
the social welfare of the church. Perhaps it is time for the con-
fessional Lutheran synods in America to reconsider the issue 
of the general powers and rights of voters’ assemblies, in order
to accomodate in good conscience the voice and vote of
women, without the present confusion.

In the meantime, woman’s suffrage is a divisive issue, which
is not helped by the CCM’s binding opinion. Many faithful
pastors have to labor under situations that they know are con-
trary to Scripture, but that they accept with hope that the
gospel will someday predominate, and with love toward the
ignorant and obstinate. Whoever expels such pastors who
teach faithfully and practice lovingly, must be filled with the
world’s scorn toward the cross of Christ.

Noland: The Enduring Relevance of the Brief Statement

The  Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the Missouri
Synod attained its th birthday this past year. Originally
drafted for the purpose of fellowship negotiations with the
American Lutheran Church, over the years the Statement devel-
oped the reputation for being a standard for the doctrinal posi-
tion of “Old Missouri.” In my opinion, the Statement continues
to be relevant and useful, because it identifies the chief oppo-
nents of confessional Lutheranism within and without the con-
gregations associated with the old Synodical Conference.

The Brief Statement is organized as a treatise of systematic
theology, following the order of loci often found in Lutheran
dogmatics. This “systematic theology” structure conceals what
is actually a very powerful polemic against three movements 
in nineteenth- and twentieth-century Protestantism: liberal
Protestantism, American evangelicalism, and ecumenism.
Those who subscribe to the Brief Statement in effect make
three statements: “I am not a liberal Protestant,” “I am not an
American evangelical,” and “I am not an ecumenist.” Those
who oppose the Brief Statement in effect want to make some
accommodation with one of these movements.

The Brief Statement implicates liberal Protestantism when 
it condemns the false doctrines of scriptural errancy (–), uni-
tarianism (), evolution (), and the use of culture and science
to redeem the soul (). The Statement implicates American
evangelicalism when it condemns the false doctrines of syner-
gistic conversion (–), intuitu fidei (), immediate opera-
tion of grace (), and the use of new methods alongside the
means of grace (). (“New methods” in our day include the
Church Growth Movement and “entertainment evangelism.”)
The Statement implicates ecumenism when it condemns
unionism (), the false idea of open questions (), and the
refusal to subscribe unconditionally to the Confessions of the
church (–). The Statement implicates all three movements
when it draws a careful distinction between the spheres of
church and state ().

The Brief Statement also articulates the doctrines of church
and ministry found in the Missouri Synod (–). Although
some may feel that Missouri’s congregational polity is not
Lutheran, I find that the Brief Statement stays almost com-
pletely within the ecclesiological parameters drawn by the
Lutheran Confessions.

In two places, the Brief Statement adheres more closely to
Luther and the Confessions than Walther does. First, Walther
argues that a case of necessity proves that every layman has the
essential right to distribute the word and sacraments (C. F. W.
Walther, Church and Ministry [St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, ], –; Ministry , ). The Statement does
not argue this way. Second, Walther argues that the spiritual
rights of the church are possessed by all Christians perpetually
(Walther, –; Ministry , ). The Statement argues that
such rights are possessed by all believers originally (). This
means that some of these rights are relinquished when the
Christian enters the spiritual condominium that is the church
(see AE : ).

In two other places, the Brief Statement adheres more closely
to Walther than to Luther and the Confessions. First, the State-
ment repeats Walther’s rejection of the divine origin and status
of ordination (; cf. Walther, –; Ministry ). Second,
the Statement strictly limits the authority of the pastor with
these words: “We reject the false doctrine ascribing to the office
of the ministry the right to demand obedience and submission
in matters which Christ has not commanded” (). The Augs-
burg Confessions says, in contrast,

Bishops or pastors may make regulations so that everything
in the churches is done in good order, but not as a means 
of obtaining God’s grace. . . . It is proper for the Christian
assembly to keep such ordinances for the sake of love and
peace, to be obedient to the bishops and parish ministers in
such matters (AC , –).

