
This comes to you on the First Sunday of the Church Year; think of it as my New Year's/ Christmas gift to you.  This is my latest explanation and defense of our way of worship.  The complete Explanation of our Divine Service will be available soon.  I urge you to get a copy and read why we do what we do. For now open this gift.

An Introduction to our Divine 
Service


Our Order of Service is not unique to us Lutherans. Martin Luther did not break away from the universal Christian Church, but rather, he recalled the Church to Her original doctrine and practice. The Church still existed, but She had become corrupt through false teachings. It was Luther’s intention to keep everything (the order of service, the furnishings, the music, vestments, candles) as long as they were not contrary to the Word of God. A manufacturer may put out an automobile with a faulty radiator, but one does not throw out the entire car for that reason – one replaces the radiator.


We use an altar, crucifix, vestments, candles, rites, ceremonies. These things are not the possession of any denomination. They belong to all Christendom, for they were handed down through the ages.  In the order that they appear in our Divine Service, here is when they became component parts of the liturgy.  Remember in all cases, they were in use before this time.  This is when they became “official.” Introit – 5th century; Kyrie – 6th century; Gloria in Excelsis – 5th century; Creed – 11th century; Preface – 3rd century.  Sanctus – 1st century; Pax Domini – 4th century; Agnus Dei – 7th century (Rev. David Kind presentation “The Shape of the Liturgy”, July 2010, Nashville, TN).


Although the “father” of the Lutheran church, Martin Luther, argued that ceremony can be used in a godly way and that we can’t in fact live without it in the church (AE, 49, 55-56), many Lutheran churches have discarded the liturgy.  While Lutherans have never insisted that there is only one divine order of service, they have insisted that how you worship shows what you really believe. This outlook goes back to the first four centuries of the Christian Church’s existence.  “Every congregation declared what it stood for in its liturgies, its selections of lection [Bible readings], and in its prayers and hymns” (Elert, Eucharistic and Church Fellowship in the First Four Centuries, 49).


We are confessing something by using the same order of service that has been used by Lutherans since 1888.  Those who attack this order as out of date, outmoded, boring, stale, etc. are also saying something. As G. K. Chesterton observed, “There is not really any courage at all in attacking hoary or antiquated things, anymore than in offering to fight one’s grandmother.  The really courageous man is he who defies tyrannies young as the morning and superstitions fresh as the first flowers” (What’s Wrong with the World, 33).  Trinity defies both the tyranny that liturgical equals “Catholic” and the superstition that new means better. 


On the first point even the first president of the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, C.F.W. Walther weighed in.  He said, “It is a pity and dreadful cowardice when one sacrifices the good ancient church customs to please the deluded American sects, lest they accuse us of being papistic [i.e. Catholic]” (Essays for the Church, I, 197).  On the second point, Plato weighs in.  He warns of the State praising ‘new songs’ not knowing that they are new kinds of song.  He said, “For any musical innovation is full of danger to the whole State, and ought to be prohibited….When modes of music change, the fundamental laws of the State always change with them” (Republic, 203).  G. K. Chesterton makes the same point only specifically in reference to the church.  “Those who leave the tradition of truth do not escape into something which we call Freedom.  They only escape into something else which we call Fashion (Collected Works, III, 388). 


The monumental work, The Oxford History of Christian Worship, has this to say about our Lutheran tradition of worship in the United States: “In the United States, Lutherans of varied ethnic origin and theological bent had since 1888 agreed on a ‘Common Service’” (729).  This came unraveled in the 80s, and now there are virtually as many different orders of service as there are Lutheran churches.  And what we have is a character from a John Updike novel who “misses the familiar Lutheran liturgy, scratched into his heart like a weathered inscription” (Rabbit, Run, 197).  Actually if historian Will Durant it right, we have something more.  He puts this critique of Voltaire in the mouth of Pope Benedict XIV: “Tradition is to the group what memory is to the individual, and just as the sapping of memory may bring insanity, so a sudden break with tradition may plunge a whole nation into madness, like France in revolution” (The Age of Voltaire, 788).  Attend a church that prides itself in contemporary, blended, praise, or cutting edge worship and you will see the “madness” of polka, country, or blue grass Communion services; of pastors strutting around the chancel as if they owned the place; of people being applauded for their performance.  They will defend all this in the name of enculturation.  As one of my members pointed out, what contemporary worship is really engaged in is de-culturation.


From the very beginning of the Lutheran Church as a distinct fellowship, we have warned of this.  Our Apology of the Augsburg Confession says why we intend on keeping the “old traditions”: “But we cheerfully maintain the old traditions (as, the three high festivals, the observance of Sunday, and the like) made in the Church for the sake of usefulness and tranquility; (XV, 38).  In a later article we assert “that with the greatest zeal we maintain the dignity of the Mass and show its true use” (XXVI, 99).


