
Why Closed Communion?
Is It Closed or Close?

The first question you might have is, "Why closed Communion?" Many, particularly in the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod have heard it called "close Communion." It was explained to them along the lines of a close family meal. That is nice sounding, but it has nothing to do with the idea of not letting some people commune at your altar. This practice comes from the early church. There the deacon would declare that all those not in fellowship with their altar should leave. Then he closed the door.

A Historic Practice that Still Goes on Today

In the first four centuries of the Church, the rule was this. If you believed it really was the Body and Blood of Christ on your altar, you practiced closed Communion. If you did not believe it was the Body and Blood of Christ really, actually present on your altar, you practiced open Communion, that is, you let people decide for themselves whether or not they should take Communion. An analogy to these practices in life today is found at your pharmacy. The pharmacist keeps under lock and key certain medicines. You cannot have them unless you have a prescription. That is because those medicines are the real deal. If you take them wrongly, if you take them when they are not meant for you, they can harm you or even kill you. Doesn't St. Paul say the same thing about misusing the Holy Communion? "For anyone who eats and drinks without recognizing the body of the Lord eats and drinks judgment on himself. That is why many among you are weak and sick and a number of you have fallen asleep" (I Corinthians 11:29-30). A faithful pharmacist keeps his or her real, powerful medicine under lock and key and doesn't distribute it to everyone who wants it. What about sugar pills? Who cares who takes a sugar pill? It can't do anyone any harm and who knows it might do them some good. If you don't believe the Body and Blood of Christ are really in Holy Communion, if the living Lord Jesus doesn't come into contact with anyone, why should you care who takes Communion? But if you believe it's really the Lord Jesus Christ present under the forms of Bread and Wine, that's another matter, isn't it?

But Shouldn't it Be up To Me to 
Decide if I go to Communion?
  "Ah," some of you who know your Bible are saying, "He didn't quote verse 28, the one right before St. Paul's warning about communing wrongly. Verse 28 says, A man ought to examine himself before he eats of the bread and drinks of the cup." Yup, that's what it indeed says, but St. Paul wasn't talking about the Methodists visiting the Lutherans, or the Presbyterians, Catholics, or Episcopalians visiting the Lutherans. He was writing to members of his own Church not visitors from different Churches! I do say to my members what St. Paul said to his, "Let each of you examine yourselves, and so come to the Lord's Table." I don't say that to visitors and neither did St. Paul.

What Would Open Communion Say to Our Kids and Potential Members?
   Say, for a minute, that I were to commune Catholics, Orthodox, or high Anglicans. Lutherans admit that these denominations also have the Real Presence. Or, say I were to commune those who are members of denominations who don't teach that Christ is really present on their altar in the Holy Communion though they themselves believe He is. What I would be saying is that visitors to my Church don't need to be instructed in our faith before communing, but our children who have grown up in this Church do need to be instructed before communing. Wouldn't that be nonsense? What point would there be in making people go to instruction classes before joining our Church? If I communed Catholics who pray to Mary, Baptist who don't baptize their babies, Presbyterians who believe Christ only died for some, how could I stop someone from joining our Church who believed these things?

The Difference Between Fellowship and Friendship
   There is one critical distinction you must make, the distinction between friendship and fellowship. Fellowship is not between individuals but altars. Fellowship is not between my heart and your heart but between your altar and my altar. Friendship is about you liking me and me liking you. Fellowship is about whether or not we believe, teach, and confess the same things.

We Take Your Confession of Faith Seriously
   Since I can't look into you heart to see what you really believe, I can only go by the confession you make with your mouth. When you say, "I'm a Presbyterian," or, "I go to St. Mary's Catholic Church," you are making a confession of faith. Lutherans and Presbyterians, Lutherans and Catholics, Lutherans and whatever denomination, do not believe, teach, or confess the same things. We can't pretend we do. To go to the same altar together says one of two things: Either A) neither of us take our confession seriously. Or B) we've agreed to disagree. If a person believes his or her doctrine is in agreement with the Word of God, does he or she ever have a right not to take it seriously or to agree to disagree? If you believe that your doctrine is in agreement with the Word of God, where does God give you permission to set it aside or to join it with a contrary teaching?

But What if I'm a Member of the ELCA?
   "What about me? I'm a member of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. I commune at Missouri Synod Churches all the time." I believe you do, and that is sad. The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod has never at any time been in fellowship with the ELCA. The ELCA was formed when the Lutheran Church in America, the American Lutheran Church, and The American Evangelical Lutheran Church merged in 1988. For a short time the LCMS was in fellowship with the ALC, but in 1983 the LCMS broke fellowship with the ALC citing serious doctrinal differences. These doctrinal differences persist and have grown worse in the ELCA. By 1998 the ELCA entered into full fellowship with the Reformed Church in America, the United Church of Christ, and the Episcopal Church. The first two have never wanted anything to do with the Body and Blood of Christ really being present on their altar. Furthermore, the ELCA as a church body publicly supports abortion, homosexuality, and women pastors. If you don't believe me, just read the books they publish. 

Because you won't commune me does that mean you think I'm going to hell?
   Of course not. I don't commune some of my own children, and I don't think they are going to hell. I regard all who belong to the Holy Christian Church by faith in Jesus Christ as saved, forgiven, and part of the Body of Christ. When I don't commune you, I am saying one of two things. Either a) you have not been instructed in the Lutheran Faith or b) you belong to an altar that believes, teaches and confesses contrary to the faith believed, taught, and confessed at our altar.

