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Why I cannot in good conscience take a “Leave of Absence” or 
resign as President at this time and under these circumstances 

 
 On September 25th, 2006, on a regularly scheduled STF Board conference call, I 
was surprised by an offer from the majority of the STF Board of Directors (Dan 
Gallagher, John Schoenheit, Gary Theisen, and Karen Theisen) for a six month paid leave 
of absence. Some of the complex problems influencing this decision of the Board were 
the following:  

1. Escalation of personal problems and broken trust among various Board members 
and spouses. 

2. Increased concern over my alleged poor judgment based on my supposed 
marriage and family/office enmeshment issues 

3. Employee and office management problems due to conflicts between Christian 
ministry values and business values. 

4. Tensions between the Board’s involvement in the day to day management of the 
office and the executive functions of the president. 

 
 These conflicts contributed to the Board majority’s decision to remove me 
quickly from the office and functions as president. As I deliberated and struggled with the 
various allegations and accusations about my character and judgment, tensions heated up 
with increasing pressure for me to respond more quickly. The “offer” changed from a 
“leave of absence,” to a “change of duties,” finally to a call for my resignation. The 
original offer was made with great concern expressed for my interests and the needs of 
my family, and assurances that no one was talking about removing me as president. But 
five weeks later, we were sitting in our corporate attorney’s office with the Board 
majority’s list of questions pertaining to how they might quickly remove me as president. 
Our attorney advised them that the only legally tenable way to remove me as president 
was to duly elect a new president at the Annual Meeting in January. This is now the 
stated intention of the Board majority. 
  
 While I am very open to any change of leadership or change of role or duties for 
any of us in leadership positions, I think the biggest obstacle for me lies in the way the 
Board has rushed to judgment and approached the problems we are facing at this time 
and under these circumstances without due diligence for the impact of their decisions. 
What follows is my explanation for refusing to accept the offer of the Board majority, at 
this time, and under these conditions. I will first give the summary of the main points; 
after that I will give more evidence and support for these points. 
 

1. The Board majority has acted in haste and shown poor judgment and insensitivity 
in their dealings with me and my family, which has resulted in a lot of hurt for us, 
and for some in our community. I believe their decisions have been clouded by 
their own hurts, misperceptions and fears, as well as some unprocessed grievances 
and unforgiveness I think that some of this has resulted from a lack of 
commitment to the process described in Matthew 18:15-18. These things have 
resulted because of a lack of commitment to the process described in Matthew 
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18:15-18, where personal offenses are first handled in face to face conversations. 
To continue on this path without careful discernment, personal contact, and 
repentance will only foster more hurt and possible division.  

 
2. I believe that the Board majority has acted unethically in a way that has impugned 

the integrity of the Board and has begun to cause some disillusionment in our 
community. Promises have been broken, stories and statements changed, an 
illegal Board meeting held, confidences breeched, and more. To push for a 
leadership change without the Board majority accounting for these unethical 
behaviors will only compound the problems we already have. 

 
3. The Board majority is acting against the recommendation of the Clergy majority. 

The Clergy have customarily been involved in the decisions regarding leadership 
character. The Clergy majority has found the Board majority’s accusations and 
corresponding decisions against my character and judgment to be without merit. 
Moving ahead with a leadership change without the support of the Clergy would 
be unprecedented. Not taking the time to reach a Board/Clergy consensus will 
almost certainly produce further divisions and hurts. 

 
4. For the Board majority will be acting contrary to the many prophetic warnings 

from a lot of people in our community. We are a community that values and seeks 
prophetic input regarding all major decisions, in addition to using wisdom and 
scriptural guidance. To be making a major decision  such as a change of 
leadership without taking the time to really evaluate all the prophetic voices in our 
community will cause more disillusionment and hurt, as well as also being 
unprecedented.  

 
5. The Board majority will be acting without due regard for community voices and 

involvement. They have consistently decided against community involvement in 
this situation, and voted down a resolution to convene a jury to weigh the 
evidence and render a verdict (per 1 Cor. 6:4). While this might be consistent with 
our bylaws, in which the board is accountable to no one but themselves, I do not 
think that this is consistent with the direction that I have been endeavoring to lead 
the ministry, nor reflects the hearts of our stakeholders. 

