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Reasons for Forming a 
Synodical Union
One of the casualties of language is that it can train us to 
miss something that is right in front of our eyes.  For exam-
ple, when we make the “Synod” a noun, we may miss an 
important aspect our forefathers intended us to live in.  The 
phrase used in the preamble to the Constitution of the 
LCMS offers a healthy alternative to our current institution-
al narrative.  The title of the preamble reads, “Reason for 
the Forming of a Synodical Union.”   In that context 
“Synod” becomes an adjective qualifying the Union.  I wish 
to submit, in this brief article, that we would be far better off 
if we emphasized the “Union” than we are by our current 
practice of emphasizing the institution of the “Synod.” 

If we were to focus on the union God has given us, we 
would be forced to admit that it is based not on structure, 
tradition or habit, but on the 
confession of the true Word, 
as found in the Scriptures and 
Confessions.  Our “Walking 
Together” would then be de-
fined as the practice of our 
union.  What kind of a “union” 
have we been given?  It is a 
“synodical” union, where we 
walk together in practice.  The 
union of our confession is 
what we should be emphasizing.  That is what the Union 
was formed to accomplish. 

This is what the texts of our Constitution and Bylaws clear-
ly state.  But, we are no longer functioning as a “Synodical 
Union.”  In practice we function as a federation of Districts, 
and this to our peril.  In an earlier article I bemoaned our 
incapacity to deal with heresy.  [The Lutheran Clarion, July 
2015 ; see http://lutheranclarion.org/images/
NewsletterJul2015.pdf.] If there is a greater threat to the 
institution of the LCMS than our inability to deal with here-
sy, it is our propensity to ignore the Union and function as if 
the Synod consists of independent Districts. Our inability to 
deal with heresy is partly a function of the practice of inde-
pendent districts.

The Synodical Union does not consist of Districts.  It con-
sists of congregations and church workers, those who are 
making the good confession, and walking together in the 
practice of that confession.  Congregations are the funda-

mental unit of the Synod.  Districts were not designed to be 
independent.  They are necessary administrative compo-
nents of the Synod, designed to support the union of the 
confession.  When they act independently they actually 
degrade the capacity of the Union to carry out its purposes.  

The purposes of the Synod are variously stated in the Con-
stitution and Bylaws, but nowhere more clearly than in By-
law 1.3.3.

The Synod, including its component parts [i.e. Districts, 
1.3.2], is regarded as an extension of the congregations 
to the extent and for the purposes determined by the 
congregations acting through conventions. The Synod 
and its component parts are designed to assist congre-
gations and their members in conserving and promoting 
the unity of the faith and in carrying out their mission and 
ministry. The Synod, including its component parts, also 
serves as the structure through which congregations car-
ry out certain functions that can be performed more ef-
fectively and efficiently together with other member con-
gregations.

Please note the two clear reasons for forming a Synodical 
Union.

1. The Synod is designed to assist congregations in 
promoting the union of its confession.

2. The Synod serves the practice of that confession by 
assisting in those functions which individual congre-
gations cannot carry out on their own.

When we allow Districts to function as independent parts of 
a federation, certain results are predictable.

1. District Presidents will think of themselves as repre-
sentatives of their “constituents” rather than as repre-
sentatives of the Union.

2. Districts will form their own systems for educating 
church workers.

3. Districts will form their own systems for sending mis-
sionaries

4. Districts will form their own systems for publishing 
materials.

As a result, and almost inevitably, Districts will develop 
their own confession of faith.  The degree to which these 
things are already occurring demonstrates how far from the 
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Union we have strayed. 

Is there a human or “institutional” fix for this problem?  
Possibly, but it is radical.  And it is highly unlikely to over-
whelm the stanchions of entrenched power currently exist-
ing within our Union.  Nevertheless, since Districts are the 
creations of Synod, it is possible that the Synod could rea-
lign the Districts so that they were of uniform size.  This 
could accomplish a number of valuable goals.  If Districts 
were limited in size so that the District President could 
regularly visit, know and love his congregations and work-
ers, he could actually function as an ecclesiastical supervi-
sor, supporting and promoting the union of the confession 
of faith.  Secondly, having Districts of uniform size would 
eliminate the institutional fear of “losing” one of the bigger, 
more powerful, more influential Districts, if it didn’t get its 
way.  Thirdly, Districts of limited size would not have the 
capacity to “compete” with the Union in terms of develop-
ing their own educational, publishing, or missional sys-
tems.  Fourthly, such limitations can help stave off the in-
stitutional creep whereby an entity, such as a district, 
seeks to assume more responsibilities as a way of defend-
ing its reason for existing.