Christian Men and Women Can Disagree Without Sending Each Other To Hell
   I have found that those who take their confession of faith seriously do not want to commune at an altar that stands for something they don't believe in. If you are not sure what you believe, if you are not sure whether your conscience is being governed only by God's Word, then you should study these things. Compare what your Church teaches with what the Bible says. Compare what we teach with what the Bible says. Join the one that agrees with what the Bible says.

Okay, so prove to me your practice of closed Communion is found in the Bible?
   Good question. I could argue from the fact that when Jesus instituted this Meal He only invited those whom He had instructed during the previous 3 years. He didn't even invite His own mother! I could argue from Romans 16 where St. Paul lists those house churches with whom He is in fellowship. I could argue that the Bible commands Christians to separate from those who hold to teaching that are contrary to what the Bible teaches, and St. Paul warned not about BIG doctrinal errors but the small ones saying in I Corinthians 5:6, "Don't you know a little yeast ferments the whole dough." Here are some other Bible passages for you to consider: Romans 16:17, "I urge you fellow Christians to watch those who cause disagreements and make people fall by going against the teaching you learned. Turn away from them." II Thessalonians 3:15, "If anyone will not listen to what we say in this letter, mark him, and don't have anything to do with him, so he will feel ashamed. Don't treat him like an enemy, but warn him like a brother." Titus 3:10, 11, "A man who chooses to be different in his teachings warn once, and a second time, and then don't have anything more to do with him because you know such a man condemns himself." II John 9-11, "Anyone who goes too far and doesn't stay with what Christ has taught doesn't have God. If you stay with what He taught, you have the Father and the Son. If anyone comes to you and doesn't teach this, don't take him into your home or greet him. If you greet him, you share the wicked things he does." Matthew 7:15, "Beware of false prophets. They come to you dressed like sheep, but in their hearts they're greedy wolves." I John 4:1, "Dear friends don't believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see if they are from God. Many false prophets have gone out into the world."


Do You Want To Know More?
   Instruction in what our Church teaches begins in August and January each year. These classes meet from noon to 1:30 PM on Sundays. The class takes about 14 weeks to complete. All with questions, a desire to know more, or who think they might like to join our fellowship are encouraged to attend.
More than a Courthouse 
Controversy

   Lent begins with Ash Wednesday service on February 22nd.  In Wednesday, Lenten Vespers, we will finish our sermon series on the 10 Commandments.  
   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 ever 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 Wednesdays during Lent.

More than A Courthouse 
Controversy 2011 - 2012

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

Diversity or Uniformity?

   In response to the 2007 Synodical Resolution 4-01A, “To Plan a Summit to Restore Harmony,” the Synod in Convention told the Council of Presidents and Board of Directors to: “...initiate a specific plan for the sake of the whole church to restore harmony in our Synod...” and to:  “...bring together a representative group of respected leaders throughout this church for a summit, and that at the end of this summit these church leaders present to the Council of Presidents and to the Board of Directors a strategy toward harmony that demonstrates how this great church body can provide a God-pleasing witness of our confession and practice...and...the product of their coming together honor the Scriptures and Confessions and dishonor the work of Satan that diverts us from the ‘way of the Lord.'”

    From this resolution the “Harmony Task Force” was established, and on March 2, 2011, they issued their final report to the Council of Presidents and the Synodical Board of Directors.  With respect to their identification of one problem as, “The inability to deal with diversity,” they wrote:

    “Ask The Commission on Theology and Church Relations to produce a study on “The Theology of Difference.” Our seminaries must continue to implement changes in pastoral formation which prepares our clergy for a diverse church body. Ultimately, each of us, every Synodical entity, and every congregation needs to recognize and celebrate God-pleasing diversity. (Revelation 7:9-10).”

    In the first Synodical Constitution, Article IV, “Business of the Synod,” the reader finds a vastly different attitude toward the worship of the congregations of the Synod. “10. To strive after the greatest possible uniformity in ceremonies.”

   Additionally, our first Constitution, Article II, “Conditions under which a congregation may join and remain a member.” also said:

    “The exclusive use of doctrinally pure church books and school books (Agenda, hymnals, readers, etc.). If it is impossible in some congregations to replace immediately the unorthodox hymnals and the like with orthodox ones, then the pastor of such a congregation can become a member of Synod only if he promises to use the unorthodox hymnal only under open protest and to strive in all seriousness for the introduction of an orthodox hymnal.”
   This sentiment of our Synodical fathers was reiterated during our first Synodical Convention.

    “Amidst the varied and multifaceted discussion of this issue it became clear that the Synod certainly would like a certain uniformity and agreement in the external divine service within the regions of the Synod, without, however, as is also in 1847-03 expressed in §10, this uniformity of ceremonies being deemed necessary for the true unity of the church or wanting to encroach in the slightest upon Christian freedom.” (Res. 1847-02)

    How did we become a Synod which has abandoned its striving for the greatest possible uniformity in ceremonies to one which seeks to “produce a study on the Theology of Difference?”

