
You’re in Charge

   In June, Trinity will have its first election under the newly adopted constitution and bylaws.  And one thing you need to know for sure, “You’re in charge.”

   Perhaps you noted recently that Alexander Haig passed away.  Perhaps you heard that what brought about the demise of his political career was when an attempt was made on President Regan’s life and he lay wounded in a hospital, Alexander Haig, then Secretary of State had the nerve to say at a White House briefing, “I’m in charge.”

   He really wasn’t; the Vice President was next in line, and before the Secretary of State comes the Speaker of the House and the President Pro Tem of the Senate too.  Haig was quite strongly criticized at the time.  I always sympathized with him.  Military men are trained to take charge.  In the 70s and 80s this was deemed the advantage we had over  Soviet Bloc forces.  Because theirs was an oppressive system of government, they had to be constantly vigilant of trouble makers.  So their soldiers were trained not to take charge.  In our military, if the officer goes down, the non-commissioned officer takes charge.  When he falls, the squad leader does.  When the squad leader falls, the team leader does.  And when the team leader goes down, the senior member of the team takes charge.  There is never a time no one is in charge.


When the constitution committee was meeting, I strongly presented my case for an organization headed by the pastor.  It would be a “super” board.  Once a month, it would meet and it would address the spiritual needs, physical needs, and social needs of our little flock.  I reasoned before the group: 1) Right now the pastor is de facto considered the head anyway.  2)  The system of government where you have numerous boards requires large numbers of volunteers to operate.  We get no more than 15 men at a voters meeting.  3) The current system is based on the premise that every man automatically volunteers to serve in whatever office the voters assembly elects him to.  This hasn’t been the case for at least a generation.  4)  I could run both the spiritual and material side of the church.

   This system would have been quite a departure from the traditional way LCMS churches are governed.  Frankly, I don’t know that the District constitution committee would have signed off on it or that it would have even worked.  The committee declined to go this way.  It wasn’t an acrimonious debate.  They didn’t think my idea would serve Trinity or myself for that matter.

   The system we have adopted is pretty similar to the standard LCMS way of doing business.  There is a division between the spiritual and the material.  The pastor is responsible for the 
spiritual side of things; the president of the congregation is responsible for the material side of things.  It is he who sees that the Board of Trustees and Board of Social Activities are functioning.  It is he who sees to it that the money is counted, recorded, and deposited.  It is he who is the pusher, the driver, the manager of the material side of the congregation.

   He is not alone.  He has chairman of boards, board members, a financial secretary, a recording secretary, a treasurer, and more underneath him to meet the material needs and responsibilities of the congregation.  Theoretically, he does, but warm bodies are needed to serve in all these capacities in reality.

   If you want to serve your Lord here at Trinity, your plug in place is the voters assembly, but it’s not the only place.  We need ushers, money counters, communion ware washers, and choir members.  

   When I visited with Trinity’s leaders before taking this Call, I told them I could not operate using their present constitution.  I can’t say that about the new one since I had a big hand in writing it.  Actually, I am quite happy to operate with it.  The current leadership has said, “Pastor we want you to be in charge of spiritual things; we will be in charge of physical things.”  Unlike the press did to Alexander Haig, I don’t pillory you; I salute you.

2009-2010 Trinity Social

Calendar

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 Bell Factory Tour. Leave by 10am, people pitch in $ to rent van. 

July 2010 

   18 Sunday- Bowling 

August 2010 

   1-5 Sunday- Thursday- Galveston Trip 
Google This

 

The following is part of an interview NPR aired on July 7, 2009 between “Marketplace’s” Kai Ryssdal and Google Chairman of the Board and CEO Eric Schmidt, and it should scare the tar out of us all.

 
“Ryssdal: I’m going to crib from myself in the conversation we had not too long ago at the Ideas Festival and ask you if “don’t be evil” means “always be good?”

 
Schmidt: “You asked [that question then] and it’s the best question I’ve had on that in many, many years. We use “don’t be evil” as a way of discussing what to do. We don’t know what the definition of good and evil is….”

 “Don’t be evil” is the informal motto or slogan of Google.  Yet, the company’s CEO admits they “don’t know the definition of good and evil!”  Neither does America. 

 
We can celebrate the life of a pedophile as if he were royalty, and mourn the death of an abortionist as tragic.  We demand a young woman have her parent’s permission to get her ears pierced but not her womb vacuumed.  We protect unborn brown pelicans, but not unborn babies.  We think it’s a man’s duty to defend women and children and a woman’s right to defend men.  We believe fornication is “living together” rather than dying together (Proverbs 2: 18, 19) and marriage till death do us part is a right of homosexuals but not a duty for heterosexuals. We as a people can no longer discern good and evil.  It’s all a matter of taste.  If your taste is for children, their bodies or blood, who am I to call that evil?  Nor may I deny that you can call it good.

 
As dangerous as it is for the individual when people are no longer able to distinguish good and evil, it is far more serious to individuals when a multibillion dollar company admits it doesn’t know the definition of good or evil.  What if the CEO of General Motors had made such a statement in 1969 when what was good for GM was good for the country?  Add to this that Google is the chief worldwide interface for information.

