
Crashing Convention, Moving Forward: Race, Economics, Gender 
Intro: 

• We’re here today to discuss how PC almost “broke” the Indiana District Convention and what has come 

out of this, moving forward.   

• But first, I want to reiterate that much good was done at the District Convention.  In particular, many 

good things were shared with respect to national and international missions, which I look forward to 

sharing more about this Fall.   

• This morning, I am going to talk about the conflict, the next steps I’m considering, and how St. Peter 

might play a part.  Then open the floor to questions, discussion and feedback. 

What’s a District Convention?  And what happened at ours? 

• In the LCMS, congregations are the basic authority and synod is advisory; we have no bishops.  So to do 

the work of the whole Church, we form “circuits” of pastors and congregations in a small area as well 

as larger “regional” Districts.  We are in the Indiana District, which also includes part of N Kentucky. 

• We also use a three-year cycle of conventions for official business: year one is “rest” and “living 

congregational life.”  In year two, all the regional Districts have a convention where individuals or 

congregations can offer overtures that suggest, “we should all say or do [something] as a District.”  

Overtures then become resolutions that we vote on, one layperson and one pastor from each District 

congregation.  Andrew and I went at SPLC reps this year.  In year three, there is a synod-wide 

convention with a pastoral and lay delegate from each circuit. 

• This year, one key resolution called on Indiana Lutheran Churches as a District to condemn a whole lot 

of things related to race, economics, and gender as “false doctrine.”   

• This resolution arose from two background developments and concerns in the LCMS: 

Background Developments and Concerns for This Year’s District Convention: 

• General concern with what regarded as “woke” or “social justice” ideas in society and the church that 

it took not to be in accord with God’s Word.  So it wanted to block those. 

• A specific concern with recent events at the Concordias.  NOTE: there are actually several things going 

on here.  I will try to tell the story briefly and point out the different issues (in italics):   

o At Concordia Wisconsin and Concordia Ann Arbor (CUWAA) – two campuses under one admin.  

CUWAA is looking for a new president.  Up until about a decade ago, they would have done that 

search essentially on their own.  But recently, the Synod has given more power to the 

Praesidium – the President and Vice Presidents – to direct the process.  So the Praesidium gave 

CUWAA a list of 11 candidates.  CUWAA said, no thanks, we’ll do our own search. [So one issue 

is the question of power and authority.]  They proceeded to seek candidates that were men or 

women, though Synod bylaws state that the presidents of the Concordias are to be ordained 

males only [so there is also the issue of whether presidents need to be ordained and therefore 

men, and again the issue of power—who should decide, Synod or the local entity? Etc.].  They 

also sought a president interested in increasing the racial, economic, gender and other diversity 

of the university faculty. [Issue Three: what is the role of “diversity, equity, and inclusion” in our 

Universities’ mission, hiring, etc.?].  One CUW professor, who was on the original list of 11, then 

wrote a letter to a Christian News, which is sort of the National Enquirer of the LCMS, stating 

strongly that CUW was drifting away from God, the Bible and its Lutheran identity and being 

taken over by “woke ideology.” The University saw this widely-circulated letter as a public 
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attack and libel on the institution and suspended the prof with pay until it could be sorted. 

[Issue four: what are the proper—and improper—channels of dissent, especially for employees?]  

The President of Synod, Rev. Matthew Harrison, then visited CUW and published his own, 

official letter saying CUWAA is violating the bylaws, should have stuck with the original 11, and 

(big point) is drifting from its biblical, Lutheran identity and mission.  He said nothing about the 

professor’s letter. 

o Not long after, Concordia Texas announced that because of the continuing concentration of 

power at the top, they are seeking to move out from under Synod governance, though they 

want to remain “LCMS-aligned.”  For them, this most directly has to do with certain further 

actions outlined at the 2019 National Convention, set to be implemented or likely to be 

implemented in and through the 2023 National Convention.  There are also suggestions from 

some that for them too, part of the issue is diversity along the lines of race, gender, etc. 

• So in sum: the IN District resolution wants to say a strong “NO” to anything that it takes to be “woke” 

and to what it sees as elements of this at CUWAA and, possibly, Concordia Texas. 

