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Within a few weeks, LCMS President Gerald Kieschnick may be the first
President in the Synod's history to gain administrative control over the
entire Synod.

Through a series of new rulings by the Synod's Commission on Constitutional
Matters (CCM) Kieschnick is about to overturn the original Synodical
structure designed by C. F. W. Walther in 1847.

At its inception, the LCMS congregations and the Convention had full
authority over the clergy and all Synodical officials.

Recent CCM rulings give Kieschnick immunity from charges of false doctrine;
immunity from the Synod's Dispute Resolution Process; and authority over the
Board of Directors.

Three of the Commissions' five members are Kieschnick's appointees.

There are two hurdles Kieschnick has to cross to achieve his administrative
coup.  The first hurdle is that he must be reelected to another three-year
term on Sunday, July 11, 2004.  On Saturday July 10, Kieschnick has approved
the expenditure of $50,000 dollars of "Ablaze" funds for a Mission SEMFEST
on the campus of Concordia Seminary.  The Synod recently removed 28
missionaries from the field.

The second hurdle is that the Convention must adjourn on July 15 without
challenging recent rulings by the CCM.  Bylaw 3.905 d clearly states, "An
opinion rendered by the commission shall be binding on the question decided
unless and until it is overruled by a synodical convention."

The second hurdle will be easier if Kieschnick is reelected.  However, if a
conservative is elected President, there will be a flurry of resolutions
from Floor Committee Seven to reverse all CCM rulings favorable to
Kieschnick's authority.

If Kieschnick is able to keep the Convention busy with his own agenda, he
will achieve administrative authority over the Synod without a vote of the
Convention.

Existing CCM rulings and proposed Resolutions will redefine the LCMS from a
congregational to a hierarchical church body similar to the ELCA.

A year and a half ago there were three key rulings by the CCM and then a
flurry of new rulings at its latest May 20-24, 2004 meeting.  They have made
so many rulings; it will be nearly impossible to reverse them all unless
there is direction from the chair.

Three successive rulings by the Synod's CCM redefine the Office of the
President in the LCMS and place him above the LCMS Board of Directors.

"The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod Board for Communication Services
LCMSNews -- No. 97 December 11, 2001; 'Ruling voids charges against
Kieschnick'. . . . But the CCM ruled Sunday night (Dec. 9, 2001) that only
the Synod convention -- not a district president -- has supervisory
responsibility for the Synod president."

This ruling means that only the LCMS Convention can judge the doctrine of an
LCMS President.  However, the President selects all the Floor Committee
Chairmen and the Floor Committee Chairmen control the Resolutions presented
to the convention.

The LCMS Board of Directors responded by ordering a media blackout about the
Benke Case in violation of the Synod's Dispute Resolution Process as
follows:

"The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod Board for Communication Services -LCMS
News -- No. 7 February 11, 2002, . . . 'The Synod's Board of Directors Feb.
1 ordered an immediate halt to distribution of any information concerning
charges brought against Atlantic District President David Benke.'"

It was then that the CCM issued its second opinion that the LCMS President
is over the LCMS Board of Directors as follows:

"LCMSNews -- No. 37 July 12, 2002, CCM ruling allows news about Benke: . . .
'The CCM has ruled, however, that the Board cannot restrict the
ecclesiastical power of the Synod president or the bylaw-mandated duties of
the Board for Communication Services.'"

The Board of Directors responded in their minutes of the August 15-18, 2002
to the above ruling as follow:

"The Board therefore has no choice but to call attention to the fact that
serious infractions have taken place on the part of the President and the
Board for Communication Services with regard to publicity in a dispute
case."

Just two days later, on August 20, 2002, the CCM issued its third ruling
that nullified the decision by the Board of Directors and the Board's
numerous citations from the LCMS Handbook.

In ruling (02-2282) "Questions re President's Duty to Call up for Review" by
issuing the following ruling: (http://www.lcms.org/ccm/02-2282.pdf) the CCM
ruled that the LCMS President is free to publicize and speak about anything
to the Synod "under extraordinary circumstances."  The president decides
what are or are not "extraordinary circumstances."

Rulings by the CCM have made the LCMS President the ruler over the Synod,
yet the official teaching of the Synod states:  "The Minister must not
tyrannize the church. . . ."  (Walther's "Church and Ministry" CPH 1987 page
311) and again "'In 1 Cor. 3:6, 21 Paul makes all ministers equal and
teaches that the church is greater than the ministers.'"  (Trig, p. 506)
(page 314)

A minister who is immune from charges of false doctrine can hardly be equal.

At their May 2004, meeting the CCM set a number of new precedents and
rulings that change the way the Synod is administered.  The CCM is serving
as the advisory board and legal counsel to the President, and assumed duties
formally assigned to the Board of Directors.

The CCM has given itself the authority to deal with doctrinal issues under
Article II of the LCMS Constitution.

265. Questions Regarding the CCM, Synod's Constitution and Bylaws and
Articles II and XIII (04-2385)

The CCM writes: "While an opinion rendered by the Commission shall be
binding on the question, the Synod in convention has reserved unto itself
the power to overrule any opinion of the Commission that it considers to be
inconsistent with the Constitution and Bylaws (see the answers to the above
questions)."

The CCM gave itself the right to grant approvals for changes to the
constitutions of the Lutheran Church Extension Fund and the LCMS Foundation.

266. Request for Approval to Changes to LCMS Foundation Bylaws re: Length of
Terms of Office (04-2386)

268. Request for Approval of Amendment to LCEF Bylaws (04-2388)

The CCM gave District Presidents and Circuit Counselors the authority to
deal with issues and meet with people in congregations without the prior
approval of congregational Voters' Assemblies, officers, boards, or pastors.

