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Baby Food or Food for the Soul?

Can you make out this cartoon someone sent me?

[image: image4.emf]
It is an “ad” for Gerber Baby Christian Food.  It shows a baby in diapers with an adult head, and asks the question, “Pastor, why force solid doctrine on your congregation when there’s a palatable alternative?”  The baby food jar is a typical Gerber one, but is labeled “Strained Biblical Doctrine.”


I think some pastors don’t teach in-depth Bible classes because that’s not what their people want.  Their people want to share their opinions; their people believe “it’s all a matter of interpretation,” so one is as 
good as another.  Their people flat won’t come to an in-depth Bible study.


This has been the case ever since I entered the ministry.  Bible class is regarded as a come when/if you feel like, and the pastor is suppose to make you feel like it.  So pastors resort to “how to” classes because that is what people want.  I don’t do this, so what we have is you paying me a ton of money for what most of you never use.  Take the recently completed 63 week course on Job.  For the time it took me to research, write, and teach this course, you paid me 12,000 dollars!  I was paid a ton of money for a class most of you didn’t use. 

 
Because most don’t attend Bible class I’m serializing in the Te Deum a paper I wrote 15 years ago.  I would prefer to “teach” it in Bible class, but few attend and I want to give all a chance to learn.  


Another reason for using the paper is I am having a hard time doing what I said in my last newsletter. I’ve tried to preach more about what Communion is, but I can’t hit the topics I want naturally let alone textually.  The paper I begin serializing with this issue I wrote for a 1993 pastor’s conference and A Journal of Lutheran Theology, Logia, published in January 1995. 
article can be found in Logia, January 1995, Vol, IV, Number 
It’s titled “The Angels are Aware… and We Are Too.”  It is the about the adoration of Christ in the Lord’s Supper. Online readers of the newsletter can find the article in Logia, January 1995, Vol. IV, Number 1, page 21. 


Perhaps during Holy Week I will have more success speaking naturally about Communion, but I make no promises.  Speaking of Holy Week, one member told me after Good Friday service last year that he thought we should begin the Service of Darkness with Communion instead of ending it that way.


There is an incongruity in our Good Friday service because I am combining two liturgies the Tenebrae and Communion.  Trinity has historically had Communion on Good Friday as do many Lutheran congregations.  Roman Catholics do not celebrate Communion on Good Friday but use what is left from Maundy Thursday.  This is a big deal because in Roman Catholic theology Communion is an offering of the Body and Blood of Christ to God the Father to appease His wrath.  By not celebrating it, Good Friday becomes like the Old Testament Day of Atonement, a day to afflict your soul.


It’s not that for Lutherans so we do celebrate Communion, but still it is a day we particularly remember Christ suffering for our sins, so there is a darkness about it unlike other services. Communion on Good Friday is eminently Lutheran but obviously discordant. This brings about in our service what is called “a teachable moment.”


Curvy Crystals
Reseachers begin to unravel the mechanism behind lab-made shapel in organic 
crystals

By Sarah Everts


WHEN NATURE CREATES exquisite swirls in seashells, the assembly of inorganic ions into appealing shapes is guided by helper proteins or organic molecules. Surprisingly similar curvy crystals have been made in a beaker from barium carbonate and silica, but without the aid of scaffold or support. Now, researchers in Spain and Australia are taking a first stab at explaining how the curvy, "biomorph" crystals can be produced from only simple, inorganic ions.
When Juan M. García Ruiz, a crystallographer at University of Granada, in Spain, first reported the existence of beaker-made biomorphs in 2003, the elegant inorganic crystals ignited a debate among paleobiologists. It turns out that some of the biomorph crystals look like 3.5 billion-year-old fossils from Warrawoona, Australia. Some paleobiologists believe the fossils are among the earliest records of microorganisms and thus provide an estimate of the origin of life on Earth. The similarity fed concerns among paleobiologists that the Warrawoona fossils were perhaps the result of inorganic depositions and not early life, and it sparked controversy. García Ruiz' "experiments and interpretations are fascinating and significant," says Malcolm Walter, a paleobiologist and astrobiologist at the University of New South Wales, in Sydney. "But not all of my colleagues agree," he adds.                                    
Now, García Ruiz, coworker Emilio Melero-Garcia, and Stephen T. Hyde, a mathematician at the Australian National University, in Canberra, are proposing a mechanism for how these biomorphs might crystallize on their own. They argue that the deposition of alternating layers of silicate and barium carbonate rely on pH oscillations at the surface of the growing crystal (Science 2009, 323, 362).