 
Would you go to a doctor, a lawyer, a mechanic even who said he didn’t know the definition of good and evil?  I’m not saying it would be wrong to.  A thorough pagan can be excellent at what they do.  I’m saying given a choice would you?

 
There could be one hopeful caveat.  Great evil is usually perpetrated by those who firmly believe they are doing good.  Perhaps, a company that admits it doesn’t know what either of those are will be stultified or stupefied into doing little of either.



 The Rosebush










A man wakes in the middle of the night to find a rosebush growing resplendently in the middle of the bedroom.  He knows it’s his bedroom, his bed, his furniture, his floor, yet from that floor sprouts this magnificent rose.  Since he is sure he knows where he is and what can and cannot be, he concludes that the rosebush must be a dream.
Then the scene changes.  The bedroom walls he knows so well start to warp and weave.  His bed seems to be melting, his furniture shape-shifting, and his floor no longer solid but liquid.  Trembling with confusion and fright, he reaches out to touch the rose and is bloodied by a thorn.
This says G.K. Chesterton is what has happened to modern man, and he said it in 1920 in an essay “The New Jerusalem, “(Collected Works, Volume XX, p.312ff).  Newton gave man the certainty that a wall was a wall, a bed a bed, a floor a floor.  Darwin came along operating on the fixed laws that Newton discovered and promptly used it to say what Newton never would:  Not just that there were very few miracles but there were no miracles.  Not that the supernatural was improbable in the natural world but impossible.


With this worldview modern man, felt secure in pronouncing something as strange as a rosebush in your bedroom or the Rose of Sharon (the Man who is God) unreal, a dream, an impossibility.  God couldn’t create in 6 days in their world; Jonah couldn’t be swallowed by a giant fish, and Bread couldn’t be Body and Wine couldn’t be blood.  But then Einstein happened.

Einstein talked of a fourth dimension, time, and not of dots (atoms) that one could definitely connect together but of electrons that one couldn’t predict with certainty and therefore couldn’t reliably connect.  This made modern man uncertain of his own bedroom walls, bed, and floor.  Science via quantum physics, the theory of relativity, and other things man can’t get his head around is destroying what man thought he knew.

In this state of crisis man is willing to reach out for the unexplainable, particularly when it remains constant amidst a world of change.  As his bedroom walls, bed, and floor shimmer and gleam like specters, he reaches out for what Darwin confidently told him couldn’t be, and he is surprised when the rosebush Darwin assured him couldn’t be real is.




Of course, what really needs to happen is for modern man to pull back his hand from the rose not with his own blood on him but that of the Rose of Sharon.  What Chesterton feared would happen is that modern man while discovering the reality of spiritual things in the universe would fail to realize that not all spiritual things could be trusted.  A rose by any other name might still smell as sweet, but not every sweet smelling thing is the Rose of Shaorn.
Get Out of Jail Free:

Misusing Scripture as an

Excuse for Sin

by Todd Wilken

Issues, Etc

Vol. 6, No. 2


On one of the corners of the MONOPOLY game board there is a picture of a chagrined character staring out a barred window. The square is marked “In Jail.” According to the rules of the game, 


A player lands in Jail 
while… (1.) his token lands 
on the space marked “Go to 
Jail”; (2.) he draws a card 
marked “Go to Jail”; (3.) he 
throws doubles three 
times 
in succession. When a player 
is sent to Jail he cannot 
colect his $200 salary in that 
move since, regardless of 
where his token is on the 
board, he must move directly 
into Jail. A player’s turn 
ends when he is sent to 
jail. 


Now, you can get out of MONOPOLY jail by throwing doubles of by paying a $50 fine. 


Or, if you are lucky, you might be holding the “Get Out of Jail Free” card. This card shows a picture of a relieved former inmate exiting a jailhouse with the words:


THIS CARD MAY BE KEPT UNTIL NEEDED OR SOLD


GET OUT OF JAIL FREE 


Anyone who has drawn this card in MONOPOLY knows what it means. As long as you hold the “Get Out of Jail Free” card, you don’t have to worry about landing on the “Go to Jail” square or drawing the “Go to Jail” card. You can roll doubles with impunity. You will never spend a single night in MONOPOLY jail. You are untouchable. 


We love the “Get Out of Jail Free” card. And not only when we play MONOPOLY. 

“Judge not, lest ye be judged” 


Matthew 7:1 passage is the ultimate “Get Out of Jail Free” card—or that is how we often use it. Perhaps you have even used it this way yourself. 


You are caught in a sin. A brother confronts you with the wrong you have done. You can’t deny it. He has you dead to rights. You panic. You can hear the jailhouse door swinging closed. 


And then suddenly, you remember what Jesus said: “judge not, lest ye be judged.” Before you know it, you’ve said it. “Judge not lest ye be judged!” 


