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IF NOT NOW, 
WHEN? 

 
 

 

LESSON 12 – DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 
 
 

(All citations of Holy Scripture are from the English Standard Version.) 
 

 
 

To recognize and judge doctrine behooves 
each and every Christian, so much so that he is 
accursed who infringes upon this right as little 
as a hairbreadth. – Martin Luther 

 
 

 

 

THE PROBLEM IN OUR SYNOD 
The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod (LCMS) lives in the Church Militant, not the Church Triumphant.  Until 
the day comes when the Lord returns to call His Church home to the heavenly New Jerusalem, there will continue 
to be error in the Church which must not be tolerated and that must be dealt with so as to keep the Bride of Christ 
pure in Word and Sacrament as befits the Bridegroom—Christ.  Today in our Synod a conflict resolution system 
from the business world has been imposed on our church body that does not consider the Word of God and our 
Lutheran Confessions as the paramount standard by which to make judgments.  Instead, it often attempts to 
establish a politically correct "Win-Win" solution even on cases bearing on Christian doctrine and biblical 
practice.   
 

This system has been made unavailable as an avenue of redress to the rank and file membership of the Synod 
(pastors, teachers and congregations) but has been reserved as the sole prerogative of Synodical District Presi-
dents who now serve as "gate-keepers" of the Dispute Resolution Process (DRP) often denying or discouraging 
proper concerns to be addressed.  At times, the Word of God and our Confessions have been over-ridden by the 
Bylaws of our Synod and, as a result, Synod has approved actions which are a violation of God's Word.  At other 
times when the DRP has determined a proper conclusion in accord with God's Word, it has proven to be 
unenforceable and injustice is not corrected.  Instead of "fixing" the Synod's previous adjudication process, the 
Synod substituted a time-consuming, convoluted and ineffective system which can and has found erroneous 
solutions to biblical problems. 

_______________________ 

BACKGROUND 

Prior to 1992, the LCMS had a Commission on Adjudication which was responsible for resolving conflicts in the 
Synod primarily by examining the matter of concern under the Word of God and the Lutheran Confessions.  It 
wasn't perfect, but in the end the results were generally in accord with the Word of God.  It was a system that had 
flaws, but the flaws could have been remedied without completely abandoning the system and adopting a business 
model "binding arbitration" system that really does not work to examine doctrine and practice issues. 
 

The reason the new Dispute Resolution Process was put into effect (1992 Res. 5-01B, “To Adopt New Process for 
Conflict Resolution”) was due to an attempt by then Synodical President Rev. Ralph Bohlmann to wrongly remove 
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from office the President of our Fort Wayne seminary, one of the pre-eminent Lutheran theologians of the 20th 
century, the Rev. Dr. Robert Preus.  This controversy ended up in the civil courts and proved embarrassing to the 

Synodical officials who sought to remove Dr. Preus.  The new DRP was shaped so that the 
Synodical hierarchy could exercise more control over the conflict resolution process and more 
effectively manage the outcome of the adjudication process.  It was specifically designed to 
increase political control over conflict resolution in the Synod. 
 

Following the 2001 Yankee Stadium, "A Prayer for America" interfaith worship service in which 
Atlantic District President Rev. David Benke participated on international television, the 2004 

convention of the Synod passed 2004 Resolution 8-01A (To Amend Bylaws on Ecclesiastical Supervision and 
Dispute Resolution).  This resolution (which consisted of 26 pages of Bylaw changes first printed in its entirety on 
the day it was voted on) ended the ability of the members of Synod to directly bring charges against another 
Synodical worker, designated the Council of Presidents (COP) as the only ones authorized to bring charges against 
the President of the Synod and forbade the President of Synod from bringing charges against a sitting District 
President.  Additionally, 8-01A established District Presidents as the "gate-keepers" to the Dispute Resolution 
Process.  From this point on, it would be very difficult for any member of Synod to charge another member of 
Synod. 
 

The procedures outlining the DRP now occupy sixteen pages of fine print in the Bylaws of Synod not to mention 
the 33 pages of "Standard Operating Procedures."  This, together with other Commission on Constitutional 
Matters (CCM) documents and Commission on Theology and Church Relations (CTCR) documents were issued to 
explain the DRP, so that the Synod could understand what the sixteen pages of Bylaws actually mean.  The process 
(if followed using the maximum allowed timelines for the various filings and appeals) can take more than 
432 days to finally come to a conclusion. 