Pastor Clark’s Analysis and Response 

• First of all, I find the increasing centralization of power concerning.  While we need to deal with 

problems, and top-down authority is sometimes helpful and necessary, it is important that there is 

broad consensus built from the ground up and that one party not gain the ability to simply impose its 

will on everyone else.  We don’t have a pope and bishops for a reason.  More generally, I am troubled 

that the LCMS just seems to have few processes and impulses for building consensus in place. 

• Second, on the issues of Race, Economics and Gender: 

o On the one hand, I AGREE with SOME of the concerns of the original resolution.  I agree that 

there is a VERSION of “diversity, equity, and inclusion” in academia and “the culture” that 

seems problematic from a biblical standpoint. There are also bad versions of social justice, and 

for many people, social justice has become a kind of “religion” that drives and judges 

everything else.  Likewise, I agree that there can be so much identity and emphasis invested in 

gender, race, etc. that we lose our common humanity.  And so on.  We DO need to address all 

these things. 

o Yet on the other hand, I had some major concerns with the original resolution as it stood: 

▪ 1. Given how significant these issues are to the lives of many people, we need to be very 

careful that in everything we say, people hear what we are FOR and not just what we 

are AGAINST.  Especially, whatever else needs to be said, it is vital that women, and 

people of color, and the poor hear always hear that we are FOR THEM IN CHRIST and we 

really want to listen to them and partner in addressing any genuine problems. 

▪ 2.  I was also concerned that the original resolution labelled everything it opposed, 

“FALSE DOCTRINE.”  That is a very serious charge: a) it indicates that someone is 

teaching something that goes directly against God and His Word.  That’s a charge of 

major sin—and so we fallible humans better be really sure it is true before we start 

throwing it around.  And b), practically, as an LCMS pastor, if something is labelled “false 

doctrine” and someone thinks you are teaching something that sounds like it, they can 

bring you up on charges and ultimately you can be kicked out of the ministry; so filing an 

issue under this label can have really serious consequences.  
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▪ 3.  In general, I think the wording of the resolution is fundamentally MISTAKEN on key 

points, and that it fails to bring out other key truths that are absolutely essential (and 

remember, there are sins of OMISSION—things left out—and not just COMMISSION—

things you do).  This two problems in fact often occur together, especially when the 

resolution speaks of certain ideas as simply “bad” when there are biblical versions of the 

ideas that need to be publicly affirmed and confessed because they are the moral, social, 

and political doctrines of Scripture itself. 

• For instance, the resolution targets “diversity.”  But as we see in Acts 2 and Rev 

7, from Pentecost into eternity, God shows an interest in bringing people into 

Christ and Church with their diverse identities, languages, and so on still intact.  

This is no doubt related to the fact that God created us as persons who would 

not just share a common humanity but develop it into particular histories, 

communities, and identities—gendered, ethnic, and otherwise. 

• Likewise, there is a biblical version of social justice that needs to be clearly 

approved any time we talk about these issues. 

• The bottom line:  

o I felt (and feel) there were major issues that we needed to slow down and work out.  But, I also 

didn’t want to do what I felt like the original group was doing: imposing one particular view 

without much discussion and insisting everyone treat it as doctrine.  So what we needed was 

more conversation. 

o Yet on the Convention floor, each person essentially only gets 2 minutes to talk.  And, over two 

days of Convention, only 1 hour and 40 minutes was allotted to address 20-25 resolutions.  So 

the Convention is not really a place where this kind of conversation can happen. 

o Moreover, what is ULTIMATELY needed is a WIDE conversation that includes all the 

“stakeholders” throughout Synod: congregations, universities, Seminaries, and the people who 

are most affected in these questions. 

o Therefore, I submitted a Substitute Resolution that essentially removed all the language taking 

a position and “resolved” to do three things: 

▪ Affirm God’s Word as the ultimate authority 

▪ “Memorialize” Synod Convention next year to set up a process for facilitating 

conversation between all stakeholders across synod. 

▪ Encourage Indiana District congregations, pastors, and circuits to participate in that 

process and begin discussions even now. 

What Happened Next? 

