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No. 1.  


>> Hello, Professor Biermann.  Thank you for being so willing to dialogue with us.  I'm looking forward to our conversation.  



So here is my opening question:  Many of my people listen to James Kennedy and James Dobson and begin to think that America is somehow God's chosen land.  Is there anything wrong with that?  And what's the best way to understand the proper relationship between the church and the government?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Oh, man, David, you ask a very loaded question.  It's a great way to get started.  There's obviously a lot involved in the question.  There's no quick, simple answer.  So I'm going to try to start by giving you a little background.  And hopefully eventually I get back around to your question and give you a straight answer.  Because I know that's what you're looking for.  



Probably the best way to start, just kind of unpacking the whole relationship between God and the government and the church and the state is by backing up a little bit and thinking about what are we trying to understand as we approach this.  And I think personally one of the best ways to get at this is by looking at what Luther gives us in his writing.  



Some people have called this Luther's Doctrine of the Two Kingdoms, which is a little misleading on a couple of levels.  One reason it's misleading is Luther never really called it a doctrine.  And it's never ever broken down as a particular locus or division of doctrine in Lutheran theology.  But there is clearly this way that Luther understood how God works in this world.  And he made a big distinction between what God does according to his left hand and what God does according to his right hand.  



And so the key here is understanding what's God doing in the world.  And how God work.  And what Luther recognized was God has two very distinct ways of operating in the world.  And with two ways of carrying this work out almost with two different goals.  



You might actually visualize as you think about this two columns.  And kind of think about a chalkboard with a line right down the middle.  And on the left hand column will have God's left hand.  And on the right hand column, God's right hand.  



Well, the right hand is the hand of blessing.  And so Luther always associated the right hand realm or the right hand area of activity, that's kind of how we're translating this German word.  And there's a reason for avoiding the word kingdom.  But I'll get into that maybe a little later.  But we'll talk about God's realm or area of activity.  



So the right hand realm or area of activity is the realm of blessing.  This is where God is giving us the good news, the Gospel, the forgiveness of sins kind of stuff.  



The left hand area is the area of God's control or governance or protection.  So let's kind of break it down this way.  Let's talk about the right hand.  We're more familiar with that.  



In the right hand we're interested in the forgiveness of sins.  We're interested in delivering perfect peace which God gives to his people through the forgiveness of sins.  



In the right hand we're interested in establishing a right relationship between God and people.  That's what it's all about.  



Now, in the left hand realm, what are we interested in?  There we're interested in essentially crime and punishment.  Stopping criminal activity.  Thwarting the spread of evil.  Restraining what is wicked.  So in the left hand the goal is working toward peace, trying to establish peace in this world.  



The real goal of the left hand realm is good relationships among people.  People being able to live in safety.  People being able to work together.  People being able to not be afraid.  Being able to keep their property, keep their life.  Basically living in safety.  The goal of the left hand realm is justice among people.  



And so the goals are very different.  The left hand, of course, enforces its activity with the sword.  Romans 13.  Paul teaches us that God has not given the sword in vain.  So the government, the left hand realm, has the sword.  It enforces the spread of justice.  When somebody steps out of line, there's punishment.  And that's how things operate in the left hand realm.  It's supposed to be that way.  



In the right hand realm, no sword.  All you have is God's Word coming.  And by all appearances, the right hand realm appears to be very weak, very humble.  It operates by speaking.  By delivering grace through sacraments.  It doesn't seem very strong.  



And yet the right hand realm is where God is doing powerful work even as he's doing powerful work in the left hand realm through his different ways of operating.  In the right hand realm God works mostly through the church.  And so the church is the area of activity where God is people making right with God.  That's the No. 1 goal.  So God wants to establish a right relationship between himself and his people.  



We talk about that often as the vertical relationship between me and God.  So I think about my relationship with God.  And in the church I hear the forgiveness of sins.  I hear the good news that I am right with God.  And the church is there to deliver that Word to had me.  



In the left hand realm, I think primarily about the horizontal relationship, me and other people around me.  And how I get along with them and my responsibilities to them.  There what I'm interested in is establishing right relationships, living justly with people, giving them what I owe them and them taking care me.  



And so we have two different ways of operating between the vertical realm and the horizontal realm.  The vertical realm is the right hand realm.  And the horizontal realm is where the left hand is operating.  



So we have two very different ways of functioning.  When you think about it then, in the right hand realm, the Gospel runs the show.  It's all about forgiveness of sins.  It's all about receiving what I don't deserve.  It's all about God simply giving gifts.  



In the left hand realm, it's going to sound odd but it's true, the law runs the show.  It's all about the law.  What I owe others.  What they owe me.  How things operate.  And that's how it works.  



Now, the problem with a guy like Kennedy or Dobson is that they are confusing the two realms mightly.  They seem to think that what God is doing here is what -- in the right hand realm is also applying to the left hand realm.  And somehow what we do in the left hand realm makes us right in the right hand realm.  And it kind of all gets run together.  



God's country.  God's church.  And so you have God, America, apple pie and Chevrolet.  And it all gets run together.  And it's this is what it means to be American.  And it creates a lot of confusion.  



Because we begin to think as America goes, so goes my Christian faith.  And if things are going rocky in America, Christianity seems up for grabs and creates lots of problems.  



They are two different realities.  The one reality of my relationship with God.  The other reality of my responsibilities to others.  And we don't want to run them together and confuse them into one big mess.  



So in a word there is a big problem with trying to kind of say that this is God's chosen land.  Because what about all the other countries where God is working with the sword, accomplishing his purpose in the left hand realm?  We don't want to ally them into one mixed-up mess of the left and the right being together.  



So you've gotten us off to a great start, David.  And I'm looking forward to going a little further with this.  And I'm sure you'll have some more questions to get us into that.  

No. 2.


>> So is this two realms thing really just the same as the American ideal of the separation of church and state that Jefferson espoused?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  That's a great follow-up question, David.  You're definitely thinking already.  And that's good.  Quick answer, no.  Let me unpack that a little bit and explain why.  



When Luther is talking about the distinction between the two realms, that's what he wants.  He wants a distinction.  He doesn't want them to be run together into one big mess.  And you think about what happens if we do start running them together.  



If we run them together, we end up having a church that wants to enforce its rules with the sword.  In other words, you must become a Christian or die.  That's not how the church is supposed to operate.  That's not how the Gospel operates.  



On the other hand, what happens if the Gospel starts to creep into the left hand realm?  Now we have the idea that oh, we shouldn't punish anybody because that's not being loving.  Or we shouldn't enforce the rules because that's not very kind.  And you start getting all kinds of nonsense that operates.  And the law loses its teeth and chaos erupts.  



Luther one time likened it to a farmer who said:  Okay, sheep, we're going to close you up in the pen tonight.  And then he also closes up in the pen wolves and eagles and locks them all up and says:  Okay.  Everybody get along tonight.  You be -- just love each other.  And he says you come back in the morning, you'll have a fine mess.  And that's the reality.  



You can't run the left hand realm with the Gospel.  It doesn't work.  Because the left hand realm is filled with broken people who are ruled by sin.  The law runs the show in the left hand realm.  Not the Gospel.  And if you confuse them, all kinds of problems result.  



So Luther wants two distinct realms, one in the left operating with the sword.  And then in the right operating with the Gospel.  Two distinct realms.  But here is the key thing:  Not separate.  



Luther did not envision a wall of separation.  Luther envisioned a lot of give-and-take between these two realms.  And in Luther's days, I mean, there was all kinds of give-and-take between the left hand and the right hand.  In fact, in Luther's day you had City Councils calling pastors and paying their salaries.  



In Luther's day you had City Councils actually choosing who the pastors would be and then supervising how things operated.  So there was a lot of give-and-take.  



You also had in Luther's day the church counselling the government and giving advice and correcting and challenging where problems were there.  So there was plenty of give-and-take.  



Jefferson was espousing more of this idea of sort of kind of a bifurcated, the church does its thing, the government does its thing and never the twain shall meet.  And part of what comes out of the legacy of Jefferson is sort of the idea of a personal very privatized religion.  Where religion only matters to you as an individual.  And it really has no place in the government or in the public realm.  



And that's a big problem.  Because then we have the idea of trying to shove religion out of the realm of the public arena where it actually needs to be.  It has a great deal to say as the church speaks to the government about its responsibilities.  So no, we're not looking for this kind of a radical distinction of a separation in sort of the Jeffersonian American ideal.  Luther is more nuance than that. 



So the way to think about it is distinct but not separate.  And cooperation but not confusion.  Now, that's a fine line.  I think it is a fine line.  But I think it can be carried out very effectively.  And how that looks and what that means, you can begin to think about that.  



I would say a church that is operating properly has always has its No. 1 task the proclamation of the Gospel.  But it doesn't neglect its left hand responsibilities, either.  Great example of this is the abortion situation in our country today.  So we have legalized abortion.  



Is this a good thing or a bad thing?  It's a bad thing.  Clearly.  There's no doubt about it.  Because this is a violation of God's will.  Don't murder.  Abortion is murder.  And so this is a bad thing.  



So does the church simply say:  Well, that's left hand stuff.  That's law stuff.  We're just here to preach the Gospel.  We'll just give people the forgiveness of sins?  



I would say the church is missing its responsibility when it does that.  No. 1 task, proclaim forgiveness.  But when the state needs to be corrected, the church can speak.  And should.  And should speak often.  



So there is a place for the church to be involved in left hand civil affairs.  But it needs to be careful that those activities don't sort of overwhelm it's responsibility to be proclaiming the Gospel.  



So we're not looking at a Jeffersonian wall of separation.  It's not the same thing.  But your question is good, David.  Because I hear frequently from Lutherans this idea that:  Oh, Luther's two kingdoms, that's just the separation of church and state.  No, it's not.  Very different things.  



Jefferson is looking forward to kind of a let the church take care of the morality and the state will do everything else that matters.  And that's not at all what Luther wants.  Or what I would say even God would have for us.  



God wants the state to be doing its thing.  Enforcing justice.  Upholding the law.  And then God wants the church doing its thing, proclaiming the Gospel, making people right with him.  



Both things are important.  And this kind of reflects back on that first question again.  Both are God's activity.  This is critically important.  It's not as if the church is God's activity and the state is man's activity.  Not at all.  



God is working in both places.  He's working in the church to accomplish his purposes there, proclaiming the Gospel.  And he's working in the state to advance his purposes, protecting people, protecting his creation, upholding justice, extending the rule of law.  This is God's activity in both.  



And we see a distinction between them now.  But ultimately -- and now we get to the kind of eschatological or end times thought here.  Ultimately the goal is when left and right come together again under the rule of Christ at Christ's second coming.  It's all God's activity.  



For now in this broken, fallen world, they are more distinct and more separate.  There will come a time when they pull together again at the final fulfillment when Christ comes in glory.  But for now we live with this distinction.  But not separation.  We live with this cooperation but not confusion.  Kind of holding onto that tension there.  It's a great question.  

No. 3.


>> Hello.  My name is Eric.  And I serve in New Jersey.  I want to add my thanks for permitting us to ask these questions.  



Professor Biermann, you seem to be careful to call this the two realms or the two governments.  I've always heard this described as the two kingdoms, as you mentioned earlier.  Is it the same thing?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Good to have you on board, Eric.  You're asking another really good question.  And I've touched on this.  But I want to add a little clarity to this because I know it's kind of confusing.  



Two kingdoms is used by Luther to refer to God's activity.  But he also talks about the two regiments or the two realms.  Contemporary theologians are trying to be a little more careful, a little more distinct, even a little more careful than Luther was.  And here is why:  There were times when Luther would talk about the two realms.  And what he meant was God working in the right hand realm and God working in the left hand realm.  And that's very helpful as we begin to see how we can use that to distinguish what's God trying to do?  What is my responsibility as I'm operating in the left hand realm?  What is my responsibility operating in the right hand realm?  Two areas of activity.  



But sometimes Luther would talk about two kingdoms.  And he would say:  There is the Kingdom of God.  Where God is advancing his Gospel and God is working in the world.  And he would say:  And there is the kingdom of Satan, which is opposed to God.  And is oppressing God's people.  And is trying to advance wickedness in the world.  



So we have two kingdoms at battle.  The Kingdom of God and the kingdom of Satan or the kingdom of the delve.  And Luther talks that would, too.  And you can see where the problem is going to come.  And this happens with a lot of people.  



A lot of Christians operate with the idea that yes, there are these two kingdoms.  God's kingdom and Satan's kingdom.  And then they begin to think it's the same thing as the two realms.  



Well, it's not hard to guess where you're going to put God and Satan in the two realms.  God, of course, you're going to put in the right hand realm.  And Satan is going to end up in the left hand realm.  So now what do we have?  



Now we have God's realm is the church.  Holy.  Righteous.  Beautiful, wonderful, all good.  And Satan's activity, that's the government.  Bad, wicked, nasty, evil, not to be trusted.  To be avoided.  



And some Christians have actually come to this position.  We just kind of escape into the church and we ignore the left hand realm.  Don't get involved.  Don't say the Pledge of Allegiance.  Don't vote.  Don't be involved in anything in the left hand realm.  



You're familiar with Jehovah's Witnesses who really push this.  And it's an error.  Because they have somehow decided that the civil realm, the government, the world around us is just inherently evil and to be shunned and we have to flee to the church.  That's dead wrong.  Luther never taught that.  



And you can begin to see how this slides very quickly into a form of sort of neognosticism.  You remember that ancient heresy of Gnosticism that was based on a lot of Greek philosophy.  And Gnosticism said that the spiritual realm, that's good and holy and uplifting and all spiritual things are good.  Material, physical things, bad, wicked, evil, to be avoided, to be distrusted.  



And so you can see how we can easily get to the idea that physical world, government, it's corrupt, it's bad, it's Satan's area, stay away from it.  And Luther and I would say Saint Paul never envisioned that.  



They recognized that the world is God's world.  The material is God's good realm.  He cares about it.  He's working to restore it.  In fact, he's redeeming it.  In fact, think about it this way:  What God is doing in the right hand, restoring and giving forgiveness, he does for the sake of the left hand.  To put the left hand back where it belongs.  



It fell.  It was crushed.  It was broken by Adam and Eve's sin.  By our rebellion.  And now God is restoring the left hand material world for the sake of had his will being accomplished.  It's a good world.  It's not a bad, wicked world.  



So we have to be careful not to say:  Oh, two kingdoms, two realms, all the same thing.  We have to be careful because we don't want to make the idea that somehow two kingdoms, God, Satan.  And the left hand is Satan's realm.  It's not.  It's the area of God's activity.  



Satan does infiltrate both areas.  Satan is very busy in the left hand.  And we know from experience Satan is very busy in the right hand, too.  He creates plenty of mischief in the church.  Sows discord, sows evil.  And he's working in both areas.  And so the two kingdoms is really sort of a different distinction all together.  And it fills all over the place in the two realms.  



Two realms, what is God doing?  Two kingdoms, God over against Satan.  So keep them separate and distinct and you think about it.  And I think you'll be better off.  

No. 4.  


>> Thank you.  And I would like to follow up with another question.  As you have been describing Luther's concept of the two realms of God's activity, I'm remembering Dr. Rast's course on the history of the Protestant church in America.  Am I correct in thinking that the mixing of the two realms is connected to Calvinism in the United States?  Are Kennedy and Dobson leaning toward Calvinism and the concept of thee okay see?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  You're right on the money, Eric.  Exactly right.  The influence of Calvinism is very strong in this country.  Of course, pure Calvinism as I'm sure you'll learn is rather rare.  I mean, real full-blown double predestination no free will Calvinism is very rare in our country today.  We have more of a blend of some elements of Calvinism and a lot of elements of Arminianism coming into what is called Evangelicalism.  But what is common is this confusion of the two realms.  



And this was something already that Calvin was pushing toward.  He saw the church's responsibility to establish God's kingdom here in this world.  And you even see this beginning in Calvin's Geneva.  Where he wanted to establish the ideal city state based on the law of God.  Sort of like what you'll hear from contemporary Muslims who want to have ***shiera operating.  This is -- the law of the land is ***alosla.  And that's the ideal.  



So they want no distinct between the left and the right.  It's all together one thing.  Simply God's activity.  Calvin saw it the same way.  That we want to have God's kingdom here in this world.  



If you learned about your millennial eras, postmillennialism taught the same idea.  And this is, again, not very common anymore.  But at the turn of the century, a century ago, early 1900s, that was really strong.  The idea that we're establishing God's kingdom here in this world.  Things are getting better and better and better.  



So the activity of God in the world and the activity of God in the church are the same.  They saw a blending together.  And still that same thing is going on.  And I think that's a lot of what is driving the kind of Dobson-Kennedy sort of talk about God's chosen land and the Christian America.  



Now, this will sound very strange to you.  But this is very important.  The goal that I would have as a Lutheran is not a Christian America.  I don't want a Christian America.  That's not -- I do not believe that's God's goal.  I do believe the goal is every man and woman in the world hears the Gospel and becomes part of God's kingdom.  That is the goal.  But that's not the same thing as a Christian America.  



What I want is a just, upright America.  I want an America that is upholding God's law and following God's law.  What we'll talk about later is the natural law.  We'll get into that probably I think a little bit.  But that's what I'm looking for.  And that's not the same as a Christian America.  



So I don't want to have a triumvirate of Christians somehow ruling.  See this also tells you that you're not necessarily a better ruler just because you're a Christian.  If I have a choice between two candidates, one who is an outspoken born again Christian but who has no experience leading and is really kind of a buffoon when it comes to his ideas on running the country and I've got a very just, sharp, fair, morally upright pagan, I'll vote for the pagan.  Because he's going to be a better leader in the left hand realm and accomplish God's purposes in the left hand realm.  Whereas the guy who is morally upright and a Christian believer who has no experience and maybe is a bad leader, he shouldn't be the leader just because he's Christian.  



There's two different things going on here.  And we need to keep the distinction straight.  

No. 5.


>> Okay.  So isn't this really just another twist on the idea of distinguishing law and Gospel?  Or perhaps, the two kinds of righteousness?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Oh, I like when you're thinking in Lutheran dualities.  This is good.  This is good, Eric.  



So you have the law-Gospel thing going.  You've learned about that.  And you've mentioned the two kinds of righteousness.  Which I personally think is the critical paradigm if we're going to unpack and understand our Lutheran responsibilities in this world.  But I would say it's not the same thing.  



Luther and Lutheranism is just famous for its -- sometimes they will be called the paradoxes.  I think that's pushing it too far.  I don't think paradox is right.  And I don't even think I would like to say dualisms because that kind of creates the idea of a black and white polarity.  And I don't think we want to operate that way.  



But duality or two-fold nature, absolutely.  There are a lot of those.  So we have law and Gospel.  And we have the two kinds of righteousness.  And now we have to two realms.  There are a lot of these kinds of distinctions that we have in Lutheran theology.  



And we should think about them as distinctions or as a two-foldness.  But not as a stark, black and white over against each other.  



Now, what's helpful is to think about what are the dualities trying to accomplish.  I've already told you that the two realms duality is trying to distinguish God's way of working in this world.  So God works in the left hand realm and God works in the right hand realm.  It's God working in both.  But very different goals.  Very different ways of operating.  



Sword in the left.  Goal of justice in the left.  And the Gospel in the right and the goal of righteousness before God in the right.  So that's what we're doing here with the two realms.  



Law and Gospel is really kind of asking the question:  What does God say to us?  So that's the question we're asking there.  What does God say?  



And he speaks a word a law.  And he speaks a word of Gospel.  Definitely there's some overlap.  But there's really a different kind of kind of emphasis.  What is God saying to me?  He's speaking law.  And he's speaking Gospel.  God speaks both.  



And he speaks both in both realms.  You see, that's the thing.  That's why they are not quite exactly a neat division.  Because God will speak law and Gospel in the left hand even as he speaks law and Gospel in the right hand.  



In fact, there's plenty of law in the right hand.  The law that kills and makes me realize my need for the Gospel.  And then the Gospel that gives me the forgiveness and the pass of righteousness.  



And in the left hand there's a place for Gospel there, too.  Where you have a word of law gets spoken.  And sometimes in left hand areas a word of forgiveness is spoken.  Or a word of mercy.  Or even an explicit declaration of Christ's activity.  That belongs there, too.  So it's not such a neat bifurcation.  



The two kinds of righteousness.  My righteousness before God, coram deo.  That's the fancy Latin phrase for in the face of God.  And my righteousness in the horizontal realm, coram mundu or in the face of the world.  Or coram hominis, if you want to do that, in the face of people.  That's also an important aspect.  And a nice division of my responsibilities in the world.  



My responsibilities before God.  Which is passively received.  And my responsibilities before other people.  Which is my active area of righteousness.  



That again, is focusing on the question of what do I do in this world?  So it's a different kind of question.  



So we have different dualities answering different questions.  The duality of the two realms answers the question:  How is God working?  The duality of law and Gospel answers the question:  How is God speaking?  And the duality of the two kinds of righteousness answers the question:  What is my responsibility as a person living in this world?  



My responsibility, am I standing before God, vertical righteousness, coram deo?  My responsibility, am I standing before my neighbor, coram hominis, coram mundu, the horizontal righteousness?  



Different kinds of questions give different answers.  Different dualities answer those things.  

No. 6.


>> I'm understanding the goal of the right hand to be the proclamation of the Gospel.  But I do not quite feel as clear about the goal of the left hand.  Also I want to ask:  Does the right hand have any responsibility toward the left hand as it works for its goals?  What happens when the left hand ignores the right hand's goals or even works against them?  



Oh, I'm sorry; I'm Joshua from the ranch country of eastern Wyoming.


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Oh, good to have your question, Joshua.  And I appreciate your -- the land of Wyoming.  It's a good country.  I've spent some time out there.  Beautiful land.  And I understand your question is really an important one.  



Just to reiterate, the left hand has as its goal and its purpose the promotion of justice.  So the left hand really does not -- isn't in the business of bringing people to God.  It's not their responsibility.  The left hand is not trying to get the Gospel proclaimed.  That's not their task.  Their task is very simple.  Promote justice.  



So they want to stop evil.  And they want to make a safe place for the citizens of this country to live.  And to make sure that fairness is being enforced and being spread around.  Justice in a word.  So that's the goal of the left hand.  



So the left hand has a different agenda really from the right hand.  They are not at odds.  They work together very well.  But they are different.  And that's why we don't want to have the government in a sense promoting the Gospel.  That's not their job.  



Even if I happen to be a Christian individual, a strong Christian, if I have left hand responsibilities, my ultimate goal is not to be able to sort of proclaim the Gospel every time I get a chance.  My goal is to see that justice is promoted.  And that it is upheld.  So that injustice doesn't have a chance to spread.  So that's the goal of the left hand.  



Is it possible for the left hand to somehow ignore the right hand or even work against it?  You bet it is.  And we see that happening not infrequently in the world's history.  



Great example we can think about communist Russia.  Or we can go to Nazi Germany with the rise of national socialism.  Where you have the church and the state in this real unhealthy sort of relationship even to the point where Nazi Germany and the Germany in the '30s where you have this church essentially sort of rolls over and capitulates and let's the state just kind of have its way.  This is to the shame of the church that we sometimes allow the state to just kind of run away and do its thing without being a proper voice against these errors.  



Let's spend just a minute thinking about Germany and about the rise of Hitler a little bit.  Because this is very instructive.  



As Hitler was coming to power, the church had the opportunity to speak against him and say much.  No, this is an abuse.  You cannot be, you know, running the Jews off into concentration camps.  You cannot be seizing their properties.  This is wrong.  



The church should have said that.  Unfortunately you can look at the history of it, the sociology of it.  There were many in Germany at the time who were just so irritated about the injustices after World War I as they perceived it and about the problems of national pride being lost that they were willing to let things kind of go.  And they quit being the church.  And they made a mistake.  



There were a few brave voices who spoke out against the abuse and paid a dear price.  Dietrich Bonhoeffer comes to mind.  And there were others.  But the church by and large failed in its responsibility.  



So the church has a responsibility to the left hand realm.  Not to try to convert it, per se.  But to make sure it's being a fair and a just left hand realm.  When the left hand realm is doing what it's supposed to do, justice is being promoted and law is being upheld.  That's the job.  



And so the church needs to make sure that's happening.  When the left hand realm is not doing that, the church should make noise.  And how much noise?  Well, that's for individual congregations and Christians to sort out.  And I would say the greater the error and the greater the threat against justice, the louder the noise needs to be and more organized the kind of resistance needs to be.  It's appropriate to stand against evil when it's there.  



Acts Chapter 4.  We must obey God rather than men.  Or maybe it's Chapter 5.  We must obey God rather than men.  So when we see men that are enforcing rules that are ungodly, we need to stand against it.  



The church's response to abortion.  I brought that up before.  I think is, again, an appropriate example of when the church needs to say:  This is wrong.  



Another great example which is getting more and more momentum in our culture is the idea of endorsing gay marriage.  And I think on that one the church also should say:  No.  This is wrong.  This is a violation of God's plan for this world.  It's a violation of God's plan for marriage.  And of how husband and wife are supposed to be.  We need to say:  No.  We draw the line.  This cannot be.  We should stand against these sorts of things.  



So there are times when the church needs to speak against what is happening in the left hand realm.  Mostly calling the church -- the world, the government, back to its task of promoting justice and upholding God's law.  



And one of the most important responsibilities the church has is to sort of act as the conscience of the world.  The church can be the ones that say:  That's not right.  You've made a mistake.  You're heading in a bad direction.  We've got to stop and move in the right direction.  



That's the kind of stuff the church should be doing.  And we do that sometimes at the threat of our own well being.  I mean, when you've got to speak against the left hand, they've got the sword.  And they might turn and use it against the church.  That's happened before.  And that's one of the challenges we face.  But that doesn't lessen our responsibility to speak sometimes to the left hand and challenge it and tell it that it's wrong.  



We're not doing it because we want them to advance our agenda.  Our agenda is simply the proclamation of the Gospel.  We do it when we see them failing to do what they are supposed to do, which is to promote justice.  

No. 7.  


>> Hello, Professor Biermann.  I'm Nick, a former high school teacher and now a shepherd in training with a small flock in central LA.  No doubt it is because our congregation's location that some of the people in my church are eager to start a soup kitchen for the homeless people that sometimes hang around by our building.  



I've heard it said, though, that the church's job is to proclaim the Gospel, an activity which may lapse if we become too distracted by trying to provide people with meals.  Can you help me understand if the two realms help us solve this problem?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Nick, I think the two realms is exactly what you need to be able to answer this situation.  And as I reflect on this, I really believe that keeping the two realms distinct and thinking about what's going on gives you exactly what you need to come to an appropriate conclusion to how you should think about this and what counsel you might give to your people.  



For starters let me say there's nothing wrong with the church doing a soup kitchen.  It can be quite appropriate.  Because what you're doing essentially with a soup kitchen is you're meeting a left hand need.  A need somebody has in the material world.  



Now, your situation there in Los Angeles gives you great opportunities because you have people literally at your doorstep who have real needs.  And you know as a Christian they have needs on two levels.  They have your primary concern the right hand need.  They need to be right with God.  They need to hear the forgiveness of sins.  So in other words, they need to have the Gospel proclaimed to them.  



They need to be killed in their sin, the law.  And they need to be made alive with the Gospel.  Made right with God.  Passive righteousness.  That's your No. 1 concern.  



Now, I know as a good Lutheran theologian, that's your driving interest.  You want people to know Christ.  You want them to have salvation.  That's most important.  I agree.  That's most important.  



The law needs to be proclaimed.  The Gospel needs to be delivered.  This happens through the preaching of the church.  It happens in the celebration of the sacraments.  It happens in the life of the congregation.  This is what it's all about.  



Now, the people around your church also have other needs.  They have genuine, legitimate, real left hand needs.  And someone who is hungry, his biggest need is need something in my belly.  I'm hungry, I'm starving.  



So can the church meet those needs?  You bet.  Individual Christians living in both realms need to pay attention to both realities.  So we need to be taking care of people's physical needs.  



Somebody might say that's the government's job.  No, it's not.  It's the job of every one of us.  We have neighbors who have our needs.  



Think about the story of the Good Samaritan.  What was the No. 1 need of the man who had been beaten up?  He was dieing.  He needed medical care.  He needed someone to look after him.  He needed someone to feed him and give him a place to stay.  



So the Samaritan did that.  The Samaritan didn't preach the Gospel.  The Samaritan simply met the need.  And that was the need of the hour.  



So are there times when the church can do this had?  I would say yes.  You need to be careful.  Sometimes the church as an organization can step in and meet a need better than an individual can.  



Lutheran World Relief is a good example of this.  If there's a disaster some place in the world, we go there and do something as a church.  And the goal is simply to provide for a material need.  Satisfy a problem.  Help them in a crisis.  



Now, you are doing this on a smaller level, kind of a microcosm.  So you have people in your neighborhood who are hungry.  How -- how about a soup kitchen somebody says.  Now the response would be to say:  All right.  Is this a legitimate need?  Are there other places where these people can go to have this need met?  



You look around and say:  No.  No one is really filling this need.  We have this void.  Or maybe you want to start a food bank or a clothing bank.  No one else is doing this.  We should do something about this, pastor.  And I think you as a pastor would say:  You're right.  We should do something about these needs these people have.  They are legitimate real needs.  



Let's do something.  Let's organize a group to take care of this.  



Now, as you proceed with the desire of meeting a left hand need, remember, that's what you're doing.  You're meeting a left hand need.  You're not proclaiming the Gospel.  



This -- I get pretty fired up about this one.  Because I see this one in error too much.  I see people in churches where you'll have the evangelism committee starts doing a soup kitchen.  Wrong.  Or they start doing:  We're going to have a service project in this congregation.  We're going to go out and rake leaves.  We're going to go out and trim bushes.  Or we're going to go out and reroof this person's house.  We're going to do the Gospel.  



Wrong.  That's not the Gospel.  That's being nice.  That's meeting a left hand need.  There's a place for it.  But it's not the same thing as proclaiming Christ.  



I put it this way:  I can rake my neighbor's leaves for the rest of my life.  And be kind to her.  I can smile at her.  My wife can bake cookies and take them to her all the time.  We can be great neighbors for her.  



Is that the Gospel?  No.  She is -- has not heard the Gospel until I go and I open my mouth and I speak to her of the law and the Gospel and I give her Christ.  Christ has to be delivered or we have not done the Gospel.  



And so I get fired up about this and rather irritated when I see churches doing good works had in the name of the Gospel as if that's the Gospel.  It's not.  It's not evangelism until Christ has been proclaimed.  So there's a big difference.  



So you there in LA.  You've got people who have needs.  They are hungry.  Can you feed them?  Yes, do it.  Organize a soup kitchen.  Go ahead.  Meet their physical needs.  



But then also realize they have spiritual needs.  And you as the church have as your No. 1 task, your goal is the proclamation of the Gospel so people are right with God.  So go ahead and do your soup kitchen thing.  But don't do that so much that it begins to overwhelm the real responsibility, proclaiming Christ.  



Now, it also helps to have this distinction.  Because if I understand the place of my soup kitchen, it's a left hand thing.  And I understand the place of the proclamation of the Gospel.  It's a right hand thing.  I can see them as two distinct things.  



And this helps.  Because that means you don't have to somehow baptize your soup kitchen.  In other words, you don't have to slip a Gospel tract onto the tray to make it legitimate.  Nor do you have to say:  Okay.  They came for their meal.  Now we're going to preach to them.  



No.  Don't play this bait and switch game.  Meet their physical need.  Be a neighbor.  Take care of their immediate situation.  Help them.  Just show some kindness.  Show some love.  



It's an appropriate thing to do as a fellow creature.  You have left hand responsibilities.  Go ahead and meet them.  



And then decide how you can aggressively do the work of proclaiming the Gospel to them, as well.  They are two different things.  Both important.  



Now, obviously there's some overlap.  If you're meeting their left hand needs, they are going to tend to be more interested in listening to you.  And they are going to sense that you're genuine.  You're an authentic person.  You've got something to say.  They'll pay attention.  



So there's definitely some overlap here.  But they are really two different things.  You don't have to somehow sort of sneak the Gospel into everything you do in the left hand.  Just do left hand stuff.  It's okay.  And then go ahead and do your right hand stuff.  And do it well.  



Give them their meal.  And maybe sit down and have a conversation and talk to them about Christ.  Or invite them to come to your worship service.  Make it easy for them to come.  Make them feel comfortable.  Offer the invitation.  Speak to them of God's law and Gospel.  



But don't make the criteria for the meal.  Say somebody comes to the meal and then they blow you off.  They never come to church.  You say:  Oh, you can't eat here anymore.  



No.  They still have left hand needs.  Go ahead and meet them.  That's what you're doing.  You're in the business of meeting that need.  



Just be careful, as I said, that you don't let this new work of the left hand soup kitchen get so big and become so overpowering that it starts to push out other elements of the real -- of the church's work.  Because no one else in the world is doing the Gospel.  Only the church is.  



Plenty of people are doing left hand stuff.  I mean, government work does that.  All kinds of service organizations are meeting those needs.  There's no one else doing the Gospel.  



So if we in the church get so caught up in doing left hand stuff that we begin to neglect the Gospel, Satan really has won.  Because then the only voice that speaks the Gospel has grown silent.  So don't ever let your service in the left hand get so overpowering or so big that it overwhelms the work of the right hand.  



Can you do both?  Yeah, I really believe you can.  You need to be careful.  And need to have some wisdom.  Pay attention to how it's all balancing out.  But you can do both.  



And I would say the church that ignores left hand needs of the people around it is really doing a disservice and is giving a lousy witness to Christ's Word in the community.  Because they are not taking care of all the needs of the people.  They are simply focusing on right hand stuff and ignoring left hand realities.  Both are important.  Both have a place.  

No. 8.


>> This is such an interesting and timely topic.  And I think I'm tracking with your ideas.  So let me ask this:  If the left hand matters to God and the restoration of the created realm is important, isn't environmental activism an appropriate emphasis for the church?  I ask this because here in the western states the subject is always near the top of any agenda.  



Oh, and remembering what you just said to Nick, would it be wrong to preach about care of the earth or the value of soup kitchens.  I don't mean to the exclusion of Christ.  I know that would be a mistake.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Good, good thinking.  You're right on course here, Josh, with this.  And I know how much this is an important agenda to people living in the west, in Wyoming, the environment and caring for it.  



I would say the quick answer is yes, absolutely we should be concerned about the environment as Christians.  But in perspective.  So I don't think we need to all join the green party or become tree huggers necessarily.  But we do need to recognize that the created realm is God's created realm.  It's good.  God is working there.  It's his creation.  He put it together in beautiful marvelous ways.  



Now, it is fallen.  That's true.  And that's why Genesis 3 and the doctrine of -- the teaching of the fall is so important.  Because it helps us to realize that this is God's good creation.  But it's in a broken state.  It's not working the way it should.  



But it's not evil.  There's nothing inherently evil about the created realm.  It's God's good created realm.  



And a let's look back to what Genesis 1 and 2  give us.  That God created man.  And put man in the garden with one task.  To have dominion over the creation.  



In other words, take care of it.  Look after it.  Man is meant to have dominion over the creation.  He's there to be the caretaker of the creation.  That responsibility still continues.  



And so Christians should be very concerned about preserving God's creation.  And taking care of it.  Looking after it.  This is a very important aspect of what we do.  But our way of doing it is I think very different in how maybe like an evolutionist might do it or your typical environmentalist might go about it.  Because they have this idea of kind of Mother Nature and the world being holy and God being in the tree or in the rock.  And they get a lot of pantheistic sort of eastern religion ideas going really strong here.  Those are dead wrong.  



And we want to be careful to not get confused and start doing this kind of stuff.  And even sort of the American -- Native American sort of stuff of spirit -- the great spirit so far stuff.  Even that can get really confusing and messed up.  



We have a very clear-cut way of looking at this.  God created the world.  It's his world.  God put together things the way they are to be put together.  He created the animals to inhabit the creation.  These things matter to God.  They are part of his plan.  



And so as Christians who have dominion over the creation, as people who have responsibility to care for it, we do want to take care of it.  So Christians should not just be saying:  Who cares about the environment?  It's all going to hell anyway.  



No.  That's not right.  But at the same time we don't say:  Oh, this is God somehow in the world.  And we need to love the world like we're loving God.  No.  Those extremes are both wrong.  Instead we should be saying:  God has given me this gift of the world.  I need to care for this gift.  I need to preserve it and protect it and enhance it any way I can.  



So should we be working for the preservation of species?  Yeah, sure.  Do we want to make sure that we don't have corporations polluting indiscriminately?  Absolutely.  But does that mean then we need to say:  Oh, we have to hurt people in the process?  No.  



People are not just one more animal or just one more inhabitant of this creation.  They are the highest creation.  They are the reasons God created.  God created for the sake of people.  



And so we have to be careful that we don't let our environmental policies push so hard that we start to hurt people or think that animals are as important as people.  They are not; they are not.  They are part of the creation and we are there to be caring for them.  But they are not somehow equal to us where we are all just sharing the planet, as you'll hear that kind of dialogue said.  



That's not what we're endorsing here.  We're endorsing people being good caretakers, conscious of what's going on in the world.  Not abusing the world.  Not indiscriminately destroying what God has created.  But watching over God's good creation because it is his good creation.  And it's a good gift he's given to us.  So this is appropriate.  



Now, can you preach this?  Yeah; yeah.  I think sure you can.  You can talk about how important it is for us to meet the neighbor's need.  Thereby maybe doing a soup kitchen or a food bank.  You can talk about how important it is to take care of the creation.  Therefore, reminding people of their responsibility to use their gifts well.  So not abuse the creation.  To not pollute or destroy things.  



Yeah, that has a place.  Even in the pulpit.  Where does it fit?  It's the law.  Quite simply it's the law.  You're there reminding people of what God has told them they should be doing.  Reminding them of their responsibilities.  



An when you preach the law, it does the things the law always does.  It curbs bad behavior.  It convicts of sin.  And it helps us to know what God's will is for our lives.  Curb, mirror, guide.  It always does those things.  



So the law can take on that nuance.  I think one of the mistakes we make as Lutherans is somehow we think law means telling people how bad they are and making them feel bad.  And it does that.  But see, the law has so many different manifestations.  You've got the law within a marriage.  You've got the law within families.  



You've got the law in my responsibilities to the left hand realm.  You've got the law in your responsibilities to the rest of creation.  All of those are aspects of the law.  



And some texts lend themselves to this very nicely.  In your context there in Wyoming, yeah, I think this is right there in front of people.  You can use this very often.  Don't be callous about the creation.  



And maybe you have people in your congregation who are kind of reacting against some of the environmentalists and some of the mischief they create for their lives as ranchers or whatever else.  So you might want to tell them that they need to be careful they don't get carried away in reacting against them and becoming sort of anti-environmentalists.  That's wrong, too.  



So yeah, do it in the pulpit.  Not at the expense of the Gospel.  But in service of the Gospel.  And in making a law that's actually very appropriate, very applicable to your lives there in that parish.  



It reminds me, Joshua, when I was in Madagascar once doing a short mission trip there, I had some really interesting conversations with the people there.  You know Madagascar is the home of the lemur, only place in the world where it is.  



And the Malagasy people are very accustomed to lots of people coming to Madagascar to study the lemurs.  A lot of interest.  And there's a lot of money being plowed into Madagascar for the sake of the environment.  Trying to preserve the space for these lemurs.  And lots of interest in preserving the ecosystems for these lemurs and making life good for the lemur.  



And it's gotten to the point where you've got lots of money coming into the country all for the sake of the lemur.  It even prompted one political cartoon they told me about where you have these lemurs who are being studied and cared for and fed and all this money being poured on the lemurs.  And all these Europeans standing around and studying these lemurs and interested.  



And meanwhile, on the other side of the political cartoon frame there's a group of impoverished people standing here who are facing death with their hands open.  And they are asking the question:  You know, what about us?  



So we have to be careful that we don't get so wrapped up in trying to advance environmental causes that we forget God's No. 1 priority, which is people.  Their left hand and their right hand needs.  And I think it just helps us to kind of keep their balance there.  

No. 9.


>> As I ask my question, I'm thinking about one of the more visible Neoevangelical pastors of Los Angeles.  Here is the question:  Since a pastor is clearly God's servant to the right hand realm, is it ever appropriate for him to enter into the left hand forms of service?  I'm wondering especially about chaplains in the military.  And if your answer to my question is yes and if my question were inverted, would it be fair to conclude that failure to serve in the left hand realm can be sin?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  All right.  Nick, you're putting me on the spot here.  And this is really getting tough.  This is one of the trickiest things to work through.  I think there's a good way to go about this.  There's a fair amount of discussion.  You're going to get some people who are going to maybe disagree vehemently with what I'll suggest.  But I think there's a way forward on this.  So let me kind of think this through with you.  



Is it appropriate to get involved in the left hand realm?  Yes.  We've talked about the importance of meeting the needs of people in the left hand realm like with the soup kitchen.  We've talked about the importance of keeping our environmental aspects straight.  Recognizing the place for environmental activism.  But not getting carried away.  