_______________________ 

SOME FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS WITH THE DRP 

1. The "Win-Win" business oriented procedure does not work respecting matters of doctrine and biblical prac-
tice.  When examining biblical truth and falsehood, the falsehood simply cannot be tolerated, let alone 
permitted.  Error cannot be permitted to "win."  Sadly, there have been cases in the DRP 
that have validated false teaching and unbiblical practice.  

 

2. Holy Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions are not necessarily the final arbiter of matters 
coming before the DRP.  Instead, executive actions and Synodical Bylaws have sometimes 
trumped God's Word and the Lutheran Confessions. 

 

3. The ability of rank and file members (congregations, pastors, teachers, etc.) to file charges against another 
member of the Synod have been eliminated after allowing for such redress to all members of the Synod for 
157 years of our history. 

 

4. The ability to access the DRP has been given entirely to District Presidents in whose judgment alone rests the 
power to grant or deny use of the DRP to any member of the Synod.  This provision violates Holy Scripture's 
insistence that all Christians have the obligation to speak God's truth and to identify error.  (See the Martin 
Luther quote above.) 

 

5. Allowing the Council of Presidents to bring charges against the President of the Synod places the President's 
subordinates over him, while disallowing all other members of the Synod from doing so.  Additionally, the 
President of Synod (the chief ecclesiastical supervisor of the Synod) is not permitted to discipline his subor-
dinate District Presidents. 

 

6. The DRP does not distinguish between private sins and public sins as does the Scriptures and our Lutheran 
Confessions, but demands that all sins be treated as though they were private sins in accord with Matt-
hew 18:15-19. 

 

7. Even if a public sin is widely known and well-documented, all "complainants" must have first-person, first-
hand knowledge of the offense of the "respondent." 

 

8. In a day and age of postal services, internet and telephone communications, the DRP insists that if any mem-
ber of the Synod desires to press charges against another member of the Synod (regardless of geographical 
distance), it is required (prior to a District President granting approval to use the DRP), that the "complain-
ant" physically travel to the "respondent's" location to have a face-to-face meeting under the provisions of 
Matthew 18:15-19.  This is a requirement before even discussing the matter with the complainant's District 
President. 
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9. Whereas in public courts of law all proceedings are open to the public and are subject to the scrutiny of the 
press, Res. 8-01A creates a closed, unmonitored process when a matter is subject to a hearing panel at which 
only the accused, witnesses and a panel of three District Presidents are allowed. 

_______________________ 

OTHER FACTORS COMPLICATING THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS 

November 2001 - Two pastors of the LCMS filed charges against President Gerald Kieschnick for participating 
in two unionistic worship services in New York City following the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, and 
for twice approving Atlantic District President, Rev. David Benke's participation in an interfaith worship 
service at Yankee Stadium.  President Kieschnick referred the matter to the CCM.  President Kieschnick had 
appointed most of the CCM members. 

 

December 2001 - The CCM wrote a binding opinion stating that only the Synod in convention can remove a 
Synodical President and thus denied the ability of the two pastors to bring charges against President 
Kieschnick. 

 

February 2002 - The CCM issued a set of binding opinions including one that said, "The Consti-
tution and Bylaws of the Synod do not allow or contemplate the expulsion of a member of the 
Synod on the basis of an action taken with the full knowledge and approval of the appropriate 
ecclesiastical supervisor."  (This opinion has never been overturned by the Synod in conven-
tion and remains binding on the Synod.) 

 

May 30, 2002 - Dr. Wil Sohns wrote An Evangelical and Fraternal Plea which defended Rev. David Benke 
because Rev. Benke had previously received the permission of his ecclesiastical supervisor, President Ger-
ald Kieschnick.  Thus the Holy Scripture is no longer the only rule and norm of faith and life in the LCMS. 

 

2004 Synodical Convention, St. Louis, Missouri - Six districts of the LCMS sought to have the various 
CCM opinions overturned by the convention, but none of the district overtures were permitted to be intro-
duced to the floor of the convention for consideration. 

_______________________ 

HOW WELL DOES THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS WORK? 