    It happened gradually and incrementally, of course. That is the way of all error. Those of us old enough to remember the 1960’s and 70’s will recall the introduction of “Folk” services, and “campfire” songs into the divine worship on Sunday mornings. It was all done with the best of intentions, but frequently without a judicious eye on the false teaching some of these materials contained nor the offense that such material often brought to the congregation. Then, in 1977, Resolution 2-05A was adopted:

    To Implement Church Growth Principles RESOLUTION 2-05A

Cp. pp 116-117 (CW, pp. 32—33; Overtures 2-13, 2-14);(CW, p. 28; Report 2-02,VI,2)

    WHEREAS, Scripture teaches that without Christ men will suffer eternal punishment (Rom. 6:23; Acts 4:12; John 3:16); and

   WHEREAS, We recognize Christ's command to evangelize (Matt. 28:20; Luke 24:47; Acts 1:8); and

   WHEREAS, Many retreat from a task which is demanding and difficult; and

   WHEREAS, The congregations of The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod should receive the benefit of the Church Growth Seminars attended by the majority of the evangelism and mission executives of the Synod and the Districts; therefore be it

    RESOLVED, That the Synod and each District of the Synod be encouraged to make a thorough study of Church Growth materials and to organize and put into action the Church Growth principles needed to evangelize the nation and the world.

 Action: Adopted (6).

   Now being “missional” became the be all and end all of ministry within the LCMS. Now any and every means by which bodies could be convinced to enter our congregation’s sanctuary doors became fair game. Indeed, those who insisted that our Lutheran Confessions obliged us to retain the ancient liturgies of the Church as it says in the Augsburg Confession, Article XXIV, “The Mass,”

    “Therefore, since the Mass [Divine Service] among us follows the example of the Church, taken from Scripture and the Fathers, we are confident that it cannot be disapproved. This is especially so because we keep the public ceremonies, which are for the most part similar to those previously in use.” (Dau/Bente) were said to be out of step with the times.

    And what has been the fruit within our Synod of our departure from our previous striving after the greatest possible uniformity in worship? It has been nothing less than the greatest fracturing and dividing of our church body that it has ever experienced! Congregations have been divided. Faithful pastors have been unbiblically removed from their offices merely for keeping their ordination vows to conform their ministry to the Scriptures and the Confessions. Such faithful men have been callously described as uncaring about the lost, unwilling to be “missional,” obstructions to be removed from a more progressive, “mission-driven” Synod. Faithful laymen have literally been purged from many congregations which they, themselves helped to establish and build.

    In response, the ACELC has rightly written:

    “This faith is marked by pastors and laymen who...In accord with the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions, retain, honor, and will not dispense with the liturgical worship of the Church and will resist any attempt to conform the worship of the Church to the expectations of the world. This is done so that the unity of the faith and of the Triune God is expressed through the unity of our worship and the faith it conveys.” (Definition of Confessional Lutheranism in Light of Present Day Issues)

   Further, the ACELC has also written:  “Holy Scripture and our Lutheran Confessions give witness to the faithfulness of liturgical worship and its power to unify the Church, to faithfully teach God’s people, respect her traditions, and to reflect the unity of the one true God – Father, Son, and Holy Spirit – whom we worship. Additionally, liturgy serves chiefly for the proper administration of the pure Word and Sacraments (Augsburg Confession and Apology XIV). There the liturgy is confessed not chiefly as our sacrifice to God, but the means whereby He delivers His gifts to us. These same gifts are the marks of the Church (Augustana VII). Some have asserted that the LCMS Constitution Article VI (which reads: “Conditions for acquiring and holding membership in the Synod are the following: 4. Exclusive use of doctrinally pure agenda, hymnbooks, and catechism in church and school”) is nebulous.” We reject this errant conclusion.

    “Holy Scripture and our Lutheran Confessions insist that all heterodox doctrine and practice (that is, false teaching) have no part in the worship and life of a Lutheran congregation. Today, however, some LCMS congregations openly and unapologetically employ the teachings of Arminian and Reformed theology by such false teachers as Rev. Rick Warren, Rev. Bill Hybels, Rev. John Maxwell, Rev. Carl George and others. We reject the toleration of these errors and insist that there is no virtue to any false teaching. Holy Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions declare that the primary action in worship is taken by our gracious God who serves His people with His gifts of Word and Sacrament. Today, the liturgical practices of some LCMS pastors and congregations have been predicated on the false belief that worship is primarily the action of men who are present to serve God. We reject the toleration of this error.

   “Holy Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions inform us that worship is an expression of the unity of the God who gathers us and the unity of the faith we believe, teach and confess, and that therefore we should “strive for uniformity” in our worship as did the early Lutheran confessors and Dr. C.F.W. Walther in founding the Missouri Synod. Today many LCMS officers, pastors and congregations have insisted that striving for unity and uniformity is an unbiblical binding of the Christian’s freedom and conscience, and that much greater diversity of worship forms would serve the Church better. Unfortunately this has led not to new compositions of Lutheran hymns and liturgical settings but to importing worship forms from alien practices of Methodists, Baptists, Pentecostals and others. We reject these errors.” (ACELC Letter of Fraternal Admonition, July 10, 2010)

    In response to 2007 Resolution 4-01A, the Harmony Task Force has misplaced our Synodical “roots” with respect to what is desired for our unity in worship in an attempt to reconcile all matter of diversity as a reasonable substitute for the greatest possible uniformity. The ACELC finds that this particular desire to formulate a “theology of difference or of diversity” very troubling. Doubly troubling is the fact that in the Koinonia Project working draft (9.0) posted on our Synod’s website, this recommendation is included in a process that seeks to reestablish our unity in doctrine and practice. We suggest that either we seek the greatest possible uniformity, or we seek to embrace a “theology of diversity” for variant practices, but that the two approaches are mutually exclusive and can only result in further division among us.

    It remains the sincere hope of the nineteen congregations (thus far) of the ACELC that the heart of our life together – that is our worship – be restored to the unity that our Synod once knew, valued, and treasured. May God grant that our striving after the greatest possible uniformity in our worship once again be a hallmark of our venerable church body.

