A Preliminary Evaluation of the Structure
Proposals Put Forward
by the President’s Blue Ribbon Task Force
on Synod
Structure and Governance

November 2008

We are basing our thoughts in this paper on the documerdlaleadn the Synod’s
Website, “Walking Together — The LCMS Futurenat/w.lcms.org The document is included
below in the boxes. My comments, includedside the boxestepresent my opinion at the
present time.Certainly you are entitled to your opinion. At thesmif | must remind you that
these are all proposals, often given in a very gefi@shion. They are subject to change as the
proposals are made more specific — indeed, my opinionshamnge as well.
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“So if there is any encouragement in Christ. any comfort from love, any participation in the Spirit,
any affection and sympathy. complete my joy by being of the same mind, having the same love, being
in full accord and of one mind. Do nothing from rivalry or conceit, big in humility count others more
significant than vourselves. Let each of vou look nor onlv to his own interests, but also ro the interests
af athers™ (Phil. 2:1-4 ESV),

The Blue Ribbon Task Force on Syned Structure and Governance offers the following proposals and
possibilities for consideration and discussion. In so doing. the task force desires to be Christ-minded as
together we sirive to be like-minded, lowly minded, love-minded. and others-minded.

The following proposals/pessibilities are not final by any means, The task force considers its work to be
under construction. With the expectation of ongoing feedback, the Synod’s members and leaders are
participating as valved and active partners in this work-in-progress.

In order te advance Christ’s mission, it has been the intent of the task force that all the
proposalsfpossibilities be aligned with the Synod's theological principles. such as those discussed in the
task force document Congregarion — Synod — Church (April 2007), (See also the hsting of theological
principles in another task force document, “Who Is The Lutheran Church—Missourl SynedT”)

As together we participate in Christ’s mission. acting in support of and on behalf of local congre gations,
we present these proposalspossibilities with the attitude described by St Paul, who urges, ©.conduct
vourselves in 4 manner weorthy of the gospel of Christ” and .. stand firm in one spirit. contending as one
man for the faith of the gospel” (Phil. 1:27)



http://www.lcms.org/

Foundational

Aligned with the Synod’s theological principles and to advance Christ’s mission, these proposals/
possibilities_amplify, affirm, and clarify that the reason for the Synoed’s existence under Acts 15 and 1

C ans 12 is for congre gations to walk together in God's mission and to serve one another for His
Corinthians 12 is for congre gations to walk together in God's mission and to serve one another for Hi
purposs of saving all people through Jesus Christ, With God's mission as the very ground of our being,
these proposals/possibilities affirm and clarify that Christ — His person and justifying work — is the
center of our commen confession. Our confessional basis remains unchanged (LCMS Constitution,
Article 1.

Please keep in mind that | am herein responding to the meaented in the documeiht.
am not commenting on any person positively or negativelyl am seeking simply to give my
own opinion regarding the relative worth of the propo#at have been put forward. There is
nothing in these proposals that | could not “live withdsld the Synod decide to adopt them.
These are structural proposals. Synod is free to stautsedf in a wide variety of ways.

However, it is also true that | do believe someheke proposals are not helpful and that some of
them will have the effect of changing the nature ef$lynod, for good or ill. That’s part of what
we will discuss togethenWe will not deal with persons or motivations here, but only wh

the ideas expressed.

First, let me note the following: Synod is a fellowsbf congregations that share the
same confession of faith. Members of Synod are cgagjoms, together with their ordained and
commissioned ministers. Members of congregations@renembers of Synod, but are
members of congregations that have joined the Synod.Syimed is not the staff in the
International Center. The Synod is congregations, begetith their pastors and teachers. The
Synod is us. The Southern Illinois District is then&d in Southern lllinois. The Missouri
District is the Synod in Missouri. Your circuit isetlsynod in this area. We are mutually
accountable to one another in the Synod. We have tmgaéher in our shared confession to do
together what would be more difficult separately. It bd important to keep these basic facts in
mind as we proceed. How do these proposals enhancemgtsin this basic sense of the
Synod’s nature and purpose? How might some of them podwe a detriment to the Synod’s
nature and purpose?

Second, there have generally been three basic repspftsward for this effort at
restructuring.

1) Financial — can we afford the present structure?

2) Service — does the present structure serve the congregaffectively and efficiently?
How would this or that proposal change that?

3) Unity — is there a structure that would help us to beconre onaified?

My plan for this presentation is two-fold. We will rewi and evaluate the basic
proposals piece by piece — how does this help Synod sengeegations? How will this unite
us? (But please recognize the difficulty of this evaluebiecause the material we have is still
quite preliminary.) Then | will offer some thoughtswhat | believe is the core of our problem,
and how that might be addressed biblically and confes$jorfabr 50-60 years we have been
seeking to fix theological and spiritual problems by votirig other words, by political means.