267. Question Regarding the Relationship of the Circuit Counselor to Member
Congregations (04-2387)

The CCM writes: "Bylaws do not define the term 'proper channels' and thus
the procedure to be used in the investigation is chosen by the District
President or his representative and does not necessarily require the initial
contact or meeting to be with any particular person or group."

Proposed Resolutions from Floor Committee Five will make it nearly
impossible for the Convention to deal with any future doctrinal issues at
the Seminaries.

Resolution 5-06 will place 9 additional appointed (not elected) board
members on each of the two Seminaries' Boards of Regents under the approval
of the Board for Pastoral Education.  Thus, the Convention will loose direct
control of the Seminary Boards of Regents.  This will make it virtually
impossible for the Convention to correct the doctrinal errors at any
Seminary as they were able to do in 1971 and 1973.

Resolution 5-08 will give the Council of District Presidents authority to
approve candidates for the pastoral ministry.  This authority used to belong
to the two seminaries.

Resolution 5-20 encourages licensed laymen to continue serving congregations
and performing all pastoral duties without ordination.

Resolution 7-01 asks that there be no nominations from the Convention floor
that would prevent the election of anyone already on the slate chosen by the
nominating committee.  Thus, the nominating committee will have more
authority over the slate than the convention.

It is possible that the average LCMS layperson and congregation may prefer a
Synodical hierarchy to congregational polity.


"CCM Serving In Place of BOD For Kieschnick"

Recent rulings of the Synod's Commission on Constitutional Matters (CCM)
show that the CCM has assumed duties of the LCMS Board of Directors (BOD).
Three of the five members of the CCM are President Kieschnick's own
appointees.

It is possible that the Synod may function with less conflict if the CCM
continues to assume the duties of the Board of Directors.

The CCM meets with and advises the Synodical President about the BOD and the
Synod.  The CCM reviews information President Kieschnick tells the Synod
about the BOD.  The CCM approved a recent action of the LCMS Foundation and
new wording for the Lutheran Church Extension Fund (LCEF) constitution.


MINUTES COMMISSION ON CONSTITUTIONAL MATTERS
May 20-24, 2004 Meeting St. Louis, MO

http://www.lcms.org/graphics/assets/media/CCM/May20-24.pdf#xml=http://www.lcms.org/ca/search/dtsearch.asp?cmd=pdfhits&DocId=1949&Index=F%3a%5cinetpub%5cwwwroot%5clcmsorg%5cdb%5csearch%5clcms&HitCount=2&hits=d08+d09+&hc=2&req=%2804%2D2387%29

265. Questions Regarding the CCM, Synod's Constitution and Bylaws and
Articles II and XIII (04-2385)
If the CCM issues an opinion beyond this precisely defined service function
or that does not involve interpretation of the Synod's Constitution, Bylaws
or resolutions, does that opinion have any binding effect under Bylaw 3.905
d? In other words, can the CCM bind the entire Synod until overruled by a
convention to opinions that are beyond the function of the CCM?

Opinion: The answer to the question as stated is "no."

This is exactly what the BOD concluded, and is exactly what the BOD said in
the resolutions it passed concerning the CCM opinions that exceeded the CCM
function.  It is nice the CCM finally agrees with the BOD.

But on other matters:

It appears that the CCM has assumed another role in the operation of the
Synod.

#262 page 183: CCM met with President regarding issues involving the BOD.

#271 page 189: CCM made recommendations to the President regarding a
communication the President will be sharing with the Synod regarding actions
arising from actions of the BOD.

#266 page 188: CCM approved changes requested by the LCMS Foundation....

#268 page 188: CCM approved an amendment to revise the language of Article
II....

Request for Approval of Amendment to LCEF Bylaws (04-2388)
After discussion and review the Commission approved an amendment to revise
the language of Article II, Section 1 to remove the phrase "and no more than
four" so that the sentence now reads: "The Board of Directors of the LCEF
shall be composed of twelve individuals, at least two of whom shall be on
The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod's official roster of pastors and called
teachers."

Regarding the first two, nothing in Bylaw 3.905 d gives authority to the CCM
to be an advisor to the President of Synod or to be able to give
recommendations to him.

Regarding the last two, nothing in Bylaw 3.905 d allows the CCM to approve
anything in an official capacity.

The average layperson's eyes may glaze over at the above revelations.  All
that is at stake is the control of 5 billion dollars in the Synod's fund
accounts.  Rarely have so many laypeople surrendered the control of so many
assets with so little opposition.



"CCM Ruling Removes Autonomy From LCMS Congregations"

The hallmark of LCMS congregational structure was congregational autonomy.
An LCMS congregation is supposed to govern itself.  The LCMS is not the
Catholic Church, the Episcopal Church, the United Methodist Church, or the
ELCA.  It is a synod, a group of congregations that are not run by a
hierarchy, a Pope, or a CEO.

In their May 20-24, 2004 meeting, the LCMS President's appointees on the
Commission of Constitution Matters (CCM) reinterpreted the LCMS Constitution
to give LCMS District Presidents the authority to deal with and investigate
congregations without speaking to a congregation's Voters' Assembly, elected
officers, or the pastor.

The CCM would only be so bold to usurp congregational authority if they were
convinced that LCMS laypeople are willing to surrender the operation of
their congregation to the Synodical hierarchy.