   Wishing You A Blessed Advent/Christmastide,

ACELC Board of Directors

   P.S. We pray that you will be able to join us for our upcoming Theological Conference at Good Shepherd Lutheran Church, Lincoln, Nebraska, February 7-9. Watch for details coming soon, or visit our website, where Conference details will be posted in the next few days. The topic of this year's Conference will be: "CHRIST FOR US: The Lord's Supper"

Lenten Factoids

tc \l1 "Lenten factoids
   Lenten Factoids: The original period of Lent was 3 days: Maundy Thursday, Good Friday, and Holy Saturday.  By the 3rd century, it was extended to 6 days and called Holy Week which is the week before Easter.  Around 800 AD during the reign of the great Christian emperor, Charlemagne it was increased to 40 days.  The Sundays in Lent are not included.  The 40 days correspond to the 40 days in which Jesus fasted in the wilderness in preparation for His battle with Satan...a battle He won by the way.

   The earliest Lent can begin is February 5.  That last happened in 1818.  The latest that it can begin is March 10.  That will not happen again until 2038.
   The day before Ash Wednesday is called Shrove Tuesday.  The word (shrive( means to cut off, and it means to forgive sins.  It was the custom on Shrove Tuesday to go to confession and have one(s sins forgiven in preparation for Lent.  The day was also one of (saying farewell to meat,( which is the meaning of the Latin word (carnival.(  So the custom was to use up all the fat in the house by making jelly rolls or pancakes, and to feast on a roast of fat meat.  (Mardi Gras( is the French name for the day, and it means (Fat Tuesday.(
   Originally, no meat was eaten during Lent, but this was gradually reduced to only Fridays and Wednesdays when fish was eaten instead.
   (Giving up something for Lent( is not done to do something for Jesus, the One who did it all for us, but to purposely focus on spiritual things more than on physical things.
   The most important thing about Lent is that it is the time we consider more closely the last week of Christ(s life, actually the last two days, where He suffered the most intensely for our sins.  This time in Christ(s life is called the Passion.  Every year for Lent we read the account of Jesus(s Passion.  Over the six Wednesdays of Lent we read it from the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke.  On Good Friday, we hear it from St. John.  By following Christ on His way to the cross, we identify closely with His suffering.  When Easter comes we celebrate with great joy His Resurrection.
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1994 CTCR Report on The Service of Women in Congregational and
 Synodical Offices

   The CTCR adopted its brief report on The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices in November 1994. The Synod wanted to see the CTCR’s work a year before the 1995 synodical convention.
 When the report appeared, its direction was shown in the fifth paragraph:

Simply stated, this assignment has arisen because the Synod has previously taken the position that the Scriptures themselves qualify or limit the eligibility of women for service in the church. The Scriptures do so in those passages which require that only men are permitted to serve in the office of pastor and carry out the functions which God has assigned to it (1 Corinthians 14; 1 Timothy 2). The question before the Commission, therefore, is this: In applying what the Scriptures teach concerning the pastoral office and its functions, what additional limitations, if any, should Christians place upon the service of women in the church, specifically with reference to offices established in and by the church?”

   The rest of the 1994 CTCR document reported no biblical limitation on the eligibility of women for service in the church outside of serving in the pastoral office or carrying out its functions.

   Over a period of nine years, the limiting of the order of creation evident already in the 1985 Women in the Church  report had reached a point where the CTCR hardly mentioned the order of creation in its 1994 report. (In fact, when five of the six theological professors on the CTCR dissented publicly from the 1994 report, they called attention to the way in which the report’s Appendix sketched the history of the matter at hand so as to omit references to the order of creation made by the Synod itself in 1969 Res. 2-17.
) The commission declared that

[i]n keeping with what the Scriptures teach about the service of women with respect to the pastoral office, women may not assume responsibility for or carry out in behalf of the congregation (that is “publicly”), and in the stead of Christ, those functions in the local congregation that would involve them in the exercise of authority inherent in this authoritative public teaching office in the church.

   Immediately the commission added, “This remains the only stricture.”
 In these last few words, the commission was echoing its 1985 statement that “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).”
 

   Thus, with the words in the block quote just above, the CTCR was paraphrasing its own phrase, which hardly ever appeared as such in the 1994 document.
 Official functions involving public accountability for the function of the pastoral office amounted to functions involving one in the exercise of authority inherent in this authoritative public teaching office. Women are not to assume responsibility for such functions or carry them out, the CTCR said.

   Discussing women serving in the office of elder, the commission wrote that “the principal consideration is whether the office requires that those who hold it are eligible to perform those functions that are distinctive to the public exercise of the ministry of Word and sacrament.”
 The earlier words “assume responsibility for or carry out” really meant nothing other than “carry out.” So the 1994 report said that women should not serve as “elders,” if this term designates “that office which has as its assigned duty assisting the pastor in the public exercise of the distinctive functions of his office” – that is, assisting the pastor by personally being engaged in these functions.

   The case was similar with respect to the chairmanship or vice-chairmanship of a congregation. The 1994 report held that if the duties of such an office “do not allow for the assumption of the distinctive functions of the pastoral office, women are free to hold this office without any Scriptural restriction.”
 While in a way this statement resembles the CTCR’s 1985 declaration that “the only stricture . . . possibly” included congregational chairmanship,
 there is a key respect in which it differs. What in 1985 had been called “public accountability for the function of the pastoral office” was in 1994 put in terms of assuming the pastoral office’s distinctive functions.