Perhaps such a radical fix is asking too much.  Since 
words are very powerful, perhaps we should be satisfied if 
the members of our Union were trained to speak a little 
less about the “Synod” and a little more about the “Union.” 
Rev. Terry Forke
Pastor, Trinity Lutheran Church, Harlowton, MT
President, Montana District LCMS

Reforming LCMS Polity 
and Practice
[Three Suggested Overtures]
In 1985, the President of the LCMS Montana District, 
Dr. George F. Wollenburg, published an article titled “An 
Assessment of LCMS Polity and Practice on the Basis of 
the Treatise.”1 In that article he noted how the conflicts of 
the 1970s had led, especially in the 1981 and 1983 con-
ventions, to the centralization of synodical power and au-
thority in certain offices and commissions.  Then he asked 

“the question of whether we are creating a synodical struc-
ture which will in the future make any kind of reformation 
in the synod an impossibility.”2

Dr. Wollenburg’s essay is now thirty years old.  Since 
1985 the synod has seen 
continuous restructuring 
and the gradual, almost 
imperceptible, centraliza-
tion of power and authori-
ty.3 Although the synod 
has been blessed by an 
orthodox servant in Presi-
dent Matthew Harrison, 
most of the “checks and 
balances” that once con-
strained his office have 
been removed over the 
past thirty years.  The 
Commission on Constitutional Matters has vast powers of 
binding interpretation over most every synodical deci-
sion—and their decisions are very difficult to appeal.  Most 
disconcerting to pastors and laymen are the synodical dis-
tricts that are veritable havens of heterodoxy.  Heterodoxy 
is protected there by district presidents who have a phal-
anx of supporters in their district.  Laymen often despair of 
finding a confessional Lutheran church in such districts, 
much less reforming those districts, and they often leave 
our synod permanently as a result.

What to do about this?  We have a synodical convention 
coming up that can address some of these issues through 
the adoption of appropriate resolutions (see endnote 4 for 
downloadable copies of the recommended overtures).4

The problem of district presidents who protect heterodox 
pastors or professors is addressed by Overture One (To 
Support Proper Ecclesiastical Supervision in Synodical 
Districts).  This refers to the case of Rev. Dr. Matthew 
Becker,5 which resulted in his resignation from the LCMS.  
As that case demonstrated, the district presidents present-
ly have the capability of protecting heterodox pastors and 
professors with impunity.  Thus Overture One is offered 
to reform that problem.

Overture Two (To Require that District Presidents give 
Church Worker Information to Congregations and School 
Call Committees when Requested) addresses district 
presidents who are attempting to preserve heterodoxy in 
their districts by controlling the call process of congrega-
tions.  I know about this problem personally.  A call com-
mittee of a congregation—let’s call it St. James’ congrega-
tion—that is seven miles away from the congregation of 
my childhood and teenage years, recently put me on their 
call list to serve as their pastor.  When the information 
came back from the district president’s office to St. James, 
my PIF and SET forms were not in the stack of forms re-
ceived.   PIF (Pastor’s Information Form) and SET (Self 
Evaluation Tool) are what congregations receive from dis-
trict offices when evaluating candidates for calls.  When 
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he was asked why my name was excluded, the district 
president said that I was excluded “for cause,” but would 
not explain what that cause was.  That was enough to prej-
udice St. James against me, so I did not receive their call.

I did not know there was a vacancy at St. James and did 
not know that I was being considered by the committee, 
until after these events occurred and another pastor had 
been called.  At first I didn’t give this much notice, since I 
was not intending to “move” and have not expressed such 
a desire to my own district president, or to anyone else.  
But then I found out that the district president who had ex-
cluded me “for cause” had done similar things to other 
pastors who were being considered by call committees in 
his district, and that this has happened in other districts 
too.  I don’t know whether I would have been a “good fit” 
for St. James congregation, but that is not the point.  The 
point is that the CALLING CONGREGATION is the group 
that must make a decision about “good fit,” under the 
prayerful guidance of the Holy Spirit.  The district president 
does not have the right, according to LCMS polity, to de-
cide whether a pastor is a “good fit.”  Thus I think Overture 
Two is necessary to reform this bad behavior by district 
presidents before it becomes commonplace.

The many problems of centralization of power and authori-
ty in the bylaws are complex and are best reviewed by a 
Task Force elected by the synod.  Overture Three (To 
Review the Powers of the Synodical President, Synodical 
Secretary, Commission on Constitutional Matters, and Dis-
trict Presidents) intends to address that, and so reform 
LCMS polity and practice back toward the original ideas of 
C.F.W. Walther and his peers.

You are encouraged to read through these overtures, and 
submit them to your congregation, which may adopt them 
and forward them to the synod.6 Congregations are highly 
encouraged to submit overtures by February 1, 2016 to the 
office of the synodical president.  The final deadline is Feb-
ruary 20, 2016.

