










































































































































































work of an intermediate body will be largely wasted; but within the
limitations of the situation, attention needs to be given to this subject. A
major need is to get ecumenical news into parish magazines, and other
denominational publications. One County Ecumenical Officer says: “a
single organ of communication is not possible; several ways of presenting

information must be prepared, targeted at different audiences”.

The Communications Officer of Churches Together in England (until
August 1994), Jackie Sheppard, organised a series of days to train County
Ecumenical Officers in the skills of communication. These days focused on
the importance of working with the media, with emphasis on the writing of
effective press releases, and good performance in radio interviews. As a
result several CEOs have developed an entrée to the columns of their local
press. The Communications Unit of the Church of England at Church
House, Westminster; has an annual programme of training days on skills
relating to radio, television, public speaking and the production of
publications such as newsletters. The latter ‘journalism days’ could be
particularly useful to hard-pressed County Ecumenical Officers. Churches
Together in England’s video All Together Now (1993) includes material on
the work of the County Ecumenical Officer.

One final point - there are now twenty-three churches (or in some cases,
Councils of Churches) which have become members of Churches Together
in England. They should be regarded as of equal status, even if of very
different sizes. Intermediate bodies ought therefore to take steps to establish
communication with congregations of smaller churches in their area, and to
encourage them to participate in local ecumenical groupings. They may be
able to be represented at the intermediate level, but where there is only
limited energy and personnel the local should take priority. Personal
communication with the intermediate officer could be very valuable in
developing relationships and representation.

51



9. FINANCE

Those with little experience of ecumenism often ask the question - ‘who
pays for all this?’ (for example, Churches Together in England nationally,
and the intermediate bodies?). The answer is - the churches (at whatever
level) which have created them. So at the intermediate level, it will be the
church structures that correspond to that level which should bear the main
responsibility for funding the intermediate body. Just how its appropriate
percentage of the budget is found will depend upon the polity of each
denomination. Naturally it should be in proportion to the size of that church
in the area covered. It is not appropriate for Churches Together in England
to give a general ruling as to the proportions that should be paid in each
area; these should relate to the actual strengths of the churches, which
certainly vary in different parts of England.

In 1992 Churches Together in England undertook a survey of all
intermediate bodies and their financial structures. This is available from the
Didcot office (4t the Intermediate Level, price £2.00). This survey was
revealing in many ways; for example, it showed what a very wide range of
financial patterns there were, from intermediate bodies that existed on an
‘expenses only’ basis, with a very small budget - right up to bodies like the
Telford Christian Council which becomes an ‘umbrella’ for a great deal of
ecumenical work, financed through the council. The latter therefore has a
budget of approximately £350,000, and employs 35 people. There is some
evidence that where particular dioceses/districts are contributing strongly to
one thoroughgoing intermediate body, they seem less prepared or able to
fund neighbouring ones realistically. There is thus the danger that those
intermediate bodies in the forefront forge ahead, while other parts of the
country are allowed to become ecumenical backwaters.

It is obvious that the churches are struggling with the effects of recession at
this time, and it is difficult for many to see ways of increasing their
financial commitment at the intermediate level. Indeed one or two
appointments are under threat already.

To those who say ‘we do not have the financial resources’, we have to
reply, ‘what are the priorities to which limited resources are applied?’.
When ecumenism is merely consultative and co-operative, it is inevitably a
financial extra. When ecumenism is able to break through into commitment
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and the sharing of resources for joint employment of staff, it can lead to
more ecumenical use of personnel. However, this is unlikely to happen
without a skilled ecumenical officer who can give time to building mutual
trust between churches and to discovering where joint work is appropriate.

Some income can certainly be gathered in by intermediate bodies from
local Councils of Churches and Churches Together (see chapter 5), but
without considerable changes in the pattern recommended in Churches
Together in Pilgrimage, this is never likely to be more than a helpful
addition to the budgets of intermediate bodies.