   The 1985 CTCR document already started narrowing down the application of the order of creation so as not to include various congregational lay offices. The CTCR continued this trend in 1994 and began effectively defining its own phrase “public accountability for the function of the pastoral office” so as to include only those who actually perform these functions. Now it was becoming clear what the CTCR thought about a layperson who by position is simply responsible to a congregation for giving its pastor support and counsel and/or for monitoring his work. This layperson would not yet have “public accountability for the function of the pastoral office,” at least not in the eyes of the CTCR. The commission deemed only those who were actually performing various pastoral functions to have public accountability for such functions.

   These definitions made for a significant “one-two” combination. The first limited the application of the order of creation basically to matters involving the pastoral office. The second limited the application in those matters still further, to people who actually help pastors carry out distinctive pastoral functions. These two premises undercut the Synod’s long-standing position.

   The December 1994 Reporter quoted this statement from CTCR executive Director Samuel Nafzger: “The Synod has never had a position on the service of women in these offices that was claimed to be by divine right, but one claimed to be by human right only.”
 The CCM’s specification of offices in its model paragraph had been deemed a matter of human right, de iure humano. Nonetheless, in 1969 Res. 2-17 the Synod stated that it believed, based on principles set forth in biblical passages, that it was possible for women to violate the order of creation by holding other kinds of offices besides any involving the distinctive functions of the pastoral office. This they Synod declared de iure divino, by divine right.

   The same Reporter issue again quoted Dr. Nafzger: “The Bible does not give us directions for humanly instituted offices.”
 Dr. Louis Brighton, New Testament professor at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, n effect addressed this claim when he wrote to the CTCR shortly after the appearance of its 1994 report. He urged the commission to recall that the relationship between Christian men and women applies to “all areas of their Christian life . . . and not only to the pastoral office.” Dr. Brighton maintained that even when an office is created de iure humano, those who hold it are still subject to general relationships established de iure divino. He continued:

While, as you correctly point out . . . [the chairmanship of a congregation] is iure humano, whoever fills that office must be guided by the iure divino relationship of man and woman. Are we now proclaiming o the world that by our permitting a woman to fill this office we are no longer obligated to follow the iure divino principle of the headship of man as patterned after that of Christ? Surely this [is] not your intent. But the end result of your report supports such an antiscriptural stance.

1995 Resolution 3-06A and 3-10, and 2004 Resolution 3-08A

   The Synod’s first opportunity to speak to the 1994 CTCR document came at its 1995 convention. In 1995 Res. 3-06A the Synod noted that the CTCR had on its agenda a 1994 request to “address concerns regarding the priesthood of all believers, the order of creation, and the Greek word authentein.”
 The Synod asked its members to study the CTCR’s 1994 report together with the dissenting opinion and respond to the commission. However many studied, almost no one responded.

   The Synod also directed the CTCR to continue studying the issues in its 1994 report and the dissenting opinion, doing so “in consultation with the faculties of the seminaries.” The commission was to “give this topic of the service of women in congregational offices the highest priority.”
 In a separate resolution, 3-10, the Synod directed the CTCR to “coordinate a comprehensive study of the scriptural relationship of man and woman, together with the faculties of both seminaries, making use of other persons who are competent in the area of theology, including women.”

   The CTCR’s 1998, 2001, and 2004 convention reports mentioned its work on “women in the church” issues. While some progress was made on the “comprehensive study,” none of these reports gave the Synod an accounting of any communication that the commission had sought from the seminary faculties or received from them concerning women in congregational offices.
 By 2004 the CTCR had released to the Synod no new study document reporting on this continued engagement with this particular subject.
 

   The commission had not completed its work on authentein, a word the Synod itself had used (in translation) in 1969 Res. 2-17. The CTCR finished this assignment in 2005, nine months after the 2004 synodical convention.
 The commission limited itself to describing “lexical aspects (relating to word meaning and vocabulary.)” The CTCR reported that authentein basically meant “to exercise authority over.” It noted that its own construal of the word in 1968 (namely, “usurping authority, domineering, lording it over”) “was based on the evidence available to the Commission at the time” and needed to be revised in light of additional references brought to light via computer databases of classical literature. However, the CTCR made it clear that it was not attempting to apply its finding on the meaning of authentein to various exegetical questions about 1 Timothy 2:12, nor was the CTCR trying to apply this Bible passage to contemporary church life. For such discussion, it referred readers to the 1985 Women in the Church report.

   Whatever the CTCr or anyone else had done or left undone by 2004, in that year the Synod took the massive step of adopting Res. 3-08A. As already noted, it thus affirmed “that women may serve in humanly established offices in the church as long as the functions of those offices do not make them eligible to carry out ‘official functions [that] would involve public accountability for the function of the pastoral office.’”
 The vote was relatively close: 576 in favor, 520 against.
 Many delegates recorded negative votes.

   The Synod adopted Res. 3-08A in response to four overtures listed on the resolutions’ reference line, one of which was simply “To Affirm Scriptural Prohibition of Women’s Ordination.”
  Stopping short of going as far as the other three overtures requested, i.e., to adopt the 1994 CTCR report or to “officially receive and approve” it, the Synod resolved simply to “affirm” this document’s conclusions.