Let us examine examples of DRP cases where things went terribly wrong. 
 
Star of the North Lutheran Church, Kenai, Alaska 

Rev. Tim Tolar, Pastor of Star of the North Lutheran Church in Kenai, Alaska, served his congregation faith-
fully and followed the biblical practice of closed communion.  This met with strong resistance by a minority of 
members in his congregation.  What followed was an amazing story of unlawful meetings, unethical involve-
ment of district officials, and even a threat to use the local police to physically remove the rightfully called 
pastor from the pulpit.  From there it got worse!  Rev. Tolar and the faithful majority of the congregation 
found that the locks on the church building had been changed, essentially forcing them out of their own 
facilities.   
 

Rev. Tolar and the faithful majority of the members used the DRP and after more than a 
year, the final Review Panel found in favor of Pastor Tolar and the majority of the mem-
bers of Star of the North.  However, the Northwest District President (who had a history 
of opposing closed communion) took no action to enforce the decision of the DRP and 
instead this officer of the Synod worked with the unfaithful minority to bring civil suit 
against Rev. Tolar and his flock; they had been worshipping in a garage of one of the 
members.  Rev. Tolar and the faithful of the congregation were told that there was every 
likelihood they would prevail in a court of law.  They chose instead to settle the matter out of court as seemed 
proper for Christians to do.  As a result, Rev. Tolar and his congregation left the LCMS and became St. Luke 
Lutheran Church, Kenai, Alaska, joining the Evangelical Lutheran Diocese of North America (ELDONA).  
Therefore, the DRP failed to achieve justice for this pastor and his flock. 
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QUESTIONS 

1. The DRP found in favor of Rev. Tolar and his flock.  Discuss the questions:  
� Why wasn't the Northwest District President removed from his office for failing to enforce this 

process of the Synod? 
� Recognizing that he instead was actively seeking to assist those who lost in the Synod's own DRP, can 

you offer a “best construction” explanation of his actions? 

2. Why wasn't the unfaithful remnant of Star of the North removed from their membership in the LCMS 
since they wouldn't abide by the findings of the DRP? 

 
Rev. Dr. Frederick Niedner, Valparaiso, Indiana 

The case of unionism regarding Rev. Dr. Frederick Niedner who participated in a unionistic worship service 
held on July 12, 2001, Holy Trinity Cathedral (Episcopal), Kansas City, MO.  To wit, the report of a meeting 
held at Valparaiso with Rev. Niedner and others with the LCMS being represented by Rev. Daniel Preus, First 
Vice President of the LCMS: 
 

Meeting with Fredrick Niedner Faith Memorial Church, Valparaiso, IN, April 29, 2004 
 

Present: 
 

Dr. Fredrick Niedner; 
Rev. Daniel Preus, First Vice President; 
Reverend John Albers, Circuit Counselor, Valparaiso Circuit; 
Reverend Kenneth Mangelsdorf, witness requested by Fredrick Niedner; 
Reverend Charles Varsogea, original complainant; 
Reverend Chad Trouten, original complainant. 

 

The meeting began with a prayer by Reverend Albers. Approximately two hours were then spent in 
discussion of the original charges and Dr. Niedner’s explanation of his participation in the worship service 
that gave rise to the charges against him.  This service took place on Thursday, July 12, 2001, at 3:00 p.m. 
at Grace and Holy Trinity Cathedral (Episcopal) Kansas City, MO.  The service took place in connection 
with a meeting of the Association of Lutheran Church Musicians.  Dr. Niedner preached.  The celebrant 
was Reverend Susan R. Briehl, a clergy person on the roster of the ELCA.  The Lord’s Supper was given to 
all in attendance regardless of denominational affiliation. Dr. Niedner assisted in the distribution. These 
facts were affirmed by Dr. Niedner prior to our meeting by letter and again in person at our meeting. 
 

The meeting began with a few remarks about how we would proceed and then with an observation by 
Reverend Preus that the parties should remember that since this matter is presently being adjudicated, 
neither party should give publicity to the matter.  Most of the discussion dealt with the doc-
trine of fellowship and the fellowship practice of The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod.  
Toward the beginning of our discussions, Dr. Niedner indicated his belief that the present 
“close(d) communion” practice of The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod is of relatively 
recent origin.  Reverend Preus disagreed, pointing out that it had been the almost universal 
practice of all Christian church bodies since the Apostolic Age to close their altars to those with whom 
they did not share doctrinal agreement and that it was not until the 20th Century that many churches 
began practicing what we see today as “open communion.” 
 

