree.”  You say on page 19 that the distinction must be made between humanly instituted ecclesiastical procedures that may draw upon scriptural wisdom and divinely mandated instructions that are required by God.  What your response does is use a humanly instituted procedure to nullify a divinely proscribed right.  You state on page 20, “All Christian - pastors, laypersons, other rostered church workers - retain the right and responsibility of ‘judging doctrine’ whether or not they serve on a specific panel or committee, and they carry out this responsibility in a wide variety of ways.”  Under Res. 8-01A, the layman can only appeal to District President or the Synodical President, and it is up to him to decide whether a person’s doctrine ought to be judged.  This too is a change from what we have done before.  Therefore, I continue to dissent.

In regard to Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices, your own response validates our dissent.  You refuse to address both aspects of 2 Timothy 2.  You regard the “and” in 2 Timothy 2:15 epexegetically.  Paul does not permit women to teach, that is, have authority over a man.” However, Paul doesn’t say “and,” which could be taken epexegetically, but “or.”  You say that unless we have an express ‘thus says the Lord’ about the implications of the order for creation for service in these offices we can only apply the order of creation to the pastoral office.  You seem to forget about 1 Corinthians 11 (”The head of every man is Christ and the head of the woman is the man.”), the analogy of faith, and legitimate inferences from Scripture having the same force as an express statement from Scripture.  I quote Dr. Robert Preus, “[A]ccording to historic Lutheran hermeneutics, a legitimate consequence, or inference, drawn from Scripture is as binding and authoritative as an express statement of Scripture” (The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism, Vo1. 1, 341-342).

Your repeated appeal to there being no express ‘thus says the Lord’ is reminiscent of how the Reformed do theology.  We have no express “thus says the Lord” for baptizing babies, every Sunday Communion, and not ordaining women.  These are legitimate deductions from Scripture that take into consideration the whole of Scripture.  Your casting about for a “thus says the Lord” is of a piece with your appeal to ‘sanctified common sense” (How many times has a Reformed person or pastor made this appeal to me!).  Sanctified common sense has given us women on the Synod’s Board of Directors (whose decisions direct pastors), women on the CTCR (whose words bind pastors), and women on the seminaries Board of Regents (who determine how pastors are trained).   Now the Synod seeks to extend its “sanctified common sense” into the local congregation where it is sure to affect the home and how husbands and wives relate to each other.  The simple issue the Synod is pussyfooting around is this: Is patriarchy an invention of men, as the feminist claim, or is it God’s order of creation?  If it’s of God, then men ought not to order their congregations or synods, contrary to it.  I continue to dissent from decisions which sidestep this issue.

Leaving aside that you simply assume that I Cor. 14 and I Tim. 2 do “not mean that women are bound by the very structure of God’s creation to refrain from any and every kind of teaching, speaking, or exercising authority over men - in society or in the church” (25), your response clearly supports going beyond 2004 Res. 3-08.  The only criterion you know of to evaluate the service of women in the church is whether or not an office requires them to carry out the distinctive functions of the pastoral office.  But the resolution itself says, “That women may serve in humanly established offices in the church as long as the functions of these offices do not make them eligible to carry out ‘official functions [that] would involve public accountability for the function of the pastoral office.’”  It’s not just a matter of carrying out the distinctive function of the pastoral office but being accountable for the function of the pastoral office.  I would submit that the Board of Directors, seminary Boards of Regents, and even the CTCR are accountable if they expect pastors to follow their decisions, opinions, or policies. 

You attempt to claim the high ground in your closing remarks saying, “The CTCR also believes, however, that we are bound to Scripture alone as the norm when it comes to making doctrinal judgments about the specific implications of the order of creation for the service of women in the church” (28).  This smacks of Biblicism.  You believe you are bound only by specific passages, not the analogy of faith.  In effect, you believe you are supporting the order of all creation when you deny it is a reality in any place but the home and the pastoral office.

You begin your treatment of Laymen Performing Functions of the Pastoral Office by referring to a 1989 resolution which appeals to “the absence of specific Scriptural directives.”  Again, your argument is that where there is no “thus says the Lord,” we are free.  From the prophets to the apostles to pastors, no one in the Scripture is to preach without being called, and we have agreed in our Confessions that “called” includes election, call, and ordination.