A word about our Divine Service in general.  We are with Plato when it comes to hymn singing.  He believed it was a fact without need of substantiation that “melody and rhythm will depend upon the word” (Republic, 156).  Two Baptists, in writing about the hymns produced by the Reformation, say, “The great Reformation chorales were meant not to create a mood, but to convey a message” (The Gift of Music, 35).  In other words, even when the sermon is bad there is still a message in our Divine Service.  In a more serious vein, we should remember what 19th century poet Matthew Arnold said, “- such a price/ The Gods exact for song:/ To become what we sing” (Lines 232-234).  Perhaps you have noticed what this biographer of Douglas MacArthur did: “In times of social upheaval dazed populations turn to the irrational, the bizarre, the macabre.  Laws of social gravity are suspended.  People take up wild crazes, behave like freaks, laugh at horror, weep at wit.  One of the surest signs of this psychedelic mood is popular music.  Nonsense songs catch on, perhaps because sensible lyrics mock a demented world.”  They were found in Russia on the eve of the October Revolution, and in Weimar, Berlin.  The British played “The World Turned Upside Down” at Yorktown, in the Depression and WWII Americans sang “The Music goes Round and Round,” “Three Itty fishes,” “Hut Sut Song,” and Mairzy Doats.”  Tokyo Rose crooned to the tune of London Bridge “Hello, hello, are you there?  Are you there, are you there? Hello, hello, are you there? Ah that is so!” (William Manchester, American Caesar, 488-489)


Not only are our hymns “old school” so is our chanting.  We preserve the Gregorian or plainchant.  We don’t do this simply because it is old.  As The Oxford History of Christian Worship observes. Plainchant is a more intelligible rendition of texts than polyphony and more acoustically pleasing (723).  Or as a Catholic writer has observed, “Gregorian chant is music that is strictly wedded to language” (Mosebach, The Heresy of Formlessness, 16).  Of course many churches, including the Catholic, have gone away from it for something more up to date.  “What the bishops forgot was that this music had sounded strange even to the ears of Charlemagne and Thomas Aquinas, Monteverdi and Haydn; it is at least as remote from their contemporary life as it is from ours” (Ibid. 16).  This Catholic writer’s view is supported by Pierre Riche who was professor of the history of the Middle Ages at the University of Paris when he wrote the 1973 work Daily Life in the World of Charlemagne.  He observed, “We can be sure the people accustomed to the more abrupt rhythms of profane music were not easily seduced by the monodic purity of Gregorian chant” (236).  Alfred Edersheim dates the use of Gregorian tones to the Temple itself saying, “There is no reason to doubt that in so-called Gregorian tones we have also preserved to us a close approximation to the ancient hymnody of the Temple, though certainly not without considerable alterations” (The Temple, 81).

Trinity Lutheran Church has not been “seduced” by sounds but by the words of the Gospel.  Our Divine Service is in service to those words and even more so to the Word made Flesh.

Rev. Paul R. Harris

October 25, 2011

Advent Begins Sunday, 

November 29, 10:30 AM

Advent 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.

More than a Courthouse 
Controversy

   I fear that when you hear “Ten Commandments” all you think is, “O another controversy about the Ten Commandments being on display in a public courthouse.”  No, the Ten Commandments are much more than that.  And by God’s grace, our 9 part sermon series will show you that.

   I’m continuing the Reformation era tradition of midweek services being dedicated to catechesis. We are starting our 4th trip through Luther’s Small Catechism.  You might think this is “overkill,” but even Luther, the author of it, said he daily used the catechism.

   In his introduction to his Large Catechism, Luther contrasted his use of the catechism with Lutheran pastors who thought they had mastered it after only one time through.  He said, “7] But for myself I say this: I am also a doctor and preacher, yea, as learned and experienced as all those may be who have such presumption and security; yet I do as a child who is being taught the Catechism, and every morning, and whenever I have time, I read and say, word for word, the Ten Commandments, the Creed, the Lord's Prayer, the Psalms, etc. And I must still read and study daily, and yet I cannot master it as I wish, 8] but must remain a child and pupil of the Catechism, and am glad so to remain. And yet these delicate, fastidious fellows would with one reading promptly be doctors above all doctors, know everything and be in need of nothing. Well, this, too, is indeed a sure sign that they despise both their office and the souls of the people, yea, even God and His Word. They do not have to fall, they are already fallen all too horribly; they would need to become children, and begin to learn their alphabet, which they imagine that they have long since outgrown.”

   Here’s what by God’s grace you will look forward to hearing on Wednesday’s during Advent and Lent.

More than A Courthouse 

Controversy 2011 - 2012

Nov. 30

7:30 P.M.