Rev. Dr. Martin R. Noland
Pastor, Trinity Lutheran Church, Evansville, Indiana

1 George F. Wollenburg, “An Assessment of LCMS Polity and Practice 
on the Basis of the Treatise” Concordia Theological Quarterly 49 #2-3 
[April-July 1985]:87-116, available at: http://media.ctsfw.edu/Text/
ViewDetails/2076 ; accessed September 18, 2015.

2 Ibid., 110.
3 See, e.g., John C. Wohlrabe, Jr., “On Our Way to Episcope,” available 

at:  https://web.archive.org/web/20041204103522/http://
www.consensuslutheran.org/downloads/
wohlrabemelrosepark2004.pdf ; accessed September 18, 2015.

4 See the three overtures for the 2016 convention at http://
lutheranclarion.org ; accessed September 18, 2015.

5 See articles about this case in the Lutheran Clarion, the issues of 
March 2015, May 2015, July 2015, and September 2015; available for 
free online at: http://lutheranclarion.org .

6 Other information about the submission of overtures may be found 

here:  http://www.lcms.org/convention/overtures ; accessed September 
18, 2015.

Controversy Over Translating 
the Bible (from Jerome to the 
Present), Part III1

The Modern Era and the Revised Version (1881)
The degree to which Protestant biblical traditionalism had 
set in by 1611 is difficult to assess, but it was strong and 
clear more than two hundred fifty years later when the 
Church of England prepared a successor to the King 
James. The modern era of English Bibles began in 1881 
with the publication of the Revised New Testament.75 The 
Old Testament followed in 1885.76 Ever since, there has 
been a more or less continuous stream of Bibles designed 
to replace their predecessors. Even though the revision of 
1881/1885 did not unseat the King James as the standard 
English Bible, it raised important issues, especially regard-
ing the Greek text, that undermined confidence in the Au-
thorized Version and paved the way for subsequent ver-
sions.

By the middle of the 19th century, English Bible scholars 
were starting to call for a new Bible, especially a New Tes-
tament, on the grounds that the Greek text available in the 
16th century was in many instances an inaccurate repre-
sentation of the original. Prompted by the discovery of 
many more manuscripts, including Tischendorf’s Sinaiticus 

The Lutheran Clarion—Please Help!
We are in our eighth year of publication.  We sure could 
use your help as we strive to focus 
on presenting and upholding the 
truth of God's Holy Word.
If you would like to help with the 
cost of publishing a solid, Confes-
sional Lutheran periodical, there's 
an enclosed envelope so you can mail your check to Lu-
theran Concerns Association, 149 Glenview Drive, New 
Kensington PA 15068-4921.  Do it now.  Thank you!!

Rev. Dr. Cameron Alexander MacKenzie presented this pa-
per on January 19, 2015, at the 2015 LCA Conference in Fort 
Wayne, Indiana.

In Part I, published in the March 2015 Clarion, Dr. MacKenzie 
showed how tradition plays a strong role in translation contro-
versies.  Part II, in July 2015 , described how text, style and 
ideology (theology) influence the translations.  Part III contin-
ues with the modern era and the Revised Version (1881) as 
scholars were calling for a successor to the King James Ver-
sion and the feminist movement was trying to erase gender 
differences.

All past issues of the Clarion are at http://lutheranclarion.org/
newsletter.html

As noted above, three suggested overtures are at http://
lutheranclarion.org.  Don’t forget, the deadline is Febru-
ary 20, 2016.
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from the fourth century,77 and equipped by the develop-
ment of textual criticism, by the 19th century New Testa-
ment scholars were printing Greek New Testaments, de-
signed to replace the textus receptus of previous centu-
ries.78 One consequence was a decision by the Church of 
England in 1870 to prepare a new version of the Bible.79

At that time, however, the force of traditionalism was so 
strong that the decision was made only to produce a revi-
sion of the King James and not a brand new Bible. Rule 
#1 for the revisers required them “to introduce as few al-
terations as possible into the Text of the Authorized Ver-
sion consistently with faithfulness”; and Rule #2 ordered 
the revisers “to limit, as far as possible, the expression of 
such alterations to the language of the Authorized and 
earlier English versions.”80 The result then was a deliber-
ately archaic version of the Scriptures – based on a 
“modern” Greek text (the Hebrew remained basically the 
same) but translated into old-fashioned English. Such a 
proceeding seems strange to contemplate at this late date, 
but such was the pull of translation traditionalism.