The overall message is that there is great scope for ecumenical work at the
intermediate level, but there is a lack of time and personnel to carry it
through; in particular, the more that the intermediate bodies take up the
integrating of various pieces of denominational activity at their level, the
more pressure is put upon the officer of that body. The majority of
intermediate bodies run on the strength of a part-time or even ‘spare-time’
appointment; yet many of their officers are in practice working far more
hours than their contract specifies. Everything, therefore, comes back to the
financial questions - if the churches will that more should be co-ordinated
and encouraged at the intermediate level, are they also prepared to will the
means? Can they give national consideration as to how finance can be
made available at the intermediate level? This is being discussed as a
matter of policy by the United Reformed Church, who circulated a
discussion paper on this subject in early 1994; and the Methodist Church,
with its connexional structure, should surely favour this approach. The
issue was also discussed at the Enabling Group of Churches Together in
England at the end of 1994.
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10. STRUCTURES

As more and more of the concerns outlined in this handbook are taken on
by intermediate bodies, careful thought will need to be given to the
structures necessary to support the action. The complaint goes up, ‘more
and more structures, more and more meetings’. However, all these
meetings arise from the desire to consult, to share, to act together. It is no
longer acceptable for a denomination to plan an initiative, and later in the
day to invite others to share in it, claiming that this is to act ecumenically.
Ecumenical co-operation deserves joint planning from the beginning.

No blueprint can be given for the structures necessary to run intermediate
bodies. The pattern needed for a large new town body like Telford
Christian Council will be different from that of a county-wide ecumenical
council, which will be different again from that of a large metropolitan
area.

However, elements of a common pattern are beginning to emerge. A
number of the intermediate bodies identified on pages 35 - 37 of Churches
Together in Pilgrimage in 1989 were then called ‘Ecumenical Councils’ or
‘Sponsoring Bodies’. Taking their cue from the inauguration of Churches
Together in England in 1990, they have changed their name to ‘Churches
Together in...” At the same time many have adopted a structure similar to
that of Churches Together in England. This provides for a Forum or
Assembly which will meet less frequently, and involve a larger number of
people, including local representatives; an Enabling Group, Council or
Executive - the key ongoing decision-making body, including recognised
church leaders. To this most intermediate bodies find that they need to add
a smaller group a Standing Committee or Administrative Group,
consisting of a smaller group of officers, meeting in-between the Enabling
Group or Executive.

The value of a regular, but not too frequent, larger gathering has been
widely recognised - a Forum or Assembly, which gives more opportunity to
gather representatives from local ecumenical life to a county or city-wide
event, for the sharing of vision and the deepening of understanding. Often
these events, occupying a day or half-day, will focus on a particular issue or
area of concern; an element of shared worship and celebration is invariably
present. In some areas these meetings have specifically been asked for by
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LEPs and local Churches Together, and they are means by which the
intermediate body can begin to service local ecumenism.

An Enabling Group, Council or Executive is essential to ecumenical work
at intermediate as well as every other level. One of the principles of the
Churches Together movement is that decisions are taken by the churches,
and not simply by a body of representatives appointed by the churches and
left to get on with ecumenism as if it were just another department of
church life. The Enabling Group, Council or Executive (it may also have
other names) is the body which keeps an overview of ecumenical life in the
area, contains or has ready access to the leadership of all the churches (and,
in intention at least, not only the five largest churches), and makes sure that
any major decisions have the support of the decision-making bodies of all
the member churches.

Enough time needs to be given to the key meeting of any intermediate body
(Enabling Group, Council or Executive) to achieve its purpose. A meeting
that takes place only twice a year for about 2 hours is hardly likely to be
able to bring a radical ecumenical reshaping to the life of the churches at
that level. The intermediate level is as much under pressure of time as of
money (see chapter 9). Without sacrificial giving of both, there is little
chance that the intermediate body will be able to move the churches ‘from
co-operation to commitment’.

However, if church leadership is to give time to such a meeting, that time
must not be wasted by discussion of administrative details which could be
left to a trusted ecumenical officer, or to a small expert group. Many
intermediate bodies therefore have a small Standing Committee or
Administrative Group which helps the Ecumenical Officer with the
day-to-day administrative details.
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11. INVOLVING CHURCH LEADERS

An essential element in the life of an Intermediate Ecumenical Council is
the involvement of the appropriate church leaders. Indeed in some areas
this has been the key to all other advance; the church leaders have given a
strong public lead, so that acting ecumenically becomes increasingly the
norm rather than the exception.

