Delivered to the Pastors of Zion, Sept. 10, 2005, in fulfillment of a resolution passed June 11, 2005.

Brethren,

And I hope that we are brethren.  As for my part, I have neither angst nor animosity towards any of you.  I have been pleased to serve you for the last year as chair and for several years before that as treasurer.  I will continue to work with you in establishing the cause of the kingdom on earth.

The resolution passed by this body on June 11, 2005, specifically encouraged the chairman of the Pastors of Zion “to prayerfully consider and discern the deeper spiritual problems facing the saints that mere organizational initiatives will not remedy.”  I have taken this seriously and would like to address some issues which bear specifically on spiritual problems amongst this body.
Lack of trust among the brethren has allowed gossip and innuendo to rule.  As examples, let me discuss two rumors that have no basis in fact:
1. Restoration branches coming under the jurisdiction of the Community of Christ (CoC).

2. Pastors were rushed into voting for a conference at the May POZ meeting.
Rumor #1—There is no effort or ambition to unite with the CoC.  Those pastors who have been present at our meetings will recall that I informed this body immediately of the first meeting with the CoC Peace & Justice Committee.  I stated then that I had introduced myself as Elder Rudy Leutzinger, making no reference to my position as chair of the POZ or as president of the Independence Branch.  In other words, I represented only myself on that committee.
I, of all people, am least likely to consider reuniting with the CoC for two reasons:

First, as silencing is an administrative action, most of you were silenced by a district or stake president.  Your silence could be lifted by any higher administrative authority.  But not mine.  I appealed my silence thru the administrative line all the way to the presidency.  A stake president, an apostle, a counselor to the president, and the president himself have already ruled on my case.  It is not likely that a current president will reverse a past president’s decision.  Any of you who appealed your silences are in the same boat as me when considerations are given to lifting silences.
The second reason is even more obvious.  As the first president of an independent restoration branch, I was expelled from the RLDS church in 1987.  This required judicial and legislative action.  A bishop’s court, a stake high counsel, and a standing high counsel have all ruled against me.  A stake conference has lifted up their hands against me.  (Maybe some of you were there.)  Appeals to the presiding bishop and president received no response.  I cannot come back into the CoC without special permission from the presidency of that organization.  Nice guy that I am, I concede that a case can be made for allowing me to be rebaptized (I would of course have to admit wrong doing).  But rebaptism requires reordination—who do you think in that church would allow me to be reordained.
To think that I would be a part of taking the restoration branches back into the CoC is ludicrous?

Rumor #2—The POZ evolved from a request, initiated in November, 1987, at a meeting held at the old Wm Chrisman High School.  A letter had been sent to pastors of over 30 groups and branches around the center place asking them to attend and consider organizing into a body to bring the saints closer together and to eventually call a conference.  Thirteen branches came.  One of those was Zion's Branch which had a history of ordaining men to higher offices (this was the first confrontation with "factional" priesthood).  In December, the number of participating branches declined to 7 and to 5 in January.  Following monthly meetings, Zion's Branch voluntarily withdrew in April.  This allowed the remaining 4 branches to organize the first summer series in 1988 at Hope Day School.  Over the 17 years of its existence, the POZ has discussed at least 6 resolutions on conferences.  But the POZ has no corporate memory.  A new pastor coming for the first time is not likely to have any knowledge of past resolutions, of the district that was organized in the early 1990’s, of the association of branches that was formed in the late 1990’s, of the POZ vote to support the message of May, 2003, and the patriarchs, of a committee to define a restoration branch to guide in future associations, or of another committee’s work on factional priesthood  A new pastor might even think that those pastors who have been engaged in this cause for over 20 years are moving to fast for him.  It is obvious why an organization like the POZ has no foundation in church law.
There has been no rush to call a conference.  Some brethren met in November, 2004, to discuss and consider lawful ways to promote unity and identity among the branches.  The conclusion was that church law allowed branches to convene joint conferences.  That conclusion has never been challenged.  In December, at the request of these brethren, the POZ formed a committee to investigate a joint conference of branches.  At Waldo Restoration Branch, a two-day retreat focusing on various aspects of conferences was held in March to which all saints were invited—only about 75 attended.  In April, the committee brought a resolution authorizing the calling and planning of a joint conference.  The resolution passed on a vote of 7 to 6.  Br. Joe Burkart, having voted on the prevailing side, moved for reconsideration due to the closeness of the vote.  The motion for reconsideration prevailed and a substitute motion ordered that a second all-day meeting for April 23rd at the Independence Branch be organized.  Again, all the saints were invited.  This time, about 100 or so were in attendance.  The meeting began at 8:00 AM and at 4:30 PM there were still about 40 people discussing conferences.  This spawned another resolution at the May meeting inviting all branches that wanted to participate to organize a joint conference.  The motion prevailed by a count of 10 to 4.  That is a convincing number in favor and 5 months had occurred from the appointment of the committee to the vote in May.  There was no rush; it was all done in order.
To feed rumors sows distrust among the saints and undermines the effectiveness of this organization.