Of course, the Revised Version was an extreme example. 
Nevertheless, the shadow of the King James Version hov-
ers over subsequent versions of the English Bible to this 
very day and its influence defines an entire family of ver-
nacular Scriptures, the so-called Great Tradition,81 each 
member of which has committed itself in some degree or 
other to retaining the language and style of the King 
James Version. The Preface to the most recent addition to 
the family, the English Standard Version (2001), described 
itself as standing “in the classic mainstream of English 
Bible translations over the past half-millennium” that be-
gan with William Tyndale.82 To those who were raised in 
this tradition, the ESV is a Bible that still “sounds like” the 
Bible, e.g., “The LORD is my shepherd; I shall not 
want” (Ps. 23:1); “He was despised and rejected by men; 
a man of sorrows and acquainted with grief” (Is. 53:3); 
“Blessed are the meek, for they shall inherit the earth” (Mt. 
5:5); and “In those days a decree went out from Caesar 
Augustus that all the world should be registered” (Luke 
2:1). Registered? Well, you can’t have everything – but 
you get the idea. In versions like the ESV, translators have 
not chosen an English style that perfectly reflects a mod-
ern idiom but one that retains the “sound” of previous Bi-
bles.

But the commitment to traditional language, present to one 
degree or another throughout the Great Tradition, was not 
enough for some translation traditionalists. Already in the 
19th century, the Revised Version provoked a backlash, 
led by John W. Burgon, an eminent scholar and Dean of 
Chichester Cathedral.83 Even before the Revised New 
Testament appeared, he had already tangled with textual 
critics over the authenticity of the “last twelve verses of 
Mark,”84 so he was the perfect scholar to comment on an 
entire New Testament that rested on a non-traditional text. 
Burgon’s review of the new version85 was comprehensive, 
and he attacked style and theology as well as the text. But 

this last point is perhaps the most important, because 
even today – when no one is reading the Revised Version 
any more – the question of the Greek text of the New Tes-
tament remains an important one. For Burgon, biblical tex-
tual criticism was both scholarly and theological, “I…
strenuously insist that the consentient voice of Catholic 
Antiquity is to be diligently inquired after and submissively 
listened to [emphasis original].” To determine what that 
“voice” is demands scholarly expertise but “submissively” 
to listen to it is a theological position.86

First of all, Burgon rejected the textual criticism of his day 
as entirely too subjective. He dismissed efforts to explain 
variant readings by trying to answer the question, What is 
a copyist most likely to have written, as hopeless, “We 
venture to declare that inasmuch as one expert’s notions 
of what is ‘transcriptionally probable’ prove to be the dia-
metrical reverse of another expert’s notions, the supposed 
evidence to be derived from this source may, with ad-
vantage, be neglected altogether.”87

For Burgon, one should rely exclusively on the external 
evidence, not just the extant manuscripts and ancient ver-
sions but also the testimony of the Church fathers who 
frequently quoted the New Testament and so represented 
additional witnesses to the original text. 

It…stands to reason that we may safely reject any read-
ing which, out of the whole body of available authori-
ties – Manuscripts, Versions, Fathers – finds support 

Thank You,
Dr. Kuhn, for 47 Years of Service!

The Rev. Dr. Robert T. Kuhn, sixth vice-president of the 
LCMS (representing the East-Southeast Region since 2013) 
resigned from that position on August 20, 2015.
“God has given me the privi-
lege of serving the church at-
large for 47 consecutive 
years,” Kuhn told the Re-
porter. “But for health rea-
sons, I felt that it was best to 
tender my resignation and 
let someone else complete the term.”
During his long career in the LCMS, Kuhn served in a number 
of positions, including as a parish pastor, president of the 
LCMS Central Illinois District, first vice-president of the 
LCMS and chairman of the LCMS Board of Directors. During 
his second term as first vice-president, Kuhn served five 
months as Synod president following the 2001 death of then-
President Rev. Dr. A.L. Barry.
Dr. Kuhn has been a long time supporter of LCA and he has 
been a presenter at LCA Conferences.
Following Synodical bylaw procedures the President appoint-
ed Rev. Christopher Esget of Immanuel, Alexandria, VA, to 
fill the unexpired term of Dr. Kuhn; the Clarion commends 
President Harrison for a wonderful appointment.

[Some of the above information was extracted from the Reporter, 
September 2015, page 8.]
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nowhere save in one and the same little handful of sus-
picious documents. For we resolutely maintain, that ex-
ternal Evidence must after all be our best, our only safe 
guide….we refuse to throw in our lot with those who, 
disregarding the witness of every other known Codex –
every other Version – every other available Ecclesiasti-
cal Writer – insist on following the dictates of a little 
group of authorities, of which nothing is known with so 
much certainty as that often, when they concur exclu-
sively, it is to mislead [emphasis original].88

But what is it that led Burgon to placing confidence in the 
majority of the witnesses instead of the earliest? Was it a 
kind of textual democracy? The variant reading with the 
most votes wins? Not really. Instead, the preponderance 
of that evidence was the testimony of the Holy Spirit, who 
not only inspired the text but has also preserved it!