                         
To prepare the biomorph, barium chloride is first dissolved in an alkaline solution of silica. As CO2 from the atmosphere dissolves into the solution, the pH drops, and barium carbonate begins to precipitate. Formation of barium carbonate crystals causes acidification of the solution, which leads to the amorphous deposition of silica. When the silica deposits, the pH rises again. As the pH slips up and down, alternating layers of barium carbonate and silica are deposited, Garcia Ruiz explains.
"The research is exciting but there is still a big mystery," comments Werner Kunz, a chemist at the University of Regensburg, in Germany. "What is the origin of curvature of the growing crystal when neither the silicate or carbonate is rodlike or chiral? How do such simple ions come together to form curving crystals?"That's exactly "the problem we are trying to solve now," García Ruiz says.

Chemical & Engineering News 
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The Myth of Rampant Teenage Promiscuity

Have American teenagers gone wild?

By Stuart Bradford


Parents have worried for generations about changing moral values and risky behavior among young people, and the latest news seems particularly worrisome. 


It came from the National Center for Health Statistics, which reported this month that births to 15- to 19-year-olds had risen for the first time in more than a decade. 


And that is not the only alarm being sounded. The talk show host Tyra Banks declared a teen sex crisis last fall after her show surveyed girls about sexual behavior. A few years ago, Oprah Winfrey warned parents of a teenage oral-sex epidemic.


The news is troubling, but it’s also misleading. While some young people are clearly engaging in risky sexual behavior, a vast majority are not. The reality is that in many ways, today’s teenagers are more conservative about sex than previous generations. 


Today, fewer than half of all high school students have had sex: 47.8 percent as of 2007, according to the National Youth Risk Behavior Survey, down from 54.1 percent in 1991.


A less recent report suggests that teenagers are also waiting longer to have sex than they did in the past. A 2002 report from the Department of Health and Human Services found that 30 percent of 15- to 17-year-old girls had experienced sex, down from 38 percent in 1995. During the same period, the percentage of sexually experienced boys in that age group dropped to 31 percent from 43 percent. 


The rates also went down among younger teenagers. In 1995, about 20 percent said they had had sex before age 15, but by 2002 those numbers had dropped to 13 percent of girls and 15 percent of boys.


“There’s no doubt that the public perception is that things are getting worse, and that kids are having sex younger and are much wilder than they ever were,” said Kathleen A. Bogle, an assistant professor of sociology and criminal justice at La Salle University. “But when you look at the data, that’s not the case.”


One reason people misconstrue teenage sexual behavior is that the system of dating and relationships has changed significantly. In the first half of the 20th century, dating was planned and structured — and a date might or might not lead to a physical relationship. In recent decades, that pattern has largely been replaced by casual gatherings of teenagers. 


In that setting, teenagers often say they “fool around,” and in a reversal of the old pattern, such an encounter may or may not lead to regular dating. The shift began around the late 1960s, said Dr. Bogle, who explored the trend in her book “Hooking Up: Sex, Dating and Relationships on Campus” (N.Y.U. Press, 2008).


The latest rise in teenage pregnancy rates is cause for concern. But it very likely reflects changing patterns in contraceptive use rather than a major change in sexual behavior. The reality is that the rate of teenage childbearing has fallen steeply since the late 1950s. The declines aren’t explained by the increasing availability of abortions: teenage abortion rates have also dropped.


“There is a group of kids who engage in sexual behavior, but it’s not really significantly different than previous generations,” said Maria Kefalas, an associate professor of sociology at St. Joseph’s University in Philadelphia and co-author of “Promises I Can Keep: Why Poor Women Put Motherhood Before Marriage” (University of California Press, 2005). “This creeping up of teen pregnancy is not because so many more kids are having sex, but most likely because more kids aren’t using contraception.”


