
"Open Letters"
&

"Anonymous Pen Pals"
(Part7)

A common thread runs through the writing of “Anonymous
Letters” and the writing of “Open Letters.” Both writers
recognize that something is broken.

The former realizes and clearly understands that you are
dealing with a broken system that does not have the needed
maturity or openness to address issues (issues that are actual
or perceived), and therefore writes an anonymous letter.

While the latter has only just come to discover what the former has already and correctly
accessed. The “Anonymous Letter Writer” realizes that if you do address an issue, personally
and directly, the leadership not only lacks the maturity and genuine openness to the thoughts of
others, but they will also begin to “circle the wagons” They may even personally retaliate
against those who challenge and/or call them out.

He/she is faced with the choice. . . .

Should one publish "An Open Letter" -- "I'm Asking For A Friend" --- lol
Not an easy choice!

Should he/she join the ranks of Bari Weiss or Daniel Lavery, Daniel Akins,
Chandler, or - or - or - or -- and attempt to turn the lights on as to what happens
when you ardently dissent?
or
Should he/she just walk in the darkness and fade away, as others have?

The potential "Open Letter" writer now realizes what the "Anonymous Letter" writer already
understood -- Personal and direct confrontation of leadership decisions and/or calling-out
actual wrong-doing has serious (and maybe previous experienced) consequences. . . .

"See ..... Told you so! . . . . Told you – You should have written an anonymous
letter! They will shut you down, cherry-pick your words, threaten you, and
worse! Just let it alone! You aren’t the first one who thought that you are dealing
with honest brokers. They are not interested in what others think!"

I understand some of the “push-backs,” particularly the disingenuous variety. [1] As I
previously discussed, any so-claimed-deemed openness may well mean that it must not offend
the sensibilities, or hurt the ego, or unmask hypocrisy, or expose self-serving decisions, or - or -
or.

Dissent must be so innocuous that it never really gets to the actual issues at hand (whether they
be real or perceived). “We welcome differences of ideas and opinions,” comes to mean that it
never addresses the real issues and must be so sanitized that it is vapid.

As those in authority and
positions of power, we had
better be right when we

handle people.

The desire to do what is
right and not what we may
like requires the input of
others who will tell us what
we need to hear, not what we

want to hear.



The RESULT . . . .

√ “Anonymous Letters” from those who have learned not to identify themself lest they
become marginalized or targeted in ministry – at best.

√ “Open Letters” from those who have personally experienced the process which is
marked by a denial of fairness and/or equity – at best.

How can a ministry and/or local church build in some safeguards that better ensure a sincere
and truthful openness to the . . . .

• thinking
• informed opinions
• uninformed opinions
• perspectives
• feelings
• legitimate concerns
• illegitimate concerns
• real issues
• perceived issues

. . . . of those who attend, support, and co-labor in a ministry or local church?

√ Are there some policies or procedures which can be firmly put in place, which not
only portend, but actually ensure, fairness and equity in handling dissent,
disagreement, wrong-doing, and wrong-doers?

√ Are there some guardrails that can be put in place so that
those in position and/or authority act honestly, responsibly, and
openly?

√ Are there some avenues that can ensure that God’s people at
all levels of influence or power – from the “pew-to-the-pulpit” –
are held to the same standards (i.e. James 2:1ff)?

There are some policies, procedures, practices, or approaches that ministries or local
churches can implement to restrain and even eliminate unbiblical control that powers-
over the will of “the church?” [2]

There are some steps that a ministry or local church can take to make sure that they
provide an atmosphere of openness, and authentically allow actual differences which
reflect a diverse body of believers.



There are ways to encourage a genuine unity which does not require uniformity.

There are some practical and biblical steps that a ministry or local church can take to
communicate the presence of a genuine desire for fairness and a honest pursuit of equity
when dealing with God’s people!

There are ways to ensure that those who disagree, or ardently make an argument against a
leadership approved position, or vie for a different solution, or seek to amend the desired
proposal, have a sense that they are, and indeed have been, handled fairly and equitably!

There are ways to convey and ensure that fairness and equity mark differences, dissent, and
and ardent disagreements.

Whether or not such is perceived, or received by the individual(s) who is at odds with a
decision, policy change, change of direction, action, et. al., at least you can honestly and
sincerely pursue that end.

Whether or not these steps limit or deter anonymous or open letters, at least you can take
some steps which have the potential of an outcome which say – “While I disagreed -- I must
say that I was given a fair and full opportunity to voice my disagreement without being shut-
down, or threatened for speaking up and out.”

Whether or not these steps resolve an issue, at least you can assure others who sit in the
“courtroom gallery” [4] that it was handled with personal integrity.

Deal Honestly With Matthew 18

Matthew 18 is the “go-to” passage for dealing with members of a local church. To read a
fuller discussion of the use, and abuse of Matthew, read the PDF of a post titled –
“Weaponizing Matthew 18.”

There are several important points that need to be made . . . . .