I’'m just as guilty of this as the next person. Butais mot worked. It does not work. Suppose we
adopt a good and godly position by 52% of the vote at aection. We have won nothing. The
only thing we have really accomplished is that 48% op#wmple go home angry, trying to
organize against the opposition so they can do bettétinmex

But | digress... We need to get into the specifics.

Congregations and Districts

Relasionship between Congregations and Districts: Congregations are the primary mission centers for
reaching our communities and the world with the Gospel of Jesus Christ. Faced with ministry challenges
in an ever-changing world, congregations are leoking for encouragement, support, and resources. Since
the districts are the closest source of resources to the congre gation, the task force has been looking at
wiays to strengthen the relationship between congre gations and districts.

Brought forward for consideration are the size and functions of the districts for more effective service to
congregations. Here are some possibilities for discussion:

¢ [Increase the number of districts from 35 to 100 with approximate ly 60 congregations in each
district. This would allow district presidents to become well acquainted with each congregation,
its staff, and its keadership. so that they could better support and encourage the mission.

o  These smaller districts could be organized into regions for staffing and for resourcing
congre gations,

*  Decrease the number of districts from 35 to 20 with approximately 300 to 350 congregations in
each. These districts would then be large enough wo provide staff and resources 1o suppert the
congre gations,

¢ Keep the district structure as is, but encourage districts to collaborate with neighboring districts
and to organize their staffs and resources for the mutual strengthening of their congre gations”
mission.

*  Instill flexibility so that congre gations and groups of districts could recrganize as they feel best
meets their missional needs.

To be quite honest, | am not sure how serious the Taigle Feally is about the proposals
in the above section.

It might be a good idea to have 100 small districts withuabve regional offices (but
see below). The only staff each district would have wbald district president. Other support
staff would come from the regional offices. Digtsigvould have very little structure — just a
president whose job it would be to provide ecclesiastioalsight. Finances, schools,
evangelism, mission, stewardship, etc. would be handlelebstaff in the regional offices, as |
understand it. Here it all depends on what is expectdedfistrict president as to whether he
would be full time or part time, an administrative fuonary or more a pastor to the pastors.
Whether or not this might work, the transition frame ©ld district structure to the new would be
difficult and probably expensive, both in time and in eywn

On the other hand, some would think that it would be raffireient to have 20 large
districts — each district would have staff enough to caumtyits work. This may make sense on a
business level, but how would you get there? Which distwould you combine? What about
barriers of culture or distance?



Actually, there is, in my mind, a problem with both pragdes They are both top down.
The Synod divides itself into districts, but in the pasgry proposal to change districts has
come from the bottom up, from local proposals. Canig@mgine the parades to microphone at
the convention? “You can’t break up the great Distrdt!“you don’'t understand the
cultural barriers — we don’t want to be combined with stridi!” My guess is that both
proposals, whatever their merits, are non-startéfs.have had the same structure for more than
a generation, but (and here is the key) then® ipressing reason coming from the
congregationsto change the structure of districts. Our presentictigiructure (members, size
and geography) has evolved in response to the needs of gatigms (other influences are
involved as well, to be sure). The problem with the fingt proposals is that the congregations
have not asked for them. Both proposals are top down.

On the other hand, one could ask whether the last Ipdiet is any different from what
we have now. Congregations and groups of districts sadsl free to organize according to
need. There are various mission societies. Distcah share staff if they wish (SID and
Missouri already do!), etc.

My evaluations? Changing the number and structure ofalsstrill be difficult, if not
impossible, without more compelling reasons to do soddiitian, creating five regional offices
may have the unintended consequence of simply instaliothar layer of bureaucracy. The
Synod could become even more divided if the regions gactheir own way.

Congregations and Circuits

The task force has focused considerable atiention on the role of electoral circuits, visitation circuits, and
circuit counselors, In most cases, the concept of visitation circuit and electoral circuit has become
synonymaous. In order to empower circuits so that they can be seen as places where pastors and
congregations are supported, encouraged, and resourced through the interaction of lay and professional
leadership, the task forece discussions have included the following:

* Restore visitation circuits to their primary purpose, which means omitting the action of electing
convention delegates (eliminating “electoral” circuits),

*  Since circult counselors assist and are the representatives of the district presidents, involve the
district president in the selection of circuit counselors.

*  Allow flexibility in providing access of pastors one to another. For example, circuits could be
formed geographically, by affinity group, by size of congregation, or by any other method
deemed most appropriate by the congregations of the district.

One element of this section has merit, in my opinionThe election of delegates to the
national convention in some way other than by circaild have the effect of making the
circuits less political in nature.

Will circuits then spend more time in mutual support amshmon mission and
confession? That depends on the people involved.

| am not sure it is a good idea to insert the districtigees too much into the process of
electing circuit counselors. Why not? Power and authiorthe Synod have always been



spread around, shared by a number of groups and personsl¢see Géere is a tendency on
the part of those in charge administratively to thirdt they know better than people on the
local level who should be elected. But do they alWwaitsdepends on your perspective. How
will this proposal help congregations, especially sintakies away on some level their ability to
choose their circuit counselors?