Your accuser is speechless. Jesus himself said, “Judge not, lest ye be judged.” Who can argue with Jesus? 


That shut him up. You have played your card, and there is nothing he can do about it. You are out of jail. You are free. 


Now, think about it. “Judge not, lest ye be judged.” As long as you hold this card, you are untouchable. No one can ever accuse you of anything again. If they do, you know what to do. You have a “Get Out of Jail Free” card from Jesus Himself. Lucky you. Thanks Jesus! 


Too bad Jesus didn’t follow His own rule. 


Jesus contradicted Himself. To begin with, when He was passing judgment on those who pass judgment. How inconsistent is that? 


Then there was all the other judging that Jesus did. From the very beginning, He preached, “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” He judged the towns of Chorazin, Bethsaida and Capernaum. He judged the Scribes and Pharisees. He sent his disciples out to preach repentance. He said, “I did not come to call the righteous, but sinners, to repentance.” (Matthew 1:20-24; 4:17; 9:13; 23:13-32; Mark 6:7-12; Luke 10:13-16; 13:1-5; see also Matthew 12: 41-42; Luke 24:47; John 3:19.)


Come to think of it, Jesus was a real Judgey- Mcjudgerson. 


Or, could it be that Jesus never intended for us to use His words as a “Get Out of Jail Free” card? 


When Jesus said, “Judge not, lest ye be judged,” He wasn’t forbidding all judgment. 


On the contrary, Jesus was calling for sound judgment, based upon the clear Word of God. What Jesus was forbidding is self- righteous, hypocritical judgment. 


If Jesus really intended to forbid Christians from exercising judgment, how could He say later in Matthew, “If your brother sins, go and reprove him”? If Jesus has forbidden all judgment, these words are nonsense. 


If Jesus intended to forbid all judgment, how could Christians ever deal with sin, correct one another, be accountable to one another or be reconciled to one another?

 
The truth is, the context of Jesus’ words in Matthew chapter 7 is precisely about Christians exercising godly judgment, and Christians correcting one another:


Do not judge lest you be 
judged. For in the way you 
judge, you will be judged; 
and by your standard of 
measure, it will be measured 
to you. And why do you look 
at the speck that is in your 
brother’s eye, but do not no-
tice that log that is in your 
own eye? Or how can you 
say to your brother, ‘Let me 
take the speck out of your 
eye,’ and behold the log is in 
your own eye?’ You hypo-
crite, first take the log out 
of your own eye and then you 
will see clearly to take the 
speck out of your brother’s 
eye. (Matthew 7: 1-5)


“First take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s eye.” In other words, when you do judge, jugde yourself first by the objective standard of God’s Word. Examine your own sinful life first. Only when I clearly see my own sin, can I clearly see my brother’s. 

“He that is without sin among you, let him fist cast a stone.” 

This passage is like the “Judge not” passage, only with a twist. When we use it as a “Get Out of Jail Free” card, the goal is to disqualify all would –be accusers. Unless you are sinless, you have no business accusing me. It works beautifully. 


I most recently heard this passage used by none other than FOX News’ Sean Hannity. He was arguing on his television show with a Roman Catholic priest about contraception. The priest had pointed out that Hannity (also a Roman Catholic) did not share the Church’s opposition to condoms. In the course of five minutes, Hannity quoted Matthew 7:1 twice. But just to make sure he was really out of jail, he finally said, “Are you perfect Father? Are you perfect in every way? Have you not sinned? He who is without sin cast the first stone.” 


Or, maybe Hannity should stick to politics.


Did Jesus intend His words in John 8:7 to be used as a “Get Out of Jail” card? When Jesus said, “He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a stone,” was He giving us an air-tight excuse for our sin? 


Again, the context of Jesus’ words is helpful. The Pharisees had brought a woman caught in the act of adultery to Jesus. They quote Moses; that her crime was punishable by stoning. At first Jesus ignored them. 


So when they continued ask
ing Him, He raised Himself 
up and said to them, “He 
who is without sin among 
you, let him throw a stone at 
her first.” And again He 
stooped down and write on 
the ground. Then those who 
heard it, being convicted 
by 
their conscience, went out 
one by one, beginning with 
the oldest even to the 
last. 
And Jesus was left alone, and 
the woman standing in the 
midst. When Jesus had raised 
Himself up and saw no one 
but the woman, He said to 
her, “Woman, 
where are 
those accusers of yours? Has 
no one condemned you?” 
She said, “No 
one, Lord.” 
(John 8:5-11) 

Now, did Jesus say to her, “Go, and the next time those nasty Pharisees catch you in adultery, you just tell them, ‘He who is without sin, cast the first stone.’” No. Jesus said to her, “Neither do I condemn you; go and sin no more.” 


Jesus didn’t excuse the woman’s sin; He forgave it. 


When we use Jesus’ words in John 8:7 as a “Get Out of Jail Free” card, we are just making excuses for our sin, not seeking forgiveness. 