One Reveals our Chief Sin

Dec. 7

7:30 PM


One Shows us There is an 

Awful Lot in a Name

Dec. 14

7:30 PM


One Exposes the Evil of not 
Hearing the Word
Feb. 22

7:30 PM


One Makes Parents ‘gods’ (Ash Wednesday)

Feb. 29

7:30 PM


One Declares All Human Life 
Sacred

Mar. 7

7:30 PM


One Lays Bare that Sex Can’t be 
Casual

Mar. 14

7:30 PM


One Declares that Socialism and 
Communism are Wrong

Mar. 21

7:30 PM


One Discloses that “white lies” aren’t the Problem

Mar. 28

7:30 PM


Two Witness to our Real 

Problem


A Note from Your 
Association of Confessing 
Evangelical Congregations

“He must hold firmly to the trustworthy message as it has been taught, so that he can encourage others by sound doctrine and refute those who oppose it.” Titus 1:9

    Reformation time is quickly upon us. We know the story well. A monk named Martin Luther. A church gone astray. Forgiveness bought and sold. 95 Theses posted on the Church door at Wittenberg; October 31, 1517. “A Mighty Fortress is Our God.” A wonderful trip, once a year, down memory lane. But rather than a nostalgic look back, might I suggest a look around? How do you think it would look if Luther had kept quiet? What if, for the sake of peace and harmony, Luther and the other Reformers had compromised the Truth of the Gospel? What if they had taken the position that a little bit of error is OK? What if...

    Thank God that was not the case, and that now we actually have something to celebrate each year at Reformation time! But when we get lazy, error has a way of sneaking in the back door of the Church. Hence, each generation must contend for the Truth of God’s Word. So once again the question is before us, how much error is too much? On this side of heaven the Church will always be plagued by error. But this “sad but true” reality should not make us complacent or lazy. Quoting Johann Baier, one of the great Lutheran theologians of years gone by, C. F. W. Walther teaches that toleration of error is as bad as or worse than the original error. He writes:

    “Such toleration of errors, first, is in opposition to the Scripture passages which command us to preserve the whole Christian doctrine free from error (II Thessalonians 2:15), to keep the good thing committed unto us (II Timothy 1:14), that is, to keep it intact, uncurtailed and unadulterated, and to continue in the things which we have learned (II Timothy 3:14). But the doctrine will not be kept pure if opposing errors are tolerated at the same time and in an equal manner or are permitted to become mingled with it. Secondly, such toleration is in opposition to the duty of reproving imposed upon faithful teachers by God, through which [errors] are rebuked and condemned (cf. Titus 1:9, 13; II Timothy 4:2; 3:16), to which correspond the examples of Christ (Matthew 5:12ff.; 16:6) and of Paul (Galatians 1:6). Thirdly, such toleration is very dangerous, for those errors and corruptions, unless they are restrained, assailed, and condemned, will spread ever more widely; the truth of the doctrine is rendered doubtful and suspicious, or at least it is regarded as a matter of indifference; and finally those that err are confirmed, and the deceivers are given a chance to infect ever more [people].” 1

    Summarizing Baier, Walther cites the threefold danger that arises from the toleration of errors. If they are not stopped, they will spread farther and farther, truth will become suspect, and the errorists will be confirmed in their error.

    But why, for the sake of peace and love, don’t we just overlook false doctrine and errors? Why must Lutherans be so intolerant? Isn’t this simply “scolding” and a needless and purposeless criticism? For this reason Lutherans are often portrayed as trouble-makers, uneducated, and unloving. Walther counters, “to remain silent in the face of false doctrine is not a demonstration of love, but rather of hate; for how then can errorists be saved?” 2

    May the Reformation spirit of Luther, Baier, and Walther work mightily among us as we proclaim and contend for the Truth which is Jesus, crucified and risen for the life of the world.

In Christ,

Rev. Clint K Poppe

Pastor, Good Shepherd Lutheran Church, Lincoln, Nebraska

Chairman, ACELC

1  Walther, Essays For the Church, Volume I, (St. Louis : CPH), 1994, p. 122-123.

2  Ibid., 124. 

Michigan Legislature Bans

Partial-Birth Abortions

The Michigan legislature voted September 21 to ban partial-birth abortions in the state. The proposed legislation moves to a conference committee for approval. Both House and Senate companion bills would ban the practice of partial-birth abortion in Michigan and is modeled after the federal Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 2003, which was upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court. A second measure establishes sentencing guidelines in the performance or assistance of a partial-birth abortion. Those found guilty of the new felony would face two years in prison, the same as the federal law.