Finally, | do not believe circuits should be organized orttang but a geographic basis.
We already have too many “affinity groups” that tend t@poé and separate rather than unite.
In a circuit, we are called to relate to those physicdse by to us. That's a good thing!
That’s how the members of congregations most oftetereléo those congregations close by
physically. Pastors close by HAVE to relate to one lamot that's why circuits should remain
geographic.

Congregations and the National Synod

Relasionship between Congregations and the National Synod: With congre gations as the primary
mission centers, the key issue becomes how the national Svnod can best serve congregations so as to
enhance their mission and do for vs all what we cannot do—aor do as well—by ourselves,

So that we might be faithful to our mission and be good stewards of the resources God has given us, the
task force has discussed a variety of possibilities, including the following:

* Determine which boards and commissions should be retained at the national level and which
would more e ffectively resource congregations if located at the district level. Deploy staff and
resources accordingly.

*  Within such a restructuring, appoint task forces as necessary for such projects and initiatives as
the National LCMS Youth Gathering, hymnal projects, transformation of congregations, urban
ministry, and the like, Some national staff may be needed to accomplish these tasks, but not at an
executive level.

*  Reganding executive staff at the national level, follow the lead of our districts and allow for a
minimal number of executives who report directly to the president of the Synod, with advisory
boards to encourage and support the ministry, (Currently, all district executive staff report
directly to and are evaluated by their respective district presidents.) In effect, this change would
mean that all program boards, where needed, would function in an advisery rather than an
administrative role.

¢ Standardize terms of office for all elected officials. (Currently some officials are elected to three-
year terms and some to six-year terms.)

The proposals in this section are quite vague. | hasedhvarious possibilities being
discussed — for instance to replace the 10 program boar@eamdissions with their respective
executive directors with 4 assistants to the president rgooby the president, advised by
several advisory committees also appointed by the presitiéave also heard that they might
be reduced to two boards, one for work in the USA andane&ork outside the USA.

But the statements here given only make hints at migtt actually be proposed. There
is nothing really concrete in what is said here. esé proposals are “fleshed out” we will have
to be asking — how does this better serve the congregatidnsy does this help unite the Synod
and bring greater harmony and peace? | have not yet beanpelling reasons to think that it
would.



On the other hand, | do agree that we should be askindnerh& save money, the
number of boards and commissions could be reduced. If eeraie moved closer to the
congregations, do we need a North American Mission Deeat? Do we need a Board for
District and Congregational Services? A CommissioMonsterial Growth and Support?
Could these functions (or others) be carried out byiclistwithout any staff at the national
level? Certainly every board has its own constituebay) believe we would do well to evaluate
each board with a question as to how much it is neeuttavbether we can still afford it.
Having said that, however, | do not believe replacing boards eltsd by the convention and
executives called by their boards, with committees and astants appointed by the
president, is a good idea at all.The power and authority you give to a president you agtesci
will also be held (and used!) by one you do not appreciate.

The argument is made that the president needs to gebat the staff of the Synod is all
aligned on one direction, and that this can bestberaplished by the president having more
authority to appoint those who work for Synod. In my opiniscowever, this places far too
much power in the hands of the president, whoever pbtrbe. In the past, our unity was
thought to come from our common confession. This praEeems to make unity at the
national level more dependent on loyalty to the presigestead.

We can look at those functions which might best be dotieealistrict and
congregational level (North American Missions, fastance), and those which need to be done
at the national level. But we ought not adopt meadhegswill focus too much power and
authority in the office of the president. Our unity cermfrem the Word of God and from our
power to persuade and advise one another as brothersish @bt from loyalty to a person.
Power and authority in the Synod have in the past lmaardiffuse — that is, spread around.
The proposals in this section would have the tendehcgraentrating more power in the office
of the president of Synod and in the resource staft toyiaim — one step further removed from
the congregations, | believe.

Congregations, Membership and Conventions

(See next page)




Membership: In order to advance Christ's mission, the task force proposals/possibilities clarify who we
are by underscoring the essentially congre gational character of the Synod. the role of the ordained and
commissioned members, and the participation of the laity in the life and work of the Synoed.

Congregations, District Conventions, and Representation: For purposes of representation, the task
force brings ferward the following for consideration and discussion:

The task foree brings forward for consideration and discussion as one such proposal tha
commissionzd ministers of the Synod be eligible 1o be chosen as voling delegates to the
conventions of the Synod and its districts. While the pastoral office is by divine right or
arrangement (de jure divine), the ministers of religion-commissioned are recognized as associate
members of the Synod to be in a service position by human right or arrangement { de jure
himano) but certainly eligible to serve as a congregation’s non-ordained delegate (as is the laity ).
(See Article V and Bylaws 1.2.1 (k) L3; 2.0F)

Establish at least two voting representatives—one who is the called pastor and the other who is a
non-crdained person—Tfor each congregation.