“We see through a glass, darkly”

One of the most common uses for “Get Out of Jail Free” passages is to promote, tolerate, or excuse false teaching. The most popular is probably 1 Corinthians 13:12, where St. Paul says, “We see through a glass, darkly.”


Used as a “Get Out of Jail Free” card, this passage is suppose to mean that the Bible is so unclear, or our perception of it is so clouded, that we can’t make any doctrinal judgments. “We see through a glass, darkly” means that you can’t question my doctrine because none of us sees the truth clearly enough to judge what is right and what is wrong. 


There are several problems here. First if this interpretation is correct, then shouldn’t it apply to this very passage as will? After all,  “We see through a glass darkly;” how can we tell what this passage really means? For that matter, how could we know if anything the Bible says is accurate? 


Second, St. Paul, who originally wrote “We see through a glass darkly,” seemed to be confident in the clarity of his own teaching. Paul encouraged careful doctrinal scrutiny: “Now I urge you, brethren, note those who cause divisions and offenses, contrary to the doctrine which you learned, and avoid them.” (Romans 16: 17)  He wrote to the Galatians, “But even if we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel to you then what we have preached to you, let him be accursed.” (Galatians 1:8)  He also told Timothy, “Be diligent to present yourself approved to God as a workman who does not need to be ashamed, handling accurately the word of truth.” (2 Timothy 2:15)  “Take heed to your self and to the doctrine. Continue in them, from for in doing this you will save both yourself and those who hear you.” (1 Timothy 4:16)  How can Paul say these things if “We see through a glass, darkly” means that Scripture’s teaching is less than clear? 


Third, if this interpretations is correct, how can we take seriously Scripture’s repeated warnings regarding false teaching (Matthew 7:15; 16:6-12; 24:11; Romans 16:17; 2 Corinthians 11:3-4; 13-14; Galatians 1;6-9; 5:9; 2 Timothy 3:3-4; 2 Peter 2:1-2; 2 John 1:9-10)? If you can’t know what is true, you can’t tell what is false. 


Finally, the original context of St. Paul’s words, “We see through a glass darkly” is about the limits of our present knowledge. Paul contrasted partial knowledge with complete knowledge. 


For we know in part and we 
prophesy in part. But when 
that which is perfect has 
come, them that which is per-
fect has come, then that 
which is in part will be done 
away. When I was a child, I 
spoke as a child, I under-
stood as a child, I thought as 
a child; but when I became a 
man, I 
put away childish 
things. For now we see in a 
mirror, dimly, but then face 
to face. Now I know in part, 
but then 
I shall know just 
as I also am 
known. 

(1 Corinthians 13:9-12)  


Paul wasn’t questioning the accuracy and reliability of what we do know; He was simply saying, “We don’t know everything yet.” 

“Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up” 




Another passage we use as a doctrinal “Get Out of Jail Free” card is 1 Corinthians 8:1, “knowledge puffs up, but love builds up.” The trick here is twofold. The first is to pit knowledge against love. When we play this passage as out “Get Out of Jail Free” card, we are saying that it’s an either/or scenario. Either you have knowledge, or you have love. But you can’t have both. The Second part of the trick is to equate doctrine with “knowledge.” This is our way of piously insinuating that those concerned with pure doctrine are just a bunch of unloving, prideful know-it-alls. On the other hand, those with a laissez-faire approach to doctrine are loving, humble, and edifying the Church. 

But the context of this passage shows that Paul isn’t pitting pure doctrine and love against each other. The passage has nothing to do with doctrine per se. Paul is warning the Corinthians to be mindful of their brothers’ conscience:


Beware lest somehow this 
liberty 
of yours become a 
stumbling 
block to those 
who are weak. For if any
one sees you who have 
knowledge eating in an idol’s 
temple, well not the con-
science of 
him who is weak 
be emboldened to eat 
those 
things offered to idols? And 
because of your knowledge 
shall the weak brother

 perish, for whom Christ 
died? 
But you thus sin 
against the brethren, and 
wound their weak con-

science, you sin against 
Christ. 





(1 Corinthians 7:9-11)

When Paul wrote “knowledge puffs up, but love builds up,” he wasn’t pitting pure doctrine and love against each other. For Paul, pure doctrine and love are never in conflict; they actually work together to edify the Church:

We should no longer be chil-
dren, tossed to and fro and 
carried about with every 
wind of doctrine, by the 
trickery of men in the cun-
ning craftiness of deceitful 
plotting, but, speaking the 
truth in love, may grow up in 
all things into Him who is the 
head- Christ. (Ephesians 
4:14-15; see also Colossians 
3:14-16; 1 Timothy 1:5; 2 
Timothy 3:10)


According to Paul, it is false doctrine and those who teach it, that destroy love and divide the Church:


If anyone teaches otherwise 
and does not consent to 
wholesome words, even the 
words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and to the doctrine 
which accords with godli-
ness, he is proud, knowing 
nothing, but is obsessed with 
disputes and arguments over 
words, from which come 
envy, strife, reviling, evil 
suspicions, useless wran-
glings of men of corrupt 
minds and destitute of the 
truth, who suppose that god-
liness is a means of gain. 
From such withdraw your
self. (1 Timothy 6:3-5; see 
also Romans 16:17-18; Titus 
1:10-16)

(Continue in June/July

Newsletter)

Recently Analyzed Fossil Was Not Human Ancestor As Claimed, Anthropologists Say

March 2, 2010

AUSTIN, Texas — A fossil that was celebrated last year as a possible "missing link" between humans and early primates is actually a forebearer of modern-day lemurs and lorises, according to two papers by scientists at The University of Texas at Austin, Duke University and the University of Chicago.