As for that supposed epidemic of oral sex, especially among younger teenagers: national statistics on the behavior have only recently been collected, and they are not as alarming as some reports would have you believe. About 16 percent of teenagers say they have had oral sex but haven’t yet had intercourse. Researchers say children’s more relaxed attitude about oral sex probably reflects a similar change among adults since the 1950s. In addition, some teenagers may view oral sex as “safer,” since unplanned pregnancy is not an issue.


Health researchers say parents who fret about teenage sex often fail to focus on the important lessons they can learn from the kids who aren’t having sex. Teenagers with more parental supervision, who come from two-parent households and who are doing well in school are more likely to delay sex until their late teens or beyond. 


“For teens, sex requires time and lack of supervision,” Dr. Kefalas said. “What’s really important for us to pay attention to, as researchers and as parents, are the characteristics of the kids who become pregnant and those who get sexually transmitted diseases. 


“This whole moral panic thing misses the point, because research suggests kids who don’t use contraception tend to be kids who are feeling lost and disconnected and not doing well.”


Although the data is clear, health researchers say it is often hard to convince adults that most teenagers have healthy attitudes about sex.


“I give presentations nationwide where I’m showing people that the virginity rate in college is higher than you think and the number of partners is lower than you think and hooking up more often than not does not mean intercourse,” Dr. Bogle said. “But so many people think we’re morally in trouble, in a downward spiral and teens are out of control. It’s very difficult to convince people otherwise.”

The New York Times

January 26, 2009

The Myth of Sexual Moral Neutrality


There it is on a list of 60 or so clubs at my daughters’ high school.  Amid the Chess Club, Karate Club, Astronomy Club, Powerlifting Club, and Robot Club is the Gay and Straight Alliance Club. With straight faces we have alliances like this at our high schools.

 
How can we do this?  By muddleheaded thinking like that of Father Ed Koharchik, associate director of the University of Texas’ Catholic Center.  In the February 10, 2009 edition of The Daily Texan he is quoted as saying, “Whether one is gay or straight, it’s morally neutral.”

 
Is that true?  It is true to say whether you’re black or white is morally neutral.  Whether you’re male or female is morally neutrally.  Whether you’re a Longhorn from U.T. or an Aggie from Texas A&M is morally neutral …but just barely.  However, truth and falsehood aren’t morally neutral.  The 8th Commandment won’t let them be.  And the 5th Commandment doesn’t allow being Pro-Life or Pro-Choice to be morally neutral either.

 
What about the 6th Commandment?  Is sex with or without marriage morally neutral?  Is sex between same sex couples morally neutral?  What about sexual orientation?  Is it morally neutral whether you are gay or straight?  (To be consistent, why don’t we say gay and sad or straight and crooked?)  It can only be morally neutral if lust is not sinful. If it is not morally neutral to want to tell lies or want to kill babies, than it can’t be morally neutral to want to sleep with someone you’re not married to whether male or female.

 
But is it morally neutral to be sexually attracted to the same sex?  Well is it morally neutral for an adult to be sexually attracted to a child? How about for a human to be sexually attracted to an animal?  We know these are not morally neutral.  Our basis for knowing this is the 6th Commandment which forbids sex outside of the safety of marriage and the order of creation which confines sex to male and female humans.  God says that the reason a male seeks out a female is because she was taken out of him.  What was once one is now two and the two parts long to be back together.  The reason humans don’t seek animals is because after surveying all the other creatures in Eden “no suitable helper was found” for the man.

 
Once you give up the order of creation and/or the 6th Commandment, the place you stop is purely arbitrary.  Right now the UT Catholic Center is “founding a gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender support group,” but having given up God’s order and God’s command they have no divine reason for not adding pedophile and bestiality.

 
St. Paul writes about the impossibility of joining conflicting moralities.  “For what do righteousness and wickedness have in common? Or what fellowship can light have with darkness? What harmony is there between Christ and Belial? What does a believer have in common with an unbeliever? What agreement is there between the temple of God and idols” (2 Cor.6:14ff)?