Ensure that each congregation in-a multi-parish is represented by its pastor and ong non-ordained
persom

Ensure that vacant congregations are represented by the vacancy or interim pastor and cne non-
ardained person.

Allow congregations with more than 750 confirmed members to be represented by two additional
dele gates for each additional unit of 750 confirmed members or majority thereof, with each pair
of additional delegates to be one ministerial {ordained or commissioned) delegate and one non-
ordained delegate.

| have four basic responses to this section:

1)

2)

3)

You may disagree, but | do not believe commissionedsteirs should be voting
delegates to district and synod conventions. Why natfg@gations are the primary
members of Synod. Congregations are represented by tm&rgfastors and one of
their lay persons. Assistant pastors, professorsydigal and district officials, and
commissioned ministers are all advisory. Our task sdvise on the basis of the Word
of God. Our task (I say, “our task,” because Distrretsitlents are also advisory
members of Synod, unless they are also pastors of congregas to speak up from the
Word. But the vote has for the Synod’s entire histegn exercised by one pastor, one
lay person, from each congregation. The task forpetgosal would allow
congregations to elect commissioned ministers in pléeelay delegate — this would
change the balance of pastor and lay voting at coiovent Not a good idea, in my
opinion.

Allowing each congregation in a multi-parish situatiorekect a lay delegate would not
change things very much, though it might mean a few tagrdelegates in a district
convention than pastoral voting delegates.

| am not sure how it would work that the vacancy pastanterim pastor is allowed to
vote. There are so many variations in how congregatmnk with vacancy pastors.
Where there is more than one pastor covering a vacanigh one would vote? Who
would determine this? The basic principle now is cledre-ctlled pastor exercises the



pastoral vote of that congregation or parish. If tiere called pastor, there is no pastor
voting.

4) | am not in favor of giving larger congregations more s@tea district convention. This
would not have much effect in Southern lllinois (there seven congregations at the
moment that would have 4 votes instead of two, under tisempreroposal — not much
change to any “balance of power”), but there are distnittere this effect would be
magnified. | do object to the implication here tlager congregations are more
important and therefore should have a greater say iditbetion of the Synod. This
whole model stems from a conception of authority andgoaather than our service to
one another. We are not the first to ask this questtheck out this thought from CFW
Walther’s 1879 essay, On the Duties of an EvangelicaldrathSynod

“Suppose someone thought, ‘now if the congregation is laege and there are
many outstanding men in it, then I'll be satisfiedtpke a call there].” But what
kind of congregations do we have? Many of then conkst\en to ten families.
Do they have great power like the congregation in Jexosalkhich had many
thousands of members? Or the one at Rome, which @lsded its members in
the thousands? Yes, it makes no difference. Fordiogpto Matthew 18 our
Lord adds, ‘Where two or three are gathered in My nanegee tham in the midst
of them.” Accordingly, if only two or three Christian®re present, the Lord
would be present too, and He proves that the congregaticutlagreat power
by this, that Heisin their midst. And when He is present, it is not a half- or a
quarter-Christ, but the entire Savior. Yes, even alguonal congregation of
seven families has as much power as all the congregaticAmerica combined,
because it also has Jesus in its midst, with algirhse and all the rights and
merits He won for us on the tree of the cross.” \lCWalther, “Duties of an
Evangelical Lutheran Synod, 1879 Essay to the lowa DistmctValther, Essays
for the ChurchVolume 2, page 28).

But don’t the larger congregations contribute more firahcto the work of synod and
district? Often times, but not always. Should we tibase the number of votes a congregation
receives on their average gifts to district and synoc@emunicant? Sonsenaller
congregations might get more votes that way, if they gigeeater amount per communicant
member. But don't the larger congregations have morelaes of Synod? No... members of
synod are congregations, together with their ordained @midnissioned ministers. Every
congregation is the same because every congregati@hhias Our forefathers in the Synod
faced these issues, too. There were large and smglegations in the 1800s as well. They
could have organized the Synod differently so that tlggtacongregations received more votes
— there is nothing in Scripture that prohibits this. Sarggives great freedom in how the
church organizes itselfThe principle that was followed was that Synod is a fellovsp of
congregations in which every congregation is equal because every gmyation has Christ.
We are free to change that, but we need to recognize thatch a change does change the
nature of the Synod. Basically, | believe every alternative to our préssistem (congregations
represented by one voting pastor and one voting lay perstbhawe unintended and unforeseen
consequences in which the last state may be worsettéadinst.



Congregations, National Conventions and Representat

Congregations, National Conventions, and Representation: For purposes of representation, the
task force brings forward the following for consideration and discussion:

=  Determine whether a reduced number of voting delegates—either 625 or 850—would provide
more effective representation

e Determine each district’s number of delegates according to that district’s exact percentage of the
total number of congregations and communicants in Synod.