Guidelines for Congregations

   The Synod’s action in 2004 Res. 3-08A was evidently soon felt to need clarification. The month after the 2004 convention, synodical President Gerald Kieschnick announced that he was appointing a task force “to create guidelines for congregations and District constitution committees to follow in revising congregational constitutions and bylaws to permit women to hold congregational offices as long as their assigned responsibilities do not include ‘distinctive functions’ or ‘public accountability’ for the function of the pastoral office.”
 The confusing phrase had now been featured in a statement of the Synod’s position, and it is no wonder that this statement was coming in for special attention.

   The ambiguity of the phrase has not been cleared up. In January 2005 the task force (two CTCR representatives, two CCM representatives, and a district president) said:

The Holy Scriptures teach that women are not to hold the office of the public ministry (pastoral office) or to perform those functions . . . that are distinctive to the public exercise of the ministry of Word and Sacraments, nor are they to carry out official functions [that] would involve public accountability for the functions of the pastoral office (1 Corinthians 14; 1 Timothy 2).

   At the heart of its report, the task force issued this “sample paragraph for congregational constitutions”:

Women who have reached the age of ___ [“at least the required age established by state law of not-for-profit organizations”] may serve as officers and as members of all boards and committees of this congregation which do not call upon them to carry out the specific functions of the pastoral office (preaching in or serving as the leader of the public worship service, the public administration of the sacraments, the public exercise of church discipline.) Accordingly, a woman shall not serve as pastor of this congregation or as ____ [“here shall be listed those positions or offices which call for their holders to carry out the specific functions of the pastoral office as listed in this sample paragraph].

   The prohibitions on the service of women in the model paragraph all have to do with the involvement of women in carrying out functions distinctive to the public exercise of the pastoral office. The sample paragraph did not address the task force’s other principle, italicized above, that women ought not “carry out official functions [that] would involve public accountability for the functions of the pastoral office.”

   Task force chairman Samuel Nafzger affirmed this fact. He added that the fifth of five principles stated by the task force amounts to a via negative on the subject of official functions involving public accountability for the functions of the pastoral office. That is, the task force did not state what these functions are or might be. Instead it restricted itself to saying what they are not, and it specified two: voting in congregational assemblies on any subject and reading Scripture in public worship services. The task force said the Synod has declared that these two activities do not constitute official functions involving public accountability for the functions of the pastoral office, nor are they distinctive functions of the pastoral office.

   The task force offered its recommendations to the Synod in 2005, in a booklet which also contained the CTCR’s 1994 Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices report. At its 2007 convention the Synod said nothing one way or the other about the task force’s suggested guidelines.

2007 Resolution 3-07

   In 2007 the Synod observed that “some overtures submitted to this convention have called for the reaffirmation of 2004 Res. 3-08A, some have called for its rescission, and some have called for further study . . . ”
 Upon closer inspection of the proposals, the particulars are revealing. Affirming 2004 Res. 3-08A were on district (Atlantic), and district board of directors (Northwest), and two congregations.
 Specifically calling for 2004 Res. 3-08A to be rescinded were five districts (Indiana, Iowa West, Central Illinois, Minnesota North, and Missouri), joined by a pastors’ conference in Missouri and three congregations.
 Similar were the South Dakota District’s call to suspend implementation of 2004 Res. 3-08A pending further study,
 an overture from the Southern Illinois District, a circuit forum, and three congregations to “reject” the 1994 CTCR document,
 and a circuit forum’s overture to “repeal” 2004 Res. 3-08A.
 Perhaps the most interesting overtures were those calling for some sort of further study. Three districts (Northern Illinois, Rocky Mountain, and South Wisconsin) harkened back to the assignment given by the Synod to the CTCR in 1995, asking the Synod basically to re-assign this task to the CTCR.
 The New England District called of further study, while the Southeastern District Board of Directors urged that the CTCR complete and publish a single-volume comprehensive study on the biblical relationship between man and woman before the 2010 synodical convention.
 The Texas and Southern districts urged the 2007 convention to “study and clarify the applicability of various Scripture passages” including texts on the order of creation and the Office of the Public ministry.
 As the Texas District put it, “Confusion continues regarding the proper roles of service of women in the church.” There were many more expressions of concern about this matter than there were voices raised in support for the step that the Synod took when it adopted 2004 Res. 3-08A, and a number called for undoing that very step.

   What the Synod decided to do was wait. With the CTCR’s promise that its “comprehensive study on the scriptural relationship of man and woman” including “further guidance on the meaning of the term ‘order of creation’ ” would be complete in 2998 (April of 2008, Dr. Nafzger specified), Synod resolved to await this report and undertake “thorough, synodwide” study of it upon its release.

   In 2007 Res. 3-07 the Synod also commended to its members “for widespread study and reflection” the third section of “CTCR Response to Expressions of Dissent (2004-2006),” a report on this subject and others. There the CTCR declared:

If the dissenters believe that Scripture clearly and definitively teaches that, due to the order of creation, women are forbidden to serve in certain humanly instituted offices in the church (even when these offices do not require them to carry out the distinctive functions of the pastoral office), then it is incumbent upon those dissenting to demonstrate where and how Scripture makes this clear. This, in the CTCR’s judgment, the dissenters have not done.

   This statement seeks to place a burden of proof on dissenters. Five CTCR theologians maintained in 1994 that the CTCR majority had failed to shoulder its theological burden of proof in adopting the report on The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices. The dissenting opinion said that the commission had ‘neglected to consider seriously important Scriptural and doctrinal issues.”