Article VII of the LCMS Handbook States:
"In its relation to its members the Synod is not an ecclesiastical
government exercising legislative or coercive power, and with respect to the
individual congregation's right of self-government it is but an advisory
body.  Accordingly no resolution of the Synod imposing anything upon the
individual congregation is of binding force if it is not in accordance with
the word of God or if it appears to be inexpedient as far as the condition
of a congregation is concerned"

Now the CCM reverses the above and states on May 20-24:
"The Bylaws do not define the term 'proper channels' and thus the procedure
to be used in the investigation is chosen by the District President or his
representative and does not necessarily require the initial contact or
meeting to be with any particular person or group."

The CCM admits the Bylaws don't discuss "proper channels" hence the CCM
claims the Synod doesn't have to follow "proper channels."  By the same
processes, the Bylaws also don't prohibit that the Synod from regulating
congregational finances, hence there is nothing to prevent the CCM from
saying that the District has authority over a congregation's finances.  The
CCM's reasons that the Synod can claim any right for the Synod that is not
prohibited in the Bylaws.

The CCM assumes this power for the Synod by interpreting the Bylaws over the
Constitution.  LCMS Congregations may now dream that they are autonomous,
but Synod knows better.  The CCM says the District Office can deal with and
investigate any issue in a congregation without consulting anyone.  This
power grab was accomplished without a vote of the Convention.

The 2001 LCMS Convention reaffirmed Walther's "Church and Ministry" as the
official teaching of the LCMS.  The following are three quotations from
Walther's "Church and Ministry" that the CCM no longer follows:

"Here [Matt. 18:15-18] Christ clearly gives the supreme jurisdiction to the
church or congregation, as our Confessions say, . . .("Church and Ministry"
C.F.W. Walther, 1851, CPH 1987, 322)

"For when our Savior Christ says, 'Tell it to the church,' He by these words
commands the church [local congregation] to be the supreme judge."("Church
and Ministry" C.F.W. Walther, 1851, CPH 1987, -page 343)

". . . the congregation has the supreme authority in all church matters such
as reproof, church discipline, divisions, judging doctrine, and appointing
pastors, to mention only these things." ("Church and Ministry." C.F.W.
Walther, 1851, CPH 1987, page 343)

If this ruling by the CCM is allowed to stand unchallenged during the 2004
Convention, those congregations that wish to stay autonomous should give
serious consideration to leaving the Synod.

About 200 out of 12,000 congregations left the ELCA when the ELCA adopted
Episcopal hierocracy about 2 years ago.

The entire CCM ruling is published below.

http://www.lcms.org/graphics/assets/media/CCM/May20-24.pdf#xml=http://www.lcms.org/ca/search/dtsearch.asp?cmd=pdfhits&DocId=1949&Index=F%3a%5cinetpub%5c
wwwroot%5clcmsorg%5cdb%5csearch%5clcms&HitCount=2&hits=d08+d09+&hc=2&req=%28
04%2D2387%29


267. Question Regarding the Relationship of the Circuit Counselor to Member
Congregations (04-2387)

In an e-mail sent April 30, 2004, an ordained member of the Synod submitted
a question regarding the Circuit Counselor's relation to member
congregations.

Question: Since the Bylaw [5.13 j] envisions only visits with
"congregation[s]," is it appropriate for the Circuit Counselor to meet with
a dissident faction within a congregation to receive accusations against
other members or the pastor of the congregation, and does meeting with a
dissident faction within a congregation constitute such "extraordinary
circumstances" that it is permissible for a Circuit Counselor to schedule
such a meeting without prior consultation with the president or other
officers of the congregation (much less the pastor), much less without
'inviting' them to be present to answer accusations against them?

Opinion: One of the functions of a District President is to inquire into the
prevailing spiritual conditions of the congregations of his District and he
may call upon the Circuit Counselor to assist him (Bylaw 4.73). Bylaw 4.75
states that a District President, even without a formal request therefore,
may through the proper channels arrange for an (a) official visit or (b)
investigation when a controversy arises in a congregation or when there is
evidence of a continuing unresolved problem in doctrine or practice in order
that the District President "may have a clear understanding of the
situation." The same bylaw further recognizes that a District President may
authorize another person (such as the Circuit Counselor) to represent him in
the matter. The Bylaws do not define the term "proper channels" and thus the
procedure to be used in the investigation is chosen by the District
President or his representative and does not necessarily require the initial
contact or meeting to be with any particular person or group. In such an
investigation, any meeting is to carry out the purposes as set forth in
these Bylaws. Your attention is also directed to the provisions of Article
XII 7 of the Constitution, which provides:

7. The District Presidents shall, moreover, especially exercise supervision
over the doctrine, life, and administration of office of the ordained and
commissioned ministers of their District and acquaint themselves with the
religious conditions of the congregations of their District. To this end
they shall visit and, according as they deem it necessary, hold
investigations in the congregations. Their assistants in this work are the
Circuit Counselors, who therefore shall regularly make their reports to the
District President.



"PLI Replaces Voters' Assemblies with Pastoral Leaders"

President Kieschnick recently hosted the Pastoral Leadership Instituted
(PLI) mentors in his home in St. Louis and President John Johnson was
present for a PLI meeting on the St. Louis Seminary Campus.  Doctor Norbert
Oesch is the Executive Director of PLI.

Pastoral Leadership Instituted has no status in the LCMS nor does it have
any recognized accreditation.  However, hundreds of LCMS pastors have
enrolled in PLI so they can be the CEO's of their congregations.
"Leadership" has replaced pastoral servant hood.

The following is an article published by this writer after the Rockwell
Meeting with Dr. Oesch.  After the meeting I learned the Mrs. Georgann McKee
had taped the entire meeting.  During the meeting Oesch stated that PLI did
not teach Walther's "Church and Ministry," which now the official position
of the LCMS.