In an article now available online in the Journal of Human Evolution, four scientists present evidence that the 47-million-year-old Darwinius masillae is not a haplorhine primate like humans, apes and monkeys, as the 2009 research claimed.

They also note that the article on Darwinius published last year in the journal PLoS ONE ignores two decades of published research showing that similar fossils are actually strepsirrhines, the primate group that includes lemurs and lorises.


"Many lines of evidence indicate that Darwinius has nothing at all to do with human evolution," says Chris Kirk, associate professor of anthropology at The University of Texas at Austin. "Every year, scientists describe new fossils that contribute to our understanding of primate evolution. What's amazing about Darwinius is, despite the fact that it's nearly complete, it tells us very little that we didn't already know from fossils of closely related species."


His co-authors are anthropologists Blythe Williams and Richard Kay of Duke and evolutionary biologist Callum Ross of the University of Chicago. Williams, Kay and Kirk also collaborated on a related article about to be published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences that reviews the early fossil record and anatomical features of anthropoids — the primate group that includes monkeys, apes and humans. Last spring's much-publicized article on Darwinius was released in conjunction with a book, a History Channel documentary, and an exhibit in the American Museum of Natural History. At a news conference attended by New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg, the authors unveiled the nearly complete fossil of a nine-month-old female primate that had been found at the site of Messel in Germany.



But other anthropologists were immediately skeptical of the conclusions and began writing the responses that are being published this month.
"Just because it's a complete and well-preserved fossil doesn't mean it's going to overthrow all our ideas," says Williams, the lead author. "There's this enormous body of literature that has built up over the years. The Darwinius research completely ignored that body of literature."
That literature centers on the evolution of primates, which include haplorhines (apes, monkeys, humans, tarsiers) and strepsirrhines (lemurs, lorises). The two groups split from each other nearly 70 million years ago.




The fossil group to which Darwinius belongs — the adapiforms — have been known since the early 1800s and includes dozens of primate species represented by thousands of fossils recovered in North America, Europe, Asia and Africa. Some adapiforms, like North American Notharctus, are known from nearly complete skeletons like that of Darwinius. Most analyses of primate evolution over the past two decades have concluded that adapiforms are strepsirrhines, and not direct ancestors of modern humans. The most recent such analysis, published last year in the journal Nature, concluded that Darwinius is an early strepsirrhine and a close relative of the 39-million-year-old primate Mahgarita stevensi from West Texas.




Nevertheless, the scientists who last year formally described Darwinius concluded that it was an early haplorhine, and even suggested that Darwinius and other adapiform fossils "could represent a stem group from which later anthropoid primates evolved."






For example, they note that Darwinius has a short snout and a deep jaw — two features that are found in monkeys, apes and humans.





However, Kirk, Williams and their colleagues point out that short snouts and deep jaws are known to have evolved multiple times among primates, including several times within the lemur/loris lineage. They further argue that Darwinius lacks most of the key anatomical features that could demonstrate a close evolutionary relationship with living haplorhines (apes, monkeys, humans and tarsiers).

For instance, haplorhines have a middle ear with two chambers and a plate of bone that shields the eyes from the chewing muscles.



"There is no evidence that Darwinius shared these features with living haplorhines," says Kirk. "And if you can't even make that case, you can forget about Darwinius being a close relative of humans or other anthropoids."












       For more information, contact: Gary Susswein, College of Liberal Arts, 512 471 4945; Chris Kirk, Department of Anthropology, 512-471-0056; Blythe Williams, Duke University, 919-660-7385; John Easton, The University of Chicago, 773-702-6241.

http://www.utexas.edu/news/2010/03/02/human_ancestor_fossil/

Wisconsin Synod
Gerrymandering

The Reverend John W. Berg  pastor of Hope Evangelical-Lutheran Church (WELS), Fremont,
California.

(Continued from February-March 2010 Te Deum)

Present Tense 


The Wauwatosa theologian writes, “The Savior’s use of the present tense did not always have reference to a present reality.”  Now first of all, the Confession’s hermeneutical principle in regards to the Sacrament elucidated above cannot simply be thrown under the bus here, that is, that we understand the words of Christ spoken by the celebrant “in their simple sense,” nor can the Confessional rule that one does not import a foreign text, the understanding of which is guided by its own context and force that context upon another. Those battles were already fought and won with chalk and codified in our Confessions. It would be useful for the Wauwatosa theologians to “revisit Marburg” for a lesson on the importation of other texts (John 6) into the Sacramental debate. No interloper on the issue at hand is Chemnitz who writes of the inevitable chicanery that occurs when one exegizes the accounts of the Lord’s Supper on the basis of passages which do not treat it, “…or it follows that it is not founded at all on those passages where this dogma is obviously treated and repeated, with the result that nothing can be established, proved, or evaluated on the basis of these passages when contention arises...” (The Lord’s Supper, CPH p. 80).

