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Review of Ecumenical Relationships 

Final Report to Council

In February, the Council received a preliminary report with recommendations from the Review of Ecumenical Relationships Working Group, and offered some comments and challenges.  The Group has met and considered these, and now submits its final report.  Council is especially asked to note sections 4 through 8 of this final report, which have been given substantial attention following Council’s input in February.

The recommendations appear throughout the text, and are highlighted in bold italic.  There are no significant changes to these recommendations from the ones included in the interim report.

Attention is drawn to the recommendation 11.2 to establish an Ecumenical Reference Group.  The title was chosen by the working group to reflect its purpose.  However the Council will also be receiving recommendations from the review of Methodist Committees, which proposes standardising such titles.  Therefore Council may wish to consider whether “Ecumenical Stakeholders Group” would be a better fit within this standardisation.

Resolutions:

1. Council receives the report.

2. Council approves the recommendations contained in the report. 

3. Council agrees that Sections 1, 4-9 and 18 together with Appendix 1 and Appendix 3 should go before the Conference with a resolution encouraging the study widely in the Church of Sections 6 to 9.  

Review of Ecumenical Relationships

Final Report to Council

1. Terms of Reference 

The Group’s terms of reference included the following required outcomes:


a. Direction: a renewal of ecumenical vision that stimulates fresh commitment in a way that is consistent with Priorities for the Methodist Church and takes account of the varied ecumenical contexts in the several nations covered by the connexion. 

b. Decisions: to agree with key stakeholders what is required to drive that vision and commitment forward throughout the connexion and what, as part of that, the Connexional Team can uniquely or best do economically and effectively.  

c. Delivery: to develop appropriate work-plans, job descriptions, budgets etc., and implement them as part of the overall process of reconfiguring the Team for 1st September 2008 and beyond.  

2. The Group’s Work and Methodology

The Group was convened in October and has met on four occasions.  It looked at the overview of current ecumenical working (see appendix 1), and organised a series of consultations with a wide range of stakeholders (see appendix 2).  The Group brought their initial recommendations to the January Council: they have met once since then and continued to interact in various ways as they have refined this final report of their work.

3. Group Members 

	Revd. Gareth Powell (Chair)
	Revd. Alan Ashton
	Revd. Anne Brown

	Revd. Jacqui Horton
	Revd. Peter Sulston
	Revd. Liz Smith

	Revd. Andrew Wood
	Ms. Emily Young
	

	

	Dr. Chris Sissons (Resource person)
	Mr. Trevor Durston (Facilitator)


4. Context

Any refreshed and renewed ecumenical vision, or vision of ecumenical work, must take account of various aspects of our present context:

4.1. A recognition of where we have come from.  We begin with the nature of the gospel as the Methodist Church has received it, paying particular attention to the biblical call to holiness as it requires us to be one in Christ.  Based upon this we continually endeavour to grow in grace and to be faithful in prayer and worship.  
4.2. Our historic ecumenical stance.  In its broadest sense this is contained within the classical Methodist self-understanding clearly set out in Clause 4 of the Deed of Union:
‘The Methodist Church claims and cherishes its place in the Holy Catholic Church which is the body of Christ.’

This was developed further in the 1999 Conference Statement on the Nature of the Christian Church in Methodist Experience and Practice, Called to Love and Praise.  So, for example, there is reflection on unity as one of the marks of the Church: 

The Church is one because God is one. This is not simply an aspiration, but a God-given reality. The Church, however, reflects the oneness of God most fully when its search for unity with God goes hand in hand with the search for and realization of unity within its own life. (2.4.2)

… the prayer of Jesus (John 17.21) has been heard. So his prayer creates unity: Churches are already one in Christ, and their unity is the gift of God, not the end-product of human effort. Yet the responsibility remains of responding to the prayer of Jesus, since divisions - and denominations – are a visible denial of that fundamental unity. Divisions, or the rise of a new denomination, are not always sinful, but the Gospel means that they are not the norm, nor inevitable. (3.1.2. See also the whole of 3.1 ‘Sharing in Unity’)

4.3. The consistency with which the Methodist Church has responded to the ecumenical question.  The particular circumstances have kept changing since the response to Archbishop Fisher’s invitation in 1946 to the Free Churches to take episcopacy into their system.  Yet the desire to work with others has remained constant whether the question has been put to the Methodist Church, or the Methodist Church has itself raised it. So there is an ecumenical presumption equally in approving the constitution for a new Local Ecumenical Partnership or encouraging a fresh expression of church.  
4.4. The variety of commitments made along the way which we cannot lightly revoke.  These range from the general commitment to seek the visible unity of the Church to the more particular; for example a multilateral covenant in Wales, a bilateral covenant in England, a pastoral strategy with the United Reformed Church, or a readiness to explore the possibilities for taking the historic episcopate into our polity.  

These points are clearly stated in a variety of reports adopted or received by the Conference e.g. Episkope and Episcopacy (1999) and Towards an Ecumenical Strategy (2001); and, most notably, in Called to Love and Praise (1999).  In addition to this there exists a corpus of material that represents the breadth of Methodist ecumenical commitment and engagement.  Such statements and responses often provide a rich seam not simply for the study of ecumenical hermeneutics, but for clarifying particular positions and the way in which Methodism has either sustained a view or sought to refine a view, e.g. the response to Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry (1982), and more recently, responses to reports of the Methodist – Roman Catholic International Dialogue. 

4.5 The realities of the present ecumenical situation include taking note of the wide variety of existing ecumenical structures. The present ways of working developed at a time when the profile of inter-church relationships in Britain was significantly different. There was a clear recognition that there were three main strands of church life: Anglican, Free Church and Roman Catholic (see, for example, the provision for consultation with the Churches about religious education in schools enshrined in the 1944 Education Act for England and Wales).

4.6 The realisation that God may call us to work and express our identity in new ways is crucial to any Christian community.  It is particularly important for a church such as the Methodist Church which began life as a religious movement that believed it had been raised up by God to do a new thing:
4.6.1 Because of the worldwide movement of peoples there are now many Christians in Britain whose Christian nurture and formation was in churches rooted in other parts of the world. Orthodox Christians from various parts of Europe and Asia and independent, evangelical and charismatic churches, many of them African-instituted, are a significant feature of British church life
 
4.6.2 Globally there has been a radical shift in the centre of gravity of the Christian world from the North to the South, from Europe and North America to Africa, Asia and Latin America.  This shift has begun to be reflected in the awareness of the World Council of Churches.  An initiative that began at the 1998 WCC Assembly in Harare, culminated in the first meeting of a Global Christian Forum in Kenya in 2007. That gathering brought together representatives of most of the major streams of Christian tradition from around the world (although inevitable Christians from a number of countries eg China and Myanmar were absent for political reasons and the most truly independent churches were almost certainly under-represented).
4.7 What vision and structures will enable that ‘big picture’ of what it is to be part of the one worldwide Church of Jesus Christ to be developed, and for contemporary British Methodism to be open to the prompting of the Spirit?  In this changed context that is the compelling question. 

5. The importance of difference
5.1. Within the Group there was a diversity of understandings.  For example, in clarifying the vision for unity, the Group struggled with such phrases as ‘full visible unity’ and ‘organic unity’ and their relation to unity in mission. A common concern that different traditions recognise and share their varied gifts, begs questions about what are the particular gifts that the Methodist Church has to share. A general desire to avoid elaborate structures for ecumenical working was in tension with a recognition of the need for consistency and therefore some measure of agreed process.

5.2. The Group was aware that its work had to re-articulate the ecumenical vision in a way that is consistent with Priorities for the Methodist Church and a clear sense of the common call to mission in contemporary Britain.  It also recognised the particularity of each church and tradition and diversity within each. So, although we knew that the natural instinct of most churches is to discover our joint potential and to do things together, we concluded that there was ground to be cleared before we could be constructive. We therefore explored the differences in the group more thoroughly and discovered in the process that “difference” and “diversity” are not in themselves signs of “division”; nor is “denominationalism” unless understood as a separatist phenomenon. 
5.3. There were two evident tensions.  The first tension was in the perceived gulf between formal dialogues arising from faith and order work and the co-operation of the churches in local situations. 