 
6. Most significantly, I believe that God is working a change or transformation from 

a ministry to a church. This is a difficult and complex process of sorting out a 
variety of issues, including church government, priorities, values, traditions, etc. It 
is my belief that if the Board majority continues on this course to remove me as 
president this January, without adequate consideration of the Clergy majority, the 
prophetic, and the opinions of the community, it will result in hurt and division, 
and will work against what God has been and is trying to do in our midst. On the 
other hand, if cooler heads prevail, and we slow down the process of leadership 
change, we can keep open to the move of God in our midst, and to work for a 
more creative righteous and mutually respectful solution. 
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What follows is more substantiation for the above points, following the same numbering 
system (1-6). 
 

1. Poor judgment and hastiness 
a. Christian Educational Services began in 1988 and I was one of the 

founding members and directors. I have been serving as President 
officially since Jan 1, 2000, and functionally some time before that. In that 
time there has never been any concern expressed by the Board about my 
judgment or character that is reflected in our minutes or that has risen to 
the level of a Board concern until September 11th of this year in the 
context of mounting disagreement about Jeff Blackburn’s employment. As 
recently as June 15,th I was being affirmed for my leadership of the 
ministry by the entire Clergy, who wrote us a letter which said the 
following: “Please know that we are all very happy with the care and 
competency in which Mark carries out his duties as President. We believe 
the grace and blessings of the Lord are upon him in this role and we all 
want to continue doing all we can to support him as he so faithfully and 
lovingly leads us.”  

b. In an effort to understand and answer the many emotionally-charged 
accusations against me beginning on September 11th, and to slow down 
the process to allow for more deliberation and thoughtfulness, I requested 
that these things be put in writing. Having now heard and answered these 
accusations, I am unable to see merit in their proposal of such a leave of 
absence, and in fact believe that it is not in the best interests of either STF 
or me and my family. 

c. The focal point of concern about my allegedly poor judgment has been the 
way I supposedly pressured a valuable employee of six years, Jeff 
Blackburn, to resign against his desire and conscience. Ironically, the 
Board majority has responded with indignation to pressure me to leave or 
resign against my conscience in a much hastier process than what they say 
I urged regarding Jeff.  

d. One piece of evidence for the hastiness of the judgments made against me 
is the fact that the first indication in the Board minutes of any perception 
of a problem with my performance was September 11, when John 
Schoenheit addressed four of his concerns: 

1. A prophetic dream about Dan that I reported to Tom, Dan, and 
John. John thought that it showed poor judgment that I would put 
any stock in it because Dan and I were in conflict and I was 
emotionally involved. He used it as an example of “using 
prophecy like a club.” I responded by saying that I stood by it, 
and that I reported it appropriately for the Prophetic Advisory 
Committee to consider along with anything else they had about 
the situation. Tom and Susan Resner, as the coordinators of the 
P.A.C., were not sure about my interpretation of the prophetic 
dream but saw the potential significance of the dream, and saw 
nothing of an intent on my part to use it “as a club.” 
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2. In light of Jeff Blackburn’s possible departure at the time, I was 
considering making Joe Schmoe the Assistant Office Manager. 
John thought that Joe had character problems that eliminated him 
from being considered for the job. I responded by saying that I 
was in relationship with Joe on some of his personal issues, and 
that in my view he was making great progress and was in a good 
place. As for his professional ability, Jeff himself said that 
Richard could handle the job after a period of training. 

3. According to John, I had handled a situation at Teen Camp 
poorly involving an adult staff person that had been reported to 
him. This was news to me because John had never discussed the 
situation with me before bringing it up as evidence of my 
allegedly poor judgment. When I followed up and spoke directly 
to the person for clarification, the situation proved to be a 
misunderstanding of my intent in a short conversation we had 
about a problem with a camper. This person apologized to me for 
not addressing the offense with me directly and sooner, without 
involving John Schoenheit. John admitted that he had never 
given me a chance to handle the situation, had not followed up 
with the person to make peace with me, but rather used the 
incident to add to his increasing “evidence” against my 
judgment.  