The difference between the Augustana and the Brief State-
ment in the matter of traditions and regulations is that the for-
mer prohibits pastors from making religious regulations con-
trary to the Word of God (AC , –), while the latter
prohibits them from making any religious regulations in addi-
tion to those found in the Scriptures. This particularly becomes
a problem in the area of worship. The Augustana vests the
right of regulating worship with the pastor, who presumably
has the theological competence to know when a practice runs
contrary to Scripture. The Brief Statement vests the right of
regulating worship with the congregation, or more precisely,
the voters’ assembly, since the vast majority of decisions about
worship are not directly addressed by Scripture.

In spite of these problems, the Brief Statement should con-
tinue to be studied by confessional Lutherans. Until something
better is written and adopted, it will continue to tell us who we
are not.

Scaer: A Second Look at Promise Keepers

Attention given by the media to Promise Keepers, most of it
negative, during their October rally on the mall on Washing-
ton, DC, gives us a chance to take another look at it. Among
the dangers of Promise Keepers, at least in the eyes of the
fourth estate, is that it may eventually lead men to assuming
responsibilities for their families, deeper devotion between
spouses and their children, the abolition of abortion, and to

  



greater religious devotion among its members. So far, it sounds
pretty good. Its detractors also claim that it is a religious front
for a political movement with extremist right-wing views. This
slightly exaggerates even the hyperbole.

Lutherans pastors will find several reasons for discouraging
their members from participating in Promise Keepers, though
they will surely want to address the needs raised by the group.
Unionism might be one good reason to stay away, but Ameri-
can toleration makes this a virtue, not a sin. Add to that the
decision-like practices, which suggests an underlying syner-
gism, though its leaders are hardly complex Arminians. But
like earlier movements, Promise Keepers is responding to
deeper problems that at the same time can disrupt church and
society—which are not as neatly divided for most Christians
as a two-kingdoms doctrine may require. Apart from its inade-
quate remedies, which on the surface may be too morally opti-
mistic (we really cannot overcome sin, though we pray and
struggle to do so), the Promise Keepers movement forces us 
to look beneath the surface for the real currents that lead its
formation. The prolonged discussion that follows here was
suggested by a question raised by a woman in a Bible class:
“But Pastor, isn’t the real problem with ordained women pas-
tors is that the men do not want to do their job?” She was so
right as to cut the heart of any theologian.

To get a perspective at what we are after, look at the theo-
logically explosive, quick change of events of the s, which
began with a firmly entrenched, benign, mainline Protes-
tantism, which was soon disrupted by the proclamation that
God was dead. It is hard to escape the conclusion that the
rapid rise of Neo-Evangelicalism and the charismatic move-
ment were reactions, which were totally unpredictable, to 
a religionless world of J. A. T. Robinson’s Honest to God,
Thomas Altizer’s “God-is-dead” theology, and Joseph
Fletcher’s Situation Ethics. These pace-setting names have not
found their way into bibliographies for years. Evangelicalism
is so permanently attractive—and not only theologically
so—that its Zondervan publishing house was picked by
Harper-Collins.

At a time when Christianity was on a steep slope scraped out
by exegetical methods that made finding an historical Jesus
remote, any revival in recognizing the Bible as the authoritative
Word of God was beyond the pale of pious imagination. Were
we wrong! For good or for bad, Evangelicalism remains a
fixture in religious and political life. The s brought us to
the brink of a religionless Christianity—at least one with a
God who was dead, though there was vibrant debate about the
time of death. All that matters for nothing now.

At the approach of the third millennium, God is alive but is in
the process of being feminized. “She will hear our prayers.” So
much for Our Father. An evolutionary atheism—God died
gradually, but was certainly dead by the end of World War  in
—has given way to a feminization of God with the marks of
ancient paganism. Feminine religions, beginning with “Mother
Earth,” are non-transcendental and hence pagan. In its more
pronounced forms, God is found in the woman. Feminism is a
philosophy that first found a footing in society and government
regulations and then gradually and unevenly seeped into the

church through both practice and actual theology. Its affect on
the church can be determined simply by asking anyone over age
fifty or sixty what he or she remembers of church life as a child
and by making a comparison to what it is now.