SOURCE : 9/22/11 – Muskegon Chronicle

Abortion Increases Mental Health Risks by 81 Percent

New research by leading U.S. researcher Dr. Priscilla Coleman of Bowling Green State University finds women who have an abortion nearly double their risk of mental health problems as women who give birth. The study in the British Journal of Psychiatry examined 22 separate studies examining 877,000 women, with 163,831 women having had an abortion. The study concluded, “Overall, the results revealed that women who had undergone an abortion experienced an 81 percent increased risk of mental health problems, and nearly 10 percent of the incidence of mental health problems were shown to be directly attributable to abortion.” 

Abortion was linked with a 34 percent risk of anxiety disorders and a 37 percent higher probability of depression; more than twice the risk of alcohol abuse (110 percent); three times greater risk of marijuana use (220 percent); and a 155 percent greater risk of attempting suicide.

SOURCE : 9/1/11 - LifeNews.com
Global Warming?

I’ve published several articles passed on to me by others refuting global warming as poor science.  Here are two more – one  for, one against. You decide.
Climate Skeptic Sponsors New Climate Study, Confirms ‘Global Warming Is Real'

By Rebecca BoylePosted 10.24.2011


Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature Findings This chart compares the BEST data, which included 1.6 billion temperature reports from 15 preexisting data archives, to other climate change trend data. 

Last year, as climate change deniers were up in arms over the so-called “Climategate” controversy involving alleged manipulation of climate data, one skeptical scientist proposed taking a fresh look. Richard Muller, a physicist at the University of California-Berkeley and a self-described climate skeptic, undertook to review the temperature data underlying most global warming studies. Now his team has wrapped up their work, and it apparently solidifies the other studies’ findings.


Actually, the Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature project found the Earth is getting even warmer than other climate scientists claim.


The findings have neither been peer-reviewed nor published, so some skeptics and deniers are as yet unsatisfied, but Muller says the group has submitted the papers for publication. Meanwhile, the data is all online for anyone’s review.


Muller said earlier this year that he was surprised by his own findings; now he accepts what other groups have been saying for years, that the Earth is getting warmer in most locations over time.


The BEST study is notable for a few reasons aside from Muller’s skepticism and the study’s funding sources, which include the climate-change-denying Charles and David Koch — it’s also a very comprehensive look, examining skeptics’ claims in detail and with a gigantic amount of data points. The study combined 1.6 billion temperature reports from 39,000 temperature stations around the globe, using 15 preexisting data archives.


The goal was to examine some of the most common claims from climate skeptics (let’s agree that there is a line between skepticism and denialism), which include: The poor quality of temperature monitoring stations; the poor siting of stations in cities, where they could be subject to urban heat-island effects; and the relatively small amount of available data employed by NASA, NOAA and the UK’s Met Office and Climatic Research Unit.


Statisticians developed a new approach that let them use fragmented records, such as those from unreliable monitoring stations, which embiggened the overall data set by about five times. Muller’s team also used satellite images to divide the world into urban and rural areas, which allowed them to correct for heat-island effects. And they ranked the quality of the monitoring stations, and found even poor stations accurately track temperature changes over time.


Their conclusion? “Global warming is real.” Very real, if their numbers are to be believed — the BEST analysis found that at the locations that showed warming, temperatures rose by an average 1 to 2 degrees Celsius, much higher than the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimate of 0.64 degrees C.


“Perhaps our results will help cool this portion of the climate debate,” he wrote in an op-ed about the work. Adding: “How much of the warming is due to humans and what will be the likely effects? We made no independent assessment of that.”

[via Wall Street Journal http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2011-10/climate-skeptic%E2%80%99s-new-climate-study-confirms-%E2%80%98global-warming-real]

Nobel Laureate Resigns from APS Over Global Warming Policy

Tiffany Kaiser - September 15, 2011 4:20 PM

   
A well-known physicist has resigned from his position with the American Physical Society (APS) due to its recent policy stating that global warming is real.

   
Dr. Ivar Giaever, a 1973 Nobel Prize winner in physics and former professor with the Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, announced his resignation from the APS on Tuesday, September 13, 2011. 

   
The APS' official policy supports the theory that human actions have inexorably caused the warming of the Earth through heightened carbon dioxide emissions. 


Giaever responded by refusing to pay his annual dues, and writing an email to Kate Kirby, executive officer of the physics society, saying that he disagreed with this policy. The following is the email sent from Giaever to Kirby on September 13:

From: Ivar Giaever 

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 3:42 PM

To: kirby@aps.org

Cc: Robert H. Austin; 'William Happer'; 'Larry Gould'; 'S. Fred Singer'; Roger Cohen

Subject: I resign from APS

Dear Ms. Kirby


Thank you for your letter inquiring about my membership. I did not renew it because I can not live with the statement below:

 
Emissions of greenhouse gases from human activities are changing the atmosphere in ways that affect the Earth's climate. Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide as well as methane, nitrous oxide and other gases. They are emitted from fossil fuel combustion and a range of industrial and agricultural processes. The evidence is incontrovertible: Global warming is occurring. If no mitigating actions are taken, significant disruptions in the Earth's physical and ecological systems, social systems, security and human health are likely to occur. We must reduce emissions of greenhouse gases beginning now.