5.4. Today it often appears that the needs and concerns of a local church seeking to be faithful in living out the gospel are very different from the agenda of conversations about visible unity.  On the one hand this may be a simple failure in communication. We might also question, however, whether the historic Faith and Order method fully pays attention to all aspects of contemporary discipleship.  Equally it is not unreasonable to ask whether local developments are faithful to God and the tradition of the faith, as the churches proposing to enter into partnership have received it.  
5.5. When we recall the formal commitments that Methodism has made to unity we should not be afraid to ask what “full visible unity” might mean, even if that in turn requires us to give some thought and definition to phrases such as “unity in diversity” and “reconciled diversity”.   At the same time it will be important to reflect on the unity we share in our baptism into the body of Christ and our common life of prayer and worship, even when these take very different forms. 

5.6. The second tension arises more directly from the different answers that Methodists would give to the question of how the Methodist Church should respond to the reality of diversity. For some Methodists, the only legitimate goals for contemporary ecumenism are to do with shared mission – praying and working together – and they believe we waste valuable time and resources if we attempt to bring about the visible unity of the whole Christian church which. 

5.7. The Group concluded that commitment to the search for full visible unity and to unity in mission are not mutually exclusive.  All our consultations, however, have made it clear there is a balance to be struck between the need for structures and the encouragement and nurture of ecumenical working.  The latter often emerges out of Christians getting to know one another and responding to specific issues in a given community.  This is not new, but is probably happening more frequently as denominational identity becomes less significant. 

5.8. When trying to embody a commitment to working together, difficulties can arise due to weak understandings of Methodist identity.  Many contemporary Methodists are Methodists by convenience rather than conviction.  Denominational identity is becoming less significant, and in the current climate, people are more prepared to venture outside their traditions.

5.9. Some local work is possible as a result of changes in the evangelical and charismatic churches.  Christians from these churches are increasingly open to work with others for the sake of mission and the Kingdom of God.  Consequently the basis of local cooperation can disguise significant theological and ecclesiological differences, which are the subject of more formal dialogues.  This causes friction with the procedures that have been well tuned in order to enable conversation between partners or within wider ecumenical instruments. 

5.10. To some, these procedures may appear too rigid, and hinder creative local initiatives for effective mission where local developments and differing forms of local church can stimulate a new and very different agenda.  Nevertheless the coordinated deployment of resources for mission continues to make sense, and structures to enable this will remain helpful, provided local voices and concerns can be heard and acted on.  

5.11. What is required more than anything else is a willingness to discover models of learning from each other in ways that strengthen the common bonds of baptism, our shared membership in the Body of Christ, and this has implications for how the Methodist Church proceeds with Fresh Expressions and new ways of being church.  In order to achieve this willingness to learn, the Group recommends that  work is undertaken to find a way of bringing together the wide range of ecumenical encounters that takes place across the connexion.   Holding together and learning from the formal theological conversations and the short-term social issue project in a circuit where there is little formal ecumenism is the pressing challenge of whole church ecumenism.


6. Methodist Identity

6.1. In all forms of ecumenical dialogue, honesty about identity is important as it helps to dispel misconceptions and makes for a more open encounter.  It is important for Methodists in each place to have a sense of their identity and purpose.  If we do not know the positive purpose and characteristics of the Methodist Church, it is hard to believe others will get excited about belonging to it.  It is equally hard to imagine that our partners will understand what gifts we feel we bring to the partnership.

6.2. This need for clarity applies to any denomination and to independent or non-denominational congregations.  In playing down denominational distinctiveness and particular identity it is possible to make the church seem to be unimportant and of little use. This is utterly at odds with what the New Testament calls koinonia. This is an almost untranslatable word but it is used to describe sharing, or partnership, or common life at the most practical level as well as nothing less than our sharing in the very life of God (cf. 1 John 1.1-3). It includes all that the Methodist Church intends when it describes itself as a connexional church. But the idea of koinonia challenges inadequate understandings of connexion. As Brian Beck has observed, “Koinonia embraces both unity and diversity.”

6.3
British Methodism in the last few years, both explicitly (through, for example, Our Calling and Priorities for the Methodist Church) and implicitly, has been recognising the importance of developing a shared sense of identity. The review of Foundation Training in the 2006 Conference Agenda described Foundation Training as a means to strengthen Methodist identity within an ecumenical context: 
Where Foundation Training has worked well it has given students a justifiable sense of pride in their particular tradition from which to contribute to the wider mission of the Church.  Learning about Methodist history, theology and spirituality has been complementary and enriching to the ecumenical environments of most Training Institutions. This discovery and critical exploration of Methodist heritage should be pursued and incorporated in any process of vocational exploration. Where it is possible and practical for vocational discernment to take place with or alongside those from other traditions it will strengthen the process and nurture good inter-Church relations.

6.4
The Methodist Church can learn from the insights and experience of the Second Vatican Council (1962 -1965) as it asked searching questions about renewal.  After much prayer and deliberation, a model of renewal emerged which provides three essential elements for refreshment of vision and renewal of identity. If the church seeks renewal it must: 

· Re-visit the New Testament, particularly the teaching of Jesus;

· Return to the ‘charisms’ of its founders;

· Read the ‘signs of the times’: the needs of the age in which we are set. 

All three apply to the task of renewing our ecumenical vision and sense of identity. Martyn Atkins picked up the theme in his 2007 Presidential address by offering his own particular list of Methodist ‘charisms’: 

· sharing Jesus in word and action;

· a belief in prevenient grace;

· living individual and corporate lives of holiness and responsibility;

· taking the scriptures seriously;

· a movement created to move;

· being unable to minister at a distance;

· engaging in ministry with dirt under our fingernails;

· being open to all - and God.  

Others could be added – some of which arguably would be the embodiment of those ‘charisms’, e.g. social awareness; a bias to the poor; the strong supporting the weak, and living on a large map.  Others would be means by which the ‘charisms’ are expressed, e.g. the singing of hymns; the class meeting; the careful stewardship of time and money, and the development of personal talents and gifts. 
6.5 Out of the struggle that the early Methodist movement had concerning its relationship with the Church of England, there eventually emerged a denomination with an identity rooted in its Anglican past but with an evangelical dynamic.  This can be illustrated in the sometimes difficult relationship between John and Charles Wesley. The more that one examines the particular struggles of Charles and his activities and influence, the clearer it becomes that he was engaged in the struggle familiar to Methodists and others in 2008: of holding together traditional and ‘fresh expressions’ of Church. The eighteenth century struggle with a ‘mixed economy’ produced a Methodist movement that was a combination of High Church theology, strict discipline, and innovative forms of structure, devotion, and worship.

6.6 Any renewal of vision and identity needs to come out of reading the signs of the times and a consequent re-reading of Methodist identity.  So, for example, the traditional Methodist emphasis on Christian experience has sometimes been understood in a narrowly individualistic way but it is both personal and shared. Today it is becoming a much more common experience to meet and engage with Christians from other cultures and traditions. No longer need boundaries be barriers limiting and restricting. Boundary experiences, whether through ecumenical relationships or mission partnerships, can become places of connection. We become aware of that which is beyond and there is the potential to grow in our relatedness to God and to the other. So the experience of meeting others can enlarge our sense of connexion and of the scope of God’s purposes.
6.7 In all ecumenical encounters attention should be given to identity but not in such a way as to distract from our calling to share in God’s mission. Rather such encounters should ensure that, in the words of John Wesley we ‘go not to those who need us, but to those who need us most’. We suggest that implicit in our Methodist origins is the understanding that the vision of the Kingdom always challenges current expressions of church just as ‘fresh expressions of church’ need to be tested against the Church’s calling to be one, holy, catholic and apostolic.  Lack of clarity on issues relating to identity runs the risk of creating false impressions or raising false hopes that in turn fail to deliver any degree of sustainable koinonia or common life.
6.8 Recognising that confidence in one’s own identity is vital for developing any partnership, the Group felt it was important to teach and promote a clear understanding about why a denomination takes a particular view or seems unable to respond in a like-minded way.  Therefore in all ecumenical encounters, attention should be given to identity, but not in such a way as to distract from our calling to share in God’s mission
7. Vision Statement

In response to God’s all-inclusive love the Methodist Church holds a vision of ecumenical commitment which seeks to reflect:

· God’s ongoing creativity;

· God’s passion for justice revealed in the love of Christ;

· God’s Spirit moving as catalyst in the world and the church

The 1996 Statement of Purpose, Our Calling and Priorities for the Methodist Church express a vision of Methodist identity and discipleship and a commitment to working in partnership – ‘building partnerships with other churches and other groups who share some of our mission aims’ (Statement of Purpose), ‘with others wherever possible’ (Priorities). 