I find your use of Treatise 67-68 (p.31) to assert “-that there may be situations where those who are not called and ordained may carry out pastoral functions’” to be disingenuous at best.  The point of this section is that the German Church has the keys so She retains the right to call, elect, and ordain.  2004 Resolution 5-09 doesn’t call anyone into an office but says they can function as a pastor without ordination.  Even the example the Treatise cites of a Christian baptizing and absolving in an emergency, doesn’t support your point.  Emergencies don’t establish new rules; they prove established ones.  The fact that we think that there are not enough ordained pastors doesn’t constitute an emergency.  Based on the words of our Lord, it is the perpetual condition of the Church in the world (Luke 10:1).  In any case, while the Treatise recognizes that there could be a need for an emergency celebration of Baptism or Absolution, it doesn’t admit the existence of an emergency celebration of Communion.

In my opinion, while you have responded to our dissent, you have not answered it.  In fact, more often then not you are addressing someone else’s dissent.  In such important matters, it would have been helpful if you had actually responded to what we wrote.  In the meantime, my position remains the same.  The Synod has officially accepted open communion as a different practice; encouraged diversity in worship; permitted prayer with pagans; allowed only certain clergymen to judge doctrine; decided the order of creation applies in the church only in regard to the pastoral office, and affirmed that laymen may preach and teach in some circumstances without being ordained.  From all of these positions, I continue to dissent.

On October 5, 2007 I received a reply from Rev. Joel        Lehenbauer the Associate Executive Director of the CTCR.  In part, he quoted Synodical resolution (2-21) from 1971,  “‘If a member cannot for ‘conscience’ sake accept a doctrinal resolution of the Synod, he has the obligation and opportunity through mutually approved procedure to challenge such a resolution [This refers to the procedure we have been following.] with a view to effecting the changes he deems necessary.  Failing in that, he is completely free by reason of his wholly voluntary association with the Synod to obey his conscience and disassociate himself from the Synod.  Meanwhile every member of the Synod is held to abide by, act, and teach in accordance with the Synod’s resolution.’”  In case I missed this last part, Rev. Lehenbauer closed by reminding me that I have pledged “to ‘abide by, act, and teach, in accordance with the Synod’s resolutions.’”

We sent resolutions to the 2007 Synodical Convention.  They in turn dealt with them (or not) by the resolutions they passed.  I am to abide by, act, and teach you according to those resolutions.   So what are those resolutions?

 To our request that the Synod state that women are not to have authority over men in the church even in humanly established offices,  Resolution 3-07 was adopted 870 to 286.  It resolved, “That the Synod await the CTCR comprehensive report on the relationship of man and woman to be completed in 2008 and, upon its release, engage in thorough, synodwide study of this report.”  Therefore, I may not teach as I do in every catechism class, every Bible class, every sermon, that woman are not to have authority over men even in church offices devised by men.

To our request that the Synod declare it contrary to Scripture and the Lutheran confessions to join in prayer with those who deny Jesus Christ is the only way to the true God, Resolution 3-04A was adopted 980 to 96.  The Synod reaffirmed “that there is no salvation apart from Jesus Christ and that it is impossible to worship the one true God in spirit and truth (Jn. 4:23ff) apart from saving faith in Jesus Christ.”  A motion to delete the phrase “in spirit and truth” was made because it was thought this allowed people to say that Muslims and Jews do indeed worship the true God just not in spirit and truth.  It was defeated.  Resolution 3-04A goes on to resolve “That the Synod in convention ask the Commission on Theology and Church Relations, in consultation with the seminary faculties, to prepare a study of the natural knowledge of God, and especially its implications for our public witness.”   They did not repeal the 2004 Resolution 3-06A which commended the CTCR document “Guidelines for Participation in Civic Events” for making decisions about whether a pastor can participate in a civic event.  In that document, the majority of the CTCR believed that serial prayer, where people from different faith groups take turns praying, is not joint prayer.  However, the document also cites that a minority of the CTCR, two of them, believe serial prayer was joint prayer and therefore always wrong.  Since these contradictory views are in the same report and resolution, I assume I can go on teaching as I always have: participating in an activity where serial prayers are offered is sinful.