In the APS it is ok to discuss whether the mass of the proton changes over time and how a multi-universe behaves, but the evidence of global warming is incontrovertible? The claim (how can you measure the average temperature of the whole earth for a whole year?) is that the temperature has changed from ~288.0 to ~288.8 degree Kelvin in about 150 years, which (if true) means to me is that the temperature has been amazingly stable, and both human health and happiness have definitely improved in this 'warming' period.

Best regards,

Ivar Giaever

Nobel Laureate 1973


According to the Wall Street Journal, Giaever announced he was an avid global warming skeptic in 2008, saying that global warming was "becoming a religion."


"I am Norwegian, should I really worry about a little bit of warming?," said Giaever in 2008. "I am unfortunately becoming an old man. We have heard many similar warnings about the acid rain 30 years ago and the ozone hole 10 years ago or deforestation but the humanity is still around. The ozone hole width has peaked in 1993. Moreover, global warming has become a new religion. We frequently hear about the number of scientists who support it. But the number is not important: only whether they are correct is important. We don't really know what the actual effect on the global temperature is. There are better ways to spend the money." 


Giaever, who earned his Nobel Prize for his experimental discoveries with tunneling phenomena in superconductors, joined more than 100 signers of a letter to U.S. President Barack Obama criticizing his position on climate change in 2009.
The Service of Women in 

Congregational Offices, 

1969 to 2007
By: Ken Schurb

(Reprinted from the Fall 2009 Concordia Historical Institute, Vol. 82, No. 3, pg. 147-149, used with permission).

Rev. Schurb is pastor of Zion Lutheran Church in Moberly, Missouri. In this article, using convention proceedings, reports of the Commission on Theology and Church Relations, and other documents, he traces developments and changes in the position of the Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod regarding the service of women in the church.

Continued from June/July 2011

1970 CCM Opinion


In 1970 the Synod’s Commission on Constitutional Matters (CCM) was asked by President Preus and others to provide guidance on the parish level implementation of 1969 Res. 2-17. The CCM responded by composing a model paragraph for congregations wishing to incorporate provisions based upon the resolution into their constitutions or bylaws. This model paragraph provided that women of appropriate age

may hold voting membership in the congregation and serve as officers and as members of boards and committees as long as these positions are not directly involved in the specific functions of the pastoral office (preaching, the public administration of the sacraments, church discipline) and as long as this service does not violate the order of creation (usurping authority over men). Accordingly, they shall not serve as pastor, as a member of _______ [the board of elders or “corresponding board directly involved in the functions of the pastoral office”], as chairman or vice-chairman of the congregation, or as chairman of _______.”


In the last blank, the CCM noted, “the congregation may list at its discretion those major policy and decision-making boards or standing committees, if any, whose chairmanship the congregation might wish to restrict to men.”


The CCM model paragraph reflects the Synod’s determination to prevent women from violating the order of creation in ways other than holding the pastoral office or carrying out its distinctive functions. This model became the Synod’s policy.
 The CCM is a constitutional commission, and in its 1970 opinion, the commission was carrying out an assignment to interpret a synodical resolution. It was not directly engaging in biblical exegesis.


However, the CCM’s work was not unrelated to the Bible, for in 1969 Res. 2-17 the Synod was interpreting and applying biblical texts. It quoted 1 Timothy 2:12. Based on principles it found in biblical passages the Synod had said that women should not hold congregational positions that would involve them in violation to the order of creation. Women were not to “exercise authority over men,” as the Bible says and the Synod affirmed in Res. 2-17.


What the CCM was offering as new in 1970 was the specification of particular lay offices. Here it reported that it was “restricting itself to the position which the Synod has taken in this matter (de iure humano rather than de iure divino, by human right rather than divine right) at this point.” This disclaimer by the CCM must be read carefully. For in 1969 the Synod did not indicate that it was simply by human right that women are neither to be pastors nor do what only pastors should do. Nor did the Synod say that it was a de iure humano matter if women violate the order of creation by holding various positions in congregations. The prohibition of women from exercising authority over men was quoted by the Synod from a Bible passage. So what was de iure humano? The CCM seems to have been cautioning that the naming of specific offices (besides pastor) in the model paragraph was de iure humano. 
 The CCM added that further definition of the Synod’s position would perhaps require refinement of the CCM’s own suggestions.