 
Think it is too strong to group those who think sexual issues are morally neutral with idolaters?  Well, does the true God teach sexual orientation is morally neutral?  If He does, then I’m worshipping an idol.  If He doesn’t, then Father Koharchik is.

 
Please be clear.  We aren’t talking about whether someone with a homosexual orientation can be saved.  Of course, they can be.  When Jesus says in  Matthew 15 that out of the heart come “evil thoughts” and “sexual immorality,” He doubtlessly includes homosexual thoughts and orientation.  People with these are no less save-able than murderers, liars, thieves, and slanders are.

 
What we are talking about is causing a little one who believes in Jesus to sin.  I have no doubt that there are kids at the UT Catholic Center support group and in the Gay and Straight Alliance who want to be forgiven and freed of the chains of their sins.  By teaching them that their sin is morally neutral, they are being made to feel comfortable in them.  You do this and you’re better off having a millstone hung around your neck and thrown in Lake Travis.  N.B.  Jesus doesn’t say this about the sinner, but about the teacher of sin. 

Have the flames been fanned or has Ablaze hit the fan?

The facts below come from the official annual report on the Fan into Flames funds found at www.fanintoflamelcms.org 
Resolution 1-09 adopted at the 2007 Synod convention required “a detailed annual report…to be published throughout the Synod.”  The report is only 6 pages with large margins.  Rather than a little blurb in mice type on page 23 of the February Lutheran Witness saying where the report could be found, the whole report could have been published. But then the faithful Lutherans supporting Ablaze! would witness where their money is really going.

 
“Development expenses for the campaign through June 30, 2008 total $10,043,041.”  “Cash in hand totaled $14,885,950.”  (They had pledges amounting to almost 32 million, but two birds in the bush aren’t worth one in hand.) $5,276,659 was paid to the professional fund raisers. (This means for every dollar actually paid to preach the Gospel, Ablaze paid about .28 cents to a company that raises the money to preach it.) $1,105,370 was for “Campaign operational expenses (case booklets, postage, travel, administrative support).” $2,537,332 was for “LCMS World Mission (staffing, travel, phone).”$1,123,680 was for “LCMS Foundation (gift processing, reporting, database maintenance, research.)”

 
In sum, for every dollar given to preach the Gospel, .67 cents has gone to expenses.  The top ten worst charities in America according to www.charitynnavigator.org have expenses above 77% so there is some comfort there, but it is cold when connected to something purporting to be Ablaze.   By the way, the report says $1,155,641 of the money for expenses was loaned by LCMS, Inc. to Fan into Flames.  Presumably this is the money Rev. Matt Harrison says in his paper titled “It’s Time” was bowered from LCMS – World Relief.

 
The goal is to raise 100 million by 2010.  If you don’t subtract expenses and do count birds in bushes as being in hand, you have 32 million.  That means in the next year 68 million needs to be raised. Think this possible?  LCMS history would argue against it.

 
In 1965 Synod had the special appeal called “Ebenezer.”  The goal was 40 million.  The finally tally actually collected was about 14.5 million.  In 1972 the Synod had an appeal for its 125th anniversary.  The goal was 28 million.  There was much celebration when it looked by the pledges that this goal would actually be surpassed.  The pledged amounts were for over 30 million! How much was actually collected?  8.75 million (Heritage in Motion, 199).  “Forward in Remembrance” was a 1979 campaign.  It had a goal of 40 million.  More than 75 million was pledged, and amazingly 68 million was actually received (ibid. 233, fn. 61).  Heritage in Motion, a LCMS published history of itself says, “Perhaps somewhat as a result of that success, the Synod resolved to do it again, and again” (199).  “Alive in Christ” was a 1983 fund raising campaign with a goal of 60 million.  Pledges of 50 million were reported to the 1986 convention.   Actual receipts were about 36 million (ibid. 234, fn. 61).

 
The official report concludes: “The Holy Spirit has truly blessed Fan into Flame and those who have been moved to support this church wide campaign.” I conclude that rather than the flames being fanned Ablaze has hit the fan.  And we thought “Blazing Saddles” was funny.

