
AGENDA 14.2 

LCA Constitution Review 
Final Report of Phase 1 (8 April 2021) 
 
‘Principles and Recommendations for a new Constitutional structure’ 
(The beginnings of a significant ’50 year’ review of the Constitution) 
 
SUMMARY OF REVIEW TERMS OF REFERENCE 
PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW 
 
To achieve a Constitutional framework that has longevity and reflects who we are, why we exist, how 
we are governed, is consistent with contemporary standards, and is of such a nature that requires 
minimal changes over time. 
 
OUTPUTS SOUGHT FROM PHASE 1: 
 
1. Key Principles that will be presented for approval as the framework that will guide the 

development of a new constitutional structure, and 
 

2. Recommendations in a final report to the General Church Board that provide guidance for 
engaging with General Synod in 2021. 

 
Les Stahl 
Lead Facilitator 
 
 
 
For reflection, the following statements are all excerpts from ‘Authority and Power in the Church’, 
Faculty of Luther Seminary, March 1992, for College of Presidents Reworked by the Faculty, August 2002 
(highlights by author of this report): 
 
“The Lutheran church does not recognise a divinely appointed form of church government. Church 
polity, and therefore political authority, belongs to the proper organisation of the church. This is the 
function of a church constitution”. 
 
“The church is free to order itself and to grant political authority to persons and groups of persons, 
such as presidents and councils, as it sees fit. Here the over-riding concern should be to provide the 
maximum of possibilities for preaching the gospel and administering the sacraments “(see below). 
 
“It is improper to argue that obedience to political authority in the church is optional because it exists 
by human arrangement, whereas obedience to spiritual authority is required because it is of God. Both 
spiritual and political authority in the church are 'of God'. God also gives political authority through 
the agreement of the church to comply with the constitution and its by-laws. The church cannot 
function as synod without the political leadership of those whom the church invests with authority to 
lead”. 
 
“The church suffers from a failure to distinguish between different kinds of authority in the 
church. Sometimes those with personal and/or spiritual authority are given political authority even 
though they are not gifted, qualified or competent to exercise it. On the other hand, those gifted with 
the ability to exercise political power properly and effectively are often not placed in positions of 
authority”. 



 
“Problems with authority and power will continue in the church. The church is both an organism 
united in Christ and an organisation that needs structures and leadership”. 
 
“Where organism gives way to organisation is sometimes a grey area. There is a good rule to 
remember when administrative tensions arise between people as they relate in the common task 
of ministry.” 
 
(That rule is), “The church is correctly ordered in the sense of Lutheran teaching when it is so 
constituted as to offer the office of the ministry a maximum of possibilities to accomplish its service 
of proclamation of the pure gospel and of the proper administration of the sacraments in the name and 
according to the commission of the church, and when it preserves a maximum of possibilities for the 
congregation which Jesus Christ himself has called through the Word and sacraments to live in the 
world and to carry out its service for human creatures. (Hermann Sasse).” 
 
 
CONTEXT OF THIS REPORT 
“We are preparing ourselves to update our Church-wide Constitution. Our church has commenced 

a half-century review of its Constitution …”  
These were the opening words of Pastor John Henderson  

in Review Communiqué 1 on 13 December 2019. 

A year and a half earlier the LCA Standing Committee on Constitutions (SCOC) had been actively 
continuing its watching brief in trying to maintain constitutional quality, including hearing legal 
opinion about a better constitutional framework for the Church. 
 
Later, in mid-2019, a paper to GCB asked the Church “How does the Lutheran Church of Australia  
re-constitute itself today to reflect regulatory and governance requirements while enabling focus of 
activities to align with the mission and ministry objects of the Church?” General Church Board agreed 
to research this matter further. Hence Phase 1 of a constitutional review began. 
 
During the consultations in 2020 Pastor John said, referring to the ongoing journey of church, “in one 
sense our Church is always ‘becoming’ and never ‘is’.” And what did John say following consultations 
with church members and pastors? “As a Church, let’s look forward with 2020 vision.” 
 
 
LET US LISTEN… 
Acts 15:28: “The Holy Spirit and we have agreed not to put any other burden on you besides these 
necessary rules”. 
 
 
LET US PRAY… 
Heavenly Father, in whom we live and have our being: so rule and guide us by your Holy Spirit that we 
are always walking in your sight and ministering to others in your Name, through your Son Jesus Christ 
our Lord. Amen. 
  



OVERVIEW SUMMARY 
 
THE ADVANTAGE OF A CONSTITUTION REVIEW 
 
A constitutional review can bring clarity to church governance, clarity to constitutional documents, be 
educational and also be a catalyst for new energy within a Church. These are all very good things. It’s 
just that sometimes the process of achieving these positive outcomes can be confronting as the process 
acts as a mirror to realities we sometimes personally may not see, or may not want to see. 
 
THE IMPORTANCE OF CONSTITUTIONAL DOCUMENTS 
 
Up to date constitutions and supporting documents support church members in achieving their joint 
mission. Out of date constitutional documents hinder and harm relationships and mission. 
 
WHAT DID THE CHURCH MEMEBERS SAY THEY MOST WANTED OUT OF THIS CONSTITUTION 
REVIEW? 
 
Twelve representative sentiments were: 
 
“to be able to share in the Means of Grace more frequently – like we used to be able to do when we had a 
pastor.” 
 
“a pastor”. 
 
“more support for our congregations – human, physical and financial.” 
 
“some congregations are welcoming and encouraging of youth involvement – we feel valued and a real 
part of the church. In others we feel ignored or not respected or wanted. It would also be good to get with 
the 21st century times”. 
 
“recognition that our small Lutheran Church is in reality a multi-denominational congregation – the only 
Christian church for miles. Only a few of us are Lutheran. Current ‘liturgy’ and ‘membership’ requirements 
don’t work for us. We need flexibility within order”. 
 
“embracing new, vibrant forms of being church – a focus on ministry and mission”. 
 
“embracing the many people, including young people and those from non-European backgrounds, who 
have opened their hearts to Christ and are looking for a church”. 
 
“equality and equitable participation.” 
 
“the Church of God is not first and foremost of human origin and this should be reflected in its 
constitutional framework,  structure and organisation.” 
 
“clarity, (not ambiguity), and consistency in constitutional documents that unify and inspire.” 
 
“I have heard it said we have rich history. The last 50 years of decline doesn't say rich, but poor! We need 
to update – have structures & processes fit for purpose, with good governance.” 
 
“a legal and organisational restructure as I know for a fact this will free up millions of dollars for the 
church with only positive impacts on mission and ministry. It is disheartening and frustrating to watch 
this waste.” (the professional opinion of a church member in administration) 
 



HONOURING THE EXISTING CONSTITUTION AND BY-LAWS 
 
The existing Lutheran Church of Australia Inc (LCA Inc) Constitution and By-laws are acknowledged 
and affirmed as a suite of documents that, along with some other key documents, have guided the 
governance of the Church for over 50 years. 
 
WHAT IS THIS PHASE 1 REVIEW ABOUT – AND NOT ABOUT? 
 
This project focused on the LCA Inc constitutional documents - its Constitution and By- laws. This 
Phase 1 part of a planned review was not about updating or rewriting the constitution of the LCA. It 
was about identifying some key principles that could guide any such update or the development of any 
new constitutional structure. The terms of reference also required this phase 1 project to provide 
recommendations about a way forward for the Church in relation to updating its constitution. More 
detail about the background and task of this phase 1 review is outlined in Section 2 of this report. 
 
This review was not a review of Lutheran beliefs or theology or an attempt to change them. There are 
no proposed changes to the confessions of the Church. The phase 1 project just looked at 
constitutional issues and the best way to proceed with updating the LCA Inc Constitution. Naturally, as 
one can’t separate the spiritual and theological dimension from the temporal, organisational 
dimension of the Church, (as “the two exist in an integrated and often mysterious whole”1), some of 
the constitutional issues identified do raise theological questions for the Church to consider. 
 
This review was not a review, in and of itself, into the model constitution for congregations - but 
congregations are the fundamental basis for the LCA Inc Constitution, and as such the consistency (or 
inconsistency) between what is in Congregational constitutions, District constitutions and the LCA Inc 
Constitution cannot but be part of this review. 
 
This review was not a governance review, in and of itself, into the LCA Districts – but like 
Congregations, District constitutions are an integral part of the LCA Inc Constitution. 
Indeed, constitutionally, LCA Districts are a geographic division of the Church. 
 
This was also not a review that tried to introduce ‘corporate/business’ governance as the model of 
governance for the Church. No such suggestions or recommendations are made. This review 
understands the organic nature and culture of the Church and that, within the constraints of agreed 
decision-making processes, the Church aims ideally for a subtle governance system of consensus-
based leadership. This report does however highlight how the incorporated, ‘organisational’ 
dimension of the Church may not be meeting modern standards of good governance in all that it does. 
If the Church continues to choose to maintain a modern incorporated legal structure as part of being 
‘church’, then it is also required by civil society to have ‘good governance’ of that ‘organisation’. 
 
WHAT IS A CHURCH ‘CONSTITUTION’? 
 
Put concisely, a Church constitution is a document (or several documents) that outline: who the 
constitution covers; why the body is being constituted; what the objects of the body will be; the beliefs 
and values that will underpin the activity of the body; and how the body will govern itself. A 
constitution is the outcome of agreements about how a body will govern and direct itself2. For a 
church, it is the end result of theological, ecclesial and governance discernment and agreement. 
 
A constitution should “properly express the reality of the church’s life in the world under the Lordship 
of Christ and as a matter of principle it needs to be readily understandable, in its necessary complexity, 
by every reader”3. 

 
1 A quote taken from the Commission for Theology & Interchurch Relations (CTICR) submission to this review. 
2 The relationship between a ‘constitution’ and ‘governance’ is explained later in this report. 
3 A quote from the Commission for Theology and Interchurch Relations (CTICR) submission to this review. 



 
A Church can have a pre-eminent ecclesial constitution and also a subservient constitution for any 
legal structure within the Church – or it can have constitutions only created by the formation of its 
legal structures. The latter option currently applies to LCA Inc. 
 
The Constitution of LCA Inc is the constitution for the legally recognised and regulated association 
named LCA Inc. This is because it uses the template of an incorporated association. (The Church could 
have used other templates). 
 
In the absence of any higher-order ecclesial constitution, this document also serves as the ecclesial 
constitution for the Church. The wider church is free to make its own ecclesial rules so long as those 
rules are consistent with the Constitution of LCA Inc. 
 
USE OF THE TERMS ‘LCANZ’ AND ‘LCA INC’ IN THIS REPORT 
 
Although it may feel foreign as you read these two acronyms throughout this report, they are used for 
good reason – to assist with constitutional clarity. 
 
The acronym ‘LCANZ’ refers to the ecclesial entity (the body of believers) that is the ‘one’ Lutheran 
church of Australia and New Zealand. It is the whole Church. LCANZ, is simultaneously both an 
ecclesial entity (a ‘one body organism’) as well as being multiple legal entities (ie multiple 
‘organisations’) as per the concepts explained in the reflection at the commencement of this report. 
 
The acronym ‘LCA Inc’ refers to the incorporated and regulated (temporal) ‘organisation’ dimension of 
the Church officially named Lutheran Church of Australia Inc. There are both government compliance 
requirements as well as societal expectations placed on this ‘organisation’. 
 
LANGUAGE STYLE OF THIS REPORT 
 
Likewise, as this is a constitutional review, there is need to think and speak in language relevant to the 
constitution being reviewed. 
 
Because the LCA Inc Constitution primarily outlines the Church purpose, the rationale for the 
organisation that is LCA Inc, its Objects and its governance processes and structures, this report also 
uses this type of language – and not ecclesial language. If this were some other kind of church review 
(or some other type of constitution) then this report may have used more church-typical language. 
 
The church’s life is primarily defined and shaped by spiritual realities. This review understands that 
the Church therefore typically uses scriptural, doctrinal and theological language to speak about itself 
and its mission. 
 
The challenge for a constitution review is to ensure this Christian spirit and way of ‘being church’ finds 
its way into, infuses and directs the words in all constitutional documents. 
 
WHY IS THIS REVIEW HAPPENING? 
 
A constitution needs to be regularly reviewed to ensure it remains up to date and continues to meet 
the needs of the Church. The LCA Inc Constitution has been updated a number of times since 1966. The 
current version is the 2018 version. 
 
The current problem is that the 2018 version of the Constitution is no longer a quality governance 
document for the Lutheran church of Australia and New Zealand. Church members indicate they have 
multiple issues of concern with the 2018 version. This is in part because, over the years, multiple 
amendments have made the documents somewhat complex and cumbersome, difficult in places to use 
and interpret. 



Discussions within the LCA Standing Committee for Constitutions (SCOC) a few years ago indicated 
that a significant review of the LCA Constitution and its By-laws may be that it may be best for the 
Church to have a new dual-structure framework for its constitution4. This proposal was not to 
introduce an artificial dualism into the life of the ‘one’ Church – it was simply a recommended better 
way of structuring the constitutional paperwork of the Church. 
 
The then General Church Council (now GCB) responded at its meeting in February 2018, by resolving 
that the constitution of the Church commence being reviewed in the next synodical term. This decision 
was reported to the 2018 Convention of General Synod. 
 
An issues paper5 was commissioned which posed the question to GCB “How does the Lutheran Church 
of Australia re-constitute itself today to reflect regulatory and governance requirements while 
enabling focus of activities to align with the mission and ministry objects of the Church?” A terms of 
reference for a phase 1 review was subsequently approved by GCB in September 2019. 
 
In summary, it was concluded by GCB that “a significant review of the LCA Constitution and By-laws is 
warranted” as “the exercise of providing further band-aids to the current constitution may only result 
in further risk of confusion and non-alignment with current governance and management principles.”6 
 
WHAT DID THIS PHASE 1 PROJECT DO? 
 
A review is best if Church members own it and any plan that unfolds. 
 
Accordingly the consultation net for this phase 1project was cast widely. Many church members 
contributed their opinions to this project, not just those who instigated this project or those who 
helped develop the terms of reference for this project. 
 
This phase 1 project did listen to those who engaged with this review, it identified some ‘Principles’ as 
it was required to do and it has made some ‘Recommendations’. 
 
The challenging contexts within which this project operated, and the people who became involved, are 
outlined in Section 3 and Attachment 1 of this report. 
 
PURPOSE OF A FUTURE ‘PHASE 2’ REVIEW OF THE CONSTITUTION 
 
Should General Synod concur with the constitutional issues raised several years ago, the concerns 
identified by GCB in 2019, and the recommendations of this Phase 1 review, then General Synod may 
decide to commission a Phase 2 project to further discern the best ‘constitutional’ way forward for the 
Church. 
 
The current proposed purpose of such a constitutional review discerned by GCB in 2019 is “to achieve 
a constitutional structure for the Church that has longevity and reflects who we are, why we exist, how 
we are governed, is consistent with contemporary standards, and is of such a nature that requires 
minimal changes over time”. 
 
As CTICR has noted “the challenge is to do this in a way which recognises and honours the heavenly 
and spiritual nature of the church as it is present within earthly temporal institutions of the LCANZ”. 
The sacred nature of the church is always a mystery as it tries to find physical form. 
 

 
4 In short the legal opinion was for the LCA to move to a dual constitutional structure whereby the mission and ministry 
of the Church occurred through an unincorporated structure with the church-wide governance of the LCA being 
undertaken through a company limited by guarantee. 
5 Refer the paper ‘Key Issues Assessment Paper – Constitutional restructure of the LCA’, July 2019. 
6 Taken from the terms of reference for this review. 



WHY ARE DISTRICTS INVOLVED IN THIS REVIEW? 
 
A question asked of this review was why, when the review is a review of the LCA Inc Constitution and 
its By-laws, do Districts need to be swept up in the review? 
 
The answer to this question is twofold. Firstly, LCA Districts, as a concept, come into conceptual and 
constitutional existence only as a result of the LCA Inc Constitution. Without the LCA Inc Constitution, 
LCA Districts as a geographic division of LCA Inc would not exist. Secondly, the constitution for all 
Districts (and for some Districts the wording of their incorporated constitution as well) is a copy of,  
or based on, a By-law of LCA Inc - and therefore within the terms of reference of this review. 
 
WHAT DID THIS PHASE 1 PROJECT IDENTIFY? 
 
This introductory, Phase 1 review, identified that while there are a number of matters in the existing 
constitution that, in other circumstances may be able to just be ‘tidied up’, the current omissions, 
vagueness, inconsistencies and discrepancy with practice etc actually mask deeper issues of difference 
simmering within the Church that should be addressed. It appears these irregularities in the current 
constitution represent the ‘canaries in the mine’ for LCANZ. Expressed another way, these 
documentation issues represent the ‘tip of the iceberg’ of larger, more fundamental issues of apparent 
current difference between some groups within the LCANZ. 
 
It is important that these matters are addressed as currently they lead to people interpreting the 
constitution differently, with resultant frustration and interpersonal and administrative issues within 
the Church. 
 
The documentation issues with the current constitution and by-laws include: 
• omissions in several areas important to the Church including inadequate or absent definitions and 

processes, 
• lack of clarity in relation to a number of other matters, 
• inconsistencies within the constitution, some serious, 
• some parts of the constitution are ‘out of date’ and do not reflect the reality in today’s Church, 
• duplication, and 
• the existing constitution is now difficult to read and understand in places. 
 
Examples of these issues are provided in Section 4 of the report. 
 
The more fundamental matters that those documentation issues unmask are: 

1. Who are we now as a Church in 2021 – and for the future? 
2. LCANZ needs to be clearer to Members about some of its theology. 
3. The current structures and processes in the Church may not best reflect the LCANZ view 

about its ecclesiology. 
4. How can LCANZ be more cost effective and viable? 
5. The current single constitutional framework of the Church may not be the best 

constitutional framework for the future of LCANZ? and 
6. As a ‘Light in the World’ LCANZ needs to shine brightly with good governance. 

 
These matters are discussed in Section 5 of the report. Because matter 5 above may be new 
terminology for the reader, some more information is provided below. 
 
LCA INC CURRENTLY HAS A SINGLE-STRUCTURE, DUAL-PURPOSE CONSTITUTION. 
 
The current LCA Inc Constitution is what is known as a single structure, dual-purpose constitution 
because the Constitution is both the Church’s ecclesial constitution and secular legal structure all in 
one. LCANZ does not have a separate ecclesial constitution as its pre-eminent church governance 
document - which it could have. LCA Inc only has a secular-model document as its sole ‘constitution’. 



 
Being the only constitution currently directing LCA Inc, the current constitution directs LCA Inc 
theologically, ecclesially and administratively. This is because a ‘constitution’ is the highest governance 
directing document in any ‘organisation’. 
 
There is good reason for the spiritual and legal aspects of the Church being contained in one legal 
document, as in the current constitution. By its very nature the church expresses and lives out its 
spiritual life and mission in this world, in temporal reality. But there are advantages too of having a 
pre-eminent ecclesial document with the legal and regulatory matters of the church contained in 
another ‘lower-order’ document. 
 
IS THE EXISTING (SINGLE) CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE THE RIGHT CONSTITUTIONAL 
STRUCTURE FOR LCA INC GOING FORWARD? 
 
This constitutional structural question is raised in this final report because, in its current state, and 
with changes in governance standards over the last several decades, the current ‘single structure’ LCA 
Inc Constitution is clearly not currently being an effective or efficient direction-giving document to the 
LCANZ. This is evidenced both by the multiple reasons GCB decided to commence this ‘phase 1’ review 
as well as by the issues and concerns raised by respondents to this introductory review. 
 
Much more research needs to be undertaken to determine whether or not a change of constitutional 
framework would be in the best interest of the Church. 
 
This phase 1 project did however hear, similar to the earlier advice to SCOC by the constitutional 
lawyer, that many church members would prefer to have an ecclesial, mission and ministry-based, 
inspiring Church Foundations Charter7 (in secular language this would be an unincorporated 
constitution) as the pre-eminent constitutional document for the LCANZ. With this approach the 
Church would no longer have to rely solely on the secular legal structural model of an ‘associations 
constitution’ that LCA Inc currently has to rely upon. 
 
This church member ‘vision’ is briefly outlined in this report. If LCANZ was to proceed with an 
ecclesial-based document as its foundational ‘constitution’, it would continue to have an incorporated 
structural document too in order to continue to meet its civil obligations and to benefit from legal 
protections. LCANZ would also continue to have and maintain its theological statements and also its 
administrative policies and procedures in separate documents. 
 
A WAY FORWARD 
 
Section 6 outlines a quality process for conducting any significant review of a constitution. 
 
Section 6 also outlines twenty-five key constitutional questions requiring clarification/ discernment 
before the LCA Inc constitutional documents should be updated - along with three important ‘out-of-
scope’ matters raised with this review. 
 
Honouring the contributions of participants in this review, Section 6 also summarises twelve aspects 
of a possible future vision of the Church as suggested by participants. 
 
Finally Section 6 reminds us that some of the important constitutional issues raised by church 
members to this review were already raised by church members back in 2014 to the LCA Governance 
and Administration Review. 
 

 
7 ‘Church Foundations Charter’ is a working title only – it could be titled differently by the Church. 



PRINCIPLES FOR GUIDING A REVIEW OF THE LCA INC CONSTITUTION AND BY-LAWS 
 
In accordance with the prime task of this phase 1 project, Section 7 of this Report proposes five 
Principles (each with sub-principles) as “the framework to guide the development of a new 
constitutional structure” for the Lutheran church of Australia and New Zealand. The proposed 
principles and sub-principles for conducting a constitutional review are explained in Section 7. They 
are: 
 
• God creates, gathers and builds the church: 

• A Lutheran focus 
• Congregations are fundamental 
• Office of the Ministry recognised and upheld 
• Other pastoral workers are part of the pastoral team 
• Member diversity recognised 
• An empowering ministry and mission focus 
• Primacy of theological authority 
• Clear, Scripture based, theological decision-making processes. 