4. Because my wife and daughter both had grievances against Jeff, 
John Schoenheit alleged that I was pressuring Jeff out in order to 
“parade” my loyalty before my family. I found this very hurtful 
coming from a friend of 25 years, to so misrepresent my heart 
and commitment to act in the best interests of the ministry and 
the Home Office staff. My concern related to Jeff’s behavior 
toward all the staff and volunteers, not just my family, who were 
the straw that broke the camel’s back. Especially hurtful was the 
fact that he had never brought this up to my face, but chose to 
bring it up on a Board call. This seems to be pretty typical of 
how the Board majority has handled my heart and friendship. It 
is this kind of behavior that has made me so adamant about 
keeping the parameters of Matthew 18. 

e. Personal issues still need to be addressed through personal face-to-face 
conversations, as individuals and as couples. This is particularly so 
between the Graesers and both the Gallaghers and the Theisens, who have 
taken the position that Karen and I are unsafe to talk to without a 
mediator. Though we had one personal session with the Schoenheits on 
September 23rd, in which we Graesers had to promise not to address 
anything confrontational to the Schoenheits. Even the slight suggestion 
that I experienced a comment of John’s as “patronizing” was highly 
offensive and recounted weeks later as evidence of us “misrepresenting 
the facts” and further evidence that we were “unsafe peopl.” John and I 
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had a mediated conversation on November 29, but there are many more 
things for us to work out in our relationship.  

f. We need to work out our personal differences before we come together to 
reach a decision as a Board on matters that involve personal judgments, 
offenses, and sins in obedience to Matthew 5:23-24 “Therefore, if you are 
offering your gift at the altar and there remember that your brother has 
something against you, 24 leave your gift there in front of the altar. First go 
and be reconciled to your brother; then come and offer your gift.” Also 
Matthew 18:15-18, as referenced earlier. This protects us from making 
decisions based on an emotional bias or personal judgment. This is all the 
more necessary when we are dealing with issues of personnel and/or 
priority changes. 

 
2. Unethical Board behavior 

i. After repeated attempts to meet with Board couples to deal with the 
personal issues that had surfaced between us, the Board majority decided 
that they could no longer “separate personal issues from Board business,” 
and held a meeting among themselves in Ft Wayne on September 23. The 
Resners were not able to attend on such short notice, and we elected not to 
attend for conscience sake, because we believed strongly that such a 
meeting was ill advised until a good faith effort was made to talk in person 
first. There were obviously many judgments, offenses, and 
disillusionments that had arisen in our relationship with each other that we 
felt should be handled in a manner consistent with Matthew 18:15-18. 
This meeting was illegal according to our Bylaws, because the Resners 
and we were not given at least 48 hours notice, and no purpose of the 
meeting was given. Yet Karen Theisen called the meeting “an emergency 
meeting,” which she admitted on the Board call on November 13. I think it 
was this point the Board majority began acting more like a “runaway 
Board” than wise and responsible directors of a world-wide ministry. They 
appeared to be driven more by their anxiety and an agenda to remove me 
quickly in order to bring Jeff back to work at the Home Office before he 
got a new job. That Board business was conducted at that illegal meeting 
was evident by what happened next.  

 
b. The next evening, on a regular Board conference call, Dan Gallagher 

tendered his resignation as CEO, citing his inability to work with me any 
longer, based in large part over disagreements that had arisen between us 
concerning the process leading to Jeff Blackburn’s resignation. Gary 
Theisen then offered on behalf of the Board majority an alternative to 
Dan’s resignation--that I accept a six month paid “leave of absence” (his 
words, reflected in the minutes). In other conversations with Board 
members it was affirmed to my wife and me repeatedly that “no one was 
talking about anyone losing their job” and “no one is talking about 
removing Mark as President.” 
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Yet a few weeks later, on November 1, a private meeting was attempted 
with our corporate attorney by representatives of the Board majority for 
the purpose of determining how they might remove me as president by 
getting around the obvious provision for removal of an officer: consensus 
among the remaining members of the Board. Since Tom Resner has not 
been in agreement with the Board Majority, they knew that this was not an 
option. When our attorney felt that he had a conflict of interest owing to 
his relationship with me, and declined a private meeting, a meeting of the 
full Board was held on November 1, with the Theisens attending by 
conference phone. In that meeting questions were presented to the attorney 
that indicated that a great deal of thought had gone into ascertaining some 
way to remove me. Upon discovering from the attorney that they could not 
remove me without appearing to be straining the bylaws, they changed 
both their tactics and rhetoric and began to say that they were not 
“removing” me as president, but simply “electing a new president” at the 
annual Board Meeting in January. This further undermined my trust in the 
Board Majority to deal honestly and openly with me and my family. I also 
saw it as a compromise of integrity where they seemed to be more 
interested in managing their public image than doing the right thing or 
even telling the truth. 

