
Dear Board of Immanuelskyrkan, 
 
In this way I want to voice my concern about the congregational meeting of January 24 again.  I am 
not formally representing anyone but myself. 
 
Together with some other members of the church we have already send a request to the board. I 
will not repeat the points made there. However, there are more concerns, which I want to voice out 
and I ask this whole document to be treated and documented as if they were statements made 
during the congregational meeting itself. 
 
Background 
 
In an email send to Stephen James and Ulla Marie Gunner on August 6 2020, 11:37 AM I put forward 
five points of concern regarding the procedure leading to the Annual Meeting and the meeting itself. 
Those points were (in summary): 

1) Having the voting over a holiday period, when some people are travelling. 
2) No digital and timely announcements about the procedure. 
3) Something specific for the Annual meeting, which is not relevant now. 
4) Lack of possibility to discuss, object and propose amendments. 
5) A point about the calling of Esther Kazen, which I thought would be on the agenda for the 

Annual meeting.  
Points 1,2 and 4 apply again to the current meeting and it is downright disappointing 1) that of all 
possible times for voting again a holiday period is chosen 2) that again no digital information was 
presented before the opportunity of voting started and 3) there is no possibility to have discussion 
before the voting. When at the November Youtube information, the January 24 meeting was 
announced (without information about procedure), I asked the Board almost immediately for the 
opportunity of making a voting statement before the voting started. In correspondence with the 
board I was kept expecting that this would be possible, as well as in word by Ulla Marie Gunner 
when she visited an international council meeting.  
 
In addition, I received a response by Stephen James on August 6 2020, 6:50 PM, in which he wrote 
(among other things) regarding point 5 above about the Annual meeting “… we will not be taking up 
agenda points such as the motions and the board’s responses to them nor the calling of Pastor 
Esther. These points which require the opportunity for discussion in person will wait until the 
pandemic has eased up so we can meet together again.”  
 
I know that meeting in person is not possible, and possibly will not be for a long time. I also see that 
it is right to provide more clarity regarding the future to Esther Kazen. The board has to make 
decisions on this, which I respect. However, that a meeting is called before any form of discussion 
before the voting is possible is undemocratic, since it does not allow for a “required” point. 
 
In this, I want to stress that I have refrained from reaching out to people outside the council (with 
exception my wife and one other person, when it came up in a discussion) with the concerns voiced 
in my voting statement, until I heard that the discussion would not be possible. This was because I 
do not want to talk about people when they are not present. By not communicating the procedure 
in time, the board has also taken away precious time to share my view with other members of the 
church. 
  



 
Complaint about information provided 
 
The situation is even worsened by the information provided to the congregation in the additional 
information about the calling of Esther Kazen: 

1) Already in the first line it is written that the pastor’s focus will be on “Swedish ministry and 
youth and young adults”. Not being clear that “Swedish” only applies to ministry and that 
“youth and young adults” are both Swedish and International. When talking with people 
about this issue in the past few weeks, there were quite some people who did think that the 
new pastor’s role would hardly touch the international ministry and that Swedish applied 
also to “youth and young adults”. 

2) The paragraph starting with “Pastor Esther has served the congregation…” is unnecessary. 
Not only do you deny the congregation the platform for discussion or making a voting 
statement, you also argue to vote “yes”, using the only channel that reaches all voters, while 
denying that channel to others. I have other ideas about what proper democratic procedure 
is.  

3) There has been no motivation about why the board thinks that “we have now reached the 
point where we feel that we can not wait longer” on the calling of Esther Kazen. The search 
process has been for over a year, when youth work worked fine. Furthermore, the trial 
period still lasts until summer, which should give enough time to sort out a procedure which 
guarantees that the required discussion before voting can take place.  

 
An additional point of great concern is  
4) that in her email to international pastors and council on January 14, 10:31 AM Ulla Marie 

Gunner writes that “in my backbone is that the meeting starts when the letter goes out and 
the voting possibility is open.” And “…the meeting started when the voting package went 
out”. If this is the case, then there has been a very serious violation of Paragraph 3B of the 
Constitutional By-laws, which states that the date of the meeting should be announced at 
least two weeks in advance. I cannot think there is any reasonable way that the pandemic 
can be used as an excuse for this violation of the By-laws. And that therefore the meeting 
itself is illegitimate. 
 

Concrete questions/requests 
 

1) Why is it that we cannot wait until a proper digital meeting, including platform for 
discussion, is set up, while Esther Kazen has a temporary position for another 6 months? 

2) Since the method of voting departs from the ones prescribed in the By-laws 
(understandably), I wonder why question 1 only requires a simple majority instead of a 2/3 
majority (which is needed for a change in by-laws). Can this be clarified?  

 
Kind regards, 
 
Pieter Trapman 
 


