
The Dentist and I

 
You couldn’t get me to a dentist for regular check-ups if you paid me.  I can make this very true confession now because my youngest is now 16 and can know the truth.  I’ve always been phobic when it comes to dentist.  Say the word “teeth,” tell me a Tale from the Dentist Chair and you’ve set my teeth on edge.  Nope.  No dentist for me, ever.  Except if I have a toothach.  Then no one has to convince me, beg me, schmooze me, bargin with me, or motivate me.  I go willingly, eagerly, hopefully and gratefully.

 
That’s how it is for you and church.  “A Pastor’s Prayer” in The Lutheran Agenda taught me this.  “The great responsibilities of my high office” are “to comfort all that mourn, to appoint unto them that mourn in Zion…beauty for ashes, the oil of joy for mourning, the garment of praise for the spirit of heavniness.”  I’m not Called to entertain the bored, cheer up the depressed, or to make relevant the irrelevant.  If you’re not mourning, if you see no reason to mourn, you’ll use my office as little as I do the dentist when I’m not in pain.

Good News For Mourners

 
On November 29th, we begin preparations for meeting the One whose life is the light of men.  November 29 is the First Sunday in Advent.  You can take home Advent Devotions for you and/or your family from the reading table.  These devotions are written by me, and they are based on the Sunday morning Collects.  I wrote these devotions in 1999 and 2000.  

My family has used them ever since.  I invite you to use them.  Yes they are repeats.  Things repeated are remembered.  Important things 
need constant repetition.  When I do go to the dentist for my pain, I don’t go looking for something new but the same old answers to my pain.


Then come to Advent Vespers on the next three Wednesdays.  These are catechetical services.  This year we’re dealing with the Third Chief Part, The Lord’s Prayer.  Another article in this newsletter has more details about this service.  Mourners need more prayer.


During the world’s Christmas Season, which is the Church’s Advent season, those less well off are remembered,  those who have more to mourn over if you will.  We especially remember our shut-ins during this time by caroling at their homes.  On Sunday, December 20th a bus will leave from Trinity at 1 PM and take you to their doors all over Austin.  At about 6 PM a chili supper will be provided for you back at church.  All of this is free to you.  In the midst of mourning it is meet, right, and salutary to look outside of yourself.


The tidings of comfort and joy come to a cresecendo for mourners on Christmas Eve at 7:30 PM.  Surrounded by a service of carol and lessons the Light that is the Life of men will shine forth in candlelight.  Then on Christmas morning at 10 AM we who mourn gather to celebrate the Festival of Christmas at the Altar where the King of kings and Lord of lords comes to dry our tears and cheer our souls.         
  
Think the joy is over for us mourners?  The world’s Christmas ends December 25th; the Church’s Christmas celebration really begins.  It really goes all the way to Transfiguration Sunday (It’s February 14th in 2010.  Mourners not just lov
ers mark your calendars.).  That’s why Trinity keeps her altar paraments white till then.  Although we call January 6th till then the Season of Epiphany it really is an extension of Christmas.


Epiphany itself, January 6th, is a special day at Trinity.  We have a Divine Service of Holy Communoin at 7:30 PM, and after that special Meal we have a dinner.  Long after the world has taken down their trees, we mourners get even more comfort and joy.  And after all that’s what mourners need and the Lord always gives them.

2009-2010 Trinity Social 

Calendar

December 2009

  2,9,16 Wednesday- Dinner be          fore Advent service 

  16 Wednesday- Dinner beforehand (youth have been volunteered). Followed by Cookie Exchange and Egg Nog Social. 
   20 Sunday- Bus Caroling, Chili Supper. 

January 2010

   6 Wednesday- Epiphany dinner (Ike). Undecorated church after the service and before the dinner. 

  17 Youth lock-in 

February 2010

  7 Sunday- Church Dinner (Norman) 

  10 Wednesday- Movie night at Alamo Draft House, ~ 7 pm.

March 2010

  7 Sunday- Church dinner (Norman) 

  AISD Spring Break is 15-19.

  14-16 Sunday- Tuesday – Camping trip to McKinney Falls, leave after church. 

   28 Sunday- Palm Sunday meal (youth) 
April 2010
  Easter is April 4. 

  18 Sunday- Game night, Hot dogs 

   Some Fridays- Round Rock Express game

May 2010 

   2 Sunday- Church Dinner (Norman) 

   13 Thursday- Ascension Dinner (Ike) 

June 2010 

   10 Thursday- Blue Bill Factory Tour. Leave by 10am, people pitch in $ to rent van. 

July 2010 

   18 Sunday- Bowling 

August 2010 

   1-5 Sunday- Thursday- Galveston Trip 
“Pray About It”

2009-2010 Advent/Lent 
Sermon Series


I tell people all the time, “Pray about it.”  That’s not enough instruction.  St. Paul says, “We (including him) do not know what we ought to pray for...” (Romans 8:26). The disciples who were so thick in so many ways at least knew they needed to be taught how to pray.  In answer our Lord gave them and us The Lord’s Prayer which we will study in the Divine Service on Wednesday evenings during Advent and Lent.

12/02/09
To Whom Should We 


Pray?

12/09/09
The Most Important 


Thing to Pray For

12/16/09
A Good Advent 



Prayer

02/17/10
A Good Lenten 



Prayer – Ash 




Wednesday

02/24/10
A Good Daily Prayer 

03/03/10
A Daily Prayer Must

03/10/10
A Strange Prayer

03/17/10
A Prayer for a Good 


Death

03/24/10
The Reason to Say 



“Amen” Confidently


All services are on a Wednesday; they start at 7:30 PM, and with the exception of Ash Wednesday you can be heading to your car at 8:20.  I announce the theme of the sermon series so far in advance, so that I may whet your appetite, and you would make plans to attend.  