 
c. It is my opinion that a Board majority that cannot see the difference 

between personal issues and Board business is in no position to be trying 
to solve complex problems. At the Ft Wayne meeting on October 15, I 
identified five distinct areas of concerns that had been expressed to me in 
their written submissions, and I believed that each suggested a different a 
solution. None of these solutions seemed to necessitate my taking a leave 
of absence to accomplish.  

 
d. I also believe that the The Board majority has not acted in good faith 

toward me, as evidenced by the fact that they have not articulated a clear, 
consistent, and tenable “offer” that I could believe was truly in my best 
interests, or in the best interests of my family or the ministry as a whole.  
1. On the September 25th Board conference call, Gary Theisen suggested 

a “leave of absence,” paid, for a period of six months. By definition, a 
“leave of absence” implies that nothing is changed about one’s 
employment status, and that upon returning one would continue 
functioning as they had before. This language is confirmed in the 
minutes of the September 25th and October 2 Board minutes. It is my 
recollection that the original offer was for a period of six months, but 
afterwards it was asserted by various Board members that the leave 
was being offered for “at least” six months. For the period to be 
indefinite, as well as paid, and nebulous as to what work I would be 
expected to do, does not show diligence on the part of the Board 
majority to think through their actions. 
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2. In an e-mail on Thursday, October 26, on behalf of the Board 
Majority, Gary Theisen asked me to forgive them for ever using the 
term “leave of absence,” because he really meant to say a “change of 
duties.” It seemed that now the offer was being changed because a 
member of the Finance Committee had heard about the offer being 
made and questioned the wisdom of paying me during a six month 
“leave of absence” when we were already in a financial shortfall. This 
person might have been even more concerned had he known that even 
the period of six months was in question. This precipitated the change 
of language to a “change of duties,” yet those duties have never been 
clarified in writing besides a small hand-written note from Gary given 
to me on October 15. There has there been any written statement 
provided me that would let me know what was being offered or 
expected of me. I cannot accept an offer made with such vague and 
changeable terms and so much “trust us, we love you,” kind of talk. 

3. In Dan Gallagher’s 10/23 e-mail response to my attempt to provide 
minutes of the October 15 meeting, he said that as far as he was 
concerned the offer of a “leave” was no longer on the table, and that 
there had never been any promise that I would return as President after 
the “leave,” nor that it would only be six months—it would be “at 
least” six months. These inconsistencies and alterations of what was 
originally offered to me with many affirmations of love and generosity 
were now convincing me that there was more of an agenda to get me 
out of the picture than good will behind the offer, despite many sincere 
affirmations. 

4. In that same e-mail, Dan also asserted that the offer of a paid leave 
was no longer on the table, and strongly implied reduced pay or a 
termination of employment because I had not yet accepted their 
previous offer. 

5. Dan also challenged my understanding that I was going to return as 
President after this period of a leave or “change of duties.” 

6. Gary finally suggested that my resignation was the only solution to the 
problems before us.  

7. The result of these alterations of the “offer” before me is that I cannot 
trust that the Board Majority genuinely has the best interests of me and 
my family, and it became clear to me that their intention was to 
remove me as President and permanently replace me with either Dan 
Gallagher or John Schoenheit without admitting it.  

 
3. Character issues should be addressed by the clergy as a body, as has been the case in 

the past.  
a. The Board’s escalating criticism and focus on our marriage has become hurtful 

and intrusive. Part of this problem has been the Board’s habit of addressing 
marital issues among ourselves in ways that have become more and more 
meddling and disrespectful to the one flesh marriage relationship. This behavior 
is finally coming to a head in our case, where the loss of personal boundaries 
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and Board enmeshment is getting out of control. As John Schoenheit said it well 
in his response to Nancy’s 10/15 letter: “We went way out of bounds about [the 
Board overstepping personal boundaries].” And further, that he and Jenivee 
“have every intention of letting people govern their own lives, marriages, and 
families. We are creating an atmosphere of meddling and fear, and it needs to 
stop.”  

