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CONTEND FOR THE FAITH! 
On Sunday, October 30, Redeemer will observe the Festival of the Reformation, commemorating the day (October 

31, 1517) on which Martin Luther nailed his 95 Theses to the door of the Wittenberg castle church in protest 

against the Roman Church’s wicked sale of the forgiveness of sins in the form of indulgences. The following is an 

excerpt from a sermon by the Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod’s first president, C. F. W. Walther, delivered on 

Reformation Day in 1876. In it he reminds us, as heirs of the Reformation, that the struggle to preserve God’s 

Word in its truth and purity will continue until the Day of Judgment. 
 

Beloved, being very eager to write to you of our common salvation, I felt I had to write and urge you to 
contend for the faith which was once delivered to the saints. Jude 3 

 

eloved Lutheran partners in faith, confession, and struggle! The history of the Reformation, 

which we commemorate today, is the history of a war. This war lasted almost 30 years, from 

the year 1517 when Luther openly posted his Ninety-Five Theses until the year 1546 when 

Luther died. This, however, was not a physical war, but a spiritual war. On the one side stood 

Luther, a defenseless monk, with no weapon in his hand except the Bible. On the other side 

stood the well-armed Pope. In his hand he held the temporal and spiritual sword, that is, the 

power over both Church and State; and he was supported by the Emperor, who held the highest 

worldly authority of the day. On the one side stood error, on the other side the truth; on the one side stood man’s 

word, on the other side God’s Word. In the year 1521, Luther was at last called to appear at Worms to stand trial 

before the Emperor and the Empire. Luther declared: “And although there were as many devils in Worms as tiles 

on the rooftops, yet I will go there ... to confess Christ and leave the outcome to him.” Now began a hot battle. 

But behold! just as Daniel came forth unharmed from the lions’ den, so did Luther go forth unconquered from 

Worms; for his final declaration was, and still remains, “I will not recant! Here I stand, I cannot do otherwise, 

may God help me. Amen.” 

 

The history of the Reformation, however, is not only the history of a war against foreign enemies, but it is also 

the history of a spiritual civil war. The Swiss preacher Zwingli had in the beginning been united with Luther, and 

with Luther had valiantly contended for God’s Word against the popish teachings of men. But soon Zwingli fell 

away and declared: it is contrary to reason to believe that the body and blood of Christ are truly present in the 

Lord’s Supper. Luther realized, with alarm, that Zwingli wished to set human reason in the place of the Pope. 

 

After a fruitless exchange of many writings between Luther and Zwingli, it came to a meeting in the year 1529 at 

Marburg, and, thus, just as at Worms, to another decisive battle. Whether the words of the almighty Son of God, 

“This is My body, This is My blood,” should still stand, thus whether God’s Word must give way to human 

reason, or human reason to God’s Word, this was the second great cause of war, the second great battle question, 

and at Marburg it was to be decided. And God be praised! Luther did not give way here either. As at Worms he 

had preserved God’s Word for the Church against the authority of the Pope, so did he at Marburg defend the same 

Word of God against the authority of human reason. What then? Has the victory of the Reformation brought a 

final end to the Church’s struggle? No! Only in heaven will the Church celebrate final (Continued on page 3) 
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 SUNDAY SCHEDULE  

 Choir . . .   9:15 A.M.  

 Bible Study . . .   9:30 A.M.  

 Divine Service . . .   10:30 A.M.  
 

       


IN OUR PRAYERS 



Nick Braglio, Josephine La Port, Jane Wolf, Melinda Leon, Melissa Ramos, Bill Hundt, Marcia 

McHugh, Dennis Salmone, Terry Calhoun, Elaine Fendt, Joey Lee, the Kiefer family, Tina Pappas, 

Michael Elliott, Margaret Doersch, Patricia Redden, John W. Hamlin, Richard Branch, Laura Shinn, 

Isabella Ward, Evangelina Gasas, Joseph Carbone, Jane Bauer, Amanda Kuck, John Ciulla, John 

Stohlmann, Joe Petraglia, John Frey, and Ruth Ellen Wenzel. 

 

Shut-ins: Anne Lindroos and Elizabeth McNally. 
 

       

 

ur dear brother in Christ, Tracy Clarke, recently retired and has 

moved to Delaware. Tracy’s new address and phone number are 

below. He would enjoy hearing from you. 