8. Fleshing out the Vision Statement

8.1. Creativity.  The “big picture” shapes our key priority: our conviction of God’s love in Christ, for us and for all the world, and our confidence in God’s presence and action in the world and in the Church.
We are called to share in the ongoing journey of the people of God, following God’s leading, always ready to be surprised as we seek to discern the new ways in which God is at work.

We rejoice in the diversity of God’s creation, particularly as seen in the amazing diversity of human contexts, and the myriad signs of God’s renewing and transforming work in people’s lives: all this is the activity of the one God.

We rejoice that God calls all people to a common life in Christ. The challenge is to embody in our relationships the conviction that there is no one outside the embrace of God’s creative love.
8.2. Passion for Justice.  As it walks in the way of Christ, in a broken and violent world, the church itself undergoes deep and often painful transformation. There is always the temptation to hold onto power and to claim privilege but from the beginning Methodism holds in its corporate memory the experience of mockery and rejection. In seeking to follow Christ, we walk the way of the cross and share his vulnerability.

The Church needs to experience reconciliation in its own life and relationships. That no-one is regarded as being beyond God’s love is a constant reminder of the need to create Christian communities that offer shelter and belonging, yet disturb our tendencies to create comfort zones. 

This kind of radical openness, the readiness to cross boundaries for the sake of righting relationships, is what makes possible the creation of new communities, with new possibilities for receiving and sharing the gifts of God across boundaries that previously have been dividing walls. 

“Connexion means being ecumenical in the widest sense, pushing the boundaries at every point, as we seek the larger Christ who calls us to live in new patterns of relationship and new networks.”
 
8.3. Catalyst.  As the Spirit moves as a catalyst in the Church and the world so, at different times, each particular church can find itself caught up in new expressions of God’s creative love in the world. That was the nature of the Methodist movement in the eighteenth century and it is one reason why it is a betrayal of our calling when we are not prepared to take risks or to be open to change. 
In practice this call to share in the life and mission of God means that we too become catalysts enabling diverse strands of the Christian Church to discover a new connectedness for the sake of the gospel and the world.     

We affirm the marks of the Church as we have received them as well as recognise that God invites us to become more faithful and flexible as we explore with new partners, God’s mission in the world. 
The Church is one but we celebrate its diversity; 

The Church is holy, dedicated to God and therefore charismatic, open to all the gifts that flow from the anointing of the Spirit; 

The Church is catholic, everywhere present in all its fullness but with local expressions beyond number; and 

The Church is apostolic, constantly called to share in God’s mission, but always called to be prophetic, open to the new things God is doing among and through the communities of Christ’s disciples.
  


9. Guidelines
With such a vision and in such a complex world it would be unwise to determine that the Methodist Church should follow a single model of ecumenical engagement. In a report included in the 2007 Conference Agenda (Partnerships: Purpose and Practice, pp.292-299) there was a check-list, introduced with this preamble: 

The following check-list will be helpful in evaluating existing partnerships and developing proposals for new ones. This list is neither exhaustive nor intended to be a straitjacket. When we confer with our partner churches, when we are seeking better to understand each other, and when there are detailed negotiations about specific expressions of partnership, we are primarily seeking to hear what the Spirit is saying to the churches.
We have developed this into an extended checklist, or set of guidelines, as follows: 

Any model of partnership must:

9.1. Recognise the multi-layered complexity of the body of Christ:
· valuing the diversity of culture, understanding and learning that each partner brings;

· being realistic about difference: we are both separate and together;

· the need for mutuality – reciprocity, sharing and valuing each other and

· developing trust and respect, the ability to share and willingness to learn.

9.2. Encourage partnerships and acts of co-operation in response to particular issues and concerns:

· coping with the transitory nature of some relationships, and not undervaluing them because they are formed in response to particular issues for a limited period of time.

9.3. Constantly ask of Methodism what it is called to do and how it is called to express the love of God in Christ:

· does this partnership maintain and celebrate the inclusive approach of the Methodist tradition?

· acknowledging that (Methodist) identity matters - people feel vulnerable at the loss of relationships and feelings of being outside the company with which they had identified themselves – is there creative risk-taking which is faithful to the Christian tradition as we have received it?

· is it clear what Methodists think they can offer to the wider church in this partnership?

9.4. Recognise the need for change, development and growth and a willingness to be transformed:

· risk and exploration are not simply encouraged but are the very norm for Methodist life and witness to the love of God in Christ; 

· partnership is the ability to challenge and be challenged;

· are we open to the needs and vulnerabilities of our partners as well as of ourselves?

9.5. Be about what we can achieve together:

· what are our goals?

· is this partnership built upon justice? Is power shared in such a way as to enable each partner? 

10. Overall Strategy and Consistency of Approach
Any ecumenical engagement benefits considerably from consistency in both representation and articulation of key theological principles.  Therefore it is crucial that the new Team structure provides for this consistency in representation and articulation of the Methodist voice.  When attention is paid to consistency, relationships are built up and trust is established, and this is true at all levels of ecumenical dialogue.  Attention needs to be paid to consistency in Methodist ecumenical engagement in the following areas:

10.1. Local.  At a local level is it is vital that the current practice of ensuring consistency in LEP constitutions continues.  This is not to say that the pattern of local church administration has to be the same: that would fail to take into account the particularity of local settings.  What is important is that Declarations of Intent and Constitutions reflect the principles that define the distinctive Methodist contribution to a scheme.  It is important that the existing draft constitutions are seen as aids to the development of local partnerships and not an attempt to impose conformity.  
10.2. National identity within the United Kingdom.  The Conference report One Body Many Parts (2000) recognised the ‘…necessity and desirability of local responses to matters determined by sub-United Kingdom governmental institutions.’ The nature of ecumenical instruments in these islands has long required a method of relating that honours and acknowledges the range of ecumenical relationships that exist in England, Scotland and Wales.  The presence of CTBI has on the whole ensured that the national instruments have a forum where they can share experiences.  
National initiatives undertaken by ecumenical instruments or between particular groupings of churches in a nation, are best overseen within national boundaries.  However the connexional dimension is more than mere institutional convenience; it has a theological dimension in that our action in all places is grounded in what we believe.  So in each nation or jurisdiction Methodist contributions will be made ‘in harmony with the existing statements and resolutions of the Conference’ (One Body, Many Parts).

The connexional nature of the Methodist Church has the ability to enhance national ecumenical dialogues by the sharing of experience and encounter.  In some cases there is a tendency towards wanting to have a uniquely national conversation, when in fact the work has already been undertaken in another place by the same traditions.  For example it would be difficult to imagine what national dimension there could be to Anglicans and Methodists engaged in dialogue about Baptismal or Eucharistic theology.  

When it comes to conversations between partner churches, the Methodist approach to theological enquiry has to remain consistent.  At this juncture the sharing of resources becomes very important if ecumenism is not to be too time consuming.  Therefore at the outset of any ecumenical dialogue at a national level it is vital that those involved are clear about the realities of being a connexional church and the consequent authority of the Conference.