   A second point is this: the position which the Synod has abandoned was the position that the CTCR had recommended in its 1968 report. After saying that the relevant biblical passages prohibit women from holding the pastoral office or any other office where they might assist the pastor in exercising and administering the Office of the Keys, the commission went on in its 1968 document to declare that “the principles set forth in such [Scripture] passages, we believe, apply also to holding any other kind of office in the institutional structures of the church which might involve women in a violation to the order of creation.”

   Today’s CTCR certainly has the privilege of disagreeing with one of the commission’s previous documents. In fact, it has the obligation to disagree if necessary. The Synod looks to the CTCR for the clearest and most unequivocal theological guidance possible. The 2005 CTCR report on authentein commented on the meaning of this word as set forth in the 1968 document, and in effect duly issued a correction to the commission’s former definition. Instead of passing over the former definition in silence, the CTCR of 2005 evidently felt a responsibility to set the record strait.

   The CTCR has not otherwise corrected or repudiated anything else in the 1968 document, however, even though that document helped to undergird the Synod’s former position. In 2006, then, the CTCR was commenting on communications received from dissenters concerning women in the congregational offices between 2004 and 2006 without mentioning that the commission itself is expressing a theological conclusion at variance with 2004 Res. 3-08A by letting the 1968 report stand. It lied within the scope of the CTCR’s power, prerogative, and purview to refer specifically to the 1968 document, as it did on the meaning of authentein, and tell the Synod precisely where else its 40 year old report is inadequate or wrong. But this the CTCR had not done.

   The Synod certainly has changed its theological position on women in congregational offices! Now it is doubtful whether the Synod’s own statement of its previous position on this matter (i.e., declarations one, two and four of 1969 Res. 2-17) would be judged by the CTCR as expressing biblical grounds even to question the new stance. 
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	Mon
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	4
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Galatians

6:30 PM

Choir

7:15 PM

Revelation 
Redux
	
	
	

	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	
	ACELC Conference, Lincoln, NE 
                      6:30 PM

                        Choir

 
	
	

	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	Valentine Brunch at Trudy’s
	5:00 PM

Jr. 

Confirmation
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Galatians

6:30 PM

Choir

7:15 PM

Revelation 
Redux
	
	
	

	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	
	5:00 PM

Jr. 

Confirmation


	
	Imposition of Ashes with Communion 7:30 PM

	
	
	

	26
	27
	28
	29
	
	
	

	 
	5:00 PM

Jr. 

Confirmation


	
	Lenten Vespers 7:30 PM
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Jr. 

Confirmation
	7:00 PM

Voters 

Meeting
	Lenten Vespers 

7:30 PM

	
	
	

	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	Youth Group

Camp Out McKinney Falls 
	Lenten Vespers 

7:30 PM

	
	
	

	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24

	
	5:00 PM

Jr. 

Confirmation
	Elders

 Meeting 6:30 PM                         
	Lenten Vespers 

7:30 PM
 
	
	
	

	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	31

	
	5:00 PM

Jr. 

Confirmation
	
	Lenten Vespers 

7:30 PM
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� See Res. 3-05, 1992 Convention Proceedings, 114. Concern was voiced in 1994 over the adoption and release of a report which appeared later than the deadline urged by the Synod, yet still had not been adequately thought through either by CTCR’s standing Committee 2 or the full present writer (a member of both the CTCR and of its Committee 2 from November 1992 until June 1994) can add the following: The drafter of The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices, a CTCR staff member residing in the St. Louis area, was not made available to Committee 2 at its meetings during the year 1993. Although some of us on Committee 2 complained informally about this matter, the committee did not officially insist on the drafter’s presence for deliberations during that time. The year 1993 figured to be “prime time” for work on a report that was to be released to the Synod in the summer of 1994. Yet much of the time of Committee 2 during 1993 was spent on subjects such as gambling, i.e., CTCR assignments which had no particular deadline attached to them.


� Commission on Theology and Church Relations, The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices, 1995 Convention Workbook, 310, emphasis added. This CTCR report was not issued as a discrete pamphlet like others until 2005. Instead, the month after its approval by the commission, it appeared in the December 1994 issue of Reporter. At the request of synodical President A. L. Barry, the same issue also carried, as  “notice,” the “Dissenting Opinion on Women in Congregational Offices,” signed by five theological professors on the CTCR.


� See the “Historical Concerns” in the “Dissenting Opinion,” 312.


� CTCR, Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices, 310, emphasis added. This conclusion remained consistent with the CTCR’s 1985 interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:12: “The authority forbidden to women here is that of the pastoral office” (CTCR, Women in the Church, 35).


� CTCR, Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices, 310.


� CTCR, Women in the Church, 46, emphasis added.


� As noted above, in 1995 the CTCR Executive Committee reported that the phrase had proven ambiguous and confusing, and therefore “The CTCR’s [1994] report deliberately avoids this terminology.” Executive Committee, 315.


� CTCR, Women in the Congregational and Synodical Offices, 310, emphasis added.


� The commission went on to recommend that a term other than “elder” be used “for those who assist the pastor in the care of the flock, but who are not engaged in the distinctive functions of the pastoral ministry.” CTCR, Women in Congregational and Synodical offices, 310, emphasis added.


� CTCR, Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices, 311.


� CTCR, Women in the Church, 46.


� Reporter, December, 1994, 3.


� Reporter, December, 1994, 3.


� Louis A. Brighton to the Commission on Theology and Church Relations in care of its chairman, Dr. Richard Kapfer, Epiphany, 1995 [sic], unpublished copy. In a telephone conversation of October 18, 2004, Dr. Brighton granted me permission to quote his letter.


� Res. 3-06A, 1995 Convention Proceedings, 120. 