 

Room 310, Foulk Manor North 

1212 Foulk Road, Wilmington, DE 19803 

Tel.: 302-478-4520  

O 
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C. F. W. Walther: Contend for the Faith! (continued) 

 

victory: here we must strive, until the sounding of the last trumpet. God’s Word witnesses to this on every page, 

and also the apostle Jude writes in our text: “Beloved, being very eager to write to you of our common salvation, 

I felt I had to write and urge you to contend for the faith which was once delivered to the saints.” (Jude 3). Permit 

me then today, on the basis of these words, to answer for you the question: Why should and can we never cease 

contending for the pure teaching of our church? 1. Because the pure teaching of our church is not our possession 

but God’s, entrusted to us for faithful stewardship; 2. Because the loss of this jewel would be something more 

terrible than any contention and discord among men, and finally 3. Because this struggle is commanded us by 

God, and therefore it is also surely blessed by God, in time and in eternity. ... 

 

Would it be love, if a general, in order to avoid war and battle, allowed even 

the smallest opening for the enemy in the wall of a fortress which he was 

charged with defending? Would such a general not rather be called to account 

and punished as a traitor? Would it have been love if Luther had silenced his 

confession of the clear truth as soon as strife arose on its account? Therefore 

judge for yourselves: Would it be love if we Lutherans would now cease 

contending for the pure teaching of our Church which has been “delivered” to 

us, that is, committed to us for faithful stewardship? Would it be love if we, in 

order to make men our friends and to be regarded as love-filled and peace-

loving men, were to cast it away? No, this would not be brotherly love or love 

of our neighbor, much less love of God, but love of self. It would not be faithful 

stewardship of the great treasure entrusted to us by God, but rather disgraceful 

breach of trust, yes, before God nothing other than robbery and theft. 

 

O my beloved Lutheran partners in faith, confession and struggle, do not allow 

yourselves to be misled when on every side those who refuse to abandon the 

struggle to retain the pure teaching of our Church are accused of lovelessness. 

Keep in mind that this teaching is, as our text says, the faith “which was once 

for all delivered to the saints. “It is therefore not our possession, which we have authority and license to give 

away. It is rather God’s possession, of which we, are only stewards, so that we should preserve it, not only for 

ourselves, but for all of Christendom, yes, for the whole world, and hand it down in its purity to 1he generations 

to come. On the Last Day God will therefore say to us in regard to the pure teaching of His Word, which has been 

entrusted to us Lutherans, “Give an account of your stewardship!” 

 

Let us, then, richly show our love in all earthly things, so that the world may see that love truly does dwell in us 

Lutherans. In those things which belong to God, however, in the pure teaching of His Word which was “once for 

all delivered to the saints,” let the saying of Christ be our motto and guiding star: “He who loves father or mother 

more than Me is not worthy of Me; and he who loves son or daughter more than Me is not worthy of Me” (Matthew 

10:37). ... Suppose that in the 16th century, when the whole teaching of Christ was corrupted, neither Luther nor 

anyone else had contended against it? Indeed, there would have been much less contention and strife in the world, 

but where would the teaching of the entire Word of God now be? Where now would be the correct teaching of 

the way to salvation? O my beloved, let us indeed lament the fact that false teachers constantly arise to attack the 

pure teachings of God’s Word, and thereby cause contention and strife in the Church; yet let us not lament, but 

give thanks and praise to God, that He always raises up men to contend against those false teachers, for, I repeat 

it, it concerns here “our common salvation.” ... 

 

God’s command, “Contend for the faith!” applies for all times, also for our time. Therefore let our hearts be 

kindled with the same burning zeal with which Luther and his faithful coworkers once contended. What they once 

won through hot battles, and with word, pen, blood, and tears, let us not in cowardice give up without a struggle, 

but let us faithfully guard and courageously defend it against all attacks, even unto death. Let us contend faithfully, 

knowing that, when our blessed struggle is over, the Last Day will, for Christ’s sake, be the day of our crowning, 

and all eternity our eternal celebration of victory and peace. Amen. 
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& Rummage 
Sale 
Sponsored by Redeemer & 

the Lutheran School of 

Flushing & Bayside 

 

On Redeemer’s Great Lawn 

Saturday, October 1, 11 A.M. to 4 P.M. 

Rain or Shine! 

Food & Drinks (including Beer!) for Purchase 

Fun & Games for Children 

 

As in years past, Redeemer will be sponsoring tables of New & Gently Used 

items for sale during the Oktoberfest. Donations are appreciated, as is help 

setting up and manning the tables.  