Advent Begins Sunday, November 29, 10:30 AM


tc \l1 "AdventAdvent as a season of preparation for the Nativity originated in France.  Its observance was general by the time of the second Council of Tours, 567.  In some places six or seven Sundays were included.  When Rome adopted Advent, she limited the period to four Sundays as we now have.  It was probably not until the 13th century that Advent was universally recognized as the beginning of  the Church Year which up until that time had begun with the Festival of the Annunciation, March 25, or in some places at Christmas.  While Advent never attained the extreme penitential character of Lent, it has always been regarded as a season of repentance and of solemn anticipation and preparation for the coming of Christ. [Adapted from Reed, The Lutheran Liturgy, 465-466.]  Three comings of Christ are remembered in Advent: the first coming, the incarnation of the Second Person of the Trinity in the womb of the Virgin Mary; the Second Coming of Jesus at the end of the world to judge it; and His continual coming among us in Baptism, the Word, and Holy Communion.  The Advent wreath is of relatively recent origin, the 19th century.  Only two candles have historically represented something specific,  the pink one and the white one. Lit on the Third Sunday the pink one stands for joy.  On this Sunday, the penitential theme is supposed to be lighter.  Tinged with the white of the Christ candle, the purple of penitence shades to the pink of a joyous rose.


Flotsam and Jastram









Yes, I know it’s flotsam and jetsam which properly speaking is “wreckage of a ship or its cargo floating on the water or washed ashore.”  It  also means “worthless or miscellaneous things.”  I’m thinking of the latter definition.  I haven’t misspelled jetsam but properly spelled Jastram as in the Rev. Dr. Nathan R. Jastram Professor of Theology at Concordia University, Mequon, WI.  While Jastram personally isn’t jetsam, his 2004 article in the January 2004 Concordia Theological Quarterly is the wreckage of a once coherent theology floating on the seas of feminism.
(The bold words below are my comments.) 




The article “Man as Male and Female: Created in the Image of God” has many things to commend it, but it trips, it founders and flounders precisely where we need the most courage and clarity.  Jastram confesses the truth that men and women have distinct roles in the family and in the church.  The company of witness by whom we are most certainly surrounded, cheer wildly.  Then Jastram falters.  We read on pages 75 and 76 the following:








“It is not clear whether it is necessary to preserve distinctions between the sexes in exercising authority over society at large.[ If he is right, then Isaiah’s statement in 3:12 that his people are being judged by women ruling over them only applied to that day and time.  Then I Cor. 11:3 only means that the head of the woman is the man in the home and church but not the state.]  Since there are no biblical statements that directly teach that women should not rule in society, it is best to speak with some caution.  [This is the CTCR much repeated refrain:  Since we don’t have an explicit thus says the Lord we can’t say.  As Dr. Preus says several times in The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism, legitimate deductions from Scripture have the same force as explicit words.  This new position by the CTCR is the same old position of the so called old ALC (American Lutheran Church.)  The Central Regional Conference of the Northern Illinois District submitted a doctrinal resolution to the 1944 Synodical convention quoting a 1942 American Lutheran article: “‘When the Lutheran Church, which adheres to the sola Scriptura principle, uses the word doctrine with reference to its own teachings, it can mean only a restatement of what is clearly (or expressly) taught in the Scriptures, a teaching for whose every part there is a plain ‘Thus saith the Lord’…granting doctrinal status only to restatements of what is expressly taught in the Bible’” (Doctrinal Resolutions of the LCMS 1929-2004, p. 69). ] Luther’s categorical rejection of female rulers in society was undoubtedly influenced by socia1 conditions of his day, and it would be hard to prove his assertion, without explicit confirmation from God, that “never has there been divine permission for a woman to rule.” One wonders how Luther would have spoken if he had lived in a country ruled by a queen. [Had this academic read my book he would note the quote from a secular, non-Christian who says patriarchy is so universal that nowhere is a woman selected to rule if there is an equivalent  male available.]  In spite of the reservations that one may have about Luther’s assertions, he makes a serious effort to apply biblical teachings, historical lessons, and what appears to him to be common sense, to this question: ‘As a creature of God, a woman is to be looked upon with reverence. For she was created to be around the man, to care for children and to bring them up in an honest and godly way, and to be subject to the man. Men, on the other hand, are commanded to govern and have the rule over women and the rest of the household. But if a woman forsakes her office and assumes authority over her husband, she is no longer doing her own work, for which she was created, but a work that comes from her own fault and from evil. For God did not create this sex for ruling, and therefore they never rule successfully.  [Please note that Luther doesn’t live with a threshold argument.  She doesn’t rule in the home, so how can she rule outside of it.] Jastram continues to quote Luther:  In opposition to this one could cite the histories about the Amazons, celebrated by Greek writers.  [See my book where I show that the Greeks told these stories precisely because they knew them to be farfetched.  Modern eunuchs still hope they might be true.]  They are said to have exercised authority and to have waged war. For my part, however, I believe that what is said of them is a fable. The Ethiopians select women as both kings and princes, as is their custom; thus Candace, the queen of Ethiopia, is mentioned in the Book of Acts (Acts 8:27). But this is a foolish thing to do, as foolish princes are often put in charge of a kingdom. Never has there been divine permission for a woman to rule. Of course, it can happen that she is put into the place of the king and of the kingdom; but then she always has a senate of leading men, by whose counsel everything should be administered. Therefore even though a woman may occupy the king’s place, this does not confirm the right of women to rule. For the text is clear (Gen. 3:16): “You shall be under the power of your husband, and he shall rule over you.” The woman was created for her special purpose, namely, to use prudence and reason in the rearing of children. For everyone functions most efficiently in that for which he was created. A woman can handle a child better with her little finger than a man can with both fists. Therefore let everyone remain in that work to which he has been called and ordained by God.‘”
Now back to Jastram’s words: “The major theological question raised by Luther’s treatment is whether it is legitimate to use biblical teachings about wives being under the authority of their husbands to prove that women should never rule in society at large. [How disingenuous!  There is no question in Luther’s mind only a questioning by Jastram of Luther’s right mind.] Changing social conditions have made it necessary for theologians to reexamine these teachings, and it is no longer as clear as it once seemed that such an application is proper. [Jastram is a child of the spirit of this age.  Changing social conditions drive his theology by his own admission.  This is the argument the homosexual movement uses to defend gay marriage, pastors, and parenting.  Changing social conditions call for us to reexamine our teaching on living together, divorce, civil prayer services, etc, etc, etc.]  Luther’s conclusions on this matter have not been formally adopted as the public doctrine of the Lutheran church.” [Prior to 1969 they were certainly accepted by us.] 