   So, onto the contention of this Wauwatosa theologian that the present does not always have reference to a present reality, yes, it can be so, but only when qualified by the text, for example, what is commonly called the “historic present,” when an author, describing a past event, uses the present tense in his narration to make the story come alive. The same holds true when a person is being quoted who was originally speaking in the present tense.  In other cases where the present may seem to indicate a future reality the future is often not found the copulative but in the predicate. “This is my new hot tub” one may say about a pile of lumber and plastic.  However, even though soaking in the tub with a Pilsner Urquell and Cohiba in hand is off in the future, this sentence does speak of a present reality - at present this pile of unassembled lumber and plastic is indeed my new hot tub. (To answer the question about the order of the verbs in the institution accounts, such as “took, broke, gave, said/saying,” the Twelve most certainly knew what Christ had given them to eat with the words “this is my body.” These words govern the entire action. “This bread I take, this bread I break, this bread I give, this bread you eat is my body.” Or as our Confessions say, “present, distributed and received.”)

   Regardless, this use of the present is rare and must be determined by its own context.  Most often the examples of this use of the present refer not to the future but to the incompleteness of the action, which is often the nature of the present tense. And this future (or incompletedness) sense is not found in simple statements of fact, such as “this is my body.” Absolutely nothing in our Lord’s Testamental words spoken on that solemn occasion in that upper room suggests a “future” or incomplete reality.  (By the way, the words present and presence come from the same root.)

Curiouser and Curiouser 


 Now let me head off another argument often used here. Sometimes Wauwatosa theologians will appeal to the Confessions’ use of the words of our Lord, “Be fruitful and multiply” for their view of a delayed presence. For example Wauwatosa professor Tom Nass cites them “as an example of an efficacious Word of God which has produced and is still producing its results after its utterance. There is no reason to insist as a point of doctrine that the Word of God in the Lord’s Supper must produce its results immediately upon its utterance” (“The Moment Of The Real Presence In The Lord’s Supper” unpublished essay, 1989].

   Yes, the passage is used by the Formula (TD VII 76), but not in the way Nass uses it. The Formula quoting Chrysostom says, “Christ prepares this table and blesses it; for no human being makes the bread and wine which are set before us, the body and blood of Christ. Rather Christ himself, who was crucified for us, does that. The words are spoken by the mouth of the priest, but when he says, “This is my body,” the elements that have been presented in the Supper are consecrated by God’s power and grace through the Word. Just as the saying “be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth” [Gen1:28] was said only once and yet is continually effective in nature, causing it to grow and multiply, so these words were said once.  But they are powerful and do their work in our day and until his return, so that in the Supper as celebrated in the church his true body and blood are present” (FC TD VII 76).

   The point of comparison is not between the words “be fruitful and multiply” spoken once which are efficacious later and “this is my body” so that one can say if we speak the Verba they will be efficacious later, but between “be fruitful and multiply” (which implies future efficacy, - multiply) and “Do this” or rather “Keep on doing this” so that the Word which instituted the Supper gives efficacy to our Suppers today because of Christ’s power and command makes these words efficacious in our speaking. The point, then, is not as Wisconsin Synod contends that when we follow his institution and command in the Supper and say ‘This is my body’,” then it MAY NOT BE his body yet. Rather as the Formula (TD VII 78) truly says when we follow his institution and command in the Supper and say “This is my body,” then it IS his body.

   Oddly, Nass, concludes his essay, “I would be very happy to say that the real presence must be there prior to the reception - if adequate Scriptural proof could be offered.” Apparently “This is my body” is not adequate enough proof for this ad fontes theologian. What this and other Wauwatosa theologians forget is that when “I AM” speaks his “is,” it is a present reality. As Dr. Luther wrote in reference to the creative word of God, “[God] does not speak grammatical words; He speaks true and existent realities. Accordingly, that which among us has the sound of a word is a reality with God… Thus the Words of God are realities, not bare words” (AE 1:21f).  

   Additionally, when our Lord spoke he was referring to the bread and cup that he had taken - and that is important to note - and said “tou'to”  “this.”  What? “This.” The Lord used the demonstrative pronoun to draw the attention of the Twelve to what he was holding and had given, bread, a cup, and he told them what it was, not what it would be. As Augustine said, the rite “strikes the eye” (AP XIII, 6).  What we behold in not mere bread, but what the word tells us it is, the body of Christ. “This,” then, is the word of God that obliterates Thomistic transubstantiation, Melanchthonian crypto-Calvinism and Wauwatosan agnosticism.

Not Not Dead, Yet?