1985 CTCR Report on 
Women in the Church


The change has its roots in the 1985 CTCR Report on Women in the Church. This document repeatedly mentioned the order of creation. One of its stated objectives was to explain “the inclusion of woman (as well as man) in a divinely mandated order which is to be reflected in the work and worship life of the church.” Therefore the report stated that “The order of redemption, while affirming that men and women are one in Christ and joint heirs of the grace of life, does not abolish the order established at the time of creation.”
 Nonetheless, the 1985 CTCR report attenuated the order of creation, that is, it reduced the scope of the order of creation. This tendency becomes evident especially in the treatment of 1 Timothy 2:12. “The authority forbidden to women here [in this Bible passage] is that of the pastoral office,” the document asserted in definite terms.
 With this far-reaching conclusion in mind, let us back up and examine the 1985 CTCR document more closely.


First, in turning to this Bible passage and its context, the commission claimed that the instructions it contains “are directed to the worship/church setting.”
 This claim has been disputed within the CTCR since the 1985 document appeared.


Second, there is a respect in which the 1985 CTCR document constituted a scholarly advance beyond the same commission’s 1968 report, in the recognition that the Greek word authentein in 1 Timothy 2:12 ought to be translated “exercise authority.” The 1985 document noted that this word “occurs only here in the New Testament and is never used in the Septuagint.” It added that the word consequently “is open to varying definitions, some of them quite incongruent with Paul’s actual concern.”
 In 1968 the CTCR had indicated that authentein means “usurping authority, domineering, [or] lording it over” someone.
 By 1985 this sort of definition was gone.
 One of the sources cited by the CTCR explained: 

Until recently there were only a few known uses of the verb [authentein] and it was necessary to guess whether it meant ‘exercise authority’ or ‘illegitimately exercise authority.” Further examples of its use have shown that it does not carry with it the connotation of illicit authority, nor does it carry the connotation of ‘domineer’ (‘act imperiously’ or ‘be overbearing’) as some translations and even lexicons have suggested. It simply means ‘have authority over’ or ‘exercise authority over.’ What Paul disallowed therefore was simply the exercise of authority over men, which was incompatible with submission, rather than the abuse or usurpation of authority.
 


Although the CTCR’s 1985 document did not set forth a formal definition for authentein, it routinely translated the words as “exercise authority,”


Another trend, still more significant for the future, emerged in a different aspect of the commission’s 1985 treatment of authentein. The CTCR commented on the meaning of this word in 1 Timothy 2:12 by leaning upon a linkage between the verbs in the passage, “teach” and “exercise authority.” (As previously noted, the document concluded that “The authority forbidden to women here is that of the pastoral office.”) The CTCR suggested that when the linkage between commands such as those in 1 Timothy 2:11-15 is not recognized, then “both the text and women are abused.” It asserted that “a careful view of this passage indicates that the terms ‘teach’ and ‘exercise authority’ parallel each other. They are intentionally linked. The kind of teaching referred to in the passage is tied to exercising authority.”


This was the entirety of the evidence offered by the commission.
 The 1985 document included no “careful review of this passage.” Further on, this statement appeared: “It has been shown that the prohibition in 1 Tim. 2:11-12 of woman’s exercising authority is not a concept independent of ‘to teach.’”
 Although such an idea had been asserted earlier in the document – and more strongly than in this summary – no attempt had been made to demonstrate it.


The next page indicated that “the theological matrix for the apostle’s inspired teaching on the silence of women in the church and the exercise of authority is, again, the order of creation.” After rehearsing some of the details of 1 Timothy 2:13 and 14, the CTCR went on: ‘The conclusion drawn is that the leadership of the official, public teaching office belongs to men.”
 That was not precisely the conclusion St. Paul drew, certainly not the only one. For in Paul’s treatment “the operative distinction . . . is not between laymen and clergy, but between women and men.”
 However, it definitely was the conclusion drawn by the commission, which again employed a definite article: “the conclusion.” The commission was limiting the biblical application of the order of creation with respect to congregational life. By the time the 1985 document was finished with 1 Timothy 2, its point about he order of creation had been pretty much restricted to the pastoral office.
 It said that “in the new Testament sense” neither congregational committees nor their chairmen “have authority over men.”


Immediately the 1985 report went on: “The only stricture would have to do with anyone whose official functions would involve public accountability for the function of the pastoral office (e.g., elders, and possibly the chairman of the congregation).”
 These words are very important.
 When them, the commission was carrying through on its earlier assertion about women exercising authority: “The authority forbidden to women here is that of the pastoral office.”
 The commission kept consistent with this direction. Throughout its 1985 document it made no mention of a woman ever potentially violating the order of creation by holding a congregational office outside of pastor or a related position. The chairmanship of a congregation “possibly” remained in the category of “stricture,” but only if it carried “official functions [that] would involve public accountability for the function of the pastoral office.”