 
• Serving the assembly of believers: 

• Ecclesial entity first, an incorporated organisation second 
• We are synodical 
• Both spiritual and temporal authority important 
• Incarnational governance 
• Governance for a ‘maximum of possibilities’ 
• Subsidiarity a key 
• Equitable representation at synods 
• Ensuring stewardship 
• Unifying, understandable and inspiring. 

 
• Governance fit for purpose: 

• ‘Who we are’ is up to date and clear 
• The reason why the LCANZ exists in the 21st century is clear 
• Fundamental beliefs summarised 
• The key objectives of the LCANZ are listed and clear 
• Ideal Church culture and its governance ‘values’ are clear 
• Viable, durable and clear processes 
• Meaningful engagement of members and stakeholders 
• Church structures ‘fit for purpose’ 
• Adequate supporting documents (eg theological statements and churchwide administrative 

policies). 
 

• Meeting (or exceeding) today’s governance standards: 
• Members oversee governance and decide their governing ‘stewards’ 
• Collective action for the common good 
• Interdependence and mutual accountability (or mutuality of rights and responsibilities) 
• Suitability of ‘Responsible Persons’ 
• Transparency to members and stakeholders 
• Being an ethical, socially responsible church 
• Accountability to members and other key stakeholders 
• Clarity re theological statements 
• Importance of regular review and evaluation. 
 

• Quality documentation: 
• Clear constitutional documentation 
• Applicability throughout the entire LCANZ 



• Clarity 
• Procedural fairness 
• Constitutional framework longevity 
• Compliance with laws and regulations 
• Articles have a hierarchy 
• Modern practice regarding by-laws. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF THIS PHASE 1 PROJECT 
 
This Phase 1 project concluded (refer Section 8) that the LCA Inc Constitution is not meeting the 
current governance needs of LCANZ nor all principles of modern good governance. This report 
explains how this is not just because of the reasons that caused GCB to commission this review but 
also because of the more fundamental governance opinion differences identified by respondents to 
this phase 1 project. 
 
Not only is there a need to update a number of articles in the constitution and by-laws of LCA Inc, 
 the Church will only be able to achieve these clarifications by first reviewing what it means to be a 
Lutheran church in the 21st century. Key questions for LCANZ to discuss first are: who are we now?, 
why do we still want to come together?, what is it we want to achieve together over the next 20 to 30 
years?, and how will we organise ourselves to achieve these objects – both ecclesially and 
organisationally? 
 
The Church needs to have these discussions first because a review of a constitution is meant to 
represent the outcomes of such discussion. A constitution cannot be updated unless there is 
agreement as to who it speaks for, why the body exists, what its Objects are to be and how it chooses 
to govern itself going forward. 
 
This phase 1 project confirms what GCB suspected three years ago - a significant review of the LCA Inc 
Constitution and By-laws is warranted. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THIS PHASE 1 PROJECT 
 
“Jesus said: ‘I tell you that you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of Hades 
will not overcome it’ (Matthew 16:18). 
 
In the knowledge that the church of Christ will stand the test of time because Jesus is the eternal Lord 
of his church, this Review makes the following recommendations. 
 
General Synod should: 
 

1. Affirm the work of this Phase 1 project and acknowledge the contributions made by church 
members to it 
 

2. Authorise the Church to move into Phase 2 of the review of the LCA Inc Constitution and By-laws 
in order to continue the journey of ensuring LCA Inc has quality constitutional documents 
appropriate for its future 
 

3. Note that Phase 2 should utilise the principles identified in this Phase 1 report in the conduct of 
Phase 2 
 

4. Note that the process of Phase 2 should include: 
4.1. the quality constitutional review sequence of first agreeing on the ‘who’, thence the ‘why’, 

thence the ‘what’ and thence the ‘how’ (of values, culture, processes, offices and finally 
structures), taking into account the important matter of viability; 
 



4.2. guidance from theological and governance experts as well as advice from constitutional law 
experts; 
 

4.3. meaningful participation by a range of congregations, pastors, church members (including 
young people, indigenous participants, church members from a non-English speaking 
background) and Church administrators; 
 

4.4. informing the LCANZ, congregations in particular, about changes that any constitutional 
review proposals would bring to the Church. (Having communications expressed in a way 
that all church members can understand is a starting point for a meaningful participation. 
This requires the use of plain language, clear information and allowing enough time for 
people to contemplate any proposals) 
 

5. Note that the outcome of Phase 2 be a draft of constitutional documents for the future of the 
Church that sit within a framework that has longevity and reflects who we are, why we exist, 
how we are governed, is consistent with contemporary standards, and is of such a nature that 
requires minimal changes over time. 

 



SECTION 1 
THANKSGIVING, KEY DEFINITIONS AND KEY CONSTITUTIONAL CONCEPTS 
 
THANKS BE TO GOD 
 
On behalf of the Lutheran church of Australia and New Zealand (LCANZ), the Review team gives thanks 
for the blessings God has bestowed on the Church, including the provision of church members who 
prayerfully drafted the 1966 constitutional documentation8 and to those who have provided ongoing 
stewardship and maintenance of those and other church governance documents. 
 
ORIENTATING OUR MINDS TO CONSTITUTIONAL THINKING 
 
Before the background, process and outcomes of this phase 1 review are outlined in the report, Section 
1 addresses key definitions and key constitutional concepts. 
 
DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS REPORT 
 
For clarity for the reader: 
 
LCA Inc is the abbreviation this report uses for the Lutheran Church of Australia Inc, as this is the 
name of the ‘Church’ (as per the Constitution) and the name of the incorporated ‘organisation’ whose 
constitution is the subject of this review. 
 
LCANZ is the term used to describe the unincorporated and ecclesial entity, the one body of believers, 
a fellowship in the Faith that is the Lutheran church of Australia and New Zealand. This religious entity 
consists of individual parishioners, congregations, districts, a general church function for LCANZ and 
multiple associated agencies including schools and aged care services etc. 
 
District is used in three senses. Firstly, it may be used in this report to describe a geographic division 
within LCA Inc (reference Article 9.1 in the LCA Inc Constitution). Secondly, it may be used to describe 
a geographic group of congregations who have voluntarily joined together to establish a wider 
fellowship in the Faith and to promote and do work which congregations could not undertake and do 
effectively alone (reference Article 6.1 in the LCA Inc Constitution of the Districts). Thirdly it is also 
used to describe a stand-alone legal entity (all Districts have some form of legal identity separate to 
LCA Inc). 
 
UNDERSTANDING THE CHURCH IS BOTH ‘ORGANISM’ AND ‘ORGANISATION’ 
 
A Church can be seen as having two co-existing dimensions within itself – the ecclesial/spiritual 
(organism) dimension and the political/governance (organisation) dimension. Ideally the two 
dimensions work seamlessly together to create one effective Church. Ideally the ecclesial nature of the 
Church, through its beliefs, theology, ecclesiology and vision, directs how the governmental side of the 
Church is to operate. 
 
Accordingly, the LCANZ is both an ecclesial entity and an organisation recognised by society, or to be 
more technically correct, a number of ‘organisations’. (Currently the LCANZ consists of multiple legal 
entities - with general church being an ‘association’, with each District having a separate legal 
structure, with many congregations incorporated and with other agencies and boards of the Church 
also incorporated. 
 

 
8 These are the LCA Inc Constitution, its By-laws and the Model Constitution for Congregations. 

 



Whilst the ecclesial entity dimension of the Church may, in full allegiance to God, protest a law of the 
land considered abhorrent, the incorporated ‘organisation’ side of the Church must always comply 
with society’s legislative and regulatory requirements or risk some form of noncompliance response 
from a civil authority. 
 
UNDERSTANDING ECCLESIAL ENTITIES AND LEGAL STRUCTURES 
 
Together the members and participants of LCANZ are an ecclesial entity – a Church. But unlike some 
other churches, the LCANZ does not have an LCANZ created ecclesial-constitution that governs all its 
parts. Instead, each of its parts have their own ‘constitution’ of some form. One of these constitutions is 
the constitution for LCA Inc. 
 
The political/organisational side of a Church does not conceptually need to be a recognised legal 
entity, but in the modern world it remains best for a Church to maintain certain civil legal structures 
thereby accessing the advantages and protections of those legal structures. 
 
Legal Structures of LCANZ 
As mentioned above, LCANZ has multiple legal structures that civil society recognises and oversights 
through compliance requirements. 
 
For the purposes of this review the pre-eminent legal structure is taken as being the incorporated 
constitution of an ‘organisation’ called the Lutheran Church of Australia Inc (LCA Inc). The LCA Inc 
Constitution is referred to as ‘pre-eminent’ only because it is the focus of this review and because it 
references all the entities that together make up the LCANZ. It is not, in and of itself, more important 
than other LCANZ constitutions in terms of the rationale for and the mission of LCANZ. 
 
The next most important tranche of legal structures in LCANZ that impact this review are those of 
Congregations. This is because congregations are the fundamental unit of LCANZ. Theologically they 
are the church. The constitutions of Congregations are not the subject of this review but they do have a 
significant impact on this review. 
 
The third most important tranche of legal structures in LCANZ are those of Districts. The differing legal 
structures of Districts are not the subject of this review but they do have a significant impact on this 
review. The constitutions of Districts (whether incorporated or not) are part of this review because 
they each stem from a by-law of LCA Inc - the Constitution of the Districts. 
 
The fourth tranche of legal structures and constitutions are those associated with agencies governed 
by some part of LCANZ (such as the Australian Lutheran College, Australian Lutheran World Service, 
Lutheran Schools and some aged care services etc). The constitutions of these entities are not the 
subject of this review but this review could have a significant downstream impact on those entities 
and their constitutions. 
 
Finally, there are legal structures and constitutions of agencies that operate in the name of LCANZ but 
who are self-governing and not under the governance or Member control of any part of LCANZ (such 
as some Lutheran aged care services and disability care services). The constitutions of these entities 
are also not the subject of this review but this review could have a downstream impact on those 
entities and their constitutions as well. 
 
Thus, of the many constitutions within the ‘LCANZ’, this review is focused on the constitution and by-
laws of the incorporated organisation called LCA Inc. 
 
The key legal structures and constitutions that together currently underpin the governance of the 
ecclesial entity that is the Lutheran church of Australia and New Zealand are shown diagrammatically 
below. 
 



Diagram: Key legal structures and ‘constitutions’ that together currently underpin the governance of the 
ecclesial entity that is the Lutheran Church of Australia and New Zealand (noting that constitutions of 
congregations and other LCANZ bodies are not shown in diagram) 

 

 
 
 
 
A CONSTITUTION NEVER EXISTS IN A VACUUM – AND THEY ARE ‘LIVE’ DOCUMENTS 
 
Whilst this phase 1 project focused on the constitutional documents of LCA Inc, constitutional 
documents never exist in a vacuum. 
 
Firstly, they are the end result of discussions about how a particular entity or organisation is to be 
governed for a foreseeable future. Except for minor amendments etc, they shouldn’t be created or 
tinkered with by Members until there is widespread agreement about the model of governance most 
appropriate for the future of the entity. This is a very important point to understand. 
 
Secondly, constitutions are often buffeted by ‘winds of change’ and the job of a constitution is to give 
governance direction to an organisation during any such buffeting until the members of an 



organisation consider the constitution is no longer ‘fit for purpose’ and it has to be updated. More will 
be said about some ‘winds’ later. 
 
Thirdly, constitutions should be regularly reviewed. An ‘out of date’ constitution is no longer an 
effective constitution if it can no longer direct the people of an organisation because it doesn’t have 
clarity or because the people of the organisation no longer ascribe legitimacy to it. A constitution is not 
about being a record of the historical past (that’s the role of archives), rather it is the living instrument 
that is to successfully direct the governance of an entity into its foreseeable future. This too is an 
important point to understand. 
 
UNDERSTANDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ‘CONSTITUTIONS’ AND ‘GOVERNANCE’ 
 
Maintaining quality constitutional documents is part of good governance. 
 
The Church is already called to good governance. As the LCA Governance Framework states (Section 
7.1), “The Church, working under its theological foundations, ecclesial principles and values … is called 
by God to be good stewards of the gifts he provides to it. It is also called to ensure all things are done 
decently and in good order”. 
 
Governance is also not a concept new to the LCANZ. In the 1966 Book of Reports the preamble to the 
adoption of the (then new) LCA Constitution notes (on page 113) “…we adopt this Constitution to 
govern our activity…” 
 
Historically the LCA Constitution in 1966 was in accordance with good governance principles of that 
time. But since the 1980s in particular, good governance principles have progressed in leaps and 
bounds but the LCA Inc as an organisation has not kept up with all those developments and therefore 
some newer principles of good governance have not yet found expression in LCA Inc constitutional 
documents. 
 
It is important that constitutional documents align with principles of good governance because that is 
part of being a properly organised church. In addition, society increasingly expects all organisations 
and agencies to be effectively and properly governed. 
 
So what is considered good governance in today’s world? Remember, constitutionally, LCA Inc is an 
‘organisation’. 
 
UNDERSTANDING THE GOVERNANCE DIMENSION IN ‘ORGANISATIONS’ 
 
There is broad international agreement nowadays as to what ‘good governance’ is even though 
governance is explained slightly differently by differing authorities. Sometimes ‘governance’ is 
described in terms of a ‘framework’ or as ‘principles’ – and sometimes as ‘standards’, ‘guidelines’ or as 
‘duties’ of those persons involved in governance9. 
 
In summary, in relation to a not-for-profit ‘organisation’ (like those of an incorporated legal structure 
within a church, like LCA Inc), the Members of an organisation have a responsibility to ensure that four 
functions are occurring well within the ‘organisation’. 
 
Function 1: Governance oversight by members 
 
Meeting as a group, these people together are generally considered to be responsible for the purpose, 
beliefs, vision, values and constitution of the organisation and for electing persons to a small board 

 
9 Refer authorities such as the Governance Institute of Australia, the Australian Charities & Not-for-profit Commission, the 
Australian Institute of Company Directors etc. This review notes that the ‘principles’ within the LCA Inc’s 2020 version of its 
Governance Framework could be considered as being consistent with modern governance principles and practices. Twelve 
governance principles for the Church are listed, with each principle having indicators of good governance. 



that will govern the organisation on behalf of the Members and society10. The Members are also 
typically responsible for interrogating the Board annually about its work, receiving annual reports 
from the Board and dismissing the Board if required. 
 
Function 2: Governance of the organisation 
 
An organisation is typically governed by a small board of people qualified to govern. The Board is 
accountable for everything that occurs within the organisation. A Board typically delegates operational 
functions to managers but it must keep governance responsibilities for itself. These governance 
responsibilities include ensuring the organisation is staying true to purpose, has a clear framework of 
governance it will follow, has a clear strategic direction, has good policies in place, is implementing the 
(lawful) decisions of members, is financially viable, is compliant to laws and regulations, is managing 
and caring for its people well, is managing risk well, is appropriately engaging with and reporting to its 
members and key stakeholders, and the board is exercising appropriate control and oversight of the 
organisation, always making decisions in an ethical and responsible way. (Note: ‘stakeholders’ are 
those persons or agencies that have a legitimate interest in what the organisation is doing or planning 
to do. They can include service users if the organisation is providing a service, staff, volunteers, 
regulators, local communities etc). 
 
Function 3: Management and administration 
 
In very small and/or financially limited organisations this function is typically undertaken by the 
Board itself (sometimes referred to as a Board of Management). In larger organisations this function 
may be delegated to an executive officer to oversee or carry out. In large organisations this 
responsibility is typically delegated to a Chief Executive Officer or a Managing Director or even to a 
management team. Management’s responsibility is to achieve the accountabilities delegated to it by 
the Board in a lawful, ethical and efficient way, always abiding by the policies and procedures of the 
organisation. Typically these accountabilities are for oversight of the day-to-day operation of the 
organisation. Management includes the roles of manager, supervisor, team leader, team coach etc. The 
chief manager is typically hired, supported, supervised and if necessary, fired by the Board. 
 
Function 4: Mission/service delivery  
 
This is the day-to-day operation of the organisation. In many ways this is the most important function 
as this is the ‘raison d’être’ for the organisation. In volunteer and not-for-profit entities (like a church) 
this function is typically carried out by volunteers as well as, sometimes, by people remunerated for 
their efforts. ‘Management’ oversees this function on a day-to-day basis (mostly to support the people 
involved but also to supervise when necessary). Members, governors and managers should always 
have this ‘raison d’être’ function as their prime focus. 
 
The above is just a brief outline of the key governance functions in an ‘organisation’. These functions 
do not imply that there can’t be a co-operative approach to governance, or that there can’t be a 
respectful, meaningful participation-based culture or that there can’t be a consensus style of decision 
making for most matters. Yes, there can be. 
 
Of course, these ‘functions’ do not necessarily apply to the non-organisation dimension (the spiritual, 
ecclesial dimension) of a church - but as they are sound general governance principles, some of them 
could be used/modified by a church for use in the ecclesial dimension of the Church. 
 

 
10 Board members are accountable to both their members and civil society because society has certain expectations about 
how all organisations should be governed, and if it is an incorporated body, society, through its legislators and regulators, 
require certain compliance related duties of board members. 
 



Expressed another way – this time as governance ‘principles’ - some key principles are: 
 
• Members (or member delegates) of a not-for-profit organisation should properly appoint and 

oversee a small governing body that governs the organisation on their and society’s behalf. 
Members also ensure the governing body reports to them on a regular basis (at least annually). 
Members can also convene themselves for extraordinary reasons (for example to make changes to 
the Constitution). 
 

• The small governing body, operating in trust for the members, governs the organisation on behalf 
of the members in accordance with societal requirements, the organisation’s constitution and the 
organisation’s policies and procedures. The governing body must ensure it is accountable to the 
Members and other key stakeholders. 
 

• Persons appointed to governing bodies have both fiduciary (trustee to the member) duties and 
statutory (societal compliance) duties. These ‘responsible persons’ must be suitable and 
competent to carry out their important governance duties. 
 

• Mandatory policies and procedures of an organisation should be clearly distinguished from non-
mandatory (advisory or optional) policies and procedures. 

 
Some other examples of good governance principles were listed in the Interim Report or can be found 
in the 2020 version of the LCA Governance Framework. 
 
Good governance principles such as these have been known by and considered by boards within 
LCANZ and it was reported that most boards within LCANZ try to operate in accordance with these 
principles as best they can. 
 
 

SECTION 2: BACKGROUND, AIM & SCOPE OF THE PHASE 1 REVIEW 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
After 50 years, the Lutheran Church of Australia Inc (LCA Inc) has undertaken Phase 1 of a significant 
review of its Constitution and By-laws. 
 
The Constitution and By-laws (including the Constitution for Districts) have served the LCA Inc well 
for many years but they are now in need of a significant review for multiple reasons. 
 
Over the last 25 years, multiple amendments have made the documents somewhat complex and 
cumbersome, difficult in places to use and interpret11. This of course was not the intention of the 
changes but rather unintended consequences. Over 50 years, 27 pages of additional information have 
been added – albeit considered important information for inclusion at the time12. In summary, it was 
considered by General Church Council (now General Church Board (GCB)), that a significant review of 
the LCA Inc Constitution and By-laws is warranted. 
 
At its meeting in February 2018, the (then) General Church Council resolved that the Constitution of 
the Church commence being reviewed in the next synodical term. This was reported to the 2018 
Convention of General Synod. In September 2019 the terms of reference for this review was approved 
by GCB. 

 
11 These matters are outlined in Section 4 of this report. 
12 This included a detailed adjudication and appeals article and inclusion of a pastoral approach to the way the call of a pastor 
can be terminated. 



 
RATIONALE & AIM OF THE PHASE 1 REVIEW 
 
Ten reasons why this Review was needed were identified in the terms of reference. During the review 
process itself participants identified further reasons why such a review is needed. 
 
The aim of this Phase 1 project was to identify and analyse the key issues and establish the key 
Principles that will be presented for approval as the framework that will guide the development of a 
new constitutional structure. The overall purpose was to achieve a Constitutional framework that “has 
longevity and reflects who we are, why we exist, how we are governed, is consistent with 
contemporary standards, and which is of such a nature that requires minimal changes over time”. 
 
The Phase 1 Review is the beginning of new work. It is to ensure the LCANZ continues to be 
underpinned by constitutional documents13 that will continue to enable the LCANZ to govern itself 
well and to support the Church in its purposes in the twenty-first century. 
 
The Phase 1 Review builds on and flows out of the work undertaken by the LCA Standing Committee 
on Constitutions (SCOC) and a subsequent working group that reported to GCB. Although not based on 
the outcomes of the 2014 Administrative & Governance (Cleary) Review, this review also builds on 
some of the knowledge gained by that review as well as some of the issues it raised. 
 
TASKS AND SCOPE OF THE PHASE 1 REVIEW 
 
The phase 1 review was to: 
 
1. Define the relevant issues and concerns with the current constitutional arrangements, including, 

but not limited to, the matters raised in the terms of reference; 
 

2. Analyse the identified issues, seek professional advice where necessary, and engage with 
interested parties; 
 

3. Establish the key principles that will underpin the changes to the constitutional framework; 
 

4. Call for and receive submissions from and, as necessary, engage directly with interested parties; 
 

5. Examine any other relevant matters; and 
 

6. Make recommendations in a final report to the General Church Board that would provide guidance 
for engaging with General Synod in 2021. 

 
Where appropriate, the review was to identify and examine constitutional and organisation structural 
arrangements used in other churches. 
 
The scope of work in Phase 1 required an analysis of the following issues in the following areas: 
1. Ecclesial and theological – how we represent the LCA as Church (including the LCA’s self-

understanding of Church and Ministry) 
Governance and accountability (including issues such as authority and powers) 

2. Relationships (including between districts, congregations, institutions, agencies and 
churchwide - and questions about structure) 

3. Legal and compliance (policies, legislation, regulation) 
4. Operations (including finance, personnel). 

 
13 ‘Documents’ plural because not everything should, or can, fit into one document. 
 



 
ASSESSMENT ‘YARDSTICKS’ USED BY THE PHASE 1 REVIEW 
 
The Review regarded Holy Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions as prime ‘yardsticks’ (or ‘lenses’) 
when undertaking the process of analysing issues and concerns raised. 
 
