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From the active Bishops of the UMC in Europe

Apportionments from Annual Conferences in Central Conferences – summary for discussion

Connectional principle:

The United Methodist Church is a connectional church where each part is linked to the whole. Apportionments are a consequence of this vital connexion in the area of finances. Contributions will not be on equal levels in absolute figures. Apportionments need to take into account the huge variations in financial strength in the different parts of the world. There is however a basic principle, that each part contributes to the whole according to its possibilities.

As Paul writes: “I do not mean that there should be relief for others and pressure on you, but it is a question of a fair balance between your present abundance and their need, so that their abundance may be for your need, in order that there may be a fair balance. As it is written, ‘The one who had much did not have too much, and the one who had little did not have too little’” (2 Cor. 8,13-15)
Or as Bishop Hans Växby expresses well: “Giving is an essential part of the Christian faith, and it is not right if the church deprives us from the joy and satisfaction of being a part of the church. Maybe the church can make it without our contribution, but we can not grow if we do not learn giving.”

Present reality:

Up to now, annual conferences in central conferences participate in one single apportioned fund of general conference, the Episcopal Fund. The open question is what type of formula is applied to central conferences. Moreover, questions are being raised concerning a contribution to the other apportioned funds of general conference.

For many years, the apportionment to the Episcopal Fund was calculated in percentage of the accumulated sum of salary of the pastors in an annual conference. The last official figure was 2.5% of the accumulated sum. In 2004, the general conference introduced a new way of calculating, based on a number of factors that give a fuller picture of the financial capacity of an annual conference. The new formula was intended for annual conferences in jurisdictional conferences within the USA. The BOD 2004 had a new wording, but still mentioned that the apportionment  shall be “at the same percentage basis as that fixed for Annual Conferences in Jurisdictional Conferences.” This sentence was deleted in BOD 2008. Only the second half of paragraph 543.4 was kept. It reads that GCFA shall “determine the apportionment amounts for the annual conferences of the central conferences for the succeeding quadrennium based on calculation methodology approved by the General Conference upon recommendation by the Council. This determination shall be informed by consultation with the Council of Bishops.” (BOD 2008, par. 543.4).

The present Book of Discipline does not provide any formula for annual conferences in central conferences. But shortly before general conference 2008, GCFA announced that each central conference should bear at least 10% of its expenditure (see report no. 5 on the Episcopal Fund to General Conference 2008). This decision of a minimum percentage amount was – as far as we know - fixed without any consultation. It is arbitrary. It does in no way take into account the financial capacity of annual conferences. 

Therefore two problems out of the present reality need to be discussed: (1) to which apportioned fund of general conference should annual conferences in central conferences contribute? and (2) what formula should be applied for the calculation of such apportionment?

Open questions for discussion:

(1) 
To which apportioned fund of general conference should annual conferences in central conferences (annual conferences outside the USA) contribute?

Until now, general conference has been as well the legislative body on a global level as the administrative body for all annual conferences within the US. Apportioned funds of general conference are deeply linked to this double role of general conference. This double role is crucial in the discussion of contributions to the apportioned funds.

Two apportioned funds have played a major role on the level of the global church: The Episcopal Fund and the General Administration Fund (mainly costs of General Conference and of the Judicial Council).

All other apportioned funds have played a major role on the level of the general administration for all annual conferences in the USA and their mission outside the US.

It is fair to say that annual conferences in central conferences should participate in the two apportioned funds which play a major role on the level of the global church. Until now, they only do it in one of the two, in the Episcopal Fund. Any change to include also the General Administration Fund should be part of a discussion and decision which comprises all annual conferences on a global level, and it should be linked to a just and applicable formula for these two funds.

Two comments about the other funds:

a) With the exception of GBGM, the work of general agencies outside the US as well as membership of central conference representation in the agencies has only been opened up in 1984. Today, there is an increasing representation of the Central Conferences in most of the general agencies. Their support and programs are expended to the worldwide church. It is reasonable to question if the annual conferences from outside of the US should contribute to all general funds with the exclusion of the black college fund. However, there are some aspects which we would like to take into consideration. 

None of these other funds on the level of general conference has been designated to support the mission (programs or staff) of annual conferences in central conferences in a manner comparable to annual conferences in jurisdictional conferences within the USA. The UMC in Europe (sometimes on the level of annual conferences, sometimes of central conferences and sometimes for all of Europe) has its own agencies and apportionment formulas. And some of these European boards (e.g. Mission Boards) exist for over fifty years.