In reference to the decision of the 2001 Convention to declare that the ELCA was not an “orthodox 
Lutheran church body,” Dr. Niedner declared his disagreement and indicated his belief that the Con-
vention’s decision was purely political.  He does not believe that his participation in the service in which a 
female clergy person presided over the distribution of the Lord’s Supper was wrong.  He realizes that 
there are those who disagree but that when it comes to fellowship, agreement on the Gospel in the narrow 
sense should be all that matters.  In regard to giving the Lord’s Supper to those who are members of the 
ELCA he stated his belief that we are in agreement on paper with the ELCA and we cannot investigate 
Lutheran’s hearts. 

 

Dr. Niedner accepted the position that he should be held to Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions but 
does not believe that communing members of the ELCA or participating in a worship service with an 
ELCA clergy person is in violation of the Lutheran Confessions.  When asked regarding the ELCA’s 
declaration of fellowship with three Reformed church bodies, Dr. Niedner expressed his opinion that the 
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declarations of fellowship by the ELCA with Reformed church bodies in no way implies that their (Re-
formed) understanding of the Lord’s Supper is correct.  He simply does not draw the lines in the same way 
that others do.  He expressed his position that the current fellowship practice seems to be the result of a 
majority vote rather than the application of truly Lutheran theology. 

 

Dr. Niedner expressed the same view on the matter of women’s ordination.  He does not see any reason 
why women cannot be pastors and views the Synod’s position that women may not be ordained into the 
holy ministry as one that proceeds out of political considerations rather than out of biblical teaching. 

 

When asked again if he recognized what he had done as wrong, he indicated that he did not believe it was, 
although he did understand the difficulties it created for those who disagreed with him.  When asked if he 
intended to stop engaging in this kind of practice, Dr. Niedner indicated that he would do it again and that 
he did indeed participate in a similar service just recently.  This service took place in connection with the 
Institute of Liturgical Studies at Valparaiso University.  The opening of the Institute included a worship 
service that took place at the Chapel of the Resurrection in Valparaiso.  The presiding minister was again a 
clergy person belonging to the ELCA named Barbara Berry-Bailey.  Once again, Fredrick Niedner was the 
preacher and assisted with the distribution of the Lord’s Supper. 

 

All of the discussions that took place between the parties present were cordial, although in many ways 
sad. There is little question that Dr. Niedner has violated the fellowship practice of The Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod as outlined in Article VI of the LCMS Constitution.  It also seems that he will 
continue to take a position in disagreement with that of his church body. 
 

Daniel Preus 
May 26, 2004 

 

(Note:  Rev. Niedner remains on the clergy roster of the LCMS to this day.) 
 

QUESTIONS 

1. If a man is brought up on charges and he blatantly defends his participation in a clearly unionistic 
worship service, says that he'd repeat his offense if he had the chance, mentions that he favors the 
ordination of women and openly reject the Synod's condemnation of the ELCA, then what more can a 
man do to be removed from the Synod's clergy roster? 

2. Why wasn't he removed from the clergy roster? 

3. Is the Dispute Resolution Process working in this case? 
 
Rev. Dr. David Benke v. Wallace Schulz - "Yankee Stadium" 

The Dispute Resolution Panel made a decision in early 2003 regarding a dispute between Rev. Dr. Wal-
lace Schulz and Rev. Dr. David Benke.  The dispute concerned whether Rev. Schulz made a correct decision 
when he suspended Rev. Benke for his participation in a worship service at Yankee Stadium on September 23, 
2001. 

Here are some pertinent quotes from the decision document dated April 10, 2003.  (All emphases are ours.) 

From page seven of the document, regarding how Synod established its doctrinal position, it cites a letter 
Dr. Samuel Nafzger wrote on January 10, 2003: 

The Synod itself determines what it understands the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions to teach. It 
alone establishes the doctrinal position of the Synod. It does this by adopting, by majority vote at 
synodical conventions, doctrinal resolutions and more formal statements of belief. 