10.3. Theology.  The Methodist contribution to theological dialogue must be consistent, and given the significant resources Methodism has in terms of statements, this should not be difficult as long as those involved are aware of those resources.  If a gulf is to be avoided between theology and practice then engagement at all levels must come under similar scrutiny in respect of consistency.  
It may not be unreasonable to ask why local Methodist and United Reformed Churches can apparently work well together when no formal covenant relationship exists (at least outside Wales); or why joint public issues work does not take place with the Church of England.  Internally we could ask what we can learn from the outcome of the ‘What Sort of Bishops’ consultation.  There are questions about apparent inconsistency when it comes to commitment and faithfulness to earlier decisions, as well as to how we live the Covenant.

In all our ecumenical work there has to be a thorough grasp of practice, theology and history to facilitate genuine dialogue and honest engagement, and to ensure that each time the Methodist Church undertakes work in partnership with others it takes into account the totality of its commitments.

10.5
  Ecumenical representation. There are many invitations and opportunities for the Methodist Church to be represented in ecumenical assemblies, conferences, councils, committees, commissions and conversations. At present these are variously dealt with by a number of officers and bodies, including the Faith and Order Committee, the Co-ordinating Secretaries and the World Church Office. Some appointments are made by the Methodist Council or the Conference; others are dealt with more informally. 
We recommend that, whatever the appropriate appointing body, all nominations of representatives to ecumenical bodies should be made by a single body, and that the Team Secretary for External Relationships (or their appointed representative) must be a full member of that body.

It is also important that those who undertake representative functions on behalf of the Church are clear that they represent the totality of the Methodist Church.  Therefore they need to be in possession of such skills and sensitivities as will enable them to represent views that they do not necessarily hold personally.  
The issue of learning from representation should also be addressed and the Group poses two questions for further reflection in the new Team.

· How do those who represent the Methodist Church feed that experience/knowledge into the life of the connexion?  
· How do we ensure continuity of representation so as to build up a body of experience? 

In view of the time that is often required to build up relationships of trust in some ecumenical dialogues there is a further need to pay attention to the length of time people serve on ecumenical bodies and how their subsequent experience is used.  

11. Methodist Structures and Committees
11.1. Faith and Order – Ecumenism Resource Group The Faith and Order Committee/Network has its historic roots in the Faith and Order Movement that led to the creation of the WCC in 1947.  Faith and Order work is much older than the WCC and is historically concerned about identity in ecumenical dialogue rather than the type of theological consultancy or oversight that has come to be expected of the Faith and Order Committee.   The Group recommends that for the sake of our ecumenical engagement, it is important the links with the original purpose of Faith and Order are recovered.  The presence of an Ecumenism Resource Group in the new Faith and Order Network has the potential to do this given its remit:

· To draft on the Committee’s (or Church’s) behalf initial responses to the ecumenical texts to which formal responses have been.

· To monitor ecumenical developments and publish ecumenical texts and suggest, in co-operation with other groups responsible for ecumenical work in the Church, any actions by the Committee or by the Church.

It is important that the resource group is aware of the wider ecumenical agenda within the life of the church and that it is able to contribute to that via the Faith and Order Committee (and Network).  However, it should not be the case that ecumenical work can only happen with the input of F&O.   To that end, the Group recommends that the Faith and Order Committee is serviced from within the Governance Support Cluster (GSC) thus ensuring a contribution across the Connexional Team and connexion.  In addition such a location would ensure that the Ecumenism Resource Group is alert to the breadth of the Team’s work.

11.2. Ecumenical Reference Group.  A pressing issue is that of how an overview of all ecumenical activity is obtained in such a way as to ensure coherence and consistency in the representation of a Methodist perspective.  

11.2.1. Therefore the Group proposes that an Ecumenical Reference Group should be established with the following purpose:

· Promote the Methodist Church vision for ecumenical partnership and dialogue and stimulate action.

· Listen to the experiences of those involved in ecumenical partnerships and representation in order to promote good practice.

· Develop and maintain an overview of ecumenical activity and relationships across Britain and Ireland, ensuring that the diversity of local expression informs the Team and other ecumenical activity.

· Encourage coherence and consistency in all ecumenical activity. 

· Encourage, in collaboration with other panels and dialogue groups, the expression of ecumenical commitment at all levels of connexional life.

· Offer advice on specific ecumenical work undertaken by members of the Team as well as pay attention to how work may be done ecumenically across the whole Team.

· Offer advice on ecumenical subscriptions and appointments to ecumenical dialogues/bodies.

11.2.2. It would not be for the group to receive reports from other ecumenical groups or instruments.  However it would need to respond to the experiences of such groups, which may be by way of offering a critique of work undertaken in light of the overall vision for ecumenical work. To do this the Ecumenical Reference Group would need to relate to and interact with:

· The Faith and Order Committee, Ecumenism Resource Group

· MAPUM (Methodist/Anglican Panel for Unity in Mission)

· Joint Implementation Commission

· Methodist – Catholic Dialogue Commission

· Methodist - URC Committee

· Fresh Expressions 

· Meetings of District Ecumenical Officers


11.2.3. Membership (non ex-officio members to be appointed by Council):

· Secretary for External Relationships 

· Connexional Ecumenical Officer 

· Assistant Connexional Ecumenical Officer


· Those responsible for ecumenical work at a national level in Wales and Scotland

· Secretary of the Faith and Order Committee (or Convener of Faith and Order Ecumenism Resource Group)


· Other members able to offer experience of:

· Local ecumenical work, both formal and informal with a range of partners. 

· National dialogues and instruments.

· Ecumenical trends and developments at an international level. 

11.2.4. The group should utilise the extensive ecumenical experience across the connexion by calling upon people with particular expertise and experience for specific items of work.

11.2.5. The Chair (appointed by Council), who should not be a member of either the Connexional Team or the Connexional Leaders Forum, will need considerable ecumenical experience, an understanding of and sympathy for the range of ecumenical activity within the connexion, and a keen awareness of ecumenical activity beyond Methodism.
11.2.6. The Four Nations Group has benefited considerably from the presence of a representative of the Methodist Church in Ireland.  We recommend that consideration be given as to how such a voice can continue to be heard in this new pattern of work.
11.2.7. Responsibility within the Team.  Consultation has revealed that there needs to be greater clarity at all levels of the connexion as well as for Ecumenical Partners, on whom within the Team is responsible for what, and to what extent those who have responsibility for ecumenical work in relation to the national ecumenical instruments in England, Scotland and Wales are free to undertake representative functions.  This would be addressed in relation to such a reference group.  


11.3. Committee for Local Ecumenical Development (CLED). There are two distinct responsibilities of CLED as set out in S.O. 334.  

11.3.1. The first is the scrutiny of constitutions.  In reality CLED spends little time on this, and it is delegated to two committee members.  On occasion the full committee offers comment on particular cases or addresses recurring difficulties. Nevertheless, scrutiny of constitutions is important as this makes for consistency in local relationships and serves to safeguard Methodist practice and identity.  In future this work should be done by a panel of no more than four people with relevant expertise including the Faith and Order dimension.  This panel should be serviced from the Governance Support Cluster of the reconfigured Connexional Team and provide the report to the Conference on the designation of LEPs and Sharing Agreements.  
11.3.2. The other is the development of local ecumenical work.  In this role CLED has reviewed reports such as The Welsh Covenant (1975), In the Spirit of the Covenant (2005) and Moving Together (2007), as well as heard the views expressed by District Ecumenical Officers (DEOs) and Chairs of District about how recurring issues can be dealt with.  A joint meeting of CLED and the Local Unity Panel of the Council for Christian Unity of the Church of England (LUP) in December 2007 proposed the setting up of a joint panel to undertake this work. This proposal is set firmly in the context of the Covenant relationship with the Church of England and seeks to reflect the work of the JIC at a more local level.  The Group endorses this proposal: 

· The Methodist Church and the Church of England establish a Methodist – Anglican Panel for Unity in Mission (MAPUM).  

· Each denomination would appoint a co-chair.

· The United Reformed Church and the Catholic Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales would each be invited to appoint an ecumenical participant to the Panel.

· The Methodist membership should have due regard for local work in Scotland and Wales (this was welcomed and encouraged by LUP).

The panel would meet once a year (residentially) and undertake specific work via email and smaller groups if there were a specific task to address.