The classic case of this is in Merseyside, where the co-operation of
Archbishop Derek Worlock and Bishop David Sheppard, together with
successive Free Church leaders, became an enormous influence, central to
the development of MARCEA. This now has a strong and multifaceted life,
being organised as a common synod, and it is of increasing importance to
the denominational decision-making bodies. After years of bigotry and
antagonism between the Protestant and Catholic communities in Liverpool,
the co-operation and friendship established by Archbishop Derek and
Bishop David changed the whole religious climate. The whole story is
documented in Better Together, and brought up-to-date by with Hope m
our Hearts (published 1988 and 1994, Hodder & Stoughton).

Another equally significant but less widely publicised model has been that
of Milton Keynes, with the unique appointment of an ‘Ecumenical
Moderator’ (see chapter 1).

Elsewhere church leaders have found that the intermediate body provides a
natural meeting place and focus for co-operation. Sometimes, as in Norfolk,
the church leaders gather for a morning meeting before sharing in the wider
Ecumenical Council in the afternoon.

In West Yorkshire the leaders insist on having an hour’s theological
discussion introduced by one of them at each meeting. They also have a
24-hour residential ‘in camera’ meeting once a year. Elsewhere, as in
Somerset and South Avon, there is an understanding that at each meeting of
the Ecumenical Council one of the church leaders will be present; then a
residential meeting once a year is an occasion for all the leaders to meet
with the council.

A pattern which has been found most successful in many regions is for the
church leaders to share together in a joint visitation to a particular town,
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usually lasting a day or two, and involving meetings with local leaders,
visits to significant projects and a major public meeting, which has often
been well attended. In Surrey such visitations have been organised to
Guildford, Leatherhead, Woking, Banstead, Dorking and Farnham. New-
castle Church Relations Group has had a practice for the past ten years of
every six months the church leaders visiting a town for a day - schools,
factories, hospitals - and then in the evening holding a public meeting.
Many local people still express surprise at seeing church leaders of
different traditions working together as colleagues and enjoying Christian-
name friendships!

It cannot be over emphasised how important to the life of the intermediate
body is the involvement and support of the church leaders. But there are
practical problems. Anglican and Catholic bishops have enormous demands
on their time, with their responsibilities both in church and society. Free
Church leaders (Methodist chairmen, URC moderators and Baptist superin-
tendents) tend to have larger areas to serve, often containing as many as six
or even eight intermediate bodies. Clearly they cannot be at every council
meeting of every one. A measure of delegation is often seen as the best
answer; church leaders will not need to be present for all the details of the
oversight of Local Ecumenical Partnerships, but they will need to be
involved where major policy decisions are taken about them. The problems
raised by the lack of coterminous boundaries are considerable and often
frustrating.

Church Leaders’ Covenants

When a growing relationship between church leaders has developed and
mutual trust has become natural, a personal covenant between these leaders
has often been publicly signed as a statement of commitment, and a public
lead for others to follow. The covenant sets a context within which
ecumenical relationships may develop, affirming what is done in neigh-
bourhoods and in the specialist interest groups within the region. In Norfolk
and in Suffolk, on the same Sunday in November 1991, the church leaders
gathered with large congregations in the Cathedrals of Norwich and St
Edmundsbury for such events. Similar covenants have been signed in
Lincolnshire (1982), Merseyside (1985), Lancashire (1987), West York-
shire (1987) (renewed 1997), Newcastle (1988), Cumbria (1989), Derby-
shire and Nottinghamshire (7990), Essex (1990) (renewed annually),
Devon (1991), and there is a ‘declaration of intent’ in Surrey (7993).
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However far the teamwork develops, it is very important that everyone
involved remains sensitive to the quite different patterns of authority and
leadership exercised in the different churches. The kind of leadership that is
exercised by an Anglican diocesan bishop is quite different from that of,
say, a Baptist general superintendent - indeed the latter may very well not
be at ease with the phrase ‘church leader’, since Baptist polity emphasises
that leadership and authority reside essentially in the local church. The
general superintendent does have a role in leadership, and of representing
that church at a wider level, but it differs from that of a bishop. Free Church
members can overestimate the influence and authority of Anglican bishops.
In many ways the Salvation Army has the clearest authority structure. It is
also important to remember those churches which do not have a recognised
pattern of ‘church leaders’ in this sense at all, for example, the Religious
Society of Friends (Quakers).