----------------------------------------------------------------

"PLI: The Test of Evil or Church-Oesch & Cascione Rockwell Meeting"
==============================================

Doctor Norbert Oesch suggested we meet in the backroom at Rockwell's Café
and Bakery at 17853 Santiago Blvd. Villa Park, CA, at 9:30 a.m. on December
29, 2000.  He greeted most of the staff as personal friends.

Doctor Oesch arrived with his witness, a lawyer with the Federal Election
Commission, Attorney Darryl Wold.  My witness was a Santa Ana, CA,
housewife, Georgann McKee.  Her name has been submitted as a candidate to
the 2001 Synodical Convention to serve on the LC-MS Board for Higher
Education.

Oesch became unsettled as McKee entered the room. He made some derogatory
slanderous remarks to her and threatened to end the meeting if she was my
witness. The attorney intervened with the ground rules that the witnesses
must agree to never publish, speak about, or communicate the conversation
between Oesch and Cascione unless required to do so as a witness.  Ten
minutes into the meeting, Oesch addressed further derogatory remarks to
McKee and again threatened to leave the meeting if she continued to take
notes.  For the next hour and forty minutes McKee sat silently staring at
Oesch across the restaurant table.

The first issue was Oesch's objection to this writer's characterization of
the Pastoral Leadership Institute (PLI) as a "conspiracy" in Reclaim News.
The first definition of a conspiracy is "a plot with evil intent."  We
agreed that an objective standard and not subjectivity or suspicion must
determine "evil intent."   In order to be evil, "evil intent" must attack
the truth, the Word of God.

I then handed Doctor Oesch and his witness a list of ten items that would
define PLI as a "conspiracy, a plot with evil intent."  If he signed the
document and agreed to reject the "ten evils" PLI could not be a conspiracy
because it would be innocent of "evil intent."

As Oesch read the statement, I asked, "Is PLI the Phoenix of Seminex rising,
the Trojan Horse of Church Growth masking the rebirth of Seminex theology in
the LC-MS?"

Oesch responded with strong denials.  He announced that he was opposed to
everything on the list. However, I responded PLI isn't about him but more
about what kind of teaching he will tolerate at PLI.  He reminded me that
PLI is not a certifying body as are the two Seminaries.  Again, I responded
that that all pastors, as members of Synod, must oppose false doctrine in
the church no matter what their office or duties.

The following is the statement he was asked to sign: "The doctrinal position
of pastors being trained for the Synod and those who teach them is of vital
importance to all LCMS congregations.

Pastoral Leadership Institute, as an organization that seeks to teach LCMS
pastors, not only supports the doctrinal position of the LCMS, it also
agrees that there should be no toleration on the LC-MS clergy roster for
those who do not support the doctrinal position of the LCMS.

TO WIT: Professors and pastors who teach the following (but not limited to)
doctrinal errors should not be included on the LC-MS clergy roster:
1. Denial of the infallibility, inspiration, and inerrancy of Scripture;
2. Support for "Faithful to Our Calling: Faithful to Our Lord;"
3. Woman ordination;
4. Evolution as God's plan of creation and that man may have evolved from a
primary organism;
5. "Quatenus" agreement with the Lutheran Confessions;
6. The Bible contains errors in matters of history and science;
7. The J E P D theory for the writing of the first five books of the Bible;
8. The acceptance of abortion as a matter of choice for mothers;
9. Denial of Walther's "Church and Ministry" and "Voter Supremacy" as the
official position of the LCMS;
10. Acceptance of homosexuality as a biblically acceptable choice and
lifestyle."

The document, I explained, was crafted with the aid of Rev. Herman Otten,
Editor of Christian News.  Oesch wanted to change "for those who do not
support the doctrinal position of the Synod" to "those who have been
convicted of false doctrine."  He also made other suggestions.  I asked him
to sign it.  He said he would sign it with some of his own rewording at the
end of the meeting.

Oesch announced that he and I had more areas of agreement than disagreement.
We discussed the problems of the two Seminaries and their abandonment of
Walther's understanding of the church and the pastoral office.

He was then presented with a second document for his signature as follows:
"Finally the congregation is represented as the SUPREME TRIBUNAL, Matt.
18:5-18...."  Note 7 on p 29 refers to this using the term "highest
jurisdiction" and referring in turn to the "Power and Primacy Of the Pope,"
"highest and final jurisdiction to the church." (Form of the Christian
Congregation, C.F.W Walther, CPH, St. Louis, 1989, p.24)

"In public church affairs nothing should be concluded without the vote and
consent of the congregation." (Form of the Christian Congregation, C.F.W.
Walther, CPH, St. Louis, 1989, p.48)

The faculties of both Seminaries have refused to agree to the above words
within the past year.  While agreeing that the congregation was over the
pastor, Oesch refused to sign his assent to the above two quotations.  He
described Walther's wording as being over a hundred years old, inflammatory,
and as never having been adopted by the Synod. There is little question that
the writings of C. F. W. Walther are inflammatory to more than half the LCMS
clergy almost 150 years after he wrote them.

The "Handbook" of the LCMS was placed in front of him with my finger on
Article VI.4, "Exclusive use of doctrinally sound hymnbooks, catechism, and
agenda in church and school."  He replied "I reject this!" He said only
agreement with Article II (the Bible and Lutheran Confessions) was necessary
for membership in the LC-MS.

He was reminded that he asked our South and East Michigan District Pastor's
Conference in the Spring of '98 if we would "give up our hymnals to save a
soul."  Oesch then explained in the café that all that is necessary for
worship is correct doctrine.  He said, we don't have to use a hymnbook and
prescribed liturgies and worship forms.