In the flotsam of Jastram, the God-given distinctiveness between male and female applies in the home, in the church, but not in the world.  Once you cross the threshold of the church or your home then women can have authority over men, defend men, protect men, be men.   Even Jastram trips on his own jetsam.  On page 93 arguing against “The Response to the Dissenting Opinion of The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices” (1995 Convention Workbook), Jastram says, “Indeed, the reason given for the basic principle about authority in 


1 Timothy 2

 HYPERLINK "http://biblegateway.com/bible?version=31&passage=1+Timothy+2" \o "Open this passage in a new browser window" \t "_new"  is that Adam was formed first, and then Eve.  Surely the authority that Adam had over Eve was not exclusively or even primarily pastoral, but marital“(emphasis original). ”






And it was also societal.  Adam and Eve didn’t just happen upon patriarchy.  Jastram knows this too, but if you confess that patriarchy is God-given then the tsunami of feminism will break upon your shores and you will end up as only so much flotsam and jetsam.

The other side knows this too, and for this reason they goad Jastram.  He may not be willing or able to follow his fine Scriptural conclusions out of the church and home and into society but they sure can. 
Jastram asks, “Do the signers of the minority report believe that this passage prohibits women from exercising any and all authority over men? If so, what implications does this have, e.g., for questions such as woman suffrage (not only in the church, but also in society)? The questions raised in this section of the minority report have profound implications for the position on the role of women in the church which the Synod has taken since 1969.”
The above comment is found on page 92 of Jastram’s article but it comes from page 315 of the 1995 Convention Workbook.  It is part of the “Response to Dissent.”  The spirit of the age roars in it, and our position becomes only so much flotsam and jetsam.  Who dare gainsay woman’s suffrage in the church let alone society?  Who dare say a woman can’t be anything she wants to be: policeman, fireman, fighter pilot, combat solider?  Yes, and who dare say a woman can’t kill the child growing in her body or that her body is meant only for a man’s body?






There are definitely two sides here.  The conservative Jastram and the liberal “Response” side which carried the day in the 2004 convention where it was decided that women may rule men even in the church as long as it’s not in the pastoral office.  The two sides agree though; the order of creation applies absolutely inside the home and not at all in the world.  Jastram tries to argue that the order of creation applies in the church to more than just the pastoral office, but that’s a hard case to make once you’ve admitted that it doesn’t apply in the world.  And he can’t take that back without being against women voting, ruling men, protecting men, and going to war.






The funny thing is the only ones he will offend if he takes this position are feminists and effeminate men.  But rather than do that Jastram clings to the flotsam and jetsam that is left of the good ship Order of Creation once sailed on by the likes of Luther and the pre-1960’s LCMS.




Bon voyage!  You won’t keep your head above the seas of feminism for long.
Oklahoma Pro-Life Abortion Ultrasound Law Overturned By Thaddeus M. Baklinski


OKLAHOMA CITY, August 19, 2009 (LifeSiteNews.com) - The Oklahoma pro-life law that requires abortion doctors to tell a woman she has a right to a free ultrasound exam and an explanation of the development of her unborn child, has been struck down by a district court judge.






Oklahoma County District Judge Vicki Robertson ruled that the 2008 law, which included a number of pro-life initiatives and expanded on anti-abortion legislation passed in 2006, violated a state constitutional provision that requires laws to address only one subject.







The notable pro-life measures in the legislation include the creation of the Freedom of Conscience Act, which protects the rights of healthcare providers to refuse to take part in the destruction of human life; ensuring the chemical abortion pill, RU 486, is used in accordance with FDA guidelines; ensuring the mother's consent to abort is not coerced and truly voluntary; providing a woman with an ultrasound of her unborn child which she can view prior to undergoing the abortion; and cultivating respect for disabled children by banning the wrongful-life lawsuits that claim a baby would have been better off aborted.




A Tulsa abortion mill run by Nova Health Systems, represented by the New York-based pro-abortion law firm Center for Reproductive Rights, filed a lawsuit charging that the law not only violated the state Constitution's "single-subject" rule but also infringed on a woman's right to privacy, violated her dignity and endangered her health.






Director of state legislation for the US National Right to Life Committee, Mary Spaulding Balch, said the judge granted the injunction against the legislation based on a "procedural issue" and not because of the pro-life nature of the law.
"The court's ruling is by no means a condemnation of the commonsense protections provided for in the legislation," Balch said in a statement yesterday. "The court's decision was based solely on a procedural issue and not the substantive matters addressed in the bill." 
"When all is said and done and the dust has settled from today's ruling we fully expect that each of these laws will be given full effect in Oklahoma," Balch said.


Senator Todd Lamb, R-Edmond, and State Representative Pam Peterson, who introduced the original legislation, said they are considering a request to the attorney general to appeal Judge Robertson's ruling.







"This legislation is pro-woman, pro-child and pro-life," State Rep. Peterson said after the bill was passed in April, 2008. "The more information a woman can have before making this life-altering decision, the better."

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/apr/08041704.html
Ida: the Missing Link at Last?

Does Ida Deserve the Attention? A Preliminary Comment      
At a Glance

 
Researchers have identified a new “missing link” nicknamed Ida. The allegedly 47-million-year-old fossil was discovered in Germany. Despite the headlines, Ida gives no support to primate (or human) evolution.  For all the headlines and proclamations, this “missing link” story includes an amazing amount of hot air.

 
A story we first previewed on May 16 has since rocketed to the heights of media hype as a team of scientists reveals “Ida,” the latest and greatest supposed missing link. But does Ida actually support “the evolution of early primates, and, ultimately, modern human beings,” as one news outlet reported? 1
 
Another reporter raved, “The search for a direct connection between humans and the rest of the animal kingdom has taken 200 years—but it was presented to the world today at a special news conference in New York.”2
 
Formally identified as Darwinius masillae (in honor of Charles Darwin), the fossil originated in Germany and is purportedly 47 million years old. One scientist gave the find the nickname Ida (after his daughter). Despite the hype, Ida looks nothing like a transitional “apeman,” instead looking quite like a modern lemur.


As for a more level-headed explanation of the evolutionary excitement, the Wall Street Journal reports:  Anthropologists have long believed that humans evolved from ancient ape-like ancestors. Some 50 million years ago, two ape-like groups walked the Earth. One is known as the tarsidae, a precursor of the tarsier, a tiny, large-eyed creature that lives in Asia. Another group is known as the adapidae, a precursor of today's lemurs in Madagascar.