The Review’s other key yardsticks were: 
• the 2018 LCA Constitution and By-laws (including District Constitution and By-laws) 
• the original 1966 LCA Constitution and By-laws (including District Constitution and By-laws) 
• the 1966 and 2018 Model Constitution for Congregations 
• the context of the LCANZ and related churches - both historical and current 
• current acknowledged principles and standards of good governance 
• common sense, and 
• plain English. 

 
 
 
 
  



SECTION 3: CONTEXT, PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT OF CHURCH MEMBERS 
 
A CHALLENGING CONTEXT 
 
Despite it being a difficult period (December 2019 to February 2021) within which to conduct a phase 
1 constitutional review, notably because of severe bushfires in a large area of Australia, the COVID-19 
epidemic and an underlying tension throughout much of the membership of the church to do with 
‘ordination’, progress was able to be made in relation to the terms of reference for this review. 
 
Another dynamic that impacted the review, which was not expected by the lead facilitator, was the 
high level of anxiety/mistrust/fear/anger obvious in some of the contributions and feedback received. 
It appears that some respondents to this review dislike, or are suspicious of, other persons/functional 
units within the Church. 
 
Some respondents were suspicious of GCB and various Churchwide bodies (an example being mistrust 
of all the ‘centralists’). Others were suspicious of the motives of Districts and/or their officers (an 
example being mistrust of the ‘District fiefdoms’). At the same time some officers trying to implement 
good processes at either District or General Church levels complained about congregations ignoring 
LCA By-laws and/or policy and ‘doing their own thing’. Other respondents seemed to be suspicious of 
any change or clarification to the existing constitution because they were either happy with the 
current ambiguities in constitutional documents or they were fearful that any significant review of the 
existing LCA constitution would lead to a ‘watering down’ of Lutheranism. 
 
REVIEW PROCESS 
 
A group of volunteers from within LCANZ that have experience and expertise in governance and 
constitutions was formed to support the work of a facilitator and to provide advice and assistance 
throughout the process14. 
 
In December 2019 a facilitator (Les Stahl) was appointed to lead the Phase 1Review. In summary the 
process followed by the review was: 
• Listening to the views and opinions of review respondents 
• Facilitating analyses of issues and concerns raised during the review; and 
• Prayerfully discerning principles to guide a Phase 2 of the review. 
 
AN INVITATION TO ALL 
 
In 2020 everybody within the LCANZ was invited to engage with this review. 
 
The review was publicised through the church website, church publications, via emails and regular 
communiqués from the LCA Bishop. 
 
Approximately 250 people did actively engage with the review, some representing congregations and 
agencies/boards/commissions etc. 
 
Other groups of people that participated in the review included congregational members, Synod 
delegates, pastors, young people, people involved in cross-cultural ministry, people involved in aged 
care ministry, indigenous ministry, schools ministry, community services ministries, ministry with the 
Deaf, Australian Lutheran World Service, bishops, GCB members, members of the LCA Standing 
Committee on Constitutions, District Administrators and others. 
 

 
14 Refer Attachment1 for a list of review group members. 



Church members engaged with this review by submission, by the completion of a ‘church member’ 
survey or by telephone and video discussions. Young people also provided guidance to this review via 
a ‘young persons’ survey. 
 
These activities were primarily conducted by the facilitator but also by some members of the Review 
Group and most Bishops15. 
 
ADVISORY GROUPS 
 
As part of the Phase 1 review, four volunteer working groups were also established. 
 
The Theological & Ecclesial Issues Assessment Group (IAG) commenced work in addressing the ‘who, 
why, what & how’ matters of a constitution. 
 
The Key Definitions IAG addressed how to best express clearly in a future LCANZ Constitution terms 
like ‘theological’, ‘doctrinal’, ‘confessional’ etc and made recommendations in this regard. 
 
The Membership Criteria IAG proposed an updated definition of Church Member, Voting Member and 
the criterion for a ‘Delegate’ – as well as defining a Principle for Membership. 
 
The Legal & Compliance IAG provided advice about potential future legal structures for the Church as 
well as matters to do with compliance. 
 
In relation to cross-cultural ministry within LCANZ, the LCA Committee on Cross Cultural Ministry had 
several discussions with this review and also provided a guidance report. 
 
The written reports from the above groups were attached to the Interim Report of this review. 
 
In addition, the College of Bishops, the Commission for Social & Bioethical Questions, the Commission 
for Theology and Inter-Church Relations, Lutheran Education Australia, Australian Lutheran World 
Service and the LCA executive team provided guidance to this review. 
 
The Australian Lutheran College also participated through a meeting with a member of the Review 
Group. 
 
Most bishops had one-on-one discussions with the lead facilitator as well as the facilitator joining one 
meeting of the College of Bishops. 
 
Similarly, a number of District Administrators had telephone meetings with the lead facilitator as well 
as the facilitator joining one meeting of the administrators. 
 
The review also examined the constitutional and organisation structural arrangements used in three 
other Australian churches. 
 
ANALYSIS & REVIEW PROCESS 
 
To ensure that issues raised by respondents to this Review were well understood and considered, key 
issues were assessed not just by the reviewer and the review group but also exposed to review by 
working groups, Bishops, and other learned persons and groups within the LCANZ during the review 
period – including by an online forum of 20 LCANZ ‘leaders’ convened in 2020. 
 
Feedback on an Interim Report was also open to all with feedback being encouraged as well as 
facilitated by the bishops. 

 
15 Refer the Interim Report for the results of most of these consultation activities. 



 
A final forum of over 50 leaders within the Church provided feedback in February 2021. 
 
AN INTERIM REPORT 
 
An Interim Report was developed and made available to all. It was a lengthy, two-volume document 
because it was the ‘people’s’ report – it summarised most of what the people of the Church who 
engaged with this review said and discerned. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
This final Phase 1 report outlines the Principles a Phase 2 project should follow in further reviewing 
the constitutional documents of LCA Inc. 
  



SECTION 4: CONSTITUTIONAL DOCUMENTATION ISSUES 
 
Eight categories of documentation issues were identified in relation to the existing LCA Inc 
Constitution and By-laws. Examples are provided below. Issue categories are: 
• Lack of definition of key terms 
• Inconsistencies within the constitution and by-laws 
• Being out of date and/or not reflecting reality 
• Lack of clarity 
• Omissions 
• Duplication 
• Inappropriate language, and 
• Difficult to read & understand. 
 
It needs to be said that some respondents to this review indicated there were no problems in the 
constitutional documents of LCA Inc and that “the meaning of Article ‘such and such’ is well 
understood through custom and tradition”. The problem for the Review was that some of the persons 
engaging with this review sometimes held opposite views as to what ‘well understood’ meant! The 
comments in this report therefore rely, not on implied understanding or reference to non-
constitutional documents but rather just what constitutional text actually states. 
 
LACK OF DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS 
 
As examples, key terms such as ‘synod’, ‘confessional’, ‘theological’, ‘doctrine’, ‘ministry’, ‘mission’, 
‘leadership’, ‘spiritual leader’, ‘advice’/’advise’, ‘guidance’, ‘counsel’, ‘supervision’, ‘general 
supervision’, ‘oversight’, ‘general oversight’, ‘direction’ etc are used but not defined in the LCA Inc 
Constitution. This can lead to people within LCANZ interpreting these terms very differently. This in 
turn leads to frustration and can sometimes cause both interpersonal tensions and arguments within 
the Church. (Sample definitions for some of these terms were offered for consideration in Volume 2 of 
the Interim Report of this review (pp38 & 39)). 
 
These are all important terms. As one example, the existing LCA Inc Constitution outlines the authority 
of General Synod and how it is to operate but the constitution doesn’t state what the role and 
accountabilities of synod are. Because of the absence of a definition of the critical term ‘synod’ in all 
the constitutions of the entities that together make up LCANZ, the agreed synodical basis of these 
separate entities that are collectively and colloquially known as the ‘Lutheran Church of Australia’ is 
constitutionally unclear and therefore, constitutionally, up for interpretation. This is not to say that the 
Church is unclear about what a synod and its purpose is16 – just that that clarity is not expressed in the 
existing LCANZ constitutional documents. 
 
Having these terms defined in other, non-constitutional, documents is insufficient. As LCA Inc has the 
associations structure as its only constitution (LCA Inc has no other higher-order ecclesial constitution 
to refer to), only this document can define these terms with any constitutional authority for the 
organisation that is LCA Inc. 
 
Relying on implied understanding or defining constitutional terms in non-constitutional documents is 
not good constitutional practice for an incorporated entity. 
 
INCONSISTENCIES WITHIN THE CONSTITUTION 
 
There are inconsistencies in the 2018 suite of constitutional documents regarding: 

 
16 Synods and Conventions are the people of God taking seriously the mission and commission of God entrusted to the whole 
church. The particular structure is not divinely mandated, but the need to act synodically is from God and his Spirit. The 
LCA/NZ’s synodical structure is oriented to God’s governance in community. It depends on working together and ‘walking 
together’ in flexible mutual cooperation, under the Lordship of Christ (from CTICR submission). 



• Authority in making changes to the LCA Inc Constitution 
• The authority of GCB in comparison to the authority of DCC/DCBs. 

 
Authority in making changes to the LCA Inc Constitution 
In relation to making changes to the LCA Inc Constitution, a neutral read of the constitution indicates 
that General Synod (as the “highest constitutional authority of the Church”) may no longer be able to 
change parts of the LCA Inc Constitution without first obtaining approval in principle from Districts17. 
 
Although the intention of this amendment when it was introduced may have been only in respect of 
the establishment, delineation or removal of a District, this is not how the words actually read. This 
article can be interpreted as Districts having, in effect, a ‘right of veto’ in relation to any proposed 
legislative or governance changes by General Synod if the District considers the proposed change will 
affect it. The existing words could even be interpreted as enabling districts to be the highest 
constitutional authority in relation to these matters. 
 
This was not the original intent of the 1966 constitution or how people today may interpret the article, 
but nevertheless those words do exist and this is therefore a serious issue in relation to clarity of the 
model of governance wanted by the Church. 
 
If this neutral and objective reading of this article is incorrect then, at the very least, it is clumsily 
written, which is also not good constitutional practice. 
 
The authority of GCB in comparison to the authority of DCC/DCBs 
District Church Councils/Boards (DCBs) may have appropriate delegation in the LCA Inc Constitution 
and Bylaws to govern their District on behalf of their Synod in between synods (viz. “The (District) 
Church Council shall have authority between the Synods to make decisions within the limits 
prescribed in the By-laws” (District Constitution Article 8.3) and “have power between conventions of 
the Synod to deal with matters of urgency...” (District Bylaws Part A, Article 8.6.10). 
 
However General Church Board (GCB) does not have this same level of authority specified in the 
constitution. Unlike the clause relating to DCBs, there is no clause giving GCB “power between 
conventions of the Synod to deal with matters of urgency.” 
 
Yet clearly from the Minutes of GCB, GCB governs on behalf of General Synod, making operational 
decisions in many areas rather than referring most such issues back to general synod delegates for 
decision - as technically perhaps it should, given its limited delegation of authority in the current 
constitution. In practice, LCA Inc could not operate on a month to month basis if GCB didn’t operate as 
it does now and be a governing board, servant to General Synod. 
 
BEING OUT OF DATE AND/OR NOT REFLECTING ACTIVITY AND PRACTICE WITHIN LCANZ 
 
Whilst a constitution is meant to direct governance and through that the actions within the 
organisation, a constitution also needs to accurately reflect acceptable actual activity and practice of 
the organisation – and those activities and practices may change over time. Otherwise a constitution 
can become an out-of-date document that is no longer actually directing governance. A constitution 
should also reflect the ‘best practice’ of its time. 
 
The current LCA Inc Constitution appears to not have kept pace with the changing nature and culture 
within Congregations and other parts of the Church in a number of areas. 

 
17 The 1966 LCA Constitution is clear that General Synod alone (Article XII (1)) can decide to make changes to the 
constitutional documents of the Church but in the 2018 Constitution for Districts (a By-law of the LCA) Articles 11.1 and 
11.2.1 together clearly state “Changes to the … legislative or governance structure of the Church affecting the District… 
initiated by the Church” (ie LCA Inc) require “an in principle agreement (by the District before) the matter shall proceed to a 
General Synod for approval”. 



Examples of matters guided by the current constitution that may be ‘out of date’ and not reflect 
current activity within LCANZ or may not meet ‘best practice’ include: 
• An Object of LCA Inc 
• Membership criteria for congregations 
• Member transfer processes 
• Growth of schools, community services and services to older people – and newer models of 

ministry 
• Use of modern technology 
• Ecclesial discipline processes. 
 
‘Out of date’ Objects of LCA Inc? 
An example here is that for many years Lutheran schools have done more than just ‘provide Christian 
education to congregational members,’ yet Article 3.1.10 continues to read “establish and maintain 
schools and other institutions and to foster all other means whereby the members of the 
congregations receive Christian education.” It would be better constitutional practice to either update 
this object or refocus the work of Lutheran schools onto the education needs of congregational 
members. 
 
Updating Objects is not an uncommon practice – in fact it is good practice every time a significant 
review of a constitution is held to check that all Objects are still up to date and meeting the needs of 
the constituted body. If it is an incorporated body it is also important to check that the constitution 
meets legislative and regulatory requirements as well – this the Church has done on a number of 
occasions since 1966. 
 
Membership criteria for congregations 
An example reported here is that in practice a number of congregations now utilise criteria for 
individual membership of their congregation that are different to those currently stipulated by LCA 
Inc. If this is a widespread practice by a significant number of congregations then this matter should be 
investigated and if necessary, changes made to the constitution accordingly – or reinvigorate the 
traditional process. 
 
(During this phase 1 review a voluntary ‘membership’ working group did propose an updated 
definition of Church Member as well as defining a Principle for Membership. The groups report was 
included in Volume 2 of the interim report of this review). 
 
Member transfer processes 
Many pastors are reported as not adhering to other set processes, an example being member transfer 
processes. Again, if these varied practices are occurring in a widespread way, the Church should either 
decide to reinvigorate existing requirements or vary them – whichever will ensure best practice for 
the Church. 
 
Growth of schools, community services and services to older people – and newer models of 
ministry 
Ministries of witness and service like schools, retirement villages and aged care services, have grown 
dramatically over the years with some of these services being the only ‘congregation’ for a number of 
older Lutherans. Nowadays, Lutheran schools are increasingly the initial point of contact with Christ 
for many young people – their school being their first ‘congregation18. Yet these significant changes in 
church growth and outreach are not reflected in, and therefore not directed by, the constitution. 
 

 
18 This use of the term ‘congregation’ is not meant to challenge the existing definition outlined in the LCA Inc Constitution in 
any way – indeed, some schools and aged care services may well meet the existing constitutional definition of ‘congregation’. 
The term is used here merely to describe an increasing social phenomenon. The key issue here is what should be the Church’s 
response to these changes in the fabric of the church. In relation to young people finding Christ at school, the question may be 
“How can the Church provide an even better ‘second’ Congregation for them?” 



The Constitution also primarily focuses on the traditional model of a healthy and growing 
congregation and does not give much direction or support to the changing nature of congregations and 
newer models of ministry. For example, the Constitution fails to acknowledge the increasing cultural 
background diversity of its congregational members and how that changes ‘practice’ within 
congregations. 
 
The varied forms of ministry conducted by pastors and others within the Church today are also not 
obvious in constitutional documents other than an Article about preaching centres (By-law 4.4). The 
language used in that article of “recognises the existence of” doesn’t provide encouragement for 
models of ministry such as church plants, ministry to Indigenous communities and ministry to the deaf 
etc. This language could be significantly improved. 
 
The Constitution also does not adequately address the reality of an increasing median age of 
congregational members and what this means for volunteer service and cash flow within the Church. 
The Constitution does not give guidance as to how the Church can specifically support the increasing 
number of smaller congregations as well as the needs of those ageing and loyal servants of Christ who 
remain members of the Church. 
 
Use of modern technology 
The current LCA Inc Constitution is not up to date with how the Church actually uses technology on a 
day-to-day basis. For example, it was reported that the constitution currently does not support the 
Church to be able to make decisions efficiently in the modern world (nor a post COVID-19 world) – 
such as being able to make key decisions utilising modern online technologies etc. (The Review 
recognises that GCB is in the process of conducting a postal ballot with General Synod delegates in this 
regard). 
 
Ecclesial Discipline processes 
 
Whilst the LCANZ should wait on the advice from the separate review occurring in relation to this 
matter, this Review considers that the current ecclesial discipline processes of the church could be 
improved to be more consistent with modern best practice in people management and dispute 
resolution. (In relation to ecclesial discipline, three specific procedural recommendations from this 
review were outlined on page 42 in Volume 2 of the Interim Report of this review). 
 
If the Church is not applying best practice in its ecclesial dimension, how can members of the Church 
and/or civil society have confidence the Church is applying best practice in its organisational 
dimension. 
 
LACK OF CLARITY 
 
There are several areas where clarity could be improved in the 2018 suite of constitutional documents 
regarding: 
• the relationship of Districts to the general church function 
• authorities and accountabilities in relation to congregations, and 
• the roles and responsibilities of some bodies and offices within LCANZ. 
 
The relationship of Districts to the general church function 
Relationship issues between the offices and the officers of Districts and general church have featured 
prominently in the concerns raised with this review. These areas of interpersonal difference and/or 
conflict appear to mostly stem from different mindsets and assumptions rather than from 
inconsistencies in constitutional documents - but there is some lack of clarity and omissions in 
constitutional documents that would be useful to improve. 
 



The recent COVID 19 experience within the Church saw some duplication of effort and some perceived 
non-alignment between Districts and the general church function as both parties scrambled to do the 
best for the Church. 
 
Other areas where the responsibilities and accountabilities between Districts and the general church 
function were reported as being unclear and/or causing difficulties included the areas of financial 
management, policy development, personnel policy, constitutional matters and dispute resolution. 
 
LCA Inc constitutional documents remain unclear in explaining the constitutional, legal and 
governance relationship between the legal entity that is LCA Inc and the separate entities of Districts. 
This issue arises because, while the 1966 Constitution clearly implied that Districts only arose & came 
into existence conceptually as a result of the creation of the LCA Inc and that they are a geographically 
specified part of LCA Inc - Districts, in one form or another, also have legally independent entities. 
Some Church members interpret the LCA Inc Constitution as saying Districts are LCA Inc in a specified 
geographic area and, as most are legally separate as well, Districts should be seen as independent 
diocesan–like entities. 
 
This interpretation has a number of potential ramifications for the Church so this lack of clarity in 
existing constitutional documentation should be addressed. For the future, from an organisational 
governance perspective, is the Lutheran church in Australia and New Zealand to be (for example) one 
corporate body or a collection of independent entities, including legally independent Districts, working 
together to be ‘church’. 
 
If it is the latter LCANZ should consider having a joint ‘ecclesial charter’ or a series of memorandums of 
agreements or some other form of legal contract to bind these separate entities into the LCANZ church 
union. Whilst the LCA Inc model constitution for Districts & the Part A by-laws for Districts may be 
continuing to perform this important ‘joining together’ function, there are questions as to whether 
those documents are legally enforceable and whether the current documents are the best 
constitutional way to link the various District entities with LCA Inc. 
 
Some respondents to this review much preferred having an over-arching ecclesial constitution to bind 
all parts of the church together. Certainly they preferred an ecclesial constitution, rather than a by-law, 
being the mechanism for joining districts to the LCA Inc. 
 
Authorities and accountabilities in relation to Congregations 
Regarding the model constitution for Congregations, there are phrases in the model constitution that 
could be improved so they become harmonized with/identical to, the phrases in the LCA Inc 
constitutional documents. For example, the text in the LCA Inc documentation referring to LCA Inc 
having jurisdiction to enlist a congregation’s “wholehearted co-operation in the program approved by 
the Church” and “taking action where persistent disregard of resolutions of LCA Inc or the District is 
evident” do not overtly appear in the model constitution for Congregations - although these matters 
are obligations of congregations given an article that says congregations ‘accept the Constitution and 
By-laws of the LCA Inc and the District’. Having text that is overt and harmonized is better than text 
that is implied and different. 
 
There was reported to this Review that there is also confusion in relation to the responsibilities and 
authorities of LCA Inc versus a District in regard to congregations. Some respondents considered that 
LCA Inc has no authority over congregations as that is the purpose and role of a district. Certainly the 
LCA Inc Constitution says LCA Inc has jurisdiction to enlist a congregation’s “wholehearted co-
operation in the program approved by the Church” (Article 6.7.3) and “taking action where persistent 
disregard of resolutions of LCA Inc or the District is evident” (Article 6.7.4) – but the same document 
also says “each District in its area shall exercise general supervision … over the congregations of the 
Church” (Article 9.3.1). Better clarification of responsibilities would be a constitutional improvement. 
 



If Districts are to ‘exercise general supervision …” it would also be good practice to include that 
statement overtly in the model constitution for congregations – as well as to define what it means. 
 
The roles and responsibilities of some bodies within LCANZ 
It was reported to this review that the current LCA Inc Constitution is not clear in differentiating the 
role, responsibilities, accountabilities and authorities of some key bodies (eg College of Bishops) and 
offices (egthe office of Bishop) in relation to other bodies and offices within the Church. This issue 
involves being clear about ‘who’ is responsible for ‘what’, and ‘who’ has authority to make ‘what’ 
decisions and to ‘whom’ the body/office is accountable. 
 
It was also reported that this lack of clarity has led to frustration and negative interpersonal dynamics 
over the years between key officers of the Church, particularly in the areas of policy, plans, personnel 
management and finances. 
 
As an example, both the name and duties of the College of Bishops (CoB) appears to have changed over 
the years, with the CoB becoming involved in an expanding range of church matters19. It was reported 
that the function, responsibilities, accountabilities and authorities of the CoB require clarification 
especially in relation to its interaction with General Synod, GCB and General Pastors Conference. 
Exactly what do the ‘oversight’ and the ‘leadership’ functions (Article 8.4 and By-law 8.6.2) of the CoB 
mean, especially in relation to the above-mentioned bodies? This matter also links to one of the duties 
of the church-wide Bishop which is described in By-law 8.2.1.1.2. as “exercise oversight of the 
Church…” Additionally, what is the extent of CoB’s authority when it ‘advises’ GCB or a DCB (refer 
By-law 8.6.3.7)? 
 