b. Marriage, family, and character issues are not the proper province of the Board, 
and hijacks the Board’s ability to do Board business. Since we instituted the 
clergy in 2001, this has been a part of its role, and this was even a part of the 
discussion at Earlham that led to the establishment of a clergy in the first place. 
Recent experience confirms our intention to handle character issues and 
marriage concerns within the clergy community. The Clergy should then make 
their recommendations to the Board. Furthermore, Board members’ anxiety 
about the state of our marriage should not be the primary basis for a decision 
about my job performance. The two things should be kept separate, and I should 
be held accountable for my behavior and judgment, not the supposed status of 
my marriage. 

c. Character issues should be deferred to the Clergy, as in the past. We have a 
history of dealing with each other’s character concerns in that venue, as 
mentioned above. 

d. I will comply with the recommendation of the Clergy as a body, or if there is 
division, to comply with the majority position. I am happy to submit to the 
Clergy on all matters of integrity, character, and possible marital 
disqualification. This was a big part of the vision of having a clergy community, 
because we would be able to hold each other accountable at the highest level of 
mutual commitment to serving our community. 

e. It appears that the majority of the Board has wanted to keep Nancy out of the 
loop in the current situation, though non-clergy Board spouses have been 
allowed on calls that have pertained to my character and supposed poor 
judgment. This is not a consistent position, and is not well considered in light of 
the role that the clergy is supposed to have in our church.  

f. This process will take some time, and there are other Clergy whose character 
and behavior should be evaluated in the process--even possibly found 
disqualified for ministry for a while. Dan, John, Gary and Karen have all had 
serious character issues revealed during this ordeal, both prophetically and 
experientially. These things have yet to be discussed openly and honestly 
among us, particularly in light of what I consider judgments made of me by 
people who seem unaware that they are doing the same things that they are 
accusing me of. 

 
4. Prophetic input 

a. A clergy report on some aspects of the prophetic input has been submitted to the 
Board on Dec. 11th.  

b. The clergy has traditionally weighed in on the prophetic input, and has finally 
done so as of November 18th. No solution should be attempted until the problem 
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is analyzed properly, and that should involve a diligent search for what the Lord 
has and is revealing to us. 

c. All prophetic input should be discussed in the next face to face meeting, as we 
agreed in Ft Wayne, on October 15. Making a decision to change leadership prior 
to a concerted attempt to discern the will of the Lord in this situation is contrary to 
our stated values and commitment as a faith community that believes that God 
will speak to us about important issues by direct revelation. The Board majority 
has devalued the prophetic input based on concerns about “dueling prophecies,” 
prophecies distorted by emotional involvement, etc. It seems to me that these are 
just excuses to justify dismissing the possibility that the Lord is speaking 
correctively to Board members who are convinced that they are right. The Board 
Majority has only submitted two or three examples of prophetic material 
supporting their perspective, while there are over one hundred prophetic images 
from people all over our community, which do not support and even warn against 
the Board majority’s actions. 

 
5. Community involvement 

a. Accusations against my judgment should be heard by an independent body of 
wise people in our community who hear both sides and render a judgment. The 
Board Majority has demonstrated that they are too anxious, too hasty, and too 
clouded by their own hurts, misjudgments, and agenda to render a fair verdict.  

b. Before we reach some kind of rushed decision to change leadership or even split 
from each other, I suggest that we allow the Prince of Peace to work to bring 
reconciliation and peace amongst us. This would also be comforting to our 
wider community that we have gone this route in good faith before making any 
rash decisions that might cause a “divorce” and more pain and anguish among 
our constituents, many of whom have already suffered the pain of the 
disintegration of The Way International.  

c. We have also not really considered how we might invite the wider STF 
community into the dialogue about values and ministry priorities. The Board 
majority does not seem to have considered that their position, attitude, and 
judgment might not be shared by the majority of our stakeholders and 
supporters. They have rather said that it is their responsibility to govern the 
ministry and inform the people later. This is not according to Tom’s and my 
conscience to operate this way. We just have a difference of opinion regarding 
church governance. 

 
6. Conflicts of values that have emerged in the course of our conflict need to clarified 

and resolved by dialogue, and perhaps facilitated by an outside consultant well versed 
in congregational conflict resolution.  
a. Some of the values that appear to be in conflict are: 

ii. The Home Office—should it be run more like a business with business values, 
or a Christian ministry reflecting Christian values? Where is the balance point 
in the tension between tasks and production on one end and relationships and 
spirituality on the other? 
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iii. What is the foundation of godly ministry? Is it right theology and doctrine, 
right relationship with God and others, “doing the will of God,” or some 
combination of these things and more? 

iv. Why do our contributors give STF over $60,000/month? Is it because of our 
production discipline, and their getting The Sower on time—or because they 
have bought into our vision and trust our hearts? Are we becoming a church or 
are we content to remain a provider of teaching materials? 

b. Structural, systemic, boundary, and legal issues have to be resolved through 
research, deliberation, and dialogue: 
i. How involved should the Board be in the day to day affairs of the church? 