Based on previously limited fossil evidence, one big debate had been whether the tarsidae or adapidae group gave rise to monkeys, apes, and humans. The latest discovery bolsters the less common position that our ancient ape-like ancestor was an adapid, the believed precursor of lemurs.


Thus, rather than an apeman-like missing link that some media sources have irresponsibly implied, the real story is quite underwhelming and should in no way faze creationists. Let’s first review the facts:

-The well-preserved fossil (95 percent complete, including fossilized fur and more) is about the size of a raccoon and includes a long tail. It resembles the skeleton of a lemur (a small, tailed, tree-climbing primate). 
-The fossil does not resemble a human skeleton. 



-The fossil was found in two parts by amateur fossil hunters in 1983. It eventually made its way through fossil dealers to the research team. 



-Ida has opposable thumbs, which the ABC News article states are “similar to humans’ and unlike those found on other modern mammals” (i.e., implying that opposable thumbs are evidence of evolution). Yet lemurs today have opposable thumbs (like all primates). Likewise, Ida has nails, as do other primates. And the talus bone is described as “the same shape as in humans,” despite the fact that there are other differences in the ankle structure.3 



-Unlike today’s lemurs (as far as scientists know), Ida lacks the “grooming claw” and a “toothcomb” (a fused row of teeth) In fact, its teeth are more similar to a monkey’s. These are minor differences easily explained by variation within a kind. 


Haven’t heard the real story of this supposed scientific breakthrough? Read the criticisms other evolutionists have made of the “missing link” claims and the science behind them.


Given these facts, it may seem incredible that anyone would hail this find as a “missing link.” Yet British naturalist David Attenborough claims:


“Now people can say, ‘Okay, you say we’re primates . . . show us the link.’ The link, they would have said until now, is missing. Well, it is no longer missing.”
Unbelievably, Attenborough claims his interpretation is “not a question of imagination.”


The Creationist Interpretation The principles that inform creationists about Ida are some of the same that allow creationists to interpret fossil after fossil hailed as “transitional forms”:

Nothing about this fossil suggests it is anything other than an extinct, lemur-like creature. Its appearance is far from chimpanzee, let alone “apeman” or human. 


A fossil can never show evolution. Fossils are unchanging records of dead organisms. Evolution is an alleged process of change in live organisms. Fossils show “evolution” only if one presupposes evolution, then uses that presupposed belief to interpret the fossil. 


Similarities can never show evolution. If two organisms have similar structures, the only thing it proves is that the two have similar structures. One must presuppose evolution to say that the similarities are due to evolution rather than design. Furthermore, when it comes to “transitional forms,” the slightest similarities often receive great attention while major differences are ignored. 


The remarkable preservation is a hallmark of rapid burial. Team member Jørn Hurum of the University of Oslo said, “This fossil is so complete. Everything’s there. It’s unheard of in the primate record at all. You have to get to human burial to see something that’s this complete.” Even the contents of Ida’s stomach were preserved. While the researchers believe Ida sunk to the bottom of a lake and was buried, this preservation is more consistent with a catastrophic flood.4 Yet Ida was found with “hundreds of well-preserved specimens.”5  If evolution were true, there would be real transitional forms. Instead, the best “missing links” evolutionists can come up with are strikingly similar to organisms we see today, usually with the exception of minor, controversial, and inferred anatomical differences. 


Evolutionists only open up about the lack of fossil missing links once a new one is found. Sky News reports, “Researchers say proof of this transitional species finally confirms Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution,” while Attenborough commented that the missing link “is no longer missing.” So are they admitting the evidence was missing until now (supposedly)?  
 


So it’s clear what Ida is not. As for our conclusion on what Ida is, we wrote in News to Note:


[B]ecause the fossil is similar to a modern lemur (a small, tailed, tree-climbing primate), it’s unlikely that creationists need any interpretation of the “missing link” other than that it was a small, tailed, probably tree-climbing, and now extinct primate—from a kind created on Day 6 of Creation Week.                  
 Much of the excitement over Ida appears to stem from a well-coordinated public relations effort to promote an upcoming documentary and a new book titled The Link. The documentary will air on the History Channel in the U.S. (as The Link) on May 25 at 9 p.m. ET/PT. It will air on BBC One in the UK (as Uncovering Our Earliest Ancestor: The Link) on Tuesday May 26th at 9 p.m. Filmmaker Atlantic Productions even launched a website to promote the discovery, revealingthelink.com.


Yet as Hurum commented, “This fossil will probably be pictured in all the textbooks for the next 100 years.” So while the media rush may at first be a bid to promote the documentary and book, the ultimate result is one more trumped-up “missing link” presented to future generations as evidence of evolution.

Footnotes

1 Ned Potter, “Primate Fossil Could Be Key Link in Evolution,” ABC News, May 19, 2009. 

2 Alex Watts, “Scientists Unveil Missing Link in Evolution, Sky News Online,” May 19, 2009. 

3 J. L. Franzen, et al., “Complete Primate Skeleton from the Middle Eocene of Messel in Germany: Morphology and Paleobiology,” PLoS One 4(5), 2009.

4 Because of the location of this fossil, it may have been buried by a post-Flood period of residual catastrophism amid an unstable climate.

5 “Fossils from the Messel site,” The Guardian, n.d. 
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The Angels Are Aware…and We Are Too
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(continuing from October/      November Newsletter)

To Resolve The Ongoing Fellowship Dispute





A second reason for restoring the ancient practice of adora​tion is that it would help in resolving the ongoing debate in our churches as to who is in fellowship with whom. Sasse observed about thirty-four years ago: “Every disease of the church becomes manifest at the Lord’s Table.” In the Missouri Synod, our fellow​ship disease has manifested itself at the Lord’s Table. On the sur​face, the disease appears to be who should come to the Lord’s Table. Should our altars be open or closed? But the question of who comes to the Lord’s Table can only be answered once the question of what is on the Lord’s Table is answered. Historically, those churches who believed in the real presence practiced closed Communion. Those who did not believe in the real presence or did not see it as all that important practiced open Communion. We have been debating for years who should come to the Lord’s Table. The real point at issue is what is on the Lord’s Table. 
Luther saw from the very beginning of his controversy with the Zwinglians that since the words of institution are the gospel, a difference in the understanding of the Sacrament meant nothing less than a difference in the understanding of the gospel. What we have failed to comprehend in Missouri is that there is not a dis​agreement over who should come to the Lord’s Table without there also being a disagreement over what is on the Lord’s Table, which therefore signiﬁes, according to Luther, that there is a dif​ference in understanding the gospel itself.56 To put it more suc​cinctly, differences about who goes to the Lord’s Table ultimately and essentially mean there is a difference about what is on the Table. Furthermore, differences about what is on the Table mean there is an existing difference over what the gospel is. 