Now granting that this use of the present tense, though rare, is legitimate, its importation into the Supper is not. This is where words are understood in their “simple sense” which includes tense. But beyond that, the Scriptural proof provided by Wauwatosa theologian is simply astounding, the words of our Lord “She is not dead but asleep.”  What we are to believe is that what are Lord really said was “She is not necessarily alive at this point in time, but she will be not dead at some undetermined time in the future.”  

   First of all this interpretation leads to absurdity in this context. Note that the words of our Lord speak of the same reality in two different ways, “she is not dead,” but “she is sleeping.” Both are in the present tense. Now if we are to believe this Wisconsin Synod theologian, both realities, then, speak of a future reality since both speak of the same condition.  So, then, we are forced by the Wauwatosa interpretation to conclude then that our Lord’s words “She is asleep” must then mean “She will sleep.” So to use Wauwatosan language our Lord said, “She is not necessarily dead now but at some time is the future will be not dead, and she is not necessarily asleep now, but at some time in the future will sleep.”  

   But beyond that, the little girl was not dead at the precise moment our Lord spoke, she was sleeping. For do you not know what death for the believer is, dear theologian? I have joyous news for you! Death for the believer is sleep! She was not dead as the pagan world and you, dear theologian, understand. Now I know what you are thinking, “but she stinketh.” Indeed! For was her heart pumping blood through her arteries at this point in time? No. Was she breathing at this point in time? No. Was there brain activity at this point in time? No, she flat lined.  But, was she dead at this point in time? No, she was at that precise moment not dead; but sleeping (as our Lord said). Dr. Luther in his Genesis lectures speaks of this comforting truth

    Natural death, which is the separation of the soul from the body, is simple death. But to feel death, that is, the terror and fear of death – this is real death. Without fear death is not death; it is a sleep, as Christ says (John 11:26): “He who believes in Me will not see death.” For when fear has been removed, the death of the soul has been removed (AE 4 p. 115).

   Again, apply this Wisconsin Synod logic to any “present” tense, let alone on these most solemn words spoken at this most solemn time in the upper room.  “Your sins are…not necessarily at this point in time, but at some undetermined time in the future… will be forgiven.”  “I am… not necessary but will be at some undetermined time in the future... be with you always.”  All sorts of devilish mischief enters in when words do not mean what they say.  As Dr. Chemnitz said “some evil genius has brought these most holy words into controversy like an apple of discord” (ibid, p. 17).

Formula of Concord


The Wauwatosa theologian finishes his answer by authoritatively claiming the support of the Formula without citing it, “Of great importance here is the fact that the officiant’s speaking of the so-called Words of Institution at Communion celebrations does not cause or bring about the real presence. Christ’s words spoken two thousand years ago accomplish this, not the words of the pastor. The Lutheran Confessions address this subject in more detail in Article VII of the formula of Concord.”

   The inference is clear - the words of the celebrant have no efficacy and thus have nothing to really say about the elements before us beyond a history lesson. Once again the Wauwatosa theologian cleverly distorts the issue as he misrepresents the Confessions.  He, I assume, would quote the passage which Wauwatosa theologians often quote which would seem to support the above view.  “So that it is not our work or speaking, but the command and ordination of Christ that makes the bread the body, and the wine the blood from the beginning of the first Supper even to the end of the world, and that through our service and office they are daily distributed” (FC TD VII, 77).   

   He would follow the lead of Dr. Siebert Becker, former Wisconsin seminary professor and a current Wisconsin seminary professor, Forest Bivens who likewise make much of this quote.  Dr. Becker wrote the Wisconsin Synod’s position paper on this issue and notes, “It is of the greatest significance also that the Formula [VII] distinguishes sharply in this connection between the words spoken by the minister and the words spoken by Christ at the first Supper. Those who ascribe a Romanizing power to the words of institution usually stress the fact that the Savior at every celebration is speaking through the mouth of His called and ordained servant. But while there is an element of truth in that assertion, yet it should be noted clearly how the Confessions here so clearly draw a contrast between the speaking of the pastor and the speaking of Christ”(“The Lord’s Supper: Consecration and Moment” p. 4).

   And Bivens echoes, “[FC VII] does a couple of significant things in this connection. First it sharply distinguishes between Christ’s first, original words of institution and our recitation and speaking in connection with our celebrations” (Summer Quarter Notes, p. 30).

   But never do the Wauwastosa theologians address the following sentence in the Formula! Bivens and Nass do not and Becker quotes it but only in the German. (In fact I cannot find a Wisconsin Synod paper that does use it, which is not to say there isn’t one out there. Let me know if you find one.)  

    “Here too if I were to say over all the bread there is, “This is the body of Christ,” nothing would happen, but when we follow his institution and command in the Supper and say, “This is my body,” then it is his body, not because of our speaking or our declarative word, but because of his command in which he has told us to speak and to do and has attached his own command and deed to our speaking” (emphasis added. FC TD VII 78).