Playing the Pharisee Card

by Todd Wilken


I have been called a Pharisee more times than I can remember. It goes with the territory. I host a conservative Christian radio talk show. I publicly defend the teachings and practices of the historic Church. I also publicly point out false teaching and practices in the Church today. For these reasons alone, some believe that I deserve to be called a Pharisee.


But I’m not alone. Today, the label,”Pharisee”, is applied to many Christians just like me perhaps you’re one of them. We are Christians who cherish God’s Word, the Church’s historic Creeds, confessions and practices. When we see the Church abandoning these things to follow the latest fads and entertainments, we lament. When we see the Gospel itself being left behind in the Church’s rush to mimic popular culture, we are grieved. And when we question the Church’s infatuation with the spirit of the age, we are labeled Pharisees.


“The Race Card” is a political term of art made famous during the 1988 presidential race between George H. W. Bush and Michael Dukakis. In today’s presidential politics, we also have “The Gender Card”. The Race and Gender Cards aren’t designed to raise the legitimate issues surrounding race or gender. Instead, both the Race and Gender Cards are political tactics that exploit racial and gender divisions among voters, and appeal to the worst racial and gender stereotypes. In American politics the Race and Gender Cards are played to discredit someone by implying that he is racist or sexist.


Just as politicians and pundits play the Race Card or the Gender Card, many in the Church are playing “the Pharisee card”.


Just like the Race or Gender Cards, the Pharisee Card is not designed to raise a legitimate issue of doctrine or practice. Rather, the Pharisee Card is used to discredit someone by implying that he is narrow, rigid and unloving -- a Pharisee.


Most often these days, the Pharisee Card is played to portray a fellow Christian as a “doctrinal purist,” resistant to change, and therefore, unconcerned for the lost.


The Pharisee Card is a powerful weapon. Most of its punch comes from the fact that, during His earthly ministry, Jesus did often condemn the Pharisees. The Pharisee Card is intended to be tantamount to the condemnation of Jesus Himself.


Why did Jesus so often condemn the Pharisees? Was it because (as those who play the Pharisee Card assume) the Pharisees were ultra-conservative doctrinal purists, with no love for the lost? No.

Were the Pharisees Concerned with Doctrinal Purity?


The Pharisee Card is played against Christians who are concerned with doctrinal purity. When used this way, the Pharisee Card is intended to discredit the doctrinal purist and silence any further questions about false teaching. It works beautifully. Those dealing the Pharisee Card know that many Christians would rather suffer silently under false teaching rather than speak up and risk being labeled a Pharisee.


The only problem is, Jesus never faulted the Pharisees for being doctrinal purists. He faulted them for being false teachers who abandoned the truth of God’s Word in favor of the erroneous word of man (Matthew 16:11-12; 15:1-9; Mark 7:6-13).


Jesus called Christians who demanded doctrinal purity “disciples,” not “Pharisees,” “If you abide in My word, then you are truly disciples of Mine; and you

shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free.” (John 8:31-32) In fact, Christians who demand doctrinal purity are really following the example of Jesus, of Paul and of the other Apostles (Matthew 7:15; see also 24:10-11; Mark 9:42; 2 Corinthians 13:5; 1 Thessalonians 5:21; 1 Timothy 4:16; 6:3-4;      Titus 1:7-9; 2:1, 7- 8; 1 John 4:1; 2 Peter 3:17).

Were the Pharisees Resistant to Change?


The Pharisee Card is also played in order to discredit Christians who refuse to abandon the historic practices of the Church in favor of the latest innovations. This too works beautifully. Those dealing the Pharisee Card know that, to avoid being labeled a Pharisee, many Christians will tolerate an endless succession of fads in worship, music and ministry. But Jesus never faulted the Pharisees for resisting change. On the contrary, He faulted them for introducing their own innovations and methods in the place of God’s Word.