In my opinion, there is a variety of views as to what is on the Lord’s Table. One Communion announcement I read from a Mis​souri Synod church instructed those taking Communion to treat the bread and the wine “as if it were the body and blood of Christ.” I transferred a family to a Missouri Synod congregation in another city. The family contacted me, saying their new pastor on two occa​sions had forgotten to say the words of institution. If it happened again, they wanted to know, should they receive the Sacrament? 






Even among “conservative” Lutherans I believe there is no unanimity as to what is on the Lord’s Table. Hermann Sasse, writ​ing in This Is My Body, makes an insightful observation about the Hussites: “Not a common understanding of the Lord’s Supper, but the demand for the chalice, kept the various branches of Hus​sitism together.”57 Is this the present situation among us? Is it that the demand for closed Communion and a rejection of unionism, not a common understanding of what the Lord’s Supper is, keeps various branches of Lutheranism together? 




How do we confess publicly what is on the Table? Luther warned that if a person knows his preacher teaches Zwinglian doctrine he should “rather go without the sacrament as long as”58 he lives than receive it of him. 



How might Zwinglian Lutherans be exposed today? The answer may be, through restoration of the practice of adoring out​wardly the real presence of Christ on his altar. Adoration confesses in no uncertain terms what we believe to be on the Lord’s Table. In the same Anhalt sermon quoted above we read, “Where outward reverence is neglected knowingly and sacrilegiously out of con​tempt, then there is a certain sign, that it [the real presence] is not so in the heart.”59 We can all agree, for example, that if a pastor should allow a clown in his full regalia to mime the words of insti​tution, he either does not believe what Communion is or he has contempt for it. In either case, his altar should be avoided. 

    
   To Emphasize the Physical Beneﬁts of the Lord’s Supper                                       
A third reason the adoration of Christ in the Sacrament through physical actions should be restored is to emphasize the physical beneﬁts of the Sacrament. The Lord’s Supper beneﬁts us physically. The early church taught this. Ignatius in his Epistle to the Ephesians writes of the Lord’s Supper that it “is the medicine of immortality and the antidote that we should not die but live for ever in Jesus Christ.”60 Some of the ancients viewed the Lord’s Supper as the means by which God prepared these physical bod​ies for everlasting life. Chemnitz quotes Bernard favorably: “The body of Christ is to the sick a medicine, to pilgrims a way; it strengthens the weak, delights the strong, heals weariness, pre​serves health.”61 Luther in his Large Catechism says the Sacra​ment will “give you life both in soul and body. For where the soul has recovered, the body also is relieved” (LC VI, 68). 

Lutheranism, as we have seen, glories in the stupendous truth that the inﬁnite God comes to us by means of what is ﬁnite. Luther was very incarnational. For him the Sacrament of the Altar was “an extension of the incarnation into our time and into our lives.”62 “The real presence meant that the incarnation was more than a historical fact of the past.”63 The real presence meant that the incarnation was a reality right now at this moment, at this place, right before our eyes. 



But as Teigen remarks, “There is a constant tendency to spiri​tualize what Christ really offers in the Sacrament and to turn one’s thoughts from the Supper observed in our midst to a meditation of Christ in heaven.”64 This is what happened in Lutheranism. Martin Bucer, who tried to ﬁnd a middle way between Luther and Zwingli, but always came down on the Zwinglian side when it came to the real presence, believed that nothing material could help the soul.65 From the beginning of the seventeenth century, with some notable exceptions, the idea of a connection between the Sacrament and our physical bodies was all but given up. “It becomes evident from the doctrine of late Orthodoxy that the Sacrament no longer had the profound meaning for the lives of the Christians that it had a hundred years earlier. This is one of the reasons why people could no longer see a real difference between”66 the Lutheran and the Reformed churches. 





This is true of our day too. We have lost or at least downplay the physical beneﬁts of the Lord’s Supper probably because we sense what Sasse observed in 1959: the most criticized element of Luther’s doctrine of the Sacrament was that the Sacrament has bodily effects.67 But this then is precisely what we should confess loudest, not only because it is a very comforting doctrine, but because it distinguishes us from the Reformed. 




By bowing before his real presence, by elevating the conse​crated elements for all to adore, we confess the truth that the Sacrament is not only a physical (incarnational) reality, but that it has physical effects. Here is Christ in our midst to feed us not only spiritually but physically; to revive bodies, not just souls; to touch our earthly lives, not only our eternal ones. To confess that we can​not rise to where he is, but he has come down to where we dwell, we bow where we are because here is where we meet him.  To Honor Christ Rightly 

The fourth reason the practice of adoration should be restored is to honor Christ rightly. I am aware that most Luther​ans regard adoration as an adiaphoron. One can ﬁnd passages in Luther that say it is not a sin if one does not adore or elevate the consecrated elements (AE 36:296; 38:316) and to bind consciences with a necessity not imposed by the Word of God is of the antichrist, as Chemnitz states.68 Elsewhere he says, “Things which do not have a commandment of God in Scripture must not be laid on conscience as necessary.”69 

Therefore, I do not want to be understood as saying that a per​son is not rightly honoring Christ unless he by outward actions adores Christ in the Sacrament. I do, however, believe it is a godly way to honor him. Moreover, I believe that if a person will not bow before Christ on the altar, he ought to examine what he is bowing before. Most communicants give a slight bow upon rising from receiving the body and blood. What are they bowing before? Cer​tainly not the pastor! Are they merely reverencing the altar, a sym​bol of God’s presence on earth? Behold, God himself is before them! Again, we religiously teach our acolytes to bow before empty altars at the beginning of service. What is wrong with bowing before Christ? Likewise, the pastor who will not elevate the conse​crated elements for adoration should examine what he is elevating in the service. In 1938 it was observed, “Where the old-time priest elevated the Host, the present-day parson elevates the coins.”70 