Church of England and Roman Catholic Bishops are usually happy to meet
and share with their perceived ‘opposite numbers’ in the Free Churches.
They come to recognise the conciliar nature of the United Reformed
Church, the connexional nature of the Methodist Church and the authority
resident in the local church in the Baptist and Congregational traditions.
These limit the extent to which the ‘leaders’ can commit their constituency,
but, conversely, make it possible for someone other than the chairman,
moderator or general superintendent to represent non-episcopal churches at
the intermediate level. However, some County Ecumenical Officers say
that constant changes of representation weaken the intermediate body.

It is important that it is made clear to all concerned what authority is being
given to representatives on intermediate bodies to speak for or commit their
churches. It is clear that an intermediate body only has the authority
accorded to it by its member churches, though it is hoped that it will
increasingly win respect and confidence from its constituency.

The question has been raised, ‘Have the church leaders entered these
covenants in a personal capacity, or on behalf of, and with the agreement of
their churches? And how far does the covenant bind their successors?’
There have been different understandings in different places, but usually
the covenant has been entered into with the knowledge and agreement of
the church concerned. Very often, when successive church leaders come
into office, it has been found helpful to arrange a re-signing of the
covenant.
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12. THE ROLE OF THE ECUMENICAL OFFICER

The survey undertaken by Churches Together in England and already
referred to - At the Intermediate Level - revealed that by 1993 nearly every
county or large city in England had some kind of ecumenical officer
working with its intermediate body. The majority of these were ecumeni-
cally appointed either full-time or part-time; in a few cases the work was
covered by somebody acting in their ‘spare-time’ usually working with
others. In some cases an Anglican Diocesan Ecumenical Officer was also
acting as the Ecumenical Officer for the intermediate body.

The exact breakdown in 1994 was:

Full-time (Birmingham, Derbyshire & Notts, Lancashire, Greater
Manchester, Merseyside, Milton Keynes, Telford,

West Yorkshire) 8
Part-time 27
Spare-time 6
Anglican Ecumenical Officer acting as County Ecumenical

Officer 6

Naturally their role varies, and depends on the number of hours available
per week. Central to each role is the servicing of the Ecumenical Council
for the area, and the implementing of its decisions. Much of the
responsibility for responding to the range of issues addressed in this
publication falls on the shoulders of the Ecumenical Officer. Most report
that the demands of the job continually outweigh the number of hours
available. One full-time Ecumenical Officer reported attending 225
meetings in 1993. As more work that was previously done denomination-
ally is now being tackled ecumenically, someone needs to do the
co-ordinating and enabling. As more communication becomes vital,
someone needs to edit the bulletins, to communicate with the media.
Sometimes the Ecumenical Officer can act as a catalyst, and the work can
then continue under its own momentum; in other cases a continual
‘servicing’ role is necessary.

A vital but underdeveloped area is the involvement of the Ecumenical
Officer in the ‘intermediate’ level councils of the various churches, e.g.
diocesan, provincial and district synods, URC district councils, Baptist
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association meetings. The Ecumenical Officer should also have an entrée to
the Roman Catholic Diocesan Ecumenical Commission. Clearly no County
Ecumenical Officer can be expected to go to everything, but the
opportunity should be there, and papers sent automatically.

If all these roles are to be carried out, then the Ecumenical Officer’s work
must be properly supported and recognised. There is a clear need for a
properly drawn-up contract, for clear lines of responsibility, and a support
group, which should not be confused with any executive group. Ecumenical
Officers ought not to have to be preoccupied with the funding of their own
posts; and where there is such a wide range of possible activities open to
them, some ready means of advice and encouragement is clearly needed. In
some ways the job can often be a lonely one, and can have its own stresses
and strains; although the Ecumenical Officers themselves would emphasise
how varied and fulfilling the work can be, when properly accepted and
understood.

The Ecumenical Officer is the crucial middle-man or woman between the
local and the national (and international); reflecting local concerns to the
national bodies, and communicating insights and information from the
national and international to the local. The relationship with Churches
Together in England, (and, through it, with the Council of Churches for
Britain and Ireland) is therefore crucial. The two Field Officers are
committed to servicing the intermediate bodies; there are meetings of
County Ecumenical Officers, and a constant pattern of contact in between.
Through the bi-monthly bulletin Pilgrim Post, the intermediate level is kept
informed of all that is happening; and Ecumenical Officers draw on this
publication for their own bulletins.