Dealers of the Pharisee Card will cite Luke 5:36-39 in favor of their own innovations:


And He was also telling 
them a parable: "No one 
tears a piece from a new 
garment and puts it on an 
old garment; otherwise he 
will both tear the new, and 
the piece from the new will 
not match the old. And 
no 
one puts new 
wine into old 
wineskins; otherwise the 
new wine will burst the
skins, and it will be spilled 
out, and the skins will be 
ruined. But new wine must 
be put into fresh wineskins.


Was Jesus calling for wholesale change, or warning against it? The new patch ruins the garment. The new wine bursts the wineskins. The context of the parable is a discussion of fasting. Rather than advocating the abandonment of this ancient practice, Jesus instead taught that ancient practices must now be understood and practiced in light of Him and His redemptive work.

Jesus didn’t condemn the Pharisees for retaining ancient practices, or for resisting change; rather, Jesus concluded the parable by saying, “And no one, after drinking old wishes for new; for he says, ’The old is good.’"

Were the Pharisees Unconcerned for the Lost?

Christians who demand doctrinal purity and resist compromising change are often accused of being Pharisees with no love for the lost. This is probably the most common use of the Pharisee Card today. Those who like to play the Pharisee Card know that Christians will put up with almost anything in the name of missions and evangelism, in order to avoid being called Pharisees.


But Jesus never faulted the Pharisees for being unconcerned for the lost. On the contrary, He said:

Woe to you, scribes and               
Pharisees, hypocrites, be
cause you travel about on 
sea and land to make one        
proselyte; and when he

becomes one, you make 
him twice as much a son 
of 
hell as yourselves. (Matthew 
23:15)

Jesus had no problem with the missionary zeal of the Pharisees they were zealous enough; Jesus had a problem with the Pharisees soul-damning message. Paul was of the same opinion:


For I bear them witness 
that they have a zeal for 
God, but not in accordance  
with knowledge. For not 
knowing 
about God’s 
righteousness, and seeking 
to establish their own, they 
did not subject themselves 
to the righteousness of 
God. (Romans 10:2-
3)
And Paul spoke from experience. As a former Pharisee, his missionary zeal took him far and wide as a persecutor of the first Christians (Acts 9:1-2; Philippians 3:6).


The Pharisees’ error was not a lack of missionary zeal; it was that their false teaching (however zealously preached) damned rather than saved.


Moreover, contrary to everything the Pharisee Card is meant to imply, just because someone is concerned for doctrinal purity and resistant to theological innovation does not mean that he is unconcerned for the lost. On the contrary, departure from the pure Word, in doctrine and practice, does not help, but hinders the preaching of the Gospel; therefore it     impedes the mission of the Church. False teaching does not save sinners. Purity in doctrine and practice makes the preaching of the Gospel possible. Purity in doctrine and practice makes the preaching of the Gospel imperative.


The irony is that those most often called Pharisees in the Church today are those most concerned about the lost, and therefore preaching the pure Gospel to them.


The power of the Pharisee card is based on the mistaken idea that those unwilling to compromise in doctrine and practice are the modern-day counterparts of the ancient Pharisees. This idea has no basis in fact.

Why did Jesus Really Condemn the Pharisees?


So if Jesus never condemned the Pharisee for being ultra-conservative doctrinal purists with no love for the lost, why did He condemn them? 

Jesus condemned the Pharisees for their apostasy. The Pharisees had abandoned the Old Testament faith and therefore they rejected Jesus Himself

(Matthew 8:11-12; 21:42-46; 22:41-46; Luke 7:29-30; 13:28-30; John 5:39, 43- 47; Acts 4:10-12; Romans 9:1-11:36; 1 Peter 2:7-8).


The Pharisees taught that salvation was the result of God’s mercy plus man’s obedience. They reduced the faith of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob to a system of dos and don’ts. In this sense, the Pharisees’ were the inventors of what we call today “rules for living,” and the first preachers of “how-to” sermons.


Jesus condemned the Pharisees for softening the demands of the Law. Because they taught that human works contributed to salvation, the Pharisees had to make the Law more “user friendly.” The Pharisees diluted the Law’s requirement of perfect obedience with manageable human rules that could be kept (Matthew 5:17- 48).