Bowing, reverencing, even elevating are not strange things in our service. But we feel strange when we think of making the consecrated elements the object of such actions. Perhaps we are being caught up mistakenly in the spiritual bliss of it all. Chem​nitz cautions, “But in the Lord’s Supper the spiritual eating must not so turn our mind and faith away from this celebration of the Supper which is taking place in the gathering of the congregation that in our meditations we are carried beyond the heaven of heavens, as our adversaries imagine.”71 


The Communion liturgy in The Lutheran Hymnal, which dates back to the early church, focuses attention on what is tak​ing place on earth, not in heaven. After the Proper Preface, we sing in the Sanctus, “Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord.” Our King is coming down to us. Once the words of institution are said, we sing the Agnus Dei, which, as was pointed out, is sung in adoration of the Lamb of God who is now present in our midst, on our altar. 


 We rightly honor Christ in our midst when we adore his presence in the Sacrament. 




Only to the eyes of faith, however, is there any miracle, any Christ to bow before. As we sing in “An Awe-full Mystery Is Here,” “The Word, not sense, must be our guide, / And faith assure since sight’s denied” (TLH 304:5). The adoration of the presence of Christ ﬂows from faith that he is there and the reason why he is there. This is why Luther said more honor had to be given to the word that to the Sacrament itself (AE 36:277). With​out the word no one would know what the Sacrament was or why Christ gave it to us. From faith grounded in the word ﬂows ado​ration focused on Christ in the earthly elements. As Luther said, “But if you ﬁrst exercise faith rightly, at the most important point, namely, with respect to the words, then the adoration of the Sacrament will afterwards follow beautifully in its own place” (AE 36:296). Chemnitz echoes Luther’s sentiments: “Men must ﬁrst of all be taught from the Word of God how they ought to worship Christ, God and man, in the true use of the Eucharist with a true, inner, and spiritual worship. Thereafter the true external indica​tions of inward reverence ﬁnally and rightly follow.”72 
The word tells us that this bread before us is the body of Christ, this wine before us is the blood of Christ. Luther said that just as at the baptism of Christ someone could have pointed at the dove and said, “This is the Holy Spirit,” so we can point at the bread and say, “This is Christ’s body.” “What one does to the bread is rightly and properly attributed to the body of Christ by virtue of the sacramental union” (AE 37:299, 300). 


In 1534, Luther gave Melanchthon instructions concerning ongoing negotiations with the Zwinglians after the Marburg Colloquy: 







“Our opinion is that the body is in such a way with or in the bread that it is truly received with the bread. Whatever the bread suffers or does is also true of the body. Thus, it is rightly said of the body of Christ that it is carried, given, received, eaten, when the bread is carried, given, received, eaten. That is the meaning of “This is my body.”73 






If this is our faith, will we not bow down before the conse​crated bread and wine? If whatever happens to the bread happens to the body of Christ, if whatever the bread receives the body receives, is it not proper then to honor Christ in the Sacrament by adoring him? 
Other fathers of the church had the same realistic, down-to​earth understanding of the presence of Christ in the Sacrament. From this understanding, from this faith based on the words of institution, came their treatment of the Sacrament. Chemnitz compares God’s presence in the ark to his presence in Holy Com​munion.74 How did Israel treat the ark? Cyril of Jerusalem in his Catechetical Lectures said that the Sacrament should be physically treated as more precious than gold or gems.75 





Chrysostom, in Homilies on Ephesians, directs worshipers to the altar before their eyes: “Look, I entreat: a royal table is set before you, angels minister at that table, the King Himself is there . . . Everyday He cometh in to see the guest, and converseth with them all.”76 In another homily, he compares the reverence people have for kings with the reverence due the body of Christ. If peo​ple do not inconsiderately receive the robe of a king, though it is nothing but cloth and dye, how much more the body of the king, Christ Himself! He beseeches his congregation, “Let us not I pray you, let us not slay ourselves by our irreverence, but with all awfulness and purity draw nigh to it.”77 






The realization that Christ is truly, substantially, essentially present in our very midst has led men and women to express their adoration of that reality by their actions. But it has not only affected their view of worship, it has affected the place where they worship. As Sasse observes, “It would be as incorrect to under​stand medieval cathedrals primarily as a display of an amazing knowledge of mathematics and statistics.” He goes on to say, “The medieval church was built for the celebration of the mass and the adoration of Christ as present in the Sacrament.”78 





We rightly honor Christ in our midst when we adore his presence in the Sacrament, and how we treat Christ in the Sacra​ment reﬂects our attitude toward his person and work. C. P. Krauth observed over a hundred years ago: “All theology without exception, had views of the atonement which were lower or higher, as its views of the Lord’s Supper were lower or higher.” 79 Centuries before Krauth, Luther observed: “All the ridicule that Karlstadt [a Sacramentarian] heaps on the sacrament, he has to direct also to the deity of Christ in the ﬂesh, as he also surely will do in time” (AE 40:216). The Reformed, beginning with the spiri​tual brothers of Karlstadt and Zwingli, fulﬁlled Luther’s prophesy with their dictum that the ﬁnite is not capable of the inﬁnite.                                      


CONCLUSION 

  
To a large part of Christendom it does not matter whether Christ physically became man, physically arose, or physically ascended into heaven. For many, Christianity need not have any physical reality at all; it is all in the heart, in the spirit, somewhere “up there.” But Christianity is incarnational. God is with us in time. Our Lord’s Supper is tied to a particular night in time, the night he was betrayed. Our Lord deals with us only through physical ele​ments: the written Word, the waters of baptism, and the bread and wine of Holy Communion. Through these physical elements our Christ comes to us at points in time. But in the Holy Communion he places his body and blood at a point in time and space. We do well to pause and bow before him there. The angels are.
