� In 2004 the CTCR reported that three responses were received during the 1995-98 triennium, and none after 1998. 2004 Convention Workbook, 72.


� 1995 Convention Proceedings, 120. The Synod also resolved “That the members of the Synod continue to uphold its position on women serving in congregational offices and to abide by the position as stated in the 1970 opinion of the Commission on Constitutional Matters (CCM) that congregations may allow women to hold all congregational offices except those of chairman, vice-chairman, elder, and any other board or policy-making committee ‘whose chairmanship the congregation might with to restrict to men.’” 1995 Convention Proceedings, 120.


� Resolution 3-10, 1995 Convention Proceedings, 124.


� See 1998 Convention Workbook, 50; 2001 Convention Workbook, 44-45; 2004 Convention Workbook, 71-72. A report on “Biblical Revelation and Inclusive Language” was adopted by the CTCR in February 1998 (1998 Convention Workbook, 357-366). See David O. Berger, “Resolution 3-08A, the Service of Women in the Church: An Historical Overview,” Logia: A Journal of Lutheran Theology 14 (Easter 2005):49-52.


� The closest the commission came was responding to the Minnesota South District, which in 2003 had requested a recommendation regarding women serving as an executive director, president, assistant director, or vice president of a congregation. This opinion was adopted at the CTCR’s April 2004 meeting, too late for inclusion in the 2004 Convention Workbook. (It appeared in the 2007 Convention Workbook, 66-68.) Nonetheless, this opinion was cited twice in 2004 Res. 3-08A. The CTCR later declared that “Res. 3-08A strongly affirms and repeatedly cites the CTCR’s April 2004 opinion on the service of women in congregational offices” [“CTCR Response to Expressions of Dissent (2004 – 2006)” (n.p.: The Lutheran Church – Missouri Synod, 2006), emphasis added]. That the resolution repeatedly cites the opinion is undeniable. All the same, it might be asked how strongly the Synod could affirm the entirety of a recent CTCR opinion that was not generally available throughout the church body at the time.       


� CTCR, “Authentein,” 2007 Convention Workbook, 377-80.


� CTCR, “Authentein,” 379.


� 2004 Convention Proceedings, 132.


� 2004 Convention Proceedings, 133.


� 2004 Convention Proceedings, 41-42.


� Ov. 3-88, 2004 Convention Workbook, 191.


� Overture 3-99 from the Northwest District Board of Directors stood out as particularly striking. Via the overture, this district board was notifying the Synod that on January 17, 2003, it had “officially accepted” the 1994 CTCR report and “began to implement its recommendations, including its recommendation about women serving as chairperson and vice-chairperson of a congregation.” 2004 Convention Workbook, 194. The action taken by this district board hardly accorded with the Synod’s 1995 Res. 3-06A, but the Synod is no way reprimanded the Northwest District or its board. 


� Gerald B. Kieschnick, “Pastoral Letter to Pastors of the Lutheran Church – Missouri Synod, August 31, 2004,” quoted in Berger, 50-51.


	Curiously, at the beginning of the task force’s report the wording of the synodical president’s assignment was reported somewhat differently: to prepare “guidelines for congregations and District constitutional committees to follow in revising congregational constitutional constitutions and bylaws to permit women to hold all congregational offices so long as their assigned responsibilities do not include distinctive functions of the pastoral office” (2007 Convention Workbook, 373, emphasis added). The word all is new. Also there is no mention here of the ambiguous phrase “public accountability for the function of the pastoral office.”


	The absence of the phrase is curious because the phrase appeared both in 2004 Res. 3-08A and also in the task force’s assignment as the president reported it to the Synod. Moreover, in a letter appointing the task force, President Kieschnick had written: “For the sake of maintaining unity of doctrine and practice in all the districts of the Synod, it is imperative that the congregations of our Synod understand clearly what this resolution says and does not say, what it allows and does not allow, in order to prevent widely varying interpretations of such phrases as ‘the distinctive functions of the pastoral office’ and ‘public accountability for the pastoral office.’” Quoted in the LCMS News release, “Task force to offer guidelines on women’s service,” posted Oct. 14, 2004. 


� 2007 Convention Workbook, 373, italics added. The task force bracketed the word “that,” probably reflecting 2004 Res. 3-08A.


� 2007 Convention Workbook, 373. Contrast the model paragraph developed by the CCM in 1970, quoted above.


� Dr. Nafzger’s remarks were made to the Missouri District Board of Directors, May 3, 2007. See 2007 Convention Workbook, 373, for the task force’s five principles.


� Res. 3-07, 2007 Convention Proceedings, 122.


� Ovs. 3-60 to 3-63, 2007 Convention Workbook, 175-76.


� Ovs. 3-68 to 3-73, 2007 Convention Workbook, 177-79.


� Ov. 3-74, 2007 Convention Workbook, 179-80.


� Ov. 3-76, 2007 Convention Workbook, 180-81.


� Ov. 3-80, 2007 Convention Workbook, 181.


� Ovs. 3-62, 3-75, and 3-77, 2007 Convention Workbook, 175-76, 180, and 181.


� Ovs. 3-66 and 3-65, 2007 Convention Workbook, 176-77.


� Ovs. 3-78 and 3-79, 2007 Convention Workbook, 181.


� Res. 3-07, 2007 Convention Proceedings, 122.


� “CTCR Response,” 25-26, emphasis original.


� 1995 Convention Workbook, 313.


� CTCR, Woman Suffrage in the Church, 3
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