The provision, then, which the Divine Author of Scripture 
is found to have made for the preservation in its integrity 
of His written Word, is of peculiarly varied 
and highly complex description. First, by 
causing that a vast multiplication of copies 
should be required all down the ages be-
ginning at the earliest period, and continu-
ing in an ever-increasing ratio until the 
actual invention of printing, He provided 
the most effectual security imaginable 
against fraud….it is a plain fact that there 
survive of the Gospels alone upwards of 
one thousand copies to the present day.89

Finally, Burgon also believed that “under the 
Providence of God,” the Reformation era 
editors of the text, limited though they were 
to a relative handful of manuscripts, pro-
duced a printed Greek text whose “general 
purity…is demonstrated by all the evidence which 350 
years of subsequent research have succeeded in accumu-
lating.”90 In other words, Burgon’s attack on the critical text 
of his day amounted also to a defense of the basic Greek 
text upon which the King James Version stood and was 
supported by a careful examination of all the evidence that 
God in His goodness had preserved.91

So, how persuasive were Burgon and his allies in defend-
ing the traditional text? On the one hand, neither the Re-
vised Version nor its American cousin, the American 
Standard Version (1901), replaced the KJV in most homes 
and churches.92 So from that perspective, perhaps one 
could declare Burgon and company the winners. However, 
when the Revised Standard Version (1946, 1952) came 
along and began a new period of translation proliferation, 
only one of the better known versions, the New King 
James,93 used anything other than a modern, critical text 
of the Greek New Testament. Zane Hodges and Arthur 
Farstad did succeed in printing a “majority text,”94 but so 
far no major translating effort has followed it – not even 
those arising from the more conservative elements of 
American Christianity like the Southern Baptists.95

Feminism and the English Bible Today
However, as we noted at the outset, the underlying text is 
only one issue that concerns translation traditionalists. 
They are often concerned about terminology and style as 
well. But the issue that trumps them all is ideology – the 
perception that translators are using a new Bible in order 
to promote new doctrine. And sometimes, as we have 
seen, the critics are correct. Recalling this point is im-
portant as we take a brief look at the present era of Bible 
translations that began in the 1980’s with the first attempts 
at accommodating feminist interests in English Bibles.

Feminists scored a major victory when the New Revised 
Standard Version (1989) appeared.96 Still another repre-
sentative of the Great Tradition, the New RSV incorpo-
rated many changes that arose from purely textual and 
linguistic considerations, but it was also motivated by 
changes in English style. In the preface “to the reader,” 
Bruce Metzger, chairman of the translation committee, 

described their task this way, “to continue in 
the tradition of the King James Bible, but to 
introduce such changes as are warranted on 
the basis of accuracy, clarity, euphony, and 
current English usage.” As a result, Metzger 
continued, “the New Revised Standard Ver-
sion (NRSV) remains essentially a literal 
translation.” In general, this characterization is 
true of other versions in the Great Tradition as 
well.

However, Metzger went on to devote an entire 
paragraph to what the New RSV translators 
viewed as one of their most pressing stylistic 
challenges, dealing with “linguistic sexism,” 
i.e., “the inherent bias of the English language 
towards the masculine gender.”97 As a result, 

the New RSV employed a series of linguistic gymnastics in 
order to escape a literal rendering of the text if it would 
involve using the inclusive “he,” “him,” or “his.” Among oth-
er techniques, this meant replacing the singular by the plu-
ral, personal statements by impersonal ones, third person 
pronouns by second and first person, and direct quotations 
by indirect discourse. This new sensitivity also meant that 
the New RSV would avoid masculine terminology for mas-
culine originals in order to accommodate feminist con-
cerns, e.g., “brother” became “brother or sister,” 
“neighbor,” “kin,” “believer,” and “another member of the 
church.”98 What had been standard English style and ter-
minology a generation previously – and for countless gen-
erations before that – now had to go.

Want to Read The Clarion Online?
If you would rather receive a digital version of 
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Of course, the assault upon traditional English went far 
beyond Bible translations and was a part of a larger femi-
nist agenda that aimed at radical social equality for men 
and women.99 But it clearly had theological ramifications 
as well. For example, just a few years prior to the appear-
ance of the New RSV, feminist theologian Elisabeth 
Schüssler Fiorenza had called for new translations of the 
Bible as part of reworking the entire Christian tradition in 
the interests of liberating women “from oppressive patriar-
chal texts, structures, institutions, and values.”100 But re-
working the biblical text in the interests of a theological 
agenda, she insisted, was already evident in the Bible it-
self: “The early Christian authors have selected, redacted, 
and reformulated their traditional sources and materials 
with reference to their theological intentions and practical 
objectives.”101 Furthermore, she contended that since the 
communities that produced the New Testament docu-
ments were themselves “patriarchal” and “androcentric,” 
contemporary readers could not simply accept such docu-
ments at face value but had to read them “in such a way 
that they can provide ‘clues’ to the egalitarian reality of the 
early Christian movement.”102 Fiorenza believed that 
“every translation is also an interpretation influenced by 
the contemporary perspective of the translators.”103 There-
fore, she advocated producing a Bible that would invite 
feminist interpretations of the Christian tradition. With the 
New RSV, Fiorenza was on her way.