So what about you as a Christian working in the left hand realm?  Let me answer this kind of in a couple of levels.  For an average Joe Christian, this is probably a lot easier.  Because they realize that they live in both worlds.  They live before God, coram deo.  Receiving his righteousness.  They come to church and hear the Word of forgiveness.  And they know where they stand before go.  



Then they get busy in the left hand world going about their business.  Serving the world around them.  This is good.  This is what Christians do.  



So they dig into that left hand world.  And they work hard in their job, in their family, in their marriage.  Doing what God has given them to do in their vocation.  Luther taught this very strongly.  



They are doing that work.  And they are just simply serving the left hand.  And as they are doing this, they are doing it as Christian people.  And whenever the opportunity arises, they open their mouths and they speak of Christ.  They proclaim the Gospel.  



They are always interested in both realities.  Do my left hand work well.  And proclaim Christ whenever I can.  It's not an either or.  It's a both and.  All the time.  



Now, for the average layman, that's pretty straightforward.  They can see how this works.  I speak of Christ when I have opportunity.  I proclaim the law and the Gospel whenever I have a chance to do that.  And I serve my neighbor simply by being a good citizen, a good husband, a good father.  I do my vocation.  



For a pastor it gets trickier.  Because a pastor is the absolution guy.  His call is to speak God's truth.  That's what he's there to do.  And yet he's still, also, a human being and a creature and a citizen in the left hand realm.  So he's got left hand responsibilities still as a pastor.  



Now, there are some who would say his pastor just kind of overwhelms everything.  And he should never do anything left handed because it will always compromise his position and his message.  And so he should -- he shouldn't even vote because people might think that he's voted for a certain candidate.  And that would color everything.  And he should just stay away from anything political.  



I think that's an error.  I would say that as a pastor you have right hand responsibilities which are No. 1.  But you also have left hand responsibilities.  You still need to obey the speed limit when you drive.  You still need to vote.  You still need to be informed about what's going on in the world.  And you still need to speak against injustice when you see it.  Even as a layperson.  



Now, as a pastor you have another kind of interesting twist because you do represent God.  And you speak the Gospel for people.  So you have to be careful that your left hand activities, your left hand words don't ever detract from your right hand responsibilities of proclaiming Christ and preaching the Gospel.  



Now, is it possible to do both?  I think it is.  And you mentioned a military chaplain.  Which is an excellent way to think about this, Nick.  Because a military chaplain does literally wear both hats.  



I've had some long discussions about this with chaplains and those involved in the military.  And the way I've come to realize this is I think what a military chaplain has to do is has to make a sharp distinction.  I'm doing left hand stuff which means I'm serving my country and helping their agenda.  Promotion of justice.  The spread of what is right.  And the stopping of evil.  



So a military chaplain wants to promote morality among the troops.  Wants to promote good morale.  Wants to help them sort out problems.  Wants to stop them from doing things that aren't good.  That's the agenda.  



Is that the Gospel?  No; no.  So a military chaplain a lot of time is going to be spent simply trying to help the government do its job better.  Make sure we have a good cohesive fighting unit that can do the goals in the military.  I'm here to help you do that.  



Now, I also have the agenda that I want to proclaim Christ whenever I can.  And so when I have soldiers who come into my office and they say:  Chaplain, help me sort this thing out.  I'm going to speak of Christ.  And I'm going to lay it on the line to him and talk to him about the things of the Gospel.  



But then when I'm in more my public responsibility, I might actually just sort of promote morality.  Which is the left hand agenda.  



So there is a place for doing left hand work even if you're a right hand guy.  You can do both.  But you have to know what you're doing.  And be aware of it.  You need to almost say to yourself:  All right.  Now I'm going to be entering into the left hand.  So I need to start doing left hand agenda things.  And I'm going to try to carry out the work of the left hand.  And I'm not going to try to force right hand stuff in the left hand.  



Now, like I said, this is kind of tricky.  But I think there might be even times when it would be most appropriate for you even as a pastor not to try to interject the Gospel into every situation.  Because sometimes it's just inappropriate.  Your job might be simply to promote morality or to stop injustice or to help the government do its job of doing those things better.  And it's really not the time to be pushing the Gospel into that situation.  



Now, I know the Bible says proclaim Christ at all times in season and out of season.  And always the goal is to proclaim Christ.  But sometimes the timing is not just the best.  Or maybe even the situation doesn't call for it.  



If you're a military chaplain and your responsibility is to help the military do their job better, you need to kind of be able to judiciously think it through and say:  When am I doing left hand things?  When am I doing right hand things?  And how can I make sure they are both happening in appropriate ways in the right way?  It's not easy.  



And I think a military chaplain has one of the toughest jobs sorting out this distinction in doing both things well.  And not letting one overwhelm the other.  It's not an easy thing.  



But I will also say this:  I think Lutheran chaplains are in a better position than anybody else in the military to be able to do this.  Because we have this distinction.  A lot of the evangelical chaplains get confused because they are trying to bring Jesus in all the time and they don't know what to do when he doesn't seem to fit.  And that confuses them.  



And we have a lot better way of thinking about this that we can make a distinction and find a way forward being able to proclaim Christ into the Gospel and also help the government be the best government it can be, doing its job of promoting justice.  It's not easy.  It gets really, really tough.  But I think you can do this.  



As a military chaplain.  And even as a parish pastor.  Because there are times as a parish pastor you enter into the left hand and you're doing left hand things.  There's a place for that.  Be careful of that and it doesn't become the norm and doesn't overwhelm the Gospel.  But there is a place for it.  



So this is a tough one.  And we probably could talk a lot longer kind of unpacking this and going through all of the what ifs, what ifs, what ifs because you get into a lot of kind of captiously sort of ad hoc situations here.  What about this situation?  What about this situation?  



And if I had four pastors, you might get four different answers on what they would do and what they think is right.  And I think there needs to be some room for some flexibility.  



I tend to think there's not one hard and fast:  This is the right answer.  And if we start pushing hard for one right answer and it's black and white, we really end up in error here.  And we are trying to push too hard an things that are just a little bit fuzzy in this broken world.  



It's not always clear-cut what the right way forward is.  But if you're thinking about what does God want me to do in this situation?  Am I serving in his left hand?  Am I serving in the right hand?  Do I have a right hand goal here or a left hand goal?  Which one is the most important at this time?  I think you have a good start forward in beginning to sort this thing out.  



Now, Nick, you asked that really kind of jab at the end, that if I don't do it, is it a sin?  And the quick answer is:  Yeah, it is.  To ignore your responsibilities to the left hand realm is sin.  Because you're not meeting the need of your neighbor.  And you're not taking care of what he needs you to be doing.  So I would call that sin.  You bet it is.  



I have told groups of people:  If you don't vote, you're sinning.  Because you have the responsibility to vote.  You have the responsibility to be a good citizen in this country.  And as a pastor, you also have the responsibility to be a good citizen and to help your people think about what that means to be a good citizen.  And to fail to do that is sin.  And should be confessed and recognized as sin.  Yeah.  

No. 10.


>> I have what may be a sensitive question in light of recent LCMS history.  At the same time the issue I'm raising is both practical in nature and sorely in need of resolution.  The topic concerns the civil events that come up from time to time.  



In my relatively small town, pastors take turns leading a prayer at the City Council meeting and in conducting baccalaureate services each year at the public high school.  If the LCMS pastor did not participate, it would be noticed.  And many would not understand.  



What should I do when my turn comes around?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Oh, Joshua, Joshua.  You know how to make a theologian squirm.  This is not an easy thing.  And one I would rather just say:  Ah, go ask your circuit counselor and slough it off.  But that would really be unfair and I would be failing to do my responsibility.  Which would be sin, as I pointed out.  So I need to address it.  And I'll try.  



So there are several things to take into account.  If we only had to do left hand, right hand stuff, I think it would be a relatively easy way to go.  You would ask yourself the question:  What is the need of the hour?  What's going on here?  Are there left hand needs that are being driven or is it right hand needs?  



And if I'm going to enter into the left hand realm and serve the left hand, how can I do it best?  And that's pretty simple.  And you can move forward.  



Let's just go with some concrete examples because it gets easier that way.  Let's say for example, your town has built a new City Hall and you're in a smaller area and you have this City Hall and they want to dedicate this City Hall in a special ceremony.  And they decide they should have a prayer at this dedication.  And they ask you to do the prayer.  



So you make some questions and find out where is it going to be?  What the setting is.  And you find out is anybody else going to be involved in this?  Any other clergy?  They say:  No.  You're the only guy.  We want you to come and do the prayer.  It's your time.  We like how you do things.  Whatever.  So you're going to come and do the prayer and there will be other things happening.  



So this is a civil event.  No doubt about it.  It's a civil event.  And they've asked you to come and participate.  So can you do that?  



You're going to get different answers.  My answer is yes.  But when you do it, I would say you're putting on your left hand hat.  Now, they know you're a pastor come and they know you're come in the role of pastor.  But you're putting on the left hand hat and entering into the left hand realm.  So you can go there and deliver that prayer in service to the left hand.  



Now, let's think about this prayer a minute.  What's the goal here?  What's the agenda?  



I don't think your agenda is to go there and proclaim Christ.  I know I'm going to catch flack for this.  But I don't think that's your No. 1 agenda.  I think your agenda is to go there and remind the left hand about what it's supposed to be doing.  



So you're going to remind them of their accountability to a greater Creator.  That there is a God.  They all know it.  And they are accountable to him.  



So I think you should say things in your prayer like:  Lord, let this City Council do its job well.  Let this building be a place where justice is accomplished.  And where what is fair and right and good for your people is carried out.  And make the people who come here, remind them of their responsibility to you to be faithful in their tasks.  And bring them to repentance when they fail.  And thwart evil.  



That should be the gist of that prayer.  I don't think you should go in there and talk about Jesus loves all of you and he's forgiven all of you.  Because that's not the setting.  That's what they get Sunday morning from you.  



And if you are faithful in that left hand realm and do what needs to be done in the left hand realm and speak for God to the left hand, hold them accountable, remind them of their responsibility.  And be a messenger of God's truth in that place.  I believe people will respect that and recognize the integrity that you bring to that situation.  And you might well open up opportunities for more personal conversations with people where you do proclaim Christ specifically.  



Now, if they come walking into your church Sunday morning, that's a different game.  Now you're doing the right hand thing.  And now, yeah, you do the law and Gospel.  Forgiveness.  Proclaim Christ.  



But when you're entering into their world in the left hand, you're playing by their rules.  It's a little different.  



So that's how I would approach that.  Baccalaureate service.  That's a different animal.  Because baccalaureate services are notoriously ecumenical.  And now you've brought in a whole other agenda.  



If we're just doing left hand, right hand stuff, it's not so hard.  You ask yourself:  Am I doing left hand work or right hand work?  Do what's appropriate.  Off I go.  And sort things out.  



But now as soon as we start doing the ecumenical agenda or bringing in other pastors or other clergy or other religions, now we've got another issue going on and a big confusing complicated issue.  And that's the problem of unionism or syncretism or accommodating other religions.  And that we have to be careful of.  



Because we do not want to give the message or the impression that somehow what you believe really doesn't matter.  We're all worshiping the same God.  And it really doesn't matter if you're Buddhist, Hindu, Muslim, Methodist, Baptist or Catholic.  Hey, it's the same God and we are all in this religion thing together.  And we all love God and we all love people.  We're all cool.  That's the wrong message.  



And if you participate in a circumstance that's going to perpetuate that message, you need to think very carefully about:  Do I really want to be here?  Or am I somehow misrepresenting what the church stands for because I cannot disassociate myself from the church.  



You can't say I won't wear my collar.  So what?  You're still the pastor of that church.  And people know it.  And you can't disassociate yourself from that representation of Christ in that place.  So you have to be very careful you're not giving a mixed message about what you are and what you stand for.  



Now, there are countless concrete examples you can think of and each one needs to be think of on its own merits.  What are the left hand responsibilities?  What are the left hand opportunities?  What does the church need to do for the sake of the world at this time and place.  



Or -- and am I being faithful in the message I'm giving?  Or am I giving a confused message?  



After September 11th there was this huge -- you know, 2001, the whole -- the terrorist attacks, there was this huge kind of resurgence of interest in the church.  And people were turning to the church for answers.  And the church needed to be there to give answers to the left hand.  



Is there a God?  Yes.  Does he care?  Yes.  Is he still in control?  Yes.  Those are the kinds of messages the church needed to be delivering.  And calling people to repentance for their failure to pay attention to God.  And delivering the Gospel to those who are looking for answers and who are hurt.  The church needed to be there to do that.  



What settings were appropriate?  Wow, man, that was a hot time.  Some settings were definitely appropriate.  Churches were appropriate.  Public gatherings of people where they wanted to have a Word from the clergy.  Those could be appropriate, too.  But you had to be careful you didn't mix your message up by somehow looking like we're saying the same thing as everybody else.  



You can't do that, either.  So these are not easy answers.  And they are not simple answers or simple solutions.  Because you have to take into account so many layers of things going on.  Not only law-Gospel.  Not only two realms.  Not only two kingdoms.  Because also you've got the whole promise of unionism and faithfulness to our call and not promoting idolatry.  It gets tough.  



I would also say quite honestly, Joshua, I don't think the church -- our church, the LCMS, has really come to terms with the final answer on this thing.  We've got some CTCR documents out which are really trying to deal with this.  But even those usually leave more questions than answers when you get done with them.  Simply because there's so many elements going on.  



I would say that the issues today in the 21st Century are not quite the same as they were in the 16th Century.  And to sort of neatly take 16th Century answers and slap them onto the 21st Century doesn't always work.  Because the pluralism in Luther's day would have meant you would have Calvinists, Lutherans and Catholics kind of in the same area.  But even in Luther you would have the whole princedom would all go one direction.  



For us pluralism means Hindus, Muslims, Christians, Wiccans all together.  Things are a lot more complicated today.  



We also have the issue of in Luther's day an area was very small.  You didn't have mass media broadcasting images all over.  And you didn't have the kind of mass participation in one event.  You would have an event in a civic area meant people who could walk there would participate.  And that was it.  No one else was involved.  



Now you have the whole world watching civic events.  And so the audience is different.  And how we maintain integrity of proclaiming Christ alone as the only way of salvation.  And standing for what is doctrinally correct while we engage the left hand realm and meet our responsibilities to help them be a good left hand and hold them accountable, today in the 21st Century, that's not easy.  



And I don't think we have yet come to terms with that fully.  There needs to be a lot more discussion in our church body I believe about these issues.  As together we sort out how we remain faithful and how we remain engaged.  Because building walls and retreating behind the commune walls is not the answer.  



And neither is the answer accommodating ourselves to the culture and looking like:  Hey, we're all just one big religious family here.  That's not right, either.  Now, how we find the truth between those two wrong extremes is not easy.  But we have to find it.  And we have to work our way forward.  



And here is probably the strongest admonition I will give:  There needs to be a great deal of understanding and patience and love and fraternity among us as we try to find our way forward.  Because different men will come up with different answers at different times.  And what the pastor down the road decides what he can do in good conscience, maybe you don't think you can do.  But don't look at your brother and say:  He's wrong or he's a fool or he's being unfaithful.  Because you don't know that.  



Go and talk to him.  Find out what he's thinking.  What's motivating him.  Maybe share your concerns with him.  Maybe he'll tell you:  Hey, I know that.  I'm very aware of that.  But I also know I have a responsibility to serve my left hand and if I didn't do this, I would be neglecting my responsibility.  That's wrong, too, isn't it?  



So you see, it's not always easy.  And so different brothers, pastors, might have different answers what they would do in situations.  Don't assume they are being unfaithful just because they come up with a different answer as we're working our way through this very difficult situation of how to be faithful and give a faithful witness in a very pluralistic culture.  It's not an easy answer.  And we need to do a lot more thinking and talking about this as we work our way forward and figuring out what this means.  



How to engage the culture.  And to be faithful.  And to meet the left hand realm needs even as we remain faithful in the right hand realm.  Not an easy one.  



And I don't appreciate you putting me on the spot.  But you're right.  It needs to be asked.  

No. 11.


>> Thank you, Professor Biermann, for tackling such tough questions.  I hear you saying that I can serve the left hand realm appropriately in a baccalaureate event, especially if I'm the only clergy involved.  I'm wondering, however, if it matters that other clergy were involved in previous years and will be involved in future years.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  That's a good question, Joshua.  Very good follow-up.  And it's one of those concrete examples of what about.  



Is it possible some people will say:  Hey, wait a minute.  The LCMS guy did this last year.  This year we've got a Methodist.  Next year they are actually going to invite the lady UCC pastor to do it.  And I guess that means Joshua agrees with all of that stuff.  



Yeah, you might have somebody who comes to that conclusion.  You might have somebody in your congregation that comes to that conclusion.  I say the guy who comes to that conclusion is a moron.  



That's a little harsh.  But I don't think that's a legitimate situation.  You're always going to find -- if you are trying to avoid offense, you will always find at least one person who will be offended by anything you do.  You probably have experienced that already in parish ministry.  You can't make everybody happy all the time.  



So sometimes you need to say:  This is the right thing to do.  And if Grandma Kline-Schmidt takes exception to this, I'll go to talk to Grandma Kline-Schmidt and work things out.  But I need to go ahead and do this.  



Now, I think you should also do this in conversation with your congregation, with your Board of Elders, with your church council.  They should know you're doing these things.  And they should be supportive of you.  If you have your whole Board of Elders that says, "No, Pastor, don't do this," you better pay attention and figure out what's going on and either educate them to the need or maybe change your plan.  



If, however, you've got a situation where it's only one person who is always grousing about everything, no, you can't stop your behavior because of one person and the potential concerns.  And I don't think a year-to-year change in venue or change in leadership is enough of a taint to make you not do that.  

No. 12.


>> Professor Biermann, you have said that the left hand realm is ruled by the law.  Is this the same thing as what some people call the natural law?  How does this fit with the Ten Commandments?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Ah, at last, natural law.  I would say yeah, it is kind of the natural law.  But let's back up a little bit here.  



Probably the most important thing we need to do is make sure we get a good definition and understanding of the law.  My experience is that a lot of Lutheran people are so ingrained in law Gospel, law Gospel, law Gospel that we start kind of pushing law Gospel into polarity and we obviously know the Gospel is good because that's where we want to be.  We want to be in the Gospel.  



And the law becomes rather suspect or that's the nasty thing that makes me feel bad, that crushes me, that hurts me.  And the goal is to get freed from the law and into the Gospel.  



So then the law always becomes rather suspect.  And I think we make an error if we do that.  



When it comes to our standing before God, yeah, the law is going to always kill me.  I'll never, ever measure up.  And it just smashes me and crushes me and kills me.  And the Gospel makes me alive.  It's doing its second use very well.  The second function of killing when it comes to that vertical relationship.  



But what about the horizontal?  What about the core rum him business reality?  What about the left hand realm?  



Remember, the law runs the show in the left hand.  And not the Gospel.  And if you try to drag the Gospel into the left hand, you invariably run into problems.  



So we let the law simply be the law.  So what is the law anyway?  



Well, the Formula of Concord in Article VI -- you can look this up and find it in the Epitome.  It's I think Paragraph 6.  Does a really nice job of defining this.  The confessor said:  What is the law of God?  Well here is the simple definition.  The law of God is nothing more than the will of God for his creation.  



That's what the law is.  It's the will of God for his creation.  So the law is how God wants things to work.  The law is how God wants to be.  The law is simply how God designed things to function.  



So when was the law built in?  Well, I would argue the law was built into the creation as it was created.  It was there.  Think about what we call the laws of nature.  Gravity, aerodynamics, laws of physics.  When did those come into being?  Well, they came into being when God put the world together.  



When he created the planets, he built into it the laws of gravity and physics, arrow dynamics.  All of these laws are simply built in.  It's the way it is.  They are just there.  And so those laws guide and direct the function of the creation.  



The moral law works the same way.  The moral law serves to guide and direct the functioning of God's creatures so they know how they should get along together.  What's appropriate.  What's not.  Don't kill.  Don't commit adultery.  Don't steal.  All these laws are simply built in.  They honor the way we are supposed to work together.  



We honor life.  We protect one another's lives.  We honor personal property.  We don't take what is not ours.  All those kind of built-in laws are there to simply help us function together well.  



When you obey the law, things work well.  You violate the law, things don't work well.  It's just built in.  



If I decide:  I don't like the law of gravity and I step off of a bridge.  I don't like the law of gravity.  I'm going to ignore the law of gravity.  It doesn't matter.  You'll still pay the price.  Step off of a bridge, you will fall, whether you like the law or not.  



So same thing with the law of adultery.  God says:  Don't commit adultery.  Someone says:  I don't like that law.  I'm going to run around, do what I want to do.  I'm going to play around.  Fine, you can violate the law.  The law is still in place.  And you will pay the price.  You will suffer for your violation.  It's just built in.  



Now, that built-inness of the law I would say is natural law.  That's what I call natural law.  It's simply the built-in structure of how things are supposed to be.  And the Ten Commandments are not some kind of new edition or an alternate version.  The Ten Commandments are nothing more than that natural law expressed and articulated clearly in succinct form.  



Because all the Ten Commandments are reflecting what God has built into the natural law.  It's just there.  



This is important.  Because this helps us realize that God didn't make the law up later on.  So it's not like:  Okay.  I'm going to create Adam and Eve.  Put them in the garden.  And there are no rules.  They just do what they want to do.  



That's not true.  Did Adam have direction in the garden?  Plenty.  He was told to care for the garden.  To be a steward.  Had to name the animals.  He and Eve were to be fruitful and multiply.  They were to be raising a family.  



And he was supposed to make sure he didn't eat from a particular tree in the middle of the garden.  But he was supposed to be tending the garden.  Adam had things to do.  He had law, or God's Word better, governing his behavior and his actions at that time in the garden.  



Now, when Adam falls, the laws are still there.  But now those laws become very burdensome to him.  So at Mt. Sinai when God delivers the Ten Commandments thousands of years later, he's not somehow making up new laws to make life miserable for people.  He's simply rearticulating the laws that were built in from the beginning of creation.  They are just there.  



So the natural law is that sort of fundamental, built-in rule of justice and of right and wrong that God has simply built into the creation.  And we as human beings are aware of it.  Saint Paul says this in Romans.  The law is written on our hearts.  We have a sense of what it is.  We know what God has given us to do.  And we're aware of it.  And all people have this.  



Now, the natural law has limits.  Because -- just because we all know it doesn't mean we all pay attention to it or we all listen to it or follow it.  And people are very good and very creative at covering up the natural law and of twisting it and of even burying it so they don't have to pay attention to its demands.  That happens plenty, as well.  



But the natural law is certainly there.  And the natural law is in place even before the fall.  And is a good thing.  And has some usefulness as we think about it that way.  

No. 13.


>> May I take my question to another level?  Since Christians are ruled by the Gospel and not the law, I'm curious to understand what value there is in trying to teach people about natural law.  I've heard some people say that the natural law provides the bridge for discussions between Christians and non-Christians.  Do you think this would work and, if so, what would it look like?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  All right, Eric, you're opening up all kinds of issues here.  And I'm going to try to address them.  Let me take the bridge thing first.  



You said can the natural law serve as a bridge between Christians and non-Christians?  Yeah, it might.  And it might serve as kind of a common denominator that we can use as we're working through discussions.  And it has some value in that way.  



Roman Catholicism has done a lot with this over the years.  In fact, to be honest, Roman Catholic theology has paid a lot more attention to natural law and the rule of law in the world and have done a lot more work on this than we have.  I think we as Lutherans have tended to look at the law as somehow suspect.  As not worthy of our attention.  Because we're Gospel people.  So we sort of dismiss the law as being irrelevant.  Whereas, Romans paid more attention with it and done better work with their natural law application to the world around them sort of a thing it.  



So you can use natural law to that -- a little bit that way.  But don't get carried away with it.  Because you see, the problem is, like I said natural law only goes so far.  You can't go into the world today and say:  Hey, you all know killing is wrong.  And people say:  Yeah.  



You say:  Therefore, abortion is wrong.  And they'll say:  No, not so fast.  Is the baby -- is it really a baby yet?  And you get all the kinds of discussions going on. 



So natural law will help as a beginning point.  And we can make an appeals to it MARK.  But don't assume that just because you play the natural law card, it's kind of like you're going to trump everything going on.  That doesn't work.  



Because we've got so many problems in the world today with emotivism and situationism and everything else where people are creating their own ethical systems which allow them to sort of dodge and get away from natural law.  And it's implications.  



So you might make some head way in trying to make an appeal to natural law.  But you're not going to win every argument that way.  



Now, you made another point which has got me even more interested.  And I want to speak to that.  You made the point kind of in passing that Christians are ruled by the Gospel, not by the law, so what value is there in talking about the law.  



And I want to challenge that on this level:  I don't think I would agree that Christians are ruled by the Gospel.  The very idea of being ruled by Gospel is really kind of oxymoronic.  Because the Gospel is that Word of forgiveness from God.  It's the Word that says:  You have my grace.  



And when you hear Gospel, the only thing you do is you say:  Whoa, that blows me away to be so forgiven and have that wonderful forgiveness that God gives me.  I don't earn it.  I don't deserve it.  I've got it.  I've got it.  That's Gospel.  



And the Word of the Gospel must always be nothing more than the pure declaration of what Christ has done for you that forgives your sin.  And there's no obligation left.  You're simply forgiven.  



That's the Word of the Gospel.  The Gospel then does not trump or overcome the law in that it sort of like wipes it out.  And that's a common understanding that I think is very wrong.  That it's somehow:  Now that I'm in the Gospel, I don't need the law.  That's dead wrong.  



Think about it this way:  Let's the go back to our vertical relationship and our horizontal relationship.  If the Gospel makes me right in my relationship with God and sets things right between me and my Creator so I have this forgiveness, I know where I stand.  Now what do I do?  Do I say:  Cool, I'm forgiven.  I can do what I want.  



Not at all.  In fact, what happens is God gives me his forgiveness, redeems me, declares me forgiven so that I can be turned back into the left hand realm where the people are waiting for me to serve them.  I'm now free to serve in the left hand.  Because I don't have to earn God's forgiveness in the left hand.  It's already been given to me.  



So now that I've got complete full forgiveness, I have tons of free time to get busy in the left hand simply serving my neighbor.  Because that's what God put me here to do.  I'm a creature.  My neighbor has needs.  I go out and I meet them.  



And what guides me and directs me when I'm in the left hand taking care of my neighbor?  It's God's will.  The law.  God's will for my life.  



What does God want me to do?  Meet my neighbor's needs.  Take care of him.  Live uprightly.  Promote justice.  That's law stuff.  It's very appropriate in the left hand realm.  



Do you somehow earn God's favor by doing it?  No.  Do you get more forgiveness for doing it?  No.  Do you get better gifts from God?  No.  That's not the point.  



The point is my neighbor needs me to do these things.  I'm a creature.  I get out in the left hand realm and I do my left hand stuff serving my neighbor's needs, taking care of him.  And the law is my guide.  



Third use of the law, really critically important here, is the law simply shows me what God wants me to do.  And it's not like the third use of the law or the third function is some sort of new law that God gives, a secret list that he hands to Christians.  



It's just the same will of God for his creatures.  It's the same will of God that's always been there built into the creation.  And now you as a Christian who are tuned into God's will and want to do God's will are going to pay more attention to that.  And work even harder at doing the things God has given you to do for the sake of neighbor.  



Not to earn brownie points with God.  Not to get in good with God.  But simply because your neighbor needs them.  And because God has put you there to do what the neighbor needs.  



You see, this is why historically Luther had no use for monasteries.  And you say:  Well, it's because people are trying to earn forgiveness and trying to earn salvation.  That's only the tip of the iceberg.  



Luther went after the monasteries, yes, because they were teaching false doctrine and works righteousness.  But his biggest gripe against the monasteries -- and you get this -- it comes through all through the Book of Concord and all through Luther's writings -- his biggest gripe against the monasteries is it's telling people that they are being good creatures and serving best when they escape from the world so they can pray all day.  And Luther said:  That's dead wrong.  



Because the monk who runs away from the world and hides in the monastery is actually neglecting his responsibilities out there in the world where he needs to be going and serving.  And he needs to get back in the world doing what God has put him here to do.  Taking care of the creation.  



So in other words, we are declared forgiven, freed before God, freed from the burden of keeping the law to try to earn salvation.  Simply given that gift of forgiveness.  So that we can get back in the world.  And do what God has given us to do.  



Check it out.  Luther talks about this in the Large Catechism right before he talks about the Creed.  And where he wraps up the discussion of the Creed, he actually says God gives us the Gospel so that we can go out and keep the law.  That's rather unusual talk for most Lutherans to hear.  But it's very Lutheran.  And if you had the two realms right, it makes perfect sense.  



We have righteousness before God.  God's gift to us.  Freeing me now to live as a creature in this world.  Serving those around me.  Doing what God has given me to do.  It's very appropriate.  And a very right way of thinking about it.  

No. 14.  


>> I am really glad Eric asked that last question.  And I thank you again for tackling such tough material.  



You just remarked that while the law is useful to me as a redeemed individual, I cannot earn brownie points or merits with God.  I'm simply free under the Gospel so that I can serve within the framework of the law.  But doesn't the Bible speak of degrees of glory?  Aren't we encouraged to lay up treasures in heaven?  To my ears this sounds like earning merits.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Yeah, you are reading my thoughts, Nick.  As I was answering the previous question I was thinking:  Oh, the whole rewards thing is going to come up.  And yeah, you did it.  So you're right on track.  Good question.  



Yeah, the Bible certainly does tell us that God knows what we're doing in the left hand realm.  And that he honors these things.  And there are blessings that come.  It kind of gets to the motive a little bit.  



You see, I would try to make the case that the best motive we have for serving our neighbor is simply the neighbor's need.  And we're not doing things so that we can try to get in good with God or try to earn his favor.  



One of my favorite theologians, a guy name Gustav ***Vinagren, he even goes so far to say that when it comes to our relationship with God, Christ must rule.  You put anything in place of Christ, it's idolatry.  



Then he says when it comes to my relationship with my neighbor, my neighbor must rule.  And if I try to enthrone Christ in my service to my neighbor, what I'm actually doing is using my neighbor is nothing more than a tool or a stepping stone on my way to try to earn favor with God.  So then my neighbor becomes a means.  And I'm not honoring my neighbor simply because he's my neighbor.  But I'm using him as a tool to try to get something more.  



And that he says is sin.  And I would agree with him.  So I think the best service we do for our neighbor is simply because my neighbor needs it.  Not because:  Hey a, if I do enough good things, God will notice and I might get another crown of glory or something.  



Because Scripture also indicates that when God starts handing out the rewards and the gifts, a lot of us are going to be kind of surprised at who is getting them and how they are -- and how he's doing this.  And we really don't know what criteria God is going to use or how he's going to go about this.  



Now, does the Bible tell us that God does that?  Yes.  And in fact, Luther didn't hesitate to stress the fact that there are even blessings and rewards that come in this life for doing right things.  



Think about it for a minute.  Some of it is just built in.  The man who says:  I'm going to follow the Golden Rule.  I'm going to follow the teachings of Christ in the Sermon on the Mount.  I'm going to keep the Ten Commandments, a man who decides to do this, by and large, things are going to go pretty well for him.  



He's not going to be creating problems for himself.  He's not going to be creating all kinds of difficulties and pain.  The bulk of the suffering most of us endure is usually self inflicted by our stupid choices.  



So the person who follows God's law is going to avoid a lot of those kinds of problems.  Not always.  There are plenty of sufferings who come, even for people who do right.  I know that.  But by and large things go better when you obey the law.  It's just kind of one of these fundamental rules.  



And God also tells us that ultimately there will be these degrees of glory or rewards in heaven.  He talks that way in the Bible.  God does.  And Christ does.  So we know there's truth to this.  But we don't know much about it.  So I tend to think we should not focus so much on that and focus more on the responsibilities that we have in this world.  



Let me give you one more piece to think about here.  You remember Jesus' parable of the sheep and the goats where he separates out the sheep from the goats on the last day.  And he tells the sheep:  Come into my glory and receive the blessings of the Father.  And he says:  Because you were faithful and you were good servants and you came and visited me and fed me and clothed me and they said:  When?  We didn't know we were doing this stuff.  And he said:  Well, whenever you did it to the least of me.  



That I think is really significant.  Because the faithful, those Christian people, those sheep, were not running around serving their neighbor because they wanted to try to get in good with God.  They simply saw needs and met them.  They didn't even think about the fact that Christ was in the neighbor.  They were just doing what the neighbor needed.  



And Jesus had to tell them:  You were actually doing that for me.  And then it was like light bulb.  Oh, I see.  We didn't get it before.  We were just doing what needed to be done, Lord.  And he smiled and said:  Exactly, you're just being good creatures.  



Just do what needs to be done.  Don't worry so much about the rewards or the motivations.  Meet the needs and take care of those who are around me.  

No. 15.


>> That was really good.  Your reference to one of your favorite theologians helped me clarify my understanding.  Would it also be correct to anticipate that the Lord will both motivate and move me to honor my neighbor with my actions?  Actions which are consistent with the will of God.  His law.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Yeah.  The Gospel certainly does motivate us.  And drives us.  And so when I know where I stand before God, I have this tremendous desire to love him and to serve him.  But he says:  You know, the best way to serve me is by serving my creation.  Go out there and serve your neighbor and love him.  



And so the Gospel does provide that motivation and that drive.  And then the law provides sort of the concrete details of what's involved.  



And sometimes I might be overwhelmed with the desire to do the right thing but not know what it is.  I'll give you the example from married life.  Often husbands say:  I love my wife so much and I just want to do things to show her my love.  And then he'll do the things on his list.  And the wife will come and say:  That's not what I want at all.  So he doesn't know how to kind of channel and harness his feelings until she gives him some concrete things that make a difference for her.  



Spend some time with me.  Or let's go out and spend an afternoon.  Just listen to me when I talk.  Those are the things that matter to me.  



And he says:  Wow.  That's news.  Okay.  Fine.  I'll do those things.  So now he has some concrete things.  



The law I think works that way for us.  We have this tremendous love for what God has done for us.  And now the law provides the concrete structure so we know how to go out and live the life.  



Sometimes it's been said that the law is nothing more than the shape of the Christian's life.  It's the shape that your life begins to take as you do God's will because that's what the law is.  God's will for his creatures.  

No. 16.  


>> I may be opening a big can of worms here.  But it seems to me that you are probably going to argue that this left hand-right hand stuff would have something important to say about war, just war, passivism and the church's thinking on these topics.  Where do we stand on the topic of war?  And what reasons lie behind our position?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Yes, David, you're right.  You're opening a can of worms.  And there is so much that has been written and said and thought about this.  Especially since the whole war on terror that has been declared by our President.  And the whole thinking of what's appropriate to do.  All the questions about the Iraq war.  Preemptive strike.  Is this right or not.  



Man, there's a bunch of thought and work going on in this.  And there's no way I can get into all of that.  But I do want to try to give some baseline ideas of how you might begin to think about this.  



And yeah, you're right.  I think the two realms has a lot to say about this and gives us a lot of clarity and how we begin to sort out the right responses and maybe the not so right responses.  



Remember I said at the beginning, it's very important that we keep a distinction between these and don't let them become confused.  So we have left hand stuff and right hand stuff.  The right hand is all about the Gospel and declaring forgiveness of sins.  The left hand is all about enforcing justice and upholding the law.  



Now, the question is:  The government functions in the left hand.  And what is the government's No. 1 job.  To uphold justice and enforce the law.  And to protect citizens.  



War then becomes sometimes the inevitable responsibility of the left hand.  So a just war would be when the government has just cause to wage war against another government that is perhaps afflicting its own people or threatening its own people.  



And so we have actually a set of criteria for just war.  Rules to think about before the war starts.  Rules to think about while the war is going on.  And you can explore some of that further if you're really interested in that.  You know, do you -- you know, proportionality and the appropriate response and minimizing casualties, all things come into play in this thing.  



But the bottom line is this:  The government has the job of taking care of its people and enforcing justice.  When they see injustice being done on a country wide basis, is it appropriate for them to sometimes step in and say:  Stop it?  Yeah, it is.  It is.  



World War II is a great example of this.  The nations watch as Hitler and his war machine take over Poland.  And then move in to the low countries and just keep on spreading further and further.  And eventually they say:  This is wrong.  He is violating people's sovereignty.  He's hurting people.  



And they hadn't even gotten into the whole issues of the Holocaust and what he was doing against the whole nation of the Jewish people.  Even that wasn't even known yet.  But even on the face of what he was doing already was already wrong.  And they said:  This must stop.  



So the countries of the world stood up and say:  Stop.  And they went to war to stop this.  



Was that appropriate?  Yes?  Now, was everything that happened in World War II always following just war rules?  No, it wasn't.  And the whole issues of the atom bomb and the daytime raids over Germany where they were bombing civilian targets, you have to wonder about the justice of those things.  And there are problems.  



But the basic premise of a country trying to stop another country from doing evil, that's appropriate.  And there's a place for this.  



Christians get confused on this.  And they'll think:  Now, wait a minute.  Didn't Jesus say turn the other cheek?  So if somebody does something bad, shouldn't we as a country turn the other cheek?  



And that's where you have confusion going on.  Because the rule of turn the other cheek is applied to you as a Christian individual in your life.  But as a citizen of the left hand, you have a responsibility to take care of your neighbor.  And protect him.  



And so you need to sometimes enforce justice.  And retaliate against evil to stop it from going further.  



This is going to sound confusing.  But this is really important.  Luther made a big distinction, a very helpful distinction, between what I do as an individual and what I do in my responsibilities in my vocation.  



So as an individual Christian, I don't ever claim my own rights.  I don't say:  Hey, you're violating my space.  I demand my rights.  



As an individual Christian, I do turn the other cheek.  So some crook breaks in and tries to steal my silver, Luther would say:  Give him your candlesticks, too, and send him on his way.  If it's only your situation being considered here.  However, if he breaks into your neighbor's house, get over there, tackle the guy, and haul him to jail.  Because you want to protect your neighbor's stuff.  



Now, extrapolate this out a little bit and you say:  Well, okay.  He breaks into my house and stealing my stuff, he's going to go to my neighbor next, then I should arrest him.  And you're right, you should.  But you're not doing it so much to protect your own stuff but because this is what's right for the country.  This is what's right for your neighbor.  



The same thing applies to soldiers.  Luther wrote a long treatise and it was answering the question:  Can soldiers be saved?  And his answer was yes, absolutely.  



Because soldiers are carrying out left hand responsibilities, serving the left hand, serving their neighbor as they serve the left hand but they can even do it as Christians who believe in Christ and who believe they shouldn't murder.  Because when they are taking the sword, they are taking it in the name of the government for the sake of the neighbor.  And that's appropriate.  



So Christians who say, "Hey, we as a country should turn the other cheek" are dead wrong.  Because they are confusing the two realms.  And they aren't recognizing that God works in the left hand to thwart evil and promote justice.  



And so passivism seems right on the surface of it.  But I would say it's a gross confusion of the two realms.  And it's trying to drag the Kingdom of God into this world where Jesus said:  It isn't fit.  Not until I come again together in glory.  



So I think it does help to start thinking in two realms thing as you sort these things out.  Man, I can think of just sitting here three or four or five different scenarios and what ifs and all of these situations that spin out of this just like that.  But that's kind of almost into another topic, another issue.  



But I think we can begin to think about how we can begin to approach this.  Making the distinction between left hand and right hand.  Between what God does in the horizontal and what he does in the vertical.  



One more example and then I'll leave this.  Luther even went so far as to say one time in one of his writings, he said:  If your local town is running short on trying to find good hang men, then you as a Christian could certainly volunteer.  Go and do that work.  



It sounds like:  What do you mean?  I should go and volunteer to kill people?  And Luther says:  Well, yeah.  Because you're doing your left hand vocation, serving the state by using the sword.  But you're still a Christian that does it.  



I'll give you one more example.  I just thought of another one.  There is a story about a Lutheran sheriff who is serving out west.  And he was tracking down this serial killer and after him for a long time.  And he finally through good police work captured this guy.  Arrested him.  Hauled him off to jail.  



And then the story goes that he arrested this guy, put him in jail.  And then he went home, put on his civilian clothes.  And then came back.  And went into the jail cell.  And shared Christ with that inmate.  I would say he's got it right.  



In the left hand he's enforcing justice.  Arrest the guy.  Takes him to trial.  Locks him up.  



On the right hand, he's trying to meet that guy's No. 1 need.  A relationship with Jesus Christ.  Knowing what God has done for him.  Both things are true.  



So he wears his literally left hand clothing when he's serving the left hand.  And upholds the law.  But then he also knows the place of proclaiming the Gospel.  And he does that, too.  Both things.  And one does not trump the other.  

No. 17.


>> I'm really appreciating all of these discussions.  And I have to admit that it has not been my habit to think in terms of serving the right hand and serving the left hand.  Like the sheriff you just mentioned.  