               NOTES                                                                              1. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, ed. Philip Schaff, vol. 13 (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988), p. 63.                                                                                                     2. The Adoration of the Sacrament, 1523 (AE 36:290).                                                         3. Martin Chemnitz, Examination of the Council of Trent, vol. 2, trans. Fred Kramer (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1978), p. 284.                                                                                                      4. Bjarne W. Teigen, The Lord’s Supper in the Theology of Martin Chemnitz (Brewster, MA.: Trinity Lutheran Press, 1986), pp. 209–10.                                                                                                           Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2, p. 281.                                                                    Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 280.                                                                    Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 279–80.                                                                                Quoted in Herman Sasse, This is My Body (Adelaide,                                                                     S. A.: Lutheran Publishing House, 1959), p. 248, n. 19.                                                          9. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 37.                                                                                              10. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 139.                                                                                    11. Francis Pieper, Christian Dogmatics, vol. 3, trans. Walter Albrecht (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1953), p. 301.                                                                                                            12. Teigen, p. 196, n. 32.                                                                                                                     13. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 54.                                                                                              14. Jaroslav Pelikan, Obedient Rebels (New York: Harper & Row, 1964), p. 84.                                                                                                                            15. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 301, emphasis added.                                                                                      16. Teigen, p. 104.                                                                                                                      17. Pieper, vol. 3, p. 434.                                                                                                      18. C. F. W. Walther, Pastorale (St. Louis: Concordia-Verlag, 1897), p. 175.                                                                                                                            19. Teigen, p. 182.                                                                                                           20. Heinrich Schmid, Doctrinal Theology of the Evangelical Lutheran Church (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1961), p. 670.                                                                                              21. Schmid, p. 573.                                                                                                               22. Teigen, p. 184. But Pastoral Theology, ed. George Krause and Norbert Mueller (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1990), does say that the words of institution are the creative words of the Lord (p. 104).                                                                                          23. Herman Sasse, We Confess The Sacraments, trans. Nor​man Nagel (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1985), p. 136.                                                                                                                  24. Der Lutheraner 14, no. 4, p. 84.                                                                                   25. Teigen, p. 11.                                                                                                          26. Sasse, This Is My Body, pp. 256–57.                                                                  27. Nicene Fathers, vol. 13, p. 143.                                                                                    28. Nicene Fathers, vol. 9, p. 47.                                                                                 29. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 277.                                                                    30. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 280.                                                                      31. Cheslyn Jones et al., eds., The Study of Liturgy, 2d ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), p. 297.                                                                                  32. Teigen, p. 111, citing Historie des Sacramentsstreits, p. 545.                                                                                                       33. Teigen, p. 110.                                                                                                 34. Teigen, p. 107.                                                                                                          35. Teigen, p. 105.                                                                                                        36. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 277.                                                                37. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 283.                                                                      38. Martin Chemnitz, Ministry, Word, and Sacraments: An Enchiridion, trans. Luther Poellot (St. Louis: Concordia Publish​ing House, 1981), p. 132.                                                                                                                 39. Apparently, coelo was mistaken for coena. The error was discovered by Bjarne W. Teigen.                                                                                                  40.Martin Chemnitz, The Lord’s Supper, trans. J. A. O. Preus (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1979),p.160.                                                                     41.Chemnitz,Examination,vol.2,p.278.                                                                         42. The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 7 (reprint Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,1985),p.491,n.7;p.422.                                                                          43. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 11, p. 394.                                                                      44. F. R. Webber, Studies in the Liturgy (Erie, PA.: Ashby Printing Co., 1938), p. 153.                                                                                                                        45. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1, p. 302.                                                     46. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 364.                                                                     47. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,pp. 283–84.                                                               48. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 272.                                                                                            49. Charles Porterﬁeld Krauth, The Conservative Reformation and Its Theology (Philadelphia: United Lutheran Publication House, 1913), p. 619.                                                                                                                            50. Teigen, pp. 53–54.                                                                                                     51. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 279.                                                                      52. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 10, n. 1.                                                                         53. Teigen, p. 178.                                                                                                         54. C. F. W. Walther, The Controversy Concerning Predestina​tion, trans. August Crull (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1881), p. 77.                                                                                               55. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 2.                                                                             56. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 227.                                                                                 57. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 60.                                                                                 58. Quoted in C. F. W. Walther, Church and Ministry, trans., J. T. Mueller (reprint St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1987), p. 117.                                                                                                             59. Teigen, p. 109.                                                                                                    60.Ignatius, Ephesians 20.2, in J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 2, vol. 2 (reprint Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1981), p. 87.                                                                                                 61. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 234.                                                                         62. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 123.                                                                       63. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 328.                                                                                      64. Teigen, p. 178.                                                                                                            65 . Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 246.                                                                    66.Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 314, n. 46.                                                                        67. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 149.                                                                                68. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 299.                                                                 69. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 328. 70.Webber, p. 199.                                                                                  71. Chemnitz, The Lord’s Supper, pp. 63–64.                                                                 72. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 281.                                                                    73. Quoted in This Is My Body, p. 250.                                                                           74. Chemnitz, Examination, vol. 2,p. 260.                                                                75. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 8, p. 156.                                            76. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 13, p. 63.                                                       77. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 12, p. 142.                                                           78. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 48.                                                                           79.Krauth, p. 619.

Setting Out for Elert but Not Even Making it to Akron

St. Paul Lutheran Church, Austin, Texas wants to be a confessional Lutheran congregation.  You might say they want to get to Elert, but they don’t even make it to Akron.


Werner Elert is the author of Eucharist and Church  Fellowship in the First Four Centuries.  This German Lutheran theologian documents in his 1960’s work that Communion fellowship in the church’s first four hundred years was always between altars not between hearts (i.e. objective not subjective).  It was true fellowship not Barney fellowship (I love you; you love me, we’re one big communion family.), and it was based on agreement in doctrine.


 Here’s St. Paul’s complete Communion statement from their web page on July 20, 2009 (It’s the same as was printed in a October 26, 2009 bulletin): 





  Holy Communion  

     Holy Communion is a visible means by which our Lord Jesus Christ forgives our sins and strengthens our faith through our reception of His true body and blood in mystical union with the bread and wine. Participation in the Holy Communion or Lord’s Supper is a confession that you share our beliefs that Jesus Christ is the only way you can be saved from your sins and receive eternal life, that forgiveness of sins is received in this Sacrament of the Altar, and that our Lord’s body and blood are truly and physically present. When we commune together at Christ’s Altar we all renounce any contrary teachings or practices regarding the nature and benefits of this Holy Supper. 