Contact Sue Parks, 718-224-7197, for more information. 

 
EXHIBITION: WORD AND IMAGE 
M A R T I N  L U T H E R ' S  R E F O R M A T I O N  
Morgan Library & Museum, October 7, 2016 through January 22, 2017 

 

Five hundred years ago a monk in a backwater town at the edge of Germany took 

on the most powerful men in Europe: the Holy Roman Emperor and the Pope ... and 

he won. Martin Luther’s Reformation is one of the most successful media campaigns 

in history and an event that completely altered the course of Western history. To 

celebrate the 500th anniversary of Luther posting the Ninety-Five Theses to the 

church door in Wittenberg (October 31, 2017), this exhibition explores how the 

Reformation was launched and propagated through Luther’s strategic use of media: 

printed books, prints, paintings, and music. 

 

Luther’s recapturing of the truth of Scripture was revolutionary, but the way that text 

and art were employed to disseminate the message was equally groundbreaking. The inception and development 

of the Reformation will be illustrated in Word and Image with about 90 works of art and objects, the majority of 

which are from museums in Germany and have never been seen before in North America. Exceptional highlights 

include a rare printed copy of the Ninety-Five Theses, nearly 40 paintings, prints, and drawings by Lucas Cranach 

the Elder, Luther’s manuscript draft of his Old Testament translation, Conrad Meit's exquisite statues of Adam 

and Eve, and over 30 of Luther’s most important publications, including the ones that led the pope to 

excommunicate Luther and make him the most successful “heretic” in history. 

 

The Morgan Library & Museum, 225 Madison Avenue at 36th Street, 212-685-0008. Hours: Tuesday–Thursday, 10:30–5; Friday: 

10:30–9; Saturday 10–6; and Sunday 11–6. Admission: $20 adults, $13 seniors (65 and over) and students (with ID).  

Martin Luther, by Lucas 

Cranach the Elder, 1529. 
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ADVICE TO CHURCH MUSICIANS: CAVEAT LECTOR! 

 

he literature of “how-to” books, giving advice on the practice of church music, expands regularly. Both 

musicians and clergymen offer their opinions, and publishers put them out in the form of articles, books, 

and on-line columns. Here are examples from a recent book by a Presbyterian minister about how to 

improve church music, which should serve to demonstrate the wisdom of the slightly adapted principle “caveat 

lector” (let the reader beware). 

 

First, before reading (much less heeding) advice about the practice of church music, one must be aware of the 

presuppositions underlying that advice. They are easily detected. For example, this author stated his thesis early 

on and returned to it often: “What matters ultimately is not that music in the worship services be beautiful, but 

that it work.” (italics mine) Having defined music as having a purely utilitarian role, he is able to conclude that 

“No kind of music is barred from the church’s worship as long as it is useful to the congregation.” As support for 

this thesis, he goes to an unimpeachable authority: Jesus. He cites Matthew 16:26, which speaks of self-denial 

and states in part: “for what is a man profited, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul?” With 

regard to the church musician, the author posits, self-denial requires a willingness to enter the “musical—cultural 

world of another as an experience of holy ground.” With respect to the author’s theological credentials, I find his 

use of Scripture here to define a standard for music offered to God and the Church to be a stretch. It suggests that 

the musician who rejects, say, rock music for use in church is placing his soul in danger of hellfire. The author is 

also on thin ice when he calls on Luther to buttress this argument, for as is well known, the great Reformer places 

high value on beauty in music and requires skill in its practitioners. Orthodox Lutheran theology does not view 

the selection of music for worship as an adiaphoron (a matter of free choice). 

 

This author takes the strange position that the presence of a choir is hazardous to congregational singing, stating 

that the regular use of a choir in the Sunday service “involves a subtle but ongoing risk for the congregational 

song.” As evidence for this argument he cites New Testament and early church practices, pointing out that in the 

beginning there were “no holy men who worship on behalf of the common people.” It was not until the Council 

of Laodicea (ca. A.D. 364) that choirs became the official singers in the church. With this view, therefore, he 

apparently dismisses all of church history after the fourth century and, with it, the entire great music in the western 

Church—hardly a tenable position. His preference for a vocal soloist is also troubling. For one thing, although 

certain choral compositions include solo pieces, there is little precedent in church history for the use of a soloist 

in lieu of a choir. Moreover, he favors the soloist for all the wrong reasons, namely, “the soloist is free to engage 

the listeners face-to-face, communicating with them directly,” employing “facial expression, gesture, and body 

language,” and conversely, he may respond to signals sent from the congregation. Such histrionics contradict the 

most basic purpose of church music in that the worship service is not a concert. For this reason, choirs wear 

vestments in order to suppress individuality and performance mentality. “Facial expression, gesture, and body 

language” belong in the theater, not in the church. But then, the author also recommends that the congregation 

itself get into music as “body art,” moving “back and forth, side to side, or up and down.” 