Let’s take an example from the military. Not long ago the
guards at the Tomb of the Unknown Soldiers were all men.
Today women wrestle with loads which once belong only to
the male domain. Women are now engaged in every aspect 
of church life, including the office of bishop, which must put 
a new twist on Paul’s “let the bishop be the husband of one
wife.” The grasp of feminism on the church is not uniform and
differs from denomination to denomination. For example, the
ELCA has two thousand women pastors. The Roman Church
and LCMS have none, but we both have girl acolytes. The New
Revised Standard Version of the Bible goes in the direction of
gender-neutral vocabulary, even when it is in clear violation 
of the original languages. After a proposed reedited New Inter-
national Version headed towards the same route— even Bible-
believing Evangelicals are not immune to feminism— its pub-
lishers decided against it. The Lutheran World Federation vir-
tually requires that all its members practice ordaining women
pastors, but the LCMS-related International Lutheran Organi-
zation opposes the practice.

Some conservative-minded LCMS pastors who oppose the
ordination of women may do so only on the basis of biblical
citations without seeing any connection between these ordina-
tions and current feministic philosophies that can be seen
everywhere in society. For whatever reason, they have yet to 
see that the same philosophy that wants to call God “she”
expresses itself in the ordination of women and a genderless
vocabulary. Chairman becomes chairperson, which, because 
of its awkwardness, becomes chair. (So what does the chair sit
in?) All this hangs together. On the opposite side, the writers
connected with Lutheran Forum are ferocious opponents of
feminine references to God, especially in the liturgy, as gnosti-
cism, but endorse, generally with unrestrained enthusiasm, the
ordination of women. They also fail to see the connection, but
with them the results are fatal.

Enter the Promise Keepers on an entirely different front: the
family. Certain leaders of American intellectual thought have
recognized that the movement is based on principles against
which feminism originally rose in opposition. For the sake of
brevity, the basic tenet of Promise Keepers is letting men be
men among themselves and in their God-determined relation-
ships with women. They find a charter in Ephesians :–:
“Be subject to one another out of reverence for Christ. Wives,
be subject to your husbands, as to the Lord.” It would be hard
to recall another time when Bible passages were spread across
television screens, or when announcers could refer to St. Paul
and Ephesians assuming that the watchers knew what they
were talking about.

Any suggestion of any intended abject subordination in the
biblical text is removed by the remainder of the pericope,
verses –, to which the Promise Keepers refer: 

For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head
of the church, his body, and is himself its Savior. As the

 



church is subject to Christ, so let wives also be subject in
everything to their husbands. Husbands, love your wives, as
Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her, that he
might sanctify her, having cleansed her by the washing of
water with the word, that he might present the church to
himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any such
thing, that she might be holy and without blemish. Even so
husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He
who loves his wife loves himself. For no man ever hates his
own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it, as Christ does the
church, because we are members of his body.

A quick glance finds here references to Christ’s relationship
to the church, atonement, baptism and its efficacy, and the
church as the body of Christ, enough to keep a pastor busy in
sermons and Bible classes for weeks. The upshot of this is that
the passage speaking of the wife’s subordination to her hus-
band, which is basic to the Promise Keepers program, is not
found among incidental items (adiaphora), but among those
which are basic to Christian faith. Better still, without these
principles Christianity could not be Christianity.

This is not an endorsement of Promise Keepers, but only a
recognition that at the base of their program are realities that
are also fundamental to all Christian doctrine, which includes
that only males can be pastors. Promise Keepers leaders may
not necessarily see that their principles do not allow the ordi-
nation of women, because they are addressing questions of the
family and not of the ministry. But if there is a failure to apply
principles in different cases, this is not theirs alone; as we have
shown, this failure also exists among Lutherans.