Our conversation moved to reasons for founding PLI.  In our meeting 10
months earlier in February of 2000 in suburban Detroit, it was difficult to
criticize PLI because there was little information available.  I couldn't
find out exactly what the Pastors were learning in their one-week sessions
that meet twice a year over a period of four years or at annual cost of
$6000.00 per pastor.  Nor did Oesch volunteer any information about his
program that requires 1.2 million dollars a year and a staff of 50. However,
someone sent me the code to unlock the course syllabus and reading list from
the PLI website www.PLI-Leader.org

Now with this information and Mrs. Georgann McKee, who never took her eyes
off of Dr. Oesch, who was sitting across the table from me, the conversation
became much more substantive.  We debated the definition of "change" that
Oesch was trying to impose on LCMS congregations with PLI.  Was it the
"change" as defined by famed Wall Street Journal and Harvard School of
Business writer Peter Drucker, that would turn congregations into
corporations and pastors into CEO's?  Oesch made a great effort to convince
me that the "change" he was talking about is helping pastors cope with the
cultural, social, economic forces that continue to impact their
congregations.

Again, I asked him why he asked our pastoral conference if we would "give up
our hymn books to save a soul."  He responded that Christ didn't die for
hymnbooks. Hymnbooks don't save souls.

A copy of the December 2000 issue of "Affirm" was placed in front of him. It
contained a three and half page article listing the financial, procedural,
and structural objections to PLI.  The gist of the article is why should the
Synod fund another school to do the work of the Seminaries. However, I
announced it didn't quote one Bible passage in opposition to PLI. Oesch
smiled and nodded his head.

We now arrived at the greatest danger PLI poses to the church.  If Dr. Oesch
signs the first document above, PLI may not be called a conspiracy, but its
final impact will be that LCMS congregations may no longer meet the "test of
church." The congregations may no longer be "real congregations" or true
visible churches.

The God given foundation of the Lutheran Church and, at the same time, its
Achilles Heel is proving the objective presence of the Means of Grace, which
are the Gospel, Baptism, and the Lord's Supper in the congregation for it to
be a true visible church. (Pieper Vol. III, 116, 126, 166)

For example, there is no real presence in the Presbyterian Church.  God is
not in their Lord's Supper because they symbolize the words and there is no
Baptism in the Unitarian Church because they reject the Trinity. Even though
both denominations use the correct words, no one in the Presbyterian Church
receives the true Lord's Supper or in the Unitarian Church is truly
baptized. (Pieper Vol. III 263, 371)

There is no Gospel in the Mormon Church, even though they quote it from the
Bible, because they reject Christ as God and man and His complete suffering
and payment for the sins of the world.  As Paul writes, "Christ is become of
no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the Law; ye are fallen
from grace." (Gal. 5.4)  We also know the congregation at Galatia had the
written Gospel but, at that point, it could hardly be called a congregation.

The PLI churches may grow, but will they still be true visible churches?
Where is the assurance that their Gospel, Baptisms, and Lord's Supper are
valid and their members won't lose their salvation?

After a 150 years of being in the cocoon of the LCMS, many can't comprehend
doubts about their congregation being a true visible church. Before the
founding of the LCMS, their leader, Rev. Martin Stephan, had been found
guilty of 8 counts of adultery.  Without Stephan, the colonists had no proof
that they were a church or that the sacraments were valid in their
congregation or if they had the right to issue a call to a pastor.  They
planned to return to Germany.

At the Altenburg, MO debate on April 15 and 20, 1841, Walther won the debate
against attorney Marbach.  Walther added three more theses to the
Marbach/Vehse theses that argued for congregational supremacy with
quotations from the Bible and Luther.

Walther's addition defended the objective presence of the Means of Grace in
the congregation and invented the LC-MS with the following thesis: "Thesis
VIII: The orthodox Church is to be judged principally by the common,
orthodox, and public confession to which the members acknowledge themselves
to have been pledged and which they profess." ("Government in Missouri"
Mundinger Page 122)

In other words, the people are the church!  Therefore, when the correct
public confession of the Voters' Assembly is in the church constitution this
is public proof that a group of people is indeed a true church with the
Means of Grace and the assurance of eternal salvation.   Without the correct
confession in the congregation's constitution it loses the real presence in
the Lord's Supper as do the Assembly of God, Presbyterians, Episcopalians,
Baptists, Methodists, and etc.

I asked Oesch if he agreed with Walther's Thesis VIII, above.  Oesch refused
to agree.  He said all that was necessary was Article II in the LCMS
Constitution, not the correct confession of the congregation in its church
constitution.  We ask PLI, "How do we know if a congregation is Lutheran?
Maybe they are Baptists and don't know it?" The Gospel, Baptism, and the
Lord's Supper are not manufactured in the heart of the believer but must be
confessed by the entire congregation in order to be a true visible church.
(Mat. 18:20)
If the approved confession of the church is no longer spoken in the liturgy
and hymnbooks and if Voter Supremacy is no longer necessary to make the
correct confession of the church, how does anyone prove the congregation is
receiving the true Body and Blood of Christ?  In addition, Walther had no
call to be a pastor until he invented Voter Supremacy, because there wasn't
anyone to issue him a call.

In the LC-MS the congregation used to believe what the Voters believed, but
with PLI they are now to believe whatever the Pastor invents for worship on
any given Sunday.  One Sunday they may be Baptist, the next Unitarian,
Presbyterian, or the next, nothing.

In the LC-MS we "believe in the Holy Ghost, the holy Christian Church." We
don't confess what the pastor or PLI-Board of Directors believes, but what
the congregation believes.  However, Oesch doesn't associate hymnbooks and
liturgy with the confession of the congregation.