Lack of academic honesty has been appalling.  Let me give some examples:
The resolution brought to the POZ on June 11th contained 19 “whereas’s.”  After a debate that lasted for over 2 hours, the POZ on motion removed 17 of them and modified the remaining two.  Yet individuals persisted in spurring false claims by publishing the resolution with its 19 “whereas’s” intact.
Additionally, when the vote was taken, the chair noted that the motion prevailed and saw no need to divide the house.  Furthermore, nobody requested a division.  Therefore the ruling of the chair prevailed.  But individuals have insisted that the vote was by a specific number or percentage.  That is not true.  The motion carried by a wide enough margin that the chair did not see any reason to divide the house.  That is all that can be said of it.  The side in favor of conferences could make an interesting argument to show the overwhelming majority for the May motion.  The vote of 10 favorable branches did not include two branches which had voted in favor of a conference in April but were absent in May nor one favorable branch that was at neither meeting nor the chair’s branch which did not vote either time.  That would be a vote of 14 favorable branches.  But that is not what happened.  The vote in May was 10 to 4; the vote in June was for the motion to end conference planning activities by the POZ.
The “whereas’s” themselves contain numerous false statements.  Let me just give a few.

“Whereas’s” # 4 and #5 propose that there were spiritual manifestations which were widely accepted by the saints in 1851 and 1852.  Show them to me.  The Briggs revelation of November, 1851, was so widely received that 3 little branches came together in June, 1852, and held a conference.  They did not even record the number of attendees.  In April, 1853, there were only 19 Melchisedec priesthood members at the conference that organized the Quorum of 12 and ordained 7 apostles, all of this under the purported revelation of H. H. Deam.  Who wants to defend that as revelatory?  By 1860, Joseph Smith III comes to a church of 179 members, 25 or 30 of which were priesthood.  All of this in an area of Wisconsin, Illinois, and Michigan, where there was an estimated 5,000 latter day saints.  Those are the facts.
There have been two clear witnesses that the time is ripe for the calling of a conference:  (1) the inspired message of April 6, 2003, brought by Patriarch Vernon Darling and (2) the experience described by Seventy Neil Simmons in April, 2005.  Those have wider acceptance than either Briggs or Deam had in 1851 and 1853.  To imply that there was wide acceptance in the early Reorganization is misrepresenting history.
There have been other witnesses also.  In the Auditorium, April 8, 2005, Elder Nathan Sherer brought a powerful challenge to the saints that can only be described as inspired; Elder Dan Scwartz described a vision of the church that he had been given in 2001 and stirring the hope that its completion was near at hand; Elder Mark Deitrick sung a hymn given to him calling the saints to union and renewed vigor in the cause; and young Joshua Bates described a dream where the presidency was ordered once more.  To these I could add a personal testimony.  Let me simply say, brethren, I do not walk by conjecture; I didn’t in 1984; I don’t today.
“Whereas” #7 implies that the driving force for a conference is some action that will occur in the CoC in June, 2005.  Certainly those events were interesting from a historical and authoritative point of view.  But the call came for expanding the number of individuals with opportunity to participate in the decision making process in 2003.  There may be some good reasons to have had a conference before the CoC’s June conference (a declarative statement could have been made regarding the laws of lineage in priesthood), but the driving force to call a conference is that the Lord requires it.
“Whereas” #8 quotes a passage from the Rules of Order and Debate which is specific to district conferences.  The authors of this document continually rail against organizations, but here they imply that a district conference is legal.  The tactic of substituting the word “joint” where “district” appears in the original quotation is deceptive to say the least.  Resolutions calling for organization of districts have been turned down regularly by the POZ.  Are the authors of this resolution specifically calling for a district organization now?  If so, then let them bring a resolution to that effect.
The historical precedent as demonstrated in the testimony of the Temple Lot Case is that the Conferences of 1851 thru 1860 were organized by branches for the entire church.  Furthermore, the conference itself has the right to determine its membership.  If a conference of branches is organized and a branch from Canada or Belize sends a delegate, the conference would have the right to decide whether or not to seat that person.  The proper procedure is for a special conference of branches to be convened and then for the conference to determine its composition.
“Whereas” #15 is interesting to me in that several of the pastors who signed this resolution have been so careful not to take advantage of the desires of the saints for unity that they have not even discussed the issue of conferences with their branches.

I could go on like this but to what avail?

Secret meetings and closed door sessions compromise common consent.  This is the final and most disheartening of the issues that keep us from reaping the blessings.
The June 11th resolution grew out of a closed meeting to which no officer of the POZ was invited.  Only one member of the POZ conference committee was present and he was the only committee member who was opposed to holding a conference.  Perhaps it did not occur to any of the brethren that his views may have been significantly slanted.  Apparently, his assertion that there was an intrigue to form a union with the CoC was tantalizing enough to tempt two pastors who had not been involved in any of the discussions regarding conferences to attend this closed meeting.  I am extremely disappointed that brethren hold closed sessions to stifle debate and then draw conclusions without making any attempt to hear the other side of the story.

In closing, let me leave you with this thought:  “the first rule of God in the Universe is order.”  That is a quotation from Patriarch Lew Richards.  Without it, the work will not be advanced and in a relatively short time the restoration branches will dwindle and die.  Just like the Strangites, Bickertonites, Cutlerites, and many others, we will be a curiosity and not very prolific.  The problems that I have cited are keeping the saints from greater spiritual blessings and are with the leaders.  The leaders—the loftiness of the vineyard, in the words of Jacob—are themselves an impediment to the work.  I wish you each the best, but, brethren, the Lord is going to require this work of your hands.  The call has gone forth.
Rudy Leutzinger

Out-going Chair
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