»  Elect national convention delegates at district conventions (where all congregations are
represented) from a list of congregational delegates to the district convention that immediately
precedes the national convention. Allow each district to determine how these candidates would be
selected and elected, involving all congregations within the district and based upon criteria
established by the national Synoed.

*  Whatever the system of election, maintain an egual number of ordained and non-ordained voting
delegates.

* Discontinue the practice of designating advisory delegates and reduce the number of advisory
representatives,

= Allow in subsequent conventions for fluctuation in the number of delegates from each district
based upen the most recent percentage of congre gations/communi cants.

Maote that as aligned with the theological principle of Christian stewardship (stewardship of resources), the
Synod's mission and ministry would benefit from a savings of nearly $ lmillicn in national-convention
expenses by reducing the number of voting dele gates to 625, eliminating advisory delegates, and reducing
the number of advisory representatives.

Here | believe the proposals of the task force may have sommerit.

It is clear to any close observer that the systenemfesentation for national conventions
needs to be overhauled. There is a wide varietize$ ®©f circuits (from 7 to 20 congregations,
from 1500 to 10000 communicants). There are too few guidetmeld granting of exceptions
when circuits fall outside those bylaw requiremeriRead the recent “Joint Statement” by the
Council of Presidents, the President of Synod and fotorsasvolved in a dispute over this
very issue.

Many of the elements of the proposal given above wentained in an overture to the
2007 Synod that came out of SID — 2007 Overture 7-16. Basadoomula that would take
into account both the number of congregations and nunfle@namunicant members in each
district, each district would be assigned an exact nuwidelegates to be elected from that
district. Then the district would decide how those gieles would be selected, but each district
would receive exactly the number of delegates assignedrtoliyi¢he formula. For instance, if
we limited the number of voting delegates to 850 at #t®mnal convention, according to the
formula proposed, Southern lllinois would have 7 paidetegates or 14 voting delegates to the
Synod.



Frequency, Function and Overtures

Freguency, Funciion, and (vertures: For purposes of the frequency and function of the conventions,
the task force brings forward the following for consideration and discussion:

=  Hold a national convention every three vears, allernating between a focused convention and a
general convention in vears three and six,

= Hold district conventions every theee vears. alternating between a focused district convention and
a general district convention in vears two and five,

e Features of a general convention:

«  Repular business and reports

v Six-year, staggered terms of office, including officers

¥ The Divine Call of the president. vice presidents. and secretary, and the election of
the vice president—finance/treasurer

¥ Owertures (see below)

¥ Apgenda determined according 1o current provisions

¥ Communication with delegates in the interim via secure electronic communication
technology

* Features of a focused convention:

¥ Focus on theology. contemporary issues, common confession and mission, nurture,
inspiration, and celebration

¥ Limited business and reports

¥ Owvertures (see below)

¥ Six vear, staggered terms of office, including officers

¥ Apenda is determined by the president n consultation with officers of the Synod and
the Councll of Presidents

¥ Communication with delegates in the interim via secure electronic communication
technology

For purposes of overtures to the conventions, the task force brings forward the following for consideration
and discussion:

* Eligibility for the submission of overtures according to the current provisions with the addition of
the officers of the Synod in relation to their responsibility for a national convention

* Eligibility for the submission of overtures according to the current provisions with the addition of
the officers of the district in re lation to their responsibility for a district convention

* For the sake of effective leadership and for broad, generative influence (persuasion), as well as
broad participation and in-depth study, the individual member congregation 1s strongly
encouraged to channel its overtureis) to the district convention (which is the assembled
congregations of a district) through a cicuit forum.

¢ For the sake of effective leadership and for broad and generative influence, as well as broad
participation and in-depth study, the individual member congregation s strongly encouraged to
channel its overtures) to the national general convention through the district convention,

o Owertures to a district convention from individual member congre gations that have been
channeled through a eircuit forum will recelve priority consideration at the district convention,

s Owertures to a national convention from individual congregations that have been channeled
through a district convention and any other overtures from a distriet convention will receive
priority consideration at the national convention,

10




This section covers quite a lot of territory, but thare some elements here | seriously
question. First, differentiating between a general ention and a “focused” convention seems
to me to be a bit too idealistic. Events and needs haway afwovertaking such artificial
constructs. Every convention needs to be focused drtbheblogy and contemporary issues
facing the Synod. Secondly, | understand the need foresixtgrms when it comes to boards. |
do NOT understand the need for six year terms for officmember, district presidents would
be included, for DPs are officers of Synod). Six y&asslong time. | have lived and worked
for nearly 15 years with the idea of facing re-eletewery three years. | don’t see why that is a
problem. Every three years | am accountable to theati®r the conduct of the office you
have entrusted to me. That’s a good thing, in my opinion.

| do NOT understand what is meant by the Divine Calhefgresident, etc. | am an
elected official serving in an office established by thilWeship of congregations. As district
president | have been elected by the members of thedSyr®ID under the guidance of the
Spirit, but this does not mean | have a Divine Call @mgame sense as a pastor of a congregation
or even someone called by a group of congregations (prgfessor) has a Divine Call.