 

From page eight of the document: 
In summary, the doctrinal resolutions and statements of belief adopted by the Synod in Convention pre-
sent the Synod's own collective understanding of the teaching of Holy Scripture as the final judge, rule 
and norm of faith and practice. The Synod is not elevating resolutions which it adopts over the Scriptures 
when it requires its members to honor and uphold such doctrinal resolutions and statements.  This is 
rather a recognition of what it is that the majority of its members understand the Scriptures to teach. 
Since synods, councils, commissions, theologians, officers, and pastors can err, the Synod has provided 
for proper ways for its members to express dissent to resolutions and statements adopted by the Synod, 
should anyone believe that they are in any way contrary to Holy Scripture. And, of course, individual 
members of the Synod are always free to disassociate themselves from this voluntary association, should 
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they be unable to convince the majority of the members of the Synod of their own opinion regarding what 
the Scriptures teach. But the members of the Synod are not free to disregard synodically adopted doctrinal 
resolutions and statements or to teach and act contrary to them as they carry out their ministries.   
 

[Here are some questions before moving ahead on this discussion.] 

QUESTIONS 

1. If it is the Synod in convention that determines what the Scriptures teach rather than the Scriptures 
teaching that informs the Synod what God has said, then isn't the Synod in convention elevating a 
majority vote of delegates over Scripture? 

2. The Synod claims to provide avenues of redress for those disagreeing with the decisions of the Synod 
respecting doctrine and practice, but as we have seen, those wishing to dissent are actually unable to bring 
their concerns before the Synod in convention, so is there actually a way for members of the Synod to have 
their concerns dealt with?  [Keep in mind that it was a primary criticism of the Roman Catholic Church 
at the time of the Reformation that it was the Pope or the Church in Council that informed Christ's 
Church what the Bible said.] 

3. When none of the members of the CCM are elected but all are appointed by the President of the Synod, 
then why should this commission's opinions be binding on the entire Synod (unless they are overturned 
by the Synod in convention) rather than needing to be ratified by the Synod in convention in order to be 
valid? 

4. In the Synod's former Reconciliation, Adjudication, and Appeal system (prior to 1992) the composition of 
the Commission on Adjudication was four pastors and three laymen, at least two of which shall be law-
yers.  The Commission on Appeals was five pastors and four laymen, at least two of which shall be law-
yers. 
Then, in 1992, the system was renamed, Synodical Dispute Resolution, and the Dispute Resolution Panel 
(DRP) was changed to two pastors and one layman, and there was no appeal process.  In 1995, an 
Appeals Panel and a Review Panel were added, with the former consisting of three District Presidents (i.e. 
no parish pastors or laity), and the latter of five persons, at least two of which had to be pastors and 
two laymen. (NOTE: The Appeals Panel decides to either let the DRP decision stand or grant a review.  If 
applicable, the Review Panel generally decides the issue on the basis of the record with no further 
hearings.)   
In 2004, the Review Panel was changed from five persons to three, one of which shall be a pastor and one 
a laymen, but the function stayed the same.  Under the DRP, since 1995, District Presidents are the real 
adjudicators with pastors and laymen having been nearly disenfranchised from the Synodical Dispute 
Resolution system! 
Why are the actual members of the LCMS excluded from serving as adjudicators but only Synodical 
bureaucrats are included?  How does this square with the idea of a jury by one's peers? 

5. If only District Presidents may decide who is allowed to bring charges against another member of the 
Synod, and if only District Presidents are permitted to serve on adjudication panels of the DRP, do you see 
a centralization and consolidation of power respecting conflict that may come before the Synod?  Is this 
healthy?  Does it promote real justice?  Does this arrangement seem fair? 

[Back to our case.] 