The roles and responsibilities of some offices within LCANZ 
The current LCA Inc Constitution is both unclear and inconsistent in relation to church administrative 
responsibilities of Bishops (and perhaps other offices). According to the current constitutional 
documents, amongst their other duties, District Bishops are constitutionally also the “the chief 
administrative officer of the District” (District By-law Article 8.1.1.5.) but this responsibility is not 
stated in the Constitution in relation to the church-wide Bishop? 
 
As spiritual leaders within the Church, what should be the administrative responsibilities, if any, of 
Bishops going forward? How much administrative responsibility does the Church want Bishops to 
have in the future? (And how much administrative responsibility do Bishops themselves want?). If 
Bishops are to be the ‘chief administrative officer’, how should Bishops demonstrate their competence 
for such an important and specialist role?  If Bishops are not to fulfill this role in the Church, who 
should? 
 
If bishops are to be the principal administrative officers for their area of service, the increasing 
requirements of administration may consume most, if not all, their time and energy, and the church is 
deprived of the pastoral oversight and theological leadership that it deserves and expects from the 
bishops. Both bishops and congregational members alike advised this review about the seemingly 
increasing ‘desk-bound’ tasks that bishops have to undertake nowadays20. 
 
OMISSIONS 
 
Some important governance processes appear to be absent or expressed inadequately in existing 
constitutional documents including: 
• constitutional compliance re: decision making at General Synod 

 
19 This is not a negative value judgement, just a reported observation. This may be a positive development for the Church 
20 This review was advised that study in this area could well start with the presentation by former Anglican Archbishop of 
Adelaide, Keith Raynor, which is an appendix in the booklet Common Ground, the agreed theological statement between the 
Anglican Church in Australia and the Lutheran Church of Australia (finalised many years ago), and the paper that Dean Zweck 
wrote on the role of the bishop in the life of the church, for the benefit of the CTICR some time ago. 



• clarity re: the relationship between the legal entity that is LCA Inc and the legal entities of the 
Districts. 

 
Constitutional compliance re: decision making at General Synod 
There is a constitutional requirement on General Synod for all its decisions to be “governed by his 
(Jesus Christ) will as revealed in his Word” (Article 6.1). The Constitution however provides no 
direction to General Synod regarding this critical requirement as to how it can assure itself and the 
Members of the Church21 that its decisions are always in accordance with this constitutional 
requirement. That is, no clear ‘assurance’ process is required by the current constitution or by-laws, 
yet assurance processes are a key indicator of good governance. 
 
The Constitution does provide the option for General Synod to seek advice/guidance from General 
Pastors Conference, but there is no constitutional requirement for General Synod to always do so –  
or to heed any such advice/guidance22. 
 
The absence of a clear ‘assurance’ process for this matter allows church members to have different 
views about how Synod should go about meeting this requirement. 
 
Some consider theological and ecclesial teaching is received by pastors in conference (as shepherds of 
the church) with their discernment then being respectfully adopted by the Church. Others consider 
final theological & ecclesial discernment and decision making should occur through prayer and 
discussion at a Convention of General Synod, not through the pastors gathered in conference. These 
respondents reported that there is nothing particularly ‘Lutheran’ about a General Pastors Conference. 
 
If no clear process is to be specified in constitutional documents, it will be up to each general synod to 
make its own synodical decision about this process matter. 
 
At synod, the spiritual and synodical nature of the church comes into view: the Holy Spirit guides and 
directs the church. In faith, relying on the Spirit’s wisdom, the church trusts its synod to be guided by 
God, and receives its decisions. It involves ordinary Christian people in spiritual discernment of 
temporal matters. Their human giftedness and expertise is important, but is not the decisive thing, 
even though the Spirit makes use of the special expertise and giftedness of those who walk together in 
Synod, egtheologians, financiers, administrators etc. 
 
So, is there a need for any additional statements to be included in constitutional documents to clarify 
how LCANZ makes theological decisions in accordance with Holy Scripture? 
 
Clarity re: the relationship between the legal entity that is LCA Inc and the legal entities of the 
Districts 
All LCA Districts have some form of legal entity recognised by the State. 
 
For most Districts, it may be under the auspices of these separate legal entities that the District is 
approving membership of the LCA Inc (in the name of the Church), managing property and banking 
funds from LCA Inc Members (congregations). This may be occurring without any written agreement 
between these separate legal entities and the legal entity that is LCA Inc. It’s as if the LCA Inc has 
outsourced these critical organisational functions to separate legal entities without having a ‘contract 
of service’ or ‘memorandum of agreement’ or some other form of written agreement with them. 
 
Whilst it is understandable why these matters are not spelt out in the existing Constitution (as LCANZ 
sees itself as ‘one’ Church working together harmoniously with its own internal dispute resolution 
process), because each District has a legal entity unique to itself - and LCA Inc is a separate legal entity 

 
21 ‘Assurance to Members’ is simply good governance practice but is not currently required by current constitutional 
documents. 
22 As General Synod is the highest constitutional authority of the Church (Article 7.1) 



- such matters should be addressed, at least succinctly, in constitutional or other documents. While 
recourse to key constitutional statements such as proposed here is never usually needed when things 
are going well, they are sorely missed if there is ever a need for them and they are absent. 
 
In the Church of today and tomorrow, where some parts of the church may be growing while other 
parts decline, disputes can arise over routine matters such as membership, membership information, 
financial information and the flow of funds etc. As an example scenario only, what is the process LCA 
Inc will follow if the legal entity of a District decides to withhold an annual flow of funds from the 
District to LCA Inc? The LCA Inc Constitution and its By-laws may not provide sufficient direction for 
this matter - other than what is stated in relation to the internal judicial system of LCA Inc. 
 
As another example, what is the course of action LCA Inc is to take if it considers a current District 
requires ‘guidance’? Whilst a District is clearly not a ‘middle management’ function like in a corporate 
entity, how is LCA Inc meant to have dialogue with a District in these circumstances. There are a 
number of options but the LCA Inc constitutional documents appear not to provide adequate guidance 
here. 
 
As mentioned earlier, this issue also raises the extent to which Districts are autonomous governing 
bodies within LCANZ (as well as being separate legal entities) or whether they are a part of LCA Inc 
coming under the direction of General Synod? Certainly Districts used to provide a report to General 
Synod but since 1984 they no longer do so 
and no such direct ‘reporting’ relationship between Districts and General Synod is specified in the 
constitution. 
 
It is clear that the LCA Inc Constitution divides LCA Inc into Districts (Article 9.1). The LCA Inc 
Constitution also gives Districts authority for the general supervision of Congregations in its area 
(Article 9.3.1). Whilst Districts have to collaborate with the Officials and boards of LCA Inc in carrying 
out the work undertaken by LCA Inc (Article 9.3.2), the District has power and authority to carry out 
its Objects (DC Article 6.1) in accordance with the Constitution and By-laws of LCA Inc (DC Article 6.2). 
There is very little else in the LCA Inc Constitution that talks about Districts coming under the 
direction or control of LCA Inc. 
 
There is Article 9.3.3 – but is it enforceable? That is, are those Districts that are legally separate 
entities allowed by civil law to “carry out such additional duties and responsibilities as are assigned to 
the Districts in the by-laws of LCA Inc or by resolution of LCA Inc (that is, by a separate organisation)? 
 
So, while Districts are clearly part of the ecclesial entity that is LCANZ, are Districts self-governing 
entities or administratively part of LCA Inc and under its direction? 
Constitutionally at least, the question remains alive because of lack of clarity in existing LCA Inc 
constitutional documents. 
 
The reality discussed in this section means that the constitutional context of the Districts must be 
taken into account as the Church reviews the Constitution of LCA Inc. 
 
DUPLICATION? 
 
The list of Objects for each District is identical to the list of Objects for LCA Inc. Currently each District 
Constitution also says: “The District accepts the Objects of the Church and shall promote them within 
its assigned area. These Objects are to . . .” 
 
But just as the Objects for LCA Congregations23 are tailored for the purposes of a congregation, the 
question was raised in this review as to whether it would be better, in the ‘model’ constitution for 
Districts, to tailor those Objects too to the core purposes of a District (rather than just provide an 

 
23 As specified in the model constitution for congregations. 



identical set of Objects to those in the LCA Inc Constitution)? It appears that the answer to this 
question depends on the answers to questions raised earlier in regard to the function and governance 
autonomy or otherwise of Districts. 
 
If a District is to be the Church in an agreed geographic area, (as the Constitution states the Church is 
“divided into Districts”), then having identical Objects is probably wise. But if a District is to perform a 
different role to that performed by general church, then tailored Objects may well be better. 
 
Certainly, it is understandable why District Objects are currently identical to the Objects of LCA Inc, 
viz., this was done to emphasize the oneness of the Church - it tells us that we are ALL together on 
them, NOT individually going separate ways. But this very act of Object equivalence muddies the 
differing functions of general church viz-a-viz Districts. This Object equivalence has been interpreted 
by some respondents to this review as evidence that Districts should see themselves as separate, self-
governing, diocesan-like bodies. 
 
Another perspective here is that in the modern world of governance, Objects are taken very seriously 
and they are there to be actively worked towards, if not achieved, by the organisation concerned. If we 
maintain the current Objects of Districts and apply modern governance principles to them, this would 
require Districts, among other activity, to be actively working to “provide pastors and teachers and 
other church workers for service in the Church and its congregations, and for this purpose to establish 
and maintain institutions for their training”. Is this really a fundamental object for Districts to achieve 
going forward? 
 
These matters are relevant matters to considered in a ‘50-year’ review. 
 
INAPPROPRIATE LANGUAGE? 
 
Many respondents to this review considered that the tone and language used in the existing LCA Inc 
Constitution, while acceptable perhaps in a standard legal document, is too legalistic and insufficiently 
welcoming to be used in a constitution for a church. In part this issue prompted some respondents to 
recommend having a more appropriately worded ecclesial charter for the LCANZ, leaving legalistic 
language to be constrained to any required legal structure document of LCA Inc. 
 
Some respondents reported that in their opinion it was unfortunate that the existing LCA Inc 
Constitution describes the Church as being “divided into Districts” as they consider that this is what 
has indeed happened - and this has led to somewhat of a ‘divided’ church - with separate legal entities. 
These respondents called for a better, more positive description of the relationship between Districts 
and general church. 
 
DIFFICULT TO READ AND UNDERSTAND 
 
Most respondents reported that the existing Constitution is difficult to read and understand in places. 
It was noted that over the last half century, 27 pages of additional information have been added. 
 
Whilst respondents accept that some parts of a Church constitution require precise and detailed 
language, they considered that as a church constitution it should be readable and understandable by 
all church members – and where possible, to be inspiring as well. 
 
Many respondents felt that much of the detailed information such as duty statements for offices of the 
Church, terms of reference for bodies within the church and operational procedures would be better 
placed in church policy documents rather than in the constitution of the Church. 
 
These issues underscore the importance of the Church reviewing how it can best have an easy to read 
and understand constitution while at the same time having sufficient detail to ensure consistency and 



compliance throughout the church to both ecclesial and regulatory requirements. Several ways of 
achieving these seemingly competing objectives were suggested during this review (and are 
summarised later in this report). 
 
 
 
SECTION 5: ‘WINDS FOR CONSIDERATION’ 
In addition to the above outlined documentation issues within the existing constitution, and in part 
because of them, there are ‘winds for consideration’ buffeting the Church for discernment and decision. 
Seven ‘winds’ identified by this Phase 1 project are outlined below. They are: 
1. The documentation issues in the current constitution need fixing. 
2. Who are we as a Church? 
3. Is the current constitutional framework the right framework for the future of LCANZ? 
4. Do the current structures in the Church reflect the LCANZ view about its ecclesiology? 
5. We need to be clearer about other aspects of our theology. 
6. How can the Church be more cost effective and viable? and 
7. As the Light in the World we need to shine brightly with good governance. 
 
WIND 1: THE ISSUES IN THE CURRENT CONSTITUTION NEED FIXING 
 
The first wind is a significant general unease about the documentation and wording issues in the 
existing constitutional documents as outlined in the preceding section and a desire for those 
irregularities to be fixed. 
 
WIND 2: WHO ARE WE NOW AS A CHURCH – AND FOR THE FUTURE? 
 
The question of ‘who makes up the LCANZ in the 21st century’ appears to be an active area of 
discussion between members of the Church. This is an important question, not the least because the 
‘flow on’ effects from this answer impacts who has the right to be a Member of the Church as well as 
potentially having a vote at decision making forums within the Church. This issue involves such 
matters as the Lutheran understanding of what a congregation is; the changing nature of faith 
communities and worship (including online ‘congregations’); and the decline in traditional 
congregations with the concomitant continuing growth in Lutheran ministries such as education, aged 
care and community services. 
 
There appears to still be widespread understanding that the fundamental unit within LCANZ is the 
congregation. The existing LCA Inc definition of a congregation appears also widely accepted viz. “a 
group of persons adhering to the Lutheran Faith who regularly meet for the administration of the 
Means of Grace and who have constituted themselves as an organised body by the adoption of a 
constitution” (Article 1.2.2). Article 4 makes it clear that “the membership of the Church shall consist 
of congregations of baptized members” that are bound together by faith. 
 
Whilst the current definition of congregation in the constitution is fairly broad, it is not applied within 
the Church in its broadest sense. What should be the status of new forms of ‘congregation’? What 
about those schools and aged care services (for example) that may meet the constitutional definition 
and where Word and Sacrament genuinely drives their day-to-day ministry – and where for many 
people, young and old, those services are the centre of Christ’s ministry with them? Many older 
Lutherans now ‘congregate’ in aged care facilities with some receiving communion from the Chaplain. 
Some young people first find Christ in the ‘congregation’ of their Lutheran school. 
 
This issue is made more significant when the current trends in relation to Lutheran congregations, 
schools and aged care services are taken into account. The number of viable Lutheran congregations 
appears to be decreasing over time. The number and financial size of Lutheran schools and aged care 
services is increasing. A key question here is, if all current Lutheran congregations closed over the next 



30 years but Lutheran schools and aged care services continued to thrive, would the LCANZ continue 
to exist?  This raises the question of what is church in the 21st Century.24 
Does the Church need to broaden its view of what a congregation is? Do all congregations have to be 
formally constituted? Is a permanent physical location such as a church building required? Is a 
congregation simply where believers gather together to appropriately receive and share the gospel, 
worship and receive the means of grace? 
 
Currently the interpretation by the Church of its broad constitutional definition of a ‘congregation’ 
appears to be that, to be recognised as a congregation, the purpose of that constituted group must be 
substantially about meeting for the administration of the Means of Grace. This interpretation of the 
existing definition means that groups like schools and aged care services are not accepted as 
‘congregations’ even though they may contain congregational members. They are seen as constituting 
the church only insofar as the members of the church have delegated particular functions of the church 
to these services. 
 
If this interpretation is to continue this raises the question of the future relationship of the Church 
with these ministries. If these growing ministries of the Church are to continue as part of the Church 
should there be another class of membership within LCANZ for these ministries? Or could a group of 
people who meet in school or aged care premises substantially for the administration of the Means of 
Grace be accepted as a Lutheran congregation? 
 
WIND 3: IS THE CURRENT CONSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK THE RIGHT FRAMEWORK FOR THE 
FUTURE OF LCANZ? 
 
The third wind asks questions about whether the current constitutional framework being used by the 
church is the right framework for LCANZ for the future, that is, should LCANZ continue using a secular 
model framework only? 
 
Since 1966 the constitution for the Church has contained both ecclesial and organisational governance 
requirements of the Church in one suite of documents (a constitution and three sets of By-laws). These 
constitutional documents are supported ecclesially by doctrinal statements and theological opinions 
and administratively by church-wide policies and procedures. 
 
According to the CTICR’s submission to this review there is theological reason and mandate for the 
spiritual and legal aspects of the Church being contained in a single legal document, as in the current 
constitution. By its very nature the church expresses and lives out its spiritual life and mission in this 
world, in temporal reality. In the church, the two exist in an integrated and often mysterious whole. 
 
But this doesn’t mean that housing constitutional and governance information in multiple documents 
(as the Church does now anyway) necessarily separates the Church’s theology and spiritual life from 
its temporal governance (ie separating the spiritual and temporal). A church is unified and whole 
primarily by the actions or otherwise of its people, not whether some documents focus on the ecclesial 
while other documents focus on the temporal dimension of a church. 
 
After a year of consultations, perhaps the most substantive constitutional issue is the existing 
constitutional framework of the LCANZ itself. It was reported that the key problem with the LCA 
constitution and by-laws is that, like many Lutheran constitutions in the English-speaking world, the 
constitution is deficient in that it defines the Church’s self-understanding and its internal relationships 

 
24 The Lutheran Confessions teach that the church is present where the Gospel is preached and the sacraments 
administered according to the Gospel, creating the communion of saints through Jesus Christ. But the church is more 
than merely an arrangement for preaching and administering the sacraments. It is rather a total life, encompassing 
many different ways of living and serving that also seeks expression in many different forms. The proclamation of the 
Gospel and administration of the Sacraments are not present as isolated entities but they are embedded 
in the living totality. 



from the perspective of governance and not ecclesiology. Whilst clear ‘governance’ is critical in a 
constitution (as that is what a constitution is all about), in a church’s constitution, governance must be 
consistent with, and flow from appropriate ecclesiology. 
 
As the existing LCA Inc constitution is the constituting governance documentation for an organisation, 
three major problems arise from the LCANZ’s existing constitutional framework. 
 
‘Church’ is more than an incorporated association 
 
Firstly, the constitutional framework of LCA Inc is a secular framework, not an ecclesial framework. 
This type of constitutional framework exists for groups of people who wish to constitute an 
organisation that is recognised as having certain rights by the State, that is, an incorporated body. 
Accordingly the existing Constitution of LCA Inc defines the term ‘Church’ as only being ‘LCA Inc’ –  
yet ‘Church’ clearly does not simply equate to LCA Inc. 
 
Whilst this framework may have been adequate for the LCANZ to utilise in 1966, it now poses multiple 
issues for the LCANZ as the requirements of good governance have advanced since 1966. 
 
Also, trying to contain both the Church’s ecclesial governance requirements and its secular governance 
requirements in the one document could be likened to a person trying to serve two masters. This 
review was advised that it may be better to have an unincorporated ecclesial constitution for the 
LCANZ (called, say, a Church Foundations Charter) that meets the ecclesial needs of the church and to 
continue to maintain a more concise incorporated constitution (or constitutions) to meet secular legal 
requirements on LCANZ. 
 
A Lutheran Constitutional framework should be based on Lutheran ecclesiology 
Secondly, some respondents to this review have argued that whatever governance framework (and 
therefore constitutional framework) LCANZ arrives at, it should be based on church ecclesiology. That 
is, rather than starting with a secular constitutional framework and trying to make that ‘fit’ the church, 
the LCANZ should discuss and agree on the best ecclesial framework for a Lutheran Church in the 21st 

century and only then, create legal documents, where required, to support the ecclesial framework. 
 
This does not mean that the pre-eminent constitution of the LCANZ needs to include every aspect of 
ecclesiology (as that is the role of the Lutheran Confessions and theological statements of the Church). 
It does mean that the LCANZ has a choice as to how to structure its constitutional documents and how 
to best structure the governance of the LCANZ – and that those decisions should be based on 
ecclesiology, not just by adopting a secular approach to a constitutional framework – where Church is 
simply defined as LCA Inc. 
 
Some respondents considered that an ecclesial based constitution would be both more inspiring and 
more unifying than maintaining the current framework. 
 
The Constitution should be able to unify the multiple legal structures of the LCANZ 
Thirdly, since constituting the new Church in 1966 not only did LCA Inc become incorporated as a 
legal entity, each ‘District’ also formed separate legal entities in their own right in one way or another. 
As there is no overarching ecclesial constitution for LCANZ (refer point one above), this means that, in 
reality, there are multiple separate legal entities that together, in accordance with their own legal 
documents, underpin the governance of the ecclesial entity that is LCANZ. Refer diagram on page 19. 
 
This reality is increasingly leading to governance tensions within LCANZ. This is because, in part, 
separate legal entities can lead to a culture of separateness. (It is noted that, whilst there may be good 
reasons for each District to have separate legal entities, the original 1966 constitution was written as if 
LCA Inc was to operate as one organisation, with Districts simply being the geographic arms of LCA 
Inc). 
 



It was considered another reason for having a pre-eminent ecclesial constitution was that Lutherans, 
in their practice, habitually determine how they should proceed by referencing biblical and 
confessional teaching—not by consulting, in the first instance, constitutional ‘goals and objectives’. 
The Church currently expresses the radically integrated reality of the church in multiple documents. It 
is just important that, like now, the Church should ensure that future documents do not imply or 
encourage a sterile dualism between the spiritual and temporal dimensions of the Church. 
 
A further reason for having an ecclesial constitution suggested by some respondents was that, in their 
view, it was more likely that civil requirements on a constitution would require updating more often 
than the theological requirements. By having the legal structure document separate from the ecclesial 
document this would reduce the number of times the ecclesiology of the church is caught up in a 
constitutional update. 
 
In conclusion, while the current LCA Inc Constitution and By-laws may outline a governance model for 
the Church, that is, a secular based ‘associations’ model, the model may not be in harmony with 
Lutheran ecclesiology. This is why some respondents to this review advocated for a pre-eminent 
ecclesial charter for the Church – a document that would describe the ecclesial nature of the Church in 
a way that all legally separate parts of the Church could easily adopt. Having an ecclesial charter would 
also allow greater reference to the teachings of the church than that which is included in the current 
constitution. 
 
WIND 4: DO THE CURRENT ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURES IN THE CHURCH REFLECT THE 
LCANZ VIEW ABOUT ITS ECCLESIOLOGY? 
 
The fourth wind also asks fundamental questions: Do our current organisational structures best reflect 
the LCANZ view about its ecclesiology? Can the roles and relationships between our structures such as 
congregations, districts and general church be more ecclesially sound?  What is the future of the Office 
of Ministry? etc. 
 