If the natural law is the foundation for all functioning in the left hand realm, it seems that any valid ethical system needs to have its roots in the natural law.  Is this true?  And are some ethical systems better than others?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Good, good question, Nick.  And I appreciate you bringing up ethics.  Ethics is a big interest of mine.  I teach a course at the sem called Theological Ethics.  And I wrote my dissertation on virtue ethics.  So I'm very interested in the topic.  But I'll try not to get carried away in giving you an answer that gets a little bit just kind of -- massages my interests instead of answering your question.  



I think, yeah, a good ethical system is going to take into account God's true and God's law.  And will be responsive to natural law.  So are there some ethical systems that are better than others?  Well, certainly.  



While I would agree that a good ethical system is going to uphold God's law, we have to recognize there are sometimes different answers in different situations.  There are times when a little pragmatism is appropriate.  And there are times when you need to take into account a situation or a circumstance.  



Sometimes the best justice is not just simply arbitrarily applying the rule.  We know that.  The greatest injustice is sometimes justice arbitrarily applied.  Or blindly applied.  



We have to take into account real people, real situations.  Parents know this.  You know, parents know that as you're enforcing in part law and enforcing rules, you sometimes take into account situations and people and apply things in the right ways.  



So there is a place for doing ethical systems different ways.  But ultimately there is truth.  And truth needs to be upheld.  And truth needs to be promoted.  And any ethical system that compromises truth or based on a premise of we decide what is true is going to be problematic.  



In our culture today in the 21st Century, the name of the game is autonomy.  Take apart the word autonomy and you see it's self law.  In other words, I make my own rules.  I make my own truth.  I decide what's right and wrong.  I decide what's morally right.  I decide what I'm going to do.  



And that certainly describes the world that we're living in today.  People want to make their own rules, their own laws.  And we even have the idea that somehow the majority decides.  



So if 51% of Americans think abortion is okay, suddenly it becomes morally acceptable.  That's nonsense.  There is truth.  There is a natural law that's there.  And any ethical system that's going to be valuable and useful needs to be normative and standardized.  And that will be based on God's will and God's law.  And it will then shape and norm our behavior.  



And anything that's simply arbitrarily chosen is no kind of standard.  No kind of principle.  It's just what I arbitrarily want.  Autonomy does not make for good ethical systems.  

No. 18.


>> Nick, I'm glad you're positive about our conversation.  But I'm sorry; all of this talk about the law and ethical systems makes me really uncomfortable.  



I've always thought that focusing on ethics, virtues, self improvement, it's actually dangerous to faith.  Especially for Lutherans.  Since we emphasize justification by grace through faith alone.  Isn't this talk about ethics sliding back into works righteousness?  Or at least into self-centeredness?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Oh, David, you are a good man.  You are a good Lutheran.  And you're making Cleveland proud.  I did my vicarage in Parma.  So I have a soft place in my heart for Cleveland and the good thinking that goes on up there.  And you're very right.  



If we get carried away with talking too much ethics, too much law, we could become -- easily we can become absorbed with these things and become self absorbed.  And too much focus on this, too much preoccupation with this, can lead to a self absorption and even kind of an egocentric thing of:  What do I need to do?  What do I need to do?  That's not good.  



Now, the fact that zeroing in on the law and thinking about ethical behavior and thinking about standards of right and wrong can potentially lead into works righteousness and can lead into some sort of self absorption does not mean that we should ignore.  And I have seen I guess in my own years of experience, I think that tends to be more the Lutheran temptation.  I don't see too many Lutherans that are being tempted to get sucked into works righteousness.  We are too well educated and we know too well the dangers of that.  



What I do see, though, is kind of the other extreme.  I see Lutherans sliding into sort of a licentious antinomian attitude.  And licentious, of course, means no rules.  Free to do what you want.  You have a license to do whatever you like.  



And antinomianism, there's your big $20 word for the day, which simply means ***antinomus or being opposed to the law.  Fighting against the law.  You have no use for the law.  



Antinomianism and licentiousness I think is pretty well established in our churches where people don't think the law has anything to say to them because:  I'm in the Gospel.  I can do what I want.  



That's nonsense.  Yes, you're in the Gospel.  You don't get to do what you want.  The law is still normative.  God's will still applies.  



So while we need to be careful that we don't become obsessed with law discussions and obsessed with ethical systems and trying to use the natural law to solve every problem, you can't.  We also have to be careful we don't ignore these things.  



So like so many things in Lutheran theology, you need to hold onto a tight tension and get a balance here.  We don't ignore the law.  We don't become obsessed with the law.  



And an obsession with the law that leads to a works righteousness or even an obsession of the law where you become self absorbed and are always naval-gazing, wondering what you should do next, what's right for you to do, that's not Lutheran freedom.  That's not what Luther ever wanted.  



Luther envisioned people simply living out there in the world.  Living in their vocations.  Doing what God has given them to do.  And rejoicing in the freedom they have to serve their neighbor according to God's law.  



Part of the problem here is the definition of freedom.  In America we define freedom as freedom from.  No restraints.  Do what we want.  In actuality the best definition of Scripturally is freedom for.  Freedom to do what God has given you to do.  Freedom for service.  Freedom for keeping the law.  



And when you keep the law and live the way God has designed you to live as a human being, then you really experience freedom.  Because now you really are doing what God created you to do.  And it's a wonderful freeing experience.  



And as long as you're fighting against God's law, I would say Paul calls that slavery.  Because you have a slave.  



So I appreciate your concern, David.  Let's not get hung up on the law and carried away with this.  But if we put the context kind of around this whole thing, we begin to realize that maybe we need to spend a little more time talking about the law and about ethics as Lutherans.  Because perhaps we've given it a little bit short shrift and haven't really paid attention to it maybe as much as we should.  



And maybe the danger is not so much works righteousness.  But maybe the real danger is the antinomianism and the licentiousness that works on the other side.  Either one of them can get us.  



In the Formula of Concord, it warned against works righteousness.  But it also warned against what they called the epicurean delusion.  Or the idea that you can live how you want.  And do what you want.  Because it doesn't matter because you have forgiveness.  Well, that's dead wrong, too.  



And you need to be sensitive and ask yourself the question:  In my congregation, what's the real danger?  Do I have people who are sliding into works righteousness or people who are sliding off into antinomianism?  You probably have some on either side.  But pay attention to what the real concerns are among your people.  

No. 19.


>> Okay.  I'm beginning to see that the distinction between the two realms of God's activity can have far reaching implications.  But what about marriage; how does that fit?  I mean, it seems like we treat marriage as a right hand church thing.  But now in light of this discussion, I'm beginning to wonder.  



Is marriage a civil affair or a church affair?  Pardon my choice of word.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  I think that's a good question, David.  And I appreciate your follow-up.  And I'm glad you were so easily convinced by my previous answer.  Maybe you're not completely convinced.  But I know you're thinking about these things.  And that's good.  



Marriage.  Wow.  How important is marriage?  Critically significant from a left hand side.  But also has some right hand implications.  Quick answer I would say:  Primarily marriage is a left hand thing.  



God designed marriage as his fundamental building block, the basis for everything he was going to do in the left hand realm.  So he brings Adam and Eve together.  And establishes marriage.  And then everything else grows out of that.  



Luther argued that the whole government of the world, all of the left hand, grows out of marriage.  So marriage really is primarily a left hand institution.  And we should look at it that way.  



So should governments have laws that make getting a divorce hard?  Yes.  And should governments be interested in upholding marriage?  Yes.  Because this is foundational to all of the function of society.  Strong marriages make for strong societies.  



In the Reformation Era, weddings would happen at the City Hall.  The couple would actually get married downtown at City Hall by the civil magistrate.  And then they would come together at the church.  And at the church door they would first recognize the civil union.  And then they would go into the church and celebrate the wedding and seek God's blessing on the marriage.  



So there the right hand element is coming in as seeking the blessing.  But marriage is fundamentally a left hand thing.  And a lot of the functioning in the marriage is left hand stuff.  Doing what you should do as a husband.  Doing what you should do as a wife.  Functioning as obedient children.  And working together, together following God's will, following his law.  And also together proclaiming the Gospel to one another.  



Forgiving sins.  Showing mercy.  Speaking of Christ to one another.  It's all going on at once in that important unit called the marriage, called the family.  



So marriage is all about the civil realm.  It's all about being a left hand institution that allows for good functioning in society.  And good functioning in the home.  

No. 20.


>> If marriage is, indeed, the foundation for everything in the civil realm, doesn't it still have some strong connections to the right hand realm of the Gospel?  Can you help me to understand what Paul is doing in Ephesians 5, for example?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  What we learn from Ephesians 5 I think is a really clear lesson that the distinction between the realms is never meant to be a division.  And even though marriage is primarily a left hand thing where God is working through the institution of marriage and through husband and wife and mothers and fathers raising the children to accomplish his purposes in the world for the sake of the world and for the sake of the creation, there's also this incredible connection to what marriage means in relation to how God works in the world and how he works with us.  



And we see in Ephesians 5 this remarkable move that Saint Paul makes where he's talking to husbands and wives about their responsibilities.  And how those are different.  And how husbands are to love their wives.  And how wives are to respect their husbands.  



And he's talking all about how a husband sacrifices for the sake of his wife like Christ sacrifices for the church.  And he says:  I'm talking about a profound mystery.  But I'm talking about Christ in the church.  



I always want to say much.  No, you're not.  You're talking about marriage.  How did you get to Christ in the church?  But for Paul there's such an intimate connection between the picture we get in marriage and the picture of God interacting with us, his people, that there's -- you can't really pull them apart.  



And I think that's instructive that in the Old Testament one of the images for the relationship between God and his people that was used again and again and again was precisely that of marriage.  God being a husband to his people Israel.  



And when Israel was faithless, they were being accused not just of idolatry but of adultery.  That's the image that gets used.  They are not being faithful.  They are out running around.  Playing the prostitute.  And the prophets really came down hard on them for that faithlessness.  



And so the relationship between a husband and a wife mirrors in a remarkable way the relationship of God to his people.  And Christ to his church.  And Saint Paul saw it.  And saw the intimacy of the bond.  Which says something else to us again about why divorce is so abhorrent to God.  Because the idea of a break in the marriage between God and his people is impossible.  



And the idea of a break in a human institution, it should grieve us.  It causes this sense of -- this should not be.  And while God, you know, allows concessions for these things, this is not the intention.  



So marriage is this beautiful picture of God interacting with us, the church.  So clearly, yeah, there are strong right hand elements.  And the big thing I think we need to see is there's this beautiful integration between the two realms as God plans it.  



All the way back at the beginning when I first kind of laid this thing out, I said:  Think of it almost like two columns.  You have the left hand column of God at work in the world in his creation.  And the right hand column of God at work redeeming us and making things right.  



You see, ultimately the intention is these two columns are resolved into one big beautiful picture called the Kingdom of Christ.  When Christ comes in glory, there won't be a left and right anymore.  There will simply be God who rules over all of his people.  And what God does in the right hand and the left hand is simply God's activity in the whole thing.  And together again the two realms are reunited together in Christ in his reign, in his perfect reign.  



So even as we think about left-right stuff, we need to remember that ultimately it all comes together in God.  And it all finds a unity in his plan.  And we see the fulfillment of this in Christ when it all comes together again.  



It's a lot to think about.  But it puts a different perspective on everything when you see it in an eschatological way.  Looking toward the end.  And then looking back at what that means for us now.  



So our faithfulness in marriage is now -- in a very real way reflects God's love for us.  And helps to I think in a sense witness to God's plan for the whole world.  
No. 21.


>> Thank you for delving into Ephesians 5.  While we're on the topic, what about the issue of subordination of women?  So many in the 21st Century regard the church's teaching about the subordination of women to men to be folly.  Help us understand what Saint Paul is doing in Ephesians.  And why he says what he says.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Joshua, that's a great follow-up question.  And I had kind of anticipated you might ask about that.  I think the way we answer this question is very important.  Very relevant for our culture.  And if we're going to be faithful to God's plan for his creation, we need to come to terms with this stuff.  



I really believe that what Saint Paul is doing in Ephesians 5 is the way the New Testament always handles this issue.  The issue of how husbands and wives are to work together.  What is God's plan for marriage?  



And in Ephesians 5 we see that Paul clearly understands unique and distinct roles for husbands and wives within marriage.  Husbands are given the responsibility to love their wives as Christ loved the church.  And wives, interestingly enough, are given the task to respect their husbands.  



I think that's really fascinating that wives are not told to love their husbands.  That just comes -- it's pretty much an automatic thing for a woman.  And yet a man is told to love his wife.  And the wife gives the husband what he needs to respect.  



So what's being reflected there is what I believe is a difference between men and women that is simply just built in.  Men need respect.  Men need to be appreciated and admired.  And what women want is to be loved and cared for and protected and cherished.  It's very different.  So men and women are just fundamentally different.  



And what Saint Paul is doing Ephesians 5 then and what he's doing in I Corinthians and what he's doing in I Timothy and what Peter does in I Peter, in all of these different places, what's consistently going on is these apostles are reflecting on what I would call the design that was built into creation.  



Some scholars call this the order of creation.  Which usually gets a few people's hackles up because they say:  Oh, you're trying to say because Adam came first, he matters more.  That's not what we're saying at all.  



What I'm saying is there's a certain built-in design which is reflective of that natural law order.  Simply the way God has put it together.  It's the way things are supposed to be.  



So this sometimes gets called subordination because that's how the translation comes into us from Greek.  The Greek word is more interesting.  The Greek word is hupotassw, which literally means to be ordered into your place.  To find your niche in a sense.  And I think that gets the idea even better.  



What Saint Paul is saying is there's a certain way things work in the world.  And we all find our place, our niche, within that order.  So parents have their responsibility.  And children theirs.  And husbands have their responsibility.  And the wife has hers.  And we all find our places.  



In I Corinthians 12, you actually have this order going God the Father to God the Son and the Son being under the Father in this ordering and then to the husbands and to wives.  And you see this ordering all the way through.  



Now, it's tempting to say:  Oh, come on.  That's all old stuff.  We're in the Gospel now.  That's all blown away.  



And Saint Paul says in Galatians 3:28:  There is neither male nor female, slave nor free.  We are all one in Christ.  You say that's the norm.  That's the standard.  So all of this male-female distinction, that's all been washed away.  



That's a very strong argument and a very tempting argument.  But the basis of that argument would be to say that somehow what God has done in the redemption of Christ has blown away and wiped away all of his plans for the order of things in this world in the left hand.  And you can already guess how I'm going to answer that.  



If you think about everything I've done before, with that distinction of the two realms.  And the left hand functioning still as the order of creation under God's plan for his creation.  In other words, the law.  That's still in place.  It has not been set aside.  



So coram deo or in God's presence, according to the Gospel, yeah, we are all one.  And a woman and a man and a slave and a free and a Greek and a Jew all have equal standing before God.  All receive his grace equally.  All are equally important and valuable and precious.  None is higher than the other.  None is lower than the other.  No superiority or inferiority.  It's all this beautiful oneness.  



But in this created realm, there are differences.  Not a matter of value or of worth or of superiority or inferiority.  But a matter of differences.  Different responsibilities, different tasks, different gifts.  And we need to fulfill our vocations within those differences which are still in place in this world while we live in this world waiting for Christ's second coming.  



So is subordination a bad thing?  No, it's a good thing.  To be subordinate doesn't mean to be inferior.  It means to find your place and do it.  



I'm insubordination to all kinds of people.  I have a department chair who is my superior when it comes to my responsibilities.  I have a synodical president.  I have a seminary president.  All of these people are my superior.  I answer to them.  



So there's always an ordering.  None of us function as autonomous individuals.  We have our place and fit in there.  So that's where we go.  



Are we equal?  In God's presence, yes.  In the world's responsibilities, not necessarily the same.  Equal value.  Equal worth.  But not equal responsibilities.  And not equal ability to do all the tasks.  Equal does not mean same.  



So a man and woman are not interchangeable.  They are different.  So Ephesians 5 I believe is Paul reenforcing God's plan for creation.  The design that was built into creation.  And he's honoring that, supporting it and advancing it even in the New Testament.  And as we in the church today are functioning, I believe we should be doing the same.  

No. 22.


>> Josh, thanks for taking us in this direction.  Because it raises a related question for me.  If everything ultimately ties back to God's plan in creation and the fulfillment of that plan in Christ, how does this emphasis on the importance of marriage and the sacredness of the marriage vow fit with attitudes towards divorce that are current in the church?  



In fact, let me become really practical.  Say there was a woman in our congregation who married young and later found herself in a highly non-productive relationship with a constant drinker.  A an alcoholic.  She runs from the marriage.  And seeks a divorce.  How am I to treat this woman when she feels guilt?  And what course am I to take when she wants to marry again in the church?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Nick, that's a really relevant question.  And man, I feel remarkable sympathy with you having to deal with this.  In my years in the parish, I spent an inordinate amount of time doing this kind of counselling with couples.  And I think about the sort of counselling I did.  I would say the vast majority of it was marriage counselling.  And especially in situations where you have broken and harmed marriages.  And people wanting out or people getting out.  And the kinds of grief and strive that comes with that.  So this is very relevant.  And a really practical question.  You're right.  



So let's try to unpack it a little bit and get into this.  I think the first thing we need to establish -- and we should be unyielding on this -- is divorce is always a violation of God's primary will.  It's not what he wants.  He wants marriages to reflect his love for us.  He wants marriages to be a place of mutual building.  A place where husbands are loving their wives and wives are respecting their husbands and things are things are growing the way they are supposed to.  This is his desire.  



Divorce is the very antifascist what God wants.  It's the breaking apart of everything he's put together.  He hates divorce.  He says it straight in Malachi:  I hate divorce.  So divorce is never God's desire.  



Now, does that mean divorce is totally ruled out?  Obviously not.  There are concessions because of our sinfulness.  And Jesus talks about this.  Because Moses allowed for divorce because of your hard hearts.  And Jesus also grants that.  



And we learn from Jesus two reasons for divorce:  Desertion or adultery.  In both of those situations you have one party has already destroyed the marriage.  By adultery he's broken the marriage.  By desertion he's broken the marriage.  And so the other partner would be free to say:  Fine.  This marriage is done.  I'm leaving the marriage.  



So there's that concession.  But is that ever good?  Of course not.  There's always sin involves that leads to it.  It's never the best.  It's never what God wants.  



So divorce is a violation of God's will.  And yet there is this concession.  There's a possibility that divorce might result because of our sinfulness.  Because of the brokenness of the world.  And because of the things that we do in our wickedness.  We can destroy a good marriage.  It can happen.  



Is there forgiveness?  Well, yeah, there's forgiveness for every sin.  So the woman who finds herself divorced, maybe she got divorced for good reasons.  And she's still feeling bad about it.  So you can counsel her and console her and tell her about God's forgiveness and strength to help her in his comfort that he will give to her as she waits for the plan to be unveiled as time goes on.  



Or maybe she got divorced, even not unlikely, for bad reasons.  She just got tired of the marriage.  Or she was ready to check out.  And she's now feeling guilt about that.  I would say maybe her guilt is well founded.  And you should deal with that not by telling her:  Don't feel guilty.  But instead, give her the absolution.  



When you are sorry for sin, you recognize the error of your ways, you confess it and you receive forgiveness.  And you give it to her.  And she is forgiven.  And now as a forgiven child of God is she free to move forward in God's plan?  Well, yeah.  



And might that plan involve another marriage?  It might.  And I'm not going to rule that out.  But I would say you need to be very careful moving into a second marriage.  I think mostly because we want to make sure that the first marriage really is dead and is no longer a possibility.  Because I think God's desire would always be reconciliation and restoration of his plan.  



If she was involved in a marriage as you kind of painted the picture to an alcoholic man and all of the hurt and the problems that come in there, well, yeah, there's no doubt.  He's a very difficult man to be married to.  And maybe that's not God's best.  Yet statement maybe he can also repent and receive God's forgiveness and be a new man.  You never know what God's Spirit might accomplish.  



So it's hard to have one quick and easy, hard and fast answer to this.  But I think we need to be real careful to honor marriage.  And I guess I'll say this as an aside, too.  And I wanted to get a chance to speak to this a little bit.  



I think we really have in our own church body -- and probably in Evangelicalism in general -- adopted a rather much too tolerant attitude toward divorce.  In the culture that we live in now, divorce is not a big deal.  



You can go to the Hallmark store and buy divorce cards.  Where you actually celebrate the divorce.  Or wish somebody's blessings on their divorce.  Which to me is just nuts.  It's just -- I can't imagine such a thing.  



I can still remember when I was a little guy that you didn't talk about divorce.  And when somebody got divorced, it was a cause for shame and a cause for embarrassment.  Because it was just -- it shouldn't be.  



That's how it should be.  The kind of sense of:  This is a wrong thing.  We shouldn't get so used to it.  And in the church we've gotten too used to it.  And I'm suspicious it grows out of our desire to be forgiving.  We want to show the Gospel.  We want to be understanding.  



So we quickly run to the Gospel and say:  We're here for you.  We just love you.  But we never quite get around to saying:  You know what?  That's not God's will.  You can't be kind of playing games like this.  And you can't be kind of fudging on the marriage vow.  A vow is a vow.  And marriage is meant to be forever.  



So maybe in the church we need to be putting on the brakes a little more and telling somebody who says:  Pastor, we're getting a divorce.  Maybe the first word the pastor should say is:  No, you're not.  You can't.  This is not acceptable.  This is a grieving -- this is a grievous thing.  You're violating God's will.  You can't do this.  



I think if more pastors are willing to say this, we would have more couples saying:  You're right.  We have to fix this thing.  Instead of taking the easy way out.  



And I have had couples who have told me that they wished the church would say this more because they know it would slow down the divorce rate and would cause them to reinvest themselves.  So I think we need to slow down a little bit and make sure we say:  What is God's will for us in marriages?  Let's make sure we are delivering the law when we need to.  



And when there is sin and when there is repentance, we deliver the Gospel.  I'm not saying a divorced person is, you know, now has the red letter and has to be kicked out and has to be shunned.  That's ridiculous.  



Someone who is divorced and repentant, there's always forgiveness, always grace.  We're all sinners in need of God's grace.  And we all get it.  Yet, that does not overrun the truth that marriage is God's sacred institution and should be upheld.  We can do both things.  And we need to do them better.  

No. 23.


>> Thank you, again, for tackling such challenging issues.  May I follow up with another question?  You made a reference to Jesus' comments on divorce.  In Matthew 9 Jesus says that if a man marries a woman who has been put away in divorce, he commits adultery with her.  She seems like the victim to me.  Help me with this.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  You can ask the question, Nick.  But you're taking me out of my league.  Remember, I'm a systematics prof, not an exegete.  So when you start asking me about Matthew 9, I could cry:  Foul!  And just bail out.  And I'm tempted to do that.  But I'll take a run at it.  



I think what Jesus is setting up there in Matthew 9 is this kind of situation where he's just upping the ante.  He wants you to realize that marriage is serious, serious, serious business.  And divorce is just not to be accepted.  



So the woman who gets divorced, essentially the husband has left her.  And now she is the broken half of a relationship.  And so the idea then is if you marry her, you're actually by marrying her moving in on a relationship that you shouldn't be moving into because she's still in God's eyes connected to this other man.  So that's why she is an adulterer.  Not even by choice.  But kind of by default.  



Now, how does that apply to us today?  I think in our situation where you have a guy runs off and leaves a woman and divorces her and he remarries, is it possible for that woman to get remarried?  Yeah, I think so.  But for her to take responsibility for the breaking of that marriage, I think she should do that.  And I think there needs to be an admission that, you know, mistakes were made.  And I take responsibility for those things.  



And yet, there is that forgiveness.  And there is a possibility for a new beginning.  Even in Christ.  And even in a new marriage.  



These things get complicated.  And again, there are not quick and easy answers for them.  But I think that Jesus is simply in that text really trying to elevate the importance of marriage and helping us to take it a little more seriously so it's not kind of a quick and easy game we play.  



You know, one more thought on this.  I've even had people say:  Pastor, I know it's a sin to get divorced.  But we just can't make this marriage work.  And I know there's forgiveness.  So we're just going to go ahead and do this.  



No; no.  That's playing the game.  That's planning to sin.  Committing the sin.  Knowing you're going to ask for repentance later.  And that's just playing games with God.  



This is a hard word.  This is a very hard word.  Because you're going to be telling some couples that they need to stick it out in an unhappy situation.  And you're not going to be a popular guy for delivering that message.  But I believe it's the right one.  



It's important to remember that God has never made the promise that he wants us to be happy in this life.  And I think people make the mistake when they believe:  Well, God wants me to be happy, doesn't he?  I'm not happy in this marriage.  I have to get out.  Because I only have, you know, 30 years left or whatever.  I'm already halfway through my life.  I can't spend my whole life doing this.  



Well, I would challenge that.  Who says you can't spend your whole life doing this?  God has allowed you in this marriage.  You're in this marriage.  If God wants this marriage to end, he can do it.  A well placed heart attack is no big deal to God.  And if he wants you out of the marriage, he'll get you out of it.  And as long as you're in it, yeah, you need to tough it out.  



Are there hard rows to hoe for some of us?  Really hard.  And I grieve with some of the choices people have made and the kind of situations they have put themselves in.  But this life is short.  And the next one is much more significant.  It goes for eternity.  And we need to be faithful in this life, even when it's not pleasant.  And even when God gives us quite frankly a rather lousy deal.  It happens sometimes.  



You think about people with birth defects or with, you know, terrible physical deformities or mental challenges.  You know, being in a tough marriage is one of the burdens we carry in this broken world.  And we need to be faithful as we do it.  

No. 24.


>> I think I know the answer to this question.  But I'll ask it anyway.  



It seems to me many people have a lot to learn about God's plan for marriage and the family that you've been teaching us in this class.  Is it appropriate for me to teach these things in church?  Or does that somehow detract from the real purpose of the church, the proclamation of the Gospel?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Excellent; excellent, David.  You're seeing how -- you're already putting into question:  How am I going to apply this?  What's this mean for me?  And this is exactly what doctrine is all about.  You know, let me just digress here a minute.  



Systematic theology is by definition the application of God's truth to contemporary situations.  Too many church people, too many seminary students, have this idea that systematic theology, oh, that's that dry, arid doctrinal stuff.  I want to do practical theology.  



But see, that's a total misunderstanding.  Because doctrine is practical.  And it needs to apply to real life situations.  And if it's going to be good systematic theology, it's going to have immediate practical relevance.  



And so now you're going to take what you're learning and apply it to your situation.  Good.  That's exactly what you should be doing.  And should you be preaching this?  Yes, brother, preach it, please.  Take this truth and use it and give it to your people.  



If you don't, if you don't give them practical concrete guidance on how to live their life, they are going to go find it somewhere else.  And I think we have all had the experience of some of the very best members we have are those who will be really tuned into God's things and they will be listening to Family Life Radio, reading Dobson books, reading Focus on the Family kind of stuff.  They get their hands on anything they can to try to help them be more knowledgeable about God's will.  



And unfortunately we in the Lutheran Church somehow think we're going to dirty ourselves by getting involved in such mundane evangelical things.  It's nonsense.  
Our people need to be taught real practical truth.  And God has lots of that for their lives.  



You can do it from the pulpit.  But don't get up there and just kind of do a lecture on marriage.  Instead, preach.  But preach about marriage.  Preach about God's will for marriage.  That's law.  



Preach about what God expects.  You're preaching law.  And that's going to kill a lot of people who are not doing those things.  But you're also going to be educating them along the way.  



You see, remember, law has three functions.  It curbs.  It shows our sin.  And it guides us.  So when you ally the law on people, you're doing all three, or better, the Holy Spirit is doing all three a at once every time.  



Yes, you're going to be killing people.  But you're also going to be teaching them along the way.  And when I'm convicted of my sin, I'm also learning what God's will is.  And I'm learning new skills and new ideas.  Things I hadn't heard before.  



And if you're not going to give it to them, who else will?  And who better to teach your people about God's will for their lives than you.  



I'm sure you want God's people living their lives seriously following God in all of their lives.  Not just Sunday morning for three hours.  But all through the week.  You want Christ informing all they do.  



Teach them how to do that.  Give it to them.  Give it to them practical straight-up.  Know you're doing it.  It's not being legalistic.  It's not sliding into sort of a lecture series.  It's doing good preaching.  You're preaching the law.  And you're giving them the Gospel of Christ and forgiveness.  Both things.  They can co-exist very nicely.  

No. 25.


>> Your response makes so much sense.  And it will be helpful to me as I prepare sermons and Bible classes.  Now I would like to try a different question all together.  



One of the neighboring congregations here in Cleveland operates a Lutheran day school with a ton of rules.  My question I guess is whether a Lutheran school is a left hand or a right hand thing.  As I'm asking this question, I'm remembering hearing about a Lutheran High School in Racine, Wisconsin where the principal operated strictly on the basis of the Gospel.  It seems to me one thing to correctly divide law and Gospel in response to an act.  And yet, a completely different thing to establish policy on a corrective vision of law and Gospel.  



So again, is a Lutheran school a right hand or a left hand institution?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  All right, David, that's a good question.  And the question about how does a school operate I think is quite relevant.  And actually it's actually pretty is simple.  



I would say that -- or rather obviously, a school is a left hand thing.  It's an institution of this world.  And even the agenda of a school, even a Lutheran school, is primarily left hand stuff.  



You think about what goes on in a Lutheran day school.  You're teaching geography and math and science and literature and history.  You're teaching them things about this world with the goal of making these students good citizens.  Sharp, well educated with the skills and the abilities so they can function well in this world.  And be a blessing to the world around them.  



Luther talks about this all the time.  Being a blessing to the nation and to the family and to the church.  We want to create citizens who can do this.  



And so the vast majority of the school day is in -- occupied with the left hand stuff.  Let me push this even further.  



Even Catechism instruction is primarily left hand stuff.  You're teaching them about the Ten Commandments, the Creed, the Lord's Prayer.  You're teaching them stuff they need to know to function well as good members of the church.  



The Gospel proclamation, Gospel is always about declaring forgiveness of sins.  Gospel is the bold word of forgiveness that says.  I forgive you your sins.  That's Gospel.  That's the Gospel.  And if the Gospel is made to do anything else besides just being the bold declaration of God's favor through Christ, unmerited, if the Gospel is made to bear more than that in its task, we end up you ruining the Gospel.  



So if I'm going to try to run a school on the Gospel, I'm going to end up making the Gospel become a law.  So you've got to love people.  That's law, not Gospel.  It sounds Gospel.  But really not.  



Or you've got to be kind.  Well, that's just law under the auspices or under the kind of pretexts of Gospel.  Gospel does not work well for running an institution.  Gospel works for delivering grace and for telling people where they stand with God.  



It's a wonderful gift.  And I'm not trying to sell it short.  I'm just saying:  Don't make the Gospel do what it doesn't do.  It doesn't run an institution.  The law does that.  



So a school really is a left hand institution.  And I don't think there's any value at all in trying to shove the Gospel in.  Or trying to make the institution work by the Gospel.  



Now, does the Gospel have a place in a Lutheran school?  Well, sure, the teacher on a regular basis, just running the classroom in classroom instruction is going to be lecturing and teaching all kinds of left hand stuff.  



Kids are going to misbehave.  There's going to be discipline.  Left hand stuff.  There's going to be repentance.  And there's going to be the delivery of forgiveness.  And there's going to be the proclamation of what Christ has done.  



That will happen.  It's kind of the undercurrent all the way through.  The reality of who we are in Christ.  And what it means to be God's forgiven people living in this world, that's there all the time.  



But this notion of running our school by the Gospel.  Or this notion that we're not going to have any rules in this school because we're a Gospel place, to me that's missing the point all together.  Because a school is just by definition an element of the left hand.  



Rules, structures, organization, authority.  It's all part of it.  And it's all fine.  It's not a bad thing.  It's just the way that God works in the ways of this world doing the task of equipping people for their responsibilities in their vocations.  And also making sure that the Gospel is being proclaimed clearly when it can be.  They are both there.  

No. 26.


>> Something tells me that Gospel Reductionism and disregard for the third use of the law are factors in all of this.  Can you help me understand?  Am I on the right track?  And if I am on the right track, how do I avoid having my listeners slip into the doctrine of Trent?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  I think you're exactly on the right track here, Eric.  And you're right to suspect that there's a little Gospel Reductionism going on.  Or as its more fully called law Gospel Reductionism.  The idea that all that matters is we kill people with the law.  Make them alive with the Gospel.  And now we're done with the law.  Now let's just live in the Gospel.  



And that notion really drives a lot of the kind of disregard for rules and regulations and I would argue a diminution of marriage.  Because marriage is kind of a law.  And divorce law.  So that's law stuff.  We're Christian now.  We're living in the Gospel.  Who needs that stuff?  



And if we try to minimize the law and sort of advance the Gospel, we end up disregarding the importance of these things.  So that's clearly going on here.  So the antinomianism, the Gospel Reductionism, I believe is clearly fueling a lot of this stuff -- well, let's not get hung up on legalities or law stuff.  That's very legalistic.  



You'll even hear that charge:  You're being very legalistic.  And we're in the Gospel now.  And that's nothing more than a disregard for God's will for his creation.  And I think that is clearly one of the issues going on.  So you're very perceptive to pick up on that.  



Now, how do we avoid sliding into Trent or the doctrine of Rome, I think very easily by keeping our distinction clear.  We have a proclamation of the Gospel for the sake of our standing before God.  And the Gospel is everything when it comes to our relationship with God.  



But when it comes to our responsibilities in this world, the left hand sort of stuff, the law is still very much in play.  And it's God's law.  And it very much does direct how we do things.  



And we can't kind of wave the flag of the Gospel as an excuse for disregarding God's will when it comes to my life in this world.  That's simply inexcusable.  



It's not being legalistic to uphold the law in the left hand realm.  It is legalistic when you believe that somehow your performance of the law gets you in good with God or earns your salvation.  That's legalism.  



And it's also legalism when you become so hung up on the law that you is start putting burdens on people beyond what God wants to put on them.  Or start putting up more laws around things than God does.  



But to be faithful to what God has established, in a marriage there's no question about what God has established, that's simply being faithful to what God has given us to do.  And you can do that at the same time as promoting the Gospel.  

No. 27. 

 
>> Related to David's question, I wonder about the issue of motivation.  While the law may be useful as motivation for unbelievers, isn't the law an awkward and unproductive motivation for a Christian that does everything from the Gospel?  I suppose I'm surfacing the issue of antinomianism again.  But I have come to the point of fearing my ability to apply the law appropriately in a positive sphere.  



As an aside, I'll mention that not long ago I read a paper presented at an LCMS seminary-sponsored gathering in which the author and presenter argued that there is in the final analysis only one use of the law:  The mirror, the revelation of sin.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  All right.  We keep on going further and deeper in this.  And it starts to sound maybe a little redundant.  But I think there are nuances that are distinct here.  



Let's pick up the last thing first.  The idea that there is only the second use of the law.  If I'm going to define the law as that which kills me, kills me in my personal being, kills me in my desire to try to save myself, helps me realize my fallenness and my brokenness, that is true in a relationship before God.  That's what the law does.  



The law does not justify me.  The law does not make me better.  The law does not give me steps for justification.  The law does not give me guidance on how to become more acceptable to God.  It cannot do that.  It can only do one thing.  It can smash me and kill me.  



And when the law is declared full blast and it does its thing, it will always lay low everybody.  Every single time we come face to face in God's reality in the law and the height of his law, it always lays us down flat.  Always, always, always.  Then the Gospel comes rolling in and declares us forgiven and things are set right.  



And if that was the only relationship we were thinking about, I would say:  End of story.  We're done.  Law kills.  Gospel makes alive.  That's it.  



But we don't just focus on the right hand realm.  We don't just focus on a person's coram deo or vertical relationship.  We also have to deal with the horizontal realm.  This world, the realities.  



And in this world, the law has not been subverted.  It has not been set aside.  Christ said:  I came to fulfill the law.  Not to destroy the law.  



And Paul says:  Is the law good or bad?  It is good.  It is God's goodwill.  So I would disagree vehemently with the idea that the law only has one purpose and that is killing.  



Does the law always accuse?  Yes.  And here is the dangerous part -- and you're very right to say I'm very weary of the law.  Hey, man, the law is loaded.  It's a powerful thing.  And when you lay the law out there, it does stuff.  And just when you think you're getting your handle on it, you can kind of control it, it's going to bite you every time.  



One of my colleagues likes to say, this is Dr. Kolb, he says:  The law is nothing but a domesticated wolf.  You don't tame a wolf.  It can get you any time.



So think about your own Christian walk.  Just when you think things are going well.  You're really getting on top of it.  And you think you are really starting to kind of thrive.  You're going to find yourself all of a sudden levelled and you say:  How did this happen?  How did I make such a huge mistake?  How was I so stupid?  And the very law you thought you had under control just bites you.  



It does that.  Again and again.  Because we're broken people.  Simul iustus et peccator, at the same time saint and sinner.  We do not do what we should do.  So the law is always going to convict.  Always going to bite.  Always going to kill.  



Use it.  You see, just because it's a loaded, dangerous thing doesn't mean we shouldn't use it.  You've got to.  Because it also instructs.  It also curbs.  It helps people to realize what God's will is for them in this life.  



And if you sort of shy away from it because it's so loaded and so potent, you're going to do your people a disservice.  Because they will not understand God's will for their lives.  They won't know how to live.  And they will go looking for answers somewhere to find them so they can know what they are supposed to do.  



Coram mundu, in this world, we need the law.  And it's a good thing.  And the third use is for Christians.  Christians need it.  



There is this notion that's kind of around.  And sometimes I think it comes out of a misunderstanding of Luther.  Luther said in one place, he said:  Oh, faith is a living, busy, active thing.  It's doing good works before it even has to be told.  It doesn't need anybody to tell it what to do.  



That's true.  There is definitely a reality to that that when the Gospel comes into my life.  It transforms me.  It drives me.  It motivates me.  I do things I never thought I could do.  



And you've all experienced new Christians who are just on fire for the Lord.  That's how we talk about it.  And they are just doing great stuff without even being told.  



Now, is that the whole story?  I don't think it is.  Because the same Luther, who talked about how works just come flying out of the Christian, also talked about training and discipline and practice and forcing ourselves to do the right thing when we don't want to.  And sometimes we do things simply because we have to not because we want to.  



Between the seminary and my home in St. Louis there's a stretch of road that's beautiful big five-lane highway up and down these nice rolling hills in St. Louis and it's a great road.  And you can go 50 miles an hour on that road no problem.  And the speed limit is 30.  



When I go home, I drive 30 miles an hour every single day.  Why?  Because I love Jesus so much?  No.  Let's be honest.  



I drive 30 because I do not want the embarrassment of being pulled over and having to explain a ticket to my wife.  The ticket is not the motivation.  The real motivation is explaining it to my wife.  That I don't want.  



So I drive the speed limit for one reason only.  I don't want to have to deal with the consequences.  



Now, is that a Gospel motivation?  No.  Am I doing it because I love God so much?  Not really.  I'm doing it because it's the curb.  



I'm being honest.  Maybe something kind of -- maybe I'm a little bit less spiritual than some of you guys.  Maybe it's just my own personal problem.  But I suspect the law still plays a pretty vital role for all of us.  



The law has a role.  It motivates.  Is it the best?  No.  Far better for me to do out of my love for my neighbor.  Out of my love for God.  



But short that, the law still has a role to play.  And it helps us just to stay out of trouble.  To be obedient.  To be a better servant.  The law will do that.  Even for Christians.  



And it even helps Christians to understand better what it is that God wants them to be doing.  That's that third function.  



It's not just automatic.  You just don't all of a sudden start knowing what God's will is just because you become a Christian.  You get better tuned in.  You're paying better attention.  But God still has to teach you.  And he teaches you in his law.  



So is there a place for those laws in the life of the Christian?  Yes.  And is there a place for it in preaching?  You bet there is.  Specific, concrete, tangible law.  It needs to be there.  

No. 28.  


>> Your answer is a bit surprising to me.  But I think it has some interesting implications.  Does recognizing the distinction between the left hand realm and the right hand realm also apply to giving?  More pointedly, What should we teach people about tithing and about stewardship?  General?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Oh, another good, loaded question.  And this is one where I think if we pay attention to the kind of -- kind of the paradigm and the basic ideas I've been presenting, I think it might lead us into some maybe surprising directions.  And you're right, I think it is kind of surprising to see where some of these things come out if we think about them carefully.  



So let's think about this:  The giving that we do in the church.  Are we giving to God?  Or are we giving to the church?  



I know one of the traditional things -- this gets said in sermons all the time -- you're giving to God.  You're giving back to him.  You're showing a love for him.  That's why you do this.  The church doesn't need your money.  And I think in my own preaching I've probably said that a few times myself.  



Well, I repent of that.  I've come to realize, that's wrong.  The fact of the matter is God does not need my money.  God does not need me to give.  God will get along just fine without me.  



Who needs me to give is my neighbor.  And let's be very frank and honest about this:  The church needs me to give.  The pastor needs me to give.  I mean, if we want to do what we need to do as a church, to proclaim the Gospel, to care for people's needs, to present Christ's truth, to train people to walk with Christ, that takes resources.  And a you as a congregational member should be giving to support that.  



Is that law or is that Gospel?  Well, I think it is law.  It's part of the command.  Part of the responsibilities.  Part of the vocation we do in this world.  