Following the final decision in the Benke case by the Dispute Resolution Panel, Rev. Dr. Wallace Schulz (2nd 
Vice President of the LCMS) sent a May 11, 2003, letter to Rev. Dr. Raymond L. Hartwig, (Secretary of the 
Synod) which said: 

 

"I am also deeply shocked, as I am sure others will be, that the Panel states:  'Rev. Wallace Schulz went on 
to present a very thorough argument concerning the charges on the basis of the Holy Scriptures alone,' 
after which the Panel immediately writes:  ‘However,' and then maintains that this case 
had to be determined on the basis of an LCMS convention resolution.  In fact the Panel's 
decision makes over 25 references to the controversial resolution and an additional 35 ref-
erences to bylaws but failed to make even a single reference to the Holy Scriptures!  In 
other words, even though this case involves a very serious offense against God's First Com-
mandment and must therefore be dealt with on the basis of God's Word, the Panel has de-
cided to rule on the basis of a man-made resolution!  In its decision the Panel has clearly violated the 
Constitution of The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod and sinned against the Word of God, since 
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Article VIII of the LCMS Constitution states 'All matters of doctrine and conscience shall be decided only 
by the Word of God.'  If the Panel's decision is permitted to stand unchallenged, its impact will reach far 
beyond the Benke case, fundamentally changing our Synod and leading it to resolve spiritual issues on the 
basis of men's opinions rather than the Word of God." 

QUESTIONS 

1. Since the Panel above never once cites nor disagrees with any of the Scriptural arguments made by 
Rev. Schulz, how is it possible that all of the Scriptural arguments offered can be completely ignored by 
the Panel? 

2. Prior to the Panel convening, it asked for an opinion from the CTCR regarding the applicability of the 
CTCR study about which the controversial convention resolution spoke.  The CTCR responded to the 
Panel that they did not intend to address a situation like Yankee Stadium with their document.  Thus, the 
resolution and the document were irrelevant to the Benke case.  Yet, it was on the basis of this resolution 
and the CTCR study that the Panel found in President Benke's favor—dismissing the charges of 19 
individuals and three congregations.  Is this a miscarriage of justice?  Did the Dispute Resolution Process 
work in this case? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

_______________________ 

WHAT DOES HOLY SCRIPTURE AND OUR CONFESSIONS SAY ABOUT RESOLVING DISPUTES? 

Matthew 15:1-9 
1 Then Pharisees and scribes came to Jesus from Jerusalem and said, 2 “Why do your disciples break the 
tradition of the elders? For they do not wash their hands when they eat.” 3 He answered them, “And why do 
you break the commandment of God for the sake of your tradition? 4 For God commanded, ‘Honor your 
father and your mother,’ and, ‘Whoever reviles father or mother must surely die.’ 5 But you say, ‘If anyone 
tells his father or his mother, “What you would have gained from me is given to God,” 6 he need not honor his 
father.’ So for the sake of your tradition you have made void the word of God. 7 You hypocrites! Well did 
Isaiah prophesy of you, when he said:  8 “‘This people honors me with their lips,  but their heart is far from 
me;  9 in vain do they worship me,  teaching as doctrines the commandments of men.’” 

QUESTIONS 

1. Who was it in Jesus' life and earthly ministry who constantly put "proper procedure" and men's traditions 
above doctrine? 

2. Based on what we have seen thus far, are we not seeing the very same emphasis today in the LCMS from 
Synodical officials who insist that proper procedures be followed even when the procedures seem design-
ed not to be responsive to those who are raising legitimate questions about our doctrines and practices? 

 

Matthew 18:15-20 
15 “If your brother sins against you, go and tell him his fault, between you and him alone. If he listens to you, 
you have gained your brother. 16 But if he does not listen, take one or two others along with you, that every 
charge may be established by the evidence of two or three witnesses. 17 If he refuses to listen to them, tell it to 
the church. And if he refuses to listen even to the church, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector. 
18 Truly, I say to you, whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth 
shall be loosed in heaven. 19 Again I say to you, if two of you agree on earth about anything they ask, it will be 
done for them by my Father in heaven. 20 For where two or three are gathered in my name, there am I among 
them.” 

CONCLUSION REGARDING THESE THREE CASES 
 

A church body that cannot exercise appropriate ecclesiastical supervision is asking to become 
a heterodox church body.  As part and parcel of ecclesiastical supervision a functional, 
effective and just means of adjudicating error must be in place.  At the present moment in our 
Synod's history, we have neither.  What the ACELC is proposing is to bring the matter of 
ecclesiastical supervision back to its foundation.  Bring it back to the actual members of our 
Synod - pastors and laymen.  
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QUESTIONS 

1. If the procedure in Matthew 18 above is intended for a private individual who has suffered the sin of his 
brother, can this procedure be applied to someone who publicly sins before the whole world?  (See Large 
Catechism below.) 