The commission differed with the 1970 CCM opinion concerning women serving in board or committee chairmanships and concerning women serving in the position of chairman (and, presumably, vice chairman) of a congregation. The CTCR was also disagreeing with an affirmation made by the Synod, based on “the principles set forth in . . . [biblical] passages,” specifically the Synod’s recognition in 1969 Res. 2-17 that women could violate the order of creation in congregational offices other than those involving the distinctive functions of the pastoral office. Without saying so explicitly, the CTCR in 1985 was calling for the Synod to make a theological change.


The CTCR’s wording must be examined still more closely: “The only stricture would have to do with anyone whose official functions would involve public accountability for the function of the pastoral office.” The italicized phrase seems to have been coined in the 1985 CTCR report.
 It was eventually employed by the Synod via quotation in 2004 Res. 3-08A. 


But who has “public accountability for the function of the pastoral office”? Is it (1) pastors themselves? Or is it (2) the pastor along with anyone else who directly assists, for example, with distributing the Lord’s Supper? Or is it (3) the pastor along with anyone who by position is responsible to the congregation for giving support and counsel to the pastor as he carries out his duties? Or can the scope be wider still, including (4) the president or chairman of a congregation who will bear major responsibilities on behalf of the congregation if a problem arises with a pastor or there is a vacancy in the pastoral office? In its Women in the Church report the CTCR basically said that the first two of these were instances of public accountability for the function of the pastoral office, while the fourth was not intrinsically such an instance. Number three remained more or less up in the air.


Whatever thoughts the CTCR may have had about these matters in 1985, though, the phrase “official functions [that] would involve public accountability for the function of the pastoral office” subsequently proved itself quite ambiguous and difficult to handle even within the commission itself. In 1995 the CTCR Executive Committee told the Synod that “In the CTCR’s five years of work on this assignment, perhaps no topic has been the subject of more attention and discussion” than this phrase. “There was considerable confusion, for example, about the meaning of the term ‘public accountability’ and about who was being spoken of as being ‘accountable’ to whom.”


The confusing phrase figured prominently in 1989 Res. 3-13A, where the Synod made the assignment to the CTCR that resulted in the 1994 document on The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices. Although the phrase did not appear in any of the overtures cited on the resolution’s reference line, it found its way into the resolution first via quotation from the CTCR’s 1985 document. With slight variations, the phrase reappeared in the next three paragraphs, including the first resolved which assigned the CTCR to “prepare a study on the eligibility of women for service in all offices on the congregation, including that of chairman, vice-chairman, and elder and District and synodical boards where their official function would in effect involve public accountability for the function(ing) of the pastoral office.”

(To Be Continued)

_________________________________

i This and other citations from the 1970 CCM opinion are quoted from 1971 Convention Workbook, 244.

ii At the subsequent conventions the Synod affirmed not only what it had said about the service of women in congregational offices in 1969 Res. 2-17 but also the CCM’s 1970 opinion, including the contents of the model paragraph. See 1981 Res. 3-11 (1981 Convention Proceedings, 158); 1986 Res. 3-09 (1986 Convention Proceedings, 144); and 1995 Res. 3-06A (1995 Convention Proceedings, 120).

iii The CTCR Executive Committee’s 1995 “Response to the Dissenting Opinion on the Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices” characterized only the specification of lay offices offered by the CCM as “de iure humano.” This “response” did not attempt to identify any provision of the Synod’s 1969 Res. 2-17 as “de iure humano.” See Executive Committee, 315. In 2004 the Synod stated that it was “by human right rather than divine right” when the CCM opined that “a woman ‘shall not serve. . . as chairman or vice-chairman of the congregation.’ ” Res. 3-08A, 2004 Convention Proceedings, 132.

iv CTCR, Women in the Church, 37. One of the scriptural principles reported by the CTCR in this document was that “Distinctive identities for man and woman in their relationship to each other were assigned by God at creation. These identities are not nullified by Christ’s redemption, and they should be reflected in the church.” (CTCR, Women in the Church, 27, italics original).

v CTCR, Women in the Church, 35, emphasis added.

vi CTCR, Women in the Church, 34. CTCR Executive Samuel Nafzger later wrote that “The key to understanding Paul’s instruction is to recognize that in each of these pericopes [1 Cor, 14:34ff. and 1 Tim. 2:11-15] he is giving instruction for the Christian congregation gathered for public worship.” Samuel H. Nafzger, “The Doctrinal Position of the LCMS on the Service of Women in the Church,” Concordia Journal 18 (April 1992):128.

vii In 1991 a commission member offered a “minority report” which stated that although 1 Corinthians 14 has the worship assembly as a context, “The situation envisaged in the Timothy passage is more general” and “the exercise of authority over male has reference to church or family settings,” but not necessarily worship services as such. G. Waldemar Degner, “A Minority Report to the CTCR: ‘Do the Scriptures Teach Anything about Women Serving as Elders or Distributing the Sacred Elements in the Lord’s Supper?’” unpublished paper, 1991, 11.