The ELCA has resolved the entire issue of trying to figure out what the
congregation confesses by adopting the idolatry of apostolic succession of
the clergy, the teaching of Martin Stephan.  Oesch must inevitably lead us
in the same direction, something he says he opposes.

I asked Oesch if PLI taught Walther?  He said, "No!"

As the meeting drew to a close, I asked Dr. Oesch if the loss of liturgical
forms and hymnbooks must inevitably fragment the Synod.  He was convinced
that it wouldn't.

My reply is that the first thing Christ asked, was that the Church correctly
confess His doctrine (Matt. 16:16) and then it was to make more disciples.
(Matt. 28:19)

I asked Oesch to sign the original document.  He was now adamantly opposed
to number "9" on the list. He said he would take the document home, rework
it, and mail me a signed copy.

At the end of the meeting I asked Doctor Oesch if he would reconsider his
derogatory remarks to Mrs. Georgann McKee.  He then addressed her a third
time with continued derogatory remarks.  I responded "I think you are making
a mistake."

He and I parted with a handshake.





A Few Reminders For Authors of the United List

Dear United List:

Reclaim News appreciates the distribution of your list published at the end
of this article.  However, we would like to add a few points that should be
remembered regarding its publication, which were addressed at the Lutheran
Concern's Association (LCA) meeting in Chicago after Easter.

1. During the meetings in Chicago, there was unanimous agreement at the LCA
meeting that the delegates be encouraged to shift their vote after the first
ballot to whichever conservative candidate had the most votes.

2. The decision by a representative(s) of the LCA to support the United List
took place before the LCA held its annual national meeting.  The United List
could hardly be considered to have the support of "hundreds" of LCA members.

3. The United List does not reflect the participation of the Walther
Conference, Texas Balance, Christian News, or Reclaim News.

4. After the first ballot, Dr. Kurt Marquart will probably be the candidate
with the most conservative support.  The rest of the conservative support
will be more evenly divided between Vice President Preus and Dr. Wenthe.

5. The United List is supporting an excellent candidate in Vice President
Preus.  However, let us remember that in Chicago, at the LCA meeting, with
Dr. Suelflow in attendance, we agreed that delegates should support the
conservative candidate with the most votes after the first ballot.


----------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----
OFFICIAL COMMUNICATION FROM THE REV. DR. EDWIN S. SUELFLOW FOR "THE UNITED
LIST"

Dear delegates,

On behalf of The United List, we are pleased to provide you with this
special insert containing the entire slate of United List endorsed
candidates, as well as pertinent biographical information. We hope that this
will be helpful to you.

If you have not previously served as a delegate, you may not be aware of
what The United List is. The United List is comprised of lay and pastoral
representatives from Balance-Concord, LCA, Consensus, CAT41 and other major
organizations in the Synod who are concerned about keeping the LCMS rooted
in its Biblical confession and faithful in Christ's mission. The title "The
United List" denotes this spirit of many hundreds of people from around the
Synod, working together for the good of the church and its faithful
proclamation of the Gospel.

Every delegate has the responsibility to pray and use his or her God given
wisdom to decide whom to vote for in each election. We offer this
information to you to help you make those crucial decisions, and encourage
you to take this guide with you to the convention. It is three hole punched,
so that you may place it in your workbook if you like. If you are concerned
about having faithful conservative leaders in the church, we hope you will
take these suggestions into consideration, from a group that has a proven
track record in suggesting good quality leaders for the Synod.

Many of the names you will see are not on the slate you received with your
convention materials. We regret the fact that the Synod's Nominating
Committee has provided a slate tilted against confessional candidates and
our historic Lutheran theology and practice, even leaving many faithful
incumbents off the ballot. For this reason it is necessary to nominate good
confessional and faithful men and women from the floor.

God's blessings on the decisions that you will make at this pivotal time in
our Synod's history.  May God provide us with faithful leaders that will
lead us out of these most troubled times in the church, and place us on the
pathway to peace.

Rev. Dr. Edwin S. Suelflow,
President Emeritus, South Wisconsin District

The following recommendations WITH BIOGRAPHICAL/SERVICE INFORMATION may be
downloaded in .pdf format (uses the free Adobe Reader program) from:

http://www.cat41.org/UL_2004.pdf
http://www.crisisinthelcms.org/UL_2004.pdf

---------------

THE UNITED LIST 2004

Key:
O = Ordained
L = Layperson
C = Commissioned
AL = At Large
* incumbent

President:
O:   Daniel Preus

First Vice-President: (see note below)
O:   Ronald Garwood

Other Vice-Presidents: (in alphabetic order)
O:   Robert King *
O:   Kurt Marquart
O:   Wallace Schulz *
O:   William Weinrich *

Secretary:
O:   Raymond Hartwig *

Treasurer:
L:   Thomas Kuchta *

Board of Directors, LCMS
O:   Edward Balfour *
O:   Dean Bell
L:   Ronald Cordis
L:   Ted Kober *
L:   Julie Martinez
L:   Beverly Yahnke

Board for District & Cong. Services
O:   Mark Nuckols
C:   Natalie Sabol
AL: Carla Claussen
AL: David Lofthus

Board for Mission Services
O:   Paul Anderson
O:   Don Wiley
L:   Ray Maik
L:   Vera Sweet

Commission on Theology & Church Relations
O:  Larry Myers
C:   Jan Lohmeyer
L:   Christian Kopff

CPH Board of Directors
O:   Peter Cage *
C:   Gene Veith *
L:   Delores Brunke *
L:   Douglas Goetz
L:   Robert Knox *

LCEF Board of Directors

Traditional Explanation of God Now Too Complicated For LCMS

The following questions may all be too dangerous and/or difficult for LCMS
lay people to contemplate, at least according to LCMS President Kieschnick.