As mentioned in the previous section, some respondents raised their concern that the current model of 
governance promulgated by the current constitution may not be ecclesially appropriate for the LCANZ 
and that therefore this issue should be fully discussed before the constitution is updated. 
 
The Confessions teach that Church organisation belongs in the area of Christian freedom (adiaphora —
those things that are neither commanded nor forbidden in God's Word). Christian freedom, however, 
can be misused. Not any Church order, not any kind of constitution is acceptable to the Lutheran 
Church. Both Scripture and Confession teach that the Church is created and preserved by the pure 
doctrine of the Gospel and the administration of the Sacraments in accordance with the Gospel of 
Christ; these are the outward marks by which the existence of the Church at any time or place can be 
recognised (TA V,8). 
 
At least four gusts of this wind were observed by this project. They are: 
• ecclesiology-based church structures 
• the future of the Office of Ministry 
• role of Bishops in the 21st century (especially re decision making and administrative 

responsibilities) 
• an independence (ignore the rules if necessary) dimension of Lutherans? 
 
Ecclesiology-based church structures 
In order to develop a quality constitution for a church, the church's ecclesiological design - its self-
understanding as it were, needs to be clear and agreed. That is, constitutional documents of Lutheran 
churches should be ‘orientated’ towards the foundational unit or entity of the church. 
 
So, what is the church's foundational unit or entity? 
 



It was reported that if approached from the perspective of ecclesiology, it would be approached on the 
basis of Augsburg Confession Article 7 etc. The ‘church’ in Lutheran confessions is defined as the 
gathering of God's people around God's Word and the Sacraments - that is, the place where God's 
Word is preached and the sacraments are administered – the local congregation/parish. 
 
Yet it seems that in many constitutions of Lutheran churches globally, the foundational unit of the 
denomination is represented as ‘synodical’, not the congregation. In other words, in many 
constitutions 'there seems to be a general tendency... that the synod is regarded as the "basic" form of 
community that underlies the existence and mission of the church as a whole' (Purwanto 2020). In 
Purwanto's words, this is a kind of 'synodalism.' 
 
While the LCANZ is not a ‘congregationalist’ church, as LCANZ congregations choose to walk together 
as synod, congregations are still the foundational unit or entity of the LCANZ. 
 
This understanding and orientation of LCANZ constitutional documents is a critical first step before 
then defining the relationships between the various parts of the LCANZ, especially between 
congregations, districts and church-wide functions. Only then can the most appropriate structural 
arrangements within the Church be designed. 
 
But the unclear/inconsistent wording in the existing LCA Inc Constitution has led people having 
multiple different interpretations as to how the LCANZ should be governing itself now. Multiple 
different interpretations were reported to this review. Three are summarised below by way of 
example. 
 
Interpretation 1: Some see LCANZ as a ‘one organisation’ Church and would prefer the existing 
constitution be interpreted as a corporate-like structure where, ideally, district offices acted as the 
regional offices of LCA Inc, with District Synods and District offices falling within the purview of 
General Synod, and when necessary, General Church Board. 

 
Interpretation 2: Some see LCANZ as, ideally, being a group of diocesan-like Districts (consisting of 
congregations), where Districts serve congregations and general church serves the Districts. 
 
Interpretation 3: Some see LCANZ as mirroring the Australian political system of local councils 
(Congregations), states (Districts) and the federal government (General Church). This interpretation 
sees each type of entity as having different functions and being ‘sovereign’ in their own right – only 
agreeing to work together when there is agreement between the parties to do so. 
 
There are advantages and disadvantages to each of these interpretations. The failure of the existing 
LCA Inc constitutional documents is that they are written in a way that allows these differing 
interpretations by church members. 
 
In addition, the current legal and organisational structures within the Church are seen by a number of 
church members as dysfunctional. 
 
In relation to other churches, the diocesan model has a long history. From enquiries made by this 
review, the diocesan based Anglican Church of Australia appears to be becoming increasingly more 
unified through greater consistency in canon law. 
 
In contrast, the high levels of autonomy in congregations and the significant authority of state 
conferences in the Churches of Christ also appears to work (noting that State Conferences have now 
adopted ‘company’ rather than ‘association’ legal structures). 
 
The multi-level structures in the Uniting Church in Australia are supported by state property trusts 
and there is an increasing use of the company structure within UCA. The large number of structures 
participating in governance within the UCA despite the obvious advantages of such collaboration, 



appear to continue to be an issue in terms of finding an adequate number of appropriate people to 
populate all positions. 
 
Even the National Council of Churches in Australia has undergone governance modernization and it 
now has a relatively small governing Board and the much larger triennial Forum is now consultative 
and not authoritative. 
 
The future of the Office of Public Ministry 
One key area of concern facing the LCANZ and its future shape is the office of the public ministry— 
concerns include the training, role, and authority of pastors. There are many aspects of this issue that 
the Church is discussing. For example, there is a growing shortage of pastors, a growing number of 
SMPs, and pressure to ordain church planters, who are not fully trained. The LCANZ is getting new 
candidates for ministry training at a rate the church might expect for its size, but it is not nearly 
enough for the needs of the church. There is the question of licensing lay people for word and 
sacrament ministry, as a way to serve congregations who cannot sustain a paid pastor. 
 
According to the Theses of Agreement (TA 6), the office of ministry is central to the church’s nature 
and operation. 
 
Role of Bishops in the 21st century 
The passing reference in the Constitution that District Bishops are also the ‘chief administration 
officer’ of the district (District Bylaws Part A, Article 8.1.1.5), while there is no such reference in 
relation to the position of church-wide Bishop, opens up the discussion as to how much administrative 
work does the church want bishops to undertake – and how competent does the Church want bishops 
to be in organisational management? 
 
Many people raised the issue that Bishops are increasingly being perceived as becoming distant from 
and potentially unknown by, their ‘flock’ because of modern governance and administrative 
requirements being placed on them. Church member respondents who reported they were skilled in 
business and/or governance considered that there were several options that the church could 
embrace to release Bishops to better fulfill their primary role. 
 
Other respondents were concerned that there needs to be much greater clarification about the future 
role of Bishops in both the ‘organism’ and the ‘organisation’ sides of the Church before the constitution 
is updated. 
 
Yet other respondents considered that going forward, all Bishops should be decided through general 
synod, with the bishops working together as a team. 
 
An ‘independence’ dimension of Lutherans? 
Some respondents raised the issue that because of their beliefs and traditions many Lutherans can, as 
individuals and as groups of people, be described as somewhat ‘independent thinkers’ – even ignoring 
rules if they consider them inappropriate or bad. It was reported that this ‘independence culture’ 
needs to be taken account of when updating constitutional documents. 
 
WIND 5: WE NEED TO BE CLEARER ABOUT SOME OTHER ASPECTS OF OUR THEOLOGY 
 
The fifth wind is confessional in nature. At least three gusts of this wind were observed by this project. 
They are: 
• gender-based ordination 
• theological governance authority of pastors 
• confessional issues. 
 



Gender-based ordination 
 
The gender-based ordination issue, whilst it may be a fundamental theological and viability issue for 
the Church is not, in itself, a fundamental constitutional documentation problem. If the Church were to 
change its view on this matter, it could be as simple as changing the term ‘men’ to ‘persons’ in 
constitutional documents (for example). 
 
While it would obviously be better if this important issue was fully resolved before the constitution  
is updated, the constitutional review, in and of itself, doesn’t need to cease because of ongoing 
discussions around the ordination issue – as this report has highlighted, there are a number of other 
constitutional issues also requiring significant discussion. 
 
Theological governance authority of pastors 
 
The issue of how much authority do pastors have in determining theological statements of the Church 
has more of an impact on a constitutional review. Currently there appears to be two divergent views 
within the Church on this matter. The current constitution is half clear on this matter and half not 
clear. 
 
The Constitution is clear in so far as it places the highest authority for decision making within the 
organisation called LCA Inc with General Synod, not pastors. The Constitution is unclear in relation to 
this matter in that it also requires General Synod to ensure that all decisions made are governed by the 
will of God as revealed in His Word – but the constitution is silent on how General Synod can assure 
itself that it is meeting this constitutional requirement (other than by the option25 of seeking the 
advice of General Pastors Conference). 
 
Confessional issues 
Some respondents to this review argued for the Church to be more honest and brave and to enter into 
discussions within the Church about the universal applicability of/current interpretations of, some 
statements within the Lutheran Confessions. 
 
In relation to these raised issues, whilst they should be followed up by the Church, they probably will 
have little impact on any constitutional review, unless the Church wishes to vary Article 226. Even if the 
Church did want to make a change to a future ‘Article 2’, or add additional articles, whilst potentially 
theologically significant, the inclusion of new agreed text, from an editing perspective, would most 
likely be a minor matter. 
 
For clarity to the reader of this report, no change to Article 2 is proposed by this project. 
 
WIND 6: HOW CAN THE CHURCH BE MORE COST EFFECTIVE AND VIABLE 
 
The sixth ‘wind’ is future Church viability. At least three gusts of this wind were observed by this 
project. They are: 
• Ageing and declining congregational membership 
• Lack of pastors 
• Cost of church structures (need for more cost-efficient processes & structures). 

 

Ageing and declining congregational membership 
As mentioned earlier, concerns were expressed to this review about the ageing trend of congregational 
membership. In part it was claimed that the church’s failure to better embrace people from diverse 
backgrounds and diversity generally, is contributing to this decline. Certainly this project received 

 
25 Seeking such advice is currently an option for General Synod because it is not mandated in the current constitution that 
Synod must seek the advice of General Pastors Conference. 
26 This review understands Article 2 is considered fundamental and unalterable in intent and meaning. 



written responses from people, young and old, male and female, who shared their story of how they 
felt unwelcome or ‘invisible’ within the Church. 
 
Other respondents advised that the traditional model of congregation is an outdated model of 
congregating for Word and Sacrament and that the Church needs to adapt or it will decline. 
 
Lack of pastors 
The desire for more pastors was a strong plea especially by people from small congregations. 
 
New models of pastoral ministry were also suggested as a practical solution to this critical issue, 
especially from small rural Lutheran congregations where a number are in reality ‘multi-
denominational’ congregations (being the only Christian congregation operating in some 
communities). 
 
Cost of church structures 
Many respondents argued it is time (or past time) for the Church to significantly reduce its costs and 
organisational structures if it is to survive into the future. Several options for achieving this goal were 
suggested. 
 
This ‘viability wind’ should have a significant impact on any updating or rewriting of the LCA Inc 
Constitution otherwise the updated constitution risks not being ‘fit for purpose’. 
 
WIND 7: AS THE LIGHT IN THE WORLD WE NEED TO SHINE BRIGHT WITH GOOD GOVERNANCE. 
 
The Theses of Agreement (TA V, 1-9) clearly spells out the spiritual yet corporeal reality of the Church. 
Scripture knows only one church. This Church is essentially a spiritual communion of believers, yet 
this church also has a real, concrete existence in the world, although it is hidden in the world. The 
temporal dimension of the Church is fully part of the whole that is the Church. The governance of the 
temporal dimension of the Church is not an ‘option’ that can be discarded. 
 
Whilst good governance is a civil requirement, the Church is also called to good governance as noted 
earlier in this report. 
 
Three governance issues were shared with this review being: 
• developments in governance 
• management practices (especially personnel) 
• societal expectations that all organisations be administered lawfully, ethically, fairly and 

effectively. 
 
Developments in governance 
An objective assessment of the Church from a governance perspective would indicate that, despite the 
many very positive attributes within the Church, that it may be deficient in a few areas in relation to 
modern standards of good governance. 
 
Examples here include the role and responsibilities of Members of an Association (like the LCA Inc). In 
an Association, Members (or their Delegates) have an important function of overseeing the governance 
of the Association especially in the areas of deciding and/or updating the constitution and the vision, 
values and strategic policies of the organisation – and for electing, overseeing and (when necessary) 
dismissing the governing board of the organisation. Ideally Member delegates to General Synod should 
be competent and committed to carry out these important duties. 
 
The constitutional arrangements regarding the governing body need to be clear in constitutional 
documents. As per the examples raised earlier in this report, the accountabilities and authorities of the 
boards within the Church are somewhat unclear and inconsistent within existing constitutional 
documents. 



 
The existing constitution also does not currently follow the modern governance practice of minimising 
by-laws and having details of governance processes outlined in organisation-wide policies instead. If 
the Church adopted this modern practice, the Church’s current by-laws would not be lost – they would 
simply move to either become part of the updated constitution itself or become mandatory church-
wide policies & procedures. 
 
Management practices (especially personnel) 
The personnel practices within the LCANZ came in for criticism by many persons – volunteers, pastors, 
administrators and bishops. 
 
Although many issues were raised and some were outlined in the Interim Report of this review27, this 
is clearly an area that the Church and its constitution should better direct. 
 
Some of the issues raised included: 
• parts of the Church allegedly treating some congregational and office workers as volunteers when 

possibly they should be paid for their regular, ongoing work; 
• unsatisfactory experiences in relation to the implementation of Church personnel practices in 

relation to pastors; and 
• dissatisfaction with alleged differing processes followed and differing decisions arrived at by 

different bishops and administrative offices in relation to similar personnel matters. 
 

Societal expectations that all organisations are administered lawfully, ethically, fairly and 
effectively 
It was the view of some respondents that for the education of church members, the LCA Inc 
Constitution should more adequately highlight the importance of the above societal expectations on 
the Church. ‘Societal requirements’ are defined here as legislative and regulatory requirements as well 
as the societal expectation that Churches, like all organisations, will be governed and managed well. 
 
Certainly, civil requirements on the Church continue to develop as evidenced by changes to the 
existing constitution over the years brought about through royal commissions, legislative and/or 
regulatory changes. 
 
The importance of ensuring procedural fairness throughout the LCANZ was another matter raised. 
 
 
SECTION 6: LEARNINGS AND RESULTS OF THE PHASE 1 REVIEW 
 
In short, because of the matters outlined in this report, more change is required to the constitutional 
documents of LCA Inc than foreshadowed in the earlier interim report of this review. 
 
THE REVIEW’S APPROACH AS TO WHAT QUALITY CONSTITUTIONAL DOCUMENTS SHOULD 
INCLUDE 
 
Following the guidance provided by the terms of reference and from discussions during the Review, 
the Review formed the view that LCANZ constitutional documents should be clear about: 
 
• Who the constitution relates to (that is, Church identity, ecclesiology, name and ‘who’ makes up 

the ‘Church’). 
 

• What the core beliefs and governance values are that the Church will follow and live out. 
 

 
27 Refer Interim Report Volume 2, pages 49 and 50. 



• Why the constitution is needed (that is, the rationale for constituting the Church body – why still 
come together as the LCANZ in the twenty-first century?). 
 

• What the purpose of the constituted body is and its key objectives (that is, what should be listed 
as the Objects (and only objects, not strategies) that the LCANZ is to achieve going forward). 
 

• How the body intends to govern itself. That is, a high-level outline of the governance 
arrangements for the Church including ‘who’ can make ‘what’ decisions, ‘when’ and ‘how’ they are 
to be made – both at the strategic level (for example, the culture of the LCANZ) and at the 
administrative level (for example who can make what operational decisions).  
 
The governance sections of a constitution should outline: 
• How the LCANZ will organise its key processes 
• The key offices the LCANZ will recognise and have 
• How the LCANZ will organise itself structurally 
• How the LCANZ will relate constitutionally/legally to the secular world that it is immersed 

within; and 
• other important procedural matters (such as how the constitutional documents can be varied 

in order to keep them up to date). 
 

Flowing from the ‘purpose’ and ‘objectives’ of the Church ‘what’ strategies can then be discerned in 
separate documents (known sometimes as Church Plans, Ministry Plans, Mission Plans or Strategic 
Plans). This is because ‘strategies’ tend to change more frequently than the higher level ‘what’ 
information contained in a constitution. 
 
Flowing from the governance and/or culture statements within a constitution, ‘how’ strategies can 
then be discerned in separate documents. In the past these types of strategies were commonly 
developed as by-laws but nowadays they are more often recorded as organisation-wide policies and 
procedures. This is because these types of strategies also tend to change more frequently than the 
higher level ‘how’ information contained in a constitution. 
 
If the Church wants to benefit from certain legal opportunities and/or protections its constitution 
must be recognised by certain secular authorities (ie incorporated)28. If such incorporation is not 
necessary then you can have an unincorporated constitution or you can have both, an unincorporated 
constitution and an incorporated ‘constitution’. 
 
If incorporation is the aim, then the incorporating document must be written in a certain way and 
include certain legislative and regulatory requirements. If the Church is also seeking charitable or 
other exemptions or benefits then other special clauses need to be included. 
 
In summary, in a constitution, this orderly flow can be seen in Name ► Our Beliefs ► Our Ecclesiology  
► Reason for forming  ► Purpose of the Body and its key Objects 
►Underpinning governance Values, Culture & Standards ► Critical Processes ► Offices (Positions) 
►Organisational Structures ► Rules for varying constitutional documents. 
 
High-level ‘strategies’ and ‘policies’ would be housed in churchwide supporting documents (eg Church 
Mission Plan, Churchwide Policies and Procedures). 
 
A QUALITY PROCESS FOR A CONSTITUTIONAL REVIEW 
 
Given the above, what should a constitutional review process for the LCANZ entail? 
 

 
28 The ‘Lutheran Church of Australia Inc’ is an incorporated body. 



The above understanding of an ideal set of constitutional documents implies that, except in 
exceptional circumstances, constitutional documents should be discerned, developed and/or reviewed 
in an ordered sequence – a ‘cascade’ model as it were: 

1. Be clear about the ‘who we are’ then 
2. Be clear about the ‘our beliefs’ then 
3. Be clear about the ‘our ecclesiology’ then 
4. Be clear about the ‘why we come together at this time’ then 
5. Be clear about the ‘what we want to achieve’ then 
6. Be clear about the ‘the values that will underpin our culture and operations’ then 
7. Be clear about the ‘how we will go about governance’ (including the key processes, 

offices, organisational structures and the legal structure/s we choose) then 
8. Update (or create new) constitutional documentation. 

 
MATTERS REQUIRING CLARIFICATION/DISCERNMENT 
 
The review identified a number of key issues requiring either further communication within the 
Church – or more discussion and clarification - before the current constitution can be properly revised. 
 
Twenty-five key constitutional review question areas provided by respondents to this review are 
listed. Three ‘out-of-scope’ matters shared with this review are also noted. 
 
 
WHO ARE WE GOING FORWARD? 
 
1. Who are we as a people of God? How can we better respond to the growing diversity of people 

that increasingly make up the communities within which we live and minister? 
 

2. What will be our understanding and definition of a Lutheran ‘congregation’ going forward into the 
21st century? What bodies should have ‘Member’ status, of one form or another, within the 
Church? 
 

3. How should the growing specialist ministries of witness and service such as school education, 
early childhood, retirement living, aged care, disability and other community services be 
considered constitutionally? Should these ministries continue to be key strategies of the LCANZ, 
and if so, what should their status be (with implications for ‘membership’ of the church and 
‘voting rights’)? 
 

4. What should be the requirements for future individual ‘membership’ of a Lutheran congregation, 
however defined? (Noting the very concept of formal ‘membership’ has been questioned by some 
church members –conceptually by some and also practically by small rural Lutheran 
congregations). 
 

5. What should be the name of the Church going forward? 
 
WHY DO WE WANT TO STILL COME TOGETHER IN THE 21ST CENTURY? 
 
6. The answer to this question partially depends on the answer to the question ‘who are we’. 

Certainly, the existing LCA Inc Constitution is clear about why LCA Inc was constituted in 1966, 
viz., “The Church consists of congregations voluntarily joined together to establish a wider 
fellowship in the Faith and to promote and do work which congregations could not undertake and 
do effectively alone” (Article 6.2 in the LCA Inc Constitution). But what words should appear in an 
updated version of the constitution? 

 



WHAT DO WE WANT TO ACHIEVE, IE WHAT SHOULD THE REVIEWED OBJECTS OF THE CHURCH 
BE? 
 
7. Regardless of how theologians/Church lawyers finally wordsmith any changes to the Objects, in 

simple language, what should the objects of a Lutheran Church in the 21st century be? (By way of 
example only, a potential new 3-part list of Objects was outlined for discussion in the Interim 
Report of this review as follows: 
 
• To fulfill the mission of the Christian Church in the world by proclaiming the Word of God and 

administering the Sacraments in accordance with the Confession of the Church. 
 

• To nurture and enable members to grow in the Christian faith, encouraging each other to live 
daily the Lutheran confessions. 
 

• To encourage every congregation to carry out its mission to its community and to minister to 
human need, wherever need occurs, in the name of Jesus Christ our Lord in the spirit of 
Christian love and service). 

 
WHAT SHOULD BE THE KEY STRATEGIES OF THE CHURCH TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTS OF THE 
CHURCH? 
 

8. What strategies (strategic activity), if any, does the Church want recorded in its constitution of the 
future? As strategies typically change over time, would ‘strategies’ be better housed in the 
‘Directions’ document of LCA Inc – as some key Church strategies are now? 
 

9. How should the Church better support ministry and mission? How can congregations, pastors and 
other ministries be better supported? How do we describe these critical strategies in 
constitutional documents? 
 

10. What might a ‘future-proofed’ pastoral ministry model that is right for the LCANZ be?  (Some 
respondents to this review considered it may be a ministry model that is supported and overseen 
by pastors rather than a model that is pastor reliant). How should the titles, role and scope of 
practice of pastoral assistants, elders, deacons etc be recorded in constitutional documents? 

 

 

HOW DO WE ORGANISE OTHER KEY OFFICES OF THE CHURCH? 
 

11. How can we more clearly describe the important office of bishop, taking into account both 
ecclesial and civil governance/administrative requirements? What should be recorded as the role, 
responsibilities, accountabilities and authorities of bishops? 
 

12. How should the constitution describe the office/offices of chief administrative officer? 
 
HOW DO WE BEST STRUCTURE THE CHURCH ORGANISATIONALLY FOR ITS FUTURE? 
 