Now, what motivates that?  The Gospel is there.  And the Gospel, knowing what God has done for me.  Sure, it fills me.  And drives me to want to do more and more and more and more.  And I fill my life with even more giving.  But ultimately am I responsible to give?  Yeah, I am; I am.  



And I would say that a tithe is not a bad idea.  Some people say:  Well, that's Old Testament stuff.  We're free from that.  Well, fine.  So if under the Old Testament the tithe is a demand, under the New Testament, freedom is to talk even more closely with God, shouldn't we at least start where they left off in the Old Testament?  I mean, there's a really radical way to think about it.  



Let me -- indulge me just a minute here.  Let me tell you one quick story from parrish ministry.  



I taught tithing.  And I believe it's appropriate to set aside that first 10%.  Give it to God.  Regardless.  I believe that's what he wants us to do.  Because it helps us to keep the priorities right.  It helps to keep our understanding of who really is the giver here.  He's the giver.  I'm just simply using the gifts he's given me.  I think a tithe really establishes that nicely.  And it's a good starting point.  



Well, I taught that on a regular basis.  And I had one parishioner that was very sharp.  And he had this figured out.  And he made an appointment with me.  He came in and sat down.  He said:  Pastor, I know God doesn't want me to tithe.  



I said:  Wow, that's intriguing.  I'm interested.  I'm really curious to hear why you're so sure of that.  



He said:  Well, I know he doesn't want me to tithe.  I said:  Tell me about that.  He said:  Well, it's because this:  The Bible says that God loves a cheerful giver.  Right?  



I said:  Yeah, he sure does.  God loves a cheerful giver.  He said:  Well, there's no way under creation I can be cheerful giving a tithe.  So God doesn't want me to tithe.  



And he sat back quite content.  He had me.  So I just smiled at him and said:  Well, you're right.  God wants you to be a cheerful giver.  And that's the goal.  But God also wants you to give.  And until you can give cheerfully, you better give anyway until you can get to that point.  So you've got to start practicing so you can learn to be happy about it.  



So he wasn't very happy with my answer.  But I think it's instructive that we don't wait to have the right feelings.  Sometimes we have to do the right thing even though our feelings aren't there yet.  



There's a big principle there, you see.  Do I give to the church out of my love for God?  That's the ultimate goal.  That's the best.  But do I give maybe sometimes because I'm supposed to?  Yeah, I think sometimes you do.  



Let me offer you one more little quick story here which I think will maybe clarify this even more and you'll maybe see the truth in what I'm saying.  Imagine you're raising a houseful of teenagers.  A teenage son gets up one Sunday morning and says:  Oh, man, I don't feel like going to church today.  I'm going to stay home.  



Now, what's the response of the parent?  If you're going to be consistent a Gospel motivation parent would say:  Oh, my goodness.  This is serious business.  You've got the wrong -- you don't have the right motivation.  We need to get your motivation right.  Okay, son, you stay home today.  When I come home we're going to work on your motivation and get you fixed so that you're going to want to go next week.  



Now, that's one possibility.  I think the more likely possibility is:  Son, I don't give a rip how you feel.  Get in the car.  You're going to church.  And we'll deal with your feelings later.  



Now, I know that's what I would have heard.  And that's what I would say.  And I think that's the right answer.  You see sometimes you've simply got to do the right thing.  And your feelings will catch up later.  



So we shouldn't get so hung up on motives all the time.  Sometimes we simply need to say:  What's the right behavior?  And we'll worry about the motives later.  



We'll try to move to the higher motives.  We want to get to the higher motives.  But in the process sometimes we have to practice doing the right thing even when we don't feel like it.  



So giving, yeah, law or Gospel?  Well, I think it's primarily a work of the law.  But the Gospel sure has its place to play, even as it does in all the other aspects of our life.  But really we need to tell people:  You have a responsibility to support God in his work.  You have a responsibility to support the church.  And the church needs you to give.  And if you fail to do your responsibility, yeah, you're outside of God's will.  I don't think there's any question about that.  

No. 29.


>> What about doing the work of evangelism?  Certainly that must be motivated only by the Gospel.  Right?  Isn't it wrong to use guilt to motivate people to share their faith?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Guilt works.  Quick answer.  It does, Nick.  I mean, guilt is a marvelous motivator.  And we all know it.  



Now, is that the best motive?  Obviously not.  But there's a reality to that.  Guilt sometimes drives us to do the right things.  



Now, is evangelism an issue of the Gospel or the law?  That's an interesting question.  Obviously evangelism is by definition the proclamation of the Good News.  That's Gospel.  And you can't get much more Gospel than that.  



But the obligation to do it, well, I just said it.  Obligation.  Responsibility.  God expects us to do this.  Christ calls us to go and proclaim the Good News.  To tell all nations.  That's a responsibility put upon us.  That makes it law.  



Does the Gospel inform it?  Yes.  Does the Gospel drive it?  Yes.  But it's still a responsibility that I have.  I need to be doing it.  



And while I'm thinking about this, this actually kind of goes back to the giving question.  But it's important.  Because you hear this a lot.  You know, oh, stewardship has to only be of the Gospel.  No other kind of motivations of stewardship.  Only the Gospel should motivate.  And if you do less, you're cheating, you're being evangelical, you're being a bad Lutheran.  



I'll challenge that.  And I think I can challenge it pretty confidently.  Because Saint Paul himself.  You look at the book of I Corinthians.  When Paul was encouraging the I Corinthians to give, he does the most marvelous thing.  He says:  I hope you Corinthians aren't going to be outdone by these other Christians who have far less than you do and actually gave very well.  I hope that you guys kind of live up to that standard.  



He's just challenging them by kind of comparing them.  And sort of guilting them into doing this.  It's phenomenal the kind of moves this Paul makes.  Because he knows this is an issue of the law and their obedience.  And he's encouraging them to be obedient.  And he doesn't hesitate to use a little comparison, a little guilt, to try to get the job done.  



We miss the point when we try to boil it all down to:  It's only Gospel.  Certainly the Gospel is there.  But guys, there's more to it than that.  It's not quite so simple.  And the law does have its place.  In its stewardship.  And yeah, even in evangelism.  



So to get up in a pulpit on a Sunday morning and say:  You, my friends, are responsible to share the Gospel.  You must talk about Christ with those around you.  That's appropriate.  



Is that going to motivate some people to maybe think about it again?  It might.  And you can also inform them of the forgiveness of sins and the love of Christ and raise them to a higher motivation.  But if you get them thinking about it, that's a good thing.  Motivating obedience is always a good idea.  

No. 30.


>> It's beginning to look to me like the distinction between the two realms is also about the relationship between the two realms.  In fact, it seems like a neat bifurcation is not really appropriate.  Am I onto something here?  Is there a good way to think about the interface rather than the division between the two realms?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Yeah, David, you're being a very good student.  You're paying attention.  And you're putting things together.  And you're right, we're not looking at trying to rip these two things apart.  The two realms, God's activity in the left hand realm and God's working in our lives in the right hand realm, are very much interrelated.  



In fact, a way I'll talk about this sometimes is really the place where these two things come together is inside me.  Is inside you.  It's inside the individual Christian.  



Because you the individual Christian are the one who is forgiven by God and who has perfect right standing before God because of what God has accomplished.  He's done it.  You have this gift.  



And now you, the forgiven one, get to go out into your world, into the life, and simply live the life that God has given you to live, serving your neighbor as God's forgiven child.  It's who you are all the time.  



I summarize it this way on occasion:  You as the Christian have been freed from the responsibility to earn your salvation.  Christ has done it.  His gift to you.  You simply receive it with an open hand.  And rejoice in what God accomplishes for you on your behalf in Christ.  



What a gift.  And you have it.  And it gives you your identity.  Forgiven child of God.  That's who you are.  And it's who you are all the time.  



So now what do you do with all of this free time you've got?  24 hours a day 7 days a week.  You don't have to earn salvation anymore.  You don't have to try to earn your standing.  So get busy serving your neighbor.  



So the Christian should get up in the morning and knock himself out striving to live the way God wants him to live.  Doing his best.  Be the best husband.  The best father.  The best employee.  The best everything you've got to do, you do it the best you can.  And you give it all you've got.  



You go to bed at night.  And you reflect on the day.  And you think about the day.  And you realize:  Oh, man, you could have done so much better.  I really blew it with my wife here.  I got sloppy on the job there.  I got a little short with my kids.  I wish I could have done better.  



And then the next move is to say:  But you know what?  I'm still God's forgiven child.  I still have his forgiveness.  I'm still right with him.  And it's all right.  I'm his child.  



And you can go to bed.  You close your eyes at complete peace with the world because you are God's.  That hasn't changed.  And your performance has not touched in one way who you are in God and his forgiveness.  And you get to start the new day fresh and new all over again.  



So the two realms come together beautifully in you.  The one who is striving to be the very best person you can be in this world.  And yet who is also rejoicing in the marvelous forgiveness that God gives to you simply passively received by you.  That's the reality.  It comes together in you.  



So there is this great interface in you, the individual Christian.  And it is a lively, exciting dynamic living this life in God's forgiveness and striving to meet his will for the sake of your fellow man.  
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No. 31.


>> The other day I was glancing through the table of contents in the Lutheran Agenda and I was a little surprised to find a rite for the announcing of an excommunication to the congregation.  



I know that excommunication is a part of the church's responsibility under the Office of the Keys.  But do Lutheran congregations make much use of this practice?  I have never had the personal experience of participating in an LCMS worship service where an excommunication announcement was made.  Is this because both incidents of excommunication are handled without public announcement?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Church discipline.  Excommunication.  Big issue.  Very relevant here.  You're right, the church does have rites for this.  And the church does have the expectation that we will actually practice this.  



Several years ago the CTCR actually put out a very nice document on church discipline.  And it teaches this stuff very clearly and very forthrightly.  And if we're going to take seriously what it means to encourage one another to faithfully follow God and to faithfully obey God, we're going to take seriously church discipline.  



And we need to I think pay just a little more attention to this.  There are left hand elements of church discipline and there's also right hand elements.  And what we see most explicitly in excommunication is where the two sort of come together.  



If in the left hand realm I become rather lax or lazy or indifferent about following God and his will and maybe even intentionally set out and choose what is evil or what is wicked, and if I do this on a persistent, consistent basis, can I kid myself into thinking that somehow I can behave this way in the left hand realm without it having any implications or any application to the right hand realm?  And the Bible and the Confessions agree and they are very clear on this, absolutely you cannot do that.  



What you do in the left hand can have implications for the right hand.  And if I persistently and intentionally choose sin, the Confessions say you actually drive out the Holy Spirit.  



Excommunication then is the church's responsibility to one of its members who is making that sort of erroneous mistake.  That huge error in judgement.  Choosing sin.  Choosing to do what is opposed to God's will.  And doing it intentionally and willfully and persistently and inspite of repeated exhortations to come back.  



If when the church tries to bring the member back in line with God's will and that member refuses, then the church, if it's going to be faithful, must tell that individual member:  You have stepped outside of God's will.  You have put yourself persistently outside of God's will and because of your actions, you are actually putting yourself outside of the church.  



And remember that's all excommunication means.  You're being put outside the community.  Being put outside the fellowship.  You are being excommunicated.  You are no longer part of this fellowship.  



And essentially excommunication is simply declaring the reality of what the person has already said by their choices.  They are making choices that put themselves beyond the pail of Christianity outside of the church.  



So a church that's going to be faithfully serving its people and faithfully shepherding its people will practice church discipline.  Does that mean it will be doing excommunications?  Not necessarily.  



But church discipline?  Yeah, I think so.  So when you have an individual member who is putting himself outside of God's will and refusing to heed any kind of, you know, rebuke or any kind of call to repentance, you have no choice but to help them to see the height of that error and what it's causing.  



Now, the church needs to be careful here.  See, excommunication is not nasty or vindictive.  Excommunication is really a very loving act.  Because you're telling somebody:  What you're doing is so serious and so harmful that you've got to stop because it's going to kill your faith and we don't want to see you lose your faith.  That's what excommunication is saying.  



It needs to be done slowly, deliberately, carefully.  And with a lot of prayer.  And it's not an easy thing.  But it should be happening in churches when you have an individual who is living outside of God's will.  



My suspicion is that a lot of churches don't want to do it because it's offensive of.  It stirs things up.  People don't like it.  People get -- react negatively to it.  And it causes people to feel like:  Man, we're really being judgemental.  But that's not the point here.  



The point is we're being faithful.  We're loving people.  We need to do this.  



I'm not saying we need to be doing more excommunications necessarily.  But I am saying I think we should be more aggressive and more faithful in following through in church discipline and in holding people accountable to God's will.  And as Saint Paul says, encouraging each other to do good works.  Spurring each other on.  And calling people back from their sin.  



Jude talks about snatching somebody as from the flames.  Reaching in and pulling them out of Satan's snare.  That's what we should be doing as church members for each other and caring about them.  And excommunication is just kind of the final step of that process of church discipline.  

No. 32.


>> Maybe my memory is failing me.  But I think I've heard the phrase minor ban used in connection with church discipline.  What exactly is it?  And should I be doing it here in my Wyoming congregation?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  All right, Joshua.  If excommunication is the major ban and that's kind of the term that was used sometimes in the Middle Ages and into the Reformation Period, the minor ban was the practice of asking the individual not to commune, not to participate in the celebration of the sacrament because of their refusal to repent, which is actually very scriptural, very confessional.  



That one of the marks of being a worthy recipient of the sacrament is having a repentant spirit.  Recognizing you're failing.  Recognizing your brokenness and wanting to be forgiven.  Wanting to do better.  



So the person who is not repentant for whatever the sin might be, that person really is not a worthy recipient of the sacrament.  We learned about that back in Catechism class.  



So when you as the pastor, perhaps you're counselling somebody, perhaps you're confronting them because of some situation you're aware of, and they tell you:  Pastor, this is none of your business.  You can take a flying leap.  I don't want to repent.  



Let's get a concrete scenario.  Say you have an individual who has moved in with a woman.  Who has been living with her.  They are cohabitating.  You heard about this and you're talking to this man.  



You say:  Are you doing this?  He says:  Yeah, I'm doing this.  And you say:  What do you think God's will is about this?  He says:  Well, I suppose God doesn't like it.  You tell him:  I agree.  He doesn't.  You need to change this.  



And then he responds with:  No, I'm not going to change.  I like her.  And I believe God forgives me.  It's no big deal.  



Well, now you have a problem on your hands.  Because he has set himself outside of the will of God for this situation.  And now you've got to try to deal with it.  



So I think you would start with the minor ban is you tell him:  You know what?  Your choice is putting you outside of the will of God.  It's putting you outside of the practice of this congregation.  You really cannot participate in the celebrations of this church.  You really should not be receiving the Lord's Supper until we can get this thing right.  



And you have the authority as a pastor to do that.  Now, when you do that you should announce it to your elders and let them know this is going on.  And you shouldn't use this as a kind of a tool or as a club to beat people into submission into doing things your way.  You don't put people under the minor ban because they don't like your worship practice for example.  That's inappropriate.  



But there is a place for this in the practice of good, loving shepherding.  Caring for people.  Helping them to see the gravity of their mistakes.  You don't do this arbitrarily.  Big issues.  Big concrete obvious sins where the person is putting themself outside of God's will.  Then there's a place for this.  



And if the minor ban is being properly handled, the person will do one of two things.  Either he will repent and you'll be able to invite him back to the Lord's Supper.  Or he will continue to drag his feet and fight against it.  And eventually you might end up leading to excommunication or having to put him outside the fellowship.  That might eventuate.  But that's going to be a down the road sort of a thing.  So that's what the minor ban means.  



And again, excommunication might look kind of harsh and nasty.  But my experience is when it's done properly with the right attitude, it's a very loving thing.  And I have even in my own personal experience seen tremendous results come from excommunication.  It's always a hard thing when it happens.  



But to see a person actually come back to repentance and share with the congregation their brokenness and their gratitude to that congregation for taking seriously their sin and loving them enough to challenge them, that's a remarkable thing.  And that really is encouraging to see how the Holy Spirit can work even through such a difficult thing as a church discipline in excommunication.  

No. 33.


>> I am guessing that the practice of closed Communion somehow fits in with all of this.  Am I right?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Yes.  It definitely does fit in with all of this.  Closed Communion or Close Communion, however you want to name it or pronounce it or define it, really is the practice of the pastor, the shepherd, looking after his flock.  And making sure that those who are receiving the sacrament are receiving it to their benefit and are participating fully as God's people in that congregation.  



Now, does that mean you need to be the little church police or have a little, you know, investigation ring going?  Absolutely not.  But you do need to know as Scripture tells us the state of your flock.  



And so the practice of closed Communion is you, the pastor's, responsibility in fulfilling your job as shepherd.  You see, that's one of the real pitfalls of open Communion is the sense that anybody who feels like they are forgiven or is repentant and wants to receive forgiveness, come on up here, it's up to you.  Well, where are you putting the burden?  



You are making it their responsibility to decide whether or not they are worthy.  That's not their job.  You as the pastor have that responsibility.  You are to make sure that your flock is in good order and that they are walking with Christ.  



So closed Communion is the practice of ensuring that those who are along the rail belong there.  Now, there's more to closed Communion than that as well.  And we can get into that.  But that's not really the topic here.  I'm assuming you'll cover that in the sacraments and the other aspects of the fellowship aspects and the unity aspects and all of those things we get into.  And the CTCR documents have done that very nicely.  



But from our standpoint here the whole idea of the Christian walk, we want to encourage each other to be walking with Christ.  To practice the minor ban or to practice closed Communion is an aspect of helping people to be responsible and accountable for how they are living before Christ.  

No. 34.


>> I believe that church discipline is a good idea.  But I'm concerned about the reaction of some people.  Once when I suggested the need for exercising church discipline with a particular member, I was not surprised when one of my leaders worried aloud that excommunication is being harsh, unloving and may actually drive people away from Christ.  How would you answer these feelings?  



I have to admit that excommunication looks a lot like punishment.  What exactly is the purpose of practicing church discipline?  And how can it have a positive feel for both the principles and both the rest of the congregations members?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  Again, David, you're asking a very good question.  And a very relevant one.  The reaction that many people have against church discipline is:  Oh, that's harsh.  Oh, that's unloving.  Aren't we supposed to be in the Gospel?  Doesn't Christ love people?  Christ never drove anyone away.  



And what we are confusing again is the two realms and the two kinds of righteousness.  The Gospel needs to be proclaimed to forgiven people.  But if people are not yet forgiven, they need to be killed by the law.  And the law needs to be delivered.  And the law needs to be the standard of how we are to live.  So we need to uphold the law even as we proclaim the Gospel.  



So I guess I would say to that person if we drive somebody away with our hard stand challenging them to obey God's will, maybe that's better than coddling them in their sin and giving them the impression that it doesn't matter and that God doesn't care about this.  Because then what we're doing is we are allowing sin.  And we're creating an atmosphere that enhances a licentious attitude and promotes antinomianism and gives people the impression that it really doesn't matter what you do or how you love, God doesn't care, he just loves you anyway.  



And while there's a little bit of truth to that because yeah God receives anybody who turns in repentance, it's a flat-out lie.  Because it gives the impression that how you live doesn't matter.  And there are no rules and no regulations.  Do what you want.  



So I guess I would suggest that if we end up driving somebody away because of the law, maybe that's appropriate.  Maybe we need to in some situations.  



Now, you also wondered about how you can give maybe a more positive feel to church discipline and to excommunication.  And I guess I smile a little bit when I think about that.  Because I don't know how you can do that.  



The law, the Bible tells us, always produces wrath.  And it's just kind of the nature of the thing that when you confront somebody with their sin, they don't usually get all excited about it.  I mean, if you go to somebody and say:  Brother, I'm concerned.  I'm concerned about the choices you're making regarding your marriage.  You're doing the wrong thing.  Rarely will somebody say:  Thank you so much for pointing my sin out.  I really appreciate that.  What a great guy you are.  That's not going to be the first reaction.  



The first reaction is going to be indignant, justification, defensive.  They might turn around and attack you.  We've been down the road.  We know how it goes.  



Now, we pray that the Spirit will work and that your words of confrontation will hit home and take seed and take root and grow and flourish to the point where the person says:  Oh, man.  There's truth to that.  And I can see it now.  



And then, then the glorious happens where they are broken.  They are crushed.  And they admit their sin.  And they come back to you and say:  Man, I was rotten to you.  I reacted badly.  I can see how hard it was for you to come and tell me.  You told me.  You did the right thing.  And you're right.  I'm turning from this sin.  That's what it's all about.  And that's the good news.  



Now, that's positive.  And that's encouraging.  And that brings joy and hope to us all.  But the actual task of confronting someone with a sin is never easy.  Never pleasant.  And never a good time.  



I've been there myself many times.  You dread it.  You think of everything -- every possible excuse not to do it.  And unfortunately we find them.  And I think that's the only reasons why we don't practice church discipline as much as we should because we really get scared about the possibilities.  And we are not relishing the idea of having the conversation.  And we're terrified about what might happen and how the offense might be taken and how people might react.  



So we end up making bad choices.  We end up not loving people enough to confront them with a sin.  



It's not easy.  And it's not fun.  And I don't really know that there's a positive way to practice church discipline.  Any more than there's a positive way to confront somebody with their sin.  It's not just a fun thing.  Sin never is.  That's the nature of it.  



But it doesn't mean we don't do it.  We need to do it because that's what God called us to do.  We need to do it because that's what shepherds do when they are showing love and caring for people.  

No. 35.


>> Let me follow up.  Teach me how to work not only with the offender but with the rest of the congregation, all of whom become aware of the discipline of the church in exercising either the minor ban or excommunication.  Thank you.  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  You're right, the whole congregation will become aware.  They should become aware.  Because church discipline is really the action of the whole congregation on behalf of one of its members.  It's the whole congregation saying:  Brother or sister, please don't continue in the choices you're making.  Please don't keep going in the direction you're going because the direction you have taken, the direction you are choosing is leading you away from Christ.  Is leading you away from the church.  And it's going to lead you into error.  And it's going to lead you into damnation.  Please, don't.  



So the whole church is saying this.  And there needs to be a fair amount of education here.  Teaching your people in the church to recognize the value and the obligation of church discipline.  



Saint Paul does this plenty of times.  It's in Galatians, other sections of Scriptures.  I Corinthians 5 where Paul tells people in that congregation:  You have an immoral brother, expel him.  Strong language.  And Paul doesn't mince words.  



He -- this immoral brother is doing things and making choices and carrying out activities that are against God's will.  And are hurting the church of Christ.  He cannot be there.  



And so the church has to recognize they have this responsibility, this obligation.  And you have to do a fair amount of teaching.  



And I would strongly encourage you, David, and the other three of you, teach this stuff before you're in the middle of the situation.  It's always far more difficult when you actually have real people with real faces with real relations in the church.  And real connections to members of the church.  Nobody wants to kick out, as we put it, a nephew.  Nobody wants to excommunicate a God child.  Nobody wants to do this.  And it seems so hard to do it.  



So it's important to talk about these ideas.  And to establish these principles.  And teach about church discipline.  And the need for excommunication and why it's there when you're not in the middle of it.  



So you take the time to talk about these things in Bible classes and in confirmation class.  And yeah, even in sermons.  When you're not in the middle of a bad situation.  So when the unfortunate day comes when you might be in that situation, everybody realizes:  Hey, we've been taught about this.  We know what we need to do.  We realize our responsibilities.  We recognize the obligations we have to one another.  We have a debt to each other to care for each other, hold each other accountable, pull each other along, help each other to walk with Christ.  And we're not going to let anything get in the way of that.  Not even my -- the fact that I don't have a stomach for it or that I don't like confrontation or that I don't like there to be tensions. 

No one does.  No one does.  



Let me say that again.  Some people get the idea that I really get into this conflict stuff.  And I really enjoy challenging people.  



I don't.  I don't like the conflict.  I like there to be just peace.  No problems, no tension.  Let's just all roll along.  But if I'm going to be a faithful shepherd and hold people accountable to God's will and make sure they are walking with Christ and not walking away and not being deluded and deceived by sin and its claim and being pulled away from Christ, if I'm going to do that seriously, I'm going to have to move out of my comfort zone.  I'm going to have to move into the confrontation role on occasion.  As much as I hate it.  



And a congregation that is going to love its members has to do that sometimes.  It's a loving thing.  Not a harsh thing.  And that needs to be taught to people.  



It's a hard lesson to learn.  But it's an important one.  

No. 36.


>> I know we are running low on time.  But may I ask one final question?  I have an instance of casuistry I would like to present to you for your remarks.  The case involves a Lutheran school in which the principal announced to the teachers that if they would complete the colloquy program for certification in our Synod, he would recommend them for a divine call from the congregation.  



Right away one of the teachers entered the colloquy program and finished it.  However, during the months of his study, the teacher began to exhibit problems that severely affected his work in the classroom.  Eventually things became so serious that the principal informed the teacher that there could not be a contract for the next school year.  He was being let go.  



Now, this case becomes really complex.  The teacher called upon the principal to keep the original promise.  Namely, that if the colloquy studies were successfully completed, the principal would recommend the teacher for divine call.  



The teacher argued that he wanted the call so that his name could be placed on the District's call list.  Wanting to stay true to the promise, the principal and the pastor, offered to extend a call if the teacher would agree beforehand to decline the call.  



He agreed and the process moved forward.  When the voters meeting came, the congregation did issue the call and to the surprise of the principal and the pastor, the teacher accepted the call.  The case remains unresolved.  



Would you be willing to apply lessons you have been teaching us to this dilemma?  


>>DR. JOEL D. BIERMANN:  All right, Nick.  I'm tempted to say:  No I don't even want to touch your question.  Concrete situations are where these things always get nasty and get hard.  I have the advantage of sitting back on the outside.  Just listening to the question.  



I don't know the players involved.  I don't know the histories.  So it's kind of easier for me to make a snap judgement.  And I'll take a run at this and try to apply some of the principles here and we'll think this thing through.  I'm not sure I'll have a final solution.  But at least I think we can bring a little clarity to kind of what's going on and how we might look at this a little differently.  



I would say, first of all, the colloquy idea is a good idea.  The fact that we have Lutheran schools that are being staffed by non-Lutherans always I find a little bit perplexing and odd.  I think it's a good thing that our Lutheran school teachers learn Lutheran doctrine and have the equipment so they can apply doctrinally correct principles in classrooms.  That's a good thing.  A very good idea.  



The second objection I would make is apparently the teacher who had gone through the colloquy program wasn't paying attention in class somewhere along the way or something went a little haywire because for a teacher to make a deal and then to go back on that, oh, there's a huge lack of integrity.  And a huge lack of, you know, commitment to being faithful.  I mean, it's just playing games.  So that's just unfortunate.  



And I would really wonder about the person's Christian integrity who would say:  Okay.  You can give me the call.  And I'll refuse it.  And that's the deal we've got worked out.  And then they turn around and change their actions.  That's unacceptable.  



Now, let's go to the problem with the principal and the pastor.  I think the situation where the principal felt like he was kind of obligated to extend the call because of the promise he made, I think that was an error.  Because this is a left hand issue, guys.  This is an issue of we want to have people who are competent in our classrooms teaching our children.  



And if you have an incompetent person, it doesn't matter if they are educated in the Lutheran school or not, they don't belong in the classroom if they are not competent.  It's just a left hand question.  



And what had happened was the original promise had been  altered by this individual's failure to keep one of the most basic elements of the contract, which is to faithfully carry out my responsibilities.  A teacher is contracted.  They are there to carry out a task in the left hand realm.  They need to do that well in the horizontal realm.  If they are not doing it well, the principal is obligated to remove that person so they are not going to continue doing a bad job.  



The fact that the person had completed a colloquy, great, I'm glad you have some more information.  It still doesn't make you a good teacher.  That's a different issue.  



So the principal should have simply said:  I'm sorry how this has worked out.  But I'm even more sorry that you weren't able to handle the classroom the way you needed to.  But we cannot have you in a classroom next year.  And I really hope that with your Lutheran education, you're able to find another call somewhere else or another contract somewhere else.  But we cannot issue you a call in good conscious knowing that you are not a competent teacher in our classroom.  That was a big mistake that principal made personally.  



Now, now that it's done, the call has been issued, the person has taken it, I think the principal has no other choice but to go to the congregation, spill the beans, tell the whole story and say:  I errored greatly in recommending this person for a call.  I should not have done that.  Please forgive me for this wrong move.  And let's do the right thing now.  And we need this -- this teacher should not be in our classroom next year.  And we need to do the appropriate actions.  And I think the congregation needs to do that.  



Is there going to be a little egg on everybody's face?  Yeah.  There is.  But I'm not sure if there's any better way around that one.  



Integrity is being compromised in lots of places.  But it's worse to kind of play games with the divine call I think than it is to simply say:  Things have changed.  You're not the teacher we thought you were.  And I'm sorry that it's not working out.  But we cannot issue you a call in good conscious and proceed like everything is the same and kind of play with the call.  



A call is a call.  And the teacher had every right to take that call.  Even though she had made a promise or he had made a promise not to.  Which is the lack of integrity.  When a call is issued, yeah, you're given a call and you can't put an asterisk on it and say:  But don't take it.  That's not really being fair, either.  



So I think there's a whole series of errors being made here, which is typical of these bad situations.  And really the only way out is for people to take responsibility for their part in it.  Come clean, admit that responsibility.  And allow the congregation to figure out the best way forward in light of these situations.  



One other thought that occurs to me as I'm just kind of thinking about this issue is that it could very well be that the principal and maybe the pastor are both being motivated by some of that Lutheran tendency to kind of be hung up on the Gospel and really, we have to do the Gospel.  We have to do the loving thing.  We have to make sure the Gospel is being the motive.  



And that could be what is driving them to want to go the extra mile, do the right thing.  Or try to kind of help out this teacher.  Okay, we'll go ahead and give him the call.  



So this is a really good illustration of what happens when you let the Gospel try to inform the left hand.  In fact, this is a very good example of that.  If you think back to what I gave you, you know, way back in the discussion here, that the Gospel does not rule the left hand very well at all.  



And if you try to bring the Gospel into the left hand, you almost always get into a mess.  And maybe that's what's going on here.  Maybe the desire is:  Well, let's do the Gospel thing.  Let's just go ahead and work with this teacher.  And we'll give him the call.  That's the Gospel thing to do.  



And now they get bit.  Nailed.  Because they were not kind of holding the line in the left hand.  The obvious thing is:  Hey, this teacher is not a good teacher.  We don't want this teacher in the classroom.  No call.  



That's the obvious law-motivated left hand thing to do.  Then the Gospel says:  Oh, go ahead.  



So they do that.  And now they are nailed.  Because they've taken the Gospel.  Tried to shoe horn it into the left hand.  And now everybody is paying the price.  



Left the left hand be run by the left hand.  The law has its place.  It can be harsh.  And it can be hard.  And there are times to kind of soften it but you better be careful you're not setting yourself up to get hurt because you're not being faithful with your responsibility.  And instead you're kind of doing it in the name of the Gospel.  It doesn't work very well.  



And maybe that's part of what's going on here.  And I would be very suspicious that at least it entered into their thoughts a little bit here.  I'm certain that was an underlying factor in some of this in not keeping the law and the Gospel straight.  Keeping the two realms straight.  



So tough question.  And answers are hard to come by.  But I think you can begin to think with some clarity if you think through it in the two realms and the two kinds of righteousness.  And I hope you're able to sort out your own casuistry issues down the road.  
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>>  Good day, Professor Schulz.  My name is David.  I have a question I've long wanted to ask.  We always use the term church.  But I don't even know where the term comes from and what it actually means.  Can you help me out here, please?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  David, that's a good question.  And it is true that this term church is used so often without people actually knowing where it comes from.  If we look at the word church, we might associate with it a term that is found in the Bible.  And that is true.  But it has been transposed into the Bible into a word that's generally used for the church now in Greek that is called ekklesia.  



We know in Matthew 16 Verse 18 Jesus says that:  I will build my church on this confession.  So there is a particular word in the New Testament in Greek that is called ekklesia.  



However, the term church as we know it today goes back to an old term that is found in German called ***keerhar and also an old Saxon term that sounds similar, which goes back to the Greek word kyriakos.  Kyriakos means those belonging to the Lord.  Or kyriaki, which also means the house of the Lord.  



In other words, this word kyriaki is a Greek word.  But cannot be found in the New Testament.  



So generally what you would say then is this:  That the term church, or ***keerhar in German, is one that we have put onto the New Testament and associate it today with the word ekklesia.  That word in term I will fully explain later on.  



It is also crucial that we understand what we mean by church.  Church is a gathering of people who believe in Jesus Christ.  They come together usually to worship or to meet for other occasions so that they may worship to the Lord Jesus Christ.  



This church gathering that we have usually on Sundays goes back to the understanding that they have to be people that are called out from the society to meet and come together for the special service to the Lord Jesus Christ.  



We know of many other gatherings that take place in this world.  We know of political gatherings.  Parties meet.  We know of clubs also meeting.  But Martin Luther in the Large Catechism you might recall in the third chief part of the -- no.  In the second chief part, the Third Article, mentioned therein that the church is not to be associated with a building.  Or with just any gathering in this world that takes place.  He uses the term Gemeinschaft.  And he rejects that word.  



In other words, he does not want the church to be associated with a club mentality that says on the basis of race or of color or of language people are not allowed to come to church.  In fact, in Galatians 3 Verse 28 we read there is no difference between the Jews or the Greeks for they are all together one in faith in Jesus Christ.  



And that's the important point here.  That we don't look at the church as a gathering that meets and thereby excludes others from its fellowship.  Everyone is allowed to come as long as there is this faith in Jesus Christ that brings that person together into this gathering.  



Luther also rejects the understanding that people commonly have are.  Namely, that the church is a building.  A consecrated building.  So that irrespective as to whether people are gathered there or not, that we consider this a church.  



Yes, we do know that there are beautiful churches in Europe and also in the United States.  The architecture varies a lot.  But people have chosen sites where they will gather.  



However, it is not the building itself that matters.  What matters is that the presence of Christ is there where the Word is being preached.  And where the people are gathered.  That is what Luther identifies as church.  Not the building as such.  



There's another term in the New Testament that is often used to identify a gathering.  It's the term synagogue.  As you know, the apostle Paul in the Book of Acts frequently visited in his mission the Jewish people as they gathered in the synagogue.  This may be identified as church, also.  



However, in our Christian Church, we have generally used the term church or ekklesia and not synagogue.  Synagogue might be understood as a term in the New Testament that picks up the Old Testament Hebrew word for cahal, the holy ones.  And it is in the Septuagint or is placed for the word cahal that gathering that the Jews used to have in the Old Testament, as well.  



The apostle Paul always makes the point that it is crucial in his mission first to visit the synagogue.  That is the gathering of the Jews.  And to indicate thereby that he has not forsaken them.  However, soon in his mission, we also realize how crucial it was for him to continue the mission to the Gentiles.  



This shows that the church for the apostle Paul is one that incorporates all nations.  Not just one, the Jews themselves.  But also those that live in Samaria, Judea and beyond that in Rome.  And as he indicates in his letter to the Romans, the first and last chapters, that he also wants to visit Spain.  



So Paul is utterly convinced that the Christian nation of the future that he wants to bring to Jesus Christ needs to consist of all nations in this world.  I think therein already lies the mission impetus.  That is the understanding that we are motivated to do mission for the sake of bringing all nations into the church.  And it already lies in the roots of the mission of the apostle Paul. 

No. 38.


>> Okay.  I think I understand.  But let me ask this:  If the term does not come from Scripture, how then does Scripture speak of the church?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  David, the church in Scripture can be associated with a number of perceptions.  A number of descriptions.  And I would like to mention a few now as we look at the New Testament.  



And one of these terms or associations with the church is the Kingdom of God or the kingdom of heavens or the kingdom of Christ as it is also used.  This term, the Kingdom of God, can in some ways be associated with the church.  



Because it indicates that there are people in this world that are ruled by Jesus Christ.  Those that believe in him, Jesus Christ comes to them, rules over their hearts through both Word and sacrament.  



And as these people meet and come together, they praise the Lord Jesus Christ and say:  Come, maranata, as we read in II Corinthians.  That is they call Jesus Christ and invoke his presence in their midst.  



The Kingdom of God or basileia tou as we call it in Greek is a term that is associated with the ministry of John the Baptist and also Jesus Christ.  It begins by people entering this kingdom through repentance.  



You might recall that the ministry of John at the River Jordan was to call people to come and repent of their sins so they may enter this kingdom.  And Jesus Christ in his ministry of proclaiming the Word continued to call people to the Kingdom of God.  And in fact, in his person, that kingdom was represented.  So all those who repented by hearing his message and then believing in him would then be entering into that kingdom.  



In the preaching of Jesus, we find a number of parables that beautifully describe this Kingdom of God.  These parables are crucial for the understanding of the church.  Some of these parables are included in describing the church in our Lutheran Confessions.  So therefore, in the few minutes that are following, I would like to indicate to you a few of these parables that are mentioned and are helpful to describe what the Kingdom of God really means.  And also, how it relates to the church.  



In the Gospel of Matthew, Chapter 30, if you open up to that place, you will notice that there are a number of parables being used.  And I would like you to go there and look at a few of them.  



The first parable that comes to my notice is that of the sower.  That is of the four ***filed soil in Matthew 13 Verse 3 following.  Now, what could we say to that parable and how does it relate to the church?  



Well, it means that the Word of God takes hold of the heart of a person as it begins to grow therein.  It begins to bear fruit.  And the members of the kingdom are those in whose heart this Word of God begins to grow and to bear fruit.  



Granted, as the parable shows, the Word of God will not always fall on fertile soil.  There will be hearers of the Gospel who will not come to faith.  Who will reject God's Word.  But then there's also this fertile soil on whom this Word of God will bear fruit.  And they will show it through good works and love to one another.  



I think this is a good parable to explain the existence of the church today.  That therein are people who are not believers.  But nonetheless belong to its outward community.  And on the other hand, there are those on whom the Word of God grows.  And those that believe in Jesus Christ.  



Secondly, there is this parable on the weeds or of the weeds in Matthew 13 Verse 24 following.  I understand this parable to say this:  That the Kingdom of God does not resemble the visible congregation on earth.  But the church is a mixed body of believers, as I've said before already, that also includes hypocrites.  But as long as the church exists on earth, we cannot and should not weed out these hypocrites.  



It is not possible for us to do something that the Lord Jesus Christ will do when he returns at the day of judgement.  Then it will be his task to weed out those and place them to the left side.  And those he will take to his kingdom to lead them into it on the right-hand side as the example of Matthew 25, the judgement of the goats and the sheep in this case.  



That does not say that the church does not need to employ discipline.  I will come back to Matthew 18 and exactly what it means to discipline someone in the church.  But it's crucial to understand that we cannot forego the reality of heaven in this world today.  And have to accept that there will be amongst the Christians that gather Sunday after Sunday also those who will not come to heaven.  A reality, however, that is not ours yet but one that will come when Jesus Christ returns.  



A third parable briefly is that of the mustard seed and the yeast found in Matthew 13 Verse 31 following.  Just as the kingdom grows outwardly, this parable tells us, also, that it needs to grow inwardly.  Like a mustard seed, or this yeast that is also included next to this parable.  



We then have a fourth parable of the hidden treasure and the pearl, which is found in Matthew 13 Verse 44 to 46.  The Kingdom of God is the highest treasure for all of us.  And the most valuable possession we Christians can attain in this world.  And for this reason we should seek it out, we should give everything possible that we can find this Kingdom of God.  And so it means that only those who deny themselves and truly seek out this treasure will find it and will be graciously rewarded.  The children of this world ignore this treasure and do not look for it.  



We as Christians know where the hidden pearl lies.  We can find it in the church where the Word is being preached and where the sacraments are administered.  There is the pearl that we need to look for so that we may receive eternal salvation.  



We also have the parable of the net in Matthew 13 Verse 47 following.  The Word of God here in this parable is like a net.  With it new members will be added to the church.  The net brings the fish into the boat.  And so, also, the church will bring in new members as they hear God's Word.  



While on earth, unbelievers and believers continue to co-exist in this world.  And only on Judgement Day will Jesus Christ take those out of the boat, namely, those fish that he finds inadequate to be eaten, and he will throw them overboard.  And hand them over to eternal damnation.  



We also have the parable of the tenants in Matthew 21 Verse 33 following.  This parable tells us that the church has undergone three stages.  It was prepared in the Old Testament with the Jews and the people of God, the nation of God, from Abraham onwards.  



Then we find it in the New Testament as a community that reaches out to both Jews and to the heathens.  And God's Word continues on us this day.  



But there's also a third stage in the church that means that there will be a kingdom of glory and the church will be triumphant.  God works on our souls today.  It bears fruit.  But there will be a time when we will be actually becoming that full manifest church in Jesus Christ.  



It is important to know with the imagery of the vine in John 10 -- or John 14 actually where we are grafted in to the vine as branches.  In the parable of the vine, Jesus mentions that it's important and crucial for us Christians to remain grafted into the vine.  And how is that possible?  