When is the Board meddling, and when is the President outstepping his/her 
authority as it is granted by the “general consent” of the Board? Should the 
president even sit on the Board as a voting member, or should some other 
structure be considered in keeping with the experience of many other non-
profits Boards? 

ii. What are healthy boundaries that prevent enmeshment among Board members 
and spouses and a blurring of the distinctions between personal concerns, 
private marital issues, and legitimate Board business? How can the various 
roles, callings, functions, and giftings among Board, clergy, and friendship 
relationships be kept appropriately separate? 

iii. Regarding church governance issues, should the Board be accountable and 
answerable to the community? 

iv. To what extent have we been blinded by our past to the point we do not see 
other ways of constituting our church governance system? What is the best 
governmental system to permit checks and balances, accountability, 
empowerment, diversity of input, and efficient use of resources? Is our present 
system really working? 

v. Are our Bylaws realistic and practical for the long term? Do they foster good 
faith, consensus leadership, and efficiency? What values do they foster? What 
should be the basic requirements for Board Membership, especially for face to 
face meetings?  

c. It is not best for the ministry to have a sudden change of leadership and direction 
without appropriate regard for the impact of such a decision upon the Home 
Office Staff and the STF community as a whole. 
i. Before stepping out of my responsibilities as President, I need to be confident 

that I am leaving the ministry in good hands with the Lord’s blessing on it. I 
have some real doubts about this. This will take time, honest dialogue, and 
mediation. There are deep issues here of truthfulness, loyalty, integrity, and 
genuine spirituality that have become a stumbling block for me, and I cannot 
in good conscience accept the offer of a leave (or whatever) with these issues 
unresolved. I am unable at this time to trust that Dan and John are able to steer 
this ministry in accordance with the vision that we have all agreed to and with 
the blessing of the Lord. I also have real concerns about the ability of the 
Theisens to serve on the Board with adequate diligence and engagement 
owing to their schedule and priorities. 
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a. As a Board, we leave ourselves open to the accusation that we have 
pursued a hasty and ill-thought out process. I have been President of this 
ministry for at least 6 ½ years and longer functionally. In that time we 
have transitioned from a ministry that provides materials to the vision of a 
full-service church. We have steadily grown in all categories, including 
financial support, under my watch. This owes more to the grace and 
blessing of God than to anything that I am doing in particular, but care 
must be taken not to act in a way that might affect the Lord’s blessing. 

b. We need to consider the staff as a whole, and support the new assistant 
office manager in the transition after Jeff’s departure. He is doing a very 
good job as Jeff’s replacement, but I think he still needs my support. 
Truthfully, he has not felt supported by Dan and John in the past, both of 
whom have expressed a lack of confidence in him. I have a real problem 
leaving him until he has been handling the responsibility for a longer 
period of time and become established in the job, at least through the end 
of the year, inventory, etc. And I have no confidence in Dan and John 
providing the support he needs as assistant office manager. 

c. We also need to consider the impact on the staff of my leaving 
prematurely and/or against my conscience. The existing staff has 
supported my leadership of the ministry and the Home Office. If I am 
removed as president, what effect will that have on the Home Office, and 
the morale of the staff? To date, I am unaware of any of the Board 
majority asking the staff how they feel about it. 

d. We need to consider the affect on our local community also. Of the three 
fellowships in Indianapolis, one is at the Resner’s, and one is at my son’s 
house. The East Side Fellowship is attended by many of our friends. What 
would they think about my leaving against my conscience because the 
Board majority pressured me out against my conscience? Would they want 
to continue to support a ministry led in this way? 