As to overtures to a convention, | do not believe ite¢avise for the officers of the Synod
or District to be able to present overtures to the eotion. There was a time when any pastor
could present an overture to Synod or district. Thateckasged when overtures seemed to
proliferate. It was deemed wise for a pastor or anyaskeing to present an overture to
convince a group of his fellow Christians (a congregatimayit forum, district pastoral
conference, board or commission) to support his or harbdéore it could be presented as an
overture. | see no reason to change that practice.

In addition, | do not see why we need to give higher ingmme to overtures coming
from larger groups of people. That implies an assumphianthe larger group is more likely to
be right on an issue. That is not necessarily éise.c Floor committees need to be able to
examine every overture on the basis of its merits B@illyiand confessionally, not on the basis
of how many people were involved in its preparation.
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Doctrinal Resolutions and Statements

Dacirinal Resolutions and Statemenis.: The current Bylaws provide excellent summary statements of
the Synod’s confession of faith, doctrinal reselutions and statements, and a dissent process.

The task force brings the following forward for discussion:

o  Doctrinal resolutions of special significance (such as those initiating, medifying, or repealing
specific positions or practices of the Synod) require a two-thirds vote for adoption.

¢ All adopted dectrinal resolutions are to be honored and upheld by the members of the Synod in
sccordance with each resclution’s intended status until such time as the Synod amends or repeals
them.

*  Doctrinal statements (formal statements of belief) submitted by the Commission on Theolegy and
Church Relations to the Synod in convention for further consideration and possible adoption
require a two-thirds vote for adoption.

* Clarification of Constitution Article VIII to provide for the above,

The task force proposal clarifies and affirms that the Synod expects every member congregation of the
Synod to respect its reselutions and to consider them of binding force on the assumption that they are in
accordance with the Word of God and that they are applicable o the condition of the congregation.

This section needs further work, but it may be helpfacify and define the role of
doctrinal resolutions. How do we determine which resaistiare doctrinal? How do we
explain and understand the advisory nature of Synod? Wit iature of Synod’s advice?
Who is advising? Who is Synod? The original concepst tvat we are pastors and
congregations who have come together to confess ttieaind to help one another serve
faithfully and extend the Kingdom of God. No one has anygo@wer the other except the
power of the Word of God and the power to advise and persudanother. | believe one of
our maladies is that we have forgotten how to do thisth& church cannot be better governed
and maintained than by having all of us live under one hdaistCand by have all the bishops
equal in office (however they may differ in gifts)dadiligently joined together in unity of
doctrine, faith sacraments, prayer, works of love, €&8A Il, IV9, Tappert, p. 300).

However, simply to assume (as the last paragraph indk@bove does) that the
resolutions of Synod are in accord with the Word of Gaadla@pplicable to a congregation and so
are binding unless you can prove they are not in accindive Word of God seems to me to
have the tendency of subtly changing the advisory natiutlee Synod. MUCH more work is
needed here to clarify this section. (See belodeu“items for Further Attention,” the need to
clarify the advisory nature of the relationship of Sytmids members.)

Iltems for Further Attention

{heher: For purposss of clariy, the task force brings forward for consideration and discussion the
following addition to the constitution [There 15 no such current provision. Cf. Bylaw chapter 7,
*Amendments to Bylaws” (2007 Handbook, page 201) and Articles of Incorporation, Article VIL
“Bylaws" (2007 Handboaok, page 204).]:

(see also next page)
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*  The Synod in convention may adopt By laws that are consistent with and do not contradict the
Constitution of the Synod, which controls and supersedes the Bylaws and all other rules or
regulations of the Synod. Bylaws, which may be adopted, revised, or eliminated by a simple
majority vote of a Syned convention, are binding regulations for the Synod and its conduct and
gOVETrNAnce.

ltems for Further Attention

In addition to the proposals/possibilities presented above, the task force has discussed many other items,
However, they require additional time and extensive research. That sald, the task force is very interested
in what the people of the LCMS have to say concerning the following issues:

* Expanding responsibility for the certification of pastoral candidates to include district presidents
and congregations being served by such candidates

*  Changing the name of The Lutheran Church—Missourt Synod to better reflect who we are today,
a church body that serves throughout North America and i partnership with 30 other Lutheran
church badies around the world

* Electing Synod vice presidents by region, thus enabling each region to be represented within the
Prazsidium

* Electing members of the Synod’s Beard of Directors by region so that each region is represented

o Amplifving, confirming, and clarifying the mission and purpose of the Synod (Article 111,

*  Clarifying the meaning of membership in the Syned, including the historic advisory relationship
of the Synod to its members (Articles V1 and VII).