And not just with the New RSV. Many other major Bible 
translations have accepted feminist conventions regarding 
English style to one degree or another. These include the 
Revised English Bible (1989), Today’s English Version 
(1992), the Contemporary English Version (1995), the New 
Living Translation (1996), and finally, the New International 
Version (2011).104 However, by 2011, in all fairness, the 
argument was no longer between those who wanted to 
change the English language for ideological reasons and 
those who did not, but between those who believed that 
the language had now changed in a feminist direction and 
those who nevertheless wanted to defend their Bibles from 
the feminist ideology behind the changes.

So have the feminists won their crusade against traditional 
English? Without putting it quite this baldly, the Committee 
on Bible Translation for the NIV has contended that con-
temporary usage now necessitates a wide array of chang-
es from the 1984 NIV.105 But these also happen to be 
changes that better accommodate a feminist agenda to 
erase gender differences. True enough, one can still use 
the 2011 NIV to prove male headship in home and church, 
e.g., by means of Ephesians 5:22-24 and 1 Timothy 2:11-
15. For conservative Christians, this is very important and 
should not be neglected when evaluating the new NIV. 
Nonetheless, there are also numerous changes in the 
2011 NIV from the 1984 version that look like accommoda-
tions to gender egalitarians – accommodations that are 
difficult to justify on the basis of the original text. 

A clear example of such a change and evidence also of a 
certain ambiguity in the approach of the new NIV to gender 

questions is the treatment of the Greek word for “son,” 
huios, in Galatians 3:26-4:7. All the way through this pas-
sage, the apostle calls the faithful “sons,” not because they 
are males but because they have been clothed with Christ 
in baptism and because God has sent His Son into the 
world in order to effect their adoption as sons. In other 
words, Christians have the same status as Jesus Himself 
before their heavenly Father. This is as true of female be-
lievers as it is of male believers. Now, on the one hand, 
the new NIV correctly translates “adoption to sonship” and 
“because you are sons” in 4:5-6, but everywhere else in 
these verses the new NIV calls believers “children.” True 
enough, but that’s not what the Greek says. It says we are 
“sons,” so the new NIV is muting the theological intent of 
the original.

The Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, an 
evangelical organization committed to maintaining tradi-
tional, biblical distinctions between men and women,106

has carefully compared the 1984 version of the NIV to the 
2011 version and has found the more recent version want-
ing in many passages. Here are some of their findings.107

(1) Incorrectly changing “father” to “parent” or something else. 
� 1984 NIV: Proverbs 15:5 “A fool spurns his father’s disci-
pline, but whoever heeds correction shows prudence.”
� 2011 NIV: Proverbs 15:5 “A fool spurns a parent's disci-
pline, but whoever heeds correction shows prudence.”

The Hebrew word is ’ab. In the first several chapters of 
Proverbs, the new NIV correctly translates “father” (as well 
as “son”), e.g., “The LORD disciplines those he loves, as a 
father the son he delights in” (3:12).  So why the change 
here – and in fifteen other verses?

(2) Incorrectly changing “son” to “child.”
� 1984 NIV: Proverbs 13:24 “He who spares the rod hates 
his son, but he who loves him is careful to discipline him.” 
� 2011 NIV: Proverbs 13:24 “Whoever spares the rod hates 
their children, but the one who loves their children is careful 
to discipline them.”
The Hebrew word is ben. In 33 places, the new NIV chang-
es the gender-specific “son” to something else. Why?

(3) In at least one instance, this has Christological significance.
� 1984 NIV: Psalm 8:4 “What is man that you are mindful of 
him, the son of man that you care for him?” 
� 2011 NIV: Psalm 8:4 “What is mankind that you are mind-
ful of them, human beings that you care for them?”
In Hebrews 2:6 this passage is applied to our Lord and so 
the 2011 NIV cites the verse with “son of man” language in 
spite of the fact that that phrase is not present in the 2011 
NIV Old Testament. Why the confusion? Is it really neces-
sary?

(4) Incorrectly changing “man” to some gender-neutral term 
when the original clearly intends a masculine person.
� 1984 NIV: 1 Kings 9:5 “I will establish your royal throne 
over Israel forever, as I promised David your father when I 
said, ‘You shall never fail to have a man on the throne of 
Israel.’” 
� 2011 NIV: 1 Kings 9:5 “I will establish your royal throne 
over Israel forever, as I promised David your father when I 
said, ‘You shall never fail to have a successor on the throne 
of Israel.’” 
The Hebrew is ’ish. In 278 places in the new NIV, mascu-
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line words like this have been translated in a gender neutral 
way. Why?