Is God the Father in God the Son?
Is God the Son in God the Father?
Is Jesus the entire, whole, complete God?
If we believe the above, do we incorrectly believe that the Father died on
the cross?

In reply to the question published by Reclaim News on the Internet: "Did the
entire, whole complete God die in Christ on Good Friday?" President
Kieschnick replied in part:

"One the one hand, if someone intends or understands this phrase [entire,
whole, complete God] to mean 'the Holy Trinity,' then the answer is clearly
'no.' The 'Holy Trinity' did not 'die in Christ on Good Friday.' God the
Father did not die on Good Friday, nor did God the Holy Spirit. Only Christ,
the Son of God, true God and true man, died on the cross on Good Friday. The
ancient heresy of 'Patripassianism' is a fifth-century teaching that in the
work of redemption God the Father himself 'suffered and died' for our sins.
The Christian church has always rejected this teaching.  On the other hand,
however, if someone intends or understands the phrase 'the entire, whole,
complete God' to be a reference to the fact that Christ, who died on the
cross, is not only man but also 'truly, completely, fully God,' then the
question might be answered 'yes.'"

In other words, in President Kieschnick's mind, the traditional LCMS
explanation for the Person of Christ may now lead people to believe the
heresy that the Father died on the cross.

In his popular commentary for lay people and Sunday School teachers
Kretzmann writes: (Kretzmann's Popular Commentary Col 2:9 CPH 1921 Vol. II
Page 327) "The apostle here brings his reasons for admonishing the
Christians to lead such lives as are conformable to the high character of
their calling.  In the first place they have part in the fullness of His
Godhead: Because in Him [Christ] dwells the ENTIRE fullness of the Godhead
bodily."

LCMS President Kieschnick now believes such verbiage may lead lay people to
believe in heresy.  While attempting to set the Synod "ablaze" with the
spirit of evangelism, President Kieschnick also believes that LCMS lay
people are not capable of handling questions that used to be taught to LCMS
Sunday School and Bible classes.

The Gospel reading for LCMS Congregations on May 23, 2004 is John 17: 20-26.
In verse 21 Christ states: John 17:21 "That they all may be one; as thou,
Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us: that the
world may believe that thou hast sent me."

If the above question may incorrectly lead people to believe that the Father
died on the cross, how will lay people be able to listen to the Gospel
lesson for May 23, 2004.  They may all become "confused."  The Bible may be
too dangerous for LCMS laypeople.

Pieper writes about John 17:21 in Vol. 1 page 415 and the Index as follows:
"Perichoresis - Three Persons in God are in one another and reciprocally
interpenetrate one another. Still only the Son has flesh."  "These terms
express that fact that each Person has the one divine essence and that
therefore the three Person are in one another and reciprocally
interpenetrate, interpermeate, each other."

Lay people don't have to know technical words like, "Perichoresis," and
"Patripassianism" to read the Bible.  But in times past LCMS lay people were
taught that Jesus is the "entire, whole, complete God" according to
Colossians 2:9 without the fear that they might falsely believe that the
Father died on the cross.  If the correct explanation to Col. 2:9 "has
caused some confusion in the Synod" according to President Kieschnick, then
it is impossible to explain John 17:21 without fear of leading people to the
same heresy.

A layperson doesn't have to know the word "Perichoresis" in order to know
that each Person of the Trinity has the same essence, (substance of God that
can never be divided) and yet is a separate Person apart from whom there is
no other God.  In other words, each Person of the Trinity is the entire,
whole, complete God, yet there is only one God.

What should the Synod do, skip these parts so that lay people won't be
confused about God?  The Moslem religion is very easy to understand because
it is a human invention that human nature wants to believe.  Simplifying the
truth eventually means giving up the truth because people can no longer
handle the truth.

Growing an ignorant Synod means the Synod never really grew.

President Kieschnick has shown more concern about the above question than he
has about Doctor Waldo Werning's soul damning heresies about the Trinity
that were distributed to every 2001 Convention delegate.  In fact,
Kieschnick has endorsed charges against this writer for pointing out Werning
's error in public.

Why isn't President Kieschnick concerned about Werning's blatant false
doctrine?  Is it because "Jesus First" endorsed Werning's book and this is
an election year?

Is President Kieschnick really concerned that the question above "has caused
some confusion in the Synod" or did he create the straw man of
"Patripassianism" in order to protect the false doctrine of his voting
block?

The correct definition of God is becoming a political hot potato for the
LCMS.
"Kieschnick Publishes His 'Confusion' About Christ's Death"

Traditional LCMS language about Christ's death on the cross has become a
source of "confusion" for the current LCMS President.  Never in its history
has the LCMS had a President so inept at theology as the current Synodical
President.  Concepts and words that used to be published for laypeople and
Sunday School teachers about Christ are now viewed as a source of confusion
for the Synod.

The Synodical President published his answer to the question "Did the
entire, whole complete God die in Christ on Good Friday?" on the Synodical
website at:

websitehttp://www.lcms.org/graphics/assets/media/Office%20of%20the%20Preside
nt/Did%20all%20of%20God%20die%20in%20Christ.pdf#xml=http://www.lcms.org/ca/s
earch/dtsearch.asp?cmd=pdfhits&DocId=1893&Index=F%3a%5cinetpub%5cwwwroot%5cl
cmsorg%5cdb%5csearch%5clcms&HitCount=1&hits=38a+&hc=1&req

Reclaim News published President Kieschnick's entire answer to the above
question on May 6, 2004 and out reply on the same day.  Three times in his
article the President writes the above question was confusing, as follows:

"Question: 'Did the entire, whole complete God die in Christ on Good Friday?
'"
"'Did the entire, whole complete God die in Christ on Good Friday?' Although
this question has not been asked frequently, it has been asked in a way that
has caused some CONFUSION in the Synod. It will be answered in two ways,
first, quite briefly and succinctly and second, at greater length."

