Major problems with the Interim Operating Team’s (IOT) proposed legislation and why it is not in the long-term interests for the African Conferences and the Central Conferences


1. Pre-General Conference briefings will take place in Africa and Philippines. GBCS has organized and in part funded them in Europe and Philippines in 2004, and 2008. GBGM has organized and funded them in Africa in 2008. I have helped design and lead these in the past. 

These pre-General Conference briefings will take place in January or February 2012. The purpose of these pre-General conference briefings have been to bring delegates together in order for them to know who else will be serving across Episcopal area together and to have their own conversations--because of high costs for travel making this opportunity happen is only just. 

The agencies also discussed the logistics of General Conference. In no way have they lobbied for their own agency legislation--if anything the agencies they have shown delegates samples of legislation that will appear in the Advance Daily Christian Advocate (DCA) that most delegates will not have yet received in their own languages. 

In the past the agencies have been asked to participate. Why not now? 

3. Ministry is needed and coordination of agencies. But restructure need not happen at General Conference. Bad legislation need not  be passed without the African and Philippines church looking seriously at the its effects long-term. 

What are effects of merging agencies and commissions? What are the effects of server budgets cuts that come from these mergers? What are the effects on representation of Africans and Filipinos on the boards and agencies if this is past? The global church is growing outside the U.S.

Is this the most effective legislation right now? What is the evidence? Has the IOT and CT looked at other churches to see if this kind of restructuring has been done and if it in fact effective?

Is not the IOT legislation an effort to take funding away from the African church and long term give that money to U.S. Conferences?

The African, Filipino and European UMC should representation on the boards, agencies, and commissions, not less.  

4. The CT and IOT is a response to membership loss in the U.S. church. There has been a movement for many years in the U.S. church. There is a belief that social outreach, social justice, and public policy witness, for U.S. membership lose. There is a belief that social controversy that aims raises issues of justice is not what the church should be involved in. The agencies like GBCS are a target. It is easy to blame the agencies like GBCS for membership loss in the U.S. But this is not the truth. 

What grows a church in Africa? Spirituality. Personal invitation. Welcome. Mercy and justice. This is what is needed in the U.S church. Eliminating GBCS will not serve this purpose.
 
5. In the Interim Operating Team petitions Africa will lost representation on a coordinating committee, Africa will loose representation on agencies, African will lose direct access to agency grants, scholarships, internships, funding for African led leadership events.

6. In 1980 the agencies had 3,000 staff. Today all agencies have a total of 1,300 staff. Since 1996 all agencies have been allowed to work in the Central Conferences. GBCS took this seriously. In 2000 the general agencies budgets were cut by 25%. For GBCS this meant a 50% cut in staff and program funding. 

GBCS continued to prioritize work in Africa. 

Why go backward now? 

7. In 2012 there is a proposed budget reduction of 15% to the agencies. GBCS is the smallest program agency so a 15% cut will affect us--we do not have a financial cushion in reserves at the same size as the other agencies. GBCS will make these budget cuts and GBCS will do the same work if not more in Africa. 

But with restructuring there will be a 60 million dollar cut to the agencies. There will be money paid to U.S. consultants to restructure into one board and four offices--not agencies. GBCS as well as the Commission on the Status and Role of Women (COSROW) and the General Commission on Religion and Race (GCORR) will lose autonomy to work directly with African leadership at the Conference and local church level because of reduction in staff
 
These questions pertain directly to the U.S. conferences but they have an impact on the church in Africa: 
 

1. Is allocating the money as proposed the most effective and direct way to create the change the IOT desires? On what basis has the IOT determined that the amount of money being proposed for reallocation is appropriate for the task? “A large church pastor whose congregation has a $2.6 million budget told me that if the general agencies budgets are cut by 15%, as is being proposed, his church would save less than $2000 a year.” 

2. Is the adaptive challenge a matter of money or other interventions that, if discussed more fully, might be applied in a more effective and strategic intervention that includes the agencies? 
 
3. How will allocation of funds back to U.S. Conferences be done? If the monies are equally divided between the 60 US conferences, that's $1million each over 4 years & $250,000 annually. What's the evidence that this low level of funding will result in more effective local churches? What allocation of funds will go to the African, Philippine, and European churches each year? Is this less than or more than what the church is now receiving for ministry? If it less, then why is it less money?
 
4. How will the U.S. Conferences be held accountable for increased effectiveness if? How will the monies projected to be redirected to annual conferences be distributed? What are the accountability systems required to be sure that these monies are used for church transformation and not for general status quo ministries? What evidence is there that these monies will be used for work in Africa, Philippines and Europe?
 
5. There is no theological reflection in the IOT proposal. Is not this a serious weakness? Does the absence of theological perspective address the critical issue of mission and ministry? What is the theological and ecclesiological framework being used that underpins the IOT recommendations and projected decisions? What do these budget reductions and restructuring changes say about the mission and vision of the UMC? 
 
6. What is the long term consequence of cutting the general church budget this much? What will be the effect on medium and small churches in the U.S. that rely on the resourcing and training supplied by the agencies? What is the effect of reduced support for specific resourcing and support for racial ethnic ministries? What's the impact on the global church if the general church budget is reduced this much? Where is the evidence that reducing the programming budget of the general church will actually produce more effective local churches?

7. What is the evidence that merged general church agencies will result in more effective annual conferences & local churches? What has the CTA/IOT learned from the merger efforts of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America (ELCA), the Presbyterian Church in America (PCUSA) and the Episcopal Church? If they have no learnings from those mergers, how does the IOT account for any research or foundational knowledge that provides a solid platform for its recommendations? 
 
8. What is the evidence of overlapping work between agencies? Where is the list of overlapping work that people reference? If the overlap is primarily thought to be administrative, where is the evidence that a consolidated general services group will provide needed services and specific expertise needed in the various agencies? If the General Council on Foinance and Administration (GCFA) is expected to take over these responsibilities, what is the evidence that this agency has the capacity needed to provide needed services? 
 
9. What is the job description for a set-aside Bishop? How will these proposals put to rest the rumors that the set aside Bishop plan is developed specifically to provide a job for the extra bishop in the North Central Jurisdiction (NCJ)? Can a Central Conference bishop be named to the set aside position? If not, why not?
 
10. How will the Council of Bishops (COB) be held accountable for results based on restructure and a set aside Bishop? Collectively and individually? What are the standards for excellent performance of Bishops? Who determines that standard? What is the evidence of renewed effectiveness of local churches based on the dashboard experiments of North Alabama Conference, Kansas East and Kansas West Conferences, Baltimore Washington Conference, Missouri Conference? 
 
11. What is the effect of these decisions in a connectional system? How do we make certain that these decisions do not move the UMC into a congregational polity and away from a connectional polity? 
 
The African church needs to affirm the current General Church structure, call for increased coordination of ministry across agency, and for more and not less African representation on each of the agencies and commissions. 