   The confessors were not claiming a character indelebilis à la Rome, but defending their authorized consecration in opposition to the Zwinglian and crypto Calvinist view of the real presence and their denial that our speaking of the Verba was efficacious. The Confessors claimed efficacy for their words “not because of [their] speaking or [their] declarative word, but because of his command in which he has told [them] to speak and to do and has attached his own command and deed to [their] speaking.”  Note here how Becker simply culls out the words “not because of our speaking” and ignores the remainder of the quote,

   It is crystal clear in this quotation (FC TD VII, 78) that when Luther and the Confessions speak of our speaking or recitation in the discussion of the Lord’s Supper, they had in mind just our speaking of the words “This is my body.” When we speak these words, our words do not have a special efficacy, as is the case in Roman theology (“The Lord’s Supper: Consecration and Moment”, p. 6).

   It is disingenuous, then, to say, “Christ's words spoken two thousand years ago accomplish this, not the words of a pastor.” This drives a wedge between the celebrant’s words and Christ’s words, which are one and the same or as our Confessions say “attached,” and what God has joined together let not theologians put asunder.  By this “separating” they weaken faith and bring into doubt the real presence.  My words, as a celebrant, do not make something “happen,” but Christ’s words, which I speak, do “because he has attached his own command and deed to [my] speaking.”  It is simply false to say otherwise.

   The Formula had to address the Schwaermer who had attacked the Lutheran position as the Romanist position, a tactic that both Becker and Bivens and this Q/A theologian employ. Herman Sasse notes that the “fundamental difference” between the Roman (with its character indelebilis) and Lutheran understanding of the consecration that is, that the power is not in our, but in Christ’s words spoken by the celebrant “Zwingli and his followers failed to understand” (This is My Body p. 37). 

   This not so subtle scent of Romanism (whose original Wisconsin Synod targets were Tom Hardt and Bjarne Teigen) is always useful to distract the hounds from the real culprit. Neither Tom Hardt, Bjarne Teigen nor any censer swinging, chasuble wearing Lutheran father ever claimed a “special efficacy” for their speaking of the Verba anymore than that which comes from the Word and command of Christ which he has attached to their speaking. It is a sleight of hand to do as these Wauwatosans do, i.e. say “Since Rome, contrary to Scripture, claims an indelible character gives power to the priest’s chanting of the Verba in order to make it an effective Sacrament, therefore the Lutheran priests chanting of the Verba has no efficacy and anyone who says so is a Romanist.”  As Dr. Luther said to Zwingli for his misuse of the “flesh” of John 6, “Your logic is very poor; it is the kind of logic for which a schoolboy is caned and sent to the corner (AE 38:25).”

   Hands laid upon, Concordia subscribing Lutheran celebrants, however, need no indelible character for they have the ‘command and deed of Christ attached to their speaking.’”  So again to paraphrase Harms, “those who do not believe the words ‘This is my body’ spoken by the celebrant in 2007 do not believe the words ‘This is my body,’ spoken by The Celebrant in 33,” or at least will cast doubt on those simple words. But, finally that is what you must do when the outcome is predetermined. Our Confessions have a word for that kind of gerrymandering, “prattle.” §
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	Sun
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu
	Fri
	Sat

	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	
	Maundy Thursday 7:30 PM


	Good Friday

7:30 PM Service of Darkness


	

	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	
	Confirmation
5:00 PM
	 
	
	PASTOR ON 

	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	VACATION
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	Youth

Garage Sale

8AM - 2:00PM

	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24

	Noon Adult Class 
	Confirmation 5:00 PM
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir 6:30 PM

 
	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	

	Noon Adult Class 
	Confirmation 5:00 PM
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class 

    7:00 PM
	









April 2010
May 2010

	Sun
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	Thu
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	Sat

	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	

	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Noon Adult Class 

	
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir 6:30 PM

 
	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Noon Adult Class 


	

	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir

 6:30 PM


	Ascension Service 
7:30 PM

Dinner 

Follows
	
	

	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22

	Noon Adult Class 


	
	Elders     Meeting   6:30 PM
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir

 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29

	Noon Adult Class         
	
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM

Choir

 6:30 PM


	Revelation Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	                30

 Noon Adult Class               
	                31
	
	
	
	
	


TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH – 1207 WEST 45TH STREET – AUSTIN, TX 78756

REV. PAUL R. HARRIS, PASTOR – 512-453-3835 CHURCH 512-251-4204 HOME

SUNDAY SCHOOL AND BIBLE STUDY 9:15 AM – DIVINE SERVICE 10:30 AM 
Trinity Te Deum


The official newsletter for Trinity Lutheran Church 


Austin, Texas			March 28, 2010	Volume 12, Issue 2


April/ May 2010





TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH – 1207 WEST 45TH STREET – AUSTIN, TX 78756


REV. PAUL R. HARRIS, PASTOR – 512-453-3835 CHURCH 512-251-4204 HOME


SUNDAY SCHOOL AND BIBLE STUDY 9:15 AM – DIVINE SERVICE 10:30 AM 



































2
11