12. Interactions with Ecumenical instruments and Partner Churches
12.1. In line with other partners one of the strategic objectives for the next two years should be to encourage ecumenical instruments to explore alternatives to models of local cooperation that provide more effective structures for mission.  In turn such models should enable greater participation by BEM congregations. This draws on issues raised in Moving Together.
12.2. Impact of the Covenant:  the Anglican-Methodist Covenant road shows revealed that enthusiastic commitment to the Covenant is patchy.  For both Anglicans and Methodists, it is true, that in some areas the covenant is high on the agenda, but in others it is barely visible.   It is also true that in some areas, both churches have difficulty in adapting their culture to take the Covenant into their blood stream.  This is often related to issues of identity and a lack of explanation.  In The Spirit of the Covenant (2005) identifies some of the issues about what it means to live in a Covenant relationship and that needs to be explored further at a local level as well as taken into account at the level of the Connexional Team.  We therefore recommend that greater attention is given to how our actions express a commitment to living the Covenant and that all decision are tested against the impact they will have on ecumenical relationships and commitments.  
12.3. Methodist – Roman Catholic Committee:  This Committee needs to be seen in the wider context of the International Methodist – Roman Catholic Dialogue, to which it has made a not unsubstantial contribution over many years.  For the greater benefit of local churches, the Group recommends that the Committee should pay attention to the sections of The Grace Given You in Christ that encourage local work and co-operation.  

This raises possibilities for greater joint work with national Bishops’ Conferences and at circuit and parish level.  The March 2007 meeting of DEOs responded positively to exploring possibilities for sharing spiritual riches at a local level. 

In keeping with the use of the term committee to denote particular governance functions the Group recommends that it be called a “Dialogue Commission”. 
12.4. Methodist – United Reformed Church Liaison Group:  Indications have been received that the URC would welcome an exploration about the future of this group, and the Group recommends that the future of the liaison group be addressed as soon as possible. It has clearly carried out some important work, yet it has also experienced some frustrations.  In looking to the future of the group URC sensitivities about the impact of the Methodist Church – Church of England Covenant must be borne in mind.  

12.5. Four Nations Ecumenical Reference Group:  this group has provided a useful mechanism for those involved in the ecumenical structures and instruments covered by the British connexion, enabling them to share developments and identify concerns.  The Ecumenical Reference Group would provide a more integrated forum for this exchange, and it is therefore recommended that the Four Nations Reference Group be abolished.
13. District level
13.1.       There needs to be a clear ecumenical aspect to the role undertaken by DDEs.  This is not to be confused with the role of DEOs, who themselves express a desire to undertake a function that is wider than simply facilitating good practice in ecumenical activity.  The shift of focus for some County Ecumenical Officers to pay greater attention to a mission agenda is to be welcomed and adapted as.  Partnership working in its broadest sense will be required of all DDEs, paying particular attention to the reality of local and regional ecumenical work and potential.
It is evident that there needs to be a clear ecumenical aspect to the role of DDEs, and the Group recommends that the indicative job description for DDEs should include a clear reference to working ecumenically.
13.2. When developing work plans for scrutiny of LEP constitutions (see 10.2 above) concern about the length of time taken to approve constitutions needs to be borne in mind.  Therefore in adopting this model, it should be made clear to DEOs, and District Chairs that the model draft constitutions enhance the process, as this avoids the need for protracted drafting work.

14. Resourcing Local Work
14.1. Light Touch Structure and Local Ecumenical Partnerships.  The importance of balance between structure and a culture that encourages risk, adventure and creativity must not be overlooked.  This goes to the very heart of how we understand God and express the bonds of fellowship.
In many respects the present advice offered to LEPs is a good expression of oversight and encouragement, and the model constitutions provide a clear framework, which enable most LEPs to develop effectively.  However some local initiatives can be forced into a model that suits the structure, rather than one that sees parent bodies responding in faith.  There are both good and bad stories of formalities aiding and hindering ecumenical work at the local level.  Therefore the process of reviews must be used for effective sharing of experiences and learning from those experiences.
The Group recommends that the Methodist Church welcome the decision of the Council for Christian Unity (CCU) of the Church of England to commission a review of Single Congregation LEPs.  The Local Unity Panel of the CCU will undertake this work and CLED has indicated its support for the task and willingness to be involved.

The goal of local ecumenism should not be assumed to be a single congregation LEP in every place.  Departure from such a model should not be understood to be a failure in commitment.  Equally sponsoring denominations should not act in such a way as to make single congregation LEPs feel as if they present problems.  To this end the Methodist Church needs to be challenged about the way in which the stationing system best enables the provision of ministry in churches, especially single minister / single congregation LEPs.  
In all of this it should be remembered that too often a light touch can mean a situation is overlooked rather than watched over in love and care.  
14.2. Training.  Recognising the pivotal role of the Circuit the ecumenical content of the training opportunities offered to new superintendents needs to be strengthened.  Any consequent action would need to be in line with the new structures that emerge within the Team and at District. 
On a more general point, it is clear that training for diaconal and presbyteral ministry takes place in a variety of ecumenical contexts.  However, as a general principle of ecumenical engagement it must not be assumed that simply because Christians work and train together, they automatically pay attention to the differences of church order, the particularity of ecclesial traditions or the diversity of the body of Christ.  Therefore training in this context must pay attention to the understanding of tradition and the development of ecumenical work.  

15. New Church Groups 
15.1. The traditions from which many non-traditional, new church groups emerge, and the historical perspective of Methodism, may be very different and will require much more than a general desire to do things together.  
15.2. A major inhibitor to working together is theology.  A characteristic of many Black Majority Churches is their conservative evangelical and sometimes fundamentalist approach.  This makes it difficult for them to relate easily to the inclusive approach of the Methodist Church, or indeed to all the mainstream historic denominations.  Mostly such new church groups find the structural approach of ecumenism unhelpful and alien, and this presents a major challenge, which has no easy answers.
16. The Team – where and what?

16.1. The oversight and coordination of ecumenism is best done by the Governance Support Cluster so as to ensure consistency and provide for something of a filter through which other pieces of work can be passed.  This offers the best assurance of an ecumenical dimension to all of the Team’s work.
16.2. The Team can best help in the development of ecumenical strategy, based upon awareness of long-standing commitments and local realities. It can ensure consistency, co-ordination and the dissemination of good practice in all the ecumenical issues relating of British Methodism. This requires openness to the whole range of ecumenical activity.  The sense of belonging to the church universal and respecting its catholicity and the celebration of the diversity of all God’s people and the many ways in which the apostolic faith is embodied and proclaimed, is important to the Methodist ethos and identity. The Team must always have the courage to challenge the local with this vision and be aware of the experiences of local churches.

17. Issues requiring further attention
The following are noted for further consideration and in some cases would benefit from attention by a small working group with a clearly defined task. 
17.1. Funding and Subscriptions.   Recognising that some funding is not identified under the ecumenical budget, but is directed to ecumenical initiatives that reflect the principle of working ecumenically, greater attention should be given to the current level of funding made available to ecumenical work.  A further question for the new Team is that of how we assess what an appropriate level of funding should be for the future.  This requires attention in the short term once the shape of the new Team is clear and work patterns have been identified.
17.2. Future of the meetings of DEO’s.   These meetings play an important role, keeping people up to date and offering the chance to share news and concerns, as well as participate in some form of further training.  Attention needs to be paid to the attendance levels with regard to the geographical spread and how representative a group this is.  That said, the meeting provides a good and established pattern of exchange that is of value to DEOs and members of the Connexional Team.  
17.3. Ecumenical engagement from a World Church perspective.  The range of partnerships that form the work of the present World Church Office inevitably means that ecumenical co-operation takes place across a range of international relationships.  These will offer insights into styles of ecumenical work from which it is important to learn.  In most cases partnerships are examples of working ecumenically, rather than formal conversations with a specific intention. Learning from these experiences needs to be seen in the context of the new arrangements in the reconfigured Team for developing relationships and partnerships with Partner Churches in other parts of the world. The ecumenical dimension of European work deserves particular attention.
17.4. Methodist European Reference Group:  This group has not been consulted as part of this project.  Given the nature of ecumenical relationships within Europe, and the way in which the Faith and Order Committee finds itself invited to participate in some European ecumenical structures, it would be useful to address the question of the ecumenical agenda of this group and explore ways in which that might be part of other ecumenical work as well as enabling a joined up approach to European issues. 
18. Conclusion  
We believe the Methodist Church needs to hear the voices of its present ecumenical partners, for they often have a view of us that we may not form ourselves, but is in fact remarkably perceptive and rather more honest that we can bear to admit.  We also believe the time is right to take the risk of entering into new partnerships and that will give us a renewed sense of our Methodist identity and God-given calling. This is a personal and shared challenge in every part of the Connexion. Above all it is an essential part of our Spirit-led response to God’s grace in Christ. 