e. It is best for the wider community for us not to do anything hasty or 
inappropriate, especially anything that would disillusion our Partners and 
Contributors. Our ability to function as we have is dependent upon our 
supporters’ perception that we are acting faithfully and in accordance with 
our stated goals and values. Are we sure they would agree with the Board 
majority view? How could we find out? At the appropriate time we should 
let them decide for themselves once we have clarified the issues that 
divide us. They are like the shareholders in this corporation to whom the 
Board should answer and represent. Instead the Board majority is acting 
like a parental figure keeping the children ignorant and asking them to 
trust the Board to act in their best interest. I cannot in good conscience ask 
our community to do that any more, and am more inclined to inform them 
appropriately. 

f. This evaluation should also include any prophetic input on any Clergy 
person before coming to a decision about any particular member, 
particularly in the event that the prophetic input points to concerns about 
the validity or soundness of that person’s judgment of others. 
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g. Because we value “transparent leadership,” and some of the present angst 
among the Board majority has been the result of my family and me being 
open with our hurts, our sins, and our feelings, we are concerned that 
people will believe that it is not safe to be transparent in our community if 
one is in leadership. This is particularly the case because Dan, John, and 
Karen Theisen have shown a willingness to breach confidences in their 
enthusiasm for building a case against me. Who is going to want to reveal 
anything to people who later use it against them? 

 
ii. There are many other issues here. 

a. We have a lack of Board face time that greatly exacerbates the problems 
amongst us. We have not had the time to steward our relationships, and 
especially not in the midst of so much personal turmoil, 
miscommunication, and conflict. This year the Board has only met three 
times in person due primarily to the Theisen’s schedule and priorities. 

b. We have a lack of clarity of the role of the clergy in the ministry, and deep 
personal divisions between some of the clergy members that must be 
addressed. 

c. We have a lack of clarity about the proper function of a Board in a non-
profit organization like ours, due to our lack of experience and 
understanding. Our corporation is young and we’ve never had a crisis like 
this to test our Bylaws before. According to our corporate attorney, the 
Board meddling in the day to day affairs of the executive functions of the 
church actually expands its liability in a way that serves no one. 

d. We evidence a lack of commitment and understanding of our Bylaws and 
our legal requirement to follow them, especially in times of crisis. Some 
consider the keeping of our bylaws adherence to “technicalities.” 

e. We have a difference of values emerging that needs to be clarified. John, 
Dan, and Karen T. seem to be holding to the old view of our ministry 
primarily as a provider of materials, and therefore my value is seen as 
primarily a staff writer. This is not the direction or the vision that I have 
been quite openly working toward in transitioning from ministry to 
church, and I had every reason to think that I had the support of the Board. 
There are deep issues here of discernment and accountability, and will 
take time to process. Though I have been very hurt by the actions of the 
Board majority, it is not too late to turn things around. Some heartfelt 
apologies and some honest acknowledgement of their our own mistakes 
would go a long way toward reconciliation 

iii. I want to be a part of this process of discernment, and think that I’ve earned the 
right to do so. My stepping out at this time would resolve the immediate tension 
but could easily result in a redirection of the ministry in a way that does not fit 
with my conscience nor the direction we have agreed together to move in. 

 
 To my fellow Board members I offer these considerations in love, for your 
prayerful reflection. We still have lots of opportunity to live our faith. Plus, we are 
continuing to function in the Home Office, the bills are getting paid, The Sower and the 
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Tape of the Month are on track, and we are weathering the storm and not sinking. We are 
also now living within our means financially. These are all things that should be 
considered before making a decision as momentous as a change of leadership of the 
ministry. 
 
 For the record, I also acknowledge that I have indeed played a part in this mess. 
As I have often told you, I understand that I have acted in a way that has caused some 
hurt and disillusionment and I am sorry for this. I also take responsibility for leading us to 
this point in our growth as a church, and am responsible for suggesting many of the 
structures and methods that at first were helpful and even liberating, but now we are 
finding problematic. I have been a part of everything that’s become a problem for us, 
from the unworkable bylaws, to Board meddling in each other’s marriages, and 
micromanaging the Home Office. I helped to create the consensus culture, which has 
gotten out so out of bounds that any independent action on my part as President seems 
very threatening and like I no longer care about you or your feelings. But to me it feels 
like I am just doing what I have to do to be faithful to our vision and keep the ship on 
course in a crisis before we get so anxious that we sink it. I am committed to STF and to 
reclaiming our broken relationships. That is one reason that I want to remain connected to 
the process we need to engage in that would continue to find the best ways to change and 
grow to the place that the Lord wants us to be.  
 
 
Mark 
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