Likewise, in 1994 five theological professors then serving on the CTCR joined in observing that “the context of the entire passage in 1 Tim. 2:8-15 may not be limited to a worship setting at all, as is often assumed. What Paul says concerning women’s dress and department in Verses 9-10 may well not concern worship practices only, especially when one compares these verses to the highly similar wording in 1 Pet. 3:3-5. This may well indicate that more general (even familiar) relationship considerations are in order.” “Dissenting Opinion on Women in Congregational Offices,” 1995 Convention Workbook, 313.

viii CTCR, Women in the Church, 35.

ix What the 1968 CTCR document had said in full was: “The report submitted to the St. Paul convention of our Synod points out that this term really means ‘usurping authority, domineering, lording it over’ someone. It is here understood in that sense.” CTCR, Woman Suffrage in the Church, 9. This description of the previous report is not altogether accurate. True, in 1956 the Synod’s ad hoc Committee on Woman’s Suffrage had held that authentein “has an opprobrious connotation.” Still, this committee indicated that the rendering “to have dominion over a man” was better than the KJV translation of 1 Timothy 2:12, “usurp authority.” The latter was passable, the committee’s report allowed, but only as “a paraphrase.” “Report of  the Committee on Woman’s Suffrage,” 1956 Convention Proceedings, 563.

x The language of “usurping authority” was not employed by the Synod in 1969 Res. 2-17. It appeared parenthetically in the CCM’s 1970 model paragraph for congregational governing documents.

xi James B. Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1981), 202.

xii CTCR, Women in the Church, 35.

xiii The dissenting opinion to the 1994 CTCR Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices document pointed out that “The 1985 ‘Women in the Church’ document’s treatment of the issue [authentein, etc.] is very brief, encompassing only several sentences.” Dissenting Opinion, 313, note 13.

xiv CTCR, Women in the Church, 43.

xv CTCR, Women in the Church, 36.

xvi This was the observation of one CTCR member: Kurt Marquart, “Response to Questions from a District Commission on Adjudication: A Proposed CTCR Minority Report,” April 17 and May 5, 1991. Marquart was writing about 1 Corinthians 14:33ff., but his statement characterizes 1 Timothy 2:11-15 as well.

xvii This was not the way the CTCR had treated these matters in 1968. As noted above, the CTCR had them specified: “To this point [that women should not be pastors or elders] we would need to add the observation that some offices in the congregation implicitly expect the exercise of authority over others, including men. [Women] holding such offices might indeed be in violation of what has been called the order of creation or of preservation.” CTCR, Woman Suffrage in the Church, 10. Therefore in 1969 Res. 2-17 the Synod anticipated the possibility that women could violate the order of creation if they held some positions that did not involve them in the distinctive functions of the pastoral office.


In the “Summary” that followed the section of the 1985 report on “Scriptural Principles,” the CTCR was perhaps harkening back to its 1968 understanding by declaring that “the main application of these passages [1 Cor. 14:33b-35 and 1 Tim. 2:11-15] in the contemporary church is that women are not to exercise those functions in a local congregation which would involve them in the exercise of authority inherent in the authoritative public teaching office (i.e., the office of pastor).” CTCR, Women in the Church, 38, emphasis added. To call one application “main” is to make room for others. But, as will be noted presently, in the very realm of application the CTCR a few pages later took back what it had granted with this sentence. Any faint echo of 1968 was drowned out. 

xviii CTCR, Women in the Church, 46.

xix CTCR, Women in the Church, 46, emphasis added. The report continued, “The tasts of the elders ina congregation are often directly associated with the pastoral office and the public administration of the office of they keys.”

xx With these words the commission was taking back its “main application” thought from page 38. By page 46 of its report, the adjective “main” was gone. Instead there was a single (“only”) stricture about women serving in various congregational offices, and it was substantially the same as what had previously been called the “main” application.

xxi CTCR, Women in the Church, 35, emphasis added.

xxii CTCR, Women in the Church, 46, emphasis added. In 1969, Res. 2-17 had referred to “distinctive functions” of the pastoral office, but it did not contain the term “public accountability.”

xxiii Executive Committee, 315.

 “To Study and Clarify Services of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices,” Res. 3-13A, 1989 Convention Proceedings, 118. In 1994 a CTCR minority cited theses words from 1989 Res. 3-13A and argued that this resolution “assumes that the offices in question ‘would in effect involve public accountability for the function(ing) of the pastoral office.’” “Dissenting Opinion,” 312. The ambiguity of the ambiguous phrase could only be compounded by imprecise wording.
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