Appendix 1 

Overview of Present Ecumenical Relationships:  

1. Local and circuit level – the bulk of relationships are at local church level.  All churches would have informal ecumenical relationships, and many have formal relations, of which over half involve the United Reformed Church.  It is recognised that denominational loyalties are not always strong for many church attenders.  While there are huge variations, very many people attending Methodist churches do so because it is local, not because of any specific loyalty to Methodism.

2. Circuit level – a few circuits are described as ‘united areas’ or ‘ecumenical areas’; Milton Keynes, Swindon, and Telford have special arrangements.  

3. District level – The majority of district chairs are in covenant with other church leaders in their area. In some places the boundaries of Methodist district and Anglican diocese or dioceses coincide.  Generally, however, boundaries are complicated. 

4. Connexional level – Conference is very committed to working ecumenically, and has been since at least 1945.  The Methodist Church in Britain was a founder member of World Council of Churches, and the predecessor bodies to Churches Together in Britain and Ireland and the national ecumenical instruments.

5. Modern British society has changed and is now hugely varied.  Patterns of migration from the Caribbean, South Asia, parts of Africa and from Eastern Europe have dramatically changed the patterns of church life in Britain with strong Afro-Caribbean influence and a much more diverse Orthodox and Catholic presence.   Earlier ways of ecumenical working were established during a settled pattern of church life, and these ways are now under strain.  Political devolution in Scotland and Wales has added to this change, while the instincts of the Methodist Church are still the connexional approach.

6. The Methodist Church relates closely to Churches Together in England (CTE).  This year, for the first time, the General Secretary will not be an Anglican.

7. The Methodist Church and the URC have a shared pastoral strategy, and the Methodist Church works closely with the Baptist Union of Great Britain.

8. Since 2003 the relationship with the Church of England is expressed in  a formal covenant as a step on the way to ‘full visible unity’.

9. The relationship with the Catholic Church is through the Catholic Bishop’s Conferences of England and Wales and of Scotland.

10. In Wales there is a longstanding five-way covenant similar to the Anglican-Methodist Covenant.

11. Scotland (and Ireland) each have their own distinctive ecumenical instruments.

12. In some English government regions there are some faith representatives formally appointed to public bodies.  However there is considerable practical difficulty in one person representing different churches.  There is often a pressure to appoint a single representative of faith groups. 

13. In addition to all these formal links, there is much ongoing attention given to working ecumenically throughout the Church and the Connexional Team e.g. through the Public Issues team.

14. In Europe the relationship is through the Conference of European Churches, and the Community of Protestant Churches in Europe as well as the European Methodist Council.  The Filter Panels set up in 2006 to review many issues questioned whether these should be sustained, and whether a relationship with WCC was sufficient.  It was noted that the major Methodist presence in mainland Europe is through three Central Conferences of the United Methodist Church, which is a US church with extensive worldwide presence.
15. As a founder member, the Methodist Church relates closely to the World Council of Churches.  It should be noted, however, that the Catholic Church has never been a part of WCC, although working closely with it on Faith and Order issues.

Appendix 2

	Stakeholder
	Contacts or source of information

	Baptist
	Revd. Graham Sparkes

	British Methodist Roman Catholic Committee
	Rt. Revd. Michael Evans, Co-Chair; Revd. Dr. Richard Jones Co-Chair.

Revd. Dr. David Chapman

	Churches Together in England
	Consultation organised by CTE to discuss the report Moving Together by Revd. David Spriggs

	Committee for Local Ecumenical Development
	Revd Robert Dolman, Deacon Jane Middleton and Revd Andrew Hollins

	Connexional Team staff at London and Manchester  
	a) Questionnaire sent to all staff

b) Opportunity for open discussion (3 people took up)

	District Chairs
	a) Questionnaire sent to all chairs

b) Conversations with Revd. Alison Tomlin, Revd. John Walker, Revd. Peter Whittaker, Revd. John Carne

	Ecumenical Partners in Scotland
	Brother Stephen Smyth, General Secretary ACTS; Revd. Lindsey Sanderson, Deputy General Secretary, ACTS; Revd. Bill Brown, convenor, Ecumenical Relations Committee, Church of Scotland; Revd. Sandy Montgomerie, Scottish Episcopal Church; Revd. John Humphreys, Moderator, United Reformed Church Synod of Scotland; Rev Tom Shields, Secretary, Commission for Doctrine and Unity, (Catholic) Bishops’  Conference of Scotland. 

Revd. Lily Twist, Revd. David Cooper, Ms. Jenny Easson, Mr. David Easson, Ms. Sandy Lawrie, Dr. Bill Reid,

	Ecumenical Partners in Wales
	Revd. Dr. Peter Sedgwick, Principal of St. Michael’s College and Church in Wales Ministries Officer; Revd. Gwynn ap Gwilym Church in Wales Ecumenical Officer; Revd. Aled Edwards, Chief Executive of CYTUN; Mr. Siôn Rhys Evans, Asst. Chief Executive with responsibility for the Covenanted Churches.

Revd. Dr. Stephen Wigley

	European Partner Churches and Bodies
	The Ven. Colin Williams, General Secretary Conference of European Churches

Mr. Colin Ride

	Faith and Order Committee
	Revd. Dr Pete Phillips, Revd. Gareth Powell

	Four Nations Reference Group
	Revd. Peter Whittaker

	Joint Implementation Commission
	Revd. Prebendary Dr. Paul Avis Co-Convenor; Prof. Peter Howdle, Co-Chair.

Revd. Peter Sulston Co-Convenor

	London District (specific input on Black Majority and other Church Groups)
	Revd. Ermal Kirby

	Methodist Ecumenical Officers
	a) Open consultation at Swanwick following a meeting organised to bring together Baptist, URC and Methodist Ecumenical Officers 

b) Questionnaire sent to all who did not attend Swanwick

	TMCP
	Mr. Neville Johnson and Mr. David Phillips.

	United Reformed Church
	Revd. Richard Mortimer

Revd. Sue Keegan von Allmen

	World Council of Churches
	Ms. Anthea Cox


Appendix 3

Extract from Moving Together – a Review of the Ecumenical Journey in England 1997-2007 (Section 2, pp 30-34), published by Churches Together in England, August 2007.  Used with permission.

From Ecclesial to Ecumenical 

The idea of oikumene, the whole inhabited world, sets us on the path of discovering, actualising and celebrating…

In this section we focus on the global dimension of the word ‘ecumenical’ and consider various ways in which changing English ethnography has, or could, influence the ecumenical journey.

Ecumenical – properly understood – refers not to church matters but to the whole inhabited world. Of course, under frequent use within church contexts, the term becomes reduced in scope to the unity of the Church everywhere; from this it may become further constricted in people’s minds to mean little more than Church relations where we are.
 But from Edinburgh 1910 onwards the ecumenical journey is one which has encompassed the whole world. From the Missions perspective it was to bring the Gospel to the whole world and from the Faith and Order one it has always been about the Church throughout the world.

There are several factors in the last ten years which remind us of the origins of the word and helpfully challenge us in England to restore these larger dimensions, without which, for some, the ‘ecumenical journey’ loses its way.
 Writing in 1996, David Butler notes,

The black presence in the English Churches in fact urges Christians to look for a deeper unity that transcends not only denominationalism but also the barrier between racial groups, so that Galatians 3.28 means in the last decade of the twentieth century in England that ‘in Christ there is neither black nor white.’