 

In an attempt to define what constitutes a good 

hymn, the author begins with a list of “shoulds,” 

ignoring the reality that many of the finest hymns 

break the rules. The guidelines include a 

maximum melodic range of one octave, simple 

rhythm, no unusual leaps, and, curiously, 

avoidance of the minor mode. Persuaded that 

people like “happy songs” in church, he advises 

against using more than one somber or minor-key 

tune per service, no matter the season. Under this 

theory, on Good Friday, for example, we should 

not sing “O Darkest Woe” and “Behold the Lamb 

of God” in the same service. 

T 
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nder the heading “singing spiritually,” the author asks “how can we prevent the tune from lording it over the 

text?” What he may not realize is that in the perennial battle between music and text, music always wins. 

Over centuries, church councils, popes, and reformers have repeatedly tried to limit or suppress music in the 

church, with little success, and the text/music debate has also been fought in the arena of opera, with the same 

outcome. Recall that during the Counter-Reformation period, the Catholic Church acknowledged that it had lost 

more members to Luther’s tunes than to any sermons. Actually, a powerful tune helps make a weak text 

memorable, but a fine text may wither and die with an undistinguished tune. For example, John Newton’s 

“Glorious Things of Thee Are Spoken” (TLH 469) falls flat in Barnby’s tune “Galilean,” but rises to greatness in 

Haydn’s “Emperor’s Hymn.” 

 

The organ too received its share of stupid comments. I must take issue with the author’s opinion that “Much of 

the repertory for organ seems to hold little or no perceptible melodic interest [and that] the music appears to have 

been composed to demonstrate the capabilities of the instrument and the virtuosity of the performer.” He does not 

specify particular composers or compositions, but this unqualified remark speaks a blanket condemnation of all 

great organ music, including the works of Bach. What about the wealth of chorale preludes, beautiful settings of 

hymn melodies? Perhaps the author had heard only the 19th-century orchestral organ and French Romantic 

repertoire. Moreover, there is much more to music than “melodic interest.” Further revealing his ignorance of 

music history, he asserts that “the organ is widely found outside the church, and much of its repertory has nothing 

to do with the church.” To be sure, organs are found in (some) concert halls, but the vast bulk of organ music was 

written for the church. 

 

In conclusion, it should be obvious from these examples that published writings about church music may contain 

misguided advice and downright error. No surprise here—but a reason to read with caution. Caveat lector! 

 

Jane Schatkin Hettrick 

Director of Parish Music 
 

THE LUTHER ROSE 
The so-called “Luther Rose” is a familiar image among us (see how many you can find on Redeemer’s walls 

and windows), symbolic of Lutheran theology. 
 

artin Luther said of the emblem he chose for himself: I shall ... tell you my original thoughts and reason 

about why my seal is a symbol of my theology. The first should be a black cross in a heart, which retains 

its natural color, so that I myself would be reminded that faith in the Crucified saves us. “For one who 

believes from the heart will be justified” (Romans 10:10). Although it is indeed a black cross, which mortifies 

and which should also cause pain, it leaves the heart in its natural color. It does not corrupt nature, that is, it does 

not kill but keeps alive. “The just shall live by faith” (Romans 1:17), but by faith in the 

crucified. 

 

Such a heart should stand in the middle of a white rose, to show that faith gives joy, 

comfort, and peace. In other words, it places the believer into a white, joyous rose, for 

this faith does not give peace and joy like the world gives (John 14:27). That is why 

the rose should be white and not red, for white is the color of the spirits and the 

angels (Matthew 28:3; John 20:12). 

 

Such a rose should stand in a sky-blue field, symbolizing that such joy in spirit and faith 

is a beginning of the heavenly future joy, which begins already, but is grasped in hope, not yet revealed. And 

around this field is a golden ring, symbolizing that such blessedness in Heaven lasts forever and has no end. Such 

blessedness is exquisite, beyond all joy and goods, just as gold is the most valuable, most precious, and best metal. 