13. How should the Church organise itself for the future – its governance structures, their levels of 
authority and their relationship to other structures within LCANZ? That is, what structures will 
best support ‘who we are’, ‘what we want to achieve’ and the ‘processes’ we choose?  Does the 
LCANZ remain with a five-tier structural model (congregations, parishes, zones, districts and 
general church) or should it change to another organisational structure such as a ‘general synod 
only’ model or a ‘diocesan-like’ model etc? What structure will be most viable and most help 
achieve the Church’s mission going forward? 
 

14. If the Church is to continue to operate with multiple synods, what is the best way of improving 
governance and operating links between the synods so that the LCANZ as a Church can ‘walk 
together’ in unity rather than potentially having different synods ‘walking together’ in different 
directions? 



 
15. How can constitutional documents best describe the governance relationships between a synod 

and its servant board? 
 
HOW SHOULD WE ORGANISE KEY GOVERNANCE PROCESSES WITHIN THE CHURCH? 
 

16. How do we describe in the next version of the constitution the process for discerning and deciding 
key statements of the Church, including theological statements? 
 

17. How can we ensure all parts of the church have adequate ‘voice’ prior to key decision making? 
What should be in a church-wide process or policy in order to ensure the meaningful participation 
of church members in Church decision making processes? 
 

18. What should be the Synod delegate nomination formulas for the future to ensure fair and 
equitable representation? (For example, so neither ‘small’ nor ‘large’ congregations are 
discriminated against by such formulae). 
 

19. What processes should be described in constitutional documents about how the Church will 
manage difference & change going forward? 
 

20. How can the personnel processes and policies within the Church be updated to ensure they meet 
both ecclesial and contemporary human resource management standards? 
 

21. How will governing bodies and leaders within the Church be held accountable for their actions or 
lack of action? 

 
ADDRESSING THE VIABILITY ISSUE OF TODAY’S CONGREGATIONS 
 
22. As the Church is a body of believers and an organisation consisting mostly of volunteers and those 

called for service, how can the church be more efficient – both people related and cost-wise? 
(Ideas raised in this review included reducing duplication, reducing the number of organisational 
structures, utilising technology much more and being clear about minimum viability criteria for 
congregations). 
 

23. How can the LCANZ be sustainably funded into the future including the best way of having 
finances flow throughout the Church? 

 
HOW DO WE ORGANISE OUR CONSTITUTIONAL DOCUMENTS? 
 
24. Given all the above, what future framework would be best to house the constitutional documents 

of the LCANZ? This includes assessing all possibilities. The two frameworks most raised in this 
review were: 
• An LCA Inc constitution that is supported (in separate documents) by church-wide 

theological statements and administrative polices, or 
• An ecclesial constitution covering all the entity’s that make up LCANZ that is supported by 

church-wide theological statements, administrative polices and a concise legal structure 
constitution for LCA Inc. 

• The latter framework was more supported as there was significant sentiment that the pre-
eminent LCANZ created document for the Church should be Christ-centred and inspiring 
rather than being secular based and legalistic. 
 

25. Given all the above, what should be the future legal structure for the organisation that is currently 
named LCA Inc? That is, how should LCA Inc relate constitutionally/ legally to the secular world 
that it is immersed within? For example, should it remain an association incorporated in South 
Australia that is also registered to operate in all other parts of Australia or should it become a 



company limited by guarantee (with nationwide coverage), like ALC and some other parts of the 
Church), or should it have some other form of legal structure for the general church function of 
LCANZ? 
 

KEY ‘OUT OF SCOPE’ ISSUES RAISED DURING THE REVIEW 
 

Women’s Ordination  
This matter is clearly an important and active issue within the Church. Although a constitutional 
review should continue because of the issues highlighted by this phase 1 project, resolution of this 
important matter would assist in determining the best way forward for some of the future processes 
and resourcing policies of the Church. 
 
Other Confessional matters 
A number of respondents to this review argued that several parts of the Lutheran Confessions are no 
longer appropriate nor supported by them or their congregation. Even if this issue is only one of 
misunderstanding or misinterpretation, the Church may benefit from more communication and/or 
dialogue on this important matter. 
 
Liturgy matters 
Many respondents advised of the need for a less ‘cookie cutter approach’29 from the Church in relation 
to liturgy today, especially in regard to young people and cross-cultural ministries. How can the Church 
better clarify (or better communicate) the appropriate use of Lutheran liturgy for these groups within 
the church? 
 
 
A TENTATIVE FUTURE VISION FOR ‘LCANZ’ 
Despite the issues and difficulties raised by many respondents (as outlined in this report), a tentative 
vision for both the future of the LCANZ and its constitutional structure emerged from the consultations 
and discussions. This vision was outlined in the two volumes of the Interim Report. In summary this 
‘vision’ entailed twelve key aspects: 
 
• Name: A more inclusive name - changing it (if possible) to the Lutheran Church of Australia and 

New Zealand (LCANZ). 
 

• Constitutional Framework: The constitutional framework for the Church would be headed by an 
unincorporated ‘Church Foundations Charter’ (a suggested title only) that all parts of the LCANZ 
could ‘sign up to’. This ecclesial entity constitution would be supported by a Book (database) of 
Theological Statements, together with a Book (database) of By-laws, policies & procedures and a 
concise incorporated constitution for LCA Inc. 
 

• Church Objects: This Article would contain ‘objectives’ only - with any lower level ‘strategies’ 
removed from the list of Objects and placed in a church-wide Mission Plan; and the Objects would 
be written in a way that better connect with twenty-first century church members. 
 

• Congregations remain the fundamental unit of the Church but the current constitutional 
definition of congregation is fully applied in its broadest sense – and perhaps made even more 
inclusive. The prime expression of being ‘church’ would remain at the local level (however 
defined), but there will also be some ‘regional’ support functions that support ‘local’ ministry; and 
there would be some ‘general church’ functions (however organised) that support the entire 
LCANZ. 
 

 
29 This phrase is simply a quote from a survey respondent. 



• Congregational Membership Updated: The number of categories of ‘member’ in congregations 
would be updated and simplified to better work in the modern world of ‘congregations’30. This is 
important as some congregations appear to be abandoning or varying current constitutional 
requirements in this regard. 
 

• A synodical-based Church: LCANZ remains a synodical-based church but has clearer and better 
links and working relationships between the ‘divided’ District Synods and General Synod 
(assuming the current model of the Church having multiple synods continues into the future). 
 

• Ministry diversity and flexibility within Order: Constitutional documents will acknowledge the 
multiple forms of ministry that now exist within the Church including church plants, cross-cultural 
ministry, ministry with young people, ministry with Indigenous communities etc, – and they 
would acknowledge the new online ways of being ‘church’ and the possibilities that this 
technology may be able to bring to the LCANZ. 
 
Constitutional documents would enable local ministry flexibility within theological and 
administrative order. 
 

• A Focus on Support: There would be more emphasis in constitutional documents focusing on 
supporting ministry and mission, including better support to smaller and/or isolated 
congregations, especially in regard to pastoral support and administrative support, enabling even 
these small ‘congregations’ to thrive. 
 
Issues to do with pastoral ministry reported by pastors and congregations alike would be 
addressed with improvements made to the LCANZ ‘model of ministry’. 
 

• Meaningful Participation: There will be ongoing meaningful participation of church members in 
the governance processes of the Church. This would include being more inclusive of specialist 
ministries including ensuring they each are able to input a ‘voice’, as needed, into all key forums of 
the church. 
 

• Good Governance: All LCANZ processes will meet modern standards of good governance 
(including ensuring that those bodies overseeing the governing bodies within the Church are able 
to do so effectively; ensuring clarity as to who the governing bodies within the church are; and 
what their accountabilities and authorities are). Members (however defined) would control 
governance within the Church, that is, only Member delegates and certain leadership positions 
would have voting rights at synods. 
 
The ‘ecclesial’ and ‘administration’ functions of the Church would be clearly differentiated. 
General Synod would remain responsible for all theological statements, Church ‘vision’, Church 
‘values’, constitutional matters and governance oversight matters, while General Church Board 
(like DCC/DCBs) is delegated to focus on governing the administration side of the Church on 
behalf of General Synod, always being accountable to General Synod. 
 
The process synods use in discerning key theological and ecclesial matters will be clear (in order 
to better assure that all decisions made by synod are governed by the will of Jesus Christ as 
revealed in his Word). 
 
Like over the last 50 years, members of governing boards within the Church will continue to 
demonstrate their commitment to, and skills in, governance. These persons would be committed 
to gaining (and maintaining) governance competence so they can adequately fulfil their duties as 

 
30 It is acknowledged that while some people, including some young people, would prefer for the Church not to utilize a 
‘membership’ paradigm at all, LCA/NZ may need to, for secular (eg responsible member), pastoral and financial reasons, 
maintain a membership regime of some kind even in this digital and online worshiping age. 



a member of a governing body. Governance competency includes understanding the body being 
governed (in this case the LCANZ) and demonstrating commitment to the body of which they are a 
member. 
 
All LCANZ administrative processes would meet modern standards of good organisational 
management (including more use of modern practices, systems and technology within the 
Church). 
 

• Simpler, more cost-effective structures: Organisationally, many respondents thought the 
LCANZ, being a small church when assessed globally, was (somewhat like Australia generally) 
over-governed with too many different levels of governance and management and that the 
current organisational structures within the Church will increasingly become financially 
unsustainable. 
 

• There were however differences of opinion as to the solution for this issue. Over nine possible 
structures were raised with this review but most respondents seemed to prefer one of four 
structural models: 
 
• Model 1: a ‘linked three-function structure’ (of congregations, districts and general church), 

similar to the existing LCA model but with better links and better clarity regarding functions 
and responsibilities between all parts of the Church, especially between synods and their 
‘boards’ and between districts and general church. 
 

• Model 2: A ‘One-Church only’ model. General Synod and District Synods continue, with 
District synods continuing to be well supported by District offices - but these District offices 
are now a ‘regional office’ of LCA Inc. District synods become advisory bodies to General 
Synod. District Church Councils become advisory bodies to General Church Board. 
 

• Model 3: A ‘General Synod only’ model (no District Synods although ‘districts’ continue) 
with both the Church-wide and District Bishops being appointed through General Synod and 
working together as a team. 
 

• Model 4: A ‘District Synods only’ model (no General Synod) with the general church 
functions being shared by and distributed between the Districts (with the role of Church-
wide Bishop being rotated between District Bishops). This model has some similarity with a 
diocesan-like model. 
 

All appropriate future structural options for LCANZ should be considered and carefully evaluated 
in any Phase 2 of a constitutional review. A key principle to abide by is ‘form follows function’. 
That is, ‘structure’ should only be decided after its ‘function/s’ is agreed. 

 
• Quality, ‘fit for purpose’ documentation: All future constitutional documents would be ‘fit for 

purpose’. They would be written in clear, understandable language with clarifying statements 
and/or definitions to ensure the constitutional documents are clear to the reader - and they would 
meet modern governance standards as well as regulatory requirements. 
 

 

MORE DETAIL ON A POSSIBLE NEW CONSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE CHURCH 
 
The proposal is to create a new, ecclesial based, unincorporated constitution for the Church that would 
apply to all entities associated with LCANZ (including schools, aged care services etc), not just those 
entities constitutionally covered by the existing constitution of the incorporated body called LCA Inc. 
As a working title only this report refers to this new unincorporated constitution as the ‘Church 
Foundations Charter’. 
 



As the 2019 paper31 to GCB stated (p2) “There are important questions about the risks and benefits of 
LCA’s current single constitution model, which holds together both its ecclesial-related provisions and 
legal identity as an incorporated association. Other churches have made a distinction between their 
ecclesiastical character and practice (expressed in a constitution based on an unincorporated 
association of members) and their organisational functions (reflected in a constitution that serves to 
meet legal requirements and in a suitable legal entity to carry out governance, administrative and 
operational tasks).” 
 
As much (or as little) information that is in the existing LCA Inc Constitution could be transferred to 
the new ‘Church Foundations Charter’. This depends on the purpose LCANZ wants for the overarching 
‘Charter’. 
 
There appears to be at least three possible uses for such a Charter, each associated with differing 
levels of required information. 
 
Firstly, the Charter could simply be a directing document about the theology and ecclesiology of the 
LCANZ. Accordingly, only theological & ecclesial information would need to be in the Charter. 
 
Alternatively, the Charter could include not only information about the theological and ecclesiastical 
character of the LCANZ but also sufficient information to direct ecclesial practice. In essence, the 
mission and ministry of the Church would be directed by the Charter while the church-wide 
governance and financial activity of LCANZ would continue to be undertaken through incorporated 
entities as now. For this use of the Charter some information from the existing LCA Inc Constitution 
would need to be transferred to the Charter. 
 
As a third option, if the unincorporated entity of the Church (the entity being directed by the Charter) 
was to also be a trading entity with an Australian business number (ABN) (in order to carry out some 
of the functions of the Church), then the unincorporated entity would have to meet any civil 
requirements placed on it in that regard (eg registration maintenance requirements, financial activity 
requirements etc). 
 
The following is the limit of information collected by this review in relation to the vision of 
respondents in regard to a possible unincorporated constitution for LCANZ: 
 
The pre-eminent and overarching ‘Church Foundations Charter’ would describe the ecclesial nature 
and ecclesial practice of the Church. This foundational document would bind all the separate legal 
entities within the Church (congregations, districts, LCA Inc and other LCANZ bodies of witness and 
service, including schools and aged care etc) together by each separate legal entity adopting the 
Church Foundations Charter as its own ‘Charter’. Such ‘adoption’ could be a future requirement of 
being part of ‘LCA Inc’. 
 
This unincorporated ecclesial entity constitution would be supported by the Lutheran Confessions and 
a database of theological statements (already existing) and a database of By-laws, policies & 
procedures (existing now but in different databases). Each separate legal entity within LCANZ would 
have to adopt these documents as their ‘beliefs’ and ‘policy’ for them to remain part of LCA Inc. 
 
LCA Inc would continue to have an incorporated constitution of its own (as now) except that such a 
document would be more concise. 
 
Utilising an unincorporated constitution as part of the constitutional structure of an entity occurs in 
some other Churches and is not new to the LCA either. (For example, the current LCA Inc Constitution 
of the Districts is used as an unincorporated constitution by the NSW/ACT District). 
 

 
31 Refer Key Issues Assessment Paper: Constitutional Restructure of the Lutheran Church of Australia, July 2019. 



This ‘dual-constitution’ framework was preferred over the existing ‘single-constitution’ framework of 
the LCA Inc, because the dual framework enables the development of an overarching ecclesial charter 
for all legally separate entities associated with the LCANZ – not just those entities covered by the 
existing LCA Inc Constitution. 
 
The advantages of having an overarching and pre-eminent ecclesial charter, that would be an 
unincorporated constitution for LCANZ, were primarily considered to be: 
1. Such a charter resonates better with the Church as the Church is firstly an ecclesial entity, not 

firstly an organisation recognised by the State 
 

2. Such an ecclesial charter could speak to, and be adopted by, all entities associated with LCANZ (as 
currently an incorporated entity with its own constitution cannot just adopt the constitution of 
another incorporated entity, even if it is the constitution of LCA Inc 
 

3. An ecclesial charter is less likely to require written changes to it than an incorporated constitution 
as civil legislative and regulatory requirements, as well as changes in governance best practice, 
appear to change more frequently than theological and ecclesial matters, and 
 

4. It was considered that this constitutional option was a more practical option for the church as it 
required less legal and structural change throughout LCANZ than any other option (other than the 
‘keep the status quo’ option which was considered unsustainable because of issues already 
identified in this report). 

 
Of course, proper research is required to evaluate which of the possible constitutional frameworks 
(single? dual? etc) would be best for the future of LCANZ. This would be a legitimate task of Phase 2 of 
this review. 
 
Based on the work of Phase 1 the guiding principles in Section 7 were established. 
 
IS HISTORY REPEATING ITSELF? 
 
Some of the key matters raised in this phase 1 review were also raised and/or the basis of 
recommendations in the 2014 LCA Governance and Administration Review. They include: 
 
Being more mission focused 
In the February 2015 final report of that review one quote is “There is no common understanding of 
mission in this Church.” 
 
Recommendation 5 was “that a high priority be … a comprehensive articulation and understanding of 
what “mission” means to all the members of the Lutheran Church in Australia and New Zealand.” 
 
Recommendation 6 was “that the National Church Functions … provide leadership, governance and 
other resources that are Church-wide, mission- focused, service orientated, efficiently delivered and 
effective…”. 
 
Recommendation 12 was that “each District refocus its vision and direction to promote, resource and 
co-ordinate the growth of a missional culture in all the diverse ministries of the Church.” 
 
Clarifying/improving intra-church relationships 
Recommendation 13 was about identifying and promoting “strategies through which the inter-
relationship of the whole Church is valued and collaboration at every level is energetically 
encouraged”. 
 



The Review Consultant also commented on page 39 of her final report “There is a disconnect between 
the opinion of many members at congregational level and those involved in these services about the 
“Lutheranism” of the LCA’s aged and community care facilities and schools and ECEs”. 
 
Improving governance: 
Recommendation 2 was “That a high priority be given to implementing the LCA Strategic Goal to 
improve governance at all levels.” 
 
Recommendation 16 was “That the General Church Council initiates a Review of the Governance and 
Administration of the Districts as operational units of the Lutheran Church of Australia and New 
Zealand.” 
 
Improving constitutional documents: 
A Report Conclusion (page 58) was that “The style and accessibility of the Church’s governing 
legislation be simplified to give the Lutheran Church of Australia and New Zealand a greater flexibility 
and agility to respond to missional and other needs as they arise”. 
 
Recommendation 27 was “That the By-laws be reviewed… to ensure that all By- Laws are flexible 
enough to meet the contemporary needs of the Church in Australia and New Zealand in a variety of 
settings and circumstances”. 
 
Improving the Church Name: 
Recommendation 11 was “That the name of the Lutheran Church of Australia be changed to the 
Lutheran Church of Australia and New Zealand”. 
 
So what were the conclusions of the 2014 Reviewer? 
Page 57 of her Final Report reads: 

“At the Convention of General Synod in April 2013 “GCC identified a range of factors that were 
impacting on the Lutheran Church of Australia and New Zealand at this time. These included the 
fact that the Church is a relatively small Church which is geographically dispersed with a 
significant number of governing bodies engaged in providing oversight to the national and 
district Churches, schools, aged care and community facilities. Of particular significance to these 
governing bodies is the increased reporting and compliance requirements and quality 
standards now required by the communities and governments in Australia and New Zealand. 
The pressures created by these external groups and bodies has been exacerbated by a declining 
and ageing membership base from which to draw the required skills and experience to met the 
increasing demands of governing the Church’s various entities. It is the Review Consultant’s 
conclusion that all these factors are putting in jeopardy the Church’s ability to bring to life the 
Objects of the Church, as defined in Article 3 of the Constitution.” 

 
Based on church member input to this current review, it seems that these important matters have not 
progressed sufficiently since 2015. 
 
It does seem it is time for the LCANZ to conduct a significant review of its constitutional documents 
and the governance agreements/assumptions that underpin them. 
 
 
 
 



SECTION 7: PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A NEW 
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE 
 
It is important to say upfront that there are no changes proposed by this review in relation to the 
confessions of the Church. As the terms of reference required it, this Review only focused on achieving 
the best constitutional structure for the Church going forward. 
 
Based on the input to this review, five Principles were discerned to guide the development of a new 
constitutional structure for the LCANZ. Each ‘principle’ has a number of ‘sub-principles’.  
 
The five principles proposed are: 
• God creates, gathers and builds the church 
• Serving the assembly of believers 
• Governance ‘fit for purpose’ 
• Meeting (or exceeding) today’s governance standards 
• Quality documentation. 
 
In more detail they are: 
 
1. GOD CREATES, GATHERS AND BUILDS THE CHURCH 
 
1.1 A Lutheran focus: The triune God creates, gathers and builds the universal church—of which the 

LCANZ is a part—through the Word and the sacraments. As a gospel-centred Church, the LCANZ 
places top priority on receiving and celebrating the blessings of God, in its worship, Scripture 
study, devotional exercises, and mutual conversation and consolation. Constitutional documents 
of the LCANZ are based on and flow from Holy Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions, and they 
are to be consistent with them. The gospel of Jesus Christ is at the core of the church’s life. 
 

1.2 Congregations are fundamental: Congregations are the fundamental unit of LCANZ. 
Congregations are not only the Members of the Church, they are the church. The LCA Inc 
constitution joins them together as “wider fellowship in the Faith” (Article 6.2). The wider Church 
is one ecclesial body working through various bodies/agencies. 
 
The definition of ‘congregation’ in the future Constitution is clear and adequately represents what 
the LCANZ considers a congregation in the 21st century is.  
 
Note: The current definition of ‘congregation’ in the Constitution is a broad definition but it may 
need to be more clearly defined or adjusted. 
 

1.3 Office of the Ministry recognised and upheld: It remains the office divinely instituted for the 
public administration of the Means of Grace.  
 
Note: Where forms of service or ministry are authorised, whether by the Lord or by the church, 
they are offices. The Australian Anglican-Lutheran dialogue has provided a good working 
definition of the ‘office’ of ministry: Office implies the authoritative exercise of prescribed 
functions by a designated person who holds a position of permanent leadership within a 
community.  
 
When we speak of the office of the public ministry we are talking about the authorised 
performance of certain duties by a leader or leaders within the community of the faithful. The 
word of God which establishes the office gives it its authority (Matt 28:18-20; John 20:21-23). The 



office exists by the command of Christ, who authorises, establishes and empowers it. Christ is at 
work in the pastoral office. Christ places people into the pastoral office through the church32. 

 
1.4 Other pastoral workers are part of the pastoral team: This includes the existing roles of 

‘licenced person’, chaplain and pastoral assistants.  
 
Note: The term ‘pastoral workers’ is used here as a generic and ‘umbrella’ term for a number of 
existing roles within the Church. This term (or another more suitable umbrella term), along with the 
titles and scope of work of these persons within LCANZ, requires further discussion and agreement. 
 