It will be only through the Word that we hear constantly Sunday after Sunday that we will remain as branches and grafted into this vine.  That is also the important point to be made with this parable.  



We then, also, have a parable of the lost sheep, the lost coin and the son in Luke 15.  The lost sinner in this parable is the one who will return back to Jesus Christ.  It is the one whose invitation will come to him through the Gospel.  He will be asked to return because Jesus Christ's love is always open for him.  That is, we affirm here in this parable the doctrine of justification as it is narrated, told to us, in a story form.  



And in this parable we will also see that through repentance the Son will be restored into this beautiful relationship with the Father.  And as the Son is given new clothes, so, also, we, too, as we return through repentance will be restored with the righteousness of Christ.  We will be given the ring that means also that we will be restored as children in the relationship of God.  And we will walk a new life, that is in the parable the son is given shoes.  That, too, is significant in the story here to indicate how wonderful it is for us to know that there is always God the Father in Jesus Christ who will receive us back as we repent of our sins.  



We then have a good -- the Good Samaritan, the parable in Luke 10.  This parable describes none other than Jesus Christ as the Good Samaritan.  Jesus Christ will bring the fallen sinner into the safe haven of his church.  And there, through Word and sacrament, those are the two silver coins, I might add in Verse 35, this sinner or this hurt person that was helped here and restored and brought back into the hotel, will be nurtured healthy.  



Luther once said a that the church is a hospital.  And I think he refers back to this parable.  The church is a hospital of sinners who need to come back and repeatedly be restored and made healthy again and again in their life.  



We still have three more parables.  One of them is the parable of the wedding banquet in Matthew 22.  The Kingdom of God here is compared to a father, a king, who wants to celebrate a wedding for his son.  And what we are told here are people are invited to come.  And not everyone wants to come actually.  And he sends out his servants to invite others to come in.  And eventually there is a gathering of people at the wedding banquet.  And then it says of someone that is not adequately dressed, he does not wear the wedding dress.  



And therefore, it says in this parable that while all are called, not everyone is invited.  And not everyone who is in the wedding, that is in the church itself, will not be considered one who is fittingly or appropriately a member.  



We then have the parable of the ten virgins in Matthew 25.  Only those who actually fill their lamp with oil and are prepared for the coming of the Lord are those that will enter heaven.  



How do we Christians in our church prepare ourselves for the coming of the Lord?  How do we fill our lamps?  It basically means that all of us in the church should expose ourselves to the Word of God so that our faith, that oil in our body, is filled repeatedly by the Word of God.  



And finally, we have the parable of the talents.  Here in this parable the kingdom of glory will only be given to those who look after their talents.  Who are good stewards of those gifts that the Lord Jesus gives us.  We need to put our faith to work in this world.  We need to give mission a place in our lives.  We need to do good works to those who are poor and needy.  



These are all things where the talents can be used in our life.  Those talents that the Lord Jesus Christ has given each of us.  



We can see, therefore, from this overview of the Kingdom of God in terms of it being described in the parables how beautifully these fit with the description of what the church is.  The Kingdom of God might be described, also, one in its glorious sense.  Namely, that Jesus Christ also rules the world at the right hand of God the Father.  



However, we can say and we should affirm that rule or reign or dominion of Christ as it is associated with the reality of the church as he rules over those who come together and hear his Word.  I think our focus is on that reality.  On a church that exists.  And we should emphasize this point with the help of these parables that we have just looked at.  



We have spoken so far about the Kingdom of God and identified that with the church.  I would like to say a few words or so on the term ekklesia.  



The term ekklesia comes from the Greek word, the preposition ek and the verb kaleo.  That means to call out from.  So the Greek word really makes a lot of sense when we look at it as the Word of God being preached and then there are people called out of a circle of people and brought together and defined then as the church.  



Now, some may ask:  What exactly does the church look like in the New Testament?  Is it a congregation?  Or is it maybe a Synod or a huge body of believers all over the world?  



Well, I would say that we can look at Scriptures and say that there are small congregations mentioned.  In the Book of Acts we know that there are individual churches mentioned, Jerusalem, Antioch, Ephesus.  But then we can also say that in Chapter 12 of the book of Romans, we can say there's a church also defined as a larger community that expands all over the world.  It's the church that exists wherever there are believers.  



So in other words, ekklesia needs to be carefully read in the passages that we look at.  We can't always say it just means a congregation or it means a large gathering that transgresses geography.  This is important as we look and read the New Testament.  



One important point also needs to be made then is that while we define the church as those true believers in Jesus Christ, that congregation or that Communion, we also know that it attains some visibility.  It protrudes in society.  People know that this is a church that there are Christians.  And where is such visibility to be found?  



Well, we can see in I Corinthians 10 and 11 that there were Christians coming together and worshiping and actually celebrating the Lord's Supper.  They were coming together as a fellowship.  And a word that's used there is ***konia.  That they came together as a fellowship around the body of Christ and the cup that they were celebrating.  



So the church also becomes visible through its activities of love, such as diakonia, diaconical services, human care services.  It helps our people in this world.  And in Matthew 5 Verse 16 there's a sentence being said by Jesus Christ that you must become a salt, a light, to the world.  



So in other words, Christians cannot be complacent in their life.  They need to understand that they need to work in this world in their vocation and thereby become active.  I think that's what Jesus Christ means in this passage.  



In I Peter 3 Verse 12 we also find a passage there that speaks about us doing good things through our works.  That people may see them and praise God in heaven.  So we intend people to understand that Christians believe in Jesus Christ.  But at the same time also become visible in their activities.  



We have thus seen so far that the church that we speak of Sunday after Sunday that meets and gathers for worship is a church strictly speaking one that does not associate itself only with the pure true believers.  But that it also is a gathering of all those that come together.  And amongst them, also are those that consider themselves not as true believers but as we would define as hypocrites.  



Only in heaven, finally, will the separation take place.  This is the aspect that is also included in the parables that we have spoken of.  



I come now to another term that is being used to describe the church.  Namely, the body of Christ.  In Romans 12 or I Corinthians 12, as well, there we see that the church is defined as the body of Christ.  And that there are many members put into that body.  



They are of Christ's flesh and blood.  And without Christ, however, it would be like a corpse.  A body without a head.  



And the individualdom only exists as he is connected to the body.  Only true believers here it is said can be members of the body of Christ.  The one Lord has put all together through one baptism we hear in I Corinthians 12 Verse 13.  This ***konia that I mentioned before, this fellowship with the Lord Jesus Christ and with one another, is expressed especially in the Lord's Supper.  And that's why we will speak, also, about the ramifications and implications of the fellowship around the Lord's Supper.  



Now, the Holy Spirit has also endowed his members of the church with very special gifts.  In this way, the church is called to help one another.  That is, the members are there to support and build each other up.  



We might compare this to a living organism.  There was one great theologian in the 19th Century called ***Velenlure.  He actually went back to this text and promoted the idea of the church as a living organism.  That is, as it reaches out to people, it continues to extend its boundaries.  It moves around the world as people help one another.  And especially, as the ministry of Word and sacrament is implemented, as well.  



However, we need to say that these gifts that are endowed to the church, to every Christian, ought to be applied orderly, not disorderly.  So that everything that occurs is done to the glory of Jesus Christ.  And the ministry of Word and sacrament, we may point out, is crucial to supervise and maintain that order in the church.  So that if somebody stands up and wishes to speak in tongues, as we know that occurs in the context of the Corinthians, Paul advises that this is to be done orderly in such a way that everybody can understand.  And that supervision over such gifts is done through the institute of ministry of Word and sacraments.  



We also have one further image.  That is the bride of Christ.  In Ephesians 5, we are given an understanding that Jesus Christ is the bridegroom of the bride.  Just as the husband is to the wife.  



This example here indicates the important relationship that the church has to Jesus Christ.  And to use the analogy of a marriage is helpful, as well.  



Some theologians emphasize the point that gender is here important, as well.  Namely, that just as Jesus Christ was the male of the church, the male member of the church, the male supervisor, so -- and as the husband is also the male person in the marriage, so to the pastor needs to be a male person when it comes to the ordination.  



We think here of the church as being the bride as one that cannot be separated from Jesus Christ.  He is the Lord of the church.  And without him, the church cannot be led to eternity.  I think this relationship here and the image of the church as being the bride of Christ is absolutely crucial for the understanding of the church.  



It has also been customary in the history of the church and in its theology to speak of the church as the mother.  Galatians 4 Verse 26 perhaps is a text where this is indicated.  The Old Testament church is defined by the apostle Paul as the mother.  And it is appropriate to talk of the church as the mother since we children, you and I, are flesh and blood, are indebted to our mothers for having come into this world.  And also to survive in it without our parents and our mother, especially, it would not have been possible to survive.  AND so defining the church as a mother means basically this:  Without it, without being placed into its midst, it would be very difficult for us Christians to survive in this world.  



There are also other imageries of the church, such as it being the house or the temple or the city of God.  I would advise you to go to the letter to the Ephesians, Chapter 2 Verse 11 following.  For there we are given an indication that the church is the house of God.  And we as members of that house are invited into this church.  And will actually be served by God himself at the table.  



This church, this house of Jesus Christ, is one that has members.  And we are compared often to being the wall of that church.  Stones that are being placed into that building.  And this church, this house, is actually built on a cornerstone.  That is this cornerstone being Jesus Christ is grafted into the church.  And without that cornerstone, this whole building will crumble together.  



And therein, also, we are given an understanding in this imagery of the church as house.  That it is standing on a very firm foundation.  And that foundation is identified as the apostles or the preaching of the prophets.  So that the church needs to understand, as we talk about its apostolic foundation, that it cannot exist without the preaching of the apostles.  As they have witnessed Jesus Christ.  And as they are preaching to the church in the New Testament.  And as it is now recorded in the Bible.  We are relying on the words of the apostles for our proclamation in the church today.  



Finally, the imagery of the church as being a flock of Jesus Christ or of the pen as it is said to us in John 10 is absolutely important here.  Just like the pen offers security to the sheep against wolves and thieves, so, also, the church is a pen where we Christians are being given refuge and protection from this world.  



It is like a Noah's ark that was being built to protect those inside it from the oncoming storm.  The door to this pen is Jesus Christ.  And the shepherd is Jesus Christ, as well, who leads his flock.  



That is why Luther in the Smalcald Article when he was asked how to define the church says this simple sentence:  The church is the flock of Jesus Christ that hears the voice of its shepherd.  



Outside the church here we can say then there is no salvation.  Many times in the history this sentence has been abused.  And it can be misunderstood.  If the church is the haven or the pen in which people are given salvation, it means for us Lutherans this:  Wherever the preaching occurs, wherever the Word of forgiveness is being spoken and said and preached, there salvation is found.  



We, therefore, disassociate ourselves with the understanding that a church of Christ has to create a hierarchy.  And only if we affirm that hierarchy and belong under it do we then consider ourselves as true members of the church.  This has always been the argument against the Roman Catholic understanding of the church and its statement that outside the church, there is no salvation.  Namely, that they claim that the hierarchy and the Roman pontiff is the one that sits over the church and that everyone who does not belong under that hierarchy should not consider himself a member of a church.  



This was a long answer to a question about what the church is all about in the Scriptures.  I think it is crucial here just to reaffirm the fact that there is a lot of imagery going on in the Scriptures about what the church really is.  And we should be careful as we evaluate the evidence in Scripture that we come to an exhaustive conclusion about what the church is and what is being said therein.  



We spoke about the Kingdom of God.  We looked at the number of parables about what the church is.  And we then went to a few imageries such as the mother of all believers, the flock of Christ, and so being the body of Jesus Christ.  All these help us to explain what the church is.  

No. 39.  


>> Professor Schulz, it is good to be taking a course from you again.  I am Josh.  You know, I am familiar with most of these descriptions, some, of course, more than others.  For example, I have often heard pastors or teachers use the term ecclesial or Ecclesiology.  Could you please say something more on the importance of these words and what I should be looking out for when we use them?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Josh, I think that the term ecclesial or Ecclesiology can sometimes confuse a layperson who has not been exposed to the theology.  I do think that it is very easy to speak about the term Ecclesiology and ecclesial in a context of pastors, perhaps, or those people who have had a theological education.  Because as we have said, the word ecclesial or Ecclesiology comes back or goes back to the word ***ekklaoi, to be called out of.  



So once we know that, it should be clear that Ecclesiology is really like biology.  The study of the church.  The theology of the church.  



And so when we talk about that term, ecclesial or Ecclesiology, it is nothing else but then to say that we are interested in speaking about anything that pertains to the church.  And it is now commonly used in books and in literature.  Just like sometimes we use a word Neumatology, that is the theology about the Holy Spirit, so also we speak now of Ecclesiology.  That means nothing but just the theology of the church.  

No. 40.  


>> I'm also aware of other contemporary terms associated with church that are not explicitly used in Scripture.  Such as Synod or denomination.  Today we also call some communities mega churches, others rural or urban churches.  Some Christians avoid the term church all together and prefer to call their church a Gospel or fellowship hall.  Could you perhaps shed some more light on these various descriptions?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, I have noticed that, too.  That as we read about books, we discover that there are terms used such as Synod.  We know that we are called the Lutheran Church of Missouri Synod.  What does that mean?  



It basically means that the Missouri Synod as a church has decided to adopt a certain polity.  It has decided -- its over 6,000 congregations have decided together to adopt a certain way as they would like to run everyday life as a community, as a church.  



They have structured their polity accordingly.  They have a president.  And they have districts, district presidents.  They have circuit councils.  All of these indicate that the Synodical structure that we as a church of Missouri Synod have today is one by choice.  



One cannot say that the word Synod is found in Scripture in the sense of actually saying to us:  This is the polity now that we need to adopt for today, the 21st Century.  When our fathers came and formed the Synod in 1847, they had a number of options to choose as to what polity they may use.  



As you know in Germany and other countries around the world, the polity that they use is not Synod.  But usually what we call an Episcopal structure.  That means instead of a president, they have a bishop.  And they have usually theological convention that is making decisions only when pastors are present.  And then they also have a Synod that then affirms those decisions that the pastors have reached at their conferences.  



We have a Synodical structure that allows a convention of laity and pastors together, delegates coming.  And they make resolutions, decisions, about what the Synod needs to affirm theologically and about its polity for the future.  



Such resolutions are usually binding.  That is, advisory to every congregation in the Synod.  It is important to understand that as we look at our Synod today, these congregations that become members of the Synod follow it theologically, doctrinally.  That is they have an interest that what the church teaches, the church of Missouri Synod now, is crucial for them to exist in this world today.  



And to help us along the years, the decades and the centuries now, the Missouri Synod has also decided to establish a committee, a commission, on theology and church relations.  That, for example, will help us Christians in the congregations to walk a life in this world with answers given to particular issues as they emerge.  



We know that it becomes increasingly difficult to answer biomedical issues.  These problems that arise around abortion or procreation and other issues.  And we need to find answers here.  And so the Synod has enabled us to listen carefully to the words that will be spoken by a commission that clearly enunciates and states the position based on Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions.  



As I look at the founding days in 1847 and the first constitution that was written, we need to note that our church of Missouri Synod is based on Scripture in its inherent form and also on the Lutheran Confessions.  That provides us a basis to work with.  In fact, it serves as a guidance to lead us into the future.  And we always need to return back to Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions in order to maintain that original intent that the founding fathers had wanted to be included in the constitutions.  



We also might be mindful that the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod needs to negotiate with a number of partners around the world.  Those that as we also affirm the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions as binding for all pastors and congregations.  



We have created in the world an international Lutheran Council.  That means that this Council comes together every third or second year and meets and discusses issues that relate to all partner churches around the world.  



It's a crucial gathering.  Because it offsets the Lutheran World Federation's domination around the world.  And it is crucial that we affirm the International Lutheran Council and that many of our church leaders around the world come together and meet and discuss important issues that are relating to our church Missouri Synod.  But also internationally to other churches, as well.  



One might ask the question then:  What exactly was the interest of bringing together congregations and forming a Synod?  It is probably a problem that was associated with the initial presidency of the Missouri Synod or the first fathers as they came over from Germany that created the Synodical structure.  



We know that the father or the bishop of the first Perry County Christians as they came over was Martin Stephan.  There were some sad stories around his person.  And as a result, the fathers that were in Perry County decided not to go along with that structure that they had adopted in Germany.  But to create one their own instead.  



Many accuse the Synod, thereby, of buying into the American polity of democracy.  It is true that in the New Testament we cannot find the Democratic rule that says that every Christian is allowed to rule over their doctrine.  Sometimes it is the truth that needs to prevail.  And the truth cannot be ruled away by a Democratic vote here or there.  



But it probably is important to note that in the Synod with its multiple structures of presidency, of districts and of congregations, that all are given a an equal say.  And this equal representation takes place at the convention.  



One other aspect of our Synod is also that we have united around three concerns.  These concerns pertain, first of all, to theological education of our pastors.  Together all congregations unite that they are around the cause of having seminaries established.  And we have two currently in Ft. Wayne and St. Louis that educate pastors.  



We then, also, have a joint concern in the Synod for the publication of our literature.  And for this reason, we have created the Concordia Publishing House, for us to read the literature that especially pertains to our Synod.  



And finally, I would say that the Synod also comes together particularly around the vision of mission.  And so for international missions especially, since not everyone can go overseas, it is important that we unite together around a mission that is being done and centralized actually for us to send somebody under the supervision of a Board, that that Board then assumes control and authority and accountability of someone who is engaged in mission overseas.  



So just to summarize these three concerns, as a Synod, we are interested first that we have mission being continued, theological education.  And also the publication of books.  And then in terms of our constitution, we also need to add that the roots or the basis of our existence is that we affirm repeatedly and return back to the unadulterated Scriptures and also the Lutheran Confessions.  



One important point here in this connection of affirming doctrine and the truth as it is found in Scripture and the Confessions is really that we then have decided to exist as a denomination.  We have indicated, Josh, the word denomination.  



We as a Missouri Synod think that it is important to continue to exist as a denomination.  Because we believe that in this world today, as we look at all of the various other denominations, that we have a special place therein because we try to go back and retrieve the truth from Scripture and affirm it in such a way as perhaps other churches do not agree with.  



And so our reason for existence today I think is solely because we are understanding Scripture differently.  And explaining it in view of the Confessions in such a way that will not find agreement elsewhere.  



You have also indicated of other communities that have tried to avoid the term church.  Yes, I know that there are evangelical groups or those that you might call groups of the Radical Reformation who call their gatherings or the churches as they come together worshiping communities or worship halls or something else.  



I think they have a certain resentment against institutionalism, against the institutionalized church.  This means that they would like to return back to the early church context and say that they don't -- or are not influenced by the Reformation Era.  But actually are existing already far earlier than those times of the 16th Century.  



There are also other concepts of church today in the 21st Century that we need to notice.  Such as the emergent church movement.  Some of you might have heard about this as you read books written by authors such as Brian Mclaren.  Now, I have my certain reservations about the emergent church movement.  



I do see it playing a great role today in the spirituality of the youth, the forthcoming generation.  I think this generation that follows the booming age, the age of the boomers, is looking not for technology or other things such as the boomers have looked for.  These new Christians are looking for something more aspiring, more spiritual.  



And therefore, the emergent church has addressed the issue of rituals, those practices that the church is doing Sunday after Sunday, and tries to reinvigorate those in the life of the church.  However, it is important to note that as we look at such movements, that they exist because the Gospel is being preached.  And they live from the Gospel.  



And so we would indicate to them that it is not merely the ambiance of being in a celebration, of having rituals taking place, that is actually defining solely the church's existence.  The church exists on the basis of the Gospel.  And we have an interest to emphasize that the Gospel must be purely and rightly preached to the people.  And cannot be avoided and worked away with solely to unite with one another.  We have emphasized this point repeatedly with the movement such what we call today the emergent church.  



Josh, we also have a number of terms that are used today as we speak about the church such as mega churches or meta churches.  And that term is associated with huge churches.  Churches that have perhaps more than just one pastor.  A large membership.  



And these churches rely on a team ministry.  So that mega church -- those mega churches exist today frequently in cities and have made up a dominant portion of our Synod today.  And have seized great attention in a number of circles.  



I would say the mega church concept plays an important role in the Missouri Synod today.  We need to define, however, that the ministry that is provided in such a church equals that of other churches, as well.  That we have pastors who actually are intent not only of leading the church as a person would maybe lead a company, but also be willing to engage in the Word and sacrament ministry.  



We also have a number of other churches that identify themselves with the Missouri Synod.  The rural churches.  I've spoken about Perry County.  And we notice that in the history of the Missouri Synod that these rural churches have really served as the backbone.  But as the United States received more and more immigrants, these rural churches finally were absorbed into cities.  



We still have a lot of rural cities, that is true.  But many of them are experiencing great losses.  People such as farmers cannot sustain themselves anymore and move away to cities to find other sources of income.  



We need to pay particular attention to these plights of rural churches.  Since they have helped the Missouri Synod through all of these decades.  



Our focus and our attention today in the mission of the Missouri Synod is given a lot on urban churches.  Suburban churches especially.  As we look around the cities, we see them growing at a great pace.  And we need to emphasize that churches need to be planted all around such cities as the suburban growth takes place.  



Within the cities itself, such as inner city churches, we also have those communities that need particular attention.  In Detroit alone in the last ten years or so, more than 30 churches have closed down in these inner cities.  Which means that as people are moving away from the inner cities to suburban areas, there's a large vacuum left behind.  



And I have to say that we are still at a loss today as to how exactly we will address the plight of these communities.  But we should pay a particular attention to this plight and these -- this existence of communities that are struggling in the inner cities.  



So we notice, therefore, that today as we speak about the church and look at the Missouri Synod, that it is configured in a number of ways.  Rural cities, suburban cities, mega churches, and also inner city churches.  And we need to pay particular attention to all of them so that neither of these are neglected.  



One common concept used in contemporary Ecclesiologies is a term church growth.  And I would like to mention a little bit on that because it is prevalent in many circles today to promote church growth or to speak about it.  



Now, first the bottom line is really that we all would like our church to grow.  But as the parable of the seed, the fourfold seed as it is sown into various grounds, we also know that in some places it will not grow.  And for this very reason, we should emphasize that the church does not always grow as we humans would like it to do.  And we need to reserve a space or a very prevalent place for the Holy Spirit in our Ecclesiology, namely, that he is the one to bring about growth in the church.  And we need to thank him for everything that leads to such growth.  



The promoter of the church growth theory and practice is Donald McGavran.  Some of you might not know of him anymore.  But he was a famous missionary in India.  And as he looked at India and returned back to the United States, in retrospect he saw that many mistakes occurred during his mission in India.  



You might know that the churches in India struggle with a caste system.  Where some castes don't frequent with other members of other castes.  And Donald McGavran realized that over time the church in India had always enforced on Christians to merge with other caste systems.  



He, therefore, devised the concept of homogenous units saying that the church grows best when it deals with people who in some ways feel together.  That is that they have a particular interest or background on which they can build their relationships.  This homogenous unit principle has also been furthered in the concept of cell groups or small groups where people come together sharing a common interest so that the Word of God then is shared amongst those people.  



I think one concern that might be voiced against church growth is that it is very pragmatic orientated.  We as Lutherans are always concerned that the Gospel is preached purely and properly in the church.  And sometimes we need to discern between law and Gospel in all clarity so that members who come to church and live in blatant sin or have done something that they do not feel that they have committed and admit their guilt, then we are as Christians to proclaim the law clearly to them.  But then also forgive them for their sins.  



This clarity of the Word that rules in the church, in the Lutheran Church, gives a certain reprimand on church growth in the sense that it asks:  Can the Word in view of pragmatism still come to its full fruition in the environment of the church?  



These are just a few concerns.  And I would like you as a student also to become knowledgeable of the church growth system as it is still proclaimed in many circles today.  



In conclusion to this question, I have related you to a number of issues that pertain to Ecclesiology today.  I've looked at the word Synod and explained it to you.  I've said that there is a certain distinction in the Missouri Synod with other churches around the world.  These that have an Episcopal structure.  I have explained to you why the Synod even exists.  And I've also said that in its constitution of 1847, it made a clear statement that it wants to be founded on the proper explanation of Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions.  



I've also drawn attention to a number of words that circulate around in the church today.  And in literature the words such as mega church, urban churches, rural churches.  And also alerted to you the concept of the emergent church that is very prevalent and popular today.  And finally, I've also related to you the concept of church growth.  



That was all done in a very brief way.  And I would encourage you as a student to return back to all of these items as I've listed them.  And make yourself further knowledgeable about them.  

No. 41.  


>> My name is Nick, Dr. Schulz.  I would like to revisit Scripture for a moment and ask you something.  I'm curious after hearing you say that the word ekklesia occurs only a few times in the gospels, how important then are these passages for an understanding of the church?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, I have said that the term ekklesia is prevalent in the New Testament on a number of places -- in a number of places.  But in the gospels itself, it is only occurring two times.  In Matthew 16 and Matthew 18.  



And these passages are absolutely crucial to understand things about the church and how it runs its daily affairs.  Let me explain.  



When we look at Matthew 16, we see there in Jesus asking the disciples, particularly of Peter here now:  Who do you say the Son of God is?  And Peter responds by saying:  You are the Son -- you are Jesus Christ, the Son of the living God.  And Jesus Christ then responds:  On this confession, on this rock, should I say -- on this rock I will build my church.  



Over the history of the church, we have seen that this text has been interpreted in various ways.  In particular, one, the Roman Catholic view.  And on the other side, that of Martin Luther.  What do these two views say?  



Well, it seems that the Roman Catholic Church has taken this text to explain the primacy of Peter.  It has said that when Jesus Christ said:  On this rock I will build my church, that they refer to Peter himself.  And thereby, derive from it the primacy of Peter.  



Jesus Christ then continues and says:  The keys of binding and loosing will be given to you.  And the Roman Catholic Church, therefore, has said that the primacy of Peter has a lot to do with the position of the keys.  



First, let me relate to you the problem of this issue of the rock on which the church will be built.  We know that the word for Peter in Greek is Petros.  That means rock.  



Jesus Christ here in Greek, however, says:  On this petra I will build my church.  That means he uses now the feminine Greek word here.  And the indication is, Luther says, that this word points to the confession of Peter.  So that it says here:  On this confession I will build my church.  



I think that makes a lot of sense if we add to this the idea that the church has Jesus Christ as his head.  And without Jesus Christ, the church cannot exist.  And the church lives by its very confession of saying:  Jesus Christ is Lord, the Son of God.  



And the issue then here in this text also about the keys.  It is very helpful to draw attention to Matthew 18.  Because therein we can see ourself that Jesus Christ repeated the sentence of the binding and the loosing of the keys and referred that to the disciples themselves.  This means that not only Peter, but also the other disciples, have been given authority to loose and to bind sins.  



I think that is very crucial for the understanding of the keys in the church today.  Our understanding is that the keys have been given to the entire church and not to this or that particular person.  



When it comes to ministry, we need to explain clearly how these keys that belong to the church are then given to an individual.  The church, it is said in our theology, confers the power of the keys to that individual that he then may implement them.  



But let me return first again -- or again to the text here that is referring to the keys in Matthew 18.  We know that it does take away the primacy from Peter.  We also see that in Galatians 2 apostle Paul rebuked Peter and told him that he does not clearly understand the Gospel.  But focuses his entire ministry on the law.  



In fact, Peter probably did not quite understand how the doctrine of justification worked.  Namely, that you are saved without works but through faith alone.  



In Matthew 18, there is reference being made to the way a person should be disciplined.  You might recall in one of my earlier answers, I said that the church does not totally discard discipline.  There might be those people in our midst who live in blatant sin.  Those that are unrepentant of their sin.  And the question now becomes:  How should the church deal with such people?  I think the text in Matthew 18 clearly identifies here a strategy of how one should deal with one another in the community, a congregation.  



Let me read to you what Matthew 18 says in regards to church discipline.  There in Verse 15 following, it says this:  If your brother sins against you, go and show him his faults just between the two of you.  If he listens to you, you have won your brother over.  But if he will not listen, take one or two others along so that every matter may be established by the testimony of two or three witnesses.  



If he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church.  And if he refuses to listen even to the church, treat him as you would a pagan or a tax collector.  These words of Jesus Christ are very strong words.  Because they ultimately say that if a person is remaining unrepentant in our fellowship, that he should be regarded as someone like we would do as a tax collector or a pagan.  That is very difficult to say and to implement this in a congregation.  



But the point here is that should we have somebody who does not listen, who cannot be won over for what he had committed by actually repenting of it, it would be difficult to consider him a brother in our church.  



The strategy that is here provided gives us an indication that the keys that have been given to the pastor should be implemented very carefully.  And not regarded as a stick to yield haphazardly.  A pastor should also consult the elders as to what steps should be taken in regard to a person who is unrepentant.  And these steps should be carefully reviewed so that the church is not unnecessarily harmed in the process.  



The nature of the sin that is mentioned here needs a further explanation.  It is not just that sin that occurs that every sin -- every Christian commits.  We know that we are sinners and saints at the same time.  So the community always lives with the reality of sin in its midst.  What we are talking here of is a sin against the Holy Spirit.  Those that remain adamant in it and refuse to repent over it.  



In some cases it might occur that certain things are spoken public against another person.  That his name is made into ill reputes and his reputation is led to be seen negatively in the community.  Such public sin against another needs to be also addressed publicly.  



I think it is important that a pastor deals with such things by taking the Word publicly and saying to the people that this person has been wrongfully harmed by somebody else.  It is a difficult one because in the Lord's commandments, the eighth commandment, we need to see carefully that the step taken best, the first step should I say, of making amends is one as the Lord suggests.  Namely, to approach one another in private.  That should be the one that is taken seriously.  And only if things cannot be taken or improved from there in that situation, we should ensure that the steps are taken accordingly.  



The binding and loosing of keys, as we have spoken of here, is one that says basically that the pastor who applies them of binding and loosing is opening the gates of heaven for somebody.  Wherever the sins are withheld, the forgiveness is withheld, there the doors heaven are shut.  So the decision to bind someone's sin, that is not to forgive, is a very serious and grave decision that a pastor needs to take.  And therefore, as I've suggested, it is necessary to consult with everyone, particularly with the elders, as to what steps should be taken.  



The reason why I point out to the Office of the Keys this much is because I see that the church lives off the Office of the Keys.  Some say:  How and with what activity should we identify the pastor with?  I think it is that activity of the keys.  The pastor is there to forgive the sins on behalf of all others.  And you notice here that while we talk about the church, we have already entered the topic of ministry.  



But it is necessary to say that the church itself cannot exist on its own unless it has the fact of or the reality of forgiveness being administered in its midst.  And therefore, the ministry here of binding and of loosing is very important and needs to be set in place.  And the congregation's life should be structured in such a way that this activity of forgiveness can take place publicly in its midst.  

No. 42.  


>> Hello, I am Eric.  Dr. Schulz, it seems that there is some contradiction when you say that the keys are given to all believers instead of to just one person and then they are given to the pastors.  Could you expound on that a little?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Eric, I have particular concerns about this question insofar as it's somewhat difficult to answer.  Because the reality here is in the life of the church, all Christians forgive one another.  So we cannot deny a Christian the right to forgive another Christian.  



In fact, in the Lord's Prayer we pray:  And forgive us our trespasses as we forgive those who trespass against us.  So the keys, if you will, are used by every Christian.  



Martin Luther in the Smalcald Articles also speaks about the mutual consolation of brethren.  This mutual consolation I understand as that activity that occurs amongst Christians.  That they together with one another appease each other.  There where harm has been done, they restore their relationships.  We cannot deny that right for every Christian.  



However, I would like to add here, also, that the keys belong to the pastor, as well.  And here the keyword I think is public.  The word public here needs to be explained.  Sometimes the pastor might not necessarily be public.  That is, he might visit someone at the hospital and sit at the side of an individual.  And he will forgive the sins of that individual.  However, he does so publicly insofar as he's been given that authority to do so by the members.  



So that it is understood that the pastor is not doing something that he's not given the authority to do.  Likewise, also, in a worship service when the pastor stands in front of its members, he usually says:  I as an ordained and called service of Jesus Christ forgive you all your sins in the name of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.  



And in giving that forgiveness to the members, the members know here that they have transferred their authority of the keys to that individual.  Now, your question indicates a certain dilemma.  On the one hand the pastor has the keys for forgiveness.  On the other hand, the members have it.  



But as I've said here clearly, the crucial word that is to be used that understands the ministry of the pastor is the public authority.  And we need to realize that we give and have given a called minister such authority to do it on our behalf.  



Can the church remove the keys from that individual?  First of all, it should not be done haphazardly.  It is important that the church needs to realize that they have called a pastor.  And such call is the one that Jesus Christ also intends to affirm.  



Afterall, in John 20 Verse 19 following he does give the keys to the disciples.  And we know that that ministry continues in the ministry of the pastors.  



So the church needs to review each case very carefully as to whether the keys are implemented falsely.  And wrongly.  Such occasions can occur in the church where, for example, the pastor fails to do his duties, his ministerial duties.  Or where, for example, he is involved in an adulterous relationship or a third reason could be that he teaches false doctrine.  



I think these are usually the three reasons why some pastor can be removed from his office.  Why the authority to forgive others can be taken away from him.  



But such instances need to be carefully reviewed in view of the fact that today many members in the church seem to be getting rid of their pastors haphazardly by saying:  Oh, their relationship just doesn't seem to match.  Or their chemistry doesn't work out.  



On the basis of Scripture, it needs to be carefully evaluated what reasons are given and stated for placing or taking or removing a pastor from office.  



I want to add, also, here in regards to speaking about the keys of the church that in transferring them to the pastor, we also have a clear understanding of the ministry, the ranges of duty that a pastor is to perform.  We know that many pastors today might be interested in political life in society.  And get engaged therein.  While in regards to the keys that are given to them, we might say that he should be very careful as to the way he extends his ministry into society.  



He might want to improve the concerns of this world.  However, as we know, his ministry needs to implement the Gospel in the community that he serves.  So the Office of the Keys I think already indicates that we need to divide the ministry, the jurisdiction of the pastor, from that of a politician.  Separated from that of other people who are active in society.  



The key is to point to the crucial fact that the pastor in a congregation lives from the Gospel.  And for that very reason, the pastor must always relate his ministry of bringing the Gospel to the people. 

No. 43.


>> We confess our faith in the church as we speak the Apostles' Creed or the Nicene Creed.  Are there any observations made in the creeds that we should note as we speak on Ecclesiology, the doctrine of the church?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, I want to say that if we confess the creeds -- and you're referring here to the Apostles' Creed and the Nicene Creed and at times perhaps also the Athanasian Creed.  But let's take the Nicene Creed for example.  



And therein, we speak of the one holy Christian apostolic church.  We may call these the four classical definitions of a church.  So when we look at the church in the creeds as we confess them Sunday after Sunday, we need to be mindful of what these terms mean as we confess them.  



For example, if we say:  I believe in the one church, what do we say about our existence here on a particular place on a Sunday afternoon or Sunday morning?  It means that we are looking beyond our borders.  That we are looking to the church worldwide and saying that there is an existence that keeps us together.  And I've alluded previously to the fact that this oneness exists, despite all of the denominations that have separated from each other.  



We, Christians and Lutherans, contend, therefore, that despite our separation from other denominations, that we still affirm a Christianity existing and permeating all other church bodies and denominations.  And that's why we say the one church.  The one church of Jesus Christ.  Being the body of Christ.  With him as the head of the church.  



I think this oneness is important.  Because some churches have a tendency to become sectarian in a sense that they don't want to have anything to do with the concept of sharing of faith with other denominations.  It is crucial in our relationship with Christians as we deal with one another, with those of other denominations especially, that we come to grips of this oneness.  



Later on I will speak of the ecumenical character.  And I've referred to you, also, already to the International Lutheran Council where churches try to get together and discuss those factors that separate them.  But those factors that also unite them.  



The visible churches around had this world need to come together.  And work hard to come together, closer, as they discuss those issues that divide them.  I think that is absolutely crucial as long as we have the one confession in Jesus Christ.  And that we confess the oneness of the church.  



Besides that, we also confess the church that it is holy.  I think that that term is one that indicates that we as Christians are sanctified repeatedly day in, day out, Sunday in, Sunday out.  How are we sanctified?  



Well, we can say that it is quite simply the work of the Spirit on us.  That as we hear God's Word and are forgiven, we are given that forgiveness, that sanctification that enables us to be clothed in the righteousness of Jesus Christ.  



So the church is holy.  It sits with people who have been forgiven.  Even if we still remain sinners in this world.  That holiness might not always be reflected in the life of the church.  As you all know, we constantly fight and bicker over this or that issue in our local communities and in the broader community.  



But the reality is that where God's Word is being preached and where the Gospel is being extended to the members, their holiness occurs because the Holy Spirit steps in and forgives us all.  



One further trait of the church, one classical trait, is to call it Christian.  Here I need to make some explanation.  



The Nicene Creed in its original form spoke about the Catholic Church rather than the Christian Church.  And when this creed was translated into German, Martin Luther started to think of catholic more as Christian.  



I think there's no distinction really between these two terms.  I think they can be used synonymously.  As you all know, in our new Lutheran Service Book that we now use in our worship services, you will notice a return back to catholic.  



It is important to note that the C that we use there is small and not large.  And there might be an allergic reaction among some members that feel that they are losing the sight of the Christian word that they have traditionally used.  And they might feel that they are being pushed into a catholic mode of thinking.  



I think we need not be too allergic about this.  Christian means Catholic.  In other words, all over the world, wherever we go, there are Christians who live there.  There are Christians who share with one another that faith in Jesus Christ.  



They are taken from the whole church and exist there at this particular point, at this geographical locality.  But together they form one Catholic Church.  



The term Catholic has been used throughout the early church.  And has also been used today in a number of denominations.  I think for the sake of expressing this oneness and also agreeing on one version of the Nicene Creed, we can come closer by together saying Catholic.  



But this is one of option.  And I believe a church which wants to remain with the old usage of Christian Church is allowed to do so freely.  



A further term and the final -- the fourth one is apostolic.  This is an interesting term because so many times it can also misused or misinterpreted.  



First I think the point needs to be made that the Christian Church today stands on the words of the apostles.  They have recorded the sayings of Jesus Christ in the gospels.  They have written about it in their letters.  Mainly, the apostle Paul.  But also Peter.  



And so it can be said that without this Word, we will have nothing about Jesus Christ.  So being apostolic in the first sense I would say traditionally means to stand on the Word of Jesus Christ as is and was recorded by the apostles and it is now manifest in Scriptures.  



Apostolic we could say, also, could mean after that, also, a saintness.  Namely, that just as the apostles had been sent out into the world, so, also, the church has been sent out for its mission to this world.  



So apostolic could add, also, the notion that the church is one focused.  Not inside and within itself.  But is also interested in bringing that Word, that Word that has been recorded by the apostles, to people outside of its midst.  



Often there is an interest to extend the term apostolic also to different meanings.  I want to refer here to the use of Apostolic Succession.  It pertains to ministry more than to the term church actually.  But here there are communities worldwide that have an interest to indicate an Apostolic Succession in ordination.  



What they mean thereby is that from the time of the apostles, there can be a line traced of how pastors have been installed into the ministry by individuals such as bishops.  And it is an interest in such churches, particularly in the Scandinavian areas, to continue that line.  Namely, that there will be pastors ordained only by bishops who themselves have been ordained and consecrated by other bishops.  We call that an interest to preserve the Apostolic Succession.  



We as Lutherans of the Missouri Synod do not promote Apostolic Succession this way.  However, it can be said that we have an interest that things take place orderly.  And everyone who enters ministry in our church today generally is ordained by the District president.  That's a matter of polity.  But it also seems to indicate that we have an interest that ordination and placing somebody into the ministry is done in an orderly and proper way.  



If, therefore, Apostolic Succession means a way of following certain order, procedure, as to how to get somebody into the ministry, namely, that there should be a bishop presiding over such an act, then it is quite acceptable to speak of such succession.  



I would, however, warn everyone who pursues the thought that he should also be aware that we are not quite clear how over time such succession ensued.  It is apparent that the church often fought with one another and that that line was cut.  And for a time ordination was taking place locally by pastors ordaining each other.  



This shows that we are not always clear about the actual validity or genuine Apostolic Succession taking place over time.  But as I've indicated, it if such things are taking place orderly and that bishops preside over such an act as ordination and as district presidents do in our church, then I perhaps could agree on the use of such a term.  



I want to highlight the point here that was mentioned, namely, the reference to the ecumenical creeds.  As I've indicated, the church is one that exists as a spiritual entity.  As one where Christians believe in their hearts in Jesus Christ.  



And I've indicated also and I will do so later that these Christians cannot identify each other as Christians, if you will, on the basis of the faith in the heart.  That ability resides in God himself.  



However, I would like to say this, also:  That the church has attained some visibility in its confession so that as it confesses the Apostolic Creeds, its faith, it thereby affirms that oneness.  That all of those churches that confess the creeds somewhat belong to a community.  



And we as members of the Missouri Synod, therefore, consider ourselves a main line church.  You might have heard that term being used.  Well, it's a quality that is given to a church that actually agrees with another church on the basis of confessing their ecumenical creeds.  The Nicene, the Apostles and the Athanasian Creeds.  