This is my compendium theoligae [summary of theology]. I have wanted to show it to you in good friendship, 

hoping for your appreciation. May Christ, our beloved Lord, be with your spirit until the life hereafter. Amen.

  

U 

M 
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MOVIE REVUE: BEN-HUR 
Rev. Ted Giese is associate pastor of Mount Olive Lutheran Church, Regina, Saskatchewan, and movie 

reviewer for the “Issues, Etc.” radio program.  

 

s expected, director Timur Bekmambetov’s Ben-Hur (2016) is different from the 1959 William Wyler 

film starring Charlton Heston, which begs the question: Is that good or bad? Bekmambetov’s film is about 

an hour shorter and that alone makes for a different kind of film; characters and storylines have to be 

dropped. Anyone going to see the new Ben-Hur and expecting an update of the 1959 classic will be disappointed. 

If you are going to see a fresh, yet faithful, take on the 1880 book by Lew Wallace, you will also be disappointed. 

Low expectations and/or unfamiliarity with the subject will be an advantage for most viewers. 

 

The 2016 version of Ben-Hur tells the fictional story of two men: Judah Ben-Hur (Jack Huston), a wealthy Jewish 

prince living in Jerusalem in the years leading up to Jesus’ crucifixion, and Ben-Hur’s adopted Roman brother, 

Messala Severus (Toby Kebbell), who seeks to make a name for himself in the Roman army. As Messala rises in 

authority and power, his loyalty shifts from the family that adopted him to Rome and its army. 

 

Following a zealot’s assassination attempt on Pontius Pilate, Ben-Hur’s family is falsely accused of treason. This 

results in the destruction of their household, and Ben-Hur’s imprisonment as a Roman galley slave. During a 

battle he escapes the destruction of the fleet and, motivated by hate, returns to Jerusalem under the patronage of 

an African merchant, Ilderim (Morgan Freeman). Ben-Hur’s mission is to not only find out what happened to his 

mother, sister Tirzah, and wife Esther, but also to exact revenge on Messala for the misfortune brought upon the 

family. His plans for revenge are ultimately thwarted by the life and death of Jesus (Rodrigo Santoro), which is 

threaded throughout the film—a life that values love over hate and becomes a force for change in a land oppressed 

by the Romans, and ultimately turns into a wellspring of forgiveness between bitter rivals. 

 

Since so many people enjoy and cherish the 1959 film, comparison and contrast between the older and newer 

productions is hard to avoid. Here are a couple of examples where the new film differs in content from the earlier: 

 

 In the 1959 film and the book, Judah Ben-Hur is adopted into the Roman family of Quintus Arrius, while in the 

new film the Ben-Hur family adopts the Roman, Messala. Since the adoption theme is switched, Ben-Hur 

doesn’t return home as a man with Roman status, privilege, and wealth greater than his rival, Messala. 

 Another change is Ben-Hur’s early marriage to Simonides’ daughter, Esther. In the new film, Simonides dies 

as the Hur family is being falsely arrested, and Esther, Ben-Hur’s wife, escapes and ends up with Jesus and 

His disciples. This eventually pits Ben-Hur’s love of his wife, who values mercy and love of neighbor, against 

his personal desire to seek vengeance. This should be fertile ground for drama, but in the end gets lost in the 

shuffle. In the earlier film when Ben-Hur returns to Jerusalem, Simonides is shown to be a faithful steward of 

the family’s affairs, and the love between Ben-Hur and Esther develops over time. Also in the 1959 film, 

Esther is not a direct follower of Jesus as in the new film. 

 

When it comes to Jesus, in the new film, Jesus is simply a man preaching and living peacefully in the face of hate 

and corruption, fitting the stereotype of the good and moral teacher. This downgrades a clear proclamation of 

Jesus’ divinity. Filmgoers are left filling in the blanks as to who this Jesus is, which might be a fine approach if 

the film had provided a definitive answer to the question by the final scene. Primarily, Jesus is shown performing 

acts of mercy, such as giving Ben-Hur water as he is dragged off to a life of slavery. Secondly, Jesus speaks. 