1.5 Member diversity recognised: LCANZ documentation reflect and support the diversity within 
the church including, but not limited to, the diversity of spiritual gifts, ministry models, leadership 
tasks, cultures and generational differences.  
 
Note: In this report the term ‘diversity’ refers to concepts such as intergenerational, rich and poor, 
men and women and different cultural backgrounds. As the Christian church is about ministering to 
all people, this broad mission from Christ should be described in the Constitution. 
 
The Church ministers in diverse communities and having ‘members’ that come from a broad band of 
age ranges, cultures and life experiences can only help the Church better achieve its ministry and 
mission goals. 
 
The Church should be able to demonstrate how it accommodates these natural diversities (for 
example, being able to demonstrate cultural sensitivity to persons from a different cultural 
background). There should be obvious constitutional support for the diverse forms of ministry that 
now exist within the LCANZ including church plants, cross-cultural ministry, ministry with young 
people and ministry with Indigenous communities – and for the new online ways of being ‘church’ 
and the possibilities that this technology opens up for the LCANZ. 

 
1.6 An empowering ministry and mission focus: Whilst a constitution is the pre-eminent 

governance document for an organisation and it directs the governance of the organisation, a 
constitution also needs to be written in a way that enables the purpose of the organisation to 
be carried out. Accordingly, the focus of LCA Inc constitutional documents is on supporting 
God’s ministry and mission through his people. Energy, processes, structures and money are 
prioritised towards enabling the church to share the good news of the gospel, to serve those in 
need, and to preserve and enhance the created realm, whilst maintaining good stewardship. 
 
LCANZ constitutional documentation support, encourage and empower Members as they 
engage in ministry & mission – they do not limit or be a barrier to them being ‘church’. 
 
A key feature of the model of ministry is that congregations, pastors and pastoral assistants are 
well supported by the Church. (It is noted that the terms ‘ministry’ and ‘mission’ will require 
definition in future constitutional documentation). 
 

1.7 Primacy of theological authority: Taking into account the incarnational nature of theology, 
ecclesial authority is paramount in all Church decision making. 

 
1.8 Clear, Scripture based, theological decision-making processes: Constitutional documents 

clarify (by spelling out in more detail) the processes the LCANZ follow in discerning key 
theological and/or ecclesial matters. 
 
In relation to General Synod, constitutional documents clearly articulate the processes the 

 
32 Taken from ‘The Pastoral Ministry’- a paper prepared by the faculty of Luther Seminary for the Commission on Theology 
and Inter-Church Relations, December 2002. 



synod will follow in discerning key theological and/or ecclesial matters in order to better 
ensure that those decisions are governed by the will of God as revealed in his Word (a current 
constitutional requirement on General Synod).  
Note: The extent to which pastors are ‘shepherds’ for the ‘flock’ and ‘teaching’ is ‘received’ by 
pastors rather than ‘debated’ and/or ‘discerned’ at synod, needs to be clear in constitutional 
documents. There are currently differing views within the LCANZ about this matter. 

 
2. SERVING THE ASSEMBLY OF BELIEVERS 
 
The constitutional documents of the Church put the assembly of believers first – the documents are 
structured, to meet the needs of the Church first and foremost and only secondly to meet societal & 
legal incorporation requirements. 
 
In response to their detractors, the Lutheran reformers described the church like this: 
 

The church is not only an association of external ties and rites like other civic 
organisations, but it is principally an association of faith and the Holy Spirit in the hearts 
of persons. It nevertheless has its external marks so that it can be recognised, namely, the 
pure teaching of the gospel and the administration of the sacraments in harmony with 
the gospel of Christ.33 

 
2.1 Ecclesial entity first, an incorporated organisation second: The LCANZ is a Church, which is 

much more than just a legal identity – it is principally ecclesial as well as being an organisation. 
Accordingly ‘teaching’ determines ‘practice’. As it says in the LCA Governance Framework  
(page 4): 

 
“The Church is in its essence a body of believers and therefore does not narrowly define itself by 
legal status.” 
 
“The Church establishes legal entities in order to operate in particular contexts and meet its 
obligations to the state; they are not the fundamental basis of our relationships with each other.” 
 
“The Church is one united body, although it consists (works through) of many parts including 
districts, boards, councils and agencies.” 
 
“ … these relationships are not driven by demand or command but in the spirit of Christian 
fellowship.” 
 
“the Church’s identity (is) both a fellowship of believers in Christ and an entity that is recognised 
by the state with certain rights and responsibilities.” 

 
2.2 We are synodical: Congregations choose to walk together as synod. Ecclesiastically we 

come together as Church at Conventions of Synods – the gathering of God’s people.  
 
The definition, role and responsibilities of synod, along with who can attend synod, are clear. 
 
How synods make decisions is also clear.  
 
Note: As the Church is One and can be described as the “assembly of all the saints” (not 
assemblies), the number of synods needed within the LCANZ going forward is a question that 
should be discussed in the constitutional review. Some suggestions about the future functions of 
District Synods and General Synod were listed on pages 29 and 30 in Volume 2 of the Interim 
Report of this review and potential future governance responsibilities of synods were further 

 
33 Kolb, R., Wengert, T. J., & Arand, C. P. (2000). The Book of Concord: the confessions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church (p. 
174). Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press. 



outlined on pages 39 and 40 of the same Volume. 
 

2.3 Both spiritual and temporal authority important: The Lutheran Confessions 
consistently distinguish between authority that persons in the church have by virtue of 
divine call, gift, and command, and authority that people possess by virtue of human 
arrangement and agreement. The former belongs to the essence of the church, the latter to 
its well-being. Both spiritual and political authority in the church are 'of God' – and 
therefore important. (It is noted that the inherent tension between the ‘ecclesial’ and the 
‘civil’, can like muscles in a body, be a source of strength for the Church). 

 
2.4 Incarnational governance: The Lutheran Confessions define the church in a way, which 

permits the church’s structures to change over time and geographical location, even within the 
one denomination. How a church decides to organise and govern itself can change from one 
place to another and from one time to another, as long as the church’s structure and 
governance support the gathering of the faithful, the preaching of the gospel and the right 
administration of the sacraments (Augsburg Confession VII).  
 
Governance in the Lutheran tradition, therefore, is in-formed by Scripture and theology - and 
especially ecclesiology - but it does not stop there; it responds incarnationally to the contextual 
realities of the church at a specific point in time and place, with the aid of judicial expertise and 
solid jurisprudential judgement. Lutheran church governance therefore is authentically 
incarnational. (It is noted that a definition of ‘incarnational’ may be required in future 
constitutional documents). 

 
2.5 Governance for a ‘maximum of possibilities’: The Lutheran church does not recognise a 

divinely appointed form of church government. The church is free to order itself and to grant 
temporal authority to persons and groups of persons as it sees fit.  
 
Here the over-riding concern is to provide the maximum of possibilities for preaching the 
gospel, administering the sacraments, witnessing in Christ’s name, and serving those in most 
need. Church polity, and therefore temporal authority, belongs to the proper organisation of 
the church, as determined by the Church. 
 

2.6 Subsidiarity: The ‘authority to make decisions’ is placed whenever possible at the level of 
available decision-making-competence closest to where ministry and mission are occurring. 
Accordingly, decision making authority is not placed at a higher level or centrally except for 
those decisions that are best made from a higher level or a central position. 
 

2.7 Equitable representation at synods: Based on agreed ecclesiology there is fair and 
reasonable representation at synod. Representation is fair and reasonable for both large and 
small congregations. Representation is fair and reasonable for both traditional congregations 
and newer faith communities. Delegates at synods are a reasonable representation of the 
genders that make up the Church. There is fair and reasonable representation at synod of 
‘quieter’ voices within the church – those of young people, cross-cultural ministries and 
indigenous communities for example. (It is noted that in some instances outlined above, 
equitable representation may mean more than just having ‘proportionate’ representation). 
 

2.8 Ensuring stewardship: This is about developing and maintaining a Church-wide recognition 
that LCA Inc is administered for the benefit of its members (ie congregations, the people of 
God), taking reasonable account of the interests of other legitimate external stakeholders  
(eg regulators). It also means resources, including financial resources, are stewarded with 
integrity and in an effective and efficient way. 
 
Effective stewardship also involves ensuring that each office (position) within the Church has 
a clear position description which specifies the responsibilities the position holder is to 



undertake, the matters the position holder will be held accountable for, and the authorities 
invested into the office to enable the position holder to actually achieve the accountabilities. 
 

2.9 Unifying, understandable & inspiring: LCANZ constitutional documentation is unifying, 
understandable (preferably easy to read) and inspiring for members. 

 
3. GOVERNANCE FIT FOR PURPOSE 

 
The peak LCANZ constitution of the future is a quality governance document for the entire Church that 
clearly outlines ‘who we are’; ‘why the Church exists & what the purpose of the Church is’; what 
Objects the Church will be focused on achieving for the foreseeable future; and how the Church will 
govern itself – its culture, core governance and operational values, key processes, key offices and key 
structures. 
 
Operational details pertaining to these high-level constitutional statements (such as by-laws, policies, 
terms of reference, statements of duties, etc) are housed in supporting documents. 
 

3.1 ‘Who we are’ is up to date and clear: The peak LCANZ constitutional document clearly states 
‘who we are’ and the statement reflects the reality of today and the foreseeable future. 
 
The name of the Church accurately reflects who we are.  
 
Note: As outlined in the Interim Report there was significant sentiment to include New Zealand in 
the common-use name of the Church if possible, even if it is not possible to include it in the legal 
documents of the Church. There were several suggested new names for the Church34 with the 
majority of respondents favouring ‘The Lutheran Church of Australia and New Zealand’ – or 
expressed another way, The Lutheran Church of New Zealand and Australia. 

 
3.2 Rationale for constituting clear: The reason why the LCANZ exists in the 21st century 

is clear. 
 
3.3 Fundamental beliefs summarised: The fundamental beliefs of the LCANZ are 

summarised with reference to where they can be accessed in detail.  
 
Note: Currently these beliefs are summarised as Article 2 in the existing constitution - no 
change is proposed to the wording of current Article 2 by this phase 1 review. 

 
3.4 The key objectives of the LCANZ are listed and clear: The future list of Objects only contain 

the objectives of the church and not any strategies the church may choose to follow in order to 
achieve its objectives.  
 
Note: As ‘strategies’ are more likely, over time, to require change than church objectives 
 (ie strategies are more incarnational), all key strategies of the Church should either be listed in a 
separate Article or preferably housed in separate strategy documents. The Review notes the 
current key strategies of the LCANZ can be found in the ‘LCA: Our Direction 2018 – 2024’ 
document.35 

 
3.5 Ideal Church ‘culture’ and governance ‘values’ are clear: The governing, governance and 

operational values chosen by the Church are clear, consistent with Lutheran beliefs and enable 

 
34 Refer page 45 of Volume 2 of the Interim Report for the list of other names suggested. 
35 It is important to distinguish strategies from policies and procedures. Church-wide strategies are typically medium to long 
term plans to use our gifts (resources) to deliver desired outcomes (ie achieve Church Objects). These strategies are often 
operationalised into short term ‘actions’. Without strategic thinking, the church can become static and unresponsive. 
Strategies require the support of policies and procedures which secure and govern the implementation of strategic initiatives 
and ensure compliance, good governance, and good order. 



the Church to achieve its set objectives and strategies. 
 
Note: Culture in an organisation is ‘how we go about doing things around here.’ It is the 
manifestation of the real underpinning values and feelings of the people concerned and can be 
observed in the behaviours of all involved. The real culture of a Church (and the sub-cultures 
within the Church) can be seen in the daily routine interactions of people who make up the 
Church. 
 
Organisational culture is a very strong force. People underestimate the importance and influence 
of ‘culture’ and ‘sub-cultures’ to their detriment. Much disagreement and conflict in 
organisations occur because people are acting from different (unspoken or unwritten) value sets 
at a specific point in time. 
 
It is important that, as best as possible, the actual culture of an organisation be the same as the 
ideal culture wanted by that organisation. Hence the importance of centralizing (as the LCA has 
attempted to do in its Governance Framework document) or stating in constitutional documents 
the culture wanted for the church as well as being overt (perhaps in supporting documents) 
about the key governance and operational values that are to inform the behaviour36 of all in the 
church. 
 
The following key aspects of a culture for LCANZ were reported to the review: 
3.5.1 A Culture of Christian Welcome, Care & Inclusion: Our interactions must typically demonstrate 

Christian love and care for each other and to those outside of the Church. Inside the church 
there can be no lack of safety (including psychological safety) for those involved with the 
church, nor racism, bullying, abuse or sexism in the daily activities of the church. 
As spiritual leadership and a number of decision making forums in the LCANZ are currently 
‘older male dominated’37, special consideration and pro-active strategies should be 
implemented to ensure decision making forums and leaders within the Church consciously and 
actively embrace inclusive decision making processes. This would include ensuring women, 
young people and people from cultures other than Anglo/Germanic cultures, feel welcome, 
safe, respected and included within the church and its decision making forums. 
A helpful strategy may be to enshrine in constitutional documents a simple statement that 
would convey the importance of all key decision making bodies within LCANZ ensuring that 
there are opportunities for Church members to meaningfully participate in the governance of 
the Church, including ensuring that the voices of women, young people, indigenous 
participants and those with other culturally diverse experiences are routinely and actively 
heard by decision making bodies. 
It would be a shame if people introduced to Christ through a Lutheran activity (ega school, a 
camp or a community service) are not able to pursue their Christian growth because they don’t 
feel welcome or included in the Church. Strategies for fostering inclusion may be required but 
first there must be an organisational culture of welcome and inclusion. 

3.5.2 A Culture of Flexibility within Order: Constitutional documents should enable local 
ministry and mission flexibility and decision making within a policy framework of 
church-wide theological and administrative order. 

3.5.3 Key governance Values: Key underpinning values can be identified from scripture – for 
example, reference Colossians 3:12-14. 
Key governance values recommended by respondents to this review included ‘equality’, 
‘inclusiveness’, ‘participation’, ‘cooperation’, ‘democracy’, ‘openness’, ‘transparency’, 
‘clarity’, ‘efficacy’, ‘quality’, ‘accountability’ and ‘agreement’. 
 

3.6 Viable, durable & clear processes: This is about being clear and unambiguous about what 

 
36 Examples of ‘informing behaviour’ include the use of codes of conduct or policies derived from the organisation’s 
agreed set of core underpinning values. 
37 For example, it was reported only 27% of the lay delegates at the last General Synod were female. 



processes individuals and/or bodies (eg a Board, Committee etc) have to follow.  
 
Processes are understood as being agreed, formalised actions as to ‘who’ does ‘what’, ‘when’ 
and ‘how’. This includes decision making processes. 
 
LCANZ, as a mission based, voluntary group of people, has processes and structures that are 
durable and as cost efficient as possible while still achieving the purpose set for them. This 
includes much greater use of technologies given our technology focused societies. (Note: This 
could include ensuring an electronic index to all key documents, using technology at and 
between Synods and for other meetings of the Church).  
 
The Church balances the needs of people, especially volunteers, against the need for cost 
efficiency and effectiveness. 
 
The LCANZ builds into its processes within each board and committee the mentoring of and 
succession planning for the next generation of servant leaders.  
 
Note: This can be done in a number of ways including by having ‘observer learners’ who attend, 
not as a member of a board/committee, but to gain understanding and skills for future service. 

 
3.7 Meaningful engagement of members & stakeholders: The Church genuinely seeks input 

from, and involvement of, members and key stakeholders in a meaningful way on all 
significant matters, ensuring their interests are understood and considered prior to any key 
decisions being made. 
 

3.8 Church structures ‘fit for purpose’: Organisational structures within the LCANZ include 
general church, districts, synods, boards, councils, committees etc.. 
 
Key structures within the LCANZ are regularly reviewed and determined only after the 
‘who’, ‘why’, ‘what’ and ‘how’ dimensions of a church are agreed and clear and the future 
operating environment and resourcing analyses have been undertaken.  
 
Note: Structure (or form) flows from an interaction between the purpose (or function) 
requiring a structure; the beliefs and desired culture of the organisation as to how people 
should behave and interact; processes required (eg for researching, deciding & 
communicating matters); the operating environment and context the body finds itself 
immersed in; and costs. For LCANZ this environment would be contemporary Australia & 
New Zealand. Only then can the best ‘structures’ within a Church be determined. 
 

3.9 Adequate supporting documents: There are adequate and clear documents that support 
the constitution.  
 
Note: In relation to constitutional ‘supporting documents’ for the future, depending on the 
constitutional structure decided upon by the Church, these could include: 
• a database of Theological Statements of the Church (these statements already exist within the 

database of DSTOs) 
• a database of current By-laws, Policies & Procedures for the Church (already exists albeit in 

differing databases). This suite of documents would include the terms of reference of key bodies 
within the Church and the position descriptions of all key offices 

• a document containing the legal structure and incorporation requirements of the general 
church (already exists), and 

• a document (updated every one or two general synods) containing the key strategies/directions 
of the Church (already exists). 

 



4. MEETING (OR EXCEEDING) TODAY’S GOVERNANCE STANDARDS 
 
The new LCANZ constitutional documents are consistent with contemporary constitutional and 
governance standards including: 
 
4.1 Members38  oversee governance and decide their governing ‘stewards’: This is about 

ensuring Members control the Church and the ‘stewards’ that govern the Church ‘in trust’ for 
them. It also means Members can (when lawful) direct the governing board/s and also replace 
the members of the Board/s. This means that a quorum of Members should have a mechanism 
available to them to call a special meeting of Members when and as required. 
 
In the LCANZ this means General Synod focuses on theological, confessional and ecclesial 
matters; Church vision & values matters; deciding any changes to general Church 
constitution/s; appointing the officers of general Church; electing people to General Church 
Board that governs the administrative and legal business dimension of the Church on behalf of 
General Synod; and to oversee GCB, receiving regular reports from it39. 
‘Who’ has voting rights (in congregations and synods) will be clear. 
 

4.2 Collective action for the common good: This principle encourages us to think of the greater 
good or the ‘common good’ and is a critical principle to prevent selfish or silo thinking and 
behaviour in a decision making forum or within a multi- level entity like a church. 
 
This principle is also about ensuring that nominees or delegates to any decision- making body 
act in the best interest of the whole Church rather than in the best interest of only the 
constituency (eg congregation) from which they were nominated. This principle highlights the 
usefulness of collective wisdom, stability and strong concerted action as opposed to many 
disparate views or approaches. 

 
4.3 Interdependence and mutual accountability (or mutuality of rights and responsibilities): 

This principle reminds us that we are neither alone, nor God. It reminds us that in interacting 
with each other we have both rights and responsibilities.  
 
In a complex entity like a Church it reminds us that as a part of the body of believers (for 
example, a member, a congregation, synod, district, board etc) we have certain rights but that 
as we are part of a larger fellowship in Christ, that we also have certain obligations and 
responsibilities to the other parts of the Church and to be a ‘team’ player.  
 
This is the principle that reminds us that even if we have the authority to self- govern, we have 
a responsibility to provide demonstrable assurance to the wider church that we are governing 
ourselves well. 
 
Going forward it will be important to ensure there are close and constructive relationships 
between the various governing bodies within the Church. 
 
 
 

4.4 Suitability of responsible persons40: This is about ensuring that all persons who have a role 

 
38 This includes their ‘delegates’. 
39 In contrast to the role of General Synod, GCB would focus on legal compliance, reporting, risk, finance, strategy, policies and 
procedures. 
40 For reflection it is noted that ‘responsible persons’ also has a regulatory meaning in Australia. In the situation of a 
regulatory breach by LCA Inc, a regulator (say A.C.N.C. for example), may deem the members of GCB (or the Officers of the 
Church), rather than the many delegates of General Synod, as the accountable ‘responsible persons’ - regardless of what 



in the governance of the Church are fit and proper persons who have the right skills and 
knowledge and who behave with integrity & common sense. At General Church level this could 
include for example, the delegates to General Synod, the pastors of General Pastors Conference, 
the members of the College of Bishops and the members of General Church Board. 
 
This principle also means that people appointed to other bodies (eg committees etc) and 
positions (eg administrator) have the character, skills and experience appropriate to steward 
the resources entrusted to them. 
 
Understanding the Faith remains a requirement on people participating in the governance of 
the Church. 
 
Governance experience is also gained by participation (ie by having a culture of engagement 
and inclusion) and by mentoring. 
 
Whilst competency requirements cannot be such that they cause an undue burden on future 
leaders, especially volunteer leaders, these requirements have always been the ‘burden’ of 
leadership. (As noted elsewhere in this report, the Church has always been called to good 
governance, both from Holy Scripture as well as by societal requirements). 
 

4.5 Transparency to members and stakeholders: This is about being open & obvious about 
objectives being pursued, strategies and processes being followed, decisions made, and 
communicating regularly to Members and key others. 
 

4.6 Being an ethical, socially responsible church: LCANZ expects high standards of conduct 
from all within the Church and LCANZ actively utilises transparent mechanisms to hold people 
and agencies accountable for any behaviour that is sub-standard. 
 
This involves establishing, communicating & enforcing boundaries on conduct. Expected 
standards of conduct are known throughout the Church and persons (or bodies) who breach 
these requirements are held accountable for their actions, or lack of action. 
This principle applies to all parts and persons within the Church, not just to members of key 
decision-making bodies. 
 
This principle is not in essence a punitive principle. Typically, it is first a task of 
communication, secondly a task of education, thirdly a task of feedback, fourth a task of 
support, and only then a task of Christian discipline. 
 
This principle encompasses and highlights the importance of communication, discussion, 
education, regular review as well as having a continuum of intervention strategies that are 
consistently applied across the Church.  
 
Note: The contexts in which this issue arose in the review were circumstances where bodies and 
individuals were reported as having decided to ‘do their own thing’ because they didn’t like a 
particular policy or decision by the Church but they were not held accountable for their choice of 
action; circumstances where part of the Church is reported to possibly be in breach of good 
employment practices; and circumstances where the conduct of persons may be falling below 
expectations but no effective corrective action is taken by the Church. 
 