You might also notice that we hardly ever rebaptize somebody who comes from the tradition of churches that confess the creeds.  I think this is important to remember as we confess daily the Nicene Creed or the apostle creed in our worship life.  Together with other Christians around the world, we share a common faith in Jesus Christ as is confessed here in these creeds.  



The creeds as we confess them Sunday after Sunday also indicate a unity with the east that also confesses such creeds.  However, here I have to make a certain qualification as to what I've just said.  First of all, we need to know that the eastern church does not quite agree with us on the creeds as we would like.  And there have been ecumenical discussions.  That is attempts to clarify certain differences over the creeds that are being confessed.  



And it is important to note that the churches need to recognize each other and also to emphasize that a return to the basic meaning of the creeds is crucial to bring back the oneness.  Such issues as how the Holy Spirit works.  And we have identified that as the ***phileoqua needs to be clarified.  Does the Holy Spirit only come from the Father or from the Son, as well?  



We in the west have indicated that Jesus Christ is the one from whom the Spirit comes, as well, as the ***phileoqua.  The east, however, would like to qualify that a little bit by saying we need to preserve the unity of the Father and not just bring in Jesus Christ and thereby violating the internal relationship of the Trinity.  



The bottom line that both would agree on I believe is that Jesus Christ also sends the Holy Spirit.  That is, after he leaves earth -- his earthly ministry and sits at the right hand of God -- which is not local as we have said as Lutherans all along -- he, however, sends his Holy Spirit to the church.  This Holy Spirit works in the church through the Word being preached.  



And so I think as we discuss the ecumenical character of the church can, the oneness, that these creeds as they are being discussed can be used as a helpful resource to clarify issues and to bring us closer.  Particularly the east with the west.  



I also believe one thing that was always part of the life of the church as it confessed its faith, what the creeds do show is that membership in the church needs to be clearly defined on the basis of what is confessed by each individual member.  So that today if we were to work towards reaching out to other people, as we try to grow, as new members should be brought in and assimilated, these creeds provide an important yardstick we could say on the basis of which we could judge the faith of other Christians.  



In the early church it was customary to ask somebody -- and generally this was at an adult baptism -- whether he believes in Jesus Christ.  And he would confess the second part of the creed.  He would also be asked whether he believes in God, the Father, the Creator and he would say yes.  And also, whether he believes in the Holy Spirit.  And he would confess what he believes therein.  



So as a Christian community grows and expands, there are certain faiths that need to be affirmed and expressed verbally and audibly so that the community can stand on it and judge for itself whether such member who confesses the faith also stands on the same faith that is confessed together. 

No. 44.


>> The Apostles' Creed also continues with:  The forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body and the life everlasting.  Doesn't the confession of these things relate to the church in some way?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, indeed, it does.  And you are referring here to the confession of the Apostles' Creed, the statement there where we say:  I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy catholic church.  And then it leads on the Communion of saints, forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the flesh and life everlasting.  



It seems almost as if the church is posited as a unit within this long statement, the Third Article as we call it.  However, we need to clearly see that all of these various units, the reference to the Holy Spirit, to the church, to the resurrection of the body and also to the forgiveness of sins and life everlasting all form a solid unit that belongs together.  So that when we speak of the Holy Spirit and his work, we immediately need to look to the church where that happens.  And then in the church we look at the various activities that take place where he is at work.  



So the Holy Spirit as sanctifier as Luther would call him in the Third Article is defined on basis of what he does.  Not just merely that he exists.  But actually the way he deals with us Christians.  



And here, therefore, the Apostles' Creed is helpful to underscore the activity of the Holy Spirit by saying:  The forgiveness of sins.  This is where he is working.  This is how he works.  



The resurrection of the flesh.  Finally, when we all die, we will be resurrected.  And we will be living with God in that kingdom.  And also, life everlasting.  That such a life will not cease.  



So these are the three elements you could say:  Forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the flesh and life everlasting that belong to the Holy Spirit.  And they belong to the Christian Church.  



Obviously when we look at the church, we may forget that this is the most important component of it.  As we drive along on a Sunday morning, we might notice that members enter into the church building and they leave it again.  And we get this impression that the church is maybe something like a vendor machine.  Something of choice.  



And for this reason I am highlighting here now the activity of the Holy Spirit.  The activity of forgiveness being delivered.  So that we all understand that people go to church for a specific reason.  Not that they are there just to entertain themselves.  But also to be served by the Holy Spirit.  



The important element I think here is that Christians need to understand themselves, first of all, in a passive capacity.  They are there to receive.  They are there to be given something in church.  Rather than seeing them as those who have to launch an activity immediately once they enter the building.  



It's very important we say this.  Because as Lutherans we define faith as one that is passive.  That receives the gifts of God before we look at our activity.  



And for this reason, I would like you to look at church with a new look, as one that is the haven.  The building.  Or as I've said already from the parable of the lost sheep and as a pen.  That the good shepherd works there through the Holy Spirit.  

No. 45.


>> Wow, the church as a vendor machine.  That's an interesting choice of words.  What do you mean by that?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Nick, our society, we have to admit if we are a little critical has a tendency to view its life as one that makes choices.  You buy your car.  You do all kinds of things.  You look for insurance.  Everything that we do is based on choices we make.  



And in this way, also, the church tends to creep in as an institution that we look for.  It's basically understood as a church that we go to and look at it for a while and maybe if it is amenable to our liking, that is something that we as a family or as an individual would like to go to, then we declare our membership and enter it.  



I would like to caution us not to think only along those lines.  The church we know existed already before we even lived in this world.  It existed already in the Old Testament.  In the New Testament.  And the centuries before us.  



So in a way, we need to understand ourselves once we come to faith, once we are baptized, as those who enter the church.  Those who are being put in.  We have no option but to be added to it.  You read those texts in the book of Acts.  There's a certain word there that is often used.  



And there were people, sometimes 3,000 or less, a certain number were added.  And the verb there "were added" is important to understand.  That we, through our baptism, are placed into a community that already exists before we had, at our infant baptism, even known about it.  



One important thing here as we look at the issue of choices is that the church is also often seen as something that follows our individual relationship with Jesus Christ.  Luther tries to correct that view already in the Large Catechism in his explanation of the creed in the Third Article.  



Therein he says that we are placed into the bosom of the church, the church as mother.  And we have to understand that he thereby means that we as individuals do not exist outside of the church as Christians.  For just imagine if we were not to be given food to drink, we would not be able to sustain our life.  



And so, also, our faith works.  We need to sustain it spiritually speaking through the preaching of the Word, through the reading of the Bible, through the singing of the hymns and the sacraments.  And for this reason, it's not possible to see ourselves in our spiritual life divorced from those activities.  



Individualism can work its way against the church.  There is an author who is called Abraham.  See, I have his book in front of me.  He wrote the book called "The Logic Of Evangelism."  William Abraham says this significant thing.  And I would like to quote it here, a passage on Page 118.  



There he says:  Pietists, Methodists and revivalists over the years have given the distinct impression that the heart of evangelism has nothing to do with the rites and ceremonies of the classical liturgies of the church.  For them evangelism is centered on new birth and conversion.  



The individual stands alone before God in need of personal regeneration, which no church can supply.  Only God through the action of the Holy Spirit can meet this need.  The church rather than helping in this arena has been at best indifferent and at worst thoroughly hostile.  



On the one side is the church, he says, with its dead formalism, boring liturgy and moralistic sermons, which are unlikely to convert anyone.  On the other side is the individual soul, stricken in conscience over sin and desperately hoping to find relief in the Gospel when called to repentance and faith.  The two are set against each other in a relation of mutual hostility.  



If he is true in his diagnosis, then we should be concerned.  In the previous question I've mentioned that our coming to faith is directly related to the work of the Holy Spirit as it is paired with the church.  So as individuals, we need to see ourselves always in connection to the community of believers.  And also, the activity of preaching and administering the sacraments.  



I think that is absolutely crucial to counter a vendor mentality, if you will, that sees the church as a machine to which one goes like one goes for a -- looks for a Coke bottle and draws from it something that is important.  But in the ultimate, maybe irrelevant to one's personal spiritual life.  



Of course it happens to everyone.  All of us, as we move to a next town or city, that there are churches that we look at carefully.  And there is an idea of hopping.  And I have to admit I, myself, have also done that in the first years as I came to the seminary.  I looked at the preaching of the pastor.  At the music and the liturgy that they sing.  And it was important for me to see whether the Gospel is being preached there.  Whether the activity that the church does is something that agrees with my principles.  



So we Christians are all looking for something in the church, in the community where we worship.  And at times it is unavoidable to think of actually hopping from one church to the other.  



Underneath all of that, however, we need to point out, again, as I've said, that these Christians that we enter fellowship with at a particular locality share that faith also with others around the world.  So in a way we have to understand no matter where we go, if the Gospel is preached in that community, if the sacraments are administered, if these activities occur, we need to be certain and maybe (sic) that the gift of forgiveness is being given.  



I have been also traveling around the world and visited various churches.  And have discovered that people put certain characteristics on the church that might not agree with ours here in the United States.  We here in the United States generally have a tendency to look at the church as an institution where activity takes place.  And we ourselves like to be entertained.  



We often judge the preacher for his good preaching.  And make certain other judgments on that what occurs on a Sunday morning.  



Other Christians in Africa, for example, live in a spiritual environment that is dark.  Something that Luther also knew of when he explained that the world around us is permeated with the activity of the devil.  So there is a certain spirituality around us that encroaches and tries to take away from our faith in Jesus Christ.  



For that reason we they'd to see the church as something very important that sustains our faith.  And maybe the Africans, who live in the reality of spiritual warfare, maybe more than we as Christians in the United States do, maybe they have something to tell us and to remind us that life as a Christian is always in the danger of being influenced by the world and society outside.  

No. 46.


>> Do we then believe the Roman Catholic Church's claim, that there is no salvation outside the church?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Nick, I would answer that question with a yes and no.  First I need to go back to the history of the statement that you've just made and refer you maybe to the Bull that was passed in the year 1302 by Pope Boniface VIII.  He made the famous statement and passed it, as I've said, as the Bull Unam Sanctam and said thereby that outside the church there is no salvation.  



He picks, thereby, with that statement a long tradition -- picks up a long tradition that goes back already to the father, church father, called Cyprian of 258.  That's the year when he died.  And who made this statement, also:  Nobody can have God as Father who does not have the church as Mother.  



I think that needs clarification.  The statement Cyprian made here was I think a sincere one.  Because he believes strongly that Christians cannot meander away from the church to any other alternative religious proposals and find salvation there.  So he wanted to point them to the church and saying that therein is salvation to be found.  



However, as the church grew and as it progressed through the decades and the centuries right up to 302, you will notice that the hierarchy of the church became evermore important.  The Roman pontiff status was increased, embellished.  And so we as Lutheran Christians look at that with skepticism and try to dismiss those arguments on the basis that Jesus Christ himself is the only head of all true believers.  



There's nobody who can come in between and pass certain laws and statements that are considered infallible but cannot be found in Scripture.  So insofar as a no to this statement, I would say that we cannot share the same position as is proposed by the Roman Catholic Church, who in a recent statement also called ***domino saseus, a papal in ***Siclica of a few years ago, tried to reaffirm the status of the Roman Catholic Church within all other religious denominations and also with other religions in this world.  Namely, claiming to have a central place around which all others are to be found.  



In terms of saying yes to it -- and I've alluded to that already a couple of times to this statement -- I would say that we do see the necessity as Cyprian would say that Christians need to find themselves in the church.  And that they need to worship there and no other place in order to gain and find salvation.  

No. 47.  


>> What else should we note about the teachings of the church?  We subscribe to the Lutheran Confessions.  What do they mention about the church?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, David, that is a very important question.  And I believe that you cannot avoid the Augsburg Confession and the Apology in terms of what's being said about the church and we as Christians, as Lutheran Christians confess about it.  



And I wanted to draw your attention in particular to two articles of the Augsburg Confession.  I hope you have your text in front of you.  It is the Augsburg Confession Article VII and Article VIII.  Let me read to you Article VII, if you will.  Because as I read it, I would like for you to keep and mark a few words and terms and phrases that are being used in that article.  



Concerning the church:  Likewise, they teach that only that one holy church will remain forever.  The church is the assembly of saints in which the Gospel is taught purely.  And the sacraments are administered rightly.  And it is enough for the true unity of the church to agree concerning the teaching of the Gospel and the administration of the sacraments.  



It is not necessary that human traditions, rites or ceremonies instituted by human beings be alike everywhere.  As Paul says:  One faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all.  



Well, that is quite a long statement that is being made here.  The first point that I would like to make is that this article speaks like the Nicene Creed and also the Apostles' Creed of saints existing in the church.  



It says there the church is the Assembly of Saints.  We could say the Congregation of Saints.  The Nicene Creed calls it the Communion of Saints.  That is the church exists of true believers.  Those believers in Jesus Christ who have been worked at faith through the proclamation of the Gospel and have now come unto Jesus Christ and believe in him.  That church exists throughout all other denominations in this world, as I have already said before.  



This church exists everywhere so that when we as Lutherans define this church here as it is spoken of in the Augsburg Confession, we have to be mindful of the one holy church as we have spoken of in the Nicene Creed.  This article here then moves on then, also, to a further sentence, which I then need to also explain.  



Because it says there in a relative clause:  In which.  In other words, an Assembly of Saints in which the Gospel is taught purely and the sacraments are administered rightly.  



As we look at this relative clause here, we need to add to the church a visible character.  You may know that I spoke about the visibility of the church already before.  And visibility in our sense here would be speaking about the signs of the church.  In Latin it is called ***noiti ekklesia, that means the signs of the church, must be there in order to define it.  



So on the one side when we speak about the Assembly of Saints, we speak of the essence.  Those that truly exist as believers.  And then on the other side, we speak about the signs of the church.  Namely, there where when we see them occurring in activity, we will know that there are people gathered and the church is present.  



What are these signs?  Well, the signs are quite simple and we've referred to them repeatedly already.  Namely, where the Gospel is taught purely and the sacraments are administered rightly.  



These are the activities that we are looking for when we speak about the church.  They are the outward activities.  



Now, I am saying a certain -- giving you here a certain caution.  That the Lutheran Church had always tried to point out when it looked to the one side.  Namely, to the Roman Catholic context in which this Augsburg Confession came to birth.  That was in 1530.  



It understood itself to an extent to be greater visible than just merely the signs of preaching the Gospel and the administration of the sacraments.  The visibility, as I've said before, was understood to be something related to the external polity.  The hierarchy of the church and so forth.  That had to be rejected.  



On the other hand, there emerged also during the time of the Reformation a kind of spiritualism.  We used to call them the Anabaptists and the Confessions call them also enthusiasts.  Well, these, as the word enthusiasm means, were those that believe that the church is totally spiritual.  That is, it is almost invisible in its entire essence.  That, too, has to be corrected.  And we can see here that the signs of the church tell us that there is a certain visible reality to the existence of the church.  



If you read Melanchthon in the Apology Article VII, it's a long article on the church, therein he says this:  The church is not to be associated with Plato's understanding of the transcendent.  Namely, of devising a platonic reality and apply that to the church.  The church is not out there just floating about.  It is actually there where the signs are present.  



So you can see that the Lutheran Church as it confesses its faith on the church is trying to posit a median position, one between the two here.  On the one side the Roman Catholicism.  And on the other one that is called the spiritualism that tries to deny the entire visibility of the church.  



That is an important point to make here.  The relative clause here in which the Gospel is taught and the sacraments are administered also includes two adverbs that I would like to point out to you.  These adverbs refer to the Gospel being taught purely.  And the sacraments administered rightly.  



This is not something that we need to dismiss easily.  Our entire existence as the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod is built on these two adverbs.  For as I've said before, our existence as a Synod and all of these churches that come, congregations that join our Synod, are showing an interest in doctrinal purity.  They commit themselves to a certain way the Gospel is preached.  



And our preach of Missouri Synod being an evangelical Lutheran Church says clearly here what the Augsburg Confession is saying.  That we have an interest that the Gospel is taught purely.  And the sacraments are administered rightly.  



What does that exactly mean?  Well, we need to take care that we preach the proper law and Gospel distinctions.  We talk about Jesus Christ as being our only salvation.  And that we are not saved by works but through faith alone.  And we need to emphasize all other articles that relate to the Gospel.  



So that the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod says that we, also, affirm the other doctrines that relate to the Gospel.  And we affirm these in such a way that other churches wish to come and need to agree with us on these very doctrines.  



So the sentence here that the Gospel may be taught purely is one that we take very seriously.  And the sacraments need to be administered rightly.  What does that mean?  



Well, you might recall that Luther fought against certain positions during his time that spoke about the presence of Christ differently as we do today.  And as he did.  



Some would say Jesus Christ is not bodily present at the Lord's Supper.  While we have to affirm that he is.  That his presence next to the right hand of God is one not understood locally in the sense that Jesus can't be bodily present anywhere else.  But in fact, he comes to us in his bodily form through the elements of bread and wine, which we then receive.  



And through these we also receive Jesus Christ.  I think that is what it means to say rightly.  And it also implies that all baptisms that we perform need to be done in the name of the triune God.  And we cannot accept anybody who does not perform those baptisms accordingly.  



One thing, also, I need to add in terms of speaking about the signs of the church is that this relative clause must be connected to the Communion of Saints.  To the fellowship of people gathered there.  



A pastor cannot just go to church on a Saturday evening and say:  Well, I don't have members here.  But I will just celebrate the Lord's Supper with myself.  That is not what this passage here intends to say.  



What it says:  Where people are gathered, where the community is present, there the means need to be administered.  There the Word needs to be preached.  If such a community is not there, then you cannot administer the sacraments.  



I think that is a crucial understanding today.  So that whenever we administer the Lord's Supper and we want to do so rightly, it would imply that the Lord's Supper is instituted, in other words, that the word consecrates the elements in front of the community gathered there, that they would also distribute it to the community gathered there.  And that they, too, there would receive it then.  That's what I also understand in terms of what it means to administer the sacraments rightly.  



One very important and crucial statement in this passage here on the church in Augsburg Article VII is the next one.  And I would like to refer to it again.  It says therein:  And it is enough for the true unity of the church to agree concerning the teaching of the Gospel.  



We sometimes call this the phrase:  It is enough.  In Latin:  Satis est, it is enough.  What is enough for the true unity of the church?  It says there that we all agree concerning the teaching of the Gospel and the administration of the sacraments.  



I've spoken about that already.  Saying that we are interested that the Gospel is properly taught.  I might remind you that as a professor and all those who teach in the schools and the universities and colleges of the Missouri Synod all in some ways have to affirm their allegiance to the book of Concord and to Scriptures.  Thereby, we do want to make sure that the teaching of the Gospel is safeguarded in our midst.  



This sentence here, however, also draws attention to the fact that within the church, there are various practices that we need to accept next to one another.  Rather than excluding them.  Once we have said that it is enough that we agree on the teaching of the Gospel and the sacraments being administered, we can also say that we are willing to accept various human traditions, rites and ceremonies instituted in our congregations.  



It speaks here about the liturgical practices in the churches in the over 6,000 congregations of our Synod.  We know for a fact that not every congregation practices the same liturgy as the neighboring one.  



Why is this?  It's partly based on the statement here in Article VII.  Namely, that it's not necessary for the unity of Christian churches that they have to all agree on the same human tradition, rites or ceremonies that we as Christians together practice and agree upon.  



I would like to caution us all, however, here.  Because it is crucial to understand that as a church, also, we would like to affirm a certain Catholicity.  We have spoken about the catholic word in the Nicene and Apostles' Creed.  That term catholic also points to the rites and practices that are prevalent in the church.  



For we are interested as Christians, Lutheran Christians, that what we do and practice and confess not only is contemporary to society today.  But it also agrees with the practices of the past.  I think that is also one point one needs to make.  There is a past, a long past and history of the Christian Church that have fought over the creeds and the Confession and over certain rites that we would like to affirm today, as well, and pass on from one generation to the next.  



So what I'm saying here is that this article probably does not want to promote chaos in our Missouri Synod.  It wants to encourage that we see that we need to affirm a certain unity as we come together on worship.  That if I as a Lutheran member visit another church of the Missouri Synod, we'll find certain elements there that are in agreeable with the church -- agreement with the church from which I have come the previous Sunday.  



We as Lutherans of the Missouri Synod also have the Lutheran Service Book and an agenda, a hymnal and an agenda, providing us a basis on what we should do every Sunday.  The founding fathers of our Missouri Synod in 1847 have spoken clearly to us by saying that it would be necessary for the church to find some agreement also on its rites and practices.  So that there would be a general harmony and agreement and unity on what we do beyond preaching the Gospel and administering the sacraments.  



At the time of 1530 when this article was written, we saw already Martin Luther sending out John Bugenhagen, a close friend of his and also a pastor at the church in Wittenberg, sending him out to provinces such as Pomerania.  Giving him the instruction to clearly provide an agenda for territorial churches.  



These agendas Johannes Bugenhagen handed over to the territorial leaders of these churches and said to them that they should be abiding to them clearly.  That concern I think should also be ours today.  



Article VII in a way provides a perspective on the church that highlights its invisibility, the Communion or Assembly of Saints.  And at the same time also its outward visibility, if you will.  The preaching of the Gospel and administration of the sacraments.  



I have read in his -- books on history about Ecclesiology that in the early church there were times where the Communion of Saints somehow was explained to be a Communion of sacred things.  



I caution about those that want to promote that understanding.  I think the church needs to ensue fist in its definition from the community of believers.  And then move onto those elements and those signs that are part of the visibility of the church.  



I think that is a better way to go rather than illuminating the concept of the Communion of Saints.  And merely starting off with its visibility.  Namely by saying that we are talking here of the Communion of sacred things.  Of those things that are being done in the church.  Rather than pointing to the Communion of believers in the Assembly of Saints.  



This article here as we speak of then is one that we could call the Magna Charter.  The fundamental statement of how we as Lutherans understand ourselves.  And it is crucial that as we study Ecclesiology, that we always return back to it and try to understand it in its clearest form.  



The other article that we have in front of us is that Article VIII of what is the church?  This article also needs to be read carefully.  And I would like to read it to you.  And I hope you can follow it as I read it.  



Although the church is, properly speaking, the Assembly of Saints and those who truly believe, nevertheless, because in this life many hypocrites and evil people are mixed in with them, a person may use the sacraments even when they are administered by evil people.  



And then it goes on to quote text.  Both the sacraments and the Word are efficacious because of the ordinance and command of Christ even when offered by evil people.  They condemn the Donatists and others like them who have denied the ministry of evil people, maybe used in the church and who have thought that the ministry of evil people is useless and ineffective.  



I think this article clarifies a number of important issues.  If we speak about the church today, we need to say that this church is one that is only in the improper sense to be defined as one that contains both Christians and hypocrites.  The true church, as we have said in Article VII, is the Assembly of Saints.  



But as we look at our existence today, this article says there are also those who live in the church who may be considered evil people.  And exploit the benevolent activities of the church and enjoy them for the wrong reasons.  



One point that this makes, this article, is that it says that these people who are mixed within the community of true believers are those that could at times perhaps also administer the sacraments and preach from the pulpit.  The question then that needs to be asked here is what about these acts performed by people who are evil and unbelievers?  



Is it, perhaps, inefficacious, the Word as it is being preached.  And is the sacrament not efficacious when administered by such people?  



This article refers us to a heresy that was claimed in the early church.  Namely, by a person called Donatist and those people that called him -- the movement was called Donatism.  And this claimed that any person who has fallen away from the church, either through persecution and has denied the church verbally may not return to the church and administer the sacraments.  



Also, all those who are considered evil and of prostate and who try in some way to administer God's Word to the people, God's Word in itself is inefficacious.  That is has not and cannot bring anything to the people in terms of forgiveness of sins.  



We have to dismiss that heresy.  And our article does so clearly.  By saying they condemn, that is the people who affirm this article, they condemn the Donatists and others like them who have denied that the ministry of evil people may be used in the church and who have thought that the ministry of evil people is useless and ineffective.  



It is helpful to be reminded of this fact.  Because it might come into our midst, as well, where we consider pastors who live out maybe an adulterous life and we had not known about this but found out later.  Who have baptized members in our church.  And have preached the Gospel.  



And we ask ourselves.  Does the baptism that he has performed during the time that he lived in such a relationship, is it inefficacious?  Is it ineffective?  The answer clearly is no.  And the answer to this question also lies in the Word of God itself.  



For the Word of God, we have to understand, is efficacious in and of itself where it is administered.  In fact, I believe Luther even said a donkey, an ass, if he could speak could be efficacious in what he says.  And so we have to understand that that article here clarifies a few important issues in our understanding of the church.  



We can see that Article VIII draws attention to an important aspect of the church's life.  Namely, that as long as the Word of God is being administered, despite and irrespective as to which people officiate in that context, it is still going to survive and continue to live.  



Article VII, in fact, makes this statement:  Likewise, they teach that one holy church will remain forever.  This idea then is here expressed.  Namely, that the church, despite all of its bad connotations associated with it during this life in this world here, despite it being the militant church of fighting and struggling, it will survive.  It will remain forever it says here.  



Namely, that as long as a teaching of the Gospel continues and as long as the Word is visibly administered, it will continue to survive.  And there need be no fear of people saying that this or that church will die.  That might be so at a specific geographic locality.  And we need to be concerned about such things happening.  Nonetheless, where the Gospel is being preached and where the Word is being administered, we can strongly believe that the words -- that the church will continue in its life.  



We may ask ourselves now as we look at the setting of these two articles whether Melanchthon, who is the author of these two articles and of the Augsburg Confession, tried to devise or connive a new definition of the church that didn't exist before 1530.  



I think that we need to understand that the Augsburg Confession, Melanchthon and Luther included and all those that supported the Reformation, didn't intend to see themselves dividing from the Roman Catholic Church.  They wanted, rather, to reform it.  And that's why they probably said directly to the context in which they were working and which they live that they want the Gospel to taught purely and the sacraments administered rightly.  



So these were concerns not just spoken out in the abstract.  They were real concerns that they voiced in the context of their time.  



And it also needs to be said that in these articles of the Augsburg Confession, if you look at various articles, you will notice that Melanchthon repeatedly draws attention to statements being made previously in the early church.  To authors that have already said some things about this or that topic.  



In other words, what Melanchthon wants to show is that he wants to bring the church back to its original form.  That is, the way it was confessed and understood prior, before certain things occurred in it that brought the church down as he would see it.  



I think this is what the confessional concern of the Augsburg Confession is.  It is a concern that they all be brought back, all those that are present at 1530, at the Augsburg Diets, that they all be brought back to Scripture, all be brought back to the simple definition of what a church is.  And thereby change certain things and elements.  And get rid of them.  So that they, again, will have a Gospel purely preached and the sacraments rightly administered.  



Was it a realistic hope?  Well, from the events that ensued after 1530, we can say maybe it was very idealistic.  But nonetheless, we should appreciate the effort.  And we should say that today we have a church that exists still to this day in the evangelical Lutheran Church.  



We as a Missouri Synod do not understand ourselves identical with a church that exists here in Article VII.  This is an ideal statement.  That's how a church should look like.  And we try to the best of our abilities to affirm that church by living according to its principles of teaching the Gospel purely, administering it rightly, the sacraments.  



But we, too, fall short of that expectation at times.  But that does not mean that we are, therefore, falling away from what the church wants to be.  We want to ensure that we, to the best of our abilities, bring salvation to our members.  And as we return to this article, we need to be mindful of the basic elements on which a church exists and from which it lives.  



These two articles, as I've said before, also address the Radical Reformation.  The one that we call associated with the Anabaptists.  And to a degree, such communities still exist in the United States, as well, and all over the world.  



Such communities believe that the mediation of the Holy Spirit occurs differently as we believe.  Namely, through the means of grace which we call the Word being preached and the sacraments administered.  



So if you look at the definition of the church, you should always draw attention to the previous articles.  Namely, Article V, which speaks there of the ministry of the church.  Namely, where the ministry of teaching the Gospel and of administering the sacraments, where that occurs, that is where the Holy Spirit will be efficacious.  



That is where his work will be found.  I think that is an important and crucial statement that we affirm the external work.  



We don't go to church just to affirm the Holy Spirit in us.  We don't go to the church just merely to find something that we already have.  It is important to note that we go through to be given something.  A gift.  The gift of faith.  



And so we cannot find that anywhere else.  Not in the forest.  Or in a club.  Or somewhere elsewhere you might choose to go on a Sunday.  It can only be given there.  And this mediation of the Holy Spirit, this through the visible signs of the church, is one that the Augsburg Confession posits and that Luther does, as well.  



We might expand the signs of the church.  Luther actually does so on the "Church, and the Counsels" in 1544, a document that he wrote then.  As Luther progressed in time, he increasingly became aware of people minimalizing the life of the church.  Of maybe pushing it aside like I've indicated before.  Maybe this overt individualism that sees a unification between believer and Christ apart from the church.  



We see in 1544 that Luther draws attention to a number of signs beyond the preaching of the Word and also of the sacraments.  In fact, he draws attention to prayer.  To singing.  And also to good works.  So that he can say that where all these things occur, that is where the Christian community exists.  



However, I would like to point out, also, that we need to see the signs, the nota ekklesia, as I've spoken of, and limit these to what we might say the Word and the sacrament.  We know Melanchthon in Article XIII of the Apology also says that he's willing to call absolution of sins a sacrament.  



I would agree with that because through the absolution as the Gospel is being applied to those who are stricken by remorse, want to receive the forgiveness, will receive it as their sins are being absolved.  So we need to confine ourselves in terms of signs and apply those to the church where the Word is being preached and the sacraments administered.  



Now, we may ask:  What about prayer?  Does the Holy Spirit work through that then?  Can we as a church unite around prayer and consider that a sign?  



I would say yes and no.  Yes, we Christians need to pray to the Lord since we are commanded to do so.  However, it would not qualify the same as the external means of grace that we have in the church.  Prayer is something that beseeches a gift, a grant from God.  But the presence of God is promised and fixed to the external means of his Word being preached.  



And there we will find him.  And so in prayer, we ask for his coming.  We ask for his gifts.  But we know where we have to go in order to receive them.  



An important aspect then is also to ask then:  With whom and where may we pray?  Prayer is also an expression of fellowship.  That is people come together to pray in Jesus Christ's name.  



So the standard rule would be wherever we can pray together in the name of Jesus Christ, we would accept such a fellowship being possible.  It is not of the same standard and quality as the signs of the church.  We need to add this because some people might say we cannot pray together with the Methodists as a table when we eat dinner.  Or with the Roman Catholic.  



That is not true.  Our Lutheran Church Missouri Synod has always said that it is possible wherever we can invoke the name of Jesus Christ together to pray with one another.  And in this regard then, I would say that prayer is not of the same standard in terms of defining fellowship as is -- as are the signs of the church.  Namely, where the Gospel is taught purely and the sacraments are administered rightly.  In a later question I will come back to that when we speak about the ecumenical ramifications or church fellowship later on.  



So we can see here, also, that the Article VII speaks to us about the one church.  And the holy church, the ***uni sancta as we call it.  We might want to be mindful of the term ***uni sancta.  



We have read in the Apostles' and Nicene Creed the classical attributes of the church.  Namely, one holy catholic or Christian apostolic church.  Well, here we talk in the Augsburg Confession of the ***uni sancta, the one holy church.  These two attributes are just the same as those confessed in the classical creeds.  But it is one term that we always use when we talk about Ecclesiology.  



As we move on and look at the Lutheran Confessions and ask ourselves:  Where else could we look when we speak about the church?  I would like you in your own time, spare time, to go, also, to the Apology Article VII and VIII, these two articles are combined.  And read for a while in that article, as well.  



Melanchthon makes beautiful statements about the church.  He dismisses the hierarchal understanding.  He dismisses a number of statements that try to identify the church with good works or activities other than those that are based on -- not based on faith.  And it being an Assembly of Saints.  



Also, beyond the Apology 7 and 8 of Melanchthon's -- what he wrote there, we also want to affirm again Martin Luther's statement in the Smalcald Articles, the third chief part, Paragraph 12.  Because there he also asks:  What is the church?  And let me just briefly repeat that to you.  I've already said that on one occasion.  But let me state it once more.  



There Luther writes -- it is in the new Book of Concord, Page 324, Article XII:  We do not concede to them that they are the church.  And frankly, they are not the church.  We do not want to hear what they command or forbid in the name of the church because God be praised a seven-year-old child knows what the church is.  



Holy believers and the little sheep who hear the voice of their shepherd.  This is why children pray in this way:  I believe in one holy Christian Church.  



This holiness does not consist of surpluses, tonsures, long albs or other ceremonies of theirs that they have invented over and above the Holy Scriptures.  Its holiness consists in the Word of God and true faith.  



Again, Luther tries to draw attention to the essence, to what the church really is.  And dismisses things that have been added onto the church such as ceremonies and other various practices.  



Luther here wants to make the point how simple it is to speak of the church.  It is really quite a minimalism, if you will, that he applies to it.  By saying a seven-year-old child knows what the church is implies that a child is able to understand it once it has learned the Apostles' Creed.  Because therein a child will know what the church is as we have seen.  Once it is able to confess it.  And the age of seven used to be the time when it was given the opportunity to discern those elements of faith.  So Luther draws attention, as I've said, also, to Luke 10 where we speak about Jesus Christ as being the good shepherd and we, the flock who follow him.  



Now that we have looked at the Augsburg Confession and the other documents in the Lutheran Confessions, I would like to provide you with a definition of the Christian Church.  I will read it to you.  



The church in the proper sense is the gathering of the true believers on earth.  Who the Holy Spirit, through Word and sacrament, calls out from all nations in this world.  And gathers them around the visible signs under the one head Jesus Christ.
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>> If we speak of the one holy church, then we are very ecumenical.  Or are we not?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  We might say that with the interest of remaining a denomination called the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, that we are working contrary to the idea of the one holy Christian Church.  We, however, need to say that as long as Christian denominations exist in this world, who claim to interpret Scripture differently as we do and do not promote the Lutheran faith as we do, it would be difficult to get together with them.  So ecumenical today for many people would mean that one comes together and ignores the differences and merely unites around the sentiments of being together.  



We know the famous slogan that has been made so often in the ecumenical field.  Namely, that one unites around diversity.  Diversity means that one accepts each other's position without rejecting the other person.  



That is ecumenicity perhaps having gone a little bit too far.  As we know, we need to stand firm on our Scriptures and our Lutheran Confessions.  And we have referred you to Augsburg Confession VII where it says the Gospel must be purely preached and the sacraments rightly administered.  So in terms of this buzzword ecumenical as it is used today, we will have our reservations.  



We have a policy called pulpit and altar fellowship that dictates our fellowship policies.  Pulpit and altar fellowship means that we can only invite those people to preach in our churches who are either of the Missouri Synod, members of it.  Or come from other partnership churches with whom we have declared fellowship.  



And altar fellowship would mean the same, that we can only invite those to the altar who come as members of the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod.  Or from partnership churches.  



We have seen at the Missouri Synod's convention in 2001 that when fellowship was declared with Lithuania and with the Lothian churches and with Haiti, that the procedure of entering fellowship with another church follows very clear -- clearly enunciated steps.  It is important that before one declares fellowship, that the two churches come together around a table and discuss exactly what their belief is in order for those who are present to declare fellowship with one another.  

No. 49.


>> I don't quite understand all of this.  On the one hand we have the one or ecumenical church and then we have all of our denominations, the Baptists, the Presbyterians, the Roman Catholics, to mention a few.  How does all this fit together, one, and yet so many churches?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Well, Josh, you're addressing here the ecclesial reality in this world as it exists today and will exist as long as this world exists.  I believe that we cannot be too idealistic about this.  That namely, we have to accept the reality.  That there will be churches in this world that will not profess the Gospel as we will.  



For this reason we will start as a particular church.  We will continue in it.  And we'll do so as long as denominations exist who claim to believe differently as we do.  



And I want to clarify this by saying, however, that we do not deny Christians in those churches the right and access to salvation.  They are, also, as long as the Gospel is being preached and the sacraments administered, exposed to the true Word of God, to Jesus Christ, and will find salvation therein. 

 

But that does not deny us our right of existence.  Let me give you two examples.  



Wilhelm Loehe in a book -- in the book that he wrote which was called:  The Three Books About the Church, writes therein, an example to explain what I'm just trying to tell you.  He speaks of a person who goes to the desert.  And he finds there in the desert in the sand lying a cistern with brackish water, probably water that had been in there already for months.  It doesn't taste very good.  



The person goes on his journey and comes to an oasis.  And there he finds pure, pristine water.  Clear, beautiful to drink.  



Now the question that I ask you is:  From which water should this traveler drink?  We can offer him that brackish water in the cistern that has lain in the ground already for a number of months perhaps.  Or this clear, pristine water in the oasis.  



The logic here is, according to Loehe, that you would advise the traveler to go to the oasis.  So we as Christians in this world, if somebody comes to you, you will refer him to the church, according to Augsburg Confession VII, where we know the Word is purely preached and rightly administered.  And I think we have a right to point them to a congregation in the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod.  Because therein I see an attempt to live up to that expectation as the statements in Augsburg Confession VII speak.  



Another example here that I can give you is my own personal one when I was a missionary in Botswana in a village called Serowe.  There we were asking ourselves whether it was even legitimate to enter into a village of about 30,000 villagers, people living there.  Because already we had churches that were Roman Catholic, Methodist, Presbyterians that had established a presence in this village.  



And as we looked at it demographically we asked ourself:  Is there any reason for us to move in?  After a long discussion and talk and examining again why we as Lutherans even exist, we actually came to the conclusion that it is worth while to enter that village and establish a congregation there.  



And now looking back for about ten years and see my successor there at work, as well, I can see that it was a good choice that we weren't there.  Now Christians gather around the altar and they hear the Gospel of Jesus Christ.  Purely preached.  And the sacraments administered with the true presence of Jesus Christ.  And thereby, are given this pure water that is found in the oasis.  Rather than the brackish water that can be found elsewhere.  

No. 50.


>> Could we then say that the Evangelical Lutheran Church is the church which tries to do best what the Lord expects from his church?  Namely, to teach purely and administer the sacraments rightly.  And if that is so, how does the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod fare?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  The first part of your answer, Eric, is perhaps the one I have dwelled on a lot already.  And I would say:  Yes, the Missouri Synod does try to live up to the expectations and to the idea of preaching God's Word rightly and administering the sacraments purely and rightly, as well.  



The point here in terms of your second question is:  Does it live up to that expectation?  And is it doing well?  



Well, we look back the at a history or so where it did no go so beautifully as we with, perhaps, expected.  In 1974, for example, we had theologians who professed differently as what we believed in the Missouri Synod before that walk out in '74 and after.  And drastic measures had to be taken.  



Some of those members in the churches today look back with hurt feelings about that incident.  However, it was, perhaps, necessary, again, to clarify certain issues.  



This example, though, demonstrates how we exist in this world as a church militant.  That is, we are fighting.  And we are constantly struggling.  We are sinners and saints at the same time.  



That is, we cannot always walk the way in the purity, in the holiness, as we would like it to happen.  But nonetheless, in the church we can expect to find forgiveness for our sins, for our wrongdoings, and for our false teachings.  And so there's always hope that once we sink low, that we will overcome these hindrances and emerge as a new church, as a forgiven church, that can go and proceed on through the years.  

No. 51.


>> How should we answer folks who say:  You mean sinners and hypocrites live in the church, also?  Shouldn't we identify the sinners in church and throw them out, excommunicate them?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Josh, in the texts of the Bible, such as the parable of the weeds, and also Matthew 18, you will remember, perhaps, that I've indicated that the church does have sinners in its midst.  The question is only:  How do we go about addressing the fact that there are sinners in the midst?  And you and I and all other Christians, also, are sinners and saints at the same time.  



So in other words, if we want to purge the church from all sin and from its sinners, we probably will have to work very hard.  And sooner or later nobody in the church will even be present.  So in other words, we cannot go and address this issue of church discipline in such a rigorous way that we thereby believe that those who remain behind will be completely holy.  



The point here is that church discipline is something that is to be applied with great -- as a form of spiritual care over somebody who is not able to return to the Gospel because of a hardened heart and who shows unrepentance.  How is one to deal with such people?  



Church discipline is, therefore, an attempt to bring somebody back to the flock who is errant and is adamant in sin.  That is something different to what we define the church as sinners in a more general way.  Those who are in passing, those who live every day, commit a sin.  But are still aware of their Christian faith.  And are, therefore, returning to the Lord and asking forgiveness for what they have just done.  

No. 52.


>> In view of our practice of fellowship then, how should we as members of the Missouri Synod deal with our local congregations in other denominations?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  David, you are asking a very important question that impacts the life of every congregation.  And most of us have also relatives in other congregations of different denominations.  And as we invite those to our churches, as we get together on a Sunday, perhaps, on an important day such as a wedding or a funeral, burial of a close person, then the question always comes up:  How do we deal in terms of fellowship with one another?  