(5) Incorrectly changing “brother” to “brother or sister” or some 
other non-family word.
� 1984 NIV: Luke 17:3 “So watch yourselves. If your brother
sins, rebuke him, and if he repents, forgive him.” 
� 2011 NIV: Luke 17:3 “So watch yourselves. If your brother 
or sister sins against you, rebuke them; and if they repent, 
forgive them.” 
New Testament Greek is perfectly capable of saying, 
“brother or sister,” as it does, for example, in James 2:15. 
But our Lord chose not to do so in this particular passage. 
So why did the 2011 NIV decide to translate adelphos in 
this way – and similarly in 62 other passages?

These are just a few of the 2,766 such changes that the 
CBMW has documented.108 And it may very well be that 
the answer in each case is just 
this: By 2011, we no longer 
talked that way! In which case, 
the traditionalists must either 
concede that feminist ideo-
logues have won the battle 
over language or else insist 
that in translating the Scrip-
tures, the end product should 
reflect the world of the Bible 
and not the world of the reader.

These are not easy issues to 
resolve, nor by treating them so summarily do I wish to 
suggest that they are. For each of the examples cited 
above, there is a reasonable response and the advocates 
of the 2011 NIV are not all “flaming liberals.” The point of 
this paper is rather different and that is simply to show that 
translation issues are perennial, and we have just 
scratched the surface. For example, ignoring the whole 
controversy over the RSV when it first appeared is almost 
inexcusable, since it was a real donnybrook and featured 
such episodes as one preacher publicly torching the of-
fending text and others renaming it, the “Revised Standard 
Perversion” of the Bible.109 But even without exploring that 
controversy, we can see that arguments over text, style, 
and ideology (or theology) arise right along with new trans-
lations. There’s no escaping it. And it’s not just a case of 
traditionalism although a conservative temperament cer-
tainly helps to explain some of the resistance to new Bi-
bles through the centuries. More importantly, however, the 
Bible is basic to Christianity. So translating the Bible is one 
of the most important tasks that Christians can ever under-
take, and debating the results of that enterprise will always 
follow. It has to as long as we confess the Holy Scriptures 
as God’s Word. How can we not be concerned about new 
attempts to express that Word in our own language? Per-
sonally, we may not enjoy the fight but we have no choice. 
After all, at least for now, we are still a part of the Church 
militant!

Rev. Dr. Cameron Alexander MacKenzie 
Chairman of Historical Theology
Concordia Theological Seminary, Fort Wayne, Indiana
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Presenters at the 2016
LCA Conference
Rev. Dr. Roland F. Ziegler - The Foundations Must Stand—
Contemporary Issues in the Doctrine of Inspiration
Dr. Roland Ziegler is Associate Professor for Systematic Theolo-
gy at Concordia Theological Seminary (CTS).  A native of Ger-
many, he studied at the Universities of Tübingen, Erlangen, and 
at the Lutheran Theological Seminary in Oberursel.  A scholar-
ship enabled him to study as an exchange student at CTS in Fort 
Wayne.  Dr. Ziegler received his Dr.Theol. from the Eberhard-
Karls-Universität Tübingen in 2011.
Dr. David Menton - Implications of Evolutionism:  Should the 
Christian make Peace with Darwin?
A former professor at Washington University School of Medicine, 
Dr. Menton received his PhD in Cell Biology from Brown Univer-
sity, Providence, RI, and his BS from Mankato State University, 
Mankato, MN.  Dr. Menton is Technical Advisor for the Institute 
for Creation Research in San Diego, CA.  After retirement, he 
joined Answers in Genesis, which operates the Creation Museum 
at Petersburg, KY, near Cincinnati, OH.  Dr. Mention has lectured 
throughout the United States and Canada on anatomy and during 
recent years on the creation-evolution controversy.
Dr. Jack Kilcrease - Matthew L. Becker's Theological Vision:  
Revisionist and Provisionist
Dr. Kilcrease is an LCMS layperson and an adjunct professor of 
theology at the Institute for Lutheran Theology and of philosophy 
at Aquinas College, Grand Rapids, MI.  He attended Luther Col-
lege in Iowa (B.A. History and Religion) and Luther Seminary in 
St. Paul, MN (M.A. Doctrine and Theology).  In 2009, he graduat-
ed from Marquette University, Milwaukee, WI, with a Ph.D in Sys-
tematic Theology.  He has published articles in Lutheran Quarter-
ly, Journal of Ecclesiastical History, Pro Ecclesia, LOGIA, and 
Concordia Theological Quarterly.  He lives in Grand Rapids, MI, 
with his wife Bethany and daughter Miriam.
Rev. John T. Pless -Women's Ordination:  Test Case for Bibli-
cal Authority in Global Lutheranism
Rev. John T. Pless is Assistant Professor of Pastoral Ministry 
and Missions at CTS, where he also serves as Director of Field 
Education.  He is a graduate of Texas Lutheran College, Sequin, 
Texas (B.A.) and Trinity Lutheran Seminary, Columbus, OH 
(M.Div.).  With LCMS President Rev. Matthew Harrison he is 
editor of Women Pastors? The Ordination of Women in Biblical 
Lutheran Perspective. He served on the Agenda Committee for 
the Lutheran Service Book. He is book review editor for Logia: A 
Journal of Lutheran Theology and a member of the editorial 
council of Lutheran Quarterly.
Rev. Dr. Martin Noland - A Brief History of the Justice and Disci-
plinary System of The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod

The Rev. Dr. Martin R. Noland is the pastor of Trinity Lutheran 
Church, Evansville, IN.  He was the Director of Concordia Histori-
cal Institute, Saint Louis, MO, from 2002 to 2008.  He received 
his Ph.D. degree in 1996 from The Union Theological Seminary 
in the City of New York, and his S.T.M. in 1986 from CTS.  He 
was on the Board of Directors of the Luther Academy from 1993 
to 2008.  Since 1996, he has been an associate editor of Logia: A 
Journal of Lutheran Theology.  He has written over two hundred 
articles on the Lutheran church, its history, its theology, and relat-
ed topics.  Dr. Noland’s wife is Karla Noland nee Kuhlman and 
they have three teenage daughters.
Mr. Walter C. Dissen, Esq. - Reconciliation, Adjudication, and 
Appeal Pre-July 1992—A Gold Standard Trashed
Mr. Dissen received his Juris Doctor from the University of Akron, 
OH.  He served on the Board of Control and Secretary, at Con-
cordia Seminary, Saint Louis, 1971-83; on the Synodical Com-
mission on Appeals 1983-1995; and as Secretary and Chairman, 
Board of Regents and Secretary, CTS, Fort Wayne, 1995-2007.  
In 2013, Mr. Dissen was elected to the Board of Regents, Con-
cordia Seminary, Saint Louis.  He is on the Board of Trustees, 
Concordia Theological Foundation; Rev. Dr. E.C. Weber and he 
submitted reports to Synodical President J.A.O. Preus that ap-
pear in the well-known Blue Book and in the 1973 Synodical 
Convention Workbook that summarized what was being taught 
and tolerated at Concordia Seminary, Saint Louis.
Rev. William R. Kilps - Reconciliation – A Kingdom Matter but 
Which One?
In November 1982, Rev. Kilps was awarded the Masters of Divin-
ity degree from CTS. He received his first call to St. Paul Luther-
an Church in Marengo, WI.  In 1986, he accepted a Call to Zion 
Lutheran Church in East Moline, IL.  During his ministry there, 
Rev. Kilps was a Circuit Counselor, Second Vice President of the 
Central Illinois District, a Synodical and District Reconciler, and 
on the Synod President’s panel for dialogue with RIM (Renewal 
in Mission).  In 1999, Pastor Kilps accepted a call to his present 
congregation, Good Shepherd in Two Rivers, WI.  He also serves 
as an adjunct instructor at Concordia University – Wisconsin.  
Rev. Kilps is married to Lori Louise Gottschalk.  The Lord has 
blessed the Kilps with two sons—Nathanael and Billy.
Mr. David Hawk, Esq. - The Dispute Resolution Process:  Who 
does it serve?
Mr. Hawk is the senior member of the law firm of Hawk, Haynie, 
Kammeyer & Smith LLP and has been engaged in the general 
practice of law in Fort Wayne since 1973.  He served on the Syn-
od’s Board of Directors 2001-2007.  Elected to the Concordia 
University System Board in 2010, Mr. Hawk serves as Vice 
Chairman.  He was recently appointed to the Board of Regents of 
CTS and he is President of the Concordia Theological Founda-
tion.  He has been a voting delegate to District and Synodical 
conventions.  Mr. Hawk and his wife are members of St. Paul’s in 
Fort Wayne.  They have three married children (who are law-
yers), and nine grandchildren ages 6 to16.

Good News Magazine
Have you ever read Good News magazine? It is a wonderful 
publication that is edited by Rev. Wallace Schulz, of the Lu-
theran Heritage Foundation and a former second vice-
president of the LCMS.  Each issue is beautifully illustrated 
and simply, yet thoroughly, explains basic Lutheran doctrines.  
To subscribe and give your support, see www.lhfmissions.org
or call 800-778-1132.  LCA whole-heartedly endorses the 
Lutheran Heritage Foundation and encourages your prayers 
and financial support.
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