It seems to me that Black Majority Churches and other ethnic ones are unlikely to feel part of the ecumenical journey until they see themselves reflected more adequately on Churches Together staff both centrally and regionally. Just as the last decade has seen a significant Roman Catholic presence among CEOs, the next would benefit from a similar non-White participation. 

Nationally, the Secretary for Minority Ethnic Christian Concerns within CTE has been an important bridge person during the last decade or more, building on the work of the Black and White Christian Partnership. Now in his present role, even more he helps to span the many dimensions of ethnic Christianity, for many of whom the relational component is paramount. 

More generally we can note that while the previous decade was notable for the rise in the proportion of evangelicals within the total church-going population in England, the last decade has been marked by an increasing awareness of the size and vitality of the various ethnic Churches, both within and beyond the evangelical fold.
 Often this impact has been noticed because of local churches but also sometimes groups of Churches (denominations) which have developed particularly in London but elsewhere too in places like Birmingham, Nottingham and Leicester. While the largest and most noticed may be African congregations,
 there are also significant Chinese and various Asian and other congregations (not only those associated with the Alliance of Asian Christians but also those from Korea and Iran) which may be more widespread across the country.

The Group for Evangelisation

A brief conversation among some members of GfE (03/04/07) provided the following observations, which are clearly anecdotal rather than scientific, but are indicative of a growing and complex aspect to the ecumenical scene in this country, and in that sense a useful starting point for this aspect of our Review. Their comments have been supplemented by conversations with many denominational leaders and Peter Brierley’s research.

A Roman Catholic indicated that it is difficult to get a truly accurate picture of the impact of European, particularly Polish immigrants on the Catholic Church, because statistical gathering is not reliable. Clearly as the Von Hügel Institute report made clear, there are many tens of thousands of Polish immigrants and many will be Catholic. Because of the Polish Catholic Chaplaincy arrangement, there is some distinct provision for them!

A Baptist explained that there are noticeable Ukrainian, Portuguese, Polish and Brazilian components across the country, as well as significant numbers from African countries in London.
 In some places bi-lingual services are starting up, normally welcomed by the English speaking congregations.

It was noted from the Methodist Church perspective that the predominant immigrant communities are from Africa, particularly Ghana and Zimbabwe. But there are also large numbers of Chinese and Koreans with some Methodist allegiance. 

There was also recognition of the growing strength of the Iranian (Phasi speaking) diaspora and that in some cases Iranians were involved in churches for Afghans because of the common language.

We can also mention the difference which European immigration is making to the Orthodox Churches. According to Peter Brierley, this explains why the Orthodox membership in England is now growing substantially, even though the total numbers of a complex church world are still relatively small.

These minority ethnic Churches
 are so significant that they have changed the picture of decline, especially in London, which is still otherwise general in most parts of Britain. Frequently their leaders and their people are taking the lead, not least in aspects of mission (including church planting), prayer
 and social cohesion
. So the world has come to us with ever increasing impact and the ecumenical journey is being joined by these Christians and often shared with us. In many cases we are all now benefiting from previous centuries’ global mission activity. But whereas it was often the criticism that we exported our Western European denominationalism, now we have the opportunity to develop an increasing communion between peoples from the whole world. Many of the Black Majority Church members are second and third generation British
 but there are also other and very varied immigration movements which need to be recognised too.

The contribution of immigration to the church scene is raising some fascinating issues for us all. Three examples must serve to illustrate the complexities that it is generating. Some of the Methodist congregations in London are of Nigerian origin. So rather than looking to the Methodist Conference in Great Britain, they look to their homeland. David Carter had already pointed out that British Methodist Connexionalism seems to be bounded by the territory of our Islands in a rather illogical way.
 If British Methodism had developed a fully global dimension this issue might have been easier to resolve. The second illustration is a more positive one. In recent years Methodists have been selling off their buildings because they were becoming redundant as congregations declined, not least in London. The influx of and growth of immigrant, mainly African originating congregations and new members for these Methodist churches means there are now no further buildings likely to become redundant. 

The third illustration relates to a different Church and a completely different dimension. The reception of John Sentamu as Archbishop of York is a significant and brave move by the Church of England. Almost weekly he brings fresh challenges to us, whether that is by the media worthy interdenominational Baptismal service on Easter Sunday
 or the more diplomatic approach of seeking to engage the URC within the developing Anglican-Methodist Covenant arrangements in the York Diocese. His ability not to see the barriers which might hinder Anglo-Saxon Christians means new ecumenical opportunities are flowing from his leadership.
 

Not only is immigration bringing a whole new range of issues to us, it is also a fast-changing component of the ecumenical scene and it is one about which we know some things but recognise there is much still to learn. This clearer evaluation of the overall situation of immigration both within the wider society and its impact on our Churches, as well as the way this is going to shape the ecumenical journey in coming years, needs much more systematic, sustained and informed reflection.

Consider two possible scenarios.

1) The continuing immigration means that over the next ten years the range of immigrant Churches will extend both in ethnicity and numerically, while the English Churches continue to decline, thus increasing the net impact of the immigrants. This will put strains on the ecumenical journey in several ways. First, traditional denominations will need to divert scarce resources (human and financial) away from CTE to cope with the pastoral opportunities and requirements of immigrant Christians. Secondly a weakened CTE will be called upon to service and manage a far more complex church landscape and may not be able to contain the energy and diversity – often with more conservative components of Christianity – in cohesion with the historic Churches. We thus end up with a far more divided (along ethnic and theological divides, each re-enforcing the other) and even fragmented and acrimonious Christian community. This results in the Government losing patience with the ‘Church’ and retracting from its generosity in working with faith communities and justifies further restrictions with respect to faith in the public square. 

2) The energy and missionary zeal of the immigrant communities proves to be refreshing to the traditional Churches. In turn, they provide significant and authentic hospitality to other immigrant Christians, having learnt the lessons of the dangers of alienation from the Caribbean immigration of the middle of the last century.
 This process of authentic mutual affirmation and assimilation has two consequences. First it helps to energise the traditional Churches so that not only can we see we are ‘coming out of the nose dive’ but also that we are ‘climbing high again’. Further, because the government finds it hard to dismiss and marginalise the clear moral voices of the immigrant Churches, lest they are accused of racism, there is a reversal of the trend to marginalise the Christian impact on public issues. This is re-enforced by the inevitable recognition that the Churches are one of the few institutions which can provide the necessary social cohesion. Together these lead to a new confidence for the Christian community. CTE is recognised to have had a key role in ensuring that real Christian welcome is extended to the whole range of immigrants and therefore of developing the impact of the Christian faith on public life. Following on from this, the new agendas which the immigrant communities present for all the Churches, means that old barriers, which appeared insoluble and by now had become serious hindrances to the possibility of moving the ecumenical journey forward, are then approached in completely new ways. Either the barriers dissolve or are overcome from the new perspectives thus fostering significant step changes in the journey.

Which of these two scenarios proves to be nearer the truth, only time will tell – but all Christians involved and all Churches/denominations involved can make a difference one way or the other. The experience of the ecumenical journey should both support and challenge us to be courageous and creative in this new context. Indeed, one strong motive for moving forward and re-shaping the ecumenical journey is so that we can respond most positively to the challenges and opportunities which the new waves of immigration present.

Among the good practices being worked on is that initiated by the Anglican Southwark Diocese, to research the extent and nature of ways in which Anglican church buildings are being used by ethnic congregations and then to recommend good practice for these shared building arrangements. The preliminary research shows that over ninety buildings are used in this way. It also shows that while some churches have developed very positive relationships between the host congregation and the guest one, there are many where there is considerable room for improvement. In these contexts many aspects of the Five Marks of Mission can potentially benefit and the Churches can make a significant contribution to social cohesion.

The research behind and recommendations from the von Hügel Institute for the Roman Catholic The Ground of Justice report also provides a stimulating model for ways forward.