The Missouri Synod has, also, expressed its opinion on such fellowship practices that pertain to these circumstances as I've just described.  There's one word that is often used that is -- and proposed as a form of how to get along with one another.  Namely, of practicing selective fellowship.  



Again, the opinion of the Missouri Synod, the official one, I might add, is that one should not engage in selective fellowship where one invites a member of another congregation or another congregation of a different denomination than that of a Missouri Synod to the altar of a congregation of the Missouri Synod.  



Why is that?  I believe -- and the Missouri Synod's statements say -- that a church or a denomination or even a Christian of a different church remains in it for a specific reason.  He might not always understand the doctrinal statements that their denomination believes.  However, the question is:  Why do they remain therein?  



Is it not possible that they will come over to the Missouri Synod?  Over to your congregation?  So generally we are cautious in inviting members of other congregations into our midst, unless, we might add, there is a case of emergency.  



Such cases of emergency might exist where you encounter -- now, as a pastor I might add -- as a pastor, a person in a hospital who is in desperate need of the Lord's Supper and of absolution.  I think no pastor would pass that member by and tell him that because he is not a person in his congregation, a member there, that he will not commune him.  



However, as a general rule, we would say that our church premises insofar as our pulpit and altar of practice that we would like to have clearly expressed borders and rules in terms of how we should engage with Christians from other denominations.  



There's, also, one text in Romans 16 Verse 17 that seems to have mapped out the thinking of the Missouri Synod in terms of practicing fellowship.  I would like to read this text to you.  Again, it's Romans 16 Verse 17.  



There Paul writes:  I urge you, brothers, to watch out for those who cause the visions and put obstacles in your way that are contrary to the teaching you have learned.  Keep away from them.  



C.F.W. Walther wrote a book that is called:  Church and Ministry.  Maybe you are in possession of it.  And this is a very helpful book because it has clearly stated in a number of theses what we are to believe about the church and also about ministry.  And in the coming questions that I will be answering, I will refer you to such statements and theses that C.F.W. Walther makes.  



In Thesis 8 under Church, he adds this.  And he refers to Romans 16 Verse 17.  Every believer, he says, must at the peril of losing his salvation flee all false teachers.  Avoid all heterodox congregations or sects and acknowledge an idea to Orthodox congregations and the Orthodox pastors wherever such may be found.  



This is a harsh statement.  But it seems to be saying that he encourages all of the Missouri Synod members to stick to their congregations.  To where they have become members.  And should they go on holiday somewhere, they should try to seek out that church that is also a member of the Missouri Synod.  Precisely because they try to find a vicinity, a location, where it is possible to hear God's Word, God's Gospel, according to the teachings of the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod.  



This is a great concern.  And in terms of us abiding to it would require us to be astutely aware of the situation in this world, the ecclesial situation, what every church teaches and where it stands in terms of a doctrine of justification and all other articles as they pertain to the Gospel and what the church otherwise teaches.  



***Vena Elot, a Lutheran scholar from Erlangen, who is now passed away for a number of decades, wrote an important book called:  Eucharistic Fellowship in the First Three Centuries.  And there the question was raised in this book as to what does it mean to be Orthodox?  And he looks at the proposals that had been made then in the first three centuries as to what can Christians do to be considered Orthodox?  



One of the proposals was that one turns to the bishop and perhaps looks at him.  And as long as you remain with the bishop of the church, you will be given the approval of being Orthodox.  



However, that standard soon fell to the wayside.  Why?  Because as heresies emerged in the church, so, also, many bishops abided to that heresy, as well.  We know that the christological controversies of the First Century, that in Alexandra and Antioch, there were many statements made by bishops that had to be corrected.  



In other words, to find an Orthodox Church does not necessarily mean that one has to turn to the bishop and find therein the stamp of approval.  The Christian churches in the first three centuries soon realized that Orthodoxy had to do with structure.  And so it ultimately crystalized to this fact that those who preach the Gospel from the pulpit and those who practiced it needed to be measured against that what Scripture says.  That eventually crystalized and emerged as the claim for Orthodoxy.  



Today when we look at our pastors preaching in the church, we often might ask ourselves:  What is their Orthodoxy?  What is their pedigree?  Well, they have studied for many years.  They have laid out the Word of Scripture in classroom.  We would expect them to be apt to teach.  And nobody would deny them that right.  



However, it is not an automatic Orthodoxy that they are proclaiming.  And we as Christians, the laypeople, should be astute and clever enough to understand the main statements in Scripture and what the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod believes.  So that they can step forward and measure their preaching that comes from the pulpit also against Scripture.  And draw their conclusions as to whether the pastor is preaching Orthodox or not.  

No. 53.


>> At times we call a church a sect rather than a church.  What exactly does this word mean?  When and based on what evidence would we call a church a sect?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, Nick, this is a very important question.  Because you're asking about the relationship of the sects and the churches.  Both seem to co-exist at times.  We know of the scientology church.  We know of the Mormons who we would qualify as sects.  But have established themselves in society as a church and even called themselves churches.  



I think as a Christian Church, the Missouri Synod and other main line denominations would say this, that we fit in the Judeal Christian context and have, to a degree, accepted society in culture as part of our life.  Churches such as we accept the creeds and do not shut ourselves off from other Christians and from society to devise our own rules of life.  



Sects and cults -- and I use those terms synonymously -- are rejecting basically everything.  They comprise little groups that have broken off.  And generally there is a cult leader to whom they turn and look as someone they can follow.  



This thing is something that we need to alert our Christians to.  Because of the manipulative character of such church leaders can have catastrophical effects on families, break them apart as they lead certain members away from our churches.  



What then are some of the features or characteristics of sects?  I would like to mention briefly seven of them.  



First of all, it has an authoritarian leadership, a leader who exercises strong authority over both doctrine and practice.  And he would base his leadership on a vision, perhaps, that he has experienced in his life.  



Such a sect may also have a very strong oppositional stance.  Their beliefs and practices and values want to counter the dominant culture in the United States.  We have seen that with the Church of Scientology with Tom Cruise's statements, the controversial ones on TV against Brooke Shields.  



Thirdly, they are very exclusivistic and elitist in their thinking.  The truth can only be found in their midst.  And leaving that group will have catastrophical effects on the member that has left.  



They are very legalistic.  They follow strict rules and regulations.  Right down to the dress code.  



They are also subjective.  A lot of them believe that you need to follow your experiences, your feelings and your emotions.  And they are also conscious of being persecuted.  And therefore, often withdrawal themselves to remote places trying to live their own life.  



Seven and finally, they are sanction orientated.  This means they will go after those members who have become wayward against those who fail to demonstrate proper allegiance to their group.  



These are all in brief some characteristics of sects.  And as we look at our church Missouri Synod, we want to draw comparisons and ask ourselves where we fit in.  It is important to note that we see ourselves as a main line denomination.  We base our faith on the creeds.  Just as other denominations around us do, as well.  



We don't reject them.  We also don't encourage Christians to withdraw themselves from society or devise their own rules and regulations other than those that are found in Scripture.  So in a way, we Christians do not counter culture in such a way that we do not want to encourage Christians to pursue their vocation in the society.  

No. 54.


>> If the church lives from the audible and visible Word, who then does the preaching and the administering of the sacraments?  I'm pretty sure I know the answer to this.  But just in case I don't, it seems smart to ask.


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, Eric, the question you ask is -- or sounds very simple.  But in fact, it demands a long, long explanation.  So here we go.  



The first thing I would like to say is we need to focus on the Augsburg Confession Article V.  But that is basically what your question is indicating.  And there it says:  So that we may obtain this faith, the ministry of teaching the Gospel and administering the sacraments was instituted.  For through the Word and the sacraments, as through instruments, the Holy Spirit is given, who effects faith where and when it pleases God in those who hear the Gospel.  



This statement here being made in Article V of the Augsburg Confession draws attention to the fact that the Lord has introduced Word and sacrament for us to receive the justifying faith.  That faith that you have heard of in Article IV of the Augsburg Confession.  That which justifies us.  



So the point is we receive it through the means of grace that God has provided the church.  However, these means of grace cannot administer themselves.  They need somebody.  They need a person to do it for them.  



And so this article also draws attention to the ministry of teaching the Gospel and administering the sacraments.  Ministry, we could say, is a service.  A service to some -- something here called Word and sacrament.  It needs to be administered to the people so that this faith is given to them.  



And it says here the ministry was instituted.  Now, that is a passive form.  And that means that somebody behind this article has instituted the ministry.  Who is that?  None other than God himself.  



And who are these people that God has called?  Well, we need to go back to Scripture now and ask ourselves:  Is there any mention of a ministry that in some way reflects that of our pastors today?  



Some might say:  Well, you know, the apostles status in the New Testament is so unique and so different that the ministry we have today in the church, that of our pastors, is far different to that what they have done then.  That question really and that understanding that there is this huge chasm or gap between the ministry of the apostles and that of the pastors needs to be corrected.  



For I strongly believe that the roots of our ministry today are found in Scripture itself.  So let me point you to some texts that indicate first what the apostles had done.  And how then that ministry after their death is continued.  And there's evidence in Scripture of a continuation, as well.  



Those apostles that have been called, were what you would say -- were directly introduced into their ministry.  This means they were immediately called.  Immediately means nobody stepped between them and Jesus Christ.  But they came into the context where Jesus Christ's person was present.  And there they then were asked by Christ as the example of Peter and Nicodemus and further that they were asked by Christ to follow him.  And they followed him almost immediately when asked.  



And those people that stand in such a ministry of preaching God's Word and administering the sacraments are called in Scripture a number of things.  In Ephesians 4:12, they are those understood to build up the body of Christ with their ministry.  



In I Corinthians 4 Verse 1, we hear of them being servants.  And the word that is used there is diakonia, that is the Greek word for ministry, for service.  And it's absolutely crucial that this word, diakonia, is explained.  



Because in one thing it means that those in the ministry do not Lord over other people.  But they are there to serve them with the Word that they have been given.  



And also in I Corinthians 3 Verse 9, they are called co-workers of the ministry that Jesus Christ has begun.  And in II Corinthians 5 Verse 20, Paul refers to himself and to those who preach the Gospel and the ambassadors of Christ.  Those ambassadors that call out the Gospel and ask people to be reconciled with God.  We are reconcilers, those that preach the Gospel.  And in I Timothy 2 Verse 7, they are called preachers and teachers.  



So in Scripture if you go through it, you will find a number of titles explaining what these individuals who have been placed into the ministry are doing.  And these titles are very important.  



And those apostles who have been called by Jesus Christ were not only called immediately.  But they were also endowed with miraculous gifts.  They could perform certain things that we in the church today cannot perform.  And it shows that they were in some ways given that authority to do so by Jesus Christ.  



They were commanded, for one thing, to preach the Gospel and to baptize.  We have evidence of that in Matthew 28 in the Great Commission texts.  And we also have the example in I Corinthians 4 Verse 1 that also their ministry included the administrations of the means of grace.  For it speaks there of the stewardship of the mysteries of Christ.  



In John 20 Verse 23, they are given the authority to forgive sins on Christ's behalf.  The point is here -- and I want to reiterate it here -- that they were given this authority immediately and directly from the Lord.  And they were also witnesses of Jesus Christ.  Witnesses of his preaching.  



So they were special -- specially chosen individuals.  And also given the gift to write down that what they had experienced and what they had witnessed with Jesus Christ.  



The number 12 comes to mind.  12 apostles.  And we recall that when Judas fell away from those 12, they were -- he had to be replaced by another one called Matthias.  Some say the number 12 is important to reflect the 12 tribes of Israel in the Old Testament.  



Let us turn now to Ephesians 4 Verse 11 to 13.  Because therein I think we are explained a number of important facets or aspects of the ministry of the church as begun by the apostles.  



There it says in Ephesians 4 Verse 8:  When he ascended on high, he led captives in his train and gave gifts to men.  And then in Verse 12 it continues -- Verse 11 it continues:  It was he who gave some to be apostles.  Some to be prophets.  Some to be evangelists.  And some to be pastors and teachers.  To prepare God's people for works of service so that the body of Christ may be built up.  



The first thing here in Verse 8, he says he gave gifts to men.  We may say that the gift that God or the Lord Jesus Christ gave to his church is that of the ministry.  Namely, the ministry as Augsburg V indicates.  That it's there to administer the Word of God so that the faith may be given.  



And then in Verse 11 and 12, we can see that there are certain names given as to who is doing that ministry.  There's mention made of the apostles and then of the prophets, evangelists and pastors and teachers.  



Today as we look at this text, we, perhaps, may find some people reflected in this -- in these duties.  For today we still have pastors and teachers left in the church.  The apostles have passed away.  And so, also, have the prophets.  But we have evangelists.  We have pastors.  And we have teachers.  



This raises an important hermeneutical point.  For we know that the Augsburg Confession Article V speaks of one ministry.  One ministry to Word and sacrament.  That is, instead of dividing it up into various ministries, we speak of the one to Word and sacrament.  And generally that ministry is identified with that of a missionary who was ordained and sent out to proclaim the Gospel.  Or with that of a pastor who finds himself bound to a locality, to a congregation, and doing the preaching and the teaching there.  



Is there evidence in Scripture then that after the passing of the apostles, after they died, that there are people following in their footsteps in the ministry of Word and sacrament?  My answer is yes.  



The fact is that the apostles wanted to it continue their ministry through calling and choosing individuals who will then take their place once they have died.  



In Acts 14 Verse 21 to 23, we can see the first indication that the ministry is to continue after the apostles have gone.  Let us turn to that text now.  



I read the text in Acts 14 Verse 21 to 23:  They preached the good news in that city in one large number of disciples.  And this is talking about the ministry of Paul and Barnabas.  



Then they return to Lystra, Iconium and Antioch, strengthening the disciples and encouraging them to remain true to the fact.  We must go through many hardships to enter the Kingdom of God they said.  Paul and Barnabas appointed elders for them in each church.  And with prayer and fasting committed them to the Lord in whom they had put their trust.  



In this text here we can see that the apostle Paul and Barnabas both stood in the ministry of the church were actually following a clear procedure.  First, they abided to what Matthew 28 said.  That they were going to preach the Gospel.  And make disciples.  



And then once they have done so and established a church, they will also see to it that once they go away, that within that body of believers that they leave behind, there will also be individuals who will serve those members with the Word.  



And so in Verse 23 we are told that they appointed elders, presbuteros it is said here, in each of the churches and committed them to the Lord.  



What were these elders to do?  Well, first of all, we know their status is different to that of the apostles.  First of all, their call is not immediately placed on them.  But they are elected and chosen in the context of a church.  They were appointed.  



They were not called by Jesus Christ directly.  But indirectly we might say as all pastors are called today through the church.  But nonetheless, also, finding themselves in an office that is especially instituted by the Lord himself.  



These elders were also not endowed with the miraculous gifts of healing people, of able to resurrect people from the dead.  And so many things fall away that the apostles were able to do uniquely with their office.  



Another point might be made, also, that such elders are not transient like the apostle Paul was.  In other words, that they could travel around all over Judea and Samaria and to other parts of the world claiming to be apostles.  



We know that the apostle Paul was called directly by Jesus Christ in Acts 9 and seems to claim that he is of the same status as those apostles who were in direct relationship to the historic Jesus Christ who walked the earth.  



What the apostle Paul, however, says is that his ministry was called to become transient.  That is to go from one place to the next.  These elders that were placed in the context of Antioch, however, were chosen to stay there.  At that specific locality.  And to serve the members there with the Word and sacraments.  



Now, who were these presbuteros.  The question to that and the answer that we may give can be found in Acts 20.  And I would like to turn there and quote to you a text that explains to some degree the duty, the tasks these elders were to do.  



And now that the apostle Paul stands before the elders, he will give them a job description that is clearly enunciated in Verse 28.  For there he says to them:  Keep watch over yourselves and all the flock of which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers.  Be shepherds of the Church of God, which he bought with his own blood.  



The apostle Paul looks at the elders with a specific task in mind for them.  Keep watch over yourselves.  That is obviously something that is also a part of ministry.  That a pastor needs to look after himself.  That he must study God's Word continually.  ***Lexio continua we say in Latin, which means that a pastor must devote himself daily to the reading of Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions.  



We also know that the pastor must meditate and go through turmoils at times and be tested in his faith.  There's a Latin word that Luther said ***oratio and then he added to it ***medatatio and temptatio.  These three so-called activities are part of the ministry.  Because a pastor needs to go through such things as temptation, he needs to meditate.  And he needs to pray.  And these are those activities that will enable a minister to watch over himself.  



We are then also said:  Keep watch over the flock of which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers.  You may recall that I referred to the parable of the sheep.  And Jesus being the shepherd.  



Well, here we see that keeping watch over the flock does indicate this imagery of being as shepherds.  And today when we use the word pastor, it goes back actually to the Latin word of being pastor, pastoris, that is shepherd over the flock of sheep.  And that's precisely what's indicated here in the passage.  And it says:  Of which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers.  That means none other than God himself has put them in the position of pastors over the flock.  



One final word here is overseers.  I think if you look at the word overseer today, you will see that it means episkopos.  Episkopos is the word for bishop.  A bishop is an overseer.  And we might say that a pastor is really a true bishop.  Because he's asked to be an overseer of a flock that is entrusted to him.  



I believe strongly that these job descriptions that are given here to the elders indicate to us what a pastor is to do, as well.  It shows that the apostle Paul wants a pastoral ministry to continue after he has -- his apostle has died and has been removed from the life of the church.  And after the apostles there will be those that will be called pastors, overseers or bishops.  But they all stand in the one office of the church.  And are entrusted with the pastoral duties.  



Those of you who have read the letter to the apostles will know that therein are many nuggets, we may say, that refer to the pastoral ministry.  And I know of some passages there that are very helpful to see how the continuation of the ministry was taking place.  



Take, for example, Titus 1 Verse 5.  Where Titus, a servant of the apostle Paul, was encouraged to go to Crete and to install elders in the congregations.  In other words, the apostle Paul said to Titus:  Please, go ahead, with ensuring that the ministry continues.  That ministry that God has instituted is entrusted to such congregations on Crete.  



And in the letter to Timothy, Chapter 6, for example, we can read therein, also, that Timothy was entrusted with a ministry.  The gift was given with him with the laying on of hands.  



And so Timothy, too, stands in that ministry that the Lord has first begun with that of the apostles.  And that ministry in which pastors today stand, as well.  



In II Timothy 2 Verse 2 you can read therein that Timothy, too, is encouraged to choose reliable men.  And that means he has to choose people who are well equipped and who are trained so that they may continue the ministry.  



Our church today abides to that principle.  What it says is that the church wants to encourage individuals to join the ministry of being chosen, selected, by the church.  And then trained and then finally  called to a congregation and then ordained.  Such a procedure was also one that had been given to Timothy by the apostle Paul:  Choose reliable men and these may be given the ministry.  



And then he also -- in one passage Timothy is encouraged not to lay on the hands too quickly.  Obviously Paul is concerned that the ministry does not continue in a haphazard way and is given too quickly to someone who has not proven himself.  



There has always been the tradition in the Lutheran Church that one entrusts the ministry to somebody who has gone through a long process.  In other words, that he has shown himself in the congregations as someone who has the gift to teach or the gift of faith and stands strong and firm in it.  And then, also, one who has been selected by the District president in an interview and then referred to the seminary.  



The seminary then continues that selection process by educating that individual.  By training him to preach.  By visiting congregations.  And working as a Vicar.  And then finally handing them over to a congregation who requests his presence.  And then finally, being ordained to it and installed in the context of that church.  



This is a long procedure that we have chosen.  But it is a good one.  Because it encourages us to follow the principle that Timothy was given.  Not to lay on the hands too quickly.  And of choosing reliable men for the ministry.  



C.F.W. Walther also wrote a number of theses on the ministry of the church.  And I would like to refer you to Thesis No. 1 and No. 2.  First, Thesis 1.  



There he says the holy ministry or pastoral office is an office distinct from the priesthood of all believers.  That means that Walther knows that the ministry that is continued after the apostles has a special place that is reserved for in the church that is distinct, he says, from the priesthood of all believers.  I will come later on to explain a little bit what it means to be a priest or the priesthood of all believers.  



In Thesis 2, Walther refers to this:  The ministry of the word or the pastoral office is not a human institution.  But an office that God himself has established.  



I would like to point to these two theses because there might be some confusion here about the status of a pastor and the pastoral ministry in the church.  We need to know that it's distinctly different from all other activities in the church.  



There are some churches who try to call everyone into the ministry and say everyone is a minister.  Those attempts, however, ignore the fact that this office that Jesus Christ has given the church is distinct and different.  And I would like to place its locality in the context of the church.  Particularly in the worshiping life of the congregation.  



For therein we need somebody to read the Scriptures.  We need somebody to explain them from the pulpit.  And we need somebody to forgive those who are present in front of the altar.  And we need, also, those who baptize and administer the means of sacraments.  



In other words, it's important that we understand that this ministry cannot be distributed to all people who in some way or another teach at school or do any other services.  They are what we may call auxiliary services.  Those that help the pastor.  But the pastor himself has been called into a distinctly different office than that of all other services that are provided in the church.  



That does not demean these other offices.  It does not put them down.  It, in fact, elevates them to the status, as I've said, of being auxiliary in their purposes.  So that they may help the pastor and edify the church body.  



When it comes to the Augsburg Confession Article V and when we refer there to the office being instituted, some use the vocabulary of the office being instituted in the abstract sense.  Rather than being concretely evident.  



I believe that there -- this distinction is helpful to a degree.  When it says about the office being instituted in the abstract, I believe that Walther in Thesis 1 has adequately described it.  Namely, by saying it is given to the church as a distinct office that they are then asked to employ a reliable person in that office.  



The abstract means that it is always provided to the church and given.  And as long as the church exists, it will be there in the midst of all believers.  



Abstract can also be interpreted in this way:  That the office has been given to the church.  And that before it is handed over to an individual, the church claims to be in possession of it.  



That, too, can be understood.  And is also helpful to say that this office is mediated and not given directly as the office of the apostles to the individual.  



When we talk about the office being concrete, we mean, thereby, that the office is given then to an individual who then stands in it concretely.  And as a person administers it in forms of all the duties to which he has been asked to do.  



In terms of seeing the ministry of being with the church for always, I quote, also, the Thesis 3 that Walther has written on the ministry.  For there he says:  The ministry isn't an arbitrary office.  But one whose establishment has been commanded to the church.  And to which the church is ordinarily bound until the end of time.  



Ordinarily bound I think is an important word, which means that the church in general is bound to establish that office.  It cannot get away from it.  It cannot get rid of it in circumstances where it thinks it is not fit to be used.  



In other words, where there's a congregation, there must also be the office.  Where there are believers, there must also be the preaching going on.  Both form a symbiosis we may say.  Both live off of each other.  And where the preaching goes on, there will also be members who will hear God's Word and come to faith.  



You may read Romans 10, 14 Verse 17 (sic) which tells us clearly that the church relies on the Word being preached in order that faith may be given.  Well, the apostle Paul asks that very important question:  How can they hear?  And how can they come to faith?  Unless they are given somebody who can preach the Gospel.  



There was a time during C.F.W. Walther when he wrote his thesis of also some dispute over the status of teachers in schools.  I believe that Walther chose to understand the office of teachers as one as being auxiliary to that of the pastors.  



In other words, Walther did not go along with some propositions made by individuals such as ***Lindeman who told him he would rather see the office of a teacher as one evolving out of that of parents.  In other words, that the teachers in the school stand not on behalf of the ministry to the Word.  But rather, on behalf of the parents who endow the teacher with the authority to teach their children.  



Walther dismissed that thought and said:  There's more to the ministry of teaching at schools than one that is to be associated only with the Fourth Commandment of being in the state of the parents at school.  



Walther understood that teachers also served the church in a very special and important way.  That there are those who will preach and teach God's Word in the forum of a classroom.  There where the pastor cannot be present.  



I want to make sure, however, that we do not understand the church working in terms of a very important hierarchy where the pastors works and functions as kind of after overarching supervisor over the life of the congregation.  The pastor, too, is in the service of the office.  That means he must do something.  The functions are given to him.  



And by functions we mean those that go along with the office of preaching, of forgiving sins.  These must be actively pursued by every pastor.  



The pastor, however, also has an authority over the life of the church.  He has a jurisdiction, if we may call it this way, over the school, as well.  And if he is given a school, he will have authority over that what the teachers tell the children and also what they explain Scripture to say.  



In other words, the authority extends to the school.  However, one important point here is to be made.  That the call extended to the pastoral ministry is one that is distinctly different to the call that is extended to a teacher.  



The call that Jesus Christ gave the church for a minister continues today.  And is one that is important in order for the Word to continue in the midst of the worshiping life.  Nonetheless, however, the congregation also realizes that a call is needed for those who can continue the teaching in its private school.  And it also wants that the word there is endowed to the individual's children in all its purity.  



And therefore, teachers play a very important role in the life of the church.  And of building up this body as Ephesians 12 -- 4 Verse 12 would say.  



Walther in one of his thesis stated then that the pastoral office is the highest office in the church.  I might add to that that the office of the ministry in the church is a very important one in the sense of when it is lost, the church -- the life of the church will also be lost.  The status, the central status of the office, is, therefore, as Walther would say the highest that the church needs it to be in place and that it needs for its continuation.  



What then about the other officers in the church?  What about that of a District president?  What about those churches who have bishops?  



I think we can say that the offices in the church such as District president are those that have been delegated to individuals by the church.  It is an office of choice, of polity.  



We use the term here ***diura humano in distinction to ***diura divino.  Diura divino means it's by God's intent, it's by God's law and institution.  And that God wants that office to continue.  



We see the ministry of Word and sacrament as one established diura divino.  However, those offices such as district president, as bishops, are one of the ***euro humano.  That is that the church decides for a particular way of arranging its life to establish offices that will have polity in place that will engage individuals and offices such as district president and other purposes such as regulating the life of various congregations.  And we may include in that offices, also, that -- of a circuit counselor.  

No. 55.


>> In Scripture we read of the apostles being given the ministry to preach.  What about the pastors today?  How different is their ministry from that of the apostles?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Well, Josh, I think I will use your question to basically condense that what I have said in the previous question.  I would say three things pertain here.  



First, the apostles were given the extraordinary call.  That is the immediate call by Jesus Christ.  They were also given the gift of performing miraculous powers, of being able to heal others.  And then finally, they were also given the task, the functions, to minister God's Word to the people.  



Which of these three continue with that of the pastors?  I believe only Point No. 3.  First, today pastors are called into the office by the church.  That is not an immediate call.  But a mediated call.  Nonetheless, still a call by Jesus Christ.  



Secondly, is their ministry endowed with special healing powers?  I don't believe so.  That was something uniquely given to the apostles.  Of course pastors today will pray over others and will hope that the Lord does work in miraculous ways.  But today we have medical technologies and so forth which we can refer sick members to, as well.  



So I do believe the continuation of the apostles' office is to be found in the third point that I've made.  Namely, in the function.  That there is an apostolic function or succession as we could say that allows pastors to continue that what the apostles had done already then.  Namely, to preach God's Word, to baptize, to forgive the sins of others.  That was II Corinthians 5.  To be reconcilers, ambassadors.  
These all are special functions given to the church in which a pastor stands now in the office and performs.  

No. 56.


>> Can just anybody get into the office?  Aren't there special requirements and qualifications necessary to fill that office?  And let me also ask about the call.  You say that the Augsburg Confession in Article XIV states that no one is allowed to preach and administer the sacraments in the church without a proper call.  Would you please explain the exact nature of a proper call?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Josh, the second part of your question is the one that refers to the article in the Augsburg Confession.  Namely, Article XIV, which speaks about the church order.  Order ecclesiastical it is said.  That is the church has understood that there is a certain order, that is a certain class in the church or structure, that allows pastors to be put in place.  And that that needs to be respected and continued.  



And how do individuals get into that order, into that office, we may ask.  And the answer here in this article is this:  Concerning church order they teach that no one should teach publicly in the church or administer the sacraments unless properly called.  



Again, I have referred before to the word publicly as being crucial to understanding -- to understand the ministry of a pastor.  Namely, on behalf of everyone in the church he is doing his duties.  I maybe will come back to that later to expound on this, what it means to do it publicly.  



But let us then turn to the fact that this statement here also refers to those that are in the office, that they have to be properly called.  The Latin word there is ***rita verkitos.  You might want to remember that word.  It is ***verkitos that comes from ***verkari.  It is a perfect passive participle having been called.  And ***rita is the adverb, which really refers to orderly.  



So it means that they must be orderly calls.  What exactly does that mean you are asking.  



Well, I can explain it, perhaps, like this:  There was a time in the Reformation during Luther's time at Wittenberg where so many congregations turned to the Reformation, the Protestant calls.  To the teachings that Luther shared with all in his university and all members in Germany in the territory of Saxony.  



However, the problem was that many of those in the Roman Catholic Church who turned to Protestantism were usually laypeople.  Not those in the priesthood.  Those that were bishops.  They had too much to lose if they became Protestant.  



Now suddenly the question was asked:  How do we get individuals into the ministry when we have no bishops who will continue the ordination, that rita verkitos, if we will, of putting individuals orderly into the office?  



And Luther realized very well some order has to be maintained here.  And it soon became a practice that at Wittenberg he would place individuals, those candidates for the ministry who have gone through the university who he has taught and other professors, as well, that they were placed into the office.  



What order was being followed here?  Well, I think there were three things that need to be seen here.  First, that the selection process is done properly and carefully.  That individuals are chosen by congregations, by pastors, by those who are under the influence of that individual.  Or who influence that individual.  That they encourage him to join the seminary or the university and be trained as pastors.  Some people may identify certain gifts in an individual and say that he is properly destined for the cause of pursuing ministry.  



We may then add that this individual will be referred to a proper education.  That eligible have to be trained.  And then finally, this individual will be placed into the ministry through a proper call from a congregation.  And then through the ordination.  



You can see, therefore, that out of this ***rita verkitos really evolved a long sequence, a broad call, if you will, that allowed us to include a number of aspects.  And it became a progress.  Or a process, if you may say so.  Of selecting an individual.  Of educating him.  Of then having him called by a congregation.  And then ordaining him for that particular ministry.  



Some individuals who come to the ministry are called internally.  We call that a ***verkatio interna.  Obviously we want everyone to experience that personal persuasion that you want to pursue the ministry.  



Every individual should be convinced that what he's doing is the right thing.  So that ***verkatio interna, that internal call, is an absolutely crucial one.  



However, we compliment that internal call also with an external one, which we call the ***verkatio externa.  That is just like any other profession where there is maybe a surgeon or a farmer or a teacher or a lawyer, they all have to qualify in some ways for the work that they are doing, for the vocation they find themselves in.  



Nobody would say that the surgeon who cuts somebody open is performing here an illegal act.  And so, also, we are interested that somebody who is teaching in the church, who are preaching and administering the sacraments is not performing an illegal act.  



And so this eternal call is placed upon that individual by the church.  And as I've said, we can understand it in the broad sense as one that says he has to go through a number of steps in order to qualify and to be considered legitimately placed in that office.  



We can also speak of the call in the narrow sense, the call, the ***rita verkatos, meaning, thereby, that a congregation extends a call to that individual and asks him to call to -- into their midst and to serve them with the ministry.  And that call also includes ordination, which is not just an arbitrary act.  But one that actually places a stamp of approval on that individual that is going to pursue that ministry.  Who qualifies for that office, therefore, is evident.  



Now I think both the internal call plus the external call must both come together.  The church, however, has been very careful as to not allow anyone into the ministry.  One issue that always surfaces is the ordination of women.  



We have very many women in our church that help the ministry of preaching and teaching.  We know the Lutheran Women's League -- Missionary League, for example, is absolutely crucial in maintaining the missionary direction of our church.  



We also have women today who may vote in congregations.  It's called the Women's Suffrage.  We also have them serve sometimes -- and this is what our Synod has allowed -- to serve as presidents of a church.  Or even in the capacity of elders.  



We know some texts in the Bible such as I Timothy 2 Verse 12 where Paul writes to the congregation and to Timothy that he does not permit a woman to teach or to have any role of authority over man.  She must remain silent.  



We also have in Ephesians 5 Verse 22 a statement that she must submit herself to her husband.  And in I Corinthians 14 Verse 34, we have the statement being made by Paul that a woman should remain silent in the churches.  



These are clear statements that the Missouri Synod has always affirmed as binding for the life of the church today.  We know that those members of the Lutheran World Federation, such as the ELCA, they do permit women in the ministry.  They see these statements that I've just quoted by the apostle Paul as being historically conditioned.  That means they were uttered by him during a time when it was appropriately culturally speaking to say these things, that a woman must remain silent in the church and be submissive to her husband.  



However, we are cautious not to follow that line of thinking.  For we see that those statements that the apostle Paul there made, especially the one in I Timothy in Chapter 2 where he refers to the order of creation we might say.  The order of creation where Adam was created first and Eve second.  



We believe, therefore, that beyond the ministry being performed, that there must also be somebody incumbent in it who is male, who follows that order of creation that God designed also for his church and also for his ministry.  



Granted, this is sometimes a statement that the Missouri Synod makes against culture, against those that see that we need to move on, go ahead and allow women also in the ministry.  But I am cautious here, as well, in terms of putting these statements in Scripture into a historical and cultural context only.  We should see them still as binding.  



The way we deal with Scripture with these statements also indicate then how we will treat other statements that refer maybe to homosexuality and those that also refer to abortion and other things.  We might say:  Well, let's go ahead, also, with these.  



So the way we treat Scripture at times reflects, also, how we view it in terms of its authority over us today.  And here as a Missouri Synod member and a teacher at the seminary, I clearly make statements to the effect that I would like to see Scripture to be binding in most things that it says.  And we need to carefully engage the exegetical insights that we have been given by our exegetes and also those statements that have been made officially by our church before we come to reach a conclusion on this matter.  

No. 57.


>> If what you say is true, why then do we have in our church licensed deacons and calls extended to individuals who preach but are not ordained?  I've also noticed that the education at seminaries is not the same for every person who enters the ministry.  For instance, there's this DELTO program offered to people like me.  



There seem to be a number of variables for someone to enter the office.  Could you please explain what this is all about?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  David, in my previous question and answer to that question, I have indicated that someone who wants to enter the ministry needs to go through a process.  And part of that process is also the education.  



We have to say that a minister must be apt to teach.  I think that is very clear.  Because that's what we read in the letter to Timothy.  And so the aptness to teach requires somebody to be educated in what Scripture teaches in theology.  And our Lutheran theology is very complex.  It requires us to understand and to explain it.  And it is, therefore, very important that that education process is put in place before somebody enters the ministry.  



I strongly believe that the education cannot be seen as something that follows ordination.  For a person who is apt to teach will have to -- will have to have undergone some kind of education.  That does not mean that a person who is ordained should not continue his studies.  Certainly it would be very important that you always remain in the study of God's Word.  



However, the requirement I believe for entering the ministry and being ordained would be a qualified and agreed upon by the Synod education program.  Now, generally that is understood as being that provided by the two seminaries, both at Ft. Wayne and St. Louis.  And mind you, there are two.  We have some routes that are not all the same.  



Alternate route, for example, takes on students and gives them an education for two years before it releases them to the vicarage and finally to the congregation to serve as pastors.  That is a short program of only two years.  I am surprised that nobody picks that up as a wonderful means of putting in licensed deacons into the ministry.  



We have also then the master of divinity for those who have come from colleges and universities.  Also those colleges that belong to our Synod.  And then enter it and learn Greek and Hebrew and also are then given a chance after three years to go to vicarage.  And then to return for a four year.  This is a longer program.  And it is also one way of putting individuals into the ministry.  



And as you have indicated now, we also have the DELTO program.  The distance learning that then leads to ordination.  We hope that all those that serve congregations are enrolled in DELTO programs will also be given an opportunity to come to the seminary.  And I believe that opportunity is given.  



This DELTO leading to ordination, this program, is one by extension.  And in many ways, we as professors appreciate usually that we are able to see a student and be directly involved with them in person so that we know who we teach.  And the student himself also has this wonderful experience of sharing his learning together with the person, his professor.  



However, distance education is one that understands that we are living today in the 21st Century.  Technology allows us to follow that route.  



And also we are aware, that was especially at the convention of 1989 at Wichita, that it was passed that we may license individuals for ministry in the church.  In other words, those that may then preach in the church, who are not ordained but licensed usually by the District president.  



We realize that this is an important step in the church that was taken.  And it's a step in the direction that many lament as one that should not have been taken, especially in view of the fact that the founding fathers of the Missouri Synod, C.F.W. Walther, especially were not in favor of licensing individuals into the ministry.  They considered licensing a form of a temporary call that is extended to somebody and then removed.  



So after 1989, after Wichita, the convention there, when the licensing of deacons was passed and accepted in the resolution, we are now trying to correct that -- that resolution by saying that:  Let's pick up these licensed deacons and give them a good education that they then are then qualified enough for ordination.  



So what we are trying to say is that it is important to continue education for such individuals as those who are licensed so that they may enter the ministry and be given a proper ordination.  



That is a process that is being put in place.  And it is hopefully one that will address the situation that is prevalent in the Missouri Synod.  We are aware of the shortages of pastors somewhere, in some places.  We are also aware, however, that many congregations prefer to have licensed deacons in their midst rather than somebody who is a fully professional ordained pastor.  It is far more expensive, perhaps, to have them than a bivocational minister who is still serving the congregation as somebody who is in a vocation other than that of Word and sacrament ministry.  



So our church needs to discuss this.  And needs to see, however, that education is not written in the Bible.  The steps are not there and clearly given.  However, we would like to say that while it is a negotiable, we, however, need to negotiate in such a way that it will give satisfaction to all and especially to the ministry of Word and sacrament that as I've explained before is the one to which the Lord has called us and to which we will have to be always accountable to.  



I have spoken previously, also, namely, about the very fact that congregations join the Synod precisely for the fact that they would like education taking place centrally.  That is, sanctioned by the congregations and also passed officially by the Synod itself.  



In other words, what we do not approve of I believe as a Synod is that congregations stand up on their own individually in a radical form of congregationalism to elect its own individual leaders and have those perform Word and sacrament ministry without the approval of the District president.  And without the approval of the Synod.  



Our seminaries have been put in place precisely for the purpose of agreeing with the general consensus that we need to educate pastors who are then put in the congregations who are trained in such a way that we all can agree upon on the quality of their education.  And also that they all may find that such individuals are those that have been given an equal opportunity to study God's Word at a place provided for them such as seminaries.  



There is an opportunity for education in our church.  And we all would like to give everyone the best education possible.  Surely nobody would like to be given only something that is minimal and inferior to others.  That has huge psychological implications, as well.  



Some might eventually land up unhappy for only having been receiving that education at a minimum level.  And therefore, I personally would always like to encourage those in the DELTO program to continue their education.  And to bring that to a completion.  



So that when they stand in front of the congregation and express the forgiveness of sins in the common absolution and confession where they say:  I, as an ordained servant, that they may speak that with a conviction that they themselves have been taken up into that stage of ordination.  



An important point that is also related to the issue of licensed deacons is that the Church Missouri Synod especially has always said that temporary calls are one that cannot be put in place in the congregation.  In other words, the congregation at its own whim cannot call somebody and then dispose of them after a certain period of time.  Afterall, we need to know that the Lord Jesus Christ calls somebody to the ministry and the church serves as the vehicle to put somebody into that office.  



So there must be clearly stated reasons for a call to be terminated.  And there must be also a good calling procedure put in place that enables the pastor to take on a call to another congregation if he wishes to do so.  



But temporary calls are those calls that fly against those that understand ministry to be those services in the church for all times.  As long as the church exists, the church needs to accept the fact that there are individuals called to the ministry.  



Temporary calls, therefore, are important acts in the church that have been practiced in the past and also have been associated with licensing.  And Walther in his pastoral ministry has always enunciated and clearly expressed his opinion on this.  And we as a church try to take those words seriously that he says.  Namely, that we should put in place a ministry that lasts longer and always sees the pastors are in a position of authority over a longer period of time than just as the congregation itself wishes them to be in that authority.
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No. 58.  


>> Tell me about the roles of those who are commissioned ministers.  I'm thinking of DCEs, church musicians, teachers and the like.  How do they serve the church?  How does their work relate to that of the pastor?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, Josh, the roles of such offices as you have just mentioned are described differently as those of a pastor.  Or let me call it they have different functions to perform as that of a pastor.  



As I have said before, the function of a pastor is one to forgive sins, to stand publicly before the congregation and to proclaim God's Word and to administer the sacraments for them.  I would like to see the functions of a pastor, therefore, in the context of a worship life, if you will.  And also in a sense of being clothed with an authority to forgive sins on behalf of all others.  



So if we look at the auxiliary offices, those that have been commissioned by the Synod, then I would say in terms of functions, they perform something different.  Something that works outside the realm of the worship life, if you will.  But they nonetheless perform a very important function to serve the church, to build it up as Ephesians 12 would say.  To edify it.  And to lead the church to eternal life.  



In other words, we need to appreciate the offices that are considered auxiliary.  And therefore, the Synod commissions them into those offices.  And sees these binding for them for wherever they go, whatever locality, and if they are called to another congregation, they are reserved in that position by not being recommissioned.  By actually being called into it.  