Based on feedback received, the task force will determine whether or not to continue study on these
1ssues. In the meantime, they inform the church of the topics the task force 1s wrestling with and the
topics for which the task force seeks the comments of the church.

Simply put, more work needs to be done here. Of tHetlpoints above, | believe the
first, fifth and sixth have merit and should be furtheslered. Clarifying the “historic advisory
relationship of the Synod to its members” is much needdo is the Synod? (All of us!) Who
are the members? (Each of us!) What does it meadlvise (i.e., how do we help each other
hear and confess the Word of God clearly?). HoweVemnging the name of the Synod, in my
opinion, only confuses people. But that’s just my opiniemally, electing boards or vice
presidents by region, unless we resolve our doctrinagsssuany further “balkanize” us.

In summary, | have great regard for the people on tasidnt’'s Blue Ribbon Task
Force on Synod Structure and Governance. | know matheaf personally. | simply disagree
with many (though not all) of their proposals.

At the theological convocation August 20, 2008, PresidentcKi@sk stated that his
hope and prayer is that the process leading up to thestustitwhanges will lead to greater
harmony and trust, and lasting peace among us. (He hasgsialfied that statement to some
degree in a statement to the Council of Presidenido) believe the Task Force believes their
proposals will help unite the Synod and enable the Synwod sengregations better. Fraternally
and respectfully, but fundamentally, | disagree. Wilhitxré may be elements of our structure
that could be adjusted, doing so will not address our grpaiblems, which are theological and
spiritual, not political or structural. Indeed, our argants over structure may have the effect of
pushing to the side the discussions over theology (whielidue are much more essential and
foundational).
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Following is a revision an earlier communication wile tnembers of the Southern
lllinois District expressing my thoughts on the restudag process. | originally laid out the
ideas that follow in a letter to the committee plannhmgprocess called for in 2007 Synod
Resolution 4-01A. | also sent copies of that communinatiche President’s Blue Ribbon Task
Force on Synod Structure and Governance immediatédywiog the theological conference in
August. The various proposals will stand or fall onrtbern merits. Some may be adopted.
Others probably will not be adopted. The processradl(presentations in turn to district
boards of directors the Fall of 2008, district conventitwesfirst half of 2009, district circuit
counselor conferences the Fall of 2009, and regional cauctides2010 delegates in December
2009 and January 2010) will have to be followed. Please rberdimat you have opportunity to
comment as well — simply write an emaillGMSFuture@Icms.orgl am sending them a copy
of this paper as well.

My own basic issue, however, isthat even if there are elements of our life together that
need to be restructured, that will not solve our problems. Theissuesthat rub and cause
friction are not structural, but they are theological and spiritual. They will not be resolved
politically or structurally, but theologically and spiritually, as we help each other hear and
confess the Word of God clearly.

Immediately after the theological convocation regagdtynod Structure and
Governance in August, | wrote to the committee appoibyetthe Chairman of the Board of
Directors and the Chairman of the Council of Presglemimplement Resolution 4-01A from
the 2007 Synod. This committee has been given the talds@ing “a specific plan to clarify
for the sake of the whole church a strategy to restanmony in our Synod” (2007 Resolution 4-
01A). | had spoken with some passion in favor of thislté®n when it was on the convention
floor because it seeks to put in place a process to adtheesheological and spiritual issues we
face in a theological and spiritual way — not polilicar structurally. | sent a copy of this letter
to the Blue Ribbon Task Force on Synod Structure and Ganee because, in part as a result of
the August convocation, | have become even more corvimed adjustments to the structure of
Synod will not provide the unity we seek. Yes, we malf meed to change aspects of our
structure (for instance, how delegates to the natiamralention are selected). That's why it is
important that the consensus building process outlimedasst day of the convocation be
attempted. However, | fear that we are actually expgd¢tio much of this process of structural
change if we think that restructuring will produce true @ increased trust and lasting peace
among us.

The salient points from my letter in August follow.rH®ny, trust and peace are gifts of
God — and God does not give His gifts through restrug@fforts, as important as they may be.
God gives His gifts through His Word, as together we hadih @ther hear the Word clearly and
confess it faithfully before the world. The Word alaiees the gifts. The Word alone exposes
sin and brings forgiveness. The Word alone pointsédatbss and unites us in Christ, the living
One.

How will the restructuring proposals (as well intentidres they may be) truly help us
come to greater unity in our communion practice, jointshir questions, nagging church and
ministry issues, the contemporary vs. traditional “lgrsvars,” etc. just to name a few? How
can restructuring help us with the “heart issues” of ookdn relationships and refusal to repent
of the ways we have treated one another for 50-60ye&@he restructuring proposals cannot
help — they may be able to adjust the scaffolding, butttwelyWord of God can change the heart.
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That is why | believe the work of thesolution 4-01A Committee is of paramount importance
and why | am writing my thoughts about this process.

| do not believe, necessarily, that we need, as soigiat mdvocate, a “new confession.”
But we do need a deeper understanding of the Scriptures afegsions as they apply to the
issues that do trouble our unity and form the cause ofush political wrangling among us.
What do | mean?