√ “Matthew 18 trespasses against” issues involve something significant and serious enough
that aa fellow believer would potentially be removed from the church and treated as a “tax
collector.” The “trespass against” is to be commensurate with the penalty - that of
excommunication and deemed as an unbeliever or a “tax-collector.”.

√ The three steps are not “check off boxes” – There, I did #1, and now I will go with one or
two others to bear witness. . . . . There #2 is done, and now I can go to “the church.” The
“offended” can talk with the so-claimed-deemed offender many times - alone – as resolution
is sought. Likewise, with step #2.

√ It is not designed to fabricate a basis for intimidating, threatening, silencing, or removing
people who disagree, dissent, criticize, or engage in contentious conversations about biblical
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or ministry issues.

√ The nature of the dissent or contention determines its legitimacy – Examples: the Acts
15 all church council, and the Acts 15 sharp controversy between Paul and Barnabas. We
are to contend for the faith – that body of truth which was delivered into our hands. In
fact, “earnestly contend.” By that verse alone, there will be contentious disagreement.
The faith is not just theology but practicology, and we understand that the faith is not just
something we believe, but involves how we live and what we practice.

“ye should earnestly contend for the faith
which was once delivered unto the saints.”

– Jude 1:3 –

√ There are only a few biblical passages related to “the church’s” role in the discipline of
its fellow members outside of Matthew 18. In fact, that is why Matthew 18 is the “go-to”
passage for most anything and everything – unfortunately, even sexual immorality,
questionable to fraudulent business activity, and criminality. [6]

√ Other biblical passages concerning “the church’s” relationship to wrong-doing address
sexual immorality (II Corinthians 2), doctrinal heresy (Titus 3:9-11), and shiftlessness (II
Thessalonians 3:8-14) as grounds for excommunication.

“But avoid foolish questions, and genealogies, and contentions, and strivings about the law;
for they are unprofitable and vain.
A man that is an heretick [αἱρετικός = hairetikós,] after the first and second admonition
reject;
Knowing that he that is such is subverted, and sinneth, being condemned of himself.

√ There is something terrible amiss when the issues of sexual immorality and biblical
heresy[7] are not addressed, but criticism and dissent are grounds for “the church’s”
meeting, hearing, and potentially dismissing.

√ There has to be a difference between “sowing discord” and legitimate and/or sincere
criticism, dissent, disagreement, discussion, contentious conversations, or ardent
opposition. [8]

√ Interestingly, publicly disagreeing with, criticizing, or even “attacking” other brothers
and sisters in Christ who are involved in various other Christian ministries (college
presidents, teachers, writers, popular preachers, large church ministries) are allowed and
condoned – “We are standing for the faith, against the pernicious slide of liberalism.”
Criticism, dissent, engaging in contentious conversations with, disagreement, etc. is
allowable, just not about and in “this ministry.”

√ Finally, Matthew 18 is not the required in order to have a biblical basis for “the
church” to be able to address any and all sinful behavior of its membership. In fact, it is a
rather limiting passage since it speaks about issues which can be resolved between the



offender and the offended.

Let me expand on that . . . .

To deal with sexual immorality, drug abuse, or drunkenness as a “Matthew 18 issue” is not
only unnecessary, but unbiblical. Those sins are different than a civil dispute between two
believers – (i.e. property disputes, salary-employ, fraud, dishonest or questionable business
practices). When it comes to these sinful vices, which have a pull and draw on lives, the
ability to determine “repentance” is time-determined.

Aministry or church does not need to go to Matthew 18 to deal with those vices. There is
good reason and biblical support to address organizational employ or church membership,
without forcing it into a Matthew 18 mold. While you do need to ascertain the veracity of a
believer’s behavior, merely because that typically requires speaking to him (alone or with
another), that commonality does not mean that you are involved in a Matthew 18 issue.

Example: A person has been arrested for the use and possession of heroin or meth. After
visiting him in jail and realizing that he is indeed guilty (We will keep it to his “penitent-to-
priest confession to you – although there could be other clear evidence as well that would
lead you or me to believe such as verified. Right? – i.e. his wife or grown child’s awareness
of the problem), I would seek his dismissal from the church rolls – not based on Matthew
18.

This is not an issue that falls under Matthew 18. But it still involves the same question as to
whether he has forfeited his right to be an employee or volunteer of a ministry and/or a
member of “Forgiveness Baptist Church.”

When it comes to the sins of drug addiction, sexual immorality, pornography, alcoholism, or
gambling, you are dealing with vices. Only “time” will reveal whether an individual is
biblically and practically repentant. If you fail to address it properly from the beginning, it
may well reappear in that person’s life again (and again, and again, and again – seen it!).

This is not a Matthew 18 issue! If you want to pound it into that mold, you can make it
work, but you will be deterred from removing such an individual off of the church rolls
because they will be found “repentant” when it is revealed. Who isn’t?

But you may find yourself having to deal with the same sin over and over because only time
can reflect what genuine, biblical, and practical repentance looks like – not tears, shame,
words of regret, confession, or promises of change.

Remove him from membership, work through the process to a “sure” and genuine
repentance.

This position is born of “thinking and rethinking.” You do not need to agree, but you do
need to THINK.