The crucial role of the Ecumenical Officer was clearly identified in the
review of Churches Together in England (1994) (para 7 (a)): “One of the
priority tasks facing the Ecumenical Officers at intermediate level should
be to seek to understand, and to interpret to others, the ecclesiology and
authority structures of each member church.” This calls for considerable
expertise and experience.

Yet the financial pressures referred to in the previous chapter cannot be

avoided. Some part-time posts and one or two full-time ones are threatened
as reviews take place. Not all in the wider church are convinced that these
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posts are a priority. Michael Hubbard’s call (chapter 2 (b)) for a full-time
Ecumenical Officer in each area seems only a distant dream. Some would
argue that a team of denominational ecumenical officers (part-time) - as in
the Newcastle Church Relations Group area - may spread the load and the
involvement, and help to avoid threatened cuts. Indeed, as intermediate
bodies face up to the large range of tasks open to them, and set out in these
pages, the more it becomes clear that this can only be done effectively
through a growing teamwork of the denominational and ecumenically
appointed ecumenical officers; close co-operation here is essential, particu-
larly if the County Ecumenical Officer is not full-time.

A good partnership between the denominational and ecumenically ap-
pointed ecumenical officers is vital; the review of Churches Together in
England (1994) said: “An agreed code of practice should be developed
governing the relative roles and responsibilities of ecumenically appointed
and denominationally appointed ecumenical officers.” The Enabling Group
of Churches Together in England commented: “Agreed, but flexible
guidelines (rather than a uniform code) should be drafted.”

If the majority of appointments are to continue to be part-time, it raises the
question, whether people of sufficient experience and calibre will continue
to be attracted to these positions. Experience shows that the Ecumenical
Officer has considerable opportunity to exercise, not just an executive, but
a prophetic role for the area - opening up new possibilities for co-operation,
encouraging new Local Ecumenical Partnerships, and communicating a
vision of ecumenism through the spoken and written word. Theological
experience and insight are at a premium. An officer who has the
understanding, qualifications and sensitivity required to earn the trust of the
church leaders has great scope for the development of ecumenical work.

Churches Together in Pilgrimage (p32) said: “If sharing between local
churches is to be adequately supported, there needs to be at the intermediate
level a strong ecumenical body to provide that support. Employing an
ecumenical officer whose expertise and time are available to local churches
and to church leaders is one means of ensuring that the intermediate bodies
can fulfil their role more effectively. This lay behind the Swanwick
proposal for ecumenically appointed ecumenical officers, ‘full-time if

2%

possible’.
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No group of people is more crucial in the development of the ecumenical
movement in England than the intermediate level ecumenical officers, and
the councils that they serve. As the review of Churches Together in
England (1994) put it, “The real function of the Ecumenical Officer should
be a developer of vision, and channel of shared inspiration”.
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13. CONCLUSION

Those who look at the ecumenical scene in these islands from abroad notice
that this pattern of intermediate level ecumenical action is almost unique in
the world, and provides a model that many are interested in following. If
local ecumenism is where the main action is, how can the good stories be
shared, and the places which are running into difficulties be helped? How
can the experience of the local be reflected and shared at a wider level, to
challenge the denominational “status quo™?

The English pattern of intermediate bodies serving the local and being
supported themselves by the staff of the national bodies provides a pattern
that could be developed in other parts of the world. An additional ‘plus’ in
the English situation is something that is unique in Europe. Only here are
there three main “streams” of Christianity existing side by side in a
reasonable balance of numbers: Roman Catholic, Anglican and Free
Church (including Independent, Pentecostal and “new” churches). In
England this has led to a rich ecumenical experience, not in every place, but
at all levels, giving the church in England much to contribute to the
ecumenical movement world-wide. Pope John Paul referred to this when,
after his visit to Britain in 1982, he spoke of Christianity in Great Britain as
“an important ecumenical ground”.

But the whole pattern of intermediate level ecumenism is quite fragile, and
could easily be undermined by cost-cutting decisions and by a weakening
of commitment in the next few years. If ecumenism is seen by church
leaders as an optional extra, they will be tempted to cut back on support for
ecumenical bodies. If it is seen as a priority, it may point the way to a
proper sharing of resources.

The evidence of all that has gone before is that in the counties, large cities

and new towns of England there is considerable life and much potential for
growth, which needs to be nurtured and shared.
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