We have, for 60 years, been trying to solve theologiahisairitual (relationship)
problems through political means — adopt my resolution, mytguy in, even if it's only by a
few percentage points, and we’ll change the Synod... Ndom&. We only make 48% go
home angry, seeking to garner enough political support t@’ ‘méxt time. Instead, we need a
completely new (really quite old) approach. We neegpaesentative group that will meet
together to work on a basis for agreement that inclugeftlowing: 1) a clear statement of the
controversy — what is the real point at issue? 2Y cleiements of what we affirm together; 3)
clear statements of what we reject; and then 4) areagnat of what we will therefore DO
together. If that sounds like the same approach takémisg who wrote the Formula of
Concord, that’s what | intended.

How might this be done? Let me offer some suggestmmwtiat would be necessary.

1) Bring respected and capable people together in a non-poltéggalrepresenting various
groups and views.

2) Perhaps invite leaders to bring one or two others theim of their choosing.

3) Seminary representatives are essential — and quite @y ggiEn the open and public
good will between Dale Meyer and Dean Wenthe.

4) Those attending would need to be principled, respecteshnmable people of integrity
who are also able to have influence with their consttiesn

5) The group should meet regularly for worship and study together

6) They should take at least a year to identify the isandgo form a “statement of the
controversy” étatus controversiae). The group would have to agree on a wording that
expresses clearly the question: what exactly is aeigsthis matter?

7) To be sure they truly understand one another, the repatises of the various groups
would have to learn how to state the issue and the amoéthe opposite viewpoint in a
way that is comfortable for the opposite group.

8) That will enable to group to understand and to agree ontivbiasue actually is. What
is really at stake in the controversy? How doesisisige affect the Gospel?

9) In the second year we would begin to identify areeagodement. What do we affirm
together? What do we therefore reject? Where arteulyedisagreed? How does the
Word of God apply? How do we hear the Word of God onttpg? How do the
confessions keep us focused on Christ and the Gospel@dritex? How has the church
of all places and times spoken on the matter? Wlereedagree? Where do we
disagree? How does it matter? How does it affeztthurch’s work of mission and
mercy?
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10)Then we need to clarify our statements of affirmatang our statements of what we
reject until all the participants agree: Here is haswvill proceed together. Here is
where the Word of God instructs us. Here is whereregi@en Christian freedom.
Here is what we will agree to do together out of ltmreone another and for the common
good. Here is where we disagree.

11)From there, we would have to design a process wherebyaguebments would be
studied by the rest of the Synod. Perhaps a good portitve @fork could be done
through the internet — there are many possibilities &swowe would take the necessary
steps of broadening the base of agreement. But there Wavddto be a long term
process of study to involve as many as possible in thezagmt.

Does this sound impossible? Not for God! He raisesl¢he! His Word is “living and
active, sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing tditieon of soul and of spirit, of joints
and marrow, and discerning the thoughts and intentionedfdart” (Hebrews 4:12). If we say
— it will never work! THEY (whoever “they” are, fars) will never listen. If we say that, we are
really saying — Yes, | believe the Word of God works for ug | don’t think God’s Word can
change HIM or HER. And such a position is really aitpisof unbelief, a position that says
God’s Word lacks the power God says it has.

[ My thoughts to the Resolution 4-01A Committee concluded:] Perhaps a process
something like what | have outlined is what you are alrelislyussing, what you are already
doing. I don't know. | simply wanted to encourage yod &ngive you an idea of my thoughts
on the matter. | attempted an effort similar toabeve in SID in 2002-2004. We made some
progress on the issue of joint worship in civic eventigast in the understanding of the
controversy, but were unable to finish because sevetiaé @articipants moved to other
districts. The two extremes still did not agree,wetheld the center together in our district at
least. And that was a gift of God, let me tell youk Wave also, by God’s grace, come to
greater agreement in SID on the issues of worship peaciiecd communion practice through
two study documents the circuit counselors and | preparddchvollowed something of the
same process | outline above (this is not to say weanpletely agreed, but we are working
towards greater agreement within our circuits). Wae fpdacenter our Spring 2009 District
Pastoral Conference around the question of how thistrh@gdone on other issues.

My experience with this only illustrated for me how timsrk of seeking greater unity
and harmony in the Word of God and our confession islatie$p essential, | believe, for our
future as a Synod that confesses Christ clearly béfierevorld. In other words, we seek unity in
what we confess — precisely for the sake of the nmissiday God bless you in the task before
you. How will this be done? | am praying for you that @oavide you with the wisdom and
discernment necessary for the work. And | am prayingsilneh a process can be put in place for
the good of the whole Synod, that we might be more difitethe sake of mission and mercy.

Yours in the peace of Christ,
+ Herbert Mueller
President, Southern lllinois District
November 15, 2008
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