4.7 Accountability to members and other key stakeholders: This is about ensuring there is 
regular and appropriate reporting to these groups in a way that they can ask questions, 
provide feedback and, where necessary, give direction to those acting on their behalf in 

 
the Church Constitution says about governance authority. We need to be cognizant of how regulators can be authorized to 
think and act. 



positions of governance, leadership or management - and/or hold those persons accountable 
for their actions or lack of action. 
 

4.8 Clarity re theological statements: To aid clarity and reduce confusion theological statements 
formally adopted by the LCANZ are clearly distinguished from other statements and/or 
theological opinions not formally adopted by the LCANZ. 
 

4.9 Importance of regular review and evaluation: This is a part of good governance. It is about 
ensuring that all aspects of the Church’s governance and its structure are kept up to date and 
‘fit for purpose’. To ensure currency and compliance with Church and societal requirements, 
the following are reviewed on a regular basis in a robust and transparent way: 
• Constitutions 
• By-laws, policies & procedures 
• Strategic ministry and mission documents/plans 
• Terms of Reference, Statements of Duties, Delegations of Authorities 
• The performance and conformance of governing bodies, managing bodies, advisory bodies 

and persons holding positions of leadership and/or authority. 
 
Note: this is not a new concept for LCANZ as Recommendation 4 of the 2014 LCA Governance and 
Administration Review was for the LCA to introduce transparent evaluation processes for all 
governing groups appropriate to the size and responsibility of the group. The challenge for the 
Church in this area is to have a system of regular review and evaluation which does not take up so 
much time and energy that it impinges on, and/or prevents, the mission of the church from being 
achieved. 
 

5. QUALITY DOCUMENTATION 
 
The constitutional documents of the Church are quality documents that are clear, non-repetitive, fully 
applicable, inspiring, unifying and understandable. 
 
5.1 Clear constitutional documentation structure: Whatever form the future constitutional 

documents of the LCANZ take, the constitutional structure is clear.  
 
Note: Based on respondent input to this review a new vision for the constitutional structure of 
LCANZ emerged. The vision is for the Church to have an inspiring unincorporated constitution (a 
‘Church Foundations Charter’ was a title suggested) for church ministry and mission purposes 
and a separate incorporated constitution to cover the legal & regulatory requirements on the 
Church. It was suggested that the existing doctrinal statements & theological opinions of the 
church be housed in a database known as the Book of Theological Statements. 
 
How the church implements the administrative side of the church (that is, its By- laws,  
policies & procedures) was suggested to be housed in a database known as the Book of Bylaws, 
Policies & Procedures. 
 
Suggestions as to what could be included in a ‘Church Foundations Charter’ were outlined on 
pages 24 to 27 of the Interim Report, Volume 1. Additional thoughts from church members were 
included in Volume 2, pages 18 to 37. 
 
Suggestions as to what could be included in a Book of ‘Bylaws, Policies & Procedures’ were 
outlined on pages 28 to 29 of the Interim Report, Volume 1 and in Appendix 3 of the same Volume. 
Additional thoughts from church members were included in Volume 2, pages 37 to 43. 
 
Suggestions as to what could be included in a future legal structure document for the church 
were outlined on page 30 of the Interim Report, Volume 1 and in Appendix 4 of the same Volume. 
Additional thoughts from church members were included in Volume 2, pages 43 to 45. 



 
5.2 Applicability throughout the entire LCANZ: The peak ‘constitutional documents’ of the 

church are constructed in a way that they are adopted by all the various entities (including 
independent legal entities) that currently make up the LCANZ.  
 
Note: An independent legal entity - for example a Lutheran aged care service that is independent 
of the Church for its governance and ownership - will have its own ‘constitution’ which, for both 
legal and good governance reasons, it must adhere to. Such a body cannot adhere to a 
constitution of another separate legal entity in place of its own constitution even if the ‘other’ 
constitution is the constitution of LCA Inc. 
 
The good news is that there are several ways this issue can be overcome. 
 
For example, if the Church is to maintain the status quo in regard to its multiple separate and 
independent legal entities, a way forward suggested by this review is for the Church to have a 
peak unincorporated ‘Church Foundations Charter’ that all entities associated with the LCANZ 
could adopt, within their own constitutional framework, as their ‘charter’ too.  
 
This could be a mandatory requirement on separate legal entities being a part of the LCANZ. This 
was the most supported course of action for the LCANZ. 
Other options may be possible as well. 

 
5.3 Clarity: All LCANZ constitutional documentation is clear and non-contradictory. This includes 

clarity for all key terms and phrases, clarity of key processes and clarity about role 
responsibilities, accountabilities and decision making authority. 
 
Note: Specific areas for clarity suggested were: 
5.3.1 Clarity about all key definitions, including for the terms/phrases: 

5.3.1.1 LCANZ, Constitutional documents, congregation, district; 
5.3.1.2 All theological and ecclesial terms in constitutional documents; 
5.3.1.3 ministry, mission, synod, governance, governing board; 
5.3.1.4 Membership requirements of congregations, the LCANZ, synod,  governing 

board; 
5.3.1.5 Key offices such as pastor, bishop, pastoral assistant, 

administrator/executive officer; and 
5.3.1.6 Authority related terms including oversee, guidance, advice etc. 

 
5.3.2 Clarity about key processes including: 

5.3.2.1 How delegates are nominated to synod, especially General Synod - the minimum 
recommended principles being ‘proportionate’ & ‘qualified’. 

5.3.2.2 How decision making can occur at synods and the boards of the church that 
includes a process of meaningful participation by church members. 

5.3.2.3 How the voices of diverse and specialist ministries are heard in the key forums of 
the Church including pastor conferences, synods and the boards of the Church. 

5.3.2.4 How synods will assure themselves that in exercising their powerand authority 
their decisions are governed by the will of God as revealed in his Word. 

5.3.2.5 How decision making typically occurs within the church. It is noted that 
decentralised decision-making typically fosters innovation and growth and so long 
as there is a sound whole- of-church governance framework that includes clarity 
about decision making boundaries, controls and accountability, decentralised 
decision-making typically takes less time. 
 
Some suggestions regarding a decision-making framework for the Church were 
outlined in the Interim Report, Volume 2 on page 41. Some suggested definitions of 
key decision-making terms were outlined on pages 8 and 9 of the same Volume. 



 
5.3.3 Clarity about Role Responsibilities, Accountabilities and Decision-making authority. 

 
This is about being clear and unambiguous about ‘who is responsible for what’ – whether 
an office or a body - including specifying roles, responsibilities, decision making authority 
and performance accountabilities for all offices and bodies in the Church. 
 
This clarity enables and empowers decision makers (individuals or bodies) to make 
constructive, useful and timely decisions by ensuring their role, responsibilities, authority 
and accountabilities are clear, including being clear about: 
5.3.3.1 how their role contributes to achieving the mission objectives and effective 

functioning of the Church; 
5.3.3.2 what boundaries and controls apply to the exercise of their authority; and 
5.3.3.3 how they will be held accountable for the decisions taken and authority exercised). 

 
5.4 Procedural fairness: All processes recorded in constitutional documents are 

procedurally fair.  
Note: This may mean that for all significant processes there is at least one level of appeal. 

 
5.5 Constitutional framework longevity: The constitutional framework for the Church is of a 

nature that requires minimal change over time. That is, the constitutional framework can 
accommodate change, particularly structural change within the Church without the 
constitutional framework itself having to change. 
 

5.6 Compliance with laws and regulations: Constitutional documents of the Church meet all legal 
compliance obligations on them. 

 
5.7 Articles have a hierarchy: In terms of ‘interpreting’ articles (clauses) in constitutional 

documents the general rule remains that earlier articles in the documentation typically have 
precedence over later articles; statements in a constitution have precedence over statements 
in by-laws; and by-laws determined by Members (when lawful) have precedence over 
policies set by boards governing on behalf of Members. By-laws and policies may clarify or 
expand on what is meant in a constitution but they can never limit that which is expressed in 
the constitution. 

 
5.8 Modern practice regarding by-laws: Any ‘by-laws’ made by Members are housed in 

supporting documentation along with the policies and procedures decided by the 
governing body that reports to the Members. 
 
Note: This is because the use of by-laws has changed over the past fifty years. By-Laws are 
not used much anymore to record agreed ‘management’ and/or ‘operational’ practices. These 
agreements are now typically recorded as governance policies determined by the governing 
board that reports to the Members. 

 



SECTION 8: CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS TO GENERAL CHURCH 
BOARD 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
It is noted that a review of constitutional documents is a routine, albeit important, matter that should 
be done regularly and that any significant review of such documents takes time and should not be 
rushed. 
 
A constitutional review can bring clarity to church governance, clarity to constitutional documents, be 
educational and also be a catalyst for new energy within a Church. To that extent a constitutional 
review should be fully embraced. 
 
PHASE 1 CONCLUSIONS 
 
The conclusions of this phase 1 project are that: 
 
A. The existing LCA Inc Constitution and By-laws (with their past minor updates) are to be affirmed 

in that those documents have guided the governance of the LCANZ for over 50 years. 
 
B. The existing LCA Inc suite of constitutional documents are in need of updating in order to better 

support the journey of the Church into its future. There is need to improve the wording in existing 
constitutional documents in a number of areas (most of which seem to be unintended 
consequences of multiple separate updates over the years)and to acknowledge those aspects of 
the Church that make the Church of today different to the Church of 1966, especially: 
• changes in church demographics including new forms of ministry and of being congregation; 
• the now large presence of multiple ministries of witness and service (including early 

childhood education, school education, and ministries with the aged, and those experiencing 
a disability or other severe disadvantage and/or trauma); 

• the ongoing journey in meeting best practice in governance; and 
• the increasing use of technology within the Church. 

 
C. There seems to be a yearning within the respondents to this review to: 

• focus constitutional documents even more on ministry and mission 

• create a more flexible mindset in the ministry and the Church concerning ministry and 
mission 

• clarify and simplify Church governance arrangements ensuring all such arrangements are 
ecclesially sound and financially viable for the future 

• improve relationships and better link the work of synods and the administrative bodies and 
offices throughout the Church; and 

• have clear and unambiguous constitutional documentation that inspires, as well as 
addressing all incorporation and regulatory requirements. 
 

D. A significant review of the constitutional documents of the Church cannot be achieved without 
further discussions on a number of key issues raised by this phase 1 project and which are 
outlined in this report. 

 
E. The LCANZ requires a constitutional framework that will best enable it to remain ‘one 

body’ of believers even though it may consist of many parts, including separate legal 
entities. The current framework is not achieving this objective. 

 
F. The governance (and therefore the constitutional) journey of LCANZ continues – a number of 

phases/stages will be required to complete this half-century review. 
 



G. Taken together, the above confirms what GCB suspected three years ago – a significant review 
of the Constitution is warranted. As the submission to this review from CTICR said “The 
challenge is to do this in a way which recognises and honours the heavenly and spiritual 
nature of the church as it is present within earthly temporal institution of the LCANZ.” 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
“Jesus said: ‘I tell you that you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of Hades 
will not overcome it’ (Matthew 16:18). 
 
In the knowledge that the church of Christ will stand the test of time because Jesus is the eternal Lord 
of his church, this Review makes the following recommendations. 
 
General Synod should: 
 
1. Affirm the work of this Phase 1 project and acknowledge the contributions made by church 

members to it.  
 

2. Authorize the Church to move into Phase 2 of the review of the LCA Inc Constitution and By-laws 
in order to continue the journey of ensuring LCA Inc has quality constitutional documents 
appropriate for its future. 
 

3. Note that Phase 2 should utilise the principles identified in this Phase 1 report in the conduct of 
Phase 2. 
 

4. Note that the process of Phase 2 should include: 
a. the quality constitutional review sequence of first agreeing on the ‘who’, thence the ‘why’, 

thence the ‘what’ and thence the ‘how’ (of values, culture, processes, offices and finally 
structures), taking into account the important matter of viability 

b. guidance from theological and governance experts as well as advice from constitutional 
law experts 

c. meaningful participation by a range of congregations, pastors, church members 
(including young people, indigenous participants, church members from a non-English 
speaking background) and Church administrators 

d. informing the LCANZ, congregations in particular, about changes that any constitutional 
review proposals would bring to the Church. (Having communications expressed in a 
way that all church members can understand is a starting point for a meaningful 
participation. This requires the use of plain language, clear information and allowing 
enough time for people to contemplate any proposals). 

 
5. Note that the outcome of Phase 2 be a draft of constitutional documents for the future of the 

Church that sit within a framework that has longevity and reflects who we are, why we exist, how 
we are governed, is consistent with contemporary standards, and is of such a nature that requires 
minimal changes over time. 

 
 
  



APPENDIX 1 
THANKS AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
This project, and this report, reflects input from many people within the LCANZ. 
 
I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to the many church members and others who engaged with 
and contributed to this phase 1 project. Particular thanks go to the groups of people like 
congregations, boards, commissions and committees, who took the time to discuss the key 
constitutional issues for them, and to then provide feedback to this review. 
 
It was humbling to hear from elderly respondents, some in care facilities and others who wrote 
lengthy hand-written submissions. It was equally delightful to hear the considered and sometimes 
forthright voice of young people. I was particularly proud of, and affected by, the stories told by people 
from cultures where English was not their first language, particularly those who have experienced 
severe hardship and/or trauma - and from those church members who reported they experience 
discrimination or isolation in the Church. 
 
It was also humbling to hear from pastors, both young and old, as they trusted the review with their 
honest opinions about what needed to change in the Church. Likewise, there were many church 
members who shared their fears, anger, frustrations and hopes – sometimes directed at this review 
itself. Thank you for engaging. 
 
It was also uplifting to hear of the many positive experiences of being a part of this Church and hearing 
the joy in people’s voices as they relayed their experiences of seeing God’s love in Christ coming to life 
in people through the ministries of this Church. 
 
I also want to thank those very learned and experienced persons in the Church, both pastor and lay, 
who graciously exercised patience with me as I grappled to understand the nuances of their expertise. 
 
Although there are too many people to thank individually, I do want to single out some for either their 
insightful thinking and/or their fierce conversations with me. Alphabetically they are Rev Dr Peter 
Lockwood, Eleanor Long, John Paech, Rev Michael Prenzler, Rev Tom Reuther, Rev Stephen Schultz 
and Rev Mike Semmler. 
 
I also thank Rev Dr Vic Pfitzner for his kind mentoring and my co-facilitator Rev Terence Corkin. 
 
Finally, I express my thanks and appreciation to those persons listed below who gave of themselves in 
supporting this phase 1 review. I say a special thank you to the hard working volunteers of the Review 
Team, to all the bishops and to those persons listed in the ‘other assistance provided’ table below – 
this Phase 1 project would not have been able to be completed within the set timeframe without their 
support and assistance. 
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Bishop Mark Whitfield, New Zealand St Paul’s, Wellington 
Bishop John Henderson, LCA Bishop Holy Trinity, Hampstead 

 

OPERATATIONAL ISSUE MEETING 
Name Synod Office represented 
Angela Rodgers South Australia-Northern Territory  
Lester Dreckow Western Australia 
Russell Veerhuis NSW&ACT 
Stephen Mildred Victoria/Tasmania 
Debbie Venz LCA Churchwide 

 

PARTICIPANTS IN THE FEBRUARY 2021 LEADERS FORUM 
Name   Position 
Bishop John Henderson LCA Bishop 
Rev Andrew Pfeiffer LCA Assistant Bishop 
Bishop David Altus SA/NT District Bishop 
Bishop Robert Bartholomaeus NSW/ACT District Bishop 
Bishop Lester Priebbenow Vic/Tas District Bishop 
Bishop Mike Fulwood WA District Bishop 
Bishop Paul Smith Qld District Bishop 
Bishop Mark Whitfield LCNZ Bishop 
Anita Short General Synod parish delegate, Qld 

(Toowoomba Emmanuel Fellowship) 
Michael Klatt General Synod parish delegate, Qld (St 

 
 

 Pauls, Nundah) 
Leena Vourinen General Synod parish delegate, Qld 

(Woolloongabba Nazareth Finnish) 
Hazel Weis Parish rep (Our Saviours Toowoomba, Qld) 
Rev Peter Miller Australian Lutheran College (ALC) Board 

member 
Monika Tropiano Council for Local Mission Chair 
Jodie Hoff Australian Lutheran World Service (ALWS) 

Board Chair 
Brett Haeusler Board for Lutheran Education Australia 

(BLEA) Chair 
James Winderlich ALC Principal 
Jamie Davies ALWS Executive Director 



Lisa Schmidt LEA Executive Director 
Rev Stephen Pietsch Commission on Theology and Inter-church 

Relations (CTICR) Chair 
Rev Adrian Kitson Commission on Worship (CoW) Chair 
Dr Cathryn Hamilton Commission on Social and Bioethical 

Questions (CSBQ) Chair 
Mel Zerner Finance Audit and Risk Committee (FAR) Loan 

Management Committee (LMC) Chair 
David Dreckow Standing Committee on Constitutions 

(SCoC) Chair 
Colleen Fitzpatrick Standing Committee on Nominations 

(SCoN) Chair 
Rev Andrew Vanderwal Constitution Review Group member & SA/NT 

DCC member 
Bruce Lockwood Constitution Review Group member & Qld 

DCB member 
Rev Mark Vainikka Constitution Review Group member & Qld 

DCB member 
Ralph Brinkmann Constitution Review Group member & 

Vic/Tas DCC member 
Paul Argyle Constitution Review Group member & LCNZ 

CoS member 
Faye Schmidt Constitution Review Group member & GCB 

member 
Prof Wendy Mayer Member, Key Definitions Issues Assessment 

Group (IAG) 
Vic Pfitzner Member, Membership IAG 
Tony von Brandenstein NSW/ACT DCC member 
Graeme Lienert WA DCC member 
Rev Tim Klein SA/NT member 
Tanya Crooks Principal, Redeemer Lutheran College 
Rachel Boyce Principal, Good Shepherd Lutheran College NT 

Kerryn Simpfendorfer Secretary, Qld District Constitutions 
Committee 

Rev Lionel Rohrlach Pastor delegate (Qld) 
Rev Mike Semmler Emeritus LCA Bishop 
Rev Wally Schiller SCoC member 
Rev Peter Lockwood Retired ALC lecturer 
Pamela Dalgleish Cross-Cultural Ministry Committee Chair 
Rev Ben Hentschke Pastor delegate (Qld) 
Peter Schirmer Executive Officer of the Church 
Dr Nigel Long Secretary of the Church 
Tom Reuther Retired pastor 

 

OTHER ASSISTANCE PROVIDED 
Name Assistance Area 
Marilyn Wall Reconciliation Action Plan liaison 
Nigel Long Reconciliation Action Plan liaison 
Linda Macqueen Church Member Survey and Review webpage 
Jodi Brook Young Persons Survey Coordination 
Janette Lange Archival research and retrieval 
Daniel Wiltshire Review IT and webpage 

 



APPENDIX 2 
REFERENCE DOCUMENTS ACCESSED BY THIS REVIEW 
 
In addition to: 
LCA Constitution & By-laws (including District Constitution & By-laws Part A), 2018 LCA Constitution 
& By-laws (including Districts), 1966 
Model Constitution for Congregations 1966 Theses of Agreement 1966 
The Doctrinal Statements & Theological Opinions of the Church LCA Governance Framework 2020 
LCA Governance Policies 2020 
 
The Review was also provided with access to the following documents (in date order): 

• The Good of the Church (Rev Dr L Steicke). 
• The Work of the Lutheran Church of Australia - In the Light of the Constitution and Mission 

Statement written by J.G. Strelan, 4/11/1991. 
• Our Church 2020 – A Multicultural Church in Mission – Pastor Brian Schwarz & Dr Dean Zweck, 

in association with Pastor Jim Strelan. Undated. 
• Reconceiving The Constitution: Some Fundamentals – J. G. Strelan. August 15, 2001. 
• Public Doctrine: The Duties of Pastors and people - J G Strelan 24/11/2001. 
• LCA Issues Paper - “Delegate as a representative of the congregation or the synod” H.F.W. 

Proeve 31/7/2002. 
• Authority & Power in the Church - Faculty of Luther Seminary, March 1992, for College of 

Presidents. Reworked by the Faculty, August 2002. 
• The Pastoral Ministry - a paper prepared by the faculty of Luther Seminary for the Commission 

on Theology and Inter-Church Relations, December 2002. 
• “Towards an understanding of the Structure of the LCA laid down in 1966” - H. F. W. Proeve 

19.5.201I. 
• Walking In Consensus: The Lutheran Way - A summary of the Report of the President's 

Working Group on Consensus. Easter 2O11. 
• LCA Constitution & By-laws: A conversation with Rev Dr Henry Proeve and Rev Dr Lance 

Steicke (and Rev Dr Mike Semmler and Trevor Ruthenberg in September 2011). Summary 
record prepared by Liz Crawford, Professional Standards Director, July 2013. 

• Five Principles of Dialogue in the LCA. LCA document, September 2013. 
• LCA Governance and Administration Review, Final Report. Dr Maureen Cleary, 20 February 

2015. 
• Constitutional Matters – Author Unknown. Amended version @12 December 2015. 
• LCA Aged Care and Community Services Dialogue Report – Les Stahl, 31 January 2018. 
• LCA Our Direction 2018 – 2024. Summary. LCA document. January 2019. 
• Ministry Structure in the LCA – Structuring ourselves for growth in the 21st Century – Stephen 

Schultz. Assistant Bishop for Mission, SA-NT District March 2019. 
• Key Issues Assessment Paper: Constitutional Restructure of the Lutheran Church of Australia. 

Internal LCA document, July 2019. 
• Report of the Theological & Ecclesial Issues Assessment Group to this Review, 2020. 
• Report of the Key Definitions Issues Assessment Group to this Review, 2020. 
• Report of the Membership Criteria Issues Assessment Group to this Review, 2020. 
• Report of the LCA Committee on Cross Cultural Ministry to this Review, 2020. 
• LCA Draft Reconciliation Action Plan. LCA, 2020. 
• Church Order and Identity: Challenges and Opportunities for Churches in Indonesia to Express 

Their Identity Through Church Order. Lazarus Purwanto in Church Polity -- International 
Studies in Protestant Church Polity. Vol.1, Number 1, Winter 2020. 
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