Unlike the 1959 film, Jesus is very talkative. When first meeting Ben-Hur, Jesus says, “Love your enemies (Luke 

6:27) ... God is love (1 John 4:16) ... He has a path for you,” and when giving Ben-Hur the drink of water and 

Ben-Hur says, “thank you,” Jesus either says to the man, “You do the same,” or “You’d do the same.” In the third 

act of Bekmambetov’s film when their paths cross again, as was the case in the 1959 film, Ben-Hur returns the 

favor by giving Jesus a drink of water as He is led to crucifixion. What do we make of Jesus’ words to Ben-Hur 

(“You do the same,” or “You’d do the same”)? This sounds like the end of the parable of the Good Samaritan, 

Luke 10:25–37, when Jesus asks the question: “Which of these three, do you think, proved to be a neighbor to 

the man who fell among the robbers?” The lawyer who’d asked the initial question, “Who is my neighbor?” 

responds: “The one who showed him mercy.” And Jesus said to him: “You go, and do likewise.”  

A 
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MOVIE REVUE: BEN-HUR (continued) 

 

he 1880 book and the 1959 film both borrowed from this parable, adding to it a clear consideration of the 

providential hand of God in the life of faithful believers. The new film attempted to take a stab at this same 

theme, but fails to make the providence of God either poignant or plain—not that it doesn’t try. During the chariot 

race there are flashbacks to Ben-Hur’s time in the Roman galley, indicating that his time there was beneficial to 

his winning the race. But is that chance or the hand of God? The book and the 1959 film make it clear it was God. 

 

In earlier versions, Ben-Hur moves from being a faithful Jew to a believer in Jesus as the Christ; not so in the new 

film, where Ben-Hur is an agnostic with a low opinion of God. When wife Esther says to him: “If God is righteous, 

we should do righteous things,” Ben-Hur responds: “If there is a God, why does He not do right by the world?” 

Such a statement makes him an agnostic, at best, who moves to “faith,” but it is not clear what that faith entails or 

who is the object of that faith. Neither is it made clear that in Christ‘s crucifixion, God was reconciling the world to 

Himself (II Corinthians 5:19). So when it comes to the faith of the film’s main characters, viewers are left in doubt. 

 

Lastly, Bekmambetov’s film has a happy ending, which the 

film narration refers to as a miracle. In the 1959 film, Ben-

Hur’s Job-like reversal of fortune was the result of the shed 

blood of Jesus. While in this new film the audience sees a brief 

shot of Christ Jesus’ blood trickling down to where Ben-Hur is 

standing at the foot of the cross, it isn’t as clear that it’s Jesus’ 

blood that brings Ben-Hur’s earthly and spiritual salvation. 

And, since the Jesus is downgraded to being a good and moral 

teacher, it isn’t clear why His death would play a part in Ben-

Hur’s reversal of fortune or the forgiveness he finds with his 

adopted brother, Messala. 

 

With less time to tell the story, the film requires a tighter hold on the reins so that the “chariot” of the plotline 

doesn’t wander all over the place. Overall, the new Ben-Hur is smaller in scale and scope, and, even though it is 

kind toward the Christian faith, it misses the mark when it comes to a clear presentation of the divinity of Jesus. 

Assuming the audience already knows this fact is lazy filmmaking. On the other hand, if the film’s focus was 

solely on loving the neighbor and ultimately loving and forgiving the enemy, then it accomplishes its goal. 

 

Bekmambetov was likely not the right director for this project. Under his direction, the film’s dramatic elements 

don’t shine through and the storyline seems to fall between the cracks. Sadly, the spectacle and action in the film, 

which Bekmambetov should have been able to deliver on, don’t live up to the 1959 version, with the exception 

of a superior sea-battle sequence. 

 

Even though Judah Ben-Hur never lived as a real person and Ben-Hur is not a true story, Jesus, on the other hand, 

is a real person and His story is true, so when the project lacks luster, polish and excellence in production, the 

whole endeavor comes across as a missed opportunity in respect to Jesus. Failure to compellingly present the 

character and story of Judah Ben-Hur isn’t as important as it is to rightly present Jesus. On the positive side, in 

an industry that regularly churns out films hostile to the Christian life and to Christianity in general, this new Ben-

Hur is not purposely antagonistic toward the Christian faith. But it would be better if it was less of a mess and 

bolder in its proclamation of Jesus as the Christ. 
 

S A V E  T H E  D A T E !  
R E D E EM ER ’ S  2 0 1 6  C H R I S T M A S  F A I R  

will be here before you know it! 
Set-up and fair will be Thursday, Friday, & Saturday 

December 1, 2, & 3 
Donations of baked goods, handcrafts, and new & gently used items are needed. 

T 