2. At what point does this procedure become public? 
 

Luke 11:37-41 
37 While Jesus was speaking, a Pharisee asked him to dine with him, so he went in and reclined at table. 
38 The Pharisee was astonished to see that he did not first wash before dinner. 39 And the Lord said to him, 
“Now you Pharisees cleanse the outside of the cup and of the dish, but inside you are full of greed and wicked-
ness. 40 You fools! Did not he who made the outside make the inside also? 41 But give as alms those things 
that are within, and behold, everything is clean for you. 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Which is of greater honor in the eyes of the Lord:  Outward righteousness seen through compliance with 
traditions, or inward righteousness as demonstrated by genuine concern and love for people? 

2. Based on the cases presented above, who is acting the part of the Pharisee in our Synod today? 
 

Luke 16:14-15 
14 The Pharisees, who were lovers of money, heard all these things, and they ridiculed him. 15 And he said to 
them, “You are those who justify yourselves before men, but God knows your hearts. For what is exalted 
among men is an abomination in the sight of God. 

 

Luke 17:3 
3 Pay attention to yourselves! If your brother sins, rebuke him, and if he repents, forgive him, 

 

Acts 17:10-11 
10 The brothers immediately sent Paul and Silas away by night to Berea, and when they arrived 
they went into the Jewish synagogue. 11 Now these Jews were more noble than those in Thessa-
lonica; they received the word with all eagerness, examining the Scriptures daily to see if these 
things were so. 

 

II Corinthians 13:1 
This is the third time I am coming to you. Every charge must be established by the evidence of two or three 
witnesses. 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Is there any real difference between those who love money and those who love power? 

2. True nobility is seen by a joyous reception of the truth.  Do you see a problem with Synodical officials who 
do not want to correct error but make it difficult for those who do?  (I Corinthians 13:4-6) 

 

AUGSBURG CONFESSION, ARTICLE XVI, CIVIL GOVERNMENT, 1-7 
Our churches teach that lawful civil regulations are good works of God.  They teach that it is right for Christ-
ians to hold political office, to serve as judges, to judge matters by imperial laws and other existing laws, to 
impose just punishments, to engage in just wars, to serve as soldiers, to make legal contracts, to hold property, 
to take oaths [Romans 13:1; I Corinthians 7:2].  Our churches condemn the Anabaptists who forbid these pol-
itical offices to Christians.  They also condemn those who do not locate evangelical perfection in the fear of 
God and in faith, but place it in forsaking political offices.  For the Gospel teaches an eternal righteousness of 
the heart (Romans 10:10).  At the same time, it does not require the destruction of the civil state or the family.  
The Gospel very much requires that they be preserved as God's ordinances.  Therefore, it is necessary for 
Christians to be obedient to their rulers and laws.  The only exception is when they are commanded to sin.  
Then they ought to obey God rather than men. (Acts 5:29). 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. There is nothing intrinsically wrong with politics or political structures intended for the blessing of God's 
people and for general order in the world.  However, what is to be done to politicians and structured 
political order when it is designed to deny justice, cast doubt on the truth, and cast aspersions on those 
desiring them? 
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2. As members of Synod we have bound ourselves to Scripture, the Lutheran Confessions and the 
Constitution and Bylaws of the Synod.  What should be done when the man-made Bylaws of the Synod 
make us choose between them and the truth of Holy Scripture and the veracity of our Lutheran 
Confessions? 

 