However, since we have two different functions being performed, that by the pastor and those various functions of those in the auxiliary positions, we need to say that the call is of somewhat a different quality here.  I might say that Jesus called Peter and the apostles for a specific purpose.  He also called others.  



But it means that these calls extended to the ministry of public preaching and teaching are something of a different quality.  And therefore, the Synod has chosen not the word ordination.  But commission.  



And that distinction I think needs to be maintained.  And that distinction, also, relates to authority, as I've said.  I do not consider commissioned teachers of being clothed with the same authority over God's Word, over dispensing public sin -- the forgiveness of the public sinners.  So we have to have a clear alignment of duties that all together serve the church.  



I have one reservation over the word lay minister.  Because I would like to say that it somehow seems to infringe on the rights of ordained ministry without giving them the opportunity to be ordained.  It is crucial, I believe, that the church needs to see those that are in some ways actually relating to the worshiping life and are performing pastoral functions and are not considered ordained, that the church should do so immediately and see to it that these are instated into the pastoral ministry through call and ordination.  



We need not resort here to a pragmatism.  But we need to see it as an important component of our church's life.  And an authority imprinted on us that we have to do so because the Lord wants us to follow proper order in the life of the church.  



Now, order does not only mean that we decide what order to choose.  As I have said before, Augsburg Confession XIV tells us that we are given something that the Lord has given us.  It is instituted by him.  So whatever we say about this or that thing, we need to always be accountable to the Lord Jesus Christ about what we do.  



But let me make very clear here that those functions that are performed by the auxiliary offices, those commissioned teachers, those DCEs, DCOs, they are all absolutely crucial for the life of the church.  I sometimes would like to have the DCE be called a catechist.  Because he does serve the education sector of the church.  



The DCOs, perhaps, who organize things could be called deacons.  So we have usually a modernized version of all Ecclesiastical auxiliary offices.  And in some ways I would perhaps out of traditional reasons prefer us to go back and return to those functions that the church had always used.  



I am glad to see that we have the office of the deaconess again put in place.  For it is so crucial that the life of the church is devoted to mercy acts.  To perform those on people who are in great need.  It has great missionary potential, as well.  



Internationally speaking, we look at churches around the world that are in great need, especially Africa with the problems of AIDS, of poverty and of wars.  And I would personally like to see that we put in place a missionary office, such as a missionary deacon or deaconess that enables us to pursue human care in a deliberate way for people around the world who are in great need.  



If you would like to be given greater clarity on the status of auxiliary offices, I advise you to read the CTCR statement of 1981 on the ministry of the church.  For therein there is given to us a definition of what it means to be put in the auxiliary office.  And I would like to explain this a little more had in regards to the qualification and the process that is needed to put somebody in that position.  



It is done with careful scrutiny.  And it is done very, very carefully in terms of selecting individuals for that position.  Just like we have explained that the office of the ministry carefully evaluates people, trains them and then also ordains them into that office, so, also, the positions in auxiliary offices are not being put in place at pure random.  A selection process is needed.  Education is there.  And also the proper commissioning.  



So that everything is done in good order.  And that the Missouri Synod can be proud of those people that find themselves in such auxiliary offices.  Because they have been considered as perfectly qualified for that position.  

No. 59.  


>> I have noticed on a number of occasions when we speak about ministry that the case of emergency is raised.  Describe for me, please, such a situation.  What constitutes an emergency?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Eric, this question that you ask is an important one because it can be implemented and in some cases it has to be implemented.  And the circumstances to define an emergency situation need to be clarified, also.  What is it?  



Let me give you an example maybe.  And that, perhaps, could explain it best.  We were, for example, in the time after the second World War looking at a desolate situation for the churches in Russia in the Communist Era.  They lost many pastors through the persecution by Stalin.  In fact, all pastors of the Lutheran churches were eliminated in the Soviet Union.  



These Christian churches under the communist rule now had no pastors.  So the question was asked:  Who can continue the ministry?  And they looked at men, all those that had been confirmed, and these men then had to stand up and serve as pastors.  Even though they had no proper education.  And even though they had not been ordained.  



But in such a case, there was a desperate need for the Word of God to continue.  People would have been without God's Word.  And it was necessary at that time to establish an emergency situation.  And allowed people to change the rules that normally are.  



This is what I would consider a good example of what an emergency situation is.  Now that the Soviet Union has stopped to rule the same way as it did before 1998 -- 1990, we now see a circumstance being put in place which allows the church to go along their regular route of actually calling pastors through the proper education.  And allowing them to be ordained publicly so that they won't -- because they no longer will be persecuted.  



We have one emergency situation being touched on in the Book of Concord in our Lutheran Confessions.  It is written by Melanchthon:  The Treatise.  And therein, in the Paragraph 67, we have given an example by Melanchthon on what's an emergency situation, what constitutes it.  And he gives you that example of Augustine that the church great father has already used.  



There he says:  Therefore, where the true church is, there must also be the right of choosing and ordaining pastors.  Just as in an emergency, even a layperson grants absolution and becomes the minister or pastor of another.  So Augustine tells the story of two Christians in a boat.  One of whom baptized the other, a catechumen.  And then the later having been baptized absolved the former.  



What does Melanchthon really say here?  Well, it seems to me that in this case all of the regular circumstances fell away.  There were two men on the boat.  One wanted to receive absolution.  So he baptized the other.  And the other one then stepped forward and absolved him.  



Today in our church we might look at certain circumstances where such things could happen.  Perhaps in Alaska there are remote places where there are Christian communities which cannot sustain the full pastoral office and afford a salary to pay for an individual to serve full time.  



We can say, therefore, that, perhaps, therein exists an emergency situation that needs to be addressed.  Well, we need to understand that in such cases where an emergency situation starts and begins, it also needs to end at a certain point in time.  It cannot last forever.  Otherwise, it no longer would serve and be understood as an emergency.  



If a person now happens to find himself in such a position where he's been asked to serve, say now he finds himself in the worship service after the pastor has collapsed of a heart attack and has to continue the ministry of preaching and of administering the Lord's Supper to the people there, say now some -- a layperson is called to do that.  In what capacity is he acting there?  



Walther in his pastorala has made it clear that first, if the Word is being preached and if the sacraments should be administered, be it baptism or the Lord's Supper, it should be regarded at that moment efficacious, as well.  Even if administered by a layperson.  



That is the first point that we made.  And it rests on the theology of the Word.  Saying, namely -- and I've mentioned this before in one of my answers to a question -- that the Word tells us that it is efficacious because the Holy Spirit works through it.  And it cannot be changed because this or that person administers it.  



Secondly, if somebody does the Lord's Supper or preaches on the pulpit and is not ordained, in what capacity as he doing it as a person?  Well, Walther seems to make the point there in the pastorala, also, that this individual resides in the office while doing it.  



And he, also, then suggests that should there be a time when the pastor who was properly called in that office be absent, that such a ministry, that temporary situation that we define as an emergency, may continue.  But Walther is very cautious to say that this shouldn't continue endlessly.  But says as soon as the pastor recovered from his heart attack, he should then be reinstated.  And that person who has served them as an emergency preacher should then be restored into the laity, into the membership of the church.  



I think that is a good advice to follow.  We as a Missouri Synod are very fortunate that we have two seminaries and DELTO programs that now address the need for pastors in remote areas.  So it is difficult to claim that we today find ourselves in an emergency situation.  It is hard to understand how we with technology and the means of travel cannot provide people with the means of grace by supervised and administered by properly called and ordained servants of the Word.  



I did some research on this question about the emergency situation.  And also found an example in the writings of Martin Luther.  On one occasion some Christians who found themselves under the Zwinglian, that is the Reformed, stranglehold in the city of Augsburg in Germany, these Christians that considered themselves Lutheran wrote to Luther and said:  It is not permitted for us in the context that we find ourselves in Augsburg to celebrate the Lord's Supper in the Lutheran way.  



And they asked Luther whether it would not be possible for someone by the name of Casper Hoover, who was a house father, to celebrate the Lord's Supper at his home together with the people gathered there.  Martin Luther investigated that question and came up with this answer.  



He said and wrote to them in saying:  We cannot consider that situation an emergency.  And even if it is, I am not willing to grant you those that consider themselves here now under the stranglehold of the Reformed position to celebrate the Lord's Supper apart from the worshiping community.  



And he would say that the house father is in that regard a private person who is not publicly called to administer the Lord's Supper.  And what Luther then said is this.  He said that these Christians there in Augsburg should consider themselves being in Babylonian captivity.  That means they should resort to the Word being preached and find consolation therein.  Until such circumstances exist where they can actually again return to the situation of celebrating the Lord's Supper according to the Lutheran understanding.  



Peter ***Muntz, a famous scholar on Luther, therefore, said, that in his investigation on the theology of Luther, there never existed an emergency Lord's Supper or Holy Communion.  In one of his writings, Martin Luther, however, made a very important point.  And I do believe that this also pertains to the question about the emergency situation.  In 1523 Martin Luther wrote a document called:  The Right and Power of a Christian Congregation or Community to Call a Pastor.  



In this document we read that if a Christian should find himself being held in captivity by the Turkish rule or by the Turkish army as a prisoner of war and that was at this time in those years quite a reality that could come about.  For we know that south of the Alps in Vienna, the Turks already kept taking the city captive.  



What is now the task of that Christian who finds himself as prisoner of war in the Turkish army?  Well, Luther is quite clear.  He must go and seize the Word, seize that opportunity and preach to them the Gospel.  



So Luther is clear:  Where there is no preacher to be found, that someone who is a layperson may consider himself as someone who has been asked and called by that situation to actually step forward and preach the Gospel to the people.  As soon, of course, as a congregation starts to emerge and be founded, these emergency situations, also for the prisoner of war, falls away.  Because now as a congregation has emerged, it is now given the right to vote and elect a pastor for themselves, who will then be considered properly called and ordained for the ministry.  

No. 60.  


>> What role do local congregations have in the calling procedure?  And how does that relate to the church at large, that is the Synod?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Nick, I want to begin by answering your question from a quotation that is taken from Walther's theses.  And that is Thesis No. 6.  And therein I think is the answer to that question that was just asked.  



The ministry of the Word, Walther says, is conferred by God through the congregation as the possessor of all ecclesiastical power.  Or the power of the keys by means of its call which God himself has prescribed.  



Walther here tries to make the point, and I think it does in a good way, indicate that a congregation has the right to call a pastor.  The ecclesiastical power is what he calls it.  How do we come to that conclusion or how does he come to that conclusion?  



I think he looks at the congregation as a body of believers who, like the church at large, are given the authority by the Lord and are given the possession of the keys, which they, in turn, hand over to some individual who will then administer it to them as a community.  
That power exists in the congregation as I believe, also, it exists in the broader churches when they come together.  



We cannot deny that right of the congregation.  And if we look at one certain document that is written in the Book of Concord in the Lutheran Confessions, the Treatise, I've just quoted it in view of the emergency situation in the previous question, here, again, we want to say a statement that Melanchthon has made that is frequently quoted in this context.  



For it is written in Paragraph 24 of the Treatise on the power and primacy of the Pope this statement.  Melanchthon says:  For having spoken of the keys in Matthew 18, Christ goes on to say wherever two or three agree on earth -- and he continues then -- thus, he grants the power of the keys principally and without mediation to the church.  



The power of the keys, it says here, are principally, ***principatus mediata, that is mediated from the church to the individual.  Why does Melanchthon say this?  



In the context of what he writes here, namely, against the primacy of the Pope, Melanchthon wants to make the point that the church rather than the Pope as an individual or the bishops may consider themselves in possession of the keys.  He does not want to say that everyone may now at random use them whenever they like.  Anyone in the worship service stands up and says:  Now I have the keys to administer.  Remove the pastor.  



No.  That's not what he says here.  He just tries to indicate that there is a certain level at which we need to place the ministry.  And the Office of the Keys.  We cannot associate it merely with the authority of the Pope or the bishops.  But we need to place it in the midst of the church.  And there, also, where a congregation can be found.  



The church that is defined here rests on Matthew 18.  We can say that in Matthew 18 there's described a situation in a congregation.  So Matthew 18, perhaps, does indicate not just a church at large.  But also, a congregation itself.  



There are further quotes that have helped us to understand that the church itself has been given the keys.  When we go to the Treatise in Paragraph 66-67, we can see there that there's a statement being made that the church itself takes on the power to ordain, if bishops fail to do so.  



The churches retain their right to do so Melanchthon says clearly.  Which churches does he mean?  Well, we could say the Missouri Synod retains the right to do so.  And it delegates and that right is also handed over to district presidents as a form of polity.  And pastors may also ordain at the level of the congregations.  



So we understand here a combination of things.  The keys given to the church.  But as they are being handed over to an individual, a district president resides over their procedure by allowing the congregation to call an individual.  But then he himself officiating at that ordination or asking somebody to stand in his stead to do so.  



In Paragraph 72 of the Treatise Melanchthon makes this statement:  All this evidence makes clear that the church retains the right to choose an ordained minister -- ministers.  Consequently, when bishops either become erratical or unwilling to ordain, the churches are compelled by divine right to ordain pastors and ministers for themselves.  



I think that statement, again, can be interpreted in two ways.  The church at large.  The Synod.  Sometimes the Synod would send out missionaries to the foreign mission field.  And claim the right for itself at a convention to send out and commission an individual.  



On other occasions, and generally this is the rule, that the congregation itself calls somebody and ordains them through an officiating district president or a pastor called in his name.  Namely, then to have him ordained.  And to serve in their midst.  



I want to make one additional point to this arrangement that we have in the Missouri Synod.  When we looked at Acts 14 Verse 21 to 23, we saw that a congregation existed by which -- at which Paul and Barnabas installed elders.  It seems that the congregation can assume that right to ordain individuals with the help of people such as pastors being present in their midst.  And usually when we look upon the procedure, we will usually see pastors gathered around an individual laying hands on him.  



I hope to speak on that point a little later.  But we need to also affirm that this is an arrangement of policy when we ask somebody such as the district president together with the congregation to arrange the calling procedure.  



In Europe and other Lutheran churches there, it is more customary to rely on the bishop to install an individual to say to a congregation:  We have somebody here for you.  Why don't you take him?  And the congregation will affirm that suggestion.  



In other words, its autonomy is not as great as it is expressed here in the United States in the Missouri Synod.  Such autonomy is one of arrangement I believe where the Synod comes together with the congregation and the districts.  And in view of finding the best polity available try to serve a congregation as best as it can.  At the same time do justice to the broader assembly of congregations, which is called the Missouri Synod.  

No. 61.


>> I've noticed that at an ordination a number of pastors gather at a worship service and lay hands on the new pastor and speak scriptural texts to him.  How important is that very act?  And where in Scripture is it found?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  David, I will begin, again, by quoting something from Walther, his "Theses on the Ministry," and continue with the second half of Thesis 6, which I have read to you at the previous question.  Because there he says something to the ordination that you are alluding to in your question.  



The ordination of the called persons with the laying on of hands is not a divine institution but merely an ecclesiastical right established by the apostles.  It is no more than a solemn public confirmation of the call.  



What Walther is saying here is that the act that is considered ordination is one that is affirming the call of the congregation extended to an individual previously.  When I look at the scriptural evidence, I see texts such as Acts 14 Verse 23.  And also I Timothy 4 Verse 15.  And also I Timothy 5:22.  



If you look at these texts in detail, we will see that for one thing, that this laying on of hands was indeed a very important apostolic custom.  That Timothy was reminded of the laying on of hands on himself.  And that he should stick to the confession that he had made at that time.  



This laying on of hands was not an arbitrary act but also goes back to the election of the Levites.  And so it was considered also an important act when the deacons were called in Acts 6.  It belongs to the actual right of ordination.  And it is in solemn affirmation that an individual who has now knelt down before the congregation has qualified himself through education and has also received the call.  And has now affirmed publicly in the office of the ministry.  



I often find it sad that we as the Missouri Synod and as Christians generally have torn the call and the ordination itself apart so that months on end can remain between the two.  I see it very important from what I read in the Scripture that Timothy and in Acts 14, for example, Verse 23, the laying on of hands was accompanied or preceded directly shortly before by the actual call extended to the individual.  



In other words, the worship service setting is crucial, I believe, to putting somebody into the ministry of Word and sacrament.  It needs the public affirmation of the congregation that it wants to have this individual serve the church.  It also needs a solemn affirmation of those that ordained the individual, place their hands on and speak the words from Scripture over him.  



Of course, we don't need to have the hands being laid on him.  I think we use the laying on of hands just as something that is beautifully explaining that a blessing is being extended to this individual.  We know that in the I Timothy letter Paul reminds us of the gift that has been given to him through the laying on of hands.  



I believe that this gift that is extended to Timothy is one that the Holy Spirit gives and grants.  It is a particularly blessing that is associated with the function that he is supposed to perform later on.  



I believe that when Timothy stands on the pulpit and preaches God's Word, that he is being blessed by the Holy Spirit.  That this gift that is given to him is one that will become active and that the gift will be active through that very preaching of God's Word.  In other words, the Holy Spirit gives his blessing to it.  And once that -- it comes to fruition amongst all members who hears.  

No. 62.


>> If I were a pastor or I suppose I should say when I am a pastor, what advice would the Confessions give me in view of what I am told to do and may not forsake?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Eric, I would advise you to read the Article XXVIII in the Augsburg Confession.  There it speaks about the church's power.  Let me explain to you what this means.  



It basically tells us that a pastor is given a certain form of power that distinguishes itself from the power that is, for example, exerted in this world by a politician.  Those pastors that find themselves in the ministry of Word and sacrament, therefore, have a certain power of jurisdiction, which we understand as one that is spiritual power.  Power that is allowing them to act on behalf of Christ.  To speak the law, to reprimand people of their sin.  And also, to forgive them through the Gospel.  



This kind of power cannot be handed over to a politician or to the kingdom on the left.  It is very much one that resides in the church and needs to be seen as their -- as a very important act to have the church continue its life.  



The church cannot dispense of that power.  At the same time, the pastor is, so to speak, confined to these duties.  He has to listen carefully here what this article says about such duties and functions.  Let me quote to you a passage there, Paragraph 5 and 6 of Augsburg Confession XXVIII.  



They believe that -- this is those confessors who wrote this article.  They believe that according to the Gospel, the power of the keys or the power of the bishops, potestas they call it, the power, is the power of God's mandate to preach the Gospel to forgive and retain sins and to administer the sacraments.  For Christ sent out the apostles with his command in John 20 Verse 211:  As the Father has sent me, so I send you.  



This power is exercised only by teaching or preaching the Gospel and by administering the sacraments.  Either to many or to individuals, depending on one's calling.  



And then Melanchthon goes on and adds this:  Consequently, the powers of church and civil government must not be mixed.  The power of the church possesses its own command to preach the Gospel and administer the sacraments.  It should not usurp the other's duties, transfer earthly kingdoms, abrogate the laws of magistrates.  



You see, there was a time -- during Luther's time in the Protestant Era in the 16th Century, there was a Bishop of Mainz called Albrecht.  And Albrecht was a king, a ruler.  But also was able to purchase the power of a bishop.  



On other occasions, the Pope was known to grant pieces of land to those who were his underbishops or his cardinals as a gift.  And so it became evident that the church yielded both sides of the sword.  That is, the sword over the church and its members, the spiritual one we have just spoken about.  And on the other side, they also yielded the power over the kingdom, the political realm.  



They could call for crusades.  They had armies to dispense of.  And this made Luther weary of the scriptural evidence that spoke that Jesus Christ, such as the text that Melanchthon quotes here in John 20, speaks about the forgiveness of sins being handed over through Word and sacrament.  And that is to be administered by pastors, those in the office.  



So in other words, this Article XXVIII I think clearly lays out the boundaries, if you will, of a pastoral duty.  It confines it to the realm of the church.  It calls it the power of the church or the power of jurisdiction.  



And now, if a pastor personally wishes to become more political, to become engaged in issues on the kingdom on the left and the political and social realm, he needs to be very careful and ask himself two or three times whether that is proper to engage in such activities where it becomes not very clear as to what these issues and to how they relate to had his ministry.  



I, therefore, caution every pastor not to become too political in terms of engaging himself in issues that pertain to society.  Unless, of course, there exists a situation, such as spoken of in Acts 5 Verse 29 where the apostle Paul was forbidden -- or it was Peter actually was forbidden to preach God's Word in Jerusalem by the authorities.  



On such occasion where the rules of the government encroached onto the church, then the ministry has to stand up and continue.  And those incumbents of that ministry will have to ensure that this Word of God continues to be preached.  Even if it may be going against the laws of the government.  For Acts 5 Verse 29, the famous clause of Peter, says we shall obey the Word of God rather than that of man.  



Eric, we have basically covered now the Article XXVIII.  And it speaks there of the power of the bishops.  And you might recall that I have said that although we speak here about the bishop power that was, you know, prevalent in the 16th Century and that we are criticizing the political aspect of such bishop powers, we need to also point to this article in terms of what it applies to the ministry of us who are pastors.  



I think I have said enough about the fact that the bishops power should be nothing else than that what pastors have.  In fact, the pastors are those that are to retain sins, to forgive sins, to administer Word and sacrament.  So ultimately anything that a bishop does that's beyond that what a pastor does is one that is delegated by human rights.  



This article, I believe, however, is of great assistance of describing the authority and the powers of a pastor.  And should be revisited again and again.  



We have heard, therefore, in Article V about a ministry that is instituted.  I would say that Article V begins this whole discussion by saying there is something like an office that is instituted.  And then we move on to Augsburg Confession Article XIV.  And there we are told that this office is handed over to somebody.  And that the church has a duty to call somebody so that whenever the Word and sacrament is being administered, that it is done by somebody duly called.  



And you remember we used the word ***rita verkitos, properly called.  And we finally now have come to Article XXVIII, which then explains what exactly the duties of that pastor will be.  

No. 63.


>> Some Lutheran churches have bishops as the supreme leader of the church.  Whereas we, in the Missouri Synod, have a president.  Obviously there are some differences in the structure of the church and her arrangement of governance and polity.  



Can you explore this a bit for us?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes.  I want to begin by referring us back to the beginning days of our Synod.  You recall that I have spoken of somebody by the name of Martin Stephan.  He came across with the first Lutherans on a boat, a few of them, to Perry County.  And they established a Lutheran community there.  



When these first Saxons came over, they came over with Stephan, who was hailed as their bishop.  They had voted him as their bishop.  And he functions as that.  However, during certain things that occurred in Perry County and in St. Louis, bishop was ousted from that office.  And now the question was:  Should we continue with the Episcopal structure?  Or should we continue to find something else?  



And we have a lawyer, ***Byvaza is his name, who stood up and compiled a certain polity structure.  Some say it was more arranged with the political structure, the democratical system of the United States.  But nonetheless, it devised something that said clearly:  We will now have the congregations assume a greater role.  Christians, as well, in those congregations.  That anything to be decided upon is not being -- is not being delegated only to one individual person like the bishop.  But that we would like to keep it, also, within the congregation and its members.  



A convention and a Synodical structure was placed.  And there was a district president and a president over them.  So a multiple tiered structure came into place that did not invest only one individual with all kinds of authority.  I think they were sceptical of mistakes being repeated that had happened in the first few days of their stay in the United States.  



Now, the role of a district president, however, is also one that may be termed Episcopal at least in its meaning.  It means that the district president, too, must reside over the doctrinal issues.  He can delegate that to somebody, that role, to a committee or so forth.  And the convention may approve of it.  So that there's also the doctrinal side being covered.  



Also, the handling of church issues, of governmental issues, can also be delegated to somebody else or to a committee.  The district presidents, too, I think have a strong Episcopal nature.  If I read the Constitution of the Missouri Synod correctly, I know that therein is mention made of visitation rights that the incumbent president of the district needs to maintain.  



He may go and visit a congregation, listen to the pastor, supervise him, advise him on how to improve his ministry.  Listen into what the congregation might have to say over their pastor to compliments or to complaints.  And if such relationships between pastors and congregations no longer work out, he will have to step into the process of healing that relationship or either asking himself whether it would not be better to place the pastor into other congregation.  



So one sees that the Episcopal concerns.  Though the name bishop is never used in our Synod it doesn't necessarily fall away.  In fact, it is still strongly maintained.  And that the Constitution of our Synod really wants to ensure that oversight over congregations and pastors is still maintained, even though the terminologies for such polity have changed.  



The historical evidence in the early church, if you read the postulators and later examine the situation of the early church after the apostolic times, we, perhaps, could come to a fairly safe conclusion that the Episcopal structure that the church had then is one that was devised, also, as a form of polity by Christians, by human right.  Because we saw in the book of Acts and the postulators in Timothy, that the real persons who followed the ministry of the apostles were those who would be considered pastors.  Those who were placed in congregations to serve.  



There was no supervising power over them as we would, perhaps, expect.  With the going of the apostles, it, again, became a question:  Who will function as supervisor over a number of congregations?  



And so it was, again, decided in the early church to implement an Episcopal office, that of a bishop.  But again, as I would say, the ministry in its truest form finds itself expressed in the context of a congregation in the ministry of Word and sacrament.  And those who act as supervisors, such as bishops, were then elected as a consequence of concerns that may have arisen between congregations.  And that there was a need for those to function -- to act as supervisors or somebody who would oversee situations that exceeded the capacity and the powers of a single congregation.  

No. 64.


>> In my readings and in our classes, I have come across the priesthood of all believers.  Let me ask a question about this here:  Who are they in relation to the pastoral office?  And what role does a priesthood of all believers play in the life of a church?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Josh, you have probably picked up a favorite phrase, the priesthood of believers, that circulates in our church and basically in all Protestant churches and in literature.  Especially, also, in a lot of mission literature that tells us clearly that the priesthood of all believers and their ministry is usually underutilized and should be further embellished for the promotion of preaching the Gospel around the world.  



So the priesthood of all believers is a very important discovery or component of the Protestant Reformation.  Such individuals before Luther as ***Horst or Wycliffe, you might have heard of those names, have already come up with the idea of the priesthood of all believers as a device against the primacy and position of the hierarchy and the Pope, the pontiff.  They wanted, thereby, to say that the power and authority in the church resides not with individuals but also with those that are believing in Jesus Christ, all Christians, and call them the priesthood of all believers.  



Is there scriptural evidence for this?  Well, I believe there is in I Peter Chapter 2 Verse 9.  Therein we read this:  But you are a chosen people, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people belonging to God that you may declare the praises of him who called you out of darkness into his wonderful light.  You are a chosen people, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people belonging to God.  



In other words, God has created his own people like the nation of Israel.  He now has a priesthood of all believers.  We are thinking immediately:  Does that mean that they are now of the Levitical order as well as in the Old Testament?  Well, Jesus Christ himself was the high priest.  And in the letter to the Hebrews, we are given clear indication that through the ministry of Jesus Christ and him being sacrificed on the cross, the Levitical priesthood has, thereby, fallen away.



It has now been broadened to every Christian.  So that they now may consider themselves as the royal priesthood.  This passage here, I Peter 2 Verse 9 is frequently quoted.  Some scholars say it has much to do with the realm of worship because it says here that we should declare the praises of God.  



Well, we generally do that in a worship service, don't we?  Where we sing hymns and pray psalms together.  And declare the praises of God.  Namely, that he has redeemed us from our sins.  Given us baptism and saved us.  So I, indeed, believe that as a royal priesthood we do gather and declare our praises of God together.  



At the same time, I wouldn't want to confine this verse to the context of worship alone.  It plays a very important role of defining our missionary obligation, to declare that what we believe in to other people.  



The doctrine of the royal priesthood is not found much in the Lutheran Confessions.  In fact, we will search in vain for the title:  The royal priesthood.  But in the book of the Treatise, as we have looked at it previously, does indicate that underlying the concept of church is also the idea of the priesthood of all believers.  



If Melanchthon says the keys have been given principally and immediately to the church, it means that he wants to say:  The priesthood of believers are in possession of it.  Luther himself took great care at explaining the priesthood of believers, as well.  He, too, saw it as a means of explaining how the church functions and the right of every Christian in the church.  



Martin Luther wrote tracts such as the "Babylonian Captivity" on the freedom of a Christian or the Christian nobility, all written in the year 1520.  If you look at these writings, you will see that he referred frequently to the priesthood of all believers.  



What exactly then should we say about the priesthood of believers once we have read Luther's writings?  Let me relate to you a few features or characteristics that mark the priesthood of all believers.  



The first thing that we should note is that the term used for priesthood is sacerdotium.  Luther makes sure that that term, priesthood, is confined to all Christians.  When he comes, however, to speak about the office of the ministry, the Word and sacrament one, he comes down clearly with the term ministerium.  



So on the one hand, we have the sacerdotium, the priesthood of all believers as a specific term chosen in Luther's writings.  And on the other hand, the ministerium, the diakonia, as we have said it in Greek.  



How do the two relate to each other, the sacerdotium and the ministerium?  Well, obviously they both relate to each other.  They are not mutually exclusive.  For the characteristic of every Christian in the church is that he listens to the Word being preached so that God, the Holy Spirit, may work on him.  And instill faith and strengthen it.  



So what we have to say about the priesthood of all believers is that they all, first of all, are a congregation that listens.  Romans 10 Verse 14 to 17 says:  Faith comes through hearing.  And so the sacerdotium, the priesthood of all believers, relies on the ministerium.  The ministerium in turn relies on the priesthood of all believers.  And so they enrich each other.  Rather than having been separated completely, we need to affirm that both live off each other.  



Already in 1519 and 1520 basically through the writings, the documents that I have just mentioned, Luther came to the conviction that there is no special dignity to be appended to those in the pastoral ministry.  A dignity that the priests in the Roman Catholic Church is to claim.  



They claim for themselves the evangelical councils of chastity, of obedience and of poverty.  And to all of the Christians they said:  Since you are sinners and do not -- are not given a lifestyle as we pursue, we consider you as those who will have to fulfill the Ten Commandments.  Whereas, we will do these additional works that are described in the Sermon on the Mount and pursue these.  And thereby, accumulate special works, special treasures, that can be handed out to those who do not fulfill them.  



Thereby, they claimed a special dignity for themselves that elevated them beyond and above those who are the priesthood of all believers.  Luther disagreed with that position.  Obviously the ministerium can claim that it speaks on behalf of Jesus Christ.  And in Luke 10 we hear:  He who hears me, hears you.  



In other words, we know from Apology 5 Verse 28 that this passage of Luke is also used to describe the ministry of Word and sacrament.  In other words, the priesthood of all believers need to understand that what they are hearing from the mouths of the pastor are, indeed, God's words and Jesus Christ's words.  And so they may take comfort in the very fact that what they are hearing in terms of forgiveness is nothing else but the Word of Jesus Christ.  



That does not say that this makes the individual, the person, be given a higher dignity as such.  But it indicates the importance of someone who serves in the office.  



Luther also by elevating the priesthood of all believers to a special status does not introduce the ideal of Democratic equality.  Luther did not live in a Democratic time.  Then it was a monarchy.  And so it was not possible to claim the Democratic claims as we have them today.  



This is important to know, that all theological decisions that have to be made over this or that issue in Scripture cannot be given to a Democratic rule.  Sometimes people don't necessarily make the right decision over the truth of Scripture.  But rather, need to be taught and ***talded.  



So we need to be careful that the church with the priesthood of all believers, giving them a right does not mean that ***mabural may exist in the church where they decide whether to discard of this or that doctrine just for the sake of order and of wanting to live a modern life in these times.  



The features that Luther refers to when he speaks about the priesthood of all believers are these:  First of all, he says that all those who are baptized are equal in the eyes of God.  Despite their physical, their psychological or intellectual condition.  Their social standing or the misfortunes in life that they are experiencing.  



Complete equality he says exists in view of the reality of faith.  I've mentioned already the scriptural passage Galatians 3:28 which says:  There's no Jew or Greek.  We are all together one.  



In other words, the Lord Jesus Christ when it comes to our salvation looks at one single thing.  And that is the existence of faith.  He does not look at what you are and what particular social standing, what race or color.  This is what Luther wants to make when he speaks about all Christians being equal through their baptism.  



Secondly, one further characteristic is that they all are placed immediately before God.  In other words, if you as a Christian, a member of the priesthood of all believers, wants to pray, what can you do?  You pray directly to God through Jesus Christ alone.  



There is nobody between you and God who steps and demands from you a certain position in regards to this or that.  But he, Jesus Christ, directly relates to you.  And you to him through prayer.  That is the second characteristic of the priesthood of all believers.  Namely, of being placed immediately before God.  



This, also, eliminates, thirdly, the earthly mediator.  Now, by earthly mediator we mean somebody who comes into the arena demanding from the priesthood of all believers new laws, new understandings of this or that doctrine, without actually being able to prove it in Scripture.  Mediators such as these have no place between God and the believer.  In other words, they may be eliminated and not found suitable in the ministry of Word and sacrament.  



In other words, also, Luther does not eliminate the ecclesial office by saying there is no mediator.  I have said clearly that whenever the pastors are speaking the words of Christ, they should be considered as being those voiced by Jesus himself.  But however, as soon as certain conditions are placed on the members that cannot be found in Scripture, the mediation becomes a precarious position.  



Finally, or should I say the fourth component before we come to the final one, the fifth one, is that every Christian is endowed with a sacrificial life.  What does that mean?  



Luther often spoke of the theology of the cross.  And the impact of believing in the cross also means that we as Christians should ethically speaking be willing to suffer for our faith.  We should be prepared to be rejected and persecuted by people who do not believe like us.  



Sacrifice also means that we will do good deeds for the love of our neighbor to promote their well being.  And our sole concern should be that we devote our entire life to such neighbors who are in need.  That is what sacrifice means.  We give our life for the sake of our neighbor.  



Fifth and finally, we are also as the priesthood of all believers to witness the glory of God to other people.  I have spoken to you about this just previously when I referred to I Peter 2 Verse 9.  We can also say that such witness concerns our good works, that they may see those outside of the church.  Our good works and declare the praises of God on the basis of them.  



Christians must witness, they must share their faith with others.  We are not here to live a faith egotistically on our own and keep it to ourselves privately.  We are there to share it with others.  We are there to teach our children as father and mothers of a household.  



We are there to share it with other people in our family relationships.  And at work and elsewhere.  We are obligated to that because our faith is joyous and wants to share that what it affirms for oneself, also be sharing that with others.  



One point Luther, however, makes here -- and that is what I've tried to say previously, as well, when we spoke about Augsburg Confession XIV.  Namely, that the right given to preach the Gospel is one that is delegated for public purpose.  So when it comes to the priesthood of all believers wishing to witness, they cannot claim to do so publicly on behalf of others.  They do so merely as being Christians.  



And Luther uses the word in privata here, in private.  That does not mean I withdraw myself from everyone.  No.  In private that means that there are arenas where I need to witness.  At work.  At home.  At the sporting field.  Or on any other occasion.  That is what he means by in privata, that witness that is necessary.  



So those that claim that we as Lutherans have never really utilized the priesthood of all believers, the fault does not lie with Luther or with the concept itself.  We might have underutilized it.  But on the other hand, it should not be used after we have looked at these various features as a competition to the ministry of Word and sacraments.  



I have said they do not exclude each other.  But each one lives off the other.  And together they serve the good of the church.  

No. 66.


>> Tell me, please, how does the pastor stand as a person in contrast to his members?  Is he any better than them because of his ordination?  A better Christian?  A more esteemed person?  



I ask this because I heard that this had been a discussion during the Reformation in Roman Catholicism.  Which seemed to say that a priest stands above all members of the church and possesses some sort of spiritual quality which his members do not have.  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Nick, I have spoken about this issue already previously.  But let me return back to it.  I said that the priest in the Old Testament terms was somebody who came out of a special chosen raise called the tribe of the  Levites.  



With the going of the Old Testament and it being replaced by the new, we need to go through the ministry of Jesus Christ.  And in the ministry of Jesus Christ we can clearly see that as high priest he has fulfilled all of the ceremonial laws.  In other words, he functions now as the high priest of the church.  He intercedes for us.  He sacrificed with his only life.  



What happens then with the Levite priesthood?  It falls away.  In other words, now those who serve the church in the Word and sacrament ministry need to ask themselves:  Do I in any way resemble in terms of dignity or in status as that of the Old Testament Levite priesthood?  The answer definitely is no.  At least this is what the understanding of the Reformation has been.  



Now pastors can be chosen from all races, from all social classes.  They are open to election.  And the church needs to see that it needs to follow a specific procedure of putting these pastors in place.  



There's one word that has been dismissed in the time of the Reformation and in our Lutheran Confessions that the Romans have always claimed for themselves at ordination or the consecration of a priest.  It's called the indelible character.  Or ***caritas indelebilis.  



By that they mean that through ordination, which is in their understanding a sacrament, a special gift is being endowed to the individual who is the incumbent of that office of a priest so that he is, indeed, declared in terms of dignity and spiritual quality something more distinct and different to that of the priesthood of all believers or of all Christians.  



We cannot accept that.  I have said clearly that in the I Timothy letter there are indications of a gift being bestowed to the individual whose hands are laid on him.  I don't consider that gift as something that is given to an individual which then elevates him in terms of physical or spiritual quality above all other Christians.  What I'm saying there is that if somebody preaches from the pulpit and performs the functions, then the gift of the Holy Spirit will be with him.  That is, he will be blessed as he does those functions.  



I certainly believe that there is a functional blessing, so to speak, given to the pastor when he performs his duties.  Namely, when the Spirit comes and supports his ministry and works through it.  Namely, through the Word that he preaches.  So we dismiss the ***caritas indelebilis, the statement that the Roman Catholics have made the consecration of the priest.  



You may recall the story of Martin Luther's first consecration in Erfurt in the beautiful cathedral there.  Martin Luther was terrified of performing the first mass.  Because he doubted whether his ordination has, indeed, elevated him to a dignity that makes him worthy to perform the mass.  Because it was absolutely crucial at his time that this indelible character is needed for somebody to stand before Christ and sacrifice a mass for the members of that church.  

No. 67.


>> So if a pastor speaks to me, whose voice am I hearing, his, the members or Christ's?  Whose voice will I be speaking?  It looks as if it's a bit of all three, doesn't it?  


>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ:  Yes, Eric, indeed, it looks as if the pastor embraces all three voices.  His own.  We make very clear at school here at the seminary that a pastor needs to train his voice so that when he sings the matins or he sings the ***introitus, which still many congregations do, he needs to be well trained in order to do this.  So if a pastor is endowed with the wonderful gift of singing, a beautiful voice, that is certainly a gift that we appreciate in the ministry.  



Also, he needs to learn how to preach clearly.  Enunciate his words.  So that people who have difficulty in hearing may hear him clearly.  And that his words shall be well spoken of, mainly in terms of pronunciation.  



These are concerns that obviously show that we are looking at the voice of a human being.  At the same time, I have already said that Jesus Christ also wishes to speak through the office of the ministry because whenever the Gospel is being preached, obviously we hear the words of Jesus Christ.  So the pastor himself functions as a vessel, so to speak, as a human vessel through which God works and through whom then the voice of Jesus Christ comes to the people.  



It's part of the incarnation of God's Word, isn't it?  First Jesus Christ comes to this world.  Before God had spoken through all of the prophets, they used many signs, as well, to underscore the message that they had made.  And then later on, individuals we have spoken of already were placed as elders, that is as pastors, into the congregations to continue the speaking of Jesus' voice.  



And finally then, I think that the pastor also in many ways represents the congregations and its members.  He, too, needs to speak the voice of had his people.  That means he must not speak against them constantly.  But he must serve them with God's Word.  It is a true spiritual concern here that needs to be voiced.  Namely, that if pastors don't properly discern God's Word into law and Gospel, they can create confusion, turmoil.  And those conscious that are very weak may be confused and not understand clearly what it means to be soothed and forgiven by the Gospel.  



I have another thing that I would like to speak of here in closing.  And that is that the ministry that the pastor has clearly needs to be understood in the context of the Missouri Synod.  There are many models that are being proposed about what a pastor is to be.  Many speak of them maybe just as somebody who functions as an overseer.  



Somebody says he should just be a supervisor.  In the past there have been models which said, well, the pastor is the true and only voice of God in the congregation.  And there were also conflicts between the Missouri Synod and other denominations about the office of the ministry.  



When, for example, somebody by the name of ***Graffel of the Buffalo Synod stood up and said:  Well, any baptism performed by a layperson is not valid, Walther had to make the point that, indeed, God's Word is valid when administered by a layperson.  However, as Walther rightly pointed out in saying that it does not mean that we, thereby, abolish the ministry of Word and sacrament.  Indeed, it is all the more reason to support it and encourage it.  



It finally comes down to understand the ministry of Word and sacrament as one of institution and of function.  Both together work very well.  That is, we preserve it in the church.  But at the same time, we are interested, also, that those in the office also actually pursue the duties for which they have been assigned and called to.  



And for that we can go to Augsburg Confession Article XXVIII and clearly speak to the pastor and tell him that it is necessary for him to preach God's Word, to administer it and the sacraments, to forgive sins and to absolve them of his members.  I think once we come to these basics, our ministry will last in the Missouri Synod.  

***ROUGHLY EDITED TRANSCRIPT***