     Baptized and confirmed members of Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod congregations and those with whom we share altar fellowship have publicly confessed these beliefs. Out of love and concern for your spiritual welfare, and not a desire to be exclusionary, we ask that those who do not yet share this understanding and confession of the Sacrament refrain from communing until they have been instructed in our beliefs regarding this Sacrament, and brought into fellowship with us. 

     If a worshipper should not yet commune with us but wishes to receive a blessing, he or she is invited to come forward and kneel at the rail, with arms folded and hands on opposite shoulders.

     In keeping with the historic practice of the Christian Church and the Lutheran Confessions, Holy Communion is celebrated at both services every Sunday of the month, as well as on significant feasts and commemorations of the Christian Church’s liturgical calendar.


 This isn’t to Elert; this is open Communion among those who agree on “teachings or practices regarding the nature and benefits of this Holy Supper.”  They ask people “who do not yet share this understanding and confession of the Sacrament refrain from communing until they have been instructed in our beliefs regarding this Sacrament.”  A High Anglican, a low church Catholic, or a middle of the road Orthodox could come to agreement with them on the “nature and benefits” of Holy Communion.  Virtually all members of the ELCA, you know the ones in full communion with every Protestant denomination of any size and defenders of homosexual “lifestyles” everywhere, would say they do share St. Paul Lutheran’s doctrine of the Sacrament.


Who does share their view of fellowship is Bethany Lutheran, Austin, Texas, a church that has never claimed to be confessional, liturgical, or traditional.  Here’s their full Communion statement from their web page November 2, 2009:

Holy Communion


The sacrament is celebrated every Sunday at all worship services. The people of Bethany believe that Holy Communion is a special gift of God to His Church. From our understanding of the Bible and our concern for people, we ask that those who receive Holy Communion:

1.
Be baptized Christians; 

2.
Should have received special instruction concerning the nature and meaning of Holy Communion; 

3.
Are mature enough to recognize and confess their sin and need for God’s grace through this special means of grace; 

4.
Believe that they are receiving the real body and blood of Jesus as they receive the bread and wine; 

5.
Believe Jesus’ words: “Given and shed for you for the forgiveness of sins”; 

6.
Recognize their participation at Holy Communion here indicates their agreement with this understanding of Holy Communion. 


All persons who receive Holy Communion at Bethany Lutheran Church should acknowledge these teachings and affirm them.


I now think Rev. Matt Harrison is right.  85% of the LCMS probably agrees on something like this.  The trouble is this isn’t what the church in the first four centuries confessed or the LCMS has ever confessed.  For crying out loud, this isn’t even what President Gerald B. Kieschnick confesses!  The last of his bullet points to the 2009 district conventions on what all Missouri Synod Lutherans believe was  “That church fellowship has as its basis complete agreement in doctrine and practice.” He contradicted himself later in the report when he said that one of the four things we don’t agree on was “The administration of the Sacrament of Holy Communion, mainly the question of who should be invited or allowed to commune at the altar of our Lord in LCMS congregations.”  But President Kieschnick at his best wants to be better than St. Paul and Bethany are.


St. Paul Lutheran didn’t make it all the way back to the first four centuries of the church; they didn’t even make it back to Akron.  In Akron, Ohio in 1872 the General Council of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America (Not the forerunners of the LCMS mind you but of the ELCA) held, “Lutheran altars are for Lutheran Communicants only.” This is known as the Akron Rule.  (In 1875 it was restated by them in Galesburg, Ohio and so sometimes goes by that name.) St. Paul’s and Bethany’s altars are for whoever agrees with them on the nature, meaning, and benefits of the Lord’s Supper.


A note of defense for both St. Paul and Bethany.  These statements are better, more closed, than statements they have had in the past.  (Praise be to God!)  By contrast they are faithful.  King of Kings, Round Rock and Faith, Georgetown in their Communion announcements don’t even require communicants to be baptized!  What is regrettable is the direction both have chosen to move.  They probably think by emphasizing agreement about the nature and benefits of the Lord’s Supper they are being confessional because of the Large Catechism V, 2: “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.”


For many years advocates of open Communion have argued this means anyone who knows what they seek and why they come should be communed.  But this is applying Luther’s standard for who should commune to who should commune together.  Using a standard of worthiness to determine fellowship is like using the wrong map.  You won’t get to Elert, Akron, or anywhere else you want to go.
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	Sun
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu
	Fri
	Sat

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	
	Trustees Meeting

6:30 PM
	Choir 6:30 PM

Advent Dinner

6:30 PM
Advent Vespers

7:30 PM
	
	
	

	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	
	Confirmation 5:00 PM

	Urban 

Transportation Commission Meeting 6:00 PM

City Hall   
	Choir 6:30 PM
Advent Dinner 

6:30 PM
Advent Vespers

7:30 PM
	
	
	

	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19

	
	Confirmation 5:00 PM
	
	Choir 6:30 PM

Advent Vespers

7:30 PM
Cookie Social 8:30 PM
	
	
	

	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26

	Bus Caroling & Chili 1:00 PM
	Confirmation 5:00 PM
	
	Choir

 6:30 PM


	Christmas Eve Candle Light Service 7:30
	Christmas Day Service Communion 10:00 AM
	

	27
	28
	29
	30
	31
	
	

	
	PASTOR ON VACACTION 


	
	









December 2009
January 2010

	Sun
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu
	Fri
	Sat

	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	
	
	
	 
	
	PASTOR ON  

	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	VACATION 
	
	Choir 6:30 PM

7:30 PM  Epiphany 
Service,    
Dinner, &      Un-decorating 
	
	
	

	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16

	Adult Class 12:00 PM 
	Confirmation 5:00 PM
	Voters 

Meeting 

7:00 PM
	Luke Class 10:00 AM 

Choir

 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class

 7:00 PM
	
	

	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23

	FUN-IN

Adult Class 

12:00 PM
	Elders     Meeting   6:30 PM
	Luke Class 10:00 AM 

Choir

 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30

	Adult Class 12:00 PM

	Confirmation 5:00 PM
	
	Luke Class 10:00 AM 

Choir

 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	                 31
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adult Class 12:00 PM
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