To our request that the Synod reexamine Resolution 8-01A “Ecclesiastical Supervision and Dispute Resolution.,” specifically that it allow for any Christian to publicly rebuke a pastor based on the Word of God, the Synod passed Resolution 8-05A 950 to 122.   This resolution recognizes that Matthew 18 provides that any Christian can rebuke another based on the Word of God, but it does not modify the 2004 resolution.  The decision to bring charges remains solely in the hands of District Presidents and the Synodical President.  However, Resolution 8-06 is also in response to our resolution; it passed 950 to 122.  It recommends that a special task force be called for to study the composition of the panels hearing disputes as to whether or not to include lay people.  The results of this task force are to be made public no later than the next Synodical convention in 2010.  Therefore, I can continue to preach and teach that lay people have the right and duty to judge the doctrine of their pastors, but the Synod’s dispute resolution process remains in the hands of ecclesiastical supervisors.  The Commission on Constitutional Matters has determined that if my ecclesiastical supervisor gives his okay for what I am doing, than I can’t be charged, and that my ecclesiastical supervisors must make their judgments consistent with Synodical resolutions and CTCR statements.  This decision, in the words of the sainted Professor Marquart, puts these resolutions and statements above the Word of God.

To our request that the Synod clarify its reaffirmation of closed Communion, Resolution 3-09 was passed 986 to 177.  It resolves “That all pastors and congregations who have established and practice communion fellowship contrary to the Word of God and the Lutheran confessions be encouraged by the 2007 LCMS convention to immediately cease such practice and return to a faithful practice and administration of the sacrament of Holy Communion by practicing close(d) communion.”  Why congregations practicing open Communion are only “encouraged” to stop and not required to, I can’t say.  I can say having seen several post-2007 LCMS convention Communion statements that many are still not doing this.  However, I can continue to teach that there is not merely a difference in practice between open and closed Communion (as President Kieschnick stated in his 2004 convention report), there is a difference in doctrine.

To our request that the Synod clarify that when they encourage “ministry equipping programs for laity” they don’t mean lay people should engage in Word and Sacrament ministry without a regular call, the convention said nothing.  The official Convention Proceedings say, “Blank space indicates that the convention adjourned before acting on the resolution that referenced these overtures.”

Our final resolution, one which did not stem from our Statement of Confession, asked that Synod state that the LCMS does have an official position on women serving in combat.  This was to give the young women of our Synod the theological basis for refusing to register for a draft.  It was respectfully declined 919 to 167 with this note: “Covered in May 2003 Lutheran Witness in “Combat Point/Counterpoint” article requested by CTCR and prefaced by Executive Director of CTCR.”  This article, which our 2004 and 2007 resolutions were meant to dispute, said the Synod has no position.  I teach that the Bible and our Lutheran Confessions do have a position.  It is contrary to the order of God’s creation to use women to defend men.  That women have and do in emergency situations is not the same as requiring them to.

As you can see, there are several issues in our Synod’s official position that I have not and cannot “abide by, act, and teach in accordance with.”  The 1971 resolution says by reason of my “wholly voluntary association with the Synod” I can simply leave.  My circuit counselor has on 3 occasions encouraged me to do so saying that the Synod is definitely moving away from my positions.  But is my association really “wholly voluntary?”  After 25 years as a pastor in the LCMS I am thoroughly enmeshed in the Synod’s health and retirement plans which I can only keep if I stay in the LCMS.  True, I am vested, so I don’t “lose” my retirement, but if you understand how defined pension plans work, I am seriously undermining my pension if I leave now.  I will get the benefits I have accrued, but I will not be able to add to them.  I will be able to start another one some place else, but at age 50 I will not accrue the same retirement I would by staying.  As for health care, if I leave I will be allowed to continue in the plan for 6 months, then I would need to find another one.  Unless it is with a big company or the state, preexisting conditions will be excluded.

At the heart of the problem is the vow they say I have made to always preach and teach according to whatever a Synodical convention resolves.  I maintain this is a false vow.  We teach that the 2nd Commandment prohibits making vows in uncertain things.  They maintain I have vowed to preach and teach in accordance with whatever a convention of Synod, representing a mere 11% of pastors and congregations, resolves ad infinitum.  What could be more uncertain than that?  Luther, in connection with the vow of celibacy the Roman Catholic Church required of him, taught that unscriptural vows aren’t binding.  If doctrinal resolutions were handled as doctrinal statements are, not adopted until a majority of all the congregations accept them, I could live with that.  But I will not have my conscience tyrannized by a false vow connected to what a minority of the Synod and all of the bureaucrats decide.