• While there is a Standing Rule (#8) that allows for Substitute Resolutions, apparently no one really does 

it.  So there was a kerfuffle about whether I really COULD do it, and if so, how.  This was essentially 

how I “broke” the Convention – no one knew what to do.  Resolving the “procedure” question took 30 

minutes in itself. 

• Substitute resolutions actually follow a two-step process: 1. A vote whether to even consider the 

substitute, and if this passes, 2. Actual consideration (debate) and then a vote yes or no. 

• The first issue in the kerfuffle was: could I pass out the hard copies of the substitute before people 

voted whether to consider it.  It was decided NO – I only got two minutes to explain why I was 
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substituting and the Floor Committee in charge got 2 minutes to reply.  A lot of people protested not 

seeing it before they had to vote, but that is how it happened.  I “won” that vote (to even CONSIDER) 

the substitute by the slimmest of margins: 116-115! 

• We then paused for the day.  The next day, the actual debate resumed.  Once we were in to 

“consideration,” I was to be allowed another 2 minutes...but one person protested this and called for a 

vote to require me not to speak again.  I “won” that vote (to speak) 3 to 1.  Which is better – but also 

means 25% of the people there would just rather gag me than listen for 2 minutes! 

• During the further discussion by others, many points were raised but there were perhaps two 

standouts: 

o 1.  A senior from Purdue, who was lay delegate for University Lutheran Church, rose and said: “I 

just want to say that the original motion does not help me have conversations with people in 

my generation about these issues, one way or another.  It just isn’t helpful.” 

o 2.  Among those opposed, the most common objection was that while I wanted to listen to 

people’s “lived experiences,” the Word of God is clear on the points the original made.  That is 

simply incorrect.  I do want to listen to people’s lived experiences, but my chief concern—as 

spelled out above and in the substitute resolution—is that we have a conversation about what 

the word of God actually says on these matters…my core issue is don’t think the original 

resolution has the word of God itself right, for all the reasons listed above.  I also don’t think it 

accurately presents some of the positions to which it is objecting.  Clarifying all this in any 

future discussion is essential. 

• Ultimately, my motion failed and then the original passed. 

Moving Forward 

• Significantly, a number of delegates, including even several who did not agree with me in whole or in 

part, encouraged me to bring my concerns to our circuit and also to consider offering a revised 

overture to the 2023 Synodical Convention.  I intend to follow up on this suggestion.  There are two 

routes for an overture to Synod: from the congregation, or from a whole circuit.  I will start with the 

circuit but might come back to St. Peter if that fails. 

• At the same time, I want to be transparent with St. Peter, and we also should be discussing these 

issues on their own merits.  The circuit also needs to discuss the issues on their merits; and in fact, I 

had anticipated this kind of presentation at circuit last year until I got wiped out with surgeries. 

• Thus, I will be developing a set of “theses” that I will present to circuit in November and that we first 

will study at St. Peter this Fall over six weeks during Sunday Education Hour, starting Oct 2. 

o In 2020-1, I led a Race and Racism Reading Group in which we read and discussed many pages 

of what others were saying. 

o In contrast, these theses will be my own “take.”  They will offer a concise statement of the most 

important issues, what I see Scripture saying, what we most need to say and do to be faithful to 

God and His truth and “move forward,” AND what we most need to STOP saying and doing if 

we want to be faithful to God and His Truth and move forward. 

o The format for the SPLC “Class” will be: read around 5 pages in preparation, then come with all 

questions, objections, “but what about…,” and so on.   

• Note that any resolution presented at Synod will perhaps raise some key issues to discuss, but it will 

primarily be about asking for more discussion, not taking a final position. 



CCMF July 2022, p.5 
 

• As indicated in response to questions at St. Peter: traditionally, one body that has led the charge on 

these kinds of discussions is the Commission on Theology and Church Relations (CTCR), which is made 

up of Seminary profs, pastors, and laity.  I am reaching out to the CTCR, but one problem is that the 

CTCR cannot study an issue until it is asked by either Synod in Convention or the Synodical President to 

do so.  A further concern is that for this conversation to actually unite us, it needs to have broad 

participation and exchange among all stakeholders, and not just the CTCR.  I will be pursuing further 

inquires into how best to partner with the CTCR, District, Synod and its other auxiliaries as I proceed. 

• Thanks for your attention and ongoing prayers! 