APOLOGY TO THE AUGSBURG CONFESSION, ARTICLE XVI, POLITICAL ORDER, 58-60 
Julian the Apostate, Celsus, and very many others objected to Christians that the Gospel would tear states 
apart because it forbade legal remedy and taught certain other things ill-suited to political association.  
Origen, Nazisanzus, and others wonderfully worked on these questions.  However, they can be easily explain-
ed if we keep this in mind:  The Gospel does not introduce laws about the public state, but is the forgiveness of 
sins and the beginning of a new life in the hearts of believers.  Besides, the Gospel not only approves outward 
governments, but also subjects us to them (Romans 13:1).  In a similar way we have been necessarily placed 
under the laws of seasons, the changes of winter and summer, as divine ordinances.  The Gospel forbids 
private remedy.  Christ instills this often so that the apostles do not think they should seize the governments 
from those who held otherwise, just as the Jewish people dreamed about the kingdom of the Messiah.  Christ 
did this so that the apostles might know they should teach that the spiritual kingdom does not change the 
public state.  Therefore, private remedy is prohibited not by advice, but by a command (Matthew 5:39; 
Romans 12:19).  Public remedy, made through the office of the public official, is not condemned, but is 
commanded as is God's work, according to Paul (Romans 13).  Now the different kinds of public remedy are 
legal decisions, capital punishment, wars, and military service.  Clearly, many writers have thought wrongly 
about these matters.  They were in the error that the Gospel is an outward, new, and monastic form of 
government.  Also, they did not see that the Gospel brings eternal righteousness to hearts, while it outwardly 
approves the public state. 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Is the LCMS an organization that operates primarily as an instrument of the Gospel or of  the Law? 
 

2. Provide examples of both Law and Gospel in the operation of the Synod. 
 

POWER AND PRIMACY OF THE POPE, TESTIMONY OF SCRIPTURE, 9, 11 
9]   III. John 20:21.  Christ sends forth His disciples in equality, without any distinction so that no one of them 

was to have more or less power than the other.  He says, "As the Father has sent Me, even so I am sending 
you."  He says that He sends them individually in the same way He Himself was sent [John 12:44-50].  
Therefore, He grants no one a privilege or lordship above the rest... 

 

11]  V.  In I Corinthians 3, Paul makes ministers equal.  He also teaches that the Church is superior to or more 
than the ministers.  Superiority or lordship over the Church or the rest of the ministers is not attributed to 
Peter.  For he says, "All things are yours, whether Paul, or Apollos or Cephas" [3:21-22].  That is, do not let 
the other ministers or Peter assume for themselves lordship or superiority over the Church.  Do not let 
them burden the Church with traditions.  Do not let the authority of anyone prevail more than God's 
Word.  Do not let the authority of Cephas be opposed to the authority of the other apostles, as they 
reasoned at the time, "Cephas, who is an apostle of higher rank, observes this.  Therefore, both Paul and 
the rest ought to observe this."  Paul removes his claim from Peter and denies that his authority is to be 
preferred to the rest or to the Church. 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Does the above citation from the Treatise say that offices within the Church (or within a Synod) are of 
human or divine origin?  Give examples of both. 

 

2. When humanly established offices control the divinely established office, what possible problems might 
be anticipated? 

 

3. Are we seeing anything like such problems in our Synod?  What might be a possible remedy? 
 

LARGE CATECHISM, THE EIGHTH COMMANDMENT, 284 
All this has been said about secret sins.  But where the sin is quite public, so that the judge and 
everybody know about it, you can without any sin shun the offender and let him go his own way, 
because he has brought himself into disgrace.  You may also publicly testify about him.  For when 
a matter is public in the daylight, there can be no slandering or also judging or testifying.  It is like 
when we now rebuke the pope with his doctrine, which is publicly set forth in books and proclaimed in all the 
world.  Where the sin is public, the rebuke also must be public, that everyone may learn to guard against it. 
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QUESTIONS 

1. If someone were to commit a sin on international television for everyone to see, is it permissible for 
members of that person's Synod to offer public criticism?  Is such criticism an option or an obligation?  
Why? 

2. Why were those offering public criticism subjected to so much public rebuke in the matter of the Yankee 
Stadium interfaith worship situation? 

_______________________ 

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 
 

We began our study with these thoughts from Martin Luther: “To recognize and judge doctrine behooves each and 
every Christian, so much so that he is accursed who infringes upon this right as little as a hairbreadth.” 

Judging doctrine is the solemn privilege, right, and duty of every Christian.  Because God is the giver of these 
privileges, rights, and duties, we can speak of them as being unalienable.  That means no human person or entity 
is to seek to remove them from our use.  True, they may lead us to abandon a particular congregation, or even an 
entire synod, but the point remains:  recognizing and judging doctrine is a necessary part of who we are as 
Christians, congregations, and synod. 

If Missouri’s Dispute Resolution does not allow for such resolution of doctrinal and practical errors by removing 
those in error, we cease to be an orthodox body and there is no alternative but to accept the label of being 
heterodox. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