A compromised Law meant a compromised Gospel. Jesus condemned the Pharisees because they abandoned God’s Word for the word of man. In this sense, the Pharisees were really the Liberals of their day.


Jesus condemned the Pharisees for their hypocrisy and self-righteousness. This hypocrisy and self-righteousness was most often the subject of Jesus condemnations. But it was merely a symptom of the Pharisees. false faith in their own obedience:


He also told this parable to 
certain ones who trusted in 
themselves that they were 
righteous, and viewed      
others with contempt: “Two 
men went up into the tem
ple 
to 
pray, one a Phari
see, 
and the other a tax-
gath
erer. The Pharisee 
stood 
and was praying thus 
to 
himself, ’God, I 
thank 
Thee 
that I am not like 
other people: swindlers, un
just, adulterers, or even 
like this tax-gatherer. I fast 
twice 
a week; I pay tithes 
of all that 
I get.’ But the 
tax-gatherer, 
standing 
some distance away, was 
even unwilling to lift up his 
eyes to heaven, but was


beating his breast, saying, ’ 
God, be merciful to me, the 
sinner! ’ I tell you, this 
man went down to his 
house justified rather than 
the other; for everyone 
who exalts himself shall be 
humbled, but he who hum
bles himself shall be


exalted." (Luke 18:9-14) 

The Pharisees trusted their own obedience and moral progress. In this sense, the Pharisees were the original proponents of the victorious life.


Jesus condemnation of the Pharisees had nothing to do with doctrinal purity, resistance to change or lack of missionary zeal. It had everything to do with the false hope in human obedience.

The Real Pharisees?


Who are the real Pharisees today? You are. I am. You, me and every sinner -- but not in the way that the players of The Pharisee Card say we are.


All of us are more willing to trust our own obedience than trust the perfect obedience of Jesus Christ. All of us soften the Law’s perfect demands so that we can say we’ve kept them. All of us are therefore inclined to hypocrisy and self-righteousness. All of us are natural-born Pharisees.


Now, if someone wants to call me a Pharisee for that reason, I will gladly and repentantly be called a Pharisee.


But I will not be called a Pharisee for loving and defending pure doctrine. I will not be called a Pharisee for resisting

ill-conceived innovation and compromising change in the Church. I will not be called a Pharisee for demanding that the Gospel we preach to the lost be pure.


Some say that the pure Gospel is an impossible dream. I disagree. I hear it preached every week .more often than not by those Christians who are wrongly labeled Pharisees.


Those who play the Pharisee Card hope to dismiss Christians like you and me as ultra-conservative doctrinal purists with no love for the lost. But like a fifth Ace up the sleeve, the Pharisee Card is a cheat. Those who play it ignore the real errors of the real Pharisees. They wrongly apply the name to those who stand in the way of false teaching, compromising change and a watered-down gospel. In the end, The Pharisee Card amounts to nothing more than name-calling. And, like the Race or Gender Cards are in

politics, in the Church, the Pharisee Card is always the sign

of a losing hand.

Todd Wilken, © 2008
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	Sun
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu
	Fri
	Sat

	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	
	
	 Lenten Vespers 7:30 PM

Constitution Committee 8:30 Pm
	
	
	

	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	
	
	Elders Meeting 6:30PM 
	
	Maundy Thursday

Holy Communion and Stripping of the Altar 7:30
	Good Friday Holy Communion and Service of Darkness 7:30
	

	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	
[image: image1]
	
[image: image2]
	 Luke Class 10:00 AM
	 Daniel Class  7:00 PM
	
	

	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	
	
	Voters Meeting 7:00 Pm 
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM
	 Daniel Class 
7:00 PM
	
	

	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	
	

	                  
	
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM
	 Daniel Class 
7:00 PM
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May2009
	Sun
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu
	Fri
	Sat

	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	
	
	 
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM
	 Daniel Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16

	
	
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM
	 Daniel Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23

	
	
	
	Luke Class

10:00 AM
	Ascension Service with Holy 

Communion 7:30 PM

Dinner to Follow
	
	

	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30

	 
	
	
	Luke Class 

10:00 AM
	 Daniel Class 

7:00 PM
	
	

	                 31
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