But while London is the most concentrated place for the impact of immigration to be felt, it is not the only significant area and in fact many of our churches are affected to some extent. Hence there is the need to deepen and extend the range and impact of such work, within the ecumenical context.

Such work can also feed into and feed from the work being done (or needing to be done) in preparation for the 2012 Olympic Games. One of the ways to service the Games is to offer hospitality to families of the athletes who come here and also to find appropriate contacts for worship for them. Because London now has so many and varied churches we are in a prime position to fulfil this opportunity; the more information we have about ‘ethnic Churches’ and the better relationships we have, the better we can facilitate this global experience. 

If we fail to capitalise on this situation urgently not only will the ecumenical journey suffer but so also will the well-being of our nation and probably much further afield too.

Some people have commented that although there is much good ecumenical experience and engagement going on, the ecumenical journey has lost the novelty and excitement that it had in the 70s and 80s. I suggest that seriously engaging with the issues of the global aspects of Christianity in England could provide more than enough challenges to our understanding and ecumenical experience of Christian community, theology, mission and spirituality to re-invigorate the movement!
� See Appendix 3 – a substantial extract from Moving Together – a Review of the Ecumenical Journey in England 1997-2007 (Section 2, pp30-34), published by churches Together in England, August 2007.  This review deliberately offers a personal perspective and was undertaken by David Spriggs of the Bible Society.


� Connection and Koinonia: Wesley’s Legacy and the Ecumenical Ideal, in Randy L Maddox, Rethinking Wesley’s Theology for Contemporary Methodism, Abingdon, 1998, p.138, cited by Michael Nausner in Cultural Boundary Experience and the Methodist Connection, p.16. This was a paper for the Oxford Institute of Methodist Theological Studies, August 2007, 


� Philip Drake in Unmasking Methodist Theology, p.138, ed. Clive Marsh, Brian Beck, Angela Shier-Jones, Helen Wareing, London, 2004, cited by Michael Nausner in Cultural Boundary Experience and the Methodist Connection, op.cit. p.18. See also Called to Love and Praise, Section 4.6, The Connexional Principle: “…the Methodist sense of ‘belonging’, at its best, derives from a consciousness that all Christians are related at all levels of the Church to each other” (4.6.4).      


 


� This text is based on Howard Snyder, Decoding the Church, Baker Books, 2002, pp.22ff, Baker Books, quoted by Martyn Atkins, in Mission Shaped Questions, 2008


� Bill Snelson  POSTFORUMPOST (CTE 2003) p. 1


� C Ellis, Together on the Way, (BCC 1990) pp. 11-15 gives a short, clear and insightful account of the etymology and contemporary usage.  He also reflects theologically on the dual connotation (ecclesial and global) and links it to the churches’ mission and ‘reconciliation’.


� Compare, for example CTBO, pp. 10, 12, 40, 42, 75, ‘we press on towards the full reconciliation in Christ of all things..’, ‘ the gift of unity is not for the benefit of the church only but for the health of humanity…the result of the reconciliation in Christ of all things..’, ‘recognise the unity of mankind…’ Black Majority Churches have questioned the practical commitment of other churches in England to the Christian teaching of the unity of people of all races in Christ.’, ‘the ministry of reconciliation includes the proclamation of the gospel by common witness and service in a world beset by injustice, oppression and pollution.’ 


� Dying to be ONE (SCM 1996) p. 191. What has happened in our decade is that the ‘colourscape’ has widened to include many other ethnic groups and nationalities. I attempt to reflect this in our considerations.


� See P Brierley, Pulling out of the nose dive (Christian Research 2006) pp. 98-99, ‘The fact that the evangelicals overall declined at only half the rate of non-evangelicals was almost entirely due to the huge increase in non-white evangelicals.’ ‘Black church goers form almost half (44%) of all Inner London church attendance (and are more than white churchgoers). and  ‘In an article the bishop of London wrote, ‘The church is being enriched by Black and Asian Christians…’.’


� There is, however, only limited awareness of this change within local churches and leaders. According to J Oloyede, one of the senior pastors at Glory House, in ‘The Black and White Gap’ (Christianity Archive March 05) there is considerable ignorance in both directions. He makes eight suggestions as to how White leaders can practise local ecumenism with their Black colleagues. 


� See further The Ground of Justice. This points out that 29% of immigrants also attend a church other than their main one, so almost 1/3 are finding ways to become involved in other congregations.  This report also indicates that around 50% of Catholic immigrants in London are from Central and Eastern Europe. The rest are spread more evenly from around the globe.


� In Pulling out of the nose dive, Peter Brierley indicates that the number of Black church goers among Baptists has declined from 1998 to 2005, against a strong national trend (see p. 95 Table 5.3). This is not how the situation is perceived by Baptists. Ian Bunce, the head of The Mission and Research Department comments, ‘I am surprised at the figures as I would suggest that there are far more black Baptists now than in 1998. We do not have statistics to support this. However, the London Baptist Association in a separate survey indicates that there are near 45% of black members in inner London Baptist churches. This would be in excess of the 19,500 cited in the book.’


� See Pulling out of the nose dive, pp. 30-31 for indications of the growth – although the explanation was given to me verbally.


� Terminology is notoriously difficult in this area. Often the Black churches are referred to as ‘Black Led’ or ‘Black Majority’ churches. There are some ‘Black Majority’ churches which are not led by Black ministers etc. By ‘minority ethnic’ churches I am meaning those churches where a significant component of the leadership or the worshippers come from a group which, within England, is a minority ethnic group. Such churches will probably have a majority of their worshippers from one or more minority ethnic groups etc.


� J Oloyede reminds us of the Redeemed Christian Church of God’s monthly ‘Festival of light prayer nights’ with 15-17000 attending.


� Street Pastors, initiated through Les Isaacs, from a Caribbean background, would be one example of this which is developing a nationwide profile.


� The role of and contribution to the unity of the Church with respect to these congregations and groupings by the African Caribbean Evangelical Alliance and The Evangelical Alliance should be noted and affirmed, alongside the work of CTE. As far as possible this needs to be recognised in any forward developments.


� David Carter, Love Bade Me Welcome (Epworth 2002) p. 151, ‘American Methodists can ask…why the British Methodist concept of connexionalism seems to stop at national frontiers and results in the creation of totally autonomous churches rather than churches retaining links of real mutual accountability.’ 


� See Church Times 13 April 2007 p. 3.


� See Peter Brierley, Pulling out of the nose dive, p. 89 for some comment on him.


� Hopefully, Migration Principles: Statement for Churches working with Migrants and Engaging with Migrant Issues, (CTBI 26 June 2007) will help towards this – I was not able to see this before the completion of the Re-view.


� These two do not, of course, cover all the issues. For instance there is a serious debate to be had about the contribution of immigrants to mission among the resident, consumerist population.  The Reference Group thought it helpful to distinguish two main types of immigrant ‘church’. Those which were here mainly to minister to their own, and similar nationalities; the other, those who had come here with a sense of divine call to evangelise the resident population. Some of these recognise the need for entering the culture and mindset of those Brits they feel called to reach. Whether they are succeeding is still an open question; might the enthusiasm and commitment further alienate those White people who have left the churches? On the other hand, we also recognised that even without reverse cross-cultural mission there could be indirect beneficial effects. For instance the passionate worship could re-enthuse more reticent White worshippers and the more open witness might empower and liberate the often timid testimony of Anglo-Saxon Whites, who then become a more effective evangelising people to their own culture. There are other issues too, which makes further research and reflection necessary.


� See for instance, the recognition both of the reality of the impact of the incipient racism within the host churches on the Caribbean immigrants and also both the exceptions to this by some churches and leaders, and the complex reasons which made ‘church going’ more difficult for the immigrants here than in their home contexts in Mark Sturge, Look what the Lord has done (Scripture Union 2005) especially pp. 81-96 and Joe Aldred, Respect, (Epworth 2005) especially pp. 80-90. The broad picture is conveyed in these words, ‘The mixed, mostly hostile, reception Caribbean British and other minorities received in church and wider society in Britain’ (Respect, p. 88)