Failure to see these necessary connections exists where argu-
ments against the ordination of women do not take into
account the Holy Trinity (Father-Son), the creation of Adam
and Eve, the incarnation of the Son as Jesus, and the choosing
of men as disciples and the first pastors and missionaries. Yes,
this is a doctrinal matter because God requires one thing and
forbids another; but behind each doctrine, including the ordi-
nation of pastors and the relationship of men and women, is a
reality from which these doctrines derive their authority. With-
out this prior reality, Christianity can become no more than
another gnosticism, of the kind that Karl Barth and neo-ortho-
doxy gave us in the “Word” theology.

It is not simply a matter of getting this or that passage
straight, but seeing what is behind the passage. Thus many
otherwise conservative Evangelicals and their churches, who
have full commitment to biblical inspiration and inerrancy,
already have women ministers or have nothing to discipline
those who do. One reason for this lapse is that they put them-
selves at the mercy of those who interpret the text and fail to
see that the prohibition against women pastors draws on the
reality of Christ’s relationship to the church, the same one
from which men and women relate to one another and the one
that Promise Keepers has put at the base of their program.

Since I was not one of those who predicted or even imagined
the rise of evangelicalism as a response to the decadent theol-
ogy of the God-is-dead theologians, I will not dare to forecast
what lies in store for feminism. Up to now it seemed liked an

indomitable force in nature. The downfall of Communism and
Marxism destroyed that myth. It might be strange if Promise
Keepers was the first stumbling block for feminism. God has
done stranger things before—like the Reformation. At least for
the time being, the feminists, like a giant Goliath, are suffi-

ciently troubled to go out to meet this little David. With apolo-
gies, if this analogy doesn’t perfectly fit.

Scaer: A View from the Pew

Note: Clergy without a parish assignment should not regard
themselves as authorities in administering pastoral care and 
in liturgical conduct. Observers, however, sometimes have an
advantage in looking at an overall picture that those who are
on the playing field cannot see. Baseball is played with coaches
standing on the sidelines, because they have an advantage in
seeing the play of the game that is denied the batter and the
runners, who have other things on their mind, like watching
the ball and the shortstop.

Not long ago Gilbert Meilaender used the pages of the Con-
cordia Journal to provide a picture of LCMS pastors and con-
gregations that many of us may not have seen, or chose not 
to see. His responsibilities at Oberlin College often freed him
to serve as vacancy pastor and observe in the LCMS calling
process things even veteran pastors might have missed. Pastors
with calls to other congregations were leading their current
flocks in prayer in asking for divine guidance, long after they
had decided to accept the call. They may have even maneu-
vered the call for themselves, which may suggest that a prayer
of thanks was more appropriate than one for divine guidance.

Also noted was that only infrequently did a pastor consult
other pastors or members of the congregation as to what was
best for him and the church. Meilaender also put forth the rev-
olutionary idea that after the voting had singled out the two
top candidates, a final selection should be made by a blind
draw. This would take the process of selecting a pastor partially
out of the political arena. Considering biblical precedence, few
objections could be raised. The following observations may
not be as profound as Meilaender’s, but they invite observa-
tions of a similar kind and provide opportunity to examine
ourselves and reevaluate our practice.

Liturgical awareness is a welcome response to the Church
Growth Movement with its variant worship forms deviating
from The Lutheran Hymnal and Lutheran Worship and their
agendas. They are in nearly every case completely out of line
with known Christian tradition, unless one includes those of
the Baptists and Assemblies of God. Like the confessional
movement, the growing liturgical awareness has repristination
features. It wants to get back “to things the way they were” or
the way they should have been, because practices are judged not
only according to historical norms but doctrinal ones as well.

Applying an autonomous doctrinal standard to the liturgy is
flawed because it separates liturgy from doctrine precisely as it
is criticized by those who divide evangelical form from
Lutheran substance. It has produced some of the most unusual
mutations, which may suggest that Darwin was right, at least if
his principles of evolution were applied to the liturgy. Separat-

  