"Longer answer:
The question itself, as worded, can lead to CONFUSION and misunderstanding
and might be answered either 'yes' or 'no' depending on what is meant or
understood by 'the entire, whole, complete God.'"

"In summary, therefore (as stated above), this question as it is phrased is
not very helpful to the church or to the discussion of the important and
complex theological (Christological, Trinitarian) issues raised by it. It
lends itself to CONFUSION and misunderstanding not only because of the
CONFUSING wording of the question, but also because of the misleading form
of the question: i.e., the implication that it can or should be answered
with a simple 'yes or no'-when in reality it requires a 'yes and/or no'
answer that itself demands careful articulation and qualification."

We reply to President Kieschnick: "Which Person of the Trinity is not the
'entire, whole, complete' God?"

Indeed, each Person of the Trinity is the entire, whole, complete God.  The
definition of the word "entire" also means "whole" and "complete."  These
three words are synonyms.  However, there is only one God.

Kretzmann writes: (Kretzmann's Popular Commentary Col 2:9 CPH 1921 Vol. II
Page 327)
"The apostle here brings his reasons for admonishing the Christians to lead
such lives as are conformable to the high character of their calling.  In
the first place they have part in the fullness of His Godhead: Because in
Him [Christ] dwells the ENTIRE fullness of the Godhead bodily."

When we read this, is Kretzmann confusing his lay readers so that they think
that there is no difference between the "Father" and the "Son" as Kieschnick
says such language does?

Everything that Jesus did was the work of the entire, whole, complete God,
including walking on water, preaching the Sermon on the Mount, weeping at
Lazarus' tomb, turning water into wine, dying on the cross, and being buried
in the tomb.

What used to be the kind of wording used in LCMS publications for laypeople
and Sunday School teachers is now described by the Synodical President as
"complex theological issues" that have "caused some CONFUSION in the Synod."
What used to be clear language to laypeople is now "'yes,' or 'no'" for
President Kieschnick, when in the past it would have been a simple, "yes."

We ask, "Who is the one who is confused?"

During his acceptance speech at the 2001 LCMS Convention, President
Kieschnick went on a virtual tirade about the importance of the Eighth
Commandment.  Yet, during the same Convention, Doctor Waldo Werning
distributed his heresy about the Trinity titled, "Health and Healing for the
LCMS" and Kieschnick said nothing.  What happened to the First Commandment?

Why are we asking the question: "Did the entire, whole complete God die in
Christ on Good Friday?"

In his book, Werning claims the following outrageous lies about God to be
absolute truth.  Indeed, he is filing charges against me before a Dispute
Resolution Panel for writing that whoever actually believes these lies will
be eternally damned according to the Athanasian Creed.  Werning falsely
writes:

1. "experiencing God in a three-fold manner"
2. "three manners of being (God above us, God among us, God in us)"
3. "three levels of reality [in God] (nature, history, existence)"
4. "three ways in which God reveals Himself"
5. "three forms of address [from God] ('You shall!,' 'You may!,' 'You
 can!')"
6. "one of the three ways in which God has revealed Himself"

If each Person of the Trinity is the entire, whole, complete God, apart from
whom there is no other God, yet there is only one God, there can't be three
experiences, three manners of being, three levels of reality, three
revelations, or three forms of address in God.  There are three Persons.
However, all the works of God are one work by one God, not three different
works.

If the entire, whole, complete God didn't die in Christ on Good Friday, then
what part of God was missing?  Luther explains that outside of each Person
of the Trinity there isn't more of God, only more Persons.  The substance of
God can't be divided, or as the Athanasian Creed says, "not dividing the
substance."

So when Kretzmann writes for laypeople that "in Christ dwells the ENTIRE
fullness of the Godhead bodily," Kieschnick believes this will mislead
laypeople to believe that God the Father died on the Cross.  If the language
of Kreztmann for laypeople is now strange and confusing, what kind of
language would the LCMS President want to use to describe the truth about
Christ?  It appears that Kieschnick is convinced that the Synod can no
longer handle the truth about God.

Hence, Kieschnick is more concerned about protecting the Synod from
questions about God than the lies that Werning swears are the truth about
the Trinity.  Could it be that the South Wisconsin District President's and
"Jesus First's" endorsement of Werning's book have anything to do with
Kieschnick's blind spot about the Trinity?

But what about the souls of laypeople who expect their Synodical President
to speak the truth about God?  It appears that Kieschnick has a far greater
passion that they have "leadership" instead of clear doctrine.

President Kieschnick's passion for Pastoral Leadership Institute (PLI),
leadership training, and PLI mentoring pastors, has been widely published.
He recently hosted a reception in his own home for PLI mentoring pastors.
When will he host a reception for the pastors who teach the most thoroughly
and correctly about the Bible to laypeople?

From the conduct of his office, it appears that President Kieschnick is more
concerned that the laypeople not be confused by traditional LCMS language
about God, but what they really need is more "leadership."

He also believes that Synod has to be protected from traditional words about
Christ, but has no problem with Werning publishing hell damning, false
doctrine about the Trinity to the entire 2001 LCMS Convention.

The 2004 Convention will be more about the souls of the laypeople than they
realize.