So what will I do?  Will I compromise my spiritual beliefs for the sake of maintaining the physical benefits of health insurance and retirement?  How can I?  But neither will I put the gun to my own head and to the welfare of my family and resign from the Synod.  No, my ecclesiastical supervisors are going to have to remove me.  They will have to say I cannot remain in the Synod holding the positions I do.  But before they do this they must discipline others first:  The must discipline the multitude of congregations that still practice open communion, use hymnals and liturgies that are not doctrinally pure (contrary to the Synod’s constitution), or fail to identify themselves as Lutheran in all of their bulletins, signs, and literature (contrary to the 1995 resolution requiring them to do this). They must discipline pastors who participate in weddings and funerals with clergymen we are not in fellowship with.  They must discipline the Concordia, Austin professor of religion who maintains that Israel in the Old Testament was not monotheistic but henotheistic, i.e. they believed there were many divine beings but only one of them is entitled to worship (He said this in a March 2003 paper delivered to the faculties of all our universities and seminaries.  I have a copy of this paper.), and they must discipline the Concordia, Portland professor of missions who stated in an April paper that Christians do not worship a human being.

What is Trinity Lutheran Church going to do?  It is your Statement of Confession too.  The voters have responded to the CTCR’s response to our Statement of Confession.  Trinity’s choices now are:     1) Repeal their Statement of Confession and appeal to my ecclesiastical supervisors to discipline me based on what I have written above.  2) Continue to affirm their Statement of Confession.  3) Break fellowship with the LCMS thereby leaving the Synod.

In the end, like Joshua did I can only speak for me and my family.  I can only state what I will do.  Judging by how few people attended the Bible classes where all this was covered, by the fact that only two people, to my knowledge, ever wrote letters protesting what the Synod is doing, by there being no public cry for Trinity to do something, I’m not sure many care one way or the other.

This matter has been a great burden to me as I am sure it has been to some of you, but this is not something we caused.  We are not the one who moved away from the doctrine and practice we have agreed on as a Synod.  We didn’t endorse praying with pagans, open Communion, the order of creation in regard to man and woman not applying except to the pastoral office, lay people doing Word and Sacrament ministry, revivialistic worship practices, and placing doctrinal judgment only in the hands of ecclesiastical supervisors.   By asserting the truth, we are only abiding by, acting and teaching in accordance with what the Synod has previously taught.  They left us. 

Finally you should know, that if we remain in the Synod this will necessitate changes in our Communion practice.  Since you can be a member in good standing of the LCMS and believe the opposite of what we do in our Statement of Confession, we can hardly keep communing people just because they are members of the Missouri Synod.  We (you and I) confess in the Apology to the Augsburg Confession, XII, 1, “The Sacrament is offered to those who wish to use it, after they have been examined and absolved.”  In Luther’s Large Catechism, 5, 1, we say, “For it is not our intention to let people come to the Sacrament and administer it to them if they do not know what they seek or why they come.”  In the Formula of Concord, SD, X, 31 we say this about fellowship, “So the churches will not condemn one another because of differences in ceremonies when, in Christian liberty, one has less or more of them.  This applies as long as they are otherwise agreed with one another in the doctrine and all its articles, and also the right use of the holy Sacraments.”  Our Lutheran confessions and our Statement of Confession call on us to start examining members of the LCMS who wish to commune with us.

SPEAKING OF HOMOSEXUALITY:

A CHRISTIAN 
RESPONSE TO THE 
ARGUMENTS

OF THE GAY RIGHTS MOVEMENT

by Joe Dallas

I’ve had this article for several years.  I now have space to reprint it, and now is the time.  In a September, 28 2007 article in the Austin American Statesman film critic Chris Garcia interviewed the Rev. Troy Perry who in 1968 formed the Metropolitan Community Church in Los Angeles “as a religious refuge for gays, lesbians, bisexuals, and transgender people.”  Today there are over 300 of these “congregations” in 22 countries.  Later the interviewer, Garcia, who one would hope to be unbiased says that is “selective biblical references…that drives rabid anti-gayness,” and that “Their prudish fears look foolishly overblown.”  In the March 31, 2008 USA Today said that the younger generation of Christians are just as pro-life as their parents but don’t care very much about “resisting the advance of gay rights.”  Read Romans 1; Paul’s point there is not that homosexuality is the worse sin an individual can commit, but that the acceptance of it by a society is one indication of that society having fallen completely away from its Creator.

This article first appeared in the Christian Research Journal, volume 29, number 6 (2006) and can be read online at Christian Research Journal: http://www.equip.org/site/c.muI1LaMNJrE/b.2548589/ 
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