In the 21st century a solution for the fact that all other apportionment funds have been designed for the mission of the US annual conferences should not return to centralised models of the past, but develop annual conference or regional solutions which are interconnected in a connectional network. In Europe, we have a long standing experience with such models. Therefore, a 21st century solution includes the networking between the different regions in the world, as it has been established for instance in global mission between GBGM and the mission boards in Europe since the 1970ies. The big advantage of such networking is a better knowledge of local and regional realities and lower costs in the central administration. Similar experiences could be shared around other areas of ministry, e.g. discipleship, ecumenical relationships, ministerial education, church and society etc.

b) There may be some minor arrangements in some of these other apportionment funds if one wants to completely distinguish the global level from the USA-level, e.g. the costs of central conference members in general agencies which are now covered by the agencies through the World Service Fund. The nature of such representation is still open to debate: should it be considered as part of a global representation (and therefore be part of the General Administration Fund similar to General Conference costs) or is it a supplementary expertise brought to the US church for its mission outside the US (and therefore be part of the World Service which covers all other agency work of the US church). But these are minor adjustments compared to the general principle outlined above.

(2) 
What formula should be applied for the calculation of apportionments to the two funds on a global level?

At present, there is no such formula. The pre-2004 formula for the Episcopal Fund is no more in use and the new one (decided at General Conference in 2004) has only been set up for the US.

As a basic principle, one single formula should be constructed in a way that it is applicable on the level of the global church for all apportioned funds which are of a global nature. As a separate and distinct matter, there may well be a different formula for apportioned funds which are limited to the UMC in the USA.

A further comment: As far as it concerns a formula which is applicable for funds of a global nature (Episcopal Fund and General Administration Fund) the following elements would need to come under consideration in our view:

· Financial capacity models: there are extreme differences between annual conferences on a global level. Any type of apportionment on a global level needs to use a kind of factor to express the financial capacity. E.g.: The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is an indicator of these differences, even if it is a very imperfect one (at present there are discussions in political circles in Europe about the need of a more adequate model of calculation than the GDP, but it will not so soon become a reality) as well as the “purchase parity – PPP” model (sometimes used by GBGM, but we do not have more information about it).

· Per capita models: There may be formulas which take into account a per “capita” minimum (“capita” basis may be per annual conference, per central conference, per membership, or per clergy membership according to the type of fund and cost factors), e.g. costs of general conference are linked to annual conference representation and there may be a minimum per capita for an annual or provisional annual conference. Any type of per capita minimum limits the attractiveness of high numbers and may be an incentive to remain close to reality. But any per capita minimum can never be the only factor in a formula because it does not take into account the economic differences in the world. A per capita minimum as a fixed amount always gives a higher burden on the poor.

· Economic realities: there are countries in the global south where much of the church life is not based on money exchange but other forms of support through exchange of goods or performance of work/service which is difficult to measure and to take into account in any financial formula. We would need some input from these regions of the world for a discussion of a new, global apportionment formula.

Conclusion:

There has been so much conversation around these questions, but not much action. Now is time for a proposal that can be subject to concrete discussion and perfection on both points, (1) and (2) above mentioned. We therefore ask the Central Conference College of the Council of Bishops as well as GCFA to join us in discussing and clarifying this important matter.

October 14, 2009 - The active Bishops in Europe: Christian Alsted, Hans Växby, Rosemarie Wenner, Patrick Streiff

Addition – November 8, 2009:

This paper has been shared with the College of Central Conference Bishops at their meeting at the fall meeting of the Council of Bishops in Lake Junaluska. Staff of GCFA had been present in the discussion. The paper has received the support of the College. The College of Central Conference Bishops has asked the staff of GCFA to study next steps towards a formula for apportionments which can be applied on a global level.

Bishop Streiff informed the Connectional Table at its session in November about these discussions and the paper will be placed for information on the website which members of the Connectional Table can access.

� This summary is based on (1) a discussion with Bishop Roy Sano about „1st mile giving“, following a presentation from the Central Conferences in Europe about their contribution in benevolences, and (2) a paper by Bishop Hans Växby on apportionment in Annual Conferences in the area of Central Conferences. It has been shared among the four active Bishops in Europe who offer it for a larger discussion with all of the Central Conference Bishops and with GCFA.





